If you have issues v1ew1ng or accessmg this file, please contact us at NCJRS gov

,e.w,eu;, AT

L Nahonc Crlmmal Justlce Reference Semce o

* n”lrs

 This microfiche was produced from documents feceived for
~_inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
- control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the. individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on

0 this f{ame may be used to eveluate the document qualiiy.
O e ks
. . :2 o -
| i
1] en—— I mﬂ% =
‘-5 B

EF

£
®E

B e 1
ol et = e
Rz

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
e NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

¥

!
'\

"«‘9 o

Microfilming pfocedures used to create this fiche comply with
, thé‘standaids set forth in 41C§FR 101-11.504.
, " Points of view or opinions stated in this docu'nent are

- those of the author(s) and do: ‘not represent the official -
posmon or pohcnes of the U. S Department of Justlce

~D;a te I‘ i lmeg

i,‘Natlonal lnstltute of Justlce , S PR e

45 " United States Department . of Justice R -
Ry ,VWashmgton, D C 20531 I[ , : g . OCTOBER 13, 1980
' { . _ ! . ,'
b ]
! | : : T
\D.a t






U
N
: e
//
7

- X ;
RESTITUTION FOR JUVENILES: A P}\OCESS EVALUATION REPORT
(o _ON THE ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE CUJRT T JUVENILE RESTITUTION
S » . PROJECT

A

‘!(:‘iz{

?i'}\iv‘

|

A4

Prepared by
The Mayor's Criminal Justice
Coordmatmg Council

Fe_bruary, 1980

Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Executive Director
Gilbert D. Litton, Jr., Director of Evaluation
Stephen M. Hunt, Project Evaluator

il ‘ The Orleans Parish Juvenile Court's
R Juvenile Restitution Project was

, funded by the

e B OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUQTICE AND
S ' ' DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

THE MAYOR'S CRIMINAL
o o JUSTICE COORDINATING
R : . ' ' COUNCIL
' Mayor Ernest N. Morlal
Chairman

David Marcello, Vice Chairman




Sy

1 APR10 1080
MAYOR’S CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL
~ ACQUISITICHS
PROCESS EVALUATION

PROJECT: Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Juvenile Restitution Project

' PROJECT NUMBER: ' 78-ED-AX-0159

FUNDING SOURCE: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
: Prevention ; "

SUBGRANTEE: City of New Orleans
OPERATING AGENCY: Orleans Parish Juvenile Court

PERIOD OF GRANT REPORT: December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979

DATE OF REPORT: March, 1980
PREPARED BY: Stephen M. Hunt

EVALUATION ASSISTANCE: Gladys Anderson, Typist o

CUMULATIVE GRANT AWARD: 0.J.J.D.P. $510, 046
Subgrantee 56,672
Total $566,718

PROJECT PERSONNEL: Joan B. Armstrong, Orleans Parish Juvenile
: , Court Administrative Judge
. Adele Lowe, Program Coordinator

AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL: Ernest M. Morial, Mayor
City of New Orleans.



§

EXECUTIVE 'SUMMARY
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 (0.J.J.D.P.). The project is one
of eighty-.ﬁVe different restitution projects to be funded un&?er the

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

T

program.
The Project was designed to process approximately 140 youths
per vear and to serve a maximum of ninety participants at any given

time. Once accepted, participants are assigned 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 alio-
wances, and transportation expenses for eac‘h. participant, and resti-
tution paymen?s 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 counseling on an as-needed basis.

The fifty-eight referrals accepted during the evaluation period
were mostly black youths from low income fémilies. Overall,’t_he pro-
jéct distributed $12,223. 13 restitution either to direct victims or to
the Victim Fund. A total of 2,877 hour:s. of communi'ty service work

was provided by participants who received $4,365.75 in-total as



- incentive and food allowances.

The Youth Serving Agendies provided p‘a‘rtici’pants with a total of

| 1,2-77‘.ho’urs of cqunéeling, tutoring, and/dr pre—yoéational gVUidance.
As of Deéerﬁ;lt;er; 31, 1979,"fort)‘/'—six participénts were still active, one
was‘Success-quy terminated, four were ‘removed for d?sciplinary réasons ‘
one w'as.remc'ive’d fo‘r a rhediéal reason, and six were inactive.
- During the evaluati‘on peridd the Juvenile Re‘stitution Project was
éstablished as ‘a dispoSitiqnat alternative for youths adjudicated in the
Orleans Parish Juvehile Court. Approxirﬁately 7.3 juveniles per
month {58/8) v‘veré éc‘cepted into the Pz"ojéct during the evaluation
‘périod. Although the Court; the Juvenile Division of the District
Attorney;"s offi’ce,, and the Juvenile Probation ¢ffice were all aware of
the Project, antidipated levels of referrals and participants were not
| redthed. “Thé underutilization of the Project as a dispositional

alternafii/’e to incarceration seriously limits the cost effectivgness of

this ’potkerntia’xlk'ly“y impactful program. |

; Furthermdres since sixteen (28%) pal:ticipants were first

6ffe‘nders .ho!;_ ordinaf‘i"}‘»y incarcerated, the underutilization of tde

,Prdject as ankalternative"\‘\l@‘/’as compounded. Since the acceptance o.f
inappropriate participéntvs q’displaces others for whom“the Project :could be a
real aIternéﬁve,the accepfar{cé of first offenders could be interpreted

as negatively ‘i‘mpacting Project gdals.

>
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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. Howevef, due to the fact that the Projéct operated with

‘less than 62% of the maximum placements, both Y.S.A.s should realize

that service delivery management will have to accommodate more part-
icipants with the same number of staff personnel. Furthermore, data
ar';alysis revealed that a significant number of participants were

in viclation 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 all participants working less than four hours per
‘'week. As stated in each restitution contract, all participants were

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

e f

from work were grounds for te”;~min;tidh from the Project. As community
service work is the primary means for impacting participants, compliance
with this requirérﬁent is critical to the success of the program.

As this process evaluation primarily discussed procedural
activities, effectiveness and impact will be measured in the second-
year pfeliminary impact evaluation. Thus, with effectiveness and impact in

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

lowing general recommendations have been made:




3. Enforce participants’ compliance with the terms of their restitution

o 1. Revise selection criteria expi'i'ci»ﬂy defini‘vn_g appropriate and :

inappf’opriate referrals, including categorical exclusion of
all first offenders unless the present offense is serious enough
'tQ'w_arAr'anlt inc’atjceration, and all others not adjudicated' delinquent.

In order to reduce the rate of incarceration, youths who would
n_‘__otfhbbave been oth'erv'v,i;se"incarce‘réted should be excluded from the

Prbjec’f’3f.’ - Likewise, juvenile'S*i’r~,haVin9 insignificant restitution to pay

' may geinapprépriate, since the‘\prirhary,V"treatment" is the payment

of restitution.

.

20 Revitalize the referral process to encourage a larger number

~of appropriate participants.

t(

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 upoh a projected maximum of nb'_i‘nety‘participants at any >

“one time. Project re’cm"ds_ indicated that of the eighty-one referrals
: made during the eval‘Uétion period, fifty-eight (72%) were accepted.

If the acceptance rate were to remain at 72%, the number of referrals .

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

~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 while in viola-

‘tion of the contract, not ohly will impact b»e‘ minimized for that '

iv
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particig-ént, but other par‘ticipants 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 restitutipn 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 payment, but will complete
the program in only one year, in effect "beating the system." It
is suggested that if a youth works either ‘r;r:or'e or less than the required ’~
hours, restitution payments should be proportionately adjusted
and early or late release be utilized as an incentive to work the
required hours. However, the ehforcgment of compliance with Project
requirements depends upon accepting appropriate pérticipants‘

Specific proceaures should be established regarding participants
inactive for two month"s,} including documented reasons for such a status,
a limited time period for reméining 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 make youthful offenders more

accountable for their criminal behavior, it appears necessary for the -

severity of the sanction to approximate the severity of the loss. = If

\%



-wav!l pa“":“tici/pé‘nts ére redufred to “WOfk the same hﬁmber of community
§érv;ce hou}‘s for the same :p’eriod of time, a partiéipént coﬁvi"cted ofé
‘éeri’ous ’o‘ffense may deduée ‘that‘that offense is no more serious than a
lesser one. lt'is su‘gge‘stéd that:participants‘ convicted of more serious
offenSes be required ‘to work more hbﬁrs thén participanfs convicted Qf
‘less serious o"ffense.s. ‘

=5, Promate unsubsidized employment as a future component of the
c . Project. : : o

“When O.J.J.D.P. funding expires, a restitutio‘n‘ program pased
upon co’st efficient unsubsidized employment may be more attractive to
~the City administration. Additionally, an unsubsidized program may be
moré-impactful on participantg since restitﬁtion will be paid from actual
earnings. However, /if unsubsidized employmént i‘s implemented in the
futurlé, equal accesé to all eligible juvenile offenders regardless bf race,

color, créedf sex, ethnic group, or socio—eclonomic status must be
guakanteed.

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

As the pfimary source of referrals to the Project isthe Juvenile
Cqur;, both t'he q»uantity and quality of referrals from judges sh,ould
be increased. In ierms of quality , strict adherence to selectioﬁ criteria
éimed at e’stablisAhing the Project as a frue alternative to inicarceration

: “ShOUld be followed. Furthermore, it is suggested that Project staff have

~open access to the judg‘es. :

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 Delbinquency Prevention (0.J.J.D.P.). The Juvenile
Restitution Project is one of eighty-five ~ different rc‘es‘titutiA;‘n projects

to be funded under the National Juvenile Restitution Initiative, a

“three-year $30 million 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, "a sanction imposed by an official of the
criminal justice system requiring the offender to';nake a payment of )
money or service.;co either the direct or substitute crime victim. "}

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 rehabilitation, frequently including

"Burt Galaway and Joe Hudson, Offender Restitution in Theory
and Action, Lexington Books, 1977, p. 1.




~'educational, vocational, and counseling services.

, " As most "r‘esti‘tution programs include a combination of both

victim and offender services, the potential benefits are varied. Ideally,
victims wiyl'l be reimbursed and acquire more confidence in the justice

- system, offenders will better compréhend the full costs of crime, the

system will have an alternative to incarceration, and the community

will 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 direction of the project.

B. Goals and Objectives

The following goals and objectives were stipulated in the original

grant application:

GOALS

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

2, Through a program of restitution, to increase the con-
fidence of victims of juvenile crime in the juvenile justice
system. o

- 3. Decrease the number of commitrnents to the Department of

Corrections by 15% over a (3) year period.

b, Decrease recidivism among program participants by 25%

as compared to comparable youth not involved in the
program. Recidivism here means adjudication as delin-
quent during a one year period after leaving the program.
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OBJECTIVES ®

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

2. " Provide indirect réstitution to 40 victims of juvenile
- crime annually in New Orleans through contributions
to recognized community funds.

3. To provide increased counseling, recreational and
educational services to participating juvenile offenders.

4, To increase the number of effective dispositional
. alternatives available to Juvenile Court by strengthening
existing youth service agencies through the support
of the Restitution Program.

5. To provide the public with information on the program
aimed at increasing public 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 Mefhodology

The Juvenile Restitution Project was designed to process approx-
imately 140 youths per year and to serve a maximum of 90 participénts at
any given time. Although eich 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 for bad 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 enﬁployment :

and other services are arranged. °



Funds in-the form of stipends co’mpensatiyng participants for
community séfviCe work, as well as payments to victims for restitution
were provided by theigr.an}t. A“; participants working in subsidized
employmént are paid with grant funds and, although it appears that
youths pay victims with their earnings, in fact, all restitution payments
are made from grant funds.

Pérticipants work an average of five hours.each week, approx-
in%ately twenty hours per month and receive a stipend of $3‘0 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 service restitution and the balance of their
earnings after the incentive allowance is deducted is used to repay the

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

participant is accepted and the youth "reimburses" the Project.)

D. Selection Criteria

According to the original grant application the Restitution
Project was designed to serve a specific group of juvenile offenders
rﬁeeting the following selection criteria:

1. Orleans 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
delinquent for murder and rape. Status offenders wilil
also be excluded froim participation. :



2. . Individix;ls with patterns of violent behavior or thow:'b
deemed a threat to themselves or to the community
will be excluded from the program.
3. An analysis of the youth's arrest history, suitability
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 juvenile offenders regardless of race, color,
creed, sex, ethnic group or socioeconomic status.
This will be achieved by maintaining 2 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
the Spring of 1978, with the 0.J.J.D.P. grant award to the Orleans
Parish Juvenile 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 until the following
month, However, the sub-contractors, St. Mark's and Kingsley House,
had hired additional personnel and begun preparations for réferrals in.
January, 1979.
The original graht application prepared by M.C.J.C.C. was

based upon a program announcement entitled Restitution by Juvenile

Offenders: An Alternative to Incarceration issued by 0.J.J.D.P. in

-5=




February qf 1978. That pfqgram 'announcement summarized fhe scope
~of the National Juvenile Restituiipn Initiative:

| ,"'The problem addr‘essed by this initiative is .the lack of meanf’
ingful dispositional alternatives to incarceration. .. The target
p'opulétion is youth who have commitfed misdemeanors a"r'idv/or. ::'e.lony
offenses and are adjudiéated delinquent. . ."2

The results sought from the initiative can be summarized to

include:

1. A reduction in the number of youths incarceratéa.

2. A reduction in recidivism ’for participants.

3. Provision for restitution to victims.

4 - An increased sense of responsibility’and accountability .
on the part of participants for their behavior.

