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INTROGUCTION

A variety of programs concerning the concept of diversion from the Juvenile Justice System have come
into being in the past few years. The principle of diversion has been in use on an informal basis for many
years. The neighborhood policeman has and still does utilize the verbal warning for many minor infractions
which could fall under court jurisdiction. On a more formal basis, schools have instituted Speciéi programs
for problem children.

It has long been hypothesized that once a juvenile enters the Juvenile Justice System, his chances of
becoming a recidivist increase substantially. Many have theorized that this is a result of labeling, that
is, once the child enters the system, both he and his community label him as a delinquent and thus a failure.
Further infractions re-enforce the child's concept of himself as a delinquent. Changing that image both
within the child and within the community is very difficult.

To breach the gap between the verbal police warning and the Juvenile Court as well as to provide
preventive social services to possible pre-delinquents, the Youth Service Program concept was developed.

Its purpose was to provide diversionary services as a last barrier between youthful ﬁisbehavior and judicial
power of the Juvenile Court.

Against such a background, the Youth Diversion Project (YDP) of the Metropolitan Social Services

Department (MSSD) of Jefferson County, Kentucky began operation November 15, 1973 with a grant of $149,000
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from Jefferson County Fiscal Court and has continued to be funded entire}y from the same source. There were
origiﬁa]1y six Youth Service Centers (YSC's) located in high delinguency areas throughout the county. The
Cenfers currently operate in community centers in the following areas: .Fairdale, Park DuValle, Russell and
Jackson. The Center located in the Newburg area was closed in September, 1975 and the Portland Center was
closed in April, 1976 and merged with the Buése%] Center.

The overall goal of the Project is to divert as many youths as possible from the Jduvenile Just%ce System

. thereby preventing them from being labeled delinquent and‘from being forced to associate ﬁith delinquents
and delinquent values. In order to accomplish this goal, the Project is designed to: (1) provide immediate
short-term counseling services in family crisis situations, {(2) identify and movilize community resources to
solve yoﬁth problems, and {3) promote positive programs to correct delinguency-causing conditions.

‘An interim evaluation of the YDP covering the first three and one~half moﬁths of operation was pubiished
by MSSD's Office.of Research -and Planning in the summer of 1974. A further evaluation covering the period
from November 15, 1973 through December 31, 1974 was published in the spring 0f»1975.‘

Part One of the present evaluation representis an annual report for 1975 on the Youth Diversion Project
and.each‘of its centers. In Part Two, the goals and objectives (as stateﬂ by proéram ﬁeréonnel) of the YDP

and each of its centers are compared to the performance of the project during 1975..

PART ONE: GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

" The overall number of referrals to the Youth Biversion Projéct in 1975 declined by over 11% from 1974
(Table 1). However, it must be noted that the 1974 figures include those who entered the project in the
last month and a hé]f of 1973 when the project first begén. Referrals.to the Fairdale Center more than
doubled in 1975 and the number of referrals to the Jackson Center remained about the same. ATl of the other
centers experienced substantial declines in the number of referrals. The Newburg Center was closed fn
September and therefore the Newburg figures for 1975 only include niﬁe montns of operation.

As shown in Table 2, the YDP referrals were about 63% male and 37% female, a ratio very sifilar to the
1974 YDP population. Over 40% of the referrals to the Jackson Center were females, a figure which represenps
a substantial increase over 1974. '

The réciai composition,df the referrals to the YDP bears a relationship to the racial makeup of the
target areas where the centers are located. In 1974, less than 40% dfithe YDP referrals were white while in
1975, more than half were white (Table 3). This change can be Targely attributed to the sizeable increase
in feferra]s to the Fairdale Center which is in a predominant]y'white area of Jefferson County.

The most common source of referra] to thg YDP was the merchant po?{ce (Tagle’4). For every center but
Portland, 40% or more of the referia1s came from the merchant police. Tﬁe nﬁmbgr of referrais from the

merchant police is over two and a half times that of 1974.

~3-




An examination of the Juvenile Court statistics for 1975 reveais that the number of referrals from the
merchant police to Juveniie Court declined from the levels of previous years. This is a clear indication
that the YDPjis,éffectively diverting from the Juvenile Justice System the majority of those youths who
come in contact with the merchant police. ’

The number of referrals from individuals, which inclydes self-referrals, dropped considerably in 1975.
City police referra}s decreased somewhat while the county police continued its refusal to participate in
the projects awaiting a change in the legislation. The 1976 1egis?aturé passed SB 21 which specifically
gives the individual police officer the option of releasing a youth to a court approved facility. This
law takes effect June 20, 1976.

 The reasons for referral to the YDP in 1975 also showed considerable changeé from 1974 as indicated
in Table 5. By far, the most common réason for referral was shoplifting which is simply another indication
of the cooperation of the merchant police. While shoplifting referrals more than doubled, job referrals
dropped from over a'fcurth of the total caseload in 1974 to less than 2% in 1975.

The vast majority of the referrals to the YDP were for minor and Status offenses,

Over 84% of the referralé to the YDP could be classified as diversion -~ referrals for either a delin-
quent or status offense (Table 6}. ’

The 1,417 referrals characterized as diversion represent a 29.4% {ncrease over the number of youths
diverted in 1974, The Jackson YSC had the greatest number and percentage of diversion referrals. The Fair-

Qaie Center had the second highest number of diversion referrals but also the highest number and percentage
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of prevention referrals.

Nearly one-fourth of the YDP clients had prior referrals either to Juvenile Court or the Youth Diversion
Project (Tabie 7). The majority of yoﬁths served by che YSC's éontinued to be first offenders but the per-
centage of those with previous court and YDP activity increased somewhat. The mean number of referrals for
the overall YDP hopulation in 1975 was»1.5 while in 1974 it was'l.zf Those referred to the Jackson area
had the highest mean number of total referrals while thoée referred to Fairdale had the lowest.

The 1975 YDP clients tended to be younger than those in 1974 (Tab?e 8). The most notable differences
were in the Russell and Newburg Centers where the average age decreased by over one year.

The overall living arrangement distribution for the 1975 YDP population was about the same as the 1974
population. Nearly half of the YDP clients 1ived with the mother only (Tab1e 9). This category was the
primary living arrangement for the clients referred to all of the centers but Fairdale, which had a majority
of its clients (57.0%) living with botﬁ parents. The Newburg Center experienced the most dramatic shift of
all the cénters. In 1975, only a third of Newburg's clients 1ived with both parenés, whereas in 1974, 57%
came from that Tiving arrangement. ’

Apparently the income level of the YDP clients increased in 1975 over 1974 (Table.10). The cverall
" mean family income rose by nearly $i,000. However, the percentage of unknowns also increa§ed particularly
at the Park-DuValle Center which may influence the results. The famiTy income‘was unknown for nearly 60%

of Park-DuValle clients in 1975 versus only 10% in 1974.




The percentage of YDP clients from families receiving public assistance remained about the same in
1975 as in ;974 (Table 11). Park-DuVa}]é continued to have the highest rate of families receiving public
aséistanée while Fairdale clients remained at the Towest rate. _ ‘

Nearly 91% of all the YDP clients.were attending school, the same percentage as in 1974 (Table 12).
The Portland and Fa1rda1e Centers encountered the most dropouts

The target area boundaries seemed to have less meaning for the YSC's in 1975 than in'1974. Fewer than
40% of all of the YDP clients lived in the specific target area of the Center to which they were referred
(Table 13). 1In 1974, nearly 54% came from the target area. The Fairdale and Jackson YSC's were particularly
notable in this regard. Only 9% of Fairdale's referrals lived in the Fairdale target area of Census Tract
120. Four other census tracts had more referrals to the Fairdale Center than the immediate target area.
Essentially, those other areas inciuded Okolona, Pleasure Ridge Park and Valley Station. It does appear
that while the number of referrals from the immediate Fairdale area is Tow, the Fairdale Center is located
in a central location relative to the bulk of its referrals Perhaps the notion of a target area is mislead-
ing since the "boundaries” for the Fairda1e Center extend well beyond its target area. _

The Jackson Center continued to get referrals from a very wide area. -As indicated in Table 14, Jackson
had referrals from every Planning Service Community. More than half of the referrals to the Russeli Center
also came from outside of that Center's immediate target area.

