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1981 EVALUATION: SUMi Y AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The evaluation study reported here is the second of a series of two conducted
under contract with Los Angeles County and funded through the State Office of Criminal
Justice Planning. The 1980 report assessed the program operations, service delivery,
and community role of the thirteen delimquency prevention projects of the Los Angeles
County Youth Services Network. The present report focuses on program outcome and
impact with special attention to the issues of prevention, delinquency risk,
recidivism, and client reaction.

Major Evaluation Findings
Preventjon .

Juvenile delinquency was found to be sufficiently likely among male youth in Los
Angeles County to justify a broad prevention effort. Cohort studies have shown that
approximately one youth in every four is arrested at least once during the teemage
years. In a single year there is one juvenile arrest in Los Angeles County for every
seven juvenile males in the population. In addition, for every juvenile arrest there
are likely to be five to thirty undetected delinquent acts.

Delinquency prevention is stropgly cost-effective in comparison to the costs of
responding :£o the delinquency after it occurs. Prevention services from the Youth
Services Network cost, on average, less than $250 per case. The average juvenile
arrest in Los Angeles County represents about $1754 in law enforcement and justice
system costs. The prevention program must only prevent one arrest faor ‘every six cases
it handles in order to produce an immediate net savings. If the cumulative effects of
prevention on future arrests is also taken into account, the prevention program
achieves a net savings by preventing only one arrest far every 12 cases it treats. If
costs to victims in terms of personal injury and property damage for both detected and
undetected juvenile acts are included along with the costs to the justice system,
prevention of arrest for one juvenile out of every 35«50 treated is sufficient to
produce a net savings to society. These very favorable ratios indicate that
delinquency prevention is a concept with considerable potential in the fight against
Juvenile crime. ‘

The cost=-effective nature of preventib,n programs is particuiarly beneficial to the

Justice agencies supported by the Los Angeles County budget. The County bears almost

two-thirds of the total cost of processing and disposing of each juvenile arrest.
Every developing juvenile arrest history that is prevented at a cost of $250 saves the
Probation Department and Juvenile Courts approximately $1890 of expense . Support for
the Youth Services Network program by Los Angeles County (through the AB90 Subvention
Program) thus seems justified, not because the prevention program has a direct effect
on the CYA comitment rate, but because it has the capability of freeing substantial
probation and court resources-which, in turn, can be used to lower the commitment
rate. ’

PR )
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Delinguency Risk

The ability of the Youth Services Network program to actually pr'e\éent a. signitf‘ic:kxll:
amount of delinquency and, in the process, achieve substantial cost savings to :
Justice system depends crucially upon the delinquency risk level of the: clients it
serves. If those clients have little potential for delinquency, there is little to be
gainad in freating them.

About U46% of the Network's clients had an arrest record in the centrally maintained
Juvenile Automated Index and as many as 58% may have had some official police contact.
Though, overall, those figures only indicate moderate delinquency risk, there were
sharp differences depending upon referral source.

Law enforcement and probation referrals to the Network constituted 46% of the total
and showed a generally high level of delinquency risk. By definition, of course, all
had at least some minimal police contact. In addition, their referral of-‘fenses were
significant — 27% represented Part I crimes and 35% were reported as felonies.

0f particular importance, a special study showed that 47% of the law enforcement
referrals would most likely have been non-detained petition referrals to the Probétion
Department if they had not been diverted tc the Youth Services Network. This flndé.ng
not only indicates a relatively high level of delinq?ency risk but shows.tha. a
significant portion of those referrals were "true dlversiqns" from the Juverin.le
Justice system. Since 1979 the proportion of such true diversions among law
enforcement referrals to the Youth Services Network has doubled. Each Sl}ch case
represents a direct savings of about $1415 to Los Angeles County Probation and
Juvenile Courts.

Referrals from sources other than law enforcement and pro'l;;tjéon, mostly scak;o:l:c,)
| 4% of the total Youth Services Network caseload. at group appe
zr;it:::ﬁdligtle delinquency risk. Somewhere between two-thirds and three~fourths of
them have had no official police contact either before or after referral. Among the
school referrals, only 12% were referred subsequent to a delinquent act committed at
school. Overall, non-law enforcement referrals were judged to have qnly one-t.hird tp

one-half the delinquency risk of law enforcement pef'ef‘-rals,

S
'

Reeldivim L

The services provided by the projects of the Youth Services Network contimue to appear
effective in reducing the recidivism of the clients served. A large study compared
recently arrested juveniles who received treatment through the Network with those who
received altermate dispositions. When statistical adjustments were made for the
different characteristics of the groups, the group treated by the Network showed an
18% lower recidivism than the comparison group. Though not definitive, the results of
this study were consistent with those of previous recidivism studies on clients of the
Youth Services Network.

The recidivism rate at the various individual projects of the Youth Services Network
varied considerably but in no case was it above the level expected on the basis of the
severity of the clients served. Thus the overall recidivism reduction associated with
treatment appears to be shared by all the projects of the Network rather than being
the result of a few exceptionally successful projects.

SO,

R4

YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK 1981 EVALUATION Page 3

Client and Counselor Evaluations

The youth workers and therapists who actually provided the service to the clients of
the Youth Services Network reported that 51% of the clients completed treatment and
most of the remainder received at least partial treatment. They also reported a

favorable outcome of services in 73% of the cases and specifically identified
delinquency as the problem area in which there was the most improvement.

A small survey of the juvenile clients themselves revealed that 84% thought that they
had been helped by the service they received. Nearly three-quarters of them said
Specifically that they thought the service made it less likely that they would get in
trouble and less likely that they would get arrested.

Lost

The total funding for the projects of the Youth Services Network was about five
million dollars in fiscal year 1980-82, an average of about $44 for each WIC 602
Juvenile arrest is the areas served. That figure represents a notable decline from
the previous year and is likely to decrease even more sharply as federal, state, and
local budget cuts take effect. Some individual projects are already significantly

underfunded and, even in the others, further cuts are likely to impair their
effectiveness.

The average cost per client among the projects of the Youth Services Network was $242.
Of that, 53% went directly to service for the youth. The remainder supported the
general functions that have characterized the regioral service model adopted by the
Network, e.g., facilitation of good referrals from law enforcement and probation,

coordination of local services and public agencies, and case management of difficult
clients,

Clients and Services

The typical Youth Services Network client was male, a member of an ethnic minority,
and 12 to 18 years of age. Coampared to the Los Angeles County Jjuvenile arrest pool,

the Network clientele contained proportiomately fewer males, Blacks, and 15-17 year
old juveniles. ¢ coe . a

Law enforcement and probetion cases were referred primarily for property crimes, with
theft or petty theft and burglary being the most frequent, About ‘204 of the referrals
were for status offenses. Non-law enforcement referral sources most often cited
family problems, behavior problems in school, and other school problems.

The moét common services provided by the projects of the Youth Services Network were
individual counseling, family counseling, and academic tutoring. Each case received

7.0 hours of service on average, though that average included pany cases that dropped
out of service prematurely.

PV
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Recommendations

To Los Angeles Countyv:

The substantial cost-effectiveness inherent in delinquency preveuiion strongly
Justifies its inclusion in the range of law enfarcement and justice system activities
supported in Los Angeles County. Since the greatest cost savings from prevention
occur in probation and juvenile court operations which are supported on the County
budget, it is fitting that the County provide funding to local prevention efforts.
Nor is it inappropriate for that funding to come from the AB-90 Justice System
Subvention Program. Though prevention efforts make little direct contribution to
reducing the CYA commitment rate, they have the potential to free many times their
cost in probation and juvenile court resources which can be used to affect the

commitment rate. Continued County fundin f d ngu S
therefare recommended.

On the other hand, to achieve significant delinguency prevention and the resulting
cost savings to the justice system, the prevention program must deal with juveniles
who have a relatively high level of delinquency risk. Only about half of those
Jjuveniles who already have one arrest will return with subsequent offenses even if
they receive no treatment. That should provide a minimal risk level for prevention
programs that are expected to have real impact on arrest rates. Law enforcement
referrals; by definition, have that level of risk. Other program referrals may or may

not have an arrest history. Mmmmwmw

delinguency prevention ograms ient
probation referrals .or_f_wwwg_mm-
To the Delil eye :

The delinquency prevention concept and the operational model on which the Youth
Services Network 1s founded appear to be eminently defensible. The overriding issue
for the Network at the present time, of course, is maintenance of adequate funding.

While ____fun._d_.rss_i should d_._be.__pyz.s___.‘a_guluued essive W&MM&M

The- Pro,jects of‘ the Youth Serviees Net,wcrk have diiuted their delinquenoy prevention
impact by accepting la.r-ge numbers of clients with relatively low risk of delinquency,
particularly from the schools. For some individual projects, the great preponderance
of the clientele fell into that category. In times of restricted funding it is
sensible to concentrate the effort where the greatest effects can be produced. That
means working with juveniles who have clear delinquency risk and the best indication
of that is at least one official police contact prior to referral. It is therefore
recommended that the projects tightep their cpriteria for referral to include law

enforcement a wmw
io contac
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It appears that a large percentage of Youth Services! clients are dropping out of
service prematurely. Overall, only seven hours of service are being provided to the
average client and in several projects the average is well below that. Though the
Youth Services clients are often difficult cases, the records of some of the projects
indicate that it is possible to maintain lower drop-out rates and provide mor‘e hour-s
of service than the Network average. t is recommended that the Proj

Services Network work with their sepvice providers to ensure that every L@ggg@_l_)lg

effort is made to establish and maintain appropriate service once a referral is made.
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THE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ARGUMENT

The major goal of the Los Angeles County Youth Services Network is delinquency
prevention. Its program operations are based on the belief that juveniles "at m.sk"
of developing a pattern of delinquent behavior can be identified by school and 1
enforcement personnel and, through appropriate social services, diverted from that;
path. Success for a prevention program, therefore, is primarily measured in terms of
the absepnce of something that has not yet occurred, namely delinquency. This
necessarily puts such programs in a very awkward position when it comes time for them
to "prove" that they are effective. The situation is rather like the one in the old
story about the man standing on the corner smapping his fingers to keep the elephants
away. When his sceptical friend says, "There aren't any elephants around here," the
man replies, "See, it worksl”

Before examinirg the available evidence about the effectiveness of the
delinquency prevention program of the Youth Services Network in Los Angeles County, we
want to take a hard look at the prevention argument on which that program is based.
In particular, we want to carefully consider two fundamental questions:

Is there something to prevent? I.e., is delinmquency sufficiently likely
among the youth of a comunity to justify a broad prevention effort? If
the probability of any given youth being delinquent is extremely small .
then there is not much to prevent in the first place.

Is the behavior worth preventing? If it is mare costly to prevent the
delinguency than it is to respond to it after it occurs, then prevention
is a poor strategy. This issue has f{wo separable parts. First, the cost
of prevention can be compared with the direct cost to the juvenile
Jjustice system of dealing with an arrested offender. Secondly, it can be
campared with the indirect cost to society of the juvenile's crimes,
i.e., injury and loss to victims.

What is there to prevent?

In simple terms, the thihg to be prevented, of course, is juvenile delinquency.
But if a program is to succeed, it must take juveniles who are not yet delinquents or,
at least, not yet chronic del:i".nquents and somehow keep them from becaming delinquents:
If most juveniles have little likelihood of engaging in delinquent behavior then there
is a problem. If the program takes groups of unselected youth there is not much to
prevent and the prevention effort would be wasted on most of them. If, on the other
hand, the program attempted to select only those youth with a reasonable risk of
delinquency, it must find a way to identify them in the midst of large-mmbers of low
risk youth, not an easy task.. To assess the delinquency prevention strategy, we
clearly need some idea of just how likely it is that the typical youth will engage in
delinquent behavior.

Fortunately, there have been several relevant studies that looked at delinquency
risk among normal youth populations. The best known was conducted by Wolfgang and his
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collaborators in Philadelphia.1 1In that study, all recorded delinquent acts for a
sample of 9945 male youth born in the same year were determined for the period between
their tenth and their eighteenth birthday. A similar study was done more recently by
the Califaornia Youth Authority using a sample of 8483 youth residing in Sacramento
County.2 Table 1, adapted from that study, shows the proportion of males among these

representative youth population samples that had various 1
contact dutng Shan pey evels of recorded police

Table 1: Law Enfarcement Contact Among the Sacramento
and Philadelphia Youth Cohorts

Sacramento Philacdelphia
—Males Males

Males in Sample 4208 9945

At least one contact: 23¢% 35%

Of those with one

contact, % with two: 56% 543

(% of total sample): (13%) (19%)

Of those with two

contacts, § with three: 67% 65%

(% of total sample): , (9%) (12%)

Note: For Sacramento, a contact was an official arrest; for Philadelphia,
a oontact was any recarded law enforcement contact.

Despite some differences in definition of a law enforcement contact, the
Sacramento and Philadelphia studies agree very closely. Both show that among
representative ‘samples of male youth the likelihood of arrest or contact with poiiee
is moderately large. About one youth in every.four of the Sacramento sample was
‘arrebsteld during the tee;age years; one in every three of the Philadelphia sample had a
pqlice contact. In other words, if we simply scooped up a sample of male youth
without any attempt to select them far delinquency risk, we would still find that one
of every three or four was going to engage in sufficient delinquent behavior “dux'ing
the teenage years to call him to the attention of the local police. Approximately one
of every ten would end up with three or more arrests during those years.

1 Wolfgang, M.E., Figlio, R.M., and Selli
.E. .M. n, T. Delinquepcy in a birth cohort.
U. of Chicago Press, Chicago, 19';2 ' ’ . )

1081 2 California Youth Authority. Delinquency in a Sacramento birth cohort. June,
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Thowth the figures in Table 1 show a non-trivial level of delinquency risk among
teenage males, they underestimate the actuzl level in at least two ways. First, the
studies represented were based on juveniles who lived in each respective city
throughout, their teenage years. Delinquency rates are likely to be higher among the
more transitory youth who could not be tracked for eight years. In Los Angeles
County, for example, the total male youth population age 10~17 can be estimated at
about 455,645 youth in 1980.3 During that same year 66,008 male juveniles were
arrested in the County.4 Thus in that year alone, there was one arrest for every
seven male juveniles residing in the County. This is a rate three times the annual
rate found in the Sacramento study.

Even more significant is the fact that recorded police arrests represent only a
very small fraction of the total amount of delinquent behavior in which youth actually
engage. Various studies in which juveniles confidentially report their actual
behavior for comparison against official police records indicate that as few as 3% of
their chargeable acts of delinquency result in an arrest.5 In other words, for every
three recorded police arrests there may be as many as 97 undetected delinquent acts.
Even restricting the focus to more serious crimes (index offenses), the best available
estimates indicate that only 10-20% of the actual offenses result in police
apprehension,

It seems clear that, at least among male youth, the risk of delinquency is
sizeable. In any given year, there will be one juvenile arrest for every seven male
juveniles in Los Angeles County. At least one of every four males will be arrested
during his teenage years and, for every arrest, there will be maybe dozens of
undetected offenses of comparable seriousness. Even a delinquency prevention program
warking with randomly chosen juveniles would have a clientele at some moderate risk of
developing a first offense contact with law enforcement.

The projects of the Los Angeles Ycuth Services Network generally receive juvenile
clients of two sorts -- law enforcement and school referrals. School referrals are
Jjuveniles who have shown behavioral problems in school though they may not have gotten
into any trouble with the police. These juveniles are believed to be at higher risk
of delingquency than less troublesome youth and, based on the analyses presented above,
it is reasonable to believe that they do have at least some moderate chance of
participating in delinquent behavior. Their limitation as prevention clients is that
in most cases the primary thing to be prevented for them is a first offense law
enforcement contact.  Three-fourths of the general youth population never has a first
offense police contact and half of those who do never return for a second.
Furthermore, school referrals are not always made at the beginning of the teenage
years but frequently much later. The odds of establishing delinquency within that
shorter time span are even less. Without extremely stringent selection, the chances

™

3. California Youth Authority. 1980 Annual Report. Table 2, page 15 (males
assumed to be one-half of total youth population).

4 Bureau of Criminal Justice Statistics. Criminal Justice Profile -- 1980.
Calif'ornia Department of Justice.

5 Gold and Williams. From delinquent behavior to official delinquency. Sgcial
FProblems, No. 20, 1972,
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of a juvenile with no first offense developing ore during the years subsequent to the
point of possible referral are not likely to be much higher than the baserate for all
youth over all teenage years. We estimate, therefare, that only about one out of four:
referrals to a prevention program that have no arrest history priar to the point of
referral would actually develop an arrest record in the absence of treatment.

