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_REVIEW OF
| CLUSTER EVALUATION
... OF DIVERSION PROJECTS

Fo11ow1ng is my review of California laxpavers Association' s F1na1 Reaor Tor
the Cluster Evaluation of Juven11e D1vers1on Projects: - . -

A. Background

The cluster evaluation is an attempt Lo measure the effectiveness of five
diversion projects in reducing the incidence and severity of delinquency

ameng project clients. The following projects were inciuded in the c}uster:

1. . Intervention Programlq The probation department staff provide
short-term cri es counseling for 601 and 602 clients and their families.
Project is one of four components of the County's Youth Service Prooran.

‘ 2.'v 10} D1vers1on Proaect - Same 2as above

-1 3. ' Qutreach - Probation department uses outreaeh appreach to
o prov1de a variety of recreaticnal and counseling services 1o clients
~« who are’identified as being pre-delinquent (pr1ma ily, clients have Tittle
~involvement in delinquent tendencies). This project is another of four
‘icomponents of the Youth Services Program. o
4, ’ Youth Service Bureau - prov‘des a variety of 1n.orma1. very
- short-term services for youth identified as being delinquent, Sarvi
are prOV1ded by largely untrained volunteers (students from U.C. Davi

cas

S)

5. o . County Juvenile De11nouenoy Prevent1on Program ~ Probation
department provides intensive, long-term counseling to delinquent and
pre-delinguent clients. (NotD that only 33 clients were served during:

the period studied in the evaluation.) This project differs in that
it treats the enu1re family, 1nc]ud1ng siblings, as the treatment un1i

B. Evaluation Outcome Measures

The cluster evaluation focused on measurement of the following data.elements:-

1. Changes 1in the number and incidence of arrests

2. -Changes in the severity of offenses committed

3. Differences in probation and court dispositions bebween tne progect and
contro] group c]ients. ‘
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Other variables studied 1nc1uded c]]ent arrest h1story, staf‘ Tralnung,;
staff turnover, demographic data and frequency and durat1on ot treatment
contracts. :

A major effort was made to collect data on clients' arrests at three 1nterval$:
six months prior to referra] to the pro1ect six months after referra], and .
one year atter referral. . . v :

Perhapc the major failing of the eva]uat1on concerned the 1nab1]1ty ot the
evaluators to clearly define the nature of the "treatment modalities" offered

by each project. The evaluators were frustrated in their efforts to identify
clearly. defined differences in counseling approaches. Certainly the distinctions
between counseling approaches were clouded (in all cases except project #5 which
provided long~term, intensive counseling) by the fact that at least two of the
projects received training from the same outside agency. The primary conseguence

. of this problem was the failure of the evaluation to clearly measure the re]a»xve_

~effectiveness of counseling techniques ov the 1nr]uence of the ouallty of
counseling serv1ces upon treatnent outcom T .

Neverthe]css. the, resuxte of the evaluation nave demonstrated the need for

~larger scale program evaluationsto.disprove or ver1Ty the findings of the Lo
- smaller-scale C1quer eva1UAtﬁon efforts.

. A}
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. Evaluation Results o 117;'1;1,;"ﬁ:ﬁ~913" Gl s e

1. Short-term counse11ng in form of the proaec»s/was more ef ective in
reducing re-arrests than the tong-term, intensive counseling provided
by project #5; Both at six months and one year after referral.
This find Jng needs to be examined by further nva1uat1on research under "~ .
controlied conditions., . B
2. Although re-arrests were deereased emong project c11ents, the number of
re-arrests increased over time. In many instances, clients who are
re-arrested are re-arrested for more offenses and for more serious
offenses. This suggests ihat treatment effects weaken over t1me.

3. The severity of re-arrests was about the same as the sever1ty of the .
‘ offense leading to the original referral fo the projects. (Except in project #5
where the severity of offense 1ncreased for the project clients -
in comparison to the control ‘group. : :

4. Projects brought about significant reduct1on in the number of petition
filings, in comparison to the control group. (Petition filings were
50% lower in the first six months after referral and 56% Tower than the
control group a year after referral : ‘
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5, When petitions were filed, ‘the courts declared 207 fewer wardsh1ps for
project clients than for the control group.

6. . Overall, courts dismissed from 50% to 200% more of the petitions on
project clients than on control group youths. :

7. In every project, more than 50% of the project clients re-arrested and

: referred to probation were either d1snussed counse?ed and rejeased or
returned to the project.

8. Age had no significant e°¢ect on treatment outcdme."

9. Projects had greatest succesg w1th f1rst offenders,

-10. The projects did better with 602 (dc11nquency) cases tnan w1th 601
(pre-~delinquent) cases.

" Tentative conclusions which may be inferred Trom the eva1uat1on

1. -Long-term intensive counseling is less effert1ve than short-tenn,
informl counseling in reducxng re-arrests. This needs 10 be explored
further with a larger sample of projects., under str1ngent research- based
eva?uat1ow settings.

20 " projects which provide similar counseling services have similar
~ . treatment outcomes, vegardless of the community setting in which they
. are provided., This, too. is a gnnera11zat1on wh1cn requ1res Turther
investigation. ' o - " ,'.
3. Diversion seems to work - that is, 1t is poss1ble to ke ep m1n0ﬁ1ess serv1ces)
offénders out of the criminal Jjustice system. : ce ol =

i~

Major Product of the Evaluation T e ;:!;:j; SRR
‘ tentat1ve R
A major product of this cluster evaluation is a/model evaluation deswgn for
diversion projects. The design is admittedly outcome-oriented, but has the.
benefits of a design which consists of/standardized data e]emants v R,
‘ _some o
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5. When petitions were filed, ‘the courts declared 207 fewer erdsh1ps for
project clients than for the control group.

6. Overall, courts dismissed from 50% to 200% more of the petitions on
project c]1ents Lhan on control group youths.

7. In every project, more than 50% of the proaect clients re~arrested and
referred to probation were either d1sn1sseu counse?ed and released or
returned to Lhe project. : ~

8. Age had no s1gn1f1cant erfect'on treatment outcdme. w
9;, Projects had greatest succes: w1th f1rst of.endero.

10 The projects did better with 602 (de11nquency) cases tnan w1th 601 L -
" (pre-delinquent) .cases. B e g RE R
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T~ Tentative conc]us1ons which may be 1nferred From the eva]uat1on

1. ~-Long-term intensive counseling is less effert1ve than short-tenn,
informa]l counseling in reduc&ng re~arrests. This needs 1o bz explored
further with a larger sampie of projects., under str1ngent research based
eva:uat1oq settings. v

.. 2. " projects which provide similar counseling services have similar
© 1 Areaiment vutcomes, vegardless of the community setting in which they
- are provided. This, too. is a ganerallzat1on wh1cn requ1res Turther
investigation. ‘ o PO
3. Diversion seems 1o work - that is, 1t is p0551b1e to keep minoﬁ]ess services)
offenders out of the criminal Just1ce system. . R RN
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A major product of this cluster evaluation is a/model evaluation des1gn for
diversion projects. The design is admittedly outcome-oriented, but has the,
benefits of a design which consists of/standardized data e]ements. - S
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S = B o o S | — o Colone! Anthony L. Palumbo .
; j » o SR Executive Director .
: TR o , R & ~ o 7 0ffice of Criminal JH’tIce Planning
SN : R S S ‘ LR 8 , . - = 7171 Bowling Drive
’ v e ‘ o S Sacramento, California 95823
— = Dear Colonel Palumbo:
. ~ - . » o ; : In accordance wnth the contract agreement commissioning the evaluation of these
o ; , L o e . » ST e projects, submitted herewith is our flna] report.,
. o The basic purpose of the study was to assess the outcome of five diversion
N i TR projects, but we believe the study has implications which go beyond these five
v T ' projects to some broader funding and research concerns of OCJP as e statewude
plannlng agency.
/ , S o : ‘ We understand that it is the present policy of 0CJP to encourage evaluations
( L . ' ‘ o : which relate project results as directly as possible to the impact they have
N e : L - on crime prevention. We are convinced from this experience that impact type
. . : B evaluations are possible. Furthermore, we believe the report presents a research
' methodology for assessing impact, as vyour agency views it, which can be easuly
T e ‘and economically replncated for use in similar type prOJects.
T , SR L ' L
o A : ' ) S . S o : . The evaluation of these projects was based upon changes in the incidence and
el . R S i y - .. LT TR severity of offenses and the officially reported probation and court dispositions
' ' ﬁ%ﬂj e S ~ of 813 juveniles. These were all quantifiable, objective measures of outcome.
G L T The study design made no provision for relating project results to different
s EE : ST = RIS SRR R .« t7 = therapy practices or counseling techniques which may have been used except as
T AT SR T : T LT T I N s - they related to. the duratuon and frequency of referral contact. -
; , , : L T e e :
TN SR . ! B 0 R e R A We found at least two basucally dlfferent treatment approaches practlced in this
S T e e T R E e PR S Lo B T D ol St A O (cluster of projects. Two of the projects followed a service philosophy Which
g E T NI “;fj U e e e e e e B provided for very brief and minimal lnvolvement with the juvenile. Richmond and
: : , : : : R ‘ s Hlg R e e Sacramento were the best eiamples of ‘this “and in our judgment they were both
Sl L P ‘ SUCcessful prOJects. Alameda, in contrast, maintained a very close, intensive
. 5 S o - long-term lnvolvement with . the prOJect referrals and was quite unsuccessful.







g

G

! "

i ,

W CLUSTER EVALUATION OF FIVE DIVERSION PROJECTS

P g R ST " FINAL REPORT

‘{: ’ }{t’ WW“' F‘M g

% o o S : ﬂpPrepared for the
; o - t

\; “ . . : . B . ﬂy-,é“

. : ' "

o ' OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING
e . 7 L ; R

: A

a f

1 o
: June 21, 1974
it 0
|

i ' ' -‘CaliforniakTaxpaYers‘ Asseciation'1'
b Suite 900 -~ Eleventh and L Building
L | . - Sacramento, California 95814

i

The preparatlon of these materials was flnanC|ally alded through a

" Federal grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration = -
and the Office of Criminal Justice Plannlng under the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended. The opinions,
flnd|ngs and: conclusions in this publication are those of the author
Yand ‘are not: necessarlly those of the Law Enforcement Assi'stance
Admlnlstratlon or the 0ffice of Criminal Justice Planning. "OCJP
reserves a royalty -free, non-exclusive and irrevocable license ‘to

reproduce, publlsh and use these naterlals, and to authorlze others
to do so.” o L : ,

R \*,\"

. 1\

. “
)
l
t
l




SR
B «.ﬂ,..(w .
e
. N
< et .
I3

&
14
X
L%




_CALIFORNIA TAXPAYERS' ASSOCIATION o SUITE 900
: Y SRR B

June 21, 1974

Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo
Executive Director

0ffice of Criminal Justice Planning

7171 Bowling Drive

‘Sacramento, California 95823

Dear Colonel Palumbo:
In accordarce with the contract agreement commissioning the evaiuatlon of these
projects, submitted herew|th is our final report.

The basic purpose of the study was to assess the outcome of five diversion
projects, but we believe the study has lmplncatlons which go beyond these five
projects to some broader funding and research concerns of OCJP as a statewide
plannlng agency.,

We understand that it is the present policy of OCJP to encourage evaluations
which relate project results as directly as possible to the impact they have

on crime prevention. We are convinced from this experience that impact type
evaluations are possible., Furthermore, we believe the report presents a research
methodology for assessing impact, as your agency views it, which can be easuly

~and economlcally repllcated for use in S|m|lar type pro;ects.

The evaluatlon of these projects was based upon changes in the incidence and
severity of offenses and the officially reported probation and court dISpOSItlonS
of 813 juveniles. These were all quantifiable, objective measures of outcome.
The study design made no provision for relatlng project results to different
therapy“practices or counseling techniques’ ‘which may have been used except as

they related to the duratlon and frequency of referral contact.

~ Me found at least two basically dlfferent treatment approaches practlced in this

cluster of projects. Two of the projects followed a service philosophy Which

xdprovuded for very brief and mlnlmal involvement with the juvenile. Richmond and

Sacramento were the best edamples of this ‘and in our judgment they were both

‘successful projects. Alameda, in contrast, maintained a very close, intensive

long-term involvement with: the-project referrals and was quite unsuccessful,
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Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo : ' June 21, 1974

Based on our research the evidence seems to bear out the hypothesis that the
likelihood of posntlve outcome results are greater when the extent of the
treatment encounter is minimized. :

Secondly, it appears that when service philosophies are similar and staff
capabilities and training are the same that consistent treatment outcomes are
likely. This seems to be true, in spite of what differences there may be in

the social and economic characteristics of the community, the prior delinquercy
characteristics of the referrals, or the age and racial makeup of the treatment
populations,

We have completed this study concluding that there are forms and types of
diversion programs which appear to have promise of being effective alternatives
to regular court and probation handling of 601 and minor juvenile 602 offenders.

In funding other demonstrations of this type we see the need, however, for more
clarification and more precise definition of the diversion concept as a pre-
requisite to both improving evaluations and establishing the diversion concept
as a formalized part of California's Juvenile Justice System.

In the course of reviewing the prior evaluations performed on this cluster of
projects we were also persuaded that the methodologies in research tracking -
studies like this one must build study designs that can account for the juvenile
at every place where he is involved with the juvenile justice system rather than
just in probation. We found that 30% of the youth under study in these probation
experiments were being handled by the police in ways that were entirely unknown
to probation or the projects. Only one of the projects in the cluster recognized
subsequent police incidents in their assessment of project's impact.

it was apparent to us in working with the police that the attitude of the police
departments is changing from one of strictly enforcement to one of thinking that
the counseling opportunity in a police setting can be just as effective, appro-
priate and as timely as counseling done in a probation department or anywhere
else.

There were police juvenile diversion units in all five counties where these
projects were located. We worked closely’with them in the cour¢e of collecting
our data. These units were staffed with specially selected and trained juvenile
officers. We caﬁ{;ﬂcomment about their treatment or service philosophy except
to observe that the police feel that the counseling they do in the semi-
authoritarian atmosphere of a police department where there is complete and
immediate knowledge of the incident and, in many cases, of the family situation
as well, is just as likely. to influence behavior as the counseling done later

in any other setting.
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Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo ‘ June 21, 1974

o
{i

It was a pleasure to have served your agency and to participate in a research
assignment that we hope has value and wider application to the Office of
Criminal Justice Planning in its efforts to impreve California's Juvenile
Justice System. We wish to express cur_appréciatjon to the staff of 0CJP
for the assistance and cooperation extended féﬁgs/over the past ten months,
. Some of your staff made-important contributions to the report.

Ve

ARLEN K. BEAN ,
Project Director

Assistant Project Director
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or “SUMMARY OF.FINDINGS

oy

4Most readers wou]d accept we th:nk that an eva!uatlon based on tracklng

5po||ce, probatlon, and court outcomes of 813 Juveniles necessntates a lot of statlstical"

- presentat:on.a I f such studies are hard to read they are . even harder to summarlze in

o \\

a way that brlngs together all that may be relevant for every reader. The problem s

"compounded In thlS case by the fact that We were requi ired to show results on not only .

.
‘ftve separate prOJects but overall results on all the prOJects as a group. In the o

narratlve analysssthlch accompanted each Set of‘tables in Sectton 11 we tried to
assist the reader by making many of the correlations and comparisons of ‘the data which

seemed significant to us.. S

lt was dlfflcult to state any generaI conc]us:ons at any p01nt in the study
because each section and each Set of tab1es dealt wnth |nd|vndual segments of the data.
In thIS summary we wull attempt to draw together some -of the main flndnngs about the
prOJects.r The summary is organlzed around answers to a series of posed questlons.‘ The

question and answer format was merely a device whlch enab]ed ‘us to present some of the

main conclusuons along wnth some amount of subJectIVe commentary based on our exposure

-to these prQJects over the past 10 months.
To a large extent, the questlons Were derIVed from questlons we had been

‘asked about the ‘evaiuation results and the outcome of the pro_;ectc generally by OCJP

&

‘prOJect dlrectors, and local crlmtnal Justlce piannlng ataff over' the course of the

\

study. Some of the questlons whlch seemed to be lmportant to the prOJects and the

fecn i

=

planning agencles |nvolve answers Wthh go beyond the llmnts of our data. ; v

W

What are the personal characterlstlcs of the law enfbrcement and
probatlon referrals to these dzvers.ton pro;ects’ (Tables l through
7) : . : - :

£
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Seen as a grolip; the ‘typical referral to these pro;ects was white (776).

male (53/), and between lh 17 years of age (73%) " The control groups had 9% more

» females; Even in Rlchmond where the populatuon,of the target community was over 80%

il

black 50% of the project referrals were whlte. The characterlstlcs of fhe‘referrals

AN
in lndlvndual prOJects, however, varued |n a few respects- ‘ s \\eef’ ,

5y 0’

ln Sacramento, both" the prOJect and control QFOUPS had consnderably more

i

females (60%) The age and racnal makeup of “the . Sacramento referrals was otherwise

memur>m
NLﬁ
i ;

“‘L_T the same The small control group in Alameda had more mlnorltles (60%) _ than any other

B PrOJect. The Yolo prOJect conformed closel"to the average of the, groups except for

,havin§'sllghtly younger referrals. .

Wbat was the nature of the offenses the referrals commdtted Whlch’
esulted: in their referral to these projects? T(Tabies 8-12 and -
,13-18) o R , o e
,ff~ - | t: Aswa generallaatlon, the offenses commlttedrbylall the caSeswtracked in this
-studvaere very minor. Flfty-four percent of the youth referred to these prOJects were
' referred for delinquent tendencles.‘ The greater part of these offenses consnsted of
runawaysaand youth beyond control of thelr parents. Another.26%‘comm|tted acts off
petty theft or mal|c10us mischief WhICh was prlmarlly flghtlng and trespassang. Glrls
‘tended to commlt more of the dellnquent tendenctes and petty theft VIolatlons than boys
(table 8). Wlth little exceptlon mares tended to commlt morewof the serlous felony
',offenses; These, however, accounted for only l5 to 20? of. all the referrals in elther
lugroups | : . o
« Elghty one percent of ‘the CONtr°1 cases were'referred for delinquent ten-

‘dencles, and llke the proJect, more of the offenses were commltted by females ‘

Even in Alameda where the prOJect referrals were seen as cases

|n “imminent

B TN AT R A
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~tendency or minor 602 offenses.'

.Araise most of the pertinent issues lnvolved in the select!ve hand |ng oF predeilnquent

“and de]lnquent tendency referrals, was a study by the Natlonal Assessment of. Juvent]e

R S S .-

- -
i ;,-

' referral was essentially the same as the pattern mf offenses whlch resulted in referral

I m

LR . . SN RECTI

jeopardy of being declared wards of the'juvenile,c0urt,” 63% were referred for delinquent

/

/. - I
‘I

‘ Our findings on the seriousness of" the referra] offenses seems to be corrob-

orated in other studler’of d:versuon. One of the studies we foundfwhnch seems to

/E
JA

ke

? r\\,A y

o

Correctxons *
'""Mos t d»versuon unfits haVe been establushed to,handle pre-

delinquent' or ‘'delinquent tendency! cases. The thlnklng appears
to be that children with. such characteristics are fiore in need of
counsellng than of supervisjon or detention, and that counseling
and guidance techniques will work with these cases, which are not ,
yet ‘hard core.' The questionable corollary--which tends to reduce -
the frequency of diversion out of and from the system--is that such
techniques will not work with cases legally defined as more’ ‘aevere,
No one knows whether either supposition Is correct. The matfer is
complicated by the fact that one juvenile might: be a 'hard core'
predelinquent and Immune to counseling, while another arrested for
a more Iegally serious offense would respond to just such help

”if you put a]l six varlables-~ predellnqient 'Iawbreaker,'

pet 'hard core,' ‘not hard core,! 'amenable to" rounselxng,' and- 'not
‘ amenable to counseling'~-into an eight-fold tzble and stare at it

a whilte, you can only conclude that selection;of cases for attention
by a diversion unit on the basis of the offense ought to be

thoroughly investigated. At present, selectlon on the basis of

offense seems to come from a combination of dgenCIes' ‘reluctance

to assume respons:bllxty for serious lawbreaklng cases that might

co sourJ' :

q i ,
How Serious were the delinquent aots the réfernals éommitted before
referral to the project? (Tables 19-24 and tables 35-=39).

i

7

. The pattern of offenses |n both prOJect and controi populatlons prlor to

i

f}" ,

*Dlversuon From the Juvenlle Justlce System by Natlonal Assessment of Juvenlle‘ N
Corrections, the UanerSltY of Mlchlgan, June ]973 Donald Cressey and’ Robert
McDermont. , : : , :
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d hinor 602
« Eighty percent of the pre-prOJect arrests were for dehnque“t tendenCIeS an

offenses (petty theft and malicnous mlschlef)

Only 30 = 35% of. all the cases had ever been arrested six months prior to

referral. The average\number of. arrests for the prOJECt population was 0. 6 and 0. 5 for

the control population. The only sub-grolips of,the POPU‘at‘°U which had a significantly

d Richmond. Inter-

HQ\,‘," A

higher number of pre-project‘arrests was Alameda control (1.1) an

‘vention (0.9). Yolo was the lowest with 0.4 prior arrests per referral

Whether judged by the number or the se jousness of the offenses, it is. -apparent.

that the nature of the deltnquency problem with wh:ch the prOJects are dealing is
'quute minor. This is not really surpris:ng recognIZ|ng that the target case for these
diversion programs had been the “predellnquent.“ Only one of the four projects was.
specifically referred to as a 601 prOJect but our data shows that in spite of how

TR

dlfferent the referral criteria were, the referral offenses appear to be much the same.

By the way the cases were descrlbed and the case selectlon process in Alameda
worked We thought xnltlally that the character of the referrals would be dlstlnctly
dlfferent. The cases. were descrlbed as Juvenlles in "imminent Jeopardy of belng declared

court wards.“ In many lnstances, belng sent to the prOJect was regarded as the last

 resort before court adJudlcatlon. . By studysng the data closeiy, one can see some

dlfference in the dellnquent characterlstlcs of the Alameda referra]s but as a general-

izatlon, thelr referrals were essentlally llke the. others.

0bservnng, also, that the great maJornty of the cases in thege dlversnon
projects consisted of runaways, ”acting out," or other types of offenses whlch are;
'wpecullar to only'Juvenules, prompted these observatlons in the study by the Natlonal'

Assessment of Juvenlle Correctlon5°

,.
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"If recent attempts to guarantee the cnv:l liberties of msnors

prove successful, present definitions of what constitutes 'pre~
~delinquency’ wil! become both inadequate and unconstitutional.

Juveniles now defined in negativisti€ terms as !runaways'-or 'out
of control' probably will be redefined as individuals with a legit-
imate say about their place of residence and other living conditions,
including the nature and degree of control imposed by parents or .
other adults. At present, when communication within & famiiy breaks
down, aggressive actiong of the adult members are viewed as un-
fortunate, while aggressive acts of a minor are typucaily v:ewed as
'predel inquent,' 'delinquent,' or even criminal. As our laws are
reformulated to correct this injusticé, they will extend constitu-
tional due process rights to youngsters, creating-a critical need
for agencies and programs that are truly heipful and noncoercive,'

1t is significant, we thought, that by the end&pf the second year the Yolo
project'stopped dealing with statutorily-defined de]inquehts altogether and moved
their pregram into the schools. The schools repeatedly stressed that the children
they were counseling were not de]inquents or even predelinquent; Yet, the rationale
for continuing the progrem'isustidi "delinquency prevention'' predicated on the
assumption that treatihg a problem in the school jsrgoing to prevent a problem‘with
the police. . | " |
The Yolo Bureau Is,. in ail sincerity, still carrying on its program- in the
,hame of crime preventicn; now seruing a completely noncriminal justite set of community
i
lnstltutlons ‘who refuse to regard the cllentele as delinguent. It is an rohicf
contradlct;on that clearly indicates how great the latltude for experlment *n providing
social servxces can be WIthln the present deflnltlonal boundarles of the term ”Juvenlie-
dellnquencyt | I : . e : - - g% | =
We heve said so far that with‘some minor dfﬁferences the project end'contro!
'referrals came from the same. source, I.e., probatlon and police departments. The age,t

fsex and raCIal makeup of both prOJect and control populations were essentlally 5|m|lar.

The number and seriousness of-the'offenseS‘the»referral commltted before referrul were

) e TR
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S : R L : ferrals
i generally the same, as were. the actua] referraLoffenses° Nery few Of the rere

- had been arrested SIX months prior to referral and of those that’ had betn arrestnd the

w:

}?:f”” ‘arrests. were usually for delinquent tendencues or minor 602 offenses.

Start:ng w1th tabies 19 through 34 the projects are an11yzed from the tand-

e

point of the effect they had on reduclnq dellnquency. The three measures,of‘outcome

'.u$ed were: .,
E . ‘ g o ‘?J{v " ;
1 Changes in the number and incidence of rearrest.,

Changes in the severlty of the offenses committed.,
3 leferences in the probation and court dlSpOSltlonS

" between_the project and contro]'referrats.

Firét, we consider the ‘question of whether the prOJects were able
to reduce the number and incidence of rearrest? . (Tables 19 - 24).

Ty

‘Con5|d°r|ng referrals to these projects as a group, we find that fewer prOJect

o reFerrals were rearrested both six months and a year after referral than control

Forty-

:'one percent of the prOJect cases had been rearrested in compartson to 56? of che control
I _
',cases six months after referral

A year‘after referra]

. 50% ot the prOJect referrals and 659 of the control

referrals had been rearrested Whlle the data shows that the number of rearrests '

|ncrease over tlme for both groups, the number of rearrests for prOJect youth are st.ll

";Iower than control for the entire tweive-month perlod the cases were tracked

s
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D»Among the four‘indlvldual projects outconme results varied considerably.
In Sacramento 53? of the experament referrals were rearrested sux moqrhs after referral
whlle 60/ of the control group had been rearrested. A year later, 63% oF‘tne experl-,

menta, cases and 69/ of the control cases had been rearrested Whlle the prolectvhad

n OVerall lower recudavnsm rate than control the |nd|v:dual prOJect youths who were W
rearrested commltted more offenses. Twenty-seven percent.of the project referrals re-

arrested?si;»months;after referraljcommltted'more than two offenses, while only 13% of

A year after referral, the individual project case who was rearrested was
still being arrested more tlmes than control. Slxty-two percent of the control youth
who were rearrested a year after referral commi tted more than cne offense while 66%

~of the prOJect referrals ‘who Were rearrested«commltted more than one offense,

" n .

In Yolo, only 24% of the referrals were rearrested six months after referral:
Twelve'months‘later, the percentage of rearrests increased to 32%. These were the
lowestlrearrest rates'oflany project in the cluster. This wasyalso the'only,project

‘ln the cluster where the arrest rates were IOWer six months after referral than six
|~ | months before,referral. Referrals that were rearrested tended to commit only one
voffense.

In order ‘to haVe a comparison group we constructed an artlflcal reference -

group in the chhmond prOJect. lt consxsted of referrals who were initia lly admltted o

)
‘ to the prOJect and. then reJec*ed by the prOJect fc,erefusang to cooperate.
'f.:‘/ e v '

SIX months after referral 5#6 of ‘the project referralsvhad been rearrested

%%wegdlthls lncreased to 6h? twelve months later. In contrast 836 of the referenco

the control grOUp who were rearrested committed more than two offenses. o _l'
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ahad been rearrested six months after referral in comparISJn to 39% for C°“tr°l

. . the Alameda prOJect s own control group°

. s consid-
In the Alameda prOJect, rearrest rates for prOJeCt refnrrals were consid

‘erably hTgher “than for the control group. They were also h|gher than any populatlon

or sub-populatlon in the entire cluster. SIXtY nne percent of the project referrals
A

't';year later, 70% had been: rearrested |n contrast to 48% for the control. group.

SlbllngS”Of the pquect referrals were also treated and tracked in the

' Alameda prOJect. Generally speaxlng, the project had no more success in reduelng the,

number of rearrests for- tHe alblnngs than they did for the primary referrals. Eighteen

%==percent of the project siblings had been rearrested six months after referral while

onlY SZ'Of the controltsibllngs had‘been rearrested;

What effect did the projects have on reduc.mg the seriousness
of the offenses committed after referral? (Tables 19 to 24).
{7 The severity of the offenses committed after referral were about the same as
the offenses-committed before referral, Thls is true for both project and control cases.

The offenses do tend to become slightly more serlous, however. AbouthO%tof the pre-

1
\

project arrests were elther‘for/dellnquent tendencies or mlnor 602 mlsdemeanors. Six

months after referral thlS was reduced to approxtmately 68%. ResultS'were about the -

same a year later,

The perrentagn results on severlty glven for the cluster as a whole wasn't.

N

”apprecnably dvfferent for any lnd|VIdual prOJect, except Alameda. In Alameda, half
'-of the- referrals were commlttlng aerlous Felony offenses sux months and a year after l

',,referral l’hus was much higher than any pFOJeCt in the cluster and 40% hlgher than




g2 )

: Wlth project cases.. T | o o SRR @\W‘A |

'vprOJects, but the same, general outcomes

';tThe%same:pattern holds true both»le'months and a year after referral.

‘“Richmond_had the*hlghest"at'hl%. “The number:of Wardshlps sustanned,onyprOJect casés%

cases. It is not surprising, therefore, to see so much of the research on the dlver5|on

referrals. Formal probation, as a sentence, however, is used much more frequently R 9

'prOJect cases elther belng dlsmlssed, counseled and. released or returned to prOJect

" What differences were- there in the probatlon and c’ourt outcomes
of the. youth who were rearrested and referred back t‘o probatlon?
(Tables 30 to 34)
Much of *he theoretlcal ratlonale for dlverSIOn focuses on the prospects of
belng able to mlnnmlze or avo:d the need for court- adJudlcatlon in many Juvenlle cases‘
Thére/lsva growung professlonal concern that tha]lmlted sentenCIng alternatlves ‘~\

available to the courts are neither necessary nor appropriate for handling many,juvenlle

concept relylng heavuly upon departmental and court decnsnons as impact crnter:a. : <o

Looking at'the cluster as a whole, it is readlly apparent that the projects’
were able to effect a considerable reductlon in the number of petltlon flllngs in |
comparison to the\control groups. Petition filings on the experlmental group are 506 ‘i} x( V
lower - |n the flrst six months after referral and 56% lower than control a year later.

When petltlons were filed, the courts declared 20% fewer wardshlps for prOJect S
youth than they did for the control group. Overall the‘courts dlsmlSSed from 50 to -

200% mere of the petltlons on the prOJect reFerrals ‘than they dld on the control

BT

/ l

As one would expect departmental dec15|ons resulted in 48% more of the

than control.' About hh/ more of the control cases are placed on |nformal probatnon.

The percentage comparlson we haVe made from table 30 varies” sllghtly between'

§sre the ‘same throughout the cluster.» Thei?ﬁ

prOJect whlch had the IQWest percentage of petltlons flled was Yolo at 2] and]”

A R . .

ixo




| varued from a low of 174 in Alameda to a hngh of 83% in Sacramento.}
mber of wardshnps |n Alameda .

reasons that we feel accounts for the exceptuona]ly low nu

"

: sed
is dlscussed in our crnt:que of he prOJect evaluatlons.‘ {ormal probatlon was u

used more. frequently

&

more by the courts on prOJect CaSLS and lnformal probatlon was.

on control cases. L 3d S M‘ h»" S e
ln every project, more. than 50? of the exPPr'me"ta] cases coming back“to

el

probatlon on subsequent offenses were elther dlsmlssed counse]ed and released or

’returned towthe prOJect; In the<Sacramento and Alameda prOJects these dlSpOSItlonS

i e

ran ashhighvas‘75%.

’ bf : eb\trylng to refine 1nterpretatlons and generallze about: comparatlve
: data like these, a question that can always be asked is what
‘influences outside the progects could have affected 1nd1v1dua1

project results?

r

As lmportant as thls may ‘be, we hesetate to comment on thlS questlon for tWO

»reasons. Flrst, the study desugn ‘made no spec1al provnsnon tc answer the questlon.‘
~Second, in. urban areas as large .as Sacramento, Rlchmond o Oakland havnnq a multltude

of service agencues operatlng |n the target areas and sometbmes on the same person

&
b

.oor fami]yé~|t ‘seems extremely hazardous to us to start quallfylng the data for

N
i

extraneous factors.

it

The one exreptlon we w:ll make is w1th the Yolo prOJect. The target

communlty |s small and because of ltS proxlmnty to Sacramento we have more personal

’\

.‘knOWIedge of,rtt All of ‘the communuty s po]nce servuce is prov:ded through a sma]]

L :——,:-:.;-_,—;—: »

sub- statlon of the county sherlff's offlce and we became well acqualnted WIth the

personnel that handied Juvenlle cases. We also had the opportun|ty to contact

‘about every other socnal servnce agency that works |n the‘targetsarea.~‘?

One of the pr:mary

w




DR | There was. no control group, but the treatment odtcomes on\the referrals to
ﬁs‘b t;tne Yolo pro;ect were the best or the four prOJects ln thns cluster.q‘lhfs:ls‘true;~
i e :whether Judged by lhcndence of arrest, severlty of offenses, or court dlsposptlons
= It is: also true that the pattern of offenses commltted by the referrals was sllghtly
. 'kmore sernous than any of the other prOJects. | | |

WIthOUt knoW:ng ourselves exactly what effect it may have had on the prOJect
we belleve we should poxnt out a few cnrcumutances whlch tend to make us cautlous
”about acceptlng Yolo s results at face value. |
| Shortly after the lnceptlon of the Yolo prOJect a very competently staffed
Juvenlle unlt was added to the local sub-statlon of the sherlff's department. I
e ‘terms of JUSt manpower resources avallable to work Wlth the area S Juvenlle problems,‘
the sherlff's offlce had far ‘more resources with two full ~time offlcers than the
| Bureau had wuth ltslwhole corps of part time volunteers..; L > ’ﬂ .1;t
' The Sergeant ln rharge of the unlt lectured in all the schools about drug
and'current'Juvenlle'problems; He knew the area well and most of ltS ressdent law
‘menforcement problems lntlmately° The unit was glven a lot of dlscretlonary latltude'7;‘\
in deallng wnth Juvenlles.fllt was the pOllcy not to arrest if it could be avouded
i T but 1nstead to warn, counsel, and reprlmand in whatever manner the unit consndered to
~be in tho best lnterest= of the youth
We can t make a lot of comparatlve references‘to how,: the Juvenlle unlt
operated but thls one seemed to us to be effectlvely and properly run know1ng what

“we do about the tarset area. The J venlle un|t always had the flrst contact wdth a’

'\
Py

Juvenlle even after belng referred to the Bureau.v We can't help but thlnk that the
f pollce |nvolvement wnth the referral was" Just as :mportant an lnfluence as the

e Sl v :
'Bureau s. A T ';' o ,'7fw<




: staff p‘oblﬂms that 1nterfered wnth the Bureau s entlre operatlo

the referr

Ry

S

‘f" ; : b ‘l

we areﬂalso mlndful of the organlzatlonal 9"dh‘

n durlng the perlod :

G R SRR ﬁvz» :
N everal months before

! thIS eva]uatlon covered. cWe know there w?s often ‘a- lapse of s

@ swas ever contacted by the case aldes,u that the reterrals were seen very

‘few t:mes, and there was luttle contlnunty to the counselvng after it started

ln addltnon to showung overall outcome as related to rearrest. severlty,

-

etc., we also thought |t would be worthwhlle to. analyze the general outcomes for any .

(= “

dlfferences or partlcular success the pFOJeCtS may have had nn deallng Wlth SPEC'f'C:

ckage groups, offense categorles and wuth respect to the number of offenses a reterral

E e

commltted prlor to referral f_", , ‘&‘l mf‘“ vlyln N

‘ he fJ.rst pJ.ece of the sub-—analys.ls of the general outcome data S 'u'
dealt with the. questlon of whether the proyects had any, partlc— .
‘ular success with different age vgro,ups? (Tables 45-54) '

ﬂur data shows tnat age IS apparently not a factor whnch contrlbutes ssgnl-

fucantly to the overall success of a prOJect.r When a prOJect lS successful lt

&

because they are. successful ln treat:ng referrals in every age category rather than

o referrals of a: specufnc age. Stated another way, successful prOJects are JUSt as

successful wrth one age group as they ar'

olds were consnderably more serlous than control Alameda had no more success wzthflw;d |

-




ot oy

' control referrals who were rearrested commltted more of thn;serlous felonies: -

“mainly reflect results with these ‘two offense categorles.

"fWhlle 72% of all the 602 offenses are never rearrested

w4 When age groups are examf""ﬁd‘f"ou"‘t:he severity of subsequent offenses, we

Jflndjthat,ln‘both control\and project the'serlousness of the offenses is about the

.table 50 very closely, one‘can’see~thatfthe difference in project and control out-

;Slx months after referral hS% of the dellnquent tendency cases are never rearrested

‘when referrals are rearrested they tend to commlt the same type of offense. ThIS is

htrue for both proJect and control cases.

[

same. The ‘one exceptuon is |n the 14= 15 year old age group. In this age category'

o

Weaare very‘reluctant to’generallze about it, butrun examlnlng'the data. in

T

comes that are evudent in the flrst six months tend to become smaller over time. It
is |nterest|ng to speculate as to how the prOJetts would have 1ooked had the cases /
been traced for a perlod longer than one year.

WTat success dld the prOJects have in deallng w1th partlcular

types of offenses° (Tables 34 ~'44). v

'Wlth respect to thelr success -in reducnng the number of rearrests by offense »
categorles, the prOJects d|d better than control in every offense category except
dangerous drug- and felony vs. persons.

0ver 80% of the referrals in both control and prOJect were for delunquent

tendencmes_and;the minor 602'm|sdemeanors‘ It s obvious that overall success>wsll

The flndlng of most tmgortancelrwe think, is that whlle the great maJorlty ‘ ‘-“

of the referrals to these dlverS|on exper:ments are for dellnquent tendencles, the

prOJeCta have less success wnth these referrals than wuth the more serlous 602 offenses.k

P

u i;/
The other generallzatlon that can be made from the data 3 AO is that

o @ 3 P




“‘s::; after‘referral Sl of the"prOJe ot youth who had commltted one prlor offense had not

- ,agéé_' e r9": dfiﬁ'comparlson to only 306 for control

o o
;'Were there any dszerences in the relat1
o :in treating - delznquents with respect to
L (Tables 55 ito. 57,1 ' N

ve success the pro;ects had
the nuﬁber of prlor arrests?

ces ln.outcome'betWeen

o)

,rln thlS part of the analysns we looked for dlfferen

9

the referrals whlch had ‘no prlor arrests, one prlor arres

t or tWO prlor arrests. When

B analyzed for the number of - prlor offenses the data shows that 46% of the total

referral populatnon had no prlor arrests, 25% had one prevnous arrest and lO% had two

&

pre-prOJect arreyf“? Project and control groups were almost |dent|callysmatched wlth

8 respect to the number of pre= prOJect arrests.

The two maln conclu5|ons we. reached from these tables were.

1. The prOJects dld consnderably better than control wnth
‘referrals: who.had either no prlor arrests or who had
commltted only one offense prior to referral -

H

{
. S ' e
, 2. Nelther the prOJects or control were very successful S S e '

< o withireferrals who had committed more than two offenses R e
- prior. to referral, but control's results were sllghtly v S S

better than the prOJects.

;jﬁéé“f; 1The p,o ects enjoyed a remarkable degree of success wuth flrst tlme offenders.,

‘Seventyethree percent of the prOJect eferrals wnth no - prlor arrests had not been Tre-
s arrested lxtmonths after treatment started in comparlson to 494 for control
- Twelve months later, 656 Stlll had not been rearrested ln comparlson to h2/ for control ,

Flfty nlne percent of the pro;ect referrals W|th one prlor arrest had not

'~jbeen rearrested six months after referral in contrast to 43? for control A year

b}

el Co W e

b o j'/ e f'-ws Y
ThlS pattern clearly changed for referrals who wg«e admltted to the PrOJects CoEen
‘ 'o‘_ : ll‘ e

“ﬂ;lwuth tw° prlor arrests. Control youth handled through normal probatlon proceSslng dld niiegf‘”“
i : ‘ ’ ’ 1{ » S ¢ S

A

il




ﬁapproaches i

' of Sectlon Ill.

true in both projects where control;grOupseWere‘used. In the other two. projects

iwithout control :groups the number of rearrests rncreased for those cases havnng more

than one prior arrest.: From this data we conc1uded that the varlable of pruor
arrests.correlated ¢1ose1y with overall project success.

| ln'our[opinion,hthis finding also helps;to.eXpiain‘the success'of’theeYolo o
project. Eighty-one percent ofkthe'Yoloxgefetrals,were either first-time'offenders
or were'ﬁeferrals who had committed oni;mone_prior offense, as‘compared to an average
of 63% for the otherbprojects, 1t is also true that the Yolo keferrals_committed a

greater"percentage of the minor 602 offenses rather than delinqqency”tendencies which

‘are the particular offenses with which,these projects seem to have the‘most SUCceSS.'

This findi ng also makes the results of the Alameda proJect even more dlsappolntlng,

; ‘considerlng the fact thM 45% of the project cases were flrst~t|me offenders compared

to only 17% for controli.

Is there any correlation between project results and the type and
level of treatment service provided? (Tables 58-63).

' Realizing that there were some significant differences in outcome between

" the projects, it was of interest‘to'US to see if we could find any relationship'between

outcome‘andkSpecific casework practices and treatment philosophy.

The problems we encountered and what we Iearned about the“various treatment

s lncluded |n the descrlptlons of the pFOJeCtS, and the sectlon on-a

'1proposed evaluatlon methodology. Some comments are a]so ‘made in the narratlve portlon

Cok

o ln general, all we could do is descrlbe dlfferent servuce phllosoph|es.f We
Suarencm ;

were not able to ldentify any specuflc crlterla that obJect|vely dlstlngulshed one L

treatment approach from another. There were d:fferences in service ph losophles among o

Xy




o T M %

d clpltated the referral lncldent and then W1thholdnfurther serv

S contacts in Sacramento was’ ‘only 2. l

:f{ avallable on- the control group.

e

‘ N k(,
i ) ik

. wé prOJects, but most oF the dnfference, ln'¢ur

ir

vminds;drelatéd’essentlalJYdto the

o

N frequency of contact and term of service. o

At one extreme we would 1nclude Sacramento and Richmond, where the practlce

was to- deal wuth the case |mmed|ately, in the context of the sntuatlon that pre-

ice untul another spec1flc

ancndent made'recontact,wnth the case,necessary The average nUmber of treatment

ln'Rlchmond it was 2.3. ln over 70% of ‘the cases

f”|n both prOJects the treatment was concluded ‘and the case termlnated lnithe flrSt

',60 days followung referral ;gg

At the other extreme Was Alameda where the POllCY 'Way to prOVIde a much more
’ )
glntenSlve type of treatment over an extended perlod 'The=referrals were seen about

once a week over the entlre year we followed the treatment group. The number]of~

"h contacts in the sample varied from a. maximum of 82 contacts per year to a mlnnmum of

oo ‘ -o/7
35, Servnce contlnued for over. a year |n 67% of the pro;ect s ases., Data wasn 't

n

e

Volo was “the only pro;ect that dldn t have a clearly deflned serV|ce

n_:pollcy but the level of serv:ce was also very brnef The service concepts in thlS

efprOJect were dlscussed largely in terms of counselor-cllent rapport rather than'b

famlly lnvolvement, peer lnteractton as opposed to aut horlty recogn' on 'and the

ji

: counsellng was done in settlngs famlllar and convenlent to the referral rather than

~|n a home envuronment.

Another |mportant dlfference was - that there was very llttle contthunty

V~a;between the caseworker' and the referrals |n the Yolo pFOJeCt. Organxzatlonal

tl

"fprleemS» management turnover, and constant uncertannty about the supply of the case

rx’ - ; S b

rxh:alde volunteers practtcally precluded havxng the klnd of scheduled fbllow-up




.....

also vaetly‘diffefeht? .

EAN®)

~ involvement with the cases that was possibile with professional, full-time staff in

" the other projects.

Thls type of an adm&nlstratlve situation nece551tated a much dlfferent type.’

of casework practlce. One very evudent dlfference was that whlle Yolo saw the cases -

‘about ‘as many tlmes as Rlchmond or Sacramento the service perh d was much shorter.

"This was true even with the youth who had @een referred for serious offenses. Fifty-

(\
N =

one percent of the cases Were closed wuthln “seven days after referral and 60% within

!1

2]-days. We attrlbutedﬂthus more to the problems related to the avallablllty of staff

rather than to a deliberate service policy.
Considered rn conjunction with their negative results on outcome, these
i

findings cast doubt on the effectiveness of long-term intensive casework as it was

carried on in the Alameda project. There is no support, either, for the concept of

invelving-siblfngs és ah ihtegral part of the treatment program.

For OCJprurposes, in making‘planning and funding decisions on similar
projects, one of the most useful Impfications that'seems to emerge from this eValuation
is this: There J; evidence here based on the results of’the Sacramento and Richmond
pro;ects which ﬁuggest that when similar service phllOSOphles are carried out whlch

Il . 4
assure this leyel of serv1ﬁe belng provzded througb trained professzonals that posztrve,il

S

cprcdlctable results mlght be obtalned

B In/épite of what generallzatlons we have made about the sumllarlty of the

‘referra] popplatlons, we th{nk a close examination of the data in tables 1-7 w:ll

. ‘ : ‘ i . . ) . R ) i . L ;
reveal some differences infihe.characterlstlcs of the two project populations which

utehd to'support our aSSertfon. The Richmond'referrals were 50% b]ack they had 5

commltted more prlor offenses (51% compared to 35%), the Sacramento project also had

it

‘more;femaleSj(AZZ compared to 63%) The communlty settlng of the two prOJects are

R S




i
e
.

g

‘ . ' in in two
Yet, we observe that basically identical results were obtained in t

] ' received
situations where the service philosophy was the same, the same type of staff

: ' JEE | i or
the same training, and the clients were seen about the same number of times, f
about the same length of time.

We cannot integrate the results of the Yolo Youth Services Bureau into the

rest of the cluster. The project had to discontinue working with juveniles due to the

loss of support from the police and probation departments. In view of the organization

and staffing problems which beset the Bureau during the period this evaluation

covered there were most likely some valid reasons for the withdrawal of the support from
these other agencies. Knowing what we do about the very active juvenile unit in the
sheriff's department which operated in the target area at the same time it is impossible
to say where the credit really belongs for the results we observed in the Yolo\groject.
All we can say about the Alameda project is that based on the criteria used in the

evaluation, the whole project was simply a faiiure.
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o SECTION |

METHODOLOGY’AND‘RESEARCH DESIGN FOR ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT
ON THE REDUCTION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

The five diversion projects included in this cluster along with many similar

ones funded by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning were intended to test whether or

not juveniles charged with delindﬁent or near-delinquent behavior can be handled more

effectively by new programs used as alternatives to conventional juvenile justice
processing.

I't has been generally accepted by a great many juvenile court judges :and

probation practitioners that.''diversion'' reduces the stigmatization, labeling and
confinement which ofteh'charécterizg the court dispositions of truants, runaways, and

"incorrigible' minors. 'But, whether the reduction of stigmatization, labeling and

confinement actually terminates delinquent careers is another question.

For the most part, there has been no universally demonstrable and preventive

methods for reducing the incidence of delinquent acts through prevention or rehabili-
tative diversion programs. Where knowledge has been developed, it has not been utilized

in any action programs or the programs have not been successfully implemented. Where

they have been implemented, evaluation is often lacking of.the results have been quite

!L" negative or \inconclusi‘ve. a , _ |

i Yet, in spite of these cond?tidns.and unlike mahy social science progfams,
the "state of the art" in.the evafuation of diversion programs has eVo]ved to abpdint'

where the following quantifiable outcome criteria are used and recognized as

appropriate, measurable indicators of program success:

1. Changes in the number and frequency of offenses committed
by each YOuth in a project.

: ;}-
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Cosd 2. Changes in the number of offenses commltted that result
in, referral to the probatlon department for further'

'probatlon processzng.

3. Changes in  the severlty of . offenses commltted by each

_youth ina prOJect.

ln our discussions with pro;ect personnel and from our own review of the

past evaluatlons that have been made on the prOJects in thlS cluster, we found that

every one of the projects lncorporated one or more of these criteria into their own
'f5lnternal assessment of their program's effectlveness in reducnng Juvenlle dellnquency
: Because the pFOJeCtSkhaVe dlffered with respect to the sophnstlcatlon of N
project‘nersennel the'level of evaluatlon'attempted, as well as‘the costs that have
been expended to secure the evaluations, the evaluatlons have varled from being little
more than descrlptlve statements of activities to rrgldly controlled experiments ‘in
7 one of’the prOJects.‘ As a result, none of the prOJects in thls cluster had collected
kor analyzed prOJect data with regard to all three of ‘the crlterla we used |
While there were varlatlons in the way thlS cluster of dlverSIon projects

eewas lmplemented they were all concerned wuth the same types of offenses and they were
attemptlng to deal with the dellnquent outsnde of regular court and probatlon channels.
In Spltc of this sxmllarlty of purpose we encountered several problems in arerlng at .
an evaluatlon desngn suitable for evaluatlng all t-ve DFOJectS

o

Flrst whlle the general assumptlons and °°J3Ctivej/of these exPerlmental o

’“rdemonstratnon prOJects have been largely the same, lndIVIdual prOJects haVe varted as

to the: locatlon |n the communlty Juvenlle Justlce systems, the type of staff’ employed

,the characterlsti of the cllenis served, and the klnds and lntensnty of
N L I 4 . “;(

cel"VICES

&
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Sgcondly,‘invthis cluster of projects there are two rather distinct approaches

taken to meeting the one broad objective of reducing de]inquency. One approach.diverts‘

at the point of ”intake“.withih thé_regular probation process to a specialized unit
Tocated within tHe probatinn depaftment or in a “speciaT“ community office. The dther
treats the delznguent, but with a far greater emphasfs oﬁ‘the predelinquent, within a
commun | ty~based séttihg quite Sé%arate from the Enfiuence'or control of the formal
Jjuvenile court syStem. |

Third, while the goals in this cluster of‘projects seem to be the same, if
is quite evident that the objectives of some of the projects in the cluster have been
conceived without a clear distinction being made between their objectives and their

project activities. Certain dependent‘variables were used to designate the project's

' objectivés, but there-had not been any indgpéndent variables specified which could be

statistically correlated with the objectives.

Because of these differé&cés among the projects,Awe selected two broad -
approaches for assessing an individual program'skeffectivéness in carrying out its
stated objectives. The first approachrfocused exclusively on the_}aW'enfofcement and
brobation reférra]s fo each project. The second appfcach.concentratéd on an analysis
of the voluntéfy and‘non-law enforcement referrals which comprise a portion of the
caseload iﬁ the two youthksefvice projects in this clﬁster. |

To_;he‘extént possible we supplemented our assessment with somé*fnformation'
about the;folﬁqwing aspects‘of eacﬁ project's operation:

' l, }The éva;iaﬁilfty énd qualificationé of project staff,
2.’ Staff turndyer. e |
b,v3, ‘The application,of sfaff effort,to'diffefénf project
| act;vities. | - |

2347 ey




; .k The Prleems associated, with the delivery of specific
’serVIces. e~ : ,‘ o
‘gql\ | “5, 5. An analysns of outsnde Juvenlle Justlce pollcy declSlOﬂS
“whlch could affect a pro;ect s success.’f ; ' : e it

6. ”*he |mpact the prOJect had on the handllng of delunquents_

l ln the local Juvenlle justice system.z
| ? ;-% Two of the projects were establlshed with control groups, one of WthhNInClUded
l!l ﬁ slbllnps. Slbllngs ‘and control groups were tracked and treated in the ;same way as -the
‘é ' -PFOJéct:referralst : l= l' . | N L o
%' ‘l.‘ Law Enforcement’andrProhatlon Referrals. ‘Because'there‘were slgniflcant
g ‘dlfferences’ln the size of the treatment populatlons and the: duratlon of the prOJects,
:§ | 'the flrst step in our research approach was to select an approprlate sample of law
E enforcement and probatlon referrals to .each. prOJect. The samples we. selected not only
i

m|n|mtzed data handllng problems but allowed us to do snx month and one year follow-ups

s

~on the referrals.”

i
g
;

Theacharacter and size of our sample is indicated in the.followlng table:

Jr S ‘
'Proiect c L . Sample Group 5J; Number
: SN "“lwl Sacramento 601 DlverSIon ' s vd
¢ B g e A o
‘ ‘ W Treatmenr Group" ' oL 20% randem sample by
EEt Y ~of all first year
ST » Control Group ‘_, ‘ R »referrals S ;- 98
FRI I J ; ,: . Lo ' o o R : ‘
24 Yolo Youth SerVIces Bureau
;_/'"55 S Treatment Group > ‘_”“All law enforcemr’* 279
- ff i ~’r ;a o L] o and probatlon v) R
‘ ;;/_ Ly w0 iereferrals . .
,,é . - ; ¢




Project | S Sample Group' : ~ Number
—-—J— ———————

3. Richmond Probsation
Intervention Unit

Treatment Group: All first year 132
referrals :

b, Alameda Delanyency
Prevention ?rogram

Treatment Group: » ; 33

Control Group - All referrals to | 23
project ,

Sibling (Exp. 3 Contro]) 104

Total | 813

After having selected oﬁr samp]e, we initiated a file searcﬁ of all the local police
departments in each project for the number of arrests and citations issued to each
youth.