One of the main tasks of the Youth Service Centers is to divert youths from the Juvenile Justice System

and refer them to the best available community resources. Table 15 is'a 1isting of resources utilized by
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each center. VThe most common resource was ancther Youth Service Center closer to the youths' residence.
" The next most common resource was the Department for Human Resources, followed by Family and Children's
Agency. - ‘

Overall, 31.9% of the total number of youths referred to tﬁe YDP were referred on to some other
community resource (excluding another YSC). 'The Park-DuValle Center referred only 18.8% of its total
clientele to another community resource while the Fairdale Center referred 44.1%.

A comparison of the 1974 YDP referrals to 1975 referrals is difficult because of the differing nature
of the 1974 client population. In 1974, about half of the referrals to other community resources were for
jobs which tended to inflate the number and%percentage of referrals. While the overall percentage of
clients referred elsewhere was perhaps low in 1975, there did appear to be 2 more divergent selection of
resources. ‘

Although the Youth Service>Centers were not designed to be primarily service providers, a part of
their fuﬁction does involve designing and implementing programs and projects whicﬁ are needed by youth and
lacking in the community. Program partic1pat10n also serves to gawn the confidence of target area youth.

Appendix A 1ists and descr1bes by each Center the programs developed during 1975— The Fajrdale Center
déveioped three programs, the Portland and Russell Centers two each, and the QarkauVaiig and Jackson
Cenfers each initiated one progfam. » x

One of the fandamental purposes of the Youth Diversion Project is to di%ert youths from the Juvenile

Justicé System. The ultimate test therefore of the YDP must be measured by the Juvenile Court delinguency
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statistics. Table 16 shows the number of Juvenile Court referrals from the YDP target areas for the last

" three years. dJuvenile Court referrals from the Jackson area continued to show the sharpest decline.

Referrals from Park-DuValle also declined rather substantially from the 1974 figures. dJuvenile Court

referrals from the Portland and Newburg target areas however, actually increased in 1975. Overall, Juve-

nile Court referrals from the target areas dropped by 90 referrals in 1975 as compared to 1974. It should
be noted however,‘that many uncontrolled variables affeét thé Juvenile Co&rf referrals besides the Youth
Diversion Project. It is therefore difffcu!t to precisely attribute changes or tack of changes to one
specific program. 7 | |

Another very important measure of the impact of the YOP is whether or not the youths handled by the
YDP subsequently become involved in the Juvenile Justice System. A1l those referred to the Youth Diver-
sion Project bétween September 1, 1974 and August 31, 1975 were followed-up to see if they were referred
t0 Juvenile Court after their involvement with the YDP. Because this follow-up group did not correspond
with the calendar year, the totals are different from those used elsewhere in this report.

Those referred to the YDP were divided into two groups: l}Athoée referred to the YOP for delinquent
reasons {the diversion popuiation) and 2) those referred for non—deiinquent reasons and jobs {the preven-
tion population). The results are presented in Tables 17 and 18.

Overall, nearly 80% of the diversion popu!ation had no subsequent Juvenile Court referrals. Fairdale

had the lowest recidivism rate for its diversion population while the Portiand Center had the highest

recidivism rate. Only about 10% of the prevention population had follow-up Juvenile Court involvement.

-8~
N TABLE 1
| REFERRALS BY YEAR AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
~TFATRDALE | NEWBURG | JACKSON | RUSSELL | PURTLAND PR DUVALLE -
YEAR | No. % |MNo. % |MNo. - % |MNo. % |Mo. % |MNo. % oo - g

1974 224 11.8 | 242 12.8 | 447 23.6 | 371 19.6 | 302 15.9 | 308 16.3 1,854 100.0
1975 4§7 ?707 117 7.0 | 425 25.2 | 214 12.7 | 206 12.2 | 255 15.1 § 1,684 99.9

% Chg. +168.5 -51.7 -4.9 -42.3 -31.8 -17.2 -Il.i

TABLE 2
REFERRALS BY SEX AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
1 FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON ROSSEL ' PORTLAND P
S:E X | No. % No. % No. % No. % Ho. A No. W FéE No.OTAL %

Male 291 62.3 88 75.2 | 250 58.8 | 137 64.0| 128 62.1| 168 65.9 | 1,062 63.1
Fema]e 176 37.7 29 24.8 175 41.2 77 36.0 78 37.9 87 34.1} 622 36.9

TOTAL 4§7 100.0 | 117 100.0 | 425 100.0 | 214 100.0 { 206 10040 255 100.0 | 1,684 100.0
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, TABLE 3
‘ ‘ REFERRALS BY RACE AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
FAIRDALE NEWBURG . JACRSON RUSSELL | PORTLAND PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
RACE No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

White | 454 97.2 44 37.6 | 218 51.3 21 9.8 | 135 65.5 19 7.5 891 52.8

Black 13 2.8 73 62.4 | 207 48.7 | 193 90.2 71 34.5|'23 92.5 | 793 47.1

TOTAL | 467 100.0 | 117 100.0 | 425 100.0 { 214 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 255 100.0 | 1,684 100.0

TABLE 4
REFERRALS BY SOURCE OF REFERRﬁL AND YGUTH SERVICE CENTER
SdﬁﬁtE OF FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON RUSSELL PORTLAND |PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
REFERRALS No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
County Police 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -1 0 -1 0 - 0 -
City Police 4 .9 0 -1 106 24.9 31 14.5 3¢ 17.5 26 10.2 203 12.1
Merchant Police 220 47:1 49 41,91 180 42.4 | 103 48.1 b1 24.8 | 102 40.0 705 41.%
Parents 56 12.0 i5 12.8 21 4.9 15 7.0 23 11.2 28 11.0 158 9.4
Relatives 1 .2 0 - 2 .5 0 - 4 1.9 1 4 8 .5
Individual 17 3.6 11 9.4 9 2.1 6 2.8 15 7.3 17 6.7 75 4.4
School Dept. 81 17.3 19 16.2 83 19.5 42 19.6-1 46 22.3 42  16.5 313" 18.6
Social Agency 88 18.8 23 19.7 24 5.6 17 7.9 31 _15.0 39 15.3 222  13.2
TOTAL 467 99.9 | 117 100.0 | 425 99.9 | 214 99.9 | 206 100.0 { 255 100.1 1,684 100.1
-10-
TABLE 5
REFERRALS BY REASON REFERRED AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
FAIRDALE NEWBURG ~ | JACKSON RO '
REASON REFER USSELL PORTLAND ~ [PK. DUVALLE
RED MNo. % | No. % | No. __ % | HNo. % | No. £ | Mo. % NOTOTAL 4
Assault 0 - ” .
Robbery . 0 -1 g - g '?A 2 910 -1 0 - 4 .2
Robbery:Purse Snatching’ o - 0 - 1 ‘2 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 .2
Sex Offenses 0 - 0 ) 1. 5 0 -1 0 -1 0 -1 .1
Auto Tampering 0 - 0 ) 1 ¥ 0 - 1 .5 0 - 2 1
Grand Larceny 0 B N . 0 -1 3 14} 0 - 4 3
Burglary 0 - 0 - 1 5 0 - 0 - 1 .4 1 .1
Storehouse Breaking 0 -] 0 - 0 T g -9 - 0 - 1 .1
Dwellinghouse Breaking 0 - 0 - 0 . 0 -1 .5 0 - 1 .1
Possessing Burgl. Tools ) - 0 . - 3 . > -1 -6 .9 1 A 7 A
Ngapons: Carry./Posses. 0 - 0 - 0 " 0 91 .0 - 0 - 5 .3
H]o. Drug Laws: Narcotic 0 - o - 0 _ 1 - 1 -5 0 - 1 -1
vio. Drug Laws:Non-Narc. 2 .4 0 - 5 1.2 2 -5 0 = 0 - 1 .1
Glue/Paint Sniffing 0 - 0 Sl 16 38 5 9 0 - 2 .8 11 6
Possess. Drinking Liquor | 0 I D] 380 -1 5 24{ o - 21 .12
Disorderly Conduct 1 2| o -| 3 g9 7l 8 sl b et 2 .
2‘;“" Larcery ! 20 S| 493 1g 4.7 ? 3.2 13 6.3 69 4.1
oplifting 2 : ‘ - . - 5 3
Destruction of Property lg 46.3 45 40.? 18% 42.9 107 50.0 55 26.7 { 101 39.5 708 42.9
False Alarms 1 2] o | 5 2| L S 2 L0} 0 - i 2
eighborhood .Complaint - S = - § S |
Loitering plain 13 4 } lg 12f9 Ii 2.6 6 2.8 2 1.0} &5 2.0 43 2.8 -
g,.afﬁ-c Offenses o o : ? §> : .g 1.9 1(2) 471 20 1.2
ther 5 . . , - - 4 .2
27 5.8 2 1.7 14 3.3 10 4.7} 10- 4.9 g 3.1 71 4.2
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REFERRALS B

