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'i As of April 1, J:97 l f, the Northeast Denve.r Yotiith Services 

Bureau (YSB) has been operational for a period of Jen (10) 1l1.onths. 

This is the period covered by the l?inal Evaluation Report. 

Basically) YSB' s Final Evaluation Report 'Hill consist of t'\vO 

types of analyses: System Flo~'l and RecidivisUl. Reduction Analysis. 

The first involves a flm., analysis presenting the numbers and characteristics 

of youth referred to the YSB by referral source, (the Denver Police Depart-

mentfs Delinquency Control Division, Juvenile Court, the District Attorney's 

Office, Social Agencies, Schools, Parents ~r Self-referrals) type of offense 

history, (Impact or Kon-Impact), age, sex, and ethnic origin •. The flow 

analysis also reflects upon the number and type of referrals by the YSB 

to variouq corr~unity-based youth serving agencies. The number of refusals, 

'as well as successful placements and terminations of placements are also 

reported upon. The System Flo'w Analysis will specifically deal with YSB's 

objective \vhich generally SPecifies that the YSB should 

Userve 300 youth through referrals by schools, 
social agencies, police, juvenile courts, parents 
and walk-in self-referrals. i~ 

The second type of analysis presented in this report deals with 

ysn's objective which aims at reducing the recidivism rates among its 

clients. Recidivism has been defined in terAnS of rearrest by the Denver 

Police Department. Recidivism of YSB clients, neasured during the time. 

period from Jlrne 1, 1973 to April 1, 1974, is cO::1pared to established 

* Page 2-1 in ~ortheast Denver YSB's Grant Application. 
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recidivism rates of Denver youth.* 

A. System Flow Ano.lysis 

• Figure I presents the flm., of referr·ols to and frOT.1 the YSB for 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the period from June I, 1973 to April 1, 1974~;~;. The numbers in this 

analysis reflect unduplicated counts of clients referred to rSB by various 

referral sources and referred further by YSn to different youth-serving 

agencies. Th% numbers in parentheses refer to Impact offenders. 

a. Referrals to the YSB ' 

During the ten (10) month period under consideration> the YSB 

has received a total of 725 referrals, 172 (23.7%) of ~vhich \'7ere made; in 

connection with an Impact offender. The flow of referrals to the YSB. has 

been relatively uneven. In June 52(17) youth were referred to the YSB, 

followed by III (33) in July, 94(27) in August, 67(30) in September, 7/,(17) 

in October, 61(9) in November, 64(10) in December, 52(5) in January 62(9) 

in February and 88(15) in Harch. 

The Delinquency Control Division of the,Denver Police Department 

is the primary referring agency, accounting for 85.4 percent of all referrals 

to the Northeast Denver YSB. The Denver Juvenile Court is the next most frequent 

source of referra1s~accounting for 6% of all referrals to the YSB. 28 youth 

(3.9%) ,·lere referred to the YSB from the District Attorney's Office, and 1/• 

youth (1.9%) were referred fron the schools. Social agencies con.tributed 

only 10 youth (1.4%). Se~f-referrals to the YSB also amounted to only 10 

youth. There \'18re no referrals by parents. 

* Obtained from the Denver Anti-Crime Council's calculations of baseline sax, 
ethnicity, nUIllber and type of prior offense specific r~cidivism data es'" 
tablished on the basis of a one-year fo1lo\y-up study of a cohort of Denver 
youth. 

** Figures fa) Ib, Ic. lel) Ie) If, Ig, r11, Ii , .. Ij 111 the Appendix reflect upon 
the system flo\v on a monthly basis. 

rj .. 
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l\ORTllUSr DE~\VE:l YO:iTi! S~n.VICES m:R!::AU 
Flo\o1 Cn.:::!; 

Juno 1, April 1 
1973 - 197(1 

F:i.Gura I 

YSB 

OthGt' 

CharcctcriscicG of :hc Referrals 

J:otnl 725 
l:up.:ct 172 
A Aos;\u1t 66 

llul1;lary 148 
Robhery 17 
'J'hcft 265 

Sex 
tn1c. '196(133) 
FC:1:u1c 229 (39) 

Ethnicity 
}}lflck 416 (99) 
A:1g1o 135 (28) 
Chicano 146 (40) 
Other 28 (5) 

Age 
<'13 197 (66) 

13-15 312 (66) 
16'7 216 (ltD) 

* In <Iddttion I:h(>1'O nrc 52(1,9) 

I, 

youth on ,,'hom no £ollm~"'up was 
pcrforlncd by the YSll 

R.:: cr:.X ... ~t.:::-A~c·ndns 
a~c. Progr:~;:-J: 

noys 

_1(0) Skyland 

, ,,,' 



.. 
, '. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

OyeralJ., 68.it percent of the total referrals to the ysn during 

its first ten months of operation Hore i.l~les, 31.6 percent were feInq.les. 

Hith respect to ethnicity, 57.4 percent ,.,ere Black, 20.1 percent \vere 

Chicuno) 18.6 percent Here .t\;.lg1o, and 3.9 percent were of other, mostly 

Indian, ba~kground. 

The percentage distribution on the variable of age ,,'as as fo110"15: 

It3 percent of all those referred to the YSB \-Jere .bctwe-en 13 and 15 years of 

age) 30 percent W'ere 16 or older, and 27 percent '-lere belmv the age of 

thirteen. It: is interesting to note that the referrals asso,ciated "'frith" In~pact 

offenders come disproportionately from those youth under thirteen or bet\vcen 

13-15.(38.4% and 38.4%, respectively). Also, 33.5 percent of those under_:.,, 

13 are Impact offenders. In compar:tson, only 21 percent of 13-15 years old 

and 18.5 percent of the 16 and older group are Impact offenders. 

As expected, the majority, 82.6 percent, of Impact offenC!.ers is 

refe.rred to the YSB by the Delinquency Control Division. 9.9 percent of 

Ir.lpact offenders, compared to only 6 percent of the total YSB population; 

are referred fro."C. .. \ the Denver Juvenile Court and 6.4 perc.ent, compared to. 3.9 " 

percent, from the District Attorney's office. Only a t,otal of 1.1 percent 
, 

of all Impc:.ct offenders wm;e refened to the YSB from other thc:.n juvenile. 

jus tiee system sources. It is important to note, hO'tvcver) that Impact of-

fenders represented a larger percentage (39.5%) of ·the Juvenile Court's and 

(39. 3i~ )0£' the District .Att.orney' s Office referrals to. the YSB them did the 

Police Department's Delinquency Control Divisio.n j s referrals) of,·;rhich 'only 
"'" 

23;.~ ~,ere Impa_ct offenders. It appe:;trs, thus. th.at the Juvenile Court and 

the District Attorney's Office a-re i~10re 1.ik01y than the De.linquency Control 

Division to. refer Impact offenders to theYSB. Xt is also evident, tha.tthe 

Delinquency Control Division :i.s more inclined to refer youngcrlmpact offenders 

to the YSB • 

. . 

:"'''-..., 
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Again, the majority (77 .3%) of Im?act offenders ,·,ere In<.ile. 

Hith ref1p~ct to ethnicity, in general, the Impac:t offenders sho ... , the 

same percentage distribution as the total populntion of youth referred 

t6 the YSB. The only difference is, that a slightly larger percentage 

(23. 3~~) of Chicanos is found among Iilipact offenders than among the total 

popu1at:i.on of youth referred to the ysn (20.1%). On the other nand, a 

slightJ.y .:J;ower percentage (16.7%) of anglos is found a",ong the Irapact 

offenders, compared to the 18.6% among the overall population of YSB 

youth. It: is also interesting to note, in this regard, that 27.4 'percent 

of all the Chicanos referred to the YSB were Impact offenders, as com .... 

pared to 23.8 percent and 20.7 percent &-nong the Blacks and Anglos,re-

spectively. 

