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I. INTRODUCTION
The Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Juvenile Restitution Project
was funded by a two-year grarit from tﬁe Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (0.J.J.D.P.). The Juvenile Restitution
Project is one of eighty-five restitution projects funded under the
National Juvenile Restitution Initiative, a three-year $30,000,000,00

1 is cummula~

program. This second year preliminary impact evaluation
tive in scope and covers the first 25 months of program funding
from 12-1-78 to 12-31-80. In late 1980, the project r?ceived ano
cost extention based on unexpended funds for continued operations
through September 15, 1981,

A, Goals and Objectives

The following goals and objectives were stipulated in the original

grant application:

GOALS
i. Provide a comprehensive program of 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 the Department of

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

IFor a full discussion of program development and implementation
activities see Restitution for Juveniles: A Process Evaluation Report on

the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Juvenile Restitution Project, Mayor's
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, Stephen M. Hunt, February 1980.
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4. Decrease recidivism among program participants by 25% as
compared to comparable youth not involved in the program.,
Recidivism here means adjudication as delinquent during a
one year period after leaving the program.

OBJECTIVES

1. Provide direct monetary restitution to ( 1l;0) victims of
juvenile crime annually in New Orleans.

2. Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of juvenil.e 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.

&
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B. Program Methodology

The Juvenile Restitution Project was designed to process
approximately 140 youths per year and to serve a maximum of 90
par.ticipants at any given time. Initially, program personnel determined
that each youth was to remain in the program for twelve months,
although some exited after six months for good behavior and others
were terminated for bad behavior when necessary. In March 1980,
this policy was changed so ihat the length of project participation
is individually determined for each participant based on the amount
of restitution to be paid, the hours to be worked, and other factors.

After referral by the court and acceptance 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
employment, placement, and other services are arranged.

Funds in the form of stipends compensating participants for sub-
sidized employment, as well as payments to victims for restitution, were
provided by the grant. Participants working in subsidized employment
were paid with grant funds and, although it appeared that these youth
paid victims from their earnings, all restitution payments were made from
grant funds. Initially, participants were required to work an average of
five hours each week and received a stipend of $30 per month, which in-
cluded food money and an incentive allowance. Additionally, bus tokens

were provided if necessary. The youth were informed that their work was




community service restitution and the balance of their earnings after

deduction of the incentive allowance would be used to repay the victim.
Until February 1980, the victim was repayed with grant funds

after the participant was accepted and the youth "reimbursed" the project.

However, after February 1980, victims were reimbursed out of the partici-

pants earnings and the method of determining monthly restitution payments

and incentive allowance payments was revised to permit variable payment

plans primarily dependent upon the number of hours to be worked and

the amount of restitution owed.

cC. Data Collection and Analysis

The evaluation design submitted by the Mayor's Criminal Justice
Coordinating Council (M.C.J.C.C.), together with the original grant
application to 0.J.J.D.P., provide the structure for this evaluation.

1. Process Mecasures

The first year process evaluation® of the Juvenile Restitution
Project included an analysis of many implementation activities.
All process and procedural activities are analyzed and up-dated
in this final evaluation. In addition, comparisons of those activities
are made based on several appropriate time divisions. Finally,

significant changes during program operations are identified.

21bid.
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2. Impact Measures

In addition to updated implementation activities, this second
year preliminary impact evaluation includes some outcome or impact
measures. More specifically, the evaluation assesses the impact
on victims in terms of their satisfaction with this type of redress
and on'offenders in terms of program failure rates and levels of
arrests and convictions during and after program participation,
Long term recsidivism rates cannot be analyzed in this evaluation
because only five participants completed the program as of 12/31/79
Thls number is insufficient to draw any conclusions, h
D. Changes in Project Components I

In April 1980, Douglas Dodge, 0.J.J.D.P. program monitor, made ]
a site visit to New Orleans. At the time of this visit, several meetings were
held with Mr. Dodge, project staff, and members of the M.C.J.C .C. Asa
result of thesg meetings, some procedural ‘changes were made which became

effective the following month:

) B

1, The selection criteria was revised to assist in selecting

more "serious" referrals; and,




?- The Youth Serving Agencies were prohibited from ‘providin'g
recreational or educational services to participants, as well
- as any other services not specifically geared to employment.
In addition, a series of discussions was held in April, May, and
June 1980, between the program staff, the Y.S.A.'s, and staff at the
M.C.J.C.C. relative to the merits of retaining the Y.S.A.'s at a reduced
level of services or having the program provide those services internally.
It was ultimately decided by Juvenile Court that the project would re-
tain the contracts with the Y.S.A.'s and the contracts continued in
effect for the duration of the p;ariod covered by thi's evaluaticn. (See Appendix E.) °*
E. The Process Evaluation
In February 1980, a process evaluation of the project, which

covered the period 12-1-78 to 12-31-79, was comple‘cecl.3 That evalua-

_ tion discussed in detail all components of the Restitution Project in-

cluding: referral, screening, restitution arbitration, staffing, orienta-
tion and program activities, work stipends and restitution payments,
types of program exits, and public relations. .
In addition, the following recommendations were made in the
process evaluation:
1. Revise selection criteria explicitly defining appropriate

and inappropriate referrals, including categorical

Ipid.
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exclusion of all first offenders unless the present offense
is serious enough to warrant incarceration. and all others
not adjudicated delinquent.

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

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

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. . |
Promote unsubsidized employment as a future component
of the project.

Significantly increase the Juvenile Court's support of and

responsibility for the success of the Restitution Project.

Most of these recommendations have been adopted in whole or in part,

especially recommendations 1, and 4.
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II. PROJECT OPERATIONY AND EFFICIENCY
The operations of the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution
Project were assessed on the basis of project records and monitoring
visits. Most of the data were compiled by project staff onto a single data
sheet which summarized data from project records, Y.S.A. narrative
reports, and financial records. The evaluator confirmed these data
by comparisons with individual case folders. Data gathered during the second
year preliminary impact evaluation were computerized for analysis.
Because changes were adopted in the selection criteria and in the length
of program participation by M.ay, 6, 1980, further anaiysis was
deemed to be relevant in the case of some of the variables.
Thus, in the analysis of the majority of the data in this evaluation,
comparisons were made on the bagis of:

(11  The overall 25 months of operation covered in this

evaluation;

(2) Between 12-1-78 to 12~31-79 and 1-1-80 to 12-31-80; and,

(3) Between 12-1-78 to 5-5-80 and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80.
A, Participant Profile

In brief, the typical participant can be described as being a
fifteen year old black male from a single parent family sitpation (only
31% came from married or common-law families) , an average

family income of between $5,000-$7,500 per year, and charged with
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burglary or theft/shoplifting. Previous arrest and conviction history

indicates that the typical participant had an average of 2,5 previous

arrests and 0.4 previous convictions, which suggests the level of previous

contact with the juvenile justice system.

A number of socio-economic background characteristics and other
behavioral and programmatic variables for all referred and accepted
participants were analyzed in terms of the releyant time frames. Thése
variables included: age, sex, race, fam..y maritalvstatus, family income,
charge, seriousness, type offense, Youth Serving Agency, participant
status, exiting status, previous arrests and convictions, amount of
ordered restitution, restitution paid by participants, incentive allowances,
type employment, hours worked, re-arrest history, and victim data.
Table 1 includes the data for the first eleven variables and should
be referred to in order to supplement the following brief discussion
of each of those variables. Subsequent tables analyze the remainder
of the variables in this section.

1. Age

Overall and for each of the four time periods, both the average and
the median age of participants was slightly in excess of 15 years of age.
(See Table 1.)

2. Sex

Of all 241 participants, 88.8% (214) were male and 11.2% (27) were

female. This ratio varied only slightly for participants during each of

B g N s e R P N P e f—
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TTANLE 1

PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTION

12/1/178-12/31/80

12/1/78-12/31/79

1/1/80-12/31/80

12/1/78-5/5/80

5/6/00-12/31/80

SERIOUSNESS

Minor Property 23 (9.8) 7 (12.7)) 16 (8.9) 8 (10.3) 156 (9.8)
Moderate Property 88 (37.4) 82.5% 23 (41.8 80.0% 85 (38.1) 63.3% 31 (39,7) 57 (36.9)(

. Serious Property 59 (25.1)C 10 (m.z)C 19 (27.2) C 21 (20.8) Coso 38 (24.2)C“°‘5%
Very Serious Property 21 (8,9) . 2 (3.8) 19 (10.8) 2 (2.6} 19 (12,1)
Serious Personal 17 (7.2) ' 8 (14.5) 9 (5.0) 8 (11.5) 8 (5.1)

Very Serlous Personal 27 (11.5) 5 (9.1) 22 (12.2) 7 (9.0) 20 (12,7)
Missing [ 3 == 3~ 3 = 3 == )
Total 241 (100,0) 58 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.0)
TYPE OFFENSE
(For Successful Completions)
Single Victim/Single Offender 32 {43.2) B (47.1) 24 (42.1) 12 (48.2) 20 (41.7)
Single Victim/Multiple Offender 24 (32,4) 4 (23.5) 20 (35.1) 8 (23.1) 18‘ (37.5)
Multiple Victim/Single Offender 1 (1,49) 0 -~ 1 (1,8) 0 ~-- 1 ‘(2.1)
Multiple Victim/Multiple Offender 17 (23.0) 5 (29.4) 12 (21.1) 8 (30.8) 9 (18.8)
Missing 167 ~-- 41 - 128 -~ 55 == 12_=-
Total 241 {100,0) 58 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100,0) 180 (100,0)
YOUTHU SERVING AGENCY '
St. Marks 151 (63.2) 38 (65.5) 113 (62.4) 50 (61.7) 101 (83.9)I
Kingsley 88 (36.8) 20 (34.5) 68 (37.6) 31 {38.3) 57 (36.1)
Unassigned 2 == 0 -- 2 _-- 0 == 2 -
241 (100.0) 658 (100,0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.0)
PARTICIPANT STATUS
Exited 140 (68.1) 52 (89.7) 88 (48.1) 71 (87.7) " 89 (43.1)
Still In 101 (41,9) 8 (10,3} 95 (51.9'!_ 10- (12.3) 81 (56,9)
Total 241 (100,0) 58 (100.0) 103 {100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.0)
EXITING STATUS
(Accepted During .
those time periods)
Removed- Disciplinary 27 (10.3) 14 (28.9) 13 (14.8) 20 (28,2) 7 (10,1)
2 . . + A
Removed-Other 8 (5.7) C 2500 7 (13.5) C 0.0y L (L C 1598 7 (8.9) Coann 1 (1.4) \~ 11,58
Completion-Adjustment* 3 (2.1) 4.2 3 (5.8) 0 -~ 3 (4,2) 0 -
Completion 101 (72.1)C T2 o (53.8) G Y @.oC ool 5 s Con o (!l'l.O)C- 87.0%
Other 1 (0.7 [ 1 {1.1) 0 -- 1 (1.4)
Still In 10} -~ g -~ 05 - 10 -- g1 --
Total 241 {(100,0) 58 (100,0) 183 (100,0) 81 (100,0) 160 (100,0)
*For Good Cause
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the four time periods. (See Table 1.)

3. Race

Blacks accounted for 87.1% (210) of the 241 participants, while
whites ma.de up the remaining 12.9% (31) . However, over time the
percentage of white participants seems to have increased,.with white
participants making up 14.8% of total participants during 1-1-80 to
12-31-80 and 15.8% during 5-6-80 to 12-31-80. During the first program
year (12-1-78 to 12-31-79), white participants accounted for only 6.9%.
This seems to indicate a trend involving the referral of larger numbers of
white participants to the program by Juvenile Codrt'b'judges. (See Table 1.)

4, Family Marital Status

The data indicates that the vast majority of participants are from
single parent homes, including either a deceased, divorced, or separated

1 reporting one of those

family status, with 61.9% of all participants
family situations. The four time periods indicate that between 58.7% -
72.0% of the participants fell within one of those three categories. (See

Table 1,)

5. Family Income

Of all participants, 2 53. 9% reported annual family incomes of
$7,500 or less. An additional 17.8% reported income between $7,500 -
$10,000, Thus, almost 72% of all participants reported annual family

incomes of no more $10,000. (See Table 1.)

Ipata on 2 participants were not reported.

2Data on 16 participants were not reported.

6. Charges

The largest category of offenses with which participants were
charged were the property crimes of burglary and theft/shoplifting.

Of the 241 participants, 56.9% (137) were charged with one of those

offenses. This same percentage remained constant over the four

time periods. In addition, the crimes against person of armed robbery,
assault/battery, and robbery account for 21.5% of the total.

Finally, before the procedural changes on 5/6/80, the most
frequent offense was theft/ shoplifting. After that date, the most frequent
offense was burglary. This does indicate the referral of more serious .
offenders, even though the percentage shift is minimal. (See Table 1.)

7. Seriousness

The Institute of Policy Analysis of Eugene Oregon, the National
Juvenile Restiiution Initiative Evaluator, developed a seriousness
scale based on amount of injury and other factors. (See Appendix
A). Using that scale, 62.5% of all participants 1Were rated as having ’
committed either moderate property or serious property offenses, B
This ratio remained constant over the four time periods varying only
between 60.0% - 66.6%.

However, there does appear to be a percentage increase in referrals
among those classified as very serious property offenders. During

the period 12-1-78 to 5-5-80, these offenders accounted for only

[ N e P

X

-

1Data on 6 participants were not reported.
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2.6%of all charges. Between 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, that same category
accounted for 12.1%. The changes indicated in the section on charges
might substantiate this shift, Additionally, during those same two

time periods, the percentage of offenders classified as serious personal
decreased from 11.5%to 5.1%. (See Table 1.)

8. Type Offense

Of the 104 successful completions (including 3 by adjustment), data
was available on 74 participants. Of those 74 participants, 32 (43.2%) were
involved in a single victim/single offender charge. An additional 24
participants (32.4%) were involve;r;l in a single victim/multiple offender
situation. For the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, that ratio had narrowed
to 41.7% (single victim/single offender) and 37.5% (Single victim/mul-

tiple offender) . (See Table 1.)

9. Youth Serving Agencies

Of all participantsl, 1561 (63.2%) were assigned to the St. Mark's
Community Center and 88 (36.8%) were assigned to Kingsley House.
Over the four time periods, this assignment ratio remained relatively

constant, (See Table 1).

10. Participant Status

Of all 241 participants referred and accepted during the period
12-1-78 to 12-31-80, there were 140 (58.1%) who exited (not necessarily

completed) the program. The remaining 101 (41.9%) participants were in

o participants were unassigned on 12-31-80.

an still-in" program status as of 12-31-80. While there is v;zide variatién
in this ratio over the fouf time periods, no trend analysis is appropriate
because of the change in program procedures in March 1980, Before that
date, all participants were assigned to the program for 12 months. After
that date, time in the program varied depending primarily on hours
worked and restitution owed. (See Table 1).

11, Exiting Status

A further break-down of the 140 exiting participants reveals that
104 (74.2%) of .them exited through program completion or completion
by“au'i:]'ustrlnen‘c.1 An additional 35 (25.0%) were removed for disciplinary
or other "bad cause" reasons. (The exiting status of one participant
fell into none of these categories.)

Over the four time periods, the percentage of successful and
unsuccessful participants exiting the program shows considerable varia-~
tion. During the periods 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 and 12-1-78 to 5-5-80,
the ratio of successful exits to removals was 59.6% to 40.4% and 61.9%
to 38.1% respectively. For the periods 1-1-80 to 12-31-80 and 5-6-80 to
12-31-80, the ratio of successful to removed participants was 83.0% to

15.9% and 87.0% to 11.5%, respectively.

por good cause
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Thus, based on these trends, the program is successfully exiting
a much larger percentage of participants, especially after the procedure
changes of March 1980, which allowed for variable times in program
instead of the 12 month placement. (See Table 1.)

12, Previous Arrests and Convictions

The data indicates that the previous number of arrests for all
participants laveraged 2.5 arrests (median = 1.8.) These remained
constant over the four time periods, However, almost half (45.1%) of the
participants indicated either none or a single previ.ous arrest,

An analysis of the I;revious conviction data shows that the av Qrage
number of previous convictions for all participants? was 0.4 convictions
(mean = 0.2) . These also remained constant over all time periods,
Overall, 91.2% of the participants indicated either none or a single
previous conviction. (See Table 2.)