TABLE 5 {Continued)

Y REASON REFERRED AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER (COH'Z.)‘

' PORTLAND | PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
» — T FAIRDALE NEHBURG% NgMKSON% 1 Ngifsses_:_ J0 K o T g
REASON REFERRED No. % | No. e | o 44| 2 8] 2 13
6 13| 1 .9 3 2| 1 S 7 Telog - LS
Runaway: éntC0¥n§gunty o i 0 - 0 - g o ‘ 0 _ 1 1
Runaway: Out o P - 0 - S - - 8 9.4
Runaway: Out of State L 212 o1l s6 e 22 03| 18 &7} 40 1301 2oy
Ungovernable Behavior 46 . g1 - 19.1| 31 14.5| 42 20.4 .
18 3.9 15 12.8
Truancy :
. - 1.1
9| 2. 10| O 18
0 -] 10 24 2 S | 7.1} 30 1.8
Dependency ? l‘g 0 - 1 2 3 1.4 1 16.3 iﬁ L 37 18.1
Job Needed 74| 32 27,4 17 4.0 13 6.1} 33 16,
Other (Non-Delinquent) 128 27. -
. : : 4 100.1
0.1 | 206 100.1 { 255 100.1} 1.68
TOTAL 467 100.1 117 100.1 | 4256 99.9 214 100.3 .
-i2-
| TABLE 6
REFERRALS BY REASON REFERRED (GROUPEQ) AND_YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON RUSSELL PORTLAND [PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
No. # 1 No. % { No. % | No. % 1| No. Z | No. % No. %
Major vs. Person 0 - 0 - 7 1.6 2 .9 1 .5 0 - 10 .6
Major vs. Property, 2 4 0 - 10 2.4 5 2.3 11 5.3 4 1.6 32 1.9
Minor 255 54.6 63 53.8 ] 270 63.5| 135 63.1 | 88 42.7 | 143 56.1]. 954 56.7
Social 71 15.2} 22 18.8 | 110  25.9 ] 54 25.2 | 70 34.0} 76 29.8] 403 23.9
Dependency 4 .9 0 - 10 2.4 2 .9 2 1.0}y O - 18 1.1
Job Keeded 7 1.5 0 - 1 .21 -3 1.4 1 541 18 7.11 30 1.8
Other (Non-Del.) 128 27.4 32 27.4 17 4.0 13 6.1 ] 33 16.0 14 5.5 237 14.1
TOTAL { 467 100.0 | 117 100.0 | 425 100.0 ‘214 99.9 | 206 100.0 | 255 100.1 | 1,684 100.1
DIVERSION 332 71.1 ) 8 72.6 | 407 95.8 | 198 92.5 | 172 83.5 | 223 87.5 |1,417 84.1
PREVENTION 135 28.9 32. 27.4 18, 4.2 16 7.5 34 16.5 32 12.5 267 15.9
TOTAL 467 100.0 | 117 Q0.0 | 425 100.0 | 214 100.0 } 206 100.0 | 255 100.0 |1,684 100.0




TABLE 7

 INDIVIDUALS BY TOTAL NUMBER OF REFERRALS TQ JUVENILE COURT AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTERf

TOTAL

i < . DUVALLE
TOTAL FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSOR RUSSELL PORTLANP PR. U _
REFERRALS No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % . HNo. =%

03 23.01 22 196} 12 29| 12 59| 24 12.2| 24 9.9 197 12.2
g %88 625 | 72 64.3 | 268 64.9| 133 65.5 | 109 55.3 | 174 71.6 {1,036 64.1
2 45 100 13 11.6| 61 14.8] 32 158 | 36 18.3| 25 10.3} 212 13.1
3 T 13 2.9 2 1.8} 22 534} 13 6.4 8 4.1} 11 4.5 69 4.3
4 4 .9 1 .91 15 3.6 2 1.0 g 461! 4 1.6 3 2.2
5 1 .2 2 1.8 11 2.7 4 20| ‘4 2.0 3 1.2 25 1.5
6 0 - 0 - 6 1.5 0 - 1 .5 0 - 7 A4
\ 7 ] - 0 - 1 .2 3 1.5 1 .5 1. 4 6 A
8 0 - 0 - 3 7 6. - 2 1.0 0 - 5 .3
9 1 .2 0 - 6 1.5 1 .5 1 .5 0 - g ‘g
10+ 1 .2 0 - 8 1.9 3 1.5 2 1.0 1 ! 1 .9
TOTAL 448 99.9 | 112 100.0 | 413 100.0 | 203 100.1 | 197 100.0 | 243 99.9 }1,616 100.0

MEAN‘ 1.0 1.: 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.3 1.5

*Referrals to the Youth Diversion Project for jobs or other non-delinquent reasons were not counted in
‘calculating total referrals. .
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TABLE 8
INDIVIDUALS BY AGE AND YQUTH SERVICE CENTER
| FAIRDALE NEWBURG 'JACKSGH RUSSELL PORTLAND {PK. DUVALLE TOTAL

AGE | No. % No. % 1+ No. % No. %t No. y 4 No. % No. %

1 3 .7 0 - 1 .2 0 - 1 .5 0 - 5 .3

2 3 .7 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 3 2

3 3 7 1 .9 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 4 .2

4 3 . .7 1 .9 0 - 0 - 1 510 - 5 .3

5 2 .4 2 1.8 4 1.0 1 .5 2 1.0 1 4 12 + .8

6 18 - 4.0 3 2.7 4 1.0 5 2.5 2 1.0 1 .4 33 2.0

7 7 1.6 1 91 . 4 1.0 3 1.5 1 .5 7 2.9 23 1.4

8 10 2.2 4 3.6 3 .7 9 4.4 2 1.0 2 - .8 30 1.9

9 8 1.8 4 3.6 12 2.9 8 3.9 4 2.0 2 .8 38 2.4

10 21 4.7 8 7.1 17 4.1 11 5.4 4 2.0 12 4.9 73 4.5

11 31 6.9 9 8.0 23 5.6 16 7.9 10 5.1 13 5.3 102 6.3

12 32 7.1 12 10.7 48 10.6 23 11.3 12 6.1 24 9.9. 147 9.1

13 47 10.5 14 12.5 | .54 13.1 27  13.3 35 17.8 29 11.9 206 12.7

14 69 15.4 13 11.6{ 74 17.9 27 13.3 37 1i8.8 4 20.2 269 16.6

15 85 19.¢ 15 13.4 80 19.4 31  15.3 38  19.3 49  20.2 298 18.4

i6 68 15.2 i3  12.5 56 13.6 26 12.3 29 14.7 29 11.9 221  13.7

17 38 8.5 11 3.8 37 9.0 17 8.4 18 9.6 25  10.3 147 8.1

TOTAL | 448 100.1 | 112 100.0 { 413 100.1 | 203 100.0} 197 99.9{ 243 99.9 | 1,616 99.9
MEAN 13.1 12.8 13.6 13.90 13.8 13.7 13.4 {




o TABLE 9
INDIVIDUALS BY LIVING ARRANGEMENT AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER

LIVING - FATRDALE NEWSURG JRCRSON RUSSELL PORTLAND | PK. DOVALLE TOTAL
ARRANGEMENT No. No. - % | No. A No. % No. % No. 4 No. %
Mother % Stepfa. | 41 9.2| 6 54| 29 7.0| 9 45| 15 7.64 13 5.4 13 7.0
Mother Only 151 27.1| 55 49.1| 213 51.6| 125 61.9| 89 45.2| 158 6€5.3 | 761 47.2
Mome of Relative | 8 1.8 4 3.6| 23 56| 20 99| 15 7.6} 17 7.0 87 5.4
Both Parents pe4 5701 38 33.9| 120 31.2| 42 20.8| 65 33.0} 49 20.2 | 577 358
Father & Stepmo. | 10 2.2 1 .9 3 o7 0 - 3 1.5 2 .8 ©19 1.2
Father Only s 20| & 54| & 10} 2 10| 5 25| 1 .4 27 1.7
Foster Home 1 2! 1 el s 1.2y 1 5| 3 L5} 2 .8 13 .8
Independent 5 4| 1 .9\ 7 1.7] 2 10} 2 10| O - .9
Institution 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 5 0 -1 0 - 1 .1
Unknown 2 -+ 0 -1 0 -t - 0 -1 1 * 4 *

TOTAL a8 99.9 | 112 100.1 | 413 100.0 | 203 100.1 | 197 99.9 | 243 99.9 | 1,616 100.1
*percentages exclude unknowms.
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TABLE 10
INDIVIDUALS BY FAMILY INCOME AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
’ FAIRDALE REWBURG JECKSON RUSSELL PORTUANG PE. DOVALLE '
- ' . TOTAL
INCOME No. % fNo. % No. 4 fio. % No. % Ho. % Ho. Z
less than $1,000 | 5 1.1] O B el o 9
$1,000-$2,499 | 14 3.1] 2 18] 71 17. L I S - IS 7
2,500- giggg N 67| 7 631 s | a7 32| # ws| 3 1el| 2 15
,000- 5,6 . 8 4.5| 66 16.0| 65 32. ~ . 1
B.500- 6,999 | 29 6.5¢ 26 2.2 Sl 12.3) 41 2| 27 137| 10 41| i 1
» , 3. 84 31 7.5] 13 6.4 20 10.2] 10 4.1 100 6.
8,500- 9,999 | 37 83| 11 98| 21 51| 2 . 5 §.2
10,000 & Over | 173 38.6 | 31 277 | 59 13| 3 ol 5 ael 4 G o 18
nown 115 257 | 19 17.0| 5 1.2 24 11.8] 9 4.6 142 58.4| 314 19.4
TOTAL 445 100.0 | 112 100.1 | 413 100.0 | 203 100.0 | 187 100.0 | 233 99.9 | 1,616 100.1
MEAN $94776 48,741 $5,745 §4,894 $5,940 $4.349 $6.793
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TABLE 11
INDIVIDUALS BY RECEIPT OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
. - FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON RUSSELL PORTLAND | PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
k | No. % No. % No. % No. .% No. % No. % No. %
] No Public Asst: | 384 85.7 | 72 64.9| 226 55.0| 80 41.5| 108 56.3 | 87 36.1 957  60.0
i State P.A. 63 14.1{ 32 28.8| 174 42.3 | 107 55.4 1| 75 39.1 | 151 62.7 602 37.7
| County P.A. .0 - 4 361 1 .2 4 2.1 0 - 2 .8 11 7
Former Racip. 1.2 3 271 10 2.4 2 1.0)] 9 471 1 A 26 1.6
Unknown 0 - 1 -* 2 =*i 10 -* 5 - 2 % 20 -%
TOTAL 448 100.0 | 112 100.0 | 413 99.9 | 203 100.0 | 197 100.1 | 243 100.0 | 1,616 100.0
*Percentages exclude unknowns.
i S * INDIVIDUALS BY SCHOOL STATUS AMD YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
E ' S FATRDALE NEWBURG | JACKSON | RUSSELL | PORTLAND |PK. DUVALLE TOTAL
; SCHOOL STATUS. No. % .| No. % | No. % | No. % | No. % | No. % No. A
‘ | Pre-School 6 36| 5 4.5 5 1.2 0 - 3 1.5F 1 41 T30 1.9
Attending 388 86.6 | 103 92.0 | 385 93.2| 198 98.0 | 170 86.3') 224 92.2°| 1,468 90.9
| Completed 3 7 1 .9 2 .5 0 - 1 B 1 .4 8 .5
| Withdrawn 41 9.2 3 274( 22 5.1 4 2.04{ 23 11.7}{ 17 7.0 109 6.7
Unknown 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 % 0 - 0 - 1 -
TOTAL | 448 100.1 | 112 100.1 | 413 100.0 | 203 100.0 | 197 100.0 | 243 100.1 | 1,616 100.0
?Percenfages exclude unknowns.
~-18-
;_. , | | TABLE 13
W ; . REFERRALS BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE ANG YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
‘ FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACIKSONR RUSSELL FORTLARD | PK. DUVALLE TOTAL

| Ho. % | HNo. 2 | No. 7 | Ho. % | No. % | MNo. $ | No. %
i Target Area | 42 9.0 71 60.7 | 159 37.4| 94 43.91 126 61.2) 146 57.3 | 638 37.9

Qutside Target . - ‘ ' ' ' ,
Area %Ma25 91.0 | a6 39.3| 266 62.6 | 120 56.1| 80 38.8 | 100 42.7 {1,046 2.1

- TOTAL - 467 100.0 ;) 117 100.0 } 425 100.0 | 214 100.0 | 206 100.0 | 255 108.0 1,684 100.0
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TABLE 14

