Executive Summa

SafeFutures is a national initiative sponsored by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) of the US Department of Justice to create program
models of integrated local approaches to juvenile delinquency prevention and
intervention. Under this initiative, OJJDP provided approximately $1.4 million a year for
five years to each of six communities, including Contra Costa County.

Contra Costa County SafeFutures program components include:
1. Mentoring: Three Mentoring Programs for at-risk youth;

2. Family/Schools/Community Partnership (F/S/C): Initially, this program operated
at six schools—three elementary schools, one middle school and two high
schools. As the program evolved, staff at the middle and high schools were
drawn into the Core Team program, leaving F/S/C as essentially an elementary
school early intervention program.

3. Orin Allen Youth Rehabilitation Facility Aftercare (Ranch Aftercare): Intensive
supervision and services for 45 days following release from the Boys Ranch to the
community;

4. Summit Center: A residential/ day treatment center for male juvenile offenders
with serious emotional difficulties); and

5. The Gang Prevention Program (Core Team): An array of programs providing
interagency case management and service coordination for gang-involved youth
residing in West County.

Findings:

Juvenile Justice Recidivism: SafeFutures participants were compared to a cohort of youth
matched on age, ethnicity, gender, and number of juvenile probation referrals in the year
prior to the intervention. Although we were not able to assess the
Family/Schools/Community Partnership (because it served a younger client population
with few offenders), each of the other programs showed a reduction in recidivism in the
six months after program entry. Even more encouraging, these gains were sustained
through a twelve-month follow-up period (from 7-18 months after intake). Results were
most positive for the Summit Center and Aftercare Programs. When compared to the
comparison group, these reductions in recidivism were statistically significant for the
Ranch Aftercare Program for intake-six month period, and were statistically significant
for Mentoring, Aftercare, and Summit Center for the twelve-month follow-up period.
The combination of large effect size, sustained positive outcome, and statistical
significance of the results suggest that SafeFutures has certainly been successful in
addressing its primary goal of reducing juvenile offending.

Educational Outcomes: For those SafeFutures participants who were enrolled in the West
Contra Costa Unified School District, the evaluation was able to conduct a limited
assessment of educational outcomes. Due to a variety of limitations in the extent and the
quality of data, we were not able to construct an adequate comparison group. However,
we were able to track educational histories for 245 participants for the school year
proceeding SafeFutures enrollment, the school year of SafeFutures enrollment, and the
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school year subsequent to SafeFutures enrollment. For this group, we found that Ranch
Aftercare participants manifested large decreases in total days of school missed,
unexcused absences, and number of days suspended. This effect was observed in the
year in which aftercare services were received, and was sustained into the next year.
Although data inadequacies and inability to construct a comparison group limit our
confidence in these results, a Z-test of significance for the changes between the
observation periods was at a statistically significant level for all but one observation of
each variable. Mentoring, Family/School/Community, and Core Team Programs did not
demonstrate similar changes in any dimension of attendance.' Summit Center was not
evaluated on this dimension due to an n that was too low to produce meaningful results.

We assessed the performance of participants on the state-mandated STAR tests. We
found no statistically significant differences between the observation periods for any of
the SafeFutures components. Summit Center was not evaluated on this dimension due to
an n that was too low to produce meaningful results.

Collaboration: The SafeFutures Initiative included a number of efforts to build interagency
and multidisciplinary partnerships in serving youth. Some of these partnerships have been
extremely successful-—most notably the Probation-Mental Health partnership, which will
clearly endure and continue to benefit children for the foreseeable future. Several other
collaborations are very promising. These include the Core Team collaboration around
gang-involved youth, and the newly-formed Mental Health/Youth Service Bureau
collaboration to serve emotionally disturbed youth in West County. It is the evaluators’
hope that the Mental Health/Youth Service Bureau collaboration will succeed and be a
model for many similar County-community partnerships in the future. On the negative
end of the spectrum, the Gang Task Force must be accounted an ultimate failure, and an
intended collaboration between the County, non-profits, and the West Contra Costa
Unified School District was stillborn. On balance, the development of successful
collaborations must be accounted a major success of this initiative. SafeFutures entered
an arena in West County that has been characterized by relatively weak, underfunded,
and mutually-suspicious institutions (both public and private). Even in cases where the
formal collaboration has not been successful, SafeFutures has left behind a greater level
of trust and mutual understanding than existed before. This achievement was due pri-
marily to the great patience and consistent strategic direction of the SafeFutures admin-
istration, often in the face of great pessimism among the collaborative partners and within
the County administration itself.

Recommendations:

1. The Ranch Aftercare, Summit Center, and Mentoring Components are highly
effective in reducing reoffending by participating youth and clearly warrant
permanent incorporation into the County’s continuum of care. In fact, we would urge
the County to undertake a planning process to ensure that these programs are taken to
scale throughout the county, so that they are accessible to all youth whose level of

1 In fact, the Family/School/Community Program manifested a statistically significant change in a negative direction for
several observations. We do not attribute this, however, to the effects of the program, but to the fact that so many of
its participants were in the early middle school period when absenteeism tends to increase.
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risk warrants these interventions. This should be done, in our view, even if this
requires the transfer of resources from other, less effective, programs.

Even with limitations in the data, the Ranch Aftercare Program demonstrated that a
strong programmatic commitment to school attendance can have a significant impact
on student absenteeism. We would recommend that this commitment be extended, to
the maximum feasible extent, throughout Juvenile Probation and perhaps into other
programs that provide intensive case management for high-risk youth.

The Core Team appears to be a promising program, but it has suffered from lack of
adequate organization in the areas of client identification, triage, and follow-up. We
would recommend the continuation of the Core Team within the context of a more
comprehensive case management system for high-risk youth. If this effort is to
succeed, it will require an institution that will devote time and effort to organizing,
supporting, and staffing the partnership. The Contra Costa County Probation
Department has both the resources and the legitimacy to undertake this central role,
and we would recommend that they seriously consider doing so.