It was the judgment of the staff‘in‘two of the probation departments who
havevprojécfs in this cluster thaf‘the major weakness in their present evaluation
design was the failure of the projects t¢ quaiify’their internal evalqation data
they had con%cted on each referral for the'effe;t of ‘any contact their caseloads -

may have had with authorities or police agencies outside the probation department

‘during the duration‘of'fhe experiment;

A change ih policy, for instance, at the pqlice level could very easily

affect the numb&r of rereférra!s to the probation department on many of the cases

3

lnltlally |ncluded in the dlver5|on programs.'

More |mportantly, as more police agencies’ |n|t|ate dlver5|0ﬁ pro;ects of

their bwn, it was quite p0551b1e any del:nquent behavior on the part‘of,the(referra1s

‘in the treatment pepulations coming to the attention of the police departments coqid'

r”“<

‘,_5_’




remaln unknown to the varlous probatlon departments.

<3

For ‘the most'part;'there is no

systematic exchange of information bet:een the IOCaI pollce departments and- the-

~vvarnous prOJects in thus cluster. WIth the exception of the Contra Costa CountY -

bProbatlon Department none of the probatlon departments who had prOJects in this cluster

“ @
maantained a complete central JUVenllc andex on all del:nquents processed by local -

hwj

pol|ce agencles. S s

Therefore, we felt |t was lmportant in measvrlng the total effectheness

of the diversxon program to track the cases included in our sample of law enforcement

and probatlon referrals through all local pollce agencnes for any contact with the

: poltce departments not lnciuded in the data collected for the exnstlng prOJect

evaluations. A flndlng that there is.a high |nc1dence of police contact after partICI-

patcon in the dlver5|on program couId sugnlflcantly modlfy the present assessment of

an individual program's effectlveness.,‘

Our search of the police files was instrumented to secure the following

points of.informatfon on the referrals we included in each sample:
o 1. Date.of arrest,‘booking, or cftation.f |
2. ’Statutory desngnatlon of each offense (warnings,
fleld lnterrogatlons ‘and other |nc1dents where
':the offender is acyrctlm andvother extraneous
‘intormation'Which appears. on some.juveni]e recordsf

' was deleted)

t3,,‘The pollce department s dlSpOSlt!On of sthe: case.

%,

In Appendlx A of thIS report, we have |nc1uded a sample of the |nstrumef
.“\\ N .

=

We deve)oped for securlng thlS data.

i
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This’inférmatioh allowed us to compute for our sample‘populations the,
fdfiowiﬁgfanalysis: | ‘ |
1. The numberfof‘citations recei;ed by the referral
from.police departments six months before‘referral
to the projéet, six mohth§ and one year after -

referral to the project.

An analysis of changes in the number, pattern and

N
-

severity of subsequent offenses committed by the
sample populations.

3. Analysis of success in treating particular offense
categories.

4, Relative success of treatment by sex and age groups.

Probation Department File Search

in order to complete our analysis of treatment outcome, it was necessary
- to tracé‘the juvenile»histories of the youth in our samples into the probation
;J_departments as a measure éf how successful.the projects have been in diverting youth
from further Juvenile court'processing. The data we have secured from the records

of the probation department are:

N The number of referrals counseled and released by

‘probatioﬁ:
2. The number of reférfals placed ankfnformal probation.‘
.»Bf“%The number of fprmaf~petitions~filed'on each reférral’
fn dLr Qample.
oy, The anber of sJSggiﬁed pétftions,




5. :The number of referrals placed on formal probation.

‘6. The number of referrals formally made ‘a ward of the

COUI‘t.

P

:llr Voluntary and Non- Law Enforcement Referrals.

;

The~research approach we

voutllned above dealit with only the police and probatlon referrals in thlS cluster.

Another group of,youth was referred to the two youth service programs in this cluster

=3

B

referral source which we analyzed for'

from schools or came in“as voluntary referrals.

if

Our assessment of this group of referrals was based on a sample from each

(1) the reason for referral, (2) the treatment

obJect|ve, (3) the service plan and (4) the number of contacts the bureau staff have

had with each client. In those cases where the reason for referral was specific such

as tutoring and truancy, we went to‘the original referral source to find out what

improvement or change occurred as a result of havnng referred the youth to the prOJect.

In the Yolo prOJeCt where the counseling of school referrals took place under

the directlon of teachers, prnnclpals and counselors our assessment was primarily

based on thelr'oplnlon of  the program's‘effectlveness.

in.the Richmond Outreach

where the individual service plan lhvolved tutoring, we secured the asSlstance of a

skilled teacher from the Richmond area to interview teachers and school administrative

in our sample.

"This was not-a methodology we would recommend.

staff in order to collect attendance information and grade point averages on the clients

It was used in this case

only because no information had been kept by the pro;ects in regard to the change or

nmprovement in the schooJ referrals.

e

For the employment and recreatlonal acthlty

"cases all we could do is descrnbe the services offered by the prOJects.
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ment referrals, the two youth service programs directed a large part‘oﬁégheir resources

O O O Ak 2R R

Coordination of Community Resources i

In additibn to concentrating their efforts on'voluntary and non-law enfo@ce-

P

S

P

fﬁ?

toward a second objective: that of utilizing community resources in a more coordinated

manner. Within the scope of accomplishing “heir community coordinating function a wide

variety of specific services and &activities were found.

i

Our essessment of this function was primarily directed to a look at any new

oy

or additional community resources where the development could be attributed directly

to the project.

Another area we reviewed in analyzing the project's coordinating function
was the extent to which they facilitated inter-agency cOopeEation jn the devélOpment
of prograhs for handling delinquent and predelinquent youth, We have obseryed that
many factors influence agency attitudes towards utilizing youth service programs.
Police, for example, are quite candid in discussing some of the circumstances which
have led to definite policy changes fn”regard’to making referrals to the projects.
Probation officers, school officials and other community groups have expressed sdme
definite opinions on the rple and purpose of the projects.

We believe that thevagtitudes of certain strategically placed officials In'
outside agencigs and organizations are key factors in determining the nature, type

and number of referrals youth service bureaus receive. We, therefore, systematically

surveyed those officials in community agencies and organizations most closely involved

with the projects for‘an'understanding of their particular assessment of the role

youth service pr6grams have‘played‘in,the‘local juvenile justice system.

S

/.
o




Project Staff

In our svaluation efforts we recognized that a major reservoir of infor-
mation exists in the staff of the prdjects. Therefore, in each project we solicited

staff perceptions of their individual projects, their ideas on the most appropriate

'“evaluativekcriteria to be used, and indications of the most effective and ineffgctlve

activities conducted by each project.

‘}n addition, background data on each staff member, including his previous
training and experience as well as his in-service training, was collected in interviews
we held with prdject staff.. This same data was collected from each projectfdirgctor
with the ad&itibn of information on éxternal relationships and staffing problems that

may have developed during the life of the project.

=10-
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SECTION I

' INTRODUCTION OF PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

The descriptions of the projects which comprise the second section of the
report were prepared for the purpose of providing a setting for the evaluative data
which comprises the main body of the report. It Is important to provide this back-
ground for theSE'evaIuations because there are some important differences in the
circumstances surrounding each project which should be understcod by users of the
report in interpreting the treétment outcome data in Section 1. Three of the
projects, for inétance, are operated ent}rely within probation departments and are
staffed withlfegular full-time probation personnel. At the other extreme there is a
project staffed completely with part-time, untrained volunteers. Another project has
a combination ofkboth types of staff.‘ '

In spite of the significant differences between the projects with respect

to their staffing and organizational location, the basic objective of the four projects

is essentially the same. It is to reduce the incidence and the severity of delinquency

among the treatment populations. The fact that all of the projects included in this

evaluation had a common objective provided the basic rationale for ''"clustering'' them

together for evaluative purposes.

Users of the report, however, should recognize that the different organi-

‘zational and staffing patterns account for scme differences .in expressions of treat-

ment philosophy. It also affects the type of the referrals received and influences
the nature and term of the service provided as well.
The readers' observatibns as to what specific effect these differences in

administration ahd treatment philosOphyimay have on the objective results are perhaps

as valid as any we will make. Our main concern in preparing these project descriptions

“}]=
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was only to provide users of the report with some background and |nterna1 |nformat|on

"common to each prCﬁect n order to give the reader an overall ‘perspective on the

.
I
o

communlty and organlzatlonal settlng in Wthh each experlment took place-
The communlty |nformat|on which precedes each description was provided malnly

for the beneflt of out-of-state users who may not be famlllar W|th the city or county

where the.projects were located. In preparing these descriptions we have drawn heavily

upon data in the original grant application, internal administrative reports, and other
evaluations when available. Beyond this we obtained our information from staff

interviews.,

IS
5

SRR P




SACRAMENTO 601 DIVERSION PROJECT
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SACRAMENTO 601 DIVERSION PROJECT

Community Description

This préject is located in Sacramento County which lies in the central
valley of California, north and east of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. It extends
east from the Sacramento River to the foothills of the Sierra-Névada. Within the
county are the four incorporated cities of Sacramento, Folsom, Galt, and Isleton. The
metropolitan area is the state's largest population center in central northern
California. The area population is 650,000 of which 270,000 live in the incorporated
area of Sacramento City. The city is the financial, cultural and transporation center
for the region. It is the capitol city of the state and the seat of county government.
Government is the leading employer and mainstay of the local economy. Federal,
state ana local agencies together empfoy about 40% of Sacramentb's total employment.

While the general employment trend over ihevpast 12 years has beer ‘upward, ,

the period between 1963 and 1965 marked the beginning of a substantial decline of .
- employment in the manufacturing and construction sectors. This was largely due to

~declining employment in the aerospace industries and reverberating effects in other

durable gbods industries, as well as in construction. The declining trend has continued
through 1972. Now, most manufacturing in the county is agficultural processing.
Eﬁp]oyment growth in government, services, and trade have compensated for the declines
in manufacturing and construction so that total employment has increased over this
period.

The average‘income‘bf Sacramento residents is considerably higher tnan that

of the state as a whole. While Sacramento is similar to the state at the highest

" income bracket, the county hés‘many more families in the middle three income brackéts‘

..]3‘..
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e state; Thls is due to the 1argef - _

and fewer in the lower-income bracket than does th
mlddle-lncome earners.

proportlon of government workers 1n *he county who are typtcally

The medlan Sacramento famlly income has. incr

$11, 747 in 1972, A greater proportlon of Sacramentans earned over $15, 000 in ‘972 than o

did in 1969, At the same time, however, poverty (betow $h 000) |ncreased POSSlb‘Y due

to the increase in unemployment between the two years Fifteen -and-one- half ‘percent -

of all males are college graduates and 84 of the females are. cOllege graduates. ) —

Approxlmately one-flfth of the Sacramento County population.al’e,members of

‘ . a mlnorlty group. Half of these are Spanish speakung or Spanish‘surnamed. ‘The other ) o

half’are black," oriental,‘and Amerrean-Lnd|an.

Ethnic and Racial‘Composition of Sacramento County

- Number of f‘
White 508, 250 | 80.5%
Spanish-American = 58,082 5902 —
“.Black . 36,418 - o 5.8 s
Japanese - . - e 9,801 1.6
Chinese o 9,479 R L —
Filipino ' 3,003 e 05 o
indian = - 2670 . 0.k
_All Other - 3,795 0.6 o
; Total - o ‘63]’59§f 100.0% é.‘
aProjeot Descriptione j
| The %acramento County 601 Dlversxon PrOJect isa JOInt effort between the ‘ ’ c
’ Sacramento Lounty Probatlon Department and ‘the Center on Adm|n|strat|on of Crlmlnal ‘ %

Justlce at the Unlversuty of Callfornla,‘DaVIs.‘ The experlment addressed the problem
of handllng the many Juvenlle cases fal\:ng under Sectlon 601 of the Welfare and |
: ;Institutlons Code. ‘The appllcable sectlon of the Code reads as follows~ : fC: N

-]4_ &
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eased from $10,565 in 1969 to o
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'"Any person under the age of 18 years who persistently

or habitually refuses to obey the reasonable and proper orders

or directions of his parents, guardian, custodian or school

authorltles, or who is a habitual truant from school within

© the meaning of any law of this state, or who from any cause

is In danger of leading an idle, dissolute, lewd, or immoral

life, is within the Jurlsdlctlon of the juvenile court whlch

may adjudge such person to be a ward of the court.“

Youths beyond the control of their parents, runaways, truants and other
youths faliing within Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code constitute
over one-third of all juvenile court cases in Sacramento County' and high percentages
elsewhere in California and the Nation. Many judges and probation officers‘have
long felt these to be among their toughest cases and the least appropriate for handling
through the juvenile court. The heavy workload of 601 cases allows the probation

department little time to resolve the underiying family problems Tnvo]Ved‘in 601 cases.

This situation usually results in handling the case through detention and filing-of a

- petition. The probation department and.Juvenlle court recognize the negative aspects

of this type of case handling.

Recidivism statistics'ror"Sacramento County indicate that nearly 48% of ail
601 cases come back to the attention of the;probationvdepartnent within seven months
after release, Moreover, department personnellhave come to recognize the inappropri=
ateness of handling 601 cases through:the 1ega]'system, since these cases generally- 
involve familyh;rfsis situations and a long history of lack of communication and}‘

understanding among family members.

Project Objectives:

The Sacramento 601. DiVer5|on PrOJect is an experlment designed to test &

“ whether 60] cases can be hand!ed more successfully through short term famlly CFISTSZ

”therapy at the time of referral than through the tradltlonal procedures of the

,_150




. : '-T':i-v:"».";‘frﬂ”"' dit of the
Juvenlle court. The goalc of the project were to demonstrate thedvalldl y‘ e

dnver5|on concept of delinquency preventnon by shownng that:’

d other- types of 601 cases can

. Runawa beyond control an
4 Y nt system of JUVenile justice

be diverted from the prese
and colrt adjudication; |
" “Detention can be avoided in most 60] type situations
~ through counseling and alternative placements that are

both temporary and VOIUntary,

Those diverted have few‘subsequent brushes wnth the law
" and a better general adJustment to life than those ‘not

dlverted

This dlver5|on can be accompllshen within existing resources
avaalable for handling thlS klnd of case. :

Serylce Phllosophy"

The‘theory‘underlylng the philosophy of the treatment of the yodth~ln this

\

project |s based upon the ldea of ”con -joint famlly counsellng of brief duration during

3 time of,crlses.” Family counsellng technlques are employed “to unblock the family

COmmunlcatlon,p%ocesses” so that the family as a whole’can deal w:th its problems.
Treatment>of the youth or the parents at a'later date does not'provide either party

§
with the proper context to solve problems whlch Have reached the crises polnt. The

‘assumptlon durlng this time of lmmedlate emotlonal stress is always that both parties

¥
R

“will return home together and contznue to work together, wnth further help from a
ecommunlty agency, until thelr problems are solved. It |s felt that the relatlve
d,brev1ty of contact with a properly tralned famnly worker durlng and lmmedlately
'subsequent to a crises perlod W|ll have an effect equal to “and possnbly better than

»U;open ended treatment of a- longer duratlon.“

_This- approach was based on the model program ln Ted Rubln s paper developed

v,for the Callfornla Dellnquency Preventlon Strategy Conference |n l97l

"

The specific E
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apprpach'js that of intensive crisis counseling to youth and their-parents at the
earliest point of cohtact:~ The normal intake procedure is ﬁransformed from a time -
of decision as to whethér a petition wil] be filed in the case into a time for delving
into the problems faced by the youth and his parents.

This approach réﬂies on the following features:

. Immediate, nntens;ve handling of cases rather than
piecemeal adjudication.

-« Avoidance of compartmentalized service by the creation
of a prevention and diversion unit handling c¢ases from
beginning to end.

. Spending the majority of staff time in the lnltlal
stages of the case--when it is in crisis--rather
than weeks or months later.

. The provision of speical training to probation staff
involved.

. The provision of on-going consultative services on a
periodic basis to enable staff to continue to improve
their crisis handling skills.

. Avoidance entirely of court.,

. Avoidance of juvenile hall through counseling and the
use of alternate placements that are both temporary
and voluntary.

. Ma!nFenance.of a 2b-hour, seven-day-a-week telephone
crisis serv1;e.
. Closer ties with outside referral services.
'C;ses referredbto the project?ére handled through immediate arrangement of
a family counseling sessioﬁ tovdiscusé‘the emergent problem. Every effort is made
to inSuke that this session is held as soon as poSsibfe and moét'are held within the ~

first hour or two after re.er ral. Detention of youths as. a method of solvnng problems

//

is dlscouraged Through thevuse of famlly crnsns lnterventlcn counsellng techn:ques,
= B : : i
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~the prOJect counselor seeks to develop the idea that the problem s

with a‘commitment to work through the problem together-

hould be addressed

5 urn home
by the,famlly as a whole. Consequently, counselors encourage fdm'lle to return

In the event that it is
e

. : X . a
not possible or beneficial for the youth to return home, an effort |s made to pl ce

Lo

y . Ty . ; i H is
the youth in an alternatlve environment on a temporary basis (Such_placement :

voluntary and subject to mutual consent of parents and youth).

Famllnes are encouraged to return fo. a second dnscussuon wuth the counselor -

and dependlng upon the nature of the problem for a third, fourth.ar flfth session.

Normalily, the maximum number of sessions is five. Sessions rarely last less than one

hour ‘and often go as long as two or two-and-one-half hours. flrst sessions take place
when the problem arises, o
All'sessions;after'the first session are essentlally voluntary, and whether
the famlly returns is up‘to the fahlly,itself. In many-cases counselors are in
contact wuth the family by phone whether there is a follow-up visit or not. All
y

members of the Famlly are encouraged to contact the couns elor in the,event of a con-

tinuing problem or some new additional problem.

Source of Referrals

About two-thirds of the referrals to the project are- c1ted to appear or are

nbrought dlrectly to the probation department by the Sacramento Clty Pollce Department

‘ and the Sherlff's Department° The balance of the referrals come from the schools,

~parents,'or other publlc agencnesa

Method of Regerralla‘v o LR S ~ t»?

T NG
The project began handling cases on 0ctober426; 1970~"F0r‘purpdseg of ther°

. :,:".18’-’ '
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experiment the project handles ¢ases on four days of the week with theéregular intake
unit handling the other three days as a control‘group. Days are rotatéd monthly, so
that each day of the week will be included approximately the same numbér of times for
both the project group and the control group.

On project days when a referral on a 601 matter is received--Whether from
fhe police, the schools, the parents or whatever-~-the project arranges 5 Family session
to aiscuss the problem. Every effort is made to insure that this session is.held as

soon as possible and most are held within the first hour or two after referral.

Referral Criteria

The project does not handle all 601 cases. Out-of-county and out-of-state
cases; cases in which the juvenile already haé a case pending in court or a warraht
outstanding; cases involving youths who are In court plaéémgnt; and cases 'involving
youths who are already on probation for serious criminal offénses were excluded from
the project because of administrativé and other problems involved in their handling.
Cases falling in these‘categories are handled by the regular iritake staff regardless
of whether they come in on é project day or not.k

Cases which are handled by the project on project days are:

1. All 601 cases reaching intake in which the minor
is not on probation.“

2. All 601 cases in which the minor is on lnformal
probation.

3. All 601 cases in which the minor is on formal
probation for a 601 offense.

"4, Al1 601 cases in which- the minor is on formal
probation for a minor 602 offense. Minor
offenses include petty theft, malicious mischief,
curfew, alcohol offenses and other misdemeanors.

-19-
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petition. Any subsequent 601 behavior for t

&,

Offenses which are not considered minor inciudeddrug
offenses, robbery, burglary, grand theft auto an
offenses involving violence or sexual assault.

; te amal t ]
Once a case has become a project case it remains a project case for al

subsequent 601 behavior regardless of the day of week on which the subsequent behavior

is referred. The one exception to this is the case in which the project files a 601

his kind of case is handied by regular

intake as diversion is no longer possible.

Projegthases in which the child subsequently becomes involved in 602
behavior are handled as follows: |

1. ‘Minor 602 behavior--Remains in project.

2. Serious 662 behavior--Handled by regular intake.

Siﬁi]arly, once é‘gasé becomes a control case it remains a control ‘case
for all subséquent 601 behavior yegardless of day of week. - Control cases in which

the child subsequently becomes involved in 60% behavior are handled by regular intake.

Staffing

Project cases were handled by a staff which consT#ted of a supervisor and
six deputy probation officers. The supervisor has approximately 10 years experience
and his assistant seven years experience. The depﬁties rangé from no prior probation
experience,to appfoximately four years of experiencé. 'Thére are three male and three
female deputies. The three deputies without probation experiencevall-had SOme‘previous

experience in a social service agency. All staff volunteered for the prqjéct and -

‘were chosen on the basis of interest and aptitude. There was no staff turnbver in

this group except’ for one officer who left the unit to work in another department.

#
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In-Service Training

The projéct training has involved two phases: initial training and on-going
training. Initial training was conducted during a one-week period; This included
demonstratfons of actual family counseling by a number of different therapists, intensive
discussion and role-playing of the kinds of proﬁ]ems which counselors were expected to
face. =

The on-going portion of the training is built around weekly consultations -
with a consulting.psychiatrist for the project. In these sessionéuthe project counselors
have opportﬁnities to bbserve, discuss and work wifh the project consultants. 'In a
typical session the consultant might sit in and work with a project counselor on one
of the:more difficult family situations, thus providing the project counselor with
feedback on his handiing of the case and additional insight into the family problem as
seen by the consultant. In ;ther sessions staff members meet with the consultant
individually and as a group to discuss the handling of cases and uparade their skills
in this type of intervention. In some instances, counselors make videotapes of family
sessions so that consultants and counselors may later analyze these together. It is
the staff opinion that the on-going training‘has keen one of the most important factors

to the success of the project.

Another important part of the on-going training has been several all-day

' workshops with special consultants from the San Francisco Family Therapy Center.

These sessions placed a heavy emphasis on analysis of communication involving both
the family and the staff.

Other training sessions have focused on the role that other agencies play

in heipihg to deal\With‘family situations. A number of community agencies and their

staff have been particularly helpful in providing this type training. These include

-21=-
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ro Lo ‘ ly Service Agenc
ﬁSacramento County Mental Healt Family Sef v

h Clinic, The Aquarian gffort,

fA,“ . . ’ P ' H
/ Family Service Agency Crisls Program, Catholic social Services, Child Protective
Services, and Children's Placement Services.

Several special training sessions with experts in other various fields have

ded sessions with Ted Rubin, formerly‘JuvenIle Court

Judge of Denver, Colorado, and currently with the Instituté of‘Court Management.

also been provided. These inclu

Administrative Support -

A full-time clerk-secretary was attached to the project unit. The secretary

maintained the intake log, transcribed permanent case wrlte-ups and prepared the

research forms whicli provided the basic data used for the project's evaluation. The

form and content of the case files we relied on for this evaluation were excellent

and as good as any we found in the cluster. s
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YOLO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU

Community Description

The target area for the Yolo County YouthServices Bureauffskaeéignated as
East Yolo County. More specifically, the taréet afea is composed of four small un-
incorporated~¢ommunities: Broderick, Bryte, West Sacramento and Southport, which
together have a combined population of about 24,000. This section of Yolo County is
geographically separated from the maiﬂ downtown area ot Sacramento City only by a
river, yet it is some distance from tHe county's main center of population.

Growth and development within the area has long since merged the four

'commun?ties into one contiguous population center. Yet, in spite of the geographical

changes which have merged‘the four communities into what would appear to be a small
municipélity, ouf impression is that each.community has still maintained a strong
sense of pl;ovincialism° Repeated efforts to incorporate the four entities have.failed
by'wide margins. Consequently, the entire area still remains an unincorporated county
territory. |

The area, with 26% of the county population, contains approximately 60% of
the county welfafe.case]oad and 30% of the county probation caseload.,

The only politically unifying factor we could see operating te bring the

four communities closer together is the fact that they are all served by the Washingtoer

Unified School District.

The principal employment opportunities for the area are government, agriculture,

food processing, and transportation equipment manufacturing in that order. The fol low=
ing U.S. Census factors highlight some of the prominent socio-economic characteristics
of the commdnity.

—23..




.0% -
Percent Minority 25.0
Percenf Indian ; : e ;-é%
Percent Negro : ]'4%
Percent Oriental 20°3%
Percent Spanish . % i
Percent College Educated Males ‘ ' 2.9%
Percent College Educated Females - 2.7% . -
Median Income Male Profeséional - $9,716 :
Median Income Male Operatives ' $7,270

Median Income All Males $7,494 3 -

Project Description

This project was conceived and instigated in late 1969 by the Yolo County
Delinquency Prevention Commission. : These commissions exist by law in all California
counties, The commissions are typica]ly composed -of judges, police chiefe, probetion
staff or others who are-attached in some way te each county's juvenile jusf%&eﬁaystem.

The project was originally funded by the State in 1969 and later in'1971 by

the Office of Criminal Justice Planning. Since:July, 1973 the project has been

financed by the county. . . . -
As we interpret the history of the project it appears that the main reason
‘for creating the YouthServites Bureau was the lack of ‘youth-oriented services for the

community and the absence of many alternatlve referral sources for some of the loca] =

offlcers in the sheruff’s department and probatton department who ‘provide pél:ce and

: probatson services to the area.v

As we stated in the original grant app]ncatlon the Bureau® s fl”st priority -

was to serve youth who,/“through thelr attltude and behavnor, |nd|cate a real




*

possibility of some immediate or future invclvement with the juvenile justicé system."
Therg was also some thought thét the YouthServices Bureau would be akle to more
effectively coordinate some of the other county servicé agencies such as social welfare,
mental health, etc. which had area offices within the community. The local office of
the probation department was only concerned with adult or juveni;e‘cases who were on
probation., - The resident service‘wofkers from welfare and mental health were also pre-
occupied with a different type of problem clientele than the youth of the area.

The Washington School District did not have any truant officers and as a
matter of policy it was the practice for the probation department not tc acf on truancy
problems. Another local deficiency that was identified was the lack of any publicly
or privatelf§spon$ored recreation for the area's youth. In short, the East Yolo area
was regarded as a community without adequate social service resources considering its
social and economic characteristics.

As part of the process of trying to integrate i;se]f inte the local com-
munity structure tHe Bureau located its admfniétfative-offices in the Broderitk
Christian Center. The Christian Center is a private; nonprofit sociai service -organi-
zation that élsp provides certaln services to the area such as a aay schoo! for
wbrking mothers, divorce counseling, and other frge information type services. A part-:
time child protective service worker from the Social Welfare Department also worked out
of the Center. Partly because of the limited facility available to them mast of the
Bureau's services were provided In the field, particuiarly fHOSe services provided to

the schools.

Project Objectives

There were three basic objectives for this Youth Services Biireau.

=25
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. To reduce the |ncudence of dellnquency W|th|n the e
target area;. : v )

. To divert'a‘significant number ofhyouth from the
juveniJe justiCe system°

. Totutillze exnst:ng community resources in a more
coordlnated manner.

Service Philosophy Sy : .

The implicit assumption of the treatment philosophy was: that by better

coordination of local services and resources the Bureau could provide a wider range

J

~of services and to a different c}ientele\than was presently possibfe, The need, to -

~a large degree, was a result of the-target -5area"béfﬁg 26:mi1es away from,the,main

populatlon center of the county.~
The rationale behind the treatment phlLosophy represented what has come
to be known as ''diversion;!" e, early ldentlflcatlon of dellnquency Vnd the treat-

ment of it by means other than through the~regu!ar probation and court process. The

" idea was to avoid the labeling and stigmatization that is thought to occur through

@ el

conventiona]tprobation processing. Provndrng treatment in the context of a communlty-

based organlzatlon of thlS type permntted more: f]ex.btl|ty and a degree of discretion

in the handling of a case than is normal]y possnble in. regular probatlon caseload

Unlike the other prOJects, there was not a standardlzed approach to provadang
services., Wlth the law enforcement referrals, counseltng was done in conJunctlon with
,the famxly., For most others.: ‘the :family was excluded. In SOme |nstances'the'service.‘

. was regarded as belng very tmmedlate. In others it contlnued over many months. "The

dlverSﬁty of background and: the large number of case alder that dld most of the |

servuce work assured a great deal of leerSIty in: serV|ce concept also.
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Thé main’pofnt, as we wouidkpharacterize‘the,treatment philosophy, was to
work with the referrai fn the context éfihis referral problem. ‘In some cases thié;
amounted to Iittle'moré;than meeting the referral at scheol for lunch, sharing odd
hodrs’of the day with him or escorting him to an event that he might not otherWise
attend. The expressed aim was to ''involve the youth in utilizing resburces‘within

himself and within the community te effectively meet his own needs.'

Source‘pf Referrals:

The following table, prepared by the Bureau, reflects the source of the
referrals during the period covered in this evaluation. Gur evaluation dealt
primarily with the law enforcement and probation referrals and to a much lesser

extent with the school referralso'

Source of Referrals

July 1970= - July 1971- © July 1972-
Jupe 1971 June 1972 June 1973
No, 2 No. 2 No. 2
Referred By: :
~ Agencies ‘ ' ’llﬂll" ‘81,2% - 170 7h.2% 490 87.4%
Law Enforcement .50 27.6 42 18.3 42 8.0
Probation - - k5 24,9 65 28.4 29 6.0
School | ' kg 27 'J‘ 68 . 2503". 380 fﬁl72q0
Other Agencies | 3 1.7 5 2.2 8 1.4
Individuals 3%  18.8 59 25.8 67 12.6_
Parent - 10 5.5 1 6.1 3 1.5
Self "wgg 2 133 39 17.0 - 57 11,0
Other Individuals et L |  6 2.6 1ol
S . e i S
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but
\;probably deserves some comment° We cannot be sure what all tne reasons were,

The sucniflcant reduction in the number of law enforcement and probation

referrals between the first two years of the pFOJeCt s existence and the th'rd

it

is understood that during the first year: of operatlon no agency- detached staff members

to the Youth Services Bureau for direct services which greatly Ilmlted the Bureau‘s

service capability, cons'der:ng the small size of ItS own staff. At the same time the

~ Bureau was experiencing a number of problems in getting its own staff of working

volunteers together. Knowledge of this by probation and Jocal law enforcement

officers made them ihCreasingly reluctant to make a referral knowingrthat the Bureau

was severely limited in the amount of service it could offer a referral anyway. A
second factor was-that in the ear]y years of the prcject, the Bureau developed a case

conference method for screening cases before acceptance by the Bureau. The case

‘ conference'process was rather lengthy and it made the referral process rather involved

for referral sources. Furthermore, it handicapped the Bureau's ability to respond»

‘rapidly to youths in need of service. This case conference system was later modified

in favor of a more simplified intake process.

~ Another perslstent handfcap waskthat along with the extensive‘amount of‘turh-
over amongvthe'casevaides the:project also sufferedrfrom'at feastlthree:changesiof,
their fu1l-time director. | |

A fourth factor, we think was the fact that in the mfdd!e'of‘the secondfyear

the Iocal sher:ff's office, who had been maklng the most referrals” obtalned thelr =

wly

own Juvenlle offlcer. The addltlon of thIS offlcer provrded -a person that was able

‘to prov;de counsellng and assistance at the pollce level to many of the cases whlch

“‘the sherlff would have otherw;se referred to the Bureau.

iy



Method of Referral

The procedure for bandlingrreferrals frdm the sheriff and probation depart-
menfs were more formalized than any of the other sources. These referrals were actually
cited to appear to the project. Aiﬁettef was sent to the parent about the offense and
hbtif#ing them that the-Bureau would act as the service agency. : &

Referrals from the schooi‘came in a variety of ways; somet?mésrby'teachérs,4
principals or sch001 counselors. A case aide would be assigned and, through his work
at the school, he WOuid be asked to assist with other tutoring or counfy cases by

other faCU]th

Referral Criteria

Before ‘the Bureau began to receive referrals, the coordinator and managing
board worked out referral criteria, forms and procedures; and they developed a plan

for the coordination of services. Criteria developed included all youth 11 to 16 with

18 the maximum age for referral. |In addition, the Bureau recommended that the youth's

>

record should not include evidence of long-term delinquent behavior; his peer groups*

relationships should be positive or amengblé to chénge; and he should express a

positive attitude towards counseling.

Staffing

Until the county assumed funding résponsibility for the Youth Service -

Bureau in July, 1973 the Bureau operéted with oniy one full-time person. The only -

other paid person that was present'in”the project on a regular basis was a part-time

coor&inator of the student volunteers. AII“the other field staff and employees of
the‘Bureau were part-time ypluhteer,case aides who wereggbtained'fromEthe Universityk
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LT R R o e g T

iproblem was compounded by the -act that the Unlversrty operated under a quart

“*,of treatment whlch the Bureau had hoped would be possnble

k ‘ o S S : Gy Lo i ff
of California, Davis. This wastefsentially the composition of Lhe Bureau s sta
unti July, 1973 when the county approved making the part= tlme coordlnator of
volunteers a full tlme posntion. B e

The number of volunteers attached to the Bureau has varled consnderablY-

“\

The Bureau lnltlateo |ts serV:ve program with. only the director and a couple of part-

e

time aides. By the second,year the nUmber of aldes had expanded to flve, and a

probation officer and a mental health worker were ‘atso on loan to the Bureau for a

few hours a week., The loaned personne! provuded some:consultatTon on[dlffTCUlt cases

~and perhaps some incidental amount of staff training. In addition, some part-time

stathWere loaned from the Chrlstlan’Center. They primarily led classes in the Youth
House whlch the Bureau opened and operated for a short time,

The maximum number of volunteers available to the Bureau'at any one time
was probably never more than a dozen° This was probably durlng the latter part of
the l973'school year, ” |

The Yolo Bureau had a much hlgher proportlon of volunteers on. their staff

"‘than any of the other projects. The case aldes were scheduled to work about 15-17

hours per week, The only\compensatlon that most of them recetved was the reimburse-

ment of car expenses,' To the extent that the budget allowed lt a few were paid $2.00- ¥

o
‘

2,50 an hourP Most ‘received some college credit for the work experlence.
About all we could determlne about their academic tralnlng was that |t was

ln one of the soctal SC|ences The fact that there was very llttle budget for com-

' pensatlng the students accounted for a very hlgh turnove.'among the case aldes. Thls :

EPE

er system.

Lt was readlly acknowledged that these problems |nterfered wnth malntalnlng contrnutty

iy
"
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.it appeared to us that the best utilization of the case aide program
probably took place in the third year of the Bureau's existence after the emphasis
had shifted away from law enforcement referrals to referrals frdmvthe schools. Not
only did the number of referrals increase but it seemed to us that they were a far
more appropriate type of referral than thoée that came from ‘the law enforcement and’
probation agencies during the first two years of the Bureau's existence. WEthq thev
schools, the case aides had the opportunity to work under more §Upervisi0n and‘ihe
type of assistance that could provide a student with a learning problem or behavior
problem seemed more appropriate considering the limited resources that were made

available to the case aide.

In-Service Traiming

The original grant application budgeted for some contract services thaf
probably was intentded to include a minor amount for staff training. %ne pfesent
director, however, was quite uncertain whether any staff training had even been
provided.y We cannot comment of this important aspect of the project except that we
could readily see the practical problem involved in trying to provide any significant
amount of in-service training when the rate of turnover among the case aides was so

r

high.

Administrative Support

In comparison with the other projects which all had one or more secretaries
or statistical clerks to handle office routine, this project had none. The clerical

support was linited to a Part-time”secretary and receptionist who worked for the

‘Christian Center., The statistical work the part=time secretary did for the project

-31=
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was limited to essential correspondence and maintaining the intake card file. Case

transactions and clerical work associated with the fﬁdividual cases was done by each

case aide.

was handled among the case files but considering the handiéap we found most of the

basic transactions relative to a case had. been recorded.

As would be expected, there was a lot of variation in the way documentation

o
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RICHMOND YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM

Community Description

Richmond, California lies on a peninsula that separates the San Francisco
and San Pablo Bays on the northeastern shore of the San Francisco Bay. The city is a
population hub of western Contra Costa County and covers a land area of approximately
fifty-four square miles.

Incorporated in 1905, Richmond's early growth was stimulated largely by real
estate proﬁoters and industrial developers. From its Incorporation date until 1940,
Richmond's population, almost entirely blue~collar workers, increased steadily. The

city's minimal minority populace consisted essentlally oﬁ?Mexican~Americans and a small

resident black community.,

-

With the advent of World War i!, Richmond experienced a population explosion,
a major increase in industrial activities, and a notable change in the racial composition
of its citizenry. By 1943 four major shipyards had been constructed and the Richmond
harbor had become a huge shipping port for war supplies. The population during this
period grew from 25,000 people in 1940 to 115,000 persons in 194k, an astronomical
360% increase. Since the war years, Richmond's population has receded. According to
its 1970 census, Richmond residents number approximately 80;000 people, of which 36%
are black and 3% are Chicano.

The difficulties which resulted from Richmond's period of rapid growth are
compounded by subsequent years of national racial turbulence. These are issues with
which Richmond is‘yet attempting to cope; An esf?mateq 20,000 wartime hous?né units
were constructed within Richmond's city limits, These unite coupled with the Increased
influx of Jow income and unemployed people eventually created slums, ghetto 1jife-styles

| -33-~
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and many of their accompanying problems. Included in these problems are a hrgﬁ»gfgree

and hfgh_crfme fre-

of unemployment and urderemp‘oyment, Jow educatlona] levelsy
qUencies.*

The troubled condftion in Richmond can be documgmted in terms ef comparatsye

Juvenile arrest rates. In 1971, the year)y Juvenlle arnect rate per 100,000 population
(juveniles plus adujts) in the Unlted States, was 1,]56 (FB! Unifofm Crime Reports:
1972)3 The corresponding rate for California was 1,8%2; Contra Costa County (con-
taining Richmond) was 2,510; and RichmondyWas 3;769‘(Ca]ifornia Bureau of Criminal
Statisticss 1972). | |

‘The following U.S. Census factors highlight some of the prominent socio-

: economic cheracteristics of the community:
~§ ‘ .: - Percent co]lege educated males 5.7%
‘é“ Percent college educated females _ L 5.2%
‘Medfam income male operatives = .j’*$8,281
' Median income ma!e proFeSSionals ' $]] 787 “w,]
Medl 5 income = a]] male: : - . J $9 606

. Project Description

In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enfdrcement and Administration

of J“Stlce recommended the expanded use of ‘community agencies, ror deallng wuth

3
£
¥
;
b
i
,

dellnquents nonJud1c1ally and close to where they llvea The Comm:ssuon fe]t the use

: of community agencues had several advartaoes. F:rst, it avoided the stlgma of belng

;{L *Problem Background Statement in the Office of Crlmlna J k
o i ustice Plannln G .
I “April 1973, Richmond Police Department, Crime Specnflc. Burglary PrOchtta;f,8f,
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processed by an official agency regarded by the public as an arm of police or pro-
bation. Second, they wbuld substitute for official agency organizatiuns better sulted
for redirecting delinquency behavior, On this basis,’the Commission's major specific
program‘regommendation for preventing delinquency called for youth services bureaus

to be established throughout the county.

In 196¥, nine pilot youth services bureaus (YSBs) were established in
California. Richmond was one of the nine California communities selected to receive
funds for a YSB.

The original Bureau was exploratory in nature and suffered from a lack of

&

confidence in its ability to reduce the incidence of delinquency in the project areas,

as well as Tnadequate funding. Compounding the YSB's shortcoming in Richmond and

contributing greatly to its failure ~was the lack of agency orientation to the need

for joint planning and coordination of youth service activities, as well as the

Bureau's inability to stimulate agency response.,

The successor organization to the ilf—fated Youth Services Bureau waS'célléd
the Ybuth'Serviées Progfam (YSP). 1t was much bfoader in scope and came about as a
resuit of intensiverjoint study and planning by public aﬁd private agenciés, community
residents and potential ''users' of the 39rvieés. As a totél picture, tne YSP contains
four components designed to vrovide a comprehensive network of youth services and to
fill the gaps in services which had been identified, The service program stressed
group activities as well as direct counseling. The four components of the Youth Service -

Program were:

1. Richmond Youth House (funded by HEW and Richmond . .u
Model Cities). : A R o

2. Probation Intervention Unit (funded by the Office ;
“of Criminal Justice Planning and county funds =~ the .

..35..
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.unit supervisor:is.:funded partLally'by'Model.Cltles).t
3. Drug Abuse Prevention Educatlon (Funded by LEAA).

4, Youth Servnces Program-Outreach (funded by the Office
of Crlmlnal Justice Pianning and the county).

nning NQVember, 1971-and

i

Staff of the varlous components were hared begi
through the early months of 1972¢. As each component vaU'red Staﬁf it became im-
mediately operational. The underlylng concept of the program was that the four
specialized service units would be able to make a comprehenstve coordlnated attempt
-on reducing the area's dellnquency problems that was not possible hy just diversion
Qr probation interyention as was the case in the other three projects.

The organizational structure‘was broad enough to work.oh delinquency
prevention‘(Outreach) as well as wfth~youth who were involved with the probation
department (Intérvention Unit). |

This approach was in part a result bf the involvément of Model Cities which
at the same time was working on the other facets of fhe néighborhood's'eCOnomic and
social needs. Drug education was seen as just as big afproblem in this area as was’
the need for recreational services, so the development of hoth were brought together
within the‘scope of oné or'ga'nized‘effort° The typical diversion expefiment was
included simply as oﬁe of the opergtingAunits of the ovéralliprograms. Together the
various components were strgctured tgnprGVide-the foTTOwing services: -, |
l. The Probatioa Intervéntion Uﬁit handled conventional

delinquency referrals or specifically youth who had

already had contact wnth the po)lce and prodatlon
»department. ~ :

2. The Outreach component provides supplemental 3

.~ ~education, recreatlon and counseling services"
for the area's ‘youth,

U S i
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3. The Drug Abuse specialist carried out an educatlonal
program on drug use prevention.

L. The Youth House provided a place for youth in need of
a temporary residence pending an investigation of a
family situation or a more permanent solutien to an
immediate problem.
It is important to point out that this evaluation is only concerned with
two of the four components which make up the overall program, namely, . the Outreach
component and the Intervention Unit. The emphasis is quite different between Outreach
and Intervention.
Beyond this general description of the overall youth services of the Youth

Services Program the detailed description which follows is limited to the two components

we were concerned, with in this evaluation.
[, PROBATION INTERVENTION UNIT (P1U)

Project Objectives

1. To divert 601 offenders and minor 602 offenders
from the juvenile justice system.

2. To reduce the number and severity of subsequent

pollce contacts among those youth who received
service from the unit,

Service Philosophy

We can see no significant difference befween the'fréétmentiphildsbphy of the-
Sacramento project ana this unit. Bufb in the words of thosé who actually worked in
this péBject, their counseling was intended to help families in times‘bf crisis work
through their problems.

The counselors attempted to focus attention on the feelings of the family

_37...
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: ‘ ' . The cases .
"‘members towards each other and not towards the youth or hlS problems es

1
workers attempted to he}p the family redeflne the. problem from a “troubiesome YOUth

o

to a family dlfflculty. Some referrals were. made to other outside agenclea, parti=

la

cu]arly those needing Iong time pSYCh'atrlC counsellng.

Referral~Criteriav

Any youth booked in juvenile hall for the first tlme who was a res»dent of
the Model Cztles nelghborhood and who attended one of Lhe schools in the nelghborhood
A few youngsters were accepted who were not lncarcerated but who met the other

criteria,

‘Source of Referrals

As the table below shows, about 80% of the unit's first year referrals
originated from law enforcement agencies or juvenile ha]l.‘kThe others came from other

social service agencies or other units of the Youth Services~Program.

Probation Intervention Unit

. Number - ' ~_"Perceht
~ Juvenile Hali o | a3
~Probation ' ‘ , b2 o 32
Police e I I R 1 8
Sheriff e 7 5
-Social Service EREI Lol 12 9
- School L ' e -
Parents & Relatlves A . - acii
Self E | S 1
Internal YSP 7
- Other or Unknown SRS B e o 1 i
Total .~ o T3 1003
SR T ot 3
bl ' L T i
i ) ; : I &“
e’ = iﬁ=3%e,: ) . W:QQQ;;M:H
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Method of Referral

.

If a youth is pfcked up'by~the§polfce and referredbtd'the‘unit, contact is
made askquickly as possible. The situat?on‘is treated as a crisis and rapid'contact
is‘considered important. | |

If a youth iskin juvenile hall, contact is made with the youth within a
few hours of his incarceration and he is told about the PIU service. If he wishes
to accept the serV|ces, the parents are cal]ed The nature of the family' counseling
is explanned to the parents and if they accept the program then arrangements are made_
to meet lmmedlately at Juvenlle hall in order to effect the release of the child, to
begin discussion of the problem9 and to arrange'a counseling session. After the
initial contact the families can meet with the counselor up to five times, with the
average.number;of.contacts usualjy being two or three. All tnerapy sessions are
voluntary‘and the therapy technique follows along the line of conejoint family therapy.

Ifta family is referred by Social Services, the initial contact with the

referral‘may be delayed until the unit has manpower to spare, These types of referrals

are usually not considered a crisis situation but rather a long-term prdblem.

Staffing -

The PlU‘began effective ooeration in February, 1972, The staff consists of

a supervnsor, two caweworkers (deputy probation offlcers), and two lnterventlon

‘spec1al|sts (probatlon aldes) The supervnsor also serves as an lntake consultant for

the entire YSP A fullntlme clerk-secretary is assxgned to the unit.

The twe caseworkers have lntake and counsellng responsub:llty, w:th an -

‘estimated caseload of lS_famllues,per worker perumonth. The :nterventlon specnalnsts
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‘ v : . a have‘been
are normally responsible for case Follow-UP or. reco“taCt'"g famllnes th ¢

' referred-to outside agencies or closed out by the unit.

with the two caseworkers. 7

In~Service Training -

[

ln servnce ‘training courses have been glven to the unit throughout the

codrse of the project. Most of the training has focused on technlques and innovation
in famnly crlSlS therapy, whnch was the c0Jnsel.ng method consudered most aPPFOPFlate
to meet the goals of the prOJect. The Marln lnstltute of Famlly Therapy and the Family
Certer lnstltute ln San Franctsco are examples of the types of outsude organlzatlons ‘

i

Administrative Support

A full ~time clerk-secretary was attached to: the prOJect unit. The secretary
‘malntalned the zntake log, transcribed permanent case wrlte-ups and prepared the ‘
‘research forms whlch prov'ded the basic data used for the prOJect s evaluatlon. 'l'hei
documentatlon and organlzatlon of the case files was excellent. Judrctous use has‘

- been-made‘of some“basic report forms which gaVe‘theleases'a conslstenoy and uniformity

jwe'dldénot flnd inmanydof,the other projects. ‘The chronologlcal bui1d- up of the files

included'all the information we'requlred We - read the case histnrles feellng confldent

A

that‘the case problem had. been explalned and that what had transplred ln servncnng
'3 S . L

the cases had been fully and accurately recorded

s

P

They also act as co-theraplsts
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!to adapt to the changlng needs of the communlty.

I'ls OUTREACH
dbiectives

The Intervention Unit had some rather explicit objectives which tended to
limit and define the Unit's purpose and the youth it dealt with. Outreach provided

a number of very specific services also, but its objectives were stated in terms that

-expressed what were reé]ly the overall goals of the entire youth service program,

1. To divert youth from the juvenila justice system by
providing alternative resources to pollce, probation,
schools, and other |nststut|ons.

2. To increase community responsibility through direct
community involvement in program implementation.

3. To increase coordination and cooperation among

‘ existing youth service programs and to provide
follow=through to determine impact of services
provided.

L, To identify and document gaps in existing (community)
services for youth,

To stlmulate and organize resources for the devetop~
niant of services to meet identified gaps;

un

For some very practlcal organizational reasons Outreach was the component

>selected to carry out some general adm:n:stratlve and service responsibilities which

were essential, but which by their nature lecked the specnf:cnty of the servnoes
provided in thebother units,

o For example, one of its primary objectives was to identify and deveiopk
whateVer'serQices it'considered.necessery to fili gaps in the communityfs soclal

fesouroes; As a consequence9 much of Outreach's’ serv:ce program varied as it trled

e
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Service Phllosophy_

. for help.

b

The 0utreach Center proV|des both d|rect and indirect services to'youth and

[

the general communlty ln its work to achieve the project goals. some:of»the dlrect

services prov:ded are lnleldual and group counsellng, tutoring, - and group recreational
1] "
actnvvtles. The counselnng program is deSigned to help youth deal Wlth sltuatlonal

difficulties, such as those problems between the youth and his SChODI his family, or

his peers, ,}outh thh ser:ous psychologlcal problems are referred to outSIde agencnes

»»/'7"

The actnvntles run by the Outreach Center staff include sponsorlng youth
clubs, athletlc thmS, running karate classes, sewxng classes, bowllng teams, and

runneng youth encounter sessions and youth Yeadership trainlng conferences. They are

developed in an effort to help the youngster develop a posutlve self-lmage and greater

interest in relatlng to others. ~The Outreach Center also serves as a drop-in center
for youths w:shlng to play quiet games or rap sessions,

The indirect services provrded by the Outreach Center involves assisting

kother~agencses in setting up programs, such as the Economlc Opportunlty Youth Councal

'North R:chmond Nelghborhood House, Southside Center Youth Program, Easter Hill

Referral Center, and the R!chmond Police DlverSIOn and Control Unlt.

Source of Referrals.

Y

The Outreach referrals were primarily voluntary or self—referrals who came’

,for the varlety of reasons e nnducated in the statement on service phllosophy As‘f,

o we also lndlcated we found that the Outreach referrals fell into about three main

‘,

group5° recreatlon, tutorlng, or employment.

PR ‘ =
-

li

U o
“The fact that so many cahe for recreation



activities or employment substantiated the identified need for these services in

‘the community.

Method of Referral

The bulk of the referrals to this component are selfureferrals, as we have
ihdiCatéd'in thé source of reférra]s; When a referral is recéived, the youth is
assigned‘to‘én intake worker who discusses the referral with the youth and others, if .
this is appropfiate. The worker and the youth arrive at a mutually agreed upon service

~to be provided the youth. This agreement is in the form of a verbal ''contract! where-

in each person (the youth and the worker) mutually agree as to each other's -responsibflity

in working together. The agreed~upon plan generally involves a combination of cbunse]ing
and group or individUalvactivity. :

If a referrai is received frqm a public agency (i.e., police, probation,
schools, etc.), the agency is notified of thé treatment‘plan after it‘has been deter-
mined. The contract can be terminated by the youth at his-or 'her request; however,
with the excepticn of organized ongoing group activities, the céunseiors are encouraged

to terminate services to a referral within a six-month period under normal circumstarices.

Referral Criteria -

There were no formal criteria for acceptance to the Outreach component; it
was deliberatelyyorganized\and located to attract as many of the neighborhood youth
as possible. Technicaily, there was a requirementlthat the youth live in the Model

Cities neighborhood..

. CORNTA AT
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Staffing

o

R

The Outreach Center s staff cons:sts of a program developer, with eleven

yearé'experlence as a probatlon officer, six paraprofessional staff workers and B

full-time clerical positions, All of the staff work fu]l~time. The core staff

&

augmented by some neighborhqu volunteers and some unscheduled donated time from staff

it

in other public,agenCiee. The Full- ~tie dlrector for all four units of . the Youth

‘ Servuces Program is also focated in the Outreach Unit.

ln-Service‘Training

- The Outreach staff participated in many of the same training courses we
described for the Intervention Unltw From time toftime,‘additiona! outside people

have participated in training classes,

%

B

y



ALAMEDA COUNTY DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM







¥

g
"h\’ o T
B wr Al

ol

| !
i
P
N
‘ f
.
h ‘
N ;
; i
Ca
! P
: i
2 |
b "
s
na
-




-
[
=)

!
i

» = N K &

= B i - N
] - ¥
) g
¢ : . '
- . : o
ﬁ o . .
) = .
\ I : N :
. oo . . o
: . 5 ) !
4
3 ©
. ) . o = . v
172 E £y = 3 , - N ¥
“ - i 7
. ol . i n
E . .
u B ) '
. , - bl N |
. o N B oL o N 2
B R ; SR LR . T Y ,
. i a 2 , i : . : N A
2 - . < T
s = . ; : : S > ;

]



et

o

L

 ALAMEDA ‘COUNTY DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM

“Community Description

ST I

i

This proJect, whlch was admznistered by the County Probat:on Department,

accepted referrals from throughout the county., Alameda County reaches from San

, Francusco Bay 35 miles tnland toward the San Joaqu1n Valley. The county may‘be
divided 1ntofthree'sect|ons.v The northern part of the county includes the catles of
_yOakland Berkeley and San Leandro and lnke other “o]der“ urban areas is trynng to
cope with the fl:ght of |ndustry to the suburbs. The southern-part of the county
hstretches atong the San Francrsco Bay from Hayward to Fremont'endvis growing rapidly

'both in terms of tndustry and popuiatlon. “The eaStern”area is still primarily‘rural‘

The county is the western term:nus of three transcontlnental ra»lroads and

several |nterstatertrucktng~ftrms;, The recently opened Bay Area Rapld Transrt L:ne‘

- connects c1tres from Fremont. to Berkeley and runs into Contra Costa County.

