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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Orleans Parish Juveni Ie Court Juveni Ie Restitution Project 

was funded by a $510,046 two-year grant from the Office of Juveni Ie 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (O.J.J. D. P.). The project is one 
" 

" 
of eighty-five different restitution projects to be funded under the 

National Juvenile Restitution Initiative, a three-year $30 million 

',-" 

program. 

The Project was designed to process approximately 140 youths 

per year and to serve a maximum of ninety participants at any given 

time. Once accepted, participants are assianed to either the St. Mark's - ...... 

Community Center or to Kingsley House where placement into community 

service work and other services are arranged. 

Funds in the form of stipends, including incentive and food allo-

wances, and transportation expenses for each participant, and resti-

tution payments for each victim were provided by the grant. Youths 

were to work an average of twenty hours per month community service 

and receive various types of counsel ing on an as-needed basis. 

The fifty-eight referrals accepted during the evaluation period 

were mostly black youths from low income families. Overall, the pro-

ject distributed $12,223.13 restitution either to direct victims or to 

the Victim Fund. A total of 2,877 hours of commun;'ty service work 

was provided by participants who received $4,365.75 in ·total as 
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incentive and food allowances. 

The Youth Serving Agencies provided participants with a total of 
{( 

1,277 hours of counseling, tutoring, and/or pre-vocational guidance. 

As of Decert;cber 31,1979, forty-six participants were still active, one 

was successfully terminated, four were removed for disciplinary reasons 

one was removed for a medical reason, and six were inactive. 

During the evaluation period the Juvenile Restitution Project was 

establ ished as a dispositional alternative for youths adjudicated in the 

Orleans Parish Juveni Ie Court. Approximately 7.3 juveniles per 

month (58/8) were accepted into the Ptoject during the evaluation 

period. Although the Court, the Juvenile Division of the District 

Attorney's office"and the Juvenile Probation Ciffice were all aware of 

the Project, anticipated levels of referrals and participants were not 

reached. The underLitilization of the Project as a dispositional 

alternative to incarceration seriously I imits the cost effectiv:ness of 

this potentially impactful program. 
. 

Furthermore" since sixteen (28%) participants were first 

()ffenders not ordinarily incarcerated, the underutilization of the .. . 

. Project as an alternative was compounded. Since the acceptance of 

inappropriate participants displaces others for whom the Project could be a 

real alternative, the acceptani::e of first offenders could be interpreted 

as negatively impacting Project goals. 

ii 
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Service delivery and community service work placement 

and management were implemented in an efficient manner by both 

Y.S.A.s. However, due to the fact that the Project operated with 

less than 62%ofthe maximum placements, both Y.S.A.s should realize 

that service delivery management wi II have to accommodate more part-

icipants with the same number of staff personnel. Furthermore, data 

analysis revealed that a significant number of participants were 

in violation of their restitution contract with the Project. For instance, 

Table 7 indicates that the median hours worked was 16.5 per month 

with over 50% of a II participants working less than four hours per 

week. As stated in each restitution contract, all p~rtidpants were 

required to work five hours per week and, three unexcused absences 

from work were grounds for termination from .. the Project. As community 

service work is the primary means for impacting participants, compliance 

with this requirement is critical to the success of the program. 

As this process evaluation primari Iy discussed procedural 

activities, effectiveness and impact will be measur~d in the second-

year preliminary impact evaluation. Thus, with effectiveness and impact in 

mind, as a result of systematic analysis and careful study, the fol-

lowing general recommendations have peen made: 

iii 



"C':,',\\,~.",'.,.,,' 1ft' 1, ~\,' 

\ , ~\ 
1 . Revise selection criteria explicitly defining appropriate and 

inappropriate referrals, including categorical exclusion of 
all first offenders unless the present offense is serious enough 
to warrant inca~ceration, and all others not adjudicated delinquent. 

In order to re'duce the rate' of incarceration, youths who WQuid 

not have been otherwise incarcerated should be excluded from the 

ProjeCt.' Likewise, juveniles'having insignificant restitution to pay 

may be inapp~Qpriate, since the primary ,lItreatmentll is the payment 

of restitution. 

2. Revitalize the referral process to encourage a larger number 
of appropriate participants. 

As the resources of the Project have been underutilized during 

the evaluation period, a more intensive recruitment effort is required 

to maximize the Project's impact. Programmatic and staff organization 

was based upon a projected maxi~um of ninetY'participants at any 

one time. Project records ,indicated that of the eighty-one referrals 

made during the evaluation period, fifty-eight (72%) were accepted. 

If the acceptance rate were to remain at 72~i, the number of referrals 

would have to increase to 16.3 (11.7/72%) monthly. 

3. Enforce participants' compliance with the terms of their restitution 
contracts more effectively. 

As the Project is an alternative to incarceration, a violation, 

of the rules, regulations, or terms of the contract is grounds for 

removal from the program, return to court, and incarceration. 

If any participant is permitted to remain in the program whi Ie in viola-

tion of the contract, not only will impact be minimized for that 

iv 

... 
~" 



,..\0 

ij 
I 

partie ~'ant, but other participants may view this as an opportunity 

to "beat the system" themselves. It is problemmatic that even if 

participants do not work the required twenty hours per month (the 

actual median was 16.5 hours per month), accrued restitution payments 

are not proportionately decreased, For instance, a youth who is 

working only 83% of the required community service h~urs not only 

accrues 100% of the monthly restitution payment,. but will <;:.omplete 

the program in only one year, in effect "beating the system." It 

is suggested that if a youth works either rr:ore or less than the re9uired 

hours, restitution payments should be proportionately adjusted 

and early or late release be uti I ized a's an incentive to work the 

required hours. However, th'e enforc~ment of compliance with Project 

requi rements depenrls upnn accepting appropriate pC1rticipants. 

Specific procedures should be established regarding participants 

inactive for two months, including documented reasons for such a status, 

a I imited time period for remaining in that status, and explicit causes 

for either promotion back to active status or removal and referral back 

to court. 

4. Revise the system for determining the work stipend, restitution 
payment, and incentive allowance, allowing flexibility in the 
terms according to both the seriousness of the offense and 
the amount of documented loss. 

As an objective of the Project is to fTlake youthful offenders more 

accountable for their crilY'inal behavior, it appears necessary for the 

severity of the sanction to approxirr>ate the severity of the loss. If 

v 
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all po'itidpcmts are required to work the same number of community 

~ervice hours for the same period of time, a participant convicted of a 

serious offense may deduce that that offense is no more serious than a 

lesser one. It is suggested that participants convicted of more serious 

offenses be required to work more hours than participants convicted of 

-less serious offenses. 

5. Promote unsubsidized employment as a future component of the 
Project. 

When O.J .J . D. P. funding expires, a restitution program based 

upon cost efficient unsubsidized employment may be more attractive to 

the City administration. Additionally, an unsubsidized program may be 

" 
more impactful on participants since restitution will be paid from actual 

earnings. However. if unsubsidized employment is implemented in the 
[. 

future, equal access to all eligible juvenile offenders regardless of race, 

color, creed, sex, ethnic group, or socia-economic status must be 

guaranteed. 

6. Significantly increase the Juvenile Court's support of and responsi­
bility for the success of the Restitution Project. 

As the primary source of referrals to the Project is the Juvenile 

Cour~ both the quantity and quality of referrals from judges should 

be incre.ased. In terms of qual ity , strict adherence to selection criteria 
c:. 

aimed at establishing the Project as a true alternative to incarceration 

should be followed. Furthermore, it is suggested that Pr.oject staff have 

open access to the judges. 

vi 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Juvenile Restitution Project 

was funded by a $510,046 two-year grant from the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention (O.J.J .D.P.). The Juvenile 

Restitution Project is one of eightY-five different r~~titution projects 

to be funded under the National Juvenile Restitution Initiative, a .. 

~three-year $30 mi 1\ ion program. 

A. The Concept of Restitution 

At the Second National Symposium on Restitution held in St. Paul, 

Minnesota on November 14 and 15, 1977, the following definition of 

restitution was provided, lIa sanction imposed by an officia I of the 

criminal justice system requiring the 'offender to make a payment of 

money or service to either the direct or substitute crime victim. ,,1 

Restitution programs generally vary along a continuum from victim-

oriented to offender-oriented. Victim-oriented programs usually place 

emphasis upon the financial repayment for the loss due to the offense 

and may include victim/offender interaction. Offender-oriented programs 

emphasize offender treatment and rehabi litation, frequently including 

1Surt Galaway and Joe Hudson, Offender Restitution in Theory 
and Action, Lexington Books, 1977, p. 1 . 
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,educational., vocational, and counsel ing services. 

As most "restitution programs include a combination of both 

"ictim and offender services, the potential benefits are varied. Ideally, 

victims wi II be reimbursed and acquire more confidence in the justice 
" 

system, offenders will better comprehend the full costs of crime, the 

system will have an alternative to incarceration, and the community 

'wi I I benefit from more cost effective sanctions. Accordingly, the goals 

and objectives set forth in the initial project proposal can be viewed 

as critical to the. focus and operational di recti on of the project. 

B. Goals and Objectives 

The fol lowing goals and objectives were stipulated in the original 

grant application: 

GOALS 

1. Provide a comprehensive program of restitution alter-
. natives for (140) adjudicated del inquents annually. 

2. Through a program of restitution, to increase the con­
fidence of victims of juveni Ie crime in the juveni Ie justice 
system. 

, 3. Decrease ,the number of commitrnents to the Department of 
Corrections by 15% over a (3) year period. 

4. Decrease recidivism among program participants by 25% 
as compared to comparable youth not involved in the 
program. Recidivism here means adjudication as del in­
quent during a one year period after leaving the program. 

-2-
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OBJECTIVES' 

1. Provide direct monetary restitution to (100) victims 
of juveni Ie crime annually in New Orleans. 

2. Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of juveni Ie 
crime annually in New Orleans through contributions 
to recognized community funds. 

3. To provide increased counseling, recreational'- and 
~ducational services to participating juvenile offenders. 

4. To increase the number of effective dispositional 
alternatives avai lable to Juveni Ie Court by strengthening 
existing youth service agencies through the support 

5. 

of the Restitution Program. 

To provide the publ ic with information on the program 
aimed at increasing publ ic awareness of and confidence 
in the juvenile system. 

6. To increase the employability of participating youth 
through work-training experience, education and 
pre-vocational training. 

C. Program Methodology 

The Juveni Ie Restitution Project was designed to process approx-

imately 140 youths per year and to serve a maximum of 90 participants at 

any given time. Although e~Jch youth is supposed to remain in the program 

for twelve months, some may exit after six months for good behavior and 

others may be terminated forbad behavior when necessary. Once referred 

by the court and accepted by the Project, the participants are assigned to 

either of two Youth Serving Agencies (Y. S.A. s), St. Mark's Community 

Center or Kingsley House, where placement into subsidized employment 

and other services are arranged. .-

-3-
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Funds in the form of stipends compensating participants for 

community service work, as well as payments to victims for restitution 

were provided by the grant. All participants working in subsidized 

employment are paid with grant funds and, although it appears that 

youths pay victims with their earnings, in fact, all restitution payments 

are made frol')1 grant funds. 

Participants work an average of five hours,each week, approx-

imately twenty hours per month and receive a stipend of $30 per month, 

which includes food money and an incentive allowance. Additionally, 

bus tokens are provided if necessary. The youths are informed that 

their work is community servi,ce restitution and the balance of their 

earnings after the incentive allowance is dedu'?ted is used to repay the 

victim. (Actually, the victim is repayed with grant funds after the 

participant is accepted and the youth II re imburses ll the Project.) 

D. Selection Criteria 

According to the original grant appl ication the Restitution 

Project was designed to serve a specific group of juvenile offenders 

meeting the following selection criteria: 

1. Or'leans Parish youth, ages 14 through 16, who have been 
adjudicated delinquent for assault, burglary, theft or 
auto theft and in some cases armed robbery will be eli­
gible for the program. This excludes youth adjudicated 
del inquent for murder and rape. Status offenders wi" 
also be excluded from participation. 

-4-
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2. 

3. 

Individuals with patterns of violent behavior or tho!;~~ 
deemed a threat to themselves or to the community 
wi II be e~cluded from the program. 

An analysis of the youth's arrest history, suitabi lity 
for employment and his or her ability to both understand 
and accept the restitution concept will be utilized in the 
selection process. '-

4. Equal access to the program will be assured to all 
eligible juveni Ie offenders regardless of race, color, 
creed, sex, ethnic group or socioeconomic status. 
This will be achieved by maintaining a proportionate 
balance between the percentage makeup of the total 
juvenile arrestee population according to the character­
istics listed above and the clients of the OPJCRP .. 

E. The Planning Process 

The original grant application was prepared by the Planning 

section of the Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Council (M.C.J.C.C.) during 

the5pring of 1978, with the O.J.J .D.P. grant award to the Orleans 

Parish Juveni Ie Court effective as of December 1, 1978. The court 

was unable to fill the Program Coordinator position until the beginning 

of March 1979 and a complete staff was not hired unti I the following 

month. However, the sub-contractors, 5t. Mark's and Kingsley House, 

had hired additional personnel and begun preparations for referrals in 

January, 1979. 

The original grant application prepared by M.C.J .C.C. was 

based upon a program announcement entitled Restitution by Juveni Ie 

Offenders: An Alternative to Incarceration issued by O.J .J . D. P. in 

-5-
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February of 1978. That program announcement summarized the scope 

of the National Juvenile Restitution Initiative: 

liThe problem addressed by this initiative is the lack of mean-

ingful dispositional a,lternatives to incarceration... The target 

population is youth who have committed misdemeanors and/or, ;felony 

offenses and are adjudicated delinquent. .. 112 

The results sought from the initiative can be ?ummarized to 

include: 

1. A reduction in the number of youths incarcerated. 

2. A reduction in recidivism for participants. 

3. Provision for restitution to victims. 

4. An increased sense of responsibi I ity 'and accountabi I ity 

on the part of participants for their behavior. 

5. Greater community confidence' in the juvenile justice 

process. 

·6. Increased knowledge regarding the feasibility of resti-

tution as a sanction for juveni Ie offenders. 

The goals, objectives, and selection criteria proposed in 

the grant application were intended to facilitate compliance with 

and achievement of these national priorities. However, since each 

2Restitution by Juvenile Offenders: An Alternative to 
Incarceration, Office of Juveni.le Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, L:E.A.A., February 15,1978, p. 101. 

-6-
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restitution project operates within a local social, economic, andi . . 

political environment, the a~tual implementation, organization;: and . . 

operation of each proj~ct often varies according to local resoun~es 

and ne:ds. A certain degree of flexibility seems both necessaryi 

and desirable in orde!1 to allow for thf~se local variances. 
" 

Du~!n~ th.e early months of implementation following the hiring 

of the Pr~ject staff, the staff of the M. C.J .C. C. worked in an advisory' 

capacitYi to ipitiate the methodology proposed in the grant appl ication. 
. ' . 

On July 25, 1979, a M.C.J.C.C. monitoring report was complete<;/. 

A primary area of concern noted in that report was that the program 

was not accepting appropriate juveni les in compliance with previously 

stated goals, objectives, and selection criteria. More specifically, 

according to the report the program was not providing an alternative 

to incarceration, since a significant number of participants with 

no previous arrests would probably not have been otherwise incarcer-

ated. Staff at theYouth Service Agencies (Y.S.A.) of St. Mark's 

and Kingsley House expressed simi lar concerns about the type of 

participants being accepted. (A copy of a letter from a Y. S.A. 

staff person expressing this concern is contained in the Appendix) . 