We were not able to evaluate outcomes for the Family/Schools/Community
Partnership due to a variety of data issues. There were significant problems with this
program, both in its design and in its implementation. Originally, it was intended to
be an afterschool program on the Beacon School model; however, funding limitations
led to its becoming more of a school counseling program. As such, our key informant
interviews and focus groups found a great deal of support for the program within the
school settings in which it operated. We also were impressed with the commitment
and quality of the line staff. However, participants entered the program through a
haphazard referral process, and often received inadequate assessment and care
planning. As a result, it appears that many of the participants actually required more
sustained and comprehensive services than were (or could be) provided by this pro-
gram.

Quantitative data analysis, key informant interviews, and community focus groups all
point to great need and potential benefit to providing a continuum of counseling and
other early intervention programs in the West Contra Costa County schools.
Additionally, our analyses suggest that there are several sources of revenue that could
be tapped to support these programs. Developing an effective program, however,
would require substantial planning and oversight involving the County, the West
Contra Costa Unified School District, and non-profit providers. Unless all three
stakeholders can make a serious institutional commitment to develop such a program,
it is unlikely to be successful.

There are a variety of blended funding efforts already underway within the County.
However, our analyses indicate that there remains a considerable potential for further
tapping Federal and state reimbursement sources to expand both public and non-profit
services within the juvenile justice continuum. Accessing these funds will require an
interdepartmental blended funding strategy encompassing Probation, Mental Health,
and Employment and Human Services.
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6. SafeFutures was most effective in the sphere of county-operated services, was less
effective in implementing and overseeing services within the non-profit sector, and
was least effective when its initiatives required collaboration with local government
institutions in West County. As a result, services were most effective when they
provided intensive interventions for extremely high-risk youth, but were less effective
providing prevention, early intervention, and extended aftercare in the community.
This represents a missed opportunity. The experience of SafeFutures provides a
number of insights into how more effective community-based early intervention
services might be developed.

The non-profit agencies with whom SafeFutures worked had overall energetic,
concerned, and competent line staff, but, with several exceptions, were relatively
weak in the areas of management, strategic planning, accounting, data systems,
purchasing, evaluation, and staff supervision. This is partially a result of choices
made by the agencies themselves, who often do not see the value of such
infrastructure. However, it also due to the funding practices of state, county, and city
governments who fail to see that their non-profits are valuable assets in whom they
should invest over the long term.

If the County wants to continue to expand partnerships on the SafeFutures model:

e Most of the non-profits with whom SafeFutures contracted lacked the basic
infrastructure essential to successful modern organizations. The County should
be willing to put funding into capital expenses, including computers and soft-
ware, accounting and client tracking systems for non-profits. In return, they
should insist that non-profits hire and/or train their staff to adequately use these
tools.

e Service contracts should have reasonable allowances for administration and
operating costs. Contracts should be written so that non-profits can maintain a
reasonable operating reserve and depreciation fund. These are not luxuries or
“profits”, but basic elements of a sustainable service enterprise.

e The County and its contractors should invest time in collaborative establishment
of performance objectives. Performance objectives must be mutual. On the
County side, objectives should include timely execution of contracts and timely
payment of invoices. On the other side, adequate contractor performance should
be clearly detailed, and the county should audit performance frequently.
Contractors should not be paid when they fail to serve clients or fail to document
that service.

e County and contractors should have regular self-assessment sessions that
include both middle management and program directors.

e The initial success of SafeFutures stemmed in part from its having a well-
articulated continuum of care plan, developed with both agency and community
input. A weakness in later years stemmed from a failure to revise that plan to
reflect what it was learning from its programs. County/non-profit relationships
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should be established within the context of an overall continuum of care plan
that is revised annually with input from a broad range of stakeholders.

Clear criteria for assessment, triage, and referral must be established. One of the
major weaknesses in the SafeFutures systems was the inadequate matching of
client needs with level of intervention. Clients were too-frequently served by
programs that were inappropriate to meet the spectrum of their needs.

Community capacity-building is a long-term endeavor that requires good-faith
efforts on both sides. On the County side, this implies recognition that failure is
part of the learning process. On the non-profit side, this implies recognition that
persistent failure is not acceptable and represents a disservice to the community.

If needed services cannot be provided by the existing group of local non-profits,
the County should proactively work to identify the best non-profits in the field
and recruit them to work in Contra Costa County.

A clear lesson from SafeFutures is that more collaborative relationships with units of
local government offer great opportunities for improved effectiveness of interventions
with at-risk youth and their families. However, more productive relationships will
not be easy to achieve. Police Departments, Libraries, School Districts, Parks and
Recreations Programs, and Employment Programs are all important elements of an
effective continuum of care for at-risk youth. However, these institutions are spread
across many jurisdictions, have narrow geographic boundaries, and are often narrow-
ly focused on their particular mission. If the County wants to engage these jurisdic-
tions:

There must be a clear, shared understanding of the mission and benefit of the
collaboration. The Gang Task Force, for example, failed because several of the
key partners did not see a benefit from the collaboration.

Cross-system resource sharing represents a major tool for building real collabor-
ation. Blended funding possibilities represent a major incentive to collaboration
that the County could offer local jurisdictions. Local jurisdictions, on their part,
have facilities, expertise, access to clients, and unmatched general fund dollars
that they can bring to the collaboration.

As with non-profits, building these collaborations require investment of staff
time, and a clear long-term strategic vision.
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1. BACKGROUND

A. The National Initiative

SafeFutures is an initiative by the Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJIJDP) to create program models of integrated local
approaches to juvenile delinquency prevention and intervention. Under this initiative,
OJJIDP provided approximately $1.4 million a year for five years to each of six
communities, including Contra Costa County.

The three central goals of SafeFutures include:

1. The prevention and control of juvenile violence and delinquency in targeted
areas. This goal is met by focusing on three elements:

e Reducing risk factors associated with delinquency;

e Providing a continuum of services for at-risk juveniles and appropriate
immediate interventions for juvenile offenders, and;

e The development of a range of graduated sanctions aimed at holding
delinquent youth accountable, ensuring community safety, and providing
appropriate treatment and rehabilitation services.

2. The development of a more efficient, effective and timely service delivery
system capable of responding to the needs of at-risk and delinquent juveniles
and their families at any point of entry into that system, and

3. Enhancement of the community’s capacity to institutionalize and sustain the
continuum of services through the expansion and diversification of funding
sources.

