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PREFACE 

101968 the CaliforniCi Legislature passed the Youth Service Bureaus 

Act, wh I ch had been i nt roduce.d ,by Senator George Deukmej i an and wh i ch 

established Youth Servic~ Bureaus on a pilot basis In the ~tate. 

Annual reports on the pilot bureaus' progress were submitted for three 

years by the California Youth Authority to the Legislature, as required. 

Although the Youth Service Bureaus Act called for a final report to the 1972 

session of the Legislature, funding from the National l'i1stitute of Law 

Enforcement and Crimina 1 Jus t ice a 11 owed for extend i n9the eva I uat i on of 
, 

the pilot phase of the Youth Service Bureau concept in Ca1ifornia. With this 

report, the Youth Authority completes its evaluation .of the earliest stages 

of Youth Service Bureaus in California. 

Many people deserve thanks for contributing to this evaluation. In 

particular, the coordinators and staff of each Youth Service Bureau eval-

uated could not have been more cooperative. They not only shared the joys 

and successes In their programs; they were also frank in sharing their 

moments of despal t' and thei r programs' weaknesses$.Horeover, they regularly 
i. 

and without complalnt·provlded us With the data necessary for the informa

tion system. 

We also appreciate the efforts of the Bureau of Criminal Statistics 

staff and severa I law enforcement and probat ion departments throughout the 

state In providing us with data. 

Within the Youth Authority, the Division of Community ServJces staff 
I 

W8$. particularly helpful in mahy ways. Last but in no way least, 

xU 

Madge Richardson and Daly~:;Lum got th.'ngs cod~d, tabulated, typed and 
,::::;::/ 

organized. They deserve special applause. 

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

named. We haven't forgotten your h.~lp, either. 
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HI GlIlI GHTS 

This'study's purpose.was to evaluate Youth 'Servic~ Bureaus in , 
Ca lifo rn I a. Objectives were to determine if the bureaus' could divert 

I ' 

juveniles out of the justice system, coordinate cOnVnunity res9ur~es, and 

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

• An overall evaluation of the bureaus established pursuant 

to'Cal i forhiais Youth Service Bllreaus Act of 19'68. 

• Separate analyses of ten Youth Service Bureaus. 

Evaluation methods Included designing and maintaining an information 

system on youth served; obtaining service ~rea' del inquencystatistiCs,' 

observing programs, interviewing project staff and community resources, 

and provi ding tech", i t,a 1 ass istahc;e to bureaus condu.ct ingsupp ~ementary 

evaluations. 

These are the main findings of this evaluation: 

o The pilot California Youth Service Bureaus' hallma'rk was to 

de\(elopand provide services 9irectly -- oft~n '\'lith staff 

"detached from other agencies -- to youth referred by an array 

of agency and i nd ivi dua 1 sources. 

•. Most, of the California bureaus receivea a majority of the.ir 

re f~ rrill 5 from 'agenc i es. Schools~ere the'most frequent referr~l 

source ~riKjng agencies •. Justice system use of the bureaus as a 
" referral reshurcew~s less than anticipated, varied.' from Com-

munity to cc~tlmunity, and fluctuated through time. 

" 

.. 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

/) 
o 

Duri n9 July 1971 to June 1972 ten Cal Hornia Youth Service Bureaus 

Youth were provided direct service to nearly 5~OOO new clients. 

referred for both delinquent and nondelinquent reasons. New 

c 1 i ents we re mos t often fifteen yea rs old. 

The single roost frequent service derivered to Youth Service 

Bureau cl ientswas family counsel ing. As intended, the typical 

youth had few contacts h!\th a bureau, with many youth ~ i the r 

needing or accepting bureau s;ervices briefly. 

Based dn a study in se lected bureau.s, youth referred to the Youth 

Service BureaLis from all sources were, le~sl ike ly to be arrested 

h ' foll""·'·lng bur·e'aU intake than in the six months in the six mont s ~. 

be fore. 

. 're'd'uced ·\'n most of the bureau .service areas. Del i nquency \'oms 

1 " "IS be-I'sed on the substantial reduction in juvenile. Th i s cone us IOn. 

arrests in'thethajotJty 'of the areas ,compared with the period 

before the bureaus were opened. 

Diversion from probation intake was apparent. The numbe r of 

f d to Probation intake decreased markedly juvenile arrests reerre ' 

in four of the five areas where data were available. These 

decreases were 'from twenty to forty percent • 

Service area data show that the most dramatic diversion of 

. " system I)rocessing ... /as from probation j uven ires from JUs t I ce t 

intake among youth with three characteristics: 

xv 

}! , 



I~ 

\' 

not already on probaEion 

,resi~ents of the ,bureau service atrea 

__ referred to"p~obation by the bureau area's local. pol ice 

In. the three bureau areas where data were 'availal,>le, in·i-

tial probation referrals .of bureau area youth refer'red by 

loc.alpol ice decreased between' 45 pe,rcent and 60 percent 

i j, two to th ree ,yea rs. 

• While justice agencies in the service areas did n9t refer 

all of the diverted youth to the b,ur~aus, 'these agencies 
. 

began t6 handle youth in trouble diff~rently. ~hus, .the 

presence of· a Youth Service BureaL1 iappears tdaffect 

youth ,other than those whom 'i t serves di rectly. . . .' 

• In summary.by, .. providing services fO'r youthl11Ost of the 
" 

fi rst You~h Service Bureaus in California were ihstru-. . , 

mental in, divert i·ng y,outh out of the justice sys tern. 

Moreover, the preponderance of evidence is that, delin-

quency was reduced in the bureau servi ce areas. 

. I 

xvi 
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CHAPTER I~ INTRODUCTION 

Thi,s 'is an evaluation of Youth Service Burea~,t5 in California. These 

pilot bureaus have thei r roots in the Pres i dent's Commi ss ion report of 

1967, whose major specific recommendation for delinquency prevention pro

gr'arnmlngwas the youth service bureau. l 

Youth Service Bur~au strategy in California was based on the thinking 

presented in the President's Commission report, coupled wi.th thE( mandate 

of special Youth Service Bureau legislation and suggestions for implemen

tation in statewide Standards and Guidelines. 

What follows is a brief description of Youth Service Bureau origins 

in the nation and in California. 

Origins of Youth Service Bureau Concept 

In 1967 the President's Commission recommended that youth service 

bureaus act as central coordinators of all community services for young 

people and also provide services lacking in the community or neighborhood, 

especially ones designed for less seriously delinquent juveniles. 

The COlllllission recommended: 

• Communities should establi,sh neighborhood youth-serving agencies--

youth service bureaus -- located if ppssible in comprehensive neigh-

b9rhood community centers and receivin~ juveniles (de)inqL!ent and 

nondelinquent) referred by the police, the juvenile court, parents, 

schools, and other sources. 

- 1 -
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@/ Efforts, both private and public, shouldb!1(\ intensified to • ~ 
(j 

establish youth service bureaus to provide and coordinate programs 

for young people. 

ft PoLice forces shotlld make fun use of the central diagnosis and 

coor,dinating services of the you'th services 'bureau. 2 

In elaborating on these recommendations, the Commission's Juveni Ie 

, "f:- -.:> ," .. 
Dei inquency Task Force indicated that Jong,':iterm recommendations for youth 

service bureaus required the creation of new social Institutions. 3 However. 

the Task Force suggested that currently existing neighborhood centers cQuld 

serve as the basis for the nece!>sary institu,tions, even t'hough they d,d not 
.-" 

,appear to be making a 'sufficient impact on delinquencY control at that time. 

Nevertheless;< the Task Force favored the expanded use of' coninu~ity agencies, 

ideally to be located in comprehensive community centers. for dealing with 

delinquents nonjudicial1y and close to where they live. 

The Task Force suggested exploring the availability 6f. federal funds 

both for establishing the coordinating mechanisms basic to the ,yoath service 

bureau's operations and for institlJting programs needed in the community. 

A range of operational forms was ~ntioned as a possibility. Staffing 

advocated in that report focused on laymen, engaged as vol'.unteers or paid 

staff, to augment the profes.sional staff in the official Justice system 

agencies. 

Ti1ie target popUlation recommended for youth servi'ce 'bureaU service ideal .. 

ly was to be both delinq'uent and nonde'1lnquent youth. While anticipating 

that some cases would nbrmally originate with parentS, schools, and other 

sources, the Task FOrce expected the bulk of referrals to come from police 

- 2 -

and juvenile COLjrt intake staff. "Police and court referrals should have 

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

them all." 4 The Task Force report continued, liThe youth services bureau 

should also accept juveniles on probation or parole •• It should accept 

'walkins i and parental requests for voluntary service. It should respond 

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

compel I ing priority would he youth who have al ready demonstrated thei r in

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

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

used in describing the target population. 

In cq,njunction with the key group of youth to be served (lltrouble

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

it is critically important that the President's Commission envisaged that 

referral to the bureau and acceptance of the bureau's serv,ice would be 

voluntary. Otherwise, the Commission said, liThe dangers and disadvantages 

of coercive power WQuld merely be transferred from the juvenile court to 

it." 6 The proposed youth service bureau was to render service on request 

of parents or with their consent. Voluntary par~icipation by the juvenile 

and his fami ly in working out and following a plan of service or rehabi I ita-

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

to offer help without coercion. "Moreover, the Task Force report stated, 

"In accordan,:e ,*,!ith it~ basic voluntary ~haracter, the youth services bureau 

shoul d be requi red to comp ly wi th a parent's request that a case be referred 

to the j I,Iven i Ie court."7 

Significantly, the Task Force proposed the youth service bureau as an 

alternative to the juvenile court, rather than a substitute for it. In 

- 3 -
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I7P..:,ccmmei',riedl tfrr3l\'t tne Ij,UlIie'':::£lS wo~idl fuialV!e ~I fl'iandl,aita.'il~ l1eSp'QP;s~lllJi! ih:l' to; de;~leJQP 

efTn, mbrlliitolf ,,1 P.i~ar.il fair' serwircle fa;;- tne:S'e yQUltlfll.. ~Ol ao'ld!iti~J:l~. the: Taslk. fQree: 

rn,t,~o:dl::dl ~:ttful selfV!iice btrrealUS, tOl act as ce."i.rtra~~ ccot"'(nna;to~~ of a; \ 1 c.tn-·' 

mUlr;li'li"W' s\,;Hr'l'l.~t:F-S fot" WOC1Iit91 peiOp;J:e aod to' p~Qvhrie sev;vk;e;s lc:!lCki'ns in th~ 

er;t:he~1i ttl1ilroagml pf1rci'rase or by voluntary ag;reement: Wiith odu~:r' c~ltlntty 

aiig:alll&zs\dons:,., Suggestions for service included group, and inQi:v:idual cQuns,el-

~r.t9l~1 pia'cement in group and foster homes, \<lOlrk and recreationat.programs, 

e:!r.p'loyment counseling, and special rerred;ial 0(' vocational edu~a,tion. 

Even though the Task Force stressed that acceptance of' the youth service 

bureau' 5 serv j ces 'o'IOU 1 d be vo 1 un ta ry ~ it nonetbe less, recoomended that 

~i~ .. ,,,,, if the request to seek available help 'is i9nored~ the police or, in 

cer,t;aiirr comntmitJes, .another organized group ruay refer the cas~ to court. liS 

UOiofeverJ the Task to.rce suggested that the option of court refer-ra I shoul d 

tet"l7lhi1ate when the juvenile or his family and toe youth servi c~ bureau agree 

upoo an appropr'iate ,HspcS·jUo;l. uff a departure from the agreed-upon course 

of cood'uc.t should tnerea:ft'eraccur,i it should be the comnuni ty agency (the 

c, 
",,,,,,,_,,~.,-,_,,=,_,.,;.,,,>~,., ~:-~,:,~':;i ~~~~.~:~::~~.~~~~~~~ _~'r~.i."~!=!t~'IJ.n-. ~~:,.;;..~~,:;~ 

" 

"6Qt\it~ $,e:r;'V/~~ ~tt~i;~.Ui] t:b.~t: ~~s:c;t~~~ the.: aU,t:hQrh)'! tQ, t'~f~r, ~~ ~Q\'H"h,\\~ . 

~t'Q.rr~; sp..~dftc:~,H~~ t:h~ 'T~,$~;,:.f'Q.t;'~ ~rQ~Q~~,<;tt ntt: \\\\\; ht} t'Ei~~~~~r\~ t~ ~~t: ~h~ 
(-,--

~t1M:tf;l, ~~~~h:;.-e~ b,u;a:e;~u 1(:ljh:h aut.hQ.l;"tt:)~ tQ l"·~f"f>.\" tQ. ~\lft: \~t thtn. ~, brt~ftr~~"""'" 
n~t: ~lie: ttt.<'l.Q; Q,~ a.nd llt''f):r~~.h.l\~ o,Q-t; m<),f~, th\m 3,(} ~l~,~~"''''''~has,~ wl t.h \\!h~ 1 t: 

<:;:a,nnQ't; Q<e;a,l ~ff~~t:h;e;l'>J' .. }\H\ p,<:l.t'\ld~~t~any~, th~ T~l~k r(')t'('.e. q, hQ ~t~t~d th~~ 

h, h~ t~.<'lfl.p..fQ~l;"tij,t,tl: ttl. (;:'Qnf~1;" on y~u.th $;eorv.t~e: b\lfi}.u\l~ u'!, t .. ~ PQ\~r tQ 

Qrd~t t:"e:at:~\\t: Q,t" attet' ~\.~s.:t:Q<iy Of' \~~Q S,~,(\~t:tQns for Qt;;v.lotlQn~frQ.m 

the. suss:e:s..tE:l.d pt"Q,9t'am.,\\U 

The: CQWID;ts,s.h)~\ ahQ t:l.twtsage.d $,(m~ of th~ c.Qns~q~H.~,nQ.~~ wh teh eou 1 d 

;,~s..ttlt fro~ lnstJtu.tTog )~Qut;h sQ.rvt~i;l, b.ureaus: a,nd SQ~ (If the. ehol ee.s to be 

CQnshi<t}re:d tn p\a.nnlng ftlr them: Hthe. l·e.l~t:lonshlpsomQn9the p~r~'B, of the 

c:dm.i'na t jus,tic.e. s.),s.tem i'I.nd batvre,en the sys tem and the cOlOO,Ut1 I ty IS ot.he r 

ins,tltuttons, governmental and nOl'lgove.rnn,entlll, are $0 tnttmate ~nd Intrt ... 

ca.te that a. chan.ge. anY':.'here -roaybe felt everywhere • ~. A reform li ke 

organh:ing a Y'Quth Servlens Bureau to Hhich the pollee ilnd Juven lIe court, 

and parents and school off'l cia 1 s as 'va 11 t cou 1 d refe r youn 9 peop 1 e' will re

quire an enormous amount of pl':Hfnins. Such a bureau wl'll have to workclosc" 

ly Hi th thecol1YQunhy' s other youth-scrvl n9 agenci eS ~" It wlll a Hect the 

caseloads of juvenile courts t probation services and detention facIlIties. 

it \>lill raise legal issues of protecting the rights of the young people 
. ' 

referred to it. It could be attached to a local or State government in a 

variety of \>lays. It could offer many different kinds of servic~~:;.,lt could 

be staffed by many different kinds of people. It could be financed in many 

different ways.1I12. 

- 5-
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Origins of Youth Service Bureaus in California 

In 1968~enator George Deukmejian introduced the Youth Service Bureaus 1\ . . 

Act 13 in the California Stat~fLegislature. This Act provided the frame-

work and pilot funding for the first Youth Service Bureaus to be initiated 

and funded oy a state.l~> 
\0 

To partially defray expenses in est!,'>hl ishing Youth Service Bureaus in 

not more than four communities in California, State sUpport of $100,000 was 

included In the Youth Service Bureaus Act. 

The California Youth Authority, working in conjunction with local com

rr~mities, provided leadership for developing pilot Youth Service Bureaus 

within the state •. Youth Authority staff; the California Delinquency Preven

tion Commission, and County delinquency prevention conmissions.worked 

together to develop standards and guidelines for the program, established 

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

~dminister the funds, to provide technical assistance and to evaluate the 

pilot Youth Service Bureaus~ 

The $100,000 of State support was matched with $150,ObOiii LEM funds 

through the Calff9rnia Council on Criminal Justice. This permitted expan

sion of the pi lot bureaus' to five additional~ommunities, as well as pro

viding for the i~itial'~valua~ton by the Youth Authority's Oivision of 

Research ant.:I Development. Thus, not four--but nineC\pi lot bureaus were. 

established in the ~tate. 

The seed money of $25,000 per bure,r-lJ per year was intended ~s an in

centive for local public and private agencies to pool their delinquency 

... 6 -
, '. , .. , 

prevention resources. It was not intended to.provide complete funding for 

a Youth Service Bureau. 

Each Youth Se rvl ce Bureau funded in th is manne r inCa 1 I forn t a was: 

• To coordinate community public agencies and private organizations 

interested in delinql!ency prevention so that they could work 

together to divert youth from the juvenile justice system. 

• To have the support of the juvenile court, the probation department, 

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

• To be locally controlled by a managing board. 

• To be staffed by a youth services coordinator, hired from grant 

funds, to serve as executive officer of the managing board and to 

be primarily responsible for day-to-day operations and services. 

Additionai full or part-time staff and supportive services were to 

be contributed from P!3rticipating agencies, organizations and 

vol unteers. ~ 

• To be a neighborhood cente'r centrally located in the community to 

be served. 

• To be a place in the community to which delinquents and dellnquency

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

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

jus t ice agency. 

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

individual youth. IS 

- 7 -
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State funds for the pilot Youth Service Bureaus were unavailable after 

June 30,1971, because of State budget cuts. To continue operating, all 

but one of the pi lot bureaus appl ied di rectly to the Cour'lCi'1 on Criminal 
, 

Justice for funding. With the new funding situation, more than the origin~l 

$25,000 per year seed mohey was available to each of the bureaus. Grants 

of federal funds ranged from $50,000 to $143,000 per bureau, depending 

mainly on local match available. 

In order to ~omplete the evaluation of the pllot phase of Youth ServIce 

Bureaus in California, the Youth Authority received a grant from the U. S. 

Departmetlt of Justice, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice. This report is the result of that evaluation.' 

Organization of This Report 

Chapter II discusses some of the theoretical 'assumptions ~nderlying the 

objectives set forth in the Youth Service Bureaus Act and inthe Standards 

and Guidelines for California's pilot bureaus. This thapter also defines 

some of the major terms used throughout the report. In Chapter III, the 

£:valuation is described: its obJ"ect"lv s r"lt" d th d e ,c e r I a, an me " 0 s. 

Chapter ,IV reviews the strategy used in ,California's Youth Service 

Bureaus. This includes their decision structure, their staffing, and their 

functions. A primaryfunctioh, direct services. to yolith, is described in 

more detai I in Chapter V.' This chapter reports on referral sources to the 

bureaus, reasons for referral,. clients', ch,aracterisl:ics, and the amounts 

and types of d,i rect WorK wi th youth. 

- 8 .. 
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Chapter VI summarizes. the Youth Service- Bureaus' role in coordination 

of delinquency prevention resources, both on a case level and on a program 

level., Law enforcement and Youth Service Bureaus \oJere seen as developing 

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

1 i nkage. 

Chapters VII I and IX evaluate the Youth Service Bureaus' impact. 

Chapter VIII analyzes diversion on an individual level and on a community 

level from the juveni Ie justice systeim. In Chapter IX, the effect of Youth 
l 

Service Bureaus on delinquency reduction is examined. 

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

Service Bureaus in California are summarized. 

Wh i Ie th i s conc I udes the rna i n n~port, the reade r' 5 atten t i on is ca 11 ed 

to the Appendices, where each of the pilot Youth,Service Bureaus is briefly 

described and its impact analyzed. These descriptions each summarize the 

bureus' service area, decision structure, facility, staff, youth served, 

',' j • 

service provided, and impact. The main report focuses on evaluating the 

Youth Service Bureau concept, but the Appendices convey more of the flavor 

of individual Youth Service Bureaus as they were implemented throughout 

Cal ifornia. 

- 9 -
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CHAPTER Ii. OBJECTIVES, AS~UHPTlONS AND OEFlNlifONS 

The goals for yo~th service bureaus suggested by the President's 

Commissfqrin 1967 were prindpal1y to provide and coordinate programs for 
F{ 

young people. 

The President's COlTlTlissJon saw three levels of controlling and com

bating delinquency: 1) Opportunity for all young people to participatb in 

the legitimate activities of society; 2) Coercive authority of the court 

(including custody, adjudication of fact, and imposition of sanction) for 

those who, at this point in our understanding of human behavior, appear to 

need It; and 3) Help particularized enough io deal with the spe~ial needs 

of youth with special problems but that does not separate them from their 

peers and label them for life. 16 

Youth Service Bureaus were presented as one solution particularly 

applicable to the last level. The Presi.dent's Commission assumed at that 

level the s ti gma of, de Ii nquency cou 1 d be avo i ded by Us i ng corrmun i tj~agenc i es 

instead of procE;.ssing by an official ,agency regarded by the public as an 

arm of crime control. 

(More re~ent proposals for youth service systems, particularly by the 

U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Youth Developlnent and 

DeJinquencyPrevention Administration, have encompassed two or the three 

levels~ Youth service systems not only focus on the special needs of youth 

\"Ith special problems but also on opportunities for all young people to 

participate. in th~ legitimate activities of society.17), 

- 10 -
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.~ In Cal ifornia, broad goals for th~i pilot -bureaus were specified in the 

Youth Service BureaU Act: lilt is the intent of this Act to explore the use 
~" . , \ . 

of a program which would all ow'loca I de I ihquency prevent I c).i\lservl cesand 
. ".' ~ , 

resources to operate wi thi n a s i n9 Ie fa;;;i Ii ty and organ izational stru(:ture 

as a means to (a) providene~ded coordination of efforts, and (b) redu.ce 

the incidence of del inquency in sel.ected project, areas."1~ 

Two immediate objectives for the pilot Youth Service Bureaus in Cali-

fornia were based on these broad goals: 

• To divert a significant number of youth from the juvenile justice 

system. 

• To utilize existing community resources in a more coordinated manner. 

These are intermediate objectives. The ultimate objective was clearly 

set forth in the state legis lation: 

• To reduce the incidence of delinquency in the project areas. 

Diversion from the Juvenile Justice System -- A Rationale 

While the concept of diversion was discussed less often in 1967 than 

today, youth service bureaus were proposed in'part as a response to the pro

blems created by processing jU,veniles through the justice system. 19 Planners, 

increasingly aware of these problems, set diversion from the Juveni Ie justice 

system as one of the fundamental goals of California's pilot Youth Service 

Bureaus. 

The diversion goal pre~limes that justice system processing may not be 

the most effective method for preventing further delinquency among the bulk 

11 -
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of juveniles who get into trouble" Disillusionment with the effect of the 

juvenile justice system ~s due to ambigu~us ,definitlons of ,delinquency, 

dispositions based on idiosyncratic dec~!sions, and adverse consequenc;es 

resu It ing from just i ce syst~m process ing. 

Each year a vast number of young pleople enter the juvenile justice sys

tem for acts which are not crimes lifor aidults: ~ incorrigibility, truancy, 

running away, and even stubbornness. In addition,substantial numbers of 

juveniles are processed by the justice'system for minor offenses which are 

ne i the r recur ring nor a se r i ous th reat to the cOl11Tlun i ty. 

With the ambiguous definitions of del inquency, ' there are virtually no 

nondeJinquents. IIJuveniles haveconrnitted, andcol11Tlit acts daily, which if 

detected could result in adjudication." 20 

Because of this catchall character of the statutes which define delin

quency, the commun i ty, the pol ice, a~d the courts respond unevenly to 

delinquent activity--:uneven in defining and reporting delinquency and in 

apprehending, detaining, and referring the young person for further proces

sing by the system. 

This' uneven response to delinquency i~ due in part to the absence of 

c lear;'cut c~,j teri a forse lect i ve reduct i o,n from j ust ice system process i ng •. 
\\. 
\, 

Thus, law enforcement and probation intake .staff have been tac'itly encouraged 

to screen out cases {and screen.!.!!. cases} based on i diosync ra tic ehoi ce. 

DeCisions are heavily weighted by an individual's discretion and are often 

based on.,factors which may be irrelevant to preserving public safety in the 

cOlMlun i ty. ' 

- 12 -
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More specifically, liThe power of a grol,lp.determinesit,s ability to 

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

have actually violated it ••• When a group's general capac.lties to 
/."i 

'Influence are high, the official delinquency rates ·of its children andJfouth 
I)) 

tend to be low. 1I21 Martin also points out that competentcol1l1lunities have 

long been reducing official delinquency by meeting the problem by unofficial 

means, uti 1 izing the cOl11Tlunity's--!!2.!.an individual's--sustained, organized, 

recognized and uti I ized pCNIer. 

In this way, cOl11Tlunity conditions and organizational arrangements signi

ficantly contribute to and differentiate who is to be or not be a delinquent.
22 

Other experts have cited individual economic power to buy services for 

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

proce~~ing.23 

Although the first juvenile court was established nearly 75 years ago 

to advance the welfare of children~ its history has demonstrated that this 

goal has not often been achieve.d. Indeed, juvenile court prqcessing has 

instead magnified some of the problems it w~s created to resolve. 

b II d II the marke. tplace wherein the The juvenile court has een ca e ••• 

cornrnunit,y reputations and social identities of youth in trouble are trans

acted. '124 For all too many youth, it become.s the marketplace wherein a 

negativecolmluni ty reputation is unwi 11 ingly purchased, consumer protection 

ism in i ma.l, an d all s a I es are f i na I • 

Once a juvenile is identified as a delinquent. labeling and differen

tial handJing .allow .him fewer opportunities for positive participation in 
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the normaior more acceptabl~ institutions of his cOOJl1unity. There are many 

exalTiples of how the stigma resulting from a delinquen~y record can produce 

mUltiplied handicap~: increased police surveillance, neighborhood isolation, 

10wered receptlvity and to1~rance by school officials, and rejection by 

prospective employers. 25 

The self-fulfilling prophecy of being labeled a delinquent further 

reduces the self-esteem of the juvenile selected for justice system proces

sing and diminishes his stake in conforming to even minimal community 

expecta t i OriS. 

Furthermore, there is evidence that t~e farther a juvenile becomes 

engulfed in the justice system, the greater" are his chances of subsequent 
26 arrest. 

Thus, there are several disadvantages arising from the present practices 

of enmeshing juveniles in the Justice system. One difficulty is the over

nomination for justice system processing of youth committing delinquent acts, 

based on the amb i guous and catchall character of current sta tutes and on 

community attitudes toward defining and responding to delinquency. Another 

difficulty is the differential selection for further processing, determined 

by idi'osyncratic dispositional choices. On a more far-reaching level, this 

is based on the community's political power or the fami ly's economic power. 

Officia11y labeling a young' person a delinquent and thereby stigmatizing him 

"t, only compound the inequities generated by his initial selection from an 

r .amor'phous pool of w<?uld-be de1inquen~s. . 

These,. then, are alilong the ,reasons for developing youth sendee bureaus 

with a diversion objective, focused on providing an alternative to the 

Justice system for young people in trouble. 

- 14 -
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Two alternatives to justice system proces'sing merit consideration: 

(I) some of the actions of'children and parents now subject to definition 

or un'flt'n"ess should b~ considered as 'part of the inevitable, as de 1 i nq uency 

everyday problems of living a,nd grO\..ring'up. '(2)' Many of the problems con-

sidered as delinquency or predelinquency should be 'defined as fami ly, 

educational, or welfare problems, ~nd di'ver"ted away from the juvenile court 

into other conmunity agencies, ~uch as the Y9uthse~vice bureau. 27 In this 

manner, " ••• problems will be absorbed informally into the conmunity. or 

if they are deemed 5ufficlt!nt'ly serious,they' wi'll be funneled into some 

type'of diversi'on instHuifon o 'staffed'~nd organized to cope with problems 

on thei r own terms rather than as antecedents to del inquency.,,28 

< ~ • 

Defin it i on of Oi vers i on 

\oIi th the problems inherent ,in,juvenJ l~ Jusdce system ~racessing, diver

sion emerged as a strong need to which Califo~nia's Youth Service Bureaus 

were addressed. Therefore, a clear understanding of what is meant by dive,r-
~, it 

sion is critically important. 

Diversion is defined in th'is discussion as the process whereby problems 

otherwise dealt with in a context of delinquency and official action will 
,,"0 '. 

. . tans 29 Advocates of be defined and handled by other nonjustlce sys em me • 

diversion propose that diversion should be the goal of ~trejudicial proces

sing with a clearly defined policy and with decisions bfsed on predetermined 
'", ~ ~ , 

~riteria.30 In this analysis, the term diversion is limited to identified 
. 

programs that have clearly stated objectives, that are selected as rational, 

and visible alternatives to further processing into the justice system. and 

are, in fact, operational and not just theoretical. 31 

- 15-
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In planning for California's initial Youth Service Burequs, it was 
", .. ". . ' 

assumed that. diversion policies .. would t>e ,imple~n~ed adminJst~atiyely in 

th~ commun i ties where Youth S~rvi Ct;! BL!reaus were estab Ii shed. ,,~~ga I stra

tegies fRr diversion, such"as1imit.ing the jurisdiction of the.juveni Ie 

court or mandating exploration of alternative resources before referral to 

court intake, were not put Intoopera~ion with the Youth ServJce Bureaus Act. 

Coordination of Community ResourceS -- A Rationale 

liTo act as central coordinators of all c9mnunity services for. young 

people.,11 This Was one function proposed for the youth servl.ce bureaus by 

the President'.sCommisslon Task Force. 

From this, one may infer that part of the problem to be addressed by 

the bureaus ~y rest wi th an inappropriate response of the comnun i ty .and its 

Ins t i tut ions to young peop Ie an.d the I rp I"Qb I ems • 

Having considered the proQlems attached to processing by 'the juvenile 

justice system, one may question whether delinquencypredl,ction a~d early 

identification for preventlQn programs, perhaps thro~gh the schools, would 

bea p'referab Ie a I ternat i vee 

Because of the arbitrary reasons and selection methods for justice 

system processing, there js no accurate method 'for predicting delinquency'. 

Indeed, most prediction methods overpredict and include many children who 

never come to the attention of the justice system. In, addition, ~~rly 

ident i ficat ion magn i fies the "egati ve labe ling process, s t i gma.ti zi ng the 

'. ch il d ear lie r I n Ii fe with a "prede I i nquen til or "de I i nq uen t p rone" t'abe I ~ 

r 
! 
i 
I, 

" 

'l 
~ 

~ 

Channeling young pe'ople into traditiona·1 delinquency prevention programs, 

moreover, perpetuates 
one of the fallacies underlying much of juveni Ie justice 

p roces sing. at the presen t time: 
that what is wrong with a delinquent is 

• f' • I 32 limited to the youth or hiS ami y. 

se.rvice bureaus, then, is t~ challenge this 
A potential role for youth 

, a fundamental need to modify the 
fallacy and to recognize that there IS 

system of social and justice services. 
Coordination of corrrnunity services 

one method of filling this need. 
and resources is 

h service bureaus to attempt to 
There are several reasons for the yout 

d ' t' n Gaps in services, 
f system mod ification and coor Ina 10 • 

fill the needs or 
'I' f services are all found , and inaccessibl Ity 0 duplication, fragmentation 

on a wi des p re ad ba sis • 

B Act assumed that sufficient del in-
The California Youth Service ureaus' . 

d r es already exist. This is a premise 
quency prevention services an resoU c 

Indeed, in most communities 
with which many people strongly disagree. 

lin t roub I e. , presently existing for young peop e 
there are gaps in the s,ervices 

d 
respond to young people's problems are simply 

Many of the services neede to 
. . h the youth or his family do not have the 

not available, particularly w en 

means to pay for them. 

d Planning for additional 
, services are duplicate. At the same time, some 

services is seldom coordinated, thereby 
unwittingly increasing the dupli

, is also increased when 
cation. Duplication of services within a COIl1llUnlt

y
, 

referrals to specialized personnel within 
large ag~ncies habitually make 

the agency .. 

- 17 -
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011 an jndividualcase leve], services to youth are often fragmented. 

Often; vario.us agencies or parts of agencies are unconcerned wi th the coo-

slstency of their policies from the cl ient's viewpoint. Youth workers c::,'re 

more frequently responsible, only for the c$>ntent of their endeavors rather J 

than for poth the con.tent ano consequences of them. 

"We have 110t yet establ ished the principle that 

One observer noted: I 

. . )\1 
• an agency which has'--./ 1 

rende rcd i ncomp lete or unsuccess fuJ servi ce has some '\\1 
obligation for assuring' .~ 

'j 
continuity of community concern When its own contact ends."33 Fragmenta- 1 
tron of services points to the need for contlnui ty of treatnrent for indi vi d-

Us J youth. 

When referrals are made to other agencies or organizations, they are 

often superfIcially made. -- with the knowledge that no good wi 11 be accom

pliShed. This has been called "community self-deception"34, but it has 

been perpetuated because there has been no cont i nui ty of respons i b iIi ty 

between agencies. 

The' Inappropriate response of existing community services to youth in

clUdes problems of accessibiJity. Inconvenient locations, unrealistic hours, 

Impersonal styles of dellvery, and unresponsiveness to the needs of youth 

currently JiVing in the area are often drawbacks to linking youth In trouble 

to the community's public and private services. In addition, some of the 

services systematfca)Jy exclude troublemaking youth from PClrticipation. 

IISociat agencies generally resist working with hard-to-reach youth and 

are seldom equipped to do so. FUrthermore, young people themse1ves resist . 
sccldng help unless they are assisted by a youth worker in Whom they .and 

theIr' peers have confldence.1I3S 

)8-
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1 reasons for focusi.ng on system modification 
Thus, there are severa .. 'uth 

I , . focusing· on behavior change among yo and coordination, inStead of soe y 

in orde r to reduce de I i nq Iiency. 

I in California assul1ledthat the The Youth Se.rvice Bureau legl slat on 

dup 1 i cat Ion of e Horts I n a cooYnun i ty ~ The bureaus could help eliminate 

coordinating services and resources, each legislation also implied that by 

a wide range of services within a sihgle Youth Serv:ice Bureau coul d provi de 

It also proposed that by ~oing factlity and organizational structure. 

this, the bureau could furnish cbntlnuity Qf treatment for tndi vi dua I youth. 

""n inc. ent I ve for loca 1 puib I! c and p ri va te agenc1 es With the seed money as ~ 

h staff and support i ve send ces the "r resources, it was. intended t at to pool 

• organizations and volunteers, would be contributed by participating agencies, 

h 'g the likelihood of coordinated programs. thereby en anCln, 

Definition of Coordination 

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

fields, a variety of interpretations services and criminal justice 

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

be defined as a system of exDel inquency prevention coordination may 

changes 36 with the goal of bringing agencies into a corrrnon action, movement 

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

d to coordination increase • . s' resources corrrnitte and va 1 ue of the agenc I e. 

nc ies may become increasingly As this happens, age . cautious about coordinating 

since increased corrrnitment their resources, 

• k k"" 37 rls -ta trig. 
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One level of coordin~ti()n is case coordination. Another level is 

program coordination. 

If the Youth Service BUrea~s are to provide continuity of treatment 

for indIvidual youth, it is 'assumed they will coordinate cases. Case 

coordfnat,foh may 'nvolve inform<)tion, referral and a 1 locations of respon

sibfHty through such terhnJques as case conferences,. Referrals may include 

Hoktng youth .to services through a variety of methods. Referrals may 

include lJccounta~lHty to the referral source and, if the service has been 

unsatlsfactori Jy delivered, Intervention with indiVidual advocacy. 

If the Youth SerVice Bureauis are to reduce duplication of delinquency 

preventfon efforts-.. as wen as to reduce gaps, fragmented services, and 

inaceesstbf1fty, it ts assumed they wjJl coordinate programs. Program 

coordination may include coordinated planning to reduce duplication and to 

systematically fill g~ps in services. It may include: developing formalized 

Joint agency programs, mutually assisting in extending programs--such as 

detachrng personnel from one agency to another to perform specialized 

functions, and mutually modifying agency functions to divide responsibili

ties more rationally. 

\ 

Thus; utilizing the tactics of both case and program coordination, it 

\\las assumed that Youth Service Bureaus in California ,,'ould divert juveniles 

out of the Justice system by coordinating cOlTllluni.ty resburces. Bureau 

pliJhners assumed tnatif these objectives were met, delinquency in the 

servlce areas WbU J d be reduced. 

- 20 -
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CHAl'TER III. I:VAlUATION OBJECTIVE·S,·CRITERIA AND METHODS 

Evaluation Objectives 

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

9 To determine if Youth Service Bureaus can divert a significant 

number of youth from the juvenile justice system. 

Utilize existing community resources .. To determine if the bureaus can 

in a more coordinated manner. 

I " "IS reduced in selected proj~ct areas. o To determine if de ,nquency 

Evaluation Criteria 

how effect ",vely these general objectives were met, more To determine 

d in a series of questions, were specific evaluation criteria, summe up 

.~ 'b These are the cri teri a used to analyze the impact of the pilot ureaus. 

used: 

Delinsuency Reductio~ 

arrests in the Youth Service Bur.eau service o Are there fewer juveni Ie 

f · th bureaus were established? areas than there were be O'i:~ e 

" f "bl is the number of E) \/here compari son wi th other areas 's eas Ie, 

arrests decreasing faster (or increasing more slowly) in the Youth 

Service Bureau service areas than in similar nonbureau areas? "'. 

If there are reductions in the number of juvenile arrests in the 

, s a·re these reductions primarily in the types bureau servi c~ area , . 

be ",.,ng re. ferred to the Youth Servi (;Ie Bureaus1 of offenses that are 

- 21 -
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Diversion: 

,. Does lawenforcern.entuti lize the Youth Servic~aureaus by referring 

youth to them? 

~) What criteria does law enforcement use for referring youth to the 

bureaus? Prior to the bureau's inception, what disposition would 
Ij 

they have made of these cases? 

• What are the characteristics of the youth that law enforcement refers 

to the bureaus? Have the youth referred committed offenses for 

whic'!, they would otherwise have been arrested? 

o Do youth referred to the Youth Se'rvi ce Bureaus by law enforcement 

or probation continue to participate in the bureau voluntarily? 

• Among ?10 uth referred to the Youth Servi ce Bureaus, how much and 

what type of di rect service do the bur.eaus provide, and for what 

types of service are youth referred to other agencies? 

e Do youth referred to the Youth Service Bureaus have fewer arrests 

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

• Are very many of the youth diverted from the justice system to the 

Youth Service Bureaus nevertheless put on probation anyway 

within six months after being referred to a bureau? 

• Are there youths for whom the bureaus recommended probation who 

• 

could have remained out of the system if additional services were 

available in the community? 

Are there fewer juvenile arrests in the Youth Service Bureaus' ser

vice areas than there were before the 'bureaus were establ'i'shed? 

- 22 -
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h d l' uen(A red uct jon, in j uvcm i1 e arres ts cou] d ,hot on I y mean t at . e 'nq 

b h pol ', ce are arresting fewer of the youths cy has been reduced ut t at 

they contact.) 

. f fewer J'uvehi Ie. arre5'L'~ to probation DOI~,s local law enforcement re er 

than they dId before the bureaus w~re established? Concomitantly, do 

" II th . local law enforcement officers increase their referralsl to 0 el 

h Service Bureau) when they make disagencies" (including the Yout 

positions of arrests? 

f d t P rabat i on f rom a l\ sou rces Are fewer service area youth re erre 0 

than before the bureaus began operation? 

f the service area at intal<~ and Does probation close more cases rom 

, (including the Youth Service refer more of them to other .agencles 

Bureau) than it did before the bureaus existed? 

f t make more use of the \4hat factors would encourage lawen orcement 0 

Youth Service Bureaus as an alternative to probation? 
" 

Coord i nat I on!. 

• What have the Youth Service Bureaus done to coordinate programs for 

delinquency prevention in their communities? 

. the service areas are What del'inquency prevention resources In 

dup Ii cated1 

done to reduce dupl:::3tion of e What have the Youth Service Bureaus 

Ii, resources in the i r cOlTJllun i ties 1 de Ii nquency preven1t Ion 
I,: 

- 23 -
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• Do the bureaus systema.tically attempt to fill gaps in del inquency 

prevention services and resources in their communities? How do 

they go about doing this? 

