YouthZone

Program Evaluation Report — Juvenile Diversion & YouthZone Services

Healthy Youth, Strong Communities

YouthZone provides family strengthening services for
youth and their parents in Garfield and Pitkin and West
Eagle Counties. This independent evaluation report sum-
marizes findings from a study of youths who in the ma-
jority came with a legal problem. It describes their case
managers’ success in promoting youths’ personal growth
and reduction in behavior that could return them to the
attention of authorities.

YouthZone brings individuals, organizations, and
community leaders together to nurture competent,
caring, and responsible children and adolescents.
Helping young people means doing more than just
solving an immediate problem. It also means thinking
about how communities can foster positive relationships
among young people, assisting families and schools with
finding needed resources, and creating opportunities
that raise youth expectations for a bright future. In towns

where children and youth experience family, school, and
community life as positive and where they have
relationships with people who guide them, they are
much more likely to learn, achieve, mature, and to reach
their potential. In this sense then, every child and youth
whose faltering well-being is restored contributes to the
quality of life where they live. Healthy youth make strong
communities.

Life is complex and changing. Necessarily, the ap-
proaches for helping youth to regain their positive sense
of direction call for keeping up with new ideas and eval-
uating those that appear to be working. This report con-
tributes to these objectives. It suggests evidence-based
ways of looking at common challenges and helps
YouthZone be as accountable as possible to its funders,
families, and the communities it serves.

Evaluating Community-Based Youth Development Programs

Across Colorado, youth organization staffs are chal-
lenged to individualize plans that will meet client and
community needs while considering client age, gender,
and ethnic diversity, a wide range of family types, and re-
ferring problems of varying severity to community ser-
vices - and doing so within available resources. At
YouthZone, staff training and experience with planning
services are supplemented by information from the
YouthZone Screening for Positive Youth Development®
(“Screening”). The Screening tool covers a wide range of
youth assets and common risk behaviors. It contains 60
questions, of which seven are identifying and demo-
graphic, two ask the youth to assess the quality of their
Screening answers, and 51 inquire about their assets and
risks. It has a 7th-grade reading level and takes about 15
minutes to complete. The Screening measures five fac-
tors that have been shown during its 18-year develop-
ment to be sensitive to program effectiveness, client re-
cidivism, and improvement in youth adjustment.

Fig. 1. The Screening Tool Scores

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use
Measures the youth’s substance use, the potential harm of
use, risk behaviors closely associated with extent of use

(sexual activity and contact with police), and peer use of
substances.

Optimism and Problem Solving

Measures the youth’s resilience in coping with setbacks in
life, confidence, self-efficacy, and important skills for solv-
ing problems and setting and achieving goals, and optimism
about his or her future.

School and Community Involvement

Measures the youth’s commitment to achieving in school,
attendance, grades, and satisfaction with school, as well as
his or her involvement in non-academic activities in school
and the community.

Delinquency and Aggression

Measures the youth’s antisocial outlook toward rules and
other people, as well as their readiness to engage in verbal
and physical conflict and tolerance of use of frankly danger-
ous substances, e.g., illicitly obtained medication.
Self-Deprecation

Measures the youth’s perception of him or herself as a victim
of verbal, physical, and sexual abuse, tolerance of substance
use, and thoughts and plans to attempt suicide.

In seven results sections below, the Report presents
evaluation findings and interpretations.
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Results Section 1. Characteristics of Youth in the “Evaluation Sample”

This report concentrates on 579 young people enrolled
in YouthZone services between 2013 and 2016 and who
completed a pre- and a post-Screening, both with valid
results.

Study Group Demographics The 579 children and
youth - the “evaluation study sample” - were 34.0% fe-
male and 66.0% male. Only 4.7% were 12 years or
younger and just 3.5% were 18. The mean age was 16
years. At intake, boys and girls were of similar age. Most
(80.4%) attended a public middle or high school, with
2.4% home schooled, 8.8% in alternative school, 2.6% in
a GED program and 4.0 % were not currently enrolled in
school. Boys and girls were equally likely to be enrolled
in a public school. Younger entrants were more often at-
tending a public school.

Most clients were Caucasian (46.5%) or Latino (44.8%).
Caucasian and Latino youth were of similar ages. Boys
and girls were equally likely to be born in the US, with
13.6% born in another country.

The structure of the families in which referred youth
were living ranged widely, nevertheless, 45.3% were liv-
ing with both of their birth parents and an additional
49.1% were living with one parent and a stepparent, in
joint custody with their divorced mother and father, or
in a single birth. parent home. Only 5.7% were living in a

setting where neither birth parent was present. Girls and
boys were equally likely to come from a home in which
both of their biological parents were present. Latino
youth were more likely to be living with both of their
birth parents. Detailed information about the evaluation
study group characteristics can be found in the Appendix
of this report.

Source of Referral to YouthZone 0f 579 youth 5.2%
came to YouthZone from law enforcement, probation,
other community agencies or were self-referred. An-
other 11.9% were referred by county courts, 16.6% from
district courts, and 66.3% from municipal courts.