B. Local Implementation

The Contra Costa SafeFutures Initiative was designed and has been overseen
throughout its history by an advisory committee appointed by the Contra Costa County
Board of Supervisors: the Juvenile Systems Planning Advisory Committee (JSPAC).
Program management is located in the County Administrator’s Office. All of the
SafeFutures programs have been operated through contract or Memorandum of Under-
standing with other county departments or community-based agencies. The roles of
Program management included fiscal and program oversight, systems design and
planning, technical assistance, liaison with OJJDP, liaison with the national evaluators,
and liaison with and supervision of the local evaluation.

Contra Costa County SafeFutures program components include:

1. Mentoring: Three Mentoring Programs for at-risk youth:

° MIND;,
o Families First/Stand Up and Lead; and
o Volunteers in Probation.
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2. Family/Schools/Community Partnership (F/S/C): This component began with six

school based program sites:

Coronado Elementary,
Lincoln Elementary,
Nystrom Elementary,
Portola Middle School;

El Cerrito High School; and
Kennedy High School.

After a period of time, the staffing for the middle and high school sites was
redirected into the core team, except for one staff position providing part-time
counseling services at several high schools. For the period in which we have
the bulk of our data, F/S/C was essentially an elementary school early
intervention program.

3. Orin Allen Youth Rehabilitation Facility Aftercare (Ranch Aftercare): Intensive

supervision and services for 45 days following release from the Boys Ranch to the
community;

4. Summit Center: A residential/ day treatment center for male juvenile offenders
with serious emotional difficulties); and

5. The Gang Prevention Program (Core Team): An array of programs providing

interagency case management and service coordination for gang-involved youth
residing in West County.

In all of these specific programmatic activities, SafeFutures is intended to contribute

to systems

change, to better interagency collaboration, and to a full continuum of sanc-

tions in the juvenile justice system.

C.

Program Evaluation

In the fall of 2000 (the fourth year of SafeFutures operation), Contra Costa County's
Board of Supervisors contracted with Resource Development Associates (RDA) to
provide a Program Evaluation of SafeFutures. The objectives of the evaluation included:

Process evaluation and clarification or refinement of programmatic goals and
strategies;

Management of the Urban Institute data system, and providing data liaison
with the Urban Institute, the national evaluators;

Design of a user-friendly management information system for the project;

Provision of regular management reports and feedback to the SafeFutures
contractors and to SafeFutures management;

Assistance with obtaining information and making decisions regarding future
program sustainability;

Page 7



Contra Costa County SafeFutures Program

Final Evaluation Report
¢ Implementation of an outcome evaluation;

o Assessment of “lessons learned” and policy recommendations for Contra
Costa County growing out of the SafeFutures experience.

This report represents the final product of the SafeFutures evaluation, providing an
overview of the Project, its accomplishments, and its implications for future enhancement
of juvenile delinquency prevention and intervention systems in Contra Costa County.

Principal data sources for this report include:

The SafeFutures Management Information System: The Urban Institute,
evaluators of the national SafeFutures Initiative, mandated a set of data
collection forms for the initiative. Coming into the initiative as it began its fifth
year, RDA did not change these forms in any substantial fashion. However,
RDA developed an enhanced management information system for the project
that, among other features, provided real-time feedback to the service providers
and managers about missing and overdue forms. Combined with sustained
pressure from the Initiative’s Director, this resulted in some improvement in
data collection over the last year of the Initiative, and some retroactive provision
of missing data for prior years. Overall, data is fairly complete for the Ranch
Aftercare Component, Summit Center, and the Mentoring programs, while
remaining problematic for the F/S/C and Core Team Programs.

The Contra Costa Futures Child and Family Data Archive: Contra Costa
County is in the process of developing a data warehouse that will pool data from
the management information systems of the major youth-serving public agencies
in the county for the purposes of planning, evaluation, and outcome assessment.
The SafeFutures Initiative represents the first large-scale use of the Archive for
outcome evaluation. For the purposes of this evaluation, youth who were served
by the SafeFutures program were linked to records from the Probation
Department, Children’s Mental Health Services, and the West Contra Costa
Unified School District to assess program outcomes. These databases were also
queried to construct a matched comparison group of youth who were not served
by the project. Results for this comparison group on juvenile justice recidivism
were utilized to assess the impact of SafeFutures programs on their participants.

Whereas this report focuses primarily on quantitative process and outcome data, a

prior report presented the results of an extensive series of key informant interviews and
logic model sessions. A second report assessed potential sources for ongoing funding of
SafeFutures Programs. Both of those reports are presented in the Appendices.
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2. Characteristics of Clients Served

A. Participant Demographics

Table 1, below, provides demographics of SafeFutures clients who had at least a
partial intake completed between January 1, 1996 and June 30, 2001. In addition to these
1890 clients who received case management services, an unknown—but certainly
significant—number of clients received outreach, education, and/or brief therapy,
particularly from the F/S/C and Core Team Programs. The high number of unknown
values in these tables in what is certainly fundamental and easily ascertained information,
such as gender, ethnicity, and age, gives an indication of the overall inadequate quality of
this data, especially for the F/S/C and Core Team Programs.

Of particular note in this data is the city in which the program clients resided.
Although the SafeFutures Programs were designed to provide a continuum of care, there
was a significant density of services only in the Richmond/San Pablo area. Outside that
area, services were either limited or non-existent. If the County intends to develop a
county-wide system of care, these services would not only have to be maintained but
significantly expanded. Currently, only the Ranch Aftercare Program provides significant
levels of service to residents of all portions of the County. In fact, given limited
resources and the prospect of a constrained state budget for the next several years, the
County might want to make a conscious choice to focus services on the West County
area, so as to provide a full continuum at least in the highest risk area of the County.