Q Is there accountability of cases, that is, does the bureau regularly 

Inform the ~eferring agency whether the youth is cooperating with 

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

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

to existing delinquency prevention services in its cOmmunity? When 

it refers youth, does it fo 11 ow up to make sure the service is 

adequately provided? 

(OJ What methods does the bureau use to enhance continuity of treatment-- . \ 

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

Evaluation Methods 

The methodology used in evaluating California's Youth Service Bureaus 

is described here in deta.i1. The casual reader may wish to look at this 

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

this report1s conclusions. However, Youth Service Bureau planners and 

evaluators may benefit from the detailing of these experiences in evaluating 

this relatively uncharted area. 

Methods used in this eva~'uation to determine the effectiveness of the 

pilot Youth Service Bureaus in California included estab'lishing and main

taining an information system, obtaining service area delinquency statistics, 

observing programs, interviewing project staff and community resources in 

the service areas, and providing technical assistance to bureaus conducting 

supplen~ntary evaluations. 
- 24 -
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Conducting an overall evaiuation of th~'pJlot Youth Sendee Bureaus 

in the state did not allow for intensive researchoh anyone bureilU. But 

it has provided an opportunity to compare the bureausiimpact. Using 

""""00 ·obJ·ectives, definitions and methods to cOnipare the effectiveness of cp"... . 

several Vou!1);h Service Bureaus can help dete~mine which strategies have the 

most significantimptications for public policy. Only a fe\.; evaluations 

or this. type have been made anywhere in the nation • 

Information System In January 1970 the Youth Authority's eV.aluation 
l 

component initiated an information system in each pilot Youth Service 6urea~!. 

Th~ purpose of this system was to obtain information on each individual 

youth served. 

Because there were nei ther legal defini tionsnor precedents for \4ho \<IaS 

to be serv6d, one of the first tasks in setting. up this systeni was to arbi~ 

trarily define who was to be included in t~e informationsystern4 Later. 

other definitions -- such as when a case was to be considered closed for 

information system purposes -- would be arbitrarily defined also. These 

definitions were necessary in order to develop comparable data from each 

of the bureaus. 

Bureaus were instructed to include in the information system each 

individual y!"'lth seen for the first time by the bureau. Thus, youth who 

were referred to the bureau or who were 111 telephone contact with the bureall 

bt:t. ~re never seen by bureau staff wer~ exciuded. Also excluded from the 

information system were parents who came to the bureau on their child's 

behalf. (However, the bureaus did not categorically exclude any of these 

groups from receiving services.) 
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The Youth Service B.ureau concept places a premi~ on confidtmtiality 

of information. Therefore, al1 records forwarded tQthe YQuth Authori ty 

for this evaJ~ation Were identified only by code number. The youth's name 

was known em Iy to the bureau~ 

InItially, information obtained on each youth served included the refer

a I source'; reasons for refe,rra I J pr'obab Ie program prescri bed, and a mi n imum 

of personal Information, such\as the youthls age, sex, ethnic group and 

9 ra de ins choo 1. 

The service the bureaus provided each youth Was not recorded concur

rently. However, selected bureau!l\ later provided estimates of the amount 

and type of se rvl ce p rovi ded each y·outh. At h te same time, these bureaus' 

staffs reviewed and recorded each YO·.uth's t d b aueE ,an pro ation records for 

six months before r'eferral to the bureau and six months after. 

Because the Youth Servi ce Bureaus are not'· a part o'f the justice system, 

blanket court orders Were usually necessary to obtain access to the police 

andprobatton .ritcords of the youth served by the bureaus. In n6case Was 

the request for a court order for the pur'poses of this evaluation denied. 

From police rec;ords, bureau staff obt,ained information on each of the 

youth served by the Youth Service B"reau -- the b f w num er 0 arrests, reasons 

for arrests, and dispositions made of each arreSt for six months before 

bureau referral and sIx months after. 

.From county probation records, bureau staff recorded the number of 

tln~s each client was referred to probation in the six months pre- and post-

. eau s a a so recorded each youth's probation status bureau perIod. Bur t ff 1 

at the time of referral to the bureau and six months later • 

- 26 -

an Juiy 1971 the in'formationsyst;~;1'll was. r~vised in order to obtain a 

• er picture of the Youth Service l3ureau process -- including the amount 
c·ear 
ant'! type of service provi ded, referra Is made to other agencieS, when an.d \'lhy 

,-

bureau servic:e was teminated, and the needil' for additional services in, the 
:t 

coml:1Un i ty • 

In order to provide the evaUuator \-/ith this information,once a month 

each bureaU submitted forms for all new clients served, all youth fo;- whom 

three months has elapsed after intake, and all youth for whom six,mohths has 

elapsed after intake. This information was then coded, keypunched and 

tabulated by the Youth Aut~ority. 

While this system provided essential information on input, process, 

and output, the reader should be aware of some of the information ~ 

obtained~ 

First, changes in unreported delinquency were not recorded for the 

youths?erved• This was deliberate. Changes in unreported behavi.or were 

The diversion bbjectiv~ • ? 
not alOOn9 the highest prioritie~ for this evaiuati.on. 

focuses on handl ing outside of the justice system problem5 otherwise deal t 

within a context of official action, and the delinquency reduction objective 

stresses reducing officially reported and acted upon delinquency-

Second, for most of the bureaus' programs there is no comparison or 

control group of youth with whom to compare changes in police and probation 

records. In most community s.ituations, it would be infeasible to set up 

d I , f I' ts Seek'ing 5e1f~ 
a Youth Service Bureau with ran om se ectlon 0 C len • 

referrals from t.he community and encouraging policy changes in referral 

decisions from agencies --and then rejecting prospective clients ~,.. is 
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CCi1nterproduct:hf~ to meetlngthe bureaus ( ob_·,ect ives.. • ,1 _ OnlY a weH-esi:ablishe; ] 

rt;ferra 1 system wHha :l>IiTling' referral agen.cy J d '. . en s ~ tse I f to randomse 1 ec..} 

In addition • .developing val j·d comparison groups of t:1 ients is pie-

(:,hJd~d by the absence of ,clear-cut tri terta for 'r"'_' Ferra 1 ·to thebureau:i t as 

wen as by the absence dfclear-cut cd teria for arrest and referral to 

Pfohetion .. 

Service Area De Jlnquency Statistics In addition to obtaining data on 

the del inquency patterns of youth served by' t'hc bureaus, this evaluation 

gathered basefJne and trend data on del·.,·nquency • In the Youth Service Bureau 

service areas. 

The Youth Servi ce Bureau concept 'Is not t· . Imlted to changing individual 

youthJ~ behavior. Th f h . ere are, t e absence of control or comparison groups 
f ··t .' 
or ana yzing changes in the del inquent records of youth served is not the 

only reason this evaluation included. other types of data. An underlying 

~SStmlptton of the Youth Service Bureau concept is that such act ivi ties as 

youth d, eveJopment, modifying existing progr'ams, and planning new programs 

to create systems change, will have an impact on the behavior of youth never 

directly served by the bureau. These activ,'tfes w'IIl also have an impact 

Oil the wa y the Jus t j cc s y.S tern res pond.s to J uven '1· 1 es. This evaluation did 

hot study changes In Unreported delinquenc.y i th n e servi ce areas. On ly 

changes In official 11''''' reported delinquency were analyzed. 

For each i' legion behavior brought to the attention of the juveni Ie 

justice system. a de<.~lsion is d b f rna e .e ore arrest, at the time of the disposi-

tiOn of arrest by poll'ce, and t L i a t"e t me of probation intake. D.iversion 

may take plate at each of these points. T' L Ilcrefore, tn j S eva I Uat i on looked 
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.at statistics for each of these debts ion poln~s for every burcauservt ce 

area whe re the da t~ 'was ava 'lab te .. 

'Thus, the scope of this study included arrest and disposition data 

from service area law enforcement agencIes. It also included initial rerer .. 

rals to probation of youth living in the service area and init;iat disposi

tions of fhese referra 15. I n combination~"i th the Youth Servl ce Bureau 

information system, police and probation statistics form a prism through 

which the bureau's refracted impact on the cOi'mlunl tytan be viewed. 
l 

Wherever possible, trends in delinquency arrests and subsequent decl .. 

sionsin Youth Service Bureau service areas were compared with trends tn 

adjacent or nearby areas to see if the YSB area patterns were unique or if 

they were merely keeping pace with trends in juvenile justice e,lsewhere. 

These comparisons included both law enforcement data and probation intake 

data in some locations. 

Many of the delinquency statistics were made avai lable by the Call for

nia Department of Justice, Bureau of Crimlna.l Statistics. Special tabula

tions were prepared by BCS and analyzed by this evaluation. When statistics 

were not available from this source, county probation departments and law 

enforc,ement agencies cooperated to provide this data wherever possible. 

Youth Service Bureau service areas were locally generated, usually 

based on a service-oriented definition of neighborhood, rather than on an 

area for'which data was readily available~ Thus, some of the Youth Service 

Bureau service areas do not coinclde with already eStablished boundaries 

for local units of government or their reporting units. 
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Because juv.enJ le arn~st datai 5 not uniformly kept fo.r un Us sma 11 er 

.th:an clUes, ttwasnece.ssary for this evaJuatipn tp use whatever'geogra-' 

phlci:Jl bounclarles are useq locally for CO"" I I ing juveni Ie arrests, including j 

police beats. reporting dfstricts, dlv'!sions, or substations. Some juvenile ,':1 
.t. 

arrest and dlspos t tJon dC}ta is s!mplY npt retrievable on a neighborhood basis.'! 

The same problems wereenco. u.ntered in. obtaining' b' ., . . prQ atlqn department 

d.ata for .areas smaller than count t~s. Some counties provide probation data 

to the Bure.aQ or Crt mf na 1 St t- I b . a 1st cs y areas smaller than counties, partic-

ul_rly by census tract. F' th b or .. ese ureau service areas, special tabula-

T, 

.~ 
:l 
.,{ 

1 

i 
- ~: 

} 

J 
'I , 

'.~ 

t; f 00$ Were provided by BCS. In other service areas, county probation depart- ,I 
1 
t 

,:>:1 merrts cooperated \t/henever posstble by tabulating intake information by the 

l'rtO$tusable unIts aVaflabJe in the local d ata system, such as zip codes or 

census tracts. 

Service Area Interv,iew$ P • di _,.;....;...;..;;.;;....;.;.....:::::.=......:.:.:'::':::.!...!.'_ en 0 co 11y, in terviews were conducted wi th 

bureau coordTnatorsand staff, cl tents, manag'lng board membe rs, rep res en-

tatfves from the criminal'J t" . '" .' us Ice system In the service areas, and other 

tolMtunJty people. These discussions provided Information on the bureaus ' 

1 , 

i 

development and operation, supplementing the regular .w.ri tten ;!l reports pr'ovi ded : \ 

to the funding agencies. I ddi' h d . n a . tlon, t ey offered additional insights into ' 'i 

the meanIng or SQme of the statistical data. 

~echn i cal Ass i stance to B C' d' ureaus on uctJng Supplementary Evaluations 

SOme' t ,ns ances.f~dIYldual burc~aus wanted to conduct evaluations of some 

1;ISPec.t of therr program not inclUde? in this evaluation. 'Where possible, 

they were. proyt ded wi th techn f ca 1 ass f 5' tance in , evaluation, and results of 

these spa.cial studleswere incorporated in. thO ',s . report where appropriate. 
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CHAPTER IV. VOUTH SERVICE ,BUREAU 'STRATEGY IN CALIFORNIA 

Strategy in a delinquency prevention program is principally the result 
;/ 

of its goa 1s and dec i s ion st ruc ture. 

The California Youth Service Bureaus Act and the resulting Standards and 

Guidelines proposed the goals and decision structure for the stateis Youth 

Service Bureaus and thus the basic strategy. Nevertheless, within the pro'" 

posed strategy, there was purposely considerable flexibility for each pilot 

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

differences demanded this. This chapter, then, discusses t;he Youth Service 

Bureau strategy implemented in California. 

Deci s i on S;tructure 

As t:he pilot Youth Service Bureaus were established I'n California, they 

encompassed facets of both the 'local operation and statewide guidance prO

posed by the President's Commission Task Force report.Whi Ie' local control 

was one of the primary principles of the bureaus, the Youth Authority, a st.ate 

agency, provided technical assistaJ!ce," helped develop Standards and .Guide1 ines, 

and administered the state ,and federal funds provided to e.acn bureau. 

The' Youth Service Bureaus Act gaVe the county delinquency prevention 

conmi ss.lonsauthori tyt;o assist In establishing Youth Service Bureaus in their 

couflty. In Cal ifornia,. "county bqards of super-visors may .establish a· del in

quencyprevent;ion commission and appoint .no fewer thansev~n citizens to serve 

on it without pay. A~cording" to law, the cormilssion's primary duty is: "To 

coordinate on acounty-wJcie basis the work of those governmental and non-

governmental organizations engaged in activities designed. to prevent juveni Ie 

de Ii nquency.1I 38 
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Thus, planners envisaged that each pilot Youth Service Bureau in Cali-

fornta \tlould be under the auspices of a countywide group of' citizens i!.lready 

charged wfth deHnquency pre\lentton reso~rces. 
" 

in Jt5 county was to share the obJectf\le of coordinating delinquency pre-

yen tJ on re sourceS. But there was one' major dIfference: the Del i nquency 

PreventIon Commission was tocoordfnate resources throughout the county, and 

the bureau, generally with a substantially smaller servIce area, was to 

coordrriate resources on a neighborhoexf basis. 

In addition to assisting in the bureaus' establIshment, county 

deJlnquency preventloncomni S5 Ions were ass i gned the duti es of hi ri ng the 

youth servicecoordrnator, who would be In charge of the Youth Service 

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

ThLs. \'las aeco",,) !shed in most bureaus. Howeve.r. a legal Issue arose 

over whether a delinquency prevention commission could carry out these duties. 

This issue; in Los Angeles County; was based on the bureaus in that county 

bt.llng privately, sponsored. 

f'rtmary respons! bi 1 f ty for decls ion-making after a Youth Service Bureau 

was organized Was assigned to a Managing Board. The Managing Board was to be 

responsIble for establishing policy and directing the bureau. The youth 

$crvices. coordlna.tor was to serve as the board's executive officer. 

"Inc) eg hi' atl on reconwnendedthat the managing board 1 n~l ude the· cha i rman 

of the local County Delinquency Prevention Conmission, one person from each 

publ1e agency or department and prl\lcite organization participating 'In the 

project. and residents from the area served. In addition. the legislation 

NcolflO'lierHb that if a conrnunlty coordinating counei I existed in the area. it 
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should have one representative on the ma'ri,a9in9'board. And the s'~andards and 

indicated that at least 20% of the board should be re\~tdents of 
Guidel ines 

the target area of the community to be served. 

Managing boards varied consid~rably in size, composition, and role in 

Host of the managing boards had under twenty members, but 

one bureau had sixty members on its managing board. 

In line with the legislation's recommendations; managing boards 

generally had both agency representatives and private citizens as members; 

Few of the managing boards .included the chairman of the county del inquency 

prevention commission as the~Youth Service BureaUS Act suggested. Neverthe

less, other commissioners were members of most bureaus' managing boards. 

Participation by community coordinating councils was not strong. 

representa tives on the managing bo~rd had some authority 
Unless agency 

over t~eir .agency's resources, managing boards were called on to make 

, h ° Hore specifically, the decisions over which-they had no aut orlty. 

California Youth Service Bureau' concept includes the use of detached 
staff to 

coord I nate resources. This concept also promotes new referral patterns of 

youth in trouble to divert them from the justice sys~em. 
Commitments from 

to either quite temporary or informal agencies were sometimes limited 

arrallgements when managing board members 
di d not hav~ authori ty for esta~-

i Yet, participation on a 
lishing agency policy and for committ ng resources. 

I I · 1 adm,o,'nO,strators appears to be unreal is.tic 
local managing board by pol cy- eve 

in the lar'ger ci ties or counties. 

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

and decision-making roles varied considerably from bureau 
the boards' powers 
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tQ bureau. In Paelfica. far example, the managing baard was independent af 

any single agency .and was founded an a Joint P"owers AgreelOOnt between the 

eounty;clt,y and school districts. In San Diego and East San Jose the 

bureaus were admin [strat i vely responsi ble to. the caunty prabat! on department. 

with adviCe rather than management fram the boards. Both of these styles 

Were able to generate cantributlons af detached staff from other agencies. 

Staffing 
', ... 1'1 .. ,.... 

Original seed maney pravlded to. each pilat Youth Service Bureau included 

fundtng far a yauth services coordinatar and clerical assistance. The youth 

servIces coord j nator was to be in charge of the bureau.' s day-to-day oper

ations and services as well as to serve as the executive officer of the 

managIng board. The coordinator's role was to encourage public and private 

~'9~mc:y representatives to. cooperate in a cOlll1lpn effort, to coordinate their 

resources, and to support the Youth Service Bureau concept by contributing 

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

Servi c(;:s to youth. Speci fi ca J ly, the Youth Servi ce Bureaus Act stated, 

III t sha 11 be the duty of a coord i nator - to reconcile, unify, clarify and 

make kn~n the activities of all persons and public and private agencies and 

otg~nlzat;ons in the field of delinquency prevention in the community." 

O(!vetopfns new programs with a multi-service approach was a function proposed 

fc,r the youth servIces coordinator. 

Byfs ... , mast of the. coordi nators have been ded i cated to deve 1 op i ng the 

Youth Service Bureau in their corrmunity and ha.ve expended far more hours than 

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

- 34 -

of most "Of the coordinators was tn casework,part~cularly tn probation 

departments. 

The coordinator's role varied with their skills and experience, but the 

tasks on which each coordinator focused his or her time depended also on the 

amount and skills available from other agencies' detached staff, staff the 

bureau was able to hire itself, or volunteers. For example, without adequate 

staff or volunteers, some coordinators found it necessary to provide direct 
, 

service in~tead of devoting most of their energies to developing coordinated 

reSOU,"ces. 

Clerical assistance in the Youth Service Bureaus Was often an under

estimated asset. Clerical assistants generally served as receptionists, 

greeting clients and other visitors to the bureau and establtshtng visitors' 

Initial impressions of the bureau. 

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

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

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

involved existing agencies, staff was more lik~ly to b~ detached from these 

agencies. 

. Probation departments made the largest contributions of staf.f, detaching 

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

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

loaned to the bureaus in'San otego and East San Jose. Neither the probation 

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

Instead, they provided counseling, organized group activities, and performed 

other services in the bureaus. 
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i.' Welfar'e; mcntn1 health and private social service agencies ail detached 

~taff to s¢tI'iC or the bureaus. Education and experience or detached st~ff 

ranged from. newly hired paraprofessi.onals to psychiatrists. , 

W~lt:n the grants to each bureau increased in Fiscal 1972, all of the 

contrnuing bureaus but one elected to hire additiona! staff. The exception 

was San Oiego. The original San Diego bureau in Clairemont already had a 

sta.H complement that included the coordinator, secretary, l:WO probation 

offrcer'!j, a police officer, a welfare worker and psychiatric consultation. 

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

sect f ons of the city. 

More typically, the California Youth Service Bureaus hired staff to 

ful fi ) J speci ali ~ed fUnc ti ons. Staff added wi th gra'lt, funds included vol un-

teer coorcHmUors, resOUrce developers, street workers, and casa aides. 

Functjon~ 
--"'''(/~ 

In Its description of Youth Service Bureaus, the President's Commission 

and 1 ts Juven lIe Dell nquency Task Forcesugges ted funct ions for Youth Servi ce 

Bureaus: 

.. 

Develop and monitor a plan for individually tailored service 

for troubtemaking youth. (A mandatory function) 

Provide a broad range of services, either through refern~l 

or dtrectly~ with the services under the bureau's direct con

trot either through purchase or by voluntary agreement with 

othe r co rrrnu n 1 ty organ i za t Ions. 

- 36 -

. 
~ Centrally coordinate all community services for young people, 

establishing coordinating mechanisms and instituting programs 

needed by the conmunity. 

FUnctions proposed for the first Cal ifornia Youth Service Bureaus were 

""I lito prov"lde a wide range of services and continuity of treat-very simi ar: 

ment ,for individual youths and to eliminate dUplication of delinquency-

" "t II prevention efforts .In a communi y. 

Functions in a delinquency prevention program are determined chiefly by 

As the program's decision structures interacting with the program's goals. 

this chapter pointed out, the decision structures varied from bureau to 

bureau. Moreover, decision structures were both formal (such as managing 

boards) and informal (such as individuals using influence). With this array 

of decision structures interacting with the common goals of coordination, 

" d d I" Y prev'ent"lon, "It is not surprising that the Youth diverSion, an e Inquenc 

Service Bureaus' fun~tions differ appreciably. 

The initial Youth Service Bureaus in Calif?rnia did not fulfill the 

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

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

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

toward coordination of services for youth. 

However, the California bureaus' strongest efforts were in providing 

" i hb h d These services var~ed not services lacking in the community or ne g or 00 • 

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

had. 
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These observations of the pilot Youth Service Bureaus in California are 
, 

similar to those of the National Aavisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals. In introducing the chapter 'on Youth Service Bureaus in 

the forthcoming volume on Community Crime Prevention, the Commission and 

Task Force S~H the bureaus across the country as a model for a service 

deiivery component of a comprehensive social services delivery system. Thus, 

the model is for the bureaus to deliver services by providing them directly 

or linking youth to them. A larger umbrella -- the comp'rehensive social 

services delivery system -- would act as the ~~mmunity's central coordinator 

of all services to youth. 

Each Youth Service Bureau had a managing board, but these varied in size, 

composition,and role in decision-making. Most boards had both agency repre-

sentatives and private citizens as members. A function of the managing 

boards was to coordinate resources. But the boards did not have the authority 

for committing ~gency resources to a coordinated offort unless members 

included agency representatives in policy-making positions. 

Staffin9 to supplement the youth services coordinator and clerical 

assistance vias contributed by agencies such as probation, police, welfare and 

men ta I hea 1 th depa rtmen ts. P r iva te agenci es a I so d'~tached s ta ff to some of 

the bureaus. V/hen the Yquth Service Bureaus obtained funding to enlarge their 

staff, positions added included volunteer coordinators, resource developers, 

s tree t worke rs, and case a ides. 
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Functions of each Youth Service Bureau differed appreciably. But the 

California bureaus focused on providing services lacking in the comnu'nity or 

neighborhood. While the bureaus worked toward coordinated services, their 

limited pciwer and resources prevented them from acting as central co

ordinators of all community services for young people. 
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tHAP,ER V. DIRECT SERVICES TO YOUTH 

Acceptance of the Youth Senti ce Bureau concept is i ncreas i n9 inCa 1 i-

fornis. Ihe oumberof' pilot Youth Service Bureaus existing in California 

en the end of Fisc<i'~ Year 1972 (that is, 1971-]2) had increased from the 

ori~Jlnal nfne to ten. The YSB in Ventura County had closed in 1971. But 

two new bureaus had been opened in San Diego County, stimulated by lo.cal 

* acceptance of the original San Diego Youth Service Bureau. 

These ten Youth Service Bureaus provided service directly to nearly 

5.000 new cl1ents during Fiscal 1972, plus continued service to clients 

previously seen. Table.J shows that as most of the bureaus moved into thei r 

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

52.% from the prevf ous yea r .• 

This table also shows that most of the bureaus provided di rect service 

to' 200 to SOO new cli ents per year in the i r th i rd yea r of operat ion. How

ever, the Bassett YotJth Service Bureau in Los Angeles County atyp.ical1y 

served more than 1700 ne\,l clients during the year, chiefly in its Free Clinic. 

A Youth Service Bureauls capacity for service and the community's uti 1-

izatiori of the bureau both have an impact on the number of new c 1 i ents served. 

I .. tlou rea uh;· capacity Includes both the resources avail.able, especially paid 

.itcd: 'Iotunteef staff, and the amount of servIce it provides each client. With 

i1;W-.(; r~mov.iJl of the $25,000 I imit In outsrde grant funds for the 1971-72 year, 

