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CITY-WIDE

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the City Council accept this informational report on the 2010-2011
Measure Y Evaluation of Violence Prevention Programs from Resource Development
Associates.

OUTCOME

The Measure Y evaluators, Resource Development Associates, make the following five

recommendations:

1. Integrate evidence-based practices into the design and delivery of strategies targeting the
adult and juvenile populations with prior criminal justice involvement that are tailored to
different levels of risk {(high, medium, or low).

2. Strengthen the referral process to build on the JJC/OUSD Wrap Around Services strategy’s
success with re-rerolling young people in school and decreasing their criminal justice
involvement over the short term.

3. Explore opportunities to expand employment opportunities for the Measure Y target
population.

4. Examine the size of the hotspots targeted with Street Qutreach and consider reducing the size
given available resources.

5. Continue to work to obtain information on parolees so that Measure Y’s impact on this
population can be examined. .

BACKGROUND/LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The Violence Prevention and Public Safety Act of 2004 (Measure Y Initiative) mandates an
independent evaluation of Measure Y funded programs to ascertain their effectiveness. There
are two major components of Measure Y: 1) community policing and 2) violence prevention
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services. The purpose of the 2010-2011 armual report is to assess the progress in implementing
Measure Y funded violence prevention efforts during the program year. Five million dollars are
allocated annually to violence prevention programs through grants to community-based
organizations.

The independent evaluators, Resource Development Associates (RDA), released the following
evaluation report entitled: Measure Y Evaluation, 2010-2011 Violence Prevention Programs
Initiative Wide Report (attached), which examines the violence prevention portion of Measure Y
fiinded programs providing key finding and recommendations.

ANALYSIS

The 2010-2011 evaluation of the Measure Y violence prevention program efforts examined
services and impacts at both the initiative and strategy levels providing key findings and
recommendations. At the initiative level the report focused on the services provided by
programs, intermediate outcomes reported by clients, and a matched data analysis with adult and
juvenile probations records. At the strategy level the report focused on services and client
outcomes achieved by: 1) Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services, 2) Young
Adults Reentry & Employment, and 3) Street Qutreach. Results for other strategy areas are
reported in individual program reports available on the Measure Y website (measurey.org).

The key findings at the initiative level include:

e Measure Y served over 4,600 clients in 2010-11. The cost of providing services was in line
with other similar violence prevention programs in other communities.
Clients reported improvements on risk and resiliency indicators.

¢ Most adult and juvenile probationers served through Measure Y are managing to stay out of
trouble and avoid further criminal justice involvement.

The key findings at the strategy level include:

e Juvenile probationers who reside in Oakland are being re-enrolled in school within one day
of release.

s Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services (JCC) clients experienced statistically
significant decreases in criminal justice involvement. At 18 months, about 60% of clients
who had received services managed to avoid further criminal involvement.

* JCC clients came to school more regularly, but were suspended at slightly higher rates after
program enrollment.

® Nearly all Reentry Employment probationers complied with the terms of their probation
during the first six months after enrolling in Measure Y services.

¢ More than three quarters of Street Outreach clients reported receiving a referral to
employment that resulted in an interview, which suggests the strategy is effectively linking
clients with employment resources.
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OPD will continue to work with RDA to implement their recommendations and identify
strategies and methods that positively impact the community.

COST SUMMARY/IMPLICATIONS

As this is an informational report, there are no known fiscal impacts at this time.

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic: The reduction of crime and violence may enhance the economic vitality of the City
of Oakland. .

Environmental: This project will have no impact on the environment.

Social Equity: The goal of reducing crime and violence will enhance the quality of life for
Oakland residents.

Disability and Senior Citizen Access: All programs sponsored by Measure Y are in facilities
accessible to person with disabilities.

For questions regarding this report, please contact: Claudia Albano, Measure Y Coordinator,
(510) 238-6372. - :

Respectfully submitted,

-

{
{
\ Claudia Albano

Measure Y Coordinator

Prepared by:
Claudia Albano
Measure Y Coordinator
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Report
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Overview of the Initiative & Evaluation

. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Measure Y is a voter-approved initiative to prevent and reduce violence in Oakland. Five
million dollars are allocated annually to Violence Prevention Programs, through grants to
community-based organizations. The 2010-11 evaluation of the Measure Y Violence Prevention
Program effort examined the services and impacts at the initiative and strategy level. The
initiative evaluation reports on the services provided by programs, intermediate outcomes
reported by clients through pre/post tests, and a matched data analysis with adult and juvenile
probation records. Among the most important initiative findings:

1. Measure Y served over 4,600 clients in 2010-11. Violence Prevention Programs provided
services to over 4,600 Oakland residents in 2010-11 and allocated over $5.2 million
dollars to community-based organizations to deliver prevention and interventions
services to individuals at risk for perpetrating, falling victim to, or suffering from
exposure to violence, The per client and per hour costs of providing services was in line
with other similar violence prevention programs in other communities.

2. Clients reported improvements on risk and resiliency indicators. According to pre/post
test results, most Measure Y clients experienced improvements on indicators of
resiliency and protective factors, job readiness, and their ability to comply with the
terms of their probation and parole. Fewer than half of clients reported improvements
in relation to managing their emotions, avoiding association with negative peer groups,
and feeling confident about searching for a job.

3. Most adult and juvenile probationers served through Measure Y are managing to stay
out of trouble and avoid further criminal justice involvement. Adult probationers served
through Measure Y for the most part managed to avoid further criminal justice
involvement {only 9% of those served in 2009-10 were arrested after receiving services).
2010-11 rates are likely biased downwards due to a short post-period. Violation rates
only include those with a sustained offense and exclude technical violations.

Recidivism of Measure Y Adult Probationers by Program, Service Year

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested at any time after Arrested at any time
service start after service start
NO YES Total § NO YES Total
Count 105 10 15 107 2 109 .
Total
% of Total 91.3% 8.7% 100.0% | 98.2% 1.8% 100.0%

Most juvenile probationers are managing to avoid further criminal justice involvement
after enrolling in Measure Y services. Among those served in 2009-10, only a third of

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 2
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juvenile probationers served through Measure Y were arrested. Among those enrolled
in 2010-11, a quarter were arrested for a new offense (non-technical violation).

Violation Rate Among Juvenile Probationers served through
Violence Prevention Programs

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested with Arrested with
sustained offense at sustained offense at
any time after service any time after service
start start
NO YES Total NC YES Total
Count 242 121 363 405 132 537
% of Total 66.7% 33.3% .IOD.Q% 75.4% - 24.6% 100.0%

Strategy-Level Findings

The strategy level evaluation examined the services and client outcomes for clients who
received services through the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services, Young Adult
Reentry & Employment, and Street Qutreach strategies. Results for other strategy areas are
reported in individual program reports available on the Measure Y website (measurey.org).
Among the most important strategy level findings:

Juvenile Justice Center/QUSD Wrap Around Services

The evaluation of the Juvenile Justice/OUSD Wrap Around Strategy examined client level
changes in school engagement, criminal justice involvement, and resiliency/protective factors.
Among the most important findings:

1. Juvenile probationers who reside in Qakland are being re-enrolled within one day of
release. The JJC strategy is focused on re-engaging reentry youth in school after their
release from detention. The JJC strategy eliminates barriers to enroliment by co-locating
educational placement services at Juvenile Hall. As a result, over 600 youth exiting
Juvenile Hall were re-enrolled in OUSD upon release.

2. Juvenile justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around '

Services (JIC) clients experienced statisically Oakland Youth Released from the
significant decreases in criminal justice Juvenile Justice Center
involvement At 18 months. gbout 60% Of Source: OUSD Enroliment Specialist Records 8/1/2011

. ’ ) - " Total Releases 1174
clients who had received services managed " T o
to avoid further criminal justice Enrolled in OUSD 603 51%
involvement. Enrolled in MeasureY 384  33%

After enrolling in the program a majority of clients
managed to avoid re-arrest for a new offense (non-technical violation). Violation rates were
analyzed for clients who received JC case management services in 2010-11, as well as 2009-10.

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 3
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As depicted in the chart, about two-thirds of JJC clients in both 2010-11 and of 2009-10
managed to avoid re-arrest for a new offense. Arrest rates are for sustained offenses only."

Percentage of JJC Clients Arrested after Program Enrofiment

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested at any time Arrested at any time
after service start after service start
NO YES Toual NO YES Tortal
1IC Clients with Count 94 65 159 148 67 2|5
Minimum Service ’
% of 59.1% 40.9% 100.0% 68.8% 31.2% 100.0%
Toual

For clients who were served in 2009-10, eighteen months after intake about 60% had no
additional arrests that resulted in a sustained offense. The chart depicts the violation rate of JIC
clients six quarters after intake (18 months). This suggests that participation in the JICis
positively associated with decreased criminal justice involvement.

3. JIC clients came to

school more regularly, Percent of JJC Participants Chronically or

but were suspended at Habitually Truant Pre and Post Service

slightly higher rates 100% -
after program 90% -
enrofiment. JIC clients 80% -
attended school more 70% 1

o 60% -
regularly after receiving s0% 4

case management 40%

. ] |
services. Almost 60% of 30% 4 : ,
students were | 20? . 42.1% LB
chronically or habitually | 10% 1 .
0% T

truant before enrolling

Chronically Truant Habjtually or Chronically

in the program. Forty Truanc
percent were chronically M2009-10 (year before service) O2010-11 (year of service)

or habitually truant the

1 Minjmum threshold of service ié 9.5 hours of service. Cljents with fewer than 9.5 hours of sérvice were not
included jn this analysis. Results were statistjcally significant at the 0.01 level.

Prepared by Resource Development Assocjates 4




Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Overview of the Initiative & Evaluation

year they participated

in the JJC. These data Suspension Rates 2009-10 Compared
suggest that . to 2010-11
participation in JIC 003 -
contributes towards 0.025
better attendance. 0.02
Suspensions: About half of JIC 0:5
students were suspended 0.005
before and after program 0 . T -
participation from 58% of JIC Participants Other OUSD Students

2010-11 JIC students
suspended in the year prior to
enrollment to 53% suspended
after enrollment. * However, those students who were suspended were suspended more
frequently after program enrollment, and at higher rates than the general OUSD population.

m2009-10 020(0-11

It is important to note that few schools are equipped to address the needs of reentry youth. If
a young person is known to be on probation by school staff, suspension may be used
disproportionately to address behavior challenges. If students are attending school more
regularly, they also have more opportunities to get into trouble at school, which may lead to
more frequent suspensions. Further, because suspension rates are highly dependent on teacher
and administrative action, external agencies working within the schools are often limited in
their ability to impact them.

Young Adult Re-entry and Employment

1. Nearly all Reentry Employment probationers managed to comply with the terms of
their probation during the first six months after enrolling in Measure Y services.
Reentry Employment probationers experienced decreased criminal justice involvement
after program participation. During the first 6 months after intake, no probationers
violated. The three-year average recidivism rate for Reentry Employment probationers
was 5.5%. Participants experienced the greatest reductions in criminal justice
involvement during the first six months after intake. This suggests that participation in
Reentry Employment programs was protective against criminal justice involvement over
the short term.

2 The sample size for the suspension analysis was 92 for JJC clients. The sample was 8315 in 2009-10 and 8442 in
2010-11 for other OUSD students. It included all students in grades 9-12 who did not receive services. P= 0.001.
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Percentage of Reenty Clients who Violated Probation

Each Quarter
{Served 2010201 1)

18% 100
16% : ' “sample n‘fk\‘ ~—— r 30
14% - T - 80
12% = ) . ) :_“""\\“‘-\_T______" 70
i soarT Cat L am B -
% I R R
[ . ’ ‘__-
8% { | L 40
6% ? : £y : "ﬁ ;i - 30
4% iw N : a st —t 20
2% P : w10
: n - i
0% T ¥ T -'_‘ 0
1Q Ql Q2 Q3

MNote: Sample from 3Q-Q1 was constructed to include matched pairs. Violations include felony and misdemearnor
offenses.

While positive gains were observed among Reentry Employment probationers, they should
not be generalized to all clients because they do not include outcomes for 98 parolees who
participated in the programs. Parolees are categorically higher risk and may have
experienced outcomes that differed significantly from probationers.

Street Outreach

1. More than three quarters of Street Outreach clients reported receiving a referral to
employment that resulted in an interview, which suggests that the strategy is
effectively linking clients with employment resources. A pre/post analysis found that
more than three-quarters of street outreach clients received a referral for a job that
they were qualified for, suggesting that programs are effectively working with clients to
address their employment goals. Programs reported that finding a job was a top priority
for many clients and outreach workers ability to link clients with jobs was critical to
successful engagement. '
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2,

While the deployment of street outreach workers to hotspots did not have appear to
have an impact on crime, hotspots may be too large to achieve neighborhood level
decreases in crime. No significant relationship was observed between the deployment
of street outreach workers to the seven hotspots and declines in crime. Given available
outreach resources, the size of the hotspots may have been too large to detect
significant reductions in crime. Decreases in crime may have resuifted within more

Average OSOTarget Crimes Per Day in Hotspots, 2010-11
140 4 - - : -
1.20 A
1.00 - . - e - T .
0.80 |- e R
0.60 : : .
0.40 - ; l ey
0.20 - : ,
0.00 - 1 -_—}l__} ._T.r——!
Central East | East 2 East 3 West A West B
M Qutreach O No Qutreach

concentrated locations within the hotspots that were not detected through existing
methodologies. :

Recommendations

Given these findings, the evaluation makes the following recommendations:

1.

integrate evidence-based practices into the design and delivery of strategies targeting
the adult and juvenile populations with prior crimingl justice involvement that are
tailored to different levels of risk {high, medium, or low). Criminogenic risk assessments
provide information regarding the client’s level of risk for re-offense, which is critical to
reaching Measure Y’'s target population, as well as ensuring that appropriate services
are delivered to clients with different levels of risk. Measure Y should continue to
integrate evidence based practices in the design of services for individuals on probation
and parole that aim to deliver an appropriate amount and type of service based on
results of risk and needs assessments. Defining what this looks like for case
management program}. is especially important, because it is a core Measure Y service.
Building program capacity to deliver evidence-based practices should be prioritized.

Prepared by Resource Development Assocjates 7
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2. Strengthen the referral process to build on the JIC/OUSD Wrap Around Services
strategy’s success with re-enrolling young people in schoof and decreasing their
criminal justice involvement over the short term. The JJC/OUSD Wrap Around strategy
is a system level solution for re-engaging reentry youth in school that relies on
collaboration between Juvenile Probation, the school district, the City of Qakland, and
community based organizations. As the strategy moves fully into implementation
phase, itis a good time to examine which aspects of the model are working and areas
for improvement. The referral process should be reviewed and institutionalized to
ensure that programs have as much information as possible on their client’s criminal
history, level of risk and needs, and readiness for program participation. Clarify roles,
responsibilities, and agreements between partners (QUSD, Juvenile Probation, DHS, and
community based organizations). Guidelines on amount of service or length of time
clients receive services should also be reviewed and calibrated based on level of risk.

3. Explore opportunities to expand employment opportunities for the Measure Y target
population. Participation in employment programs was associated with decreased
criminal justice involvement among adult probationers. Street Qutreach clients also
reported positive employment outcomes as a result of program participation. However,
securing employment for individuals with criminal records during an economic
downturn is particularly challenging. Given the positive benefits of employment,
Measure Y should explore opportunities to integrate employment placement into more
strategies.

4. Examine the size of hotspots targeted with Street Outreach and consider reducing
their size given available resources. In some cases hotspots span multiple Community
Policing beats, outreach workers cannot cover all locations plagued by shootings and
homicides within the hotspot. While outreach workers may be significantly interrupting
violence at locations within the seven hotspots, resources appear to be insufficient to
impact violence across the hotspot. In a time of increasing crime and decreasing police
resources, it is important to continue to clarify the role that street outreach can play in
preventing and reducing violence by examining what has worked locally and nationally.

5. Continue to work to obtain information on parofees so that Measure Y’s impact on this
population can be examined. While adult probationers managed to avoid further
criminal justice involvement for the most part, we do not know how parolees did after
receiving services. The City of Qakland should continue its efforts to obtain California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation data on parolees.

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 8
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. INTRODUCTION

About Measure Y

Measure Y is funded through a voter-approved parcel tax and provides over $19 million
annually in funding to Violence Prevention Programs, the Oakland Police Department’s
Community Policing Neighborhood Services program, and the Oakland Fire Department. The
Department of Human Services manages grant awards amounting to $5.2 million annually to
community-based organizations who are responsible for implementing violence prevention
strategies. The Measure Y legislation mandates an external annual evaluation of the effort. The
2010-11 evaluation includes a number of reports on the impact of funded components: two
quarterly reports on community policing released in April and July 2011; individual program
reports for each Violence Prevention Program grantee released in April 2011; and an initiative-
level evaluation of Violence Prevention Program efforts reported here.

About the Evaluation

The 2010-11 initiative evaluation of Viclence Prevention Programs examines outcomes
achieved at the initiative and strategy-levels, with a focus on learning about client-level changes
on indicators correlated to public safety. The report is organized as follows:

Overview of the Problem and How Measure Y Aims to Address it: The report begins with an
overview of the scope and nature of the problem of violence in Oakland and how the Violence
Prevention Program initiative aims to address it. it provides a visual logic model of the
initiative.

Initiative Evaluation Results: The initiative evaluation describes the services provided to clients
during 2010-11, as well as the self-reported outcomes achieved by clients and a matched data
analysis to Juvenile and Adult Probation datasets. This section includes client service

information, results of the pre/post test analysis and recidivism rates for juvenile and adult
probationers who recejved services.

Strategy-level Evaluation Results: The strategy-level evaluation covers clusters of programs
within the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services, Young Adult Reentry &
Employment, and Street Outreach providing similar services and working to achieve similar
outcomes. The strategy-level evaluation is designed to examine the extent to which the
strategy positively impacted factors correlated to community safety such as reductions in
truancy, suspensions, and justice invelvement, or increased employment. Strategy-level reports
begin with a description of the services provided, followed by an examination of client
outcomes in the areas of criminal justice, education, and intermediate changesin
resiliency/protective factors.

Prepared by Resource Development Associates | 9
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Evaluation activities were designed to address the following evaluation questions:

Evaluation Questions:

1. What services were provided through the Violence Prevention Program Initiative and who
was served?

2. What short-term outcormes were achieved at the initiative level?

3. What impact did strategies that provide clients with sustained and intensive services have
on recidivism and crime, school engagement, employment, and resiliency/protective
factors?

II. THE PROBLEM OF VIOLENCE IN OAKLAND & HOW
MEASURE Y AIMS TO ADDRESS IT

The Problem of Violence in Qakland

Oakland’s well-documented and persistent problem with crime and violence led voters to pass
the Measure Y Violence Prevention parcel tax in 2004 to support prevention and intervention
efforts. Oakland’s violent crime rate in 2009 was almost three times higher (291%) than the
national average, while the city property crime rate was two-thirds higher than the national
average.’ Oakland has a higher crime rate than 94% of other urban areas in the United Sates.”
The city is third in the nation for firearm homicide rates for pre-teens and teens (0-19),
according to a recently released Center for Disease Control report.5 Oakland’s domestic
violence rate is the highest in Alameda County or 9.8 per 1,000; children were present at over
half of such incidences (55%).°Crime and violence in Oakland are concentrated in the city’s
flatland neighborhoods, from West Oakland to the San Leandro border in East Oakland.” Within
this swath, there are specific hotspots that are plagued with shootings and homicides.®

Oakland is home to a large number of parolees and probationers who have re-entered the
community after incarceration. Alameda County is among the top ten counties in California in
concentration of probationers (number of probationers and parolees per hundred thousand.)
Within the County, adults under supervision are disproportionately concentrated in Oakland.?
Approximately 3,800 parolees, 7,000 probationers and 1,800 juvenile probationers reside in

*eBI Report of Offenses Known to Law Enforcement, 2009. Cityrating.com.
-3

Ibid.
® “Violence-Related Firearm Deaths Among Residents of Metropolitan Areas and Cities — Unijted States, 2006-
2007.” Center for Disease Control. Morbidity and Mortality Report. March 13, 2011.
® “A Profile in Family Violence.” Alameda County Domestic Violence Collaberative, 2003.
” Qakland Police Department, Violent Crime Reports, 2011. Urban Strategies Council.
8.

