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Youth Violence Prevention Scorecard

INTRODUCTION

Violence against youth is a serious public health problem in
California. Youth between the ages of 12 and 17 are nearly
three times more likely than adults to be victims of serious
violent crime.! More than 300 of California’s youth each
year are lost to assault and suicide, making violence the
number one killer of kids.? In a single year in California,
nearly 6,000 young people are hospitalized as a result of a
violent injury, including assault, child abuse, domestic
violence and rape.?

“Choices for Youth: A Public Education Campaign to
Prevent Violence Against Youth,” funded by a grant to

i.e. communications, LLC from The California Wellness
Foundation, is working to inform policymakers, opinion
leaders and the general public about the need to increase
California’s investment in programs to prevent violence
against youth. The “Choices for Youth” campaign has conducted two statewide voter polls and numerous youth-to-youth
surveys on the subject of youth violence. In the surveys, voters and youth agree that violence is preventable — if we can
provide youth with positive choices, such as good schools, job training, enrichment programs and mentoring.

Policymakers at the state and local levels have responded to violence against youth by increasing public investments in
programs that provide positive alternatives for youth. In the past few years, the State of California has annually
allocated more than $116 million to county-level violence prevention programs and $121 million to after-school
programs.* In addition, many new alliances and public/private partnerships have been formed at the local level to provide
support for youth.

It is clear that both the general public and policymakers care about the health and safety of our youth.® “Choices for Youth”
believes that we can improve our efforts to prevent violence by assessing how safe youth are, and by evaluating the
resources now being deployed to provide youth with positive choices. The Youth Violence Prevention Scorecard is an
analysis of youth safety and youth resources in 15 counties representing over 80 percent of the state’s youth population.

Note that while some conclusions are offered in the form of rankings and grades, we do not intend to criticize. To the contrary,
our goal in publishing the Scorecard is to provide individuals and organizations who interact with youth (including county and
city government, schools, law enforcement, health and mental health agencies, and other public and private service providers)
with a better understanding of the challenges facing our youth, and of violence-prevention resources and strategies that are
being applied in today’s world. We present this Scorecard intending to generate constructive dialogue and inspire positive action.

SCORECARD PARAMETERS

The Youth Violence Prevention Scorecard provides a snapshot of the status of the health and safety of youth in
California’s largest counties. Additionally, the Scorecard evaluates county-wide resource and spending decisions for specific
youth programs.

The 15 Counties

Counties are the main geographic units reviewed here, yet the Scorecard is rating the performance of more than county
governments. Some of the data sets we reviewed are county specific (e.g., county incarceration rates and county
expenditures of Juvenile Justice and Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA) funds). However, other data sets are not county-based
(e.g., student-counselor and after-school programs, both of which are specific to school districts). In this Scorecard,
counties are simply the most convenient venue for the display of information from various reporting sources.

With these limits in mind, the largest 15 counties are included in the scorecard (in order from largest to smallest
population): Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, San Bernardino, Santa Clara, Riverside, Alameda, Sacramento, Contra Costa,
Fresno, San Francisco, Ventura, San Mateo, Kern and San Joaquin. Eighty-three percent of California youth live in

these counties.®
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Scorecard Process & Indicators

From June to September 2002, “Choices for Youth” collected and analyzed data about violence prevention from a variety of
local, county, state and federal sources. The Scorecard has two sections: Safe Communities looking at safety indicators, and
Availability of Choices for Youth focusing on funding streams. In selecting the safety indicators and funding streams to
analyze “Choices for Youth” consulted with many youth violence prevention stakeholders and tested dozens of indicators.”

The indicators selected in the Safe Communities section meet the following criteria: 1) research and best practices have
shown that the indicator signifies youth choices, safety and support; 2) the data sets are aggregated by county; 3) the
information is available for all 58 counties; 4) the data is from a reputable source (e.g., California Department of Education
or California Department of Health Services); and 5) the indicator has been monitored over multiple years.?

“Choices for Youth” focused the Scorecard funding analysis Availability of Choices for Youth
on a selection of major state and federal funding streams that underwrite youth violence
prevention programs for counties, schools and communities.’

In selecting the funding streams, youth violence prevention was defined as programs that DO YOU PERSONALLY KNOW A
reduce a youth’s likelihood of becoming a victim of, or engaging in, a violent act, and YOUNG PERSON THAT HAS
activities that provide positive choices for youth. This includes the sixth grader in an after-
school gardening class, as well as the young women in Juvenile Hall who are learning job
skills'® Whether they are in or out of the juvenile-justice system, young people deserve
choices and opportunities that will help them to make smart decisions for their futures.

BEEN A VICTIM OF VIOLENCE?

NO
GRADING METHODOLOGY + RESULTS 28%

SAFE COMMUNITIES

This section provides a snapshot of a community’s support for the well-being of young
people. The measure of Safe Communities examines the following indicators of the safety
and support of youth: assault victimization rate, self-inflicted injury rate, student/counselor From the San Francisco Youth Violence
ratio, incarceration rate, and high school graduation rate with University of Prevention Survey, conducted by H.O.M.E.Y.,
California/California State University (UC/CSU) qualifications. March 2002, (N =251, youth ages 12-17)

Two of the indicators—self-inflicted injury and assault victimization—measure how safe
youth are in their communities by assessing how many are victims of assault (by others or
self-inflicted). Incarceration and graduation with UC/CSU requirements reflect the extent to which youth have choices.
Student/Counselor ratio measures the level of support (of a caring adult) that is available at school, where youth spend the
majority of each day. The Scorecard focuses in general on older youth who are not supported by traditional early-childhood
funds. Where possible we used data sets that provided information for ages 10 to 17, however, in some cases this was

not possible.

The Scorecard gives the counties a rank within the state for each indicator. Counties are given overall letter grades based
on the average of their rankings for the five indicators.