Informal discussions regarding this issue tool< place during 

August and September, 1978, resulting in a special conference 

.-
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with both M.C.J.C.C. and Juvenile Restitution staffs on September 

20, 1979. A number of suggestions regarding compliance with 

the proper selection criteria were discussed, including the revision 

of goals, oBjectives, and selection criteria. It was recognized that 

the judges of juvenile Court are the primary source of referrals 

and are, ther.~fore, instrumental in determining potential participants. 

Although th~ sta.ff at M .C.J .C.C. concluded that the original selection 

criteria w"ere adequate, it was suggested that more specific criteria 

could provide the judges with clearer guidelines upon which to 

base referrals to the'-projed. (A copy of the suggested revisions 

is contained in the Appendix) . 

The Project responded to the suggesti?ns with a memo 

dated September 28, 1979, suggesting that the selection criteria 

would decrease the judges flexibility. (See copy in Appendix) 

In fact, the concensus of the M.C.J.C.C. suggested that the revised 

selection criteria would both increase and decrease flexibi I ity in 

the following manner: 

(1) By omitting the type of charges from the criteria, offenders 

with a high number of previous arrests but a less serious 

current offense outside of the limited charges suggested 

on the original criteria would be eligible. 

(2) The revised criteria were designed to be more restrictive 

in order t6 clearly exclude first offenders. 

-8-
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The memo from the Project Coordinator further stated "at 

a recent meeting with the four juvenile judges, they stated that they 

often sentence fi rst offenders to the Department of Corrections." 

However, an on-going study by the M.C.J.C.C. of the youths detained 

at the Youth Study Center reveals that the mean and median number 
", 

. of previous a'rrests for youths sent to the Department of Corrections 
~( 

from Orleans Parish in 1978 were 6.5 and 5.9, respectively. (S ee Tab Ie 1) 

, "'... ~. 
Table 1 further evidences that only six youths (3.1 %) of the total 194 

:' ~ ... ~ 

sentenced tej the bepartment of Corrections in 1978 were fi rst offen-

ders. Therefore; it can be deduced that the placement of first offenders , . 

"'::::. ... 
into the Juvenile Restitution Pi"'?ject does not provide an alternative to 

incarceration. 

"Table 1 

Youths Sent to the 
Department of Corrections 

in 1978 from Orleans Parish 

Number of Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Previous Arrests Frequency Frequency Frequency 

None 6 3.1% 3.8% 
1 11 5.7% 7.1% 
2 11 5.7% 7.1% 
3 19 9.8% 12.2% 
II 14 7.2% 9.0% 
5 12 6.2.% 7.7% 
6 13 6.7% 8.3% 
7 14 1.2% 9.0% 
8 10 5.2% 6.4% 
9 11 S.7% 7.1% 

10 10 5.2% 5.4% 
11 6 3.1% 3.B% 
12 2 1. 0% 1.3% 
13 2 1. 0% 1. 3% 
14 3 1. 5% 1. 9% 
15 I 0.5'1; O. S9; 
16 10 5.1% 6.4% 
21 1 0.5% 0.6% • Missing 38 19.6% Missina 

Totals 1911 ~ ~ 

Mean = 6.506 Median = 5.885 

*The miSSing category includes thirty-three cases not ident! ned in the 
Juvenile Detention StUdy in order to ac<:ount for all youths sent to the 
D.O.C. in 1978. -
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3.8% 
10.9% 
17.9% 
30.1% 
39.1% 
46. $% 
55.1% 
6Q.1% 
70.5% 
7i .6% 
all. 0~5 
87. S% 
89. i% 
90.4"> 
92.3'='.j 
,)~.9~ 

99.4% 
100.0% 
100.0% 



It appears, the National. Initiative is experiencing a similar trend, 
:/ 

with 54% of a.! I participants nationwide as of October 31,1979, being first 
':e.,; 

offend~rs. 3 Accordingly, acomparison with national statistics shows 

the Orleans Parish project with proportionately less first offenders. 

However, comparisons with national averages not only may encourage 
'­'. 

regression to nationar levels, but rarely account for local, variations in 

the soc,ial, economic, and political conditions and needs. Thus, the 
: '. 

M.C.J.C.C. in recognizing the need for alternatives to incarceration 

for juveni les in Orleans Parish, acted to encourage the fulfi Ilment of 
,', 

that need regardless of the apparent direction of the National Initiative. 

The Projeci,submitted revised goals, objectives, and selection 

criteria to M .C.J .C.C. on October 25, 1979. (See copy in Appendix) 

A response to thL~J~ommunication was pending a discussion with the 
, J:i 

Juvenile Court judges on December 31, 1979. The first-year process 

,evaluation will assess programmatic activities in terms of the oriqinal 
, , -

goals, objectives., and selection criteria. 

F. Program Implementation and Timing 

Although the Juvenile Restitution grant was awarded on 

December 1, 1978, the Juveni Ie Court was not able to hire a Program 

Coordinator until March 5, 1979. All other staff were not hired until 

early Apri I and the al')d the project began accepting referral s in the 

latter part of Apri I. 

3"MonthlyReport of The National Juveni Ie Restitution Evaluation 
Project," Institute of Pol icy Ana lysis, January I 1980 . 
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On June 13, 1979, the Froject submitted a general Workplan 

outlining forecasted activities through March 31,; 1981. According 
~ . , '. 

,,-

to that Workplan, from sixty to ninety participa,nts were to have been 

accepted by December 31, 1979. However. Goal 1 states that 140 youths 

are to be placed annually. Approximately 11.7 placements per month 

are required in order to reach that goal (140/12). Discounti~g the 

first four months of 1979 when the Project experienced some delays du~ 
, .. ' 

: . 
to the hiring of persomlel, but using 11.7 placements per month as an 

inde~. the Project should have accepted approximately ninety-four 
( 

yo~ths (11.7 X 8) by the end of December 1979. Using this index, the 

maximum number of youths placed per quarter, according to the Work-' 

plan, is approximately equal to the number required by the grant 

appl ication; however, any level less than the maxiinum wi II be insuf-

ficient in terms of the required intake as stated in the original goals 

of the grant appl ication. (A copy of the Quarterly V..1orkplan Summaries 

appears in the Appendix) _ 

G. Data Collection and Analysis 

The evaluation design submitted by M.C.J .C.C., together 

with the original grant appl ication to O.J .J . D. P., wi II form the basis 

for this process evaluation and for all subsequent impact evaluations. 

1 . Process Measures 

The first year of the Juvenile Restitution Project included many 

implementation activities. In terms of this process evaluation, the 

following activities will be assessed in order to determine compliance 

with the application: 

,-11-
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'a. Implementation time; 

b. Number of participants; 

c. ." Adherance to eligibility criteria; 
" 

" 

d. Victim invol'Jement; 
-~ -' . . 
e. Determination of restitution amounts; and, 

, '\;' 

\' \ 

f. Responsiveness of Y. S.A. 
, .\ \ 

-'. ~'" ' 
2. Impact Measures 

The second and third-year evaluations will focus on results 
... "'"::.:. ...... 

and long term outcomes or impacts. More specifically, the second-
•• ,t.,. ..... _...... .: 

year preliminary impact evaluation will assess impact on victims, 

bott) in terms of their satisfaction with this type.?f redress and their 

confidence in the juvenile justice system, and on offenders in terms of 

reduced levels of arrest recidivism. The final impact evaluation of 

third-year activities wi II analyze victim and offender impact as in the 

second-year, in addition to measuring adjudication recidivism during 

a one year period following release. An analysis of the net reduction 

in commitments to the D.O.C. will also be included. 

3. Experimenta I Design 

An ideal control group/experimental group design including 

random assignment is difficult to implement, especially one invol-

ving. incarceration versus non-incarceration as an independent 

variable. Therefore,- a comparison group design will be utilized for 
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purposes of both victim and offender impact assessment. 

The first step in the construction of a comparison group 

involves the identification of a parallel group of juveniles not partici-

pating in the Project and sentenced either to the Department of Corrections 
" 

or released oJ) probation. Once a large non-Project group is identified, a 

comparison gr:oup is chosen upon ~imilar criteria as the experimental 

group. Next,?, pre-test and comparison of both groups are performed to .. ~ "'. '. . 

determine any significant differences in impact variables before the treat-

ment, (program participatiQ.n). Finally, after treatment, differences are 
. -"'. 

measured and statistic;:~a.lly tes'ted for significance. If uti I ized properly, 
~ r . 

the comparison group analysi"s will provide good indications of the pro-

bable effectiveness of the various treatmLlt modal ities. 
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II. THE COMPONENTS OF 'HE RESTITUTION PROJECT 

. Once a juveni Ie is apprehended by an officer of the New 

.. Orleans Police Department (N.O.P.D.), the suspect is taken to the 

Juvenile Division of Police Headquarters where a Field Investigation 

Report (F. I. R.) is prepared setting forth the facts of the case. If 

the officer determines that the offense wan-ants referral to the District 

Attorney, all records of the suspect are forwarded generally within 

twenty-Jour hours. The Juveniles Section of the D.A. 's office then 

either files a petition, refuses the case, or refers the case to the Pro-

bation office. In the case of a felony, the case may be referred to 

Criminal District Court. An arraignment is held at which time a trial 

date is set if a plea of not guilty is entered. A plea of guilty frequently 

proceeds directly to disposition at that time. 

A. Referral 

If the juvenile offender is found delit;lquent at either the 

arraignment, the adjudicatory, or the dispositional hearing, the 

judge may refer that youth to the Restitution Project via a referred 

form which is submitted to the Project. However, referral forms 

are not always completed and verbal referrals over the telephone 

are made either directly from a judge or through the Probation Depart-

ment. In most cases, when restitution is ordered by the judge, 

referra I is made both to the Probation office and to the Restitution 

office, simultaneously. As a rule, offenders go directly to the Pro-
.-
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bation office from the dispositional hearing. Usually the Intal<e 

Unit of Probation caHs. the Restitution office and indicates that a 

referral ··is on the way. 

B, Screening , 

Ideally !:the referrant and the parent or guardian are inter­

u viewed on u\i~ ,\sa(1)e day as the di~positional hearing: If this 
11- " 
i' 

is not possible· tJ:t~appl icant schedules a first interview with the 
.~... .., 

Restitution Arbit~ator. If the referrant cannot be reached by tele-

phone a I.etter is mailed to'-the appropriate address requesting 
'"'1 .. 

that the Restitution office be contacted immediately. 
or- ........ 

1. The First Interview 

The offender, the parent or guardian, the Program Coordinator, 

and the Restitution Arbitrator attend the first interview, which 

is usually held one to five days after the dispositional hearing. 

The purposes of this interview are to determine if the youth meets 

selection criteria, to give the youth and parent or guardian an in-

depth description of the program; to assess the youth's behavior 

" and attitudes, and to gather information to aid in determining which 

Y. S.A. would be appropriate. The first interview is designed to 

provide the Restitution staff with basic demographic data, a social 

history, and any health or emotional problems . Individuals not 

meeting basic selection criteria wi II be so informed at the first 

interview. 

-15-
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Youths who are deemed acceptable are given a 

brief narrative of the program description, including rules and 

consequences for fai lure to live up to the terms of the , 

restitution a.greement. In addition, the youth is informed' that a 

specific staf.f\worker from a Y.S.A. actingastheyouth'sadvocate 

wi II contact hiQ1/her at home within severa! days. 
"... ' 

2.. Victim Input 
• "'~':"!\ 

The Program C09rdinator, acting as advocate for the victim, 
.... ..,. .. 

initiates contact (via telephone) following the first interview. A Veri-

fication of Loss form is mailed to the victim to be returned as soon as 

possible. (A copy of this form is contained in the Appendix). If the 

victim cannot be contacted either by telephone or by mail within two 

months, the restitution amount is placed into the Juveni Ie Restitution 

Victim Fund. Victims also receive a prog'ram narrative and; if 

requested, receive regular quarterly reports on the progress of 

the youth while in the program. (A copy of a quarterly report is 

contained in the Appendix) . 

3. Y.S.A. Interview 

A Y. S. A. worker contacts the offender following the 

first interview. The purposes of this interview are to assess 

the n~eds and potentials of the youth and to obtain information 
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necessary to develop a specialized program for the youth if placed 

at the Y.S.A. The youth is asked to indicate preferences for 

the ~arious programs avai lable and for the type and location of 

community service work placement. 
I .. '" 

C. ' 'Restitution Arbitration 
: . 

1 Acc;.ording to the original grant appl ication, the court was 

to refer youths to the Restitution program before the dispos,itional 

hearing. The Restitution staff was then to conduct a loss assessment 

and recommend an amount of restitution to be made official by the 

judge at the dispositional hearing. However, frequently in Juveni Ie 

Court the dispositional hearing is held immediately following 

the adjudicatory hearing and judges usua,l,ly determine the amount 

of restituti(:ln due based upon testimony and evidence presented' 

Nevertheless, " the Restitution staff believes that this is appropriate 

since all key actors are present at the adjudic()tory hearing. 

The restitution contract is signed by all parties , including 

the offender, the parent or ~uardian, the Program Coordinator, 

the Restitution Arbitrator, tbe Y ,S ,A. worker and the judge. The contract 

attempts to balance the interests of three parties: the victim; the 

offender; and, the community. Not only are these pa~ties mutually 

inter-~:E;lated to each other, but it is becoming evident that the rehab-

~17-
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iI itation of the offender is dependent upon the cooperation and part­

icipation of both the victim and the community. Additionally, the 

incarceration of juveni les is not only becoming increasing costly, 

but the effectiveness of institutional ization is uncertain. The contract 

arbitration, then, is a process dedicated to balancing the needs of 

victims, offenders, and the community. 

Each restitution contract stipulates the following conditions: 

1'. 'Total length of participation; 

2. Total restitution ordered and payment terms; 

3. Type restitution; 

4. Total community .service hours required; 

5. Stipend amount; and, 

6. Statement of the causes for termination. 

(A copy of the restitution contract is contained in the Appendix) . 
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Under· the present system the Restitution staff secures a copy 

of the Judgment Sheet which contains the final disposition of the case, 

and in some cases including the amount of restitution to be paid. How-

ever, in these cases the Program Coordinator still investigates the 

victim ' s loss and, if the court ordered amount is suffic:;:ient, the court is 
'\ \~ 

requested to make appropriate changes in the amount. In other cases,' the 
.. '. . .),.' . . , '\ .... ' 

court refers a defendant to the Restitution Project and orders that the 

program . staff, occasionally in conjunction with either the prosecutor or 
' .... 
"-

the probation offic>er, to determine the amount of restitution to be approved 
':M, .... 

by the court at a later date. After the referrant is accepted and signs a 

contract agreeing to specific terms, the contract is hand delivered to 

the court for the judge's signature and final a·pproval. A copy of the 

signed contract is placed into the court record . 

. D. Staffing 

The staffing meeting is usually schedule five days following 

the first interview and is attended by the Y . S.A. worker, the Program 

Coordinator, and the Restitution Arbitrator. The primary purposes of 

the staffing are to make an acceptance decision, to develop the restitution 

contract, and to develop a program of services at the Y.S.A. 

• 
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The findings of the Y.S.A. worker are presented at the staffing 

and a program of services is developed specially for the referrant. 

