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/. Executive Summary

This is the second biennial evaluation report of the Youth Service Bureaus (YSBs) of
Connecticut under the leadership of the Department of Children and Families (DCF), since the
YSB program was transferred from the State Department of Education (SDE) in 2019.

Sec. 10-19m. (Formerly Sec. 17a-39). Youth service bureaus. Report. Regulations. (c) ...The
commissioner shall, on December 1, 2011, and biennially thereafter, report to the General
Assembly on the referral or diversion of children under the age of eighteen years from the
Jjuvenile justice system and the court system. Such report shall include, but not be limited to, the
number of times any child is so diverted, the number of children diverted, the type of service
provided to any such child, by whom such child was diverted, the ages of the children diverted
and such other information and statistics as the General Assembly may request from time to
time. Any such report shall contain no identifying information about any particular child.

Reported funding for the YSBs was consistent through FY2021 with combined annual budgets
of 28-29 million dollars. YSBs' reported combined annual budget showed some increase for
FY2022 and FY2023. The 102 YSBs participating in the state grant program, representing 136
cities and towns, reported a combined annual budget of just over $31 million dollars in FY2022
and over $37 million in FY2023 (see Appendix A for summary details). Approximately 20
percent of that total is from the DCF-administered base, enhancement and supplement State YSB
grant funds plus the required municipal match. The remaining 80 percent of the budget is from
the funds each municipality adds to the DCF grant, consisting of other state funds, federal funds,
additional municipal funds beyond the match, grants from foundations, and donations.

There are three major programmatic areas on which YSBs report: Tier 1 and Tier 2 programs,
distinguished by differing level of services, with Tier 2 being more intensive, and Juvenile
Review Boards (JRB). Most JRB are run by YSBs but in some communities, the police or
another agency oversees the JRB. JRB qualifies as a Tier 2 service but is also addressed
separately in this report due to it’s significance to the YSB mission.

For those served in Tier 2 in FY2022 and FY2023, the demographics are largely consistent with
those of previous years. Slightly more females than males participated. The age range has
remained consistent with previous years, 74-76 percent of the youth served being between 10
and 18 years of age. The percentages of minority youth were also similar to previous years. As
far as referrals are concerned, parents and schools represented a little over 60 percent of the
referral sources in FY2022 and a little less than 60 percent in FY2023.

The majority of the Tier 2 programs and services continue to focus on positive youth
development, a combination of prevention (e.g., Life Skills Training and Leadership
Development) and intervention (e.g., Crisis Intervention, Individual, Group, and Family
Therapy).

An important extension of YSB services has been the Juvenile Review Boards (JRBs). JRBs
have been expanding as a priority strategy designed to meet Connecticut’s goal of diverting as
many youth as possible from the juvenile justice and court systems. This leading-edge approach



to diversion is not only supported by the YSBs in their individual communities but also
promoted and supported statewide by the Department of Children and Families and the Court
Support Services Division of the Judiciary.

This report ends with a brief summary of the activities and outcomes for the Juvenile Review
Boards (JRB). Most JRB are run by YSBs with their close involvement, while a small number
are administered by non-profits or police departments. In nearly all of those cases, the YSBs
participate in the JRBs. In many cases they refer the youth to a JRB and/or receive referrals
from the JRB as part of the recommended interventions.



/. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

In 1978, Section 10-190 of the Connecticut General Statutes established Youth Service Bureaus
(YSB). A YSB is defined in CGS 10-19m- 10-19q, inclusive, as an agency operated directly by
one or more municipalities, or a private agency designated to act as an agent of one or more
municipalities, for the purpose of evaluating, planning, coordinating and implementing services.
Services include prevention and intervention programs for delinquent and pre-delinquent youth,
pregnant and parenting youth, and troubled youth (Appendix A). The statute further states that
Y SBs shall be the coordinating unit of community-based services to provide a comprehensive
delivery of prevention and intervention, treatment and follow-up services.

Sec. 10-19m. (Formerly Sec. 17a-39). Youth service bureaus. Report. Regulations. (a) For the
purposes of this section, “youth” means a person from birth to eighteen years of age. Any one or
more municipalities or any one or more private youth-serving organizations, designated to act as
agents of one or more municipalities, may establish a multipurpose youth service bureau for the
purposes of evaluation, planning, coordination and implementation of services, including
prevention and intervention programs for delinquent, predelinquent, pregnant, parenting and
troubled youths referred to such bureau by schools, police, juvenile courts, adult courts, local
youth-serving agencies, parents and self-referrals. A youth service bureau shall be the
coordinating unit of community-based services to provide comprehensive delivery of prevention,
intervention, treatment and follow-up services.

Y SBs range in size and scope, from the smallest, staffed by a single part-time employee in a
municipal office, to the largest, which is a private, nonprofit agency that provides a wide range
of services to 10 municipalities. Municipal YSBs may be standalone divisions or operate under a
parent department, most commonly Human Services or Recreation. 22 of the YSBs are non-
profits, endorsed by their town(s) to function as the YSB. In a few communities, volunteers and
other community-based stakeholders provide YSB administrative functions, permitting the total
Y SB budget to be used for direct services. YSBs in larger cities focus on administrative efforts
that coordinate the many public and private providers in the community that offer a wide array of
youth services. The coordination of these efforts helps to limit gaps in service and identify other
resource needs, thereby assuring that the youth are being adequately served.

Y SBs offer a broader scope of services than most other youth-serving agencies. In addition to
providing direct services like other agencies, YSBs are responsible for assessing the needs of the
community, identifying gaps in services and coordination of services for youth to fill gaps and
avoid duplication of services. Many YSBs also play a special role in working with the juvenile
justice system to meet the needs of children and youth by providing and/or making referrals to
mental health, behavioral health or other services.