Ibid.
? “Reentry Health Care in Alameda County.” Urban Strategies Council, 2008.
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Oakland.* A fifteen-year study by the Bureau of Justice Statistics found that two thirds of
individuals leaving prison are rearrested within three years.!? Further, studies of homicide
victims and suspects in Oakland have found a strong correlate between previous criminal
justice involvement and homicides.? In this study, 48% of homicide suspects were under the
jurisdiction of the criminal justice system (probation, parole or both} at the time of the
homicide. Forty-five percent of victims were under the jurisdiction of the criminal justice
system.

High Risk Populations in Oakland

Quelling violence requires a combination of policy or environment level interventions to
strengthen community and system capacity, as

well as intervention services designed to reach High Risk Populations  # in Oakland
individuals in need of services, including those ~ LAdult Pr°batf°”er5 7,000
likely to perpetrate or fall victim to crime or ‘I‘:‘:rLg[Fe!;;_°,Q%t'°ﬂir5 1830 .. g—g)%
violence, those with previous criminal justice Parolees 18-30 136 o
involvement, victims or those exposed to Juvenile Probadoners ror -
violence, sexually exploited minors, truant Victims of Violence'® =

outh. and sans-involved vouth Children Exposed to Family 438 -
youtn, gang-involved youtn. VViolence__”m . ]

I . . i inare!s ST
The statistics outlined above illustrate the . ie"'-’a")’ i"i"‘,’fec’ Minors : jgg
. . _ Truancy Rate’ ) o

challe.nge's fac‘ed ‘by providers, alnd public Violent Suspensions'” 2584
agencies in bringing to scale a violence ‘ " Gang Involved Youth'®’ C T U832
prevention effort that delivers enough services Estimated Total Population 16,500
to support lasting change among high-risk ﬁiir:jgl;hm“gh Measure - 4000
individuals, while also reaching a significant ' Proportiorr!Ser\}éd ‘ o T 55y

proportion of individuals in need of services to
achieve long-term community level changes. Consider, for example, the adult reentry

® Alameda County Probation Department, March, 2010.

“*Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2002.

2 “Violence in Oakland: A Public Health Crisis.” Alameda County Public Health Department, 2006.

B victims aged 14-30 years treated for gun- shots, stab wounds or assaults treated at Highland Hospital. Alameda
County Medical Center, 2006.

* Measure Y Stressor Report: five year period for incidences of domestic Violence, 2010. Number reflects average
# of incidences per year multiplied by 55%. Alameda County Domestic Violence collaborative estimates that
children were present at 55% of incidences.

* Estimated number of sexually exploited minors in Oakland by DHS and providers serving SEMs.

' california Department of Education, Oakland Unified School District, 2010-11. Truancy is defined as students
with three or more unexcused absences.

Y 1bid.

18 youth in Gangs: Who is at Risk.” National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 2009. Oakland’s rate of gang
involvement for youth is 13% according to responses on the California Healthy Kids Survey, 2007-08 based on a
sample size of 4096. DHS and OPD estimate that number of gang involved youth may be significantly higher.
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population. Two thirds of inmates have a substance use problem; more than half report a
recent mental health challenge.’® Few communities have the provider capacity or financial
resources to meet the depth and breadth of needs faced by individuals who would benefit from
prevention and intervention services.

The Measure Y Violence Prevention Program Strategies for Preventing & Reducing
Violence

Measure Y is one of Oakland’s efforts to prevent and reduce viclence that targets many of the
high risk populations identified above. Through grants to community partners, the Department
of Human Services oversees the implementation of the Measure Y Viclence Prevention
Program Initiative, which is designed to comprehensively address the risk factors associated
with violence in Oakland. Funded programs fall broadly into six strategy areas. Oakland’s effort
is built on the premise that viclence can be prevented through a combination of individual-level
interventions designed to re-direct the highest risk populations and, through system wide
activities that result in improved public safety at the school ar community level, improved
capacity to identify and engage high risk populations, or improved coordination across systems.
Appendix B contains a visual depiction of Violence Prevention Program strategy areas, key
activities, and expected intermediate and long-term outcomes.

¢ Violence Prevention Program strategy areas include a diversity of programs that share
either a common target population {i.e. young adults on probation or parole), or a
common intervention (school placement and case management).

¢ Violence Prevention Programs target special populations at risk for perpetrating, falling
victim to or experiencing negative consequences from exposure to violence- from gang-
involved youth, to sexually exploited minors, to those on probation or parole.

¢ (Case management is a core intervention service across all strategies. While the
Department of Human Services provides basic guidelines for case management,
programs have considerable flexibility in their implementation of this service.

2010-11 Violence Prevention Program Strategies

Family Violence Intervention: includes programs that serve children, youth and families
who have been exposed to violence, including domestic violence, child abuse and sexual
exploitation. .

Violent Incident/Crisis Response: includes programs that provide a direct and immediate
response to violent incidents, through services to survivers and family members, and
through street outreach to the youth and young adults who are most likely to be the
perpetrators and victims of violence. This strategy is designed to interrupt violence before

1 “Assessing Parolees’ Health Care Needs and Potential Access to Health Care Services in California.” RAND, 2009.
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it happens, mediate the impact of violence when it does happen, and change the culture of
violence.

Young Adult Reentry and Employment Services: This strategy includes Reentry Employment
programs and Project Choice, designed to assist youth and young adults who are on
probation and parole reintegrate successfully into the Oakland community.

Youth Comprehensive Services: Youth Comprehensive services strategy includes programs
serving youth who are most at risk for involvement in violence, including Oakland youth at
the Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center youth on probation or parole, high-risk middle
school youth and gang involved youth. Programs provide summer, after school and youth
employment services, as well as school placement/case management for youth on
probation through the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap-Around Services model.

School-Based Prevention: The school-based prevention strategy includes programs that
deliver services within Oakland public schools to improve school climate, re-direct gang-
involved youth, and implement conflict resolution and alternatives to suspension. School-
based prevention strategy includes Restorative Justice for Oakland Youth, Second Step
Violence Prevention curriculum and Alternative Education for Gang-Involved youth.

Oakiand Street Outreach: The street outreach/community organizing strategy provides
funding to support the deployment of street outreach workers to hotspots in areas plagued
by violence and case management services to young people likely to be involved in street
violence. The strategy also includes funding for community organizing efforts.

lll. METHODS

Evaluation activities were designed to measure individual client-level changes as a result of
participating in programming. Evaluation methods include: CitySpan service analysis; pre/post
test surveys; matched data analysis with adult and juvenile probation and Oakland Unified
School District data sets; and a crime trend analysis of neighborhoods targeted with street
outreach. Each methodology and sample is described below.

CitySpan Service Data

Client service data stored in CitySpan were analyzed to understand the characteristics of
program participants who received services through the VPP initiative during 2010-11, to report
on service dosage, clients served, and client retention/program completion.

Analysis of Matched Data

A matched data analysis was conducted for the strategy-level evaluation of Juvenile Justice
Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services, Young Adult Reentry & Employment, and Street
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Outreach.” The purpose of the matched data analysis is to examine whether participants
experienced decreased criminal justice involvement (recidivism) and/or improvement in school
engagement, as measured by enrollment, attendance, and suspension indicators. Client-level
information stored in CitySpan was matched to client records provided by Oakland Unified
School District, Alameda County Adult Probation Department and Alameda County Juvenile
Probation Department. Where possible, changes observed in Measure Y participants were
compared to those changes observed in non-participants. Statistical tests were conducted to
determine whether or not Measure Y services had a significant impact on school-related and
criminal justice outcomes.

The match rates between client-level data stored in the CitySpan database and the school and
criminal justice agency database were as expected and varied by strategy area. Over the past
three years, the match rate has increased significantly. Appendix C provides a detailed
description of the match rate for the analyses contained in this report.

Pre/Post Tests

Pre/post test results are reported at both the initiative level and for the strategy-level analysis
of the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services, Young Adult Reentry &
Employment, and Street Qutreach outcome clusters. Pre/post test surveys measure
intermediate client changes, harm reduction, and resiliency/protective factors. Clients enrolled
in programs within each strategy area completed the survey upon program enrollment and
three to six months after the first administration. Surveys were designed using questions from
validated instruments to measure outcomes specific to each strategy area, based on a five-
point scale. An increased score after program participation points to improvement on the item
addressed in the survey. The praoportion of clients experiencing a positive result or an
improvement in their score on the post-test is reported here.

Statistical tests were conducted to understand whether or not changes in attitudes, beliefs and
behaviors were significant. A comparison between the demographic characteristics of
consented clients who completed the pre/post tests and those who did not was conducted to
see if there were any significant differences between these two groups. Female and African-
American respondents were slightly over-represented, while males and Latino clients were
slightly under-represented.

Street Outreach Crime Trend Analysis

A crime trend analysis was conducted to learn about neighborhood level impacts of Street
QOutreach efforts. Starting in July 2009, Measure Y- funded street outreach teams were
deployed to “hotspot” locations in West, Central, and East Oakland. Hotspots are specific areas
that have experienced a disproportionately high level of street violence- such as shooting or

® The evaluation of street outreach also examines neighborhood level changes in crime.
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homicides. For the 2010-11 evaluation, crime data from the seven hotspots were examined to
see whether crime went down over the year compared to the top 15 beats with the highest
levels of crime that were not targeted with street outreach. Statistical tests were conducted to
determine whether there was a relationship between crime trends and the number of hours of
outreach in that particular hotspot on a monthly basis. '

Sample

This report includes two levels of analysis: initiative results and strategy-level results. The
sample for initiative level findings includes all consented clients with service information
entered in the CitySpan database. The sample for the strategy-level analysis includes clients
who received intensive and sustained services through participation in Juvenile justice Center,
Young Adult Reentry & Employment, and/or Street Outreach clusters.

Sample for the Initiative Level Evaluation: Measure Y provides funding for a continuum of
interventions designed to reduce individual and community risk factors associated with
violence. Interventions range from conducting outreach and education at community venues
and events to providing employment training and placement.

While Measure Y touches about 4,600 individuals annually, the sample for the initiative and
strategy-level analyses only includes those individuals with a signed consent to participate in
evaluation activities, an individual client-id stored in the CitySpan and recorded service hours.
Itis important to note that many programs are not expected to collect consents either because
the nature of services is brief or targeted towards groups, neighborhoods or entire school sites,
or because requesting consent could compromise a program’s ahility to engage clients.

Sample for the Strategy-level Evaluation: The strategy evaluation examines client outcomes for
clients who participated in programs in the Juvenile justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around, Young
Adult Reentry Employment, and Street Outreach strategies. The purpose of this analysis is to
understand whether those strategies that provided sustained and intensive service designed to
achieve client or neighborhood changes were successful. The sample for each included those
clients who participated in programs within the strategy that provided similar services designed
to achieve specific outcomes. This means that not all programs assigned to each strategy were
included in the sample for the strategy-level analysis.”’ Programs that provided a significantly
different type of service or were working towards other community or system level changes
were not included in the analysis. More specifically:

* nthe case of Young Adult Reentry Employment, recidivism rates were not calculated
for about half of Reentry Employment clients on parole and all Project Choice clients

1 The following programs were not included jn the outcome cluster analysis: Qur Kids, RIOY, QUSD Alt Ed, Second
Step, Catholic Charitjes, FVIU, ICPC, Safe Passages 0-5, Youth Alive, All Summer Programs, CCNI, and all Project
Choijce programs (VOABA and The Mentoring Center).
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because California Department of Corrections & Rehabilitation data were not available,
despite attempts by the City Administrator’s Office and Department of Human Services
to obtain them.

¢ Forseveral programs within Young Adult Reentry and Employment, their outcomes are
best captured at the individual program level because their interventions and intended
outcomes vary sighificantly from the outcomes examined here {such as summer
employment programs). This was also the case with City County Neighborhood
Initiative {CCNI), within the Street Cutreach strategy.

e The Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services is a strategy within the Youth
Comprehensive Services strategy. All programs within the JJIC/OUSD Wrap Around
Services were included in the sample.

Programs Included in Sample by Strategy Area 2010-11

JJC/OUSD Wrap Around Young Adult Reentry & Street OQutreach and !
Services Employment . . Community Organizing
California Youth Qutreach {CYQ) Goodwill Industries California Youth Qutreach {CYO)
East Bay Agency for Children Volunteers of America Bay Area Healthy Oakland

(EBAC) . {(VOABA) Reentry Employment

East Bay Asjan Youth Center Workfirst,Foundatjon

{EBAYC) Youth Employment Partnership

The Mentoring Center {TMC) {YEP) Reentry Employment

Youth UpRising {YU)

Sample Size by Type of Analysis: The sample size varies by type of analysis for the QUSD, Adult
Probation, and Juvenile Probation datasets, particularly when examining pre/post changes in
client outcomes. A pre/post analysis requires a valid record for clients for both the year
preceding enrollment and the year the client was enrolled. Because many clients are missing
two years of records in the dataset, the overall sample is significantly reduced. The sample size
is provided for each analysis throughout the report. Appendix C also includes a detailed
description on the sample for Adult and Juvenile Probation analyses.

Strengths and Limitations of the Evaluation

There are several important limitations to make note of. This evaluation only includes data on
those clients who consented to participate in the evaluation. Itis not possible to know whether
or not the clients for whom consent was not obtained differed in significant ways from
consented clients. As noted above, the evaluation was not able to measure client-level
outcomes for parolees who received Measure Y services. Despite these limitations, the
evaluation has made significant progress over the past three years to strengthen the overall
quality of data collection activities and to ensure that a range of tools are in place to fairly
evaluate the impact of Violence Prevention Programs. Specifically:
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Tools hove been developed to measure intermediate changes and harm reduction
among Measure Y clients. At the beginning of the three-year evaluation contract, no
tools were in place to measure short-term changes in client attitudes, beliefs, and
behaviors that are critical to achieving goals of decreased criminal justice involvement.
Pre/post test surveys were developed for each strategy area to capture these program
impacts. In addition, CitySpan exit criteria and milestones tabs were developed in
collaboration with DHS to capture client successes and challenges observed while the
client was enrolled in services. These tabs ensure that cutcomes like employment,
which are not tracked elsewhere, are available to the evaluation.

Issues with low consent and match rates have been resolved, which has allowed the
evaluation to better capture the impact of Violence Prevention Program efforts. For a
number of reasons, many clients did not have consents on file when the current
evaluation began more than three years ago, which meant that the evaluation could not
examine outcomes for those clients. Further, data entry errors also prevented the
evaluation from matching Violence Prevention clients with other datasets. The
evaluation has worked with DHS and programs to resolve these issues. This year the
evaluation has enjoyed high match rates and an adequate sample size, enabling a fair
analysis of program impact.

The evaluation incorporates a plan for analyzing the Violence Prevention Program’s
diverse service types and strategies. The evaluation design includes the creation of
evaluation logic models linking the problem programs are trying to address to
interventions and expected cutcomes. For those programs that provide unigue
interventions, special evaluation strategies have been developed.
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This section of the report includes results of the initiative evaluation of the Measure Y violence
Preventions Program and includes information on how funding was allocated, who was served,
and short term outcomes achieved by clients who received services.

Evaluation Question 1: What services were provided and who was served through the

VPP initiative in 2010-11?

Finding 1.1 Measure Y allocated $5.2 million in'funding to support viofence prevention
programming in six strategy areas. Close to 4,600 clients received services.

During 2010-11, the Department of Human Services distributed close to five million dollars in
funding to30 community-based organizations and in support of three positions.”? Funds were
allocated across six strategy areas, outlined in the table below.

Clients Served: Violence

Prevention Programs Measure Y Yiolence Prevention Funds by Strategy, 201011

served 4,592 clients during Strategy B L o _lEu__nd_ing

2010-11 in six strategy Family Violence Intervention - $825,831 o

areas. Family Viol Street Outreach o ) . S N )  $940,200 o LM ’

reas. _ml y Violence School-Based Prevendon Projects $528,831

Intervention enrolled the Violent Incident/Crisis Response - ~ $395,800

most clients, though many Young Adult Reentry Services i ~$1300%20

of these were participants . Youth Comprehensive Services 31,281,736

at group events.

Finding 1.2: The average cost per client of violence Measure Y Participants by Strategy

prevention programs was 51,538; the average cost per  Strategy =~ . Clients

hour was 5126, slightly higher than last year. in Family Violence Intervention i574

general, these costs are comparable to the costs of Street Outreach 788

simijlar prevention and intervention programs. School-Based Services™ N/A

The table below outlines the average cost per client Violent Incident/Crisis Response 625

and per hour by strategy area. Cost per hour and cost Youth Comprehensive Services 949

per client calculations include the costs associated with ~ YOung Adult Reentry Services 301
Total 4592

programs that record individual client information in

the CitySpan database.”

o School-based prevention programs had the lowest cost per client, as expected because many
programs within this strategy provide group services or interventions targeting the entire school

2A list of programs by strategy is included in the Appendix A. Funds support three positions: a Reentry
Employment Specialist; a Street Outreach/Violence Prevention Coordinator; the OUSD Enrollment Specialist.
B 5chool based prevention programs provide services to entire school sites, in addition to individual clients.

¥ School based prevention programs cost calculations also include individuals receiving violence prevention
curriculum,
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site. Young Adult and Reentry had the highest cost per client, also as expected given the costs
associated with subsidized work experience,

s The costs per client and per hour were not calculated for Street Outreach because programs
provide a combination of street outreach work (termed “events”) and individual case
management to clients. A cost per client analysis would not account for the many hours spent
on street outreach events,

Cost Summary of Measure Y Funded Services

Strategy o _ Average Cost per Client Average Cost per Hour
Family Violence Intervention $765 $149
_Street Outreach o © Notapplicable ~ Not applicable "

School-Based Prevention™ Not applicable $48

Violent Incident/Crisis Response 7 $588 o %95

Young Adult and Reentry Services $3,751 $22

Youth Comprehensive Services $3,296 . T 8147

Total $1,538 $126

The cost of providing violence prevention programming is similar to last year’s {2009-10)
figures. While standards for reasonable costs for such efforts have not been well established, a

2009-10 compari ith
parson wi Average Months of Client Engagement by Strategy®

programs that serve a similar

population found that Measure . Strategy . . ... ..Average#of Months

Y expenditures are in line with Family Violence Intervention _ 27

those programs.”’ Street Outreach L A
Violent Incident/Crisis Response 7 o 2.!

Finding 1.3 According to data Youth Comprehensive Services 37

entered into the CitySpan Young Adult Reentry Services 4.1

database, Violence Prevention "Average S T 32 h

Programs provided slightly more _
than 71,000 hours of individual services and 542,000 hours of group hours during 2010-11.