B. Risk and Resiliency Profile of Participants

Of the 1890 youth who received intakes, 988 were administered an initial
assessment. Tables 2-7, below, summarize the risk and resiliency profiles of SafeFutures
clients by Program. Overall the profile is one of substantial risk along every dimension
(although the F/S/C clients, being younger than those of other components, manifest less
risk across the board), complemented by significant strengths in many cases. Among the
most significant findings of these assessments:

e Nearly two-thirds of the participants manifested behavior problems with peers,
including a majority who exhibited physical aggression against peers. Behavior
problems with respect to adults were also present, although at a lower rate.

e Substance abuse was a significant issue for participants, although this risk factor
varied greatly by program component; youth in the F/S/C and Mentoring
programs had a relatively low level of substance abuse risk, while two-thirds of
the youth in the Summit Center, Core Team, and Ranch Aftercare programs
exhibited evidence of substance abuse.

e Youth were assessed as having surprisingly low levels of gang risk. Even for
the Core Team, a bare majority of youth were assessed as at risk of gang
involvement and less than 5% were assessed as having a history of gang
involvement. This may have more to do with the reluctance of program staff to
label youth as gang members (and possibly trigger gang enhancements
mandated in state law), than a bona fide assessment of fact.
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Except for Summit Center, there was also a surprisingly low assessment of
mental health risk. Key informant interviews conducted earlier in the evaluation
process revealed an across-the-board conviction that emotional difficulties were
endemic in this population. Perhaps the low rates manifested in these
assessments reflect a lack of staff training in the identification of emotional
issues.

Parent involvement in the criminal justice system was the only family risk factor
affecting more than 20% of participants. However, although family substance
abuse was not assessed for a majority of families, it was present in 34% of
families who were assessed.

Education risk factors were significant for SafeFutures participants. More than
half were assessed positive for school disruption and frequent absenteeism.
Nearly 30% were behind at least one grade level, and 15% were special
education students.

About two-thirds of the youth assessed had stable and supportive families and
positive adult role models. In contrast to this, the level of individual protective
factors was low: relatively small percentages of youth were involved in sports,
afterschool activities, or religious/cultural activities.