Average State Ranking: 1st — 11th ~ m=p A
Average State Ranking: 12th — 23rd m=p B
Average State Ranking: 24th — 35th m=p C
Average State Ranking: 36th — 47th m=» D
Average State Ranking: 48th — 58th m=» F
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Safe Communities Results

SAFE COMMUNITIES - TABLE 1*

COUNTY ASSAULT SELF-INFLICTED INJURY STUDENT INCARCERATION H.S. GRADUATION | AVERAGE
VICTIMIZATION Youth ages 10-17 who COUNSELOR RATIO Avg. Daily Population WITH UC/CSU STATE
Youth ages 10-17 |committed suicide or were] ~ Number of in Juvenile Hall per | REQUIREMENTS | RANKING /
hospitalized for | hospitalized for a self- Students 100,000 youth ages Average % of GRADE
assault, 1999-2000 |inflicted injury, 1999-2000| per Counselor | 10-17, 2000-2001 graduates
Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 K-12, 1998-2001 (State Rank) 1997-2000
(State Rank) (State Rank) (State Rank) (State Rank)
CA Dept of CA Dept of CA Dept CA Board of CA Dept
Health Services Health Services of Education Corrections of Education
Ventura 13 (23rd) 37 (23rd) 1,043 (32nd) 129 (15th) 37% (17th) 22 /B-
San Francisco 69 (58th) 50 (36th) 554  (1st) 240 (43rd) 58% (2nd) 28/C
San Diego 38 (52nd) 60 (46th) 801 (13th) 145 (21st) 38% (15th) 29/C
Riverside 25 (36th) 46 (32nd) 968 (25th) 164 (27th) 30% (36th) 31/C
Los Angeles 51 (57th) 40 (26th) 908  (23rd) 161 (26th) 35% (24th) 31/C
Contra Costa 29 (44th) 53  (40th) 1,344 (49th) 141 (18th) 44% (6th) 31/C
San Mateo 17 (30th) 85 (52nd) 1,087 (35th) 214 (37th) 44% (5th) 32/¢C
San Joaquin 31 (47th) 49 (34th) 753 (10th) 189 (31st) 30% (38th) 32/C
Santa Clara 20 (32nd) 93 (54th) 1,235 (45th) 177 (29th) 45% (4th) 33/C
Sacramento 40 (54th) 38 (24th) 1,003 (28th) 208 (34th) 33% (26th) 33/C-
Fresno 25 (35th) 35 (20th) 1,095 (36th) 253 (45th) 32% (3lst) 33/C
Kern 33 (49th) 28 (17th) 1,007 (29th) 143 (20th) 20% (54th) 34/C-
Orange 22 (33rd) 60 (47th) 1,641 (54th) 148 (22nd) 35% (21st) 35/C
Alameda 46 (55th) 15 (56th) 1,062 (34th) 192 (32nd) 39% (13th) 38/D
SanBernardino| 36 (51st) 51 (37th) 895  (22nd) 210 (36th) 25% (48th) 39/D
*See Appendices A-E on pages 26-32 for data sets and calculations.
Safe Communities Narrative
VENTURA o B-

Ventura County’s strongest indicator ranking (15th) lies in its incarceration rate — 129 in 100,000 youth. It ranked relatively
high as well (17th) in the graduation indicator with 37 percent of high school students graduating with UC/CSU
requirements. Ventura is ranked the middle of California’s 58 counties (23rd) for its rate of self-inflicted injury, at 37 of
100,000 youth, and for the assault rate (23rd) with 13 out of 100,000 youth affected. The weakest indicator for Ventura

is its student/counselor ratio, with 1043 students for every counselor, yielding a ranking of 32nd statewide.

SAN FRANCISCO
San Francisco County leads all 58 counties with its student/counselor ratio, 554 students per counselor.*? It is ranked 2nd
among all counties in the percentage of high-school graduates with UC/CSU requirements (58 percent). However, San
Francisco ranks low (36th) in its rate of self-inflicted injuries (50 out of 100,000 youth), scores lower with its incarceration
rate (43rd), and experiences the state’s highest rate of youth assault with 69 out of 100,000 youth injured annually.

SAN DIEGO
San Diego County ranks 13th among the state’s 58 counties for both the student/counselor ratio (801 per counselor), and
15th for the percentage of students (38 percent) graduating with UC/CSU requirements. It ranks above the mean (21st) with
its incarceration rate (145 of every 100,000 youth). San Diego ranked poorly for its self-inflicted injury rate (46th), with 60
out of 100,000 youth afflicted and its assault rate (52nd), with 38 out of every 100,000 youth attacked.

RIVERSIDE
Riverside County was one of the most consistent counties in the Scorecard. It ranked between 25th and 36th for all five
indicators: 27th in incarceration rate (164 out of 100,000 youth); 25th in student/counselor ratio (968 students per
counselor); 36th with 30 percent of students graduating with UC/CSU requirements; 32nd in self-inflicted injury (46 out of
100,000 youth); and 36th in assault rate (25 out of 100,000 youth).

LOS ANGELES
Los Angeles County ranks in the middle of the state pack for most safety indicators. It ranked 26th in incarceration with
161 of every 100,000 youth incarcerated. Its 35 percent of high-school students graduating with UC/CSU requirements

WWW.PREVENTVIOLENCE.ORG
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ranks 24th and its rate of self-inflicted injury (40 out of 100,000 youth) ranks 26th. Los Angeles ranked 23rd in
student/counselor ratio, with 908 students per counselor. Los Angeles’ assault rate, however, was one of the highest rates in
the state, yielding a ranking of 57th.

CONTRA COSTA ot C
Contra Costa ranks 6th in its yield (44 percent) of high-school graduates meeting UC/CSU requirements. It has a better-
than-average showing (18th) in its incarceration rate, with 141 out of 100,000 youth in Juvenile Hall. But Contra Costa
ranks in the bottom 20 counties for self-inflicted injury (40th), with 53 of 100,000 youth afflicted, assault (44th) affecting
29 per 100,000 youth, and the student/counselor ratio (49th) with 1,344 students per counselor.

