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PREFACE

In 1968 the California Legislature passed the Youth Service Bureaus
Act, which had been introduced by Senator George Deukmejian and which

established Youth Servicé,Bureaus on a pilot basis in the state.

Annual éﬁports on‘the'pilot bureaus' pfbgreés were submitted for three
years by the California Youth Authority'td the Legisiature, as required,
Although the Youth Service Bureaﬁé;Act‘called_for a final report to the 1972
session of the Legislature, funding from the National [nstitute of Law
Enforcement andkCriminal Justice allowed for exten&ingAthe evaluation of
the pilot phase of the Youth Service Bureau.déncept in California. With this
report, the Youth Authority completes its‘éValﬁafioh,of the earliest stages

of Youth Service Bureaus in California.

Many peop}e“deserve thanks fér contribhting to this evéiuation. in
particular,'thé coordinators and staff of eéch”Youth_Service'Bureau eval-
uvated couiﬂ not have been more cooperative. They';ot on]ywshared the joys
and successes in their pfogfams; they were also frank in sharing their
moments of despéir and their programs' weaknesses,/ﬁMorebver,';Hey regularly
and without ;omplaint‘prqvided us with the data ﬁecessary for the informa-

tion system,

We also appreciate the efforts of the Bureau of Criminal Statistics
staff and several law enforcement and probation departments thkoughout the

state In providing us with data.

Within the Youth Authority, the Division of Communfty Services staff

. : ’ - L . .
was particularly helpful in many ways. Last but in no way least,

X‘ I

S

bt

g S

Madge Richardson and Dalys

s
e

organized. They deserve special applause.

Aum gat.things.codéd, tabulated, typed and

Thanks to all of you, and particularly thanks to those we haven't

named. We haven't.forgotten your h?lp, either.
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3

HIGHLEGHTS

This study's purpose was to evaluate Youth Scrvuce Bureaus in
. f
Callfornia. ObJectlves were to determine if the bureaus could d;vert

juveniles out of the justicc system,‘coerdinate community reSQUrces, and

{” : reduce delinquency in the areas served. Included in the report are:

e An oyera!l evaluation of the bureaus established'pursuant
‘td‘Califorhia'S'YOUth Service Bureaus Act of 1968.
® Separate analyses of ten Youth Service Bureaus.f

Evaluation methods included deSIgning and nanntalnlng an’ informatlon
sys.tem .on youth served obtaining servnce rea~del|nquencv stat:sttcs;v
observing programs,_untervsewnng project staff and communlty resources,
_ahd providing techqieal assistance to bureaus conduptingasupp)ementary

‘

evaluations.
These are the mainlfindfng§~of'this evaluationr
° *The‘piiot Caiifdfn!a‘Youth Servfce»Bureaus' halimark was to
develop and prov:de servnces dnrectly - often wlth staff

'detached from other agencies -- to youth referred by an array.
of agency and rhdnvudual sources.

e - Most of the CaiifOrhia bureaus received a‘major&ty:of their.
'referrals ?rdm-aéehcies; >§choole'uere’the‘most freouent referral
';source among agencaes._ Justice syStem use of the'bureaus as a

referral resource was less than antscupated, var;ed from com-

vmunuty to cmﬁmunlty; and fluctuated through tlme.'

xiv
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" decreases were from twenty to forty percent. : | y

.

During July 1971 to June 1972 ten California Youth Service Bureaus

_provided direct service to nearly 5,000 new clients. Youth were

referred for both delinquent and nondelinquent reasons. New

clients were most often fifteen years old.

The single most frequent service delivered to Youth Service

Bureau clients was family counseling. As intended, the typical

youth had few contacts with a bureau, with many youth either

‘needing Or‘acceptingubureau‘eervices»brﬁefly,

Based on a study in selected bureaus, youth: referred to the Youth

Servxce Bureaus from all sources werefless llkely to be arrested

=

“in the six months followlng bureau intake than in the six months

before.

Delinquency was ‘reduced in most of the bureau service areas.

This conclusion is based on the substantial reduction in Juvenlle
arrests in(the'majorjty of the areas compared with the period

before the bureaus were opened, -

Diversion from probatioh'intake‘was apparent. The number of
JUVenI]e arrests referred to probatlon intake decreased markedly

in four of the flve areas where data were available. "These

SerVIce area data show that the most dramatlc diversion of
Juvenlles from justice system processing was from probat‘on

intake among‘youth'with three characteristics: ' }

XV



-- ot alreadyegnrprobagion ' )
~-- _residents of the bureau service area

-- referred to‘probation by the bUreau,area's'local police

in, the three bureau areas where data were‘availablé,jini-
tial probation referrals.of bureau area youth referred by
local police decreased between 45 percent and 60 percent

in two to threé years.

e While justice agencies in,the service areas did nOt~refer

all of the d:verted youth to the bureaus, these agenctes 1
‘ began to handle youth in trouble dlfferently. Thus, the
presence of a Youth Service Bureau appears to affect

3

youth other than those whom’ nt serves dlrectly..v

e ln summary, by.providing serviceszfdr'youthlmost of the -

first Youth Service Bureaus in Californié were instru-
mental in d|vert|ng youth out of the Justice system.’
Moreover, Lhe preponderance of evudence |s that de]ln--‘

-qUency was reduced in the bureau serv:ce areas.

XVi

CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

" This ‘is an evaluation of Youth Service Bureaws in California. ' These
pilot bureaus have their roots in’the President's Commi s fon report of
1967, whose.major'specific,recommendation for delinquency prevention pro-

gramming was the youth service bureau.!

Youth Service Bureau strategy in California was based on the thinking
presented in the President's Commission report, coupled with the mandzte
of special Youth Service Bureau legislation and suggestions for implemen-

tation in statewide Standards and Guidelines.

What follows is a brief description of Youth Service Bureau origins

in the nation and in California.

Urigins of Youth Service Bureau Concept

In 1967 the President's Commission recommended that youth service
bureaus act as central coordinators of all community services for young
people and also provide services lacking in the community or neighborhood,
especially ones designed for less seriously delinquent juveniles.

_ The Commission recommended:

e Communities should’establish neighborhOOd youth-Serving‘agencies--
youth service bureaus -= Iocated if possnble in comprehensive- nelgh-
borhood communuty centers and recelvnng Juvenlles (delinquent and
nondelinquent)_referred by the pollce, the Juventle court, parents,

schools, and other sources.
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agencies.. . R N P EVE T e S .

® Efforts, both private and public, should"be\intensitfed to. i .

_establish youth service bureaus to provide and céordinate programs

for young people.

I -

=

o Police forces should make full use of the central‘diagnosispand
coordinating services of the youth servfces'bureau.z

in elaborating on these recommendations, the Commrssion;S'JUVenile
Deiinquency Task r¢r¢e Tndioated’that lonégierm Fecomnendatfons for youth
service bureaus required the‘creation of new social %nStTtutfons.3' Howévér,
the Task Force suggested that currently eXEsting‘neighborhood centers could
serve'as_the basis for the necessary institutions, even:fhough the9 dfd not
appear to be making a 'sufficient impact on delinquency chtrol at that time.
Nevertheless; the Task Force favored the expanded use ot community aéencies,

ideally to be iocated in comprehensive community centers, tor‘dealing with

ok

delinquents nonjudiciaily and close to where they live.

The Task Force suggested explorlng the availablllty of‘federal funds
both for establlshlng the coordlnatlng mechanlsns basnc to the youth service
bureau's operatlons and for instituting programs needed |n the communlty.

A range of operational forms was ment|oned as a possnblllty. Staffing

‘ advocated in that report focused on laymen,_engaged as: volunteers or paid

staff, to aUQmentvthe professional staff in the official justice system

¥

The target population recommended for youth sérvice bureau service ideal~
'Nhiie‘énticipating

Iy was to be both‘delinquent andinonde1indUent youth.

that some cases would normally originate wuth parents,‘schools, and other

sources, the Task Force expected the bulk of referrais to come from. polsce

Sy
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and juvenile coqft intake staff.

""Police and court referrals should have

special status in that the youth services bureau would be required to accept

them all."* The Task Force report continued, ""The youth services bureau
should also accept juyeniles on probation or parole . . . It should -accept
'walkfns‘ and parental requests for voluntary service. |t should respond

to requests for aid from other organizations and individuals. But the

compelling priority would be youth who have already demonstrated their in-

ability to conform to minimal standards of behavior at home or in the com=

Y

munity.“5 "Troublemaking and "acting out" were two other terms the report

used in describing the target population.

" In conjunction with the key group of youth to be served ('trouble~

making'') and the primary referral sources proposed (police and court intake),

it is critically important that the President's Commission envisaged that
referral to the bureau and acceptance of the bureau's,service would be
voluntary. Otherwise, the Commission said, '"The dangers and disadvantages
of coercive power would merely be transferred from the juvenile court to
it,''6 The proposed youth service bureau was to render service onhrequest
of parents or with‘their consént, Voluntary participation by the juvenile
and his family in working‘out and followfng a plan of service or rehabilita-

tlon was to be fundamental to the bureau's success, since it was designed

Moreover, the Task Force report stated

to offer help wnthout coercnon.
"{n accordance with |ts basic voluntary character, the youth servnces bureau
should be requ1red to comply W|th a parent's request that a case be referred

to the Juven;le'court."7

‘Significantly,-the Task Force proposed the youth‘service bureau as an
alternative to the juVenile court, rather than a substitute for it. In

-3_
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uﬁﬁewwmmmigmq&ﬁezyuuﬁ&‘é&ﬁwﬁﬂa,hmnaauﬁgxepm@&@ By th%mﬁﬁﬁlf$§&sﬁdﬁm*”$
Commissivm %% to offer juwenites and thelr parents & q&cmcﬁzhﬁﬁww@n iﬂM@ﬂEEa’
conrt and the youilh seswice Buresw sad was not plannad to completely talke

the pliece of the juvemil= cam’t.

Wi le & broed range of services and certain mandatery functions Ware:
suggestrd for the yooth service buresw, individually taflored work with
troublemeking youth was proposed as @ primagy funckiom. The Task Forca
recommended thet the buresos vmwﬁd‘& have a mand*amﬁ:f responsibility to develep
and moritor @ plan for garvﬁaa for these youth., Em additvien, the Task Force
intended youth service bureaus to act a5 central én@:&ﬁnatuéé of all com~
munity services for young peogle and to gmﬁd‘@ services lacking in the
community or neighborkood, especially ones desigoed for less serionsly delin-
quent fuvemiles. Services were to be under the buredu's direct control

either through purchase or by voluntary agreesent with other community

argenizations. Suggestions for service inciuded group and individval counsel-

ing, placement in group and foster homes, work and recreationa! programs,

enployment counseling, and special remedial or vocational education.

Even though the Task Force strésse& that acééptancevcf the youth service
bureau's sarvicaé wéuid be VQluntarf, it ﬂcnetﬁéTeSS,reccwmeadéd that
e o s I the request to seek évai!ab?e help is ignored, the police or, in
certain communities, another organized group may refer the case to court,''8
?uwever, the Task.Force suggested that the cption of court referra} should
terminate when the Juventic or hzs family aad the youth serv:ce bureau agree

#

tpor an appropriate disposition. "{f a departure from tha agreed-upon course

of conduct should thereafter acéur, it should be the community agency [the

-l -
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youth service bureaul that exzrcises the althority to r@f‘fw to court.h?
More sg@c&ftqmlly, the Task Force proposed, “1t may be n@g@gsavy o V@St the
mtbf sepvices bureaw with authnri'w to refer to court within a bvl@f‘ izrm%
not more thon 80 and prafarably not mere than 30 days=~thage wlth \xzt\om e |
csmnot deal affectively 0 Paradoxically, the Task Force alse stated that
it s inappropriate to confer on youth service bumaué U, . .+ a power to
arder traatment or alter custody or impose sanctions for deviations from

the suggested gm@mm.‘“”'

The Commission also envisaged some of the consequences which eould
rasult from instituting youth sarvice bureaus and some of the 'czhcélms; to be
censidarad in planaing for them: “The relationships among the parts of the
criminal justice system and between the system and the community's other
institetions, goveramental and nongovernmental, are so Intimate and Intrl
cate that a change anywhere may be felt evarywhere « . « A raform like
organizing & Youth Services Bureau to which the police and juvenile court,
and parents and school officials as well, could refer young people witl re=
quire an enormous amoﬁnt oF'p}ahhihb.~ Such a burcau wTil have to work ¢lose=
‘ly with the community's otheﬁ'youth-serving agencies.. It will affect the
caseloads of juvenile courts, probation services and detention facilities.
it will raise legal issues of protecting the rights of the young people
referred to it. It could be attached to a local or St&te government in a
varféty of ways. |t could offer many different kinds of S&rVICE:/ylt could

be staffed by many different kinds of people. It could be financed‘in many
< ; . A w ’
different ways.''12

It
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pilot Youth Service Bureaus.

established in the state,

b
)

Origins of Youth Service Bureaus jn California

In 1968 $enator George Deukmejian introduced the Youth Service Bureaus
i .
Actl? in the California StatecLegisIature. This Act provided the frame=

work and pilot fundlng for the flrst Youth Servnce BureaUS to be |n|tsated

and funded by a state.lﬁ
A

To partially defray expenses in estusblishing Youth Service Bureaus in
not more than four communities in California, State support of $100,000 was

included in thé Youth Service Bureaus Act.

The California Youth Authority, working in conjunction with local com-

ﬁynities,‘provided_readership for developing pilot Youth Service Bureaus

within the state. . Youth Authority staff, the California De!lnquency’Preven—

tion Commission, and county delinquency prevention commissiong worked
together to develop standards and guidelines for the program;'established

pursuant to the legislation. The Youth Authority was also selected to

administer the funds, to provide technical assistance and ‘to evaluate the

b

The $100,000 of State support was matched with $150,000 in LEAA funds

through the Ca]ifbrnia Councll on Criminal Justice. This pérmittéd‘expan-
sion of the p:lot bureaus to flve additional communltnes, as we]l as pro-
viding for the lnltla] evaluatlon by the Youth Authorsty s Divisuon of

Research an& DeVelopment. Thus, not,four—rbutxninehrpuiot bureaus were .

+ -

*

~ The seed money of $25,000 per bureau per year was. 'ntended as an in-

centive for local publtc and private agenC|es to pool thelr delunquency ’

- o
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PrCQENtion resources. It was not intended to provide complete funding for
a Youth Service Bureau.

Each Youth Service Bureau funded in this manner in California was:

e To coordinate community public agencies and private organizations

Wintefested in delinquency prevention so that they could work

together to divert youth from the juvenile justice system,

To have the support of the juvenile court, the prebation department,

and the law enforcement agencies of the community to be served.

. To be lbcally controlled by a managing board.

To be staffed by a youth services coordinator, hired from grant
funds, to serve as executive officer of tﬁe managing board and to
be primarily responsible for day=to-day operations and services.
Additional full or part-tihe‘staff and supportive services were to
be contributed from participating agencies, organizatiohs and

volunteers. -«

To be a neighborhood Ceﬁtei centrally located in the community to
be served.
To be a’place in the community to which delinquents and delinquency-

prone youth could be referred by law enforcement agencies, parents,

schools, énd other sources in lieu of referral to an official

justice agency. o

 To provide a wide range of services and continuity of treatment for

individual youth.l!?




State funds for the pilot Youth Service Bureaus were unavailable after
June 30, 1971, because of State budget cuts. To‘continbe‘bperéting, all
but one of the pilot bureaﬁs applied directly fo the Couﬁcrf on Criminal
Justice for funding., With thé new funding situatidn, more than the orfginal
$25,000 per year seed mohey was availabie to each of thé buréahs. Grants
of federal funds ranged from $50,000 to $153,000 ber bureau, depending

mainly on local match available.

In order to complete the evaluation of the pilot phase of Youth Service
Bureaus in California, the Youth Authority received a grant from the U. S.
Department of Justice, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal

Justice. This report is the result of that evaluation.

Organization of This Report

Chapter Il discussés SOhe of the theOreti¢a1~355umptioﬁs underlying the
objectives set forth in the Youth Service Bureaus Act and in the Standards
and Guidelines for Califbrnia's pilot bureaué; This Chabterfalso defines
some of the major terms‘uSea'throughout tHe reporf; In Chapter 111, the

evaluation is described: its objectives, criteria, and methods.

Chapter [V reviews the‘Strétegy used in California®'s Youth Service
Bureaus, This }nciudes their de;ision-structure, their staffing, and ;heir
functions. A primaryffunctioﬁ, direct services, to ybufh,'is 8¢scribed'fn :
more detail iﬁ Chéptef V. ‘This éhapter’repofts‘oﬁ reférralfsource§'to the

bureaus, reasons for referral,.clients' characteristics, and the amounts

* .

and types of direct work with youth,

i i e s g e S ST
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Chapter VI summarizes the Youth Service Bureaus' role in coordination
of‘delinquency prevention resources, both on a case level and on a program
level. Law enforcement and Youth Service Bureaus were seen as developing

a special relationship. Therefore, Chapter VIi looks at this specific

linkage.
‘Chapters VIil and IX evaluate the Youth Service Bureaus' impacte.
Chapter V111 analyzes diversion on an individual level and on a community

level from the juvenile justice system. In Chapter IX, the effect of Youth

service Bureaus on délinquency reduction is examined.

In Chapter X, this evaluation's conclusions regarding the pilot Youth

Service Bureaus in California are summarlzed.

While this concludes the main report, the reader's attention is called
to the Appendices, where each of the pilot Youth Service Bureaus is‘briefly
descriBed‘and its impact analyzed. These descriptions each summarize the
bureus' éervicevarea, decision structure, facility, staff, youth served,
service provided, anhv{mpaét. The main report focuses on evaluating the
Youfh Service Bureau con;ept, but the Appendices convey more of the flavor

of individual Youth Service Bureaus as they were implemented throughout

california.
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CHAPTER 11, OBJECTIVES, ASSUMPTIONS AND DEFINITIONS : In California, broad goals for the pilst bureaus were specufoed in tJe
, . V : . : b Youth Service Bureau Act: 'It is the intent of this Act to explore the use
’The’goals for yoyth Serv:ce bureaus suggested Dy,the Presndent.e o i of a program which would allow local delinquency preventiogﬁ§ethces‘and
Commissiopyjn}!Sé? were principeily :0 provide and coordjna;e programs for ﬁ resources to operate within a singie Faeility'and'organiiétionel’structdfe
young people. as a means to (a) provide‘needed.coordination of efforts, and (b) reduce
" The President's Commission saw tnree levels of controlling and com- ff the incidence of delinquency in selected project areas.''l8
~bating delinquency: 1) Opportunity for a]i young people to participate in 'é Two immediate objectives for the pilot Youth Service Bureaus in Caii-
the legitimate aotivities of society; 2) Coercive authority of the court fornia were based on these broad goals: . - :
(including custody, adjudication of fact, and imposition of sanction) for : : : : T .
neaeing Vs ] ‘ SEaaEE P ' ' e To divert a significant number of youth from the juvenile justice
those who, at this point in our understanding of human behavior, appear to
: system.
need it; and 3) Help partlcularaced enough to deal with the specnel needs , ‘ ‘ , 1 AT ,
e To utilize existing community resources in a more coordinated manner.
of youth with special problems but that does not separate them from their _ :
é; : peers and label them for life, 16 B : ’ g These are intermediate objectives. The ulgimate objecﬁiye was c}early
f : ) -, S G set forth in the state legislation:
Youth Service Bureaus were presented as one solution particularly ,
applicable to the last level. The President's Commission assumed at that L e To reduce the incidence‘of delinquency in the PrOJ%Ft areas.
; : level the stigma of delinquency could be avoided by Uang.communizﬁsagencies i : ‘

Diversion from the Juvenile Justice System -- A Rationale =

instead of processing by an official agency regarded by the public as an

arm of crime control. While the concept of diversion was discussed less often in 1967 than

3

) ' : today, youth service bureaus were proposed in part as a reSponse te the pro-
(More recent proposals for youth service systems, particuiarly by the

blems created by processnng Juventles through tﬁe justice system.19 Planners,

R

U, S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, YouthbDevelopment and

Dal ~ o increasingly aware of these problems, set dlversnon ‘From the juvenlle Justlce
Delinquency Prevention Administration, have encompassed two of the three e

i ‘ S SR system as one of the fundamental goals of California's pilot Youth Service -
levels, Youth service systems not only focus on the special needs of youth : : : D e :

= . , » : : ‘ Bureaus.

with,sPeCJal problems but also on opportunities for all voung people to.

L. o .. e e e g ocessing ma not be
participate in the legitimate activities of society.l7)- The d:versuon goal presunes ‘that Justuce system pr g y .

the most effectuve method for preventtng further dellnquency among the bulk

- 1=
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of j iles i ‘
Juvenwles who get 1nto troublea D|5|!lus|onment wntn tne effect of the
Jjuvenile Justice system |s due to amblguous deflnltlons of dellnquency

]

d|5p051tions b
ased on
|d|osyncrat|c dec35|ons, and adverse consequences

result;ng from justice system processing.

Each year a vast‘number of young people enter the juVenile‘justiCegsys-
tem for acts whlch are not crimes /for adult5°’ incorrigibility, truancy,
runnnng away, and even stubbornness. In addition, substantial numbers of
juveniles are processed by the justﬁcefsyStem for minor offenses which are
neither recurring_ nor a serious threat to the community.

With the ambiguous definitions of delinquency,.there are virtually no

nondeltnquents. “Juvenlles have commi tted, and'commit acts daily, which if
¢ » k

detected could result in adJudlcatlon.”20

Because of‘this catchall character of the statutes which~define delfn-
quency, the communlty, ‘the police, and the courts respond uneven%y to
delinquent acthIty--uneven in deflncng and reportlng dellnquency and in
apprehending, detalnlng,-and referring;the young,person for further proces-

~sing bY»the system,

This uneven response to dellnquency is due |n part to the absence of
vclear-cut crfteria for selectlve reductvon from JUSth& system processsng
_Thus, Iaw entorcement and probatlon |ntake staff have been tacntly encouraged
to screen out cases (and screen in cases) based on ldlosyncratxc ctosce.

Dectsnons are heavuly welghted by: an |nd|vidual's dlscret:on and are often

based on factors which may be lrrelevant to preservcng public safety an the

communlty.

3

More specifically, ''The power of a group.determines its ability to

keep its people out of trouble with the law, even in instances where they .

have actually violated it . . . ‘When‘aggroup's general capacities to

influence are high, the official delinquency rates of its‘children'and(ﬂ%uth
g B it
. : Vo
tend to be low."2l Martin also points out that competent communities have
long been reducing offucnal dellnquency by meeting the problem by unofficial

means, ut:l:z:ng the communuty s=-not an |nd|v1dua|'s--susta|ned organlzed

recognuzed and utillzed power,

t
In this way, community. condltlons and organizatlonal arrangements. signi-

f:cantly contrlbute to and dlfferent|ate who |s to be or not be a delinquent. 22

~Other experts have cited individual economic power to buy services for

one's child as another method of selective reduction from just’ce system

processing.23

Although the first juvenile court was established nearly 75 years ago
to advance the welfare of,chi]dreng its history has demonstrated‘that this |

goal has not often been achueved.' Indeed, juvenile court processing has

snstead magnzf«ed some of the problems it was created to resolve.

The juvenile court has been called ... . the marketplace wherein: the
community,reputations and social identities of youth in trouble are trans-

acted."'2" For all too many youth, it becomes the marketplace wherein a

“negativeicommunfty-reputation‘is unwillingly purchased, consumer protection

is minimal, and all sales are final.

Once a juvenile is |dent|f|ed as a dellnquent labelingband differen=-

tlal handltng allow him fewer opportun!tles for posltnve participation in

e ]3 —"
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the normal or more aceeptable lostitut?ons of his cbmmunity. There are many
examples of how the stigma resulting from a delfnqueneY record can produce
multfplied:handlcaps:‘ increaSed‘police~surVeillanee, neighborhood isolation,
lowered recepthity:and tolérance by school officials, and rejection by

prospective employers.25

The self—FulFilling prophecy of belng iabeled a delinquent further

reduces the‘self-esteem of the Juvenlle selected for Justlce system proces=

sxng and d|m|nxshes his stake in confornlng to even mtnlmal commun i ty

expectatl ons. . ‘

Furthermore; there is evidence that the farther a juvenile becomes

engulfed in the justice system, the greater are h

26

arrest,

is chances of subsequent

Thus, there are several disadvantages arising from the present practices

of enmeshing juveniles ln-the'justice system. One difficulty is the over-
nominationlfor'justlce system processing of youth committing delinquent acts,
based on the ambiguous and catchall charaeter of current statutes and on
community attltudes toward defining and responding to dellnquency. Another

difficulty is the differential selection for further‘processlng; determined

by idiosyncratic dispositional choices. 0On a more far-reachlng level, this

is based on the community's polltlcal power or the family's economlc power.
Officially labeling:a'young‘person a delinquent and thereby stigmatizing him

only compound the inequitles’generated~by his initial selection. from an

: amofphOUSvhoolvof would-be dellnquents.

These, . then, are among the reasons for. developnng youth serviee bureaus

with a diversion obJectlve, focused on provudlng an alternative to the

'justlce system for young peopie in trouble,

-1k -
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Two alternatives to justice system processing merit °°"5i,de“‘rat'i:°m .
(1) Some of the actions of children and parents now subject to defl“lsléﬁ
as delinquency or unfitness should be éonsidered as part of the lnevltablet
everyday problems of livlﬁgtand‘growing"up;"(ZT'Many‘of°the'§f°b‘ems con=
sidered as dellnquency ‘or predelinquency should be ‘defined as famllYo

ducatlonal or welfare problems, and diverted away from the JUVenlle court
e J '

27 in thls

into other community agencnes, such as the youth servuce bureau.

or
manner, ''. . . problems wull be absorbed |nformally into the communlty,

if they are deemed sufficiently serfous, they will be funneled into some
typé‘of’dlyerSYOn“iﬁstltuflon;‘staffedxand organized to cope withrproblems

v ‘ s de 1 na 128
on their own terms rather than as antecedents to delinguency.

DeffnltlonﬁofADlversion

NS

With the problems inherent .in juvenile justice system processing, diver-

SIon emerged as a strong need to whach Californla s Youth Servnce Bureaus

were addressed Therefore, a clear understandlng of what is meant by dlver-

sion lS crltlcally lmportant.

Diversion is defined in this discussion as the process whereby problems
otherwuse dealt wlth ln a context of delcnquency and OfflClal actlon wull
be deflned and handled by other nonJustlce system means.29 Advocates of
dlverslon propose that dlvers=on should be the goal of mreJudlcaal proces-
sing with a clearly deflned pOllCY and wuth decusnons based on predetermlned
crlterla.3°ﬁ In thlscanalyS|s, the term dlversuon is llmlted to ldentlfced
programs that have clearly stated obJectlves, that are selected as ratnonal
and v:suble alternatnves to further processing into the Justlce system, and
1,31

are, in fact, operational and not just theoretical.

- 15-
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in planning for California's initial Youth_Service Bureaus, it was
assumed that dlver5|on poincnes would be |mplemented admlnlstratuvely in
the communltnes where Youth Service Bureaus were establlsbed . Legal stra-
tegles for diverS|on, such as limiting the Jurlsdiction of the. Juyenilew

court or mandatlng eXploratlon of alternatlve resources before referral to

court intak , .
| ake, were not put into operation with the Youth Service Bureaus Act

Coordlnation of Community‘Resources -= A Rationale -

"To act o : , |
_ actraskcentral coordinators of all community services for young
people.'' T : L o : | rvices Tor. young

. his was one function proposed for the youth service bureaus by

the President's Commission Task Force.

institutions to young people and their”problems.‘

ing.considered the problems attached to processing by the'juvenile
justice sy ' uestion whether deli L < | y
e system, one may'questlon whether delinquencf:predietion and early
i dentifi on pi ap: & b
ication for prevention programs, perhaps throughnthe schools"would
N ! -

be a P"referablealternath“:e‘; e TR

ABecaust f the 2 \ | o
e of the ar bltrary reasons and selection methods for Justlce o
system pr »
P ocessung, there |s no accurate method for predictung delunquency
indeed .
most predlctlon methods overpredlct and |nclude many chlldren who

rmwrcme
to the attention ‘of the Justlce system. In addition early

identl |
flcatlon magnlfles the negative labeling process, stngmatuzang th
“a e

chlld earller in Ti fe .
1d e » ife with a "predelinquent" or “del:nquent prone“ label

e
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young people into traditional delinquency prevention programs,

Channeling

moreover, perpetuates one of the fallacies underlying much of juvenile justice’

+

processing at the present time: that what is wrong with a delinguent is

limited to the youth or his fami ly.32

A potential role for youth service bureaus, then, is to challenge'this

fallacy and to recognize that there is a fundamental need to modlfy the

system of social and justice services. Coordlnation of community services

and resources is one method of fulllng this need. , ‘

There are several reasons for the youth service bureaus to attempt to

fil1l the needs for system modi fication and coordination. Gaps in services,

duplication, fragmentation and lnacce551b|l|ty of services are all found

<t

on a widespread basis.

The California Youth Service Bureaus Act assumed that sufficient delin-

tion services and resources already exist. This is a premise

quency prevent

tndeed, in most communities

with which many people strongly disagree.

-

there are gaps in the s people in trouble.

ervices presentiy existing for young

Many of the serV|ces needed to respond to young people ] problems are srmply

the youth or his family do not have the

not available; particularly when

means to pay for them.

At the same time, some services are dupllcated. Planning for addltional

thereby unwnttlngly lncreaS|ng the dupli-

services is seldom coordlnated,

in a communlty is also |ncreased when

cation. Duplication of services withi

large agencnes habltually make’referrals to specialized personnel wlthln

the»ageney.

- ]7 -,.
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thelr peers have confidence.“35

Often; various agenci : ‘
"=y VATIOUS agencles or parts of agencies are unconcerned with the con

i’ f l ; p ]l . . 1 * - t Y ! ! -

more frequen ibl ‘

q‘ tly responsible,only for the content of their endeavors rather
than fo- b

r both the content ane consequences of them. One observer noted:

11
We haVe not vet establtshed the principle that .

continult
y of community concern when its own contact ends,"'33 Fragmenta

tion of ser
vi;es points to the need for continuity of treatment for individ

ual youth,

When refe
rrais are made to other agencies or organlzatlons, they are

ofte
n superficially made -~ with the knowledge that no good will be accom

plished,
This has been called "community self-deception“s“ but it has

been er
peérpetuated because there has been no contmuuty of responSIbll ty
1

between agencies.,

The in ‘
appropriate response of existing communlty servnces to youth in

OI aCCeSSIb;]‘tY. 'nCOIIVEHIEHt IOCBtIOHS, U“leahstlc lIOUIS
i k ’ »

Impersonal ~
p nal styles of de]ivery, and unresponsiveness to the needs of youth

current|
y living in the area are often drawbacks to linking youth ‘In troubl
e

to th& C y r r f e
ommunit S pUb]iC and P lvate services, In addition some of th
)

y

“Soci k ‘
, al agencles generally resist ‘working with hard=to-reach youth and

are seldom equig '
quipped to do S0, Furthermore young people themselves resist

« + an agency whnch has "

b

b1
3
%
A
w3
D
H
3
&
4

facility and organizational structure.

)

Thus, there are several reasons for focusing on system modification

and coordination, instead of solely focusing on behavior change among youth
in order to reduce delinquency.

The Youth Service Bureau legislation in California assumed that the

bureaus ‘could help eliminate duplication of efforts in a community. The

legns\atuon also implied that by coordinating services and resources, each

 vouth Seerce Bureau could provide a wide range of services within a 5|ngle

It also proposed that by doing -
this, the bureaQ could furnish continuity of treatment for individual youth.
With the seed money as an incentive for local public and private agencles

to pool their resources, it was intended that staff anﬁ supportive seryices
would be contributed by participating agencies, organizations and volunteers,

thereby enhancing the likelihood of coordinated programs.

pefinition of Coordination

Because coordination can refer to a multitude of activities in the social

services and criminal justice fields, a variety of interpretations of the

Task Force's intent has been suggested and confusion has resulted.

Delinquency prevention coordination may be defined as a system of ex-

changes36 with the goal of bringing agencies into a common action, movement

or condition. This system of exchanges becomes more complex as the quantity

and value of the agencies' resources commltted to coordlnatlon increase.,

As this happens, agencies may become increasingly cautious about coordinating

their resources, since increased commi tment of resources requires greater

risk-takiﬁg.37
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¢ level of coordination is case coordination, Another level is

program coordination,

If the Youth Service Bureaus aréxtO'provide conﬁinuity of treatmént
for individual youth, it is ‘assumed they will coordinate cases. Case
coordination may involve information, referral and allocations of respon-
5ibil{ty through such techniques as case conferences. Referrals may include
Tinking vouth to services throughka variety of methods. Referrals may
include accountabllity to the referral source and, if the service has been

unsatlsfactorily delivered, intervention with Individual advocacy

If the Youth Service Bureads are to reduce duplication of delinquency
prevention efforts-~as well as to reduce gaps, fragmented services, and
Inécaessibflfty, it Is assumed they will coordinate programs. Program
coordination may include coordinated planning to reduce duplication and to
systematically fill gaps in services. It may include deveiopiné formalized
Joint agency programs, mutually assisting in extending programs-~such as
detaching personnel from one agency to another to perform specialized
functions, and mutually modffying*agency functions to divide responsibili-

ties more ratlionally.

Thus, ' ; i ]
hus, utllizing the tactics of both case and program coordination, it
. | ’
was ‘ ' off] ' 2 Bu |
assumed that Youth Service Bureaus in California would divert juvenilés
out : ; it s
of the justice system by coordinating community resdurces. Bureau

1 n . 4 £ 3 o y » N .
planners assumed that if these objectives were met, delihquency in the

snrv{ce‘areas would be réduced;

- 20 -

e

CHAPTER 111, EVALUATION OBJECTIVES, CRITERIA AND METHODS

Evaluation Objectives

Based on the program objectives, this evaluation's objectives are:

e To determine if Youth Service Bureaus can divert a significant

number of youth from the juvenile justice system.

To determine if the bureaus can utilize existing community resources

1}

in a more coordinated manner.

To determine if delinquency is reduced in selected project areas.

Evaluation Criteria

To determine how effectively these general objectives were met, more
specific evaluation criteria, summed up in a series of questions, were

used to analyze the impact of the pifbt bureaus., These are the criteria

used:

s

Delinquency Reduction:

o Are there fewer juvenile arrests in the Youth Service Bureau service

areas than there were befouz the bureaus were established?

o Vhere comparison with other areas is feasible, is the number of
arrests decreasing‘Faster (or increasing more slowly) in the Youth

Service Bureau service areas than in similar nonbureau areas?

@ |f there are reductions in the number of juvenile arrests in the 3
bureau service areas, are these reductions primarily in the types
of offenses that are being referred to the Youth Service Bureaus?

- 2] =
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Diversion:

# Does lawlenforcementvutilize the Youth Service Bureaus by referring

o

youth to them?
PO |

What criteria does law enforcement use for referring~youth7to the

bureaus? Prior to the bureau s inception, what d|5p05|tion would

they have made of these cases?

What are the characteristics of the youth that law enforcement refersii

to the bureaus? Have the youth referred commi tted offenses for

which they would otherwise have been arrested?

Do youth referred to the Youth Service Bureaus by law enforcement

or probation continue to participate in the bureau voluntarily?

Among outh referred to the Youth Service Bureaus, how much and
what type of direct service do the bureaus provide, and for what

types of service are youth referred to other agencies?

Do youth referred to the Youth Service Bureaus have fewer arrests

and less severe offenses after referral to a bureau than before?

Are very many of the youth dlverted from the justice system to the
Youth Servnce Bureaus nevertheless put on probation anyway ==

within six months after being referred to a bureau?

Are there youths for whom the bureaus ‘recommended probation who
could have remained out of the system if additional services were

available in the community?.

Are there fewer juvenile arrests in the Youth Service Bureaus! ser-

vice areas than there were before the ‘bureaus were established?
“ 22 -
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(A reduction. in juvenile arrests could not only mean that delinquen=~
cy has been reduced but that police are arresting fewer of the~youths
they contact.) .
pées local law enforcement refer fewer juvenile arresbé.to probation
than they did before the bureaus were established? Concbmitanﬁly, do

‘ H , : i i o 1
local law enforcement officers increase their referra]s\;o othet

“agencies" (including the Youth Service Bureau) when they make dis=

positions of arrests? 1

ati ‘ ces
e Are fewer service area youth referred to probation from all sour

than before the bureaus began operation?

1 [ . * : n d
o ‘Does probation close more cases from the service area at intake a
. ey ‘ ‘ce
refer more of them to other ageiicies (including the Youth Servic

Bureau) than it did before the bureaus existed?

El

' l the
e What factors would encourage law enforcement to make more use of

Youth Service Bureaus as an alternative to probation?