If the referrant is deemed unsuitable for the program, that recommendation 

is made by the Y. S.A. worker. However, since the responsibi Iity 

for compl iance with the selection criteria and achievement of goals 
"\ '\ 

and objectives I ies with the Restitution Project, the Program Coordinator 
:. "'­

''' ..... 
-makes the final decision to accept or to reject. Once accepted, the 

Y. S.A" worker wi II become that referrant's counselor and advocate. 
""".:..:.:~ 

Once a referral is ap'p,roved for acceptance a second interview 
"' ......... 

is scheduled to arrange for the signing of the contract and the beginning 

of orientation. Before the proposed participant and parent sign 

the document, the Restitution Arbitrator outlines the program and 

states that a failure to comply with the rules and regulations will 

result in referral back to the court and probable incarceration. 

The youth and parent or guardian sign the contract and other releases 

required and the contract is then delivered to the judge for signature. 

Copies are sent to the youth, the Probation Department, and the Y.S.A., 

while the original is kept in the participant's master file in the Restitution 

Office. The participant is then instructed to report to the Y.S.A. 

at a certain time and date . 
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E. Orientation and Activities 

Participants are placed into programs at either of two Y;.$.A. s. 

St. Mark's Community Center offers youngsters of all ages a 

total development program; and provides opportunities for self~ 

development through physical exercise, education, counseling, 

the .arts, career awareness, 'and employment. Kingsley House provides 
... 

, . 
counseling and suppor~ive services to assist adolescents in assessing, 

developFng, 'and utilizing their own resources to adapt to unavoidable 

stresses and circumstances when possible. 

Community service work placement is of critical importance 

during the initial weeks of participation. The method of placement 

is similar for both Y.S.A.s. A placement is made,.that is most 

suitable either to the participant's needs or best matches the type 

of offense. An appointment is made and the participant attends 

an interview with the potential supervisor. After this interview 

a work schedule is developed which usually includes five hours 

of work per week or twenty hours per month. A Y.S.A. worker •. 
monitors each placement at the worksite at least monthly and consults 

with the supervisor concerning the youth's performance. In addition, 

a performance evaluation is completed by the supervisor after six 

and twelve montl;s. (A copy of the perJormance evaluation 

~; 
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is int-/')e Appendix). If a youth is unsuccessful at one worksite, 

another placement is made as soon as possible. 
-' 

If a participant has a job when accepted or secures a position ., 
after acceptance, the Project staff may consider that position an 

unsubsidized work placement. In that case, the participant is required 

to subrr,lit afl agreed upon restitution payment in the form of a monthly . '~ 

money order to the Restitution Project. Although community ser.vice 

work placement is not required, participants with unsubsidized employ-

ment are still expected to attend a" activities at the assigned Y.S.A. 
", 

Detailed policies and procer::!ures regarding unsubsidized employment 

had not yet been developed by the Restitution staff by December 31, 

1979, but wi" be required before more extensive utilization, especially 

if this is the future direction of the program. 

At st. Mark's participants are required to attend weekly group 

counsel ing sessions and monthly individual counsel ing sessions. 

Counsel ing sessions vary in content according to needs identifie:d 

by the counselor, but over a period of tirre include pre-vocational 

guidance, social adjustment counseling, tutoring if necessary, and 

other individualized counseling. Participants are also required 

to attend five hours of recreation per month. 
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Counseling at Kingsley House consists of reqLlired individual ized 

sessions- on a weekly basis, with other specialized counseling on an 

as needed basis, in addition to on-the-spot counseling intervention 

while parti!=ipating in recreational progl~ams. Youths in the Re~titution . ' 

Project are r~quired to attend two hours of recreation per week . 
. ":-

Recreation ~\\Kiqgsley House includes not only athletics, but also 

arts, crafts, a{l~ music. Monthly narrative reports prepared by each 
..... '. 

participant's counselor at both Y.S.A.s are submitted to the Resti-

tution office summarizing ~!I activities. (A copy of a monthly nar-
- ,-' ':"\, 

rative is contained in"the APl3endix. 
, ....... , ':... .," 

F. Work Stipen"ds and Restitution Payments 

Probably one of the most important elements of any restitution 

program is the system by which payments are made by offenders to 

victims, as the system of repayment is the crux of thr.estitution 

concept. Consequently, an ineffective system of repayment wi II 

I ikely result in an ineffective restitution program. 5 ince restitution 

has only been recognized as a viable dispositional sanction in the 

last ten years and as the present O.J.J .D.P. Juvenile Restitution 

Initiative is clearly experimental in nature, a widely tested standardized 

system for repayment has not yet been developed. Therefore, the 

repayment system utilized by the Orleans Parish Restitution Project, 

being experimental in nature, will be evaluated in terms of the efficiency 
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and effectiveness of a specific type \~f repayment system in the local 

environment. 

According to the orig inal grant application, community service 

work stipends were to include: 

(1) $20 incentive allowance for the youth 

(2) One-twelfth of the total ordered restitution 

(3) $24 food a.llowance 

(4) '. $12 transportation allowance (in the form of bus tokens) 

One-twelfth of the total ordered restitution was to be automaticarfy 

deducted fran the monthly stipend and paid to the victim. The 

transportation allowance was to be issued weekly to the youths by 

'. 
Y. S.A. counselors in the form of bus tokens on an .as n.8eded basis . 

. ~.' 

The youths were to receive $44.00 cash monthly, as a food and 

incentive allowance. 

Asa result of meetings with theY.S.A.s, theM.C.J.C.C., and 

the Restitution staff, the payment of stipends was modified on May 30, 

1979, to more clearly define the needs of the victim and the offender. 

On that basis the community service work stipend was adjusted as 

follows: 

(1) $30.00 incentive allowance, including food allowance. 

(2) One-twelfth of the tota I ordered restitution. 

(3) $12.00 transportation allowance on an as nee:.ded basis. 

(in the form of bus tokens) 
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The Restitution staff judged that the original amount of $24.00 for food per month 

was excessive as most participants would receive $6.00 per 

week for food for working only five hours. Thus, the food allowance 

was reduced. to $2.50 per week and added to the $20.00 per .... 

month incen~\ve .,aHowance, bringing the total to $30.00 per month. 

The transport9tion allowance remained unchanged with bus tokens 
-"'" -.., ~"-

available upon request. (See memo in the Appendix). 

Participants receive....,y..tork stipends monthly with restitution 
:\ 

paYlT1ents automaticaJly deduCted ,leaving a balance equal to the $30.00 .. ~.... . ,... ' .... 

incentive allowance. Of course, if a youth works more or less than 

twenty hours per month the stipend and incentive allowance wi II 

vary accordingly. 

The Project utilizes (l Victim Fund to accumulate restitution 

payments either if the actual victim cannot be located or if the victim 

asks that the restitution be paid to a'substitute victim. Project staff 

had not developed a detailed plan for disburselT1ents from this Fund 

by December 31, 1979. 

G. Types of Exits 

1. Good Cause 

All restitution contracts are initially for a one year 

pc:iod. However, the amount of time that a youth 

actua Ily spends in the program as a condition. of 

-25-



-----r ,\,' 

probation remains flexible: If a six month review 

of an individual's records indicates exemplary progress, 

a participant may have restitution removed by the Court 

__ as a condition of probation. In that case, any services 

~at the Y.$.A., e.g. counseling, recreation, education, 

:.and/or pre-vocational training, will continue to be 

. av.ailable upon request. In addition, any remaining 

unpaid restitution wi II be paid in full by the project. 

Review of a ydl.\.th's progress for the purpose of possible 

termination. for good cause can be initiated by eithel' 

the Y. $.A. or t,he Restitution Staff, but the final 

decision to release rests with th.e Juveni Ie 

Court judges. Asses~;.ment for early termination takes 

into account the attendance records for both Y. $.A. 

activities and community service work, attitude and 

behavior, and progress in school or tra ining. 

2. Bad Cause 

Recommendations for removal from the 

Restitution program can be made for the following reasons: 

(a) Failure to cooperate with the Y.S.A. 

staff and/or failure to regularly attend Y.$.A. 

classes and activities specified in the resti­

tution contract; 
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(b) .TerminCltion by the Y.S.A. from the program 

,.' 
component for bad cause; 

(c) Three unexcused absences4 from the community 

service work placement during the period of 

the contract; 

(d) The conviction of an illegal act; or 
.' ' 

(e) Psychologkal or physical problems which 

prohibit meaningful participation. 

When a particular Y. S.A. submits a written request for termination 

for bad cause, a joint conference is held between the Restitution Arbi-

trator and the Y. S.A. counselor. If after this hearing the Y. S.A. 

insists upon removal, the Program Coordinator may either transfer 

the participant to another Y.S.A. setting, or terminate the youth 

from the program, referring him/her back to the court with a 

recommendation that probation be revoked and incarceration be 

effected. 

H. Publ ic Relations 

The Program Coordinator has developed a publ ic relations cam-

paign aimed at the following: 

4Due to the fact that the Y.S.A. counselors found it difficult to 
document the exact number of unexcused absenc'es, the Project 
redefinl.ed this cause to be lIexcessivt= absences. II 
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(ll .Informing the general public of the Restitution project 

and keeping the public advised of its progress. 

'., (2) Increasing the public's confidence in and irY'age of the 

juvenile justice system. 

" 
(3) Sol iciting full and part-time jobs for participants. 

(4) Soliciting meaningful community service work slots for 

participarits. 

(5) Working toward institutional ization of the Restitution 

project within City government. 

It was anticipated in the grant proposal that roughly 35% of the Program 

Coordinator's time and efforts relate directly to achieving the afore-

mentioned objectives. 

.-
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III. PROJECT OPERATIONS AND EFFICIENCY 

The Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Project operations 

-, 
were assessed on the basis of project records and monitoring visits. 

Most of the data were compiled by project staff onto one data sheet 

summarizing data from project records, Y.S.A. narrative reports, and 

:x '-

financial books. The evaluator confirmed these data by comparisons 

. \ '~ '. 
with individual case folders. Although most of the data were manually 

.\ ... 

totalled, avera~~d, and suml11arized, data gathered during the second-

year prel iminary impact eva luation wi" be computerized for ~lnalysis. 

A. Participant Profile 

, ',-- ~ 

Table 2 summarizes general socia-economic background character-

istics for all fifty-eight accepted participants. According to that table, 

the typical participant can be described as -being a fifteen year 

old black male, from a divorced fami ly, with a median fami Iy 

income of $7000 per year, and 53.5% charged with a non-serious 

offense most likely theft. Previous arrest and conviction history 

presented in Table 3 indicating that the typical participant had 

two previous arrests and no previous convictions suggests both 

the level of previous contact with the juveni Ie justice system 

and the level of criminal activity. 

Referrants from all sections of Juveni Ie Court, as indicated in 

Table 4, were adjudicated either "Delinquent" (81%) or "In Need of 
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Table 2 

Participant Description 

December " 1978 - December 31, 1979 

Age 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
Total Accepted 

Sex 
Male 
Female 
Total Accepted 

Race "-
Black 
White 

Total Accepted 

Family Marital Status 

Divorced 
Separated 
Married '"" 
Oeceased 
Common law 
Other 
Total Accepted 

Family Income 

$1210 
$2660 
$5200 
$7900 
$12000 -
Missing. 

$2460 
$5160 
$7850 
$10400 
$20000 

Total Accepted 

Charges 

Armed Rohbery 
Simple Robbery 
Sinlple Burglary 
Theft/Shopl ifting 
Receiving Stolen Things 
Aggravated Battery 

Total Accept. j 

Seriousness* 

Victimless 
Minor Offense 
Minor Property 
Minor Personal 
Moderate Property 
Serious Property 
Very Serious Property 
Serious Property 
Very Serious Personal 

Total 

N 

1 
11 
20 
23 

3 
58 

51 
7 

58 

54 
4 

58 

20 
12 
10 
8 
6 
2 

58 

11 
10 
10 
11 
11 

5 
58 

3 
11 
12 
20 
11 

1 
Sa 

o 
o 
8 
o 

23 
10 
5 
7 
5 

58 

% 

2% 
19% 
34% 
40% 

5% 
100% 

88% 
12% 

100% 

93% 
7% 

100% 

34% 
21% 
17% 
14% 
10% 

4% 

100% 

21% 
19% 
19% 
21% 
21% 

100% 

5% 
19% 
21% 
34% 
19% 

2% 
100% 

13.8% 

39.7% 
17.2% 
8.6'1; 

12.1% 
e.6% 

100.0% 

Mean 

15.3 

$7374 

*This seriousness scale was developed by the. Institute of Pol icy 
Analysis. 
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Median 

", 

15.0 

$7000 
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Table 3 

\" 
Previous Arrest and Conviction History 

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979 

Previous Arrests N % 

0 16 28% 
11 19% 

9 15% 
3 6 10% 
4 4 7% 
5 3 5% 
6 4 7% 
7+ 5 9% 

Total Accepted 58 iOO"%' 

Previous. Convictions 

0 43 74% 
1 8 14% 
2 6 10% 
3 1 2% 

Tota"'- Acceptp.d 58 100% 

Table 4 

Referral Sources 

Court Dispositions 

December I, 1978 - December 31. 1979 

Referra I Sources 
Section 'A 
Section B 
Section C 
Section D 

Other 
Total Accepted 

Court Dispositions 
Adjudicated Delinquent 
Adjudicated In Need of Supervision 

Total Accepted 

Ordered to Restitution 
Project with Specific Amount of Restitution 

Orcered to Restitution 
Project without Specific Amount of Restitution 

Not ordered directly to the Restitution Project 
Total Accepted Referrals 

Suspended Sentences to D.O. C . ~ 

Mean 

2.5 

0.4 

N 

13 
16 
18 
10 
1 

58 

47 
11 
58 

31 

24 
3 

58 

15 

<These C3ses were sentenced to the O.O.C .• that sentence was 
suspended. then ordered \0 the Restitution Project. 

-3-1 -

Medi, 

2.0 

,).0 

% 

22% 
28% 
31% 
17% 

2% 
100% 

81% 
19% 

100% 

53"; 

111% 
5., 

100% 

(26%) .-



Need of Supervision" (19%). Thirty-one cases (53%) were referred to the 

Project with specific amounts of restitution to be repaid, whi le\twenty-

four (41 %). referrcil~ were made without specific amounts. In 

fifteen case,s (26%) referrants were first sentenced to the Department 

of CorrectioAs, that sentence, was suspended, then the referrant was 

ordered to t,!le Restitution Project. 

In't,»,entY.,seven cases (47%) the amount of restitution was deter-

mined by a detailed arbitration procedure supervised by the Program 

Coordinator of the Restituti6R, staff. Table 5 indicates that the mean 

amount of restituti.ori'orderea was' $211; however, the frequency dis-

tribution indicates that 57% had $100 or less restitution ordered. 

Table 5 

Ordered Restitution 

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979 

Ordered Restitution 
% N 

Mean Median 

$50 12 21% 
0 

21 36% 
$51 . $100 

9 16% 
$101 $200 

5 9% 
$201 $300 " 

6 10% 
$301 $500 

2 3% 
$501 $900 

3 5% 
$901 $1000 58 100% 

Total Accepted 
$211 $100 
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Discussion 

It is noteworthy that the typical participant is a black male 

from a low income fami Iy. Restitution projects in the past have 

been criticiied nationally for accepting primarily white upper middle 

class participants. However, most of those restitution projects 

were based upon participants working in unsubsidized employment 

positions an,d paying restitution with part of their earnings. Many 

black juv~niles from low income families were considered ineligible 

in those projects since mal1:)< lacked adequate education and/or 

experience to find an' unsubsidized position. As the Orleans Pari sh 

Juvenile Restitution Project provides subsidized employment this 

problem is avoided. However, the cost of providing subsidized 

employment for a significant number of youths might make institutionali­

zation difficult after grant funding expires. 

Since the Project was designed as an alternative to incarceration, 

offenders adjudicated "In Need of Supervision" who would not have 

otherwise been incarcerated were strictly excluded from participation. 