SAN MATEOQ . . oottt C-
San Mateo County comes out strong in the graduation indicator (5th) with 44 percent of high-school students graduating
with UC/CSU requirements. It scores poorly (52nd) in the rate of self-inflicted injuries with 85 of 100,000 youth. San Mateo
comes up 30th in assault, 35th in student/counselor ratio, with 1,087 students per each counselor, and ranks a bit lower
(37th) in its incarceration rate, with 214 out of 100,000 youth.

SAN JOAQUIN . . . C-
San Joaquin’s student/counselor ratio is 753 to 1, which places it 10th in the state. The county ranks 31st for its
incarceration rate, at 189 per 100,000 youth, and 34th (49 out of 100,000 youth) for self-inflicted injury, and 38th in high-
school students graduating with UC/CSU requirements (30 percent). San Joaquin’s lowest standing (47th) comes in its
assault rate, with 31 per 100,000 youth assaulted.

SANTA CLARA . . oo C-
Santa Clara County has a high ranking (4th) for high-school students graduating with UC/CSU requirements (45 percent).
Its student/counselor ratio of 1,235 students per counselor puts it at 45 out of 58 counties. The county’s worst performance
is its rate of self-inflicted injury, 54th in the state, with 93 of every 100,000 afflicted. Santa Clara County ranks in the
middle of the state (29th) in its incarceration rate (177 of 100,000 youth), and its assault rate (32nd), with 20 out of
100,000 youth assaulted.

SACRAMENTO . . oot C-
Sacramento County ranks in the middle for most indicators. Its assault rate, however, is lower-than-average (54th) with 40

out of every 100,000 youth assaulted. Sacramento County has average rankings for incarceration (34th), student/counselor

ratio (28th), graduation with UC/CSU requirements (26th), and self-inflicted injury (24th).

FRESNO .ttt C-
Fresno County barely scrapes into the top 20 counties’ rankings for low self-inflicted injury rates, with 35 out of every
100,000 youth affected. It earns an average ranking (31st) with 32 percent of high school students graduating with UC/CSU
requirements, and falls a bit below average (35th) with its assault rate, 25 of every 100,000. The areas in greatest need of
improvement are Fresno’s student/counselor ratio, 36th in the state, with 1,095 students per counselor, and its incarceration
rate, 253 of every 100,000 youth incarcerated, which ranks the county with the 45th highest incarceration rate in state.

KERN C-
Kern County’s rate of self-inflicted injury, with 28 out of 100,000 youth injured, ranks it 17th lowest statewide. Similarly,
with 143 out of 100,000 youth incarcerated, Kern ranks 20th lowest in incarceration. The County scored average (29th)
with a student/counselor ratio of 1,007 students per counselor. The County has a chance to
improve its assault rate (49th) at 33 of every 100,000 youth, and its percentage of high-
school students graduating with UC/CSU requirements (currently only 20 percent) putting
the county near the bottom of the state at 54th.

Choices for Youth is funded by a grant
from The California Wellness Foundation
to i.e. communications, LLC, and seeks

ORANGE . . .o C- 1 liEEess STl L R L
violence prevention programs. In 1992,
the Foundation created a grant making
initiative to prevent violence as a

response to the devastating effects of

Orange County ranked above average (22nd) for its incarceration rate (148 of every
100,000 youth), and for students graduating with UC/CSU requirements (21st), and 33rd
for its assault rate of 22 of 100,000 youth. However, its rate of 60 of 100,000 youth with
self-inflicted injuries, and 1,641 students for every counselor puts the county at 47th and violence against youth, with youth

54th in the state, respectively. more than any other age group - being
most vulnerable to violence. Through
this initiative, the Foundation provides
grants to individuals, communities and
institutions that seek to implement and
sustain violence-prevention efforts.
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ALAMEDA D
Alameda County ranked 13th with 39 percent of high-school students graduating with UC/CSU requirements. It falls

in the middle for both its incarceration rate (192 of 100,000 youth) and the student/counselor ratio (1,062 students per
counselor). Alameda faired poorly (55th), however, for its assault rate with 46 out of 100,000 youth assaulted, and its
self-inflicted injury rate, with 115 out of 100,000 youth afflicted.

SAN BERNARDINO . .ottt D
San Bernardino County scored above average (22nd) with its student/counselor ratio of 895 students per counselor.
Unfortunately, it scored below average for the remaining indicators, with an incarceration rate of 210 out of every 100,000
youth (36th), a self-inflicted injury rate of 51 out of 100,000 youth (37th), 25 percent of high-school students graduating
with UC/CSU requirements (48th) and an assault rate of 36 out of every 100,000 youth (51st).

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH

“Choices for Youth” believes the level of funding available is critical to a county’s ability to provide youth a safe and healthy
environment and positive alternatives. This section looks at four of the state and federal funding streams for youth that
provide specific crime and violence prevention state funding (JJCPA), after-school programs, job training and mentoring.

For each of the funding areas, the Scorecard keys in on specific, measurable areas and grades the county’s focus on
prevention. Focusing on particular funding streams, the Scorecard evaluates: whether Juvenile Justice and Crime Prevention
Act funds went to prevention programs;*® whether after-school program funds were allocated to high-school students;
whether older youth who are out-of-school and unemployed have access to federal job training programs; and, whether
counties aggressively sought out state funds for mentoring programs.

« Crime and Violence Prevention Funding (JJCPA): The Juvenile Justice and Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA, Schiff-Cardenas
2000) allocated more than $100 million to the 15 largest counties in California, and earmarked the initial allocation of
funds (2000-01) for violence prevention programs and activities.**® The Scorecard reports the percentage of JJCPA funds
dedicated to prevention (activities and opportunities for learning) compared to funding for enforcement and suppression.*®
While each county is using its funding in accordance with the statute, the intention of the Scorecard analysis is to focus
on prevention programs that provide choices for youth. “Choices for Youth” worked with a panel of juvenile-justice
experts to identify prevention programs, compared to those more focused on enforcement or suppression.”’

» After-School Funds to High Schools: Currently, most major funding streams focus on elementary- and middle-school
youth.'® According to statewide voter polls, Californians have expressed that they want to see after-school programs
expanded to include high-school youth.™ The Scorecard examines the proportion of major federal funding available for
high-school youth.?® Only one in 20 California high schools has a state- or federally-funded after-school program.?