U2

Coordinatiqn:

® What have the Youth Service Bureaus done to coordinate'programs for
’deiinquenty preVention in their communities?
& What delinquency prevention resources in the service areas are
duhlicated?
Q‘ What uave‘the YoughVServiee Bureaus done to reduce duplizatien of
o ! ,

N » ] - . 3 . e ?
“delinquency prevention resources in their communities
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e Do the bureaus systematically attempt to fill gaps in delinquency
prevention services and resources in their communities?  How do

they go about doing this?

L4
o |s there accountability of cases, that is, does the bureau regularly

inform the referring agency whether the youth is cooperating with

the bureau program and what the progress of the case is?

e |Is there service integration, that is, does the bureau refer youth

to existing delinquency prevention services in its community? When

it refers youth, does it follow up to make sure the service is

adequately provided?

@ What methods does the bureau use to enhance continuity of treatment--

such as case conferences, purchase of services, etc.?

Evaluation Methods

The methodo]ogy used in evaluating California's Youth Service Bureaus

is described here in detail. The casual reader may wish to look at this

on a cursory basis in order to determine how the data was obtained to reach

this report's conclusions. However, Youth Service Bureau planneré and

evaluators may benefit from the detailing of these experiences in evaluating

this relatively uncharted area.

‘Methods used in this evaluation to determine the effectiveness of the

pilot Youth Service Bureaus in California included establishing and main-

taining an information system, obtaining service area delinquency statistics,

observing programs, interviewing project staff and community resources in

the service areas, and providing technical assistance to bureaus conducting

supplementary evaluations.

PR e et o S
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Conducting an overall evaiuation of the:pilot Vouth Service Bufeaus

in the state did not allow for intensive research on any one bureau. But

it has provided an opportunity to compare the buresus' impact. Using
cammon objectives, definitions and methods to compare the ‘effectiveness of
caveral Youth Service Bureaus can help determine which strategies have the

ost significant implications for public policy.. Only a few evaiuations

-]

of this type have been made anywhere in the nation.

Information System in January 1970 the Youth Authority's evaluation

component initiated an information system in each pilot Youth Service Bureati.
The purpose of this system was to obtain information on each individual
h]

youth served.

Bacause there were neither legal definitions nor precedents for who was
to be served, ore of the first tasks in setting up this system was to arbi-
trarily define who was to be included in the information system. .Later,
other definitions -- such as when a case was to be considered closed for

information system purposes == would be arbitrarily defined also. These
‘. | .
definitions were necessary in order to develop comparable data from each

of the bureaus.

Bureaus were instructed to include in the information system ecach

individual yruth seen for the first time by the bureau. Thus, youth who

. 3 i ith the burean
were referred to the bureau or who were in telephone contact with the bur

but were never seen by bureau staff were exciuded. Also excluded from the
’ ‘ | » ‘ < I te
information system were parents who came to the bureau on their child's

behalf., (However, the bureaus did not catggorical!y ex;lude‘any pf these

aroups from receiving services.)
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The Youth;ServicefBureau concept places a premium on confidentiality
of information. Therefore, all records forwarded to -the Youth Authority

for this evaluation were identified only by code number. The youth's name

 was known only to the bureau.

Inttially, information obtained on each youth served included the refer=
al source; reasons for referral, probable program prescribed, and a minimum
of personal information, such as the youth's age, sex, ethni¢ group and

grade in scheol.

The service the bureaus previded‘each youth was not recorded concur=-
rently, However, selected bureaus later provided estimates of the amount
and type of service provided each youth, At the same‘time, these bureaus'
staffs reviewed and recorded each youth's arrest and probation records for

six months before referral to the bureau and six months after,

Because the Youth Service Bureaus are not a part of the justice system,
blanket court orders were usually necessary to obtain access to the police
and probation records of the youth served by the bureaus, In no- case was

the request for a court order for the purposes of this evaluation denied.

From police records, bureau staff obtained information on each of the
youth served by the Youth Service Bureau ~- the number of arrests, reasons
for arrests, and dispositions made of each arrest for six months before

bureau referral and six months after.

From county probation records, bureau staff recorded the number of
times each client was referred to probation'in the six months pre~ and post-

bureau period. Bureau staff also recorded each youth's probation status

_at the time of referral to the bureau and six months later.

..26..
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+he amount

) reies. when and why
type of service provuded referrals made to other agencies, hhen an v
and

o 4 vet oot carvices in the
hureau service was ‘terminated, and the need for additional service ‘
nure ~ ' .

compunitye.

7 i is info i ' a month
in order to provide the evaluator with this information, once a ¥

[ hom
earh bureau submitted forms for ail new cllenta served, all YOULh for

has
*h*ee moﬂths has elapsed after |ntake, and ali youth for whom sux months

e! aps ed after lntake. This |nformalnon was then coded, keypunched and

tabulated by the,YoutheAuthority.

. . . ads
while shl: system provxded essentual information on input, proc ,‘,

on not
and output, the reader should be aware of some of the lnformarn

obtained;

k ' i wer for the
First, changes in unreported delinquency were not recorded

This was deliberate. Changes in unreported behavior were
g | .. N - - . e} ob.ective
not among the highestgpriorities for this evaiuation.. The diversion Ob]

youths :served.

ice lems otherwise dealt
focuses on handling outside of the justice system problems otherwis

i ' 3 bjective
within a context of official action, and the delinquency reduction obj

stresses reducing officially reported and acted upon dellnqueney‘

"
! here is no comparison ©
Second for most of the bureaus'! programs t

| robatton
control group of youth with whom to compare changes in pol1ce and p

ions o set up
records. In most community situations, it would be tnfeasuble t p

lients. Seeking sglf-

a Youth Service Bureau with- random selectxon of c

ferral
referrals froam the community and encouraging polncy changes in re

s =~ and then rejecting prospective clients == is

decisions from agencie
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counterprodicts ﬂ
Fproductive to meeting the bureasus! objectives. Cnly a well-est Biishg«

‘*8fé*ra2
system with a wiiling raferral agency lends itself to random ssiec~

tion In T » » .
» In addition, deveioping valid comparison groups of clients is pra-
cludad b 2 abserice of ctearse:, : ,
by the absence of .clear-cut criteria for referral to the bureaus. as
) * 4
wgil as by the abserce of cles s :
3 y the abﬁanﬁe Q‘f 'C]Car'"cut 'C.ri tar;a for arrest and referraf} o

prabation,

Service , . ‘
2ervice Area Delinquency Statistics In addition to obtaining data on

the delf atterns e

inquency patterns of youth served by the bureaus, this evaluation
athered baseline and ‘ inque
g baseline and trend data on delinquency in the Youth Service Bureau

service areas.,

The Youth Service Bureau concept Is not limited to changing’ihdividual
youth's behavior. Therefdre, the absence of control or comparison groups
for analyzing changes in the delinquent records of youth served is not the
only reason this evaluation included other types of data. An underlyving
assumption of the Youth Service Bureau concept is that such activiti;s as
youth ﬁavalépment, modifying existing programs, and planning new programs
to create systems éhange,'will have ‘an impact on the behavior of youth never
dlractly'served by the bureau, These activities will also have an impact
an the way the justjce system responds to juveniles. This evaluation did
not study changes In unreported delinquency in the service areas., Only

changes In officially~reported dellnquency were analyzed,

or each {llegal behavior brought to the attention of the juvenile
justi ; vis i ‘
Justice system, a decision is made before arrest, at the time of the disposi-
tion of arres poll |
n of arrest by police, and at the time of probation intake. Diversion

may take place at e e ,
Y o place at’each of these points. Therefore, this evaluation looked

- 28 -
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at statistics for each of these decision points for every bureau service
area where the data was available,

Thus, the scope of this study included arrest and disposition data
from service area law enforcement agencies. It also included initial refar=
rals to probation of youth living in the service area and fnitial disposi=

tions of these referrals. In combination with the Youth Service Bureau

information system, police and probation statistics form a prism through

which the bureau's refracted impact on the community ¢an be viewed.
Wherever possible, trends in delinquency'arrests and subsequent deci-

sions in Youth Serv?ce Bureau Service areas were compared with trends in

adjacent or nearby areas to see if the YSB area patterns were un:que or 1f

they were merely keepnng pace with trends in juveniie Justice e]sewhere.

These comparisons lncluded both law enforcement data and probatlon untake
data in some locations. |

Many of the delinquency statistics were made available‘by the Califor-

nia Department of Justice, Bureau of Criminal Statistics., Special tabula-

tions were prepared by BCS and analyzed by this evaluation. When statistfgs
were not availéble From‘thié sourcé; coUntyvprobétion departments'and law

enforcement agencies cooperated to provide this data wherever possible.

Youth Service Bureau service areas were locally generated, usually

based on a service-oriented definition Of‘néighborhood,4rather than on an
area for whxch data was readily available. Thus, some of the Youth Service

Bureau service areas do not coincide ‘with already establzaned boundar:es

for local units of government or their reporting units.
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Because juvenlle arrest data is not uniformly kept fof units smaller

wthan olties, It was necessary for this evaluation to use whatever geogra=~

phical boundaries are used lo;ally for’compiling juVenile arrests, including'*i

;pal?cﬁ beats.‘reportlngtdlstrlcts,_dlvlsions, or substations.

arrest and'depositlon data is simply not retrievable on a neighborhood basis;f":f’T

The same problems were encountered in obtalning probation department

data for areas smaller than countizs, Some counties provide probation data

to the Bureau of Criminal Statistlcs by areas smaller than counties, partic-

ular]
? by census tract., For these bureau service areas, spec;al tabula-

tlons vere provided by BCS.

ments 600perated whenever posslble by tabulatlng 1ntake cnformatlon by the

most usable unlts avallable In the local data system, such as zip codes or

census tracts,

Service Area Interviews Periodically, interviews were conducted with

bureau coordinators and staff, clients, managing board members, represen-

tatives from the criminal justice system in the service areas, and other

community pnople, These discussions provided Information on the bureaus®

to the funding agencles. In addition, they offered additional insights into

the meaning of some of thevstatistical data.

Technlcal Asslstance to Bureaus Conducting Supplementary Evaluations In é}

soma cnstances, lndlvldual bureaus wanted to conduct evaluations of some
Bspectkaf thelr program pot lncludedvin this evaluation.
they were provided wlth technical assistance in evaluation,‘and results of

these special studies were lncorparated in this report where appropriate.

- = 30 -

Some juvenile

In other servlce areas, county probatlon depart~ff

£
%

eve lopment andkoperatlon, supplementing the regular written reports provided .

Vhere possible, {h

YOUTH SERV%CE.BUREAU‘STRATEGY.!N,CALlFORNlA,

CHAPTER ",

Strategy in a delinquency preventlon program is prsnclpally the result

of sts goals and deC|S|on structure.

The Caltfornla’Youth Seerce Bureaus Act and the resulting Standards and
Guldellnes proposed the goals and declston structure for the state s Youth
Servnce Bureaus and thus the basic strategy. Nevertheless w|thln the pro-
posed strategy, there was purposely conS|derable flexublllty for each pllot

\

bureau to implement variations. The newness of the concept and local

dlfferences demanded this. This. chapter, then, dlscusses 1he Youth Service

Bureau strategy implemented ln Callfornra.‘

Decision Structure

“As the pllot'Youth Service Bureaus were established in California, they
encompassed facets’of both the ‘local operatiOn and statewide’guldance pro=
posed by the Presndent s Comm;ssnon Task Force report. ‘while“local cohtrol
was one of the primary prlnclples of the bureaus, the .outh Authorlty, a state

agency, provided technical assistance, helped deyelop:Standards and Guidelines,

and administered the state and federal funds provided to each bureau.

The Youth'Service Bureaus Act gaVe'the_county dellhduency prevention
commissions authority to assist in establishing Youth Service Bureaus in thelr
county. in California, county boards of supervlsqrsﬂhay establish a delin-
quencyvpreventionfcommisslon and appoint no fewer than seven citizens to serve
on it without pay;.,Accordinguto law, the comission's primary duty is: "o
coordinate on'a,countyewide,basis the work of those governmental and non=
governmental organlzatlons engaged‘ln activities designed to prevent juvenile

delinquency." 38
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- . of the local County Dellnquohcy‘?revontion Comission, one person from each

£

- Thus, p?anners envisaged that each pilot Youth Service Bureau in Cali=
fornia would be under the auspices of a countywide group of citizens already
charged thh dolfnquency preVentioo resources. .
in jts county was to Shareﬁtﬁe4obje¢tive of coordinating delinquency‘pre-
vention resoﬁrces. But there”Qas’one“major'differenco; the Délinquency
PrevehﬁioﬂbCOmmKSSSOn’was‘tooooordinate resources fhroughout the county, and
the bﬁreau, generally with a substantialiy,shaller servicé area, was to

coordinate resources on a nelghborhood basis.

ln additlon to assistlng in the bureaus' establishment, county
delinquency prevenhlon commissions were assigned the duties of hiring the
youth service coordinator, who would be in charge of the Youth Service

Bureau, and appointing a permanent managing board for each bureau.

This was accomplished in most bureaus. However, a legal issue arose
over whether a delinquency prevention commission could carry out these duties.
This issue;,in,Los‘Angeles County, was‘baSed on the bureaus in that county

being PrlvatelnyPQnsorgd,

Primary responsibility for decision-making after a Youth Service Bureau
was organized‘wés assigned to a Managing Board, The Managing Board was to be
responsible for establishing policy and directing the bureau., The youth

services coordinator was to serve as the board's executive officer.

The leglsiation recommended that the managing board inglude the:chairman

public agency or department and private organization participating in the
project, and residents from the area served., In addition, the legislation
racommends that {f a community coordinating council existed in the area, it

-32-
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should have one representative on the managnng "board. And the &Faﬁdards and

R
Guidelines indicated that at least 20% of the board should be re§idents of

the térget‘area of'the COmmUnlty to be served.

Monaging boards varied considerably in size, composition, and role in

decision-making. Most of the ﬁanaging boards had under twenty members, but
onebbureaU‘had sixty members on its managing board.

in line with the legislation's recommendations, managing boards

A

generally had both agency representatives and private citizens as members.

Few of the manag.ng boards |ncluded the chairman of the county delinquency

prevention commlssion as the Youth Service Bureaus Act suggested, Neverthe=

! boards.
less, other commissioners were members of most bureaus manag!ng

Participation by community coordinating councils was not strong.

Unless agency representatives on the managing board’oad some authority

over their agency's resources, managing boards were called on to make

decisions over whichthey had no authority, More specifically, the

California Youth Service Bureau concept inciudes the use of detached staff to

of
' coordinate«resources. This concept also promotes new referral patterns

youth in trouble to divert them from the justice system. Commitments from

agencies were sometimes limited to either quite temporary or rnforma1

b=
arrangements when managing board members did not have authorlty for esta

lishing agency pollcy and for committing resources. Yet, partlccpatlon on a

local managing board by policy-leVei oéﬁfnistrators appears to be unfoallsxcc

in the larger cities or counties.

Each of the Youth'Service'Bureaus had a managing or advisory board, but

cision-making roles varied considerably from bureau

_the boards' powers and de
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to bureau. In Pacifica, for example, the managing board was independent of
any single agency and was founded on a Joint Powers Agreement bétweeh the
Cﬁunty, city and school distrlcts. In San Diego and East San Jose.the
bureaus were adminisﬁratively responsible to the county probat!on department,
with advice rather than mapagement from the boards. Both of these styles

were able to generate contributions of detached staff from other agencies.

Staffing

Original seed money provided to each pilot Youth Service Bureau included !

funding for a youth services coordinator and clerical assistance. The youth
services coordinator was to be in charge of the bureau's day-to-day oper-
ations and services as well as to serve as the executive officer of the
managfng board, The coordinator's role was to encouragé public and private
agency representatives to cooperate .in a.common effbrt,‘to coérdinate their
fesources, and to support the Youth Service Bureau concept by contributing

staff and resources -~ all with the goal of improving delinquency prevention

services to youth., Specifically, the Youth Service Bureaus Act stated,

Y )
It Shall bﬁ the dUtY of a Coordinator - = = tQ recOnci ]e’ Unify’ C]arify and

make known the activities of all persons and public and private agencies and

organizations in the field of delinquency prevention in the community."

Developing new programs with a multi-service approach was a function proposed i

for the youth services coordinator.

By far, most of the coordinators have been dedicated to developing the
Youth Service Bureau in thelr community and have expended far more hours than

the traditlional 8 am to 5 pm Monday through Friday. The previous experience

- 3‘[4 -
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of most of the coordinators was In casework, particularly in probation
departments.

The coordinator's role varied with their skills and experience, but the
tasks on which each coordinator focused his or her time depended also on the
amount and skills available from other agenc1es' detached staff, staff the
bureau was able to hire itseif, or volunteers. For example, without adequate
staff or volunteers, some coordinators found it necessary to provide direct

i 3
service instead of devoting most of their energies to developing coordinated

resources.
Clerical assistance in the Youth Service Bureaus was often an under-

estimated asset. Clerical assistants generally served as receptionists,

greeting clients and other visitors to the bureau and establishihg visitors!®

initial impressions of the bureau.

Contributed staff from other agencies was an integral part of the Youth

Service Bureau concept in California. The $25,000 seed money was intended as

an incentive for agencies to pool their resources. When bureau planning

invoived existing agencies, staff was more likély to be detached from these

agencies.

- Probation departments made the largest contributions of staff, detaching

officers on a full-time basis in the San Diego bureaus and in East San Jose

(Santa Clara County) and Pacifica (San Mateo County). Police officers were

loaned to the bureaus im San Diego and East San Jose. Neither the probation

officers nor the police officers served in a capacity of official authority.

Instead, they provided counseling, organized group activities, and performed
other services in the bureaus.
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Welfare, mental health and private social service agencies ail detached

staff to some of the bureaus. Education and experience of cetached staff

ranged from newly hired paraerofessionals to psychiatrists. |
Wﬁcnktha grants to each bureau increééed in Fiscal 1972, all of the
conninuingkbureaus but one elected to hire additiona! staff. The exception
was San Diego., The original San Diego bureau in Clairemont already had a
staff complement that included the coordinator, secretary, two probation
officers, a police officer, a welfare worker and psychiatric consultation,

Rather than expand this staff, San Diego opened additional bureaus in other

sections of the city.

More typically, the California Youth Service Bureaus hired staff to
fulfill specialized functions. Staff added with grant funds included volun-

teer coordinators, resource developers, street workers, and case aides.

Functjons

R

n Its description of Youth Service Bureaus, the President's Commiséion
and 1ts Juvenile Delinquency Task Force suggested functions for Youth Service

Bureaus:

o Develop and monitor a plan for individually tailored service

for troublemaking youth. (A mandatory function)

® Provide a broad range of services, either through referral
or directly, with the services under the bureau's direct con-
trol either through purchase or by voluntary agreement with

other community organizations.

..36_
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@ Centrally coordinate all community services for young people,
establishing coordinating mechanisms and instituting programs

needed by the community.

%

Functions proposed for the first California Youth Service Bureaus were
very similar: ''to provide a wide range of services and continuity of treat-

ment for individual youths and to eliminate duplication of delinquency-

prevention efforts in a community."

3

Functions in a delinquency prevention program are determined chiefly by
the program's decisien structures interacting with the program's goals. As
this chapter pointed out, the decision structures varied from ereau to
bureau. Moreover, decision structures were both formal (such as managing
boards) and informal (such as individuals using influence). With this array
of decision structures interacting with the common goals of coordination,
diversion;'and delinquency prevention, it is not surprising that the Youth

Service Bureaus' functions differ appreciably.

The initial Youth Service Bureaus in California did not fulfill the

intention of the President's Commission to act as central coordinators of all

community services for young people. The bureaus' power and resources were

insufficient for this. Nevertheless, the Youth Service Bureaus all worked

toward coordination of services for youth.

However, the California bureaus' strongest efforts were in providing

services lacking in the community or neighborhood.

only with the community but with the type of decision structure the bureau

had.
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These observations of the pilot Youth Service Bureaus in California are A o )
Functions of each Youth Service Bureau differed appreciably. But the

similar to those of the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice

California bureaus focused on providing services lacking in the community or
Standards and Goals. In introducing the chapter on Youth Service Bureaus in :

L By neighborhood. While the bureaus worked toward coordinated services, their
the forthcoming volume on Community Crime Prevention, the Commission and '
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limited power and resources prevented them from acting as central co-
Task Force saw the bureaus across the country as a model for a service ~

. \ ordinators of all community services for young peopie.
deiivery component of a comprehensive social services delivery system. Thus,
the model is for the bureaus to deliver services by providing them directly

P or linking youth to them., A larger umbrella -- the comprehensive social

[P

services delivery system -- would act as the community's central coordinator : ' \

of all services to youth,

§ : Summary

Each Youth Service Bureau had a managing board, but these varied in size,
composition, and role in decision-making. Most boards had both agency repre=-
sentatives and private citizens as members. A function of the managing
boards was to coordiﬁate resources. But the hoards did not have the authority &
for committing agency resdurcesrtg a ccordinated effort unless members

included agency representatives in policy-making positions.

Staffing to supplement the youth services coordinator and clerical

o e -

assistance was contributed by agencies such as probatfon, police, welfare and
mental health‘departments. Private agencies also detachedvstaff‘to some of , 3?
thé bureaus. When the Youth Service Bureaus obtained funding to enlarge their !
;:é. staff, pesitions added included volunteer coordiﬁators, resource developers,

1 .
L5

'é? street workers, and case aides.,
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CHAPTER V. DIRECT SERVICES TO YOUTH

Acceptance of the Youth Service Bureau concept is increasing in Cali=

fornia. The number of pilot Youth Service Bureaus existing in California

at the end of Fiscal Year 1972 (that is, 1971-72) had increased from the

original nine to ten. The YSB in Ventura County had closed in 1971. But

two new bureaus had been opened in San Diego County, stimulated by local

acceptance of the original San Diego Youth Service Bureau.*

These ten Youth Service Bureaus provided service directly to nearly

5,000 new clients during Fiscal 1972, plus continued service to clients

previously seen, Table | shows that as most of the bureaus moved into their

third year of operation, the number of new clients they served increased

52% from the previous year.

This table also shows that most of the bureaus provided direct service

to 200 to 500 new clients per year in their third year of operation. How-

ever, the Bassett Youth Service Bureau in Los Angeles County atypigally

served more than 1700 new clients during the year, chiefly in its Free Clinie. |

A Youth Service Bureau's capacity for service and the community's util=-
ization of the bureau both have an impact on the number of new clients served.
% bureauw's capacity includes both the resources available, especially paid
and yolunteer siaff, and the amount of service it provides each client. With
the resoval of the $25,000 limit In outside grant funds for the 1971-72 year,

wmost Sureaus were able to add staff and thereby increase thelr capacity for
sE o,

AL the concluslon of Fiscal 1972, two additional You ]
ey e MERLIHEION 01 Tiscal y two additional Youth Service Burcaus
;;M == the Yuba-Sutter bureau and, In Los Angeles County, the San Fern;ndo
SaTeEe N Fourth bureau was opened In Sun Diego County, and more YSB's are

i

£
o]
:

3

TABLE 1

NEW CLIENTS SERVED BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 K
July 1970~ July 1971~
June 1971 June 1972
Total new clients served 3126 100,03 L7439  100.0%
Youth Service Bureau:
Bassett (Los Angeles County) 785 25.1 1743 36.7
San Diego bureaus (San Diego County) 438 14.0 883 18,6
Clairemont 438 14.0 378 8.0
East San Diego® - - - 399 8.4
Northwest San Diegob - - 106 2.2
Richmond (Contra Costa County) 367 1.7 499 10.5
San Fernando (Los Angeles County) 391 12.5 483 10.2
East San Jose (Santa Clara County) 225 7.2 406 8.5
Pacifica (San Mateo County) 191 6.1 296 6.2
Yolo (Yolo County) 181 5.8 229 4,8
Yuba-Sutﬁer (Yuba and Sutter Counties) 372 11.9 A 210 bk
Ventura (Ventura County®) 176 5.6 - -

*Fiscal Year 1971 is July 1970 to June 13971.

July 1977 to June 1972,

% ast San Diego opened Octbber 1971,

bNorthwest San Diego opened February 1972.

cVenturé closed June 30, 1971.

Fiscal Year 1972 is

The level of community utilization also affects the number of new

clients served, that Is, whether agencies refer youth ta the bureau and

- 4 -

whether young people spontaneous ly come to the bureau for service.
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This Is an average of just over five police referrals per month per bureau.

Sy
Most of the Youth Service Bureaus in California served more new clients gé
In Fiscal 1972 than In Fiscal 1971. While additional resources made this
more feasible, Increased community utilization was undoubtedly another con-
tributing factor in the expansion of service.
Referral Sources
Significantly, two of the three President's Commission main recommen-
dations for Youth Service Bureaus related to referral sources: '@
» That the bureaus should recelve juveniles (delinquent and non-
. delinquent) referred by the police, the juvenile court, parents,
| Vo
schools and other sources. \i
o Yhat palice forces should make full use of the central diagnosing \

and coordinating services of the bureaus.

The Presldent's Commission anticipated that the majority of referrals
would be from law enforcement and court intake staff. Thus, the unmistakable =
{ntent was for Youth Service Bureaus to offer their services principally to
young people who had already had some contact with the justice system and who

would etherwlse bacome further enmeshed in 1t.

Tahle 2 shows that these plans and recommendations were fulfilled only
partially in Cai!Forn}a. The, majority of referrals were not frém law enforce—;é
mant and court intake sthff, as anticipated. Indeed, law enforcement referred‘%
12% of the new clients ihaF!sual 1972, while probation, primarily intake, :é
referred 9%, |

L3

et o R e B e i

Nor did police forces make full use of the bureau's services. Table 2

raports 1181 law enforcement referrals to the bureaus in a two-year period.

—1{2 -

,,,,,

While 1t is significant that law enforcement utilized the bureaus by referring

youth to them, this referral rate can hardly be considered full use of a

diversion service.
TABLE 2

REFERRAL SOURCES TO CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972

1

July 1970~ July 1971~
June 1971 June 1972
Total new clients served 3126 100.0% 749 100.0%
Referred to California Youth
Service Bureaus by:
Agency 1585 50.7 2025 42.6
Law enforcement 627 20,1 554 :!}.7
Probation 363 11,6 430 9.0
School ‘ 358 1.4 855 18,0
Other agency ' 237 7.6 186 3.9 .
individual 1540 49,3 2724 57.4
Self 1993 31.8 1009 21.2
Parent 304 9.7 L66 9.8
Other individual 243 7.8 1249 26.3
Not Specific 1 * - -

*Less than 1%,

Instead of the majority of referrals coming from law enforcement and
court intake staff, for all bureaus together most of the new clients were

referred by individuals. This composite picture of referral sources does

-1,3..
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not reveal that separately most of the bureaus recelved the majority of their

referrals from agencies.

The composite view of reférral sources in Table 2 shows that just over
four in ten referrals were from agencies. Schools were the most frequent
source of sgency referrals, accounting for roughly two in ten of the new
cliants, As alrveady Indicated, law enforcement and probation each referred
about ong in %én of the bureaus' clients. Other agencies, such as welfare
and private agencles, referred less than one In twenty.

Hearly $ix in ten referrals in thls statewide composite were from
individuals, These were chiefly selfareferrals and referrals by "other
Individuals” such as friends. Pargnts were the referral source for about one

in ten of the new cllents.

Thus, In relation to the recommendatlions of the President's Commission

in 1967: (1) A greater proportion of young people than the Commission antici-
pated have been self-referrals or referrals by other individuals to some of the‘?

Califoraia bureaus, voluntarily seeking help for problems, (2) Plainly, Youth f;

Service Buredus in California (as elsewhere) have generally been under-used

ag a diversionary resource by law enforcement.

Bacause each community's Youth Service Bureau operates independently, a
description of the total referral sources Is only a blend of the varied,
focally unique referral pattﬁrasq Moreover, the Bassett bureau accounted for
mory . than goe-third of tha new c!ianﬁs served by the California Youth Service
Bureaus im 197172,  This bureau's referral sources were atypical, and the
composite view of all buremus® referral sources is strongly influenced by the

Bassetr buresau's large volume of clients.

individual bureau descriptions in the Appendices provide a clearer
picture of the pllat Youth Service Bureaus' varied experisnces in developling

reforval sources.

Reasons for Referral

in order to reduce stigma and to provide services as they were needed,
the President's Commission suggested that Youth 3ervice Bureaus serve bath
delinquent and nondelinquent youth. The Commission also recammende? that the
bureavs should particularly provide services for less seriously delinquent
Jjuveniles. ’Reasons for referral to the pilot bureaus indicate that, in

general, California's Youth Service Bureaus served appropriate clientele for

the bureaus' intended purposes.

The preponderance of referrals by youth themselves and gther individuals,
to the Youth Service Bureaus had a noticeable impact on the reasons for
referral to the bureaus. Overall, the most frequent referral reasons were
problems ather than thdse which would usually be reasons for justice system
processing, such as employment or health problems. (Table 3) in all bureaus
together, deiiﬁquent reasons, that is, specific foenée§ or delinquent ten-
dencles, were less often reasons for referral than were other youth problems.
However, six of the ten bureaus provided service prlmﬂrfly to youth referred
for delinquent reasons. Agaln, the reader is reminded that the Bassett
Youth Service Bureau, with lts atypical proportion of individual referrals,
accounted for more than a third of the new clients. Hany of this bureau's

individual referrals were for nondelinquent reasons.

-_1.15_‘
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TABLE 3

REASONS FOR REFERRAL TO CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

N 1
Fiscal Years 1971 and 1372

Total new clients served

Reasons for Referral:

§pecific Offenses

Person offenses
Property offenses
Drug offenses

Other specific offenses

Delinquent Tendencies

Incorrigible
Truancy

Runaway
Loitering, curfew

DeEendent

Qther Problems

Emp loyment problems
Heal th preblems
(problem pregnancy)

(other health problems)

Emotional problems

School learning problems

Welfare problems
- Miscellaneous

‘1No Response

Average number of reasons
for referral

July 1971-
June 1972

July 1970~
June 1971
126 100.0%
Zﬁl 24,3
17 5
245 7.8
336 10.7
163 5.2
1267 40,5
815 26,1
237 _7.6
179 5.7
10 =3
1555 k9.7
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692

24
321
196
151

1594

1029
283
253

29

13

3054

9h5
894

(546)
(348)

142

91
18

964

100, 0%
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Note: Columns add to more than 100% because of multiple reasons for

referral.
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The most prevaient "other problems", th;t‘ls, nondelinquent reasons for
referral, were employment probiems and health problems, each a reason for
referral for just under twenty percent of the new clients. While these
problems are basically not reasons for juvenile justice system processing,
they indesd may be contributing factors to a youth's delinquency or may be

consequences of being labeled a delinquent through justice system processing.

Among the reasons for referral for which youth could be processed by the
justice system, delinquent tendencies were a more frequent reason 'than were
specific offenses. One-third of all new clients served were referred for
detinquent tendencies, particularly incorrigibility, while about fifteen per-
cent were referred for specific offenses. A closer analysis of the data shows
that nearly every type of specific offense was represented in the reasons new

/

clients were referred.

Since the bureaus were designed to serve less seriously delinquent juve=
niles, they could be expected to serve a lower proportibn of youth with
specific offenses and consequently‘a‘higher proportion of youth with delin-
quent tendencies than each of the progressively more severe steps in juvenile

justlte system processing.

Table 4 shows‘that the proportion of youth processed for specific
offenses Increases and that of youth processed for delihquent tendencies
decreases as‘juvenlles pénetrate the justice system more deeply. The decision
points‘of arresting, initially referring to probation, and initially filing of
a petition each fit this progression. Table 4 also sh§ws that when delinquent

réasons for referral to the Youth Service Bureaus are totalled and non-

" delinquent reasons for referral are excluded, the proportion of specific

- 47 -
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TABLE 4

PROPORTION OF SPECIFiC OFFENSES AND DELINQUENT TENDENCIES

AT SELECTED DECISION POINTS FOR JUVENILES

PROBATION
INTAKE

YOUTH SERVICE

COURT

POLICE

BUREAUS

Inttial
Petitions
Filed

ial

Referrals

Ini

Delinquent
Reasons for

tn

Juvenile
Arrests in

in Calif.
1971

Juvenile
Courts

to Pro-
in

bation
californi
1971

California
1971

in
1971-72

YSBs
taliforni

Refearral to

- 48 -

100.09(3 100.

100.0%

100.0%

Total

Reason for

Contact:

43,5 67.5 75.0

37.5

Specific Offenses

32.5 25.0

56.5

62.5

Delinquent Tendencies

\f,‘; 5

A ot e e A

a

offenses is lower and that of delinquent tendencies is higher than at any of

.

the other decision points shown.

Thus, from this measure it appears that the Youth Service Bureaus have
served less seriously delinquent juveniles than the conventional components

of the justice system.

Characteristics of New Clients Served

Since one of the goals of Youth Service Bureaus is to divert juveniles
out of the justice system, it is important to compare the characteristics .
of the youth served by the bureaus with those referred to probation == to
determine if the bureaus are serving the community's young people who are

the most likely candidates for justfce system processing.

To divert from California's juvenile justice system, Youth Service
Bureaus must focus on services for youth under-age 18. Most youth served
directly'were‘indeed under 18 == nearly four out of five of them. (Table 5)
However, the remaining one in five of the new clients served was a young
adult, 18 or over, ;nd‘would tgrely be subject to juvenile court juris-

diction. With 1imited resources, bureaus serving substantial proportions
of young adults were undoubtedly lesé able to fill the needs for services
to young people under 18.

Overall, the pilot Youth Service Bureaus provided service to an age
group which is most vulnerable_to first-time involvement with further
Justice system processing. The median age of youth served by‘the bureaus
was only slightly younger than youth initially referred to probation.

The median age of new clients served by the Youth Service Bureaus

..1,9..
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TABLE 5

CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW CLIENTS OF CALIFORNIA
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972

e R

i e BT R B e T T o+ O Dl K, W s = - A W E R

July 1970~ July 1971~
June 1971 June 1972

Tota) new clients served 3126 100.0% 4749 100.0%
Sex
Wale 1677 53,6 2561 53.9
Female 1449 Lé, 4 2188 46,1
Age
Under 10 121 3.9 339 7.1
10«11 148 L7 350 7.4
12«13 389 12.4 667 14.0
=15 863 27.6 1090 23.0
1617 981 31.4 1271 26,8
18 and over 621 19.9 1030 21.7
No response , 3 .1 2 *

(Median Age) (16.1) (15.3)
Ethnic Group
White/Anglo 1875 60.0 2506 52.8
Mex!can-American 798 25.5 1406 29.6
Black 12 13.2 7k 15.7
Other Lo 1.3 92 1.9
Ho response 1 % - -
S5chool Status
Attending 3688 77.7
Quit/Dropped Out Not 208 b L
High School Graduate Recorded 839 17.7
No response 14 »3
Present (or Most Recent)
Grade in School [
Fourth or under 144 4,6 361 7.6
Fifth or Sixth 166 5.3 419 8.8
Seventh or Eighth ) ho2 15.7 781 16.4
;ﬁin‘th og Tenth 1047 33.5 1260 26,5
*levanth or Twelfth [ 22.;
High School Graduate } Al ‘} 23.1 ]ggg %%Z%
No response 366 11.7 34 o7
(Median Grade) (9.2) (9.7)
- 50 -
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during Fiscal 1972 was 15.3, while in Fiscal 1971 it was 16.1. Throughout
california, the median age of initial juvenile referrals to probation for

delinquent acts was 16.1 in 1971,

Slightly over half of the new clients served by the Youth Service
Bureaus in 1971-72 were boys (54%) and slightly less than half were girls
(46%). However, only 28% of the initial referrals to California probation

departments in 1971 were girls.

There are several reasons for this difference. Some bureaus provide
services which meet the needs of many young women who would never come in
contact with the justice system. One example is the Bassett bureau's
health services for problem pregnancies. In addition, communities have

traditionally been more willing to handle delinquency problems of girls on

a more informal basis.

Because the proportion of girls initially referred to probation is
increasing, equitably providing services to both sexes is responsive to

contemporary needs for youth. services.,

Ethnically, just over half of the youth served by the California Youth
Service Bureaus in 1971-72 were white/Anglo, three in ten were Mexican-
American, nearly 163 were black, and less than two percent were from other
ethnic groups. The proportion of minority clients served in 1971-72

increased from that of 1970-71.

Several distinct patterns of ethnic composition in the individual ser-
vice areas are obscured in the composite data for all bureaus. For example,

the Richmond program served a predominantly black population, while the Bassett,
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Planners thus anticipated that the California bureaus would offer many

. developing access to already established services.

San Fernando and East San Jose bureaus each served a substantial proportion

of Mexican-American youth.

. !

