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I N TROD U CT I ON  

Background 
The Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JJCPA) provides support to local 
jurisdictions to implement their local juvenile justice action strategy.  The passage 
of JJCPA (also known as the Schiff-Cardenas Crime Prevention Act) in 2000 
provided over $121 million to counties for juvenile justice programs.  Including 
interest income, Santa Clara County allocated $5,816,315 in FY 2003-04.  
Allocations were made to counties based on population and given only to those 
counties with a Board of Corrections (BOC)-approved Comprehensive Multi-
Agency Juvenile Justice Plan (CMJJP).  As required by the creating legislation, 
counties were required to articulate their local strategy their CMJJP. 
 
Comprehensive Multi-Agency Juvenile Justice Plan  
Community Crime Prevention Associates (CCPA) was retained by the Probation 
Department to assist in the development of the CMJJP, as well as the development 
of prioritized programs.  Santa Clara County’s CMJJP was an update of its Local 
Action Plan originally developed in 1997 in response to the Juvenile Crime 
Enforcement and Accountability Challenge Grant.  
 
As with the previous Local Action Plan, the CMJJP was developed with the input 
of numerous key community leaders including:   
•  Alum Rock Counseling Center 
•  Asian Americans for Community Involvement 
•  Asian American Recovery Services 
•  Big Brothers/Big Sisters 
•  Bill Wilson Center 
•  Boys and Girls Clubs 
•  California Youth Outreach 
•  Catholic Charities 
•  Center for Training & Careers 
•  City of San José – Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force, BEST Program, Youth 
 Intervention & Employee Svcs., Police Dept. 
•  City Year 
•  Community Solutions 
•  Crosscultural Community Services Center 
•  Department of Corrections 
•  District Attorney’s Office 
•  Fair Middle School 



 

   JJCPA Evaluation Report, November 2004 
   Prepared by Community Crime Prevention Associates 

 

2

•  Filipino Youth Coalition 
•  Franklin-McKinley S.D. 
•  Fresh Life for Youth 
•  Juvenile Court Judges  
•  MACSA 
•  Mental Health Department 
•  Office of Supervisor Blanca Alvarado 
•  Office of Supervisor Jim Beall 
•  Office of Human Relations 
•  Pathway Society 
•  Probation Department 
•  Public Allies 
•  Public Defender’s Office 
•  ROHI Alternative Community Outreach 
•  San José Conservation Corps 
•  Social Advocates for Youth 
•  Social Services Agency 
•  Ujima Adult & Family Services 
•  United Way of Silicon Valley 
•  Vietnamese Voluntary Foundation 
•  YWCA 
 
The creating legislation required that programs proposed for funding: 
 

1. Be based on programs and approaches along the entire 
continuum of services that have demonstrated effectiveness in 
reducing delinquency and addressing juvenile crime; 

2. Collaborate and integrate services; 
3. Employ information sharing systems; and 
4. Adopt goals to be used to determine the effectiveness of 

programs. 
 
In addition to the proposed programs for funding, the BOC required counties to 
include the following in the CMJJP: 
 

1. Assessment of existing youth services specifically targeted at at-
risk youth, juvenile offenders, and their families; 

2. Identification and prioritization of at-risk neighborhoods and 
schools; and 

3. Development of a strategy providing a continuum of responses to 
juvenile crime. 

 
Lastly, the five guiding principles adopted by the Juvenile Justice Coordinating 
Council (JJCC), Santa Clara County’s local oversight committee required by the 
legislation, helped to shape activities related to juvenile crime enforcement.  The 
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JJCC has relied on these principles to guide budget and policy recommendations, 
assist law and justice practitioners understand their role in the larger system of 
services for children and youth, and support service providers shape their services.  
These five guiding principles are:  
 

•  strengthen the family to instill moral values and provide guidance 
and support to children.  Where there is no functioning family 
unit, we must establish a family surrogate to assist the child to 
develop pro-social behavior; 

 
•  support core social institutions, such as schools, religious 

institutions, community-based organizations, and public youth 
service organizations, in order to develop pro-social behavior in 
our youth; 

 
•  promote delinquency prevention programs as a cost effective 

approach to reducing juvenile delinquency.  Levels of prevention 
programs are an appropriate sanction for problem delinquent 
behavior; 

 
•  intervene immediately and effectively when at-risk and 

delinquent behavior occurs to successfully prevent delinquent 
offenders from becoming chronic offenders or committing more 
progressively serious and violent crimes; and 

 
•  identify and control the small group of serious, violent, and 

chronic juvenile offenders who have failed to respond to 
intervention efforts and graduated sanctions.  Incarcerating these 
youths will protect the community through their removal. 

 
Program Selection Process 
The Probation Department engaged in a number of activities to develop the 
prioritized programs.  In October 2000, the Probation Department issued an 
announcement to community-based organizations, County departments, local law 
and justice practitioners, and other service providers about the Crime Prevention 
Act 2000 funding opportunity.  The announcement contained the background of 
the legislation, as well as the process for submitting proposals to the Juvenile 
Justice Coordinating Council.  Information about the funding opportunity was 
disseminated to numerous coalitions, community providers, and multi-agency 
efforts. 
 
Prospective applicants were clearly informed about expectations regarding 
legislatively-mandated outcome measures such as rate of juvenile arrest and rate of 
successful probation completion.  Furthermore, applicants were instructed to 
complete a proposal information sheet, which included important data elements 
stated in the legislation, such as collaborative partners, timeline for 
implementation, and citation of demonstrated effectiveness. 
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Subsequently, the Probation Department staff worked with consultants to 
synthesize the information submitted for 13 proposals, organized the information 
into a matrix format, and present the information to the JJCC at its November 15, 
2000 meeting.  This meeting served as an opportunity for the JJCC to conduct a 
first review of the proposed programs totaling $7.5 million in requests, and hear 
comments from the applicants.  Due to the overwhelming request, the JJCC asked 
that those applicants still interested in seeking CPA 2000 funds further develop and 
refine their proposals to be reviewed at a subsequent public hearing. 
 
The Probation Department worked with its consultants to develop its 
recommendations of top programs.  The recommendations were based on the 
criteria set forth in the legislation and reiterated by the State Board of Corrections.  
The JJCC approved staff’s recommendations, as did the Board of Supervisors 
Public Safety and Justice Committee in January 2001. 
   
The following five programs were awarded JJCPA funds for FY 2001-02. 
 
•  Aftercare Services 
•  Assessment Center 
•  Mexican American Community Services Agency 
•  Restorative Justice Program 
•  Truancy Reduction Services   
 
These same five programs were approved for funding for FY 2002-03 at the April 
23, 2002 meeting of the JJCC and again for FY 2003-04 at the March 28, 2003 JJCC 
meeting.   
 
Program descriptions are contained in the Strategies Section of this report. 
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Limitations to Report 
Several limitations reduce the generalizability of the findings contained in this 
report.  This evaluation is not based on an experimental research design.  Rather, 
it is based on a theory-based outcome model.  First, the evaluation is limited by 
the resources invested in its design and implementation.  Limited resources 
preclude the evaluation team from collecting more intermediate outcome data and 
program-specific data.  Secondly, the findings, analysis, and conclusions are all 
limited by the amount and quality of data.   
 
The evaluation team relied on data provided by program staff.  Challenges include: 
consistency of data collection, uniformity of data collection, training of personnel 
used to collect data, and storage of data in a centralized and secure location – may 
all have an impact on the evaluation results.  Lastly, the evaluation relies, in part, 
on the subjective opinions of program staff, participants, and evaluators. 
 
Despite statistical and research design limitations, the application of statistical tests 
adds rigor to the study protocol.  The pattern of survey results can assist decision-
makers with interpreting the significance of program components.  Given the 
relatively small sample size, significant results should be treated with some interest 
and bear scrutiny.  
 
Additional Information 
Shirly Lee, CCPA Partner, served as the lead evaluator with the assistance of Dr. 
Peter Ellis, Dr. Rex Green, Tanya Baker, and Tony Santa Ana.  For additional 
information contact: 
Community Crime Prevention Associates 
P.O. Box 730 
San José, CA 95108 
(408) 271-7049 
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R E C OM M EN DAT I O N S  

These recommendations are based on the results of a limited-scope evaluation.  
 
Aftercare Services 
1.  Aftercare Services should maintain its Steering Committee body.  The 

members should be commended for its consensus-building format and the 
way in which it provides program oversight functions.  The Steering 
Committee members are responsive to issues and have played a role in the 
program’s success, as indicated by the remarkable BOC-required outcomes. 

 
2. The Steering Committee should continue to work with program managers 

and direct service staff members in order to ensure that those providing 
services receive, understand, and implement the Individualized Transition 
Service Plan (ITSP).  The ITSP is developed in a multi-service team setting 
and is a useful tool to help service providers understand the strengths and 
needs of the youth and his family.   

 
3.  Parents should have an opportunity to give input on the ITSP and learn 

about what role they can play in helping to ensure that it is implemented.  
Program staff should continue to work closely with parents – including 
engaging and explaining program components, expectations of the parent, 
and responsibilities of the youth.  Program staff should explore relying on 
parents of program graduates to provide parent-to-parent support. 

 
4. The Aftercare Steering Committee should assist direct service staff members 

understand the evaluation results and how they can practice continuous 
improvement.  

 
Assessment Center 
1.  Assessment Center partners have continued to improve sharing information.  

Community-based partners should continue to work with Juvenile Hall 
managers in order to ensure that curriculum and program delivery are most 
effective.  Assessment Center partners should share information about 
strengths of youth.  Juvenile Hall managers should provide a forum for 
community-based partners to share information about youth participants with 
Juvenile Hall counselors.  The forum will also allow Juvenile Hall counselors 
to brief providers about the climate, recent issues, or tension between certain 
individuals.  The exchange of information may help to facilitate better 
outcomes. 

 
2. All community-based partners should develop and implement a Juvenile 

Hall exit component.  Youth should receive follow-up calls and be 
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encouraged to participate in community-based programs offered by the 
providers.  Providers should consider giving youth a “voucher” to participate 
in a special community activity or event at the agency.  Juvenile Hall 
Managers should work with providers to develop a way to alert providers 
about a youth’s release. 

 
3. Assessment Center partners should develop local performance outcomes, not 

just process measures.  The Assessment Center is the only JJCPA-funded 
program without local performance measures.  Assessment Center did not 
complete any staff surveys in FY 2003-04.  The staff survey should be 
reinstituted. 

 
MACSA 
1.  MACSA staff members should work to standardize the case management 

process.  The process of updating the case plans vary across its three sites.   
 
2.  MACSA should be commended for its ability to engage parents of youth.  The 

Family Advocate component is largely responsible for this success.  MACSA 
should explore ways to provide leadership opportunities for past program 
participants and their parents.   

 
3.  MACSA program managers should enhance its staff development 

opportunities, particularly in the areas of classroom/group management and 
using case management as ancillary to cognitive/behavioral change.  Program 
managers should also work with the Probation Department to serve more 
high-risk youth. 

 
4. MACSA staff members should review the evaluation results, especially the 

developmental asset and agency-specific productivity measures – both 
decline from FY 2002-03 results.  The results can be attributed, in part, to the 
increase in Probation youth that the program served.  Nonetheless, the 
program should practice continuous improvement and explore changes to 
approach based on the results. 

 
RJP 
1. Program design and significant staffing changes have created challenges for 

RJP.  For instance, the average number of days from referral to Neighborhood 
Accountability Board (NAB) conference increased by 25% to 54 days since FY 
2002-03 and by 80% since FY 2001-02.  The increased length of time 
diminishes the linkage between action and accountability for the youth.  
Ongoing resource issues in the County and Probation Department may make 
it difficult to achieve the targeted 18 days.  The time should continue to be 
monitored. 

 
2. RJP providers should meet quarterly to share strategies and information.  

Competency development curriculum should be updated to reflect new 
research in skills development and cognitive behavioral change.  Quarterly 
meetings with providers and Probation Officers may help to build 
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relationships and provide a forum to share information about particular 
youth, community issues, and opportunities for improvement.  Probation staff 
vacancies and staffing changes made it difficult for providers to interface with 
Probation Officers as often as needed.   

