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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE 1980 EVALUATION ACQUHSHTZONS

The evaluation data reported here was collected under a contract with
the Los:Angeles Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board and administered
by Loe Angeles County. One charge of that contruct was an evaluation of
the program operations, service delivery, and community role of the
thirteen projects of the Los Angeles County Youth Services Network. The
present report responds to that charge.

Major Evaluation Findings

yégnithdé of the Network

The Youth Services Network constitutes a significant youth service
delivery system in Los Angeles County. It serves over 10,000 youth’
per year, includes 69 incorporated cities and approximately 96 other
separate unincorporatéd communities, covers police jurisdictions
representing 83% of the WIC 602. juvenile arrest pool in Los Angeles
County, and has over 200 separate youth service agencies on contract.

Project Goals

The goals of the individual projects that make up the Youth Services
Network continue to emphasize diversion of youth from the juvenile
Justice system and the prevention of juvenile delinquency.

i

Coordination of Youth Services

Because of their extensive involvement with local city officials (who
sexrve on project policy boards), youth service agencies, and repre-
sentatives of community -schools, law enforcement agencies, probation
offices, and similar groups, the projects of the Youth Services Net-
work provide a unique coordinating function in the community. They
facilitate communication, contact, and cogperation among the various
agencies and- groups that ‘are involved with youth in the community.
They help. coordinate, promote,. and support community-based youth
service planning rand‘needs assessment on a local and regional basis.
- They facilita;e the refercal of needy youth from agencies that other-
" wise would have difficulty arranging service. They provide case
‘wanagement for clients moving from referral agency to service agency.
They stimulate new youth services in the community and discourage
redundancy and competition among service agencies. They attract
funding for youth services that would not be availlable otherwise.

;And they act as advocates for youth and for community based service
organizations.

B

Projects"Reputaticn in the Community

The projects of the Youth Services Network generally have a very
- positive reputation in the communities they serve. They are rated
geooo » v
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as "very valuable'" by the groups with which they work--city officials,
police officers, school personnel, and youth service providers {(in-

cluding those not on contract to the projects). Service Costs

s ncder

a Level of Tnpleméntation The average cost per client for diversion service in the Youth

o Services Network was $303. Of that, 55% went directly into ser-
vices, the remainder into administration and operating expenses.
Many projects of the Network were able to substantially reduce
their costs to major grantors by capitalizing on donations and
contributions from other sources. '

o The level of implementation of the projects of the Youth Services

P Network is sufficiently extensive to offer the potential for signifi-
’ cant impact on juvenile delinquency in the community. The total
volume of clients in the Network for 1980 was equivalent in number

to 21% of the WIC 602 juvenile arrest pool in the areas served.
Project funding in the Network ave_aged $58 for each juvenile in

the annual arrest pool. About 6% of all juvenile arrests are referred
directly by the police to the projects of the Youth Services Network.
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Delinquency Risk and Recidivism

About 24% of the law enforcement referrals to the projects of the
Youth Services Network had prior arrest records, indicating a rela-
tively high level of delinquency risk. The six-month recidivism rate
for those juveniles was 22%. It was beyond the scope of the present
evaluation study to determine the extent to which recidivism was

reduced among Youth Services clients in comparison to untreated j
youth.

Juvenile Arrest Trends

: In a previous evaluation study, juvenile arrest trends in Los Angeles -
. County for the period from the inception of the Youth Services Network

" about 1974 through 1977 showed greater reductions in areas served by
vigorous Youth Services Projects than in comparison areas. The

present study added the 1978-198C period to the previous trends but

found no association between the activity of the projects of the

. Youth Services Network and changes in the juvenile arrest rate.

Tl However, juvenile arrest rates in recent years showed umusual fluc-

= tuations that made analysis problematical.

Management Information System

The management information system (MIS) that was begun in 1980 through-
out the Youth Services Network was not sufficilently complete at the

o time this evaluation report was prepared to yield accurate information
i about client characteristics and service delivery at the thirteen

v projects. Work on that information system is continuing in 1981.

Juvenile Clients

Based on the limited information available, the typical juvenile

client in the Youth Services Network was male, age 15 years, and an 5
ethnic minority. About half came from single parent families or

lived with neither parent. Over 407% were referred to the Youth

Services Project by the police or probation subsequent to a v
chargeable offense.

iii
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FACT SHEET
Los Angeles County You*h Services Network

Organization

Thi;tgen private nonprofit or
confederated into a Youth Servic
Delinquency Provon i P ces Network and represented by the

and the Youth Policy Council,
Origin
All but two recent Projects were founded du

funds under auspices of th
e Los Angeles Co
Justice Planning Board (now defuncf).

ring 1974-76 using LEAA
unty Regional Criminal

Goals

Delinquency prevention and

community based youth serviJuvenile dtversion through provision of

ces.

Governance
e

zgzgziga:iiglégthoard o? elected city officials at each project in

prabation oo i an Advisory Board representing police, schools,

Dfopar Ne;w : ens, and service providers. The thirteen projects
Ork are governed by a total of 137 members, elected

Funding

In 1980, largely through JJDP, AB90

cities; some projects also
received CET i
money. The funding level for the en e Nowy and, in LA City, DISCO

Catchment Area

Sixty~-nine Incorporated cities in Los Angeles County
>

Si;zugftizz Angeles; approximately 96 other separate
porionitl .t overs the police jurisdictions of the
Shersech pgr ment, most of the stations of the Los An
Sher S Department, and approximately 40 municipal

representing, altogether, 83% of the WIC 602 juvenile arrest

including the

pool in Los Angeles County.

iv

Client Sources and Volume

Over 10,000 youth per year are treated by the Youth Services Projects.
This number is equivalent to about 21%Z of the WIC 602 juvenile arrest
pool in the areas served. Local police stations refer an average of
6% of their arrests directly to the projects. Virtually all diversion
cases are referred by police, probation, or schools. The employment
programs also attract many self referrals.

Client Characteristics

Sixty percent of the Youth Services clients are male; median age is
15 years. About 557 are minorities. Almost half come from single
parent families or live with neither parent. ' Over 40% are referred
to the Youth Services Project by police or probation subsequent to a
chargeable offense. The remainder are referred by schools for
behavioral problems.

A mixture of individual, group and family counseling, academic tutor-
ing, recreational programs, employment and employment training and
other related services. 4n attempt is made to refer youth to the
services most appropriate for their needs. Service is designed to
be short-term, over 8-15 weeks, focused on the behavioral problems of
the youth that brought him/her to the attention of the authorities.

Service Delivery

Most of the Youth Services Projects obtain services from local youth
service providers under contract, on a purchase of service basis.

One project provides .all its own services directly; several others
provide some service directly, e.g., employment training, and purchase
other service. There are over 200 community youth service providers
on contract to the projects of the network.

Service Costs

The average total cost per client.for the projects of the Network is
$303. Of that, 55% goes into direct services, the remainder into
administration and operating expenses. These costs compare favorably
with those published by CYA for other diversion projects in California
and very favorably with the probation costs of an "informal probation."

Client Recidivism

For those juveniles served by the network who have an officially
recorded arrest prior to treatment, the six-month recidivism rate

is 22.4%. Evaluation studies in some of the projects have shown that
the recidivism of treated ycuth is less than would be expected had
these juveniles not received services.

o .
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Coordination and Development of Youth Services

In addition to providing or arranging direct services for youth, the
projects provide regional planning, coordination, and development of
youth services through formal needs assessment and coordination of
youth service providers and through informal interaction among pro-
ject staff, elected officials, and school, police, and probation

representatives. Many new services'have been developed; many
redundant services have been discouraged.

Program Evaluation

From inception, each Youth Services Proiject was required to have an
annual evaluation. Beginning in 1979, Network wide evaluation was
begun under independent evaluators, first through AB9Q funding, then
with two years of OCJP funding. Overall documentation is available
in the form of two large reports of studies on the whole Network, and
several dozen reports of studies on individual projects. A computer-

ized program monitoring system is currently being set up Network-wide
which will provide continuing evaluation.

Major Evaluation Findings

The highlights of the evaluation studies done over the years are as

follows:

1. A sigpificant amount of service is delivered to a high proportion
of the referrals to Network projects.

2,

Cost per client for service is low compared to similar youth
services or probation services in California.

Experimental and quasi-experimental research in selected projects

have shown lower recidivism for treated juveniles than for control
~ groups.

Surveys of elected officials, personnel from police, schools, and
probation, and directors of community youth service agencies yield
high ratings for the Network projects with emphasis on their

valuable role in coordinating and emhancing youth service programs
in the community.
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PREFACE

This report was prepared under contract #80-1 funded through the
Los Angeles Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board and administered
by Los Angeles County. The primary purpose of that contract was develop-
ment and technical assistance for a centralized management information
and evaluation system for the Youth Services Network in Los Angeles
Comnty. A secondary purpose of that contract, however, was to collect
and compile program evaluation data for the projects of the Network,
particularly with regard to such issues as program operations, delivery
of service, and the role of the projects in the community. This report
summarizes what was found in the various investigations that were
made of the role and functioning of the Youth Services Network for the
period from January 1, 1980 through December 31, 1980.

Plan of This Report

Because of the limited scope of the research commissioned for this
report, a comprehensive evaluation of the Youth Services Network cannot
be provided, nor was it intended that such a report should result.
Information will be presented, however, in five areas, each of which
was covered to some extent by the research and development activities
performed vsmxder the central evaluation contract. ‘

First, after a review of Network structure and goals, close atten—
tion will be given to describing and assessing the role of the various
projects of the Youth Services Network in planning and coordinating
services in the local communities. This issue was a particular focus of
the 1980 research. Secondly, because of the predominant orientation of
the Youth Services Network to the goal of delinquency prevention, one
section of this report will summarize the available information pertinent
to the Network's activities in that area. That section is followed by an
analysis of Network costs and cost effectiveness. Finally, available
information about the clients and service delivery of the projects will

‘be presented. This latter information resulted primq;ily from the

computerized management information system that was to be developed during
1980 in support of the evaluation research reported here. Since that
computerized MIS has not yet generated full data for each project of the
Youth Services Network, this part of the report is limited. The conclud-
ing part of the report consists of capsule summaries highlighting the
most interesting findings for each project of the Youth Services Network,
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THE YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

The Los Angeles County Youth Services Network is a confederation
of thirteen individual youth services projects distributed throughout
the county and united through an association of project directors (the
Delinquency Prevention Association) and its board of directors (the
Youth Policy Council). Most of the projects were begun during the
period from 1974 through 1976 as '"juvenile diversion'" projects under
LEAA funding channeled through the state OCJP. Between 1977 and 1979,
the original LEAA demonstration funding began being phased out and,
since then, each project has made a transition to some combination of
funds, largely from AB90 appropriations, continuing JJDP monies, contri-
butions from local cities, CETA, and miscellaneous other sources. In the
process, the range of services offered by the projects has broadened as
have the range of clients and the administrative arrangements for pro-
viding service.

Organization of the Projects of the Youth Services Network

The projects of the Youth Services Network are quasi-public agencies
with "private, nonprofit" status. They are funded almost entirely on
public monies in the form of grants from County, State and Federal
agencies and contributions from city governments. They are governed by
Policy Boards of elected city and county officials without being an
operating arm of any public agency.

There are thirteen Youth Services Projects distributed throughout
Los Angeles County. Table 1 lists each project, the communities it
serves, -and its major funding sources for 1980.

Table 1: Projects of the Los Angeles County Youth Services Network,
~Areas Served, and Major Funding Sources

‘ : , Major 1980
Project Cities Served Funding Sources
Centinela Laﬁndale, El Segundo, Hawthorne, JJDP, AB9O
Gardena, Inglewood, Uninc. County
Area (Lennox)

Cerritos Corridor  Artesia, Lakewood, Bellflower, AB90, JJDP,
Cerritos, Hawaiian Gardemns, LASD
Paramount, Downey, Uninc. County
Area

Foothill La Cénada Flintridge, Burbank, JJIDP

Glendale, Uninc. County Area
(La Crescenta, Montrose)

s
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Madre, Uninc. County Area (Altadena) cities, local.

, lanning and coordinating services among the various providers.
school dis- P & & g P

At the other end of the spectrum, one project of the Youth

Table 1 (cont.): R
Each project is administered by a project director who serves at
Ma 1980 ] - the pl.easure of the Policy Board and who has responsibility for the
Project Cities Served Fund%or g b day-to-day operation of the project. The staffing of the projects
g vources o varies considerably. Some have little more than a prdject director
HEAVY-Central Los Angeles City: 10 Divisions JIDP. DIS e and a secretary to handle clerical work. Others have larger staffs
of LAPD, Carson AB90’ 1 co, & that include assistant directors, fiscal officers, case managers,
¢ » local W counselors, and so forth. In addition to the Policy Board, most of the
; clty, CETA e projects maintain an advisory board of representatives from schools,
HEgVY—San Fernan-— Sén.F?rnando, Los Angeles: 5 J30F, DISCO, x} police,‘p;obgtion,’and youth services who plan and monitor the service
o Valley Divisions of LAPD ! AB90, CETA program ol the project.
HEAVY-West Santa Monica, Beverly Hills ' - The services provided by the projects to their juvenile clients
City, Malibu: Los Angeles- ,3Culver ggls)gc’) Aﬁgg& : :*i l and their families cover a broad range but the predominant mode is
Divisions of LAPD, Uninc. County ’ i counseling, either individual or family. Next most frequent are employ-
Area (West Hollywood) b mént services, generally on-the-job vocational training funded under
) }: CETA. Though all of the projects offer some counseling services, not
JADE Lynwood, Bell, Cudahy, South Gate, JJDP, AB90, E; all offer employment services. '
Huntington Park, Maywood, Uninc. it i
County Area (WiilowZ:ooks ne local cities S' | The manner in which service delivery is organized also varies
o . among the projects. Generally, the projects can be divided into three
Midvalley Duarte, Bradbury, South E1 Monte JIDP. AB9O 4 categories. Historically predominant is the pure purchase of service
BaldWin»Park,'We;t-CoQina El Mb;te 1 i ird ; ; project. In this service model, all youth services are purchased on a
Uninc. County Area K ’ ci?a t';tles’ y jll . per service unit basis from a variety of independent youth service
ten ees . L 4 agencies and providers in the local community. The project serves as
Pasadena (D.A.Y.) Pasadena, South Pasade Si b i a sort of broker in this system--encouraging referrals from police and
; na, sierra - JJDP, local i §. . schools, supervising the delivery of service, paying for services, and
i ]
tricts }
PAY* ' Montebello, Commer . ) ' é :ll Services Network provides all of its services directly through its own
’ ce, Unine. County JJDP, AB9O, ! - counselors and staff, making no use of other service providers in the

Area (East Los Angel :
geles) LASD v f . community. In between these two formats is a mixed model arrangeméent.
These mixed model projects purchase some services, particularly

Pomona Valley San Dimas, Pomo C
Vorne. wainut g;inc}aésﬁggt,Aiza fJDP, AB90, : N counseling, and.provide some of their own services directly, often
(Diamond Bar)’ - o y C;;al cities, ) ~ employment training. Table 2 depicts-the major categories of service
. A and service organization within the Youth Services Network and identi-
SEED* . Norwalk, La mrada, Santa Fe Springs, JJDP, ABQO, 15 . fies the proj ects that' fall into each Cate‘gOrYQ
Pico Rivgra{ Uninc. County Area (Los local cities |
Nietos) . LASD ’ : .
South Bay Lomita, Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills  JJDP :
Estates, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo 5
Beach, Manhattan Beach, Hermosa Beach, .
Palos Verdes Estates, Torrance, Uninc. -
County Area
West San Gabriel Temple City, Rosemead, Alhambra, JJIDP, AR9Q - ; ﬂ \’
Valley Monterey Park, Arcadia,“Monrovia, local citiés
San Gabriel, San Marino, Uninc. CETA ’ ®
County Area ~ : ‘k..
#*PAY and SEED are under a singlg project administration. ;
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Table 2: Service Delivery Organization for Projects of the
Youth Services Network
Organizational Format
Purchase of Direct
Service Mixed Service
Centinela
Cerritos Corridor .
Primarily Foothill JADE Midvalley
Counseling Pasadena (D.A.Y.)
PAY/SEED
Service SQUth Bay
HEAVY~Central
Counseling HEAVY-San
and Fernando
Employment HEAVY-West
Training Pomona Valley
West San Ga-
briel Valley y

Each project of the Youth Services Network is represented by its
project director in the Delinquency Prevention Association, the group
which represents the confederation of the projects into a coordinated
service system. The Delinquency Prevention Association concerns itself
with those shared goals and functions of the projects--service, funding,
and planning. In addition to its elected officers, it is staffed by an
administrative officer and part-time secretary. Overall policy guidance
for the Delinquency Prevention Association is provided by the Youth
Policy Council comprised of elected officials drawn from the Policy -
Boards of the individual projects.

The Goals of the Youth Services Network

In 1974, when the phase-in of the. projects of the Youth Services
Network was begun, there was little doubt about their goals. The major
LEAA funding which initiated the projects carried guidelines that directed
the programs toward "diversiom," i.e., the treatment of youth that would
otherwise be sent to the juvenile justice system, and, to a certain
extent, delinquency prevention and remediation. Now, however, the
projects are no longer under those guidelines.

being phased out and the projects are.supported by multiple funding
sources of diverse character.

5
It is interesting, therefore, to inquire about the present goals of

the projects of the Network. Project governance and administration is in

The major LEAA funding is _
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the hands of the project directors, .the policy boards, and the advisory
boards so it is to them we turn for a statement about project goals.
Table 3 shows the distribution of responses when representatives from
these groups were asked, 'What are the overall goals and purposes of the
Youth Services Project?" : '

Tahle 3: Reported Goals and Purposes of tlie Projects of the

Youth Services Network

Project Policy Advisory Service Referral

Goal
Reported

Directors
(N = 13)

Boards
(N =51)

° Boards’

Providers
(N = 38)

Agents
(N = 48)

Total
(N = 227)

Diversion
of offen~
ders; Pro-
vides
alternative
to juvenile
Justice
system

6 (23%)

29 (37%)

(N =77)

57 (44%)

17 (37%)

12 (23%)

121 (36%)

Reduction
or Preven-
tion of
Delinquency

10 (38.5%)

15 (19%)

18 (14%)

8 (17%)

29 (55%)

80 (24%)

Provides a
clearing
house,
matching
youth and
youth ser-
vices;

. Increases

communica-
tion in’
youth' ser-
vices system

10 (38.5%)

27 (34%)

13
?
*

42 (32%)

9 (20%)

6 (11%)

94 (28%)

Othér

0

8 (102

13 (102) |l

12 (26%)

6 (11%)

39 (12%)

'Total*

26 (100%)

79 (100%)

130 (lOOZ)

B

46 (1007%)

*A11 goals mentioned By any respondent were counted.

Thus, there are more responses than people.

53 (100%)

334 (100%)

The responses reported by the project directors and praject boards
in Table 3 leave no doubt that the projects continue to be committed to the

original goals adopted when the projects were founded.

The predominant
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goals that were cited had to do with diversion, i.e., providing an
alternative to the juvenile justice system, and the reduction or
prevention of juvenile delinquency. Furthermore, these goals are
substantially shared by the referral agents and the service providers

that work with the projects even though they themselves are not part
of project governance.

The responses reported in Table 3 also reveal a second major
category of project goals that receive strong support from directors,
boards, and service providers. These goals refer to the projects' role
in coordinating youth services in the community and increasing
communication among the various public and private groups concerned
with youth problems. This is a different set of goals, having to do
not so much with the effects of the services on clients but, rather,
having to do with the organizational functions of the Youth Services
Projects themselves. The Youth Services Network and the constituent
projects individually have some unique organizational features that give
them great potential for facilitating development and coordination among

community youth service providers. This matter will be reviewed more
thoroughly in a later part of this report.

A finer grained assessment of the goals of the Youth Services
Network was obtained from project directors, policy board, and
advisory board members using a format in which they rated various
specific objectives for their "importance.'" The list which they were
given to rate included items relating to aspects of diversion, delin-~
quency prevention, and coordination of community youth services. All
of these objectives were seen as important but some were more likely
to be rated as very important and thus indicate the strongest commit-~

ment of the Youth Services Projects. Table 4 .presents the full list of
goals and the ratings from the various groups.

The more systematic ratings reported in Table 4 allow a close loock
at some areas of particular ambiguity in the emphasis the projects of
the Yeuth Services Network put on various goals. For example, the
histor  of these projects has been marked by some tension between the
goals of delinquency prevention and "diversion" from the juvenile
Justice system. Prevention has generally been favored by the officials
of the local communities represented in the projects and has been
interpreted to mean service to minor and modevate offenders arrested and
referred by law enforcement and to youth with behavior problems in
school. Diversion from the justice system, in contrast, was emphasized
by the LEAA program under which these projects were originally funded.
This goal requires that the projects handle those youth with sufficiently
serious offenses that they would ordinarily be sent to the probation
department for official action.  Though the original LEAA funding has
been phased out for all of the Youth Services Network projects, the issue
remains. Some of the present funding sources (e.g., AB90, JJDP) put at
least some emphasis on youth involved or potentially involved with the
juvenile justice system. Other funding sources (e.g., contributions
from cities) are directed toward delinquency prevention.

u

@5

kg

Es
37

A
SRR e

o e

S aReA e s

ey

10

Y

F ! NW"“-‘ A ’”.uul A:‘;M;W-" ] - - ’

"-
»

r

. 5 \ NP LR TR TSP WS I T PR X
e s o T T T R e e - y ;
) ’ gl SRR ~ 4 E

s

B

e A

SRR A K

v

' *

9
" Ratings for Various
4: Percentage of '"Very Important
Table Project Goals by Project Directors and Board Members
Project Policy  Advisory
Directors Boards Boards Total
Goal (N=11) (N=51)  (N=77)  (N=139)
Delinquency prevention for ] . ] ‘1 .
pre-delinquents 55% . 63% 747
Provide alternmative to 59 o 6
juvenile justice system 73 9
Reduce juvenile crime by any
reasonable means, including 2 : sg o3
general youth programs 82
Delinquency remediation is
(i.e., rehabilitation) 64 37 L4
Provide a planning and
coordinating function i1
for youth services 64 31 A
Help reduce cost of operating 5 % 56
justice system 55
11 needy, troubled
Asiiizha v . 18 27 . 36 32
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Tab i

ance onlsrgvzzizs tth the dlr?ctors and boards put a greater impor-
cance on preven aog F an dlYer51on. But, it also shows that diversion
Sverall Iupertence a3$§ prOJ?Ct goal, ranking very close to the top in
overall impor deli; e prOJects_thus continue to incorporate both
e e Oriquincy prevention in their view of their goals and
are open 9 en'atlon of those funding agencies that emphasize

g more serious offenders as well as predelinquent youth.

fee m22§¥§2 gzligguencylprevention is clearly the major project goal,
working with specifzzmgr:g:iznZﬁzsidygzzz. gne diStiHCCiOH ot
° . and working with genera
Zsuigpg:ziiimsmatttgi community level. Though both gf thesg are ieen
ol 1ndividu;1 Oi‘ recFors and board members put more emphasis on
the profects Shg iznt oriented approach. A similar matter is whether
ohe projects o u.f.emphasize service to "predelinquent” youth who do
ot who alreagnlhlcant law enf?rcement involvement or work more with
ot inquency remeg_ aze an established pattern of delinquency, i.e.
jelinduency mgrelit on. The responses indicate that prevention i;
mportant than remediation.

