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Pursuant to the contract agre£,llllent dated September 24th 
" .J 

between Oali~9rnia Taxpayers' ASS9ciati~n" 'and CCCJ fo~ the. clus~er 

evaluation of foUr diversion projects the. consultan~s are pleased to 

:1 submit't1:J.e" following status report in l~~co:l:'dance with item four of the. 
II l--
", 
!. contract •• 
" I,. 

Of the 23iiwol~king days since the incept~,' on of· the evaluation 
\ ~ 
t\.he . study team has s,:pent 16 days in the field among the. four . different' 

~~ 
,~. 

pl~ojects. The bulk, ()f our work~ however ; has been concentrated in the 
\)\. 

Yo'lo ad.d Ricbmondprojects. ". ~~ 

Ttie purpose of these initial field~:vJ.f'lits was to introduce (J 

the ,study team to the project personnel and orient them to the purpose; 

and objective of' CCCJ's evaluation" effort. The study.,team is'please~L 
• I. 

to re~prt that our on-~'ite work over the past month has largely va.1idated 
,) (I, I;' 

" the e~;rly observations and assessments which we made of' the projects 
L 

prior ;,to, the awar9," 0:(,' the contract. Except for .the changes discussed in (/ 

thisjeeport the study team does not foresee' any major~, problems :).U carrying 

out the assessment methodology we outlined in our'July llthdetailed 

amendments. 

We have spent a. considerable.amount of time with each project 

c;lirector and have managed tp intel;'view mo::;t of the full-time personnel 

iri'ever,y:. project. It is our impreS;sioIithat our research. team, is well 
--1.~;t~'~J 
-..r ~"~"c.. . 

accepted.in the projects aIid that the project personnel uriderstandsthe 

. necessity for the evaluation. fn"every case we have found the project . ' ".' ~ . 
o 

per.sqnnelcompletelYGooperative' and willi'hg'to discuss the streng~hs 
-. . - . '" . - ' .. ". . -;,' . ~ .':-' 

and 'weaknesses Qftheir various programs in af'rank and, honest maziller) •. 1 
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Weare th9roughly :familiar now with the content, procedures, 
i' 

and deficiencies in the record systems o~ each project. In 'no, instance 
" , 

have we eccoUntered any reluctl:1nce a~out giving us access to individual:~ 

case records or any other material that we have'requested. During this 0 

period we have also collected and done some very preliminary evaluation 

of some administrative rt;lports, monthly acti vi ty reports, and other 

studies which have been done by the projects. ,c 

Some of the early reservations we had about our l?roposed !'esearch" 

design involv~d questions about whether or not enough data was availabte 
v 

in Richmond and Y~lo on individual cases £0 permit an assessment of program 

',accomplishment. This was 't;he primary reason for concentrating most of our 

time in this first phase of the study in these t~b places. 
D 

Based on the 

abs~Jcts that we have already made of several hundred individual case 

records the study team:} is 'of the opinion now that, ai; least, the police and, 
.', ') 

probation referrals have been documented to the" extent necessary for;us to 

make certain reliable key judgments about each case that will be extremel;y' 

importaht in assessing project's program. For aJ.1 of the law enforcement 
l.;' 

and probation ref~1..'ralS the case records do show: 

1. D~tes of referr~l. 

2. Reasons for referrals. 
o 

3. Term of treatment or service.' 
,. 

4. Intensity of treatment or service (measured 

by tpe number of contacts). 

5. Terminatj.on date. 

6. ~~nal diJ~position of case (in Yolo and Richnic)ncl. . 1.\ 

we havef'oun4 that thefinal'<u:spositions on all 
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the cases were consistent enough to enable us 

to classify all the cases in one of about 10 

categ9ries of outcome). 