All but a few of the new clients were attending school or had graduated£i 

from high school when they first came into contact with the Youth Service
Bureau. Less than five percent of the new clients had quit or dropped out

of school. New clients' median grade in school in 1971-72 wa&s 9.7.

Individually Tailored Work With Troublemaking Youth

A mandatory function proposed by the Presudent ] Commlssion for Youth

Service Bureaus was to develop and monitor a plan for |nd|vudua!ly tailored

work with troublemaking youth. Services lacking in the community were to be;‘

i

provided by the bureaus. Rélated to this proposal, California's Youth

Service Bureaus Act specified that pllot bureaus in the state were to provnde

a wide range of services and continuity of treatment for individual youths.

services directly, but they also implied the bureaus could be the vehicles fo{é

¥

As they developed, all of the California bureaus focused primarily on |

providing services directly rather than providing widespread access to exist

ing services through service brokerage and referral or intervention and

advocacy.

Types of Direct Service A variety of direct services to youth were

developed and provided by the pilot Youth Service Bureaus. Famnly counselunm

individual counsellng, medical aid, job referral or placement, recreation

prﬁgrams, and interventuom or advocacy with other agenc:es were all provided
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by california's Youth Service Bureaus. Not every bureau provided all of

these services, since Jocal needs and local resources determined the services

to be offered.

This analysis divided direct services into three general areas:
counseling, other direct services (than counseling), and intervention and
advocacy with other agencies. In addition, on occasion youth were referred

to other agencies for service; these referrals are discussed in

Chapter Vl.

X

Taking new clients of all the bureaus together, a combination of other
direct services (than counseling) were provided to the most youth. (Table 6)
Among these other services provided diréctly by the bureaus to youth, medical
aid, job referral or placement, and recreation programs were most frequent.
Medical aid was provided to about one-fifth of the new clients, even though
only one bureau -- the Bassett bureau -- regularly offered madical aid
directly to its clients. Job referral or placement and recreation programs

were provided somewhat less frequently.

A1l other direct services (than counseling) of the Youth Service Bureaus

were made available and utilized by less than five percént of the new ¢lients.

Ever with the small proportion -- and numbers -- of clients provided
with these other services, they are worth mentioning. Less than four percent
of the clients were given tutoring or remedial education. The President's
Commission recommendéd that Youth Service Bureaus proQide diagnosis and
'coérdination. Yét, only one-half qf one percent of the new clients were
evaluated psychoiogically or psychiatrically by the bureaus. Despite the

‘widely recognized need for temporary shelter care outside the justice
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, TABLE 6 b
é system for juveniles, only one percent of the clients were provided with 5 S : }
; | ' temporary housin e DIRECT SERVlCE'PROVIDED TO NEW CLIENTS 32
3 g. , o T BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS %
%: !ﬂ Fiscal Year 1972 :

H [3 “ ! rl » .
While a composite of other direct services (than counseling) were pro-
P i

Lo vided to the most clients, the single most frequently delivered service of thej  V Ditect Service !
; e < During First Three §
California Youth Service Bureaus was family counseling. One-third of the . new E>~ . ‘ ‘ Montas of Contact i
. i . Hi
clients participated in family counseling, either by itself or in combination §f5 New clients served by YSBs in e
i . ; .1
. e yeo s | first nine months of Fiscal 1972 3,043 100.
; with individual counseling. An additional sixteen percent of the new clients i F . , ‘—-—9$
? S o , o L DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED: S
i received individual counseling without their families' involvement. A = ,
considerably smaller proportion were participants in group counseling during i.. Counseling : 1,664 ,§3L1
. . . Individual and famil 1,012 33.3
; the three months after referral. % individual only ’ 490 16.1 :
% , i Group 162 5.3 ‘ i
:; Intervention and advocacy with schools, probation or court, and police |- . .g
ré - . ) b Nther Direct Services , 1,804 59.3 i
. was provided on behalf of youth much less consistently. The Youth Service o ‘ -_— 3
i S b , Medical aid : 659 21.7 3
I Bureaus provided intervention and advocacy to no more than twelve percent of | Job referral/placement 448 - 14.7
v f§ - | Recreation program 409 13.4 ?
G their clients in the first three months of contact. The bureaus reported 1 Remedial education, tutoring 113 3.7 |
Lon : ¢! Drug program 33 1.1 i
I serving as advocates with the schools more frequently than with police or P Prevocational training 29 1.0 i
-t Vi Legal aid e , 18 .6 o
'ﬁ probation. : ; . Miscellaneous X : :§;
i"‘f : ’ Crisls home, temporary housing 40 1.3
L$ The d hould _ . F Big brother, big sister 19 .6 i
: e reader should note that there eems to have been some underreporting i Psychiatric/psychological ' i
IR of th . . e . L N ' evaluation 14 =
o \ e services provided to individual youths. Program observation, narrative ‘Other ‘ 22 7
.; ;- : reports, and common sense suggest this. As one example, bureaus sometimes %  :
L » ; : ; v Intervention/Advocacy 368 2.1
l reported only one participant in group counseling. I With school 235 7.7
f E With probation or court T4 - 2.4
: Number of Contacts Aligned with the voluntary nature of the bureaus’ 5 With police 60 8.0
'{?j services and the variety of service needs, there is ho‘standardized number of :
A : : ‘ : ‘ g4 Average number of direct services ,
s times that the Youth Service Bureaus see each youth. | ‘ - provided to individual youth 1.3
i o Note: Columhs may add to more than 100% because of multiple
1 . : services provided to individual youth. ‘
!/ : ’ - 55 -
= 54 - 3 o




TABLE 6

Most youth served had relatively few contacts with the Youth Service

| NUMBER OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU CONTACTS WITH NEW CLIENTS , i
- Bureaus. For reporting purposes, contacts were limited to face-to-face Y 3

: . = Fiscal Year 1972
Lo contacts the bureau had with the youth himself. Where the number of contacts ! | ;

was reported, the average client had scmewhat less than five contacts with 3'; Direct Service
. During First Three

Months of Contact

pr bursau staff In the six months following bureau intake. (Table 7)

Contacts were more frequent in the first three months after intake, E New clients served by YSBs in
| first nine months of Fiscal 1972 3,043 100. 0%

ot arisn—

: . decreasing in the subsequent three months. During the first three months

B o e

13

NUMBER OF CONTACTS:

i f after intake, the average client was seen by bureau stafF 3.1 times. During
‘ = None - --
'h 1 H [/ "
the second three months after intake, the median number of contacts was £ | dne 838 27.5
? fewer: 1.5. | | | 5 Two | 478 18.7
i | , %f Three ‘ 405 13,3
| ?f More than one-fourth of the youth had only a single contact with the i g Four 169 5.6
i gé Youth Service Bureau. (Table 8) . ;% Five - 98 2.2
i lé Six to ten 336, 11.0
| _h TABLE 7 i Eleven to fifteen 160 5.5
fg }é Sixteen to twenty - 48 1.6
FRNT MEDIAN NUMBER OF CONTACTS WITH NEW CLIENTS L 1.0 il
) . ne t¢ twenty-five . a9 . i
N CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 8 Twenty-one Y ;
L ﬁ P Twenty=~-six to thirty 145 4.8 i
~|? Fiscal Year 1972 ; 8 . No response 337 11.1 f%

Median Number of Contacts -
With Bureau .

[ S

New Clients' First Three jf In summary, even though the typical youth had less than five contacts

Months. after Intake 3.1

with the Youth Service Bureau, he or she continued to have contact with the

New Clients' Second Three

Months after Intake : ; ' '1.5' L bureau beyond the first three months after Intake. A role proposed for Youth

Service Bureaus was to be a place in the community where patching up of youth

Six Months Total | - 4.6 -

A O S

problems could occur.k Presumably, most youth needing these services would

require oniy-a,few;contacts wiih a Youth Service Bureau. This was the

experience of the original Youth Service Bureaus in California.

LR e S v
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the youth or their parents dropped out or refused further services.

Status of Youth in Bureau The status of cases, that is, whether they

are active, inactive or closed, in the informal atmosphere of the Youth
Service Bureaus may be somekhat arbitrary. Nevertheless, using arbitrary é
status definitions provides a general idea of thg length of time that the %vé
bureaus remain involved with most youth and also with information on why theyié

are no longer involved.

An active case was defined as one where the bureau had contact with the =

youth during the last month of the three-month period =- unless the case was %'

closed for a specific reason. Conversely, an inactive case was one where the -
bureay had no contact with the youth in the last month -- again, unless the |
case was specifically closed. '"Case closed" was not commonly defined but was%:

a judgment determined by each bureau and by its individual criteria for ;é

service. , é
¥

Using these arbitrary definitions, many youth referred to the bureaus
either needed or accepted bureau service for a brief period of time. At the
end of three months, in the bureaus' judgment half of the cases were ciosed.
(Table 9) Only one-fourth of the new clients remained active in the bureau

at three months. The remainder were inactive.

By far, the most frequent reason that cases were closed was that further

services were unnecessary. Considerably fewer of them were closed because

Unpublished data show that cases with only one bureau contact
comprised about'equal‘proportions of cases closed because further services

were unnecessary and because of dropping out or refusing services.

-58 -
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TABLE @

~ STATUS OF NEW CLIENTS
IN YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Year 1972

Three Months
After Intake

New clients served by YSBs in

first nine months of Fiscal 1972 3,043 100.0%
STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU .
Active a0l 26.3
Inactive 476 15.6
Case closed 1,507 49.5
No response 259 8.5
IF "CASE CLOSED", REASON
FOR CLOSURE:
Closed by Bureau 1,150 37.8
Further services unnecessary 975 32.0
Referred to other agency - 120 3.9
Placed on probaticn 52 1.7
Needed services unavailable 3 : .1
Closed by Youth _ 251 8.2
Dropped out 134 4.4
Refused further services 117 3.8
Miscellaneous 122 4.0
- Moved from area 86 2.8
Nonresident of target area 18 6

Otner - 18 .6

Ten California Youth Service Bureaus provided direct service to nearly

5,000 new clients during Fiscal 1972. Most bureaus received more referrals

» 59 =

e S

1o e e
R et o



i R v s A i ErE PR
ot e ek Rl

from agencies than individuals, but overall the majority of referrals were

not from law enforcement and court intake, as anticipated.

'

The typical new clieht served was fifteen years old, just slightly %H

younger than the average first-time referral to probation in California.

Youth were referred to the bureaus for both potentially delinquent and non- !

delinquent reasons.

The average new client had less than five contacts with a Youth Service:
Bureau in the six months after bureau intake. Family counseling was the moﬂ{;
frequently provided service, followed by medical aid, individual counseling, :

job referral or placement, and recreation. Each of-these programs was not

offered by all of the Youth Service Bureaus.

- 60 -

CHAPTER VI, COORDINATION

The California Youth Service Bureaus were proposed to divert juveniles
6ut of the justice system by coordinating community resources. According
to the Youth Service Bureaus Act, delinquency prevention services and re-
sources were to be coordinated to provide a wide range of serVicés and con-

tinuity of treatment for individual youths and to eliminate duplication of

efforts. Thus, the objective was to coordinate programs as well as cases.

t

Program Coordination

Planning before the bureaus began operation offered the first opportu-
nity for program coordination. In addition, brogram coordination potentially
included agencies' detaching staff to the bureaus, interagency councils
stimulatéd by the bureaus, and joint programs developed and spbnsored by

the Youth Service Bureau and other agencies.

While several of the Ealifofnia Youth Service Bureaus developed out of ‘
joint agency planning, none of the bureaus was developed after a systematic
study of duplications and gaps in services in the community. Instead,

planning was generally based on an informal assessment of needs. A short

deadline for submission of grant proposals may have been one reason for this.

‘Joint agency planning enhanced the proposed "pooling of resourses"~with
seed money as the incentive. Even though fhe legislation gave a lay board,
the county delinquency -prevention commission, primary responsibility for
establishing a Youth Service Bureau, pubiic agency resources needed to be
contributed to- the bufeaﬁ to fulfill the proposed concept. Resources cannot
be committed to a‘joiﬁt effort unless the people involved in planning the
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Examples of linkages with police were: .detached staff to the bureau,
effort have some control over the resources. Therefore, in the communities

T NI VIR

volunteers to the bureau from the police department, and, in turn, the

where agericy administrators, as well as delir jdency prevention commissioners, bureau's services as a referral resource for police. Linkages with proba-

i i initial i i he Youth Service Bureau was more .
were involved in the initial planning, th th : tlon were for similar functions.

likely to develop on a coordinated basis.

o e 1R

With schools, program coordination included joint funding of atten=

ifi isti ncies! involvement in planning was Lo . '
A specific outcome of existing agencles tavolve P 9 dance counselor, linking high school students to elementary schools for

the detaching of agency staff to the Youth Service Bureau. This was an

-

cross~age tutering, physically located bureau staff in schéo%é, and the

L e e e G

N T e A LA
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example of the pooling‘of resources that the legislation had urged.

bureau's services as a referral resource.

L

T e, S

o S

e o
e R

Saveral of the bureaus functioned with detached staff, loaned to the

P N S <l ik ¢

Staff detached to the bureaus provided Yinkages with mental health,

A R bureaus to dellver neughbqrhood - based ;erv:ce. Staff was loaned on a welfare and private social agencies in some bureaus. Joint efforts included

full-time basis in some bureaus by probation, police, welfare and mental

ryrE T

e

‘ : consultation, training and direct service.
ST health. Bureaus with detached staff were more likely to survive and to con- " ‘

e

in & few bureaus, linkages were made with the state‘employment service

tinue operation, partly because existing agencies had more of a stake in

S e
et ook,

and the recreation department. However, it was more common for the bureaus

sgias

their survival. , : . i
L to develop alternatives than to coordinate programs in these areas, 1
L i1
;ﬂ : interagency councils were stimulated by some of the bureaus. Both the | ’ . b
P Gaps in services for youth were systematically recorded for new bureau &
: ’ o

clients. The bureaus reported that less than three percent of their clients

FT

i
i ; interagency council and detached staff enhanced opportunities for communica-
3 ; * .
1

i tion between agencies.

needed a service or resource that was unavailable to him or her in the com-

e

’;;} With an objective of coordination, bureaus often developed programs in munity. (Table 10) However, this is only one dimension of the communityig

B

1 A

By ' . o . . N T .

g ) conjunction with already existing agencies. in this manner, the Youth Servid % service gaps. Youth who were not referred to the bureau may have needed
b |

Bureau and the existing agency linked whatever complementary resources they additional services or resources that potential referral sources knew the

had in order to fill service gaps and reduce dqplication. Youth Service Bureau did not provide

Linkages with other agencies that contributed to program coordination . ’
' Case Coordination

were varied. While no single bureau developed a complete network of ]inkagafv

there were examples throughout the state of linkages with probation, police,ii Traditionally, individual case sarvices to youth have often been frag~ i
;:f B schools, mental health, welfare, and private social service agencies. :i mented, with yarioqs~agenciés or parts of agencies unconcerned with the i?
5 | fsz . | S e | %
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bureaus were most frequently schools, law enforcement, and probation.

Agency referrals predominated in most of the bureaus, indicating linkages i

. TABLE 10 :
f ‘ i.ted at this first step of case coordination. fﬁ
f SERVICES OR RESOURCES NEEDED BUT UNAVAILABLE existe P i
: OR NEW CLIENTS . $11 i
} , FOR NEW CLIENTS SERVED % increased continuity of service can be achieved through accountability %}
.t » H b ».‘:i
! : F 1y 2 o . . . e
e . : iscal Year 197 , g to the agency making the referral. Accountability to the referring agency };i
P : . (i
: ] E . . i 2

‘ During Three Months ; might be either formal, with written feedback, or informal. As Table 11 §T;

After Intake

shows, nearly all of the agency referrals received feedback on whether the

. New clients served by YSB' | . . ‘
g (o first nine monthsyof ] , youth cooperated with the bureau. The small proportion of cases wgthout g
Fiscal 1972 , 00.0 1 : . .

3043 100.0% I accountability were mainly from a bureau where the interagency relationships e

[ s

Was there a service or resource were strong and informal feedback was mutually agreeable.

needed by the youth but not

eeymEe e L LT
PR S

available to him in th nity? ;
. é commn’y : Even though the Youth Service Bureaus almost unanimously reported
£ ‘
' Yes . 83 2.7 - accountability to the referral source, informal interviews with some of the {
3§~ referral sources revealed that feedback was not always rapid or consistent v
> ” No response 539 17.7 _ i
: i‘ enough to meet the needs of the referral sources. gi
o \S 1i:,
Nt ' :
: ¥ consistency of their policies from the client's viewpoint. Continuity of TABLE 11 3
| treatment for individual inati . : ?g
! individual youth, that Is, case coordination, was a proposed YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU ACCOUNTABILITY TO REFERRAL SOURCES i
: role for the Y i ination ini R
e Youth Service Bureaus. Examples of case coordination include | Fiscal Year 1972 i

information, referral, and allocations of responsibility between agencies,
' ' New clients referred to YSB's

using case conferences, for example. by agencies during Fiscal 1972 2025 100.0%

tire e g e

If referred by an agency, has the

{i'i Four steps might be used to describe Youth Service Bureaus' potential ' referral source been notified
;;;? infornation and referral role in case coordination: (1) referral from  : a?:;h:;etgirzgﬁgh is cooperating
ii other aggncies to the bureau, (2) bureau accountability to the feferring . : Yes - " 1924 95.0
0 agency, (3) referral to other services, and (4) accountability of the other |1 No 95 C b7
service to the bureau. E No Response \ 6 .3

The previous chapter discussed referrals from other agencies to the

DD S S Y

I ‘ : bureaus. Data revealed that youth-serving agencies referring youth to the
IS ' - 64 2
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TABLE 12

-
Y

R ' The confidential principle of the Youth Service Bureau.concept is o : '
PO princtp ne-Tou e Pureau concept | - REFERRALS OF NEW CLIENTS TO OTHER AGENCIES

important in the accountability process. While systematic feedback to BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

. . d o e e . ce
the referring agency provides continuity, it is also important that the Fiscal Year 1972

§~ o X Youth ngvice Bureau not provide justice system agencies with reports on . | New Clients Servad Number of Referrais Refer-
. b . . ‘ 5 by YSB in first to Other Agencies rals Per
] any youth's behgvlor. The intended role of the Youth Service Bureaus is |7 nine months of 1972 for Service Client
é not to provide a pipeline to law enfor t on d user ther offend| |
o P pip nforcement on drug users or other o enth, Youth Service Bureau: 3043 135 :fL
§_ % ers. It appeared that most referral sources subscribe to this philosophy i Bassett 1182 862 .7
ot , . : .
; and did not request the Youth Service Bureau staffs to breach this confiden | Richmond 227 77 3
g ] ' . i Yolo o 148 Lo .3
To ensure further continuity and fuller use of existing services, it || San Diego 531 66 .
) ‘ - CTairemont _ 256 . 15 T
3 was proposed that the Youth Service Bureius develop service integration, | ~ East San Diego - 239 43 .2
£ farrl X o : ' , Northwest San Diego 36 - 8 .2
A - referring youth to-existing services.i i iti 1d ing up 1 . ;
3 | gy g es.in their cpmmunltlesiand following up !) East San Jose 316 . . 42 1
 ;* to make sure the services were adequately provided. The President's Commist Yuba=Sutter ‘ _ 192 26 ‘ o
~.1§ sion suggested that services would be purchased or obtained through volunta - - San Ferrando - S 336 12 . .0k
i . | - B Pacifica Bl o .0l
i agreement with other community organizations. ‘
o
o ' '
ok However, all of the California bureaus have clearly concentrated on ’
; E £ a4t 4 R : There are several reasons that the California Youth Service Bureaus
| ? providing direct services to youth rather than systematically referring

did not function as service brokers more often:
youth to other cervices and following up.
e The organizational structure did not encourage it. The original

Table 12 shows that a minority of the bureau's clients were referred
’ sead money did not provide funds for purchase of service. Hor were

M s Lam

s to other agencies for service. A ratio of 1.0 would mean the average

f} formalized joint agreements with other agencies to provide service

Vi'%‘ : client was referred to one other‘agency. Hence, a ratio of .4 means that
' o - voluntarily often developed.

there were four referrals elsewhere for each ten clients. Excluding the

Bassett bureau, where referrals to the bureau's other programs were some=~ '; ; @ The community did not encourage it. Some agencies referring youth
times included in the referral data, none of the bureaus reported more i ' to a bureau definitely preferred that the youth or family not be :
than three referrals to other services for each ten clients. % referred again to a third agency. Moreover, potential referral L

résources, often already inundated by clients, did not encourage it.
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e The staff's training and experience did not encourage it. Host
staff had considerably more experience in direct casework than in
. .
advocacy or service brakerage.
e Some clients' needs may not have necessitated other services.
Table 9 showed that more than three in ten of the cases were closed

at three months because further service was unnecessary.

Sumiary

Overail, the California Youth Service Bureaus' most charagteristic
type of program coordination was to detach agency staff to the bureau for
a pooling of resources. Duplications in services were reduced‘and gaps
fiiied'informélly, rather than by systematic planning. |

The stroagest linkages on a case level were with agencies referring
| Service

to the bureaus and bureau accountability to the referring agency.

brokerage and subsequent follow-up and advocacy were utilized less,

- 68 -

I -

CHAPTER VII. LAW ENFORCEMENT AND YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

-

Because of the high priority the Youth Service Bureau concept places
on diversion and delinquency reduction, the linkages of law enforcement and
the buréaus are especially important. jThis is particularly crucial in the
issue of law enforcement referrals to the bureau: which youth, for what

reasons, by what processes, for what services, with what kind of feadback.

Referrals to the Youth Service Bureaus o .

One criterion this evaluation used to determine whether diversion took
place was whether or not local law enforcement officers utilize the Youth
Service Bureaus by referring youth to them. It is significant that there
were a number of law enforcement referrals to the bureaus =-- roughly jZOO
in a two-year period, But as this report indicated earlier, police for@es

did not make full use of the bureaus' services, since this‘averaged five

law enforcement r~ferrals per month per bureau.

*

Twe lve percent of the new clients in Fiscal 1972 were law enforcement
referrals., Together with probation referrals, they did not constitute a

majority of new referrals, as the President's Commission proposed.

Referrals from law enforcement varied appreciably from bureau to bureau,
as Table 13 shoWs. The San Fernando bureau, with referrals from the San
Fernando and Los Angeles police, and the San Diego bureaus, with referrals
from the San Diego police, received the highest numbe} of referrals ffom
law enforcement, averaging ten to twelve per montﬁ. The Bassett bureau,
where‘law enforcement is provided by thekLos Angeles Sheriff's Office,

Law enforcement referrals ta this bureau were negligible.

e

received the Jeast.
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TABLE 13

LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS TO EACH YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU
1 N

Fiscal Years‘197¥ and 1972

Average
per Month
of Operation

July 1976- July 1971-
June 1971  June 1972

Totai new law enforcement
referrals served 627 54 5. b

ev—— —— vt

Youth Service Bureaus:

San Fernando (Los Angeles County) 177 106 11.8
San Dieqo bureaus {San Diego
Lounty) 128 245 9.8
Clairemon< 128 129 10.7
East San Diego® _ - 74 8.2
Horthwest San Diegob —- 42 8.4
Pacifica (San Mateo County) 101 b3 6.1
East San Jose (Santa Clara County) 86 53 5.8
Richmond (Contra Costa County) 18 35 L. i
Yolo {Yolo County) 50 L2 3.8
Yuba~Sutter (Yuba and Sutter
Counties) ” ' kg 24 3.0
Ventura (Ventura County)C 17 : - 1.4
Bassett (Los Angeles County) 1 4 .2

aﬁpene:d October 1971
bﬂpenedvFebruary 1972,
“Closed June 30, 1971.

Altogether, California's Youth Service Bureaus received fewer law

enforcement referrals in Fiscal 1972 than in Fiscal 1971. This occurred

for a variety of reasons: changes in bureau staff, lack of systematic feed-
back on referred youth's participation, and anticipation of a bureau's

closing.
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Since most of the bureaus began receiving referrals in the last half
of Fiscal 1969 or in Fiscal 1970, the data presented here does not cover
jaw enforcement referrais jn the bureaus® earliest stageﬁﬂof operation., in
general, the bureaus only began to receive law enforcement referrais after

being in operation for a short time, after actively soliciting referrals,

and after initially demonstratfng their service capabilities.

Characteristics of Law Enforcement Referrals

3

This evaluation wanted to determine the types of youth law enforcement
officers refer to the bureaus. One facet of this was whether the youth
referred commi tted offenses for which they would otherwise have been referred

to probation.

Law enforcement referrals to the California Youth Service Bureaus tended
to be slightly younger than were initial referréls to probation throughout
the state. In comparison, the typical yoﬁth initially referred to California
probation departments- in 1971 was 16.1 years; the typical law enforcement

referral to the YSB's, 15.3 years. (Table 14)

Somewhat more of law enforcement referrals to the bureaus were female

than were initial probation referrals. Twenty-eight percent of initial

probation referrals were female, while thirty-eight percent of Taw enforce-
ment refervals to YSB's were female. Thus, it appears that law enforcement
was morevlikely fo diQert girls out of the justice system and to the Youth
Service Bureau than they were to divert boys. Earlier studies in delin-
quency prevention have also shown that police more frequently decided to

deal with girls informally in the community.
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5 Seventyoone percent of new probation refeyrals were white; of law
é' ‘ TABLE 14 enforcement referrals to the bureaus, sixty-e}ght percent were white,
CHARACTER'STICS OF CLIENTS REFERRED TO YSB'S Thus, the typi,cal law enforcemeht referral to California"s Youth Ser-
* BY LAW ENFORCEMENT , ' A4 : ' i .
: , _ 4 vice bureaus was a white male fifteen-year-old. He was attending school and
Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 . ‘
g : : eal Years 137).and 137 o in the ninth or tenth grade.
July 1970~ ~ July 1971- | o
: June 1971 June 1972 B Reasons for Law Enforcement Referrals
3 . Total new law enforcement fe
i referrals served 627 100.0% 554 100.0% £ I Dellnquent tendencies were more often the reason for law enforcement
;é Sex B referrals to the Youth Serv&ce Bureaus than they were the reason for initial
‘ Male 399 63.6 344 62.1 , .
Female 228 36.4 210 37.9 o referrals to probation,
¥ ‘ . : ,: S . . : =
e Do Age : ‘ o Po!iceiréferred youth to the bureaus about equally often for specific
S Under 10 22 3.5 13 2.4 - _
' 10-11 26 L1 24 L.3 offenses and for delinquent tendencies. (Table l‘) Among the specific
o : . 12-13 117 18.7 136 24,6 3
b 14-15 265 42.3 214 38.6 & offenses, property offenses were the most frequent reason that police
;V.% -16-17 189 30.2 162 29.2
,% 18 and over « 8 1.3 5 .9 referred youth to a YSB. Among delinquent tendencies, incorrlglblllty was
i . ' \
4 (Median Age) (15.0) (15.3) -1 the most frequent reason that police referred, fol lowed by runaway.
:'fé Ethnic Group ‘ | ' i o T . . .
! :hite/Anglo 512 65.7 377 68.0 S . he less serlously delunquent Juveniles tend to be those that law
N Mexican-American 160 25, L 0.6 :
{ Black i5 ?g.g ‘;2 29 A enforcement referred to the Youth Service Bureaus, as suggested by the
Other 9 1.4 il 2.0 T - 1 v o ; o
No Pesponse 1 2 . . 3 President's Commission.. Nh|1e dellnquent tendencies comprlsed half of the
T D School Status b reasons for law enforcemert referrals to the bureaus, they accounted for
5 Attendin - . ~
3 ; Quit/drogped out Not 5;; ] 92’3 ‘ : only one-third of the initial probatlon referrals. (Table 16)
High school graduate Recorded .8 1.4
No response - -- 2 " Earlier, this report showed that the proporticn of youth prgcessed
' . for delinquent tendencies decreases and that of youth processed for specific
Present (or most recent . S : ’ .
Grad§,ln School) R 23 3.7 . 16 2.9 offenses increases as youth more deeply penetrate the juvenile justice
Fifth or sixth 4o 6.4 Lo 7.2 =
SeVenth or eighth 148 23.6 147 26.5 g system. (Table h) Table 17 shows that law enforcement referrals to the
_ Ninth or tenth 282 b5.0 239 43,1 g
N ﬁ!eventh or twelfth 129 20.6 104 18.8 & Youth Service Bureaus fit into this sequence. This sequence assumes chat
A ‘ High school graduate . 8 1.4 i ‘ ' o
it No response ‘ g .8 - - o . : * ' o
) ' r : - 173 - ‘ :
{Median Grade) { 9.7) ( 9.1) : ' ; L
- 72 = | B ' i : g
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TABLE 15

REASONS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS
TO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972

July 1970- July 1971~
June 1971 June 1972
Total new law enforce~ : 4 ‘
ment referrals served 627 100.0% 554 100.0%
Reasons for Referral:

Specific Offenses 383 62.0 322 8.1
Person offenses 9 1.4 9 1.6
Property offenses 164 26,2 154 27.8
Drug offenses 1o 17.5 83 15.0
Other specific offenses 106 16.9 76 13.7

Dellnquent Tendencies - 341 Shoh 325 58,
incorrigible 129 20,6 158 28,5
Truancy : - 87 13,9 50 9.0
Runaway 100 15.9 103 18,6
Loitering, curfew 25 RN th 2.5

Degendenf 2 =3 1 o2

Other Reasons 27 4,3 27 4.9

Average number of reasons
for referral 1.2 1.2

Hote: Coluans add to more than 100% because of mulitiple feasons for
referral,

the decision for 3 police officer to refer to a YSB generally follows the

decision-point of arrest. If this assumption is valid, the proportions of

specific offenses and delinquent tendencies at this processing point indicatel

- 74 -

TABLE 16 - .

REASONS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS TO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS
~ COMPARED WITH
'REASONS FOR INITIAL REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Reasons for Law Enforce~ Reasons for fnitial
ment Referrals to Youth Juvenile Referrals to
Service Bureaus California Probation
July 1971~June 1972 - __Departments 1971}
Total reasons 100.02* 100.0%
Specific Offenses 49,8 ' 67.5
Person offenses 1ok 6.1
Property offenses 23.8 29.8
Drug offenses 12.8 13.8
Other specific 1.8 17.9
offenses
Delinguent Tendencies - 50.2 32.5
Incorrigible 24,4 11.4
Truancy 7.7 3.5
Runaway 15.9 12.8
Loitering, curfew 2.2 L,9 o

* , - ‘ ;
Percentages differ from Table 15, where the base was the number of new
clients referred by law enforcement, In this table the base is the number
of dalinquent reasons for law enforcement referrals,
that the-reasons for law enforcement referrals to the bureaus have been
appropriate. These reasons also have borne out the planning for the bureaus,

that is, that the bureaus have offered an alternative to the existing police

decision-making process.

Service Provided to Law Enforcement Referrals

As a policy, the Youth Service Bureaus make no distinctions in the ser=

vice they provide a youth based on his or her referral source to the YSB,
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TABLE 17

PROPORTION OF SPECIFIC OFFENSES AND DELINQUENT TENDENCIES

AT SELECTED DECISION POINTS FOR JUVENILES
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1971-72
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100. 0%

100.0%

100, 0%

100, 0%

100.0%

Total

Reason for

Contact

3705 I"B'S 1}9-8 67-5 75-0

Specific Offenses

25.0

50.2

56.5

62.5

Delinquent
Tendercies

Nevertheless, there are some strong differences ‘in the services provided to

youth referred by law enfcorcement.

A considerably‘lafger proportion of law enforcement referrals received
counseling, particularly family counseling, than all new bureau clients,
Table 18 shows that more than nine out of ten of the youth referred by
police received counseling, with more than three-fourths of them partici-
pating in family counseling, Earlier, Table 6 showed that just over half of

all new YSB clients received counseling, with one~third receiving family

counseling.

Since the Youth Service Bureau concept is a noncoercive one, an impor-
tant consideration is whether youth referred by law enforcement continue to
participate in the bureau voluntarily. Most law enforcement referrals do so,
as the reasons for case closure in Table 19 indicate. Within three months
after law enforcement referred a youth to a bureau, only one in ten youth

dropped cut or refused further service. While less than one in five law

@

enforcement referrals was still active in the bureau at that time, most of

the cases that were closed were because further services were unnecessary.

The typical-law enforcement referral had relatively few contacts with

the Youth Service Bureau: 3.4, (Table 20) Arid one in five law enforce-

ment referrals had only one contact. These new clients averaged slightly
more contacts than the total of new clients, where the median number of

contacts in three months was 3.1, and more than one-fourth had only a

single contact.
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TABLE 18

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS
BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fiscal Year 1972

Service in
First Three

Months
New law enforcement referrals served
by ¥Y$B's in first nine months of
Fiscal 1972 349 100.0%
DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED:

Counseling 335 96,0
individual and family , 269 77.1
Individual * 56 16,0
Group 10 2.9

Other Services 56 16.0
Medical aid 8 2.3
Job referral/placement 13 3.8
Recreation program 7 2.0
Remedial education; tutoring 5 1.4
Drug program 4 1.1
Prevocational training - =
l.egal aid 2 .6
Miscel laneous:

Crisis home; temporary housing 8 2.3
Big brother; big sister 3 .9
Psychiatric/psychological

evaluation 3 .9
Other 3 -9

Intervention/Advocacy 59 16.
With school ) : 28 , 8.0
With probation or court 8 2.3
With police 23 6.6

Note: Column adds to more than 100% because of multiple services
provided to individual youth.
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TABLE 18 -

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS
BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERV!CE BUREAUS

Fnscal Year 1972

Service in

First Three
Months
New law enforcement vreferrals served
by ¥SB's in first nine months of ' _
Fiscal 1972 349 100.0%
DIRECT SERVICE: PROVIDED:

Counseling C 33 6.0
Individual and family PR : 269 7741
individual 56 16.0
Group : o ~ 10 2.9

Other Services : 56 16.0
Medical aid 8- 2.3
Job referra!/placement 13 3.8
Recreation program 7 2.0
Remedial education; tutor:ng 5 1.4
Drug program : 4 }.1
Prevocational tralnlng -- -
Legal aid 2 .6
Miscellaneous: ‘ '

Crisis home; tempOrary housing 8 2.3

Big brother; big sister 3 .9

.Psych!atrlc/psychoioglcal

- evaluation - 3 N
Other Lk 3 09
lnterventlon/Advocaqy : : . c 59 o 16,9~
With school T 28 8.0
With probation or court : 8 . .72.3
With poltce , : 23 6.6

Mote: Column adds to more than 100% because of multtp?o services
provided to individual youth.
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TABLE 19 .-

STATUS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS
IN YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

Fisca]Year 1972

Three Months
After Intake

New law enforcement referrals served
by Y$B's in first nine months of . o i
Fiscal 1972 SR 49 . 100.0%

vai—

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU:

Active | 63  18.0
inactive ' 105 30.1
Case closed 146 41.8
No response ' 35 10. 1
Lf "Case Closed!, Reason for Closure: .
" Closed by Bureau ' . 82 23.5
Further services unnecessary _ 7 59 - 16.9
Referred to other agency : 11 : 3.2
Placed on probation 1 , 3.4
Needed services unavailiable -- -
Closed by Youth =~ | N i 10,6
Dropped out T ’ 16 k.6
Refused further services : L2t 6.0
Kiscel laneous | o ) 27 yava
Moved from area. . T b6
Noriresident of target area : 5 - l.b
Other 6 1.7

Criterfa for Law Enforcement'Referrals

Most pollce departments referrlng youth to a Youth 5erv1ce Bureau do
not have & systematlc policy for screenlng Juven:les out of the Justace sys=

tem or a formaluzed set of criteria for referral. Many of the referral
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TABLE 20

NUMBER OF YQUTH SERVICE BUREAU CONTACTS
‘WITH- NEW LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS

Direct Service '
During First Three
Months of Contacts

New law enforcement referrals served
by YSB's in first nine months of

Fiscal 1972 éﬂg 100.0% ¥
Number of contacts: i
One contact 71 20,3 g
Two i 60 ! 17.2
Three : ‘ 51 14,6
Four ' : ' 23 6.6
Five ‘ R 3.2
Six to ten : 60 17.2
Eleven to fifteen 22. 6.3
Sixteen to twenty L 1.2
Twenty=-one to twenty-five : i 3
Twenty-six to thirty ! 1 .3
No Response s 12.9
Median number of contacts 3.4

patterns are based on individual relationships. Therefore, the amounts

and types of referrals change with personnel changes at the bureau or in

law enforcement.