The prior offense history of the 172 Impact offenders referred 

to the YSB during the ten month period under consideration accounts for 

a total of 231 High Impact offenses: 1118 burglaries, 66 assaults an.d 

17 robberies. In addition, there were 265 thefts ·and 484 other types 

of offanses in the prim: arrest record of the youth referred to the YSB. 

It is e.vident that youth referred to the 'YSB h~d an average of 1.35 

prior offenses, and Ir.1pact offenders had an average of 1. 35 High Irapact 

offenses prior to their referral to the YSB. 

Of the 725 referrals to the YSB, 262 (36 percent) refused services 

'''hen contacted by the yst and 129 youth refused services '(·,hen contacted 

by the particular progrnn or agency to ,;hich they \.;er,;? referred by the YSB. 

In GidcliL::i.on, as of April 1, 1974, 126* youth rCwain to be referred out/or 

ass:i.gncd by the YS13 to some specific agency. 

b. Yst Referrals ond Place~ents 
~ 

-;; It includes 60 youtl1 \\,itll ,·)hom no in~tial CO:1tact could be established. 

,~-' --........ ----.;...-------~-..;.;......----.:---!---~-----
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Overall, arotmd 46 percent or tho.se referred to. the YSB "lere further 

referred by the YSZ into specific direct services co.t'.poncnt of c0.1i'l11tUnity-

bast:.d youth-serving agencies. It is very impo.rtant to. mention that a higher 

pro;?ortion (66.9%) of In,pact offenders referred to. the YSB were referred 

out to a cor.u~unity-based program/agency. 

Par tners, Proj Gct Intercept) and Family and Children I s S(!:rvices 

received the hi.ghest nur,1ber of referrals from the YSB. Their to.tal ar.lol.mted 

to 229 youth, that is, 68 per'cent of the total YSB population \\lhich t.;ras 

referred out by YS13 to direct-se:cvice agencies. There \Vere 28 other conr;:f~unity-

based youth-serving agencies utilized by the Northeast Denver YSB (see Figure 

I). Out of these) East Side }iotivational Co-op, Nalco.lm X Center for }lental . 

Health, Hcrac'e Blanton Centel:') NYC, East-Side Ne:i,ghborhocd Health Center> 

the Freedcm House and the Park Hill ~{ental Health Genter \Vel:'e most frequently 

utilized. During its first ten months of operation, YSB has referred a total, 

of 72 youth, (21.4% of its "referred-out" youth) to these agencies/programs. 

The other 10.6 percent· of YSn youth referred out to lo.cal agencies were xe'" 

fe.rred to the 21 less-freqUently utilized agencies 1:i.sted on Figure 1. 
, ~) 

The highest percentage (35%) of Impact offenders were referred to 

Partners, follmved by 25.2% referred to Intercept and 1I~% to Family and Ghild- ~ ~) 

ren's Services, 4. 3J~ to the East~Side Hotiv[:\tional Cc-op, and 3.5,; to bath the 

Park Hill }~8ntal Health Center and the Fr'cedom House. It is ,thus, cl.ear thad ~ 

these youth-serving agenCies received 98 Impact offenders,~amounting to 85.2 

percent of all Impact offenders referred out by tbe YSB to direct services 

cor.rponcnt of local youth-serving agencies. ~t is interesting thtlt Impact 

offenders represented 50%* of those referred by YSB to both the. Freedom House 

* J.\s s(:!en in ]~igure I, i11 a nUlilber of ngcllcic.s to ~·l11ich· YSn 1185 referred 
only o'ne. youth, Impact offenders represent 100% of the referrals. Since the 
ntltlht1r of youth considered is vcry small, the ment:i.oned pe.rcentages ar('. not 
'Vr.~ry meaningful. ~ 

".p. ~ 

,-,r:' 

, ,. 
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and thl:! Park Hill Hental l:ealth Center.. Among t1:;ose referred to 

Pa'.Ctners) (t{l.ll% 'Were Impact o£fendCl:s. Ir.\pact offenders represented 

.37.7 percent among those. referred by the YSB to Project Intercept, 35.7 

percent Sl110ng those referred to the East Side l':otivational Co-op, 27.3% 

and 25.8 per.cent among those referred to Horace Blanton Center and Family 

and Childrenls Services, respectively. 

c. Placements> Refusals and Term,in;:tions 

Out of the 337 youth referred by YSB to other agencies, 156 (46.3%) 

were accepted. Of the total of 115 Impact offenders referred, 66 (57. l l%) 

~'lere accepted. 30 youth could not be contacted by the referred to agencies. 

99 youth (29.4%) refused the offered servic~s. In addition, there are 52 

(49) youth on whom, as of April 1, 1974, no fol10\.;r-up (as to acceptance or 

refusal of the offered services) '1'laS performed by the YSB. It appears) thus, 

that the attrition rate is quite high. Only 156 (66) youth, r.epresenting 

21.5, percent (38.3%) of r.eferrals to the YSB have successfully entered a . 
specific-community program. However, the 156 (66) youth receiving services 

from the?, various com;nunity-based youth. se.rving o.gcncies represent l16. 3 

(57.4) percent of youth referred to the above agencies by the YSB. 

AUlOng YSB' s three most frequently ut:t.lized referral sources, 

(Fartners, Intercept, Fa..'tii1y and Childrcn' s Services), Family and Children IS 

SCl-vices had the highest acccptance~~ rate (6 lt.5 percent)) folloHed by Partr.6rs 

(56.7 percent). Project Intercept had the 10\~'est (46.8 percent) acceptance 

rate. 

.,,, Number of YOltth accepted over the number of youth referred 
to the particular ag\:!ncy . 

. . 



8 .'" , i:lipor tilr..tlY , the. numbe!'.c of youth successfully terminating placement/services 

represent 50.7 percent of .those entering som.:. direct service agency as a 

refer rill fro,a the Y813. The highest percentage of successful terminations~': 

• (90%) occurred in Family and Children 1 s S.:.:cvices, follov7cd by ~5%) l~roj eet 

Intercept and (9.8%) in Partners. 

• Sm;}fARY 11..11) CO~CLUSIO}i 
" D 

A total of 725 referrals, including 172 associated with Impact 

offenders have been raade to the Y813 during its first ten months ofoperati(Hl. 

• The primary source of referral has been tbe Delinquency Control Division. 

As of April 1, 1974, 337 (115) youth have been referred by YSB to direct 

service agencies in the community, 't'7ith the remainder either refl,.tsing 

• services, ~7.8%,) unable to be contacted, (8.3), or (17.4%) not yet aSSigned 

or placed into a di~eet service component of a ~orr.mllnity-based agency. The 

~characteristics of referrals to YSB indicate that they are' primar'ily Black 

• males, bet,.,een 13 and 15 years of age. During the first ten month period of 
I;r 

YSB l s operation, 156 (66),21.5 percent (38.4%) of referr~ls, to theYSB 

and 46.3% (57.4%) of referrals from YSB to direct service agencies have been 

• accepted into one of the thirty one youth-serving agencies utilized by the 

YSB. Partners) Project Intercept and Family and Children's Services Were' 

among the agencies to 'i'Thich YSB referred its youth no.,t frequently. As of 

• April 1, 1974,50.7 percent of those entering so~e direct ser\y:i,ce agency suc-

cessfully terillinated their placement and 'Here c:dted :from the systeill. 

It is apparent> thus, that YS~ts objective of liS erving 300 youth 

• 
,'( Number of youth successfully terminating over the number of .~"" 

youth receiving serviecs in a particulnr agency. 

• 
\I' 

0 

." • 
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througil determination of th0.ir needs in terms of divertinz theln from delin-' 

quC~d: bC!:wvior t a.ld providing direct sexvices l,:hencver expedient, necessary 

and possible; assessing existinlj ~~ortheust DerNer Corrmunity resources and 

divertinc from the juvenile justice system ",he.-;.cver feasible; coordinating 

ilnd i'1tczrating the delivery of youth services for the prevention of target 

crimes, "* has been accomplished,. The FloH Analysis indicates that 337 

YOi.~th huvc been referred to cOl1hllunity-based youth servilig agencies over a 

tell rno;:).th time period. The analysis ',also i:adicates that a very broad 

rt.lnge (31) of direct service agencies is utilized by the YSB. It \«ould 

I ap~)ea:c, therefore, thn,t the ysn has been successful in tying together a 

referral netw'ork ,,,11ich is quite broad in scope. 

