RIVERSIDE COUNTY
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

This CCPEC Special Meeting will be a virtual meeting only due to precautions related to the
spread of Coronavirus COVID-18.,
Any public requests to speak during public comments must first register by completing the form
(link below) and submitting at least 24 hours in advance.
://countyofriverside.us/ConstituentSpeakingRequest.aspx#igsc.tab=0
Once registered, further information will be provided.

February 1, 2022, 1:30 P.M.
AGENDA
1. Call to Order — Roll Call

2. Adoption of Subsequent Resolution No. 2022-002 — A Resolution of the CCPEC
Re-Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meetings for 30 days — Action Item

3. Link to October 5, 2021 Virtual CCPEC Meeting — Discussion Item
https://cloud.castus.tv/vod/riveotv/video/61797b72a12014000a73a734?page=HOME

4. FY 2021/22 Second Quarter Budget Report — Action Item

5. University of California Riverside Presley Center of Crime and Justice Studies —
Day Reporting Center Research Project — Action Item

6. Staff Reports — Discussion Items
a) Probation
b) Sheriff
c) Riverside University Health System
d) Police
e) District Attorney
f) Public Defender
g) Court

7. Public Comments

8. Next Meeting — June 7, 2022; 1:30 P.M.

In accordance with State Law (The Brown Act):

o The meetings of the CCP Executive Committee are open to the public. The public may
address the Committee within the subject matter jurisdiction of this committee.

e Disabled persons may request disability-related accommodations in order to address the CCP
Executive Committee. Reasonable accommodations can be made to assist disabled persons
if requested 24-hours prior to the meeting by contacting Riverside County Probation
Department at (951) 955-2830.

e The public may review open session materials at www.probation.co.riverside.ca.us under
Related Links tab or at Probation Administration, 3960 Orange St., 6" Floor, Riverside, CA.

e [Items may be called out of order.
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Agenda Item #2

RESOLUTION NO. 2022-002
A RESOLUTION OF THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE
RE-AUTHORIZING REMOTE TELECONFERENCE MEETINGS
OF THE LEGISLATIVE BODIES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FOR THE PERIOD FEBRUARY 1, 2022 - MARCH 2, 2022
PURSUANT TO THE RALPH M. BROWN ACT.

WHEREAS, all meetings of Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee and its
legislative bodies are open and public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Gov. Code 54950 —
54963), so that any member of the public may attend, participate, and view the legislative bodies conduct
their business; and

WHEREAS, the Brown Act, Government Code section 54953(e), makes provisions for remote
teleconferencing participation in meetings by members of a legislative body, without compliance with the
requirements of Government Code section 54953(b)(3), subject to the existence of certain conditions and
requirements; and

WHEREAS, a required condition of Government Code section 54953(e) is that a state of emergency
is declared by the Governor pursuant to Government Code section 8625, proclaiming the existence of
conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the safety of persons and property within the state caused by
conditions as described in Government Code section 8558(b); and

WHEREAS, a further required condition of Government Code section 54953(e) is that state or local
officials have imposed or recommended measures to promote social distancing, or, the legislative body
holds a meeting to determine or has determined by a majority vote that meeting in person would present
imminent risks to the health and safety of attendees; and

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, Governor Newsom issued a Proclamation of a State of Emergency
declaring a state of emergency exists in California due to the threat of COVID-19, pursuant to the California

Emergency Services Act (Government Code section 8625); and,
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Agenda Item #2

WHEREAS, on June 11, 2021, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-07-21, which
formally rescinded the Stay-at-Home Order (Executive Order N-33-20), as well as the framework for a
gradual, risk-based reopening of the economy (Executive Order N-60-20, issued on May 4, 2020) but did
not rescind the proclaimed state of emergency; and,

WHEREAS, on June 11, 2021, Governor Newsom also issued Executive Order N-08-21, which set
expiration dates for certain paragraphs of the State of Emergency Proclamation dated March 4, 2020 and
other Executive Orders but did not rescind the proclaimed state of emergency; and,

WHEREAS, as of the date of this Resolution, neither the Governor nor the state Legislature have
exercised their respective powers pursuant to Government Code section 8629 to lift the state of emergency
either by proclamation or by concurrent resolution the state Legislature; and,

WHEREAS, the California Department of Industrial Relations has issued regulations related to
COVID-19 Prevention for employees and places of employment. Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 3205(5)(D) specifically recommends physical (social) distancing as one of the
measures to decrease the spread of COVID-19 based on the fact that particles containing the virus can travel
more than six feet, especially indoors; and,

WHEREAS, on October 5, 2021, the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
previously adopted Resolution No. 2021-001, finding that the requisite conditions existed for the
Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee and its legislative bodies to conduct remote
teleconference meetings without compliance with Government Code section 54953 (b)(3), as authorized by
Section 54953(e); and,

WHEREAS, as a condition of extending the use of the teleconferencing provisions for another 30
days beyond the Resolution No. 2021-001 adopted on October 5, 2021, pursuant to Government Code
Section 54953(e), the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee must reconsider the
circumstances of the state of emergency that exists and find that either the state of emergency continues to
directly impact the ability of the members to meet safely in person or state or local officials continue to
impose or recommend measures to promote social distancing; and,

WHEREAS, the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee has reconsidered the

circumstances of the state of emergency and finds that state or local officials continue to impose or
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Agenda Item #2

recommend measures to promote social distancing, based on the California Department of Industrial
Relations regulations related to COVID-19 Prevention, specifically, Title 8 of the California Code of
Regulations, Section 3205(5)(D), continuing to remain in effect; and,

WHEREAS, as a consequence, the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee does
hereby find that it and its legislative bodies may continue to conduct their meetings by teleconferencing
without compliance with Government Code section 54953 (b)(3), pursuant to Section 54953(e), and that
such legislative bodies shall comply with the requirements to provide the public with access to the meetings
as prescribed by Government Code section 54953(e)(2).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND ORDERED by the Community
Corrections Partnership Executive Committee in regular session assembled on February 1, 2022 does
hereby resolve as follows:

Section 1. Recitals. All of the above recitals are true and correct and are incorporated into this
Resolution by this reference.

Section 2. Reconsideration of the State of Emergency. The Community Corrections

Partnership Executive Committee has reconsidered the circumstances of the state of emergency that
continues to exist and was proclaimed by the Governor through a State of Emergency Proclamation on
March 4, 2020.

Section 3. State or Local Officials Continue to Impose or Recommend Measures to Promote
Social Distancing. The Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee hereby proclaims that
state officials continue to impose or recommend measures to promote social (physical) distancing based on
the continuance of California Department of Industrial Relations regulations related to COVID-19
Prevention through Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 3205(5)(D).

Section 4. Remote Teleconference Meetings. The Community Corrections Partnership
Executive Committee and any of its legislative bodies are hereby authorized and directed to take all actions
necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this Resolution including, conducting open and public
meetings in accordance with Government Code section 54953(e) and other applicable provisions of the
Brown Act.

Section 5. Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption and
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Agenda Item #2

shall be effective until the earlier of (i) March 2, 2022, or (ii) such time the Community Corrections
Partnership Executive Committee adopts a subsequent resolution in accordance with Government Code
section 54953(¢e)(3) to extend the time during which its legislative bodies may continue to teleconference
without compliance with Section 54953(b)(3).

ADOPTED this First day of February, 2022 by the Community Corrections Partnership Executive

Committee, by the following vote:

YES:

NO:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
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From: Fiscal Procedures Work Group

Subject: FY 2021/22 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
(CCPEC) Financial Reports for the period July 1, 2021 to December 31, 2021.

Background: On Tuesday, October 5, 2021, the CCPEC approved the FY 2021/22 AB 109
budgets. Additionally, as praviously approved by the CCPEC, the quarterly reporting template
provides a method of financial reporting every 90 days by each CCPEC agency. The reporting
period is for the six months ending December 31, 2021. The due date for the report was January

11, 2022.

The template includes a narrative component for providing budget status, identifying/addressing
budget and program concerns, and a summary of AB 109 activities performed during the reporting

period.

The Probation Department, as the fiscal administrator of the AB 109 Funds, has prepared the
attached Summary of Expenditures (Schedule A) based on the financial schedules provided by
each individual CCPEC agency. Each agency's submitted financial schedules are also included in

the attached report.

ary o itur c
The attached FY 2021/22 Financial Report — Summary of Expenditures (Schedule A) summarizes
the CCPEC agency budgets as approved on October 5, 2021;

» CCPEC Available Funding $114.19M
»> $91.13M, FY 2021/22 State Allocation
> $10.27M, FY 2020721 Additional State Allocation
» $801K FY 2020/21 PACT/PD Rollover Funds.
» $11.99M FY 2020/21 Growth Funds.

e Other Funds $5.08M
> $3.56M, additional funding for District Attorney and Public Defender,

> $1.53M, AB 109 Planning Grant, including rollover funds.

The FY 2021/22 Midyear Financial Reports have been received from each CCPEC agency. The
reports include information as to their actual expenditures for the period July 1, 2021 to December
31, 2021, and year-end estimates through June 30, 2022 (for the Operating Funds and Other

1



Submittal to the Community Corrections Partnership
Executive Committee

February 1, 2022
Agenda Item #4

Funds). All agencies are estimating to fully expend their respective CCPEC allocations for FY
2021/22.

Overall, the total year end estimated expenditures for all the CCPEC agencies are approximately
$105.14M through June 30, 2022. If there are any remaining balances as of June 30, 2022, those
funds will be available for use and/or rolled over into FY 2022/23.

The FY 2021/22 Financial Reports for the nine months ending March 31, 2021 are due
Tuesday, April 12, 2022.

Other Period 2 Financial Report Highlights

o The FY 2021/22 state allocation of $91.13M in payments to Riverside County averages
approximately $8.46M per month. The total AB 109 Operating Funds received year to date
(commencing September 2021), inclusive of the December 2021 allocation is $33.84M.

o Since the approval of the CCPEC budget on 10/5/21, the final budget numbers have been
updated resulting in a decrease in the available funding. The final growth number less the
Local Innovation Fund was reduced by $1.2M. Subsequently, the overall contingency fund
has decreased by $1.2M to a total amount of $7.7M.

Recommended Motion:  That the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee:
1. Receive and file the FY 2021/22 Financial Report — Summary of Expenditures (Schedule A)

and the individual CCPEC Agency Financial Reports.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of the
Flscal Procedures Work Group,

Lol I

Che erilyn V\ﬁl%Ia
Chief Deputy. Probation Administrator




AB 109 Communtity Corrections Partnership Executive Committes (CCPEC)
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Summary of Expenditures
Reporting Period 1 - July 1, 2021 to Decamber 31, 2021

Agenda Rem 4
Schedulx A
CCPEC Agency Buxigets CCPEC Agency Budgets
Approvad October 5, 2021 Actusi/Estimatod Expendituras
_ Py Y 20242022
o Appraved Approved - Tolal Operating Funds Oporating Funds Tota)
Ruollover Funds-O4 Estimated State Growth Allocation Aneal Oporat Budget Extimatad
Financlal Roport Alo\t:en Additionat Base - Budgets THi21 = 12131121 SUVZ2-B8I30/22 Funds Rollover Funds
SCPEC Agency FY 3020721 P02 FY 2021722 FY 2021722 PY 202022 Disiriustion Achnls Estimsts YE Amourt FY 20223
Probation Dapartment 5 - s 17,587,280 3 2,140,000 $ 2,257,308 3 21,003,788 ] 29,023,783 $ 840,140 ) 18527837 % 983788 L] -
Sheriif's Dopartmart - 32,005,024 4.020.887 4,223,469 41,148,380 3 41,148,380 18 128217 28 D21.183 41,140 380
District Attermney N - - 1] - -
Publiv Defondar 10.975 238,841 30,538 32,078 3250 312,553 159,500 162,043 312533
RUHS - 30580525 373792 3,620,200 /A7 9 W,263.753 218538% 16,389,804 38268738 -
Polics 788,019 1.852,774 335,110 381,087 3,420,500 $ 3420.500 . 3429500 3420500 B
Corsingency = 7809368 — FGERA17  _  FARRANT — 78MAT7 - —T.5SRSIT
SubTotal  § 200594 8 1452821 3 10100985 § 079442 12877740 § R34S 8 merges L § £3,20095¢ 1495138037 2808817

Other Funds
District Attomey 3 1,780,871 $ 1,780,871 : | 1780879 $ 09 533 $ 1,371,338 § 17645871
Public Defender 1,780,871 1,780,871 100524 LA rc ] 812,402 1780877 $ -
Planning Grant 1326381 200,000.00 - 1520381 101307 181.307 .07 % =

Sub-Tatal Oither Funds 9 1,528,581 E 3,701,742 ] = 3 = $ 5,00R 123 $ 4742 08 ] 1278 M2 $ 2488,137 ! ] 473,040 ] =

GrndTotd  § 210075 $ MENMEET 110208 g nmMe 3 uroseT2 8 1ssrazes M7 8 TIOTE08  §  domemiges 3 7080317



CCPEC Agency:
Dept Number (if applicable):
Reporting Period {1, 2, 3, or 4)

EXPENDITURES
Level Dascription
1 Seisnos & Berelfts
2 Supplies & Services
3 Other Chages
4 Fixed Assets
4 Interfund Tranzfxs
Total Expenditures
REPARTMENTAL REVENUE
Code Description

785800 CA-AE118 Locs! Revenue

Total Dept. Revonue

AB 109 Community Comections Partnership Executive Committee

FY 2021/22 Financlal Report - Operating Funds

7101721 - 128121

Probation
26002-26007
2
FY 21722 50% im0tz - 123421 01/01/226/30/22 | FY 21/22 Year-end Yeer-end Full-Year (On-Golng)
Budget OfBudget | Actuals Estimates i Estimates Variance Estimates
314,564 855 | §7,282427 | $8,884 856 | $7.900,1%% $14,664 855 %0 B44,564,855
6,367,055 1 3,183,528 | 728,825 | 5,637,230 | 8,387,055 | o 0
1,081,676 | 530,038 101,205 | 280,581 1,061,876 n o
0i 0i [« 01 0 0 0
0: 0. 0! 0 1] [ 4
H ] i I 1 ! 7
§21,963,708 $10,806,202 $7,488.178 $14,438,008 $21,993,788 50 §14,584,885
FY 21/22 i 50% | ™0121-121/21 | otio1/22.430022 | FY 21122 Year-end Year-end ! Full-Year (On-Going)
Budget { Of Budget | Actuals H Estimates Estimates Varfance i Estimates
$21.093,706 | $10,896,793 ; $8 256 582 | $15,734204 | $21 895,784 it $21 963,786
oi 0i i of 0 o] o
0 1] 0 1] 2 0
! ] i i I 1 |
$21,993,785 . $10. $6.269.682 51!.!!!.21f MT &‘ | 1,983,786
i i i
S 50 0 ; $0 ¢ | %0 | :s'z..tzassnl_
H i L

Page 1 of 2



AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
701121 - 12131721

CCPEC Agency: Probation
Dapt Number (If applicable): 26002-26007 NARRATIVE
Reporting Pericd (1, 2, &, or 4) 2

1._Description of current budget status, includng any knawn or potentail problem aregs within the budget and options and/or recommendations for addrassing these issues.

Expenditures for the period of July 1, 2021 through December 31, 2021 were $6.5M. Exponses primarily included salaries and bensfits for the department's AB 109 fillad po.sitions, operating costs
and program client costs. Probation Is anticipating all funds wilf be fully expended by the end of the year

2._Provide a summary of AB 108 aclivities perfermad duiing the ricg (if desired. copies of the monthly CCPEC rts may be attached).

No updated stats from last meeting (10/5/21). As of June 2021, total Post-release Community Supervision (PRCS) assigned to a caseload - 1,793; Mandatory Supervision Active Supervision -
854. Total PRCS and M$ Offenders assigned to a caseload - 2,647

Reporting Perfod: 701721 - 12731421
Prepared by: Jessica Holstion, Adminisirative Services Manager lil Approved by: _Cherilyn Willams, Chief Deputy of Administration
Date: 118/21 Date: 171821

Page20f2




AB 108 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financlal Report - Operating Funds
7121 - 12139121

] ] | | i

CCPEC Agiency: Sheriff Department
Daept Number {if applicable): 250-040-0000
Reporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2
L FY 21722 | 0% Tii24 - 12131721 FY 21722 Year-end Yearend Full-Year {On-Going) ]
Level Description Budget Of Budget Actuals _ Estimatss Estimates Varlance Estimates i
Satnes & Benafils ‘ { 911.541,358, ' 028, 144 810, (81,462,025 €
2 Supplies & Services 517 1 $6,611,345| i $15,760,5041 . $1,402,005 § .-
3 Olhar Charyas $117.970; ; ! $235,030i Ty so!
4 Fixed Assets i $4,0101 | 1 $8,0871 50
7 talefund Trsowlers i ”j : | jgl Q_i 58,
1 :
Total Expenditures 541,140,980 § $2047489 | $15,18.247 | $29.024,983 | $41,599,300 | $0 $8
DEPARTMENTAL REVENUE
FY 21122 l 0% { TRt -2y | FY21/22 Year-end Year-and l Full-Year {On-Going)
Cody Description Budget 1 Of Budget H Actuals Estimates | Estimates Vartence Estimates
{ $20.574,061 | ; $41 149,380 g0 $0
50! i ! $0 $0 [ $0
! o ;
Total Dept. Revenue $41.149.3%0 $1842821r | 183 | $41,148 380 i TR !g_l
| 1 I
NET COST 0 L $a | W 0 0 i n]
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AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
74121 - 12134124

CCPEC Agency: Sheriff Department
Dept Number (if applicable): 260-040-0000 NARRATIVE
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1. _Description of eurrent budget siatus, Including any known or potentail problom areas within the budget and options andior rocommendations for addressing these issues.
The spending plan for the Sheriff's Department includas funding to help mitigate the impact of Realignment inmates In the local jalis, provide for new and enhanced altematives to incarceration, and deliver
meaningful programming to incarcerated Realignment inmates In an affort to provide tools for their successful retum to the community. The funding budgeted for related salaries and overtime cosis are on

track to be exhausted. The CDCR Fire Camp Contract beds are expected to continue this fiscal year.

2. Provide a summary of AB 109 activities psrformed during the reporting period (if desired, copies of the monthly CCPEC reports may be attached).

[During this period, the Sheriff's Depariment continued o provide programming opportunities for in-custody Realignment inmates. The Department continues to refins Its procasses for inmate evaluation
using evidence-based practices and work with other state and local agencies on data gathering and analysis. The local jalls continue in a chronic state of overcrowding, requiring early releases pursuant to
Federal Court Order. Further data covering the impact of Realignment on SherifPs Comections Is reflecied in the monthly reports.