Most of the~referrals'toﬁthe proJect came from_Oakland, the largest city

in the county@ As the table below ?nd?cates‘its racial makeup and economic character-

'fst?c$ are quute different from the councy aS\a whoie.

‘Oakland . County

Percent Minorigy‘TotaI't o 'j' o ‘75;7% ,20.22
" Percent Black . PR ﬁ&i; . 60.2 14,5
Percent Oriental = . SN e BB 4.0

Percent Spanish Surname . - 8.5 L2

Percent Indian = EERURTAN o Lb Wb
Percent White: . 2b3 79.8
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The Oakland Unlfved School Dlstrlct is

. ,
hx « L. 4
Percent - "col lége edueated m!les ey L el 56‘8$" : g :
: Percent :Gollege educated females : - 5.9% ' o .
S “V Median income male professionals e $10,769 o e
K "« Median lncome male - -operatives " 0§ 7,202 G : ,,°a;“p, T e
ey ) Median income all males § 7,071 e

in the top 2% of schooi dlstrlcts‘
~:!stateWIde in the amount of federal ald

vt receives to offset its Iow lncome
characteristlcs ) e e ‘o
Unemployment in Oakland hss ays | higher ’

As ‘a result

prob]em for the cnty.

it

Many of the professnona]

technlcah and cler:Caleobs are fll]ed by

the maJorlty of whom lave in: nelghbornng Contra Cosfa County

The scope and character of Oakland'

: commuters,

s delanuency problem is indicatedtjn
'vthe follownng table,, - ”l\
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Oakland *

Sacramento

~ o San Francisco
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"|nvolv1ng child abuse and neglect.

, delinquency cases.,

,solve their own problems,_

. 'and

For the lasr three years, Oakland has remalned fourth in the total number | '

‘frof Juvenile arrests per 100, 00¢ P ulatlon among the state's seven major cities.

ry
v Bl

Arrests for. dei:nquent tendencues accounted for 41% of those arrested whlle arrests

S

1

“for felony violations‘hayeﬁremalhed stightly over 264. : &
Project~Descertion' ,.v.,v"' ’ ' “f f\i,'

S

The Alameda Dellnquency Preventlon Program |s the outglowth of a pllot

- program started in 1964 to prevent or reduce formal court |nterven*|on ln cases

The experlment was predicated on t assumptlon

' that wardshnp or court lnvolvement in these neglect cases could. be reduced by

concentratrng “services“ on the,famjly as a unit ratherwthan on the,lndvvidual.

= The'results of the initialvexperiment with neglect cases was Favorabie
L‘" o
enough to prompt the probatlon department LO try extendlng the concept to regular

o

By providing direct casework to the famiﬁy as a uhft ‘the ATameda Delin-
quency Preventlon Program attempts to get the entlre famnly to better understand and

In most cases thts was done wuth the ald of a comblnatlon

L‘of famlly treatment methods, flexnble work:ng hours ‘to accommoda*e famlly schedules,

ln the famllies' own env:ronment° Lo : I

&~

" Service _phs.wsgghy

H'"ofdage:orvsex.

T .

There were four maJor dlffere, sv?hrthe=service:phflosophy;ofhthis pfbjeéf

'and the others lnvolved ln thIS evéluatlonu

Furst, the treatment was focused on all members of he famuly regardles

casetwou!d work dlrectly with all of the

‘_Thevdeputy;assmgnedvtO’the

5
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Y
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» wardship. ;~h f‘ B

' g { : ) i 2

referral came., ’ o

| children in the family regardless of whether?they were délinquent.

Second, every one of the referrals had commltted a delinquent act SGFIOUS:

enough to make wardshlp a very emlnent and likely possubflaty in most cases. In

,fact; placement Into the‘project was theejudge's alternative to granting formall

[V - Y
% . \

{

The third important difference was that these cases were regarded as .
needang service over a long= term, lntenSIve perlod of time. The average case in

thls project was seen two~to.three times a week for.oyer a year. In contrast, the

2
Al
"

maximum time of treatment in the dther projects was less than six months, with

probabTy no more than‘six client cdntacts,

A‘fourthhdifference1Was th% small number of cases handled by the unit.

i
v
1

‘There were only 33 primary referrals"&o,the project during the firat 18 months and

ok
1-
!

57 secondary referrals which wereftheﬁafblings,from the families in which the primary

Project Objectives

: The primary‘goal of'the’projeét s tO"prevent the referred youth from e
becomlng a ward of tne court. Specnflc obJectlves were‘

1. 'PreVentlon of further d!snntegratlon and dlsorganlzatlon
of 25% of the families over that of families asscgned to
the control ‘group durlng the project year. :

2. Successful treatment of emotlonal and behavioral prob]ems
" “of 25% more youths assigned to the. prOJect than youths
a55|gned to the control group. N
3. Early detectton of dellnquent tendenctes of snblnngs of
- 30 referred minors and the correctlon, as measured by
the lack of- wardship, of 25% more siblings than snbllngs
of youths assngned to the control group.t~ :

Y

R




Source of Referrals

Referrals to the project are received either from regular juvenile intake
or from an Investigation unit in the probation department.: In some cases.a referral

was made directly from the juvenile court as an alternative to wardship.

Referral Criteria

Any juvenile who had committed a 601 or 602 offense was technically eligible

for admittance to the project‘unless a member of the family was already a ward of
the court.

After meeting this general criteria each case referral to the project was
subjected to an intensive review which considered the family attitude toward
counseling, problems with other siblings and the pattern of delinquency .in the home.
Thfs investigation resulted in a delay of perhaps a week before the case was finally

accepted into the project.

Staffing

The project staff consisted of two full-time deputy probation officers, a
full-time secretary, and a senior_supervisory deputy probation officerrwho éupervised
the project and another family crisis counseling unit. The project also had an
incidental amount of part-time assistance from two additional deputies which repre-

sented part of the county'sfinancial match..

In-Service Training

We estimate that at least $1,500 was budgeted for special in-service
training for the project‘staff;‘ Most of the training was provided by‘outsfde consul~
'tants. The courses emphasized the techniques'and‘theory of family thefapy. |

_50..
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SECTION 111

" EVALUATION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ]
RN AND PROBAT ION/ REFERRALS | | -

i
*

Introduct fon
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i A 1] 3 . y PO Y
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Section 111 of this Eeporg is organized around twelve Sets of statistical
tables with approximately-six individual tables in each Set. ‘Each Set of tabless deals
with either a desdriptive‘or evaluative elament of the projects which wé considered
appropriate in describing the referral populations, the character of the treafment
provided, or was indicative of treatment outcome and project 'impact!'.*

‘The ‘format for each Set is uniform, but the data presented for each pfoject

varies depending on whether there was a control or sibling group involved in the

particular project. Sacramentc and Alameda both had control groups.  In additibn,

Alameda also tracked siblings in both the control and experimental populations. It

was usually necessary, therefore, to construct three tables for Alameda (experimental,
control and sibling) and two tables for Sacramento (experimental and control) whereas
only one table was needed for Yolo and Richmond.

The reader shouid be aware that all the tables in this section of the

report deal with only the law enforcement and probation referrals to the projects.
Data on the services provided school referrals and other types of voluntary referrals

are considered separately in Section IV,

-

I't may be helpful to therreader‘to understand that the tables for this

section of the report are organized into three general types of information,

k“lmpaCt” is here defined as new or changed conditions which people knowledgeable in
criminal justice accept as end results rather than means to an end, including
human behavior, attitudes and knowledge. ‘

'ySTh f’
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One type of data relates, for example, to the number, age, sex and ethnic

» compoﬁ?tiOn of the referrals. The second type of table Is concerned with pre and

post changes in the riumber of offenses, severity of offenses and with court and pro-

bation outcoﬁes. The third general type of data relates to the duration and intensity
of the treatment provided to the different referral categories.

Data on every descriptive or evaluative element brought into the evaluation
is considered together for all projects in one uniform Set of tables. We thought that
significant diffef@hces ahd results among the ﬁrojects would be more readily apparent
py this plan than if the particular data was separated by“four project sections., Each
Set of tabies includes one table that is a composite of results for both experimental

and control referrals for the entire cluster.

0




SET |

NUMBER, SEX, AGE AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF REFERRALS

Tables 1 and 2 give a composite pictgge of all law enforcement and probation
referrals in both experimental and control groups in allifour projects. The sizable
differehCe in the number qf referrals in the experimental and control groups simply
reflects the fact that a control group did not exist in either Richmond or the Yolo
project. |

In spite of differences in size, the percentage figures suggest that in
terms of age, sex and race, the control and experimental Qréups are still fairly well
matched. There jsonly a 3 - 4% difference in the number of minority referrals between
experimental and control., Females did make up a higher proportion of the referrals
in the control group than in the experimental group. Females also constituted a
higher percentage of the referrals in the 14 to 18 year old age group in both experi-
mental and control, Twenty-eight percent of the youth in the experimental group were

under 13 years of age and 19% were under 13 in control,

Sacramento 601 Delinguency Diversion Project - Table 3

Sacramento was the largest of the projects in the cluster, having about
q::\\ °

1,300 referrals in both experimerital and control during the first year of the project

which was covered in this evaluation. With the exception of the percentage of blacks

‘in the control group, the project and control population both closely correspond to

the ethnic composition of the county (see page 14 in project descriptions). The
number of black youth in control was about 6% higher than in the experimental group

and about 6% higher than in-the county.




. after 1972 when program"emphésis of the Bureau shifted from handling law enforce-

i

The number of females in both the control and expérimental groups were 20%
higher than the tumber of males, with the number of females in the experimental group
about 6% higher than the control. The number of youth in the définquency-prone years
6f 14 to 17 years of age accounted for 85% of the referrals in'both experimental and

control,

Yolo Youth Services Bureéu - Table &4

As table 4 indicates, the overall racial makeup of the Yolo referrals was

much the same as the other projects. The number of black referrals was lower than in

.any other projects, but this was consistent with the ethnic composition of the neigh-

borhood where the blacks represent only 1.6% of the total population. The percentage

of Chicano referrals at 12% is somewhat disproportionate to the 20% of the total
population which have Spanish surnames.

Perﬁap; the most significant characteristic of tﬁé referrals to this pf&ject
was ‘the h{gh percentage of referrals under the age of 4. Thirty-two percentuof a11
referrafg’Q;re under lﬁkyears of age. Thirty-six percent of those under 14 Wefe 10
years of younger. |

The 279 law enforcement and probation referrals to the project was quite

large considering the small size of_the target area population in comparison to the

other three projects. It also should be noted that thé preponderance of these law

enforcement and probation referrals were received in the first two years of the

project (see page 27). Law enforcement and probation referrals dropped of?.shéfp1ya”_,
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Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 5

The representation of black referrals to the project -is higher than what
census data reports for the City of Richmond. The fact that 47% of the project
referrals were black does not seem disproportionate when one recognizes that most of

the referrals came from the Model fitles redevelopment area which is estimated as

being 80% black.

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program ~ Tables 6 and 7

. a

In giving the reader a perspective on this project we feel it is important

to restate a significant difference about the coriceptual design of the Alameda project

- and the other projects in the cluster.

The treatment philesophy of all the projects recognized the importance of
the family as an influence on the jUVenila.‘¥;ﬁ5fact, most of the counseling was
done in conjunctier with the family“in all the projects except Yolo. In every case,
however, the actual referral was considered to be the unit of treatment and the person
tracked throughout the course of the project. Brothers and sisters of the referral
may have been involved in the counseling but they were never counted or tracked.
Success or faflure was measured solely by the outcome of the person referred to the
project or control group =- not by what happened to another member of his family.

Alameda was significantly different. Brothers and sisters in both the
experimental and gqntrol groups were not only considered as parties of the treat-

ment program, they were also tracked and accounted for in measuring success or

failure. A brother or sister that became delinquent after treatment started was

counted agajnstgthe project or control groups in the same way as the primary referral
would if he or she committed another offense.

_55-
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. only 33 famllles were treatcd or seen by project staff durlng the-

) . B ! Fd
ol : o E

g

tithe project. Another 23 famllles were tracked and counted as a- control group. The;

0 R

[l

controlffamilies met the criteria for referralvto.the experiment,'bUt were’never

.counseled’ or otherwnse trnated beyond what wou]d norma) ly occur- in regular probation

Jem==,
£ -\\

‘Processing, 4
There-were 13?‘more maleé in the experimentaI grOup‘than in the control
group. The control group was allght]y younger wnth about 30% of the referrals under

13 years of age. Twenty ﬁlve percent of the experlmental referrals were Under 13

" years of age. Sixty percent of the controlgroup and 404 of the experlmental group

“were minority referrals,

!t is obvious that there could be'no control over the age or any other

~ characterlstnc of the brothers and susters of the primary referrals."The”main-

- dlfference between the primary prOJect and control referrals and their siblings is

. L3
that the_SJb]Jngs were~con§|derab]y younger. Slxty-two percent of the experlmental

'siblings;werecunder.IB. Fifteen—and-onefhalf percent. of both sibling groups were

i

" under 5 years of age.

]

f rst two years of

’Thls prOJect was much smaller than any other”” in the clu:ter. A total”of‘
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TABLE 1 -

_NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION
S OF ALL ,
EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

Froject: All Diversion Projects in Cluster

Group.or Sub-group: All .Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental
a Group

Number of Referrals: 557

EXPERIMENTAL

e — — —— ) G o St o—

V' % of Sex % of Ref.
¥ by age by age

Age Group White Chicano Black Asian OtherRow Total Group Group
Male 1 1 0 0 0 12 4,1 s
Female 7 0 0 0 0 7 2.7 3.4%
10-11 ' ,

Male R B 2 3 0 0 16 5.4 b5y
Female 8 1 0 0 0 9 3.4 e
12-13

Male 52 5 1 0 0 68 23.0 19.7%
Female 32 2 8 0 0 42 16.1 2.7
14-15 ;

Male 75 9 15 2 ] 102 3h.4 613
Female - 88 10 3 0 0 101 38.7 36.5%
16-17 | | e ‘

Male -77 7 13 - 0 1 98 33.1 o
Female’ = 72 1 15 0 3 10] , 38,7 - 35.7%
18-0Over ,

Male ¢ 0 0 0 o} 0 ' 0 0.2%
Female _0 0 0 1 0 1 0.4 .
Number 433 48 68 3 5 557% :
Percent 77.7% 8.6% ~ 12.3% 0.5% 0.9%  100.0% , 100.0%
No. & % Male Referrals: 296 53.1%

No. & % Female Referrals: 261 46,9

“*Ages missing in 24 referrals in experimentai group.

‘57 v, : , ‘:Q L | DR o
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"TABLE 2

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION
| OF ALL
CONTROL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

Project: All Diversiorn Projects in Cluster

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation ReFerraTs~to Control Group
Number of Referrals: 120 : '

C O NTROL

"% of Sex % ofﬁRef;

& X*ﬁge“of one referral mi

|

i
|
|

551

ng in control group.

. : ; R : ; : by age by age

Age Group " White. Chkicano Black Asian Other Row Total Group Group

5-9 L

Male : 0 1 0 0 0 1 1.9 s :
Female 0o 0 0 0 0 0 | 0.8% i
10~ ll R » : :  .
WMale 3 0 1 0 0 4 7.5 0o R
Female T 0 1 0 0 2 3.0 5.0% '
12-33 |

Male 6 1 2 0 0 9 17.0

Female 5 0 1 0 0 6 9.0 12.5%

Male 10 0 4 0 0 14 26.4 . i -

Female 23 3 4 i 0 29 | 43.3 35.8%

16-17 ;

Male 21 1 3 0 0 25 47.2 .

Female 22 b=k o 0 30 bh7 o 4593

Number 89 100 20 1 0 120%
'Percent 7h.2 8.3 16.7 0.8 0.0 100.0% 100.0%

H§.>A % Male Rererra!s.: 53 Lk, 2%

No.f & % Female Referrals: 67 55.8%




Ty,
i ; » - TABLE' 3
—= L S - NUNBER, SEX AND. ETHNIC COMPOSITION
. : . OF ALL ... 5
o : k ' EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUPS
_ Project:” Sacramento 601 Delinquericy Diversion Project
[T Group or.Sub-groip: 20% Random Sample of Experimental Popuiation
: - Referral Period: October 1970 ~ November 1971
i Total Number of Experimental Referrals in Sample: 128%
E
N : ) %0 :
= . % of Sex ‘referrals
" by age by age
e Age Group White Chicano Black Asian .Other Row Total Group Group
5-9 ‘
= Male 0 0 .0 ) 0 c 0
~ Female 2 0 0 0 0 2 2.5% 1.5%
10-11
Male 0 1 0 v 0 ! 2.1
= Female 2 o 0 -0 0 2 2.5 2.2
12-13
Male™ 5 1 1 0 - 0 7 14,6
Female 7 0 0 0 0 7 8.8 10.4
— B
14=15
Hale 21 0 2 0 0 23 47.9 4
Female 28 2 2 0 0 32 40.0 1.5
RS 16-17 g i .
Male 17 0 0 0 9 17 35.4 4
- Female 32 4 1 0 o 37 k6.2 b4
L RS Number 114 3 6 0 .0 128%
=% Percent 89.0% 6.0% 5.0% 0 0 100,0%
No. & % Male Referrals 48 37.5%
No. & % Female Referrals 80 62.5%
s
*Race not recorded on 1§ cases,
— NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION
OF ALL
e CONTROL REFERRAL§ BY AGE GROUP
. . Project: Sacramento GOI'DeI]nquency Diversion ProjeétA i
. . L Group or Sub-group: 20% Random Sample of Céontrol Population
: Referral Period: October 1970 ~ November 1971 ) .
— : Totai Number of Control Referrals In Sample: 97
% of
o % of Sex referrals
: by age by age
You . Age Group White Chicano Black ' Asian Other Row_Total Sroup ' Group
5-9
. Male -0 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0
Female o) 0 4] 0 ("] 0 0
= 10-11 -
Male 2 0 1 0 0 3 7.1% 4.1y
Female 1 0 0 0 0 1 1.8 '
12-13 .
== Male 5 1 1 0 0 7 16.7 1.3
Female 4 0 0 0 0 4 7.3 :
o 14-15 , ! s
* Male S 0 2 0 0 11 ; 26,2 35.1
il ) Female: 19 .3 0 0 .23 41.8
i C16-17
o . Male 19 1 S} ¢ 0 21 50.0 49,5
Female 21 3 3 o o 27 . 4e.1
! Number 80 A 0 97

(=Ne3

1
Percent 82.7%. 6.1% n.2% o

. Ho. 5-% Male Referrals 42 43.3%
- ' . No. & % Female Referrals 55 56,7%
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. TABLE 4

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION
OF ALL
LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PROBATION REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project
Referral Periods: July 1970 - January 1, 1973 ‘

- Total Number of Referrals to Project: 279

% of Sex % of Ref.
by age by age

Age Group. White Chicano Black “Asian Other Row Total | Group _Group

W '

Male 9 1 0 0 0 10 ; 6.4% 8%

Female 5 0 0 o o0 5 4.2 2 0%

10-11 :

Male . 10 1 0 0 0 1 - 7.1 g

“Female 5o 0 o 0 5 b~ °-%% 3
12-13 ‘ B
Male 32 L 0 0 0 36 23.0
_ Female 20 ] 0 0 0 21 17.8 20.7%

N4-150

Male 36 7 ] 1 1 46 | 29.5
Female Lk 7 0 o 0 51 43.2 35.1% ;
16-17 , | :
Male L7 6 0 0 0 53 34.0 6o

Female 26 7 0 o 3 36 30.6 32.64

Number 234 34 ] 1 4 274 _ :

Percent 85% 12% .5% .5% 2% ‘ 100.0%

‘No.-&‘% Malé Referrals: 156  57.7%

No. & Z’Female Referrals: 118 42.3%

*Data not recorded on five referrals.
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TABLE 5
NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION v : : °j
OF ALL ' :

EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

Project:: Richmond Probation Intervention Project
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Experimental Referrals
. Referral Period: January 1972 - January ],f1973
., Total Number of First Year Experimental Referrals to Project: 132

%Z of L

% of Sex referrals

A o : . by age by age -
Age Group White Chicano Black Asian Other Row Total Group Group

5-9 .
Male 2 0 0 0 0 2 2.8% 1.5%
Fema]e 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0 o
10-11 ,
, Male 0 0 3 0 0 3 bhoo - -
2  Female ! 1 0 0 0 2 3.4 3.8
12-13 R
MaTe 9 0 10 0 0 19 S 2508 ~~ '22‘ 1
Female L 1 -7 0 0 12 1846>‘ - i :
LT f Male 6 10 0 0 27 38.0 37,4
. - Female 12 0 10 0 0 22 37.3 o :
:,c;”/;/‘ ‘ ]6":]7 | ’
| Male 10 0 10 0 2 | 29.6 344
N | Female 1 0 12 0 0 23 39.0 i
| | 18-0ver ’?
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
Female 0 0 1 0 0 ] 1.7 . B
Number 65 3 63 0 ] 132
Percent b9.1% 3.1% 42.1% o 7% 100.0% i
No. & % Male Referrals: 72 54.5% ~ - ; ‘5

No. & % Female Referrals: 60 45, 5y
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TABLE 6 -
NUMBER, - SEX AND ETHNIC CQﬂPOSlTlON . !‘“
; OF ALL ' s i
EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP . - e
‘ ’ . Pro[e'é: ¢ Alameda DeanUeﬁcy Pravéntlon Program 3 . . . . :
- : I Group. or Sub-group: All Experimental Refercals. . -
' Referral Period: - November 1970 - #arch 1973 \ . .
Jotal Number of Experlmental Referrals ‘to Project: 33
’ % of
% of Sex  referrals
‘ . by age by age i @
‘Age Group VWhite Chicano Black - Asian  Other Row Total _Group - Group
5-9 :
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 g 0 )
J Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) a3y
10-11 -
ale 1 o o 0o o0 ! AR
Female 0 [+] 0 0 0 0 @
& -
I8 12-13
v MaTe 6 ] 0 0 0 6 30'2 R TIT
i Female 1 0 1 0 0 2 15
3] .
14-15 : . ) 1 -
4 MaTe 2 1 2 10 6 ) 1’.20 36.4
Femzle 4 | 1 0 0 6 2
' 16-17
Mate 3 1 3 o6 0 7 35.0 364 -
Female 3 [} & [N 5 85 27 :
Number 20 3 9 1 0 33
Percent. ~60.65  9.1% 27.33 © 3.0% 0 100.0%
=
No. & % Male Referrals 20 £0.6%
No. & % Female Referrals 13 39.4%
[t
i
NUMBER, SEX AND. ETHNIC COMPOSITION
OF ALL ' .
CONTROL REFERRALS BY AGE GRoOUP B
f;l_"gject: Alameda Dellinquency Prevention Program
Greup or Sub-group: Al Control: Referrals
PReferral Period: November 1970 - March 1973 . B
Total Humber of Control Referrals to Project: 23 . . : k=Y
2 of
% of Sex -refcrrals
. by age = by age SLiC
Age Group Mhite Chicanc Black ' . Asian Other’ Row Total ) Group Group S
Male . [ 1 0 - @ 0 . 1 : 9,1% "
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,33
[
16-11 .
Male ! 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 -‘
Female 0 0 1 0 0 1 8.3 &7,
12413 - -
M Male 1 0 1 0 0 2 18.2:
Female 1 0 1 ] 0 2 6.7 = YR
1415 ) :
Male 1 0 2 0 0 3 27.3 i Sk
Female 2 2 1 1 0 6 50.0 3.1 :
16-17 ‘
Male 2 0 2 0 0 A4 bk
Female 1L 1 1 Q Q 3 25‘0 30.4 -
Number 9 i 9 1 0 23 ~
Percent 39"? 17.4% ; 39.1% b3z 0 100.0%
No. & % Male Referrals " 47.8% Edi T
No.  &.% Female ‘Referrals 12 52.2%
ki
-
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TABLE 7
NUMBER, SEX AND: ETHNIC ‘COMPOS ITION
S OF ALL
; ! EXPERlVMENTAL SIBLING REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP
Project: “Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program .
Group or Sub=group: “All Experlmental Siblings

Referral Period: November 1970 ~ March 1973
Jotal Number of Experimerital $Ib1fﬂgs: 57

«

Age Group Whi te Chicano " Black

Asian: Other Row Total

 Under 5
Male | 0 o . 1 0 2
Female 0 0 1 '} 0 1
529 ; L
Male 3 i 0 3 ) 7
Female 2 (i 1 1 0 4
10=11 ;

HaTe 0 0 0 0 0 )
Female 5 o 4 1 0 10 ¢
12-13 :

- Hale 2 0 2 0 0 &

Female 3 ] 3 0 0 7
14-15
Male 2 1 I 0 0 [
Female 3 0 1 0 0 4
16-17. ; .
Male 2 2 3 0 0 7
Female _7 0 0 1) ) 1z
Number 30 5 16 6 0 57
Percent  52,6% 8.8%  28.1% 10.5% 0

Ho. & % Male Referrals 24 4213
No. & % Female Referrals 33 5792

NUMBER, SEX AHD ETHNIC COMPOSITION
0F ALL
CONTROL SIBLING REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

Project: ‘Alameda Definquency Prevention‘Program

Group or Sub-group: Al} Control $iblings
Referral Period: . November 1970 = March 1973
Total Mumber of Control Sibllngs: ;47

Age Graup Yhite Ch}cano"Black Aslan' Other’ ‘Row Total

Under 5

Male - 0 1 9 0 0 i
. Female 2 2 0 0 .0 ]
59

Male =3 2 0 0 [} 5
Female L] 3 1 0 [0} 8
10-11 '
Male 1 0 1 0 0 2
Female 2 2 1 0 0 g
12-13 ‘ :

Male 2 2 0 0 5
Female 1 2 1 0 0 4
14-15- .

Hale 2 o} 0 0 o 2
Female 0 3 1 0 0 4
Je-iz o e

‘Male : 0 0 B B "] 0 1
Female =2 -2 2 2 5 6

. Number .18 1a. 10 0 0 7

Percent 38.3% - . ho.h% - 21.3% o 0

No. &% Male Referrals. . 16 3h.0%

No. &% Female Referrals 31 66.03'_L‘

% of

% of Sex referrals
by age by age L
Sroup. . _Growp. - o

8i3%
.0

3 5.1%

B2 19.0

3.3 190

16.7 19.0

6.1 13.8 .
i

B2 2.1

100.0% ¢

% of
% of Sex referrals
by -age byt age
Group _ _Group

,ﬁ;gi‘ 10.4%
IR
A
'é;;gb 18.8
5 s
:,g:g 1647 |
100,02 -

g
s i
TS Tt erioie




SET 11

N

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY

The next Set‘of cables shoWs,’by eehefai category; the offenses the referrals
committed which resulted in referral to the projects. Thete were,,altogether; 28
‘specif?c offenses committed bY the youth in all four projects.
and handiing the data we grouped the 28 specific offensesvinto‘eight'major foense
cafegories.‘ ‘ |

| Table 8 is, again, a composite picture of the offenses committed by all
the experimental and contfol referrals. Looking at the cluster as a whole it is appareﬁt
that approximately 30% more of the experimental referrals than the contrcl referrals
were involved in delinquént acts more seciousfthan delinquent tendencies. Delinquent
tendencies are conside}ed the most minor of the eight cateécries. ’

Another generalization is that, with the exception of felony drug offenses,

males committed more serious felony offenses than females in both the experimentai and

control groups. More females are referred for de]:nquentgtendenCIes (primarily

runaway and incorrigible caSes),fand petty theft dffenses:than males.,

Sacramento‘GOI Deiinquency Diversion Project —'Tabie 9

Sacramento recelved more referrals for delinquent tendency v&olatlons than
any’other prOJect. Except for the 7’ dlfference in the felony Vs, property category,
the d!strlbutton of offenses between experamental and control was wery comparable.
‘>N|nety-four percent and 90% respectlvely of alj females were, tnvolved in dellnquent
tendency V|oJat|ons, whtch are prlmarlly runaway and lncorrlglble V|olat|ons.

Only 8? of the experlmental referrals and 14% of the control referrals

-6li- B

For purposes of analyzing
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were involved in any violaticn more serious than delinquent tendencies. ~As the title

of'the project. fiiplies, the-experlmentlwas predominately concerned with minor 601

infractions, ™

f

Yolo Youth Services Bureau - Tableklo

zThe table clearly reflects what we understand was the policy of the local
law enforcement and probation departments in the early years of‘the project; namely,
to reter-youtn who had committed serious delinquent violations.

Only 22% of the referrals in Yolo were referred for dellnquent tendencies.

This was the lowest percentage of any project in the cluster. The project also had

the . largesf percentage of referrals for petty theft and mal:cnous mischief. Together,

these two categories accounted for 50% of the total referrals. Girls, again,

committed more dellnquent tendency and petty theft violations than boys.

+

Richmond'Probatlon Intervention Unit =~ Table 11

Like Sacramento, most of the referrals to the Richmond project were for
delinquent tendencies, with a higher percentage of the girls involved in these acts

than boys. Males committed more of the serious violations.

Alameda Delinquency Preventlon‘Program - Tabie 12

This prOJect had the highest percentage of drug and drug-related referrals
and serlous felony referrals of any pro;ect in the cluster. This is entlrely con=

S|stent with the acceptance crlterla thc prOJect establlshed of handllng youth in

“lmmlnent danger of becomlng a ward of Juvenlle court," On]y 49% of all the prOJect s

referrals were youth who commltted minon dellnquent tendency vnolatlons.

\\

65~
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As was the eaée in all the projects, femaﬁe%fcommitted a higher percentage

of delinquent tendenc:es and petty thefts than malea. Overall, the distribution of

o

the offenses among the elght categorles indicate that the select|on procedure allowed:

for a falrly good match of the two groups. Slb]lngs were not referred for any

specaftc offense SO a table could not be constructed on 51b¥|ngs for either the

]

expercmental or control group.
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TABL

E 8

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND REF:RRAL CAT. - OR)

ro{ec :

Group or Sub-groups

Offense Category

Delinguent Tendencies
No. of Referrals )
Row Percent

Lolumn Percent

Petty Theft

No. of Referrals
Row Percent
Column Percent

Malicious: Mischief
No. of Referrals
Row Percent

Column Percent

Other Misdemeanors

No. of Referrals

Row Percent
Column Percent

Alcohol=Mari juana
No. of Referrals
Row Percent
Column Percent

Dangerous Drug Felony
No. of Referrals

Row Percent

Column Percent

Felony vs. Property
No. of Referrals
Row Percent

Column Percent

Felony vs. Person
No. of Referrals
Row Percent
Column Percent

No. Male & Female Referrals
Percent Male & Female Referrals

All OlVorSton Projects in Cluster
Al7 Law Enforcement ‘and Probation Referrals for Experimental and Control Group
Number of Experimental Referrals:
Number of Control Referrals: 121

581

EXPERI M E NTA L

135
43.3%
Ly by

51
46, 4%
16.8%

n
82.0%
13.5%

12
63.2%
3.9%

Reason for Referral

Female No. & Percent Male
177 312 39
56.7% 53.7% 39.8%
63.9% 72.2%
59 110 2
53.6% 18.9% L0o,0%
21.3% 3.7%

9 50 1
18,0% 8.6% 50.0%
3.2% 1.9%
7 19 o]
36.8% 3.3% 0.0%
2.5% ' 0.0%
12 36 0
33.3% 6.2% 0.0%
4,3% 0.0%
5 7 0
71.4% 1.2% 0.0%
1.8% 0.0%
3 33
9.1% 5.7% 90.0%
1.12 16.7%
5 14 3
35.7% 2.4% : 100.0%
1.8% 5.6%
277 581 54
47.7% 100,0% 44, 6%

"CONTR

0L

— o o o —

Reason for Referral

Female No, & Percent
59 o8
60.2% 81.0%
88.1%

3 5
60.0% 4,1%
4,5%
1 2
50.0% 1.7%
1.5%
0 G
0.0% 0.0%
0.0%
0 0
0.0% 0.0%
0.0%
3 3
100.0% 2.5%
4,5%
1 10
10,0% 8.3%
1.5%
0 3
0.0% 2.5%
0.0%
67 121
55.0%

100.0%

[ R—




, TABLE 9 ,

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY : o \
Project:- Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project ‘ k : ) :
Broup or Sub-group: All Experimental and Control Referrals in 20% Sample .
s EXPERIHENTAL coNTROL .

) Reason for Referral
Reason for Referral ‘ 0 "
Offense Category Male Female - No. & Percent Hale Female No. & Percent J
bellnquent Tendencies . |
No. of Referrals 45 81 126 2'15 2% gg 8% gg 7% ;
Row Percent 35.7% 64.3% 92.0% 81.4% 30.9% ' o ’
Column Percent . BB.2% 94.2% AR *
Petty Theft . . e .
2

No. of Referrals 2 2 4 0 2 ‘

i " Row Percent 50,0% 50.0% 2.9% 0.0% IO°'2§ 2.0% ’

i Column Percent 3.9% 2.3% 0.0% 3.

; Malic¢iots Mischief k 0 1 1 ‘ ‘ ‘
No. of Referrals 1 i 2 -
Row Percent 50.0% 50.0% 1.5% 0:0% 100.0% 1.0%

Column Percent 2.0% - 1.2% 0.0% 1.8% ,_“
Other Misdeneanors .
No. of Referrals 0 0 0 0 0 0
Row Percent 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .
Column Percent . 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ‘
Alcohol-Marijuana
No. of Referyals |3 1 2 b] 0 0
Row Percent 50.0% 50.0% 1.5% 0,0% 0.0% 0.0%
Column Percent 2:9% o 1.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Dangerous Drug Felony
No. of Referrals 0 1 1 0 T 1
Row Percent 0.0% 100.0% 0.7% 0.0% 100,0% 1.0%
Column Fercent c.0% 1.2% 0.0% 1.8%
Felony Vs. Property .
No. of /Referrals 1 0 1 7 1 8
Row Percent 100.0% 0.0% 0.7% 87.5% 12.5% 8.2%
Columrj Percent 2.0% 0.0% 16.3% 1.8%
Felony vs. Person
No.  of Referrals 1 0 1 1 0
Row Percent 100.0% 0.0% 0.7% 100.0% 0.0% 1.0%
Column Percent 2.0% 0.0% 2,3% 0.0%
No. Male & Female Referrals 51, 86 137% 43 ~ 55 98
Percent Male & Female Referrals 37.2% - 62,8% 100.0% , 43,9% 56.1% 100.0%
*ata not recorded on seven cases.
A -
‘ .
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TABLE 10 &

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT %

BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY il

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals
, , to Project

Number of Referrals: 279

, : Reason for Referral
Offesise Category Male Female No.* & Percent

Delinguent Tendencies

No. of Referrals 27 37 64 ?§*t

Row Percent 42.2% 57.8% 22.9% 1

Column Percent 16.8% 31.4% ”g\
” i

Petty Theft i

No. of Referrals 43 -, 52 95 2

Row Percent L5,3% 54.7% 34,1% o

Column Percent ) 26.7% by, 1%

Malicious Mischief .

No. of Referrals 36 . 8 Ly

Row Percent “ . 81.8% ; 18.2% 15,8%

Column Percent . 22,4y 6.8%

Other Misdemeanors

No. of Referrals 11 6 17

Row Percent 64.7% 35.3% 6.1%

Column Percent 6.8% 5.1%

Alcohol=Mari juana

No. of Referrals 17 5 22

Row Percent 77.3% 22.7% 7.9%

Column Percent 10.6% b, 2% ’

Dangerous Drug Felony 3

No. of Referrals 1 3 L §

Row Percent 25.0% 75.0% 1.4% =

Column Percent 0.6% 2.5%

Felony vs. Property ‘ L

No. of Referrals 20 2 22 o

Row Percent : 90.9% Q.1% 7.9% (.

Column Percent 12.4% 1.7% 1o

Felony vs. Person jé &

No. of Referrals 6 5 11 1o

Row Percent . - 54.5% 45.5% 3.9% Lo

Column Percent 3.7% 4,2% b

No. Male & Female Referrals . 161 118 279 ‘

Percent Male & Female Referrals - 57.7% k2.3% 100.0%

69



TABLE 11

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT
BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Project

Group or Sub-group: All First Year Experimental- Referrals”

Number of Referrals: 132

Reason for Referral
No. % Percent

Petcent Male & Female Referrals =~ 5h4,5% 45.5%

106
80.3%

" 0ffense Category - Male Female
Delinquent Tendencies .

“'No. of Referrals ‘ ~ 55 51 .

“.Row Percent 51,9? 48.1f
Column Percent 76.L4% 85.0%
Petty Thefﬁ,

- No. of Referrals 5 . b
Row Percent : 55.6% 4“-”?
Column Percent 6.9% 6.7%
Malicious Mischief
No. of Referrals 2 0 .
Row Percent ' 100.0% 0.0%
Column Percent 2.8% 0.0%
Other Misdemeanors
No. of Referrals , ; o ]
Row Percent . - : 0.9% 100.0%
Column Percent 0.0% 1.7%.
Alcohol-Marijuana
No. of Referrals o -~ 5 4
Row Percent : 55.6% LLIYS
Column Percent 6.9% 6.7%
Dangarous Drug Felohy
No. of Referrals , 0 0
Row Percent ' 0 o
Column Percent 0.0% - 0.0%
Felony vs. Property
No. of Referrals 5 0
Row Percent = _ 100.0% 0.0%
Column Percent : 6.9% 0.0%
Felony Vs; Persdn
No, of Referrals ‘ : 0 0
Row Percent f ; 0.0% 0.0%
Column Percent 0.0% 0.0%
No. Male & Female Referrals 72 60

132
100. 0%

e
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TABLE 12

___E

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 8Y SEX AND REFERRAL CATELORY -

= ﬁ[g,_l_e&t_‘ Alameda Delinquency Preventnon Program :
Group or Sub-group A1l Experimental and Control Referrals to Project
: ‘ELﬁEELiEEIAE ERH.IB_QL
i Reason for Referral - ; ; :,Reason for Referral
Offéense Cétegory Male Female No. & Percent N Male ~Femdle Né. & Pércent
- Delinquent Tendencies , o : ‘
' No. of Referrals R 8 : 8 16 : 4 9 . 13
Row Percent N " 50,0% 50,0% 48.5% 30.8% 69.2% 56.5%
, _ Column Percent A - 40,0% 61.5% 36.4% 75.0%
i Petty Theft
No. of Referrals : : 1. ‘ 1 2 2 I 1 3.
Row Percent 50.0% 50.0% 6.1% 66.7% 33.3% 13.0%
: Column Percent 5.0% 7.7% 18.2% - 8.3%
i Malicious ‘Mischief ) ‘
_No. of Referrals -2 -0 2 1 0 1
I Row Percent 100.0% 0.0% 6.1% 100,0% 0.0% k3%
' Column Percent - 10.0% 0.0% 9.1% 0.0%
‘ " Other Misdemeanors v ) ' »
e No. of Referrals i 1 0 (I o 0 0
Row Percent ‘ 100.0%. 0. 0% 3.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0%
Column Percent 5.0% 0.0% D.0% 0.0%
| Alcohol-Harijuana =
No, of Referrals i ’ 1 2 3 0. 0 0
Row Percent 33.3% . 66.7% 9.1% 0.0%2 0.0% 0.0%
Lalumn. Percent 5.0% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0%
bangerous Drug Felony ‘ :
No. of Referrals ¢ 1 1 2 ‘ o] 2 2
~Row Percent 50.0%“ 50.0% 6.1% 0.0% 100.0% 8.7%
Column Percent . 5.0% 7.7% 0.0% 16.7%
Felony vs. Property )
No. of Referrals L | 5 2 0 , 2
» Row Percent 20.0% 20.0% 15.2% 100.0% 0.0% 8.7%
Column Percent 20.0% 7.7% 2 18.2% 0.0%
‘ Felony vs. Person . :
No. of Referrals 2 0 2 2 0. 2
Row Percent 100, 0% 0.0% 6.1% 100.0% 0.0% 8.7%
Column Percent 10.0% 0.0% 18.2% 0.0%
.. No. Male & Female Referrals 20 13 33 ! 12 23
Percent Male & Female Referrals £0.6% 39.4% 100.0% 47,8% 52.2% 100.0%
&~
= i .
= &




SETIII CR 2 e
SPECIFIC REASON FOR REFERRAL BY ssx AND AGE GROUP -

' There were a total of 28 specific offenses commi tted by the youth referred
to the four prOJects.~ in our methodo]ogy we provided for recordlng\all of them. The
' elght ofrenae categorles we presented .in the last Set of tables were derlved from - wis

consolldat!ng these 28 specific offenses into the eight general categories as follows:

b

I. Referrals for Incorrigibility, curfew vsolatlons,
truancy, and runaway were i{ncluded under the general ‘ : —

cétegory of dellinquent tendencies.

. Petty theft was a category by itee]f. - | SR | ) jf4
11, Disturbing the peaoe;’assault and battery (fighting), Cna
| and trespaSSIng were included as malicious mlschlef .
V. 'Weapon offenses and glue or paint snlfflng were
= included as,other mlsdemeanors. - R W oo S

V. A]cohol<end mar?juana-re]atedVWas a category hy ’ -

itself. : A o N , : ;> ;3

: ‘ . ' i ' i

VI. Dangerous drugs was a eétegory by itself, | | = -

VT Burg]ary; grand theft, euto, possession of stolen |
property and arson were included as felonx Vs, : | - e
'VEroEertx - ‘_ | , f\ 3”" o |

Vilft 'Forgery, rape-sex offenses and robbery were : g

elnCIUded as felony vs. person. « ‘ e B L AR

The tables in Set Ill permlt a more detalled examination of the serlous-

'ness of the vcolatlons wnth whlch the pFOJeCtS were concerned Our thought was . vf L
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of exactness about the nature of the'referrals,that was lost in the course of

we were forced to do in order to manage the amount of data we were analyzing.

©

w

that displaying the sgecific offenses in this manner adds a dimension aﬁd a degfee

éonso]idating the specific offenses into the eight general offense categories which
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TABLE 13,
& N ) . . DNE .
REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT, BY SEX AND AGE GROUP -
ro[ect. AlI Dlvers!on PrOJects in Closter W % R . . ST S ’ : ot 1,
Group or Sub-group: ATl Experimental Referrals R : S : ‘ - . ‘
Number o Experimental Referrals: 568* ) T SRR . o -
] , Total % of all Exp. "
o . . . N - referrals referrals - "
Offense to 11 12 to 13 14 to 15 16=17-18 male/fémale (568) . -
INCORRIGIBLE : gl , ‘ A T :
Male . MR i s T - 27,93 o
Female . s o : 2. n 32 » o R :
LOITERING, CURFEW ) N . : ’ ) : . .
Male o 0 : 2 ! 'g L 3 2.9%
. Female® o Lo 0 0 0 ! R . : e
TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS - e B ) 8 ‘ . S
: Male . ' 0 0 2 3 ¢ 2.5%
Female i : 0 0 2. 1 -
RUNAWAY R - . C v L i L _
Hale , R o 2 6ot o e 1972 .
. -Female SR 0 | R 8 36 : 2! ’ - hwid
PETTY THEFT . . . ) ; e
= ‘Male . 7 14 17 13 ) g; RN N b
. Female : 1 -3 12 . 30 ) 13 ; : )
ASSAULT AND BATTERY : : ' . P
Male ] 0 o0 2 -3 2 2.1% =
Female Ty a 1 3 2 Y ;
DISTURBING THE PEACE . e
Male 1 1 c2 1 0 g 1,22
Female ' 0 1 0 T 0 .
MALICIOUS MISCHIEF . ] 8 oo
Male 6 2 "o 12 7 3 8.1% o
. Fematle . 2 0 2 by -3 8 o
TRESPASSING .
Male : I 0 K ] 1 g .62
+ Female : ) ] 0 (] 1 2 3 L. o
WEAPON OFFENSE ) , : o , : P
- Male ] L 0 2 @ = 3 : 0.7%
Female - , o 0 ' 0 RIS T 0 L .
© 'ALCOHOL VIOLATION o } ‘ ) C e
Male : 0 0 0 o2 : 70 9 B 1.8%
Female . 0 0 0 0 2 2 o ‘ P
GLUE, PAINT SNIFFING i . ,
Hale - : 0 6 .0 b 1 5 Y
Female . o - 1 1 20 1 3 1.4% —_r
MARIJUANA RELATED ' : L :
Male ; ; 0 0 0 2 9 11 -
Female » 0 0 1 3 3 7 3.2%
DANGEROUS DRUGS : L]
Mate 0 0 TR 0 2 2
. Female : (] ] = \,O ] Lol 5 1.2% i ‘
CHECKS, - FORGERY . . o : ’ T
Male . - : 0 0 0 B 1 0.1% :
: Female ) 0 ] 0 0 0 * .
BURGLARY . .
: Male 2 2 5 3 2 14 ; i
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.5%
ROBBERY o
Male Q 1 0 0 0 1
Female - (v 0 0 1 y o 1. 0.3%
GRAND THEFT ‘& AUTO ) . i i
Male 0 0 0 1 3 L ‘
“Female. . ) 1] 0, 0 0 1 1 0.8%
POSSESSIOI\ GF STOLEN PROPERTY ) : ' : ) ) -
< Male , : 0 0 1 e | 2 ERR
: Female . A 0 0 1 1 o 2 0.7% S R
,,, RSOV AR 2 /
<. Male o w2 . 0 k4 i 0 7 A
~ Female S0, 0 0 g 0 0" 1.2% PR
RAPE~SEX OFFENSE . ’ co R
TieHale . ’ . . - 0 ‘ e 0 0 : 1 1 P
Femalte : L o 0 0 0 1 0.3% : i
TOTAL REFERRALS BY AGE' GROUP e : . - = L \ : ; .
o Malew o ! Ll 13 6.0 67 - 102 ) 100:0% -
Female . o : - e 7 S9. Sy 1y - ]gg 100.0% -
L L S L '
_ S i . : & e . . .

*Agé not recorded on 20 of 588 experimental referrals.




Proiecti A1l Diversion Projects in Cluster
Group or Sub=group: All Control Referrals

Number of "Control Referrals:

Offense

INCORR]GIBLE
Male
Female

LOITERING, CURFEW
Male
Female .

TRUANCY, SCHOOL FROBLEMS
) Male
Female

RUNAWAY
~Male
Female

PETTY THEFT
Male
Female

ASSAULT AND BATTERY
Male
Female

MALICiOUS MISCHIEF
Male
Female

DANGEROUS DRUGS
Male
Female

BURGLARY
Male
Female

GRAND THEFT & ‘AUTO
Male ‘
- Female

ARSON
Male
Female

- TOTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP

- Male
Female

0 1 4 8 15 © 28 .
0 1 0 16 17 34 51.8%
0 0 1 (d] 0 1 :
0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0.8
¢ 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1 1 2 2,5%
0 0 2 2 5 9
0 1 4 1 7 23 - 26.83
0 1 0 ] 0 2
0 2 0o 0o 1 3 b.3%
0 1 1 0 1 3.
0 0 0 0 0 2.6%
1 0 0 0 0 ]
0 0 0 0 1 1 1.8%
0 0 0 0 0 0 . g.
0 0 0 1 2 3 2.5% !
, [
0 0 1 3 6 #
0 0 0 1 1 5.9% f
0 0 0 0 1 1
6 - 0 0 0 0 0 0.5%
0 i 0 0 0 1
R S -0 o _0 —2:82
, ‘ 100. 0%
1 4 9 14 25 53
2 "6 29 - 30 _67
: . 120%
NOTE: The following offense categories had no referrals . in any age group for either males éfoemales:;
Disturbing the Peace; Trespassing; Weapon Offense; Alcohol Violatlon; Glue, Paint Sniffing;
Marijuana Related;. Checks, -Forgery; Posséssion of Stolep Property and Rape-Sex Offense.

*Age not ‘recorded on 20 of 588 experimental referrals.

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT ‘BY SEX AND -AGE up

ek

TABLE 14 N

120

CONTROL

Total = % of all Cont.
: referrals  referrals
5-t0 9 10 to 11 12 to 13 14 to 15 16 to 17 male/female (120)

75




- TABLE 15
REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP

Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project

Group or Sub-group: ' 20% Random Sample of all Experimental and Control Referrals : .

Number of Experimental Referrals: 128% ) E
Number of Contrél Réfevrals: 97% : )

CONTROL

EXPERIMENTAL

Total % of Exp. Total £ of Control

*Ages not recorded on 16 of the 14k Experimental Referrals in

- Sample,

%Age not recorded on one of the 98 Control

Sample.

o

Eeferra15 Th :

W

Refs.  Refs. 7 Refs. ' Refs. “
Offense 5-9° 10~11 12-13 14-15 16-17 M/F  (128)% Offense 10-1112-13 14-15 16-17 M/F " (97)*  »:
INCORRIGIBLE INCORRIG I BLE _
Male 0 0 5 11 10 26 Male 1 7 13 - 25
Female 2 1 2. 14 13 32 45.2% Female. 0 0 13 15 28 54.7%
TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS LOITERING, CURFEW ; , .
“Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 Male 0 i 0 0 o
Female 0 0 2 0 2 4 3.18 Female 0 0o o 0 0 1.0%
RUNAVAY TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS ‘
Male 0 1 1 10 L 16 - Male 0 0 0 | e o
Female , o 1 3 17 18 39 h3.0%  Female 0 0 1 ] 2 3.1% .

PETTY THEFT RUNAWAY
Male 0 0 0o 1 2 Male 0o 2 2 A 8
Female 0 0 0 1 .2 3.1% Female 1 3 9 7 20 - 28.9%

TRESPASS ING PETTY THEFT ' - 4

“Male , 0 0 1 0 0 1 " Male 0 0 0 0 (VI )
Female 0 o 0 o 1 1 1.6% Female : 0 1 0 1 2 2.1%.
© 'ALCOHOL VIOLATION ASSAULT AND BATTERY ' '
Male = 0 0 0 0 0 0 Male 1 4] 0 0 1
© Female 0 0 0 o 1 1 0.8% Female 0 0. 0o 0 0 1.0%

MAR{IJUANA RELATED ; : VEHICLE CODE-JOY RIDING ' °
Male ) 0 0 o | ] Male 0 0 o 0 o0

; Female 0. 0 -0 0 0 0 0.8% Female 0 0 0 1 1 1.0%

DANGEROUS DRUGS : DANGEROUS . DRUGS ' .

Male 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 Male 0 0 L0 0 0
. Female 0 0 o 0 1 1 0.8% Female 0 0 0 1 1 1.0%
ARSON BURGLARY i
" Male 0 0 0 1 0 1 Male G ] 2 2 ]
Female 0 0 0 o0 0 0 0.8% Female 0 0 0o 1 ] 5.2% -

RAPE-SEX OFFENSE GRAND THEFT ‘ , :
Male ‘0 0 00 1 1 X Male 0 0 0 1 1 -k
Female 0 0 0« 0 0 0.8% Female 0o 0 0 0 0 1.0% o d

TOTAL REFERRALS* 128 100.0% ARSON o
Male 48 ' Male 1 0 0 0 1 S

>Female 80 Female 0 0 0 0 0 7 3.02 }
- TOTAL REFERRALS* ‘ g7% ~ 100.0 -
Male k2 T e i(/\\§§§¢
I 1

Female 55 == .

N 4
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Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau

Group or Sub-Group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project

Number of Referrals: = 279%

‘

Offense

INCORRIGIBLE

Male

Female
LOITERING, CURFEW

Male

Female
TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS

Male

Female
RUNAWAY

Male

Female
PETTY THEFT

Hale

Female
ASSAULT AND BATTERY

Male

Female
DISTURBING THE PEACE

Male

Female
MALICIOUS MISCHIEF

Male

Female
TRESPASSING

Male

Female
WEAPON OFFENSE

Male

Female
ALCOHOL VIOLATION

Male

Female
GLUE, PAINT SNIFFING

Male .

Female
MAR I JUANA RELATED

Male

Female
DANGEROUS DRUGS

Male

Female
CHECKS, FOSGERY

Mate

Female
BURGLARY

Male

Female
GRAND THEFT

Male

Female
POSSESSION OF ,STOLEN PROPERTY

Male

Female
ARSON

Male

Female
RAPE~SEX OFFENSE

Male :

Female

TOTAL REFERRALS*
Male 158
Female 118

%Ages not recorded on three referrals.