5. Greater community con“f‘idencé’ in the juvenile justice
~process. |

6. Increased knowledge regarding the feasibility of resti-

_ tution as a sanction for juvenile 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

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

e
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restitu}ion project operates within a local SOCial, economic, and

politica‘;l environment, the actual implementation, orgénizationi and

operation of each projéct often varies according to local 'resour;;;es

and negds. A certain degree of flexibility seems both neces‘saryé

and desirable in ordex to allow for these local variances. |
Dur_ing the early months of implementétion following the hiring

of the Pr:éject.staff; the staff of the M.C.J.C.C. worked in an adyisory '

ca"pacityi to i{\itiate the r-nethodology proposed in the grant appligation.

On July.25, 1979, a M.C.J.C.C. monitoring report was cohpleted.

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

was not a'ccepting appropriate juveniles in compliance with previously

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

according to the report the program was not pr"ovid'ing an alternative

to incarceration, sihce a significant number of participants with

no previous arrests would probably not have been otherwise incarcer-

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

and Kingsley House expressed similar concerns about the type of

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

s'taff person expressing this concern is contained in the Appehd{ix) .
Informal c’iiscussi‘ons regarding this issue took place during -

August and September, 1978, resulting in a special conferénce
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~with both M.C.J.C.C. and Juvenile Restitution staffs on Septembér

ki 20, 1979. ~A number of suggestions regarding conipliance 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, thergfore, instrumental in determining potential participants.

Although the s'téff at M.C.J.C.C. concluded that the original selection"

criteria were adequate, it was suggested that more specific criteria

could provide the judges wi"t'h_“ clearer guidelines upon which to
base refe;*r'als to thé"project.v (A copy of the suggested revisions
is contained in the Appendix). |

The Project responded to the suggestiqné with a memo
dated September 28, 1979, squesting that the selection criteria
would decrease the judge§ 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 flexibility in

the following manner:

(M By omitting the type of charges from the criteria, offenders
with a high number of prrevious arrests but a less serious
current offense outside of the limited charges suggested
on the ofiginal criteria would be eligible.

| (2) The reviéed criteria were designed to be more restrictive

in order to clearly exclude first offenders.



The memo from the Project Coordinator further stated "at

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

often sentence first 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

‘x

"of previous arrests for youths sent to the Department of Correctlons

7

from Orleans Parlsh in 1978 were 6.5 and 5.9, respectlvely (See Table 1)
Table 1 further eVIdences that only six youths (3.1%) of the total 194

;.\
3,

sentenced to the Department of Corrections in 1978 were first offen-

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

~. )
into the Juvenile Restitution ﬁi‘pject does not provide an alternative to

e -

incarceration.

“Table 1

Youths Sent to the
Department of Corrections
in 1978 from Orleans Parish

Number of Absolute ~ Relative Adjusted . Cumulative

Previous Arrests Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency

None ) 8 3.1% 3.8% 3.8%

1 1 5.7% 7.1% 10.9%

2 11 5.7% 7.1% 17.9%

3 19 9.8% 12,2% . 30.1%

4 14 7.2% 9.0% 39.1%

5 12 6,2% 7.7% 46.8%

6 13 6.7% 8.3% 55.1%

7 14 7.2% 9.0% 64.1%

8 10 5.2% 6.4% 70.5%

9 n 5.7% 7.1% L 77.6%

10 10 5.2% 6.4% o 84.0%

1 6 3.1% 3.8% 87.8%

12 2 1.0% 1.3% 89.1%

13 2 1.0% 1.3% 20.4%

llf 3 1.5% 1.9% 92.3%

13 1 0,52 0.c% a2.0%

16 10 5.1% §.4% 39.4%

RN 1 0.5% - 0.5% 100.0%

Missing 32 19.6% Missing 100. 0%

Totals 190 T00.0% T700.0%

Mean =.6.506 . Median = 5,38S

*The missing category includes thirty=three casas not jdentified in the
Juvenile Detention Study in order to-zccount for atl. youths sent to ‘the
D.0.C. in 1978,
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It ‘a'ppbear,‘ss{the National. Initiative is experiencing a similar trend,

' '\'w’it,“h'sllf% of all p,art’i'cvipént‘s‘na‘ti’onwideas of Qct‘obe"r_3"i~, 1979 : being first

Fo r‘»f'.¢vffe‘hd'éﬁs. 3'7",>A‘c<':9'rdihgly,‘ a comparison with national statistics shows

. v‘v‘th»e Orleans -Par'vi'sh project ‘Wi‘th_propo‘r’tionat’ely less first offenders.

g Ho‘Wfév"r'ér, c‘o‘mp'ar-isokns With’ natiénal av_erageswnot only may enccUrage
reéreséion; to ﬁatf’onai levels, but rarely accdunt for local va"r{'iations in
>~t‘he'sko§:_ia‘l,‘econofnic, and‘ politiéal con&itions and needs. Thus, the
' M-..C..J CC irn‘recogn'i,zing the need for alternatives to incarceration

, ; ,forr juvéjnije\s i‘-n,Orleans Parish, actedkto e‘ncdurage t’he fulfillmeqt of

' that néed regardless of the apparent direction of the National Initiative.

The Projécf'é,_f‘subymitted,revised goals, objectives, and selection

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

A reéponse to 'thi;_s,;fff_:o'mmunyication was pending a discussion with the
g - S .
“Juvenile Court jUdges on December 31, 1979. The first-year process
~evaluation will assess programmatic activities in terms of the original

goals, objectives, and selection criteria.

F. Program Implementation and Timing

| Although thé Juvehile Réstitution grant was awarded on
Décémﬁef 1 ,,“’1'978, the .VJU\i/enrile Court was not able to hire a Pfdgram
. C_oordivna‘tor‘unrtil March 5, 1979. CAl other staff wére not hifed until
early A‘p"ril ahd. fhe and the;projec‘:t, begah accebﬁng referrals . in the -

~ latter part of April.

‘3nMo‘nthly;Report of The National Juvenile ResfitUtion Evaluation
. Project, " Institute of Policy Analysis, January, 1980,

. .m10-



,‘ jOanune '13:,’ 1979, the Project sub,m‘itte‘d a /genera\l Workblah :
'outlini!ng forecastedvactivities throrugh Merch 311,;”_1981. ,Accor’kd{}ing
to that".‘\/\’orkplan, fr'Qm:‘si#ty to niﬁety parrticikpa';v't)s were to have‘been‘ |
accepted by December 31, 1979. "However, Goél 1 states that 140 youths. :
are tb iﬁe placed annually. ‘Abprbsci‘mately 11.7 placements per month
are required in order to reach that goal (140/1‘2). Discounti;lg the
first fogr mobriths of 1979 when the Project experieneed .some delays due

ta the hi'ring of personnel, but using 11.7 placements per month as an

{ N

inde, the Project should have accepted approximately ninety-four
yoaths (11.7 X 8) by the end of December 1979. Using this index, the

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

plan, is‘ approxi.r-hately equal to the number required by the grant
application# however, any level less than the maximum wiH be insuf—‘ -
ficient in terms of the required intake as stated in the original goals

of the grant application. (A copy of the Quar;terly Workplan' Summaries

appears in the Appendix).

G. Data Collection and Analysis : ‘ 3 !
The evaluation design submitted by M.C.J.C.C., together
with the originai grant _applicatibn to 0.J.J .D.P,f will fofm the .basi's
for this k’process‘evaluation and for all subsequent impact evaluations. |
1. Process Measures | ‘
The first‘year of the Jkaven_ile Restitution Projeet in,cluded mahy
s implementation activities. In tefms of this proce‘s;sy ,eyalkuat{ion,‘ the
fpliowing activiti’es will kbe assessed m order to determine complianee
e wit;h the appi’ication: e |

1



‘a. Implementation time;

b. Number of participants;
c.-  * Adherance to eligibility criteria;
‘L d \}ictim‘ involvement;
%: | Determinatibn of‘restitut'ion amounts; aan,
_ f‘\ . Responsiveness of YS AL
: 2. ‘Im\[‘:')act Measures‘ |

‘The second and third-year evaluations will focus on results

=Y

and long term outcomes or impacts. More specifically, the second-

— )

year preliminary impact evaluation will assess impact on victims,

both in terms of their satlsfac;tion‘ with this typé .‘gf redress and their
confidence in the juvenile justice system, ané on offenders in terms of
‘reduced levels of arrest-recidivism. The final impact evaluation of
third—ye‘ar activities ;Ni” analyze victim and offender impact as in .the
second-year, in addition to measuring adjudication recidivism during
a one year period followvi-ng release. An analysis of the net reduction
in commitments to the D.0.C. will also be included.

3.’ ‘ Experimen‘tal Design |

An ideal control group/experimental gfoup design including
random assignment is difficult to implement, especially one invol-
ving incarceration versus hon—incarceration as an independent

variable. Therefore,~a'compariSon group design will be utilized for

_12_



purposes of both victim and offender impact as’svessment. ‘

The fi}'st step in the construction of a comparison group
involves the identification of a parallel group of juveniles not partici-
pating in th,\e YPI"O.J'eCtand sentenced either to the Department Qf Corrections
or released op probation. Once a large non-Project group is identified, a
comparison group is chosen upon similar criteria as the experimental
group. ‘Ngxt;'gr ‘pre;,.test and comparison of both groups are performeci t.o
c;etermine any significant differences in impact variables before the treat-
ment, (program participatng‘). Finally, after treatment, differences are
measured and statistically t§s’ted for signifi;ance. If utilized properly,

the comparison group analysius will provide good indications of the pro-

bable effectiveness of the various treatment mc_)dalities.

_‘]3..




1. THE COMPONENTS OF : HE RESTITUTION PROJECT
.Once a juvenile is apprehended by an officer of the New
Orleans Polii:e Department (N .O.P'.D.) , the suspect is taken to the
Juvénile Divisiqn of Pé)lice“Headquarters where a Field Investigation
Report (F.lI.R.) is prepared setting forth the facts of the case. If
the officer determines that the offense warvrants referial to the District
_ Attorney, all records of the suspect are forwarded generally within
twenty?;four hours. The Juveniles Sectio‘n of the D.A.'s office then
éither files-a petition, refuses the case, or refers the case to the Pro-
bation office. 'In the case of a felo‘ny, 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 guilﬂty is entered. A plea of guilty frequently
proceeds directly to disposition at that time. |
A, Referral
I¥ the juvenile offender is found delinquent at either the

arraignment, the adjudicatofy, or the dispositional hearing, the
judge may refer ‘t.hat 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,

referral is made both to the Probation office and to the Restitution

office, simultaneously. As a rule, offenders go directly to the Pro-

—14‘
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and the Restitution Arbitrator attend the first interview

‘ bationoffice from the dispositional hearing. Usually the Intake

Unit of Probation calls the Resti:tution,office and indicates that a
referral “is on the way. \

B. Screening ‘

- - Ideally i the reyferrant and the parent or guardian are inter-

., viewed on "‘cl‘fg‘.\same day as the diépositional hearing. If this

is not po'ssiAB'l;e‘t\,hg applicant schedules a first interview with the

-

Restitution Arbitrator. If the referrant cannot be reached by tele-

phone a letter is mailed to*{;‘l_;\e appropriatev address requesting

- that the Restitution office be contacted immediately .

1. The First Interview
The offender, the parent or guardian, the Program Coordinator,
which

/

is usually held one to five days after the dispositional hearing.
The purpose‘s 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 det’ermi’ning which

Y.S.A. would ise 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 will be so informed at the first

interview.

W
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Youtlf:ns who aré deemed acceptable are given a
brief narrative of the program description, including rules and
consequencﬁe‘s for failure to live up to the terms of the
restitution agreement. In addition, the youth is informed'that a
specific staff. worker from a Y.S.A. act’ing as the youth's advocate

will contact him/her at home within severa! days.

2/ Victim Input
The Program Eggrdinator, acting as advocate for the victim,

initiates contact (vizvahtwélé%ph;ne)v fé)llowing 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 contaiﬁed 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 Juvenile ’Restitution
Victirﬁ Fund. Victims also receive a program narrative and, if
requested, receive regular quarterly reports on the progress of
the youth while in the program. (A copy of a quarterly repo’rt is

contained in the Appendix},

3. Y.S.A. Interview
AY.S.A. .worker contacts the offender following the ‘
first interview. The purposes of this interview are to assess

‘the needs and potentials of the youth and to obtain information

16~



o 'nece’ésary’ to develop a specialized program for the youth ’if placed
atthe Y.S.A. The youth is asked to indicate preferences for
the various programs available and for the type and location of

community service work placement.

C. v‘;\[‘grestitutidn Arbitration

‘3Acc\ording to -the original‘;grant application, the court was
to refer youths bto the Restitution program before thé dispositional
hearrvi‘ng.' The Restitutidn staff was then to conduct a loss assessment
| Vand‘re‘commen.g an amount of restitution to be made official by the
‘judge at the dispositional héaring. However, freguently in Juvenilé
Court the disposit‘ional hearing is held immediately following
| the adjkudicatoryhear‘ing and judges usua.l'ly determine the amount
of restitutiqh‘ due based upon tés»tim‘ohy and evidence presented -
Nevérthéless:' i thy‘e Restifution étaff believes that this is appropriate

since all key actors are present at the adjudicatory hearing.

The restitution contract is signed by all;bparties . includ_ing
‘the’,of.f'ender,, the pérént or guardian, the Program Coordinator,
the Restivtutioh Arbi,trator,the Y.S,A. worker and the judge. The contract
'a’ttzempts to balénce,thé interests of thrée parties: the victim; the |
offendélf; a‘nd, the community. Not only are {h”ese- pafties mutually

jnterm‘;é{!ated to each other, but it is becoming evident that the rehab-

: =17~
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ilitation of the offender is dependent upon the cooperation and part—
i‘cipation of t;oth the vi"ctim and the cbmmunity. Addrit'ionally, the
incarceration ofjuyeniles is not only becoming increasing costly,
but the effectiveness of institutionalization is uncertain. The contract
arbitration, then, is’a process dedicated to balancing the needs of
victims, pffenders, and the community.