13. Amount of Ordered Restitution

For all par'cicipantsf3 132 (62.3%) had ordered restitution amounts

of less than $200.00, with the average amount ordered being $217.00
(median = $118) . Few trends can be discerned from the data other

than that no participants for whichdata were reported were referred

1Data on 2 participants were not reported.
2Data on 1 participant were not reported.

3Data on 29 participants were missing.




TABLE 2

PREVIOUS ARREST AND CONVICTION HIST

ORY OF PARTICIPANTS

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1£78 - 12791479 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/18 ~ 5/5/80 l 5/8/60 - 12/31/80
PREVIOUS ARRESTS N % Mean Median | N $ Mean Median| N %t Mean * Median! N § Meun Median| g o Mean  Medinn

0 57 (23.0) 16 (27.6) a1 (22.7) 19 (23.5) 8 (4.1 —

1 51 (21.3) D) 45.1% 11 (19.0) D . 40 (22.1):)‘“'“ 15 (13.5))"2"’% 38 (22.8) ) 46.9%

2 35 (14.6) 9 (15.5) 26 (14.4) 12 (14.8) 23 (14.6)

3 34 (14.2) ] (10.3) . 28 (15.5) 1 (13.6) 23 (14.9)

4 22 (9.2) 4 (6.9) A 18 (8.9) 8 (7.4) 16 (10.1)

5 and above 40 (18.7) 12 {20.7) 28 (15.5) 18 (22.2) 22 (13.9)

Miselng .2 — L0 = I 0 - | 2 ==

Total 241 (100.0) 2.5 1.8 58 (100.0) 2.5 1.7 183  (100.0) 2.5 1.9 1 (100,0) 2.8 2.0 55 (100.0) 23 17
PREVIOUS CONVICTIONS .

0 170 (70.8) 43 (714.1) 127 (69.0) 57 (70.4) 113 {71.1)

1. 48 (20.4) D oz B (13.8) DYIE 41 (22.5)392-3% 14 (17.3)/07.7% 35 (22.0)393.1%
2 15 (6.3) 8 (10.3) 9 (4.9) 9 (11.)) 8 (3.8
3 4 T (1.7) 1 (1.7 3 (1.6) 1 (1.2) 3 (1.9)
4 1 (0.4) 0 - 1 (0.5) 01 {1.2) 1 (0.6)
5 and above 1 (0.4) 0 - 1 (0.5) 0 - 1 (0.8)

Missing 1 — 0 s S 0= L~

Total 241 (100.0) 0.4 0.2 58 (100.0) 0.4 0.2 83 Ti00.0) 0.4 0.2 |57 Tij 0) 0.4 0,2 [160 (100.0) 0.4 0.2
& o
¥ . : 2 ) *
- , . o -
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3

with restitution owed of less than $50.00 during 1-1-86 to 12-31-80.
In addition, there was a percentage increase in those participants
with ordered restitution of $200.00 - $299.00 during the period
1-1-80 to 12-31-80 compared to 12/1/78 - 12/31/79. (S.ee Table

3.)

14, Restitution Paid By Participants

These data are not really comparable, because prior to February
1980, victims were compensated in full after participants were accepted
into the ‘program’. ‘ After that date, the victim is not compensated
until the participant exits the program and the full amoﬁ;ut ordered
is not paid unless the participant has "earned" and contributed that
amount.

Nevertheless, for the 127 participants for which data were reported,
53 (41.7%) of them paid restitution of less than $100.00. (The average
amount paid was $153.83 and the median was $99,82,) More significantly,
the average amount paid during the period 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 and
12-1-78 to 5-5-80 was $217.48 and $193.92 respectively. However,
the time periods 1-1-80 to 12-31-80 and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, the average
amount paid fell to $109.69 and $103.00, respectively. For all time

periods, the median was approximately $100.00. (See Table 4.)
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TABLE 3

AMOUNT OF ORDERED RESTITUTION

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/78 1/1/80 - 12/31)80 12/1/78 ~ 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/80
Amount N % Mean Median| N % Mean Median | N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N § Mean Median i
: !
Lese than $50 8 (3.8) 8 (13.8) 0 = 8 (9.8) 0 - |
$50-99 40 (18.9) 52.3% 10 (17.2)| ©8.9% + ] a0 (18.5) 59,0% 14 (17.3) 70.4% 28 (19.8) C 57.2% ¢
$100-199 84 (39.8) 22 {317.9) * 62 (40,3) 35 (43,2) 49 (37.4) : ?_‘3 ;
$200~299 37 (17.8) 5 (8.6) 32 {20.8) 7 (8.8) 30 (22.9) 1
$300-389 13 (8.1) 2 (3.4) 11 {7.1) 3 (3.7 10 (7.8) :
$400-498 5 (2.4) 4 (6.9) 1 {0.6) 4 (4.9) 1 (0.8) |
$500-589 10 (4.7) 2 (3.4) 8 {5.2) 2 (2.5) 8 (8.1)
$600-699 1 (0,%) 1.7 . g -- 1 (1.2) ¢ -
$000-1000 14 {6.6) 4 (6.8) 10 (6.5) 7 8.8) 7 {5.3)
Missing 28 -- 9 -~ 28 -- 9 - 29 -~
Total 241 (100.0) $217 $:118 58 (100.0) $211 $100 ]183 (100.0) $210 4140 81 (100,0) $221 $117 180 (100,0) - $215 $124
r L 3 L] * L ] L
Pad o > hu "‘ o -
- N -
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. ' TABLE 4

RESTITUTION PAID BY PARTICIPANTS

e b

12/1/78 ~ 12/31/60 12/1/18 - 12/31/79 1/1/80 - 12731/80 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/8/80 - 12/31/80
Restlitution
Paid N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N % Mean  Median N % Mean Median N % Mean
0 8 (4.7) 1 (1.0) § (8.7) 3 (4.2) 3 (5.4)
$1-24 8 (1.1) 3 (5.8) 8 (8.0} 8 (8,5) 3 (5.4)
$25-49 7 (5.5) 5 {8.6) 2 (2.7) 5 {7,0) 2 (3.6)
$50-08 31 (24.4) 8 (15.4) . 23 (30.7) 13 (18.3) 18 (32.1) |
$100-199 40 (38,6) 19 (38.5) 30 (40.0) 28 (36.6) 23 (41.1) o
$200-209 g (6.3) 3 (5.0} 5 (6.7) 4 (5.8) 4 (7.1) f-}‘
$300-399 2 (1.6) 2 (3.8) 0 -- 2 (2.8) o -
$400-499 5 (3.9) 4 41.1) 1 (1.3) 4§ (5.8) 1 {1.8)
$500-598 4 (3.1) . 2 (3.8) . 2 e 2 (2.8) 2 (3.6)
$600-699 1 (0.8) 1 (1.9) . o - . 1 (1.4) 0 -
$900~-1, 000 5 (3.9) 4 (7.7) 1 (1.3) 5 (7.0) . 0 --
Missing 114 ~- g -~ ' 108 -~ * _ 10 -- i 104 -~
Total 241 (100.0) $153.83 $09.82 |58 (100,0) $217.48 $100.19 {183 (100.0) $109.68 $95.58 |01 (100.0) $183,92° $100,07 160 (100.0)  $303.00 $98.53
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15, Incentive Allowance

The incentive allowance was defined in the original application
as a monthly $20.00 payment. Program participants in subsidized em-
ploymenj: received work stipends monthly, including the incentive
allowance and a percentage of the restitution owed monthly based on
hours worked and amount of restitution owed, In May,.1979, this defi~

nition was altered to include the food allowance and the total amount

became $30.00 monthly,
Slnce. March 1980, barticipants are assigned to the Program for varying
perlods For this reason, little trend 1nformat10n can be derived
from the data. However, the fact that the mean and median incentive
allowance for the periods 1-1-80 to 12-31;-80 and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80 is
far less than those bayments for the periods 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 and
12-1-78 to 5-5-80 does reflect reduced program participation time,
In fact, for the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, the average allowance was
$53.92 (median = $27.50) compared to a mean of $131,13 (median =
$122.00) during the period 12-1-78 to 5-5-80, (See Table 5.)

16. Type Employment/Hours Worked

For the 173 par‘cicipants1 for whom data were available, 60.7% (105)
were employed in subsidized employment, 20.8% (36) were engaged in
unsubsidized employment, a'nd 29 (16.8%) were ordered by the court
to perform community service work instead of or in addition to actual

restitution payments. (See Table 6.)

1Da.ta on 68 participants were missing,
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TABLE §

INCENTIVE ALLOWANCE

12/1/18 - 12/31/80

12/1/78 -~ 12/31/78

1/1/80 - 12/31/80

12/1/78 - §/5/80

5/6/80 - 12/31/80

Incentive N % Mean Median | N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N % Mean Medlan N % Mean Median
Allowance

0 20 (19.4) 5 (10.0) 15 (28.9) 12 (17.9) 8 (22.2)
$1-24 12 (11,7) 3 (8.0) g8 (17.0) 4 (8.0) 8 (22.2)
$25-49 15 (14.6) 2 (4.0) 13 (24,5) 5 (7.6) 10 (27.8)
$50-99 8 (8.7) 2 (4.0) 7 (13.2) 4 (6.0) § (13,8)
$100-149 18 (17.5) 11 (22.0) 7 (13.2) 15 (22.4) 3 (8.3)
$150-199 7 (6,8) 7 (14,0) 0 -~ 7 (10.4) 0 =~
$200-249 11 (10,7} 11 (22.0) 0 -- 11 (18.4) 9 -~
$250-209 5 (4.8) 4 (0.0) 1 (1.9) 4 (8.0) 1 (2.8) .
$300-408 8 (5.8) 5 (10,0) 1 (1.9) 5 (7.5) 1 (2.8)

Miseing 138 -~ g -- 130 -~ 14 - 124 -~

241 (100.0) $104,15 $67.25 |58 (100.0) $161.40 $155.5Q 183 (100,0) $50.13 $27.00 81 (100.0) $131.13  $122,00, 160 (100.0) $53.82 $27.50

-
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TABLE &

TYPE EMPLOYMENT OF PARTICIPANTS

12/1/78 - 12/31/80

12/4/78 - 12/%1/79

1/1/80 - 12/31/80

12/1/78 - 5/56/80

5/6/80 - 12/31/80

Unsubsidized

Comm. Serv.

TYPE EMPLOYMENT N %

105 (60.7)
36 (20.8)
3 (1.7)
29 (16.8)

-—Gg -~

241 (100.0)

N %
50 (90.9)
3 (5.5)
2 (3.8)
0 -

_g o e
58 (100,0)

N %
586 (46.6)
33 (28.0)

1 (0.8)
29 (24.8)

.9.2 -

183 . (100.0)

N )
80 (82.2)
10 (13.7)

3 (4.1)

0 -
L -
81  (100.0)

N !
45 (45,0)
26 (26.0)

0 -—
29 (20.0)
80 -

160 (100.,0)

*Indicates category of first employment, In some cases, subsequent
employment was in another category.

[
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It is noteworthy that the typical participant is a black male from
a low income family. In the past, restitution projects have been criti-
cized nationally for primarily accepting white upper middle class partici-
pants. However, most of those restitution projects were based upon
participants working in unsubsidized employment positions and paying
restitution with part of their earnings. Many black juveniles from low
income families were considered ineligible in those projects since many

lacked adequate education and/or experience to find an unsubsidized

posijcion. As the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Project does pro-
vide for subsidized employment, that problem was avoided.

While the cost of providing subsidized employment for significant
numbers of youth might make local funding difficult after grant funding |
expires, the data indicates that the number of participants engaged in
unsubsidized employment has increased markedly. This number has
grown from 3 participants during 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 to 33 iaartici—
pants during the period 1-1-80 to 12-31-80, In fact, during the period
5-6-80 to 12-31-80, the data indicates that at least 26 of the 160
participants accepted were employed in unsubsidized positions.

Since the implementation of the program, the percentage of parti-
cipants engaged in unsubsidized employment has increased. In the
period 12-1-78 to 12-31-79, unsubgidized employment only accounted Afor

5.5% of accepted participants. However, during the period 5-5-80 to

24
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12-31-80, this percentages accounted for 26.0%, : In addition, during
that latter period community service assignments accounted for
29.0% off the participants accepted during that period. Prior to
9-5-80, there were no participants engaged solely in community
service work. This seems to represent a positive trend - a decrease
in subsidized employment and an increase in unsubsidized employment,
plus the implementation of community service work as an additional
victim alternative,

. The number of hours worked by each participant also reflects
the varying lengths of Program participation. While this data were
only recorded for those participants who have exited, all participants2
for whom data was available worked an average of 73.2 hours (median
= 45.0 hours) . However, for the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, the
average dropped to 42.2 hours (median = 35.5 hours) . Concurrently,
a far greater percentage of participants working 49 hours or less
during 1-1-80 to 12-31-80 and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80 is indicated, providing
further substantiation of shorter periods of program involvement,

(See Table 7.)

IThe actual
percentage of subsidized/unsubsidi i
e o zed is not -
Pletely accurate. The data indicated the initial kind of employmecnclmand

2
Data on 127 participants were missing,
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TABLE 7
HOURS WCRKED BY PARTICIPANTS
12/1/78 ~ 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/18 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/80
Hours Worked N & Mean Median | N %' Mean Median | N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N % Mean  Median
1] 12 (10.5) 5 (10.0) 7 (10.9) 9 (13.6) 3 (8.3)
1-49 47 (41.2) 8 (12.0) 41 (84.1) 13 (18.7) 34 (70.8)
50-89 20 (17.5) 7 (14.0) 13 (20.3) 11 (18.7) 8 (18.8)
100~-149 15 (13,2) 15 (30.0) 0 =-- 15 (22.7) 0 -~
150~109 13 (11.4) 13 (26.0) 0 -- 13 (19.7) 0 -~
200-299 6 (5.3) 4 (8.0) 2 (3.1) 4 (6.1) 2 (4.2)
300~-398 1 (0.9) 0 -~ 1 (1.8) 1 (1.5) ¢ -~
Missing 127 -~ 8 -- ' 119 -~ 15 -- 112 -~
Total 241 (100.0) 73.2 45.0 58 (100,0) 110.6 117.5 |103 (100.0) 44.0 36.0 81 (100.0) 05.8 01.5 160 (100.0) 42.2 36.5
]
- . .
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Regarding the two Y.S.A.s which are responsible for the employ-
ment function, the data indicate that St. Mark's Community Center
had a larger percentage of participants engaged in both unsubsi-

dized employment and community service work than did Kingsley

House. (See Table 8.)

17.  Re-Arrest History

For all program participant 51,75 5% (179) of them were not
arrested during program enrollment, with this percentage increasing
markedly from 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 (54.4%) to 1-1-80 to 12-31-80
(82.2‘%) . The percentage of those with no arrests is largest during

the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80 and totals 84.8% (134) participants.
Naturally, re-arrest should result in immediate revocation from
program participation. In fact, this process is somewhat lengthly
and program personnel are sometimes unaware of incidents of re-
arrest.

An analysis of arrests after program participation without
regard to date of release/date of arrest indicates that of the 138
participants for whom arrest data were available, 2 84.1% (116) showed
no re-arrest after program exit. The second year of operations indicates

a percentage increase in those participants not arrested after program

IData on 4 participants were missing.

2Data on 103 participants were missing.
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TABLE 8 ' ‘ : - ‘ completion, but the absence of comparable time periods "at risk" make
i : '

conclusions unwarranted. (See Table 9.)

EMPLOYMENT BY YSA¥* 18, Vietim Description

|

; Available data indicate that 60.8% of the offenses involved personal
12/1/78 - 12/31/80 |
|

victims, while the remaining 39.2% involved a business/school.

St. Marks N g ; These percentages varied somewhat over the four time periods and
Subsidized 62 (55.9) ' < | much of the data was missing.
Unsubsidized 25 (22.5) ‘ =
Other | 9 (1.8) . ; In analyzing victim satisfaction, an attempt was made to contact
Comm. Service 22 (19.8) ‘ r
Missing 40 _— : the victims of all successfully exiting participants. Of the 74 victims

Total 151%* (100°0) | e

¢ that were reached, 91.9% (68) expressed satisfaction with the program,

Kingsley N 5 - ‘ : ? while only 4.1% (3) expressed disatisfaction. (The remaining 4.1%
Subsidized 43 (69.4) : ' i | (3) did not fit comfortably into either category.) This level of satisfa-
Unsubsidized 1 . | -
Other 1 876')7) ! ction remained constant over all four time periods. (See Table 10.)
Comm. Service 1 ‘ ‘
Missing g—g— (3}'3) ‘ 19. Cross Tabulation Analysis of Variables

Total ag™* (100.0). |

Appendix C provides a discussion of a cross tabulation analysis

*Indicates category of first employment . of both participant status (either exited or still in) and program exit

In some cases, subséquent employment

was in another category. - ‘ (either removed disciplinary, removed-other, completion~adjustment,

*%2 unassigned. completion, or other) by all of the 18 variables discussed in this
section. While little can be concluded from that analysis, it does
‘ identify variables that should continue to be analyzed over time

in an effort to identify those factors most closely associated with

successful participation.