B. Recidivism Analysis 

For purposes of this analysis recidivism has been defined in 

terms of rearrest by the Denver Police Department. Both a "persons" reci­

divism rate and a "behavioral" recidivism rate have been calculated. The 

first represents the proportio:l of youth i'lho have one or more arrests during 

. their period of risk. This proportion does not take into account, however, 

the fact that some youth have mUltiple rearrests. The second, tht;! "be ... 

llavioralll reCidivism rate takes this variable into account and indicates 

the number-of n~arrcst$ per 100 you th during their mean period of risk. The 

recidivism analysi~ presented also distinguishes beti"een rearrests that 

1. Page 2 of Y813' s original grant Application to DACe. 
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otCl1 red 

caney ar,d were. l.·cc.eiv:t~.g som~ killd of dir~ct scrviccs/trcatclcnt. All 

c~tlc.u1ations for bath the. "?craons" ar.d tilC "ochuviorul" rac;iJivism rL1.tcs . 

arc prcse."t(~d for a) all rearrests a~.d b) impact rearrests a.1.1y. 

Previotls rcscaJ:ch en recidivism has i~1.dicated <:1. nur.tbcr of factors 

" ,,",'hich affQct relrc!'cst (rccidivisra) rates. Such variablcs as the nUlt\ber and 

type of prior arrests, sc:<, Gltie at first arrest, age at first institutio:lal-

iza::io>.l, cthnicity, fUiilily backgrou'nd and I.Q. have all provcd to. be relilted 

* Re't)rcsents the avera.ge l~:.~th of ti,ne betHccn referral to. the };orthcast 
D~.1V'cr YSB n:nd April 1, 1974. Thc averaGe period of risk during this 
tctal "post~rcferral" pe::iod amounted to 6.1 months -- 8 por.ths for those 
receivir12 services fro.m FCul1ily m;.d Children's) 5.6 months fortho.sc re­
cciviag scn.-vices frori\ Pu;:'t:.1.crs, 6.6 1:1o:;;.ths for those receiving services 
froin Project Intercept, 3 months for thase receiv;t::13 services from the 
ot~lCr 23 agCLlcies utilized by the YSJ. For those \07110 refused YSB t S 

sct"Vices the average period of risk bct,'1Cen, referral to the YS.i3 and 
April 1, 1971},'was 5'.6 mO:1.t:ns. The total of 6.1 months mentior.ed above 
does not htclude 2G6 you til, 0::1 52 of Hhom no folloi':-up as to acceptnnce 
or rejection of pc.rticular services uas periort::.:'!d, S3 Hho eQuid not 
DC contacted and 126 HIla have, as of April 1, 1974, no.t yet been as­
Si3ri.eu to a particular agency. 
Rc~)resents 'the average duration af services/treatr;,en).: for youth re­
ceiving direct services frma cOliu:lunity-based yauth serving a:.;encies. 
T:1e average pcr:tod of ris:<. du-:.:-ir.g placemc~1.t is 4.4 mO:lths. For you th 
ir. Project Intercept it amOi.mts to. 5.9 mO:1.ths, .for those in Partners 
ar.d Falnily and Childrcrl l s services 5.3 a'ad 3.9 months respcctively. 
Tne to.tal of l •• lf months includes pe'riod of risk of 29 youth ?laced in 
28 v.arious agencies 'i'7h1c11. ?rov:i.ded 1 on uvernge, 1.8 manths of dire.ct 
scrvices. 

~d:~'~ n(!p'):'cser.ts the av.:;!rage length of time bet'i'7CCn terraination of services 
Clnd April 1, 1974. It rarlects the average. risk perio.d during the 
post-release period t-lhich aU\Ol\:i.tec1 to 5.2 mo::-.ths -- 3.5 for youth Hho 
terliti.,atecl from Pa'):'tners,·; 3.6 mar. tIts far those terminating from Pro­
jcct Intc.rcept) 4.9 mo:,.ths for those from Fa."!lily (lnd ChildrenTs 8er­
vicc.s and 6.2 months for youth terminatil"i.g servic·.:s received, from the 28 
otber agcr.cics utilized by the YSB. // 

(('" 
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to th0. likcHhood of l.'I.!cid.i.vit.~;" 

this r0.port H'C have controlled for a 1.1umber of these variables) namely 

sex, cthnicity a:-.d r,umber and type of prior U1;'rests .:1,: \'/I! have calculated) 

thus, sex, ~tln\icity) number of prior impact offer.ses and type of ugency 

placement specific rat:cs of recidivism over the ten ulon.tlLs period of 

Korthcast· Denv~r YOUtl1 Services Bureau's existence. Tables 2, 3 and It 

pt'csent the changes (increuse or decrease) 1':.1. botl! flperSOi:lslI and "bchav-

ioral" rec.idivism rates of YS13 youth durir.g the total post-rcfcl'ra~) as 

well as, durir.g" <.li.ld post termir:.ation of dil:'cct services. 'rhe percentage 

rcc.1uction/i:-.creasc in recidivism rates as pl:'esented in these Tables is 

arrived at through a comparison of the expectcd~';~~ and the observed (ad-

justcd)*** recidivism rates (Sce Tables AI, All, AlII, AIV, AV, AVI, 

~'t He did not control in our calculat.ions for the age variable, because the 
r,l'-llr.:iple regl:cssioI". equation of the De.we1: Anti-Crime Council's base­
line data (used here for purposes of co:nparisoa i'-l the recidivism re-
due Cion analysis) showed that age ~{as the leas t ir.:e lue:1.tial of the six 
'(nu\ilbcr o£ prior ~.rrcsts, number of referrals to the Juvcnilc Court, 
:\LlInDer of prior impact arrests) sm" etlmicity aad age) variables. The 
Data \'1Cight of aze at the time of arrest :Ln the multiple regression 
equation -- Using mw arrest: for a or.e-yenr follo~,,-up as a criterion -­
\>las -.012. USing an Impact arrest for a one year £ollo~·l-I.lP as the cri­
tct'ior., age at an:est did not even enter the equation. 

W~', l~}~pcctcd re~tcs of l"'ccid:l.;vism are calculated franl tilt:?' established base­
line sc)~) etlmic;lty, number and type of prior offense specific reci­
divism data ob tained from the. DACC' S oae yea;: follm·,-up of a cohort 
of Denver youth. 

'ld:,', Observed recidivism rates refer to the actual rates of recidivism during 
the ave:C<1ee period of risk. The "adjusted tr observed rates refer to the 
actual recidivism rates adjusted (p'cojectcd) to a O';1e year risk period. 
This adjust1ncnt io necessary for purposes of compati13on of the actual­
oboerved rates ~'7ith the base-line rates ,.,hich Here calculated o.-~ the. 
bl:wis of a or.c-year folloH-up period. 

. . 
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.t$I, in1) BIH, l3J:V, nv) BVt in the Appe~ .. dix of: thi~ Rc~port.) 

IIpOS t-Rcfcrr.1.1" Rcci.divirm Reduction 

Table 2 

Pe't'cC'i:,t~;::c Rcductio:1 C'f "Pcrsor..s ll om! "llch..:lvLo't'ill" )kd.cli.v.i.t~m Rates During 
the Tot .. ,!' PQut-H;'[fcr.1.l to YSJ Peri.od 

"PERSO~"S II 
YSJJ youth 
receiving services Rem:r.cs t for 
l.mO~r Innnct Any 0 ff c~,s c 

Partners +87* +69.S 

Intercept +60.8 +60.2 

l~LlI71ily f( Children's +65 +32.2 
Sc:rv:i.ccs 

.•. 