Reporting Perlod: A1 - 1231721
Prapared by: Claudia Preciade-Amoyo, Administrative Sevices Manager I Approved by: C. Chiaf Daputy Misha Graves
Date: 111172022 Date: 1M1/2092

Page2of2




AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee

FY 2021122 Financial Report - Operating Funds

Total Dept. Ravenue
NET CO8Y

FY21/22 Siste Bane
FY21/22 CCPEC Furds

711121-06/30722
Due: 112122
Departmen Name
Budge? Unit
2
FY 21i22 i 50% EoMRTIMRY | wizenom FY 2122 Yeur-and Year-snd Full-Year (On-Going)
Budgst | OfBudget | | Estimates | Estimetes Vartancs Estinates
7032 | saroiee } §1.540,080 | $1.750.990 30 »
22,543 ; "2 1155 . 31 e 22,543 0 a
i 0| g} %0 | ] 8 G
of 0 o w 0 g 0
0! 9, 0 g0l 2 g 8
! i
Tk ses e o Y AT sLTaN ) %0
FY 21722 0% I TR T V2280022 | FY 24122 Year-engd Your-end Full-Yesr {On-Going)
Budget Of Budget ! Actusls Estimates i Vailance Estimatos
E] s, ] 30 | 5 2 o8
of 0j 2 ol 0 0 e
_B; g; [ g 0 (] 8
i I . ;
ﬂ; !i : L 2} . 8
89,756,57 = HEW 430 | LESULA susrassel sLonadm # ]
i
$1,780,071
0
$1,780,871

Prgsiof2



AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committes
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds

T1121-08/30/22
CCPEC Agency:
Dept Number (it applicable): NARRATIVE
Reporting Perlod {1, 2, 3, or 4)

BRE

Positions include: .10 Supervising investigator, 3 Senior DA invesiigators,

DLUGICH

2ndior recommendations for pddresaing thess issues.

]

+10MDDA, .50 Dep District Atlomey, 4 Vicm Services Speciafists, 1 Srinvestigative Tech, and 1.40 Logal Support
Assistantz. No problem sreas within the budget al this tims.

L
The Senior DA Invastigators suppart the efforts of lacal police egencies via the MMCMmTuum;mmnhﬁdmwmmmignadm
repruenﬂhePeopbdﬂ\asmpofcnfomiainmﬁngvidaﬁomdmcswm;hmn

Mmmmmmemmmmmmmmmmmtnm
and transportation of witheases, notification of defendant release and the status of ail court dates; the

Legal stmnbmlmuﬁgnMTechmmigmdhsupponm PRCS and
parole violation files, nuﬁﬁeaﬁmﬁunmxldpkcsmmmmmnswmdﬂuimmmmm%mmmmmmm.

Reporiing Period: 10M721-12131421

Popp2912




CCPEC Agency:
Dept Number (If applicable):
Reporting Parlod (1, 2, 3, or 4)

EXPENDITURES
Level Description
4 Salenioy & Berefits
2 Supplles & Services
3 Qther Chzrgee
4 Fixed Assets
7 irteriung Transzfers
Total Expenditures

DEPARTMENTAL REVENUE

Code Description
765800 CA-AB118 Local Revenue

Total Dept. Revenue

AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
7i01721 -12131/24

Public Defender
2400100000
2
FY 21/22 i 50% { mmou1-128121 | 01/01/2283022 | FY 21/22 Year-end Year-end Full-Year (On-Golng)
Budget i Of Budgat ; Actuals i Estimates Estimates Varlance Estimates
$312,533 - $188.287 $152.942 $842,593 ] $3.25%3
ot 0f 0t ol 0 0 0
0 0| o o o o
LY 01 0! 0i 0 L 0
0: 0. 0 = 9 L g
H i i ! | il ]
$312633 $180,267 $159,500 $152,943 $342533 $0 $123533
FY 21122 50% Tio21 - 12131721 01/01/22-6130/22 i FY 21/22 Year-end Year-end Full-Year {On-Goling)
Budget Of Budget Actuals Estimates i Estimatas Variance Estimates
$312.5853 $156,267 , $312 533 80 $312,6%3
0 ot | | 0 0| 0
0 ) L B 0
$3 " $ i $158 I st Lo $312 | I $3 m1
12,533 158,207 69590 12,
i 1 |1 I
iy 50 I 50/ 50 6 40 l | 0 |
1
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AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financlal Report - Operating Funds
701121 - 12131721

CCPEC Agency: Public Defender
Dept Number (if applicable): 2400100000 RATIVE
Reporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1._Description of current budget status, including any known or potentsil problem areas within the et and options andor recommendations for addressing these issues

All positions are currently filied, and this budget is expectod fo be on target this fiscal year.

2. Provide a summary of AS 109 activities perfommed during the reporting period (if desired. copies of the monthly CCPEC reports may be attached).

Reporting Perlod: 7101421 - 12/31/21
Prepared by: Amanda De Gasperin Approved by: Steven Harmon
Date: 1711/22 Date: 111122

Page 2 of 4



FY 2021/22 Financial Report - PRCS Funds

701721 - 12131121
CCPEC Agency: Public Defender
Dept Number (if applicable): 2400100000
Reporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or 4) L 2 1
EXFENDITURES .
FY 21/22 50% TOU21 - 123112t - 0410172260902 i FY 2122 Year-and Yeusr-erd Full-Year (On-Going)
Level Dascription Budget Of Budget | Actusls Estimstas 1 Estimatss Variance
1 Sainties & Senelim $1 780,871 9800 435 487,379 $913492 $1,780,871 0 §1.720.87%
2 Supplies & Servicas 0 0 o 0i [ 0 0
3 Cther Chavges o [} 0 i+ 0 0 f
4 Fixed Assets ol /] 0 [ 0 : 0
7 tenfund Transtors o . ﬂl 0 o) (!i 3| : il
i i i
TotalExpenditures ____ §1,780871 $M04% $R67378 $i3ee2 1700871 $0 $1780,871
DEPARTMENTAI REVENUE
FY 21722 50% ! V21 - 1231121 01/01/22-6/30/22 i FY 21i22 Yearend Yearend Full-Year (On-Going)
Code Doscription Budget Of Budget i Actuals Estimates 3 Estimaies Varlence Estimates
755200 CA-ABMS Locel Revenue $1760879 $300.438 $387 378 $913.402 $1,780,871 30 81780875
0! [+ }] 01 0 [N 0 a
] 0 0 j i ] | 4] | 01
i | i i
Total Dept. Revenus s$1.70081M ; $500,438 | $867,8578 ’ $13.492 5 $1,700.871 I ”] I $1,700.871
NET COST sc; 5! sol 50 s ﬁ.l I skl
]




CCPEC Agency: Public Defender

Dept Number (if appiicable): 2400100000 NARRATIVE
Raporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1. Description of current budget status, including any known cr potental problem aress within the budget and options and/or recommendations for addressing these issues.
All positions are currently filled, and this budget is expected io be on larget this fiscal yeer. )

2. Provide s summary of AB 108 aclivities performed during the reporting perioa (if desized, copies of the morithly CCPEC vepoits may be altached).

Reporting Perdod: 701721 - 12/31/21
Prepared by: Amanda De Gasperin Approved by: Steven Harmon

Date: 1122 Date: 1122




CCPEC Agency:
Dept Number (If applicable):
Reporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or 4)

EXPENDITURES

Lavel Description
Salanes & Benohts
Supplies & Services
Other Charges

Fixed Assets

interfung Transfers

N -

Total Expenditures

DEPARTMENTAL REVENLE

Code Description
AB 108
FFP

Total Dept. Revenue

AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financlal Report - Operating Funds

7121 - 1213171214

Riverside University Health Systern - Summary All Programs

Budget Unit
L 2 |
FY 21722 i 50% 7M1 - 1231121 | I FY 2122 Yearend Year-end Full-Year (On-Going)
Budget i Of Budget Actuals i Estimates I Estimates Variance ] Estimates
$27.579.188 | $136€9 894 $11.937.430 $14 119,069 $26,050,528 51 822,580 370,058,525
16,260,583 ; 8,130,282 | 6,760,138 | 7,913.488 | 14,663,626 1,596,037 | 14,663,626
8083 07¢ | 3031640 3.178.282 3176262 | 6,352 524 (280,445} 6,352 624
0l 0! 0} 0f 0 0] 0]
0: [ [1] 0 0 g )
] I T I ) i ]
£60.502,050 328,181,418 £29,553,830 _$25208839 347,072,678 $32%0962 = §47072078
FY 21/22 60% i mi21 -2z | | FY 21122 Year-end Year-end Full-Year (On-Going) |
Budget Of Budget i Actuals i Estimates i Estimates Varlance Estimates |
$38 253 734 §19,128,857 | $17,885,683 $20 388 051 $38,253 34 $0 | $38,250,734 ;
$12,049,008 | $6,024,548 | $3,008,155 | $4,630,302 | $8,837,547 ; (53,411,549); $8,637,547 |
30 30 ! 80 $0 $0 $0 | 50
T i | i [ [T o
—_M!_E._L,—me 18 1 _$25,027,443 $46,891,281 | M..l_ﬂ' r____..._&‘ﬂ"l_ﬂ,
5 2
80 30 # L9014 398 | SA 5% |
H

(s1481,307), 181,507 |
J
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AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
7121 - 121317121

CCPEC Agency: Riverside University Health Systern - Summary All Programs
Dept Number (if applicable): Budget Unit NARRATIVE
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1._Description of cument budget status, including any known or potentail probiem aress within the budget and options and/or recommendetions for addressing these issues.

The Health and Human Seivices (HHS) expenditure raport includes cosls for the Riverside University Heulth System Including Behavioral Health, the Medical Center, and Correctional Health, 2nd
Quartor Actual expenditures for FY 21/22 are $21.6M. Additionelly, 4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109 Cost to §17.9M or $181K over e approved AB109 budget. Behavioral
Heaith actual expenditures are $14.6M. Additionally, $4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109 Cost to $10.7M or $134K over the approved A4B109 budget. Corractional Heafth actual
expenditures are $4.8M or $34K over the approved AB109 budget The Medical Center actual axpeondituros are §2.5M. Additionafly, $27K of revenue was generated bringing the net AB108 Cost
to $2.4M or $14K over ihe approved AB109 budgat. RUHS continues fo analyze/develops budget solutions and will keep CCPEC and the executive office informed of progress.

2. Provide a summary of AB 108 activities performead during tha reporti rad (if desired ies of the monthly CCPEC reporis may be attached).

Riverside University Health System (RUHS) provides a full array of healthcare services to AB109 clients. The service delivery team includes Behavioral ealth, Correctional Health, and the
Medical Center. RUHS Behavioral Health provides mental health and substance use services to AB109 clients at county operated clinics and probation day reporting centers, which includes
Mental Health Quipatient, Substance Use Outpatient, and contracted placement services. RUHS Correctional Health and Behavioral Health provide basic and emergency medical, dental, and
behavioral health care to AB108 inmates at the five county jails. RUHS Medical Center and Care Clinics provide a full variety of inpatient and outpatient care to AB108 clients including radiology,
CT scans, laboratory, respiratory therapy, physical therapy, EKG, and emergency room services.

During the 2nd quarter of FY 21/22, Riverside University Health System provided services to Behavioral Health clients in the following programs: Intensive Treatment Teams served 207 clients,
Behavioral Heslth Detention served 4,205 clients, Contracted Placement served 411 clients, and Behavioral Health Outpatient served 1,610 clients. Correctional Health provided 22,251 visits to
AB108 inmates in the county jails. The Medical Center provided 681 inpatient days and 896 outpatient visits to the AB109 population. .

Reporting Period: TH21 - 12131121
Prepared by: Jacob Ruiz, Deputy Mental Heatth Director Approved by: Amy McCann, Medical Center Comptroller
Date: 110/22 Date: 1/10/22
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CCPEC Agency: RUHS-Behavioral Health
Dept Number (if applicable):
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) [ 2 |
EXPENDITURES i .
FY 21722 ! &0% 7121 - 12131121} | FY2122Yearend |  Yearend Full-Year (On-Golng)
Lavel Description Budget Of Budget i Actuals |  Estimates | Estimates ] Variance Estimates
1 Salarive & Bonefits $17,140,840 $8570470 :  S7445276 $8.225 278 $18,670.552 $1.470.388 $16.870,552
2 Supplies & Services 8,229,737 | 4,614,869 | 4,008,905 | $4,428,995 : $8,437,989 $791,748 $8,437,889
3 Other Charges 8,083,079 | 3,040,640 3.178.262 | $3176.262 B I62.524 {$280,445) $6.352.524
4 Fixed Assefs of 0i 0i 50 | $0 | 50 | $o
7 Interfund Transfers 0| o ! 0 ! 50 0 l *501 . $0
! H H ! i ‘
Total Expenditures $32435,788  $16,216878 - $14,830,832 $15,830,532 $30,481,065 $1972001 - $30,461,065
DEPARTMENTAL REVENUE
FY 21722 | 60% (71121 - 12131724) FY 21722 Year-end Year-end Full-Year (On-Going)
Code Description Budget { OfBudget Actuals | Estimates Estimates Variance Estimates
AB 108 $21.744.638 | $10872319 1  $10650.713 | $11,084,925 | $21.744,838 S0 $21 744 638
FFP 10,689,118 § 5,344,559 : 3,970,820 | $4,612,057 | $8,582,877 (52,106,241)| 8,562,877
0 0. 0l 0 o i & L o
I i ! l ; i
Total Dept. Revenus $32432.758  $16,216,878 $14.830,832 l $15,808,982 ; $30,327,818 1 1) $30, 16
i l {
NET COST | 50 &8 ‘ §133.550 |
i

AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financlal Report - Operating Funds
711121 - 12131121

5133550 i

!$a133.-'55‘3?i

£133,950
I




CCPEC Agency: RUHS-Behavioral Health

Dept Numker (if applicable): NARRATIVE
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2
1. Description of cumrent budget status, includi known or

5 roblem areas within the budget and options and/or recommendations for add! theseiss
The Health and Human Services (HHS) expenditure report includes costs for the Riverside University Health System including Behavioral Health, the Medical Center,
and Correctional Health. 2nd Quarter Actual expenditures for FY 21/22 are $21.9M. Additionally, 4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB108 Cost to $17.9M
or $181K aver the approved AB108 budget. Behavioral Health actual expenditures are $14.6M. Additionally, $4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109
Cost to $10.7M or $134K over the approved AB109 budget.

2. Provide a summary of AB 109 activities performed during the riin i !
Riverside University Health System (RUHS) provides a full amray of healthcare services to AB109 clients. The service delivery team includes Behavioral Health,
Correctional Health, and the Medical Center. RUHS Behavioral Health provides mental health and substance use services to AB109 clients at county operated clinics
and probation day reporting centers, which includes Mental Health OQutpatient, Substance Use Outpatient, and contracted placement services.

During the 2nd quarter of FY 21/22, Riverside University Health System provided services to Behavioral Health clients in the following programs: Intensive Treatment
Teams served 207 clients, Behavioral Health Detention served 4,205 clients, Contracted Placement served 411 clients, and Behavioral Health Outpatient served 1610
clients.

Reporting Perlod: 211121 - 12131421
Prepared by: Jacob Ruiz, Deputy Behavioral Health Director Approved by: Amy McCann, Medical Center Complroller

Date: 1/10/22 Date: 1710/22




CCOPEC Agency:
Dept Number (if applicable):
Reporting Perled (1, 2, 3, or 4)

EXPENDITURES

Description
Balanes 3 Bonefis
Supplies & Services
Otner Chasges
Fised Assets
Intesfund Transfarg

Total Expenditures

'\IhuN-*'g

DEPARTMENTAL REVENUE
Code Daacription

AR 10D
FFP

Total Dept. Revenue

AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee

FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
M2 - 1231121

RUHS - Correctional Heaith

4300300000
L 2 ]
FY 21722 | s0% { T2t - 12131121 i FY21722 Year-end | Year-end Full-Year (On-Golng)
Budget i OfBudget Actuals Eatimates Estimates Variance | Estimates
$8 342 153 $3.411.077 $3.593,804 $4 793 864 $8,357 788 * {525 835), 8,367 785
2,780,718 | 1,390,358 | 1,184,651 1 $1,584,631 | $2,769,263 | ($8,545)| $2,780,263
i G, 0 0 0 0 0
L 01 0! $01 $0 | $0: $0
0! 0 g U 30 50 3 $0
I i ] I 1 |
$11.122,87¢ 32,581,436 $47TB58 = 36,370,628 11,157,051 _ (S3a100)  _ si1.457,081
FY 21/22 ! 50% {7M21 - 123121 i FY 2122 Year-end Year-end Full-Year (On-Going)
Budget l OfBudget : Actuals | Estimates | Estimatos . Variance Estimates
12287 $5.581 4% 526 $6.544 348 $11,12237 S0 | $14,122,871
0! 0 ol 0l 0| 0 ! 0
g 9. ) 9 0 g il o
i i ] | i | 5 o
14 4 778, $11,122,871 $0 11,122,871
u 5 &l ERERETO £434,280) $34.180
{

] i 4 i

524180 |:

[ | |




CCPEC Agency: RUHS - Correctional Health

Dept Number (if applicable): 4300300000 NARRATIVE
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1. Description of current bud,

The Health end Human Services (HHS) expenditure report includes costs for the Riverside University Health System including Behavioral Health, the Meditzl Center, and )
Correctional Health. 2nd Quarter Actual expenditures for FY 21/22 are are $21.9M. Additionally, 4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109 Cost to $17.9M or $181K
over the approved AB109 budget. Correctional Health actual expenditures are $4.8M or $34K over the approved AB109 budget.

2. Provide a summery of AB 109 activities perfermed during the riod (if desired, copies of the monthly CCPEC reports be attached).

Riverside University Health System (RUHS) provides a full array of healthcare services to AB108 clients. The service delivery team includes Behavicral Health, Correctional

Health, and the Medical Center. RUHS Comectional Health and Behavioral Health provide basic and emergency medical, dental, and behavioral health care to AB10© inmates at
the five county jails.

|During the 2nd quarter of FY 21/22, Comectional Health provided 22,251 visits to AB109 inmates in the county jails.

Reporting Perlod: 71721 - 12/31/21
Prepared by: Jacob Ruiz, Deputy Behavioral Health Director Approved by: Amy McCann, Medical Center Comptrolier

Date: 110/22 Date: 10/22




AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds

711121 - 12131721

CCPEC Agency: RUHS - Madical Center
Dept Number (If applicable):
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2 |
EXPENDITURES .
FY 21/22 i 50% 21 - 12121 | | FY 2122 Year-end Year-end | Full-Year (On-Going)
Lovel Description Budget H Of Budget Actuals i Estimates i Estimates Varlance : | Estimates
Seianes & Benetls $2,496,085 | $1.248,047 50 1908 269 st 10e.0e 2,918,188 $477,907 $2,018.188
2 Supplies & Servicas 4,250,108 : 2,125,054 | 1,646,612 § $1,889,862 ; 3,436,374 $813,734 ] ! $3,438,374
3 Other Charges 0! 0 ol ] 0 %0 ]
4 Fixed Assets 0} 0 o} $0 i 0 $0| | $0
7 intesfung Teansfens [ B 8. $0 0 30 30
] 1 ] i | !
Total Expenditures $8,746,203 $3373402 1 $2454 781 $2,900,781 35484582 $1.201,841 : $5,454,882
FY 21/22 i 50% ! THi2A - 1231121 i FY 21/22 Year-end Year-end Full-Year (On-Going)
Code Description Budget i OfBudget Actuals Estimates E Estimates Varlance Estimates
AB 189 $5.308 204 $2,603,113 : $2427 445 | $2,038 780 $5,388, 225 80 6,188,228
FFP 1,368,978 § 670,080 | 27,335 { $27,335 ; $54,670 : ($1,305,308)| 54,670
D! '] ol 0 0. ¢ ]
i | i i i |
Total Dept. Revenus se748,203 $3arate2 $2484.780 s2906.116 1 :
i £ i
NET COST $0 sl i S12.860 G43.667 | 43,867
i

(m,ssnl




CCPEC Agency: RUHS - Medical Center

Dept Number (if applicable): NARRATIVE
Reporting Perfod (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1. Deseription of current budget stetus. including anw known or )
The Health and Human Services (HHS) axpenditure report includes costs for the Riverside University Health System including Behavioral Health, the Medical Center, and Correctionel
Health. 2nd Quarter Actual expenditures for FY 21/22 are are $21.9M. Additionally, 4M of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109 Cost to $17.9M or $181K over the approved
AB109 budget The Medical Center actual expsnditures are $2.5M. Additionally, $27K of revenue was generated bringing the net AB109 Cost to $2.4M or $14K over the approved AB109
budget.

orts may be attached).

team includes Behavioral Health, Corractional Health, and
provide a full variety of inpatient and outpatient care to AB108 clients including radiology, CT scans, laboratory, respiratory
therapy, physical tharapy, EKG, and emergency room services.