~'t~U(~'uS were ab1e to add staff and thereby increase theIr capacity for 

At ,t-~ ~hJsfon of Fl.sca 1 '1'72, two addittona J Youth Servf co Bureaus 
~~~')~~ ...... t~ Ytsb4J"'Stttterbureau and t tn Los An9~les Coonty, the San Fernando 
~,:,;i;t'ii'~~", Ji.tpurth bu(~au 1<I~sopened In San Diego County, Md more YSO's are 
~V~'t.1-~~~ en Stilt Dhtgo ~nd 5~nta.Cfar8 eQtu1tfeJ. 

"" 110 oW-

..... ~ 
1 

TABLE 1 

NE\~ CU ENTS SERVED BY CALI FORNI A YOUTH SERVI CE BUREAUS 

* Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

--------------------------~~~--July 1971-

Total new clients served 

Youth Service Bureau: 

Bassett (Los Angele~ County) 

~ Diego bureaus (San Diego County) 

Clai remont 
East San Diegoa b 
Northwest San Diego 

Richmond (Contra Costa County) 

San Fernando (Los Ahgeles County) 

East San Jose (Santa Clara County) 

Pacifica (San Mateo County) 

Yolo (Yolo County) • 

Yuba~Sut~er (Yuba and Sutter Counties) 

Ventura (Ventura CountyC) 

July 1970-
June 1971 

785 

367 

391 

225 

191 

181 

372 

176 

100.0% 

25. 1 

14.0 

14.0 

11.7 

12..5 

7.2 

6. 1 

5.8 

11.9 

5.6 

J uoe 1972 

100.0% 

17~3 36.7 

883 18.6 

378 8.0 
399 8.~ 
106 2.2 

499 10.5 
483 10.2 

406 8.5 
296 6.2 

229 4.8 

210 4.4 

*Fiscal Year 1971 Is July 1970 to June 1971. Fiscal Year 1972 is 
July 197~ to June 1972. 

aEast San Diego opened October 1971. 

bNorthwest San Diego opened February 1972 • 

cVentura closed June 30, 1971. 

The leve 1 of commun I ty ut iIi zat i on a 1 so affects the number of new 

eli en ts se.rved, that is. whe the r a~enci es re fer youth to the bureau and 

whether young peop Ie spontaneous ly come to the bureau for servi ce .. 
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~st of the Youth Service Bureaus 1n Cal1fornia served more new clients 

In Fl$caJ 1972 than Irl Fiscal 1971. While addi tionat resources made this 

mor~ feasible, Increased conmunity uti Ilzation was undoubtedly another con-

t'rlbutlng factor 1n the expansion of service. 

SignIficantly, two of the three President's Commission main recolMlen

dattons for Youth Service Bureaus related to referral sources: 

It That the bureaus should receive Juveniles (delinquent and non

de 1 i nquen t) referred by the po Ii ce, the j uven it e cou rt, pa rents. 

schoo Is and other sources. 

• ,\lhat ponce forces should make full use of the central diagnosing 

and coordinatIng services of the bureaus. 

l'he Prt,lsldent's CommissIon anticipated that the majority of referrals 

would .be from law enforcement and court Intake staff. Thus, the unmistakable 

intent was for Youth Service Bureaus to offer their services principally to 

young pt'!:ople who had already had some contact with the justice system and who 

wou 1 d ~th"rwl se bt.1come further enmeshed in It. 

Tt:lole 2 shows that these plans and recommendations were fulfi lIed only 

partially In Callfornl,il. Thfl majority of referrals were not from law enforce-

ment and C\')urt intake st~ff, as anticlpated. Indeed, law enforcement referred 

l~ of the new clients In r!s~al 1972, while probation, primarily intake, 

r~f~rred ~. 

N(\r dld pol tee forc~s make full use of the bureau's services. Table 2 

f"Qp¢rU llSlhlw enforcement referrals to the bureaus in a two-year period. 

rht$ is an aVerage of Just over five polIce referrals per month per bureau. 

.., 42 -

While It 15 sIgnificant that law enforcement utl111ed the bureaus by referring 

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

dJver~lon service. 

TABLE 2 

REFERRAL SOURCES TO CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

Total new clients served 

Referred to California Youth 
-service Bureaus by: 

Agenc¥ 

Law enforcement 

Probat Ion 

School 

Other agency 

Individual 

Self 

Parent 

Other i ndi vi dua 1 

Not Specific 

*Less than • 1%. 

July 1970-
June 1971 

100.0% 

~ ..2Jh.2 

627 20. 1 

363 11.6 

358 11.4 

237 7.6 

J..2iQ. ~ 

993 31.8 

304 9.7 

243 7.8 

.l * 

July 1971-
June 1972 

100.0% 

2025 l!2.,..2.. 

554 11.7 

430 9.0 

855 18.0 

186 3.9 

..illi ~ 
1009 21.2 

466 9.8 

1249 26.3 

Instead of the majority of referrals coming from law enforcement and 

court i~take staff
J 

for all bureaus together most of the new clients were 

referred by indIviduals. This composite picture of referral sources do\~s 
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not rev~t tMt $e~(i\tety mo.$tQf the bureaus r-ecei:ved' thelllaJorlty oJ their 

tef~rr~b from· ~gt;m(:i~s. .. 

1ho <;ompost t~ vlew or ref~rral sources tn Table 2 shows that just over 

four Int~n r~hrrals were from agencies. Schools we.re the most frequent 

$Q~..tree or agen(:y rererra 19 10 a(:CQun t 1 ng for roughly two in ten of the ne\" 

cl J~fit~,.. As aJr~dy indlea1;ed; law enforcement and proba,tion each referred 

about (m. in ten of the bureaus· cH~nts.Other agencies, such as welf~re 

H~rly $tK in t~n referrals in this state\\ltde ~omposi te were from 

indbtldya,ls", 'these Y/~r~ chiefly $elf .. referra.ls and referrals by 1
lother 

lodivldu;,hll s:u~h as frr.ends.Pa·f4)intS were the referral source fo.r aholJt one 

Thl.H.) 1t' reletlon to the re<;QfI)f\'lendations of the Pres\dent's COOJl)ission 

In 196.,: (l) A greater prop¢f'tJon of young people than the Commiss.ion antici .. 

p~t~d; have b~~n $elF .. r~.f~rrah or referNls by otl'lf;r indlvtduc;ls to SOI1\e of the 

California bureaus. v()hlnt~rUy $e~l<ln9 help' for prQblems~ (2) p'lainlYt Youth 

Service 6ure.~u$ tn CallfQtnta (a..5 elsewhere.) have generally been under-used 

as a d t 'Ie rs t ona ry reSOll ree by taw en fo reemen~ .• 

aeeaU5~ EI.;ach community' s YQQth Servl c~ aur~a.ll optHa tes i nd.~penc.len t 1 y. ~ 

dM#!iCrlptlon .oJ the totel referral SQyrees. Is only a blend Qf' ~he v~rleq) 

loc~lly unique r~.ferral pattetns. MoreQ.ver, the a~sset;t btu"ei!lLl a~c(lunted for .. 
m<H"~ than oCl~ .. thirdof the. '-Iew tlitmts served by the Cal Hornia Youth Service 

au.r~.u.sh'l lS'11-1a. rhis bureau~s. referral sources were atYpi cal t and the 

eoro}:',!Q:stt:c vt~of~H burelsu$· referral sources h strongly influenced by the 

8.11lottbur~aut:s l;arge vol'ume of cHents", 

l!'ldlvldLlal burea.lI c\escrlptlof\$ in th~ Appeniiices provide i\ cl~rlar 

picture (If the pl\ot youth Servlce 8urea~sf, varied experlences in developtng 

Reasons fo.r Refer'ral -
to "reter to reduce s.tl9.ila iiI.nq to provlde serv\ces as they Were J'leeded t 

the Pres.ldent's Commission sU9gestl:ld that Youth Service Bureaus serve both 

delinquent and non.delinquent youth. The Commission also recommended ttlat the 

bl.lreavs shou.ld part.\cularly p.rovlde services for less seriously del inquent 

hweoiles. Reasons for referral to, the pilot burecHJs indicate that~ in 

genera'i CaUfo.rnta l s Youth Servlc~ Bureaus served approprjatecli?ntel e for 

the bu.r~auS' t ntended pu rposes. 

The preponderance of referr~ls pv youth themselves and other individuals, 

to the Youth Ser'fi~e Bmoaal.ls had a notl caah 1e impact on the, reaSQ!1!S for 

referral to the bUl't~US, ove .. all» the most frequent referral reasons were 

problems other than thpse which ~"ould usually be ,"easons for jU$tice system 

processing, such. as employment Qr health probhws. (Table 5) In all bl,lrt;8\!$ 

t09~ther, c.te1\nqu~ntre~sonsJ thllt is, specific Qffense~ or d~1Jnql,lent ten ... 

deocle~, Wel'e l~ss ~ften f'e~sonS fQI~ referral th~n Were Qther YC;H,Ith probl~s. 

Howeyer, s.lx qf the ten hyreau$ provlded service prlm~rily to. YO\Jth referred 

Vou.th S.erYl~f; B'H'eau~ w\th lU atypical proportIon o.f individual referrals, 

accoun.t.ed fQr mQre than a thlrd of the new clients. Many of this bIJreauts 

indlvldua.\ referrals Were for nondelinquent reasons. 
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TABLE 3 

REASONS FOR REFERRAL TO CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 
, 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

Total new clients served 

l'easons for Referra 1 : 

~ecific Offenses 

Person offenses 
Property offenses 
Drug offenses 
Other specific offenses 

De 1 i nquent Tendenc i es 

I ncorr ig i b le 
Truancy 
Runaway 
Loitering, curfew 

.~endent 

Other Prob lems 

Employment problems 
Health prQblems 

(problem pregnancy) 
(other health problems) 

Emotional problems 
School learning problems 
We I fa re p rob lems 
M f sce 11 aneous 

No Response 

l~ve .. ag('\.number of reasons 
for re fe rra 1 

July 1970-
June 1971 

761 

17 
245 
336 
163 

1267 
815 
237 
179 
36 

10 

1555 -
563 
456 

(290) 
( 166) 
190 

41 
46 

259 

100.0'%, 

1 • 1 

24.3 

.5 
7.8 

10.7 
5.2 

40.5 
26.1 
7.6 
5.7 
1.2 

.:1. 
49.7 
18.0 
14.6 

( 9.3) 
( 5.3) 

6. 1 
1.3 
1.5 
8.3 

July 1971-
June 1972 

,",,-';";;'-';"'-;"::':":;:-"-

100.0% 

692 14.6 

24 .5 
321 6.8 
196 4. 1 
151 3.2 

1594 33.6 

1029 21.7 
283 6.0 
253 5.3 

29 .6 

.!l .:1. 
3054 64.3 

945 19.9 
894 18.8 

(546) (11. 5) 
(348) ( 7.3) 
142 3.0 
91 1.9 
18 .4 

964 20.3 

8 .d 

1 • 1 

Note: Columns add to more than 1~ because of multiple reasons for 
referra I. 
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The most prevaient "other problems" t that Is, nondelinquent reasclns tor 

referral, were employment problems and health problems, each a reason 'for 

referral for just under twenty percent of the new clients. While these 

problems are basically not reasons for juvenile justice system processing, 

they indeed may be contributing factors to a youth's delinquency or may be 

consequences of being labeled a delinquent through Justice system processing. 

AnlOng the reasons for referral for which youth could be process,ed by the 

justice system, delinquent tendencies were a more frequent reason 'than were 

specific offenses. One-third of all new clients served were referreid for 

de H nquent tendenc i es, part i cu 1 art y i ncorri 91 b i 1 i ty, whil e about f if teen per .. 

cent were referred for specific offenses. A closer analysis of the data shows 

that nearly every type of specific offense was represented in the reasons new 

clients w~re referred. 

Since the bureaus were designed to serve less seriously delinquent juve

niles, they could be ~xpected to serve a lower proportion of youth with 

specifIC offenses and consequently a higher proportion of youth with del in-

quent tendencies than each of the progressively more severe steps in juvenile 

justice system processing. 

TQlblfl 4r shows that the proportion of youth processed for spE~cific 

offense!» increases and that of youth processed for delinquent tendencies 

decreases as juveniles p~netrate the justice system more deeply. The decision 

points of arresting, initially referring to probation, and initially filing of 

a petition each fit this progression. Table 4 also shows that when delinquent 

reasons for referral to the Youth Service Bureaus are totalled land non-

delinquent reasons for referral are excluded, the proportion of specific 

47 -
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offenses Is lower and that of delinquent tendencies is higher than at any of 

the other decision points shown. 

Thus, from this measure it appears that the Youth Service Bureaus have 

served less seriously delinquent juveniles than the conventional components 

of the justice system. 

Characteristics of New Clients Served 

Since.9ne of the goals of Youth Service Bureaus is to divert juveniles 

out of the Justice system, it is important to compare the charac,teristics 

of the youth served by the bureaus wi th those refer red to probat I on -- to 

determine if the bureaus are serving the cOl111lunlty's young people who are 

the most likely candidates for justice system processing. 

To divert from California's juvenile justice system, Youth Service 

Bureaus must focus on services for youth under· age 18. Most youth served 

directly were indeed under 18 -- nearly four out of five of them. (Table 5) 

However. the remaining one in five of the new clients served waS a young 

adult, :8 or over, and would r,arely be subject to juvenile court juris

diction. With limited resources, bureaus serving substantial proportions 

of young adul ts were undoubtedly less able to fi 11 the needs for servi ces 

to young people under 18. 

Overall, the pilot Youth Service Bureaus provided service to an age 

group which Is most vulnerable to fl rst-tlme involvement with further 

Justice system processing. The median age of youth served by the bureaus 

was only slightly younger than youth Initially referred to probation. 

The medi an age of neW clients served by the Youth Servi ceBureaus 
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TABLE 5 

CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW CLIENTS OF CALIFORNIA 
YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal YetlrS 1971 and 1972 

Total new clients served 

Sex 
Ma Ie 
Fema Ie 

fa.e 
Under 10 
10"11 
12"13 
14-15 
16"17 
18 and over 
No t"esponse 

(Med 1 an Age) 

Ethnlc Group 
\/h I telAng 10 
Mex! can-Ameri can 
Black 
Other 
Ho response 

School Status 
Attending 
Qult/Dropped Out 
High School Graduate 
No response 

Pre~ent (or Host Recent) 
Grade I n Schoo 1 

Fourth or unde r 
Fifth or Sixth 
Seventh or Eighth 
Wi ntho. Tenth 
Elevanth or Twelfth 
Hi gil School Gradua te 
No response 

(Median Grade) 

July 1970-
June 1971 

3126 100.0% 

1677 53.6 
1449 46.4 

121 3.9 
148 4.7 
389 12.4 
863 27.6 
981 31.4 
621 19.9 

3 • 1 
(16. 1) 

1875 
798 
412 

40 
1 

144 
166 
492 

60.0 
25.5 
13.2 
1.3 
* 

Not 
Recorded 

1047 

4.6 
5.3 

15.7 
33.5 

)911 } 29.1 

366 11.7 
(9.2) 

July 1971-
June 1972 

~ 100.0% 

2561 53.9 
2188 46. 1 

339 7. 1 
350 7.4 
667 14.0 

1090 23.0 
1271 26.8 
1030 21.7 

2 * (15.3) 

2506 52.8 
1406 29.6 
744 15.7 

92 1.9 

3688 77.7 
208 4.4 
839 l7.7 
14.3 

361 7.6 
419 8.8 
781 16.4 

1260 26.5 
10,5 22.2 
839 17.7 

34 ,. 7 
(9.7) 

"------------------------
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d)Jring Fiscal 1972 was 15.3, while In Fiscal 1971 it \'Ias 16.1. Throughout 

California, the median age of Initial juvenile referrals to probation for 

delinquent acts was 16.1 in 1971. 

Slightly over half of the new clients served by the Youth Service 

Bureaus in 1971-72 were boys (54%) and slightly less than half were girls 

(46%). However, only 28% of the initial referrals to California probation 

departments in 1971 were girls. 

Thore are several reasons for this difference. Some bureaus provide 

services which meet the needs of many young women who would never come in 

contact with the Justice system. One example is the Bassett bureau's 

health services for problem pregnancies. In addition, communities have 

traditionally been more willing to handle delinquency problems of girls on 

a more informal basis. 

Because the proportion of girls initially referred to probation is 

increasing, equitably providing services to both sexes is responsive to 

contemporary needs for youth. services. 

E thn t ca 11 y, Jus t ove r ha 1 f of the youth served by the ea 1 i forn i a Youth 

Service Bureaus in 1971-72 were white/Anglo, three in teo were Mexican-

American, nearly 16% were black, and less than two percent were from other 

ethnic groups. The proportion of minority clients served in 1971-72 

increased from that of 1970-71. 

Several qistinct patterns of ethnic composition in the individual ser

vice areas are obscured in the composite data for all bureaus. For example, 

the Richmond program served a predominantly black population, while the Bassett, 
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San Fernando and East San Jose bureaus each se.rved a substantial proportion 

of Mexical,MAmerican youth. 

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

from high school when they first came into contact with the Youth Service 

Bureau. Less than five percent of the new clients had quit or dropped out 

of school. New clients' median grade in school in 1971-72 W~$ 9.7. 

~ndiv~lly Tailored Work With Troublemaking Youth 

A mandatory function proposed by the President's Commission for Youth 

Service Bureaus was to develop and monitor a plan for individually tailored 

~/ork with troublemaking youth. Services lacking in the community were to be 

provided by the bureaus. Related to this proposal, Cal ifornia's Youth 

, 

i 

Service Bureaus Act specified that pilot bureaus in the state were to provide:'! 
! 

a wide ran~e of services and continuity of treatment for individual youths. 

Planners thus ant'icipated that the California bureaus would offer many 

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

. developing access to already established services. 

As they developed, all of the California bureaus focused primarily on , 
1-:-",j 

providing services directly rather tha~ providing widespread access to eXist.'! 

ing serviCes through service brokerage and referral or i'ntervention and ' 1 
advocacy. 

Types of Direct Service A v,ariety of di rect services to youth were 

\ 
t 
} 

I 
Family counsel in91;' 

! f 

developed and provi ded by the pilot Youth Servi ce Bu reaus. 

individual counseling, medical ald., job referral or placement, recreation , ·r 

I I 1 

pr6grams, and Intervention or advocacy with other agencies were alf provided U l.·t 
1.1 II 

1] 
-tl 

f.1 
fA 

by Ca 11forn I a I 5 Youth Servl ce Bureaus. Not ~very bureau provided all of 
, 

these services, since local needs and locai resources detennlned the services 

to be off~red. 

This analysis divided direct services Into three general areas: 

counseling, other direct services (than counseling), and intervention and 

advoc~cy with other agencies" In addition, on occasion youth were referred 

to other agencies for service; these referrals are discussed in 

Chapter ,n. 
TakIng new clients of all the bureaus together, a combination of other 

direct services (than counseling) were provided to the most youth. (Table 6) 

Among these other services provided directly by the bureaus to youth, medical 

aid, job referral or placement, and recreation programs were most frequent. 

Medical aid was provIded to about one-fifth of the new clients, even though 

only one bureau __ the Bassett bureau -- regularly offered medical aid 

directly to its clients. Job referral or placement and recreation programs 

were provided somewha\ less frequently. 

An other direct services (than counseling) of the Youth Servtce Bureaus 

were made available and utilized by less than five perce~t of the new clients. 

Even wi th the small proportion -- and numbers -- of cl ients providi~d 

with these other services, they are worth mentioning. Less than four percent 

of the clients were given tutoring or remedial education. The President's 

Commission recommended that Youth Service Bureaus provide diagnosis and 

coordina.tcQn. Yet, only one-half of one percent of the new c1 ients were 

evaluated psychologically or psychiatrically by the bureaus. Oespi te the 

wide~y recognized need for tempDrary shelter care outside the justice 
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system for juvenil~s, only one percent of the clients were provided with 

temporary housing. 

Whi Ie a composite of ofh~r direct services (than counseling) were pro-

vided to the most clients, the single most frequently delivered service of the i 

California Youth Service Bureaus was family counseling. One-th i rd of the. new )1 
clients participated in family counseling, either by itself or in combination I 

with individual counseling. An additional sixteen percent of the new clients 
,1 

received individual counseling without their families' involvement. A 

considerably smaller proportion were participants in group counseling during 

the three months after rE!ferra1. 

Intervention and advocacy with schools, probation or court, and police 

was provided on behalf of youth much less consistently. The Youth Service 

Bureaus provided intervention and advocacy to no more than twelve percent of 

their clients in the first three months of contact. The bureaus reported 

serving as advocates with the schools more frequently than with police or 

probation. 

The reader should not,e that there ',eems to have been some underreporting 

of the services provided to individual youths. Program observation, narrative 

reports, and common sense suggest this. As one example, bureaus sometimes 

reported only one participant in group counseling. 

Number of Contacts Aligned with the voluntary nature of the bureaus' 

services and the variety of service needs, there is no standardized number of 

times that the Youth Service Bureaus see each youth. 
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TABLE 6 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED TO NEW CLIENTS 
BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Ftscal Year 1972 

New clients served by YSBs in 
first nine months of Fiscal 1972 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED: 

Counseling 
Individual and family 
individual only 
Group 

nther Direct Services 

Medical aid 
Job referral/placement 
R __ creation program 
Remedial education, tutoring 
Drug program 
Prevocational tralning 
Legal aid 
Miscellaneous 

Crlsls home, temporary housing 
Big brother, big sister 
Psychiatrl c/psycho 1.ogi ca I 

evaluation 
Other 

Intervention/Advocacy 

With school 
With probation or court 
WI th poll ce 

Average number of direct services 
provided to individual youth 

Direct Service 
During First Three 
Months of Contac! 

3,04:3 100.~ 

1,664 54.7 

1,012 33.3 
490 16.1 
162 5.3 

1,804 59.3 -
659 21.7 
448 14.7 
409 13.4 
113 3.7 

33 1.1 
29 1.0 
18 .6 

40 1.3 
19 .s 

14 .5 
22 .7 

369 12.1 

235 7.7 
74 2.4 
60 2.0 

l..5 

Note: Columns may add to more than 10~ because of multiple 
st:Srvlces provided to Individual youth. 
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Most youth served had relatively few contacts with the Youth Service 

Bureaus. For reporting purposes, contacts were limited to face-to-face 

contae"ts the bureau had wi th the youth himse1f. 

was reported, the average client had somewhat less than five contacts with 

bureau staff in the six months fol1o~ing bureau intake. (Table 7) 

Contacts were more frequent. in the first three months after intake, 

decremsing in the subsequent three months. During the first three months 

after Intake, the average client was seen by bureau staff 3.1 times. 
J 

Ouri n9' 

the second three months after intake, the median number of contact$ was 

fewer: 1.5. 

11 l!o1ore than one-fourth of the youth had only a s i ngl e contact wi th the 

Youth 'Service Bureau. (Table 8) 

TABLE 7 

HED I AN NUMBER OF CO'~TACTS WI TH NEW C L I ENTS 
CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

New Clients' Fi rst Three 
Months after Intake 

New Clients' Second Three 
~~nths after Intake 

F i sca I '~ea r 1972 

Six Months Total 

- 56 -

Median Number of Contacts 
With Bureau 

3.1 

1.5 

4.6 

l 
; { 
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TABLE 8 

NUMBER OF YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU CONTACTS WITH NEW CLIENTS 

fiscal Year 1972 

New clients served by YSBs In 
first nine months of Fiscal 1972 

NUMBER OF CONTACTS: 

None 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

FI~ 

.Six to ten 

~leven to fifteen 

Sixteen to twenty 

Twenty-one to twenty-five 

Twenty-six to thirty 

No response 

Direct Service 
During First Three 
Months' of Contact 

3,043 100.CJ1, 

838 27.5 

478 15.7 

4CS 13.3 

169 5.6 

98 3.2 

336 11.0 

160 5.3 

48 1.6 

29 1.0 

145 4.8 

337 li.1 

In summary. even though the typical youth had less than five contacts 

with the Youth Service Bur~eau, he or she continued to have contact with the 

bureau beyond the first three months after intake. A role proposed for Youth 

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

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

requi re on ly a few contacts with a Youth Servi ce Bureau. Thi s was the 

experience of the original '~outh Service Bureaus in California. 

- 57 -



j 
~ . , 

i , . , 

, ....... :. 
,..,--.. :=. ... ; •• ___ ... ~ .. ___ ------:~~~ ';." '_ ~,- ;:;.,~.;~~ .. ;.~ .. : :;; ,;-'''~ F:;~;:~$At_:=";,::-~.-:::~: .~: .. g 44@, 

~ -,. ·~t 
! 1 
! I 
j .1 
il 
j < 

l.J: 
Ii 
I r 

Status of Youth in Bureau The status of cases, that is, whether they \ 1 ( 4 
L , 

are active, inactive or closed. In the informal atmosphere of the Youth 1 I. ; 

Service Bureaus may be some~hat arbitrary. Nevertheless, using arbitrary 

status definitions provides a general idea of the length of-time that the 

bureaus remain lnvolved with most youth and also with information on why the/ 

are no longer involved. 

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

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

closed for a specific reason. Conversely, an inactive case was one where the~ 

bureall had no contact with the youth in the last month -- again, unless the f 

case was specifically closed. "Case closed" was not commonly defined:but was 

a Judgment determined by each bureau and by its individual criteria for 

serv tee. 

Using these arbitrary definitions, many youth referred to the bureaus 

either needed or accepted bureau service for a brief period of time. At the 

end of three months, in the bureaus' judgment half of the cases were closed. 

(Table 9) Only one-fourth of the new clients remained active in the bureau 

at three months. The remainder were inactive. 

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

services were unnecessary. Considerably fewer of them were closed because 

the youth or their parents dropped out or refused further services. 

Unpublished data show that cases with only one bureau contact 

comprised about equal proportions of cases closed because further services 

were unnecessary and because of dropping out or refusing services. 
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TABLE 9 

STATUS OF NEW CLIENTS 
IN YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New clients served by YSBs in 
first nine months of Fiscal 1972 

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU 

Active 
Inactive 
Case closed 
No response 

IF "CASE CLOSED", REASON 
FOR CLOSURE: 

Closed by Bureau 

Further services unnecessary 
Referred to. other agency 
~laced on probation 
Needed services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 
Refused further services 

Miscellaneous 

Moved f rom a rea 
Nonresident of target area 
Other 

Three Months 
After Intake 

3,043 

801 
476 

1,507 
259 

1,150 

975 
120 

52 
:3 

251 

134 
ll7 

122 

86 
18 
18 

100.~ 

26.3 
15.6 
49.5 

8.5 

37.8 

32.0 
5.~ 
1.7 

.1 

8.2 

4.4 
3.8 

4.0 

2.8 
.6 
.6 

Ten California Youth Service Bureaus provided direct service to nearly 

5,000 new clients during Fiscal 1972. Most bureaus received more referrals 
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from a.gencies than individuals, but o'/erall the majority of referrals were 

not from law enforcement and court intake, as anticipated. 

The typical new client served was fifteen years old, just slightly 

younger ~han the average first-time referral to probation in California. 
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Youth were referred to the bureaus for both potentially delinquent and non- , ! I } 
delinquent reasons. l. 1 

I I 
The average new client had less than five contacts with a Youth servicel ! 

BurealJ in the six months after bureau intake. Family counseling was the most! I 

frequent I y provl ded servl ce. followed by medl cal aid. I ndi v I dual counse 11 "g. il 
Job referral or placement, and recreation. 

offered by all of the Youth Service Bure~us. 
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CHAPTER VI. COOROI·NATION 

The California Youth,Servlce Bureaus were proposed to divert juveniles 

out of the justice system by coordinating community resources. According 

to the Youth Service Bureaus Act, delinquency prevention servic,es and re-

sources were to be coordinated to provide a wide range of services and con-

tinuity of treatment for individual youths and to el iminate dupl ication of 

efforts. Thus, the objective w~s to coordinate programs as well as cases. 

Program Coordination 

Planning before the bureaus began operation offered the first opportu-

nity for program coordination. In addition, program coordination potentially 

included agencies' detaching staff to the bureaus, interagency councils 

stimulated by the bureaus, and joint programs deyeloped and sponsored by 

the Youth Service Bureau and other agencies. 

.. 
While several of the California Youth Service Bureaus developed out of 

joint agency planning, none of the bureaus was developed after a systematic 

study of duplications and gaps in services in the community. Instead, 

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

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

Joint agency planning enhanced the proposed "pooling of resources" with 

seed money 3S the incentive. EVen though the legislation gave a lay board, 

the county dellnquency·prevention commission, primary responsibility for 

establishing a Youth Service Bureau, pubiic agency resources needed to be 

contributed to the bureau to flil fi 11 the proposed concept. 'Resources cannot 

be committed' to a Joint effort unless the people' involved in planning the 
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\1 
effort have some control over the resources. Therefore, in the communities ! ! ! 

as well as delir;lJency prevention co."TVTliSSiOners,\1 
I 

where agency administrators, 

were involved in the initia~ planning, the Youth 5:ervice Bureau was more 

likely to develop on a coordinated basis. 

I 
I 
i 

I 
I 

i 

A specific outcome of existing agencies' in;,,'olvement in planning vias 1 
! 
( , 
1 

the detaching of agency staff to the Youth Service Bureau. Th i s Ylas an 

!! 

Ir~ t 
example of the pooling of resources that the legislation had urged. 

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

bureaus to deliver neighborhood - based service. Staff was loaned on a 

fI!Jl1-time basis in some bureaus by probation, police, welfare and mental 11 , L I 
health. Bureaus with detached staff were more likely to survive and to con-l! 

1 J 
tinue operation, partly because existing agencies had more of a stake in ! 1 

the irs u rv i va 1 • 

Interagency councils were stimulated by some of the bureaus. 

I I 
t t 
I ! 
11 
i ! 

Both the I 1 
! ,) 

• I ( 

interagency counci 1 and ,detached staff enhanced opportun i ties for corrrnun Ica- \ 1 
1 ~ 
t 
I 
) tion between agencies. 
I, 
1 ·1 

With an obJ'ective of coordination, b~reaus often developed programs in l~ 
t1 r ' 

In this manner, the Youth Serviq! 
I '\ 

conjunction with already existing agencies. 

t h 1/ Bureau and the existing agency linked whatever complementary resources ey l 
~ 
I 

I 
1 

had in order to fi 11 servi ce gaps and reduce dup 1 i cat ion. 

Linkages with other agencies that contributed to program coordination l! 
t i 

were varied. Whi Ie no single bureau developed a complete network of 1 inkages\l 

1 ' \ I there were examples throughout the state of linkages Y/ith probation, po Ice, I 

It schools, mental h~alth, welfare, and private social service agencies. 
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Examples of linkages with police were: .d~tached staff to the bureau, 

volunteers to the bureau from the pol ice department, and, in turn, thl"'; 

buredu's services as a referral resource for police. Linkages with proba-

tlon were for similar functions. 

With schools, program coordination included joint funding of atten-

dance counselor, lin~dng high school students to elementary schoo~s for 

cross-age tutoring, physically located bureau staff in schooiS, and the 

bur~au's services as a referral resource. 

Staff detached to the bureaus provided linkages with mental health, 

welfare and private social agencies in some bureaus. Joint efforts Included 

consult~tion, training and direct service. 

In a few bureaus, linkages were made with the state employment service 

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

to develop alternatives than to coordinate programs in these areas. 

Gaps in services .for youth w~re systematically recorded for new bureau 

cl ients. The bureaus reported that less than three percent of thei r cl ients 

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

munity. (Table lOt However, this is only one dimension of the cOlTlTlunity',s 

service gaps. Youth who were not referred to the bureau may have needed 

additional services or resources that potential referral sources knew the 

Youth Service Bureau did not provide. 

Case Coordination 

Trad~tionally, individual case services to youth have often been frag

mented, with various agencies or parts of agencies unconcerned with the 
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TABLE 10 

SERVICES O~ RESOURCES NEEDED BUT UNAVAILABLE 
FOR NEW CLIENTS SERVED 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New clients served by YSBls 
in first nine months of 
Fiscal 1972 

Was there a service or resource 
needed by the youth but not 
available to him in the community? 

Yes 

No 

No response 

During Three Months 
After Intake 

83 

2421 

539 

100.0% 

2.1 
79.6 
17.7 

consistency of their policies from the client1s viewpoint. Continuity of 

treatment for individual youth, that is, case coordination, was a proposed 

role for the Youth Service Bureaus. Examples of case coordination include 

information, referral, and allocations of responsibility between agencies, 

using case conferences, for example. 

Four steps might be used to describe Youth Service Bureaus' potential 

infornlation and referral role in case, coordination: (1) referral from 

other agencies to the bureau, (2) bureau accountability to the referring 
. 

agency; (3) referral to other services, and (4) accountability of the other 

servi ce, 'to the bureau. 

The previous chapter discussed referrals from other agencies to the 

bureaus. Data re,,'ea led that youth-ser'!!"9 agenci es referring youth to the 
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bureaus were most frequent ly schools, law enfor~ement, and probat ion. 

Agency referrals predominated in most of the bureaus, indicating linkages 

existed at this first step of case coordination. 

Increased continuity of service can be achieved through accountability 

to the ~gency making the referral. Accountability to the referring agency 

might be either formal, with written feedback, or informal. As Table 11 

show~, nearly all of the agency referrals received feedback on whether the 

youth cooperated with the bureau. The small proportion of cases without , 

accountability were mainly from a bureau where the interagency relationships 

were strong and Informal feedback was mutually agreeable. 

Even though the Youth Service Bureaus almost unanimously reported 

accountability to the referral source, informal interviews with some of the 

referral sources revealed that feedback was not always rapid or consistent 

enough to meet the needs of the referral sources. 

TABLE 11 

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU ACCOUNTABILITY TO REFERRAL SOURCES 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New clients referred to YSBls 
by agencies during Fiscal 1972 

If referred by an agency, has the 
refe:rral source been notified 
whether the youth is cooperating 
wi th, the bureau? 

Yes' 

No 

No Response 

- 65 -

1924 

95 
6 

100.0% 

95.0 
4.7 
.3 
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The confidential principle ,of the Youth Service Bur'eau ,concept is 

important in the accountability process. While systematic feedback to 
, 

the referring agency pro'vides continuity, it is also important that the 

Youth Service Bureau not provide justice system agencies with reports on 
I: I 

any youth's beh~~ior. The intended role of the Youth Service Bureaus is ~1 

not to provide a pipeline to law enforcement on drug users or otheroffend·t: 
I 

ers. It appeared that most referral sources subscribe to this philosophy I 
[ t 

and did not request the Youth Service Bureau staffs to breach this confideJ I 
1 <'I! 

1\ 
r \ 
L 1 

" 

To ensure further continuity and fuller use of existing services, it 

was proposed that the, Youth Service BurelUS develop service Integration, 
1'1 

referring youth to·existlng services. in their conmunities and follOWing up U 
to make sure the se rvl ces were adequately provi ded. The Pres i dent 0 s COomli'n 
sion sugges'ted that services would be purchased or obtained through voluntar.! 

agreement with other community organizations. 

However', all of the California bureaus have clearly concentrated on 

providing direct services to youth rather than systematically referring 

youth to other ~ervices and following up. 

Table 12 shows that a minority of the bureau's clients were referred 

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

i I 
i I f ' 

r 
\1 
I 1 
! i 
I'! 
i) 
I I 
~. "! 
tl 
I ' 

11 . I 

client was referred to one other agency. 

I j 
l t 
! ~ 

Hence, a ratio of .4 means that 1 
I't 
I 1 

Excluding the \ l 
Bassett bureau, \oJhere referrals ~o the bureau's other programs were some- It 

there were four referrals elsewhere for each ten clients. 

times included in the referral data, none of the bureaus reported more 

than three I,oeterra Is to other services for each ttm c 1 jents. 
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TABLE 12 

REFERRALS OF NEW CLIENTS TO OTHER AGENCIES 
BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Youth Service Bureau: 

Bassett 

Richmond 

Yolo 

San Diego 
Cl af r~mont 
East San Diego 
Northwest San Diego 

East San Jose 

Yuba-Sutter 

San Fernando 

Pacifica 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New Clients Served 
by YSB in first 

nine ~onths of 1972 

3043 
1182 

227 

148 

531 m 
239 

36 
316 
192 

336 
111 

Number of Referrals 
to Other Agencies 

for Service 

.ill?. 
862 

77 
40 
66 
15 
43 

8 

42 
26 
12 

1 

Refer
rals Per 
eli ent 

.4 
.7 
.3 
.3 

• 1 :T 
.2 
.2 

• 1 

• 1 
.04 
.01 

There are severa I reasons that the Ca I iforn ia Youth Servi c(~ Bureaus 

did not. function as service brokers more often: 

• The organizational structure did not encourage it. The original 

seed money did not provide funds for purchase of service • Nor were 

formalized joint agreements with other agencies to provide service 

voluntarily often developed. 

" The commun i ty did not encourage it. Some agencies referring youth 

to a bureau definitely preferred that the youth or family not be. 

loeferred again .to a third agency. Horeover, potential referra 1 

resources, often already inundated by clients, did not encourage ft. 
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• The staff's trajning andexpe.rience did not encoun:~ge it. Host 

staff had considerably more experience if! direct casework than in 
, . 

advocacy or service brokerage. 

Some clients' needs may not have necessitated other services. 

at three months because further service was unnecessary. 

SUmfi.ary, 

Overall, the California Youth Service Bureaus' most characteristic 

type of program coord inat ion was to detach agency sta ff to the bureau for 

a pooling of resources. Duplications in services were reduced and gaps 

fiUed informally, rather than by systematic planning. 

The stro,'gest linkages on a case level Were with agencies referring 

to the bureaus and bureau accountability to the referring agency. 

brokerage and subsequent follow-up and advocacy were ut.i I ized less~ 
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CHAPTER VII • LAW ENFORCEMENT AND YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Because of the high priority the Youth Service Bureau concept places 

on diver,;ion and delinquency reductiotj, the linkages of law enforcement and 

the bureaus are especially important. This Is particularly crucial in the 

Issue of Jaw enforcement referra Is to the bureau: which youth, for what 

reasons, by what processes, for what services, wi th what kind of feEldback. 

R~f~~ls to the Youth Service pureaus 

One criterion this evaluation used to determine whether diversJon took • 

place was whether or not local Jaw enforcement officers utilize the Youth 

Service Bureaus by referring youth to them. It is significant that there 

were a number of Jaw enforcement referrals to the bureaus -- roughly 1200 

In a twowyear period. But as this report Indicated earlier, police forces 

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

law enforcement r~ferra Is per month per bureau. 

Twelve percent of the new clfents in Fiscal 1972 were 1a\'/ enforcement 

r~ferraJs. Together with probation referrals, they did not constitute a 

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

Referrals from Jaw enforcement varied appreciably from bureau to bureau, 

as Table 13 shows. The San Fernando bureau, with referrals from the San 

Fernanc:(o and Los Angeles police, and the San Diego bureaus, with referrals 

from the San Diego pol ice. received the highest number of referrals from 

law enforcement, averaging ten to twelve per month. The Bassett bureau, 

where law, ;nforcement is provided by the los Angeles She,riff-s Office, 

received the .least. law enforcement referrals to this bureau were neg'igibte. 
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TABLE 13 

LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS TO EACH YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

Totai new law enforcement 
r.eferra Is served 

Youth Service Bureaus: 

San fernando (Los Angeles County) 

San Diego bureaus {San O;ego 
..c.rum--..tV 

Clairemon~ 
Eas t Sa n Oi egoa 
Northwest SanOiegob 

Pacifica (San Mat~o County) 

East San Jose (Santa Clara County) 

Rlchmond (Contra Costa County) 

Yolo (Yolo County) 

Yuba-Sutter (Yuba and Sutter 
Counties) 

Ventura (Ventura County)C 

Bassett {lo~ Angeles County} 

July 1970-
June 1971 

177 

128 
TiS" 

101 

86 
18 

50 

49 
17 

July 1971-
June 1972 

106 

245 
129 
74 
42 
u'· (' 
53 
35 
42 

24 

4 

Average 
per Month 

of Operation 

11.8 

9.8 
1 0.7 
8.2 
8.4 
6. 1 

5.8 
4.4 
3.8 

3.0 

1.4 . 

.2 

Since most of the bureaus began receiving. referrals in the last half 

of Fiscal 1969 or In Fiscal 1970, the data presented here does not cover 

law enforcelT"ent referrais in the bureaus' earliest stages of operation. In 

general, the bureaus only began to receive law enforcement referrals after 

being In operation for a short time, after actively soliciting referrah, 
{ 

j and after initially demonstrating their service capabilities. 
I 

I 
I 
I Characterl s tics of Law Enforcement Referra 1 s 

I 
! f 
tl 

II 
I 
~ t 

, 

t. 
'01 
l~ 

t.;~ 

This evaluation wanted to determine the types of youth law enforcement 

officers refer to the bureaus. One facet of this was whether the youth 

referred corrmitted offenses for which they would otherwise have been referred 

to proba t ion. 

Law enforcement referrals to the California Youth Service Bureaus tended 

to be slightly younger than were initial referrals to probation thr9ughout 

the state. In comparison, the typical youth initially referred to California 

probation departments. in 1971 was 16.1 years; the typical law enforcement 

referral t.o the YSBl s , 15.3 years. (Table 14) 

Somewhat more of law enforcement referrals to the bureaus were female 

------------------------------------------------------------------------)1 { ~.{ than were initial probation referrals. Twenty-eight percent of initial 