Community of Residence Clients in the evaluation
study sample came from 24 communities across Garfield,
Pitkin and West Eagle Counties and beyond. As shown in
Table 1, those in the immediate area were most often
from Rifle, with Glenwood Springs being the second most
common community of residence. Girls were seen signif-
icantly more often from the Glenwood Springs, Silt, New
Castle communities than they were in other communities
in the catchment area. About twice as many boys as girls
were seen from the Rifle to Parachute area. Caucasian
youth were seen less often than Latino youth in the Car-
bondale area, but about in about equal numbers else-
where. Age of clients was similar across the city areas.

Table 1. Youth Community of Residence

City Areas
Aspen Area
Basalt Area
Carbondale Area
Glenwood Springs Area
New Castle-Silt Area
Rifle Area
Parachute Area

Other Cities

Total of all communities

The immediate needs of referred clients were not the
same in each city area. Table 2 provides a snapshot look
into how youth developmental challenges vary and may
suggest the importance of ordering program priorities to
match local need. Youth reports of use of alcohol and
other drugs was greater in Aspen area communities. Op-
timism & Problem Solving scores were much the same
from area to area. School & Community Involvement was

Frequency Percent
49 8.5
12 21
99 17.1
126 21.8
74 12.8
152 26.3
42 7.3
25 4.3
579 100.0

a strength in Aspen and Rifle as compared to other com-
munity areas. Delinquency and Aggression behaviors
were equivalent area to area. Self-Deprecation was a
more significant problem for Aspen area youth, a finding
sometimes associated with higher levels of substance
use. As will be discussed in a section below, analysis
demonstrated that YouthZone clients from different
communities all tended to benefit equally from their
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YouthZone services. This finding indicated current ser- and less advantaged areas. More information on these is-
vices worked as well in socio-economically advantaged sues is available in Appendix 2.

Table 2. Youth Community of Residence

City Areas Priority Youth Issues
Aspen, Basalt, Snowmass e  Statistically significant greater prevalence of “Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug
Area Use” and more “Self-Deprecation,” or self-disapproval among youth than in some

other community areas

e Similar to other city areas in developmental challenges with “Optimism,” “Delin-
quency and Aggression”

e  Youth benefit from greater assets related to stronger “School-Community Involve-
ment”
Carbondale Area e Somewhat lower “School-Community Involvement” than in some city areas
e  Overall, similar to other city areas in developmental challenges with “Alcohol, To-
bacco, and Other Drug Use,” “Optimism,” “Delinquency and Aggression,” and “Self-
Deprecation”
Glenwood Springs, New e Somewhat lower “School-Community Involvement” than in some city areas

Castle, Silt Area e  Overall, similar to other city areas in developmental challenges with “Alcohol, To-
bacco, and Other Drug Use,” “Optimism,” “Delinquency and Aggression,” and “Self-
Deprecation”

Rifle, Parachute Area e Significantly less prevalence of “Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use” than in
other city areas

e Similar to other city areas in developmental challenges with “Optimism,” “Delin-
quency and Aggression,” and “Self-Deprecation”

e  Greater “School-Community Involvement” among youth

Results Section 2. Youth and their Legal Offenses

Youths’ Type of Legal Offense In the study sample, grouped together across sexes, age, ethnicities and com-
about 95% of all youths arrived at YouthZone with a re- munities to E}SSiSt with gaining a general overview of the
cent legal offense. In Table 3, these offenses have been type and seriousness of youths’ legal problems and to fa-

cilitate statistical analysis.

Table 3. Type of Youth Legal Offenses at Intake

Offense Type Frequency Percent
Offense — Alcohol and Drug Related (possession, use, distribution) 271 49.3%
Offense — Person (assault and battery, harassment and menacing, use of weapons, resisting arrest, 58 10.5%
sexual assault)
Offense — Petty Theft (theft of item with value less than $500) 133 24.2%
Offense — Property (criminal mischief, trespass, motor vehicle theft, breaking and entering) 66 12.0%
Offense — Traffic 11 2.0%
Offense — Miscellaneous (forgery, fraud, conspiracy) 11 2.0%
Total 550 100.0%
Statistical analysis found significant differences in offenses. For other types of offenses (offenses against an-
charges against boys and girls. For example, girls had other person, petty theft, and traffic) charges for boys
more arrests for alcohol and drug issues and miscellane- and girls were similar. Traffic-related charges aside,
ous (fraud and forgery) than boys did. Boys were ar- there were significant differences in the average age of
rested more often than girls were for property-related clients only with substance-related charges. Half of the
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364 youths in the substance offense category were 16 or
older. Age was distributed equally among youth with
other legal charges.

There were differences statistically among ethnicities
and offenses. Caucasian youths were at greater risk for a
substance-related charge. Latino clients were referred
more often with offenses against other persons and less
often regarding property-related offenses.

A youth’s family type could be important for planning
and evaluating services. However, evaluation study
found that this factor was unrelated to charges incurred
by youth.

Evaluation also examined offense data to determine if
communities in the YouthZone catchment area were us-
ing different criteria to charge youth. Analysis found
some statistically significant differences across commu-
nities in the offense for which youth were arrested. In the
Aspen area there were more arrests for substance-re-
lated problems, though arrests for all other types of
charges occurred less often in the Aspen area than in
other city areas. Officials in city areas arrested youth in
equal measures for offenses against person, petty theft,
property, and traffic.

