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Executive Summary 
 
This monthly statistical report provides a brief summary of trends for adults and juveniles who have 
received services from the Alameda County Probation Department in March 2012.  The purpose of this 
report is to promote greater understanding of the breadth and depth of services provided by the 
department and a snapshot of the populations we serve.   
 
This report was developed by the !ƭŀƳŜŘŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ tǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ 5ŀǘŀ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ & 
Reporting Team (DARRT).  We welcome your feedback.  For questions or comments, please feel free to 
contact Carissa Pappas, Management Analyst at: ProbationDataRequest@acgov.org 
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Adult Services- Probation March 2012 
 

Figure 1  
 

 Demo graphics  Start of March  
Cases Opened 

in March  

Cases Closed 

in March  
End of March  

Avg. 
Years on 

Probation  

 #  %  #  %  #  %  #  %  #  

Female 2,519 18% 31 14% 58 20% 2,492 17% 4.6 Years 

Male 11,794 82% 193 86% 227 80% 11,760 83% 4.6 Years 

Total  14, 313  100%  224  100%  285  100%  14,252  100%  4.6 Years  

Black 7,193 50% 114 51% 150 53% 7,157 50% 4.7 Years 

Latino 2,963 21% 43 19% 55 19% 2,951 21% 4.7 Years 

White 2,981 21% 49 22% 61 21% 2,969 21% 4.2 Years 

Asian 680 5% 8 4% 12 4% 676 5% 4.7 Years 

Other 496 4% 10 5% 7 3% 499 4% 5 Years 

Total  14, 313  100%  224  100%  285  100%  14,252  100%  4.6 Years  

 

¶ Figure 1 displays an aggregate summary of the cases that were opened during March 2012 for adult 
clients.  The table also displays the number of clients who are on probation at the start of the month and 
ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƻ άŘǊƛƭƭ Řƻǿƴέ and review the data by gender and race.  On March 1st, 2012 there were 
14,313 adults on probation.  Throughout the month of March, there were 224 new cases opened and 285 
adults released from probation.  On March 31, 2012 there were 14,252 adults on probation.  The average 
length of time on probation for adults was 4.6 years.      

 
 
Figure 2 
 

Offense Types for Adults on Probation
March 2012
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¶ Figure 2 displays the offense type breakdown for the total adult client population in March 2012.  Over 
95% of adult clients supervised are convicted felons.  The majority of clients are placed on probation for a 
property (36%) or drug (33%) offense, while only 12% of clients were placed on probation for offenses 
against persons. 
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Figure 3  
 

Adult Probation Clients by Location
March 2012
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¶ Figure 3 displays the locations where adults on probation reside.  The majority of adult clients reside in 
Oakland (40%) and Hayward (13%).  ¢ƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 17% of clients who reside in small 
communities that make up less than one percent each of the total for that group.  Please note: Figure 3 
displays some cities which are not in Alameda County.  Per various court orders and mandates, Alameda 
County Probation Department maintains jurisdiction over some probationers that reside out-of-County.  

 
Figure 4 

 

Supervision Types for Alameda County Adult 
Probation Clients March 2012 
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¶ A little over 70% of all adults on probation in Alameda County receive no formal supervision.  Figure 4 
displays the distribution of adults on probation in Alameda County in March 2012.   
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Figure 5 

 

Primary Service Needs Among Adult Probationers  
March 2012
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¶ During the investigation stage of the adult probation process, all adult probationers receive a brief 
screening for service needs.  Figure 5 displays primary service needs for the Banked and Formal 
Supervision populations.  Drug and alcohol service needs make up over half of the Banked populationsΩ 
primary needs and 40% for clients under formal supervision.  Employment needs also rate high for each 
population, 19% and 18% respectively.      
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Re-Aligned Population March 2012 
 
 

Figure 6 

 

PRCS Cases Received from CDCR per Month
October 2011-March 2012
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¶ Between October 2011 and March 2012, 495 Post-Release Community Supervision (PRCS) clients were 
released from the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to Alameda County Probation 
Department for supervision services after the passage of AB109.  Figure 6 shows the number of cases 
received per month.   
 

Figure 7  

 

PRCS Releases in 
Alameda County and 
New Offenses 
Oct. 2011-March 2012
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¶ As Figure 7 shows, only 32 (6%) of PRCS clients have been charged with new offenses since the transfer of 
supervision responsibilities.    
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Figure 8  

 

PRCS Releases in Alameda 
County and Violations
Oct. 2011-March 2012
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ÅAlameda County Probation 
Department has filed 
violations against 100 (20%) 
PRCS clients since October 
2011.   