In light of the e~ence' of this data t:q.estudy 'team now 

<'feel!:; that the evaluation can proc~ed with a heavier reliance on 

internal data actually developed from the projects rather than solely 
, '(I 

on comparisons to outside, indirectly related reference groups. It is 
() 

still our plan to make th~comparisons we outlined in our proposal but 

we would expect our final repQrt to also include certain analytical 
:::::: -'." 

informat'ion about the characteristics of casework practices in these' 

projects that was not originally anticipated. 

]3eyond this statement of oUl,') progress to date we believe it 
;: I:;'': 

. .~ 

, is preferable to discuss our progress in terms of what we have accomplished 

" 
in each l?:voject. 

" II 

,YOLO YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

To spare the small Yolo ,"bureau the disruption of having us in 

their cro~ded headquarters any more than necessary we concentrated on 

making our priItl~y file search as rapid as ,possible. We were 8,lso 

ccncerned with finding out as much as we could about the e;K,tentand 
, .,., \, ' 

quality of the data in order to aJ.ert CCCJto any changes in "the proposai 
'", 0 i;> '/" 

\\ .' .... 

tha.t "maybe necessary d,~e toCthelack of data. rrn 'a week, the research 

team, with two ass'istants,were ablet~ collect for every law enforcement 
o 

and, probation referral the si,xpoi~ts of information mentioned on page 

,two. 

There were 2?51aj\ enforcement and J,?robation referrals whiCh' 
I{~~r 

'was ~boutt'henumber we "had estimated in our JuJ.yllth aw.endment? The 
" , 

o 
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data cards, like the one attac,he.d, aX,7/now com;;>leted on" every law 
;/ 

enforcement probation referral and/are ~ieady ~jO be keypunched, coded 
" I 

and turned over to the sheriff's department tor the file search we 

outlined in our original plan. We do not anJt;icipate having to make any 
(,} 

changes in the methodology ,that we have described for assessing the segm~nt 
>, 

D • 
of the referralswh:Lch haveicome from law, enforcement and probation 

agencies . 
• I) 

"The ~rei\nainder of the total caseloadilancUed by 'the Yolo bure.au 
':;:-?il'-::{~ ',. ' '..~"' ,:/;: \' 

. since its\: inception consists, of 468 school referrals and 187 miscellaneous 

re:r~\rrals represented by a ~xture of self, parent, an~,' other agencies • 
. ', 

To fojLLow our origin,al proposal we would now have been ready in the Yolo 
' .. 

project to select a Sample ofth~se school andDmiscellaneousreferrals 

and woUld have con,ducted an in~depth follow-up study of the case outcomes 

with. schools ",pa.rent~, and other agencies" 

For re as OIlS which we believe are understood by CCCJthe Project 

Director is very reluctant to have us proceed with,the part ,of Our.' proposal 

which called for direct follow-up contact ,qith schools, parents, or even 
! 

public agencies. The non-law "entor'cement Qrefer:tals comprised 7~ of'the 

burea,u's workload over the past three years. Recent changes in the ,;bureau 

now cop.centrates attention on programs almost exclus~vely concerned with 

counselling and tutoring in the school setting rather than on la,w enforce

mentreferrals.. One of the m.ain reservations that we have about not being 
~' t) 

able to follow,..up on the school referrals is that it will place most ot 
. Q 

II 

the~tudy effort on evaluating a t;y:pe qf referral which.has, largely been 

abandoned. 
i) 
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To preclude us entirely from direct'access to t~e schools and 
. . , ~ ~ 

other agericyso,i.irces'Which we consider,ed iiecessary in evaluating this 
. q ~ , ,-

() 'J 
~ 

important com~onent of the proje~t simp~ means 
~;.' t:.b>::.~~,' " 

that' the major part of the 

bureau's past program cannot be ,eval,,:a.ted. ", 
,. 