 
3. RJP providers should develop ways to keep youth engaged in the community 

and agency following completion of program.  For instance, providers may 
want to create an internship program or other leadership opportunity for 
program graduates and their parents.   

 
4. RJP managers should ensure that Probation and community-based staff 

members are apprised of evaluation data in order to practice continuous 
improvement.  In particular, youth-reported agency-specific productivity 
scores were lower than the JJCPA-wide average. 

 
Truancy Reduction Services 
1.  The communication and relationship between school districts and 

community-based service providers have continued to be effective, as 
indicated by the memoranda of understanding crafted at the beginning of 
each program year.  The lead agency should continue to facilitate a 
providers-school district joint meeting at the beginning and end of each year. 

 
2.  Providers worked with fewer Probation youth this year.  The providers 

should work with the Probation Department and school districts to determine 
how best to identify and work with those youth who exhibit serious truancy 
problems. 

 
3. Providers should continue to be vigilant about getting school attendance data 

from the district.  School district-generated attendance data is essential to 
understanding the effectiveness of the program.  Providers should also 
consider gathering attendance data for a period following exit of program.    

 
4. Providers should set a goal of linking youth participants to two or more 

caring adults in the community.  Since the intervention period is relatively 
short, it is important to ensure that youth are connected to supportive adults 
in the community and school that will help them to maintain improvements 
in attendance. 
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I N P U T S  

Santa Clara County expended $5,816,315 for the five JJCPA-funded programs 
under the Schiff-Cardenas Crime Prevention Act of 2000 (CPA 2000) for Fiscal Year 
2003-04.  CPA 2000 funds were allocated based upon each county’s population.  
Only those counties with a Board of Corrections (BOC)-approved Comprehensive 
Multi-Agency Juvenile Justice Plan received funds.   
 
Expenditure Plan of All JJCPA Funds 
The following table consists of a breakdown of the JJCPA allocation for Fiscal Year 
2003-04.  Seven expenditure categories are listed in the left-hand column, followed 
by the five funded programs and the JJCPA-wide figures. 
 
Table 1 

Item Aftercare 
Services

Assessment 
Center MACSA RJP Truancy 

Services JJCPA-Wide

Salaries and 
Benefits $677,760 $427,800 $15,020 $1,255,598 $11,995 $2,388,173
Services and 
Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Professional 
Services $227,930 $4,334 $3,739 $20,702 $2,986 $259,691
Community-
Based 
Organizations $1,052,149 $82,532 $428,244 $1,178,461 $342,000 $3,083,386

Fixed Assets $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Administrative 
Overhead

$9,457 $2,604 $2,246 $12,438 $1,794 $28,539
Other $32,569 $3,515 $0 $20,442 $0 $56,526

Total Funds $1,999,865 $520,785 $449,249 $2,487,641 $358,775 $5,816,315

JJCPA Expenditure Plan, FY 2003-04

 
 
Each county is required to report its expenditure according to the following seven 
BOC-defined line items. 
 

Salaries and Benefits – Salaries and benefits of county personal 
providing all or part of their time to the JJCPA county program(s). 
This line item also includes those salaries obligated under MOU’s 
between county departments. 
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Services and Supplies - Services and supplies necessary to support 
JJCPA programs. This line item also includes those services and 
supplies obligated under MOU’s between county departments. This 
line item does not include "professional services" associated with the 
evaluation of the JJCPA funded programs, services provided by a 
Community-based Organization, or Administrative Overhead. 
 
Professional Services – This line item includes only expenditures 
for professional services provided by contractors to collect, analyze, 
evaluate and report outcome measures for a county’s approved 
JJCPA program(s). 
 
CBO Contracts – All JJCPA expenditures for services provided by 
community-based organizations (CBOs) is reflected in this line item. 
 
Fixed Assets – Expenditures for all fixed assets purchased to 
implement and operate the county’s approved JJCPA program(s) is 
reported in this line item. 
 
Administrative Overhead – Reflects individual county’s definition 
for administrative overhead, and only up to 0.5% of the county’s 
JJCPA total allocation. 
 
Other – Includes any expenditure which does not fall under the 
categories identified above. 
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The following chart illustrates the allocation by program.  RJP received the largest 
allocation with 42.8% of all program funds.  Truancy Reduction Services received 
the smallest amount with 6.2% of all program funds.  Probation Department-
operated programs constituted 86.2% of all program funds. 
 
Chart 1 

JJCPA Allocation by Program, FY 2003-04

MACSA
7.7%

Truancy 
Services

6.2%

RJP
42.8%

Assessment 
Center
9.0%

Aftercare 
Services
34.4%

 
 
Funds allocated to community-based organizations dipped slightly from FY 20032-
03, but were still more than half of all JJCPA program funds.  No funds were 
expended for fixed assets and administrative funds were within the 0.5% limit.  
The Professional Services category includes program evaluation and data collection 
services.   
 
Chart 2 

Allocation by Expenditure Category, FY 2003-04

Administrative 
Overhead, 0.5%

Other, 1.0%
Fixed Assets, 

0.0%

Community-
Based 

Organizations, 
53.0%

Services and 
Supplies, 0.0%Professional 

Services, 4.5%

Salaries and 
Benefits, 41.1%
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JJCPA Funds to the Community 
Of the total JJCPA expenditure, 51% was allocated directly to communities, 
including to community-based organizations, community stipends, and youth 
incentives.  This figure reflects a ten-point reduction compared to FY 2002-03.  
The table and chart below show the breakdown of funds.  “Other Non-CBO 
Expenses” shown in the second row below includes Professional Services and 
Administrative Overhead. 
 
Table 2 

Funds to community including 
contracts with Community-
Based Organizations, NAB 
stipends, youth incentives, etc.

$2,974,968

County Personnel and Other 
Non-CBO Expenses $2,841,347

Total Funds $5,816,315

JJCPA Funds to Community, FY 2003-04

 
 
Chart 3 

JJCPA Funds to Community, FY 2003-04
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In the following table, the same breakdown of data is shown by program.  Nearly 
all funds for MACSA and Truancy Services were allocated to CBOs.  Almost half of 
funds for RJP and Aftercare Services were allocated to CBOs, and only 15.8% of 
Assessment Center’s. 
 
Table 3 

Program

Funds to community 
including contracts with 

Community-Based 
Organizations, NAB 

stipends, youth 
incentives, etc.

County 
personnel and 
other non-CBO 

expenses

Percent of total 
program funds to 
Community-Based 

Organizations

Aftercare Services $943,731 $1,056,134 47.2%
Assessment Center $82,532 $438,253 15.8%
MACSA $428,244 $21,005 95.3%
RJP $1,178,461 $1,309,180 47.4%
Truancy Services $342,000 $16,775 95.3%

Total Funds $2,974,968 $2,841,347 51.1%

Funds to Community by Program, FY 2003-04

 
  
The chart below illustrates the breakdown. 
 
Chart 4 

JJCPA Funds to Community by Program, FY 2003-04
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C U S TO M ER S  

Number of Unduplicated Customers 
During Fiscal Year 2003-4, JJCPA-funded programs served 5,122 youth and parent 
customers.  For the first year since the inception of JJCPA, the Assessment Center 
did not serve the most number of youth, indicating a drop in the overall numbers 
of youth entering Juvenile Hall.  RJP served the most number of customers with 
41% of all clients served.    The following table and chart show the figures for 
each program.  The Truancy Services partners, together, served 7.5% of all JJCPA 
customers. 
 
Table 4 

 

Program Number Percent
Aftercare Services 379 7.4%
Assessment Center 1,796 35.1%
MACSA 462 9.0%
RJP 2,100 41.0%
Truancy - ARCC 239 4.7%
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 70 1.4%
Truancy - SAY 76 1.5%

JJCPA-Wide 5,122 100.0%

Number of JJCPA Customers           
FY 2003-04

 
 
Chart 5 

Number of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04

Assessment 
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Compared to FY 2002-03
The number of youth and 
parent customers served 
decreased by 42% which can be 
attributed, in large part, to the 
decline in the number of youth 
referred to Juvenile Hall and 
subsequently the Assessment 
Center.  MACSA and Truancy 
Services both served more 
customers this year than in FY 
2002-03
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Gender of JJCPA Customers 
JJCPA customers were predominantly male, constituting nearly 70% of all 
customers.  Truancy Services – Community Solutions served the highest proportion 
of female customers with 52.9% and Aftercare Services served the highest 
proportion of male customers with 89.2%.   
 
As expected, Probation Department-operated programs were mostly male: 89.2% 
of Aftercare Services youth, 80.8% of Assessment Center youth, and 62.9% of RJP 
youth. 
 
Table 5 

Program Female Male
Aftercare Services 10.8% 89.2%
Assessment Center 19.2% 80.8%
MACSA 51.1% 48.9%
RJP 37.1% 62.9%
Truancy - ARCC 49.8% 50.2%
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 52.9% 47.1%
Truancy - SAY 47.4% 52.6%

JJCPA-Wide 31.1% 68.9%

Gender of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04

 
 
Less than one-third of all JJCPA customers were female, as illustrated in the chart 
below.  
 
Chart 6 

Gender of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04

Male
68.9%
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Compared to FY 2002-
03 

For the second year in a 
row, there were no 
missing gender data, 
unlike in the FY 2001-02 
evaluation year.  
Providers continued to 
improve their capacity to
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The following chart shows the gender of JJCPA customers by program.  The 
illustration shows the disparity between genders for the Aftercare, Assessment 
Center, and RJ Programs. 
 
Chart 7 

Gender of JJCPA Customers by Program
FY 2003-04
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Ethnicity of JJCPA customers 
All five programs served mostly Latino youth, ranging from RJP’s 43.6% at the 
lowest to MACSA’s 91.6% at the highest.  In general, JJCPA programs served an 
ethnically diverse group of customers.  The table below shows the ethnicity 
breakdown of JJCPA customers by program.   
 
Table 6 

Ethnicity  Aftercare 
Services

Assessment 
Center MACSA RJP Truancy - 

ARCC
Truancy - 

Cmty. Soln.
Truancy - 

SAY
JJCPA-

Wide
African American 9.5% 10.4% 1.1% 6.7% 3.3% 7.1% 2.6% 7.5%
Asian/Pacific Is. 9.0% 6.6% 1.9% 15.6% 6.3% 1.4% 9.2% 10.0%
Latino 59.6% 57.8% 91.6% 43.6% 74.9% 91.4% 50.0% 56.3%
Multi-Racial 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 11.8% 0.3%
Native American 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
White 15.8% 20.3% 3.2% 31.3% 13.4% 0.0% 21.1% 22.4%
Other 6.1% 4.9% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8%
Unknown 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 1.3% 0.0% 5.3% 0.5%
DNA 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%

Ethnicity of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04
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Overall, 56.3% of JJCPA customers were Latino, followed by white and Asian 
Pacific Islander customers representing 22.4% and 10% of customers, respectively.  
Data show little change in ethnic makeup of JJCPA customers compared to FY 
2002-03.   
 
Chart 8 

Ethnicity of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04
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Age of JJCPA Customers 
Over 85% of JJCPA customers were between the ages of 14 and 19 years.  Truancy 
Services - Alum Rock Counseling Center and Social Advocates for Youth served 
the youngest of JJCPA customers with nearly all of the customers 11 years or 
younger.  ARCC and SAY both worked with school districts serving elementary-age 
youth.  As expected, youth in or exiting from custody settings (Aftercare Services 
and Assessment Center) were generally older, as shown in the table below.  
MACSA provided Family Advocacy and Parent Education programs, reflecting the 
higher percentage of customers in the 20+ years age category. 
 
