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New Haven Youth Violence Project Summary Findings
Originally requested to collect data from police, juvenile probation and parole, adult probation and parole, school system and child protective services. We were unable to engage either schools, juvenile probation and parole or DCF in participating in sharing information or identification of youth of greatest concern because of factors that might suggest engagement or likelihood of engagement in violent crimes.  

As a result, we were able to collect information from NHDPS District Managers, officers and patrol command (re: arrest histories) and adult probation and parole services.

In spite of the absence of direct information from Juvenile Probation services, we know, based on arrest data, that of the 58 youth identified in the 13-15 age group, 36 youth (62%) are under some court-ordered supervision.

District Managers and officers were asked to identify those youth who they deemed at greatest risk for engaging in violent crime based on the following characteristics:

· History of involvement with guns

· History of engagement in violent behaviors

· History of involvement with the use or dealing of drugs

· History of involvement with or leadership role in groups of youths engaged in criminal activities
Demographics

Between August through December 2006, 167 youth were identified by NHDPS District Managers and officers on the basis of concern because of their engagement in violent or other criminal activities.

· The average age of identified youth was 16; the largest age group was 16-18 years old (40.7%).  

· The second largest group was ages 13-15 years old and accounted for 34.7% of the group.

	Age
	
	

	
	#
	%

	8-12
	7
	4.2

	13-15
	58
	34.7

	16-18
	68
	40.7

	19-21
	14
	8.4

	22+
	12
	7.2


· Of the 10 policing districts in New Haven:

· District 7 (Newhallville) accounted for 20.4% of the sample  

· District 8 (Fair Haven) 17.4%

· Districts 5 (Hill North) and 10 (Beaver Hill) accounted for 10.8% each

	District
	
	

	
	#
	%

	1 Downtown
	3
	1.8

	2 Westville
	7
	4.2

	3 Hill South
	13
	7.8

	4 Dwight/Chapel
	13
	7.8

	5 Hill north
	18
	10.8

	6 Dixwell
	8
	4.8

	7 Newhallville
	29
	17.4

	8 Fair Haven
	24
	20.4

	9 East Shore
	15
	9

	10 Beaver Hill
	18
	10.8


Interviews with District Managers

District Managers identified the following activities/ indicators of greatest concern:

	

	# available data
	# youth identified
	%

	Gun History
	119
	76
	45.5

	Violent History
	118
	107
	64.1

	Drug History
	91
	38
	27

	Leadership in criminal groups
	99
	35
	35


· Officers identified 64% of youth having some type of violent history.

· Half with some type of weapons history.  

· Of youth identified with a drug history, the majority (32%) were involved with sales while very few were identified as abusers or both.  

· Of 83 youth ages 16+, 33 (39.8%) were on parole, probation or had a history of such.  

Arrest History

Arrest histories were collected by the NHPD.  Categories for different charges are listed at the end of this report.

· Arrest histories were available for 133 youth identifying 79.6% of the sample who have been arrested at least once.  

· The average # of arrests for the sample was 4.54 (SD=4.9).  

· The average age of first arrest was 14 (SD=2.8) (N=114).  

	Charges
	
	

	
	#
	%

	Violent
	84
	50

	Property
	82
	49

	Drug
	46
	27.5

	Weapons
	32
	19.2

	Non-Violent
	78
	46.7

	Court Violations
	39
	23.4


· Half of youth have committed some type of violent and property crime.

· Just under half committed non-violent crimes.  

· 30% committed drug crimes.

· 20% committed some type of weapons violation.

Comparing Interviews with District Managers to Arrest History

· District Managers and officers were very good at identifying these youth when comparing their data to the arrest data:

· Officers identified 64% of youth with some type of violent history, arrest data confirmed 50%

· Both officers and the arrest data identified 30% of youth with some type of drug involvement.

· Officers identified 45% of youth with some type of weapons history, arrest data confirmed 20%.
· For the Violence and Drug risk factors officer reports were accurate with arrest histories indicating how well police know the youth and their communities.  The discrepancy between officers’ assumptions of youth involvement with weapons may indicate an overestimation on their part or a lag between their knowledge and opportunities for arrest.  Further study in this area will be important. 
Location and Charges
· Given that Districts 7 & 8 (Fair Haven & Newhallville) were the highest sources of data, it makes sense that these districts had the highest percentage of arrests.  In addition:

· District 6 (Dixwell) also has a high percentage of arrests/activity

· District 3 (Hill South) had a spike of weapons violations 

· District managers also identified 50% of youth belonging to some high activity areas:
· Stevens Street 

· Edgewood/Elm and Kensington Streets

· Farren Avenue (also identified as the Pettaway Crew) 

· Poplar and Exchange Streets

· Shepard and Read Streets 
High Activity Areas and Arrest Data
· Stevens Street had the highest violent, property and non violent charges.
· Shepard and Read also had high violent charges

· Farren Ave. had high property charges
· Drug, weapons and court violation arrests did not display any groupings within the high activity areas.

Examining Arrest Histories across time and severity 

Figure 1: Mean Severity
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· This is the mean severity score for each youth for all offenses committed from 1999-2006 for all youth.