However, before referring to a YSB, iaw enfbrcement officers usually

cons:der whether or not & youth is already on probation, the severity of theQZ

offense whether itisa first or subsequent offense the youth 'S age and ‘

whether he or she llves in the bureau s service area.f

A primary cons:deratlon is whether or not ‘the youth -- and usualiY his it

parents aiso ~~ is willing to cooperate w:th the Youth Servnce Bureau.' Theni

- 80 -

willingness to ceoperate with the bureau becomes an especially :mportant

criterion if the youth has a subsequent poilce contact after referral to

the bureau. Accountabllsty by the. bureau that is, feedback to the police

on whether the referred youth is voluntarily receivung the bureau s servuce."

provides the police offucer with another factor to use |n decision-making

if there is a subsequent police contact. ”i}

Some law enforcement agencles will not refer a youth back to the Youth

Service Bureau a second time. In other agencies, a subsequent referral to

the bureaus depends on the cooperation of the youth and his‘family in. working

with the bureau.

increasing Law Enforcement Referrals

Because police are making less than full use of the bureaus, some of

the factors that would encourage their increased use of the bureau as a

o ‘ _ ' g '
referral resource or alternative to probation are summarized here. The

primary sources of these factors were interviews and review of bureau reports.

Awareness of the Youth Service Bureau is one of these factors. Existing

referral patterns seem to change more readily when law enforcement is

reminded of the bureau's eXistence, is informed about the services the bureau
is capable of providing, and is acquainted with the staff who will provide

the services.

A method of lncreaSlng awareness. is to detach Justlce system personnel

to the bureau, to work in a noncoercive style. The«San Diego, East San Jose,

and Pacifica bureaus were all staffed‘partially in thig Way.

- 81‘;‘




have an impact on the referrals police officers make to the bureau. The

‘make to a Youth Service Bureau, according to infcrmation obtained in

T

bureau's ability to respona rapidly makes a difference. For example, limiuﬁf

office hours, staff's not being available in a crisis, and no temporary

shelter facility all iimit the referrals that otherwise cooperative police

interviews,

Accountebiiity,to the referring officer also tends to increase referral |
With systematic feedback on what services the bureau is providing a referrwf{.

youth, the law enforcement officer will have more adequate information for.|

future decision-making.

Summary

A smaller proportion of reﬁerrals than anticipated to California's Yomg'

Service Bureaus were from law enforcement, The President's Commission

envisaged that the majbrity of referrals would be from law enforcement and ;@

court lntake staff. Instead, Only about twenty percent of the new referraly.

in F:scal 1972 were from police and probatton w:th twelve percent from

po!lce.

1t appears that police forces made less than full use of the Youth
Serv:ce Bureaus. While thelr use of the bureaus varled from communlty to
community, the typicai bureau provuded servnce to just over flve pollce

« F

referrals per month,_

Howsver, it is still significant that law enforcement made some use off !

the Youth Service Bureaus by referring youth to them. Hostvybuth referred ||

- 82 =

Accessibility and types of services provided by the local bureau also i

ot e 2 s E e s ek £ Bt e i e e b et i L BT L

by law enforcement continued to participate in.the YSB voluntarily, with

only one in ten refusing service or dropping out in the first three mon ths

Police referred youth to the Youth Service Bureaus about equally often
for speci fic offenses and delinquent tendenctes._ On this basns, police |
referrals to the bureaus fut into the sequence that shows the proportaon of

youth processed for delanquent tendencies decreases and that of youth pro—

.cessed for specifcc offenses increases as youth more deeply penetrate

California's juvenile justice system.

Since most police departments do not have a formalized policy or
criteria for referral to the Youth Service Bureau, law enforcementvreferrals
;c :he‘bureaus change with personnel changes.. Several bureau characteristics

seem to increase police referrals to the bureaus. These characteriStics

include accessibility abillty to respond rapsdly, and systemat:c feedback

and accountability to the referrtng agency.
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CHAPTER VIil. DIVERSION FROM THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM
Becéuse,d?ver$iqn is thé‘process of defining and handling by other
means problems which would otherwise be dealt with in a context of delin-

quency and official action, juveniles can be diverted from.the justice

system at several decision points. No one criterion is sufficient for deter- 5

mining whether diversion has taken place. Therefore, this evaluation used

a variety of measures to determine whether diversion occurred.

Two dimensions of analysis were used. ' One dimension was to review the |

. ‘ ‘ v 5 : . "_‘ B
arrest and probation records of individual youth provided with service by thdi i

Youth‘Service Bureaus for a time period before bureau referral and a time
périod after referral. The other dimension was to study trends in all
arrests and dispositions in the bureau serviée areas and trends in initial
probation referrals and dispositions for all Y6uthkliving in the bureau |

service areas.

Diversion‘of Iindividual Youth

Juvenile justice system usage of the Youth Service Bureaus as referral

resources is one indicator of diversion., As the previous chapter indicated,f}

while law enforcement utilized most of the bureaus by referring youth, the

level of usage was less than anticipated. , .

Probation also used the bureaus as a referral resource, referring 430

youth to the bureaus in Fiscal 1972. This compares with 554 referrals from f '

law enforcement. The proportion of probation referrals that were diverted 5

out of the justice system cannot be precisely ascertained,'since the inform

- 84 -

tion system did not distinguish between referrals from probation Intake
and those from probation supervision. However, program observation indi~

cates many of the probation referrals were from intake,

As one method of looking at diversion, in five selected bureaus police

and probation records were reviewed for each youth served by the bureau.

To determine whether thé diversion.objective was achieved, one’criterion
pfopqsed was whether most youth served by the bureau$ had beén arrested in
the previous six months and would therefore havg beén likely candidates for
entering the justice system. However, this criterion fails to recognize
that a youth with several police contacts may not have been’arrested even

though hg or she would be vulnérable for further pénetration of tHe justice

‘system.

Arrest records of youth referred from all sources to selected bureaus .
were reéiewed’for the six mohtﬁs*p;ior to‘bureau referral. Twehty-one per-
cent of‘ﬁhe youth Qho;% records were reviewed had been arrested in the 'six
months before referral to ghe YSB, (Table 21) By the bureau, the propor-
tion arrested in the prior six months ranged from eight percent in Pacifica

~

to forty-six percent in Yolo.

Using the subjects as their own controls, this evaluation analyzed
whether vouth referred to‘the.Yquth Service Bureaus had fewer?arrests and

less severe offenses after referral to a bureau than before.

Overaii, fewer of the youth referred to the bureaus from all sources

~ were arrested in the six months after bureau intake than in the six months

before. Sixteen percent were arrested in the six months after intake,

compared .with 21% in the prior six'mon;hs;‘ The findings were inconsistent
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from bureau to bureau, with youth served by some bureaus being arrested

more and others less after intake. The proportion of youth arrested after
o' ,
intake decreased in Yolo and in San Diego-Clairemont, remained almost the

same in East San Jose, and increased in Yuba-Sutter and Pacifica.

Further analysis of the data from two of the bureaus reveals that youthf 

arrested in the six months before bureau intake were more likely than non-
arrestédbyouth to be arrested in the six months after.
. TABLE 21

'YSB CLIENTS ARRESTED AND NUMBER OF ARRESTS IN SIX MONTHS
PRIOR TO BUREAU INTAKE AND SIX MONTHS AFTER

~YSB Clients Arrested

o veeoL. . Six Months = Six Months
Total ig:::z Before ‘ After
T Intake Intake

Total clients! records
reviewed

1340 100.0% 278 20.7% 214 16.03%

Select Youth Service '

1970

- 86 -

‘Bureaus:

| Jan. 1970- | | :
velo o oooes TR g 81 s 5 2.9
San Diego-Clairemont 261 100.0% “a70" g2 310z 50 19,13 |
East San Jose 169 100.0% TS b5 2673 b7 27.81 )

_ ' "& ‘ _ RSP Jan;ii97b- | o 3:,

Yuba-Sutter . o thi IOQ.OZ“ane,‘97] - b8 1% . 64 flhsz‘f
Pacifica 291 100,05 YMiTPeer o genug neus

Another criterion for diversion was whether youth diverted from the
Jjustice system to the Youth Service Bureaus were nevertheless put on proba~

tion anyway. FProbation records for clients of selected Youth Service Bureaus

“indicated that only one percent were wards of the court at the time of bureau

intake. Six months later, the proportion who were wards had increased to
six percent of the youth surveyed. (Table 22) Whether more or fewer of these
youth would have become court wards if the bureau had not provided services

cannot be ascertained from the methods used in this evaluation.

t

Whiie this increase occurred, it may not be surprising. Many of the
youth served by the bureaus were already vulnerable for further justice
TABLE 22

YSB CLIENTS WHO WERE COURT WARDS AT BUREAU INTAKE
o AND  SiX MONTHS LATER -

YSB Clients Who Were Court Wards

. ' : Bureau Six Months
.Total Intake Date After intake
Total clients' rezords A
reviewed (lsko  je0.0% 17 1.3t 83 622
Youth Service Buréaus
Selected '
Pacifica 291 100, 0% -- == 25  B.6%
San Diego-Clairemont 261 100,0% 5 1.9% 22 8.4
Yuba=Sutter Lh2 100.0% 10 2,33 30  6.8%
East San Jose 169 100.0% 2 1.2% 6 3.6%
Yolo 177 100,0% - = == -
- 87 -
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~ bureaus recommended probation referral. |t also asked, are there youth for |

system processing. Bureau clients may have become court wards because of

behavior that was a threat to the community ©r because they needed services' 

. ) L .
that were only availabie with court action,

o

This eva]ﬁézinn did not determine the underlying reasons why bureau

clients became court wards. But it did determine for how many youth the 5¢

whom the bureaus recommended probation who could have remained out of the

system if additional services were availablé in the community?

Out of more than 3000 clients, the bureaus recommended probation refer;j
ral for less than two percent. (Table 23) However, of this small group,
the bureaus reported that ten'pefcent needed a Ser;ice or resource that was;;
unavailable to the youth in fhe‘community. The heed'for an unavailable serfi
vice or résource was more frequent among youth recommended for probation “
referral than among the typical bureau client. As Table 11 showed, less
than three percent of all new clients needed an unavailébie service or

resource,

To sum up, fewer youth were arrested locally in the six monﬁhs after
bureau referral than in the six months before. Somewhat more of them were
court wards after six months in the bureau than at bureau intake. It appem{i
‘that somé of thg youth would hot'have been Eecommended for prbbation refern 1

if additional services were available in the community.

Diversion on a Community Level

Youth Service Bureaus were designed to work with diversionary referrals) |

But a role was also proposed for them in advocating diversion as the goal b

- 88 ~

TABLE 23 ~ °

YSB CLIENTS FOR WHOM REFERRAL 70 PROBATiON
RECOMMENDED BY YSB

Fiscal Year 1972

During -
Three Months
After Intake

New clients served by YSB's in )
first nine months of Fiscal 1972 043  100,0%

A p—

Did the bureau recommended
referring youth to probation
during this period?

Y ‘ | 58 1.9

No. 245k 80.6

No Response 531 17.4
If ""Yes''s 58 100.0%

Was there a service or
resource needed by the
youth but unavailable to
him in the community?

Yes ) 6 10.3
Ni L9 84,5
5.2

No Response ' 3

of prejudicial processing. Thus, this evaluation reviewed séatistics from
the bureau service areas to see if there weré trends in diverting the com-
munity's youth from the justice system even if they were not referred to tﬁe
bureau.

It was ﬁypothesized that if Youth Service Bureaus were effective, local
law enforcement officers would refer fewer ijenile arrests to probation and
more to othef agencies (fncluding the Youth Service Bureaus) than before the

bureaus were established.
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& The hypothesis that fewer arrests wouid be referred to probation was

\%;? confirmed in the majority of the areas where data were obtained. As Table i

S
shows, in four of the five bureaus service areas where data were available,

juvenile arrests referred to probation decreased‘substantialTy. SpecificaHy”

in Pacifica, San Fernando, and Richmond, arrests referred to probation

dropped thirty to forty percent in the three years after the bureaus began"

operation. In Yolo County, arrests referred to probation dropped more thani:

twenty percent in a two-year period., Only in the Yuba-Sutter area did

arrests referred to probation increase.

At the same time, changes in referrals to "other (nonmandatory) agen-

cies'! were more dramatic but less consistent., Arrests referred to other‘nm-f

justice system agencies increased more than 100% in Pacifica and Richmond;
they decreased more thatt 502 in San Fernanda. They also decreased in Yuba
and Sutter Counties. These data are analyzed in more detail in the

Appendices.

Youth are referred to probation intake from sources other than local
law enforcement, These sources include other law enforcement agencies and
agencies and individuals outside the justice system. Thus, this research
determined whether fewer service area youth were referred to probation from

all sources than before the bureaus began operation.

Data gathered from several sources do not permit exactly parallel

comparisons of all bureaus on this factor. Baseline data on probation in-

take from a time period prior to the bureaus' establishment were not readin

accessibla in all cases.

T
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TABLE 24

CHANGES IN ARRESTS AND DiSPOSITIONS

SELECTED YSB SERVICE AREA LAW ENFORCE

MENT AGENCIES

Fiscal Year
1972 from

1970

F.Y.

San Diego

San Fernando Richinond C

Percent Change, Fiscal Year 1972 from Fiscal Year 1969

Yolo
(Sheriffis)

remont Yuba-Sutter

o

la
{P

itvica

Pac

(six L. E.

ice
Dept.)

13
H

(Police (Police

{Police

Office)

Agencies)

Dept.) Dept.)

Dept.)

+5.7% +5,92

-‘9092

-42,0%

Delinquency Arrests

Total Juvenile

L - 91 =

k%

+20,2

Data

9.2

ment

Handled within depart-
Referred to other

3
i3

i3

+129. 4 Not - 5.h

-51.7
-37.3

+113.5

faek

agencies
Referred to probation

+ 3.1

Available

department

-25.8

- !‘0-9

Bureau.

ervice

%

May include referral to Youth S

*k

Too small to percentage.

Buresu of Criminal Statistics and San Diego Police Department data.

.
»

Source
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in Pacifica (San Mateo County), Yolo (Yolo County), and Richmond (Contra
Costa County). These decreases occurred while all other initial juvenile
referrals in these counties stayed the same or increased. The L45% decrease

in initial probation referrals from Pacifica was particularly noteworthy,

In’Los Angeles County, initfal probation.referrals of yéufh living in
the two bureau service areas decreased over a three-year period also.
(Table 25) The Bassett area‘initial probation refefrals decreased‘whf!é a
nearby comparison area showed an increase. While San Fernando's initial
referrals were substantially reduced (forty percent), its comparison area

also registered a reduction in initial probatioh‘referrals.
TABLE 26

CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENT ACTS
RESIDENTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY YSB'SERVICE AREAS
"~ TO PROBATION INTAKE

-

Perceht Change

Fiscal Yeaf 1972
From Fiscal Year 1969

A e R R P s

TABLE 25
CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND DISPOSITIONS

FOR DELINQUENT ACTS , , 3

RESIDENTS OF SELECFED YSB SERVICE AREAS TO PROBATION INTAKE &

Percent Change, Fiscal Year 1972 f

From Fiscal Year 1969 B

Pacifica : Richmond 1?»

(San Mateo Yolo (Contra Costa |

County) (Yolo County) County)gﬁ__f

: vu‘,"

PROBATICN DEPARTMENTS i
Initial Referrals of Youth | | s
Living in Service Area =45, 4% : -21.9% - 8.0% -?
initial Disposition: | é?
% | ’ ' =

Closed at Intake -57.2 - 9,2 + 6.3 g
Informai Probation i -50.0 - =hh,6 i
retition Filed -33.5 -26.2 -17.4 1y
All Other initial ]
Juvenile Referrals + 0% +16.6% +24,6% |
Initial Disposition: f;
Closed at Intake - 6.9 +33.9 +40.7 b
“Informal Probation - + 9.1 - 7.0 + 7.3 e
Petition Filed + 7.2 -12.8 + 7.1 :

' 7
May include referral to Youth Service Bureau. g

%% 2
Too small to percentage. !
Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. i
‘H¢wever; thére are sighificant findings;at:the point of probation f;
Intake.‘ A majdrity of the Youth Service Bursau areas where data were ;t
available showed reductions in Initial probation referrals of youth ﬂ
‘living in the sgrvice area., Table 25 shows that initial ‘refer- gff
rals to probation of youth living in the bureau service area decreaséd ,i
- 92 -
.
. »@;

Bassett ‘ San,Fernahdo
Area Area
LOS ANGELES COUNTY '
PROBATION DEPARTMENT
initial Referrals of Youth
Living in Service Area - f‘9.8% =-39.7%
tnitial Investigations - ~28,2 -41.8
initial Court Reports + 7.8 ~38.1
Initial Referrals of Youth
Living in Comparison Area + 5,6% -33.7%
initial Investigations - S #12.1 -30.3 .
“1nitial Court Reports Kol Lo
- 9 3 -
¢
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ot : , B 4
é@ & Initial probation referrals were unavailable for the East San Jose f; TABLE 28 .. .
i : r f Santa Clara County.  Total referrals, that is, initial and re= y B | , -
. area or san ounty. . lotal referrais, t ’ ; CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND
: f i sed h -year period after the bureau was starteg| | , A DSSPOS|T'ONS;FO&"DEL'NQUENT ACTS
referfais, Increased over the three-year p R °“'_;: o RESIDENTS OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY YSB SERVICE AREAS .
§ The increase was eighteen percent. Among girls the increase was 76%. ‘ g , L TO PROBATION INTAKE
é‘ (Table 27) Whether this represents an increase in the number of youth Percent Change
? referred or an increase in the number of times a static number of youth f: : Fiscal Year 1972
l = 11 : From Fiscal Year 1970
SRR were referred could not be determined. : & : o ,
IR ~ . Clairemont ~ East San Diego
e San Diego County's probation intake data shows that initial referrals | ‘ . Area ' Area
,?*‘ were up nineteen percent in the Clairemont area for a two-year period, SAN4DIEGO COUNTY
: ; ‘ : L ’ ‘ PROBATION DEPARTMENT
; Baseline data for the year prior to the bureau's opening were not readily
i obtainabie. Nor does this statistic correct for a population increase in | fnitial Referrals of Youth ,
| Pop ~ Living in Service Area +19.13 +13.9
‘A the bureau service area during this time. Moreover, the East San Diego g . . .
'} . Ynitial Disposition:
i area, where the bureau opened early in Fiscal 1972, also experienced an . o o :
* ’ ureas op earty R 71z, P & ‘ Closed at Intake - +35,9 . +42.8
i . ) . : : «
i increase in initial referrals. (Table 28 : : - Informal Probation +22.7 | +80.7
? erra ( o .) ~ b Petition Filed -11.7 ' -35.3
a TABLE 27 ;j Source: San Diego County Probation Department data.
rofe CHANGES IN TOTAL JUVENILE REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENT ACTS . . o ) L .
o RESIDENTS OF EAST SAN JOSE YSB SERVICE AREA i Two-year trends in Yuba and Sutter counties also show increases in
gL 5 '
L  ; g .initial probation referrals. (Table 29) While initial probation referrais
v " Percent Change - o
B increased here, the youth population was decreasing..
Fiscal Year 1972 : ;
From Fiscal Year 196 1 ’ ; , . ,
: B : , — ELE o Synthesizing .these findings regarding initial probation referrats,
SANTA CLARA COUNTY ' ‘ & - ' - N ‘
JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT o most Vouth Service Bureau areas where data were available had
Total Referrals of Youth Living decreasas in the number of:local‘yquth Inttially referred
in East San Jose Service Area ' 417, i : - o | ' e s
— $17.3% 0 to probation. In five of the areas, there were decreases in initial proba-
Boys + b4 1 tion referrals. In two of the areas, there were increases, one of which
S Girls +76.1 4 R s N | o
P ‘ ' ] would be reduced if increased population were taken into ascount. In an
Hote: lncludes :nstlal referra!s and rereferrals. ?5‘ E s S : o .
Source: Santa Clara County Ju&enile Probation Dept. data. o

i
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CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND DISPOSITIONS FOR

TABLE 29

DELINQUENT ACTS TO YUBA=SUTTER PROBATION INTAKE

A

Yuba-Sutter Yuba Sutter

- Counties County County
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS '
Initial Juvenile Referrals + 8,2% +13.2% + 2,0%

Percent Change

Fiscal Year 1972 ,
From Fiscal Year 1970

tnitial Disposition: "

Closed at intake + 3.8 + 9.0 - 4,1
Informa) Probation +12.5 +26.8 + 2.5
Petition Filed +14.h +17.1 #1116

referrals for that area could not be isolated for analysis.
There is a particularly intriguing aspect to the»inftial'probation

referrals data.

.
cidental! to the bureau's existence, we could expect reductions’ in service

area delinguency data to be particularly strong for;

youth not on probation, that is, initial referralsk

‘_that isy ‘those arrested !ocally rather than by poltce in another

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data.

ini l probatlcn

additional area, total probation referrals increased; init ff

If decreases in the service area data are more than coin-

youth living in the bureau service area

et

youth referredkby'the bureau serVicedarea's'poiice to probation,

cemmuntty or those referred to probatton by non=law enforcement som ;

.’.96-

In the three bureaus where data were available, this was clearly so,

Comparable data were not available for other bureau service areas, lnst;a}

probatlen referrals of Paclfnca youth by the Pacnflca Police Department

" decreased nearly sixty percent in three years. tn Yolo, |n|t|al referrals

of local youth by the Yolo County Sheriff's Office decreased about forty-
five percent in three years. Initial probatton referrals of Rlchmond'area
youth by the Richmond Policé Department decreased sixty percent in a two-
year period.  These very sizeable decreases lead to the conclusion that
referral to probation intake ig the juvenile justice decisidn point changed

most significantly in Youth Service Bureau areas,

Summary

Some juvenile justice agencies diverted individual youth by referring
them to a Youth Service Bureau as an alternatlve to further justice system
processxng. Fewer of the youth referred to the bureaus were arrested in“
the subsequent six months than had been arrested in the pFIO) six months

Neverthe.ess, a small proportion of addnt:ona! youth became court wards

after bureau referral

ConSIderably fewer arrests were referred to probation in the maJorltyﬁl
of areas served by Youth Service Bureaus where data were available. In a
ma;oruty of the areas. wnth avallabie data there were also substantial reduc-
tions in |n|t|al referrals of local youth to probatlon, Local youth living
in the bureau service areas and referred to probation for the first time by
?ecal pOilce reglstered the greatest decrease in the years fo]lowang the

bureaus‘ e:tabl:shment. » = o g S R ﬂﬁ
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DEL{NQUENCY REDUCTION

CHAPTER X,

A key question is whether delinquency is reduced in the areas served
by Youth sarv!celaureaUS.' %hus, this apalysis determihed wherever possiblegz
{f there are fewer juvenile arrests than before the bureaus were establishwf 
It also determined 1f arrests decreased faster in the bureau areas than in
compar {son areas, where this was feasible.

Where data were avallable, there were some substantial reductions in

juveniie arvests compared with before the bureaus were established. n one) |

community (Pacifica), juvenile arrests decreased forty-two percent;. in anoﬂgé

($an Fernando), twenty percent; and in another (Richmond) , Fourteen percenhi?
in another community (Yolo), juvenile arrests werg down eight pescent. );
(Table 30) | ‘;

Not é;ery Youth Servige Bureau service area evidénced;these redﬁctionagg

In San Diego-Clairemont, juvenile arrests increased (six percent), but the !

SRR T
M L

youth pOpulation increased’aiso. in East San Diego, arrests also increase¢a
(elght bertcnt), Population changes were not obtained; therefore, cohclu-(g
sions similar to Clairemont's cannot be reached. In only one ares, Yuba-

$utter, was there an increase In juvenile arrests (six percent) as the you| |

population decreased.
Thus, the prepondéranCe of evidence is that del{nquency‘Was reduced

in the bureau target areas,

In order to relate these delinquency trends to the progress in bureal fi

areas toward the diversion objective, findings for each Youth Service BUf“f}

g
- ?', B

sarvice area are summarized here,

&
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 TABLE 30 -

CHANGES IN ARRESTS, SELECTED YSB SERVICE AREA

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES

Total Juvenile Delinquency Arrests

Pacifica (Police Dept.)
San Fernando (Police Dept.)
Richmond (Police Dept.)

S5an Diego - Clairemont

"{Palice Dept., three beats)

Yuba=Sutter (Six law enforcement agencies)
East San Diego (Police Dept., four beats)

Yolo (Yolo Sheriff's Office)

o«

Percent Change

Fiscal Year 1972

Fiscal Year 1969

from

-*142«40%

’]9~9
"“i.o

+ 5,7

+ 5.9
+ 7.7
Fiscal Year 1972

: from
Fiscal Year 1970

- 7.8%

‘vBassetgi Indications are that diversion from the juvenile justice

‘available.“

system took place but not on a consistent basis. While initial probation
-referrals were reduced, first referrals disposed of by court referral in-
creased, indicating penetration of the justice system was not minimized at

this point.. Delinquency data for the bureau's service area was not readily

East San Jose: Due to unavailability of data, the impact 66 delinquency

- to probation increased.

=99 -

. reducticn was not ascertained. Initial referrals to probation could not be

-obtained. But diversion may not have been achieved, since total referrals
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Paclfica: Délinquency decreased substantially while It increased in

four nearby cities. Decreased arrests were accompanied by a similar re-

duction in initial probation 'referrals, particularly initial referrals closed|
p P , i

at intake.

Richmond: There was & reduction of delinquency and a simultaneous

diversion from further processing by the justice system. Diversion was not

a trend for the remainder of the county outside of the service area.

Juvenile arrests indicated delinquency increased, but not

San ﬁiego:

as rapidly among bureau area residents as among other city residents. Neverv;

theless, penetration of the justice system lessened, as there were reductions .

in initial petitions filed.

San Fernando: Diversion and delinquency reduction both occurred.

Arrests were reduced, and there were fewer arrests referred to probation.
First referrals to court decreased, thus diminishing justice system pene-
tration.

Yolo: Delinquency was reduced, and arrest dispoéitions and probation
intake showed diversion. Comparable diversion did not take place in the

segment of the'countyFOut of the bureau service area.

Yuba-Sutter: Delinquency increased in the area. No appreciable
diversion took place, since arrests referred to probation and initial pro-
bation referrals both gained., With more petitions filed, penetration of the

. justlce system was greater than before the bureau began operation.

- 100 -

Summary SENEN

B

Delinquency, as determined by juvenile arrests, was markedly reduced
in some of the Youth Service Bureau service areas. Even though not every
service area showed a reduction in delinquency, the weight of the evijdence
is balanced on the side of delinquency reduction and diversion from the

Jjustice system,
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CHAPTER X. CONCLUSIONS | ;

23
q

The tirst Vouth Service Bureaus in Califorata set out to defonsivate
that by coordinating FRSOUPLES , Juventles could be diverted dut of the
Justice system and delinquencty could be reduteds

This mfah;;tiﬁh deternined thag these pilot vouth Service Buresus made

initial efforts at ceordination despite lnlted rosourses and powers

% a i aeenelast dotashing staft to the bureaus
Exasples of coordination included agenglest detashing sta f to e

interagency councils stimultated by the bureaus, and jolnt progravs déve\\wrzﬁ,

and sponsored by the Youth Service Duresus and other agencies. UR a tase

tevel, epordination included receiving referrals from other agencies and

seeountability to the veforral sources. Overatl, while the California \“nuﬂ»ﬁ-

service Buresus' schievement of the cosrdination objettive was nelther
extensive nor Systematic, the bureaus' role in achieving more coordinated

cervices began to ererge more fully s the buresus stabitized.

By coordinating and providing servites fov youth, the majority of the 3]

Fiest Youth Service Bureaus in Californis played s role tn diverting youth t

ot of the justice system.

There are several indicators of diversion, First, justige systam ager

cies utilized the bursaus by referring youth to them. However, this usage o

as Tess than anticipated, it varfed From community to community, and it

Fructuyated through time. &1 of these characteristics of justice System

referrai patterns were in part related to the fact that use of Youth Ser- 5

‘ : ' . . ST L Ynd iy
vice Bureaus as referral resources was informal, often depending on xnﬁzv,ﬁl

us! relstionships rather than on justice sysiém sareening policies.

- 302 -
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- Moraavar, aven though all of the bureaus were not extensiéeiy used as
pafarral rasources by Justlee system agencles, data at severa) declsion
polnts For Juveniles show that Justice system agencies in several of the
Youth Service Bureau areas began to handle youth in trouble differently,
divarting additional youth out of the Justice system.

The most dramablec decrease was at the decision point oF‘fnitlal
pafarral to probation, purticularly among youth living in the bureau service

ares and referrved to probatlon by the bureau service area's police,

Not @1l of the reductions In initial referrals to probation were
actounted for by pollce referrals of Juveniles to the Youth Service Bureaus,
Nonatiheless, 1t appears that the presence of a viable bureau in a community

may Foster & cllmate of increased informail handling of juveniles.

Youth served by thé California Youth Service Burvaus were referred to
the bureaus from a variety of agency and individual sources, as intended,
The typleat youth served was fifteen years old and therefore at an age most

L4

vulnerable for justice system processing.

As intended, reasons for referral to the bureaus were bath potentially
delinguent reasons and other problems. Based on the dejinquent reasons for
referral to the,bureaus;‘ycuﬁh served were less seriously delinquent juve-
niles than those served by the conventional components of the justice system.
Looking only at youth referred by law enforcement to the bureaus reveals
that their referrals were for more sever;-reasons than the average juvenile
atrrest and for less severe reasons than initial referrals to pfobatIQn,

This indicates that the pilot Youth Service Bureaus have offered an altersa-

¢ive to the existing police decision~making process.
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hfficlally acted-on juvenile delinquency, as measured by arrests, was

reduced in the majority of the Youth Service Bureau service areas for which"

data were available. The most sizeable reduction of delinquency was forty- 11
two percent In onhe commupity over a three-year period. ¥

Neyeftheless, delinquency was not reduced in every pilot Youth Servicei;

i

Bureay community. In ope community where the bureau's program was apparent))

weli functioning, population increases may have accounted for the increase |

in delinguency, In another community with an apparently well-functioning

program, the limited amount of service area data prevented reaching con-

clusions on its effectiveness.

Evaluating the Youth Service Bureaus' impact on delinquency was hampere .

by the inability to retrieve delinquency statistics on a neighborhood basis |

from police and probation data systems. Moreover, the lack of common geor

graphical area definitions complicates assessment of the pfograms‘ impact.rﬂ

in spite of these evaluation difficulties; enough evidence is avail-

able to show that Youth Service Bureaus can be instrumental in coordinating

resotirces to divert juveniles out of the justice system and to reduce

delinquancy.
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WPPENDIX A
BASSETT VOUTA SERVICE BUREAY

T ﬁ-}‘a“s*éié%% Vouth Service Burean Gpened arly in 1569

was deFimad by tre Bassett Senenl District bowndaries. THI5 I8 @ PRIMAFT Y

iRk law enforemient TEom ‘U(e?» Lo hngeles %331’{\/ SR EFrs OFTice, City of

prdstry Stakion, Realisticatiy, e y&;ﬁﬁs seyvad by the Buredu 1ive i @

e gEogtaphicaliy dispersed drea than the service avess MaRy vesiden ts
have Tow Greciess

Decision Struciure

?ﬁanmﬁg Far dhis buresn was dowe primatily by

i’ s e e EX-
il &l it::e yatention ihat the buvedu weald sweng%h‘éh e ComRaRity's | 2fFBFLs

o feet youth feadss

e buresu®s polity was wet by Tvs Board of Nanagers, oRposed of ared

cffvszsdvmt's elatred at & *c”ornm@m vy meeting ahd agenty rep?e%enté‘tWes-:.

15 sepvice aved
25 of 40,000 in s San GabRie) Valley oF Los Angeles tounty, 1)

e e Bk AT wE% tdante e “-ccaﬁ;m“é!ricgﬁ‘
A substantial proportivn of residents are Hexi ! Zj‘

& priviate soeial ageney, |

mesidonte made up @ Gajority of e boafd's membership. Agenty Fepresentas

wiiwes were ft_:,ene»s‘a’& Ty staff wm‘lé'm*g o the San Gabriel Valley avea.

s with the \e‘tit-aew- barean §0 Los Angeles County, whith was alsb pr wate’!y

'fs'psmbfm‘l!, e county delinguenty ,prex‘rentian conmmission had oaly an ?nmeﬂ

inrerest §n The buaresu. Formalily fuz?mmg the commission's obl ‘gat‘icns

andlar the Youth Service Bureaus Act fwas prevented by County Counsel's opin

The Snizial $25,000 grant ,@mﬁ&a& for the coordinator and ;%erical

Ibfh

- 06 =
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gssistanse and For Timiced parewtime help. §eaff from pubiie agsneiss

participated on an informal basis; primarily i & consuitive rolss

With seate/federal funding expanded to 881,774, busesu stsff was
é&iiaiﬁg@dj’t@ includs an assissiit Eﬁ&i-“df iator, job develapar, esmuntty vorker
sid additisnal clerical sssisiances fThe cainun ty viorker worked with veuth
'géu‘g‘és; as well as with families and sgencies: The assistant cosrdinater
subemsed the East Vailey Free Gilnlcs Othier é‘gé‘ﬁ&fé‘s‘ Joaned staff to the

Free - Clln{c, and graik funds weie ubtalneﬂ from additiensl sources:

The Free Cliiic was 1argely spsrated by voluntesrs, both laymen and

professivnals with medical and soeial servies skills,
Faellities

The Bassett bureau operated out of two faciiities. Ons faeiiity
eoiitained an office and a medium size room for office splas and group rmset~
Thgss  The ocher raellity was a former medicsl building, which was used for

the Firee Glinlas

 Youth Served

Hove than 1700 ﬁéﬁﬁ%iéﬁtzg ; almost totally referred by Individuals, were
gsevved by 'i‘:hé Bagsett Youth Service Bureau in F‘isz:al 1972, ‘(Tab\ia A~1}
'Luw ehfnrr*enent referrals were consistently negligible. Probation referred
some youth, but they Were a small proportlon ‘of the total youth serve&,

Together, thare were J‘ust over f-‘lfty Jjustice system referrals.

- Reflasting the services the bureau and Free Clinic provided, the most
frequent reasons for referral were health problems; many of them pfmmm

pr-eégwanc%iles, and employment problemé.

-]07 -
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‘Unlike the cther pilot Youth Service Bureaus in California, fifty

ot *aﬁ]e A=t
i . - bassert Youth Sorice Bured o percent of the clients were eighteen or older. Thus, the median age of new
AR oE . Referral Solrces and Charscteristics of Hew ‘Clients $arved . ; '
Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 o | - Elients was 18.0.  Sixty percent were female, and white/Anglo and Mexican-
: a1 : T . : ’ : L . o
g o ; o , . v o : American clients predominated.
] N Cduly 1970-  July 1971- | T July 1870- 0 duly 1971-
i- R . June 1971 Jiirig 1972 ) . ‘Ju;a 137] June 1972 ’ )
= ‘ - N R . T S ‘Service Provided
{ Total Mew Cllents Served = 785  100.0% 1743 100.0% |1 Total New ClVents Served 785 100.0% 1743 100,03 :
?ﬂ . - N - y ) . 2 N H . 7 . H . . . s . . -
| REFERAED BY+ o - CHARACTERISTIES OF E in 1ine with the reasons for referral, more than half of the new cliénts
; iR ‘ . 2 NEW CLYENTSY »
b - 5 i . i } . . ; . "
i Agencles R SR 1A R I ‘ {1 were provided with medical aid through the Free Clinjc. (Table A-2)
éi\‘e i ==ao o Lawenfdrcement Voot ete o 357 685 393 |
fj Probatfon .- A5 RS 50 29 e ¢ ¢ esbs k3 1058 60.7 | - ‘
ro g School - : 12 1.5 3% 7,0 Table A-2 ~
'f- : , Other sgencies 227 3 Lyl Age - ; , ; ’
; ; : : . : ) : ) s o . R e 3 1 Bassett Youth Service Bureau
A SR Individuals ' 736 938 1422 530 | Under 10 7. s i ‘ Divect Service Provided
: T e ) . ] 10-1% ' 5 .6 b .2 , : o )
E E Parent 4 501 {9 L.} 13-13 AR O S 9 1.3 t;_ ’ L Flscal Year 1972
. Self 59 75.7 556 3.9 g . 108 13.8. 235 135 | .
Other individuals 102 §3.0 1047  60.1 16-17 248 3].5 66} 4.5 : Se;;:‘lzé :'n ::lr'St
. v ) . R . 4 ree
P REASONS FOR REFERRAL: 18 and over “3 5Ly 879 So.h g, B —
‘ {Hedian) (18.1) (18.9) e Rew clients served by YSB in first
Specific Offenses S 18 1.7 20 1.1 : : . = nine months of Fiscal 1972 1182 100,02
' ‘ ' Ethnic Ccoup . il 100,03
Person offgrises L. - - e . ’ L . : - . ) .
Property offenses S am 3 2 | White s k32 ss.0 - BAF - KB DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED
i Hexican-American 291 .37 790 - 45,3
Prug offenses : 18 12.7 13 .2 ! s . ) & . . . . )
Other speci fic , ol Brack 50 6k 75 A3 | Lounseling : - 221 18,7
of ferises - e b «2 |} Pther t2 1.5 3N .8 i ; Individual and family 16 3.0
| o : A ; . o e
be linguent Tendencles k6.2 16 .9 | school Status . " ‘ Individual only 164 13.9
v - ; e i) , o Group 2i 1.8
lncorrigible 173 5.8 i .8 i‘Attending . ) 513 52,4 3
Truancy ) - w= i «1 ] Quit/0ropped Out i Hot - 93 . 5.7 Other Cireit Services 1010 85
Runaay” 2 2 b1 |l High School Graduate  { Recorded 726 k1.6 Medical ald 633 53.6
Fo!tering, curfcw ‘ - - - Ho Respofise C 5. .3 - Job referral/placement 345 zg.zb
Dependent 1 o1 - -= Present (or.Host ) ‘ if ‘ Recreation program ‘ 3 "
N o R e S Recent) Grade in ) S Remadial -education, tuterd .
Other Heasons © 793 93,8 1751 Jo00.h School : ¢ tutoring - i
—_— » == = —-—T- :f——f—- : » . . L . Drug program ; 13 ) 1.1
Employment’ problems ) 1307 2“;? ; 637 400 i ‘Fourth or Under : . .5 .3 Pre-vocational training 8 e
Hezlth problems , (w) (56.2) (886,) (S°-§,)~ ‘ Fifth or Sixth I 7 R Legal aid \ .
{problem pregnaricy’ 277} (35.3)  {&33) (30.9): . e g ) 4 C e g j arat : .
{other health. .- C e fj Seventh ot Eighth. % 7 69 4.0 B’ ‘Miscellaneous: ;
probiems) (164) (20.9) (347) (19.9) [} Winth or Teath o t80 22,9 372 213 Volunteer work 4 *
Emotional problems .20 2.5 . ..o=e 0 == gt Eleventh or Twelfth - X SRR 852 31.7 .
N ~ ot o Eieventh 319 0.6 b Ntasnmtan ' ;
Schoo} learning High School Graduate 726 4.6 - i : ntervention/Advacacy » 22 A
problems T U bl Mo Response 236 3000 1 6} With school TR 1.5
) Ve)farc/pféblcms - T 2 > :‘ o AMedian). v e o 0L (L) f ' With probation or court 3 *
Hlscc!}anuodg ‘ B 83 10.6‘ 165 :,9.h ;}‘ With police 1 "

. *Less than ,5%.
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The Free Clinic was developed jointly between several community groups,
but the administrative respongibilit1254weré the bureau's. Using volunteer
staffing, the.clinic provided free medical and counseling services to resi~

dents of Bassett and the surrounding area. One of the Free;CIin}c's special

programs was sickle cell anemia testing.