In 2017, the Juvenile Justice Policy and Oversight Committee (JJPOC) published a plan for the
Youth Service Bureaus and the Juvenile Review Boards as a foundation for a community-based
approach to diverting “children from the care of state agencies (Judicial Branch and/or
Department of Children and Families). “! While the YSBs primary role is to provide services

! Community-Based Diversion System Plan. Submitted to the JJPOC by the Diversion Workgroup, January 10,
2017.



aimed at prevention, YSBs also play a major role in treatment especially by providing referral to
and making available clinical services. They also manage or serve as board members on nearly
all of the Juvenile Review Boards in the state.

The Youth Service Bureau grants, formerly administered by the State Department of Education
(SDE), are administered by the Department of Children and Families (DCF) since July 1, 2019.



/ll. DATA COLLECTION METHODS AND FRAMEWORK

The General Assembly requires a report on the referral or diversion of children under the age of
eighteen from the juvenile justice and court systems. The data presented below covers the
numbers and types of children served, how they were referred to service, and the types of
prevention and intervention services provided.

Data from administrative databases were collected throughout the year. The data in this report
are just post-pandemic FY 2022 (July 1, 2021-June 30, 2023) and FY 2023 (Julyl, 2022-June 30,
2023). FY 2023 is the first full year of programming that is not affected by pandemic
restrictions.

Improvements to data collection have been a major focus of DCF’s administrative efforts over
the past few years. Youth Service Bureaus utilize a variety of electronic records systems, data
collection software and paper record keeping, often lacking resources to maintain and submit
accurate data. DCF has established goals for improved data sharing whereby all active YSBs are
trained and equipped with an online data management platform that can efficiently and securely
collect and manage youth data to comply with DCF required reporting, provide data to local and
statewide stakeholders, including JJPOC, RED Subcommittees and contribute to system-wide
outcome assessment. In SFY 23 all YSBs were required to demonstrate the capacity to collect
required data points, in electronic fashion which may be readily shared. Work continues in SFY
24 and SFY 25 to develop a set of agreed upon outcome metrics on how success will be
measured and what data will be collected to track success. This will require Identifying and
aligning data needed by all stakeholders and ensuring YSBs have the tools and capacity to
collect and share data for internal planning and external sharing.

IV. Tier 1 and Tier 2 Activities

Tier 1 Summary

Tier 1 information is reported in summary form. There are two basic categories of Tier 1
activities on which we collect information: Smaller group activities, generally lasting less than
20 hours and Large group events such as assemblies, family days, and informational fairs.
Generally, these activities, especially the large group events, do not capture individual
participant information. All of the Tier 1 services are largely informational and focus on
prevention. Tier 1 is also distinguished from Tier 2 in that families as well as youth are
audiences for these programs. YSBs like all organizations are increasingly reaching out to youth
and families through electronic media: radio and various internet venues (e.g., Facebook, blogs,
YouTube). These electronic media are not adequately captured using the current, two simple
categories of small and large group events. Plans are underway to refine/expand these categories
to capture these new, innovative approaches to serving youth and their families.

FY2021 provides some context for the current. FY2021 (2020-2021) there were 1879 small
group activities with over 58,601 youth participated in those activities. There were also 632
large group activities with 124, 812 participants. As evident in Table 1, the number of groups,
large and small, as well as the number of participants increased in FY 2022 and FY2023.



Table 1: Tier 1 Activities FY2022 and FY2023

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Small Group Large Group Small Group Large Group
# of # of # of # of # of # of # of # of
Programs | Participants | Programs | Participants | Programs | Participants | Programs | Participants
5,992 60,435 800 296,934 2,213 63,007 1,102 274,722
Tier 2 Demographics

Tier 2 information is collected for each individual participant so that it can be analyzed and

reported for policy and program management purposes.
As in previous years about 75 percent of the youth served are between the ages of 10 and 18.
Since a low of 12,609 youth participating in Tier 2 in FY 2021, the number of youth in Tier 2 has

strongly increased in FY 2022, 16, 567, and in FY 2023, 18,470.

NOTE: Table 1 and subsequent tables will provide information concerning the types of services,
issues addressed and demographics of youth served. The totals will not always add up to total
number of participants given in the paragraph above for FY2022 and FY2023. Both missing

data and invalid values? entered account for these discrepancies.

Table 2: Age
FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %
One 127 0.8% 212 1.2%
Two 115 0.7% 99 0.5%
Three 93 0.6% 124 0.7%
Four 120 0.8% 252 1.4%
Five 308 1.9% 474 2.6%
Six 496 3.1% 659 3.6%
Seven 565 3.5% 729 4.0%
Eight 733 4.6% 816 4.5%
Nine 790 5.0% 1028 5.7%
Ten 1061 6.7% 1197 6.6%
Eleven 1348 8.5% 1519 8.4%
Twelve 1291 8.1% 1436 7.9%
Thirteen 1302 8.2% 1471 8.1%
Fourteen 1564 9.8% 1833 10.1%
Fifteen 1837 11.5% 2084 11.5%
Sixteen 1581 9.9% 1743 9.6%
Seventeen 1407 8.8% 1540 8.5%

2 These are values that are totally different than the values provided in the dropdown menu. And they are not amenable to

reinterpretation as one of the valid values supplied in the database for the user.




FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Eighteen 647 4.1% 554 3.1%
Nineteen 275 1.7% 158 0.9%
Twenty 158 1.0% 87 0.5%
Twenty-one 132 0.8% 64 0.4%
Total 15950 100.0% 18079 100.0%

Gender, race and ethnicity are the primary demographics used, along with age used to define this
population of youth. The distribution of gender identities has always shown slightly more
females than males. New gender identity categories of Non-Binary and Transgender have been
added in recent years to provide a more accurate and complete picture of those who participate.
Non-binary and transgender still only account for about 1 percent of all youth served.

The distribution of youth by race and ethnicity has remained fairly consistent for a number of
years with White youth making up just under half of youth served and Black youth making up
just over 20 percent. Hispanic youth have always made up just under a quarter of all youth
served.