- TABLE 16

REASON FOR REFERRAL’TC PROJECT BY 'SEX AND AGE GROUP:

EXPERIMENTAL

‘ X Total % of all Exp.
. ’ E ) referrals referrals
5to9 10 to 11 12 to 13 14 to 15 16 to 17 male/female (276)*
o 0 AR ; 3 em
¥; 0 ’ i : " 515
o o 0 i i 2 2.5%
. : | . ; 3
? ; 2 i ! 2
; : ; | : :
! v ’ ! 0 : 25t
S
; ; ; Y
: : :, ‘: ] Y
: 3 : ; 1 : 3.62
S T T
TR T S S
: : ; : ] b e
; 3 ; : ; b e
EN 3 ; ; T
: : : 3 23 em
S R S
S T T A R
‘: 3 : z o3 _um
100.0%
276+




TABLE 17

k REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY.SEX AND AGE GBDUP ’

Proiecti "Rich;ﬁond Probatioh Intervention Unit
Group or Sub-groups All Referrals to Project
Number.of Referrals: 131%

EXPERIMENTAL

Total % of all Exp.

. referrals referrals
Offense - 5to9 10 to 1112 to 13 1k to 15 16 to 17 18 & Over’ male/female (3
INCORRIG!BLE ‘ . :

Male 0 1 7 12 9 0 B 47.2%
Female 0 0 5 11 ‘ 17
LOITERING, CURFEW 3 “
Male 0 0 1 0 2 g 5 . 2.3%
Female 0 0 0 0 0 = ;
TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS : ; ; )
Male 0 0 1 ] 0 0 5 1.5%
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0
RUNAWAY - ,
© Male 0 1 3 9 7 0 20 29.0%
Female 0 0 4 8 5. 1 18
PETTY THEFT : . 5
Male 0 1 2 2 6.9%
Female . 0 ! 1 1 1 0 b 3
ASSAULT AND BATTERY ‘ ; ;
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8%
Female . 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
MALICIOUS MISCHIEF - ,
Male 0 0 I 0 il 0 2 .53
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 *
GLUE, PAINT SNIFFING :
Male , 0 0 o 3 1 0 A e
Female 0 1 ] 0 ! 0 0 2 .
MARIJUANA RELATED
" Male 0 0 0 0 i 0 1 .
FEMALE 0 o o 1 1 0 2 2.32
BURGLARY ‘ ,
Male 0 0 1.0 0 6 1
“Female 0 0 o0 0 0 * 0 0 0.8%
ARSON ~ -
Male 2 0 2 0 : 0 0 ]
Female 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 3.1%
TOTAL REFERRALS* ' 131 100.0%
Male - 71 ,

Female 60

*Age not recorded on one referral.

i
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TABLE 18
REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP

Project: 'Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program

Group or Sub-group: -All Experimental and Control Referrals to Program
Number of Experimental Referrals: 33

Number of Control Referrals: 23

EXPERIM ENTAL ) : CONTROL

LT T T T T T TS "~ Total % of Exp. - . o TTTmmTmTT . Total % of Control
' : - Refs. Refs. ) . ’ Refs. Refs.
Offense ©o lo-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 0 M/F (33) 0ffense 5-9  10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 _M/F _  (23)
e INCORRIGIBLE : INCORRIG IBLE .
Male o 0 1 2 2 5 Male 0 0 0 i 2 3 o
Female . - 0 1 2 4 7 36.3% ‘Female (1} 1 0 3 2 6 39.2%
TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS RUNhNAY
Male 0 0 1 0 1 . Male -0 0 0 [} 1
" Female 4 0 0 0 0 0 3.0% Female =0 0 1 2 3 17.4%
RUKAWAY PETTY THEFT
 Male 1% Male 1
. Female 3. Female o
PETTY THEFT ASSAULT AND BATTERY »
Hale 613 Male 2
Female N Female 0
: ASSAULT AND BATTERY , MALICIOUS MISCHIEF
~J Male 0 0 1 1 2 : Male - 1 0 0 0 0 1
\w Female & 0 0 0 0 0 6.1% Female 0 o 0 0 0 0 b.3%
MALECIOUS MISCHIEF T DANGEROUS DRUGS : L . :
Male = 0 2 0 0 2 Male 0 0 0 0 v
Female = 0 0 0 0 0 6.1% Female : 0 0 0 1 2 8.7%
WEAPON OFFENSE ; BURGLARY
Male : 0 1 0 0 1 , Male 0 0 1 IR SR 2 4
Female ' 0 o o 0 o . 3.0% Female 0 0 0 o 0. 0 8.7%
MARTJUANA - RELATED: - : . - TOTAL REFERRALS . 23 100.0%
Male , 0 0 (0} 1 1 ; Male R
Female: h 0 0 2 0 2 9.1% . Female 12
‘DANGEROUS DRUGS
“Male , 0 I + S 1
Female : 0 0 10 1 6.1%
~ BURGLARY / : ‘
: Male & 0 1 0 0 1
Female . 0 0o o 0 0 3.0%
AUTO THEFT ‘ S
; Male . ™ o 0 1 0 1
- Female - 0 o - 0 1 1 6.1%
' GRAND . THEFT ' .
© Mate o 0 0 ] 1 y 3
<. Female’ ' ] 0 0 0 0 3.0% Sy
ROBBERY ‘ s 0 : :
Male ST , | R 0 0 ] £S
. Female = 0 0 0 0 0 _3-0%
TOTAL REFERRALS: . - , 33 100.0%
Male 20 '

-Female . T3

)
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SET IV . ' | '
, o £ ' “ a
e NUMBER OF OFFENSES GOMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION

i | OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED
‘ SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Explanation of Tables

The previous three Sets of tables in this section mainly described the

basic characteristics of the project referrals. This next Set relates directly to e

b the assessment of the primary goal of all the projects In this cluster. The goal

was to reduce the incidence and severity of delinquency.

The tables ih this Set analyze changes in the number and severity of s -

offenses committed by the project referrals, One side of each table analyzes pre
‘" and post referral arrest data. The second component of each table distributes the

single most severe offense committed by each referral into one GFinve graduated

offense categories.

. As an example, a youth could have committed one pre-referral offense and Sl
two post-referral offenses. For illustration, say that the first offerise was for a
delinquent tendency violation. The second was for drugs and the third was a felony

vs. property offense. The first arrest would be shown in the left~hand part of the o

table as one pre-referral offense. The other two arrests would be shown as two

post-referral offenses.

In the right-hand part of the table the first arrest would be counted as a R

pre-referral delinquent tendency violation. Of tHe;Iast two offénses, 6nly the

felony vs. property offense would be counted since it was the most severe offense

committed. It would appear in the analysis as one post-referral offense in the S s

felony vs,bpropertY~category.

7 g’
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~at least once six months after referral. Fifty-three percent had been arrested at

Pre and Post Arrest Data of Entire Cluster

Table 19 fs again a composite plicture of’the entire cluster. Consfderiﬁg
all the experimental and controlyreferrals together,fi&e table shows that there is
a significant difference in the number of post—refer%él violations committed between
the exPerfqental and control referrals. p

‘The percentage of pre~referral arrests occuring between the experimental

and control group was about the same =~ 35% == with the control group being slightly
lower. Six months after referral we find that 41% of the experimental referrals
have been rearrested while 56% of the control referrals have been rearrested. The

measure that we used to reflect this difference is the percentage difference between

the rearrest rates of the two groups. |t is the same calculation as the one used in

the evaluation of the Sacramento 601 Diversion Project.* The overall rate of improve-
ment in this case s 37% in favor df the experimental referrals.

One year after referral we find that 50% of the project referrals have been
rearrested and 65% of the control referrals. The rate of imbrovemeﬁt for the experi=
mental group has also dfopped to 30%, but it is still higher, and it is being sus~
fained over at least the one yé;r follow-up period covered ir this evaluation.

When we further examine fhe‘two groups for the number .of offenses they
commit after referral we find that the differences are much less pronouncea. Forty-

one percent of the experimental referrals who have been rearrested were arrested

least once one vear later. In contrast, 38% of the control referrals had been

rearrested at least once six months later and 54% at least once one year after

*Sacramento 60) Diversion Project, Second ‘Year Evaluation Report, page 16.

-81~
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referral. The same pattern persisted for all the referrals who commit more than
one -offense, S : o - ' wat
In examining the severity of.offenses we find a greater percentage of

v o T t or ¢ RS
the control group offenses are for delinquent tendencues,‘the most minor of thg five N

“offense catégdries. Fifty-eight perdent of the control violations are for delinquent »

i

‘tendencies as opposed to only 48% of the experimental violations.

¥,

lnvinterpretiﬁg theﬁtab!e we thought it was better to consider delinquent
tendency violations and '602' misdemeandrs together. When this is done, we see that o
about an equal percentage of those being rearrested in both groubs are being arresfed‘ |
for delinquent tendencies and "'602"" offenses.

Cprrespondingly, the percentage of the referrals committing thie moré .
serious drug brkfg]ony offenses is almost idéntical six months and a yéar later, if
one considers the three most serfeus offénse cétegorfes together.

As a summary observation on the data presented in the fabfe;‘ft seems that -
the treatment programs'are apparently able to reduce, by a signi%icant margin, the
percentage dfkyouth‘beiné‘rearrested. When project yéﬁth aré rearrested, however,

they commit just as mapy,sffénses and just as serious offenses as do thg control




TABLE 19 o ; o

‘ ) /
NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED
S1X MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST
Projecty All Riversion Projects in Cluster k‘ >
Group ‘or. Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control
- Number of Experimental Referrals: 588 . : .
Number of Control Referrals: 12}
o
NUMBER OF -OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE DISTRIBUTICN OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COHHiTTED S1X MONTHS PRE, SIX
‘ YEAR POST ] . MONTHS. POST, ONE YEAR POST .\
- - - . [
Sy EXPER IMENTAL CONTROL ; _EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL .
= 6 Mo. 6 Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. T Yr. Lo 6 Mo. ~ 6. Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. T yr.
Lot Pre Post Post Pre Post Post - ' _Pre Post Post Pre Post Post
No Offense No Offense ;
N “',." ’\ 5 ; — y 3
Number 381 347 294 e 53 42 Number 381 347 5% &2 53 b2
% Arrested = 35.2 5.0 50.0 32.2 56.2 65.3 % Arrested 35.2 41,0  50.0 32.2°  56.2 65.3
,,‘v;f' o . v
1 Offense » ' Delinguent Tendency
Number 137 127 125 27 37 30 Number o 15 123 21 ko 14
Percent 66.2 52.7 40.8 69.2 544 38.0 Percent SRR T: 47.7 42.4 53.8 58.8 55.7
2 Offenses . 502 Misdemeanor .
Number 4o 61 82 . 6 19 24 Number : 66 55 ¢ 67 11 7 7
Percent 19.3 25.3 26.2 15.4 27.9 30.4 Percent o 36T 22.8 23.6 - 28.2 10.3 .9
3 Offenses. Drugs
Number 18 31 29 1 2 7 Number 12 i8 28 3 9 12
Percent 8.7 12.9 13.3 2.6 2.9 8.9 Percent 5.8 7.5 9.4 7.7 13.2 . 15.2
- L Offenses i . . Felony vs Property
Number 6 14 30 3 4 R0 Number ’ 22 31 Iy 4 9 9
Percent +2.9 5.8 10.2 7.7 5.9 12.7 Percent ' 10.6 12.9 13.8  10.3 13.2 1.4
4
5+ ﬁ(ﬁ)ffenses . L ) ~ Felony vs Person’ ; T
Number : 6 8 28 2 6 8 Number 7 22 32 .0 3 7
Percent 2.9 3.3 9.5 5.1 8.8 1e.1 Percent 3.4 9.1 J10.8 0.0 b4 8.9

7
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Saeramentoréol*Delinquency Diversion Project -~ Table 20 | ‘ C .

e

S
k]

Our outcomE“date in table 20, based on a 20% sample of the project's first

7 R . 'm‘
g year referrals, corroborated the results of this project's own' evaluatlon to a degree .

that‘was almost sur prlsfng. The service program was able to achleve a rate of improve~ .
ment in the project referrals that was 13% bet'ter than the control group ohe year . L

after'referrel to the project. This compares to a 14% rate of nmprovement in ther

Projecffs own evaluation. ' - - \/4 D ' f%ﬁ ]
Fifty~three percent of the project referrals were rearrested six'months . j
k:efter referral, while 60% of the control group referrals had been rearrested. :;‘
Twenty-seven percent of the project youth who were rearrested committed more than two ‘k:: j
ofvnnses six months post, whtle only 13% of the conuro] group commltted more than two | . \
~ offenses. o S ‘ - - o
o With respect to severity, 65% of fhe project YOu;h who were rearrested s?x ' ,zf~»
k"months-éfter referral'commftred delinquent tendency violatione, as compared to 61% -
for control. When the ‘two most minor offense oeregories are considered‘together we = _
find'thet 78% of the experimental group who were rearrested were arrested for either s
- delinquent tendencies~or’“602” misdemeenors, While only 66% of those rearrested in s
the control group were arrested for these two offehses.f o
Expressed Qnother way, 22% of the experimental referrals rearrested jr .
cohmftted drug’and other felony offenses Whiie 34% of the contr01 group were re- ) g

arrested for these more serious offenses..
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T , ‘ o : TABLE 20 .
wl g ‘ VT : - NUMBER- OF - OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DiSTRIBUTION
BRI et R 4 ’ OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED .BY EACH REFERRAL i
i S T : : SI1X: MONTHS PRE, STX MONTHS POST, ONE//YEAR POST
. “ S Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project ’ ’ ‘ o
o Group. or Sub=group: 20% Sample of Experimental and Control Referrals
Number of .Experimental Referrals:  1h4 o
Number of Control Referrais: 98 : - n
NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS PPST, ONE DISTRIBUTION UF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, S!X
) YEAR POST = - - % -MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST - =
EXPERIMENTAL “CONTROL = .. EXPERIMENTAL . CONTROL
6 Mo. o' Mo, 1 ¥r. 6 Mo. b Mo. T Yre - 6 Mo, 6 Mo. 1.Yr. & Mo. . & Mo. I Yr.
Pre . Post Post . _Pre Post Post ' ' " Pre Post Post Pre Post Post e
No Offense No Offense
Number 93 68 . sk T2 39 30 Number 93 68 sk 72 39 30 .
" % Arrested 35.4 52,8 62.5 . 25.5  60.2 .69.h % Arrested 35.% 52,5 62,5 35.5  60.2 ' 69.h
o 1 Offense ) Delinguent Tendency . o o ; b
N s . & . . B ‘
- Number 34 39 31 20 34 26 . Number 44 49 57 16 36 39 SRR
Percent 66.7 51.3 34,4 80.0 56.9 38.2 Percent 846 6h.5 63.3 - 6L.5 61.0 ~ 57.h. o
= v 2_9_&’92_59_5_ 602 Misdemeanor 9
, Number a7 27 1 5 19 Number 5 1o 10 6 3 7. 3 4
S Percent 21.6 22.4 36.0 4.0 25.9 27.9 Percent ‘ 9.6 13.2 FLE 2301 5.1 b t
4 '3 0ffenses - Bruss
- VNumber i - 10 10 o A 5 Number 1 L 9 Tl
“Pergent 7.8 - 13.2 1.1 b0 1.7 7.4 Percent 1.9 5.3 15.3 16.2
"l offenses 4 . Felony vs Property Ll
Number 2 5. 10 3k 10 Nuriber 2 10 13 2 8. 8 Tre
Percent ‘ 3.9 6.6 11.1 12,0 . 6.9 14,7 Percent 3.8 13,2 14.4 7.7 ]3.6 11.8° = .
5+ Offensf_ﬁi "‘:Fe!egv.‘vs Person .
Number - 0 s 12 0 .5 8 - Number . oz 113 , 2 8 8
Percent 0.0 646 133 - 0.0 816 11.8 = Pergent 0.0 3.9 “5.8: 0.0 #5.1 10.3
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Yolo Youth" Sethcea Bureau - Tab]e 2]
&, B

Wlthout a control group it is not p0551b1e to express result=~in terms °f

‘a rate of improvement, Results have to be expressed as pre and POSt changes between ;

|

the project youthkand'the~treatment groups In other projects. |

'

ff%‘!owef~thah any ofher‘experimentai group infthe'CIUSter. This result is even mofe

i
I
§

sugnnflcant cons»der:ng the data from table 16 which showed that the prOJert was ‘
generally recelvang youth wno had committed" offenses which were slightly more serl?us
r" ‘

than_anonf the other projects. Fifty percent of the referrals were for 602 | !

1
’1

misdemeanors., PR , - o ’ ‘ |

it

The reerrestkrate had inCreased'FbQBZ% one year after referral, but th:h
was typical throughout the cluster; The rete was stfll lower than any other of ﬁhe
projects,ehFUrthermoEe, the youth being arrested were'committihg over 20% Fewer,f
offenses six months and one year after referral than all of the experlmental groups
combined (table 19) |

The violations the-project.youth were‘commifting, hewever werefhecoming,
-~mere serious. A year after reFerhal Loy of those rearrested were beang ar rested
for drugs and other fe101|es whereas only 26% of the pre-prnJec* arrests were for

il

drug and other felonies.

.

b

The pre and_bbgt change in the,percen&age of arrests was 2%; this was about]

[l
i
i
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TABLE 21 . cE e S
'NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION . _ - .
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED e e

. §1X: MONTHS .PRE, SIX MONTHS POST ONE- YEAR POST

'Proléé : Yolo Youth Service Bureau
" Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and’ Probation Referrals
. ‘Number of”Reférrals 279 ;

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE SiX
MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST -~

‘DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED ‘SIX
. MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POQT :

y 'EXPER IMENTAL
& Mo. 6 Mo. yr.
Pre Post. - .. - Post
No Offe%ses i
- Number 207 212 189
% Arrested 25.8 2k.0 32,3
1 Offense
Number ;57‘3 42 Ly
Percent 79.2 62.7 48.9
2 Offenses
: ' i Ty
Number 12 Pl 25
Percent 16.7 20,9, 27.8
3.0ffenses E
Number 1 9 10
Percent B 13.4 LAY
L 0ffenses :
Number Tf < 2 -7
Percent - Tk - 3.0 Y
§+~0ffénsés
" ‘Number - o 0 b
1.4

Percent

154

EXPER IMENTAL :
b Mo. - 6 Mo. 1Yrs
Pre Post “ Post
&)
. No Offenses
Number . 207 212 189
' e [F» . -
% Arrested 25.8 - 24,0 32.3.
Delinguent Tendency *
Number 23 -2k 28
Percent 31.9 35.8 30.8
602 Misdemeanor
Number 31 22 27
~ Percent - 43,1 32,8 29.7
Drugs %,
- Number 6 10 18
Percent 8.3 ; 14,9 19.8
Felony vs Property.”
* Number 10 : 8 14
Percent ~13.9° 11,9
Felony vs Pérson 8
‘Number 2 3 b
Percent 2.8 4.5




Richmond Probation lntervention'Unit - Table 22

In drawnng comparattve lmplncatlons from table 22 It is important to e

point out that this prOJect was also established w:thout the evaluation advantage .
of a control group: The comparatlve group we show in the table as the youth : SRR
“ReJected by’ Project! was a group we constructed solely as a comparative referenee

‘group for ‘this evaluation. Knowrng what it consists of, some readers may choosé

to ignore the comparison group and interpret the results much as we did for the =

| Yolg project.

| Ther”Rejected by Projeot“ is a group of referrals accepted by the project
who met the acceptance criteria (see pagef37) which were established for the experif
ment., Admittance to the project as an alternative to regular probation procesaing
was oredicated onkthe youth agreeingfto work with and’cooperate with the project
staff. The group rejected from the project represents the few cases which, in the L,

course of the intake work=-up, the project either decided the YOUth wasjunacceptable

or the youth voluntarily refused to cooperate. In each case a petition was filed

on the youth. . R | | Sl | R
The group rejected amounted to 184 of the first year referrals. Eighty-
‘elght percent of the group were 12 to 17 years of age, 54% were whi te and hé% were

black Elghty three percentfwere referred for de]:nquent tehdency violations. The "“

remalnlng 17% were for felony property V|olat|ons and were all. commetted by males,

The characterastncs of the ‘group was not d!fferent from the experlmental group.

'kAThe percentage of arrests before referral for the reJected group was higher than the | -

~Q:regular proJect youth but the type of offenses they commttted were almost exactly

_ the same., T 5 e . | S R i
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Table 22 Shbws fhat;Sk%kof'the project youth had been rearrested six month§
after referral and 64%vone year later. . In contrast, 83% of the‘keference group had
been rearféétea six months latér‘and 92% bne year later. For the first six month
post period there was a 54% rate‘bf_imgrovement in the vouth handled by the project_
For the first-yearbaffer referral theré was a 44% rate of ihprOVement in the youth
handled by the project. |

Fffty peréent of the project youth who had been rearrested six months later
were arrested only bnce; whereas 65% of the reference group had been arrested more
than once. A year‘after reférral 17% of the project group had been arrested four or
more time$ in comparisoh to 45% for the referehce group.

With respect fo éeverity, the difference in the two groups was much less.,
There was only an 8% differenﬁe in the severity of offenses committed by the two
groups s?x mgnths later as well as one year later. This is true for both the two
minor #ategofies as well as for the three felony categories.

Both this project and the Sacramento project were very much alfke wifh

respect to the referral offenses ‘the project groups committed, (see tables 15 and

17). Both projects operated under very similar treatment philosophiés and'it‘appears

from our data that both achieved similar results in the>percentage of youth re-

arrested and the pattern of subsequent offenses.
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TABLE 22

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED. .AND DISTRIBUTION
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED
“SIX MONTHS PRE, SiX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Project:  Richmond Probation Intervention-Unit
Group or Sub-group: . All First Year Referrals and All Referrals Rejected by PrOJect : : : R
“‘Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 . | ] , ) : e : T
‘Number "of Referrals,ReJefted by Project:. 2k ‘

~ NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED STX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS PO5T, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE SIX

YEAR POST : - MONTHS. POST, ONE YEAR POST
EXPERIMENTAL = .~ .. REJECTED BY PROJECT R EXPERIMENTAL: - REJECTED BY PROJECT
6 Mo. 6 Mo. ;. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. VYre ' 6 Mo. 6 Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6. Mo. 1 ¥Yr,
L © «Pre ° . Post * Post Pre Post Post i Pre ' Post: - Post Pre Pos t -Post
No Offenses ‘ " No Offenses
VNUmber 52 - 50 39 8 L ' 2 Number 52 ‘ .80 39 8 4 2
% Arrested 51.9  53.7  63.9  66.7  83.3  91.7 . % Arrested 51.9  53.7  63.9  66.7  83.3  91.7
) . ; ; , . , E ‘.O’
: C , : e
1 Offense Delinquerit Tendency: ; ) N
Number 33 29 . 3 . 7 7 7 Number . 21 26 % 9 9. 7
Percent : 58.9- 50.0 43.5 43.8 35.0° - 31.8 Percent = 37.5 44,8 37-9 56.3 45,0 . 31.8

‘Z_Qﬁfﬁﬁﬁsi;  * 602 Misdemeanor ‘ S o ‘ L

Number 12 1916 3 5 3 Number 24 TR SERREED SR SIS
Percent 21 4 o 32.8 23.2-  :18.8 . 25.0 13.6 Percent 2.9 27.6 30.4 25.0.: :20.0 31.8- 7
3 Offenses. SR . ' Drug Offense ' , : B “7 , = . v .qﬂ'_
Number 7 o 2 5 3 Number 3 0 - ] 0 o o
Percent 12,5 6.9 15.9 ~12.5 25.0.. - 13.6 ‘Percent : 5. 0.0 1.4 0.0~ 0.0 - 0.0~
L Offenses Felony vs:Property: :
“Number 0 4 7 3 277y Number T4 5 g 3 3k
Pergent : 0.0 . 6.9 10,17 18,8 10.0 18.2: Percent ; 7.1 8.6 7.2 18.8. - 15.0 - 18.2
5+ Offenses ¥ Felony'vsVPerspn

Number S 2 5. 1 i 6 Number b o6 o I i
fPercentvb R | 3.4 7.2 6.3 5.0 27.3 Percent = . 7.7 - 19,0 . 23,2 0.0 - 20.0 18,2
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Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program - Table 23

It should be pointed out that the evaluation of the project's expérimental .

‘and sibling cases was made while the referrals were still active cases. All control

~cases and their sibling counterparts were closed. This difference was due to the

fact that the term of treatment for the experimental cases ran for an indeterminate

period. In almost every case the term of treatment was over one year, and in some

cases ran as high as twenty-two months. The term of treatment for the control cases,

handled through the normal probation process, varied but generally was much shorter.

With the knowledge that the results on the experimental cases presented

in table 23 reflects only outcomes during the first twelve months of treatment,

following the date of referral, the readers! estimate as to how these results could

" be changed by the time the case is closed is as good as ours.

As’measured by the number of pre-project arrests, the control group in
this project appeared to be more de]inquéht than the experimental group. |In spite
of this, more experfhental youth were réarrested six months after treatment started
than theL;ontroI group. Furthermore, better results were still being achieved with

the contrcl group one vyear after referral.

Affer receiving one year of service, 70% of the experimental group had

been rearrested at least once in comparison to 48% for control. The rate of improve-

ment of the control group over the experimental referrals was 56% six months post

and 6% one year post. In comparison to other experimental groups in the cluster,

the rearrest rates for the project youth were higher than in‘any other project. The
négative aspect of this Flhding seenis eVén more pronounced recognizing that the
project youth in this exbéﬁimentiwere subjected to a far mc intensive type of

" treatment over a much longer period than any other group in the cluster.

-91=

A S

s

i z
e D e IR =

e
P i S age s

ik




vl

The data on number of offenses committed also shows‘that 20% of the project

_youth who were rear'ested six months after referral had been arrested three or more
A

i

times, whlle only 11% of the control group had been arrested three or more tlmes."‘
After a year oF service 334 of the prOJect youth had been arrested three or more
times in comparlson to 18% for control. ~ o //
The offenses committed by the project youth were also more severe than
those tommitted by‘contro]. Six months after treatmentibegan, 50% of the project
youthiwho were rearrested hed’oommftted drug or other felony offenses as compared to
ll%”For control. One year ]ater, 48% of the prOJect youth were arrested for drugs

and other felonies, - For the same period, 187 of the contro] referra]s were arrested

forJdrUg and other serious felonies. The severity of the offenses committed by the

projéct youth after referral were more serious than any other experimental or

control group in the cluster.
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TABLE 23

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMiTTED AND DISTRIBUTION
OF THE-SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED
SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

' Project: ‘Alameda: Delinquency Prevention Project

Group or Sub-group: ' All Experimental and Control Referrals
" Number of Experimental Referrals: 33

Number of Control Referrals: 23 :

-NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, S1X MONTHS POST, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE SIX

YEAR POST MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST
EXPER IMENTAL CONTROL : EXPERIMENTAL o CﬁNTROL
~ b Mo. % Mo. Tyr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I-Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. 1Yr. 6 Mo.  © Ho. L Yr. ,
Fre Post Post Pre Post Post : Pre Post Post Pre Post Post L
" No Offenses B No Offenses
Number 21 13 jo. 10 14 12 Number 21 13 10 10 W2
% Arrested 3604 60.6 69.7 56.5 39.1 47.8 % Arrested . 36.4 60.6 69.7 56.5 39.1  ’§7.8
\D .
w 1 0ffense ) v Delingquent Tendency :
Number 6 10 8 7 ] 4 - Number 4 7 / 7 5 » 4 5 =
Percent 50.0 50.0 3h.8 53.8 b4 4 36.4 Percent . 33.3 35.0 30.4 38.5 bbb 45.5
sy | . | .
2 0ffensés : ‘ 602 Misdemeanor
Number 2 6 7 L [ 5 Number -.»'“‘2 3 5 5 b
Percent ) 16.7 30.0 - - 30.4 30.8 hk.h ‘ 45,5 Percent 547 15.0 21.7 38.5 Lh. 4
’ 3 ‘0ffenses .. - ' , EIEQE
- Number oy 3 5 0 1 2 Number 2 3 4 1 0 1
: - Percent 33.3 15.0 21.7 0.0 11,1 18.2 = Percent 16.7. . 15.0 17.4 7.7 0.0 9.1
. o ;
'L Offenszs Felony vs. Property
Number_ 0 ] 2 0 0 0 Number 3 5 5 2 ! 1
Percent 0.0 5.0 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 Percent 25, 25,0 21.7 15.4 11.1 9.1
5+ Dffenses ~ Felony vs Person
Number = o 0 1 2 0 0 Number - i 2 2 ,.0 o 0

Percent ( 0.0 0.0 A3 15.4 0.0 0.0 Percent ~ 8.3 10.0 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
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.Sfblihg‘Referréls to the,Alaméda=De1inquency Prevention Program - Table 29,

~ Table 24 reflects the results fhekproject obtained ig working with»the
sjblfng members of the famiiy from which the pfimary referral came. Generally
speaking, the project had no;more success in feducing‘the number of arrests orcthe
severity of the of fenses commi tted by sibling members of the family than fheY had

with thekprimary referrals,

Using the same outcome indicators that we have used in the other tables

:jg this section, we find that 18% of the project siblings were rearrested six months

o

- after réferral while only 5.4% of the control siblings were rearrested. After one

year,421% of the project siblings were rearrested while only 11% of the control
siblings had been rearrested.

Neither group of siblings comm%tted és many offenses as the-primary
referrals, but of those rearrested, we sée that the control siblings did slightly
befter than the exberimental referrals during the first six months and slightly

worse a year later, Considering the size of the two groups we felt there was very

little significance in the severity data for siblings.
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TABLE 24 : E

NUHBEEWOE]OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION i N

OF THE HOST $EVEQE OFFENSE COMMITTED BY EACH REFERR
SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST ; '

£
vt

Project: kAiameda Delinquency Prevention Pragram
Group of Sub-group: A1l Cohtrol and Experimental Sib)irngs
Number of Experimental Siblings: 61 i

) Number of Control Siblings: &6

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED S1X MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS PQST, ONE

DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SiX

YEAR POST MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST
EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL EXPERIMENTAL . CONTROL
Siblings Siblings Siblings ) Siblings
6 Mo. 6 Mo, T Yr. & Mo. 6. Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo, 6 Mo. 1 yrs 6 Mo. e Mo. 1 Yr.
, - Pre Post Post o Pre Post Post Pre Post Post . Pre Post  Post
No Offencas - " No Offenses
Number 52 50 48 48 53 50 Nunber 52 . 50 48 48 53 50
% Arrested 14,8 18.0 21.3 14,3 5.4 10.7 % Arrested © 14,8 18.0 21.3 14:3 5.k 10;7
1 Offense - Dellnguent Tendency.
Number 7 6 7 5 2 3 Number 2 5 6 2 0 ]
Percent 77.8  sh.5 . 53,8 62,5 66,3 50,0 Percent 22,2 45.5 k6.2 . 25.0 0.0 16.7
2+ Offenses E 602: Misdemeanor
‘Number 2 5 6 3 1 3 Humber 4 2 2 2 3 3
Fercent 22.2 45.5 46.2 375 33.7 50.0 Percent LU 18.2 13.4 25,0 100.0 50.0
Drugs ‘
Nuriber 0 1 2 oy 0 ]
Percent 0.0 9.1 13.4 50.0 0.0 16.7
Felony vs Property
Nuiibé r 2 2 2 Q 0 1
Percent 22.2 18.2 13.4 0.0 0.0 16.7
Felony vs Person
Number 1 1 1 0 0 0
Percent 1.1 9.1 6.7 1.0 0.0 0.0
Note: Only flve experimental siblings committed more than two offenses,
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SET V .-

ARRESTS RESULTING iN REFERRAL TO PROBATION

' e o 511 Four
With some minor exceptions, the 4nterna] evaltatiens-of &t Toul of ‘thiese

projects measured their success rargely in terms of reducung the number of probatton
department rebookings, petltlon Flllngs, and minimizing further court lnvolvement

with the juvenile. We discuss.elsewhere the methodologici:l problems we find in using
probation bookihgs, petitions and werdships as criteria in assessing the effectiveness

of diversion projects. One of the problems with these particular outcome criteria

is that they‘are app]fed and controlled within the framework of research designs that

deal with the juvenile exclusively in the context of his involvement with the probation

department. Tnls probation-based research simply doesn't account for a very signi-
ficant amount of delinquent activity that is handled at the pollce level, In all
these projects the extent of this activity was unknown to the probation department.

It is well understood that the police serve as the primary source of
referrals to these projects, or for that matter, to probation. The data In this
Set of tables furnishes some concrete lnformatlon on the number of youth in thede
experiments that are handled by the po]ice outside of probation. . »

The data suggests to us that if the number of rereferrals to probation is
going to be used as one of the primary criteria‘for assessing outcome of projects
!ike'this, then it should be reoognized that meny discretionary dispositions take
place at:the police level that could have a profound influence on the number of re-
-referrals that get counited 1n strictly probatlon-based research M

Table 25, whlch summarizes the number of arrests which result in rereferral
to' probatlon for all the experimental and control referra]s, shows that sllghtly more

~96-
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thaﬁ 30% of all the youth who are rearrested are cases which are closed by the
police without involving probation. |

There were approximatelX,ZS% fewer experimental referrals arrested and
referred to probation than there were control referrals. This difference is some-
what surprising when we know from the data in table 19 that there is very little
difference In the pre and post arrest and severity characteristics of the experi-
mental and control referrals. One ﬁight think that there would be a tendency for
the poliCe‘to rerefer more of the multiple arrest cases to brobation than the first
and éécpnd time arrest cases, but the data in table 25 does not support this.

Our data didn't reveal much more about the nature or the extent of the

police diversion activity. But to know that 30% of the youth under study in these

probation experiments are also being handled by the police in ways that are entirely

unknown to the probation or the project obviously has some programatic as well as
research implications. For one thing, the methodglogy in research tracking studies
like this should start building study designs that can account for the juvenile at
every place where he is invoived with the juvenile justice system rather than Just

in probation.

It was apparént to us In working with the police that the attitude of the

police departments Is chanéing from one of strictly enforcement to one of thinking
that the counseling opportunity in a police setting can bg‘just as effective,
appropriaté and more timely than counSelingxdone in a probation department wor
anywhere elég. k |

‘There were poli;e juvenile diversion units in all four counties where the

projects were located. We worked closely with them in the course of collecting our

data. These units were staffed with specially selected and trained juvenile officers.,
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We can't comment about theur treatment or service phllosophy except to observe that o
the police feel that the counsal:ng they do “Gn the semu-authoritarian atmospher@; pf
a pol ice department where therqa is complete and lmmedla're know]edge of the Incident, S
o (03 Ty )
and, in most cases, of the family situation’ as well,“ is Just: as hkely to mfluence
behavuor as the counselmg done later in any other settlng.- )
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TABLE 25 |
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING , : ‘ 1
IN REFERRAL TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT ; ‘ i
. Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster o .41‘
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control Groups ‘ i
EXPERIMENTAL , R
__SIX MONTHS PRE SI1X MONTHS POST i
' MNo. & % of arrests No. & % of arrests |
, , ‘ resulting in , ‘resulting in
. No. of  No. times No. of referral to probation No. of No. times No. of referral to probation ©
Juveniles arrested arrests No. % juveniles arrested _arrests No. 1
137 1 13773 53.3% 127 I 127 - 83 65.4%
4o 2 80 43 53.8 61 2 122 76 62.3 1
| 18 3 5k 27 '50.0 31 3 93 56 60.2
3 6 L 24 7 29.2 14 4 56 ; 31 - 55.4
‘ 3 5 15 4 26.7 4 5 20 15 75.0
0 6 0 0 0.0 2 6 12 6 50.0
2 7 h 2 14.3 1 7 7 3 42.9
0 8 0 0 0.0 | 8 8 2 25.0
1 - 20 20 I 5.0 — ,
207, - 355 157 LIRS 25T 113 272 B1.T3
CONTRAOL
SiX MONTHS PRE ' : SVIX MONTHS POST
27 1 27 16 59.3% 37 1 37 % ane
6 2 12 6 50.0 19 2 38 31 81.6
1 3 3 3 100.0 2 3 6 5 83.3
3 a 12 3 25.0 L 4 16 1h 87.5
2 5 10 - 5 50.0 4 5 20 4 20.0
_0 6 0 0 . 0.0 o 6 6 b . 66.7
35 B 33 51,67 67 123 B 1567
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TABLE 26

; S TR NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING
| ; B | - IN REFERRAL TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT

. Pfoiect: Sacramcnto 601 Del;nquency Preventlon Project o
- Groun or Sub-group: 20% Sample of all Experimental and Contrel Referrals
.. Numbar of Expérimental Referrals: 14k

l Number of Control’ Referrals. 98

? o EXPERIMENTAL | 5
‘ SIX MONTHS PRE , SEX MONTHS POST .
f No. & % of arrests , No., & % of arrests
resulting in , » . resulting in
~ No. of "‘No. times No. of referral to-probation - No. of: : No. times No. of referral to probatnon
uvenlles . arrested arrests ~ No.. 13 juveniles arrested arrests No. - A
l, 3k 1 34 13 38.2% 39 1T 39 2k o 6h1%
e 2 22 10 45,5 17 2 3k 21 S P
| e 3 12 5 1,6 10 3 30 - 16 - 53.3
j 2 b 8 P 12.5° 5 4 20 13 ' 53.3
0 5 0 0 0.0 2 5 10 7 - 70.0
0 6 0 0" 0.0 2 6 12 6 50.0
e 7 0 o 0.0 1 7 7 3 42.8
LB 76 29 38.2% 76 152 350 59.8%
I - “ CONTROL
| o 7 , ;
. . SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST
|20 1 20 12 £0.0% 34 1 34 31 C91.2%
R 2 2 1 100.0 15 2 30 24 80.0 -
! 1 3 3 3 1060.0 1 3 3 2. 66.6
f 3 4 12 3 25.0 i 4 16 1h - 87.5
0 5 0 0 0.0 b 5 26 L 20020
0 o 6 - 0 0 0.0 R 6 __6 LR 66,7
B 37 19 52.7% 59 109 78 T72.5%
] - ; o . -
| L /’/ o
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TABLE 27
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING )
IN REFERRAL TO PROBATICN DEPARTMENT 5

Pro]ecf: Yolo Youth Service Bureau

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project : ; , ‘ !
Number of Referrals: 72 f . ' ‘

S1X MONTHS POST

S1X_MONTHS PRE

No. & % of arrests - No. & % of arrests !

o , 7 resulting ‘in C resultifig in
No. of No. times No. of  referral to probation No. of Mo. times No. of ~ referral to probation |

juveniles arrested arrests _No., % juveniles arrested arrests. No. -
3 - ' : ; ' B
- 57 1 , 57 L6 - 80.7% 42 1 42 30 71.4%
2 2 24 21 87.5 14 2 28 17 80.7, |

P03 3 2 66.7 9 3 27 18 66.7 d

1 4 L 3 ~75.0 2 b 8 7 87,
1 .20 26 i 5.0 : 0 5 0 0 0.0
72_' | 108 73 : - 67.6% 67 105 72 68.6% §
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""" TABLE 28

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTINR
IN REFERRAL TO PROBAT!ON DEPARTMENT °

%
,Pro!ect'v Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 5
Group of Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and All Referrals ReJected by %FOJeCt
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108

= Number of Reférrals Rejécted by Project: 2k E - %

&
EXPERIMENTAL % |
, _ __SIX MONTHS PRE o | SIX MENTHS POST . o A
B ' No. & % of arrests : ’ % No. & % of arrests
' ~resulting in - e : R : resulting in
No. of No. times No. of referral to probation ' No. of No. times No. &f " referral to probation
juveniles arrested  arrests -~ No., , % ‘juveniles _arrested 'arre3§s’ No. : oz
331 33 9 27.3 29 1 29 | 16 - 55.2
,oo 12 2 28 6 25.0 19 2 38\.,' 20 52.6
: 7 3 21 . 10 47.6 4 3 12 % 9 75.0. o
| 0 L 0 0 0.0 4 4 16 4 7 43,8 S
| 2 5 10 2 20.0 1 5 5 5 100.0
} .0 6 0 0 0.0 0 6 0 0 - 0.0
‘ 2 7 14 2 14.3 0 7. 0 0 0.0
% T02 79 28.5% -, 8 g 2 25.0
REJECTED BY PROJECT » |
L SIX_MONTHS. PRE _ | _ SIX MONTHS POST
7 1 7 1 14,3 7 I 7 i 5 .k
3 2 6 3 50.0 5 2 10 Ly 70.0
2 3 6 2 33.3 5 3 15 8 55,3 =
3 »‘h 12 3 25.0 2 4 8 2 25.0
] 5 5 2 k0.0 1 5 5 .3 .. 60,0
T8 1 i 30.6% 20 L5 25 55.6%
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Voo g : : , . ' : ~
\ S o= ' B
) : R NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING
\\\\ i : . "IN REFERRAL TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT .
| R : . w
rolect Alameda Dellnquency Prevention Program ‘
Grouplor Sub~group: All Expeiimental, Control ‘and Slbilng Referrals
Numberiof Experimental Referrals: 33 '
" -Number‘of Control Referrals: 23 . -
Number of Experimental Siblings: - 61 .
Number @f“Control Siblings: = 56
: : Ei&EELﬂEEIAL o
S1X MONTHS PRE - SiX MONTHS POST
i No. & % of arrests No. & % of arrests
w S . resulting in - : o resulting in
No. of ~MNo. times = No. of referral to probation Mo, of No. times No. of referral to probation
Juveniles arrested arrests - No. % juveniles - arrested  arrests =~ No. %
6 1 6 5 83.3% - 10 1 0 8 80.0%
-2 2 4 3 75.0 R 2 12 9 75.0 ¢
4 3 12 8 6647 3 3 9 -1 55.6
0 b 0 B 0.0 e i b 2 50.0
12 22 - 76 72.7% 20 ' 35 25 68.6%
CONTROL "
S1X MONTHS PRE SIX_MONTHS POST
7 1 7 - 57.1% Yy ] 4 b 100.0%
k4 2 8 5 62.5 k 2 8 7 87.5
0 3 .0 0 © 0.0 1 3. 3 3 100.0
0 4 0 4} 0.0 -0 ] 0 0 0.0
2 5 10 - 50.0 - 0 5 0 .0 0.0
bE] 75 i “56.0% 9 : 15 i3 93,3%
SLELINGS EXPERIMENTAL
S1X MONTHS PRE ‘ SIX MONTHS POST =
7 1 7 6 85.7% 6 1. 6 Sz 33,32
2 2 b h 100.0 5 2 10 . Wi 70.0
9 » 1 i0 90.9% 11 16 9 37.5%
S : : : §..’.§.LL§.£‘_ C/_L’.I.EQL ‘
i : : ‘
Yo SIX MONTHS PRE i i - S '~. SIX MONTHS POST .
5 I 5 b 0. 0% - 2 1 2 1 50.0%
3 2 6 4 66.6 1 2 2 0. 0.0
8 1 T TR 3 ; & T 25.0%
f
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'PROBATION AND COURT DISPOSITIONS OF ALL REREFERRALS
‘TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT

)

Much of the theoretical ratuonale for leerSlon focuses on the prospects
‘\of belng able to minimize or avoi d the need for court adJud|cat|on ‘In many Juvenlle
cases. There is a growlng,professlonal concern that the—llmlted sentencung alter-
natives avanlable to the courts are neither necessarynoraPPrOPrlate for handling
many juvenile cases., It is not surprnsung, therefore, to see so much of the
research on the dlverslon concept relying heavily upon departmental.and court

j deciSions as impact criteria, | -

This Set of tables contalns our analysis of all the probatlon';nd CouiE
disposltlons on the experimental and control rereferrals. Looking at the cluster as
- a whole in table 30, it is readily apparent that the projects,were able to effect a

conslderable reduction fin the'number of petition filings lnhcompagéson to the control
‘groups. Petition filings on the experimental group are SOZrlower»lh the first’six
“months after referral and>56? %ower than controlyajyear later;

When petltlons were fxled the courts declared 20% fewer wardships for
project youth than they dld for the control group. Overall, the courts dlsmlssed
from 50 to 200% more of the petltlons on the prOJect referrals than they dsd orn the
-kcontrol referrals. Formal probatlon, as a sentence, however, is used much more

“ frequently with prOJeet cases;’ |

As one would expect departmental dec:suons resulted in 48% more of the d.
project cases elther being dlsmnssed, counseled and released or returned ‘to prOJect
'than control. About 446 more of the control cases are placed on lnformal probatlon.
'The same pattern holds true both six months and a year after referral
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The perc;ntégé comparfsons wé have méde‘frcﬁ}table BQ vary slightly
be tween projedts;'but the genzral outcomes are the same throughout thexéiuster.
The pfoject which had the lowest percentage of petitions ffied wss’Yolo at 21% and
Richmond had the highest at 41%. The number éf wardships sustained ohibro}ect ¢ases
Varied‘from'a.}ow of 17% in Alameda to a high of 83% in Sacramento. One of the

primary‘rgasons'that we feel accounts for the exceptionally 1ow number of wardships

in Alameda is discussed in Section VI of the report, Formal probation was used more

by the courts on project cases and informal probation was used more frequently on
control cases.
In every project, more than 50% of the experimental cases coming back to

probation on subsequent offenses were either dismissed, counseled and ‘released or

returned to the project. In the Sacramento and Alameda projects these dispositions

‘ran as high as 75%.
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TABLE 30

DEPARTMENTAL. AND COURT 'DISPOSITION OF ALL REFERRALS

TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT
S1X MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Project: All Diversion Projects in C]uster

roup or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probatlon Refefrals to Experimental

Control Groups

and.

SIX_MONTHS POST

, = I
‘Total Arrests Resultlng in ‘
Referral to Probation o272 ’ 93 .
Dismissed : -
Number 57 18
“Percent 'vZI 0 e
Counselled and Released ,
Number ' ' 88 18
» Percent o 32.4 19.4
Returned to PrOJect , L
Number : 17 -0
Percent , : 6.3 - 0.0
Informal Probatlon :
Number ‘ ! 2k 12
Percent 8.8 12.8
Petition Filed : : i
Number . . : 86 ‘ 4s
Percent '~ : 31.5 , L8.4
SRR ' T00.0% 100.0
Court Disposition of
Petitions Filed
Petition Dismissed ~ , , -
- Number : o 7 2 .
Percent - : 8.1 o o bk
Formal Probatioﬁ : o ;
Number ; b e 2
Percent _ T 1603 ' Lok
Made Ward S C : o S ‘
Number .~ - = . 65 . ‘ b
Percent L -75.6 91.2

, S
ONE YEAR,POST
Experimental Control
ho6. 129
- 76 26
18,7 20.5
123 2
30.3 - 20.5
20 0
b9 0.0
38 15
o4 11.0
149 62
36.7 . 48,0
100.0% 100.0
101 3.2
12.8 3.2
115 58
100.0% 100.0
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| TABLE 31

DEPARTMENTAL AND COURT DISPOSITION OF ALL REFERRALS

~ TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT
' SiX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Project: Sac1amento 601 Diversion Project
Group or ' Sub=group:

S1X MONTHS POST

Experimental Control
Total Arrests Resulting in ,
Referral to Probation 90 19
Dismissed
Number 31 16
Percent 34 b ‘ 20.3
Counselled and Released
Number 31 13
Percent 34,4 : 16.5
Informal Probation
Number k 10
Percent L4 12.7
Petition Filed ,
Number 24 ko
Percent 26.7 50.6
100.0% 100.0%
Court Disposition of
Petitions Filed
Petition Dismissed ' :
Number 1 1
Percent b2 2,5
Formal Probation '
" Number 3 1
Percent 12.5 2.5
Made Ward
Number 20 38
Percent 83.3 95.0
. 100.0% 100.0%

107

20% Sample of all Experimeéntal and Control Referrals

ONE YEAR POST

Experimental

-
o= O

o
Pt
.
o
e

1,
|

Control

23
20.2

21
18.4

> e s S s




TABLE 32

Pfo]ect: Yolo Youth Service Bureau

_ DISPOSITION OF ALL REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT,
‘ 51X MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Group or Sub-group: All Police and Law Enforcement Referrals tq

Probation Department

S1X MONTHS POST

ONE YEAR POST

Total Arrests Resulting in

‘Referral to'Probation ' 72
Dismissed -
Number : 5
Percent 6.9

Counselled and Released
Number ’ 7 31
Percent | 43,1

. Returned to Project

~ Number ' 9

- Percent 12.5
" Informal Probation

Number .12

Percent 16.7
Petition Filed

Number 15

Percent 20.8
) ]000050

Court Disposition of
Petitions Filed

Petition Dismissed

‘Mumber -~ 1
Percent 6.7
, Formal Probation
Number 2
Percent ‘ 13.3
7 Made Ward
S ~Number 12
Percent , 80.0
. . 6

m

b2.5

23
76.6

T00.0%
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DEPARTMENTAL: AND COURT DISPOSITION OF ALL REFERRALS

Project:
Group or Sub-group: ;
Number of Expérimental Referralis:

TABLE . 33

TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT
SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST

Richmond Intervention Unit
A1l First Year Referrals and a1l Referrals Rejected by Project

108

Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24

SIX MONTHS POST

ONE YEAR POST

Total Arrests Resulting in

Referral to Probation Experimental
TOTAL 59
Dismissed
Number 10
Percent 16.9
Cotinseled and Released
Number : 14
Percent 23.7
Returned to Project
Number 5
Percent 8.5
Informal Probation
Number 6
Percent 10.2
Petition Filed
' Number 24
Percent 4o.7
100.0%
Court Disposition of
Petition Filed
Petition Dismissed
Number 2
Percent 8.3
Formal Probation
Number 5
Percent 20.8
Made Ward
Number 17
Percent 70.8
100.0%

Rejected
" by Project Expérimental
25 86
3 14
12.0 16.3
1 18
4,0 v 20.9
2 6
8.0 7.0
2 10
8.0 11,6
17 38
68.0 Ly, 2
100.0% 100.0%
0 L
0.0 10.5
2 7
11.8 18.4
15 27
88.2 71.1
00.0 00.0
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Rejected

bx Project

22
84.6
160.0%
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TABLE 34

T
DEPARTMFNfAL AND COURT DISPOSITIONS OF ALL REFERRALS TO PROBATION 'DEPARTMEN
‘ S1X MONTHS PDST, ONE YEAR POST

Project: Alameda Delinquency Preventlon Program
Group or Sub-group: All Experimertal, Control and Sibling Referrals to Project

' SIX MONTHS POST

ONE: YEAR POST

: . : STbiing ~ Sibling _ &iBTing
> SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST Sibling e
Exper imental Control Experimenta] control Experimental Cofittol  Experimental Control
Total Arrests Resulting in 16
Referral to-Probation 24 L} 37 13 -2 — 4
Dismissed : 0 A 0
~flumber 6 2 S 10 3 1 . 0.0 25.0 0.0
Percent 25,0 4.3 2%.0 20:0 1.1 0. * ‘
Counselled and Released "7 5 I | 'l, 2
Number [R] 5 ‘
Percent he.8 35.7 45.9 33.3 .1 100.0 25.0 50.0
Returnad to Frqjeét
Numbey 1 v} 1 0 3 0 3 0
Percent 4.2 0.0 2.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 18.7 0.0
Informal Probation .
Number , 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 ]
Percent 0.0 14,3 0.0 13,4 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0
Petition Filed
Number 6 5 9 5 4 : 0 5 !
Percent 25.0 35,7 24,4 33.3 44,5 0.0 31,3 25.0
100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Court Disposition of
Petitlons Filed
Petition Dismissed
Number 3 ] I 1 0 0 0 0
Percent 50,0 20.0 Lh 4 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Formal Probation
" Number 2 i 2 1 2 0 2 1
Percent 33.3 20.0 22,2 20.0 50.0 0.0 40.0 100.0
Made Ward
Number 1 3 3 3 2 0 3 0
Percent 16.7 60.0 A 60.0 50.0 0.0 £0.0 0.0
T00.0% 100.0 100,03 700.0% 700.0% 0.0 1000 100.0%

10
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SET VI

CHANGES IN THE NUMBER AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES
COMMITTED BY OFFENSE CATEGORY

The tables in Set IV anaiyzed total arrests for fncidence and severity of
the offenses committed. We concluded from those tables that the pfoject group had
37% fewer arrests than the control group six months after referral and 30% fewer
arrests a year after referral. {

This Set of tables ls a refinement of the data In Set V. |t examines
changes in the offéﬁses committed. from the standpoint of .particular offense categories.
Our purpose in constructing this Set of tables was to determine whether or not the
projects were more successful in dealing with one type of offense than another.

The general conclusion we reached from table 35 was that six months after

referral both project and control had considerable success with petty theft and

malicious mischief referrals. The projects had considerably more success than
control in reducing the average number of offenses both six months and a year after

referral,

-

Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project - Tab]e 36

Conside;ing the fact that 80 to»90% of the referrals for both project and
control involved delinquent tendencies, the results obtained for this particular
category are probably the most significant in the table,

| | As can be seen from table 36, there is no difference in the results
between projétt:ahd control in the treatment outcome of delinquent tendency cases,

For those categories where the differerces in the average number of arrests are

"greater, the small number of referrals would make comparisons very suspect.

-111- , %
[ : ‘




L&

b
S

i

: ' . | ' d abo ’
ln“eVery offense ca*egory, the average number of offenses increased above -

&

pre-project levels for bOLh experlmental and control.