a 

Opened October 1971 

bOpened February 1972. 

G,Closed June 30, 1971. 

Altogether, Cal i fornia's Youth Service Bureaus received fewer law 

enfor,ce.ment ·referrals in Fjsc~·l 1972 than in Fiscal 1971. Th i s occ ur re d 

for .a variety ·of reasons: changes 'in bureau S.ta ff,lack of systematic 
.. ' 

back on r:eferred youth's participation, and anticipation of a bureau's 

clcsin; .. 
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r , 
probation referrals were female, while thirty-eight percent of law enforce-

ment referL'als to YSB's were female. Thus, it appears that law enforcement 

was more likely to divert gIrls out of the justice system and to the Youth 

Service Bureau than they were to divert boys. Earli er studi es in de Ho.-

quency prevention have a I so shown that poli ce more frequently deci ded to 

deal with gi rls informally In the cOll1nunit'Y • 
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TABLE 14 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENTS REFERRED TO YSB'S . , BY LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Fi sca 1 Years 1971 and 1~72 

July 1970- July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972 

, , 
Total new law enforcement 
referrals served 627 100.0% 554 100.0% 

) Sex 
, -Male 63.6 344 62. 1 399 

Fema Ie 228 36.4 210 37.9 

Age 
U!1de r 10 22 3.5 13 2.4 

~ ~ 
10-1T 26 4. 1 24 4.3 

" 
12-13 117 18.7 136 24.6 

'. 

" 14-15 265 42.3 214 38.6 
I: 
I . 16-17 189 30.2 162 29.2 

If 18 and over 8 l.~ 3 5 .9 
t t 

" (Median ': Age) (15.0) (15.3) 
te: 
q ,. 
r Ethn i c Group 1\ , 
t --Qhi te/Angl0 412 65.7 377 68.0 
I, 

I: Mexi can-Ameri can 160 25.5 114 20.6 
Black 45 7.2 52 9.4 
Other 9 1.4 1\ 2.0 
No Response 1 .2 

i School Status 
AttendIng 514 92.8 
Quit/dropped out Not 32 5.8 
High school graduate Recorded 

8 1.4 
No response 

Present (or most recent 
Grade in School) 23 3.7 

i~ 

16 2.9 
Fifth or sixth 40 6.4 : 40 7.2 
Seventh or eighth 148 23.6' 147 26.5 

~~ 
Ninth or tenth 282 45.0 239 43.1 
E.leventh or twelfth 129 20.6 104 18.8 
High schoolg raduate 8 1.4 
No response 5 .8 

(Medi an Grade) ( 9.]) ( 9. 1) 
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Seventy-one percent of new probation r~ferrals were white; of law 

enforcement referrals to the bureaus. sixty-eight percent were white. 

Thus, the typical law enforcement referral to California's Youth Ser-

vice bureaus was' a white male ftfteen-year-old. He was attending school and 

in the ninth or tenth grade. 

Reasons for Law Enforcement Referrals 

Delinquent tendencies were more often the reason for law enforcement 

referrals to the Youth Servic~ Bureaus than they were the reason for initial 

referrals to probation. 

Po1icE::referred youth to the bureaus about equally often for specific 

offenses ar~d for delinquent tendencies. (Table 15) Among the specific 

offenses, property offenses were the most frequen.t reason that police 

referred youth to a YSB. Among delinquent tendencies, incorrigibility was 

the most frequent reason that pol ice referred., fol lowed by runaway'. 

• 
, The less seriously delinquent juveniles tend to be those that law 

enforcement referred to the Youth Service Bureaus, as suggested by the 

President's Conmisslon •. While delinquent tendencies comprised half of the\ 

reasons for law enforcemel1t refe rra I s to the bureaus t theyaccoun ted for J 
only one-third of the initial probation referrals. (Table 16) 

Earl ie.r, this repor't showed that the proportion of youth processed 

for delinquent tendencies decreases and that of youth processed for specific 

offenses increases as youth more deeply penetrat~ the juvenile justice 

systeme (Table 4) Table 17 shows that law enforcement referrals to the 

Youth Service Bureaus fit into this sequence. This sequence assume:s that 

, 

~r 
i ., 
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TABLE 15 

REASONSfFOR LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS 
ia YOUTH SERVrCE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Years T97t and 1972 

Tota 1 new taw enforce
ment referra Is served 

Reasons :ror Referra l! 

SpecifiC Offenses 

Person offenses 
Property offenses 
Drug offenses 
Other specific offenses 

Delinquent Tendencies 
Incorrigible 
Truancy 
Runaway 
Loi terl n9, curfe\'i 

PEPendent: 

Other Reasons - -
Average number of reasons 
for reTerra 1 

July T970-
June 1971 

627 lOO.ot -

389 62.0 -
9 1.4 

164 26.2 
no 17.5 
106 16 •. 9 

341 54.4 
129 20.6 
87 13.9 

100 15.9 
25 -4.0 

2 .:l 

JJ.. 4.3 -
1.2 

July 1971-
June 1972 

554 --

1E.. 
9 

154 
83 
76 

325. 
158 
50 

103 
t4 

1 

27 ..-

) .2 

58. 1 -
1.6 

27.8 
15.0 
13.7 

28.5 
9.0 

18.6 
2.5 

.2 -
4.9 -

------------,""'"\'..--------------------------
Nv-te: Columns add to more than 100% because of mrJltiple reasons for 

referral .. 

the decision for ~ police officer'to refer to a YSB generally follows the 

decls ion-point of arrest" If this assumption is valid. the proportions of 

spec;jficoffenses and delinquent tendencies a.t this Pto~essjng point 
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TABLE 16 ' , 

REASONS FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS TO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 
COMPARED WITH 

REASONS FOR INITIAL REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------

Tota 1 reasons 

SpecifIc Offenses 
Person offenses 
Property offenses 
Drug offenses 
Other speci fl c 
offenses 

Delinquent Tendencies 

Incorrigible 
Truancy 
Rumlway 
Loitering. curfew 

Reasons for law Enforce
ment Referrals to Youth 

Serv; ce Bureaus 
July 1971~June 1972 

100.0%* 

49.8 -
1.4 

23.8 
12 .. 8 
11.8 

~ 
24.4 
7.7 

15.9 
2.2 

Reasons for Initial 
Juvenile Referrals to 
California Probation 

Departments 1971 

100.0% 

67.5 
6. 1 

29.8 
13.8 
17.9 

~ 
11. q 
3.5 

12.8 
4.9 

* . Percentages di ff~r from Tab Ie 15, where the base was the number ,of new 
clients referred by law enforcement. In this table the base is the number 
of delinquent reasons for law enforcement referrals. 

that the reas.ons for law enforcement referrals to the bureaus have been 

appropriate. These reasons also have borne out the pianning for the bureaus, 

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

decision-mnking process. 

Service Provided to law Enforcement Referrals 

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

vice they ~rovide a youth based on his or her referral source to the YSB. 
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Nevertheless, there are some strong differences 'in the services provided to 

youth referred by law enforcement. 

A considerably larger proportion of law enforcemfmt referrals received 

counseling, particularly family counseling, than all new bureau clients. 

Table 18 shows that more than nine out of ten of the youth referred by 

police received counseling, with more than three-fourths of them partici-

pating in family counseling. Earlier, Table 6 showed that just over h~lf of 

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

counse 1 i ng. 

Since the Youth Service Bureau concept is a noln(~oercive one, an impor-

tant consideration is whether youth referred by la\,1 enforcement continue to 

participate in the bureau voluntarily. Most law enforcement referrals do so, 

as the reasons for case closure in Table 19 Indicate:. Within three months 

after law enforcement referred a youth to a bureau, only one in ten youth 

dropped out or refused further service. Whi Ie less than one rn five law 

enforc~ment referra-Is was still ac;tive in the burE!a!U at that time, most of 

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

The typical law enforcement referral had relatively few ,contacts with 

the Youth Service Bureau: 3.4. (Table 20) And one in fi ve law enforce-

ment referrals had only one contact. These new clients averaged slightly 

more contacts than the total of neW clients, where the median number of 

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

single contact. 
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TABLE 18 

DIRECT SERVICE ~ROVIDED TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS 
BY CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New law enforcement referrals served 
by YSB's in first nine months of 
Fiscal 1972 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED: 

Counse 1 ing 

Individual and family 
Individual 
Gro'up 

Other Services 

t~ed i ca 1 aid 
Job referral/placement 
Recreation program 
Remedial education; tutoring 
Drug program 
Prevocational training 
' .. ega I aid 
Miscellaneous: 

Crisis home; temporary housing 
Big brother; big sister 
Psychiatric/psychological 
eva I uat ion 

Other 

Intervention/Advocacy 

Wi th school 
With probation or court 
With police 

Service in 
First Three 

Months 

100.0% 

335 96.0 

269 77.1 
56 16.0 
10 2.9 

2! 16.0 

8 2.3 
13 3.8 
7 2.0 
5 1.4 
4 1 • I 

2 .6 

8 2.3 
3 .9 

3 .9 
3 .9 

59 16.9 

28 8.0 
8 2.3 

23 6.6 

"'~""''''''-'''''~' 

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

DIRECT SERVICE ~ROVIDEO TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS 
BY CALI FORN I A YOUTH SEIW ICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New 1 aw en forcemen t ore fe r ra Is ~e rved 
by YSB's in first nine months of 
F i s-ca I 1972 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED: 

Counse JinQ 

Individual 
Individual 
Group 

and fami ly 

Other Servi ces . 

Me-di ca 1 ai d 
Job referral/placement 
Recreation program 
Remedial education; tutoring 
D I"ug n rog ram 
Prevocational training 
legal aid -
M i Sce J 1 aneous: 

C ri 5 i s " home; tel1)po ra ry hous"1 ng 
Big b fO the r ; big sis te r 
Psychiatric/psychological 
evaluation' 

Other 

Intervention/Advocacy 

With school 
Wi th probat i on or court 
Wi th pol ice 

Service in 
First Three 

Months 

100.0% 

335 
---.~.:., 

96.0 

269 77.1 
56 16.0 
10 2.9 

2! 16.0 -
8 2.3 

13 3.8 
7 2.0 
5 1.4 
4 1 • J 

2 .6 

8 2.3 
3 .9 

3 .9 
3 .9 

21 ;16.,9/' 

28 8.0 
8 2.3 

2.3 6.6 

Note: Co I umn ad ds to more than 100% because of muJ dp} e se rvi ces 
provided to individual youth. 
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TABLE 19 , . 
STATUS OF LAW ENFORCEMENT REFERRALS 

IN YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New law enforcement-referrals served 
by YSB' sin firs t n J ne mon ths of 
Fiscal 1972 

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU: 
Active 
Inactive 
Case closed 
No response 

If IICase Ctosedfl
, Reason for Closure: 

Closed b~ Bureau . 
Further services' unnec;es~ary 
Referred to other agency 
PIRced on probation 
Needed services unavailable 

Closed b~ Youth 
Dropped out 
Refused further services 

Miscellaneous 
Moved from area 
Nonresident of target area 
Other 

Criteria for Law Enforcement Referrals 

Three Months 
After Intake 

63 
105 
J 46 
35 

82. 
59 
J! 
12 

JZ. 
16 
21 

21' 
lb 

5 
6 

100.0% 

18.0 
30.1 
41.8 
10. t 

23.5 
Tb.9 

3.2. 
3.4 

..LO...a 
4.6 
6.0 

1:.1. 
4.6 
1.4 
f.7 

Most police departments referring youth to a Youth Service Bureau do 

not have a systematic policy for screening juveniles out of the justice sys

tem or a forma.1ized set of criteria for referral. Many of the "eferra) 

,_, 
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TABLE 20 

NUMBER OF YOUTH SERV\ CEBUREAU CONTACTS 
WI TH- tlEW LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS 

Ne\'/ law enforcement referrals served 
by VSB's in first nine months of 
Fiscal 1972 

Number of contacts: 

One contact 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
Six to ten 
Eleven to fifteen 
Sixteen to twenty 
Twenty-one to twenty-five 
Twenty-six to thirty 
No Response 

Median number of contacts 

Direct Service 
During First Three 
Months of Contacts 

71 
60 
51 
23 
11 
60 
22 

4 
1 
1 

45 

3.4 

100.0% 

20.3 
. 17.2 
14.6 
6.6 
3.2 

17.2 
6.3 
1.2 
.3 
.3 

12.9 

----------------------------------~-~ 

patterns are based on individu~l relationships. Therefore, the amounts 

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

law enforcement. 

However, before referring to a YSB, law enforcement officers usually 

. ' .. '~ 
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consider whether or not a youth is aIr-eady on probation, the severity of ther} 
! .... ! 

offense, whether it is a first or subsequenf offense, the youth:s age and 

whether he or she 1 i yes in the bu~eau' s service area. 

if 
LJ 
It 1 ., 

1 i1 
A primary consideration is whether or not the youth -- and usually his tJ 

Their:J parents a Iso -- is wi 11 ing to c60perate with the Youth Servi ce Bureau~ 
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wllll.ngness to cooperate wi th the bureau bec.o~s an especl ally important 

criterion If the youth has a subsequent police contact after referral to 

ih;e bureau. Accountabll ity by the· bureau, that Is',Teedbac~ to the p~l ice 

on whether the referred youth is volunt;Jrlly receiving the bureau's service.' 

provides the pbHce officer with another factor to use fn deci~lon-making 

t f there is a subsequent poll ce contact. 

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

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

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

with the bureau. 

Increasing Law Enforcement Referrals 

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

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

referral resource or alternative to probation are sunrnarlzed here. The 

pr irna ry sources of the~e factors were interviews and review of bureau reports. 

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

referral patterns seem to change more readily when law enforcement is 

reminded of the bureau's existence, I~ informed about the services the bureau 

is capable of providing, and is acquainted with the staff who will provide 

the services. 

A method of increasing awareness is to detach Justice system personnel 

to the bureau, to work in a notlcoercive style. The· San Diego, East San Jose, 

and Pacifica hureaus were all staffedparti~l1y in thi~ way., 
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have an impact ori the referrals police officers make to the bureau. The 

make to a Youth Servi ce Bureau, accord jng to j nf<J~at j on obta j ned in 

jnterviews~ 

Summary 

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

in Fiscal 1972 were from pol ice and probation, wi th twelve percent from 

po 1 ice'. 

It appears that police forces made less than full use of the Youth 

referrals per month. 
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by law enfor.cement continued to participate 'in ,the YSB votuntari Jy, with 

only one in ten refusing service or dropping out in the first three months. 

Police referred youth to the Youth Service Bureaus about equally often 

for ~pecific offenses and delinquent tendencies. On this bL~sis, police 

referrals to the bureaus fit into the sequence that shows the proportion'of 

youth processed for de 1i nquen t tendenc i es decreases d h f an t at 0 youth pro-

cessed for specific offenses increases as youth more deeply penetrate 

Cal.ffornia's juveni Ie jLlstice ·system. 

S i'nce mos t po J j ~e dep'artments do hot have a forma 1', zed pol i,ey or 

crit~ria for referral to the Youth SIB erv ce ureau, law enforcement referra I.s 

to the bureaus change with 'personnel changes •. Several b ureau characteristics 

seem to Increase police referrals to the bureaus. These characteristics 

incll.lde acce.ssibility, ability to respond ,rapidly., and systematic feedback 

and accountabi,' i ty to the referring agency. 

- 83 -



i 
I 

I 
J." , 
I 
1 r " 

CHAPTER VIII. 01 VERS I ON FROM THE JUVEN I LE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Because diversion is th~ 'process of defining and .handling by other 

means p rob lems wh i ch wou 1 d othe.I"1N i se be dea 1 t with ina con text of de 1 i n-

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

"'~ 
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Noone criterion is sufficient for deter-! system at severaldecis.ion points. 
! 

mining whether diversion has taken place. Therefore, this evaluation used \ 
. '. '1. 

a variety of measures to determine whether diversion occurred. 

iwo dimens ions' of ana Jys is were used. ,One d imens i on was to review the 

f 
'I 
j 

:j 
s. 

T;.> ti 

servi ce by th~f 
:r) ! 

.. / 
arrest and probation records of individual,',youth provided with 

Youth Service Bureaus for a time period before bureau referral and a time 

period after- referral. The other dimension w~s to study trends in all 

arrests and dispositions. in the bureau service areas and trend$ in initial 

probation referrals and dispositions for all youth living in the bureau 

service areas. 

Diversion of Individual Youth 

'J ,'j 
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Juveni Ie justice system usage of the Youth Service' Bureaus as referral [J 
resour<es is one i nd i cator of divers i on. As the p rev i ous chap te rind i ca ted, 1:1 
whi le law enforcement uti I i zed most of the bureaus by referring youth, the rJ 
level of usage \,/a5 less than anticipated. 

.<[ 
i 
! 

Ii Probation also used the bureaus as a referral resource, referring 430 tI 
Thi s compares wi th 554 referrals from rJ youth to the bureaus in F i sea 1 1972. 

I, j 

1 aw en forcemen t. The p ropor t i on of p roba t ion raescfee' rrtraa 1" .n
s 

edth,ast " wencere tdhe
i 

ve" nrtfeodr_. ,\i .. ,: .• I.

r

., .. 

out of the justice system cannot be precisely ,,~ , 
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tlon system did not distinguish between referrals from probation Intake 

and those from probation supervision.' 'However, program observation indi

cates many of the probation referrals were from intake. 

As one method of looktng at diversion, in five select,ed bureaus police 

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

To determine whether the diversion objective was achieved, one criterion 

prop?sed was whether most youth served by the bureaus had been arrested in 

the previous six months and would therefore have been likely candidates for 

entering the justice system. However, this criterion fails to recognize 

that a youth with several police contacts may not have been arrested even 

though he or she would be vulnerable for further penetration of the justice 

system. 

Anest records of youth referred from a 1 J sOIJrces to se lected bureaus . 

were reviewed for the six months prior to bureau referral. Twenty-one per

cent of t.he youth whose re.fcords were reviewe'd had been arrested in the 'six 

months be'fore referral to the YSB. (Table 21) By the bureau, the propor-

tion arrested in the prior six m9n.ths ranged from eight percent in Pacific~a 

to forty-si:x ,percent in Yolo. 

Using the subjects as their own controls, this evaluation analyzed 

whether .~outh ·referred to the, YQiuth Service Bureaus had fewer arrests and 

less severe offenses after referra 1 to a bureau than before. 

OveraH, fewer of the yo~th referred to the bureaus from a 11 sources 

" were arrested in the six months after bureau Intake than in the six months 

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

compared .wi th 2Ht in the prior six months. The ff ndings were iricons i stent 
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from bureau to b,ureau, wi th youth served b~. ,some b,.urea u~ .be i ngarres ted 
.. ' .t 
rf 

more and others less after intake~ The p~bPortion, of yout.h arrested after lut 
• ~ leI 

intake decreased in Yolo and in San Diego-Clairemont, remained almost the Ii} 
j 1 

same in East San Jose, and increased in Yuba-Sutter and PacIfica. I i 
II 

Further analysis of the data from two of the bureaus re.veals that youthlJ 

arrested in the six months before bureau intake were more 1 ike ly than non-4 

'. 
arrested youth to be arre5ted in the six months after. 

TABLE 21 

YSB CLIENTS ARRESTED AND NUMBER OF ARRESTS IN SIX MONTHS 
PRIOR TO BUREAlll I NTAKE AND S I X MONTHS AFTER 

J 
J 
i 
I II 

L l 
i 

>1 

-_._--------- ] 
YSB Clients Arrested .I,~ 

Total clients' records 
reviewed 

Select Youth Service 
Bureaus: 

Yolo 

San Diego~Clai remont 

East San Jose 

Yuba-Sutter 

Paci fi ca 

Total 

1340 100.0% -

177 100.0% 

261 100.0% 

169 100.0% 

442 100.0% 

29i 100.0% 

Intake 
Dates 

Jan. 1970-
June 1971 

Jan.-June 
1970 

Jan.-Dec. 
1970 

Jan. 1970-
JUne 1971 

Jan.-Dec. 
1970 

Six Months 
Before 
Intake 

278 20.7% 

81 

82 31..4% 

45 ' 26.7% 

48. 11. 1% 

22 7.6% 

S i.x Months 
After 

Intake 
l.f rt 
Ll k, 
! ! 2141 16.0% 1.j 

5 

50 

l.j 
lJ 
I i 1 
l 

2.9% i 
,,;,~ 

19. 1 %1 
'f. 
.~ 

• 
47 27.8% If 

tJ 
64 

48 
14.4% ••.•.....• 1£.' 

16.5%, 
:J 

------------------~------~----~--------------------------~~-----

~l 
:~ 

, "'\of 
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Another criterion f()r diversion was whethe.r youth diverted from the 

Justice system to the Youth Service Bureaus were nevertheless put on proba'~ 

tlon anyway. Probation records for clients of selected Youth ServiCe BureaUS 

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

Intake. Six months later, the proportion who were wards had Increased to 

six percent of the youth surveyed. (Table 22) Whether more or fewer of these 

youth would have become court wards if the bureau had not provided serv.l~es 

cannot be ascertained from the methods used in this evaluation. 

While this increase occurred, it may not be surprising. Many of the 

youthservecl by the bureaus were already vulnerable for further Justice 

TASLE 22 

YSB CLIENTS WHO WERE COURT WARDS AT BUREAU INTAKE 
AND SIX MONTHS LATER 

Total (;1 i ~nts I 
reviewed 

rer,;ords 

Youth Service Bureaus 
Se lected 

Pacifica 

San Diego-Clairemont 

Yuba"'$utter 

East Sail Jose 

Yolo 

Total 

100.0% 

291 100.0% 
261 100.0% 
442 100.0% 

169 100.0% 

177 100.0% 
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YSB Clients Who Were Court Wards 

Bureau 
Intake Date 

1,.3% --

5 1.9% 
10 2.3% 
2 1.2% 

Six Months 
After Intake 

25 8.6% 
22 8.4% 
30 6.8% 
6 3.6% 

~,'.;,} 
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system processing. Bureau cl {ents may have become court wards bec~use of 

behavior that was a threat to the c~nmunity or because they needed services 
, 

that were only available with court alction. 

-,./ .-- -This evalu.atlfJn did not determine the underlying reasons why bureau 

cl ients became court wards. But it did determine for how many youth the 

bureaus recommended probation referral. It also asked, are there youth for 

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

system if additional serv.ires were available in the community? 

Out of more than 3000 clients, the ~ureaus recommended probation refer

ral for less than two percent. (Table 23) However, of this smaJ J group7 

the bureaus reported that ten percent needed a service or resource that 

unavai lable to the youth in the community. The need for an unavai lable se 

vice or resource was more frequent among youth recommended for probation 

referral than among the typical bureau client. As Table 11 showed, less 

than three percent of at 1 new cl ients needed an unavai }abJe service or 

resource. 

To sum up, fewer youth were arrested locally in the six months after 

bureau referral than in the six months before. Some\'Jhat more of them were 

court wards after six months in the bureau than at bureau intake. It appea 

that some of the youth would not have been recommended for probation refer 

if additional services were !;Ivailable in the community. 

Diversion on a Community Level 

Youth Service Bureaus were dt~signed to work with piversionary referral 

But a role was also proposed for them in advocating diversion as the goal 
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TABLE 23 

YSB CLIENTS FOR ~OM REFERRAL TO PROBATION 
RECOMMENDED BY YSB 

Fiscal Year 1972 

New clients served by YSB's in 
first nine mor~ths of Fiscal 1972 

Di d the bureau reconvnended 
referring youth to probation 
during this period? 

Yes 
No 
No Response 

If "Yes": 

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

Yes 
No 
No Response 

During. 
Three Months 
After t ntake 

58 
2454 

531 

58 

6 
49 

3 

100.0% 

1.9 
80.6 
17.4 

100.0% -

10.3 
84.5 
5.2 

of prejudi~ial processing. Thus, this evaluation reviewed statistics from 

the bureau service areas to see if there were trends indiverti.n9 the com

munity's youth from the justice system even if they were liotreferred to the 

bureau. 

.It was \1ypotheslzed that if Youth Service Bureaus were effective, local 

law enforcement officers would refer fewer juvenile arrests to probation and 

more to other agencies (including the Youth Service Bureaus) than before the 

bureaus were established. 
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\..)" The hypothesis that fe,wer arrests WQuid be referr(!d to probation was 

'K- confi rmed in the majori ty of the areas where data were obta j ned. As Tab le 
f 

shows, in four of the five bureaus service areas where data were avid table, 

juveni Ie .arrests referr(!d to probation decreased substantially. Specifica\ 

in Pacifica, San Ferna"do, and Richmond. arrests referred to probation 

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

operatione In Yolo County, arrests referred to probation dropped more 

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

arrests referred to probation increase. 

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

ci es l1 were more dramatic but less consistent. Arrests referred to other 

justice system agencies increased more than 100% in Pacifica and Richrnondi 

they decreased more thatt 50% in San Fernando. They also decreased in Yuba 

and Sutter Counties. These data are analyzed in more detail in the 

Appendices. 

Youth are referred to probation intake from sources other than local 

law enforcement. These sources include other law enforcement agencies and 

agencies and iriaividuals outside the justice system. Thus, this research 

determined Whether fewer servi ce area youth were referred to probat i on from 

all sources than before the bureaus began operation. 

Data gathered from several sources do not permit exactly parallel 

comparisons of all bureaus on thi,s factor. Baseline dcitaon probation in"" 

take from a time period prior to the bureaus· establishment were not readily 

accessible In all cases. 
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TABLE 25 

CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND DISPOSITIONS 
FOR DELINQUENT ACTS 

RESIDENTS OF SELE~iEn YSB SERVICE AREAS TO PROBATION INTAKE 

PROBATION DEPARTMENTs 

Initial Referrals of Youth 
Living In Service Ar;..;e;..;;a;...-._ 

Initial Disposition: 

* C~osed at Intake 
! nforma 1 P robat i on 
Pe.t i f;fon Fi led 

All Other Initial 
Juven i"le Referra Is 

Initial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake 
. Informal Probation 
Petition Filed 

Percent Change, Fiscal Year 1972 
From Fiscal Year 1969 

Pacifica 
(San Mateo 

County) 

-45.4% 

-57.2 
** -33.5 

+ .1% 

Yolo 
(Yo 10 County) 

- 9.2 
-50.0 
-26.2 

+33.9 
- 7.0 
-12.8 

- 8.0% 

+ 6.3 
-44.6 
-17.4 

+24,,6% 

+40.7 
+ 7.3 
+ 7.1 

*. May include referral to Youth Service Bureau. 

** Too small to percentage. 

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. 

Hcwever, there are significant findingsat,the point of probation 

intake. A majori ty of the Youth Service Bumilu areas where data were 

avai labl.e showed reductions in initial probation referrals of youth 

I iving in the service area. Table 25 shows that initial 'refer-

rals to probation of youth living in the bureau service area decreased 

- 92 -

in Pacifica (San Mateo County), Yolo (Yolo County), and Richmond (Contra 

Costa County). These decreases occurred while all other i.nitial juvenile 

referrals in these counties stayed the same or i'11creased. The 45% decrease 

in initial probation referrals from Pacifica was 'particularly noteworthy. 

" \' 

In Los Angeles County, initial probation .referrals of youth living in 

the two bureau service areas decreased over a three-year period also. , 

(Table 26) The Bassett area initial probation referrals decreased while a 

nearby comparison area showed an increase. While San Fernando's initial 

referrals were substantially reduced (forty percent), its comparison area 

also registered a reduction in initial probation referrals. 

" \;, 

TABLE 26 

CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENT ACTS 
RES I DENTS OF LOS A~GELES COUNTY YSI{~ERV I CE AREAS 

TO PROBATION INTAKE 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

Initial Referrals of Youth 
Living in Service Area 

Initial Investigations 
Initial Court Reports 

Initial Referrals of Youth 
Living in Comparison Area 

Initial Investigations 
Initial Court Reports 

i( 

-93- -

----......-- .. _'. \\ 
w 

Percen t Change 

Fiscal Year 1972 
From Fiscal Year 1969 

Bassett 
Area 

- 9.8% 

-28.2 
+ 7.8 

+ 5.6% 

+12. 1 

San Fernando 
Area 

-39.7% 

~41. 8 
-38. 1 

-33.7% 

-30.3 . 
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Initial probation referrals were unavailable for the East San Jose 

area of Santa Clara County •. Total referrals, that is, Initial and re-

referrals, increased over the three-year period after the bureau was 
f . 

The :ncrease was eighteen'percent. Aw~ng girls the increase was 76%. 

(Table 21) Whether this represents an increase in the number of youth 

referred or an increase in the number o'f times a static number of youth 

were referred could not be determined. 

San Diego County's probation intake data shows that initial referrals 

were up nineteen percent in the Clairemont area for a two-year period. 

Baseline data for the year prior to the bureau!s opening were not readily 

obtajnab~e. Nor does this statistic correct for a population increase in 

the bureau service area during this time. Moreover, the East San Diego 

area, whp.re the bureau opened early in Fiscal 1972, also experienced an 

increase in initial referrals. (Table 28) 

TABLE 27 

CHANGES I N TOTAL JUVENI LE REFERRALS FOR DELINQUENT ACTS 
RESIDENTS OF EAST SAN JOSE YSB SERVICE AREA 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
JUVENILE PROBATION DEPARTMENT .,-
Total Referrals of Youth Living 
tn East San Jose Servi ce Area 

Boys 
Gi rls 

Percent Change 

Fi sea I Year 1972 
From Fiscal Year 1969 

+17.9% 

+ 4.4 
+76. 1 

-.,.,--,... -----------------------------
Note: Includes initial referro:!h; and rereferrals. 
Source: Santa Clara County J~iqe-nlle Probation Dept. data. 

TABLE 28 ., . 

CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND 
DiSPOSITIONS tOR DELINQUENT ACTS 

RES I DENTS .. OFSAN 01 EGO COUNTY YSB SERVI CE AREAS 
TO PROBATION INTAKE 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

In it i a 1 Refelrra 1 s of Youth 
Living in~rvice Area 

Initial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake 
Informal Probation 
Petition Fi led 

Percen t Change 

Fiscal Year 1972 
From Fiscal Year 1970 

C I ai remont 
Area 

+19.1% 

+35.9 
+22 .• 7 
-11.7 

East San Diego 
Area 

+q2.8 
+80.7 
-35.3 

Source: San Diego County Probation Department data. 
, . 

Two-year trends in Yuba and"Sutter counties also shoN increases in 

in it i ~ 1 proba t i on referra 1 s • (Table 29) Wh i Ie in it i alp robati on referrals 

increased he;re" the youth population was decreasing •. 

Synthesizing .these findings regarding lnitial pro.bati'onreferrals. 

most Youth Service Bureau areas where data were .avai lable: had 

decreases in the number of local youth initially referred 

to probation. In five of the areas. there were decreases In inidal :proba-

tion referrals. In two of the areas, there\lo'ereincreases t 'One ;of\~hl'ch 

would be reduced if increased popUlation ,,,ere taken lnt.a·ac'Count·. in ~n 
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TABLE 29 

CHANGES IN INITIAL JUVENILE REFERRALS AND DISPOSITIONS FOR 
" , DELINQUENT ACTS TO YUBA-SUTTER PROBATION INTAKE 

Pe reen t Change 

Fiscal Year 1912 
From Fiscal Year 1970 

PRO~ATION DEPARTMENTS 

Initial Juveni 1e Referrals --
tnitial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake 

Informal Probation 

Petition Filed 

Yuba-Sutter 
Counties 

+ 8.2% 

+ 3.8 
+14.5 
+14.4 

Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. 

Yuba 
County 

+13.2% 

+ 9.0 
+.26.,8 

+17.1 

Sutter 
Coupt!: 

+ 2.0% -

- 4.1 
+ 2.5 
+ 11.6 

additional area, total probation referrals i,ncrease<:ij initial probation 

referrals for that area could not be isolated for analysis. 

There is a' particularly intdguing aspect to the initial probation 

referrals data. If decreases in the service area data are 'more than coin· 
~ 

cidental to the bureau's exi'stence, we could expect reductions in service 

area delin\luency data to be particularly strong for: 

• youth not on probation, that is, initial referra Is 

• youth Ii ving in the bureau service area 
, ., 

• youth referred by the bureau service area's police to probation, 

that is" those arrested localfy rather th~n by police in another 

community or those referred to probation by ,non-law ,enforcement 

... 96 -

I n t~e three bureaus where da ta were avaHab Ie, th i s was cl ea rly so. 

Comparable data were not available for other bureau service areas. Initial 

probation referrals of Pacifica youth by the Pacifica Police Department 

decreaseo nearly sixty percent in three years. In Yolo, initial referrals 

of loca] youth by the Yolo County Sheriff's Office decreased about forty. 

five percent in three yearSt Initial probation referrals of Richmond'area 

youth by the Richmond Police Department decreased sixty percent in a two-

year period. These very sizeable decreases lead to the conclusion that 

referral to probation intake is the juveni Ie justice decision point changed 

most significantly in Youth Service Bureau areas. 

S,ummary 

Some juveni Ie justice agencies diverted individual youth by referring 

them to a Youth Service Bureau as an alternative 'to further justice system 

procE!ssing. Fewer of the youth referred to the bureaus were arrested in ""' 

the subsequent six months than had been arrested in the prior six months 

N'everthe!ess, a small proportion.of additional youth became court wards 

a fter bureau referra 1. 

Considerably fewer arrests were referred to probation in the majOritY~ 

of areas served by Youth Service Bureaus where data were available. In a 

majority of the areas with available data there were also substantial reduc-

tions in initial referrals of Jocal youth to pr.obation# Local youth living 

in the bureau service areas and referred to probation for the fi rst time by 

local poi ice registered the greatest decrease ih the ye~r5 following the 

bureaus I es ~ab 1 i shment. 

.. 97 -
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CHAPTER fX. DELINQUENCY REDUCTION 

A key question is wheth~r delinquency is reduced in the areas served 
, 

by YOl.ith ServlceBureaus. Thus, this analysis determined wherever possible 

t f thel".e :are fewer Juveni 1e arrests than before the bureaus were establ i 

it also determined if arrests decreased faster in the bureau areas than in 

compad son areas ~ v/here th is was feas i b Ie. 

Where data were ava} table, there were some substantial reductions in 

Juvenit~ arrests compared with before the bureauS were established. In 

cOflmfJnfty (Pacifica), juvetd Ie arrests decreased forty-two percent;· in 

(San Fernando). twenty percent; and in another (Rl chmond), !fourteen percent, ' 

In another cOlMlunlty (Yolo) t Juvenile arrests were down eight percent. 

(Table)O) 

Not every Youth ServJ~~ Bureau serv; ce area evi denced these reduct ions, 

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

youth populatton incre~sed atso~ In East San Diego, arrests also increased;, 

(eight percent) .. Population changes were not obtained; therefore, conclu

sions $!mllar to Clairemont's cannot be reached. In only one area, Yubq-

Sutter, WaS there ~n Inc.reaSe in j uven i Ie arrests (5 ix percent) as the yo 

populat fon decreased. 

Thu~f the preponderance of evidence is that delinquency was reduced 

tn the bure~u target areas. 

tn order to rclate these deHnquency trends to tht~ progress in 

areas towarc:lthe dlvefs;on objective, findings for .each 

servtee arel;\ are s\.lffi\l1.t\rized here. 

TABLE 30 

CHANGES IN A~RESTS, SELECTED YS~ SERVICE AREA 
LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

-----------~,-------------------------------------------

Tota 1 J~ven i Ie De 1 insuency Arrests 

Pacifica (Police Dept.) 

San Fertlando {Po lice Dept.} 

Richmond (Police Oept~) 

San Diego - Clairemont 
(?o 1 ice Dept. f three beats) 

Yuba-Sutter (5 i x law enforcement agenci es) 

East San Diego (Police Dept., four beats) 

Yolo (Yolo Sheri,ffJs Office) 

Percent Change 

Fiscal Year 1972 
from 

Fi sea 1 Year 1969 

... 42,,0% 

-19.9 

-14.0 

+ 5.7 
+ 5.9 
+ 7.7 

Fiscal Year 1972 
from 

Fi sea 1 Year 19'70 

- 7'.8% 

Bassett:.:.. IndicatfonsarEl that diversion froil! the Juveni Ie justice 

system took place but not on a consistent basis. While initial probation 

. referrals were reduced, first referrals disposed of by court referral In ... 

creased, indicating penetration of the justi.ce system was not minimized at 

this point. Del inquency data for the bureau's service area was not reacH ly 

ava i lab Je. 

East San Jose: Due to unavai lability of data, the impact on delinquency 

.reducticn was not ascertained. Initial referrals to probation could not bl' 

obtained. But diversion may not have been achieved, since total referrals 

to probation increased. 

;. 99 -



\ 

J 
J , 

,I • . , 
'J' ,. 

l;[ 

!/ 
JI I; 
r ~ 
ii 
Ii 
l! 
If 

!.';'\ l' 
~'~ 

I' 
~ ~ 

Ii 

. i 

Paclftca: Pelinquency decreased substantially while It increased in ['I 
four nearby c I t;les. Oede.sed arre.ts we re accompan led by a similar re- I 

I ~ duction in initial probation 'referrals, particularly initial referrals closed, J 
L 
IJ 
~ 
.~ 

it 
i 

t 

at intake .. 

Richmond: -- There Was a r~duction of delinquency a.nd a simultaneous 

diversion from further processing by the justice system. Dive rs i on was not I 

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

Juven lIe arrests indi cated del i nquency increased, but not 

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

t 
i 

Never.j 
f ., 

thele~s. penetrat.ion of the j\Jstlce system lessened, as there were reductiom'f 

in InItial petitions filed. 

San Fernando! Diversion and delinquency reduction both occurred. 

Arrests were reduced, and there were fewer arrests referred to probation. 

First referrals to court decreased, thus diminishing justice system pene-

tration. 

Yolo: - Delinquency was reduced, and arrest dispositions and probation 

intake showed dive rs i on .. Comparable diversion did not take place in the 

segment of the county out of the bureau service area. 

Yu.~a-Sut ter: Delinquency increased in the area. No appreciable 
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If 
diversion took place., since arrests referred to probation and initial pro· If 

I
: J 
I 

hatton referrals both gained~ With ITlOre petitions fi led, penetration of the ".~ 
11 

JustIce system was greater than before the bureau began operation • 

- 100 .. 

[· .. ··.i 

it 
iJ 

1 
'~ 

r '<~ 

Sunmary 

Oellnquency, as determined by Juvenile arrest~, was - marked ly reduced 

in some of the Youth Service Bureau service areas. Even though not every 

servj(~e area. showed a reduction in delinquency, the weight of the evidence 

isba I anced on the s j de of de Ii nqllency reduc t i on and dive rs ion f rom the 

Justice system. 
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Th'1,l first V('lutbStir\tlt'<lnu~~\t$ If\ t~Hf¢rl\t{} ~M: ()\It t;~ d~1':\Cfi!tf.at~ 

th4t \~y 'eUl)f','lhHl'ttfi9 t'~sour¢~'$* jU'l(l.nH~~ t6uhi b{\ \il\~Y'te\i "Qut ~'f tt,'~ 

jU$tit,~ sy$t~t\ ~nd deHnqoot\e.y eoul~ b\l .N!qU'¢.~\i. 

Tnt.s 'cvaluathm ~'Qtermill~~th~'t 'th~$Q l)U()'t Y()\lthSt~fvlte th'N1~U$ l~~d~ 

tnlt~~l t~ff~rt$ {it eoorqi'na'tioo rde~~H:~ H~n~d ~'$ouft<l% ~t'Hl pffi\>ilr~ 

it tt,,~~~'e~ 'Of oe~t(UnM:l'Ol\ tt\etud~d {l~ne.t'e'St ui\t{\chh\~ naf~ to th~ bUt"eilu'$l 
'1 

-' •.• c:,;.:' 

-and Spt>h~()t~d by thQ: Youth S'Orvt(;~ n\H"C~\l~ '.ll)d'O'thcratW\\¢i~~h Qf\ ';3 e.a5\\ 

hw<.\l.., t,'p<,)NhurtiQl\ iru:.lude~ .tia~tV1"'9 t"nflzfra\:S fret'l\ ()ther~9c.t\eh~'$ ~mt 

aet,l..)\mt'lil~iHtY't,t) th~ r~forr~l :sourt~s. \)\"Ct~rh \~hnQ tho caHfofnlil Youtb 

Serv\,~t~U'ieau:s" ;aeht~'Jt}lt'IC.nt \')f tooeo()tatflaHQI" ~bjtle'th"C. \va! l\ul th<lf 

ex:t:errS1Vlb !flt>r syste~th::;l the bureauslf'{)l~ tn athhWh\~ r,\Ofa 'C()ol"dinatu<l 

'StYr\tie'~!1 ~9\l\\ tt:) ~t:'!et9~ OO'f'e f'uHy 'G'S th~ bUf~{lU$ 'Stilht t t~cd .. 

ay ~rdinaHng ~mi ~ro~idt:n!} $~tVl~~ ('Of youth t th~ r.\~jori tv Qr the 

fifSt. V1)uth Serv~e~ SureaU$ in t~lHotnh ?l.ay~d {l f()l'e In q\\rerth,g youth 

~ice$ ud H~~dtha: bureaus by ~ter:rin'9~'Quth tt.> then.. HD\vilver. this usage 

'W3:S t~ss t~l' antid:'pat¢d, it va'ried fr~ co.'i\i;\unh'l to t()fm\unlty, and it 

fhzetui;lted thro~Sh tire... All 'Or these tharatt:edstkS .of justice systt~r:l 

refe:rr-ai patterns ~re in part related. to the fact. that use of Youth Ser-

vice iSur'¢ausas t'~'ferl'al resou'rces \~S infonnaJ I, 'Often dependlng on ind 

~l I'el~ti()ns,hjps ;rather 'than 00 Justlc:e s1:st~ ',sereenlng poHcies. 

- lO~-

,--:--r--:---~_: ______ ' ______ ~ __ _ 
~.-. ..." ..... <.~..,-- _ .• ' ,.-...... _." .... ,,~ ,. ::,-: -

------- --... . ,--",--,,",'~."" _::::--.-:-:--:-::--- - ---...... ""'4_:~--..;.. . .;;,..."_--....r'*~"";.c;c.""" .. '-~ 

Moreover. (wen though at r or the bureaus. were not extens i '~e ly used as, 

I'cftH'N\t rC~OUI·tos by JU$tlce systCtIll dgGlltles, datn at several decIsion 

t)olnts For Juv(!rd l<1~ si1<:M thut Jusette system agencies in several of the 

Youth S~rvJel1 llur():tu nrctlS begnh to handlo youth tn troublo differently, 

tllvartlf,g acldltlbl\~l youth out of tho Justice system. 

The mO}H drl'lm~tt(l tloercase \\laS at the decIsIon point of InItial 

rQ~drrbl t{) f)robttttnl1" htlrtte.ulnf')y I' among youth living In the bureau service 

tll'C& .rltHl I·~fi}r rc d to ')rAb1' "I' Kn v ~~ v by the bureau servico area's police. , 

Not: ~ll of th(l i"odltctf~'''s' T r' 1 ~ VII n nit at roferrals to probation were 

aeeQu(ft(lU tor by pollta r~f(!rr~ls of Juveniles to the Youth Service Bureaus. 

NoMt:h<llcu. It apl)~firS that the preSence of Cl viable bureau in a cOlrmunity 

tll~y fnstcra tnmatu of inc'reased informat handling of juveniles, 

Yuu~h ~cr\i'cd by the Cal tfornta Youth Service BUl"t'cHJS were referred to 

thn bUNaus frt>nI a variety of agency and i ndi vi dua 1 sources f as Intended. 

the t:ypte.at youth s'erved \~as fIfteen years old and therefore at an age most 
• 

vutn~tfibl'e for justice system pr~~essfng. 

~\s 'in'tended, rea'sonS for referra I to the bureaus were both potentially 

deHnq\l~.nt; reast>ns and other proble(ns·. B d' h d ase on t e elinquent reasons for 

referral '(;0 the. bureaus~ youth served were less seriously delinquent jllve

niles than those served hy,' the conventional components of the jllstice system. 

tookillg '()l\ ly ,at youth referred hy law enforcement to the bureaus rev~31 s 

t~t thel:rreferrals l~ere for-more severe reasons than the average juvenile 

.at'irest:ano for tess severe reasons than initial referrals to probatiqn~ 