The YSBs serve a diverse range of youth that closely resemble the diversity of the state’s youth.
According to Kids Count census estimates for 2020°, children 0-18 break out in race and
ethnicity as follows: 26% Hispanic, less than .5% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 5% Asian,
14% Black, 4% Multi-racial, and 49% White, Non-Hispanic. Table 3 shows that the YSBs serve
similar percentages of the youth population.

Table 3. Gender, Race, and Ethnicity*

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %

Gender Female 8170 50.8% 9044 49.0%
Male 7696 47.8% 8964 48.6%

Non-binary 85 0.5% 117 0.6%
Transgender 75 0.5% 80 0.4%

Did not report 71 0.4% 249 01.3%

Race American Indian or Alaska Native 52 0.3% 113 0.6%
Asian 401 2.5% 499 2.7%

Black or African American 3444 21.3% 4020 21.9%

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 34 0.2% 79 0.4%

White 7613 47.1% 8509 46.3%

Multiracial 1012 6.3% 1162 6.3%

Other 873 5.4% 1263 6.9%

3 © 2020 The Annie E. Casey Foundation
4 By law, providing information to an organization regarding gender, race, and ethnicity are voluntary.



FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Did not report 2737 16.9% 2715 14.8%
Ethnicity Hispanic/Latino 3761 23.2% 4293 23.3%
Not Hispanic/Latino 9184 56.6% 11323 61.5%
Did not report 3268 20.2% 2804 15.2%

Table 4 presents the family structure from which Tier 2 youth come to the YSB. The single,
largest group of youth are those from two parent households, 50.3% in 2021-2022 and 51.9% in
2022-2023. Another third of the youth in each year live with a single parent, most often the
mother. The remaining 12-15 percent of youth served live in a variety of situations as
enumerated below. This tracks closely with the most recent estimates of family structure from

the 2020 Census.

Tabel 4: Family Constellation

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %
Two Birth/Adoptive Parents 6004 50.3% 7357 51.9%
Step and Birth Parents 941 7.9% 1072 7.6%
Single Parent (female) 3022 25.3% 3650 25.7%
Single Parent (male) 487 4.1% 470 33
Grandparent(s) 387 3.2% 368 2.6%
Relative/Guardian 235 2.0% 293 2.1%
Foster Parent(s) 77 0.6% 96 0.7%
On Own 26 0.2% 48 0.3%
Joint Custody 629 5.3% 730 5.1%
Other 126 1.1% 101 0.7%

Homeless youth have been a matter of some focus in recent years. The Connecticut Coalition to
End Homelessness estimates that, in 2021, 384 individuals 18 and under were homeless at some
point during that period.’ The categories in the table below are based on the McKinney-Vento®
definition of homelessness (see Appendix B). As evident Table 5, 41 Tier 2 youth were
homeless in 2021-2022 and 53 Tier 2 youth were homeless in 2022-2023. Several YSBs
currently participate in a minor homelessness pilot project.

5 CT Point-In-Time Count 2021 (www.cceh.org/data)
642 USC CHAPTER 119, SUBCHAPTER VI, Part B: Education for Homeless Children and Youths




Table 5. Homelessness (Note: Variable definition changes between the two years make direct
comparison inappropriate)’

FY2022 (2021-2022 Count Column N %
Homeless Not homeless 13300 88.7%
Family Doubled up/shared housing 24 0.2%
Homeless shelter 10 0.1%
Hotel/motel 4 0.0%
Unaccompanied youth 0 0.0%
Unsheltered 3 0.0%
Did not report?® 1647 11.0%
FY2023 (2022-2023 Count Column N %
Family Housing Not homeless 11106 72.5%
Status Doubled up/shared housing 35 0.2%
Homeless shelter 2 0.0%
Hotel/motel 6 0.0%
Unsheltered 10 0.1%
Did not report 4155 27.1%

School Behavior

Rates of Suspension, Expulsion and Special Education are similar between the two years and to
previous years. Like those previous years, it is difficult to draw any conclusions since over half
of the records showed that the data were not reported to the YSB. Statewide suspension rates
were 6.5 percent in 2021-2022 and 7.0 percent in 2022-2023.

Table 5. Suspensions, Expulsions, and Special Education

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %

Suspensions in No 4239 34.5% 6725 38.4%
current or Yes current year 923 7.5% 1173 6.7%
previous year Yes previous year 71 0.6% 183 1.0%
Yes both years 165 1.3% 311 1.8%

Did not report 6902 56.1% 9099 52.0%

Expulsion in No 5395 44.1% 8480 48.6%
current or Yes current year 68 0.6% 147 0.8%
previous year Yes previous year 20 0.2% 20 0.1%

7 It should be noted that, state-wide very few homeless youth are being served: 37 in 2021-2022 and 53 in 2022-
2023 but, because there are so many youth not reporting, these numbers may be an under-estimate.

8 1t should be noted that the percentage of cases were homelessness information is “Not reported” is quite high
compared with other data in this report.
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FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Yes both years 3 0.0% 18 0.1%
Did not report 6744 55.1% 8768 50.3%
Special Education No 4167 35.0% 6955 39.9%
in current year Yes 1063 8.9% 1510 8.7%
Did not report 6687 56.1% 8955 51.4%

Referral Source and Reasons for Referral

The proportion of youth referred from different sources remain largely the same as in previous
years. The two largest sources are the parent/guardian and the school.

Table 6. Referral Source

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
DCF 109 0.7% 178 1.0%
Juvenile Review Board 186 1.1% 320 1.7%
Parent/Guardian 5860 35.4% 6129 33.4%
Police 1035 6.3% 1147 6.3%
School 3972 24.0% 3762 20.5%
Self 3142 19.0% 3361 18.3%
Social Service Agency 98 0.6% 136 0.7%
Superior Court/Juvenile Matters 262 1.6% 464 2.5%
Other 1883 11.4% 2852 15.5%

The data base allows administrators to record up to four reasons why any single referral has been
made. To provide a complete picture, all of the referral reasons are counted. As a result, the
number of reasons is greater than the number of youth served (since any youth may have up to
four reasons listed) and the percentages total to over 100 percent since many of the youth have
more than one and up to four reasons for being referred.