Thus the eleven participants adjudicated "In Need of Supervision", even 

though charged with del inquent offenses should not have been accepted. 

Not only are these individuals expressly excluded fron1 purticipation, 

their acceptance violates the concept of providing an alternative to 

incarceration. 

The practice by the court of first sentencing a youth to 

the D.O. C., suspending that sentence, then ordering the offender 

-;3- -. 



to the' Restitution project is documentation that the Project is an alter­

native"to incarceration if those offenders would have been otherwise incera­

ted. However, the previous arrest hi story and seriousness of the 

present offense for the fifteen participants with suspended sentences 

to the D.O. C. seemed at variance with comparative data on youths 

actually se~t~nced to the D.O.C., since seven (47%) of those in 

the Project were first offenders. This method seems additionally 

beneficial iA that It acts C's a deterrant to violations of the rules 

and regulations, since participants know that they will likely face 

incarceration if removed from the p'rogram and returned to court. 

That over-'SO% of all court referrals are made with specific 

amounts of ordered restitution also indicates an efficient use of 

the Project. If the court can determine a fai r restitution arPount 

during the judicial hearing, no further need'exists for the Project 

to arbitrate that amount with the victim. If the court were able to 

state specific amounts of restitution in every case, the Project1s 

responsibility for restitution arbitration would be relieved and, the 

present Restitution Arbitrator could potentially devote time to developing 

unsubsidized employment positions. 

As one of the primary affective components of the project, resti­

tution payments should be large enough to in,pact participants. A 

participant with a trivial amount of restitution is not realty in a 

restitution program but, ratllel", in a specia I ized counsel ing or job 

assistance program. In this sense, referrants with small amounts of 
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documented restitution may derive greater benefits from an 

alternative p·rogram . 

B. Programmatic Activities 

According to the grant application, the Project was to have ninety 

participants ilt anyone time, with fifty (56%) at St. Mark's and forty 

(44%) at Kin£fsley House. During the evaluation period fifty-eight 

~articipa·nts v·j'e're placed, with thirty eight (66%) at St. :v1ark's 

and twenty (34%) at Kingsley House. 

Fifty-three (91 %) of ~<hI accepted participants were placed into 

community service work positions during the evaluation period. 

Three additional participants. were placed into unsubsidized positions, 

one was removed before placement, and another was just recently 

accepted and not yet placed. Table 6 lists the community service 

and unsubsidized work placements. The largest percentage of 

participants were placed with the Park and Parkway Commission where 

the youths maintain plants, shrubs, and trees used to landscape 

city streets. 
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Table 6 

Employment Placements * 

December 1, 1978 - DecelT'ber 11, 1979 

Park and Parkways_Commission 
Kingsley House 
Dopkwe Community Center 
H.A.N.O. 

Lafitte Housing Project 
St. Thomas Housing Project 

St. Mark's Community Center 
Treme Youth Development Center 
Community Service Center 
Goodwi II Industries 
Custom Automotive Repair 
Y.M.C.A. 
St. Mark's Day Care Center 
St. Alphonsus School 
N .0. Revival Center 
bighthouse for the Blind 
Oliver's Beauty Salon 
Irish Channel's Boy's Club 
Irish Channel Satellite Clinic 
A. M . E. Church Rectory 
Hope House 
Court of Two Sister's Restaura.'}t** . 
Pontchartrain Hotel Restaurant ~ 
Popeye's Fried Chicken ** 
Not Pla.ced**'* 
Total Accepted and Placed· 

N 

10 
7 
6 
5 

(1) 
(4) 

3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
58 

*Six of these placements did not yet begin to work. 
**These three positions are unsubsidized placelT'ents. 
***One participant was not placed before removal from the program 

and another was just accepted and not yet placed. 

" 

According to the original grant application the Housing Authnrity 

of New Orleans .CH.A. N. 0.) was to provide forty (44%) community 

service work slots for participants. Table 6 indicates that only five (9%) 

of the placed participants worked for H.A. N .0. during the eva luation 

period. A monitoring report submitted on July 25, 1979 , by the M .C.J .C. C. 

addressed the low level of placements with H .14 .. N. O. According 

to the Project Coordinator, the number of work slots committed to 

H.A. N. O. should be flexible in order to meet the needs of participants. 

A series of correspondences between officials, documents that 
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H.A. N. O. officials have agreed to keep the number of work slots flexible. 

(See .A..ppendix) 

Although fifty-six placements were made during the evaluation 

period, fifty participants including the three working in unsub-

sidized positions actually worked. According to Table 7", the 

median number of hours worked by participants was 16 . 5 hours 

per month for placements at both St. Mark's and Kingsley House. 

Simi larly, monthly incentive allowances or cash payments to participants 

'were practically identical, with Table 8 showing that the median 

was $24.55 and $24.68 for participants at respective Y.S.A.s. 

Restitution was paid either directly to the victim or 

to the Victim Fund accordina to the direct victim's request. 'fhe amount 
~ . 

of weekly and monthly restitution payment assessed to each participant 

'. 

varies according to one-twelfth of the total r.estitution ordered. Table 

9 indicates that direct victims receive? $9.01 and $10.65 monthly from 

participants at Kingsley House and St. Mark's respectively. Table 10 

indicates that two participants at Kingsley House and four participants at 

St. Mark's paid $7.75 and $4.29 respectively each month to the Victim 

Fund. 

Service del ivery at the Y. S.A. s can be assessed in terms of avera'ge 

hours per month and the percentage of all participants receiving various 

• services. Table 11 indicates that fifty-one (88%)" participants were coun~ 

seled a median of 2.2 hours monthly at Kingsley House and 2.6 hours 
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Kingsley House 
0.5 - 2. 9 hrs/weel~ 
3.0 - 3. 9 hr5/weel~ 
'1.0 - 11.9 hrs/week 
5.0 - 5.9 hrs/weel< 
6.0 + hrs/week 
Total Participants 

Placed. not worldng 
Unsubsidlzed worl< 
Total at I<ingsley House 

SLMark's 
0.5. - 2.9 hrs/weel< 
3.0 - 3.9 hrs/weel< 
'1.0·- 11.9 hrs/wcek 
5.0 - 5.9 hrs/week 
6.0 + hrs/week 
Total Pilrticlpilrits 

Placed. not worldng 
Unsubsldized work 
Accented ., • .not plilced 
Total at ·Si. Ma~k'5' 
.".-

Total Accepted 

l 

N 

Ii 
'1 
II 

II 

0 
10 

1 
20 

9 t· 
'I 

6 / 
7 
II 
3 

29 

5 
2 
2 

38 

~8 

.. 

T~ble 7 

Co,pmunity Service Wcwl< 

December 1, 1978 - Drcemhr.r 31. 1979 

% Mean Ml'dian 

(hrs/wl<) (hrs/mo) (hrs/wk) (hrs/mn) 

33'/; 
22't. 
22'1; 
22't. 

100,/; 3.6 15.6 3.B 1(,.5 

34'11 

I 

",31't. 
co 
M 

21'1; I 

!2'I't. 
111'1; 

.110% 
I 100% 4.0 17 .3 3.B 16.5 

6G'!; 

10n1. 

1 
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Tahle 8 

Incentlvp. Allowance 

To Participants 

Decemher 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979 

N % Mean Median 

'.$/wl<) ($/mo) ($/wk) ($fmo) 

To Offenders 
I<ingsley !lollse 

33% $ i. 00 - $11. 99/weel< 6 
$5.00 - 5.99/wcel< lj 22% 
$6.00 - $6. 99/week I, 2n 
$7.00 - $8. 99/week I, 22% 
$9.00 + 0 
Tolal Participants 18 100% $5. 114 $23.56 $5.67 $2

"
.55 

Plilced, not working , 
Unsuhsldized worl< 0'> 

Total at Kingsley House 20 ~4% M , 
Sl. Mark's -

$1. 00 - $11. 99/wer.l< 11 - 38% 
$5.00 - $5.99/week " {' -11,% 
$6.00 - f,6.99/wecl< 4 ,I lin, 
$7.00 - 8.99/week 8 28% 
$9.00 + 2 -Z! 
Total Participants 29 '.?O'/; H.38 $27. Ii;! $5,70 $2'1.63 

Placed, not working 5 
Un5llbsfdi7.ed work,; 

/ 
Accepted not plilced ."t' ~.: 2 

Total a. 51. Marl< '5 .• 
.t',,' 

38 66% 
·t .. : .• .., 

-" 

'. .- / 
Tolal Accepted 58 100~. 

1 
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T"hl(' !l 

ResliluU"n Pil~'lTIpnt~ 

10 Dir eel Victims· 

" 
December 1, 1918 - December 31, 1979 

,., 
N % Mean Mrriinn 

($/wk) ($/mo) ($/wl<) U/mn) 

To Vlclims 
Kingsley lIouse 
$0.02 - $0. 99/week II 2tr'l; 
$1.00 - $1.99/week 1 6'1; 
$2,00 - $2. 99/week 5 29'/; 

$3,00 - $6. 99/week 3 10'/; 
$7.00 - $21. OO/week II 211'1; 

.Tala I PartiCipanls 17 100% $11.56 $19.711 $2.08 ~9.01 

Paid 10 Victim Fund 2 
Placed, not worldng I 
Tolal at Kingsley 1·louse 20 3'1'1; 

51. Mark's I 

$0,02 - $ O. 99/weel< 3 I2'/; 
0 
:::r 

$1. 00 - $ 1.99/week 7 28'l; I 

$2.00 - $ 2.99/week II 161, 
$3.00 - $ 6,99/week 6 211'1; 
$7,00 - $21. OO/week 5 20% 

Total Participants is 10O'/; $11.87 $21.09 $2. 116 $10.65 

P"iel to Victim Fund 'I 
Plilced, not working 5 
Accepted, not placed 2 
Unsubsldlzed 2 

Total at 51. Mark's 38 66'/; 

Total Accepted •. S8 100'/-, 

" '. 

"This lable dol'S not Include cash p"yml'nlr. to victims p"iel In "elvilllce 
by Ihe Project on bellalr of pn[ticipants. 

1 



To Victim Fund 
Klngslf)Y lIouse 

$1 .IIO/weel< 
r<$7.17/weck 

. total Participants 

Paid to direct victims 
Placed, not working 
Total at Kingsley House 

st. Mark's 
$0. 65/week 
t,O.70/week 
$1.20/week 
$1.3V/week 
Total Particip,mts 

Paid to direct victims 
Placed, not worldng 
Accepted, not placed 
Unsubsidized 

Total at St. Mark's 

Total Accepted 

N 

.!. 

17 
1 

20 

.!. 
q 

25 
5 
2 
2 

38 

so 
:-; 

Tabte 10 

Reslilulilm to 

Victim Fund' 

Decemher I, 1978 - December 31, 1979 

50'1; 
50'1; 
100~ 

311'/; 

25% 
25~; 

25'1; 
25't, 

100'1; 

66% 

100'j, 

Mean 
($/wk) 

$1. 79 

$1.00 

'This tahle docs not Incll/cle. cash. payments to the Victim I'uncl in advilnce hy 
the Project on behalf or parlicipanls. 

lvIediilll 
($/mo) ($/wk) ($/mo) 

$7.75 $1. 79 $7.75 

SU.33 $0.99 $//. 29 
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Tilblc 11 