Results Section 3. Intake-to-Discharge Changes in Screening Scores

When all 579 clients who completed valid pre- and post-
Screenings were compared on their five intake and dis-
charge scores, very highly significant improvements

were revealed. Pre and post means and significance of
statistics are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 Statistical Significance of Pre-Post YouthZone Screening Score Changes for All Clients
(This analysis included all 579 youth combined. It shows the statistical significance of
changes in their mean intake and discharge scores on the Screening survey)

YouthZone Screening Scale

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use
Optimism and Problem Solving
School and Community Involvement
Delinquency and Aggression

Self-Deprecation

Higher scores indicate lower functioning in the Screening score topics
1Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,

” oKEEX

“highly significant =p <.001 “very highly significant”
It is critically important to establish that YouthZone ser-
vices are equitable, that they work about as well of
younger and older, boys, and girls and youth of different
ethnicities. The following comparisons help determine
program equity.

Pre-to-Post Screening Score Change and Age

e Asexpected, older clients had higher levels of in-
itial and final substance use than did younger cli-
ents. The group of above-the-median age clients
was at a greater risk for substance use than were
younger clients even at the end of services.
Change pre-to-post for these two age groups was
the same. Both improved to an equal and statis-
tically significant extent.

* Younger and older clients had similar scores ini-
tially on the Optimism and Problem Solving
scale. Both younger and older clients improved
equally on this Screening scale.

Intake Screening  Discharge Screening

Significance of F

Mean Statistic’
23.8 22.2
21.0 19.5
15.24 14.7
15.5 14.2
9.4 9.3 :

TS

= p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01,

e Younger clients initially reported slightly higher
School and Community Involvement scores, but
both older and younger clients made very simi-
lar gains over time.

e Younger and older clients scored similarly on the
Delinquency and Aggression scale when they en-
rolled. By the time they had completed services,
however, younger clients had shown signifi-
cantly greater improvement pre-post.

e Younger and older youth reported similar level
of Self-Deprecation at intake and both groups
showed similar degrees of improvement during
services.

YouthZone services created benefits that were equal for
youth of all ages.
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Evaluation studied other client characteristics as these
may have influenced their intake and discharge screen-
ing scores.

Pre-to-Post Screening Change and Gender

e Boys and girls were at equivalent levels of sub-
stance use at intake and girls’ reduction in sub-
stance use was nearly identical to boys by the
time they left YouthZone services.

e Girls reported slightly higher Optimism and
Problem Solving when they enrolled than boys
did and there was a tendency for girls to improve
their scores more than boys by the end of ser-
vices.

e Girls reported slightly lower initial scores on
School and Community Involvement than boys
did. There were no differences, however, in the
extent of positive change pre-to-post between
the sexes. Nevertheless, at the conclusion of ser-
vices, girls still scored lower than boys on this
Screening scale.

e Boys and girls showed similar levels of Delin-
quency and Aggression at intake. Improvement
over time was equivalent for clients of both
sexes.

e Girls and boys had similar Self-Deprecation
scores when they enrolled and both groups im-
proved to similar degrees.

Some differences in program benefits for boys and girls
suggest the importance of considering gender when in-
dividualizing programs for boys and girls.

Pre-to-Post Screening Change and Ethnicity

e  When they came to YouthZone, the level of sub-
stance abuse involvement was the same for Cau-
casian, Latino, and youth of other ethnicities. All
groups improved during services and to an equal
extent.

e The three ethnic groups: Caucasian, Latino, and
Other reported similar scores at intake on the
Optimism and Problem Solving scale. All three
progressed during services and to an equal ex-
tent.

e Latino youth, more than Caucasians or Other
ethnicities, scored higher initially on School and
Community Involvement and over time, the gaps
among the ethnic groups remained the same.

o There were no ethnicity differences in Delin-
quency and Aggression at intake or in the extent
of significant improvement pre to post.

e Only small differences were seen initially in Self-
Deprecation scores among ethnic groups. The
small changes pre-post that were observed were
to a similar degree for all three groups.

YouthZone services have similar benefits for youth of dif-
ferent ethnicities.

Pre-to-Post Screening Change and Type of Legal
Offense

Understanding YouthZone’s effectiveness in changing
the adjustment and risk behavior of clients with different
types of legal offenses is also important to planning and
evaluating services. Statistical results of this study are ar-
ranged in Table 5.

Table 5. Statistical Significance of Pre-Post Screening Within Type of Legal Offense

(This analysis included all 579 youth separated into type of intake legal offense — the columns. It shows the

statistical significance of changes in their mean intake and discharge scores on the Screening survey)

YouthZone Screening Scale

Substance- Property
Related Of- Offense?
fense?
Alcohol, Tobacco, & Other work -
Drug Use
Optimism & Problem Solv- e oran
ing
School & Community ns ns
Involvement
Delinquency & sk -
Aggression
Self-Deprecation ns ns

1Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,

” oKEEX

“highly significant =p <.001 “very highly significant”

Significance of F Statistic for Pre-Post Change

Misc. or Traf-
fic Offense?

Person Petty Theft
Offense? Offense?