Proj eﬁ’éZti’? ;.ISSue that comes up occasionally in the Youth Services

issues and zfether they should broaden their scope beyond delinquenc

Potentiarli leiszuzirViceg fo}f all needy youth irrespective of their 7
) cy. n this issue, the respondent : X

strong priority for emphasis on delin&uent YOuih S maintain @

Tb. 1" s : 1
prObatizn ;igiegzzer51in goal of providing a community alternative to
probation proe ding also appears to be a complex objective. By itself
tant goal for ihe §:ﬁiﬁrzeizgczza;i§j2Stthe ;ﬁcond o iTns whe o impor"
: ) . : cts. e juveniles wh
eitg;gizhigragizzitlon processing, however, tend to be thoseowizﬁ
e e et recordﬁ, the type of delinquent for whom '"remediation"
w8 more bP tﬁel e than preYen?ion." The relatively low importance
e ma.org;al z? remedlatlon.seems somewhat inconsistent. Also
one of e cagel Zne its of an active diversion program is that it ’
That sost w ioa s and hence costs of the juvenile justice system
: ' ‘was given vgry low priority by the respondents from the p;ojects.

boarditdzo;ig Zgzsaruziat ﬁrqjeht directors and members of the project
: quite what LEAA means by diversi
guidelines, diversion referred ' S ataly Eertaaet

, 3y on re d to juveniles with mod

P ’ : erately seri
Tﬁie;ziihwgzrzzzzsr;th;r certain to receive probation and {ourt ZZiion
' rojects are targeting a less ‘
in the "predelinguent" rather than,"deligquent" czizzgzs Oféﬁzgeiﬁ o
222:;ently have in mi?d is "diverting" that youth from m;re seriou:y
o §es, offenges which would, in time, bring him or her to the i
official probation and juvenile court action. v pont of

I vy
member: izo:ii 2§030E§$,lhzwever, that the project directors and board
: plete unanimity on this issue. A signifi
minority feel that remediati : Lo
i ion of more established d
- ‘ ; elinquents and
ue diversion are very important goals. In the pluralistic gover;agizce’
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structure of the Youth garvices Projects, this means that support 1is
available for the projects to increase their involvement with more
serious offenders if they are called upon to do so.

On a different note, Table 4 shows that, while delinquency and
diversion issues are foremost, the planning and coordinating of youth
services is also rated as an important goal for the projects of the
Youth Services Network. This rating corroborates the open-ended responses
given by directors and board members, reported earlier.

Consensus and Diversity om Project Goals

The broad pattern of priorities reported in Table 4 illustrates
two reciprocal aspects of the goals of the Youth Services Network. On
the one hand, there is a notable commonality of purpose represented.
Project Directors, Policy Boards, and Advisory Boards are in substantial
agreement about the general thrust of the program. There can be little
doubt about their overall commitment toO delinquency prevention and
their orientation toward client—centered 'service to predelinquent youth.

On the cther hand, Table 4 reveals a certain interesting diversity.
Every goal in the list 1is viewed as ''very important' by at least a size~
able minority. Indeed, even the lowest priority goal overall receives
high ratings from about 30% of the respondents. This diversity reflects
a pluralism that is characteristic of the projects of the Youth Services
Network. Because of the wide representation on the project boards, many
different views and priorities are reflected and accommodated. The
administration and govermance of the projects thus tend to be democratic
in the sense that policy is set on the basis of a balance of opinion
across somewhat diverse points of view. Large public agencies generally
work on a different plan in which policy is set from the top down and '
represents chiefly the views of the key administrators.

For the Youth Services Projects, the primary significance of their
democratic governance structure is the flexibility it allows in the
direction of the projects. As circumstances change, the balance of
opinion may tip easily toward somewhat different policies allowing a
redirection of ‘the project. Such redirections have been apparent in
several projecqsfwhich, for example, have elected to take on CETA
employment programs. even though the range of youth served extended beyond
the previously defined "predelinqpeng." On another front, many projects
are reassessing their position with regard to the more serious offenders,
delinquents needing remediation more than prevention. These are signs of
healthy, flexible governance structures.
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THE YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK AS AN ORGANIZATIONAL SYSTEM

The projects of the Youth Service
have an unusual organizational structu
in this section of the report.

s Network and the Network itself
re which we would like to explore

Though technicall
. ally privat -
Joint powers organizations, the pProjects are neithez comp;ezZ?ypszii;cor

Dor completely private. The
. Yy are a sort of -
e quasi-public agenc ~
goserz;::taiezzizi functions with public monies yet indepegdemz g§r§:§:ct
ol. Thedir boards of directors are primarily composed

of elected city officials
private sgeeity ¢ yet they manage the projects as independent,

What makes the projects of the Y
however, is their confederation into
tion that embraces virtually all of ¢t
B?cause of this confederation and the
displayed by the individual projects
app?oPriately viewed as a social ser;i
Soclal service agencies.

outh Services Network most unusual,
a coherent and cooperative organiza-

unity of purpose and function
the Youth Services Network is more
ce delivery system than as separate

z:;v:;z g;ligery systems are typically organized in our spciety. At
reSPOHSibilit:ezpigtzzmtaFe the large public bureaucracies with mandated
rtain areas of social servi

County, youth services that j Linquency far)Eores
relate to juvenile deli i
Co : elinquency fall with
CO:misggs giV:?ch ag:nc1e§ as the Probation Department, the Departme:: of
opment, and the Department of Mental Heal
agencies have some significant ad are backed boese
_ ; vantages. They are backed b

authority and legislation th : s they coveat

; s ey command large resources, the -
i:gztizirgitczmznt areas, they are stable and enduring ’theyyczgvizdigb

nated action over a large area, their : )
enough to have the potential for re ;  orobion, and ol
al impact on a probl
are able to support important se : e planiny) Ofcen
condary functions such 1 i
research, and needs assessment On v ale haue’
' SS¢ . the other hand, th
B : , ey also have
t:pz;::gzddii:gzzgizsi:; S:ey may be rigid and inflexible in responding
ged -ney may not be in close touch wi
of the individual communiti “the arge overncq ool
: es’' they serve, and their lar e o
mup 7€ verh

keep them from provid}ng‘the most cost-effective‘servicgs. sad may

indepiﬁdzgi oti:zaind 05 ;he spectrum are the great diversity of
vouer SerViéez o te anh non-profit socilal service agencies, 1In the
Fomily eoonoes S ctor these are r?presented by such organizations as
rocrenpiounseld g gentgrs, therapists in private practice, boys clubs

>Ccres ganizations, remedial reading clinics, ‘vocational ’
tFalnlng pPrograms, and 3 great host of others. The advantage d
iziigx?gtages of these organizations as a social service defiiei;

11Sm are almost exactly the reverse of those for the 1 i i

agenc1e§. These private community based agenc ‘ 1o Pt
responsive to community needs and changinggconiiiisss,fisz;biSringlose

to thei i i
heir funding margins and thus must provide cost-effective services
b
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he urban areas of Los Angeles County.
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and they often reflect a real devotion to the problems of the community.
But, unlike the public agencies, they generally lack the advantages of
large resources, the ability to mount coordinated action over broad
program areas, and the resources to do careful planning and needs
assessment in their program area.

Between these two ends of the social services continuum we find
sparsely populated terrain. There 1s a smattering of large, private
service organizations with specialized functions (e.g., YMCA, Red Cross)
and some that simply try to facilitate the work of the diverse smaller
agencies (e.g., United Way). Few of these undertake broad, regionally
oriented social service work. Yet it would seem that there should be
some way of organizing social services within this broad middle area that
would combine the best of both extremes. It should be possible to
design a social services organization that is community based, responsive
to local needs and circumstances, and cost-effective while still having
it command significant resources, mount broad programs with potential for
significant regional impact, and engage in coordinated planning for

services.

Viewed in this context, the Youth Services Network can be seen as an
interesting and important experiment in the organization of social
sexvices. Its governance is provided by over one~hundred elected
officials representing each of the many communities served. Its services
are delivered largely through contractual arrangements with literally
hundreds of private community service agencies and are supervised by
boards of advisors from schools, law enforcement, probation, and youth
services. Its funding is a mix of local money from cities and schools
and grants from the County and the State. The result is a social services
delivery mechanism with predominant control exercised at the community
level and a great capacity for change and responsiveness: to local needs.

Collectively, however, the thirteen projects of the Youth Services
Network have confederated themselves as the Delinquency Prevention
Association, committed themselves to common goals and coordinated activity,
and pooled their resources to support crucial joint activities. As a
Network, their budget is in excess of five million dollars a year. Their
catchment area covers 83% of thé juvenile arrest pool in Los Angeles
County and 69 separately incorporated cities are represented in their
governance. The Youth Services Network thus has considerably greater
resources and scope than the typical private, non-profit social service
agency. Yet it remains essentially a decentralized community based

organization.

The Research Study

In order to take a closer look at the unusual features of the
organization and activities of the Youth Services Network, a special
study was developed as part of the overall evaluation research for the
Network. Extensive face-to-face and telephone interviews were conducted
with representatives from every group significantly involved with the
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organizational aspects of the Youth Services Projects in each of the
thirteen project areas. Included in these interviews were members of
the projects' policy and advisory boards, representatives of the refer-
ral.agencies that direct juveniles to the projects, counselors and
administrators in the service agencies that treat the youth and in some
of the agencies outside the Network, Youth Services Project staff them-
selves, and miscellaneous other political

tives of interest. Table 5 summarizes the groups interviewed and the
number of interviews in the sample.

Table 5: Number of Interviews Conducted with Major Constituent Groups
of the Youth Services Network

Group Number of Interviews
Project Directors 13
Policy Board Members 51
Advisory Board Members 77
Referral Agency Representatives 48

Representatives of Service

Providers on Contract to the YSP 38
Representatives of Service

Providers not on Contract to the YSP 60
Miscellaneous Others 10

.The interviews were broad in scope and focused not so much on the
service functions of the projects but rather on their organizational
dimensions, their common goals, and their role in coordinating and
enhancing”youth services in the communities served. The response was
?verwhelming in its detail, cooperativeness, and candor. That in itself
1s a very positive indicator, The people involved in the Youth Services
Network are not guarded and cautious in describing its strengths and
weaknesses but rather show a healthy willingness to discuss all aspects
of its functioning. 1In the following pages we will attempt to summarize
some of what we learned through these intervieuws and other sources.

The Role of the Youth Services.Projects
in Developing Community Youth Services

As noted.earlier, the planning, coordination, and development 6f

and administrative representa-
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youth services is viewed by project boards as an important goal of the
Youth Services Network. Furthermore, it is a different kind of goal
than the projects' delinquency prevention objectives. It is, first, an
organizational goal rather than a goal for changed client behavior.
Secondly, it is not a goal that has ever been part of the projects'
direct mandate from LEAA, from L. A. County, or from the local cities
that they serve. In this section of the report we will attempt to
assess the extent to which the projects of the Youth Services Network
are having a significant effect on the nature and organization of

youth services in the communities they serve.

As a preliminary to this task, we must first identify the specific
functions and effects that might reasonably be expected from the Youth
Services Projects given their characteristic mode of operating. Based
on our own analysis of the projects and on discussions with people
familiar with the Network, we find six general functions which the
projects of the Youth Services Network might perform, individually and
collectively. A
1) Facilitating interagency ¢doperation. Each_:ﬁhth services project
covers a multi-city jurisdiction and deals with a host of agencies,
officials, and service providers. The project policy boards include
officials from each political jurisdiction represented in the project
area. The advisory boards represent the major public, and often private,

-agencies that deal with youth problems--schools, police, probation,

social services, and so forth. The contract service agencies usually
represent a substantial portion of all the direct service providers for
youth in the community. The nature of the project operation requires
that these various groups give some attention to such/issues as youth
needs in the community, coordination among &dgencies, and improvement of
youth services. Under these circumstances, the projects appear to be
in an almost ideal position to stimulate improved communication and
cooperation among agencies, to undertake needs assessment and service
planning for youth in the community, and to develop the youth services
sector through new or enhanced services and elimination of redundant
services,

2) Service agency selection, funding, and support. In a@dition to its
potential broad role in coordinating and developing youth services,

most of the projects of the Youth Services Network deal directly with

a variety of individual service agencies. ' Their role requires that

they monitor the nature and availability of services in their communities,
select those agencies that are effective, and help those agencies

obtain clients and funding for the clients. The characteristic vehicle
for this is purchase of service contracts from the Youth Services Projects
to the service ‘agencies. Through this mechanism, the Youth Services
Projects can work to support the good service agencies in the community
and discourage the poor agencies. In addition to facilitating the
referral of clients to those agencies and paying for the resulting ser-
vices, the Youth Services Projects might also provide other forms of
support. TFor example, they might serve to alert the agencies to possible
funding opportunities, provide technical assistance on accounting, grant




proposals, etc., or speak on their behalf in the community. The Youth
Services Projects thus have the opportunity to be a general support
vehicle for individual community service agencies that are selected
because of the quality of their service.

3) Service locator for referral agencies. Many of the public agencies
tirat deal with juveniles, particularly "problem'" juveniles, are not in

a good position to be well informed about the broad range of youth
services available in the community. For example, personnel in the
schools, probation department, and police departments are very busy with
their own specialized functions and are generally unable to obtain

- detailed information about the nature, quality level, and procedures of
the many youth service agencies in their community. Even if a proper
service agency is located, someone must be persuaded to bear the costs
of the service since the referral agency itself is generally unable to
do that. Consequently, when a juvenile who may need services is identi-
fied, it can be difficult for schools or police, say, to make a proper
referral and follow through. An important function of the Youth Services
Projects is to simplify this process. The Youth Services Project does
the necessary searching and monitoring for community youth service
agencies and is thus in a position to provide the information needed

by the potential referral agency. TFurthermore, they handle much of the
paperwork and pay for much of the service when a referral is made. This
activity should serve to encourage referrals from the public agencies,
should better coordinate the interaction between referral agency and
service provider, and should result in more needy youth actually receiving-
appropriate service.

4) Case management of clients. In addition to being a facilitating

link between referyal agent and service provider, the projects of the
Youth Services Network are in a pesition to provide continuous beginning-
to—end monitoring of the juvenile client. ¥For example, they can identify
clients who have "fallen between the cracks," e.g., have been referred

by some agoney but have not shown up for service with the service provider.
In additicn, since they pay for the service, they can exercise some
leverage on the service providers to maintain appropriate outreach to

the clients, t6 follow-up missed appointments, and to keep proper records.
Moreover, the Youth Services Project can encourage, or even require,
multiple service from multiple agencies when it is needed by a client.
Individual service providers often show an unfortunate tendency to focus
on the problem they can deal with and ignore problems that would require
the ass@stance of some other, possibly competitive, agency.

5) Augmented youth services funding. Left on their own, the fund-raising
capability of many community youth service agencies is somewhat limited.
They are frequently small operations with limited staff and expertise for
that purpoese. The Youth Services Projects, however, have a broader
regional base and embrace a greater diversity of concerns regarding youth
problems. In addition, each project belongs to the Countywide Youth
Services Network and can draw support, advice, and influence from that
group. As a result, the Youth Services Projects should be able to attract
funding that would not be readily available to individual youth service
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providers. To the extent that this happens, the region served by the
Youth Services Project receives an augmentation to the funds that would
otherwise be available for problem youth. The original LEAA grants
which founded the Youth Services Network provide an example. They were
not available for individual service providers, only for broader
regionally based programs.

6) Advocacy for youth and for community based organizations. The
projects of the Youth Services Network do not have a vested interest in
any particular youth service agency or approach to treatment of problem
youth in their communities. 1In addition, as noted above, they have a
broad regional base and belong to a countywide network. This puts them
in a position to speak effectively on behalf of youth and the need for
youth services in Los Angeles County. It also puts them in a position
to defend the value of community based service organizations without
being as overtly self-interested as any individual youth service agency.

. Thus we might expect the Youth Services Network to be active in dealing

with Los Angeles County on youth issues, lobbying for favorable youth
and youth service legislation in Sacramento, and possibly even contribu-
ting at the federal level. ’

With this list we have identified six areas in which the singular
organizational format of the Youth Services Projects might contribute in
a unique way to the coordination, planning, and development of youth
services in Los Angeles County. In the remainder of this section of the
report we will review the evidence available to us regarding the actual
performance of the projects in these six areas.

Is a Unique Contribution From the Youth Services Projects Recognized?

To determine the extent to which the persons associated with the
projects of the Youth Services Network were aware of a possible broader
organizational contribution from those projects, our interview format
asked, '"Do you think the project offers any unique contribution to the
community, that is, does it add anything to what would be available
without the project?" The responses that were made by the various groups -
are reported in summary form in Table 6.

Table 6: Response of Various Constituent Groups Regarding the Unique
- Contribution of the Youth Services Project to the Community

Does the Project Provide a Unique Contribution?

Project Policy Advisory Service Referral
Directors Boards . Boards Providers . Agents Total
Response - (N = 13) (N = 44) (N = 75) (N-= '33) ° (N = 48) (N = 214)
yes ‘ 13 .(100%) | 43 .(98%Z) | .73 (97%) 30, (91%) { 41 (85%) 201 (94%)
no 0 1 .(2%) 2 (3% 3 (9%) 7 (15%) 13 (6%)

e S o
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Table 6 (cont.):

What is the Nature of the Unique Contribution?

Project Policy Advisory Service Referral
Directors Boards Boards Providers Agents
Contribution (N = 13) (N = 43) (N = 73) (N —~ 30) (7 = 41)

Enhances

coordination . ;
of commnity |~ 8 (317) | 12 (44%) |29 (42%) | 9 (33%)| 8 (30%) | 66 (ay
youth ser- i
vices i

Results in ; ‘ . 4
improved 10 (38%) 17 (63%) 15 (55%) 42 (2@;
services

for youth

Financial g
assistance 4
for 1 () | 6 (222) ] 23 (33%) 30 (lé
community :
services

Generates
new pro- ) k
grams for 5 (19%) 9 (33%2) | 17 (25%) 28 (14
community . )
youth

Providés
alternative . ) B
to juvenile 2 (8%) ' 1 (4%) & (15%) 7 Qe

justice

Total* 26 ¢ |27 69 27 27 173

#A11 wmique gontributions mentioned by any respondent were counted. Notl
ﬁll respondents who believe there is a unique contribution provided an examp 2.

Virtually all respondents agreed that the projects of the Youth
Services Network were indeed providing a unique contri?ution. Further—
more, when asked what that contribution was, most mentioned some aspect
of the projects' role in coordimating, supporting, devel?ping, or
improving youth services in the community. Table 7 pr9v1des a s?mple of
the actual responses that were made. Clearly, the various ?onstltuent
groups that participate with the projects of the Youtb Serv1ces-Natwork
believe that the projects are contributing something beyond/ghelr effects ‘
on juvenile delinquency. : o) ;
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Table 7: A Sampling of Various Respondents' Remarks Concerning
the Youth Services Network's "Unique Contribution"

"Provides a watchdog function by screening agency applicants and monitoring
their operations through personal contact and feedback from other agencies.
The project does a better comparison followup than a federal funding pro-
gram would provide. This results in a better- cost benefit function."

"Without the project, agencies would have to make referrals on a 'hit or
miss' basis."

"The project provides a central repository of service agencies."
"The project gets separate agencies focusing on common problems."

"Very few of the services now available would -be affordable to youth and
their families without the project's assistance."

"The project has established a way for parts of the community to work
together collectively." '

""Parents now have someone who can direct them to services their children
need."

"The project has provided the schools an alternative way for handling
problem youth.™

"Police manpower can be used elsewhere, so there is less drain on police
resources, and officers can focus their time in areas where their expertise
is greatest."

"The project reaches kids who normally wouldn't use traditional services."

"The project's capability to monitor, follow up and keep track of the youth
as they are trained and educated is very useful."

"More traditional helping groups in the community, such as churches, don't
really know how to work with the' type of youth the project serves."

"Because of its law enforcement comnection, the project is able to get

services provided to youth in a conservative area where social services
aren't generally popular."

"The project is locally accountable and centralized at the same time; this
helps keep administrative costs down." '

"The projects use unique, nontraditional services staffed by personnel with
backgrounds similar to those of the youth."

"The project encourages unilque approaches that 'paperpushers' would never
think of." b
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We will now examine each of the six areas previously identified to
determine the projects' contribution in more detail.

Facilitating Interagency Cooperation

i i Project had brought to-

asked directly if the Youth Services ; -
geth;ih:?ements of the community that would not have'lnteract?d ;thsrw1se,
77% of the board members, 74% of the service providers, and 50% o iguz
referral agents said yes. We also asked respondeggs ?rom tthzzific

i i 1 groups if they could give us

DO e s 9% how & A onch ser ic i had increased or decreased
examples of how the Youth Services Project ha : : )
reiaﬁionships involving various agencies énd groups. TaglehS Zﬁ?ﬁ:{lzes he
responses of each group and Table 9 provides a sample of the
responses.

Responses of Various Constituent Groups of the Youtﬁ Sezv1ciies
Projects About Increased Relationships Among Community Agen

Table 8:

Increased/Improved

: Relations No Effect -
Responses From Project Board Members . .
Relations among service agencies 64  89% 3
i £ ement )
e 1 78 4 227
Y. 15 247
Relations between school/parents 48 767 -
> ./ 21 Vo
Relations among individual cities 60 74%
Responses From Youth Service Agencies .
7 2 %
Relations among service agenciles 16 89%
t service agencies - ) » )
Relatiﬁgss2§ozi:n . , 23 77% 7 23%
Reiations between service agencles . o 66% o 3%
and law enforcement ‘ : , ‘

Reiations between service agencies ‘ . . Lo 05

" and local government A

Responses From Referral Sources

Relations between referral source 1 815 3 Loy
and service agencies A |

Relations between referral source : ' ) | 5 214
and schools 11 - 79% ‘

Relations between referral source , - 8 -
and law enforcement A u

3 23% 10 7%

Relations among referral sources i
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Table 9; A Sampling of Various Respondents' Remarks

Concerning Improvement of Interagency Relations

"The project has brought the idea of cooperation out of a political lime-
light and placed the emphasis on cooperation in order to provide services."

"Leaders of the various agencies have been brought together in a case
cenference atmosphere where ideas and service information are shared."

"Now, resource agencies (e.g., police, counseling services) work to-
gether.”

"Before the project, various agencies remained ignorant about the work
other agencies do."