The average number of offenses committed over the elghtee"'mOnth perlod~ o )

J

the groups ‘were tracked doubles for the prOJect referrals and trlples, approx:mately, uu;

for the control referrals. Lo - - ’ , ET R $ ",

For the largest referral category, delinquent tendency, there is abso:utely

v

5 no dlfference in the results obtained between project and control elther six months i

s

or a year after referral. ~Both project and control did better with petty theft and

T—

“mc-icious mischief cases than any other. Both reduced the average number of offenses
Jtd@?orarlly, but a year after.referral the averagennpmber of offenses had increased | ’ N
again to bre:rzfefral levels. : ‘ ‘ ‘

The .average number of pre-project felony vs. prQPerty offenses were about o \
the same for both 9r°UES, bﬁt~the project had far greater success with these cases ’ L e

~than did control. Long-term success with dangerous drug offenses was about the same

- S e . PR
: k4 \ .

for both groups. ' ot _ : O T R RN

Yolo Youth Se?ylces Bureau - Table‘37

s . : o : :
fhe average number qﬁ post-referral offenses committed by the youths‘ln the

Yolo project was. 75% lower than any other project. Among the eight referral cate- ‘, o
gorlos, petty theft ‘and malnclous mlschlef cases. show the most s:gnlflcant amprove-

ment slx months after referral o - : Dol g

Part of the explanatlon for these exceptlonal rﬂsults, in our oplnlon, is ‘v o
ated to the fact that Yelo had a very dlsproportlonate percentage of referrals
for petty theft and mallcaous nlSChIef offenses. Whlle lt |s true. that these are

K B

more sernous offenses than dellnquent tendencnes, they are also the two offense S AV.h
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. an arrest a year later.

Sy

A , : - , : -
categories w1th which all the projects seem to have success. Yolo had 50% of

their referrals in these categories compared to 5 - 15% in the other prOJects.

A year after referral both categories had Increased to thelr pre project
levels, For the remaining categories, the average number of offenses committed
over the pre-project levels doubled and in some cases tripled.

For the project as a whole, fhe data irtable 37 shows that‘while Yolo

was able to substantially reduce the number of referrals being rearrested, those

that are rearrested seem to commit Jjust as many or more offenses than they did six

BER)

months before referral.

Richmond Probation fntervention Unit = Table 38

Both the Richmond and Sacramento prOJects were very much altke,..éoth
pro;ects operated under slmi1ar treatment phllosophles, and over 806 of the referrals
to each pro;ect comm«tted delinquent tendency offenses. By comparung the data in
table 36 it can be seen that there is very little dlfference in the outcome on
delinquent tendency cases. |t appears From our data that both prOJects achleve&
simiTar overall post~project‘rk‘esults° : '

There was a‘significant difference, hoWeveE,kin the results that tHe project
obtained with their delinquent tendency cases as compaied to‘the reference group
which was composed of those feferrals nejected by the projecc. There was a 90%
difference in the average number of delinguent tendency offenses six months,aftef‘
referral and a 1003 difference a yeaf later. The project'was.5uccessful in'treatjng;.
its’13wpetty theft and nalfcious mischief cases. None of the maficious mischief

referrals committed offenses six months after referral and in only one case was there’

g
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., Alameda Deiinqyenqy*Prevention Preﬁram -.Table 39

On the whole, the referrals to thus prOJect commi tted about the same average
number ‘of offenses as Sacramento and Rlchmond In comparvng these results to the

other projects, one nas to. recognlze agaln that the Alameda referrals-were subJected
‘to a Tuch ]onger and more ﬁntensuve Ieve] of treatment than in the other two prOJects

The prOJect didn't do as wel) wnth the dellnquent tendency and petty theft caSes,

k where about 69% of the offenses occurred, as Sacramento and Richmond.

The project had some lnntlal success with a]cohol and marlJuana and fe}ony

vs. property cases but the average number of offenses lncreased a year later.

What is more significant is the comparison between the prOJect and its own
Control group. It is evident from the table that the,COntrol group did eonaiderably
better ‘with every referral cateoory they handled than the prOJect.

“The bulk of the referrals handled by coritrol Were also for delnnquent

tendenCIes and petty theft. Control's results wnth these two categorles was eVen more

favorable in compar|son to the projectts than any of the otner offense categories.

Overall. ‘the average number of offenses commltted by the contro] referrals was 43%

better six months after referral and 603 better a year after referral . IR

R : SR
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» TABLE 35

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SiX MONTHS PRE, Sth MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control

S{X MONTHS PRE o ' ‘ SIX MONTHS POST : ONE YEAR POST

,No. 3f‘:Average No. Original Reason - No. of Average No. ‘No. of Average No.
- Offenses Offenses. for Referral 7 Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses

34 0.6 Experimental = y45 0.8 713 1.2

208 0.7 Delinquent Tendency 314 1.0 476 1.5

60 0.5 Petty Theft = 4o 0.4 72 0.7

28 0.6 Malicious Mischief 17 0.3 34 0.7

-8 0.4 _Other Misdemeanors 10 0.5 45 2.4

13 0.4 Alcohol=Mari juana 22 0.6 35 1.0

i 0.1 Dangerous Drug Felony 8 1.1 S 1.3

23 0.7 Felony vs Property 21 0.6 33 1.0

3 0.2 Felony vs Person 8 0.6 9 0.6

62 0.5 " Control - S 124 1.0 189 1.6

42 0.4 Delinquent Tendency 101 1.0 146 1.5

7 1.4 Petty Theft 3 0.6 7 1.h

6 3.0 Malicious Mischief 2 1.0 7 3.5

0 0.0 Other Misdemeanors 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0.0 Alcohol-Mari juana’ 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0.0 - Dangerous Drug Felony 1 0.3 b 1.3

6 0.6 Felony vs Property 16 1.6 22 2.2

1 0.3 Felony vs Person 1 0.3 3 1.0




TABLE 36

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
~ BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL To PROJECT »

Project: Sacramento 601 Delinquency‘Div§rsion Project
~Group or Sub-group: 20% Sample of all Contro] andrExperimenta]~Referrals
A Total.Number of Referrals:’ 225

i

: ) ’ ' ST
_SI1X _MONTHS PRE ‘ ‘ SIX MONTHSVPOST __ONE YEAR POST 5

No.yéf : Avérage No. Original Reason | No. of 'Average No, - No. of AVerage No.
Offenses Offenses for Referral Offenses Offenses Offenses,  Offenses
76 0.5 Experimental 152 B P TR 232 1.6
70 0.5 Delinquent Tendency 139 1.0 213 1.6
1 0.2 Petty Theft 5 1.0 - 2.2
3 1.5 Malicious Mischief 5 2.5 5 2.5
1 0.5 Alcohot-Mari juana 1 0.5 . 1 0.5
| 1.0 Dangerous Drug Felony 1 1.0 -] 1.0
0. 0.0 Felony vs, Property 0 0.0 -0 0.0 . -
0. 0.0 Felony vs. Person 1 1.00 1. 1.0 =
37 0.4 Control ' 109 o 169 1.7
32 0.4 Delinguent Tendency 89 1.0 132 1.5
1 0.5 Petty Theft 2 1.0 5 2.5
1 1.0 Malicious Mischief 3 1.0 4 h.o
0 0.0 Dangerous Drug Felony N 1.0 - 4 4,0
3 0.4 Felony vs. Property 16 2.0 22 2.7 “
0 0.0 Felony vs. Person 0 -~ 0.0 2 2.0 '
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iy TABLE 37 %
NUMBER. OF OFFENSES COMMITTED S1X MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST . ,g
‘ ' BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT ; : , ‘
Project: ‘Yélo Youth Service Bureau , o ~ B
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project - : i
Total Number of Referrals to Project: 279 ' , A
SIX MONTHS PRE - __SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST | -
i No. of  Average No. Origihal Reason No. of  Average No. . No. of = Average No. |
f“ '+ Offenses _Offenses for Referral Offenses Offenses =~ Offenses Offenses
2. 108 0.k Experimental 105 0.4 202 0.7 -
19 0.3 Delinquent Tendency 30 0.5 48 0.7
46 - 0.5 Petty Theft 29 0.3 Ly . 0.5
25 0.6 Malicious Mischief 12 0.3 28 0.6
7 0.4 Other Misdemeanors 9 0.5 .43 2.5 \
4 0.2 Alcohol~Mari juana 9 0.4 16 0.7 A
0 0.0 Dangerous Drug Felony 2 0.5 3 0.7 A
4 0.2 Felony vs. Property 8 C.h 13 0.6 -
3 0.3 Felony vs. Person 6 0.5 7 0.6 o
1




TABLE 38

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SiX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit

© Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and all Referrals ReJected by Project
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24

'SIX MONTHS PRE o | © _SIX MONTHS POST -« __ ONE YEAR POST

Nd. of Averége No.  Original Reason : No. of "Averége No.  vNo! of ' Average No. ; ‘
Offenses Offenses for Referral Offenses _Offenses . Offenses _Offenses FREET
102 - 0.9 | | Experimental - 108 1.0 © 158 - 1.5
8l 0.9 Delinguent Tendency 87 1.0 127 1.5 ‘o
0 1.1 Petty Theft 7 0.8 10 1.1 =
S0 0.0 Malicious Mischiefs* 0 0.0 0.3 L
5. 0.6 ~Alcohol-Mari juana 10 1.1 14 1.6
0 0.0 Felony Dangerous Drug 0 0.0 0 0.0
'3 3.0 Felony vs. Property - h 4.0 6 6.0
36 1.5 " Rejected. by Project 45 1.9 71 3.0
22 1.1 Delinquent Tendency 38 1.9 62 3,1 ,
0 0.0 Petty Theft R ~ 0 0.0 0 0.6 -
0 0.0 Malicious Mischief 0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 : Alcohol-Marijuana 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
0 0.0 Felony Dangerous Drug 0 0.0 0 0.0
14 3.5 7 1.8 9 2.3

Felony vs. Property

*The 3 referrals who were referred for Malicious Mischief committed no ofFenses'six,montHs'pke
or six months post. : . :
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TABLE 39 ; SR : ,'; St "f
‘ :‘ D NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST : e %
o e o ) oy BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT o ;
Project: ;Aiameda De]lnquency Prevention DFOJeCt : ‘ | : | ) o :
Group or Sub-group: All Control and Exper:ﬁental Referrals : : ‘ , : S
'Total Number of Referrals: 56 s B ' ' o
SIX MON THS P?E SIX_MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST .o
No. of Average No. Original Reason No. of Average No. No. of Average No.
Offenses Offenses' . for Referral S . Offenses - Offenses Offenses Offenses
2 0.7 . Experimental 35 1.1 50 1.5
z i3 0.8 ‘Delinquent Tendency 20 1.2 26 1.6 :
‘ 3 1.5 Petty Theft ok 2.0 7 3.5 4 '
0 0.0 Malicious Mischief c 0.0 0 0.0 "
: 1 1.0 Other Misdemeanors 1 1.0 2 2.0
. 3 1.0 Alcohol=Mari juana 2 0.7 b 1.3
0 0.0 Dangerous Drug Felony 5 2.5 5 2.5
2 0.4 Felony vs. Property 2 oL 5 1.0
0 0.0 Fe]ony vs. Person 1 0.5 1 0.5
25'E 1.1 Control . 15 . 0.6 20 0.9
T 0.8 Delinquent Tendency 12 6.9 14 1.1
6 - 2.0 Petty Theft 1 0.3 2 . 0.7
5 5.0 Malicious Mischief 1 1.0 3. 7 3.0
0 0.0 . -Dangerous Drug Felony 0 0.0 0 0.0
3 1.5 Felony vs. Property 0 0.0 0 0.0« :
1 0.5 Felony vs. Person i 0.5 ! 0.5 .
4]




| S$ET VIII |
" PRE AND POST CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES
 COMMITTED BY OFFENSE CATEGORY :

The tables in Set VI! analyzed pre and post changes in thg”average number

Ity
Y

of offenses. The tabiés in Set V111 look at the same offenses conﬁideréd in Set Vi

R

but examines the referrals for changes in severity. Change in seveilty in these
tables is determined by distributing the 'single most éevere;offensektﬁe’referrats
~committed throughout the Various offense categories. The tables were constructed
primarily as a way of showing the relative success the projecﬁs had in dealnng wnth
the varlous offense categories.

In studying the tables it may be helpful to the reader to mention one or
th points about the way the tables were constructed. The vertical axis shows the
number and percent of the referrals whicﬁ were made for each feferral category. The
§ingle moSt serious offense the referral's committed is then distributed along the
horizontal akis into one of the eighg major'offense categories, %he number and per-
centage of the referrals whgﬁc0mmittno offenses are also éhown in order,to account
for all of ithe referf;is. We also consider this as an indication of a project's
success wrth a partncu!ar of fense category.

To illustrate, table 40 shows that 48% of ‘the experimental group and 43%
of the control deiinquent téndency dases had no arrests at all six months after
referral 0f the cases that were rearrasted 44% were rearrested for more serious
vroiatnons while only 33% of the controu cases comm:tted more Sertous offenses.
Almost the same pattern continuns one,year later‘ of the petty. theft referrals,
the table shows that con5|derably fewer of the experzmental cases were rearrested
‘slx‘months after referral, bUt 30/ of both the experzmental and control cases that
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Sy

¥

LT



==

o

categories, o

severity:’

T PR - o o e . IR 4“?
‘ e T 20 T

. M' i<
i

G

-

¥

3

{

i

,*

b

were rearrested committed more seriousypffqgses.‘V
In the other offense categories the project did better than control with
the felony vs. property referrals both six months and a year after referrat. The

projects didn't do as well as the control group with dangerous drug and felony vs.

person referrals.

Sacramento 601 Deiinqpency Diversion - Table 4

Since over 90% of the referrals to this project were delinquent tendency

and petty theft cases we limited our comments on thic table to just these two

»

The project had about 15% fewer of its delinquent tendency referrals re-

arrested six months and a year after referral than control. Thirty-five percent o

those that were rearrested in both project and control committed more serious offenses.

This percentage remained about the tame six months and a year later.
The project had considerably more success than control in reducing the
number of petty theft arrests up to six months after referral, but by a year later

every petty theft réferral had been rearresged at least once in both grbups. The

i

severity of the project offenses, however”’éﬁdn't change while control's offenses

-

became more serious.

‘Yalo Youth Service;'ﬁureau“~ Table'hzl

' For -every. referral category the Yolo project had a higher percentage of it

referrals committing no‘offenses thanﬁany other in the cluster. Only 24% were re-

arrested sig months after referral and 32% a year later. These are the results on -
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Fifty pefcent’of the .delinquent tendency cases com

<

armore serjous offense.

Thirty percent ofgthe'petty.theft cases commi tted more
seriouéjviolat%ongf w | H
Forty;}hree percent of ﬁhe malicjous,mischief cases

. committed more serious offenses six month$ after'referral
and 76% a year later. |
Fifty percent of the other misdemeanor cases committed
more serious offenses six months and a year after
referral.,

Fifty percent of the alcohol-marijuana cases committed

‘a more serious offense six months and a year after

referral

SRR SN

7 e For the three. categorles of dangerous drugs, felony Vs,

property and felony vs. person, the rearrestS‘Were not

for more. serious offenses.

|

Rickmond Probation Interventicn Unit - Table 43

f RN i ‘,‘ e . 3,

f Over 80% of the referrals to this project were also for delinquent tend-
; .

encies.

|

both the project and the reference group committed more serious Qiolations six

About 50% of the youth who were rearrested for de]inquent tendencies in

movths later; The percentage of cases committing more sevére offenses ?ﬁcreaSed

~to{about 60% a year later, but was still about the same for both groups.

.. The percentage of proJect youth who were rnarrested was conS|derably

o

lower than the reference group for the whole twelve-month follow-up period. The
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project did extremely well with the few malicious mischief cases it handled, but

about 50% of its petty theft cases committed more serious offenses.:

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program - Table 44

Because this projecf,had so few referrals in every category except delinquent
tendency and felony vs. property we will limit our comment on table 44 to just those
two categories. .

In both categories, this project had considerably less success than control
with reducing either the number of arrests or the severity of offenses committed
over the entire twelve-month follow-up period.

The project had more rearrests for its delinqueht tendency referrals, where
the majority of its cases occurred, than any project in the cluster. Fifty-four
percent of the original delinquent tendency referrals that were rearrested committgd
a more serious offense. Severity outcomes on Alameda's delinquent fendency referrafs
were the worst in the cluster, but none of the five felony vs. property cases committéd

more serious offenses six months or a year after referral.
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. s : v TABLE 4o e : '
e i .)_‘ Co R o ) ' \\\ . CHANGES IN SEVERITY. OF OFFENSES COMMITTED §1X MONTHS PRE;
o ,x‘f‘:?‘ L Yo . . . 3 SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST BY OFFENSE CATEGORY -
N SSCES . a \
Project: A1V Diversion Projects in Cluster . W i B
- Group or Sub-groug: #!1 Law Enforcerent and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control Groups . L -
: ¢ " . Kumber of Experlmental Referrals: 588 ) e : ) -
Gt Number of Cont:yy] Referrale: 1Z) > =
‘ : SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE - i SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POSYT
e - Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs,' Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony s,
No Offense Del, Tend, 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. 22‘1912 . Property Persoi No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person
- - For % Fo. % Mo, & No. % No. 3 No. 3 No. 2 No:. 2 . Tk No. "2 Bo.” "% Ro. % Fo. 2 Fo. % Fo. "% No. "2 No. 2 = N X
(Percent is percentage of referrals. rearrested) ' ) ' ks
Original Reason for ! ' : j
- - ) Referral
ST Number of Referrals ; ' = - . :
- ... 192 60.4% B85 67.5% 28 22.2% 2 1.6% v ' b 3,22 Experimental 318 154 48.4% 91 55.5% 33 20.1% 4 2.h% 19 11.6% 17 10,48 127 39.9% 97 50,8% ke 20.9% 8 4,2% 2k 12,63 22 11.5%
) «29 70.4% lg 6;,.'15% 8 27.82 2 6.9% 0 0,03 Control 98 b3 43.9% 37 67.3% 3 5,63 5 - 9.1% 8 14,5% C 2 3.6% 33 23.7% B 63.1% k  6.2% w6 9.2% 9 13.8% 5 7.7%
- - : ‘ Petty Theft ' ‘ J : i
< Number of Referrals
- ' ‘ ' . - E . 9 . =7 '17.9% 1 2,6%
81 0% 6 20.0% 18 60.0% 2. 6.7% 3 10.0% To3.3% Experimental 111 82 . 73.9% /10 3h.5% 10 34.5% 3 10,32 5 17.2% 1. 3.4% 72 64.9% 16 41.0% 1. 30.8% 3 7.7% 7
; 2 Zg.oz i 33.3% 1 33.3% 133.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 5 z ho.0% T 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 ‘ho.0% 1 33.3% 0. 0.0% 2 66.7% (( 0. 0.0% o o.0%
., R . o “T‘ .
Malicious Mischief M
. - Number of Referrais 'y . o
l : . 6 37.5% 3 18.83 16
. 0. 60.0 1 0% 5 25,0% 0 0,02 Experimenital . 50 41 82.0% 3 33.3% 3 33.3% R )4 2 22.2% o 0.0% 34 68.0% 3 18.9%
- 33 sg.gg ? ;o,g§ ]g o.o§ () csa.oz 7 50.0% 0 0.0% Control 2 ©0 0403 o 0.0% 2 100,0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,03 1 50.0% 1.50,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
. i ‘ Other Misdemeanors
Number af Referrals i . o
by ; ‘ ‘ % 1 16.7% 2 33,33 0 0.0%
- . o 2, 1 1.3 2 28.6% 0 0.0% Experimental 19 o 73.7% 1 20,02 } 20,0% 1 20,0% 2 QO‘VO% 0. 0.0% 13. 68,4% 1 16.7% ;2 33.3 :
T 15 ég.gg 111 ‘g.3§ g‘ho.gé 0 ]o.o§ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control ' 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 000 0 o0.0% o 0.0% ¢ 0.0%
- Alcohol~Hari juana
Number of Referrals : - |
o RS - o
- - y ' ) ; 23 3 15.8% 5 26.3% L 21.0% 1 5.3% 6 31.6%
. . 0.0 2 20,0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0.02 Experimental 36 20 - 55.6% 6 37.5% 2 12.5% 2 12.5% 1 6.3% 5 31.3% 17 47 0% o oa o “o.0%
zg 7?).%% g c3> 30.0§ 0 o.og g So.oz 0 0.0% 0 0.03% Coztro] 0 0 - 0,0% 05/ 0.0% 0. 0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.03% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.03 0 %
' ' Dangerous_Drugs
g Number of Referrals
- . . : ; i 42.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
] . 0 6.0% o 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0,02 o 0.0% Exparimental 7 3 42)9% G .0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% o 0.9% 0 0.0% 3 ‘ . 448 o o008 o o0.0%
- ‘ g lggigi 0 o.o§ 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 315 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 9 - 0.0% T 100.0% 0 0.0% 00,08 2 66.7% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 110003
E ] 17 . !
‘ Felony vs. Property:
-~ 5 ‘ Number of Referrals ] ) ! " 3 N 2674 . o .08
‘ ) : ' @, P 46.7% 2 13.3 . .
o , 22 66.7% 2 20.0% 3 30.0% 0 0.0% 5 50.0% 1100t Experimental 33 22 66.7% 2 1828 5 ks.5y 1903 3 2.3 o 0.2 o 2 3% ] T 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 2 33.3%
, 6 60.0% 1. 25.0% 1 25.08 .0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% Cantrol 10 b 40.0% 2.33.3% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 1167 .
. . ? © . : W
- . i ‘ Felony vs.-Person '
i - : : i ¥ . : ) Number of Referrals ; : ; T o o b.0%
R & . . o A : o K Ri3 1 '11”33 14, . .
- b e | souon o oo o 0.2 o o.0% I 50.0% Expertmental 1k PR 4 66.7% 1673 S 16 ‘o 0.0% R I 1 ¢ St 2 100,08 0 0.t 0 0.0% o 0.2
2 66.7% - 0 - 0,0% 1.100.0% o 0,0% 0 - 0.0% 0 0,0% Cof:gtrol 3 2 66.7% 0 0.0% ‘o 1 100,02 ‘0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0. : ‘;///7,’
o ; T ; ;
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TABLE 41 ‘ ; : ) . ‘ o (\\ | .
' CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMJTTED SIX MONTHS PRE, ) k ¢

: : o ‘ SiX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT - . .

Project: Sacramento 601 -Diversion Project ' o L o . \\

Groupor Sub-group: All Experimental and Control Reférrals In Sample %% | s . A \ " ~
Number of Experimental Referrals: thd : - ' N N\ Ny
Number of Control Referrals: 98 i // ‘}) f, " ,

) { T k - B N
i HOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRIETe];ny — T - }1\351’//5;&75!(5 OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS POS';_'MMy vs«v. T MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COHMITTED OME YEAR POST L ’ : ::0
e ° . i . T L0 M e . vse . B . Felony vs, Felony vs.
No Offense Del, Tend. 602 Misd, Drugs Property Person No Offénse Del, Tend. 602 Misd, - Drugs Property Person. - No Offense Del. Tend 602 Misd Drugs Pro|
. ‘ o perty . _ Periion
. % Foo — & M. % Mo % Fo. % B 2 Bor 3 o e 2 Fo. % ST [ R TV 3 Boo % fo. % Bo. % Nor 3 T % BT X
(Percent is percentage of referrals, rearrested) ) . . : : x ' i
i . . ) Reason for Referral to
Project
Delinguent Tendency ‘ ‘ B ,

85  64.4% 41 87.2% 4 8,5% 0. 0.0% 2 L.3% 0 0.0% A eporrals 63 47.7% ks 65.2% 8 11.6% 3 5,3% b 4 ) /'

. . . . . . Experimental - 132 3 47.7 . . i3 10 14.5% 3 .3% .51 38.6% 51 62.9% 8 9,92 b oo h,9% 13 16,0% 5 6.2%

63 7h.1% 13 59.1% 6 27.3% 2 '9.% 1 h.5% 0. 0.0% " Control 85 36 - hz.hg 33 67.3% 2 hag .5 10.23 7 14,3% 2 hag 28 32.9% 36 63.2% 2 3.5% 6 10,5% 8 1h,0% 5 8.8%

: ) No. of Referrals . ) . . B .

4 80.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 .0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% Experimental 5 2 ho,0% 1 33.3% 2 6_§.72 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 3 60.0% 2 ho.0% 0 0.0% o 0,0% 9 0,0%
o1 50.0% 1 100.08 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% Control 2 0 0.0% 1 50.02 0 0.0% { 50.0% 0 0.03% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 .0.0% 1 .50.0% + 0 0.0% W, . 0.,0%
L i . . No:">f Referrals ) ' !

0 0.0% 1 50-02 1 50.0% - 0 0.0% 0 0.,0% 0 0.0% Experimental 2 0. 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 2:100,0% 0 0:0% ¢ 0.0% 0 - 0.0% 0 ' 0,0%

0 0.0% 1 100.0% . 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0,0% tontrol 1 o 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0,0% 4 6 0.0% 1 100,90 0 0.0% 0 . 0:0%

. « R ,\" } 2 .
-~ E ) . » Ie
; Alcohol-Hari Juana - ' . ‘ . A " N
No. of Referrals : % . . .
1 50,0% v 1 100.0% 0’ 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% Experimental 2 1 50.0% 17 100.6% ¢ 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 1. . 50.0% 1 100.0% 0. 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0. 0,03_’. 700 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. ' 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% Control 0 0 0.02 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0 0.0% i 0 0.0% 0 0.0;2 . 0 0,0% 0. 20.0%: 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0,0%
Dangerous Drugs . i L ' o " W
. ) No. of Referrals - E . : i B .
0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ~Experimental 1 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.02 0 0.0% L0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1.100.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0%
T 100,0% o 0.03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% “Controt 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 1.100.0% 0 - 0.0% _ 0 0.0%
. Felony vs. Property ) ;

. : : ’ No. of Referrals . ‘ o e K ]
1.100.0% = . .0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental . ) 1 100.0% - o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0%0/ 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% > 0.0% o 0.0% - 0 0.0%
6 75.0% 1 50.0%, 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 59.0% 0 0.0%3 Contiol 8 2 25.0% . L% 33,3% 0 0.0% L2 33.3% o 16.7% 1 16.7% 2 25.0% 1’\2 33.3% 0 0.0% . ?»33.3% 0 0.0% 2 33.3%

/? Felony vs.. Person :
e No. of Referrals . ' ) ) . p

1 100,0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 - 0.0% ¢ 0 . 0.0% Experimental 1 .0 0.0% 1100.0% 0 - G.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 o.gi 0. 0.0% ;log.gg (‘:mg.gz g g,gg g g.gé
1 .100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 -0.0% -0 -0.0% - Control 1 1100,0% - 0 0.0% "0 0.0% 0 -0.0% o 0.0% 0 0. 0 0.0% . . TR e .
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TABLE 42 = P ’ ) . AR
CHANGES 1N THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX HONTHS PRE,
SIX HONTHS POST AND. ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT
Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau :
Group or Sub=group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project - ) . ) ) : _
Number ‘of ‘Réferrals: 27! ) ’ ST ° )
SEVERITY OF ‘OFFENSE SIX_MONTHS PRE ’ . ) SEVER(TY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST o SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST ‘ "
Felony vs.- Felony vs. ) B o Felony vs. Felony vsa: ] N . Felony vs. . Felony vs,
No Offense Del, Ténd. 602 Midd. Drugs Property Person No Offense Del. Tend. 602 ‘Mlsd. Drugs ) Property Person - - MNo. Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd, Drugs " Propérty Person
No, % ‘Ho. 2 Fo. % No. 2 No. % Mo, 2 Hol ¥ No.. % No. % - No." % .. Moo % No. % o le. TR Ho. TF No, - Mo~ 7% Ho.” % LT 4
" Reason for Referral to
Project
50 78.1% ©1392.9% 1 7.3 0 0.0% - 0 0.0% 0 o0.0% No. of Referrals 64 - hh 6B.8% 10 . 5C.0% & 30.02 ,‘;r—"r 5.0% 315,04 - 0. 0.0% 38 59.4% 12 46.2% 7 26.9% 31,58 IST% 2 0 0.0%
' : Petty Theft ’ 0 ) o . . Co 0
72 75.8% b 17.4% 15 65,2% 2 Bu% RN D 1 h.3% No. of Referrals 95 75 78.9% 8 40.0% .6 30,05 3 15.0% : 21003 . 1 5.0% 69 72.6% . l] 42,32 7. 26.9% 37 10.5% S O - 1 3.8%
26 - 59.1% 1 5.6% 1 61.1% 1 5.6% 5 27.8% 0 0.0% No. of Referrnls &b 37 84.1% To14.3% 3 h2.9% boah3% 2 28.6% 0 '0,0% 31 70.5% 3 23.1% 0 0.0% 6 h6.2% 302303 . i ’7.7%'
‘ . Other Misdemeanors : . ., :
1 6h.7% T 16.7% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% No. of Referrals 17 13 76.5% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% V. 25.0% 1 25.0% .0 0,02 12 70.6%. 1 20,02 2 400 T 1 20.0% 1. 20.0% 0 0.0%
) : : Alcohol=Mari juana ) . ) ‘ oy . :
18 81.8% 1 25,0% T 125,08 . 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% No. of Referrals 22 1y 63.6% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 2 25.0% 0 .02 2. 25.0% 13 59.1% 0 0.0% VR TN 4 3 33.3% o 0.0 . 2 22,2%
- f:/b v . : . :/‘\ . .
Dangerous Drugs : - . : Lo : ’ '
Vi " . B B . T | h ) : . ) .‘ : . ‘ ) .0
4 100.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.02 No. of Referrals 4 2 75.0% 0 0.0%. 0 0.0% . 1.100.0% -0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 .75.0% 0., 0.0% 0 0.0% 1-100.03 0.0 0% 0 0.02
P . . - ) § : v : . S 933 . o162 0 - 0.0%
187 81.8% @ 1..25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% Ho. of Referrals 22 N7 77.3% 2 40,0% 3 60.0% 0 0:0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 16 . 72.7% L2 33.3% 3 50.0% 0. .0.0% » ! 7 : ‘
Felony vs. Person . . ) g e : : z .
: ) i . - 3 5% C J Y1 20.0%. 1 20,0% .o 0.0%
9 81.8% 1 5008 0 o0.02 o 0.0% - 0 0.0% 1 56002 . Mo. of Referrals 11 7 63.6¢ 2 50,05 - 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 0 o.0% 6 shst 2 ho.03 1.20.0% T 20.08
& :
b - } v
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v CHANGES IN SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, | |
o ’ . o SIX MONTHS POST AMD ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY Off’ENSE'CATEGORY
: Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit ‘ : ‘ ' . - 8 L ! ’ .
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Refarrals and all Referrals, Rejected by Project ) : . ‘ . : . . } : i . 0
. Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 ) . . : . . . ) :
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24 . o ) e I e :
SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE = = SEVERITY OF OFFENSE S1X MONTHS POST = SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST -
. ) elony vs. elony vs. ; o . o i o Felony vs. CFelony vs. - - ) . . Felony vs. F B
No Offense pel. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person o ; No Offense Del. Tend, 602 Misd. . “Drugs - Property.. Person No Offense Dél. Tend, v 602 Misd, . Brugs ' :ra;Zrt; : 'ell’Z:Zo:s
fo. % No. 3 No. " 3 No. 3 Fo. % No. % Ro. " % oMo 2 n Koo TF o Noo TR No. %27+ Fo. ™27 1N, TF No. —E No. T No. 2 No. T3 No. 2%
Reason for -Referral ‘to
.Project
Delinquent Tendenc .
Rumber of Referrals - I . . &
39 b5.3% 20 42.6% 21 Wb 7% 1 2.1% 2 b3 3 6.4% Experimental 86..39 45.3% 23 h8.9% T4 29,83 0 0.0% 2 h,3% 8 17.0% 31 - 36.0% 22 40.0% 18..32.7% .8 2 3.68 12 21.8%
8 4o.0% 10 83.32 L 0  0.0% . 0. 0.0% 2 16.7% 0 0,0% Rejected by Project 20 3 15.0% § 52.,9% 2..11.8% 0 0.0% 2 11.82 i 23.5% 2 10.0% 7 38.9% 4 22,2% 0. 0.0% 3 16.7% 4 92,2%
Petty Theft ' ) . '
R Number of Referrals ) )
Lo bbbz 1 .20.0% 2 4o.0% 0 0.0%8 2 40.0% 0 0.03 Experimental 95 55.6% 0. 0.0% 2 50.0% 0. °0.0% 2 50.0% 0 .0.0% 3.0 33.3% 17 16.7% 3. 50.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% ¢ 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. . 0.0% 0 0.0% ‘ Rejected by Project - 0 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 - 0.0% 0. 0,07 - o 0,0% .- 0. 0.0%
Malicious Mischief? ; S e
Humber of Referrals : o
3 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.02 0 0.0%8 . 0 0,02 0 0.0% Experimental 3 °°3 100.0% e 0.0% C 6 0.0% 0 0.0% 0- 0.0% S0 -0,0% 2 75.0%. - 14700.0%. 0 0.0% 0 -0,0%
0 0.,0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.08 0 0.u% 0 0,0% Rejected by Project 0 -0  0.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0% o 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0-" 0.0% 0 0,08 . 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Alcohol-Marijuana : A "
Number of Referrals. B . o . . . .
6 667 0 0.0% 1333 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0  Experlmeatal . c 9 3 33.3% 3 50.0% 0 0.0 S0 0,03 6.7 2 33.3% 30333t 2 33.3% 0 -0.02 3 50.0%
0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% o 0.0% - 0 0.0%2 Rejected by Project 0 0 0,02 0 "0.0% o 0.0% o0 0.02 0 .0.0% 0 0.0%. . 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o :-0.0% 0 0.0%
Felony vs. Progert ' ' - S .
o : Number of Referrals.. '*- : Sl : s :
, » , . o ~ .08 5 o Sg 0% 0 0008 1 100.0%
0 - 0.0% 0 0.03 . 0 .0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0 - 1100.0% | Experimental Y0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ¥.100.0% 0 0.0% . 0 0.0% S0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 '50.0% 0 0.0% 2 " 50.0% 0 0.0% Rejected by Project = 4 1 25.0% 0. 0.0% 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% . o o0.0% 0. 0.0% 3 75.0% 0. 0.,0% : -1‘ 25.0% .- .0 0.0
S \{ h ‘()
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. TABLE bf A , : B .
CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, ) ' . ey
) SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT : R . ' . . s ; R H
Project: Alameda Delinguency Prevention Program . . : ) S ! : . L S
Group or Sub~group: . All Experimental and Control Referrals : : - . ‘ : s . el
Number of Experimental Referrals: 33 N o ; ' ’ { : ' )
Number of Control Referrals: 23 - R ’ S i o 'vi] -
MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE ‘ . . HOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED S1X MONTHS POST ' ’ e HOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED ONE YEAR POST- R
‘o 0FF 6 . Felony vs. Felony vs. K Yo dee bel. Feni sozHisa ) ; ~ Felony ve. - Felony ve: Dy R - Felony vss Feiony vs. ,
No ense . ' Del. Tend. 02 Misd. Drugs Property Person o ense él. Tend, ; . rugs Property Person Ho Offehse Del. Ténd. = - 602°Misd, Dry ’ ‘P t - Pers S
Ro. % No. " %o No. ™% No. % Re. 2 Ro. ™% No. 3 No. % No. "% Ho. 2 No. % Fo. %7 R X oo %2 Re. £ Hor i& B i ol - S
= . Reason for Referrai to ) ) . » s, L R ) : : U : N s
N Project i R . : - ‘ . ‘ , . v )
‘ R i e . . . . i ) - r .
Delinquent Tendency : Co . . R N RN ' R S
: No. of PReferrals . - - . L . » SR Lo S
10 62.5% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% Experimental 16 5 31.3% 5 45,5% 3 27.3% .0 0.0% 2 38,23 1 9.1% 5 31.3% 5 45,5% -« 3 27.3% ) 0 -0.0% 2 18.2% - 1 5.1%
6 46.2% 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% control 13 7 53.8% b 66.7% 116,72 0 003 . 1 “1[6.721 0° 0.0% 5. 38.5% o5 62.5% 2 25,03 0 90.0% V12,58 7, -0 - 0.0%
Ho. of Referrals . - . N . . - P . R
1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,08 . Experimental 2 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% S0 0.0% ST 56.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 1 50.0% C0 008 C 00 0.0% 1.50.,0% 0 0.0% :
1 33.3% 0 0,02 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.9% 0. 0.0% Control 3 2 66.7% 0. 0.0% 1 100,0% 0 0.0% ',>0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% - 0 0.0% 0 0,0% <01 109.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0%
Malicious Mischief : ch . : o 2o : R
No. of Referrals g : 5 ’ : s ‘ ) e
2 100.0% 0 3.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 2 2100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 60 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100,02, 0 0.0 . - 0 0,05 ‘0 . 0.0% o “0.0%5 0 o.g
0 0.02 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ¥ 100.0% .0 0.0% Control 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 6. 0,03 0 . 0,0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% © 0 0,085 7 100.0% . 0 0.0% . 0 - 0.0% S0 0,08
‘ \ B Other Misdemeanors ;
. No. of Referrals ) ¢ :
0 - 0.0% 0. 0.0% 1-100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 '0,0% ° Exjierimental ! 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 .0,0% 07 0.0%: 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% D ‘0.02 .0 0,0% 1100.0% 0 0.0?
0  0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0  0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 5 .0.0% 0 0.0% B 0 - 0.0% 0 0,0% [ O.VDZ
" . Alcohol=-Har!juana ’ ‘ ' :
No. of Referrals . o a
T 33.3% 1 50.0% 0. 0.0% 1 50.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental '3 2 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0 1 100,02 0 0.0%. | 00,02 T 33.3% 1333 0. 0.0% 1 333%
0 0.0% 0  6.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% tontrol 0 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% . 0 0.02 .0 -0.0% 0. 0.0% ¢ 0.02 0 0.3 0 -0,0% o 0-02\ a 0.0% 0 0.0%,
X : - Dahgerous Drugs . o . ) o SR o ' S CLl
' No. of Referrals ' ) ¢ . : I : Y
. Con § . 2100,0% 0 0.0% 0 0,08
2 100.0% 0°00% - 0 0.0% o 0Wly 0 0.0% 0 0.0% . Experimental 2 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% L 2i00.0r . 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% . 0 0.0% 0 6.0% 0. 0.0 - 21700,
2.100.0% (] 0.1)2 0 - 0.0% o 0.0% 0. 0.0% - 0 0.3% Control 2 2.100,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% - 0 0.0 ° Q. 0.02 0 0.0% .2 100.0% 0. 0,03 0 0.0% 0  0.0% 0 0.0% 4] 0..02§
: 5 s ’ Felony:vs. Property ; ) : . ) -
. i i “. No. of Referrals - K . ) . Lo ) : Sy " .
8 ) e . ) . ; 3 ] ; . B . :
3 6o.os 1 50,085 o 0.0% 0. 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% Experinental - 5 3 60.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 1 500t F 50.0% 0. 0.0% 2. ho.0% 2 0 B s g N3 ST SOt 44
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 150,08 0 - 0.0% < 1 50,0% 0 0.0% - control 2 2 100.0% © .0 0,03 .0 | .0.0% 0 0% e 6.2 . 0 0,08 . e R ” e ¢ - : :
R : P R . . . PN : . : . . o . ) : .
Felony 'vsi Person : o ' T S . e o R St . : o
No. of Referrals , I i ) i o . . o o Sl “ DR : v
i : E - : ; ) i . I ) @ " : 1 1o0. B A 0,0 RN ' 3 +0! ; 0 0.0% L
2 Y00.0% 00,08 0 0.03 0 0.0% 0 0.02 0 0.03 Experimental 2 - . | 50.0% 1 100.0% 00 0.0 0 0.0% . O 0.3 0 0.03 ] 0.0 | 10908 R o SR O 3 e AR
1, 50,08 0 0.,0% © 1 100.0% ¢ 0.0% 0 .0.0% 0 0,0% Contro) 2 1 50.0% 0 0,03 17100.08 000,03 o - 6.0% 0 0.0% . 0. : ST T TR
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SET I1X
PRE AND POST CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF ARRESTS
BY AGE GROUPS
‘ we think of the tables in Sets IX and X as further extensions‘qf the
analysis started in Set VII. The previous tables examined ehanges in tﬁe average
number of arrests and the severity of offenses to determine the felative success the
projects had in dealing with particular offense cetegOries. |

The tables in. Sets IX and X, again, look at average number of arrests ‘and

chang s in sever;ty, but this ttme by age groups. The purpose of the tables Fn th:s

¢ case is to- examlne the- relatlve success the project had in dealing WIth particular

" age groups.- The format and arrangement of the tables is exactly the same as in Sets

V{l and Viil,

Considering the cluster as a whole, table 45 shows that the’pfojects had
the most success in reducing the average number of arrests for the age group 5—9 and
10~11 years. Oniy 8% of the referrals, however, were.in those age groups, (table 1).
Control showed a marked degree of success with the 5-9 age group but these only
represented 1% of the referrals. The prejects still had the most success with this
age group. v ‘ °

The majority of the referrals in all the projects occurred in the 14=15
age category. OQver 70% of all the referrals were in either the age group of 14-i5
or 16-i7. Expressed as a percentage difference the average number of arrests was
b4y lower for the experimental group in the 14=15 age group six monfhs aﬁd a year
after referral. The avefage“nﬁmber of project arrests was 29% lewer for the 16~17N
year old category. The average‘number Qf arrests was the same for the 12-13 age A
category for both project and control.\! \ : | < s
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Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project - Table 46

| v
Eighty-five percent of the referrals in both project and control were in

the two age groups of 14-15 and 16-17, The average number of arrests for these two

age groups was exactly the same six months after referral for both project and

L

centrol. PrOJect did slightly better than control with the 16-17 age group a vyear after

referral,

A
T ’

The only age group in which the project showed a noticeable measure of

improvement over control was with the 12-13) year old referrals, _
[ l

Yolo Youth Sefvices Bureau - Table 47 ' : : = o i[

The aveﬁage number of offenses committed by the referrals to the Yolo i “"f]

project was lower !n every age category than any project in the cluster. The relative .
. . . ' -

success with the younger age categories from 5-11 was greater than with the older iJ

groups, but the average number of offenses was still low for every age group. Offenses —

doubled approximately in the ages from 12-17 a year after-referral.

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 48 : e

Over 80% of these referrals were also made in the ages from 14- l7 This

T b

was the only project that had any subsrantlal success in controlllng the average -

number oF arrests for 16-17 year olds over the entire twelve—month period. The “

project did better than the reference group In reducing the average number“pf
?Q xfﬁ - offenses for every age category ~The project results a year after referral were as s
S good as Yolo's for the 16-17 catéga/y Va ‘ :

4
a
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Alameda Delinquency Diversion Project - Table 49

Without exception, control had mbre success than the projegt in controlling
the average numbér of offenses, This was true for every age category, both six months
and a year after referrg%; Except 7or the 12-13 category, the same was true for the
control siblings.

Like the other projects, 14=17 year olds made up the majority‘of the
referrals, The average number of arrests for the 16~17 year olds in the project was

the highest in the cluster both six months and a year after referral.

-131~
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TABLE 45

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SiIX MONTHS PRE, SiX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAK POST
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control
Total Number of Referrals: 702 - ‘

Average Age of Experimental Population: 14,5 vears
Average Age of Control Population: 14.9 years

S1X MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST
No. off Average No. . No. of Average No. No. of Average No.
Offenses Offenses Age Graups Offenses  Offenses Offenses  Offenses
336 0.6 Experimental 435 0.8 697 1.2 ~
10 0.5 5to8 5 0.2 9 0.4 ~
- 25 1.0 10 to 11 8 - 0.3 13 0.5 A =
68 0.6 12 to 13 93 0.9 149 1.4 b
134 0.6 14 to 15 188" 0.9 77300 1.40
99 0.5 16 to 17 140 0.7 225 1.1 7
0 0.0 18 - over. 1 1.0 1 1.0
201 0.7 Male ; 256 0.8 his 1.4
140 0.5 Female 185 0.7 230 1.0
62 - 0.5 Control 124 1.0 188 1.6
5 5,0 ‘5 to 9 1 1.0 3 3.0 =
2 0.3 10 to 11 L - 0.7 6 1.0 ©
6 0.4 12 to 13 7 14 0.9 - 21 1.4 &
22 0.5 14 to 15 56 1.3 81 1.9
27 0.5 16 to 17 k9 0.9 77 1.4 1l
34 0.6  Male 59 1.1 87 1.6
28 0.4 Female . 65 « 1.0 102 1.5
N\\:
)
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TABLE L6

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, S1X MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX

Project: Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project

Group or Sub-group: 20% Random Sample of Experimental and €ontrol Referrals
Total Number of Referrals in Sample: 225 i
Average Age of Control Population: 15.13 years . C ;
Average Age of Experimental Population: 15.13 years ' 5

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST
No. of Average No. No. of Average No. No. of Average No.
Offenses = Offenses Age Groups Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses
_ 72 0.5 Experimental ' 145 1.1 222 1.6
AW
» 0 0.0 5 to 9 0 0.0 I 0.5
1 0.3 10 to 11 1 0.3 : 2 5.7
7 0.5 12 to 13 9 0.6 2] 1.5
36 0.6 14 to 15 81 1.4 124 2.2
28 0.5 16 to 17 54 0.9 74 1.2
30 0.6 Male | 59 1.2 90 1.8
b2 0.5 Female - 86 1.0 132 1.5
37 0.b Control 109 1.1 168 1.7
0 0.0 10 to 11 2 0.5 4 1.0 - |
4 0.4 12 to 13 14 1.3 21 1.9 ;
1 0.3 14 to 15 52 1.5 75 2,2
22 0.5 . 16 to 17 bl 0.8 6 1.h
17 0.4 Male 59 1.2 77 1.8 |
20 0.4 Female 56 1.0 9l 1.7
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TABLE 48
NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
- BY AGE GROUP AND SEX
Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and A1l Referrals Rejected by Project
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 '
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24
S1X MONTHS PRE SiX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST
No. of Average No. No. of Average No. No. of  Average No.
Offenses = Offenses Age Groups Offenses Offenses O0ffenses Offenses
102 0.9 Experimental 108 1.0 158 1.5
o 2 0.5 10 to 11 3 0.8 4 .0
w 31 1.5 12 to 13 33 1.6 52 .5
L3 1.0 14 to 15 Iy 1.0 65 .5
26 0.7 16 to 17 29 0.9 36 .9
0 0.0 18 - Over . 1 1.0 1 .0
72 1.3 Male w72 1.3 109 .9
30 0.6 Female 36 0.7 L9 .9
36 1.5 Rejected by Project 1 1.9 71 .0
5 2.5 5to9 _ 2 1.0 L .0
1 1.0 10 to 11 2 4 2.0 3 .0
11 1.4 12 to 13 17 - 2.1 22 .8
14 1.8 14 to 15 ' 17 2.1 30 b
5 1.0 16 to 17 7 1.4 12 A
26 1.6 Male - 34 2.1 55 b
10 1.3 Female 11 1.4 ! .0
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Project:

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE,
S1X MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Project . .
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental, Control and Sibling Referrals
Total Mumber of Referrais: ‘

Average Age of Control Population:

160 ;
14,2 -years

Average Age of Experimental Population:

Average Age of Sibling Experimental Population:

Average Age of Sibling Control Population:

SIX MONTHS PRE

No.
Offenses

Average No.

22

N ~a—
sy WUNnINO SO —~

~L OO~ NN O

Age Groups

Experimental

10 to 11
12 to 13
14 to 15
16 to 17

Male
Female

Control

5to 9

10 to 11
12 to 13
14 to 15
16 to 17

Male
Female

Sibling Experimental

V4.7 years
11.9 years
6 years

SIX MONTHS POST

ONE_YEAR POST

¢« o a

OO0 O0

MNONO —~Q

QO
o

— D

Under 5
5to09
10 to 11
12 to 13
14 to 15
16 to 17

Male
Female

Sibling Control

Under 5
5to 9

- 10 to 11

12 to 13
4 to 15
16 to 17

Male
Female

No. of  Average No, No. of  Average No.
Qffenses Offenses
35 50 1.5
0 0 0.0
11 12 1.5
11 19 1.6
13 19 1.6
21 32 1.6
14 18 1.4
15 20 0.9
! 1.0 3 3.0
2 1.0 2 1.0
0 0.0, 0 0.0
4 0.4 6 0.7
8 1.1 9 1.3
6 0.5 10 0.9
9 0.7 10 0.8
16 0.3 28 0.5
0 0.0 0 0.0
3 0.3 6 0.5
2 0.2 2 0.2
1 0.1 2 0.2
7 0.9 14 1.7
3 0.2 y 0.3
8 0.3 15 0.6
3 0.1 9 0.2
0 0,0 0 0.0.
0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 0 0.0
3 0.3 3 0.3
0 0.0 6 1.0
0 0.0 0 0.0
] 0.0 ! 0.0
2 0.1 8 0.2

AT

ot T

SET X

PRE AND POST CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES BY AGE GROUP

The tables in Set IX analyzed pre and post dhanges in the‘average number
of offenses committed in each age category, The tables in this Set examine changes'
in the severity of the offenses committed by each age group over the eighteen-month
follow-up period,

Table 50 is a compoéite look at the entire cluster. As a categorical
observation about the cluster, it can be said that the projects had a greater per-
centage of their referrals committing no offenses in every age category. This is
true both six months and one year after referral with the exception of the 12-13
year old age group. “

The following é;e the most prominent comparisons we made from table 50:

. There was no significant difference fn the.s§Verity

of offenses committed after referral by.the 10-12 or
the 12-13 year olds in either the project or control,

. Seventy-six percent of the 14-15 year old project

youth rearrested committed either delinguent tendency
or 602 misdemeanors in contrast to 64% for control.

. There was no difference in the severity of offenses

committed between project and control for the 16-17

vear old category.

Sacramehto 601 Delinquencvaiyersion Project « Tab}e 51

fn the 12-13 and ]5-17 age groups the project had a higher percentage of
referrals committing no offenses six months and a year after referral than control.
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The, i2-13 year old project'youth tendedkto %ommit slightly more serieus offenses.
The opposite was true for the 16~ 17 year olds.'

In the 1415 year-old age group, prowect and contro] had almost exactly
the same percentage of referrals commrttrng no offenses and the severity of o“fenses

was also about the same.

Yolo Youth Services Bureau - Table 52

Within‘the ciuster,the Yolo project had theeﬂighest percentage of referrals
in each age group commlttlng no offenses six months and n year after referral,

Twenty-Seven percent of the 12- 13 year olds comm:tted of fenses more serious
than 602 misdemeanors. Sixteen percent of the 14-15 year oids that were\rearrested
committed offenses more serious than 602 m%sdemeanors. The project had the least
success with the‘oider youth where 51% ef the 16~17 year ofds rearrestad were either

rearrested for drugs or one ¢f the two felony offenses.

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit ~ Table 53

& -
Forty-six percent of the 108 referrals in the project group commi tted no

offenses six months after referral. In contrast, only 17% of the refersnce group

committed no offenses. A year later the percentage committing no offenses had dropped

to 36% for the project and 8% for the reference group,

From the standponnt of reducnng the number of rearrests, thevproject had

more success than the 'eference group with every age category. With the exception of

the 16~17 year olds the offenses committed by the reference group'Was uniformly'more
serious than those committed by the project youth both six months and a year after

referral. : ' o Sy
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Alamedz Delinquency Prevention Program = Table Sk

Confro! had a higher percentage of its referrals committing no offenses
than the project group in every age category except 16-~17 for the entire twelve-month

b

fellow-up period. The offenses committed by the 16=17 year old project youth were,

however, considerably more serious. Eighty~six percent of .the project rearrests in
the 16-17 age group were elther for drugs or one of the two felony offenses. Oh!y 20%
of the control group were rearrested for drugs or felonies. The offenses committed
by the project Yyouth were also more serious than control in all the other age groups.
None of the siblings under five committed any offenees after referral in
either project or control. Likewise, in the two age groups of 5-9 and 10-11, none

of the control referrals co%mitted any offenses after referral. Eighteen percent of
the experimental siblings in these age groups did commit further offenses.
in the older age categories of l4=~15 and 16=17 none of the control siblings
committed any offenses six months after referral. In contrast, 50% of the 14415 year
old project siblfngs were rearrested six months after referral and 14% of the 16-17
year olds.  Generally the same pattern persisted throughout the second six months of

the follow~up period.