*ok sk ns

*okokok *okokok ns

*ok dokk ns

EETTY *okokok ns

ns * ns

TS

= p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01,
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These results can be summarized in the following terms:

e The 271 youth who came to YouthZone with a
substance-related offense (see Table 3) made
substantial gains in three of five Screening scales.
They reduced their substance use, though did
not eliminate it, their Optimism & Problem Solv-
ing self-assessments showed that their sense of
self-efficacy rose and the Delinquency and Ag-
gression score improved. They evaluated their
School and Community Involvement and Self-
Deprecation as unchanged.

e 66 youths with a property or 58 with a person
offense showed similar improvements in adjust-
ment and behavior as those with a substance-re-
lated offense.

o The 133 petty theft offense clients improved on
four of five Screening scales: Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Other Drug Use, Optimism & Problem Solv-
ing, School and Community Involvement, and
Delinquency and Aggression. Their pre-post as-
sessments of Self-Deprecation were unchanged.

e No changes pre-to-post were seen among youth
referred with miscellaneous or traffic offenses.

Results Section 4. Individual Program Outcomes

Results Section 3 presented outcomes for all youth com-
bined involved in all YouthZone programs. Section 4
studies youth outcomes for individual YouthZone pro-
grams. Evaluation measured the significance of pre-to-
post Screening scales changes among just those clients

enrolled in one of five programs. Programs were selected
when they had included at least 25 clients with valid pre-
and post-Screening surveys. Statistical results are shown
in Table 6.

Table 6. Statistical Significance of Pre-Post Screening Score Change for Five Individual Programs
(This analysis compares pre-post changes on the Screening tools scales for just clients

who were enrolled in specific YouthZone programs)

Screening Scale

Individual
Counseling
(N=72) (N=178)

Alcohol, Tobacco, & Drug ns
Use
Optimism & Problem Solving o
School & Community In- ns
volvement
Delinquency & Aggression *
Self-Deprecation ns

1Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,

” oKEEX

“highly significant =p <.001 “very highly significant”

YouthZone assigned clients to programs based on an as-
sessment of their needs and other circumstances. Ac-
cordingly, the program outcomes shown in Table 6 rep-
resent change for those enrolled, for example, in Individ-
ual Counseling. (Evaluation found that none of the pre-
post changes on Screening scales were negative, nor that
clients worsened from enrollment to completion of ser-
vices.)

e Individual Counseling had a very modest effect
on youth enrolled in the program. While individ-
ual counseling youth reported a more positive
outlook and somewhat fewer delinquency atti-
tudes, they were unchanged in other areas as-
sessed by the Screening tool.

Substance
Use: Class

Significance of F Statistic for Individual YouthZone Programs

Substance Use: Restorative Useful Public
Individual Justice Service
(N=37) (N =90) (N =378)

ns ook ok sokokok

ok ok skookok ok sokokok

ns * ok ok

ns skookok ok sokokok

ns ns **

TS

=p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01

e The Substance Use Class for substance-using cli-
ents was highly effective. Substance use declined
and except for Self-Deprecation, other areas of
risk and protective attitudes and behavioral im-
proved.

e Individual Education for substance-using clients
was the least effective of the five individual pro-
grams evaluated. Youth ended these services
with a more positive outlook on their lives, but
unchanged in other respects that may have
brought them into conflict with the law.

e (lients involved in Restorative Justice program
showed very favorable responses to their partic-
ipation. Involved youth concluded with some im-
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provement in School and Community Involve-
ment, an area that the current and previous
YouthZone evaluation have shown difficult to
modify.

e Youth assigned to Useful Public Service reported
positive change in all areas of emotion and be-
havior assessed by the Screening tool.

These results show the value of individualizing interven-
tions for youth with legal offense histories.

Results Section 5. Screening Scores and Recidivism

On occasion, youths with legal problems who had been
enrolled in YouthZone services were again arrested. This
results section determined whether intake Screening
scores would identify youths more at risk for re-offend-
ing during services than would be expected for clients in
general. Statistical analysis identified “red flags” that
would draw attention to a boy or a girl client who may
relapse. Relapse prediction is shown in Table 6 and 7.

e Only 16 girls with valid pre-surveys reoffended
during YouthZone services. Table 6 shows that
they were distinguished statistically from girls
who did not reoffend by four-of-five Screening
scores. Girls who had above average substance
use scores, were not engaged in school, and who
were unusually self-critical formed the group
that were likely to be arrested while enrolled in
services.

Table 6. Significance of Screening Scores in Predicting Girls’ Reoffending
(This table includes 196 girls and shows the significance of the relationships between
their intake Screening scores and whether or not they reoffended)

Screening Scale

Pre Alcohol, Tobacco, & Drug Use score

Pre Optimism & Problem Solving score

Pre School & Community Involvement score
Pre Delinquency & Aggression score

Pre Self-Deprecation score

1 Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,

T

“highly significant =p <.001 “very highly significant”

Mean All Girls’ Screening Score

Significance of F Statistic:
Reoffense Yes/No

24 kK

22

15

16 ns

10 ok

*ok

koK

VRS

= p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01

Table 7. Significance of Screening Scores in Predicting Boys’ Reoffending
(This table includes 381 boys and shows the significance of the relationships between
their intake Screening scores and whether or not they reoffended)

Screening Scale

Pre Alcohol, Tobacco, & Drug Use score
Pre Optimism and Problem Solving Score
Pre School & Community Involvement score

Pre Delinquency & Aggression score

vk W oe

Pre Self-Deprecation Score

o Atotal of 67 boys reoffended while in services. In
Table 7, the same analytical approach was used
with these male clients. Above average scores on
all of the Screening scores predicted recidivism.