Thls indi.catesthat the pilot Youth S, erv#lce Bureaus have offered an al terjia-

,ti~ 'to tbeexi'sting poJi.ce decision-making process. 

t 
1 , 
• 
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I)fficially acted-on juveni le delinquency, as measured by arrests, was ti 

Tt:<duced in the majority or the Youth Service Bureau s~rvjce areaS for \'JhiCh~fJ""""". 
data \-/cre available. The most sizeable reduction of delinquency was forty.t 

" f I 
two percent in one conmuni ty over a three-year peri od. tl 

"'i 

Nevertheless, delinquency was not reduced in every pilot Youth servic~l 
I 

BureClu C;t.~llmun j ty. I none commun j ty where the. bureau's program was appa rentll I" 
" ! 

v/eH functioning, popl,Jlation increases may have accounted f'Or the increase J ;' J 

in delinquency", In another community with an apparently well-functioning >1 

program a the limited amount of service area data prevented reaching con-

elusions on its effectiveness. 
11 

I I Evaluating the Youth Service Bureaus' impact on delinquency \vas hampem" p 
by the inability to retrieve delinquency statistics on a neighborhood baSisJ 

[ 
Moreover, the lack of cOlTVllon geo .. ~ 

f, from police and probation data systems. 
1 
l 
! 

graphic",l area definitions complicates assessment of the programs' impact. 

In spite of these evaluation difficulties, enough evidence is avail- I 
i 

abJe to show that Youth Service Bureaus can be instrumental in coordinatingl! 
t 

resources to divert juveniles out of the justice system and to reduce Ii t 1 

de J i nq.uancy. 

\ 
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'S,e\~~\(.'e }i,\i't::a 

!f;he iS~!'s's;eitt V'o"U'tT' :S'ei'~i'Ce lBuiteail '6~~nea 'eaf'V !lh -i~B~h 

,r~~lilt!'n~ts (e~':e'~lt;el3 ,~$t 13 Ilfd!tfm('tn~i:'Y 1tr(e:e'thl'9 -a'f .. :d lilI$en'C}l :fepfe%~ntattVe5\ 

\Res'~~h\tS ffn~ta-e lU~p .a if~j1()t~:t'Y 'bl( ;~~e lboart'd";s lmer.rib'ef:shlp,.. .W,geWcy te'pf~sehta," 

Emlai;gf!Q,'Hj h'l6)Uiie ail a§§i§tlatitl ~6ofdfnatorf jab tievetoj)gf'j GOmrrruHfty ~it.1rk~f 

afin a£:!uHhmal cliH;ical a§sist:efi6e~ Tile coiilirlUflfty ViC/fKer wOi'keu tiHfi' ¥dutfT 

gihl~S; as w~n as wHhfalfii Has and agsfi61 as. ill'S' asslstaff£ cooftifffilf.fif 

'SUIJfH~"isea Uie East Vaney Frela cifnfci 'oHler agencies luitltietl staff ttl :tJ~ 

th€ r.1~fH~ en il i b Was 1 a F§e J Y G'pe fa ted by v(')' Ur!'t;ee rs j fierth 1 ii'Ytoofi and 

llrof~sslona1s with itieUlcet atH.! social sEn"vlee skIns.; 

uo\H:a i ned all off I i!eaniJ a fTied 1 um '5 J ze i'oaiYi fO r Off f os spt>J~e §rtd grCiiJP rn.~,e,t

lngs. the (felHH' fatnlty Was rafcHiflier medical bul1clfrtrl, whfc:h wti~ used f'eJ't' 

T(}S0'thQr~the'rG \vere Just over fifty Justlc:e system rererra1s. 

~requent reasons for' referral were health problems; many of them proble.on; 

pregnancles) and employment problems. 
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io~a I IJew Clle,nts Served 

I~Ef'E MEO 5Y: 

Agencl,,~ -

._La~ en'fdrc~rrent 

Proba'tlon 

School 

Other llgcnc les 

Jndlvid~ls_ 

Parent 

Se I f 

Othel'indi.,.lduals 

.\" 

REASONS FOR REFERI\AL: 

Sp"cl fI e Offehses 

Person offenses 

P rope r tyof fenses 

Drug offense.s 

Other specl nc 
offenses 

be Ilnqucnt rendencles 

IncorrigIble 

TrlJl1ncy 

lIunaway' 

Lol ted ng~ curfew 

Dependent. 

Other (le!lsons 

Emp loymcn,t e robl ems 

Health problems 
(problem pregnancy') 
(other hea I th , 

pro!>lems) 

Emotlo.,aI problems 

School learnIng 
problems 

\.Ie 1 fare problenis 

iiI sce Il~ne:Qlls 

tab:lc A~I 

·bassett Youi:, ServJ ce \lur'cau , 
Refefra I SoUrces and Charlleterlst I csof lIewC I h::itt's 'S~.rv.ed 

July 1970~ 
June 197,1 

Fiscal '{","h., 1971 and '1972 

July 197,
June 1972. , 

C!1ARACTtRISnCS Of' 
HE\.I ell EilTS: 

.!!2. g ..!1.!. 6.9 ~ 

.\ 

15 1.9 
12 1;5 

21 2.7 

.lli. 93.8 

40 5.1 

59~ 75.7 

4 

SO 

'34 
33 

.2 

2.9 
2.0 
1.9 ~, 

'''['' Under 10 
10-1 i 

IHj 1.1 

31.9 
102 13.0 1047 60.1 

14-15 

16-17 

18 12.7 

.!!2. g 
It6 5.8 

2 .2 

1 .J. 
793 93.5 

1,90 24.2 

441 56.2 
(2m (35.3) 

(164) (20.9) 

20 2.5, 

.--. 
83 10.6 

3 

13 

.2 

.2 

18 and over 

(Hed i a.,) 

Ethnic Grou~ 

IIhl te 

liexican-American 

'Bla~k 
I 

.2 Other 

.!i ...:1 
14 .B 

.1 

.1 

School Status 

Attending 

, Quit/Dropped Out 

I HI'gh School Graduate 

!No 'Response ' 

I Present (or, tlo;t 
Recent) ,Grade In _

!751 _100.4 I School 
1--'-

691 40.:0 : 'Fourth or Under 
! 

886 50.8 11 Fi ftli or S I xtli 

,(:;~S) (30.9)". S~ventli tir 'EIghtli, 

(347) (19,'S) ! N~nth or Tenth 

Eleventh or T~e'l fen 

2 

165 

High Scliool GradUate 

,No Response 

(!1edla'i,) 
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Ju'ly 1970-
'JUne 1971 

July 1971-
June 1972 

280 35.7 685 39.3 
:'50564. j '1058 60.7 

7 .9 5 .3 
5 .6 

14 :1.8 

108 13.8 

2~8 31.6 

403 51.3 
( 18.1) 

"32 55.0 

Z91 37.1 

50 6.~ 

\2 1;5 

t .. :::d.d 

'Ii 

9 

37 

180 22.9 

} 319 ~0.6 
23630.1 

(Ii .. 3) 

Ii .2 

19 1. 3 

235 13.5 
6tH 31t.5 

879 50.4 
( 18.0) 

847 48.6 

790 45.3 
75 4.3 
31 I. B 

913 52.4 

99 5.7 
726 ~1.6 

5 .3 

6 

7 

69 

.3 

.4 
4.0 

372 21.3 

552 31.7 
726 41.6 

II .6 

(11.2) 

Unlike the other pi lot Youth Service Burea!J!? ~ in Cal i,fornia, fifty 

percent of the cl ientswere et ghteen or older. Thus" the median age of new 

cHents was 18.0. Sixty percent were, female, and white/Anglo ,and Hexican

Arne r i can c 1 i en tsp redom i nated. 

Se rv i..=e Pro vI. ded 

In Hne with the reasons Tor referral, more than half of the new clients 

were provided with medical aid through the Free tlirlic. (Table A .. 2) 

Table A-2 

Bassett YoutliServlce Bureau 
Direct Service Provided 

FI seai Yeilr i971 

Hew clIents served by VSB in fl rst 
nIne months of Fiscal 1972 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED 

Counseling 

IndIvidual and family 

Individual only 

Group 

Other Plrect SerVices 

Hedlcal aId 

Job referral/placement 

Recrea t I on I' rog ralll 

Remedial education, tutoring 

Drug program 

Pre-vocational training 

Legal aid 

H bce II aneous: 
YoJunteer work 

Intervention/Advocacy 

\II th sclioo I 

\11th probAtion or court 

With police 

• Less than .5~. 
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Service tn First 
Tliree Montlis 

221 -
36 

164 

21 

loio 

633 

31tS 
3 

13 
8 

" 
B-
18 

:3 

18.1 

3.0 
13.9 
1.8 

?91 

53.6 

29.2 

* 

1. I 

.7 

* 

* 

J~ 

1..5 

* 
• 
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The free -Clinic was developed jointly between sev~ral communi ty groups, r'i 

but the admInistrative respons ib j 1i tl eswere the bureau's. Using vol unteer,1 

stafflng. the clinic provided ~ree medical and counseling services to resl~l 
"i 

dents of Bassett and the surrounding area. One of the Free.Cl inic's special ! 
! 
't programs was sickle cell anemia testing. 

.,Job referrals and placements were the second most freqoent service 

provided: Other bureau services were work with youth gangs, girls groups 

and special interest groups in tneBassett area. 

College students working part-time in the bureau counseled truants in 

the high 5chool. They also attempted to involve parents in their dis-

cuss ions. 

This bureau had relatively few contacts with each new client. Within 

the first three mo,nths after intake, the typical client was seen 1.2 times. 

Within the second three months, 1.8 times. (Tab le A-3) 

Table A-3 

Bn~sett Youth Service Bureau 
Med!an Humber of Contacts 

New ClIents' First Three 
Honths after Intake 

~ew Clients' 'Second Three 
Honths after Intake 

Six Honths Tot~1 

Fiscal year 1972 

- ) 10 -

Median Number of ~ontacts 
wi th 8ureau 

1.8 
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Despite the limited number of contacts dur·lng the three months after 

Int~ke, nearly thirty percent of the clienits were still active in the bureau 

at the conclusion of three months.. (Tablf! 4) By far, the most frequent 

reason for c 1051 n9 a case was that furthe:r serv·. ces were unnecessary. 

Table A-4 

Bassett 'IouthServ/ce Bureau 
St.tus of !Iew "'ents 

DurIng FIscal 1972 

Tn ree "on ths 
After In take 

Hew clIents served by VSB In first 
nIne months of Fiscal 1972 ~ .!E£.:E! 
STATUS OF YOUTH I/J BIJR~AU: 

ActIve 

'nactlve: 
Cased Closed 
No Response 

If "Case Closed", Reason fol' Closure 

Closed by Bureau 

Further 5~rvlces unnecessary 
Referred to other agency 
Placed on probation 

Heeded servIces unav.JI.bJ~ 

£.!..2!!.!!. by You th 

OrOllped out 

Refused further servl~1 

"' See llaneous 

I'oved from .rea 

NonresIdent of t.lrget .rea 
Other 
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345 
61 

754 
22 

ill 
651 

42 

Eo 
16 
2 

" 

29.2 
5.2 

6).8 
1.9 

2!:l 
55.1 
3.6· 

* 

• 

l.:.2. 
1.4 

* 
* 
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Ol"ers!t>n.ry ,.,hrr.ls hom justl<t, syst .... g~Ml'" to tho 9U$Ht \'<luth \1 
la\i' ~l'\'fiJretmlcl1'\t usa-g~ of this bu fMU M 11.\ I 

~ .re.f-er:r,a'tr~soul.te \~asn'e9H!!tble", even thouuh thete W~fS 'l'e~u\ar law t,1 

• t 

Ser'Vl-ce 'Sur~a\l wore r.elattvelyfe,,,,, 

;et::,r:or~ement part:ttlpatlcmon 'the ma'tlagh'\'g bo~rtl... f I q 
i~J :.$ 

I 

1 
... ~ 
~i 

I 
them to 'iheattendO'I'\ 'Of the just'i!C~ ,system. \' ~ 

'Whether deHnquencyas determtnedby ar'r~st:$ \~a'Sreduted In the $cfvleia ',I J 
,area 'MIaS not det:ermined,~ because :a'rt'est statistic::') '.J'era unavsl table toreveh\ 

Moreover. data tot a q 
larger ,areaincludlng the Sassetta,rea dhi not lnc'lude the consecut\ve time 

\perlods being analyzed. 

Even though arrests '\.('ere not obtained for thls~rrea t there were I ndi ~ 

:COl'dons. ;of diversion in the Bassett service a rea-- ;spec if i call y. the 

.'-1 
:,"·'i 
.1 
, f 
q 
i , f 
i 
I. 

"1 
, 'i 

t 

'Invest;~at~ons w+lth cases closed at 'Intake were It 
HCiweV'e:r;t 'whHe '.inltial ':;0' t 

'f\eductionin lnitial probatlonrefer'ralsof local you.th. 
(Tab 1 e 5) 

reduced;\, initlalcourt reports (prepared for petltionsfiled) tncreased. It 
This indlcates that .. even if there may have been some: diversion from official 1 ~ 

action" penetlr.atlon ·'Of t.he Jus'flce system was not minimized at the point of !1 
r:eferralon to court. ~~ h rl 

ttl c:ompar'ison'l lo1tlal prohation referrals from ne,arby cenSus tracts 

ijQclt'used, b.u't. this increase 'Was oot perpetuated in referrals to court. 

.f , ~ 
•• ~< 

I 
..~ 

t 
1 -r 

':i 
·1 
'I 

'! 
i 

: ··t 

lable A-$ 

Initial ile'erfalli, Il1vutlgatlon~ lind C'olJrt Reports 
Los Angol~$ COUNty Probation Ocpartmcnt 

Dassett Area lind ComparIson Aroa 

Los IliIGW:~ coUtlTV 
plloMi' I iltl OEPA!I'rHttlf 

h,ltl",' ReferraLs 
iJf '(bult! LlvlnU Iii 
~,Ateaa, 

Inld,' \rlVeitlglJtlons 
inl tlal et.Urt ileports 

lnlthl Referrals 
01 Youth Llvlhg In 
COiUliar);ol\ Arellb 

Inltl.l InVestigations 
Inltlal Court Reports 

July I!lGU 
to 

~iJne 1969 

.lli. 
liD 
115 

11 

33 
38 

July 1~69 
to 

JUne 1910, 

m 
96 
97 

~ 

35 
31 

&iCoaIISUS tracts 4069. 11070, 4071, 407". "08). 

~Cenr.u5 tracts 4067. 4068, 4082. 

Sourcel tos Angeles County ProbatIon Department data. 

July 1970 
to 

JUne 1971 

lli. 
47 

119 

~ 

39 
43 

July 1911 
to 

June 19n 

ill 

79 
124 

1i 

37 
38 

Percent Changfl 

f.Y. 1912 
(,en 

F.'f •. 1911 

illdt 
~a.l 

4.2 

~ 

- 5.t 
-0.6 

F.Y. 1972' 
(rOll't 

r.Y. 1969 

':.J£ 

-28.% 

+ 7.e 

!..i:.§! 

+12.1 

To summarize, the Bassett Youth Service Bureau w~s unique among 

Californta's Youth Service Bureaus in its capacity for dealing with the 

health problems of its community's young people, even though many of them 

were no longer juveni les_ 

Diverslon of justice system referrals to the bureau was lirnlted 'l and 

the fragmented delinquency data available for the service area ind:t.ca,te 

diversion did not take place throughout each early decision potnt: Q:f 

justice system processing_ 
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APPENDIX B 

EAST $~ ~OSE YOUTH SERVICE BURE/\U 

Se tvi ce Area 

This Youth Service Bureau, opened in late 1969. served a population of 

80,00.0. Host residents live in the City of San Jose, but some are in the 

f Cl C t ' T' h'ts 'IS p' r',mad ly a low income unincorporated area 0 Santa ara, aun y. 

area with a substantial number of Hexican-American residents. 

Decision Structur~ 

'If 

'r,>,' 
;'j,: 

if 
I.,t 
1 f 
l 
I 

I 
~} 

j 
! 
I 
t 

, I 
f 
l 
1 
I The County Juvenile Probation Department was instrumental in organizing 'I 
I 

the bureau. It continued to administer the bureau, and the bureauts coord- ,j 
f I in~tor vias responsible to the probation department's chie • 'f 

The County Delinquency Prevention Commission was advisory to the Chief 

ProbatIon Officer and, i~ turn, the bureau. 

In addltJon, the Youth Service Bureau had its own CO/llTlunity Advisory 

Soord, composed of thirty gast San Jose residents. Some Advisory Board 

members were agency representatives in acldition to being residents. The 

Advisory BOCl:rd was one of Santa Clara County's first lay boards to be used 

for clvi 1 service selectIon. Part of the bureau staff was chosen in this 

manner. 

Staff • _ Ii 

In'ltta\ state/federal fundlng of $25,000 provided for a coordinator 

nnd clerical assistance. trom its inception, this bureau received contri-
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butiofl~ of staff on lOan from city and county age,ncies. Initi-ally,st':iff 

loaned on a full-time basis included a probation officer, a mery,Fal health 

caseworker. a police officer, and a, socia) worker from the welfar.e depart .. 

ment .. 

Neither the police officer nor the probation officer on loatn to the 

bureau served in their traditional law enforcement capacities. For example, 

the po} ice offic~r did not arrest but primari ly served as a Jaw enforcement' 

counselor to handJ~ "deferred cases" from the police dep~rtment. 

OuTing 1971-1972, the removal of the $25,000 ceiling in outside funding 

gave the bureau a grant of $lOa,531. This allowed the bureau to increase 

Its staff to eleven ful I-time staff members. Staff members added included 

a coordil)ator of volunteers. an attendan,ce counselor, a vocational services 

counselor, and a police cadet. 

in addition, bureau staff resources were supplemented by a few part-time 

aides and by numerous volunteers. Volunteers not only provided their 

services but also goods and money. 

Wi th staff coming from diverse agencies and backgrounds, th i s Youth 

Sen-vice Bureau's staff decided its identity and cOnTnunication needed 

strengthen ing. Organ i zat i onal deve lopment dimin i shed· these prob lems. 

Feci 1 i ty 

The East San Jose 'routh Service Bureau was housed in a store-front 

bui )ding on a busy street. Offices included a reception area, four interview 

rooms, a conference rOC?m. and a. ,kitcnenused for cooking classes • -. '.' . 
" '. 'Of'" ... ~ ... 

.' .. ~ 

.. "5 .. 
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Youth Served 
"·f 

Just OVer 400 new' cHent.s ,were served by the East San Jose bureau J 
MoS t referr. Is were from "gene i es. wi th • I most 130 II 

new cH~nts referred by the JU$tice system. (Table 8-1) ihis included law"! 

dur'ng the 1971-72 year. 

enforcement and prQbation referrals. 

Host youth were referred because of del inqoent tendencies, vii th incor-

rigJbilfty and truancy about equi)lly freqIJent referral reasons. The compar" 

utfvely sizeilble number of truancy referrals may reflect the programs the 

bureau deve loped a..-ound tnt s prob lem. 

Youth served for the first time were most often seventh graders and 

13 yeal's old. Hexi can-I\meri can youth were ina s 1i ght majority among the 

neW eJients, but white/Anglos and blacks were also served. ~t~w i; t i en ts 

Included slightly mor~ boys than girls in Fiscal 1972. 

This bureau's criteria for the youth served were that they must live 

In the service area, not be under court jurisdiction, and be considered to 

be precJelinquent .. Whlle th~ predelinquency.crlterion is probably In itself 

stiglJK)ttz;lng, the bure~u added it to ensure that it would not be deluged 

with nHnot discipline problems. 

Service Provided 
~,w. 

Uuret)ustaff, loaned from several agencies, attempted to USe a multi" 

service fami ly apprQach with its new clients. This included individual, 

famIly. and group counseling. 

Dat.a. on service provi<led to new clients show that faml1y counsel jng 

was Indeed the most frequent service. (Table B-2) Group counsel jng was 

- 116 .... 

I 
J 
i 
1 
J 
! 

J 
! 

,'! 

"~ 
, ~ 

'I 
,I 
: F 

'f ".t 

~:r , 
"I 
!l 

:1 
I 

~~1 
• f 
. ~~ 
(} 
:1 
~1 
,{, 

~-l 
,-1> 

~"1 )1 
f 
il 
l! 
't :1 
j 
:1 
H 
" " 
,t 
\. 
,~ , 

Ent San Jose Youth Service Bureau 
Referral Sources and' Ch.raeter\s~ics 'ofNt!w Cllenu Served 

Jill" 1910 .. 
June 1971 

Flscaly'ears 1971 and 1972 

July 1971-
June 1972 July 1970-

June 1971 

Totar rtew ClIents Served .1& 100.0~ .lli. Joil'R! Total ~e>( l;llents Served lli ~ 
REFERRE') BY: 

Agencl",s 

Law enforce.llI:Int 

ProbatIon 

School 

Other a9l'!1\~i'e5 

Indlvlduili 

Parent 

Self 

Other Indlvlduala 

Sl£ASO~ fOR Rt:FERAAl: 

~eec I flc:o.yenses 

Person offenses 

Property offenses 

Drug ()ff~n$f'$ 

Other spe1;lflc 
offenses 

Delln9~nt TendencIes 

IncorrigIble 

Truancy 

RI,maway 

Lolte rln0 1 curfew 

Dependent 

Other Reasons 

Imp I cymen t prGb lemS 

Health probillms 

Emot I ona I p rob I ems 

School learnIng 
pr9b lems 

\Ie Hare prob lems 

lH sce llaneous 

... 

86 38.~ 

31 13.8 

26 1'.6 
27 12.0 

31 13.8 
\1, 6.2 

10 "'.It 

l!. lli 
3 1.3 

29 12.9' 

14 6.2 

25 mt 

78 34 • ., 

101 47.6 

19 8.4 

53 13.G 

75 18.5 

1t.6 36.0 
16 3.9 

23 S.1 
35 8.6 
58 14.3 

~.!!i )2·) 

2 .S 

9" 23.2 
5 1.2 

18 ".1, 

128 31.5 
131 32.) 

20 1,.9 

2 .5 

1 d 
~ 16.2 

23 5.7 
3. .7, 

3 1.3 5 \.2 

3 1 .• 3 6 I~S 

1 .:t 
5 2.2 28 6.9 

,.,L .:.! 

CHARAC'TE II I STI.CS 01' 
HEIi CL I EilTS: 

Hale 

Female 

~ 
Under 10 

10-11 

12-13 

11"'5 
16-\7 

18 and OYer 

'(Hed/an) 

.Ethnlc: Group 

Whit. 

~;dc:.ltn-Amerlclln 

Black 

Other 

School Status 

AttendIng, 

Qult/Dropped.Out 

High School Graduate 

No Ruponse 

Present (or Host 
Recent) trade In 

~ 
Fourth or Under 

FJ tth or SIxth 
Seventh or Eighth 
Ninth or Tenth 

EleYel'lth or Twelft/J 

HIgh School Graduate 

No Respcmse 

(liedlan) 

.. tl7 -

159 70.7 
66 29.3 

34 70.7 

27 12.0 

61 2~.1 

67 29.8 

33 1".7 
3 l.J 
(13.7) 

71 31.6 

121 53.8 
23 10.2 

10 ~." 

35 15.6 

32 '''.2 
81 36.0 

62 27.6 

.} ~ 1,.0 

6 2.7 
(8.2) 

July 1971-
JUf1e 1972 

219 5).9 
187 46.1 

40 9.8 
61 15.0 

160 39.4 

8,. ~o. 7 

53 )).0 

8 2.0 

(1).2) 

119 29.3 
212 $2,2 

55 13.6 
20 It., 

3n ~2.' 
22 5. Ii 
6 1.5 

.2 

"'It 10.8 
.79 19.It 

161" "0." 
80 ",7 
2B 6., 

6 1.5 

5- 1.2 
(7.7) 
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I:ut 5",,, J~c!'YolltIJ5e,,'''ce ~1JtdU 
0' r~t;~ $crvke Pf9v1d<:d , 

fhu 1 'til." 1971 

Service In flru 
Thru Honths 

OI~CT $E~VICE P~QV'D£O 

~.~fllfns 

Indlvldu~1 .nd f~lly 
Indrllfd~' only 

1;1'01.1\1 

!!..t.llflr tilt-fief Servlc. 

Medlul .111 

Job ,.e(ar,.. lip I.cement· 

Rec:. ... l!.tlon progrollll 
l\.e~dt.J edu(:oJtJcrt, lIItQrln; 

Drug progrIJ'" 

, ..... voc.tIOlUl 1 ~t .. lnI119 

Leet' .td 
Hh« iI.neOllif 

.... 'ues 
Work .~ volYOleer 
.,~ brother/bIg sIster 
other 

Jnt.r~ntlon/Advoc .. cy 

IIlth lc:.hool 

"lth prob.t'on or COI4rt 

IIfth pollee 

m 
WI 

3g 

lOG 

~ 

10 
~,. 

SI 

11 

If , 
~ 
I 

.!!U. 
~ 

5 
8 

IOO.Ot -
.!.!!:.!. 
61.1 
1~.3 

31.6 

38.0 

.. 
1.% 
1.6 

16.1 
fI 

3.S 

3.S r.' 
1.3 

fI 

~2.6 

28.S 
1.6 

2.5 

used as a supplement to famrly or individual counseling, 

u'ot:fv~ total .for counseling services tmplies. 

as the large cum-

d .J l th tL..c schoo. 15 was a]so prov idedror a Intervention an . a~vocacy W n 

number of new cilents. 

The b\Jreau )cound that th¢ verbal interaction ofc:ounsel Ing was not 

~ffec:.ti\fe with S()Ire of lts ct (ents, particularly younger ones. , Conse-

.. 118 .. 

quently, the bureau established activity groups "itself and also coordinated 

thei r development with other agencies. 

Activity groups al1d field trips used volunteers ' sid t Ie, and voluntetirs 

offered companionship to individual youth as big brothers/big sisters. One 

activity group was an Indian Club. To increase conxnunication between police 

and minor{ ty youth', the bureau arranged a IS"mi Ie marathon race between 

police and club members. Cross-age tutoring was another bureau project, with 

over fifty high school volunteers released from school to tutor junior high 

and elementary school students. 

The bureau averaged nearly fiVe face~to-face contacts With new clients 

in the first three months, and more than two in the second three months. 

(Tab Ie B"3) 

East San Jose Youth Service 8ureau 
Hedlan Humber of Contacts 

New clients' First Three 
Months after Intake 

.Hew Cllenu 'Second Three 
.Konths after Intake 

SIx Months Total 

fIscal Year 1912 

Med(an Number of Contacts 
wi til 8ureau 

(.8 

2.5 

This continuing contact is also reflected in the proportion of actjve 

cHents ir: the bllreau after three months, with one-third of the new clients 

stil I active at three months after intake.. (Table B-4) 
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Ea~t San Jose Youth Service Bureau 
Statl/5 of Ilew Clients 

• f During Fiscal 1972 

Three Hon~hs 
After Intake 

New clients served by VSO In fI rH 
nine months of rlscal 1972 l!! ~ 
STATUS Of VOUTlI IN BUREAU: 

Actl\", 

In~tlve 

Case Clost:ld 

No Response 

If uease Closed", 'Reason for Closure 

Closed by Bureau 

Further services unnect:lssary 

Referred to o~her agency 

P laced on probat I on 

Needed services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 

RafuJod further serv!cu 

HI ,"ce Ilaneous 

Hoved (rom utla 

Nonrcslden't of target ~rf:ll 

Other , 

lOS 

87 
12Z 

2 

J.i 
61 

IS 

& 
12 

I) 

21 

13 
8 

33.2 
~705 

38.6 
.6 

hl 
3.8 
4.1 

g. 
It. I 

2,5 

An attendance counselor. jointly funded by the bureau an? a junior 

high school, developed an experimental school attendance project. At 

the beginning of the school year, one hl,mdred seventh graders \'lith high 

absenteeism from the previous school year were assigned t'O either an 

experimental grollp or a control group, with assignments evenly matched 

by number of absences, sex, Clge, family situation, and race. 

Students in the experimental group were immediately contacted by 

phone each time they were absent from schoo). They were also provided 
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.l 
with a big brother/big sister, classroom Vfsitatib.ns, field tripS,i and other 

services. Students in the control group received no special attentioo 'or 

servfces .. 

The results shQl/ed improved attendance over the previous school year 

for 78% of the 37 experimentals sti1t liVing in the area at the project's 

cone t us ion. t 
Only 27% of the control group had improved attendance during 

the same period. 

The eXperJmental group's truancy rate decre~sed from 2.5 days pe~ month 

in the sixth grade to 2.0 days per month in the seventh grade. The control 

groupls truancy rate increased during the same period, from 2.1 to 2.5 days 

per m~nth. The special services received by the experimental grollp app'ear 

. to hc:;we been a factor in reducing their truancy .. 

As a maJor thrust of Its coordination efforts, this bureau started an 

Interagency council for the east side of San Jose. Out of this a youth 

council was formed. Its members, including high school students, began ~ 
~ 

youth health clinic and were responsible for selecting its staff. 

Impact. 

A 

\'\ the 

bureau staff member conducted a household survey in six cenSL:S tracts 

East San Jose target area. 39 
Using cluster sampling, survey forms 

pri~nted in 1:;."'1I.h Spanish and English were either administered by interviewers ! 

or fleft at the home for a rnai 1 return. The total rate of return was 30%. 

The survey's purpose was to determine the community's awareness. 

uti I ization and attitude toward the East San Jose Youth Service 8ureau. 
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The increase in referrals < :J 

<of '9~:rls 'VJ;a'S P~'r~tlculady prol1oun<:ed. \,fhethe'r thh; fepre:seiit:s an Ir\crease ~ 
in tbe number I()f youth ':tefe'rt~d to :P'f'Ob~t'ioll or ah loctease I n the humber 

,ef :tefe:tt:als for the same mlmber of youth 'Cahoot be ascertained. 

i~tweit"thele'SSt checKing therec6rds of youth served by the Youth Ser'vl~ 

S,ut":e,au :r'eV'~.detf that appr.oxi;rnately the same number of the youth served Here 

ar;reslted in the 'Six ift'lOntns after hureau :referra 1 as had been arrested In 
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SAllrA~URA touliTY 
.JUV(;IHl'EPROBATI lit{ 
DEPA!\T/1EilT 

Boys 

GIrls . 

fa!)1e 8";5 

t'ot~iRcf~i-raI5 i"orlidlnqUerit Acts Ea" '0"·"· , , ' ',.' , 
Youth to Saitta tlaraCollnty Ju .. ; nllstps,:;~, ;lm;e Sendee Area ,c c .rbaat tori liepanment 

m~i! I~ea 1-$ 196~- i 97% 
-:,1; i i ...• ,. Pe.l-cent, thahge 

juiyl968 
to 

,:lunc.JS69. 

JM3 

1537 

356 

July 1969 
to 

,J line., 19i(i, 

.2025 

1600 

425 

July l!ijo 
to 

JUriei97i 

,22tl9. 

\606 

'60i 

,,' 
July 1971 

to 
Jude 1912 

ill! 
\605 

621 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

.F •. Y. 1911 

+ I;ot, 

- 0.2 
+ ~.j 

F. '1'. 1972 
n"b<;1 

j:' •. 1'. 1969, 

!l1.:1!. 

'" .it. Ii ' 

+7&.1 

the si;( nio'lit'hs hr',' or I" 'fo bureau ff~'t-effa 1. Crab 1e13-6) Abl1ut one in four 

\'Iasarrested in each t'in~peri'od. " These youth also had nearly the same 

ritilnberof iff-resh in the :stx 1l1orfthsafter . bureau referrals In the six months 

The proporti6nof ct ieilts with SO" 100" prObatlonstatlls dOUbled at six 

months after bureau t, t I H .. n 'cHeo oweVei·;c) ients who became wards or who had 

'imotne'r pi'obat ion t "t 5 a Us \vere Stili only a small segment bf the youth served 

by thebureauo 

'Ove ra n, Umi tedava t leb iI', t'y' f' • 0" statistics on n neIghborhood or 

cel1s'ustract 'bas h ("the bUI"eau IS serVice area prevents this analysis 

fro.lIteachlng defin i t i vecont 1 us ion' 5 on the bureau'simpact on diversion 

;and ,dellnquency reduct ion. H~'lever, the bureau's truancy h program 5 owed 

a :reduction In prob lem behavi or among its cll ents. Whi Ie the program-
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Total' O\!'d e1lerits. 197C) 

f 

AI\K£$ 'ji kECOl\:i! 

Youth IIrre~ ted 
Youth not arrc$ted 

Number of IIrrcS U 

liard 

All Other (Infdr~l, 51)\ 
months. pendln9. etc.) 

Nonft 

51:1< /'.c)flth$ 
8cio!:,:. Int~ke 

169 ~ 

45 21:.7 

12'" 73.4 

S~ 

Bureau 
Intllke Date 

\('1 

157 

6.0 

92.9 

Six /1onths Percent 
Chan<;e 

Hter 

\';0 

47 

1<:2 

65 

Intake -~ 

to<).~ -
27.B {-4.~ 

72.2 

+,.~ 

Six /1onth$ 
After Intake 

6 

23 

140 

s.1.i1 

\3.6 

82.S 

d the oniy avai lable 
matlc aspects appear to be meeting commun i ty nee s. I 

service area data shows increased referrals to probation. 

APPENDIX C 

PACIFICA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

Service Area 

,,-, 

The Pacifica Youth Service Bureau began operation in late 1969 to serve 

the 37,000 residents of this blue collar suburb of San Francisco. Pa ci fi ca 

is geographically isolated from the rest of San Hateo County and most of its " ' 

social services. Pacifica was the only pilot Youth Service Bureau in Cali-

fornie; whose service area coincided with a city's boundaries. 

Decision Structure 

The probation department stimulated the establishment of this bureau, 

with assistance from the County Delinquency Prevention Commission. City, 

county. and school district representatives, both elected and appointed, 

were involved in planning for the bureau so that a Joint Powers Agreement 

could be signed as soon as the origi~al grant was awarded • 

The Managing Board, which set policy for the bureau, was composed of 

represer.tatives of the Joint Powers signatories. The bureau coordinator was 

. responsible to the Managing Board. 

Help in developing services and suggestions for solving day-to-day pro-

blems was the professional advisory committee's function. This group met 

monthly with the bureau coordinator. Ideas and manpower for the bureau's 

community activities came from the citizen's advisory committee, composed 

predominatp.ly of youth. 
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Staff 

i 

,'~ 

H 
! 

d 
~! 

a 
Supplementing the basic staff of the coordinator and secretary, a pro- 3J 

>I , 
batfon officer VIas on full-t'imeloan from his departmen~, providing counsel-

ing and not law enforcement servi ces", Three part-time/social workers were 
., 

contributed for a few hours a week from the welfare department and two 

priv~te socral service agencies. A consultin9'PSY~/ol09ist was also loaned 

Fora fevi hours per week. 

Additional state/federal funding beyond the initial $25,000 per year 

permitted the bureau to add staff. With outside funding of $64,226 per year, 

a coordTnator of volunteers was added to the staff on a tull-time basis. 

This staff member not only worked with volunteers but also supervised the 

bureau's streetworkers and provided liaison with the schools. 

:! 
'I 
;'{ 
j 
':~ 

ri 
;~ 

j 

Moreover, young people were hired as streetworkers to contact uninvolved t 

youth at community gathering places and to attempt to drm'l them into purpose' 

ful uctlvlties. Streetworkers \lIorked full time during the summer and part-

t.ime durln9 the school year. 

The bureau hired a local police officer to work a few hours each week 

to open communication between bureau staff and police so they woulo use the 

bureau's services more fully. 

Faelll tle~ 

Outing the 1971-72 year the Pac·ifica Youth Service Bureau began opera-

tlng out of two facilities at opposite ends of the city. One facility, 

for counseling, had a reception area and individual offices. The other 
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location was a drop-in center d Use chiefly for °recreat'lon d an group meetings. 
A separate building with a I 

arge roolll and two offices, it also had several 

acres of land suitable for outdoor programs. The drop-in center was generally 
open Monday through Friday. 

Youth Served 

About 300 new clients were served by this bureau in Fiscal I q 7 ... - 2, of 
whom under 60 were J·ust.l·ce system referra Is. (Tab Ie c-1) I n a reversa I 
from the previous year, most referrals were f 

rom indiViduals rather than 
agencies. Th'ls d was ue to the reduct 'I on I'n law enforcement referrals and 
the inc re a s e ins Iff e -re errals, many of them for recreation or classes. 

Law enforcement continued to mal<e some referrals, but f 
re errals from proba-

tion continued to be infrequent. 

Incorrigibility was the most frequent reason for re fe rra I, fo I lowed 

by referrals for recreation or classes. 

The typ i ca I youth se r~ed was h' 1 
w I~e, 5 years old and in the ninth grade. 

A majority of new clients were boys. 

Service Provided 

The Pacifica bureau focused its direct services on short-term family 
counseling. Five r . I' 

o SIX counse '"9 sessions were generally the goal. On 
the youth for Whom servi~e information was 

a va i I ab Ie, a I mos tall we re p ro

vided with counsel ing, particularly fam'lly counseling. (Table C-2) 

In addition to counseling, this bureau's dl'rect services included 

tutoring of elementary school students 
with learning and behavior problems. 

This was provided by volunteers. 
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CHARAtYERISIJCS O~ ! NEW tl.ttUTS: 

l( Sc.o< 

11111." 

I 
f'ef;\llle 

\~ 
I Und<:r 10 

11 IO-U 
I' I \Z-t) 

I llt-I$ 
I 16-17 

18 lind OYl1f 

(Medfol.n) 

'\ Ethnl~ Croup 

\/hIt!: 

t
' l'lexiean-Ar.c:ri ean 

Blaek. I Other 

! S~hool Status 

li };t!~dlng 
! 
~ult/Oropped Ou~ 

High School Craduate 
No l\espon5e 

.68.2 

.:1. . Presellt (or Host 
Il\ecentl Grade In 

I
~ 

.7 

.7 

fourth oruMe! r 

Fl Fth or Sixth 

I 
Seventh or Eighth 

NInth- or Tenth I EleveMh or Twelfth 

If HIgh Sehool Graduate 

il Nol\esponse 

'j (tIcdI4rt) 

~ 12.8 .. 

191 ICO.I): ---
\17 6t.:> 
11i 38.7 

10 S.~ 

Hi 8.~ 

J6 18.8 
81 ~2.~ 

~I 11.S 

7 3.7 
(I1f.7) 

182 95.3 

" 2..1 
J 1.6 
2 1.0 

I HQt 

Recorcled 

It 
20 

1t3 

82 

3 

5.8 
10.5 

22.5 

~2.9 

16.8 

1.6 

• Hl4 6l.;l 

112 37.8 

~6 B,8 
36 11.2 

59 19.9 
6~ 2),3 
72 2~.J 

~4 11.S 
(\S. I) 

zltlt 82.4 

19 9.8 

I" ~.7 

9 3.0 

256 86.S 

9 3.0 

30 10.1 

.3 

28 9.lt 

35 lI.a 
54 18.2 

91 30.7 

56 18.9 

30 10.1 

2.7 
(9.4) 

rob 1o t~~ 

Poc-Ifl", Youth Sorv, ea lIurtlo\u 
DtrllC:~ S~tvl(1I Pro;;hJCld 

.. 
Naw cllenu lorl/od by Vlib tn flfH 
nIna monthll of f'hc:til 1»72 

DIR£CT S~RVICe PROVIDED. 

COIIO aell "2 

lodl vi dUll 1 and '.",lly 
InllIVldu.,1 OfIly 

Ilroup 

Other Olrect ServIces 

Iiodlc;al aid 

Job ref.rral/p!accfllQ"t 

Rocreatlon prngr.", 
!\emedl., edUcation, tutodn!) 

Orug pr09ram 
Prc"yocatlon.1 traIning 

l.aoal .Id 

HIsc:ell.neous 

Intervention/Advocacy 

\II th school 

\11th probatIon 0: court 
\II th po" ce 

~<irvl't) III rlrH 
'rhrea /1C'Jnth~ 

ill. 
!)B 

8 

I 

L 

6 

~ 
2.7 

This bureau also operated a drop-in center, which includedre.creadon 

and craftsc lasses. In Pad fi ca I s outreach program thestreetworkers 

,attempted to provide alternative activities for idle youth. Theyaho in-

tervened in situations to prevent confrontations beth'een youth ,and poHce 

or other adults. Community service activities allOded the bureau1s cHents 

to volunteer to aid incarcerated juveniles and other offenders .. 

Table C-3 shows that most clients had four contacts with the lbul'eau 

within six months, just under the goal this bureau set for its·df,. ihiost 
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fable c...3 

Paelflt_ You~h S~tvlce ~ur~.u 
Kedlan 'Humber of Contacts 

Kedlan Humber of Contacts 
with Bureau 

H..., tH!I~t,j nrH "I'hfee 
,l'iOnthS aft"r I/'Itaf;,e 

IiIlW CHenU I Second Three 
~nth$ aftor Int.ke 

.8 

of these contacts were in the fi rst three months after intake, indi-

catlng that this bureau's services to youth were essentially short-term. 

Three months after intake, one-fourth of the c1 ients were sti 11 

active tn the bureau. The majority of cases closed by then "Jere closed 

\vi l.h further servl ccs unnecessary. (Tab Ie C-q) 

fn .oddition to direct services to youth, family life education 

somlnar$, to resolve problems of raising children~ were developed by 

the bureau and other community organizations and presented for adults 

t n the cornmun t ty. 

From its beg inn i n9 the Pac i fi ca Youth Servl ce Bureau was used as 

n dIversionary resource by the clty1s police. However t police referrals 

to the bureau decl ined each year. (Table C-S) 

One reason for' this decrease ,"as an expanded pollee juveni 1e staff, 

!\O th~t the department had more time for its o\'ln counseling and decision-
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Table C-4 

Pac, I fica Youth Service Bureau 
Sta tlls of lIew Client 5 

DUrlflg Flsca I 1972 

Hew clients ser'ved by YSB In fl rst 
nIne months of Fiscal 1972 

srATUS OF YOUTH III BUREAU: 

Actl ve 

Inactive 

Case Closed 

No Response 

I f "Case Closed" r Reason for C I 05ure 

Closed br Bureau 

Further services unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 

Placed on probation 

Heeded services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 

Refused further services 

"Isce t laneous 

lioved from a rea 

Nonreslden~ of target area 

Other 

Three 110"ths 
After Intak~ 

l!.! 

27 
20 
64 

.ll 
39 

2 

!2. 
IB 
2 

1. 

2 

~ 

24.3 
IB.O 

57.7 

36.9 

35.1 
I.B 

.!!.:.B. 
16.2 
1.8 

?d 
.9 

1.8 

making. Another reason was the lack of systemat· I'e feedback from the 

Youth Service Bureau on cases the pol ice referred there. 

This shortcoming was remedied near the end of Fiscal 1972. To 

counteract the de,cl ining use the pol ice depClrtment was making of the 

bureau, a referral feedback re erring system was formalized so that the f 

officer would know the disposition of the case. 

Despite the d • ecrease tn police use of the bureau, Table C-5 reveals 

that Pacifica police continued to dispose of arrests by referring to "other 
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tl 
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" , 
.Ii 
J' 
I'. 
1) 
~j 

) 

., 

, ~ 
.,' . " 

1 

Percent ~ 

" ,I 

~ 

July 1970 
to 

June 1971 

July 1971 
to 

June 1972 

1:.'1'. 1972 
from 

F.Y. 1971 

t.Y. 1912 i 
fro.. 1, 

!')'!tpoihJQn o~ .. rtcHi 

IJ~/'Idlllt,l I'll thin depatttltnt 

~f"'frtjd to olMr ,l)Clncles 
(theludlng youth SClr!llee BUre'u) 

~re(tCl<l to prqbatloo departM<lnt 

rQUlt fil'lltli' OOJ\.TH SA/tMTtO COUIIl'V 
l;ltH,S~ 

roUt' ,Jt¥ell 11'L~1l ngUCIH:y Arre,t! 

Hilndled withIn d~pjlft/I'ICnt 

R4i ("lted to oeller agcnclflS 

nt:.f .. "tc.t tQ p~obatJon 
Gi:j>ilrtmcnt 

July 1968 
to 

J.unc 1969 

1062. -
Sl~ 

37 

511 

O,lt. 
Hot 

AVIlr!able 

July 1969 
to 

;June 1970 

ItO) -
388 
262 

( 170) 
453 

!ill. 
798 
~8 

1286 

*~rl'ban¢. Daly City, San Bruno. South San Franel~eo. 

SlJ1Jr<:.. \Juru1,I of cdmtnal nAtlHle" dllt •• 

--
ru. i!i 

365 235 

III 79 
( 97) ( ~5) 
371 )02 

~ E!J. 
891 830 

83 35 

1306 1378 

-:n./j:t; • ------
-35.6 
-29.5 
-53.6 
-18.6 

.:...!..:2.1 
- 6.8 
-57.8 
... 5.5 

F. Y. 19£9 

- 5~.3 

+ 113.5 

- 40.9 

r.Y.lm 
frOl'l 
~ 

!....2.:.! 
+ ~.O 

- 27.1 

+ 7.2 

(l1omnaodatory) ageneies l1 more frequently than before the bureau began 

operation .. 

Of partlcular interest~ Juveni Ie arrests in Paci fica decreased 1.2% 

tn t,he first three years of this Youth Service Bureau's existence. 
This 

i 1 d accompanied by a similar reduction of 41% in 
substant a, ecrease was 

arrests referred to probatIon. 

t • i b of J'uvenlle arrests was not paralleled Pad fi<:a t s dec In og nurn er 

in netghbortng communIties without Youth Service Bureaus. 
Indeed, four 
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SAN kAn;~ COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTME~T 

InitIal Referrals of 
Youth Living b 
Pac I fie. 

Suurce of Re f. rral: 

PIe! i'1c.:a Pollee Dept. 

All Other Sources 

Initial Juvenile Referrals for Delinquent /lcts 
Pacifica Youth to San Mateo County Prohatlon Department 

July 1968 
to 

June 1969 

~ 

265 

8) 

Flseal Years 1969-1972 

July 1969 
to 

June 1970 

lli. 

184 

76 

July 1970 
to 

:!.!~ 

ill 

170 

101 

July 1971 
to 

June 1972 

122. 

107 

8) 

P~reent Chango 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1971 

-29.9t 

-)7.0 

-17.8 

f. Y. 1972 
ft"04'l 

F. Y. 1%9 

·ljS.ljt 

-59.6 

nearby cities showed increases in juvenile arrests as well as in probation 

re ferra Is over a two-year period. 

Police arrest and disposition data include youth living in other com

munities. In addition, th~y dQ ngt differentiate between probationers . 
and other youth. Both of these factors are isolated in probation intake 

data, though • 

Probation intake data shew that initial probation referrals of youth 

living in Pacifica and not on probation decreased dramatically. (Table c-6) 

Specifically, initial probation referrals of Pacifica youth by the Pacifica 

Police Department decreased nearly sixty percent in three years. One would 

anticipate that diversion would have its greatest impact on youth not on 

probation, living in the bureau service area, and referred by the bureau's 

service area police to probation. This is precisely where the change was 

was most pronounced. 
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Table C-7 

InItIal JuvenIle Referrals and Dlspo:.1 tions (or DelInquent Acts 
San Mateo County Probation Department 

FIscal Years 1969-1972 
Percent ChanQc 

July 1968 Ju'fy 1969 July 1970 July 1971 r.Y. 1972 F.Y. 1972 
to to from from to to 

JUne 1969 June 1970 June 1971 June 1972 F.Y. 1971 F.V. 1969 
,. 

SAil /I/lTeO COUIITV 
PROUIlTl ON OEI'/lRT/lENT 

Inl tlal Referrals of 
Youth elvlng In 

• 'Pacifica ~ 260 ill .!1£ ~ -~5.4% 

InItIal DisposItion: 

Closed ut Intake 166 110 87 71 -\8.4 -57.2 

In(ormal Probation 15 8 4 8 * * 
PetitIon Ff led 167 142 18" III -3B.3 -33.5 

All Othcr Inl tlal 
~nlle Referrals ~ 3433 3945 19.!t -21.7% =--.:.L 

InItIal DIsposItIon: 

Closed at Intake 1577 1667 1783 1468 -17.7 - 6.9 

Informal Probation 110 124 190 120 -36.8 + 9. 1 

PetItion FIled 1398 1642 1972 1499 -24.0 + 7.2 

·Too small to percent~ge. 

$ource: Bureau of Crlm!nal StatIstics data. 

While initial referrals of youth living in Pacifica decreased, initial 

referrals of all other youth in the county to the probation department 

'ad (Table C-7) Among Pacifi~ , rema ined unchanged over the three-year perl • 

youth, cases closed at intake were reduced most substantially 

Moreover, initial petitions filed on Pacifica youth decreased 

-- 57%. 

one-th i rd. 

A review of police and probation recotds for the bureau's new clients 

f h arrested in the six months after in 1970 showed that more 0 t em were 

bureau·intake than in the six months before. (Table C-S) And more of 

d Nevertheles s, a sizeable maJ'ority of bureau them became court war s. 
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Table C-8 

PacifIca Youth ServIce Bureau 
Clients' Arrests and ProbatIon Status Before and After Intake 

, Toul new clients. 1970 

ARREST RECORD: 

Youth a rres ted 

Youth not arrested 

Number of arrests 

PROBATION STATUS: 

Ward 

All Other (Informal. sIx 
months, pending. etc.) 

None 

SIx Honths 
Before Intake 

22 7.6 
269 92.4 

22 

Bureau 
Intake Date 

6 

285 
2.li 

97.9 

SIx Honths Percent 
After Intake ~ 

48 16.5 
243 83.5 

+118.~ 

66 ~OO.~ 

SIx Honths 
After Intake 

25 8.~ 

.3 

265 91.1 

clIents was not arrested or on probation in either time period. The impact 

of the bureau's ,sl!rvi ces on ~hese changes cannot be fully ascer ta i ned. 

In summary, changes at police disposition and probation intake show that 

this community's increased handling of youth informally and at the local 

level was accompanied by a reduction in delinquency in Pacifica. 

Since law enforcement referrals to the Youth Service Bureau diminished, 

the bureau cannot be considered the prime stimulus for continued diversion 

and delinquency reduction in the community. Nevertheless, the bureau.s 

existence may well have intensified the climate for handling youth problems 

informally, either by not arresting or by linking arrested youth to non-

rna nda tory r·esources. 
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APPENDIX 0 

R1CHHOND YOUTH SERVlCES PROGRAM 

ServIce Area - ~ 
When the original R 1 chl1lQnd You th Scl'V t cos au rCUll bQ~FIO In Cl.'\ r I y Hll~~\ I 

ct ty of Richmond, with l.l populatIon of <lH,OOO, and Its service area was the 

C t t', es ne Ighbo rhood wh I ch Is \,I I'd nco rpo I'a ted. flU' the portion of the Hodel i 

Service areS to Includo thu Hodel C1tlos nt'au Ilnd program later changed its 

nIl other students in seven target schools. Richmond t S M Indus t rl n 1 S~I\:)U rb 

with a sIzeable bl~ck population. 

Decision Structu\~ 

for t h',s bureau Involved the county delinquency Driglnal planning 

I d U-d I C', ties staff and advisors. f30th the 40unty preventroncooll1liss on an nve 

I i and the bureau's managing board werO delInquency preventton comm 5S on 

Some difficulty was created by unclear divisions involved in setting pol icy. 

t h.e groups, and local versus county-wide pollcyof res pons j b lIlt)' between 

setting was an issue. 

t the probation department assumed responsibll1 ty for With reofganlzat on, 

