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Evaluation Goal: Program Impact

• Impact of Justice Services programming across 
33 programs funded by San Francisco’s 
Department of Children, Youth, and Their 
Families (DCYF)

• Examined data from San Francisco Juvenile 
Probation Department and District Attorney’s 
Office

Image by Ichigo121212 from Pixabay
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our goal with this evaluation was to examine the impact of JS programs – funded by DCYF – on justice system contact for youth across the San Francisco Bay Area.Specifically, we looked at recidivism and desistence outcomes, including the likelihood and number of arrests and petitions filed.Note that recidivism = engagement with law enforcement that results in re-arrest, reconviction, or return to prison And desistence = the process of reductions in criminality, as measured by similar recidivism metrics, but looking over time to see if AND when re-engagement with law enforcement occursOur evaluation spanned the first 4 years of the 5-year funding cycle, beginning July 1, 2018, and going through June 30, 2022.

https://pixabay.com/users/ichigo121212-11728/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=534614
https://pixabay.com/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=534614
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Overview of Methods
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Matched Comparison Design

*Note: Nonparticipants were matched to participants based on arrest records. These 333 records represent 280 unique individuals in the nonparticipant sample.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
To accomplish this evaluation goal, we used a matched-comparison design in which we compared records between youth who participated in DCYF JS – referred to as “program participants” – to youth who we never observed participating in DCYF services– referred to as “nonparticipants.”The available pool of participants and nonparticipants began from the group of justice-impacted people who were under 25 at the start of the evaluation. There were more non-participants than participants available for matching – roughly 30% of the justice-impacted young people who are eligible for DCYF JS services participate in servicesFrom this pool, we created a matched sample of 333 participants and 280 nonparticipants.Groups were matched so that they were similar in terms of demographic characteristics (age, gender, race/ethnicity, and county of residence) as well as justice involvement (recidivism risk scores, number of prior arrests and petitions, timeframe of justice involvement, and arrest severity).Data traced youth from the time of their arrest through the end of the evaluation period, including both Juvenile Probation Department and DA records in case youth in the juvenile system transitioned into the adult system during the evaluation. Given this approach, young people will enter our evaluation at different times and therefore have different lengths of follow-up. For instance, a person arrested in 2018 would have 4 years of follow-up data, compared to a person arrested in 2022 who would only have a few months of follow-up data. To account for these different follow-up periods, in our regression analyses, our models incorporated the effect of timeWe restricted the sample to include youth who participated in programming within 3 months of their arrest and matched these participants to non-participants with arrests in the same 3 month time windowWe also restricted the sample to include youth who participated in any JS programs (including but not limited to those who also participated in other DCYF programs).Our research design is a valid tool for estimating differences in program impacts in lieu of randomization. However, we will discuss some limitations of this design when we interpret the findings.
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Findings
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Overall, Justice Services program participation is mostly unrelated to future 
involvement with the San Francisco justice system, July 2018 to June 2022

Note. The black bars represent the 95% confidence interval. If the confidence intervals for each outcome include the value of 0, this is interpreted to mean that we cannot be confident that any of the estimates are different from 0 or no effect.
* p < 0.05.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Overall, participation does not relate to the number of rearrests, number of petitions filed, or whether a petition was filed.However, program participants are 7 percentage points more likely to experience rearrest.In the next few slides, we will cover where larger differences emerged within certain subgroups of youth.
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Participants convicted of 707(b) felonies and non-707(b) felonies show increased future 
justice involvement than their non-participant comparison groups, July 2018 to June 2022

Note. The black bars represent the 95% confidence interval. If the confidence intervals for each outcome include the value of 0, this is interpreted to mean that we cannot be confident that any of the estimates are different from 0 or no effect.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Program participants convicted of 707(b) experience more rearrests and petitions filed and a higher likelihood of ever having a petition filed. Program participants with non-707(b) felonies have a greater likelihood of rearrest.
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Participants who are Black or whose race was “Other” or “Unknown” have a greater 
likelihood of rearrest than their non-participant comparison groups, July 2018 to June 2022

Note. The black bars represent the 95% confidence interval. If the confidence intervals for each outcome include the value of 0, this is interpreted to mean that we cannot be confident that any of the estimates are different from 0 or no effect.
* p < 0.05.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Program participants who are Black or whose race was “Other” or “Unknown” have a greater likelihood of rearrest.
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Participants who identify as male show increased future justice involvement 
than their non-participant comparison group, July 2018 to June 2022