During the 2nd quarter of FY 21/22, The Medical Center provided 681 inpatient days and 896 outpatient visits to the AB109 population.

Reporting Pariod: 721 - 12/31/21

Propared by: Jacob Ruiz, Depuly Behavioral Health Director Approved hy: Amy McCann, Medical Center Comptrelier

Date: 1/10/22 Date:

1oz




AB 109 Community Corrections Partnershlp Executive Committee

FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
7101121 - 12131721

CCPEC Agency: PACT
Dept Number (if applicable): 26002 - PC 14A
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2
EXPENDITURES
FY 2422 | E0% Lozt - 123z 01/01/22-6/30/22 | FY 21722 Year-end Year-end Fufl-Year (On-Going)
Level Dascription Budget i Of Budget Actuals Estimates | Estimates Variance - Estimates
Salanos & Bengfies $3 472500 | 81736250 : 5G 53,472,500 | $3,472 509 0 $3.472,500
2 Supplies & Services ol 0 01 oi D 0 0
3 Otter Charyas I 1] 0 0l 0 2
4 Fixed Assets 01 0: i 0t 0 0] o
Intrfind Transhers 2. o 0 o] 0 2 8
i i i i | i
Total Expenditures $3,472,500 $1,798,280 s0 $3,472,600 $3,472,500 §0 $3472,500
DEPARTMENTAL REVENUE
FY 21122 50% TION21 - 12131721 olf04/z2-6/30122 | FY 21/22 Year-end Year-and | Fuil-Year (On-Going)
Codo Description Buciget i Of Budget Actuals Estimates H Estimates Varlance i Estimates
7685800 CA-AB118 Local Revenue $3.472.500 : $1,738,250 | 50 83.472.500 $3 472 500 $0 45,472,500
ot 0 0t 0 0 0 0|
I 0 o o: g cl IS o'
I T i ] ] |
Total Dept. Revenue_________ $3,472500 _$1,736.250 QT — BATZ0 | ”-M" e I — .. $3,472,500
NET COST 0 so’ o 50 3 Il $0 I | §0
] ]

I
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AB 109 Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee
FY 2021/22 Financial Report - Operating Funds
7101121 - 12131121

CCPEC Agency: PACT
Dept Number (if applicable): 26002 - PC 14A NARRATIVE
Reporting Perlod (1, 2, 3, or4) 2

1. Description of current including any known or potentail problem areas within the budget and

The Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011 {Realignment) implementation resulted in specified convicted felons and paroless who were previously monitcred by State Parole to be supervised by

the Riverside County Probation Department (hereinafter Probation). On August 30, 2011, the Community Corrections Partnership Executive Committee {CCPEC) of Riverside County (County)
voted unanimously for the need of a county-wide law enforcement component.

On October §, 2021 the CCPEC approved the Amendment to the Post-Release Accountability and Compliance Team(PACT) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The MOU is still pending due
to waiting for all agencles signatures. Upon finalization of the MOU, the contracts unit wil upload each agencies contract into the RivcoPro system for Invoice processing. Due to the delay in
getting the final MOU signed their are no actuals year to date. Once the contracts are in place the invoices will be processed.

2. Provide a summary ot AB 108 activities performed during the reporti riod (if desired. copies of the monthly CCPEC re may be attached

The collaboration and coordination of local law enforcement agencies s gsaential in ensuring the successful operation of the AB109 program. Multi-agency Post-release Accountability and
Corrections Teams (PACT) were established to augment efforts to supervise high-risk offenders and apprehend absconders. The primary mission of PACT Ig to allow local law enforcement
agencies to work with the Probation Department to focus on "high risk” and “at large” PRCS offenders that pose the most risk to public safety. There are currently three (3) PACTSs operating in the
West, Central, and East regions of the county dedicated to identifying, investigating, locating and apprehending *noncompliant' PRCS offenders.

Reparting Perlod: 7o1/21 - 12/31/21
Prepared by: Jessica Holstien, Administrative Services Mangager Il Approved by: _Cherllyn Wiillams, Chisf Deputy of Administration
Date: 11122 Date; e

Page 2 of 2




CCPEC Agancy:
Dept Number (if applicabls):
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4)

EXPENDITURES
Level Description
Soianes & Beneity
2 Supplies & Servicas
3 Qrher Chasgos
4 Fixed Assets
7 Inarfund Transters

Total Expenditures

DEPARTMENTAL REVEMUE

Code
745600

NET COST

Deseri

ption
CA-AB118 L acal Revenus

Total Dept. Revenue

FY 2021/22 Financial Report - CCP Funds
7/01/21 - 12131121

Probation
2600700000 PC 12A
L 2 1
FY 2122 l 50% T2 12031021 | 01/01/22-6730/22 FY 21/22 Year-end Year-end ] Full-Year {On-Going)
Budget Of Budget Actuals Estimates Estimates Varlance i Estimates

$181,307 390,654 851,207 L $131.207
0 01 i o o | 0
0 o 0 0 0 9 [}
0 0 ! i 0 o | o
0 [ 0, b 0
T i | H [ ] E
$181,587 580854 $0 $181,307 $181,5%7 §8_ $181,307

FY 21122 i 50% I 70U21-1231121 | 0104226130/22 | FY 24/22 Year-end Year-end ! Full-Year (On-Golng)

Budget i Of Budget i Actugls ! Estimates H Estimates Varlance Estimates
307 | $90.854 | % 3181307 8181 307 $0 $181 307
01 0: 0i ol [ o} | 0
0 0 ( gl a 0 [
T H ! i { |
SM:Wf‘ M! _$0 I $11307 = $181.307 : 81 0 ‘ $181
! i i .

30 21 521 50 - s 50
] | | |




CCPEC Agency: Probation
Dept Number (If applicable): 2600700000 PC 12A NARRATIVE
Reporting Period (1, 2, 3, or 4) 2

1. ipti any known or ntail

Estimated expenses and revenue are for University of California Riverside "UCR" Evaluation services of the Day Reporting Centers. While this two year contract was scheduled to end (BOS
12/11/18 3.28) early this year, due to the covid-19 situtation, the contract was extended through Decamber 31, 2021 {no additional funds raquested), to fully complete services.

2. Provids a summary of AB 909 aciivities perfermed during the reporting pesod (If dasired, copies of the monthly CCPEC reporis may be attached).

Reporting Perlod: 701721 - 12/31/21
Prepared by: Jeasica Holstien, Administrative Services Manager ill Approved by: _Cherilyn Wikiams, Chief Depuly of Administration

Date: 118/21 Date: 1418/21
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Project Background

AB-109 offenders on PRCS experience higher rates of recidivism, but some

variation by county of supervision (Geriinger& Turner 2015; Bird & Grattet2016, 2017: Bird et al.
2017).

Prior DRC evaluations yield mixed results, likely due to methodological
constraints (e.g. Craddock and Graham 2008).

Some evidence post-release services may modestly decrease recidivism
(Visheret al. 2016; Drake 2013; Lipseyand Cullen 2007; Washington State Institute for Public Policy 2006; etc).

[T RIVERSIDE iwrmsarcense,



Research Questions

. Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders
when compared to those assigned to traditional supervision?

. How do DRC clients assess these programs’ strengths and weaknesses?

. How can DRCs be improved?

. Does DRC participation produce any specific skills and benefits for clients?

[T RIVERSIDE &aomsarcesec.



-~ DRC Participant Demographics

Demographics of DRC Participants, 2013-2017

100%

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
&
0% i
Level of Convicted of Female Male White (non- Black Hispanic / Latinx High School /
Supervision - Violent Offense Hispanic) GED
High (prior)

® Average age: 40.73 years
e Average length of participation: 187 days @ RIVERSIDE & orcrctis soates



- Quantitative Analyses - Estimating the Causal Effect of
DRC Participation on Recidivism

Methodology
 Universe of case records for all * DRC participants v. non-DRC
offenders referred to DRCs, 2013- participants due to scheduling
2017 - Riverside County Probation conflicts
* Universe of detailed arrest records * OLS Regression + Coefficient
in CA, 2013-2019 - CADOJ Stability Approach

[T RIVERSIDE &arisisss,



Q1: Finding - Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce
recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared
to those assigned to traditional supervision?

The Effects of Participation in DRCs on Recidivism

FINDING | DRC participation

Arrested Convicted

Coefficients decreases the likelihood of
(Standard Errors) b ei n g :
DRC -0.196%** .0.125%**  _(,149%** -0.175%%%  _0.008%*  .0.124%** arrested for a new offense
0.042)  (0.043) (0.048) (0.042) (0.038) (0.039) by 26%
Sample Size 617 617 617 617 617 617 convicted of a new
offense by 29%
Controls:
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes .
Covariates No Yes Yes No Yes Yes relative to offenders who were
Zip Code Fixed referred to DRCs, but did not attend
Effects No No Yes No No Yes

due to scheduling conflicts

Notes: Covariates include indicators for age, race, gender, education, weight, height, total number of
convictions, level of supervision, severity of the offense (felony & misdemeanor), and DRC location.

St e 414 [T RIVERSIDE Zrizcse,




Q1: Finding - Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce
recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared
to those assigned to traditional supervision?

FINDING | Using our most
conservative estimate:

+ ~ 82 fewer adults were
reconvicted,

* equating to a benefit of
$337,000-$1.98M

during the study period. Actual
figures are likely larger.

[TH RIVERSIDE iomorcrmes,



- Qualitative Analyses — DRC Strengths, Weaknesses,
Areas for Improvement & Benefits

* 46 surveys * ~50% live with friends or family
« 39 interviews » ~50% employed

3 locations » 33% enrolled in GED or college
» June 2020 — September 2021 courses

* Nearly 50% attended for 1+ year

[0 RIVERSIDE msicrs



Services Used by DRC Clients
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Q2a: How do DRC clients assess these programs’

strengths?

Client Perspectives on DRC Strengths

Peer Staff Wide

Support Support Range of Valuable Establish

Services

Teaches

Skills

Helps

Routine

Other

FINDING | Four key themes; DRC staff
provide:

1) emotional support;
2) support in attaining their goals;

3) accountability that benefits their
overall well-being;
4) guidance with day-to-day tasks.

Clients find peer mentors relatable and
helpful in providing key social support.

[TH RIVERSIDE iororcnss,



Q2a: How do DRC clients assess these programs’
strengths?

“[One of the biggest strengths of the DRC] having somebody here, having a peer mentor. When | walked in here as a client,
the first person who met me out in the lobby was the peer. This guy walked out and he had tattoos
everywhere and | could tell he had been in prison. Me being from that culture, that background, right away I had a
different perspective of the DRC. Right, because it’s not just probation, you know, it's somebody who really
understands what I’'m going through. | just got out of jail, you know? I got butterflies in my stomach—I don’t know what’s
going to happen—and somebody greets me with the same background as me. | don’t know how to explain it man, it’s like if
a probation officer would’ve went out there and he had a badge and all this stuff, we get resistant.
We back away. We put up a wall. But when it’s somebody you can relate to there’s no wall and it just changes
your mindset. It makes you more receptive to what they have here.”

- male client, Indio DRC

[TH RIVERSIDE &aemisrcrasc,



Q2b: How do DRC clients assess these programs’
wea knesseS? Barriers to Accessing DRC Services

FINDING | Most common critiques:

1) barriers to access make it difficult
to participate;

Number of Respondents
N w £ (9] [o)] ~ Qo ©

2) the environment can be negative 1
and compromise trust due to 0
associations of probation officers . & A @ @ >
: P (@\\o {@o y:‘\'b 0’5\0 6\‘00 <& oaé&
with law enforcement. o < & & S ¢
& &S S & e
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Q3: How can DRCs be improved?

FINDING | Clients indicated they would benefit
from:

1) improved facilities and locations:

2) housing and transportation support;

3) additional vocational and employment
services;

4) an environment with fewer restrictions

and law enforcement posturing.

“‘What they can improve is walking in the front
door and they hit you with that wand. That’s

not necessary. You aren’t in custody. You don't
need to be treated like that. [It's like] You are walking into
a jail, you know what | mean? And all that stuff just gets
people upset. It gets me upset. When you walk in that
door, they’re behind you and search you. You're like
coming into a facility. | might as well get butt naked, bend
over, and cough, you know? | come in stressful as it is
and then she comes at me with that wand, with that,
“What do you got in that pocket?” I’'m free. I'm out there
you know what | mean? If they got rid of that it would
make it a little better for me and put me at

ease. ....People come here to learn. We don’t
come here to be given a hard time.”

— male client, Riverside DRC
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Q4: Does DRC Participation produce any specific skills

and benefits for clients?

FINDING | DRCs make re-entry easier than
traditional supervision.

Specific personal improvement includes:

1) increased self-confidence;
2) structure in day-to-day life

3) behavioral changes like improved
self-control, work ethic, and

perseverance.

Clients also identified persistent barriers, some
of which could be addressed through DRCs.

-
3 & 3

Number of Respondents

3.}

0

Changes in Client Self-Control since DRC

Participation

Since beinga DRC  Since beinga DRC  Since beinga DRC
student, | finish student, lhave  student, | believe that
whatever | begin become ahard | have a better control
worker over the direction my
life is taking

Strongly Agree = Agree =Disagree » Strongly Disagree mNot Applicable
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Recommendations & Future Research

Recommendations

e Address reported barriers to DRC participation, including transportation &
housing

e Expand services that cultivate social support

Improve employment services & vocational trainings

e Reevaluate the environment & consider a ‘softened’ approach to service
delivery

Future Research
e What is the effect of specific DRC services and length of participation on
recidivism?

e What is the effect of DRC participation across different populations?
o Does DRC participation reduce recidivism among non-AB 109 offenders?
o Are there disparities in outcomes or experience across racial/ethnic groups?
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Thank you.

-

The Robert Presley Center of Crime & Justice Studies thanks the Riverside County Probation Department for helping to
facilitate this evaluation by leveraging available funding, personnel time, providing access to its day reporting centers,
and other resource-intensive support to aid in this evaluation.

The research team also acknowledges and appreciates the Riverside County Community Corrections Partnership
Executive Committee and Riverside County Board of Supervisors for their approval of these efforts.

Questions? Email justine.ross@ucr.edu
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Agenda Item #5

REALIGNMENT, RE-ENTRY & RECIDIVISM: A Mixed Methods Impact Evaluation of the
Riverside County Probation Department’s Day Reporting Centers

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v. Plata (2011) forced California’s hand in immediately
addressing the State’s prison overcrowding. Ordered to reduce the population of state prisons by over 25
percent within two years, the legislature passed the Public Safety Realignment Act (AB-109) and
Criminal Justice Realignment (AB-117), which vested California’s fifty-eight counties with
unprecedented responsibility, including physical custody of and post-custodial monitoring and tracking of
non-violent, non-serious, and non-sexual offenders. Each county received funding from the State, but few
stipulations were attached to these monies, which in turn granted counties near-unbridled discretion in
developing their own custodial and post-custodial strategies. Day reporting centers (DRCs) emerged as an
appealing alternative to traditional supervision or custody as their model of integrated service delivery
should, conceptually, aid in re-entry and promote criminal desistance, in turn reducing prison and jail
overcrowding. However, prior work on DRCs yields mixed findings in terms of both the effect of DRCs
on future criminal activity and any potential cost benefit. This is, in large part, due to prior work’s lack of
methodological rigor,

This project evaluates the effect of attending a Riverside County DRC as an alternative to traditional
custodial sentencing or probationary supervision and as a mechanism for reducing recidivism rates among
felony offenders. Using a mixed-methods design, four questions are addressed:

1) Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders when
compared to those assigned to traditional supervision?

2) How do DRC clients assess these programs’ strengths and weaknesses?

3) How can DRCs be improved?

4) Does DRC participation produce any specific skills and benefits for clients?

We use data provided by the Riverside County Probation Department and California Department of
Justice to estimate the causal effect of attending a DRC on the likelihood of rearrest or reconviction for a
new crime within two years of referral. We collect original data through surveys and interviews with
DRC clients to provide insight into questions two, three, and four.

The quantitative portion of the study finds that participating in a DRC decreases the likelihood of being
arrested for a new offense and decreases the likelihood of being convicted for a new offense, relative to
the arrest and convictions of offenders who were referred but did not attend a DRC due to scheduling
conilicts. The qualitative portion of the study highlights clients’ perspectives on the strengths of the DRC
experience, including support in attaining goals, navigating services post-release, accountability, and
more generalized social support. Clients also report DRCs make re-entry easier than traditional
supervision and they recognize specific changes in themselves and their environment that benefit their
overall well-being. Potential areas for improvement—including enhanced vocational and employment
services, and an environment that feels less like a traditional law enforcement setting—are also discussed.

Recommendations and areas for future research are included based on the analyses conducted.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v. Plata (2011) forced California’s hand in immediately
addressing the State’s prison overcrowding. Ordered to reduce the population of state prisons by over 25
percent within two years, the legislature passed the Public Safety Realignment Act (AB-109) and Criminal
Justice Realignment (AB-117), which vested California’s fifty-eight counties with unprecedented
responsibility, including physical custody of and post-custodial monitoring and tracking of non-violent, non-
serious, and non-sexual offenders. Each county received funding from the State, but few stipulations were
attached to these monies, which in turn granted counties near-unbridled discretion in developing their own
custodial and post-custodial strategies. Day reporting centers (DRCs) emerged as an appealing alternative to
traditional supervision or custody as their model of integrated service delivery should, conceptually, aid in re-
entry and promote criminal desistance, in turn reducing prison and jail overcrowding. However, prior work on
DRCs yields mixed findings in terms of both the effect of DRCs on future criminal activity and any potential
cost benefit. This is, in large part, due to prior work’s lack of methodological rigor.

This project evaluates the effect of attending a Riverside County DRC as an alternative to traditional custodial
sentencing or probationary supervision and as a mechanism for reducing recidivism rates among felony
offenders. Using a mixed-methods design, four questions are addressed:

1) Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared to

those assigned to traditional supervision?

2) How do DRC clients assess these programs” strengths and weaknesses?

3) How can DRCs be improved?

4) Does DRC participation produce any specific skills and benefits for clients?

We use data provided by the Riverside County Probation Department and California Department of Justice to
estimate the causal effect of attending a DRC on the likelihood of rearrest or reconviction for a new crime
within two years of referral. We collect original data through surveys and interviews with DRC clients to
provide insight into questions two, three, and four.