The 21st Century Learning Centers is the only major state or federal funding stream that allows after-school funding to
support high school youth.?? In the 2000 and 2001 fiscal years, this federal program provided $52 million in grants to the 15
largest counties. The Scorecard reports the percentage of these funds available to high-school youth.*

« Federal Jobs Programs Available to Older Youth: The Scorecard reports the percentage of older teens (16-19), who are not
working and are not in school and therefore could be served by a local Workforce Investment Act (WIA) job program.2
The federal WIA provided $72.5 million to California’s largest 15 counties in 2000 for youth jobs programs (youth
14-21).% These are funds allocated to job training, placement and skill building.?®

« State Mentoring Grants Secured: The Scorecard reports the percentage of the California

“IT GIVES OFF A POSITIVE &ovetrnc_)r’s ye:toriﬂg P?rr‘tngr:fhip fL;nSding teach (;OEL:jnty igcurfﬁl. Tgrougth thet G](c)\;elrn%r’sl

entoring Partnership, the Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcoho

FEELING TO KNOW IN THE END and Drug, and the Department of Community Services and Development allocated

WE ARE TRYING TO HELP YOUTH $8.5 million to the largest 15 counties from 1998-2001. These grants are awarded

AND PREVENT ANY AMOUNT OF through a competitive bidding process, requiring county initiative and an emphasis
H 27

VIOLENCE THEY MAY WITNESS on mentoring.

OR EXPERIENCE” - HILARY, 16

From the Central Valley Regional Forum,
January 2002
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Availability of Choices for Youth Results

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH - TABLE 2

COUNTY CRIME PREVENTION AFTER-SCHOOL JOB TRAINING MENTORING GRADE
Juvenile Justice and Crime | Federal after-school | Percentage of youth who | Percentage of state
Prevention Act (JJCPA) funding available to potentially gained job mentoring grants
funding for prevention high-school youth experience through the awarded to each
vs. enforcement (2000 and 2001) federal job training county (1998-01)*
or suppression (2000-01) program (1999-00)%
% of JJCPA to % of total to largest
prevention programs % of county total 15 counties
Fresno 100% 34% 94% 3% A-
Alameda 100% 24% 20% 17% B+
Ventura 89% 58% 142% 3% B
San Joaquin 85% 49% 48% 5% B-
San Diego 93% 33% 7% 14% B-
Los Angeles 79% 37% 31% 36% B-
San Francisco 100% 25% 14% 0% C+
Riverside 92% 36% 1% 5% ©
Santa Clara 94% 3% 17% 2% C
Sacramento 85% 0% 29% 6% ©
San Mateo 100% 0% 4% 1% C-
Orange 72% 21% 6% 6% D
San Bernardino 34% 0% 16% 1% D
Contra Costa 26% 36% 7% 1% D
Kern 61% 0% n/a** 1% D

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol
and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the Department of Community Services and Development

* WIA data for Kern included Inyo and Mono counties.

See Appendix F on page 33 for Full Data Table and Appendices G-J on pages 33-36 for data spreadsheets.

Availability of Choices for Youth Narrative

FRESNO
Fresno County spends all of its JJCPA funds on prevention programs. It also earns high marks for providing job training to
94 percent of older youth. In addition, the county channels 34 percent of available after-school funding to high schools.
The community captured 3 percent of available state funding for mentoring programs.

ALAMEDA
All of Alameda County’s JJCPA funding is directed to violence-prevention programs. Alameda has secured 17 percent of the
available mentoring funds and directs 24 percent of after-school funding to high schools. The county is able to provide job
training to approximately 20 percent of 16-19 year olds.

VENTURA
Ventura County designates over half of its 21st Century after-school funds to high-school programs. Eighty-nine percent
of the county’s JJCPA dollars goes to prevention programs, and the county has secured 3 percent of the available state
mentoring funds. In terms of job training, the county provides ample opportunity for youth who are not in school and are
unemployed (142 percent—above 100 percent due to overlap of ages in calculation).

SAN JOAQUIN .« o oo B-
San Joaquin County spends 85 percent of JJCPA funds on prevention programs. Nearly half of its after-school funding is
available to high-school youth (49 percent). San Joaquin is able to serve 48 percent of youth between 16 and 19 through
its federal job training program, but only captured 5 percent of the mentoring funding.

SANDIEGO . . oottt B-
San Diego County designates 93 percent of JJCPA funds to prevention programs. The county has secured 14 percent of
available mentoring funds. Thirty-three of the state after-school funds are available for high-school youth, and the local
federal job training programs can serve 7 percent of youth aged 16 to 19.
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LOS ANGELES . . . oottt B-
Los Angeles County has secured 36 percent of the available state mentoring grants. The federal job training program in

LA can serve 31 percent of youth between 16 and 19. Seventy-nine percent of the county’s JJCPA funds are spent on
prevention, and 37 percent of its after-school funding supports high-school students.

SAN FRANCISCO . oottt e e e C+
All San Francisco’s JJCPA funds go to prevention programs, and a quarter of its after-school funding goes to high schools.
San Francisco has secured none of the mentoring funding available from the state, and 14 percent of San Francisco youth
ages 16 to 19 are served by local WIA funding.?®

RIVERSIDE . ..ottt e C
Riverside County’s designates 92 percent of its JJCPA funding for prevention programs. It secured 5 percent of available
state mentoring funds and allocated 36 percent of after-school funds to high-school youth. Riverside’s WIA funds can serve
one percent of the county’s 16 to 19 year olds.

SANTA CLARA o C
Santa Clara County designates almost all, 94 percent, of its JJCPA funds to prevention programs. Three percent of the after-
school funds is available to high-school programs. Santa Clara’s federal job training program can serve 17 percent of the
youth ages 16 to 19. The county has secured two percent of the available mentoring grants.

SACRAMENTO ..ot C
Sacramento County designates 85 percent of its JJCPA funds to prevention programs. The county has secured 6 percent of
the available mentoring funds. Sacramento does not serve any high school youth with its after-school 21st Century funding,

and its federal job training program could serve 29 percent of youth ages 16 to 19.