Clients were retaineg‘ on average for 3 months. Ethnicity of Consented 2010-1 |

Service hours were delivered by 30 community-hased Measure Y Clients (n=2382)
organizations contracted to provide interventions In six Ethnicity % of Clients
strategy areas. The total number of individual hours in African American 68%
2010-11 was: 71,383, while the total number of group Hispanic/Latino  24%
hours was 542,056. Asian/Pacffic Islander 5%
Client Retention: Clients were engaged on average for White e e 3%
three months. The average length of engagement varied ~ 'Native American I

" Mixed/Other 1%

% School based prevention programs provide services to entire school sites, as well as individual clients.

% Averages include all clients with individual or group service hours entered into CitySpan.
¥ upeasure Y 2009-10 Violence Prevention Initiative Report.” Resource Development Associates, 2010.
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by strategy area from slightly more than two months for Family Violence Intervention to four
months for the Young Adult Reentry Services strategy.

Client Demographics: The majority (two-thirds) of clients served were African American male
youth and young adults. About a quarter of clients were Hispanic/Latino.

The avérage age of consented clients was 22, though average age of clients varied significantly
across strategy areas. Because programs in the Violent Incident/Crisis Response Strategy serve
family members of victims of violence, clients were on average older- (33 years old), while
Family Violence Intervention clients were on average 16.

Demographics of Consented 2010-11 Measure Y Clients (n=2382)

Strategy Average Age = % Male % Female
Family Viclence Intervention 16 17% T 83%

Street Outreach a 22 75% T 25%
Schoaol-Based Prevention Projects®  N/A N/A N/A
Violent Incident/Crisis Response 33 - 35% - 65%
Young Adult and Reentry SerVices 27 87% 13%

Youth Comprehensive Services  * ~ iz % T T 9%
Total ' 22 68% 32%

Risk Factors of Measure Y dients

The Measure Y initiative prioritizes services to high-risk individuals and outlines a specific set of
characteristics that clients must meet in order to qualify for services. Programs target youth
and young adults on probation or parole, Individuals who have been exposed to violence,
victims of violence, sexually exploited minors, and at-risk young people.

Juvenile and Adult Probation data were analyzed to determine whether Measure Y participants
served from 2007-11 differed significantly in their risk levels or criminal history. It is important
to note that these data represent only those clients who were matched to these datasets and
are not necessarily representative of the overall Measure Y client population. For example,
parolees represent over half of the Young Adult Reentry & Employment strategy, but were not
included in this analysis.

Risk Factors of Adult Probationer Population: CitySpan service data were matched to Alameda
County Adult Probation records to determine whether Measure Y probationers {across all
strategies) were higher risk than the general probationer population. A comparison of Measure
Y adult probationers to non-participant probationers found no statistically significant
differences in terms of crime typology. However, an analysis of risk factors based on results of
a validated risk assessment administered by the Alameda County Department of Adult
Probation found that Measure Y clients had lower levels of risk than the general probationer

% Not applicable because school sites are frequently subject of School Based Prevention program interventions.
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population. The chart
below provides a

Violations by Type

Measure Y vs. Non-Measure Y Probationers, 2007-11

comparison of violation 100%
type between non-

80%
Measure Y and Measure
Y adult probationers 60%
served since 2007. 40%
* Similar to the 20%
general
. 0%
probationer
population
almost all

Measure Y clients
matched to the

Ty

51.0% 91.5%

Non Measure Y Measure Y
n=14,373 n=258

B Violent offenses O Non-Violent Offenses

dataset who were on adult probation had non-violent violations.

An analysis of results of the LS/CMI risk assessment administered by Alameda County Adult
Probation Department also found that Measure Y adult probationersin the sample were

slightly lower risk than the overall
probationer population based on
their risk assessment scores.
These differences were found to
be statistically significant.?® It is
also important to note that risk
assessment scores were not
available for parolees, who are
categorically higher risk and
represent a significant proportion
of adult Measure ¥ clients.*

» The risk assessment
(LS/CMI) is a validated tool,
with scores ranging from 0-
40. Risk assessments were

40
35
30
25
20
15
10

Difference in Risk among OMY and
non-OMY Probationers
{Mean Risk Score, LS/CMI)}

Measure Y probationers Non Measure Y
n=77 probationers
n=1623

administered before or shortly after enrollment in Measure Y.

P A two-tailed t-test found statistically significant differences (p=.034 ).
**In 2010-11, 98 clients were identified in the CitySpan database as being on parole.
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s The risk scores of Measure Y participants were similarly distributed across the scale as
non-participants, but slightly lower overall.

# Risk scores were not available for all Measure Y probationers. It is possible that those
for whom scores were not available had risk factors that differed from those reported
here.

Risk Factors of Juvenile Probationer Population: CitySpan service records were also matched to
Alameda County Juvenile Probation records from 2007-2011 to determine whether there were
significant differences between Measure Y participants and non-participants in terms of offense
types. The analysis found that there were no statistically significant differences between those
that received services

and those that did not.> Violations by Type )
Measure Y vs. Non-Measure Y Juvenile Probationers, 2007-20/ 1

The Youth Level of 100% ; ;
Service/Case 80% 1 -
Management Inventory § i
(YLS/CMI) is a validated 60% 74% i 77% -
assessment of risk and . ‘ - 2
need and is currently 40% o P
administered to juvenile 0% %
probationers in Alameda

County. Results were 0%

analyzed to determine Non Measure Y Measure ¥

the overall level of risk of m Violent Offenses 0 Non-Violent Offenses

Measure Y clients.

Evaluation Question 2: What impact did Violence Prevention Programs have on clients

that received services?

This section of the report includes findings on the outcomes reported by clients who
participated in Violence Prevention Programs. Initiative level impacts were examined through
surveys administered to clients and a matched data analysis to Adult and Juvenile Probation
data sets. Pre/post test surveys measure intermediate client changes in relation to criminal
justice involvement, employment, and risk and resiliency. Violence Prevention Program clients
completed the survey upon program enrollment and three to six months after the first
administration. Surveys were designed for each strategy area, using questions from validated
instruments. They include a five point scale. Results are reported for the past two years of
programming (2009-11) for all clients that completed a pre and a post-test survey. The

* Qutreach target offenses include the following penal code sections: 187(A), 211{A}, 211(5), 212.5(B), 215(A),
245(A}(2), 245(A)(3), 245(B}, 245{C), 245{D}{1}, 245{D}2), 246, 247{A)}, 261{A)}{1}, 261{A}(2), 261{A}{3), 261{A}{4)
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proportion of clients experiencing a positive outcome, or a self-reported improvement on each
item is reported.

Finding 2.1 Most Measure Y adult probationers served through Violence Prevention Programs
complied with the terms of their probation, with 8 7% being re-arrested after beginning service
in 2009-10 and less than 2% re-arrested in 2010-11. About a third of juvenife probationers
served through Measure Y were arrested in 2009-10 after receiving service, whife a quarter were
arrested in 2010-11. 2010-11 rates are likely biased downwards due to a short post-period.

Aduft Probationers: CitySpan service data were matched to Adult Probation records to
determine how many clients served through Violence Prevention Programs were re-arrested
after receiving services. This analysis found that most adult probationers who received services
managed to avoid further criminal justice involvement in both 2009-10 and 2010-11. Itis
important to note that because 2010-11 clients may not have more than a few months of data
since starting the program, the rate is likely biased downwards. Similarly, recidivism rates
shown here reflect no more than 24 months of data for any individual client, and often less.
While promising, without information on parolees it is difficult to generalize about the impact
of Measure.Y on recidivism among adults. The chart below shows the number and percent of
clients who were re-arrested for a new offense {non-technical violation).

Recidivism of Adult Probationers by Program, Service Year

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested at any time after Arrested at any time
service start after service start
NO YES Tota] | NO YES Total
Count 105 10 15 107 2 109
Toal % of Total 91.3% 8.7% 100.0% | 98.2% 1.8% 100.0%

Juvenife Probationers: CitySpan service data were matched to Juvenile Probation records to
determine how many clients served through Violence Prevention Programs were re-arrested
with a sustained offense after receiving services. A sustained law offense means that the
individual was charged with an offense that was not later dismissed and designated an
adjudicated delinquent.’? About a third of clients were re-arrested after intake in 2009-10 and a
quarter after intake in 2010-11. As with Adult Probation, because 2010-11 clients may not have
more than a few months of data since starting the program, those numbers are likely to be
biased downward. Similarly, re-arrest rates reflect no more than 24 months of data for any
individual client, and often less.

# gustained law offenses exclude technical violations.
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Violation Rate Among Juvenile Probationers served through
Violence Prevention Programs

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested with Arrested with
sustained offense at sustained offense at
any time after service any time after service
start start
NO YES Total NO YES Total
Count 242 121 363 405 132 537
% of Total 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 75.4% 24.6% 100.0% '

Finding 2.2 Most Measure Y clients experienced improvements on indicators of resiliency and
protective'factors, job readiness, and their ability to comply with the terms of their probation
and parole. Fewer than half of clients reported improvements in relation to managing their
emotions, avoiding association with negative peer groups, and feeling confident about
searchingfor a job.

Factors such as relationships with caring adults, ability to manage anger and emotions
effectively, and level of risk taking behavior can prevent, protect, and reduce the harm
associated with violence. Violence Prevention Programs incorporate the principles and
approaches of youth development into services, focusing on meeting young people where they
are at and supporting the development of trusting relationships with caring adults and pro-
social peer groups. Pre-post tests were administered upon intake and again after clients
received 3-6 months of service. The charts below show the proportion of clients that either
reported strength on each item to begin with and sustained strength in this area after
participating in the program, or showed improvement on the item under question after
receiving services.

» For example, three quarters of clients experienced a positive outcome in relation to
being able to resist the influences of peers and associates. That is, those clients that
reported weakness in this area upon intake, improved after receiving services. Those
clients that were strong on this item reported continued strength or improvement after
receiving services. :
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Anger

Management: The Anger Management, Conflict Resolution
chart shows the & Resiliency Qutcomes

proportion of clients Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients 2009-10 & 2010-11

who experienced

. I am able to walk away when friends and
improvements on

o assojcates are pushing me towards 5
indicators of anger trouble. (n=493) T ——
management and 1
conflict resolution. lam not always able to staz calm when L

life gets stressful. (n=493) ] g

While a majority of
clients reported

. . In the past 30 days | have used conflict '
improved ability to resolution skills. (n=194) 66% }

resist negative peer

influences, fewer A lot of times | don't really think about
than half of clients the consequences before | react to a 38% o
Lo situatjion. (n=329) —
experienced
improvements in % of Clients with a Positive Outcome

their ability to stay
calm or think before

reacting.
Relationship with Peers and Supportive Adults
Relationships with Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients 2009-10 & 2010-1 |
Peers & Supportive s
Adults: As noted in ) ) . )
There is an adult in my life who believes ;
the chart, Measure Y I will succeed. (n=385) :

T L T T A B T R L T

participants
experienced positive ' _
outcomes in terms of I recejve help or suppo_rt from at Jeast 89% I
) . . one adult. (n=385) . :
their relationships T —
with supportive

adults. Nearly all The people | hang out with help me . 62% I
. hen | havi hard time. (n=501 .
clients reported when | am having a hard time. (n=501) ﬂmww..m._k

improvements in

terms of their The people | hang out with get into a lot
relationships with a of trouble. (n=482)
caring adult. % of Clients with a Positive Outcome

However, a majority
of clients were still
associating with negative peer groups. Pro-social peer groups are important to re-engaging in
school and work and avoiding further involvement with the law. This finding suggests that the -

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 25



Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Findings: Initiative Level Results

initiative is making
good progress
connecting young

. people with caring
adults, but
experiences less
success re-directing
young people to pro-.
social peer groups.

Risk Taking
Behavior: Nearly all
clients reported less
risk taking behavior,
such as carrying a
weapaon, being
threatened with a
weapaon, and

Either | or someone that | hang out with

carried a weapon such as a gun, knife or
club. (n=357)

RiskTaking Behavior
In the Past 30 Days...

Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients 2009-10 & 2010-1 |

| have been threatened or injured with a m

weapon (gun, knife, etc.). (n=205) o - s ‘,'
Either | or someone that | hang out with »3
used illegal drugs. (n=403) __ .

Either | or someone that | hang out with
drank alcohol. (n=405)

% of Clients with a Positive Outcome

substance use during

the previous 30 days after receiving
services. These decreases suggest that
clients are avoiding situations that
increase the likelihood of further criminal
justice involvement after enrolling in
Measure Y programs.

Through funding for case management,
Measure Y Viclence Prevention Programs
aim to help clients access other
community resources and secure stable
housing, in particular thase that serve
the adult and youth reentry population.
As outlined in the following chart, about
three-quarters of clients experienced
improvements in their level of access to

Housing and Community
Resources
Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients
2009-10 & 2010-11

| know about the services
offered in my nejghborhood
and in Qakland (health,
employment, legal, financial).
(n=462)

| have a stable living
sjtuation. (n=480)

% of Clients with a Positive Outcome

stable housing and other community resources after enrolling in Measure Y services.

Compliance with Terms of Probation/Parole; Measure Y clients were more confident about
their ability to comply with the terms of their probation and parole after receiving services, as
outlined in the chart.
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Employment: Measure Y supports

funding to employment training, work
experience, and direct job placement
through several strategies, including
Young Adult Reentry & Employment,
Youth Comprehensive Services, and
Street Qutreach. As demonstrated in the
chart below, clients were more confident
about their ability to get and keep a job.
Three quarters of clients received a job
referral for which they were qualified.
However, fewer than half of clients felt
prepared to conduct a job search
independently.

to complete the terms of

Compliance withTerms of

Probation or Parole
Source: PrefPost Test, All Measure Y Clients
2009-10 & 2010-1 1

| try to stay away from
situations that will
compromise the terms of
my probation or parole.

(n=3%1)

am confident in my ability

my probation or parole.

(n=384)

% of Clients with a Positive Qutcome

| am confident in my ability to keep a job. (n=114}

I am confident in my ability to get a job. (n=114}

The referral(s} | received resulted jn an interview.
(n=218)

| have recejved a job referral(s) for a position | am
qualified for. (n=232}

I would need a lot of help to conduct a job search,
(n=313}

| am aware of the education and requirements for
my desired career. (n=387)

I know what job or career | want to pursue. (n=115)

Employment Qutcomes
Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients 2009-10 & 2010-11

——

.
:,
i

% of Clients with a Positive Outcome ~
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School/Education
Outcomes: Measure School/lEducation Related Outcomes
Y youth reported Source: Pre/Post Test, All Measure Y Clients 2009-10 & 2010-11

improvements on

their attitudes In the past two months | have skipped

towards education, or cut class. {(n=178) T k

including plans for ]

future educational In the past two months | have been sent .

attainment, as well home from school for getting jn trouble. ;
: =168 ' &

as better behavior (n=168)

during school. )
| plan to go to college or continue my

%
However, Oﬂ.ly d educatjon. {n=185) _ o 78% .
quarter of clients i TR T T R S S
reported improved -
attendance. | plan to graduate from hjgh school or

get my GED. {(n=205)

E e e e O R

% of Clients with a Positive Outcome
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This section of the report includes strategy-level analyses of the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD
Wrap Around Services programs, Young Adult Reentry & Employment programs (Reentry
Employment only), and the Street Outreach programs.

I. JUVENILE JUSTICE CENTER/OUSD WRAP AROUND
SERVICES STRATEGY

Introduction

The Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services (JJC/OUSD) strategy provided
approximately $786,000 in funding to five non-profit organizations and a program specialist
during 2010-11. The Juvenile Justice Center/QUSD Wrap Around Services (JIC) strategy aims to
re-engage juvenile probationers in school through placement services and wrap-around case
management. The JIC/OUSD strategy formalizes collaboration between Qakland Unified School
District (OUSD), Alameda County Juvenile Probation, and Alameda County Behavioral Health
Care Services. Young people leaving the Alameda County Juvenile Justice Center receive
educational planning and placement services from the Measure Y funded OUSD enrollment
specialist prior to their release from juvenile hall. When they return to the community, they
receive wrap-around case management services to support ongoing school engagement
through contracts with community-based organizations and ongoing supervision from a
probation officer. The key goals of this strategy are to insure that youth are re-engaged and
admitted to school immediately after release, to improve school engagement, and over time, to
decrease criminal justice involvement.

The Problem and Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Theory of Change

Annually over 1,000 youth are detained and released back to Oakland from Alameda County
Juvenile Hall. Young people who have spent time in detention tend to have challenges with
staying in school, attending school regularly and making appropriate academic progress. In the
past when youth offenders were released, months or weeks passed before they were re-
enrolled in an educational setting; many dropped out all together. The barriers to getting youth
offenders re-engaged in school are significant. Some dropped out prior to their detention;
others may not feel safe returning to their previous school; others may not have an adult in
their life who can support them through the administrative process of getting back in school.
When they do return, schools are not necessarily focused on preparing them for success, often
viewing them as a problem. There is also a clear need to strengthen system capacity to re-
engage young people who have spent time in detention in school and support their academic
progress when they do return. Re-engagement with school can serve as a protective factor in
terms of promoting pro-social behavior, increasing future earning potential, and decreasing
future involvement with the criminal justice system. The Youth Reentry Task Force states,
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“Attendance at school is a strong protective factor against delinguency; youth who attend

school are much less likely to commit crime in the short-term and also in the jong-term.”>

Reentry youth also tend to return to neighborhoods plagued with poverty, crime and poor
access to hiéh quality educational settings.>* Reentry youth may face problems with housing,
negative peer groups or re-connecting with their family. Further, youth offenders are more
likely to have learning disabilities or mental health challenges. ** Because of these factors, once
a young person has had contact with the criminal justice system, he/she is much more likely to
have additional involvement with the system. Without supportive services that help young
people grapple with many of these challenges, comply with the terms of their probation, and
stay engaged in school, youth offenders are likely to remain in a cycle of criminal justice
involvement.

The JIC strategy is built on the premise that placing juvenile probationers back in school or
another appropriate educational setting as soon as they leave juvenile hall and linking them
with supportive wrap-around services can help them stay out of trouble and successfully
reintegrate into their communities.

Evaluation Question 3: What services were provided to JJC/OUSD Wrap Around

Services clients and were they delivered as planned?

Finding 3.1 The Juvenife Justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services (JJC} model creates a
system Jevel sofution to school disengagement and high drop out rates among juvenife
probationers in Oakiand. Oakiand youth leaving juvenile hall are now re-enrolfed in OUSD within
a day of refease. During 2010-11, the enrollment specialist re-enrofled 603 Oakland juvenife
probationers in school. Over half of youth (51%]) returning to OUSD schools were enrolfled in
Measure Y community-based case management programs.

Measure Y funding in 2020-11 supported the placement of an Oakland Unified School District
Enrollment Specialist housed at Juvenile Hall and contracts with five community-based
organizations to provide case management to juvenile probationers, including California Youth
Outreach, East Bay Agency for Children, East Bay Asian Youth Center, The Mentoring Center,
and Youth UpRising.

School Placement & Re-Enrollment in QUSD

The JIC model offers an effective solution to school disengagement among the juvenile reentry
population in Oakland through the placement of an enroliment specialist at Juvenile Hall’s

3 “Back on Track: Su pporting Youth Reentry from Out-of-Home Placement to the Community.” Youth Reentry Task
Force, 2008.

M Youth Reentry: Youth Development, Theory, Research and Recommended Best Practices.” Youth Reentry Task
Force, 2009.