The quantitative portion of the study finds that participating in a DRC decreases the likelihood of being
arrested for a new offense and decreases the likelihood of being convicted for a new offense, relative to the
arrest and convictions of offenders who were referred but did not attend a DRC due to scheduling conflicts.
The qualitative portion of the study highlights clients’ perspectives on the strengths of the DRC experience,
including support in attaining goals, navigating services post-release, accountability, and more generalized
social support. Clients also report DRCs make re-entry easier than traditional supervision and they recognize
specific changes in themselves and their environment that benefit their overall well-being. Potential areas for
improvement—including enhanced vocational and employment services, and an environment that feels less
like a traditional law enforcement setting—are also discussed.

Recommendations and areas for future research are included based on the analyses conducted.
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SCOPE OF WORK

The Riverside County Probation Department contracted the Presley Center to provide a causal, mixed-methods
evaluation of the County’s DRCs including an assessment of the impact attending a DRC has on an
individual’s likelihood of recidivating.

Research Questions

The Riverside County Probation Department and the Presley Center mutually agreed to three motivating
research questions:

1) Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared to
those assigned to traditional supervision?

2) How do different DRC services (e.g. substance abuse education versus workforce development,
etc.) affect offender re-entry success?

3) How does the duration of services provided within DRCs affect offender re-entry success?

These questions were to be answered to the best of the evaluation team’s ability based on the data available.

Methodology

This evaluation draws upon the expertise of principal investigators, Drs. Sharon Oselin and Ozkan Eren, and
uses a mixed methods design that incorporates quantitative and qualitative analyses to identify the impact of
Riverside County’s DRCs on their clients’ re-entry trajectories. This approach includes a review of the extant
literature on DRCs and other similar programs, a causal inference analysis of secondary data related to
probationer outcomes, surveys and interviews with DRC participants that generate original or primary data,
and the description and thematic coding of the primary data.

Data

By special permission, the Riverside County Probation Department provided the evaluation team access to the
universe of case records for offenders who were referred to a day reporting center between 2013 and 2017.
These records were pulled from the Juvenile and Adult Management System (JAMS) and include basic
demographic information, the date of referral to the day reporting center, level of supervision, and all prior
convictions, among other details. Using the offenders’ unique identifiers, this dataset was then linked with data
from the California Department of Justice on arrests or convictions after an individual’s referral to a day
reporting center.

Surveys taken by DRC participants yielded open- and closed-ended responses about client experiences. The
interviews with DRC clients were recorded, transcribed, and coded to identify key themes and patterns across
client experiences.

Project Period

The Riverside County Board of Supervisors approved a Memorandum of Understanding between the County
and UC Riverside Presley Center at the recommendation of the Riverside County Probation Department on
December 11, 2018. The original project period was December 12, 2018 — March 11, 2021. An extension was
granted in December 2020 as there were delays in the research team accessing the DRCs due to the COVID-19
pandemic. The final project period was December 12, 2018 — December 31, 2021.
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SECTION | | LITERATURE REVIEW

A comprehensive reading of prior scientific work on realignment, day
reporting centers, and recidivism was conducted in preparation for
this project. Prior work provides critical background information that
informed this evaluation’s design and is helpful to review here for
additional context. Key points from relevant literatures are
summarized below; however, the reader should avoid generalizing the
successes and failures of other systems to Riverside County.

Realignment

Class action lawsuits, Coleman v. Brown (1990) and Plata v. Brown
(2001), found California prisoners with serious mental and medical
health issues did not receive adequate care while in custody in
violation of their 8 Amendment protections against cruel and
unusual punishment. When California had not taken remedial action
by 2005, a court appointed Receiver was named to oversee the State’s
efforts and found the “continuing deficiencies” in the treatment of
prisoners were due to substantial prison overcrowding.

In 2011, Coleman and Brown were consolidated into a single class
action suit, Brown v. Plata (2011) that was argued before the United
States Supreme Court. Writing for the majority, Justice Kennedy
upheld a lower court’s decision to enforce a 1995 statute that
authorized the federal government to compel a state prison system to
action. He affirmed, “the medical and mental health care provided by
California’s prisons falls below the standard of decency that inheres in
the Eighth Amendment,” and that, “this extensive and ongoing
constitutional violation requires a remedy [which] will not be
achieved without a reduction in overcrowding,” (563 US 493, 48).
Specifically, California was required to decrease the size of its prison
population from nearly 190% to 137.5% capacity within two years.

Compelled by the Supreme Court and federal law, the California
Legislature and Governor Jerry Brown authored and signed Assembly
Bill 109, also known as the Public Safety Realignment Act. This
legislation transferred the supervision of low-level felony offenders
convicted of non-violent, non-sexual, and non-serious (N3) crimes
from the State to local governments and required all parole
revocations to be served in county jails as opposed to state prisons.
These changes radically altered the structure of the criminal justice
system and ultimately saddled counties with much greater
responsibility for incarcerating and supervising offenders. In the first
year alone, AB-109 drastically reduced the State’s prison population
by 27,000 and increased county jail populations by over 9,000
inmates. Thus, the total incarcerated population in California actually
decreased, with alternative sentencing strategies—like split sentencing
or community supervision—being used as an alternative to custodial
supervision (Lofstrom and Raphael 2013). Each county was left to
develop its own response to this influx and their strategies vary
dramatically, with some counties allocating the majority of their

KEY TERMS

The following are key terms,

abbreviations, and acronyms

that are used throughout this
report for ease of reading.

AB-109 | California Assembly
Bill 109, the Public Safety
Realignment Act, was passed
in 2011 and diverts N3
offenders from State to county
supervision, thus decreasing
the number of inmates
housed in State facilities

CADOJ | Califernia
Department of Justice

County | Riverside County
DRCs | Day reporting centers

JAMS | Juvenile and Adult
Management System, used
by Riverside County for
tracking probationer records

N3 Offenders | Individuals
convicted of non-violent, non-
sexual, and non-serious
crimes

PRCS | Post-release
community supenvision

Probation Department |
Riverside County Probation
Department

Presley Center | The Robert
Presley Center of Crime &
Justice Studies at the
University of California,
Riverside
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resources to their jails and other embracing community-based programs (Lofstrom and Raphael 2013;
Petersilia 2014).

Day Reporting Centers

As part of its response to AB-109, the Riverside County Probation Department invested in DRCs as an
alternative to traditional supervision. (Riverside County’s DRCs are profiled in Section II.)

Prison and jail populations have hallooned across the U.S. over the past three decades, so community-based
corrections programs—including DRCs—emerged as an appealing alternative to bridge custodial sentences
and unsupervised release, while seemingly balancing cost and public safety concerns. In theory, DRCs provide
an opportunity to rehabilitate the whole person through a one-stop model that addresses a range of individual
needs — from criminogenic factors to housing and employment prospects. DRCs across the United States
typically provide community-based programming to pre-trial released offenders, parolees, and probationers and
are inclusive of a range of services/strategic interventions, including but not limited to: daily supervision, anger
management, drug testing, educational and vocational training, cognitive therapy, job placement services, and
general life-skills training (e.g. parenting classes). Referrals to DRCs are usually made on a case-by-case basis
that considers both the individual’s risk to public safety and needs during re-entry. For example, California’s
state- and local-criminal justice agencies adopted the Correctional Offender Management and Profiling
Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS) instrument, which helps identify an individual’s actuarial risk and needs
prerelease. An individual’s COMPAS score aids in planning for their field supervision and post-release
referrals to correctional treatment (Zhang, Roberts, and Farabee 2014). Riverside County’s Probation
Department relies on COMPAS to help identify probationers’ specific needs and risks during referral to DRCs.

Some of the programs and classes offered within Riverside’s DRCs have been evaluated as standalone services
with the potential to reduce recidivism. These include anger management classes, individual and family
counseling, drug treatment education, workforce development, and vocational training, among other offerings.
When evaluated individually, these programs deliver mixed results and do not consistently reduce recidivism.
However, there is some evidence that programs focused on rehabilitating the individual (e.g. counseling, drug
treatment, anger management, etc.) may be more effective than those focused on the individual’s post-release
opportunities (€.g. vocational training) (Visher et al. 2016; Drake 2013; Lipsey and Cullen 2007; Washington
State Institute for Public Policy 2006; etc).

Studies of the efficacy of DRCs as one-stop re-entry shops that provide a menu of programs for probationary
populations also yield mixed results. Though some evaluations champion DRCs as a low-cost, low-risk
alternative to traditional custodial punishment (e.g. Craddock and Graham 2001; Lurigio et al. 1999, Martin, et
al. 2003, etc.), others underscore this research is rife with methodological limitations and that positive
evaluations of DRCs should be reviewed skeptically (e.g. Craddock and Graham 2008). To that end, studies
with more rigorous research designs (e.g. controlled experiments) rarely find DRCs are linked to decreased
recidivism or cost (e.g. Boyle, et al. 2013). Unfortunately, most studies to-date rely on conventional statistical
methodologies, which are not sufficiently rigorous to push the extant understanding toward causality, so it
remains unclear under what circumstances and contexts DRCs may reduce recidivism.

This evaluation corrects for the methodological shortcomings of prior work by using a causal inference design
that accounts for unobserved biases. As a result, we assess the effects of Riverside County’s DRCs on
recidivism with a high degree of certainty.

Recidivism

Recidivism is the most common metric of success used to evaluate the efficacy of DRCs. It is an especially



important measure against the backdrop of California’s decarceration because rehabilitation that leads to
criminal desistance inherently decreases reliance on prisons and jails. There is not an agreed upon

definition of recidivism, but most studies include measures of rearrest or reconviction for a new crime within
two years of release.

The first few post-AB-109 studies found offenders realigned to counties for post-release community
supervision (PRCS) had higher rates of rearrest and reconviction than those who were released to state parole,
but that these outcomes were somewhat contingent on the county the offender was realigned to (Gerlinger &
Turner 2015; Bird & Grattet 2016, 2017; Bird et al. 2017). However, these early studies typically focused on a
very short period after AB-109 took affect and the authors acknowledge data and methodological constraints
make it difficult to interpret the results for any period moving forward. A more recent and comprehensive
study of recidivism post-realignment, which included an analysis of offenders released to twelve counties
between 2011 and 2015, found a slight increase in rearrests, but slight decrease in reconvictions among
realigned offenders (Bird, Ngyuen, & Grattet 2021). Rigorous empirical research takes time and there is often a
lag due to the availability of data, but studies to-date suggest California’s realignment is likely correlated with a
modest increase in recidivism.

Outside the scope of California’s prison realignment, the majority of recidivism research focuses on the effect
of individual-level characteristics and interventions—Ilike employment status and enhanced supervision—on
the likelihood an individual will reoffend. The latter is particularly material to this project as DRCs combine a
variety of interventions (e.g. employment services, counseling, drug treatment programs, etc.) as part of a one-
stop-shop model.

The interventions literature provides a robust assessment of the efficacy of various treatment, penalty, and
supervision strategies on an individual’s likelihood of recidivating to somewhat inconclusive ends. Some
research highlights that more intensive post-release supervision generally does not decrease recidivism and
often increases detection of non-compliant actions/behaviors (Grattet, Lin, Petersilia 2011; Petersilia and
Turner 1993). In cases where increased supervision does yield positive results, it is difficult to disentangle
whether it is the supervision itself or other activities related to increased supervision, like greater access to
supportive services and therapeutic activities, that drive outcomes (Mackenzie and Brame 2001; Solomon,
Kachnowski, Bhati 2005). In this vein, the study of rehabilitative programs as an intervention has produced a
broad literature focused on the success of specific strategies (e.g. risk-need-response assessments, the Good
Lives Model) and has argued on behalf of individualized assessment and rehabilitation plans to deter future
criminal activity (Ward and Willis 2016; Bonta and Andrews 2014).

Interpreting Prior Work

These studies are helpful in situating this evaluation within the broader study of DRCs and recidivism across
the United States, but the findings should not be extrapolated to Riverside County as the context, sample, and
design of each study varies dramatically and often in ways that make the findings difficult to generalize to
another system. Furthermore, a practice that is evidence-based in one context may not produce the same
positive results in another. For example, a DRC may generate positive outcomes in another state or county
because of policy, demographic, or other characteristics unique to that region. Conversely, a DRC of the same
model may prove ineffective in another region because it serves a population that is more difficult to
rehabilitate or has other criminogenic needs. There are also methodological constraints in much of the prior
work in this area, which makes it difficult to make causal claims about the efficacy of DRCs and similar
programs even within the context they are studied. Indeed, these are some of the reasons Riverside County
contracted an independent, causal evaluation of its DRCs.



SECTION Ii | A PROFILE OF DAY REPORTING CENTERS IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Members of the Presley Center evaluation team visited Riverside County’s DRCs in 2019 to gain a better
understanding of each center’s model, including the types of services and staff available at each site.

Riverside DRC
: ﬁfsst. 2012
¢ y ; ‘ .
N . Indic DRC
=3 'Es% 2018
v Temecula DRC ;
- PEst. 2015

Figure 2.1 Map of Riverside County and DRC Locations

Riverside County operates three DRCs in the cities of Riverside, Temecula, and Indio, which opened in 2012, 2015,
and 2016 respectively. An average of 300-350 clients are served across all sites at any given point in time. Each site
offers the same core services, typically provided by the same organizations, and are staffed by a roughly
proportional number of personnel. Figure 2.2 lists the services offered by provider for each DRC since their first
year in operation.

Probation Department Riverside University Health System
— Behavioral Health
Classes | Courage to Change Interaclive
Journaling; Social Values; Responsible Classes | Criminal Addictive Thinking;
Thinking; Self-Control: Peer Wellness & Empowerment; Educate,
Relationships; Family Ties; Successiul Equip, and Support; Weliness Recovery,
Living, Recreation & Leisure Anger Management

Vital Documents Counseling | One-on-one; relationship;
family

Supportive Services | Bus passes;

emergency food; clothing closest Substance Abuse Education | In-house
treatment (Riverside & Temecula);

Education | Community College & FAFSA treatment referrals (Indio)

Workshops (added 2017)

Workforce Development /

County Office of Education _ il
ty Community Based Organizations

Classes | GED / Diploma instructions;
Vocational Training & Certificates (added
2017)

Classes | Intro fo Workforce Services;
Customers with Barriers

Riverside University Health System Department of Public Social
— Public Health Services

Classes | Health Education Eligibility Assistance | Medi-Cal,
CalFresh, efc.
Mobile Unit Testing
Referrals | Family resource centers:;
Medical Care Referrals homeless services

Figure 2.2 Core DRC Services
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There have been slight modifications to the types of services offered by the providing organizations since each
DRC opened, but every individual referred to a DRC since 2012 has had reliable access to the programs in
Figure 2.2. For example, community based organizations—like Goodwill Industries and Citadel—replaced
County Workforce Development in providing job preparation and employment services during the 2017/18
fiscal year, so a DRC client in 2016 had access to the same workforce resources as a DRC client in 2019, but
through a different provider. Most of these modifications are consistent across DRCs; however, the DRC in
Riverside has experimented with additional programming, including an ongoing partnership with the Superior
Court system to provide legal aid and a one year partnership with the Riverside County Sheriff’s Department
that provided therapeutic services. Each DRC has also intermittently offers peer-to-peer support, in which
DRC graduates hold staff positions at the DRC.

Demographics of DRC Participants, 2013-2017

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%

50%
40%
30%
20%

0%
Level of  Convicted of Female Male White (non- Black Hispanic/ High School /
Supervision - Violent Hispanic) Latinx GED
High Offense (prior)

Figure 2.3. DRC Referral Demographics

All PRCS felony offenders who are on probation are referred to the DRCs via direct referral by their probation
officer or at assessment by an assessment unit officer. After referral, PRCS offenders may a) attend a DRC, b)
provide proof of employment or full-time student status as an exemption from attending a DRC, or ¢) not
attend a DRC without providing a reason. There is no court order for PRCS offenders to participate in DRCs,
so non-attendance or an unsuccessful discharge does not result in a violation of their probation terms.
However, if an individual is referred to a DRC to obtain specific services by court order, failure to attend such
services may result in a discharge from the DRCs and, indirectly, a return to court. DRCs also offer various
incentives to encourage participation and reduce attrition (e.g. providing lunch, bus passes, etc.).

Figure 2.3 presents notable, observable characteristics of DRC clients as a percent of the total DRC population
for 2013-2017, the years covered by this evaluation. The average age of a DRC client at referral is 40.73 years.

To simplify the distribution of programs provided by DRCs, services can be broadly aggregated into the

categories mental health services, substance abuse services, employment preparation services, and other
programs, like family counseling or anger management. Figure 2.4 plots the distribution of the percentage of
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each service type provided during the period 2013 to 2017 at all Riverside County DRC locations by
percentage of total services used by DRC clients. Mental health and substance abuse services are the most
commonly participated in, with 60% of all services delivered falling into those two categories. DRC
participants attend their DRC for an average of 187 days.

40%

20%

Menial Health Substance Abuse Employment
DRC Programs
Figure 2.4. Programs Used by DRC Participants

)



SECTION Iil | A CAUSAL ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECT OF DAY REPORTING CENTER
PARTICIPATION ON RECIDIVISM

In this section, we address the first research question.

1) Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared to
those assigned to traditional supervision?

Data

The data for the causal analyses are compiled from the Riverside County Probation Department and California
Department of Justice. By special permission, we obtained access from the Probation Department for the
universe of case records that contain information on offenders who were referred to DRCs between 2013 and
2017. Each case record is pulled from JAMS and includes information on the offender (e.g. demographics like
race, gender, and age) and case data (e.g. the specific statute for all prior convictions, level of supervision, the
date of referral to the DRC, and DRC location). The CADOJ provided the universe of detailed arrest records in
California from 2013 to 2019, which allows us to measure recidivism within two years of the last DRC referral
date in our sample.! This includes data on arrests, offense dates, and disposition (i.e. whether the individual
was convicted). The offender (JAMS) and crime (CADOJ) datasets were linked using the offenders’ unique
identification numbers.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 3.1 presents summary statistics across a variety of characteristics for all offenders in the dataset (full
sample), as well as by DRC participation status. The second column, labeled ‘DRC’, includes data for
individuals who were referred to and participated in DRC services. Moving forward, this will be referred to as
the ‘treated’ group as these individuals received DRC services. Columns three and four include data for two
potential control groups. ‘Non-DRC (Conflict)’ includes PRCS offenders who were referred, but did not
participate because of work and/or education related scheduling conflicts. ‘Non-DRC (Other)’ includes
offenders who were referred, but did not participate without providing a reason.

Rearrests & Reconvictions for Offenders with
DRC Referral within 2 Years, 2013-2019

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Arrested Convicted

Figure 3.1. Recidivism Among DRC Referral Sample

I Because we were only able to obtain arrest and conviction data for California, we are not able to account for rearrests or .

reconvictions that occur in other states.
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Table 3.1: Summary Statistics

Full Sample DRC Non-DRC Non-DRC
(Conflict) (All Others)
Mean
(Standard Deviation)
0Y)] (2) (3) (4)
Arrested 0.662 0.413 0.577 0.739
(0.473) (0.493) (0.494) (0.439)
Convicted 0.469 0.274 0.428 0.521
(0.499) (0.447) (0.495) (0.499)
Level of Supervision-High 0.461 0.384 0.339 0.509
(0.499) (0.487) (0.474) {0.500)
Violent Offense 0.315 0.317 0.321 0.313
(0.464) (0.466) (0.467) (0.464)
Female 0.087 0.121 0.036 0.093
(0.282) (0.327) (0.185) (0.291)
White 0.310 0.302 0.268 0.323
(0.463) (0.460) (0.443) (0.468)
Black 0.146 0.167 0.110 0.151
(0.353) (0.374) (0.313) (0.358)
Hispanic 0.512 0.495 0.595 0.494
(0.499) (0.500) (0.491) (0.500)
High School or GED 0.513 0.525 0.533 0.505
(0.500) (0.500) (0.499) (0.500)
Age at Referral 40.73 44.49 38.22 40.56
(10.27) (11.32) (7.91) (10.34)
Sample Size 1,911 281 336 1,294

NOTES: The tabulations reflect our research sample which comprises offenders referred to the DRCs between 2013
and 2017. The full set of sample statistics is available from authors upon request.