Other agencies +32.2 +19.5 
(23) 

All (31) agerLcics +62.7 +51.6 
utilized by the YSB 

Youth who refused +65.8 ... +46.5 
YSB services 

Percentage 
)', reducti.on in recidivism rates 

I 'BEHAVIORAL" 

Rearrest £01,' 
. Impact Any Offense 

+92.4 +85.7 

+78.3 +86 

+86.4 +62.6 

+27.5 +33.2 

+72 .• 5 +70.3 

+76.8 +68.3 

As ir.dicated in Table 2, the reduction of IIpersonsll recidivism 

raten for any offense for the total YSB clientele';:;ecei,\lfirLg services from 

the local youth-serving agencies amouni:s to 51. 6'.'J)erc~tj:. It: is important: 

to note, hovlCvcr~ that th~ persons recidivistt rate for"any offense has been 

reduced for youth receiving services frow Partners by 69.8 percent, fOl: 

those receiving services from Project Intercept by 60.2 percer.t and for 

those front family an.d Children I s Services by 32.2 percent. For those 

recnlving services f1:'om all the other agencies the rcductior~ in recidivism 

rates ilIilountcd to only 19.5 percer.l:. Thus, th<!rc appears to be en ir.mressj.'~e 
.'-, 

:" 



.. 

• 

• 

13 

Ui9.8;,) mid those -1.41 less frc.queatl:J tttil:i.zetl ;1geaeics (19. 5,n (sec Figure 

I). The reduction of recidivism r.;l~;.!s of those "'ho refused YSB's services 

amounts. to l16.5 percent. If rearrestG for only Impact offenses arc co41-

sidercd, an even higher reductio;: .. i'1 "person.:>" recidivism rates is evident •. 

This rcduction"~ ranges from 32.2 pOl"Cent ( in the less frequently utilized a-

gencies) to 87 pe~cent (in Partners). The average. percentage reduction 

of "persons" Impact recidiVism rates for youth receivir.g services from all 

the yout~1-serving agE-ncies was 62.7 percent. 

It is evident, thus, that the proportion of youth rearrested for 

a.~ Impact offense duri'ng the one year period after referral to the YSB 

has been reduced more tha.. the proportion of youth rearrested for any 

offense (51.6%). This appJ,ies for youth in each of the agencies utilized. 

by the YSB. It is also crucial to point out that the reduction of recidi:-

"Jiis:-n rates for youth in Partners and i;.1 Project I:-,tercept. is higher than 

for th.ose youth who have refused YSH's services. Hot'lever, the reduction of 

recidivism rfltes £0r IInEact, as Hell as for any offense, of those refusing 

YSB's services is1:;5-~her than for those referred by YSB to age~,cies othc:::: 

thu;,-. Pa-ctf.enl i!41U Project Intercept. 

If the rates of rearrest ("behavioralll recidivism rates) rather than 

the proportior4 of youth rearrested (llpetsons" recidivism rates) are con-

sideted, the reductton in recidivism rates is. eve:-L more impressive. As 

* The percentage reduction of recidivism rates is calculated by sub­
tractinc the observed recidivism rates from the expected ones and di'''' 
vidir.g the. result by the expected rates. See Tables AI, All, AlII, 
AIV J AV, AVI, EI, BII, BIll, ElV, BV, BVI'in the Appendix. 
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''''~?' .. lEt: 1':-... ;lI).L1.! .. J. •• ClJ.catc.s. tIle rat:(!s o. rc.:'.1:l.'C3t J..O~ any OLfCi.1SC during a one YCL.\r 

period af ter referral to t;1~, YSB h~ve been reduced o~ nvcrnge by~70.3 pel:-

C\!;:~t. :;t'he reductio:l of rates of ):e3l'"rcst for Llrl Impa.ct offe'41Sc. a:nouilts to 

72.5 p0.rcent. It appears that Part:ners~ (92.4/~) follo~',ed by Family and 

Children IS Services (86. 4/~), a:ud Project Intercept (78 .3%) ~"ere mos t sue ... 

CCElszulin reducing recidividm rates for Impact offenses. If rcnrrests for 

,my offenses .:ire 'considered, Projcct Iutercept (S6?;) closely fo1lmved by 
. 

P.J.rtners (35. 7/~) and lo'amily n';ld Cldldre.';l f s Services (62. 6j~) appear to be 

most successful. The reduction of "behaviornl" recidivism rates for yo'th 

in other t11<1.'1 the above mC';ltior.ed ngencies is higher (33.2%) for nriy of-

fensetnan for an Impact offense (27.5%) • 

In ge •• eral) the at .. alysis of both the "persons" and the "behaviol'al" 

recidivism rntes and their reduction during the post-re£erral to YSB 

period (Table 2) w'arrai:'.ts a number of conclusions • 

1. The rntes of rearrest nave bec:u reduced T.10re thna the pr.opor':'" 

tion of youth rearrested. 

2. The above applies for all the youth,...serving agencies utilized by 

the YSB. 

3. In general, the percentnge reductio~1 ii:", both the "persons" and tho 

"behnviorn1" recidiv:i.sm rates is greater for Impact than for 

other types of rearrests. The '0;:-.1:1 exception, as seen in Table 

2, is tae reduction of IIbeho.viotn1" re.cidivism X'ntcs which is 

lot.,er for Impact than for any type of offenses for youth in 

Project Intercept and in a nltluber of less ft'equently utilized 

agencies. 

4. I t appears that Partners, Project Intercept and. Family and 

Children I S Services ",ere among the mas t successful a gOllcies " 
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The recidivism rat~s oE youth rccl!iv 1..-,::; sCl'Viccs frora <1(';er~cills 

other than the ones mc ... ,tioncd nbove, h.:i.v~ beem reduced by much . 
less .-l: 

5. A compnriso .... of youth who refused YS:a's services and those re-

cciving direct services from community-based agencies, makes 

it evident that a) the rcd~lctio~'i ia " nc.rso:,s" Im:)<;lct recicii-

visr.l r.:'.tes of those i:.1 P;::\'rt~-,ers (B7~Q comnttre8 favorublv >-l:i.th 

the reductio-u for those rcfusir.?- se-cvices (65.8%) and b) 

thnr the reductio:-. i,1 "perf,oL~sll recidivisr;l ratcs :i:or any offense 

for youth iil Partn.ers (69.82) aad those in ~ro'iect Intercept 

(60.2%) U150 compere. favornb1y with the reduction for those. uno 

have refused YSJ3's servi.ces (L}6.5%). The same pattern is appar-

ent \V'hen IIbehavioral ll recidivism rates arc cO':ls:i.dercd. The 

reduction in these rutes for Irounct offenses for the youth in 

Partners (92.4%), Family mi.d Childrc:1's Services (86. l ;%) , ,md 

Pro'ject I •• tcrcejJt (78.3~ cor;mare favorably with the reduction 

of the same rates for those who refused serv:i,ces. (76. 8~~) Hhen 

recidivisTi1, rates for any offe-::lse are cO:1side:red, the. reduction 

is high~r for youth both in Pextners (85.7%) and in Project 

Interccl?t (86%) them for those ,\7110 have refused ysn 'I S servic~s 

(68.3%). 

6. The data obtained from the recidivism a~.alysis seem to reilder 

support to the variable lc,.gth of exposure hypothesis Hhich 

* 32.2%. vs 371~ for "pcrGor,s" Impact offc:Llse rearrest rate:> 19.57. vs 69.8/~ 
for "persons" any offerwe recidivisr~ ratcj 27.5% vs 92.LI% for "behavioral" 
Impact reo,rrest rate .:;.,.d 33.2;; vs 85.7% for lIbehavioral" any offertsc re­
cidivism rate. See Table 2 
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Table 3 

Pnrccntngc RC,ductioh of "P0rr,ons ll mId "Bc~ lor;!l" Recidivism Rntcs During, 
Plac~~cnt/SDrvicc~ 

YS:> youth 
receivi~lg services 
l~I!O~~! 