The law enforcement referrals that come to the projects of the Youth Services
Network, on the other hand, present a significantly higher risk level. They are
generally referred after a first offense (or more). Without intervention, slightly
mere than half of them can be expected to go on to a second offense, two-thirds of
those to a third offense, and so on. If the goal is to prevent the development of a
pattern of delinquent behavior, evidenced by more than one police contact, two law
enforcement clients must be taken to include one likely to repeat. With school
referrals; eight or more must be taken to get one likely repeat offender.

It should be noted that this discussion has concernsd only male juveniles. The
delinquency rates of females are so much lower than those of males that it is
difficult to define a female population that is significantly at risk. For example,
whereas there was one arrest in L.A. County far every seven male juveniles in 1980,
there was one arrest far every 35 female Juveniles. If status offenses are excluded,
the rate drops still lower. Furthermore, their offenses are much less serious, on
average, than those of males -- mostly misdemeancrs on the order of petty theft. The
one exception is females already arrested at least once. The Sacramento study showed
that for them the likelihood of subsequent arrests was the same as for comparable
males.

Is the Delinquency Worth Preventing?

It is, of course, a humane value to wish to keep juveniles out of trouble with
the law. Beyond that, however, we must ask whether it is worth the effart to attempt
to prevent delinquency when it may be just as cost-effective to simply respond to it
when it occurs. This is particularly true under circumstances where future
delinguents cannot be positively identified. As the risk analyses above indicate, a
prevention program may have to work with 2-8 ar more juveniles in order to include one

who would actually become a repeat offender. It might be more effective to simply
wait until the offenses are committed and then work only with the: one juvenile at
{ssue. The question, then, is what an arrest costs and how that cou}ipares with the
cost of preventing the arrest befare it occurs. )

The direct cost of an arrest can be figured in terms of the expenses required to
handle the case within the juvenile justice system. To examine that we must first
know how the juvenile justice system handles the typical arrest in Los Angeles County.
By piecing together infarmation from 1980 anmial reports of the Probation Department,
California Youth Authority, and Bureau of Criminal Statisties, it is possible to get
an approximate picture of what happens to juvenile arrests in Los Angeles County.
Table 2 depicts the statistical probabilities for the ultimate disposition of 1000
typical juvenile arrests. «

. ST e e e o .
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Table 2: Ultimate Disposition of 1000 Typical Juvenile
Arrests in Los Angeles County: 1980

Initial Arrests 1000

450 Released by Police (C&R)

(550 referred to Probation of which
192 detained in Juvenile Hall)

135 Released by Probation

78 Put on Informal Probation (654)
(337 Petitioned to Court)

119  Dismissed by Court
(218 Petition Sustained)

129  Home on Probation

41  Suitable Placement - Probation

30 Probation Camp/School

18 California Youth Authority

As Table 2 shows, most arrested Juveniles are released early in juvenile Jjustice
System processing. Some, however, receive quite a bit of expensive handling. To
estimate the cust to the juvenile justice system we need an estimate of the cost per
case at each step of the process, i.e, for the initial arrest, probation processing,
detention in juvenile hall, court processing, probation camps, and CYA commitment. A
rough estimate of gross costs per case can be made at each of these steps simply by
taking the appropriate portion of the budget of the agency involved and dividing it by
the number of cases handled in 1980. This is necessarily an approximate procedure but
it is nonetheless useful in indicating the arder of magnitude of the costs. Appendix
A reports the specific figures and their sources far each calculation; an attempt was
made to estimatz on the low side whenever there was doubt. Table 3 lists the results
- estimated cost per case far each of the major steps in the juvenile justice system.

Table 3: Estimated Gross Cost Pepr Case for Each Major Step of
Processing in the Juvenile Justice System: 1980

1

Estimated

Police Arrest $ 153
Probation Service(a) 673
Juvenile Hall 1,168
Juvenile Court oLy
Probation Camp 6,704
CYA Commitment(b) 27,064

(@) All functions averaged except camps.
(b) Includes cost of parole afterwards.
Appendix A reports the source of these figures.

ez
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With the summary figures of Table 3, we can estimate the gross costs to the law
enforcement and juvenile justice System of the 1000 typical juvenile arrests depicted

‘statistically in Table 2. Table 4 presents the calculations.

Table 4: Calculations of Gross Costs of 1000 Juvenile Arrests
Using Dispositions of‘_ Table 2 and Costs of Table 3

Cost

Supported by
1000 Arrests X $153 $153,000 Cities
550 Probation Referrals X $673 370,150 County
192 Juvenile Hall Detentions X $1168 224,256 County
337 Court Cases X $944 318,128 County
30 Probation Camp X $6704 201,120 County

18 CYA Commitments X $27064 A1&87,152 State

Snessmsanan

TOTAL $1,753,806

The gross cost of 1000 average 1980 juvenile arrests in Los Angeles County was
$1,753,806. This amounts to an average of $1754 for each arrest. On a case by case
basis, of course, the range is very broad. An arrest on a minor offense which the
police counsel and release will have a gross cost for police action only -- about
$153. An arrest for a serious offense that results eventually in a CYA commitment

gtlaggve gross costs reflecting police, probation, court, and CYA action ~- about
N ? B ¢ » ‘ . . .

- It is intereséing to note which governmental level absorbs the various costs

associated with the typical Juvenile arrest in Los Angeles County (Table 4). Arrest

expenses generally are carried by the local cities (though L.A. County budgets the

' Sheriff's Department). -Those amount to about 8.7% of the total. All probation,

Jjuvenile heall, oourt, .and camp expenses are-borna by the County. These represent the
largest ‘share of the total — 63%. CYA’expenses are carried primarily by the State,
though the County 'does make a contribution. The State share in Table 4 is 28%.
Clearly it is the County that has the ‘greatest financial interest in preventing
Jwgnile arrests and -juvenile justice system processing of those arrests. ‘

At this point we can make a preliminary assessment of the relative monetary value
of preventing the typical arrest versus absorbing its costs once it occurs. As will
be shown later in this report, the costs of the Youth Services Network in Los Angeles
County averages less than $250 per juvenile served. If the typical juvenile arrest
costs the juvenile justice system $1754, it follows that the YSN prevention program
must prevent only one typical arrest for every six cases it handles (at a total cost
of $1500) in order to produce a net savings.

e
vass
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Cunulative Effects

So far we have been looking at the delinquency prevention program as an
B intervention that might prevent one arrest for a client successfully treated. The
Sacramento and Philadelphia studies summarized in Table 1, however, found that one
arrest often leads to another and another and so on. In some propartion of the cases,
therefore, preventing one arrest will also prevent a certain number of subsequent
arrests that would have occurred had the juvenile not been diverted from the pattern
of delinquent behavior that was beginning. To give a full accounting of the results
of a successful prevention effort, these subsequent arrests must be taken into
account.

Table 1 showed that the probabilities of subsequent arrests were about the same
in the Sacramento study as in the Philadelphia study. A U.C. Berkeley analyst has
worked out the sequential arrest probabilities for the Philadelphia cohort for the
subset of juveniles arrested the first time on a minor offense only (i.e., excluding
first time arrests for serious offenses).6 Table 5 presents the subsequent arrests,
up through 10, that would be expected from 1000 minor first offenders.

Table 5: Statistical Expectation of Future Arrests
for 1000 Minor First Offenders in L.A County

Number of -
Juveniles

First Offense Arrest 1000
Recidivistic 2nd Arrest 497
noom 3d =&w nm 357
n )] uth 1] f 256
n Lij §th w n 1 81;
n n 6th 14 n 1 32
n 1" 7th " " 95
n " 8th " " 67
n " gth n ] . 1‘3
! n n 10{_-41 " on 35
Total 2666

Note: Taken from Higgins. 1977

If a delinquency prevention program diverts a juvenile from a developing pattern
- of delinquency, it prevents not only the next arrest that would have occurred but the

6 Higgins, T. The crime costs of California early minor offenders:

' Implications for prevention. dJournal of Research in Crime and Delinguency, 1977,

195-205.




YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK ’ 1981 EVALUATION Page 13

subsequent arrests as well. Table 5 shows that 1000 minor first offenders can be
expected to eventually commit 1666 additional recorded offenses for a total of 2666
arrests. To prevent one of those minor first arrests, therefore, should actually
prevent 2.7 arrests, on average, not simply one. The fimancial value of the prevented
arrest should reflect the full value of the whole sequence of arrests that was
prevented.

We might conservatively assume that the minor first offense entails only law
enforcement costs, approximately $153 per case (see Table 3). The 1.7 subsequent
arrests prevented, however, should be at least average in their severity and level of
juvenile justice processing so their estimated cost each would be $1754. The total
savings to the law enforcement and juvenile justice system for each prevented minor
first offense, therefore, would be about $3135 (i.e., 1.7 x $1754 + $153). If we
begin with juveniles who already have a minor first offense, and prevent their
subsequent recidivistic offenses, the only cost savings is for the 1.7 expected
subsequent arrests per case at the average cost of $1754 each; that amount is $2982.

We can now make a more complete assessment of the circumstances under which the
prevention program of the Los Angeles County Youth Services Network will be cost
effective. For school referrals and other such cases that generally have no law
enforcement record, there is an opportunity to prevent the first minor arrest and all
probable subsequent arrests for a total savings to the juvenile justice system of
$3135. With an average cost of $250 far the prevention service, the program is cost
effective if it prevents one minor arrest for at least evary 12 juveniles treated. On
the other hand, school referrals are low risk cases -- they have relatively little
potential to be arrested so there is less available to prevent. Earlier it was
estimated that no mare than one of four might actually be likely to commit an offense.
In this case, 12 school referrals might include only three juveniles with real
delinquency prospects. It is with those three juveniles that one arrest must be
prevented for the program to be cost effective.

Law enforcement referrals, on the other hand, already have a first arrest and one
of every two of them are likely to commit a second. With a cost savings of $2982 per
recidivistic arrest prevented, one arrest per 11 cases treated at $250 each must be
prevented for the program to be cost effective. Six of those 11 cases have reasonable

- prospect of committing another offense. . Thus ohe arrest must be prevented for every

six law enforcement referrals that are truly at risk. With school referrals, recall,
ore arrest had to be prevented for every three juveniles. truly at risk.

We can draw two conclusions from these analyses. First, ilhere is every reason to
believe that delinquency prevention is a cost effective strategy with regard to the
direct costs that are incurred by the law enfarcement and juvenile justice system for
handling typical juvenile arrests. The Youth Services Network delimquency prevention
program costs about $250 per case; each prevented arrest saves approximately $3000 for

the -juvenile justice system. On average, therefore, the prevention program is cost.

effective if it prevents one arrest for every eleven ar twelve juveniles it treats, a
goal that sounds attaimable.

Secondly, even if we make some adjustment for the risk level of the juveniles
handled by the delinguency prevention program, the prevention effect that must be
produced is still within a range than appears attainable. For referrals with no
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" arrest history, every 12 clients will contain at least eight or nine who would not be

arrested even without treatment. To be cost effective, however, the program needs
only to prevent subsequent arrest for one of the remaining three or four juveniles.
That is a high standard, but not one that sounds utterly impossible.

With referrals that already have an arrest, e.g., law enforcement referrals, five
of eleven clients will not recidivate even if left untreated. To be cost effective
with this.type of client, the delinquency prevention program needs to prevent

subsequent arrest for one of the remaining six juveniles. That level of
accamplishment seems quite attaimable.

Losts of Delinquency to the Community

To give a full accounting of the costs of the delinquent acts that a delinquency
prevention program might prevent among its juvenile clients we should figure the costs
to victims in terms of personal injury and property damage or loss as well as the
costs to the juvenile justice system. Such accounting is difficult to do but,
fortunately, it has already been done for us in the Higgins study.7 Correcting
Higgins' figures for inflation gives an estimate of $756 average cost in damage and
loss for each juvenile offense. As we saw earlier, when a minor first arrest is
prevented it is also expected to prevent 1.7 recidivistic arrests in the typical case.
Those recidivistic offenses contribute $1285 for a total of $2041 in victim damages or
loss saved far every first offense prevented. Where only recidivistic offenses are
prevented, as with law enforcement referrals, the savings are $1285.

These calculations, of course, apply only to the cost of the offenses for which
the juveniles are arrested. As was noted earlier in this report, there is
considerable evidence that the great majority of a juvenile's chargeable delinquent
acts are never detected or reported. Some estimates indicate that as few as 3% of all
such acts result in an arrest. Even for serious crimes, the evidence is that only
10-20% result in arrest. Thus for every arrest, there are maybe five to 30 times as
many actual delinquent acts. Those undetected offenses also exact a cost from
victims. If we very conservatively assume that there are five undetected delinquent
acts prevented far every arrest prevented, the total value of the victims' loss is at
least five times the values reported in the paragraph above. That is, preventing a
first offense saves victims.at least $10205 (five times $2041), and preventing a
recidivistic offense saves them at least.$6425 (five times $1285).

Note that a prevention program could be cost effective on the basis of expenses
to victims alore if it prevented arrest for roughly one of every 25-40 clients treated
at $250 treatment cost each. If we compute the total value of each prevented arrest,

- combining both the cost to the law enforcement and juvenile justice system and the

cost to the victim, the cost effectiveness situation of delinquency prevention

=

7 Higgins, T. The crime costs of California early minor offenders:
Implications for prevention. Jour of Researc Crim d eney, 1977,
195-205
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programs looks very favorable.8 Each first offense prevented has a value of $13,340
and each recidivistic arrest prevented has a value of $9407.9 At a cost of $250 per
client for prevention treatment, it is only necessary for the program to prevent
arrest for one juvenile out of every 35-50 that are treated in order to produce a net
savings to society. The net savings increases to the extent that the prevention
program's effectiveness exceeds that level. Clearly this is not a very demanding
standard =— it seems readily plausible that a good prevention program could divert
2=3% of its clients from subsequent arrest and that much would be sufficient to offset
all the costs of the program.

A Note on AB-90 Funding in Los Angeles County

In recent years the delinquency prevention programs of the Youth Services Network
have received a significant portion of their funding from allocations made by the
Board of Supervisors under the Justice System Subvention Program (AB-90). One purpose
of the subvention program is to reduce the number of juvenile commitments made from
Los Angeles County to the Califarnia Youth Authority. It is therefore appropriate to
ask if it is reasonable to fund delinquency prevention programs with the expectation
that they will somehow assist in reducing the CYA commitment rate.

When a juvenile arrest history is prevented through the intervention of a service
program, the probability of a future CYA commitment is in fact reduced. The
reduction, however, is very slight. As Table 2 shows, out of 1000 typical juvenile
arrests, only 18 eventuate in a CYA commitment. Even allowing for possible CYA
commitments on subsequent recidivistic arrests, the total is still relatively small.
The statistical probabilities are such that an enormous number of juvenile arrests
must be prevented in order to substantially affect the CYA commitment rate. On this
basis, therefore, delinquency prevention programs do not appear to offer an effective
strategy for the direct reduction of commitments.

The potential Jndirect contribution of an effective delinquency prevention
program to the reduction of CYA commitments, on the o her hand, is clearly quite
large. As described earlier,. every first or second offense juvenile arrest that is
prevented results-in a savings to the juvenile justice system of about $3000. The
share of the juvenile justice system costs that is borne by L.A. County is 63% thus
the County share of the savings is approximately $1890. That savings represents
expenditures that the Probation Department and the Juvenile Courts avoided as a result
of not having to handle the "prevented" delinquent over his arrest history. Unlike
the prevention program, the Probation Departwent and Juvenile Courts are in a position

8 Note that the high level of cost effectiveness found in the present study for
diversion and delinquency prevention programs is not a unique conclusion. Other
researchers, using different analyses have made similar findings. See, for example,
Falkin, G.P. Reducing delinguency; A strategic planning approach. Lexington Books,
1979.

9 I.e., $13,340 = $3135 justice system + $10,205 victim, cumulated over
subsequent arrests; $9407 = $2982 justice system + $6425 victim, cumulated over
subsequent arrests.
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to directly influence the CYA commitment rate. Since the prevention program lightens
the probation and court caselcad, they should have moré resources available to devote
to the CYA commitment problem.

L.A. County, therefore, potentially profits a great deal from the cost effective
rature of delinquency prevention programs and it attains that benefit in just those
agencies that have the most direct influence on CYA commitment rates. It does not
seem at all umreasonable that the County would contribute to the funding of the
prevention program nor that the funds would come from the Justice System Subvention
monies.