"By éitting on the Board, different community services are able to work
together; there is no other opportunity for this kind of interaction."

"Perhapé agency people could meet each other one-at-a-time, but serving

on the board allows you to meet with several agency representatives all
at once." :

"Service agency representatives and Board members developed a lobby for
fund raising."

"The project has been quite successful in bringing together disparate
groups in the community."

"The cynicism of the police and probation members has been tempered by

the (sometimes naive) optimism and ideas of community members; we have
all learned from one another."

"Information received by members of the Board will get filtered down and
throughout the organization they represent.

"Board members come tc understand problems of neighboring communities
and problems of service agenciles that they_wouldn't be aware of otherwise."

"The project ig a good central clearinghouse for finding various community
resources." . . :

“Through the Board, we can tadke advantage of each other's special areas of
expertise,"- ' ‘

[y

"Ihe\interaction of the various agencies represented on the board is
responsible for much project success."

"The project has made the schools aware of various community agencies i; |
which deal with certain kinds of problem youth." ; .

"The project can 'screen' agencies and provide information to help schools
decide which agencies are good and which aren't." '

i
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Overall, 72% of the responses cited improved or increased relation-—
ships between the various groups involved in the community with youth.
Particularly frequent were reports of increased relations among service
agencies and between referral sources and service providers. Improved
relations between local government and referral sources or service
providers were much less likely, hardly surprising since the representa-
tives of local government serve primarily on the policy boards of the
projects and have little involvement in the day-to-day operation of the

projects.

In addition to the general facilitation of relationships among
members of the youth services sector, the projects of the Youth Services
Network have undertaken a number of specific functions directed toward
planning and coordination of youth services. For example, 52% of the
Network Board members reported that they personally or the board in
general had participated in planning and developing youth services in
the project area. Sixty percent reported that they had been involved in
assessing youth needs in their area. Virtually all of the project
directors reported participation in relatively systematic needs assess-
ments and service assessments also. Table 10 presents a sample of the
specific incidents of needs assessment and service planning coordination

reported.

It seems quite apparent that the projects of the Youth Services
Network have been effective in facilitating increased contact and coopera-
tion among the various constituents of the youth services sector im their
respective communities. 1In addition, they have undertaken more or less
systematic needs assessment and service planning in their communities

and have involved many elements of the youth service sector in the process. '

Service Agency Selection, Funding, and Support

A1l but one of the projects of the Youth Services Network engages
in purchase of service from community youth service providers. The
selection of those services generally proceeds through a RFP phase in
which agencies are invited to submit proposals for the service they
would provide, a screening and investigation phase in which the quality
and appropriateness of the service is judged, and a contract phase in
which the service receives referrals under contract to the Youth Services
Project. Selecting and monitoring the service providers is a task that
involves project staff and project boards, most particularly the Advisory
Boards. 1In our interviews, 69%Z of the sample of Advisory Board members
said they had been involved in monitoring service agencies and cited
specific instances of that activity. Fifty-nine percent of the Policy
Board members reported that they had been involved. Table 11 presents a .
sampling of the types of activities in this category that were described

to us.
We cannot assess at this time how effective the selection and

monitoring of service providers is among the Youth Services Projects.
It is clear that such selection and monitoring does take place, however,

s
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Table 1 é Sampling of Remarks by Project Boards and Project Directors
oncerning Service Planning, Coordination and Needs Assessment

"The city government
pPeople suggested a curfew swee
Preject people worked with police to accomplish it.g progran and the

"A city council member o
_ concerned about drug use in his distric
t
mayor to‘give $300,000 to the Project to start a PCP program." got the

"The Board sent a staff te
\ am out to ask tee i
problems, and what services they'd like to ﬁ:ﬁ:?ﬁ sbout their needs, chetr

g

1
'The referring agencies assess the needs of youth."

g

" .

Board members fill out need assessment surveys for each of their areas."
"

Community meetings and hearings are conducted to help assess need.'

g
The project director brin i

’ gs in representativ
inform Board members about youth needs.' =r from service sgencias to

“The Board assesses whi i
mereodt fmainge ch community agencies could benefit most from

1t .
mzzzh ﬁ::rd memier has a particular view because of different work involve-
. can all share what each of us sees as a particular community need."

fn )
Board members work with t ¢
urire ge bers rh S hg directer in conducting needs assessment to A

" ' o ’
Board members provided a community assessment for the Project director."

"Several meﬁbers of the‘édvi -
1sory board helped devel
on a continuing juvenile diversion program?d VEIoP & Task force repor

"

Board members assessed need for tutorial help in their area."

" '

The Board is lodkipg at special needs of Asian youth in the community."

"The Board has tried
i o ed to encourage satellite agencies for counseling in

PR
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Table 11: A Sampling of Project Board Member Remarks
Concerning Monitoring Service Providers

“"When a new source of funds becomes available and an agency applies for
them, the Board spends hours at four different levels checking past per—

formances and getting reports of past monitoring instruments."

"Some Board members who represent cities oversee agencies anyway, so they
can get information for the project during the course of their regular
work."

"Board members may drop into an agency unannounced, keeping agencies on
their toes."

" A Board member discovered an agency was picking up little leaguers and
charging their treatment to the project; the agency was dumped."

"Various Board members representing referral sources (e.g., police,
schools) get feedback from their jobs about the service agencles' per-
formance. Representatives from police get feedback from cops on the

beat about what's really going on at various agencies."
"Board members have lots of contacts and can get a 'community pulse' on
a personal basis."

"Each Board member receives a monthly print—out containing a complete
financial statement, number of cases seen and continuing, and the number
and cost of services provided. This information is used to discuss

revisions in project activities."

"The project staff make periodic visits to and contacts with the agencies.
1f members of the advisory board could be trained in what to look for and
what questfons to ask, they could take over this burden."

"Board members periodically take bus’tours of the agencies."

“"Monitoring the agencies is mostly dome by project staff."

"Board members ask other agencies about new ones."

"Board and staff members make pefsonal spot checks on participating agencies{}

"Board members‘only get involved with service agencies if an agency places ]

a grievance about its relationship with the project."

"Service agencies take turns coming to Board meetings to discuss their
programs and their difficulties.”

"rhe Board has the staff perform monitoring activities."

"The project director may formally report to the Board, but really runs
the project independently."
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Number
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rt Or expand ney Programs

11 7
Agency survivgl via fundg .
4 L/
Se?ve Wore clientg .
Help clientg pay 3 .
Affi i 3 .
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s
Other 3 "
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any new programs as a result of the Youth Services Project. Almost
two thirds of the sample said yes and cited specific programs, mostly
representing expansion beyond the traditional individual coumseling,
e.g., group counseling, recreation, or tutorials. A summary of the
responses is provided in Table 13; Table 14 gives a sampling of the
specific programs that were named.

Our interviews with project directors also turned up numerous
instances in which they reported that they had provided assistance to
service providers associated with the Project. For instance, several
project directors gave agencies information about potential funding
sources and, in a few cases, even helped them put together proposals for
the funding. 1In other cases, assistance was given in political or
promotional representations.

In summary, the projects of the Youth Services Network invest some
effort in the screening and monitoring of the community service pro-
viders they choose te work with. Once an association is made, the
service agencies appear to benefit from it. They obtain a direct
advantage from the additional funding. They also report developing new
programs, expanding their client base, improving their program quality,
and other such favorable responses. The Youth Services Network appears
to play a significant role in the support and development of the youth
services providers with which it works.

Service Locator for Referral Agencies

In a general way, the sheer volume of referrals to the projects of
the Youth Services Network is indicative of the fact that they offer
an attractive channel to police, schools, probation, etc., for the refer-
ral of juveniles. In 1980, more than 10,000 juveniles were referred to
services through the Youth Services Network. Increased use of community
youth service agencies by the police since the inception of the Youth
Services Network can be particularly easily documented. Records for the
disposition of juveénile arrests ip the Los Angeles Police Department and
the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department show an increase of about
400% in youth service referrals between 1972 and 1977. During that
period, the proportion of all juvenile arrests that were referred
increased from 2-3%.,to about 10%. In 1980 the referral proportion was
about 67, a decrease from the previous high but still two or three times
as great as the 1972 level. Since 1974, virtually all law enforcement
referrals to community services have gone through the projects of the

Youth-Services Network.

In our interviews with a sample of representatives from agencies
that refer juveniles to the projects of the Youth Services Network, we
asked what difference the Projects had made. A summary of the responses
is presented in Table 15. Forty-one percent of the respondents said
that it had made the services more available to the youth and/or had
increased their referrals. On another question, nearly 60% said that the
projects' most positive contribution had been to provide them with
alterniatives and additional services.

Table 13: g,
: rvi
ooy gzsiizvider Reports of New Programs p
of the Youth Services Project(:;eloped
,_____u~__~_______~_____~_______________-_________~__-_
N = 38

Group Counseling

Recreation/Spofts Programg

Tutorial/School Services 4
Job/Businesg Program )
Bilingual Servicesg 3
Youth Shelter l’
Miscellaneous l
4

27
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Table 14: A Sampling of Specific New Programs Cited by
Service Providers Who Began New Programs

"The whele agency is a result of the diversion project."
"More adolescent groups, family groups, and parent groups."
"Girls softball league developed."

"Diversion started in response to project funding; it is ending now
without that money."

"Agency staff went from part-time to full-time because the project pro-
vided additional money. Also, the agency hired Spanish speaking interns
so that bilingual services could be offered.”

"The agency expanded to include vocational guidance and more counseling."

"The agency now provides job preparation, body building, recreational
counseling."

"The agency has started family counseling, a youth basketball association .

and a tutorial program for kids."

"mmmﬂh,ﬁwhpnmtﬁﬂhcwmdmgmsmanMMﬁMﬂbﬁm;
now treatment is expanded to have famil’: counseling.”

"The agency now provides more recreational outlets to kids."
"The agency has expanded its client population.”
"More staff has been hired."

"The program's quality has increased dramatically."

29

Table 15: Responses From Referral Agents About What Difference the
Youth Services Projects Made to Them

3 Response Category Number
Services more affordable/available 15 31%
: Increased caséload/referrals 5 10%
Other benefits 9 19%
No difference | 8  17%
No response | 11 23%
Total | 48

Another way to look at the response of the referral sources to the
projects of the Youth Services Network is to consider what they might
have done with the juveniles they referred if there had been no Youth
Service Projects. Table 16 reports what the sample of referral agents
said about this issue. K The largest number thought they would try to
refer to public agencies. More than one-third expected they would make
no referral at all (deal with youth on their own, counsel and release,
or no service at all). Quite a number simply did not know what they

would do. oo \

\

' Table 16: Referral Agents' Report of How They Would Handle Juvenile

Cases if There Were No -Youth ‘Services Projects

, ResponSgHCatego:y oo v Number
Refggfdirectli.t; pdblic agencies 18 29%
Tr& to deal with youth in own system 10 16%
No service for youth o 7 11%
Counsel and release 5 8%
Other ' ' 11 17%
Don't know 12° 197

Total* | 63

sty TR e - = T P o v T " I
JII' JIII ‘IEIL ‘II'L ‘III ill'v ill' ill' ;il' illl i'l' illl ‘II'
. g {53
.
.
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NMote: The sample included 48 persons.

- *A11 alternatives meptioned by any respondent were counted.
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The Youth Services Network appears to have been effective in
facilitating the referral of problem juveniles from the police, schools,
and other sources. Such referrals, from the police for example,
have shown a considerable increase since the projects began. Further-
more, the referral agents credit the projects with making a positive
contribution by making services more available and accessible. Without
the projects, many of them report that the juveniles would receive no
special service or be sent to whatever public agency might be available.

Case Management of (lients

Most of the projects of the Youth Services Network have procedures
in place to monitor the progress of a juvenile client from the point of
referral to the conclusion of service. No detailed evidence is available-
to us at this time, however, to indicate how effectively this monitoring
is performed or the extent to which it succeeds in increasing the amount
of service actually received by the clients.

Procedurally, case monitoring requires that the Youth Service
Project receive notification at each major step in the referral and
service process and, when things go awry, either intervene directly or
request the service provider to intervene. All the projects, with the
notable exception of those dealing with the Los Angeles Police Department,
and a few scattered others, receive direct notification from the referral
agent whenever a juvenile is referred to a service provider. If the
scheduled intake appointment is not kept, typically the contract with
the service provider requires a certain number of outreach attempts to be
made, i.e., the service agency tries to contact the youth in person or on
the telephone to re-establish an intake appointment. Once a youth is in
service, all the projects require monthly reports on the amount of
service delivered as part of their billing routine. Outreach is also
frequently required when a juvenile fails to show for scheduled sessions.
Finally, a termination report is required when service is concluded. The
Youth Services Project, then, monitors all phases of the service delivery
except for the actual substance of the treatment itself. The individual
projects vary in how assiduously they perform this function, but all
assume it as a responsibility. Table 17 summarizes the monitoring
procedures in place for each of the projects of the Youth Services Net-
work. : ' )

Augmented Youth Services Funding

Funds for all social services have been so tight in recent years
that it is difficult to assess just what funding the projects of the
Youth Services Network have brought to youth services in their communities
that might not have been there otherwise. As noted earlier, however,
the service providers that contract with the projects clearly view it as
a funding source that has supported new and expanded programs.

The major funding for the projects of the Youth Services Network
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Tdble 17: Client Monitoring Procedures Used by the
Projects of the Youth Services Network
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comes from JJDP grants, AB90 grants, contributions from local cities,
CETA (in some projects), and miniblock grants in L. A. City (DISCO).

It is fair to say that half or more of that money would not have other-
wise been available to the youth service providers in the communities
they serve. JJDP funding is a follow-on of the LEAA money that founded
the Youth Services Network and is not generally available to local
service agencies. The local agencies can, and do, compete for the ABSO
money but relatively few of them are successful. With their broader base
and more easily documented involvement in delinquency issues, however,
the projects of the Youth Services Network have been quite successful in
the AB90 allocationms.

The money contributed by local cities might also be available to
individual local service providers but few have established themselves
so well that they have been able to convince local government to fund
them directly. Because of the broader regional appeal and their support
of a variety of individual service providers, however, many of the
projects of the Youth Services Network have obtained significant support
from the local cities.

CETA funding presents a somewhat different case. Although fey
local youth service providers would be likely to attract such funding on
their own, it is quite likely that the money would be spent in the area
anyway. Some other sponsor, such as a school district, would be found.
The L. A. City DISCO money, similarly, is available to some other

agencies ‘but a significant amount is channelled through the Youth Services

Projects.

Virtually all of the directors of the Youth Services Projects .
reported involvement in fund-raising efforts of various sorts. In addi-
tion, 41% of the policy board members and 39% of the advisory board
members indicated that they had participated in identifying or deve%oplng
potential funding sources. Table 18 lists a sampling of the sp?ciflc
activities that were reported in this regard. An even more actlve area
for the boards, however, was general promotion of the project--represen-
ting it befors the public, the media, and so forth. About two thirds of
the policy board members and 65% of the advisory board members usported
such activities. Though not directly aimed at raising funds, this
general promotion was directed toward ennhancing the reputation and.
visibility of the project, factors which, in turmm, aid the fund-raising

effort.

Another dimension of the Youth Services Network's contribution to
the funding of youth services in the community is represented by the.
activities of the Delinquency Prevention Associatiom, the confederation
of project directors:. As part of that group, the project directors agd
the DPA staff person have been actively attempting to develop new fundlng
sources for delinquency prevention and community based you?h services.
They have exercised some collective influence on the poliC}es fog
disbursing AB90 and JJDP funds. In addition, they hgve §t1mulatgﬁ one
piece of state legislation (AB965) with funding implications, as yet
unrealized, andhave worked to influence other legislation with funding
implications.
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Table 18 : A Sampling of Project Board Member Remarks
Concerning Fundraising Efforts

"The Board writes letters of recommendation for the project to get funds."

"At every meeting, the Board discusses funding opportunities. We try to
contact people involved with funding, either in person with the Board of
Supervisors or by letter/phone to Sacramento." '

"The Board is thicking of ways to get funds from local manufacturers."
"We keep our eyes out for new funding possibilities, and we try to build
our credibility so that we can ask cities for more funds. Last year we
asked one of the cities for extra money and got it with no questions
asked."

"The director makes the initial efforts to get funds, and the Board
members follow up using their political clout."

"Board members are trying to identify additional funding opportunities,
such as foundation funds and private, corporate donations."

"The Board worked with a lawyers' wives association in fundraising for
a special program."

"Direct fundraising is inappropriate actiﬁity for the Board."

"Board members are usually involved with other agencies and programs, and
this involvement helps them become aware of various funding opportunities

as they arise."

"The Board is involved with lobbying and politics to help the project
get more funding."

"The Board tries to think of additional ideas for funds, such as incor-
porating as a nonprofit organization in order to get private funds."

"Board members have contacted city, county and state officials to obtain
bail-out money." . . .

"Board members bring statistics from their cities in order to help‘the
project write grant applications." -

H

' "Board memhers in the private sector are trying to get financial help

from the business community."

"The project got a bill introduced in Sacramento that would mandate more
funds for community-~based services."

"Board members have gone to Washington and have talked with private
industry in an effort to get more funds,"

e
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Table 19: A Sampling of Board Member Remarks Concerning
Youth and Delinquency Legislation

"At every meeting the Board discusses a summary of pending legislation."
"Board members send letters to pertinent legislators."

"The project director keeps in touch with pending legislation, and when
something important comes up he calls people who can get in touch with
key legislators.”

"Board action with respect to legislation would be inappropriate; it
would be a conflict of interest because the project receives federal
and state funds."

"Board members and staff should not be involved with legislation or
lobbying activities unless a councilman or supervisor who appoints the
Board member gives permission to take a stand on an issue."

"Board members have political contacts in the area and can do heavy
lobbying on particular bills that affect diversion. Sometimes this
helps and sometimes it doesn't."

"The Board sometimes sends people to Sacramento in order to influence
legislation.” '

"On two different occasions City staff drafted special letters from the
mayor to the Board of Supervisors requesting legislative action on gang-
related problems in the area and for funding assistance.”

"Attempts are being made to change legislation regarding fu:ding for
community based agencies through contacts with politicians in Sacramento."

"Board members find out how Sacramento is distributing funds and then
tries to change the distribution if necessary." : '
"Board, m_embérs in.city ‘go\femme.'nt often have informal contacts and
personal friends whe they call upon for support.”

Y .

i R 3
R

"Board members met_legislatqrs at a conference for the contract cities
assoclation."” ‘ ’ : : .

"If adverse legislation is coming up, Board members will contact repre-
sentatives at the State level."

"No one on the Board has any formal responsibility for getting involved

with legislation, although many members do perform this activity."

"In the Youth Policy Council we try to create a political coalition
regarding diversion and youth programs in the county."

"Board members 'hit everyone they know' in trying to influence legislation."
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the board. It should be kept in mind, however, that the board members
are essentially independent., The policy boards are generally comprised
of elected city officials or their representatives and have their own
perspectives and priorities. Similarly, members of advisory boards
generally represent various public agencies and in no way are under

the control of the Youth Services Project staff.

During the course of our interviews, we asked each of the sampled
board members to provide a specific rating for each component of the
Youth Service Project with which they were associated. Their responses
are reported in Table 20. Since the ratings by members of the two
different boards were very similar, they are combined in Table 20.

In general, the response from the boards was strongly positive.
Indeed, 90% of them rated the overall project with which they worked as
"good" or "very good." Almost nome rated it in the "poor" range. The
project directors and staff received the highest ratings. The lowest
ratings went to the service agencies and the schools. Even so, however,
the predominant response was strongly positive. '

dnother perspective on the projects of the Youth Services Network
comes from the service agencies who work with the projects. We asked our
sample of service provider representatives if their relationship with the
Youth Services Project had been a good one. More than 80% said, yes, it
had been. When we asked them to make a specific rating of the project,
about 57% rated it as "extremely valuable," and another 38% said it was
"somewhat valuable." Only 5% rated it as not valuable. When the respon-
dents were pressed to describe what problems existed in their relation-
ship with the Youth Services Project, almost 607 of them simply said there
were none. Those who raised problems primarily complained about the
paperwork, lack of prompt reimbursement for services, or poor communica-

tion.

All of the respondents described above, of course, represented
service agencies that held a contract with a Youth Services Project.
We thought it would be 1nteresting to determine what views were held by
youth service agencies that had no association with a project. Accord-
ingly, a sample was drawn from the Los Angeles CRIB books and represen—-
tatives of 60 projects not on contract with the projects of the Youth
Services Network were interviewed

Qur first question was whether or not the representative had even
heard of any of the projects of the Youth Services Network. About two-
thirds of them were familiar with the project in their area or in a
neighboring area. It thus appears that the projects are well known
among local youth service providers, even those that have no affiliation
with them. In fact, about half of the non-network service agencies
reported that they had at some time or another discussed the possibility
of contracting with the project to provide youth services.

Those non-network service agency representatives who were fauniliar
with one of the projects of the Youth Services Network were asked to give
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Table 20: Board Member

Evaluations of Project Components

Very ,
Good Good
The Project Staff 49% 342
The Project Director 57 24
The Youth Service Agencies ) 17 62
The Cooperation of Law
Enforcement 33 45
The Cooperation of the
Schools 20 47
The Policy Board 26.5 45
The Advisory Board 33.5 40
The Overall Project 46 36

Very

3% 1%
3 1

1 1

8 3

15 2

6 1.5
6 1
2 1
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Don't Know/
No Response

13%
15

19
11

16
20
19.5

15




a specific rating of that project. Most declined to make a rating,
saying they did not feel they knew enough about the project for that.
Of the 16 who did rate the project, over half said it was good or very
good. Roughly 25% said it was "adequate" and another 25% (including
some agencies whose contract proposals had been rejected) rated it
"poor. "

We were also able to obtain responses evaluating the Youth Services
Projects from our sample of representatives of referral agencies,
primarily school persomnel and law enforcement officers. More than
three—-fourths o¢f those respondents said their relationship with the
project in their area was good. Some werée uncertain but only 2%
reported a poor relationship.

The referral agents rated the project they were familiar with on
the same scale as the service agencies had used. Two-thirds rated the
project as extremely valuable. Another 27%Z rated it as valuable, 4% had
no opinion, and only 2% gave the project low marks. When asked what
problems they had had with the Youth Services Project, 527 said they had
no problems. What problems were mentioned had to do primarily with
paperwork, diminished funding for services, and occasional misunder-
standings with project personnel.

Overall, the projects of the Youth Services Network appear to have
a very positive reputation in the local communities., All the groups
who work with them--project boards, service agencies, and referral
agents——give them very favorable ratings. Even the service agencies who
do not work with them are aware of their activities and generally view
them positively. Where complaints were made, they largely had to do
with such issues as paperwork and lack of sufficient funds rather than
with any fundamental shortcoming of the Youth Services Projects them-
selves.

DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Program Implementation

In order to be a significant factor in preventing juvenile
delinguency in Los Angeles, it is necessary that the Youth Services
Network provide extensive coverage of the urban areas of the county.
This it has accomplished. The 13 projects of the Network provide
services in approximately 165 defined communities and incorporated
cities. They receive law enforcement referrals from virtually all
the divisions of the Los Angeles Police Department, from dll but a
few of the stations of the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department,
and from an additional 38 municipal policé departments. Viewed in terms
of the size of the juvenile arrest pool, the projects of the Youth
Services Network cover jurisdictions representing roughly 83% of all
the WIC 602 juvenile arrest rcjorted in Los Angeles County in 1980.
In terms of coverage, however, the projects are not of uniform size.
As Table 21 shows, most of the project areas represent between two
and five percent of the total juvenile arrest pool. Three projects
represent 6-10 percent of the arrest pool each. The largest project,
HEAVY-Central, however, represents 19% of the total arrest pool by
itself.

Table 21: Proportion of the Los Angeles County WIC 602 Juvenile
Arrest Pool covered by each Project (1979-80)

Project Percent of Total Arrests

Centinela 8
: .Cerritos Corridor

Foothill

HEAVY-Central

HEAVY-SFV

HEAVY-West

Jade

Midvalley

Pasadena (DAY)

PAY/SEED

. Pomona Valley '

ol
o ©

South Bay
West San Gabriel V.

Non Project Areas
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~

39

;;;;;;;

LA



41

f“W  A somewhat narrower assessment of the level of activity of the
3 projects in the Youth Services Network can be made by directly
The extensive geographical'coverage of Los Angeles County e examining the proportion of arrested juveniles that are referred to
would be of no avail if the projects of the Youth Services Network e the local project by the police at the time of arrest. Law
we;erha;dilzg @ sm;lltvzlime oi Juv?nliis in each arga. To assess g§& enforcement dispositions are reported by the Los Angeles Police
reterra fvo umi, the total number g clients receivg by each b8 Department and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department for the
p;ojgct rom all soches during 1980 was compared with the size & juveniles they arrest. Social service dispositions are not reported,
ol the W;C 602 juvenile arrest pool in that aFea. Of course, L however, for the other police agencies in Los Angeles County.
every client was not necessarily an arrested juvenile. Nonetheless, Table 23 provides a breakdown, by project, of the proportion of
this comparison provides some basis for determining if the client 15, social service dispositions made at LAPD and LASD stations.
volume in the projects was sufficiently large to have any realistic
prospect of influencing the level of juvenile delinguency in the
communities served. Table 22 reports those comparisons. For the z‘? ; -
entire Network, the volume of referrals was roughly equivalent to %v ' Table 23: LAPD and LASD Diversion Disposition By Project
21% of the size of the juvenile arrest poocl. The differences among % : and Law Enforcement Station (1980)
projects were very great, however. A few projects had referral g .’
volume as low as 4-8% of the arrest pool while several were well 5
over 30Z. In any event, it appears that a significant volume of :* WIC 602
juveniles is being handled through the projects of the Youth Services i i Project & Juvenile
Network. That volume is sufficiently large to make it plausible ﬁ i Station Arrest Diversions A
that the Network might have an effect on juvenile delinquency {k
levels in the communities served. o HEAVY-Central
s
kit : LAPD:Central 650 5 1
. . |
Table 22: Total 1980 Client Volume in each Youth Services 4 s LAPD: Rampart 851 66 8
Project expressed as a percentage of the WIC 602 5§ i LAPD:Southwest 1117 81 7
Arrest Pool in the project area ; ! LAPD: Hollenbeck 671 24 4
LA i
i ! LAPD:Wilshire ° 811 65 8
1980 Juvenile WIC 602 g ‘
. k \PD: 665 19 3
Project Referrals Arrest Pool A . . LAPD:Northeast
LAPD:77th St. 1321 44 3
Centinela 477 5759 8 ) LAPD:Newton 923 33 4
giiiigg: 596 3668 16 i . LAPD:Harbor | 1860 28 3
: LAPD:Southeast 1206 10- 1
Foothill — - - | . . y
HEAVY-Central 1468% 13582 1 ] - HEAVY-SFV
HEAVY~-SFV 2122% 6824 31 : " : 2 .
5278 ‘ 38 . LAPD:Devonshire - 606 61 10
—w . ’ : : 3
HEAVY-West . 2007 . . ‘f LAPD:N. Hollywood 740 133 18
331 ;
Jade 1110 ' ) . LAPD:Van Nuys 1495 158 .11
tidvalley 251 3200 LAPD:Foothill 981 48 5
Pasadena (DAY) 72 2192 17 | LAPD:West Valley 1040 29 3
Pomona Valley 1412 | 2141 66 : i‘
PAY /SEED 956 4335 22 ;
South Bay 147 3410 4 i . )
West San Gabriel V. 784 2960 26
Totals 11702 56659 21% !
*Youth in employment program not included o
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. \. - Continued
Continued " Table 23
Table 23 '
P l WIC 602
l Project & Juvenile
WIC 602 ' Station _ Arrest =~ Diversion %
Project & Juvenile
Station Arrest Diversion % ;l Foorhill :
HEAVY-West LASD:Crescenta Valley 391 0 0
LAPD:West Los Angeles 606 42 ; | ’l Totals © 32011 1827 6%
LAPD:Venice 852 54 6 '
LAPD:Hollywood 669 91 14 ' Note: LAPD figures include only juvenile arrests made during the first
LAPD:Malibu 581 iy . three quarters of 1980. '
LAPD:West Hollywood 522
29
;I As Table 23 indicates, only 6% of the official law enforcement
PAY/SEED i dispositions by LAPD and LASD are shown as referrals to social agencies.
LASD:Norwalk 2071 138 ‘ There is considerablg'varia';ion from one §ta§ion to another, however.
3 7 . . Some stations refer virtually none of their juveniles to community
LASD:Pico Rivera 718 43 6 1, agencies; others refer 10-20%.  During the period when the projects
LASD:East L : i of the Youth Services Network were funded by LEAA, it was common for
. os Angeles 1142 56 i them to set a goal of receiving 10% of the juvenile arrests from the
Cerritos Corridor * ! local police statioms. By that standard, few of the projects in the
Network are presently receiving as many law enforcement referrals as
LASD: Lakewood 2943 217 7 ' they should.
West San Gabriel jg . Additiomai insight into the nature of law enforcement referrals
LASD:Temple 1737 37 ) s‘i“ , ’ :::; the projects of the Youth Ser!vic':es Network i§ prgv:{.ded by examining
& : e offenses for which those juveniles were arrested just prior to
Pomona Valley & ., # referral. Table 24 lists the most frequent offenses as identified on
' ’ . %' ! the referral forms sent by police to the projects when a referral was
LASD:San Dimas 584 71 12 2 made. As Table 24 indicates, the largest numbers of juveniles were
: , ‘ . referred subsequent to arrest for substance abuse or a property crime
Mid Valley ' el (burglary, theft).  Few juveniles who commit crimes involving any
. ; S ' B ' violence (e.g., assault) were referred to the projects and, at the
LASD'Temp]fe 1737 37 2 s é. other end. of the spectrum, few juveniles were referred for minor
Centinela L offenses like curfew violatioms.
LASD:Lennox 1963 120 6 ' »
South Bay ' » ‘
LASD:Lomita | 565 29 s
,‘ NN
Pasadena (DAY) _ , " f j o
LASD:Altadena 452 ‘ 2 0 ¥ g{’ ¢
JADE . f .
LASD:Lynwood ’ 1441 - , é' ; ,




Table 24: offenses Reported for Law Enforcement Referrals
to the Youth Services Network

Number of

Offenses Referrals Percent
Burglary 268 17
Theft 128 8
Shoplifting 75 5;
Fraud 144 91
Other Property 82 r;y
Robbery 19 1
Assault 33 2
Other Threat 8 0
or Violence

Disorderly Conduct 42

Malicious Mischief 54

Other Disturbance 15

Possession of 193 12
Marijuana

Other Drug 76 5
Incorrigible 29 2
Curfew 20 1
Runaway 102 6
Truancy 44 .3
All other 288 18
Total : 1620 3

the:' Not all projects are represented in these figures and
missing cases have been excluded.
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In summary, the Youth Services Network has provided extensive
coverage of the urban areas of Los Angeles County and currently
serves areas representing about 83% of the juvenile arrest pool.
Futhermore, the total volume of juveniles treated through the
Network is sizeable, equivalent to roughly 21% of the juvenile
arrest pool. Relatively few of those juveniles are actually drawn
directly from that arrest pool via referrals from law enforcement,
however. On all factors, the variation among the different projects
of the Youth Services Network is quite large. There is little
doubt that the most actlve projects are large enough in scale to
have the potential for significant impact on juvenile delinquency
in the communities they serve.

Recidivism

A widely used indicator of the extent of delinquency prevention
by the projects of the Youth Services Network is the recidivism of
their clients. In these terms, the project provides successful
service when a juvenile with a prior arrest record leaves treatment
and has nc subsequent contacts with the police. To the extent that
a program can take juveniles with records for moderately serious
offenses and consistently have no recidivism with those juveniles, there
can be little doubt that 4t is reducing the incidence of juvenile
delinquency. In practice, of course, no delinquency prevention
program has a zero recidivism rate. That fact produces some problems
for evaluation. Since it is difficult to know what the recidivism
rate would have been without treatment, it is difficult to judge
how much, if any, it might have been reduced by treatment. Special
researc¢ch designs are required for such an assessment.

In previous research, careful research designs did indicate
that juveniles who received service from projects of the Youth
Services Network had lower recidivism than control groups who
received no such service.* .That research had somewhat limited
scope ‘since it studied only thren projects. The present -evaluation
study did not include any additional controlled studies, though

- gome may be possihle in the future.  Recidivism rates have been

determined for each of che'qhirpeen projects of the Youth Services

" Network, however, "and thqsé’results can be reported here.

i Y

*See, for example, M.W. Lipsey, D, Cordray, and D.E. Berger,
Evaluation of juvenile diversion programs: The use of multiple
lines of evidence, Evaluation Review, 1981; also M.W. Lipsey
and J.E. Johnston, 'The impact of juvenile diversion in
Los Angeles County: A report to the Los Angeles County (AB9Q)
Justice System Advisory Group," July, 1979.
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nile clients referred during the

In each project, all juve
first six months of 1980 and designated as jaw enforcement referrals,

with the exception of CETA clients, were included in the recidivism
checks. For some projects this was quite & gizeable number of
juvenlles. For other projects which experienced gunding delays OT
which had only small diversion programs operating, the number of
juveniles in this group was small. It is important to keep in mind
that recidivism rates based on small samples are not very stable.

es in the designated sample were put through arrest
the JAL (Juvenile Automated Index) maintained by
Twenty-six percent of those juveniles
st record at alls i.e., they had mo file
ded from the sample at that point.

d for all the remaining juveniles

A1l juvenil
record checks using
the Probation Department.
were found to have no arre
in the JAI. These were exclu
Full arrest reports were printe
(N=1335).
ample. First, all

ere made to the 8
the time they wer®

age OT older at
Project were excluded from

ds are purged‘from JAL at
r to services for this

Two further adjustments W
juveniles who were 17 years of
referred to the Youth Services
consideratiaon. Juvenile arrest recor
age 18, thus arrest reports subsequen
group are 1ikely to be incomplete.

Secondly, we judged that the concept of recidivism requires
t and an official police‘contact

that there first be a delinquent &c
and then that the record be examined for subsequent (recidivistic)

police contacts after treatment. We therefore removed from the
sample any juvenile whose record showed no pelice contact within

the six months prior tO referral (or intake) into Youth Services
' riate clients but

Project. These you L

reeidivism‘simply cannot be calculated {f they have noO pattern O
offenses reported Table 25 shows the number
of cases drawn as 1s from the files of
the individual pro Network and the
pumber remaining in the samp ous exclusions.
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Table 25: Recidi
. : vism Samples £
Services PrOjezt s for the Individual Youth

Number of "law
enforcement” referrals

Number zztaining
in sample after

Pr
oject Jan-June 1980 exclusi
o o
Ceritinela 114 B A
Cervritos - " -
Corridor 156 72
Foothill - .
HEAVY-Central 455 . -— N
" 267
VY-SFV 26 1 -
BEAVY-West i 123 ; .
; 59
ADE 248 10 "
Midvalley : 37 : )
Pasadena (DAY) 57 . N
PAY ! -
83 4 .
Pomcna Valley 51 ; .
e 25
ED ' 214 14 .
South Bay 42 . o
West San Gabriel V. 201 . -
| 65 ‘ y;
32
T
otal | ‘ 1807 927 |
_ ‘ 51%

The significance of
designated a e of Table 25 is that overal 9
17 yenze of age or in most cases. did nor act £lles were either ove
! L] ost cases, did er over
record of polil o ’ not actuall
referred ts th:e :ontect at any time near to the PziEiVehany official
~ projeét. In some of these cases, therewm:é hthey vere
e did e y have been

“a significa lice cont : to JAIL
nt police C&nt;acc' but; the police ' did not report it
‘ ' ’

choosing, instead; tq
: ad, to treat i :
the juvenile ma A . 1t as;'an informal matter
o bty b b el of e B
been referred to a Y able law enforcement violatio: some
to a Youth Services Project for aSSisigigz ang then
. n most of

the projects, ov
er hal
categories. : f the }aw enforcement referrals fell into the
se

For those cases th ’
defined simpl at remained in the samples
months subseqze:: :2 ziiigiillyfrecorded police Cénz:zidiziﬁinwai
(referral d ate of first contact wi six
the Proportigg g;»c::esome cases, Intake date). ;ZbEZEZEI:jGCt
definition. s that recidivated in each project usiigriﬁis
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Table 26: Six-month Recidivism rates for the Youth
Services Projects

Sample Percent
Project Size Recidivating

Centinela 70 34.3
Cerritos , 72 31.9
Corridor

HEAVY-Central 267 23.6
HEAVY-SFV ' 18 11.1
HEAVY-West 59 § 20.3
JADE 109 e 24.8
Midvalley 18 11.1
Pasadena (DAY) 20 40.0
PAY 45 37.8
Pomona Valley 25 20.0
SEED 141 ) 19.9
South Bay 18 27.8
West San Gabriel V. 65 30.8
Total 927 22.47

Table 26 must be interpreted very cautiously. First, we
consider any recidivism estimate based on fewer than about 50
cases to be very instable; 100 cases is preferred. Secogdly,

a good bit of what is reflected in the different recidivism rates
of the different projects is simply the severity 1eve} or risk
level of the delinquents with which they deal. A progéct Fhat.
takes higher risk juveniles naturally has a higher re§1div1sm rate.
One rough indicator of the severity of the juyeniles in the )
recidivism sample for each project was the proportiqn of cases
with prior arrest records beyond the offense for which they were
originally referred. Table 27 reports the;percentage of the
sample with priors and the ‘rank order among the projects for
ccmparison with the recidivism rates. :

e e e — TR
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Table 27: Percentage of Recidivism Sample with 12 month
Priors Compared to Recidivism rates

% With Recidivism :

Project ; Priors Rate - N
Midvalley 44.4 11.1 18
PAY 33.3 37.8 45
West San Gabriel V. 32.3 30.8 65
Centinela 31.4 343 70
Pasadena (DAY) 30.0 40.0 20
JADE S, 29.4 24.8 109
Cerritos Corridor 25.0 31.9 72
Pomona Valley 24.0 20.0 25
HEAVY-SFV 22.2 11.1 18
HEAVY-Central 19.4 23.6 267
HEAVY-West 18.6 o 20.3 59
SEED ' 17.7 19.9 141
South Bay , 11.1 27.8 18
Total - 23.6% 22.4 927

Table 27 shows, the rough correspondence between the .
percentage of the sample with priors and the recidivism rate in
each project. Where there are discrepancies, much of it is due
to the small sample sizes on which some of the percentages are
based. Some projects, however, do appear to have recidivism rates
that are notably higher or lower than would be expected on the
bagls of the propertion of their cases with priors. To provide
a better basis for judging when a project"s recidivism rate was
different from the expected value, we -used a statistical procedure
called discriminant analysis to "predict" the recidivism rate
that would be expected based on the characteristics of the
juveniles in the sample. First, we fit a discriminant function
to the existing recidivism data ysing juvenile's age, sex, race,
12 month priors, and severity of the priors to "predict"
recidivism, Age, sex, and race did not prove to have much
predictive power, but the information regarding priors was more

useful. The resulting discriminant function correctly classified

73% of the juveniles as recidivists or non-recidivists when
applied to the entire sample.

Vi gty



Table 28: Project Recidi
divism compared with R i
expected based op client age, séx es:z:Vism
number and Severity of priors ’ ’
Actual
- Ex t
roject Recidivism Recidivizi ggnge N
Centinela
34.3 '
16.5-37.
Cerritos e "
Corridor 31.9 17.2-38.4 72
HEAVY-Central +
. 23.6 13,3-22.7 267
i VY-SFV 11.1 2.6-41.8 18
AVY-West 20.3 8.5-29,7
- . . 59
24.8 17.3-34.1
Midvalley + gy
; 11.1 21.0-67.8 18
Pasadena (DAY) 40.0 9.5-50.5
- ' ' «5-50. 20
37.8 19.2-47.4 45
Pomona Valley 20.0 4.0-36
.0~ 4]
SEED . .
19.9
11.4-24,4 140
South Bay 27.8% 0.0-25.6
West San Gabriel V. 30.8 13.9 35.3 .
; .9-35. 65

N ' :
Recidivism rateg falling outside the expected range

values.

*Con £ ’ ,
onfidence limits of +2 standard errors about the predicted

_g‘:tﬁ..?i ARy e

iz

i

R A

fé&ﬂ?i -;__3;;,@;*

e

T

'- ‘

-

g""\-}:‘:mx

S L S ST L |
,. .I

.,
oy

SIS Sy e e

51

Not surprisingly, the actual recidivism rates for most of
the individual projects fell within the range expected on the
basis of the characteristics of their clients. There were three
exceptions. Two of these exceptions were based on very small
samples of 18 each. Midvalley had a recldivism rate lower than
would be expected for its clients. South Bay YSP had a rate somewhat
higher than would be expected for its clients. Because of the
small samples these results may be instable. Heavy-=Central also
showed a higher recidivism rate than would be expected and that
result was not based on a small sample.

It should be emphasized that the calculations to determine
expected recidivism rates were based entirely on data from
juveniles who actually received service. Thus they provide no
information whatsoever about the recidivism that would have been
expected 1f these juveniles had not received service from the
Youth Services Network. What the recidivism "predictions” do is
allow each project's recidivism rate to be adjusted to represent,
at least in part, the nature of their clients. When that
adjustment is made, most of the projects show comparable recidivism
rates. Only the three mentioned can be appropriately described as
higher or lower than any of the others. And, even with them,
there may be some distinctive characteristics of their clients that
were not included in the discriminant function "predictions" that
account for the results. The findings do not necessarily imply
that the lower or higher recidivism was a function of the service

provided by the project.

Juvenile Arrest Trends

; I1f the projects of the Youth Services Network are successful
in their. delinquency prevention efforts, the recidivism of their
clients will be lower than it would have been without treatment.
The results should show up in reduced arrests for those juveniles
and, hence, reduced juvenile arrests in the communities with
vigorous youth services projects. Thus it is interesting to
%'examine the juvenile arrest trends in. those.areas with active
projects:and compare them with trends in areas without such’
projects., At best, however, this is a highly approximate procedure.
, There are.numerous factors that influence juvenile arrest rates
including season, size of the ‘juvenile.population, fads in
juvenile behavior, migration patterns, and the level of activity
of the local police officers. : Many of these facters are capable
of affecting juvenile arrest rates as much or more than the Youth
Services Projects could hope to. The net effect of these
extraneous factors may obscure arrest decrements due to the Youth
Services Network even if there are such decrements.
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The projects of the Youth Services Network were phased into
operation beginning about ‘1974. As it happens, there has been a
trend of decreases in the WIC 602 juvenile arrest rate statewlde
in California since that time. More interestingly, in Los Angeles
County the trend has shown greater decreases than the rest of the
State by a small margin. As Figure 1 shows, between 1974 and 1978
there was a net decrease of about 3.5% per year in juvenile arrests
from the base year, 1974. 1In Los Angeles County, the decrease
averaged about 3.77 per year. Los Angeles has many distinctive
characteristics in comparison to the rest of the State. One of then,
of course, is the operation of the extensive Youth Services Network
working with juvenile offenders and other problem juveniles. It is
tempting to speculate that the somewhat steeper juvenile arrest
decreases in Los Angeles County may be, in part, due to the activity
of the Youth Services Network.

An earlier analysis by the present author of the juvenile
arrest trends in Los Angeles County* showed a pattern of sharper
decreases in those areas served by active projects of the Youth
Services Network in comparison to other areas. That pattern held
true for arrest reports from the Los Angeles County Sheriff's
Department and for various municipal police departments throughout
the county. It did not, however, apply to the juvenile arrest
trends reported by the Los Angeles Police Department.

The earlier report covered the period from the inception of
the Youth Services Network 1n 1974 through 1977, the last year
for which full juvenile arrest statistics were available. Since
then, two additional years worth of data have become available from
the Bureau of Criminal Statisties for municipal police departments
and three years directly from LASD and LAPD (1978-1980). In the
following pages, we will update the previous analysis with this
additional data to determine if there continues to be a pattern
of relative arrest declines associated with the argas served by
active projects from the Youth Services Network.

First, however, one caution is in order. While the juvenile
arrest data for Los Angeles County was rather stable for the 1974~
1977 period, our figures show a great deal more variability in the
years since then. This is particularly true for 1979 and 1980.
Indeed, overall juvenile arrests increased in 1979 a slight amount,
reversing the long previous downward trend, and then plunged
downward again in 198C. Some individual law enforcement stations
reported arrest volumes that differed by as much as 100% from the
previous year. We do not know what has caused these perturbations;
perhaps reallocations of police manpower subsequent to Proposition
13 in California. Whatever the cause, they have greatly complicated
the analysils and interpretation of juvenile arrest trends in Los Angeles
County.

*M.W. Lipsey & J. E. Johnston, "The impaczt of juvenile diversion in
Los Angeles County: A report to the Los Angeles County (AB90) Justice
System Advisory Group," July, 1979.
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Figure 1: Total WIC 602 Juvenile Arrests per 100,000 Juveniles
in California and Los Angeles County (1974-1978)
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Arrests
per 100,000
Juveniles '
295,000
e — 3.5% per year
195,000
\ ;‘7.

-85,000 | @ — 4 |

T—bine g = 3.7% per year
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® California
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The analysis proceeds separately for each of the major data
sources available for juvenile arrests in Los Angeles County:
records of the Los Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles
County Sheriff's Department, and the Bureau of Criminal Statistics
reports for the remaining independent law enforcement agencies in
Los Angeles County. Though the Bureau of Criminal Statistics
includes all police agencies in the County, we have found that it is
preferable to obtain arrest records for LAPD and LASD directly
from those agenciles--the information i1s more recent and more detailed.