Each restitution contract stipulates the follqw'mg 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 tPﬁ1e 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 éopy
: of_thé Judgment Sheeat Which contains the finalydisposition 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

“
i

victim's Ios‘s"a'nd, if the court ordered amount is suffic_:ient,‘ the court is
e :

~ requested to make appropriate changes in the amount. In other cases, the

LAY
A
N

court refers a defendant to the Restitution Project and orders that the
program"staff, occ‘as‘ionélly in conjunction with either the prosecutor or

e,

~the probation officer, to dete'r.mine the amount of restitution to be approved

. -

e

by the court at a later date. After the referrant is accepted and signs a
contract agreeing to specific ferms, the contract is hand delivered to
the court for the judge's signature and final approval. A copy of the

signed contract is placed into the court record.

D - Sta'f‘fi'ng -

The staffing meeting is usually schedule five days following
“the first interviéw and is attended by the Y.S.A. worker, the Program‘
(}:oordi‘nator,‘ and the Re‘s'tvintut‘ion Arbitrator. The primary purposes of
the staffihg are to make an accep’ténce decision, to develop the restitution

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

C =19~



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 responsibility

i

for compliance with the selection criteria and achievement of goafs
and objectives lies with the Restitution Project, the Program Coordinator

“makes the fina!l decision to accept or to reject. Once accepted, the

\

..
"~

Y.S.A. worker will become that referrant's counselor and advocate.

. Sy
Once a referral is approved for acceptance a second interview

[N .
~ iy e

is scheduled to arrange for the gigning of the contract and the beginning
of orientation. Before the proposed participant ankd parent sign

the document, the Restitution Arbitrator ou‘tl‘inesi the program and
states that a failur'e to comply with the rules and regulations will

result in referral back to the court and probable incarceration.

The youth and parent or gUardian sigh 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 Re‘stivtution
Office. The participant is then instructed to report to the Y.S.A.

at a certain time and date.

_20....



8 : E : | _:(v)lrﬁiyen,taticv)rr’i and Acti\)ifies |
| Partncupants a"re p’lyac'e'd fnto.prografné at eitﬁer of two ’Y S.ALs.
= S‘t‘. Mérk's Comﬁmuni»tyk'Ce‘rfxtérkofbfers YoUngsters of alvl, ages a
”t,o,tal déVelopmént program, and pkovides opportunities'for" self-
= ‘develbpméhrt through_ "p‘h‘yskicaly.exer'cise, education, | courj\s‘e.,l.ihg,‘~
| t'he r‘ar’"ts,‘,career awareness,,‘ﬂ’and émployment. Kingsley Hous’e provides
"covuns‘e‘lir‘.;;crj‘.and stpor‘ti{/e serviées to assist adolescents in assessiné,.
dt;veklo;.)ifng,\and utfli.z’ing their“ oWn resou’rces to adapt to QnaVoidak;|e
strésses and circumstances when possik;lé. |
| Community‘se‘rv‘jce work placement lS of critical importance
during the initial weeks'Of pérticipation. The method of piaéement
is similar for it\ao'th Y.S.A.s. A placement is made that is most
suitable either to the participant's needs or best matches the type
. BRI | of\offehse.‘ An appbintment is"r'néde and the participant attends
~an interview with the \'pote‘h.tial supervisor. rAftér this interview
a work schedul’é is de’vel‘oped which usually includes five hours
of wbrk per weekyor twenty hours per rhonth“. A Y.S.A. worker |
“mo:nitm"s each placement at ihe’ work’site at Ieaét mohthly and consults
. "vwi‘th the Sl‘Jpervrirs:or concerr’*ning ‘the youth's performance.. In addition,
“a ’berfOrr“nance‘ evaluat‘io‘n is conﬁpleted by the supervisor after six

. ,and twelve mor"\t’yhs. (A copy of the performance evaluation
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is in *he Appendix)‘. 'lf.a youth is unsuccessful at one woi-ksi‘{e,
another placement is made as soon as possible.

Ifa partioipant has a job when accepted or secures: a gosition
afte'i' acceptance, the Project staff may consider that position an
unsubsidized work ‘placement. In that case, the participant is required
to subrr;-it an agreed uoon restitution payment in the form of a monthly
money order to the Restitotion Project. - Although community ’service :
work placement is not required, perticipants with unsubsidized employ-
ment are still e>f‘pected to attend all activities at the assigned Y.S.A.
Detailed policies and procedu‘res regarding unsubsidized employment
had not yet been developed by the Restitution ;staff by Decembei' 31,
1979, but will be required before more extensive utili‘zation, especially
if this is the future direction of the program. |

At St. Mark's participants are required to attend weekly group
counseling sessions and monthly individual counseling sessions.,
Counseling sessions vary in content accorcling to needs identified
by the counselor, but over a period of time include pre—vog:ational
guidance, socia‘l adjustment counseling, tutoring ifneceseary, and
other individualized counseling’. Participants are also required

to attend five hours of recreation per month.



Covu‘nse‘.l,ing at Kingsley“lll‘oqseédﬂrgisists ot; réqg_ired indiv‘iduail’izé'd,
';s'e’ssiohs:o"n"a wéekly baSIS,Wlth other specializedv‘counselihg 'on‘ an

~as neéQed basis, in addition to dn-‘-the‘—spotbc‘ouns‘e:ling i;nterver'\]tion .
while parti'g':wip‘a't’i’ﬁé in r'ecreativc’mal programs. Yquths in the Résiitution
: F‘?roject’ar**e;rtgqui‘red tp‘atténd fwo hc‘>urs’ of recreation per’ week .

' Recreation a{tiKingley Hours‘e‘ inclu’de‘s‘not éhlgliaﬁhlevt‘ics, ‘bu‘t ai‘sob

arts, ‘cra’?ts,‘“ apg music.‘ Mohthly narrative reports prepared by each

P

participant's counselor at both Y.S.A s are submitted to the Resti~
tution office summarizing all activities. (A copy of a monthly nar-

rative is contained in_the Appendix.

F. Work Stipends énd Rés’titution Payments
ﬁ Probably one of the most important elerﬁents of any restitution
’pr‘*ogram is the system by which payments are made by offenders to
: ~yic>tims, as the ‘syst‘em;of repayment is the crux of thg.‘:{:estitution
.cbncept. Consequently, an ineffective system of rebayment will
. Iyike’ly result in an ineffective r’e'stitution program. Since restitution
‘ ’“h‘as only Qeen recognized as a yiabl‘e dispositional sanction in the
‘I_iast ten yeafs and as the present O.J J .‘D.P. Juvenile Restitui%oh
lnyi‘t‘iativ‘e is clearly“ex’perimental in nature, a widely tested staxwdafdized
‘ “gbystem‘ ‘for’ repayment has ﬁot yet been developed. ,T.heref‘ore, the
,».‘repaym;en‘t s“ystérin ut,ilized by the Orleans Parish Restitution Project,

- being experimental in nature, will be evaluated in terms of the efficiency
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at

- and effectiveness of a specific t‘ypez‘o‘f repayment‘system in the local

environment.

According to t?l"\‘e original gfant application, community sérvice '
work stipénds were to include: | |

(1)  $20 incentive allowance for the youth ' e

(2) 'One—twélfth of the total ordered restitution -

. (3) '$24 food a‘:llowénce

() ~$12 tra"nsport‘atiOn allowance (in the form of bus to‘kens)
One-twelfth of the total ordered restitution was to be automatically
deducted fran the monthly stipend and paid to the victim. The
transportation allowance was fo be issued weekly to the youths by
Y.S.A. counselors in the form of bus tokens on‘.an.as needed biasis.
The youths were to receive $44.00 cash monthly, as a food and
incentive allowance. |

As a result of meetings with thé Y.S.A.s, the M.C.J".C.C., and
the Restitution -ét.z;ff, the payment of stipends was modified on May 30,
1979, to more clearly define ithe needs of the victim and the offender.
On that basis the communi:ty service work stipend was adjusted as
follows: |

(1) $30. 00 incentive allowance, including food allowance.

(2)  One-twelfth of the total orderéd restitution.

(3)  $12.00 transportation ‘a‘llow’an’ce on  an as needed basis. -

(in the forr’n’of bus tokéns) |
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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 fo

r ‘f_ood for working only five hours. Thus , the food allowance

was reduceq: to $2.50 per week and added to the $20.00 per

month incen\t‘i‘ve.al*!owance‘, bringing the total to $30.00 per month.
~ The transportation allowance remained unchanged with bus tokens

‘available upon request. (See memo in the Appendix).
Pérticipants receivg&ork stipends monthly wifh restitution
payments automatically f:vieqﬁt.;yéted 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 will
vary accordingly.

" The Project utilizes a 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 disbursements from this Fund
by December 31, 1979.

G. Ty'pes'of Exits
1.  Good Cause

All restitution contracts are initially for a one year

pé.-ﬁiod. However, the amount of time that a youth

-actually spends 'in the program as a condition of



probation remainsflexible.’ If a Six month review

of an individual‘s records indicates exemplary progress,
. a participant may have restitution removed by the Court
i\ aé a condition of probation. In that case, any services

‘at fhe Y.S.A., e.g. counseling, recreation,veduc':ation,

rand/or pre-vocational training, will continue to be

. -available upon request. In addition, any remaining

2.

unﬁaid restitution will be paid in full by the project.
Review of a yduth's progress for the purpose of possible
termination. for éood- cause can be initiated by either
the Y.S.A. or the Restitution Staff, but the final
decision to release rests with the Juvenile

Court judges. Assessment for early termination takes
into account the attendance records for both Y.S.A.
activities and community sefvice work, attitude and

behavior, and progress in school or training.

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.S.A. |

classes and activities specified in the resti-

tution contract;
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 (b) ‘.Terminaitio‘h by the’Y,S.A. frvomrtthé orogram
component for bad caus‘:e; | |
(c) Three unéx‘cused absencesu from t'he4 comrhuriity
'}‘s'ei'yvice work placemént during ihe pér’iod of
the 'con'tr"act;k |
(d) ~The conviction of an illegal act; or
. (é)t Psychological or physical problemsy which
; : ,
) prohibit meanirigful participation.

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

for bad cause, a jointf.coriference 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.S5.A. setting, or terminate the youth

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

recommendation that pro-bation be revqked and incarceration be
effeCtéd. |
H. Public Relations

The Program Coordinator has déveloped a public reiationé ca‘m-,

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 absences, the Project

~ redefined this cause to be "excessive absences." -
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(1’) Informing the géneral public of the Restitution project
‘and keeping the public advised of its progress.
(2) Increasing the pUblic's confidence in and image of the
juvenile justice system.
(3)  Soliciting full and part-time jobs for participant‘é.
(4) Soliciting meaningful community service work slots for
participants.
(5) ) Working toward institutionalization of the Restitution
project within City government.
It was anticipated in the grant propbsal that roughiy 35% of the Program

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

mentioned objectives.
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. PROJECT OPERATIONS AND EFFICIENCY

The Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Project operations
were assessed on the basis of project records and monitoring visits.
qut o% the data were compiled by project staff onto one data sheet
SLimmariziﬁb data from project records, Y.S.A. narrative reports, and
financial bboés. The evaluator confirmed these data by comp;'arisons
with individ&;l case folders. Although most of the data were manually |
totalled, -a\'/'era:géd, and Summarize‘d, data gathered during the second-
year preliminary impact evaluation will be computerized for analysis.
A. Participant Profile h |

Table 2 sumrﬁé?izés g;enerél socio-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 family, with a median family
income of $7000 per year, and 53.5% ch‘argéd with a non-serious
offense most likely thett. Previous arrest and conviction history
presented in Table 3 indicating that the typical participant had
two’ previon arrests and no previous convictions suggésts both
the level of previ‘ous contact with the juvenile justice systen;.
and the level of criminal activity.

Referrants ffom all sections of Juvenile Court, as indicated in

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

Participant Description

3

December. 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979

L © 7 Age . N % ~ " Mean Median
13 o 1 2%
14 1" 19%
15 . 20 ; 34% B
16 23 40% :
17 - ‘ 3 58 :
Total Accepted S8 100%. 15.3 7 15.0
e .- Sex
' Maie o 51 88%
Female . 7 128
h . - Total Accepted .~ 58 100%
Race\
Black 54 93%
[ White : 4 7%
Total Accepted 58 100%

Family Marital Status

Divorced 20 345

Separated 12 21%
Married -~ .10 17%
Deceased 8 14%
Common law 6 10%
Other 2 4
Total Accepted 58 100%

Family [ncome

81210 - $2460 11 21%
$2660 - $5160 10 19%
$5200 - $7850 10 19%
$7900 - $10400 : n 21%
$12000 - $20000 1 21%
: . Missing, o s -
' ~ Total Accepted 58 100% $7374 $7000
Charges
Armed Robbery 3 5%
Simple Robbery . n 19%
Simple Burglary ) 12 21%
Theft/Shoplifting 20 34%
Receiving Stolen Things 11 19%
Aggravated Battery A _ 2%
Total Accepty Jj ' 58 100%

Seriousness*

Victimless 0 -
"Minor Offenise 0 -
Minor Property 8 13.8%
Minor Personal 0 -
Moderate Property 23 39.7%
‘Serious Property 10 17.2%
Very Serious Property 5 8.6% R
Serious Property 7 12.1% - .
Very Serious Personal 5 ._8.6%

Total _ 58 100.0%

*This sericusness scale was developed by the Institute of Policy

Analysis,
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Table -3 .