REFERBALS SY PLANNING SERVICE COMWUNITY AND YOUTH SERVICE CENTER

1 FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON RUSSELL PORTIAND ™ [PK. DUVALLE TOVAL
P. S. C. "1 No. z No. % ¢ No. £ No. % No. & No. g Ko. 4
1 .1 .2 0 - 10 2.4 23 10.7 45 21.8 i3 7.1 97 5.8
2 0 - 0 - 12 2.8 52 24,3 ] 133 64.6 2 .8 199 11.8
3 .0 - 0 - 21 4.9 65 30.4 9 4.4 5 2.0 100 5.9
4 0 - 0 - | 168 39.5 4 1.8 1 .5 5 2.0 178  10.6
5 2 447 -0 - 10 2.4 13 6.1 7 3.4 | 124 48.%6 156 9.3
6 -3 .6 0 - i3 3.3 29 13.5 7 3.3 67 26.3 120 7.1
7 g - 0 - ] 2.1 4 1.9 1 .5 13 5.1 27 1.6
8 0 - 0 - 21 4.9 4 1.9 1 .5 0 - 26 i.5
9 31 6.6 0 - 2 .5 1 .5 0 - 8 3.1 42 2.5
10 33 8.4 0 - 29 6.8 6 2.8 0 - 7 2.7 81 4.8
11 191 44.9 3 2.6 6 1.4 2 .9 0 - 0 - 202 12.0
12 10 2.1 i4  12.0 88 20.7 1 5 1 .5 2 .3 1i6 5.9
13 168  36.0 80 76.9 15 2.5 g9 4.2 1 .5 2 .8 285  16.9
i4 i1 2.4 8 6.8 7 1.6 0 - 0 - 0 - 26 1.5
15 ) 1.9 2 1.7.} 13 3.1 0 - 0 - 2 .2 26 i.5
Out of .
County 2 4 ] - 0 - 1 .5 0 - 0 -~ 3 .2
TOTAL 47 99.9 | 117 100.0 | 425 99.9 | 214 100.1 | 206 100.1 { 285 100.1 |1,6B4 9.9
~20-
TABLE 15
COMMUNITY RESOURCES BY YDUTH SERVICE CENWTER
o FATRDALE HEHBURG “JACKSON RUSSELL PORTLAND | PE.BUOVALLE TUTAL
COMMUNITY RESOURCE Ho. % ko, 4 Ho. % Ho. % No. # o, % Ho. %
Agencies for Jobs 17 8.2 1 3.7 ¢ - P 1.7 12 18.7 1 2.0 34 5.3
Dept. for Human Resources 33 15.9 i6  58.3 i3 7.5 4 3.3 3 4.6 9 17.6 78 12.1
C.A.C. Centers 8 3.9 0 - 9 5.3 4 3.3 2 3.0 0 - 23 3.6
Family & Children's Agcy. 31 15.0 0 - 9 5.3 15  12.% 0 - 5 2.8 60 9.3
Sch./Board of Education 11 5.3 3 111 8 4.7 1 8 3 4.6 g 17.6:1 35 5.5
Dependency Institution i1 5.3 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 ~ 0 - i1 1.7
Legal Aid 3 1.4 1 3.7 3 1.7 0 - 0 - 0 - 7 1.1
Health Facilities 13 8.2 0 - 3 1.7 3 2.5 7 10.8 0 - R 5.0
Metro Brothers & Sisters 0 - o - 6 3.5 9 7.5 4 5.1 1 2.0 20 3.1
Metro Soc. Serv. Dept. 5 2.4 0 - 28 16.4 11 9.2 2 3.0 iz 23.5 a8 8.0
V.P.0. Program 19 8.2 3 1i.i 5 2.9 5 4.2 3 4.6 0 - 35 5.5
Other ¥SC's 1 .5 4] - 34 14.9 45 37.5 13 18.7 3 5.9 96 15.0
Alcohol & Drug Prog./Cntr. 3 1.4 0 - 5 Z.9 0 - 2 3.0 ) - 10 1.8
River Region Cntyrs. 16 7.7 0 - 2 1.2 2 1.7 3 4.6 1 2.0 24 3.7
Y.M.C.A. 0 - 0 - 7 4.1 2 1.7 0 - 0 - g 1.4
Churches 2 1.0 0 - i1 6.4 0 - 0 -{ 0 ~ 13 .2.0
Bingham Child Guidance Cntr.] O - 0 - 9 5.3 3 2.5 0 - 0 - 12 1.9
Neighborhood Houses 0 - 0 - 0 - 8 6.7 2 3.0 D ~ 10 1.6
Other* 28 13.5 3 11.1 19 il.1 6 5.0 9 13.6 10 18.6 75 11.7
TOTAL 207 99.9 27 100.0 1171 100.0 -1120 100.1 66 100.0 51 100.0 } 682 100.1
Total Referrals Percentage (44.1) (23.1) {32.2) {35.0) {25.7) (18.8} {31.3%)

*Dther Includes:

! Red Cross, Hops Street Academy, {atholic Charities, Family & Child. Care Services, Teenage Parents,
M. Hi11 Drop-In Center, Metro Community Resource Center, Salvation Avmy, Urban League, Yisiting Hurse fssociation,

Uofi Housing_Improvemgnt Cen;er,-Socia! Security, Child Evaluation Center, Clothes Closet, Commission for
Hand?capped Chx]dreng Sister Visitor Program, Volunteers of America, Military Recruiter, Bridgehaven, Shelter House,
Housing Inspection, Speech & Hearing Center, Psychological Service Center, Planned Parenthood, Boy's Clubs and

Unspecified Others.
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TABLE 16
JUVENILE COURT REFERRALS BY TARGET AREA AND YEAR
¥YEAR TOTAL INC. OR UEC.
TARGET AREA | 1873 1974 1975 1974-1975 '
Fairdale 129 162 146 -16
Newburg 210 221 | 242 +21
Jackson 637 { 530 456 | -74
Russell : 471 409 380 -29
Portiand 523 403 467 +64
Pk. DuValie 533 | 560 504 ~56
TOTAL 2,503 | 2,285 | 2,195 -390
TOTAL COUNTY 18 2 | 8,240 -12
REFERRALS 841 _8’25
-29-
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TABLE 17

JUVEXILE COUBT REFERRALS FOLLOWING YOUTH SERVICE INVOLVEMENT BY YOUTH SERVICE CENTER
T DIVERSIUN POPULATION {10/1/74-9/30/75])

FAIRDALE NEWBURG JACKSON | RUSSELL ~ PORTLAWD [PK. DUVALLE TOIAL
. #%: 1 HNo. % No. 4 No. 4 fio. p4 No. % No. %
HNone 288 87.9 82 79.64{ 35 80.5: 180 77.8 ¢ 181 74,21 176 7i.5 {1,242 80.8
1 26 7.7 |. 13 1i2.86 4] 4.3 30 12.2 22 11.6 31 13.7 i63 10.6
2 8 2.4 1 1.0 24 5.4 13 5.3 i1 5.8 g 4.9 66 4.3
3 5 1.5 6 5.8 12 2.7 3 1.2 7 3.7 2 .9 35 2.3
4 1 .3 i 1.0 4 .5 6 2.4 7 3.7 4 1.8 23 i.5
5 4] - 0 - 5 1.1 p .8 i .5 3 1.3 11 .7
6 1 -3 Q - 0 ~ i .4 0 - 0 ~ 2 .1
7 -0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 .5 i .4 2 .
8 0 - e - g - 0 - D - 1 3 1 .1
TOTAL 339 100.1 | 103 100.0 | 441 ©99.9 | 265 99.9 { 190 100.0 | 227 100.0 1.545 100.1
HMEAN .2 .4 .4 i .5 A A




TABLE 18

. . ‘ . , -
JUYENILE COURT REFERRALS FOLLOWING YOUTH SERVICE INVOLVEMENT BY YOUTH SERVICE CENTE!
PREVERTION POPULATION {18[1/14-9{30/?5)

. < , A
AIRDALE NEWBURG JALKSON RUSSELL PORTLAND | PK. DUYALLE 107
go. % Ko. Z No. % Ko. 4 No. % No. % No. %

Hone 105 91.3} 37 82.2| 15 100,04 17 94.4| 33 84.6] 35 92.1 | 242 sg.cls

1 9 7.8 7 15.6 ) - 1 5.6 4 10.3 1 2.6 22 )
2 0 - 1 2.2 0 - 0 - 1 2.6 2 5.3 4 1.5
3 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - ) - 0 - 0 ;
4 1 .9 0 - 0 - 0 - 1 2.6 0 - 2 .
5 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

TOTAL 115 100.0 | 45 100.04 15 100.0{ 18 100.0{ 39 100.1 1 38 100.0! 270 99.9

MEAN 1 .2 - .1 3 S 1

~26-

Prior to the initiation of this evaluation, the YDP staff suhmitted 2 1ist of goals and objectives
for 1975 which were designed to guide the staff's activities and to provide performance standards £or the
year. In this partaof_the report, each objective for thé overall program and for each of the centers is

listed in italics. Following the statement of each objective, the pertinent data is presented to measure

how well the objective was met.

OYERALL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

(1) To divert at Least 1,205 individuals gnom the formaf juvenile justice system.
This objective has been exceeded as the total number of referrals to the YDP for delinguent
offenses was 1,417 (Table 6).

(2} To provide the necessany seavice and §ollow-up contact with the Divension Project fo prevent Lhe
tndividual grom becoming involved in the count at a faten date. ’
| This objective is not quantifiable and therefore does not Tend itself to measurement.
(3} To neduce the nate o4 delinquent offendens who AubbeqaentZg.bécoma‘inﬁolvedznith the count system,
This objective cannot be specifically tested because the 1974 follow-up study grouped togeiher

the entire YDP population which included a much higher percentage of referrals for non-delinquent
reasons. - |

~25-
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{4}

(5

{6)

(7)

It is of interest %o note that if the diversion and prevention populations for October 1,

1974 through September 30, 1975 are combined, the recidivism rate is 14.9%. The 1874 follow-up

~ population had a rocidivism rate of 14.3%. Overall then, +he 1975 follow-up group had about the

same recidivism rate as the 1974 follow-up population even though & much higher percentage of

+he 1974 population had been referred for jobs and other non-delinguent reasons. 1t appears

likely therefore that the chjective was accamﬁ??shed.