T T
= _
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TABLE §

PARTICIPANT RE-ARREST HISTORY

12/1/178 - 12/31/80

12/1/78 - 12731/79

1/1/80 - 12/31/80

12/1/8 - 5/5/80

5/8/80 - 12/31/80

ARREST DURING

.

PROGRAM Mean Median | N 3 Mean  Median] N % Mean Median N % Mean Mediarf N 3 Mean Median
0 179 (75.5) 31 (54.4) 148 (82,2) 45 (57.0) 134 (84.8)
1 38 (18.5) 14 (24.6) 25 (13.9) 20 (25.3) 18 (12.0)
2 13 (5.5) 8 (14.0) 5 (2.8) 9 (11.4) 4 (2.5)
3 3 (1.3) 2 (3.5) 1 (0.8) 2 (2.5) 1 (0.6)
4 2 (0.8) 2 (3.5) 0 -- 2 (2.5) 0 --
5 1 (0.4) 0 - 1 (0.8) 1 (1.3) 0 --
Missing 4 - 1 == a_-- 2 -- 2 -
Total 241 (100,0) 0.4 0.2 8 (100.0) 0.8 0.4 183 (100.0) 0.2 0.1 81 (100.0) 0.7 0.4 [160 (100.0) 0.2 0.1
ARREST AFTER
PROGRAM
0 116 (84.1) 39 (75.0) 77 (890.5) 57 (80.3) 50 (88.1)
1 18 (11.6) 10 (19.2) 6 (7.0) 10 (14.1) 8 (9.0)
2 4 (2.9) 1 {(1.8) 3 (3.5) 2 (2.8) 2 (3.0)
3 1 (0.7) 1(1.9) 0 ~-- 1 (1.4) 0 --
L] 1 (0.7) 1 (1,9) Q0 -= 1 {1.4) 0 -~
Missing 103 -- B -~ 87 -~ 10 -~ 93 -~
Total 241 (100,0) 0.2 0.1 58 (100.0) 0.4 0.2 183 (100.,0) 0.1 0.1 81 (100,0) 0.3 0.1 160 (100.0) o,y 0.1
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TABLE 10
VICTIM DATA
i
: 12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/%9 1/1/00 - 12/31/80  [12/1/76 - 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/80
TYPE VICTIM
(For Successful Completions)
j Person 45 (60,8) 8 (52.9) 36 (83.2) 13 (50.0) 32 (66.7)
, Business/School 20 (39.2) 8 {47.1) 21 (36.8) 13 (50.0) 16 (33.3)
: Missing 167 ~- 41 -~ 126 -~ 55 -~ 112 --
, Total 241 (100.0) 508 (100,0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.0)
VICTIM SATISFACTION
(For Successful Completions)
i
§ Satisfied 68 (91.9) 18 (94.1) 52 (91.2) 25 (06.,2) 43 (89.6)
‘ : Not Satisfied 3 4.1) 0 - 3 {5.3) 0 -- 3 (8.3)
’ Other 3 (4.1) 1 (5.9) 2 (3.5) 1 (3.8) 2 (4.2)
‘ Missing 187 -~ - 41 ~- 126 -- 56 -~ 112 --
é Total 241 (100.0) 56 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100.0} 160 (100.00)
i
|
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OI. GOAL ATTAINMENT

A, Goall - To provide a comprehensive program of restitution
alternatives for 140 adjudicated delinquents annually,
Even though this evaluation covers the time period 12-1-78 to 12-
31-80, because the program did not beccme operational and accept
participants until April 1979, goal attainment was measured over a
twenty month period. Based on the anticipated acceptance of 140
participants annually, this goal would require the referral and acceptance
of 11, 7.participants monthly. During a 20 month period, this would
amount to a total of 234 palrticipant.s .' Table 11 indicates th;t 58
participants were accepted during the period 12-1-78 to 12-31-79,
with an additional 183 participants accepted during calendar year
1980. During those two time periods, 241 ?articipants were referred
and accepted. Therefore, without regard to participant eligibility
criteria, the program exceeded the goal requirement.

However, it is essential that the participants meet the selection
criteria in order to state that the program has, in fact, attained this
goal. According to the original grant application, the Restitution Project
was designed to serve a specific group of juvenile offenders meeting

the following selection criteria:
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TABLE 11

REFERRAL SOURCE OF PARTICIPANTS

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/38 -~ 12/31/79- | 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 }12/1/78 - 5/5/80 | 5/6/80 -~ 12/31/80

SOURCE N % N ) N % N % N % {

i
Armstrong 41 (17.0) | 13 {22.4) 20 (15.3) 17 (21.,0) 24 (15.0)
Giarruso 37 (15.4) 16 (27.6) 21 {11.5) 17 (21.0) 20 (12.5)
Mule 47 (18.5) 18+ (31.0) 29 (15.8) 29 {35.8) 18 (11.3)
Gillin 26 (10.8) 10 (17.2) 16 (8.7) 12 (14.8) 14 (6.8)

Ganucheau 86 (35.7) 0 - 86 (47.0) 5 (6.2) 81 (50.6) ,

Ad Hoc 3 (1.2) 1 (1.7 2 (1.1) 1 (1.2) 2 (1.3) !
Unknown _1 (0.4) 0 — A (0.5) 0 — 1 __(0.6)

Total 241 (100.0) 58 {100,0) 103 (100.0) 81 {(100.0) 160 (100.00) |

L

o

©

DISPOSITIONS N % N % N $ N % N % !
Adj. Delinquent 226 (94.2) 47 - (81.0) 179 (08.4) 69 (85.2) 157 (98.7)
Status Offenses 14 (5.8) 11 (18.0) 3 (1.8) 12 (14.8) 2 (1.3)
Missing U el ) — L — L — 1 —
Total 241 (100.0) , 53 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.0)
SUSPENDED DOC N ¥ N ¥ N ¥ N ¥ N $
Yes 142 (58.5) 18 (31.0) 124 (67.8) 22 (27.2) 120 (75.0F
No 89 (40.7) 40 (69.0) 59 (32.2) 59 72.8 40 (25.0)
Total 241 58 {100.0) 183 . (100.0) 81 (100.0) 160 (100.D)
A » » k] L] 4 *
" LI T - = hv’" &



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 eligible for
the program. This excludes youth adjudicated delinquent
for murder and rape. Status offenders will also be ex-
cluded from participation.

2, Individuals with patterns of violent behavior or those deemed
a threat to themselves or to the community will be excluded
from the program.

3. ' An analysis of the youth'"s érrest history, suita;bility for
'erhplbyment and his or her ability-to both understand and
accept the restitution concept will be utilized in the selection
process.

4, Equal access t;) the program will be assured to all eligible
juvenile offenders regardless of‘ race, color, creed, sex,
ethnic group or socio-economic status. This will be achieved
by maintaining a proportionate balance between the percentage
makeup of the total juvenile arrestee population according
to the chatacteristics listed above and the clients of the
OPJCRP (Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Program) .

However, on April 30, 1980, a revised program selection/eli-

bibility criteria was proposed by the Juvenile Restitution Program. These
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revisions were approved by the M.C.J.Cc.C. on 5;6—80 and were effective
immediately. The revised selection criteria were as follows:
1. Orleans Parish youth, ages 12 through 16, who have been
adjudicated of delinquent offenses, where restitution
would be appi'opriate, will be eligible for the program,

2. The following types of adjudicated offenders will be

excluded:

A. Youths adjudicated for murder or rape.

B, Status offenders .

C. Youths with .patterns of violent i:ehavior ox: tinﬁse

deemed a threat té therﬁselves or to the community .

D. Youths adjudicated of a victimless offense - | %‘

3. In an attempt to focus on more seriogs offendez:s who have
been adjudicated of delinquent offenses, the folloWing
list of categories are those types of offenders who are deemed
appropriate referrals to the program,

A. An adjudicated offender who has 3 previous arrests 5

B. An adjudicated offender who has 1 previous conviction g

C. An offender who has been adjudicated of the following

serious offenses: (1) armed robbery, (2) aggravated

battery, (3) aggravated assault, (4) aggravated /

arson, (5) aggravated burglary .
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D. An offender who has been adjudicated of a delinquent
offense where there has been $250 or more of loss.
E. An offender adjudicated of a delingent offense and
given a suspended sentence from the Department
of Corrections.
4, | 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.

5. Equal access to the program will be assured to all eligible
juvenile offenders regardless of race, color, sex, ethnic
group or socio-economic status.

As the program was conceptionalized and implemented t» provide

a true sentencing alternative to incarceration for the juvenile judges,
the selection criteria effective May 6, 1980, were more specific in terms
of which juveniles should be referred as participants. Both selection

criterion excluded status offenders from participation.

While the period prior to 5-6-80 is more difficult to analyze in
terms of appropriate participant referral because of less specificity in

the selection criteria, it can definitely be said that the 12 status offenders

referred and accepted during that period were inappropriate. An addi-.

tional 18 referrals did not exhibit any previous arrest or conviction

I

B

3
&

B e

history, although 4 of those were copvicted of armed or aggravated
offerzes. Of the rémaining 14 participants, 11 of them owed restitution
of $150.00 or less. Thus, it is open to dispute whether at least 11 of
the referrals made prior to 5—6;80, in addition to the 12 status offenders,
were suitable. Therefore, the appropriateness of more than 28% (23) of
the total referrals (81) made during the period before the referral cri-
terié were changed is questionable.

After May 5, 1980, a more detailed participant referral analysis
is possible because of the greater explicitness in the definition of a suit-
able referral. Of the 160 participants referred and accepted after 5-5-80,

there were 8 participants who met none of the stated criteria and 2 parti-

cipants designated as status offenders. By definition, these 10 participants

are ineligible fo.r participation, In addition, 46 other referrals met

only the criteria of a suspended commitment to the Department of
Corrections and met none of the criteria in terms of arrest or conviction
history, armed or aggravated offenses s Or monetary amounts owed

as restition. These included the current offenses of:

Offense Number

Theft 17
Simple Burglary 10
Purse Snatching 5
Simple Robbery 3
Criminal Damage 3
Attempted Simple Burglary 2
Receiving Stolen Goods 2
Attempted Theft 1
Criminal Trespass 1
Attempted Auto Theft 1
Simple Criminal Damage A

Total 46
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While data is not available to compare the arrest history and current offense . }

of commitments to the Department of Corrections from Juvenile Court in

1979-1980, it is questionable whether some of those listed above would have

been committed in the absence of the Restitution Project. One of the dangers

in utilizing D.O.C. commitments suspended referrals lies in the possibility

that deeper immersion in the juvenile justice system might be counter pro-

ductive in the case of some individuals and may stigmatize these juveniles i

unnecessarily. More specifically, such referrals and acceptances effec~

tively undercut a thorough analysis of the program under evaluation

which is both experimental in nature and was designed to serve as an .

alternative to incarceration. The inclusion of selection criteria assumed

that those referrals would be adjudicated of more serious offenses.

Table 12 provides a breakdown of inappropriate and questionable

referrals.
Table 12 |
Inappropriate and Questionable Referrals
Categories 12-1-78 - 5-5-80 5-6-80 - 12-31-80
Status Offenders ‘ 12 2
No Previous Arrest or Conviction History
Amount Due - No More than $150 11 N/A
Current Offense not Armed or Aggravated
Met No Selection Criteria N/A 8
Met only D.O.C. (suspended) N/A 46
Total 23 56
[
f
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The data analysis suggests that 79 (32.8%) of the 241 referrals may

not have been suitable for program participation.

B. Goal2 - Through a program of restitution, to increase the confi-

dence of victims of juvenile crime in the criminal

system.
During the period of time covered by this evaluation, 101
' . participants completed the program and 3 others completed with some
adjustment for "good cause." Attempts were made to contact the victims
of all of the successfully completing participants and 74 (71%) were
interviewed by telephone. As Table 10 indicated, over 90% of those
interviewed were satisfied and felt positive about the restitution
project. Only 3 (4.1%) of the victims expressed real dissatisfaction
with the program.
f C. Goal 3 - Decrease the number of commitments to the Department
of Corrections by 15% over a 3 year period.
This goal is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to measure in
. that it presupposes that the nature and number of charges petitioned
-~ would remain constant over time. Therefore, the absence of constant
variables preclude any real analysis of goal attainment.
Nevertheless, for informative purposes, certain data is included

in this evaluation. The cases recently petitioned in juvenile court are

as follows:
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1975 1878 1978 1880 _
2,526 1,877 987 1304 7
I ' The number of recent commitments to the Department of Corrections are: *
’ - 178 1978 1079 1980
223 194 147 236

While the data for 1980 does indicate an increase in both the number

| of cases petitioned and in Department of Corrections commitments compared
| to 1979, this neither negates nor substantiates a goal which is not measurable

as originally stated.

D. Goal 4 - Decrease recidivism among program participants by

95% as compared to comparable youth not involved in

the program. Recidivism here means adjudication as
delinquent during a one year period after leaving the
program.
Until March 1980, all participants were as¢igned to the program for
a period of 12 months. After that date, length of time in the program
primarily depended upon the number of hours worked per week and the
amount of restitution owed. As of 1-1-80, only 5 participants had exitied
from the program - 1 for "bad cause," 1 for medical reasons, and 3 by
commitment to the Department of Corrections. Thus, this goal is impos-
sible to measure be?:ause of the absence of participants released for

a one year period after program completion through the end of this

evaluation period.
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However, Table 9 provided detailed data on participant re-arrests
while in the program and after program completion. Overall, the mean
arrests during program participation was 0.4 arrests and the median
was 0.2. Arrests after program exit (not necessarily completion) averaged
0.2 arrests and a median of 0.1 . Over time, the average arrests
both during participation and after program exit are less for the
period 1-1-80 to 12-31-80. and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80. The former
may be due, in part, to shorter time spent in the program after
5-5-80, while the latter might be due to less time "on the street" after
program completion than earlier releases. 1 Although the impact of
the program on the re-arrests of the participants is difficult or impossi-
ble to measure, the average re-arrests compares favorably with
the average arrest history before program participation.

E. Objective 1 - Provide direct monetary restitution to 100 victims
of juvenile crime annually in New Orleans.

During 1979, this annual goal was not met, although at least 51
of the 58 participants accepted during that period of time indicated
some amount of restitution payment. However, this high rate of pay-
ment (in some amount) was probably due to the fact that the program

made full restitution to the victim when the participant was accepted

IStanderdized periods to account for variable program times and
release times could be established in analyzing recidivism,
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and the participant then reimbursed the program out of his "earnings"
while in the program. In March 1980, this method was changed in
that the victim is now paid after the participant exits from the program
and the amount paid is the amount contributed by the participant during
the period of program participation. Thus, in the case of successful
completions, the full amount will be paid, whereas in the case of those
exiting for disciplinary reasons, only partial payment will be
paid. As Table 4 indicated, 70 participants paid restitution in some amount
during 1-1-80 to 12-31-80.

However, 101 of the 108 participants on which data were missing
are participants in a "still-in" status on 12-31-80. As the victims
are not paid until participant exit beginning in March 1980, some payments
have been accrued by "still-in" working participants during 1980,
The data indicated that 13 participants in a "still-in" status on 12-
31-80 had worked and contributed toward the réstitution owed.
An-additional 8 participants had done Community Service work as
ordered by the Court.

This goal is difficult to measure as the data cut-off date was
12/31/80, and it is possible that other participants accepted late
in the year did, in fact, contribute toward the restitution owed. There-
fore, while the goal was only 70% met in 1980, an additional 13 partici-
pants at least had contributed during that year to the restitution

to be paid upon release.
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F. Cbjective 2 -

Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of
juvenile crime annually in New Orleans
through contributions to recognized com-
munity funds.

This cbjective was deleted and discontinued at the insistence
of the funding soﬁrce (©0.J.J.D.P.).