Previous Arrest and Conviction History

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1379

“Previous Arrasts . N % Mean Medi, =
4] 16 28%
1 11 19%
2 9 15%
3 6 10%
4 4 - 7%
5 3 5%
6 4 7% g
7+ s _%
Total Accepted 58 100% 2.5 . 2.0
Previous.Convictions
0 43 74%
1 * 8 14%
2 6 10%
; 3 1 2%
" Total* Acceptad 58 100% 0.4 2.0

Table 4
Referral Sources

Court Dispositions

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979
N %
Referral Sources N
Section A T 13 22%
Section B , o 16 28%
Section C 18 31%
Section D 10 17%
Other e 2
Total Accepted 8 100%
Court Dispositions
Adjudicated: Delinquent u7 81%
Adjudicated in Need of Supervision Jis 199
Total Accepted 58 100%
Ordered to Restitution
Project with Specific Amount of Restitution ) 31 53%
Ordered to Restitution :
Project without Specific Amount of Restitution 24 1%
Not ordered directly to the Restitution Project 3 3%
Total Accepted Referrals 58 ; 100%
Suspended Sentences to 0.0.C.~ 15 (263)

 *These cases were sentenced to the D.0.C., that santence was
suspended, then ordered %o the Restitution Project.



Need of S‘upervision'“ (19%) . Thirty-one cases (53%) were referred to the

Project with spe‘cific amounts of restitution to be repaid, while twenty-
four (41%) referrals were mace without specific amounts. In
fifteen cases (26%) referrants were first sentenced to the Department

of Corr'ec"tioﬁs, that sentence,wfas suspended, ‘then the referrant was

ordered to the Restitution Projéct.

In twenty<seven cases (47%) the amount of restitution was deter-
mined by a detailed arbitration procedure supervised by the Program
Coordinator of the Restitution staff. Table 5 indicates that the mean

amount of restitution-ordered was $211; however, the frequency dis-

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

Table 5
Ordered Restitution

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979

Ordered Rgstitution N N Mean Median

0 - 850 12 21%

$51 = . $100 21 322

$101 - $200 ' 2 9% L

$201 - 43007 3 T4 _ ;

§301 -~ $500 6 44

$501 - - 4900 2 5 ,

so01 - $1000 = 7305 $211 $100
Total Accepte

o=32-



Discussion

It is noteworthy that the typical participant is a bla’ck male
from a low income family. Restitution projects in the past have
been criticized ﬁationally for accepting primarily - white upper middle
class participants. However, most of those restitution projects
were based upkcim particbipants working in unsubsidized employment
pgsitions and paying restitution with part of their earningé. Many
black juveniles from low income families were considered inelyigibIe
in those projects since mariy, lacked adequate education and/or
experience to find an'unsubsid'ized position. As the Crleans Parish
Juvenile Restitution. Project provides subsidized employment this
problem is avoided. However, the cost of proyiding 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 delinquent offenses should not have been‘accep{ed.
Not only are these individuals expressly excluded from participation,
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



to ‘the“‘Restit’utiqn‘ project is documentation that the Project is an alter-
native’to inc:’arc':eratior} if those offenders would have been otherwise incera-
ted. However, the previous arrest history and seriousness of the
“ present offense for the fifteen participants with suspended sentences

‘to the D.O.C. seemed at var‘iance with comparative data on youths
actuall‘yﬂserbnt_enced to the D.O.C., since seven (47%)< c;f those in

the Préjéct were first offenders. This method seems additionally
benefi‘c%al in that it acts as a deterrant to violations of the rules

and regulations, since participants know that they will likely face
incvarceration if remdved from the program and returned to court.

That over '50% of all court referrals are made with specific

amounts of ordered restitution also indicates an efficient use of -
the Project.  If the couft can determine a fair restitution amount

dﬁring the judicial hearing, no further need exists for the Project

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

state specific améunts of restitution in every case, the Project's
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 éhould be large enough to impact participants. A
participant with a trivial amount of restitution is Hot really in a
restitution program buf, rather, in a specialized counseling or job
assis‘tancye prografn‘. Ih t’his senée, referrants with small amounts of
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documented restitution may derive gréater benefits from an

alternative program.

B. Programmatic Activities

Acco’rdin‘g to the grant application, the Froject was to have ninety
participénts 3t any one time, with fifty (56%) at St. Mark's and forty
(44%) at Kingsley House. Dur:ihg the evaluation perio-d' fifty-eight
participants were placed, with thirty eight (66%) at St. Mark's
and twenty (34%) Aat Kingsiey House.

Fifty~three (91%) of‘E‘i‘*I‘j accepted participants were placed }nto
community service Wb‘rkl-pos'i;ions‘ 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 yei placed. Table 6‘Iists th‘e community service

and unsubsidized work placements. The largest percentage of
participants were placed with the Park and Parkway Commission where
the youthé maintain plants, shrubs, and trees used to landscape

city streets.

_.3 5_



Table &

- Employment Placemen:s*
December 1,. 1978 - December 31, 1979
“ N

Park and Parkways_Commission
Kingsiey House
Dopkwe Community Center
3 H.A:N.O. .
Lafitte Housing Project
St." Thomas Housing Project
St Mark's Community Center
Treme Youth Development Center
‘Community Service Center
Goodwill Industries
Custom Automotive Repair
Y.M.C.A,
St..Mark's Day Care Center
St, ‘Alphonsus  School
N.O. Revival Center
Lighthouse for the Blind
Oliver's. Beauty Salon. -
Irish Chanrel's Boy's Club
Irish’ Channel . Satellite Clinic
A.M.E. Church Rectory
Hope House
Court of Two Sister's Restaurant
Pontchartrain Hotel Restaurant
Popeye's Fr;ed Chicken™
N ot Placed
Total Accepted and Placed -

—
o

——
£ = non

an
IN_._._a_._._-_._._.--NNNNNNww

w
<

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

and another was just accepted and not yet placed.,

According fo the original grant apphcatlon the Housing Authority
_of New Orleans (H.A.N.G.) was to provide forty (44%) community
service work s'lofs for participants. Téble 6 indicates that only five (9%)
vof the placed participants worked for H.A.N.O. during the evaluation
period. A monitoring report submitted on July 25, 1979 ., by the M.C.J.C.C.
addfessed the Iow’ Alével of placements with H.A.N.O. According
to the Project Cpordinator, the number of work slots committed to
H.A.N.O. sthld be flexible in order‘ to meet th.e‘needs of participants.
A seriés of correspon,denckes between officials, documents that
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H.A.N.O. officials have agreéd to keep the number of work slots flexible.‘
(See Appenaix)

Although fifty—;ix placements were made during the evaluation
period, fifty participants including the three working in unsub-
sidized positions actuallly worked. According to Table 7,, the
median number of hours worked by participants was 16.5 houfs
peyr mohtlw for placembe'nts at‘both St. Mark's and Kingsley House.
éimilar’ly, 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 according to the direct victim"s‘ request. The amount N
of weekly and monthly restitution payment assessed to each participant
varies according to one-twelfth of the total ‘restitution ordered. Table
9 indicates that direct victims received $9.01 and $10.65 monthly from
participants af Kingsley House and St. Mark's respectively. Table 10
indicates that two participahts at Kingsley House and four participants at-

St. Mark's paid $7.75 and $4.29 respecti.vely each.month to the Victim
Fund.

Service delivery at’the Y.S.A.s can be assessed in terms of average
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

..37..
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Table 7 .
Community Service Work
December 1, 1978 - Decembier 31, 1979
N % Mean : Median
(hrs/wk) (hrs/mo) (hrs/wk} ' (hrs/mo)

Kingsley House

0.5 - 2.9 hrs/weck 6 33% .

3.0 ~ 3.9 hrs/week i 22% Y

5.0 - 4.9 hrs/week’ 4 22%

5.0~ 5.9 hrs/week L A 22%

6,0 + hrs/week o -

Total- Participants 18 100% 3.6 15.6 3.8 16.5
Placed, not working 1

Unsubsidized work T )

Total at Kingsley House 20 34%

St.. Mark's . , . ]
0.5 - 2.9khrs/week 9 ,)tf’ Tvy31% =0}
3.0 - 3.9 hrs/week 6 21% o
4,0 -~ 4.9 hrs/week 7 L20%

5.0 — 5.9 hrs/week 4 1%
6.0 +  _.hrs/week 3 {_19_}1 . :
Total Participarits 29 { T00% 4.0 17.3 1.8 16.5
Placed, not working ’ 5
Unsubsidized work - 2
Accepted, not placed .~ 2
Total at’St. Mark's k[ 66%
R ;
Total Accepted 58 100%




To Offenders
Kingsley -House
$1.00 - $4,99/week
$5.00 - 5.99/week
$6.00 - $6.99/week
$7.00-= $8.99/week
$9.00 +
Total Participants

Placed, not working
Unsubsidized work
Total at Kingsley House

St. Mark's B
$1.00 - $4.99/week
$5.00 -.$5.99/week
$6.00 - $6.99/week
$7.00 ~ 8,99/week
$9.00 + o
. Total Participants

Placed, nhot working
Unsubsidized work .~

Accepted not placed s

Total a St. Mark's. .
Ea R

N

Tatal Accepled s

33%
2%
212%
2%

100%

3%

~38%
4%
s,
28%
23
19U%

66%

100%

Table 8

Incentive Allowance

To Participants

December -1, 1978 - Decembier 31, 1979

L$/wk)

$5.44

46.38

Mean

($/mo}

$23.56

$27.63

{$/wk)

$5.67

$5.70

Median

($/mo)

$24,55

$24, 63
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Tahle @

‘ © . Restitution Payments

to Direct Victims*

December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979

N % Mean Merlian
($/wk) {$/mo) ($/wk) {$/ma)
To Victims
Kingsley House
$0.02 - $0.99/week U} 24%
$1.00 - $1.99/week 1 6%
$2.00 - $2.99/week s 29%
$3.00 - $6.99/week 3 18%
$7.00 - $21.00/week K 1%
.Tolal Participants 17 100% - $4.56 $19.74 $2.08 $9.01
Paid to Victim Fund 2
Piaced, not working 1
Total at Kingsley House 20 8%
St. Mark's .
$0.02 - $ 0,99/week 3 12%
$1.00 = $ 1.99/week ‘ 7 28%
$2.00 - $ 2.99/week h o 16%
$3.00 ~ § 6.99/week 6 20%
$7.00 ~ $21.00/week Y 1 203 :
" Total Participants 25 100% $1.87 $21.09 $2.46 ‘ $10.65
Paid to Victim Fund ] ;
Placed, not working 5 ‘
‘Accepled, not placed 2
Unsubsidized 2
Totat at St.- Mark's 38 66%
Total Accepted ’ . .58 100%

*This table does not Include cash payments o victims paid. in advance
by the Project on behall of participants.

v
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N

To Victim Fund

Kingsley House
$1.00/weel 1
,y$7.l7/wcck 1
fotal- Participants - 2
Paid to direct victims 17
Placed, not working s
Total at Kingsley House 20

St. Mark's

$0.65/week 1
$0.70/week 1
$1.28/week 1
'$1.39/week 1
Total Participants ]
Paid to direct victims 25
Placed, not working 5
Accepted, not placed -2
Unsubsidized 2
Total.al St. Mark's 38

Total ‘Accepted ) 58

Table. 10

Reslitution to

Viclim Fund*

Decemher 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979
Mean
% _($/wk) ($/mo)

50%
50% )
100% $1.79 : $7.75

34%

25%
25%
25%
100% 21,00 : . $4.33

66%

100%

*This tahle does. not Include. cash, payments “to the Victim Fund in advance by

the Project on behalfl of participants.

($/wk)

$1.79

$0.99

Median

{$/mo)

$7.75

$1.29
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8

Counseling:

Kingsiey House

St. Mark's
Totals

Tutoring:
Kingstey House

St, Mark's
Totals

Pre-Vocational:

. Kingsley House

St, ‘Mark's
Totals

Recreationai:
Kingsley House

St. Mark's
Totals - .«

ful

Total

Participants

N

20
38
58
20

38
58

20

38
58

3uy
66%
100%
g
66%
100%
3%
66%
100%
k13

66%
100%

’
/
.

Tahle 1
Youth Scrving. Agencies
Service Delivery
December 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979
Service Mean Median
N % - (hrs/wk) (hrs/mo) (hrs/wk) {hrs/mo)

18 90% 5 2.2 .5 2.2
3 87% .7 3.0 .6 2.6
51 88%

2 10% 3.9 16.8 3.9 16.8
16 12% - N .7 N 1.7
18 31%

vy )

16 +80% 2 .9 B R}
k4

324 gng .5 2.2 ‘ M 1.7

8/ 93% -

18 909, 4.2 BTN n,3 8.5
29 76% 5 2,2 A 1.7
47 81
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per month at St. Mark's. Forty-—eight (83%) participants received pre- -
vocational gﬁidance , a rﬁedian of 0.4 hours »monthly at Kingsley
House and 1.7 hours per month at St. Mark"s. Forty-seven (81%)
participants participated in recreational activities, a median of

18.5 hours% r_rgonthly at Kingsley House and 1.7 hours per month

at St. Marl‘<"s‘. iny‘eighteen‘(31%) pa;*ticipants received tutoring

.‘ ‘\

(onty two at Kipgsley House), a median of 16.8 hours monthly at

\“ ~

kingsley House and 1.7 hours per month at St. Mark's.

o
y

Discussion
In terms of th‘e"-balanceiof placements between St. Mark's and
Kingsley House, the data suggest that St. Mark's has accepted approx-

imately 10f9:more participants and Kingsley’.House 10% less than the
proposed balance. - However, this imbalance does not, as yet, identify a
problem since botiof the Y.S.A.s are short of the projected maxirﬁum
ﬁumber of participants.