The primary reason for referral in Tier 2 continue to be “positive youth development” which
leads to services such as employment and training, life skills, leadership development, and
mentoring. The next most frequent reason is delinquent behavior followed by school issues
(defiance of school rules and school issues) and parenting/family issues. These reasons often
lead to various modalities of therapy, case management, and in some cases referral to the
Juvenile Review Board.

11



Table 7. Reasons for Referral

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column Responses % Count Column Responses %
Beyond Control 119 0.6% 140 0.7%
Bullying 119 0.6% 153 0.7%
Dating Violence 17 0.1% 118 0.6%
Defiance of School Rules 424 2.1% 390 1.8%
Delinquent Behavior 1342 6.7% 2010 9.4%
Depression 708 3.6% 666 3.1%
Homelessness/At Risk of 37 0.2% 47 0.2%
Indecent/Immoral Conduct 28 0.1% 64 0.3%
Internet Related 41 0.2% 49 0.2%
Non-school Issues 1115 5.6% 994 4.7%
Parenting/Family Issues 1239 6.2% 1271 6.0%
Physical/Sexual Abuse/Neglect 59 0.3% 51 0.2%
Positive Youth Development 11457 57.6% 9549 44.8%
Pregnancy/Teen Parent 6 0.0% 17 0.1%
Running Away 33 0.2% 89 0.4%
School Issues 1215 6.1% 1297 6.1%
Substance Abuse 308 1.5% 351 1.6%
Suicidal Behavior 146 0.7% 145 0.7%
Truancy 456 2.3% 370 1.7%
Other 1027 5.2% 3531 16.6%

Services

Finally, the data base captures as many as five different services that the YSB can record in
relation to each youth. After-school programming remains a major component of services,
accounting for about 15 percent of all services delivered. The other major area of service is
counseling/therapy in various modalities (individual, group, and family) which together account
for about 16 percent of all services delivered. The other areas of substantial service are case
management and the cluster of positive youth development programs (Life skills training,

Leadership development, and Mentoring)

Table 8. All Services Provided

FY2022 (2021-2022)

FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column

Responses %

Count Column

Responses %

After-school Programming 3715 14.5% 4259 15.2%
Behavioral health evaluation 91 0.4% 244 0.9%
Case management 1891 7.4% 2121 7.6%

12




FY2022 (2021-2022)

FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column Count Column
Responses % Responses %
Community service programs 752 2.9% 650 2.3%
Court-ordered Community Service 8 0.0% 30 0.1%
Crisis Intervention 203 0.8% 201 0.7%
Detention/suspension/expulsion Programming 196 0.7%
Diversion 431 1.7% 588 2.1%
Educational advocacy 32 0.1% 8 0.0%
Employment/Training 2289 8.9% 1799 6.4%
Family Therapy 1052 4.1% 933 3.3%
Group Therapy 624 2.4% 620 2.2%
Individual Therapy 3045 11.9% 3015 10.8%
Juvenile Review Board 1224 4.8% 1610 5.7%
Leadership Development 2055 8.0% 1882 6.7%
Life Skills Training 2457 9.6% 2119 7.6%
Mediation 9 0.0% 3 0.0%
Mentoring 1740 6.8% 2036 7.3%
Service Learning 598 2.3% 261 0.9%
Substance abuse evaluation 111 0.4% 186 0.7%
Summer Programs 2126 8.3% 3198 11.4%
Teen Parent Education 55 0.2% 50 0.2%
Teen Pregnancy Prevention 10 0.0% 21 0.1%
Tutoring 13 0.1% 10 0.0%
Other 1074 4.2% 1973 7.0%
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V. JRB Program Results 2021-2022 and 2022-2023

A Juvenile Review Board (JRB) is a community-based diversion process for youth that may
otherwise be referred to the Juvenile Court for minor violations of the law or have been out of
their parents' control, defiant of school rules or truant, commonly referred to as FWSN. .
Although there is no specific enabling statute establishing a JRB, the Youth Service Bureau
(YSB) JRB model has been in existence for 50 years in Connecticut. There are a set of Protocols
and Procedures, documented in a manual, that JRBs follow with the ability to make adjustments
based on their community’s needs. Absent a law mandating how a JRB must be established and
operated, each community is able to establish and operate their program in a manner that meets
the needs of the community, including the ability to amend the program as each community’s
needs change. The following summary presents information about the youth who participated in
the years FY2022 (2021-2022) and FY2023 (2022-2023).

The number served by the JRBs has been expanding as more JRBs have been established in
Connecticut over the past five years and more funding has been provided specifically to support
JRBs. Although FY 2020 and FY 2021 may have been affected by COVID, the two most recent
years show a significant increase over the two previous years. FY 2023 shows the largest
number of youth served.

Table 1: Number Served
FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Count

Total 2243 2561

Demographics

The youth who are JRB participants are generally older on average than YSB participants
involved in Tier 2 programs. The average age of Tier 2 youth in 2022-2023 is 12.2 years. The
average age of JRB youth in the same year is 14.6 years.

Table 2: Age
FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %
Six 2 0.1%
Seven 2 0.1% 1 0.0%
Eight 5 0.2% 6 0.2%
Nine 104 4.7% 10 0.4%
Ten 8 0.4% 21 0.8%
Eleven 32 1.4% 83 3.3%
Twelve 205 9.2% 246 9.6%
Thirteen 309 13.8% 329 12.9%
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FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %
Fourteen 408 18.3% 424 16.6%
Fifteen 453 20.3% 509 20.0%
Sixteen 364 16.3% 475 18.6%
Seventeen 317 14.2% 412 16.2%
Eighteen 21 0.9% 31 1.2%
Nineteen 3 0.1% 2 0.1%
Twenty-one 1 0.0% 0 0
Total 2232 100.0% 2551 100.0%

Unlike the gender distribution of YSB participants, JRB participants have a higher percentage of
males than females, reflecting the fact that young males are more frequently involved in the
juvenile justice and court systems than young females. These percentages are very similar to
those over the past five years.