SAN MATEO ..............

San Mateo County makes a strong showing in JJCPA funding with 100 percent going to prevention programs, yet none of
its 21st Century grants support high-school programs. The county has secured 1 percent of the available state mentoring
funds, and its WIA funds can serve 4 percent of youth between 16 and 19.

ORANGE .................

Orange County spends 72 percent of JJCPA funds on prevention programs. The county gives 21 percent of after-school
funds to high schools. Orange County has secured 6 percent of the available mentoring funds, and its federal job program

serves 6 percent of youth.

SAN BERNARDINO .........

San Bernardino County designates none of its after-school funds to high schools. The county has secured one percent of
available state mentoring grants, and can serve 16 percent of youth 16 to 19 with the federal job training program.
San Bernardino spends 34 percent of its JJCPA funds on prevention programs.

We asked county departments what are
the biggest obstacles in local efforts to
support violence prevention and
choices for youth. Of the 44 responses,
there were several concerns that
crossed county lines:

* FUNDING: the need for new funding
sources and initiatives, as well as
innovative prevention programs.

» COMMUNICATION: Specifically, a
lack of communication between
schools and government, as well as
information flowing among counties
about innovative programs.

+ STAFFING AND SUPPORT:
Specifically, staff to provide technical
assistance and training to providers as
well as to coordinate existing efforts.

CONTRA COSTA . oot D
Contra Costa County spends 26 percent of its JJCPA funds on prevention programs. The county
gives 36 percent of after-school funding to high schools. It has secured one percent of the
available state mentoring grants, and seven percent of youth between 16-19 can be served by
the federal job training program.

KERN D
Kern County designates 61 percent of its JJCPA funding to prevention programs. The
county has secured one percent of the available state mentoring funds, and does not
allocate any of its state after-school funding to high schools. The data were not available
to determine the percentage served with the WIA funds.

PROMISE AND PROGRESS (This section is not graded)

Counties are multidimensional and offer a variety of services and opportunities not fully
captured in this Scorecard. In order to acknowledge the range of choices for youth that do not
fall under the major funding streams, we surveyed county departments for local initiatives,
funding efforts and actions at the local level that prevent violence. Each of the following
county profiles includes county-contributed examples of “promise and progress.”*
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Choices for Youth

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and

Development (Foster Care)

DEMOGRAPHICS OF ALAMEDA YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD

Asian / Pacific

Islander
20%
DESCRIPTION ALAMEDA COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE ’
Total Population 1,443,741 (7th) 33,871,648
% 10-17 years old 10.5% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 13.9% 18.5%
in Poverty
Foster Care Rate per 126 10.7
1,000 Children 0-17 Latino
(Average Rate 2000-01) 23%

Native American
4%

N = 151,546

2 or More Races

6%
Other Race
4%

17%

Caucasian
33%

SAFE COMMUNITY?

D

ASSAULT
VICTIMIZATION
Youth ages 10-17
hospitalized
for assault
(1999-2000)

SELF-INFLICTED INJURY
Youth ages 10-17 who
committed suicide or
were hospitalized for
a self-inflicted injury
(1999-2000)

STUDENT

COUNSELOR RATIO
Number of Students
per Guidance
Counselor, K-12,
(1998-2001)

INCARCERATION

Avg. Daily Population
in Juvenile Hall per
100,000 youth ages
10-17 (2000-2001)

HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION WITH
uc/csu
REQUIREMENTS
Average % of
graduates
(1997-2000)

Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 46 15 1062 192 39%
State Rank 55th 56th 34th 32nd 13th

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

[Reb

CRIME PREVENTION
Percentage of Juvenile
Justice and Crime

Prevention Act funding that

goes to prevention vs.

enforcement or suppression

programs (2000-01)

AFTER SCHOOL
Percentage of
federal after-school
funding available to
high school youth

JOBS

Percentage of unemployed

and not-in-school
youth who potentially
gained job experience
through the federal job

training program

MENTORING*
Alameda’s share of
the $8.5 million in
competitive state

mentor funding

Statistics

100%

24%

20% **

17%

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ California Gang, Crime and Violence Prevention Partnership Program Grantee 2002 — Youth Alive (Oakland)

+ Safe Passages — A partnership of the City of Oakland, Alameda County, the Oakland Unified School District, and community
agencies to help Oakland’s kids stay out of trouble, stay in school, and have the best opportunity to meet their potential. Two of
their three strategies focus on middle and high-school youth: Early Childhood, Middle School and Youth Offender.

+ Oakland Fund for Children and Youth — $7 million/yr to children and youth services

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the
Department of Community Services and Development.

*Ratio compares youth 14-18 served under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA Annual Report 2000) to the number of 16-19 yr olds who were unemployed and not in school that same year (US
Census 2000). Number of 16-19 yr olds served not currently collected by WIA.

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.

African American




DEMOGRAPHICS OF CONTRA COSTA YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD

DESCRIPTION CONTRA COSTA COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE
Total Population 948,816 (9th) 33,871,648
% 10-17 years old 11.9% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 9.4% 18.5%
in Poverty
Foster Care Rate per 9.6 10.7
1,000 Children 0-17
(Average Rate 2000-01)

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and

Development (Foster Care)

Asian / Pacific

Latino
21%

Youth Violence Prevention Scorecard

Native Americal
4%

Islander
11%

n 2 or More Races
5%

Other Race
A%

11%

Caucasian
50%

N = 112,635

C

ASSAULT SELF-INFLICTED INJURY
VICTIMIZATION Youth ages 10-17 who
Youth ages 10-17 | committed suicide or
hospitalized were hospitalized for
for assault a self-inflicted injury

(1999-2000)

SAFE COMMUNITY?