Of the total sample, inclusive of all three groups, 66 percent were arrested and 47 percent were reconvicted for
a new offense within two years of their referral.

A comparison between the DRC, Non-DRC (Conflict), and Non-DRC (Other) columns reveals these groups
are similar and there are minimal differences in pre-determined observable characteristics, with one exception.
The Non-DRC (Other) group has a significantly higher average (mean) supervision level than those in the
DRC and Non-DRC (Conflict) groups. In an attempt to minimize confounders that may bias the results, Non-
DRC (Other) is excluded from subsequent analyses as the group is observably and meaningfully different in a
way that compromises its comparability to the DRC and Non-DRC (Conflict) groups. Such sample restriction
arguably limits the extent of negative selection bias, as discussed further below.
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Methodology

From a scientific perspective, the ideal way of assessing the efficacy of program treatments and
interventions—like DRC participation—is through a randomized controlled trial. However, when analyzing
treatments that predate a study’s design, it is possible to leverage statistical methods of causal inference that
attempt to replicate the random, controlled nature of experiments by accounting for observable and
unobservable variables that might impact the results.

Individuals on PRCS are not randomly assigned to either a DRC or traditional supervision; instead, they are
universally referred to DRCs, but their participation is not mandatory or court ordered. Everyone included in
this study’s sample was referred to a DRC between 2013 and 2017, but many self-selected out due to
scheduling conflicts (e.g. education and employment) or for other unknown reasons. The ‘unknown reasons’
group is already excluded from the analyses for reasons discussed above.

Considering the two remaining groups (i.e. DRC and Non-DRC (Conflict)), it reasonable to assume the
qualities that might make someone likely to opt-in to attending a DRC after referral are also the qualities that
would make them less likely to recidivate. For example, it is possible that those who attend DRCs have a
greater innate ability to successfully reintegrate into society or a stronger motivation to do so. These are two
examples of unobservable characteristics that introduce endogeneity bias, in which the reasons someone is
likely to opt-in to the ‘treatment’ (i.e. DRCs) are also the reasons they would be successful regardless of being
‘treated’ (i.e. their participation). Therefore, any causal evaluation of the effect of Riverside County’s DRCs on
recidivism must statistically correct for the potential bias introduced by self-selection into the program.

Innate ability and individual motivation are only two of many hypothetical, plausible reasons an individual
might decide to attend a DRC. Because these characteristics that encourage self-selection are unobservable,
there is no data we can incorporate into the model to capture these effects through a conventional statistical
methodology. For these reasons, we use a two-phase strategy that builds upon a simple statistical design with a
coefficient stability approach to assess the importance of the variables that are excluded or unobserved due to
self-selection. This ‘check’ allows for causal claims to be made with a high degree of certainty as we are able
to determine how important the unobserved or omitted variables would have to be to fully explain our findings.

Thus, the evaluation begins with a straightforward estimation of the effect of participation in DRCs on
recidivism using an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) model. Here, the relationship is modeled as:

Coefficient:
Effect of DRC
; participation on recidivism

Riz | X*gztfy +n, + A+ €zt
! v I

Dependent Independent Covariates: Fixed Error
Variable: Variable: Observed Effects: Term:
Was Did individual characteristics Residential All

offender participate in —like gender, zip code + variation
arrested/ DRC race, year referred not
convicted of services? supervision otherwise
new offense level, offense explained
within 2 type, DRC by the
years? location, etc. — model
that may affect
recidivism

Figure 3.2. OLS Mode! & Key



We are interested in the size and direction of the effect (i.e. coefficient) of attending a DRC (i.e. independent
variable) on recidivism (i.e. dependent variable), while controlling for observed characteristics that are known
to be associated with recidivism (i.e. covariates) and the average, static difference between residential zip
codes and the year of referral (i.e. fixed effects).

This design would provide an accurate, unbiased estimate of the effect of participation in DRCs on recidivism
if all factors that impact an individual’s success were included in the model or if assignment to DRCs had been
randomized through a controlled experiment. However, as discussed above, there are other factors that are
correlated with participation in DRCs (e.g. offender’s ability; motivation), so a coefficient stability approach
(Oster 2019) must also be incorporated to assess the importance of the unobserved variables that are excluded
from the OLS due to self-selection.?

Concerns about omitted variable bias due to self-selection are common in non-experimental work and most
studies will test for this bias by running their model with and without covariates. If adding the covariates to the
model does not significantly change the coefficient (the size of the effect of the treatment on the dependent
variable), then it is often assumed that unobserved characteristics do not need to be accounted for. For this
logic to hold, the observable characteristics (covariates) would have to be able to proxy and tell us everything
we need to know about the unobservable characteristics (omitted variables). This is a strong assumption to
make and is very likely incorrect, so looking only at the movement of the coefficient before and after
introducing covariates to the model is insufficient for adjusting for potential bias. If the unobserved
characteristics have much greater variance than the observed characteristics (covariates), then excluding the
unobserved and including the observed in the model will make the coefficient appear stable. This is because
the covariates are less important to explaining the relationship in the model than the unobserved characteristics
(omitted variables).

The coefficient stability approach, developed in Oster (2019) and used here, allows for the importance of
omitted variable bias to be assessed by considering both the movement of coefficients and R-squared? values.
By analyzing changes in R-squared before (uncontrolled) and after (controlled) the observable characteristics
are added to the model, it is possible to calculate how large the effect of the unobserved characteristics would
need to be to explain away the result we calculate.

Through a series of exercises, different hypothetical values of R-squared are used to calculate the selection
ratio and bounding estimates for the coefficients. The bounded coefficient estimates are the product of the
effect of the observed characteristics on the dependent variable, and the amount of variation in the dependent
variable that these characteristics explain. If the bounding estimate for the treatment effect (coefficient) does
not include zero, then there is evidence of a causal relationship. By calculating the selection ratio, it is also
possible to determine how large the effect of the unobserved characteristics would have to be to explain away
the effect of the observed characteristics that are included in the model. If the selection ratio is greater than or
equal to one, it means the unobserved characteristics would have to be as or more important than the observed
characteristics in the model. Together, this provides a layer of confidence in interpreting whether the results are
likely causal.

2 Riverside County Probation staff may recall we also considered utilizing a regression discontinuity design (RDD) that
would exploit the natural variation in PRCS assignments between when AB-109 was passed and when referrals to DRCs
began. This would create a control group (i.e. realigned pre-DRCs) and a treatment group (i.e. realigned post-DRCs) that
would be comparable along observable characteristics. We did not pursue an RDD because the dataset does not include
the date of release from prison and we were advised the supervision start date, which is available in the datasct, is likely
to be different than that of prison release. Without confidence in these dates, we elected to use a coefficient stability
approach, which was better suited to the available data.

3 R-squared measures the proportion of variation in the dependent variable that is explained by the variables (independent
and covariates) included in the model. An R-squared of zero indicates that none of the variation in the dependent variable
is explained by the model, whereas an R-squared of one indicates the model fully explains the dependent variable (i.e. no
variables have been ‘left out”).
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A full model and more complete explanation of Oster’s coefficient stability approach is included in Appendix
A.

Findings

Table 3.2 presents the baseline results of the OLS for the relationship between attending a DRC and
recidivating. The first column reports the point estimate, or likelihood, of being arrested for a new offense
including only whether the individual participated in a DRC and referral fixed year effects in the model.
Column two (2) incorporates observable offender characteristics (covariates), and column (3) reports the
results if zip code fixed effects are also added to the model. Columns four (4) through six (6) present the same
set of results using reconviction, as opposed to rearrest, as the measure of recidivism.

Table 3.2. The Effects of Participation in DRCs on Recidivism

Arrested Convicted
Coefficients
(Standard Errors)
DRC -0.196%* -0.125%** -0.149%%* -(0.175%%x -0.098** -0.124%**
(0.042) (0.043) (0.048) (0.042) (0.038) (0.039)

Sample Size 617 617 617 617 617 617
Controls:

Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Covariates No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Zip Code Fixed Effects No No Yes No No Yes

NOTES: The sample is restricted to DRC participants and offenders who were excluded from participation because of work/education related scheduling
conflicts. Standard errors are clustered at the residential zip code level. Covariates include indicators for gender, race, supervision level, offense type,
severity of the offense (felony and misdemeanor), and DRC location and offender's age at the time of DRC referral, education, weight, height and total
number of convictions. Arrested (convicted) is an indicator variable that takes the value of one if the offender was rearrested (convicted) during the
two-year period following

referral to DRCs.

** significant at 5%; ***

significant at 1%.

The OLS estimates in Columns one (1) through three (3) are all negative and statistically significant. Focusing
on the results of the most extensively specified model in Column three (3), participation in DRCs decreased the
likelihood of being arrested for a new offense within two years of referral to a DRC by almost 15 percentage
points. This represents a decrease of 26 percent relative to the arrest rate of offenders who were referred but did
not participate due to scheduling conflicts. The findings are similar when the dependent variable is
reconviction for a new offense. These associations are also all negative and statistically different from zero,
which means there is evidence that participating in DRCs decreases an individual’s likelihood of recidivating
when compared to those who did not participate in a DRC because of educational or employment
commitments.

Next, we conduct the coefficient stability approach exercises as a check to determine whether the relationships
in Table 3.2 are causal. Table 3.3 presents the estimates of bounds of (he impact of DRC participation on
recidivism. Columns one (1) and two (2) of Table 3.3 reproduce the results from the uncontrolled (covariates
excluded) and controlled (covariates included) regressions, along with their respective R-squared values for
being rearrested. There is a non-trivial change in the explanatory power of the regression; specifically, adding
the covariates to the model increases the R-squared from 0.21 to 0.30. This means adding data on observable



Arrested Convicted
Baseline Confrolled Bounding Proportional Baseline Controlled Bounding Proportional
Effect Effect Estimate Selection Term Effect Effect Estimate Selection Term
Coeflicients
(Standard Errors)
[0.149, -
DRC -0.218%* -0.149%** 0.080] 216 -0.196*** -0.124%»* [-0.124, -0.052] 172
(0.049) {0.048) (0.045) {0.040)
R? 0212 0.301 0220 0.317
Ry 0.390 0.414
Sample Size 817 617 617 617 617 617 617 617
Controls:
Year Fixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Covariates No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Zip CodeFixed Effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

NOTES: The sample is restrictedto DRC participants andoffenders who were excludedfrom patticipationbecause of work/edacation related schedufing conflicts. Standard errorsare clustered
at the residential zip code level. Covariates nchide indicatorsfor gender, race, supervisionfevel, offensetype, severity of the offense (Felonyandmisdemeancs), andDRC focation andofFfender's
ageatthetime of DRC referral, education, weight heightandtotal number of convictions. The bounding exercise assumes thetuncbservable controls explain as mmzch of the outcame as the

observatie confrols. Arrested{comnvicted)is anindicator variable that takes the value of one ifthe offender wasrearmested (convicted) during the two-year periodfaliowing referral to DRC.

** significantat $%; *** significant at 1%.



characteristics (e.g. age, gender, supervision level, history of violent offense, etc.) explains more of the
variation in recidivism outcomes than only including whether the individual attended a DRC in the model.
Similarly, including the observable characteristics (covariates) decreases the coefficient estimate from the first
column of Table 3.3 by more than 30 percent.

The bounding set was determined by assessing the value of R, as detailed in Appendix A. The interval of
coefficient values reported in Columns three (3) and six (6) are [-0.149, -0.080] and [-.124, -.052], respectively.
Because these bounding exercises excludes zero (i.e. no effect), there is evidence of a negative causal effect of
DRC:s on recidivism rates, measured both as a rearrest or a reconviction for a new offense in the two years after

referral.

RESEARCH QUESTION | Do Riverside
County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-
109 offenders when compared to those
assigned to traditional supervision?

FINDING | Yes. Participating in a DRC

decreases the likelihood of being arrested for a
new offense by 26% and decreases the

likelihood of being reconvicted for a new offense
by 29% relative to the arrest and conviction
rates of offenders who were referred, but did not
participate due to education or employment
scheduling conflicts.

DRCs’ Social Benefit

Finally, the proportional selection terms that would
be necessary to explain away the entire results are
also reported in this table. For rearrests, the
proportional selection term is 2.16 and for
reconvictions it is 1.72. Put differently, the
unobservables or omitted variables would need to be
more than twice as important as the observables (e.g.
DRC participation, gender, age, etc.) for rearrests or
nearly twice as important as the observables for
reconvictions in explaining recidivism to negate the
model.

Thus, it is with a high degree of confidence that we
conclude Riverside County’s DRCs have a causal,
negative effect on recidivism.

Finally, we provide a simple back-of-the-envelope benefit calculation to put these impacts into monetary
perspective. Donohue (2009) provides estimates as to the weighted average cost of crime, which incorporate
measures of the elasticity of crime rates with respect to incarceration (i.e. the number of crimes avoided due to
incarcerating one offender), the monetary value of crime avoided due to incarceration, and the social costs of
incarceration (e.g. cost of offender incarceration, the less of the offender’s preductive contributions if they
were not incarcerated, and other longer-term costs imposed on the offender by society due to their
incarceration). By combining Donohue’s strategy with our upper bound estimate of reconviction from Column
seven (7) of Table 3.3, we are able to estimate the social benefit of Riverside County’s DRCs.

Using this most conservative estimate of the impact of DRC participation on recidivism (-0.052), DRC

participation decreased the probability of reconviction by roughly 10 percent (-0.052/0.502, where 0.502 is the
average reconviction rate for all non-DRC offenders). Taking the total number of convicted adults from
Columns three (3) and four (4) of Table 3.1 as our benchmark, this 10 percent decrease translates to roughly 82
fewer adults being reconvicted as a result of DRCs over the sample period.

Further, by using Donohue’s lower and upper bound estimates of the average cost of crime we calculate the
potential social benefits of DRCs. The decrease in reconvictions calculated above corresponds to a benefit of
between $337,000 and $1.98 million (in 2015 dollars). Considering that about half of incidents are reported to
the police and only about half of those reported result in arrest (FBI 2012), the actual social benefit by DRCs is
likely even larger than what is reported by our conservative estimate.



Other Potential Analyses

Ideally, we would take our analysis a step further and explore the effect of the intensity of treatment by
defining participation in DRCs more continuously. To do this, we would use the duration of an individual’s
participation in the program as the independent variable of interest in the OLS equation, rather than using a
binary classification (i.e. whether or not someone attended a DRC). However, this analysis is likely to be
confounded because treatment dosage (i.e. length of time in the program) adds another layer of complexity by
introducing additional, non-random selection into treatment. Analyzing the heterogeneity in the estimated
effects by the type of services or classes used by an individual at a DRC is also likely to suffer similar biases.
Because the length of treatment in a DRC and services used are not exogenously determined (i.¢. there is a
high degree of self-selection), it is not possible to causally model the effect of either. For these reasons?, we
are unable to causally address research questions two and three in the original scope of work. However, the
qualitative analysis is able to shed light on the potential benefits of specific DRC services and the length of
time an offender attends a DRC.

41t also bears mentioning that the data for DRC services completed is available for only 40 percent of participants in the
sample. As a result, even in the presence of random assignment, our ability to make inferences regarding the effect of
different types of services would be limited and not particularly informative.
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SECTION IV | A QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF DRC EXPERIENCE AND BENEFITS
FROM THE CLIENTS’ PERSPECTIVE

Building upon the quantitative analysis, we shift now to unpacking the experience of DRC participants—
particularly as relates to the second and third questions in the scope of work. How do different DRC services
affect offender re-entry success? How does the duration of services provided with DRCs affect offender re-
entry success?

Without quantitative data to causally evaluate these questions, we are not able to offer definitive answers to
either. However, we are able to glean substantial insight as to what services and DRC features positively affect
offender re-entry based on DRC clients’ recount of experiences in the program. To help direct our inquiry,
while staying true to the intent behind the questions in the scope of work, we developed the following three
questions that will be addressed in this section through our surveys and interviews with clients.

1) How do DRC clients assess these programs’ strengths and weaknesses?
2) How can DRCs be improved?
3) Does DRC participation produce any specific skills and benefits for clients?

Methodology

We rely on data from surveys and interviews with DRC clients that were conducted between June 2020 and
September 2021. Some of these surveys and interviews were carried out over the phone due to DRC
shutdowns or restrictions related to COVID-19, while the remainder were done in person by researchers at the
DRC facilities in Riverside, Temecula, and Indio. Qverall, we conducted surveys with 46 clients across the
three DRCs. We interviewed 39 of these survey respondents. Below we present the results of these survey
responses and then use the in-depth interview responses to provide greater detail and insights about these
trends.

Descriptive Statistics — Basic Demographics

Figure 4.1 presents the number of survey respondents by DRC location. The largest group of respondents
completed the survey at the Temecula DRC (19 individuals; 43% of the sample), followed by Indio (14
individuals; 30% of the sample), and Riverside (13 individuals; 28% of the sample).

Number of Survey Respondents by DRC Location
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Figure 4.1. Survey Respondents by DRC Location



Figure 4.2 depicts the age, gender, and race/ethnicity of the survey respondents. Survey respondents all were
above the age of 18 and below the age of 68. The largest group, 16 individuals or 35 percent of respondents,
fell within the 38-47 age group. The overwhelming majority of respondents, 38 individuals or 83 percent of the
sample, self-identify as male, while the remainder identify as female. No respondent self-identified as
transgender or non-binary. Nearly 60 percent of the sample identify as Hispanic/Latina/o, while 30 percent
identify as white (non-Hispanic). Individuals who self-identify as African American/Black, Bi- or Multi-racial,
or Other each make up 4 percent of the survey respondent sample.
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Figure 4.2. Survey Respondent Demographics

It is noteworthy that the age, gender, and racial distribution of the survey sample roughly approximates that of
the quantitative sample, which included all PRCS offenders referred to DRCs between 2013 and 2017. Here 83
percent of our sample is male whereas 92 percent of the quantitative sample is male. Furthermore, 57% of our
sample identify as Hispanic/Latina/o and 30 percent identify as white (non-Hispanic); whereas 51 percent and
31 percent of the quantitative sample identify as Hispanic/Latina/o and white (non-Hispanic), respectively.

Clients were asked if their referrals to the DRCs were mandatory, sanctioned, or voluntary. The survey defined
a mandatory referral as, “No job or school — have to take three classes,” a sanctioned referral as, “New arrest or
non-compliant behavior — Specific class,” and a voluntary referral as, “Eligible probationer requests the referral
from their P.O.” Figure 4.3 represents the distribution of responses. Most individuals stated they were
mandatory (71%), followed by voluntary (24%), and sanctioned (4%). Survey participants were also asked if
their probation status was under AB-109 or formal probation. Nearly two-thirds of respondents were AB-109
realigned offenders under PRCS, with roughly 40 percent identifying as being under formal probation, and 4
percent indicating they were unsure.’