Job referrals and placements were the second most frequent service
provided.  Other bureau services were work with youth gangs, girls groups

and special interest groups in the Bassett area.

College students working part-time in the bureau counseled truants in
the high school. They also attempted to involve parents in their dis-

cussions.

This bureau had relatively few contacts with each new client. Within
the first three months after intake, the typical client was seen 1.2 times.

Within the second three months, 1.8 times. (Table A-3)

Table A-3 .

Bassett Youth Service Bureau
Median Number ‘of Conrtacts:

Fiscal Year 1972

Medlan Number of Contacts
wlth Bureau

New Clfents' First Three

Months after Intake 1.2
Mew Cllents' Second Three 18
Months after lIntake . .

3.0

Six Honths Yotal

Despite the limited

intzke, nearly thirty percent of the clients were still actjve

at the conclusion of three months. (Tabl¢ 4)

number of contacts during the three months after

in the bureay

By far, the most frequent

reason for closing a case was that further services were unnécessary.

Table A~

5

Bassett Youth Service Buresu
» Status of Hew Clients

During Fiscal 1972

New clients served by YSB in flrst
nine months of Fiscal 1972

STATUS OF YOUTH !N BUREAU:

Actlve -
tnactlve
Cased Closed
Ng Response

If '"Case Closed', Reason for Closure

tlosed by Bureau

Further services unnecessary
Referred to other agency
Placed on probation

Needed services unavailable

Closed by Youth

Droppsd out

Refused further services
Hiscellaneous - . a

Hoved from area

Three Honths
After intake

1182 100,02
345 29.2
61 5.2
754 61,8
22 7 1.9
&94 58.7
651 55.1
&2 3.6

H *
8 (5]
45 3.8

3 *
22 L2
16 1k

2 *

Nonresldent of target area
Other

*Lass than 52,
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ge‘t’vii{:’é Bureau were relatively f"‘f'ew@ Lai-r enforcement usage of "th"i:*s bureau as
a re?er:ﬁa‘:i resource wWas negligible, even though there was regular Taw
ewforcement participation on the managing boards

Hany of the young people s-erve& b‘ﬁ this bureau were beyohd the age for
becoming enmeshed In the jwe'n‘ﬁe Jus tice system, snd many of t‘hem were
referred to the bureauy Tor reasons which would generally not divectly bring

them to the attention of the justice system.

Whether delinquency as determined by arresis was reduced 1n the service ||
area was not determined, because arrest statistics were anavailable for even

a geographic approximation of the bureau service area. Moreover, data for a

jarger area jacluding the Bassett area did not include the consecutive time
periods being anaiyzed; |

Even though arrests were not obtained,for this area, there were indi=
cations of diversion in the Bassett service area f}‘§pecifica1!y, the
reduction in initial probation referrals of local youth. (Table S)
However, while initial investigations with cases closed at intake were
reduced, initisl court reports {prepared for petitionsufiied) increased.
This indicates thét even if there may have beeﬁ‘so@é§diversion from officia
action, penetvation of the justice system was not minfmized at the point of
referral on to court. ‘ )

tn comparison, initial probation referrals from nearby census tracts

increased, but this increase was not perpetuated in referrals to court.

- 112 -

piversionary referrals from justice system agencles to the Bassett Youth

1

\
e

Table A-5 R
tiltial Referrais, investigations and Court Reports
Los Angelas County Probation Oepartment
Bassatt Aréa ond Comparison Aroa

Flscal Years 1969<1972

Percent LChange

July 1968 July 1969 July 1970 July 1971 F;z, 1972 F'ﬁf 1972’

_ to to to to rom rom
Jurie 1969  June 1970 June 1971 June. 1972 F.¥. 1971 F.9, 1969

10§ NHOELES COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTHENT
inttlal Referrals

of ‘fouth Living in

assett Aread , 225 93 166 203 #22.3% = 9.8
inlelal tnvestigations 1o 96 47 79 48,1 -18.2
inteial Court Reports 15 97 119 124 5.2 + 7.8

Tnltial Referrals
of Youth Living In

Comparison Area e n 66 B2 il - 8,52 + 5.6%
infttal tnvestigations 33 35 19 37 - 5.1 » TR
tnitial Court Reports 8 31 43 38 -11.6 -

¥consus tracts 4069, 4070, ho71, ho74, 4083,
beansus tracts 4067, 4068, 4082,

Source: Los Angeles County Probation Department data.

To summarize, the Bassett Youth Service Bureau was unique among

California's Youth Service Bureaus in its capacity for dealing with the

“health problems of its community's young people, even thoﬁgh many of them

~were no longer juveniles.

Diversion of justice system referrals to the bureau was limited, and
the fragmented delinquency data avai?able for the service area indicate
diversion did not take place throughout each early decision point of

justice system processing.
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APPENDIX B

EAST SAN JOSE YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU

Service Areca

o e s

This Youth Service Bureau, opened in late 1969, served a population of i

80,000, Most residents live in the City of San Jose, but some are in the
unincorporated area of Santa Clara County. This is primarily a low income

area with a substantial number of Mexican-American residents,

Decision Structure

The County Juvenile Probation Department was instrumental in organizingf]

the bureau. It continued to administer the bureau, and the bureau's coord-

inator was responsible to the probation department's chief.

The County Delinquency Prevention Commission was advisory to the Chief

Probation Officer and, in turn, the bureau.

In addition, the Youth Service Bureau had its own Community Advisory
Board, composed of thirty East San Jose residents. Some Advisory Board
members were agency representatives in ad&itibn to being residents, The
Advisory Bozrd was one of Santa Q!aré County's first'lay boards to be used

for ¢lvil service selection. Part of the bureau staff was chosen in this
manner,
Staff

Initial state/federal funding of $25,000 provided for a coordinator

and clerical assistance, From its inception, this bureau received contri-

- 1}4 -
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bureau served in their traditional law enforcement capacities,

butions of staff on loan from city and county agencies. Initially, staff
loaned on a full-time basis included a probation officer, a merital health
caseworker, a police qfficer, and a social worker from the welfare'departhf

ment.

Neither the police officer nor the probation officer on lodn fo the

For example,

el - P ; "
., the police off:cet did not arrest but primarily served as a law enforcement

counselor to handle "defer red cases' from the police department

buring 1971-1972, the removal of the $25,000 ceiling in outside funding
gave the bureau a grant of $108,531. This allowed the bureau to increase
its staff to eleven full-time staff members, Staff members added included
a coordinator of volunteers, an attendance counselor, a voéationai services

counselor, and a police cadet.

in addition, bureau staff resources were supplemented by a few part=time
aides and by numerous volunteers. Volunteers not only provided their

services but also goods and money,

With staff coming from diverse agencies and backgrounds, this Youth
Service Bureau's staff decided its identity and communication needed

strengthening., Organizationai'deVeiopment~diminished‘these problems.

Facilitx
| ‘Thg East San Jose Youth Service Bureau was housed in a store-front
buuld:ng on a busy street, Offices included a reception area, four interview‘

rooms, a conferencghrqpm, and a _kitchen used for cooking classes,

- ]}54-
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during the 1971~72 year.
new clients referred by the justice system.

enforcement and probation referrals.

Just over HOU new clients twefe sefved by the East San Jose bureau

Host referrals were from agencies, with almost 130

e oo
T e

(Table B-1) This included law

Host youth were referred because of delinguent tendencies, with incor-
rigibility and truancy about equally frequent referral reasons. The compar-
ativaly sizeable number of truancy referrals may reflect the programs the

bureau developed around this probliem.

Youth served for the first time were most often seventh graders and
13 years old. Mexican-American youth were in a slight majority among the
new clients, but white/Anglos and blacks were also served. Msw clients i

Included slightly more boys than girls in Fiscal 1972.

This bureau's criteria for the youth served were that they must 1ive
In the service area, not be upder court jurisdiction, and be considered to
be predelinquent. While the predelinquency criterion is probably in itself
stigmatizing, the bureau added it to ensure that it would not be deluged
with minor discipiine probiems.

Service Provided

!

Bureau staff, loaned from several agencies, attempted to use a multi- b

service family approach with its new clients. Thiskinciuded individual,

*

Youth Served - - 1

family, and group counseling.
Data on service pravided to new"c;'lient;s show that family counseling

was Indeed the most frequent service. (Table B-2) Group counseling was

= 116 =
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Tabiz =1

East San Jose Youth Service Bureau
Referral Sources and Characteristics of New Cllents Served

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972

July 1970~

July 1977- July 1970~ July 1971
June 1971 June 1977 June 1971 Juhe 1972
Total Hew Clients Served 225 100.0% 406 JOI')._:QZ Total New Clients Served 225 100,03 406 100,0%
o )
REFERRED BY: CHARACTERISTICS -OF
HEW CLIENTS:
Agenctes 170 75.6 290 71.%
o C ‘ Sex
Law enfarcémant 86 38,2 53 13.6 - ' '
Probation 31 13,8 75 18,5 Hate 159 70,7 219 53,9
School 6 1.6 W6 36,0 Female 66 293 17 ke
Other dgencies 27 12,0 16 3.3 Age
individuals 55 2hh 116 286 U under 10 35707 ko 9.8
Parent 3 13.8 23 5.7 |o-||‘ 27 12.0 61 15,0
Other Indlviduals 10 &4 58 (4.3 Hots 67 3.8 S 207
16-17 - 33 14,7 53 130
REASONS FOR REFERRAL : 18 and over 3 1.3 8 2.0
, (Hedan) (13.7) (13.2)
sSpeciflc.0ffanses Ll 316 19 29.3
Ethni¢ Group
Persoa offenses 3 L3 2 5 )
Property offenses 29 1.8 9k 23,2 White T ‘73 3.6 19 29.3
Drug offenses o 62 5 ng | Hexcan-Anerican 21 538 212 52,2
Other specific Black 23 0.2 55 1.6
offenses 25 ‘”’.l 18 b4 Other } 10 .4 20 4.9
Delinquent Tendencies 204 0.‘7 281 69.2 School Status
204 20.7 281 69.2 Se——
Incortigible 78 34,7 128 3.5 Attending . 377  ez2.9
Truancy {07 47.6 131 32,3 Qult/Oropped . Out Hot 22 5k
Runaway 19 8.4 20 h.9 High Schoo! Graduate Recorded 6 1.5
Loltering, curfew - - 2 «5 No Response ) ,2
Dependent 3 2.2 3 A Present {or Most
) eCef L rade ‘in
Other Reasons 11 1Y) 66 16.2 choo
Ewployment problems a e 3 5.7 Fourth or Under 3% 15,6 k10,8
Hedlth problems = w37 Fifth or Sixth 32 theaz .79 19.h
Emotlional problems I3 5 1,2 Sevenith or Efghth 81 36.0 164 40,4
Schoo) learning Ninth or Tenth 62 27.6 80 18,7
problems 3.3 6 fes Eleventh or Twelfth ) o 28 6.9
Velfsre problems - Vo 2 High School Graduate ' ' 6 1.5
Hiscellapeous 5 2.2 28 6,9 Ho Response e 2.9 5 1.2
No Respouss - ~- £ 2 (Hedian) (8.2) (7.7
g
- ] |7 -




quently, the bure i ivi - , . G
: q ¥s reau established activity groups ‘itself and also coordinated b
{ TSR 3, . ,‘ *
Yeblg k-2 4 their development with other agencies. St
4 gast Spn Jose ’le:b S;er\}; iurcau 4 f '
‘ Dlrees Service Provide : |5 A D
. ' ctivity groups i i v ‘
b " Fiscal voor 1972 YRy groups and field trips used volunteers' skilly, and volunteers |
1 offered companions i P . g \
i Service In Flest § ‘mpanionship to individual youth as big brothers/big sisters., One
; Three Months £ tivit :
! [t activity group was an Indian Club. To incre icati ; R
‘ o ase co »
\' ow cllents sarvad by 750 in first - 100.0% communication between police :
i nine menths of Fiscal 19 e 20% . p R
| ! v | and mirority youth’, the bureau arranged a 15-mile marathon race between
v DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED ) i
R : police and club members. Cross~age tutoring was another bureau project, with i
P Counsal g b1 1.1 ci X
Eohd - " ’ 4 o H B
| \g individust snd tantly 212 6.1 ove ty high school volunteers released from schoel to tutor juniof high ?
o Indfvidual onl 39 12.3 ) v
Lo : Grovp ! Yoo 1.6 : and elementary school students. B
R S Other Blrect Servica i20 38.0 [ Th X : :
IR R ervice ) a2 : e bureau averaged nearly five fa i i ’
: o ¢ o ce~ e : g
IR , Medical ald 1 * b4 to~face contacts with new clients i
Dol Job refarcat/placement 10 3.2 in the first three months : i
: ‘ and more th
R SRR : Recreation piogram 2k 7.6 : * an two fﬂ the second three months, |
! 5 : Rermzdla) education, sutoring 5) 16,1 ‘ (Table B~3) :,;,
# F Brug progrsm ] & 4‘ R
1. Pre<vocational training n 3.5 i
- }5 S Leaa} mid - - % i E
S | Hiscaltaneousy ‘ [ L
Cod ! slassas 11 1.5 Tabie B-% o
S I Work as vblunteer & t.3 .
DR T 8ig brothesr/blg sister ) 1.3 i East San Jose Youth Service Bursau Y
‘ 51 Other 1 L Hedlon Number of Contacts s
3 ; ¥ v - oo
o Interventlon/Advocacy g 32,6 Fiscel Year 1972 f
Sk With scheal 90 28.5 , iR
Hedian Number of €
o “ Vith probation oF court 5 1.6 fon w?;‘hcgugcauontACts AN
EE SR '} T 8 2.
: i feh potice > New Clients' First Three j ;
& H ; Months after Intzke 4.8 . i
RV * % B
T Less than 5%, 3 Hew Clients! Second Three '
b ) Months after Intake 2.5 : ]
0 used as a supplement to family or individual counseling, as the large cum
: ‘ o % Six Months Total 7.3
ulative total for counseling services implies.
| intervention and advocacy with the schools was also provided for a 1 ,
‘ B This continuing contact is also reflected in the proportion of active
number of new clients. i .
2 ‘ : i cllients in the bureau after three months, with one~third of the new cliients
The bureau found that the verbal interaction of counselling was not . : | | ;
1 ‘ stl]lk active at three months after intake. (Table B-4)
‘ affective with some of Its clients, particularly younger ones., Conse- : '
oo ; | - 119 «
S - 118 -
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Table 84

East Sah Jose Youth Service Bureau
Statuys of New Clients

-t During Fiscal '1972‘

Three Months
After Intake

New cllents served by YSD in first
nine months of Fiscal 1972 316 100. 02

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU:

Activa 105 33.2
Inact]ve 87 27.5
Case Closed ‘ 122 18.6
No Response 2 6

If "casc Closed”, Reason for Closure

Closed by Bureau ' _Z_G_ : 3_13__(_)_
Further ssrvices unnécessary 61 19.3
Referred to other agency I5 by
Placed on probation .- -
Needed services unavailable - -
Closed by Youth ’ 15 1.9
Dropped out 12 3.8
Refusad further services 1 b
Hiscellaneous ) .2_!- 6.6,
Moved from area 13 &,
Nonresident of target area 8 2,5
Other I - -

An attendance counselor,ijointly Fundéd by the bureau ang a juniof
high school, developed an experimental schoo! attendance project. At
the beginning of the school year, one hundred seventh graders with high
absenteeism from the prévious.school year were assigned to either an
experimental group or a control group, with assignments evenly matched

by number of absences, sex, age, family situation, and race.

Students in the experimental group were immediately contacted by

phone each time they were ab;ent from school. They were also provided

- 120 -
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‘pr!pted in beoh Spanish and English were euther adm:n:stered by interviewers

3

with a big brother/big sister, classroom visitations, field trips, and other

services, Students in the control group received no special attention ‘or

services,

The results showed improved attendance over the previous school year

for 78% of ths 37 experimentals still living in the area at the projectts

conclusion, Only 27% of the control grouprhad improved attendance during

the same period.

The experimental graup's truancy rate decreased from 2,5 days per month
in the sixth grade to 2,0 days per month in the seventh grade. The control
group's truancy rate increased during the same period, from 2,1 to 2.5 days
per month, The special services received by the experimental group appear

to have been a factor in reducing their truancy,.

As a major thrust of its coordination efforts, this bureau started an

interagency council for the east side of San Jose. Out of this é youth

council was formed. Its members, including high school students, began a

youth health ¢linic and were responsibie for selecting its staff,

!mgacq

Rl

A bureau staff member conducted a household survey in six census tracts *fi

lq‘the East San Jose target area.39 Using cluster samp}rng, survey forms

or’left at the home for a mail return. The total rate of return was 30%.
The survey's purpose was to determine the comunity's awareness,

utilization and attitude toward the East San Jose Youth Service Bureau,

~ 121 -




B A Ve T NI i P e

i e

-

The survey hypothesized that communit

-

tiowe of delinguency sravention.
1 4

Sy ose=thivd of the résaaﬂda

puresu's existence. Thirteen percent reported previous contact with the
Youlh Service Buresu. And meatiy minety perceat stated they would call

the Youth Service Bureau in the futur

fGuresu intake data shows usage

justice system agencies, The impact of this usage and its role in divers?@ij

is not clear, since arrest and probation

ts satd

of the bureau as a referral resource fdr?g

service ares was not readily available.

Police records are not organized 56 that juvenile arrests and disposi=
Ltions for this segment of the city are retiievable through practtcat me thods,
fyrthermore, probation initial intake data are not available for small geo*
graphic areas of ihe county. Total referrals, including youth already under

court jurisdiction, ave the principal data broken out by the service areas

Total probation referrals from this bureau's service arvea increased

17.9% over a three-year petiod from Fiscal 1969, the year prior to the

pureau's inception, to Fiscal 1972.

of girls was particulariy promounced. \hethet this represents an irncrease
in the number of youth referred to probatnon or an inerease in the humber

af referrals for the same aunber of youth cannot be ascertained.
flevertheless, thecking the recérds of youth served by the Youth Servicef
Bureau revesled that approximately the same number of the youth serve

arrected in the six months after bureau referral as had been arrested in

(Tabiu g=5) The increase in referrah
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v support would increase the Iikeli-

17 confronted with a youth problem,

intake data for this bureau's
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Table B4

Totai ReFerrals for Dnélﬂquent Acts Ed
8t S Josn Servl
Youth to Santa Tlara County Juvenlis PriGatton S:par::ui:ea

Fiscal Yedrs 1969~i972

wif

Pereeiit Change
duly 1968 July 1965 July 1870 Yoty 19710 kY. ta72 F. Y. 1972

to, te to from i
Junsolos  June 1970 Juie 1970 Juiedsir E. v oran .4 964

SANTA C\.ARA counTy
JUVERILE PROBATION
DEPARTHENT

Refcrral; of Youth LW!ng
in Edst San Yose Sarvice

Area_for Delinguent Acts:. 1893 2025 2208, 2332 + ;0% +17.9%
?vs 1537 600 1608 1605 - 0.2 4 b5
Girls, 356 435 &0l 627 £ k.3 476, 1

Source: Sants Clara County Juvenile Probiticn Dépt:

the s}k'mbﬁﬁﬁs prior to bureau referrals (Table B+6) About one in four
was arrested in each timé periodc These youth also had nearly the same
number of arvests in the six months after bureau referrals in the six moriths

before,

Thé proportion of cllents with some probation status doubled at six
months after bureau intake: However, élients who becaine wards or who had
another probation status were still only a small segment of the youth served

by the bureau.

Overall, limited availability of statistics on a neighborhood or

| act basis in the bureau's service area prevents this analysis

S a2 i PN o S > e R . 1 [ .

from teaching definitive conclusions on the bureau's impact on diversion
‘,.aﬂlv ‘f, . PO PN " P

nd delinguency reduction. However, the bureau's truancy program showed

& reduction in problem behavior among its clients. While the program-
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fable 76

5 wine Burray
E 131 n Jasz Youth Scrztr,c‘ )
' r e e sa'f‘ hation Status Betore and After fntake
Cllunts® Arrrse and, rohatic

Six Horiths Six Honths Pz;i::;
gefore Intake After intake a 2
Before T Ler 0L dladbiid
: i 1/9 106, 0%
Total new clients, 1970 65 1O0.Ch 168
1”‘
ARAESY KECORD: L iy
Youth aerested 45 26.7 ‘i; ;2.9
A i
Youith not arrested 124 73.4
&
85 +1
Humber of arrests g4
Buréau §ix Months

i

" After Intake
5 fntake Date pad I

- pROPATION STATUS:

$.6%
Vard z .28 ¢
Al Dther (Informal, six i 23 V3.6
R (4] 6,0
months, pending, etc.) 02.9 140 . 82.8

Noné 97

' . i ilable
matic aspects appear to be meeting community needs, the only avail

&« ‘r. -
service area data shows increased referrals to probation

- j24 -

¥
E
i
i1
i
|
E

APPENDIX €

PACIFICA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU

Service Area

The Pacifica Youth Service Bureau began operation in late 1969 to serve
the 37,000 residents of thisvblue collar suburb of San Francisco. Pacifica
is geographically isolated from the rest of San Mateo County and most of its

social services. Pacifica was the only pilot Youth Service Bureau in Cali-

fornie whose service area coincided with a city's boundaries.

Decision Structure

The probation department stimulated the establishment of this bureau,
with assistance from the County Delinquency Prevention Commission. City,
county, and school district representatives, both elected and appointed,
were involved in planning for the bureau so that a Joint Powers Agreement

'3

could be signed as soon as the original grant was awarded.

The Managing Board, which set policy for the bureau, was composed of

represenitatives of the Joint Powers signatories. The bureau coordinator was

"responsible to the Managing Board.

Help in developing services and suggestions for solving day-to-day pro-
blems was the professional advisory committee's function. This group met
monthly with the bureau coordinator. Ideas and manpower for the bureau's

community activities came from the citizen's advisory committee, composed

predomihately of youth.

-]25-
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Staff | | N

Supplementing the basic staff of the coordinator and secretary, a pro-

bation officer was on ful]-t?&e'loan from his department, providing counsehy

Fvices ~-ti social workers were
fng and not law enforcement services. Three part tumy

k h far ' WO
contributed for a few hours a week from the welfare department and t

i f ist aned |
private social service agencies. A consultung»psyq’olog:st was also loaned §

for a few hours per week.

Additional state/federal funding beyond the initial $25,000 per year

permitted the bureau to add staff, With outside funding of $64,226 per year, |

a coordinater of volunteers was added to the staff on a full-time basis.
This staff member not only worked with volunteers but also supervised the

i fai i hools.
burcau's streetworkers and provided liaison with the sc

. Iy g p p ‘

, i ose f
youth at community gathering places and to attempt to draw them into purp :

ful activities. Streetworkers worked full time during the summer and part-

time during the school year.

The bureau hired a local police officer to work a few hours each week'g

i he |
to open communication between bureau staff and police so they would use t |

bureau's services more fully,

Facilities

During the 1971-72 year the Pacifica Youth Service Bureau began opera-

ting out of two faciiities at opposite ends of the city. One facility,

for counseling, had a reception area and individual offices. The other

- 126 -

- location was a drop~in center used chiefly for reéreation and group meetings.

A separate building with a large room and two offices, it also had several
acres of land suitable for outdoor programs. The drop-in center was generally

open Monday through Friday,

Youth Served

About 300 new clients were served by this bureau in Fisca] 1972, of
whom under 60 were justice system referrals. (Table c~1) 1n 3 reversal
from the previous year, most referrals were from individuals rather than
agencies, This was due to the reduction in law enforcement referrals and
the increase in self-referrals, many of them for recreation or classes.

Law enforcement continued to make some referrals, but referrals from proba=-

tion continued to be infrequent.

!ncorrigibility was the most frequent reason for referral, followed

by referrals for recreation or classes,

The typical youth served was white, 15 years old and in the ninth grade.

A majority of new clients were boys.

Service Provided

The Pacifica bureauy focused its direct services on short~-term family

counseling. Five or six counseling sessions were generally the goal. On

the youth for whom service information was available, almost all were pro-

~ vided with counseling, particularly family counseling, (Table t-2)

In addition to counseling, this bureau's direct services included

tutoring of elementary school students with learning and behavior problems,

This was provided by volunteers.
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Table €=}

Pachficy Youth Service Burean
Refereal Sources and Characterisciss of New Clicats Served

flscal Yosrs 197t and 1972

July 1370« July 19H=
Jm: Y971 Juné 1922

Totat Wee SHienty Seevad 131 1e8.0% 296 160,03 ‘ total Hew CiTeats Served

July 18370+
Junhe l!!?‘lk

July 1971=
June §972

141 180.0% g_gg 100,0%

£5 B CHARACTERISTILS OF
BEFERRLL BY B ENTS
Apenetas 1328 MBS e,
S enloriesent 0F 52,9 35 152§, "y 6L3 TI8h 622
Pectas. e 7T 1 R e W37 N2 s
Lghool }f; lSa; S? 19.; "
ot . . Age, |
e s L , Undee 10 0 5.2 26 8,8
tetividenl, oy oS b 1 Bk 36 12,2
Pavent L L LI | NPT 36 18,8 59 19.9
et o 52 B8 2.7 4 g 81 424 63 23,3
Deber Indlwiduaiy 2 1.0 g3 17.8 ’ 16-17 Y 215 7 243
RRAL 18 and over 7 3.7 3 1S

PRIRIS, FOR ATFERNLS (Hedtan) (1.7 (15,13 ’
Sperifie Gifenves AR - 7% 2 tész cehale troun
Farton cffanses 3 ué } 2‘:  white 182 95.3  zhh B2,k
Feoperty affeniss I b2 i3 ;,# | xican-Anrican Vo 25 5.8
gfw G”#nw& i3 12.0 10 3.  8lack 3 1.6 'k §‘7
k ‘ ( .0
ai??iaii‘i““‘ 31 19 10 1% Other 2 1.0 9 3
Getiopsent Tendentles 113 - 62.3 167 §6.% School Status

) ) - . . ‘ 6.
$aroreiginls 87 5.5 I3t k2 Aresnding 256 83 z
?fﬁ%ﬂﬁyk B L P 12 k.0 Quit/Dropped Out Kot 9 .
3 *‘x«v&&w 21 1LS 22 Tk High School Graduate Recorded 30 0.
: u‘”’ . ' b ] ' ‘]
Loiteriag, evrfew 2 Lo 2 Y Ho Response

ezenden — v .7 present {or Host
ﬁxg;ﬂcnc Z’ ‘ll ;?;enl rade in
ther Heptong lz 6.3 202 68.2 choo
= == o 7 Fourth or under 1y 5.8 28 9.4
blagmat rovlemt 2 o ; .7 Fifth or Sixth 20 10.5 35 1.8
el problens Lo 4 iy |l Seveath or Eighth 43 22,5 5k 18.2
Frottoa) probtams RSB MT  inth or Teoth g2 429 91 307
ﬁﬁgi‘gmmg B 3. 11 3.7 Eleventh or Twelfth 5 168 56 18.9
H#?fﬁ!ﬁAﬁfﬁﬁ¥tﬁ& . mw 3 +«3 i} High School Graduate * 30 IO.;

3 o 1 }7 58.1 Ho Response 3 1.6 2
1 sqel tangous 1 WS t72 58 ;

{ruetesatisafotasses} e { 88) $29.7) | {Medlan) (=, 4) (9.%)

feomipe Ling--raungi ‘

wsspenfFindd we e EY6)Y L 5.4
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Couniseling

Individual and famlly
Individual oply
Group

Yable C»2

Pacifica Youth Serviee Burgau

Dlract Servica Provlidad

Flscal Yoar 1972

How cllients warvad by Y80 fn flrst
filne months of Flsgal 1972

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDEDY

Othar Dlrect Services

"Hodical ald

Job referral/plagemsnt
Racreation pragram

Remedlal education, tutoring
Orug program

Pre-vocational training
Legal ald

Miscellaneous

Interventlon/Advocacy

,JAttempted to provide alternative activitiss for idle youth,

tervened

or other adults,

With school
With probation or court
With police

and crafts classes,

Sarvice In Flrst
Threw Honths
UL L1001 5

Hy 100,0%
107 2.4
58 8,3
i 7:2

1 3

1 61

1 9

6 5.4
i 26
3 2.7

| B 9

This bureau also operated a drop-in center, which

included recreation

In Pacifica's outreach program the streetworkers

They also in-

in situations to prevent confrontations between youth and police

Community service activities allowed the bureau®s clients

to volunteer to aid incarcerated juveniles and other offenders.

-

Table C-3 shows that most clients had four contacts with the buresu

-~ 129 -

~within six months, just under the goal this bureau set for itself.
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Table C-4

L)

Pacifica Youth Service Bureau
Status of New Clients

Table C-3

wclffea Youth Service Bureay ‘
N;it‘i;i: ‘;:mﬁer of Cantacts il
ALY 72
Flaeal Year 19 -

After Intake
Medlan Humber of Contacts

with Bureau

New clients served by YSB in first

nine months of Fiscal 1972 114 100, 0%
xgzacigzoiileggsi:nztfﬂﬂ 3.6 STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU:
Hon

i few Gliontst Second Three 8 Aetlve 27 . B3 !

: ‘ )‘!oﬁthi afrer tng‘kg' — Inactive 20 18.0 :
Case Closed 64 57.7 . e

Sud o g
$ix Honths Tots) No Response - L3

i

v
i
%
H

Lf YCase Closed, Reason for Closure t

three months after intake, indi-

i of these contacts were in the first : Llosed by Buresy A 83
Y&l , t-term. Further services unnecessa 39 35.1

, ices to youth were essentially shor o |
¢t h‘g, that this bureau’ 5 services toy . ) ) Referred to other agency 2 1.8

) . e still Placed on probation fo SO 8

o Three months after intake, one-fourth of the clients wer : ‘ Heeded services unavallable - -~ :

: C 5 : i i L

. losed j Closed by Youth , 20 18.0

§ : active In the bureau, The majority of cases closed by then were € . Dropped out 18 16.2
) :; H (Table C"li) ; Refused further services 2 1.8 .
5 with further services unnecessary. (T : -

? ‘ ’ Hiscellaneous 3 2.7

| R :

4 . . t i fe education : Hoved from area 1 .9 "
.éﬁ in addition to direct services to youth, family life : At oF farpek v ! o .
S v ; b ‘ Other - - i

v ¥ dren, wvere deVGIODEd Y 4
SRt s " o ems of raising children, : . 2
i %ﬂ seminars, to resolve probl d ted for adults | b
R : resente . : . :
-1 the burcau and other community organizations and p making. Another reason was the lack of systematic feedback from the ;

i . ‘ ' ' ke
,si tn the community. i Youth Service Bureau on cases the police referred there. ,

EE This shortcoming was remedied near the end of Fiscal 1972, To '
g V {mpact -

; : ced as counteract the declining use the police department was making of the

: T ey , Bureau was u S
» ; i the Pacifica Youth Service B . )
From Tts beginning . ferrals bureau, a referral feedback system was formalized so that the referring
: s jer, police re
, , by the city's police. However, ] ] _
i S i dlversionary resource By , » officer would know the disposition of the case.
| (Table C-5)

to the bureau declined each year. T - ‘ ‘ - -
; ' | | |
his decrease was an expanded police juvenile staff, eSP'Fe the decrease in police use of the bureau, Table C-5 reveals
| | | - | | h | * . - . . .
e ling and decision that Pacifica police continued to dispose of arrests by referring to ''other
i or 1 in J
that the had more time for its own counse |
5o that the department
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Table €-5

Juvenile Uellequency Arrests ;a';d 21:905((3005
‘ paclfics Police Deparime county Cities
: sur Other Horth San Hateo
Comgared wluf f; u

Fistal Years 19691972

percent Change

F.Y. 19 b
from 3

] 969 Ju 37‘) ‘JU Y 1371 Fa.Ye 19
F.Y. ]963

July 1968 r Y.
AN i
Jun:oIBG9 \Jun:O!B?O June 1971 June 1972 F.Y 197

PALIFICA POLICE DEPARTHENT

‘ -27: 4% ¢ = ha.0%
] aug 616 7.
Yotal Juvenlle Delinquency Arresty 1062 1103 84t
Blsposttlon of arrestt . . s e .
Handled within departrent 5!: ;62 " x o s
! J her agenclies 3 e l
%233‘31:\; ‘;;uﬁ Sgrvlu Bureau) - (L;g) (33? (32? 536 s
faferred to probation departnent 511 mf. o
rom B
FOUR OTHEK HORTH $AH HATED COUNTY ' e
cities”® ) | i
4 - 1.6% + 5
Yotal Juvenile Dalinguency Arrests 2132 ‘ 2:: 2:3; L il
Sted within depar 798 | :
Handled within deparfiesnt bata " " o o8 : 2;.1
e Ler £ other agéncles Not . s '
K‘:"”“: :: mw:azion " Avallable 1286 1306 137
Nefurred L 4
department

*srisbane, Daly Gity, San Bruno, South San Francisco.

Sourcey  Jureay of Criminal Statlstics data.

i€ e frec 1y before the bureau began
(nonmandatory) agencies! more frequently than

operation.

. ‘e oo
0f partlcular Interest, juvenile arrests In Pacifica decreased 424

. . 0
in the first three years of this Youth Service Bureau's existence. Thi

substantial decrease was accompanied by a similar reduction gf L1% in

arrests referred to probation. 2‘

-

pacifica's declining number of juvenile arrests was not paralleled i

In nelghboring communities without Youth Service Bureaus. indeed, four

Table c-6

initial Juvenile Referrals for Dellnquent Acts
Pacifica Youth to San Mateo County Probation Department

Flscal Years 1969-1972

Pzrcent Change

July 1968 July 1969 July 1970 July 191 F. Y. 1972 F. Y. 1972
to to to to from from
June 1969 June 1970 Jiune 1971 June 1972 F, Y. 1971 F, Y. 1969
SAN HATSCG COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTHMENT
Initial Referrals of t
Youth Living I35 )
Pacifica 348 260 270 190 229.9% 245, 4%
Suurce of Referral:
Peciflca Police Dept. 265 184 170 107 -37.0 -59.6
Al) Other Sources . 83 76 101 83 ~-17.8 -

nearby cities showed increases in juvenile arrests as well as in probation

referrals over a two-year period.