(1999-2000)

STUDENT
COUNSELOR RATIO
Number of Students
per Guidance
Counselor, K-12,
(1998-2001)

INCARCERATION

in Juvenile Hall per
100,000 youth ages
10-17 (2000-2001)

Avg. Daily Population

HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION WITH
uc/csu
REQUIREMENTS
Average % of
graduates
(1997-2000)

African American

Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 29 53 1344 141 44%
State Rank 44th 40th 49th 18th 6th

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

D

CRIME PREVENTION
Percentage of Juvenile
Justice and Crime
Prevention Act funding that
goes to prevention vs.
enforcement or suppression
programs (2000-01)

AFTER SCHOOL
Percentage of
federal after-school
funding available to
high school youth

JOBS
Percentage of unemployed
and not-in-school
youth who potentially
gained job experience
through the federal job
training program

MENTORING*
Contra Costa’s share of
the $8.5 million in
competitive state
mentor funding

Statistics

26%

36%

70/0 *%

8%

» Contra Costa Children and Families Policy Forum - “Community Approach Award” (Foundation Consortium)

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ Afterschool 4 All - $900,000 county initiative for after-school programs

+ “Zero Tolerance for Domestic Violence” Initiative - Recognized by Attorney General's Office as model of community strategies

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the
Department of Community Services and Development.

*Ratio compares youth 14-18 served under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA Annual Report 2000) to the number of 16-19 yr olds who were unemployed and not in school that same year (US
Census 2000). Number of 16-19 yr olds served not currently collected by WIA.

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF FRESNO YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD

2 or More Races

Native American 3%

Asian / Pacific 8% Othezroface
Islander Cen
DESCRIPTION FRESNO COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE 11% African fimerican

Total Population 799,407 (10th) 33,871,648
% 10-17 years old 14.3% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 308% 18.5% Caucasian
in Poverty 30%
Foster Care Rate per 132 10.7
1,000 Children 0-17 .
(Average Rate 2000-01) ng&)o

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and
Development (Foster Care)

N = 114,017

SAFE COMMUNITY?

ASSAULT SELF-INFLICTED INJURY STUDENT INCARCERATION HIGH SCHOOL
VICTIMIZATION Youth ages 10-17 who | COUNSELOR RATIO | Avg. Daily Population | GRADUATION WITH
Youth ages 10-17 | committed suicide or | Number of Students | in Juvenile Hall per uc/Csu
c_ hospitalized were hospitalized for per Guidance 100,000 youth ages REQUIREMENTS
for assault a self-inflicted injury |  Counselor, K-12, | 10-17 (2000-2001) Average % of
(1999-2000) (1999-2000) (1998-2001) graduates
(1997-2000)
Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 25 35 1095 253 32%
State Rank 35th 20th 36th 45th 31st

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

CRIME PREVENTION AFTER SCHOOL JOBS MENTORING*
Percentage of Juvenile Percentage of Percentage of unemployed Fresno’s share of
Justice and Crime federal after-school and not-in-school the $8.5 million in
A- Prevention Act funding that | funding available to youth who potentially competitive state
goes to prevention vs. high school youth gained job experience mentor funding
enforcement or suppression through the federal job
programs (2000-01) training program
Statistics 100% 34% 94% * 3%

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ KNOW-MORE Program - Provides mentorship services to 10 junior-high schools in Fresno

» County Office of Education Youth Service Council - 30 high school students developing opportunities for student involvement in
Fresno County

+ 0JJDP (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) Award

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the
Department of Community Services and Development.

*Ratio compares youth 14-18 served under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA Annual Report 2000) to the number of 16-19 yr olds who were unemployed and not in school that same year (US
Census 2000). Number of 16-19 yr olds served not currently collected by WIA

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF KERN YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD

Native American 2 or More Races

Asian / Pacific 8% 3k Other Race

Islar01der o0

DESCRIPTION KERN COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE o Af“cangé/gne”ca”
Total Population 661,645 (14th) 33,871,648
% 10-17 years old 14.2% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 26.3% 18.5%
in Poverty Latino
Foster Care Rate per | 12.7 10.7 45% Caucasian
1,000 Children 0-17 42%
(Average Rate 2000-01)

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and

Development (Foster Care) N = 94,013

SAFE COMMUNITY?

ASSAULT SELF-INFLICTED INJURY STUDENT INCARCERATION HIGH SCHOOL
VICTIMIZATION Youth ages 10-17 who | COUNSELOR RATIO | Avg. Daily Population | GRADUATION WITH
Youth ages 10-17 | committed suicide or | Number of Students | in Juvenile Hall per uc/Csu
c_ hospitalized were hospitalized for per Guidance 100,000 youth ages REQUIREMENTS
for assault a self-inflicted injury | Counselor, K-12, | 10-17 (2000-2001) Average % of
(1999-2000) (1999-2000) (1998-2001) graduates
(1997-2000)
Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 33 28 1007 143 20%
State Rank 49th 17th 29th 20th 54th

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

CRIME PREVENTION AFTER SCHOOL JOBS MENTORING™*
Percentage of Juvenile Percentage of Percentage of unemployed Kern’s share of
Justice and Crime federal after-school and not-in-school the $8.5 million in
D Prevention Act funding that | funding available to youth who potentially competitive state
goes to prevention vs. high school youth gained job experience mentor funding
enforcement or suppression through the federal job
programs (2000-01) training program
Statistics 61% 0% n/a ** 6%

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ The Family Violence Prevention Strategic Planning Grant — Kern County Department of Public Health (KCDPH)
+ Family Violence Prevention Strategic Planning Grant
+ California After-School Partnership Learning Hub Site 2002 - Greenfield After-School SUCCESS Program (Bakersfield)

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the
Department of Community Services and Development.

*WIA data for Kern included Inyo and Mono counties.

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF LOS ANGELES YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD
Native American 2 or More Races

Islander
DESCRIPTION LOS ANGELES COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE 11%
Total Population 9,519,338 (1st) 33,871,648
% 10-17 years old 11.9% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 23.7% 18.5%
in Poverty
Foster Care Rate per 14.0 10.7 .
1,000 Children 0-17 nggo
(Average Rate 2000-01) 0

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and

Development (Foster Care)

Asian / Pacific

.3%

N =1,128,298

0,
3% Other Race

2%
African American
11%

Caucasian
21%

SAFE COMMUNITY?