Figure 2: Los éngeles Police Department Total WIC 602 Arrest Rates
in High versus Low Diversion Areas (1974-1980)

per 100,000
Juveniles

Los Angeles Police Department. There are 18 divisions of the
Los Angeles Police Department which divide up the L.A. City jurisddiction.
All of these divisions are served by one or another of the HEAVY
projects of the Youth Services Network. HEAVY-San Fernando Valley
covers the northeast area, HEAVY-West the western part, and HEAVY-
Central covers the remainder. Not all of the divisions of LAPD make
full use of the HEAVY projects, however. Some refer a significant
portion of their juvenile arrests to the appropriate project; others
refer virtually no juveniles.

)
|
g Arrests
!
|

16,000

For purposes of analysis, it is convenient to divide the LAPD
divisions into the nine that are most active in referral to the
HEAVY projects and the nine that are least active.* As a group, ’
the nine active divisions have refered an average of 12.7% of their
juvenile arrests over the last three years (1978-1980). The less
active divisions have referred only 4.77% of their juvenile arrests
over the same period. If the youth services program were having a
significant effect on juvenile arrest rates, we might expect that
there would be at least a slightly greater decline in the areas that
made many referrals inm contrast to the areas that were less active,
Figure 2 reports the trends for WIC 602 juvenile arrests per 100,000
teenage youth in the two areas for the period from L1974 through 1980.
The trends themselves are represented by the best fitting (least
squares) line and assessed as percent average decline each year
compared to the base year of 1974. The adolescent youth population
is determined from school enrollment figures for junior and senior
high schools in the areas of interest.
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As Figure 2 shows, since 1974 juvenile arrests per 100,000
adolescent youth have shown an average decrease of 4.67 per year
since 1974 in the area with high referrals to the HEAVY projects.

In the area with low referrals, however, the decrease over the same
period has averaged 5.1% per year. These reéeductions are very
similar irrespective of the activity of the Youth Services Projects.
Thus there is no real evidence that the activities of the projects
have effected the juvenile arrest rates in the jurisdiction served.

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

) . hd H;gh Diversion

* Low Diversion

*See Table 23 for the referral rates of individual divisions.
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To further examine the relationship between juvenile arrest
trends and the activity of the projects of the Youth Services Network
in the LAPD jurisdiction, the entire analysis was repeated using
only .a subgroup of the juvenile arrests. That subgroup included
only the following offenses: burgulary, larceny/theft, liquor law
violations, drunk, disturbing the peace, and disorderly conduct.

These are offenses of the type frequently chosen for referral tc

the Youth Services Projects. They are also offenses for which there
have been no significant changes in the law or in police practice in
recent years. Thus they should be capable of acting as more sensitive
indicators of any impact of the Youth Services Projects on juvenile
arrest rates. Figure 3 shows the results of comparing the juvenile
arrest trends on these selected offenses for the areas that participate
actively with the youth services program and the less active areas.

Once again, there 1s no evidence of a decrease in juvenile arrests
assoclated with the LAPD divisions that have been active in making
referrals to the HEAVY projects. In fact, for these selected
offenses the arrest decrease in the less active area (5.3%) was
actually greater than in the more active area (1.17%). This difference
doubtless is for reasons that have nothing to do with the Youth
Services Program since there is no reason for the program to increase
arrest rates. On the other hand, the program could be having a
beneficial effect that simply was obscured in the rather variable
arrest statistics available for amalysis. In the absence of clear
positive evidence, it cannot.be concluded that the program has any
effect on juvenile arrests.

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. The juvenile arrest
records maintained by the Sheriff's Department were also analyzed
in a manner analogous to the LAPD statistics. Sixteen individual
stations of LASD were identified which have had reasonably stable
jurisdictions since 1974, Those sixteen stations were divided into
one group of nine stations which have participated actively with
projects of the Youth Services Network. The remaining seven stations
did not participate actively in the program. In the case of four of
those stations, the area is not served by the Youth Services Network.
For three, the program is available but the stations have not elected
to make a significant number of referrals.

Figure 4 presents the WIC 602 juvenile arrest trends for these
two groups of stations during the period from 1974 through 1980. As
in the previous analysis, the arrests are calculated as a rate per
100,000 junior and senior high school students in the areas of interest.

The results cof this comparison indicated that there was no
greater reduction in arrests in the areas associated with the Youth
Services Program than in the less active areas. Indeed, what
difference there was tended in the opposite direction. In Figure 5
the same areas are compared for the selected offenses that characterize
referrals to the Youth Services Program. In this case, those offenses
were burglary, grand theft, petty theft, liquor law violatioms,
drunkness, disorderly conduct, and malicious mischief.
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Figure 4: Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department Total WIC 602 Arrest
Rates in High versus Low Diversion Areas (1974-1980)
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Figure 5: ' Los Angeles Sheriff's Departﬁent Arrest Rates for Selected
, Offenses in High versus Low Diversion Areas (1974-1980)
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The comparison of selected offenses does show a slight decline in
the project areas comparsd with the non-project areas but it is too
small to be of consequence. In effect, the two areas show virtually
identical juvenile arvest trends. Again, it cannot be concluded that
the Youth Services Pivuject produced a decrease in the juvenile arrest
rate.

Municipal Police Departments. The final analysis was performed
using arrest data from 46 independent municipal police departments
(other than LAPD) as reported by the Bureau of Criminal Statistics.
These departments were also divided into two groups--one group of
19 stations associated with very active projects of the Youth Services
Network and a second group of 27 stations not served or not active
with the Youth Services program. School enrcllment figures were used
to determine the number of junior and senior high school students in
each area and the number of WIC 602 juvenile arrests per 100,000
adolescents was calculated for each area. The comparison is shown
in Figure 6.

The police departments in Figure 6§ do show some difference in
arrest trends between the areas participating actively with the
projects of the Youth Services Network and the comparison area.
Juvenile Arrests have shown an average decline of about 5.0% per
year since 1974 in the active project areas. In comparison areas,
the decline has only averaged 2.5% per year. Furthermore, there
continued to be a difference when only the selected offenses were
exanmined (burglary, theft, petty theft, drunk, liquor, disorderly
conduct, disturbing the peace, vandalism, malicious mischief). In
the project areas the selected offenses showed a 2.8% per year
decline; in the non-project areas the decline was only 0.9% per
year (Figure 7).

By themselves, the arrest comparison for municipal police
departments appears favorable for the Youth Services Network. In
conjunction with the analysis of arrest trends for LAPD and LASD,
however, any such interpretation would be tenuous. If the projects
of the Youth Services Network were having a substantial effect on
juvenile arrest rates, we would expect it to show up in all three
data sets. Without a consistent overall pattern, no conclusion can
be drawn.

It might be remembered that an earller analysis (Lipsey &
Johnston, 1979) found greater decreasés for Youth Service Project
areas than for comparison areas between 1974 and 1977 for the
LASD arrests and for those of the municipal police departments.
LAPD did not show the trend, but the HEAVY projects in L.A. City
were not particularly active until late in that period. ' The
failure to replicate the earlier pattern when the additional years
1978-1980 are included in the analysis 1s puzzling. It is possible
that the instability of the arrest rates in recent years has
obscured an underlying effect. The second year of the present
evaluation study is designed to make a more careful study of the
impact of the Youth Services Network on juvenile delinquency.

At that time it may be possible to better assess the conflicting
information that is now available.

|
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COST AND COST EFFECTIVENESS

The projects of the Youth Services Network are funded through a variety
of grants, contracts, and contributions from local and state sources. The
major categories are AB90 funds, JJDP, and contributions from local cities.
Some of the projects also receive substantial funding under CETA for employ-
ment programs and the L.A. City projects receive money through the DISCO
program.

Figure 7: Municipal Police Department Arrest Rates for Selected

1974-1979
Offenses in High versus Low Diversion Areas ( ) Table 29 reports the 1980 funding level for each of the projects of

the Youth Services Network. Excluded from that table ‘are some of the CETA
employment programs which serve adults only. The entire Network, as
Table 29 indicates, administers youth programs with a total funding in

Arrests : excess of five million dollars. Of that, a little over three million is-
gi:eigg;goo 1': for the "diversion" program, i.e., youth counseling and related services.
. Mogt of the remalning two million represents CETA youth employment programs
, . of various sorts.
l Table 29 '¥1980 Funding Level for Projects of the Youth Services Network
| '., "Diversion”"  Youth Employ-~ Other Youth Project
l : Project _ Funding ment Funding Funding Totals
: - Centinela 174,288 -~ (- 174,288
8,400 | l Cerritos Corridor 174,200 ~ - 174,201
. o ' Foothill L= S — —
, { ‘ . HEAVY -Central = 782,643 103,655 308,213 1,194,511
¥ Tl HEAVY ~SFV | , © ¢+ 295,968 . 678,313 : -_— 974,281
HEAVY-West = .. ., 707,03 . 70,007 -  — 777,051
. 7,200 : . JADE' o ' 218,183 — 1,080 - 219,263
h :‘ Mid Valley : oo, Ae5,887 - 7,800 153,687
- 2.8% per year ¥ l; - Pagadena, "(‘DA_X)*; S 14,703 . - 4,383 79,086
: | E ,, PAI#'. R ey % L B -— 49,243
| 6.000 o . -~ 0.9% per year % f. " Fomong Val;ley Lo ousaer 727,273 - 2,089 908,554
: LA SEED* s 193,026 - . ' - 191,026
R TR S ' South Bay . 53,513 | - - 53,513
1974 1975 076 1977 1978 1979 ‘ . ] " West San Gabriel Valley 166,366 213,075 — 379,441
' ‘ , E Totalq 3,211,347 1,792,333 324,465 5,328,145
B *PAY and SEED are under a single project administration.
: ® High Diversion . . ‘. : ’
% Low Diversion | . 3;
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The figures shown in Table 29 represent the gross costs of the programs;
that is, they are the best estimates available of the actual total costs of
running the programs. In some cases, therefore, the figures include the
value of donations such as office space and bookkeeping, as well as the
value of any participating personnel charged to some account other than
the major diversion funding sources. The gross costs for the diversion
program at the individual projects ranges fronm about 50 thousand dollars
to over three-quarters of a million dollars. With the youth employment
programs included, some project budgets reach a million deollars.

The distinctive program for these projects, however, is the diversion
component. Without a Youth Services Project in an area, there probably
would be no significant diversion program. , The CETA youth employment money,
on the other hand, is available in most areas whether the Youth Services
Program is the recipient or some other agency handles the program.

Since the Youth Services Projects' primary commitment is to delinquency
prevention, it would be ideal to have the money available to the projects
be distributed in proportion to the extent of the delinquency problem in
the project areas. One indicator of the extent of delinquency in each area
is the WIC 602 juvenile arrest rate. Table 30 shows the size of the 1980
juvenile arrest pool in each project jurisdiction.

Table 30: Funding Level for Each Youth Services Project in Relation to

the Size of the WIC 602 Juvenile Arrest Pool in the Project Area

1980 1980 Diversion Total

WIC 1980 Total Dollars Dollars
Arrest  Diversion Project per pexr

Project Pool Funding  Funding Arrest Arrest
Centinela 5,759 174,288 174,288 30 30
Cerritos Corridor 3,668 174,201 174,201 47 47
Foothill (2,357) - - - -
BEAVY-Central 13,582 782,643 1,194,511 58 88
HEAVY-SFV 6,824 295,968 974,281 © 43 143
HEAVY-West 5,278 707,034 777,051 134 147
JADE 3,310 218,183 219,263 66 66"
Mid Valley 3,200 145,887 153,687 46 46
Pasadena (DAY) 2,192 74,703 79,086 34 36
PAY /SEED* 4,335 240,269 240,269 55 55
Pomona Valley 2,141 ‘ 178,292 908,554 83 424
South Bay™* 2,064 53,513 53,513 26 26
West San Gabriel Valley 2,960 166,366 379, 441 56 128
Totals 55,313 3,211,347 5,328,145 58 96

*PAY and SEED are under a single project administration.

**Juvenile arrests in the city of Torrance are prorated to deduct the
proportion covered by the Torrance P.D.'s own diversion program.
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tionally, the funding situation has changed significantly at many of the

"the present cost rate for the various projects.
. this comparison are reported in Table 31.
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The volume of juvenile arrests in each project area can be compared
with the budget for the local Youth Services Project as shown in Table 30.
A simple calculation provides the average number of Youth Services dollars
available in each project area for each juvenile arrest reported in that
area for the 1980 calendar year. For the entire Network, the funding
level of the diversion program was about $58 for each juvenile arrest
in the areas served; with the youth employment program included, the
figure rises to $96 per arrest. There is no way of determining just
what the optimal funding level is for a Youth Services Project but $50
per arrested juvenile in the project area seems large enough to offer the
potential for significant program impact.

Not all the projects of the Youth Services Network are funded at the
same relative level, however. Some, such as HEAVY-West and Pomona YSP,
have been successful in bringing in considerably more funding, relative
to local arrests, than the average for the Network. More notable, perhaps,
is the fact that three projects fall considerably below the Network
average. Pasadena (Project D.A.Y.) and Centinela YSP only received
funding at the level of about $30-35 per jiwvenile arrest in their area.

The South Bay project appears to be even more drastically underfunded.
Its 1980 budget represented only $26 for each juvenile in the local
arrest pool~—an amount well below the Network average.

Cost Per Client

In an earlier evaluation report* it was determined that the average
cosit per diversion client for the projects of the Youth Services Network
was under $300. Furthermore, that report showed that $300 per client was
a low figure for the type of service delivered when compared with other
similar youth services projects in the state of California and in a
neighboring county. The cost per client figures of the Youth Services
-Project compared especially well to the costs of the Los Angeles County
Probation Department which averaged in the $400-600 range for juveniles
who received 8ix months "informal" probation.

Those earlier comparisons were based on cost accounting from the year
Since then, inflation has taken its inevitable toll and, addi-

Youth Services Projects. The 1980 expenditures for the Projects were
therefore compared with' their diversion client pools in order to determine
The summary data for

Table 31 reports two cost per client figures for each project. The
first is based on total or gross costs; that is, the cost of all contri-
butions to the diversion program irrespective of who paid for them. For
example, gross cost would include the value of donated office space that

*M. W. Lipsey and J. E. Johnston, "The impact of juvenile diversion
in Los Angeles County: A report to the Los Angeles County (AB90) Justice
System Advisory Group,'" July, 1979.
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was paid for by a local city.

Th
10,608 c1torl served by Lo He € average gross cost per client for the

twork in 1980 was $303.

of the Youth Services Projects

Diizfgion 1980 nage oLount per

Brponass b ) Gross Client from Average
Proiect pend! version Cost per Donations & Net Cg

i Clients Client Subsidies per Clgggt

Centinels 174,288 477 365
.Cerritos Corridor 174,201 596 292 . o
Foothill - | ” -
HEAVY-Central 782,643 1,468 533 12 n
HEAVY-SFV - 295,968 2,122 139 7 12
HEAVY-Wes t 707,034 1,967 359 50 oo
o 309

218,183 1,054 207 3
Mid Valley " 145,887 235 621 20
Pasadena (DAY) 74,703 372 20i 22 s
- : 179

49,243 184 268 76 ;
Pomona Valley 178,292 569 313 15 o5
SEED* 191,026 772 247 52 195
South Bay v 53,513 147 364 24 "
W. San Gabriel V. 166,366 645 258 o

Totals 3,211,347 10,608 303 ;g- -~
: 277

*p D ar :
AY and SEED are under a single Project administration

Of course, ‘there were i
9 mportant differ
;%23;}Sprojects of the Youth Services Netwo:;ces
an Fernando Valley averaged only $139 per

« . At the high end, cost g
d Valley, a community mental health ce;fer ]

Project HEAVY-Central E

The "net" costs
per client reportegd in
;;;;aliggpassed on to the grantors with?a dizztéeis
s 0). That is, these are the cﬂ'
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of all donations and subsidies, e.g., free office space, salaries paid by
CETA grants, etc. A number of the projects of the Youth Services Network
have taken advantage of various sources of supplementary support to stretch
the dollars they receive from the service-oriented granmtors.

Table 31 shows that, on average, the projects of the Network received
$26 per client from supplementary sources leaving a net cost per client
of only $277 that was charged to the primary service sponsors. This
represents an efflciency that- allows the projects to deliver more service
for a fixed number of JDDP, AB90, local city wr DISCO dollars. As Table 31
shows, some individual projects managed to get a considerable amount of
supplementary gsupport. Cerritos Corridor and P.A.Y., for example, each
obtained more than $70 per client in supplementary payments.

Another dimension of a project's efficiency is the proportion of its
funds it is able to put into direct service for the client in contrast to
personnel and operating expenses for the Youth Services Project itself.
For example, 1f a project received $100 and spent $60 on "overhead" and
$40 on services for clients we might judge it less efficient than a pro-
ject that spent $40 on overhead and $60 on client services. Table 32
breaks down the gross cost per client for each project into the components
that went for project personnel, for project operating costs, and for
direct service to clients.

Table 32: Breakdown of the 1980 Diversion Costs per
Client for the Youth Services Projects

“Grbss Operating )

Cost per Personnel Expense ; Service
Project ; Client $ A S z 3 %
Centinela 365 120 (33) 32 (9) 214  (59)
Cerritos Corridor 292 128 (44) 15 (35 149 (51)
Foothill ~ - e -~ -— - -~
HEAVY-Central ~ . 533 206 (39) 38 (7)) 289 (54)
HEAVY-SFV . 139 . 36 (26) . 8. (6) 95 (68
HEAVY-West < 359 .83 (23) 60 (17) 216  (60)
JADE o207 P (58 13 (6) 80  (39)
Mid Valley " 621 211 (34) 158 (25) 252 (41)
Pasadena (DAY) 201 88 (44) 39 (20) 74 (37)
PAY* 268 102 (38) 16 ( 6) 150  (56)
Pomona | 313 117 (37) 52 (17) 144  (46)
SEED* 247 92 (3D) 21 (8 135  (55)
South Bay 364 113 (31) 46 (13y 205  (56)
West San Gabriel V. 258 1 @7y 39 (15 148  (58)

Averages 303 104 (34) 34 (11) 165 (54)

#PAY and SEED are under a single project administration.
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There are several interesting features of Table 32. First, notice
the average dollar amount that went for direct service for each.client
in the various projects. For the entire Network, the average figure was
$165 direct service per client. The individual projects, however, Yaried
considerably. Some expended only $70-100 in direct services per client.
Others were over $200 per client. These differences largely reflect
variations in policy and philosophy among the individual projects. Some
emphasize short-term "crisis counseling'" and generally restrict the amount
of service provided to an individual client. Others attempt to provide
more extensive service to the individual client and, naturally, the costs
are commensurate.

The costs of personnel and operating expenses per client vary almost
as much as service costs among the projects. There is, however, a roggh
correspondence between service costs and overhead costs since it requires
more time and effort from the project to deliver a greater amount of )
service. One fairly straightforward way to examine the cost distribut?on
for the projects is to look at the percentage of the total co§t per clle?t
that is devoted to service versus overhead. This percentage is not sensi-
tive to the total amount of the costs, only to the relative balance between
sexrvice and overhead.

Table 32 shows that for the Network overall, 54% of the expenses per
case went into direct service for the client. In other words, more than
half of each dollar of funding that comes to the projects goes into @irect
service for the juvenile clients. Most of the individual Youth Services
Projects are similar to the Network average on this factor. Fogr of the
projects are notable for spending more on overhead than on services (JADE,
Mid Valley, Pasadena, and Pomona). At the other end of the spectrum,-two
projects (HEAVY-SFV and HEAVY-West) convert 60% or more of their funding
into direct services.

Note that it is not necessarily desirable that a project have an
extremely high proportion of its funding converted into direct service
for clients. That might reduce the overhead portion down to such.a small
amount that the project could not perform its other special functions. In
the extreme case, a project might simply be a banker, writing checks for
purchase of service with minimal overhead. Such a project would not be
able to provide the planning, coordination, and development of commmity
service agencies or any of the lmportant case management, referral, or
advocacy services that were discussed earlier in this report. Since these
broader functions constitute one of the unique contributions of the pro-
jects of the Youth Services Network, it would not be wise to trim them
excessively in order to maximize the proportion of each funding‘dollar
that went into direct service. We would advocate that eachoproqect aspire
to keep its overhead to around 40% of its expenses, with 60% going to
direct service, but that project personnel and operating expenses not be
reduced below that.
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CLIENTS AND SERVICES

Theé 13 projects of the Youth Services Network obtain their
clients by referral from law snforcement agencies, probation area
offices, schools and, in some cases, through direct contact by juveniles
or their parents. When the projects were started during the 1974-76
period they were under a requirement from the funding agency (LEAA/CCJP)
to receive at least 51% of their clients as referrals from law enforce-
ment agencies. As the projects have diversified their funding, many
have expanded their referrals from schools and have opened their doors

to juveniles who wish to apply directly for services, particularly
employment services.

Table 33 shows the client referral sources during 1980 for all
projects for which data are available.** TFor the Network as a whole,

police referrals remain a major client source but school referrals
now rank as the largest referral source.

Table 33: Client Referral Services for the Projects of the Youth
Services Network With Data Available

Data

Proiect Police Probation Schools Other Missing Total
Centinela

Valley 109 57% 11 6% 45 24% 22 127 3 2% 190
Cerritos

Corridor 217 42 49 10 206 40 32 6 g 2 513
HEAVY-West 146 11 23 2 684 50 504 37 1 0 1358
JADE 353 48 11 2 271 37 96 13 2 0 733
Midvalley 52 40 24 18 22 17 31 24 1 1 130
PAY* 207 67 4 1 78 25 20 6 1 0 310
Pomona

Valley 34 20 16 9 79 47 39 23 1 1 169
SEED#* 414 50 42 5 298 36 55 7 23 3 832
W. San Gabri-

el Valley 306 36 76 9 239 28 221 26 2 0 847

Totals 1838 36% 256 5% 1922 387 - 1020 20% 46 0% 5082

*PAY and SEED are combined under a single administration.

*#*Not all projects nor all data for some projects were entered in

the computerized client tracking system in time to be included in this
report.
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Several of the projects in Table 33 receive a significant portion
of clients from "other" sources. This iuncludes primarily self referrals
("walk-ins") and parent referrals and are directed almost entirely

toward the youth employment programs these projects ‘are operating under
CETA funding.

Client Characteristics

All projects of the Youth Services Network direct their primary
and, in most cases, their exclusive attention upon providing services
to you aged approximately 12-18 years. Table 34 reports the full age
distribution for the projects for which data are available. A few
projects serve youth in the 18-24 year range, chiefly under CETA employ-
ment fundings.