In practice, the exact size of the contribution the delinquency prevention
program makes to reduced probation and court costs depends on the "hit rate" of the
prevention program itself. If one developing arrest history is prevented for every
client treated, the County realizes roughly $1890 in savings for $250 spent -- a net
return of 656% on their investmernt! It is unlikely, however, that any prevention
program is capable of preventing arrest far every client. The mature of prevention is
such that any targeted client group will inevitably include many youth who have no
real potential for developing an arrest history and thus portend nothing that can be
prevented. To illustrate the interplay between the amount of savings to L.A. County
and the "hit rate" of a delinquency prevention program, consider the following cases
based on the figures developed earlier in this chapter:

1. The prevention program works with male juveniles that have at least one arrest at
the time of referral (e.g., law enforcement referrals). As noted earlier, such
Juveniles have roughly a 50% chance of rearrest sometime during their teenage years.
One out of every two of the clients treated, therefore, has a developing arrest
history that might be prevented.

If the prevention program is 100% successful (prevents all developing arrest
histories), average costs will be $500 spent on two clients for $1890 in L.A.
County savings for one prevented arrest history. Subtracting the cost of the
program leaves $1390 in net savings -— a return of 278% on investment.

If the prevention program is 50% successful (prevents subsequent arrests for one
- of every two juveniles with arrest potential), $1000 will be spent on four
clients for $1890 in ‘'savings. Subtracting the cost of the program leaves 890
net savings -— an 89% return on investment.

If the prevention program is 25% successful (prevents subsequent arrests for one
of every four juveniles with arrest potential), $2000 will be spent on eight
clients and there will be no net L.A. County savings. This is roughly the
"break-even™ point = programs must be more than 25% successful with previocusly
arrested referrals to produce a net savings to L.A. County as a result of their
prevention efforts. Note that in terms of the totgl savings produced by
prevention, incliding savings to law enforcement, California state, and damages
and loss to vietims, the "break-even" point is much lower. Here we are only
looking at the savings to Los Angeles County.
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2. The prevention program works with male "predelinquents," that is, juveniles who
have never been arrested by the police but show signs of potential delinguency such as
behavior problems at school. Using the analysis presented earlier, we will assume
that only about 25% of these clients will actually develop any arrest history in the
absence of prevention services, i.e., they are lower risk cases than juveniles who
already have at least cne arrest. One out of every four clients treated, therefore,
has a developing arrest history than can be prevented.

If the prevention program is 100¥% successful, $1000 will be spent on four
clients for $890 in net L.A. County savings -—— an 89% return on investment.

If the prevention program is 50% successful, $2000 will be spent on eight
clients for no net County savings. This is the approximate "break even" point
for clients with no prior arrests with regard to L.A., County savings.

3. The prevention program works with female juveniles. Females have considerably
lower arrest rates than males in Los Angeles County as elsewhere. Those rates are so
low that a delinquency prevention program with female c¢lients who have no arrest
history cannot expect many of them to develop arrest histories even in the absence of
treatment. For such clients there is virtually no potential for savings to L.A.
County as a result of prevented arrests. The Sacramento delinquency study cited
earlier, however, found that females that were arrested once had about the same
probabilities of subsequent rearrests as males who had been arrested once. Thus a
delinquency program working with females who already have at least one prior arrest
(excluding status offenses) can expect the same cost effectiveness ratios with them as
are reported above for males with at least one prior arrest.

To summarize, we have shown that delinguency prevention programs have little
ability to produce direct reductions in the CYA commitment rate since they work with
Juveniles well prior to the point of any likely commitment action. Direct influence
on the commitment rate ig primarily in the hands of the Probation Department and the
Juvenile Courts. Probation and the courts, however, deal with a great volume of
Juveniles in addition to those that end up in CYA. By reducing the number of these
other cases, an effective prevention program can free resources than can be directed
to the commitment issue. The high cost effectiveness ratios inherent in prevention
work to the advantage of L.A. County when prevention programs maintain a high "hit
rate," that is, when they select cllents with a high probability of developing future
arrest histories and have a high rate of success in preventing those arrests. A
prevention program that works with juveniles with at least one prior arrest and has a
50% success rate with them provides the County with an 89% return on every dollar
spent on the prevention program.

Los Angeles County's policy of supporting delinquency prevention programs from
the AB-90 subvention funds, therefore, appears to be a wise one. In light of the
diminishing returns to the County as the delinguency programs! "hit rate" decreases,
however, there is little likely benefit to the County if the prevention programs it
funds do not deal almost exclusively with juveniles who already have at least one
prior or current arrest at the time of referral.
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DELINQUENCY RISK

If a delinquency prevention program is to have an
Juvenile crime.in Los Angeles County, two initial conditf}:ori: fnij.s::ii:?et?f bj:frl‘):tCt tflg
px;ogram must provide extensive coverage of the County and handle a sufficient vo’lume
:calcasls)e: for its impact to be felt. A small program might be successful on a small
occuer :a ;ould hardly hope to affect the massive number of juvenile arrests that
- iﬁ Pglzﬁvtilng:gﬁnﬁ:iisogognfﬁ. Secondly, the program must handle juveniles
elinquency. No program can have significant
impact if it works only with clients who have a relativel ro1
engaging in delinquency. In such circumstances there is litil:m:ilpr]:;g:x}xéh:gdtgg

first place hence little impact t
treating the juveniles, p he program can have even if totally successful in

emengr:;:;iis c:;raluation reports on the Youth Services Network have documented the
o s s | ;z;agt: of thg camunities and youth population of Los Angeles County.
dorimy camun.iti e 13 projects of the Network provide services in approximately 165
Pron vistoaan :lsland incqrporated cities. They receive law enforcement referrals
fon of e tazi the divisions of the Los Angeles Police Department, from all but a
additionals38 mons ;f‘ the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, and from an
ool the mres t;un g 5;1 police departments. Viewed in terms of the juvenile arrest
r'oug’hly 8?% %efc :1; o e Youth Services Network cover Jurisdictions representing
botar velies of ok ale WIC 602 juvenile arrests reported in Los Angeles County. The
trolve thoae T errals to the Youth Services Network is on the order of ten to
arrest pool ia L.Aper(': grf:fr;},, a mb::l;qﬁvﬂegt to %ver' 20% of the size of the Juvenile
Network is SUufeioteot fon 1t tand € Slze and coverage of the Yon}th Services
Juvenile delinquency levels in the cam‘gznfgfespgt;ir\:zj&% for & Significant inpact on the

The overall level of delin j
quency risk among the juvenile clients of the Yout
Services Netwark, however, has not been closely examined in previous studies. Thtl;.l

remainder of this
issue. chapter, therefore, will give more considered attention to that

Delinquency "risk" refers to th
e likelihood that a juvenile will en age i

gi.léj;‘ncq;entibehavior at some time in the future. As such, determining r'i.skg igse ;.;1

e sn:it‘ gf ft;regasti.ngfagd Speculation even under the best of circumstances. Scme
e level o elinquency risk of the clients of the Youth § :

] ; ervices

Nelt;:rk gan be made by examining the record of prior and present contacts with the

ﬁist;“y 5eov?§ulec:i{t;:rn:’tif mcx;.e dof' the Network clients had any prior delinquency
’ O conclude that it served a low risk clientele. Eviden

_ . ce that

a large majority of the clients had come to the attention of the police at one time or

another would suggest a high risk clientele.

Arrest Historiesg of Youth Services (] lepts

the Efie:ey g‘tfz‘\;enile arrest or significant pnlice contact in L.A. County is recorded by

(JAIp)O maiztaic::dig;olgﬁad 1§ndb§etrierally reyorted to the Juvenile Automated Index
’ Y e Pro on Department In practice, of course, a i

) . certain

proportion of cases are never reported, particularly if they invo’lve minor o}‘fenses or
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limited official action. The records in the JAI were used to determine the extent to

which the juvenile clients of the Youth Services Network had arrest histories. *

All clients referred to each of the projects of the Youth Services Network during
the period roughly from January through June of 1981 were locked up in the JAI six *
months after the date of referral. A tabulation was made of the full arrest history
of each Juvenile who was found to have a record there. Note that all project clients
were examined irrespective of the original source of the referral. Naturally law
enforcement referrals were expected, by and large, to have at least some record of
arrest. Referrals from schools and other sources, however, were also looked up even
if their records showed no indication of any contact with law enforcement. In this

way it was possible to determine the extent of police contact for the full range of
Youth Services clients.

The first matter to consider is simply whether ar not the juveniles in question
were found in the JAI. Juveniles with any listing at all have had at least some
minimal police contact though it may well have been at an earlier or later date than
the point of referral to the Youth Services Network. Table 6 summarizes the findings
far each project and for the Network overall.

Table 6: Youth Services' Clients with Records Found in JAI

Law Enf, Other Total

Referrals(a) Referrals(b) Referrals
Project Number % Found Number % Found Number % Found
Centinela (256) 79% (141) 344 (397) 63%
Cerritos Carridor  (240) 62 (386) 30 (626) 42
DAY (67) 81 (257) 31 (324) 41
Foothill (51) 84 (57) 39 (108) 60
HEAVY=-Central (444) 76 (606) 28 (1050) 48
HEAVY-SFV (86) T4 (535) 24 (621) 31
HEAVY-West (241) 8y (480) 24 (721) 4y
JADE (642) 58 (549) 2 (1191) 1
Mid Valley (106) 66 (64) 27 (170) 51
PAY (201) 77 (100) 27 (301) 60
Pomora Valley -  (164) 63 (375b) 26 (539) 37
SEED (391) 7 (337) 4o (728) 60
South Bay (104) 70 (231) 32 (335) 4y
West San Gabriel (260) 71 (266) 20 (526) us

TOTAL - (3253) 71%  (4384) 27% (7637) 463

(a) Mlso includes probation and court referrals.
(b) Includes school referrals, self referrals, and all CETA cases. Only Pomona Valley
had enough CETA cases (111) in the sample to tabulate; 34% were found in the JAI. .
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It is not surprising that Table 6 shows a JAI record for most law enforcement
referrals (71%) to the projects of the the Youth Services Network. Typically, a
Juvenile is referred by the police subsequent to a recorded arrest. Some juveniles
are also referred under .circumstances where no formal arrest or contact is recorded,
e.g8., for a status offense or a very minor infraction. The largest number of
referrals to most of the projects of the Network, however, came from sources other
than law enfarcement, particularly schools. Only about 27% of those referrals showed
any evidence of police contact in the JAI. In other wards, almost three-quarters of
the non-law enforcement referrals to the projects of the Youth Services Network had no
record of police contact in the JAI either prior, during, or after their referral.

It is 1likely, of course, that the law enforcement agencies that refer cases to
the projects of the Youth Services Network do not faithfully report every juvenile
contact to the centrally administered JAI. Many of them do not routinely report very
minor offenses or status offenses. Some may occasiomlly neglect to report even more
serious cases because of understaffing, internal inefficiency, etc.

To give what may perhaps be a mare valid picture of the actual arrest histories
of the clients of the Youth Services Network, we can adjust the figures in Table 6 to
compensate for difference in reporting practices among the various law enforcement
agencies. All law enfarcement referrals obviously have had some police contact at the
time of referral whether it was reported to the JAI or not. A certain portion of
those contacts might have been for reasons other than reportable delinquency, e.g.,
family problems, but most -~ we will estimate 90% -- should be reportable. Table 7
adjusts the figures of Tahble 6 by inflating all percentages by the amount necessary to
bring the law enforcement referral percentage up to 90%. In other wards, Table 7
estimates the proportion of the total Youth Services Project clientele that would have
some arrest history if the local law enforcement stations reported 90% of all their
Jjuvenile contacts.

The adjusted figures in Table 7 estimate that almost 60% of the clients of the
Youth Services Network probably had some police contact even if it was not reparted to
JAI. Overall, the delinquency risk level of this clientele appears to be reasomably
high. In addition to the police contacts, these juveniles are also likely to be
responsible for a substantial amount of delinquency for which they were not
apprehended. Studies have shown that for every police contact there is an average of
at least five to ten comparable undetected offenses and often many more.]l

The relatively high levels of police contacts, both actual and estimated, among
the clients of the Youth.Services Network, however, result largely from the proportion
of clients that are referred directly by law enforcement. Only one-quarter to
one-~third of the clients referred from other sources (primarily the schools) show any
indication of police contacts. In other words, over two~thirds of those juveniles
probably had no contact with local police at any time prior to, during, or after their
referral to the Youth Services Network. These cases, taken alone, do not represent a
very high level of delinguency risk. »

1 Gold and Williams. From delinquent behavior to official delinquency. Sogial
Problems, No. 20, 1972. '



1981 EVALUATION Page 21

YOUTH! SERVICES NETWORK

‘ i ices Clients
Table 7: Estimates of the Proportion of Youth Serv:
: ! Who Would Have JAI Records if Police Reported 90% of
Their Juvenile Contacts

Law Enf. Other Total
Project Referrals(a) Referrals(b) Referrals
Centinela 90% 39% 72%
Cerritos Corridor 0 Ly 61
DAY 90 34 46
Foothill 20 42 64
HEAVY~-Central 90 33 57
HEAVY-SFV 90 29 38
HEAVY-lest 0 26 47
JADE 90 33 64
Mid Valley 90 37 69
PAY 90 32 T0
Pomora Valley 90 37 53
South Bay 90 13| 57
West San Gabriel 90 25 57
TOTALS 90% 34% 58%

(a) Also includes probation and court referrals.
(b) Includes schoal referrals, self referrals, and all CETA cases.

In addition, the individual projects of the Youth Services Network diff‘er'%d
considerably among themselves with regard to the JAI records of t{eir cl.ient;lesi‘.ral:
the high end of the spectrum, four projects had near'ly\ 70% or more of their re orreLs
with some actual or estimated police contact. Those projects were Centine a’than
Valley,' PAY, and SEED. Three projects had police contacts estimated for fewer
half of their clients -- HEAVY-San Fernando Valley, HEAVY-West, and Project DAY.

Severity Level Among Law Enforcement Referrals

Over the years, the distinctive strength of the projects of the Youth Seirvicsz
Netwark has been their ability to work directly with law enforcement agenc e;l
obtain referrals at the time of arrest or shortly thereafter. By def‘initi,c?n, :laze
are juveniles with some police contact, thus they are clearly at risk for C;llellngntﬁ esy
and, in most cases, already overtly engaged in delinquency. Among suf Jl:j,.ons : é
however, the delinquent behavior at issue can range from very minor infrac
much mare serious crimes that pose a threat to community property and safety.

SR, ORI

Sl

R R S T S T T T L

LAY

YOUTH SERVICES NETWORK

1981 EVALUATION Page 22

There are two ways in which we can examine the severity level of the law
enforcement referrals made to the projects of the Youth Services Network. The nature
of the offenses for which the juveniles were arrested at the time of referral provides
one very direct indicator. Secondly, an assessment ¢ait be made of the case
disposition that the police might have made had diversion thirough the Youth Services
Network not been available. Cases that would have gone to.the Probation Department

generally represent more serious delinquency circumstances than those that would have
been counseled and released.

Referral Offenses. A jisting of referral offenses, comparable from one project
to another, is available for all Network projects with a significant amount of 1981
data in the Network's Management Information System. Unfortunately several projects
were delayed in their entry into that system and cannot be well represented. For the
remainder, however, two characteristics of offenses of law enforcement referrals give
some indication of the risk level of the Juveniles. First, the offense profile can be
examined to determine the proportion of Part I offenses in comparison to all others.
Part I offenses are those mare serious and frequent offenses that are used in the FBI
crime reports as index offenses for the purpose of establishing national crime levels.
The specific offenses are homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary,
larceny theft, auto theft, and arson. The higher the level of Part I crimes among the

referral offenses for Youth Services Network clients, the higher their delinquency
risk is likely to be. :

A second indicator of offense Severity and hence delinquency risk is the
breakdown of referral offenses between those that are felonies and those that are

misdemeanors. Felonies are generally more serious crimes and indicate a greater

degree of delinquency. Table 8 shows the data available from the Network MIS
regarding the nature of the referral offenses for each project.

Table 8 shows, for the Network overall, a relatively high proportion of cases
referred from law enforcement subsequent to moderately serious offenses. More than
one-fourth of the cases were Part I offenses; burglary was the single largest category
in that group. Over one-third of the referral offenses were reported by the police as
felonies, For some individual projects the proportions went even higher.