Y(luth Serving I\gencles 

.' Servicll Del Ivery 

Dccen,ber 1. 19711 - Dec<':111hr.r 31. 1979 

Total 
Participants Service Mean Mcdiml 

N % N % (hrs/wl<) (hrs/mn) (hrs/wk) (hrs/nm) 

~~~s~.!!29.: 
l<in£lsley I'louse 20 311% 18 90% .5 2.2 .5 2.2 

SI. Marl<'s 38 66% jj--. 8n .7 3.0 .6 2.r. 
Totals 58 100'1; 51 8S'l; 

}yt(lring: 
Kingsley House 20 3

"
% 10,!; 3.9 16.8 3.9 lr..8 

SI. Mark's 38 66% 16 112'l; .4 1.7 .4 1.7 I 
Totals 58 100% 18 31% N 

.:::t 

/" " 
I 

Pre-Vocational: 
Kingsley lIouse 20 3/j'/; I 16 ' 80% .2 .9 .1 ." 
51. Mark's 38 66% 32 i 811'1; .5 2.2 .4 1.7 

Totals 58 100'il 118/ OJ'/; 

Recrea'lionai: 
Kingsloy House 20 " 3'1'1; 18 90% 4.2 18.1 4.3 IS.5 

/ , . . (,;' 
51. Marl<'s ,! .. : 30' 66'1; 29 76% ,5 2.2 .4 1.7 

Totals .. - 58' 100'1; 117 81'!; 
I 



per month at St. Mark's. Forty-eight (83%) participants received pre-

vocational guidance, a median of 0.4 hours monthly at Kingsley 

House and 1.7 hours per month at 5t. Mark's. Forty-seven (81%) 

participants participated in recreational activities, a median of 
'. 

18.5 hours monthly at Kingsley House and 1.7 hours per month 
-'. 

at 5t. Mark's. Only eighteen (31%) participants received tutoring 
,'\ ' .. , 

(only tw~ at 19r9sley House), a median of 16.8 hours IT'onthly at 
.~ , . 

'. 

Kingsley House and 1.7 hours per month at 5t. Mark's . 
. , . . 

Discussion 

In terms of the·bat.ance of placements between 5t. Mark's and 

King :;Ie¥ House, the data suggest that 5t. Mark's has accepted approx-

imately 10'% more participants and Kingsley .House 10% less than the 

proposed balahce.,rHowever, this imbalance does not, as yet, identify a 

problem since botb-o~ the Y. 5.A. s are short of the projected maximum 

number of participants. 
I 

Community service work placement appears to be progressing 

smoothly with the possible exception of the small number of placements 

with H.A. N.O. Part of that problem is the lack of adequate supervision 

at the work site. According to the grant proposal, the Y .5.A. worker 

is to accompany the youths working at H.A.N.O. everyday and 

see that a regular H.A. N. O. employee is avai lable for supervision. 

• If this problelT' can be resolved, H.A.N.O. placement has the potential 
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for impacting both participants and residents in housing projects. 

~ 'n 
The rennovation of H,.A.N.O. property not only gives participants oppor-

tunity to learn marketable skills, but residents will directly benefit 

from Improved living conditions. 

The issue of unsubsidized employment should be studied carefully, 

since the direction of the Project into this area wi II I ikely affect contif!uation. 

~ssues . related to unsubsidized employment which require explicit 

" clarification include: the responsibi lity for finding jobs; the 

determination of impactful restitution amounts and fair repayment terms; 

the responsibilities of employers c'oncerning their role in the Project; 

the monitoring 'of participant'.s progress; arranging for supportive 

services; causes for removal and successful termination; and the 

relationship between probation and the restitution contract. 

A comparison of the median monthly incentive allowance with the 

median restitution payments indicates that participants on the average 

receive over twice as much monthly incentive a IIowance than they pay as 

restitution to direct victims or the Victim Fund. Requiring participants 

to pay a greater proportion of their stipend as restitution and receiving 

a smaller proportion as an incentive allowance could enhance the im'-

pact on participants of paying restitution. However, the current low 

level of ordered restitution in conjunction with .the requirement that 

participants pay only one-twelfth of that amount per month lI'inimi",ze!,? 
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that ifTIpact. If, on the other hand, ordered restitution increased 

and/or participants were allowed to pay more than one-twelfth of the 

ordered amount per month, impact could be increased. 

In terms of monthly service delivery the typical participant 
" 

at the Y. S . A): S received the following: '. 

\ " , 
At ,Kings,!ey House: 

'''. -. .., .... 

At st. Mark's, 

2.2 hours of counsel ing 

0.4 hours of pre-vocational guidanc,e 

18.5 hours of recreation 
'..:.;\ 

,~'2.6 !lours of counselling 

1.7 hours of pre-vocational guidance 

1 .7 hours of recreation 

1.7 hours of tutoring (only 42%) 

Participants at both of the Y.S.A.s contributed an additional 

16.5 hours per month of community service work. These services, 

in addition to paying restitution, are the primary "treatments" 

intended to impact the criminal behavioral pattern of participanls. 

Although it is still too early to assess impact in terms of reduced 

contact with the juvenile justice system, a more comprehensive 

anal~'sis wi II be possible in the second~year preliminary impact 

evaluation . 
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C. Overa II Programmatic Productivity 

Table 12 summarizes tota I programmatic activities in terms of 

aggregate totals for all participants during the evaluation period. A 
.. ' 

total of $12,223. 13 restftution was paid- either directly to victims or to 

th~ Victim Fund. Participants provided the community with 2,877 hours 

of community service work andaggregately received $LJ·, 365.75 in the form 
",oj .. 

of incentive allowa·nces. The Y.S.A.s provided 61~.5 hours'of counseling, 

329.0 hours of tutoring, 328.5 hours of pre-vocational guidance, and 

1,691.5 t'}ours of recreation to participants. Fifty-eight Quarterly 
; " 

Reports were submit~ed t9 victims cmd additional copies were sent.to 

parents, guardians and probation officers. Sixty Verification of Loss 

forms were received. 

Table 12 

.. Total Programmatic Activities 

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979 

Total restitution ordered by court 

Restitution paid by participants to victims' 
Restitution paid by Project to victims 
Restitution paid by participants to Victim Fund'" 
Restitution paid by Project to Victim Fund 

Total Restitution Paid 

Total community service work** 
Total cash payments to participconts'" 

Total hours counseling 
Total hours tutoring 
Total hours pre-vocational 
"'rct31 !'"'.OUI"S rC!c:"'ca~icn 

Total number of Quarterly Reports 
scnt to Victims, parent3, and Probation 

Total number of Verification .:,f Loss 
reports received 

'. 

'. 

$12,223.13 

$ 3,130.83 
8,303.95 

162.39 
625.96 

$12,223.13 
======== 

2,877.0 hI'S. 
$.4,365.75 

619.5 hrs. 
329.0 hrs. 
328.5 hrs. 

1.691.5 hr~. 

58 

,,57 

.Since It Is the polley Qf the ProJect '0 pay tf:e f'JII orc.ered 
restitution to the victim soon after acceptance, the restitutl"n 
paid by participants to victims Is actUally reimbur~ef'1ent to the 

," 

Pr'~,iect. . 
"The total hours of community service .work and tbe total cash payments 

to participants both extlude hours worxed :lna pavments for unsubsl­
dized employment, 
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Accordin'g to the grant application, the Program Coordinator 

is responsible for developing a comprehensive public relations program 

designed to inform and educ::lte the public regarding the Restitution 

Project. In furtherance of this effort, the Program Coordiraator 

addressed various community groups on twenty-two' separate occasions, 

broadcast public service announcements on five different radio 

stationi and was mentioned in two newspaper articl~s during 

·,' .::. 

the current evaluation period. The Coordinator stated in the' presentations 

tJlat the Project allows participants not only to see the relationship 

between criminal activity an<;l loss of the victi, .. " but for many 

youths guilty of non-violent offenses paying, restitution is a more 

appropriate sanction than incarceration. (A list of all the publ ic 

speaking engagements is contained in the Appendix). 

Tat:le 13 shows the status 0f the fifty-eight accepted pnrt.icipElnts 

as of December 31, 1979. Forty-six (79%) were still active participants, 

one (2%) successfully completed the Project and was released after only 

six months, four {7%} were removed for disciplinary reasons, one {2%} was 

removed for a medical reason, and six {10%} were inactive in terms of 

programmatic activities although not officially terminated from the Project. 

" 
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Discussion 

Table 13 

Current Status 

of Accepted Participants 

December 31. 1979 

N % 

Still In 46 

Six'M onth Completion 
'. Removed-Discipl inary 
" 

4 
1 
6 

79% 
2% 
i% 
2% 

Sa 
10% 

100% 
Removed-Medical 
Inactive .. 

3:, Totai Accepted 

'. ~This. categor'y includes individuals who did not 
.\. ~arti~ipate in any programmatic activities fo~ at 

least two months during the current evaluation 
period . 

. 'I,~, " 

Restitution proj€dspased upon subsidized employment may 

experience difficulty in maximizing the impact upon participants 

of paying restitution, since both participants, and victims are paid 

with grant funds rather than the actual earnings of participants. 

For example, in the Slrleans Parish Restitution Project, all participants 

receive equal incentive allowances for worl~ing the same number 

'. (0 hours and all pay the restitution ordered in exactly one year. 

This procedure does not allow for flexibility according to the seriousness 

of the precipitating criminal offense; i.e., a youth guilty of ,bicycle 

theft is required to work the same number of hours for the same 

period of time and receive the same incentive allowance as a youth 

guilty of armed robbery or auto theft. One question raised is 

" 

'1 How ~re these youths supposed to understand the relationship between 

their criminal act and the true loss of the victim?" 
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Restitution projects based upon unsubsidized employment 

are not usua lIy faced with this situation, since participants actually 

pay varying amounts of restitution from their own earnings depending 

upon the actual loss to the victim. However, initiating and maintaining 

" 
an unsubsidized program depends upon the support of the community. 

-\ \ 

Thus, if the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Project begins 
~ . . \ - .~ ..... 

to move toward'unsudsidized employment, which in the long-run 

may be the only way the program can be maintained, substantial 

~\ 
community support in the form of available employment positions , 

.. ~ 

for participants appears to be a prerequisite. 

As a subsidized program, the Restitution Project did benefit the 

community, the victims, and the participants-to the extent indicated in 

Table 12. To what degree these results can be said to have impacted 

the level of criminal activity in the community remains to be analyzed. 

At a minimum, irall the participants would have otherwise been incar-

cera ted at the Louisiana Training Institute (L. T .1.), those additional 

costs of incarceration would have been saved. However, as previously 

discussed" some of those now in the Project would not have been 

otherwise incarcerated. 
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. As the six participants inactive in terms of programmatic activities 

for at feast two month~ comprise approximately 10% of all accepted • 

participants (58), although the Project sti II expects these participants 

to fulntl the terms of their contracts, more specific policies regarding 

that status shoul.d be developed. Since a 1/ restitution contracts specifi-

cally require five hours of community service work per week and 

attendance at Y.S.A. functions, inactivity for two months is clearly 

! , 

a violation of the contract and grounds for r~moval. However, if such 

an inactive stakls can be justified specific ~easons should be stated in 

writing by the Project in order to explain why these participants are 

not removed from the program. 

D. Process Measures 

One major factor effecting overall performance during the 
. . 

first year of Project ?peration was the delay in hiring personnel. 

For a combination of reasons a fuJI staff was not hired unti I early 

April, 1979, and the first participant was not accepted until the 

latter part of Apri I, 1979. This four month implementation delay 

contributed to the Project failing to meet the goal of processing 1LJO 

adjudicated del inquentss annually. However, based upon an index 

of 11 .7 placements per month (140/12), the Project should have 
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accept.ed ninety-four participants (11.7 x 8) by December 31, 1979. 

Thus the fifty-eight accepted participants during the evaluation 
.' .. 

period amount to 62%of that adjusted goal. 

~Ithough the selection criteria as stated in the original grant 

appl ication did not explicitly exclude first offenders, as the Project 
.'. 

was designed to provide an alternative to incarceration, those first 

offenders who would not have been otherwise incarcerated should 
; 

.. 
be excil.,lded,Jrom participation. Table 3 revealed that 28% of all 

participants were first offenders and 74% had no previous convictions, 

indicating that some accepted participants should have been excluded. 

Secondly, as y~uths not adjudicated delinquent were categorically 

excl uded, Tabl.e 4 evidenced that 19% of a II accepted participants 

were adjudicated "In Need of Supervision" in direct violation of 

the se lection criteria. 

Thirty-one participants (53%) were referred to the Project by 

Juveni Ie Court judges with specific amounts of restitution to pay, with 

the remaining twenty-seven restitution amounts (47%) determined by 

Project staff. In general, the procedures uti I ized to determine the 

monetary loss were judged to be efficient. However, it may be inappro-

priate to accept participants with less than $50 restitution to pay into 

a program which assesses offenders only one-twelfth of the ordered 

amount per month. Table 5 indicated that 21% ofall participants were 

ordered to pay less than $4.17 per month restitution ($50/12) .. It is 
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questionable whether this insignificant payment could be impactful on 

participants. 

According to the original grant application, the Y.S.A.s were 

to develop)ndividual supportive service programs on an as needed 
:- 't 

basis for each participant, to include counsel ing, recreational, and/or 
. - , 

educational f,~tiv,ities. Table 11 indicated that participants received 

between .three~a!1d four hours of various counsel ing per month and 
"'" "I., . .. . 

participated in recreational activities in varying degrees. Whi Ie 

communication between the",Y. S.A. s and Project staff appeared to be 
":"\ 

on-going, regular int~r-staff me~tings could improve rapport and . .... .." 

coordination. 

The Y.S.A.s are also responsible for placing and monitoring 

participants in community service work slots. Fifty-six participants 

{90%} were placed during the evaluation period and, according to 

Table 7, participants of both Kingsley House and St. Mark's worked 

a median of 16.5 hours per month, 17% less time than the 20.0 hours 

per month projected in the original grant appl ication. 

All victims were involved with restitution arbitration, each 

submitting Verification on Loss forms in writing and negotiating 

quite extensively with the Restitution staffover the telephone 

and by mail concerning the amount of restitution to be paid. Most 

victims requested to be kept informed of the participant/offender's 

progress through Quarterly Narrative reports. Table 12, indicated 

-52-



that fifty-ei.ght Quarterly Reports Were sent to victims and 

sixty. Verification of Loss forms were received from victims, suggest-

.. ing a high level of victim involvement. Victim satisfaction is further 

enhanced by receiving full payment of restitution a few weeks after 

the particip~'nt is accepted by the Project. 5 

E. CostX;hal'ysis 

~ .\ '\ 

Due to the length of time of full Project operat.ions and the total 

number'of participants completing the program, a cost analysis is 

~. 
not warranted at this time. ". However, a cost analysis wi II be in-

cluded in the second::year~rel iminary impact evaluation. Table 14, 

a Financial Status Report submitted by the Project summari zing cumu-

lative programmatic expenses, indicates that program outlays plus 

unpaid obligations during the grant period from December 1, 1978 to 

December 31,1979 were $164,761.64 in total. 

., 

SThis policy was discontinued in February, 1980. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

• During the period from December 1, 1978 to December 31, 1979 

the Juveni Ie Restitution Project was establ ished as a dispositional 

alternative for youths adjudicated in the Orleans Parish Juveni Ie Court. 

1 
Approximately 7.3 juveni les per month (58/8) were accepted into the 

" < " 
Project during' the evaluation period. Although the Court, the Juveni Ie . 

. \ 
Division of the 'District Attorney's office, and the Juvenile Pro-

• bation office were all aware of the Project, anticipated levels of referrals 