Weare entirely sympathetic to the Director's concern about 
": -:. £;; 

(l il " 

prote~,ting the bureau's delicate standing in the communityat~ the moment. 

and she would .also like to spare schopl officials any 'pnIlecessary involve'

ment with a bureau matter. We ~ell, howeverc, unab.letothiiik) of a subst:ttute '""<, 
it • 

~ . 

metl1odolb'gy for evaluating this.important phase of· the bureau's program: if 
~ ~ 

we .. are pracluded f?:'om following tl;!,e methodology in our original. ·pr.0posal. 

There are at least two principal reasons why we think it will be 
~ ': D 

almost impossible to assess school and miscellaneous referrals without the 

benefit of some di:rect contact with schools., agencies I3.tld possibly a select 

sample of parents. The first is that, unlike the law enforcement and 
'< 

probationreferr;,als, the case 'documentation on school r,eferr!3,J.s is 

extremely limited. Many of the school referrals ,we think, were handled 

as group situations w.ithout the benefit of case, write-up. SecOfldly, in 
'0 

considering the possibility of trying to reconstruct case outcomes through' 
~- 0 

the case aides we find that it would be virtually impossible to determine 
o 

~ • 0 . 

what cases have been assigned to particular case aides. AdditionaJ.l.y~there· 

"'l,is,the problem of locating the case aide 
lei ~ 

who most pr(')bablyhas 'finiShed 

school and moved .from the area: ,. . . ..\" 

auro thoughl; about interviewing p~ents ': rei} theirobservati.ons ah 
". . . • '.. . . . 0 'Jf" ·~2<1. 

the bureau's. effort was :frUstrated because many. of the children ,were' l 
co~selledg by the bLau wi tboJt ,any~c>wleag: of .the par<ents. It i/lll.e, 

~ (; ~ Q ' n ' ~ 
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feelingo:f'\~~t,e project stQ,ff that to inqui~e about juveniles through 
;'(.:~~~< 

the p~;ren:ts ,would brea.ch an informal understanding between case aide and 
:~~'. r 0 

,~e total number of referrals we will have to consider in the 
~;i1 c" " ,,;j\;,~:;;" " \, a 

:'yY1:~ ~ntel'Vent~on un;t.t of theRichmondyouthservic~s program will be 134 closed 
;.1: )~ •. :. ~'.<'~~_.;' 

c:t\;\iii';\Q;ases . This represents all referrals handled by the, unit sinc,e its inception 
,~:::.~~~:.~.: ', ..... ' .. ~J .~. . " 

,;'L\j":i,\~',;'I!?)ti:ti,ary ,;1972 tP,fough, Ja.ri:uary, 1973. This cutoff date 1'TaS selected 

"i~\ ;~~cause i:Ii' allows f'oi~"an eight -mon'lih follow-up on each case. The "~:ame 
, w,~ta card with the same basic information ;'Thich we usedfo; police J.hd. 
,,,,' ': 

i ~ 
, '.',- \J·;i .," <t <> 

probatioJl referrals in Yolo has now been completed for this ~t of the"', 
:;: . 

:-) 

Jl;iq~o:nd: J;>roject ~ Data on these referrals is now in a "'ponditionto be 
!>, "'" , il ,c' 

key-tKmched, processed, and turned over to police departPtents for the pre-
,';; ," \\ (} !f 

arikt. pos~ fil~ search we des cribeci' in our original meth6dology. 

The directo:t'of the unit and a s,~a:ff' of tbreet deputy probation 
~, ,('; ". , " \1 ' 

officers have ge~n interviewed at length. We have alsol had occasion to ',,' 

(;- [,0 

C! 
J 

.(Il " '\' 
'~-J 

(; G 
0 'iy ,.0-

.f, 
-;':;'~ 

0 0 't" n 

o , 



I" 

• ., I 
II 
" 

"j • . ' 
.~ 

.' 
, 0 

• 

. " 