3‘?‘ “Youth Reentry.” The Urban Institute, 2004.
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Transition Center, who is responsible for finding an appropriate school placement for young
people returning to Oakland. In the past there was no mechanism to ensure that youth re-
enrolled in school upon their release, which meant that young people either missed days or
weeks of school before re-enrolling, or dropped out of school altogether. The schoo! placement
component of the strategy is achieving its intended goal- to re-enrolf young people in school and
decrease the gap between refease and re-enroliment. The OUSD Enrollment specialist placed
over six hundred Oakland youth in district schools during 2010-11 upon their release from
Juvenile Hall.

e On average, juvenile probationers were re- Oakland Youth Released from the
enrolled in OQUSD within one day of release. Juvenile Justice Center
o Source: QUSD Enrollment Specialist Records 8/1/2011
¢ The enrollment specialist attempts to place Total Releases 1174 d
all Oakland youth exiting Juvenile Hall in an Enrolled in OUSD 603 519%
appropriate educational setting, about half - Enrolled in Measure Y ' .

Case M 384 33% -
do not re-enroll in OUSD for a variety of _Case Management

reasons, including: enrollment in a charter school, GED completion, transfer to Camp
Sweeney, enrollment in another district, or family moved out of Oakland.

384 juvenile probationers were enrolled in Measure Y services during 2010-11, or about a third
of those released to Oakland.

Case Management: Client Engagement & Retention

Once a student has been placed in an appropriate educational setting, the enrollment specialist
is responsible for referring eligible clients to community-based organizations who then provide
ongoing case management to support school re-engagement and compliance with the terms of
probation. When students have received 40 hours of case management or six months of
services, they are encouraged to transition out of the program.

Clients were engaged and retained as expected. In general, the JIC case management enrolled
and engaged juvenile reentry youth as expected. Consistent with program guidelines, almost
80% of clients received up to six months of service. Programs do have discretion to continue
serving clients who are in need of additional services and support. The level of client retention
among JIC programs was consistent with other programs serving the juvenile re-entry
population. JIC enrolled 126% or 81 more clients than they were contracted to serve, which
means clients who dropped out were replaced with new clients.
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JJC Client Retention 2010-11 & 2009-10
Source: CitySpan 8/1/2011

500
400
300
200
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: - l e e

.- 78% of - JIC.Clients —
recefve up to é
months of service

Number of Clibnts

Ll

4 5 6 7 8 9
Months of Service

e 2010 | | e 2009-10

The referral process between Juvenile Probation and community-based organizations was
identified as a challenge. The referral process from Juvenile Probation to community-based
arganizations requires a hand-off between systems and was identified as challenge with the
model. Clear guidelines regarding target population, eligibility criteria, information sharing,
roles and responsibilities, and referral protocols and timelines are in various stages of
implementation and development. Further, the Transition Center at Juvenile Probation
experienced turnover in staff. As a result, clients who are ready, eligible, and likely to benefit
from services are not consistently being referred for case management. Incomplete referral
information means that programs spend a considerable amount of time tracking down contact
information, criminal history, and needs and risk factors, as well as determining whether clients
are interested and ready for services. In 2010-11, about a third of clients who were referred
for case management did not go on to participate in ongoing services, either because they were
not interested, eligible, ready, or reachable. There are opportunities to strengthen the referral
process to ensure that programs receive clients most likely to benefit from program

participation. Breakdown of Clients by Number of Hours
and Type of Service Received
" Case Man agement Source: CitySpan Download Bf|/20] | .
- - - +

| T wem new e
The five community Case Management 122 .7.7« o 87 |32.,,.W 11006
based organizations . Group Activities 3 1B 20 25
enrolled 384 clients in Intensive Qutreach e 3 _ 0 o 0 o2l
case management Number of Chents Receiving each Service Threshold Hours per

Service Type

services during 2010-
11. On average, clients -
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received 29 hours of case management.36 A third (35%) of clients received 40 hours of case
management.

JIC clients had an average of seven case management contacts per month. Case managers
carried an average caseload of 18 clients. The chart below depicts the frequency of case
management contacts by month of service and points to a high level of service upon intake and
an expected decrease in the number and frequency of contacts over time. Youth receive more
intensive services during the period immediately following their release. As they re-integrate

into their schools
and communities Frequency of Case Management Contacts by
ices begin t ’ Month of Service 2010-11
:erv Cesff e\il'li::'l ° . Source: CitySpan 8/1/201 |
aper off. ile
some students 450
_ « 400
remain engaged E 350
for longer periods, G 300 £
based on % 250
individual needs, E 200 -
the model £ :gg
.. =
anticipates that Z o
for most clients 0 B S
services will end at I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
around six Months of Service
months,
B More than twice a week M Twice a week 22 Once a week

Evaluation Question 4:What impact did the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap-

around Services have on the clients they served?

Criminal justice and resiliency outcomes were examined for Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD
Wrap-around Services clients through a pre/post analysis of client outcomes and a matched
data analysis with Alameda County Juvenile Probation records.

Matched Data Analysis: A matched data analysis between CitySpan service records for Juvenile
Justice Center/QUSD Wrap Around Services programs and Alameda County juvenile probation
records was conducted, examining violation rates before and after program participation. It is
important to note several limitations in interpreting these data.

e The sample for this analysis includes all clients with valid records matched to juvenile
probation records. Clients who had no service hours were excluded from the analysis.
in addition, outcomes for clients who received the bottom quartile of service dosage

*® Includes all JJC clients enrolled in 2010-11 with non-zero service hours.
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{fewer than 9.5 hours of group or individual services) were calculated separately than
those that received 9.5 or more hours of service. )

e Further, the 2010-11 violation rates were calculated post-program enrollment. Because
JIC programs use a rolling enrollment model, for clients enrolled in the spring, the post
period was fewer than three months. Violation rates shown here reflect no more than
24 months of data for any individual client, and often less. To address these'limitations,
recidivism rates were also calculated for 2009-10 clients, because it allows for a larger
sample and a longer period of analysis after clients received services.

s JIC programs target the juvenile reentry population. Recent criminal justice
involvement is a requirement for program participation. As a result, arrest/violation
rates are 100% prior to program enrollment. Immediate declines in violation rates post-
release should be interpreted as descriptive, rather than indicators of program impact.

Pre/post Tests: Pre/post tests were administered upon enrollment and again after 3-6 months
of service. Among JIC participants, 160 completed both a pre and a post-test. Pre/post tests
measure intermediate client changes after program participation. More favorable responses
after program participation point to short-term improvements in a range of areas, including:
criminal justice involvernent, education, resiliency and protective factors, and risk-taking '
behavior. The percentage of clients experiencing an increase in their score or a sustained
positive response (or a positive outcome) on relevant indicators is reported here.

Criminal Justice Qutcomes

Finding 4.1. About two-thirds of 1/C cose managed clients managed to avoid further criminal
justice involvement after enrolfing in the program in 2010-11, while o third of clients were re-
arrested for a sustained non-technical violation. Violation rates for 2010-11 were simifar to
those for 2009-10 clients. A sustained offense means the individual was charged with a crime
that was not fater dismissed or thrown out upon review and does not include technical
viofations of probation.

After enrolling in the program a majority of clients managed to avoid re-arrest for a new
offense (non-technical violation). Violation rates were analyzed for clients who received JIC
case management services in 2010-11, as well as 2009-10. Because of rolling enrollment, many
clients served in 2010-11 only have a one to two month post period. For example, a client who
enrolled in April 2011 would only have a two-month period to examine his/her violation rate
after receiving services. Looking back at 2009-10 clients allows an examination of violation
rates for a longer post period (up to 18 months) and provides for'a more valid analysis.
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Re-Arrest for a New Cffense: As depicted in the chart, about two thirds of JIC clients in both
2010-11 and of 2009-10 managed to avoid re-arrest for a new offense. Information on
technical violations is not included here. Arrest rates are for sustained offenses only.*’

Percentage of JJC Clients Arrested after Program Enrollment

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested at any time Arrested at any time
after service start after service start
NO YES Total NO | YES Total
1IC Clients with Count 94 65 159 148 67 215
Minimum Service
% of Toul 59.i% 40.9% 100.0% 68.8% 31.2% 100.0%

Violation Rate Befare and After Enrofiment: The chart on the following page depicts the
quarterly violation rate of JIC clients before and after program enrollment. As expected, nearly
half (46%) violated in the quarter preceding their enrollment in the program and nearly all
violated in the preceding three quarters.”® Violation rates decreased significantly after
enrollment.*® A nine-month pre/post analysis found that in the nine months preceding
enrollment two-thirds (or, 66% of clients violated), compared to a third nine months after
program enrollment. *°

* Minimum threshold of service is 9.5 hours of service. Clients with fewer than 9.5 hours of service were not
included in this analysis. Results were statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

3 79% of clients violated in the nine months preceding enrollment in the program. The remaining 21% of clients
likely violated more than 9 months prior to enrollment and/or experienced a delay between arrest and processing
of the charge. The sample is matched for the first five quarters {from nine months before to six months after the
first date of service). Technical viclations are excluded from this analysis.

* This chart shows changes in quarterly violation rates for new offenses (non-technical violations) for 1IC clients
who recejved at least 9.5 hours of service in 2010-11. Sample n is shown on the right axis. Appendix C provides a
description of the matching process and sample size for each analysis.

4 Analysis of 2010-11 clients who received minimum threshold of services {5.5 hours). Statistically significant at
p=0.001. N= 145.
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Proportion of JJC Clients who Violated
Probation Each Quarter
(served 2010-2011)

100% . 250

90!.5% 5 e : .
‘80%.
T0%
C 60%:
50%
0% -
303
20%.
10%.
0%

Minimum service threshold = 9.5 total {(individual and group) service hours. Quarterly arrest rates
not cumulative. Onjy new {nontechnicai} Viefations are counted.

Finding 4.2, At 18 months almost 60% of 2009-10 clients managed to avoid violating suggesting
that participation in the program js associated with decreased criminal justice involvement.

Cumulative violation rates were examined for JJC clients who received services in 2009-10 in
order to determine whether decreases observed immediately after program enrollment were
sustained. The analysis found that statistically significant decreases in recidivism were
sustained among JIC clients, though violation rates appear to steadily creep back up over time.
Eighteen months after enrolling in the program, about 60% of clients had managed to avoid a
re-arrest that resuited in a sustained offense.

[t is important to note that at some point prior to program enrollment all JIC clients were
arrested with a sustained offense at least once. Among juvenile probationers serving time in
detention is associated with further criminal justice involvement. Taken together, these data
suggest that participation in JJC programs is protective against further criminal justice
involvement.
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CumulativeViolation Rate
(Proportion of JJC Clients who Violated

100% Probation) 20
b0 4 {served 2009-10) .|
o T saaimlenT T T ———T 'J.E_D ,‘

[ S | *

Minimum service threshold = 9.5 total {individual and group) service hours. Only new
{nontechnical) violations are counted. '

Intermediate Criminal Justice OQutcomes:

The Juvenile Justice Center/QUSD Wrap-Around

Services strategy aims to support successful reentry through school re-engagement, case

management, and supervision
provided through Alameda County
Division of Juvenile Probation.
Pre/post tests measured student’s
perceptions regarding their ahility to
comply with the terms of their
probation. JIC clients were, in
general, optimistic about their ability
to comply with probation, as noted in
theifollowing chart.

Finding 4.2: Though information on
client risk and needs is stiff being
integrated into the JJC model, clients
served by the JJC were df moderate

Compliance with Terms of

Probation (n=160)
Source: Pre/Post Test, JC/OUSD Clients 2009-
10 & 20i00-11 .

| try to stay away from
situations that will
compromise the terms of
my probation or parole.

| am confident in my ability
to complete the terms of
my probatijon or parole.

% of Clients with a Positive Qutcome

risk, slightly higher than the overall

juvenile probationer population in Alameda County. There were significant differences in
amount of service based on risk level. Clients who violated received more services on average
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than those that did not. Clients who received fewer than the minimum threshold of services (9.5
hours) violated less.

Risk assessment scores provide information about a client’s level of criminogenic risk, as well as
an assessment of needs. An evidence-based practice in reentry programming is to use risk
assessment information to identify the appropriate amount and type of services for clients. A
client with a relatively low level of risk, will benefit from less intensive services, while a client
with a high level of risk may need a more intensive level of support.*

The 1IC is still working on incorporating risk assessment into the referral process and model for
service delivery. During 2010-11 risk assessment scores were not part of routine information
provided by Probation to community-based organizations during referral. There were several
reasons for this- the Probation Department is exploring the adoption of a different risk
assessment tool to better evaluate juvenile probationers. Procedures for referral and
information transfer are still being modified by different system partners (DHS, Probation,
OUSD, and community based organizations). Finally, turnover within Transition Center staff
caused a decrease in the amount of information provided to programs. In terms of service
delivery, DHS is still working to integrate the tailoring of services based on levels of risk and
need into its service delivery model. The analysis below lends support to the need to articulate
how services should be calibrated for clients with different risk levels as part of the JIC model.

Risk Factors of JJC Clients: Overall, JJC clients were slightly higher risk than the average juvenile
probationer in Alameda County, based on the results of a validated risk and needs assessment,
but still well within the moderate risk range. The analysis found that JIC participants had
average risk assessment scores in both
2009-10 and 2010-11 that were 2 points
higher than nen-OMY juvenile
probationers during the same time

Difference in Risk Among JIC and Non-
OMY Juvenile Probationers

period.
40 -

e The risk assessment includes a gg 1
scale of 0-42, which is used to 25
determine whether a client is low %g i
risk, moderate risk, high risk, or 10 - 15.96 13.9
very high risk. g 1

. JC participants' mean risk 2009-10 JIC 2010-11JIC Non-Measure Y
assessment scores were within Participants Participants Probationers

2009-2011

the "Moderate Risk" range.

' The Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) Scores youth from 0-42 to determine their
Total Risk/Need Level. Youth scoring 0-8 are considered Low Risk, youth scoring 9-22 are considered Moderate
Risk, youth scoring 23-34 are considered High Risk, and youth scoring 35-42 are considered Very High Risk.
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e The highest risk clients are typically referred to other Probation Department programs.

Service Dosage by Risk Level: An analysis of service levels by risk assessment score found that
different service levels were associated with different levels of risk. While high-risk youth are
appropriately targeted with higher levels of service, low-risk youth receive similarly high levels.

s Although low risk youth received less service in 2010-11 than in 2009-10, they did
receive more service hours than either moderate or high risk youth.

e This analysis also demonstrates the need for greater integration of risk assessment
information into the service model. Programs provided services based on informal
assessments of risk and need and were not privy to formal risk assessment scores.

e There are a number of possible reasons for these differences. Lower risk clients may be
more amenable to services, while higher risk clients may, for the reasons they are
deemed moderate or high risk, be more difficult to engage or serve. This is an area of
future study, especially as the JJC moves towards greater integration of risk assessments
into the program model.

Average Service Hours by Risk Level 2009-10 JJC Clients

T T 13

Low Risk Youth Moderate Risk Youth High Risk Youth Very High Risk Youth

m 2009-10 o2010-11

Service Dosage, Violations and Risk: The evaluation also examined the amount of service
juvenile probationers received to understand whether there was a relationship between the
amount of service clients received and violation rates based on levels of risk. This analysis also
shows that the higher the risk score, the more likely clients were to recidivate especially among
youth who received 9.5 or more hours of service. It should be noted that because the sample
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sizes for each risk category of youth who received fewer than 9.5 hours were relatively small,
statistical tests were not conducted. In addition, there may be statistically significant
differences between clients who participate for fewer than 9.5 hours, compared to those that
participated for more that the evaluation was not able to detect given available data. A final
limitation for this analysis is that violation rates for 2010-11 are likely biased downwards due to
a short post period. Given these limitations, these results should be interpreted with caution
and point to the need for further examination of the relationship between risk level, service
dosage, and violation rates in future evaluations.

e Lower and moderate risk youth who received fewer than 9.5 hours of service violated
less than those who received more than 9.5 hours of service,

s High-risk youth violated more across both groups. This suggests that youth who are
identified as high or very high risk are more likely to violate than those in lower risk
categories.

o  When looking across risk types, clients who received 9.5 or fewer hours of service
violated less than those that received more than the minimum service threshold.
Clients with fewer service hours had lower violation rates. As noted above, the rates for
2010-11 are likely biased downwards.

Number of JJC Clients Who Committed A Post-Program
Violation by Service Hours Received 2009-11
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This finding points to important differences in terms of client outcomes related to service
dosage and risk level. Since there are notable difference in likelihood to viclate based on risk
type, it is important that risk assessment information be routinely made available to case
management programs. It also suggests that more services do not necessarily equal better
cutcomes when it comes to recidivism, especially for clients with low or moderate levels of risk.
There is a clear need to more formerly account for differences in risk levels in the overall design
of the JIC strategy. These results should be viewed within the larger context of the positive
impact the JIC strategy has on recidivism overall; these results point to opportunities to
continue to refine the model and should not be interpreted as adverse strategy impacts.
Finally, it will be important for the evaluation te continue to examine the relationship between
risk levels, service dosage, and recidivism to better understand the impact of the 1IC strategy.

Education Outcomes

Finding 4.3 Participation in the Juvenile justice Center/OUSD Wrap-Around Services programs
wgs associated with significant decreases in truancy and small, but statistically significant,
increases in suspension rates. J/C clients also reported improved behavior, attendance, and
plansifor educational attainment dfter program participation.

An important goal of the Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap-Around Services is to strengthen
schoo! engagement and increase educational attainment among juvenile probationers. Finding
the appropriate schoaol placement and decreasing the length of time between release and re-
enroliment are the first step to re-engaging juvenile probationers in school. Ongeing case
management focused on school engagement upon reentry also supports this goal.

Truancy: 1JC participants experienced statistically significant improvements in truancy after
enrolling in the program.* The proportion of 2010-11 1IC students who were either chronically
or habitually truant declined after program participation. More than 60% were chrenically or
habitually truant before enrolling in the program, while less 40% were after. These data suggest
that participation in JIC contributes towards better attendance.”®

“2 sample size for IC Clients was 98. Not all students served in 2010-11 matched to the 2009-10 OUSD data set.
The sample size for OUSD students was 8423 in 2009-10 and 8481 in 2010-11. JIC sample for truancy and
suspension analyses includes students who recejved a minimum of 2.5 hours of group service or 7.5 hours of
individual service. OUSD sample included al} OUSD students in grades 9-12 who did not receive MY services.
Changes were significant at a 95% confidence level; p=0.001. Appendix C provides additional detail on the sample
size for the QUSD analyses.

* Habitual truancy is described as 5-9 unexcused absences in a given schoal year. Chronic truancy is described as
10+ unexcused absences in a given schoo} year. The total n=95.
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Suspension; Slightly more than half of JIC students were suspended before and after program
participation from 58% of 2010-11 1IC

students suspendeciln the year p.rlor Percent of §JC Participants Chronically or

to enrollment to 53% suspended in the X d
Habitually Truant Pre and Post Service

year they were enrolled. However, 100% -

those students who were suspended 90% .

were suspended more frequently after 80%

program participatior‘a.44 Suspension 70% -

rates increased across OUSD as well. 0% -

It is important to note that few schools | 50% -

have focused on developing the 40% - )

capacity to address the needs of 30% A 57.9%

reentry youth. if a young person is 20% -

known to be on probation by school 10% A

staff, suspension may be used 0% - T :

disproportionately to address behavior Chronically Truant Habituall)_fror Cthronically

ruan
challenges. If re-entry youth are B 2009-10 (year before service) O 2010-11 {year of service)
coming to school more regularly {as

noted in the truancy analysis), they.are

more likely to be suspended because of the factors noted above. Finally, because suspension
rates are highly dependent on teacher and administrative action, external agencies working
within the schools are often limited in their ability to impact them.

