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Io INTRODUCTION 

The Orleans Parish JuvenUe Court Juvenile Restitution Project 

was funded by a two-year grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (O.J.J oD.P.). The Juvenile Restitution 

Project is one of eighty-five restitution projects funded under the 

National Juvenile Restitution Initiative I a three-year $30 I 000.000.00 

program 0 This sec~nd year preliminary impact evaluation 1 is cummula-

tive in scope and covers the first 25 months o~ program funding 

from 12-1-78 to 12-31-800 In late 1980. the project received a no .. 
cost extention based on unexpended funds for continued operations 

through September 15. 1981. 

A 0 Goals and Objectives 

The following goals and objectives were stipulated in the original 

grant application: 

GOALS 

1. Provide a comprehensive program of restitution alternatives 

for (140) adjudicated delinquents annually. 

2. Through a program of restitution I to increase the confidence 

of victims of juvenile crime in the juvenile justice system 0 

3. Decrease the number of commitments to the Department of 

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

1For 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 I Mayor's 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council l Stephen M. Hunt I February 1980. 
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B. Program Methodology 

4. Decrease recidivism among program participants by 25% as 
The Juvenile Restitution Project was designed to process 

compared to comparable youth not involved in the program. 
approximately 140 youths per year and to serve a maximum of 90 

Recidivism here means adjudication as delinquent during a 
participants at any given time. Initially. program personnel determined 

one year period after leaving the program. 
that each youth was to remain in the program for twelve months. 

OBJECTIVES 
although some exited after six months for good behavior and others 

1. Provide direct monetary restitution to (100) victims of 
were terminated for bad behavior when necessary. In March 1980. 

juvenile crime annually in New Orleans. 
this policy was changed so ·that the length of project participation 

2. Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of juvenile crime 
is individually determined for each participant based on the amount 

. . 
of restitution to be paid, the hours to be worked. and other factors. 

anmfally in New Orleans through cont;ributions to recognized 

community funds. 
After referral by the court and acceptance by the project, the 

participants are assigned to either of two Youth Serving Agencies 
3. To provide increased counseling I recreational and educational I 

I, 

services to participating juvenile offenders. 
Y.S .A. 's) - St. Mark's Community Center or Kingsley House-where 

employment. placement, and other services are arranged. 
4. To increase the number of effective dispositional alternatives 

available to Juvenile Court by strengthening existing yC'uth 
Funds in the form of stipends compensating participants for sub-

service agencies through the support of the Restitution 
sidized employment, as well as payments to victims for restitution. were 

Program. 
provided by the grant. Participants working in subsidized employment 

were paid with grant funds and I although it appeared that these youth 
5. To provide the public with information on the program 

aimed at increasing public awareness of and confidence in 
paid victims from their earnings. all restitution payments were made from 

the juvenile system. 
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 .... 
6. To increase the employability of participating youth through 

work-training experience, education and pre-vocational 
cluded food money and an incentive allowance. Additionally, bus tokens 

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

-2- I 
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community service restitution and the balance of their earnings after 

deduction of the incentive allow'ance 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. 

C. 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 O.J.J.D.P., provide the structure for this evaluation. 

1. Process M(asures 

The first year process evaluation2 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. 

2Ibid . 

-4-
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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 v 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 red.divism rates cannot be analyzed in this evaluation 

because only five participants completed the program as of 12/31/79. 

This number is insufficient to draw any conclusions. 

D. Changes in Project Components 

In April 1980 , Douglas Dodge J O.J.J.D.P. prog~am monitor J made 

a site visit to New Orleans. At the time of this visit, several meetings were 

held with Mr. Dodge J project staff J and members of the M . C . J . C . C. As a 

result of these meetings, some procedural changes were made which became 

effective the following month: 

1. The selection criteria was revised to assist in. selecting 

more "serious" referrals; and, 

-5-
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2. The Youth Serving Agencies were prohibited from providing 

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 pro"lride those services internally. 