G. Objective 3 - To provide increased counseling, recreational
and educational services to participating
juvenile offenders. -~

The analysis of this objective must be qualified., Prior to May 1980,
the objective stood as originally stated. After that time, the O.J.J.D.P.
funding source monitor required that only job placement, job monitoring,
and pre-vocational guidance/counseling constituted allowable services.

Therefore, general counseling, recreation, and educational services

were no longer reimburseable after May 1980.

Table 13 indicates the documented level of services to participants
during the period i2-1-78 to 12-31-80 per participant during different

time periods for both Youth Serving Agencies combined. Tables 14(a) and

14 (b) provide that same data for both Y.S.A.'s. Those three tables can

be summarized as follows:
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SUMMATION OF TABLES 13-14

12-1-78 12:1-78 1-1-80 12-.1-78 H-6-80

Both Y.S.A.'s 1213§1-80 1215§1-79 1’5-2-’31-80 | sfé-so 1%831-80

Mean Median Mean Median; Mean Median! Mean Median ! Mean Median
Counseling 11.5 3.3 25.9 20.2 3.1 2.1 20.6 14.3 2.5 2.0
Tutoring 1.9 0.1 4.6 0.2 0.3 0.2 3.4 0.2 0.4 0.2
Pre-VYoc. . 6.9 2.5 15.3 10.2 2.0 1.6 11.9 5.5 1.9 1.5
Recreation 26,5 0.3 66.1 15.3 3.6 0.0 49.8 11.0 2.9 0.0
KINGSLEY HOUSE
Counseling 6.8 *§;§N 16.1 17.5 1.6. 1.5 10.9 8.5 1.5 1.2
Tutoring 1.9 1.0 5.2 2.7 | 0.0 0.0 3.3 1.7 | 0.0 0.0
Pre~Voc. 5.0 | 2‘§* 9.9 4.3 2.3 1.3 6.9 3.5 2.7 2.6
Recreation 54.3 O.{m 142.6 128.0 3.4 0.1 94.0 47.5 0.1 0.1 '
ST. MARK'S
Counseling | 14.1 3.8 3.5 235 | 4.0 2.6 | 27.3 20,0 | 2.9 2.3
Tutoring 2.0 0,1 4.2 0.5 0.6 0.3 3.4 0.3 0.7 ¢.3
Pre-Voc. 7.9 ,?'f, 18.4 12.5 1.9 1.6 15.4 10.3 1.6 1.4
Recreation 3.9 0.3 20.7 11.0 3.7 0.0 16.6 4.5 4.3 2.2
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TABLE 13

HOURS OF SERVICES 1'U PARTICIPANTS (BOTH YSA'S)

12/1/78 -~ 12/31/80 12/1/%8 - 12/31/79 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/80
COUNSELING N 3% Mean Medion | N ) Mean Median { N % Mean Median N ) Mean  Median N % Mean Median
0 13 (9.5) 1 (2.0) 12 (13.8) 4 (5.9) 8 (13.0)
1-4 76 (51.1) 5 (10.0) 85 (74.7) 14 (20.6) 66 (81,2)
5-9 12 (8.8) 4 (8.0) 8 (9.2) 9 (13.2) 3 (4.3)
10-19 13 (9.5) 13 (26.0) 0 - 13 (19.1) Q --
20-20 15 (10.9) 14 (28.0) 1 (1.1) 14 (20.8) 1 (1.4)
30 and above 14 (10.2) 13 {(26.0) 1 (1.1) 14 (20.6) . 9 --
Missing 104 - g - 96 -- 13 -- 91 --
Total 241 (100.0) 11.5 3.3 |58 (100.0) 25.9 20,2 183 (100.0) 3.1 2,1 {81 (100.0) 20.6 14,3 | 160 (100.0) 2.8 2.0
TUTORING N % Mean Medianl N ¢ Mean Median | N %  Mean Medion | N % Mean Median | N % Méan Median
0 121 (87.1) 35 (67.3) 86 (68.9) 64 (76.1) 67 (98.5)
1-5 6 (4.3) 6 (11.5) o -- 6 (8.5) 0 --
6-10 2 (1.49) 2 (3.8) 0 - 2 (2.8) 0 --
11-15 8 (5.8) 8 (15.4) [ 8 (11.3) 0 --
16 and above 2 (1.4) 1 (1.8) 1 (1.1) 1 (1.4) 1 {1.5)
Missing 102 -- g -- 96 -~ 10 -~ g2 --
Total 241 (100.0) 1.9 0.1 |58 (100.0) 4.8 0.2 |183 (100.0) 0.3 0.2 |81 (100.0) 3.4 0.2 {160 (100.0) 0.4 0.2
PRE-VOCATIONAL N % Mean Median N % Mean Median | N % Mean Median | N 2 Mean Median N % Mean Median
0 18 (13.1) 4 (8.0) 14 (16.1) 10 (14,7) 8 (11.6)
1 30 (21.9) 2 {4.0) 28 (32,2) 3 (4.4) 27 (39,1)
2 21 (15.3) 2 (4.0 19 (21.8) 6 (8.8) 15 (21.7)
3-5 31 (22.6) 8 (18,0) 22 (25.3) 15 (22,1) 16 (23.2)
6-10 13 (9.5) 10 (20,0} 3 (3.4) 11 (18.2) 2 (2.9)
11-20 ) 14 (10.2) 13 (28.0) 1 (1.1) 13 (19.1) 1 (1.4)
21 and above 10 (7.3) 10 (20,0) 0 -- 10 (14.7) 0 -~
Missing 104 -~ 8 == 06 ~-= 13 == g1 -~
Tolal 241 (100.0) 8.9 2,5 158 (100.0) 15.3 10.2 183 (100.,0) 2,0 1.8 81 (100.0) 11,9 5.5 | 160 (100.0) 1.9 1.5
RECREATION N % Mean Median) N % Mean Median | N % . Mean Median] N % Mean Median N. % Mean Median
0 86 (61.,9) 5 (8.8) i1 (02.0) 19 (27.1) 87 (97.1)
1-10 16 (11.5) 13 (25.5) 3 (3.4) 16 (21.4) 1 (1.4)
11-20 10 (7.2) 8 (17.6) " 1 (!.1) 10 (14.3) 0 -~
21-50 8 (5.8) 6 (11.8) 2 (2.3) 8 (11.4) 0 --
51-89 5 (3.8) 5 (8.8) ' 0 - 5 (7.1) 0 --
100-189 8 (5.8) 8 (15.7) 1 [ 8 (11,4) 0 -==
200-298 4 (2,9) 3 (5.9) ' 1(1.1) 3 (4.3) . 1(1.49)
300 and above 2 (1.4) 2 (3.9) 0 -~ 2 (2.9) 0 -
Missing 102 -~ 7 =r 95 ~= 11 == 91 -~
Total 241 (100,0) 28.5 0.3 |58 (100,0) 66.1 15.3 |183 €160.0) 3.6 0,0 {81 (100,0) 49.8 11,0 {180 (100.0) 2.8 0.0
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rapee 14 (2)
. HOURS OF PARTICIPANT SERVICES AT KINGSLEY HOUSE
— 12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31779 1/1/80 - 12731780 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/8/80 - 12/31/80
N % Mean Median] N % Mean _Median| N k3 Mean Median N kS Mean _ Median N L I Mean Median
COUNSELING ‘
0 9 (18.0) — - 9 (28,1) . 3 (10.7) 6 (27.3)
1-4 23 (48.0) 2 (11.1) 21 (65.7) 8 (28.5) 15 (88.1)
5-9 . 4 (8.0) 2 (11.1) 2 (6.3) 3 (10.7) 1 (4.5)
10-19 7 {14.0) 7 (39.0) - - 7 (25.0) -~ -
20-29 7 (14.0) 7 (39.0) - 7 (35.0) - -
Missing 8 -~ 2 -~ 36 - 3 - 35 --
Total 88 (100.0) 8.8 2.3 20 (100.0) 16.1  17.5 |@B (100) 1.6 1.5 31 (100.0) 10.9 8.5 57 (100.0) 1.5 1.2
TUTOR
0 , 51 (98.1) 18 (94.7) . 33 (100.0) 29 (96.7) 22 (100.0)
16 and above 1 (1.8) 1 (5.3) : - - 1 (3.3) - -
Missing 36 -- 1 - 35 -~ A - ‘ 35 -

Total 88 (100,0) 1.9 1.0 20 (100.0) 5.2 2.7 168 (100,0) 0.0 0.0 31 (100.0) 3.3 1.7 57 (100.0) 0.0 0.0
3RE-VOC, u':
. < |

0 14 (28.0) 3 (18.7) 11 (34.4) 9 (32.1) 5 (22.7) !

1 8 (12.0) — - 6 (18.8) 1 (3.6) 5 (22.7)

2 2 (4.0) 1 (5.8) 1(3.1) 2 (7.1) - -

3-5 17 (34.0) T (38.8) 10 (31,2) 8 (28,8) 9 (40.9)

6-10 8 (12.0) 3 (16.0) 3 (9.3) 4 (14.4) 2 (9.0)

11-20 2 (4.0) 1 (5.8) 1 (3.1) 1 (3.8) 1 (4.5)
21 and above 3 (8,0) 3 (18.8) -~ - 3 (10.8) - ==
Missing 38 -~ 2 -- 136 -~ 3 - 35 =--
Total 88 (100.0) 5.0 2.8 20 (100.0) 9.8 4. '88 (100.0) 2.3 1.3 31 (100.0) 6.9 3.5 57 (100,0) 2.7 2.6
RECREATION

0 29 (55.8) 1 (5.3) 28 (84.8) a (28.7) 21 (85,5)

1-10 4 (1.7) 2 {10,5) 2 (6.0) 3 (10.0) 1 (4.5)

11-20 1 (1.9) — e 1 (3.0) 1 (3.9) - -

21-50 3 (5.8) 1 (5.3) 2 (68,0} 3 (10,0} Y -

51-99 3 (5.8) 3 (15.8) .- - 3 (10.0) - .

v 100~189 8 (15,4) 8 (42.4) - - B8 (26.4) - -
200-299 2 (3.8) 2 (10.86) - 2 (8,8) -~ -
300-& above 2 (3.8 2 (10.6) s 2 (6,8) - -
Missing 36 .. 1 -- 35 -~ 1 _-- ‘ 35 --
Total 88 (100.0 54,3 0.4 20 (100.0) 142.8 120.0 |68 (100.0) 3.4 0.1 31 (100.0) 04.0 47.5 57 (100.0) 0.1 0.1
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TABLE 14 (b)

HOURS OF PARTICIPANT SERVICES

AT ST. MARKS

12/1/18 - 12/31/80 12/3/78 -~ 12/31/79 1/1/80 - 12/31/80° 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/00
N % Mean Median] N’ g Mean  Mediayf N % Mean Median | N Mean Median N § Mean Median

CQUNSELING () 1(3.1) 3 (5.5) 1 (2.5) 3 (8.4)

1-4 47 (54.0) 3 (9.4) 44 (80.0) 6 (15.0) 41 (87.2)
5-9 8 (9.2) 2 (6,2) 8 (10,8) 8 (15.0) 2 (4.2)
10-19 6 (6.9) 68 (18.7) —— e 6 (15.0) == --
20-29 8 (9.2) 7 (21,9) 1 {(1.8) 7 (17.5) 1 (2.1)
30 and above 14 (18.1) 13 (40.5) 1 (1.8) 14 (35,0) - ==
Missing 64~ 8_-- 58 -~ ‘ 10 -- ‘54 -,

Tota) 151 (100,0) 14.1 3.8 38 (100.0) 31,5 23.5 113 (100,0) 4.0 2.6 50 (100,0) 27.3 20.0 101(100,0) 2.9 2.3
TUTOR

0 70 (80.5) 17 (51.5) 83 (08.1) 25 (61,0) 45 (97.8)

1-5 6 (6.8) 8 (18,2) i 8 (14.0) - e
6-10 2 (2.3) 2 (6.0) - e 2 (4.8) - e
11-15 8 (0.2) 8 (24,3) -~ - 8 (19.8) -
16 and above 1 (1.1) —— - 1 (1.8) -— e 1(2.2)
Missing : 64 -- 5 - 50 -- g -~ 55 -~

Total 151 (100.0) 2.0 0.1 38 (100.0) 4.2 0.5 113 (100.0) 0.6 0.3 50 (100,0) 3.4 0.3 101 (100.0) 0.7 0.3
PRE-VOC.

0 4 (4.6) 1 (3.1) 3 (5.5) 1 (2.5) 3 (6.4)

1 24 (27.6) 2 (8.3) 22 (40.,0) 2 (5.0) 22 (46.8)

2 19 (21.8) 1 (3.1) 18 (32.7) 4 (10.0) 15 (31.9)
3-5 14 (16.1) 2 {6,2) 12 (21,9) 7 (17.5) 7 {14.9)
68-10 7 (8.0) 7 (21.8) - = 7 (17.5) e
11-20 12 (13,8) 12 (37.8) - - 12 (30.0) - -
21 and above 7 (8.0) 7 (21,8) - e 7 (17.5) - -
Missing 84 -~ § - 58 -~ 10 -~ 54 ~-

Total 151 (100.,0) 7.9 2.3 38 (100.0) 18.4 12,5 113 (100.0) 1.8 1.6 50 (100.0) 16.4 10.3 101 “50.5) 1.6 IR}
RECREATION '

1] 57 (B5.5) 4 (12,5) 53 (06.4) 11 (27.5) 48 (97.9)

1-10 12 (13.8) 11 (34,4) 1 (1,8) ’ 12 (30,0) -~ -

11-20 g (10.3) 8 (28.1) - - ' 9 (22.5) - e

25~50 5 (5.7) 5 (15.8) - - 5 (12.5) - -

51-98 2 (2.3) 2 (6.2) - - 2 (5.0) - e

200-209 2 (2.3) 1 (3.1) 1 (1.8) 1 {2.5) 1 (2.1)

Missing 64 ~-- g ~- 58 -- 10 -~ 54 -~

Totul 151 (100,0) 9.9 0.3 30 (100.0) 20.7 11,0 | 113 (200.0) w 37 0,0 50 (100,0) 16.68 4.5 101 (100,0) 4.3 2.2
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As Table 13 indicates, the combined Y.S.A.'s documented the

icipant:
following services during 12/1/78 to 12/31/80 per exiting participa

Services
Couns‘eling
Tutoring
Pre-Voc.

Recreation

n

137
139
137

139

Mean

11.5
1.9
6.9

26.5

Median

3.3
0.1
2.5

0.3

- . ices
Tables 14 (a) and 14 (b) provide a break-down of exiting participant servi

d ted by each of the Y.S.A.'s. Those tables indicate that average coun- o
ocumen .S. |

seling services were much hi

tion services
gher at St. Mark"s and average recrea

- i cipant
of average and median service delivery to exiting program particip

mpared to the previous
periods 1-1-80 to 12-31-80 and 5-6-80 to 12-31-80 comp

time period.

s for the

. i0d
Perhaps, a more meaningful analysis would compare phe perio

"

i i . That data
before and after non-work related services were disallowed. Tha .

xitin
indicates the following for the combined ¥.S.A. 'g for accepted and e g

participants during those periods.

Services

Counseling
Tutoring
Pre-Voc.
Recreation

N

68
71

2

68 -

70

12-1-78-5-5-80

Mean Median
20.6 14.3
3.4 0.2
11.9 5.5
49,8 11.0

N

69
68
89
69

5-6-80-12-31-80

Mean Median
2.5 2.0
0.4 0.2
1.9 1.5
2.9 0.0

lactually, 140 participant's exited, but data was migsing on several.

ici i i eriods,
2Acmally, 71 participants and 69 part1c1pants.ex1ted during those p .

but data was missing on several,
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As indicated, there was a significant reduction in all documented
service delivery areas to accepted and exiting participants after
non-work related services were eliminated by the funding source.