Note. The black bars represent the 95% confidence interval. If the confidence intervals for each outcome include the value of 0, this is interpreted to mean that we cannot be confident that any of the estimates are different from 0 or no effect.
* p < 0.05.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Program participants who identify as male have a greater likelihood of rearrest and a greater number of future petitions filed.
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Younger youth are more likely to experience future justice involvement than their non-
participant comparison groups, July 2018 to June 2022

Note. The black bars represent the 95% confidence interval. If the confidence intervals for each outcome include the value of 0, this is interpreted to mean that we cannot be confident that any of the estimates are different from 0 or no effect.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Program participants who are younger than 17 years of age have worse recidivism outcomes across all measures and a greater likelihood of rearrest and petition, as well as a greater number of rearrests and number of petitions (although note that 15- to 16-year-old youth do not experience a greater number of petitions).
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Discussion
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Other than DCYF participation, why 
might outcomes differ for program 
participants?

• Matched comparison can only account for 
observed differences 

• We can never be sure that we have accounted 
for ALL possible reasons that explain 
differences between groups 

• In the next slides, we discuss some possible 
factors that may have influenced results
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Image source: Image by Brigitte Werner from Pixabay

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
There are a number of reasons why outcomes may differ between program participants and nonparticipants, and we can never be sure that we have accounted for ALL possible reasons that explain group differences.- In the next few slides, we discuss possible reasons why outcomes may differ.

https://pixabay.com/users/arttower-5337/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=51002
https://pixabay.com/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=51002
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Structural Factors

• Certain groups of youth are more likely to 
experience justice system contact and negative 
consequences.1

– DCYF-funded programs identify and enroll youth 
based on needs.

• Certain groups of youth also are more likely to 
experience biased policing and patrolling.2

– Youth at greatest risk for system contact 
experience a higher level of rearrest (e.g., system 
contact) in the absence of evidence (e.g., no 
petition).

1Moore, 2007; Andersen, 2015; Bishop, 2016; Onifade et al., 2019; 2Weaver et al., 2019
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Image source: Image by Brigitte Werner from Pixabay

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
One possible reason is structural factors.The research shows that some groups of youth, including younger youth, youth from Black and Latinx racial/ethnic backgrounds, and male youth, are most likely to experience system contact and negative justice-system consequences, including a greater likelihood of formal court processing, stricter sentencing, incarceration, and transfers to adult prisons.Programs that DCYF funds are tasked with identifying and enrolling youth based on need – program participants may be in greater need than nonparticipants.In our analyses, we were not able to account for need or other sources of resourcesThe research also tells us that certain groups of youth experience biased policing and patrolling.In the data, we see a disconnect between future arrests and petitions: youth who may be at greatest risk for system contact experience a higher level of rearrest (e.g., system contact) in the absence of evidence (e.g., no petition).

https://pixabay.com/users/arttower-5337/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=51002
https://pixabay.com/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=51002
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Referral Process

• In prior AIR reporting, DCYF Justice Services 
program staff stated there was no centralized 
referral source into programming.3

– This ambiguity makes it hard to understand 
why do some youth receive services and 
others do not?
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Image source: Image by Jose Aitor Pons Buigues from Pixabay3AIR Implementation Report, 2022

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A related factor is a lack of clarity in the referral process.Without understanding the referral process, it is hard to know why some youth receive services and others do not.For instance, nonparticipants may have familial or community resources that they can utilize instead of relying upon government resources like those provided by DCYF.

https://pixabay.com/users/josepons28-5483923/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=2485909
https://pixabay.com/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=2485909
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Recommendations
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Strategies for Supporting Youth and Examining Causal Impacts
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Image source: Image by Adam Derewecki from Pixabay

Deepen 
approach to 
addressing 
structural 

factors

Examine 
referral 

processes

Elevate youth 
voices

Utilize 
randomized 
study design

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Deepen approach to addressing structural factors:Provide further support to youth at greatest risk for the negative influences of systemic forces (e.g., providing greater resources for Black youth).Examine referral processes:Through a process evaluation of how and why youth enroll in services, we can deepen our capacity to explain group differences.Elevate youth voices:We can also learn more about the reasons behind program enrollment and participation by elevating youth voices and seeking feedback from those with lived experiences how to improve the systemUtilize randomized study design:Through a randomized impact study, we can better control for unobservable baseline differences between participants and nonparticipants to more appropriately address causal links between programming and outcomes.

https://pixabay.com/users/derwiki-562673/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=1254174
https://pixabay.com/?utm_source=link-attribution&utm_medium=referral&utm_campaign=image&utm_content=1254174
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