-139~-

3

S

e e i R AT P

s

G RO Do SO
i




;

S

-

TABLE 50 ,
CHANGES !N THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED BY AGE GROUPS SIX MONTHS PRE,

51X MONTHS PMOST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT
e

o

\

Project: AIll Diversion Projects in Cluster

Group or Sub-group: A)1 Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Contrel Groups B
Number of Experimental Referrals: 575 . ’
| Homder of Control Referrals: 120
4N .
o REOE ! : . i;: . i
‘h . SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST
v B T Felony vs. Felony vs.' Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs.
| No Offénse Del. Tend. 62 Misd. Drugs Property Person . No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Propéerty Person No Offense pel. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person
e Bow R No. %" M. 7% Fo. 7% Ro. ™ % No. = % No. % No. % Ro. — 2 Bo. % Bo. T % No. % No. TE Fo. ™% - Boo £ LI 4 No. T % No. 773
1 i
L
H - Age Broups
5 to 9.
Number of Referrals )
16 . 80.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 1] 0.0% Experimental 20 17 85.0% 0 0.0% 2 75.0% 0 0,0% 1. 25.0% 0 0.0% I5  75.0% 1 20.0% 3 60.0% 0 0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% [+} 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1.-100.0% ¢} 0.0% Control 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 100.0% 2] 0.0% 1} 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% ¢ 0.0% 0 "~ 0:0%
10 to 11
i Number of Referrals
. 20 B80.0% 3 60.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 1 20,0% 0 0.0% Experimental 25 19 76.0% 3 50.0% 3  50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.03% 17  68.0% 3 37.5% 3 37.5% 1] 0.0% 2 25.0% 0 0.0%
L 5 83.3% 1 100.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4] 0.0% Control 6 § 66.7% 2 )00.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 2. 75.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% [1} 0.0% 0 0.0%
i .
.
12 to 13 .
. Number of Referrals
7V 65.7% 125,75 11 29.72 3 8.% 8  21.6% L. 10.8% Experimental - 108 63  58.3% 17 37.8% 10 22.2% booo2.2% 1 244 6 13.3% 4g 45,43 25 ho.7% 13 22.0% 3 5,1% 11 18.6% 8 13.63
= 9 - 60,0% 2 . 33.3% 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 1. 16.7% 1] 0.0% Cintrol 15 7  h6.7% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 25.0% T 12.7% 7 U6.7% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 0 O.GR:H 2 25.0% 1 12.7%
. Mo s
Number of Referrals
' 12! 60, 44 51.8% 1 6.5% 2 2.4% 6 7.1% 2 2.4% JEj;Peri:wntal 214 114 53.3% k9 49.0% 27 . 27.0% 3 3.0% 13 13.0% 8 8.0% 97  45.3% 45 38,52 - 34 29.)% 8 - 6.8% A7 14,5% 13 11.%
33' sa,ég 7 53.8% 33 g;.?z 2 15.4% 1. 7.7% 0 0.0% . antrol 43 19 h4,2% 1 58,3% 2 8.3% L 16.7% L 16.7% 0~ 0.0% 16 37.2% 16 59.3% 20 7.4% 5 18.5% }.,!2 7.h% 2 7.4%
T I WA
o 16 ito 17 »
: Nupber of Referrals ]
: . 5 ; : , s 6.8% 16 15:8% 9 8.9 9 8.9%
1 66.2% 38 5h.3% 21 °30.0% 7 10,0% L 5.7% 0 . 0.0% lixperimental 207 122 58,9% 45 0 52.9% 13- 15.3% 13 15.3% & 7.1% 8  9.4% 106~ 51.2% 50 49.5% 170 :
3; ©67.3% 1T 61.1% 6 33.3% 0 0.0% ! 5.6% 0 0.0% lontrol 55 22 4o.0% 19 . 57.6% b o12,1% .5 15.2% 3. 9.1% - 2 - 6.1% J6. - 29.1% 20 51.3% 3 1.7% 7 17.9% 5 12.8% 4 10.3%
e !
18 = Qver
Nimber of Referrals - L
e ‘ : 0 0.0 0 0.0y 0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 0 0.0% Exgerimental 1 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 . -0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% o 0.0% B
s 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% o o.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0. 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0" 0.0% o 0.0% o 0.0% - 0 0.03 o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 - .0.0% . 0.0% 0. .0.03

0.0% ,Coritrol
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TABLE 51

CHANGES IN. THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED BY AGE GROUP SIX MONTHS PRE, . ' '
SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT

Profect: Sacramentp 601 Dellnquency Diversion Project ’ . .
Group or Sub-group: Al) Experimental and Control Referrals In Sample

Number of Experimental Referrals: 128
Number of Control Referrals: 97

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SiX MONTHS PRE SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST SEVERITY .OF OFFENSE 5WE YEAR POST
‘ Felony vs, Felony vs. ] Felony vs, Felony vs. FeTony vs. Felony vs,
Ho Offense Del. Tend, 602 MIsd. Drugs Property Person Ho Offense Del. Tend. £02 Misd, _ - Druys Property Person No Offense Del. Tend, 602 Misa, Drugs Property Psrson
Bo. 7% Ro. % N Z Bo. ™ "% No. "% Bo. 2 No. % No. " TE Fo.” % Ho. "% Bo. % Fo.TTE No. % Ho. % K. 7% Mo % No. X% No. 3
Age Grotips

5-8
Humber of Referrals

2 100.0% 0 0.0% ¢ 0.0% 0 0.03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 2 2° 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0,02 0 0.0% 0 0.0% | 50.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.03
0 0.03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% (1] 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 0 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1] 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0:0%
1
10 - 11
Number of Referrals
2 66.7% ! 100,02 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% ¢ 0.0% Experimental 3 2 66.7% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 9.0% o 0,03
4 100.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% o o0.0% o o0.0% Control b 3 75.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 1 50.0% 1 50,0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
12 - 13
Number of Referrals
9 54,3% 3 60.0% 2 ho,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 14 8 57.1% 2 33.3% T 16.7% 0 0.0% 2 33.3% 1 16,7% 4 28.6% 5 50.0% 2 20,0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 1 10.0%
7 63.6% 2 50,0% 1 25.0% I 25,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.02 Cogtrol ] 3 27.3% 5  62.5% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 2 25,0% 1 12.5% 3 27.3% ‘5 62,5% o 0,0% o 0.C% 2 25.0% 1 12.5%
14 - 15
) Number of Referrals ‘
35 62.5% 18 85.7% 2 9.5% 0 0.0% 1+ 4.8% 0 0.0 Experimental 56 19 33.9% 21 56.8% 6 16.2% - 2. 5.4% C 7 18.9% 1 2.7% 16 - 28,6% 2] 52,5% 5 12.,5% 3 5% 9  22,5% 2 5.0%
26 76.5% 6 75.0% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% T 12.5% 0 0.0% Coﬁtrol 34 12 35,3% 13 59.1% 1 5.5% 4 18.2% L 18.2% 0 0.0% 10 29.42 15 62.5% 1 4,7% 4 18.2% 2 9.1% 2 9.0%
16 = 17
Number of Referrals
- 4o.0% 28 77.8% 3 . 8.3% 2 .5.6% 1 2.8% 2 5.63%
-39 65.0% 18 85.7% 1. h.8% 1 b8 1 hey 0 0.0% Experimental 60 30 50.0% 23 76.6% 3 10.0% 2 - 6.7% 1332 133 2h 4
34 70.8% 8 57.1% 5 35.7% 0. 0,03 V7,08 0 0.0% Control 18 20 - 41.7% 17 60.73 AL 5 17.9% 2. 7.0% 2 773 15 31.3% 17 51.5% I . 3.0% 7 21.2% hoo12.1% o12,1%
\ i)
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YABLE 52
“ CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMHITTED BY AGE GROUPS SIX MONTHS PRE,
S1X MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT
Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau
- Group or Sub-group: A1l Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project ,
Number of Referrals: 279
- SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST ¢ SEVERITY OF OFFEMSE ONE YEAR POST
. . Fefony vs. Felony vs. ] . relony vs, Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs,
No. Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property ' _Person No Offense lel. Tend, 602 Hisd. Drugs Property Person No_Offense Det. Tend, . 6C2 Hisd, Drugs Property Person
No. % No. "% Bo. % No. % Bo. 3 Bo. ™ % No. % fo. 2 Ro. 2 No. % Bo. 2 No. % No. — 2 [T Ho. % Ho. ™ 3% Bo. . % Moo %
_— )
Age Group
- 14 87.5% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 9 0.0% No. of Referrals 16 14 87.5% ¢ 0.0% 1 50.0% o 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 14 87.5% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0% 1 50,0% o 0.0%
N 10 - 11
|
Al
15 93.8% 0 0,0% 0 0.03 0 - 0.0% 1 100.6% 0 0.0% No. of Referrals 16 14 87.5% ¢ 0.0% 2 100,08 - 0 ' 0.0% o 0.0% 6. 0.0% 12 75.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 50,0% 0 0.0%
- 12.-13
- by 77.2% 1 7.7% 5 38.5% 2 15.4% 4 - 30.8% 1772 Ho. of Referrals 57 b2 73.7% 6 40.0% 5 33.3% 1 6 2 13,32 1 6.7% 37 6h.9% 8 hlog 5 25.0% 3 15.0% 3 15.0% I 5.0%
‘ 14 - 15
- 67 69.1% 10 33.3% 17 56.7% 0. 0.0% 2 6.7% 1. 3.3% No. of Referrals 97 7 73.2% 13 50.0% 9 34,6% 0 0.0% 3 11.5% 1 3.8% 64 65.0% 13 39.4% 12 36.4% 3 9.2 4 12.1% I 3.0%
6-17
66 73.3% 11 45,82 9 37.5% ko 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% No. of Referrals 90 66  73.3% 7 -29.2% 5 20.8% 9 37.5% 2 8.3% 1 h2% 59  65.6% 7 22.6% 7 22.6% It 35.5% b 12.9% 2 6.5%
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Project: “Richmand Probation Intervéntion Unit

Group or Sub=group: All First Year Referrals and All Referrals Rejected by Praject
Number of Experimental Refervals: 108
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE

Felony vs. Felony vs,
No Offenss Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person
No. < No. E3 No. 3 No. % No. % No. %z
0 0.03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
2 50.0% 1. 50.0% 1. 50.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 0.0% 1,100.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
9 42,9% 4 33.3% 3 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 16.7% 3 25,03
L 5z.0% Z 50.0% v 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0%
17 50.4% a9 36.0% 12 -48,0% 2 8.0% 2 8.0% 0 0.0%
2 25.0% L B6.7% ) 12.5% 0 0.03 1 33.3% 0 0.0%
23 57.5% 7 Li.2g 9 52,93 1 5.9% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0%
2 40.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% £ 0.0% 0 0.03%
1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 - 0.0% 0 .02
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,03 0 0.0%

t

o . 31}3
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N , TABLE 53 .
CHANGE? IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED BY AGE GROUPS SIX HONTHS
SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR ‘AFTER REFERRAL T0 PROJECT  HONTHS PRE, E
SEVERATY OF OF?ENSE S1X MONTHS POST SEVERITY Of OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST
) ) Felony vs. Felony vs. Fel Fel
No_Offense Del. Tend, 602 Misd Drugs Propert Person No Of elony vs. elony vs,.
. . s Offense Del. Tend. 602 Hisd. Drugs Propert: ¥ _Person
B2 LT LY e 1 Bo. % L S T oo % . % [ SRR ey wlN verns
Age Groups
5t 9 ’
Number of Referrals ‘
Sxperimental 0 0 . 0.0% 0. ©.0% 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.02 0. 0,0% 0 0.0%
Lo . . . . . 0 0. 0 0.0 0. .0
Rejected by Project 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 IOO.g§ 0 o.o§ g o.gg g g;o§
10 to 11 e .
Number of Referrals
Exper!méntal b 2 50,0% 1 50.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.03 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 1-.50,0% 1 50,0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0%
Rejected by Project | 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0,0% - 0 0.0% ¢ 0.03% 0 0.0% ¢ 0.0% 1. 100,03 0 0.0% 0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% ¢ 0:02
r
12 to 13
Number of Referrals )
Experimental ‘21 9 h2.9% 5 b1.7% 2 16.7% .0 0.0% 3 25.0% 2 16,73 4 19.0% 7 W.2% 4 23.5% 0 0.0% 2 11.8% b 23.5%
Rejected by Project B 1 12.5% 2 28.6% T o14,3% 0 . 0.0% 3 42,93 1 14,32 1 12.5% 2 28.6% 1 14,3% 0  0.0% 3 42.8% T 14.3%
14 to 15
Number of Referrals i .
Experimental h2 18 42,9% 10 41.7% 8 33.3% 0 0.0% 4 16.7% 2 B.3% 15 35.7% 7 25.9% 10 37.0% 0 0.0% 5 18.5% 5 18.5%
Rejected by Project 8 2 25.0% 1 16.7% 2 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% i 12,52 1 14.3% 3 42.8% 0 0.0% 1] _0.0% 3 h2,8%
15 to 17 2
Number of Referrals
Experimental Lo 21 52.5% 10 . 52.6% 5 26.3% 0 0.0% 0 0,03 b o212 18 45.0% 11 '50,0% 6 27.3% R V. 1. h.5% 0 0.0% L] lé.zz
Rejected by Project '§ 0 Q.O% 5 100,02 0 0.0% . 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 3 66.6% 1 >16.72 0. 0.0% 1 16.7% 0 0.0%
18 - Over
Number of Referrals
Experimental 1 0 0,0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ] 100,02 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0? 0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Refected by Projec; 0 0 - 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Q- 0.0% 0 .~ 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 - 0.0% 0 0,03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0,0% ¢ 0.02
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‘ ‘ TABLE 54

CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED BY AGE GROUP SIX MONTHS PRE,
SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT

Project: Alameda Dellnquency Prevention Program
Group or Sub-group: Al Experimental, Contrel and Sibling Referrals to Project
Number of Re?errais: Experimental, 33; Control, 23; Siblings, 104

—

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SiX MONTHS PRE SEVER|TY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST

3 B i

AT

L ¢

) . : Felony vs. Felony vs. ) Felony vs. Felony vs, ~55Ts
No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd. Drugs Property Person No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Misd ' Drugs :runyr:s. Fe'l’ony n
Moo % . Neo % for % ¥oo o % foo % B % ¥or % Fo. % fo. £ Moo 3 Fer E [T Nor 2 T Ro. & Mooy T e
Age_Groups
“Under &
Number of Referrals
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 .0.0% o 0.0% Experimental = 0 -0 - 0.0% 0 0.,0% c  0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 9,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 .0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% téntrol 0 o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Stblings
3100.0% 0 0.0% 0  0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 3 3 100,0% G 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 100.0% 0 0.,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
5 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 5 5 100.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0. 0.0% ¢ 0.0% 0" 0,0%
5-8
Number of Referrals ‘
0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 0 .0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% b 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% g 0.0%
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1.100.0% 0 0.0% Coptrol 1 0 -0.0% 6 - 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0%
© Siblings . !
10 90.9% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 11 9 81.8% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 0.0% 9 81.8% ¢ 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0%
12 92.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1100.0% 0 0.0% Control 13 13 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% ¢ 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 13 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.9% 0 0.0%
10~ 11
Number of Referrals .
1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% o 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 1 1°100.0% 0 0.02 0 0.0% 9 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0%
1 50.0% 1 100.0% 0. 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% Control 2 1.50.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 1 100.0% 0 . 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0,0%
siblings ' :
11 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 1) 3 B1.8% 1 50.0% 0  0.0% 0 0.0% 1. .50.0% 0 . 0.0% 9 B81.8% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0%
5 71.h% 0 0.0% .1 50.0% 6 0.0% 1 50.0% o 0.0% i “tontrol 7 7 110.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 7 100.0% 0 0.03% 0  0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0%
RN St
12 = 1
. Number of Referrals ‘ , )
5 62.5% b 33.32 © 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% : Experimental 8 3 371.5% 2 L0.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 40.0% 0 0.0% 3 37.5% 2 40.0% 1 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 40,03 0 0.0%
2 50.0% 0 -0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 0 0.0% tontrol 4 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 4 100.0% 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 '0.0%
Siblings : -
10 90.1% 0 . 0.0% 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 11 10 90.9% 1100.0%" 0 0.0% 0 . 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 9 81.8% 2 100.0% 0 ' 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
8 88,92 0 0.0% 0. 0.0% 0 0.0% 1-100.0% 0 0.0% Control 7 77.8% 0 0.0% 2100,0¢ - o 0,0% 0 0.,0% 0 0.0% 7 77.8% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 0 - 0.0% 6 0.0% 0 0.0%
14 - 15 :
Number of Referrals : . .
8 66.7% 3 75.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% Experimental .12 b 33.3% L 50.0% 2 25.0% 1 12.5% o 0.0% 1 12.5% 1 8.3% 4 36.4% b o36.4% 2 18.2% 0. 0.0% 1 9.1%
L Lh by 1 20,0% 3 .60.0% 1 20.2% 0. 0.0% o 0.0% tontro} 9 7 77.8§ ‘1 50,0% 1" 50.0% 6 D.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 6 66.7% 1 33.3% 1°.33.3% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Siblings E : )
L 50.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 8 L 50,05 T 2 50,0% 0. 0,0% 0 0.0% 1-25.0% 1 25.0% 4 50.0% 1. 25.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0%
2. 33.3% 2 50.0% 1 °25,0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 6 0.0% Control 6 100,0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 50.0% 1. 33.3% 0 0.0% b33.3% 1 33.3% 0. 0.0%
16~ 17 . :
Number of Referrals . : ; ) .
7: 58.3% o 0.0% 1 20,0% 120,02 3 60.0% 0 0.0% Experimental 12 5 h1.7% 1 1h.3% o 0.0% 2 28,6% 3 42.9% 11433 5 4.7% 113y 0 0.0% 2 52-62« 3 ‘%g% (l) '8'3§
3 h2,9% 3 75.0% 1 25.0% S0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 7 2 28.6% 2 40.,0% 2 he.ox 0 0,0% 1. 20,0% 0 -0.0% 114,33 3 50.0% 233,33 1 7% o 0. .
Siblings 4 b s
11 78.6% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 0 - 0.0% D 0.0% 1 33.3% Experimental ~ 14 12 85.7¢ | 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 1. 50,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 78.6% 2 66-7§ g gg§ 5ng§ g gg§ g ggz
8.100.0% 0 - 0.0% o 0.0% 0 0,03 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 8 8 100.0% 0 0.0% 03770,0% 0 0,0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 100.0% 0 o.0 . . +0: .
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SET XI
CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED
SIX MONTHS AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL FOR
ALL REFERRALS WHO HAD NO PRIQR OFFENSES OR
HAD COMMITTED EITHER ONE OR TWO PRE-PROJECT
OFFENSES -

We have already analyzed the success of the pfoje&ts in relation to chahges
in the average number and severity of offenses by fype of offense and age group. Set
X1 anaTyzes the relative success the projects had in treating referrals with respect
to the number of offenses they had conmi tted prior to referral, Many of the referrals
had committed more than two pre-projact offenses, but our analysis was limited to
assessing outcomes on only those referrais who had no prior offenses or had committed
either oﬁe offense or two pre-project offenses.

The three tables in this Set show outcome, controlling for the number of
prior offenses in each project. At fhe bottom of each table we combined all of the
experimental and control Eeferra1s to show the overall results of the cluster.

The two main conclusions we reaéhéd from these tables were:

1. The projects did considerably better than control with

referrals who had either no prior arrasts or who had
committeg only one offense prior to referral.

2. Neither the projects nor coptrol were véry succeésful

with referrals who had committgd more than two offenses

prior to referral, but control's results were slightly

better than the projects.

‘Sacramento 601 Delinguency Diversion Project

In the Sacramento project only 12% of the referrals having no prior offense
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commi tted more than one offense six months after referral in comparison to 24% for

control. A year later, the difference between the two groups had narrowed consid-

erably. Thirty percent of the experimental group had committed more than one offense

and 33% for control.
"Fifty-nine percent of the project referrals who had committed one prior

offense had been rearrested at least once siX months after referral and 62% of the

control group had been rearrested at least once. A year later the difference between

the two groups had increased to 10%.

For those whe had cchmitted two. pre~project offenses, control did consid~
erably better than project both six mcnths and a year after referral. Twelve months
after referral, 79% of the project youth had been rearrested and 50% of'the control

group.

Yolo Youth Services Bureau

Regardless of the number of pre-project offenses they committed, the Yolo
project had the lowest percentage of their referrals being rearrested of any project
in the cluster. This is true both six months and a year after referral. Like the

other projects, Yolo had more success with the referrals who had no prior offenses.

‘Richmond Probation Intervention Unit

Because there were so few referrals in the reference group that we used
in some of the other tables, we omitted them from this Set. Outcome results for the
Richmond referrals that had nc prior offgnses were very similar to Sacramento. This

is also true for the group of referrals who had committed only one prior offense.
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For those referrals that committed two pre-project offenses, the Richmond
project had somewhat more success than Sacramento. Thirty~nine percent of the
Richmond referrals committed no offenses six months after referral in comparison to
32% for Sacramento. Twelve months after referral 32% of the Richmond referrals still
committed no offenses, whereas only 21% of the Sacramento referrals had not been

rearrested.

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Praogram

Without exception, control referrals in each group did considerably better
than the project. Twenty-five percent of the control referrals who had no prior
arrests had been rearrested six months after referral in comparison to 43% in the
project. Thirty-three percent of the control referrals who had committed one pre-
project offense had been arrested at least once six months after referral, while
50% of the project youth had been arrested at least once.

| Six months after referral, 50% of both the con£r01 and project referrals
who had committed two prior offenses had been rearrested. A year later, 50% of the
control referrals had been rearrested, while every one of the project youth had been

rearrested at least once.

-147-

T i a0 Ei A
e s T B R R At O

T,

A T T A TR e A A R, AR

¥
;
|
{
b
f

e

eaeiomme:

S




TABLE 55 . \i \
CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES C'OMMITTED S1X MONTHS POST AND. ONE YEAR POST '
: FOR -ALL REFERRALS WITH NO PRIOR ARRESTS BY PROJECT k
< | 1§
NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS POST : NUMBER OF OFFENSES ONE YEAR POST
Project - 0 1 2 3 l++ ‘ 0 1 2 3 4t )
' 8
SACRAMENTO o

Experimental 63 ' 7 ‘ '»
Number 42 18 [ 3 2 35 15 9 3 7
Percent " 60.9 26.1 5.8 k.3 2.8 k7,7 . 2341 13.8 4.6 ; 10.7

Control 51 -
Number 24 15 10 1 1 20 14 11 1 g
Percent k7.1 29.4 19.6 2.0 2,0 39.2 27.5 21.6 2,0 9.8

YoLO © =

Experimental 150 ) '
Number 124 15 8 2 1 114 16 11 5 2
Percent 82.7 10.0 5.3 1.3 0.7 77.0 10.8 7.4 ;3'4 1.4

R1CHMOND ‘

Experimental 26 : -
Number 16 4 5 1 0 13 7 2 2 2
Percent 61.5 15.4 19.2 3.8 0.0 50.0 26.9 7.7 7.7 7.7

ALAMEDA -

Experimental 15 ;

Number i 8 2 3 2 0 7 2 3 3 -0
Percent ' 83.3 13.3 20.0 13,3 0.0 46,7 13.3 20.0 20.0 0.0 ™
Control B ; ‘
Number 3 1 0 0 0 3 o .. 1 0 0
Percent 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 -
ALL PROJECTS .

Experimental 260 : T
Number ) 190 39 20 8 3 169 ) 25 13 1
Percent 73.1 15.0 7.7 3.1 1. 65.0 15,4, 9.6 5.0 k.2

Control 55 -
Number 27 16 10 1 1 23 1h 12 1 g
Percent 49,1 29.1 18,2 1.8 1.8 4y.8 25.6 4.6 1.8 2.0
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Project
SACRAMENTO

Experimental 39
Number
Percent

Control 24
Number
Percent

YOLO

Experimental 77
Number
Parcent

RICHMOND

Experimental 30
Number
Percent

ALAMEDA

Experimental 6
Number
Percent

Control &
Number
Percent

ALL PROJECTS

Experimental 152
Number
Percent

Control 30
Number
Percent

TABLE 56
CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST
FOR ALL REFERRALS WHO COMMITTED ONE PRE-PROJECT OFFENSE BY PROJECT

. _NUMBER OF OFFENSES S1X MONTHS PQST __NUMBER OF OFFENSES ONE YEAR POST

0 ) 2 3 b+ 0 1 2 3 Lt
16 12 6 1. 4 12 8 9 } 5
1.0 30.8 15.4 2.6 10,3 34.3 22.9 25.7 2.9 14,3
@ 9 3 ] 2 [ 6 g 3 5
37.5 37.5 12.5 b2 8.4 25.0 25.0 16.7 12.5 20.8
53 13 § 2 0 53 13 3 3 5
75.3 16.9 5.2 2.6 0.0 68.8 16.9 3.9 3.9 6.5
12 1 3 2 2 12 39 4 2 3
4o.0 36.7 10.0 6.7 6.7 4o.0 30.0 13.3 6.7 9.9
3 3 0 0 0 ] 3 2 0 0
56.0 50.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 50,0 33.3 0.0 0.0
4 ¢ 1 1 0 3 } 1 1 0
66.7 2.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 50.0 16.7 16.7 16.7 0.0
89 39 i3 0 3 78 33 18 6 13
58.6 25.7 8.6 0.0 3.9 51.3 21.7 1.8 3.9 8.6
13 9 4 2 2 9 7 5 4 5
43,3 30.0 13.3 6.7 6.7 30,0 23.3 16.7 13.3 16.7
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Project
SACRAMENTO

Experimental 19
Number
Percent

Control 8
Number
Percent

YoLo

Experimental 32
Numbe -
Percent

RICHROND

Experimental 26
Number
Percent

ALAMEDA

Experimental 2
Number
Percent

Control 4
Number
Percent

ALL PROJECTS

Experimental 79
Number
Percent

Control 12
Numbes
Percent

sl

TABLE 57

CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PGST AND ONE YEAR POST

FOR ALL REFERRALS WHO COMMITYED TWO PRE~PROJECT OFFENSES BY PROJECT

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS POST

NUMBER OF OFFENSES ONE YEAR POST

0 ] 2 3 L4 0 ] 2 3
6 4 4 2 3 4 4 4 2
31.6 21.1 21.1 10.5 15.8 21,1 21,1 21.1 10.5
5 2 0 0 1 4 2 ] 0
62.5 25.0 0.0 0.0 12,5 50.0 25.0 12.5 0.0
21 10 1 0 0 15 10 6 0
65,6 31.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 46.9 31.3 18.8 0.0
10 9 1 8 8 1 g
38.5 - 34,6 11.5 i1.5 3.8 30.8 30.8 3.8 14.2
1 0 ] 0 0 0 1 1 0
50,0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50,0 0.0
2 ) 2 0 0 2 0 2 0
50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50,0 0.0 50.0 0.0
38 23 9 5 A 27 25 12 7
48,1 29.1 11.4 6.3 5.1 34,2 31.6 15.2 8.9
7 2 2 0 1 6 2 3 0
58,3 16.7 16.7 0.0 25,0 6.0

L
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DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY

Up to this point, the evaluation has dealt entirely with the characteristics
of the referral population and their treatment outcomes. The two Sets of tables
which concluded this section of the report focuses on two aspects of the service side
of the projects; i.e., the duration of service and the number of treatment contacts.

We found a fairly substantial amount of data on both aspects of the service
program, although more data existed on the duration of service than on the number of
treatment contacts. In Alameda the data on number of treatment contacts was supplied
by the project staff and in Sacramento from a sample of the ~ase records.

In the cluster there are some wide variations in the service concepts as
they relate to duration, frequency of contact and continuity of service,

At one extreme we would include Sacramentc and Richmond, where the practice
was to deal with the case immediately, in the context of the situation that precip-
itated the referral incident and then withhold further service until another specific
incident made recontact with the case necessary. The average number of treatment
contacts in Sacramento was only 2.1; in Richmond it was 2.3. In over 70% cf the
cases in both projects the treatment was concluded and the case terminated in the
first 60-days following referral.

At the other extreme was Alameda where the policy was to provide a much
more intensive type of treatment over an exteh#gd period. The referrals were seen

about once a week over the entire year we followed the treatment group. The number

of contacts in the sample varied from a maximum of 82 contacts per year to a minimum

of 35, Service continued for over a year in &7% of the project's cases, Data

wasn't available on the control group.
N\
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Yolo was the only project that didn't have a clearly defined service policy.
The service concepts in this project were discussed largely in terms of counseler-
.cliént répport rather than family involvement; peer interaction as opposed to authority
recognition; and the counseling was done in settings familiar and convenient to the
referral'raﬁher than in a home environment. .

Another important difference was that there was very little continuity
between the caseworker and the referrals in the Yolo project. Organizational problems,
management turnover, and constant uncertainty about the supply cf the case aide
volunteers practically precluded having the kind of scheduled, fullow-up involvement
with the cases that was possible with professional, full-time staff in the other
projects.

This type of an administrative situation necessitated a much differant type

. of casework practice. One very evident difference was that while Yolo saw the
cases about as many times as Richmond or Sacramento the service period was much shorter,
Thi§iwas true even with the youth who had beén referred for serious offenses. Fiftyj
OUeXbercent of the cases were closed within seven days after referrai and 60% within
21-days. We attributed this more to the problems related to the availability of staff

rather than to a deliberate service policy.
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TABLE 58

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY*

Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project
A1l Experimental Referrals on which Duration Data

Group or Sub~=group:

was Available

Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 92

1 to 7 Days
Percent

8 to 21 Days
Percent

22 to 60 Days
Percent

2 to 3 Moriths
Percent

3 to 6 Months
Percent

6 Months to | Year
Percent

Qver 1 Year
Percent

Total Referrals
in each Offense
Category

Del. Petty
Tend. Theft
17 0
19.6% 0.0%
12 0
13.8% 0.0%
33 2
37.9% 66.7%
3 0
3.4% 0.0%
16 0
18.5% 0.0%
3 S
3.4% 33.3%
3 0
_3.4% 0,0%
87 3

*Duration of service

153

Alcohol/
itarijuana

Row
Total
No. & %

18
19.6%

12
13.0%

. 36
39.0%
3.4%
16
17.3%.

b.3%

is time between date cf first contact and termination of case.
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TABLE - 59
DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL»CATEGORY*
Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrais on which Duration Data was Available
Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 143

Dang. Felony Felony Row
Del. Petty Mal. Other Alcohol/ Drug Vs vs Total
Tend. Theft  Mischief Misd. Marijuana Felony Property Person No. & %
1 to 7 Days 13 26 13 3 9 1 3 2 73 -
Percent ’ Lh, 8% 52.0% 59.1% 60.0% 64.3% 33.,3% 25.0% 66.3% 51.0%
8 to 21 Days 1 5 3 ] 0 | 1 0 12
Percent 3.54% 10.0% 13.6% 10.0% 0.0% 33.3% 8.3% 0.0% 8.4%
22 to 60 days 10 6 1 2 1 1 4 1 26
Percent 34.5% 12.0% 4.5% 20.0% 7.1% 33.3% 33.3% 33.7% 18.2% .+
. . T
2 to 3 Months 1 L 1 0 0 0 ] 0 7.
Percent 3.4% 8.0% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% ‘ﬁ.gg
3 to 6 Months L 2 3 0 2 0 1 0 12
Percent 13.8% 4.0% 13.6% 0.0% 14.3% 0. 0% 8.3% 0.0% 8.4%
€& Months to } Year 0 7 1 0 2 .0 2 0 12
Percent 0.0% 14,0% L, 5% 0.0% 14,3% 0.0% . 16.7% 0.0% 8.4%
Over 1 Year 0 0 0 1 A 0 0 ) 0o ]
Percent - 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7%
Total Referrals
in each Offense . : :
Category 29 50 22 10 v 14 3 12 3 143

*Duration of service is time between date of first contact and termination of case.




TABLE 60
DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY?:

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit .
“Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals to Project on which Duration Data was Recorded

Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 106 )
!
: Dang. Felony Felony Row
Del. Petty Mal. ~ Other Alcohol/ brug ol vS. - Total o
. Tend. Theft Mischief . Misd. Marijuana Felony Praperty Person No., & %
1 to 7 Days 20 2 1 i k 0 0 0 28
Percent 25 1% 20.0% 50.0%  100.0% Ly, 4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.4% a
- 8 to 21 Days 8 h 0 0 ] 0 0 0 13
o Percent 9.6% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3%
~ 22 to 60 Days 29 b 1 0 1 0 ] 0 36
Percent 34,9% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 34, 0%
‘2 to 3 Months 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 7
Percent 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.6%
3 to 6 Months 13 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
Percent 15.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
6 Months to 1 Year 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent 8.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total Referrals in : , _
each Offense Category 83 10 2 ] 9 0 ] 0 106

*Duration of service 1is time between date of first contact and termination of case. !




TABLE 61

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY*

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Project

Group or Sub~group: All Experimental Referrals to Project on which Duration Data was Recorded
Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 33

Dang. Felony Felony ~ Row
Del. Petty Mal. Other Alcohol/ Drug vs Vs Total
Tend. Theft Mischief Misd. Marijuana Felony Property Person No. & %
. 6 Months to 1 Year 5 0 I o 0 1 3 0 11
Percent 31.3% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 0.0% 50.0% © 60.0% 0.0% 33.3%
| ;
" Qver 1 Year 11 2 1 0 3 1. 2 2 22
\ Percent 68.7%  100.0% 50.1% 0.0% ©100.0% 50.1% 40.0% 100.0% 66.7%
LTotal Referrals
< in each Offense
‘Category 16 yA 2 1 3 2 5 2 33

*Duration of service 1Iis time between date of first contact and termination of cass.
]
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Project! Yolo Youth Service Bureau

Group_or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Prdject
Number of Referﬁa}s:

Referral Category

Delinquent Tendency
Number
Percent

Petty Theft

Number
Percent

Malicious Mischief
Number
Percent

Qther Misdemeanors
Number
Percent

Alcohol~Harijuana
Number
Percent

Dangerous Drugs Felony

TABLE 62

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS BY REFERRAL CATEGORY

Number
Percent

Felony vs. Property
Number
Percent

Felony vs. Person
Number
Percent

Total Having Data Recorded

No Data Recorded

Average Number of Treatment
Contacts for Total Population:

Percent Committing other Offenses .

Six Months Post

16
45.7

31
51.7

14
56.0

26.7

157

16.9

20.0

Ave. No, of
contacts by

Total referral
No. & % category
35
21.2 Z.d
60
36.1 2.1
25
15.1 1.6
12
7.2 1.5
1
6.6 1.6
3
1.8 2.0
14
8.4 2,1
6
3.6 1.8
166
13
279
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TABLE 63

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS BY REFERRAL CATEGORY

Project: Richmond Intervention Unit
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals

Number of Referrals: 132

Referral Category

Delinquent Tendency
Numper

Percent -

Petty Theft
Number
Percent

Malicious Mischief
" Number
Percent

Alcohol-Mari juana
Number
Percent

Felony vs. Property
Mumber
Percent

Total Having Data Recorded
No Data Recorded

Average Number of Treatment
Contacts for Total Population:

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS

1 2 3 L 5+
30 12 20 7 11
37.5 15.0 25.0 8.8 13.9

5 1 1 0 0
71.4h 14,3 14.3 0.0 0.0

0 2 0 0] 0

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 L 0 0 0
42,9 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 0 L 0 0
20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 0.0

2.3

Percent Committing Other Offenses

Six Months Post

59.0 53.6 64,0 72.4 72,0

Ave. No. of
contacts by

Total referral
No. & % category
80
79-2 2'5
7
6.9 1.4
1.9 1.0
7
6.9 1.6
P g 2.6
101
31
132
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YOLO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU

‘The evaluation data in Section Il1 of tﬁe report was concerned exclusively
with outcomes and results as,they=reJated to the law enforcement and probation
referrals to tHis cluster of projects, The predominate focus of our analysis was on
this group-of referrals because all of the.projects were originally funded and

organized for the purpose of treating and otherwise reducing the incidence of delin-

. - N . * 5 -\} )
quency in the target areas. In spite of .the fact that there were different treatment

approaches represented in the cluster, the one objective of reducing"de]inQUency was
common to all of them,
As it happened, the service program in the Yolo project was abruptly

shifted to an eatirely different treatment population in the last six months of the

Athlrd grant year.' Up to this poxnt the project had been prlmarnly concerned with

youth who had artually been arrested by the police for some specific violation or
another.

As we have already explained {see page 27) the police and probation
departiaents had practically stopped making referrals to the project by July of 1973.

When this prlmary source of their referrals ended, the project turned its efforts

‘toward the schools in deve]opnng another .ep]acement source of referrals. The

prOJecttwas.apparently successful because 72% of the prOJeCﬁ‘s referra]s came from '

the sshools in the last grant yvear and this figure |ncreas=d to nearly 100% after.

the county assumed fiscal responsibility for the program in flscal year 1973~ 74
Although ‘they -had relatnve]y little experience wuth this phase of the
Bureau's program, there was a strong feellng among the project staff that the

!

evaluatlon should lnclude, to the extent possible, some assessment of what the

'Bureau now regarded as its mos t successful program to date.

_]59-




_overall study.

andvat the time this evaluatuon started

O

We recognized the project's interest in having the last phase of their

program included in the evaluation, but from our standpoint, we think of‘this add =

“tional data about the Yolo project as almost an incidental gratuitous part of the

" Some of the reasons for this,ls because there was very little experi-
ence wfth the program;,data about the service side of the program was véry Iimited;

o

none of the case aldes could be contacted that worked durlng the 1973 school vyear
the greater part “of the, schoo] program had
“been shifted tolschool districts:completely outSide the'target_area.

- Our solution in trying to proyide something for the evaluation of this

phase of the Yolo project was to select a sample representing 15% of the 1973 school

. referrals and survey principals, counselors and teachers for their impressions and

* responsibility for locating the teacher or the person who either referred the

‘whtch the Bureau operated

f are preSented in the following table,

reactions to the case aide program. The questionnaire we developed is shown in the

- appendix.

The questionnaire was delivered to the schools by our staff. The purpose

of “the questionnaire was explained to . principal, counselor or someone who took

LT

- ttudent or who had worked most closely with the case aide and the student involved. o .

The sample consisted of 51 referraf?‘?rom all three school districts in
All the ques |onna|res were returned except for the 15
referrals in the sample from the Esparto Elementary School Dlstr!ct. ‘A -

Seven of the 36 referrals on whach questlonnaires were returned haa

Two others oould not. be located and no other comment about

f

Resnonses about the remalnlng 27 referrals bn the~sam91e

dropped ouf of school

these 9 referra]s was made.

= | o . ,-1‘60-7 P : i, ’,g
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Question

Who referred the student
to the YSB?

o

Reason for referral:

Nature of service
provided:

Term of service:

Estimated number of
weekly contacts:

Why was student referred

to YSB?

Did you as a teacher feel
that the abilitfes,
experience and the pro-
fessional training of the
YSB case aides were
adequate considering the
pature and difficulty of

“the referral problem?

i

w

win

&

. TABLE 64

TAéULATlON OF RESPONSES TO QUESTONNATRE

fesponse

Teacher
Counselor
Princigal or Dean
Unknown

Attendance
Behavior Problem
Learning Problem
Need for group

involvement
Other

Individual tutoring

Group tutoring

Crafts

individual counseling,
personal problems
lndividual counseling,
behavior problems

No response

No response
4<6 Months

One

Two .
Three or more
Unknown' ~

No school counselor
available

No ‘teacher atdes
Directed by Princlpal
No reply

Yes
No
No reply

O =~ OV

W WO —wnw

v — T O

-0 I

—
[, Qurpurs

Number:

8.

9.

10,

(R

12.

\\

Question

161

g
e

“

£y

How would you rate the Improve- No imprgusifent “5
ment you feel was made with the Slight Tmprovement 18
student's problems which you could Considerdbie 1
attribute to the YSB case aldes? Outstanding" 0
L o No reply “ 3
How did you flrst hear about the YSB Personnel - - 11
services which the YSB offer Principal ; 9 &
schools? No respoise 7 ¥
Rate the YSB case alide program that was carried out In your school from ';
the standpoint of the foljowing characteristics: . &
» Posgtivé’ -Negatlve No Response !
= , £
A. -Regularity and frequency of .§
contact between the student %
and the gase aide. 22 4 ]
B. Turnover apd permanency of
the aide assignments to your
.school ., 16 8 4 ‘
C. Certalnty about“the continuing :
relationship between case alde
and the student. 10 12 Ll
D. -Preparation of case aide, 18 8 1
E. ‘Supervision aver case-aides by
s&nool or YSB. ) 10 11 6
F. Availability of necessary
- . supplies and other resouices
needed by case alde. 7 16 4
G. Teacher's impression of how
the student regarded the YSB 7]
case alde's assistance. 26 1 0
D{am?éﬁf‘a§ a referring teacher ﬁ
have the opportunity to measure Yes — 13
and directjthe tutoring or Ho 6
counsel ing conducted by the YSB? No reply , 8
_As’a teacher would you refer Yes 24
. students to the YSB program . No .2
again? No reply 1




\\\

Several of the teachers made some collateral notations on the questionnaires
: X L . ‘ . N
Or comments to our staff about the program which we also thought)was inﬂlcative of
/the

how it was regarded. Generally, the teachers seemed to be very support:ve of |

i
if

case aide program., Several mentioned that the case aldes serVed as ajsubst|tute for

i

regu.ar teacher aides that the dlstrlct was not able to provide. Case aldes were

able to give special attention to a few students that otherwise. wouldn't haye received
/
-1t ‘Severa] made observations on the improvement in the program over the previous

i
i
/
f

year., : - co ' " !

it
i

On the negative side, much of the comment went to.the point thaﬁ teachers

rd:d not know much about the purpose of the program, its avallab:llty, or how it was

/

écoordinated between the individual schools and the district. Some of thé teachers

I
l
i

“werg not even aware that their students had been seen by the case aides; unt|l they

\’/‘1

received the questionnaire. This apparent contradlctlon might be partlally explained

by the fact that in many sases the students were seen very informally, such as at
i

lunch, on the playground, or after school.
Some ‘of the teachers were critical of the follow-through?ofjthe case aldes
_after they started to work with a student. Teachers seemed tb be unsure whether

part~time case aides could malnta:n enough regularlty and cohtanIty in their visits

i
A,l

to be effectﬁve. Thls is a kind of problem that is probably just inherent to any

program relying primarily on part time vo!unteers. This comment mdght also be
related to the problem of having a very Ilmlred staff coverlng three geographlcally
v*separated school dlstr|c s with many Jnd|V|dual schools, f

1t was very eV|dent from a11 our discussions with pFIHCIpaIS and schoo]
counselors that these schoo] referrals which are being made to the Bureau now are
not regarded as“being;delinquent ineanytsense. Clearly, the project has shifted ita

]
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o4



" . 2 I}

v

service orientation away from delinquency and delinquency prevention to one of pro-

viding a supplemental service to the schools of the county.

R1CHMOND OUTREACH :
,rf

Outreach's records will support receiving approximately 600 referra1s

_betWeen October 1971 and January 1973. We verified this to our satisfaction from a

close review of the intake log which had been maintained in the program since its

inception. Their own records made the following breakdown of the referrals:

Sex of Youth Served Percent Race of Youth Served -Percent

Male 382 64 Black 555 92
Female 218 36 White 25 4
Total /| 800  T00% Chicano 20 3

f Total &G0 T00%

Age of Youth Served Percent

5-9 . 62 10
10-13 104 18
14-15 174 29
16-17 157 26
18+ 103 17
Total 600  T100%

It was apparent that the referrals could be eegregated into three basic
service categories--tutoring, recreatlonal activities and employment counse]png.
’ \
By thts classiflcatlon the referrals fell into about three equally-suzed

groups of about 200 each, The records that-were walntlaned in the project ‘told us

very Ilttle about the extent duratlon or nature of the service thdt Was prov:ded

to the referrals in any’of the three groups.

N . ; . | e -1 63 -
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The following description of the project about the objectives and character
of the individual counseling phase of their program was as adequate.as any we could

devise: ~ ﬂ
i ‘
"The counseling program is ndt designed to help youth
with psychological difficulties, &ut only to help them learn
to deal with situational dIfficulties, such as difficultles
- befween the youth and his school or his family. Each of the
" coutiselors (activity leaders) is assigned to a Model Neigh-
borhood target area school to help counsel youth attending
those schools in a nonauthoritarian manner. Youth with serious
e psychological problems;are referred to outside agencies for
help.

"The activities run by the Outreach Center include
. sponsoring.-youth clubs, sponsoring athletic teams, running
//fkarate classes, sewing classes, bowling teams, and running
youth encounter sessions and ‘youth conferences. These
: // activities are utilized in a tkerapeutic manner. They are
{’ carried out in an attempt to help the youngster deveiop a
L&%7;$3Q§itive self~image and greater interest in relating to
others. The Outreach Center also serves as a drop~in center
forpyouth wishing to play pooly quiet games, or just talk.
The building is aiso used for club meetings.' . :

Outreach did receive a small percentage (perhaps 20%) of their reféfrals

from law enforcement agencies. They appeared to be a distinctly differenu_typé of

- referral than was made to the {ntervention Unit. ‘!t was our"imprgssion that if a
delinquent act was Involved at all thatAthe vio?atioh was so minor that the Incident
was hand]edﬁgsran informal, voluntary referral by the police. Consequently, thek' )
few law enforcement refeﬁrals'were considefgdey the project staff as simply another

self-referral. Little o; no documentatio;fwés madévqn’these informal law enforce-

ment referrals and they appeared in the records as just another counseling, tutoring

_or recreational referral,

;:

"“% From'the project's records we were not able to do much more“than identify
Mg P s ’ P o LA »§§§ o [ .
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“the recreation referrals. Project staff kn some, cases hew long or active ‘the

o

refééral‘had bé@n in'fhe'program but with the exception .¢f.some of the tutorPﬁg and
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employment referrals there was no indication of outcome as_we have thought of it in

~doing ‘the evaluation of the regular law enfircement referrals to the Intervention
combonent, The only specific information we coule find on the employment referrals
is that 77 of the 200 were given jobs as tutoring aides.

i These limitations of the project records are partially underseandab]e,

Sy ";"‘ i

however, when one recognizes that attendance and partlcipatlon in all of Outreach's
programs was. entirely voluntary. Considering this problem, and the fact that many
of ‘the act?vities were carried out In several different‘locapions, iﬁ would haQe been
practically Impossible and probably pointless to attemp maintafning'precise infor-
mation on sueh things as attendance in some of the programs. In additign, it was
-the deliberate policy of the project not to keep the type ¢f records on the referrals
that might have been kept if the referrals had not been voluntary. The effect of
this, however, effectively precluded the possibility of assessing results based on
any kind of outcome data.

Project data on the educational referrals was no more fnformatire than
it was with the reereation and employment cases. It did provide in some cases,
along with the naite, the grade, the school attended, some very limited information
on the duration of the tutoring period, Because of the specific nature of the | :. 'H
tutoring services we felt that this was the one group of Outreach's referrals where"
we could get some indication of results by looking at changes in school behavior
and performance.

From 200 tutoring referrals we selected a 15% random sample amounting )
to 31 cases."The referrals in the sample ranged over 14 schools and covered rhe
grades frem K-12 and ages from 5-17. We were able to find data on 20 of the cases

in the sample. The main reason we could not obtain data on the others was that ; g

they had moved out of the district or on to home tutoring.
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AT The referra1s ino the sample were all black with 13 females and 7 males.
‘The tutorlng peruod for each referra] varued from three to ten months and the mean

was fjve monthsa;two weeks.; The,students Were referred to the prOJect for the most

- part by parent request. Some students requested help on their own-and some were

also referred from theowelfare ‘and probatlon departments.

Our approach to assessing the effect the tutoring program may haVe had on

Y

the referra]s' educational achleVement was to examine the students’ grades inm
school one marklng period before tutorxng and comparing them one marking perlod

after leaving the program. Some of the constderatlons*and facté?s that were |nyo]ved

Q

inour rev1ew of scholastic lmprovement is discussed beiow.
B
In the Richmond Unified School Bistrict (RUSD) report cards in grades

kindergarten through third do not use letter grades.- Although there are some mlnor

R N P
e . [

dltferences between the ktndergarten report rard ano the one wsed in grades one °
through three they are similar un ferm and content.’ The followang remarks w;ll
serve for bofh sets of report cards in order to show the methodology used. For
example, in the area 1abe]ed Reading there is a category called ”recogntztng initial

consonnants.” The teacher evaluates the chlld's ability on a three-part 3cale'“

w'superlor, satlsfactory, not” satlsfactory. In the area ]abeind.Mathenatirs therepis

a category Jabeled “counts from one to one hundred“ and the ch:ld is eva!uated on

the same three-part scale’desrr:bed above.
R it R o ’_'A‘

The evaluatlon for thls type of report card was made by c0mparlng the

,,

number of checks in the various columns durlng the target tlmes stated Gnﬁy the

)

g ‘
areas of Readnng and Mathematlcs were counted as these were the areas sn whlch the

S
chlld was tutored ane the other areas concerned nonacademic matters.
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There was a155§§pace on the'fepgrt; Erds for fhe‘teacher to write in

comments about the studehts general perFormance. If there was little or no differ-
ence ln the grades on the report card but the teacher commented after the tutorial

period that there was an |mprovemmnt the referral was couﬁted as "improved“

The report cards of grades four through tWelve use letter grades in the

g§h§ybject areas without the refined breakdowns that the report_cards for grades kinder-

garten through third use. There are two sets of coded comments for the teacher's

use. The first set indicates whether or not the referral's reading and arithmetic
is up to grade level., The second set’ indicates whether the student is improving or
not in both grades and deportment. An example of the:deportment'code is '"Comes to

class with materials'.

5 M

]

All the grades in all subjects were‘cdmpared during the target times.

For example, prior to the tutoring pe}iod if the student received a grade of B in

English and a grade C in Socidlogy and after the tutoring period he received a C'in

English and 5 B In sen}o]ogy and all other grédes remained the same; he was placed

in the study as i_Proved if the coded comments said he showed imp?ovement and as

not improved lf the coded comments showed no improvement, The following table

summarizes the assessment we made of the 20 tutoring referrals on Which‘we obtained

information.
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AaSESSML‘.NT OF TUTORENG REFERRALS :
,, Al
o L e  MONTHS TEACHER INVESTIGATORS

SEX AGE SCHOOL: TUTORED .  ASSESSMENT ~ ASSESSMENT = -

) . = . kN : . . ‘ }

M 5 Nystrom 5 ! R _ - W“Vd

F 7 Ford 7 == : No 1 :
M 7. Peres 4 s No | oy )

F, 7 * Peres 6 .= No | Kb

Fl 11 Ford 4 No | ~No | b

M 6 Stege . 3 B . | B *\
B 9 Nystrom 5 - No |

F 5 ‘Lincoln 4 e : No I . :

F 6 Lincoln - - A I , ~\

'F 7 Nystrom 5 I : I ' oA

F 11 Peres 5 - - »

- F 10 Peres 6 d L No | . .
M 7 . Wilson 5 | R

F ‘ 10 © N7 Fairmede 7 ! -- :

M 13 ‘ Adams 3 .- [ \

Foo 16 Kenhnedy 10 S I ;

F 16 El Cerrito 5 - ! i '
M 17 Pinole 4 -~ " No R
CF 14 : Downer 5 -— No | -

‘M 13 Portola 6 - - B '
" No. of students v 267 . Line drawn ‘in column labeled - kﬂrﬁ

Age range — o 5=17 o e ""Teacher' means there.was no written E:

Grade range a : K-12" - or verbal comment by school personnel. -

Tutoring perlodu, : #3710 months. An """ in the celumn labeled 'Teacher' % '

Males = 7 - - , means that either a teacher, counsetor, .

Females ' = 13 | or principal said that the subject | e

Black B 2007 L was doing better o# it was wrltten S

‘Improvement in grades 10 ~+ on the report ca;/ ‘ '

No improvement ‘ 10 i . o y

o i
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In general, little change for better or worse took place: Whatever change

did take place could easily be attributed- to other‘faCtors such as differehthteacher,

removal frem the regular school program into a spectal program, reduced class load

or changes in the fam:ly situation,

Half of the students showed an lmprovement in their grades and half of the
students showed no improvement. The improveméht can be attributed to the project;

other factors, or the work of the project plus other factors,

{

It became very evident as wehwent into the district to check on the scheel
performance of the;referrals that there was not a great deal of awareness on the parf
of school district personne] about Qutreach's tutoring program. Wherever-possible“'
the pr?ncipel, vice-principa],~erhcounselor,&as asked if he had ever heerd of the
RYSP, eFive ef the 13 people>asked had never heard of it. One equnselqr indicated
the district was not allowed to use the services of the RYSP,

It is openly acknowledged that at one time there was a wrttten policy ln

. the d;s*rlct w1|cb prohtblted the schools from maknng referrals to any.outside agency

llke the Youth Services Program. This no doubt qpcounted for the problem Outreach

had in securihg more refarrals directly from the schools. In spite of the schoolst

i B
\\

pollcy, some of the staff's persona] relatlonshlp wvth the school personnel was such

.that they obta ned qu1te a few referrals on an 1nformal basis.

i
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COORDINATION OFFCOMMUNITY‘RESOURCESA

‘In the funding applications for the Yolo project and Richmond Outreach
there appears a second objective of utili;ing community resources in a more effectfve
manner. _In both projects we fQund that fﬁe major part of the budget and staff
resources were committed to the direct delivery of services. The coordination function,
nevertheless, wés regarded as a highly important and necessary aspect of Integfating
these community-based programs into the target neighborhoods as well as meshing them |
effectively into the overall network of other public agency services.