Thus the delinquency prevention projects of the Youth Services Network by and
large are not receiving lightweight cases from law enforcement. A substantial
proportion have referral offenses that are Part I crimes and/or felonies. Though it
is not apparent from Table 8, very few violent offenders were included in the .é
proportions. The offenses most heavily represented were burglary and theft. There
were virtually no juveniles referred for such offenses as homicide and rape, and only
a few for aggravated assault. Thus the Network dealt with a significant mumber of

moderately serious offenders against property but few violent offenders against
people.
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Table 8: Proportion of Law Enflarcement Referral Offenses that Were
Part I Offenses and that Were Felony Offenses
Number of 4 Part I

Project Cases(a) Offenses % Felonies

Centinela (294) 3% 37%

Cerritos Corridor  (376) 30 u7

DAY (3N 23 { 49

Foothill (255) 40 51

HEAVY~Central (b) - -

HEAVY-SFV (62) 39 4y

HEAVY-West (b) - -

JADE (618) 16 . 22

Mid Valley (125) 16 19

PAY (182) 18 17

Pomona Valley (63) 33 4o

SEED (344) 29 - 35

South Bay (98) 34 53

West San Gabriel (296) 29 36
TOTALS (2750) 27% 35%

(a) Includes only law enforcement referrals and only cases entered on uniform forms
into the Network MIS; does not include ail 1981 L.E. referrals.
(b) Insufficient data available for this project.

Alternate Dispositions. Law enforcement officers have various dispositions
available for handling a juvenile case once an arrest or apprehension has been made.
They may counsel and release the juvenile to parental custody with no further action,
make a referral to a diversion project, or send the case to the Probation Department
for potential petition action. The decision among these alternatives is made
primarily on the basis of .the severity of the Juvenile's crime, the prior delimquency

~ record, and the juvenile's attitude‘

If diversion through the projects of the Youth Services Network were not
avallable, most of the project referrals would be either counseled and released or
sent to probation for non-detained petition action. To the extent that the Youth
Services' clientele mostly represents youth who would otherwise have been counseled,
and released, it is dealing with the less serious end of the law enforcement spectrum
of cases. Mareover, with such cases there is no true "diversion" from the juvenile
justice system -- the juveniles would not have been processed further even in the
absence of the Youth Ser'v:Lces' program.
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Though it is not possible to determine definitively what would have happened to a2
case if it had not been referred to the Youth Services Network, there is a simple way
to make a good estimate. Counsel and release (C&R) and non~detained petition (NDP)
cases have distinctive profiles of characteristics particularly with regard to their
prior record. FEach diversion case can be compared to those profiles and categorized
as either a likely C&R disposition or a likely NDP disposition depending on which
profile it most closely resembles.

The statistical procedure for making the above comparison is called discriminant
analysis. Data were collected for a sample of law enforcement arrests during
January=-June, 1981, at seven law enforcement stations in Los Angeles County. These
particular law enforcement stations were chosen because of evidence that they were
unusually faithful in reporting their juvenile arrests to the central Juvenile
Automated Index (JAI).2 Using the log sheets maintained in the police stations,
random samples of the.counsel and release, non-detained petition, and diversion
dispositions were drawn. Each of those cases was then searched in the JAT and the
full arrest history was recorded for those found there. Useable records were obtained
for 2024 juveniles (704 C&R, 75T NDP, and 563 diversion).

A.discriminant analysis was performéd to contrast counsel and release
dispositions from non-detained petition dispositions. The variables used for that
contrast were number of prior offenses, age, sex, ethnicity, and police station of
arrest. The resulting discriminant function was able to correctly classify 66% of the
actual counsel and release and non-detained petition cases. Misclassified cases were
evenly divided between C&R misclassified as NDP and vice versa. Thus the statistical
procedure showed reasomable accuracy in classifying the actual C&R and NDP cases and,
for the group results, was not biased toward either disposition.

When the same discriminant function was applied to the 563 diversion cases, 53%
were classified as most closely resembling counsel and release cases and 47§ were
classified as most similar to non-detained petition cases. Since virtually all of
those law enforcement diversions were refurred to projects of the Youth Services
Network, the finding should be representative ‘of the composition of the typical law
enforcement referral to the Netwark.

" It is interesting to note that a similar examimation of the alternate disposition
issue in 1979 found only abput 25%.0of the law enforcement.referrals resembling
non~-detained petition dispositions.3 The present results show almost half of such
referrals resembling non-detained petitions. The' "ftrue diversion" rate, thus, has
apparently doubled in the last four years.

There are two implications of this finding. First, with nearly half the law
enforcement referrals being potential non-detained petition cases, it is clear that

2 The law enforcement stations used in the study were East Los Angeles, Van
Nuys, Lakewood, Narth Hollywood, Alhambra, Huntington Park, and Norwalk.

3 Lipsey, M.W. and Johnston, J.E. The impact of juvenile diversion in Los
Angeles County: A report to the Los Angeles County (AB-9090) Jus*'ice System Advisory
Group. July, 1979.
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the severity level of that portion of the Youth Services Network clientele is far from
trivial. Indeed, throughcut Los Angeles County only about 55% of all Juvenile arrests
are referred to the Probation Department. Thus the law enforcement referrals to the
projects of the Youth Services Network are now fairly typical of the “verage arrest in

Los Angeles County rather than being concentrated among the lower range counsel and
release cases,

The second important implication of the finding from the discriminant analysis
has to do with juvenile Justice system costs. The first chapter of this report showed
that each typical arrest in Los Angeles County cost the Juvenile justice system, on
average, about $2051 of which $1415 is borne by the County budget. Each "true
diversion," i.e., a juvenile referred to Youth Services instead of the Probation
Department, therefore, allows the justice system to avoid the costs that would
otherwise have been incurred for that case. Even assuming that the diversion cases
are less severe than the average arrest, the justice system would still save a
considerable amount of money as a result of having so many potential non-detained
petition cases diverted instead. To illustrate, if only $1000 per case is saved for
non-detained petition type cases constituting about half of the 5000 anmial law
enfarcement referrals to the Youth Services Network, the total savings to the juvenile
Justice system is $2.5 million per year.

Severity Level Among School Referrals

It is more difficult to assess the severity of school referrals to the Youth
Services Network than it is for law enforcement referrals. One useful source of
information is the report given by the school agent who actually makes the referral.,
For those cases referred on forms from the Network Management Information System,
those persons are asked if the eircumstances of referral involve a legal offense,
i.e., the sort of action for which an arrest could conceivably be made. Table 9

reports the responses to that question for each Project with sufficient information
available.

Table 9 shows that, to the extent that data is available, there appears to be a
very small proportion of the school referrals to the Network that actually came as a
result of some chargeable delinquent act occurring on the school campus. Foothill is
the project with the highest proportion, roughly one-fourth of the referrals
representing legal offenses, and the Network average is about 12%. If school
referrals do represent cases with dglinquent potential, it does not seem to be z
result of much actual delinquent behavice known to the school autharities.
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Table 9: School Referrals Reported to Result From a Legal Offense

Broject
Centinela
Cerritos Corridor
DAY

Foothill
HEAVY-Central
HEAVY-SFV
HEAVY-West

JADE

Mid Valley

PAY

Pomona Valley
SEED

South Bay

West San Gabriel

TOTAL

Number

% Described as

of Cases Legal Offense

(109)
(208)
(a)
(127
(219)
(157)
(a)
(222)
(a)

(a) -
(a)

- (95)
(66)
(a)

(1203)

7%
14

26

9
10

(a) Insufficient information for this Project.
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RECIDIVISM

In previous chapters of this report it has been shown that delinquency prevention
is potentially very cost effective and that the law enforcement referrals to the
projects of the Youth Services Network are moderately high risk delinquency cases.
Under such circumstances, the Youth Services Network is in a position to have
significant impact on both juvenile delinquency and juvenile justice system costs in
Los Angeles County. In order to achieve such impact, however, the treatment offered
by the projects of the Network must be effective in preventing subsequent delinquency
among their juvenile clients. 1In particular, the projects must be successful in
reducing recidivism — the rearrest of juveniles who already have had some police
contact,

The evaluation study dealt with recidivism in two different ways. First, an
overall recidivism impact study was designed to indicate whether diversion through the
Youth Services Network was associated with lower recidivism than alternative
dispositions. That study was conducted for the Network as a whole using samples from
selected law enforcement stations and projects, thus no individual project breakdowns
are available. '

Secondly, all eligible cases at each project were searched in the JAI to
determine both the prior arrest and the recidivistic arrest history. This information
is available for each individual project. In addition, to adjust for the different
levels of delinquency risk at the various projects, a "predicted" recidivism was
determined based on the characteristics of the clientele at each project. _Each
project's actual recidivism rate can thus be compared with the rate that weald be
expected statistically for the type of clients it handles.

Recidivism Impact

Directly assessing the impact of service upon the recidivism of Youth Services
Network clients and separating the treatment influence from the myriad of other
factors than influence recidivism is a very difficult research task. To do it
properly would require controlled experimentation in which large numbers of clients
were randomly sorted into treatment conditions and control conditions, a design that
is not very ractical for the projects of the Youth Services Network. Consequently
the research that was conducted for the present evaluation was designed along more
manageable but, unfortumately, less rigorous iines.

As reported in the previous chapter, samples of juvenile arrests were drawn from
the logsheets at seven law enforcement stations scattered throughout the county.
Those samples were chosen to represent counsel and release, diversion, and
non-detained petition dispositions in roughly equal numbers. The total sample size
was 2859, representing juveniles handled between January and June, 1981. Many cases
entered in the police logsheets represent very trivial offenses or;, in some instances,
nc offense at all. To elimimate them, only those cases that had JAI entries showing
an official police contact or arrest at the time of the logged incident date or within
six months prior to the incident date were retained for analysis. That procedure
resulted in 2024 cases known to involve some significant police contact.

1981 EVALUATION  Page 27
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The purpose of the study was to compare the recidivism of juveniles who were
diverted through the Youth Services Network with the recidivism of those who received
alternate dispositions (counsel and release and non~detained petition requests). The
diversion and alternate disposition groups, however, differed considerably on such
factors as frequency of prior offenses, which strongly influence recidivism, thus a
direct comparison of recidivism rates is not very infarmative. Instead, a statistieal
adjustment procedure was used (multiple regression) to remove the effects of some of
these contaminating factars before the comparison was made. In effect, the multiple
regression predicted the recidivism level that was expected for each group based on -
their charaeter_istics and then compared the actual recidivism with the expected
recidivism. Recidivism was indexed simply as whether or not the juvenile had a

recorded police contact within the six months subsequent to the logged contact at the
time of sampling.

For the statistically minded, Table 10 presents the results of the hierarchical
nultiple regression which tested the difference between the recidivism of the
diversion group (N=563) and that of the alternate disposition group (N=1461). The
control variables, stepped into the analysis before the crucial disposition
comparison, were sex, age, number of offenses within six months prior to the logged
incident, number of offenses priar to that, ethnicity, and law enforcement station

where the juvenile was arrested (ethnicity and law enforcement station were
dummy-coded variables).

Table 10: Multipie Regression Results Comparing the Recidivism
of Diversion Cases with That of Altermate Dispositions

Yarjable Multiple R 1 Square B2 Added Beta

Sex 0.13521 0.01828 0.01828 ~0.07905
Age 0.15934 0.02539 0.00710 -0.03333
Early Priors 0.25149 0.06325 0.03786 0.11571
6 Mo. Priars 0.32944 0.10853 0.04528 0.20067
Eth.-White 0.32959 0.10863 0.00010 -0.08375
Eth.-Black 0.33239 0.11048 0.00185 -0.00167
Eth.-Hispanic  0.33310 - 0.11095 0.00047 -0.09400
Station-ELA 0.33319 0.11101 . 0.00006 0.04208
Station-VN 0.33397 0.11153 0.00052 0.01641
Station-LW 0.33550 0.11256 0.00103 0.05987
Station-NH " 0.33620 0.11303 0.00047 €.03339
Station-AL 0.33646 0.11320 0.00017 0.00957
Station-HP 0.34071 0.11608 0.00288 0.07214
Disposition* 0.34261 0.11738 0.00130 0.00585

* F(1,2009)=2.96 p < .10
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To summarize the meaning of Table 10, diversion cases in this sample had a
significantly lower recidivism rate than non-diversion cases once the effects of sex,
age, priors, ethnicity, and law enforcement station had been adjusted out of the
comparison. The effect was not very strong, however, and the p < .10 level of
statistical significance attained is less stringent than conventional research
standards. On the other hand, the reliability of the recidiviam measure was very low
and we have good reason to believe that the treatment (diversion service) was not
really received by all the juveniles in the diversion sample; many dropped out or
never even established intake. Under such circumstances a slightly relaxed

statistical significance criterion provides some compensation by increasing
statistical power.

Table 11 presents a less complex version of the multiple regression results in
this study. Listed there is the actual recidivism rate obtained for the diversion and
the non-diversion groups, the recidivism rates predicted on the basis of the

characteristics of each group, and the difference between actual and predicted
reciddivism rates,

Table 11: Actual Versus Predicted Recidivism Rates for the
Diversion and the Non-Diversion Comparison Groups

Actual Predicted
Sroup Recldivism Becidivisp Difference
Diversion 18% 21% -3
Non-Diversion 29% 28% +1
Total Sample E;; ;6;

Table 11 shows that the diversion sample had a recidivism rate that was three
percentage points below what was expected based on the characteristics of the
Juveniles. The recidivism rate of thé non-diversion sample was one percentage point
higher than expected. Thus comparing the two samples while adjusting each for its
expected recidiviam results in a difference of four percentage points between the
performance of the diversion cases and that of the non-diversion cases. That is, when
the two groups are statistically equated, those who received diversion services have a
recidivism rate four points lower than those who did not receive diversion services.
Four percentage points might not seem like much but on a base of about 22% (the
expected recidivism), four points represents an 18% reduction in the recidivism level.

As noted earlier, the analysis reported here is not sufficiently rigorous to
demonstrate the direct effects of diversion service on recidivism but it is consistent
witn the possibility that diversion service has impact and thus provides some
encouragement. The study reported here, however, does not stand alone with regard to
the recidivism impact of diversion service delivered through the projects of the Youth
Servicss Network. A previous evaluation study included a series of small-scale but
more rigorous research designs examining the recidivism impact of the Consolidated
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Youth Services projects of the Network (SEED, Cerritos Corridor, and PAY).1 Those
studies also showed lower recidivism for the diversion group than for various

untreated control groups. The results of the major designs fram that study are worth
repeating here: ‘

1. A tie~breaking randomization (N=60) ‘f‘ound that the diversion group rad a
recidivism rate of about 35% compared to 42% for an untreated control.

2. A regression-continuity or "cutting-point" design (N=557) found that the
diversion cases had an actual recidivism of 2U4% compared to 37% expected on the
basis of extrapolation from untreated comparison groups.

3. In a matching design comparing 43 pairs of juveniles matched on the basis of
nine relevant variables the diversion cases had a recidivism rate of 21% while
their matched controls had a recidivism of 35%.

The preponderance of evidence, therefore, supports the conclusion that the
diversion service provided by the projects of the Youth Services Network does reduce
the recidivism of their juvenile elients. The multiple regression study reported
above provides the most generazi cimate of the effect -~ roughly an 18% reduction in
recidivism rate during the first six months subsequent to referral to the Youth
Services Netwark. ‘

Recidivism Rates for Individual E:' Qjects

Though the Network program as a whole does seem to be at least moderately
effective in reducing the recidivism of its juvenile clients there are, of course,
differences among the individual projects of the Network. To determine recidivism
rates for the individual projects, all juvenile clients referred during the latter
half of 1980 and the first half of 1981 were searched in the JAI. As was discussed in
the chapter on "Delinquency Risk," this procedure differed from that of previous
evaluation studies by including clients from all referral sources, not just those
referred by law enforcement.

The total mnumber of names checked in the JAI was 7637 of which 4131 were found to
have no arrest history at all, i.e., recards for them were not found in the JAI. The
remaining 3506  juveniles did have at least one entry in the JAI but it was not
necessarily for a police contact that had anything to do with referral to a project of
the Youth Services Network. The concept of recidivism requires that there first be a
delinquent act and an official police contact and then that the record be examined for
subsequent (recidivistic) police contacts after treatment. Any juvenile whose record
showed no police contact within the six months prior to referral (or intake) into a
Youth Services Project was therefore removed from the sample. There were 2440
Juveniles who remained in the sample after this exclusion. ,

1 Lipsey, M.W. and Johnston, J.E. The Impact of Juvenile Diversion in Los
Angeles County: A Repart to the Los Angeles County (AB-9090) Justice System Advisory
Group.‘ July, 1979.
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Camparing the expected recidivism rate to the actual recidivism allows each
project to be judged in terms of the mature of its client population. Because there
is error associated with the predicted recidivism rates, we have expressed each as a
range within which the actual recidivism would be expected to fall for each project.2

A project with an actual recidivism rate falling within the expected range is

ge after adjusting for the nature of its
i t the

essentially achieving the Network avera

clientele. Keep in mind that t ecid s re

section indicated that the Network average was itself a reduction from the recidivism

that would have occurred had these Juveniles not been treated bv the projects. Any

project with a recidivism rate falling below the expected range would have a
Conversely,

recidivism rate significantly below the Network average for its clients.
a project with a recidivism rate falling above the expected range would be

significantly higher than the Network average.
Table 12 shows that only ore project, South Bay, had a recidivism rate that fell
outside the expected range. The recidivism at that project was lower than would be
expected on the basis of the characteristics of the clients. All the remaining
projects had recidivism rates within their expected ranges, i.e., they reflected the
Network average adjusted for their clientele. Because of the small number of cases in
Small sample

some of the project samples, however, those results may not be stable.
sizes produce large expected recidivism ranges and make it difficult fo detect

projects that may in fact have recidivism rates better or worse than the Network

average.