The overall risk and resiliency profile was better for F/S/C participants than for
participants in other programs. This is appropriate, given the design of F/S/C to
serve as an early intervention program.
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Table 1
Demographics of SafeFutures Clients: 1/1/1996 through 6/30/01
FIsIC Mentoring Summit Center Ranch Aftercare Core Team Total
% N % N % N % N % N %
Gender
Female 94 19.2% 87.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 184 28.2% 334 17.7%
Male 181 37.0% 12.5% 55 100.0% 610  97.0% 214 32.8% 1068  56.5%
Unknown 214 43.8% 0.0% 0 0.0% 19 3.0% 255 39.1% 488  25.8%
Total 489 100.0% 100.0% 55 100.0% 629 100.0% 653 100.0% 1890  100.0%
Ethnicity
Asian or Pacific Islander 6 1.2% 3.1% 1 1.8% 52 8.3% 39 6.0% 100 5.3%
Black/African American 176 36.0% 26.6% 14 255% 217 34.5% 135 20.7% 559  29.6%
Hispanic/Latino 59 12.1% 15.6% 5 9.1% 138 21.9% 109  16.7% 321 17.0%
Multiple Ethnicity 1 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.1%
Native American 1 02% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 3 0.2%
Other 3 06% 1.6% 3 5.5% 16 2.5% 8 1.2% 31 1.6%
White, non-Hispanic 3 06% 48.4% 23 418% 138 21.9% 18 2.8% 213 11.3%
Unknown 240 49.1% 4.7% 9 164% 67  10.7% 343 52.5% 662  35.0%
Total 489 100.0% 100.0% 55 100.0% 629  100.0% 653 100.0% 1890  100.0%
Age at intake
Under 10 121 24.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 34 5.2% 155 8.2%
10 64 13.1% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 29 4.4% 94 5.0%
1" 27 55% 2 3.1% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 21 3.2% 52 2.8%
12 12 25% 3 4.7% 0 0.0% 3 0.5% 25 3.8% 43 2.3%
13 4 08% 8  125% 8  145% 7 1.1% 30 4.6% 57 3.0%
14 4 08% 7 10.9% 9 164% 44 7.0% 20 3.1% 84 4.4%
15 1 02% 14 21.9% 1M1 20.0% 94 14.9% 20 3.1% 140 7.4%
16 1 02% 8  125% 16 29.1% 146 232% 19 2.9% 190 10.1%
17 1 02% 12 18.8% 1M1 20.0% 218 34.7% 27 4.1% 269 14.2%
Over 17 0 0.0% 4 6.3% 0 0.0% 15 18.3% 43 6.6% 162 8.6%
Unknown 254 51.9% 5 7.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 385  59.0% 644  34.1%
Total 489 100.0% 64  100.0% 55 100.0% 629 100.0% 653 100.0% 1890  100.0%
Language Proficiency
Multilingual, Including Englig 17 35% 9.4% 7 127% 145 231% 30 4.6% 205  10.8%
Limited or no English 13 27% 0.0% 1 1.8% 13 21% 8 1.2% 35 1.9%
English Only 64 13.1% 79.7% 38 69.1% 357 56.8% 71 10.9% 581 30.7%
Unknown 395 80.8% 10.9% 9 164% 14 18.1% 544 83.3% 1069  56.6%
Total 489 100.0% 100.0% 55 100.0% 629  100.0% 653 100.0% 1890  100.0%
City
Richmond 95 19.4% 5 7.8% 8  145% 181 28.8% 86  13.2% 375 19.8%
El Sobrante 3 06% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 5 0.8% 0 0.0% 9 0.5%
San Pablo 1 02% 5 7.8% 3 5.5% 52 8.3% 7 1.1% 68 3.6%
Rodeo 1 02% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12 1.9% 0 0.0% 13 0.7%
Martinez 0 0.0% 14 21.9% 19 345% 13 2.1% 0 0.0% 46 24%
Concord 0 0.0% 7 10.9% 4 7.3% 53 8.4% 1 0.2% 65 34%
Antioch 0 0.0% 6 9.4% 4 7.3% 63 10.0% 1 0.2% 74 3.9%
San Ramon 0 0.0% 3 4.7% 2 3.6% 5 0.8% 0 0.0% 10 0.5%
Pittsburg 0 0.0% 3 4.7% 2 3.6% 56 8.9% 0 0.0% 61 32%
Bay Point 0 0.0% 3 4.7% 0 0.0% 25 4.0% 0 0.0% 28 1.5%
Walnut Creek 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 1 1.8% 6 1.0% 0 0.0% 8 0.4%
El Cerrito 0 0.0% 1 1.6% 0 0.0% 5 0.8% 6 0.9% 12 0.6%
Brentwood 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 13 21% 0 0.0% 14 0.7%
Pinole 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 8 1.3% 1 0.2% 10 0.5%
Pleasant Hill 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 8 1.3% 0 0.0% 8 0.4%
Clayton 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 0.6% 0 0.0% 4 0.2%
All others 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4 7.3% 15 2.4% 2 0.3% 21 1.1%
Unknown 389 79.6% 16 25.0% 5 9.1% 105  16.7% 549  84.1% 1064  56.3%
Total 489 100.0% 64 100.0% 55 100.0% 629 100.0% 653 100.0% 1890  100.0%
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Table 2:
Behavioral Problems at Intake
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Behavior Problems with Adults
Yes 48  471% 45  27.4% 41 759% 83 58.5% 281  53.6% 498  50.5%
No 45  44.1% 85 51.8% 10 185% 48  33.8% 235  44.8% 423 42.9%
Inconclusive 2 2.0% 6 3.7% 3 5.6% 5 3.5% 0.0% 16 1.6%
Not Assessed 7 69% 28 17.1% 0.0% 6 4.2% 8 1.5% 49 5.0%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 142 100.0% 524 100.0% 986 100.0%
Physical Aggression with Adults
Yes 12 11.8% 8  49% 15 27.8% 30 211% 69 13.2% 134 13.6%
No 82 80.4% 120 73.2% 33 61.1% 100  70.4% 449  85.7% 784 79.5%
Inconclusive 2 20% 8  49% 0.0% 5 3.5% 0.0% 15 1.5%
Not Assessed 6 59% 28 17.1% 6 11.1% 8 5.6% 7 1.3% 55 5.6%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Verbal Aggression with Adults
Yes 31 304% 28 17.1% 38 70.4% 75 52.8% 294 56.1% 466  47.3%
No 62 60.8% 72 43.9% 12 222% 55 38.7% 226 431% 427 43.3%
Inconclusive 2 20% 6  37% 0.0% 5 3.5% 0.0% 13 1.3%
Not Assessed 7 69% 28 17.1% 4 7.4% 7 4.9% 5 1.0% 51 5.2%
102 100.0% 134 81.7% 54 100.0% 142 100.0% 525 100.2% 957  97.1%
Behavior Problems with Peers
Yes 56 54.9% 90 54.9% 44 81.5% 99 69.7% 344 65.6% 633 64.2%
No 37 36.3% 41 25.0% 7 13.0% 33 232% 173 33.0% 291 29.5%
Inconclusive 3 2.9% 6 3.7% 0.0% 6 4.2% 3 0.6% 18 1.8%
Not Assessed 6 59% 27 16.5% 3 5.6% 5 3.5% 5 1.0% 46 4.7%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Physical Aggression with Peers
Yes 47  46.1% 72 43.9% 20 37.0% 75 52.8% 303 57.8% 517  52.4%
No 50 49.0% 58 354% 31 574% 57  40.1% 216 412% 412 41.8%
Inconclusive 1 1.0% 6  37% 0.0% 6 4.2% 2 0.4% 15 1.5%
Not Assessed 4 3.9% 28 17.1% 3 5.6% 5 3.5% 4 0.8% 44 45%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Verbal Aggression with Peers
Yes 49  48.0% 85 51.8% 36 66.7% 81 57.0% 359  68.5% 610 61.9%
No 45  44.1% 45  27.4% 14 259% 50 35.2% 161 30.7% 315 31.9%
Inconclusive 2 2.0% 6 3.7% 0.0% 6 4.2% 1 0.2% 15 1.5%
Not Assessed 6  59% 28 17.1% 4 7.4% 6 4.2% 5 1.0% 49 5.0%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 526 100.4% 989 100.3%
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Table 3:
Substance Abuse and Gang Behaviors at Intake
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
N % N % N % N % N % %
Indications of Substance Abuse
Yes 0 00% 103 62.8% 32 59.3% 22 155% 386  73.7% 543 55.1%
No 95  93.1% 28 17.1% 16 29.6% 110  77.5% 112 21.4% 361 36.6%