-..... 

and participants were not r~~ched. The urideruti I ization of the Project 
, 

as a dispositional alt~;nativ~ to in~arceration seriously I imits the cost 

effectiveness of this potentially impactful program. 

Furthermore, since sixteen (28%) particrpants were first offenders 

not ordinarily incarcerated, the underutilization of the Project as 

an alternative was compounded. Since the acceptance of inappropriate 

participants displaces others for whom the project could be a real 

alternative to incarceration, the acceptance of first offenders could 

be interpreted as negatively impacting Project goals. 

Service del ivery and community service work placelT'ent and 

management were implemented in an efficient manner by both Y.S.A. s. 
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However, due to the fact that the Project operated with less than 62%.of 

the maximum placements, both Y.S.A.s should realize that s~rvice 

delivery management wi II have to accommodate more, participants with 

the same number of staff personnel. Furthermore, data analysis revealed 

that a significant number of participants were in violation of thei r resti-

tution contract with the Project. For instance, Table 7 indicated that 

the median hours worked was 1 ~. 5 per month with over 50% of all 

, partic;:ipants working less than four hours per week. As stated in each , '\. 

restitution contract, all participants were required to work five hours 

per week and, 'excessive absenc~s>from work are grounds for 
. 

termination from the Project. As community service work i~ the primary 

means for impacting participa'nts, compliance with this requirement is 

critical to the success of the program. 

As this process evaluation primarily discussed procedural activi-

ties, effectiveness and impact wi" be measured in the second-year pre-

I iminary impact evaluation. Thus with effectiveness and impact in mind, 

as a result of systematic analysis and careful study, the following general 

recommendations have been made: 

1 . Revise selection criteria explicitly defining appropriate and 
inappropriate referrals, including categorical exclusion of 
all first offenders unless the present offense is serious enough 
to warrant incarceration, and all others not adjudicated delin­
quent. 

In order to reduce the rate of incarceration, youths who would 

not have been otherwise incarcerated should be excluded from the 
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Project. Likewise, juveniles having insignificant restitution to pay 

may be inappropriate, since the primary "treatment" is the payment of 

restitution. 
-1 

2. Revital'ize the referral process to encourage a larger number of 
approprJ.~te participants. " 

As the r;e,soU,rc:es of the Project have been underulilized during 

the evaluation p~r,iod, a more intensive recruitment effort is required to 
r ... ." ~. 

maximize the Project's impact. It is suggested that the Project work 

with the District Attorney's 'O{fice to identify potential participants­
.\ 

early in the judicial pro(:e~s.; Programmatic and staff organization was 

based upon a projected maximum of ninety participants at anyone time. 

Project records indicated that of the eighty-one refer.rals made during 

the evaluation period, fifty-eight (72%), were accepted. If the acceptanc(-~ 

rate were to remain at 72% the number of referrals would have to increase 

to 16.3 (11.7/72%) monthly. 

3. Enforce participants' compl iance with the terms of their restitution 
contracts more effectively. 

As the Project is an alternative to incarceration, a violation of 

the rules, regulations, or terms of the contract is grounds for removal 

from the program, return to court, and incarceration. If any partici-

pant is permitted to remain in the program while in violation of the 

contract, not only will impact be minimized for that participant, but 
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other 'pa~ticipants may vi.ew this as an opportunity to "beat the system" 

,:<, themselves. It is problemmatic that eVen if participants do not work the 

required twenty hours per month (the actua I median was 16.5 hours per 

monthj, accrued restitution payments are not proportionately decreased. 

For instance, a youth who is working only 83% of the required community 

service hours not only accrues 100% of the monthly restitution paymen~, 

~ut wi If complete the program in only one-year, in effect IIbeating the 

i " system. II It is suggested that if a youth works either more or less than 

the required hours, restitution payments should be proportionately 

adjusted and early or late release De utilized as an incentive to work the 

required hours:" However, the enforcement of compliance with Project 

requirements depends upon accepting appropriate ·participants. 

Specific procedures should be established regarding participants 

inactiv;'7 for two months, including docurnenfed reasons for such a status, 
, , 

a limited time period for remaining in that status, and explicit causes 

for either promotion back to active status or removal and referral back 

to court. 

4. Revise the system for determining the work stipend, restitution 
payment, and incentive allowance, allowing flexibi lity in the 
terms according to both the seriousness of the offense and the 
amount of documented loss. 

As an objective of the Project is to make youthful offenders more 

accountable for their criminal behavior, it arrears necessary for the 

severity of the sanction to approxin1ate the severity ,)f the loss. If 

. all participants are required to work the. same number of community 
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serVice hours for the same period of time, a participant convicted of a 
, 

• ,Ii 

seriou? offense may deduce that that 9:~fense is no more serious than a 

lesser one. It is suggested that participants convicted of more serious 

offenses be required to work more hours than participants convicted of 

less serious offenses. " 
" 

5. Promote unsubsidized employment as a future component of the 
Project. 

When O.J.J .D.P. funding expires, a restitution program based 

upon cost efficient unsubsidized employment may be more attractive to 

the City administration. Additionally, an unsubsidized program may be 

more impactful on participants since restitution wi II be paid from actual 

earnings. However, if unsubsidized employment is implemented in the 

future, equal access to all eligible juvenile offenders regardless of race, -

color, creed, sex, ethnic group, or socio-economic status must be guaran-

teed. 

6. Significantly increase the Juveni Ie Court's support of and responsi­
bi Illy for the success of the Restitution Project. 

As the primary source of referrals to the Project is the Juvenile Court, 

both the quantity and qual ity of referrals from judges should be increased. 

In terms of quality, strict adherence tp selection criteria aimed at estab-

lishing the Project as a true alternative to incarceration should be followed. 

Furthermore, itis suggested that Project staff have open access to the 

judges. 
.' 
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A. Letter 6:-am Y.S .A. concerning type of participant 

( 

Ma. Adele Lowe 
Juvan1le a •• t1tut1oR Program, 
916 LAfA7~tte Str~at 
Hew Orlea~l. Loui.lana 70113 

" Dear Adda, 

Recent developmeQU have eallpell~d u. to put in writing our ~n,c.rn about 
tha type of referral. we are getting for,our Re.t1tut1on Program. On ~rou. 
oecadon ••• have raitt"rated OUl" belief that the IIucce •• of the program de­
pends on our offering ,analtarnAtlve to incarceration for juvenile. eonvicted 
of crL:e.. Not only 1e the reduction of ccm=itmenta to the Depar~nt ox 
Correction. A goal of'~~. program, but the vary raal threAt of inC3Tceration 
will .arve ••• powerful ~tiv4tar for. youth to participat. actively in tha 
progrAm. On revieving the referral. we have reeeived, ve find that of our 14 
clhnb an11.$ of the .. have reeorda that probably would have rasulted in com­
~i~nt. In £acr 7 of our clienta have n~ver had a previous conviction ~ 
~;ere{ora havo never even been on probation. T~erc£cre. vo aro serving .a an 
.dd1.tion to probation before any additional efforta are indicated rather'than 
an alternAtive di,position. Further ve are losing the motivational Aspect with 
this type of refarral. 'nth .ituation leave'; us o,pen to aome very real problemD. 
Two of our reforral. hr~e already refuaed, 1n no uncertain terms. to part1ci~ate 
in the progrUt.. nti!!ir neorda WQuld not indIcate that inearceration 18 in fact 
a prob4blll al ternat1ve. ret many other eHanta IlrlS _ara of these youths I ra~ 
fUBal. to portic1.pAte and are wdtin& to lee what happen.. 'nIella two youthll 
could be eo=1ttaci aa a la .. on to ~'o ... 'Who refuae to participate but 1n that 
cAlie our sHorts ru.ult in rah11l8 the nuz:aber of. C;oa:Itt::)onta not decrQutna 
,thflC. y"t if nothing 'la done. thai acti'fo cUctlts 1ttl4 o.t.haL' potential clhnta 
be~ a~ar~' of the .bGanca of any en!Drc~t power to the program. All of 
thh loculd have \>eon ~vo1dod if raferrah "er. hc.-lrl to those youths 'Who •• pa~ 
,t1c1~atlan ~tually~ .. an alternative to incarcoratian. LC they refus. to 

, pa'Cticip4t8 thoy could be automatieally coc:m1 t'ted. 
. I n.::I &Ian that r0.!arrl1h aro slav though vith the pre.ent concern over 
"juven11a cr~ I a. not .ure why ~~1. lituatLon ~i.t •• Bowaver, the policy 

of taking anythil13 ",. t.an I',et .a ... to h. lrOrlt1nlO againet tha .ucc ... of the 
progrem 1t •• ll. 

If we need to got ,tOaether to d1acu •• any of the •• l •• ues, plea.e let me 
Irnav. 

S).tu;orely -/1 
"~;J~ 
Cathy !}ilea 
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B. Suggested Revisions by M.C.J.C.C. 

c 
ORLEANS PARISH ~'SNILE COURT RESTITUTION PROGRk~ 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A. GOALS 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Provide a comprehensive program of restitution 
alternatives for (140) adjudicated delinquents 
annually. 

Through a program of restitution, to increase the 
confidence of victims of juvenile crime in the 
juvenile justice system. 
" 
Decrease the number of commitments to the Decart­
ment of Corrections by 15% over a (3) year period: 
5% first year, 10% second year and 15% by the third 
year. 

Decrease recidivism among, program participants by 
25% as compared to comparable youth not involved 
in the program. Recidivism here means adjudication 
as delinquent during a one year period after leaving 
the program. 

5. Provide a cositive alternative to incarceration for 
the Juveniie Court Judges. 

3. OBJECTIVES 

1. Provide direct monetary restitution to( 100) victims' 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

of juvenile crime annually in New ~rleans. 

provide indirect restitution to 4:0 victims of juvenile 
crime annually in New orleans through' contributions to 
recognized community funds. I \ 

To'provide increased counseling, recreational and edu­
cational services to participating juvenile offenders. 

To increase the number of effective dispositional al­
ternatives available to Juvenile court by strengthening 
e:<isting youth service agencies through the support of 
the Restitution program. 

To provide the public with information on the program 
aimed at increasing public awareness of and confidence 
in the juvenile justice system. 

To increase the employability of participating youth 
through work-training experience, education and pre­
vocational training. 
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" i/ 

" B. Stiggested Revisions (cant.) 
;( 

( 

7. ~tovide an alternative to incarceration for 90 serioufl 
'juvenile offenders at anyone time, for a total of 

:,140 " annua lly. 
. 1 ~ 

8. ,,~Decrease the number of delinquents conv.icted (,)f serious 
crimes and sent to Department of corrections ~y 5% pel: 
yeali· '. 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
. ~'~ . 

1. "orleans parish youth, ages 14 through 16, who have beEm 
adjudicated delinquent at least twice or have four arl:ests:: 
and one convictiori which occurred prior to ~~e current 

2., 

3. 

4. 

arrest and adjudication. -

Youth must be tho'Ss who ,would, nClrmally be committed to 
the Department of Corrections irl the absence of alterna­
tive programs. Youth who would be incarcerated with the 
next minor',.o.;. n:ajo.r offense may also be selected. 

This excludes youth adjudicated delinquent for murder 
and rape. status offenders will. also be excluded from 
participation. Individuals with !?atterns of violent 
behavior or those deemed a threELt to themselCles or to 
the corrununity ·,dll also be exclt:lded from tpe program. 

An analvsis or the vouth'sarrest historv, suitabilitv 
for empioyment and his or her ability to-both understand 
and accept the restitution COnC!2!?t will be utilized in 
the selection process. 

5.. Equal access to the !?rogram will be assured to all 
eligible juvenile offenders regardless of race, color, 
creed, sex, ethnic group or soc:ioeconomic status. This 
will be achieved by maintainin~r a proportionate balance 
between the percentage makeup ()f the total juvenile ar­
restee population according to the characteristics listed 
above and the clients of the OI?JCRP. 
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c. Respo~se from Project concerning revisions 

( ( 

T EI.EPHONE 522-3384 

\.\ .~. 

ORLEANS PARISH RESTITUTION 

'116 LAFAYETTE ST. 

HEW ORLEAHS, LA. 7011 J 

September 2~, 1979 

TO: Mr. Stuart carrol.-r';- Deputy Director, 
Coordinating Committee 

FRml: Adele Lowe, program Coor.dinator lj).... 

SUBJECT: Suggested Changes of Program Goals, Objectives, and 
Selection Criteria 

The Criminal Justice C09rdinating Co~~ittee reco~~ended to 
the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program at a meeting 
scheduled on Thursday September 20, 1979. that a modification 
of the goals, objectives and selection criteria is essential 
in order to grant the juvenile court judges more flexibility in 
scrutinizing possible referrals for the 9rogram. According 
to CJCC a change in also necessary in order to adhere to OJJDP's 
N~tional Goals. I feel the revised criteria would decrease 
the judges flexibility. It would also negate one of OJJDP's 
Nntional Goals. Explanations of why the criteria is not appli­
cable for the program will be discussed. 

The original selection criteria is stated in the Orleans 
Parish JUVenile Restitution Grant, No. 78-BD-AX-0159, as follows: 

Orleans Parish youth, ages 14 through 16, 
who have been adjudicated delinauent for 
afisult. huralarv, theft or auto theft and 
in seme cases armed robbnrv will be eli'li­
bl~ for the program. This excludes youths 
adjudicated for murder and rape. Status 
offenders will also be excluded from parti­
cipation. 
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c. Response from Project (cant.) 

.,' 
, 

OJJDP has.' '~luded offenders inv.olved(:1 victimless crimes. 
from restitution' programs. If offenders b .. victimless crimes 
were eligible t6 participate in the program, it would negate 
the concept of restitution. Therefore, it is important that 
'names of appropriate offenses are mentioned in a restitution 
selection criteria. 

... 
The revised selection criteria, No. 1. recommended at the 

meeting with CJCC and the Restitution program ~taff states as 
follo\~s : 

Orlean3 Parish youths, ages 14 through. 16, 
who have been adjudicated delinquent at 
lease twice or have four arrests and one 
conviction which occurred prior to the 
current arrest and adjudic~tion. 

It was suggested to me by CJCC that the revised selection 
criteria \~ould include drug offenders who might be appropriate 
for the program. According to Gorden Bazemore, National Juvenile 
Restitution Evaluation Project, drug abuse is considered a vic­
timless crime. 

The revised criteria would place more emphasis on the number 
of prior offenses as opposed to the current offense. The current 
offense is important in order to determine if,restitution should 
be considered and the seriousness of the 'present offense is a 
major determining factor for possible incarceration. 

At a recent meeting with the four juvenile judges, they stated 
that they often sentence first offenders to the Department of 
Corrections. The determination for incarceration ddpends on the 
facts of the case and 'the seriousness of the offense, as deter­
mined in the adjudication process, as well as the youth's prior 
record. Basing the determination of incarceration on previous 
offenses negates the adjudication process on which the restitution 
program is based. 

Hhen an offender is referred to the program. the staff investi­
gates basic demographic data and SOCiAL history, including school 
history, physical problems and any history of emotional problems. 
Either Kingsley House or St. Harks Community Center also iu·tervic· .... s 
the offender. The restitution staff rind agency then decide if the 
referred youth is appropri~te for the progrnm. With all research 
at hand ori the particular c~se, the staff is well-equipped to 
evaluate if the restitution program ~Iill provide a positive soci~l 
impact on the youth. 

.-