Table 7 

Program Up to 9 10 to 11 12 to 13 14 to 15 16 to 17 18 to 19 20+ DNA
Aftercare 
Services 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 19.3% 55.7% 22.7% 0.0%
Assessment 
Center 0.0% 0.1% 3.5% 21.5% 50.3% 24.4% 0.2% 0.0%
MACSA 0.4% 0.9% 4.3% 18.2% 29.2% 13.0% 20.1% 13.9%
RJP 0.1% 1.8% 12.2% 33.2% 38.0% 14.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Truancy - 
ARCC 10.0% 5.0% 9.6% 23.8% 37.7% 13.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Truancy - 
Cmty. Soln. 0.0% 2.9% 34.3% 50.0% 0.0% 12.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Truancy - SAY
15.8% 14.5% 27.6% 39.5% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

JJCPA-Wide 0.8% 1.3% 7.5% 24.5% 39.2% 21.4% 3.9% 1.4%

Age of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04

 
 
The age breakdown of JJCPA customers is illustrated in the chart below. 
 
Chart 9 

Age of JJCPA Customers, FY 2003-04
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Home Zip Codes of JJCPA Customers 
The home zip codes with the most number of JJCPA customers are noted in the 
table below.  Twelve zip codes are listed in the left-hand column.  Each 
subsequent column indicates the home zip codes with the five highest numbers of 
customers for each of the five funded programs.  A ‘1’ indicates the highest 
number of customers.  For instance, the home zip code with the most number of 
Aftercare Services customers was 95122, the second highest was 95111, the third 
highest was 95127, as so on. 
 
As shown in the following table, the three zip codes with the highest ranks are 
shaded.  In particular, the San José city zip codes of 95116 and 95122 had the 
highest number of JJCPA customers, as well as the Gilroy city zip code of 95020. 
 
Table 8 

Zip 
Code

Aftercare 
Services

Assessment 
Center MACSA RJP Truancy 

Services
95020 3
94086 5
95020 2 1
95111 2 4
95116 2 1 1 3
95122 1 1 3 3 4
95123 5
95127 3 5 2
95133 4
95135 5
95137 4 4
95050 5 2

Zip Codes with Most Number of JJCPA Customers         
FY 2003-04

 

Compared to 
FY 2002-03 

For the third year 
in a row, the 
ranking of home 
zip code data of 
JJCPA customers 
were identical.  
While there were 
small fluctuations 
for certain zip 
codes, the rankings 

h
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S TA F F  

Understandably, the quality of staff determines, in large part, the efficiency and 
effectiveness of a program.  Generally, staff members of JJCPA programs were 
professional, dedicated, and demonstrated a passion for improving the lives of 
children and youth.  The following section gives an overview of these key figures.  
The data contained in this section may not include the staff of all subcontracts.   
 
Importance of Staff 
As the Director of the Harvard University Project on Effective Interventions and 
Co-Chair of the Roundtable on Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children 
and Families of the Aspen Institute, Lisbeth B. Schorr has conducted extensive 
research on improving the future of children and families and communities.  
Schorr researched thousands of programs across the country and determined 
seven attributes of highly effective programs.  Three of these seven attributes, 
listed below, deal with program staff.  She concluded that successful programs 
require gifted, tenacious, and flexible individuals to design, implement, and 
evaluate programs.  The following excerpt notes the seven attributes: 
 

1.  Successful programs are comprehensive, flexible, responsive, and 
persevering.  

 

2.  Successful programs see children in the context of their families. 
“Nurture  parents so they can nurture their children.”  
 

3.  Successful programs deal with families as parts of the neighborhoods 
and  communities.  Successful programs grow deep roots in the 
community and  respond to the needs identified by the community.  
 

4.  Successful programs have a long-term, prevention orientation, a clear 
mission,  and continue to  evolve over time.  They hold their goals 
steady but adapt their  strategies to reach their goals.  

 

5.  Successful programs are well managed by competent and committed 
individuals  with clearly  identified skills.  

 

6.  Staff of successful programs are trained and supported to provide high-
quality,  responsive  services.  Effective programs are aware that the 
greater the  discretion given to front-line staff,  the greater the 
need for and importance  of excellent training.  

 

7.  Successful programs operate in settings that encourage practitioners to 
build strong relationships based on mutual trust and respect.”1 

 
                                         
1 Schorr, Lisbeth. Common Purpose: Strengthening Families and Neighborhoods to Rebuild America, 1997. 
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Gender of JJCPA Staff 
Unlike the JJCPA customers, there was a relative balance between the number of 
female and male staff members, as shown in the table and chart below.   
 
Table 9 

Gender Clients Staff
Female 31.1% 53.1%
Male 68.9% 46.9%

JJCPA-Wide 100.0% 100.0%

Gender of JJCPA Customers vs. Staff       
FY 2003-04

 
 
 
Chart 10 

Gender of JJCPA Staff, FY 2003-04
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Compared to FY 2002-03
The proportion of female staff 
members continued to grow 
for the second year in a row.  
Female staff members now 
constitute more than half of 
JJCPA-funded staff.  The 
proportion of female JJCPA 
customers increased as well. 
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Ethnicity of JJCPA Staff 
The ethnicity of staff members are compared to the ethnicity of customers in the 
table and chart below.  The data show that there is a disparity between African 
American customers and staff, while the percentages for Asian Pacific Islander, 
Latino, and white customers and staff are relatively balanced.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10 

Ethnicity Customers Staff
African American 7.5% 2.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 10.0% 9.5%
Native American 0.1% 0.0%
Latino 56.3% 58.0%
White 22.4% 22.0%
Other/Multi-Racial 3.1% 8.3%
Unknown/DNA 0.6% --

JJCPA-Wide 100.0% 100.0%

Ethnicity of JJCPA Customers vs. Staff              
FY 2003-04

 
 
Chart 11 

Ethnicity of JJCPA Customers vs. Staff
FY 2003-04
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Compared to FY 2002-03
The gap between African American customers and African America staff 
members continued to grow, with 0.5 point increase since last year.  On the 
other hand, the percentage of Latino staff now exceeds that of the customers. 
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Work Experience of JJCPA Staff 
JJCPA staff members were asked to comment on the number of years of 
experience working with youth and families.  The table below shows that 72% 
indicated that they had six or more years of experience. 
 
Table 11 

Years of Experience Percent of Staff
Under 3 years 10%
3 to 5 years 18%
6 to 10 years 33%
Over 10 years 39%

JJCPA-Wide 100%

JJCPA Staff, FY 2003-04              
Years of Work Experience

 
 
Language Capacity 
JJCPA-funded staff members were also asked to indicate whether they are able to 
communicate in languages other than English.  The following table shows the 
breakdown of language capacity by language.  More than one-third of all JJCPA 
staff members are able to communicate in Spanish; 45% indicated that he/she is 
not bilingual.  Proficiency in language was not measured. 
 
Table 12 

Language Percent of Staff
Spanish 36%
Vietnamese 9%
Chinese 1%
Other 9%
Not Bilingual 45%

JJCPA-Wide 100%

JJCPA Staff, FY 2003-04                 
Language Capacity

 
 
Understanding the Importance of Youth Developmental Assets 
The JJCPA evaluation is rooted, in part, in the widely accepted theory of youth 
developmental assets.  JJCPA-funded staff members were asked to evaluate how 
well their program performed on several program design components most 
conducive to building youth developmental assets.  Staff members were given a 
list of program design components related to developmental assets.  For each item 
on the list, staff rated how well his or her program performed on a scale from 
poor (one) to excellent (ten).  Staff also rated the importance of each component 
on a scale from not important (one) to very important (ten).   
The following table shows the survey results.  As shown, the first column lists the 
program design component.  The second and third columns show the average 
of the ratings for importance and accomplishment, respectively.  The last 

Compared to  
FY 2002-03 

The proportion of staff 
members with less five or 
less years of work 
experience increased by ten 
points, indicating an 
increase in a younger 
workforce

Compared to  
FY 2002-03 

The proportion of staff 
members’ ability to speak a 
language other than English 
increased by nine points.  
Increases were mostly for 
Spanish, Vietnamese 
languages
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column shows the discrepancy between how important the program component 
was rated and how well staff members thought they accomplished it.   
 
A zero in the discrepancy column indicates that the importance of the program 
component is equal to how well staff felt they achieved it.  A positive number 
indicates that achieving the component fell short of its importance.  For example, 
staff rated that accomplishing the program component “organizing youth into 
clubs, teams, and/or groups to carry-out projects, trips, and events” (item number 
4) fell short of its relative importance.  Item number four is highlighted, along with 
five other items, because these items had the highest discrepancies.   
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
Discrepancies for the following items each increased by two 
points from last year: 
• Program encourages youth to find something that they can be 
good at. 
• Youth learn new skills. 
• Y th i th i l l f ti i ti t h
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Table 13 

How 
Important?

How 
Well?

Dis-      
crepancy

1 Youth feel like they belong to and are accepted by the program. 10 8 2
2 Youth are encouraged to bond with other youth and staff. 9 8 1

3 Youth are encouraged to accept the diversity and uniqueness of 
each participant. 10 8 2

4 Youth are organized into clubs, teams, and/or groups to carry-
out projects, trips, and events. 9 5 4

5 Youth learn teamwork and how to work with each other. 9 4 5
6 Youth are treated with respect by program staff. 10 10 0
7 Youth are expected to respect each other and program staff. 10 9 1
8 Youth are expected to respect the diversity of the group. 10 8 2
9 Youth learn to respect the community. 9 9 0

10 Program has a focus with clearly stated goals and objectives. 9 8 1
11 Program has high expectations for youth. 9 9 0

12 Program encourages youth to find something that they can be 
good at. 9 3 6

13 Program has clear rules for attendance and behavior. 9 8 1

14 Program allows youth to participate in some of the decisions 
affecting the program. 8 8 0

15 Program sees youth in the context of their families. 10 8 2
16 Youth learn new skills. 10 3 7
17 Youth learn about how the legal system works. 8 6 2
18 Youth learn how political and economic systems work. 7 6 1
19 Youth learn how to listen. 9 8 1
20 Youth learn how to articulate what they need. 9 9 0
21 Youth learn how to compromise. 9 7 2
22 Youth learn how to resolve differences non-violently. 9 7 2

23 Youth develop new relationship with additional caring and 
supportive adults. 9 8 1

24 Youth learn how to set high expectations for themselves. 9 8 1
25 Youth increase their level of participation at home. 9 4 5
26 Youth increase their level of participation at school. 9 6 3
27 Youth increase their level of participation in the community. 8 7 1
28 Program provides youth with a safe place for their participation. 10 9 1

29 Youth learn about the harmful impact of crime on victims and 
communities. 9 8 1

30 Youth gain empathy towards victims and the community. 9 8 1

31 Youth improve their communication skills with their 
parents/guardians. 9 7 2

32 Youth improve their school attendance and behavior at school. 9 8 1

33 Youth re-integrate successfully with their families/extended 
families 9 8 1

Staff Opinions about Youth Asset-Related Program Components, FY 2003-04

Program Component
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S T R AT E G I E S  

JJCPA-funded programs implemented a wide array of strategies in working with 
youth, families, and communities.  Programs are implementing the type of 
strategies and services recommended by Lisbeth B. Schorr’s well-regarded research 
in the area of human services. 
 
In the 1990’s, extensive research was conducted on juvenile delinquency 
prevention.  State and National experts developed a variety of best practices in 
preventing and intervening with youth at greatest risk for or already involved in 
the juvenile justice system.  These best practices have been developed by the 
California Task Force to Review Juvenile Crime and the Juvenile Justice Response, 
the U.S. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the U.S. 
Department of Justice, Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, to name a few. 
 
Delinquency Prevention is Cost Effective 
These research findings also concluded that prevention is cost effective.  Decades 
of research demonstrate that delinquency prevention is cost effective.  According 
to a conservative estimate, the average cost of incarcerating a juvenile for one year 
is close to $34,000.1  In addition, national research estimates that the total cost to 
society of a young adult’s serious violent criminal career beginning at ages 18 to 
23 years to be $1.1 million.2   Therefore, the JJCPA program is cost effective if only 
two youth served this year were persuaded to follow a pro-social path that did not 
lead to a serious violent criminal career.  Research conducted by experts Lipsey3, 
Tolan and Guerra4, Howell5, and Mendel6 also concludes that delinquency 
prevention works. 
 