;;; ~:, 0' ,~ 
Q ,-

~aintained" by the probation officers. To a large degree we .attribute 

the high quality of the documentation in "the records to the fac't that 
o I: tl '-'"f' 

the ,entire caseload" is handleg. by trained" full-time profes,sional deputy . i 

probation offi:i::ers. " At this point we can foresee no. diff:i~culty in 
!I 

carrying ou.:t fihS methodology descriQedin our research plan for the police 
. - ,I ~~ ." ~ 

. and probation; referrals to the Richmond ptoJect. The staff of the un~t 

o has" been "corrrJtletelY coo~ra:iveand seemed to welcome" some .outside 
} 

"examination}whiCh might lea,dto some further improvements in their program. 
~ f . . . o· \\ it 

RICHMOND OUTREACH UNIT . .' ~ \ 
I' if \. 
1/, . . tI~ 'I 

ifhe principal staff in the two uni. ,13 of the youth~fervices program 

we are ef~atl:ng ba~ ;a&id\W"trative responsibi1.l,ties to bO~ih projeots. 

conseq""r' till! .reoeption and assi~tanoe extended to us in 'this unit was 

just as ,good' as it WB,7j in the intervention unit. The staff is~iendly, 

oo~~era/ive and.qu:i.l~ candid in di~CU:Sing all .:faoets of' the outreaoh program, 
'10-, '0 " ~ 

They her've ·gi'ven uslevery assistance in opening uptl1,e proj~ct for evaluation. 

. ;1 We ha'\li~'~ ~howeyer, enc9untered w'hat we thi$. is an aJm?st 

. eins+un~ablei~oblem in tryin~ to conduct a 'l.~t~ asses_n~.ot the . 

opro,'am' s .e~~ict'l. veness. Because of the way this 001. t has docUf,llented thel.r 

caSe files we are oJ'the opinion now that the assessmentwhicb can be 
a _ _ . \ 

carried out on the out.reacr~unitj is likely to be the lowest in the en-Pire 

Cl~~ter ·~f'Q~rojects. 0 We re~Che'd thisconclusio.na,~er working ~th t~e 
. ! & 

-project ;?taffand reviewing their cases over a. five-dayp~riod. 

These are the ma~ior deficiences l're.find in. the unit's records: 

1. ,oAbsblutely nb casEf f'ilesexistfor re:t'e~ 

handled py outre~cli be:rore AugUst, 1972. . 

, Q 

., 
$;- 0 

(/ 

o 

p 



• 

•• 

•• 

I. 

• 

• 

(, 
........ J 

I) 

., 
o \\ , 

, 

. ,Ii 

Ii II Q, 

2. Most' of the referrals take~ ,at't-er January, 1973 
"- (; 

seem to still be in active status. 

3. Even the documentations' on cases closed between 

August, 1972 and January, 1973 is poor. Case 

workers ~ave not c~?sistently recorded, even such 

,fundamental actions ·as termination date or reasons 

for referral.; few contain aIlLy- statement about 
c 

. 0 '. 
outcqme and in most' instances very little intor-

~ation is indi6ated about the natm:-e of 1fhe 
/"'------... 

serVice provided. 
":» 

4. =~ery high percentage 

40%) are fOl' employmentwhicp. -w-e think at the 
J 

moment ,shoUld more accurately.,be consi'Clered as 

job applicants rather than bonafide. service 

referral.s. 

The effect00f' this latter problem is to distPDt~ 

or at ~east interfere, with an accurate' account of' 

the 'overall .number of referrals which can properly 
'.) 

b~. considered service c,~ases . ((~ 

6. "Case fi~es are not k~pt on recreation' or activit~\ 

re:ferrJ.",~ These re:f"':-als p~obably account :for , 
_:.'., -., r.... , . _ n ,(' 

, about 36%. of the" project' ,s workload. Recognizing" 

again that anotlier4~ of' "employment casef>.,. on which 
,- , . 