Purtners 

Intercept 

Family and 
Children's Services 

Other Agencies 

All (31) Agencies 
utilized by YSB 

Rearrest for 
Impact Any Offense 

+lOO~'; +76 

+56.7 +56.6 

+52.5 +57.4 

-52.4 -78.6* 

+62.7 +53.2 

"BEHAVIORAL" 

Rcarrcs t for 
Any Offense 

+100 +87.8 

+75.7 +8l~. 6 

+72.6 +59.7 

+6.6 +29.3 

+78.8 +35.1 

* plus (+) refers to a reduction in recidivism rates 

minus (-) refers to an increase in recidivism rates 
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total post referral to YSB period. 

In all other direct service abcncics to '';:'!.ich youth have been re-

farred by the YSB 1 the redu'ctio:'. of both "persons" and "behaviOl:al" rear-

rest rates for Impact, as ,.,ell .::s, for a~',.y offenses, is lo~yer during the. 

placcmcr,t/services period tha:,. dudng the total post-referral to YSB 

period. 

It is interesting to .. ~te) hmvever, that the same pattern of .higher 

reduction in "behavioral" than in "persons" recidivism rates observed 

duril';.g the total post-referral to YSB period, is also evident during the 

placeUler..t/services period. 

A comparison of recidivism rates "during the placement/services" 

period (Table 3) and the "post-termination" period (Table l.) suggests an, 

interesting and an important finding. 

Hhile there has been an overall decrease in recidivism rates during 

the placement/services period (Table 3)) the decrease in recidivism rates 

during the post-termination of services period (Table 4) appears to be, in 

most insl:anc~s) higher. This is the case for youth in all agencies except 

Partners, in which the "persons" and the IIbehavioral" Impact recidivism 

rates during the "post-termination of services l1 period are 10i'Ter (79.5%, 

88%) than "duriag the servicc$" period (100%, 1007.)) and Family a.~d Child-

rents Services where only the "persons" Impact recidivism rates dUl:ing th~ 

'1; 1007. vs 87% for "persons" lr.l;Jact R.ecidivism Rates 
76% vs 69 .8/~ for "persons" Recidivism rates for ar.y offense 
100% vs 92,117. for "behavioral" Impact recidivism rates 
87.8% vs 85 •. 7% for "behavioral" recidivism rates for any offense 
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Table 4 

;Percentalto Reduction in "Persons" and In lIBch1.lvioralll Recidivism Rates 
during the IlPost-Termin<1tion H Period 

"PERSO~SIl "BEHAVIORAL II 
YSB youth 
receiving services . Re.arrest for Rearrest for 
FRO}! Imp~.ct Any Offense Impact Any Offense 

Partners +79.5* +87.9 +88 +95.4 

Intercept +100 +100 +100 +100 

Family and 
Children's' Services +80.4 +32 +89.2 +71.5 

Other Agencies +56.7 +36.3 +33.9 +34.8 

All (31)· Agencies 
utilized by YSB +781- +74.8 +83 +80.5 

:Percentage 
* reduction in recidivism rates 
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!lpos t-termi •• atiOll" pedoll \.,~r~ lmvcr (32~O tha~ during the placement/ 

services period (57.4%). 

Again, the rcductio-:. i;;-4 "behavioral" recidivism rntes for th.ose re-

ceiving services fr~m Partr.ers, Project Xntercept, ar.d Family and Child-

ron's Services were higher tha~ the reductions in "persons" recidivisr.l rates. 

The percentc.1ge reduction in the p-roportio;;-, of. youth ronrres ted for an Impact 

offcnne during the projected one year risk period-after termination of 

services at Partners Has 79.5%, the percentage reduction of youth rearrested 

for any offense ,vas 87.9%. The percer1ta~e reductio;:'l of rearrests \'laS highe'£, 

than the percentar;e reduction in the pr.oportion of youth rearrested, nawely 

88% for an Impact offense and 95.4% of any offel.ise. The same pattern is 

evident for Family and Children's Services.* This does not seem to be the 

case for youth receiving services from other agenc~es~ 
, 

TIl0 comparison of changes in recidivism rates during the post-re-

fe~ral to the YSB (Table 2), post-tel."1Uination of services (,rable 4) and 

during services periods (Table 3) warrants a number of cOilclusions: 

1. The overall percentage reduction of bo.th the "persons" and the 

"behavioral" recidivism rates during the period after termina-

tion of placement/services is higher than during both, the 

period of time vrhen services were being provided1*and during the 

total post-referral to the YSB period. 

2. The above is true ·when the total number of youth in all of the 

~'( For youth in Project Intercept the" percentage redUctions in "persortsU 

ar.d in "behavioral" recidivism rates are· the same. 

1d: This may be a fUuctioil of a short follotv-up period. 

.' 
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ill1..;ncies utilized by the Xorthcast De;.w~r YSB were cOl,siae!:ud 

together. Hhen each youth-serving n3c;'lcy is cO;'lsidered separ-

ately, it is evident thilt, for exnmple, for Project Intercept 

. 
the above indicated pattern appli~s fully. but for youth in 

Partners the above m~ntio;,.cd pattern applies only vhen rearr.ests 

rates for any of£e::-.ses are considered. For youth in :Family and 

Children! s Services, the observed pattern applies oaly fOl: the 

any ar.d Impact off~;,.ses "behavioral l1 rearrest rates. 

3. The aforementioned findiu3s of higher reductior. in the IIbehav-

ioral" than in the "persons" recidiviSi:l rates apply to all the 

three (Partners, Project Intercept, and Family and Children's 

Services) major youth-serving age'ncies in all three -- "during 

services," "post--release" and the lito tal pos t-referral to the 

YSB ~I periods. 

4. In general, the percentage reduction in both the "persons" and 

the "behavioral" recidivism l'iltes is greater for Impact than for 

other types of offenses for youth in the three major agencies. 

Ther~ are two excep tions to the above pat tern* YThen the IT total 

post-referr:al" period and the "during services ll period are con-

sidered. Hhen the "post-termination" period is considered, there 

appears to be only one exception**to the general pattern dis-

cussed under 4. 

~', For youth ir. Project Inte:;:,:ept ("beL1avioralll recidivism rates during the 
total period and for youth in Family a..-.d Children f s SCJ;:Vices ("persous" 
recidivism rates) duriu3 the period iil which services have been provided 
to YS13 you th. 

...!,. .... 
<Of~ If'" For you th in Partners (both f or "persons" and "behavioral" recidivism 

rates) • 
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SUi:ll'1Ury a'\1d CO!lclusions 

The recidivism naa,lysis presented above purports to c'l.:llua.tc the 

eff<:lctiveness of various youth-serving agencies utilized by the Y~:)Uth. 

Sel'viccs Bureau in ,reducirl:g the recidivism rates of its client:s. }'ol: this 

purpose a comparison of observed and expected recidivism" rates ,·las per-

formed. Sci) ethnicity, •• umber" and type of prior offense specific observod 

recidivism rates of ysn youth Here compared to those we ,>"ould expect on the. 

basis of baDe-line recidivism rates. ,'; The base-line data clearly indicate 

that the likelihood of recidivism for males is much higher tho.:.l for females 

and that,in general, given the same number of prior Impact offenses) the. 

likelihood of rearrest for Chicanos and Blacks is much higher than. for 

Anglos. And even more importo.ntly, thC% number of prior Impact. offenses 

greatly effects ,the lil~elihood of recidivism. As the base-line. data shOt·], , 

the chances of rearres t f or any offense during a one-year follow'-up period 

for an Anglo ulale with one prior Impact arrest are 35.5%, 'Hith t~'70 prior 

Impact offenses 67.5% a:1d w'ith three they increase to 73.9%. The chances 

of rearrest for a Chicano male, by comparison~ are 54.8% (with one prior 

Impact arrest) 80.2% (\,,:i,th tHO prior Irapact arrests), and 88~ ('("ith three 

prior Impact arrests), respectively. It is, thus, these sex, ethnicity and 

num0er of prior offenses specific b~se-line data that are utilized i,or pur-

poses of comparison vlith the YSB youth, Hhich, as me:1tioned previously, 

have an average of 1.3 prior tnlpact offenses per person and are mostly (68.4~Q 

male and either Black or Chicano. (77.5%) The recidivism analysis presented 

i:1 this report (see Tables AI, AlI, AtII, AIV, AV, AVI, EI, BII, BIll, ntv, 

* Based on a one-year follow-up of a cohort of Denver youth with an. Impact 
offense during the FY 1972. 
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IlV, liVr. i.'1. the Appendix) iudicatcs that) gC<:Lcrally, the oOQcl.'vcd recidivism 

rates for YSB youth receivi."S direct serv:i.ces f:.;om .commuuity-based a.een-

• ~ 

eias, as'Wcll a.s, for those youth refusing YS13's services, compare favor~ 

ably ,.,ith their expected ra\:es. This is especially the ctlse "lith the "be-

havioral" recidivism rates ilnd for rearrest for Impact offeuses. 