A citizens advisory committ~e was administering the Youth Services Program. 

department and Hodel Cities Board on the established to advise the probation 

FacilitIes 

The program had two nearly adjacent facilities: one, a building with 

h an. aud'ltorium with additional meeting space. offiee space; the ot er, 
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staff --
OrlgJfHil ~t:Jf'! lIndo!' the *ao,ooo grllnt consisted of the coordln()tor, 

clt.wlccal a$$IB.tMco ,nnd a fow hour$ per wMk of det~ched tltllff tIme from 

othor ~9(ln¢I~$. 

Ourln9 Fiscol 1072, the bureau', name w,~ Ghangad. Outside fundlno of 

$70,677 WI$ obtalned and staff oddod. In ~ddltlon to tho coordinator ond 

elerlcol n.lf'tunc.~ staff Includod ~ progrom developer, actIvity looder~: 

house poreht$ for ~ shol terfliclll ty, llnd three probbtlon offlcol"s. 

Tho pro9r~m develoports pr~mary function was to develop rosources In 

coordInation wIth other ag~ncle5. ActIvity loaders organized and operated 

group progrflnls at the burollu's outreach center, as wol' tiS pnwldlng 

counseling. Tho probation officers staffed a probation fnterv~ntlon unit, 

offerl"9 COUi)SO l' 1'19 for referred families. 

Votunteers also particIpated In the bureau's programs. 

Youth Served 

In Fiscal 1972, during the year the Richmond program was reorganizing 

and expanding, the program served about 500 new clients. (Table 0-1) Over 

100 of the new clients In Fiscal 1972 were justice system referrals, a 

considerable Increase from the previous year and reflecting the probation 

department's new leadership role in the program. Nevertheless, most of the 

new cl ients were referrals from tndividuals, particularly self-referrals. 

Al~ng with the magnitUde of Individual referrals, nondellnquent 

reason~ fQr referral predominated. Employment problems and miscellaneous 
. ... 

reasons such as recreation were the most frequent referral reasons. 
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bl k Nearly two-thi rds EIghty-fIve percent of the new clients were ac. 

'
and the average grade was ninth. were male. FIfteen was the average age 

Table 0-1 

'----d Y th S~rvl ces Progr'am 
lI.'c,.,,,,,. all -'" lea of Hew Clients Served 

Referr.1 Sources and Charaeterlst 
Flsca! Years 1~71 and 1972 

Total »tw Cltents Served 

"gencln .. 

La\<! 6nfOfcemont 

Prob,H,I<:>rI 

School 

DtMr .a9'll"cl\9s 

Indlvldu&h 

Parent 

Self 

Other IndIvIdual, 

MASONS fOR IlEFtRAAL: 

SpecIfic Offense, 

Penon off .. nscs 

ProlUlny oHensBS 

Drug oHens." 

Othelr llpecl flc 
offenlllS 

De 11 nq\lCn t T('ndenclu 

IncorrIgIble 

Truancy 

Run_y 

Loitering, curf~ 

~~ 
tithe\" Reuona 

E~t0\:'1!IIInt pf'>ble"'1 

flutth prob'''~ 
E_tl<mal prolll:aflll 

Scht>Ol \c~rnlng 
problGIIII. 

Vcllfjllrtl p~lfi\' 

Iihcell;ti'1eolJ\l 

Mol\upens. 

July 1970-
June 1211 

ll!!. ru 
18 4.9 
17 ~.6 

17 ".6 
52 14.2 

ill 1!.:.l 
25 6.8 

235 6".0 
3 .8 

.!1 g 
I .3 
9 2.4 

2 .5 

7 1.9 

}]. 10.1 

25 6.8 

8 2.2 

" I. I 

July 1971-
June 1972 

ill 32.7 

35 7.0 

76 15.2 

IS 3.8 
33 6.6 

.ill. i'l.:.l 
108 21.6 

216 43.3 

12 2.4 

II i:i 
2 ./t 

1\ 2.2 

S 1.0 

10 2.0 

25.0 .--
66 13.2 
,29 5.8 

26 5.2 

" .8 

ill 20•5 .!ill. ~ 
2.~;1 6f.3 191 38.3 

.3 .2. 

18 It.9 

J .8 
6) 17.2. 

It) 8.6 

3 .6 
19" 38.9 

..L .:.!, 

Total Hew ClIents Served 

CHARACTERISTICS Of 
11£\1 CLIEHTS: 

Sex 

~ 
Under 10 

10-1t 

12-13 

IIt-15 

16-17 

18 and over 

(lledlan) 

~1c; Group 

\/hI te 

Mexican-AmerIcan 

Black 

Other 

Ho Response 

School Status 

AttendIng 

Quit/Dropped Out 

HIgh School Graduate 

Present (or "ost 
Recent) trade. In 
~ -
Fourth or Under 

Fifth or Sixth 

Seventh or EIghth 

Hlnth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

"Igl1 School Graduate 

No lIesponse 

July 1:370-
June In! 

227 61.8 

lItO 38.2 

11 3.0 

18 It.9 

37 10.1 

82 22.3 
129 35.1 

90 llf.5 
(16.6) 

2.7 7.1t 
47 12.8 

239 7'';.8 

1 Hot j Recorded 

14 .3.8 

25 6.8 

53 14.4 

99 27.0 

} 137 37.3 

39 10.6 

July 1971-
June 19Z2 

315 6).1 

!81f 36.9 

52 10." 
51t 10.8 

63 12.6 

136 27.2 

139 27.8 

55 11.0 
(15.3) 

Sit lIl.8 

III 3.6 

"21t 85,,1 
2 

I 

"3 88.8 
16 3.2 

"0 8.0 

61t 12.8 

58 11.6 

82 16.~ 

1"8 29.6 
10lt 20.8 

Ito B.O 
3 .6 

(lO.G) (9.3) ("-dian) 

JL~""~--------- " " 
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Service Provided 

For youth on whom service provided was reported, the recreation program 

was most frequently mentioned. (Table D-2) Some youth and their families 

were also provided with counseling. In addition, the bureau developed a 

tutori ng proj ect. us i ng volunteers. 

The shelter facility operated by the bureau had space for six boys, with 

• referrals to be either as an alternative to detention or in other situations 

where the need for shelter existed. 

Tab Ie 0-2 

Rlchmood Youth Services Program 
Direct Service Provided 

Fisca I Vea r 1972 

New clIents served by YSB In first 
nine months of Fiscal 1972 

DIR~CT SERVICE PROVIDED: 
v 

~nsellng 

I ndl vI dua I and family 

IndivIdual only 

Group 

Other 01 rect Services 

Medical a\',d 

Job referra'l/placement 

gec reat Ion :,)rogram 

Remedial educatIon, tutoring 

Drug p rog ram 

Pre-vocational training 

Legal aid 

"Isce Ilaneous 

Intervention/Advocacy 

WI th school 

With qrobatlon or court 

With police 
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Service In First 
Til ree Hon t hs 

227 

65 

25 

33 
7 

26 

118 

27 

2 

!!. 
2 

18 
I 

!!& 
11.0 

IIf.S 

3.1 

11.5 

52.0 

11.9 

• 

.. 
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The b'Jre.au reported .:. median of fourteen contacts tn the three rr.onths 

after Intake for each youth served. (Table D-3) After three months, more 

than one .. fourth of the cases wert! stt 11 active In the bureau. (Table D-4:) 

Il1lpact 

Richmond Youth Services Progr~ 
Kedlan Humber of Contacts 

Median Humber of Contaet~ 
wi th Bureau 

Hew Clients' First Three 
MOnthS .fter IntAke 

HeW Cllonts' Second Threo 
~nthS after Inta~. 

Six Honths Total 

1.4.0 

not 
reported 

1'.0 

Jttstlce system referrals to this program Increased in Fiscal 1972, 

coinciding wIth the program's reorganization and expansion. 

Ourtng this year, police arrest data also showed a reduction in del in-

quency, as measured by a fourteen percent decrease tn arrestS from three 

(Table 5) This was accompanied by a marked increase in 

referral!> to "other agencies". such 85 the youth service bureau. Diversion 

from probatlon referral was even more pronounced than diversion from arrest, 

wIth a thl rty percent reductIon tn Juvenile arrests referred to probation. 
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Table D-4 

nichmond Youth Services Program 
Slatu's of New Clients 

During Fiscal 1972 

Three Months 
After I n take 

New clients served by YSB In fI rst 
nln~ months of Fiscal 1972 227 ~ 
STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU: 

Active 

Inactive 

Case Closed 

No Response 

I f "Case Closed", Reason for Closure 

Closed by'Bureau 

Further services unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 
Placed on probation 

Needed services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 

Refused further services 

Hi sce II aneous 

Hoved f rom are; 

Nonresident of target area 
Other 

* less than .5%. 

62 27.3 
105 46.3 
37 16.3 
23 10. , 

£ hl 
2 .9 

12 5.3 
B 3.5 

'4 g 
5 2.2 
9 4.0 

2 .:i 
.. 

* 

From a probation i k nta e perspective, referrals by local police of 

service area youth who b were nonpro ationers dec1 fned appreciably. In two 

years, these referrals declined sixty percent. (Table 0-6) 

If a youth service bureau either: () a receives diversionary referrals 

from local police or (b) • 1 . stlmu ates institutional changes so that youth are 

more frequently diverted from the J·ustice system, we ",/QuId expect the most 
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r "duPtt.ons to be In: lot tlal referra 15 ~ slzetlbJ0 TI ... 
of local youth, by local 

rhh oecutrcd in this communi ty. 

July 1969 July 1910 July 1971 
JIII'I 1960 l~ to to, 2 

w J le!.l. June 97 Jun;, filS!! Junlt 1'310 =un;;.;;e,-_~ __ 

I'tICW«iIlO POLleE tiiiPAn'fKttIT 

To.1iI Juvoltll~ Dr.llllqUl!!ncy 
~ a!!! !!!.! m! i'lrrollh 

~~"4"""""'~""" ",. 

fihp!)JhlQI\ 01 ~rr(tH~: 

lllloollld withIn dlltlortJ'il(lltt I~I 1257 1068 I~ 

,l./iict.rrlld to otl'nir llQQnelets. as sa ~ 195 

,~(qfr.d ~o prebotlnn 
1971 leBS 1\96 

Icptsft/i'lInt ti'()4. 

Perce ,I 

F.Y. 1972 
from 

!:.Y. 197' 

-l:3.aj 

- J.l 

..aO'J.5, 

-26.9 

I f DelInquent ACl$ Inl tlal JUllllnne lIefern s or C Probation Department 
RlchmQn~ 1ar9~t Arll~ Youth to Contra Costa oUnty 

'CotrrM cctn,. eowty 
mMTH)lIlll!l'ARlI1EIIT 

(filth! lIeforl'<1Ilt or
d Y9ltth 1.1Y1n\ In Mchiron 

lMlI.ftAr.ll. • 

$0\11."1:. e~ "e.f • .rr_h 

I\h;~" 1\')11<;. n.pt. 

All Oth4( ~~t,lr~_' 

. J"ly 1969 Jul v \970 July 1971 July J96n ~ , to 
to to to \. 912 

J"n~ 1910 June 1971 June June 1969 u ~ =~ ___ _ 

~ ~ ~ !!! 

!)jato not 575 329 
avalhb1. 62!t 

518 5~ 581 

.. 142 -

Percent 

~.y. 1912 
f rOftl 

J!'.Y. 1971 

.-15 • ..., 

-'z.s 

.... 16.2 

Change 

F.Y. 1972 

f ''''~ 
r.Y. \1169 

-~ 

+ 0.' 

+1<:9.' 

-29.8 

Change 

F.Y. 1972 
f ro«I 

F.Y. 1970 

-:34., Tf. 

-60.2 

+1.9 

t 
.' 
1 
~ 

t . 
I 

i 
" j 
~ 
~ , 
t 

f 
> 

t 

* 

While initial referrals to probation of Richmond area youth were 

decreasing, those of youth living elsewhere and referred to this probation 

department Were increasing. (Tab Ie D-7) There was a particularly size-

able increase of youth living elsewhere Whose cases were closed at intake, 

possibly indicating the lack of alternative community referral resources 

available to pollee elsewhere in the county. Petitions flIed on youth 

living outside the Richmond area also Increased. Meanwhile, petitions fiied 

on initial referrals from Richmond decreased seventeen percent. 

Table 0-7 

Inl t I a I Juvenile Referrals and Dispositions for Delinquent Acts 
Contra Costa County Probat Ion Department 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

Percent Chan2e 
July 1968 July 1969 July 1970 July 1971 f.Y. 1972 r.Y. 1972 to to to to from from June 1969 June 1970 June 1971 June 1972 r.Y. 1971 r.Y. 1969 

, 
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 
l'RODATION DEPARTMENT 

Initial Referrals of 
Youth lllllng In Rlch-
mont Targct ~rea 

~ .!!.!2! .!.Q!!! 2..!§. -15.)% .:..!:..Q! 
InitIal DlsposltSon: 

Closcd at Intak~ 489 739 510 520 + 2.0 + 6.3 Informal ProbatlQ~ . 83 57 33 46 +39.4 -44.6 
-17.4 

Petition filed 424 606 539 350 . -35.1 
All Other InItial 
JUlien I Ie Re7errals 3572 3977 41t29 4449 ~ +24.6t 
Initial DisposItion; 

Closed at Intake 1856 2327 2445 261\ + 6.8 +40.7 Informal ProbatIon 343 289 323 368 +13.9 + 7.3 Petl tlon fl led 1373 1361 1661 1470 -11.5 + 7.1 
Source: Bureau of Criminal Statistics data. 
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In lSurttnary, dJvcrsion of Justice system referrals to the bureau ~as 

mlnlmo) unt.ll the bureau ,;,as rf!Organtzed tn Fiscal 1972 and referral and 

tly with these events, there tId Concurren . feedback proeedur&s systems ze. 

W$5 ~ roductlon of delinquency an diversion from further d a simultaneous 

.proces51 ng of Juvenlles by the Justice system. 
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APPENDIX E 

SAN DIEGO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS 

Service Areil 

The fit'st youth service bureau in San Diego County was established in 

early 1969 in the primar; ly middle class Clairemont neighborhood. This 

section of the City of San Diego has a popUlation of approximately 85,000. 

Residents are comparatively mobile. 

In late 1971 a second bureau was opened in the East San Diego and Al lied 

Gardens section of the city. 

Then in early 1972 citizens in La Jolla requested a bureau~ offering to 

donate a facility for it. This bureau serves the Northwest beach area of 

t San Diego. 
~, 

~ 

Decision Structure! 

Plc3nning for' the first bureau "las Cooperative. Lead by probation and 

police staff, there was input from other agencies as well. 

The bur~aus are administratively under the probation department, with 

I' an executive board and the County Delinquency Prevention t:ommission providing Ie 
t· 

!; 
1\ 

~ 
j, 
1: 
t'. 
t 
t: 
t 
lP 
t: 

pol icy advice. 

Sta ff -
From its inception, the Clairemont bureau was staffed by the coordinator 

and clerical assistance, as well as two probation officers, a police officer, 
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and asocial worker" Local agenc1es loaned this staff on a full-time basis. 

Hone of the staff member's served in a traditional law erforcement or correc-

tloMt role., Psyc.hiatric consulttl\tion was contributed <'0 a regular part-

\-'hen the uPP(:r' limit of $25,000 in outside funding ~"as removed, San 

viego opttldto .odd a second bureau rather than to 5ubst,,':1tially enlarge the 

first one. Outslde funding was increased to $142,860. 

rhe second bureau's s taffl 09, 1 net ud i ng detached w(,rkers from other 

oqenctes, was simi lar to the first bureau in Clai remont. A job developer 

was shar~d by the two bureaus, wIth the salary for this position volunteered \ 

by n service club. 

Tho Northwest San Diego bureau was supervised part-time by the Claire-

"non t bureau coord 1 ns tor, and staff for th i 5 bureau was a 1 50 con tri buted by 

the pollee. pr'obatlon, and welfare departments. 

In each of the bureaus~ volunteers donated their skills and time in a 

vUr'tety of services. 

Fuclll ties 
. ," 

!' 
Th~ or1g1nnt bureau was a stlite of offices in a medical building, with I i 

,. 

" t 
I. 
§.' 

! 

I 
~ 
~ 

J 
Netlrly ntne hundred new cllents were served by San :liego's Youth service; 

Uur¢.au~ In FhCl) 1 1972.. (TableE-t) Hore than 350 of them were Justice I 
I 
~, , 
~. 

~ 

tl grassy courtyard for tnformal gatherings. In East San Diego the bureau 

waS located tn a house. with offtces. a kitchen, meeting space, a room and 

patio ar~a for recreatIon. and a carpor:t for auto repal to. 

Youth Servod 
/'ILl! is( - •• 

., 

Table E-I 

San Diego Youth S I' * 
Referral Sources and Ch erv ce Bureaus 

aractcrlstlcs of New Clients Served 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 • 

July 1970- July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972 July 1970- July 1971-

June ~971 June 1972 
Total New Clients Served 

IiEfERRE'O BY: 

Total New Clients Served "38 ~ ~ 100.Ot 

~llencles 

L'<W enforcement 

Probation 

School 

Othel" agenc! es 

Individuals 

Parent 

Self 

Other IndivIduals 

IIEASONS fOR R£fERRAL ~ 

Specl fIe Offenses 

PersOfl offenses 

Property offenses 

Drug offenses 

Other spec I fI c 
offenses 

DelInquent TendencIes 

IncorrigIble 

Truancy 

/lunaway 

loIterIng. curfew 

Dependent 

Other ReasOfls 

Employment problflm5 

Heal til prob I ,,!liS 

EmotIonal problems 

Sa,ool learning 
problema 

~el'ar. problems 

IIlsce II .. neous 

* 

270 

128 

69 
64 
9 

168 

102 
20 
46 

1 

29 
130 

10 

304 

261 
5 

3& 
1-

I 

58 

I 

56 

61.6 

29.2 
15.8 
11t.6 
2.0 

38.1t 

23.) 

~.6 

10.5 

.2 

6.6 
29.7 

2.3 

69.4 

59.6 
.1.1 
8.2 

" ... 
.2 

Ij.2 

.2 

12.8 

.2 

2 ItS 

117 
183 

"2 

296 

220 
27 
49 

298 

8 

/06 

~38 

"6 

640 

"SI 
64 

119 
6 

It 

108 

23 
2 

63 

2 

I 

17 

27.7 
1).2 

20.7 
1t.8 

ill. 
2".~ 
3.0 
5.5 

n.7 
.9 

12.0 

15.6 

5.2 

71.5 

51.1 
7.2. 

13.5 
.1 

.It 

12.2 

2.6 

.2 

7.1 

.2 

• I 

1.9 

CHARACTERI STI CS OF 
NEil CL I EIlTS: 

S~x 

Hale 

felM Ie 

Under 10 
10-11 
12-13 
1"-15 
16-17 
18 .nd over 

(Hedlan) 

Ethnic Group 

White 

Hexlcan-Amerlc~n 

Black 

Other 

School Status 

Attending 

Qult/Oropp~a Out 

High SchoOl Graduate 

Present (or Host 
rtecent Grade .n 
~ 
Fourth or Under 

FI fth or Sixth 

Seventh er Eighth 

Ninth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

High School Graduate 

No Responle 

(liedl.n) 

Oaa for .July 1970 to June' 
hfor three bureaus slnco two 971 Is for Ofle bureau, S.n Olego·CI./r 

• more were 4Idded durIng that yur. elllOl\t. 
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2", 
189 

17 
I~ 

91 

56.8 
"3.2 

3.9 
).2 

20.8 
176 40.2 
1)3 30.4 

7 1.6 

(15.1) 

407 
21 

7 
3 

92.9 

1t.8 
1.6 
.7 

I Not 

~ lIecorded 

17 
19 

116 
182 

3.9 
1t.3 

26.5 
41.6 

1 99 22.6 
, 

5 1.1 
(9.71 

"9S 
385 

31 
Itl 

18) 
371 
239 

3.5 
4.6 

20.7 
1t2.0 

27.1 
18 2.0 
(15.0) 

782 
49 

34 
18 

835 
n 
15 

34 
58 

235 
)65 
174 

15 

88.6 

5.5 
3.8 
2.0 

94.6 
3.7 
1.7 

3.8 
6.6 

26.6 
"1.3 
19.7 
1.7 

2 

(9.6) 
.2 

Ollt. for July 1971.·June 1972 

i 
1 
t 

f 
I 

I 
I 

1 

I 
! 
1 
~ 

j 

I 
j 
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system referrals, wi th nearly 250 ref6~ra Is from law enforcement and nearly 

120 from probatIon. Overall, two-thirds of the new clients were agency 

refer ra Is. 

There was some variation In referral sources by bureau, but agency 

referrals predominated In each. (Tables E-2, 3, 4) Law enforcement refer

ra Is were a larger proportion of Clairemont's and Northwest's new cl ients 

than of East San Oie90. s • East San otego served a greater proportion of 

school referrals. 

For each ~f the bureaus, delinquent tendencies, particularly incorrigi-

billty, was the chief r~ason for referral. A larger proportion of clients 

were referred for specific offenses than In many bureau~. undoubtedly re-

flectlng the referrals from the justice system to this bureau. 

In each bureau, the typical client was fourteen or fifteen and· in the 

ninth grade. Somewhat more than half the new clients were boys. Almost 

nine out of ten were white/Anglo. 

Service Provided 

Virtually all of the youth participated in counseling at the bureaus, 

with family counsellng provided in the vast majority of the cases. (Tables 

E"'S, 6) Counseling Is done by th·e trained, experienced staff on a full-

time loan to the bureaus from participating agencies. (Service p"ov!ded by 

the North\'Jest San Diego bureaU is not Included because of the bureau's short 

pertod of operation In Fiscal 1972.) 

The Eclst San Diego Bureau also provided Intervention or adVOcacy with 

the schools fora number of Its clients. 
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Tota I· New C II cnts Se rved 

REFERRED BY: 

Agencies 

Law enforcement 

Probation 

School 

Other agencies 

I ndl vl.duG Is 

Perent 

Sel f 

Other Individuals 

REASONS FOR REFERRAl: 

Spec!'1 c Offenses, 

Person offenses 

Property offenses 

Drug offenses 

Other speel flc 
offenses 

De II nquent Tendencies 

. hlcorrlglble 

Truancy 

-:.. ," 

Runsway 

Loitering. curfew 

Dependent 

Othe r ReaGons 

Empluyment problems 

HGIII th problel1l5 

Emotional problems 

School learning 
problems 

lie Ifara prob lems 

"lice Iianeoul 

Table E-2 

Referral ~~~r~!:g~~~I~~~~~e~~~~~c;e~~I~wB~~i:~ts Served 

July IS70-
_ June 1971 

E2. ill 
128 29.2 

69 15.8 

64 IIt.6 

9 2.0 

l~ 38.1t 

102 23.3 
20 4.6 

46 10.5 

.2 
29 6.6 

130 29.7 

10 2.3 

304 ll:..!! 
26 I 59.6 

5 1.1 

36 8.2 

2 .It 

! d 

.2 

56 12.8 

.2 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

Ju Iy 1971-
,June 1972 

378 100.0% ---

ill §:.!!. 

129 34.1 

1t6 12.2 

60 15.9 

16 4.2 

ill. &! 
101 26.7 

II 2.9 

15 4.0 

Ilt6 ~ 

6 1.6 

52 13.8 

66 17.5 

22 5.8 

.ll2. 63.2 

191 50.5 

15 4.0 

31 8.2 

2 .5 

i!.. 1hl. 
l3 3.4 

36 9.5 

.3 

.3 

~Total New Clients Served 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
NEW CLIENTS: 

~ 
Hale 

Fema Ie 

~ 
Under 10 

10-11 

12-13 

14-15 

16-17 

18 and over 

(l1ed IlIn) 

Ethnic Group 

White 

I1exl clln-Amer I can 

Black 

Other 

School Status 

Attending 

Quit/Dropped Out 

High School Graduate 

Present (or Host 
Recent Grade In 
School 

,Fourth or Under. 

FI fth or Sixth 

Seventh or Eighth 

Ninth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

High School Graduate 

No Response 

(Median) 
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July 1970-
June 1971 

2lj9 56.8 

189 1t3.2 

17 3.9 

14 3.2 

91 20.8 

176 40.2 

133 30.4 

7 1.6 

(IS. I) 

1t07 92.9 

21 ".8 
7 1.6 

3 .7 

) Not 

) RecordBd 

17 3.9 

19 4.3 

116 26.5 

182 41.6 r 99 22.6 

5 1.1 

(9.7) 

July 1971-
June 1972 

222 58.7 

156 1t1.3 

13 3." 
24 6.3 

78 20.6 

156 1t1.3 

98 25.9 

9 2.4 
\l1t.9) 

360 95.2 

10 2.6 

3 .8 
5 I.) 

363 96.0 

8 2.1 

7 1.8 

16 4.2 

29 7.7 
96 25.4 

152 40.2 

7B 20.6 

7 1.8 

(9.5) 

'-"~t. 
, ! 

',: 

... :-:-

1 
1 
1 
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Referral 

Total !lew Clients Ser"ed 

REFERRED flV: 

Agencies 

Law enforcement 

ProbatIon 

School 

Other .. gencles 

IndIvidual, 

Parent 

Self 

Other Individuals 

REASONS FOR REFERRAL: 

SpecifIc Offenses 

Person offenses 

PrOperty offenses 

Drug offenses 

Other specl flc 
offenses 

DelInquent Tendencies 

I nc:orrlll.lb Ie 

Tru.nCV 

Ru~ay 

loItering, curfew 

Dependent 

Other Reasons 

Employment problol!l$ 

It .. lth problel!l$ 

Cmotlonll problems 

School lelrnlng problemS 

\I.lfare prob lel!l$ 

Hlscelleneous 

; , 

Table E-3 

• h Service Bureau 
East San DIego Youi tics of Hew Cilent~ 

Sources and Character 5 Served 
f 

FIscal Year 1972 

July 1971-
June 1972 

278 

7" 
67 
III 

26 

ill 
78 

12 

31 

.2i 
I 

33 
~6 

15 

.ill. 

ill 
18.6 
16.8 
27.8 
6.5 

30.3 

19.6 

3.0 
7.8 

.2 
8.3 

11.5 

3.8 

ru 
210 52.6 
It6 11.5 

72 18.0 

21 

2 

I 

16 

L.!!. 

lli1 
2.2 

.2 

5.3 
.5 
.2 

".0 

Total New Clients Served 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
NEW CLIENTS: 

~ 

Hale 

Female 

~ 

Under 10 
10-1\ 
12-13 

1"-15 
16-17 
18 lind over 

(MedIan) 

Ethnic Croup' 

IIIIlte 

Hexlcan-Amerlc,n 

Black 

Other 

School Status 

Attending 

Quit/Dropped Out 

High School Graduate 

Present (or Host 
Recent} Grade in' 

~ 
Fourth or Under 

FI fth or SI xth 

Seventh or Eighth 

Hlnth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

HIgh School Graduate 

No Response 

(Hadl an) 

6 \I """ned October 1971. "lIote: Burea _ .. _ 
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July 197\-
June 1972 

219 
180 

17 ".3 
I" 3.5 
92 23.0 

i75 "3.8 
96 2".1 
5 

(1".8) 

326 
32 
31 
10 

377 
16 

6 

16 

25 

125 

156 

69 
6 

2 

1.2 

91.7 
8.0 
7.8 
2.5 

~.o 

6.3 
31.3 

39.1 
17.3 
1.5 

.5 

.. , 

Northwest San Oiego Youth ServIce Bureau • 
Referral Sources and Characteristics of New CI ients Served 

Tota I /lew Clients Servtld 

REFERRED BY: 

o\gencles 

Law enforcement 

Prob<!tio:l 

SchOOl 

Other agencies 

.!Edlvlduals 

Parent 

Self 

Other IndIViduals 

REASONS FOR REFERRAL: 

!g,eclflc Offenses 

Pe rson offenses 

.-fIlOItper&y.offolnes 

Drug offenses 

Other specific 
offenses 

Delinquent TendencIes 

I ncorr 111.1 II Ie 

Truancy 

Run_y 

Loitering. curfew 

Dependent 

Other Reaso,!! 

Employment problems 

Hea I th prob lems 

Emotional problems 

School learning 
problems 

lIelfare problems 

Hl'scellaneolls 

Fiscal Year 1972 

JUly 1971-
June 1972 

2! 
42 

4 
12 

~ 
41 
4 
3 

"21 

26 

9 

II 
50 
3 

16 

I 

6 

" 

54.7 

39.6 
3.8 

11.3 

45.3 

38.7 
3.8 
2.8 

8.5 

68.9 

47.2 
2.8 

IS. I 

3.8 

Total New Clients Served 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
OF NEil CLI ENTS 

Hale 

Female 

~ 

Under 10 
10-11 
12-13 

14-15 
16-17 
18 lind over 

(lied I an) 

Ethnl c Gro.!!!!, 

White 

MeXican-American 

Black 

Other 

School Status 

Attending 

Quit/Dropped Out 

High School Graduate 

Present (or Host' 
~ecent) Grade 1il 
School -
Fourth or Under 

Fifth or Sixth 

SeVenth or Eighth 

Hlnth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

High SchOOl Graduate 

(Hadlan) 

*Note: Bureau Opened February 1972. 

- J51 ... 

July 1971-
June 1972 

57 

57 
49 

100.0% -----. 

53.8 

53.8 
46.2 

.9 I 

3 
13 
40 
il5 

4 

2.8 
12.3 

37.7 
~2.4 

3.8 
(15.6) 

96 90.6 
7 6,,6 

3 2.8 

95 89.6 

9 8.5 
2 1.9 

2 1.9 

" 3.8 
.. " 13.2 
57 53.8 
27 25.5 

2 1.9 
(10.2) 
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rabie.' E-S 

~an 01e90-C;lalr~\mont Vouth Servh:c Bureau 
DI (e~t \'iervtce Provided , 

FI SCll~ Vear 1972 

Service In First 
Th ree HOC! ths 

~' cHents serve~ by YSB In first 
/lIne mnths of Fiscal 1972 

OI~cT SERVICE P~OVIOEOt 

Counselln9 

Indlllldual an/ifamlly 

Ind 1111 dua 1 on 1'1 

Group 

Other DI rect Services 

j'.e!ilcal aid 

Job/referral/placement 

Recreation progran 

RemedIal education. tutoring 

Drug program 

Pre-vocatIonal trainIng 

Le!)al aId 

Hlscc 11 ;sneouS: 
1\"'IQ"iat..uw.~tton 
BI9 brother/big \Ister 
Other 

'nterYentlonJAdVnc~~ 

IIlth SchQOI 

\11th probat Ion or court 

\I1~h poilu 

'''less than .5t. 

~ 
221' 

24 

IS 

II 
B 

24 

I 

4 

5 

3 
5 
1 

l~, 

It:, 
1\ 
a 

\oo.ot -
.!£:!. 

86.3 
9.4 
5.9 

.. 
1.6 
2.0 .. 

.. 
1.2 
2.0 .. 

.!hZ. 
6.3 
4.3 
l.1 

Another focus of the San Diego' bureaus' ser'vices was parental educa-

don.. This progr€\m was developed In conjunction wi th an adult school 

and aworoen's group and attracted several hundred area parents. 

Each youth averaged n tne di rect contacts wi th the Cl a i remont bureau 

In the ,six months aftet intake. (Table £'-7) ThUS, the Clat remont' bureau 

had more contacts v/ith its typical client than did most of the California 

... 152 .. 

bureaus. 

Table E-G 

fAIt S~" DIego Youth ServIce Ourollu 
Irect Servlco Proll/dod 

Flic:al Vear 1972 

llew clients served by YSB In first 
nine tIIOnths of.F/scal 1972 

DIRECT SERVIcE PROVIDED: 

Counse IIn9 

IndIvidual and famIly 

Indlllidual only 

Group 

Other 01 rcct Services 

lledlcal aid 

Job referral/placement 

Recreation 

RemedIal educatIon. tutoring 
Drug program 

Pre-vocational training 

Lega I aId 

111 sce Ilaneous 
,P~Y~hiatric evaluatIon 
BIg brother'lblg sIster 
Other 

Interventlon/Adv~c~ 

III th Schoo I 

IIlth probation or court 

With police 

• Less than .5%. 

The East S 0' 

Service In First 
Three .t1onths 

1!!! 
.)99 

34 
9 

g 
7 

20 

10 

2 

12 

8 
5 
B 

H 
58 
IS 

.101.3 

B3.3 
14.2 
3.B 

~ 
2.9 

B." 
4.2 
.B 

~ 

2".3 
6.3 

IS 6.3 

an lego bureau averaged somewhat f ewer contacts: 
over four contacts ,'n s,'x months. (Table E-8) 

More than one In three of CI airemont's new clients were . s til I ac t i ve 
In the burea~ at the end of three months. (Table E-9) Just over one 
in five of East S an Diego's were still ti ac ve at that time. (Table E-IO) 

The ,East San Diego bureau reported 

further 

refused 

services were unnecessary, 

further services. 

cases closed most frequently becau.se 

the youth dropped out, 01' he or she 
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Son 01-90'" tlalr~nt 'foufthCos~~~~:e Buruu 
Kedl.l" IfUtllbClr 0 " 

rl.,.I' V •• , 1972 

T.bl. [-8 

Hodl." HUl)lber of Cont.eu 
loll th Bure.u 

2.9 

9.0 

[.st San 0le9O Youth ·Servle. BurelU 
Kedl.n Humber of tontaet. 

Flse.l' VOir .1972 

- 154 -

Median Humbar of Cont.ets 
wIth Buruu 

3.6 

.8 

Impact 

Table E-9 

San Dlego-Clal"emont Youth Service Bureau 
Statl!.} of New tllents 

DurIng 'FIsc:a1 1972 

Hew ellents served by YSB In first 
nIne months of flsQlI 1972 

STATUS Of YOUT/! I N BUREAU: 

Aetlve 

Inac:tlve 

Case Closed 

No Response 

If "Case Closed", Reason for Closure 

Closed by Bureau 

Further servlees unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 

Placed on probatIon 

. Needed services unavaIlable 

Closed by Youth 

Oropped out 

Refused further serVIc:es 

lliJ-ce Ilaneous . 

Koved from area 

Nc:.resldent of t.rget area 
Other 

• Leu than .st. 

Thre!! ".00 ths 
After Intake 

94 
31 

.131 

.ll 
58 
IS 

13 

!! 
10 

13 . 

II 
14 
2 

5 

36.7 
12.1 
51.2 

1!i:..Q. 
22.6 

5.8 
5.1 

• 

~ 

3.9 
5.1 

g 
5.5 
.8 

2.0 

Justice system referrals, particularly from law enforcement, were 

consistent from the in~eption of the first bureau in San Diego. This 

was undoubtedly greatly enhanced by the role of police administrators 

in the initial planning and by the presence of a police officer In a 

nonauthorltative role on the bureau staff. 
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Tollble E-IO 

E.-t S.n otego Youth ServIce Bureau 
StatU1 of ~cw ClIentS 

Dudng fhea I 1~72 

Hew c:llonts ~N~1d by YSB In flrH 
/llnll IlIOI\tl~ of Fhea I 1971. 

STATU!, .Of YOlJ1lf IH BUREAU: 

Ae!~IWl 

In,;tc:t'''~} 

Cne Closed 
Ilo I\.e$poose 

. I d" Reason for Closure ~,D$e C OSC , 

,S.101cd by DureliU 

Further ,ervIG~ unnecessary 
Referred to other ilgenc:y 

Plbc:ed on probation 
Heeded servIces unavaIlable 

Clo,,,d by Youth 

Dropped out 
I\e(u$tld further servl<~' 

~lsc:ellan"ou5 

1Io\l~d f tOl!1 area 
Nonres1dent of target ~rea 

Other 

Three tlonths 
After Intake 

53 
15 

169 
2 

86 

51 
9 

26 

:Ii 
"<I 

35 

.!l 
(, 

5 

22.2 
6.3 

70.7 
.8 

36.0 

21.3 
3.8 

10.9 

31.4 

16.7 
14.6 

M 
2.5 

2.1 

the bureaus, del inquency 

t~ 

! r 
j\ 

r 
r 
l' 
L 
F' 

r: 
~ I: 
r 
1 J. ~ 
l 
I' 

Even though police were diverting youth to 

h b us' service areas. was not reduced tn t, e urea 

r 
(TableE-ll) 

an Increase In Juveni 1e arrests of Clairemont and East San 

The re vias f; 
I 

Diego residents,: 

A factor Influencing the Increase 

! 
i tn Clairemont residents' arrest was 1 
j 

especiallI to arrest; the area1s population, that there Were more res t dents 
l 

f~ t 
servl¥ . 

or JuvenIles. tncreased during this pertod. 

.(! 
h h delinq(,enc.y arrests a. It 15 important to note that even t oug • 

. arrests, of a~ 1 other city res I dents 
area (estdents rncreased, Juvenile 

J~ 
L 
~~-

I-
f 
r 
l { 
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Tabl. E-lI 

Juvenile Mrests 
San Diego Police De~rtment 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

July 19G8- July 1969 July 1970 
to to to 

June 1969 June 1970 June 1971 

SAN DIECO POLICE DEPA~TH£NT 

Total Juvenile Unit Arrests, 
Residents 01 clt~ 01 
San DIego 

~ .!.h2!! 14,401 
1\1\l51dence: 

Clalremont Servlcs AreaM 
3,920 3,807 3,885 

East San DIego Serv!~e Areab 
2,420 2,595 2,459 

All Other CIty of San Olego 
Res I dents 6,786 7,540 8.057 

77. 61. 62. apol Ice Beats 

bpollc:e Buts 22, 30, 33, 35. 

Source: San Diego Pollee Department ~ta. 

July 1971 
to 

June 1972 

15,000 

4,145 

2,607 

8.248 

"., -== 

Pc"rcent Change 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1971 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1969 

+6.7 + 5.7 

+6.0 + 7.7 

+2.4 +21.5 

increased more strongly over a two-year p'eriod~ Thus, the bureau areas' 

increase in juvenile arrests was less than that in the other segments 

of the ci ty. 

Initial referrals to probation also reflected a sizeable increase 

for both service areas. (Table E-12) However, the two-year trends 

showed Increases only in the cases olosed at intake or placed on in,formal 

probation. Petitions filed decreased, however, showing evidence of 

red~ceq penetration of the justice system at this point. 

A follow-up study of youth served by the Clairemont bureau early in 

1970 showed that considerably fewer of th~ youth served were arrested in 
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Inltl.1 I\<I'lIrf." tlf 
Youth ~Ivlnu I~ • 
Chi! ,._t S4!ryl IF' brill!. 
*1iI 

eto.,d at Inl"ke 
Ihfor~1 Prob_tfon 
,..~Itfoo ,,,,d 

Inld.t ~(.r,..h of 

July 1969 
to 

JUne 1970 

Yo~th Llvfn9 In b 
t.II $~n Ologo S,rvl(, Ar2-

InJ~I.l ol,posltlont 

Clct.d .t intake 

~"'tO~ I "~ob~t'OI1 
p.tltlon Flied 

27£ 
51 

July 1970 
co 

June 1971 

It,.~ 

ns 
SO 

ISIt 

IS 

ill. 

300 
91 

n$ 

July .971 
to 

June 1272 

i!!! 

299 
5~ 

173 
22 

ill 

394 
103 
'-\C!G 

3\ 

P ,~::,en t Change 

F. Y. ;')72 
fro~' 

F. ". '971 

"'23.,j~ 

+32.9 
+ 8.0 

+i2.3 
+"6.1 

±.!!:It 

+31.3 
+13.2 

-11.1 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1970 

+35.9 
+22.7 
-11.7 

+~:l.8 

+80.7 

-35.3 

1: 
~, 

f 
I~ 
1 
E r 
H 
I 
i· 

I' 
! 
f 
j' 
t ~' 

I 
J 
l 
j 

I~ 
I 
f: 
1> 

1 
I 
~ ,I 
1, 

l' 

I 
l' 
1 

six months before intake,,'.,.': the sIx months after blJreau intake than In the & 
'I f th youth ,)erved had an offlclali i 

(T~b'e £-13) Only asrnall proport on 0 e II 

d f b au: 11 take or six monthS "1 ~tatU$ wt th probatton el ther at the. ate. 0 ure I 
court r: 

H .............. ,.." th,ere W8$ an Increase In the youth who were 1 latQr~ ~~~¥' I 
w~rd$ sIX months after (ntake. 

... 158 .. 
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Table E-13 

San Diego - Clalremont Youth Service Bureau 
Clients' Arrest and Probation Status Before and After Intake 

Total new clients, 
January-June 1970 

ARREST RECORD: 

youth arrested 
Youth not arrested 

Numb~r of arrests 

PROBATION STATUS: 

liard 

All Other (Informal, six 
m:lnths, pending, etc.) 

None 

No Response 

Six Honth:> 
Before Intake 

ill ~ 

92 31.' 
179 69.6 

12' 

Bureau 
Intake Date 

5 I.~ 

9 3.5 

2'2 92.7 
5 1.9 

Six iIonths Percent 
After I n take Change 

ill ~ 

50 19.1 -39.0% 
211 90.B 

73 -41.1% 

SIll iIonths 
AI'ter Intllke 

22 9.4~ 

12 4..7 

2?1 ~.7 

6 2.3 

In summary, the San Diego bureaus' style has coordinated staff 

resources from several agencies. \~hile this stimulated diversionary 

referrals from the justice system, delinquency nonetheless increased, 

although at a lesser pace than in the rest of the city. A population 

Increase may have counteracted any delinquency reduction that might 

have otherwise Occurred. Reductions in petit~ons fi Jed indicate pene-

tratlon of the Justice system was minimized for resIdents of the bureau 

areas. 
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APPENDIX F 

SAN f'ERHAHDO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU 

ServIce Ar~ .. 

service area el\compassed one t f Bureau's 
The S~n Fernando Youth Serv ces the City of 

11 ent of anot~er: entl r~ <:1 tv and ,8 proportionately sma segm . 

f b ut 1.7 000, and the Pa,colma area of the , h population 0 a 0 t Swan Fernandot w t a hi t t 
p is servi:ed by the Fcot This area of Los Angeles CI ty of Los Angeles. 

f the area's residents are OlvlsJon of the pot Ice department. Many 0 

d !, late 1969 and c lased 1 k This bureau opene In Hexlcan-Amertcan or b ae • 

June 3'0, 1972. 

Oeclslon Structure .. 
b u In Los Angeles Cou~ty were and the other pilot urea 

80th thfs bUI"eaU All of the 
I t 1y sponsored. Caltfornra bureaus by being pr va e unique among 

11 t bureaus were publicly sponsored. other po 

. • cy prevent ion . t d the county d,'!llnquen County Counsel's opinion proven e 

fUnctions the Youth Service Bureaus Act commt ta Ion f rom performing the 

1 This Issue was speclfted for tlem. prlm~rily centered around the bureau's 

prIvate spon~orshlp, 

bureau's fi\anaglng board, comprised The of are~ residents, set bureau 

Staff 
u. , 

Bureau coordi nator and eleri cal staff Inltlally consisted of the 

ff from probation and limited contrLbuttons of sta an II tllnce~ Val unteers • 

and, private l,!Igcncy slJPplemcllted paid staff. 
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. Because of the intermittent Schedules maintained by In-kind Staff 

contributions, the bureau hired its own Youth counselors on a part-time 

basis When funding beyond the origlna) $25,000 became available. 

State/federal funding i{~creased to $49,126 at this point. The youth 

counselors were eleven highschool and college youth Who had already been 

invoived with the bureau's activities. 

Fac iii ttl 

The San Fernando bureau occupied a bufldlng with two offices, two meet-

Ing rooms, a large room suitable for recreation, and a photography dark~oom. 
You th Se rved 

ThIs bureau served nearly 500 new clients in Fis~al 1972, with the vast 

majority of referrals from agencies, especially schr~ls. (Table F-1) Law 

enforcement, both the San Fernando and Los Angeles police departments, 

referred over 100 youth to the bur'eau each year. Pollee referrals were even 

more frequent In Fiscal 1971, when the bureau coordinator was pillnguat. 

Referrals from probation were negligible. 

In Fiscal 1972, when most of the referrals were from SChools, youth 

I Were primarily referred to participate In recreation, group activities, or 

the bureau's SUmmer program. In the previous yea!", the majority were 

referred for delinquent reasons: spe;cfflc offenses or delinquent tendencies. 

Nearly nine out of t~n of the youth served were boys. TYPical Jy. they 

Were sixth graders and less than 12 years old. More than half of the new 

clients were Mexican-American; more than one-fourth were black. These 

proff Ie characteristics represent a shift from the previous fiscal year, 
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eWhat older, 1 1 Youth served,was sam . when the typ ca 
l 'Lely to have been more· },.. 

h been black. feme \e. and 1 ess 11 kel Y to ave 

Table F-I 

, . r . thS vlee Bureau 
Son FerMndo You ~r f Ilew Clleonu SU'Jcd 

Rererral Sources and Characterlst cs 0 

REfERIIED IIYt 

Agenctu 

L~ enfor.c;cllIOnt 

I'roblltlon 

SChQOI 
Other a90ntl.5 

I rod I vldwa Is 

I'Mont 

So If 
Other Indlv'lduols 

fI(!\SOHli FOil REFERMl: 
Speclflcor'enses 
Pcr~on offen,u 

Pr~r~y offenseJ 
Drlill offensu 

Othor spillcl flc 
oHenl1ll 

Delln9ucnt Tendoncles 

\nGorrlolb)a 

Tru"ncy 

l\unllW.~ 

loitering, curfe~ 

i>oeendClnt 

Other l\eUOO$ 

t~loyme"~ probleM 
u .. lth proble!!lS 

[l!l9tloo.\ problfliftS 

khoo\ lurulng 
Ilroilte"'" 

\10 I f.f",. ptobl8111. 

Mlsto.n_neOIlJ 
(1\.(,r .. tlon/grol,lp!t'l~1 v\
t h •• !t\m\>tr prollrA~ 

fl scalYesrs 1971 and 1971: 

July 1970- July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972 

177 45.3 
3 .8 

67 17.1 
19 4.9 

.!& 32.0 

106 22.0 

1 .2 

318 65.B 
.2 

ll.!.h! 
18 ' •• 6 24 5·0 
64 16,4· 33 6.8 

,It 3 11.0 

70 \1.9 
1f6 11.8 

S~ .llt,1 

6Z 15.8 

18 1f,6 

37 9.5 
9 2.3 

85 
U. 

") 

7 

39 

I,a 

10.0 

83 17.2 
") -;b 

38 7.9 

1\ 7..3 

31 6.1f 

29 6.0 

13 2.7 
22 4.6 

" .8 

12. 2.5 
I .2. 

360 7~.S 

Total ~ew ClIents Served 

CItAP.ACTEI\I STI CS OF 
tllO'" CLIEIITS: 

~ 

lie Ie 

Fenu Ie 

~ 
Uncle 10 

10-11 

12-13 

14-15 
16-17 
18 and over 

(MedIan) 

Ethnic Group 
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July 1970- July 1971-
June 1971 June 1917. . 

391 100:0~· ~ ~ -'-

258 66.0 

133 3".0 

25 
29 
35 

127 
11f4 

6.It 

7." 
9.0 

37..5 
36.8 

31 7.9 
(15.7) 

i34 
236 

21 

423 87.6 
Go 17..4 

139 
120 
107 
52 
56 

28.8 
24.8 

22.2 
10.8 

11.6 

Service Provided 

Changes in referral sources, reasons for referral, and in the median age 

of new clients were also reflected in program changes In Fiscal 1972. The 

San Ferncmdo bureau moved from providing mainly Individual case services in 

its first years of operation to organizing and operating recreation programs. 

Records of direct service provided show that two-thirds of the new 

clients participated In the bureau's recreation program, by far the most 

frequently provided direct service In this bureau. (Table F-2) 

As the bureau expanded its recreation activities, youth assumed more 

responsibility for them. Activities included a sunrner camp (With many 

donated goods and services) for younger youth, a monthly field trllp, and a 

monthly activity to which community residents were Invited. A wor'k crew of 

youth who were not yet self-confIdent enough to asSUme more long-range 

responsibilities repaired homes and cleaned up yards of people In need. 

A photography group, a cultural awareness group,' tutoring and rap 
. 

sessions were among the bureau's other acti,vitles. 

Nearly one-third of the new clients participated in family counselin~. 

Youths' status in this bureau - .... active, inactive or 

(Table F-4) 

.1 
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Table F-2 

San Fernando Youth So ,vlee Burellu 
,Of rect ServIce Provided 

Fiscal Vear 1972 

llew c IIr.nts served by YSB
72

,n fl FH 
nine r,,6oths ,of Fhctll 19 

DIRECT SERVICE PROVIDED 

Couns,ellng 

in!llvldual and famIly 

IndIvidual only 

Group 

Other Direct ServIces 

Hodlcal aId 

Job referral/placement 

Recreation program 

Remedial edUcatIon, tutoring 

Drug program 

Pre-vocatIonal ti~lnlng 

Leg41 aId 

111 See II an eO Us 

Intervention/Advocacy 

IIlth $chool 

~!th probatIon or court 

\11th police 

Service In First 
Three Konths 

~ 1M 
103 30.7 

2 .6 

I 11 

m 1§.:i 

3 .9 
,. 1.2 

225 67.0 

8 2.4 

1 * 
7 2.1 

9 2.7 

2- 3:1. 
3 .9 
2 .6 

" 1.2 

$lIn fernando Youth Sr,rvlce Bureau 
Kedlan' H~ber of Contacts 

H~ Clients' FI rst Throe 
~nths after Intake 

SIx Honths Totcl 

fIscal Yo.r 1972 

164 .... 

Kedl~n Humber of Contacts 
wI th Bureau 

3.4 

.6 

. '-~~---'~~-;;-7,!~~,,;;:.::.';";;;,~-,,:';'::"':-~~,;,:::;-;.:'';;;~''':~~:~';':''';~';;',...:<~.~"..;.;.;~ ....... If,t .... .,...,.,.. ,:..._.£;..~.;. _, .<-.~ .. -,. '~=~~==,"'-,-,,",·""··.-~'-"':~;"'·:,:"'w"'_ .. 2""":· ><"i"~-::.'''I"I>fiIr':~:::!::.~~2::7:·~~~;>''':'''~~ 

! 
1 
! 
! 1 
,/ I 
I 
I 
I r p 
/1 ;: I 
~ l 

II [I 
L 
j 
t·· 
1 
i 

t 
f 
I 

LI 
r,l'm~ L 

TaLle F-4 

San Fernando Youth Service Dureau 
St.atus of New Clients 

During Fiscal 1972 

New clients served ~y YSB In first 
nine IlIOI1ths of Fiscal 1972 

'STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU: 

Act ive 

Inactive 

Case Closed 

No Response 

I f "Case Closed". Reaso" for Closure 

Closed by Bureau 

Furthe r servl cos unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 

Placed on probation 

. Needed services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 

Refused further serv1c:es 

HI sce II aneous 

Koved from area 

"onresldent of t"rget area 
Other 

"less than .5t. 

Threo Menths 
After I n take 

~ 

8 

91 
30 

207 

24 
3 

2 

~ 

2.4 

27.1 
8.9 

61.6 

.6 

• 
• 

L1 
The San Fernando Youth ServIce Bureau was used as a referral source by 

! 
" /' 
toll·, 

f t particularly when the bureau could offer bi I fri'9ua I 

both the San Fernando police and los Angeles _ Foothill Division police, 

J ! 
1'1 Referrals from probation, however, were Virtually 
1. 

servrces most readily. 

nonexi.stent. 
t" 

it 
"I 
1'1 
l'! 
Ii 

fA 

H 
ti 
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A revlew of Juventle arrests by thtl San Fernando police shows a 

reductJon of nearly twenty percent over ,~ t.hree year period. (Table F-5) 

'This table also reveals a temporary increase In arrests referred to lIother 

agencles" such ,as the Youth Service Bpreau. However, police referrals to 

"other agencies" decreased In Fiscal 1972, wIth bureau intake records also 

reflecting this reduction. Even so, informal handling 0f arrested 

JuvenIles continued. 

The5~ data Indicate that not only was delinquency reduced but some 

diversion took place. in that arrests disposed of by referral to probation 

decreased even faster than total arrests. 

Table F- 5 

JuvenIle Oeflnquency Arrests and DisposItIons 
San Fernando Pol tee Department 

FIscal Years 1969~1972 

SAIl f,ERIII\HDO POll CE DEPARTMENT 
'fot.1 JUllent Ie DelInquency 
Arrnu 

Dlspos! tlOll of IIr~est5: 

lIl1lidled wi thin dllpllrtment 

!\t:fcrred to other agencles~ 
I\c(erred to probation dopal t-
lIIIInt 

July 1968 
to' 

June 1969 

ill. 

96 

29 

217 

• ~y Include Vou,th Servlce tlurcau. 

,$OUI1;O; Bur.aU of CrIminal Statl,tlcs data. 

July 1969 
to 

Junco 1970 

!ill. 

120 
1,4 

253 

July 1570 
, to 

June 1971 

.ill. 

63 

97 

211 

July 19:11 
to 

Junel9n 

m 

124 

14 

136 

Perc~ni: Change 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1971 

~ 

.... 96.8 

-85.6 

-35.5 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 196..1l 

:.!2.:E. 

+29.2 

-51.7 

-37.3 

"Inl tlal probatton re;ferrats of ycuth from the burec:u service area 