Whereas the quantitative analysis included only AB-109/PRCS offenders, the qualitative sample also includes
some individuals who would be under the jurisdiction of Riverside County’s Probation Department regardless
of realignment (i.e. under formal probation).

5 Several respondents selected multiple probation statuses, thus the total exceeds 100%.

oy
s



Referral and Probation Status of Survey
Respondents

= =2 NN W W
g O o O O O O

Number of Respondents

m Referral mStatus
Figure 4.3. Referral & Probation Status of Survey Respondents

Descriptive Statistics — Lifestyle

The survey continued with questions about the respondent’s lifestyle. We inquired about current housing status
and the distribution of the responses are reflected in Figure 4.4. Nearly half of DRC clients reported they were
currently staying with a family member, followed by 29 percent who indicated they were renting. 9 percent of
respondents lived in a home or apartment they owned, 4 percent each were staying with a friend, couch surfing,
or homeless, 2 percent answered “other” and indicated they were living in a shelter.
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Figure 4.4. Housing Status of Survey Respondents

We also asked about current school enrollment status. Most respondents indicated that they were not taking
classes currently (31 individuals; 67%). The rest had an ‘other’ schoel enrollment (4 individuals; 9%),



were enrolled in GED preparation classes at the DRC (3 individuals or 7%), were enrolled in part-time college
classes (3 individuals; 7%), were enrolled in full-time college classes (3 individuals; 7%), studying for their
GED (1 individual; 2%), or enrolled in GED preparation classes outside of the DRC (1 individual; 2%). For
example, one white male at Temecula clarified, “I've already been in college for over six months and I've been
getting straight A's and I'm very thankful for that.” Another stated, “[I’m] enrolled in college classes, full-
time.”
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Figure 4.5. Survey Respondent Employment & School Enroliment Status

Descriptive Statistics — Participation in DRC Programming and Services

Finally, we asked each survey respondent about the iength of time they had participated in DRC services and
the specific programs they had used. Figure 4.6 depicts the length of time survey respondents had attended a
DRC. These are comprehensive counts, meaning they could include gaps in attendance, but reflect estimates of
total enrollment length. Slightly less than half reported attending their DRC for more than a year, while the
remainder attended 9 to 12 months (15%), 6 to 9 months (11%), 4 to six months (13%), 1 to 3 months (11%),
or less than one month (9%).

Finally, participants were asked to report all of the services or classes they currently use of have used at their
DRC by selecting from a list of all available programs. Notably, clients make use of an average of 7 classes
and/or services during their time at the DRC. The most commonly taken class was Substance Use Education,
with 70 percent of respondents denoting their participation. Close behind was the Department of Public Social
Services’ General Relief/CalFresh/Medi-Cal assistance, with 65 percent participation. Over 50 percent of
respondents reported taking Criminal and Addictive Thinking, participating in behavioral
health/individual/group counseling, and Workforce Development services. No respondents indicated that they
had made use of Veteran’s Services of the Sheriff’s Inmate Training and Education Bureau (SITE-B). Figure
4.7 presents detailed findings for available services.
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Figure 4.7. DRC Services Used by Survey Respondents

Client Evaluations of Day Reporting Centers — DRC Strengths

In this section, we report on clients’ evaluation of the DRCs’ strengths. Our findings include both fixed survey
responses and open-ended interview responses, which provide greater detail. The assessed DRC strengths
include peer support, staff support, having a wide range of services, teaches valuable skills, helps establish
accountability and routine, and other benefits. Within each broad category, we draw on our interview data
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to provide more specificity about how clients view these as strengths, and note the various aspects that
comprise such strengths. Note that some responses may conceivably fit within multiple broad strength
categories.

In the surveys, clients were asked, “What are the biggest strengths of the DRC?” As displayed in Figure 4.8,
the most popular answer was staff support and encouragement (35 individuals; 76%), followed by other (open
responses) (14 individuals; 30%); the wide range of services offered (13 individuals; 28%); peer support and
encouragement (12 individuals; 26%); the services teach valuable skills (11 individuals ; 24%); and DRC helps
establish routine (7 individuals; 15%). By drawing on our interview questions, we provide greater details
regarding the ways in which clients experience support from staff.

Client Perspectives on DRC Strengths
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Staff Support
When asked to provide more details about staff support, four main themes emerged: Emotional Support, Goal

Attainment, Accountability, and Guidance through Social Services.

One way that clients experienced staff support was based upon emotional connection. For example, one 32-
year old white female from Indio provided a concrete illustration of how a staff member supported her after a
traumatic event. She explained, “[when] my car was stolen out of my driveway I wasn’t able to make it to
DRC. I thought that I was going to get in trouble but they were very understanding. I would say very
supportive. They were willing to hear me out. They were willing to listen to other students patiently, let them
finish and then give them their advice to help. So, I think just all of them are really willing, they really wanted
to help us from my impression.” A middie aged man from Riverside offered this assessment of the emotionai
support he received: “It's different here at the DRC because it's a place where people are actually concerned
about your well-being and everybody is always encouraging. They want to interact with you and see how you
are doing.” In a final example, a 57-year old Hispanic man from Indio praised DRC staff for helping him
through a very difficult time. He recalled, “When my wife died, they were there for me. They listened to me,
talked to me. Not one time did they seem like they were tired of me talking, you know. They wanted to hear
me, they wanted to be there for me.”

In their assessments of emotional support, a number of clients specifically referred to staff as “friendly” and
“comforting.” One white man in his early forties summarized his experience: “I'm going to say that they



always have the doors open and just the people that work there. I mean they're probation officers and none of
them act like probation officers [but] more like friends. When you go in there it's more family oriented. I think
that helps a lot because when you go to a probation department there are more strict ... but these people are
there to help you. A Hispanic woman in her late thirties in Temecula also felt emotionally supported by DRC
staff: “They're very supportive and very welcoming. When you come in it's like, there's some people that work
just because they have to work but these people, they're actually there. They're very sincere and they make you
feel welcome. They definitely make you feel safe. I just thought it was very comforting and it made me always
want to feel free to come back and I actually went there. It was not even mandatory for me to go there but I go
there like three or four times a week just because of the energy.”

While the survey data in Figure 4.8 show staff support garnered the highest number of responses, we asked
clients additional survey questions to further gauge their perceptions of staff support. To that end, we asked
them to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with various statements:

1) Ihave at least one DRC staff member I can talk to if I have a problem;

2) Ireceive comforting and caring communication from DRC staff;

3) Ireceive advice and guidance from DRC staff.

Statement 1 attempts to gauge how accessible clients found the staff and their comfort level in seeking them
out for support. While the second question also focuses on social support, it specifically tries to examine client
assessments of the degree of emotional support provided by staff. The clients’ responses are displayed in
Figure 4.9. Over half of respondents strongly agreed with Statements 1 and 2.
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Another strength identified by clients is that DRC staff support their goal attainment, specifically regarding
educational attainment and employment. In Figure 4.9, a majority of clients strongly agreed (26 individuals;
57%), and the rest agreed (20 individuals; 44%) that staff provided advice and guidance about both of these
goals. One male client from Temecula confirmed, “They are very supportive. It’s because of them that I am
able to finish my GED. Even though I am a felon, they made me feel like I am allowed to have a second
chance at life.” A Hispanic man from Indio remarked, “When I wanted to go back to school the lady here
supported me by helping me fill out my FAFSA. There was a lot of support here.” A Black woman at
Temecula similarly noted how staff supported her educational goals: “Getting my high school diploma [is the
most helpful]. I didn’t know that they offered that. I thought this was strictly like a probation office.”

Other clients felt staff supported their employment efforts, as well. A client in his mid-thirties described staff
support surrounding finding a job. He recounted: “DRC staff are very supportive. The way that I was going
through my probation and then I got assigned and I had to take time to find something while I was
unemployed. They worked with me and then as I was getting jobs there were some people that didn’t want to
pay me. They were very understandable and supportive.” A Riverside client also highlighted this support,
noting it was a team effort that involved staff and peer mentors: “They have an employment component there,
EDA or EDD I believe. Everybody was involved in it, like when I got my first job, it wasn't only that person
that helped me with probation, it was my peer mentor and I remember when they asked me to fill out when I
got my first full-time job, it was like a team effort. Everybody helped me and we got my resume ready and they
got me ready. I went to my interview and I got the job and it was like a whole team thing.” A man in Indio,
identified staff and a peer mentor as they helped him prepare for a job interview. He explained: “I talked to two
people about a job. The peer mentor helped me in the responsible thinking and with my resume. They [staff]
also printed out job fairs and hotels that needed to hire people with their location and phone numbers. And they
also helped with the interview part. He would interview me and helped me to find the right words. I got to
practice so I wouldn’t get nervous.”

The third theme centered on how staff provided accountability for DRC clients, who viewed this as desirable
and beneficial to their overall well-being. A white man at Riverside nearing 50 said, “The way they help you
sometimes is they stop you and pull you to one side to talk one on one with you if you need it.” Another man at
Riverside suggested accountability was important: “They real supportive man. What you need or what you
want and what they got to offer, they’ll give it to you. As long as you're doing what you need to be doing.”
One Temecula client likewise highlighted the accountability when staff keep in regular contact with them. He
explained, “I want to say their commitment to help people. I know that they are doing their job but they're also
there to provide assistance and guidance as well. They follow through once in a while. They give me a call to
ask me how I'm doing. They just say that we are just checking up on you to see how you are doing or that there
is this service coming up, if you were interested in it.” A woman at Temecula felt supported because staff
contacted her: “They are pretty supportive. They would just call me and just be like hey how's everything
going, we just want to make sure if you need any help or if you don't like the work there you're more than
welcome to come back. If you're not happy with your job we can help you find another or even with my
education. Those group of people and the type of support they provide. So yeah, the support system there is
pretty good and is rooted in there.”

The final theme was that staff ushered clients through bureaucratic processes related to social services, how to
manage daily tasks, and help them to obtain resources. One 55-year old Riverside client said, “Man them
people out there, they run to help you. It seems like, yesterday I wanted to get my food stamps so I came on a
day that I don’t usually come. They had me at a desk talking to somebody within minutes from the county. By
the time I left I had like $280 on my food card. I'm like wow that was tremendous. Real quick, too.” Another
Hispanic man from Indio also found this extremely valuable: “Yeah, they point me in the right direction. For
housing, [staff] pulled some strings for me because I needed to get the paperwork to the Riverside County
Social Services for section 8. I had to enroll my kids in school and the mail would have been late and I
wouldn’t get the paperwork to them. So she did a magic trick and she helped me out.” A Temecula client



mentioned that staff helped him navigate the bus system so he could attend his college class: “If you are
waiting for the bus, they will actually look up the schedule for you and will tell you the time when the buses
are running. I was going to college they would tell me if you take the bus from here, you would be able to get
to the school at this time and they would even give me a printout of the route so that you don't miss your bus
schedule. They will help you out as much as they can. I thought that was great.”

Wide Range of Services

About a third of clients mentioned the wide range of DRC services as a strength. One client from Temecula
stated: “The WELL and the WRAP. It was the criminal thinking class. The GED classes. There were a lot of
them that were very beneficial. They constituted mostly group interaction. You were able to get feedback from
people. Even though we look like we came from the same background and what not, we all live life differently.
You got experiences from each individual and everybody reflected on everybody else’s thoughts.” A different
Temecula client mentioned the classes he found particularly helpful: “The drug rehabilitation one, the GED,
the math course and stuff. So, the math, the rehabilitation, the drug rehabilitation ones.”

Peer Mentor Support

About a quarter of the clients mentioned peer mentor support as a strength of the DRC and specifically
identified the following as key components of that support: Relatability, Trust and Rapport, and
Accountability.

Given their unique role and past shared history with clients, peer mentors could put clients at ease since they
were relatable. One Indio male client shed light on how these individuals are one of the biggest strengths of the
program:

[One of the biggest strengths of the DRC] having somebody here, having a peer mentor. When I
walked in here as a client, the first person who met me out in the lobby was the peer. This guy walked
out and he had tattoos everywhere and I could tell he had been in prison. Me being from that culture,
that background, right away I had a different perspective of the DRC. Right, because it’s not just
probation, you know, it’s somebody who really understands what I’'m going through. I just got out of
jail, you know? I got butterflies in my stomach—I don’t know what’s going to happen—and somebody
greets me with the same background as me. I don’t know how to explain it man, it’s like if a probation
officer would’ve went out there and he had a badge and all this stuff, we get resistant. We back away.
We put up a wall. But when it’s somebody you can relate to there’s no wall and it just changes your
mindset. It makes you more receptive to what they have here.

A Riverside client in his twenties also considered peer mentors a strength of the DRC. He lavished praise on
his peer mentor: “My peer mentor was awesome. He was the one who motivated me and encouraged me. I had
never been employed prior to that. Never had I tried to stay clean. I did over 22 years in prison and the peer
mentor that was there, we had the same experience, maybe not to the extent of mine but I could understand him
because he has also been there, and he could understand how I felt. So, that’s where I connected with as far as
the peer goes.” It was this shared history and experiences that encouraged this client to be open to change. A
different Riverside client offered a similar assessment: “[peer mentors] they were all great. I loved talking [to
them] more than to the regular staff. They would go out of their way to help you. They would stop with what
they're doing and would give you time and help you out. They would say we have been where you have been.
So, it feels more like a connection with somebody who has experienced something similar.”

Relatability is important because it helps establish trust and rapport between clients and peer mentors. For
example, a 42-year old Hispanic client at Riverside revealed that his comfort level increased with the peer
mentor based upon their shared background. When asked to explain why this occurred, he remarked: “Just the
way he talks to people. He talks to me like I’m part of the team in a sense, part of the family. He makes me feel
comfortable and it eases my guard down. I don't have to put up a defense or lie or be something that I don’t
want to be ... especially in the environment that I’'m in.” Finally, peer mentors, like staff, generate
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RESEARCH QUESTION | How do DRC clients

accountability for clients by regularly communicating and offering to help out when needed. A number of
clients appreciated this extra effort, which increased their motivation to succeed. One white woman in her early
thirties enumerated the ways the paper mentor in Indio offered support, and, in doing so, accountability for her:
“He supports me. He tells me, ‘whenever you need to talk to somebody, whenever you need anything.” He
comes get me from places, he comes to talk to me. He will tell you what time [things are], he’ll remind you,
he’ll let you know, he’ll come around. Go out of his way to say, ‘Good morning,’ or ‘Good afternoon.” A 56-
year-old Riverside client especially emphasized how the peer mentor provided accountability for him to keep
his commitments to the program: “He's always out there reaching out to everybody. When I don't show up they
call me, hey what's going on? Why aren't you here? Oh, I got sidetracked. I show up and now I feel bad, like
now they're calling me. You know they do call me when I don't show up and where are you going, where are
you? Usually, I'm here, [or I'll say] I'm running late or I'll be here later on and I'll make up my class. But you
know they're always reaching out.” Another Indio client offered similar strengths of the peer mentor, which he
associated with his regular attendance: “He’s always suggested, you want me to go pick you up or if you don’t
have a ride they’ll go pick you up. He tells me we’ll get someone to pick you up. I say that’s okay, I’ll make it.
Sometimes I will. Sometimes I won’t. But they support me. They give me a bus ticket, a monthly bus ticket. So
how can [ miss?”

Certain clients who struggled with drug addiction
highlighted that peer mentors also gave them
accountability regarding their sobriety. For them, this

assess these programs’ strengths?

FINDING | Four key themes emerged in
respondents’ answers about DRCs’ strengths,
including that DRC staff provide:

1) emotional support;

2) support in attaining their goals;

3) accountability that benefits their overall

well-being;

4) guidance with day-to-day tasks.
Respondents also find peer mentors to be

relatable and particularly helpful in providing key

social support that aids in achieving their re-
entry goals.

was a very valuable tangible program benefit,
especially if the peer mentor had a history of drug
use. A female client in Indio noted this helped her
remain honest about her sobriety: “There used to be a
peer mentor who used to talk to us and he was an ex-
heroin addict. So, he kind of knew where we were
coming from. He knows and relates with us so that’s
nice. I couldn’t lie to him or be confused because he
knows where we come from. To me, that’s good
guidance, good counseling because they know what
I'm going through. If you’ve never done drugs, you
don’t know what it’s like for a drug addict.” A
different Indio client stressed this type of
accountability from the peer mentor. In this case,
they were previously incarcerated together and the
client witnessed the mentor change his life with the

help of the DRC: “I kind of talked to the peer mentor about it. He’s been a big help in my sobriety. He can kind
of relate to me. I’ve been incarcerated with him so, you know, I know him really good from before we got
sober. He’s kind of been a lot of help in my sobriety, my work life, and all that stuff.”

Client Evaiuations of Day Reporting Centers - DRC Weaknesses

We inquired about client perceptions of DRC weaknesses to be able to identify potential improvements. These
included barriers to attending DRCs and the close association of the DRCs with police and the criminal justice

system.

Barriers

In the survey, we specifically asked about barriers to accessing DRCs. Figure 4.10 displays these survey
results, which indicate that most clients (32 individuals; 70%) did not experience any barriers to accessing
DRC services. Of the remaining 30 percent, the biggest barrier was reported lack of transportation (8
individuals), cannot afford transportation (3 individuals), services were too far from residence (4 individuals),

was busy
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Figure 4.10. Client Perspectives: DRC Barriers

taking care of family (1 individual), and other unspecified issues (3 individuals).

The interview comments provide greater detail about how after experiencing a barrier to attend DRC, certain
clients overcame it. When they could not attain a ride to the DRC, a few clients rode their bikes or found
alternative solutions. In one example, an Indio client noted a lack of transportation could present a difficulty
but he found ways to still show up, “Sometimes I don’t have no ride, but I get here. I would walk or ride my
bike.” A Hispanic woman also cited transportation as a barrier to her attendance. She used a variety of methods
to overcome it: “Transportation part was hard, but I got that settled. They, with regards to not having a ride and
all that, at one time they picked me up... They also give you RTA tickets to take the bus, but then I ended up
getting a vehicle so it was fine.”

Negative Environment
A few clients felt DRC staff at times acted unfairly, or simply associated staff (and specifically probation

officers) with police. These negative associations or encounters created distrust and weakened their confidence
in overall treatment at the DRC. One Riverside client provided the following anecdote:

I remember one time as soon as I came in they told me he had a bottle and I was like I'm not going to
piss in that. They were like, oh yeah you're going to piss in it, and I was like no I'm not. I just finished
peeing for my PO. I got to pee again? And so they were like, it’s up to you if you want it or not. And
they tried to make it sound like a good thing and it didn’t work for me. So the teacher was like, you
just going to walk out of class? And I was like yup. I don't know why you guys are testing me again.
So I just got my stuff and I just walked out. And they were like come back, I was like nah, I'm going to
call my PO right now. Let him know I just finished piss testing for them and you guys want me to do it
again. Don't make no sense so I took off. I made sure I called my PO though and let them know what
happened. And he was like I don't know why they're testing you, you just finished testing 2 days ago.
He was like to go back to class next week. That was it. I understand if I was late all the time or not
coming and things like that but if I just finished peeing for them why should I do it again?
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Although he did not provide specific examples, another Riverside client felt the overall climate at the DRC was
similar to a probation setting rather than a learning environment: “Everyone in here has got the probation
mentality and that's not really helpful because it's not a probation, it's a class. So, probably I think that's the
only downfall. If vou look at it in the long run, we are all convicts and they don't like to talk to cops and many
would say probation officers are still cops.”