2 Confidence limits of + 2 standard errors about the predicted values.



YOUTH SERVICES NETWCEK 1981 KVALUATION Page 133

CLIENT AND COUNSELOR EVALUATIONS OF SERVICE

An important indicator of the effectiveness of treatment for the Juveniles served
through the Youth Services Network is the satisfaction expressed by those closest to
the process. The counselars and youth workers, far example, are in a position to see

" first-hand whether any improvement results from the treatment for significant numbers

of youth. Even granting that they may be overly optimistic in their portrayal, their
point of view is nonetheless valuable. In addition, the youth themselves can express
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the treatment they received and have their own
Judgment about whether it helps them stay out of trouble,

Counselors! Reports

All counselors and youth workers who participate with those projects of the Youth
Services Network that use the standardized Network client forms make a variety of
uniform reports about the status of each client at the time of termination. These
reparts give some indication of how successful the service arrangements were for the
Juvenile clients. Tables 13, 14, and 15 present the termination circumstances for the
clients of each project that participated significantly in the 1981 Network Management
Information System. Since the MIS was not operating during all of 1981, only a
portion of each project's clients can be considered.

Table 13: Who Initiated the Action Leading to Termination

Number Juvenile Mutually Counselor

Project of Cases or Parents Aereed or ¥S Project
Centinela (60) 23% 30% b7¢
Cerritos Corridor (586) 35 40 24
DAY (a) - - -
Foothill (23) 35 43 22
HEAVY-Central (a) - - -
HEAVY~SFV (145) 6 91 3
HEAVY-West (a) - - -
JADE (143) 9 78 13
Mid Valley (31) 68 10 23
PAY (130) 31 37 32
Pomona Valley (a) - - -
SEED (225) 21 50 30
South Bay (64) 39 45 16
West San Gabriel (98) 15 7 78

TOTALS (1505) 27% 47% 26%

(a) Insufficient information from this project.
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The variability from project to project in Table 13 is quite large indicating
differences in administrative procedure for handling terminations. Overall, however,
the data indicates that about half the cases came to a close by mutual
client-counselor agreement and another one-fourth were closed by the Youth Service
Project or the counselor, usually because the prescribed term of service had ended.
About one~fourth were terminated unilatzrally by the juvenile clients or their
parents.

Table 14: Reasons Reported for Termination

Imappropriate Dropout or
or Refusal Premature Service

Project at_ JIntake Closing Completed
Centinela 10% 30% 52%
Cerritos Corridor 18 : 25 4g
DAY (a) - -
Foothill 35 22 35
HEAVY~Central (a) - -
HEAVY-SFV 6 26 55
HEAVY-West (a) - ' -
JADE 2 9 90
Mid Valley 10 71 13
PAY 15 26 46
Pomoma Valley (a) - ' -
SEED © 16 21 45
South Bay 29 32 19
West San Gabriel 15 9 69

TOTALS - 15% 23% 51%
(a) Insufficient information for this project. N

Table 14 reveals that over half of the Youth Services Projects! clients completed
service. The remainder either did not establish intake (e.g., refused service or did
not meet service criteria) or terminated prematurely either on their own action or
because they moved out of the area, etc. Many of those who terminated prematurely did
receive some amount of service prior to that termination though it fell short of the
prescribed term.

The largest group of c¢lients was judged by the service providers to reach a
favorable outcome with no additional services needed (Table 15). The next largest
group was also judged to have a favorable outcome but was thought to need additiomal
service. Altogether T73% of the terminations were judged to be under favorable
circumstances; only 27% were thought unfavarable.
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Table 15: Service Providers' Assessment of Cases at Termination

Favorable Outcome Unfavorable Outcome

More More More More

Service Service Service Service
Eroject Needed  Not Weeded  Needed  Not Needed
Centinela 15% 4og 33% 12%
Cerritos Corridor 30 u2 26 3
DAY (a) - - -
Foothill 21 47 25 5
HEAVY=-Central (a) - - -
HEAVY-SEFV 68 26 5 0
HEAVY-West (a) - - -
JADE 0 89 2 9
Mid Valley 28 21 52 0
PAY 40 32 23 4
Pomora Valley (a) - - -
SEED 37 31 29 2
South Bay 51 35 5 9
West San Gabriel 30 52 16 2

TOTALS 29% Lyg 23% 4z

(a) Insufficient information far this project.

Tables 13, 14, and 15 paint a picture that is generally positive considering the
difficult nmature of the clients served by the Youth Services Network. At the close of
service, most cases had terminated by mutual client-counselor agreement, service had
been completed, and the outcome was judged to be favorable. Another large group
showed favorable improvement but for one reason or another stopped service befare the
counselor thought it was.vappropriate. .

The most specific evidence regarding the status of the client at the time service
was complete came from the counselars' detailed ratings of 12 problem areas for each
client. All projects that participated in the Network MIS used an intake and a
termination form that requested counselors to rate the severity of the 12 problem
areas on a scale from 0 to 9. The same format was used for separate intzke and
termination ratings. Camparing those two sets of ratings for the terminated cases
gave some indication of the amount of progress the clients made and the mature of
their problems. Table 16 summarizes the data for the participating projects.
Individual project results zre not reported since some had limited numbers of
terminated cases represented in the MIS data.
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Table 16: Counselors' Ratings of Client Problems at Intake
and Terminmation

Percent of Juveniles Average Rating

with Problem of Problem Severity
Provjem Area Antake  Termimation Iotake JTermination
Substance Abuse . 21% 19% 1.0 0.8
Employment 17 17 1.0 0.9
Medical 3 . y 0.2 0.2
Victim 6 6 0.3 0.2
Learning Disability 13 13 0.5 0.5
Delinquency ' 39 31 2.6 1.3
Psychological 26 22 1.4 - 11
Family Relations 57 55 3.2 2.7
Peer Relations 37 34 1.9 1.4
School~Behavior 37 7 32 1.9 1.4
School-Academic 43 39 2.3 1.9
School-Attendance 32 25 1.8 1.2

Note: 1505 closg¢d cases are represented in this Table.
Severity ratings were made on a 0-9 scale.

We would expect counselars and youth workers to be relatively optimistic about
the effects of their own services. Table 16 shows, however, that they were also
rather realistic - they did nct claim overwhelming improvement in all categories for
their/clients. Overall, they did repért modest improvement in most categories,

particularly those in which the greatest problems were identified.

The intake ratings show that the counselors and youth workers Jjudged family
relatioils, academic work in school, and delinquency to be the most serious problems
facing “}the typical client. At terminmation, many juveniles were still judged to have
those p/;;'oblems but the proportions were somewhat smaller and the level of severity was
Jjudged to be less. The greatest improvement was reported in the area of delinquency.
This finding is encouraging though it is difficult to know if it represents real

:;mprovement or simply the counselors' awareness that improvement was expected in that

“"area by the Youth Services Project.

Juvenile Cliegté' Reports

Names and phone numbers for terminated clients were drawn from the records of
three of the Youth Services Projects and a telephone interview was attempted
approximately six months subsequent to referral. Of 337 names initizlly drawn, 234
were not contacted because of erronsous or disconnected phone numbers, families no
longer at the address, or other such problems. Interviews were completed with 103
youth and the results provided interesting information about the youths' view of the
effectiveness of the treatment.
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Table 17 reparts the youths' responses to the various questions that asked fqr
their rating of the help they received from the service provider to which they w:are
assigned. All responses were included in Table 17 even though some of the youth
withdrew from service befare completing the usual term.

Table 17: Reports About Youth Services From Juveniles Surveyed
Approximately Six Months After Referral (N=103)

Item and Response Categories

Do you think the service agency helped you?
Helped a lot 38%
Helped a little U46%
Didn't help 13%

Are your grades better, the same, or worse than last year?

Better 50%
The same 244
Worse 11%

Not in School 14%

Are you getting along with your teachers better, the same,
or worse than last year?

Better . 51%
The same 244
Worse 6%

Do you think that the program at [agency] will make any
difference in your chances of getting in trouble in the
next six months?

Yes ' 72%

No 16%

Don't, know 12%

Do you think that the program will make any difference in
your chances of getting arrested in the pext six months?
Yes 71%
No 18%
Don't know 10%
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Approximately three-fourths of the youth interviewed reported positive effects
from their contact with the services provided by the Youth Services Project. They
reported being helped, with over one-third saying they were helped "a lot," and they
reported that they thought the program made a difference in the likelihood that they
would get into trouble or get arrested. Half the youth-reported that their grades in
school had improved and that they were getting along better with their teachers.
Fewer than 15% of the youth reported no effects or negative effects in any category.
Though the youth may have been inclined to put a good face on their experience when
talking to an interviewer on the telephone, the size of the majority making favorable
reports suggests that many felt genuinely helped by the service.
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COST AND COST EFFECTIVENESS

During the 1980-81 fiscal year the projects of the Youth Services Network were
funded through a variety of grants, contracts, and contributions from state and local
sources, The majar categories were AB~-90 funds, JJDP, and direct contributions from
the local cities served. Some of the projects also received CETA funding for
employment programs and the L.A. City projects received money through the DISCO
program.

-

Table 18 summarizes the fiscal year 1980-81 funding level for each of the
projects of the Youth Services Network. Funding for services that dealt primarily
with adults or those that were not targeted on diversion and delinquency prevention
are excluded from the summary. As Table 18 indicates, in 1980-81 the Youth Services
Network administered programs with a total funding in excess of five million dollars.
Of that, a little over two million was for the "diversion"™ program, i.e., youth
counseling and related services. Most of the remaining amount represented CETA youth
employment programs of various sorts and the HEAVY-Central Anti-Vandalism Program.

Table 18: 1980-81 Funding Level for Projects of the Youth Services Network

Diversion Employment Other Youth Project

Project Funding Funding Funding
Centirela $167,272 —_ - $167,272
Cerritos Corridor 197,799 — -_— 197,799
DAY 78,069 —_ - 78,069
Foothill 93,534 — - 93,534
HEAVY=Central 291,655 384,748 820,315 1,496,718
HEAVY-SFV 400,419 567,205 - 967,624
HEAVY-West 108,976 116,577 — 225,553
JADE 192,312 -— - 192,312
Mid Valley 129 ,30’4 — -— 129 930“
Pamona Valley 147,941 706,253 - 854,194
SEED/PAY 307,516 - - 307,516
South Bay « 85,518 — -— 85,518
West San Gabriel 238,082 230,976 — 469,058
Totals $2,438,397 $2,005,759 $820,315  $5,264,u471
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The figures shown in Table 18 represent the £0g8g costs of the programs; that
is, they are the best estimates available of the actual total costs of running the
programs. In some cases the figures include the value of dorations 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 (e.g., adult CETA). The

gross costs for the diversion program at the individual projects ranges from about
80,000 dollars to over 400,000 dollars. :

Table 18 also reflects the decline in service funding that all the projects have
faced since the last evaluation report {which covered calendar year 1980). Even
though Table 18 reports the fiscal year 1980-81 which partially overlaps last year's
figures, the total funding for the Youth Service Network shows a decline from last
year. The funding in the diversion category dropped almost 25%. CETA funding is
expected to decrease drastically in the coming year which will further reduce the
overall Youth Services Network tudget.

Distribution of Funding Among Projects

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 19 shows the size of the 1980 Jjuvenile arrest pool in
each project jurisdiction and the relative amount of funding.

Table 19 reports the average number of 1980-81 Youth Services dollars available
in each project area far each juvenile arrest reported in that area. For the entire
Network, the funding level of the diversion program was about $44 for each Juvenile
arrest in the areas served. With youth employment and other youth funds included, the

average rose to $95 per arrest. Both these figures represent a decline from the 1980
calendar year reported in the previous evaluation study.

Based on the past history of these projects and previous evaluation studies, we
Jjudge about $50 per juvenile arrest in an area to be a reasonable funding target for
the project that ' serves that area. Six of the projects of the Network were below that
level for fiscal year 1980-81 and, given current funding trends, it seems likely that

- others will fall below that point in the near future.

In addition, there continues t. be socme uneveness in the funding levels of the
various individual projects. Looking only at diversion funds, West San Gabriel
Valley, SEED/PAY, and Pomona Valley have been successful in bringing in significantly
more funding, relative to local arrests, than the average for the Network. Centinela,
HEAVY-Central, and HEAVY-West fell well below the Netwark average. HEAVY-Central and
HEAVY-West had other sources of youth funding that compensated for the relatively low
level of diversion funding but that was not true for Centinela. By any index,

Centinela YSP was underfunded in 1980-81 given the size of the juvenile arrest pool in
its area.
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Table 19: Funding Level for Each Youth Services Project Relative to
the WIC 602 Juvenile Arrest Pool in the Project Area

1980 Diversion Total

1980 1980-81 Total Dollars Dollars
Arrest Diversion Project per per

Zroject Fool Fundinge  Funding  Arrest Arrest
Centinela 5,759 ¢ 167,272 $ 167,272 $ 29 $ 29
Cerritos Corridor 3,668 197,799 197,799 54 54
DAY 2,192 78,069 78,069 36 36
Foothill 2,357 93,534 93,534 40 4o
HEAVY-Central 13,582 291,655 1,496,718 21 110
HEAVY-SFV 5,824 400,419 967,624 59 142
HEAVY-West 5,278 108,976 225,553 21 43
JADE 3,310 192,312 192,312 58 58
Mid Valley 3,200 129,304 129,304 4o 40
Pomona Valley 2,14 147,941 854,194 69 399
SEED/PAY 4,335 307,516 307,516 71 T
South Bay 2,064 85,518 85,518 41 41
West San Gabriel 2,960 238,082 469,058 80 158
Totals 55,313 $2,438,397 $5,264,471 $ 4y $ 95

Cost Per Client

The evaluation study for the 1980 calendar year found that the average gross cost
per diversion client for the projects of the Youth Services Network was $303. As
noted in the first chapter of the present report, the cost of delinquency prevention
services campares very favorably with the cost to the Juvenile justice system of
processing a Jjuvenile arrest. In addition, previous evaluation studies on the Youth
Services Netwark have shown that its costs per case are low when compared with similar
youth services projects in the state of Califarnia and in a neighboring county. !

To update last year's cost figures, the 1980-81 fiscal year diversion
expenditures for the projects of the Youth Services Network were compared with their
diversion client pools in arder to determine the present cost rate for the various
projects. The summary data for these comparisons are reported in Table 20.

Table 20 reports two cost per client figures for each project. The first is
based on total or gross costs, that is, the cost of all contributions to the diversion

1 Lipsey, M.W. and Johnston, J.E. "The impact of juvehile diversion in Los

Angeles County: A report to the Los Angeles County (AB90) Justice System Advisory
Group, " July, 1979.
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program irrespective of who paid for them. For example, gross cost would include the
value of office space that was donated by a local city. The net cost per client
reported in Table 20 represents the cost actually passed on to the grantors with a
direct interest in service, e.g., AB90, JJDP. That is, these are the cost figures
after removing the value of all donmations and subsidies such as 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 grantors.

Table 20: 1980-81 Cost Per Client for the Diversion Programs of
the Youth Services Network Projects

1980-81 1980-81 Average Average
Diversion Diversion Gross Cost Net Cost

Project Expenditures Clients  Per Client Per Client
Centinela $167,272 482 $ 347 $ 315
Cerritos Corridor 197,799 997 198 148
DAY 78,069 346 226 : 226
Foothill (a) 93,534 263 356 349
HEAVY-Central 291,655 1015 287 270
HEAVY=-SFV 400,419 2593 154 148
HEAVY-West 108,976 294 371 320
JADE 192,312 994 193 190
Mid Valley 129,304 271 W7 477
Pomona Valley 147,541 415 356 356
SEED/PAY 307,516 1376 1223 183
South Bay 85,518 Loy 212 197
West San Gabriel 238,082 615 387 387

Totals $2,438,397 10,065 $ 242 $ 224

(a) Project start-up year; expenses may be unrepresentative.