• The data derived from our recidivism reduction analysis see~n to sup-

port the variable length of exposure hypothesis. 'Generally, the l,onge~ 

the (Table 1) client remains at the agencies referred to by the YSB, the. 

• 1011er the likelihood of rearrest dUl;'ing the per-iod of time ,.,hile services 

nrc provided and also during the total post-referral to the YSB period. 

Part.1.ers) follmved closely by Proje<;t Intercept and then Family and Child-

• ren's Services 'vere the agencies most successful in reducing the recidivism 

rates of their clients. The reduction of recidivism rate of youth in these 

• agencies was much higher than for those youth refusing services. It can b'e con-

cluded) therefore, that the results of our recidivism anal.ysis indicate that 

YSB's objective of reducing the recidivism ratcs of identified you thful 

• offenders in the LEM mandated crime-specific areas has been fulfilled. 

It is, however, also suggested that an evaluation- with· a longer 

follmv-up period than the one possible at the time of this t:eport may render 

• more accurate and insightful results. 

Cbm~unity Involvement 

Table 5 presents the hours of community involvement on the. part of 

• the YSB staff. Host of these data are self-explanatory. Several t~ends 

can be observed across time, hm-lever. First,) the amount of volunteer time 

has dccre.a~ed rather dramatically since the surrUiler months but has incr. ased 

• again during January ai.ld February. Also, the number of contacts a.nd the 

( 

• 





Table 5 

Northeast Denver Youth Scrvic.;rs Bureau 
Co~nunity Involvement 

June 1, 1973. - April 1, 1971~ 

Honth June Jul,Y Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Hareh Tot. 

No. of Hcetings 
with Community 
Gr04ps 4 2 4 3 2 19 4 47 126 95 30,' 

No. of Contacts 45 25 10 11 9 66 95 102 63' 115 54' 

Hours of Volunteer 
Help 136 292 162 ,),9 35 7 2 105 165. 32 95 

Internal GCC 
Heetings Hours 0 3 2 2 3 '3 2 3 2. 0 .... 

"-. 

Other 0 52 8 3 C 

NYC 100 295 215 6J 

Community Relations 12 0 60 66~ 1:: 

," 

Grand Total 263. 

. II 

'I 

• • • • • • ' . • . " 
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t::..;i:i,\':; or oVo.!';:'all i;;-.volvcmcr.t i:r. COiiiffiU."i ty ac tivi ti85 there ap;:1cars to have 

trir.1cstc:.:' of YSn's first: tC:'l .. (1,.O) mo"1ths of 
':~.~ . "" 

O;'~i:~\t.ion • 
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1'oto! 111 
l:I?ct 33 

So,; 
}~1.:. 83 (20) 
,,,,,,,,le 28 (7) 

l(Oll".S1' llE:'"VSa YO~'ni SE.ClIS B1.iR'llAU 
nail ChGrt 
July 1973 
~·.isurc rb 

'isa 

Ethnic;ity 
• Bla~\< 79(25) 

J.nc).o ii, (5)' 
Chi~.no 16 (3) 
Cthol: 2 

All" 
<: 13 28 (16) 

13-15 49 (ill 
16> 34 (4), 

• 

'-____ ~_ JoP R~forrol 

• 

" 

,', 

.' 1I0RTHEAST DE_a YOUTH SERVICES ~Lttu 
Flow C~;\X't 
Jutle 1973 
Fieure 14 

Cllnra"e~"i.eics ot: ella Rof"rrlll~ 

Totol 52 
ItIl~lac.t 17 

Sex 

I) 

}bla 38 (lS) 
l'o~.1Q J.4 (2) 

" 

Ethn:i.eity 
lllnck. 27(10) 
AnClo 8(1) 
Chicano 10(6) 
Othct' 7(0) 

Age 
e13 

13-15 
.16'1-

12(2) 
27 (12) 
13 (~), 

• 
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Oth.r 0 

NO!tTI.ST D:;."V~I\ yon:! SE.~S lllJRll.l.1/ 
, Floll Chnn • SQPccIObfir 1~73 

FlgUN Id 

YSB 
R"rcrt*f'd ro AI1"ncic!1 
~!jrr.=9 

Pnnncrc 14 (11) 

2 (1) 

/Ill'! 1\ \ 1 ~ed ShiQld Center 

II ! ilf 'fouth Oppor, Center 

I ill I "treet ~codc"y 
Chnrtleter:!~t1es of the Referrals 11\1 ~ Child ).Ielfa,re 1 

Total 67 
Iep.ct 30 

Burglarie. 23 
Assault 7 
Robbery 0 

S\1X 

~::'le 44 (2l.) 
Fe;:"le 23 (9) 

t. 

Ethnieicy 
alnck 43 (20) 

'Anelo ;1.0 (4) , 
Chicn:!o 13 (5) 
Other 1 (1) 

21 (12) 
33 (13) 
;1.3 (5) 

~, ! Red Cross 2 .It t 

hi! I Denver ~:ll~Goylard 
1,.1 

J

lilll i,,'III" KD.lotul th ; Stapleton lI.alth St'" 0 

I __ }fc.tro Voc'li CounG. 
i d,ll 

III lIiSh St. Por1"n 1 (1) 

III 
,i,1 _90: __ Gre.ter Park lIill 

"

1'1', 1-__ .:;;.._BiZ Brother. 

I IlL }l~nin I,uther )(1nc Ctl:, 

1/ ::;::::'" I' , Volunt.en for Child Ca~Q 

I Denver Rock. lloldnc 

, llett.r Job;; for ~Io=.n 

l-______ JOb Refarr.l .::/1 

• • l\ORTI!llAST D.~ YCUT.-l S~RVICES ~.I.U 
1'10101 Chort 

A\!r.u~t 1973 
l'igutc Ic' 

YSB 

.Chat'at:tl!ristic.s of the Re.fcrrrols 

Total 9~ 
IlIIpacc 27 

Non-It:pact 

Sex 

67 

~:"le 74 (21) 
Fe",a1. 20 (6) 

" 

" 

.' ' 

Ethnic1ty 
nbc!~ S/. (15) 
A\\1;10 20 (5) 
Chicnno 20 (7) 
Ot:t.r 

Ago 
(13 29 (11) 

13-11 36 (10) 
'16)' 29 (6) 

'. 

... 

• 

! 
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.Ac~nciQG 

Other o 

~OR.I,S'l' l)~;\VEll YO;;'1i! SlerCCS l\t;)(f!AU 
nO\' Ch:\rt • lIovc&luor 1973 
Figuro If 

ysn 
Rt,Cc!'rrcd t.t) Afj~nt!oD 
Dnd l'rorrcil!.. 