Miscellaneous

Two clients offered different critiques of the DRCs; they were the only ones to raise these issues. A white man
from Temecula complained there was not adequate communication between the probation department and the
DRC. He placed blame primarily on probation and felt they lacked an understanding of clients’ problems. He
explained, “I don't think it's on the DRC part but I think it's on the probation part. They need to try to work
more with the DRC and communicate and understand the part of people's problems.” An Indio client in his 50s
believed the scheduling and hours of the DRC could better accommodate those who work. He cited this as the
biggest weakness, “The timing, the scheduling and all. I have to get off work and come to the DRC. Like right
now, I was working till 3. I didn’t even realize it till 15 minutes ago.” This makes it a challenge for him to
arrive and use services prior to closure.

No Weaknesses

Interestingly, most clients did not name any weaknesses and explicitly stated there were none. We pressed

them to think of anything that could apply but still there were minimal responses to this question. A white male
client at Riverside exemplified this stance, despite asking him to identify program weaknesses: “I haven't seen
anything [negative] yet. You know it's been really
good. It helps everybody, well if you want help, it's
there. If you don't want help, you are mandated here,
that's different. I mean, my whole deal is voluntary
here. I don't have to be here at all. It helps me get

RESEARCH QUESTION | How do DRC clients
assess these programs’ weaknesses?

FINDING | The two most common critiques of back in touch with my family and

DRCs are: everything.” Similarly, an Indio client in her twenties
1) barriers to access make it difficult to who struggled with a long term drug addiction
participate; praised the program when asked about its
2) the environment can be negative and weaknesses: “I don’t see no weaknesses. I could tell
compromise trust in the services due to you, for me as a person in solitary for 35 years on
associations of probation officers with law drugs, unless I’m in the hospital or in jail 'm using

drugs all day. You know? And I come to a place like
this where I relax, where I feel comfortable because
it’s hard to get comfortable when you’re
uncomfortable. It’s very hard. This is an

enforcement.
Notably, most clients do not identify any
weaknesses. This could be because they do not

perceive weaknesses or because clients are uncomfortable place when you’re under the influence

reluctant t? share criticisms for fear of of drugs, but still I felt comfortable coming here and

repercussions. relaxing, you know, for an hour and go home. And 1
enjoyed it.”

It is important to note that this trend could be an accurate reflection of clients’ generally positive experiences at
DRCs or it could stem from reluctance to disclose criticisms for fear of repercussions. Despite our efforts to
assure them of full confidentiality, it may be that clients were still wary to identify DRC weaknesses over
concerns it would be reported to DRC staff and/or the belief it would affect their access and services within the
program. Thus, the minimal reporting of DRC program criticisms should be met with some caution.

Client Evaluations of Day Reporting Centers — Potential DRC Improvements

Another way to assess DRC weaknesses was to inquire about ways the DRC could be improved. This is a less
direct way to gauge clients’ perceived shortcomings regarding DRCs. In the surveys, we asked clients to select
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Client Perspectives on Areas for DRC Improvement
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Figure 4.11. Client Perspectives: Areas for Improvement

from a list of ways that the DRC could be improved (as many items as they wanted). While it is not a fully
comprehensive measure of possible improvements, these questions provide some guidance about clients’ sense
of what is missing in the DRC or what could be enhanced. Their responses are shown in Figure 4.11. The most
popular answer was vocational training on site (17 individuals; 37%), followed by other responses that were
not clarified (15 individuals; 33%); assistance with employment (14 individuals; 30%), more services offered
(13 individuals; 28%); more classes offered (12 individuals; 26%), DRC staff could be more helpful in
housing/employment (10 individuals; 22%), peer mentors could be more helpful in finding
housing/employment (4 individuals; 9%), DRC staff could be more supportive (2 individuals; 4%), DRC staff
could provide better advice and direction (2 individuals; 4%), peer mentors could provide better advice and
direction (2 individuals; 4%), better discipline of disruptive students (2 individuals; 4%), DRC staff could be
better listeners (1 individual; 2%), peer mentors could treat me better (1 individual; 2%), peer mentors could be
more supportive (1 individual; 2%), and peer mentors could be better listeners (1 individual; 2%). Of note, no
respondents selected the “DRC staff could treat me better” option.

Since these were closed-ended answers (yes or no only), we were unable to gain additional information about
why clients felt these services were lacking at the DRC, especially if they were offered. Our interviews helped
provide more detailed responses about some of these issues but not all, and additional items for improvement
emerged from this data as well. We specifically asked clients, “How can the DRC be improved?” Their
responses included DRC facility and program improvements, housing and transportation improvements,
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employment and vocational training improvements, and fewer client restrictions and screenings.

Facility and Program Improvements

A few individuals noted that the facilities or program could be improved in various ways: better lunch options,
air conditioning, longer times of operation, and having the facility be closer to their resident. A Riverside client
focused on how the lunch options were not to his liking and could be better than peanut butter and jelly
sandwiches. A male client in Temecula complained that the air conditioning was broken and not working
properly. This made it physically uncomfortable for the client. A Latina in Temecula desired a DRC with more
expansive hours. She explained: “[It would be better] I would say maybe to offer wider time ranges. Yeah, if
this was like a 24-hour facility or something like that where you could actually have an opportunity to get more
services ...”

A Hispanic man in Indio expressed that a DRC closer to his residence would be beneficial for him. He
suggested a Palm Springs office since he would “feel [more] comfortable because my daughter is closer over
there. We’re like, we live over there in Palm Springs. So, basically, I'd rather have another office over there.”
A bi-racial Temecula client offered a similar recommendation due to gas costs: “If it was closer to the house.
Yeah, because spending gas in my gas guzzler is kind of tough but I do it because it’s required and because
there’s maybe something good that can come out of it. You just have to apply yourself to see what’s going to
happen.”

Housing and Transportation Improvements

Certain clients answered this question by recommending that DRCs help them more to secure housing (also
reflected in the survey responses shown in Figure 4.11), and improve transportation to receive DRC services.
While some clients pointed out that DRCs helped overcome transportation barriers, a few still felt more could
be done on the part of the DRC, although specific suggestions were not offered. In an example, a Temecula
area man who had been attending for close to one year explained, “I know they had ways for the buses to get
you to and from but some don’t run all the way. So, wherever your stop is, that's your stop. I would literally
have to go 2 miles to go to the bus station. It's kind of trying to find a way to the bus station and so if there was
a way to get to- and from- [the bus station].” An Indio client offered a similar suggestion: [they could have]
better transportation. That’s really about it. That would really help because some guys can’t make it.”

Employment and Vocational Training Improvements
As reflected in our survey results, greater assistance from DRCs to obtain vocational training or secure jobs

were among the most popular requests. As one mixed race man who attends the Riverside DRC commented,
“They could have more things where you can be certified, maybe like a welder or a mechanic or different type
of certifications. So, it gets a lot better if you have stuff like that.” One white man in Temecula also requested
more job training: “Maybe offering just a different variety of classes ... more geared toward job training. I
think that’s a big thing since employment is a hard thing [to get].” Another Riverside client wanted the DRC
to, “Figure out about employment services and what kind of companies would take us in.”

Fewer Client Restrictions and Screenings

The interviews revealed another concern voiced by some DRC clients - that staff adopted postures of law
enforcement and enacted too many restrictions that they considered unnecessary. Although not a predominant
complaint, a few clients specifically mentioned metal detector wands, pat downs, staff uniforms, and drug tests
as contributing to an excessively punitive culture at DRCs. A middle aged client at Riverside provided
significant feedback emphasizing this point and discussed how these measures contributed to a stressful
environment for him. He elaborated:

What they can improve is walking in the front door and they hit you with that wand. That’s not
necessary. You aren’t in custody. You don’t need to be treated like that. [It’s like] You are walking



into a jail, you know what I mean? And all that stuff just gets people upset. It gets me upset. When you
walk in that door, they’re behind you and search you. You’re like coming into a facility. I might as
well get butt naked, bend over, and cough, you know? I come in stressful as it is and then she comes at
me with that wand, with that, “What do you got in that pocket?” I’'m free. I’m out there you know what
I mean? If they got rid of that it would make it a little better for me and put me at ease.

Also, there are people here that take their job too seriously. They can leave their bulletproof vest at
home ... don’t need to bring it to work. Come on, there’s no need for that. You don’t need to act
hostile towards us. People come here to learn. We don’t come here to be given a hard time.

RESEARCH QUESTION | How can DRCs be
improved?

FINDING | When presented with a menu of
potential improvements, DRC clients who were
surveyed emphasized the need for additional

vocational and employment services.

When interviewed, DRC clients emphasize the
need for:

1) improved facilities and locations;

2) housing and transportation support;

3) additional vocational and employment
related services;

4) an environment with fewer restrictions
and law enforcement posturing.

He clarified it was the initial screening portion that

bothered him the most. An Indio client provided a

stmilar critique:
What I have to go through puts your mind in
a whole different mindset. Who wants to
come in and be searched? Where they start
off with a cop and search you and then we’ll
get friendly. I don't like being searched no
more. I am on Parole. I understand they have
to do it but it's just there's got to be a different
way cuz it makes me not want to come back.

A final example comes in the form of a complaint
about drug testing at the DRC. One Riverside client
recommended the DRC could “Ease on the
restrictions about substance abuse. People are going
to do what they do there's no reason to be down their
throats about it. Cuz that just creates a distance and
resistance and they just don't come in here. They end
up pushing your people away [through testing].

The Effect of Day Reporting Centers on Community Transition & Self-improvement

In this research, we attempted to assess clients’ perception of their successful community transition and overall
self improvements as influenced by the DRC. Based upon the interview responses, reflected in Figure 4.12, a
vast majority stated enrollment in a DRC made their re-entry easier compared to traditional supervision without
DRCs (31 individuals; 82%), followed by the DRC made no difference compared to only traditional
supervision (4 individuals;11%), no response or other response (2 individuals; 5%), and, for one participant,

harder (3%).

Re-entry Success

When asked about how DRCs specifically contributed to their re-entry success, clients identified a multitude of
factors, such as obtaining basic necessities with the aid of the DRC (e.g. housing), acquiring more confidence
due to socialization at the DRC, and the structure the DRC provides in their daily lives. For example, one
Hispanic man in Temecula characterized his re-entry as “really successful” due to the DRC: “Everything is
going good for me. We have already found a place and this is getting better as it goes. I would say all is [due to
the DRC].” A white woman in her early thirties at Indio offered a similar assessment: “[my re-entry has] been
pretty good because before I was homeless. I have my own place. I had my own car, but I am going to get a

new one. I mean, it’s gotten me this far.”

Other clients directly acknowledge a boost in confidence since attending the DRC, which they considera



Client Perspectives: Does DRC enrollment make re-entry
easier, harder, or no different than formal supervision?
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Figure 4.12. Client Perspectives: DRCs v. Formal Supervision

marker of success. When addressing his re-entry, a 60-year old Hispanic client at Indio stated: “A lot better
because I used to be worse. I used to mess up too much. Now, I’ve been hearing and learning more. I didn’t
like to hear nobody and didn’t even like to talk to people. Now I do, I talk more, and all that in the classes.
Well, that helped me out. To talk to people because I never used to talk to people a lot.” A different Indio client
also described his elevated confidence as a sign of success: “[I’ve been] pretty successful. I’ve been coming
here and everything. I’ve been sharing, talking in class, and I never did that before. I open up now, I am
comfortable, I am okay. I am not going to be judged.”

Certain clients identified the structure of the DRC as integral to their re-entry success. For example, a
Temecula client explained, “They are very helpful because when I got out of the prison, we have a structure.
So, DRC provides that structure for you. They make you feel that it’s ok to begin things again.” An Indio
Hispanic man agreed: “Here everyone is respectful and there is structure.” One Hispanic client at Temecula in
his mid-forties praised the structure as benefitting his community reintegration. He stated, “Really helpful
because at first it seems like a bummer that I have to go to this place every week. But it was actually really
good as it gives me something to do, took my mind off of everything else, and I was focused on handling
myself. I think it's good for everybody because when they get out, they should have that otherwise they're just
left on their own with no guidance.”

A few clients downplayed the DRCs contributions to overall re-entry success and instead emphasized any
positive results were attributed to the individual’s choices and determination. A white Riverside man offered
this view: “It has been good, but I would say it depends on the person. If you have to screw up you will screw
up; it has nothing to do with the DRC. You need to change your surroundings. You need to change everything
you do, or you are going to right back where you were.” A Temecula client, nearing age 60, likewise noted the
DRC has some impact but mostly individuals drive these outcomes: “[my re-entry has been] really good.



Maybe 25% of that is due to DRC, and the rest... The person has to apply themself. If you’re not going to
apply yourself, you’re a waste of time. That’s really how it goes.”

Biggest Re-entry Obstacle

We asked clients to identify any impediments to their re-entry success. Their responses included criminal
background checks that thwart employment prospects, ongoing family conflicts, housing insecurity, and
addiction and other health issues.

Certain individuals lamented the difficulty they faced in securing employment, largely due to their criminal
histories. A Temecula client noted this challenge: “I think just having a criminal spot on my record would
probably be my biggest obstacle. I have struggled with that most of my life. I mean to me it's always going to
be there. So that's something that I have to deal with.” A different Temecula client, in his mid thirties agreed:
“Finding a job. I applied for a job at an app called Instacart where people order their groceries, even they
denied me because of my background. That’s the biggest obstacle I have.”

Others listed negative family dynamics that generated stress and conflict, which could derail their positive
reintegration trajectory. As one 39-year old Riverside client who lived with his mother remarked, “Getting
along with my mom [is the biggest threat to my success]. Just back and forth back and forth arguing. But I just
try to stay out of the way.” In another example, an Indio Hispanic man struggled with rebuilding his
relationships with his daughters, citing this as his biggest obstacle. He elaborated: “I want to get a solid
relationship with my daughters. That’s harsh. They’re really resentful because I've been out of their life for
over 20 years yet I'm trying to build a relationship. That’s my hardest thing because they're really resentful.
Well, two of them are already talking to me, they have their kids and everything. They’re going to include me
in their life, so that’s one step at a time.”

While some successfully secured housing with the assistance of the DRC, other clients listed housing
insecurity as one of their ongoing biggest concerns. A white male client in Temecula cited this issue: “Well,
the biggest challenge originally was obtaining a place to stay. You know, after that, I’m fine. The DRC did not
help with that.” A Hispanic client in Indio also cited this worry when discussing his re-entry: “It’s been okay. I
left my wife and kids. We was in an apartment, when I come out [of jail], she lost everything. She was
struggling by herself, single household. So, I come home to being on the streets.”

The last noted obstacle to re-entry success was health issues. One white man in his early thirties who attended
Temecula DRC detailed his deteriorating health and its rippling effects on his life: “I’d have to say my
disability and being epileptic. Not being able to drive. Not being able to work.” Another Temecula client, a
white man in his early sixties, cited both mental and physical health problems. His issues took some time to
diagnose and required him to visit many different specialists, which contributed to this depression: “My biggest
stumbling block was I got really depressed for a little bit. I got some medical issues going and I'm getting it all
sorted out. After I come out, they say I have congestive heart failure and that’s why I gained all this weight. I
went to a different doctor, but he said no you don't have that. He asked me what you do for work and then he
said well you're in construction, there's a chance you have mesothelioma. So, now you have to go see a
pulmonary doctor. Finally, now it's getting resolved. I am not tripping on it. 'm losing weight. I'm just going to
go to see the lung pulmonary guy every three months and he's going to monitor it and they can't do anything
for it, but I’l] deal with it.” He stated that he was trying to adopt a positive attitude.

As part of health challenges, some clients cited addiction as a looming threat to their overall success. For
example, one woman in Indio, asserted: “Not drinking. Staying sober. Staying off drugs. Drinking and driving
is like the biggest hard one for me. I try not to do that anymore.” A Riverside client in his mid fifties had a
similar struggle with maintaining sobriety, but noted doing so facilitated reunification with his family: “When I
get out I don't mess with nobody until I start getting bored and then I venture out. It seems like I can always
find a good connection. Finally I got clean and I just stopped it. It was hard but I did it. I'm going to keep on
doing it. Now I'm back in touch with my mom, back in touch with everything. Coming here makes me not
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want to do drugs more but get clean more cuz it puts me back in touch with my family.”

Self-Improvement

In the surveys, we instructed clients to evaluate the degree to which DRC enrollment influenced their behavior
and perseverance related to self-control, which some criminologists argue is integral to prevent future re-
offending. To do so, we provided three statements and asked them to select one of five responses: strongly
agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, or not applicable. These statements and responses are shown in

Figure 4.13.

Changes in Client Self-Control since DRC Participation
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participation produce any specific skills and
benefits for clients?

FINDING | The overwhelming majority of clients
surveyed indicate DRCs make re-eniry easier

than traditional supervision. Clients also identify
several areas of specific personal improvement
that they credit to their DRC attendance,
including:

1) increased self-confidence;

2) structure in day-to-day life

3) behavioral changes like improved self-

control, work ethic, and perseverance.
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Figure 4.13. Changes in Client Behavior

The first statement was: “Since being a DRC student,
I finish whatever I begin.” Client responses were as
follows: most strongly agreed (21 individuals; 46%)
or agreed (20 individuals; 43%), while the remaining
clients disagreed (3 individuals; 7%), strongly
disagreed (1 individual; 2%), or claimed this
statement was not applicable to them (1 individual;
2%).

The second statement was: “Since being a DRC
student, I have become a hard worker.” Client
responses were as follows: most agreed (19
individuals; 42%), then strongly agreed (17
individuals; 37%), while the remaining clients either
disagreed (4 individuals; 9%) or claimed this
statement was not applicable (6 individuals; 13%).

Clients aiso identified persistent barriers, some of
which could be addressed through DRCs (e.g.
employment, housing, efc.).

The third and final statement was: “Since being a
DRC student, I believe that I have a better control
over the direction my life is taking,” Client responses
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were as follows: most strongly agreed (22 individuals; 48%) or agreed (19 individuals; 41%), while the
remaining either disagreed (3 individuals; 7%) or claimed the statement was not applicable (2 individuals; 4%).

During our interviews, certain clients also specifically mentioned that the DRC enhanced their self-esteem,
attitude, and confidence. For instance, one 60-year old Black man who visited the Indio DRC explained: “They
pretty much stabilized me as far as about thinking negative and help me with what I can do to make myself
better, just trying to help me overall.” A different Indio client provided similar comments: “I just got to meet a
lot of positive people and they just wanted to hear my story. They made me feel worthy. If I wouldn’t of came
here, I probably wouldn’t be here today talking to you guys. Probably be back in jail, honestly. But, just
coming here and seeing a different way of living and seeing my classmates looking up to me, like when I
would speak in my classroom, then they would ask me, ‘Hey man, how did you do it?’ and ‘How do you stay
sober?’” Because there’s people who come here who knew me from prison and I see that they’re looking up to
me. They wanted something different too. So they would ask me, ‘Hey, maybe I could go to a meeting with
you or something.” These kinds of interactions within the DRC provided affirmation for these clients and
boosted their self worth.