Percentage of JIC Participants Suspension Rates 2009-10 Compared
Suspended Pre and Post Service to 2010-11
100.0% 0.03 -
a’o‘t}% - . ' 0.025 +
60.0% «-— 0021
S ' 0.015 -
40.0%. 0.01
“20.0%: - oot - ] | 0.005 A , _
LT i B _ - “ %
90 = - P ’ C Participant " ot OUSD Student ’
2m@lo (Yé,ar‘ 2019‘11 [yea:z 1€ Participants er udents
‘before service)  Of seivice) W 2009-10 ©12010-11

“The sample size for the suspension analysis was 92 for 11C clients. The sample was 8315 in 2009-10 and 8442 in
2010-11 for other OUSD students. It included all students in grades $-12 who did not receive services. P= 0.001.
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Intermediate Education-Related Outcomes: Pre/post tests also measured short-term changes
in attendance, behavior, and attitudes towards educational attainment after program
participation, depicted in the following chart. The chart below shows the percent of clients who
either maintained a positive outcome or reported an improvement on the indicator after
program participation. JC clients reported fewer problems with attendance and suspensions,
and improved attitudes towards plans for future educational attainment.

e Almost all students had improved aspirations in relation to graduating from high school
or getting a GED after enrolling in the program.

* 85% reported a decrease in behavior problems leading to suspension, while two-thirds
reported decreased truancy.

SchoolEducation Related Outcomes
(n=160)
Source: PrefPost Test, J|JC/OUSD Clients 2009-10 & 20i0-11
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Resiliency & Protective Factors

Finding 4.4 Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD Wrap-Around Services clients reported an increase in
protective factors after participation in programming.

Factors such as relationships with caring adults, ability to manage anger and emotions
effectively, and risk taking behavior can prevent, protect, and reduce the harm associated with
violence. The JJC/OUSD Wrap-Around Services strategy incorporates the principles and
approaches of youth development into placement and case management services, focusing on
meeting young people where they are at and developing trusting relationships with caring
adults and pro-social peer groups. The charts below shows the percent of clients who either
maintained a positive outcome or reported an improvement on the indicator after program
participation.

Relationships with Peers and Adults: The following chart depicts the proportion of clients who
experienced positive changes on items addressing relationships with peers and caring adults, as
reported on pre/post tests,
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* Participation in JIC programs was associated with improved relationships with a caring
adult. Almost all clients experienced a positive outcome on this item after participation.

s  While about two-thirds of clients reported relationships more supportive peer groups,
about two-thirds (60%} are still associating with negative peer groups.

Relationships with Peers and Supportive Adults
(n=160)
“1Sourfe PrefPost Tes JCAOUSD Clrents 200910 4201011 -
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Anger Management; A key indicator of resiliency is the ability to manage stress, conflict, and
anger, which can help young people stay in school and avoid violence and/or future criminal
justice involvement. While about half of clients reported improvements on anger management
indicators, the other half experienced neutral or negative outcomes on these indicators,
suggesting that participation in the JIC programs was not associated with improvements on this
indicator. The chart below depicts the proportion of clients who experienced positive outcomes
after program participation. :

e About half of clients served by the JIC reported improvements in their ability to
maintain calm and manage stress.

¢ Fewer than half of clients reported an improvement in their ability to think before they
react to a situation.

Anger Management and Resiliency
(n=160)
Source: Pre/Post Test, JJC/OUSD Clients 2009-10 & 2010-11

| am not always able to stay calm when
life gets stressful.

A lot of times | don't really think about
the consequences before | react to a
SitUatiOn. M e SUP Ey T, LT bophast o e b b S

% of Clients with o Positive Qutceme

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 44



Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Findings: Strategy — Level Results

Discussion

The evaluation of the Juvenile Justice/OUSD Wrap Around Strategy examined client-level
changes in school engagement, criminal justice involvement, and resiliency/protective factors.
Among the most important findings:

¢ Juvenile probationers who reside in Oakland are being re-enrolled within one day of
release. The JIC strategy eliminates barriers to enrollment by co-locating educational
placement services at Juvenile Hall.

e JJCclients who received case management experienced significant decreases in criminal
justice involvement after enrolling in the program, suggesting that program
participation can protect against recidivism..

¢ There were important differences in violation rates based on risk type and amount of
service, pointing to the need to continue to modify the 11C service model so that it takes
differences in student risk level into account.

¢ 1JC clients attended school more regularly, but were suspended at slightly higher rates
after program participation.

¢ Clients reported positive changes in relation to school engagement, resiliency, and
criminal justice involvement after receiving services.
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. YOUNG ADULT REENTRY AND EMPLOYMENT

introduction

During 2010-11, Measure Y allocated $1.3 million of funding for the Young Adult Reentry and
Employment strategy. The strategy focuses primarily on ex-offender populations, including
adults and young adults on probation or parole. Programs within the Young Adult Reentry &
Employment strategy target young adults aged 18-35. The strategy includes two primary
approaches:

Project Choice: Project Choice is an approach to supporting reentry by beginning services while
individuals are incarcerated and continuing those services post-release. Volunteers of America
Bay Area and The Mentoring Center each provide intensive support to parolees returning to
Qakland. Case managers begin working with clients during incarceration, providing case
management, life skills coaching, peer support, and reentry planning. Upon release, case
managers broker services such as substance use treatment, mental health services, housing,
employment and other resources that support a successful reentry. Clients receive cognitive
behavioral group therapy, peer support, and ongoing case management.

Reentry Employment: Reentry Employment Reentry
programs provide short-term work experience - Employment
and job-readiness to adults and young adults on Funded L
probation or parole. One program also provides Programs Key Activities
job placement in the competitive job market.  Youth Job tram'ng'.wbs'd'zed
_ ) ) . Employment work experience,
Four non-profits receive contracts to provide " Partnership vocational training,
reentry employment and training, which includes education, support
subsidized job training, transitional jobs, and job services, and unsubsidized
lacement and retention support. The goal of e placement. - o-
P _ pport. 1he g . Volunteers of Crew-based subsidized
reentl'\/ employment 1S tO pl’OVIde C||ent5 Wlth the America, Bay employment to Parolees as
skills and experience to secure and keep a job. Area ) part of an 8 -person crew.
Goodwill Job readiness training and
The Problem & the Young Adult Reentry “industries of The  temporary subsidized ‘
Employment Strategy Theory of Change Greater East Bay  employment to parolees '
| " o« .. ......andprobationers.
The Young Adult Reentry Employment strategy The Workfirst Job placement and
aims to break the cycle of recidivism by Foundation retention support to
: (America Works) parolees and probatjoners.

supporting the reentry process and linking
offenders with a job. A disproportionate percentage of the ex-offender population in Alameda
County returns to Oakland upon release. The reentry population is especially at risk of re-
offending during the first six months of transition from incarceration to reentry. In order to
successfully re-integrate into their communities, ex-offenders need a range of supports from
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food and housing to employment and mental health or substance use treatment.” While
employment can be protective against further criminal justice involvement, ex-offenders tend
to have low levels of educational attainment, little work experience, and few employable skills
that make them attractive to potential employers. A recard of incarceration makes it hard to
secure employment, particularly during an economic downturn. € A job is critical to breaking
the cycle of recidivism. As participants become reintegrated and successful in the workplace,
they will be less likely to engage in criminal activity, more likely to adhere to the terms of their
probation, and more likely to attain higher levels of education or vocational training.

The Young Adult Reentry Employment strategy is designed to reduce re-incarceration rates
among the more than 300 parolees and probationers that receive services. The Project Choice
programs are built on the premise that ex-offenders will be less likely to recidivate during the
first six months post release if reentry planning begins during incarceration and supportive
resources and services are provided during the transition period. The reentry employment
programs are founded on the belief that temporary work experience provides ex-offenders
with the skills and credentials to obtain competitive, living wage employment, and direct
placement in the competitive job market will prevent further criminal justice involvement.

Evaluation Quastion 5: What services were provided to Young Adult Reentry and

Employment clients and were they delivered as planned?

Finding 5.1 Within the Young Adult Reentry & Employment strategy, Project Choice enrofled 156
clients, while Reentry Employment programs enrolfed 226 clients.

Funding for Young Adult Reentry & Employment services was allocated to four non-profit
organizations to deliver reentry and employment services {job-readiness, waork experience, and
job placement), two non-profit organizations to work with the reentry population through
Project Choice, and the Reentry Employment Specialist.

5 “reentry.” Office of Justice.

**Raphael, Steven. “The Employment Prospects of Ex-Of- fenders.” In Sociaf Policy Approaches that Promote Seff-
Suffi- ciency and Financial Independence Among the Poor, edited by Carolyn Heinrich and John Karl Scholz.
Copyright forthcoming.
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* The Reentry Employment Specialist held 33 employment events for the reentry
population during 2010-11, an average Service Hours: Project Choice
of 3 events per month. - (n=156)

e Project Choice enrolled 156 clients Source: CicySpan Download 8/1/201|

during the fiscal year; 10% or 15 of _— 4 Avsgigé ‘
these clients were enrolled in work Hours Clients. Client
experience offered through other Work Experience 3,104 IS 2069
Measure Y programs. ' Case Management 3612 156 232"
¢ Reentry Employment programs Peer 3,049 983 31

enrolled 229 clients during 2010-11. Support/Counseling

Project Choice: Clients receive reentry planning during incarceration and case management and
life skills support post release.

Reentry Employment: 229 cIierits were enrolled in Reentry Employment programs. 98 clients
received work experience (subsidized temporary employment), while 160 received life skills and
pre/employment skill building.

Client Retention: On average, clients enrolled
in Reentry Employment programs received
slightly less than three months of service, as
expected. Several programs within this cluster
operate on a three-month cohort model, with

Service Hours: Reentry Employment
(n=229)
Source: CitySpan Download 8/1/201 |

: i Average
clients exited from the program after # # per
completing a specified amount of work , . Hours Clients  Client
experience within the quarter. Work Experience 15,348 ) ,98 156.6
Basic Education

Project Choice clients were on average Training o _7‘652 - %'_1 . 353
enrolled in programs for five months, also as Case Management 1235 140 88
expected. Young Adult Reentry & Employment  Peer . 874 e 46
programs enrolled 125% or 117 more clients Support/Counseling : '

h h . Life Skills and Pre- 3213 160 20.1
than they were contracted to serve, which Employment Skills = :
indicates that clients who dropped out were " Job Skills’Vocational 2748 43 63.9

replaced with new clients. This level of client

Training

turnover is not unexpected for programs serving high-risk populations.
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Young Adult Reentry and Employment
Client Retention 2010-11
Source: CitySpan download 8/1/2011

250 -

The Awra%e Reentry: client
200 4-N\——-i - receives;2.7 months.of .
service

E The Avefage Project
+-Choice-client receives
5.1 months of servr'ée

150

100 A

e Project Choice e Reentry Employment

Evaluation Question 6: What impact did the Reentry Employment cluster of programs

have on the clients they served?

Criminal justice and resiliency outcomes were examined for Reentry Employment participants,
including those who received services through Goodwill Industries, Volunteers of America Bay
Area Crew-Based Employment, Youth Employment Partnership Reentry Employment, and
America Works (Workfirst Foundation).*’

Matched Data Analysis: A matched data analysis between CitySpan service records for Reentry
Employment programs and Alameda County Adult probation records was conducted, examining
arrest rates for clients twelve months before program enrollment and twelve months after
enroliment. It is important to note several limitations that must be considered in interpreting
these data.

» The sample for this analysis includes all clients with valid records matched to Adult
Probation, who had service hours entered into CitySpan.

s Many Adult Reentry programs also serve parolees. The recidivism rates should not be
generalized to all programs within the Reentry Employment cluster because rates for
. parolees are not available.

e Further, the 2010-11 recidivism rates were calculated post-program enrollment.
Because programs use either a quarterly cohort or rolling enroliment model, for many
clients the 2010-11 post period was fewer than three months because they were

7 Project Choice programs were not included in the matched data analysis because California Department of
Corrections & Rehabilitation data were not available for 2010-11. America Works clients were not included in the
service dosage analysis because the program does not enter client service information.
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enrolled in the spring. Recidivism rates shown here reflect no more than 24 months of
data for any individual client, and often less.

Pre/Post Tests: Pre/post tests were administered upon enrollment and again after 3-6 months
of service. Among Reentry Employment programs, 89 clients served anytime from 2009-2011
completed both a pre and a post-test.

Finding 6.1 Nearly oil Measure Y probationers served through Reentry Employment programs
were agble to comnply with the terms of their probation. The recidivism rate for probationers
served in 2010-11 was less than 2%, based on a matched data analysis with Alameda County
Adult Probation records. Resufts should not be generalized to the impact of the overall strategy
because parolee outcomes were not examined.

Despite the limitations outlined above, a review of Alameda County Adult Probation records
found that most Measure Y probationers served through Reentry Employment programs were
able to comnply with the terms of their probation. Further, a look at the past three years
suggests that probationers who participate in Measure Y Reentry Employment programs are
managing to avoid further criminal justice involvement at least during the short term.

» The three-year average recidivism rate (for a new offense/non-technical violation) was
5.5% for clients enrolled in Reentry Employment programs that were on probation.

* While comparable information is not available for probationers who did not receive
services, about a quarter (23%) of probationers in Alameda County have their probation
revoked for a technical violation or new offense annually. Relative to the general
population, Measure Y probationers experienced lower rates of re-arrest. *®

» However, 98 or about half of Reentry Employment clients are on parole. Parolees are
categorically at a higher level of risk than probationers. While encouraging, these data
do not provide a complete picture of Reentry Employment programs’ impact on
recidivism among the clients who received services in 2010-11.

Violation Rate: Reentry Employment Clients Served in 2009-10 &2010-11

Served 2009-10 Served 2010-11
Arrested at any time Arrested at any time
after service start after service start
NO YES Total NO YES Total
Count 105 10 15 107 2 109
Reentry - ;
Employment % of Total 91.3% 8.7% 100.0% 98.2% 1.8% 100.0%

%2009 California Criminal Justice Profile, Statewide and by County. Table 7: Adult Probation Caseload and Actions
by Level of Offense and Percent Distribution {(Alameda County).
California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistjcs Center {CJSC). 2009,
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Finding 6.2 Enrollment in Measure Y programs was associated with decreased recidivism among
adult probationers served through Reentry Employment programs.

A pre/post analysis of quarterly per client violation was conducted for Reentry Employment
clients who received any amount of service in 2010-11. A paired t-test analysis'found that the
decline in per-client arrests following entry into Measure Y service was statistically significant at
the 95% confidence level."’The chart below depicts this decline in criminal justice involvement.

e Among the 94 clients for whom valid pre/post data were available, none violated during
the first two quarters of enrollment in Measure Y.

e This trend suggests that enroliment in Measure Y Reentry Employment programs is
protective against further criminal justice involvement among adult probationers during
the short term.

Percentage of Reenty Clients who Violated Probation

Each Quarter
(Served 2010-201 1)

18% 100
16% ‘ Ysamplen % - 90
14% i . — - 80
12% * S A (¢
10% ; T 80
8% - : ool 20
6% 4 7 ¢ - 30
4% - Tt 20
2% e . - i L 10
0% . |
3Q Q1 Q2 a3

| - . .Fi::tOMY 3
Cona

Note: Sarnple from 3Q-Q1 was constructed to include matched pairs. Violations include felony and misdemeanor
offenses.

*® A paired t-test analysis found that the per client violation rate decline from one quarter before program
enrollment to the first quarter after enrollment was statistically significant at a 95% confidence level (p=0.04*). No
other changes from quarter to quarter were found to be statistically significant. The sample includes only clients
for whom the full quarter of probation data was available. Sample from 3Q-Q1 was constructed to include
matched pairs
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Intermediate Client Qutcomes: Consistent with the matched data analysis which pointed to
decreased criminal justice involvement upon enrollment, almost all Reentry Employment clients
~ who completed pre and post-tests reported improvements in their ability to comply with the
terms of their probation or parole.

CompliancewithTerms of Probation or Parole

{n=89)
Source: Pre/Post Test, YAR Clients 2009-10 %201 0-1 |
1
1 :rv‘ to. my Fwiy frr.wn ﬂmﬁum zh—a: wlll -
SRR
p =18 i o

Jiaim conﬂd:ntln my ablli‘ty to. :omplate the. -
terrhs of ry probition ar parole

Tt )

e

% of Clients with a Posithre Qutcome

Employment Qutcomes

Finding 6.3 Clients enrolfed in Megsure Y Reentry Employment programs reported increased
confidence about their ability to find a job, but finding a long-term job placement continued to
be a challenge for many clients. :

Reentry Employment programs focus on improving clients’ employability through subsidized
work experience, job training and readiness classes, and job placement in the competitive job
market. A pre/post analysis found that clients reported improvements on job readiness
indicators, but that securing a job remained a challenge for many clients.

e Almost all clients were more confident about their ability to get and keep a job after
program participation. Nearly all clients experienced improvements in relation to their
career aspirations.

e  While 81% of clients received a referral for employment that resulted in an interview,
only 38% felt they were qualified for the position for which they received the referral.

* Less than half, or 40%, of clients felt they could conduct a job search independently.
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EmploymentOutcomes
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Resiliency & Protective Factor Outcomes

Finding 6.4 Clients enrolled in Measure Y Reentry Employment programs reported
improvements in refation to resiliency/protective factors.

Factors such as supportive relationships with family and friends, ability to manage anger and
emotions effectively, and decreased risk taking behavior can prevent, protect, and reduce the
harm associated with viclence. In addition to providing employment training and placement,
Reentry Employment programs use case management to identify client goals, support clients in
accessing employment and education services, and support pro-social activities that will
decrease the likelihood of further criminal justice involvement. Pre-post tests were
administered upon intake and again after clients received 3-6 months of service. The charts
below show the proportion of clients that either reported strength on each item to begin with
and sustained strength in this area after participating in the program, or showed improvement
on the item under question after receiving services.

Risk Taking: When clients avoid risky behaviors, such as spending time with or associating with

anti-social peer groups or substance use, they are less likely to find themselves in situations

that compromise the terms of their probation or parole. When people have jobs, they are less

likely to engage in such risk-taking activities. Reentry Employment clients reported decreases in
_risk taking behavior after program participation.
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RiskTaking
(n=89)
in the Past 30 Days...
Source: Pre/Post Test YAR Clients 2009-10 & 2010-1)
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Discussion

The evaluation of Reentry Employment examined client-level changes criminal justice
involvement, employment and resiliency/protective factors. Among the most important
findings:

¢ Almost all Reentry Employment adult prabationers included in the sample were able to
comply with the terms of their probation. The average 3 -year recidivism rate was 5.5%.
However, these results do not include recidivism rates for the 98 parolees who received
services and should not be generalized to all Reentry Employment clients.

* Reentry employment clients who completed pre/post tests felt more confident about
their ability to get and maintain a job. However, a majority still reported needing a lot
of help to conduct a job search.

* Almost all Reentry Employment clients reported that they were taking fewer risks, such
as carrying a weapon or using illegal drugs, after program participation.

lll. STRATEGY 3: STREET OUTREACH

Introduction

For the 2010-11 fiscal year, the Measure Y Initiative provided close to $719,000 in funding for
the street outreach/community organizing strategy to four non-profit arganizations: California
Youth Outreach (CYO)}, Healthy Oakland, City County Neighborhoaod Initiative (CCNI} and Youth
Uprising ARM. Healthy Oakland and CYO deploy street-based outreach workers to conduct
outreach to young people 18-35 at area “hot spots” or in response to a violent incident.
Outreach workers work evenings and weekends and connect clients to case management and
other resources. Street Outreach programs provide a range of services- from outreach to youth
involved in street violence or shootings, intensive outreach to young people interested in
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services, to case management for clients who are interested or ready to make a change in their
lives. This strategy-level evaluation examines the services and outcomes of those two programs
that delivered street outreach.*® CCNI provides place-based, community organizing in Sobrante
Park and the Hoover Historic District, while Youth Uprising ARM provides leadership
development, mentoring and case management to at-risk young people. Measure Y also funds
a Violence Prevention Coordinator to provide ongoing technical assistance to the street
outreach programs.