For boys and girls, above average Screening scores not
only predicted recidivism, but probably are indicators
that above-mean scorers will struggle more behaviorally

Mean All Boys’ Screening Score

Significance of F Statistic:
Reoffense Yes/No

25

21

16

16

9

*ok

*ok

and emotionally than other youth during their enroll-
ment in YouthZone programs.
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Results Section 6. Comparison of Evaluation Results 2013 and 2016

Formal evaluation of YouthZone program outcomes be-
gan in 1998. Substantial changes in clients, staffing, pro-
grams, and society have taken place during the ensuing
18 years. Differences in program evaluation findings may
occur for one or a combination of four reasons. First, as
years pass, communities, culture, and youth and families
change. For example, 18 years ago when the first
YouthZone evaluation was begun, only a small fraction of
referred girls were involved in substance use. Today,
their use is the same or greater than reported by boys
enrolling in services. In other respects, the emotional and
behavioral challenges youth bring to the case managers
have become more complex. Further, YouthZone may be
selected by courts, probation, law enforcement, and
other organizations for referral of youth with more seri-
ous problems than was the case 10-15 years ago. Third,
case manager capacity has changed. Recruitment, train-
ing, and supervision are more sophisticated now than in
the past. A more skilled staff can be expected to be more
effective with youth’s emotional/behavioral change. Fi-
nally, programs now are more evidence-based and more
closely individualized to client needs. All of these influ-
ences may alter program outcomes.

e Demographically, differences between 2013 and
2016 were observed. More girls are being re-
ferred than in the past. Fewer children under 13
have been enrolled in the last three years. The
mean age is rising slightly. YouthZone has con-
tinued to serve a balance of Caucasian and Latino
youth, with slightly more clients born in the US
in the most recent service sample. Family struc-
ture of referred clients has changed little over
the years. About half live in homes with both
birth parents.

e Community referral of youth has shifted very
slightly. Relatively speaking, the Aspen area sent

Program Evaluation Summary

Evaluation Purpose and Perspective This report pre-
sents findings from an independent evaluation of
YouthZone programs that served clients during 2013-
2016. The evaluation was designed in the belief that all
members of Garfield, Pitkin, and West Eagle County com-
munities have a responsibility for and benefit from the
well-being of youth. This is especially true for young peo-
ple who are struggling with fitting in at school, who have
trouble with the law, or suffer from emotional or behav-
ioral problems. Success with helping them overcome
their problems means they can enjoy the same good life
as their peers and that their communities can enjoy the
contributions all young people can make to the lives of
every resident. The evaluation is about youth served, but

about the same number of youth during 2013-
2016. Fewer referrals in the evaluation sample
were from Carbondale. The Rifle and Glenwood
Springs areas made about the same percentage
of total referrals in 2016 as 2013. Courts contin-
ued to refer 95% of youth enrolled in services

o Type of legal offense differed somewhat in 2016
as compared to 2013. The percentage of youth
with a substance-related offense was slightly
less as were offenses against a person, and traffic
offenses. More petty theft and property-related
arrests led to recent referrals than in 2013.

o (Consistently, over the last six years, YouthZone’s
programs and services have had positive out-
comes on Screening factors empirically linked
with legal reoffending. Overall, positive out-
comes have been sustained from 2013 to 2016.

e The 2016 evaluation found better results on the
Screening’s Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug use
scale across all offense referral types than oc-
curred in 2013. On the other hand, success with
improving School and Community Involvement
was less in the 2016 sample as compared to
2013.

e As with analyses for the 2013 evaluation the
YouthZone Screening tool was a valid predictor
of whether a youth in the 2016 sample would
reoffend.

On the whole a comparison of 2013 and 2016 evaluation
results confirmed consistent service access for youth of
different backgrounds, communities of residence, types
of legal offenses, and degree of program improvement.

it is equally intended to empower their communities to
contribute where they can to benefit youth and the qual-
ity of life of every person young and old.

To accomplish its broad evaluation goal, data collection,
analysis and review have taken the perspective of youth
and family, communities across the region, program
staff, and YouthZone’s leadership and board of directors.
Further, its methods have explored fully the unique char-
acteristics of youth so they can be understood as individ-
uals. YouthZone programs work in partnership with
communities to deliver quality programs. Accordingly,
the evaluation considered the organizations referring cli-
ents. Further, the evaluation and report have been de-
signed to support the case manager who meets a young
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person and their family and recommends promising so-
lutions. The evaluation design and report was intended
to direct the YouthZone board and administrators to-
ward program strengths and limitations so that together
they can optimize the allocation of limited resources for
maximum benefit. Finally, it considers information that
would be needed by funders who are concerned with
their investments and where additional financial assis-
tance may be worthwhile.

Though its methods and reporting are necessarily tech-
nical so that they will align with program evaluation and
reporting best practices, the report also summarizes key
findings that will be of interest to all stakeholders. Some
sections point to issues that will be of interest to commu-
nity residents in general, others to youth and parents, to
referring agencies, funders, and leaders in communities.