The distributions by race and ethnicity are similar to previous years. However, Black youth are a
larger proportion of the JRB population than their proportion in the Tier 2 population. In
contrast, Hispanic youth are a smaller proportion of the JRB population than their proportion in
the Tier 2 population.

Table 3: Gender, Race, and Ethnicity

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %

Gender Female 931 41.6% 982 38.3%
Male 1288 57.6% 1567 61.2%

Non-binary 8 0.4% 6 0.2%
Transgender 8 0.4% 3 0.1%

Did not report 3 0.1% 3 0.1%

Race American Indian or Alaska Native 5 0.3% 4 0.2%
Asian 12 0.6% 26 1.1%

Black or African American 677 34.5% 775 33.5%

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 4 0.2% 13 0.6%

White 937 47.7% 1122 48.5%

Multiracial 165 8.4% 238 10.3%

Did not report 165 8.4% 136 5.9%

Ethnicity Hispanic/Latino 751 33.6% 855 33.5%
Not Hispanic/Latino 1289 57.6% 1502 58.9%

Did not report 196 8.8% 194 7.6%
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School Behavior

The percentage of youth with a suspension in one or both years increased in 2022-2023. The
percentage with expulsions remained the same in both years. The percentage of youth in the
JRB with a suspension or expulsion is substantially higher than the rate in the general student
population, which for 2023 was 7 percent. Although we have over 10 percent not reporting, the
data still suggest that the JRB population is vastly different than the general student population
when it comes to behavior in school that leads to suspension. Expulsions are quite rare, only 828
occurred in school year 2021-2022 out of nearly half a million students or 1.7 percent. Yet, the
table below shows nearly 5 percent of JRB youth with an expulsion.

Table 4: Suspensions, Expulsions, and Special Education

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Suspensions No 880 41.6% 773 32.9%
Yes both years 146 6.9% 260 11.1%
Yes current year 778 36.8% 944 40.2%
Yes previous year 58 2.7% 127 5.4%
Did not report 251 11.9% 244 10.4%
Expulsions No 1780 83.0% 1918 83.0%
Yes both years 2 0.1% 9 0.4%
Yes current year 89 4.2% 126 5.5%
Yes previous year 15 0.7% 21 0.9%
Did not report 258 12.0% 236 10.2%
Special ed No 1314 62.4% 1498 63.4%
Yes 500 23.8% 599 25.3%
Did not report 291 13.8% 267 11.3%

Referral to the JRB

There are several components to the referral process: The incident precipitating the referral, the
location of the incident and the entity making the referral as a result of the incident(s). Tables S5a
and 5b identify the broad category of incident that precipitated the referral and its location (either
community or school). Incidents in the community account for a little over a third of all
incidents with the majority occurring in school. As evident in the two tables arrests occurred in
about two thirds of these cases. Note: The Incident Category was revised in SFY 23
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Table 5a: Incident Category (Arrest) and Location of Incident FY2022 (2021-2022)

Count Column N %
Arrest No 723 32.7%
Yes 1488 67.3%
Incident Community 759 35.0%
location School 1410 65.0%

As a result of legislative changes in 2018-2019, the FWSN behaviors are meant to go to the YSB
first, with only specific cases referred to the JRB. This is likely to account for the relatively low

number of FWSN cases in Table 5b.

Table 5b: Incident Category and Location FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N %

Incident Delinquent arrest 1547 62.5%
Category Delinquent no arrest 726 29.3%
FWSN 77 3.1%

Truancy or Defiance 126 5.1%

Incident Community 966 39.2%
Location School 1501 60.8%

Regardless of the location, the most common referral source is the police followed by the Courts.

This closely matches the data in the two tables above regarding whether an arrest was made. It

should be noted that because the police are in the referral source does not necessarily mean that

the youth was arrested. In some instances, the police refer the youth without making an arrest.
As will be discussed below, the referral source may be an important factor in the success of the
JRB process.

Table 6: Referral Source

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)
Count Column N % Count Column N %
School 400 17.9% 305 11.9%
Police 1362 61.0% 1525 59.7%
Court?® 402 18.0% 620 24.3%
Parent/Guardian 34 1.5% 40 1.6%
Other 33 1.5% 63 2.5%

% In January of 2023, the Juvenile Court moved to Risk Based Case Handling as a screening method which identifies

low risk youth and automatically refers them to the community. This method change might account for the increased
numbers of court referrals.
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There are a variety of reasons why youth are referred to the JRB. The table below identifies the
types of incidents that led to a JRB referral in FY2022 and FY2023. In both years, the most
common reasons were Breach of Peace, Disorderly Conduct, and Assault. Truancy was also a
major reason in FY 2022 but less important in FY 2023. The most common reasons are
essentially the same as the most common reasons in FY2021: Breach of peace, Assault,
Disorderly conduct accounting for nearly half of all reasons. The reasons for the drop in
Truancy cases is not clear from the available data.