. very ~ttle ~alysiS" can be done wero;-e . lett' with' 
~ ( ~ 

",,'only 4qto 50'c~unseri.inga.n,d~Jl,toring ca~'eswhi~ 
. .) ~.' '. r' , 

c 

"yare supject.to a.nalysis. 
~., ;~.<;: 
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7. Unlessspec:i,a.~ justification is given, a case is 

normaJJ.yclosed ~,n six months. We find, however, 

that most of the referrals(~eceived between 

January and June are still in an activ~s:tatus. 
, . 1\ ~Un1ess we can get the unit to close, the cas.es 

/~,",Y ha~ ~dJ.ed between r3Muary, 1973 .. _hTune, 

.;/' 1973, which have not been "closed, the cases' 

available for ana4rsis is gOing to be extremely .. II 

I 

smaJJ. (100 to 125). If the January to June cases 

can be closed the sample can be expanded to 

perhaps 209. 

Offsetting our disappointment about the condition of the 

regular cases, we have found some monthly activity report~ which seem 

uto have been kept rather faithfully by the unit's Staff since August, 
It: 

1972. Although we have some reservations about the validity .of the 
ifh 

reports~~'lat the moment it appears that they might provide some of the 

b.est information we have for. analytical purposes. These might provide 

better insight into the unit's program and what they have tried. to 

accomplish as any assessmenY,f that can be made by working with indhr,idutal 

case record information. 

The other .factor that seems toDbe emel"ging as being very 

important ,in assess:ng the impact of thes~ volunteer programs like the 

" one in Yolo and Richmond outreach, which we hadnevel'taken into account, 
" D 

"" (j 

is that the primary gr..oup of services of a direct nature are to a very 
o 

large" extent dependent on the number, training ,and availability of 
" '" 

volUnte,rs a'hd not the core staff employed by the Projects. 

-9-
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Nei th.~ Yolo. nor RiC~ ou~reach ha.ve :heir corps of 

vol;.unteers put together for this y~a\ r.i f The a'll"ailability and terms 
It ' \ I;J. , . 

on whibh they get their volunteers ,:b~" more ,important to these, community 

type eferts than what is done by the\full-time coordinators. This was 
\, 
'\ 

a problem never mentioned in any of the\,origihal grant proposals but I. 
\\ 

from ou.r observations so far it is becoming one of the ~ey issues to be 

accounted for in our evaluation as well as bu'~lding the evaluative model 

for funding future projects .. 
I' ,. 

To summarize the main problems we forese~ in carrying out the 

resear,ch contemplated in our proposal is getting the unit to bring their . 
f :~ 

files up to date in order to expand the sample to a ml~aningful size. The 

\\;'J second is that we are essentially dealing with a type O~I program where 

',I 

\ 
the largest number of. the referrals are for employment o!'\~ecreational 

\ 

\ 
activities which are hardly appropriate for the kind of anaJ.:~rsis called 

\' 

for considering the project's main objective of "preventing d~¥nquency." 
\ 

ALAMEDA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT DELINQUENCY PREVENTION mOGRAtv! 
\\ 

I· 
c, \\ 

Because of the initial problems we encountered in the Yolp 
\: \ q) 

project and 'the excessive amount of time required in reviewing and \ 
\, 
\. 

initiating data collectipn in both the Richmond and Yolo county project~ 
II 

the study team has only been able to spend two days in the Alameda project~ 
j 

In these two days, ho~;ever, we have intervief~a all th6principal pe:r;-sonnel 

in the project and have been able to lnake a tho;roug;h review of ~xisting 

project data. 

We have ha(l occasion to talk to the chief of the juvenile division 

of the probation department wh.o ,li~s dir~ct supervisoriar respo;n~ibiliii'ies 
~l 

for all facets of the program, 'the bnitsupervispr, as well as th~ in-house 
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staff evaluator. The prOject personnel bave been completely cooperative 

and as in the case of the Richmond project seemed to welcome~an outside 

~assessment of their unit's activities. 