Following are some of the most significant implications
of the program evaluation.

Parents and Youth Trouble with the police, appear-
ance in juvenile court, and possible probation monitor-
ing are unexpected and highly stressful experiences for
youth and parents. Parents may alternate between self-
blame and distress with their child. Young people may be
confused, embarrassed, angry, and fearful. Though these
evaluation findings will do little to ease these emotions,
parents and youth can be reassured of excellent support
from YouthZone case managers. Evaluation found that
when the risk and protective factors related to youth’s
respect of the law were measured, the average young
person showed significant progress. When case manager
effectiveness was measured, evaluation found that while
some were more successful with certain adjustment
problems than others were, all were effective in modify-
ing factors contributing to better youth adjustment.

The evaluation also analyzed whether family type con-
tributed to youth problems and how family type influ-
enced the results delivered by YouthZone services. Eval-
uation did find that girls and boys were equally likely to
come from a home in which both of their birth parents
cared for them and that Latino youth were much more
likely to be living with both of their birth parents than
any other family structure. Results showed that youths’
legal misbehavior occurred as often in families with one
or two birth parents or when the young person was liv-
ing with family or others. Change in risk-protective fac-
tors related to future legal misconduct was equally posi-
tive for youngsters in one and two-birth parent homes,
however, it occurred to a much more limited extent when
they were living in non-parent situations. Obviously, par-
ent involvement in restorative youth service is critical to
eventual outcomes.

Most families will discover that their boy or girl will have
a better outlook on themselves and life and more likely
to align their behavior with reasonable expectations fol-
lowing participation in YouthZone programs.

Communities and Referring Agencies Clients in the
evaluation study sample came from 24 communities
across Garfield, Pitkin and West Eagle Counties and be-
yond. About one-third were living in the Glenwood
Springs-New Castle-Silt area, another third in the Rifle-
Parachute region, and the remainder in Aspen-Basalt-
Carbondale. Only 4.3% came from outside this wide
catchment area.

Evaluation results showed that YouthZone provides ser-
vices that are culturally competent and equitable. Boys
and girls were enrolled in all community areas and
across regions ages of involved youth were similar. Anal-
ysis revealed that the needs of youths varied by commu-
nity area. Evaluation listed area difference in client needs
to give communities a better understanding of their
youth needs. Significantly, youth progress in reoffending
risk and protective factors was statistically the same, city
area to city area. These findings provide YouthZone staff
and administration with information on how to tailor
services to community. They can assure communities
that they are being equitably serviced by YouthZone pro-
grams.

Most youth in the evaluation sample came from courts
with a small number from community sources including
individual law enforcement professionals. Evaluation de-
termined that improvement in reoffending risk and pro-
tective factors was equivalent for youth from county, dis-
trict, and municipal courts.

YouthZone administrators and program supervisors are
well informed by the evaluation of program successes
and limitations. Communities and agencies can have
unique assurance, that youth referred to YouthZone will
show a tangible benefit from participation and that ser-
vices will work as well in socio-economically advantaged
and less advantaged areas.

YouthZone Program Staff To assist case managers
with individualizing their interventions evaluation gen-
erated and reported on the interactions among legal
charges and pre-to-post change and showed how client
age, gender, and ethnicity might influence outcomes.
Data showed that:

e Boysand girls were of similar ages and averaged
about 16 years.

o When evaluation looked atlegal charges prior to
enrollment, it found that it was older youth who
were being arrested for substance possession or
use. Age was unrelated to the appearance of
other legal charges.
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e 66% of clients were male and boys were ar-
rested more often than girls were for Crimes In-
volving Property and Traffic-Related Charges.
Girls were more often charged with substance
offenses than were boys.

e The dominant ethnicities, Caucasian and Latino
were about equally represented.

e (aucasian youths were at greater risk for a Sub-
stance-related charge. Latino clients were re-
ferred more often with offenses again other per-
sons and less often regarding property-related
offenses.

Some of client characteristics were related to intake and
response to programs:

e Evaluation found that client age was related to
their initial self-assessment results on the
Screening. Older clients reported more sub-
stance use and less involvement in school and
community.

e For the most part, however, progress with ser-
vices was the same for older and for younger cli-
ents

e Age was unrelated to a client’s tendency to re-of-
fend.

During the past three years only 9.7% of clients in the
evaluation sample were rearrested after the initial of-
fense that led to their YouthZone referral and before
court-ordered services were completed. Some clients re-
offended within days of their admission. Among all
YouthZone clients, these are probably at greatest risk for
future personal, family, social, and vocational maladjust-
ment. Success with them in the present could avoid
much suffering and personal and social costs. For these
reasons, evaluation was invested in learning how a case
manager could recognize youth at risk of re-offending on
their very first day at YouthZone. Findings were defini-
tive with the most appropriate process for this type of
screening.

e Statistically, boys were more likely to reoffend
than girls.

e Youth age was not correlated with reoffending.

e Older, but not younger, Latino clients were al-
most twice as likely to be arrested again before
their YouthZone services ended.