decreased nearly forty percent in the 11 fe span of tht s bureau. (Table F-S) 
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These were youth who lived eith I 
er n San Fernando 01" I n the Los Ange les 

portion oJ the target area. Th d e re uctlon in initial was 11 proba t Ion referra 15 
para " eled by a decrease in inittal court reports of ~~. 

While a substanttal decre~se I' • t was on 1 Y sOmewha t .. 
reduction' i'n greater than the 

Initial prob tl a on referr.1s 1M youth II' i \ling in a nearby com .. 
par son area. However, In the campa rison a rea, I nit I a 1 
n t d i nves t 19a t Ions did 
o ecre,Ellse as markedly as In the bureau service area. 

reflect increased Informal handling of juveniles by law 

servi~e area. 
0;. I'", 

\ I~ 

" j 

Table F- 6 

Inlth,I Ref errals, Invest I "'t' 
los Angeles County p~ b ~s and Court Reports 
San Fernando Area ~ act on Pep~rtment 

a omparhOll Area 

r 
lOS AIICElES COUNTY 
PR08AT,ION (lEPARTIIENT 

InItial Referrals 
of Youth living In 
Solin I'ernando area a 

Initial Investigations 

InitIal COUrt Reports 

InItial Referr.ls 
of Youth living In 
C~arllon Areab 

Inltl.I Invtlulgations 

In't'.1 Court Repottl 

July 1%0'$ 
to 

June 1969 

!!! 
3S9 
4S7 

ll2. 

.,.S 
IH 

aCenlul Traces 

b 
1041-1,6. IOGI·67. 109'. I 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

July 1969 
to 

June 1970 

740 
"""-

332 

"08 

273 

11,9 

12" 

July 1970 
to 

June 1971 . 

lli. 
308 

2~8 

ll! 
148 

90 

094-96, 3201-0). 
C.nsus Tracts IOl,7·~~ 10 

'. 93. 1097.99. 1171. 1191-93 '1°9. 
Source: l A. ' J 

,01 ",.go'es County Prob",Ion De partrnent data • 
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July 1971 
to 

:!.!!!!~ 1972 

i2! 
209 

283 

~ 

'01 

81t 

Th Is may wef 1 

enforcement In the 

Pe rcen t Ch~r:ge 

F.Y. 1972 
From 

F.Y. 1971 

.:ll:.!! 
-32.1 

~, 9.7 

:E.ill. 
-)1.8 

- 6.7 

F.Y. 1972 
From 

F. Y. 1969 

.:.ll:.l! 

-41.8 

-)8. I 

-)J.n 

• ·30.3 

-37.) 
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r 

,! 
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diversion too~ place In the delinquency reduction and 
To .summarize, includes laow 

Evidence of dIvers len 

~ 
~ 

handlIng of I 
San Fernando bureau's sendee area. 

d i "creased I nforma \ I 
enfor·cement referra 15 to the bureau an These I~ 

nl'!netratlon of the Justice system. j~ 
ar res ted J uven 11 es, thus reduc 1 n9 "'-I r; 

• ' changed its program and the ilia In",. h n the bureau 1 tf~nd$ were maintained even w e 

9roU~ of youth It was .servlng. 
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APPENDIX G 

YOLO CO,UNTY YOUTH SERVI CE BUREA~U 

Sc rvf ce Area 

This bureau's direct service area was primarily four l,mincorporated 

donmunitlei rn "the east area of Yolo County, with a population of roughly 

2,!?,000'; The service area's boundaries were the same as those of the local 

school-'distrlct. The area is some distance fr'Dm the other population con-

centrations' in-the county and Is a low income area. Many residents are 

Mex I can-Ame r i can. 

Decision Structure 

Initial planning for the Yolo bureau included' co.unty delinquency preVen

tion cO,mmissioners and university personnel.- _ A managing board, composed of 

profes$ional and -lay members of·the community, provided guidance to the 

bureau coordinator. The county delinquency prevention (.ommission also re-

vie\\led the bureau's activities. 

Staff 

The initial staff from the $25,000 per year included a coordinator and 

part Ume cler-ica 1 support. Col Jege students were hi red as part-time case 

aides. With additional outside funding available~ the 1,Jureau's grant in-

creased to $32,.383", Five case aides were employed, alol~g with a coordinator 

of volunteers and an administrative assistant on a part-time bosiu. 
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I.oaned to the bureau for a few hours each week were a probation officer 

and a mental health ... ,orker. They provided consultation, staff training and 

so~ counse Ii n9. 

fad l1ty 

The Yolo bureau ... ,as housed in one room of a local social service agency, 

Most of the bureau's case $ervices· ... /ere provided in the field, particularly 

at schools. 

Intermit~ently this bureau also used~e as a drop-in 

center and facility for group activities. Supervision problems necessitated 

the bureau's closing this facility. 

youth Served 

In Fiscal 1972 the Yolo Youth Service Bureau served 229 clients, most 

of whom were agency referrals. (Table G-l) Probation and schoo! referrals 

.were most frequent. From the justice system~ law enforcement referred over 

!~ 
t 
I 
1; 
r 
r 
j" 
j 

i 
I 
I 
1· 
~ 

f<~ 

tl 
I 
t. 

I 
~ ..• 

II 
i 
I 
! . 
r 
I, 
II forty youth; and probation, sixty-five. 

Wh l1e de II nquent tendencl es predoml nated among the reasons for referra 1,1) 
there was also a sizeable number of' referrals for specific offenses. d 

d 

a Iso served. 
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New cl tents were most often ninth graders, 14.5 years of age. A Lj 

maJorl ty were boys. Most were white/Anglo, while some Mexican-Americans we,J r 
L 
1'" 
t 1 

11 
Service Provided f1 

C.,=lng, particularly with Individual youth, predominated this bureauf, 

.. ervices. (Table G-2) tntervention or advocacy with other agencies such as f 
t 
t 
t 

Total f/o.i:I-/ Client Served 

REFERRED ev: 

Agencies 

Law enforcement 

Prob.1t Ion 

School 

Other agencies 

IndIviduals 

Parent 

Self 

Other I nd I vi dua Is 

REASO/IS FOR REFERRAL: 

Specific Of'~nses 

Pe rson offenses 

Property offen$es 

Drug offenses 

Other specl fl c 
offenses 

Delinquent Tendencies 

h\-:orrlglb Ie 

Truitncy , 

Run""",y 

Lol taring. curfew 

Dependent 

Other RIlasons 

Employm.:nt pn'blem5 

HII~lth problemt 

Emotlon~1 problc~ 

School I",arnlng 
problems 

Walfarll probillms 

H I ~ Cft I Ianllous 

hbl" G-I 

Referra f Sources !~!Oc~outh S"rvlce Ourel!U 
arilctilr!stlcs of ~w Clients SIHYtltj 

Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

July 1970- July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972 

Total New Clients Ser~d 

SO 27.6 

45 24.9 

49 27.1 

3 1.7 

liM 
10 5.5 
24 13.3 

li~ 
I, 2.2 

55 30.4 
2 I~!-

25 13.8 

!!..!!!:! 
33 18.2 

34 18.B 

5 2.B 

!1 5.0 

.5 

23 12.7 

42 18.3 

65 28.4 

5B 25.3 

5 2.2 

2.! ~ 
14 6.1 

39 17.0 

6 2.6 

!Z..&.!. 
6 2.6 

39 17.0 

9 3.9 

31 • 13.5 

l!2. ~ 
66 28.8 
20 8.7 

!5 6.6 

9 3.9 

I 

13 

9 
I 

25 

..!. 

.4 

3.!1 
• II 

10.9 

.!.&. 

~ 

CHARACTER'STICS OF 
NEW CLIENTS: 

Sex 

Hale 

Fema Ie 

~ 

Under 10 

10-11 

12-13 

11,-15 

.1 6-17 

l8 lind over 

·(tledl"n) 

Ethnl'c _Groue. 

Wnltll 

Hexl can-llmerl can 

Black 

Other 

110 Response 

School Status 

Attending 

Quit/Dropped Out 

High School Graduate 

No R<2spons" 

Pre5ent (or Host 
Recenf,) GrDde In 

~.L 
Four th or Unde r 

Fifth or' Sll(th 

S"venth or Eighth 

Ninth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

HIgh ~c"ool Gr .. dulttft 

No R"'P<:'MC 

(Hedl an) 
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July 1970-
June 1971 

July 1971-
June 1972 

94 51.9 138 60.3 

87 48.1 91 39.7 

.3 1.6 

18 9.9 
43 23.a 
54 ~9.a 

57 31.$ 
6 3.3 
(15. I) 

140 77.~, 

35 19.) 

3 1.7 
.3 1.7 

.It 
18 
42 

52 

2.:1 

311 !l.fl 

(9.3) 

2" 10.5 

2~ 9.6 
-\8 21.(; 

75 ~.S 

H n.) 
9 3.9 
( IIj.S) 

187 81.7 

';8 16.6 

I ./j 

1 1.3 

20 8.7 

3! 13.5 
Slj 23.6 

73 31.9 
1j6 20.1 
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Table G-2 

Yol~ YOllth Servi c;e BureaU 
Dlrd~t ServIce ProvIded 

, . 
,lew client! served by YSB Irl fIrst 
nIne months of FIscal 1972 

DIREtT SERVICE PROVIDED 

Couns.,llng 

IndIvidual and fnmlly 
IndIvidual only 

Group 

Other PI rect Services 

Hedleal aid 
Job re fe rrallp lacemosnt 
RecreatIon program 
Rcmodlal education, tutoring 

Drug program 
Pre-vocatIonal traIning 

Legal aId 
til SCIlllllncou5 

BIg brother/bIg slscer 
othe r5 

lntcrvent lon/Advocllcy 

IIlt,h Gchool 
IIlth probation or court 

III th police 

" bE • ... - .. -,-: .'i55SFTI II 

Service In First 
;Three tI<r.ths 

ill lliL 
53 35.8 

n 52.0 

3 2..(' 

!!1 !2.:! 
6 ".0 
9 6.1 

7 4.7 
10 6.8 

I .7 
1 .7 

3 2.0 

3 2.0 
3 l.O 

68' !2:.1 
35 23.6 

15 10.1 

18 12.2 

b h lf f a number 0 school s was also offered on e a 0 f the bureau's clients. 

d 1• ered most in the schools, e IV Case aides, university students working . 
. h ther agencieS on 

t o' youth and intervened Wit 0 of the direct service 

the youth's behalf. 

An "Aunts 
Provided'to youth by volunteers. Addi t tonal s,ervi ces were 1e 

li nked volunteers to clients and Uncle$1I program 
for tutoring and as ro 

models. Volunteers also parti'Cipated iii '8 recreation program and in 

leading~pecial interest classes. 
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!Juri ng Fi sca 1 1972 th i s bureau be,9c;Ul expand;ng it:. services to another 

city in the county. This began with a one-day-a-week cas.e aide working with 

the police juvenile officer and school counselors to provide solutions to 

runaway problems. 

. Bureau staff had continuing contacts with its clients so that services \,/et.;; 

not only provided on a crisis basis, as' the median number of contacts shows. 

(Table G-3) In the first three months after intake each new client averaged 

four contacts with the bureau. In the second three months, 3.7 contacts. 

About one-third of the youth were still active in the bureau three 

months after intake. (Table G-4)' Cases were most .frequently closed because 

the youth moved from the area. 

Impact 

\ 

The juvenile justice agencies In Yolo County utilized the Youth Service 

Bureau by making referrals there. These referrals were from both probation 

and the sheriffls office and accounted for ~bout one hundred new clients 

each of the last two years. 

A folloN-up study was conducted of new clients served by this bureau 

between, January 1,970 and June 1971. This study showed a dramatic reduction 

in the clients arrested in the six months after bureau intake. Nearly half 

of the new cl iemts had been arrested in the six months before bureau intake, 

while about three percent were arrested in the six months after. (Table G-S) 

Clients moving from the area during the post bureau-intake period may have 

had some effect on this strong decrease. 
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Table G-3 

Yolo Youth Servlee Bureau 
Kedlan Number of Contacts 

Fiscal Year 1972 

Kedlan Number of Contacts 
wI th Bureau 

~ew Clients' First Three 
Months after Intake 

NeW ClIents' Second Three 
Months after Intake 

Six Months Toto' 

Table G-4 

Volo Youth ServIce Bureau 
Status of new Clients 

During FIscal 1972 

New cl ients served -by YSB In fl rst 
nIno months of FIsca I 1972 

STATUS OF YOUTH III BUREAU: 

Active 

Inoct lve 

Case Closed 

110 Response 

If "Case Closed", Reason for Closure 

Closed by BureaU 

Further se rvl ces unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 

Placed on probatIon 

Needed servIces unavaIlable 

£..Iosed by Youth 

Dropped out 

Refused further services 

Hlsce I laneaus 

Hoved f tOlll a rca 

Ilonresldcnt of target IIrea 

Other 
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'.0 

7.7 

Three Iiontt.s 
After Intake 

.!.l 
12 

I 

i 

5 

!!I.. 
24 

3 

36.5 
32.11 
30.4 

.7 

g 
8.1 

.7 

3.4 

3.4 

J.§!l 

;6.2 

2.0 

.; 
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TAble G~ 

Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Kedlan Number of Contacts 

Fiscal Year 1972 

Kedlan Number of Contacts 
wi th Bureau 

~ew Clients' FIrst Three 
. Months after Intake 

New Clients' Second Three 
Honths'after Intake 

SIx Months Total 

, , 

Table 1;-4 

Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Status of lIew Clients 

During FI sea I 1972 

New clients served by YSB In first 
nine months of Fiscal 1972 

STATUS OF YOUTH Itl BUREAU: 

Active 

Inacti ve 
Case Closed 

110 Response 

If "Case Closed'''' Reason for Closure 

Closed by Bureau 

F.urther services unnecessary 

Referred to other agency 

Placed on probation 
Nceded services unavailable 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 
Refused further servlcu 

.. Isce 11a neOllS 

.tIoved f rom II rea 

NOnre~:;!:::!t 9f target area 

Other 
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4.0 

3.7 

7.7 

Three Months 
After Intake 

l!!.!! 

54 
48 

45 

J1. 
12 

I 

i 

5 

l! 
24 

3 

1oo,2! 

36.5 
·32.4 

30.4 
.7 

~ 
8.1 

.7 

l:!!. 

3.1j 

.!.§.:1 

~6.2 

2.0 

.7 

I 
1 
t 

Table G-5 

Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Clients' Arrest Bnd Probation Status Before and After Intake 

Total new clients, 
Jan. 1970 - June 1971 

ARREST I\ECORO: 

Youth a rres ted 

Youth not arrested 

Number of. arrests 

PROBATION STATUS: 

Ward 

All Other (Infor"",', six 
months, pending, etc.) 

None 

No Response 

Six Honths 
Before Intllke 

ill ~ 

81 45.8 
96 54.2 

82 

Bureau 
Intake Date 

3 

90 

B4 

I. 7~. 

50.8 

H.5 

Six Months Percent 
After Intake Change 

ill ~ 

5 2.9 -93.8% 
172 97.2 

8 -90.2% 

Six Honths 
After Intake 

2 

64 

110 

t.~ 

.36.2 

62.2 

The Yolo County Sheriff's Office serves the East Yolo service area. 

Whi Ie its arrest statistics include other areas, a substantial proportion of 

its juvenile arrests is in the bureau service area. Juvenile arre~ts were 

fewer in Fiscal 1972 than in Fiscal 1970, beforEl the bureau became fully 

/ operat iona 1. (Table G-6) 

Initial juvenile referrals of East Yolo youth to probation decreased 

more than twenty percent in a three-year period. 
(Table G-7) The strongest 

decline was among initial referrals of East Yolo youth who were referred by 

'the Sheriff's Office. These referrals dropped nearly forty-five percent in 

a thr.ee-year period, again leading to the conclusion tha't the most marked 

change in bureau areas was among local youth initially referred to probation 
1.. t by 1 oca 1 1 aw en fo rcemen t. 
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Table G-6 

restS anrl Dispositions 
Juv~nlle DellnquencysAhrlffls Office 

Yolo County er 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

YOLO COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
Tota I Juven lIe De Ilnquency 
Arrests 

Uisposition of arrests' 

Handled wIthIn department 

Referred to other agencies· 

Referred to probatIon 
department . 

July 1966 
,to 

, June 1969 

Data 

Hot 

AvaIl
able 

"'/illY Indude Youth Service Bureau. 

*~Too $m~11 to percentage. 

Sourcc: Bureau of CrIminal Statistics data. 

July 1969 
to 

June 1970 

10 

It II 

July 1970 
'to 

June 1971 

l!.!. 

It 

17 

290 

July 1971 
-to 

June 1972 

~ 

19 

50 

320 

Percent Change 

F. Y. 1972 
froln 

F. Y. 1971 

+ 25.1% 

** 
*. 

+ 10.3 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. \970 

~ 

"* 
** 

-22.1 

t 
t: r, 
1, 

i r 
f 

11 
(. 

I. 

I: 
! 
} 
1 
r-
" f 
I r 
I 
1 
b 
f 
I, 
i' r 
t, ____________ ,---:---------~---t 
I: 

YbLO COUIITY PROBATION 
DEPARTHENT 

Inlt!al Referrals of 
Youth living In East 
Yolo 

Source of ijeferr.,l: 

Yolo Count.y SherIff's 
Office 

All Other Seurces 

Table G-7 

1 f r Delinquent Acts 
Initial Juvenile Referra 5 0 Probation Department 

East Yolo Area Youth to Yolo County 

July 1968 
to 

June 1969 

~ 

ISS 

lOt 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

July 1969 
to 

June 1970 

1i'!. 

232 

128 

July 1970 
to 

June 1971 --

ill.. 

Ilt9 

106 

July 1971 
to 

June 1972 

~ 

8& 

114 

"ureau of trllnl.nal Stat!.stlc5 dat.,. Source:_ ., 
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. ' 

Percent thanse 

F.Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y. 1971 

~ 

.. 1)2.3 

+ 7.5 

F.Y" 1972 
from 

F.Y. 1969 

-21.9% -

-1,4.5 

+12.9 

f r 
Ij 
t 
! 
r 

r' 
F 
I 

[I 
i 
l 
t 

t 
I. 

i 
i: ". f 
' . 

WhiTe initial juveniJereferrajs of East Yolo youth decreased more than 

twenty percent in a three-year period, aI'} other inltiaJ juvenile referrals 

to the Yolo County Probation Department increased. (Table G .. 8) Petitions 

fi led decreased evan 'niore -- twenty-six percent. 

1!lltlal Juvenile Referrals and DISPositIons for Delinquent !\CtS 
Yolo County Probation Department 

FI$cal Yo~rs 1949-1972 

Percent 

July 1966 July 1969 July 1970 July 1971 F. Y. 1972 to to to tCl From 
June 1969 June 1'970 JUne 1971 June 1972 F. Y. 1971 

YOLO COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTHENT 

InitIal fleferrals of 
Youth Llvin2 in East 
Yolo Tarset Area ill .w. .ill. .tQ.g. .:!!.:.2! 
Initial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake Iltl 267 155 128 -17.4 
'nformal P,obatlcn 51,1 31 42 27 "'35 •. 7 
Petl tlon Filed 6. 62 58 45 -22.4 

All Other Initial 
Juvenile flelerrals ~ .806 lli ~ ::...?.:.§.t 

Closed at IntJke 369 623 514 494 - 2·7 
Informa I Probar Ion 86 8) lOS 80 -25.9 
Petition Filed 149 160 124 . '3D + 4.8 

SOIlJCe: Bure~u of CrIminal Statlstrcs dlt ... 

ChanQc 

F. Y. 1972 
From 

F. Y. 1969 

-21.9t 

- 9.2 

-So.G 
-26.2 

.ill:2!. 

+33.9 
- 7~O 

-12.8 

Overall, it cannot be stated with certainty that the presence of the 

Youth Service Bl,.lreau brought about these decreases in the East Yolo area. 

Nevertheless, the combination of justice syst~m and other agency referrals 

to the bureau and the reduction in officlaJJy ac:ted,..upon del inquency for the 

service area lead to the concJl,/s;on that this bureau was a positive factor 

in di vert ing juven Ues from the just; ce system. 
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APPENDIX H 

YUBA-SUTTER YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

Senti ce .Area - -
You· t" 'h Serv' t ce Bure'a~ was estab 1 i shed t n ea rl y 1969 to This bfcounty 

I have a combined population serve Yuba and Sutter.counties. These count as 

85,000 and. in 1972,. a youth population (ages 10 to 17) of of approximately • 

14,100. d i omary law enforcement agencies Two probation departments an s x .pn 

serve this mainly agricultural area. The Yuba-Sutter Youth Service Bureau 

closed on June 30, 1972. 

Decision Structure 

bureau was instigated by laymen from the Planning for the Yuba-Sutter 

provide leadership throughout the bureau's two counties, Who continued to 

existence. 

. t and 
board grew from about twenty members to about SIX y The managing 

Because of its size, an executive included both laymen and professionals. 

many of the major operationa, 1 and policy committee was appointed and made 

decisions regarding the bureau. 

Staff 

. d t ~25BOOOt bureau staff During the period outside funds were 1 imite' 0 <p 

S·tsted of a coordinator and cle."ical assistance. con . , Additional part-time 

services were provided, by othe," r agencies help was hired and some intermittent 

in the community. 

expanded •. its state/federal funding in 1970,~bout a y.ear Thlsbureau 

Of irecelved a substantial increase. before 'the oth~r pOOt bureaus In Call or.n a 

- 178 -

in "onloca1 fUOding. With this additional inf~sion ~f ~unds, the bureau 

added to its staff a coordinator of volunteers, a resources developer, 

probat ion off i cer -. to serve both countl es as an intake officer on weekends, 

and a law enforcemel'lt community. services officer~ Planning funds were also 

included. 

Then, In its last year the bureau discontinued the probation officer 

and added a second law enforcement officer and a c0!1'"unity worker. During 

thJs last y.ear, the bureau received $126,213 in state/federal funding. 

Volunteers were used as counse19rs til this bureau, and their numbers 

and trainJng Increased when the volunteer coordinator Was added. 

Facility 

The bureau's most recent facility was a side street building in the 

downtown area, with four offices, a reception area and a meeting room. 

Youth Served 

Just over two hundred new c..1 ients were served by the Yuba. Sutter 

bureau in Fiscal 1972.~ (Table H-l) Thh'ls a cc>nslderable decrease from 

372 new clients served the previous year and was partially due to antici

pation of the bureau's closing. Agency referrals predominated, distributed 

between several agencies. OJ the roughly two hundred new cllents, 24 were 

from law enforcement and 33 from probation. 

Deltnquent tendencies, especially Incorrigibility, was by far themest 

frequent referral reason, followed by emotional problems. 

About equal proportions of boys and girls were served. Host were 

white/Anglo. Their median age was l,5.4 and the.it median grade, 9.S. 
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Table H-I 

v th Service BureaU 

Referra I 
'(uba-Sutter .IOU, f N w tllent,; Served 

SOUf.ces and tha racterls t cS 0 e ", 
() 

Tota I tlcw Clients Served 

REF\;RREO BV: 

Asenc les 

law .en Forcemcnt 

ProbatIon 

School 

Other agencies 

.!.!!.!!..lvlduals 

Parent 

Self 

Other Individuals 

tlot spec I fl c 

REASONS FOR REfERRAL: 

Spec! fI.:...OHenses 

Person offenses 

Property offenses 

Drug offenses 

OthOlr specl flc 
offenses 

De 11 nsuent Tendcnclos 

Incorrigible 

Truancy 

Runaway 

Lol terlng. curfew 

~epcndent 

Other Reason~ 

Empluyment problems 

Health problclnS 

EmotIonal problems 

School learning problem 
problems 

Welfare problems 

tI!sce llaneous 

No Response 

,. Fiscal Years 1971 and 1972 

July-!970 July 1971-
June 1971 June 1972 

El~ 210 ~ 

~ 75.8 

49 13.2 

85 22.8 

62 1.6.7 

86 23.,1 

29 7.8 

28 7.5 

32 8.6 

15 

37 

.3 

.3 
9.9 

2 .5 

.ill. 73.9 

169 45./f 

50 13.4 

/f2 11.3 
l/f 3.8 

! .:i 
.!.2! 51.6 

35 9.4 

100 26.9 

6 1.6 

42 11.3 
9' 2.1, 

ill 71.9 

2/f 11.4 

33 15.7 

39 18.6 

55 26.2 

21~ 
20 9.5 

IS 7.1 

24 11.4 

11 

5 

5.2 

2.4 

.5 

ill 89.0 

144 68.6 

13 6.2 
28 13.3 

2 1.0 

..!!. .hi 

lE.. 11:1. 
7 3.3 

/f6 21.9 

6 2.8 

8 3.8 
31./f 

1 ~ 

Total Hew Clients Served 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 
NEW CLIENTS: 

~ 

Hale 

fe(Mle 

~ 
Urider 10 

10-11 

12-13 

14-15 

16-17 

18 and over 

(Hedian) 

Ethnic Group 

IIhl te 

I'leXl can-American 

Black 

Other 

Ho Response 

School Status 

At tend Ing 

Quit/Dropped Out 

High Schooi Graduate 

No Response 

PI'esen t (or H~S.t • 
1tecent! Grade In 

~ 
Fourth or Under 

Fifth or Sixth 

Seventh orE Ighth 

. Ninth or Tenth 

Eleventh or Twelfth 

High Schoo I Graduate 

No Response 

(Hodl an) 
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July 1970-
JUne 1971 

199 53.5 

173 46.5 

13 3.5 

I~ 5.1 

49 13.2 

118 31.7 

120 32.2 

53 14.2 

(15.8) 

323 86.8 

26 7.0 

12 3.2 

10 2.7 
1 .3 

i I!ot 
Recorded 

18 /f.8 

21 5~,6 

55 1~.8 

162 /f3.5 

~ 107 28.8 , 
9 2.4 

(10.1) 

July 1971-
June 1972 

210 100.0% 

22 10.5 

12 5.7 
28 13.3 
68 32.4 

60 28.6 

20 9.5 

(15.4) 

190 90.5 

9 4.3 
6 2.9 

5 2.4 

184 87.6 
9 4.3 

14 6.7 

3 I.I! 

21 10.0 

17 8.1 

32 15.2 
77 36.7 
46 21.9 

I" 6.1 
3 1.4 

(9.8) 

Service Provided 

In Fiscal 1972, COUnseling, chiefly with individual youth, was the 

bureau's most frequently provided direct: service. (Table H-2) Counseling 

was provided both by bureau staff and by volunteers. 

Table 11-2 

Yuba-Sutter' Youth Service Oureau 
OJ rc.:t Servj ce Provl tied 

Fiscal Year 1972 

Service In First 
Three Months 

New clients served by YSD In first 
nine months of Fiscal 1972 

01 RECT J'tRV1CE PROVI DEO 

Counse I j "9 . 

Individual and family 

Individual only 

Group 

Otner Direct Services 

Hedlcal .J;ld 

J(1b, l'e ferra I/p lacemen t 

Recreation program ~ 

Remedial education, tutoring 

Drug program 

Pre-Vocational training 

legal aid 

Hlsce Ilaneous: 
Crisis home 
Big brother/big sister 
Other 

Intervention/Advocacy 

III th schoo I 

With probation or court 

With police 

ill 
43 

95 

3 

3 
8 

5 

38 
2 
2 

" ...,. 
2 

2 

ill 
22.4 

"9.5 

1.6 

1.6 

4.2 

2.6 

19.5 
1.0 
1.0 

!:2 
1.0 

1.0 

The bureau's most notable feature was the development of fourteen crisis 

homes, which nearly twenty percent of the bureau's new clients used. These 

provided youth with emergenCY housing voluntarily and without the need for 
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Justice system processing. The average stay tn a crisis home IIlas seven 

days, but it varied from one tq fifteen days. 

Even though each new client averaged 5.2 contacts with the bureau In 
, 1 

the first three months after intake (Table H .. 3), only one new client in five 

remaJned active at the end of thts time period. (Table H··4) Cl rents 

averaged less than ohe contact each with the bureau in the second three 

months. 

This bureau worked to develop resources for all youth in the community. 

This included such dlverse activities as raising funds for a basketball 

team and recrul ting: foster homes. The bureau 'also developed two group homes 

fol" the exclusive use of the probation: departments. 

In Its last year the Yuba-Sutter bureau also started a drop-in center 

tn a l~w Income area and helped orgahize Boy Scout activities for minority 

group youth. 

The bur~au hoped to improve jnteragency relationships by deploying the 

law enforcement community services. officers and the bicounty weekend 

probation officEU· to the area's criminal justice ~gencies. 

"fhe law enforcement officers were ,local police officers hired on a 

ful1 .... time basis to de- pc;1ice communlty relations and counseling. The first 

officer hired developed ill central juvenile index. Index entries were often 

for curfew or loitering, a(ld the index functioned. to provide juveniles' 

names to the Youth Servi ~e UUreClu.or to probation, usually after three 

po 1 ice c;ontacts. 
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Yuba;;Sutt,el'" Youth S.srvlc:. Sur.au 
e~Jan Number of Contacts 

New Clients' FIrst Thrn 
Months after Intake 

New ClIents' Second Three 
Honthl after Intake 

51-'1 H.anths Tota I 

= 

Fiscal 't~ar 1972 

Tilble U-4 

Yuba-Sutter Youth ServIce Bureau 
Status of New ClIents 

DurIng Fhea I 1972 

New ~IJent5 served by YS6 'n (Irst 
nine months of Flseal 1972 

STATUS OF YOUTH IN BUREAU: 

A~tlve 

Inaetlve 

Case Closed 
No flesp/Jnse 

If "c Cl ase osed", ,~eason for Closure 

Closed by~, 

Funher services unnecessary 

Referred to I;/:'!her a\,ency 
Placed on probatIon . 

Needed services una~.I'bble 

Closed by Youth 

Dropped out 

It.fused further ser'tlces, 

"Isce I h;ntlOU5 

"lIVed 'rOfll are. 
Nonresident of luger lire. 
Other 
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Hedl.n Hu~ber of Contaets 
loll th Bureau 

5.2 

.7 -
5.9 

Three Months 
Afte ... Intake 

ill. 100.0% 

38 19.8 
14 7.3 

138 11.9 
2 1.0 

2a 49.5 

69 35.9 
20 10.4 
S 2.6 

.S 

.ll 17.2 

2 1.0 
.11 16.1 

.!e g 
8 At.2 ... 
2 1.0 
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Thus, the Index functioned a\s much for Increasing penetration of the justice 

system as for reducing It. 

The b J coun ty probation officer was to screen juveni 1e hall intake on 

weekends when regular staff were not on d~ty and was to encourage a single 

intake pol icy. But the. ch.ief probation offtcers had minimal involvement in 

planning this posi tion, and it was not uti 11 zed effectively by probation. 

This pOSition was dropped at tbe end of Fiscal 1971. 

The Yuba-Sutter bureau W~!* fU,:lded to ~;onduct a communi ty needs assess .. 

ment and develop aeomprehensilJe plan for delinquency prevention and control 

programs. The needs assessmeu't was to have Inventoried the duplIcations 

and gaps tnt he cormtun I ty r S st!i"v Ices. But It was not produced. 

«ns tead.~ thJ s component ,:nxb'. shed a j uven i 1 e ha 11 study, prepa red a 

sensitive unpublished study of' merging the two probation departments, and 

assessed the Youth Service Bureau's operation. Studying these issues may 

have clouded the qureauts Intended priorities. 

fmeact 

productive to the pooling of existing resourc~s. Moreover. these tactics 

increased delinquency control rather than preventIon, and they confused " -,-

the emergi ngi dent lty of t.he bureau. 

The juveni1e justic~ agencies in this community made some use of the 
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The duration of the YLtba-Suttferbureau" . 'J . 
inc reasl 09 de It nqueocy • 5 ex 5 tence was cha racte r t zed by 

Arrests .for Juvenfle del tnquency i nt rea§ed nea r I y 

years from Fiscal 1969, 
six percent in Yuba and Sutter'cotintl~s in the"th 
immediately before the . ree 

bureau D.egan' provldi n9 direct service, to the 
bltreau'.s last yea f r 0 ex-ist . ence, Fiscal 1972. 

thre~ year period the youth 
(Table~~) Outing this 

population (ages 10 to ~7) tn 
decreased nearly the two count. es 

s; x perc~nt. 

YUBA AND SUTTER COUNTIES 
~'X lAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 
otal Juven; Ie Velfn Arre 5 ts . quenc:y 

Disposition of arrests: 

Handled wIthin department 

Referred to othar 
ilgencles* 

Referred to probat Ion 
depllrtment 

., 

Tab Ie H-S 

JUlfenl Ie Dellriqucnc A 
Yuba and Lt~er~~cts and, DispOSitions 

• ount es 

July 1968 
to 

June 1969 

.!E2.. 

252 

110 

864 

Fiscal Years 1969-1972 

July 1969 
to 

June 1970 

~ 

192 

97 

725 

July 1970 
to 

June 1971 

1377 

263 

I3S 

979 

July 1971 
to 

Junfl .1972 

1298 

303 

104 

891 

May Include Youth Servlc b e aur~au. 

Source: Bu rellu of CrimInal Statistics dat .... 

P"rcent Chana'! 

F. Y. 1972 
from 

F. Y".1971 

- 5.n 

+15.2 

-23.0 

- 9.0 

F. Y,1972 
from . 

F~ Y. 1969 

+,5.9% 

+20.2 

.; 5.4 

+·3.1 

agel'lcies in the bfcounty a rea s 1 I gh t 1 Y 
The sIx law enforcement 

d'.ecreased thei r dlsposi tions of ~ rres ts to If h ~ h ot er agencies" (such as .th.e 
()utService Bureau) in this t~ .. "me period. J 

d ' 
ncreased arrests and d 

rsposftions t " ecreased 
o other agencies", alon " 

lndi 9 wtth a decreas"ed youth 
. cates that tile objectIves population. 

of diver$ton and de11nquency reduction were 

", 
1\ 
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probation departments and the dispositions 

of these referrals reconflnn this conclusion. While probation data for 

Flscal 1969 was not readily available, changes frbm Fiscal 1970 to Fiscal 

1972 show Increases In not only initial ref;errals to probation but also in 

inltlal petitions filed. (Table H-6) In Yuba County the three-year trend, 

as well as the two year trend, indicates increased penetration of the 

justlc.s system. 

Tabl'!! H- 6 

Initial Juvenile Referrals and b/sposl clons .for Dellmluent AGts 
Yuba .and Sutter County Ptobat Ion Departments 

YUBA-SUTTER 
PROBATION DEPART/tENTS 
Initial JUlien I Ie Referr~ 

Initial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake 

In form.ll Probat Ion 

Petition Flied 

YUBA COUNTY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT 
Inl cia' Juven! 'e Referra Is 

Initial Disposition: 

Closed at Intake 

Informal Probation 

PetItion Filed 

SUTn:ti CQU\~TY 
PROBI\T10il DEPARTlitHT 
In'tlal Juvenile nefcrrals 

Inl tla I Dl$pos I t ion: 

Closed Itt Intake 

Inform.ll Probation 

Petition FIled 

July 1~68 
to 

June 1969 

(Data 

Not 

ava r Iilb Ie) 

Jll. 

15~ 

100 
\25 

(Dolt .. 
Not 

IIl1allAble) 

FlsCIII Yean; 1969-1972. 

July 1969 July 1970 July 1971 
to to to 

June 1910 Julie 1911 June 1972 

~ ~ m 

497 566 51& 
136 IS4 153 
250 278 286 

!!!!§. !!r .ill. 

301 21j6 328 
56 87 71 

129 lSi! 151 

.ill. ill !2i 

196 320 188 
SO 91 82. 

121 12" 135 

Percent ChanSle 

F.Y. 1972 F.Y. 1972 
(rom from 

1'.'1. 1971 Fe.Y. 1970 

.:..1:..!! + 8.2% 

- 'S.8 + 3,8 
-16.8 +12.5 
+ 2.9 +14.4 

~ .!..!l:.ll 

+33.3 + 9.0 

-'8 . .11 +26.8 
• 1.9 +17.1 

:&:Jl + 2.0% --
-41.2 - 1j.1 

-ISS + 2.5 
+ 8.9 +11.6 

'" Perr.,,"' cl)anges for Yuba County. F.'1. 1972 .fro", F.Y. 1969. ar~; Initial Juvenile kferrals: +1j5.9%; 
Closed at .Intake: +.115.8%; Info.rmal Problltlon. - 29.0%; and Petition Filed, +20.8%. 

Sou~ce:. 8ur .. u of Crlmlnlll StHhtlts,~dHII. 

.. 186 .. 

A review of arrest and probatJo~ records for 442 
you th s.~ rved by the 

bu reau I" 1971 and the fj rs t six mon ths of' 1971 
shows that ohly a small. 

proportion of them Were arrested e-ather 
before or after J t k n a e .• 

~ 

arrests after bureau intake increased. (Table H-7) 

Yuba .. Sutter Youth Service Bureau 
CI(ents' Arrest and Probation Status Before and After Intake 

Total new clIents 
Jan. 1970 ~ JUne i971 

MIIEST IIECORD: 

Youth arrested 

Youth not arres~~d 

Humb~r of ~trests 

PROBATION STATUS: 

Ward 

All Other (Infol1T)at, six 
months, pendIng, etc.) 

Hone 

Six Hpnths 
Before Intllke 

~ ~ 

49 11.1 
393 88.9 

59 

Bureau 
Intake Date 

fO 

400 

2.3~ 

7.2. 

~0.5 

SIx Mqnths Percent 
After Intake Choln2e 

~. tOO.o,t 

54 '" .( +;'\O.6i 
378 85.5 

95 +61.oi 

SIx Honths 
After Intal<e 

30 

47 

365 

s.~ 

10.6 

82.6 

Nevertheless, 

To summa r i ze , 
the Yuba-Sutter Youth Service Bureau innovated needed 

services, such as crisis homes, tn 
the bicounty area. aut this bureau's 

goa Is and prlort ties were not clearly focused. 
In bureau staff's words 

f tat temp ted to be "a J 1 th i n.95 • to a 11 people." 

. z· 

187 -



;') 1 h ~ even with a 
k tn~nds revea t a~ 

Juveni l~\arrest and probation intal e 
" 'd They, also show th?t no , r:::J " 1'· cy increase • 

dec'reased youth population, de ,nquen" 
though there were 

, i the area, even -
bl diversion took place n 

ap,pr,ecia, e J f f the " , • ',-tbreoVer , penetration, 0 
relerra 1 5 to the bu reau. y 

j ust;i ce ~ystem Youth Servi ce Bureau began 
I greater than before the justl ce ~ystem was 

'I 

opera t )Ii>n. 
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Appendix I 

CALIFORNIA YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS ACT 
(Welfare and In~titutiohs Code, Sections 1900-19061,/' 

~-;;.~~ 

,// 

1900. le9islative Intent. The Legislature hereby finds that delinquency 
prevention efforts must be concentrated at the local level to be meaningful' 
and effective, and that while sufficient services and resources already exist 
in most California communities to wage a highly effective battle against 
delinquency, such services and resources are badly in need of codrdlnation. 

It is the intent of this act to explore the use of a program which would 
all!ow local delinquency prevention services and resources to operate within a 
singh~ facility and organizational structure as a means to (a) provide needed 
coordination of efforts, and (b) reduce the incidence of delinquency in 
selected project areas. 

r 
1901. Count Del in uenc Prevention CommissIons. Pursuant to the 

provisions of this chapt~F', county de Inquency prevention commissions may 
assist in the establishment of one or more youth service bureaifs"i'n a county 
in order to provi de a wide range of servi ces and conti nu i ty of 'trea tmeot for 
individual youths and to eliminate duplication of delinquency-~revention 
efforts in a community_ 

r 
1\l'~' 

t, 

t i II 1902. , Project Selection. In order to promote the development of youth 
',',;1 service bureaus under this chapter, the CalifQ~nia Delinq~ency Prevention 
11 Commission shall select no more than four communities in the state for the rl establ ishment of pilot youth service' bureau prp,grams. The CalJfornia 'II Dei inquency Prevention Commission may use'the stqff and services;')f the 

1 ~ivision ~f Del inquency ~r~vention of the Depart';;\~~t of the Yo~t~) Authori ty 
,J In selecting such communities. It shall also be the responsibility of the l'1 California Delinquency Prevention Commission, working in cooperation with 
l,.',' local county delinquency prevention commissions, to $~t standards for this 
f program and to establish guidelines for proposals to be submitted for funding' 
tl under thl s chapt7r. " 

il This program of pilot projects shall terminate on the Slst day after 11 adjournment of the 1971 Regular Session Of. the legislature. 0 

tl The CaHfornia De1inquencyPreventio~ICOfMlission shall ~ubmit ann~a! 
fl reports to the Legislature on the progress\'of the Youth Service Bureau 'pllot 
t .. l.·proJectso. Such reports should be made w. lthin 30. days aft~r the conwnencement 
riof each year's regular session. The first such r~port shall be made to the rt 1970 session. A final re~rt shall be submitted to the 197,~ session. ' 

t~t lQ.03o Coordinator. A i~1~uth services coordinator shall be in charge of t rCh youth service bureau. A coordinator shall be hired by the county 
t,l\del inquency prevention commission. " 

~. - 189 -
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1904. Development and coordination. To further the development of a 
youth servIce bureau, It shall be the duty of a coordInator under thIs 
chapter to reconcile, unify, clarIfy and make known the activities of all 

. persons and publIc and prIvate agencies and organIzations in the fIeld of 

r 
r· 
~, 

t 
r • r 
! 
L r 

July 1, 1971 

Aj>pendlx J 

Y.S.B. INTAKE IN FORMATION AND FOLLOW-UP roT1U
C! 

INSTRUCTIONSN"~ 
.re:: 

TIle purpose of th' . the youth seen b ese ~hree.forms is to obtain st . 
personal CharactY ?al~forn1a's Youth Service B andard1zed information on 
bureaus, and the er1st1cs, the problems for Whi:eaust This in9,ludes a fow 

amount and types of service provi~Udht are referred to the 

de 11 nquency prevention I n the conmunl ty. Accardi ngl y, he sha 11 call meet i ri9
s 

of all such persons repr.sen~tlve of such agencies and organizations in the 
commu

n 
i ty, Inc 1 udi ng judges of the j uvenHe; court, the chief probatIon 

officer, the local heads of public ag~cies for recreatIon, welfare, health, 
schools, employment, and law enforcement and representatives from private 
org

anl 
zatlo

ns
, religiouS groupS, and ethnl c ml norl ty groOJPS i nvo 

1 
ved 'I n 

del i nquency prevention, i norder to: 
H 
.~ 

Essentially, the Intak Inf . e a youth by the bureau. 

form used d . e ormat~on form r 1 ur~ng the first years of the Yo:~ha~es :he Profile Information 
(al Determine the extent to which varIous departments, agencies, and 

organ I za tlons may wi sh to cooperate ina c"""",n effort and coordlnat~ their existing programs, as well as develop new programs 
using the unIque opportunities presented by a multiservice 

approach. 
(b 1 Develop necessary forma I agreements, I ncl udl ng joint exerei se of 

powers agreements. 
(cl Consider and finalize a choice fo,r the best possible locatIon for 

a youth servIce bureau and the provision of necessary equipment. 

A permanent managing board, to be appointed by the county delinquency 
prevention commIssion, shall be responsIble for overall policy and direction 
of the youth service bureau project. Such board should include the chairman 
of the local county delinquency prevention commission, one person from each 
pub 11 cagency or department andpriya te organization participating I n the 
p raj 0<, t, and res I dents f rom the ,are.,. served. Further, if there ex is ts in the 
communIty a community coordinating dlunel l , such council should also have one 

representative on the ma~aging boarc(. 
, \\ t 

It. shall be the duty of a youth"'Services coordinator under thiS chapter 

to serve as executive officer for thEt:managingboard. 

11 
f, 
r\ 
ITI 

1.1 

erv~ce Bureau's ex' t ~s ence" 

WHO SHOULD HAVE A sm OF FORMS 

A set of f tim orms should be filled ~ by the bureau, start';~g J lout for each youth ~ho . . ~ u y 1, 1971. • 1S seen for the first 

Do not fill out forms fo ~ho come to the bureau a:; ~. adult age 25 or over. Th 
,ur?au on their ohild's be1~ own behalf and is includes adults 
1ndJ.vidual,2':outh ehalf. Thus f'll parents who come to the ~ seen by the bureau. ' . ~ out forms only for ~ 

When a youth . ---
nO.form shOU1'·.d~sbreff:lrred to the b e 1 .led out., ureaubut the bureau never .6f7ieS the .youth, 

~ I J WHEN TO FILL OUT THE FOIlMs 

l\ 
t1 

You ~hould fill out the 

p 
rl·., 1'1 

r\ 

meetmg. with the . out ': Intake Inf9nnation form dur' .< fill out the f 11Y . h,. as most of you hav b u~.g or a.iter the first 
o oW1ng ~nformat~' e een doing. At that ., . ...on on the fo11 time, also 

Three-.Jt! ... ~o .. nth Case "l:'i _ .l:ollow-U;p 

Bureau 
Youth Code Number 
Intake Date 
Three-Month Fol101~-Up Date 

ow-up forms: 

Six-Month C~pe Follow-Up 

Bureau 
Youth Code Number 
Dates from beginning of 

fourth month to end f 

It sha 11 a I so be the duty of the coord ina to r to seek add i ti ana I funds 
and resources to carry .out th.pUrposes of this program, and to initiate, 
where feas I b I e, other special projects in dell nquency pre

ven
! ion, ut i1 iz i ng , 

and coordinating existing resources within the community. 

1905. Funds. Jbere.i s here"yapproprl ated from the-Genera I Fund to the 
Department of tile Youth Authorl ty the sum of one hundred thousand dollars 
($100,000) to defray expenses,includlng the salaries of coordin"t

orS
, 

incurred under the pilot program established in Section 1.902. 
(Added by Stats. 19p8, Ch. 934.) 

\1 , j Also, begi.n f';11" fl Provided ""d N~pg out Service 1:\ ' .. - l.uuber of Contacts 

~.;:J.:.,' WHEN TO .sum IN FORMS 

sixth month 0 

1906. county Authorizations. The board .of supervisors of any county 
may par t I ci pate i n the es tab 11 sfUnen t andma i n tenance of one or mo re you th 
service bureaus for the county by 'the i;ppr"priatlon of funds t6>\ defray 

, expenses. Inc t'\! ding sa I aries • " <, . . \ 
(Added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 867.) 

-_. 
190 

., 

11 >.Ylhen the time c \,1 others in thes~~e:nt m:~~d i!" t~~Ch form please 
separate the form from the 

Mrs Wl1' . ..~ a1ne Duxbury 

l~: 
l.l J t>l 

~i 
'\. 

Y~uth'Authority : 
D~vision of Research 714 "P" Street and Development 

Sacramento,California 95814 
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. . . # mailing the forms; 
1'1 .;k '" tl1esclieilUle J.OX' " neX'1) ;r,.., .. 

I 
Mail Six- II 

lntn!'.# 
:D!Jto 
J)urlng~ 

July 
Auglt 

Sopt .. 
Oct. 
N01f. 

Dec .. 

eta .. 

Htdl Intake 
formG by-the 
?itth Work ... 
il1l!; Drryor: ---.----.-

Aug .. 

SElpt. 

oct .. e 
Dec .. 

ete. 

Three-Month 
Follo""--Up 

Da..tePurin.~~ 

-
Oct,. 

Uov. 

Dec ... 

i1an.... '7? 
Feb .. '72 

Mar. '72 

etc. 

Mail lJ.'hree-
Month Fo1.low-
Up by Fifth 
Working Dey of: 

. " -
€V 
Dec. 

Jan. '72 

Feb. ·'72 

Mar- '72 
Aprilt72 

etC. 

Six-Month 
Follo\ll-Up 
Date During: 

Jan. '72 

Feb. '72 

Mar. 
.April '.72 

May '72 

June '72 
? 

Month FollO"'i 
Up by Fifth I' 

'Working f· 

Day of! 1 
t. 

Feb. '72 L 
Mar. '72 tj 

April 172 t ..•. !. 
May '72 f 
June '72 "1 
July '72 

? 

'! 

1'\1 

l, 
"'f the first group of In'bak: .~ 

t - ou W'illneed to pullo:t.. \IIill be expectJ.ng 
Tllu6,inefU"1;r AuguS d Y'l them in. In ea.rlyNoveml?er~e th FollOW-Up forms. 
:tni'o~ati,:m!orm/3 an mal. . t' xi forms and also Three- on 
you to ml,\i1 in lnta;ke Informa J.O . 

l~l ' 
P 
t~.'! 
1e( 

(Sec circled datos) 

.. , . 

fl 
t4 
\1' 
jJ 

. . . FORMATION FORM~ " \ .• \ INTAKE IN . . . . Th' s is strictly for yow: ...••. 
.. . .' co for the youth's naine.J. ve it blank, or if .• '. 
Nruno1. Wo haVe added a spa it. andcroBS thellame off'tlh

ea 
atIle. here in any waY··i".l 

~enienoo. 'You may use .We will not use en ... ! 
... . .- d dle in that space. . .. '. 
'You wf.Ult to t 00 . . ( ). Ii 

numbe .. r for your bureau 6 '1.,1 
d t\he appropriate ,. 

~urel\}!.' In thia box.pleasc recor. '0 U 
San Diego - All'l.ed Gardens 1 IJ 
Richmond 2 \ 1 

J3~ssett 01 .. mont 3.1 
San Diego - . aJ.re 4 •... 1, 
Yuba-Sutter 5 \ 
SM Ferpando 6 q 
pa,ci:fica T ;.-,:" tl 
Sal'ltaCla.ra 9 t! 
'Yolo Ii 

. ·t. ill not be 1'1 
. code number J. w . .1: .,.· .. 1. . . •. b .. As in, the past, by uS:1,ng a .. ~ . ing the consecutJ.ve I 