The average gross cost per client for the 10,065 diversion clients served by the
Network in fiscal year 1980-=81 was §$2842. This figure represents a significant
decrease from the average reported in the 1980 calendar year evaluation and probably
reflects, in part, the belt-tightening that has been necessitated by increasingly
short funds.

Table 20 shows that, on average, the projects of the Network received $18 per
client from supplementary sources leaving a net cost per client of only $224 that was
charged to the primary service sponsors. This represents a farm of financial leverage
that allows the projects to deliver more service for a fixed number of JJDP, AB90,
local city or DISCO dollars.
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Allocation of Expenses

Another dimension of a project's efficiency is the proportion of its funds it is
able to put into direct service for the ciient in contrast to personnel and operating
expenses for the Youth Services Project itself. Determining the proportion of the
project budget that is expended on services is relatively easy for projects that
purchase all their services on a contractual basis from outside vendors. Some
projects, however, use their own personnel to provide service to part or all of their
Juvenile clients. In those cases, the salary and operating expenses budgets for the
project must be divided into the portion representing direct service (i.e., "therapy")
and the portion representing administration and support services.

Note that it is pot desirable for a project to have an extremely high proportion
of its funding converted into direct service for clients. That might reduce the
administration and support services 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. Such a project would not be able
to provide the planning, coardimation, and development of community service agencies
nor any of the important case manmagement, referral, or advocacy services that are the
unique contribution of the Youth Services Network. We would advocate that each
project aspire to keep its administrative salaries and general operating expenses
budget to around 40% of its expenses but that they not be reduced much below that.
This allocation still leaves 60% of the project budget for direct service to youth
while allowing for sufficient support services to properly maintain case management,
referral networks, and community service provider relationships.

Table 21 breaks down the gross cost per diversion client for each project into
the components that supported project personnel, project operating costs, and direct
service to clients. The personnel category includes all salary, wage, and fringe
benefit expenses for administrative, clerical, and case management personnel but
excludes expenses for personnel who provided direct service, i.e., sustained
therapeutic wark with a juvenile, Operating costs cover such items as office rent,
supplies, telephone, insurance, and so forth. Direct service expenses represent all
purchase of service payments made to outside service providers plus project personnel
costs expended in direct service to clients.

Table 21 shows that for the Network overall, 53% of the expenses per case went
into direct service for the client. In other wards, more than half of each dollar of
funding that came to the projects in fiscal year 1980-81 went into service for the
Jjuvenile clients. Most of the individual Youth Services Projects are similar to the
Network average on this factar.
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Table 21: Breakdown of 1980-81 Diversion Costs Per Client
for the Projects of the Youth Services Network

Gross Direct
Cost Per Personnel Operating Service
Project Client Expense Expense  Expense
Centirela o347 39% 9% - 52%
Cerritos Corridor 198 38 .8 54
DAY 226 38 10 52
Foothill (a) 356 53 10 37
HEAVY~-Central 287 49 4 y7
HEAVY-SFV 154 19 6 75
HEAVY-West 371 23 17 60
JADE 193 37 5 58
Mid Valley (b) 477 35 23 }12
Pomona Valley 356 26 11 63
SEED/PAY 223 36 13 51
South Bay 212 24 12 64
West San Gabriel 387 19 24 57
Averages $ 242 34% 13% 53%

(a) Project start-up year; expenses may be unrepresentative.
(b) Community mental health center; all services provided internally.
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CLIENT AND SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS

It is not the primary purpose of this report to examine the details of the
routine flow of clients and services through the projects of the Youth Services
Netwark. That information is reported separately through the Network's centralized
Management Information System. For purposes of general summary, however, and to
permit some comparison among the various projects, this section of the report will
Pprovide descriptive statistics for the most salient client and service
characteristics. The data for these statistics have been drawn from the various
referral, intake, service, and termimtion forms of the Network Management Information
System,

Client Characteristics

The typical Youth Services Project client was male, from a mincrity ethnic group,
and approximately fifteen years of age. Tables 22, 23, and 2U provide a more detailed
description. For purposes of comparison, the distribution of characteristics for the

1979 juvenile arrest pool in all of Los Angeles County is shown at the bottom of each
table. '

Table 22: Sex Distribution of Youth Service Project Clients
Number % 4
Project of Cases Male Female
Centinela (626) 72% 282
Cerritos Corridor (774) " 68 32
DAY (255) 55 45
Foothill (332) 66 34
HEAVY=-Central (611) 57 43
HEAVY-SFV (718) 59 41
HEAVY-West (608) 65 35
JADE (1252) 70 30
Mid Valley (170) 64 36
PAY (280) 65 35
Pomona Valley (210) 60 40
SEED (601) 69 31
South Bay (213) 66 34
West San Gabriel (492) 70 30
NETWORK TOTALS (7202) - 663 342
L.A. COUNTY JUVENILE
ARREST POOL (83209) 83% 17%
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Table 23: Ethnic Distribution of Youth Service Project Clients
Number 4 y4 % %

Project of Cases Anglo Black Hispanic Qther
Centinela _ (490) 29% 52% 14% 5%
Cerritos Corridor (766) 17 ) 17 3
DAY (238) 42 47 8 2
Foothill (332) 85 1 it 11
HEAVY-Central (589) 17 36 Ly 3
HEAVY-SFV (737) 48 7 42 3
HEAVY-West (622) 4o 42 14 it
JADE (1258) 17 3 55 5

- Mid Valley (171) 4o 3 57 0
PAY (276) 9 1 88 1
Pomora Valley (182) 75 7 12 6
SEED (598) 56 0 42 2
South Bay (257) 0 1 It 5
West San Gabriel (489) 43 3 49 5
NETWORK TOTALS (7005) 43% 18% 35% 4g
L.A. COUNTY JUVENILE
ARREST POOL (83209) 39% 26% 33% 2%
Table 24: Age Distribution of Youth Service Project Clients

¢ At Each Age
Number 12 or A 18 or

Project of Cases Less 13 14 15 16 11 More
Centinela (581) 19% 1wy 17% 17%  15%  13% 6%
Cerritos Corridor (761) 18 13 15 15 19 14 5

- DAY (217) 14 20 23 9 16 13 5
Foothill (330) 9 12 18 23 19 1 5
HEAVY-Central (612) 20 12 16 18 19 13 1
HEAVY-SFV (743) 27 8 13 13 19 1 6
HEAVY-West (628) 5 7 15 17 25 23 9
JADE (1258) 27 1 16 15 17 9 5
Mid Valley (172) 12 10 12 17 27 16 6
PAY (276) 9 1 18 16 21 16 9
Pomona Valley (213) 5 6 14 21 21 20 14
SEED (592) 8 10 17 21 21 16 8
South Bay (279) 12 9 17T 20 20 16 7
West San Gabriel (491) 14 6 11 18 16 19 16
NETWORK TOTALS (7213) 17% 1%  15% . 17%  19% 15% 7%
L.A. COUNYTY JUVERILE
ARREST POOL (83209) 6% 7% 133 20% 25% 29%

i
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By coamparison with the juvenile arrest pool in Los Angeles County, the clients of
the Youth Service Network have a considerably higher proportion of females and are
notably younger. The ethnic breakdowns are more similar but the Network clients
include proportionately more Anglo youth and fewer Black youth than the juvenile
arrest population in Los Angeles County. It is understandable that a prevention
program would deal with younger juveniles since it is attempting to intervene before
an arrest history begins. It is not clear why the Network clients should
overrepresent female and Anglo youth, however. The overrepresentation of females is
particularly large in light of their relatively low level of delinquency risk.

Referral Circumpstances

The two largest sources of referrals to the projects of the Youth Services
Netwark were law enfarcement stations and local schools. Overall, there were somewhat
more law enforcement referrals than school referrals (39% vs. 35%) though neither
constituted a majority of the cases. Probation referrals and law enforcement
referrals combined accounted for almest half the total cases overall and accounted for
the predominance of cases at Centinela, Foothill, Mid Valley, PAY and SEED. Table 25
reports additiomal details.

Table 25: Referral Sources for Youth Services Project Clients

% Referred From Each Source

Number

Project of Caseg Police Probation School Qther
Centinela (583) Loz 10% 29% 11%
Cerritos Corridar (671) 39 8 4y 9
DAY (214) 23 1 68 8
Foothill (335) 53 7 37 3
HEAVY-Central (566) 24 4 24 48
HEAVY-SFV (540) 22 6 10 62
HEAVY-West (186) 31 3 60 6
JADE (1250) ° 146 4 45 4
Mid Valley (67) Ly 16 7 34
PAY (273) 63 7 20 10
Pomore Valley (188) 37 3 55 5
SEED (594) 4o 15 32 13
South Bay (266) 43 3 30 24
West San Gabriel (485) 33 13 27 27

TOTALS (6378) 39% 7% 35% 19%
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The reasons cited by the referral agents for making a referral varied
considerably but the largest single category was police contact for a chargeable
offense, the usual reason for referrals from law enforcement. Tables 26 and 27

summarize the referral reasons for law enforcement referrals and referrals from other
sources.

Table 26: Referral Offense for Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals
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Centinela (283) 25% 22% 14% 1% 63 3% 3% 4% 4% 20 6% 0% 1% 0F 8%
Cerritos (367) 21 19 T 7 7 4 12 7 1 2 4 3 0 4 u
DAY (@) = = = e e e e e e e o4 e o
Foothill (152) 30 13 7 3 2 0 11 8 0 1 W 1 1 1 g9
H-Central (324) 12 24 3 4 3 3 10 2 3 0 3 14 16 1 2
H-~SFV (233)10 9 4 5 2 2 7 7 2 030 023 0 0
H~West @ - = « - - « 4 - 4 4 4 4 4 o -
J.l}DE (581) 13 19 9 3 3 3 8 10 1 1 7 2 8 8 4
MidValley (98) 9 28 7 5 4 5 8 14 1 o0 8 0 2 3 5
PAY (185) 13 16 6 4 3 2 11 10 3 1 18 6 0O 1 6
Pomona (M) 21 33 4 o 3 1 8 8 2 0 6 0 1 0 11
SEED (33) 18 21 7 3 6 5 12 6 0 2 8 4 0 1 5
South Bay (102) 20 18 6 8 6 2 18 3 4 1 7 1 2 3 3
WSGV (01) 28 18 11 2 4 1 8 6 3 2 4 0 0 4 7T
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TOTAL  (2996) 18% 203 7% 4% 4% 3% 9% 7% 2% 13 9% 3% 5% 3% 5%

49% Property 7% 163 3% 20% Status
Crimes Person Drugs ° Vehicle Off'enses

oo R e A D NG

(a) Insufficient information far this Project.
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st category of offenses for law enforcement referrals was that involving
prope'r:t?yli:i?nes witi r;:yhef’t and burglary the most frequent. Status offenses pro:\rid:d
the next largest category with 20% of the total but most of those came from Projects
HEAVY-Central and HEAVY-San Fernando Valley. Few of the law enforcement Eases
referred to the Youth Services Network represented crimes against persons, €.g.:
assault, or vehicle crimes, 2.8., joyriding. Substance abuse offenses were the third
largest category overall.

Table 27: Referral Reasons for Non-Law Enforcement Referrals
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Contirela (143) 2% 1% 1% 6% 4% 13% 22% 19% 5% 17% 1% 7% 03
Cerritos (353) 7 1 2 2 19 14 8 24 4 8 8 3 0
DAY (97) 1 0 O 3 11 14 10 W 3 22 13 y 3
Foothill 44y 7 2 0 0 2 11 27r 36 2 T 2 2 0
HeCentral (190) 4 0 0 2 1 0 1 21 6 27 16 18 6
B-SFV (361) 5 12 0 0 1 4% 3 20 1 5 31 1 7
B-West (159) 6 4% 0 1 9 2 1 25 4 .31 4 14 0
JADE (608) 1 0 0 0 O 15 © 16 0 39 9 19 0
Midvalley (58) 3 0 O 16 2 0 3 38 0 5 O 0 O
PAY (60 7 2 2 3 18 13 20 2 3 T 2 2 0
Pomora (209 9 0 0 0 2 5 6 29 5 13 6 25 O
SEED (61) 3 0 1 1 5 20 14 28 6 7 2 10 1
South Bay (51) 3% 0 0 0 2 4 2 271 O 8 2 2 0
WSGV (223) 1 24 6 O 1 0 21 15 4 10 y 5 0
5 | 3% 19% 108 125 2%

TOLAL  (2717) 5% 4% 0% 1} 65 9% 8% 21%

Non-law enforcement referrals, constituted mostly of school referrals, were
reported by the referral agents to have a variety of problems necessitating the
referral. The most frequently cited referral reason was family problems followed
closely by behavioral problems in school. Some individual projects of the Youth
Services Network showed distinctive categories of peferral reason. For example, Mid
Valley and South Bay both reported large numbers of referrals for substar.lce abuse.
HEAVY-San Fernando Valley reported a large number of referrals for academic problems
in school and West San Gabriel Valley had its largest number of cases referred for
employment.
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Services

By far the largest service category provided to clients of the Youth Services
Projects was counseling of some form, particularly individual and/or family
counseling. Table 28 reports the average mumber of hours per client for each type of
service provided through the Youth Services Network. To ensure that cases in progress
were not counted in those averages, only termimated cases were included.

Table 28: Average Hours Per Client For Each Type of Service
(Closed Cases Only)

Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours
N of Indiv. Family Group Acad. Hours All Total

Frolect  Cases Couns, Couns, Couns, ITutor Recreat. Qther  Hours
Centinela (164) 2.9 1.5 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.3 5.9
Cerritos (656) 2.3 2.9 0.3 1.2 0.1 G.4 7.2
DAY (a) - - - - - - -
Foothill (80) 2.5 1.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 4.1
H-Central (a) - - - - - - -
H~-SFV (251) 0.4 0.2 0.3 7.4 0.0 0.5 8.8
H-West (a) - - - - - - -
JADE (143) 0.2 0.6 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0
MidValley (61) 1.0 1.6 0.1 C.0 0.0 0.0 2.7
PAY (135) 4.8 1.9 0.8 2.0 0.1 1.0 10.6
Pomona (95) 4.3 2.1 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 6.8
SEED (269) 3.6 3.6 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.3 8.1
South Bay (201) 1.4 1.2 0.4 0.5 0.1 0.9 4.5
WSGV (189) 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.2 2.7 4,2
TOTAL  (2244) 2.1 1.8 0.5 1.4 0.1 1.1 7.0

(a) Insufficient information for this project.

Overall, the typical client of the projects of the Youth Services Network
averaged 7.0 hours of service. Many, of course, received more and, as noted earlier,
a number of clients dropped out of service prematurely. More than half the total
service time was comprised of individual and family counseling. Scme projects
emphasized other sorts of service, however. The preponderance of service hours
reported from HEAVY-San Fernando Valley were for academic tutoring. At project JADE
the largest category was group counseling and at West San Gabriel Valley it was
"other™ services, primarily employment training. Total average service hours per
client ranged from a high of 10.6 at Project PAY to 4.0 at Froject JADE.
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PROJECT SUMMARIES

Much of this report has dealt with findi
ngs that pertain to th X
fI\\I:'CHOI'k as a whole rather than to individual Projects. ere fom o
Of‘CteO:;’l gcz:;v::é m?rt;x permitted e)onsider'ation of the characteristics and performance
. ose were a) cost, b) delinquency risk level of
cli
recidivism, and d) referral and service patterns. The primary data and discus:ir.l;z,fgr)'

each of those factors occurs in the a
ppropriate chapter of the
oonvenj_.ence, the findings are summarized here for each Project. previous text. For

There were four general
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CENTINELA VALLEY JUVENILE DIVERSION PROJECT

Lost

The 1980-81 funding level far the Centinela Valley Project was equivalent to $29
far each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was well below
the Network average of $4l and below the point judged necessary for a program to have
broad impact in its catchment area. Centinela was the most underfunded project in the
Network.

The average groés cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $347,
higher than the Netwark average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (52%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Risk
!

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 63% and 72% of the referrals to the Centinela
Valley Project had some history of police contact, the highest level among any of the
Network projects. Among law enforcement referrals, 349 of the referral offenses were
Part I index crimes and 37% were felonies, both above the Network averages (27% and
35%) .

Relatively few of the Centinela referrals canme from the schools (29%) and very
few of those (7%) were described as having delinquent behavior. Centinela clients
were younger than the Network average but more were male.