Table 7: Reason for Referral/Incident Category (Primary and Secondary)

FY2022 (2021-2022)

FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column Responses % Count Column Responses %
Assault 276 10.3% 373 11.7%
Attempt or conspiracy 10 0.4% 12 0.4%
Breach of peace 742 27.8% 1048 33.0%
Credit card 1 0.0% 5 0.2%
Criminal mischief 127 4.8% 145 4.6%
Disorderly conduct 227 8.5% 256 8.1%
FWSN: Indecent and Immoral Conduct 10 0.4% 12 0.4%
FWSN: Running Away 15 0.6% 16 0.5%
FWSN: Beyond Control 19 0.7% 60 1.9%
FWSN: Defiance of school rules 178 6.7% 103 3.2%
FWSN: Truancy 221 8.3% 111 3.5%
Harassment 35 1.3% 32 1.0%
lllegal drug possession 173 6.5% 220 6.9%
Interfering 41 1.5% 55 1.7%
Intimidation based on bigotry 3 0.1% 3 0.1%
Larceny 133 5.0% 158 5.0%
Misuse of emergency 911 system 2 0.1% 2 0.1%
Motor vehicle other 6 0.2% 11 0.3%
Motor vehicle theft 3 0.1%
Motor vehicle violation 5 0.2% 17 0.5%
Possession of alcohol/liquor 19 0.7% 23 0.7%
Possession of paraphernalia 59 2.2% 65 2.0%
Reckless endangerment 10 0.4% 23 0.7%
Riot 1 0.0% 2 0.1%
Sexual assault 4 8 0.3% 8 0.3%
Simple trespass 23 0.9% 26 0.8%
Strangulation 3 0.1% 4 0.1%
Threatening 95 3.6% 101 3.2%
Trespass 69 2.6% 66 2.1%
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FY2022 (2021-2022)

FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column Responses % Count Column Responses %
Underage smoking 17 0.6% 26 0.8%
Violation of town ordinance 7 0.3% 14 0.4%
Other 134 5.0% 180 5.7%

Services and OQutcomes

The mix of services is quite different from those services provided to YSB Tier 2 youth. Case
management for YSB youth account for about 7 percent or less of all services provided. Case
management for JRB youth accounts for 20 to 25 percent of all services provided. In this
context, case management is an intensive service, beyond the standard case management that
might occur as part of the mix of YSB Tier 2 Services. This may be suggestive of the level of
need in youth participating in JRB. Counseling (individual, group, or family) accounts for about

13.5 to 15 percent of services, a similar proportion as those in Tier 2.

Table 8: All Services Provided

FY2022 (2021-2022)

FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count | Column Responses % Count Column Responses %
Apology letter 335 6.3% 317 5.6%
Behavioral health evaluation 111 2.1% 130 2.3%
Case management 1059 20.0% 1380 24.5%
Community service programs 462 8.7% 555 9.9%
Educational advocacy 262 5.0% 156 2.8%
Employment services 99 1.9% 107 1.9%
Essay 442 8.4% 415 7.4%
Family therapy 91 1.7% 102 1.8%
Group therapy 26 0.5% 30 0.5%
Individual therapy 598 11.3% 665 11.8%
Mediation 45 0.9% 37 0.7%
Mentoring 280 5.3% 219 3.9%
Parent/Guardian-administered 9 0.2% 20 0.4%
drug/alcohol test
Positive youth development 695 13.1% 670 11.9%
Restitution 32 0.6% a4 0.8%
Substance abuse evaluation 130 2.5% 61 1.1%
Substance use prevention/intervention 107 2.0% 101 1.8%
Tutoring 53 1.0% 71 1.3%
Other 452 8.5% 547 9.7%
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The major outcome of the program is successful completion of the program of restorative
activities and services that the JRB assigns to each individual. The successful completion rate in
FY?2022 is similar to FY2021 in the prior biennial report. There was a significant increase in the
completion rate in FY2023.

Closeout Success Rate

The following tables show the outcome status of those who have completed the JRB process and
whose case has been closed out. This could include successful completion, indicating the youth
completed the panel agreement/recommendations and avoided further incidents, or those who
were unsuccessful, indicating either a failure to complete the panel agreement/recommendations
which includes those who were involved in a new incident during the time the case was open.
Table 9 shows additional information regarding those who did not complete successfully and the
reason why. Subsequent tables show additional completion data.

Table 9: Closeout Success Rate

FY2022 (2021-2022) FY2023 (2022-2023)

Count Column N % Count Column N %
Yes: Successful completion 1084 70.8% 1105 76.4%
Non-completion: Arrest 51 3.4% 51 3.5%
Non-completion: Moved 34 2.2% 34 2.4%
Non-completion: Noncompliance 163 10.6% 121 8.4%
Non-completion: Other 84 5.5% 55 3.8%
Refused to complete 116 7.6% 80 5.5%

While there were no differences in the successful completion rates by gender or ethnicity there
was a significant difference between Black and White youth rates of success. In Tables 10a and
10b the success rates for each racial category are displayed. A statistical analysis of the
proportions was conducted to determine if the success rate for any given racial category is
different from the others. The results of the analysis are display in Tables 10a and 10b below.

If two race categories do not share the same subscript, then they are statistically different from
each other. For example, in Table 10a, the rate for White youth was 76.6 percent while the rate
for Black youth was 66.7 percent. The subscript for the count (489) for White percent is an “a”.
The subscript for the count (335) for Black is a “b” indicating that Black youth had a statistically
significant difference in their success rate from White youth, the success rate for Black youth
was lower than that for White youth. Asian and Multiracial counts have both an “a” and a “b”
subscript sharing those subscripts with White and Black youth and indicating that their success
rates are not significantly different from White or Black success rates. Why this disparity exists
is not clear from the data we have. We know from Tables 11a and 11b that youth who are
arrested are have a higher success rate, but White and Black youth are equally likely have been
arrested prior to referral to the JRB. These findings need further exploration at the local level
with the JRB staff and boards to determine if some explanation is evident.
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Table 10a: Closeout Success rate by Race, FY2022 (2021-2022)

White Asian Black or African American Multiracial
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count | Percent
Successful 489, 76.6% 4ap 66.7% 335p 68.0% 6526 69.1%
completion
Not 149, 23.4% 2ap 33.3% 158y 32.0% 29 30.9%
successful

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p<
.05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the

test. Tests assume equal variances.!

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the

Bonferroni correction.

Table 10b: Closeout Success rate by Race, FY2023 (2022-2023)

White Asian Black or African Multiracial
American
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
Successful 528 81.79 12, 85.79 286 70.39 118, 79.79
completion
Not successful 118 18.39 2,, 14.39 121 29.79 30,, 20.39

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< .05 in
the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. Tests

assume equal variances.?