To neduce the wmuomben of rederrnals of non-delinquent and status offendens to VDP by 10% from 1974,
As the brief table to the right indicates,

the number of status offense referrals to the 1974 1975 { % Becline
YDP declined only slightly in 1975; however, -1 Status Offenses 411 403 1.9
Jobs & Non-Del. 753 267 £4.5

the number of job and nen-delinquent referrals

TOTALS 1,164 670 42.2
dropped by nearly two~thirds. When the groups .

are combined togsther, the reduction was by 42.4% which clearly exceeds the objective.
To pnovide an é&cﬁza&zd Level of seavice baokenage £0 indivéﬁuﬁzb neferned Lo Y0P,

This objective is very difficylt to evaluate, first because of a lack of clarity as to what
is service brokerage. For the purpose of this evaluation. service brokerage has been defined as
refarral to some other community resource. If this definition is accepted, the problem then
bacemes one of comparison with 1974 figures which revealed that'10.7% of the total number of
clients who were veferred elsewhere were simply referred ;c another youth service center while

26~

half of the referrals wera to businesses or agencies for jobs.

As Table 15 indicates, in 1975, the number of vreferrals to other YSC's was 96 or 15% of the

total. The number of referrals to agencies for jobs declined 1o only 34, a considerable drop
from over 400 in 1974.

If the veferrals to agencies and businesses for jobs, and the referrals to other YSC's are

subtracted from the totals for both 1974 and 1975, it becomes clear that the number and éercentage '

of the caseload referred to other rescurces increased in 1975. Regardless, it is eyident that
a greater variety of resources were utilized in 1975 and sescondly, there was not the concentration

in one or two resources the* occurred in 1974.

To increase Lthe mmber of definquent refernrals 50& §inst offendens fo the program.

In 1974, 817 or 45.6% of the total referrals to the YBP ware either first offenders or those

referred for non-delinquent reasons who had one prior referral to Juvenile Court. .
in 1975, the number in this category rose to 1,036 or 64.1% of the total. In both years, thz
majority in this category were Tirst offenders brought in on a delinguent refsrral. Therefore,

this objective has been met.

To reduce the ovenall cost per case fon diversion in at Peasi thnee centerns by 9% {nom the cost

pen case for divernsion in the previous yeans.

The overall cost per case for diversion declined by 30% from 1974 to 1975. The average cost

per diversion dropped for all of the centers, with four of the centers having a reduction of more

-27-
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than nine per ¢ent;f The objective was therefore accomplished.
{8} To inchease the nmber of nefeials Lo YDP that can be categonized as divension by approximalely
31% over 19}4. ’
In 1974; the number of referrals to the YDP that could be classified as diversion was 1,095
which was 57.8% of the total. For 1975, the number of referrals classified as diversion rose to

1,417 which represented 84.1% of the total. This amounts to a 29.4% increase in the number of

referrals for diversion which essentially met the objective.

FAIRDALE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
{1} To inchease the mmber of definquent nefernals fo the Faindale Center by 25%.

In 1974, a tota? of 154 delinguent referrals were made to the Fairdale Center. In 1375,
delinquent referrals to the Fairdale 75C more than doubled to a total of 332 referrals. The objec-
‘tive has therefore been easily met and exceeded. ’

(2] To dncrease the mmber of refernals from the Fabudate tangel anrea by 4%.

The specific farget area for the Fairdale area consists of Census Tracﬁ~120. In 1974, 52

referrals to the Fairdale Center resided in that census tract. In 197u, only 42 of the referrals

Jived in the target area. This represents a decline of 19.2% in the number of referrals from the

*Avdetaiied cost apalysis for the program is presented in Appendix B.
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target area. The objective Fas not been met.
{3} To aedaca by 23 the number of delinguent nefernals fo the Juvenife Count {rom the Faindale aren.
" The number of referrals to Juvenile Court from the Fairdale target area was 162 in 1974.
This was lowered to 146 referrals to Juvenile Court in 1975--a difference of 16 referrals. The
Fairdale Center was therefore a little less than 70% successful in achieving this bbjective.
{4} To de»eﬁa? at Least one progham Lhat would aid in providing senvices fo the high mumber 0f youth
neferned from the school system. |
Among the programs developed 2t Fairdale was a tutoring program. This was an educational
support activity for 25 youth, elementary level, to provide educational skills fn reading as
well as to provide an opportunity for development of positive self-images and self-confidence.
The development of this program met thié objective.
{53} To incrense pancen;ngex&ae Zhe numben 04 nefernals fo other communifiy nesowrces from zke.pneuzgaé'
yeoh.
In 1974, the Fairdale YSC referred 37.5% of iis c?ients.sn to cther community reséurces.
In 1975, the Fairdale Center referred 207 or 44.3% of its clients on to othev resources. The
[ number of resources utilized also increased from 1974 to 1975. Therefore, this objective has
; been accomplished. F
{6) To increase the number of nefennals from the busingds sector by 35.

In 1974, there were only 32 referrals to the Fairdale Center from the merchant police.

There was nearly a sevenfold increase in merchant police referrals to the Fairdale Center in
~23-




1975 as 220 of those referred came from this source. Quite obviously, the objective was met.

JACKSON GOALS AMD QBJECTIVES

{1} To 4increase the number of nefenrals fo the Jackson Centel §nom the Jackson Langel ared by 7%.

{2)

{3}

In 1974, there were 168 referrals to the Jackson Center from the Jackson target area. This
number was 37.5% of the total referrals fo the Jackson Center. As can be seen in Table 13, the
number of referrals to the Jackson Center from the target area in 1975 decreased slightly to 159,
which was 37.4% of the total. This objective has not been met. ‘

To neduce by §3 the numben of definquent refennals %o the Juvenile Count gnom the Jackson area.

In 1974, there were 530 referrals to Juvenile Court from the dJackson target area. In 1975,
the number of referra?s from this same area was 456, a decline of 74 referrals. This objective
therefore was only 89.2% met.

To neduce the nate of recidivism for debinguent cases refevted io Xﬁz.Jacbéon'ﬁentem,

In‘1974, the ﬁackscn Center had a recidivism rate of 22.49. This figure included clients
referred for non-de?inquént reasons who were less likely to commit new offen§es.

Follow-up of those referred to the Jackson Center from October 1, 1974 through September 30,
1975 revealed that only 19.5% of those referred for‘de}inquent réasqns had committed a subsequent

offense which came to the attention of Juvenile Court. Therefore, this objective has been met.
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(4] To develop within the Jackson area at Least one progham That will aid in providing pheaenlds
- ' y ' ,-‘j“
Senwdces fo females in that Zanget population. | )

This was not done.

{5) To maintain on neduce £he cost per case for diversion at Jackson by 5%.

The average cost per case for diversion at the Jackson Center was $103.49 in 1975. 1In 1974

the cost per diversion case at Jackson was $108.40. The reduction from 1974 to 1975 was ﬁ 5%

which very nearly meets the objective.

RUSSELL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

{?] To decnrease Zhe numbes of non-definquent nefernals af fhe Russell Ceafer by 13%.

. {2}

{3}

There were 2 total of 176 non-delinquent referrals to the Russell Lenter in 1974. In 1975

the non-delinguent referrals totaled only 16. This amounts to a 90.9% deciine which far exceeds
the stated objective.

To incrense the numben of delinquent nefernals fo 1ﬁz.2uaéz£i Centen by 6%.

This geal was not met as the number of delinguent referrals to the Russeil Lenter increased

by only three referrals which represents a 1.5% increase. The number of referrais went from 195
in 1974 to 198 in 1975.

To neduce by 68 the rumber of delinguent nefennals to the Juvenile Cowrt from the Russell area.