Å68 (68%) of these violations 
were for clients on AWOL 
status, while the remaining 32 
(32%) were for clients who 
were charged with a new 
offense.

Data Source: Data Analysis Research & Reporting Team (DARRT)/Adult Services

 
 

¶ As Figure 8 shows, violations were filed on 20% of PRCS clients.  Most violations were filed for clients for 
failing to appear to Probation or subsequently not reporting as required.  The remaining violations were 
typically filed after PRCS clients had been charged with a new offense.   
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

8 

 

Juvenile Field Services- Probation March 2012 
 

Figure 9 
 

 Demo graphics  Start of March  
Cases Opened 

in March  

Cases Closed 

in March  
End of March  

Avg. 
Years on 

Probation  

 #  %  #  %  #  %  #  %  #  

Female 296 17% 20 23% 1 25% 315 17% 1 Year 

Male 1,452 83% 68 77% 3 75% 1,517 83% 7 Months 

Total  1,748  100%  88  100%  4 100%  1,832  100%  8 Months  

Black 1,007 58% 47 53% 4 100% 1,050 57% 8 Months 

Latino 461 26% 25 28% 0 --- 486 27% ---*  

White 148 9% 10 11% 0 --- 158 9% ---*  

Asian 84 5% 2 2% 0 --- 86 5% ---*  

Other 48 3% 4 5% 0 --- 52 3% ---*  

Total  1,748  100%  88  100%  4 100%  1,832  100%  8 Months  

 

¶ Figure 9 displays an aggregate summary of the cases that were opened in March 2012 for juvenile 
probationers.  The table also displays the number of youth who were on juvenile probation at the start of 
March 2012, as well as the average length of stay for those whose cases have closed.  The table allows the 
ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ǘƻ άŘǊƛƭƭ Řƻǿƴέ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ōǊƻƪŜƴ Řƻǿƴ ōȅ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǊŀŎŜΦ  hƴ March 1, 2012 there 
were 1,748 youth on juvenile probation.  Throughout the month of March, there were 88 youth newly 
placed on probation and 4 youth whose cases were closed from probation.  The average length of stay for 
youth on juvenile probation was 8 months.  *Average length of stay is only calculated for those cases that 
closed during the month. 

Figure 10 

 

Offense Types for Youth on Probation 
March 2012
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¶ Figure 10 displays the offense type breakdown for the total juvenile client population in March 2012.  The 

majority of clients were placed on probation for a property (34%) or person offenses (24%), while 5% of 
clients were placed on probation for drug offenses and 2% for status offenses. 
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Figure 11 

 

Juvenile Probation Clients by Location
March 2012
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¶ Figure 11 displays the locations where juveniles on probation in Alameda County live.  The majority of 

youth reside in Oakland (46%) and Hayward (14%).  The remaining 39% of youth reside in a variety of 
communities throughout Alameda County.  ¢ƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 1% of clients who reside in 
small communities that make up less than one percent each of the total for that group. 
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Juvenile Services- Referrals March 2012 
 

Figure 12 

 

Referral Offense Types March 2012
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ϝ ¢ƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǿŀǊǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŀƭ ǘȅǇŜǎ Φ

 
 

¶ In March нлмнΣ άhǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŀƭǎ, such as probation violations, warrants, etc., composed the largest 
portion (44%) of juvenile referrals.  Property offenses continued to be the most common criminal offense 
among juveniles (20%), followed by offenses against persons (14%), and offenses against the public (13%).  
Drug and alcohol offenses represented 6% of all juvenile referrals and status referrals accounted for3% of 
all youth referrals.  (Please refer to Figure 14 for a more detailed description of each offense type.) 

 
Figure 13 
 

Source for Referrals March 2012
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¶ Police and Sheriffs were responsible for approximately 72% of all referrals in March 2012.  Deputy 
Probation Officers were responsible for 20% of referrals and 1҈ ŎŀƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ άhǘƘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ !ƎŜƴŎƛŜǎέΦ  The 
άhǘƘŜǊέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ 9% of small community police departments that make up less than one percent 
each of the total for that group.  The άhǘƘŜǊ /ƻǳƴǘȅ !ƎŜƴŎȅέ is used for cases transferred in from another 
jurisdiction.    
 
 
 