~~~:~~~e!o~ u!ttoknOW the lo~t~~~~:e ~ro~~~!:L~~o~:ation forms. . '!J 
. . . '~;"~t; 'V'QU have be~n t\s no l.-J 

ll\u»'berll ~J~'!>! . '.' . 0 fe":" '71'). 'recordthe 1 
. " ,..d' 'tnwnbers (fQ:r' e~P1,,~, 7.// ' rJ 

!nenka Ddt.!..! U'Slr..g :1,10 :fi l.g~int.er~i~...,e,d by 1ihe 'bureau. ~. ~ 
tlat-<lthat the youth, l.~ '. rs -' . 'i:'{ 
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~: Record present age in two-digit numbers. For example, 09 •. 

School: This is anew question. Check one of the three choices. If the 
yo\?th is a high school graduate and is still attending school, check "high. 
school graduate" only. For other youth, check "attending" or "quit/dropped 
out". If it is during the summer, cheqk "attending" if the youth is 
'planning to return to. school in the fal!,. 

When lIa ttending" or "quit/dropped out" is checked, record the p.resent or 
most recent grade in school in two digit numbers. 

Ethnic Group: Do not ask tl1i,a question directly. Instead, use yoU+" best 
judgment in reporting it. The ethnic group should be determil:{(\~ by -which 
group the youth considers he belongs to. 

Referred By: Check the appropriate box for the agency or ~divi~ual 'Aho 
referred the youth to the bureau.. If the youth was referred by a law 
enforcement agency or an agency other than probation or sch&ol, record the 
specific agency on the line provided. For example: Marysville Police, 
Family Service, church, or Public Health nurse. 

Notification: If the youth was referred by law enforcement, probation, 
school or another agency, indicate if the referral source has been notified 
whether the youth is cooperatL'I1g wi~h the bureau • 

Reason for Referral: Briefly describe the problem for wh:i:ch the youth was 
1'eferred to the bureau.' 

If there are several major reasons for referral, you may list more than one. 
When drugs are the reason, ,for ,referral, please indicate whether it is 
marijuana, heroin and other narcotics, or dangerous drugs. (This makes it 
more .consistent with Bureau of Crimin~ Statisticsre.cords for, each city.) 

THREE-MOIm! FOLI.OW-UP FORM 

Bureau, Youth Code Number and Intake Date: Same as on Intake Information 
form. Should be recorded at intake. 

Three-Month Fol10w":Up Date: At the time of intake, record the exact date 
threemonthB later. Exampl~B: 

Intake Date 

07/03/71 
08/31/71 

Three-Month Follo'li-Up Da~ 

10/03/71 
12/01/71 

- 193 -
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1 
.At tho tiom of intake, begin recording the types of service provided directly 
by the bureatt .tiJld 'the types of service for 'fIhich th.e bureau referred the 
youthtQ oth.et"agenciesor organiza.tions. You should check as many or as 
f,ew as ,t¢e applicable.. Ifl'ndividual cOilnselingonly" refers to cases' where' 
no £nmi.ly COU!lael;i.:ng is done.. . f ~ 

It YoU :provide the youth with a service not listed, record it under Other 
Services ~~ Provided Directly~ If you refer a youth for a service not 
li$t~d~ record the service un~er Other Service -- Referred to Other Agency. 

When~vorth; bUi~eau reters the youth to another agency or organization for 
servicej indicat,e whether the burefJ,u followed up to determine if the service 
W),llS adequatelY l1\Tovided. Following up WQuld consist of either determining 
i'l"bm the youth q~ael1' whether the service was adequatel~provided or 
detel'Plinin~5:£ronii, the agency if the desired .service 'fIas available to the 
you.th Md !\irulJ aC\~epted by-him. In some instances, one of these methods may 
be mUch more desirable than the other -- use your best judgment. 

Oontinue +'0 :recordanf>w~rs to this quest-ion whenever it is appropriate 
durinst.b.e 'three ... tl1ottth perioo.. 

!f..umb.er of Contacts': StlU."ting with intake, record the number of face-to..:face 
CQnta,ct,a t)le bUreau has with the youth himself. Then each time the bureau 
rut,s . .tJuch a contact during the tl;lree .months, circle an ao.ditional number. 

Service' or Resource .Needed: This question is one way 'Of assessing the gaps 
in'deli~quenoyprevention services and resources in the community. Hope-
tully, keeping tX'ack of this s1stematically will be at least as useful to 
you na to UB. 

'/ 
;t , 

t.i 
IJ 
!~ 

.~ rl 
I'}' t 
If 
I; I 
11 
.t.'l rl 
t/ 
J .... I 
1, II 

F.' ff 
U 
IJ .,j 

ft it 
~'\ 

, f j
ll 

~lU"OtlU~ B j;).robatio,n Ite.commendation: This question should be answered bY!' ,1 
the bW:'eau .. - not byprobatiol1's records.. If the bureau recommended to an II 
ng*,noy or an ind;t'vidual,that the youth be referred to probation, the response U 
ahould be HYesll ...... even though the youtl); may not have actually been referred P 
to px·o'ba.tion... r 1 

d rJ 

'F.J 
':.:.t 

-.5-
, 

.!.eason for Case C1 . . 
Som ft. osure: Check th 
. e 0 hese reasons m e one main reason that t 

they are the reason tha~th have oCcurred but shoUld n t bhe case was closed. 
moved from the tar et e case was closed. For a 0 e 7hecked unless 
response since the gc ar:a but service is stU]. rov-:'antP1e , J.f the youth 
Pl~ced Oll: probation :e J.s.not, Closed. . AnotherPe l.ded: d~ .not check this 
thJ.s response __ ag .ut t~e bureau is still provid~Ple. ;J.£ the youth was 

a1n, SJ.nce the case is not cl 1nS
d 

servJ.ce, do not check 

Worker's Evalu t· 
, sh . a J.on: This q t ' 

cse • 

WJ. to use it H' . Ues J.on is optional d' 
U' • owever it'll an J.s for th h 

Ses J.t conSistently or do ~tJ. be more meaningful . e ureaus that 
ean US3 it at all. J.f your- bureau either 

.§IX-MONTH FOLLoW-Up FORM 

~ureau and Youth Code Number-
e recordadat int~e,! • . Same as on Intake Info~ation form . ShOUld 

Dates from Be inn' 
intake, record th J.n . of Fourth Month to End f ' 
instru:ctionsfor :h:p~~priate dates. Conti~ui:~X:~ Month: At the time of 

ee-Month Follow-up Form: e example from the 

Intake Date 

07/03/71 
08/31/71 

Three-Month 
~Ollow-Up Date 

10/03/71 
12/01/71 

Beginning of 
Fourth Month 

10/04/71 
12/02/71' 

. End of Sixth, 
Honth 

01/03/72 
03/01/72 

C~e Closed During" First 
.f7rst three months Three Monthe,: If the c . . 
f~fth or sixthmont:!d ~o further service was pr~~dw~sdcl~sed during the 
please be SUre to ret' 0 not complete rest oT'que t~ u::l.ng the fourth, 

urn the questionnaire to-u a J.onn8.l.re. Nevertheless s. , 
~estions on Bureau s·· .. ' . 
serVice, number f ervl.ces: The instructio 

StatUtl ill BlU'oau: Thestatua of cases in the informal atmosphere of the 
YSB.~ ~. bo some\lfhat arbitrary. Nevertheless, these questions .,.;il1 provide 
$; aellu:ral idGao;! the :l:ength 01' time that the bureaus remain involved with 
the youth Md.al$O with information-on why they are no longer involved. 

An. £io,tiv(,t c;nse, would beona where the bureau had contact with the yO\1th 
d,u~.tngtho If.\st month 0:£ the thrae..;month Period -.-, unle:sstlle case· was 
~pec1tiQsll, closed.. An inactive ca$e woUld be one where the bureau had 110 

CQuta.ct 'Wl:t;h tlto j/YO\l.th dut'ingtb,e last month of the thr~e-month period - ... 
ag~~ "ftlle~$ th~~ 'Qas~waa ~~Qifically 'Closed" "Casa closed"\lould be a 
jl.ldamfnl(d.~t~rnli~led by tlle bureau. 

I
f I 

,I 
~A 

~ 
tJ f{ 

Case are theswno contacts, service or resour~s on the questions on 
shoUld be answer:d~o.for the,Three-Month FOll0W~Une~~ed, and status of 
month to the end of thr th~ tJ.me. period from. the b p. :xcept that they 

. e sJ.xthmonth. egJ.nnJ.ng of the fourth, 

- 1~4 -

rJ 

1
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'1 

?1 

I'.' .. 1 : . .f 

{'If 
l' ~J 
'it% 
~J 
;ll 
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Appendtx K 

~1- -, -
Y.S.B. THREE-MONTH CASE FOLlOW-Up I ~ .. e (bureau use OnI1) __________ ,>-__ ....... _________ _ 

~eauo 

Y .. S "lh !NT.A..KE. INFORMATION , 

1 
IhtX'ttAU 0 

12 13 
C]CJ 

Schoal; 
~, "., I 

o ;, Z ,,4 5 

0000 
11 7 8 9 to 11 

CJO 00 00 
, W./.~lr Yt' 

z 
Female 0 

(Do not ask, interviewer's 
judgment) 

Mtr.lo",American 

Mexioan-Am~tican 

Qthor .... i _.-.. ___ ..,.., __ .. ' 

1':. 

234 5 
Youth Code Ntunber 0 0 0 0 

4w enforceme:n:,.,_________ 1, O take date: 00 00 00 012 013 011t 015 016 ~ 
!~ee-Month Follow-Up Date . LJ 

Mo. 
1-' 

Day Yr. 
Probation 

1-- cervice Durin this Three-month Period: 
School C~ 

-11 

Servioe Provided other agency_,._ ---------- D~ll 

0] Parent Directly by Bureau 

011 Individual counseling only Self 

Other ind:i,vidual O 4, Individu~ & family counseling 

II Group couna~:ting 
. 2021 H 
Agency code (leave blank) 0 ~ i Drug program 

I Job referral/placement 
If referred by an agency (code 1, 2, 3 or

l 
Pre-vocational training 

has the refe~ral source been notified wbe 
the youth is cooperating with the' b\lreau'? I Remedial education; tutoring 

} Recreation program 

22 'I Medical aid 
Yes 0 1 ' 

Legal aid 

No 0 2 II Intervention with school 

If Intervention with police 

,i Intervention with prob./court 

23-24 !' ____ --_____________ 1 Other Services: 
25-26 ~ 

Reason for referral: 

o 
o o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
[] 
o 
o 
o 

~8-1 

21-1 

2/t-1 

27-1 

30-1 

33-1 

36-1 

39-1 

4'H. 

45-1 

48-1 

51-l 

54-1 

Rei'erred by- Bureau 
to Other Agency 
i'or SeI'vice 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

19-1 

22-1 

25-1 

28-1 

31-1 

o 3li--l 

o 37-1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
'0 

40-1 

43-1 

46-1 

49-1 

52-1 

55-1 

---------,..----- 27-28 .1 Provided directly Referred to Other Agency 

~ 
~ 

j 

57-58 

62-63 

-67-68 I!.' 

H '. c • 

Mo. Day 

59-60 

64-65 

If Referred, Did 
YSB FOll,ow-Up? 

Ye.s 
1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

No 
2 

0 20 

0 23 

0 2:) 

0 29 

0 32 

0 35 

0 38 

0 41 

0 /t4 

0 lJ7 

0 50 

0 5} 

0 56 

o 61 

o 66 

071 
p . 

flliUnlber of contacts bureau had with youth during this thl:'~e ... month period: it (eiDcla ~umbel'" for each cont~ct) 

01 02 03 04 0.5 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 
6-7 
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20 2J. 22 24 25 26 27 28 29 
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YMthore' p., .service or l'esource lleed.ed n,. the youth but not aV1;,:..lable to him in the 

CDltI~tl1 

~ .......... ,,~.~~~ .. ---

!l Y.S,.B. SIX-MONTH CASE FOLLClW .. ijp 

h (Covering Fourth, Fiftlh and Sixth Montha After Bureau Intake) 
p 
~ n,e (bureau use only) ____________ • _______ ..:......:.-____ _ 

les teau 0 Youth Cod$ Number 0 [] [] 0 6 ~ 8 ~ 10 11 
From: Ou Ou DO (beginning of 4th nlo,·) 

11 
9-10' 

Mo. Day- . Yr. 

11 _ U 12 )...2, 14- ,.!2, 16 17 

M.I_\~.~'-.-!----~--~--------~/r.----------~~~ ~:OuOuOO (~of~hG~) l' , Mo. Day Yr. 

»id th~ bUt"8ilU l'ecPU\1nend ret~l:'ring youth to probation during tt ... is period? 

2-

No 0 

.Sh,tU8 at youth in bUl:'eau .,uJ of tbree-month follow-uP date: 

t. case closed during first three months and no further service proVided dUring second three 
rrthS, do not complete rest of questionnaire. Even so, please return questionnaire to Sacto 

.l Durin Second Three-month Period; 

II Service ITovided 
Directly by Bureau 

Referred by Bureau 
to Other Agency 
tor Service 

If Referred, Did 
YSB Fo110W~Up? 

14 

t 
j1 
IJ 
1,) 

II Yes No ", 

Active 0 1 

Inactive 0 2 

~"'CaS' closed. 0 J 

It uQU~ olosedll , l:'fltt80il!o~" 010811.IIe; (Please mark 00 box only) 

~lo8od by b\U'op.\t with .no !U.rther 
QoX'ViQli/8 ne(l.,t!i'13~Y 

15-

01 
02 
0, 
0 4 

Referred to other agency lor service 
and no further services provided 
by bureau 

No longer meets bureau's criteria 
by being placed on probation 

No treatment/services available 
in community 

Other ____ -----------------------

(OptiOIi.al) ysa worker'l\1 evsJ.ua,tion of progress at three months: 

16 
Excellent 0 1 

Good 0 2 

0 3 

o 1~ 

0 5 

• 198 -

f\ Ind' °d H 1. Vl. ual counseling only 

II Individual & family counseling 

tl Group counseling 

Ii Drug prol~am 

~
t Job referral/placsment 

I Pre-vocational training 

U
HRemedial education; tutoring 
'I 
)1 Recreation program 

11 Medical aid l' . 
i! Legal aid 

~Intervention ~ith Bchool 
11 a Intervention with police 

~1nte:rvention 'w~th prob./court 

I
" Other Services: 

j Provided directly 

!\ 
11 
" }1 ~ 

II 
\\ 
Ii n 

0 18-1 

0 21-1 

o 24-1 

0 27-1 

030-1 

o :n-1 

0 36-1 

O~9-1 o 4-2-1 

o 45-1 

o 48-1 

051-1 

Cl$4-1 

62-63 

.. 67-68 

o 
o 
o o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

19-1 

22-1 

25-1 

28-1 

31-1 

34-1 

37-1 

40-1 

43-1 

46-1 

4-9-1 

52-1 

55-1 

Referred to Other Agency 

64-65 

U . -

~':. er,' c:i contacts bureau had .. with youth during second three-month period: 
. \ . Cl.rcle number for each contact) 
1 
I . 

i'l 01 02 03 04 015 06 0708 09 10 11 12 13 14 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ maD 8 • 8 • V • ~ 
199 -
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1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
[J 
0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

15 

2 d 

0 1: 
20 

0 23 

0 26 

0 29 

0 32 

0 35 

0 38 

0 41 

0 41f 

0 4,7 

0 50 

0 53 

0 56 

o 61 

o 66 

o 71 
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Statue (;E youth in bureau as of aix-kl'lonth follow-up date.; 

14· 
Active 01 
Inactive 02 

~ .ca •• closed 0' 
cl.ooe~lJ\ reaSon for eloslU'e:' (Please mark ONE box only) 

Clotted by bUfi3ClU with no :fUrther 
aurvieeAl no<;eSBtU'Y 

15 
01 
0 2 

0:; 
04 

05 

Referred to other agency for service 
and no further services provided 
by bureau 

No longer meets bureau's criteria 
by being placed on probation 

No treatme~ltl services available 
inconununity 

Other __ · ______________ ~--------

YSB workerts evaluation of progress at six months: 

Excellent 

Good 

Poor 

-2..00 ... 

16 
0 1 

0 2 

OJ 
0 4 

0 5 
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19. Much of this author's discussion on diversron aHo a'pp'ears'in Yoli)th 
'Develop'ment and De! inql:lency PrevEmtion1l.amin!stratidn, The ChaUenge 
of YoutnService Bupeau8, U. S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, to be published 1973; 
and in National Advisory Commission on Criminal Just~ce Standards 
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U. S. 'Department o,f Justice, law Enforcement Assistance Adminlstra
tfon. to be published 1973 •. 
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