Problem and Street Qutreach Theory of Change

As noted above, Oakland has the third highest firearm homicide rate for pre-teens and teens in
the nation. Highland Hospital treats on average 200 youth and young adults who have been
victimized by violence annually. An estimated 13% of young people are involved in gangsin
QOakland, according to the California Healthy Kids Survey. Street violence is a significant
contributor to Oakland’s high homicide and shooting rates. it is important to note that young
people involved in street violence are not typically reached by traditional service programs;
they are young people who are resistant to institutions and programs either because of their
previous involvement in the criminal justice system or because they have disengaged from
school, work and other mainstream institutions. While such individuals may be on probation or
parcle, many are not under the supervision of criminal justice agencies. Youth involved in street
violence display many criminogenic risk factors such as gang involvement, anti-social peer
groups, truancy, poverty, and/or a fragmented family environment. They are among the
hardest to reach and the least likely to be successfully engaged through more traditional youth
programs.

Street Qutreach aims to interrupt street violence through the deployment of outreach workers
to hotspots and by connecting young people involved in street viclence with services and
supports based on their individual needs and stage of change. Street Outreach is a harm
reduction strategy, built on the premise that street violence is an entrenched community
problem with no easy solutions. Street outreach does not propose to eliminate street violence,
rather reduce the individual and community harms caused by it. Street outreach tempers the
negative impact of street violence by stemming involvement in gangs or other anti-social peer
groups and reducing retaliatory violence.

*® Results for CCNI, Youth Uprising ARM and the Violence Prevention Coordinator were reported in individual
program reports in April 2011 and are available at www.measurey.org.
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Evaluation Question 7: What services were provided by Street Outreach programs and
were they delivered as planned?

Finding 7.1 Street outreach workers were deployed to seven hotspots plagued by violence over
2,300 times during 2010-11.1 Outreach workers enrolled 581 clients in services, including
intensive outreach and cose management.

Measure Y funding was allocated to two non-profit organizations (CYQ and Healthy Oakland) to
conduct street outreach events, intensive outreach, and case management; funds also covered
the cost of the Violence Prevention Coordinator, who provided ongoing technical assistance to
the street outreach program.

Street outreach services move along a continuum of intensity and duration from low to high:

s Street Qutreach Events: Street outreach events refer to the deployment of teams of .
Qutreach Workers to neighborhood hotspots, where a recent incident has occurred or
where a pattern of violence has been observed. The purpose of events is to establish
relationships with young people who are congregating on the street, inform them about
the program, and interrupt cycles of retaliatory violence through conflict resolution
after a violent incident has transpired.

e Intensive OQutreach: Once an outreach worker begins to develop rapport with a
potential client, they begin to identify the young person’s needs and interests and begin
to link them with services to meet those needs. Intensive outreach is completed in five
to ten hours. If a client is at the stage of change where he/she is interested in accessing
additional resources, he/she is enrolled in case management.

e (Cose Management: The outreach worker may have many contacts with young people
on the street; of those many contacts, a much smaller number become Measure Y
clients, either through case management services provided through the program or
through referral to another program. The goal of this level of service is to provide
ongoing coaching and support and to broker resources that help clients to re-engage in
education, work, and pro-social peer groups.

Events Conducted: During 2010-11, Street Outreach programs conducted over 2,300 street
outreach events, reaching over 21,000 individuals.>

e Anaverage of 195 events per month were held during 2010-11.

*1 Over 2,300 street outreach events were held in 2010-11. An event refers to the deployment of a team of
outreach warkers to a hotspot location. Multiple events may be held at the same time within a hotspot, In these
cases teams of two outreach workers are deployed to djfferent locations within the hotspot.

The number of individuals may jnclude duplicated contacts made by djfferent teams of workers and should not
be interpreted as a non-duplicated count.
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e The VPP Coordinator also held 25 community
training events and 57
networking/collaborative meetings.

Client Service Hours: During 2010-11, Street

Qutreach programs enrolled 581 clients.
About two-thirds of clients received one type
of service only. 28% of clients received
intensive outreach only; 34% received case
management only.

Case Managed Clients: During 2010-11, 214
clients were enrolled in case

management with Healthy Oakland and
California Youth Outreach. Of those, 40%

Street Qutreach Events
Source:CitySpan Download 8/8/201 1

_Events Held 2,344
Evep; H_otjrs ) o 5,654
Event Participants '2I.I'32
Service Hours® (n=581)
Source; CitySpan Download 8/1/201 |
- #Hours # Clients |
Case Management 4,570 319
" Intensive Qutreach 1,879 352

Service Hours: Case Managed Clients
(n=214)

Source: CitySpan Download 8/1/201 |

also received intensive outreach and 55%
were connected through street outreach.

Client Retention: Street Qutreach
retained clients as expected for an

Average
# # per
o Hours Clients Client
Case Management 4537 214 21.2
Intensive Outreach 442 85 5.2

average of 2.5 months. Case managed

clients were enrolled on average for 3.6 months. These results are as expected- intensive

outreach is a brief

relationship
building and
referral service
where clients

Street Qutreach Client

Retention 2010-11

Source: CitySpan Download 8/1/201 |

T
H

_ 400
receive 5 to 10 350
hours of service, 300
usually within a @ 250
month or less. $ 200
Case managed S 150
clients are 100
expected to 58

recejve services for
about three to six
months. Street
Qutreach

= All OSO Clients (n=375)

Month of Service

= Case Managed Clients (n=131)

** In the subsequent tables, “Case Managed Clients” refers to all clients receiving at least 1 hour of case

management.

Prepared by Resource Development Associates 57




Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Findings: Strategy - Level Results

programs enrolled 157% or 140 more clients than they were contracted to serve, which
indicates that clients who dropped out were replaced with new clients.

Evaluation Question 8: What impact did Street Outreach have on the clients and

neighborhoods targeted with senvices?

Street outreach aims to achieve both client and community level outcomes through the
interventions described above. Starting in July 2009, Measure Y - funded street outreach teams
were deployed to seven “hotspot” locations in West, Central, and East Oakland. Hotspots are
specific areas that have experienced a disproportionately high level of crime. A crime trend
analysis examined changes in Part-1 Violent crimes before and after street outreach was
initiated in each hotspot location. Changes in crime in hotspot locations were compared to
trends in other Measure Y stressor beats not targeted for intervention. The relationship
between street outreach event hours and crime trends was also examined to determine if there
was a relationship between the two.

Pre/post Tests: Intermediate outcomes for case managed clients, including improvements in
employment, resiliency, and risk taking behavior were examined through pre/post tests.
Pre/post tests were administered upon enrollment and again after 3-6 months of service.
Within the Street Outreach strategy, 160 case managed clients completed pre/post tests in
2009-10 and 2010-11.

Finding 8.1 Crime in locations targeted with street outreach mirrored that df other Measure ¥
stressor beats. Though changes in crime were not significantly associated with street outreach
event hours in the hotspots, the size df hotspots may be too /arge to detect statistically
significant changes in crime.

Crime Trends: Through the deployment of outreach workers to specific locations plagued by
violence, the Street Qutreach strategy aims to interrupt street violence and reduce related
crime in those neighborhoods. Crime trends in the seven hotspots targeted with street
outreach were examined over the past year to determine whether there were significant
changes in crime as a result of street outreach. ** This analysis found no relationship between
street outreach events and crime trends in any of the seven areas.

e Crime trends in hotspots mirrored those of other Measure Y stressor beats not receiving
street outreach interventions.

e There was no relationship between the number of event hours in a month and crime
trends. That is, increased event hours were not positively correlated with decreases in
crime.

S

** Crime trend analysis examined trends in each hotspot in relation to Measure Y Street Outreach target offenses
{a sub-set of Part-1 crimes that street outreach aims to stem} and compared them to other Measure Y high
stressor beats not recejving street outreach.
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The chart below depicts the average number of crimes targeted by outreach in hotspots on
days that outreach workers were deployed compared to days in which outreach workers were
not deployed. There were no significant differences observed in any of the hotspots.”

Average OSO Target Crimes Per Day in Hotspots, 2010-11

140 7 - - - - e i

1.20
1.00
0.80
0.60
0.40
0.20
0.00

Central East | East 2 East 3 West A West B

® Qutreach B No Qutreach

Hotspots Targeted with Qutreach: Hotspots which range in sizeifrom less than a Community
Policing beat, to two or more community policing beats may be too large to achieve statistically
significant decreases in crime given available outreach workers. The map below depicts the
hotspots targeted with outreach during 2010-11. The central Oakland hotspots are contiguous.

e OQutreach workers were deployed five days a week, generally spending time at each
hotspot every day they worked. Within each hotspot, teams of workers conducted
outreach at different locations, but reported that they rarely covered the entire hotspot
because of the sheer size.

¢ Though the analysis above found no significant relationship between outreach and
crime trends, it is possible that street outreach contributed towards reductions in
shootings and homicides at specific locations within hotspots that were not detected in
the hotspot wide analysis.

e  While the 2009-10 evaluation detected a relationship between street outreach events
and crime trends, it is important to note than many external factors correlated with
crime trends have changed in the past year. The QOakland Police Department has
experienced a significant reduction in the size of its force {more than 25%) and crime
has been trending upwards over the past year both locally and nationally. The
differences in results from year to year may be attributed in part to a change in these

>+Excludes domestic disputes and non-geocoded crimes. Geocoding errors are assumed to be random
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conditions. It is possible that the presence of street outreach workers mitigated more
significant increases in crime and violence that are difficult to measure.

¢ Finally, street outreach is a model that is still evolving at a local and national level. As
Oakland continues to modify the street outreach strategy, the evaluation will need to
integrate addltlonal methodologles to falrly evaluate its |mpact
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Finding 8.2 Clients enrolfed in Street Qutreach case management reported improvements in
short term outcomes in relation to resiliency and protective factors.

Factors such as supportive relationships with family and friends, ability to manage anger and
emotions effectively, and decreased risk taking behavior can prevent, protect, and reduce the
harms associated with violence. Street Outreach programs use case management to identify
client goals, support clients in accessing employment and education services, and support pro-
social activities that will decrease the likelihood of further involvement in street violence. Pre-
post tests were administered upon intake and again after clients received 3-6 months of
service. The charts below show the proportion of clients that either reported strength on each
item to begin with and sustained strength in this area after participating in the program, or

. showed improvement on the item under question after receiving services.

Relationships with Adults & Peers: The following chart depicts the proportion of clients who
experienced positive changes on items addressing relationships with peers and caring adults.
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e Street Qutreach clients reported improvements in terms of relationships with
supportive adults.

¢ While about half of clients reported relationships more pasitive peer groups, about two-
thirds are still associating with negative peer groups. Given Street Qutreach programs’
focus on high-risk young peaple involved in street violence, these results are not
unexpected.

Relationships with Peers and Supportive Adults
(n=160)
Source Pre/Post Test OSO Clients 2009-10&2010-¢ 1

Therels an‘aduitin my e who belleves | Wil o
‘amceeed.

I'reeeive fielp or support from at |east ana-gm -] ]

The pedpie | hargolt with hélp me. when 1 am g

:havlrzgahard tme: —
“The peoplel hang but ¥ di gt IAto 3 rnmﬁ : ‘5 3
trenible,” : >

!( af Cllentswith a Poﬁﬁl_-e Oou:ame

Anger Management: The ability to manage one’s negative emotions and stay calm under stress
can help young people stay out of trouble and avoid conflict that may lead to violence. Street
Qutreach clients experienced mixed cutcomes on measures of anger management. While
three-quarters reported improvements in their ability to avoid being influenced by anti-social
peer groups, only a third reported that they were better able to stay calm under stress.

AngerManagement and Resiliency
{n=i60)
Source: Pre/Post Test, OSO Clients 2009-10 & 2010-11

- .
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e

% of Clients with a Positive Outcome

Risk Taking: When clients experience spend less time with anti-sacial peer groups or address
their substance use issues, they are less likely to find themselves in situations that may
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compromise the terms of their probation or parole. Street Qutreach clients reported decreased
substance use and less association with negative peer groups after participating in the program.

Risk Outcomes
(n=160)
In the Past 30 Days...
Source: Pre/Post Test, OSO Clients 2009-10 & 20 10-11

iEither | cir-somiecng dhat | harig cut it ured e
' .lltggitl drugs. - l —

rEithér).or sqh\“ep‘_neﬁia_t‘l Ihsng cutAlli-drank: - ]
torel, ﬂ

Elthcr'l"dr(so‘uiep_r)é that i hang out with carried:
& weapon suchas d gun, knife or dub - i

% of Cllents with a Potithre Quteome

Employment Outcomes: Street Outreach

programs assist case managed clients in Employment Outcomes
meeting employment and education goals, (n=160)

by providing support with job searches, . Source: Pre/Post Test, OSC Clients 2009-10 &
linking them to other Measure Y 2010- I_'

employment programs, and navigating

school/GED program enroliment.A pre/post The referral(s) | received

analysis found that more than three- resulted in an interview.
guarters of street outreach clients received
a referral for a job that they were qualified

for, suggesting that programs are | have received a job
effectively working with clients to address referral(s) for a position |
am quallﬁEd for.

their employment goals. Programs reported
that finding a job was a top priority for
many clients and outreach workers ability
to link clients with jobs was critical to
successful engagement.

% of Clients with a Positive G
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Discussion

The evaluation of the Street Outreach Strategy examined whether there were significant
changes in crime trends as a result of street outreach services, as well as intermediate changes
in relation to employment, risk-taking behavior, and resiliency/protective factors. Among the
most important findings:

¢« There was no relationship between crime trends in hotspots targeted with street
outreach and the deployment of street outreach workers to those locations. Hotspots
are likely too large to detect significant changes in crime given available outreach
resources.

¢ Clients who received case management through street outreach reported
improvements in relation to risk and resiliency indicators, such as relationships with

caring adults and anger management, but were still associating with negative peer
groups.

e Street outreach, according to client reports, is helping clients access employment. More
than three quarters of clients received a referral for a job that they were qualified for
and/or a referral for a job that they were qualified for.
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The 2010-11 evaluation of the Measure Y Violence Prevention Program initiative examined the
services and impacts at the initiative and strategy-level. The initiative evaluation reports on the
services and intermediate cutcomes reported by clients. Among the most important initiative
findings:

e Measure Y served over 4,600 clients in 2010-11. Violence Prevention Programs provided
services to over 4,600 Oakland residents in 2010-11 and allocated over $5.2 million
dollars to community-based organizations to deliver prevention and interventions
services to individuals at risk for perpetrating, falling victim to, or suffering from
exposure to violence. The cost of providing services was in line with other similar
violence prevention programs in other communities.

* (lients reported improvements on risk and resiliency indicators. According to pre/post
test results, most Measure Y clients experienced improvements on indicators of
resiliency and protective factors, job readiness, and their ability to comply with the
terms of their probation.and parole. Fewer than half of clients reported improvements
in relation to managing their emotions, avoiding association with negative peer groups,
and feeling confident about searching for a job;

o  Most adult and juvenile probationers served through Measure Y ore managing to stay
out of trouble and avoid further criminal justice involvement. Adult probationers served
through Measure Y for the most part managed to avoid further criminal justice
involvement {only 9% of those served in 2009-10 were arrested after receiving services).
About a third of juvenile probationers served through Measure Y were arrested with a
sustained offense after receiving services,

The strategy-level evaluation examined the services and client outcomes for clients who
received services through the Juvenile Justice Center/QUSD Wrap Around Services, Young Adult
Reentry & Employment, and Street Qutreach strategies. Among the most important strategy-
level findings: '

e Juvenile justice Center/OUSD Wrap Around Services (1/C) clients had significant
decreases in criminal justice involvement while they were enrolfed in the program. 11C
clients experienced statistically significant declines in criminal justice involvement
during the nine months following intake to service. The proportion of clients violating
nine months prior to program enrollment was 66%, compared to 33% of clients violating
after program participation. Eighteen months after intake about 60% of cllents managed
to avoid further criminal justice involvement,

e Nearly all Reentry Employment probationers managed to comply with the terms of their
probation during the first six months after enrofling in Measure Y services, though
outcomes for parolees were not analyzed. Reentry Employment probationers
experienced decreased criminal justice involvement after program participation. During
the first 6 months after intake, no probationers violated. The three-year average
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recidivism rate for Reentry Employment probationers was 5.5%. This suggests that
participation in Reentry Employment programs was protective against criminal justice
involvement over the short term.

While positive gains were observed among Reentry Employment probationers, they
should not be generalized to all clients because they do not include outcomes for
parolees. Parolees are categorically higher risk and may have experienced outcomes
that differed significantly from probationers,

While the deployment of street outreach workers to hotspots did not have appear to
have on impact on crime, hotspots may be too large to achieve neighborhood level
decreases in crime. No significant relationship was observed between the deployment of
street outreach workers to the seven hotspots and declines in crime. Given available
outreach resources, the size of the hotspots may have been too large to achieve
significant reductions in crime.

Given these findings, the evaluation makes the following recommendations:

integrate evidence-based practices into the design and delivery of strategies targeting the
adult and juvenile populations with prior criminal justice involvement that are tailored to
different levels of risk (high, medium, or low). Criminogenic risk assessments provide
information regarding the client’s level of risk for re-offense, which is critical to reaching
Measure Y’'s target population, as well as ensuring that appropriate services are delivered to
clients with different levels of risk. Measure Y should continue to integrate evidence based
practices in the design of services for individuals on probation and parole that aim to deliver an
appropriate amount and type of service based on results of risk and needs assessments.
Defining what this looks like for case management programs is especially important, because it
is a core Measure Y service. Building program capacity to deliver evidence-based practices
should be prioritized.

Strengthen the referral process to build on the JJC/OUSD Wrap Around Services strategy’s
success with re-enrolling young people in school and decreasing their criminal justice
involvement over the short term. The JIC/OUSD Wrap Around strategy is a system level solution
for re-engaging reentry youth in school that relies on collaboration between Juvenile Probation,
the school district, the City of Oakland, and community based organizations. As the strategy
moves fully into implementation phase, it is a good time to examine which aspects of the model
are working and areas for improvement. The referral process should be reviewed to ensure that
programs have as much information as possible on their client’s criminal history, level of risk
and needs, and readiness for program participation. Clarify roles, responsibilities, and
agreements between partners (OUSD, Juvenile Probation, DHS, and community based
organizations). Guidelines on amount of service or length of time clients receive services should
also be reviewed and calibrated based on level of risk.

Explore opportunities to expand employment opportunities for the Measure Y target
population. Participation in employment programs was associated with decreased criminal
justice involvement among adult probationers. Street Outreach clients also reported positive
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employment outcomes as a result of program participation. However, securing employment for
individuals with criminal records during an economic downturn is particularly challenging. Given
the positive benefits of employment, Measure Y should explore opportunities to integrate
employment placement into more strategies.

Examine the size of hotspots targeted with Street Outreach and consider reducing their size
given available resources. In some cases hotspots span multiple Community Policing beats,
outreach workers cannot cover all locations plagued by shooti ngs and homicides within the
hotspot. While outreach workers may be significantly interrupting violence at locations within
the seven hotspots, resources appear to be insufficient to impact violence across the hotspot.
In a time of increasing crime and decreasing police resources, it is important to continue to
clarify the role that street outreach can play in preventing and reducing violence by examining
what has worked locally and nationally.