There were 409 referrals to the Juvenile Court from the Russell target area in 1974. 1In 1975 |
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this same area accounted for 380 referrals to Juvenile Court. The decline therefore from 1974 to
1975 Qas only by 29 referrals which means the Russell Center only achieved 42.6% of this cbjective.
. {4) Tb}nedéce.the number. of refernals §or employment Lo ine Russell Cenfer by 90%.
~ A total of 159 referrals were made to the Russeil Center in 1974 for jobs. In 19/5, this

figure was only three referrals. The reductien in referrals for jobs ;@aunted to 98.1% which
means this objective was met.
(5] To increase the numben of refernals to fhe Russell Center from the business sectfor by 33.
Referrals from the merchant police to the Russell Center totaled 41 in 1974 but rose to 103
in 1975. This amounts to a 151.2% increase in referrals from the merchant police {the business
sector). Therefore this objective has easily been surpassed. |
{6] To develop tﬁnouéh the Russekl YSC effonts, a community seavice coondination committee that would
@NoRg oiﬁak,ihinga, bring together agencies providing serwvices dn the Russell community.
‘Thé Russell YSC initiated a community resource coordinating comittee. This represanted an
effort to provide the Russell area agencies with a source for idgntifiaaticn, coordination of
: services, and the development of a forum for joint service planning and ésmmﬁnity'action. This
E effort served to meet the objective. '
{7) To neduce by §% the cost per case fon diversion at the Rusself Centen fon the previous yeat.
In 1974, the average cost per diversion case at Russell amounted to $215.56. In 1975, it
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cost $207.29 on the average for each diversion case, a reduction of oh]y 3.8%. This objective

. therefore was only partially achieved.

PORTLAND GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

(1} To neduce the number of non-delinquent neferrals to the Portland Center by 5%.

Moré than half of the total number of referrals to the Portland Center in 1974 were for
non-delinquent reasons. In actual numbers, there were 162 non-delinquent referrals. This
changed considerably by 1975 as there were only 34 refefrals to the Portland Center for non-
delinguent reasons. This difference amounts to a 79.0% reduction in non-delinquent.referrals
which indicates that the objective was easily met. ‘

(2} To increase the number of refenals that caﬁ be classified as divernsion by 7%.

The Port]and Center received 140 referrals in 1974 that were classified as diversions.

In 1975, the number of referrals 50 classified was 172 referra]s The increase from 1974 to 1975

| in diversion referrals is 22.9% which surpasses the objective.
(3) To neduce by-25 the number of delinquent neferrals to the Juvenile Court from the Portland drea.
Referrals to the Juvenile Court from the Portland target area numbered 403 in 1974. For

1975, rather than decreasing as had been hoped, the number of juvenile referrals from the target

area actually went up to 467, an increase of 15.9%. Quite obviously, this objective was not met.
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(4} To 4increase by 3% Lthe number of refevials grom businesses Lo the Porfland Centen.

Merchant police referrals to the Portland Center numbered only 13 referrals in 1974. In 1975,
“there were 51 referrals from merchant police. This increase represents nearly a fourfold increment
- in the number of referrals from businesses which easily surpasses the objective.

(5) To develop and cooﬂd&nate‘thnough YSP an effont Lo provide services %o juveniﬂe paint and solvent
usens in the Pontland area. _

Among the programs developed by the Portland Youth Service Center was a Paint and Solvent
Committee. This committee was a community action group which had the intent of coordinating efforts
to get the sale of meta]lic spray paints and other aerosols to juveniles banned. The committee also
worked toward securing community support for rehabilitation and educational programs within the
Portland area. The development.of this conmittee served to meet the stated objective.

{6} To medﬁce per case the cosi of diversdion at the Portland Center.
| The average cbst per case for- diversion at the Portland Center was $290.88 in 1974. In 1975,
the average cost dropped by nearly a hundred dollars per case to $192.15. This represents a 33.9%

- decline in the cost per diversion case which means that this objective was achieved.

PARK-DUVALLE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

(1). To neduce the number of non-definquent refernals to the Park-DuValle Center by 12%.
Non-delinquent referrals to the Park-DuValle Center totaled 136 in 1974, In 1975, non-delin-
quent referrals to this YSC numbered only 32. This difference represents a 76.5% reduction which
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indicates that the objective has clearly been met and exceeded.
(Z)A To neduce by 45 the number of delinquent referrals Lo the Juvenile Cowtt from the Park-DuValle
wea.
The total number of reférrals to Juvenile Court from‘the Park-DuValle area was 560 in 1974.
- In 1975, there were 504 referrals to court fom the same area which is a reduction of 56 referrals.
‘ Thereforé; the Park—DuVa1ie Center was successful in meeting this objective.
(3] To develop at Leasi one supporitive senvice program that provides senvice to those youth in the
popuzaixun who ane seekirg employment.
The Park-DuVaile Center developed a job preparation course. ‘This was .a one-month training
‘program designed to provide area youth with the necessary skills needed in seeking and maintaining
!employment. The program 1nc1uded proper mefhods of f1111ﬂg -out employment applications, interview
demeanor, career education and other information necessary for securing temporary or permanent

; emponment. This program met the stated objective. FOLLOW-UP CONTACTS BY

(4) To neduce the percentage of cases receiving no fottow-up by 25%. PARK'DUVA;EF CENTE;

' In 1974, 48% of the clients at Park-DuValle received no None - .6 13.3

'3 35.6

“follow-up contacts from YDP staff. This was based on 25 ran- % i? 22_4

“domly selected cases. In 1975, 45 cases were randomly selected - 2 g g:?

and examined. The results are presented in the table on the 2 g 8'2

right. Only 13.3% of the 1975 cases received no follow-up con- 7 1 2.2

R . 5 100.0
gtacts._ The objective has therefore been met. ;gzﬁL 4(2.0)
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FAIRDALE

L " Fairdale was the only center to register an increase in total referrals in 1975 ower 1974. It went

from the center with the fewest referrals to being the one with the greatest number. While this center

had the highest number and percentage‘of prevention referrals, it had the second highest number of diver-

sion referra]s desp1te the fact that it received virtually no referrals from the police. Nearly half of
the referrals to the Fairdale Center came from the merchant pol1ce._Large1y because of the high number

of cases handled by the Fairdale Center, it had the Towest average cost per case and the second lowest
cost per divérsion case. The cost figures represent a substantial improvement over 1974. The Fairdale

' Center a]éo had the highest rate of referrals to other community resourcés. Diversion clients from the

| Fairdale Center experienced the lowest rec1d1v1sm rate. _

: .The Fairda1e Center failed to achieve only two of its obJect1ves “both of which related to its target
| area Only 9% of the Center* s clients actua11y resided in the Fairdale area. The rationale of a target

i area, espec1a11y for Fa1rda1e. is quest1onab1e because this Center has working boundaries which extend

. beyond the immediate area. However, it also seems unreasonable to expect the ene Céenter to have a substan-
| tial impact on delinquency in all of Southwest Jefferson County. Three aiternatives might be considered:
1) ﬁainiain the same situation but place renewed emphasis on the target area; 2) increase the size of the

target aréa; or 3) abandon the idea of a target area.

NEWBURG

‘No objectives were established for the Newburg Center, as if was phased out of operation and finally
closed in September. Even though in 1975, the Center was only in'opération nine months, it had two-thirds
more diversion referrals than in all of 1974. Even at this increased rate, the Newburg Center was still
below the bther~Centers in diversion referrals which resulted in the Newbﬁrg Center having the highest
average cost per diyersion case. Quite simply, the Newburg area did not generate a sufficient numbe} of
referrals to Justify the YSC's continued existence in the area. The Center was not able to draw referrals
from beyond its target area in sufficient numbers to offset the lagk of referra}s from the immediate area.

The Center was therefore closed which was in line with one of the magor recommendations of last year's

evaluation.

| ' JACKSON

- The Jackson Center had the poorest record of achieving its objectives for 1975. This however, is mis-
_ leading because in many crucial areas, the Jackson Center continued to perform at an exceptionally high
i leve?. The Jackson Center had the highest number and percentage of diversion referrals_and therefore the
lowest average cost per diversion case. While this Center did not quite achieve ité objective of reducing
Juvenile Court veferrals from the target area by 83, the number of court referrals did drop by 74, the high-

est number for any of the target areas. dJackson Center clients, despite being the most delinquently oriented,

‘ a}so had nearly the lowest recidivism rate.
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A The Jackson Center continued o have more clients referred by the pelice tﬁan any other center; however,
the number of city police referrals to Jacksen dropped by 39.4% from 1974.
The Jackson Center was about average with regard to the percentage of cases referred on to other commu-

nity resources, but did utilize the greatest variety of rescurces.