                                         
1 Lipsey, M.W. 1992. Juvenile Delinquency Treatment, Meta-Analysis for Explanation: A Case Book. 
N.Y. N. Y.: Russell Sage Foundation 
2 Cohen, M.A. 1994. The Monetary Value of Saving a High Risk Youth.  Washington, D.C.: The 
Urban Institute. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Tolan, P., and Guerra, N. 1994 What Works in Reducing Adolescent Violence, An Empirical Review 
of the Field.: The Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence, University of Colorado. 
5 Howell, J.C. 1995. The Guide for implementing the Comprehensive Strategy for Serious, Violent, 
and Chronic Juvenile Offenders. Wash. D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. 
6 Mendel, R.A. 1995. Prevention or Pork? A Hard-Headed Look at Youth-Oriented Anti-Crime 
Programs. Washington D.C.: American Youth Policy Forum 
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Youth Developmental Assets 
This year, grantees beta-tested an evaluation design rooted in youth 
developmental asset theory.  JJCPA programs attempted to incorporate services 
that focus on and foster youth developmental assets.  Some of the 40 
developmental assets prepared by the Search Institute, such as family boundaries, 
school engagement, and resistance skills are consistent with the scope of services 
provided by grantees.   
 
The area of implementing program components most conducive to building youth 
assets is an area for continuous improvement for grantees.  Program staff need to 
embrace youth resiliency as the cornerstone for their work, whether gang 
intervention or grief counseling.  All program staff, regardless of type of program, 
need to focus on being a caring and supportive adult, connecting youth to other 
caring and supportive adults, having high expectations, and fostering a high level 
of participation – these are the fundamentals of resiliency.  As researcher Dr. Emily 
Werner explains, “There’s no doubt about it, a close bond with a competent, 
emotionally stable caregiver seems to be essential in the lives of children who 
overcome great adversities.  As we know from studies of resilient children, a lot of 
this nurturing can come from substitute parents, such as grandparents...”2  
 
It is especially important for gang-involved youth to have a caring and supportive 
adult in their lives, in order to help change their anti-social mindset.  They are, 
after all, most likely to be disconnected from such figures at school and in the 
community.  Program staff need to see themselves as these figures.  Staff need to 
build trusting relationships with the youth, to help them become pro-social in their 
thinking.  The caveat for therapy-type settings is that the clinician, oftentimes, is 
limited by the boundaries of the therapeutic relationship.  For example, therapists 
generally may not role model for youth because the youth’s interaction with the 
therapist is so limited.  The confines of the therapeutic relationship preclude the 
youth from knowing about the therapist’s own “story” about overcoming adversity.  
A Youth Intervention Worker/Counselor on the other hand, may help a group of 
youth organize a community service project in the local neighborhood.  He may 
spend one-on-one or group time helping the youth understand how he turned his 
own life around.  Both theory-based and experimental research, as well as 
anecdotes, convey the power of these relationships.  

                                         
2 Werner, Emily.  How Children Become Resilient: Observations and Cautions, 1999. 
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A F T E R C A R E  S E R V I C E S  

 
Overview  
The Community-Based Aftercare Services is a highly structured, inter-agency, 
community-based program designed to assist youth prepare for a smooth 
transition back into their families and communities.  The three primary program 
goals are:  
•  Reintegrate students into pro-social community life with a focus on 

transitioning youth back to their families and smooth family reunification, as 
well as independent living and other options, such as foster homes; 

•  Eliminate delinquency and self-defeating behaviors; and 
•  Promote pro-social self-sufficiency through healthy behaviors in employment, 

school,  social activities, etc. 
 
Prior to the implementation of this program, comprehensive and community-based 
aftercare services were not available for youth exiting from Juvenile Hall and 
Ranch.  As a result, youth had limited support while navigating the variety of 
challenges, decisions, and temptations when returning to their oftentimes chaotic 
families, schools and communities.  Research indicates that youth who return to 
the very same negative family dynamics, peer pressures, and community 
influences which contributed to their initial incarceration are at high risk of re-
offending.  Without support and a high level of structure, these youth frequently 
fall back into their harmful behavior patterns with past peers groups.  Aftercare 
Services provides youth and families the support they need for the youth’s healthy 
re-integration. 
  
Primary Partners 
The Probation Department provides the primary oversight for Aftercare Services 
and serves as the main coordination arm of the effort.  In addition to the partners 
listed below, the Aftercare Steering Committee convenes monthly and consists of 
representatives from the Probation Department, Mental Health Department, 
Department of Alcohol and Drug Services, California Youth Outreach, and the 
JJCPA Evaluation Team. 
 
•   Community-Based Service Providers 
  Asian American Recovery Services 
  California Youth Outreach 
  Catholic Charities 
  Community Solutions 
  Gardner Family Care 
  Mekong 
  Ujima Adult and Family Services 
  Pathway Society 
•   City of San José Mayor’s Gang Prevention Task Force 
•   City of San José BEST Program and Youth Intervention Services 
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•   Workforce Investment Act – Youth Employment Services 
•   County Office of Education and Other School Districts 
•   Mental Health Department 
•   Probation Department  
•  Department of Alcohol and Drug Services 
 
Program Approach 
Program partners set out to reduce the recidivism rate for participating youth and 
prevent the further penetration of these youth in the juvenile justice system.  The 
program approach is rooted in helping youth to: (1) envision a positive future for 
themselves; (2) create new pro-social values and become involved in community 
life; (3) discover and develop new life skills and behaviors that will further their 
goals; (4) disassociate from a delinquent and/or criminal lifestyle; and (5) complete 
their probationary status without re-offending.  The following section describes the 
four core steps of the Aftercare Services process. 
 

Step 1: Intake/Assessment/ Individual Transition Service Plan 
(ITSP) 
The youth assessment and Individual Transition Service Plan (ITSP) 
are developed three weeks before a youth’s release by the Aftercare 
Multi-Disciplinary Team (MDT).  The MDT is comprised of the 
youth’s parent(s), representatives from California Youth Outreach 
(CYO), Mental Health Department (MH), Department of Alcohol and 
Drug Services, Probation Ranch Counselor, and Probation Education 
Counselor.  The Aftercare Probation Officer schedules and facilitates 
the MDT, writes the ITSP, and works closely with CYO to ensure 
that the plan is implemented during the aftercare period.   
 
Prior to the MDT meeting, each member gathers pertinent 
information (including any existing assessments) on the youth and 
his family; conducts any necessary assessments; and meets with the 
youth and his family as needed.  For example, the Probation 
Education Counselor inquires about the youth’s school status; the 
CYO Community Aftercare Worker begins to build a relationship 
with youth; and the MH staff person determines mental health needs 
in preparation for the aftercare period, including identifying referral 
sources and making System of Care referrals as needed.   
 
The results of the intake and assessment process are also used to 
determine a service-need classification of youth.  The practice was 
developed by the Steering Committee in order to ensure that youth 
receive the appropriate level of service.  For instance, youth needing 
more intense services have more frequent contact with his/her 
Aftercare Worker and higher level of supervision by his/her Aftercare 
Probation Officer.  This practice was implemented during FY 2002-
03.  
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The ITSP is developed with clear guidelines and expectations for the 
youth.  It addresses the youth’s: 
•  living arrangement      
•  education plan 
•  employment training/placement  
•  social & extra-curricular activities 
•  guidelines and rules for the home  
•  individual behavioral goals 
•  mental health and/or substance abuse counseling, as needed. 
•  restitution and community service requirements 
 
The MDT draws on the youth and family’s strengths and places 
emphasis on family reunification that includes preserving, 
strengthening and/or re-establishing family acceptance of the youth.   
   
Step 2: Service Delivery 
Upon release the youth enters the Initial Aftercare Period, the first 
ten weeks of the program.  The youth is most vulnerable and at-risk 
of regressing to past destructive behaviors during this period.  The 
Ranch Aftercare Counselor begins primary supervision and meets 
with the youth once per week in order to ensure contract 
compliance and implementation of transition plan.  The Aftercare 
Probation Officer coordinates across MDT partners as it relates to the 
implementation of transition plan, and maintains primary oversight 
of the case.  While supervision and services from all partners is 
critical, the Community Aftercare Worker plays an especially 
important role in continuing to build a caring and trusting 
relationship with the youth.  The core of the youth’s change in 
mindset and behavior begins with this relationship. 
 
Step 3: Ongoing Client Contract/Case Management: 
The Aftercare Counselor, Probation Officer, and Community 
Aftercare Worker share case monitoring and service delivery 
responsibilities.  Together, they work to ensure that services and 
activities are consistent with the findings articulated in the ITSP.  The 
service plan and classification are updated every 60 to 90 days as 
needed.  ITSP activities for the first 30 days are especially engaging, 
intensive and meaningful for the youth.  Updates to the ITSP 
incorporate the youth’s own articulated goals and concerns, in order 
to obtain his buy-in.  The Community Aftercare Worker is also 
available for on-call support services for urgent matters.  The 
Community Aftercare Worker works closely with the Aftercare 
Probation Officer to share information about the youth and his/her 
progress.  The youth and his family continue to participate in the 
Aftercare program for the remaining ten and one-half weeks, the 
Extended Aftercare period.  During this time, services and case 
monitoring provided by CYO intensifies.   
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Step 4: Exit Plan/Follow-up Services: 
The youth and the MDT meet at the end of six, nine, and 12-month 
service periods.  The group reviews and discusses the youth’s 
progress and determines whether the ITSP should be modified or if 
the youth should be formally exited from the program.  Participation 
in the program may be extended in increments of 60 to 90 days.  

 
Program-Specific Outcome Measures 
In addition to the Board of Corrections-required outcomes, the Aftercare Services 
partners developed the following program-specific outcome measures: 
•  70% of youth will report improved communication with his/her parent. 
•  70% of parents will report improved communication with their son/daughter. 
•  50% of parents and youth will indicate an improvement in the youth’s school 

attendance. 
 
Process Measures 
•  60% of youth will successfully complete the ten-week initial aftercare period. 
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A S S E S S M E N T  C E N T E R  

 
Overview 
The Multi-Agency Assessment Center provides comprehensive assessments for 
youth admitted and detained in Juvenile Hall for longer than 72 hours.  Youth 
receive mental health, educational, and medical screening assessments.     
 
The assessment information is used to develop an individual case plans for each 
youth.  The assessment results help to inform the integrated case management 
process and assist staff in identifying the appropriate support services for youth 
while in custody.  The assessment center process also helps to prevent ‘over-
programming’ of youth.  Instead inundating youth with programming that they 
may or may not need, youth receive services targeted at certain needs identified in 
the assessment process. 
 
In addition to using assessment results to inform in-custody needs for youth, the 
results are used to link the youth and his family to appropriate community-based 
services upon release from Juvenile Hall.  Contracted community-based 
organizations provide these services when the youth returns to his family and 
community.  Lastly, the assessment-based individual case plans provide valuable 
information for those youth who transition to the Aftercare Services program.   
 
Primary Partners 
•  County Office of Education 
•  Department of Alcohol & Drug Services 
•  Mental Health Department 
•  Valley Medical Center 
•  Community-Based Service Providers 
 Asian American Recovery Services 
 Bill Wilson Center 
 California Youth Outreach 
 Mexican American Community Services Agency 
 Unity Care 
 YWCA 
 
Program Approach 
Youth who are to be detained for longer than 72 hours are referred to the 
Assessment Center.  The mental health assessment and risk/classification 
assessment occur during the intake procedure, within the first few hours that a 
youth is in Juvenile Hall.  Educational testing takes place within the first 72 hours 
of a youth’s admission, as is the Valley Medical Center (VMC) medical clinic 
screening.  Drug and alcohol-related testing takes places within the first week.   
 
Based on the results of the various assessments, an individual case plan is 
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developed for each youth.  While the Probation Department oversees the 
development of the case plan, each agency gives input based on the testing 
results.   
 
Following the battery of assessments and the development of the individual case 
plan, the youth receives in-custody services, such as life skills development, anger 
management, teen parenting, and domestic violence education.  Assessment center 
staff monitor the youth’s progress and make adjustments to the case plan as 
needed.   
 