Evaluation found the most accurate predictors of re-
cidivism were not youths’ demographics, but their
Screening scores at intake:

e Among girls those with relatively poor
School and Community Involvement, higher
scores on Alcohol, Tobacco, and Drug and
Self-Deprecation scale were more likely to
continue their pre-enrollment course of mis-
conduct.

e  With boys, those with the combination of
higher scores on all five Screening scale were
most often found to be reoffenders.

e For boys and girls, interventions that raise
school and community engagement and con-
currently lower substance use have the
greatest promise of supporting a sustained
commitment to YouthZone programs.

These results replicate other studies of recidivism
among youthful legal offenders. Personal background
and the seriousness of offense do not usually assist case
managers in deciding on the level of care, on the other
hand, review of how clients assess their own beliefs, atti-
tudes, and experiences as compared to self-assessments
by other clients can predict their future.

YouthZone Leadership  Evaluation demonstrated
through analysis of clients, their families, and their com-
munities of origin that there are few “fixed factors” con-
trolling youth progress. Youth are resilient and their pro-
gress on entering YouthZone services has much less to
do with who they were at admission or where they came
from and more with the programs in which they were en-
rolled and the quality of their interaction with their fam-
ily and with their case manager. Accordingly, evaluation
devoted considerable attention to these two topics.

Evaluation gave extended attention to the issue of case
manager effectiveness with the Screening scores that
predicted both boys’ and girls’ engagement with services
and avoidance of re-offending. Extensive research else-
where with psychotherapy and counseling has shown
professionals vary in their effectiveness.

Psychotherapy research has found that in-service train-
ing and other workforce development efforts seldom
equalize therapists’ effectiveness with clients. Systems
have been developed, however, that draw on the exper-
tise of current providers resulting in much less variabil-
ity between the most and least effective. Evaluation sup-
ports exploring these options with staff.

Finally, while evaluation established that, on average,
youthful clients gained assets and reduced risk behaviors
while receiving YouthZone services, not all clients make
these gains and not all clients improved their adjustment
equally in all programs. Evaluation calculated the perfor-
mance of five programs in reducing risk factors,
strengthening protective factors, and lowering the likeli-
hood that a client would reoffend. All programs had some
effectiveness with these outcomes. Of particular note
were findings for YouthZone’s group intervention for
substance use. Scientific articles on successful interven-
tions with delinquent youth substance use in community
agency setting are rare. There is no evidence-based
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standard for these interventions. Most diversion pro-
grams make some effort to reduce use, however, seldom
are these systematized. Evaluation has found in the past
that YouthZone’s group interventions with substance us-
ing youth were not effective. Revision of the program has
led to different outcomes. Currently, evaluation deter-
mined that not only did youth enrolled in the group in-
tervention designed for them reduce their substance use,
they became more optimistic, more involved at school
and in the community, and their delinquent and aggres-
sive behaviors declined.

Few youth serving programs in the region - or across the
state for that matter — are informed about their pro-
grams’ effectiveness and where modification is needed
and where services are working well. Nearly all service
agencies rely on a leap of faith that what they promise,
they are delivering. YouthZone, however, has adopted
evaluation practices to assist in building evidence-based
services and focusing administration, case managers, the
organization’s board and the community on where addi-
tional attention can improve outcomes.
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Appendix — YouthZone Program Evaluation Data Tables

Evaluation Sample Demographics

This report evaluated delinquency prevention program outcomes with 579 young people whose referral and ser-
vices involved a pre- and a post-administration of the YouthZone Screening for Positive Youth Development®, with
valid results. These youths became the “Evaluation Sample,” young people on whom sufficient information was
available to complete in-depth statistical analyses of their backgrounds, recidivism, and response to services.

The 579 children and youth, the “evaluation study sample” were 34.0% female and 66.0% male. Appendix Table
1 shows the distribution of client ages.

Appendix Table 1. Distribution of Client Ages

Client Age Frequency Percent

11 years 3 .5
12 years 24 4.1
13 years 37 6.4
14 years 77 13.3
15 years 108 18.7
16 years 157 27.1
17 years 152 26.3
18 years 20 3.5
Total 578 99.8
Missing 1 2
Total 579 100.0

Appendix Table 2. Distribution of Client Ethnicities

Client Ethnicity Frequency Percent

Anglo 268 46.3
Latino 228 39.4
Other ethnicities 80 13.8
Total 576 99.5
Missing 3 .5

Total 579 100.0
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Appendix Table 3. Distribution of Client Family Types

Family Type Frequency Percent

Two birth parents 262 45.3
50/50 with divorced parents 36 6.2
Single parent - female 125 21.6
Single parent - male 40 6.9
Step and birth parent 83 14.3
Grandparent(s) 11 1.9
Foster parent(s) 2 3
No adults 2 3
Other 18 31
Total 579 100.0

Appendix Table 4. Distribution of Youth Community of Residence

Community Area Frequency Percent
Aspen Area 49 8.5
Basalt Area 12 2.1
Carbondale Area 99 17.1
Glenwood Springs Area 126 21.8
New Castle-Silt Area 74 12.8
Rifle Area 152 26.3
Parachute Area 42 7.3
Total 554 95.7
Other Cities 25 43
Total 579 100.0
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YouthZone Screening Findings

Appendix Table 5. Distribution of Screening Validity Scores for
Clients Completing Pre and Post Surveys !