The staff has furnished us direct access to all individual case 

files. In addition~ they have supplied a. variety of supporting monthl.y 

summary case reports, including all evaluative data collected to date on 

the proj~ct • 

With this infor.mation and a review of several case files we 

are confident that the documentation that has been maintained on an on~ 

going basis for each case in the project will furnish most of the data 
Q 

necess~y to complete the data requirements that we have specified in our, 
., 

origin.aJ. evaluation plan. Initially, we felt we could rely strictly on 

summary EPP reportscavailable for each individual referral. However, in 

reviewing the several case files that we have seen and comparing them with 
~ 0 

these /:lumInaries ito is obvious that we will still need to correlate these 
" 

" " 
computer summaries on each case with the original individual case record. 

In a couple of ins'tances complete probation histories that have been 

documented in the case folder do not appear on the summary ED~,sheetskept 
,) 

(\ 

on each referral. 
o '0 

More importantl;,v, in reviewing in<1ividual case files it ?:s 
" , " 

apparent' that,1?roject staff"have not documented the frequency wit,h which 
~1 0 ~1 

~ ,0 i 
they have counselled each f~,mily included in the program. Becf"ttse of "iihe 

? f ' 

speci'l'ic"design anti. goal ~ the project the absence of suchah importa.~t 
\, , . Ii'., . 

descriptive characteristic cou1~very likeJ:lf prove to be al~miting factor (, '" 
0" ,),,!. 
c <;::,. I 

in our assessment of the program I s effectiveness.. 1n d;t"scussing this 
I"~ . 

:B~t;i:cular point (With the unit ~su:p~rvisor he has indidated that because of 
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the small" caseloads handled by his two probation deputies this problem 

can be, alleviated by an individual case-by-case review with the deputy 
- '; 

who has provided the cOWlselling servi,ce to each family. 
~\ 

"The main problem w~ haVE! found in this'project which ma~ affect 

the quality of the evaluation is that out of the total caselQad handled 
, " 

in the' project since its inception only 3f1'/o of th~ (bases have, been qlosed. 

In 2t years 130 families have been referred to the project
0

• Out' of these 

only 34 families have been accepted for the program.. Of these 34 families) 

20 still remain in active status. Because of the long .. term, intensive 

casework condtlcte'd on each referral we will be forced to limit our review, 

of case outcolr.es to less than one -third of the total cases included in the 

tre~tment population. A sr::unple ofo this size will undoubtedly restrict a 

great many' of the generalizations th~t cim be ma4e about the project I s 
<~ I " 1/ 

effectiveness. Even m.ore important~y, a good postJibility exists that with 

such. a small sample in the Alameda'projectthat the quality of any' cross

project-comparisons that could be made in the cluster will be Significantly 

reg.uced. 
f. ,~ 

SACRAMENTO COUNTy,,601 DIVERSION PROJECT ", . _I> I( 0 

j o 

After :Lnterviewing'pro'Ject personnel and reviewing a variety 

of ev~uative data that has been maintirlned.on the' Sacramento diversion 
'(' '~, • .;. r .' 

project(~'"the ·study team is comp~etely ~¢?f'ident -lihat all the base-line 

dl1'ta ~ec;ssary to carry odj, 0';:" origl.~al research methodo;-OllY does· exist. 

, ./' "q • Th~ casedocJ:m~ntation that we ha.ve, found,ina. se~cted "sample 

'", of i'ndividual ca~~ files"is undoubtedly the best of any pf the p";,ojects Ci 
// 

in the cluster. The prJd'~ct staff' has made a systematic effort to _. ~ 

- i' /? (f:"' 
(C;o~pletely doc~e~t (ill ca~\ a~tivity and~ pr~gress of eacll~eferral. 
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In the short time that ewe haveobeen able ;to "spen9-in the ,;project, 

c \ore have had the . dPportupi ty 'to interview' all key administra-qi ve personnel 

as well as five of the nine full-time probation officers who conduct the 

shollt -time fam:Lly -crisis counselling in the unit. As' in the case of the 
. 0 