Program-Specific Outcome Measures 
NONE 
 
Process Measures 
•  70% of youth will receive mental health, education, substance abuse, and risk 
 classification assessments prior to leaving Juvenile Hall. 
•  70% of youth will have a case plan within 10 days of admission to Juvenile 
Hall. 
•  70% of youth will have mental health, educational, and substance abuse 
services  delivered in accordance with the case plan prior to leaving Juvenile 
Hall. 
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M E X I C A N  A M E R I C A N  C O M M U N I T Y  S E R V I C E S  A G E N C Y  

 
Overview 
JJCPA funds were allocated to MACSA to expand and strengthen three existing 
programs: Male Involvement Program (MIP), Street Reach Program, and Familia 
Sana Program.  MACSA’s JJCPA-funded strategy has been able to improve services 
at the Interventions Center in San José, the Youth Center in San José, the South 
County Youth Center, as well as at MACSA’s two charter schools (Academica 
Calmecac and El Portal).  The programs were fortified by adding an intensive case 
management approach that is built upon a personalized development plan.  A 
Case Manager is assigned to each youth and relies on the asset-based assessment 
to determine and implement the youth’s personalized development plan. 
 
In addition to the intensive case management component, JJCPA funds made it 
possible for MACSA to add a family advocate component.  The family advocate 
provides support to parents who are trying to navigate the school and justice 
systems.  Such support assists parents to gain the tools necessary for being an 
effective advocate for their own child.  Parents are also better able to understand 
the options available to them and make informed decisions. The program 
enhancement also consists of bilingual parent education and counseling services.  
These services target those parents whose children have not been incarcerated. 
 
In addition to providing JJCPA-funded services in the county’s neediest areas, 
MACSA’s programs are linguistically and culturally appropriate in design and 
implementation. 
 
Primary Partners 
•  Alum Rock Counseling Center 
•  Chamberlains Counseling Center 
•  Eastside Union High School District 
•  Gilroy Unified School District 
•  Morgan Hill Unified School District 
•  Probation Department 
•  School-Linked Services 
•   Workforce Investment Act – Youth Employment Services 
 
Program Approach 
There are four core program components to the JJCPA-funded program 
enhancements: assessment, intensive case management, family advocacy, and 
parent education. 
 

Assessment: A Case Manager conducts a comprehensive intake and 
assessment of each youth.  MACSA uses an asset-based assessment 
model and incorporates the 40 assets identified by the Search 
Institute.  The case manager also meets with the youth’s parents 
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and siblings as needed in order to determine family and community 
assets.  The information is used to develop a personalized 
development plan for each youth. 
 
Intensive Case Management: The Case Manager works to ensure 
that all components of the personalized development plan are 
implemented.  Instead of simply identifying and referring a youth 
and his family to a program or service, the intensive case 
management system ensures that the youth understands the service, 
knows how to get there, attends regularly, and is engaged.  In 
addition to working with the youth and his parents to select the 
programs and services, the Case Manager monitors the youth’s 
progress through individual and family meetings, site visits, and 
home visits.  Quarterly assessments are conducted to document the 
success as well as to update the personalized plan.      

 
Youth and Family Advocacy: The Case Manager refers a youth and 
his family to the Family Advocate when a family needs additional 
support.  Services include translation for school and County services, 
support at court hearings, understanding procedures and completing 
documents, and enrolling in and accessing other services such as 
low-income health insurance programs.  The Family Advocate works 
closely with the Case Manager to ensure that all progress is included 
in the case management system.   
 
Parent Education: Parent education services are available to parents 
whose youth are at risk of entering the juvenile justice system or are 
recently released from custody.  Parent education services are 
conducted in one-time workshops and ongoing parent support 
groups.  Parent workshop and support group topics include: 
communicating with youth teenager, domestic violence, depression, 
and anger management. 
 

Program-Specific Outcome Measures 
•  70% of youth will report improved communication with his/her parents. 
•  70% of parents will report improved communication with their son/daughter. 
•  50% of youth will report improved school attendance. 
•  50% of parents will report improved school attendance. 
 
Process Measures 
NONE 
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R E S T O R A T I V E  J U S T I C E  P R O G R A M  

 
Overview 
The JJCPA funds allowed for the continuation of the Restorative Justice Program 
(RJP) in existing sites and for its expansion to communities countywide.  The 
program uses balanced and restorative justice principals to prevent youth from 
further penetrating the juvenile justice system.  The program provides a balanced 
and restorative response by directly engaging victims of juvenile crime and 
neighborhood residents to deliver swift and appropriate sanctions for juvenile 
offenders.  The program utilizes strength-based and family-focused rehabilitation 
services mindful of the ethnic and cultural diversity of its communities.  In 
addition, the program is also a vehicle for increased victim participation in shaping 
youth accountability by incorporating victim offender meetings and victim 
awareness workshops.   
 
The program promotes community safety and youth accountability by supporting 
youth to repair the harm that they inflicted on the victim and community. 
Volunteer neighborhood residents hold youth accountable for their actions and 
subsequently provide the youth with the opportunity to develop skills and assets, 
as well as by identifying and utilizing community resources to develop youth and 
family competencies. 
 
Primary Partners 
•  Office of Human Relations    
•  Office of the Public Defender 
•  Office of the District Attorney    
•  Numerous Community-Based Organizations 
•  Probation Department 
•  Social Services Agency      
•  Office of the Sheriff 
•  Various Schools and Churches/Temples 
•  Department of Alcohol and Drug Services 
•  Various Municipalities and Local Police Departments 
 
Program Approach 
As stated in the Santa Clara County Juvenile Justice Action Plan, RJP was 
established to develop a balanced and restorative justice system with three 
components: 
•  To provide for the protection and safety of the community; 
•  To hold youth personally responsible and accountable for delinquent acts; and 
•  To foster youth who are contributing and responsible members of the 

community by  focusing on youth developmental assets and youth resiliency. 
 
RJP tests the theory that the best method of reducing juvenile crime and 
violence is to build the capacity of victims of crime, the community, and its 
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youth.  There are three core components to RJP: community protection, 
accountability and youth competency development. Each of the three core 
components is described below. 
 
Comeebity Protection: Each community has affected public safety through 
appropriate intervention strategies and monitoring of offenders.   Concentrated 
justice system resources have been used to identify, prosecute, and remove 
chronic violent offenders. Promoting victim restitution and restoration are 
important aspects of community protection.  
 
Youth Competency Development: In addition to expanding and enhancing 
existing youth programs, RJP developed life skill, leadership, and community re-
integration curriculum that incorporated the themes of harm and empathy, 
relationships and risk avoidance and resiliency.  Competency development 
programs are measured against outcomes related to youth developmental assets 
and resiliency. 
 
Accountability: Swift, immediate, and appropriate sanctions characterize the 
accountability component to RJP.  Holding youth accountable for the harm they 
caused to the victim and community, and fostering the community’s capacity to 
fulfill this element, has been essential to reducing a youth’s level of penetration 
into the juvenile justice system.  Accountability strategies have included 
Neighborhood Accountability Boards, Victim Restoration, Victim Offender 
Meetings, Community Service Work, and Case Management System with direct 
services from a Youth Intervention Worker. 
 
JJCPA funds have also allowed for an enhancement of services to victims.  
Primarily, grant funds have provided more opportunities for victims to 
meaningfully participate in the juvenile justice process.  Specifically, the Probation 
Department engages victims in the Neighborhood Accountability Board and court 
processes, provides for greater use of Victim Offender Meetings (VOM), and 
increases the availability of Victim Awareness workshops.   VOM is conducted in 
partnership with the Office of Human Relations.   
 
Program-Specific Outcome Measures 
•  70% of youth will report an increase in his/her sensitivity to and understanding 
 of the  negative impact of crimes on victims. 
•  30% of youth will show a growth in risk avoidance, protective, and resiliency 

assets. 
 
Process Measures 
•  The average number of days from referral to NAB conference will be 18 days. 
•  70% of NAB conferences will have victim representation at the conference. 
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T R U A N C Y  R E D U C T I O N  S E R V I C E S  

 
Overview 
The Truancy Reduction Services is a partnership between three community-based 
organizations (Alum Rock Counseling Center, Community Solutions, and Social 
Advocates for Youth) and nine school districts.  The three youth service 
organizations serve school-age youth between the ages of six and 17 years who 
are identified by the school district as need services.  The partnership was 
developed based on an Action Plan developed by the Status Offender Services 
(SOS) Task Force.  The Action Plan called for an expansion of services to status 
offenders, including truants of all ages.   
 
The partnership between the three community-based organizations was expanded 
to the nine participating school districts.  The relationship is delineated in 
memorandums of understanding between the service agencies and school districts.   
 
Partners 
•  Alum Rock Counseling Center (lead agency)  
•  Community Solutions        
•  Social Advocates for Youth 
•  School Districts and Student Attendance Review Boards (SARB)  
  Alum Rock Union Elementary School District 
  Cupertino School District 
  East Side Union High School District 
  Franklin-McKinley School District 
  Gilroy Unified School District 
  Morgan Hill Unified School District 
  San José Unified School District   
  Santa Clara Unified School District 
  Sunnyvale School District 
 
Program Approach 
Depending on the school district, youth clients are referred to the program by the 
youth’s attendance office, school Counselor or Administrator, SARB.  In some 
instances, Case Managers have come into contact with youth through outreach 
efforts or referrals from other community-based organizations.  The case managers 
have worked with school officials to improve the referral and report-back process. 
 
Intensive case management services are provided to youth who are referred to the 
program.  Intensive case management includes comprehensive youth and family 
assessment; development and implementation of an individual case plan with 
focus on increasing school attendance, participation, and success; and monitoring 
of progress through individual and family case management, home visits, and 
referral to other services as needed.   
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Each case manager works with an annual caseload of 75 youth and generally 
carries the cases for an average of 90 days.  In addition to working with the 
referred youth, Case Managers work closely with his parents and siblings.  In some 
instances, Case Managers discover early truancy behaviors in younger siblings.  
Working with parents is also an integral part of the Case Manager’s effort to 
improve the youth’s school attendance.  Case Managers refer parents to 
counseling, job training, and substance abuse services as part of the overall goal to 
reduce the youth’s truant behavior. 
  
Outcome Measures 
•  70% of youth will report improved communication with his/her parents. 
•  70% of parents will report improved communication with their son/daughter. 
•  50% of parents will report improved school attendance. 
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P E R FO R M A N CE  ME A S U R E :  
C U S TO M ER  S AT I S FAC T I O N  

Sample Size 
The JJCPA Evaluation System is comprised of three core performance measures: 
customer satisfaction, developmental asset productivity, and agency-specific 
service productivity.  Each of these measures is determined by survey results 
administered to the youth and parent at the end of program intervention.  Staff 
members of each program also complete a survey about the youth that they 
served.  The sample size for each survey type is listed in the table below.  The 
parent survey is not part of the Assessment Center evaluation design and is 
denoted by NA. 
 
Table 14 

Number of Surveys Submitted, FY 2003-04

RPRA Youth 
Survey

Parent 
Survey

Staff 
Survey

Aftercare 184 199 140 146
Assessment Center NA 897 NA 0
MACSA 92 145 86 163
RJP 1,806 2,145 2,077 2,222
Truancy - ARCC 108 152 228 234
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 42 43 21 64
Truancy - SAY 25 25 14 42

JJCPA-Wide Total 2,257 3,606 2,566 2,871  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Survey Questions 
The first of these three measures covered in this report is customer satisfaction.  
The measure is determined by asking youth customers and their parents three 
standard customer satisfaction questions.  The following is a list of the four 
customer satisfaction questions. 
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
JJCPA-funded service providers improved 
the amount of survey data collected.  
Program staff should be commended for 
increasing the survey sample size by over 
15%.   
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Youth 
•   I think the program I participated in was: (rated Poor to Great) 
•   I feel I benefited from this program: (rated Not at all, Some, or A lot) 
•   I thought the people who run the program were: (rated Very Helpful, 

Somewhat Helpful, or Not Helpful) 
•  Would you tell a friend or schoolmate to come to this program if he/she 
needed it? (rated Yes, No, or Maybe) 
 
Parents of Youth Participants 
•   I think the program and activity my child participated in was:  

(rated Poor to Great) 
•   How much did your child benefit from this program and its activities?  