It was ultlLmately decided by Juvenile Court that the project would re-

tain the contracts with the Y.S .A. 's and the contracts continued in 

, 

I " , 

effect for the duration of the period cQvered by thi~ evaluation. (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 completed. 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 publio relations. 

In addition, the following recommendations were made in the 

process evaluation: 

1. Revise selection criteria explicitly defining appropriate 

and inappropriate referrals, including categorical 

-6-
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

exclusion of all first offenders unless the present offense 

is serious enough to warrant incarceration, and all others 

not adjudicated delin·quent. 

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 allmyance, 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 recommendation,s have been adopted in whole or in part. 

especi.ally recommendations 1, and 4. 

-7-
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IT. PROJECT OPERATIONS AND ·EFFICIENCY 

The operations of the Orleans Parish Juveni.1e 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 eva~.uator 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 May, 6, 1980, further analysis 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 basis of: 

(1~ 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 situation (only 

31 % came from married or common -law families) , an average 

family income of between $5,000-$7,500 per year, and charged with 

-8-

" j 

burglary or theft/ shoplifting. Previous arrest and conviction history 

indicates that the typical participant had an average of 2.5 previous 

arrests and O. 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 th.:l rele',snt time frames. These 

variables included: age, sex, race, fam~.~y marital status, family income, 

charge, seriousness, type offense, Youth Serving Agency, participant 

status, exiting status, previous arrests and convictions, amount of 

ordered restituti<;:>n, restitution paid by participants, incentive allowances J 

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 foll f.)wing brief discussion 

of each of those variables. Subsequent tables analyze the remainder 

of the variables in this section. 

1. 

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 

-9-
, 
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SEIUOUSNESS 

Minor Property 
flloderate Property 
Serious Property 
Very Serious Property 
Serious Personnl 
Very Serious Pereonal 
Missing 

Totnl 

-
TYPE OFFENSE 
(For Successful Completions) 

Single Victim/Single orfender 
Single Victim/Mulliple Offender 
Multiple Victim/Single orfender 
Multiple Victim/Multiple Offender 
fl1isslng 

Totnl 

YOUTH SERVING AGENCY 
st. Marks 
Kingsley 
Unassigned 

PARTICIPANT STATUS 

Exited 
Still In 

Totnl 

EX\'l'ING STATUS 
(Accepted During 
those time pllriods) 

Removed- Disciplinary 
Removed-Other 
Completion-Adjustment· 
Completion 
Other 
Still In .. Totol 

·For Good Cauoe 

• 

" t"::t 

-------------.-----------------------------------------------------------------------

'1'/\ IJLI': 1 

PAR'l'ICIPANT DESCRIPTION 

j2/1/78-12/31/00 12/1/78-12/31/79 1/1/80-12/31/80 

23 (9.6) 7 (l2.7) 16 (0.9) 
80 (37.4)( 82.5% 23 (41.0)( 60.0% 65 (38.1) C03 •3% 
59 (25.1) - 10 (18.2) 49 (27.2) 
21 (8.9) 2 (3.6) 19 (10.6) 
17 (7.:.1) I 0 (14.5) 0 (5.0) 
27 (11.5) 5 (0.1) 22 U2.2) 

6 -- 3 -- 3 --
241 (100.0) 58 (100.0) 103 UOO.O) 

32 (43.2) 8 (47.1) 24 (42.1) 
24 (32. ~) 4 (23.5) 20 (35.1) 

1 (1.4) 0 -- I 0.0) 
17 (23.0) 5 (2U) 12 (21.1) 

167 -- 41 -- 126 --
241 (100.0) 58 (l00 .0) 183 (1on.O) 

151 (63.2) 38 (65.5) 113 (62.4) 
88 (36.8) 20 (34.5) 60 (37.6) 
2 -- 0 -- 2 --

241 (l00.0) 58 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 

140 (58.1) 52 (89.7) 00 (48.1) 
101 (41.0) 0 (l0.3) 95 (51.0) 
241 (l00.0) 58 (100.0) 103 (100.0) 

. 
27 (10.3)( 25.0t 14 (20.9) C 40.4\ 

13 (l4.B)C 
0 (5.7) 7 (13.5) 1 (1.1) 15.9% 

3 (2.1) ( 74 2\ 3 (5.8) C 59.6\ 
a 

(;;.0) C 83.0% 101 (72.1) • 20 (53.8) 73 
1 (0.7) 0 ~~ 1 (1.1) 

101 -- S -- 05 --
241 (100.0) 50 (100.0) 103 (100.0) 

.. 