Table 34: Age Distribution of Youth Services Clients for Projects With
Data Available

Totals 741 15% 473 9% 606 12%Z 854 17% 937 18% 805 16Z 478 9% 189 4%

Tables 35 and 36 provide sex and ethnicity breakdowns of the Youth
Services Network clients. About 60% of those clients are male, the
remainder, female. The ethnic distribution represents Caucasians, His-
panics, and Blacks in significant numbers with a sprinkling of Asians
and other ethnic groups. ‘

Age
12 18
or ) or Data
Project less 13 14 15 16 - 17 more Missing Total
Centinela

Valley ™ 35 18%Z 26 147 42 22% 40 21% 20 10% 21 11% 1 0% 5 3% 150
Cerritos

Corridor 68 13 66 13 65 13 88 17 109 21 68 13 18 3 31 6 513
HEAVY~

West 205 15 84 6 112 8 191 14 267 20 271 20 216 16+ 12 1 1358
JADE 183 25 77 10 103 14 125 17 119 16 72 10 39 5 15 2 733
Midvalley 16 12 l} 10 11 8 28 21 19 15 21 16 18 14 3 130
PAY 23 7 23 7 40 13 56 18 57 18 67 22 40 13 1 310
Pomona ) .

Valley 30 18 30 18 14 8 38 22 28 16 21 12 5 3 3 2 169
SEED 48 6 71 8 119 14 164 20 148 18 133 16 64 8 85 10 832
W. San
Gabriel
Valley 133 16 83 10 100 12 124 15 170 20 131 15 77 9 _30 3 847

5082

poncisocarn
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Table 35: Sex of Youth Services Clients for Projects With Data Available

. Project ygig Female Mg:ging Total
Centinela Valley 132 69% - 57 30% 1 1% 190
Cerritos Corridor 334 65 173 34 6 1 513
HEAVY-Weét 784 58 568 42 6 0 1358
JADE ‘ _ 256 35 473 64 4 0 733
Midvalley 91 70 39 30 0 0 130
PAY 220 71 90 29 0 0 310
Pomona Valley 102 60 66 39 1 1 169
SEED o ‘ 557 69 232 28 23 3 832
W. San Gabriel Valley _569 67 _273 32 5 1 _847

Totals 3065 60¢ 1971 38% 46 1% 5082

.Table 36: Ethnicity of Youth Services Clients f-r Projects With Data

Available
: Data

Project ‘ Caucasian Black Hispanic Asian Other Missing Total
Centinela :

Valley ' 58 317 83 447 24 13% 1 0% 2 1% 22 12% 190
Cerritos

Corridor 397 77 10 2 76 15 0 O 2 0 28 5 513
HEAVY-West 576 42 465 34 204 15 29 2 56 4 28 2 1358
JADE 202 28 53 7 464 63 4 1 7 1 0 733
Midvalley 53 41 2 1 72 55 0 0 2 1 0 130
PAY 43 14 0 0 263 85 2 1 cC O 1 310
Pomona Valley 126 75 7 4 18 11 0 0 11 16 9.5 169
SEED 502 60 0 0 272 33 30 1 0 54 6 832
W. San Gabriel ‘ ;

Valley 316 37 23 3 459 54 19 2 18 2 12 1 847

Totals 2273 457 643 13% 1852 36%Z 58 1% 89 27 165 3% 5082

A more descriptive picture of the Youth Services Network clientele
requires examination of the life cricumstances of these juveniles.
Table 37 shows that the majority of these youth are still enrolled in
school though the amount of missing data makes it difficult to judge
how many have dropped out or otherwise completed their schooling. Less
than half of the juveniles were reported as living with two parents,
most of the remainder live with their mothers only (Table 38). The
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largest number of clients had 1-2 siblings in the home. The proportion

of missing data was very high on these items.

Table 37: School Enrollment Status of Youth Services Clients for
Projects With Data Available
Not Not
. Enrolled Enrolled Data
Project Enrolled Working Tnemployed Missing Total

Centinela Valley 156 82% 1 1% 4 2% 29 15% 190
Cerritos Corridor 433 84 0 0O 0 0 80 16 513
HEAVY-West 22 2 0 0 1 0 1335 98 1358
JADE 578 79 0 O 0 0 155 21 733
Midvalley 106 81 11 ) 23 18 130
PAY 259 84 4 1 15 5 32 10 310
Pomona Valley 162 96 11 1 1 5 2 169
SEED 676 81 2 0 0 147 18 832
W. San Gabriel

Valley 704 83 13 1 51 6 7810 . 847

Totals 3097 61% 22 07 79 2% 1884 377 5082
Table 38: TFamily Composition of Youth Services Clients for Projects

With Data Available
Parents in Home
Mother Father Data

Project Only Only Neither Both Missing Total
Centinela ;Ev :

Valley 48 257 8 4% 2 1% 80 42% 52 28% 190
Gerritos

Corridor 162 31 32 6 19 4 271 53 29 6 513
HEAVY-West 384 28 39 3 105 8 307 23 523 38 . 1358
JADE 733 100 733
Midvalley 48 37 2 3 2 73 56 3 2 130
PAY 122 39 4 1 21 7 156 50 7 2 310
Pomona Valley 45 27 5 a 4 2 1 107 63% 169
SEED 188 23 35 4 57 7 478 57 74 9 832
W. San Gabriel . »

Valley 334 39 32 4 44 5 415 49 22 3 847

Totals 1331 26% 162 3% 257 5% 1782 35% 1550 30% 5082
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Table 38 (cont.):

Number of Siblings

Less
gzplect 0 1-2 3-5 Tzan Mfata g
Centinela =
V of -
alley’ 24 13% 76 40% 32 17% 6 3% 52
4 27%
Cerritos g
Corridor
513 100
HEAVY-West 262 19 415 31 141 10 17 1
523 38
JADE .
| 733 100
Midvalley 24 18 60 46 41 32 5
4 0 0
PAY
310 100
Pomona
Valley 43 25 85 50 38 22 3 2
0 0
SEED
832
W. San v
Gabriel
Valley 207 ‘gi 388 46 194 23 36 4
207 -2 46 194 23 = & _22 3
Totals 560 11% 1024 20y 446 9% 67

0f those youth with fathers or

largest group

employed and p

40). No re
POTts were avajil
parents of clients, shie on

) was reported as b
unemployed, seeking work,

A large n

any others werse report

however,

. stepfathers 1ivip
€ing employed and 4%

umber of the yout

ed to be Seeking work
he employment status o

12 2985 59y

g in the home, the
ere described ag
hs' mothers were
(Tables 30 and
f most of the

73

Total

190

513
1358
733
130

310
169

832

847

5082
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i Clients in
39: Father's Employment Status for Youth Services
Teble . Projects With Data Available
| mployed,
loyed, Unemp y
gzzzzng for Not Looking Mi::in rotal
E i ed Work for Work v
i mploy [ g
Project ploy
; 7 8 57% 190
e e 71 37% 4 2% 7 &% 10
Valley A
65 513
iy 175 34 3 0 4 1 331 e
Corridor S
99 29 44 3 18 1 s
A ) 733 100 73
130
o 5 4 8 6
45 35
e 7i zi 10 14 4 189 61 323
. 6 1
i 3 2 61 3
Pomona Valley 104 51 1 : . . .
354 43 20
SEED
2 38 847
W. San Gabriel i1 49 s 0 2 3 2 -gz/ L
L85 33 212 4 7 00 %
Vallj? i685 33% 212 47 85 2% 31
Totals |
i Clients in
40: Mother's Employment Status for Youth Services
Tebie . Projects With Data Available
d
loyed Unemploye s
gziigngyfo; . Not Looking Mg:iin rotal
Empl yed Work for Work
i mplo g
Project
7 36% 190
e ey 82 43% 6 3% 34 18% 68
Val 1ey fo
4 53 513
e aid 208 41 29 6 2 0 27 -
J
s 78 6 217 16 679 50
HEAVY-West 384 28 S 100 S
130
JADE ; . X
i 1le 55 42 23 18 49 3 o w ",
S 5 31 68 22 20 6 .
y 21
- ‘ 7 4 36
Pomona Valley 98 58 23 16 . . -
269 32 98 12 5 ‘
SEED |
‘ 0 13 847
w. San Cabriel 407 48 184 22 146 17 ; ll0 _Zg7 o
' = oﬂ 9 (]
b 1598 317% 514 10% 480 9% 24
Totals ¢ A
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The criteria for referral to one of the projects of the Youth
Services Network generally emphasize the level of delinquency risk of

the youths as indicated by offenses for which they are arrested or
behavior problems at school.

The youth most readily identified as delinquency risks are those
referred by law enforcement agencies subsequent to apprehension or arrest
for a violation of law. Tables 41-43 report the arrest or offense circum-
stances for those juveniles referred by law enforcement to the Projects
of the Youth Services Network for which data are available. The majority
of those youth were referred subsequent to a code violation, generally the
602 Welfare & Institutions Code. The largest general category was for
W.I.C. 602 misdemeanor offenses. Relatively few juveniles were referred
for 601 status offenses (e.g., runaway, truancy, curfew). A significant
number of youth, however, were apparently referred by law enforcement
even though they were not charged with any violations of the legal codes.

Table 41: Proportion of Code Violations Among Police Referrals to the
Youth Services Projects With Data Available
Code No Code Data
Project Violation Violation Missing Total
Centinela Valley 104 95% 5 5% 0 0% 109
Cerritos Corridor 126 58 91 42 0 o 217
HEAVY-West 80 55 65 44 11 146
JADE 287 81 61 17 5 1 353
Midvalley 17 33 9 17 26 50 52
PAY 181 87 25 12 11 207
Pomona Valley 15 56 15 44 0 0 34
SEED 342 83 1 17 10 414
W. San Gabriel Valley 248 81 __5_§_ 18 2 1 _306 .
Totals 1404 76% 398 22% 36 2% 1838 iy
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) Table 43: Offenses Reportid for Law Enforcement Referrals to the 7

Youth Services Projects With Data Available
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Table 42: Types of Code Violations Among Police Referrals to the Youth of 3 3 g g E ﬁ S & § S
’ Services Projects With Data Available enses
W.I.C Burglary 15 12%} 55 217 11 6%} 20 5714 5%] 26 1274 9 18%| 69 15%| 59 15%| 268
i Loz w.o Data Theft 1 1|22 8| 6 3|16 4j6 8|13 6l11 22]42 9|11 3] 128
: e ' : Oth Missin Total v '
Project 601 meanor  Felony  Other — ZZ9S2RE === Shoplifting 0 0} 8 3| 7 4l22 6|1 1l10 slo ol27 6] 0o ol 75
C832i22§a 16 15% 37 34% 23 2% 3 3% 30 27% 109 Fraud 7 64 1 0} 2 1| 4 110 0 8 410 0f 27 6] 95 25| 144
Cerritos . 17 Other
1 40 18 2
Corridor 32 15 71 33 71 33 3 L4t Property .8 7 8 3} 8 5]20 513 4} 5 212 4 12 31 16 4 82
HEAVY-West 3 2 14 9 61 42 68 47 4
88 25 265 75 353 Robbery 3 2 2 1} 1 1} 1 o0}lO0 o0l O O{O Of 9 2; 3 1| 19
JADE
Midvalley 4L 8 7 13 11 21 1 2 29 56 52 Assault 2 2 2 1) 2 i 5 1/06 01 3 . 1}2 &) 13 3| &4 1 33
PAY 9 4 144 70 43 21 6 3 5 2 207 Other
34 100 34 . Threat or
Pomona Valley . " t‘ Violence 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0{ 0 0 0 0| 0 0 5 1 2 1 8
13 iR
SEED 13 3 244 59 96 23 6 1 55 A Disorderly
W. San Gabriel 206 gy : Conduct 2 2 6 2 0 o0 2 olo o 7 311 21 0 0} 24 6 42
. 22 ¥ : ‘
Valley 9 _3 187 62 _41 13 10 68 22 - v Malicious
Totals 174 9% 704 38% 285 15% 81 4% 594 32% 1838 »~1 ( Mischief 6 5| o oOf 3 213 8{0 0y 1 o0]lC o0 2 o0f 12 3 54
# P Other
%; Lo Disturbance 0 0] O Ol O 0] 6 2{0 0] 3 110 0f 4 1| 2 1y 15
f; Possession of
E Marijuana 8 7} 22 8{ 22 13|16 4] 1 1l 32 1513 6| 56 12| 33 9 193 ;
fn Other Drug 4 31 5 2 5 3] 26 71 3  4) 15 712 4 9 2 7 2 76
:‘ Incorrigible 0 O] 10 4f 1 1] 3 110 0f 2 1{0 0 13 3f 0 0| 29 i
' } - o ‘ ‘ :
ﬁ‘ j} Curfew o o6y 9 o] 1 1)13 4/ 0 0] 1 0j]0 0] 1 O 4 1] 20
i ‘Runaway 17 14] 22 . 8 A 4 21 28 813 4] 6 31 2{ 13 3 8 2] 102 - !
i , = _ d
‘ Truancy 0 ol 0 of 1 1/ 4 11{1 1f 2 1fo0 of o of o ol 44 i
\ All other 38 32| 40 15} 11 6j 44 12| 5 7129 14} 1 423 85 19) 35 9. 288
i, Data Missing 8 6} 63 24| 84 50| 68 19|49 64| 48 23]18 36] 69 15| 67 17] 474
; % Totals 120 1001266 100|169 100|364 100}76 100/211 100/50 100|456 100;382 100]| 2094
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The particular offense with which law enforcement referrals were

most frequently charged involved property crimes (burglary, theft) and

substance abuse. Most of these charges were misdemeanors but a substan-

tial number were reported to be felonies.

Referrals made to the projects of the Youth Services Network by
the schools were generally not made in response to the type of charge-
able legal offense that preceded referral by the police. As Table 44
shows, only a small proportion of -the school referrals resulted from
incidents such as theft, drug use, etc., on campus. The largest category
of referral reasons was school-related -academic problems, behavioral
problems, or simple truancy (Table 45). A significant number of youth
were also referred for various personal and family problems.

Table 44: Whether a Law Enforcement Type Of fense was Involved for
School Referrals to the Youth Services Projects With Data

Available
Law Enforcement Offense?
Data
Project Yes No Missing Total
Centinela Valley 0 0% 1 2% 44 98% 45
Cerritos Corridor 0 ©O 78 38 128 62 206
HEAVY-West 13 2 312 46 359 52 684
JADE 0 O 43 16 228 84 271
Midvalley 0 0 1 4 21 95 22
PAY | 7 9 5773 14 18 ' 78
Pomona Valle&' 0.0 " pO 0 79 100 79
SEED ‘ 0 0 .‘153 51 145 49 298
W. San Gabriel Valley 10 11 3 227 95 239

Totals 21 1z 656 347 1245 65% 1922

. 79
Table 45: Reason for Referral for School Referrals to Youth Services
. Projects With Data Available
>
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| 3 0282 3 E 5% 9 on 5 3 8 G
Project u:)! 5 g ;,-'4) 8 P ? % 3 G 8 § S S
Project SIS &8 & 888,814 &
Centinela
Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 43 45
Cerritos
Corridor 4 0 0 011 6 3 65 9 29 62 9 8 206
HEAVY-West 9] 163 1 0151} 27 25 26 | i3 47 |1 101 6| 251 684
JADE 6 0 0 1 1122 18 12 1 74 0 31} 105 271
Midvalley 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0] 0 20 22
PAY 2 0 0 0 6 1 3 6 0 17 15 23 5 78
Pomona
Valley 5 0 0 J 0 1 1 1 20 5 21 3 16 6 79
SEED 10 1 0} 1 0] 24 24 60 4 44 32 95 3 298
W. San
Gabriel
Valley 7 8 0 01} 33 7 61 20| 25 40 12 22 4 239
Totals 431 172 1 21671891 135] 209 594 2731225 202 | 445 1922

2% 9% | 0% 0% (3% | 5% | 7% 11% | 3% | 14% | 12% | 10% | 23%

L I 1 |
Personal 267 Social 147 School 36%
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Another approach to assessing the circumstances of the youth
referred to the projects of the Youth Services Network is to look
directly at the "presenting problem" identified by the youth service
agencies at the point of intake, irrespective of the source of the
referral. Table 46 reports the available information from the intake
assessment. Unfortunately that assessment is missing from 807 of the
cases, rendering the results difficult to interpret. Based on the
reports that were made, it appears the service providers most frequently
identify family problems and delinquency among the juveniles.

Table 46: Treatment Goals and Treatment Problems Identified by Service
Providers for Referrals From Youth Services Projects With
Data Available

[ 1 I} |
Personal 9% Social 5% School 5%

TR E AT SR T L TS 1

>
)
r
" o
0 el E
2 S - 2
< L 3 & 8 —t o e
Q o c 80 el o o 0
Q a ) a o ~ 0 N 3! = @
= E — =) 3 =t [ IS -E 4 E
a g £ A o [} > e o
o Q o A == - S o ! - =~
% 2 o n B o 3] el “w @ 2O I3 @ o m .
5, 23 28 3 5, 5 $ 5§, 8 8, 5, & 2
Project 0 m|=]| |43 a £ = -V == T =z (o) (=) -
Centinela
Valley 0 010 0lO0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 190 190
Cerritos
Corridor 12 010 0[O0 31 0 84 0 9| 11 5110 351 531
HEAVY-West 0 00 010 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0| 1358 { 1358
JADE _'0 01l0 00 0] 0y O 0 0 0 0 0 733 733
Midvalley 23] 0|0 | 8|1 | 40| 4} 12| 1| 6| 2| 9| 0| 15| 130
PAY 25 0ti0 110 55 3 56 11154 27 8 3 116 310
Pomona
Valley 0 010 010 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q0 0 169 169
SEED 74 0l 710 (101 31101} 1363} 3243112 382 832
W. San
Gabriel . :
Valley 1148140 03 1 1 10 1 1 0 0 .Q 781 847
Totals 13514811 {16 4 | 237 11| 263| 16194} 72| 63 251t 4095 | 5082
3% | 1% | 0%]10% | Q%1 54 | 0% sz oz | 2% 1% | 14} 0% 80%
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Youth Services

The youth services available through the projects of the Youth
Services Network are quite extensive and diversified. Altogether there
are over 200 separate service agencies on contract to the various project
and they offer a range of services from counseling to recreation and
tutoring. In addition, several of the projects offer services directly,
particularly employment and employment training. Table 47 reports the
available information regarding the primary service received by the
juvenile clients of the Youth Services Network. Data are missing for
about two-thirds of the cases, limiting interpretation. It seems quite
clear, however, that the various forms of counseling (individual, family,
and group) constitute the predominant service. Some of the missing data
is for CETA employment cases that were not posted on the records analyzed
here. Such employment services make up the second largest service cate-
gory overall, though many of the projects do not offer employment as a
regular service.

]

Table 47: Types of Service Offered to Clients and Average Hours of
Service Per Client for Youth Services Projects With Data
Available
w
50 -
~ 60 &0 &0 60 i &0 = o 5 3%
o o = o g o o S o ® = o
o o R Dar . R Y, ' a @ >
O o~ ~ ~— ~ O f=) 4 g o U >
- d > U WU MY A I > = 60 H
P O~ Q0 SWn Yo o ) o} I —l o o
Hg A8 2¢g dg dg o - — o @ o H o
2 E3 2553825 § F OS5 5 5 L
Project HO RO OO O SO H I~ = o a o < ©
Centinela

Valley 60 37 2 0 0 4 18 0 2 67 190 12.9
Cerritos «

Corridor 16 46 0 0 0 0 0] o] 0 451 513 5.6
HEAVY-West 73 | 49| 13 7 176 | 27] 39| 65|304] 704 {1358 | 12.6
JADE 0 0 0 0 733 733
Midvalley 80 34 0] 9 130 .

© PAY - 115 | 28 1 0 9 0 0 1| 156 | 310 .
Pomona

Valley 75 18 26 0 0 0 0 0 1 49 169 4.7
SEED 94 65 11 0 0 0 0 0] 0 662 832 7.8
W. San Gabri-

el Valley -~ 82 33 5 26 0 28 41 9 0 623 847 6.3

Totals 595 | 310 60 33 76 68 98 79 | 308 | 3455 | 5082 9.4

12% 6% 1% 17 17 1% 27 171 6% 68%

*Many cases had not terminated at the time of data collection and were

average amount of service.

SN NS . b

. otill receiving services. These figures thus are underestimates of the final
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For those clients with available records it is possible to deter-
mine the approximate amount of service, measured in contact hours, that
the average juvenile client received. Total contact hours and the num-
ber of recipients are also reported in Table 47 for projects with avail-
able data. Overall, each client who entered service had received an
average of over nine contact hours at the time there data were collected.
Since many of these clients had not yet terminated service at that time,
these figures underestimate the true average amount of service received.
The number of referrals who did not enter service is unknown at this
point.

The chief recipients of service were, of course, the juvenile
clients themselves. In addition, however, various other members of the
family such as parents and siblings were also sometimes involved in the
service. Table 48 presents the full distribution of service contacts
for those projects reporting this information. About 18% of all contacts
were with someone other than the juvenile client (though generally the
client was also present). Most frequently, if anyone else participated,
it was the mother.

$
Table 48: Distribution of Service Provider Contacts With Clients, Their ¥
Families, and Peers for Youth Services Projects With Data -
Available .
Project Client Mother Father Guardian Sibs Peers Total
Centinela
Valley 809 170 37 9 38 16 1079
Cerritos
Corridor 349 219 56 0 33 0 657
HEAVY-West 3525 . 3 0 0 0 4 3532
JADE 0 0 0 0 0 0
Midvalley 442 155 81 15 45 20 758
. PAY 1159 241 46 6 6 0 1458
Pomona Valley 536 106 58 0 22 37 759
SEED 1241 328 104 6 20 36 1735
W. San Gabri- : .
el Valley 1435 155 73 1 26 7 1697
Totals 9,496 1,377 455 37 190 120 11,675
817 12% 4% 0% 27 17
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Termination Status i

The prototype forms for the Youth Services Network Evaluation and
Manégement Information System record informaticn regarding the circum- ¥
stances under which clients terminate their service. ' Unfortunately, |
the data that is presently available omits termination data for approxi-
mately 85% of the cases. These records will need to be updated with
termination information before any report can be made.

Referral Agencies, Service Agencies and Cities of Residence

The agency of referral, agency of service, and city of residence
of Youth Services Network clients are reported in Tables 49-57 for
those projects with available data.
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Table 4Y: Referral Agency, Service AgencX, and gity of Residence o
Centinela Valley Diversion Project Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

El Segundo P.D.

Gardena P.D.

Hawthorne P.D.
Inglewocod P.D.

L.A.S.D. Lennox Station

School Districts

Centinela Valley
Inglewood
Lennox

Los Angeles
Wiseburn

Other Referral Source
Data Missing
Total

Service Agencies

1736 House .
Asian American Drug Abuse

Child, Youth and Parent Counseling

Family Services of L. A.
Gardena N.Y.P.U.M.