(rated Not at all,  Some, or A lot) 
•   How much did the people who ran the program care about your child?  

(rated Not at all,  Some, or A lot) 
•  Would you recommend this program to another family if they needed it?  

(rated Yes, No, or Maybe) 
 
Summary Score 
Evaluators developed a summary score for each of the JJCPA-funded program.  
The summary score collapses the scores for each of the four questions noted 
above.  The overall summary customer satisfaction rating for youth customers was 
69.2.  Similarly, the satisfaction level of parents was 78.9.   
 
A summary score of 100 indicates that each respondent gave the highest 
satisfaction mark to zero indicating that each respondent gave the lowest 
satisfaction mark.  Based on this range and the scores for similar youth and family 
service programs in other jurisdictions, the JJCPA ratings for FY 03-04 were 
positive and indicate that parent customers were generally satisfied with services.  
The satisfaction score for youth customers should be improved. 
 



 

   JJCPA Evaluation Report, November 2004 
   Prepared by Community Crime Prevention Associates 

 

42

The customer satisfaction ratings for each program are listed in the table below.  
For the second year in a row, Aftercare Services had the highest parent satisfaction 
summary score with 93.2%.  Aftercare Services also had the highest youth 
satisfaction summary score with 89.3%.  Parent surveys were not part of the 
evaluation design for Assessment Center, as denoted by NA.   
 
Table 15 

Program Youth 
Satisfaction

Parent 
Satisfaction

Aftercare Services 89.3% 93.2%
Assessment Center 79.7% NA
MACSA 77.0% 77.9%
RJP 65.8% 78.6%
Truancy - ARCC 74.0% 79.0%
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 75.3% 79.9%
Truancy - SAY 74.1% 82.1%

JJCPA-Wide 71.3% 79.6%

Customer Satisfaction Rating, FY 2003-04

NA = not part of evaluation design  

 

 

 

 

 
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
Customer satisfaction ratings for Aftercare Services increased several 
points, while MACSA’s dipped.  The ratings for the remaining 
programs remained relatively the same compared to last year.  
Overall, satisfaction ratings increased for both youth and parents.  
For the second year in a row, customer satisfaction was higher for 
parents than youth participants across all programs, as illustrated in 
the chart below
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Chart 12 

Customer Satisfaction Rating by Program
FY 2003-04
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The chart below shows the customer satisfaction rating over the past three 
evaluation periods for both youth participants and their parents.  As shown, the 
customer satisfaction rating has increased since FY 2002-03, but has declined 
overall. 

Chart 13 

Comparison of JJCPA-Wide Customer 
Satisfaction Scores Over Time
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Length of Intervention 
The following table shows the average number of days during the intervention 
period for each grantee.  MACSA had the longest average intervention period with 
369 days, and the Assessment Center had the shortest average intervention period 
with 27 days.  (The Assessment Center’s intervention period depends on the 
youth’s length of stay in Juvenile Hall.)  The average intervention period across all 
five funded programs was 161.7 days. 
 
Table 16 

Grantee Average Number of Days
Aftercare Services 306.0
Assessment Center 27.0
MACSA 369.0
RJP 88
Truancy - ARCC 122
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 118
Truancy - SAY 78.0

JJCPA-Wide 161.7

Average Length of Intervention, FY 2003-04

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
The average intervention period decreased for all programs.  
The average intervention period of 161.7 days reflects a 27% 
drop compared to FY 2002-03.  The largest drop in days was 
for Aftercare Services with 33%.  This reduction is due to the 
change in program design.   
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Program Completion 
Programs were required to report on the program completion rate.  The 
completion rate for the three Probation-led programs – Aftercare Services, 
Assessment Center, and Restorative Justice Program – is tabulated by the Probation 
PACE Unit.  As noted in the table above, four of the five programs have over 100 
intervention days, accounting for the relatively high number of youth reported as 
in progress. 
 
Table 17 

Grantee
Yes, 

successfully 
completed

No, did not complete 
program

In 
progress

Aftercare 
Services 29% 22% 49%
Assessment 
Center DNA DNA DNA
MACSA 17% 8% 76%
RJP 54% 14% 32%
Truancy 
Reduction 
Services 67% 24% 9%

Program Completion Status at Exit, FY 2003-04

DNA = Data Not Available at Time of Report  
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P E R FO R M A N CE  ME A S U R E :  
P RO D UC T I V I TY  &  A S S E T S  

The second and third performance measures in the JJCPA Evaluation System are 
related to service productivity.  Service productivity is a measure of how effective 
services were in producing the desired change (a change for the better) in 
customers.  In the case of JJCPA, service productivity measures youth 
developmental assets and program-specific services.  This evaluation technique 
gives program staff the opportunity to understand the specific ways in which their 
customers are better off due to their unique program components.  These changes 
may include improved skills, gain in knowledge, acquired assets, improved 
attitudes, and improved behaviors. 
 
Customer Opinion and Service Productivity 
As with customer satisfaction, service productivity is based on the opinions of the 
youth participants, their parents, and staff members.  Essentially, productivity 
measures the customer’s opinions of the impact of JJCPA services on her life.  
Productivity measures are similar to customer satisfaction measures in that regard 
and have been used extensively by the private sector to measure service benefits 
to customers.  This method is based on the premise that the person best able to 
determine whether or not a change has actually occurred is the person who 
experienced the change herself; in this case, this person is the JJCPA customer.  
Service productivity results are the key to the success of any service, whether in 
the public or private sector.  Service productivity measures whether the service is 
producing value to the customer.  Results are defined as benefits experienced or 
received by the customer.  
 
Measuring Service Productivity 
The measurement of service productivity in the JJCPA Evaluation System is based 
on the definition of services as transformations of people through a service.  
Services, according to Hill (1976), require the presence of a relationship between 
the producer and consumer that results in a change in the condition of the 
consumer, or something belonging to the consumer.  For example, an automobile 
is a product that receives services: a tune up, oil and filter change, etc.  The 
automobile remains the same, but the dirty oil is replaced by clean oil, thus 
resulting in a change in the status of the automobile.  Hill explains that this change 
only occurs in the presence of the producer and consumer. 
 
If school success improved as a result of receiving services from a particular 
grantee, then a positive change was counted.  If school success got worse as a 
result of receiving services from a grantee, then a negative change was counted.  
Following the model of Roos (1997) for calculating service productivity in 
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hospitals as the sum of all changes in functioning, the sum of the positives and 
negatives was calculated to obtain a total count.  The percent of productivity for 
each grantee was calculated as the average score across all respondents.  If more 
negative changes than positive changes occurred, the percentage would be 
negative, indicating that more unwanted changes occurred as a result of the 
services than desired changes.  Scores could range from -100% to +100% with 0% 
meaning no change for the better.  The following is an example of the scoring.   
 
Four surveys are completed by four different youth.  Each survey has 10 questions, 
for which the responses are Better, Worse, Same, or Don’t Know.  The following 
tables show how each youth completed his/her survey. 
 
Youth 1 
Q Better Worse  Same Don’t 

Know 
1 X    
2 X    
3  X   
4   X  
5   X  
6   X  
7    X 
8 X    
9 X    
10 X    
Total 5 1 3 1
 
Youth 2 
Q Better Worse  Same Don’t 

Know 
1  X   
2 X    
3 X    
4 X    
5 X    
6 X    
7 X    
8 X    
9 X    
10   X 
Total 8 1 1 0
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Youth 3 
Q Better Worse  Same Don’t 

Know 
1 X    
2   X  
3    X 
4 X    
5 X    
6 X    
7 X    
8 X    
9  X   
10 X    
Total 7 1 1 1
 
Youth 4 
Q Better Worse  Same Don’t 

Know 
1 X    
2 X    
3 X    
4 X    
5 X    
6 X    
7 X    
8 X    
9 X    
10 X    
Total 10 0 0 0
 
The scores across all questions and all respondents are as follows: 
 
Better = 30 out of 40  Worse = 3 out of 40 
Same = 5 out of 40  Don’t Know = 2 out of 40 
 
Percent of Targeted 
Changes Achieved 

(‘Better’ responses) 

Minus Percent of Missed 
Changes (‘Worse’ 

responses) 

Equals Service 
Productivi

ty 
30/40 or 75% - 3/40 or 7.5% = 67.5% 

 
The service productivity score for this set of four surveys is 67.5%. 
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Tying Outcomes to JJCPA Services 
Evaluators have been struggling for decades with measuring outcomes and 
subsequently attempting to determine if the outcomes could be tied to the services 
delivered.  For example, if a youth’s school success improves, who was 
responsible for this improvement?  Was it the service provider, the school, the 
parents, a new friend, a job, or any other number of influences on the youth’s life 
that had an impact on this outcome?  The JJCPA service productivity model asks 
the youth and the parent(s) directly if the JJCPA services specifically had an impact 
on the youth’s school success, thereby directly tying the JJCPA service to 
outcomes.  The current system does not indicate the extent to which the youth got 
better in school, for instance, but does indicate whether the service was effective 
in producing the desired change.  
 
Developmental Asset Productivity Rating 
A summary score was also determined for Developmental Asset Productivity.  
Youth, parents, and staff gave their opinions about various developmental asset 
variables.  For each variable, each respondent was given four response choices: 
got better, stayed the same, got worse, or don’t know.  All five JJCPA-funded 
programs used the following eight questions. 
 
•     Because of this program, my success at school (job/training) is: 
•    Because of this program, my understanding of who I am and what I can do is: 
•  Because of this program, my ability to be meaningfully involved in program 

activities is: 
•     Because of this program, my ability to communicate is: 
•    Because of this program, my ability to learn new things is: 
•    Because of this program, my ability to connect with adults is: 
•  Because of this program, my ability to work with others is: 
•  Because of this program, my ability to stay out of trouble is:  
 
The responses for these eight questions were used to generate a productivity 
score.  The youth-rated developmental asset service productivity across all 
programs is 61.7%.  The parent-rated developmental asset productivity across all 
programs is 74.7% -- a six point increase from FY 2002-03, and the staff rated is 
68%.  The productivity scores have improved and an indication that customers 
experienced a change for the better in the area of youth developmental assets. 
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The table below lists the results.  The far right-hand column shows the average 
score of all respondents for each program.  The relatively small range of results 
across three different respondents is notable.  For the third year in a row, staff 
responses fell in between the youth-reported and parent-reported scores. 
 
Table 18 

Program As Reported 
by Youth

As Reported 
by Parents 
of Youth

As 
Reported by 

Staff

Weighted 
Average of All 
Responding 

Groups
Aftercare Services 87.1% 91.3% 86.4% 88.2%
Assessment Center 58.8% NA NS 58.8%
MACSA 60.6% 74.5% 72.9% 69.6%
RJP 61.3% 67.4% 67.8% 65.5%
Truancy - ARCC 63.2% 63.4% 62.7% 63.1%
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 65.8% 74.6% 49.1% 67.3%
Truancy - SAY 50.3% 68.0% 51.1% 53.8%

JJCPA-Wide 61.7% 74.7% 68.0% 68.9%

Developmental Asset Productivity, FY 2003-04

NA = not part of evaluation design; NS = insufficient sample size  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Direct Service Productivity Rating 
The third component of the JJCPA Evaluation System is direct service productivity.  
Unlike developmental asset productivity where the same questions were posed to 
youth, parents and staff for all of the five funded programs, direct service 
productivity relies on program-specific questions that are tailored to various 
programs.  Staff members of each program develop survey questions based on 
their unique program goals.  Fifteen different survey instruments were constructed 
to measure the productivity of the unique services provided by grantees.  
Translations were completed for those agencies who requested them.   
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
The youth-reported developmental asset productivity score fell 
slightly, but improved by six points for parent-reported and two 
points for staff-reported results.  Overall, the developmental asset 
productivity score increased by three points.   
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Program-specific questions included: 
 
•   My sensitivity to the victim and understanding of the impact of my behavior on 

the victim is: 
•   My ability to control my anger is: 
•   My ability to communicate with my parents is: 
•   My behavior at school is: 
•   My attendance at school is: 
 
The direct service productivity scores are listed in the following table.  The 
average score across all programs and respondents was 63.5%.  The direct service 
productivity scores reported by parents ranged from 58.5% to 85.3%, as shown 
below.   
 