2/1/70-5/5/80 

8 (10.3) 
31 (39.7) C 80 0\ 
21 (20.9) • 

2 (2.6) 
9 (11.5) 
7 (0.0) 
3 --

01 (l00.0) 

12 (46.2) 
8 (23.1) 
0 --
8 (30.8) 

55 --
81 (l00.0) 

50 (81. 7) 
31 (38.3) 

0 --
81 (100.0) 

71 (87.7) 
10 (12.3) 
81 (l00.0) 

20 (28.2) ( 
7 (9.9) 38.1\ 
3 (4.2) ( 

41 (57.7) 01.0~ 
0 --

10 --
81 (100.0) 

5/6/60-12/31/80 

15 (9.8) 
57 (36. 3)e 00 5% 
38 (24.2)' • 
19 (12.1) 
8 (5.1) 

20 (12.7) 
3 --

100 (l00.0) 

20 (41.7) 
18 (37.5) 
f (2.1) 
9 (18.8) 

112 --
180 (100.0) 

101 (83.9) 
57 (38.1) • 
2 --

160 (laM> 

09 (43.1) 
91 (56.9) 

100 (100.0) 

7 (1D.l)( 
1 (1.4) 11.5% 

o -- ( 
80 (07.0) 87.0% 

I (1.4) 
D1 --

160 (100.0) 

.. 

I 
M 
M 
I 

, 

\ 

. t 

l~ 
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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 made 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 15.6% 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 se(~ms to indicate a trend involving the referral of larger numbers of 

white participants to the program by Juvenile Court"judges. (See Table 1.) 

4. Family Marital Status 

The data indicates that the vast majority of participants a.re from 

single parent homes, including either a deceased, divorced, or separated 

family status, with 61.9% of all participants1 reporting one of those 

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, ~l% reported annual family ll1.COmeS 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.) 

1Data on 2 participants were not reported. 

2 Data on 16 participants were not reported. 

,-
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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 arrqed 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. 'l'his does indicate the referral of more serious ~.' 

offenders, even though the percentage shift is minimal. (See Table 1.) 

Seriousness 

The Institute of Policy Analysis of Eugene Oregon, the National 

Juvenile RestHution 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 lwere rated as having 

committed either moderate property or serious property offenses. 

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 

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 involved 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 participants 1. 151 (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 

l Two participants were unassigned on 12-31-80. 
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a "still-in" program status as of 12-31-80. While there is wide variation 

in this ratio over the four 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 
•• of'. 

by adjust~ent. 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. 

lFor 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 
1 

participants averaged 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 previous arrest. 

An analysis of the previous conviction data shows that the aV:;'lrage 

number of previous convictions for all participants2 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 participants ~ 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 which data were reported were referred 

lData on 2 participants were not reported. 

2Data on 1 participant were not reported. 

3Data on 29 participants were missing. 
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! TABLE 2 

I 1 
II PREVIOUS AlmgS'l' AND CONVIC1'lON I1IS'l'OHY OF PAR'l'ICIPANTS 

J 
12/1/78 - 12/31/80 

- 12/117n _ 1?/~1/7Q 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 . 
Mean' Medlanl N 

PREVIOUS ARRESTS N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N % 
0 57 (23.8) 

J 45.1% 16 (27.0) 
J 46.0% 41 (22.7)J 10 

1 51 (21. 3) 11 (19.0) 40 (22.1) 44 .8Y! 15 
2 35 (14.6) 9 (15.5) 26 (14.4) 12 
3 34 (14.2) 6 (10.3) 28 (15.5) 11 
4 22 (9.2) 4 (6.0) 18 (9.9) 6 
5 and above 40 (16.1) 12 (20.7) 28 (15.5) 18 