Richmond and P~ameda projects the staff of this project have displayed a 
// 

complete Wihlingness to assist" in this evaluation effort. 
, ,-, /1 " 

In ollr"',originalpla.n for evaluating this project we indicated 

that ~~ would include all the: first year's referrals to the unit in our 

~ pqlice department file search.'.After considering the problems we have 

encountered in \'Tay of availab+lity of data for two of the projects in the 
I, 

cluster ,and in light of ' the ·,J\olum.e of referrals that have been handled 
~ . 1, 

in this proje.ct the stua;. team' is now of the opinion that the best approach 
a 

for completing our assessment of this project will be to conduct a random, 
'1 /J 

') 

selected sample of first year referrals for ,the police file search. We 
': (, 

have discussed this w,t th the proj.ect' s unit supervisor and he is i.n complete 

agreement with substituting this procedure. 
0" 

In 'addition to substituting a random sample procedure in the 

projec~ 1'1e are forced to forego thepossibllity of cOllect~7gsibling, 

data on :r;eferrals to the unit. In discdsions with J?,roject' staff they 

have indicated thatsiblihg data has notbeen'~ollected on a reguIarbasis' 

for ai1.yof the three years of refer riLls to the project a.nd that when"it 
,J~'vL, " _ 
~ -:/ :,,' 

has qeen colle€ted no effort has been made to verify its accuracy. 
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APPENDIX 1 

LAW ENFORCEMENT &. PROMTION REFERRAts 
o . . , . .;~: .·oJ' I) " . ~> 

Namie ____ :_'~ ____ ~_.__ __ ~~~--_____ [_·C7_·-··-·--__ ~~~ ________ ~~ ':' '':;-

Middle Last First 
N5e ________ o ........ 

Se,~: 
Address __ ~~~ ______________ .~ ___________ 'tki~~ ______ ~_________ Ma~~,~~~~ __ 

,~' '" \,. .' ,': '" Fem.a1e ___ ---,." 

. .'~ 0 ~ 
D:te ;t' ReterrJt.·_~_---:-_-:-:-________ -=----____ -_-=--_L_~_'_""~_~_---F.~ac~~ucaSian',;::;:" . \. II' Month Day Year --y:,-.~.","",;,.;. 
. . b -:; Mex • ... .Am. __ j/ __ 

Date of contact~ ____ ~~~~ __ ~~ __ ~~ __ ~ ______ ~~~ ____ __ 
. Month Day Year .. 

------~~<\ .,~-----------------------~-----------~----------Reason for Referral:' 

() 

Termin8:,tion of Service (Date )_-,---,..,.-____ ---:~---~-_=_-----

Negro _______ _ 

Or:i.en~al __ _ 

other: 
(Sp~cify) __ 

';;; 0, MonthDa;r Year 

, schOOl ___ --,~ _________ ~~ ___ ~ ____ ~--------------~~------
No.. of' Contacts 

'J '~ 

-\ 
:..:.~.~_ •. ~._._ •.•• ".~".~;!t>c_." _",..._.". "" ,~_. ,_,"~ ,." ~ •.• _,, __ ~ .. ~ •. 

SCHOOL & OTHER REFERRALS 

• Name ______ ~~------------~~~--------------MT~~------Last First Middle 
Age ______________ _ 

Sex: 
Aiid.;;;;·ess _________________________________ _ 

Male~----------Female ________ __ 

• Race: 

Date of Referral __ ~~~--------~~~-------~~~-----
Month Day Year 

Caucasian ______ _ 
Mex. -Am. ___ _ 
Negro __________ _ 
Oriental ______ __ 

Reason for Referral Other: 

• (Specify ) __ _ 

Service Provided (Brief statement) 
School ____________ __ 

Teacher ____________ _ 

No. of Contacts __ _ 

• 