In light of our exposure to thevprojeéts over the past ten months we can
readily understand why the “success of projects like Yolo and Richmond Outreach may
depend to a large degree on how they are accepted and regarded by other agencies and
the community. |t seems to us that the deciding factor in whether they received a
continuing source of referrals is a direct result of how weil they promoted positfve
interagency‘relationshiﬁs. The grant applications, we noticed, even anticipated the
possibility of sharing‘stéff with other existing agencies. We can see why this would
be Qita1ly‘iﬁéortant in a project like Yolo where the core staff was small and
essentially untrained.

On the community side of the matter, there was a sort of implicif jdstf{v‘
fication of these‘organizations based on the belief they were needéd iﬁ ordérlfo more
effectively communicate and represent the problems and special-needs of the target

area to the police and other existing agencies: In staffing their projects, special

‘emphasis was placed~on attracting people familiar and kﬁowlédgeable in the target

- area,

In ordeF to assess the projectfs effectiveness in carring out their
coordination function, we solicited observations and opinfons from various community
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agencies in each f;rge£>area. in each.ageﬁcy w; ekamined the extent to which the
projects had succeeded in facilitating interagency cooperation. The primary focus
EOf our discussion centered on a determination of whether the projects had functioned .
as affacilitafor in acﬁfeving greétéﬁ utilization of community resources or whether
they were simply regarded as another ;ésource by virtux of their creation.

S In each agency we also examined both case coordination and program coordi-

~nation betWeen other agencies and the project. It seemed to us that if the projects
were to be successful inbproviding any continuity of service they must be involved in
a: systematic flow and exchange of information on cases referred by outside agencies.
More importantly, if:tﬁé érojects were to avoid duplication of services, suppiemént~
gaps in-programs, or;éliminate the fragmentation of services they would have to be
heavily“iﬁvolvedfin thé coordination of specific programs.

A third:aspect of the coordination function we reviewed with the agencies *iz]'”

we contacted was the involvement of local residents in planning and in some cases

-

conduc%@ng service programs. - By generating community interest and coordinating
voluntagﬁf;;}orts of local residents, the original grant applications yisualized the =
N , —y
projects géf??g as a ;htalyst'for launching specifig service programs in each .
community. B e
Yolo Youth Services Bureau oh
jlkh'YO]o.""e’ had the opportﬁnity to interview supervisory Personnei‘éﬁg B

line staff from the local sheriff's officég;§$abation’department, county méntal ;; )
,health,agéncy.an@*the localxwe]fare department. .Since tﬁe inception of the project s
éach”of theselageﬁcies had épetffic ihvolvement‘with the prbgram. ,w5i]e the earlier c§ -

””~‘primary source of referrals to the project was police and prébation,'thevprojeCt did ;;i-

: ; . -f7]; ; vkh



receive a small number of referrals from both the local mental health and welfare

e
e 5

agency.

In our discussions wfth agency personnel it was quite evident that there
had been a change from a somewhat negative attitude toward the Bureau during the n
early years of the project to a ﬁore positive one recently. The staff in these
outside agencies we contacted felt the Burgau~Was now more effectively coordinating
its’program @ﬁ%ﬁ other agencies. Agency personnel felt the project was now working
with estab?T?ﬁ;d agencies rather than in competition with them. Many expressed the
opinion that the Bureau seemed to be attempting to fill gaps in needed services
rather than duplicating existing services offered'by other agencies.

L

The responses from agency staff generally reflected fairly realistic
expectations about the case aide counseling program conducted by the Bureau. kVery
few antﬁcipéted any miracles, but most staff said they would have no hesitétion in
referring certain carefully selected cases to the Bureau.

Most of the early negativism about the pirogram seemed to arise out of
organizational pride and defensiveness, competition for the same professional
territory, differences in professional outlook or personality conflicts. Some staff
felt the very existence of the Bureau implied disapproval of the way estahlished
agencies were dealing with juvenile problems. Early in the program, some agencies
expressed skepticism about the Bureau's ability to provide a continuous and regular
service program When the core staff-of the project consisted of a small, untrained
group of student volunteers.

Most of the people we saw felt these early negative attitudes toward the
project were due in part to uncertainty about the role of the Yolo Youth Services
Buréau and its low visibility during the first two-and-a-half years of Fhe project.
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community problems that everyone else was concerned with,

by other agencies.

RSN

. One of "the peﬁéistent ckj;jcisms of the earTy operation‘gf the Bureau was:

the lack of stability in the prbjéét, as evidenced by a constant change of directors

il
//
- 1o \
R T iT ) S
B 2 P

and reorganization of services. Agencies were never sure of what the Bureau's service

L

program was and as a result thgykwere‘really never sure if their referrals were
appropriate.,
During the first years of the project, the qnly staff detached from other

. : L v . : '
agenc%es to gssist th%%pureau weire the fewkprobatnon‘and mental health staff who were

assigned to fulfill the county's fiscal match on the 0ffice of Criminal Justice

,,,,,

R = w . -
‘Plzhning grant. When other agencies besides police and probation made referraISffcﬁ e

7
S

, . .
the Bureau, they were never notified about the foliow-up work the Bureau did on %pe

W, ~

case. Poor feedback to the referral agency was frequently mentioned as a serioug
problem. ' = ; .

The Bureau did attempt to develop and coordinate a community volunteer
Haunts and uncles“(program which directly involved ldca] fesidents in éounséling
seryjces to local youth. After considerable effort the Bureau was forced to give up ' e

the program entirely. Arousing community interest in the program seemed to be the

i

insurmountable problem. Other agencies had encountered similar problems in tfyihg &
to organize local residents into a reliable corps of workihg'voiunteefs. =

. No one from other agencies thought the project had done anything to

o

eliminate duplication of services or to improve the coordination of e&isting

resources. The Bureau was 'simply regarded as one more agency dealing with the same Falit

;‘V \ ~”“M‘i N

 The director of the Yolo Bureau was changed for the third time in 1973.

At the same time-an experienced part-time resourcegwgooﬁdiﬁétofwﬁas added to the

T

staff. These changes in the Bureau seemed to have iﬁﬁggved the Bureau's acceptance it
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The Bureau began to meet regularly with other agency staff. The project
started publishing a monthly newsletter informing the other agencies and the ﬁublf@
at large about what specific services fﬁe project had to offer. New record systems:
were developed which allowed better exchange of information on referrals. The Bureau
initiated an in-house accountability system which>allowed the staff coordinator to
better supervise case aides. The Bureau started utilizing other existing services to
a greater degree whenever they received referrals who.required services which they
could not provide.

Although the project still depended heavily on part-time voluhteers, out-
side agencies (especially mental health) began involving themselves in case coordi-
nation when referrals were made to the Bureau,

While many of the earlier negative feelings toward the Bureau are being
eliminated, some agencies still strongly stressed the need for further communication
and case consultation on referrals. Many see the Bureau's monthly list of referrals
and staff schedules, which is now sent regularly to the various agencies, as a very
positive move in the~Fight direction. Some still expressed dissatisfaction in trying
to contact case aides and administrative staff on referrals.

Several of theypeople we saw made observations on the improvement that
had takéﬁ“a]ace in staff supervision of the case aide volunteers. Generally, remarks
indicated that with the addition of the knowledgeable social service supervisor in
the Bureau, case aide practices had greatly improved. A1l of the agencies still
thought of the Bureau as a supplemental community resource rather than a coordinatcg
of the commﬁnity's social service resources. |

| In_the cburse‘of ta1king to agency personnel many indicated they had
recently béeﬁ,asked many of the same questions we were asking in response to an
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internal qval tion of the project requasted by the County Executive Offlce when

the county&was determlnlng whether or not to appropriate funds for the Bureaul> In

reviewing tHat evaluation it was evident most of our lmpreSSIOns and observatlonS‘“h

Q
concernlng Ipteragency relationships and the coordlnatlon of community resources

between the project and existlng publlc service agencies had been corroborated.

. \\
|
\

Richmond Youth Service Program

Z

f{i\
\

In Richmond the coordination function was regarded by project staff as a

hiahly notable aﬁd\Wpdispensable part of the overall project. Increased cooperation, in

T

the form of program and case coordination among referral agencies, was seen as only

part of the project's role in utilizing community resources in a more effective
manner, lnc?easing community awareness and responsibiiity through direct voluntary

involvement with the program was regarded as just as necessary in stimulating and

organizing community resources for developing and implementing youth related services

in the Richmond area.

In the course of our evaluation, we had the opportunity to interview staff

in almost every local public service agency serving the Richmond Model Citlies Neigh-

borhood area. iThese included the probation department, police department, social
services, menta) health, model cities and pafks and recreation. During the three

years the project received funding from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning,

every local agency’had been involved with the,program; ‘Most agericies had established

a regular ongclng line of - communtcatlon with the project. This was especially true
with the local police departments. Many, in fact, had appointed one or two‘s;aff
members to act as liaison between the project and the agency. TheSe cooperange
interagencyjrﬁlationships were established early in the life of fhe project and
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from our discussions with agency staff it is readily .apparent that cooperation

betwesn the project and other local agencies has steadily increased over the last

three years.

In assessing the project's effectiveness in implementing its coordination

function, it became evident to us that considerable thouﬁht and cooperative planning

had gone into organizing and meeting thfs objective. Building on the lessons of the
N

prior Youth Service Bureau which had managed to alienate itself completely from'the

community and other public service agencies, the local Model Cities-planning staff

who helped design the project had iﬁvolvéd almost every local agency in thé Tﬁigia]

formulation of the program.

Several frank and candid discussions were held over a two-month period
before the program was ever finalized. Included in these working sessions were
several prominent community residents. Many of the people we talked to strongly
indicated that this early initial groundwork was ﬁerhaps the most significant and
important thing that could have been done to insure the success of the progfam.

In order to carry out the coordination function, the Outreach component
of the project was organized and specifically staffed so that a continual concen-
trated effort could be made to stimulate and utilizg local resources. Outreach
had the largest staff of any of the four components of the project, and it also
served as the administrative arm of the overall program. All of the paraprofessional
staff thathefe hire&“to serve as activity leaders or group counselors ]%véd in
the Richmond Mode! Cities Neighborhood. In somé\way or another, each‘staf¢»membera
that was hired had gained some recognition for his prior work in the community.
Many had been part-fime employees of the former Youth Service Bureau which had

failed a few years earlier.
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Adminlstratlve staff for Outreach,as well as the other three componcnts of
the project were elther respected local resndents or seasoned probatlon staff who
had consuderab]e prior training al d experlence in working in the communtty and with

other publlc agencles. Each staff member was known and recognlzed by aimost every

k b
Without exception, every agency we saw was'eager to reaffirm its support

.

of the project. The lmpreSSIon we recenved in a couple of interviews was that when-

ever anyone talﬁed ‘about or even contemplated youth -related programs in the Rlchmond

area, they automatlcallyfcontacted and coordnnated‘thelr efforts wnth the prOJect.

The prOJect was strongly vnewed as . a c}earlnghouse and focal ponnt in dlrectlng

,,,,,

~J
youtherelated services (or programs in the Richmond communlty,e Many expressed the

belief that the phojecfhhadvbeen highly instrumental in bringing together local

agencies on an ongoing basis in an effort to better coordinate existing youth-related

The project was‘also credited with pulling togethér many of the other

'\ \

servicesl

seml-publxc community organtzatlons into an effective network of services for loca! o

youth which augmented?the regular youth.services program.,
‘In examining case coordination between the project and referral agencies,
each,agency we saw expressed general satisfaction with the flow of information on

casesfthey had‘referred to the project. Each time a referra] was made, the project

always not:fled the referral .agency on any u!SpOSlthﬂ they would make on., the case.

Fhoiy T

in many instances the project made specific referrals back to an agency wheneVer

"staff realized they cou!d not provude the service a youth or his family mlght requure.‘

This was espeCIally true with both the SOCla] service sectnon~of'the local wehfare~‘

dis §‘tme5t and the 1ocal public health agency. 50c:al servnces/and pub]uc health

‘were two agencnes where a. strong mutual worklng xnteragency relatlonshlp deflnlteﬂy
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persisted. éloae Iihkages with these agencies were deliberateTy“established
Primarfly,becaUse«ef the low soctal economiefcharacteristics‘ef the community and
the related problems this presented for many of the referrals. |
i Several agencies Ieaned staff during different times'to,the project. The
Richmond Pelice Department donated a poIICe commun;ty relations aide. Socfai services
loaned a comnun|ty service-aide and probation foered a veteran probation officer who |
had consnderable experience in working with local street gangs. Through a Model Citles
Health Care Dutreach project, trained staff were donated whenever the need arose.. In
addition, many volunteers from the community donated their time to the program. Most
of their services were directed to the Youth House where local youth were temporarily
housed when they had no alternative housing. The prOJect recelved some staff ass?stance
from the local Jjunior collegea for their tutoring program. Some of these volunteers
received college credits, but many simply donated their tlme to the prOJect.

Some f the most valuable staff assistance the project received has been
in the last few months when mental hea]th offered free staff consultation on family
cases who partiefpated in a series of new family communication workshops Outreach“
began ho]ding This prcqram has been so well received that the workshops are ac:ng

expanded outsude the target area upon the lnS|stence of other agencies.

S
e

Most of the people we |nterv1ewed attrlbuted the posntlve afflrmation of
publlc agencxes and the local community toward the proJect to th wtremely high
”yTSIblltty,and~|nteragency exchanges wnth the prOJectVSInce the beglnning of the
'program, Cooperation and especially pz ogram coordlnatxon were constantly mentloned

7as contributing tqkthe:positiVeness expressed aboutlthe~pr0Ject.

ln discuasiens with agency.persehnel, the'veh}é1es thatrwere\mentioned

as being used by the pFOJeCt to. fact]xtate coord?natlon were two worklng comm:ttees »»»»»
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the orojeCt\apeciffcally¥set'uoffor the. purpose of bringing oeople'together to com~; | '?E“m
kﬁ,ﬁm muhicate and”digéuss youth serviceé issues  in the community. These two committees | ais
i,were the lnteragency Coordination Commnttee and a local Cltlzen Adv1$ory Committee, -
= - The lnteragency Coordlnatlon Commi ttee coordlnated the efforts of a]’ ke QE;;
Iocal agenCIes in carrying out youth re]ated services. Inc1uded on the commlttee sy
were mpresentatxves of all publlc and seml-publlc community agencies who prov,de -
services in the target area° Through this group .agency personne] general1y feel evww
the project had the most success in brlnglng together a variety of fragmented ' oo
programs that exnsted in the target area into a more effectively integrated nek- "
» kwork of youth orlented programs. B | o ‘ : ; , , iht:
More 1mportantly,;the prOJect is given credit for bringing every comp- L et o
onent of the\]otal juVenlle Justice system together. ln addition to pollce and ‘ )
P ; -
‘probationyrepreeentatiVes, the committee included as an active member the local B -
Juvenile Court referee. Not only was the project able to tdentify gapsbin com-"xf . -
mﬁnitytseryioes; it could bring a:conSIderablevamount ot‘preaeure to hear When-k ’
o : : o
- ever a program thange-was seen as being needegmamongvthe'various agencies. ' = o
o ) i
Contrﬁbuting(just(as importantly to the coordination function was the YSP zf'f'
;EitiZén AdVisory Commi’ttee° lncluded on the commlttee were representatlves from . )
local tltlzen nelghborhood counc:]s and local youth voluntary organlzatlons and | ‘jf’ﬁ”
members of the Tocal busnness communlty This group of resndentsttunctloned as the VMLEET_
3 pu]se;of the'community for the“prOJeCt. > L
Through committee efforts, the project recetved many of |ts local £
,Avoluntary workers for the programs YSP initiated."in worhlng with these groups,. the e
P e . i P R
“‘projecttfrom tTme‘towﬁ?me QouldheVen loan etaff.to other organizatfonsvto«he]p .
[init ate and carry out thelr own program goals. Staff members of Outreach’servéd as [P
S
o g —_




policy representatives to almost every major community-based 6rgani2atioh in the

Richmond area, Three of the most prominent organiéations the project worked closely
witb were the Greater Richmond Youth Advisory Board, Discovery Center (a drug:

ediication center) and Allied Services, a special federally-funded task ﬁ9¢ce which

s e

worked in ﬁhe schools. By working with these groups, several donated money to the
project which helped finance many of the youth activities that Outreach conducted.
Each of these committees would meet once a month, with the citizens!
committée me;%ing exactly one week before'the lnterageﬁcy Committee. With this
arrangement, project sﬁaff could alWays communicate definite views and broblems to
public agencies who gengrally had responsibility ih the area., i
In 1972, when the Richmond Police Departmenf~initiated fts~own diversion

project, it was through the Interagency Coordination* Committee that the program was

first presented. Police referrals to both Outreach and the Intervention Unit did

-decline, but the police continually worked with the project on a formal basis,'_

Referrals to the project were everi used by the department as one of .several ‘control

.

groups in its own evaluation. i

In all of our discuséions with agency staff, the only friction that

- seemed to ever develop between the project and any agency was with the city

recreation department in the early yearé of the program, lnigjélly;athe ﬁecreéﬁioﬁ
department saw Outreach recreation activitigs as a duplication of theirvown'program.‘
In time, the recréation department came td;support;the project just as enthusi=
astically as any other group. While many of the.teém‘recreatiénal activities Out=
reach conducted wefe:clearly duplications of the recréation department program,

Outreach did undertake some activities which the recreation department was not able

to provide. For example, free karate classes were condugted by Outreach staff,




Duri;g the summer when schools were out, Outreach staff worked directly
out of the recreation department's ‘sport facilities around the city. The recreation
department was never able to provide the structured supervision that was needed in
many parts of the city. By working alongside paid recreation staff a cooperative and
mutually supportive recreation program was worked out between Qutreach and the recre~
ation department.

In contrast to Yolo, which féiled to receive any solid agency cooperation
or support for the first two years of its existence, the Rfchmond program was able
to effectively mesh its program into the overall network of other public agency
services. Through its efforts the project was clearly able to position itself so as
to exert a policy impact on youth-related services in the Richmond community.

From our interviews with local agencies, it was readily apparent that the
project has been able to implement to a remarkable degree its coordination objective.
While some of their service programs may bé a duplication of services provided by
~ other agencies, the degree of success in facilitating agency cooperation and the
comprehensive coordination activities the project has been able to organize in the

community, far outweigh any problems in service duplication that may exist.
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SECTION VI |
ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT EVALUATION COMPONENTS

EVALUATIONS AND THE CLUSTER

,
\\

ln the course of this study we reached several conclusions about the
way the evaluation requirements in these grants areregarded and the sugnificance

and utility the existing evaluation process seems to have to O0CJP and the projects

" for purposes of policy development, program planning, funding decisions and even

‘administrative guidance.overithe demonstration projects.

lnva final.sense, the ultimate purhose, itvaeems to us, of the evaluation
process in;an agency like OCJP is to give the,criminai justice plahner a surer
sense of direction in dealing with the eompiex funding and pianning issues that are
involved in trying to affect change and improvement in Caiifornia‘s oriminai justice
syatem. Securlng reliable and high quailty evaiuatlan feedback from the hundreds of
experimental and demonstration projects that have been funded wouid seem to us to
be a crltlcai element in strengthening the planning and leadership role of 0CJP as
well as the reglonai piennsng agencnes.

In summarvgform, the foliow;ng pointa‘oonatitUte'some of the generai
weaknessee we*obaerved in the way the evaiuatiOns are presentiy being utilized. We
offer them as constructive flndlngs, recognnznng that ‘the comments are based soleiy ,

on our exposure to oniy these five pFOJeCtS. We d|d notice, however, that contractors

- for some of the other ciuster evaluatlons mentloned similar probiems Wlth functional

' fundlng categorles they evaiuated

vi.} Although the goals in this ciuster of prOJects are much the same, -
it is quite evident that the quailty of evaiuatIOns performed by:the prOJects varled
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COnsiderably; Evaluatlons vary from being little more than descriptlve statements

- of actnvnties to rlgldly controiled experiments. The proJects also dlffer with

respect to the sophlstvcatlon and level of evaluatlon 1nvolved as well as the costs

that have been expended to secure them. o ’ ' ' t . ‘fﬂd

1. In consnderlng the cluster as a whole, the evaluatlons Whlch were ' N w

,performed are nelther comprehensnve nor conclusive enough to provnde either 0CJP or

the counties with solid evidence on whether these types of‘programskshould be con- ,}LJ

Y
3

tinued as sthey are or in what manner they should be changed to make these diversion.

experimeJ\s more successful,

\o » ,

[ \Tll Without exceptlon, all the prOJects falled to collect and brrng into ﬁhj

thelr eualuatlon much data that we consider relevant and wh|ch is also readllv and p the

economically aVailab]e about the contrQ] and project cases. In addftion, we have TR e

serious reservatfons about thetfntegrity,and reliabilfty of much of the data‘Which . ?%J
was used in some of the eValuations because of poor procedural control over the data =~

collection process.

IV. 1t is our impression that the fulfilliment of the evaluative‘responsi— gff

bi]ities that are called for in all of these,projects‘is generally a very neglected,‘ o *rrw

incidentally ehphasized,part of the overall projectsresponsibility.' This is~partic-‘

e S e i e i

ularly true~€nvthose‘cases‘where the evaluation'responsibf]ityf4s carrned out by - f}J

project~personnel 'Eveh in'thosetca es where the eva]uatlons are conducted under a fff”\

'sub-contracted arrangement we see very 1|ttle lnvolvement on the part of Lne prOJect

“ghw1th elther the prob ems or the app]ied results of the e"aluatlons., There”is good

vndence that the nature and extent of the evaluatlons whlch are nenng performed L ?‘w

'by outsnde consultants does not correspond to pFOJeCt expectatlons and has llttle

practlcal use to the project W|th respect to dlrectlng the overall experlment.

‘-183—
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vention of juvenile delinquency, it has been lost.

V. One of the effects from heving the evaluations handled as‘such an

incidental part of the project respon lblllty is that it has relegated the evaluations

“into the hands of clerks, part-time a:des, or to outside organizations W|th limited

qualfficatlons4and certagnly very little accountable concern or 1nterest in the overall

projectf When evaluation is relegated to a place of this importance in the organi=
zation if is not surprising to find a strong tendency on the part of project manage-
ment to discount the use of the evaluations in spitebof what the results may show.

VI. Those parts of the original grant application which outline the

‘character and the methodology of the evaluative components are not specified in enough

detail to allow Foh\later monitoring of conformance to the grant requiremznts or to
allow for a conclusive assessment about the quality of the evaluation upon expiration
of the funding. ‘

Vil. The general outline of the methodology in the evaluative component

approved by OCJP in the original grant application varies so greatly between the

_projects, that it‘practically p?ecludes the possibility of making later EOmparisons‘

: vl - B . :
of success between projects*$ha; appear to us to be very much the same regardless ofjj;;

how they have been describied. Censequently, to the extent that much of this research
and evaluation which has been done on these projects is supposed to have value for

planning purposes and directing constructive innovation in the treatment and pre-

(s

Vilt, One reason for the ongoing evaluation of these projects is to

v

~assist OCJP with decisions related to the continuation of funding. We see little

evidence that the timing and the submission of the reports have occurred at times

‘wh:ch would have helped WIth thlS problem. We also see very little evidence thau ghe.

|nt=r|m research and evaluation whlch was produced from these prOJects was ever

=184~ v
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.utilized, or discussed with the project for purposes of redtrectinglor improving

B
3

project performance.

IX. [fohe examines the cost of even the best of the evaluations Whlch

&
aLw

"have been performed on this cluster in re]atxon to thﬂ amount of infermation Wh1Ch

was co1lected- the time it took to collect it, and the kind of relevant data which

could have been collected at no lncrease in cost it is our opnnlon that the’ research
N

has been lnordlnately, unnecessartﬂw expensnve.

CRITIQUE OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECT EVALUATIONS“

5,

Ny
S
e

In se]ectlng the SPElelC criteria we use d in critiquing the evaluatlons
\\
that were done on each prOJect, we relied heavuly on several accepted methodological
o |

requurements that are recognized in the field of evaluat‘ve research as being minimal

These criteria are nog . meant to be

. Lo
( 3 4,

taken as an exhaustive-list of the methodologncal condntlons that an ldeal evaluation

nn ‘any ideal study of program etfectivenessn

should meet' rather, our approach has been to haVe them serve as a maln outllne of

what we consnder approprlate, given the leve] of research we belleve can oe conducted

on the@e prOJects.

The list of criteria we used along with a’ summary assessment of the four

project evaluations is presented in table 66,

Many of the crlterla ‘we selected came dnrectly from an article in the

o

:Journal of Crlmlnal Law,_Crlmlnoiogy and Pollce Sclence, by Charles H.aLogan entltled

“Fvaluatlon Research in Crime and Dellnquen yi A Reappra:sal

. \

The crlterla

Professor Logan d:scussed in his article were f:nalnzed after an intensive and

\\ .

,‘exhaustlve analy tcal review of over 130 program evaluatlons from al] ovar “the

\vcountry. many of whlch were conducted in Calufornla.

L
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A1l :of our ‘comments about the project evaluations are based\bh our exposure

~ to the projects over the past ten months and a.close examination of all the evaluation

reports prepared on the five projects by either the project staff or outside

consultants. w
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TABLE 66

> " SUMMARY ASSESSHENT OF EVALUATION REPORTS

"pata Collected Valid Indicator of‘vi\chlevement

. Sacto. Yolo Richmond Alameda
CRITERIA 601 YsB o Ysp '
EXPLANATION oF PRGJECT N
A. Adequate Definition of Program ‘ hd e d
B.“ Hypotheses and Assumptions Sta’ted‘ ) i ®
C. Significant Terms Defined - ; , > e il:
PROJECT OBJECTIVES I
A. Project Objectives Clearly Listéd ) () ® ®
B. Objectives Capablg of Belng Evaluated ) | [ X .
c. Impaot Orlented Objectives Used e ® ¢ )
D. Prpject ObJectives Quantifiable ® ° o
SUCCESS CRITERIA
A. Specifle Criteria for Measuring lmpact L L o .‘
B. Criterfa Reallstic ‘ > .‘ (Y
c. C‘r"[terl‘a Valid Indicators of Project Success e °
D. Success Crltegfa Capable of Belng Transferred to Other Projects '45 ~‘. 3
-EVALUAT ION_METHODOLOGY .
A, Research Dosffgn Thoroughly Explained o ®
B. Evaluation Relatlve to Objectives ' ® ® ® ‘
€., Population and Sample Described ® e @ [ ]
' D, Random Sampllng Used ’-,? 7 ‘ ®
E. Provlsion for Control Group ‘ ®
F. Control Group Selected on Random Basis 9 @
6. Control Grolp Selected by Matchling '
H. Before and After Comparlson Made . Y ‘ ’., |
. Research Design Free of Specific Weaknesses ® "
J.  Results of Analysls Clearly Presented ® ® ® o
K. Appropriate Statistical Test Used ® .
L. Cost Analysis Used ®
v/:’:’f : INS'I RUHENTS AHD DATA SOURCES
A Adequate Baselﬁne Data U_,ed " L & v
B. Data Collectlon Procedum and Methods Described 9 ® (]
. Data Co]lecLIon lnstrumenﬁs Included In Evaluation i ® "

As
B.
c.
D,t
g

Conclusions Clearly Delvitneated,;\ s ) ’ %

EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS

Conclusion Reé';&nable and Substantlated by Praject Data
tonclusions Related to Project Objectlves
Concluslons Reflected. Objectlve Approach to Interpretatlon of Data

Concluslon Focused on Analysls of Data
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R SACRAMENTO 601 DIVERSION PROJECT Sy 01‘

1972 EVALUATION

e

o B ' T TNy

The Sacramento 601 prOJect was first evaluated in May, 1972, by Mﬁ.lRoger )
Baron: and Mr, Floyd Feeney, staff consultants for the Center on~Adm|p|stratwon of
Criminal Justice, University of California at Davis. The Center is ébtgsearch group
'fﬂztgblished and organized under a crant from the Fotd ﬁgundation.
Both consultahtsfpatti ipated extensively in the development and planning
of the ptoject, The originélxgrant proposal submitted to the Office of Criminal
~Justice Planning was, in fact, a j;int application on the part of both the Sacramento | a"i
County Probation Department and the Center. In addition tovﬁerving as the}project's
principal evaluator, Mr. Baron also acted as Project Ctordiaétor, with ditgét‘
respog@ibiiity'for the coordination of staff tréining, much of which was giOVided
througﬁ the Center. | |
The total cost of the project's first year evaluétion“was aéﬁroximatel§
$35,000. More than $15,000 of this‘amoﬁnt was spent by the Center in the collection
"~ of baseline data‘anﬁ other researqh related to the project prior td;thé startxof.the

program. This was the largest amount of money allocated for an individual project

evaluation in this cluster.

3

Project Objectives kil

Beglnnlng with the orlglnal grant appllaatlon and in all subsequcnt docu-
ments, the project has cons‘stently llsted the following as its obJectlve5°

1. To demonstrate that runaway, beyond control and: other
types of "601'" cases—carn be successfully diverted from
the juvenile justice system through a program of family
¢risis counseling and crisis intervention counseling.
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%y; . 2. To decrease detentlon of ”60]“ type cases. . , : iy
it H S ; ) },,_.
A4

3. To decrease recidivism’ amonq “601? cases (fewer future k : _
-« contacts with juvenile justice system) for the experi- K e
mental group.

4,"To accompllsh diversion wnthln the ex»stlng resources
: favas1ab]e for’ “601“ cases. :

Success.Criteria e EEE k - : . L - LR TR S

'

;\ The prOJect s evaluatlon relued on the following outcome crlterla"k =T g e

~" 1. Evidence of diversion by demonstrating a smaller number . _ e
-+ of petition filings for project cases (counseled} than - s
for a contro! croup (noncounse]ed)

2. Lower rearrest rates for experimental refer,als tha1 : : R
for control group '

3. Reduction in the severity of subsequent offenses V ‘ | -

commltted by experlmenta1 cases over control cases. )

a8

L. Lower instances of detention for experlmental cases ‘ E
- than for the control group. ‘ )

5. Evidence that the project was no more costly than 'h , kk . - N ¥§
'tradltlonal probation handling of 601" cases. ’ )
The major outcome criterion emphasized in the evaluation wesfth; difference R
: _ . _ : \

in recidivfsm (or arrest) rates between project and control caseskNZIhesJ were S zg,
i determlned solely from probatnon -department flles."No attemptxwas/made to check -
p&lice records in the Juvenlle s Jurlsdlction for any pollce contact, that may not -

, have‘been reported to the probatnon departmen | Dependlng on the referral polscy 2f
>jof the local pollce departments, outcene StatlStICS whlch count on!y rebookings to. c,k
probatlon could be sxgnrttcantly altered when po]uce contact that is unknown to’ -
;probatnon IS consndered In"our. study we found that approxtmately 30% of both - project 4"‘.”§

“end cdntrolfarrestsswere handTed at the polnce level wnthout every notlfytng the

",prohationkdepertmentﬁ . ‘~’ S et L \ - T
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Evaluatioh Methodology

Slnce the pro;ect was concerned with short term Tamily crisis counsellng

servlces as an alternatlve ‘to the tradttlonal probation handlnng of 601 cases, the .

AY

project's researchcdesign focused upon an examination of the outcome resulting from

“differential handling of an experimental group of 601 cases and a control group of

referrals handled through the regular procedures of the prohation department's intake

Q
unit.

Experimental cases con5|sted of-a1l 601 cases referred to the prOJect for
four days of eachrwe k. The control group consisted of all 601 cases referred to
the probation departmen s |ntake unit durlng the remaining three days of the'week
Intake days were rotated monthly, so that each day of th@ week would be included
approximately the same number of t|m§§ for both the project and the control group.

The projectfs first year evaluation report examined the first nine months

of the program's operation. During this time, 803 cases were assigned to the

egperimental~grouP and 558 cases were assigned to the control group.

In reviewing the resea@th design it was pointed out to us by the evaluation .

staff,that there was a great.deal of difficulty in maintafning the purity of the
exoer;méhtal and contr01 grouos.' In the early months of. the orogram, project staff
used certa}n’case assignment procedures which Ied‘to s0me contamination ofroroject
data. For example, regular intake offncers unoffncna]ly referred cases to the
diversion unit rather than handling thecases themselves. This put cases in the
experlmcntal group that should have - been in the control group., ThUS,‘in some

)

instances, control cases. were given short-term famtly crisis counsellng, even though

>4

~ the outcome data on these cases was reflected an statIsLlcs on the. control group.

‘4,1.90-(
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UnTike the others in the cluster; the evaluation in Sacramento contained “f:ém
a detanled cost-effectlvenes< study of the prOJect.' The cost benefit~analysis 1ooked
at the d;fference in manpower savings betWeen diversion services and regular handl!ng ,,‘Q“

by the probation departmeq;. Manpower savings were calculated by estimatlng the

extentito;whichfdiversion displaces work at intake and at each‘of-the stages of

regular service beyond i QWaké. v ' ‘ o

N e

Instruments and Data Sources

Data collect:on for the eva1uat|on focused exclusnvely on the number of
cases diverted _the. number of petittqns filed, number of new offenses committed which 'pt
resulted in referra!_to the probation department, number of nights in detention, and

after roferréffmorkload and cost statistics for’hand!ing cases. Age, sex and racial

characteristics on both experimental and control cases were also recorded, Baseline

. S
data consisted of recidivism and cost data collected on a group of pre-project  “'¥
. . . o L R ) L ' : R
probation referrals. three months before the project started. N .
The evaiuation Study did not include any of the data collection Instruments Q;#,
that were used to record project data, and data collection procedures and methods -
were qof described. - 7%;
Evaluation Conclusions . =
COﬂclusEons in the evaluation were formed from an analysis of outcome 1éta. T
Results for the first nine months of the project Indicated that of the 558 cases "In ‘i‘*&f

" the control group and 803 cases‘in the project group, only 18 experlmental referra]s

“had petituons faied compared to 119 in contro] -As a result, court processang was -

”rnecessary in only 2. 24 of the experimental cases, as opposed to 30 bz in a three kf"" f'gp
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’? month pre~pr0Ject period ‘and '21.3% of the referrals handled in the normal manner in

control. Informal probatlon under Section 654 of the Welfare and Instltutlons Code
was provided for 16% of the control cases and 0. 7% .or the projert group.’ Thus,

when the criteria for diversion is the comblnatlon of petttlons filed and cases given
lnformal probation, project data clear]y indicated that the experlmental group

demonstrated significantly greater diversion from the juvenile justice system,

Data analysis cOncernngbrepeat bookings for 601 cases indicated~that only

35% of the project group recidiVated? whereas 45,5% of the cohtrol group recidivated.
This represented a rate of imbrovement of over 23% for project referrals.

Data on the seriousness of subseqdent'offenses,committed by project ahd
control referrals indicated that 15.3% of the project referrals rearrested for a
repeat offense, were arrested for a ''602" violation in comparison to 23.4 for
control,

Project data also indicated that 60% of the coﬁtrol youth spent at least
one night in juvenile hall, whereas only 9% of the experimental cases were detained
for one night. Control cases spent considerably more subsequent time in detention
due to recidivism. eThevaveEage number Qf nights detained for experimental cases
was 4.1 nfghts per case, as compafed with 13.3 nights per control cese,:

Results of the cost benefit apalysis indicated that the diversion services

~created a net displacement of seven-tenths of a position withih the probation/;'

depa”tment which represented a 12% savnngs based on a departmental investment of snx
probatlon offlcers. In addntlon, handlnng of 601 cases through family counsellng
teehniques resulted in an overal] 42% reductlon in time in comparison to time
estimetes‘for reguiar handTingfby;thekintake>Un}t:

A
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1973 EVALUATION

©
4

The second year evaluation was again performed by the Center on the Admini-
stration of Criminal Justice. The total cost of ;pe‘evaluation was approximately

$20,000. ., S R e - o

PR
G4

Basicai1y,vthefevaluation was a repetition of the pfevious year's effort.

a

In order to prOV|de both a larger number of cmaes and a. longer follow~up, all project

s

and- cont rol cases handled durnng the first yearﬂof the project were tracked for a
period of 12 méhths frqm the date of ‘initial referral.

Outcome datahﬁn the first year rebort indicated that 601 cases could be
successfully diverted from juvenile court usingrproject teehniques.‘
evaluation,examineddthe question of whether the resnlts concerning'improved recidivism
were a permanent imprOVement or simply the delayfng of trouble that wou1d*u1timately

occur,

The prcject's objectives and success criteria remained the same‘in the k**g

secondkreport. The overall evaluation design remained unchanged ekcept for the
additlon of some descriptive characteristics on the project referrals which were

simply listed in the back of the evaluation report.

Evaluation Conclusions
| SR - )
Outcome results. in the second valuatlon indicated that whlle rearrest

rates for both control and: project cases remained hlgh the prOJect group still had

fewer referrals comlng back to the attentlon of . the probatlon department.,
; i .

At ‘the end of the 12—”onth foliow-up perlod, 54

5 "

had been rearrested |n cd@paroson,tok46.3% for the?project grdup,n

2% of thevcontﬁo].grodp

Data on the

V)L 3
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severity of offenses committed after referral indicated that 29.8% of the control |

group who were rearrested committed a 662 offense, while only 22;4% of the experi-
mental group had committed a 602 offense. : ﬁl.; |

If consideration is limited to fe]ony and dangerous drug offenses, generally
regarded as .the more serious offenses, project youth dld consuderab]y better than
contirol.  The percentage of project youth reboaked for these offenses was 13.1%
compared with 22,1% for control. This is a difference of over 40%. Project data also
fndicatgd that substantially fewer proJect youth commifted«more than two of fenses one

year after referralbthan control youth,

Comments

At the time we completed our study, the projecﬁ had received full county
funding but the evaluation consultants had not produced a third and ffnalkevaluafion
report on the project!’ s‘effectlveness. Ré@u]ts on the second year's evaluatign were,
in fact, releaséd several months after the project received 1ts third year funding
from OCJP. As a result, every major funding and policy decision concerning'the
pro}ect was based on only the,first'year's results of the program,

While data. from both evaluations demonstrated that the,érovision of family

crlsis counseling in 60] cases effectlvely reduces the probabnilty of further pene=

tration into the Juvenile justice system, it does appear from the data that family
crisfs counseling techniques may fiot produce long=-lasting effects.  No provision was

ever médern the evaluation des?gh@to track second and third referrals, and sincg

" first year referrals were only tracked for one year, conclusive data was never avall-

i

able to supbbft‘or reject}this observatfén.ﬁ Project staff hadfhoped that the

'evaluétofs would track first year referrals for two years and'second‘year referrals

e
4l
i)

™




of addlt:onal relevant data could have beeh sncluded in the evaluations.

for -one year, however, the evaluat:on staff later lndlcated the evaluatlon design

never xncorporated any provision for tracklng the referrals for this length of time.
k)

As part of the original research desugn, the evaluatlon staff did develop
elaborate eluent pfoflle coding sheets which were to be u$ed in correlatlng prOJect

results wlth seVeral cllent varlables. Thxs data was falthfully recorded on all(the
project cases. Some o% the,date correlations that were possible were made, but they
were never published in the evaluatlons. CIf this type of analysis had been done,
considerable data on both the shert-term and long-term effectiVeness of lmmediate*
c?nsns counseling technlques for d;fferent types of referrals could have been added
to the repg%t. Consndernng‘the amount of money that was budgeted for the evaluation

and since the data was readlly and economleally available, we feel that a great deal

Flnally, the evaluation design made no prov:s;on to evaluate the:nature of
the counselingprovided experimental cases. Statlstical analysls was limited to

"

lnterpretation off%he-percent dlfferences in ddtcome for experimental and control
cases. Data on duraticn and intensity of counsellng was never correlated wuth out~ <
comevresults. The evaluatlon simply described the general approach taken dn the

counseling sessions, L B
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YOLO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU:

INTERNAL EVALUATION ASSESSMENT
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YOLO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU

1973 EVALUAT | ON

. . ,,“"
The Yolo Youth Services Bureau was evaluated by the Research and Development

Division of the California Youth Authority as part of a three-year onbbing cluster
evaluation of all eight original Youth Service Bureaus in the stafe. The first two
years of the evaluation we:e funded from a 325,000 a year OCJP grant. The thfrd year
evaluation was funded by LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice. The project's budget made no provision for outside evaluation consu]tants.
Because the first two reports released by the Youth Authority were primarily
"]progress reports'' describing the organization and administration of each bureau, as
well as the research methodclogy that would be used to evaluate the projecis, we
decided to focus most of our analysis on the third and final evaluation which covered

the first two years of each bureau's operation.

Project Objectives

During the three years the project received OCJP funding we found the
primary objectives of the program had a tendency to shift and change in ways that

corresponded with subsequent changes in program emphasis, changes in administrative

v

staffing and Teadership, and changes in the character of training and ﬁrofessﬁonal

: a . :
interests of the voluntary staff who were available to the bureau at any one time.

In spite of tHese,changes thé project has cdnt?nual]y listed the following

as its primary objectives:

1. To‘dfvert a Signiffcant number of youths from the
Juvenile justice system. :

2. To reduce the incidence of delinquency in the target
area. : -

~196~




3. To coordinate local delinquency preven

In a more effective manner.

I

o

on specific

I,

* Success Criteria

Has the Bureau succes

| To défsrm?ne wa effectively the objectives were met, the evaluation reffed -

: B v}
criteria in the form of a series of questions to analyze project impact,

target area from the Juvenile justice

measured by

A. Number of local

Bureau,

police referrals to the

B. Fewer juvenile referrals from the

to probation,

C. An increase in cases closed b

v‘f\.

department at intake and subsequen
referrals to the project, va

b. A decrease in referrals to probati
Sources during the Project year in

to the year precedj

E. Reduction in Ju

area,

F. Fewer arrests a
referral among

venile arrests int

nd less Severe offe
Project cases,

G. Probation disposition of referrals
after referral to the project,

Has the Bureay

Did the Bureay
delinquency pre
community?

]

=

Successful Iy coordinate
Prevention agencies

in the communi ty?

Systematically attempt
vention Servi

33

sfully diverted youth in-the

.
y the

Ng project implementation,

ces and resoyrces in the

tion resources

system as

pblice

i
/

Vgrobation
tly

on from all
comparison

he target

six months

d Jocal delinquency

to fi1] gaps in
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Evaluation Methodology

Al eight bureaus were eValuat;a as a cluster with common objectives and
similar activities. The evaluation did not take into account the possibility that
program emphasia or objectives may have changed or shifted as we found they did in
Yolo, '
| Mgthods used to assess the effectiveness of the projects Included: (1) an
analysis of the process of project tmplementa;ion; (2) establishment of an information
system to measure project outcome; and (3) an&lysis of changes in areawide delinquency
statistics.

.. Analysis of projeqt implementation was accomplished by collecting data on
the development of Bureau services through narrative reports, observing Bureau
activities, Yntervfewing project directors and staff, and interviewing agency personnel
in the target area. An information system was developed by the evaluator to record
the characteristics and case dispositions on each referral ts the project. In addition,
the information system was used to record police and probatien-dispositions on referréls
to the projéct during the first 24 months of the program.
Areawlde delinquency statistics were collected for the year preceding
project imp[ehentat!on and‘during the project years to determine whether the Bureau
was reducing juvenile arrests and diyerting youth from the juvenile justice system.
- The evaluation design did not incorporate provisions for establishing

Ncomparison' or control groups in assessing project outcome.

-

Instruments and Data Sources

7 The evaluation contained examples of all the data collection forms that

were developed for use in the information system, along with a thorough explanation

~198-
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,ref[ected changes for the ‘county at large and not, just the target area.

V’Ot??me proceddres and methods that were uséd in .ecordlng the data.

Data collected at pro;ect lntake lncluded referral characteristirs

(age, sex, race, grade in school), reason for referral, and" the 'n't al servnce

provided by Bureau staff Follow-uo data was- collected six months after referra! to

S
the project oﬁ any referral .made by the prOJect to another agency. - eitaeu

From pollce records, Bureau staff obtalned hnformatlon ‘on a samp!e of ]70

referrais served by the Bureauy = the number of arrests, reasons for arrests, and the

duspositions hf each arrest, six months before referral and six months after referral

to the Bureau. : ¢ '— - ‘ﬁ

3 . From county probation records, Bureau staff Fecorded the number of times

:,

eath referral was referred to probation in the six month pre and post period. Bureau

.staff “also recorded each youth's prcbat:on status at the time of referral to the

Bureau and six¢months Tateru

\(

A Areawnde de]znquencyarrests and dlsposztlons were supplied by the Bureau

of Crnmlnal Statistics. All of thls data was . reported to BCS from Yolo County

Sherlff’s Office. In reporting thls data to BCS lt should be polnted out that the

'sherlff's department did not separate arrests in’ the target area from juven!le arrests

@

whreh'oceurred in the_rest of the eounty. As a result, the areawlde arrest data

7

@ e
Evalucztion Conclusions

Y

Aha]ys%s of project recordsjandﬁinterviews with staff lndlcated that whlle

=

local agencues selected members of thelr staff for representatlon on the. Bureau s

managing board they did not contrlbute staff to the project untll the seeond year

(

f' gf the Bureau's operation. This Inadequate comaitment of staff from'gther'agenCIes;

S

e

f
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was the prlmary reason why ‘nearly six months elapsed before the Bureau received

’ ' any referrals. In addntlon, the project deVeioped a case cOnference method for‘

,screening cases before dcceptance by the Bureau. The case conference process was

rather lengthy and it made the referral process_ ratner lnvolved for referra] sources.

Furthermore, it handicapped the Bureau s abllity to respond rapidly to youth in need

~ of servuce. Thls case conference system was Iéter mod:fled in favor of a unuf!ed

=y

lntake process for the entlre target area.

Flfty percent of the referrals the project received in the flrst 24 months
came from both the sheriff's department and probatlon. Thevrematnlng referrals were
mainlywyoiuntary or school referrals who were referred for nondelinquent reascns.
Follow=up data on project referrals between January, 1970 and June,.197l showed a
reduction in the number of referrals arrested six months after referral. Nearly
half of these referrals had been arrested six months before referral to the project,?
while only 3% had been arrested six mpnths after referral, |

Analysis of areawide Juvenile arrest data indicated that jdyeni]e arrests'

were lower the Flrst full year the Bureau was operating, than one year prior to the

istart of the pro;ect. Statistical data, however, rn‘the report lndlcated that by

the end of the second year, juveni\e arrests had iné¢reased 25%;over the first'year

of the program. The report did point out that while arrests in the second .year
B : ' 3! ’
increased, they were still 7.8% belcw the number reported before the Bureau became

'fuily operational o ' PR

i

Analysus of data concernlng initial referrals to probatlon indtcated a
large decrease in the number of target area youth referred to probatnon, and even

Iarger decrease in the number “of petltlons filed. What the eva]uatlon Failed

\
IR

U ) )

to recognlze was that the number of referrals to probatlon has a direct relatrdhshap

f:

b =00
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had included referral data for the third year of the program it would show that the N Z

“did not accurately reflect delinquent arrests in the target area, was that the number

,_percentage of the total delunquent axrests in any one year, that the number*would
1seem to. have ]itt]e or no stat: txcal sagn:f|ca ce on gener=1 dellnquency rates. ;"k\

',The evaluatlon dld recognlze that the best approach&to assessnng prOJect results ,‘N
\

to the referral poltty local pollce agenc ec may have in regard to making Jl-'V“‘—””e : o

a =
o

referra!s. In Yolo, there was an unwritten po‘ncy in the local sherlff's depart- _:'j?f‘H
ment to always try and hand!e a Juvensle case Wlthln the youth dtv:s?on of the oy

department. They would only refer a case to probat:on whenever they felt they could S

. g&, ) . :

not effect Vely handﬁe the situation themselves.

. : ' It - » we : . : - ' A i » o : : (\
Comments R SRR : i‘ : ‘ B

u Whileﬂanalysis of project documents and interviews with staff revealed

that the Tnitia “*»latlonshlp between the Bureau and other publlc service agencies
5|gn|f|cantly lnfluenced the Bureau 5. achlevement of |ts diversson obJecttve, the

evaluatnon did not completely indicate why the Bureau fal!fe to arhleve a consnstent ©

e

i e

pattern of cooperation from local agencies in the target communnty." If the evaluation

project had vartually stopped rece:vnng’ﬂaw enforcement and probatlon referrals. ?ét,

S

the evaluatlon contatned no documentation on what mlght have accounted for this

o

reduction.

g ; o , o G
Analysis of areawide juvenile arrests and dispositions dideﬁpt always

24

result in completely valid indicators of the Bureau s achlevement of/nmpact. The
2z, /‘ i

maln reservatron we have about these measures, n additi on to thekfact tnat they i s

: I
of referrals dlrect!y from the sherlff's department to the‘pFOJeCt was such a_ small W o
\\ 4 ‘ . : »v Ql
A DR

5 : N

i
: \ ,g

would be ‘to assess the affects ‘the Burea s programs had on the inc:de ce of o ‘* W"k>~;f-"

o
S
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bf delinquency‘among only the ngih whe had heeh served bY‘the project.‘
) From sheriff's departhent recocds; project staff did attempt to obtain
recidivism‘data en a group of‘170'refetrals. Based on d|scussnons with pFOJeCt staff
and offlcers in the sheriffls department we have serious reservations about the
rel;eblllty of much of the data that was,reported to the Youth Authority on these
referrals, Projeet staff‘teadily admit that there was ab;o1utely no procedural
cohtrol over the data cottection process, and that the staff who recorded the data
was not entirely familiar with the sheriff's record sVStem. The juvenf]e officers
in the department have‘elso indicated that they gave little direction or assistance <
to Bureau staff as they recorded the arrest data. |
Sett?ng aside the fact that there was poor control over the data collection
process, the ccncIUS|ons that could have been made about project Iimpact would have -
been more conclus:vw if the'pre and post changes in del|nquent behavior had been

limited to JUSt police and probaticn. referrals. Over 50% of the 170 referrals who |

were~tracked through the sheriff's department were referred to the Bureau for non-

de]inquent reasons, many simply came to the Bureau for recreation and tutoring
| services. By lnuludlng these referrals tn the o/jtcome data, outcome results on the
| ‘incidence and severity of subsequent delinquent behavfor were greatly distorted,
; Sincefinfetences from areawfde ‘delinquenzy statistics have not led to
conclus:ve lndlcators of prOJect |mpact ‘we would suggest that the use of a care-
fully matched or randomly asstgned control or comparison group wou]d have greatly

i'enhanced the.valldlty of}the evaluation findings.
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RICHMOND YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM:

INTERNAL EVALUATION ASSESSMENT
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RICHMOND YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM RESEE

1973 EVALUATION

.

The Richmdnd preject wes‘first‘evaluated ih June,’1972'by the Research ané>‘
Evaluation Unit‘of the local RichmondﬁMedel Cities Agency, atlno cost to the project.
The project's budget contained novfunds to hire outside evaluatien~cohsultents;

In addltlon to evaluating the prOJect Model CltIeS, through a supplemental

grant helped fund part of the program, They specnflcally helped pay part of the salary

of the full=time casework supervisor who directed the intake and case assngnment

process.for the entlre‘prOJect.

Since the first evaluation was completed only five months after the project:

started and at a time when project staff'wes still being hired we focused our

fe)

discussion an the prOJect s second evaluation whlch was released in May, 1973 The

second eva!uatlon examined the impact of the prOJect s flrst full year of operatlon.

Program Objectives e : : T | il

i
i

The Richmond_pfeject as we have indjeeted in Section 11 (page 33), is
compeeed of four distinct componehts with eéch{stfessihg one or more of‘tbe fol}owing
0veralF&program;objeetiyes: - |
1. To dfvert youth from the jdvenile'justfce system by

. providing alternative resources to police,. probatlon, o
,schools, and other institutions. : S DRI TR

R _ 5,
2:’ To ihcrease communlty responblbllity'through direct » i
communltv |nvolvement :n program |mplementatlon., a 5,
\ v
3. To |nqrease coordlnatlon and cooperatlon among
" existing youth service programs and to pruvnde e . :
follow~-through to determine |mpact of services . . e L
. provuded S L . B I A R
” w 203 e N R




e 4, To |dent!fy and document gaps in existing (community) ‘
- :services for you the's - : o ’ \
5. To stsmulate and organlze resources for .the develop~ + ¢«

- - ment of services to meet identified gaps.

- Each component has its own specific goals and methods of operatfom for

3oz

aohieving’the program's overall objectives. For example, the lnterVentron Unit

D0

which handles the formal law enforcement and probatlon referra]s has three main

it

objectives: (1) to leert a sigrftcant nUmber of 601 and minor 602 referrals ‘from

/

the juvenn]e JUStlce system (2) to ‘reduce by a significant percentage the number of:

.subsequent pollce c0utacts referrals have after receuvnng services; (3) to reduce

- the number of days referrals spent in Juvenile Hall. -
7 s . “ 3
i v i
% - ' Outreach,xon the other hand, whlch handled the vo]untary and non“]aw
'enforcement referrals concentrated most of its resources on develeplng cooperatlve

interagency and’ communlty re]atlonshlps which were used to stlmuxate and organize

local .resources for the development of youth-related services in the target area.