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the Bonferroni

correction.

Tables 11a and 11b show that in both years youth who were arrested prior to referral were more
likely to successfully complete at the JRB. From FY2022 to FY2023, there was a significant
improvement in success rates for both arrest and non-arrest cases. The actual difference in the
success rate between those arrested and those not arrested is larger in FY 2022 than in FY 2023,
but both are statistically, significantly different. Historically, the successful completion rate has
always been higher for arrest cases than for non-arrest cases.

Table 11a: Closeout Success Rate by Youth’s Arrest Status (FY2022 (2021-2022)

Arrest No arrest
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Successful completion 689, 78.7% 233; 53.3%
Not successful 186a 21.3% 204 46.7%

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly
different at p< .05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no

subscript are not included in the test. Tests assume equal variances.!
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the Bonferroni correction.

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using

Table 11b: Closeout Success Rate by Youth’s Arrest Status (FY2023 (2022-2023)

Arrest No arrest
Count Column N % Count Column N %
Successful completion 740, 82.3% 348, 73.3%
Not successful 159, 17.7% 127b 26.7%

in the test. Tests assume equal variances.!

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at

p< .05 in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included

Bonferroni correction.

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the

The referral source also is associated with differences in success rate. Referral by the Court or

Police is associated with significantly and substantively higher success rates than referrals from
Parents or the School. It is possible that being referred to the JRB by the Court or Police makes
the youth and their family take the matter more seriously. Since there are other potential
explanation, this finding bears further exploration on the local level with staff and Board

members. It should be noted that there is no difference in success rates for youth referred by

Parents or School.

Table 12a: FY 2022 (2021-2022) Closeout Success Rate by Referral Source

Court Parent/Guardian Police School
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
Successful 214, 82.9% 10v 38.5% 742, 79.3% 123y 39.2%
completion
Not successful 44, 17.1% 16b 61.5% 194, 20.7% 191, 60.8%

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< .05

in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test.

Tests assume equal variances.!

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the

Bonferroni correction.
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Table 12b: FY2023 (2022-2023) Closeout Success Rate by Referral Source

Court Parent/Guardian Police School
Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
Successful 269, 73.3% 8ac 47.1% 703p 82.6% 91 54.5%
completion
Not successful 98a 26.7% 9a,c 52.9% 148y 17.4% 76¢ 45.5%

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are significantly different at p< .05
in the two-sided test of equality for column proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test.

Tests assume equal variances.!

1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each innermost subtable using the

Bonferroni correction.

VI. Summary

The data from these past two years (2021-2022 and 2022-2023) indicate a near full recovery
from the previous two years, which had been significantly impacted by COVID. Participant
characteristics in Tier 2 still accurately reflect the diversity of youth in Connecticut. A slight
shift has occurred in the proportion of female and male youth being served. In previous years,
there had a always been a higher proportion of females than males in Tier 2 activities. The
proportions are now nearly even. Overall, the mix of services has not changed from previous
years with after school programming and counseling services being the two major areas of
service followed by case management and positive youth development programs.

Males are a significantly larger proportion of the JRB youth’s served, as has been true in
previous years. The demographics for the JRB are similar to previous years. The nature of the
referral process and the mix of services was similar to those in previous years. Outcomes were
also similar with a success rate of over 70 percent in each of the two years being reported. One
notable finding for further consideration is that the success rates for youth referred by the Court
or Police (over 80 percent success) were much more likely to successfully complete that those
referred by Parents/Guardians or School (just under 40 percent). These differences suggest that
referrals from the Court and Police may create a different motivational environment than
referrals coming from Parents and Schools.

The other finding for these past two years concerns the way program data are collected. The
consistency of reporting from the YSBs has improved in the last few years and again this year
100 percent of YSBs made complete reports. There are continued activities underway to further
improve the capacity for all YSBs to utilize and share data for planning and reporting purposes.
In SFY 23, DCF ensured that all YSBs demonstrated the capacity to collect required data points
in electronic fashion which may be more readily shared. Work continues in SFY 24 and SFY 25
to build on that capacity within the YSB network and to develop a set of agreed upon outcome
metrics to better assess individual and program outcomes.
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Appendix A: Summary Budget and List of Participating Towns

Budget Summaries FY2022 and FY2023

FY2022
DCF Municipal
Base Enhancement No Supplemental Match All other funds Total YSB Expenditures
$2,556,685.00 $971,079.25 $2,586,127.47 | $25,016,481.82 $31,092,699.54
FY2023
DCF Municipal
Base Enhancement Supplemental Match All other funds Total YSB Expenditures
$2,640,112.00 | $1,082,960.25 $933,574.54 | $2,556,991.00 | $30,042,146.36 $37,255,784.15

All other funds represent about 80 percent of total expenditures. Those are funds raised and
contributed by municipalities beyond the required match.

List of participating Towns

Youth Service Bureau Town(s) Served
AHM Youth Services Andover Hebron Marlborough
Ansonia Youth Service Bureau Ansonia
Ashford Youth Services Bureau Ashford
Avon Youth Services Bureau Avon
Berlin Youth Services Berlin
Bloomfield Youth Services Bloomfield
Branford Counseling Center Branford
Bridgeport Youth Service Bureau Bridgeport
Bristol Youth Services Bristol
Canton Youth Services Bureau Canton
Cheshire Youth & Social Services, Inc. Cheshire
Clinton Youth & Family Services Clinton
Colchester Youth Services Colchester
Columbia Columbia
Coventry Youth Services Coventry
Cromwell Youth Services Cromwell
Danbury Youth Services, Inc Danbury
Darien (Noroton Heights Depot, Inc) Darien
Derby Bureau of Youth Services Derby
Durham/Middlefield Youth & Family Service Durham/Middlefield
East Granby Youth Services East Granby
East Haddam Youth & Family Services East Haddam
East Hampton Youth Services East Hampton
East Hartford Youth Services East Hartford
East Haven Youth Services East Haven
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Youth Service Bureau

Town(s) Served

East Lyme Youth Services

East Lyme Salem

East Windsor East Windsor
Ellington Youth Services Ellington
Enfield Youth Services Enfield
Fairfield Youth Services Fairfield
Farmington Youth Services Farmington
Glastonbury Youth & Family Services Glastonbury
Granby Youth Services Granby
Greenwich Youth Services-United Way Greenwich
Griswold Youth Services Bureau Griswold
Groton Youth Services Groton
Guilford Youth & Family Services Guilford

Haddam-Killlingworth Youth & Family

Haddam, Killingworth, Higganum, Haddam Neck

Hamden Youth Services

Hamden

Hartford Youth Services, Inc.