· As age increases so does the severity of the charges.

Figure 2: Severity
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· The bottom graph is selecting the younger youth, so anyone over 21 is not included.

· Each line represents a year

· For the most part the lines are pretty close together indicating no overall difference between years.  

· It seems that there is a slight dip in the severity of charges at 16-18.
· MAIN POINT: overall severity of charges increases with age, however as expected, the 13-15 age group is different from the 16-18 age group and should be taken into account.
Figure 3: Age by Charge 
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Each line represents the mean of total charges for each charge category.  

· Drug charges are a steady increase through age groups. 

· Property charges increase until 19-21 and then dip at 22+ (there is a much lower N for the 22+ age group).  

· Violent charges increase until 19-21 and the spike again with the 22+ group.

· Weapons charges are at their highest in the 13-15 and in the 19-21 age groups

· In the 13-15 age group, violence and weapons charges are not highly correlated with drug dealing

· In the 19-21 age group, violence and weapons charges are much more closely correspondent with drug dealing 

Figure 4: Charges within a 12 month period
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· Average # of Charges for 2003, 2004, 2005 & 2006 are > than 1
· 2004: 17.7% of kids had more than 2 Charges, Maximum # was 7

· 2005: 12.8% of kids had more than 2 Charges, Maximum # was 6

· 2006: 23.3% of kids had more than 2 Charges, Maximum # was 9

· Many of the identified youth have had more than one arrest in 12 months.  This has important implications of further examination of the degree of supervision of youth who have already demonstrated propensity for violent and other serious criminal activities.

Charge Categories

· Violent

· Assault

· Robbery

· Intimidation

· Risk of injury

· Arson

· Unlawful restraint

· Reckless endangerment

· Kidnapping

· Stalking

· Harassment

· Threatening.

· Property 
· Larceny

· Criminal trespassing

· Burglary

· Criminal mischief

· Vandalism 

· Motor vehicle offenses.

· Drug

· Possession 

· Sales

· Liquor violations

· Weapons 
· Possession

· Use

· Sale

· Non-violent offenses 
· Breach of peace

· Disorderly conduct

· False statement/ fraud

· Interfering 

· All other

· Court violations

· Failure to appear 

· Violation of protective orders

· Violation of restraining orders

· Violation of court orders 

· Violation of probation

Recommendations: Decrease Anonymity, Increase Accountability,



    Increase Opportunity and Decrease Violent Youth 



   Crime
1. Standardization and maintenance of a mapping strategy that continues process of identifying youth who are involved in criminal activity, at greatest risk for engaging in violent crimes and of greatest concern to neighborhood-based police officers.  The mapping should include:

· Arrest histories

· Affiliations with other persons of interest (e.g., social networking analyses)

· Residence

· Locations and types of activity (e.g., hotspots)

· Locations of arrests

· Court ordered supervision status

2. Coordinated case management targeting identified youth.  Following the

Child Development-Community Policing Program model, weekly case 

management meetings  would ideally include the NHDPS, NHPS, DCF, 
Juvenile Probration and Parole, Adult Probation and Parole, State 
Procecutor, Youth Services Coordinator, Behavioral Health and Outreach 
Worker Team. Participation will need to include agreements with regard to 
information sharing and development of protocols for getting release of 
information permission from parents interested in receiving help with 
identified youth. This coordinating group would focus on coordinating 
information and interventions that increase visibility/monitoring, 
accountability and opportunities for youth identified as at highest risk for 
violent offences including: 

· Identifying and enforcing court orders across policing, probation, parole and court services

· Identifying school status (e.g., attendance, discipline issues, academic difficulties) and increased communication between school personnel, SRO’s and community-based law enforcement personnel

· Develop “face-books” with significant information about identified youth and disseminate to neighborhood police and community-based, CSSD partners to aid in monitoring and targeted contact

· Outreach to families conducted by police/clinical/advocate teams to identify support needed for concerned parents, determine unmet needs of youth (e.g., educational, medical, mental health, job-training, supervised pro-social activities, etc.,) and coordinating referrals and tracking

· Close coordination with existing law enforcement units to target criminal enterprises of identified youth (e.g., gun,  narcotics enforcement, robbery units of the NHDPS)

· Tracking and evaluating implementation and success of case-by-case plans with initial goals of decreased engagement in criminal/particularly violent activities, with the possible increase of engagement in pro-social activities/programs 
3. Within the New Haven Department of Police Services (with or without 

participation of agencies beyond existing partnerships) identified youth 
will identified and case-planning efforts will be prioritized according to levels 
of risk/severity established by criminal history.
· The Chief will designate someone from within the existing supervisory structure to coordinate with District Managers, uniformed Patrol Division officers and specialty unit personnel (e.g, Family Services Division, the Firearms Unit, the Burglary/Robbery Unit, N.E U. and I.S.U.) in the development of law enforcement approaches and broader referral plans for identified youth.  
· Planning will be based on information about criminal history, known associates, family background, individual characteristics (psychological, educational, and other 
     biographical information that can be gathered from 
      available records, participating families and self-reports of 
      youth themselves.) 
· Interventions will vary from youth to youth based upon known factors but the outcomes should all be the same; interfere and intervene in any criminal behavior on the part of the identified youth by any legal means necessary, including but not limited to:
· home visits and other out-reach approaches to youth and their families with collaborating partners
· arrests, street interdictions
· referral to activity, job, mentoring and other pro-social programming, referral for behavioral health assessment and treatments, etc.,
· coordination, when possible with other agencies with whom identified youth is already involved (e.g., schools, juvenile/adult probation and parole, state prosecutors, etc.,) to increase level of monitoring and accountability 
4. Determine level of staffing  and funding required as well as specific personnel needed in leadership roles in the following areas: 