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 proposaly, the Y.S.A. worker
is to. accompany the youths working ét H.A.N.O. everyday and

- see that a regular H.A.N.O. employee is available for supervision,

If this problem can be resolved, H.A.N.O. placement has the potential
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fdr iﬁﬁ‘pactir}g‘both pé-rtlici‘pants and resyi‘dents i’n hd‘using projécts.
: ‘]"he if‘ennov‘ation“of H.A.N .O.v ﬂproper’ty npt only gives participanté oppor-
tuniiy to learn marketabl’e skillsébb,ut‘reslidents will directly benefit

from fmpr"ovedv living con\diﬁoﬁs. ' " . .

| - T‘he issue of unsubsidized employrﬁent should be studied carefully,
since the directfon of the Project into thisv'ar'éa' wiIl}Iixkely affect continuation.
- jssues.:reléted’ to unsubsidized employment which require explicit
clarifiéatio\n include: the responsibility for finding jobsy; the
détermihation ;’;)f impactful restitution amounts and fair repaymént terms;
the responsibilities of employers concerning their role in the Project;
ﬁtyhe monitoring of participant's progress; arrangi‘r’]g for supportive
services; céuses for‘removél and successful termination; and the .
relationship between probation and the restitution contract.

A comparison of the median rﬁonthly incentive allowance with the

- median restitution payments indicates that participants on the a\)erage
‘recgive ovy'erAtwice as much monthly incentive allowance than they pay as

i

restitution to direct victims or the Victim Fund. Requiring participants

to pay a greé\ﬁer proportion of their stipend as restitution and réceiving
a smalle:r pr‘o4por,r'tion asén incéntive alldwan@ could enhaﬁce the im=
pact on ﬁartici;p‘antvs of paying r’éstitution. However;, the Current: fow
levei of ordered restitution in conjunc.,tion‘with ,t.h'ek reql’J'irement‘that

participants pay only one-twelfth of that amount per morith minimizes =

~uf-



that irﬁpact. ’lf,‘oh thé oﬂﬂer hand, ordered regfitutién incrveased
and/or par't'icipantsf were allowed to pay more than one—tWelfth of thé,
ordered amount per month, impact could be increased.

In te_rms‘ of monthly service deliver;y the typical partic‘ipyant

at the Y.S.A:.s received the following:

WA
A

At Kingsley House: 2.2 hours of counseling
0.4 hours of pre-vocational guidance

~. 18.5 hours of recreation

i

At St. Mark's . 2.6 hours of counselling

1.7 hours of pre-vocational guidance

: 1.7 hours of recreation
1.7 hours of tut;)ring (only 42%)
Participants at both of the Y.S.A.s contributed an additional

16.5 hours per montk; of cdmmunity service work. These services,
in addition to baying restitution, are the primary "treatments"
intended to impact the ¢riminal behavioral pattern of parficipan‘ts.
Although it is still too early to assess impact in terms of reduced
contact with the juvenile justice system, a more comprehensive
analivssis wfll be possibleyin the second‘—yeér preliminary impact

evaluation.
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C Overall Programmati'éProductiv‘ity
Table 12 summérizes ftotal progfammatic activities in terms of"

" aggregate totals for all partucupants durmg the evaluation perlod A

R

total of $12 223, 13 restltutlon was paid either directly to vnctlms or to

sl

~the Victim Fund g Participants provided the community with 2,«877 hours

ca i

of corﬁmunity service work and aggregately r‘eceived $4,365.75 in the form
of incentive allowances. The Y.S.A.s provided 619.5 hours of counseling,
329.0 hours of tutoring, 328.5 hours of pre-vocational guidance, and

1,891.5 hours of recreation to participants. Fifty-eight Quarterly
AN

H

Reports weregsubr’hitlted to victims and additional copies were sent to

“

: par‘ehts, guardians and probation officers. = Sixty Verification of Loss

“y

forms were received.

Table 12
.Total Programmatic Activities

Decarnber 1, 1978 - December 31, 1979 -

Total restitution ordered by court $12,223.13

Restitution paid by participants to victims* i 4 .3,130.83

Restitution pa:d by Project to victims §,303.95

Restitution paid by participants to Victim Fund” 162.39

Restitution paid by Project to Victim Fund 625,96

_ ‘Total Restitution -Paid $12,223.13
Total community service work** ' 2,877.0 hrs.

Total cash payments to participants " 5 4,365.75
, Total hours counseling ~ : ' 619.5 hrs
o Total -hours tutoring .. ; : 329.0 hrs.
0 " Tatal héurs pre-vocational 328.5 hrs
) < Tetal Mours recreaticn 1,631,353 hrs

Total ‘number of Quarterly Regorts
sent to Victims, parents, and Probation 58

‘Total number of Verification 5i Loss
reports received - . 57

*Since it |s the policy of the Project to pay the full orcered
restitution to the victim soon after acceptance, the restitutien
‘paid by participants to victims is aétually reimbursement to the
.. Praject,
. #*The total hours of communlty service work and the total cash paymants
to participants both exciude heurs worked and’ pavments for unsubsi-
- dized employment.
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According to the"grant application, the Program Coordinator
is responsiblé for developing a comprehensive public ré‘lations program
designed to inform and educate the public régarding the Restitgtion
Project. In furtherance of this effort, the Program Coordinator
address‘e‘d various comml;nity groups on twenty¥two'separate occasions,
b‘roadc;a'st public ‘service announcements on five diffefent radio |
stationsi and was mentioned in two newspaper articles during
the current evaluation period. The Coordinator stated in the’ presentations
that the Project allows participants not only t'o see the relationship
between criminal activity and Iossvof the victi..,, but for many
youths guilty of non-violent offenses paying restitution is a more
‘appropriate sanction than ’incarceration. (»A list of all thevpublic

speaking engagements is contained in the Appendix).

Tatle 13 shows the status of the fi’fty;eight accepled participants
as of Decembver 31, 1979. Forty-six (79%) were still active participants,
one (2%) successfully completed the Project and was re‘lyeased 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 termsof

programmatic activities although not officially terminated from the Project.
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R S ' " Table 13
k Current Status
“of -Accepted Participants .

December 31, 1979

N %

' Stilt-In k ‘ T u6 7‘325i
Six M onth Completion 1 Ea

. Removed-Disciplinary 4 ’ 7%
" Removed-Medical 1 133
nactive” 6 108

tive .6

s 8 100%

i,ftjinotai Accepted .-
"?Thie.&'categor'y includes individuals who did not
e e urrant valuation.
’ \. _p_svri\ocv!. ;
bDiscussion’ , | "%‘,‘:
Restitution projects ,b“a’sedupon' subsidized employment may
experience difficulty in maximizing the impact upon participants
of paying restitution, since both participantsﬁ and victinrs are paid
with grant funds rather than the actual earnings of participants.
For example; in the ereens Parish‘Restitution‘ Project, all participants
‘receive equal incentive allowance‘s‘ forvworl'ging the same number
¢ 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 samev‘
‘period of time and receive the same incentive allowance as a youth
guilty of arhﬂed robbery or auto theft. One questiron raised is
"How are these vouths 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 employmént
are not usually faced with this situation} since participants actually
pay varying amounts of restitution from their 0wh:earnings depending

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

an unsubsidiiéd program depends upon the support of the community.
S o
Thus, if the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Project begins

aN
N :

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

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

o

3,
community support in the fofm of available employment positions

for participants éppeal?s to be a p;"erequisite.

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 Adegree these results cén be said to havé impacted
the level of criminal activity in the corﬁmunify remains to be analyzed.
At a minimum, if all the participants would h;ave otherwise been incar-
cerated at the Louisiana Training Institute (L.T.l1.), those additiona‘l
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 ihactive in terms of programmatic activities
for at Teast two »rrynontHs: com‘prise‘ approximately 10% of all accepted

participants (58}, ablt’hough the Pkoject still expects these participants

“to fulfill the terms of their contracts, more specific policies regardirig

that status should be developed. Since all restitution contracts specifi-
cally require five hours of community service work per week and
attendance at Y.S.A. functions, inactivity for two menths is clearly

3 N ) . : o
a violation of the contract and grounds for removal. However, if such

an inactive statiis can be justified specific reasons should be stated in

writihg ’by'the Project in order to explain why these participants are

not rgmovéd from the program.

- D. - Process Measures

One major factor effecting overall performance during the

first year of Project operation was the delay in hiring personnel.

For a combination of reasons a full staff was not hired until early

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

latter part of April, 1979. This four month implementation delay

~contributed to the Projec.t failing to meet the goal of processing 140

~adjudicated delinquentss annually. However, based upon an index

o'f‘ﬁ o7 Yplacements per month (140/12), the Project should have
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accepted ni’neiy‘—fou‘r' participants (11.7 x 8) by Decembe‘r 31,.1979.
VT‘hu‘s t!je fifty—éight accepted participants during the evaluation
period am‘oubnt to 62% of that adjustéd goal.

{{\lthough‘the seleciion criteria as stated in ‘t‘he original grant
application did not explicitly exclude first offenders, as therlfroject |
was designed to provide an alternative to incarceration, those first
offender'_é who would not have been otherwise incarcerated should
be excluded\frofn participation. Table 3 revealed that 28% of all
:participants were first offenders and 74% had no prgvious convictinns,
indicating that some accepted parti;ipants should have been excluded.
Second_ly, as youths not adjudicated delinquent were categorically
excluded, Table 4 evidenced that 19% of all accepted participants
’were adjudicated "In Need of Supervision" in direct violation of
the selection critérié.

Thirty—one participants (53%) were referred to the Project by
Juvenile Court judges with specific amounts of restitution to pay, with
the remaining twenty-seven restitution amounts (47%) determined by
Eroject staff. In general, the procedures utilized to determine the
monetary loss were judged to be efficient. However, it may be inappro-
priate to accept participants with Ieyss than $50 restitution to pay into
a program Which assésses offenders on.ly one-twelfth of the ordered ;
amount per month. Table 5 indicated that 21% of all participants were

ordered to pay less than $4.17 per month restitution ($50/12). Itis
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q',uestioanabl'e Whethér this insighific‘ant payment could be impactful on

'pafticipahts.. '

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

to developlindi'\/idual supportive service programs on an as needed

basis for each participant, to include counseling, recreational, and/or

educational activities. Table 11 indicated that participants received
between&hreé..\\apd four hours of various counseling per month and
participated in recreational activities in varying d‘egrees. ‘While

communication between the Y.S.A.s and Project staff appeared to be

on-going, regular ingg_rfstgff meetings could improve rapport and

‘coordination.

The Y.S.A.s are also respoﬁsible for placing and monitoring
participants infcomm‘unity service work slot;q. Fifty-six participants
(90%) were placed during the evaluation periéd and, according to
Table 7, participants of both Kingsley House and St. Mark's worked
a median. of 16.5 hours per month, 17%»iess time than the 20.0 hours
per month projected in tvheoriginal,grant application.

All victims were involved with restitution'arbitratioh, each

submi‘tting'Veri‘ﬁcation on Loss forms in writing and negotiating .

quite extensively with the Restitution staff over the telephcne

and by mail Conterning 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
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that fifty-eight Quarterly Reporfs were sent to victims and

sixty. Verification of Loss forms were received from victims, sque’st’—
ing a ‘hi‘ghhlevel of victim involvement. Victim satisfaction’ is further
enhanced by receiving full payment of restitution a few we‘eks after
the participg'nt is accepted by the Project. 5.

E. Cost;&;‘n‘al'ysis |

. D-ueit‘o the lghgth of time of full Project operations and the total
number- of participants completing the program, a cost analysis is

not warranted at this time\..\“‘- However, a cosi analysis will be in—'
cluded in the secon“c‘iu—"yéar 'i)reliniinary impact evaluation. Table 14,

a Financial Status Report submitted by the Project summarizing cumu-
Ia‘tive 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’;k)eriod frorﬁ Decembér 1, 1978 to December 31, 1979
the Juvénile‘Res'titution Proje’ct was established as a dispositional
alternative %’or youths adju‘dicated in the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court.
Approximateli 7.3 juveniles per month (58/8) were accepted into the
Project’durih\'g"%‘thé‘ evaluation period. Although the Court,‘ the Juvenile

Division of the bfstrict Attorney's office, and the Juvenile Pro-

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

o

and participants were not redched. The unde_rutilizétion‘ of the Project‘
as a dispositional alt;r"ﬁa’tivé"to incarceration seriously limits the cost
effectiveness of this potentially impactful program.

Furthermore, since sixteen (28%) participants were first offenders’ -
not ordinarily incarcerated, the underutilization of the Project as
an alternative was compounded. Since the avcceptance of inappropriate
participants displaces others for whom the p.roject could be a real
alternative to incarceration, the acceptance of first offenders could
be interpreted as negatively impacting Project goals.