Police arrest and disposition data include youth living in other com-
munities., In addition, thev do not differentiate between probationers

and other youth, Both of these fac;ors are isolated in probation intake

data, though.

Probation intake data show that initial probation referrals of youth
living in Pacifica and not on probation decreased dramatically., (Table C~6)
Specifically, initial probation referrals of Pacifica youth by the Pacifica
Police Department decreased neafly sixty percent in three years., One would
anticipate that diversion would have its greatest impact on youth not on
pfobation, living in the bureau sgrvice érea, and referred by the bureau's

service area police to probation. This is precisely where the change was

~was most pronounced,
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Table C-8 ‘ «

Table C-7

? 3 Paciflca Youth Service Bureau
§ . initia) Juvenile Referrals and Dlspoi‘t‘i)m\s :0" ‘:e"“q"c"‘ Acts : Clients' Arrests and Probation Status Before and After Intake
] San Mateo County Probation Uepartmen
i s Fiscal Years 1969-1972 :
: ' Percent Change 3 Six Months Six Months Percent
F.7. 1972 F.Y. 1972 Before Intake After {ntake Chanae
Ju'{oww JU?IOWGB JUIZ’:’wm Ju‘zomn frmg F $r°T969 i ' Total new clients, 1970 291 100, 0% 291 100.0%
i June 1971 June 1972 F.Y. 1971 Y. ents, = 2= = d
: Junc 1969 June 1970 unc -~ I
: ARREST RECORD:
SAH HATEO COUNTY.
PROBATION DEPARTHENT ' Youth arrested 22 7.6 48 16.5 +118.%
inttlal Referrals of w6 Youth not arrested 269 92.4 243 83.5
Youlh Living in -29,9% 45 43
271 190 222:9%
r PaciTica 3h8 260 2, . - Number of arrests 22 66 +200.6% '
inltlal Disposition: ‘ N
, - -57.2 :
! Glosed ot Intake 166 10 87 7 18.4 *7 2
. 4 8 ok * Bureau 51x Months
i Informal Probation 15 & g m -38.3 -33.5 Intake Date After intake
i Petition Flled 167 142 1 . 0 intake ‘
: P PROBATION STATUS:
Cod ALl Other Inltial - + 0 '
Lo “Juventle Referrals © 3085 3433 3945 3087 s2.73 Vard - - 25 8.5%
P : i All Other (Informal, six
- Initial Disposition: . ¥ months, pending, etc.) 6 2.1¢ ! .3
Lo Closed at Intake 1577 1667 1783 1468 -|7-; : 9-? : None 285 " 97,9 265 9t.) -
; informal Probation 110 124 . 190 120 -Si. . 7.2 D A .
S A Petition Filed 1398 1642 1972 Hheo “2.0 '
; *Too small to percentuge. :
F ] > Source:' Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. clients was not arrested or on probation in either time period. The impact S
~'j‘i§f ; of the bureau's services on these changes cannot be fully ascertained. .
o . : iving i ifica decreased, initial ! In summary, changes at police disposition and probation in ;
i 3: While initial referrals of youth living in Pacifica ’ : Y g9 P P P t intake show that i
. ) ' ; . o . '
i : ' he probation department ' this community's increased handling of youth informally and at. the local 0
e referrals of all other youth in the county to the p : yout Y P
- - ined unchanged over the three-year period. (Table C-7) Among Pacifica ' level was accompanied by a reduction in deiinquency in Pacifica. .
remaine < r th ? |
. ially =-- 57%. V
youth, cases closed at intake were reduced most substantially : Since law enforcement referrals to the Youth Service Bureau diminished,
o i . P e ed one-third. ;
Moreover, initial petitions filed on Pacifica youth decreas ; the bureau cannot be considered the prime stimulus for continued dlverSIon
: A review of police and probation records for the bureau's new clients | and delinquency reduction in the community, Nevertheless, the bureau's i
: rev ; : S
ik in 1970 shdwed that more of them were arrested in the six months after . existence may well have intensified the climate for handling youth problems .
: in ; ‘ E
;?rl o bureau intake than in the six months before. (Table C~8) - And more of ~ Informally, either by not arresting or by linking arrested youth to non- :
0 ‘them became court wards. Nevertheless. a sizeable majority of bureau ; mandatory resources. 4
@ P _ _
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APPENDIX D

RICHMOND YOUTH SERVICES PROGRAM

ot

Service Area

When the original Richmond Youth Services Bureau began {n early 1900

{ts service area was the City of Richmond, with a population of 78,000, and

the portion of the Model Cities neighborhood which is unincorporated. The

program later changed its service area to include tho Model Cltlas acea and
Richmond 1s an Industrial suburd

all other students in seven target schools.
with a sizeable black population.

Decision Structure

pal planning for this bureau involved the county dellnquancy

Origl
p revention commission and Model Cities staff and advisors. Both the gounty

dellnquency prevention commission and the bureau's managing board were

involved in setting policy.

of responsibillty between the groups, and local versus county-wide policy-

Satftng was an issue.

With reorganization, the probation department assumed responsibility for |

administering the Youth Services Program.

established to advise the probation department and Model Cit
program.

ggf?lities
The program had two nearly adjacent facilities; one, a building with

office space; the other, an auditorium with additional meeting space.

-]36-

|

A citizens advisory committee was

jes Board on the

Some difficulty was created by unclear divisions |

staf'f
Original stafr " the :
ginal stafr undar the $28,000 grant cons!sted of the coordinator

larleal assistance
clarical asslstance and a few hours per week of detached staff time from

other agangles.

Dt ; 1972 . 4 .

Iring Flscal 1972, the bureau's name was changed. Outside funding of
$79,677 was obtalned and staff added. In addition to the coordipator aﬁd
clerieal assistance, staff Included & program developar, actiyity leaders’
ty leoders,

house parents for a shelter facility, and three probation officers

The program developer's primary function was to develop resources [n
coordination w%th.other agancles.t Activity leaders organized and oparatéd
group programs at the bureau's outreach center, as well as providing ‘.
counsellng. The probation officers staffed a probation Intervention unit

terventis it,

offering counseling for referred families.

Volunteers also participated In the bureau 's programs.
fouth Served

In Fiscal 1972, during the year the R1chmond progrém was reorganizing
and expanding, the program served about 500 new clients. (Table p-1) dver
100 of the new clients in Fiscal 1972 were justice system referrals. a |
considerable Increase from the previous year and reflecting the probation
department's new leadership role in the program. Nevertheless, most of the

new i
clients yere referrals from Individuals, particularly'self«reFerraIs

Al '
ong with the magnitude of Individual referrals, nondelinquent

reasons for : ' )
| '°3sons far referral Predominatgd. Employment problems and miscellaneous

-

{ reasons suct 4
A h as recreation were the most frequent referral reasons
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were male.

lennne

Elghty-flve percent of the new clients were black.

Referrel Sources and Charzcteristlcs of New Clients Sarved

R Aot

’

Table D=}

fichmond Youth Scrvices Program

Fisca?! Years 1371 and 1972

nearly two-thirds

Fifteen was the average age, and the averagc grade was ninth.

Total Hew Cilents Served

REFERRED BY3
Agenclug

Law enforusmant
Probatlon
School

Other aganciss

Andividusls

Paréent
Salf
other Individuals

REASONS FOR REFERRAL:

Spacific Offenses
Person offenses
Property offenses
Drug of fanses

Othar specific
of fenses

Deilnguent Tondencles

tncorrigible
Truancy

Runaway
Lo‘tbr'“ﬂy curfew

E.;Enndent

Othar Reasons

Enplopmant probless
Haalth prodlems
Emotiona) problam

School learning
probhlams -

Valfare problens
#iscallansouy

No_Reaponie

July 1970~ July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972
367 100,0% ‘5_9_9'_ 100.0%
los 28,3 163 32.7
18 4.9 35 . 7.0
17 he6 76 15.2
17 4.6 13 3.8
52 14,2 33 6.6
63 717 336 6L3
25 6.8 108 21,6
235 64,0 216 433
3 .8 12 2.4
Iy 52 B 56
] .3 2 o
9 2.4 1" o2.2
2 .5 s 1,0
7 1.9 10 2.0
q lel W5 5.0
25 6.8 66 - 13.2
8 2.2 29 5.8
PR I 26 5.2
- e 4 .8
332 90,5  A32 86,6
267 65,3 191 383
\ 3 1 2
18 49 43 8.6
3 .8 3 .6
63 17.2 194

-

38.9

CHARACTER|STICS OF
KEW CLIENTS:

Sex

Hale

fema'e
Age

Under 10

10=11

12-13

14-15

16-17

18 and over
(Median)

Ethalc Group

White
Hexlican-American
Black

Other

No Response

Echool Status

Attending
Qplt/bropped‘0qt
High School Graduate
Presant {or Most
ecent] Grade In
choo
Fourth or Under
Fifth or Sixth
Saventh or Eighth
Ninth of Tenth
Elaventh or Twelfth

No Responsa
(Medan)

Tota! New Clients Served

Hlgh School Graduate

July 1970- July 197]~
June 1571 June 1972
367 100.0% - A33 100.0%
227 51.8 315 63. 1
146 38.2 184 36.9
1" 3.0 52 . 10.4
18 49 5k 0.8
37 10.1 63 12.6
82  22.3 136 27.2
128 35.) 139 27.8
90 2"-5 5% 11.0
{16.6) (15.3)
27 7.k 5% . 10.8
4 12,8 1B 1.6
233 73.8 h2h 85,1
- .- 2 b
- - 1 o2
t “3 88.8
Mot 16 3.2
Recorded ko 8.0
W 3.8 6h  12.8
25 6.8 58 1.6
53 b4 B2 164
_ 99 27.0 8 296
] 104 20,8
137 37.3
; 3 &0 8.0
39 '10.6 3 6
{10.6) (9.3)

- 138 -

Service Provided

For youth
% on whom service provided was reported, the recreation program

was most frequently mentjoned.

tutoring project, using volunteers.,

(Table D-2)

were also provided with counseling.

Some youth and their families

In addition, the bureau developed a

The sh r i y r r for y
elter facilit operated by the bureau had space for six boys, with
»

where the need for shelter existed.

e t

Richmond Youth Services Program
Birect Service Provided

Fiscal Year 1972

Rew clients served by YSB in fi
wine months of Fiscal 1972 ret

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED:
L

Counseling

Individual and famity
Individual only
Group

Other Direct Services

Hedical ald
Job referril/placement

Recreation: program

Remedial education, tutoring

Drug program

Pre-vocational training

Legal aid
Mlscellaneous

Intervention/Advocacy

With school

With probation or court

With police

*
Less than ,53.

Service in First
hree Honths

227 100, 03
65 28.6
25 .o
33 .5
7 30

3 76.2
26 1.5

18 52.0
27 1.9
2 -9

21 9.3
2 «9
18 o 1.9
i *




- months
The bureau reported a median of fourteen contacts in the three

(Table D=3) After three months, more

Table D=4

Aichmond Youth Services Program

af ter intake for each you.th served. Status of New Clients

reau. (Table D-4) .
than ona-fourth of the cases werd still active in the bur ( Durlng Fiscal 1972
! . Three Months
| X g After lntake
' 3 New clisnts served by YSB In first
! Teble 0-3 nlne months of Fiscal 1972 227 100.0%
‘ Richmond Y:Utg §°;:‘§::t22‘:2'm - STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU:
: Hedlan Humbe '
i
! Active 62 27.3
1972 ) 1
o Fiacal Year : inactive 105 46.3
ey g Madian Number of Contacts : Case Closed ; 37 16.3
H with Burcau No Response 23 . 10.)
i ) New Cliants' H:“ Ihr" 14.0 If ""Case Closed", Reason for Closure
: Months after Intake X
i Closed by Bureau 22 9.7
not ~- D26 0y Fdreay L EXVA
Mew Clients! Se?ol;ik':h"“ reported Further services unnecessary 2 .9
g Honths after in - Referred to other agency 12 5.3
RPN 14.0 3 Placed on probation 8 3.5
. ‘ : Six Months Total 3 Needed services unavaillable - -
i‘ . "E Closed by Youth AL 5.2
L4 i ;
- ; : : Dropped out 5 2.2
? R 3 Refused further services 9 4,
. i% L lmEaCt : Hiscellaneous 2 9
vg £ ferrals to this program increased in Fiscal 1972, : Hoved from area 1 *
gf Justice sYStem re f Honresident of target area ¥ - -
d ; 4
i colnciding with the program's reorganization and expansion. i Other 1 .
1 v , .
o - . in delin- Less than .52.
o Iso showed a reduction i
; arrest data a
1} During this year, police
! : ‘ . from three
Pl quency, as measured by a fourteen percent decrease in arrests
L . . Y ¥ ! . . . - ? - . . 4
; ' (Table 5) This was accompanied by a marked increase in ' From a probation intake perspective, referrals by local police of
, Table k ’ : )
years earlier. , . .
;’ "oth ncles", such as the youth service bureau. Diversion ¥ carvice area youth who were nonprobationers declined appreciably. |n two
: . ' age ¥ 3 :
referrals to "other age

, jion from arrest, ;_Years. these referrals declined sixty percent. (Table D-6)
' rral n more pronounced than diversio i k
from probation referral was evel |

. fon. |
with a thirty percent reduction in juvenile arrests referred to probatio | If & youth service buress of thar: (o3 it o tomans, cefiniat

Exfrom local police or (b) stimulates institutional changes so that youth are

more frequently diverted from the justice system, we viould expect the most
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‘ h, by local
s1zeable reductions to be in Initial referrals, of local yout y

police., Thig occurred in this co:x:munity.

Table 0.5

d Dispositions
Finquéncy Arrests -an
Saensite g‘i’chﬂgnd folico Department

Fiscal Yenrs 1560-1972

Perce-:t  Change

JYe g2 FuY. 1972
July 1966 July 1969 July 1970 July 1971 3 ?from Frow

June ‘972 v.¥. 1970 £.Y. 1969

Juna fﬁﬁs Junu i370 June 1971

AIEHHGHD POLICE LIPARTHENT

-14.
2426 -13.6% 14.06
To.61 Juvontls Delinquency 2620 7286 2814 2426 —F
Arrosts P —
Disposition of yrrasis: v {068 1035 - 3.1 + 0.4
fiondled within depargment  105) e 185 w225, 41294
' 63
deferrad to othar agoncles® 85 58
-28.9 -29.8
Ta/gread to prebatinn 1104 1971 1683 1196

depariment

0 Hay Include Youth Servica Quresu.
roureas Duresu of Griminal Statistics data.

Tabla DG

*

(M ﬁl“ JUVG!II‘Q Refarre for D ' ¢ nt Acts
f is ell quent
l 1 2 A th Lo CO t Losta Cou ly obatjo DBPE{'
R C’)“Q d Targat Arsd You h nira n Pr 1] tment

Percent Change

Y y 1 Yo ¥ .
June 1869  Junsé ‘970 June ‘97‘ June |972 Fa¥Y. 197 F.¥. 1970

HTRA COSTA COUHTY
FRGIATIOR. DEPARTHENT

talrlatl Refarraly of

~15.34 ~34.
Youth L}ﬂm& n Rlc:hmna a9 - 1082 a6 |
Targel Aray 998
urce of Refarraly | s
p bata not 826 575 328 2.8
Hlohmand Pollce Depts available
878 506 887

A11 Qther Sourses

% gicnasnd #nd Horth Rlcheond tensus sragss.
Soures: Buresu of Criminel Statlatics dats.

- 142 -

While initial referrals to probation of Richmond area youth were
decreasing, those of youth living &lsewhere and referred to this probation
department were increasing, (Table D-7) There was a particularly size-
able increase of youth living elsewhere whose cases were closed at intake,
possibly indicating the lack of alternative community referral resources
available to police elsewhere in the county. Petitions filed on youth

living outside the Richmond area also increased. Meanwhile, petitions filed

on initial referrals from Richmond decreased seventeen percent,

Table D=7

Inltial Juvenile Referrals and Dispositions for Delinquent Acts
Contra Costa County Probation Department

Flscal Years 1969-1972

Percent Change

July 1968 July 1968 July 1970 July 1971 F.Y. 1972 F.Y, 1972
to to to to from from
June 1969 June 1970 June 1971 June 1972 F.Y. 1971 F.Y. 1969
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTHMENT
Inltial Referrals of
Youth LTving Tn Rich- .
mont larget Area 996 1102 1082 316 -15.3% - 8.0%
tnitial Dispositions
Closed at Intaky ‘ 48g 733 510 . 520 + 2,0 + 6,3
Informal Probatian * 83 57 33 46 +39.4 bl 6
Petition Filed 42k 606 539 , 350 "~35.1 -17.4
All Other (nitial
uvenile Relerrals 3572 3977 W29 LALE) i T +24,63%
Inltial Disposition:
Closed at Intake 1856 2327 2445 2611 + 6,8 +40,7
informal Probation 343 289 323 368 +13.9 + 7.3
Petition Filed 1373 1361 1661 Y70 “11.5 + 7.1

Source: Bureay of Criminal Statistles data,

T S




APPENDIX E
err he bureau was
in summary, diversion of Justice system raferrals tc t

ind referral and
minimal untl)l the bureau was reorganized in Fiscal 1972 & | SAN DIEGO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

t »

ion from further
duction of delinquency and a simultaneous diversio
was & ro

: eva 1 The first youth service bureau in San Diego County was established in
' tem. &
procassing of juveniles by the Justice sys N

early 1969 in the primarily middle class Clairemont neighborhood. This

1

section of thz City of San Diego has a population of approximately 85,000, !

T

Residents are comparatively mobile.

In late 1971 a second bureau was opened in the East San Diego and Allied

Gardens section of the city.

)

s

; | Then in early 1972 citizens in La Jolla requested a bureau, offering to
. i

el
ey

donate a facility for it. This bureau serves the Northwest beach area of

San Diego.

Decision Structure

Planning for the first bureau was cooperative, Lead by probation and

police staff, there was input from other agencies as well.

NE, o oF W.,j"““‘:ff&‘"ﬁ"“ B ot T L ) s

The burraus are administrativaly under the probation department, with

an executive board and the County Delinguency Prevention Commission providing

. ; il policy advice,
I i3 .

I starr

H

{

i ,

% From .its inception, the Clairemont bureau was staffed by the coordinator
i

;

i

j;and.clerical assistance, as well as two probation officers, a police officer,

- 145 -
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-ti basis,
Local agencles loaned this staff on a full-time basis

n a traditional law erforcement or correc~

snd o soelal worker,

Hone of the staff members served i

a regular part-
tional role. Psychiatric consultation was contributed c¢n g

time basis,

€0 »

ncre 860.
first one, Outside funding was increased to $142,

i ' : from other
The second bureau's staffing, including detached workers

mo j veloper ]
45 similar to the first bureau in Clairemont. A job deveiop Z
Was :

agencles, B
q | he salary for this position volunteered

was shared by the two bureaus, with t

by a service club.

i =ti by the Claire-
The Northwest San Diego bureau was supervised part-=time by

;

the police, probation, and welfare departments.,

varfety of services.

Faclllties

‘ i the bureau
o grassy courtyard for informal gatherings. In East San Diego

: S Al & g by 14

] air,
patio area for recreation, and a carport for auto rep

Youth Sﬁfch

1

(Table E-1) Hore than 350 of them were justice

caus In Fiseal 1972,
Bureaus In i -

. A . oy - -

Table E<)

. s
San Diego Youth Service Bureaus

Refervat Sources and Characteristics of New Clients Served
Fiscal Years .1971 and 1972
July 1970-  July 1971~ July 1970-  July 1971
June 1971 June 1972 June 971 June 1972
Total New Cllients Served 14_}_8_ 100.0% ggg_ 100.0% Total New. Clients Served ‘_g_(_i_ 100,03 883 100,0%
REFERRED BY: CHARACTERISTICS OF '
NEW CLIENTS:;
Agencies 270 61.6 587 66.5
B T e = Sex
Laze enforcement 128 29.2 245 27,7 -
Probation 63 158 117 3.2 | Male 29 56.8 438 56,4
Schoo) 64 4.6 183 20,7 | Femle 183 A32 385 436
Othey agencles 9 2.0 42 4,8 Age
Individuals .!_6_?_ 38.4 _216_ 33.5 Under 10 17 3.9 31 3.5
Parent 102 23.3 220 24,9 | 10°M1 Mooz om e
Self 20 46 27 30 | 1203 208 18y 207
Other fndividuals ¥ 105 49 5.5 || M-S 176 h0.2 371 k2.0
1817 133 30.4 239 27,1
REASONS FOR REFERRAL 18 and over 7 1.6 18 2,0
Speci flc Offenses 170 38,8 298 - 33.7 (Hedian) SERY (15.0)
Person offenses 1 .2 8 N M
Property offenses 29 6.6 106 )2.0 White k07 92,9 782 88,6
Drug offenses 130° 29.7 138 15,6 Mexlcan~American 21 5.8 4g 5.5
Other specific Black 7 1.6 34 3.8
offenses 10 2.3 46 5.2 Other 3 .7 18 2.0
Oelinquent Tendencies 304 69.4 _6_’02 72.5 $chool Status
fncorrigitle 261 59.6 kst 51 Attending 835 94.6
Truancy 5 L1 e 72 Qui t/bropprd Out Not 33 3.7
Runaway 3 8.2 119 13.5 High Schodl Graduate Recorded i5 b7
Loltering, curfew 2 o 6 o7
Present (or Most
Dependent I 2 L o4 cent Grade In
- - - - choo
Other Reasons 58  13.2 108 12.2 - :
D e A fourth or Under 17 3.9 34 3.8
Employrent problems = - 226 1 fifen or Sixth 19 &3 58 6.6
Health probleas 1.2 Z 22 ceventh eor Eighth N6 26,5 235 26.6
Emot!onfl problems 56 12.8 63 7.1 Ninth or Tenth 182 46 365 41,3
ssﬁgg{‘;:"“'"g L 2 .2 || Eleventh or Twelftn [ 99 226 tz: l?.;
Welfara probioms - - 1 .1 High School Graduate /‘ )
Hiscellaneous - - 17 1.9 No Response 5 1.1 2 +2
(Mad tan) (9.7} (9.6)

“Data for July 1970 to June 1971 13
Is' for three bureaus, since two more we

for one bureau, San Diego~Clal ramont,
re added during that year.
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9co referrals from law enforcement and nearly’

system referrals, with nearly

Overall, two-thirds of the new clients were agency

120 from probation.
referrals, .

There was some variation in referral sources by bureau, but agency

referrals predominated in each. (Tables E-2, 3, 4) Law enforcement refer-

o )
rals were a larger proportion of Clairemont's and Northwest's new clients

than of East San Diego's. East san Diego served a greater proportion of

school referrals.

For each of the bureaus, delinquent tendencies, particularly

bflity, was the chief reason for refarral. A larger proportion of clients

were referred for specific of fenses than‘in many bureaus, undoubted 1y re-

flecting the referrals from the justice system to this bureau.

in each bureau, the typical client was fourteen or fifteen and in the

re than half the new clients were boys. Almost

ninth grade. Somewhat mo

nine out of ten were white/Anglo.

Service Provided

»Vlrtually all of the youth participated in counseling at the bureaus,

with family counseiing provided in the vast majority of the cases.

E~5‘ 6) Counseling is done by the trained, experienced staff on a full-
, ;

ﬁime loan to the bureaus from participating agencies.

u is not Included because of the bure

Py

the Northwest San Dlego burea
period of operation in Fiscal 1972.)

The Eaét san Diego Bureau also provided'Interventicn or advocac

the schools for a number of its clients.
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Table £-2

San Diego~Clalrmont Youth Service Bureau
Referral Sources and Characteristics of New Clients Served

Fiscal Years 197} and 1972

July 1570~ July 1971~ July 1970~
June 1971 June 1972 J:my: lg;l
Total New Clisnts Served 438 100.03 378 100.0% jj.Total New Clients Served 438 100.0%
REFERRED BY: CHARACTERISTICS OF
. NEW CLIENTS:
Agencies 270 61.6 251 6.4
Sex
Law enforcement 128 29.2 129 34.1 -
Probation 69 15.8 46 12,2 | Mele k9 56.8
School 64 14.6 60 15,9 || Female 189 h3.2
Other agencles 9 2.0 16 42 |l Age ‘
individuals _!9_8_ 38.4 127 33.6 Under 10 17 3.9
Parent 102 23.3 101 - 26.7 1o-11 1 3.2
Self 20 46 11 2,9 | 12713 91 20.8
Other Individuals 4 105 15 bo || 115 176 ho.2
16-17 133 30.4
REASONS FOR REFERRAL: 18 and over 7 1.6
Specific Offenses . 170  38.8 146  38.6 (Hedlan) (15.0
Person offenses 1 2 6 1.6 Ethnic Group
Property offenses 29 6.6 52  13.8 White 407 92.9
Drug offenses 130 29.7 66 17.5 Mexican~American 21 4.8
Other specific * 8lack 7 1.6
offenses 10 2.3 22 5.8 Other 3 7
Deiinquent Tendencles 304 69.4 239 63.2 School Status
~ lncorrigible 261 59,6 131 50.5 Ai:endlng
Truanc
hu"awa: 2 ;°' 15 %0l quie/dropped Out Not
3 -2 3 8.2 High School Graduate Recorded
Loitering, curfew 2 oh 2 .5
Present (or Most
Dependent 1 2 .- - Recent Grade in
School
Other Reasons 58 13,2 51 13.5
- - Fourth or Under . 17 3.9
Employment problems - - 13349 0 eitth or sixth 19 43
Haalth probl - .- )
. problems ! .2 Sevanth or Elghth 16 26.5
motional problems 56 12.8 36 9.5 Ninth or Tenth 182 B1.6
~School learning ) : ’
problems | .2 1 .3 Eleventh or Twelfth 59 22.6
Velfare problems e — —— . High School Graduate
Hiscellaneous - = 1 .3 No Response 5. 1
(Median) (9.7
- ]49 -
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Table o
*
East San Dlego Youth Service Bureau

Clients Served D Northwest San pie
Referral Sources and Characteristics of New Referral Sources ang Chare

go Youth Service Bureau* E
ctgrlstlcs of New Clients Served ‘

: Flscal Year 1972 Fiscal Year 1972

, e - -
July 1971- une § * T —
—— July 197}~ s
dune 1972 10002 Juns 1392 July 1971~
{ients Served a9 100, 0% Total New Clients Served 398 0,08 | Tota e €11emes s —=ne 1972 . une 1372
Hew Clients Serve 222, e ents Serve 168
i Toral few | CHARACTERISTICS OF . —£  loo.03 Total New Clients Seryeq 106 jo0.02
S REFERRED BY: NEW CLIENTS: b4 REFERRED By,
TN ) 278 69.7 , ; ggl\'i‘las'rgf:sncs oF
L E . —ct : ENTS
; : Agencles = Sex : Agencies t
I ‘Law enforcement 74 18.6 Hale 213 Sk9 : SRse 2 et Sex
S \ 67 16.8 Fera 180 k5.1 . Law enforcement 42 39.6 _ 57 53.8
i B e .
' Pr:bl: on " 27.8 ema Probation 4 1.8 Male 57 53.8
i Sehoo 6 6.5 Age, School iz " Femaie hy k6.2 |
H ! Other agencies 2 5 -3 |
i S ¢ . 10 17 .3 Other agencles - o Age |
Fo Indlviduals 2} B3 nder " 3.5 == :
, < ndlvidua - i . :
: : P AL 10-11 Individua) :
v Parent 78 e 12-13 2 ue e = e gt " '*
¢ ren - - !
1 ||; {2 3.0 . Yoe15 75 43,8 Parent 41 38.7 21 3 2.8 3
o Individuals 3 7.8 16-17 36 2! - A 3.8 u- X S ‘ }
, v - . :
i : _ Other In ‘ . 5 1.2 OFher Individuals 3 2.8 t4-i5 ho 37.7 i
AR REFERRAL: 18 and ove (15.8) 16-17 85 a2 B
i s REASONS FOR . .0 (Med!ian) . ; REASONS FoR REFERRAL ; , 18 and over 4 1.8 oy
noo Specific Offenses 2. Ethnic Group : Specific 0ffenses 57 538 (Hedian) (15.8)
- ‘§> Lw £t as 1 o2 2 a‘.7 ‘ =L o« hni
i f Person offens 33 8.3 White 3 8.0 p Person of fenses ’ 1 9 B_'L_‘_ml_g
F 5 ‘; proparty offenses 56 1.5 Mexican-American # 7.8 Preperty-offenses 20 g8 White 9%  s0.6
: !i{ } Drug offenses Black 3 2'5 Drug offenses 26 24,5 Hexican~American 7 6.6
R Coftames | 15 3.8 Other 10 . Other specific . Black - ‘
! < : of fenses -
i ; ] 8.5 Other
{{ Delinquent Tendencies A28 2.2 School Status : Delinquent Tendenc | N 3 2.8
; ;& ui 210 52.6 Attending n 95,5 ; . <hcles 2 &9_ Schoo!l Status
L Tgible ) ’ : NP
l .Ir:::r 9 W% 1.5 Quit/Dropped Out 16 :‘ : lncorrigible 50 47,2 Attending o5 8.6
i§ Rum:: 72 18,0 High School Graduate 6 ° ;:'ruancy 3 2.8 Quit/Dropped Qut 9 8.5
; i, - unaway - 16 15.1 '
s Lottaring, curfew Present (°'dH°5t Loltering, curfew L] 358 Hih Sehool Graduate 2 l.g A
¢ n . ]
: dent & 1.0 “::t Grade } ; Present (or Hose S oo
@ Depen 4.0 Dependent -~ - ccent) Grade In ¢
; Other Reasons S50 12:5 fourth or Under ‘: 5.3 5 Other Reasons 8 7.5 2ghoal
: g 2,2 Fifth or Sixth 2 : : T L= =2 Fourth or Under
1 nt problems 3 3 f 2 1.9
; Exp loyme 1 .2 Seventh or Eighth 125 303 TP lovnent problens ' +9 Fifth or sixen 4
' Health problems 156 3%.1 ¢ Health problams 3.8
: 23 5.3 Hinth or Tenth 1 <9 Seventh gp Eighth 14
B} Emotlonal problens : 5 Twelfth 69 7.3 & Emotional problems 6 5.7 A - 13.2
' School learning problems 2 ’ Eleventh or. Twe 6 L5 o School learning : nelv.or Tanch 57 53.8
“ Velfare problems H 2 High School Graduate . 5 b Pr?blems . " Eleventh or Twelfeh _ 27 25.5 -
R Hiscellaneous 6 4,0 No Response (9.5) Welfars problems - _ High School Graduate 2 1.3 g L
{Median) : Hiscal laneous - — (“e’d'l") {10,2) : iR 3
: * L.
*Note: Buresu opened October 1971, Note: Bureau opened Fobruary 1972, ‘
i
i
‘ , ;
“ , | |
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Table E~5

vice Bureau
st Olego-Clal rmont Youth Ser
san D‘Bgontl;u“ \Ser\{lc;v provided

Fiscal Year 1972

gervice In Flrst
Three Hoaths
—ree O e

: ‘ flest 100.0%
) ts served by YSB In 256
mfx;?hs of Flscal 1972 256
OIRECT SERVICE PROVIDEDS 6
Cownseling 260 JLIN
Cownselin > -
1adivldual ant famlly " "
individual only o -
Group
53 20.7
’ othar Dlrect Services _; ”
Hadical aid . -
Job/referral/placerment ‘ :
Recreation program ; e
Reradial education, tutoring : Ve
f Drug progran - ‘ .
: Pre-vocational trainin ‘ '
N Legal ald -
b 1laneous: 5 :
K’S;iyohiapulaovama§ton : Z;O
Blg brother/blg sister l
Other 7
15 3.7
{ntervention/Advacacy ';: =
‘ \] -
with School N s
With probation or court . .
With pollcs

’Less than .5%.

conjunction with an adult school

¢lon. This program was developed in

. i X . ‘

.
L ) b} L '

: y
z5 typical client than did most of the Californi

had more contacts with i

= 152 =

in five of East San Diego's were still active at that time.

Table E~(

East San Dlago Youth Sdrvice Burcau
Direct Sarvice Provided

Flscal Yoar 1972

Service In Flrst

Mew clients served by YSB in flrst
nine months of Flscal 1972

239 100.0%
DIRECT SERViCE PROVIDED;
A3
Counseling 242 Jot.3
Individual and family (199 83.3
Individual only 34 14,2
Group 9 3.8
Other Direct Services 67 28.0
Medical aid 7 2,9
Job referral/placement 20 8.4
Recreation 10 4.2
Remedial education, tutoring 2 .8
Drug program 12 5.0
Pre-vocational training 1 *
Legal ald
Miscellaneous
Psychiatric evaluation 8 3.3
‘Big'brother/blg sister 5 2.1
Other 8 3.3
|nterventlon£Adv'.:ca§! 88 36.8
With Schoo! ' 58 24,3
With probation or court 15 6.3
With police 15 6.3

*Less than ,5%.

bureaus. The East San Diego bureau averaged somewhat fewer contacts:

over four contacts in six months. (Table E-8)

More than one in three of Clairemont's new clients were still active

in the bureau at the end of three months. (Table‘E-S) Just over one

(Table E~10)
The East San Diego bureau reported cases closed most frequently because

further services were unnecessary, the youth dropped out, or he or she

refused further services, *

-]53—
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Table E«7

; ¢e Buresu
. oo~ § emont Youth Servi
San Dlego: c}:irv or tects

Flxcal Year 1972

dian Humber of Contacts
Hed! with Buresu

o 81
vt Clients? Flrsy Thres ‘
¥ Honthis afyer Intake
e V 2.9
Hew CiTents! Second Three
K%th aftar |ntske
2.0

$1x Honths Total

Table E-8

1 Youth Service Buresu
fst s.:ez;:?voumbcr of Contacts

Flscal Yoar 1972

: an Number of Contacts
Hedt with Bureau

>3.6
tlients! First Three
M;;nﬂlhii sfrar intake
08
@ Glientst Saecond Thres
na;ou;hi sfter intake
‘0‘

5ix Honths Yotsl

- 154 -
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Table €-9

San Dlego~Clalvemont Youth Service Bureau
Status of New Clients

During Fiscal 1972

Three Months
After Intake

New clients served by YSB In first
nine months of Fiscal 1972 256

100, 0%
STATUS OF YOUTH |N BUREAU:
Actlve 94 36-7
inactive 31 12,1
Case Closed 131 51.2
No Response L) -
If “Case Closed'", Reason for Closure
Closed by Bureau 87 34.0
Further services unnecessary 58 22,6
Referred to other agency 15 5.8
Placed on probation 13 5.1
" Needed services uniaval lable 1 *
Ciosed by Youth . 23 3.0
Oropped out 0 3.9
. Rafused further seryices 3. 5.1
Mizcellaneous . 2} 8.2
Jlreel laneous 2L
Moved from area * 14 5.5
Nonresident of targét area ' 2° .8
Other ‘ 2,0

*Lexs than .5%,

.Imgact

Justice system referrals, particularly from law enforcement, were
consistent from the inception of the first bureau in San Diego. This
was undoubtedly greatly enhanced by the role of police administrators

in the initial planning and by the presence of a police officer in a

Nonauthoritative role on the bureau staff.
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Table E~10

East Sen Diego Youth Service Bureau
Status of Hew Clients

During Fiscal 1872

. Three Honths
After fntake

Heswe chlants saryed by YSB In First

nine months of Flscal 1372 239 109,0%
STATUNG OF YOUTH IH BUREAU:
Active 53 22,2
fndetfvs 15 6.3
tare Closed - 169 70.7
Hg Response 2 .8
1f Yifase Closed”, fleason for Closure
Closed by Surcau &% 35.0
further serviés unnecessary 51 21.3
Referred to other agency 9 3.8
Plsced on probatien 26 10.9
Heeded services unavaliable - -
Closed by Youth 15 31k
Bropped out ho 16.7 ;
Refused further servicas 35 th.6 3
Hiscellanaous JAN 6
toved from arca ’ & 2.5
NHonresidsnt of target area - - iE |
Other 5 2,1

Even though police were diverting youth to the bureaus, delinquency

was not reduced in the bureaus' service areas. (Table E-11}) There was

an Increase In juvenile arrests of Clairemont and East San Diego FESide"“;{

A factor influencing the Increase in Clairemont residents' arrest was

that there were more residents to arrest; the area's population, especiaH 

of juveniles, increased during this period.

x

it {s Important to note that even though delinquency arrests Oi

area residents Increased, Juvenlle arrests of all other city residents

156 -

showed increases only

£ SerVﬁ? i

Table E~11

Juverille Arrests
San Diege Police Department

Fiscal Years 1969-1972

Poreant Change

July 1968-
v July 1969 Julz 1970 July 197}
Q

Fo Y. 1972 F, Y. 1972

to to from from
June ,969 ,JUI)C 1970 June l97| June '972 F. Y. '97‘ F. Y, '969

SAN DIEGO POLICE DEPARTMENT

Jotal Juvenile Unl

a3

Pollce Beats 77, 61, &2
b0l

olice Beats 22, 30, 33, 35.