Inconclusive 2 20% 4 24% 0.0% 5 3.5% 2 0.4% 13 1.3%
Not Assessed 5 49% 29 17.7% 6 11.1% 6 4.2% 25 4.8% 71 7.2%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Alcohol Use
Yes 0 00% 107  65.2% 25 46.3% 12 8.5% 342 65.3% 486  49.3%
No 95  93.1% 22 134% 20  37.0% 108  76.1% 182 34.7% 427 433%
Inconclusive 2 20% 3 1.8% 0 0.0% 8 5.6% 0 0.0% 13 1.3%
Not Assessed 5 49% 32 195% 9 16.7% 15 10.6% 1 0.2% 62 6.3%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Marijuana Use
Yes 0 00% 1M1 67.7% 36 66.7% 22 155% 435  83.0% 604 61.3%
No 94 92.2% 19  11.6% 13 24.1% 100  704% 87 16.6% M3 3MT7%
Inconclusive 2 20% 3 1.8% 0 0.0% 9 6.3% 0 0.0% 14 14%
Not Assessed 6 59% 31 18.9% 5 9.3% 12 8.5% 3 0.6% 57 5.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Risk of Gang Invovlement
Yes 1 1.0% 88 53.7% 13 241% 3 2.1% 134 256% 239 242%
No 86 84.3% 48 29.3% 31 574% 128 90.1% 386 73.7% 679 68.9%
Inconclusive 4 3.9% 0 0.0% 1 1.9% 6 4.2% 0 0.0% 1 1.1%
Not Assessed 1 10.8% 28 17.1% 9 16.7% 6 4.2% 5 1.0% 59 6.0%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
History of Gang Involvement
Yes 0 0.0% 8 49% 2 3.7% 4 2.8% 7 1.3% 21 2.1%
No 9 88% 1 0.6% 2 3.7% 17 12.0% 39 7.4% 68 6.9%
Inconclusive 1 1.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.4% 1 0.2% 4 0.4%
Not Assessed 92 90.2% 155  94.5% 50 92.6% 120 84.5% 478  91.2% 895  90.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Table 4:
Emotional and Physical Health Issues at Intake
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
N % N % N % N % N % %
Evidence of Emotional Difficulties
Yes 21 20.6% 30 18.3% 36 66.7% 73 514% 81 155% 241 24.4%
No 60 58.8% 99  60.4% 12 22.2% 40  28.2% 441 84.2% 652  66.1%
Inconclusive 5 49% 7 43% 1 1.9% 15 10.6% 0.0% 28 2.8%
Not Assessed 16 15.7% 28 17.1% 5 9.3% 15 10.6% 3 0.6% 67 6.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Mental Health Diagnosis
Yes 1 1.0% 5 3.0% 47  87.0% 21 14.8% 21 4.0% 95 9.6%
No 81  794% 124 75.6% 5 9.3% 99  69.7% 490  93.5% 799  81.0%
Inconclusive 5 4.9% 7 4.3% 0.0% 12 8.5% 3 0.6% 27 2.7%
Not Assessed 15 147% 28 17.1% 2 3.7% 11 7.7% 11 2.1% 67 6.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Physical Health Problem
Yes 5 49% 7 43% 24 44.4% 33 232% 32 6.1% 101 10.2%
No 78  76.5% 113  68.9% 22 40.7% 94 66.2% 484 92.4% 791 80.2%
Inconclusive 4 3.9% 15 91% 1 1.9% 10 7.0% 0 0.0% 30 3.0%
Not Assessed 15 14.7% 29 17.7% 7 13.0% 6 4.2% 9 1.7% 66 6.7%
102 100.0% 164  100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
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Table 5:
Family Risk Factors
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
N % N % N % N % N % %
Substance Abuse in Family
Yes 1 1.0% 12 73% 19 352% 24 16.9% 9% 17.9% 150  15.2%
No 39  382% 32 195% 8 14.8% 36 254% 159 30.3% 274 27.8%
Inconclusive 4 39% 14 85% 1 1.9% 15 10.6% 9 1.7% 43 4.4%
Not Assessed 58  56.9% 106  64.6% 26 48.1% 68  47.9% 263 50.2% 521  52.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Parent/Caregiver Unemployed
Yes 13 12.7% 19  11.6% 21 38.9% 70 49.3% 133 254% 256 26.0%
No 63 61.8% 108  65.9% 26 48.1% 52 36.6% 375 71.6% 624  63.3%
Inconclusive 8 78% 6  37% 0.0% 4 2.8% 6 1.1% 24 2.4%
Not Assessed 18 17.6% 31 18.9% 7 13.0% 17 12.0% 1 2.1% 84 8.5%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Family at Risk of Homelessness
Yes 6 59% 6  37% 5 9.3% 41 28.9% 15 2.9% 73 7.4%
No 74 72.5% 103 62.8% 31 574% 72 50.7% 380 725% 660  66.9%
Inconclusive 6 59% 15 91% 2 3.7% 8 5.6% 17 3.2% 48  4.9%
Not Assessed 16 15.7% 40 244% 16 29.6% 22 155% 113 21.6% 207 21.0%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Periods of Insufficient Food
Yes 8 78% 4 24% 5 9.3% 52  36.6% 27 5.2% 96 9.7%
No 73 716% 96  58.5% 33 61.1% 67  47.2% 365 69.7% 634  64.3%
Inconclusive 4 39% 21 12.8% 2 3.7% 4 2.8% 24 4.6% 55 5.6%
Not Assessed 17 16.7% 43 26.2% 14 259% 20 14.1% 109  20.8% 203 20.6%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Insufficient Clothing for School
Yes 8 78% 3 1.8% 2 3.7% 49  34.5% 19 3.6% 81 8.2%
No 73 71.6% 99  60.4% 36 66.7% 73 514% 374 714% 655  66.4%
Inconclusive 5 4.9% 20 122% 2 3.7% 4 2.8% 23 4.4% 54 5.5%
Not Assessed 16 15.7% 42 25.6% 14 25.9% 17 12.0% 109  20.8% 198 20.1%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Domestic Violence
Yes 6 59% 4 24% 20 37.0% 27 19.0% 44 8.4% 101 10.2%
No 67 65.7% 118 72.0% 20 37.0% 74 52.1% 397 75.8% 676  68.6%
Inconclusive 8 7.8% 10  61% 4 74% 16 11.3% 22 4.2% 60 6.1%
Not Assessed 21 20.6% 32 19.5% 10  18.5% 26 18.3% 62 11.8% 151 15.3%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988  100.2%
Family member(s) gang-involved
Yes 0 0.0% 17 104% 2 3.7% 5 3.5% 29 55% 53 54%
No 39  382% 24 14.6% 20  37.0% 49  34.5% 166 31.7% 298 30.2%
Inconclusive 4 39% 6 37% 2 3.7% 13 9.2% 2 0.4% 27 2.7%
Not Assessed 59 57.8% 17 71.3% 30 556% 76 53.5% 328  62.6% 610 61.9%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Parents in Criminal Justice System
Yes 6 59% 19  11.6% 11 204% 37 26.1% 173 33.0% 246 24.9%
No 54 52.9% 111 67.7% 29 53.7% 69  48.6% 338 64.5% 601  61.0%
Inconclusive 15 14.7% 5 3.0% 2 3.7% 9 6.3% 4 0.8% 35 3.5%
Not Assessed 27 26.5% 29 17.7% 12 222% 28 19.7% 10 1.9% 106  10.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
Any child in foster care or out-of-home placement
Yes 3 29% 3 1.8% 3 5.6% 16 11.3% 16 3.1% 41 4.2%
No 65 63.7% 45  27.4% 26 48.1% 70 49.3% 270 51.5% 476  48.3%
Inconclusive 4 39% 5 3.0% 1 1.9% 6 4.2% 0 0.0% 16 1.6%
Not Assessed 30 29.4% 1M1 67.7% 24 44.4% 51 35.9% 239 45.6% 455  46.1%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.7% 525 100.2% 988 100.2%
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Table 6:
Educational Risk Factors
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
% N % N % N % N % %
School Disruption
Yes 82 80.4% 64  39.0% 49 90.7% 69 48.6% 255  48.7% 519  52.6%
No 54 52.9% 82 50.0% 5 9.3% 60 42.3% 192 36.6% 393 39.9%
Not Assessed 14 13.7% 40  24.4% 4 74% 15 10.6% 83 15.8% 156 15.8%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068  108.3%
Frequent Absenteeism
Yes 9 88% 75  457% 31 574% 64  451% 378 72.1% 557  56.5%
No 114 111.8% 71 43.3% 21 38.9% 65 45.8% 110  21.0% 381  38.6%
Not Assessed 27 26.5% 40  244% 6 11.1% 15 10.6% 42 8.0% 130 13.2%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068  108.3%