Ch~rnetc<!stics of the'Refernls 

Total 61 
IQ~net 9 

Burglaries 6 
I,,!;sault 1 
!lobbe~y 1 
Rn?" 1 

l(on-tc.;>~ct 52 

Sa" 
~:al~ 

Fil~lc 

34 (6) 
27 (3) 

ttr.n1.city 
Black 29 (4) 
AnZlo' 16 (4) 
Chicano 15 (0) 
Otl:er 1 (1) 

15 (4) • 
23 (1) 
23 (4) 

l-. ______ Job Referral 

.t. • 

, . 

• 
Refurral Sour"Q 

'''l\~~Tl;i.'ST' .;~':OU;J; 0 ~;RV;;~~".~:· G',_ "0'," .. '., 'i .. 'm-"~.' 
. .Flo" Chnre 

Octobcr 197/i 
FiClirc IQ 

YSB 

1 

ChnrnctQris:icc of the Refer ... "l. 

Tot 01 74 
Illlp.ct 17 

nurslnries 9 
Ac.oults .6 
Robbery 2 

57 

Sel( 
}l.>lc 42 (12) 
}"c"ale 32 (5) 

Etlmicity 
Black 50 (11) 
Anslo 15 (6) 
Chitano 7 (0) 
Other 2 (0) 

Age 
• .1;13 

13-15 
16> 

25 (11)' 
26 (I,) 
23 (2) 

---- --±-
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NOl\T~.T l)!;~vt:>. YOUTII SER\.S 1l1,'REAU 
1'10\1 Chon • Jonuory 1974 

Figure Ih 

'lSll 
, Roferred to Aqoneios 

and i'rof'.l"ur.:s 

ClI"rooted.tics of the R.fo~rnls 

Tot,l 52 
Ic?.1c:e S 

""'" '_,4 -..1,. 
"," ..... \,j':1o,I: ... .., ... ~ 

Ethn::'.tity 
Dlock 27 (3} 

'Ant.lo 11 
Chie,r-oll (2) 
Other 3(0) 

/.to 
<'13 

l.l-15 
:.~> 

9(1) 
lG 
27(40 

Court •• 

mah St. P"riGh 

Ctr. 

-,:t H4 l~ ~'t.'~ .. " .. 

~*'" tl* ;'.-;".., ... ~"4.1/;, ',,:.I'. 

• • 
Rcfct'r:..l. Source 

Othel: 

.c ••.•. _._ ...... ----~--.~~-.~ • • ~~-. ~"---"i 

WORTllEI.ST Dl:l\V~I\ 'lOUTI{ Sl:I\VrCES n\ffiE,\t,) 
~'lo", Cho~t 

DeeCl"qar 1973 
Fieura IS 

'is)) 
Rof"t'l"cd to At'..1':"l;cics 
nne J#':'o ~r-o·:!'; 

Partners 10 (~) 

Chnr:lctoriotics of tho Reforrals 

Total' 64 
It:p,,~t 10 

Sel( 
}!:.llo 1,1 (10) 
F~tl~lo 23 

'. 

l::thnicity 
Illnc!< 33 (2) 
A:'r.1o 17 (1) 
Ch1eono 12 (6) 
Crnar 2 (1) 

Aso, 
<13 
1j~lS 
16> 

15 (1) 
27 (6) 
22 (3) 



• • ltOl\~llE. 1);;:','V::t ),Cll'!'K SEnV.J1URIlAU 
11'10\1 C~IC'Ct 
Y",rch 1974 

FIgure Ij 

ysn 

• 

Ch~"ncter1.ties of ,tho Referrals 

Tot.l aa 
l=~~c: 15 

So:c 
}~,b 65(13) 
FO;.Ql~ 23 (2) 

l!thn1e i ty 
tl.ek 36(6) 
Annlo 16(1) 
Chic.no 28 (7) 
Ocher 8 (1) 

Ato 
"13 26(6) 

13-15 49(4) 
16) l,3(5) 

'-____ -!._Job l\cfoncl '11 

• • . l\Ol\~EAST ))E:>. y\)c-.:, ~~l\V:::C!:S 11""& 
. Flo" C~\1t"t 

Fcbrucry 1974 
Fleur" Ii 

ChClr~ctcris'ties of the R~fcrr:lls 

T.:>c.l' 62 
Itlp~ct 9 

SQ:( 

". ~!;)l" 43(6) 
l.'ac.11" 19 (3) 

" 
, . 

" 

tchnicity 
1l1,cA 38(3) 
Anc10 8(1) 
Cnic.no 14 (4) 
Other 2(1) 

.' 

17 (2) • 
26(3) 
19(4) 

'-__ ----_Joh jlc!cn';:l 

• 
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Ta.bl/! A I 

Rcar);ost for '-ny OHenso 

YSn '{outh Expcotcd (X') o bSCl;vod (X') Adjusted for Avcrage i. Reduction 
Receiving Average Average a one Year PeJ:'iod in 
Services Ytrorl Roatrest Rate Rea);test Rate Risk Pedod of Risk Recidivism Rates 

l'attners 56.2 8 17 5.64 +69.8 

Intercept 65.3 14 26 6.6 +60.2 

Fnmi1y and Children's 
Scrvicell 53.1 24 36 8 +32.2 

Other Agencies 52.4 28 42.2 8 +19.5 

Total of all the 
P:/'r(lct Service Agenci(ls 57.9 16' 28 6.9 +51.6 
fro.CI lJhich YSB Youth are 
Receiving Servieos 

Those Youth ~ho 
Re~used Services 48.5 12 26 5.6 +46.4 

"' . .... ~~,.;. ... ' ,., • • r:-

Table A U 

Proportion of YSB Youth Rearrested D~lLtbeir Placement at the Refcrred to Agcncy by Sex, Ethnldtr. 
t;u:,bEl1: and Type of Prior Offenses, Type of Rearrest and Type of Agency Placement 

Rcarrest for Any Offense 

YSIl Youth Expcctod (it) Obse;:ved (X) Adjusted for Avcrage % Reduction 
Receivins Ave:roge AvetllS.c a One Yea:r l'eriod in 

Sm:vices From Rcarrest R:lte Rearrest Rate Risk Period of Risk Recidivism Rates 

l'ortnera 5'6.21 5.9 13.5 5.26 +76 

Intercilpt 65.33 ,14 28.3 5.9/, +56.6 

Fom1.l.y and ChUdrenls 
So.rvices 53.10 7.4 22.6 3.94 +57.4 

Other Agencies 52.38 l3.8 93.6 1.,77 -78.6 

Totol o£ nl1 the 
Serville Agl'nc:/.es 51.92 10 27.1 4.43 +53.2 

whioh "isn Youth 
~cceiv!ng Serviocs 

" 

--
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Table A rrI 

P.()ilUest tor Any Offen!)\). 
Ysn Youth Expected (r.) Observed (Y.) Adjusted for AVQralle Receiving % RQductioll 

Serv~cc:l FroDl 
AvcrngQ AVeralle a One YCilt' l'eriod in Rcan:est Rate itearr(!s t Rate Risk Period of Ris~ Recidivism Ratea 

Partners 56.21 2 6.8 3.53 +87.9 

Intercept 65.33 0 0 3.64 +100 

Fa!;lilyand Children's 
Services 53.10 li •• 7 36.1 4.88 +3Z 

Other ,\gencies 52.38 17.3 33.4', 6.23 +36.3 

Total of all the 
Direct Service AgenciQS 
from I~hich YSB Youth 

,57.9 6.7 14.6 5.5 +7(,,8 
are Receiving Services 

Table A IV 

Proportion of YSS Youth Rearrested Dlldn\! the Tote! Period from Referral to YSll til Ac~l:.kb 1974, 
~:.;! Etlmicity, t:uTocr and '1)pe of Prior Offeases, 'l.'ype of Rearrest and Type of Agenc! Plecemellt; 

Rearrest for Impact Offenses 

YSS Youth Expected (x) Observed (X) Adjusted for Average % Reduction 
Receiving Average Average a One Year l'edod in 