The only allowable services - pre-vocational guidance and counseling
(if employment related)-totaled an average of 4.4 hours and a median
of 3.5 per exiting participant. Most interestingly, the documented

delivery of the only unquestionably allowable service (pre-vocational

guidance) was reduced considerably after 5-6-80 at St. Mark's Community

Center and, to a lesser extent, at Kingsley House. However, at both

Y.S.A.'s the level of documented service delivery in all areas dropped markedly

after 1/1/80 compared to the previous period,

In an effort to understand or attempt to explain this seemingly
large decrease in direct service delivery to participants, program
personnel at both St, Mark's Community Center and Kingsley House
were interviewed. Both agencies expressed concern with the level
of services and offered the following as partial explanations for
the decrease in documented service delivery:

(1)  During part of the time under evaluation, especially
during 1980, neither Y.S.A. was operating with a full
complement of restitution counselors. Kingsley House
personnei stated they were advised by the restitution
staff not to hire replacement personnel as the service

contract would probably not be renewed.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Participants working in unsubsidized employment positions,
those in a "suspended" status awaiting removai from
the program for non-compliance with contract terms,
and those whom the Y.S.A.'s have notified the program
of contract completion and are awaiting formal termination
from the ~program receive few or no services. However,
participants in all those categories wére carried as
"active" on the monthly reports as having received .
no services.
The amount of services delivered may have been inflated
initially because of misunderstandings regarding service
documentation. For instance, St. Mark's Community
Center personnel stated that early in the program, job site
visits were reported as counseling contacts.
Resistance by many participants was encountered after
program assignment and time was needed to secure
the cooperation and participation of participants.
At St. Mark's Community Center a large number of
participants were enrolled in its regular school prior
to the summer of 1980. As a result, those participants

received considerable pre-vocational guidance services,
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(6) After 5/6/80, average time in the program was reduced
to approximately three months for exiting participants,
This compares to an average of almost 10 months for

exiting participants earlier in the program.

An additional observation noted by the M.C.J.C.C. staff was that
an organized systemic process was not sign.ificant'ly developed or imple-
mented by the Restitution Project staff focusing on improving service
delivery. Program personnel chose to restructure the program by pro-
posing to eliminate the Y.S.A.'s from participation rather than by
.strengthening those relationships. In addition, program staff persisted in
those attempts after Juvenile Court détermined that the contracts with the
Y.S.A.'s would be continued. While the friction between the program
and the Y.S.A.'s may have affected service delivery, the extent or exist-
ence of this factor cannot be ascertained. (See Appendix E.)

Nevertheless, it is questionable whether this low level of docu-
mented service delivery provides significant benefits to program partici-
pants. Other than the employment related activities of job readiness,
job development, job placement, and job site monitoring, perhaps
other direct "rehabilitation" services to participants should be elimi-
nated in view of the low level of documented services and the reduced
periods of time assigned to the program in which to profit from such

services.,
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However, services other than direct services were provided

to participants by the Y.S.A.'s. These services included:

job

placements, work site monitoring visits, phone contacts, conferences,

letters, and family contacts. Additional data supplied by both Y.S.A.'s

indicate the following levels of activity.

TN KINGSLEY HOUSE

12/1/78 - 12/1/78 - 1/1/80 12/1/78 5/6/80%
ACTIVITY 12/31/80 12/31/79 12/31/80 5/5/80* 12/31/80
Work Site
Monitoring
Visits 559 198 361 387 172
Phone Calls 640 186 454 336 : 30f1 )
Letters 128 0 128 30 98
Family Contacts 113 79 34 90 23
*Actually 4/30/80
¥*Actually 5/1/80
ST. MARK'S CCMMUNITY CENTER
12/1/78 - 12/1/78 1/1/80 12/1/78 5/6/80
ACTIVITY 12/31/80 12/31/79 12/31/80 5/5/80 12/31/80
Work Site
Monitoring
Visits 495 265 230 278 217
Job Related
Phone Contacts 84 62 22 63 21
Job Related .
Conferences 123 86 37 92 31
General
Phone Contacts 119 - 71 48 86 33
(zeneral
Conferences 203 116 87 136 67
Job Placements 106 65 41 60 46
~52-
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H. Objective 4 -

To increase the number of effective dispositional
alternatives available to Juvenile Court by strengthen-
ing existing youth service agencies through the

support of the Restitution Program.

The question of inappropriate referrals discussed in Goal 1,

pages 32-39 does not fully support the intent of this goal 1o increase effect-

ive dispositicnal alternatives available to Juvenile Court. In addition,

program personnel proposed eliminating the services contracts with the

Y.S.A.'s and providing those services internally, but after full consideration

of all factors, Juvenile Court agreed for the present to continue the contracts,

(See Appendix E.) However, program personnel persisted in these efforts

. and in view of the conflicts between the program staff/Juvenile Court and the

Y.S.A.'s, it would appear that this objective was not met. (See pages 49~

51.)

I. Objective 5 -

To provide the public with information on the

program aimed at increasing public awareness

i

of and confidence in the Juvenile system.

Table 15 includes a list of speeches, meetings, and other public

relations activities engaged in by program personnel during 1980,

Table 15

Date

Organization

January 9, 1880
January 16, 1880
January 28, 1980
January 31, 1980
February 12, 1880
February 20, 1980
April 8, 1980
April 21, 19080
May 8, 1980

June 25, 1880
July 17, 1980
Oct.~Nov., 1980

October 28, 1980
September 24, 1880
November 2, 1880
November 12, 1880
November 17, 1980
November 24, 1980

Kiwanis Club, East New Orleans

Kiwanis Club, Algiers

Children's Council of New Orleans

Newscast - Channel 12

Radio ~ Public Service Announcement on WQUE
Conferente in Denver on the National Initiative
Juvenile Justice Council Workshop

Elysian Fields Civic Improvement Association
M.C.J.C.C. Executive Board Meeting

Young Men's Business Club. of Greater New Orleans
Louisiana Motor Transport Incorporated

Public Service Announcements-WEZB, WTIX, WNOE, .

WRNO, WWIW, WBYU, and WQUE
Unica Civica Americana

U. S. Coast Guard

WBYU-FM Al Breaux Talk Show

Vieux Carre' Action Association

Carrcllton Rotary Club

Crime Explosion-Channel 4

B R A
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J. Objective 6 - To increase the employability of participating
youths through work-training experience, ed-
ucation, and pre-vocational training,

The extent of attainment of the part of this objective relating to education
and pre-vocational training can be gleaned from an examination of service
delivery by the Y.S8.A.'s. (See discussion of Objective 3, pages 43-52.)
It would appear that the level of documented direct services is minimal and

that the intent of this objective was, at best, only partially met.

The attainment of much of the remainder of the objective is contained

© in the discussion on type employment/hours worked on pages 21-27, While

it is difficult to determine increases in employability, the various kinds
of employment could be considered beneficial to the participants insofar

as learning job skills, discipline, etc. (The specifics of the activities of the

Y.S.A.'s relative to job development/placement/monitoring are detailed in

the discussion of Objective 3, page 53.)
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IV. REFERRAL SOURCES

Table 11 provided a detailed analysis of the referral source of
participants during the enti;re period of evaluation and for the other
four periods being analyzed. (It éhould be noted that Judge Ganucheau
was not elected to the Juvenile Court until early 1980, Therefore, she
is excluded from any referral data analysis prior to her election.) As
that table indicates, Judge Ganucheau was responsible for nearly 50%
of the program referrals during the period 1-1-80 to 12-31-80, and
especiaily during the period 5-6-80 to 12—31~80. Overall, about
94% of the 241 lreferfalé were adjudicated delinquent, with the remaining

% adjudicated as status offenders. For 59% of the participants, the
disposition consisted of, or included, a suspended commitment
to the State Department of Corrections.

Further, Table 16 analyzes a cross tabulation of the source of
referral by the type of exit for all 140 participants who exited (not
necessary completed) the program. As indicated, Judge Ganucheau had
a low rate (7.2%) of participants removed from the program for disciplinary
or other "negative" reasons and an extremely high rate (92.9%) of those
successfully completing it. The removal rates for the other judges
varied between 21.7% - 38.9% and the successful completions and comple-

tions by adjustment varied between 58.4% - 78.2%. In addition, J udge'

Ipata were missing on one participant.
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TABLE 18
REFEIiRAL SOURCE BY TYPE EXIT
Type Exit Armstrong Giarrueo Mule! Gillin " Ganucheau |Ad Hoc Total
Removed Disciplinary 7 (29.2) 6 (33.3) 8 (25.8) 4 (17.49) 2 (4.9) 0 (0.0) | 27 (10.3)
Removed Other 2 (0.3) 1 (5.6) 3 (9.7} 1 {4.3) 1 (2.9) 0 (0,0) 8 (5.7)
Completion Adjustment | 1 (4.2) 1 (5.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (4.9) 0 (0.0). 0 (0.0) | 3 (2.9)
Completion 13 (54.2) 10 (55.6) 20 (64.5) 17 (73.9) 38 (92.9) 2 (100.0) {101 (72.1)
Other 1 (4.2) 0_(0.0) 0_(0.0) 0 (0.0) 0_(0.0) 0_(0.0) 1_(0.7)
Total 24 (100.0) 18 (100.0) 31 (100.0) 23 (100,0) 42 (100.0) 2 (100.0) {140 (100.0)
6
. ’
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Ganucheau was responsible for the referral of 42 (30.0%) of all exiting
participants, although she only served as a Juvenile Court J udge since
early 1980.

However, a closer examination of the data indicates that during
the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80, the number of referrsls receiving De-
partment of Corrections commitments (suspended), but meeting none

of the other selection criteria requirements from each judge included:

9-6-80 - 12-31-80 D.O.C. SUSPENDED ‘DISPOSITION ONLY

Ganucheau 3
Giarrusso '
Mule'
Armstrong
Gillin
Ad Hoc
Total 4

(=20 F o o S LI B ) ]

If these offenders would have been otherwise incarcerated, the

practice by the court of first sentencing a youth to the D.O.C., sus-
pending that sentence, then ordering the of.fender to the Restitution
Project could provide documentation that the project is offering a
real alternative to incarceration. This method can be beneficial in
that it acts as a deterrent to violations of the rules and regulations,
since participants know that they will face incarceration if removed |

from the program and returned to court,
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However, inequities may occur when participants who would not
ordinarily be committed to the D.O.C, ‘in the absence of the project are
given suspended D.O.C. sentences. In addition, other referrals meeting
none of the selection criteria should not have be=n either referred or
accepted. Finally, those status offenders referred and accepted were
expressly excluded from participation by both eligibility criteria. (The
discussion of Goal 1, pages32-39 provides a detailed analysis of the

possible inappropriateness of a large number of referrals.)
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V. TIME-IN-PROGRAM ANALYSIS

An analysis was done on the time-in-prograim of all pafticipants
based on one of the following categories:

1, Removed for disciplinary reasons (27); *

2. Completion/Completion by adjustment (104); *

3, Still-in (as of 12-31-80) (101); * and,

4, All exiting participants (140).* |
In addition, the time-in-program was analyzed from four different time

process perspectives which were defined as:

1. Referral ééte to contract date;

2. Contract date to employment date;
3. Employment date to exit date; and
4, Contract date to exit date.

As Table 17 indicates, the mean and median time periods between’
the referral date and the contract date do not indicate considerab&e
variation. Overall and for all categories of participants, the variance
was between 8 days - 26 days. Table 17 further indicéies that the
mean and mecian time perind between the contract date and the employ-
ment date for the various categories of participants varied between
14.days-—32 days, except for discipl%qary femovals between 1-1-80
to 12-31-80 and still ins between ié~1—78 to §-5~80. However,

*Total possible number of participants in this category. The

actual number used in the analysis varies based on the availability
of time data.
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TADLE 17

13/1/70 ~ 12/31/80

12/1/78 - 12/31/70

1/1/80 - 12/3t/80

"l‘lME-iN PROGRAM_ANALYSIS

13/1/18 - 5/5/30

s/e/

80 ~ 12/31/80

REFERRAL DATE TO CONTRACT DATE

All Exiting

107

Mean

214

Median

13.0

N Mean

38 1.2

Medlon

11.2

Mean

23,2

Medlan|| N

18.0 57

Mean

213

Median

17.0

50

Meun Median

18.3 15,0

Particlpants

Completions or
Completione

18

20.4

18.0

23 13.4

50

17.0 8

19.4

17.0

43

20.8 18.4

By Adjusiment

ltemoaved [or
Dincipiinary

20.3

14.0

10 13.8

11,5

18,0 18

24.1

1",y

4.2 10.0

Reanons

Stll tn

54

22.0

21,0

15.7

58

23.8

22.0 to

25,5

18.8

54

Participants

CONY

RACT DATE TO EMPLOYMENT

All Exiling

on

21,2

10.4

28 19.4

18.9

16.0 10

23.9

18.0

20

11.5 18.9

Completiona or
Completiona

Dy Adjustment

31

18.0

a8

18.2

15.4 25

21.8

18.4

‘28

i7.8 17.0

Removed for
Dinciplinary
Rearona

18.9

108.4

58.t

81.8 11

2.1

20.4

St In

K1}

29.5

22.1

17,0 ¢

22.8

28

21.1

4.0 |}

41.2

2.7

8

Participants

EMPLOYMENT DATE TO EXITING DATE

Al Exiting

111.2

28 288.0

250.3

33

88.0

83.9 38

218.0

23

8.2 8.4

Participants

Ccmple\.lonn or
Completions

59

40

158.8

13 201.9

280.8

27

81.8 21

240.7

258.8

§9.8 58.48

Ny Adjustment

Removed for
Diaciplinary

41,3

104.4

150,58

s ___a0.0

213.5

1.3

87.8 10

220,83

158.7

134,08 134.8

Reswonas

St In

11

112.8

G8.8 l

] any.e

300.4

a8

4.1

$9.% )

337.2

358.9

3

Participonts

CONTRACT DATE TO EXIT DATE

All Exiting

105.8

1J2.0

b} 285.8

.8

101.3

79.2 43

238,

28,2

41

Participanta

Completlons or
Completiona

157.3

18 e

312.3

97.8

70.8 28

2514

281.4

3

3.2 es.8

Ny _Adjustment

Nemoved for
Dleciplinary
Neamons

20

ite. 0

] 279.8

252.8

109.2

113.8 14

232.8

186.9

168 42,0

St In

110.2

10.8

] 34,8

309.4

it

51.9 10

298.1

4.0

12

I'erticipants

7o

B S S———-
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Table 17 shows considerable variance among the time periods and among
Vthe categories of participants in both mean and median time periods
between the employment date and the exit date, The average and
median times for the periods 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 and 12-1-78 to

5-5-80 are considerable longer than for the other time periods.

This, of course, reflects the change in program procedureé after March
1980, in that participants after that date were assigned to the program
for different periods of time rather than for a full year. Finally,
Table 17 provides an analysis of the four categories of participants

by the various time periods and indicates the mean and median days
between the contract date and the program exit date. Similarly,

these periods reflect that change in procedure effective in March 1980,
in that the mean and median time periods are of much shorter duration

after that date.

In summary, few observations would be relevant concerning
this data. Of major importance is the fact that the data does support

the changes in time in program assignment procecures which became

effective during March 1980,
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VI. FAILURE RATE ANALYSIS

1 developed by Anne L, Schneicler,4 the

Using a procedure
failure rate analysis indicates the monthly failed percentage for seven
sub-groups, in addition to the monthly rate for all participants.

As the number of failures, the total number of participants, and the
total length of time "at risk" are all factors affecting the computed
failure rate, variations in the failure rate between sub-groups may
be attributed to any or all of these factors in varying degrees.

According to Table 18, the failure rate for all participants accepted
prior to 1-1-81 was 2.5%, indicating that 2.5% of the failures (27) did so
each month. As the average months of participation for all those indi-
vidpals was 4.557 months, the product of the monthly failure rate and the
average months is the esﬁmated percentage failed of all participants
(11.4%) . This calculation can be crosschecked by comparing it with the
actual percentage failure of 11.2% for all participants based on the result

of all failures (27) divided by total number of participants (241). The
small difference between these percentages is due to the fact that average
months was based on incomplete data, with some entry dates missing

from the original data file.

1The procedure is explained in Appendix D.