C

ASSAULT
VICTIMIZATION
Youth ages 10-17
hospitalized
for assault
(1999-2000)

SELF-INFLICTED INJURY
Youth ages 10-17 who
committed suicide or
were hospitalized for
a self-inflicted injury
(1999-2000)

STUDENT
COUNSELOR RATIO
Number of Students
per Guidance
Counselor, K-12,
(1998-2001)

INCARCERATION
Avg. Daily Population
in Juvenile Hall per
100,000 youth ages
10-17 (2000-2001)

HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION WITH
uc/csu
REQUIREMENTS
Average % of
graduates
(1997-2000)

Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 51 40 908 161 35%
State Rank 57th 26th 23rd 26th 24th

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

CRIME PREVENTION
Percentage of Juvenile
Justice and Crime
Prevention Act funding that
goes to prevention vs.
enforcement or suppression
programs (2000-01)

AFTER SCHOOL
Percentage of
federal after-school
funding available to
high school youth

JOBS
Percentage of unemployed
and not-in-school
youth who potentially
gained job experience
through the federal job
training program

MENTORING™*
Los Angeles’ share of
the $8.5 million in
competitive state
mentor funding

Statistics

79%

37%

31% **

36%

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ Gang and Violence Prevention Grantee 2002 - Volunteer Center of Los Angeles Assistance League of Southern California
+ California After-School Partnership Learning Hub Sites 2002 - LA’s BEST, Pasadena LEARNS

+ Los Angeles County Quality and Productivity Commission - Top Ten Award for School-Based Probation Supervision (October 2001)

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the
Department of Community Services and Development.

*Ratio compares youth 14-18 served under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA Annual Report 2000) to the number of 16-19 yr olds who were unemployed and not in school that same year (US
Census 2000). Number of 16-19 yr olds served not currently collected by WIA.

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.
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DEMOGRAPHICS OF ORANGE YOUTH 10-17 YRS OLD

Native American

2 or More Races Other Race

3% 2%
.3% . .
Asian / Pacific African American
2%
DESCRIPTION ORANGE COUNTY | CALIFORNIA STATEWIDE '5?20‘/1” ’
Total Population 2,846,289 (2nd) 33,871,648 !
% 10-17 years old 11.3% 11.9%
% 5-17 Living 12.9% 18.5% ;
! Caucasian
in Poverty Latino 43%
Foster Care Rate per 52 10.7 38%
1,000 Children 0-17
(Average Rate 2000-01)

*Data Sources: US Census 2000; Dept of Social Services, Research and
Development (Foster Care)

N = 320,477

SAFE COMMUNITY?

ASSAULT SELF-INFLICTED INJURY
VICTIMIZATION Youth ages 10-17 who
Youth ages 10-17 | committed suicide or
hospitalized were hospitalized for
for assault

(1999-2000)

a self-inflicted injury
(1999-2000)

STUDENT INCARCERATION HIGH SCHOOL
COUNSELOR RATIO | Avg. Daily Population | GRADUATION WITH
Number of Students | in Juvenile Hall per uUcC/Csu

per Guidance
Counselor, K-12,
(1998-2001)

100,000 youth ages
10-17 (2000-2001)

REQUIREMENTS
Average % of
graduates
(1997-2000)

Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Statistics 22 60 1641 148 35%
State Rank 33rd 47th 54th 22nd 21st

AVAILABILITY OF CHOICES FOR YOUTH?

CRIME PREVENTION
Percentage of Juvenile
Justice and Crime
Prevention Act funding that

AFTER SCHOOL
Percentage of
federal after-school
funding available to

Percentage of unemployed
and not-in-school

JOBS

MENTORING™*
Orange’s share of
the $8.5 million in

goes to prevention vs.
enforcement or suppression
programs (2000-01)

high school youth

youth who potentially

gained job experience

through the federal job
training program

competitive state
mentor funding

Statistics 72%

21%

6% *%

6%

PROMISE AND PROGRESS

+ FACT (Families and Communities Together) - $8 million annually to prevention activities and family support services

+ California After-School Partnership Learning Hub Site 2002 — Anaheim Achieves

* Mentoring funding streams through the Governors Mentoring Partnership, '98-01 allocations: Office of Secretary of Education, the Department of Alcohol and Drug (Friday Night Live), and the

Department of Community Services and Development.

*Ratio compares youth 14-18 served under the Workforce Investment Act (WIA Annual Report 2000) to the number of 16-19 yr olds who were unemployed and not in school that same year (US

Census 2000). Number of 16-19 yr olds served not currently collected by WIA

See Appendices on pages 26-36 for full data sets, source information and calculations.
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Youth Violence Prevention Scorecard

APPENDIX A-1 — ASSAULT VICTIMIZATION 1999-2000, AGES 17, LARGEST 15 COUNTIES

1999 2000
COUNTY FATAL NONFATAL | TOTAL 1999 FATAL NONFATAL | TOTAL 2000 | AVERAGE | POPULATION | RATE PER | STATE RANK
ASSAULTS | ASSAULTS ASSAULTS ASSAULTS 1999-2000 |10-17 yrs. old| 100,000
(2000) 10-17 yrs. old
Ventura 2 12 14 1 10 n 125 94,663 13 23
San Mateo 1 15 16 2 6 8 12 69,796 17 30
Santa Clara 2 37 39 1 29 30 345 176,259 20 32
Orange 17 67 84 3 57 60 72 320,477 22 33
Fresno 2 26 28 3 25 28 28 114,017 25 35
Riverside 3 60 63 3 36 39 51 207,594 25 36
Contra Costa 3 26 29 5 31 36 325 112,635 29 44
San Joaquin 5 18 23 1 25 26 245 79,098 31 47
Kern 1 33 34 2 26 28 31 94,013 33 49
San Bernardino n 71 82 5 88 93 875 245111 36 51
San Diego 2 114 116 7 113 120 18 312,211 38 52
Sacramento 4 50 54 5 60 65 595 149,652 40 54
Alameda 4 61 65 4 70 74 69.5 151,546 46 55
Los Angeles 98 453 551 102 497 599 575 1,128,298 51 57
San Francisco 2 28 30 4 34 38 34 49,605 69 58

Source: California Department of Health Services, EPIC Branch. Source for Fatal: California Dept of Health Services, Vital Statistics Death Statistical Master
File; Source for Nonfatal: California Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, Patient Discharge Data.