Behind in Grade
Yes 24 235% 25  152% 20 37.0% 69 48.6% 153 29.2% 291 29.5%
No 101 99.0% 114 69.5% 29  53.7% 60 42.3% 273 52.1% 577  58.5%
Not Assessed 25  24.5% 47 28.7% 9 16.7% 15 10.6% 104 19.8% 200 20.3%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068  108.3%
History of Truancy
Yes 7 69% 97 59.1% 28 51.9% 34 23.9% 214 40.8% 380 38.5%
No 15 112.7% 56 34.1% 22 40.7% 86 60.6% 245  46.8% 524 53.1%
Not Assessed 28 27.5% 33 201% 8 14.8% 24 16.9% 71 13.5% 164  16.6%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068 108.3%
History of Expulsion
Yes 1 1.0% 14 85% 17 31.5% 17 12.0% 46 8.8% 95 9.6%
No 122 119.6% 116 70.7% 31 57.4% 100 70.4% 359 68.5% 728  73.8%
Not Assessed 27 26.5% 56  34.1% 10 18.5% 27 19.0% 125 23.9% 245 24.8%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068  108.3%
History of Suspension
Yes 15 14.7% 42 25.6% 24 44.4% 39 27.5% 139 26.5% 259  26.3%
No 109 106.9% 95 57.9% 27 50.0% 81  57.0% 296 56.5% 608 61.7%
Not Assessed 26 25.5% 49 29.9% 7 13.0% 24 16.9% 9%  18.1% 201 204%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068  108.3%
Special Education Student
Yes 8 78% 13 7.9% 27 50.0% 31 21.8% 75 14.3% 154 15.6%
No 113 110.8% 116 70.7% 25  46.3% 91 64.1% 338 64.5% 683  69.3%
Not Assessed 29  284% 57  34.8% 6 11.1% 22 15.5% 17 223% 231 234%
150 147.1% 186 113.4% 58 107.4% 144 101.4% 530 101.1% 1068 108.3%
Teen/Expectant Parent
Yes 0 00% 6 37% 1 1.9% 7 49% 19 3.6% 33 3.3%
No 93 91.2% 159 97.0% 46  85.2% 122 85.9% 478  91.2% 898  91.1%
Not Assessed 49  48.0% 17 104% 11 204% 16 11.3% 32 6.1% 125 12.7%
142 139.2% 182 111.0% 58 107.4% 145 102.1% 529 101.0% 1056 107.1%
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Table 7:
Protective/Resiliency Factors
FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
% N % N % N % N % %
Parent/Caregiver Support
Yes 68 66.7% 123 75.0% 45  77.6% 87  60.8% 151 28.8% 474 47.8%
No 6  59% 9 55% 4 6.9% 31 217% 53 10.1% 103 10.4%
Inconclusive 10  9.8% 1 0.6% 1 1.7% 14 9.8% 6 1.1% 32 3.2%
Not Assessed 18 17.6% 31 18.9% 8 13.8% 11 7.7% 315 60.0% 383  38.6%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 58 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 992 100.0%
Stable Home Environment
Yes 54 52.9% 87 53.0% 29  53.7% 51 35.7% 353  67.2% 574  58.1%
No 15 14.7% 40  24.4% 17 31.5% 71 49.7% 146 27.8% 289  29.3%
Inconclusive 14 13.7% 7 43% 1 1.9% 10 7.0% 7 1.3% 39 3.9%
Not Assessed 19  18.6% 30 18.3% 7 13.0% 11 7.7% 19 3.6% 86 8.7%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Positive Peer Support
Yes 31 304% 25 15.2% 3 5.6% 24 16.8% 46 8.8% 129 13.1%
No 32 314% 103 62.8% 40  741% 90 62.9% 454 86.5% 719 72.8%
Inconclusive 1 10.8% 7 43% 1 1.9% 14 9.8% 12 2.3% 45 4.6%
Not Assessed 28 27.5% 29 17.7% 10  18.5% 15 10.5% 13 2.5% 95 9.6%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Prosocial Adult Models
Yes 60 58.8% 103 62.8% 21 38.9% 64 44.8% 317 60.4% 565 57.2%
No 7 6.9% 25  15.2% 28 51.9% 54  37.8% 167  31.8% 281 284%
Inconclusive 10  9.8% 7 43% 0 0.0% 12 8.4% 19 3.6% 48 4.9%
Not Assessed 25 24.5% 29 17.7% 5 9.3% 13 9.1% 22 4.2% 94 9.5%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Academic Proficiency Honors
Yes 34 33.3% 10  6.1% 8 14.8% 30 21.0% 45 8.6% 127 12.9%
No 32 314% 116 70.7% 38 704% 88 61.5% 451 85.9% 725  73.4%
Inconclusive 20 19.6% 8  49% 0.0% 13 9.1% 3 0.6% 44 45%
Not Assessed 16 15.7% 30 183% 8 14.8% 12 8.4% 26 5.0% 92 9.3%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Positive Group Activitie
Yes 59 57.8% 19  11.6% 10 18.5% 46  32.2% 49 9.3% 183  18.5%
No 23 225% 109  66.5% 32 59.3% 75 524% 366 69.7% 605 61.2%
Inconclusive 6  59% 5 3.0% 3 5.6% 9 6.3% 1 0.2% 24 24%
Not Assessed 14 13.7% 31 18.9% 9 16.7% 13 9.1% 109  20.8% 176 17.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Sports Team Member
Yes 29  284% 1 0.6% 3 5.6% 20 14.0% 61 11.6% 14 11.5%
No 53  52.0% 131 79.9% 39 722% 103 72.0% 450  85.7% 776 78.5%
Inconclusive 4 3.9% 2 1.2% 1 1.9% 7 4.9% 0 0.0% 14 1.4%
Not Assessed 16 15.7% 30 183% 11 204% 13 9.1% 14 2.7% 84 8.5%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Organized Afterschool Activities
Yes 46  451% 10  6.1% 4 7.4% 20 14.0% 38 7.2% 118 11.9%
No 37 36.3% 120 73.2% 39 722% 102 71.3% 468  89.1% 766 77.5%
Inconclusive 6  59% 5 3.0% 1 1.9% 7 4.9% 3 0.6% 22 2.2%
Not Assessed 13 12.7% 29 17.7% 10 18.5% 14 9.8% 16 3.0% 82 8.3%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
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FISIC Core Team Summit Center Mentoring Ranch Aftercare Total
N % N % N % N % N % %
Religious/Cultural Attachment
Yes 36 35.3% 50 30.5% 11 204% 29 20.3% 82 15.6% 208 21.1%
No 30 294% 75 457% 33 61.1% 91  63.6% 423 80.6% 652  66.0%
Inconclusive 9 88% 5 3.0% 1 1.9% 6 42% 3 0.6% 24 2.4%
Not Assessed 27 26.5% 34 20.7% 9 16.7% 17 11.9% 17 3.2% 104 10.5%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Ethnic/Cultural Activities
Yes 34 33.3% 47 28.7% 3 5.6% 13 9.1% 70 13.3% 167  16.9%
No 33 324% 76 46.3% 39 722% 108  75.5% 433 825% 689  69.7%
Inconclusive 1 10.8% 6 3.7% 1 1.9% 7 4.9% 4 0.8% 29 2.9%
Not Assessed 24 23.5% 35 21.3% 11 204% 15 10.5% 18 3.4% 103 10.4%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Working Toward Future Goals
Yes 27 26.5% 106  64.6% 26 48.1% 42 294% 1M1 21.1% 312 316%
No 35  34.3% 17 104% 18 33.3% 76 53.1% 383 73.0% 529  53.5%
Inconclusive 12 11.8% 6 37% 0 0.0% 14 9.8% 1 0.2% 33 3.3%
Not Assessed 28 27.5% 35 21.3% 10 185% 1 7.7% 30 5.7% 114 11.5%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Strong Interests/Skills
Yes 46  451% 105 64.0% 29  53.7% 49  34.3% 140  26.7% 369 37.3%
No 1 10.8% 9 55% 17 315% 60 42.0% 195 37.1% 292 29.6%
Inconclusive 16 15.7% 13 79% 2 3.7% 19  13.3% 39 7.4% 89 9.0%
Not Assessed 29  284% 37 226% 6 11.1% 15 105% 151 28.8% 238 241%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
Character Strengths
Yes 41 40.2% 107 65.2% 31 57.4% 73 51.0% 93 17.7% 345  34.9%
No 15 14.7% 7 43% 14 259% 39 27.3% 174 33.1% 249 252%
Inconclusive 15 147% 10  6.1% 0 0.0% 18 12.6% 57 10.9% 100  10.1%
Not Assessed 31 304% 40 24.4% 9 16.7% 13 9.1% 201 38.3% 294 29.8%
102 100.0% 164 100.0% 54 100.0% 143 100.0% 525 100.0% 988 100.0%
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3. OUTCOME ANALYSIS