Table 19 

Program
As 

Reported 
by Youth

As Reported 
by Parents of 

Youth

As 
Reported 
by Staff

Weighted 
Average of All 
Responding 

Groups
Aftercare Services 83.5% 87.9% 84.5% 85.3%
Assessment Center 58.6% NA NS 58.6%
MACSA 56.0% 65.6% 66.1% 63.0%
RJP 57.3% 64.9% 63.8% 62.0%
Truancy - ARCC 72.0% 75.1% 71.0% 72.8%
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 74.4% 86.1% 55.3% 75.1%
Truancy - SAY 63.9% 66.7% 52.6% 58.5%

JJCPA-Wide 59.6% 71.0% 65.2% 63.5%

Direct Service Productivity, FY 2003-04

NA = not part of evaluation design; NS = insufficient sample size  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Compared to FY 2002-03
JJCPA-funded programs also demonstrated 
improvements in the area of direct service productivity 
– desired changes specific to each program.  The 
largest improvement was reported by parents.  Youth-
reported direct service productivity was level with FY 
2002-03, but improved by four points for parent-
reported results and by five points for staff-reported 
results.   
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The table and chart below summarize the productivity scores by respondent across 
all JJCPA programs.   
 
Table 20 

Group Developmental 
Asset

Direct 
Service

According to Youth 61.7% 59.6%
According to Parents 
of Youth 74.7% 71.0%
According to Staff 68.0% 65.2%

JJCPA-Wide Productivity Ratings, FY 2003-04

 
 
The chart below illustrates that the range for productivity ratings is -100 to 100. 
 
Chart 14 

JJCPA-Wide Productivity Ratings, FY 2003-04
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The JJCPA-wide productivity results over the last three years are illustrated in the chart 
below.  As shown, both measures have improved. 

Chart 15 

Comparison of Weighted Average of 
JJCPA-Wide Service Productivity Scores Over Time
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Risk Avoidance, Protective, and Resiliency Assets (RPRA) 
The JJCPA Evaluation System also uses an assessment tool to measure the risk 
avoidance, protective, and resiliency asset level of youth customers.  The RPRA 
instrument is a self-assessment completed by youth upon program exit.  The 
instrument measures change in developmental assets in the areas of: risk 
avoidance, protective, resiliency, and social attachment. 
 
The RPRA has been accepted by over 200 community-based organization and 
public agencies as a method of measuring the assets of the youths whom they 
serve.  The short form of the instrument has an alpha reliability of .86 and has 
norms of high, medium, and low levels of assets.   Low assets indicate high-risk 
youth, medium assets indicate at-risk youth, and high asset scores indicate youth 
with little risk of difficulties at home, school, and in the community. 
 
Summary RPRA Results 
The two-page RPRA instrument was administered to youth at the end of 
intervention.  Summary results shown below can be used to better understand the 
asset level of JJCPA youth customers.  The following table and chart show the 
JJCPA-wide asset level by type of asset.  (These scores reflect the youths’ asset 
levels upon entry into the program.)  The table also lists the norm level for each 
asset type.  For instance, JJCPA youth were shown to have a relatively low level of 
resiliency assets with an overall score of 79% and a higher level of risk avoidance 
assets with an overall score of 88.5%.  JJCPA youth had a medium asset level, four 
points higher than FY 2002-03. 
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Table 21 

 

Asset Score Norm Level
Risk Avoidance 88.5% Med-High
Protective 86.1% Medium
Resiliency 79.0% Low
Social Attachment 85.0% Medium

JJCPA-Wide  84.9% Medium

JJCPA-Wide RPRA Scores                
FY 2003-04

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chart 16 

 

JJCPA-Wide RPRA Scores, FY 2003-04
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Compared to FY 2002-03
JJCPA-funded programs served youth with a slightly higher asset level, 
as indicated by their RPRA scores.  The overall asset level of youth 
customers increased by four points from FY 2002-03.  The only decline 
was noted for Resiliency Assets (e.g. high expectations, high level of 
participation, and caring and supportive adults).  The biggest increase 
in asset level was over ten points for protective assets (e.g. empathy, 
caring, problem solving, life goal setting, etc.). 
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The table below shows the increase in overall asset level across all five JJCPA-
funded programs. 
 
Chart 17 

JJCPA-Wide Asset Level Over Time
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The following table summarizes the RPRA scores by asset type and program.  
Aftercare Services is the only program serving youth with an overall low asset 
level.  On the other spectrum, RJP is serving youth with an overall medium-high 
asset level.  All three truancy services providers are serving youth with an overall 
medium asset level. 
 
Table 22 

Aftercare 
Services

Assess. 
Center MACSA RJP Truancy 

ARCC

Truancy 
Cmty. 
Soln.

Truancy 
SAY

Average Age 17.7 years NA 16.9 years 16.3 years 15.7 years 13.7 years 14.5 years
Overall Asset 
Level Low NA Med-Low Med-High Medium Medium Medium

Protective 
Assets 85.9%

NA
83.3% 86.5% 81.6% 82.4% 80.4%

Resiliency 
Assets 77.4%

NA
77.6% 79.4% 75.6% 76.6% 76.6%

Risk 
Avoidance 
Assets 80.7%

NA
85.9% 89.4% 86.2% 83.8% 87.0%

Social 
Attachment 
Assets 86.2%

NA
83.9% 85.1% 83.4% 87.1% 81.4%

Risk Avoidance, Protective, and Resiliency Assets (RPRA) Scores, FY 2003-04

NA = not part of evaluation design  
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Staff Assessment of Resiliency Variables 
In addition to the JJCPA-wide developmental asset survey questions and agency-
specific survey questions, staff members answered questions about three important 
measures specific to resiliency: participant’s level of expectation for himself; 
participant’s level of participation at home, school and in the community; level of 
participation in JJCPA services; and number of new caring and supportive adults in 
the youth’s life due to JJCPA services.  JJCPA staff answered these questions for 
each participating youth.   
 
JJCPA-funded services show promise of improving resiliency variables in youth 
customers.  Survey results are shown in the table below.  The second column 
shows a summary score of 66.5% -- a four point increase from FY 2002-03 – for 
growth in the youths’ expectation level for him/herself.  The next data column lists 
staff impressions of youth participation level, where five is very high, four is high, 
three is average, two is low, and one is very low.  The average across all JJCPA 
programs is 3.7.  The second-to-last column shows staff impressions of growth in 
the youths’ participation in the program during the intervention period.  With a 
score of 68.6%, the result in this category is positive and improved slightly from 
the previous year.  Finally, as shown in the last column, staff connected youth to 
two additional caring adults across all JJCPA programs. 
  
Table 23 

Grantee
Growth in 

Expectation 
Level

Actual 
Participation 

Level

Growth in 
Participation 

Level

New Caring & 
Supportive 

Adults
Aftercare Services 75.3% 4.0 86.1% 2.1
Assessment Center NS NS NS NS
MACSA 64.1% 3.5 66.1% 3.3
RJP 67.7% 3.8 70.7% 2.0
Truancy - ARCC 60.1% 3.4 51.1% 2.1
Truancy - Cmty. Soln. 50.0% 2.9 46.9% 1.7
Truancy - SAY 37.5% 3.0 35.0% 1.6

JJCPA-Wide 66.5% 3.7 68.6% 2.0
NS = insufficient sample size

Staff Assessment of Youth for Resiliency Variables, FY 2003-04
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The growth in expectation and participation levels for youth served by JJCPA 
programs over the last three years increased between FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, 
but has declined overall, as shown in the table below. 
 
Chart 18 

Growth in Expectation and Participation Levels 
Over Time
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The chart below illustrates that the number of new caring adults connected to 
youth participants over the last three years has dropped and the actual 
participation level has stayed flat. 
 
Chart 19 

New Caring Adults and Actual Participation Level 
Over Time
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Participation Level and Productivity Ratings 
Consistent and meaningful participation with youth and families is, obviously, an 
important element making an impact and effectuating positive change.  An 
analysis of customer service, developmental asset productivity, and direct service 
productivity scores by youth participation level shows that a high level of 
participation does, in fact, correlate to positive results.  For each of the three 
measures, the higher the customer participation level, the better the results.  With 
a 22.7 point difference, the discrepancy between a very high level of participation 
and very low level of participation was especially pronounced in the youth-rated 
agency-specific productivity score.  The table and chart below show the results by 
participation level.  The first group of data reflects youth-reported results, followed 
by parent-reported and staff-reported, respectively. 
 
Table 24 

Youth Level of 
Participation            
Measure

Very Low Low Average High Very 
High

Youth's Satisfaction 58.6% 59.3% 63.1% 69.7% 72.2%
Youth-Rated Asset 
Development 
Productivity

48.7% 44.5% 59.2% 64.6% 68.3%

Youth-Rated Agency-
Specific Productivity 42.7% 42.8% 57.8% 61.1% 65.4%

Parent Satisfaction 78.0% 78.2% 77.4% 79.3% 81.5%

Parent-Rated Asset 
Development 
Productivity

33.1% 47.3% 64.2% 70.3% 76.0%

Parent-Rated 
Agency-Specific 
Productivity

34.7% 45.1% 64.5% 69.1% 73.6%

Staff-Rated Asset 
Development 
Productivity

80.0% 20.3% 57.7% 78.0% 89.1%

Staff-Rated Agency-
Specific Productivity 20.0% 22.8% 57.1% 74.5% 83.7%

Results by Level of Participation, FY 2003-04
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Chart 20 

Results by Level of Participation, FY 2003-04
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Making Data More Informative 
The acceptability, appropriateness, and effectiveness of JJCPA services for the 
customers of Santa Clara County were assessed from three points of view—the 
youth who received services, their parents, and staff members who interacted with 
the customers.  The effectiveness was assessed by calculating both asset 
development service productivity and direct service productivity.   
 
Choices were made about which questions of each type to ask and how many to 
include in the questionnaires.  Ideally, enough questions were included to learn 
what happened without causing the persons completing the questionnaires to lose 
interest in answering the questions.  In order to determine whether enough 
questions were asked, and of the right kind, a psychometric evaluation was 
conducted on each type of assessment.   
 
Assessing Reliability 
The reliability of each questionnaire was determined by calculating the internal 
consistency of the items.  Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the item responses 
after re-scaling them to a range from 0 to 1.  Reliability ranges from zero (no 
consistency) to one (complete agreement among the items).  In other words, a 
one means that youth answer the items so that all youth and all items can be 
ordered consistently.  Desired levels of reliability are determined by the purpose 
behind using the scores.  If decisions need to be made about placing a 
particular youth in one program versus another, the level of reliability should 
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exceed .90.  If decisions will be made about groups of youth, such as whether 
males or females benefited more from the program, the level of reliability should 
exceed .75.  If multivariate analyses of these data are pursued to clarify patterns of 
service effectiveness, the level of reliability should exceed .60.   
 
Continuous Improvement for JJCPA Evaluation Instruments 
To support drawing inferences from the results presented in this evaluation report, 
we expected that the levels of reliability would exceed .60.  One question 
achieved lower reliability (“Because of this program, my ability to stay out of 
trouble is:”) and was revised for FY 2004-05. 
 
Two steps can be taken to improve data quality for under-performing scales.  One, 
those items that did not fit the pattern being followed by the other items in the 
scale can be removed.  The column for deviant items indicates whether an item 
lowered the overall reliability of the scale when included.  Two, the reliability of 
scales can be increased by adding items that measure the same concept and 
produce similar answer patterns to the other items.  As a result, the customer 
satisfaction questions were revised for FY 2002-03. 
 