Service delivery and community service work placemrent and

management were implemented in an efficient manner by both Y.S.A s,
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Howe‘ve’rr,‘ due to ithé‘fact tﬁat fhe Pr'oject'operate'_d"with Iéss ;th::a‘nt 622 of
the méximum placements, both Y.S.bA'.s.‘shou‘id realiz‘e tha“t sevr'v,ice
deli;/er"y; manégémerﬁt will have to acconﬁmdda‘te more. participants witihb ;

, the sémé number of staff personnel. Furtherrﬁoré, data analysis revealed

that a significant number of participants were in violation of their résti—

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

the median hours worked was 16.5 per month with over 50% of all

parti;c;‘ipants workiné‘ less than four hours per week. As stated in each
LRE N -

restitution contract, all partikcipants were required to work five hours

-

per week and, ‘excessive absences from work are grounds for

termination frbm 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 primarily discussed procedural activi-
ties, effectiveness and impact will be measured in the second-year pre-
liminary 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 shotld be excluded from the
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Projéct. Likewise, juveniles having insignificant restitution to pay
may be inappropriate, since the primary "treatment" 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 durring
the evaluation ée‘r\iod, -a more intensive recruitment effort is required to.
ma;<imize ‘Fhe Projectj's'impact. It is suggested that the Projei:t work
With the District Attorney's Bﬁite to identify potential participants’
early in the judicial proge§s.;‘vl5rogrammatic and staff organization was
based upon a ‘prdjected maximu“m 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 theb acceptém::e
rate were to remain at ?2% the number of referfals woulld 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 thre contract is grounds for r‘émoval
from the program, return to court, and incarceration. If any partic':i—’
pant is permitted to remain in the program while in viélation of the

contract, not only will impact be minimized for that participant, but
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oither‘paftic’ipahts’ rr:;aby vi,ew‘ this 'a:s an Opportunit;to, "l:;eatv the s;vstemn‘ ‘
» themsélves. It is 'pfobl‘efnmatic that év‘en if‘participvants‘! do ndt ’work the 4
required ,t\}venty hours per month (the actual _rhédian was 16.5 hours per
m.onthj‘, acc'rue;d restitu‘t‘io‘n paymehts are r_j_q_t_ proportionately decreased.
For in»}sta;nce,fﬁa youth who i,siwor'king only 83% of the requiré‘a community
service hours not only accr;.xes 100% of the monthly Eegtitutioh payment._,_
Vtéut wjll' cémpiete the program in only one-year, in effect "beating the
systemj " g is sugges:terd that if a youth works either more or less than
the required Hours, restifutién payments should be proportiohat'ély
adjusted and early or:late release be utilized as an incentive to work the
’ reqy'uir'ed hours.’ Hdwever, the enkforcement of comptiance with Project
re_q'uiremkentsv depends upon accepting appropriate“participants. -
_ Specific prdcedures should be established regarding participants
inacti\(;g for two month‘s, i‘n;luding document'éd reasons for such a status,
’a‘ li‘mit;d time per'iéd fér remaining in that status, and explicit causes
fbf eithér p’ro-rmotidn back to actlve status or remoVal and referral back
to court. . ' ‘ | | ‘ ”
li '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 docurnented loss., ‘
;l\s an objecﬁve of the Project is‘té make youthful offenders more
y”ac’countable 4fo’r th;air criminal behavior, it appears necessary for the

~ sever4i“ty of the sanction to approximate the severity of the loss. If

B “a‘!\lv 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
~serious offense may deduce that that cffense is no more serious than a
! : ;

" lesser one. ltis 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 0.J.J.D.P. funding expires, a restitution program based

upon cc;st e%ficient unsubsidized employment may be more attractive to

the City administration.ﬂ Additionally, Qah unsubsidized progran; may be
more impactful on participants since restitution will be paid from actual
earnings. Howéver, if unsubsidized employment is implemented in the
future, equal access to all eligible juvenile offendé;':s regardless of race, -
color, creed, sex, ethnic group, or socio-economic status must be guaran-
teed.

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 Court,
both the quantity and quality of referrals from judges should be increased.
In terms of quaiity, strict adherence to selection criteria aimed at estab-
lishing the Project as a true alternative to inca‘rcer"ation should be followed .,
Furthermore, it'is suggested that Project staff have open access to the

judges.
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A. L‘e'tt‘er £rom Y.S.A. ,cbn‘cerning‘ type of participant

¥s. Adele Lowe
Juvaenile Restitution Program
916 Lafaystte Strsst

Rev Orleuns. Louiaians 70113

" Dear Adcl-)

Recent developments have compelled us to put in writing our concern about
the type of raferrals we ars getting for our Rest{tuti{on Program. On numerous
occasions we have reittarated our beliaf that the success of tha program dee
pends on our offering an:altarnative to incarceration for juveniles convicted
of ‘erires.  Not only is the reduction of commitments to the Dapartment of
Corrections a goal of the program, but the vary roal. threat of incarceration
will saxve as. a povarful motivatar for a youth to participats actively in the
program, On reviewing the reforrals wa have received, we find that of our 14
clients only J of these have records that probably would have rasulted in com=
mitmant, - In fact 7 of our clients have never had a previocus conviction and
therefora have nNever even bcen on probation. Therefors, we ars serving as an
addition to probation before sany additional efforts are indicated rather than
an alternative disposition., Further we are losing the motivational aspact with
this type of referral, This situation leaves us open to acme very roal problems,
Two of our referrals have alresady refussed, {n no uncertain terms, to participats
in the program, Their racords would not indicate that {ncarceration is in fact
2 probable altarnative, Tet meny othar cliants are aware of these youtha! ree
fusal to participate and are waiting to see what happens, These two youths
could be committad as a lssson to thoss who refuse to. participata but {n that
cade our afforts rusult in raising the number of ¢ommitmonts not decreasing
then, Yt {f nothing ‘is done, the active clients and other potential clients !
becowms sware of the aboetica of any enforcoment power to the programe All of ¢
this would have been aveided i{f raferrals wera held to those youths whoss pare

.tictpation agtually was an alternative to incarcaration. . I{ they :efuae to
participats thay could ba autcmatically coumittad.

1 a2 sware that rafarrals azs slow though with the prnn-nt concexn over
‘juvenile crima I sm not sure why thie situation exiats, However, the policy

- of taking anything we can pet sesws to be working against the success of the
program itself, ‘

-'w’~- B 1£ we naed to 3a:|tog-th-r to discuss any of these lu-uea, plesse lat me
K . kn‘o" . ) . .

T ; PERTTYD
‘ o Cathy Base
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Suggested Revisions by M.C.J.C.C.
¢ ~ c

ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT RESTITUTICN PROGRAM -

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

A,

GOALS . ) 3

1.

5.

Prov;de a comprehensive program of restitution
alternatives for (140) adjudicated del;nquents
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 Depart<
ment of Corrections by 15% over a (3) year period:
5% first year, 1l0% 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 durlng a one vear period after leaving
the progr=m.

Provide & positive alternative to lncarcerat-on for
the Juvenile Court Judges.

OBJECTIVES

L.

2.

Provide direct monetary restitution to (100) vic
of juvenile crime. annually in New Orleans.

timsg

Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of_juvenile
crime annually in New Oxleans through cont ibutions to
recognxzed community funds, )

To' provlde increased counseling, recreational and =du-
cational services to participating juvenile offenders.

To increase the number of effective dispositional als+
ternatives available to Juvenile Court.: by strengthening
existing 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 employablllcv of participating vouth’

through work-training experience, education and pre-
vocatlonal training.
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:‘% B. Sﬁggésted Revisions (cont.);", :

i

it Lt

ey

’5rovide an alternative to incarceration for 90 serious

Juvenxle offenders at any one time, for a total of
140 annually. ‘ ‘

Decrease the number of delinguents conv1cted of serious
‘crimes and sent to Department of Correct;ons by 5% per
year. Y

Yy

'S“LHCTION CRIT”RIA

orleans Dar:x.sh youth, ages 14 through lo, who have beén
adjudicated delinguent at least twice or have four arrests:
and one conviction which occurred prior to the current
arrest and adjudiecation. .

 Youth must be thosg who .would. normally be committed to

the Department of Gorrections in the absence of alterna-
tive pregrams., Youth who would be incarcerated with the
next minor-Qr major offense may alsc be selected.

This exXcludes youth adjudicated delingquent for murder
and rape. Status offenders will alsoc be excluded from
participation. Individuals with patterns of viclent
behavior or those deemed a threzst to themselyes or to
the community will alsoc be exclided from the program.

An analysis of the vouth's arrest history, suitabilitv
for employment and nis or her abhility to both understand
and accept the restitution coneept will be utilized in

. the selection process.

Equal access to the program will be assured to all
eligible juvenile offenders regardless of race, color,
creed, sex, ethnic group or socioceconomic status. This
will be achieved by maintaining a proportionate balance
between the percentage makeup 0f the total juvenile ar-
restee population according to the characteristics listed
above and the clients of the OPJCRP

—63_
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TELEPHONE 522-3384

OéLEANS PARISH RESTITUTION

RN . 916 LAFAYETTE ST,
- ’ NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113

' September 28, 1979

‘f\.

Coordinating Committee
FROM: Adele Lowe, Program Coordinator /.4

SUBJECT: -Suggested Changes of Program Goals, Objectives, and
Selacticn Criteria .

The Criminal Justice Cooprdinating Committee recommended 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 essepntial
in order to grant the juvenile court judges more flexibility in

~scrutinizing possible referrals for the orogram. According

to CJCC a change in also necessary in order to adhers to OJJDP‘s
Natioral Goals. I feel the revised criteria would decrease

the judges flexibility. It would also negate one of QJJIDP's
National Goals. Explanations of why the criteria is not appli-
cable for the program will be discussed.

The original selection criteria is statked in the Orleans ,
Parish Juvenile Restitution. Grant, Mo. 78-ED-AX~-0159, as follows:

Orleans Parish youth, ages 14 through 16,
who have been adjudicated delinguent for
assult, buralarv, theft or auto theft and
in. some cases-armed tobbery will be eliqi-
ble for the program. This excludes youths
adjudicated for murder and rape. Status
offenders will also be excluded £rom parti-
cipation. '
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C. Response from Project (cont.)

OJJDP has A “luded offenders involved/” 1 victimless crimes
from restitution programs. If offenders o. victimless crimes
were eligible to participate in the program, it would negate
the concept of restitution. Therefore, it is important that

‘names of. appropriate offenses are mentLOnnd in a restitution

selection criteria.

) 8 ) “w -
The revised selection eriteria, No. 1, recommended at the

‘meeting with c¢Jcc and the Restltutlon Program staff staiss as

Eollows-
Orleans Parish youths, ages 14 through 16,
- who ‘have been adjudicated delinquent at
lease twice or have four arrests and one
+ N conviction which Occurred prior to the

‘current arrest and adjudicatiocn.

It was suggested to me by CJCC that the revised selection
criteria would 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-
timlessvcrime. ) ‘ . ‘

The rev;sed criteria would placé mors emphasis on the number
of prior offenses as opposed to the currant offense. The current
offense is important in order to-determine if.restitution should
be considered and the seriousness of the Dresent offense is a
major determxnlng factor for possible incarceration,

At a rescent 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 Qeter-
mined in the adjudication process, as well as the youth's prior
record. Basing the determination of incarceration on previodus
offenses negates the adjudication process on which the restitution
program is based.

. When' an offender is referred to the program, the staff investi-
gates basic demographic data and so¢ial history, including school
history, physical problems and any history of emotional problems.
Either Kingslcy tHouse or St. Marks Community Center also interviews
the offender. The restitution staff and agericy then decide. if the
referred youth is appropriate for the program. With all research
at hand on the particular case, the staff is well-equipped to
avaluate if the restitution program wxll provide a positive social
impact on the youth. :
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C. Response from Project (cont.)

Therefore, the restitution program can also serve as preventive

medicine for youths who appear to be prime candidates for incar=-
ceration at a later date,

The restitution staff has investigated court dispositions in
order to ascertaln the types of cases referred to the judges.
It appears. that ‘the juvenile court. judges are referring the
appropriate offanders to the program. : However, the court is .
already limited to the types of cases it can refer to the pro-
gram. A su:ricxent amount of the judges' time is spent with
neglect, custody, and adoption cases. Many juvenile offenders
are not aporopriate for the program due to the youth's age or
type of crime. ‘The revised criteria would not increase the
judges flexibility, but ingtead it would decrease what flexibility
the judges currently have, ™
The suggested change in goal.three that recommends the
specification of reduction in commitments on a yearly basis
will be taken into consideration when a grant adjustment is
requested. - The suggested, additional goal £ive and objectives
seven and eight are implicit in other goals and objectives or
restatements of other goals and objectxves but will also be
taken 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-
jectives and selection criteria recommended to the Restitution
staff are not applicable at this time. I would appreciate your
viritten response to this letter in terms of specific reasons why
these requested changes should be made and how these changes
would improve the program.

We appreciate your concern for the program. = We look forward
to working with you in providing positive social impact through
a reduction of crime in the City of New Orleans.

AL/ww

cc:. Eleck Craig, Steve Hunt, CJCC
Joan B. Armstrong, Administrative Judge
Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator
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D. Suggested revisions by
-+ the Project

OREEANS PARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION

Mr. Prank R. Servas, Jr.

Criminal Justice Coordinating Committee

1000 Howard Avenue
Suite 1200
New Orleans, La. 70113

Dear Mr. Serpas:

Attached is a cooy of the revised program operating philosophy,

916 LAFAYETTE ST.
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113

Qctoher 25, }979

program goals and objectives, and program selection criteria.

These will be submitted with the

adjustments.

I would appreciate any input from you or any member of the

< TELEPHONE 522-3i84

Policy and Procedure Manual as

staff at CJCC concerning these proposed adjustments, and I 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
Enc,

Sincerely, /g
(Detetr s Lt/

Adele Lowe
Program Coordinator. -
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D. Suggested revisions (cont)

s\\'.‘

IXI. PROGRAM GGALS AND OBJECTIVES

A..Goals
!V 1) Provide a comprehensive program.of
v restitution alternatives for (140)

‘adjudicated delinquents annually.