Interpretation of Findings

Qualitative research is helpful in eliciting a deeper, more layered understanding of the outcome of interest.
Here, this portion of the study was able to provide a more nuanced perspective of the DRC experience and
addressed three motivating research questions regarding potential benefits and weaknesses, as well as the
helpfulness of specific DRC services.

These findings may provide insight as to potential mechanisms driving the causal relationship between DRC
participation and decreased recidivism, as established in the quantitative portion of this study. DRC clients
cited the social support they receive—particularly from peer mentors—as being an especially noteworthy
feature of their DRC experience. Specifically, this support is described as helping clients achieve their re-entry
goals, providing accountability and guidance in taking care of day-to-day needs, achieving their re-entry goals,
and fostering self-esteem. The importance of these themes as features of a successful DRC experience is
supported by prior studies that compare the effects of program interventions that center on cultivating
individual well-being versus those that focus on the individual’s post-release prospects (e.g. employment
services); the former is typically found to be more effective in reducing recidivism than the latter, so it is
possible that Riverside County’s DRCs’ success in decreasing rearrests and reconvictions could be because so
many of the services offered contribute to the individual’s sense of self as opposed to just addressing the
mechanics of everyday life. However, additional research on this is necessary to determine any causal
relationship.

Irrespective of causal outcomes, clients report largely positive experiences with Riverside County’s DRCs.
While there are noted areas for potential improvement—Ilike enhanced employment services, more housing
services, and an environment that feels less like it is overseen by law enforcement—DRC clients appear to
recognize the benefit of their attendance while in the program, with some even enjoying their participation.
This is an important finding as having an offender’s ‘buy-in’ is, unsurprisingly, linked with decreased program
attrition and increased treatment acceptance and retention (Hiller et al. 2002, 1999; Simpson 2004).
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SECTION V | FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, & AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Findings
This evaluation began with the three motivating research questions articulated in the Scope of Work. These
questions were further clarified based on data availability and the spirit of the original questions to include:
1) Do Riverside County’s DRCs reduce recidivism among AB-109 offenders when compared to
those assigned to traditional supervision?
2) How do DRC clients assess these programs’ strengths and weaknesses?
3) How can DRCs be improved?
4) Does DRC participation produce any specific skills and benefits for clients?

Using OLS regression and a coefficient stability approach, our evaluation determined that a PRCS offender’s
participation in a DRC decreases their likelihood of being arrested for a new offense by 26% and decreases
their likelihood of being reconvicted for a new offense by 29%, relative to the arrest and conviction rates of
PRCS offenders who were referred, but did not participate due to education or employment scheduling
conflicts. We have confidence this is a causal relationship because of our calculation of the bias adjusted
treatment effects. Additionally, the calculation of the social benefit based on a conservative estimate of the
number of reconvictions avoided because of DRCs estimates Riverside County saw a benefit of between
$337,000 and $1.98 million (in 2015 dollars) for the period covered in our analyses. Due to underreporting of
incidents, the actual social benefit of DRCs is likely larger than our conservative estimate.

Interviews and surveys conducted between June 2020 and September 2021 at the Riverside, Temecula, and
Indio DRCs addressed questions two, three, and four by focusing on the client’s perspective of their
experience. Regarding the DRCs’ strengths, four key themes emerged around the importance of DRC staff in
providing emotional support, support in attaining clients’ goals, providing accountability that benefits their
overall well-being, and guidance with day-to-day tasks, like navigating bureaucratic benefits processes. During
the interviews, clients spoke especially highly of the social support they receive from peer mentors who may be
more relatable than other DRC staff. When asked about DRCs’ weaknesses, clients were hard pressed to
volunteer negative experiences - which could accurately reflect the reality of their time at the DRC or could be
due to concerns about retribution if DRC staff were to learn of their answers. A less aggressive way of asking
explicitly about weaknesses is to reframe the questions to focus on potential areas of improvement. Clients
provided more feedback in these sections, noting that barriers (e.g. additional DRC hours) make it difficult to
participate, the need for improved facilities and locations, additional housing and transportation support,
additional vocational and employment related services, and an environment with fewer restrictions and law
enforcement posturing. Finally, when asked about the effect of DRC participation on their lives, clients
credited DRCs with helping meet their basic needs, increasing their self-confidence, providing structure in day-
to-day life that supports their well-being, and behavioral changes like improved self-control, work ethic, and
perseverance.

Recommendations

Address Reported Barriers to DRC Participation
While the qualitative portion of the study yielded evidence of predominantly positive interactions, lack of

transportation or the lack of affordable transportation was revealed as a top barrier to DRC participation by
clients at each DRC site. If additional DRCs in more convenient locations are cost prohibitive, the expansion of
the existing bus pass program or more targeted transportation solution (e.g. creation of a vanpool) may increase
DRC participation, decrease attrition related to accessibility, or otherwise allow for greater stability in DRC
participation. Housing insecurity is another barrier that was frequently raised by clients across DRC sites and
some clients specifically stated the DRC did not provide them support in this area. If the Probation Department
could lend their network of community-based organizations who work in the housing/re-entry space to DRCs
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or cultivate new connections with housing providers, DRC clients may experience reduced housing insecurity
and the stressors that accompany it that could ultimately affect their overall re-entry success.

Expand Services that Cultivate Social Support

Social support and an encouraging environment emerged as critical components of Riverside County’s DRCs.
In particular, clients report peer mentors as important to their overall social support, but peer-to-peer staff are
not as consistently available at the DRCs as other staff positions. Prior research on the relatability of ‘lived
experience’ supports these clients’ experience and engaging formerly incarcerated individuals who are credible
examples of re-entry success is known to improve re-entry outcomes (e.g. Matthews 2021; Reingle Gonzalez
2019; etc.). Hiring additional, or minimally ensuring there is one peer-to-peer mentor employed at all times,
may improve DRC outcomes through increased social support and a relatable example of success.

Improve Employment Services and Vocational Training

Vocational training and employment services were the top two areas of improvement reported by DRC clients.
During the interviews, clients reported persistent issues with finding a job due to their criminal history and lack
of job-transferrable skillsets. Expanding vocational training opportunities through existing service providers—
like Goodwill Industries and Citadel—or developing new partnerships with community colleges or other
community-based organizations that can offer these trainings in-house at the DRCs could help better equip
clients to be competitive applicants for quality jobs. Additionally, DRCs could attempt to partner with local
employers who are able to hire the formerly incarcerated and place clients in positions while they continue to
participate in DRC services. This model could also help to mitigate employers’ concerns about hiring the
formerly incarcerated as they would know their employees have been vetted by the DRC, that DRCs decrease
recidivism, and that their employees are continuing to receive the type of services that support criminal
desistance (e.g. general social support, drug treatment education, counseling, etc.) and make them better, more
reliable employees.

Reevaluate the Environment

Although the majority of clients did not volunteer that their DRC experience felt overly restrictive, those who
did provided detailed explanations of interactions that made them feel like they were under strict surveillance
by law enforcement. Given DRCs focus on rehabilitation and staff support has emerged as a major driver of
positive experience, the Riverside County Probation Department may want to audit its practices within DRCs
to see if there are areas where the approach to service delivery and/or supervision could be softened to promote
a more trusting, encouraging environment.

Future Research

Effect of Specific Services and Length of DRC Participation

During early discussions with the Riverside County Probation Department, it was our hope there would be
sufficient data available to estimate the causal effect of each DRC service and the length of DRC participation
on recidivism. An impediment to our doing so as part of this evaluation is that this data was only reliably
collected for roughly 40 percent of the offenders in the total sample and there is a substantial self-selection
bias, so any inferences would be very limited. If this data was collected for all participants, it might be possible
to conduct a causal evaluation of both the effect of services and length of participation on recidivism, which
could allow the Riverside County Probation Department to more efficiently and effectively concentrate its
resources without compromising program efficacy and public safety impacts.

Effect of DRC Participation on Other Populations or Subgroups

The quantitative portion of this study focused exclusively on PRCS (realigned) offenders. While the qualitative
portion focused primarily on PRCS offenders, there are some individuals in the sample who identified as being
on non-AB-109 probation. As DRCs are opened to a wider range of offenders, a subsequent analysis could
parse out whether the program is as beneficial for other offender populations. As well, there may be differences
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in efficacy within the AB-109 sample. For example, there was substantial variation in the average level of
supervision for each offender and whether there was a history of prior convictions for violent crimes. To
enhance targeted service delivery, it could be helpful to disaggregate the average effect of participation.

Further, in light of the Riverside County Board of Supervisor’s Resolution No. 2020-179 declaring racism and
inequality a public health crisis, it could be timely to proactively explore potential disparities in outcomes and
experiences across participants of different racial/ethnic backgrounds. An analysis on this topic could be
designed to identify potential latent or systemic biases that may result in differential outcomes based on an
offender’s race/ethnicity. This could take the form of a quantitative evaluation of the effect of DRC
participation—including the effect of specific services and length of participation—on recidivism or other
metrics of success or an audit of client experiences focused on issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion, among
other designs.

The Riverside County Probation Department’s commitment to evaluating their own programs and
implementing evidence-based practice is commendable. These are only a few examples of areas for future
analysis that stand to inform targeted service delivery that has the potential to reduce costs without reducing
results and ensure Riverside County’s offender population is provided equal opportunity to rehabilitate and
successfully re-enter society.
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Appendix A | Oster’s (2019) Coefficient Stability Approach

Absent quasi-experimental variation, we rely on coefficient stability approach, developed in Oster (2019),
to assess the importance of omitted variable bias. The proposed method hinges on movements of coef-
ficients and values of R-squared and constructs bounds for 8. More precisely, Oster (2019) shows that
bias-adjusted treatment effect can be approximated by

Rme

" M

=B —4lp -]+

where 8 and R are the coefficient estimate and value of R-squared from a regression including covariates
and ﬂ and R are the coefficient estimate and value of R-squared from the uncontrolled regression. Rpax
is the R-squared from a hypothetical regression of the outcome on treatment and both observed and un-
observed controls. Note that Rmax is equal to one if the outcome can be fully explained by the treatment
and full set of controls. It is immediate that R is a lower bound on Rpax such that Ry, € [R,1]. Finally,
d is the proportional selection term which is generally assumed to be § = 1, meaning that unobservable
and observables are equally related to the treatment (Altonji et al. 2005; Oster 2019).

In this setup, one can then define bounds for 8. One bound is ﬁ which is the value of 8 when Rpax = R
(or § = 0). The other bound is 8*(Rmax,d = 1) which can be obtained for different values of Rpax. Thus,
we can define a bounding set as [E, 8*]. Exclusion of zero in this identified set for the treatment effect
provides evidence on the existence of a true causal relationship.

In many empirical settings, it is reasonable to assume that Rmex is bounded below one because of,
say, variation resulting in the outcome from choices made after the treatment is determined. One such
value of Rmax is based on a simple parametrization Ry, = min{IT * ﬁ, 1}, where II is empirically esti-
mated to be around 1.3.! Another conservative upper bound value for Ryax is based on the assumption
that unobservable controls can explain as much of the outcome as the observable controls, i.e., Rpax =
R+ {R — R} (Bellows and Miguel 2009). It bears noting that the movement in R-squared, after the
inclusion of controls, needs to be sizeable for this proposed upper bound to be informative.

10ster (2019) uses a sample of randomized control trial papers to derive a cutoff value IT which would allow 90 percent
of all randomized results to survive.
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AB109 STATUS REPORT CONTINUED...
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Agenda Item #6b

RIVERSIDE COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT

CHAD BIANCO, SHERIFF / CORONER

To: CCP Executive Committee Date: January 26, 2022

From: Sheriff Chad Bianco
Point of Contact: Chief Deputy Misha Graves (951) 955-2446, mgraves@riversidesheriff.org

RE: AB 109 Impact Update

Since State Prison Realignment under AB 109 went into effect, the jails in Riverside County have
experienced a substantial increase in inmate population. In the first week of January 2012, our facilities
hit maximum capacity, requiring us to initiate releases pursuant to a federal court order to relieve
overcrowding. Since that date, our jail population has consistently remained at maximum capacity. In
calendar year 2021 overcrowding forced the early release of 9,376 inmates. This was a 53% percent
increase when compared to 2020. The 2022 year-to-date early release number on today’s date is 864. We
continue to utilize SECP (electronic monitoring) as an alternative sentencing program in an effort to
relieve overcrowding and minimize early releases.

Inmate bookings since AB 109 went into effect which are directly related to realignment are:

Parole Violations (3056 PC)!
e 30,788 inmates booked (20,546 booked for violation only; 10,242 had additional charges)

¢ 81 inmates in custody

Flash Incarcerations (3454 PC)?
e 5,519 inmates booked

e 6 inmates in custody

Post Release Community Supervision Violations (3455 PC)*
e 21,529 inmates booked (12,016 booked for a violation only; 9,513 had additional charges).

e 29 inmates in custody

Inmates Sentenced under 1170(h) PC for Felony Sentence to be served in County Jail*

19,910 inmates sentenced

41 inmates in custody (16 RSO facilities; 25 alternative housing)

18 of these inmates are sentenced to 3 years or more (2 RSO facilities; 16 alternative housing)
Longest sentence: 8 years

13056 PC (Parole Violation) - Period of detention in a county jail due to a violation of an offender’s condition of parole.
23454 PC (Flash Incarceration) - Period of detention in a county jail due to a violation of an offender’s condition of post
release supervision (1-10 days).

33455 PC (PRCS) - Period of detention in a county jail due to a violation of an offender’s condition of post release
supervision (not to exceed 180 days).

41170 (h) PC — Sentenced felony offenders serving their time in a county jail as opposed to state prison.



Alternative Incarceration Methods’
Alternative incarceration methods include: The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
(CDCR) Fire Camp (temporarily suspended) and Supervised Electronic Confinement Program (SECP).

e Since June 2013, 226 fire camp participants completed the program
e Since January 2012, 2,308 full-time SECP participants
e 25 of RSO’s SECP current full-time participants are 1170(h) inmates

Summary
The total number of inmates to date booked directly or sentenced to jail due to realignment is 57,991.

The number of those currently remanded to the custody of the Riverside Sheriff’s Department is 157.

AB109 Inmates (157)

& Parole Violator 3056 PC
% PRCS Violator 3455 PC
M Flash Incarceration 3454 PC

W Sentenced 1170(h) PC (Jail)

w Sentenced 1170(h) PC (SECP)

3 Alternative Incarceration Methods — Housing or monitoring sentenced inmates outside of the County Jail.
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Description: This section reports the number of services per New Life site. Consumers can receive more than one type of service.
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Total Services

Description: This section reports the number of services per New Life site. Consumers can receive more than one type of service.
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Description: This section reports the number of services per New Life site. Consumers can receive more than one type of service.
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Description: This section reports the number of services per New Life site. Consumers can receive more than one type of service.

FFSP FFSPSAN  NEwire  NEWLIFE
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Description: This section reports the total number of unduplicated consumers per New Life site.

Number of Consumers by Type and Site
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Description: This section reports the total number of unduplicated consumers per New Life site.
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Discharges

Description: This section reports the number of discharges per New Life site.

Number of Treatment Discharges
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Description: This section reports the number of discharges per New Life site.

Number of Treatment Discharges
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Screenings and Assessments

Description: This section reports the number of screenings and assessments conducted by each New Life site.
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Screenings and Assessments

Description: This section reports the number of screenings and assessments conducted by each New Life site.

Number of Screenings and Assessments
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Referrals Received

Description: This section reports the number of referrals to each New Life site and number admitted to a treatment episode.
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Referrals Received

Description: This section reports the number of referrals to each New Life site, and number admitted to a treatment episode.
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Referrals Out

Description: This section reports the number of referrals New Life made to detox and residential treatment.
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COURT REALIGNMENT/PROP 47 DATA (as of 1/6/22)

Agenda Item #6g

JUDICIAL COUNCIL
OF CALIFORNIA

s/ OPERATIONS AND PROGRAMS DIVISION
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES

q37 Resentencing/Dismissal Petitions

. . . Quarter 1 Quarter 2 Quarter 3 Quarter 4
Riverside Superior Court - 2021 {Jan - March) (April-June) {(July - Sept) (Oct - Dec)

Pre-Sentencing
ql New felony case filings 7315 3035 3484
q2 Pre-sentence warrants issued for FTA 1769 1897 2100
Initial Sentencing
q3 State prison 650 851 846
q4 Probation 689 863 1127
as Straightsentence 57 79 71
g6 Splitsentence 99 214 240
Probation
q7 Petitions/court motions to revoke/modify

felony probation 243 227 318
q8 Probation reinstated 235 269 363
o 1°] State prison 12 2 14
ql0 Straightsentence 36 46 46
gll Splitsentence 25 38 32
Mandatory Supervision

Petitions/court motions to revoke/modify
ql2 MS 75 84 125
ql3 Warrantsissued 93 117 138
ql4 Calendar events 145 88 133
qls Contested evidentiary hearings 0 0 0
ql6 MS reinstated 107 139 232
ql7 MS revoked/terminated 42 46 70
Post-release community supervision (PRCS)

Petitions/court motions to revoke/modify
ql8 PRCS 581 571 602
ql9 Warrants issued 406 395 425
q20 Calendar events 738 618
g21 Contested evidentiary hearings 0 0 0
q22 PRCS revoke: no custody 0 0 0
q23 PRCS revoke: custody ordered 544 684 588
q24 PRCSreferredtoreentry 0 0 0
g25 PRCS permanently terminated 20 27 39
Parole

Petitions/court motions to revoke/modify
q26 Parole 439 388 393
q27 Warrants issued 358 335 326
q28 Calendar events 92 108
g29 Contested evidentiary hearings 0 0 0
q30 Parole revoke: no custody 1 2 4
g31 Parole revoke: custody ordered 125 82 99
q32 Parole referredtoreentry 0 0] 0]
q33 Remanded to CDCR 0 0 0
Prop 47 Filings
q34 Resentencing Petitions 8 9 5
q35 Reclassification Applications 10 28 10
g36  Juvenile Petitions/Applications 0 0 0
Prop 64 Filings

1 1

Questions? Please contact Criminal Justice Services at crimjusticeoffice@jud.ca.gov or 415-865-8994.




COURT REALIGNMENT/PROP 47 DATA (as of 1/6/22)

oF

G

2 JUDICIAL COUNCIL
OF CALIFORNIA

OPERATIONS AND PROGRAMS DIVISION
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES

)
2
7S,

q38 Redesignation/Sealing Applications 7 2 1

q39 Juvenile Petitions/Applications 0 0 0

Mental Health Diversion

q40 Mental Health Diversion Petitions Received 77 25 45

q40A Petitions Received, Felonies 39 17 24

g4l Mental Health Diversion Petitions Granted 31 29 38

q41A Petitions Granted, Felonies 8 17 18

q42 Mental Health Diversion Petitions Denied 58 56 71

g42A Petitions Denied, Felonies 44 34 46
Mental Health Diversion Petitions Denied

q43 due to Statutory Requirements 58 56 71

Petitions Denied due to Statutory

g43A Requirements, Felonies 44 34 34
Successful Mental Health DiversionProgram

q44 Completions 23 22 14

g44A Successful Completions, Felonies 6 14 6
Unsuccessful Mental Health Diversion

q45 Program Terminations 2 4 3

Unsuccessful Terminations,
q45A Felonies 1 3 6

Questions? Please contact CriminalJustice Services at crimjusticeoffice@jud.ca.gov or 415-865-8994.