Continue to work to obtain information on parolees so that Measure Y’s impact on this
population can be examined. While adult probationers managed to avoid further criminal
justice involvement for the most part, we do not know how parolees did after receiving services.
The City of Oakland should continue its efforts to obtain California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation data on parolees. ’
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0N

10.
1.

12.

13

14,
15.
16.

17

20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.

28.
29,
30.

~_____ Family Violenc
The Famlly Violence Law Center: Family Violence

e Interventlon
Intervention Unlt

The Alameda County Interagency Children’s Policy Council: Street Outreach for Sexually Exploited

Minors
Safe Passages: Mental Health Services 0-5
Oakland Street Outreach a

e - . 4

nd Communltv Organlzmg L

Callfornla Youth Outreach Qakland Street Outreach

City/County Neighborhood Initiative
Healthy Oakland, Inc.: Oakland Street Outreach
Public Safety Districts

Youth UpRising: Attraction, Retention and Movement S
School- Based Preventlon Pro;ects e
Alameda County Health Care Services Agency: Our Kids

OUSD Second Step
OUSD Alternative Education: Gang Intervention

Violent Incident and Crisis Response
Catholic Charities of the East Bay Crisis Response and Support Network

. Youth Alive! nghland Hospital
Young Adult Reentry and Employment

Goodwill Industries: Reentry Employment
The Mentoring Center: Project Choice
The Workfirst Foundation: Reentry Employment

. Volunteers of America Bay Area: Project Choice
18.
19.

Volunteers of America Bay Area: Reentry Employ

ment

Youth Employment Partnership: Reentry Employment

Youth Compreh

ensive Services

California Youth Outreach: JIC/OUSD Wrap Around Services
East Bay Agency for Children: JIC/OUSD Wrap Around Services
East Bay Asian Youth Center: JJC/OUSD Wrap Around Services

The Mentoring Center: JJC/OUSD Wrap Around §

ervices

Youth Employment Partnership: Afterschool Employment

Youth Employment Partnership: Summer lobs
Youth Radio: Afterschool lobs
Youth UpRising: 1JC/OUSD Wrap Around Services

Indl\ndually Funded Posltlons

0USD Enrollment Specialist
Reentry Employment Specialist
Violence Prevention Networks Coordinator
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ijIOUSD Strategy Logic Model

| Youth are getting involved.in
Juv. Justice system and’
t dropping out of school.

Recidivating, More likely to .
stay involved and graduate to
adult systems. E

Socio-economic dispa rities. :

Post- detentlon youth were
not makmg a good connection
with the school.

Service gaps in terms of
supporting successful school
reintegration and catch-up

Youth have trouble meeting
the terms of their probation,
which causes increased...

Juvenlle Justlce |nvolvement

Publlc systems don'ttalkto
each other. They make it
difficult for the student and

duplication, bureaucracy, and
confusion to navigate multiple
 systems. ;

=

family, which’creates a lot of -

Student Level Outcomes

1. Decrease juv, Justlce
involvement

2. Increase school
engagement

3. Increase caring )
relationships with adults

4. Support reintegration
into communpity.

System Leve/ outcomes:
1. Re-engagement

2. Employment {across
MY programs)

3. Referrals across
systems (MH}

"avallable}

Recidivism: Violation rate of JIC
clients based on flrst date of serwce

1 Cross Time analy515 compare
students staying enrolled for three
months compared to those with only 1
month, Compare 2009-10 to 2010/11."
Comparison of those with 40 hours
and those with less than 40 hrs.

(Duration of sefvices and intensity of
services, Add Ievel of l’lSk |f datais

2. Degree of Violations: Pre-Post .

survey analysis: Average violation rate
3 and 6 months before enrollment and
3 and 6 month after. (Measuring
degree/how many viclations by

violation type}.-

‘3. Proportion of Clients Reudwatlng

Proportion of clients reCIdwatlng at

- three, six and 12 month intervals- -

School Attendance -

Suspensions

-

Length of
intervention
- Service Dosage

- Nature/Frequency

of interaction

- . Retention ,

- Number of schogl
placements: a
potential proxy for
risk factors
(Attendance detail
with school}

Placing juvenile :
probationers back in.
school or other
apprppriate placement
as soon as they leave
juvenile hall, linking
them with caring adults
can helpyoung people
stay in school, stay out
of trouble, and -

.-

fsuccessfully reintegrate
into thelr communltles

‘Add somethmg about
.meeting terms of .

probation.

Strengthening
_coordination between

and across systems can
improve system. capacity
to develop a seamless
system of services and’
supports for juvenile

probationers. Note- not

about meetlng thelr
needs; actually about

-delivering services they

are mandated to deliver

ira rore accessible

way.
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Reentry Employment Strategy Logic Model

-Oakland has high
-unemployment-rates.

get a job.

-During economic crisis it
is even harder for ex-
offenders to find jobs,

For ex-offenders, being -
without a job can'lead to
further criminal justice
involvement.

b

- It is difficult for people .
with a criminal record to.

1) Decrease recidivismi rates
during time of enrollrment in
program {3-6 _rnonths)

2) Placement in a job'in the
competitive job market andfor-
additional work experience
(i.e. through temporary
employment). :

3)improved job readiness;
decrease in risk factors, ©

increase in resiliency .

4} Access (referral) to -
supportive services'to address’
factors that may limit
emp‘loyability‘(i.e. housing,

1| substance use) wa

1,3,6,9,12 months recidivism rates

(post release). . o =

For those placed in employment,
decrease in recidivism rates '

"Pre/post analysis for work
experience clients regarding job

_readiness, employment and risk’

Employment retention and
placement based on CitySpan
milestores .

Reentry Employment:
temporary work experience,
job readiness training, and
placement in the
.competitive job.market. .
Group job readiness, resume
building, and life skills.

Refefred from Project
Choice, YEP, other programs,
go to mandatory meetings,
wonk experiencé (YEP, :
VOABA, Goodwill), direct job
.placement (Workfirst)

Ex-offenders who

»freceive short-termswork

experience will stay out
of trouble while they
are working and be
more prepared for a job
in the competitive
market. ..

Ex-offenders employed
in competitive job )
rﬁarket‘a’re less IikeJ‘y to

recidivate on the long

term post release.

{
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Street Outreach Strategy Logic Model

Traditional welfare models are not Decreasein homicides, Outreach workers who, share similar

effective at reaching every high-risk

.and/or gang involved youth.

in Oakland, thereis a tendency for

‘one violent act to trigger retaliatory

vuolence

There are also areas of Oakland that |

are plagued by re-occurring :
“violence {“hotspots”). Traditional

law-enforcement approaches have
"
'not been able toprevent or reduce”

violence in these areas.

The cycle of violent retaliation is
,too strong and immediate to be
effectively curbed by traditional
{aw enforcement techniques or
|ncrementai service dellverv
,models

Reachlng highest rlsk people is
challenging. 7.

>|ntergeneratlonaI/communlty

exposure to violence: public health

perspgctlve. -

2

Decrease in violent
crime in hotspot

Increased accessto
resources and _
supportive services
{employment)
Decrease in recidivism
(CM only)-—see aduit
reentrv e

Improved resilience and
protective factors

"Violence interruption. '

{outreach team)

Case management-
{onger term

Coordinated services
between,Youth-Alive
and Street Outreach -
seamless systemof
referral between the

twoiprograms -

= .

shootirigs {violent crime) in
hotspots

Decrease in crimes in general
{valuable to poiiticians at
large)

Analyze relationship between -

outreach events in-hotspot
areas and crime {counted
crime in a specificarea within

a specific are and time period |

compared to average for

‘occiirred May 2009- Mar 2011

Measure Y stressor beats)
Pre/post and exit: .

Map violent crlmes where it
and animate’ |t (Urban e
Strategles) )

Look at original formula for
events/crime trend analysis.

Deployment is not.related to

el

crime trend/peaks.

C

1) Case management
{increase in trust, :
supportive, -
mentoring, life
coa"thing) o

2) Intensive outreach -
{Similar to case
mariager‘pent, 5-10
hours, like to

R

services/referrals)

3) étreet outreach
events (viplencefk i
interrupters,

i} collaboration with
OPD regarding
hotspots and
‘ deployment) y

. g’

‘that resuit in greater receptivity to

experiences as young people iikely to

engage in street violence deployed. in

hotspot areas plagued by violence can
interrupt retaliatory viclence,

Qutreach workers are more likely to
build trusting relationships with them

3

services.

Going. mto neighborhoods where
violence is happening, you can find the
people involved in street violence..

There are small groups.of people
involved in street violence
{shootings/homicides). Street
outreach is a way of getting'at people
likely to fall victim to shootings or to
perpetrate a shootmg " U

Goal is to support young people to be .
ready for traditional services; esta blish
relationship. Support them in being
moving to the next stage of readiness.

oy 5

Prepared by Resource Development Associates

70




Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Appendix C: Matched Data Analysis Methodology and Sample Size

This appendix provides an overview of data analysis methods used for matched data analysis,
as well as explanations of the samples used in the various analyses. Data from a number of key
sources were matched for the purposes of this report. Data from the Juvenile Justice
Center/OUSD Wrap Around Service Programs (J1C), which was entered into the Oakland
Measure Y CitySpan Database, was matched to data from the Alameda County Juvenile
Probation Department and to data from the Oakland Unified School District (QUSD). This data
was used to examine the juvenile justice and educational outcomes of youth who participated
in the JIC programs. The evaluation team conducted paired analyses to compare youths’
involvement in the juvenile justice system and in school before and after their participation in
the JIC programs. Where relevant, JJC client youth were also compared to other probation
youth and to other QUSD youth. In addition, although this evaluation is focused on the 2010-11
Oakland Measure Y participants, some sections of the report include analyses of the 2009-10
participants. This was done to enable the evaluation team to examine the outcomes of JJC
participants over a longer period following program participation than was possible for youth
participated in programs in the last year.

In addition, data from the Young Adult Reentry and Employment Programs (YARE), which was
entered into the Oakland Measure Y CitySpan Database, was matched to data from the
Alameda County Probation Department, including both Juvenile and Adult Probation data. This
analysis also used a paired analysis to compare participants’ criminal justice involvement prior
to and subsequent to program participation. An analysis of 2009-10 participants was also
included In order to examine post-program outcomes over a longer period of time.

The following charts and tables show the percentage of participants in each Measure Y program
and strategy that was matched to data from Alameda County Juvenile Probation, Alameda
County Adult Probation, and Oakland Unified School District. The analysis for each strategy is
described in greater detail below.
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2010-11 Match Rates by Strategy
(valid records only)

120% -
100%

80% C ||

60%

40% % —

0% -
Oakland Street | Young Adult | 1IC/OUSD Wrap Youth JCC/OUSD Wrap | Oakland Street
Outreach Reentry Around Comprehensive Around Outreach
Services
Ad ult Probation ousD Juvenile Probation

Yioung Adult Reentry Employment Match Ratie Breakdown

Probation Matched Not Matched

P e r - o '
i Both i ] . i o ]
Juvonty [i Al gadu!t and? cocre || o, | cors || cOCR# ] Total Clients
Program - i enly 1 uv. } ] i C | ‘ _
Goodwill Reentry Employment 3 25 8 5 0 o 7. 59 ‘
VOABA Reentry Employment 2 2, 0 X ] 3 15 231
VOABA Project Choice 5 62 8 6 4 &6 3. 127
America Works Transitional ’ ’ o R ’ T ST
Jobs 4 43 2 23 8 I e . 100,
YEP Reentry Employment ) w17 14 L 20 4 " L N -
TMC Project Choice " [ i o 23 Is_ 2 55

*barole stotus as noted in CitySpan
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Matcheéd ™ "Matche ~ Matchéd ™ T

S ) Uhdup. ~ Matched Adult - _dJuw. Adult& "On
2010-11 clients Clients* OUSD Prob. Prob. - "Parole
Alameda County Interagency Children's Policy
Council (ICPC) 144 35 2 8 0

Bay Area Women Against Rape (BAWAR} 77 22 0 i
MISSSEY - SACEY/SPA 67 13 7 0
Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD 342 276 6 320 0
CYO Juvenile Justice Center/fOUSD 52 37 0 45 0 0
EBAC Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD 58 53 I 57 | 0
EBAYC Juvenile Justice Center/QUSD 117 93 4 113 4 0
TMC Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD 30 27 0 28 0 0
YU Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD 85 66 | 77 | 0
Oakliand Street Outreach 533 124 17 151 30 2
Healthy Oakland Street Outreach 248 55 64 66 14
CYO Street Outreach 285 69 53 85 16 0
Young Adult Reentry/Employment 439 34 190 70 35 231
Goodwill Industries - Transitional Employment 59 5 i3 I 8 32
VOABA Reentry Employment 22 0 2 2 0 22
VOABA Project Choice 124 12 70 13 8 929
Reentry Employment Specialist 19 0 5 0 0 10
Workfirst Foundation Transitional Jobs 98 6 45 2 36
YEP Reentry Employment 65 8 31 24 14 8
TMC Project Choice 52 3 4 14 3 24
Young Aduit Reentry/Employment 188 76 I 56 5 |
Youth Uprising Attraction, Retention and Movement
(ARM) 74 19 I 16 5
YEP After School Employment &0 18 19 0
YEP Summer Employment 29 18 2 0 |
Youth Radic After School Job Training 25 2| 19 0 0
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Juvenile Justice Center/OUSD
Wraparound Programs

In order to analyze the effectiveness of
the JIC programs on participants’
juvenile justice and educational
outcomes, the evaluation team
matched JJC clients from the CitySpan
database to individuals in the Alameda
County Juvenile Probation database
and the Oakland Unified School District
Database. A total of 375 JICclients

Appendix C: Matched Data Analysis Methodology and Sample Size

" Frequencies: All ci

ients matched to luvenile Probation

'2010-11 | 2009-10 | Either
Non-JIC clients 250 183 356
Jc clients 287 i80 375
Total 537 363 731

"' IIC Clients

" 2009-10JIC Ciients ' 113

with Risk Assessment Scores

2010-11 11C Clients 227

from CitySpan were matched to the Alameda County Juvenile Probation data, of whom 180

were served in 2009-10 and 287 were
served in 2010-11 (92 individuals were
served across both years). Risk
assessment data was available for 113
JIC participants from 2009-10 and for
227 JIC participants from 2010-11.

Of the 375 JIC clients who
were served from 2009-
2011, 307 had available
probation data for 3

With 3 Qtrs pre and 1 Qtr pst-

" JIC Clients Served 200911

07

service data 3
With 4 Qtrs post-service data 180
With 6 Qtrs post-service data . 112

13Q

N (1JC all yrs)

“Probation Violation Rate Among 1IC Clients {>9.5 svc hrs) -

286 286 286 282 256 220
uarters prior to program
q P Prog arrest count 33 36 i2a 53 i5 21
enrollment and 1 quarter _
Subsequent to program violators 32 36 122 48 14 21
Enrollment’v 180 had data arrest rate 12% 13% 43% 19% 6% 10%
for 4 quarters post-service %clients violated 11% 13% 43% 17% 5% 10%
and 112 had data for 6 N (IC 2010-11) 713 213 713 209 183 147
quarters post service. arrest count 25 26 101 33 12 18
Using this matched violators 24 26 99 32 11 18
analysis, th? evalgatlon arrest rate 12% 12% a7% 16% 7% 12%
team examined clients’ i :
. . . %clients violated 11% 12% 46% 15% 6% 12%
probation violations rate
before and after program N (JIC 2009-10) 157 157 157 59 i59 159
participation. This chart aryest count 19 20 61 37 9 15
shows the proportion of violators 19 20 59 33 8 is5
2010-11 JJC clients with a arrestrate - 12% 13% 39% 23% 5% 9%
minimum of 9.5 - -
X %clients violated 12% 13% 38% 21% 5% 9%
cumulative hours of
service (individual and group) who were arrested in a given quarter. Violation rates are not
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cumulative, and
reflect only new -
offenses that were
upheld in court,
Technical violations
and

charges that were not
sustained were not
included in the
analysis.

The following tables
give greater detail
about the violation
rate analysis, showing
the number of
participants who
violated probation
prior to and
subsequent to JJC
participation by the
number of service
hours (group and
individual) they
received in the
program. All pre-
post service
differences were
found to be
statistically
significant at the .01
level.

Proportion of 2010-11 JJC Clients who Violated in 9 months
Pre/Post Service

Mean,.| = N Difference .,
9 months before sve 55.6% 27
< 9.5 hrs of service
9 months after sve 18.5% 27
9 months hefore sve 66.2% 145 0.33**
>9.5 hrs of service
9 months after sve 33.1% 145

9 month Pref/Post Service Violation Rate, JJC 2010-11 clients

Mean N Difference
<95 9 months before sve 66.7% 27 0.48+*
hrs of

service 9 months after sve 18.5% 27
>95 9 months before sve 75.9% 145 0.39**
hrs of

service 9 months after sve 36.6% 145

Viclation rate is mean number df arrests per client. ** Denotes significance at .01 level

‘Cumulative Vio_l'artipn Rate Among JJC Clients (>9.5'svc hrs) -

as
N {1JC 2009-10} 159 159 159 159 128 100

Violations 37 46 61 70 68 53
Unique violators 33 41 52 59 53 42
Violation rate 23% 29% 38% 44% 53% 53%
% Clients Violated 21% 26% 33% 37% 41% 42%
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The evaluation team was able to

match a total of 265 youth who
participated in the JJC/OUSD Wrap
Around Services to students in OUSD.
Of these, 205 met minimum service
thresholds (at least 2.5 hours of group 80%
service or at least 7.17 hours of
individual service) and were included 60%
in the analysis. Of these 205
students, 145 had OUSD truancy data
from the 2009-10 school year and 130 20%
had truancy data from the 2010-2011
school year. There were 98 students
who met minimum service thresholds
and had truancy data for both school n>9.5 hrs of service* B < 9.5 hrs of service
years for an n=98 in the truancy data.

Proportion of JJC Clients With Post-
service Yiolations

100%

40%

0% : - e
2009-11 2009-10 2010-11

Of the 205 matched studeénts who met minimum service thresholds, 141 had suspension data
for the 2009-10 school year and 127 had suspension data for the 2010-2011 school year. Of
these, 92 had T ——— —

1 Above

suspension Bat ! ervic

H I §
data for both i ata e i ‘ |
years and were B H either threshold I 2009_10
. . E L ; H
included in our Y i
suspension N “,_-_JL AU SRR Datdinnt
analysis, for an Truancy Data 1 265 197 141 127 95
n=92. . Suspension data 265 192 145 130 29

The charts to
the right show
that all paired

Comparison of Pre/Post Service Truancy, JJC Participants

:?I?Is!:as were (Mean Aggregate Days Truant Compared to Days E nLOHEd ) B

highly _ Mean  Std.Dev N p (2- tailed t)

statistically

significant. 2009-10 (pre-JIC} 0713 09513 98 000
2010-11 (post-JIC} . .0534  .08808 98
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Young Adult Reentry Program Samples and Analysis

In order to analyze the effect of participation in Measure Y's Young Adult Reentry Programs on
participants’ subsequent criminal justice involvement, the evaluation team first matched

”Volunteersof Amerlca BayArea (VOABA}" o

-
Goodwill Industries 59 39 96
WorkFirst Foundation {America Works) 98 191 277
Youth Employment Partnership (YEP} 64 34 87
Total 243 297 513

program participants in the CitySpan database to individuals in the adult probation database
provided by the Alameda County Probation Department. Of the 243 valid clients in CitySpan for
2010-11 and the 297 valid clients in CitySpan for 2009-10, 109 and 115 matched to clients in the
Adult Probation dataset, respectively. Of these, 14 had no recorded service hours and so were
not included in outcome analyses. Seventy-seven of these individuals had risk assessment
scores from Probation.