APPENDIX B-1 — SELF-INFLICTED INJURY 1999-2000, AGES 10-17, LARGEST 15 COUNTIES

1999 2000
COUNTY FATAL NONFATAL | TOTAL 1999 FATAL NONFATAL | TOTAL 2000 | AVERAGE POPULATION | RATE PER | STATE RANK
INJURIES |  INJURIES INJURIES INJURIES 1999-2000 | 10-17 yrs. old| 100,000
(2000)  [10-17 yrs. old
Kern 1 32 33 1 18 19 26 94,013 28 17
Fresno 3 44 47 3 29 32 40 114,017 35 20
Ventura 0 31 31 0 39 39 35 94,663 37 23
Sacramento 0 41 41 6 66 72 57 149,652 38 24
Los Angeles 25 407 432 25 455 480 456 1,128,298 40 26
Riverside 4 60 64 3 126 129 97 207,594 46 32
San Joaquin 2 32 34 3 40 43 39 79,098 49 34
San Francisco 1 17 18 1 31 32 25 49,605 50 36
San Bernardino 4 91 95 6 147 153 124 245111 51 37
Contra Costa 7 40 47 3 69 72 60 112,635 53 40
San Diego 7 153 160 6 209 215 188 312,211 60 46
Orange 5 155 160 4 221 225 193 320,477 60 47
San Mateo 1 55 56 4 59 63 60 69,796 85 52
Santa Clara 4 102 106 4 218 222 164 176,259 93 54
Alameda 3 159 162 2 186 188 175 151,546 15 56

Source: California Department of Health Services, EPIC Branch. Source for Fatal: California Dept of Health Services, Vital Statistics Death Statistical Master
File; Source for Nonfatal: CA Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development
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APPENDIX D — INCARCERATION OF YOUTH 10-17, AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION (ADP) 2000-01, STATEWIDE

COUNTY ADP 2000 ADP 2001 AVERAGE POPULATION RATE PER 100,000 STATE RANK
(2000-01) 10-17 yrs. old (2000) 10-17 yrs. old (out of 58)

Alpine 0 n/a 0 153 0 1
Calaveras 0 n/a 0 4,930 0 1
Colusa 0 0 0 2,799 0 1
Modoc 0 n/a 0 1,261 0 1
Sierra 0 0 0 462 0 1
Sutter 0 n/a 0 10,510 0 1
Tuolumne 0 0 0 5,858 0 1
Plumas 0.3 0 0.2 2,549 6 8
Amador 0 05 03 3,897 6 9
Mariposa 0.3 0.3 0.3 1,936 15 10
Mono 0.4 0.2 0.3 1,390 22 n
Marin 218 285 252 22,451 12 12
San Luis Obispo 27.6 33.6 30.6 26,143 nu7 13
Santa Cruz 35.9 36.6 36.3 28,120 129 14
Ventura 126.9 1n7.7 122.3 94,663 129 15
Merced 432 43.9 43.6 32,747 133 16
Placer 40.3 45.8 43.1 30,944 139 17
Contra Costa 167.1 151.3 159.2 112,635 141 18
Nevada 16 159 16 11,187 143 19
Kern 131 138.1 134.6 94,013 143 20
San Diego 434.1 470.4 452.3 312211 145 21
Orange 482.9 463.8 4734 320,477 148 22
Sonoma 93.7 70.4 82.1 52,710 156 23
Stanislaus 94.7 106.4 100.6 63,437 159 24
Solano 81.8 81.8 81.8 50,943 161 25
Los Angeles 1,836.8 1,802.7 1819.8 1,128,298 161 26
Riverside 3443 338.6 3415 207,594 164 27
Santa Barbara 72.7 77.6 75.2 44,076 171 28
Santa Clara 3145 31.2 3129 176,259 177 29
Yolo 345 37.6 36.1 19,251 187 30
San Joaquin 154.6 144 1493 79,098 189 31
Alameda 290.9 289.8 290.4 151,546 192 32
El Dorado 411 426 41.9 20,358 206 33
Sacramento 302.7 321 311.9 149,652 208 34
San Benito 177 133 155 7,423 209 35
San Bernardino 538.8 492.6 515.7 245111 210 36
San Mateo 161.7 137 1494 69,796 214 37
Monterey 116.7 96.9 106.8 49,334 216 38
Madera 384 33.1 35.8 16,505 217 39
Napa 32.1 29.8 31 13,913 222 40
Imperial 46.6 47.7 47.2 21,076 224 41
Tulare 130.6 123 126.8 55,519 228 42
San Francisco 1229 114.8 118.9 49,605 240 43
Siskiyou 152 12.8 14 5,650 248 44
Fresno 280.4 297.2 288.8 114,017 253 45
Butte 615 59.3 60.4 23,721 255 46
Shasta 56.3 54.8 55.6 21,440 259 47
Glenn 109 12 15 3,900 294 48
Trinity 3.3 6.1 4.7 1,599 294 49
Mendocino 29.9 34.9 324 10,923 297 50
Tehama 22.6 22.4 225 7,487 301 51
Humboldt 44.9 46.6 45.8 14,389 318 52
Del Norte n 121 1.6 3,513 329 53
Kings 60 56.3 58.2 16,169 360 54
Lake 30.9 311 31 7,022 441 55
Inyo 9.7 10.3 10 2,231 448 56
Lassen 16.7 19.3 18 3,640 495 57
Yuba 40.8 44.8 42.8 8,427 508 58
Source: California Board of Corrections, Facilities Standards and Operations Division

WWW.PREVENTVIOLENCE.ORG
Page 30



http://www.preventviolence.org