In Program Reoffense Rates For Juveniles in Restitution Projects,
Anne L. Schneider, Peter R. Schneider, and S. Gordon Bazemore,
Institute of Policy Analysis, October 1980,
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TABLE 18

FAILURE RATE ANALYSIS

Monthly Failure Rate

. A % Failed Total Months Based on Total % Failedt

PARTICIPANT CATEGORIES Failures fases |(Failures/Cases)fvg. Months iAvg, Months X Caseq Months at Risk (Failure Rate x Avg. Mos.)
A1 Participants Accepted Before 1-1-81 27 241 11,28 4,587 1098,237 2.5% 11.4%
Participants Accepted During 12-1-78 to 14 58 24,1% 10.210 592,180 2.5% 25.5%

12-31-79
Bart‘f;qutgo“ccePted During 1-1-80 to 13 |183 Y12 3.015 551,745 2.4% 7.2
Participan: 5 Accepizd During 12-1-78 to

§e550 20 | 81 24,74 8.677 702.837 2.8% 24.3%
varticipants Atcepted During 5-6-80 to

12-31-80 7 {160 4.4% 2,551 408.160 1.7% 4,32
Participants at St. Mark's 15 |151 9.9% 4,955 748,205 2.0% 9.9%
Participants at Kingsly House 12 | e 13.6% '3,792 333,696 3.6% 13.7%
A Exiting Participants 21 |10 19.3% 5.446 762.440 3.5% 19.1%

*These figures were based upon the producérg? the fatlure rate per month and the average months in the program. The simulartty of these figures to the
actua) percentage failed in column 3 {ndicates the accuracy of the computed failure rate. The slight variance was due to avg. months based on incomp

lete da&a.
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A comparison of the time periods suggests that the failure rate has
) : VII. COST SUMMARY

.

decreased. However, this finding is probably due in large measure to , .
During the period 12-1-78 to 12-31-80, the following amounts

the policy revision permitting participants to exit from the program once
were expended in the course of program operations:

restitution payments have been completed. Prior to this policy change,

4
o i e i . o i

all participants were required to remain in’the program for one full year, ; *Total Expended Total Expended Total Ex;;ended
| i 12-1-78 - 12-31-80 12-1-78 ~ 12-31-79 1-1-80 - 12-31-80

thereby increasing all participant's time "at risk" and leading to a higher '

$336,350.00 $163,787.00 $172,563.00
(presumed) failure rate. f

Finally, the failure rate for all juvenile restitution participants should vl . )

- During those same periods of time, the following number of participants
not be compared with the failure rate for participants in any other program, o

v were referred and accepted by the program:
since the average months "at risk" will likely differ among programs. ~ .

L 12-1-78 - 12-31-80 . 12-1-78 - 12-31-79 1-1-80 - 12-31-80
The fact that the failure rate for all exiting participants (3.5%) is higher - Pt 241 .

: Ll 58 183

than that for all participants (2.5%), including those still-in the program,
Therefore, for the entire period of the evaluation the following costs

supports the contention that the exclusion of still-in participants biases i )
‘ i could be assigned per participant:

an outcome analysis in the direction of failures. Thus, the preceeding ,
. 12-1-78 to 12-31-80 = $1,395.64 (241 participants)

failure rate analysis seems to provide a more wncurate method for determining | 12-1-78 to 12-31-79 = $2,823.91 (58 participants)
1~1-80 to 12-31-80 = $ 942.97 (183 participants)

actual outcome efficiency.
¢ These costs include all accepted participants without regard to

An analysis of the failure rates for participants at the two Y.S.A.'s i
whether or not the referral met the selection criteria or whether or

e i et i PO

suggests that participants fail at a higher rate at Kingsley House (3.6%) o
not the participant successfully exited from the program.

than at St. Mark's Community Center (2.0%). However, this finding should } ' )
A further analysis by each Y.S.A. indicates the following cost
not in and of itself lead to the conclusion that St. Mark's necessarily does . )
A o expenditures between 12/1/78 - 12/31/80, The estimated costs for the
a better job. A detailed analysis of participants assigned to both Y.S Al L ) ,
| . period 10/1/80 - 12/31/80 were based on average expenditures by

would be necessary in order to identify significant differences which may
each Y.S.A. for the previous 22 month period.

account for different failures rates.

*Includes LEAA funding and natch.

TR
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Y.S.A. Total Expenditures
St. Mark's Community Center $ 85,505,71
Kingsley House 70,959,43
Total $156,465,14

Of the 241 referrals during the period 12/1/78 - 12/31/80, St. Mark's
was assigned 151 (63.2%) and Kingsley House was assigned 88 (36.8%) of
thgm. This totals 239 pérticipants because two of the referrals were
unassigned as of 12/31/80. Based on this data the following costs per

participant can be assigned:

o _ Cost Per

Y.S.A. N Participant
St. Mark's Comminity Center 4 (151) $566.26
Kingsley House (88) $806.36

These costs cannot accurately be assigned to a cost per hour
of direct service delivery because the hours of documented service
delivery only include those participants who have exited from the
program. In addition, they include the expense related to other
program activities conducted by the Y.S.A.'s, such as job monitoring,
job development, or overhead expenses. Finally, these total expenditures
and costs per participant include all feferrals regardless of whether

the participants had exited or were in a "still-in" status as of 12,/31/80.
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VIII." SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1978, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(0.J.J.D.P.) proposed funding a number of restitution programs for

. juvenile offenders, the purpose of which was to support sound cost-

effective projects to assist in assuring greater accountability on the part
of juvenile offenders toward victims and the lo.cal communities, The pro-
grams were to focus on establishing an alternative to incarceration for
adjudicated juvenile offenders. In meeting this objective, projects

were funded which included those providing compensation to victims
either through payments or work, as- %eil as.projects requiring appro-
priate community service work.

It was anticipated that these programs would assist in securing
greater victim and community support for juvenile justice and in estab-
lishing additional alternatives to costly incarceration of juvenile offen-
ders. The program guidelines stated that funded projects would coor-
dinate with community service agencies and employment programs.,

Each funded program was to define the target population by precise
criteria and develop action projects which would provide for restitution
by adjudicated juvenile offenders, either by monetary payment to the
victim, direct services to the victim, or community service work. Thus,

restitution could be imposed as a sole sanction, or as a condition of pro-

bation or community based placement.
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The program, as developed in New Orleans, met with a measure
of success. The referral and acceptance of the number of participants
specified in the goals and objectives was slightly exceeded during 20
months of program operation; 8,350. 04 hours of work were performed
by 114 exiting participants; $19,536.41 in total restitution were paid
by 127 exiting participants; 1,454.53 hours of counseling was provided
to 127 exiting participants; 267.99 hours of tutoring was provided to
139 exiting participants; 942.01 hours of pre-vocational guidance was

provided to 137 exiting participants; 3,686.98 hours of recreation was

provided to 139 participants; public visibility of the prograirn was en-

hanced by a number of public appearances by program staff; satisfac-
tion with the proéram was evidenced by nearly all of the victims of
exiting participants that could be contacted; an increase in the number of
pai'ticipants placed in unsubsidized employment was n;Jted; and, whiie
not yet measureable, job-related skills and increased employability
status were acquired by many of the participants.

However, while the target population was defined in the initial
grant application and, subsequently, modified in order to assist in the
referral of increased numbers of serious offenders, nearly one-third
of all referrals were questionable in terms of adhering to the spirit

of the selection criteria (through the sole use of the D.O.C. (suspended)

or in terms of meeting none) established to provide program services
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as an alternative to ihcarceration for serious adjudicated delinquents.
The potential stigmatization and possible future incarceration of
less serious offenders that could result from an attempt to meet
referral goals through the use of the D.0.C. (suspended) criteria
should not be minimized. In addition, d.urin g 20 months of program
operation, documented direct service delivery to participants by the
Youth Service Agencies (Y.S.A.'s) sharply declined. Unfortunately,
goal #4 dealing with reduced recidivism could not be measured because
of insufficient time after exiting of a significant number of participants;
goal #3 was not measurable as stated; and, several other goals or
objectives established tenuous bases for analysis. Thus, little could
be concluded regarding program impact on the subsequent behavior
of participants. Moreover, the demographics of the juvenile offender
population in New Orleans may have contributed to difficulties in
adhering to the original program concept. Additionally, during
the period evaluated, a legislative change was enacted whereby 16
year old offenders charged with the crimes of armed robbery, aggravated
rape, aggravated kidnapping, aggravated burglary, first and second
degree murder, and manslaughter could be tried as adults.
Nevertheless, because the program was a demonstration project,
much can be learned and utilized from this evaluation. Specifically,
local needs, inter-agency cooperation and coordination, and the eco-

nomic conditions prevailing locally should be addressed and those
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issues resolved prior to the development of future programs. Thus,

if the program is to continue operations through funding from other

sources, the
facilitate the
offenders:

(1)

(2)

following recommendations are proposed in an effort to

implementation of a more effective program for juvenile

In view of the questionable appropriateness of many of the
program referrals, it is recommended that the progrgm
revise its stated objective of serving as an alternative to
incarceration requiring the referral of serious offenders
and, instead, establish a less‘comprehéhsive victim
oriented compensation program serving less serious
offenders;
Subsidized employment for juvenile offenders should be
discontinued. While it is recognizeci that because the
average participant is a 15 year old black male from a
poor socio-economic environment, the development of
unsubsidized work opportunities will be difficult and
sufficient community service work may not be available.
On the other hand, the concept of subsidized employ-
ment fér juvenile offenders will doubtless be a difficult con-
cept to promote in seeking highly competitive alternative

funding. Thus, it is recommended that all efforts should
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be directed toward the development of an expanded un-~
subsidized employment/ community service victim
compensation program.

(3)  Because of the low level of documented direct services
provided to program participants by the Youth Service
Agencies and because average time in the program is of
short duration, it is recommended that the service con-
tracts be amended to include only the functions of job
rgadiness, job development, job placement, and job
site monitoring.

(4) Itisincumbent upon the Juvenile Court to implement an
internal management information system. Such a system
is imperative if the functions of the court are to be operated
effectively. While political risks are involved in the utili-
za'tion of management information systems, the realities
of effective operations and the needs of the community as
a whole demand it. Otherwise, no real accountability
or effective overall operations are possible. Regarding
the juvenile restitution program specifically, the existence
and utilization of such a system would have revealed at an
early date those facts which impacted the referral of appro-

priate participants. In addition, it would have identified
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at an e*\:'c'ly date the need for modifications in the

program as originally conceptualized.
Assessing the efficacy of this programmatic effort has been a dif-
ficult process because the program has had a dual and paradoxical nature

That is, the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Program (OPJCRP)

did achieve several significant goals, and for this the Court, the program

staff, and the community Youth Service Agencies should receive due recog-

nition. However, these goals were achieved within an atmosphere of

tension and mistrust which, although difficult to measure empirically,

-

had a strong, negativ‘é impact on the program and, in a more limited

way, on the juvenile justice system in New Orleans. Ignoring the deep

conflicts which existed throughout the entire life of this grant would be

both irresponsible and unprofessional in view of the critical role evaluation

must play in improving program operation and as a basis for making future

budgetary and policy decisions.

A major rationale of restitution programs in general and the
OPJCRP in particular was to increase the effectiveness of the juvenile
justice process. In New Orleans it was hoped that needed cooperative
working relationships and net-working of services could be furthered
between private Youth Service Agencies and juvenile court, with
the restitution prcgram serving as a vehicle. Rather, a great deal

of tension and friction developed between the community agencies

A i g

and the staff of the OPJCRP. This situation grew out of a series

of repeated efforts by the restitution program staff to terminate the

contractual agreements with the YSA's and to provide the services

directly. The desire to end the purchase of service agreements

was based on allegatlons by the OPJCRP staff that program funds received

by the YSA's were being spent inappropriately. The staffs of all

agencies involved with the program diverted much time and energy

to this issue., A subsequent audit by the Law Enforcement Assistance

Admlmstratlon determined that these allegations were unfounded.
Persmtent attempts to end the part1c1pat1en of the YSA's in

the program precluded development of cooperative and effective

working relatlonshlps between the restitution program and other agen-

cies involved, This, in turn, prevented the implementation of an

integrated and creative process through which program operations

could be upgraded and the overall juvenile justice system strengthened
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IX. ANALYSIS UPDATE

oo

To determine whether identified referral trends have continued
since the data cut off date of 12/31/80, a further analysis of program referrals
was done for the period 1/1/81-5/8/81. That analysis indicated that 68

new referrals were made during that period as indicated below,

Judge Number Percent
Ganucheau 46 67.6
Giarruso 7 10.38
Armstrong 5 7.4
Gillin 5 7.4
Mule' 5 7.4

Total 68 100.1

In addition, these referrals were analyzed in terms of meeting the established

participant referral criteria, That analysis revealed that 10 (14.7%) referrals

met none of. the established criteria of 5/6/80; 32 (47.1%) of the referrals

met only the D.O.C. (suspended) criteria; and, the remaining 26 (38.2%)

referrals met one or tnore of the other criteria. Thus, 42 (61.8%) of the

referrals were questionable or prohibited in terms of referral appropriateness,

with the remaining 26 (38.2%) of them meeting eligibility requirements.

Those referrals meeting only the D.O.C, (suspended) criteria were convicted

of the following offenses:

Offense Number
Theft 16
Simple Burglary 6
Receiving Stolen Things 4
- Simple Battery 2
Arson 1
Burglary 1
Obscene Phone Calls 1
Attempted Simple Robbery 1
Total 32
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As in the evaluation period, the largest number.28 (87.5%) of
inappropriate or questionable referrals were made by Judge Ganucheau.
In addition, of the 26 referrals made during this period which unquestion-
ably met the criteria, Judge Ganucheau referred 14, with the other four
Juvenile Court judges referring 12 participants. These facts seem to
suggest a lack of support for the program on the part of four of the
Juvenile Court judges, but may also indicate a non-random distribution
of serious cages among court sections. However, because juvenile cases
are randomly distributed among the five court s;ections, over time egch
section s.héul‘d receive a caseload roughly equal in seriousness and
criminal background to the other sections. Whatever the case, a manage-
ment informations system would have revealed these trends at an
early date and would have allowed for the introduction of necessary
modifications and programmatic alterations. Without the introduction
and utilization of a management informations system in Juvenile
. Court, it is impossible to draw any real conclusions regarding that

court, to make valid recommendations for improving existing procedures,
or to substantiate effective and efficient operations.

Between 5/6/80-5/8/81 Judge Ganucheau referred 127 participants.
Of that total, 63 (49.5%) met only the D.O.C. (suspended) criteria., Of
those 63 referrals, the following arrest and conviction histories were

noted.
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Number Arrest/Conviction History .
30 No previous arrests/no previous convictions \
20 One previous arrest/no previous convic¢tions
13 Two previous arrests/no previous convictions
63

The other four Juvenile Court judges referred 14 participants during
that same period of time meeting only the D.O.C. (suspended) criteria.
Conclusions that can be reached from these data are that one judge is
using the program extensively for less serious offenders and the ex-
tensive use of that single criterion represents a substantial variation in

.
o

sentencing practices.

In the absence of a management informations system, definitive
conclusions cannot be reached. Nevertheless, the direction in which
the program has been operating is similar to the modified program en-
visioned in the recommendations. Those recommendations suggest the
continuation of a victim compensation oriented program for less serious
offenders using community service work and unsubsidized employment
as restitution options. The referral trends identified in the evaluation
and substantiated in referrals made since 1/1/81, indicate the apparent
need for such a modified program which makes no pretense of offering
an alternative to incarceration and which is less expensive to operate
because of the discontinuance of subsidized employment as a2 work op;-

tion. Judging from the nature of the program referrals, a target group
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of participants as envisioned in the original program concept does not

exist in New Orleans at this time.
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APPENDIX A

SERTOUSNESS OF REFERRAL OFFENSE

Numbor of Cases
victimlans:  Includes tratfic accidents or tickets, .
status offenses, drugs, alecohol, gambling, prosti-
tution, and probation violations.

.

Ninor Offenses: Minor offenses not easily classi-
. Tled as property or personal, such as disorderly
conduct.,

Minor Property:  Any property offense with loss/
* ' damange of $10 or less except burglary and arson.

Minor_Pevsonal: Resisting or obstructing an officer,

warclon, hazing, other similar UCR PART II offenses.

Hoderate Proparcly: 'nurqlarleu and arsons with loss/
damange of $10 or less andl any other type of property
nffonae with Joas/damaga of $11 to $250. mw et

Serious Propecty:s Burglarles nand arsons with loss/

damaije of $1T tn $250 and any othor property offznse
wiLh loas/damagn graatnr than $250,

Vory Serilous Property: Burglarles and arsons with
tons/damage ol $250 or more.