Survey Completion Frequency Percent
Completed Pre & Post, Valid Surveys 579 96.2
Completed Pre & Post, One or Both Surveys not 23 3.8
Valid
Total 602 100.0

1A client with “valid surveys” completed both the pre and post survey process, and on
both responded to the Honesty and Understand validity question with “All of them”
or “Most of them,” and did not skip any validity questions

Appendix Table 6 Average Intake Screening Scores and Statistical Significance of
Differences Across Community Areas

Community Area Alcohol, To- Optimism & School & Delinquency & Self-
bacco, & Other Problem Community Aggression " Deprecation ™
Drug Use™™" Solving Involvement "

Aspen 28.0 21.4 12.2 15.5 10.6
Basalt 28.7 19.6 12.9 16.2 10.0
Carbondale 247 21.2 14.1 15.6 9.1
Glenwood Springs 24.0 20.8 15.6 15.4 9.5
New Castle-Silt 22.7 21.3 15.5 15.5 9.5
Rifle 22.5 20.6 16.4 15.6 9.2
Parachute 22.2 20.6 15.6 15.5 9.1

TS

Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,” ** = p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01 “highly sig-

nificant” *** = p < .001 “very highly significant”

This table includes all 579 youth. Clients were, separated into their community of residence as shown in the first
column. It compares youth from area to area on each of the five Screening intake scores. For example, when
youth from the seven communities were compared on ATOD use, Aspen and Basalt’s youths’ higher means
shown in column two of the Table were found to be significantly greater than ATOD score in the other areas. Sig-
nificant differences across communities were seen also on School and Community Involvement, but not other
scales.
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Appendix Table 7 Statistical Significance of Screening Score
Pre-Post Change within Community Area

Community Area ATOD Use Optimism & School & Delinquency & Self-
Problem Community Aggression Deprecation
Solving Involvement
Aspen %k Kk %* % %k k * % %k * kK %k Kk
Basalt ns ns *xx ns ns
Carbondale %k Kk %* % %k %* %k k kK k. %k Kk

EETTY *okokok *okokok EETTY EETTY

Glenwood Springs

sokok ok ok kok ok kok ko k sokok K

New Castle-Silt

. * Kk k %k kK %k kK * Kk k * Kk k
Rifle

okok ok ok ko ok ko * sokokk

Parachute

EETTY *kokok Hokokk EETTY EETTY

All Communities

” kk

Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,
“highly significant” **** = p <.001 “very highly significant”

= p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01

This table includes all 579 youth. Clients were separated into their community of residence, as shown in the first
column. It compares the extent of pre and post change for clients in each area to determine wither their Screen-
ing score changes were small or statistically significant. For example, when pre-post changes on the five Screen-
ing scores shown in the Glenwood Springs row were compared statistically, all were found to be significant. By
comparison, looking across the Basalt youth row, few attitude and behavioral changes on the five Screening
scales were significant.

Appendix Table 8 Average Intake Screening Scores and Statistical Significance of
Differences Across Referral Sources

Referral Source ATOD Use™ Optimism & School & Delinquency & Self-

Problem Community Aggression ™ Deprecation *
Solving ™ Involvement ™"

Community (Law 24.4 21.1 13.8 15.4 10.0

enforcement, pro-

bation, schools,

FACET, Self, Parent)

County Court 27.1 204 14.9 15.1 9.7

District Court 23.7 21.4 14.1 15.6 9.6

Municipal Court 23.1 21.0 15.7 15.6 9.2

” ox%

Statistical significance levels: " = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,
“highly significant” *™** = p < .001 “very highly significant”

=p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01

This table includes all 579 youth. Clients were separated into their referral source, as shown in the first column.
It compares youth from referral source to referral source on each of the five Screening scales. For example, when
youth referred from non-court community sources were compared on ATOD use with youth from other referral
sources, column two, it was found that the means were statistically different. County Court youth had much
higher substance use scores and their School and Community Involvement were lower than youth referred from
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other sources, and they are less likely to be self-critical. County Court youth were more challenging, as measured
by their intake Screenings.

Appendix Table 9 Statistical Significance of Screening Score
Pre-Post Change Within Referral Source*

Referral Source ATOD Use Optimism & School & Delinquency & Self-
Problem Community Aggression Deprecation
Solving Involvement

ko k ok ko ok ko koK sokokk

Community (Law
enforcement, pro-
bation, schools,
FACET, Self, Parent)

County Court

District Court *EEE orrk - - -

EETTY *okokok *kokk ook EETTY

EETTY *okokok *okokok EETTY EETTY

Municipal Court

Statistical significance levels: ™ = “not significant,” * = p <.10 “borderline significant,” ** = p <.05 “significant,” *** = p <.01
“highly significant” *™** = p < .001 “very highly significant”

This table includes all 579 youth. Clients were separated into their sources of referral, shown in the first column.
[t compares the extent of pre and post change for youth from one referral source to determine wither the change
was small or statistically significant. For example, when the pre-post scores of youth referred from County
Courts were compared in the County Court row, it was found that they made substantial and statistically signifi-
cant change on all five Screening scales. Generally, County Court youth made changes very similar to those of
youth referred by other sources.
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