Services Fro!!\ Rearrest. Rate Rearrest Rate Risk reriod of Risk Recidivism Rates 

rartners 33.05 2.0 I" 3 5.64 +87 

Intercept 37.75 8.1 1/ .. 8 6.60 +60.8 

Family nnd Ch:!.1dt:en's 
SerVices 31 •. 63 7.4 It.2 7.96 +65 

Oehar Agendes 30.68 13.8 2.08 7.96 +32.2 

Total of all the 
it~ct Serv!c~ Agencies 34.29 7.3 1,2.8 6.89 +62.7 

which YSIl Youth 
rr. Receiving ServiCes 

Thos\! Youth who 
Re£usQd Scrvi~es 25.61 4.1 8.8 5.62 +65.8 

___ ........ _~_J....-_ ........ ___ ~~. __ 
'------.-~-
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Table A V 

, 
!f.!W,ol:"Clon of YSB Youth RcnrrcstC'd _~~ii\IL.!'lacc"'''nt at the Rcfcrrd .t..!?.&C'ncy by SC'x, Ethni.c:l.ty, 

T>.:ee of Pdor Off<ln.!£., 'type of !tennest and Type of "1;(,lIcy I'laccrnent 

RCQ.rrest for Impact Offenses 

\'SB Youth Expected (i) Observed (9.) Adjusted for Ave.rnge ;t Reduction 
Rece:l.vinl'; Average Avernge a One Year Period in 

$crv:!.ees Froln Rearrest R.ate Rearl;est Rate Risk Period of Risk R~cidivism Rates 

l'art:ne.l;s 33.05 0 0 5.26 +100 

::£ntercept 37.75 8.1 16.4 5.94 +56.7 

F~ily and Children's 
Services 31.63 1,.9 15 3.94' +52.5 

Other Agendes 30.li8 6.9 46.8 1.77 -52.4 

:rotal of ali the 
Direct Serv:!.c£! Agenc:l.e.s 34.29 4.7 12.8 4.43 +62.7 
from Which YSB Youth 
Arc Re.eeiving Services 

Table A VI 

Proportion of YSB Youth Rearre.sted DuritiS the Post-Termination of Placement at tha ReHered to 
Ag~ncy til April 1. 1974, by Sex, Ethnidtx, Number and Type of Prior 'Offenses , Type elf Rearrest: 

and Type of ,'geacy Placement 

Rearrest :for Impact Offenses 

YSB Youth Expected (i) Obset'ved (x) Adjusted for Average % Reductio~ 
R!lc!l:!.ving Average Ave.rage a Orte Year Period in 

Servi~es From Rearrest Rate Rea1:rcst Rate Risk Period of Risk Recidivism Rates 

l'artners 33.05 2.0 6.8 3.53 +79.5 

Intercept 37.75 0 0 3.64 +100 

}"(\mlly nnd Children's 
SCl:Vices 31.63 2.5 6.2 4.88 +80./, 

Oeha!: Aeenc.;l,ca 30.68 6.9 13.3 6.23 +56.7 

Totd o~ all the. 
~ct Serv:l.ce Agencies 3f,.3 3.4 7.5 5.50 +78.1 

which YSIl Youth 
Receiving Servic~s 

" .~ 

1\ 

~ 

Jf 



• II 

• Rearr~st for Any Offense 

YSS Youth Expected (x) Observed (x) Adjusted for Average r. Reduction 
Receiving Average Average 1\ One Yenr Period in 

Services From Rearrest Rate R,earre.st Rate Risk Period of Risk Recidiv:/,srn Rates 

Partners 146.393 9.8 20.9 5.64 +85.7 

• l'ltercept 116.860 13.6 24.8 6.60 +86 

Family and Children's 
Services 147.371 36.6 55.2 7.96 +62.6 

Other Agencies 132.387 58.7" 88.5 7.96 +3j.2 

• Tot;al of all the 
.265 46.2 6.89 +70.3 Direct Service Agencies 155.577 

, from which YSS YOuth 
Are Receiving Services 

Those Youth who 

• " Refused Services 88.95 13.2 28.2 5.62 +68.3 

;, 
~ 

• ... :< .. --, 

Table B II 

• Prooortion of YSB Youth During Placement. at the Reffered to Agency by ,Sex, Ethnicitv, Number and Type 
of Prior Offenses, Type of Re~rre5t and Tvpe of Agency Placement 

RearreSt for Any Offense 

YSB Youth Expected (x) Observed (x) Adjusted for Average " Reduction 

• Receiving Average Average a alte Year Pel;iod in 
Services From Rearrest Rate Rearrest Rate Rislt Period of Risk Recidivism Rates 

Partners 146.393 7.8 17.8 5.26 +87.8 

Interc.ept: 176.860 13.5 27.3 5.94 +8/,.6 

• Family <lnd ChUllren' B 
SerVices 1lt7.371 19.5 59;4 3.94 +59.7 

Other Agenc.:tes 132.387 13.8 93.6 1.77 +29.3 

Tbtal of all the 
ct Service Agencies l55.57i 37.3 1.01 4.43 +35.1 
which YSll Youth 

Receivins Servi~eB 

• 

::, 
J\ 
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Table B HI 

Rearrest for Any Offense 

'lSB Youth E~I1ected (SO) Observed (X) Adjusted fox: Average Z Reduction 
Rece1.ve<;l Average Avhl;'age 

';:'.";.': 
a iJne Year Pedod in 

Sflrvices From Rearrest Rate Rearrest Rate Risk Pet".I.od of Risk Recidivism Rates 

Partner/l 146.393 2 6.8 3.53 +95.4 

J;ntercept 116.860 0 0 3.64 +100 

FamilY end. Children'(I 
Serv:Lces 147.371 17.1 42 4.88 +71.5 

Other Agencies 132.387 44.8 86.3 6.23 +3'1.8 

Total of all the 
Direct ScrviceAgencies 155 .• 577 13.9 30.4 5.50 +80.5 
frotl) which 'lSB Youth 
erc Receiving Services 

• I 

Table B IV 

Proportion of YSB Youth Rearrested During the Total Period from Referral to the YSB til April I, 1974, 
by Sex, Eehnidtr, Number and Type of Prior Offenses, Type of Rearrest and Type of Agency Placement 

Rearrest for Impact Offenses 

~SB Youth Expected (i) Observed (~ Adjusted for Average r. Reduction 
Received Ave':age Average a One Year Period in 

Serv:l.ces From Rearrest Rate Rearrest Rate Risk Pe.iod of Risk. Recidivism Rates 

l'artnurs 56.686 2.0 1 .. 3 5.64 +92.4 

Iiltercept 67.622 8.1 14.7 6.6 +78.3 

l"am:lly and Child;ren's 
7.4 Services 5(1; 366 1 •• 9 7.96 +86.4 

Oeller Agenc1es 50.069 24.1 . 36.3· 7.96 +27.5 

'rOtal (If all the 
Oirect SerVice Agencies 58.967 9.3 16.2 6.89 +12.5 
~t(lt.1 \~hich Ys13 )!'o\lth 

Receiving ServiceG 

!1 YOllth who 
RQf\)seu ServIces 41.37/, 4.72 10 5.62 +76.8 

... 

'. 
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Table B VI 

Proportion of YSB Youth During the Post-Termination of Services at the Referred to Agency till 
April lt 1974, by Sex, Et'hnicity, Number and Type of Prior Offenses, Type of Rearrest and Type of 

Agency Plac,Bment 

Rearrest for Impact Offense 

YSB Youth Expected (X) Observed (X) Adjusted for Average % Reduction' 
Received Average Average a One Year Period in 

Services From Rearrest Rate Rearrest Rate Risk Period of Risk Recidiv,ism Rates 

Partners 56.686 2.0 6.8 3.53 +88 

Intercept 67.622 0 0 3 •. 64 +100 

Family and Children's 
Services 54.366 2.4 5.9 t •• 88 +89.2 

Other Agencies 50.069 17.2 33.1 6.23 +33.9 

Total of all the 
Direct Service Agencies 58.967 4.6 10 5.50 +83 
from which YSB Youth 
are Receiving Services 
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