Serious Porgonal: Unarmed robberies and non-
agqqravated ansaults with loss of $250 or less.

vury Serious Personal: Unarmed robberles and non-
agravaled assaults with logses exceeding $250 and
il WCR Part I poersonal- crimes lncluding rapa,
armul robbery, aggravatod assault,

Seriousness Scale Developed By the
Institute of Policy Analysis, national
evaluator of the National Juvenile
Restitution Project.
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Chart A
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APPENDIX B

(75%*)

1 2 Monthly Amount 3 Monthly Amount 4 Total Earnings
Paid Toward Retained By vouth Based on $3.10/
Hour Worked/ Restitution
. Week

5 hrs/wk (50%*) 31.00 $ 31.00

6 hrs/wk (55%*) 40,92 - 33.48

7 hrs/wk {60%*) 52,08 34.72

8 hrs/wk (65%*) 64 .48 34,72

9 hrs/wk (70%*) 78.12 33.48

10 hrs/wk 93.00 31.00

27.
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Chart B
{ *The percent of the youths earnings that will be used tq pay restitution
% Possible Combinations to Meet Total Restitution Requirements
M 5 hrs/wk. 6 hrs/wk. |7 hrs/wk. 8 hrs./wk. 9 hrs/wk., 10 hrs/wk. z
v Time in (50%) * (55%) * (60%) * (65%) * (70%) * (75%) * |
| E Months 20 hrs/mo. 24 hrs/mo. |28 hrs./mo. 32 hrs./mo. 36 hrs./mo. |40 hrs./mo. §
| = |
3 i
' < 2 $ 62.00 § 8l.84 |$ 104.16 $ 128.96 156,24 $ 186,00 ${
3 93.00 122.76 156.24 193.44 234,36 279,00 |
: 4 124,00 163.68 208.32 257,92 312.48 372,00
| 5 155.00 204,60 260.40 322.40 390.60 465,00
, i 6 186.00 245.52 312.48 386,88 468,72 558.00
b 7 217.00 286.44 364,56 451.36 546 .84 651.00
; 8 248,00 327.36 -416 .64 515.84 624,96 744 .00
§ , 9 279.00m 368.28 468,72 580.32 703.08 837.00
i 10 310.00 409.20 520,80 644,80 781.20 930,00
- j 11 341.00 450,12 572.88 709.28 859,32 1,023.00
12 372.00 491,04 624.96 773.76 937.44 1,116.00
é
28,
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APPENDIX C | I. Program Exit
. ) . ‘
Cross tabulation is a procedure used to determine how one variable (s) : v Of the stated variables, Table 19 identifies those meeting the test
relates to other variables. Cross tabulations of type of participant ; of statistical significance regarding program exit:
|
O
program exit (removed-disciplinary, removed-other, completion-adjust- L
ment, completion, other) and status (exit or still-in) by a number of other f
’ : Table 19
variables were analyzed. Those variables included: age, sex, race, j
» P
_ Eo
Lo
family income, family marital status, family arrest history, charge, .
; ; Cross Tabulation of Program Exit
seriousness, disposition, suspended D.O.C. disposition, referral ‘;
N .
source, previous arrests, previous convictions, ordered restitution, - L Variable Chi Square Significance
Pl
type employment, hours worked, Y.S.A., incentive allowance, . : Rac.e 12.9 0.01
v Ll Seriousness 42.3 0.003
restitution paid, counseling, tutoring, pre-vocational counseling, g | DlSp(?Sltlon 9.8 0.04
. Previous Arrests 26.1 0.04
. L fheops :
recreation, status, arrest during program, arrest after exit, type L Ordered Restitution 58.7 0.003
|| Hours Worked 48.5 0.002
victim, type offense, victim satisfaction, and victim's race/sex. . Incer.mv.e Allowance 44.0 0.008
Iy Restitution Paid 82.7 0.000
. il : '
The purpose of the analysis was to determine if any of these variables i Ciqunsfehng 30.5 0.06%
Ll ’1utor1ng 54.6 0.000
affected the type of program exit by participants in a statistically signi- i Recreation 47.7 0.01
i Arrests During 39.9 0.005
£ 1 t .
ficant way. . i |
e *Does not quite meet the test.
In order to meet the test of statistical significance, * the signifi- !
L3 & l .
cance level of each cross tabulation should be no more than 0.05. i E
- e s s )
Levels of significance beyond that point cannot be used to infer ;’ ; While it is not possible through this simple analysis to determine
that a given variable affected the constant variable to a statistically how those significant variables affect program exit, certain obser-
significant degree. In addition, the chi square indicates whether 1 “ vations can be made:
‘|
~ a systematic relationship exists between two variables. : : j !
o
*Significance levels are not strictly applicable when data from . ;
the entire population is used. '‘However, certain authorities have dis- . ) i
agreed. I
S i ! v -83-
. i {
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1, Disposition and race can be eliminated from further

comment as the vast majority of participants were black
and were adjudicated delinquent. Therefore, those
two variables would indicate a high level of significance.

2. Hours worked and incentive allowance should be ignored
because participants now participate and receive incen-
tive allowances over varying periods of time, whereas
before March 1980, participants were assigned for a full year
of participation. Thus, data for the whole period is incompatible,

3. Of the remaining variables, those of seriousness, ordered
restitution, restitution paid, tutoring, and arrests during
recorded the highest levels of statistical significance.

In some manner, those variables most significantly

. affect the type of program exit - completion, completion

by adjlistment, removed - disciplinary, removed -

other, or other. Thus, these factors, except for

tutoring which is no longer a reimburseable service,

should be analyzed closely in the future to ascertain

in what manner and to what degree each affects outcome.
4, Previous arrests, counseiing, 1 and recreation also

indicate a level of statistical significance. These

factors, except for non-job related counseling and

1At 0.06 this variable does not quite meet the test.
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recreation which are no longer allowable, should continue

to be examined and analyzed with those described in (3)

above,

meets the test of statistical significance does not indicate that the variable
is "good" or "bad", For example, of the 103 participantsl exiting by
completion or completion by adjustment, 68 of them received no recrea-
tion. Nevertheless, that variable recorded a level of significance of
0.01. Thus, it could be concluded that the absence of recreational
services positively affects pProgram exit rather than that delivery of

that service affects Program exit in a pofsitive way. However, the oppo-

importance.

While similgr analysis could be done with the other variables,
because of the relatively short time of Program operation it would probably
be misleading to draw inferences from the data. If this kind of analysis is
conducted at intervals in the future, trends can be discerned and inferential
conclusions can be reached.

II. Status
The cross tabulation of status-exited or still-in-was analyzed

using those same variables Previously listed. Those variables indicating

statistical levels of significance included:

i I
Data were missing on one participant,
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Table 20

Cross Tabulation of Status

Chi Sguare Significance

Variable

.02
Family Arrest History 1; g 0.009
Seriousness 3 ) 5 0.06
Disposition 93.9 0.000
Suspended D.O.C, ‘6.9 0.01
Referral Source 26.3 0.000
Ordered Restitution 19 ' 8 0.00C
Type Employment 11.3 0.05

Arrest During

While this analysis is interesting; for the same reasons previously

y iti se
discussed no real inferences can be made. In addition, becau

status is determined to some degree solely by program admittance

date, the validity of the constant variable used in the cross tabulation

is questionable,

_86_

APPENDIX D
Outcome analysis can indicate the effectiveness of pProgrammatic
activities in terms of the proportion of participants Successfully satis-
fying or failing to satisfy predetermined completion requirement;.
However, in evaluations of ongloing programs, outcome analysis can
be confounded by a failure to account for participants "still-in" the

program. Without taking these participants into consideration, the

- outcome analysis W,111 be based solely in terms of those exiting from the .

.

program, Such an analysis runs the risk of indicating a greater propor-

-

tion of successful completions than would have been the case after all
partio_i}?ants have exited, while in the case of other analysis the opposite
may be true. An ideal outcome analysis would be conducted after all
accepted participants have exited, but this is not possible in evaluating an
on-going program.

To develop a more accurate measure of success rates and failure
rates, the time that "still-in" barticipants have been "at rigk" must be in-
cluded in the calculations, Therefore, rather than developing an out-
come measure based upon aggregate success or failure over an extended
period of time such as one year, time "at risk" for "still-in" participants
can be combined with time "at risk" for exiting participants by utilizing

monthly success or failure rates,
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Stollmack and Harris? proposed that the failure rate for a group

of individuals undergoing a particular test can be determined by means

of the maximum likelihood estimate:

& Cgll:lk ti o+ éjn==1k

g

>§_,/
()
1l

. 916 LAFAYETTE ST.
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113

>\m1e = The maximum likelihood estimate.

|
1

, B

n = The number of individuals tested oo ' A
! April 30, 1980 4 (‘6

|
|
|
(

MEMO"ANUDM ég ‘

k = The number of individuals who failed.

ti = The length of time during which each failure TO: Criminal Justi . .

was at risk (i = 1, 2, 3....k). - ustice Coordinating Cemmittee
, . FROM: - . .

Bj = The length of time during which each non- ) . M: Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program

i : 7 i (j LN I N ) ) . 1}
a ’ ’ ’ : . SUBJECT: a i e =) &3 :
failure was at r]sk‘ = ] 2 n-k ]! | ) Ch nges in th SL..lGC :1(‘)'11 Cr. ] ter]'a

A slight modification of the terminology utilized in Schneider'sf o
; In a meeting with the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Judges

simplified Stollmack-Harris formula enables a determination of the L the followi i
b e ovwilng selection criteria wasg endorsed. The program staff

. and the judges would like to submit these changes as an adjust-

monthly failure rate for all participants and various sub-groups of i ment to the .
grant:

The formula utilized to determine the monthly failure TIT
. Progranm Selection/Eligibility Criteria

participants.
rate is as follows: } ;o A
. : : grleans‘paz.:lsh youth, ages 12 through 16, who have

o een adjudicated of delinguent offenses, where

restitution would be appropriate, will be eligible

a= (K/Nl + Nz) X 100
for the Program.

where Lo
a = The failure rate. “ o
- : : “ B. The foll v . ‘
k = The number of failures in the group. ! tlowing types of . .
¢ L be excluded: P adjudicated offenders will

Ni = The number of total "person-months" at risk o
for all failures. | : A. Youths adjudicated for murder or rape

N2 = The number of total "person-months at risk | B. Status offenders
for all non-failures.

' ¢ C. Youths with .
. 5 patterns of v 3 A
SFailure-Rate Analysis Applied to Recidivism Data," Stephen Stollmack or those deemed a threat igl:}?:ml‘;z?\ar:lor
to the community ‘ s or

and Carl M. Harris, Operations Research, 22:1192-1205 Nov.-Dec. 1974,

D. Youths adjudicated of a victimless offense

»

6In Program Reoffense Rates for Juveniles in Restitution Projects, Anne L.
Schneider, Peter R. Schneider, and S. Gordon Basemore, Institute of Policy .

Analysis, October 1980,
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In an attempt to focus on more serious offenders

who have been adjudicated of delinquent offenses,

the following iist of catagories are those typas

of offenders who are deemed appropriate referrals

to the program. é?%éai aAe (’5ﬂmgagdémvﬁﬁﬁﬂédkz?
FET

1. An adjudicated offender who has 3 previous
arrests

2. An adjudicated offender who has 1l previous
conviction

3. An offender who has been adjudicated of the
following serious offenses: (1) armed
robbery, (2) aggravated battery, (3) agaravated
assault, (4) aggravated arson, (5) agyravatad

burglary : tt

An offender who has been adjudicated of a
delinquent offense where there has been
$250 or more of loss

"~ 5. An offender adjudicated of a delinquent
offense and given a suspended sentence
from the Department of Corrections

An analysis of the youth's arrest history, suitability
for employment and his or her ability te both under-
stand and accept the restitution concept will be
utilized in the selection process,

Egqual access to the program will be assured to all

eligible juvenile offenders regardless to race, color,
sexX, ethnic group or socio-economic status.
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CiTy oF Nzw ORLEANS

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

May 20, 1980

ERNEST N. MORIAL

MAYOR

HAND DELIVERED

The Honorable Judge Joan B. Armstrong

Orleans Parish Juvenile Court

421 Loyola Avenue . -
_New Orleans, La. 70119

Dear Judge Armstrong:

Kingsley House and St. Mark's Community Center, Basically, the outcome

of the discussion was that recreation, co i i
) . » counseling and tutorin servi
not be allowed but that Job readiness, pre-vocational guidancg, job]g$:cg§g;g,

and monitoring were eligible.

staff

Mark's
ist an
by the

they w

ductions is attached for your review.

. Subsequently, meetings were held with
and the YSAs to determine how the allowable services would be p:gsiggg?ram

be terminated and that two additional positions (an employment speéia]-

d a statistici .
court.  Tracyan) be established as part of the program staff and hired

117 be providing. Their Proposed budgets with an explanation of the re-

According to the YSAs, these are the

minimum amounts for which they will be able to Provide services.
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Judge Joan B. Armstrong =2~ May 20, 1980

program to be operating at the highest level possible. With this in mind,
the pros and cons of the two options are presented below:

“"Option 1 ~'Court Pérsonnel

" "PROS o _—
- = More control by court over personnel
- More control of the quality and type of services delivered

- Less cost

~ CONS
- Delay in hiring court personnel occasioned by the following:
1. position in unclassified pay plan must be established
2. City budget changes must be made
3. screening and interviewing of applicants
4. training new employees
NOTE: It could be August before this process can be completed. _
- Following the employment of these individuals, there will be the time
consuming task of gaining community acceptance and the development of
Job slots. The YSAs have developed this through years of community
contact. :

‘Option 2 - YSA Contracts

" "PROS ,
- Already providing service, no disruption to the program
- Community contacts and job slots already established
- Provides an opportunity for court to interact with private non-profit
service delivery agencies to help build broad based community support
for the court and programs operated by the court.

" "CONS
- Costs more ,
- Less control of personnel and delivery of services

I am requesting that the court review the options presented ‘and reach a
decision in this matter as soon as possible. I will be available to discuss
the information in greater detail if you require. With the August refunding
decision deadline quickly approaching, it is important that you act promptly
so that the program can proceed in a manner which causes as little disruption

as possible.
Sincerely, i

Al 1

=+ - Frank R, Serpas. M 4
Uirvector, CJCC

FRS:eg
cc - wivenile Cotrrt Judnas
mars. Adele cope
_92...

916 LAFAYETTE ST.
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113

June 6, 1980

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Director CcJcc
1215 Prytania Street

Suite 418 '

New Orleans, La. - 70130

Dear Mr., Serpas:

On May 29, 1980 the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution -
Program staff met with the juvenile court judges., The purpose

the delivery of services provided for youths at Kingsley House
and Sst, Marg's ?ommunl?y Center. The revised budgets conforming
to a redueticn in services and the options available to the

- Program were also discussed. Mr. Doug Dodge, OJJIDP, deemed that

recreation, counseling and tutoring services were inappropriate
fo; a restitution program, but that job readiness, pre-—vocétiona1
guldancet job placement, and monitoring were necessary. Therefo;e
a redu?tlon in those .services deemed inappropriate would be cost ’
effgc?mve and appropriate. A major factor considered in this
decision is that OJJDP Wwill re-examine the progress of the program

in August to determine if the pro .
: gram should cont ;
at what funding level. glnue, and if so,

The judges and restitution staff disnussed the Pros and cons
of Fwo options proposed by Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Director cJcc
Optl?n I focused on centralizing the program. All program .
services would be administered from the Program office without
assistance from the YSas. Option IT focused:on continuing vsa
contracts with a reduction of services and a revised budget.
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After examining both options throughly, the court and the
program staff decided on a third option. A third option would
not be disruptive to the program at a time when it is most
critical for the program to be operating at the highest level’ ] , & .
possible. The YSAs would continue providing reduced services ¢ s> 4 July 17, 1980

~at a reduced cost. However, the program staff would have the : f}
opportunity to investigate when and if a centralized plan would ’
be possible and practical. Although the number of services A
available to participants at the ¥SAs would be reduced, it would ’ : : Ms. Adele Lowe
be necessary that there would still be the same gquality in those : Program Cooxdinator
services provided., - , r 916 Lafayette Street

New Orleans, LA 70113

CiTy oF NEW ORLEANS N\ |

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

I Tt RN

ERNEST N. MORTAL
MAYOR

Poth the juvenile court judges and the restitution staff

endorsed- this third option. If you have any further questions
concerning this matter, do not hesitate “o call me.

Q -t Xfa e /

. ! As per our telephone conversation, the Orleans Parish Juvenile
/// udge Joan B. Armstrong . :

Re:

Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Program

Dear Adele,

.