Assessing Validity 
The validity of the assessment data indicates how well the underlying idea or 
concept is captured.  In other words, when gathering subjective information with 
no physical referent, it is important to demonstrate that the pattern of results 
reflects expected differences based on conceptual distinctions.  For example, it 
was expected that service productivity would not be too similar to service 
satisfaction or level of asset development, since the purpose was to measure 
different concepts.  Also, it was expected that the youth, parents, and staff would 
tend to agree, not disagree, about service productivity and service satisfaction.   
 
Validity testing was conducted in FY 2001-02 at the beginning of the JJCPA 
funding.  For level of asset development, the three sub-scales correlated about .60 
with each other and about .75 with the total score.  This pattern of correlations 
indicates some agreement among the sub-scales and near-equal contributions to 
total score.  None of these scales correlated over .30 with any of the other scales, 
thus demonstrating distinctiveness as expected.  Social Attachment does not 
correlate over .30 with any other scale, as expected.  Satisfaction scales correlated 
with service productivity scales to some degree within a source of data, about .40.  
Across sources of data (youth, parent, or staff) and within focus of assessment 
(satisfaction or service productivity) the correlations were sizable, .35 or higher, 
except for staff reporting on service productivity.  The overall pattern of 
concurrent validity correlations consistently supported the selection of these scales 
as measuring distinct concepts. 
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By performing this evaluation of the quality of the JJCPA data, we learned that 
much of the data we are gathering is of sufficient quality to indicate how effective 
services are to the customers participating in the programs.  Also, we learned that 
several scales could be improved.  Most of the improvement will occur by adding 
questions to the questionnaires.  The evaluation team recognizes that time is taken 
away from serving the youth to obtain these data and is striving to keep the 
questionnaires brief.  Only after documenting why more questions are needed, are 
we willing to make the changes. 
  
Accuracy of the Data   
The quality of the responses that the three types of people make also is related to 
the reliability and validity of the assessment scales.  Unless respondents think the 
information will be used, they may fail to complete the questionnaire thoughtfully.  
Thus, when agency staff members distribute the questionnaires to youth or 
parents, it is important to explain why we need this information.  Respondents can 
be advised that what they report is confidential and that providing the most 
accurate information will help the agency to improve services.   
 
The youth who complete the questionnaire while attending the program should be 
assured that the time needed to fully answer one questionnaire is less than 10 
minutes and will not interfere with the day’s schedule of activities.  Some staff 
person should review all of the questionnaires that are completed and verify that 
the information requested was accurately and properly noted.  In particular, only 
when the youth’s date of birth and initials are correctly reported can analyses be 
performed which compare reports submitted at different times and by different 
types of people, i.e., youth, parents, and staff.  Comparisons of different reports 
over time tell us whether the youth are doing better.  Comparisons between the 
different sources of information tell us what the three groups agree about.  
Knowing what the consensus is reveals what issues should be addressed first. 
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S TAT E - R E QU I RE D  A N D  L OC A L  
O U T CO M ES  

The State Board of Corrections (BOC) required funded programs to report on six 
statewide outcomes.  These outcomes are: 

1. Arrest Rate 
2. Completion of Probation Rate 
3. Incarceration Rate 
4. Completion of Restitution Rate 
5. Completion of Court-Ordered Community Service Rate 
6. Probation Violation Rate 
 

In addition to these six BOC-required outcomes, programs were asked to develop 
and track local outcome measures – that is, measures that are specific to each 
unique program and selected by program staff.  Each of the five funded programs 
stated their local outcome measures in the County’s Comprehensive Multi-Agency 
Juvenile Justice Plan.  This section of the evaluation report describes the results of 
both the BOC-required and local outcome measures 
 
Statewide Outcomes Required by the Board of Corrections 
In order to report to the State Legislature on common outcome variables, the BOC 
developed six measures.  Each county was required to report on these outcomes, 
whether or not they applied to the program.  For instance, MACSA’s Case 
Management Program may not even have had any probationers.  Nonetheless, the 
BOC needed some way to capture the impact of the JJCPA programs statewide. 
 
The statewide outcomes were reported to the BOC reflect a different sample size 
for each program.  Each outcome refers to conduct of program participants during 
or at end of formal intervention period.   
 
The five tables below summarize the results by program.  For each program, the 
results of FY 2001-02, FY 2002-03, and FY 2003-04 are shown. 
 
Aftercare Services 
Aftercare Services has shown considerable improvement across all six measures.  
The arrest rate was cut by half and the probation completion rate more than 
doubled.  The 
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data also show that Aftercare participants are less likely to be incarcerated 
compared to FY 2002-03.  Additionally, the rate of probation violation was 
reduced by over 39 points to 12%, as shown below. 
 
Table 25 

FY 01-02 NS NS NS NS NS NS

FY 02-03 52.9% 27.6% 54.4% 26.0% 62.0% 51.4%

FY 03-04 24% 65% 8% 30% 68% 12%

A
f
t
e
r
c
a
r
e

NS = insufficient sample size

State Board of Corrections-Required Outcomes, 2001-2003

Arrest Probation 
Completion

Incar-    
ceration

Restitution 
Completion

Court-Ordered 
Community 

Service 
Completion

Probation 
ViolationOutcome (Rate) 

 
 
Assessment Center 
The Assessment Center program had modest improvements across the six 
measures since FY 2002-03.  Most notably, the rate of completion of court-order 
community service improved by seven points since FY 2001-02.  Overall, results 
have not improved for five of the six measures since FY 2001-02. 
 
Table 26 

FY 01-02 16.7% 40.0% 10.6% 50.0% 80.0% 9.0%

FY 02-03 40.0% 22.5% 25.2% 39.0% 83.0% 39.2%

FY 03-04 33% 37% 11% 39% 87% 20%

A
s
s
e
s
s
m
e
n
t

Restitution 
Completion

Court-Ordered 
Community 

Service 
Completion

Probation 
ViolationOutcome (Rate) 

State Board of Corrections-Required Outcomes, 2001-2003

Arrest Probation 
Completion

Incar-    
ceration
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MACSA 
Results for the arrest rate and incarceration rate measures applied only to 24% of 
program participants.  The NA notation indicates that the measure did not apply to 
any MACSA youth participants.  The table below shows modest improvements in 
the two measures. 
 
Table 27  

FY 01-02 0.0% NA 0.0% NA NA NA

FY 02-03 9.6% NA 5.1% NA NA NA

FY 03-04 7% NA 0% NA NA NA

State Board of Corrections-Required Outcomes, 2001-2003

Outcome (Rate) Arrest Probation 
Completion

Incar-    
ceration

Restitution 
Completion

Court-Ordered 
Community 

Service 
Completion

Probation 
Violation

M
A
C
S
A

 
 
 
Restorative Justice Program 
The arrest rate for RJP youth decreased slightly since FY 2002-03.  The 
incarceration rate for RJP has improved each of the last three years.  The 
completion of restitution measure applied only to ten RJP youth in FY 2003-04.  
 
Table 28 

FY 01-02 13.7% NA 0.7% 74.0% NA NA

FY 02-03 17.0% NA 0.5% 69.0% NA NA

FY 03-04 15.0% NA 0.04% 0.0% NA NA

Restitution 
Completion

Court-Ordered 
Community 

Service 
Completion

Probation 
Violation

R
J
P

Outcome (Rate) Arrest Probation 
Completion

Incar-    
ceration

State Board of Corrections-Required Outcomes, 2001-2003
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Truancy Reduction Services 
The completion of probation and probation violation rates applied only to 15 
Truancy Services participants.  The arrest rate was reduced by half; however, the 
probation violation rate increased considerably, as listed in the table below. 
 
Table 29 

FY 01-02 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% NA NA 0.0%

FY 02-03 11.1% 17.6% 0.0% NA NA 2.9%

FY 03-04 5.0% 13.0% 0.0% NA NA 13.0%

State Board of Corrections-Required Outcomes, 2001-2003

Outcome (Rate) Arrest Probation 
Completion

Incar-    
ceration

Restitution 
Completion

Court-Ordered 
Community 

Service 
Completion

Probation 
Violation

T
r
u
a
n
c
y
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The following table lists the local outcomes and each program’s accomplishment.  
The results for both FY 2001-02 through FY 2003-04 are shown. 
 
Table 30 

Program Goal Actual     
FY 2003-04

Actual     
FY 2002-03

Actual     
FY 2001-02

70% of youth will report improved communication with 
his/her parent. 86.2% 82.9% 65%
70% of parents will report improved communication with 
their son/daughter. 90.6% 89.7% NS
50% of youth will indicate an improvement in the 
youth�s school attendance. 81.0% 70.6% NS
50% of parents will indicate an improvement in the 
youth's school attendance. 87.7% 80.3% NS
60% of youth will successfully complete the ten-week 
initial aftercare period. 68.0% 65.0% NS
70% of youth will receive mental health, education, 
substance abuse, and risk classification assessments 
prior to leaving Juvenile Hall. 78.0% 98.4% 79.0%
70% of youth will have a case plan within 10 days of 
admission to Juvenile Hall. 99.0% 79.9% 97.5%
70% of youth will report improved communication with 
his/her parents. 55.8% 72.2% 78.0%
70% of parents will report improved communication with 
their son/daughter. 73.0% 84.8% 92.9%
50% of youth will report improved school attendance. 53.2% 66.7% 67.9%
50% of parents will report improved school attendance. 72.6% 84.8% 85.7%
70% of youth will report an increase in his/her sensitivity 
to and understanding of the negative impact of crimes 
on victims. 73.5% 76.3% 66.3%
30% of youth will show a growth in risk avoidance, 
protective, and resiliency assets. 61.9% 66.3% 60.6%
The average number of days from referral to NAB 
conference will not exceed 18 days. 54 41 11.1
70% of NAB conferences will have victim 
representation at the conference. 58.0% 39% 24.0%
70% of youth will report improved communication with 
his/her parents. 52.4% 57.8% 57.2%
70% of parents will report improved communication with 
their son/daughter. 62.0% 72.1% 75.0%
50% of parents will report improved school attendance. 79.6% 76.2% 73.3%

Program-Specific Outcomes

RJP

Truancy 
Services

Aftercare

Assessment 
Center

MACSA
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Truancy Reduction Services - School Attendance 
Beginning in FY 2002-03, the JJCPA Evaluation Team began to collect and analyze 
school attendance data for Truancy Reduction Services – beyond the data that is 
captured by surveying youth, parents, and staff.  Consequently, program staff 
obtained and submitted school attendance data on each youth.  Staff members 
submitted a school attendance print-out for youth showing the youth’s attendance 
history prior to the intervention, and at the end of intervention.  The data 
presented in the table below does not reflect the youth’s attendance patterns after 
he/she has exited the program.  
 
The first row of data lists the figures for tardies and second row shows information 
about absences.  The data show that youth participants decreased tardies and 
missed periods during the intervention period when compared to the number of 
tardies and missed periods during the 90 days prior to entering the program. 
 
The last two columns show the correlation to the youth and parent surveys.  As 
explained earlier, participating youth and their parents complete a survey 
questionnaire upon program completion.  One of the questions asks whether the 
youth’s school attendance has gotten better, worse, or stayed the same.  The 
figures shown, 0.8 and 0.78, respectively, indicate that the survey results have a 
relatively high correlation to the actual school attendance data.  In other words, 
the actual school attendance data support the thoughts expressed by youth and 
their parents through the survey questionnaire.  A score of one indicates a perfect 
correlation.  School attendance data for elementary school youth is not included 
below.   
 
Table 31 

Average Number of 
Tardies During 90 

Days Before Referral

Average Number 
of Tardies at End 

of Intervention 

Percent 
Reduction

Correlation to 
Youth Survey

Correlation to 
Parent Survey

22.3 11 50.7%

Average Number of 
Periods Absent 
During 90 Days 
Before Referral

Average Number 
of Periods 

Absent At End of 
Intervention

Percent 
Reduction

44 27.5 37.5%

School Attendance Data for                                      
Truancy Reduction Services Youth Customers, FY 2003-04

0.8 0.78

   
 