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c. Response from Project (cont.) 

( 
Therefore r the restitut~on program can also serve as preventive 
l:Iedicine lor youths \oIho appe;lr to be prime candidates for incar­
c~rationat~~ later date. 

, ",:1", ' .. 

The restitution staff has investigated co~rt dispositions in 
order to as~ertain the types of cases referred to the judges. 
It <lppears 'that the juvenile court judges are referring the 
appropriate offenders to the program. HO\olever, the court is 
already' limit"/d. to the types of cases it can refer to the pro-

_ gram. A "suff£'cient amount of the judges' time is spent ... Iith 
neglect, custody, and adoption cases. Many juvenile offenders 
are not. app'Co!?riate for the program due t,o the youth' s age or 
type of crime. The revised criteria \oIo\1ld not increase the 
judges flexibility, but i~~tead it \oIould decrease \oIhat fle~ibility 
the judges currently have. -.~ 

The suggested cha,oge in' goal ,three that recommellds the 
specific<ltion of reduction in commitments on a yearly basis 
\oIill be taken into consideration when a grant adjustment is 
requested. The suggested, additional goal five and objectives 
seven and eight are implicit in other goals and objectives or 
restatements of other goals and objectives but will also be 
tak~n into consideration. 

The purpose of this letter is to document to CJCC the rea­
sons that some of the suggested changes of program'goals, ob­
jecti',es and selection criteria recommended ~o the Restitution 
staff are not applicubl"! at this time. I ,,;ould apprecii.1te your 
written response to this letter in terms of specific reasons why 
these requested changes should be made and ho\ol these changes 
· .... ould improve th,e pr.'ogram. 

We appreciate your concern for the program. "Ie look fO'C\olard 
to \oIorking \oIith you in providing positive social impact through 
a reduction of crime in the City of New Orleans. 

AL/w\ol 
cc: Eleck Craig, Steve Hunt, CJCC 

Joan B. Armstrong, Administr~tive Judgp. 
Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator 
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D. suggested revisions by 
the Project 

\" 

ORBEANS PARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION 

.,: 916 LAFAYETTE ST. 

HEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113 

October 25, 1979 

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr. 
Crimin~l Justice Coordinating Committee 
1000 Howard Avenue 
Suite 1200 
New Orleans, La. "70113 

Dear Mr. Serpas: 

TELEPHONE 52:Z-338~ 

At'.:ached is a co;>y of t'1e revised program operating philosoplj!y, 
program goals and objectives, and program selection criteria. 
These will be submitted with th~ policy and Procedure Manual as 
adjustments. 

I would appreciate any input from you or any member of the 
staff at CJCC concerp.ing these proposed adjUstments, and! would 
like to request that these comments be placed in writing so that 
misunderstandings do' not arise from verbal communications. 

Thank you for your continuing cooperation. 

AL/ww 
Ene. 

Adele Lowe 
program Coordinator 
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D. Suggested revisions (cant) 

(,~ iZ ... 

II. PROGRAH GOI\LS l\tm OBJECTIVES 

A. Goals 

.\:\ l~' Provide a comprehensi VB program. of 

. ,. r~stitution alternatives for (140) 

.~ "' ... 
'. 

adjudicated delinquents annually • 

2. Through,~ program of restitution, to 
.. ~~ 

} increase' th,e confidence of vict;ms 

of'j~veniie crime in the juvenile 

justice system. 

3. Decrease the number of cornrn~tments to 

the De?artment of Corrections by 15% 

over a"(3) year period: 5% first year. 

10% second year and 15% by the third 

y~ar. 

4. Decrease recidivism among program p~rtici-

pants by /.5% as compared to comparable 

youth not involved in the program. Reci-

divism heie means adjudic~tion a~ delin-

qucnt during a one year period after 

leaving the program • 
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D. Suggeste,c;1 revisions (cont.) 

(if:. 

5. Provide an -<llt.ernCltive to incClrceration 

for the JUv'eniloa Court Judges 

·,B. Objectives 

1. Provide direct or indirp.ct res,':itution .w 

to (140) victims of juvenile crime 

annually in New Orleans. 

2. To provide increased rehabilitative ser-

vices to participating juvenile :offenders. 

3. To increase the number of effective dis-

positional ill terniltives available to . 
~ ... -.-. 

Juvenile Court. 

4. To provide the public with information on 

the program aimed at increasing public 

,l\~ilrenCss of and confidence in the juvenile 

justice system, 

5. To increase the employability of partici-

pating youth thr.ough work-training .e~-

pcrience ilnd rch~bilitiltive services. 

\ . .-

, 
';' 
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D. Suggested revision (cont.) 

(c ( 

4. An analysis of the youth's arrest his-

tory, suitability for employment and .i 
I 

his or her ability to both understand 

and accept the restitution concept will .--

be utilized in the selection process. 

, ,~ 

5. Equal access to the program will be 

assured to all eligible juvenile 

offenders regardless of race, color, 

creed, sex, ethnic group or socio-

: economic status. This will be achieved 

by maintaining .a_ proportionate baVmce 

. .. (. . 
between the percentage makeup of the 

• total juvenile arrestee population 

according to the characteristices listed 

above and the clients of the OPJRP. 

. . 
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D. Suggested revisions (cont.) 

III. 

'\, ,\~. -"-

PRCGRA~t SELECTION/ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

1. Orleans Parish youth, ages 14 through 

16, who have. been adjudicated delin-

quent for offenses where restitution 

would be appropriate will be eligible 
, ...... 

for th'h pro';}ram. This excludes youth, 

~'''~adjud:i:cated 'delinquent for murder "lnd 

rape. Status offenders will also be 

excluded from participation. 

2. Youth must be those who would normally 

be, committed to the Department of 

,Corrections in'the absence of alte~~a~--

", 

.' ' 

tive programs. Youth who would be incar~ 

cerated with the next minor or major 

offense may ~1s~ be selected. 

3. Individuals with patterns of violent 

beh~vior or those d~emed a threat to 

themselves or to the community will be 

excluded from the program • 
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D. Quarterly Workplan Summaries 

( 

T ELEPHOHE S22-3JU 

ORLEANS PARISH RESTITUTIOH 

916 L.l.F.IIYETTE ST. ", 
HEW ORLEAHS. LA. 7011 J 

. ..:' 
QUARTERLY WORKPIAN 'SUNMA.RIES 

.-' I. First Quarter 

December 1, 1978 throuah December 31, 1978 

.' 
A. A search committee wi~,l be o,rganized by the four 

, 

Eamily Court Judges to identify individuals with 

specific skiils necessary to organize and man~ge 

the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program. 

II. Second Quarter 

Januarv 1, 1979 through March 31, 1979 

-, A. The Orleans parish Juvenile Restitution Program will 

be fully staffed at the end of this quarter. 

B. Office space and equipment will have been secured. 

C. Meetings will be conducted with the Criminal Justice 

Coordinating Committee, the Youth Service Agencies, 

the Juvenile Probation Department, and the Family 

Court Judges. These meetings will be scheduled to 

discuss 'programma,tic issues that affected the start-

.. up phase of the program • 

/' 1. 
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D. Quarterly Workplan Summaries (cont.) .. 

) 

III. Third Quarter 

Aoril 1, 1979 through June 30, 1979 

." A. By the end of this quarter it is anticipated that 

twenty juveniles will be in the Restitution program. 

B. A total of tour public engagements will have been 

!made in the community. 

" C. Each program participant at t;his time is expected 

to have a complete folder indicating work and activity 

schedule which will best suit his/her needs. 

D. Restitution payments will have been made to more 

than half .of the victims in the program. 

IV. Fourth Quarter 

July 1, 1979 through Seotember 30, 1979 

A. Approximately forty to fifty offenders will be in 

the Juvenile Restitution Program by the end of 

this quarter 

B. Restitution payments by this' time will have been 

paid to approximately thirty to tifty victims. 

c. Quarterly reports on the offender's progress will 

have been mailed to the victims during thi~ time 

period. 

2. 
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" D. Quarterly Workplan Sununaries (cont.) 

", 

c 
V.' Fifth Quarter 

October l', 1979 through' December 31, 1979 

A. It is anticipated tilat there will be a,pproximately 

between sixty to ninety participants in the Orleans 

Parish Juvenile Restitution Program at ,tJds t:tme. 

B. The Restitution Program looks for-Nard to same 

participants terminating for a good cause by the 

end of this report. 

C. The Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Adviso~l 

Committee plans to be active in the City of New 

Orleans. .By this date it is anticipated that the 

Committee will have contributed val\l?":,le input to 

the Juvenile Restitution Program. 

D. Victims who have participated in the Restitution 

Program will be contacted at this time~, They will 

be asked to evaluate the offender's progress in the 

program and, to submit an explanation to this fact 

in writing. Consequently, this will act as positive 

j suppor~ fgr the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution 

Program. 

3 • 

.. 
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E. Verification of Loss Form 

Victim's Name 
Address ______________________________________ _ 

Phone ______________________________ __ 

Offender's Name ______________________________ _ 

Verification of Loss Form 

~fThis form is to ~erify that asa result of the actions leading to 

case # __________ ~~--___ . I suffered the damages below: 
"i., 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

Costs for los'ses/damage 

I received p~~en~ from: 

1. Insurance'~ C,ompany 
" ~ ,~ 

2. Victim compensation program 

3. Other (list separately) 
' .... 

TOTAL COMPENSATION '\ 
. , 

Total unpaid costs are-,.~_ 
,'~ 

My insurance carrier(s) is/are: 

Place of ,offense: 

, , 

/.; -----_.------------------

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Date of Offense: ________ T~~:·m~e~: __ 

please write a summary of how the off~I\s'il happened. (Continue on back 
if necessary) 

G. Do vou want money paid'directly to y~u lior to the'Victim's Fund II '? 
(check one)' ', __ ..;..._...;.;. ____________________ _ 

E. D~oU want to received Quarterly Progress Reports on the youth? 
L-I Yes L:1 No (check One) 

I give permission to the personnel of the restitution project to 
investigate the,se facts and my loss~ ! further agree to par-ticipate 
in the evaluation of the Restitution program. 

Signature of Victim 

PROJECT USE ONLY 

Police report carries loss at 

Insurance confirms payments ?f 

Suggested restitution amount: 

Revised 5-22-79 

$ -----------

$ 

$ 
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Dear 

F. Quarteriy Report 

,-' 
oR!' ,NS P~RISH JUVENILE: REST!'.. L'ION PRCGAAM 

916 Liifayette St;reet 
New Orleans, Louisiuna 70113 

RE: Name: 
Offense: 
Date of Offense: 

Phone: 
522-3384 

, ~, 

Thank you for exhibiting an interest in the rehabilitation of 
the Offender, • Below you 
will find a quarterly report: on his/her progress in the program. 
The Juvenile Restitution staff appreciates your cooperatiun in this 
matter; 

Total Hours of Education 
from to 

Total 

Total Hours of Counseling 
from to 

Total 

Total Hours of Recreation 
from to 

-Total 

Tot<ll Hours of Prevocational Training 
from to 

Total 

.Total Hours of Work 
from to 

Total 

Summary of Progress 

--

Revised 5-22-79 

, 
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G. Resti'l:ution Contract 
r (" 

ORLEANS PARISH ~JENILE RESTITUTION PROGRA~ 

MUTtJ1\L CONTRACT 

I. 

agree to follow the Rules. and Regulations established b:1' the Orleans 

parish Juvenii~~~ Re~titution Pl:'ogram. I understand that the program 

seeks to recogni~e the .. needs of my victim through mohetary repayment 
...... .,..... . .' . . 

fotnis/her losses. recognize the needs of the community through 

employment' of the. youth. and recognize my needs by combil:ling a 
,-

program of restitution with ~;program of rehabilitation. I under-

stand and agree to compL~t~ tge objectives stated in:thi~l agreement 

by my release date. I understand that one of two youth sterving agencies 

will provide me with those services .aimed at building my ability 

for self-support. I understand that where thes~ service~1 are not 

available referrals will be made to acquire the needed survices. 

I understand that my participat'ion in the restitution pr"gram \dll 

not be les!; than six months or more than one year. I unde:r::'t:and 

that I may be terminated from the program after a six (6) months 

review for good cause which shall take into consideration: 

(1) Attendance records for YSA activities and work: 

(2) Attitude and conduct as judged by the YSA: 

(3) Over-all ~rogress in school and prevocational: 

I understand that if terminated after six (6) months for 

good cause, any financial restitution remaining will be paid by 

the Restitution Program and that I may continue my pa;:ticipation 

in any of the activities provided by the youth servin'3' agency 

if I so desire. I understand that upon my successful completion 

of the restitution program it will be recommended tha.t my 

probation period is. shortened/ended provided I meet ~ll necessary 

requirements. 
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G. Restitution Contract (cont.) r r 
I ,understand. that failure to complete the objectives or 

failure to follow the Rules and Regulations shall result in 

rC::10V~~ from the program or disciplinary action tq be determined 

by the court. I understand that failure in anyone of the 

follo .... 'ing areas will terminate me from the Restitution Program. 
, 

(1) Failure 'to cooperate with the ¥ourth Serving Agency 
and/or failure to regularly attend YSA classes and 

( 2), 

activities specified in the restF'ttion contract. '-

Three unexcused absences from work during the period 
of the'con~ract. 

(3) conviction of any otll,er illegal act., 
... ~'\ 

(4) Psychological or physical problems which prohibit 
me from participat~ng:meaningfully in the program. 

If my participation in the program is a condition of pro-

bation, I understand that removal from the program will result 

in a ~p.commendation to the court that probation b~ revoked and 

incarceration recommended. 

I am aware that the contract I am signing is an individual 

one: therefore, it has been written to comply with my needs as 

both an offender and a juvenile. 

Restitution Payments 

(I) Time period in effect 

(2) Total amount of Re$titution 

(3) Monthly payment 

(4 ) Date of payment 

(5) Payment made to: Individual 
Community Fund 

(6) Work Hours 

(7) Amount offender will receive 

-78- . 
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G: Restitution Contra6"t (cont.) 

In · .. i.tness whereof the parties undersigned have here unto 

S~~ their har.~s and seals this __________ _ t;lay of ______ _ • 19 __ 0 

OFFENDER 

PARENT/GUARDIAN 

PROGRAM COORDINATOR 

PROGRAM ARBITRATOR 

YOUTH AGENCY STAFF ~~ER 

" 

\ 

.'''' I , 

\ , \ 

) 

.-
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H. Performance Evaluation 

CRL;::J',!·1S r-,\:tIS!l Jl .. iV=::ULE RESTITUTIO~ PROJECT 

_____________________ EVALUATIOL{ D.;, TE 
", 

JOB TITLE ________________________________________ D!.TE WORK E~~~N. __________ _ 

SUS~~~SS }~~~~. ________________________________________________________ _ 

ADDRESS 

SUPE?VISOR. _____________________________________ PHONE _______________ __ 

?ead each of the descriptions carefully and place an 'X" next to t'he 
one t'hat best fits the youth. Entire'evaluation should be discussed 
\~i th '!outh and fo:::-warded to orogram counselor. 

I. Qualify of ;';ork (How . ...:ell is ;~ork performed?) 

(al Hork consistently ShO"'iS care 
('b) Work shews some care 
(c) ,';ork is usually sloppy 

II. Qu~rtity of Work (How much work does the youth produce?) 

___ tal 
___ (bl 
___ (c) 

Very Productive 
Finishes the allotted amount of ,.lork 
Does an inadequate amount of \,or1{ \ 

III. E::ort (now hard does the youth try?) I \ 

___ tal 
__ ....,(b) 
___ '(c) 

Wor.ks to full capacity 
Tries fairly hard 
Does not exert enough effort 

.. , 

IV. Coorperation (How well does youth work ',o/ith others?) 

_______ tal Generally helpful and supportive 
_______ (b) Performs share without causing friction 
_____ (c) ~~ually dis:::-uptive to ot'hers 

V. Responsiveness to Directions (Ho;,' ,,'ell dOes youth ac::ept 
supervision?) 

___ (a) 
___ (b) 
___ (c) 

Responds consistently well to supervision 
Usually co~?lies with inst=uctions' 
Generally resists and someti~es refuses direction 
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H. Performance Evaluation (cant.) 

, ~ =:r;~:"t.'~·":"',,!:c:: =:\·:::.LU:'"lo.r!'I O~~ 
?"ge 2 \ C' 

, VI. Initiative (Ho\y much direction oo>:s the youth need?) 