Taking all factors together, the Centinela Valley clients represented one of the
highest levels of delinguency risk in the Youth Services Network.

Recidivisn

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Netwark projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients. f
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Recidivism impget was not studied separately in the Centinela Valley Project but
the recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -~ more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of Centinela Valley clients recidivating within six months of
referral was 31.0, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
cllents. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
Centinela recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four
percentage points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not been
treated.

Referral and Seprvice

Police and probation cases constituted over half of the referrals to the
Centinela Valley Project (59%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law
enforcement cases were referred primarily for property crimes with burglary being the
single largest category. Non-law enforcement cases were referred most often for
psychological problems, family problems, or behavioral problems in school.

The most frequent services provided to Centinela Valley clients were individual
counseling, family counseling, and academic tutaring. Service providers reported that
52% of the cases completed service, a rate comparable to the Network average of 51%.
The average case received 5.9 hours of service between intake and termination,
somewhat below the Network average of T.0 hours. Service providers judged that there
was a favorable outcome to the service in 55% of the cases compared to 73% for the
Network overall.
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CONSOLIDATED YOUTH SERVICES: CERRITOS CORRIDOR

Logt

The 1980-81 funding level far the Cerritos Corridor Project was equivalent to $54
for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was higher than
the Network average of $44 and above the point judged necessary for a program to have
broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $198,
well below the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (54%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Risk

.The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Jjudged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 42% and 61% of the referrals to the Cerritos
Corridor Project had some history of police contact, somewhat below the Network
average. Among law enforcement referrals, 30% of the referral offenses were Part I
index crimes and 47% were felonies, both above the Network averages (27% and 35%).

A moderately large proportion of the Cerritos Corridor referrals came from the
schools (44%) and few of those (14%) were described as having delinquent behavior.
Cerritos Corridor clients had about the same age and sex distributions as the Network
average. ‘

Taking all factors together, the Cerritos Corridor clients represented a level of
delinquency risk that was about average for- the projects of the Youth Services
Network.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of' the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expect
ed to have hi
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services. - Y gher

The percentage of Cerritos Corridor clients recidivati i
ng within six months of
referral was 23,2, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
Cerritos Corridor recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of

approximately four bPercentage points from the rate that would have occ
Juveniles not been treated. curred had the

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted less than half of the referrals to the
Cerritos Corridar Project (47%) with most of the remainder coming from schools, Law
enforcement cases were referred primarily for property crimes with burglary being the
single largest category. Non-law enforcement cases were referred most often for
family problems, learning disabilities, or delinguency in school.

The most frequent services provided to Cerritos Corridor clients were family
counseling, individual counseling, and academic tutaring. Service providers reported
that 497 of the cases completed service, a rate camparable to the Network average of
51%. The average case recelved 7.2 hours of service between intake and termination,
somewhat above the Network average of 7.0 hours, Service providers Judged that there

was a favorable outcome to the service in 72% of the case ;
Network overall. 8 compared to 73% for the
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PROJECT DAY

Lost

The 1980-81 funding level for the Project DAY was equivalent to $36 for each
Juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was below the Network
average of $44 and below the point judged necessary for a program to have broad impact
in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client far those clients served in 1980-81 was $226,
lower than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (52%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Biak'

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factars.

It was estimated that between 41% and U46% of the referrals to Project DAY had
some history of police contact, a relatively low level among the Network projects.
Among law enforcement referrals, 23 of the referral offenses were Part I index crimes
and 49% were felonies, one figure being above the Network average (felonies, 35%) and
orne below (Part I offenses, 27%).

The preponderance of referrals to Project DAY came from the schools (68%) but the
number referred for delinquent offenses was not reported. Project DAY clients were
younger than the Network average and many more were female.

Taking all factors together, the Project DAY clients represented one of the
lowest levels of delimquency risk in the Youth Services Network largely because of the
predominance of low risk cases among the school referrals.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients. '
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. Recidivism _Lgl,p_a,g_t was not studied separately in Project DAY but the recidivism
rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to referral. That
rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the severity level

of the clients ~- more severe clients were e i
xpected to ha bol
even when receiving effective services. ve higher recldiviam rates

The percentage of Project DAY clients recidivating within six months of referral
was 36.1, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients.
Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the Project DAY
recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of appro;ci.mately, four percentage
points from the rate that would have occurred had the Juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted less than one-quarter of the referrals to
iroject DAY (24%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Client
ocumentation was not sufficient to determine the referral reasons for law enforcement

cases. Non-law enfarcement cases were referred most often for b
ehavio
school, family problems, or delinquency. ral problems in

Client cdocumentation was not sufficient to determine the profile of services

received
of sex'vic?.r Project DAY clients nor the details of termination circumstances and hours
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FOOTHILL YOUTH SERVICES
Cost
The 1980-81 funding level for the Foothill Project was equivalent to $40 for each
juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was only slightly below

the Network average of $44 and within the range judged necessary for a program to have
broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $356,
higher than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Only 37% of the project funding went directly into service. Since 1980-81
was essentially a start-up year for the Foothill Project, it is likely that the cost
factors will improve as mare clients come into the project.

Delingueney Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 60% and T4% of the referrals to the Foothill
Project had some history of police contact, a moderately high level relative to other
Network projects. Among law enfarcement referrals, 40% of the referral offenses were
Part I index crimes and 51% were felonies, both well above the Network averages (27%
and 35%).

The Foothill Project was fairly typical with regard to the proportion of
referrals that came from the schools (37%) and about one-quarter of those were
described as having delinquent behaviar. Foothill clients were older than the Network
average but had about the same sex distribution.

Taking all factors together, the Foothill Project clients represented a
moderately high level of delinquency risk relative to the other projects of the Youth
Services Network.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism jmpact was not studied separately in the Foothill Project but the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of Foothill clients recidivating within six months of referral was
26.4, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients. Based
on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the Foothill
recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four percentage
points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted over half of the referrals to the Foothill
Project (60%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law enforcement cases
were referred primarily for property crimes with burglary being the single largest
category. Non-law enfarcement cases were referred most often for family problems,
psychological problems, or delinguency.

The most frequent services provided to Foothill clients were individual
counseling and family counseling. Service providers reported that 35% of the cases
completed service, a rate below the Network average of 51%. The average case received
4.1 hours of service between intake and termimation, below the Network average of 7.0
hours. Service providers judged that there was a favorable cutcome to the service in
68% of the cases compared to 73% for the Network overall.
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PROJECT HEAVY~CENTRAL CITY
Lozt

The 1980-81 diversion funding level for Project HEAVY-Central was equivalent to
$21 for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. If all funding
sources are taken into account the total was $110. The total was well above the
Network total funding average though the diversion funding alone fell short of the $u4
Network diversion average. The total funding was well above the point judged
necessary for a program to have broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client far those clients served in 1980-81 was $287,
higher than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Less than half (47%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 48% and 57% of the referrals to Project
hEAVY-Central had some history of police contact, figures right on the Network
averages. Project records were not capable of providing infarmation regarding the
severity of the referral offenses among law enforcement referrals.

Almost three~fourths of the Project HEAVY-Central referrals came from the schools
or other non-law enfarcement sources (72%); very few of the school cases (9%) were
described as having delinquent behavior. HEAVY-Central clients were about the same
age as the Network average but more were female.

Taking all factors together, the Project HEAVY~Central clients represented an
average level of delinguency risk relative to the other projects in the Youth Services
Network, lowered because of the large number of non-law enforcement referrals in the
caselcad.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youtn Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients. :
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Recidivism jimpact was not studied separately in Project HEAVY-Central but the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested priar to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidiviam rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of HEAVY-Central clients recidivating within six months of
referral was 26.3, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
HEAVY=Central recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately

four percentage points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not
been treated.

Referral and Sevice

Police and probation cases constituted less than ome-third of the referrals to
Project HEAVY-Central (28%) with most of the remainder coming from sources other than
the schools, e.g.; self and parent referrals. Law enfarcement cases were referred
primarily for property crimes with petty theft being the single largest category. A
large portion of the law enforcement referrals were for status offenses also (34%).
Non-law enfarcement cases were referred most often for behavioral problems in school,
family problems, school truancy, or academic problems in school.

Client data far Project HEAVY-Central were insufficient to document the types of

services received,; the average amount of service, or the circumstances of service
termimation,

L S

-

e i e e

£ AT

N e ——

v

YOU'TH SERVICES NETWORK 1981 EVALUATION Page 62

PROJECT HEAVY-SAN FERNANDO VALLEY

Logt

The 1980-81 diversion funding level for Project HEAVY-San Fernando Valley was
equivalent to $59 for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That
was above the Network average of $4li and above the point judged necessary far a
program to have broad impact in its catchment area. 1In addition, other funding
sources raised.the total level to $142 per arrest, substantially above the Network
average.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980~-81 was $154,
well below the.Network average of $242 and, indeed the lowest in the Network.
Three-quarters (75%) of the project funding went directly into service, the highest
ratio in the Network.

Delinquency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who comitted chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 31% and 38% of the referrals to Project HEAVY-San
Fernando Valley had some history of police contact, the lowest level among any of the
Network projects. Among law enforcement referrals, 39% of the referral offenses were
Part T index crimes and Ul4$ were felonies, both above the Network averages (27% and
35%). ;

The great majority of the HEAVY-San Fernando referrals came from the schools or
other non-law enfarcement sources (72%). Few of the school referrals (10%) were
described as having delinquent behaviar. HEAVY-San Fermando clients were younger than
the Network average with 27% being twelve years old or less. Proportionately more
clients at this project were female than the Network average.

Taking all factors together, the Project HEAVY-San Fernando clients represented
the lowest level of delinquency risk in the Youth Services Network. This resulted
from the large proportions of non-law enforcement referrals, their young age and
overrepresentation of females, and their limited history of police contact.
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Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth whe received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidiviam impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youtn Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.

Recidivism igpact was not studied separately in Project HEAVY-San Fernando but
the recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -~ more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of HEAVY-San Fernando clients recidivating within six months of
referral was 22.T, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
Project HEAVY-San Fernando recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of
approximately four percentage points from the rate that would have occurred had the
Jjuveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted less than one~third of the referrals to
the Project HEAVY-San Fernando (28%) with most of the remainder coming from sources
other than the schools, e.g., self and parent referrals. Law enforcement cases were
referred primarily for status offenses (53%) with runaway and truancy being the
largest categories. Non-law enforcement cases were referred most often for academic
problems at school, family problems, enployment problems, or attendance problems in
school.

The services provided to HEAVY-San Fermando diversion clients consisted almost
entirely of academic tutoring with some mmall amounts of individual, family, and group
counseling. Service providers reported that 55% of the cases completed service; a
rate comparable to the Netwark average of 51%. The average case received 8.8 hours of
service between intake and termination, above the Network average of 7.0 hours.
Service providers judged that there was a favorable outcome to the service in 94% of
the cases compared to 73% for the Netwark overall.
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PROJECT HEAVY-WEST
Lost

The 1980-81 diversion funding level for Project HEAVY-West was equivalent to $21
for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. Additional funding,
however, brought the total up to $43 per arrest. That was below the Network average
of $i4lt for diversion funding alone but within the range judged necessary for a program
to have broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served by HEAVY-West in
1980~81 was $371, higher than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range

for the various projects. Over half (60%) of the project funding went directly into
service.

Delinguency Jisk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recarded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 44% and U7% of the referrals to Project HEAVY-West
had some history of police contact, a below average level compared to other Network
projects. Project records were not adequate to determine the severity of the referral
offenses for law enfarcement referrals.

About two-thirds (66%) of the Project HEAVY-West referrals came from the schools
or other non-law enforcement sources. It was not possible to determine what
proportion of the school referrals showed evidence of delinquent behavior. Project
HEAVY-West clients were older than the Network average and had about the same sex
distribution as the average.

Taking all factors together, the Project HEAVY-West clients represented a below
average level of delinquency risk in the Youth Services Netwark. This was largely due
to the high proportion of non-law enforcement referrals and the limited history of
police contacts of those referrals.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the

Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism impact was not studied separately in Project HEAVY-West but the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of HEAVY-West clients recidivating within six months of referral
was 26.1, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients.
Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the HEAVY-West
r'egidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four percentage
points from the vate thst would have occurred had the juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted about one-third of the referrals to
Project HEAVY-West (33%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Project data
was not sufficient to determine the referral reasons for law enforcement cases.

Non~law enforcement cases were referred most often for behavioral problems in school,
family problems, and school attendance problems.

Project data were not sufficient to determine the profile of services provided to
HEAVY~-West clients, the amount of service, or the termimation circumstances.
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PROJECT JADE

Lost

The 1980-81 funding level for Project JADE was equivalent to $58 for each
Juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was above the Network
average of $44 and above the point judged necessary for a program to have broad impact
in its catclment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $193,
less than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (58%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Deligguéngy Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proporticn of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factars. .

It was estimated that between 41% and 64% of the referrals to Project JADE had
some history of police contact, an average 1evel for the Network projects. Among law
enforcement referrals, 16% of the referral offenses were Part I index crimes and 22%
were felonies, both well below the Network averages (27% and 35%).

About half the JADE referrals came from the schools (45%) and very few of those
(9%) were described as having delinquent behavior. JADE clients were younger than the
Network average (27% were 12 years old or less) but proportiomately more were male.

Teking all factors together, the Project JADE clients represented a level of
delinquency risk that was somewhat below the average in the Youth Services Network.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Netwark projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.

Recidivism impact was not studied separately in Project JADE but the recidivism
rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to referral. That
rate was ctnpared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the severity level.
of the clients -~ more severe clients were expected to have higher recidivism rates
even when receiving effective services.
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The percentage of JADE clients recidivating within six months of referral was
29.1, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients. Based
on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, th¢ JADE recidivism
rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four percentage points
from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles uot been treated.

Referral,_and Service

Police and probation cases constituted half of the referrals to Project JADE
(50%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law enforcement cases were
referred primarily for property crimes with petty theft being the single largest
category. Non-law enforcement cases were referred most often for behavior problems in
school, school attendance, family problems, and delinguency.

The predominant service provided to JADE clients was group counseling, though
there was some individual and family counseling. Service providers reported that 90%
of the cases completed service, a rate greater than the Network average of 51%. The
average case received 4.0 hours of service between intake and termimation, below the
Network avarage of 7.0 hours. Service providers judged that there was a favorable
outcome to the service in 89% of the cases compared to 73% for the Network overall.
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MID VALLEY MENTAL HEALTH COUNCIL

Lost

The 1980-81 funding level for the Mid Valley Project was equivalent to $U40 for
each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was somewhat below
the Network average of $44 but within the range judged necessary for a program to have
broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $477,
considerably higher than the Network average of $242. Though Mid Valley had the.
highest per client cost in the Network, that is at least partially due to its unique
organizational structure. Unlike the other projects, Mid Valley is a self-contained
mental health elinic and does not contract out any of its services. Somewhat less
than half (42%) of the project funding went directly into service personnel.

Delinquency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 51% and 69% of the referrals to the Mid Valley
Project had some history of police contact, scmewhat higher than the average for
Network projects. Among law enforcement referrals, 16% of the referral offenses were
Part I index crimes and 19% were felonies, both well below the Network averages (27%
and 35%).

Very few of the Mid Valley referrals came from the schools (7%) though a larger
proportion came from other non-law enfoarcement sources (34%). It was nct possible to
determine what portion of the school referrals were cases exhibiting delinquent
behavior. Mid Valley clients were older than the Network average but the sex
distribution was near the average.

Taking all factors together, the Mid Valley clients represented an average level
of delinguency risk relative to the other projects in the Youth Services Network.

Recidivisn

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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R.ecidivism Anppact was not studied separately in the Mid Valley Project but the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was campared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -~ more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of Mid Valley clients recidivating within six months of referral
was 19.1, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients.
Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the Mid Valley
recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately ;‘our percentage
points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Servige

Police and probation cases constituted over half of the referrals to the Mid
Valley Project (60%) with most of the remainder coming from sources other than the
schools, e.g., self and parent referrals. Law enforcement cases were referred
primarily for property crimes with petty theft being the single largest category.