_Cllents Matched to Adult Probation

Volunteers of Amerlca, Bay Area (VOABA) S Nl 7 2 7 Nl 9

Goodwill Industries ‘ 33 7 a0
WorkFirst Foundation (America Works) 45 89 127
Youth Employment Partnership (YEP) 31 25 47
Total 111 128 223

Total - Alf Measure Y clients matched to Adult Probation recordsft

CitySpan did include inmate numbers for former inmates in the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDCR} and/or the California Youth Authority (CYA, now
Department of Juvenile Justice, or D)}, Unfortunately, despite repeated efforts, the evaluation
team was not able to obtain data from CDCR of DJJ to match these clients.
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Clients with CDC/CYA inmate #s in
CitySpant

Volners of A 7 39 15 19 33
Goodwill Industries 57 38 93 24 31 53
WorkFirst Foundation {America Works) 87 147 224 47 76 119
Youth Employment Partnership (YEP) 1] 0 1] 1] 1] 0
Total 161 208 556 86 126 205

7200910 | ' Eitheryear .

i e R

Volunteers of America, Bay A

rea (VOABA) 32
Goodwill Industries 32 30 60
WorkFirst Foundation {America Works) 36 101 131
Youth Employment Partnership {YEP) 8 1 8
Total - all 4 programs 98 164 251

In order to evaluate the effect of these programs on clients’ recidivism, the evaluation team
analyzed post-service probation violations for all YARE clients who were on probation. The
chart below shows changes in quarterly per-client violations for a sample of 94 clients who
received any amount of service {as reflected in CitySpan} at some time during 2010-11. Only
new felony and misdemeanor offenses are included (not technical violations of probation).

The sample for the first four quarters (9 months prior to and 3 months following first date of
OMY service) consists of matched pairs. The decline in per-client arrests following entry into
OMY service is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

A longitudinal analysis over a longer

_ ) o Violation
_penod qf time shows similarly Qtr  rate n P test type
impressive outcomes, although the
sample size decreases significantly ~ 3Q 0.16 94 N/A
as months since intake increase, 2Q 0.11 94 0.26 1tailedt, paired
limiting our ability to extrapolate
from this data. The sample for this 1Q 0.0 94 038 1tailedt, paired
graph includes only those clients Q1 0.00 94 0.04* 1 tailedt, paired
served in 2010-11 with non-zero Q2 0.00 76 N/A

service hours in CitySpan who
participated in Young Adult Re- Q3 0.02 59 N/A

entry and Employment programs

(excluding Project Choice). Units on the x axis are client-adjusted program months, with zero
being the point of first service.
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Violation Rate
9% (2010-2011 clients) 20
6% == - 60
}= A { =
5% 5 Proorti = oy = 50
[ _Froportion \\,. .
4% -!; Lof clients R ;I - 40
3% | Lo 30
ST e
2% L 20
en .
1% CE——7 10
0% Ty ? Y 1 e L  Ta e e —r—T——T = 0
.18 -16 114 <12 -10 -8 6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

The distribution of crime typology for probationers served by OMY is not statistically different
from that of the overall population of adult probationer

Violations by Type

MeasuUre Y vs. Non-Measure Y Probationers, 2007-2011

Non-violent Part  Violent Part

I I Other Total | sample_p
Non Measure
Y 1214 74 13085 14373 0.982366209
Measure Y 19 3 236 258 0.017633791
Total 1233 77 13321 14631

chi

exp_non-omy 1211.257535 75.64219807 13086.1 14373 square_omy
expected_omy 21.74246463 1.357801927 234.89973 258 0.310796526
Sample Proportions
Non Measure
Y 8.4% 0.5% 91.0% 1
Measure Y 7.4% 1.2% 91.5% 1
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Pre /Post Test Mean Scores by Outcome Area

Al Pre Clients with Pre and
Tests Post Tests

N e N ]F

Job Preparation and Readiness .
"I know what-iwgt;';r: career | want to ‘E)ursue. E 5200 4097 s 393@”;33 :

| am aware of the education and skills required for my desired

career 516 4.16, 1o~ 39 425
"I am aware of the requirements needed to complete school or ' ; o T
.obtain my GED. . ' s ; T !§|67 T 4325 87 . 4.12 . :4i-.37 :
“I'would needa lot of h'e||£> to pf'eparé a combéfifive“;é‘sﬁ'n'iéj. ' I0|5 347 308 ' 356 32!

| would need a lot of help to conduct a job search. 10257 351 3137 3577 323
"I have practiced questions on an application or in a job interview. 1034 3.66 "Ji3 . 365 397
?Referlrals fc;rjc;t')'PIacement' . o R . ' T :
"I have receiv‘ed-z;:ujoblr‘eférral(s) for a ﬁositic;n | am qualified for. e 702 ' 3.24 : “ 23 337 7394

| have received a job referral(s) for a position | am interested in. 695 3.19 2327 33 7389
The referral(s) | received resulted in an interview. ’ 651 3.19 ~ 2I8 319 7385

Confidence ir:;;bility to get and retain Jobs ' * 7 -TY M_ - A .
"I 'am confident in my ability to geta job. TUS1sU 439 14 425 T aas
"I 'am confident in my ability to dress appropriately for a job. . 512 448 116 438 459 :
When | am at work | am confident | will act in a way that does not li T 7 ’ o J

upset or offend anyone. ) - 516 475 14 460 468 ;
I am confident in my ability to keepajob. ~ T US4 746304 459 48]

Educational Attainment

"I am aware of the-requirements needed to completé‘s‘chool or o L T
- obtain my GED. ‘ : <1187, 425 387, 412 437,

I plan to graduate from high school or get my GED.” 7590 439 © 7205 427 " Tasy

| plan to go to college or continue my education. | C U571 408 i8S 398 743

. Attitude Towards School

| think education is important. oo 530 427 o 'A.'2‘I4 426 447
- - o g - ,"526‘356 .

" In general | like school.

215" 735 T 394°
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522° 405 7 206};- '4.07‘ 4.29:
Cago AT e AT 376

S e e ~

" Getting good grades is important.
: VU SO, e e e D i
- During the past month | always completed my homework.

Truancy and Disruptive Behavior at School |

During the past two months, | have. ..

" Been sent home from schbolw%g'r:getting in trouble. C 835 -;~ 1527 7 168 Ez Tsic 129

"Been sént to the office or received detention for getting in trouble. 530" “ler 170 C158 T 136 ;

‘Skipped or cut classes. a T 5337213+ 1787 208

Involvement in the Criminal Justice System

Compliance with Terms of Probation or Parole

| am confident in my ability to complete the terms of my probation

or parole. | 1140 420, 384 © 424 416
gy try to sta;;\;fa.y from situations that will c;)rﬁ]:}rt;mise the terms of | o -‘“ e Lo
“my probation or parole. . w1160 424 . 391 L 427 . 42|;
'Law and Probation/Parole Vidlations S R A A

During the last two months | have been... . ‘ i -
‘Arrested or detained ' CToam3 ol a4 138 2]
“Arrested or detained for a violent offense S TR 1040 IMIS; Co 37?9-me‘ﬁ‘l 17 I“OBﬂ
Arrested or &etaiﬁéd fora prot;;tion violati'on'" N T h

Tl020 Il 354 117 0

. Pre /Post Test Mean Scores by Risk Factor '
All Pre Clients with Pre and
Tests Post Tests

N i A N

ement S

e

A lot of times | don't really think about the consequences before | ‘ o
react to a sityation. 1034, 286 306 3.08 2.70:

When | am upset, it is very difficult for me to relax and calm down. 1034 2.95 J 3.7 302 293"

:Conflict’' Resolution: Skills

| know how to get myself out of dangerous situations without .o : i
violence. ) 1285 392 467« 386 409

In the past 30 days | have used conflict resolution skills. " 690 3.58 185 “'M 7349

The people | hang out with get into a lot of trouble. . 1263 261 : 447 273 262

o —— - mten e = v e w e e ae - -
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Most of the people | hang out with aren't very responsible about o e oo o
school or their jobs. 1265. 272", 440 288 272+

¢
H

" The people | hang out with help me when I'm having a hard time. 1289 382% ‘464" 3757373

In my home there is a parent/guardian or adult figure who expects

me to follow the rules. ‘ 665 231 427.
"I receive help or support from at least one adule. "~ "~ 780’ 163 409"
There is an adult in_'my life who believes | will be a success. 783 376 T4 442

In the past 30 days, either | or someone that § hang out with....

Carried a weapon such as a gun, knife or club. 1144 14107 388 . 141 124

Drank alcohol. o T e T a7 T e

Used illegal drugs.” 396 T 17 154

" During the past 30 days, | have... : ) ' :

‘Been threatened or injured with a weapon (gfm knife, etc,.‘)“l": 520 128 205 126 112

Been piushed, shove-d, slapped, hit, or kicked by someone who

, wasn't just kidding around. 524 o 125 .15 -
. T .. - L 3 : T
Had my property stolen or deliberately damaged, such as my car, ) _— :
clothing, or books. 522 1.33 207 1.23 I.15

| have a stable living situation. - " 1246 377 453 374 392

I dori't always feel safe living in my home.

| don't always feel optimistic about my future.

1269 3.9 4551 73,02 28°
I am not always able o stay calm when life gefs stressful. 1278 3.12, 401 32 2.89
- . PR - a . . R 1. - .
1 am able to walk away when friends and associates are pushingme , B Co T
. 460 3.84 4.08

towards trouble. - 1276 -

S Ty e T e
- M - PE— = -

| know about the services offered in my neighborhood and in Cakland . ‘ '

"Health~ A o T titya33 ) 37307740 T3es T 423

Employment ' - 1236 353 T 46l 346 45

Financial SR b TF R 7 K™ S b % N X TR
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- Legal 1215 332 Rk 4.01

“Costs prevent me from accessing services, even when | need them. . 1158, 337 418 344 } 348

Pre/Post Qutcome Analysis by Question

% With % With % With
Positive Neutral Negative
Outcome | Outcome | Outcome

‘Job Preparation and Readiness

[ know what job or career | want to pursue. ‘ T % 3%' TO20%

| am aware of the education and skills required for my desired career. S 2% E . 21%
i would need a lot of heip to prepare a com'faetil;ive resume. . ““w 6% |4%ww T30
“I'would need a lot of help to conduct a job search. ST s T e

I have practiced questions on an application or in a job interview. - o % 19%

Ref'errals for Job Placement

| have received a job referral(s) for a position | am qualified for.” o 75% Coe% CT%
“I have received a job referral(s) for a position | am interested in. T Tyee T TR 7%
“The referall(s) | received reésulted in an interview. . T et T 9%

Confidence in ability to get and retain Jobs - o

| am confident in my ability to get a job. ﬂ 79% 1%, 20%
; | am confident in my ablllty to dress approprlately for a |ob ST ' ";83% 3 TV |6l‘% s

When | am at work | am confident I will act in a ‘way that does not upset or” T i ‘

offend anyone. : B5% ' 15%

| am confident in my ability to keep a job. I ' 83% N 0% 7%

'SchloollE_duc_'ﬁtion Related Outcomes:

Educational Attainment
"I'am aware of the requirements needed to complete school or obtain my
GED.

I plan to graduate from high school or get my GED.

"1 plan to go to college or continue my education. 17%
- B i

“Attitude Towards School o et T o )
"I think education is important. T k 1% L “5%

— . - . - B — - A e Cee - - e T
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" In general | like school. ’ T T 79% ; 10% .. T %
L Getting good grades is important. S T 88%: 3% . 9%;;
"During the past month | always completed my homework. - 69%?% ' IVO%_;{‘ 21%
"Truancy and Disruptive Behavior at School c oS
During thgpést two months, | have... : o ) -
" Been sent home from school for getting in trouble. o ' o 87% -  2%. I 1%
- 85%, 1% 14%

Been sent to the office or received detention for getting in trouble.

- ~ . N R

7% T Taam T T 29%

; Skipped or cut classes.

Compliance with Terms of Probation or Parole

| am confident in my ability to complete the terms of my prbﬁa_tibn or T i
parole. 76% 20%
| try to stay away from situations that will compromise the terms of my - ‘ ;
probation or parole. . . 78% 4% » 18%
‘Law and Prébation/Parole Violations a o7 T et s e
. During the last two months i have been. .. .
Arrested or detained ‘ | E 91% 1% 8% "
Arrested or detained for a violent offense. T O ‘ 95% ’ "”" 0% R %
Arrested or detained for aﬁrobaéion violation T 94y - 0% T 6%
r

"Job Preparation and Readiness : ‘ S g
| know what job or career | want to pursue. o 70 3_",;7:".1'4.34 45 47187 431

[ am aware of the education and skills required for my désired career.” ~ <65 ' 3.8 ' 432 45 404 4.13 -
[ am aware of the requirements needed to complete school or obtain m; H" 208 4027 4.29~? 179" 123 E 446
GED. ‘ a ; =

A
[

"363°3.17 129 347 326
36 1325 126352 319

357 39T 8T 376 7 d0s
i ‘I ‘.‘ - . ’ .

| would need a lot of help to conduct a competitive resume.

| would need a lot of help to conduct a competitive job search.

" | have practiced questions on an application or in a job interview. )
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"Referrals for Job Placement |

I have received a job referral(s) for a position | am gualified for. 105 344 39277127 331 394
| have received a job referral(s) for a bbsition—| am interested in. 108 ‘:‘73.3‘I 395 124 7f-'3.3| '3.64 '

“The ‘rléférl'er(afl(:s) | received rési.llted'i;i‘;n'interviéfw.r e 100 33440||l8~3~07 372

Confidence in Ability to Get and Retain Jobs o T B
| am confident in my ability to get a job. S T 68 419 447 46 435 439

N am confident in my ability to dress ;1"|:'>'p7|:<;priately forajob. T .‘769 b 425 4677'47 7345‘7 447"
When | am at work | am confident | will act in a wajfv that does not u;;éé " 68 451 471 46~ 47 4.637‘
or offend anyone. : '

"I am confident in my ability to keep a job. 472 46 463 463°

Educational Attainment

| am aware of the requirements needed to complete school or ol:;tai'nwr;"ny' 1208 402 429 : 179 L4237 446 E

GED. - : ‘ S

1237431 449,820 421 457!
100 395 423 85 402 439

| plan t6 graduate from high school or get my GED. -
| plan to go to college or continue m;.education.

Attitide Towards School

i

| think education is important. ' |-28”N= 426 443786 427 452"

In general | like school. - 127 34 387 88 365 405
Gettiﬁg good grades is i?nportant tome, ' 122 0399 4217 84 f 401 44
"During the past month | always completed my homework. . 987773327 36517707 336 391"

Truancy-_and Disru})tivé Behavior at School

During the past two months | have... ' o
" Been sent home from school for getting in trouble. - 1ol 1457 124 67 16771370

Been sent to the office or received detention for éetﬁng introuble. T 1027 153 128 68 166 147

107 “2.11 207 71 2047 1.52

Skipped or cut classes.

Compliance with Terms or Probation or Parole

| am confident in my ability to complete the terms of my probation or 1777415 4.14.7207 424 417’
parole. ) ! ‘ ; .

: e : - T e . S R T : T
" try to stay away from situations that will compromise the terms of my | 184 /418 4.16 | 207 : 434 | 4.26
probation or parole. f i ; ;

Law and Probation/Parole Violations
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Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Appendix D: Pre/Post Tests

During the last two months | have been. ..

" Arrested or detained. £T227 148 122 197 125 L9

©9sT le 108 is4 1l 1108

b e

1817122 L2173

" Arrested or detained for a violent offense.

“Arrested of detained for a probation violation. ="

| 109"

[ . - P - [N B (IR [ P F

Comparison Of Pre/Post Mean Scores by Risk Factor 2009-10 & 2010-11

2009-10 2010-11

Tl il

- A lot of times | don't really thing about the consequences before  reactto 182 324 28 124 285 256

a situation. .

‘When | am upset, it is very difficult for me to relax and calm down. - 181 3.18 294 .130° 303 29|

| know how to get myself out of dangerous situations without violence. - 250 3.77 4.12 . 217 .‘3.96 , 406

T g9 Ta4s 373786 3573710

In the past 30 days | have used conflict resolution skills. ~

The people | hang out with get into a lot of trouble. . 240 288 26l 0 207 255 263

" Most of the people | hang out with aren’t very responsible about school . 236 “301 275 1204 273 2697
- or their jobs. . ) : ‘ i

f : . ¥

PR R P

"rﬁewbzeobie'l hang out with [';elp me when | am‘:ha\iinrg‘wé hard 6ime. 252 '3.647738I

TU212. 388 363

In my home there is a parent/guardian or adult figure who expects me to 14 .
follow the rules. . ’ ‘

‘

| receive help or:sup-:pét:t_f-ro;n at least one adult. 198 396 437176 391 431"
S .t 84 PV

" There is an adult in n%);vi‘i't\';who believes | will be 2 gyéées-s. . 198 411

In the past 30 days, either | or somecne that | hang out with

Carried a weapon such as a gun, knife or club. ' “ 2097 14 125179 142 122"

" Drank alcohal,

2057 174 7159 - 186 165 174

“Used lllegal drigs. - TR T 175" 1.55 :A“i"é-if; |66|53

During the past 30 days, | have

. — . - . — ¢
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Appendix D: Pre/Post Tests

'”Beepythrﬂe'énfenéd or injured with a weapon (gun, knife, etc.) RIS

e F T '
L1579 3T

‘Been pushedshoved, SIép'bé:i, hit, or klckedbysomeonewf;o wasn'tkjus-t

.kidding around. ; & i :
"Had my property stolen or deliberately damaged, such as my car, clothing, 129771.25° 1.16 78 - 121 ' LI3 |
or books. s : : t ;

I have a stable living sitation. 2371 373 386 216 375

I don’t always feel safe living in my own home. 21877 254" 24 196" 244‘ 2.4 ’

| don't always feel optimistic about my future. . 12457 3.5 : 29 | 210 286
Il am not";IAw"ays able to s‘i-:ayrcalm when Iife-:gé-fs;{r‘égsful. T U250 7324281 { 201 315

I am able to walk away when friends and associates are pushing me 247

1372404 213 398
towards trouble. :

| know about the services offered in my neighborhood and in Oakland.

Health .~ : o 247 339 4177 203 397429
Employment S ”25‘|”’ff”3”.|8‘?*~i.09 210 38l '5:4';i'|?§
Riancial T T 350297392 207 352 |39
tegd T T T T a5 096 398 201 357 404

Costs prévt;_nt me from accessing services, even when | need them. 7225 331 358 193 ) ‘ :3-.59 |h 38 .

RS TR — {

Prepared by Resource Developrnent Associates 87



Measure Y 2010-11 Evaluation Report

Appendix E: List of Measure Y Street Outreach Target Offenses

_Measure Y Street Outreach T_argemt_fo_ensé;;

PC187 Murder

pPC211 Robbery - With Weapon

PC212.5 Robbery/ATM — With Weapon

PC215 Carjacking

pC245 Assault with Firearm

PC246 Shooting at an Inhabited Vehicle/Dwelling, etc.
PC247(A) Shooting at an unoccupied Aircraft

pPC261 ~ Rape
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