__ (a) 
___ ("0) ::: 
___ (c) 

A self-starter: \yor;.:s ind'::pendcntly 
Needs some direction and follow-up 
I·!ust usually be told what to do 

VIr. J\ldgcm~nt '(Ite"1 i:"ell does youthma}:e decisions?) 

____ '(a) ,~O~nsisj:ently makes sound decision!> 
____ ("0) Sometimes ma}:es good decisions 
____ (c) Decisions are g~:lerally f<lulty 

VIII. Le~dership 

-.... 
~\ould excel i~ a leadership role ___ (a) 

___ (b) 
__ --,-(c) 
___ (d) 

Sho\.s some talept fot: leadership 
i-vould'ng.!: be;lUitable as a leader 
Unkno\.n 

IX. Attendance and punctuality 

(1) ;"ttendance (2) Punctuality 

(a) 

=("0) 
__ (c) 
__ (d) 

Very good 
Good 
Average 
Poor 

X. Attitude Toward :::.eaving Program 

(a) 
---(0) 

Is anxious t~\ leave 

(a) 
==(b) 
__ (e) 
__ (d) 

Very '300d 
Good 
Average 
Poor 

___ (e), 
___ (d) 

Is 'ambivalent about leaving 
Is clearly afraid to leave 
This evaluation is not termination' evaluation , , 

XI. Confid,::nce (Ho'" would the youth perform on a job intervie· .... ?) 

____ Cal Nould'do well an a job interview 
____ ("0) \';ould do satisfactorily on a job interview 
____ (c) '\'jould perform inadequately on a job interview 
____ (d) Unkno· .. n 
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'ro TEiE: YOUTH: 

.. 

J 

H. Performance Evaluation (cont.)' 

lour signature is requested here only as an 
iDdicntion that you have seen this report. 
Your signature is not intended to imply that you 
agl."'ee with the ratings. Fef.':l .free to discuss 
this report with the rater. 

YOU'l'?J: SiGl,,'i.TURE 

D.~TE 

'-82-
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H. Performance Evaluation (cont.) 

( 

'; 
" ~LU.:"'T!ON COi·::~~ENTS 

(1) Did the youth raise any objections t.o your evaluation? If 
sO, what were the reasons for the objections? 

.~ '.\ .... 

(2) • ... 'hat skills and wot'~ habits do you expect the ~'outh to 
imp:-ove over the next e.,valuation period? Also indicate 
if youth accomplished \ltt-at you projected in your last 
evaluation, if applicable; 

(3) Have you noticed any problems that might be intefering'with 
the job performance of the ~'outh? 

(4) ffi\at training, education, or other service would you re­
CC:Tuiiend to make this youth more "employable"? 

Supervisor'S Signature 

Date 
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1. :;~=nc' 

" 

I. Monthly Narrative 

(--- 2. AgenCy..( 

3. !'!onth 4. Date __________________________ ~------

5. '!'otnl t-:o. Hours Per !-tonth 6. Total No. of Worksite Visit~ ". 

a. Recreational Counselor's Sigr~ture 
b. l::ducationill _______ ,..;..._ 
c. Counseling ";;. \ 

d. Prcvocational ______ _ 

HONTHLY NARPAT!VE PROGRESS REPORT 

Revised 6-18-79 
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. ,J. Memo Changing Stipends 

\, ( 

TELEPHOI'IE S2l-lla~ 

ORLEANS PARISH RESTITUTION 

916 LAFAYETTE ST. 

HEW ORLEAHS. LA. 70113 

May 30., 1979 

HO!lIE'!C~TIO::t OF STIPENDS 

The payment of stipends has been modified to more clearly defi~e 
the needS of the victim and offender. As it was stated 'in the grant 
(Please find attached-PAY~~NT OF STIPENDS. NO.3) 

"In calculating the 'total monthly stipend, a. total of 
$36.0.0. per month has been included for food and. trans­
portation: $24.0.0. for food and $12.00. for transportation. 
This latter amount will be, given to the youth 1?y hi's Y5.!>,. 
counsalor waekly in the form of bus tokens. The former 
amount, $24.0.0., will be issued directly to the youth monthly. 
In total then .. the youth will directly receive $44.0.0. of 
his total stipend monthly, with transportatiSln expenses and 
the restitution." . 

f{J The clients in tile program will work a total of 5-10. hours per 
week. The work hou'rs. can b~ completed .. ii thin a minimum of days per 
week. The work sites will be within walking distance of the service 
provider. (St.t·larks or Kingsley House) Therefore, the sum of $24.0.0. 
per month is not needed for fooo. Also, $12.0.0. for transportation 
is not necessary because of the short distance between work site';- (!/'.J.v.. 
and ho;ne. 

The Juvenile Restitution Program proposes a slight modification 
0: stipends. Instead of the'youth receiving $20..0.0. a month as an 
incentive .allo·,yance, the youth will receive $30..0.0. per month. The 
additional $10..0.0. added on to his monthly stipend will serve as a 
learning experience in the managing of his own income. Also, as in 
the case of the" real;' world "f wor};" an emPloyee is not given 
money for transportation to and fro;n work by his employer. The 
victim will also receive $30..0.0. instead of $2o.~o.o. a month. This 
will clearly define a more equal distribu-:ion of inco;ne bet\>!een 
offender and victim. 
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J.Memo Changing Stipends (cont.) 

( 
(2) 

This decision is \'1;:he result of input from St. Marks. KingslE;Y \House. 
CJCC Steve Hunt, arid the Juvenile Restitution Staff. 

"-
cc: Elick Craig. CJCC 

.-
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K. Correspondence Concerning' H.A.N.O • 

.... .....,v_."'.'-" _*_ ............ . 

( , o~f 
NEW ORLl).,_NS 

911 CARONDELET 5l1!EET NEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA 70130 

BOARD, OF COMMISSIONERS 

A .. OA(W J. ·COUG ...... s. CHAi,. ... " 
CfII, W [AI'IL ".USE'. 'ItCl.-C"A,AMAN 
T".)".$ ,j. ,.EIUI, JR." CO .... 1SSlOHER 
UJilSUu. S. SPINel'" CO .... 1SSI0HI" 
..... u"tCl, ",It. cc .... '$SIQ .. ER 

EWO" J. 1tEYlS,l>ECuTlVI DIRECTOR 
,-QUIS' GlfllClS. A"OIllNE,T 
.lOS''''' £~ iU.lU'.GA", AnO""'" 

Ms. Adele Lowe 
Orleans Parish 

July), 1979 

Juvenile Resti~ution Program 
916 Lafayette Street 
lIew Orleans, Louisiana 7011) 

Dear Hs. Lowe: 

I' 
I 

IN REPLY PLEASE AEFER TO: 

REFIAENCE: Peychaud/ ac 
PROJECT: 

'M: P - 24 
Community Services 

This will confim the~~nrerence:you had with 111:. J. J. Peychaud, 
Director of Community Services, Housing Authority of New Orleans, on 
~une 19, 1979 wherein the following was agreed. 

1. The Housing Authority of New Orleans will work with the Juvenile 
Restitution Program by supervising ,approximately 40 juveniles who will 
"'uri!: tt.=o~ various hOllsing developmem;s. 

2. Work will be in the nature of helping regular HAND employees in the 
area of Community Services, Maintenance and Management. 

3. youths will work apprOximately five (5) hOllrS each week for the 
dllration of their restituti~n. 

4. Salaries and fringes wiJ,l be paid by you. HAND will provide 
work assignments and SUpervision. 

5. HAllO has the right to .interview, select, refuse, or dismiss 
youths Hhom it feels will not work to the best interest of the agency., 

6. Types of assignments will range from office work to general 
clerical, maintenance, aSSisting 'tlith counseling, delivering !lyers 
and/or brochures, etc •• 

AREA COOE (50~1 525,0781 
"An Equal Oopor/unlly Employer" 
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K. H .A.N .0. (cont.) 

.' . ( ( 

-2-

Ms. A. Lowe '!<'. 

Juvenile Restitution Program 

"\ '\ ." 

7. Youths will be ·placed in the Lafitte, St. Thomas, Magnolia, and 
Calliope Development~ ,initially, then placed in other developments 
as the need arises. .~ " . , '. 

8. HAHO ·..rill keep time sheets on all individuals and forNard to 
you periodic~ly. 

'tie look for.ard to hearing from you conce=ing the placement of the 
youths and also a positive • .. orlr..ing ~ationship in assistillg the 
youngsters of our community. ' 

.............. Sincerely, 

.', 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF ~lE'il OBLEANE 

cc: 
Depart~ent Heads 
Project l1anagers 
Maintenance Foremen 
F2IDily Services Supervisors 
File 

-88-
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K. R.A.N .0. (cent.) 

,,' 

( ( 

TELEPHONE 522_3384'''' 

ORLEANS ?ARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION 

Jenard Peychaud 

916 LAFAYETTE ST, 

NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113 

July 3" 1979 

Housing Authority of New Orleans 
918 Carondelet Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 

Dear Mr. Peychaud: 

As per our telephone conversat'ions on July 10 and July 30, 
and meeting on June 19, 1979, you and I have reached a 
mutual agreement on a specific statem,ent which has recently been 
questioned by our evaluator, CJCC. Your letter to me dated on 
July 3, reads as follows: 

The Housing 'Authority of New Orleans will work 
with the Juvenile Restitution program bY"super­
vising aoproxirnatelv 40 juveniles who will work 
through various housing developments. 

I exp.lained to you at the meeting on June 19, 1979, that 
the number of the work slots will remain flexible according to 
the needs of the offender. For exarnple, Kingsley House and St. 
Ma,rks have been successful in obtaining numerous employment 
positions which will provide a variety of pre-vocational ex­
periences for each youth in the Juvenile Restitution Program. 
Consequently, the Housing Authority might be providing ten (10) 
or fifteen (15) work slots with St. Marks providing forty (40) 
work slots and Kingsley House providing thirty-five (35) work 
slots. 

,-, 
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Ie H.A.N.O. (cont.) 

.,' 

" ' ( ( 
(2) 

As a result of this discussion the phrase, "approximately 
40", will be used in order to give the Juvenile Restitution 
Program some latittlde in selecting a variety of work slots 
to benef.it the individual needs and abilities of youthful 
participants. 

I am'lbo}d~g fOr'Nard to hearing from you in regards to this 
lette:::" • 

Sincerely, 

Adele Lowe 
Program Coordinator 

cc: Steve Hunt, CJCC 
(cc: Original letter from a~NO) 

" 
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l K •. H.A.N.O. (cont.) 

( 
I. _ ( 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF NEW ORLEANS 
918 C.~RONOELET STREET 

NEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA 70130 

August 1, 1979 
.,. 
~\ 

Ms. Adele Lowe \ ·i.~ '" 
P=ogra:l Coordinator:' 
Orleans Parish . 
Juvenile Restitu~lon ~ogr2lll 
916 Lafayette street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70113 

Dear }!s. Lowe:' 

Receipt is acknowledged Of~ letter of July 30,1979 

conce!'!lin.;:o the number of work slots. thE;1' Rcusi!;tg Authority of New Orleans 
"i,J "'~ 

will utilize in your progr2lll. 

This will confirm our agreement that even though we have in-

dicated ~pproximately 40 juveniles will. work throughout the developments, 

the ~'~per of work slots will remain flexible according to the needs of 

t~e offender. This will fu...-ther confirm the fact that the phrase 

"app~o:d.::lately 40" will be used in order to give. the Juvenile Restitution 

Program some latitude in selecting a variety of work slots to benefit 

the indi'J'idual needs and abilities of youthful participants. 

I trust that this will assist you with your program. 

cc: 
E'..cecutive 
Administrative 
File 
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K. H.A.N.O. (cpnt.) 

rc 
HOUSING AUTHORITY OF NEW ORLEANS 

9\3 CARONDEI.ET STl'EET 

NEW OR1..EANS. LOUISIANA 70]30 

September 13, 1979 

11 E H 0 RAN .~ U 1\,':' 

To: Famiiy Se~ices Supervisors 
Project Managers 
l1a.intenance Foremen 

J. J. Peychaud 
"'''''::. 

Reference: 
File 

Peychaud/ac 
P ~ 24 

Yith reference to this ag;:ncy's agrea~ent ~ith the Orleans 
Parish Juvenile Restitution Program, you are reminded that if you choose 
to select youths to ~rk in·y.ouF ar.ea, the.jobs you ~ish them to perform 
should be meaningful so as to teach them basic skills in preparation 
for the job market. 

On occasion, it has been reported that youths are not performing 
meaoiogful tasks,' resulting in boredom, idleness and in one case mischief 
behavior. ' 

The experiences'you give 
.\Jhether they enter the job market or 

cc: 
Ms. Adele Lowe, Juvenile Restitution Progrrunl 
Executive 
Administration 
Department Heads 
File 
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Meeting/Place Description 

Juvenile Advisory Committee at Jewish Community 
Center. I gave a speech describing the Juvenile 
Restitution Program. There were many questions 
asked, and the Committee expressed an interest 
in the program. 

Talent Bank for Women was created by Governor 
Edwin Edwards. The Purpose of'the Bank is 
to increase the number of women appointed 

~ State Boards and Commissions. I discussed 
'the philosophy of the program, and people asked 
various questions about the program. The 
meeting was held at Loy.ola University. 

Women .in Crisis Town Meeting Ne\>1 Orleans 'was 
created by the institute of Cultural Affairs 
We discussed the following problems facing 
women in New Orleans in 1979: 1: personal 
safety 2. provision of human services and 
programs for women 3. more political power 
4. better employment opportunities 

, 5. more flexible role definition. The 
meeting was held at the YWCA Tulane Ave. 

/ 

........ 

Various People Present 

Ms. Frierson 
Bob D0!1naly- Dir. of Diversionary 

Pr9gram 
Isrial Sidney-Dire of Juvenile 

Probation 

Pat Evens-Dir. of Louisiana 
Bureau for Women 

Beverly Favre-Dir. of 
New Orleans Office 
for Women 

Dr. Claire Anderson of Loyola 
Unive.rsity 

.Betty Spencer-Pontchartrain MHC 
Adriane Ha Clanie NI\SW 
Phyllis Nabonne-Minority Women 

!.vwn meeting: New Orlean~ Women Affecting community. 
M~n an~ Women discussed the following concerns for 
the city of New 6rleans: Roles, values, economics, 
.crime, politics. Host of the conversations 

1. Beverly Favre, Mayor's 
Bureau for Homen 

2. Carolyn Ford, Central city 
3. Hildred Young, Irish Channel 

c~ntcred around the problem of cr~me in New Orleans. 
This group of seventy' men and women met at the 
Jewl.sh Community Center on St. Charlcs~ 

4. 'Rose Loving, New Orleans 
'Public School Board Hember. 

Tuesday, April 24, 1979 
7:30 P..m. - q:"30 f'.M 

Saturday, May 5, 1979, 
9: 30 /J.m. _10\: 3" /l;NI . 

Thursday, May 31, 1979 
7-10:00 p.m. 

Thursday, June 7, 1979 
7:30-10:00 P.M. 
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Meeting/Place Description 

Lower Franch Quarter Anti 
Crime Meeting. Vieux Carre 
Motor Lodge, 920 N. 'Rampart 
Speakers discussed the problem 
of crime in the French Quarter 
and New Orleans. 

New Women's Network 
Women initiated a new organizatior! 
interested in the growth of women 
in various jobs in the City of New 
Orleano. 
The meeting was located at De Paul 
Hospital in the Chapel. 

WQUE, Stereo 93, 1440 Canal Street 
New Orleans, La., Ten Second Time 
Slot for Public Service Announcement 

WBYU-FM, Plaza Tower Bldg_ 
1001 'Howard Ave., 38th Fl.~,> 

. Public Service Anno\1nc'E~ment 
about Juveni·le Restitution,' 
Program l 

WWIW Sun Brondcaating 
P.O. Box 53395, New Orleans, La. 

"\ 

J 
J ,. 

Variouu People Present 

Districl;. Attorney, Harry Connick 
City Attorney's Office 

Women from the public and private 
sections in New Orleans 

Bruce J. Corne 

Public Hervice Director 

Public Service Director 

, 
Wednesday, July 18, 1979 
7:00-9:00 P.M. 

l~nday. July 23, 1979 
5:00-7:00 P.M. 

Friday, J~ly ~7, 1979 

Monday, July 30, 1979 

Monday, July 30, 1979 
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Meeting/Place Des6ription 

WNOE, FM stereo, 529 Bienvillt9 st. 
New Orleans, La. 
Public Service Annoucement about 
Juvenile Restitution Program. 

WRNO, FH Stereo, 3400 Causeway Blvd. 
Metairie, La. 
Public Service Annoucement about 
Juvenile Restitution 

Third Governor's Conference on 
Juvenile Justice. People met in 
Metairie, La. at the Landmark Motor 
Hotel to discuss. issues which face 
youth in the Juvenile Justice field. 

Womens' Network, Women of various 
social agencies met ·to discuss the 
problems facing women today., 

Vieux Carre' Action Association 
Andrew Jackson Restaurant 

Women's Network 
De Paul Hospital /, 

Kiwanis Club Presidential Meeting 
Regency Restaurant" Veterans Blvd. 

.... 

Various Peopl~ Present 

Cristy Tipton 

Kenny .Nagim 

Speakers from LEAA and in 
other related areas 

Vieux Carre' Shop Owners 
and residence 

Candiuates for political 
offices 

Kiwanis Club Presidents 
of NI!W Orleans Area 

Wednesday, August a, 1979 

Wednesday, August a, 1979 

Monday, September 10, 1979 
through Thursday, Sept. 13, 
1979. 

Honday, September 17, 1979 
5:00-7:00 p.m. 

~ednesday. October 10, 1979 
11:45 A.M. - 2:00 P.M. 

Honda~, October 15, 1979 
5:00-7:00 P.M. 

Monday, October 22, 1979 
7:00-8:00 P.M. 
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Meeting/Place Description 

Kiwanis Club Moisant Heeting 
Hilton Airport Inn 

Grace Episcopal Church 
3700 Canal Street 

Health Fair: SUNO Campus 

Orleans Parish prison 
Thanksgiving Day 

Hid City Kiwanis Club Meeting 
Jo Lenfants Restaurant 

Vieux Carre Action Association 
Tortoricis Restaurant 

/ 

" 

", 

Various People Present 

Kiwanis Club members 

Church Members 

Representatives from Health 
Services 

EJJderly citizens 

Mid City Kiwanis Club l>lembers 

Vieux Carre Action Hembers 

Tuesday, October 30, 1979 
7:00-8:30 A.M. 

Tuesday, Uovember 6, 1979 
11:00-12:00 P.M. 

Saturday, November 17, 1979 
10:00 1I..M.- 3:30 P.M. 

Thursday,November 22, 1979 
11:00-2:00 P.M. 

Thursday, Dp.cembcr 6, 1979 
11:30 a.m. - 1:30 p.m. 

Friday, December 7, 1979 
11:30 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.' 
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