Because our evaluation was limited to only the‘lntervention and Outreach

components of the program, we have not examined the research methodology that was

B :

used to assessvthe Youth Housqger~the ﬁruggﬁducation component.,

Success Criteria

- R e o ]J?
The project's evaluation relied on a combination of qualifiable oUtcome'

j.rnteria and subJectlve |mpre55|ons in assesslng the effectlveness of the prografi.,
,_4) :

<

JThe followang crxterta were used to assess the outcone on the Formal law enforce-

”ment and probatlon referra15°',‘ WL LT v

4%\ Ev:dencn of d;versuon by demonstratlng a smaller numbe(, : S .
\\ of petttion filings for Intervention cases than for a % : i , e
; = group of pre-prOJect probation referrals. - ) , S

&

t
P




2. Pre and. post changes in the severlty of offenses among
sample of project cases., . v

3. Pre and post changes in the incidence and frequency of
delinquent arrest among a sample of- project cases., : .

L. Lower lnstances of detentlon among a sample of project
cases.than for a group of pre- project probatlon
referrals. -

In order to"assess the program's effectiveness in fmplementjng its coordi-

"~ nation function which was the primary responsnblllty of Outreach, “the evaluation

oy

relied on the perceptlons of prOJect referrais who had partlcapated in the program

-and several outside agency personnel in the target areaa

il

snx’months before referra? and six months a»ter referral tolthe Un?t N

Evaluation‘MethodologY‘

Lo

Like Sacramento, the Intervention component ‘in Richmond was concerned with:

> providing short-term family crisis counseling as an alterrative to traditional

probation handlihg of 601 and minor 602 cases. Since the original research design

in the grant application did not contain a provision for a control group, Model Cltles
examined pre and post changes in outcome for a sample of prOJect referrals. Each |
referral in essence was used as his own control The sample consisted of 74 of the
134 law enforcement and probation cases . the Unit res e:ved. ‘ ]

-Each referral in the sample.was tracked throuﬁh thé'probation department

andxseveral 1ocal pollce departments for the number and severlty of offenses commltted

)} \) 1 ; ' o

e

T

ln order to determ:ne if there had been lower |nstances of detention for

N prOJect cases, the evaluatlon examlned Juvenlle Hall records of 39 youth who had ‘been

?

f-~served by the Unlt durnng ‘the first four months/of the program. Detentnon data on

B
—t

n -

the group was compared with a sample of 36 preﬂprOJect youth referred to the probatlon

SRR o » -205~ R
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e g '
department three months before the start of the" prOJect. The pre-project group
was also examined to determine how many ‘had petitton< filed on them by the probanion
department, Th;s data was then compared wnth the sample of. project.cases In order

to determine the extent to which diversion had’ been accomplished among project cases.
: %

In assessnng the effectiveness of Outreach, the evaluation described the

varlous Jecreatxon and educatsonal servlces that were offered. In addltlon,-several
)

outside agerncies were contacted for thelr perceptions of the orogram, along with three

families who had recelved counsellng servfces. : o '

Most of tha evaluatlon of Outreach concentrated on a determination of how

.

effective the component had been in {mplementing its coordination function, especially
- in outside agencies.

B,

Instruments and Data Sources . : -

S

The evaiuat{cnﬁdid not include any of the data collection instrupents4tha£
were used:to record project data and data co]iection,procedures’were not’described.

| | Data collection was limsted to a small sample of project cases and pre-
projéct'pfobatpbn re:erra]s. Police, probation, offense and disposition data was
reoorded oh each"EEferral in the sample. Age, sex and racial charaotefistics were
also wecopded. The evaluation did notdrecofdfrecidivism'data on the pre-project
‘probatlon refefrals, ina§ead only detentuon and probation disposxtsons were recorded.

,‘1lf the baselnne data had nncluded recndtv15m data on the pre pFOJeCt probatlon group

Madditional support for the evaluat?on flndlngs wou!d have been pOSSIbIe.

Evaluation Conclusions
| . e | | B
% Outcome results in the evaluation indicated that among ‘the sample of law

¥ N y , IR R
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enforcement and probation referrals 72% had no police contact six months after
referral to the project. Data on the severity of post-project offenses indicated

that the percentage of all police contacts that were for 602 misdemeanors fell from

‘39% to 28% while the percentage of felony offenses fell from 25% to 19%.. This meant

that 532 Qf the post-project police contact was for 601 offenses and not the more
serious 602 offenses. Referrals who were rearrested aftgrkrefefral had an average of'“
4,5 arrests prior to referral, while those who were not rearrested had an average of
3.0 pre-arrqsfs. ‘From project data it appears the greater the prior offense record
of a youth, tHe less {ikely the project Was to succeed Injreducing post-project
police contact, |
Detention data indicated that projéct youth spent considerably less time

in Juvenile Hall, in comparison to a group of pre-project probation referrals. Among
the sample of project cases, the average time spent In Juvenile Hall was 15.1 days
six months after referral, in compakison to 19.1 days for the pre-project probation
group; The mgan‘hhmber of days spent in detgntion‘had been reduced 21% for prcject
caseso< : 3‘ « e > {

o. As_evidence of diversion,'datafbn a sample of project cases indicated that
petitions we;;°§jbed\on only 13%;of the réferré]s, while 46% of the pre=project
probatioh reféfrals had petitions filed. = -

While the evaluation never specifically mentioned the public .service

‘agencies that were contacted in an effort to assess the project's effectivenss in
. . ' g . ’ R ) “; ) "\k .
' implementing its coordination function, the report did conclude that the Outfeach

g ” i E L - - ’ . N 1}‘; AR .
‘component seeins to have been well received by the community at large and other-public

agencies who &1so provide'seryjces in the target area. As supporting data, %ﬂem"

‘f ) B N : : oo ll “}\“ .
evaluation pointed up the fact that over 92% of the referrals to Outreach wefF%SEIf
or voluntary referrals..

; i g
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3 . - . K:}
While many of the self-referrals came.to the project for thP recreational

activities that were conducted by Outreach, about 200 referrals partucnpated in the;
tutoring program. In evaluating thegCOmponent, no attempt was made to,as%ess any

scholastic Tmprovement the project might have made with these referrals.

pomments

v

o

In spite of the fact that no funds were ever allocated for‘evaluation .
'vpurposes, Model Cities nevérthele%sadid'try and frcorporate many of the«outcome
criteria we considgred’épbfbpriata infassassing project impact. The evaluation
'design even stressed the need to track project cases through local po}icatdepartments
for police contact that may have been unknown to the probation departnént. This

was the only evaluation |n the cluster that recognized the tmportance of tracking

o -
i

referrals through lodal police departments. ‘

The only criticism we have of the evaluation design waa the fact that the
:ievaluatfon trackeduonly a smali sample of project cases for'prerand post*changea in:
delinquent hehavior. The evaluation’findings would be far;%cre‘conc[usive if all
law enforcement and probation referrals to the projecthould have been Included in
the sample. Th|s same criticism is true for the smali sample of pre- proJect
probation cases who. vere . tracked for detentlon and petltlon fllings. Generalizations
based on a small sample of only 39 cases can never be as conclusiye as generalizations
based on a samniéqu 134 cases. u

. The evaluation design could haveibaen strengthened even more, if recidivism
data had’ beea\_ﬂ%lected for the pre-project group of-probation referrals whose
prcbatfon dxspo;ituons were used as basellne data. |If thls data hao been eollected

romparlsons between prOJect outcome and traditional probatlon handling of - 60] "and

1 =

R

602 cases could have been ‘made,  © ‘ , B , ‘*‘M
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ALAMEDA DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM:

INTERNAL EVALUATION ASSESSMENT
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ALAMEDA DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM

o The'Alameda project was originally set up to be“evaluated.&y the Research

e

Unit of the Alameda Probatlon Department. The original budget contafped approxi= -

s
s . C by

mately. 18 000 for evaluatson purposes. Most of this amount was set aside to coVer

‘the salary of a full- time cllnlcal psychologlst who was given the responsibility

for evaluatlng ‘the project. Shortly after the prOJect received its flrst ‘0CJP

funding, the consultant left the probation department and the position was never

filled, ~As a result, the project has never been evaluated in the true sense of the

word,

In late 1973, a two-year summary ''status' report on project activities

was submitted to OCJP. This report was prepared'by the project supervisor and a

s

rnewly promoted staff analyst in the ReseerohyUnit, The report simply contained an

updated description of project activities and some pre]iminary‘observationS“on

i

Y

project outcome, AN
. Y/

. Project ObjectiveS'

*

The following statements were given as the‘program'S'goa]s and objectives
in the ''status' report:

1. Prevention of further disintegration of 25% more families
than those families assigned to the control group during
the project year.

2. Successful treatment of emotional and behavsoral prob]ems
‘of 25% more youth assianed to the program (success being -
defined as no wardship before 18th birthday).

3, Early detection of delinquent tendencies of siblings of ,

- thirty (30) referred minors and correction as measured by REp

o+ the lack of wardship of 25% more siblings than siblings of :
youth assigned to the control group.

. me03-
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of the project tended to change or at least were described dnfferently than

: they were in the “status“ report.' Ornglnally, disintegration and dlsorgannzation

[t

was to be characternZed by further delinquent behavicr on theipart ofyone or more A

In reviewing the origlnal grant cppllcataon we' found that the objectlves B s:sfw
of the family members. This important_piece of specific clarification was dropped

. ' ‘(\J\a .
from the statement of objectives that appeared in the' Mstatus' report. In spite of

5 ) ) : . o

these changes the ultimate goal that has been stressed by project staff has been ' ‘ ux'<7
‘to keep project youth from becoming wards of the court.

)

Success Criteria

During the first year of the program the only outcome criteria that was

y 8} T
(« . - .

used to assess project results was the dnfference in petition fllfngs betWeen prOJect_

i« -cases and a contrq’:;:{up of probatlon referrals handled through norma} probatlon -

P

intake processing. This deflnitlon of “fazTure“'waS'iater modified to restrfctfa .

q

”fallure” among prOJect and control cases to only nstances when a youth was declared

a ward of Juvenile court. The pro«ect research des:gn never recognlzed changes in- o
the frequency and severity of offenses betWeen the two groups ‘as outcome measures. -
- Eva]uation Methodology ) o
The Alameda program is based on thetassumption that long~term, intensive e
“'famlly ornented counsellng |nVOIVIng every snblnng member of the referral's famlly
~can lessen the lakel:hood that a youngster will become a ward of Juvenl]e court. ,yw* ‘
,S|nce the SpeleIC goa] of the program is to: preVent the referral or any Slb]lng ; PN
member of hlS famlly from becomlng a- ward of Juvenlle court, the prOJect s research

gl

the}probatron status for 33 proJect cases and 23 control cases”

i . ’ . . n B - L ! "‘2]0"‘ ;,'1-\,‘
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Qexper;mental cases had been closed.

{‘the experimerital and control cases completed at the end of the second vear of the

. the time of the report, the evaluation recorded recidivism data on both control and.

Control cases met the crlteria for referral to the prOJect, but were never counseled

or otherWIse treated beyond what would normally occur in regular probat:on processing.’

At the time the project issued ltS status report, all of the control cases.

hand]ed through normal probation processnng had been closed whnle only 11 of the

Instruments and Data Sources

Data collection focused exclusively on recording the probation status of

project. Because the majority of experimental cases remainad in “active status" at

7

experimental cases. Nq data was ever recorded onvthe severity of offenses commi t ted

between either group.

Program Conclusions

: Outcome“eomparisons between project and control cases fndicated that 7 of
the~g3 coofrol cases had beenvdecfared wards of juvenils couft, while Only“B of the
3§'expefimental had been made wards. " The report indicated tﬁat this was’a,ZO% |
impfovement over the control Qroup;' Based on ;hese results the folloWing conclusion

]
y

was made in the report: 'Preliminary results are very encouraging. |t wouid appear

from these preliminary results that the Delinquency Prevention«Program family iﬁ

oriented treatment is effective in preventing a chL?d from‘becoming‘identified as

[

“delinquent and thus a ward of the Juvenile Courtu”;

=211-
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Comments

As we stated earlier, the Alameda project was never really evaluated in the
true sense of the word. After two years of OCJP funding the project has handled only
33 families. Outcome results on such a small number of referrals could never really
be used as very conclusive findings on the success of the program. This is perhaps
one of the significant shortcomings in the project's ''status'' report.

While the original research design made provisions for a control group so
that differential handling outcomes could be compared between experimental and control
cases, the impact criteria that was selected as success indicators were the most
narrowly defined in the cluster. The evaluation design never really considered
changes in the incidence and severity of subsequent delinguent behavior; it only
emphasized the differences in the number of wardships between project and control
cases. This alone may have been one valid indicator of project achievement, but
the report failed to mention that regardless of how'many times a referral was referred
back to probation on a new offense, he was automatically placed back into the project
after the offense had been dropped or dismissed. In each instance the decisioﬁ to
file a petition recommending wardship was left to the discretion of project staff.
This was not true for control cases; each time a control case was referred back to
prcbation no one intervened in behalf of the referral. He simply was subjected’to
normal probation processing..

Outcome results on the number of wardships between the two groups is‘@ven
more distorted, bécause many of the control cases at the time they were being con-
sidered as project cases already had petitions filed on them. When they were finally
selected as a control case several were automatically declared wards of the court,

and the outcome results counted as a '"failure",

-212-
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)‘achlevement of lmpact orlented objeqtlves.

‘,QUldellnes it has lssued wlth-respect to p

%
9
&5

S USECTION VII

8]

A RECOMMENDED APPROACH FOR |,
EVALUATING DIVERSION PROJECTS

v

Cne of the expllCIt requlrements in the RFP for -the evaluatlon of thls
cluster of prOJects was that the contractor make recommendatlons leading to a general

research approaci for the development of an evaluative model that would incorporate

/

'OCOuld be identified in the~evaluatlve phase éf the study.

This requirement was Included in recognltion of theaof?lce of Criminal
Justice Planning's need for establishing some uniform evaluation guidelines for the

funding categories that would provide a means of making moré objective assessments

crlmlnalljustlce system, OCJP bears the burden of “esponslbility for rational,
effective allocation of lts limited financial resources admidst an overabundance ol
requests for funds on the part of local unlts of government.

Since theadeSIred goal of criminal justice planning is deleerate, con-
structive social ohange,‘QCJP must assess the nature and qdality,of»the ecnlevements

of the local action projects it has fdnded. This must be accomplished through

.‘analysls‘of data and establishment of criteria for‘measurement of each project's
] -

)

As lt has expressed ltself in pollcy statements, and in the evaluation

)‘soject evaluatlon, 0cJP has stressed the

use of “|mpact” orlented outcome crlterla in the assessment of proJect achlevement.

:As |t was stated |n the orlglnal RFP “lmpact” was defined as folIOWS.

: ;p". . - ‘ v ) _2]3_ a

common. data elements, common'obJectlves and cénmon,measures of impact so far as these

of similar action programs. As the major statewide source of funds for Improving the



iy

5 5
"Impact" is here defined as new or changed condltlons

whlch peecple knowledgeable in. criminal justice accept as

end results rather than means to afi end, including human

behavior, attitudes,and knowledge. Impact always refers

to conditions outside the project staff or other administering

agents. It expresses the results a staff achieves, not the

act1v1t1es they perfbrm to achleve tbose results.

RN

ﬂAs a consequence the evaluative approach and- methodology presented here

A,/

 relies heavuly on outcome crlterla as the primary means of assessing goal attainment.

It s readlly‘acknowledged that the methodoIOQECal apm<oach outlined here for
Y

2 \ . o s T
evaluating projects of this. type has not developed criteria appropriate for assessing

‘r

the effect of outside Influen

)
&

es- that”could also have had a signiflcant effect on the

outcome data. Perhaps the be%t example of this is that the evaluation could not factorﬂ

the results in the Yolo project for ‘the effect of the very active juvenile unit that
was added to the loca1 sheriff's ‘office after the Yolo Youth, Services Bureau was opened.
" We do know the polnce Juvenlle unlt had a pronounced effect on’ the number. of polxce'

referrals to the ‘project afterU

b

_may have had on reducvng the incidence of delinquency that was credlted to the project.

Another admltted shortcoming of the evaluation approach out!ined here that

& /:a
*

wnll be of concern to many pract:tloners is the fact that this: model is heavily

oriented towards statistical outcome&criteria as measures of impact and deals very
‘ ; o T . ’ o ‘ . )
superficially with the effect of any process variables. The most notable, of course, -

would be the eFfect that different treatment modalitﬁes may have had on the outcome
statlstics. A ' | B o 'jff“” ;, R h o -
We gave an extensive. amount of thought andfeffort to “the prob]em of

|dentifying dlfferential treatment patterns that\may haVe been used in treating

X

lndividual referra]s,and In trylng to determ

g

ine the\i\stlﬂctlve characteristlcs

that were assoc|ated wuth a specnfic mode of *reatment\\ We were entirely unsuccessful @

In this effort, o 0= A
S =214= AN

|t was created but” we ‘do not know what effect the police

pre




B

)

!

AN

Although the terms used to describe the basic treatment approaches used in

the various prnjects were different (con joint family counSeling, crisis intervention,

. nonauthoritarian peer involvement; intensive long-term therapy, we were unable to

deveiop any clear-cut objective characteristics that clearly differentiated one

counseling method from another._- .

There. were some definite differences in the parameters of c¢ounseling
involved between the projects, but these related only to variations in the duration
of service, frequency and timing of client contacts, and the level of staff'experience.
These variables, however, are common to any treatment approach, and do iittke more |
than indicate something about the level of service.

We studied ‘the documentation and written narrative in perhaps 200 case files
in attempting to isolate some distinguishing characteristics about the casework
practices that were carried outvin the projects., Aside from those variations related
to the level of service,‘we could find no objective differences in the nature of the
counseling itself.

To the extent we could, we examined the course content and type of special-
ized training that some of the projects received thinking that it might help in

differentiating treatment modes, What we found was that in cases where special

“training was provided that the substantive part of it was very similar, and that it

was, g\r the most part, provided by the same outside organizations.

In trying to make refommendatlons for a general purpose evaluative model

8

we have shown our statist cai results and explained the difference in project achieve-
L] \
ment to-a number of probation professnonais. We thought that the reactlons to the

study from working leval probatlon staff would be of interest to OCJP and to others

=Y > concerned with. planning, funding, or approving research proposais in the area of

- .juvenile Intervention and prevention.

= E - =215-




As well as we-can state Tt, the general reaction to outcome or Uimpact!
oriented studies is_ that unless pre and post changes In the incidence and severity

of delinquency can be related to the type of treatment that accounted for the change,

outcome statistics by themselves are of 1imlted vaiue¢in making the kinds of manage-
rial decisions that probation contends with on a daily basis.. It Is acknowledged

that arrest and offense data are Indicative of what the project as a whole accomplished

in reducing delinquency, but outcome data, it Is felt, by ltself, suggests practicaliy |

nothing about why success or faflure of a projedt oceurs., Probafion staff maintain
that overaii project success is only & function| of how successful staff are with
‘Individual cases. .

Most staff felt that successful case outcomes do not correiate strongly
with age, sek,inature, pattern of prior deiinqu%ncy, or the othet variables that are
ordinarily collected in impact studies. If behhvior I's changed mnd a pattern of
delinquency reversed, staff consider that it is usuaily the resuit of a threewpart
fortuitous combination of (1) seiecting the appropriate treatment method; (2) provided
by a caseworker proficient with the method° \3);who Is involved with a client where
there Is a good deal of caseworker and client napport.

Several thought that research and:evaluation efforts would be far,more
productive if they focused on the problem of finding out what isjexpiicitiy‘InVO]ved
in putting this critical three-part combination of factors together on a more pre~
dictable basis. Some staff suggested that the ultimate value of research on

differential treatment would be in helping to devise more rational ways of making

staff-client assignments.

0
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PLANNING, FUNDING,_POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF IMPACT-ORIENTED. RESEARCH

h
Al

3

0CJP should recognize that there aré soﬁe inherent conflicts to bé found iﬁﬁ
pursuing an evaluation policy that emphasizes the use of quantifiable outcome data lh?‘w
assessing;projécts of this type where the treatment approaches:are notvclzarfy defined.
The source of the problem, as wé‘see 1t, results from sﬁme basic differences between,
OCJP and the project's use of, and application of the research.

As a statewide planning and funding agency, OCJP looks at eValuatiohs from
the standpoint of the value they have in making funding decisions about very broad
functional groupings or types of programs., For OCJP's purposes outcome data which
shows the overall success of & particular project may be eﬁtirely adequate. -

A project is always pleased td find out that they are considered successfui,
but they also have a secondary interest in the research which is even greater, and
that Is .to Know what combination of treatment practices, management, supervision,
stéffEtraining,jetc., may account for the project's 0verall‘pérf9rmance; For project
administrators it Is not nearly as useful to know that recidivism rates Qere'reduced
by some 75%, as it is to find out why they weren't successful with the other 25%. We
think that this accounts for much of the cynicism We detect on tﬁé part of. project
administrators about many evaluations.

We are quite confident that using the evaluation methodology outlined here

“on other projects of this type will furnish OCJP with the basic information needed

'to make reﬂiébie, cénsistent Judgments about what a project has done to directly

reduce‘delianehcy;thich is the primary goal of the agency's present evaluation

“policy. At the same time, our work err the past ten months has made us aware of

" another research dimension which the project's thihkvshould be added to the present -

ohfcomé evaluation strategy if It is to have practical value to the projects..

O

in considering the reasons for enlarging these evaluations by extending
- !',‘\\;

-é17;

1
ettt AL e, S

U s



e collectnon efforts can be qUESt'O“ed

B

P’

>

them into the effect dlfferentlal treatment app:oaches havevon prOJecc

,\

7

odtcomes; we

..

‘as we have done, almost seems elementary.

effect-diff

~can R@

'|ntegral part of a larger and more sharply delineated methodologlcal and theoretlcal

feel lt is. xmportant to pount out to OCJP that the research capability ln these b _—

S5

prOJects seems to be very llmlted n comparlson to the nature and comnlax!ty of thﬂ'

trient

research that would be involved in researching tne effects of dlfferen ‘fal trea
thatgtheaproject5~seem to@want,“gatherlng~and analyélng~stra|ghtforward outoome gata
Recognlzlng the minotr emphasis that

projects seem to place -on evaluat.ons generally, and knOW|ng the qualtty and character .

of ‘the basic data that proJects keep for evaluatlo A plrpcses, we would predlct that

tne typlcal prOJect would have =- great deal of dlff.culty in trying to research the .-

erent treatment approaches have on outcome, S s ”f’;
In spi'te of the way proJect staff stressed the need for more expl:ctt
knowledge about treatment, our review of the llterature has convlnced us that research

on the subJect w;ll be proceedung lnto a very uncharteredland professsonally troubied

/('

f:eld One evndent response in trylng to develop some - research methodology on the

subJect of differential treatment is manlfested in the tendency to collect costly,

o

and what seems llke almost unmanageable amounts of data on not only the clients, but

their Familles~andtsoclo—economlc kackground.

o

One of the{projects in this cluster
‘and one probatlon,department in another county where ayoroject was located were

collectlng 200 ltems of information on the fam:lnes of thelr Juvenlle cases.
- Many of hose data elements may be sugnuflcant, but as yet we see very
i * J/
llttle lndlcatlon of what they mean as: predlctors of dellnquency or how the lnformatlon

used ln researchlng the effecriveness of different treatment apprOaches.
Rt

lt seems to us that the proprlety of fundxng and sanctlonlng masslve data

ia o
T

unless st can be shown that the data is an
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research framewnrk than)presently exists. This is because the.cost of research "=

Bt
1

is closely related to how manygdata:elements are incorporated of controiied for~
the methodology, k

{

Until there is a betgér indication that the average project is able to
. //’ L )

perform more acceétably on ouﬁ%omevtgpé résearch, we would suggest being very cautious
about imposing more complex evaluation reqﬁireﬁenfs on mdst projects. Thi§ is ndt;;
‘to say that OCJP shSde not fund some very thoﬁghtful %nd highly controlled fesearch
on the effectivenass of different treatment apprdachés. In fact, we have cé%é to

- think that this is one of the most critical, and potentially could become one of the

g W
f

most fruitful areas for research in perfecting more rational, economic approaches to

.

the prevention of juvenile delinquency.

-
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yf'“Operational Hethodology or. Treatment
»';MMath p :

Prlmary orklntermedlate Program»Goal
; -of Diverslon Project . &

s

.

Outcome or Impact Crlterla

3

L Reduce Incldence of dellnquencyA

s}

< - N
: Reduce severity of subsequent

Rz

Number of prn and pest project.arrests.

N
B ;f:«,

Spec:Flc vuelations committed ‘pre ‘and . -

_dellnquent of fense, Jost: PFOJECt- : .
Prévent Further penetratlon lnto W
Juvenlle justlce system fors : &
”"A. Eommunlty~based projects. 1.

o> Bi Police dlverslon\projects”
> Co” Probatlon dlverslon projects. :
o . 2.

o - 3.
o ;
L,
-5,
K
SR
: 6
IV. Facilitate greater coordlnatlon 1.
¢ ~of interagency involvement with e
_'service cases., -
: ~ 2.
. ; 3“
V. Programmlng apd creatxon of new Ts.
. community resources.
-2,
U ‘39
o Dy
4,
g = 5-
B
R 1 6.',
. 3o
? o ). > el

. Treatment Varlable

Number of referrals to the dlverslon

project.

Nember of project referrals that)are'
subsequently ‘diverted into'other
dIVerslon projects.

j"l'lme spent in detention.

Number of project referrals that ar*
subsequently. cited or booked into
probatlon.

}Probatlon Dlspositlons

A. Number counseled and re]eased
B. ~Number dismissed.’
C.. Number returned :to project.

. Do Number placed on informal supervlslon. i

‘E,  Number of petiticns fileds

Court Dlsgosltlon

A, Number of petltuons dlsmlssed. s
B.' Number placed on formal probation.
C.. Number of wardships sustained.

D. Number placed ln state .institutionsi

Number of referrals to and from other
agencies.

Success of system or methods used to 3
provide feedback on case outcomes. on
bi~agency’ cases.'

k lnteragency loan of technical staff.?i

Actual exlstence of new, functlonlng,
and offiecially recognized cmnnunlty )

;actlon entitles.

Idens lflable new programs elther brought

into existence by or through the efforts'
.of “the funded project.

“Volume of referrals handled in the
- programs_the project is credited wlth .
,‘creatlng.

Expressed reactlons to'thesprograms
sponsored by the project, by the press,

commun{ty” leadershlp, other’ offlclala,
etc. .

Ttme and dollar amount ‘of budget

devoted to developlng and coordlnatlng
new programs.

“Fiscal’ contrrhutlons made" by other e
.agencles or organlzatlons .

Terms oF employment and number of
volunteers servlng in project. E

’Descrlbe treatmentbtheory and‘type'of T

‘] case: work practice to be employed<in
“trabrnent of project referrals,

{'Includé'any speclal techniques used- ey
such as video: taping, team counsellng,

'special tralnlng provided project staff. : fB.Jf i
: . ‘ . Ao Number ‘of persenal ‘treatment contacts.»—

:/ 7

R .

‘oo~ fdﬂ
B

~Stze of caseloads.
" Summary of case outcomes. .

Dnagnostlc«evaluatlon of case prcblem

and. specifics of treatment plan to’ be

followed.
Elapsed time between referral and date
of firstjcontacts . . a

Duration of service, . . &

“Length of ‘counseling services,

»cPartlclpants Involved ln the treatment )

program,

o

S T ,,f" ’ ,]’ _ TABLE 67

‘A RECOMHEND:D APPROACH FOR EVALUATING DIVERSION ,ROJECTS.

- ]
0 ) . :
N ; . Lo . ’
‘Sourée of Data .- S

Pollce:]uvenlle records;

o0

'PollcevJuVenlle'records.fv

Projéct Tntake reglsters. :

Pollce Juvenlle records

K’V

o

Juvenile Hatl lntake'loé.

Pollce juvenlle records or
probation records, 605 Form #73#

varobatlon‘records; BCS’ Form #73@.

?Probatlon records, BCS Form #734.

Project records:

g o . -
Agency s*aff case records, and e
prJect staff. .
. & g
N o ) ‘"‘ : E . 'O ’
Agency staff and project admlnlstrators.
Project staff. Sl Lo o
Outside agency lntervlews.~"

“Press accounts, flscal records, staff
lntervlews.

=~ Project records.

Project fiscal records;

ot Project records and outslde agency
interviews: .. :

v?m%?%‘ 2

‘::: 5

i3

T

Solirce of bata -

R
i

: Nlndlvldual_gase recoges;

g

" See Appendix ‘A,

: \\}) N | ak Q§*“"

‘- . We-have found ‘that a cumuldtive -

o recorded

. R "
Je? L

SRy TR e e

lnstruments B e

See Appendlx As o=

See Appendix A.

-Sed Appendlx A

SeeﬁAppendix A. : ,"

See Appendix A e j' Sy
Sy : . )

fnstruments Wil
"on _system establlshed for each
project and ‘Its partlc’patlng

. agencles.

instruments witld be devised to -
fit character of: indlvldual

lnstruments

Would- be developed by pro]cct
evaludtor at Inception of project,

“chronological -tecord. of the date”

‘elements; to .be used th ‘the evaluation”

kept by the case worker greatly

“%..simp| Ifles the"data collection. task;

220

“The form or design-of the lnstrumenb
“{s not-as: important as conslstency
and. at,uracy of the lnformatlon

Sggggsted Follow-up Perlod

l year pre, .2 years post, at sKX‘month lntervals

E

G

w

.1 year spre, 2 years post; at 6 month intervals.
Same time perlod for all measurement crlterla'
« - for chectlve (R

n

s w T S
~ Of ten enough to_insture that good case
goordination Ts occurring.

S : SR
Each ‘quarter after inceptlon of
proJect. . : B

i
{

iz

S I

Suggested Follow-up Perlod ‘

Collect and tabulate data at dlscretlon
of project evaluator or admlnxstrator.»k .

g

= year pre, Z“years”post, at six month intervals,.

'alntervlews with: the communlty agency

b project as basellne ln?ormatlon.

A

:dlverslon program.

. Quallrylng Comments R

:'recorded over: the entlre treatment .
‘period..éd ; o

: Quallfylng cOmments

Bé sure to. recordﬂonly lncldents in
which:a statutory vlolatlon has: been

. charged, o - e

Be sure to record the speclflc statutory
violations committed, .e., 602 H I
15530 H:S.

As long as referrals ‘on subsequent
arrests are -made back to the original:
diversion project: further penetration:
Tnto the’ juvenile ‘system Is assumed:
ot to haVe occurred., e

Ah

“involved will give much useful
Insight into those ‘aspects' ofvt €

B

‘ R = L A
Ft 18 eritical to-assess and inventory "+

& ‘the type and.nature of .community D

resolrces existing: before Inceptlon “of

e}

g ,lF

lt lsrcrltlcal that the project
adnintsgrator establlish a case :
write=up procedure which will lnsure

that theldata elements specifled are:
belng accirately and consistently. . o

&5




A3

sl

o

T

]

Lo

B




- S
¥ I Tl

b

i

L R Bl KR R s e

]

S

=5

: . ! L
In the PreV|QUS table we have tried to synthesize an outllne of a method-

& °‘°9Y that we believe is suitable for evaluatlng projects hav1ng objectives sumllar ,

to those in this cluster. We want to emphqslze agaln that this proposed approach
was construoteo around the specific requ:rement that the.researchfdeslgn provxde
assessments oéﬁpkojeot results based on outcome criteria. The design does’ not make
provisions foh'deaiinp with process varlables or with the effect different modes of
treatment might have had on overall outcome results.

The ‘balance of the dlscu5510n amplifies the outline to some extent and i
considers some of the procedural problems that potentlal users may face in 1mple—‘
menting: the methodology. In retrospect’ we‘see:our eva]eatdon of these projecis.
proceeding through three phases and we.hayeforganized the balance of the diaopasion

around them,

‘1. Setting up the Project for Evaluation

The importance of thorough planning to successful evaluations is mentioned
so often in discussions of evaluation that it almost seems unnecessary to repeat it.
Yet,‘from‘our experience, we are convinced that this is- the most important and the

most neglected phase of most;project planning.'~Th0rough planning and.trainfng offthe

people who will be |nvolved with the evaluatlon is the key factor in insurlng a

xJJ

smooth and meaningfu! evaluation. Proper plannlng W|11 also reduce costs and staff

' fruStration. Plannlng often proves to oe the decndlng factor in belng able to do an

= r )

evaluation at all.

‘There are three absolutely essentlal e]ements in the p]annlng of any

i T

project. .=

(o O
¥
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~ Project Objectives
;Establlsh clear,~wrltten, unequlvocal‘deflnltlons of the project's prlmar9

objectlves. There can be both prlmary and secondary objectlves, but regardless of
,how‘thﬁy rank}anlmportance, if they are to be evaluated; they”must be made explicit,
It is eaSy to make the mlstake, but the most serious and prevalent problem we en-
countered in. evaluatlng these prOJects was the failure of the proJects to dlStlthlSh

between what was a goal o end result from the means or actlvlty by whlch they would

accomplish the goal.

 Selecting Appropriate Criteria for Assesslng Goals

This is the second phase of evaluation planning and 1t must be done simul-
taneously with developing the project's goals. The whole process of purifying a goal

and making sure it is a usable one for evaluation purposes, comes about usually In

the course of trqug to find objective, quantifiable and obZainable criteria to go k'
B \\ : g % s * . .

with it. N

Some of the conslderations here are related to whether~essentlal data
elements wlll’he’available on_all.caSes. Somet imes datahthat ls’avallable on project'
cases'ls not available on control cases. If essential data is to be obtalned from
‘l other agencnes, will lt be avanlable when ‘and |n the form it is needed?

A

Although lt is not dvrectly related to criteria selection, thought should

be given to- determln.ng whether the treatment plan, the budget for the pFOJECt, and
other factors that wull lnFluence the number of cases in the treatment or control

populatlon will be of.sufflclent size to make the whole prOJect worthwhlle as a

S

4
research experlmﬂht._ As funoamental as this sounds, there was' a maJor OVerSIght on

t \\ T B . AR ‘tt-zgz-
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th}s point inbthe'planning of tHe Alameda project. We think almost anyone would.pe

dubious aBOUt the results of a'demonstration which hé&{only 32,experimental and 23

hi

i
\(

Finally, in selecting criteria‘fecognize that -2t some péfh@’the,data will

control cases, *» =« ; R | o S g

have to be processed. One good test of the criteria being considered is whether or f
not each one-is specific and objective enough to be coded. This is impbrtant;becaﬂge
any project with enough‘cases and enéugh data elements to go with them to méke the

whole experiment worthwhile will make computer proceséiﬁg of the data a practical

necessity. Therefore, coding of all the Input will have to be done.eventually. A

yariable or an outcome critéria that lends itself easily to the test of coding is
quite likely to be a gocd measure of outcome also.  The main reason we found it
Impossible to deaIVWIthgthe?éffécts of "different treatment approaches in this method-
'6lbgy isfbecause we were unable to find specffic, codifiable criteria whfch'disf
tinguished one treatment approach from another. - |

Coding sounds complex but. it isn't. The coding gulde we developed for
handiing 42 dffferent data elements Is shown in the appendix.:-One .consideration in
developirig coding formats is fhat machine cont+o1 becomes more difficult if more‘da;a

Is co]lecféd‘than can be coded and keypunched onto one 80 column IBM card. This

certainly should not be an'bverridfng.consfderation In excluding a data element,

- , but it is important to keep in mind that ac&uracy and control problems also increase:

as the volume of daéé’hamdied Increases. , o i

Instruments

There seems to be a preoccupation with forms in research, but in executing

this metHodology they really aren't too ‘important. In-designing a form there are a

"
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fewzcohslderatlons to~be~kept in mind, however. Forms are nothlng more than an

\efflclent means of rerordlng data elements that have been selected as measurement
crlterla for the project goals: Allvthe oata-transferred to forms wlll most likely
' come from,some‘other source’record.‘¢lflentry titles on the forms agree“wlth source

records it will help avoid confuslon and some mistakes that are important in coding.

Our data collection instruments were revised several. tlmes around this problem.

Yy

Before settl|ng ‘on the layout of a form. the project should become thoroughlyu

Famillar with the terms and peoullarltles of each data source. We found that police
Juvenlle'records often lncluge several types of 1nformat|on oni‘the same record.':For
example, be sure the staff who is collectlng data from police records recognize the
distlhotlon between an actual arrest and a field Interrogation, Also, cases where
*tﬁé referral Is a victim in a police incident as opoosed‘to being the person arrested.
Because police departmentS”vary\a‘great‘dealulﬁ size and In the extent to which they
have mechanized their quenlle record systems, police data on Juveniles may" super=
flclally appear difflcolt to handle. From our experience in collecting pollce‘data
in seventeen departments, however, we found that pollce%informatlon is reliable,
accurately and very:systematlcally recorded once one understands how their.record
systems work. | | |

In large prOJects, partlcularly, there are always problems with keeplng
all theldata on an lndlvldua; case together. These can be mlnlmlzed by using only

one data collectlon instrument for recording all the data_takenpfrom the project,l

o . B
- . B

probation, police, courts, ete.

I'l. Some Reflectloﬁ§ onyAccesa and Data CoilectlonQProblehs ;f

o

; IF . 3 y S e . Hr, . . o - . : i ; ’
—Sa " We'understand that in some of <these cluster evaluations, contractors had
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'that the researcher s very dependent on the cooperation and

d'ff'CUltyfinvataThing«somenefuthe~outCGme data that was crucial to~thei}.$ESearch

desrgns.A We. can apprecnatc the seriousness of thls prob]em because it |Swubx;;

T

sieta ce of manv> .

e

Py

different agencles for the nnformatlon he needs.. It Is also true that many “of the

RS

agenc:es on ‘whom hg is depgndent have no particular interest in either his research

problems or the subject of.his study. We found that many.police departments, for

lnstance, had never even heard of the project we were evaluating, much less about the

evaluatlon itself

Except for some resistance in the Yolo Yoqthsarvices Bureau, we encountered
no‘access problems at all in any of,the‘BO-odd agencies we worked with over the past
ten montﬁs, In‘retrospeot,uwe_attr]bute our success largely to. the cooperation we
:enjoyed.from these agencies.. As we reflect on our work with these agencies; we have
a few suggestions that may be helpful to others trying to use this methodology.

- in the course of preparing our response to the original RFP we contacted
many of the police and outside agencies that we knew would be involved in carrying
out the data collection phase of the study proposal. Our needs, and the nature of.
the data as we understood them at the time, were explained to someone in the agency
bafore the ava1uation ever begah.

The surest way of cultivating akgood working relationship with an agency
is to havei.someone of experience and responsibility involved dfrectly‘intthe data
collection process. Countless little decisions have to be made aboot how to treat
information In the course of gathering it. Unless these types of decisions can be
madekat the time,- and.often they are-extremely important decisioos,-the data

gathering process can go on an unreasonable length of time. Agencies don't like

-225-




Secondiy,;uniessﬁthe same person is making theSe«decisions afiot‘of COnsisf

tency about the data can be lost.
B ;Tt

is involved in the data gathering phase the'e is a tendency for lnexperlenced\staff to - °

go to agency staff w1th questions that are bothersome and that they reaiiy can 't help

w1th anyway. Thls is- another type of dlsruptnon WHICh agenc'es don't like.

There is a pronounced tendency, today in ‘research to use cheap lnexperienced -

“heip for data coiiectlon. This makes it doubly important;to have somesone of more

To do this undoubtedly adds cost to a project, but we

. are convinced that it pays great dividends in getting mcre reliable, consistent

experience working with them.

information:as well as in gaining the respect and cooperation of the outside agency.
| A big pointfof concern among poiice departments, perhaps more than some of
the other outside agencies, was who, specificaiiy from the contractor's organization,
would actu;iiy'come into'the departments to gather the data. '
impression that a poilce department that might be very wuiiing to cooperate WIth
the principals in a study team mxght be very reluctant to extend the. same courtesies
and privileges to lncidentai or part-time peopie that the contractor might choose to
use. “ |
( It is important, aiso, for contractors or outside:reseé*chers to use the

same part“time staff as much as possible.

they not only become more efflcient, but their Judgments lmprove and thesr:unterpre~

tations of the data become much more consnstent

fffff

il

instrument constructlon,

Hake sure” the data coliectxon instruments are appropriate

and consistent wrth the agencies' source data. ‘We found it'neceSSary +n designing

i
)
"

our forms, to review them with records personnei |n a few departments. "The main

1r;225-

“Unless someone of authority in the researc% project\

On refiection‘it is Buy,

As part-time staff acquire more experience,.
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“them in actual use.

‘“eventuallv carried out for all the departments.

id

point here is to perfééﬁ%ﬁ@ab]g,instruﬁentsvbeforehand rather thgn'trying to ''debug'

Vi

Another closely related ﬁrecé&: flﬁb°uld be to avoid discussing or wor&ing
out methodological probliems in- the preséncefo%/the agency staff who are helping vou.
We found that while agency‘étaff may be quite willing to énswer questions or help
with problems of interpreting thefr own data, they can be very impatient about
watching an investigator resolve design problems that shcuid'hgve been worked out

beforehand.

It if is Important, as we saf; for data collectors not to discuss method-

.0logy with outside agencies, it is even more important that they avoid dlscussing
I8

social philoSophIes or personal views on crime, pq&jce practice, or social injustice.
It is callouswand-diérespectful not to recognize tﬁét there are some sensitive
differences betwesen, say, the police and treatment oriented‘professipns. This is”
also a very seﬁ?itiva period.in police community re]atiqns.‘ Discussing views on

many of the philosophical issues that are inherently involved in the nature of
research onbdelinquency, only leaves someone of a different.view wondering how much
the philosophy'is going to bias his.data and contaminate conclusions.

Insuring the confidentiality of data is also an important consideration .
in securing access to juvenile records. Judges, properly, often have to clear
police file searches, but beyond:that the contractor has to give satisfactory aésur-
ance to the police that his methodoIogy WTII allow for separating the juvenile's

name from his record at some point°:‘We handled this problem by making arrahggments

‘with the last pelice department to separate the names.of the»Juveniies from the

da‘ta. In effect, one police department guaranteed that the court directive was

b227=,
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Data collectors should also take steps to insure a minimum of disruption

to akdepartment's normal work routines. One way to -do this is use the files.after
the'nérmal working hours of 8:00 - 5:00, About 80% bf our data was gathered at
n}ght; working at these hours It was usually possible to hire someone from the
agency to work after hours with us. This greatly e*égd{ted the amount of time we
had to spend in a particular place, and added, as well, to the reliability of the
daﬁa. An outside agency does appreciate having you get iﬁ and get out as quickly

as possible.

l}léﬂ Data Analysis

© Any project that declides to use and correlate as many outcome variabies

‘as-we did in assessing these projects will almost be forced into some type of

computerfzed data analysis.
To a project that hasn't had some data processing experience, this aspect

of our recommended methodology may seem very formidable. Buf it isn't. A1l the

'variabies we have outlined in this model are capable of being easil?‘cdaed, and any

da@a that is properly and accurately coded is likewise capable of being processed by’

a computer. We feel confident about making these assurances because we are satisfied

that a project wishing to take advantage of a computer need not worry about pro-

.gramming which is always theﬂdifficu!t-an% expensive-ééhsidetation involved in

utilizing computers.
~In the course of this project we Tbcated“severa] copyrighted general

purpose -statistical computer packages for analyzing data for the social sclences.

o

Furthermore, most of thgig#g;ggramsﬁafe“WEfftéh for exactly the type of customer

kghg;fa%ﬁkbfécf”wdﬂia-represent.

-228~
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The package of programs we actually used was SPSS (Sta*istlcal Package

ﬁfor the Social Sciences) avaliable through the Computation Center at 5Stanford in-.

Palo Alto, California. It is only one of several aVéi!able, but ths services are

probably representative of what most &enters T'ike thic“offer. From our experience,
j

(,2”

we can say that the SPSS package is as “trouble free and accessub]e to the customar

as it is represented to be inxtnr;overview of the svamem we |ncluded In the appendix.
The cost is well within any pre;ect's evaluation budget and in re]atlon to

its value in upgrading an evaluation, we would regard the excenditure‘as the wisest

any project could make. In fact, certain. types of corcelat!ons and reflnement: of

the data are Impossible any other way. Even a project the size Ov the one in

eAlameda wnth 55 cases could have profi;ably\used SPSS.

if proiects are to ever elevate thm qualtty of their internal eValuatlcﬁs
t0 anythirg above simple head counts and subjectlve descrlptions it seems absolutely
necessary t¢ us fto anticipate col]ecting and preparing data in a way that permits
computer processing. One of the real advantages of the computer in evaluation, we )
have come to think, goes beyond Its speed and analytical power. lt'reiates, again,
to the planning phase of a project. Having to prepare data so that it is suitable
for machine processing forces a kind of discipline that pervades every phase of a
project.

If everyone associated with a proJect understands that coding values

eventually take on a kind of absolute meaning, it helps in their acquiring a respect

for data and keeping the integrity of seemingly unimportant small pieces of data

which are really the heart of the whole research pcééess. |f each sma]] piece of

“data s handled proberly beforehand, coding and successful compu*er processing becomes

almost a perfunctory operation and the project will be assured a good, significant
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© Name

r/‘
(]

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PROBATION REFERRALS

Last First T dd e
Address | ’

Parent's Name

Sex v Race 1 White 3 ‘Black -

2 Mexican-American 4 Asian
Male ‘ 5 Other
Female ‘ ' :
Age Date eof Birth

‘ Month Year
Experimental Date of Referral to Project :
Control Month Year
Experimental Sibling
Control Sibling Reason for Referral
Disposition at Termination-
Termination of Service
oL ' “Month Year

~LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS

Date (Month/?éar) ‘ Offense Disposition

o

S

LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS

ol




LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS

LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS

Date {Month/Year)

i — : i

PROBATIGN CONTACTS

DisEosition

Counselled & Released

Dismissed Informal  Pet. Filed__
Court Disposition

Dismissed Formal Prob.___ Wardship

Counselled & Released _

Dismissed Informal Pet. Filed
Court Disposition

Dismissed Formal Prob, Wardship_

Counselled & Released
Dismissed Informal Pet. Filed
ourt Disposition
Dismissed Formal Prob. Wardship____

Counselled & Released .

Dismissed Informal Pet. Filed
Court Disposition

Dismissed Formal Prob, Wardship____
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SCHOOL AND OTHER REFERRALS

Name Age
Last First Middle iy
Sex:
Address Male
Female
. ~Race:
Date of Referral Caucasian
L Month Day Year Mex.=-Am.
Date of First Contact Negro
Month Day Year Oriental
Other: ,
(Specify)
Reason for Referral SN
School
Service Provided (Brief Statement)
Teacher
“Ho. of Contacts__
Case Aide (Name)
Disposition of Case at Termination
Date of Termination ‘
Month Day Year
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I

Name

School

Age

cswea g

Reason for Referral

Sex

Teacher

2,

jv

udent to the YSB:

Who referred the st
) i

Do you recall the name of the case aide

teacher, counselor, principal.

‘ What was the reason for the referral: (1) attendance,i¢2) behavior problems,

N

{3) learning problems, (4) need for group involvement, (5) drugs, (6) other.

N-"ure of service provided! (1) individual tutoring on scholastic subjects,

(2) group tutoring on scholastic subjects, (3) group craft classes, (h)‘in&ividuaI
counselling on personal problems, (5) individual counselling on behavior problems,
(6) other; specify.

, month end

Term of service:  month start

Estimated number of contacts per week.

Why did you,‘as the teacher, refer this student to the YSB: (1) no school
counselor available, (2) no teacher aides available, (3) directed by principal

to do so, (4) insufficient time to devote to student's specfal problem,
‘ ) i ;
(5) other.
Did you as a teagher feel that the abilities, experience, 4nd the professional

training of the YSB case aide were adequate considering the nature and difficulty

5
.>’\

of the student's problem.

How would ydu rate on the simple sca1e'fﬁe'improvement you Teel was made with

the student’s problems which you could attribute to the YSB case aides assistants:

(1) no improvement, (2) slight improvement, (3) considerakle improvement,

'.(h) outstanding improvement. - o =

a
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10. Rate the YSB case aide program that vas carried out in your school from the B~

standpoint of the following characteristics: [g'%

X1 [

[:] (1) regularity and frequency of contact between the student

ol and the case aide,
i Y
4 []  (2) turnover and permanency of the case aide assignments to
b
o
FE your school,
? 1‘:«
{;£ j [[] (3) certainty about the continuing relationship between case
[Ny
G
%*?”- aide and the student,
g o
: ¥ 1 . .
? fzif ; [:] (4) preparation of case aide,
N iy
J,i;§ g [:] (5) supervision over case aides by school or YSB,
sl
IR S . N .
cale b [:] (6) availability of necessary supplies and other resources
ISR
x;é ;% % needed by the case aide,
Bk if«é f [:3 (7) teacher's impression of how the student regarded the YSB
RIS
Pl case aide's assistance.
'f P § i1. Do you, as the referring teacher, have the cpportunity to oversee and direct
‘ f_ ! the tutoring, classes or counselling cenducted by the YSB. .
It n .
L P 12. As a teacher, would you refer stuients to the YSB program again ves no.
% P d ?f 13. We will only have the opportunity to interview teachers in your school who
TR - : .
i i actually utilized the YSB case aides. From your knowledge of how other teachers
HE
i : felt about the YSB case aides can you offer any reasons why other teachers may T
19 : oo T
i ?J not have taken advantage of the YS§ case aide program. o
14, How did you first hear about the services which the YSB offer schools. : ,F;!
i
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S _ Coding Guide 12/29/73

Diversion Cluster Evaluatlon

-~ 10=Mal. mischief

Ol=Incorrigible
02=Loitering curfew
03=Truancy, school
problem '
Oh=Runaway
05=0ther dclinquent
tendency
06=Petty theft
O7=Assault and
-battery

08=Resisting arrest

09=Disturbing peace
415

1ll=Trespassing

l2=Weapon offense

13=Vehicle Codé-
‘Joy riding

14=Alcohol vio-
lation

Colu{nn _Variable LJ.st/Var Labels Valie Labels *= Missing values
3 Neme v i 0-999 *
4 PrOJN&me (N&me of Progect) l=Sacramento ~ 3=Richmond
: ] 2=Yolo _ LU=A) ameda N
3 Conex (Experimental or Control) 1l=Experimental 3=5ibling control
‘ ‘ ' ‘ 2=Control 4=Sibling experi-
i ' L mental -
'“6-7,; Age (Age of juvenile) 0-18 , 0=Missing¥
B Age group (Age group of Juvenlle) O-Missing¥* 4=12-1%
1=Under 5 5=14-15
2=5-9 6=16-17
3=10-11 7=18 and over
9 Sex \ l=Male O=Missing¥
‘ B 2=Female
10 Race Fe l=White Ub=Asian
| ’ 2=Chicano . 5=Otker
| 3=Black ~ O=Missing¥
11-12 = Refmonth (Month of reference) 1-12 00=Missing¥
13-15 “Refyear (Year of reference) 70-T2%. 00=Missing¥
15-16 Elapdays (Days elapsed from 0-98 99=Missing, not
referral to contact) referred to proj.¥
~.17-18 Reas ref (Referral offesnse) 00=Missing¥ . 99=Sibling missing¥*

15=Glue,paint snif-
fing

16=Morijuana related

17=Dang. drugs

18=Checks, forgery
19=Burplavy

20=Auto theft

21=Grand theft

22=Poss. stolen prop.

23=Robbery.

2h=Arson -

25=Rap. sex offense

~ 26=Felonious assault
. 27=Hit and run

v
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Variable List/Var Labels

S
i
L

Value Lebels

o

*=Missing values

Refcat (Offense category)

O=Missing¥*. ¢
l=Delinquent
‘teridency
o=Petty theft
3=Mal. mischief
h=Other Misde= "

5=Alc. marijuana mig,
6=Dang. drug fel.
T=Felony vs prop.
8=Felony vs person
9=8ibling misgsing*

: “ , meanor W

- Totprior (Tota1 numbex of prior . 99=Unknown¥* 0-98
police contacts) ' o
Treatcon (Number of treatment 99=Control missing¥* 0-97

_contacts)

98=Unknown#*

Servplan. (Prlmary service plan),

O=No record¥

l=Individual coun=
seling

2=Family counseling

3=Group involvement

4=Referral other
agency

5=No serv1ce lﬂdl-'
ceted » :

6=CIient refused
service

T=Family refused
service '

8=Normal probation
processing

Duraserv (Date. of referral to 000=Missing¥* 999=Missing control¥
term date) 1-998 S ' X
«Duradisc (Duration of service)  O=Missing¥ 5=3-6 months
™ : 1=1-7 days 6=6 months-one year
. 2=8-21 days - T=over one year
3=22-60 days 8=Missing control¥*
4=2-3 months o

.Dispoter’(Disposition at
termination)

01=Client refused services

02=No indication of

03=Case closed, int. inter.
Ol=Couns. and case closed -

05=Lost contact

06=Referred oth