Hartford

Housatonic Youth Services Bureau

Canaan, Cornwall, Falls Village, Kent, North
Canaan, Salisbury, Sharon

Ledyard Youth Services Ledyard
Lymes' Youth Service Bureau Lyme

Old Lyme
Madison Youth Services Madison
Manchester Youth Services- Manchester
Mansfield Youth Services Mansfield
Meriden Youth Services Meriden
Middletown Youth Services Middletown
Milford Youth Services Milford
Montville Youth Services Montville
Naugatuck Youth Services Naugatuck
New Britain Youth Services New Britain
New Canaan Youth New Canaan
New Haven Youth Services New Haven
New London Office of Youth Affairs New London
New Milford Youth Agency New Milford
Newington Dept Of Human Services Newington
Newtown Youth Services. Newtown
Norwalk Department of Youth Services Norwalk
Norwich Youth & Family Services Norwich
Old Saybrook Youth & Family Old Saybrook
Orange Youth Services Orange
Plainville Youth Services Plainville
Portland Youth Service Bureau Portland
Preston Youth Service Bureau Preston
Ridgefield Youth Service Bureau, Inc Ridgefield
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Youth Service Bureau

Town(s) Served

Rocky Hill Youth Services. Rocky Hill
Shelton Youth Services Bureau Shelton
Simsbury Youth Services Simsbury
Somers Youth Services Somers

South Windsor Youth Service Bureau

South Windsor

Southington Youth Services

Southington

Stafford Family Services

Stafford Union

Stamford Youth Service Bureau Stamford
Stonington Youth Services Stonington
Stratford Community Services Stratford
Suffield Youth Services Suffield

TEEG (Thompson Ecumenical Education Group)

Pomfret, Putnam, Thompson, Woodstock

Tolland Human Services

Tolland

Torrington Area Youth (NW YMCA)

Burlington, Harwinton, Torrington

Tri-Town Youth Services Bureau, In

Chester, Deep River, Essex

Trumbull Counseling Center

Trumbull

United Services Inc

Brooklyn, Canterbury, Eastford, Killingly,
Plainfield, Sterling

Vernon Youth Service Bureau

Vernon

Voluntown Youth Service

Voluntown

Waterbury Youth Service System, Inc

Waterbury, Beacon Falls, Bethlehem, Middlebury,
Southbury, Woodbury

Waterford Youth Service Bureau Waterford
Watertown Youth Services Bureau Watertown
West Hartford (The Bridge Family Center, Inc) West Hartford
West Haven Youth & Family West Haven
Westbrook Youth & Family Services, Inc Westbrook
Weston Youth Services Weston
Westport Child & Youth Services Westport
Wethersfield Social & Youth Svcs Dept Wethersfield
Willington Youth Services Willington
Wilton Youth Services Wilton

Winchester YSB (NW YMCA)

Barkhampstead, Colebrook, East Hartland,
Norfolk, New Hartford, Winchester,

Windham Youth Services

Willimantic, Windham

Windsor Locks

Windsor Locks

Windsor Youth Services Windsor
Woodbridge Youth Services Woodbridge
Wolcott: Kellys Kids Camp Wolcott
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Appendix B: McKinney Vento Homelessness Definitions:

(a) In general

person" means— -

For purposes of this chapter, the terms "homeless", "homeless individual", and "homeless
1

(1) an individual or family who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence;

(2) an individual or family with a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private
place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation for human
beings, including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping
ground;

(3) an individual or family living in a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter
designated to provide temporary living arrangements (including hotels and motels paid for by
Federal, State, or local government programs for low-income individuals or by charitable
organizations, congregate shelters, and transitional housing);

(4) an individual who resided in a shelter or place not meant for human habitation and who
is exiting an institution where he or she temporarily resided;

(5) an individual or family who—

(A) will imminently lose their housing, including housing they own, rent, or live in
without paying rent, are sharing with others, and rooms in hotels or motels not paid for by
Federal, State, or local government programs for low-income individuals or by charitable
organizations, as evidenced by—

(1) a court order resulting from an eviction action that notifies the individual or family
that they must leave within 14 days;

(1) the individual or family having a primary nighttime residence that is a room in a
hotel or motel and where they lack the resources necessary to reside there for more than

14 days; or

(ii1) credible evidence indicating that the owner or renter of the housing will not allow
the individual or family to stay for more than 14 days, and any oral statement from an
individual or family seeking homeless assistance that is found to be credible shall be
considered credible evidence for purposes of this clause;

(B) has no subsequent residence identified; and
(C) lacks the resources or support networks needed to obtain other permanent housing;
and

(6) unaccompanied youth and homeless families with children and youth defined as
homeless under other Federal statutes who—

(A) have experienced a long term period without living independently in permanent
housing,

(B) have experienced persistent instability as measured by frequent moves over such
period, and

(C) can be expected to continue in such status for an extended period of time because of
chronic disabilities, chronic physical health or mental health conditions, substance
addiction, histories of domestic violence or childhood abuse, the presence of a child or
youth with a disability, or multiple barriers to employment.
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