RUSSELL

Aside from the Newburg Center which closed, the Russell Center experienced the greatest decline in
referrals. This decline was in prevention referrals, mostly for those in need of a job. While prevention
referrals dropped substantially, there was not a corresponding rise in diversion referrals. As a result,
the average cost per diversion case was very high at Russell--double that of the Jackson Center. Neariy

half of the referrals to Russell came from the merchant police which was more than double the number from
P _

- the merchant police in 1974, City police referrals remained about the same, while the sharpest decline was

in 1ndividda1 (self) referrals. While school referrals dropped by 62.3% from 1974, the percentage of school
referrals in 1975 was about the same as at the other Centers.

One very notable feature of the Russell clients was that only 2% had withdrawn from sch051. The 1974
referrals to the Russell Center had a similarly low percentage of Schoo1 dropouts. While the primary focus

of the Youth Diversion P%oject is aimed at those still in school, the drop-out should not be ignored.
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PORTLAND

Khile the Portland Center met all of its objectives but one, its overall record was not impressive.

The one objettiyé not met was the very important one concerning referrals to Juveniie Court from the area.
In fact, court referrals went up by 64 over 1974, which represented a 10.6% increase rather than a decline.
Aside from the Newburg Center which'closed, Portland had the fewest total feferra]s and also the fewest
diversion referrals. Because of this, the cost per diversion case was still quite high despite dropping by
a third from 1974.

~ Merchant police referrals rose substantially in comparison to 1974, but the percentage fs still far
below that of the other centers. The Port?gnd Center also had a relatively low percentage of referrals to
other resources and the poorest recidivism rate of all of the centers.

- Based on the statistics, the decisioﬁ to‘merge tﬁe Portland and Russell Cénters appears to have been
a good one. The two centers with the lowest caseloads have been combined which should make for a more
efficient operation. This, however, will hold true only if the Russell Center can pick up at least the bulk

of the referrals that previously would have been taken to the Portland Center.

PARK-DUVALLE

The Park-DuValle Center exceeded all of its objectives but one. The one objective not met related to
a reduction in the average age of its clients. #HMost importantly, the pPark-DuValle Center was the only one

of the YSC‘s to exceed its objective relative to reducing Juvenile Court reférrals from its target area.
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Hhile merchant_po]ice, school, and social agency referrals increased, police referrals dropped by 38.1%.
This occurred despite the fact that during the year, the police opened a district substation across the
stfeet'from“the'Park-DuValle YSC. The Park-DuValle Center also had-the lowest rate of referrals to other

community resources.
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APPENDIX A.

YOUTH SERVICES PROGRAM
PROGRAM AND RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT - 1975

RUSSELL _
Dann C. Byck Community School Project
A system modification effort initiating the use of Byck School for after-school activities
that included recreation, crafts, cultural awareness, and other youth development activities.
Community Resource Coordinating Committee

An effort to provide the Russell area agencies with a source for identification, coordination
of services, and the development of a forum for joint service planning and community action.

PARK-DUVALLE

Job Preparation Course

A one-month training program designed to provide area youth with the necessary skills needed
in seeking and maintaining employment. The program included proper methoas of filling out
employment applications, interview demeanor, career education, and other information necessary
for securing temporary or permanent employment.
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JACKSON

A Youth Health Education Forum

A community education effort to provide health care information to youth of the Jackson area.
The program included a series of films, distribution of health education material, and small
group discussions with the goal of developing an awareness of health problems and needs
within the youth population. ' :

PORTLAND
Paint and Solvent Committee

A community action group with the intent of coordinating efforts to get the sale of metallic
spray paints and other aerosols to juveniles banned. The committee also worked toward
securing community support for rehabilitation and educational programs within the Portland

area. . o

Girls Softball Team

An activity to develop physical coordination, to provide an anti-delinquency outlet, to

promote community spirit and cooperation, to instill the need for cuoperation, sharing

leadership and responsibility. Also on a more practical level, to teach promptness, develop
~ reliability and self-confidence. :

FAIRDALE
Tutoring Program

An educational support acfivity for 25 youth, elementary level, to provide for educational
"~ skills in reacivy as well as to provide an opportunity for development of positive self-
images and self-confidence.
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Camp Fire Girls

A small group program providing educétional and recreatio iviti
l s ram nal a )
behavior modification and goal oriented progran. celvitles through use of

YCAT -~ Youth Community Action Team

A program-to teach area youth to become involved in their community in a positive way.

Activities included taking an active part in identifyin 14 b
those families with food and c?othing? ying needy fanilies and assisting
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APPENDIX B.

COST ANALYSIS

The table to the right shows the total project
costs for calendar yeér 1975. In comparing 1975's
cost per case of $129.12 to the cost per case of
‘the previous yéar, one notices a minimal increase
of less than 2%. Considering the inflationary
increases occurring in salaries alone within MSSh
of 3.5% in 1975, it would appear that. the cost per

Youth Service Project referral has vemained constant.

YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT'S COSTS*

TOTAL AMT. | COST PER
EXPENDED CASE
PERSONAL EXPENSES $ 206,406 | $ 122.57
(Salaries and
Fringe Costs)
NON PERSONAL EXPENSES 11,024 6.55
(Equipment; Travel,
Supplies & Operating
Costs) ‘
TOTAL COSTS | § 217,430 | $ 129.12

*Jan, 1.through Dec. 31, 1975.

Due to,ihe large increase in the number of cases handled in 1975, the Fairdale Center did a

reversal from the most expensive Center per referral to being the least expensive one.

because of fewer referrals in 1975, the cost per case at

Cdnverse?y,

the Russell Center increased nearly 70% or

from $113.30 per case in 1974 to $191.79 per case in 1975 as shown in the table on the fsiiewing page.
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COSTS BY YOUTH SERVICE CENTER '
TGTAL COST PER PERCENTAGE CHG.

CENTERS REFERRALS COSTS CASE 1974-1975
Newburg 117 $ 22,865% | $ 195,46 + 27.0
Russell 214 41,043 191.79 + 69.3
Portiand 206 33,049 162.18 + 20.3
Park-Duvalie|. 255 35,001 137.26 + 6.5
Jackson 425 - 42,121 99,11 + 6.7
Fairdale 467 43,347 92.82 - 46.6

TOTAL 1,684 $ 217,430 { § 129.12 + 1.8

*Reflects the costs incurred until the Center’ s closing in
‘September, 1875,

In 1974, the Fairdale Center was the most expensive center per referral, however, due to

the large increase in- the number of cases handled in 1975, it became the least expensive Center.

DIVERSION COSTS BY YOUTH SERVICE CENTER

DELINQUENT |  TOTAL | DIVERSION COST | % CAG.

CENTERS REFERRALS £OSTS "PER CASE- -~ | 1974-1975

Newburg 8 |$ 22,869 $ 269.05 - 63.2 -
Russell 198 41,043 207.29 - 3.8
Portland 172 33,049 192.15 - 33.9
Park-DuValie 223 35,001 156.96 - 32.0
Fairdale 332 43,347 130.56 - 8.4
Jackson 407 42,121 103.49 - 4.5
TOTAL 1,47 | §$ 217,430 ! § 153.44 - 30.0

-8

As shown in the praceeding table, the average cost in 1975 to divert one child from the

~ Juvenile Justice System decreased 30% from the previous year, 1.e. $219.33 in 1974 to $153.44 in

1975. Although still the most costly center, the Newburg Center Towered its cost per case by
over 60%. Other significant reductions in the cost per case were evident at Fairdale {nearly 50%),

Portland {over one-third) and Park-DuVaile (nearly one-third).

| These decreases are obviously due to the significant increases in delinquent referrals haéd?ed
by the Youth Centers.