2. Through.a program of restitution, to
increase  the confidence of victims

of juvenile crime in the juvenile

justice system.

3. Decrease the number of commitments to
thé Department of Corrections by 15%

~ over a~(3) year period§ 5% first year,
10% second year and 15% by the third

year,

4. Decrease recidivism among program partici-

pants by 25% as comparcd to comparable

youth not involved in the program.  Reci-

divism here means adjudication as delin-
quent during a one year period after

leaving the program.
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,.Dg'sﬁggesteg revisions (cont.)

5. .Provide an alternative to'incarcération
for the Juvenile Court Judges
0bjectives’
1. Provide direct or indirect restitution
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-
posi&ional alternatives available to -

Juvenile .Court.

4. To provide the public with information on
the program aimed at increasing public
awarencss of and confidence in the juvenile

justice system.

‘5. To increase the employability of partici~
vpating youth through work-training ex-

' perience and rehabilitative services.

-
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4.

An analysis of the youth's arrest his—
tory, suitability for employment and
his or her ability to both understand
and accept the restituti;n concept Qill

be utilized in the selection process.

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 méintaining,a_éroportionate’balnnce'
between the percenéagé’makeup of the
total juvénile arrestee population
acaofding to the characteristices listeq

above and the clients of the OPJRP.
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‘D. SuggeSted revisions (c{bnt.) :

{(r ‘ “(f‘ C S

'III. PRCGRAM SELECTION/ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

AN 1.  Orleans Parish youth, ages 14 through

LAY -~ 18, who haéehbeen adjudicated delin-

quent for offenses where restitution
e : R : . would be appropriate will be gligible
o ’; . f;r‘:%b progJram, This excludes youth .
- o ““wadjudic;ted?delinquent for murder and
rape. Status offenders will also be

excludaed from participation.

2. Youth must be those who Qould norﬁally'
be committed to the Department of
_Corrections in‘the absence of altérqai;"
tive p;ograms. Youth who would be incar-
‘ ‘ R . X " . cerated with the next minor or major

offense may alsv be selected.

3.  Individuals with patterns of violent
behavior or those deemed a threat to
themsclves or to the community will be

excluded from the program.




D. Quarterly Workplan Summaries

. @\
LWy L
A

/
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T

N .
ORLEANS PARISH RESTITUTION
. 3 - 918 LAFAYETTE ST.
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113

QUARTERLY WORKPLAN 'SUMMARIES

~,
"~

I. First Quarter .

December 1, 1978 through December 31, 1978

A. A search committee will be organized by the four
Family Court Judges to identify individuais with
specific skills necessary to organize'énd manage
the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program.

I1XI. Second Quarterx

January 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 cdnducted with the Criminal Justice
Coordinating Committee, the Xouth Service Agencies,
the Juvenile Probation Department, and the Fam;ly
Court Judges.  These meetings will be scheduled to
discuss programmatic issues that affected ‘the start-

up phase of the program.

TELEPHONE 522..3384
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‘v.~ IfI. Third Quarter

April 1, 1979 through June 30, 1979

<% A Ey the end o: this quarter it is anticipated that
| twénﬁy juveniles will Ee in the Restitution proéfam.
B. A total of tour public engagements will have been
f:mad?‘in the commﬁnity.‘ |
c. Eaéh’progrém participAnt atkthié time is expected
to have a complete folder indicating work and activity
schedule thch 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’l, 1979 through Seovtember 30, 1979

A.  Approximately forty to fifty offenders will be in
| the’Juvenile Réstigution Program by éhe end of
this quarter |
B. Résﬁiggtion payments by this time will have been
| paid to approximately thirty to tifty victims.
C. 'Quérterly reports on the offender's progress will
have béen mailed to the victims during’this time

period.
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D. Quarterly Workplan Summaries (cont.)

(..‘ o, ’ !(,.'

s

"4 V,' Fifth Quarter

A,

1, 1979 through December 31, 1979

It is anﬁicipated that there will be approximately
bétween sixty to ninety participants in the Orleans
Parish Juvenile Restitution Program atvgﬁis time.
The Restitution grogram looks fOrwafd t§ somé‘
participants terminating for a good cause by the
end of this report.

The Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Advisory
Committeé plans to be actiVe in the City of New
Orleans. By this date it is anticipated that ther
Committee will have conéfibuted valuable input to
the Juvenile Restitﬁtion Program.

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
suppert for the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution

Program.




~E. Vetificaﬁidn“cf7Loss'Form

;(i. ‘efavietim's‘Name;‘ '(f,;

Address __

‘Phone

'Offender's Name

Vetification of Loss'Pcrm

\\Thxe form is to verxfy that as a result of ‘the actzons leading to

case~# o s | suffered ‘the damages below-‘
AL f‘c°sts for 1osses/damage S ey
B, I received pagment from:

E,

1. Insﬂ;ence\gpmpany $
/'ze Vietim eompeesetion program $
3 Otﬁe: (list’separately) $
TOTAL COMPENSATION*gﬁr $ .
Total'unpaidvcosts are.,. H;vy $-
My iesuranee carrier(s) is/are:
Place of offenee: . Date of bffense: Time:

Please write a summary of how the offense hapoened. (Continue on back
xf necessary)

Do vou want money pamd dlrertly to you A/orto the Victim's Pund A/ ?
(check one)™ =

Do_you want to received Quarterly Progress Reports on the youth?

L/ Yes Z:7 No (check One)

I~give permission to the personnei ¢f the restitution project to
investigate these facts and my loss. I further agree to participate
in the evaluation of the Restitution Program.

Signature of Victim

' Police teport earriee'loss at $
Insurance confirms payments gf $
7Se§geeted'restitution.amounc’ S ] 8

PROJECT USE . ONLY

. Revised 5-22-79

7

e
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F. Quarterly Report
OR{ NS PARISH JUVENILE RESTI. [ION PRCGRAM ~ Phone:

" 916 Lafayette Street K ...+ 522-3384
B New Orleans, Louisiana -70113 .

RE: Name:
Offense:
Date of Offense:

Dear

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 cooperation in this
matter: i i ' :

Total Hours of Education

from _. to
: Total
Total Hours of Counseling
from to
e Total
Total Hours of Recreation
from to .
“Total
Total 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. Restitution Contract - '

ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAM
MUTUAL CONTRACT

I,

Y
A

7agree to follow the Rules and Regulations established by the Orleans

Parish Juvenlle\Restxtutlon Program. I understand that the progran
seeks to recogn;ze tne needs of my victim through monetary repayment
for nxs/her 1osses. recognxze the needs of the communlty through
enploynent of the youth, and recognize my needs by combining a
program of restitution wlth efprogram of rehabllltatzon.\ I undér-
stand and agree to'complgﬁe the;objectives stated in;this agreement..
by my release date. I understand that oneimf two youth serving agencies
will provide me'Qith thqse services aimed at building my ability
for self—eupport. I understand that where these services are not
availabie referrals will be‘made'to acquire the needed services.
b underetand that my participation in the restitutidh program will
not be less than six months or more than one vear. I understand
tnat I may be terminated from the program after a six (€) months
review for good cause which shall take into considerxation:

(1) Attendance records for YSA activities and work;

(2) Attitudeland conduct as judged by the YSA;:

(3) Cver-all progress in school and prevocational:

I’understand that if terminated after six (6) months for
good Cauée, any financial restitution remaining will‘he paid by
the Restitution Program and that I may continue my. participation
inkany‘of the activities providea by the youth serving agency
if’I sO‘desire. I understand tnat upon my successfnl completien

of the restitution program it will be recommended that my

probation period is shortened/ended provided I meet zll necessary

requirements.
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G. Restitution Con}r‘act (cont.)

I‘undetstand-that failure to complete the objectives or
failure to follow the Rules and Regulations shall result in
w removal from the program or disciplinary action to be determined

by the court, I understand that failure in any one of the

following areas will terminate me from the Restitution Program.
(1) ~ Failure to cooperate with the Yourth Serving Agency
and/or”failure to regularly attend Y5A classes and
activities specified in the resti’ution contract, A
(2) Three‘qnexgusgd absences from work during the period
of ‘the contract. :
Although;bhe unexcused absence will not terminate
. me from the Restitution Program, the total monthly
stipend will be reduced by one-third for each
unexcused absence from work.
[ad) : . . .
(3) cConviction of any other illegal act..
. R
Ej' (4) Psychological or physical problems which prohibit
me. from participatgng;meaningfully in the program.
1f my participation in the program is a condition of pro-
bation, I Qnderstand that removal from the program will result
in a recommendation to the court that probation be revoked ana : ' ~
incarceration recommended. : - A o
I am aware that the contract T am signing is an individual
one; therefore, it has been written to comply with my needs as
both an offender and a juvenile.
oy
. Restitution Payments
#
N (1) Time peried in effect
{2) . Total amount of Restitution
(3) . Monthly payment
(4) Date of Payment
(5) - Payment made to: Individual
Community Fund |
(6)  Work Hours
r ' . (7} Amount offender will receive
e

el wvees wds i - e b




e

@7 Restitution Contraét (cont.)

In witness whereof the parties undersigned have here unto

-

s2t their hands and seals this

day of _ . 19

OFFENDER

PARENT/GUARDIAN

PROGRAM CCORDINATOR

PROGRAM ARBITRATOR

YOUTH AGENCY STAFF MEMBER
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H5 Performance Evaluation

CRLENNS PARISYH JUVINILE RESTITUTION PROJECT ;e

YOUTH ‘S NAME

JO3 TITLE

EVALUATION DATE

DRTE WCRK BEZGAN

“

SUPEZRVISCR

PHONE

Pead each of the descriptions carefully and place an. 'X" next to the
one that best fits the youth. Entire evaluation should be discussed

with vouth and forwarded to program counselor.

.

1. buélggy of ¥Work (How.well is work performed?)

{a) Work consistently shows care

(b) Work shows some care

(<)

wWork is usually sloppy

IT, Quantity of Work (How much work does the vouth produce?

{a) Very Productive
(») Finishes the allotted

—fa)

ITI. Effort (How hard does the youth try?) .

e (2)
(b}  Tries fairly hard
Does not exert enocugh

(e)

Does an inadegquate amount of work R

Works to full capacity

amcunt of work

effort

IV, Coorperation {How well does youth work witli others?)

(a)- Generally helpful and

————

(c) Usually disruptive to

supportive

(b} Performs share without causing friction

others

V. Responsiveness to Direcktions (How well doas youth accept

supervision?)

_-{a) Responds consistently
Usually complies with
Generally resgists and

_®)

()

-80-

well to supervision
instructions’
sometimes refuses .direction




VI,
vIT.

vIiII.

SURMARCE ZVALUATION . ‘ .
, RPN :
€2 K g ( - iy
%
Initiative (How much direction does the youth need?)
_ - {a) A self-starter; works indspendently
(») % Needs some direction and follow-up .
(e} Must usually be told what to do
- Judgement (fcw well does youth make decisions?)
-(a) 4§Qnsistently makes sound decisions
(®) Sometimes. makes good decisions
(<) Dacisions.are generally fauliy
Leadership e
. . .
(2) Would excel ifra leadership role
: {b) . Shows some talent for leadership %
_{<) Would-ngt be suitable as a leader )
(&) Unknown — ~ °
Attendance and Punctuality
{1) . Attendance : (2)  Punctuality
(a)  Very good () ~ Very good s
(b) Gond (b) Good
(¢) Average (e) - Average ; :
(é8) Poor (&) Poor ’
Attitude Toward Leaving Program
i D
(2) Is anxiocus to leave
(b) * Is'ambivalent zbout leéaving
———— s _ . Y 4
(e} Is clearly afraid to leave o
(a) This evaluation is not termiration evaluation
Confidence (How would the youth perform on a job interview?) %,
(a) Would do well on a job interview
: (o) Would do satisfactorily on a job interview )
~__Hc) Would perform inadequately on a job interview
(8) Unknown :

—81- ' N | -
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ﬂibPerformance Evaluation (cont.) o

we R ‘ ’ (' ‘, ' ' . (
your signature is requested here only as an
indication that you have seen this report.

Your signature is not intended to imply that you
agree with the ratings. Fenl free to discuss -
this report with the rater. o

o ' N YOUTH SIGHATURE
b
m) -
s DATE

=82~
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-

) Dpid the Qouth‘raise any object

(2)

{3) EZave you noticed any problems

(4)

H. Performance Ev,a‘luati'ori* (cont.)

’

,:<,~<' s ,i - N <T

' TVALUATION COMMENTS

»
A, v
ions to your evaluation?

s0, what werse the reasons for the objections? L
HA S S

what skills and werk habits do you expect the youth to
improve over the next evaluation period? Also indicate
if youth accomplished what you projected in vour last
evaluation, if applicable?

-

that might be intefering'with

the job performance of the youth?

*iiat training, aducation, or other service would you re-
commend to make this youth more "employable"?

Supervisor's Signature

Date

7
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b

1. Wame

I. Monthly Narrative

2.

pe

3. Month

4,

5. Total No. iHours Per tonth

1

Yy

6. Total

No. of Worksite Visits

a, Recrecatiocnal : " Counselor's Sigr-ture
b. Educational
c. Counseling i
d. Prevocational )
" MONTHLY NARRATIVE PROGRESS REPORT
.,
s

Revised 5-18-79
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_Memo 1

e

ORLEvANS PARISH RESTITUTION

916 LAFAYEYTE ST.
NEW ORLEANS, LA, 70113

May 30, 1979
. : :

. MOBIFICATICN OF STIPENDS

The payment of stipends has been mcdified to more clearly define
~ the needs of the victim and offender. As it was stated 'in the grant
‘(Please £ind attached-PAYMENT OF STIPENDS NO. 3)

“In calculatlng the total monthly stipend, a. total of

$36.00 per month has been included for food and trans=

portation: - $24.00 for food and $12.00 for transportation.