U e

Court by letter dated June 6, 1980 has agreed to accept the
§ revised budgets which were prepared by St. Mark's Community
* | ' Center and Kingsley House.” These revised budgets, which re-
it flect reductions in services and services associated costs,
3 were the result of several meetings with Doug Dodge, LEAA
program manager, your staff, the CJCC staff and representa-

BY: v
Adele Lowe, Program Coordinator

tive from St. Mark's Community Center and Kingsley House.
JBA /ww )
cc: Juvenile Court Judges , Since St. Mark's and Kingsley House have proceeded to reduce
Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator | |

- - services in conformity with their revised budgets, all future
5 payments to these agencies should be based on the revised
Ll budgets commencing with the date on which grant ineligible

services were not provided to program participants. The con-
L - tracts between Juvenile Court and both agencies should be
P formally amended to reflect the LEAA mandated cut back in
% services and service cost. For your reference, I have attached
> § a sample contract amendment per CAO policy memordum No. 24
1 <
|

(Revised). I suggest the revised budgets be attached to and
made part of the amendments.

. ‘ Thank you for your attentioﬁ to this matter and for your con-
K , i tinued cooperation. If additional information is required,
please do not hesitate to contact me on 586-5103.

1wa,

\ Criminal Justice Coordinating Council / Frank R. Ssvmie . Yr. . Nivar®
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Ms. Lowe 2 July 17, 1980 %’ Page L of 2
Sincerely, 3 .
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL : : 1 &Eﬁ@gﬁz
2 TO AGREEMENT FOR PERSONAL SERVICES
2 %2; /é 3 BETWEEN
Robert C. Rhoden 4 THE CITY OF NEW ORLEANS
' Grants Administrator 5 AND
6 ' JOHN DOE, M.D.
RCR/lmp 7 THIS AMENDMENT is made and entered into as of the lst day of
Encl. ) 8 | Januarv, 1980 by and between the City of New Orleans, herein
: 9 I represented by Ernest N. Morial, Mayor (hereinafter referred cc as
ce = Judge Joan B. Armstrong . | 10 § "City"), and John Doe, M.D. (hereinafter sometimes refarred to as
David Billings 1} "Contractor"). p
John wall, Att. Catheryn Bass ¢ ‘ ..on ) WITNESSETH
’ gz:?’]; ;ziias ‘ ' \{ : 13 WHEREAS, the City and the Contractor have enterad into an
Eleck Craig % 14 1-agreement dated January 1, 1980 for the purpose of pr:-oviding
g 15 | medical services. to the residents of the Youth Study Centex, and
. gs . 16 WHEREAS, the City desires to increase the number of weekly
?} 7 || visits required of the contractor under the terms of the originzl
ig L 18 | agresment, and
ﬁ“ 19 WHEREAS, such increase in services to be provided by the
; 20 || contractor shall constitute an increase in compensation to con~
. gﬁ 2 tractor, and »
%{‘ . 22 WHEREAS, both parties to the agreement dated January 1, 1930
‘ s %ﬂ 23 || desire to amend the agr;emenc and have the necessary authoricy
? ’ 24 || to do so, '

S

THEREFORE, IT IS HERE3Y AGRSED:

? 26 To amend the contract dated January 1, 1980: To delete
%i 27 || section I (A) in its entirety and substitute in lieu thereof:
s * “i J
:
A .
N u:“:'
~ .
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1 J TELEPHONE 522-3334
. X L [
1 A. Provide medical services, that is examination and | . X
- {
2 treatment, as are necessary to the residents of the } .
3 Youth Study Center. This includes four visits } .\,((
: . g 916 LAFAYETTE ST. (=
4 weekly and on-call responsibility. ! NEW ORLEANS. LA. 70113 -
! )
5
é To delete Section III, Comvensation in its entirety and i August 1, 1980
7 1 substitute in lieu thereof: ! X‘ |
8 | III.Services will id £ 70. nth
es will be pa:.d‘ for at the rate of $570.00 per monch, ; Mr. James Seymour .
9 | not to exceed $6680.00 for the contract year. ! Restitution Program Coordinator
\ i . .
10 Both parties to this amendment hereby reaffirm the validicy ! | St. Mark's Community Center
1§ of all other isi £ th inal daced 1 ; 1130 N. Rampart Street
Z 1 e rovi ig 1 nuaT ~
o P . sions of the original agreement dated Jamuazy St i New Orleans, La. 70116
12 | 1980, save the above and foregoing changes. ’ ?3
. i 8
13 | IN WITNESS WHEREOF: : c R ; Dear Mr., Seymour:
‘ 14 1 ATTEST CITY OF MNEW ORLEANS ‘ i
. 15 : { " At this time the Judges of Orleans Parish Juvenile Court
d have decided, in the best interest of the program, to continue
16 the original contracts with the agencies, Kingsley House and
17 ERNEST N, MORIAL, JAIOR | St. Mark's Community Center.
18 . . .
If you have any questions in regards to this letter, do not
19 JOHN DOE, .D. . hesitate to call me. '
20
21 Sincerely,
22 . | "2 ' ! | h/
A ~, 4
23 Loy . /J."h. e 0 ~ éfé/(’/(,(ggfj &/&CC/L( Z
24 . j RN e : Adele Lowe, Program Coordinator
. \' ‘“ - . ' -
'J..)‘ \ 3 !
25 T \\) “ 8
e L [ N
26 : [’ w. cc: Bob Rhoden, CJCC .
27 % .
| |
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TELEPHONE 5223324

ORLEANS PARiSH JUVENILE RESTITUTION

916 LAFAYETTE ST. / .
"NEW ORLEANS, LA, 70113 :

December 8, 1980 )

MEMORANDUM

TO: Orleans Parish Juvenile Court-Judges

i)

FROM: Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program Staff

" SUBJECT: Analysis of Contractual Arrangements with St. Mark's

st

Community Center and Kingsley House

As per your request, attached is a copy of the breakdown
of expenses that St. Mark's and Kingsley House have reported as
expenses associated with operating the restitution program at their
agencies. After reviewing the financial and program records
of the agencies, it is the conclusion of the program staff that
funds delegated for use in the agencies' restitution programs
have been channeled to subsidize other in-house programs of
the agencies.

In August the decision was made to terminate the contracts
because using the agencies to provide program services was.not a
cost effective method of operation. By terminating the contracts
the program could continue for a longer period of time on present
funding. The program itself could be improved because all phases
of services would be operated by the court through the restitution
program staff. During the period of time the agencies have

. provided these contractual services, it has heen very difficult

to motivate them to improve their programs.

The inherent problem in this program design is that the
agencies' first priority is not the restitution effort. ‘“Their
position has been to use the financial resources available
to them through the restitution proaram to the best interest of

[
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Since they have been successful in having the original
termination decision reversed in their favor, it has been even .
more difficult to institute improvements in progra.- services.
Their method of exerting control has been to work through

the offices of the Mayor and CJCC and not through the court.
Their greatest interest in the program has centered around the
continuance of financial resources. As for the impact, on
community relations, the ‘agencies represent the positive aspects
of the program as an accomplishment of the agencies sand

not that of the court. 1If the restitution program failed, hhe

court and staff would bear responsibility. Likewise the converse
should be true.

As a result of the aforementioned problems and a review of
the attached materials, the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitutdon
8taff strongly recammends that the original decision to terminate

the contracts with the agencies and provide those services in-house
be upheld, '

bl

10a,
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XI RESPONSE TO THE EVALUATION
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EDWARD G, GILLIN
JOAN B,ARMSTRONG
SALVADORE T, MULE

JUDGES
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CLARENCE B, GIARRUSSO

ANITA H. GANUCHEAU

ORLEANS FARISH JUVENILE COURT
42| LOYOLA AVENUE
NEW ORLEANS, LA.70]l2

June 26, 1981

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr.

Director

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

1000 Howard Avenue, Suite 1200

New Orleans, Louisiana 70113

"~ Re: Evaluation of Juvenile Court Juvenile
Restitution Project

Dear Mr; Serpas:

In response to the alleged "evaluation" of the Juvenile Court
Juvenile Restitution Program by the Criminal Justice Coordinating
Committee (CJCC), I have the following comments. I want these
comments incorporated into the published "evaluation," and in that
regard I must request that you furnish me with a list of all the
various agencies and/or persons to which the "evaluation' will be
sent, as I intend to correspond personally with said agencies/
persons in order to confirm that they have received my comments.
Needless to say, I would not undertake this additional task were I
not convinced of its necessity.

Let me emphasize that I speak only for myself, and my comments
should not be construed as representing the other judges, as I have
not had an opportunity to confer with them in depth about the
"evaluation,' partly as a result of the short response period per-
mitted us.

By way of correction only, may I point out that the listed SUB-
GRANTEE (City of New Orleans) did not furnish the $55,461.00 match
funds. The listed OPERATING AGENCY (Orleans Parish Juvenile Court)
furnished those funds. .

-103~
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ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT

In general, I feel that the alleged "evaluation" %s not an eval:a-
tioﬁ of thé program. Admittedly, the "eval§aFors dldsziizsiggal
i £ i lved, applying some
umber games with the rnumbers 1nvo s ! m c
2heorie§ of questionable relevance, and.apparently .ca}czla::ied
'the program as opposed' to "ayaluating'' it. If one 1s inter
in such "statistics,'" 1 assume this service‘had some merit.

ram
However, I find it preposterous for you tobsuggzsEhzhggcéhﬁegziﬁat_
i " d" when not one member O
was seriously 'evaluate . . . the O o not
ing'" discussion with the judges involved, |
g e et i i he "evaluators
i i i nterviewed, and when the
single probation officer was L o0  ShalaT
i inute in a courtroom. IL£f CJCC was
spent not a single minu a . s e aran
ini vorth, or merit o e prog s
tent upon determining the utility, wo )
in cgmzon parlance ''performing an evaluation'" of the program, the
above mentioned items would seem to be necessary prerequlsites.

Admittedly, you and I had one ten minuFe conversatlog, aftﬁztthﬁur
"evaluation" had been completed, wherein you informed me W 2 Zf
criticism of me would be. I was never shoyn even one examgeiral
any specific case you considered to be an 1nappropr1a§e Ei con_,
nor were any of the other judges to my'knowledge. 1 hardly

sider this a proper manner of "evaluation. ‘

In those areas of the "evaluation' in which you drew Zonc1251ogi,
they were, for the most part, based upon erroneous éu g@ent§fzed)
made, which were, in turn, based upon incorrect (gn ¥n3§i 110 &
assumptions you made, all of which were coupled with faulty logilc.

For example, the revised selection ?riteria for re?erraé got§§:
program, approved by CJCC (inter alia) on 5-6-80, l2Cl¥fe 1 r:
category, specifically 1isted as one of the types of orrende
"deemed appropriate' for referral to the program.

judi i ffense (sic)
"E. An offender adjudicated of a delinquent O
and given a suspended sentence from (sic) the Department
of Corrections." (pg. 35-36.)

When the judges attended the meeting with Mr. Doug D?dge,drggizdézg
rhese revised criteria, it was never ;uggested, nor indee ;n nne ’
that a juvenile be required to fall into all or even more t §2t2

of these revised categories in order to be.deemed an appropri ® the
referral to the program. (This is also evident from a review O

-104-
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ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT

revised selection criteria themselves. pp.35-36.) Consequently,
your conclusion that a referral to the program of a juvenile with
"only" (p.37) a suspended commitment to the Department of Correc-
"tions (D.0.C.) is questionable or inappropriate (pp.38-39) is,
itself, an illogical, inexplicable, and rather silly conclusion.

I further dispute your contention that many of the juveniles
referred to the program through this category (suspended commitment
to D.0.C.) would not have been committed to D.0.C. in the absence
of the Restitution Program. I can only speak for myself, but let
me assure you that the very great majority of my referrals to

the program under this category would have been committed to D.O.C.
had it not been for the Restitution Program. Perhaps you do not
view such crimes as purse snatching and simple burglary as serious
crimes, but I do. So, your ''conclusions'" in this area are com-
pletely unsubstantiated. I greatly resent your further unsubstan-
tiated implication that I gave suspended commitments to D.0.C. to
juveniles solely in order to get them into the Restitution Program

(p. 58) 'as it is completely untrue and without any basis in fact.
(Do you think I get a commission?)

Your defense of the Y.S.A.'s is a noble creative effort, but rather
transparent, While I realize that this approach may be '"politics
as usual," T think it is ridiculous to suggest that the staff of
the Restitution Program (3 people) could so seriously interfere
with and/or undermine the operation of such established and or-
ganized agencies as St. Mark's and Kingsley House as you suggest.

I feel certain that the staffs of the Y.S.A.'s are themselves

above such behavior, and you impugn their integrity as well as

that of the Restitution Program staff by this assertion. I did
not ever hesitate to refer a juvenile to the program because of
this alleged friction, nor do I believe any other judge ever so
hesitated. Further, while you feel that it would be "irresponsible
and unprofessional" to ignore such "conflicts," I feel that it was
irresponsible and unprofessional of you to attach only part of the
memorandum you put forth presumably to substantlate the existence

of these conflicts. (pp. 100-10l.) For the convenience of the
readers, I am attaching the entire memorandum.

In short, I feel that the "evaluation'" is neither comprehensive
nor accurate. It is analogous to my "evaluating' the cardiac

surgery techniques of Drs. DeBakey and Cooley without ever having
witnessed such surgery or studied such techniques, but having read
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TELEPHONE 586-3%00

two magazine articles regarding same. I regret thaF CJCC has "
treated so shabbily such an excellent program that is such a

ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT

valuable asset to the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court and to the

'community. ) . . . : -

Yours very truly,

fita H. Ganugheau
Judge

ABG/bra

ce: Joan B. Armstrong, Judge
Clarence B. Giarrusso, Judge
Salvadore T. Mule, Judge
Edward G. Gillin, Judge )
Mrs. Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator
Mrs. Adele Lowe, Restitution Program
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42! LOYOLA AVENUE
NEW ORLEANS, LA.70lI2

June 29, 1981

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr.

Director

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council
1000 Howard Avenue, Suite 1200

New Orleans, Louisiana 70113

Dear Mr. Serpas:

Over the weekend I did some reading of the Evaluation of the Juvenile
Court Restitution Program prepared by the Criminal Justice Coordinating
Committee. I have been unable to read it in its entirety due to the
press of other Court business and for the further reason that the time
allowed to submit a reply has been very brief.

I have read Judge Ganucheau's letter and I am generally in sympathy

and agreement with the majority of her comments. I would add the
following comments of my own referable to the contents of the evaluation
beginning at page 67. You say that four judges of the court did not
support the program over the period of January-May, 1981. You note

that Section "D" placed five children into the program over this period.
I have not had the curtesy of a visit from you or your staff or even a
phone call., If you had done 80, you would have been informed of the
following: 1) That I placed every child possible into the Restitution
Program congistent with the criteria and guidelines of the program.

I am meticulous about not placing children in the program where the
criteria is not solidly applicable. I suggest you check the records

in Section "D" over this period and let me know which children I could
have placed into the program and did not. These pages of the report

are empiric in content and could only be formulated by a pre-disposition
to act on impression rather than the scientific method. The delinquency
cases which appeared on my docket during this period were far fewer in
number than the six months preceeding. The Judges under our system

do not file delinquency charges. 2) I can recall a few cases which

I did not place into the Restitution Program for the reason that it
appeared the Restitution Program would terminate on August 1, 1981.

-107-
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It is not prudent or wise to start children in the Restitution Program,
only to tell them at a later date that the Program has folded for Ilack
of further financing. In such cases, restitution was made a provision
of the court order but was to be effectuated through the Probation
Department (DYS). I have consistently followed that other phase of
restitution as a policy over the years. You should know that there
has always been a restitution program in the Juvenile Court by means
of direct restitution. 3) The District Attorney's Office started
its own Juvenile Diversion Program, approved and funded through LEAA,
on March 1, 1981. Maybe this accounts for fewer filings than in
the preceeding six months. I am sure that cases otherwise referred
to the Restitution Program hawe been processed through the Disttict
Attorney's Juvenile Diversion Program with provision for restitution
in many cases. You might want to check this as this may have a
direct bearing on the fewer number of cases per section eligible for
the Restitution Program.
|
\
|
|

I would like the foregoing comments, one, two and three, published
along with the evaluation which your office has made. To say that

I have not supported the program during the period referred to above
1s a misstatement of the realities with respect to case filings and
disposition in Section "D". I wanted to get these comments to you
before the June 30th action. After I have had a full opportunity

to make a considered appraisal of the entire report, I may wish to
supplement my comments.

Yours truly,

Edward G. in
J re
\M./
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