· Mapping/data collection and analysis 

· Coordination and implementation of law enforcement approaches to engagement with identified youth (e.g., liason between case management group, specialized units, district managers/patrol, and community-based partners; officers identified as part of outreach efforts, etc.,)

· Overarching leadership of coordinated case-management

Group
·  Behavioral health/civilian case-management and outreach   

 Collaborators
·  Representation of other collaborating agencies and  

       participation in case disposition planning and   

       implementation

Additional Considerations: Broadly Recognized Promising Practices for Addressing Problems of Youth Violence and Crime

Early Intervention
Nurse Home Visiting (David Olds et al) 

High Risk mothers receive pre-natal to visits by nurses up to 2 years targeting health practices such as nutrition, smoking, substances etc and later infant health and care. Studies demonstrate a 50% reduction in juvenile arrests as compared to controls. In follow up studies nursing visits were much more effective than para-professionals.

Professional Child Care Centers and Pre-schools

A number of models exist (see review by Walter Gilliam). The key aspect is the integration of parents in the Center with on-going instruction and involvement in child care. In some studies a decrease in juvenile arrests has been reported. 

School Age and Adolescence

After School Programs

Neighborhood-based after-school programs that focus and targeted tutoring, athletics and social skills have demonstrated effectiveness in decreasing juvenile crime. Effective programs have been professionalized using experienced administrators and educators.

Year-Round Schools

We don’t know of research specifically around juvenile crime; however children receiving year round schoolings demonstrate better academic achievement regardless of SES. Since poor school performance highly correlates with juvenile delinquency, it is likely that children receiving year round schooling are less likely to engage in delinquent activities. 

In-School Suspension

Disciplinary action during school such as suspension should indicate the need for evaluation, increased academic support and supervision. Sending a child out of school to the community, often unsupervised, does just the opposite. For those most the most vulnerable children and adolescent, it reinforces that school is an unnecessary irritant and that “running the streets” is a viable alternative. Cities that have implemented successful in-school suspensions programs have reported decreases in day time crime (these cities also have active truancy programs and it is likely that both are necessary to decrease juvenile crime)

Truancy Programs 

There are many models of truancy programs that have been effective in reducing juvenile crime. Typically, these programs are collaborative efforts among police departments, school based truancy officers and educators. Follow up by truancy officers with the students and their families are essential ingredients. As with In School Suspension programs, specialized settings of evaluation and academic tutoring directed at truant students appear to be more effective than simply returning students to school whether or not there is follow up by truancy officers. 

Vocational Training

There has been increasing recognition that there is often a mismatch between secondary school curriculum and the abilities, desires and needs of students. Most curricula a primarily academic in nature and do not involve life skills and job training that do not require post high school education. Many students report that school makes them feel inadequate and hopeless. This view of school and education has been linked to juvenile delinquency. Access to job and life skills training for a large number of students may increase graduations rates and the sense that schooling meets needs. In turn, students should feel more hopeful, more likely to gain employment and less likely to engage in crime.

Juvenile Assessment Centers {JAC (Dade County, Fl mode)} 

The Juvenile Assessment Center is a 24 hour, 7 day a week place where arrested juveniles are brought to processed, assessed and evaluated. The JAC is staffed by law enforcement, probation officers, prosecutors, social workers and public defenders. They jointly review records and make recommendations for immediate dispositions such as incarceration, release with monitoring, release under parental supervision etc) and possible follow up interventions. The effectiveness of this model is based on the immediate coordinated approach to assessment and planning for juveniles that allows earlier intervention.

Increased Supervision and Accountability for Serious Juvenile Offenders

Too often the meaning and deterrent effect of arrest is severely compromised when there are insufficient consequences.  Implementing external controls is essential in helping to contain violent criminal behavior for those youth who lack sufficient internal controls and adequate social supports and models for pro-social behavior.  However, when multiple arrests for serious charges can accumulate over the course of a year without repercussions or, when the repercussions lead to insufficient supervision and accountability, both policing and criminal justice attempts to decrease juvenile crime will fail.  Current procedures, timing and implementation of criminal justice intervention strategies for juvenile offenders are in need of serious review from within the State system (e.g., CSSD, State’s Attorney’s Office, State Corrections, etc.,) and by experts from without
(criminal justice scholars at UNH, Police Executive Research Forum, etc.,).
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