This latter amount will be given to the youth by his ¥SA

counselor weekly in the form of bus tokens. The former :

“amount, $24.00, will be issued directly to the youth monthly.

; In total then, the youth will directly receive $44.00 of
R ) his total stipend monthly, with transportation expenses and-
‘ the restitution."

:€3 The-clients'in‘the prbgram will work a total of 5-10 hours per
weeK. The work hours: can be compléted within a minimum of days per
week. The work sites will be within walking distance of the service

provider. (St. Marks or Kingsley House) Therefore, the sum of $24.00

‘per month is not needed for fooa.. Also, $12.00 fér transportation

- is not necessary because of the short distance between work site 4 (2A-r,

and home.

- The Juvenile Restitution Program proposes a slight modification

. -of stipends. . Instead of the’'youth receiving $20.00 a month as an

“Aincentive allowance, the youth will receive $30.00 per month. The
additional $10.00 added on to his monthly stipend will serve as a
learning experiénce in the managing of his own income. "Also, as in
the case of the "real® world nf work, an cmPloyee is not given

‘meney:for transoorhatzon to and from work by his employer. The
- victim will also receive $30.00 instead of $20.00 a month. - This

will clearly define a more equal distribution of income becveen
offender and victim, k

-865-
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J.fﬁMemovChanging Stipends ‘(co‘ntﬂ.’)

(2)

e,

This decision. isithe result of input from St. Marks, Kingsley iHouse,
cJcc Steve Hunt, ard the Juvenile Restitution Staff. R

i N
cc: Elick Craig, CJCC

’




o K ,.Cc.jlryxfe’sponde/ncé[ Co,néernirig‘ H.A.N.O

Rt

L of
NEW ORLK. _NS

| 918 CARONDELET STREET NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA ' 70130 l
!
l
i

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS | ” . : 1N REPLY PLEASE REFER TO:
o L SRR L Juay 3, 1979 : serenence: Peychand/ac
ANDREW J. ‘COUGLAS, CrAlRMaN . . .
OR. W EAAL RAUSEY, VICECHAIAMAN. g o .
v THIMAS 3 MEIER, R, COMMISSIONER
© URSULA S, SPENCER. COMMISSIONER
. MAURICE. RAT2Z, COMMISSIONER

PROJECT;

me. Pow 2l
N : . Community Services
ELLIOTY J. AEYES. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

AOUIS GERCES. ATTOANEY .

05K €, lElNGAn ATTORNEY & -

Ms. Adele Lowe :
Ofleans Parish - i
Juvenile ‘Restitution Program v o :
916 Lafayette Stxeet . !
New Orlﬂa.ns, Louisiana 70113 L i v
Ny
Dear is. Lowe: v ; .
This will confirm the égﬁference:y'ou'had with Mr. J. J. Peychaud,
Director of Community Services, Housing Aduthority of New Orleans, on
o June 19, 1979 wherein the following was agreed.

1.  The Housing Authority of New Orleans will work with the Juvenile
- Restitution Program by supervising approximately L0 juveniles who will
work through varicus housing developments.

2, Work will be in the nature c;f helping regulax HANO empioyees in the
area of Community Semces Mamtenance and Management.

3. ‘Youths will worl approximately five (5) hours each week for the
duration of their restitution.

L. Salaries and fringes will be paid by you. HANO will provide -
Wwork assignments and supervision.

5. ~HANO has the right to interview, select, refuse, or dismiss"
youths wnom it feels will not ‘work ‘to the best interest of the agency..

S 6 y;;es of assignments will range from office work to gensral
clerical, maintenance, agsisting with counseling, delivering flyers
and/or brochuz-es, ete..

AREA CODE (503) §25.0781
"“An Equai Opportunity Employer”

-87-
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K. H.A.N.0O. (cont.)

L.

Qo
N e

-
Ms. A. Laowe A
Juvenile Rest:.tutlon Program

, K *" - ] . -
7. Youths will be placed in the Lafitte, St. Thomas, Magnolia, and
Calliope Deve1 onmen*s initiaily, then placed in other developments
as the need arlses. %:x

8. EANO will keep time sheets on all individuals and forward to
you periodica;ly.

We look forward to hearing from you concerning the placement of the
youths and 2lso a positive working ralationshn.p in assisting the -
youngsters of our commum.ty.

Sincerely,

.

HOUSING AUTEORITY OF NEW ORLEANE

A (e
ll;st. J.,Keyes

Executive Dlrﬂcuor

c_.._

ces

Department Heads
Project Managers
Maintenance Foremen

Family Services Supervisors
File
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K. H.A.N.O. (cont.)

‘a?s, (’ 1 'h’ 'i<v _’, B By (e | o VTV o

ORLLANS PARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION

‘916 LAFAYETTE ST
NEW ORL_EANS, LA 701137

~July 3., 1979
N T :

Jenard Peychaud

Housing Authority of New Orleans
918 Carondelet Street
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130

Dear Mr, Peychaud:
As per our teslephone conversations on July 10 and July 30,

and meeting on June 19, 1979, you and I have reachad a
mutual agreement on-a specxflc statement which has recently been
guestioned by ‘our evaluator, CJCC. vour 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 2pproximatelv 40 juveniles who will work

through various housing developments.

I explained 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 example, Kingsley House and St.
Marks 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.
Conseguently, the Housing Authority might be providing ten (10)

or fifteen (15) work slots with St, Marks providing forty (40)

work glots and Kingsley House providing thzrty—flve (35) work
slots, :

-89
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K. H.A.N.O. (cont.)

o ‘ ‘ A

¥
)s . # ' ;
’ ‘ C C
(2)
As a result of this discussion the phrase, "approximately
40", will be used in order to give the Juvenile Restitution .
Program some latitude in selecting a variety of work slots
to benefit the individual needs and abilities of youthful -
participants. . ‘
I am-looking forward to hearing from you in regards té this
. letter. '
Sincerely,
- ' W/ M
Adele Lowe

Program Coordinafor

cc: Steve Bunt, CJCC
(cc: Original letter from EENO)

y
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K. H.A.N.O. (cont.)

. X (" . ( .
lﬂ)USPﬁGA\UTPK)RITY'OF'NE“IORJJaKNS

. 918 CARONDELET STREET
" NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70130

August 1, 1979

i
kK

Ms. Adele Lowe S

Progran Codrdinator’

Orleans Paxrish.

Juvenile Resti ..u’clon Pxogam .
916 Larayette Street :
New Orleans, Louisiana 70113

Dear Ms. Lowes'
Receipt is acknowledged of?’our letter of July 30, 1979

concerning the number of work il;ots; the: ﬁ’ousi:(xg Authority of New Orleans

T

\will utilize in your program.

This will confn:m our zgreement that even though we have in-

“dicated _nnroxuately Lo Juven_" es will, work throughout the development

the nu:}:er of work slots will remain flexible according to the needs of
the oifender, This will further confirm the fa;:t that the phrase
"app%béci;:ately Lot will be used in order to give. the Juvenile Restitution
Prograa some latitude in selecting a variety of work slots to 5enefit

"hﬂ lnd.xvldual needs :and abilities of youthful participants.

I tmst uha.t this will ass:Lst you with your program.

’ .Ia.nard J. Peyciaud
Dibector CommiZTy Services

T ees.

Bxecutive

-Administrative

File

-971-
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K. H.A.N.O. (qpnt.)

oo o
HOUSING AUTHORITY OF NEW ORLEANS

918 CARONDELET STREET
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70130

[

~ September 13, 1979

o ; Reference: . Peychaud/ac
AR : File : P 24

MEMORANDUM ) , : L
Tot Family Services Supervisors
Project Managers

Maintenance Foremen

From: J. 3, Peychaud .
\.

. o b ) .
With reference to this agency's agreemént with the Orleans
Parish Juvenile Restitution Program, you are reminded that if you choose
to select youths to work in-your arga, the.jobs you wish them to perform
should be meaningful so as to teach them basic skills im preparation
for the job market.

Oa occas1on, it has been reported that youths are oot performing
meaningful tasks, resulting in boredom, idleness and in one case mischief
behavior,

The experiences 'you give them can make the difference as to

whether they enter the job market or retumn to thg~qgvenile court system.

g A el
Janard J. Peyphaud
Director Commun Services
cc: J
Ms, Adele Lowe, Juvenile Restltutxon Program/
Executive .
Admipistration R
Department Heads .
File ’
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L. Public Relations Engagements

Wite

Meeting/Place Description

Juvenile Advisory Committee at Jewish Community
Center. I gave aspeech 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.

1 State Boards and Commissions, 1 discussed
the philosophy of the program, and people asked
various questions about the program. The ‘
meeting was held at Loyola University.

Women in Crisis Town Meeting New 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 rcle definition. The
.meeting was held at the YWCA: Tulane Ave,

g B

Various People Present

Ms. Frierson
Bob Donnaly- Dir. of Diversionary
C Program
Isrial Sidney-Dir., of Juvenile
Probation

Pat Evéns-Dir. of Louisiana
Bureau for Women
Beverly Favre-Dir, of
New Orleans Office
for Women -
Dr. Claire Anderson of Loyola
University

Betty Spencer-Pontchartrain MHC
Adriane Ma Clanie NASW
Fhyllis Nabonne-Minority Women

!\gwn meeting: New Orleans Women Affecting Community. 1. Béverly Favre, Mayor's

‘Men _and Women discussed the following concerns: for
the city of New Orleans: Roles, values, economics,

.crime, politics. - Most of the conversations

Bureau for Women ‘
2. Carolyn Ford, Central City

3. Mildred Young, Irish Channel

centered around the problem of crime in New Orleans. 4. "Rose Loving, New Orleans

This group of seventyj men and women met at the
[ Jewish Community Center on St. Charles, :

Public School Board Member.

Date v

Tuesday, April 24, 1979
7:30 P.m. . 9:30 AM -

Saturday, May 5, 1979,
9:30 f.m. ‘.l;\‘.w/](/Vl-

Thursday, May 31, 1979
7-10:00 p.m.

Thursday, June 7, 1979
7:30-10:00 P.M.
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L. Public Relation (cont.)

‘Meeting/Place Description

Lower Franch Quarter Anti
Crime Meeting. Vieux Carre
Motor Lodge, 920 N. Rampart
Speakers discussed the problem
of c¢rime in the French Quarter
and New Orleans,

New Women's Network

Women initiated a new organizatiomn
interested in the growth of women

in various jobs in the City of New
Orleans.

The meeting was located at De Paul
Hospital in the Chapel,

WQUE, Stereo 93, 1440 Canal Street
New Orieans, La., Ten Second Time

Slot for Publiec Service Announcement

WBYU~FM, Plaza Tower Bldg._
1001 fioward Ave., 38th Fl./ .-

, Public Service Announcément

about Juvenile Restitution.’
Program ‘

WWIW Sun Broadcasting
P.0. Box 53395, New Orleans, la.

. .
1

Various People Present

Districw: Attorney, Harry Connick
City Attorney's Office

Women from the public and private
gections in New Orleans

Bruce J. Corne *

Public Service Director

Public Service Director

'e}
b

Date

Vlednesday, July
7:00-9:00 P.M.

tionday, July 23
5:00-7:00 P.M.

Friday, July 27

’Monday, July 30

18, 1979

., 1979

., 1979

., 1979

Monday, July 30, ‘1979

e
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. Public Relation (cont.),

o

Meeting/Place Description

WNOE, FM Stereo, 529 Bienville St.
New Orleans, La. :
Public Service Annoucement about

Juvenile Restitution Program.

WRNO, FM Stereo, 3400 Causeway Blvd,

Metairie, La.
Public Service Annoucement about
Juvenile Restitution

Third Governor's Conference on
Juvenile Justice. People met in
Metairjie, 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 . .

giwanis Club Presidential ﬁeeting
Regency Restaurant, Veterans Blvd.

Various People Present

Cristy Tipton
Kenny Nagim

Speakers from LEAA and in
other related areas

Vieux Carre' Shop Owners
and residence .

Candidates for political
offices .

Kiwanis Club Presidents
of New Orleans Areca

Date

Wednesday, August 8, 1979

Wednesday, August 8, 1979

Monday, September 10, 1979
through Thursday, Sept. 13,
1979,

Monday, September 17, 1979
5:00-7:00 p.m.

Wednesday, October 10, 1979
11:45 A.M. - 2:00 P.M.. -
Monday, October 15, 1979
5:00-7:00 P.M.

" Monday, October 22, 1979
7:00-8:00 P.M. '
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Relation (cont.)

Public

L.

5

N

Meeting/Place Description

Kiwanis Club Moisant Meeting
Hilton Airport Inn

Grace Episcopal Church
3700 Canal Street

Health Fair; SUNO Campus
Orleans Parish Prison
Thanksgiving Day

Mid City Kiwanis Club Meeting
Jo Lenfants Restaurant

Vieux Carre Action Association
Tortoricis Restaurant

Various Peouple Present

Kiwanis Club members
Church Members

Representativeé from Health
Services )

Elderly citizens

Mid City Kiwanis Club Members

Vieux Carre Action Members

Date

Tuesday, October 30, 1979
7:00-8:30 A.M.

Tuesday, November 6, 1979

11:00-12:00 P.M.

Saturday, November 17, 1379
10:00 A.M.- 3:30 P,M,

Thursday,November 22, 1979
11:00~-2:00 P.M.

Thursday, December 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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