Hawthorne Y.M.C.A. Family Services

Inglewood Youth Counseling
Lennox Gang Prevention

South Bay Free Clinic

South Bay Human Services Center
South Bay Therapeutic Clinic
The Reading Center

Thomas Gibbs

Data Missing
Total

City of ClientﬁResidencg

El Segundo
Gardena
Hawthorne
Inglewood
Lawndale
Lennox

Los Angeles

Data Missing
Total

N
: é%i
SRR
L4 '-;‘ 1
84 SoE
Number of Youth Percent
10 5%
8 4
7 4
55 29
27 14
7 4
6 3
15 8 :
4 2 ¥
4 2
S
7 4 %
40 21 i
190 1
Number of Youth Percent 33’
l 0% i 5 3
4 2 5 :
14 7 35
4 2 . {f
3 2 ;
11 6 ;3
4 2 .
15 8 %
4 2 |
3 2
36 19
2 1 ;
11 6 i
9 + 3
'
Number of Youth Percent %
19 10% P
20 10 e
26 14
83 44
7 4
9 5
12 : 6
14 7 .
190

Cerritos Corridor Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

Bellflower Probation

Downey P.D.

Huntington Park P.D.
L.A.P.D. Hollenbeck Division
L.A.8.D. Lakewood Station
L.A.8.D. Norwalk Division
Los Angeles Probation

School Districts

ABC

Bellflower
Cerritos Corridor
Dovney

Long Beach Unified
Paramount

Other Referral Source
Data Missing : .
Total

Service Agencies

Affiliated Psychological Consultants
Aid in Developing
Center for Basic Learning
Developmental Guidance
Family Ministries
Family Services (Bellflower)

. Family Serviceg (Bloomfield Park)
Family Services (Los Angeles)
Helpline

Lindholm, Mark

Project Aware

" Psychological Health Services
Trinity Counseling Center

Wood, Roger

Other
Data Missing
, Total

City’of Client Residence

Artesia '
Bellflower
Cerritos
Downey
Hawaiian Gardens

_Lakewood
Long Beach
Norwalk
Paramount
Other

~Data Missing
Total

Table 30: Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Residence of

Number of Youth Percent
22 4%
77 15

3 1

4 1
121 24
6 1
3 1
84 16
15 3
8 1
44 9
5 1
49 9
34 7
_38 7
513 -

Number of Youth Percent
12 2%
9 2
16 3
38 7
21 4
28 5
2 0
9 2

21 4
10 2
14 3
26 5
32 7
21 4
3 1
245 48
513 o
Number of Youth Percent
22 47
48 9
81 16
108 21
28 5
87 ' 17
5 : 1
2 0
69 13
3 1
_60 12
513
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Table 51: Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Resideiice of

Project HEAVY-West Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Apencies Number of Youth Percent
Beverly Hills P.D. 3 0%
L.A.P.D. Central Division 2 0
L.A.P.D. Hollywood Division v 14 1
L.A.P.D. Lakewood Division 13 1
L.A.P.D. Venice Division 17 1
L.A.P.D. West Hollywood Division 5 0
L.A.P.D. West L.A. Division 18 1
Santa Monica P.D. 11 1
School Districts
Culver City 20 1
Los Angeles Unified 445 33
Santa Monica 22 2
Other, Referral Source 11 1
Data Missing 777 57
Total 1358

Service Agencies Number of Youth = Percent
AABC Counseling Center 29 2Z
Airport Marina Community Services 18 1
Boys' and Girls' Club of Venice 55 4
Boys' Club of Hollywood 23 2
Career Planning Center 43 3
Child, Youth and Parent Counseling 43 3
Clare Foundation 17 1
Didi Hirsch Mental Health 6 0
Direction Up 224 16
Do It Now Foundation 9 1
Hollywood Y.M.C.A. 43 3
Los Angeles Free Clinic 12 1
Mar Vista Youth Club 4 0
Ocean Park Community Center 3 0
Open Paths Foundation 72 5
John Rossi : <12 1
Santa Monica Bay Area Drug Abuse Council 27 2
Data Missing S 718 53
Total 1358

City of Client Residence Number of Youth Percent
Beverly Hills 8 1%
Culver City 90 7
El Segundo 6 0
Gardena 2 0
Inglewood 8 1
Los Angeles 767 56
Malibu 27 2
North Hollywood 2 0
Pacific Palisades 12 1
Santa Monica 87 6
Topanga 4 0
Venice 140 10
Data Missing 205 15
Total 1358

86

87

Table 32: Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Residence of

JADE Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

Alhambra P.D.

Bell P.D.

Cudzhy P.D.

Huntington Park P.D.
Juvenile Justice Center
L.A.S.D. Lynwood Station
Maywood

Pomona P.D.

Southgate P.D.

Walk-in Referral

School Districts

Lynwood Unified

Los Angeles Unified
Paramount

Saugus Union

Other Referral Source
Data Missing
Total

Service Agencies

Salvation Army

Southeast Psychological Services
Tri-Cities Counseling Services
Other '

Data Missing

Total

City of Client Residence

Bell

Cudahy
Huntington Park
Lynwood
Maywood
Non-resident -
Southgate
Other .

Data Missing
Total

Number of Yduth

12
45
15
128
10
33
16

3

108
36

11
234
28
2

32
20
733

Number of

Youth

19
6
35
1
672
733

Number of

Youth

75
44
181
61
51
72
170
6
_13
733

Percent

2%

6

2
17

oS PR

w

e O

Percent
37%
1
5
0
91

Percent

10%
6
25
8
7
10
23
1
10



Table 53: Referral Agency and Ccity of Re
Health Council Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

Baldwin Park P.D.

El Monte P.D.

L.A.S.D. Industty Stétion
L.A.S.D. Temple Station
West Covina P.D.

School Districts

Duarte
E1 Monte
El Monte Union H.S.

Mountain View

Other Referral Source
Data Missing
Total

City of Client Residence

Azusa

Baldwin Park
Duarte

E1 Monte

La Puente
South E1 Monte
West Covina
Other

Total -

— - ———

88

sidence of Midvalley Mental

Number of Youth

35
130

Number of Youth

C 2
16

5
72

o~

11

o

1

P

13

o

Percent

3%
39
4

-
-

.

PAY Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

Bell Gardens P.D.

L.A.S.D. East L.A. Station
L.A.S5.D. Industry Station
L.A.S.D. Pico Rivera Station
Montebello P.D.

Schpol Districts

Los Angeles Unified
Montebello

Other Referral Source
Data Missing
Total

Service Agencies

*

>

—V.'i}w‘\lll ""II pATELAY AN

City

Arcadia Reading Clinic

Ayudate

Bell Gardens Youth Services Bureau
Community Human Resources
Community Human Services

East L.A. Alcoholism Counseling
El Centro

En Jesus si se Puede

Open Door Clinic

Psychological Health

Robert Lispi

Sherry L. Smith, Ph.D.

Soledad Enrichment Action

Other , :

Data Missing

Total

of Client Residence

§
!
!
i
Y

B 2 o ia

Commerce

El Monte

Los Angeles
Montebello
Monterey Park
Pico Rivera
Other

Data Missing
Total

ety B . g 1 e B e AR b prarmb a2

Number of Youth

2

135

12
2
57

37
40

5
20

310

Number of Youth

10
18
4

7

3
11
35
18
38

5

4
43
72

9
33

—re—

310

Number of Youth

19
2

170
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Table 54: Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Residence of

Percent

1%
43

4

1
18

12
13

2
6

Percent

3%

o
HRNNOKE SN EO

N =
w &~

11

Percent
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Table 55:

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies

Claremont Probation
L.A.S.D. Industry Station
L.A.S.D. San Dimas Station
La Verne P.D.

Pomona Probation

Walnut Valley P.D.
Whittier Valley P.D.

School Districts

Bonita
Claremont
Pomona

Pomona Unified

Other Referral Source
Data Missing
Total

Service Agencies

Claremont Counseling Center
Community Oriented Probation
Family Services of Pomona

La Verne/San Dimas Open Door
Pomona Counseling Center
Walnut Valley Counseling Center
Other

Data Missing

Total

City

of Clien; Residence

Claremont y
Diamond Bar
La,Verne
Pomona ..
San Dimas .
Walnut

Other

Total

Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Residence of
Pomona Valley Youth Services Project Clients

90
Number of Youth Percent
6 3%
9 5
5 3
20 12
9 5
15 9
4 2
22 13
13 8
15 9
6 3
5 3
_40 24
169
Number“of Youth Percent
4 2%
10 6
27 16
12 7
2 1
59 35
1 0
_s4 32
169
Number of Youth =  Percent
. * 13 8% ~
73 43 .
30 PRERS 18 .
.6 3
31 18
13 . 8
_3 2
169
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Table 56:

91
Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City
of Residence of SEED Clients
Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies Number of Youth Percent
Douney P.D. 36 47
L.A.S.D. Industry Station 83 10
L.A.S.D. Lakewood Station 2 0
L.A.S.D. Norwalk Station 232 28
L.A.8.D. Pico Rivera Station 50 6
L.A.5.D. Temple Station 4 0
Probation Department 5 1
Whittier P.D. 11 1
School Districts ]
ABC .6 1
East Whittier 13 1
El Rancho 28 3
Little Lake City 60 7
Los Angeles Unified 2 0
Lowell Joint 5 1
Norwalk-La Mirada 145 17

© South Whittier 15 ¢ 2
Whittier Union 25 3
Other Referral Source 30 4
Data Missing 80 10
Total - 832

Service Agencies Number of Youth Percent

Al Christensen 16 2%
David Sequeira 21 2
Douney Area Counseling : 9 1
Family Ministries 4 0
Family Services of L.A. 3 0
Family Services of Rio Hondo 11 1
Helpline Youth Counseling . 15 2
James D. Lisle, Ph.D. 151 18
Jamed D. Lisle, Ph.D., On Campus Counseling 7 1
La Mirada Family Services 47 6
Mark E," Fowler ‘ : 10 1
Michael A. Johnson 77 9
N.Y.P.U.M. 2 0
Pico Rivera Family Counseling 44 5



Table 56 (continued)

Service Agencies (cont.)

-

City

Reading Guidance Institute

Rev. Thomas J. Gibbs, Jr.

Robert Lispi

Salvation Army

S.E. Council on Alcoholism and Drugs
Sherry L. Smith, Ph.D.

Other

Data Missing
Total

of Client Residence

Diamond Bar

Hacienda Heights

La Habra Heights

La Mirada

La Puente

Norwalk

Pico Rivera

Rowland Heights !
Santa Fe Springs

Whittier

Other
Data Missing
Total

92

Number of Youth Percent
8 1%
7 1
11 1
10 1
27 3
50 6
2 0
300 36
832
Number of Youth Percent
3 0%
16 2
3 0
138 16
19 2
247 30
78 9
11 1
30 4
158 19
18 2
111 3
832
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Table 57: Referral Agency, Service Agency, and City of Residence

of West San Gabriel Valley Juvenile Diversion Clients

Referral Sources

Law Enforcement Agencies
Alhambra P.D.

Arcadia P.D.

Downey P.D:

" L.A.S.D. Industry Station
L.A.S.D. Temple Station
Monrovia P.D.

Monterey Park P.D.
San Gabriel P.D.

- School Districts
ABC
Alhambra
Arcadia
El1 Monte
El Monte Union H.S.
Garvey
Monrovia
Montebello
Rosemead
San Gabriel

Other Referral Sources
Data Missing
Total

Service Agencies

Affiliated Psychiatric Medical Clinic
Alcohol Information Program

Arcadia Reading Clinic-Alhambra
Arcadia Reading Clinic-Arcadia
Employment ~ CETA

Family Counseling Service of W.S8.G.V.
Help Qur Youth (HOY)

Hillcrest Guidance Clinic.

Monterey Park Boys' Club

Number of Youth

Percent

108
79
2

2
26
49
13
6

32
38

8
39
- 16

11

320
847

Number of Youth

13%
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22
4
48 -
27
60
68
31
55
3
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Table 57 (conéinued)

Service Agencies (cont.)

City

Open Door Clinic

Santa Anita Family Services
Spectrum Counseling Services

Thelma Kaplan

W.S.G.V. Juvenile Diversion Project
W.S.G.V. Redding Program
Y.M.C.A.-S.G.V, N.Y.P.U.M.

Data Missing
Total

of Client Residence

Alhambra
Arcadia

Azusa

Duarte

El1 Monte
Huntington Park
Los Angeles
Montebello
Monterey Park
Monrovia
Rosemead

San Gabriel
South Pasadena
South San Gabriel
Temple City

Other
Data Missing
Total

Number of Youth

29
29
59
46
43

= \O

7

243
847

Number of Youth

161
80

924

Percent
rercel

3%

oUW

29

Percent
19%
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NOTES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS

The previous chapters in this report have provided information
regarding the overall nature and activities of the projects of the
Youth Services Network including, in many cases, information about
individual projects as well. Naturally, most of the individual pro-

- Jects show.a great similarity to the general Network pattern. 1In this
gection of .the report each individual project 1s reviewed with an
emphasis on any distinctive features that it might have. No attempt
has been made to provide a complete summary of the research findings
for each project since much of that information has been reported
already. But we have tried to collect together the highlights for
each project in order to provide a synopsils that wmay help project
directors and project boards better identify the distinctive issues
that have emerged for their particular project.

Centinela Valley

The Centinela Valley Youth Services Project covers the third largest
juvenile arrest pool in the Network. Its relative client volume, however,
is rather small--comparable to only about 8% of the juvenile arrest pool
in the catchment area though not all clients caome from the arrest pool.
This is the third lowest in the Network. Closely related is a rather
low funding level relative to other projects. Whereas the average
project in the Network receives funding equivalent to about $58 per
juvenile in the WIC 602 juvenile arrest pool, Centinela is only funded
at a level of about $30 per arrest, the second lowest in the Network.

Thus the Centinela Valley Project is underfunded for the size of its

juvenile arrest pool in comparison to the other projects of the Youth
Services Network.

One possible factor in this situation is the perception the project
boards have of their role in the project. Members of the boards who
were interviewed stressed their important role in determining youth needs
in their area and in monitoring the service providers under contract to
the project.. They made less mention of their role in promoting the
project and developing fimding for it than did; the typical board member
in the other projects of thé Network. .

With regard to project goals, the Centinela boards rated delinquency
prevention as the major goal, ¢losely followed by diversicn from the
juvenile justice system and reduction of crime in the commmity. Though
they rated the function of planning and coordinating youth services as

important, they gave this considerably less emphasis than was character-
istic in other projects.

The youth service providers who were interviewed did not give the
project particularly strong reports with regard to coordinating and
dgyeloping youth services in .the project area, though their reports were

not, particularly negative either. Referral agents, on the other hand,
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] le the project had played
11y favorable reports of the.ro ave
:idig;:ivzﬁzsz:laZions among referral agencies themselves and betw
referral agencies and service providers.

ject
One other distinctive characteristic of the Ceggéns%aiZ:li:¥e§§:is
is its strong law enforcement orientation. About . ;rl I re
e directly from law enforcement or probatio?. early L Of them wore
ref d subsequent to a code violation and 31% had an arre  record Wit
reierrefquses? These characteristics indicate that the Proj;givism e
EZiginZ relatively high risk juveniles as referrfli; wzgeczsgiderably
for those juveniles reflected that fact--at 34.3% 1L was comslderab Y ous
higher than the Network average. T@is largely ref ;ﬁen (Log more serd
cases that were referred to the project, howeviriEVEl of the juventles
rate was adjusted to take into account the ris .
referred, it fell well within the expected range.

r than
The cost per client for service at Centinela Vaiie{owzi 2i§2§11
the average for the Network--$365 per client co:pz;d ot base it of
Network average of $303 per client. The projec gid not pass all of
;his cost along to the major grantors, however. Lo Polise Denare-
$336 as a result of personnel donated by the Ing o B e
;:nt The project maintained a relatively low overhead, p
its éross funding directly into services.

b4

ere
boards and from the service providers and referral 3gents who w
interviewed during the course of the evaluation study.

Cerritos Corridor‘

ical
Cerritos Corridor Youth Services Project is a very i;iii;l;yzo
‘The the Youth Services Network. It functions very s Ty e
e etw k averages on virtually all of the factors exi ped In
this venart NeInOdeition the project receives very strong rathzih i
Ezisbzzzgzt;nd the servicé providers and referral agents with w

works. )

ir
The project boards indicate that delinquency prev:gsign iz zgzerna_
i goal but alsé emphasize the importance of g;o dersg
z§v2a§Z the juvenile justice system for youthful offen .

favorably by the community
Y idor project is cited very o
- §$;Zizozrggizers fgr its work coordinati?g and de:etzziniszozf
ZZisic:: in theﬁcommuuity, particularly forlhelpigg 2§tepriject o

i es. The referral agencies also g foch.
extitingi%eggizzt show quite as much enthusiasm as the service provider
rating

drift in the project away
rs there may have been some ] way
the riczzt {zs enforcement orientation that characterize? :; Z?:ectly
fromfihetsiZitiated Although 10%Z of its referrals weiﬁ rezg;vcame rect
fro ro . little more an 4
unusually high number,  Jane from
o progaiign;n;ﬁrcement stations. The large Lékewood Sheriiissto art s
tz? iOC: cne time referred more than 107 of its juvenile arre
which a t
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Project, recently has averaged only 7%Z. Moreover, over half of the law
enforcement referrals had no recorded off

énse at the time of referral
and only 58% of them Were reported to have a code violation involved in
the referral incident,

8ample did have prior arrest records which indicates that
serving youth of medium delinquency rigk,

little higher than the Network average,

in the expected range for the type of lay
the project.

the project was
This level, however, wag very

The recidivism rate of 31.97% was
enforcement referral handled by

The project managed
f that, averaging $79 per client, through
salary contribution from the Sheriff's

The result was that only $213 per client was actually charged
About 51% of the pProject

budget went for direct service indicating that overhead costs were kept

to a reasonable, though fairly typical level.

Foothill

The Foothill Project is among the smallest in the Network in terms of
the size of the juvenile arrest pool in its jurisdiction. The lay enforce-
want stations in its area generally have no history of diversion. The -
Crescenta Valley Sheriff's Station, for example, reports virtually no

juvenile arrest dispositions referred to commumnity service agencies during
recent years.

The 1981 Youth Services Network Evaluation, now in Progress, should

Provide full information regarding the progress of the Foothill project
during its first full year of operation.

HEAVY-Central

Project HEAVY-Central is, by far, the laxgest Project in the Youth
Services Network in terms of the gize of its catchment area--19% of the
entire‘juveqile arrest pool in Log Angeles Cowmty, more than twice the
size of the next largest Project. The client volume handled by the
project, haowever, is not proportional to the magnitude of its catchment
area. Many of the LAPD Stations in the area refer less than 5% of their
juvenile arrests to the project. The overall client volume in the pro-~
ject, from all Sources, is below the average for the projects of the Youth

Services Network as judged in comparison with the size of the Jjuvenile
arrest pool.
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Tmlike most of the other projects of the Network, the Hgivzzgigtral
Bunction in the project theuyn they slse shov a sibstentiel comitmeat
in the project though they a 1al
ignggiozoals of gelinquency prevention.and diversion. iTheliougzviizzi:e
agencies that participate with the project give excepthona {ce S
reports of HEAVY-Central's role in developing new youth serv P
and in helping to impreove existing services.

The referral agents who were interviewed in the HEAVi;Sentza}narea,
however, did not indicate that the project had been sign £ :221e§ or
facilitating improved relations between them and service agin o e
other groups that participate with the project.. This m.ia;r,the EEAV'-’{—
due to the unusual homogeneity among referral agencies o e
Central project. Virtually all the participating polic?fztg échool
from LAPD while the schools are all part of the L.A. Unl- et S e
District. -In addition, the service agencies and the proge; Srar oo
selves do not give a great deal of attention to providing fee
encouragement to the referral agencies.

The referrals that were sent by law enforcement to the proj;ct wiizn
below the Network average in terms of their delinquency risk. th:;ezoz
half had no confirmed arrest at the time of refarral and ;ssis an
of them had prior arrest records. To some extent this emp asect's
juveniles with less delinquency involvement reﬁ%gggs therz;éghiCh the

large prog
delinquency prevention philosophy. The
p:ojezt mazages, for example, 1s explicitly targeted on predelinquents
who have no prior arrests.

Despite the relatively low risk juveniles th:;v:re rei:rz:dSZzpizzingly
- helr reci sm ra
enforcement in Project HEAVY-Central, t : surpris
forcement referrals, the rec
high. For a large sample of law en : e
igni dicted on the basis o e
rate was significantly higher than pre the cas
be that there is some o
teristics of the youth involved. It may e i les
characteristic of these juw
factor not accounted for, a distinctive . : Suren
hey seem on the basis o
t makes them higher risk cases than t .
;gizr records, but on the face of it these results are not encouraging

. It is particularly noteworthy that a consider;ﬁieczzzugzroilzzzif ii
Zgggt ;: zgzhsgzz:giiigﬁzgzeinazth§Z§;gi;tZ§d.mo§§ than $200 :iggizmzzzﬁy
the ﬁetwork average. These high cost per client figures are n Drina

3 enditures in this large project. ghly
e e L
Zﬁii:ﬁiﬁgtijgi?sezgni g::i:r of programvitZai:gZ;cEE$§§;Sizﬁzilj2§Znile
zgziiz EﬁainZEZE igbiﬁzngigiiyp$g§:ci:rofcthe Netwoigin ihi;igﬁli:zidiVism
izzzzpifsgﬁ:lgazeezzgizzziﬁEdci:e:ifzttﬁz ggzvgfzzztralgciient pool.

As the largest project in the Youth Services NetworkLandAsnelzzagriz
downtown Los ge s
trally located but is close to the
;zg'zzt]:.yﬂgz%-%nzral takes on a varilety of general gupport functior;s fgfm .
theJother projects of the Network. It also engages in a significant am

- .. T
. e ;) e e AT % g
i e G e e et L -
i el F A £ N e AR
ok b Z 4R ot - ik et A
55 e £ Erdr S il ! e o e

e

S igé.:ﬁw

i

, % R o e 2
B Ll
e
P

¥

B s it et

99

of community work with other agencies and groups in the area.
of the high cost per client at HEAVY-Central is due to these supplementary
activities. During the cost analysis for HEAVY-Central an attempt was
made to identify the proportion of time spent by key administrative and
service personnel in the Project on general comm
other such activities.

remove those costs, the resulting cost per client estimate was $500, less
than the original estimate but 8t1ll well above the cost typical in the
other projects of the Youth Services Network.

Thus, part

The project boards at HEAVY-Central are notable for the importance
they place on the role of interceding on behalf of the project and
engaging in other such essentially political functions.
report that the identification of potential funding sources and fund-
raising in general is an issue of direct concern to them,

Project boards in the Network show little interest in this criti
of project functioning.

Overall, the project boards and the youth service providers and referral
agents who .interact with Project HEAVY-Central give it positive ratings
and cite many pProgram accomplishments. The specific ratings that were
made by respondents to our interviews, however, fell somewhat below the
average evaluations for the other Projects in the Network.

HEAVY~San Fernando Valley

Project HEAVY-San Fernando Valley covers the second largest juvenile
arrest pool in the Youth Services Network. It has a large number of clients

relative to the size of that arrest pool--the client volumes is equivalent
in numbers to 31% of the annual juvenile arrests.