SOUICC: San Dlego POI,CQ Department d‘tﬂ.

Tow

increase in juveni
Juvenile arrests was less than that In the other
of the city. o

Initial ‘
referrals to probation also reflected a sizeable

t y

reduced
penetration of the justice system at this ponnt

A fo]low-
up study of youth served by the Cialremont bureau early

- 157 -

ges dents of Clty o SpLfests,
an Diego
13,126
2an Dieg 13,942 14,
o N 3,9 401 ., 15,000 +4,2% +14,3%
Clairemont Servl 8
ervica Area 3,920 3,807 88 +*%
East San Dlego Service Areab 2,420 . - " +6.7 J
' 2,595 .
Afl(:st‘)th:: City of San Diego e e g o
dents
6,786 7,540 )
78 . 8,057 - 8,248 .2 '
2.4 +21.5

as'!

increase

in th :
€ cases closed at Intake or placed on informal

in

in

pr— .
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Table E<12

i ¢ i R farrs : v for Delinquent Acts
{nleial Juvenlie Refserals and pigposmom e Aets
¥s8 Service Ardass Youth to Sam Djrao County Probation Departmert

Fiscal Years 19701972

prriant Change

July 1568 July 1970 Julzois7f Fo ?;03972
to , Froa
Jun:91970 June 1871 June 1972 - F. ¥, 1971
SN DEELD COUNTY
FROBAT [OH DEFARTHENT
‘Lnl.tgnﬁin?lqrgtls~ of
aut ving In ) T
Cialramont Servics Ares® &s0 hhly 548
Inlflal Gispositiont
- +32.9
Closed at Intaka 220 228 299 *35 .
informs! Probation i4 50 54 ﬁ,.j
pekltion Flled 196 154 173 u.;.*y
Pondling - 19 22 .

{nfgiatl Refarrals of
Youth Living la

£ast San Olego Servigs A;gab 642 616 nL +18.7%
tnitlal Dlspositions
flosed ot Intaks 7% 300 394 +31.3
saforsal Peobation 57 51 103 +13.2
P?{ltiuﬂ Flles b1l g 215 plar ; -li:l
Panding - L 1)

B2 tode 92117,
brik_todes 92105, 92115, 93119, 92120

Laveast tan Glego County Probatlon Department data,

» keg‘;i
the six months after bureau Intake than in the six men;hskbefore intake. |

status with probation elther at the date of bureau Int

«

: -~ e . . rt
later. However, there was an Increase In the youth who were cou

\wards.six ﬁon:hsfaffer intake.
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F. Y. 1972
f

rom
F. Y. 1970

+35.9
+22.7
-11.7

+13.9%

+42.8
+80.7
-35.3

ake or six months i

, , : SO 1 iafg-
(Table E~13) Only a small proportion of the youth served had an of i}

Table €~13

San Diego = Clai‘remont Youth Servicé Bureau
Clients! Arrest and Probation Status Befora and After intake

Six Months Six Months Percent
Before intake After Intake Change

fotal new clients,
January-June 1970 261 lco.gﬁ 261 100,

ARREST RECORD:

Youth arrested 82 314 50 19.1 «39.0%
Youth not arrested 179 68.6 211 80.8
Numbar of arrests 124 73 -41.1%
Bureau Six Months
Antake Date After lntake
PROBATION STATUS:

Vard 5 1.94 22 8.4%
All Other (Informal, six

months, pending, etc.) 9 3.5 12 é.7
None 242 92,7 229 84.7
No Response S 1.9 [ 2.3

v

In summary, the San Diego bureaus' style has coordinated staff
resources from several agencies. While this stimulated diversionary
rgferrals from thg justiée.system, delinquency nonetheless increased,
although at a lesser pace than in the rest of the city. A population

increase may have counteracted any delinquency reduction that might

have otherwise occurred. Reductions in petitions filed indicate pene-

tration of the justice system was minimized for residents of the bureau

areas.,
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APPENDIX F

SAN FERMANDO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU

Service Ares

The San Fernando Youth Services Bureau's service area encompassed one

entire city and & proportionately small segment of anothker: the City of

San Fernando, with a population of about 17,000, and the Pacoima area of the

Clty of Los Angeles. This area of Los Angeles s servized by the Feothill

Dlvision of the police department. Many of the area's residents are

Mexlcan-Amerlcan or black. This bureau opened in late 1969 and closed

Junavﬁﬁ, l9725

Paclislon Structure

Both this bureau and the other pilot bureau in Los Angeles County were
unlque among California bureéus by being privately sponsored. All of the
othar pllot bureaus were publicly sponsored.

County Counsel's opinion prevented the céunty de=lirquency prevention

commission from performing the functions the Youth Service Bureaus Act

specifled for them. This Issue was primarily centered around the bureau's
private sponsorship.
The bureau's managing board, comprised of area residents, set bureau

policy.

Staff
Buresu staff Initially consisted of the coordinator and clerical

assistance, Yoluntears and limited contributions of staff from probation

and @ private agency supplemented pald staff.

-~ 160 -

‘  Referrals from probation were neéligibi

) Wer
| e primarily referred to Participate in recreation
| ’

{feferred for delinquent reasons:

Here #!xth graders and less than 12 years old

;3dlents were Hexlcan—Amerlcan;

contributic

utlons, the bureau hjred its own youth counselors on a part-time
basis w

hen funding beyond the original $25,000 became avaflable.

State/federal funding increased to $49,126 at this point. The youth

counsel ‘
Ors were eleven high school and college youth who had already been

invoived with the bureau’'s activities,

Facllitx

The San | :
an Fernando bureay occupied a building with two offices, two meeg
» 3 -

ing rooms, a ‘
. large room sujtable for recreation, and a photography darkroom

Youth Served

This b
ureau served nearly 500 new clients in Fiscal 1972, with the vast

majori ' i
j ty of referrals from agenciles, especially scheols. (Table F-1) Law

enfo
rcement, both the San Fernando and Los Angeles police departments

referred
over 100 youth to the bureay each year. Police referrals were even

more f i
Fequent in Fiscal 1971, when the bureay coordinator was bilingual,

.

InFi '
Fiscal 1972, when most of the referrals were from schools, youth

h group activities, or
the bureau's summ
er program. In the prevjous year, the majority were ‘

specific offenses or delinguent tendencies.

Nearl
rly nine out of ten of the youth served were boys. Typically, they

More than half of the new

more than one~fourth were black. These

profile istj
: characteristics represent a shift from the previous flscal year

- 161 -
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it i e biemstng,

when the typlcal youth served was somewhat older, more tikely to have been

female, and less likely to have been black.

v

Table F-{

¢ .
© an Fernaddo Youth Service Bureau
Referral Sources and Characteristics of Hew Cllents Served

Flscal Years 1971 end 1972

Jul 0= July 1971- July 1970-  July 1971-
Jﬂﬁl :335 Jﬁni 13%2 June 1971 June 1972
S Yotal Hew Clients Served 391 100.0% 483 100.0% Total Hew Clients Served ?_9_1_,]_29_:2}_ k83 100.0%
o REFERRED Yt CHARACTERISTICS OF ,
- NEW CLIENTS: .
: 3 Agencles 266 60,0 h26  88.2
: Sex
o t s, 106  22.0 -
P ‘fw anforersn " 53 Hale 258 66.0 423  87.6
300 Frobation » 3 .8 1 .2 133 350 @ 124
I s¢hoo) 67 1. 38 es.8 | Feme 3 . .
B Other agencies 19 L. 1 .2 Age.
e . Indlvidusls 125 32.0 57 1.8 | tnde 10 25 6.4 139 28.8
LS - 4 120 24,8
: Parant 18 4.6 2 5.0 1o-11 2: ; o o7 2.2
§ Self gh 1647 33 6.8 :i‘:: ‘27 ae s lod
i ’ Other Individual 4 1.0 o - - ot ‘ :
‘ : 2 ther Individuals g 16-17 1h 3.8 56 116
TR “““‘?“i '°?r“EFE““*L‘ - M BT 31 7.9 5 1.9
: i specific Offenses 1 .5 . |
i . m -lj- 1 =% (Hedian) (15.7) (7
‘ Proparty of fenses 70 17.9 8 7.9 Ethnie Group
Druyg offenses k6 1.8 1Ll wWhite 134 3.3 83 17.2
Other spsclfic Hexlcan-Amer | can 236 60k 261 54.0
1ha 6.4 xican :
offensos . 55 3 alack =i 5.4 135 28.0
pelinquent Tandsncies 126 32,2 68 1A} Other . 5 .8
. fncorrigible 62 15.8 29 6.0 “scheol Status
L Truancy 18 b6 13 27 ——
: 458 9k.8
. Runavay 37 9.5 22 M Attending + out e e as
toltaring, curfew 9 2,3 i .8 Quit/Dropped Ou o
? , High School Graduate Recorded 8 1.7
: bapsndent, - o - No Response 3 .6
QOthar Rezions, M6 33 35 ILE Present (or Host
T Employment probiems 8 2.7 2 b e
S tealth problems 12 W e e ‘ , '
. ; p fourth or Under o 10.2 il 29.8
Erational problams 3 8 s -
: FLfth or Sixth 18 b6 13 217
School leariting . 8.8
probloms 7 1,8 12 2.5 Seventh or Eighth K - 10.2 91 18,
Vel fare probileams - - ] .2 Rinth or Tenth 172 4.0 sh N2
: M(sc«um?ou; ol 39 10,0 360 74,5 || Eleventh or Twelfth } 108 27.6 49 101
o Racreation/grong astivi= . . 8 1.6
P t‘ﬂ‘/‘mr progra lﬂgh School Graduate ‘ .
Ho Response 13 3.3 3 .
P {Med 1an) {10.2) (6.8)
;
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P

? Changes in referral sources,

Servlcg Provided

reasons for referral, and in the median age

of new client |
ts were also reflected in Program changes in Fiscai 1972 The

San Fernando b di 1
ureau moved from providing mainly Individual case services in

Records of direct service provided show that fwo

N

SRR -

. thirds of the new
s

participated in the bureau's recreation program, by far the t
fre | -~
quently provided direct service in this bureau. (Table F.2)

donated d
goods and services) for younger youth, a monthly fleld trip, and a
monthly act! |
y vity to whi;h community residents were invited. A work crew of
youth wh ' Y V ‘
0 were not yet self-confident enough to assume more long-range

v

A phot
pnotography group, a cultural awareness group,” tutoring and rap

se !
ssions were among the bureau's other activities

Nearl - v | ‘
Yy one-third of the new clijents participated in famijly counseling

Individual counseling was seldom provided

Youth a A
veraged four contacts with the program in the six months after

M
o

merer iy

7 o




LI

NSV

P T TS

ey et

Table F~2

ad {ce Bureau
Fernando Youth Service
San Birect Service Provided

Fiscal Year 1972

Service in First

& Three Honths
6 160.0%
Jew cllents served by Y58 In firdt 336
nine sonths of Flscel 1972
DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED
106 31.5
Coungellng . .
i ’ 0 0.
fadividual and family 1 z ¥
Individusl only : :
Group
76.5
Other Direct Services 257 :
3 .
Hadigal ald : o
Job referral/placement s g
Recreation program . o
flemedial €ducation, tutoring :
Drug program , i
pre-vocational tiaining ; .
Legal ald ? 2
Hiscellaneous
2.7
Interventfon/Advocacy 3 2.7
3 9
With school ) y
With probatlion or court : a
¥ith gollce

*Less than .5%.

Table F=3

$an Farnando Youth Sarvice Bureau
Median Number of Contacts

Flscal Year 1972

~ Medlsan Number of Contacts
' wlth Bureau

New Cllents! First Three

‘ ' 3.4
Months after Intake
Hew Clients! Second Thres . B
Monthy after Inteke
+0
$1x Months Total 4
- 164 =
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Table F-4

San Fernando Youth Service nuréau

Sratus of New Clients

Ourlng Fiscal 1972

New clients served by YSB In flpst
nine months of Flscal 1972

'STATUS OF YouTH IN BUREAU

Active
Inactive
Case Closed

No Response

1f Y"Case Closed!", Reason for Closure

Impact

The San Fernando Youth $e

Closed by Bureau
—_SHTCAY

Further services Unnecessary
Referred to other agency
Placed on probation

-Needed services unavailable

Closed by Youth
Oropped out
Refused further servicas

Hiscellaneous
——tf o aneous

Hoved from area

honresldent of target area
Other v

tLess than .53,

rvice Bureau was

Three Menths

A

36

——

fter Iintake
ol Ataxe

100.0%

2.4
27.1

8.9
61.6

80
7.1

used as a referral source by
both the San Fernando police and Los Angeles - Foothill Division police,

Particularly when the bureau could offer bilirgual

Referrals from probation,

- 165 =

3

services most readily.

however, were virtually nonexistent.




juvenile arrests by the San Fernando police shows a

A review of
' (Table F-5)

reduction of nearly twenty percent over a three year period.

This table also reveals a temporary increase in arrests referred to "other

agencies" such as the Youth Service Bureau. However, police referrals to

"other agencies' decreased In Fiscal 1972, with bureau intake records also

reflecting this reduction. Even s0, informal handling cf arrested

4 juveniles continued.

These data indicate that not only was delinque

diversion took place, in that arrests disposed of by referral to probation

decreased even faster than total arrests.

Table F- 5

© Juvenlle Detinguency Arrests and Dispositions
san Fernando Pollce Department

Fiscal Years 19691972

ncy reduced but some .

e . ‘
‘ Percent Change
July 1968  July 1963 July 1576 July 1371 g, Y. 1972 F. Y., 1972
to’ to "~ to to . from from
June 1969  Juns 1370 June 1971 June 1972 £, Y. 1971 F. ¥, 1969
$AN FERHANDO POLICE DEPARTHENT
Tatal Juvenlle Dellnquency .
Arrests ahg, 7 37 274 -26.12 -19.9%
pisposition of arrests:
flaridled within depactment 96 120 63 124 +36.8 +29.2
Reférred to othar agenciss” 29 i 97 11 -85.6 -51.7
-
Referred to probation depat 217 253 an 136 -35.5 -37.3

ot

*ruy Inctuda Youth Service Bureau.

$ourcer Bursau of Criminal Stavistics dats.

“initial probafion referrals of Y®uth from the burecu service area

decreased nearly forty percent in the life

i |
i : - 166 -

span of this bureau. (Table F-6) ;

id

ST TR R RN, Sy

portion of the tar
get area. The reduction in initial probation referrals

was parall
paralleled by a decrease in initial court reports of 38%

A}

service area,
T

. o
: »t

e uwet

Table F-g

Initial Referral
s, Investigations and C
s ourt
Ltsas Angeles County Probation Dcpi\rtmcn:ww“
an Fernando Area and Comparison Area

Fiscal Years 1969-1972

Percent Change

July 1963 ‘
Y 965 Jul:ol969 July 1970 duly 1971 F.Y,. 1972
| June 1969 June 1670 Jun:°|97t " Suns 1 " F':;°;97z
unie
LOS ANGELES COUNTY — e e
PROBAT {ON UEPARTHENT
Initial Referrals
;)_f Yguth Living in
an fernand
nando area 816 740 566 4
initial Investigations 359 332 205 - "
inltial Court Reports 457 408 o o i B
P 258 )
Initial Referrals " o -
z! Youth Uvingbln
omparison Arca y |
21 273 238 185 2‘
Inltial § . . = n
! investigations 148 thg o
nitial Court Reports 135 124 e ph | 2 B
50 84 6 o
4 - 6,7 -37~]

L]

Census Tracts 1041-45 ;

N 6. 1061-67, 1031, 1094-96, 3201-03.
sus Tracts 1047-48, 1093, 1097-98, 1171, 1191-93, 1199

Sou ce: v ¢
Los. s Count t ti Pepl t data
rce: $. Angole ounty Proba on riment d LN

- '67_




e R wi- . i
A . g e e o s

enforcement referrals to the bureau and

Qo U y

creased Informa: handling of

group of youth It-was serving.

- 168 -

1 part time clerical support,

s

APPENDIX G

YOLO COUNTY YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU

Service Area

This bureau s direct service area was gr:martly four untnco:porated

communities in the east area of Yolo COLnty, with a population of roughly
25,000, The service area s boundaries were the same as those of the local

school district. The area is some distance from the other population con-

centratlons in-the county and is a low income area. Many residents are

Mexican-American,

Decision Structuré

lnltial planning for the Yolo bureau lncluded county dellnquency preven-
tion commisssoners and unlverSIty personnel. . A managing board composed of

professional and tay members of «the community, provided guidance to the

bureau coordinator. The county dellnquency preventuon commission also re=-

viewed the bureau's activities,

Staff

The 1nltua1 staff from the 525 000 per year included a coordinator and -
Collcge students were hirad as part-time case
aides. VWith additionalvoutsvde funding avai!ab!eg the bureau's grant in-
creased to $32,383,

Five case aides were employed, along with a coordinator

of volunteers and an administrative assistant on a part-time basis

-]69_
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: bation officer .
J d to the bureau for a few hours each week were a pro
.oane .
. ; raining and ‘ _ _ ) !
| health worker. They provided consultation, staff t ? | O Tablecel - 1
) a | L] ; . i
and a mental he ’ b
Yolo Youth Service Dureau i
Referral Sources and Charactoristics of New Clients Servad
some counseling.
' Fiscal Years 197 and 1972 4
. ' ; :
Fac{iit July 1970~ July 1971~ July 1873+ July 1971-
. i ency : June 1971 dune 1972 June 197] June 1972
i - 1 aqg . 31
‘ ] al social service } ;
The Yolo bureau was housed in one room of a loc Total New Client Served 181 100,08 229 100.0% | Total New €llents Served 181 100,03 229 1g0.0%
| ; i i rticularl : Sl
' 'jces -were provided in the field, pa Y REFERRED BV : CHARACTERISTICS OF
Most of the bureau's case service: NEW CLIENTS:
Agencies 17812 170 4.2
Sex
at schools, Law enforcement 50 27,6 42 18,3 - .
i Hale gk 51,9 138 60.3
N esidence as a drop-in Probation b5 2k,9 65 28,4 . °
intermittently this bureau also used~a—former residenc School b9 27,1 58 25,3 | female 87 .1 91 3m.7
intermitient| ¢ rvision problems necessitated Other agencles 3 1.7 5 . 2.2 Age
s upe "
center and facility for group activities. P Individuals 34 188 59 258 Il gnder 10 3 L6 26 0.
it Parent 19 5.5 W 6.1 10-11 18 9.9 22 9.6
the bureau's closing this facility. Seif 133 39 a7 | 1213 8238 8 210
Other Individuals - e 6 2.6 14=15 5% 29.8 75 3.8
, 16-17 57 31,5 5L 22,3
Youth Served REASONS FOR REFERRAL: 18 and over 6 3.3 9 1.9
. Specific Offansas 8 47.5 85 137.) {ttedian) (15.1) (14,5)
- - fents, most —— = = 2 A ,
' 2 the Yolo Youth Service Bureau served 229 clients, berson offerses 22 6 as | emic e
in Fiscal 197 ) ! hoo! referrals Preperty offenzes 55  30.4 33 - 17.0 White e 77,4 187 81,7
: eferrals. (Table G-1) Probation and schoo: rel Drug offenses 2 Lt 9 3.9 | Mexican-American 3’ 19.3 38 16.6
of whoin were agency reter o ferred over Other specific . Black 3 1.7 ¥ A
. : the justice system, law enforcement re offenses 25 13.8 317 s Other 3 1.7 3 1.3
were most fl‘equen‘:° rom Delinguent Tendencies 81 i 110 - 48,0 Ho Response -~ - .~ -
forty youth; and probation, sixty=five. ‘ ;***0"'9‘“8 32 ::.: 62 22.8 Schoo! Status
' for referral, | ruency 3 : z 7 Il Attending 22 96,9
i dencies predominated among the reasons if Runaneay 5 2.8 15 6.6 Quit/Dropped Out Hot . o6
While del mquent ten " : . s Loltering, curfew s 5.0 3 3.9 High School Graduate Reacorded - -
sizeable number of referrals for specific offenses. Dependent - e e o Rasont ] N
l - Y] —
there was also a s . A Cther Reasons 24 13,2 49 2.4 Present (or Most
' ecent) Grade |n
lients were most often ninth graders, 14.5 years of age. Employment priblems -} - - - School
' ents < ‘ - S
New ¢ . qexican'-AmericanS were Haalth problem 1 oh Fourth or Under 3 2.2 20 8.7
e bOYS Most were WhitE/Aﬂglo. while some | Emotional probiexs 1 .5 13 5‘7’ Fifth or Sixth 18 0.9 31 138
L]
majority were e arning - 9 3.9 | Seventh or Eighth b2 232 sh 236
also served. Valfara problams - . 1 4 Ninth or Tenth 52 28,7 73 31-9
Hiscallaneous 23 12,7 25 10.9 Eleventh or Twelfth 27 1h.9 173 20.1
‘ : High School Graduata - -
: ided ‘ ; o fnzoonar, - Lo LB A Rrsponze R 28 5 m2
Service Provide ‘ s burea (Hedian) (9.3) (9.2)
. . . inated this £ -
i outh, predomin
- larly with individual y
Counseling, particu ; L
i uch as
ith other agencies st .
: i advocacy with ot i
. -2) Intervention or a ,
services. (Table G i
« - 170 -
‘7 - ]7] -
r
:




Table G-2

Bureau
Yolo Youth Service
Direct Service provided

L.
Hew clients served by YSB In flrst

' lients for
S and‘Uncles“,program»llnked yolunteers to ¢

leading special interest classes.

- 172 -

Sarvice in Flrst
Yhree Honths
A——— T ——————————

8 100.C5
fnine months of Flscal 1972 148
DIRECT SERYVICE PROVIDED
Counseling 133 8.6,
Counselin 133 oy
individual and family i; o
individual only ' ; e
Group ’
29.0
Other Direct Services 43 29.0
' 6 5.0
Bedlcal aid . o
Job referral/placement . o
Recreation program 7 -
Remediel education, tutoring ’ .
Drug program \ '_;,
pre=-vocational training ; o
Legal ald -
{lancous 2.0
mxg?g brother/blg sister g 2
i gthers
N
o 8 45.9
o {nte rvant fon/Advocacy 68 A >
§ it >
o \ith scheol :: . -
- With probation or court - s
Mith police .
2 ‘ ' lients.
i ureau’s ¢
- schools was also offered on behalf of a number of the b
L ' i st
M , i i s, delivered mo
i Case aides, university students working in the schools,
1 ‘ ] i agencies on
i of the direct service to youth and intervened with other ag
the youth's behalf.
"Aunts
teers. - An
b Additional servnces were prov1ded to youth by volun

tutoring and as role

i X am and in
models Volunteers also participated in-a recreation progr‘

s

buring Fiscal

1972 this bureay began expand?

ng its servlces to another
city in the county,

the police juvenile officer and schoo] counselors to provide solutions to

. runaway problems.

Bureau staff had continuing contacts with

not only provided on a crisis basis, as' the median number of contacts shows,
(Table G-3)

In the first three months after intake each new client averaged

four contacts with the bureau. In the second three months

» 3.7 contacts.
About one~third of the youth were still active

in the bureau three
months after intake.

(Table G~4)-

Cases were most frequently closed because
the youth moved from the area.

Impact

[ e iy
A

The juvenile justice agencies in Yolo County utilized the Youth Service

Bureau by making referrals there.

These referrals were from both probation
and the sherifft

s office and accounted for about one hundred new clients
each of the last two years.

A follow-up study was conducted of new clients served by this bureau

between January 1970 and June 1971.

This study showed a dramatic reduction
in the clients arrested

in the six months after bureau intake. Nearly half

of the new clients had been arrested in the six months before bureau lntake

whlle about three percent were arrested in the six months after, (Table G 5)

Clients moving from the area during the post bureau-intake period may have

had some effect on this strong decrease.

- ]73 -

G

This began with 3 one-day-a-week case alde working with

its clients so that services werc
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Table G-3

Yolo Youth Service Bureau
Medlan Humber of Contacts

Fiscal Year 1972

Hedlan Number of Contacts
with Burcau

'
Kew Cllents! Flrst Three . )
Honths after (ntake . 4.0
) Hew Clients! Second Three
Months after Intake . 3.7
Six Honths Total 7.7
s Table G=4

Yolo Youth Service Bureau
Status of Hew Clients

puring Flscal 1972

’ ' ' ’ . . Three Hontt.s

After Intake e
. Hew clients served by YSB In flrst .
nine months of Fiscal 1972 148 100.0%
STATUS OF YOUTH IH BUREAU:
Actlve sh 36.5
fnoctive L8 32.4
Case Closed : 45 30.4
Ho Response 1 o7
i ‘ If ""Case Closed", Reason for Closure
Closed by Bureau 3 8.8
‘Z? Further services unnecessary 12 8.1
T Roferred to other agency ! o7
SR ‘ Placed on probation -- -
: Neoded services unavallable L .- -
Closed by Youth ) 5 3.4
8 Propped out - -
Rofused further services 5 3.4
j Hlscellaneous 28 18.9
l; o ! Hoved from arca 24 16,2
{7 : Monresldent of target area 3 2.
Othar 1 o7

N B A L
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Table G-3

Yolo Youth Service Bureau
Median Number of Contacts

Fiscal Year 1972

Medlan Number of Contacts .

Kew éllents’ First Three
Honths:after Intake

New Clients' Second Three
Months "after Intake .

Six Months Total

with Burzau,

" Table G=4

- - Yolo Youth Service Bureau
o Status of New Clients

purlng Fiscal 1972

New clients served by YSB in first
nine months of Fiscal 1972

. STATUS OF YOUTH ‘IN BUREAU:

Active
Inactive
case Closed
Ho Response

| £ YCase Closed“, Reason for Closure

Closed by Bureau

Further services unnecessary
Raferred to other agency
‘Placed on probation

Needed services unavallable

" closed by Youth

" ‘Dropped out
Refused further services ’
Miscellangous

T : Moved  from area
' " Wénresidant of target area
Other T

- 17 -
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3,4

Three Months
After Intake

148

-5k
18
L5

1

28

24

w

i
!

A

10008

36.5

32,4
30.4

o7

183

$6.2

200
7

|

" operational,

Clients" Arrest a

Table G-5°

Six Months

Yolo Youth Servtce Bureat
nd Probation Status ‘Before and Aftcr Intake

Six Months Percent
Before Intake After Intake Change
Total new cllients, . ’ '
Jan. 1970 = June 137} 1 IOO.Q$, 17 lOO.g%
ARREST RECORD:
Youth arrested T8t 4s,8 5 2.9 °  .g3.8%
Youth not arrested 96 54.2 172 97.2
Number of arrests .82 8 «90,2%
‘Bureau Six Months .

PROBATION STATUS:

Ward - -
All Other (informal, six . .
months, pendlng. ete.) 3 .
None [0 50.8

" No Response . -7 47.5

The Yolo County Sheriff!
While its arrest statistics

its juvenile arrests

(Table G-6)

Intake Date

~

is in the bureau service area.

fewer in Fiscal 1972 than

After Intake
—————C,

2 .23
64 36.2
1i0. 62.2

s Office serves the East Yolo service area.

include other areas, a substantial proportion of

Juvenile arrests were

in Fiscal 1970, before the bureau became fully

Initial juvenile referrals of East Yolo youth to probation decreased

~decline was among

the Sherlff's Of%’é

_more than twenty percent

in a three-year period,

These referrals dropped nearly forty-

(Table G-7) The strongest

initial referrals of East Yolo yoﬁth who were referred by

five percent in

‘a three-year period, agaln leading to the conclusion that the most marked

change in bureau areas was among local youth

.

‘by local law enforcement,’

T

=175 -

initlally referred to probation

SR e e

N
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Jable G-b
d Disposittons g Whi je P N T . " : ; .
Jmnn|evmlgg:::;ysa:?;;?;gf,,cc g initial juvenile re erra)l:s«of East Yolo youth decreased more than
-1972 ' ‘ twenty - § e e .
o ~ Flscal Years 1969-157 _ ; | nty percent in a three year penod all other inktial juvenile referrals
) Percent Change iR to the Yolo County Probatlon Depar!:ment increased (Table G-8) Petitions
' Fov. 1972 F. Y. 1972 1 filed . SRR ‘ SRR 4
July 1968 Jul\; 1969 Juiy 1970 Julv 1971 fm?w F 5”‘1‘970 ; ed decreased evan more twenty six percent, _ )L‘
10 @ 1972 F. Y, DL : : ‘ : agl
. _ June 1969 . June 1970, ;J_tﬂs_,'éll :’."_"2—--— ) ; » ‘ . A
YOLG COUNTY. SHERIFF'S OFFICE v - : , s o3
Total Juvenile DeanuenCY 422 3 . 389 t_}_é;_!i‘ - 7.8% ; _ e | :
Artests . - ~Inftlal Juvenile Referrals and Dlspositions for Delinguent Acts 3
ition of arrests ' ‘ Yolo County Probatlon Departmént ‘
bisposition
ah kk : .
died within department Data L i 2 s &4 B - Flseal Yoars 1963-1972 ) . - ' ¢ 5
w n : : 3.
Ha: ; d to other agencies* Hot 10 7 50 ’ Percent Change ',;
Reterrec bati ’ Avall- 120 + 10,3 -22.1 : July 1968  July 1963  July 1970 July 1971  F.°v. i972 F. Y., 1972 :
eferred to probation ble 411 290 _ 7 to to: to ta Erom From .
department . dune 1969 June 1970 June 1571  June 1972 E. Y. 1920  F. Y. 1969
. : YOLO COURTY ' :
ﬁNay include Youth Service Bureau, ' PROBAT{ON DEPARTHENT ;
e
Vi
“T‘” smal} to porcentage. B . Initial Referrals of j
) a8 Youth LTving in East ’
- i data. . . ) g _.in s
. ‘ Source: Bureau of Criminal sr.atlu(:s ta M&ﬁﬁ’i 256 . 360 258 200 216 T
- initial Disposition:
‘ §
Table G=7 Closed-at Intake 5 267 155 128 ~17:4 - 9.2 :
Informal Probaticn 54 3 4z 27 35,7 0.0 i
fnitial Juvenile Referrals for Oenm:uemznf\ctst e ' B » Petition Filed 6% 62 58 45 -22.4 -26.2
i artme g . : i
East Yolo Area Youth to Yolo County Probation fep ‘ : AL Other Initlal ; | ';
Fiscal Years 1969~1972 ' : i ene Relerrals fox . 8% i) 04 = 5.6% +16.6%
percent Change Cﬁosed at Intake ' 369 623 5”;' . 4k B - 2;7' ‘ 3397
] {nformal Probation 86 83 108 86 : : )
: -25.9 -7.0 ; Con
WY, 1972 By, 1972 . ‘ : o
July 1968 July 1963 JUW 1970 July 1971 . f:‘from ‘ \F Y;“\)‘;G? : Petition Filed 149 160 24 ‘3o + 4,8 -12.8 S
1969 dune 1970 relig7t dune 1372 EaY. 1971 EYe | 3
. Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data.
YOLO COUNTY PROBATION S ; : ‘ R ;
DEPARTHENT ' i ; }
initlal Referrals of ’ ; ‘ g . Lo T . , L e o ‘ -
Youth Llving In East 256 360 255 200 - oz2l6y 2SR Overall, it cannot be stated with certainty that the presence of the
Yolo T S R 3 ) S . ) ‘ !
: gy outh Service Bureau brought about ‘these decreases in the East Yolo area.
- Source of Referrali ; i : : S . : : .
' o Ws i Neverthele i : . . . - o
Yolo County Sheriff’s w5 2 we e ek ShRS theless, the combination of justice System and other agency referrals R
" office. ' R : ; 12.9 : , :
: 114 * 7.5 ¥i2. . :
A1 Other Sources o1 128 106 ] ; o . il to the bureau and the reduction in ofﬂcually acted-uoon deilnquency for the i
R v ' serwce 4
Source:. Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. area lead to the conclusnon that this bureau was' a- posatiVe factor ~ .
4 ’ in dlvertmg Juvenc es from the _;ustace system. R
- 176 - e U | | e
. , ; - 177 - : :




APPENDIX H | i | . ‘
'n nonlocal fusding. With this addltional Infuslon of ‘funds, the bureau

YUBA-SUTTER YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU
‘ - d

BRI, added to its staff a coordinator of volunteers, a resources developer;

£

Service Area -
L , ] PfObatlon of -
i ficer -~ to serve both counties as an intake officer on weekends, s

This bicounty Youth Service Bureau was establnshed In early 1969 to . and a la
e w enforcement community services officer. Planning funds were also

serve Yuba and Sutter counties. These counties have a combtned pOPU‘at'Orl :j included

of aPFroxlmatelY 85,000 and, in 1972, a youth population (ages 10 to 17) of B
£ Tt |
: en, in its last year the bureau duscontinued the probatlon officer

14,100. Two probation departments and six,prumary law enforcement agencies
o - and ad
ded a second law enforcement officer and a community worker. During

~ serve this mainly agricultural area. The Yuba-Sutter Youth Service Bureau
‘ : ’ o th
is last year, the bureau recelved $126,213 in state/federal funding. .

closed on June 30, 1972,
Vol ‘ '
° unteers were used\as counse]9r§ &h this bureau, and their numbers

Decision Structure | ‘ L
' .1 and trainfng | :
; ing increased
Planning for the Yuba-Sutter bureau was lnstngated by laymen from the : sed when the volunteer coordinator was added.
A :
: Facility

two counties, who continued to provide leadership throughout the bureau's

existence. The bureau's most recent facility was a side street building in the
Lo

: : = : Lo downtown area, with f offi ‘ | :
, . our of : o,
The managing board grew from about twenty members to about sixty and ’ * offices, a reception area and a meeting room.