A. Program Services and Juvenile Justice Recidivism

For this analysis, RDA created a comparison group by attempting to match each
youth served by a SafeFutures program with a comparison youth who was matched on
the following variables:

e Same gender;
e Same ethnicity;
e Same age;

e Same number of probation referrals (£1) within the 12 months prior to the
experimental youth entering the SafeFutures Program,;

Data for identifying the comparison sample was obtained from a download of
juvenile probation referrals from the Contra Costa County Probation Department MIS
system.  Since it was our objective to study the long-term impact of Safe Futures
programs on juvenile recidivism, we excluded youth who were 18 or older at the time of
intervention, since they would “age out” of the system before the end of our follow-up
period. Because comparison youth were matched on age, 18 year olds were also
excluded from our comparison sample.

Table 8, below, presents the results of an analysis of the level of offending for
Summit Center, OAYRF Aftercare, the Core Team, and the Mentoring Programs2 for
three time-periods:

e The 12 months immediately before the youth entered the SafeFutures Program
e The 6 months after the youth entered the SafeFutures Program
e The period from 7-18 months after the youth entered the SafeFutures Program.

Because we were interested in examining recidivism rates, we included in our analysis
only probation referrals that were the result of a new offense. Our reasoning was that
youth who were under intensive supervision might be expected to have a higher level of
violations for procedural issues such as probation violations, failure to report, etc.
However, this type of offending could be seen as a natural consequence of the enhanced
service level, rather than as an indication of delinquent behavior. Consequently, these
types of offenses were excluded for both the experimental and the comparison groups.

2 The other SafeFutures component, the F/S/C Counseling Program is a program focusing on elementary school
students and had an inadequate number of youth with probation records (7) to be included in this analysis.
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Table 8:

Probation Referrals
SafeFutures Clients vs. Matched Comparison Group

12 Months prior 6 months after 7-18 months
to intake intake after intake
Summit Center n=67
Experimental Group  Total Referrals 176 40 42
Mean 2.63 0.59 0.63
St Dev. 2.35 0.92 1.29
Comparison Group ~ Total Referrals 156 45 92
Mean 2.33 0.67 1.37
St Dev. 2.11 0.75 1.23
Aftercare n=595
Experimental Group  Total Referrals 1756 389 407
Mean 2.95 0.65 0.68
St Dev. 2.76 1.03 1.95
Comparison Group ~ Total Referrals 1744 557 741
Mean 2.93 0.94 1.12
St Dev. 2.73 1.47 2.26
Core Team n=101
Experimental Group  Total Referrals 119 37 99
Mean 1.18 0.37 0.98
St Dev. 1.70 0.70 1.65
Comparison Group  Total Referrals 119 50 135
Mean 1.18 0.50 1.34
St Dev. 1.70 1.14 2.39
Mentoring n=69
Experi