The project boards Put priority on the goal of providing youth service
that will be an alternative to the juvenile justice System. They put

and cqmmunication'among'schools, law enforcément, and youth service agencies.

The board members view the project as very successful in providing a
coordinating function in the Youth services sector. This assessment is
echoed by the youth service providers who, in most cases, give very
favorable reports of their experience with the project. They particularly
praise the work of the Project in facilitating cooperation between youth
services agencies and layw enforcement and in helping to make diversion of
arrested youth a viable option. The service agencies also report that
HEAVY~San Fernando Valley staff have been very helpful in providing
assistance in their own efforts Lo prepare proposals for funding.

The law enforcement stations in the HEAVY-San Fernando area are
generally quite active in making referrals to the project, Three of the
LAPD stations, for example, refer 10~18% of their juvenile arrests to the
project. Others, for example Foothill and West Valley,  are less active,
however. The law enforcement referrals in our sample showed 22% with
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priors and 69%Z with confirmed arrests at the time of referral. This
distribution indicates that the project 1s receiving juveniles in the
medium to low delinquency risk range. In part, this result is due to
the DISCO program administered by the project. That program is targeted
on predelinquents with no arrests or priors.

The recidivism rate of the law enforcement referrals that were
checked during the course of the evaluation research was quite low--
11.1%Z. This estimate was based on a very small sample, however, and
may not be stable. To a large extent it reflects the relatively low
risk law enforcement referrals received by the project. The recidivism
rate was in the range expected when the risk level of the juveniles was
taken into account.

One interesting finding that emerged in the study of the HEAVY-San
Fernando Valley Project was the rather low visibility the project itself
had with the various referral agencies. Since the referral agents deal
directly with the service providers, they are relatively unaware of the
nature and operation of the H-SFV Youth Services Project itself. Indeed,
it was difficult to find referral agents who were willing to be interviewed
with regard to the project. Even though they may have made a substantial
number of referrals, they did not feel they were familiar enough with the
project itself to comment on it. In this context, it may be significant
that the Resource Board of the HEAVY~San Fernando project is not very
active. Though a few members put in considerable effort om the project's
behalf, the board is officially convened only to review proposals for
new service programs. Thus the representatives from law enforcement,
school, etc. on that board do not have as much opportunity to learn about
the naturs and workings of the project as they would if the board were
more vigorously engaged in project operatioms.

The HEAVY-San Fernando Valley project brings a substantial amount of
funding into its catchment area. The overall 1980 level was equivalent
to about $43 of diversion money for each juvenile arrest in the jurisdic-
tion that year and: another $100 per arrest in youth employment money. The
diversion money was distributed over an unusually large number of clients
by using careful cost monitoring to keen the overall cost per client low.
The effect of these procedures was to give H-SFV the lowest cost per
client ratio in the Youth Services Network--$139. Of that amount, §8%
went directly to services with only 32% allocated to overhead, giving
the project the lowest ovérhead rate in the Network. -
One sacrifice that the project may have made in order to maintain that
low overhead rate 'is a reduction in ‘the case management functions that are
common in the other projects of the Youth Services Network. Relative to
the other projects, H-SFV receives less information regarding referral
and scheduled services for its juvenile clients. It is also less active
in performing outreach or requiring the service agencies to perform out-
reach in the event that a client fails to appear for service intake or a
scheduled service session.

Overall, Project HEAVY-San Fernando Valley has a very good reputation
in the community. Its boards and service providers, especially, give it
exceptionally high ratings.
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HEAVY-West

Project HEAVY-West is a very significant program in its catchment
area. It provides services to a client pool equivalent in size to 38%
of the number of juvenile arrests in the area, a sizeable quantity.
Furthermore, it has obtained a funding level that amounts to about $147
per juvenile arrest in its jurisdiction. With this client volume and
funding level, the HEAVY-West project has sufficient resources and
coverage to make a substantial impact on youth and youth services in
its area.

The youth service agencies that have worked with HEAVY-West report
that the funding they receive has made a great difference in their pro-
grams. Not only has it permitted expansion and development, but in some
cases the service agencies say that without the funding they might not
have survived. Unlike many other projects in the Network, however, the
HEAVY-West service agencies do not report that the project has made a
great difference in coordinating youth services or in facilitating in-
creased communication and cooperation among ycuth services, law enforce-
ment, and the schools. The referral agents who were interviewed gave
similar reports. '

The project boards at HEAVY-West rate the planning and coordination
of youth services as an important function of the project. More attention
may be warranted for that objective in light of the comments made by the
service providers and referral agents in our interviews. The project
boards at HEAVY-West also gave unusual emphasis to the goal of delinquency
reduction in the community irrespective of the program approach that is
used. They do not appear to be as committed to the Individual client
orientation or the purchase of service vehicle as other project boards
in the Network.

The referrals that were made to Project HEAVY-West during 1980 were
almost entirely from schools and self-referrals. Less than 157 came from
law enforcement stations or probation. Only the Hollywood LAPD station
makes a proportionately large number of referrals to the project, 14Z of
its juvenile arrests. The other law enforcement stations in the area
refer more like 4~7% of their juvenile arrests, a rather small amount.

The law: enforcement referrals that were received tended to be rather
low risk delinquency cases. Only 55% of them were reported to have a code
violation offense at the time of referral. Less than 19% had any record
of prior offenses and over half had no confirmed arrest at the time of’
referral. All these factors indicate that the law enforcement referrals
were fairly minor cases in terms of theilr delinquency histories. Their
relatively low recidivism rate, 20.3%, was in the range expected for such
juveniles. '

The cost per client at HEAVY-West was somewhat above the Network
average for diversion clients, $359 .compared with $303 for the Network.
Approximately $50 of that cost, however, was carried through donations
of office space and the assistance of CETA VI workers, budget items which
were not charged to the major grantors who paid for the diversion service.
Thus HEAVY-West only passed along costs of about $309 per client to those
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. only 2% of its juvenile arrests.
received are generally juveniles with significant potential for delinquency.
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grantors. The service money was spent with a relatively low overhead rate
also. About 60% of the cost per client went directly into services, only

40% into personnel.and operating expenses--a ratio above the Network average.

The project boards at HEAVY-West placed the most emphasis on their
function of identifying and obtaining funding for the project, which may
in part explain the project's relatively high funding level. They put less
emphasis on their role in youth services planning and development. Over-
all, the project received moderately good ratings from its boards and the
service agencles and referral agents with which it deals. The project was
viewed favorably and received ratings similar to the Network average, which
itself was a high rating.

JADE

- The JADE Youth Services Project shows a particularly strong commitment
to the goals of reducing juvenile delinquency. The project boards rate
delinquency prevention, reduction of crime in the community, and providing
an alternative to the juvenile justice system as the overriding goals of
the project.

Project JADE has managed to obtain a reasonably high funding level
for its program purposes.
arrest in the catchment area, a figure somewhat above the Network average.
Furthermore, the client volume at Project JADE is well above the Netwosk
average. The number of clients in 1980 was equivalent in number to 33% of
the juvenile arrest pool in the area. '

About half of the referrals to the project come directly from law
enforcement or probation. Not all police stations make uniformly high
referrals, however. The Lynwood Sheriff's Station, for example, refers
The law enforcement referrals that are

Over B80%Z of them have code violations at the time of referral. Almost 30%

"have prior arrest records indicating a medium high risk for delinquency

relative to other projects in the Network. The recidivism rate for the
law enforcement referrals was in the expected range for juveniles at the
obtained risk level--overall, 24.8% were rearrested within six months of
referral. ‘ o

3

.

The boards at Project JADE put. less emphasis on the planning and co-
ordination of:youth services in the community as an explicit project goal
than did most of the boards for the other projects in the Network. Boards,
service. providers, and referral agents'alike, however, cited many instances
in which the project was responsible for generating new programs or
improving existing services. In addition, the boards also believed that
the project had contributed greatly to facilitating increased communication
and cooperation among the various service anq referral agencies. The
agencies themselves, however, did not report as much improvement in this
area as the boards seemed to believe though they gave favorable reports.

In fact, all the involved groups--boards, service agencies, and referral
agents--gave the project good ratings overall, comparable to the average
for the other projects of the Network and higher than many.

Overall funding amounts to about $66 per juvenile
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Service cost at Project JADE was well below the Network average.
The cost per client at JADE was only about $207 (vs. Network average of
$303). Only 39% of that amount went directly into service, however,
giving JADE one of the highest overhead rates in the Network. A sub-
stantial share of that overhead was attributable to the screener comsul-
tants who work in the various police stations tp facilitate law enforce-
ment referrals. The high level of law enforcement referrals received by
the project indicates that those consultants were largely successful in
performing this function but their cost, budgeted directly to the project,
increased the personnel and operating expenses significantly.

The préject boards at JADE gave particular emphasis to their role
in promoting the project and interceding on its behalf with various out-
side groups. Also, among boards of the Network projects, it was one of
the most committed to the tasks of locating and cbtaining funding for the
project and attempting to influence favorable legislation.

Midvalley

The Midvalley Project 1s, in many regards, atypical of the Youth
Services Network. It is crganized as a community mental health center
and provides all its services directly, the only project-of the Network
to do so. In addition, it is a small, rather intense project by comparison
with the others of the Network. The arrest pool in-its catchment area is
of medium size yet the Midvalley project handles relatively few juvenile
clients, equivalent in number to about 8% of the size of the juvenile
arrest pool (vs. aver 20%Z for the typical project in the Network). The
overall funding level is also relatively low for the size of its catchment
area. Funding for youth programs averages about $46 for each juvenile in
the annual arrest pool in comparison to a Network average of $58.

- The juvenile clients which Midvalley handles, however, are clearly
high delinquency risk cases. About 40%Z of them are referred by law
enforcement and an unusually high 184 are referred by probation. In
addition, almost 45% of the law enforcement referrals had prior arrest
records making them the client group with the most significant delinquency
involvement in the Network. Despite the high level of delinquency risk,
the recidivism rate for .these clients was less than expected given their
characteristics--only 11%. This result is based on & small sample which
makes it somewhat difficult to interpret. If it can be confirmed on a
larger sample, it will be a very encouraging indicator of project success.

The service which is provided to these high risk delinquents is the
most expensive in the Youth Services Network. The average cost per client
at Midvalley is $621--twice the Network average of $303, = Furthermore, it
is not offset by a significant amowunt of donations and subsidies from non-
service oriented sources though the project does use unpaid interms for
some of its counseling service. Nearly the full $621 cost per client is
passed on to the major grants which support the diversion services of the
project. Of the cost per client amount, 41% goes to direct service, the
remaining 597 is overhead. Though not the highest overhead rate in the
Network, this isstill one of the highest. It appears to be a function of
both the intensity of.the service provided to the juvenile clients and the
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higher cost of organizing to provide service directly rather than contract
it to an outside agency.

The project boards at Midvalley put an unusually strong emphasis on
their political functions: promoting the project, interceding with out-
side groups, and attempting to influence favorable legislation. Curiously,
they do not rate the importance of their role in fundraising as highly as
many of the other proiect boards in the Network.

Since the Midvalley project is not involved with contract service
agencies it cannot perform the functions of coordimating and planning
youth services in its catchment area in quite the way that the other
Network projects do. The project is cited favorably by its own boards
and by the referral agents with which it deals for beginning new youth
programs. In addition, the referral agencies indicate that their partici-
pation with the project has facilitated communication and cooperation
among themselves.

Pasadena (Project DAY)

Project DAY in the Pasadena area is among the smallest in the Youth
Services Network in terms of the size of the juvenile arrest pool in its
catchment area. It is also notably underfunded. The overall funding level
for the project in 1980 amounted to about $34-36 for each juvenile arrest
in its jurisdiction. The average project in the Network was funded at a
level of approximately $58 per juvenile arrest. The relative funding
level at Project DAY 1s the third lowest in the Network.

With the low fuanding and staff turnover that Project DAY has experi-
enced in recent years the project has not yet been put on completely solid
footing. The project boards apparently are still not completely satisfied
with the progress that has been made. Overall, they give the project
below average, though still favorable. ratings. In their own functioning,
the project boards appropriately emph size their role in promoting the
project acod in helping to identify and obtain funding for it.

Although almost two~thirds of the law enforcement referrals to the
project had ne confirmed arrest at the time of referral, it does appear
that the project is receiving some juveniles of relatively high delinquency
risk. Of those with referral arrests, 30% had prior arrest records--a
relatively high rate compared to the overall Network average. The
recidivism of these juveniles was 40%, a high rate but one within the
range that would be expected for juveniles of this risk level.

Project DAY has maintained a low $201 cost per client and $22 of that
is offset by donations such as office space. Only 37Z of the cost goes
directly to services for the juvenile clients, however. With 63% of the
cost going to personnel and operating expenses, Project DAY has the highest
overhead rate of any project in the Youth Services Network. This high
overhead proportion will come down 1f the project increases its client
volume and service funding without enlarging staff. Both could increase
considerably while still staying in the range represented by the other pro-
jects of the Network.
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The project boards cite delinquency prevention and provision of an
alternative to the juvenile justice system as the major goals for the pro-
ject. They place little emphasis on the project's potential role in co-
ordinating and planning youth services in the community as an important
project goal. Nonetheless, the boards report a high level of improved
communication and cooperation among service providers and referral
agents as a result of the activities of the project. The referral
agents and service providers who were interviewed agreed, but were not
quite so enthusiastic as the board members.

PAY/SEED

Project PAY and Project SEED are combined under a single administra-
tion even .though they maintain separate project boards with separate
catchment areas. Combined, they cover an area that is about average size,
in terms of the annual juvenile arrest pool, for the projects of the Youth
Services Network. The combined client volume represents about 22% of the
juvenile arrest pool in number of juveniles. The funding level of the
projects together averages about $55 per juvenile arrest in the catchment

area. Both these figures are near the overall Youth Services Network
averages.

Both PAY and SEED have in common their ties with law enforcement
through the project director who is an officer of the Los Angeles County
Sheriff's Department. Both project hoards emphasize delinquency preven-
tion and diversion from the juvenile justice system as major project goals.
Law enforcement referrals make up a significant proportion of the clientele
for these two projects. PAY receives 67% of its referrals from law enforce-
ment and 1% from probation; SEED receives 50% from law enforcement and 5%
from probation. Despite this, the proportionate number of referrals from
the local law enforcement stations has decreased in recent years. The
three Sheriff's Stations, for which figures are available, refer only
5-7% of their total juvenile arrests to the youth services projects.

Most of the law enforcement referrals the projects receive have con-
firmed arrests for code violations at the time of referral. There is some
difference, however, between the two projects in the delinquency risk
level of those referrals.  About 33% of the referrals to PAY have a prior
arrest record, making them relatively high risk cases. In .contrast, only
187 of the SEED reFerrals had prior arrest records--a rather “low figure,
below the average for the other projects of the Youth Services Network.
Naturally, the recidiv1sm of these Juveniles was commensurate with their
risk level--38% at PAY and 20% at SEED. Both figures were within the
range expected given the risk level of the juveniles, however, so neither
can be said to be atypically high or low.

Because of the unified administration, program costs at the two
projects were very comparable and, in both cases, below the Network
average. Furthermore, by taking advantage of donated office space and
bookkeeping in each project, as well as the contribution of LASD to the
project director's salary, a significant amount of the cost per client
was not passed on to the primary grantor agencies, Average costs were
$268 per client at PAY and $247 at SEED. These figures-were reduced
$76 and $52, respectively, by the donations and contributions making the
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cost to major grantors less than $200 per client in each case. (The
Network average was $303 per client.) In addition, project overhead
consumed a relatively modest proportion of the costs for client service—-

only about 45% in each project--leaving 55% for service.

Neither of the two project boards emphasized the planning and co~-
ordination of community youth services as an important function of the
project. There was, however, a significant difference reported in the
actual effects of the projects' activities. The members of the SEED
boards universally reported greatly enhanced coordination and communica-
tion among officials of local government, service providers, and referral

The service and referral agencies also reported this effect,

agents.
The members of the Project PAY

though somewhat less overwhelmingly.

"boards, on the other hand, reported almost no instances of improved

communication among agencies in their area. Nor did the PAY service
providers cite much activity in this area, though referral agents gave
more favorable reports. It shculd be noted, however, that Project PAY
is in a rebullding period following a reorganization in 1979. Consid-
erable progress has been made since that time.

The PAY project boards reported an unusually low commitment to the
various 'political" roles that are assumed by many project boards through-
out the Network. They reported little activity in the areas of promoting
the project, . interceding with outside groups on its behalf, or helping
identify and obtain funding for the project. The board and the service
and referral agencies also gave the overall project relatively low
ratings—--below average though still in the favorable range.

In contrast, the members of the SEED project boards reported con-

siderable activity in promoting the project and contributing to its
development. They and the participating agencies also gave the project

high ratings for its overall value to the community.

Pomona Valley

The Pomona Valley Youth Services Project is among the smallestprojects
in the Network in terms of the size of the juvenile arrest pool in its
catchment area but it is one of the most extensive in terms of coverage
of its area. Counting the juveniles who receive employment services, the
PVYSP. client volume in 1980 was equivalent in numbers to approximately
66Z of the juvenile arrest pool. Furthermore, the relative funding level
of the project was the highest in the Youth Services Network-~—amounting
to $83 in diversion funds for each juvenile in the local arrest pool and
$424 per juvenile arrest when the employment funds are included. All
these figures are quite high, indicating a very large project effort at

PVYSP relative to the size of its catchment area.

In recent years the Pomona Valley Project has moved away somewhat
from diversion and counseling services provided through purchase of
service arrangements. Though purchase of service remains a significant
component of the project, the youth employment program is considerably
larger. This redirecticn has, to some extent, been hastened by limited

support from some locai cities for the Valleywide orientation of the

purchase of service program. Others involved with the project see it
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South Bay

The South Bay Youth Services Project covers a catchment area of
moderately large size in terms of the local juvenile arrest pool. For
the size of its catchment area, however, it received a very low client
volume in 1980 compared to the other projects of the Youth Services
Network--equivalent to only about 47 of the annual number of juvenile
arrests. In addition, its funding level is considerably below the average
for the other projects of the Youth Services Network.. Whereas the
average youth services project is funded at a level of about $58 per
Jjuvenile arrest in the local arrest pool, in 1980 the South Bay Project
had funding of only $26 per arrest--less than half the Network average.
This figure excludes most of the arrest pool for the city of Torrance
since a separate juvenile diversion project operates there. If the
Torrance arrests were included in the calculation, the South Bay funding
level would only amount to $16 per juvenile in the annual arrest pool.

1980 was a rebuilding year for the project and much of the first
half of the year was spent in various start-up activities. This fact
accounts, in part, for the low referral level and funding level obtained
by the project.

The policy board of the South Bay Youth Services Project réports an
active commitment to the roles of promoting the project, interceding on
its behalf with outside groups, and supporting favorable legislation.
The board members indicaked little activity, however, in the area of
identifying possible funding for the project and assisting in cbtaining
funds despite the low funding level of the project.

In its present state, the South Bay Project receives relatively low
overall ratings from its own boards, the referral agents that send clients,
and the service agencies that treat those clients. Though in the '"good"
range, these ratings were well below those of most other projects of the
Youth Services Network. This result is not particularly surprising
considering the fact that the South Bay Project is clearly in a re-
building period now. :

On the other hand, all the groups that participate with the project
cite it very favorably for its contribution to facilitating communication
and cooperation among representatives of local government, police and
school personnel, and youth service agencies. Indeed, South Bay was
among the projects of the Network with the most strongly favorable
reports on this dimension.

The project boards at South Bay give the greatest importance to
delinquency prevention and diversion from the juvenile justice system
as project goals. The 1980 evaluation data included only a small sample
of the project's direct law enforcement referrals for which full arrest
histories were available. Only 11% of that sample had an arrest record
prior to the referral offense indicating a relatively low level of
delinquency risk. The recidivism rate for those juveniles, however,
was almost 28%~-higher than would be expected for their relative risk
level. Given the small size of the sample, this result should be checked
with a larger group before any firm conclusions are drawn.
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Service costs at South Bay averaged $364 per client, higher than the
Network average of $303 per client. Only $340 per client was charged to
the major grantor, however. The remainder was offset by donated office
space for which the project did not have to pay. Of the per client costs,
56%Z went directly for service with only 44% going to overhead. This
figure represents a reasonably low overhead rate, quite close to the
overall Network average.

Because it is going through a period of rebuilding, the South Bay

-Youth Services Project's 1980 performance, as reflected in the present

evaluation data, are not necessarily representative of what can be
expected in the future.

West San Gabriel Valley

The West San Gabriel Valley Youth Services Proiect offers a mixture
of services that includes those purchased from community agencies and
both remedial reading and employment training provided directly by the
project. The size of the catchment area, as indexed by the local
juvenile arrest pool, is about average for the projects of the Youth
Services Network. The West San Gabriel Project, however, receives a
relative client volume somewhat above average {(equivalent to about 267%
of the number of youth in the annual juvenile arrest pool). It maintains
a funding level that is typical for the diversion programs and above average

" when the youth employment program is included. Assessed in terms of the

local juvenile arrest pool, diversion funding in the project averages
$56 for each juvenile arrest and goes up to $128 per arrest with the

employment funding.

The project boards rate delinquency prevention and diversion as
major goals. They also place considerable emphasis on the project's
contribution to planning and coordinating youth services in the catch~
ment area. All the groups that participate with the project, especially
the service agencies, give the project very high marks for its role in
improving the communication and cooperation among service providers,
referral agents, and local government. Improved relations with law
enforcement agencies were cited especially favorably. The local youth
service agencies also reported that the financial assistance available
through the West San Gabriel Valley Project:-had been important to them.

Project referrals come largely from law enforcement and probation
(36% and 9% respectively) with the remainder from schools and other sources,
including self-referrals. The large Temple Sheriff's Station in the pro-
ject catchment area, however, refers only 2% of its juvenile arrests, an
unusually low rate.

Though 81% of the law enforcement referrals were reported to have
committed a code violation at the time of referral, a search of the
juvenile arrest records revealed that over two-thirds of the referrals
did not have a confirmed arrest when they were referred. Of those that
did, however, more than 32% had a record of prior arrests, indicating a
relatively high level of delinquency risk. About 31% of those juveniles
recidivated within six months of referral--a rate well within the expected
range for juveniles of their risk level.
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The average cost per client for the diversion services in the West
San Gabriel Valley Project was $258, below the Network average of $303.
Furthermore, 58% of the expenditures went directly for service. The
remaining 42% for personnel and operating expenses represented a
moderately low overhead rate close to the Network average.

The policy and advisory boards of the WSGV Project reported active
roles in all phases of the project--program planning, service monitoring,
and program development through promotion, support of favorable legis-
lation, and assistance in locating and obtaining funding. Overall, the
project received quite favorable evaluations from its own boards and from
the service agency and referral personnel who work with it.
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