Youth Served

included both laymen and professionals. Because of its size, an executive

commj ttee was aPPQinted and made many of the major oparationai‘and POlicY : Just over two hundred new clients were served by the Yuba-;SUtter
E : o 5l bureau i is : =1 |
o et i & Pau in Fiscal 1972.° (Table H-1) This'is a considerable decrease from
372 ¥ i ev iou: ‘ |
new clients served the previous year and was partially due to antici-

Staff ' ‘ : i
2telt o o pati S ;
i pation of the bureau's closing. Agency referrals predominated, distributed

During the period outside funds were limited to $25,000, bureau staff

between severel ager : F th v two |
| . , agencies. OFf th k
conslsted of . ceordinator and clerical assistance. Additional part-tlme from 1 SR u e roughly two hundred new clients, 24 were
rom law enforcement and 33 from prob ! |
help was hired and some nntermnttent services were provnded by other agencies “ : k Pr°‘at‘°"-
| Del Nt te ~ sec
2linquent tendencies, especially Incorrigibility, was by far the most

tn the community.
’ ) ~frequent referral feason,'followed by emotlonal problems | ‘ ;

This bureau expanded its state/federal funding in 1970, about a year

A | . & About |  bovs |
before ‘the other pilot bureaus in California received a substantial :ncreasq'~£§ eq"a] pr°P°rti°“5 of boys and girls were served. Nost were

4 white/Anglo. Their median age was 15.4 and thelr median grade, S. 8

> f78 <




Table H-) , : C N
, : : , ; Service Provided i
- Youth Service Bureau Co : . g . ‘ S ;
' Referral Sour::saai:téz;ra;erlstlcs of New Clients Served g . ' Fi | 1972 | #“
£ v : : n Fiscal 19 counsel i / S
o . Flscal Years 197! and 1972 e _ » © eling, chiefly with indivldual youth, was the oo
o _— T prews A bureau's most frequently provided direct service. (Table H-2) Counselmg
, - . - ; , ;
July=1970  July 1971- t June. 1371 June 1972 :
June 1971~ dune 1972 N S : was provided both by bureau staff and by volunteers.
B 10 100.03
' . Clients Served 3720 100.0% 210 .
$ 210 100,0% || Total New C 312 ; :
Total Hew Cllents Served 37z 109,90 —— -
- ‘ CHARACTERISTICS OF § )
AEFERRED BY: . . NEW CLIENTS: ) : : 4 Table H=2
Agencfﬂf- ) ‘ 2.8-2- 15-'—8- RELS .3 U Sex. ‘ S . ‘ ’ Yuba~Sutter Youth Service Bureau
. 24 1Lh - 39 h7.1 Direct Service Provided
Law enforcement Lg - 13.2 ‘ Hale 199 - 53.5 » -
’ . : 15.7 S - ‘ 2.9 Fiscal Year 1972
Probation : z: f:i z: 18.6 Female 173 6.5 ' n s ear 197 1 !
School 19e * ' ' X
y ) 86  23.1 .55 - 26.2 Age % Service in First
aehar ageocles L 13 3.5 22 10.5 & : - _Three Months
tndividuals 80 24,2 59 28.1 Under 10 e \2 5.7 . —lef Jonths
LRl === 19 S g
10-11 . ‘ New clients served by YSB In first
farent . - 29 7.8 20 95 j2-13 49 13.2 28  13.3 RN nine months of Fiscal 1972 192 100, 0%
. 15 7.0 : 68 32.4 - -
Self 8 7.5 N TR NN B 1Y .
Other Fndividusls 32 8.6 - 24 L. 1617 120 32.2 60 28.6 : DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED ,
t ific 1 «3 - 53 142 20 9.5 '
Not speci 18 and over (1581 (15.4) Counseling . o " :
5 FOR REFERRAL: (Median) : : — =
REASONS : ; ; . : Individual and family 43 22.4 E
Speci flc Offenses 56 5.0 17 81 | Ethnic Grow Cses 190 90.5 Individual only 95 45.5
Person offenses 2 -5 - White 2% 7.0 g B3 Grouy 3 1.6 ;
15 .3 1B} 5.2 texican~American V. 4 i
Property offenses ! o 5 - 8lack : 12 3.2 6 2.9 Other Direct Services 58 30.2
prug offenses 7 ‘9.9 . Other ' 10 2.7 5 2.4 E Medlcal 3id ik
Other specific 2 .5 1 +5 1 .3 s o Job: referral /pt : ;
offenses No -Response ) a4 o veferral /placement 3 1.6 ik
pelinguent Tendencies 275 73.9 187 B2.0 ) o o seatus - , Recreation program. ) 4.2 ; DS
incorrigible Ces bsab ko 686 ‘ 185 87.6 Remedial educatien, tutoring 5 2.6
ncorrigible ; Tl . : . i Drug program . . . i
Truancy 50 13.h 13 6.2 Quit/Dropped Out ' HOtd d li : '31 Pre-vocational training - .
. : 1.9 13. 4 ’ . . ) .
Runaway . b2 1.3 8 133 High School Graduate Recorde 5 b 2l Legal ald , , - =
Loftering, curfew W 38 2 -0 . Ho _Resgon‘se : : k H!scellaneous:
e = .b b .9 o c . Crisis home 38 19.8
Dependent, AT . e %5% ‘R : ‘ llg brother/blg sister 2 ?.o
. 6 70 - 33.3 ! ' ' ' ) ' E Other 2 1.0
Other Reasons - . 122 . 516 o : School I B
Rl e A Y ’ Sr——— N 0.0 T - . N ‘v’
Emp loyment problems 35 - 9.4 7 3.3 Fourth or Under _ 18 48 20 i ‘ . lntcrvcntlon/Advocacy & 2.0 ;
o n e e -— s ‘ a1 5.6 17 8.1 & With scheol 2 1.0
Health problems ‘Fifth or Sixth z 2% 2 15.2 : vi , .
Emotional problems 100 - 26.9 ke - 21.9 seventh or Eighth 55 14,8 3 36‘7 th probation or court 2 1.0
| : 0 : ‘ With poll - -
schiool learning problem 6 e 6. 28 Ninth or Tenth 162 43.5 :Z g : 5 , th police | ‘
problems i ”-3 g 3.8 | Eleventh or Twelfth ; o7 ase M 6.7
welfare problans . z., 3 Lh High School Graduate - . § I : |.l| :
Hisc¢ellaneous 9. o4 e No Response 3 2.k 3 . »
| i P ) ' - - ' '5 ) . (‘0-‘) - (9.8) }'
No Respons& i : : _ = - (Hedian = ) ik
o Sepole The bureau's most notable feature was the development of fourteen crisis
homes, which nearly twenty percent of the bureau's new clients used, These
provided youth with emergency housing voluntarily and without the need for ]
- 180 - ".
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is home was seven
justice system processing. The average stay in a crisi

days, but it varied from one to fifteen days.

h the bureau in
Even though each new client averaged 5. 2 contacts th

wll: C!\ents
remained active at the end of this time per:od. (Tab!e H )

§ ) the second three
averaged less than one contact each with the bureau in

months.

» n the community.
This bureau worked to develop resources for a!! youth i

{verse : isi r a basketball
This included such diverse activities as raising funds fo

& aﬁd recr n f r l bureau aizo de‘ v ve Oped two 4 OUP hO"lES
t u; ti g pste homes- ' he u u a - A ] g
aam { i

tments.
for the exclusive use of the probation department
. Yo , ) : rop-in center
i 1ts last year the Yuba-Sutter bureau also started a drop
noi |

i »

group youth.

f'Dbatlon O'F'F!C(’" tO the area's Crim‘nal ]Ustice agenCie o
P 3 21

red on a
fhe law enforcanent officers were local po||ce officers hi

after three
names to the Youth Service Bureau or to probation, usug%ly

police contacts. ‘ R g?_

..'1'82 -

Tabla H.3

Yuba-Sutter Youth Service Bureau
Hedlan Number of Contacts

Flscal Vear 1972'

New Cljentst Fipse Thres
Months after Intake

New Clients' Second Three
Months after intake

e

Mhn Number of Contacts

with Bureay

5,2
. T
e,
Six Months Total S.9
=
Table -4

Yuba=Sutter Yauth Service Burcay
Status of New Clients

Ouring Fiscal 1972

New cilenzs servad by YS8 In ﬂrst
aine months of Fiscal 1372

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU:

Active
fnactive

* N

Case Closed

No Résp{mse

K

1f Cage Closed", Reason for Closure

: Close:i b l"'-'l‘.’.a_"
Further services wnecessary
Referred to yither ayency
Placed on probation
Keeded services unavallabje

Llosed by Youth

b"dpped out

Refused fur ther sarvices

Miscellinaous
LL2EE ! uheous

Moved from ar;l
Nonrasidant of target ares

Othar

183 -

Three Months
After Intake
—l Dlake

192

38
"
138

(3
20

-\

R R

100.0%

19.8
7.3
71.9
1.0

A2

'.o
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s g p e
'

system as for reduclng it.

. . .. .‘ 1 h 1 i t

involvement in
intake policy.

' Fi 1971.
This position was dropped at the end of F:scal

" produced.
~ . But it was not pro
unity’s services.
and gaps in the comm o

b 4 & 2 B ’ ’ a |

have clouded the bureau's intended priorities.

tmgact

.

the emerging identity of the bureau.

year.

- 184 =~

_ Yéﬁth.Service‘Bureau).in this time period.,

~dispositions to "other agencies"

Frenttotainate s S A ) St

e

The duratibn of the Yuba

increasing delinquency. Arrests. for juvenile delinquency increased nearly

sIX percent in Yuba and~Sutter'coﬁntlés~inrthe”thhee years from Fiscal 1969,

immediately before the bureauvbegan*providing direct service,

to the -
bureau's last vyear of ex

istence, Fiscal 1972, .(Table_ﬁ~5). During this
three year period ti

' youth population (ages 10 to 17) in the two countles
decreased nearly six perc‘ent.

Table He5

Juvenile Dei’frfqucncy Arrests and Dispositions
Yuba and Sutter Counties

Fiscal Years 1963-1972

Percent Change
July 1968  July 1969 July 1370 July 1971
t

Fo Yo 1872 - F, ¥, 1972
o to to . to from from
June 1969 June 1970 dune 1971  June 1972 Fo Yo 1970 F. Y. 1969
YUBA AND SUTTER COUNTIES
SIX LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES
Tota)] Juvenile belinquency i g
Arrests 1226 101 1377 1298 ~ 572 +:.5.9%
Disposition of a2rrests: '
»
Handled within department 252 192 263 303 +15.2 +20.2
Referred to othar .
agencies® - 1o 97 135 o4 =23.0 =~ 8.4
Referred to probation :
department 864 725 979 891 - 9.0 + 3.1

«
Hay include Youth Service Bureau,

Source: Bureay of Criminal Statistics data,

The six law enforcement agencies in the bicounty area slightly

d@érehsed their dispositions of arrests to "other. agencies" (such as the

Increased arrests and decreased

s 8long with b“decreaSed'youth‘population,

indicates that the objectives of diversion and delinquency reduction were

unmet In this community.. 8
. o A

- lggaf

R e SRR g
O
o i s 1 St ok i S .. o2

-Sutter bureau's ‘existence was characterized by




T

Initial referrals to the two probation departments and the dispositions ﬁ‘
: . . L] ] n f %
of these referrals reconfirm this conclusion. While probation data for RN A feView of arrest and probation records for 442 » ' ;
o i YOUtn served by the ENY
Fiscal 1969 was not readily avallable, changes from Fiscal 1970 to Fiscal bureau in 1971 and the first six months of 1971 sk g
shows that only a small.
1972 show Increases in not only initial referrals to probation but also in Proportion of them were arrested ejther before f
or after Intake. Ne £
ini : ‘ in Yuba County the three-year trend , arrest ) vertheless, S ‘
initial petitions filed, (Table H-6) n Yu ty , s s after bureau jntake increased (Table H 7)
. . ' . . e -
as well as the two year trend, indicates increased penetration of the
justice system. ' o | : f“f
Table Ha7
Table H-8
2 Clientst Arr Zuba;Sgttgr Youtii Service Bureay :
est a {4
initial Juvenlle Referrals and Dispositions for Delinquent Acts ; nd Prabation Status Before and After jntake . B s
Yuba .and Sutter County Probation Departments : :
Fiscal Years 1969-1972 ' Six Months s : S
S ; Bcfore Intske  afier iniske ehonns .
3 O
i ; Total new clients e
Percent Change - : Jan. 1970 + Ju ’
. . - =~ June 1971 442 100.
Juty 1968 July 1963 Jaly 1970 July 1971 Py, 1972 .Y, 1972 : =2 Lo 412 100.0f
to to to rom rom
dune_ 1969 June 1970 June 1971 June 1972 F.Y, 1971 F.Y. 1970 A ARREST RECORD:
; Youth arrested 49 1.1 o4 ‘ ;i-
YUBA-SUTTER Youth 14,4 +50.64 :
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS , fot arrested 393 . 88,9 378 85.5
tnitial Juvenile Referrals 833 1023 955 =712 + 8.2% ‘ o g
) } Number of aAfrests s9 - ;
tnitial Disposition: ‘ f ‘ +61.0%
Closed at Intake (Data ko7 566 516 - 8,8 + 3.8
tnformal Probation Not 136 124 153 -16,8" +2,5 1 Bureau SIx Honths
Petition Filed avalilable) 250 278 286 +2,9 +1k 9 Intske Dote After intake
- PROBATION STATUS H
YUBA ‘COUNTY . . Ward .
PROBATION. DEPARTHENT : 10 2.3% z0 6. 8%
fnitial Juvenile Referrals 371 186 487 550 +12,9% +13.2% ATl Other  (fnformal, six N '
: months, peanding, etc.) x3 7.2 47 : .
Inittal Risposition: ] None 400 g0.5 ) 265 o-
Closed at Intake 152 301 256 328 +33.3 +.9.0 « ’ 82.8
Informal Probation 100 56 87 7 ~18.4 +26.8 i _
Pet{tion Filed 125 129 154 159 - 1.9 7.1 : o
SUTTEH COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTHENT ®
tnitial Juvenile Referrals 397 .2‘_‘. 405 =25,12 + 2.0% G g
- Initial disposition: , To summar; X : 4
9% - ‘ : ize -
Closed 4% 1ntake (Data 196 138 188 b1 -5 ’ » the Yuba-Sutter Youth Service Bureau innovated needed
P Not ; A i
informal Prabation 80 97 82 -15.5 + 2.5 i Services s
‘ ‘ , , ; uch a i
Petition Filed © " avallable) 121 135 4+ 8.9 +11.6 I $ crisis homes, in the bicounty area. But this bureau's i
% Percent changes for Yuba County; F.Y, 1972 from F.Y. 1969, are: Initial Juvénile Referrals: +45.9%; 15 goals and priorities were not clearly focused. g
Closed at Intake: +115,8%; Informal Probation, = 29,0%; and Petition Filed, +20,83. P € In bureau staff's words,
Source:. Burway of Criminal Statistics data. : it attempted to bﬁ "all things to all people."

- 186 -

- 187 -

: T e e St byt o
« P e e e i,

hﬁn,w‘ g



sl T T

decreased youth populatson,

B veal that
Juvenlle arrest and probatlon intake tr nds re
o delunquency |ncreased They also show

thouch ther
appreciable diversion toak'place in the aree, even

. gy : .
' Moreover
Justice,system referrals to the bureau. Hor s

e Youth Serv1ce BJreau be

justice System was greater than before th

operation.
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. even with a

that no

e were

penetration.of the

gan

i

@

{1 adjournment of the 1971 Regular Session of the Legislature.

Appendix |

CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS ACT rz
(Welfare and Institutions Code, Sections l900-1906)

2

A

-~
-

1900. Legislative Intent. The Legislature hereby finds that delinquency
prevention efforts must be concentrated at the local level to be meaningful -
and effective, and that while sufficient services and resources already exist
in most Callfornia communities to wage a highly effective battle against
delinquency, such services and resources are badly in need of coordination.

allow local delinquency prevention services and resources to operate within a
single facility and organizational structure as a means to {(a) provide needed
coordination of efforts, and (b) reduce the incldence of delinquency in
selected project areas.

1901.  County Delinquency Prevention Commissions. Pursuant to the
provis:ons of this chapter; county delinquency prevention commjssions may
assist in the establishment of one or more youth service bureaus in a county
in order to provide a wide range of services and continuity of treatment for
individual youths and to ellmlnate duplication of dellnquency-yreventton
efforts in a community.

1902. PrOJect Selection. In order to promote the development of youth
service bureaus under this chapter, the California Delinquency Prevention
Commission shall select no more than feur communities in the state for the

| establishment of pilot youth service bureau programs. The California

Delinquency Prevention Commission may use the staff and services of the

;ﬁ‘D:V|s;on of Delinquency Prevention of the Department of the Youth' Authority

in selecting such communities. It shall also.be the responsibility of the

;4 California Delinquency Prevention Commission, working in cooperation with

11 local county delinquency prevention commissuons, to set standards for this

‘| program and to establish guldelnnes for proposals to be submltted for funding’
i{-under this chapter.

This program of pilot projects shall terminate on the 6lst day after

The California Delinquency Preventaon Commission shall submit annual

‘I reports to the Legislature on the progres$<uf the Youth Service Bureau’pilot
.jprojects. Such reports should be made within 30 days after the commencement
' 1of each year's regular session. The first such report shall be made to the

@;1970 session. A final report shall be submltted to the l972 sessnon. : -

= 1903, Coordlnator.~fA mouth servlces cosrdnnator shall be tn charge of

3ieach youth service bureau. A coordinator shall be hlred by the county
fdellnquency prevention commiss:on.

<.

- 189 -

It is the intent of this act to explore the use of a program which would




ment and Coordination.

7o further the deve?bpment‘gf a

1904. Develof
youth service bureau, 1t chall be the duty of a coordinator under this
ke known the activities of atl

chapter 1o reconcile, U
, persons and pubiic and private agencies
delinquency prevention in the community
of all suc
community,

unify, clarify and ma

h persons representattve‘of such agen
including judges of the juvenjhe;court,

and organizations in the field of

. ‘According\y, he shall call meetings
cies and organizations in the
the chief probation

for recreation, welfare, health,

officer, the local heads of public agencies
and representatives from private

schools, employment,

organizations,,religious groups,
delingquency prevention, in order to:
(a) petermine the extent to which var

ordinat2
using the unique opportuni
approach.

(b)

powers ag reements. )

(c) Consider and f
@ youth,service bureau an

A permanent managing
prevention commission,

of the youth service bureau project.

of the local county delinquency preventi
t and private or ni

public agency or departmen
project, and residents from the are

commu
representative_on

1)

the mapaging boaras

e B : : ) i )
i1t shall be the duty of”a‘youthxservices coo

to serve as executive,officer for

i1t shall also be the duty of th
and resources to carry out

where feasible,
and coordinating existing resourc

1905.
Department ot the Youth
($!O0,000).t0‘defray expenses;

incurred under the pilot program establishe
934.)

" (Added by Stats. 1968, Ch.

’ 1906.  Count: Authorizations. .
may participate
service bureaus for the county

‘%«expenses-Lgc@yding salaries.

(Added by Stats. 1970, Che

and law enforcement
and ethnic minority

organizations may wish to coopera

their existing programs,
ties present

pevelop necessary formal agreements,

inalize a choice for the best possibl
d the provisi
board, to be appointed by the
shall be responsible for overall

a served. Further,

nity a community‘coordinating ﬁéuncil,

, e coordinator to seek
the purposes of this program,

other special projects
es within the communi ty.

Funds° k}hereyis,herebyvappropr
Authority the sum of one hundre
‘including the;salaries~o

Th the establishment and maintenance
by‘fhekapgrbpriation
gecingae

greups involved in

fous departments, agencies, and

te in a common effort and co-
as well as develop new programs
ed by a multiservice

including jeint exercise of

e location for
on of necessary equipment.

county delinquency
poiicy;and direction
‘Such board should include the chairman.
' one person from each
gan;zation participating in the

if there exists in the

such council should also have one

rdinator under this chapter

\

théimanaging*board,

additional funds
and to initiate,

in delinquency prevention,

jated from the'Generé\ Fund to th
d thousandkdollars
§ coordinators,

d in Section,¥902@
of ~any. county

The board of supervisors

of‘fqnds téxdeffay

867 » ) hv'

;’féo -

atilizing®

of one or more youth.

e

e
by

i

‘ July :
Appendix J y1i,1971

Y.5.B. INTAKE INFORMA oy
3 | TTON AND FOLLOW-UP FORMS
o . -

e T : ~ INSTRUCTIONS OW-UP |

fPﬁﬁposE

The purpose of t ‘ e

these thr s i . 2 ‘

the youith see ee forms is: to 1 :

n b . . obtain stan s . R

personal charactzrg:%}forn;a's Youth Service Bureasn(iz:;u‘d:’L;ﬁ“i 1§formatlon on

bureaus, and the amou;zs’ the problems for which you;h oo lﬁg}udes‘a,few
and types of service provided tirsﬁi:iéire:hto the

Essentiall ‘ .
Y, the Intake In .
form used duri e Information form ,
ng t i : : replaces t - .
; g the first years of the Ybuth~Servi2: gzgili? Information -
» ' au's existence.

WHO SHOULD HAVE A SET OF FORMS |

time by the b - : ’ »
ureau, starting July 1, 1971. is seen for the first

Do not £ill ‘
: out forms fi ;
who come to the or any adult age 2
> to bureau on their : 5 or over,  This incl
ieir own behalf and par includes adults
parents who come to th
' e

bureau, on their chi
Mepbiai their child's behalf i
1nd1v1dualAypufh seen by the barezﬁus,,flll out forms only for each

When a youth i -

- is referred to '
no form should be'filled'butfhe bureau but the bureau never sges the youth
’ ; o o bl

WHEN TO FILL OUT THE FORMS

You should £ill

< i fill out the Intak

meeting with the - . e Information form duri o

Ters o Woih The Youlh as mogt of you O O A hae vite &
. wing information on the follow'upl?S- At that time, also
s L ; - orms:

Threefﬁéhth Case Follow-Up

- Six-Month Cgse Follow-Up

Bureau ' o ;
Youth Code Number: Bureau )
Intake Date ' Youth Code Number

Three- ; | s - £ ;

e-Month Follow-Up Date ,Daggsriiom b:ﬁlgning of
; . : e mon o end of
Alsc, begin filling out Service 'Slxthvmonth

' P:ovidedignd Nimber of Contacts

WHEN TO_SEND IN FORMS |
- - ’ comes f;o ) d N . N
others in the s ' 4o send in sach. form, '
e . et L ey ) please 8 :

1 Lhe Sev aﬁ? ma;l‘;t to: '»’ i ‘ ,eparate the.fq;m‘:?pm the
Mrs. Elaine Duxbur:
VS ‘ xbur;
8 /gYouth»Authorityq;v{

g f‘XXAQDiViSi : . o

1 ‘ e on of R ~ch f ' , '
4 71i wph Stree:séarCh and Development
Ki Sacramento, »California 9581'-}

H <191 - |

N




the forms: |
Hﬁrﬁ ie the achedule for maiimng Mail Six~- ¢
' : th Follow-"
' o Mail Three~ Six-Month Mon‘ 2
nboke mtake Tw“""m‘*‘h Month Follow=' = pa1jow-Up Upubyk}i‘ﬁth V
Iﬁgiﬁﬁ Forms bY £ poijow-Up  yp by Fifth Date During: D?r'o§§ :
ﬁgﬁi;g, ?ifﬁ%;:ﬁgif Date During: ‘Worklng Day of: R ;**“21—'“;“_'3
MPADE®  ing Day oli B ‘ |
- T ; AN an. '72 Feb. '72
= ~ Oct. | o Mar. '72
A Ut e ekl 72 ¢
July gg» |  Nov.. Dec- Feb. 17  April '72 |
: ) eC» S i _
Sopts g s Feb. 172 April '72 e U
, QII’ w5 ~ , ny ! (&
o Dec Feb. '72 er. 172 M%Y ?22 | July '72 |
Hov. 0C r. 172 April '72 June ~ \ i
e ete. - eto. elids o *
£ Infaxe 17
¢7f the first group ° Ll
11 need to pull of 111 be expecting £
TS in eaxrly Augiﬁg Z:;lyihem in. In early Novezzer_ngzi Follow-Up forms. j
xnfcrmatiog igrgibake Information forms and also Three B 1
ou to mal,
%ﬁﬁe circled dates)

RECORDING INFORMATION ON THE _FORMS

s s&é—""’h

Age: Record present age in tﬁo-digit numbers. For exampie, 09. .

School: This is a new question. Check one of the three choices. If the
youth is a high school graduate and is still attending school, check 'high
school graduate" only.  For other youth, check "attending" or "qnlt/dropped

out®, If it is during the summer, check "attending' if the youth is
plannlng to return to school in the fall.

When "attendlng" or "qult/dropped out" is checked, record the present or
mcst recent grade in school in two digit numbers.

Ethnic Group: Do not ask thls questlon dlrectly.v Instead, use your Dest !

judgment in reporting it. The ethnic group should be determinod by whlch
group the youth considers he belongs to. W

i .
Referred By: Check the appropriate box for the agency or irndividual who
referred the youth to the bureau. If the youth was referred by a law
enforcement agency or an agency other than probation or schéol, record the
specific agency on the line provided. For example: Marysville Police,
Family Service, church, or Public Health nurse.

Notification: If the youth\was referred by law enforcement, probation,

school or another agency, indicate if the referral source has been notified
whether the youth is cooperating with the bureau.

INTAKE INFOMION FORM'

da

Nama: We have adde
conveniences You may

. you want to, doo

space f
use it

dle in that space.

or the JO“th’

and croge the mam
We wmll no

pawe. This is strictly for y;yr 1
s e off, Jeave it blank,»or i ol
t use the name here in any ¥ y.ﬁ

Reason for Referral:

Briefly describe the prcblem for which the youth was
referred to the bureau. ’ ' ’

If there are several major reasons for referral, you may list more than one.
When drugs are the reason for referral, pléase indicate whether it is

wnus In this box, please recard the approp
Eut‘ eaul :
: San Diego ~ All;ed‘Gardens
- Fichmond
Bassett )
S:n Biegﬁ - Clairvemont
Yuba-Sutter
San Fernando
Pacifica
Santa Clara

riate number for your bureau(s):i

' marijuana, heroin and other narcotics, or dangerous drugs.. ]
~ more consistent with Bureau of Criminal Statistics records for. each city.)

mam-nom mmow—‘UP FORM -

Bureau, Youth Code Number and Intake Date:
form. - Should be recorded at intske.

(This makes it

Séme as on Intake Information

vnawﬁﬁénry f°
Anumhars that

takexﬁata"
gzte't,at the youth is first

F us to
you have been using

Yalo

know the

Using hwo»dxgxt numbers (€

s in the past’

by usmng a

outh's name..
¥ for the Profile

o o Fu N O

code pumber it w1l

C
Continue using the conse
Informgtion forms.

T example, O?/C)/?l) rec

i terv;ewed by the bureau.

i 192 -

1 not be
utive

ord the

Three-Month Fbllow4Up Date: At the tlme of 1ntake, record the eXact date

three months later. Examples.
Iptake?Date Three-Month<Follow-Up Date
07/03/71 10/03/71
08/31/71 12/01/71
- =193 -
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T qay
B e i L .

4

Service During This Three-Month Period:

4 Tl PEX .
g.«uL#si&ggﬁa;ﬁa_&{&“ﬁg«;ﬁ~ R

e ervice provided directly
‘ C o ing the types of service p
bhe time intake, begin recording
At the time of intake,

3 izati ou should check as many or as
AT ies or organizations. ¥ou.s  ‘ N e .
Joutn to Gthggiggggggis 3§ﬁ§i§idual connsgllng:pnly" refars o ‘
ind png are sy s Le+ A | Bes / v
.io family counseling is done.

: ‘ anization for
| N ‘youth to another agency or organization for
Lo : f sfers the youth to ano mine if the service
WHengvar %hgiggigaghzzizi the bureau follOW§g upnzgsieZ§r2;gher determining
goyvice; in A Following up would co , ided or
b ded,  Following up wou: dequately provided or
was adequately froviaed. - ¥ ' the service was adequately = to the
e youth himeelf whether the v < as available to

from the youth himself if the desived servics was svailable to the may
determining from the age him. In some instances, one o

outh and waa screpted by him. In som 3 best judgment.
goutﬁciéioﬁﬁadzgggﬁble tgan the other -- use your best j

¢ much : X

‘ 4 er it is a ropriaxe
tinue %o record answers to this guestion whenever it is app
Lantinve % Fecore. | ers. .
guring‘the three~month period.

: » o o f face-to=face
~ » s cord the number o
Number of Contacts:  Starting with ;nta§e, re h time the bureau
Number of Conff“’tiu has with the youth himself. Then S iitionsl mumber.
aanﬁ&ctg'thiqhzzgt'during the three months, circle an
has such 2 con 7 r :

v A G seing 4he gaps
arvice ‘or Re Needed: This question in the community. D
serV$c0 o?,BGBQufzzenbion services and resources 2n*a2e1east as wseful to
> i"”ﬁ"‘“{iﬁﬁé track of this systematically will be at st as 1 |
fully, keeping track of N ‘ L
you as to us.

This question should be answered by

Burean's Probation Recommendation: If the buresu recommended to an

4 ~ g e b i records!
the bureay -~ not by probation's

] T 1 to probation, the response |
103 dun 3 g uth be referred to pro
g “or an individual that the youth
agenay or )

: = ‘ d
t i ually been referre
1d be "Yes" even though the youth may not havefaqtua;
should be "Yes" ~~ ¢ hougl 4 : LY
to probation.

k o here f the
' : ;.  informal atmosphere o .
: ; PR status of cases in the_mq , Ao 131 provide
s inﬂﬁureauf hmggéinggzry; Nevertheless, these quezzzog§v01vedkw1th
Kﬁﬁ*ﬁém§§‘§§ ao:§wt§e iéngbh‘dr'time that thﬁ bureauzorfgﬁger involved.
the yonth and also with informabion on why tney are no longe: \
the youth and also wi orm on

| | S with the youth
g he bureau had contﬂC“ w;. p S CwWas.
ve case would be onme where the bureau - ss the case was
i g?%g;;g:g;gim of the three-month %30 be one where the barest bt 2o
LICANE Thae SRsh monkn o2 ipactive case would be one se-month period -
QPaniiiﬁﬂliy‘c}?sgqatnéguring*the'l&st month,of'tﬁe th?;§oﬁedg would be a
contact with T spocifically closed. 'Case closed! :
again, unless the gahe was specifice | ' |
?fg@im detersined by the bureau,
B | |

- g -

Reason for Case Closure: (Check the one main reason
Some of these re

asons may

that the case was closed,

_ have occurred put should not pe Checked unless
they are the reason that the |

Case was closed.

moved from the target areg but

Worker'g EValuation; This question ig optional and ig fq
EEEETfES"EEE‘EET“"‘ i

uses it consisten

SLX-MONTH FOLLOW_UP Fomy

Bureau ang Youth Code Number:
To ——2nd Youtl
€ recordzd at intake,

Dates from Be i
intake, record
'instructions fo

the appropriate dates,

r the Three-Monty Fbllow—Up Form:

Three-Mbnth

Eﬁfake Date ¥ollow-Up Date

Beginning'of
Fourth Month

07/03/71 | 10/03/71 ° 10/0b/71
08/31/71 12/01/71 12/02/71

Case Closed During: First
first thres mon
fifth or sixth mont
Please be sure to r

Three Monthg:

Ce was provided
hs, do not complete p

eturn the questionnairé to us.
Questions on Bureau Serviceg:

: ; The instruct
Service, number

. -;‘ '95 -

For example, if the Youth
i1, Provided, do not check thig
ther exampie: it the youth was

ice, do not check

"End of Sixth.
Month

01/03/72
03/01/72

If the case was closed during the
ths and no further servi

during the fourth,

e5t of questionnaire. Nevertheless,

ions on the questions on
Vice or resource needed, and status of

ERER T

T T R e i i

et e
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| | Appendix K - X.S.B. THREE-MONTH CASE FOLLOW-UP o S
¥.5.B. INTAKE INFORMATION | | '
%me (buresu use only) ,, — s
Hame (bureau use only) - ; | o i 1 2 3 4 5
: . i g u S - o . . pureau [[]  Youth Code Number 100 [j
Burenu m Youth code number: E‘_] 1’] D 0 | }_mfgrred by: . y 10 11 12 13 14 15 ﬁfj
J o 11 . faw enforcement [11 ntake date: D E?] D D [:] D Three-Month Follow-Up Date D D D D D
; 7, 1 ' Bt i Mo. Day Yr. Mo. Day
Mntm dibes [:] L,,] Ej D D D Prebation L 3 I . ' ‘ bt
' 0. ay Shdiiatint: “— “korvice During this Three-month Period: '
=  Sehool i
Agot L J{Mj Box:  Hale D Female D ; ' , Referred by Bureau If Referred, Did ;
M : ' Other agency D”‘ Service Provided to Other Agency YSE Follow-Up? 1
- - Directly by Bureau for Service v {
Bch@:ml; 5 , Parent RE Yles go‘ i
. . Present (or most , , ,
Attonding - Em} 1M;ecenfz) grade in Self , Dﬁ Individual counseling only D 18-1 E] 19-1 D D 20
) S ] ) Hool: ' ' ' ” i epid o : 3
Qud,t:/brupp@ﬁ. put C] ) schiools Other individual | Dﬁ Ind*vzdu&l & family counseling D 21-1 D 22-1 D | E] 2?
‘ ‘ ‘ 16 27 , | Group counse ing D 241 D 25-1 D D 29
High school 51“(1&. e ] | . | 20 2 | ] 2 0] = O 0 2
- . ‘ ‘ Agency code (leave blank) L . i Drug program 27-1 | 20-1
e ; : L Job referral/placement [:] 30-1 D 31-1 D D 32
Ethnic droup: (godnct ﬂ:?k interviewer's If referred by an agency (code %3 ?,d3 bl Pre-vocational training [ 354 0] s O Os
i ' S udgmert : has the referral source been notified whef _ T xaq 38
~ : = 1 the youth is cooperating with the bureau?j Remedial education; tutorms ] 56 LJ T D D i)
‘ Anglo-American HE ~ . Recreation program [] 39 ] o= O O
| | | | : . . h
Mexdoan~American NE: ' Yo ZE?J . Medical aid (] uea ] 434 O O
: Black - D 5 - B Legal aid " 45-1 D 46-1 D D 47
o : B Ho DZ { Intervention with school D 48-1 D 49-1 ] D 50
. S . 1L T i : ‘ | D D 3
o Oriﬂntal’*ﬂ‘m&l‘icm . [:] N ’ ‘ ‘ % Intervention with police o D 51-1 D 52-1 5
Other. T [:l 5 " Reason for referral:. ;‘ Intervention with prob./court D 5t-1 D 55-1 D D 56
i
2526 - Other Services:
O RS T, i 27-28 |  Provided directly Referred to Other Agency S
- ‘ . R , : ‘ 57-58 - ) = D D 61
- | | | | | 62-63 Rt 651 [ s !
- | _ = e T , : ~g9-70 D D -
f.humber of contacts bureau had with youth during this three-month per:\.od.
(Cipcle number for each contact) . )
, 01 02 03 oh 05 06 o7 08 09 10 11 12 13 1% 15 ) o §
YA O9PMA L T e A 4 16 17 18 19 20 21 2 '23 2 25 26 27 B 29 30
‘ - "‘{ L ' o = 197 - | ' {over)
- - G S S A S : g ‘ ' - . ' &L
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Wng there p Bervice or resource needed by the youth tut not aveuilable to him in the
commnity? ) |
T Nb D

Yes

Ii‘“&%u“j what service ot resource?

9-10

- 11-1

—

Did the bureau recommend referring youth to probation during this pe;iod?

13-1 2

Yon D No [j

Statue of youth in buresu as of three-month follow-up date:

14
Active e
Inactive g
3

~Cage closed

O

17 foase cloped!!, reason for closure: (Please mark ONE box only)

Referred to other agency for sex:vice
and no further services provided
by bureau

Befuped further service

Dropped out L

No longer meeks bureau's cr;.i_;ena

Mot n xesident of target aren by being placed on probation

No treatment/services available
in community

Hoved from area

Glosed by bureau with no further

(Optional) YSB worker's evaluation of progress at three months:

Excellent O
Good ' D 2
Fair 0O
Poor R
Don't know 15

- 198 -
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| _ Y.S.B. SIX-MONTH CASE FOLLON-UP
o| (Covering Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Months After Bureau Intake) "«
gga {(bureau us2 only) . - .
{ 1 , 2 3 n s [ 8 10 11 ' v v
:treau D Youth Code Rumber[] D D i From: D é D[ﬁ D D (beginning of 4th mo.¥ ' §
; | ’ Mo, Day ye. |
i 1213 1% 1 : 16 V |
i ; 17
: To:[:][jﬁ [:][fi (end of 6th month)
{ . Mo. Day [:;J;:]
| cafe closed during first three months and no further service provided during second three
ths, do not complete rest of questionnaire. Even so, please return questionnaire to Sacto
;glice During Second Ihree-month Period:
Referred by Bureau If Referred, Did
Service Provided to Other Agency ¥8B Follow-Up?
Directly by Bureau for Service
Yes No iy
Individual counseling only ELE ] 192 1 [0 e
 Individual & family counseling | | =21-1 ] 221 O O 2
| Group counseling EE O 251 O 0O =
: Drug program D 27-1, D 28-1 D D 29
Job referral/placsment D 30-1 D 31-1 D D 32
Pre-vocational training RS ] 5w O O =
| Remedisl education; tutoring [:] 36-1 [ 572 O O =
§ Recreation program ' D 39-1 D ko-1 D D 2
[éﬂedical aid [ #22 ] w1 1 O w
Legsl aid LR ] w6 L O w
[ Intervention with achool BELE! [ - ] D 50
[ Intervention with police D 51-1 D 52-1 D D 53
Intervention with prob./court - [—j 541 D 55-1 D D 56
cher Sexrvices:
f Provided directly ‘Referred to Other Agency
S8 A
4
L 62-563 64-65 ¢6
o o
'?jéher ?f contacts buregu had with yout.h during second three~month period:
(Circle number for each contact) RERE
0oL o2 ©3 ok o5 06 07 08 09 10 1 Iz 13 14 15
o - : 6-7
i, 16 17 18 19 20 2 22 23 2+ 25 2 27 28 29 X
i% | | (over)

-~ 199 Do
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During the gecond three monthe was there a service or resource needed by the youth but not |

availsble te him in the comminity? .
51 2

Yes [} Mo []
If "oV, what service or resource? ‘. 5
, 5-10

11-12

R e~ v

Did the buresy :gqgmménﬁﬂEBféii{ng youth to probation during the secoud three-month period?

13-1 2

Yes L—_} No [j

Statun of youth in bureau as of six-month fallow-up date:

14
Active D 1
Inactive [:] 2

Case closed [:] 3

If Yesume closed”, resson for closure: (Please mark ONE box only)
15

Refused further service [:} A Referred to other agency for service

and no further services provided )
Dropped out [:] 2 by bureau ' LJ‘
Not o resident of target ares | [:} 3 No longer meets bureau's criteria

by being placed on probation [3
Hoved Irom area ERNR , i

No treatment/services available [}g

Closud by buresu with no further v in commurity
services necessary 1 s
Other -

¥ I3
"
I}

(Optianal) YSB worker's evaluation of progress at six months:

Excellent Efa 1 |
Good [:3 3
Fair B
Poor Jw
 Don't kaow Os
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