S;::aw enforcement cases were referred most often for family problems or substance

The most frequent services provided to Mid Valley clients were famil .
and individual counseling. Service providers repor-t:d that only 13% og S})}l;nsceiétgs
completed service, a rate well below the Network average of 51%. Moreover, the
average case was reported to receive only 2.7 hours of service between intake and
termination, far below the Network average of 7.0 hours. Service providers judged

that there was a favorable outcome to the service in 4
for the Fotwark overall. 9% of the cases compared to 73%
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CONSOLIDATED YOUTH SERVICES: PROJECT PAY

Cost

Project PAY and Project SEED are administered together and it was not possible to
disentangle their separate cost figures. The 1980-81 funding level for both these
projects taken together was equivalent to $71 for each juvenile in the arrest
population of thé area served. That was well above the Network average of $44 and
above the point judged necessary for a program to have broad impact in its catchment
area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 by Project
PAY and SEED was $223, somewhat lower than the Network average of $242. Over half
(51%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 60% and 70% of the referrals to Project PAY had
some history of police contact, one of the highest levels for the Network projects.
Among law enfarcement referrals, .18% of the referral offenses were Part I index crimes
and 17% were felonies, both well below the Network averages (27% and 35%).

Relatively few of the PAY referrals came from the schools (20%) and it could not
be determined how many of those were referred for delinquent behavior. Project PAXY
clients were older than the Network average but their sex distribution was the same as
the Network average.

Taking all factors together, the bProject PAY clients represented a moderately
high level of delinquency risk though their average offense severity was lower than
the average in the Youth Services Network.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presunption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism impact was not studied separately in Project PAY but the recidivism
rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to referral. That
rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the severity level
of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher recidivism rates

even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of PAY clients recidivating within six months of referral was
20.8, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the clients. Based
on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the Project PAY
recldivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four percentage
points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted almost three-quarters of the referrals to
Project PAY (70%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law enforcement
cases were referred primarily for property crimes with petty theft being the single
largest category. A number of law enfarcement referrals were also made for status
offenses (25%), particularly runaway. Non-law enfarcement cases were referred most
often for family problems, psychological problems, or learning disabilities.

The predomirant service provided to Project PAY clients was individual counseling
along with some family counseling and academic tutoring. Service ‘providers reported
that 46% of the cases completed service, a rate comparable to the Network average of
514. The average case received 10.6 hours of service between intake and termination,
well above the Network average of 7.0 hours. Service providers judged that there was
a favarable outcome to the service in 72% of the cases compared to 73% for the Network
overall.
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POMONA VALLEY YOUTH SERVICES PROJECT
Lost

The 1980-81 diversion funding level for the Pomora Valley Project was equivalent
to $69 for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was well
above the Network average of $44 and above the point judged necessary for a program to
have troad impact in its catchment area. Moreover, including the Project's CETA
grants raised the total to $399 per arrest, an exceptionally high level of funding.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $356,
higher than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (63%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinguency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Jjudged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recarded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enfarcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who comitted chargeable offenses.  Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 37% and 53% of the referrals to the Pomora Valley
Project had some history of police contact, a level below the average for the Network
projects. Among law.enforcement referrals, 33% of the referral offenses were Part I
index crimes and 40% were felonies, both above the Network averages (27% and 35%).

The majority of the Pomona Valley referrals came from the schools (55%) but it
was not possible to determine what proportion of them were referred for delinquent
behavior. Pomoma Valley clients were considerably older than the Network average but
somewhat fewer were male.

Taking all factors together, the Pomoma Valley clients represented a lower level
of delinquency risk than the average in the Youth Services Network. Law enforcement
cases were relatively high risk but the much larger numbers of school referrals were
low risk cases.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youthk who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Netwark projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youtn Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidiviam impact was not studied separately in the Pomora Valley Project but the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of Pomona Valley clients recidivating within six months of
referral was 22.0, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
Pomona Valley recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately

four percentage points from the rate that would have ocecurred had the Juveniles not
been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted less than half of the referrals to the
Pomona Valley Project (40%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law
enforcement cases were referred primarily for property crimes with petty theft and
burglary being the largest categories. Non-law enfarcement cases were referred most
often for family problems, school truancy, or behavioral problems in school.

The most frequent services provided to Pomona Valley clients were individual
counseling and family counseling. Project data was insufficient to determine the
terminmaticn circumstances for clients. The average case received 6.8 hours of service
between intake and termimation, comparable to the Network average of 7.0 hours.
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CONSOLIDATED YOUTH SERVICES: PROJECT SEED

Lot

Project SEED and Project PAY are administered together and it was not possible to
disentangle their separate cost figures. The 1980-81 funding level for both these
projects taken together was equivalent to $71 for each juvenile in the arrest
population of the area served. That was well above the Network average of $44 and
above the point judged necessary for a program to have broad impact in its catchment
area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 by Project
SEED and PAY was $223, somewhat lower than the Network average of $242. Over half
(51%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delimuency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
judged on the basis of the proportion with any histery of recarded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enfarcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 60% and 70% of the referrals to Project SEED had
some history of police contact, one of the highest levels for the Network projects.
Among law enforcement referrals, 29% of the referral offenses were Part I index crimes
and 35% were felonies, both about at the Network averages (27% and 35%).

Only about one-third (32%) the Project SEED referrals came from the schools and
few of those (12%) were described as exhibiting delinquent behavior. SEED clients
were older than the Network average and had about the same sex distribution as the
Network average.

Taking all factors together, the Project SEED clients represented ore of the
highest levels of delinquency risk in the Youth Services Network.

Recidivigm

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism jmpact was not studied separately in Project SEED but the recidivism
rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested prior to referx.‘al. That
rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the severity level
of the clients -~ more severe clients were expected to have higher recidivism rates
even when receiving effective services. :

2 e of SEED clients recidivating within six months of referral was
26.7 ,T:er;tf;r:izﬁf: the expected range given the severity level of the clients. Bas:ed
on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the SEED recidivism
rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately four percentage points
from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not been treated.

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted over half of the referrals to Project SEED
(55%) with most of the remainder coming from schools. Law enforcement cases were
referred primarily for property crimes with petty theft and burglary being the largest
categories. Non-law enforcement cases were referred most often for family problems,
delingquency, or psychological problems.

The most frequent services provided to Project SEED clients were individual
counseling and family counseling. Service providers reported that 45% of the cases
completed service, a rate comparable to the Network average of 51%. The average casi
received 8.1 hours of service between intake and termination, above the Networ
average of 7.0 hours. Servics providers judged that there was a favarable outcome to
the service in 68% of the cases compared to 73% for the Network overall.
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SOUTH BAY JUVENILE DIVERSION PROJECT
Lost

The 1980-81 funding level for the South Bay Project was equivalent to $41 for
each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served. That was only slightly

below the Network average of $i44 and within the range judged necessary for a program
to have brcad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $212,
lower than the Network average of $242 but within the normal range for the various
brojects. Well over half (64%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinquency Rigk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of

school referrals who committed chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factars.

It was estimated that between 44% and 57% of the referrals to the South Bay
Project had some history of police contact, a level just below the average for the
Network projects. Among law enforcement referrals, 34% of the referral offenses were

Part I index crimes and 53% were felonies, both above the Network averages (27% and
35%). ‘

Relaitively few of the South Bay referrals came from the schools (30%) and very
few of those (6%) were described as having delinquent behavior. South Bay clients

were slightly older than the Network average and the sex distribution was right on the
Network average. ’

Taking all factars together, the South Bay Project clients represented an average
level of delinquency risk relative to the other projects in the Youth Services

" Network.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the

Youth Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism jmpact was not studied separately in the South Bay Project tut the
recidivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested priar to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients -- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recldivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of South Bay clients recidivating within six months of referral
was 13.9, a rate that was actually below the expected range given the severity level
of the clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study,
the South Bay recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of approximately
four percentage points from the rate that would have occurred had the juveniles not
been treated. Since the South Bay recidivism was even below the overall Network
level, the reduction was most likely even larger than the four points attained
overall., -

Referral and Service

Police and probation cases constituted less than half of the referrals to the
South Bay Project (46%) with the remainder divided between schools and other sources,
e.g. self and parent referrals. Law enforcement cases were referred primarily for
property crimes with burglary being the largest category. There were also quite a
number of referrals on substance abuse charges. Non-law enforcement cases were
referred most often for substance abuse, family problems, or psychological problems.

The most frequent services provided to South Bay clients were individual
counseling and family counseling. Service providers reported that only 19% of the
cases completed service, a rate well below the Network average of 51%. The average
case received 4.5 hours of service between intake and termination, below the Network
average of 7.0 hours. Service providers judged that there was a favorable outcome to
the service in 86% of the cases compared to 73% far the Network cverall.
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WEST SAN GABRIEL VALLEY YOUTH SERVICES PROJECT

Losty

The 1980-81 diversion funding level for the West San Gabriel Valley Project was
equivalent to $80 for each juvenile in the arrest population of the area served and
other sources of funding brought the total up to $158. That level was well above the
Netwark average of $44 in diversion funding and $95 total. It was well above the
point judged necessary for a program to have broad impact in its catchment area.

The average gross cost per client for those clients served in 1980-81 was $387,
higher than the Network average of $2U42 but within the normal range for the various
projects. Over half (57%) of the project funding went directly into service.

Delinquency Risk

The level of delinquency risk represented by the clients of each project was
Judged on the basis of the proportion with any history of recorded police contact, the
severity of referral offenses among law enforcement referrals, and the proportion of
school referrals who comitted chargeable offenses. Age, sex, and referral source are
also related to these factors.

It was estimated that between 45% and 57% of the referrals to the West San
Gabriel Valley Project had some history of police contact, a level only slightly below
the average for all the Network projects. Among law enfarcement referrals, 29% of the
referral offenses were Part I index crimes and 36% were felonies, both very close to
the Netwark averages (27% and 35%).

Relatively few of the West San Gabriel referrals came from the schools (27%) and
it could not be determined what proportion of those exhibited delinquent behavior.
West San Tabriel clients were older than the Network average and more were male.

Taking all factors together, the West San Gabriel Valley clients represented a
level of delinquency risk that was very close to the average for the Youth Services
Netwark. The non-law enfarcement referrals by themselves, however, had the lowest
level cf delinquency risk in the Netwark.

Recidivism

An overall recidivism impact study using a sample of seven police stations served
by various of the Youth Services Network projects found that youth who received
service had four percentage points lower recidivism than comparable youth who did not.
Though that study was not definitive because of methodological limitations, when taken
in conjunction with the previous recidivism impact studies that have been conducted on
Network projects it provides a strong presumption that the treatment provided by the
Youtn Services Network is effective in reducing the recidivism of its youthful
clients.
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Recidivism impget was not studied separately in the West San Gabriel Project tut
the recldivism rate was determined for those clients who had been arrested priar to
referral. That rate was compared with a statistical prediction that adjusted for the
severity level of the clients ~- more severe clients were expected to have higher
recidivism rates even when receiving effective services.

The percentage of West San Gabriel clients recidivating within six months of
referral was 27.9, a rate within the expected range given the severity level of the
clients. Based on the findings of the overall Network recidivism impact study, the
West San Gabriel recidivism rate can be assumed to reflect a reduction of
approximately four percentage points from the rate that would have occurred had the
Jjuveniles not been treated.

Referral and Servigce -

Police and probation cases constituted less than half of the referrals to the
West San Gabriel Project (46%) with the remainder divided between schools and other
sources; e.g., self and parent referrals. Law enforcement cases were referred
primarily for property crimes with burglary being the largest category. Non-law
enforcement cases were referred most often far employment, psychological problems, or
family problems.

The most frequent services provided to West San Gabriel clients were emplcyment
and individual counseling. Service providers reported that 69% of the cases completed
service, a rate higher than the Netwark average of 51%. The average case received 4.2
hours of service between intake and termination, below the Network averzgc of 7.0
hours. Service providers judged that there was a favorable outcome to the service in
82% of the cases compared to 73% for tne Network overall.
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YOUTH SERV.ICES NETWORK

APPENDIX A: CALCULATIONS OF GROSS COST FOR VARIOUS COMPONENTS
OF THE JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM

(1) Police Arrests

In 1979 total law enforcement expenditures in Los Angeles County were $557,128,000
(Bureau of Crimimal Statistics, California Department of Justice. 1979 Criminal
Justice Profile, Los Angeles County).

During tkat year the total mmwbor of cases handled (reported incidents, not arrests)
was approximately 1,216,847 {op. eit.).

The estimated gross cost per incident is thus:

$557,128,000 / 1,216,847 = $458

But, clearly the police have functions other than criminal investigation. The LAPD
1980 Statistical Digest shows only two-thirds of the budget allocated to "crime
control." We assume that only half of that supports actual investigation and arrest.
Thus the estimated cost per investigation, whether or not there is an arrest, is:

$458/3 = $153

We assume that most of the expense is the investigation, etc. and not the arrest per
se and use this figure as the cost per arrest.

(2) Probation Service

The Los Angeles County Probation Department Budget, excluding detenticr facilities,
was $66,667,785 far 1979-80 and $63,715,989 for 1980-81, Averaging these figures for
an estimated 1980 calendar year cost gives $65,191,886 (County of Los Angeles,
California. County Budget: Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1982. Board of Supervisors, .

Los Angeles Ceunty, 1981).
Total 1980 referrals to prubation were:
50,416  Juveniles

46,396 Adults (1979 value; 1980 estimated as less
. but figure unavailable)

96,812 Total

(Juvenile Fact Sheet, 1980. Administrative Services Bureau, Probation Department,
County of Los Angeles; also Bureau of Criminal Statistics, California Department of
Justice. 1979 Criminal Justice Profile, Los Angeles County).

The estimated gross cost per case is thus:

$65,191,886 / 96,812 = $673
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(3) Detention in Juvenile Hall
The Los Angeles County Budget shows three juvenile halls separately budgeted:

1979-80 1980-81 Average
San Fermando $5,579,233 $ 7,653,193  $ 6,616,213
Central 7,743,916 11,004,546 9,374,231
Los Padrinos 5,186,124 7,879,553 6,532,838

Total $22,523,282

Adding the three and averaging to estimate the calendar year 1980 cost gives a total
of $22,523,282 (County of Los Angeles, Califcarnia. County Budget: Fiscal Year
Ending June 30, 1982. Board of Supervisors, Los Angeles County, 1981).

The 1980 admissions to juvenile hall were 19,282

(Juvenile Fact Sheet, 1980. Administrative Services Bureau, Probation Department,
County of Los Angeles).

The estimated gross cost per juvenile hall detention is thus:

$ 22,523,282 / 19,282 = $1168

(4) Juvenile Court

The Los Angeles Superior Court costs exclusive of reporters, juries, marshalls, ete.
were reported in 1979 to be $30,659,000 (Bureau of Crimimal Statistics, California
Department of Justice. 1979 Criminal Justice Profile, Los Angeles County).

In that year juvenile dispositions through the court were estimated as:
10,552 Initial petitions

6,226  Subsequent petitions (mot reported butwéxtrapolated
'fram previous years) i -

16,778

\
'
)

The number of adult felonies handled was 15,715 (mostly guilty pleas). Total adult
and juvenile cases, therefore, was approximately 32,493 (Bureau of Criminal
Statistics, California Department of Justice., 1979 Crimimal Justice Profile, Los
Angeles County).

The estimated gross cost per court case thus 1s:

$ 30,659,000 / 32,493 = $944
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(5) Probation Camp

The probation camps and Dorothy Kirby Center costs from the L.A. County budget,
averaged between 1979-80 and 1980-81 to give an estimated 1980 calendar year cost are:

$ 16,231,049 Camps
1,970,903 Dorothy Kirby Center

$ 18,201,952 Total

(County of Los Angeles, California. County Budget: Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1982.
Board of Supervisors, Los Angeles County, 1981).

In 1980 there-were 2566 admissions to the camps and 149 admissions to the Dorothy
Kirby Center for a total of 2715 (Juvenile Fact Sheet, 1980. Administrative
Services Bureau, Probation Department, County of Los Angeles).

The estimated gross cost per camp case thus 1s:

$ 18,201,952 / 2715 = $6704

(6) CYA Commitment
The total 1980 CYA budget was reported at $230,115,681 with the institutions and camps
share described as 50.6%, i.e., $116,438,535. The parole share was 8.2%, i.e.,
$18,869,486 (Department of the Youth Authority, State of California. Annual
Report: 1980).
In that year the CYA institutions and camps received 3968 first commitments plus 1094
returned as parole violatars for a total of 5062 (Department of the Youth Authority,
State of Califarnia. Annual Report: 1980).
The estimated gross cost per admit to CYA institutions is thus:

$ 116,438,535 / 5062 = $23,002
Also, during that year U645 cases were paroled out (op. cit.).
The estimated gross cost per parole is thus:

$ 18,869,486 / L6LS = $U062

Combining these two gives the estimated gross costs per case for commitment and
subsequent parole: $23,002 + 4,062 = $27,064
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