Missing 2 -- J!.' -- 2 -- 0 
Total ill (iiiii:O) 2.5 1.8 58 TIOo.OT 2.5 1.7 103 (i"OO:O) 2.5 1.9 or 

PHEVIQUS CONVICTIONS 

'I 

0 170 (70.8) 
) 01.2% 43 (74.1) 

) 87.9% 
127 (69.8) J 57 

1 40 (20.4) 8 (13.8) 41 (22.5) 92.3'1 14 
2 15 (6.3) 6 (10.3) , 9 (4.9) 9 
3 4 (1. 7) 1 (1. 7) 3 (1.8) 1 
4 1 (0.4) 0 -- I (0.5) • 1 
5 and above 1 (0.4) 0 -- I (0.5) 0 

Missing 1 -- 0 -0- 1 -- 0 
Total ill 'ITOO:iif 0.4 0.2 58 (100.0) 0.4 0.2 'ni3" TIoo:or 0.4 0.2 or 

-

.. 

• 

• 

I r:) 

", 

.-., 

- .. 
12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/6/00 • 12/31/80 

% Melln Medllll> N \ Mean 

(23.5») 38 (24.1) :J (18.5) 42.0% 36 (22.8) 48.9\ 
(14.8) 23 (14 .6) 
(13.6) , 23 (14.6) 
(7.4) 16 (10.1) 

(22.2) 22 (13.9) -- 2 --
(100.0) 2.~ 2.0 ffi (100.0) 2.3 

(70.4D 113 (71.1) J (17.3 07.7% 35 (22.0) 93.1% 
(11.1) 6 (3.8) 
(1. 2) 3 (1.9) 
(1.2) 1 (0.6) -- I (0.6) -- I --TIoo.o) 0.4 0.2 160 (100.0) 0.4 

Medlnn 

1.7 

-

0.2 
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with restitution owed of less than $50.00 during 1-1-80 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. (See 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 vi<2tim is not compeI;lsated 
. 

until the participant exits the program and the full amount 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 

12/1/70 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/79 
Amount N % fllean Median N % Mean Median 

Less' than $50 6 (3.0) C B (13.8)0 
$50-99 40 (18.9) 62.3% 10 (17.2) 88.9% 
$100-199 84 (39.6) 22 (37.9) 
$200-299 31 (17.5) 5 (8.6) 
$300-391) 13 (6.1) 2 (3.4) 
$400-499 5 (2.4) 4 (6.9) 
$500-599 10 (4.1) 2 (3.4) 
$600-609 1 (0.5) 1 (1.7) 
$900-1000 14 (G.6) " (6.9) 

Missing 29 -- 0 --
Total 241 (100.0) $217 $119 59 (100.0) $211 UOO 

.' 

" 

t • J 

1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 5/5/00 
N % Mean Median N % Mean Median 

0 --
C 

8 (9.9) 

C 30 (19.5) 59.0% 14 (17.3) 70.4\ 
62 (40.3) 35 (43.2) 
32 (20.8) 7 (8.6) 
11 (7.1) 3 (3.7) 

1 (0.6) " (4.0) 
B (5.2) 2 (2.5) 
0 -- I (1. 2) 

10 (6.5) 7 (8.6) 
29 -- a --

183 (loa .oj $219 $149 01 (100.0) $221 $117 

• 

" 

5/0/80 - 12131/80 
N % 

0 --
28 (19.8) C 49 (31.4) 
30 (22.9) 
10 (7.1l) 

1 (0.0) 
0 (6.1) 
0 --
7 (5.3) 

29 --
160 (100.0) 

I' 

Mean Median 

5'1.2\ 

$215 $124 
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TABLE 4 

RESTlTUTlON 1'1,\10 BY PARTICIPANTS 

12/1/78 - 12/31/no 12/1/78 - 12/31/79 1/1/0'0 - 12/31/00 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 

Restitution 
Paid N , Menn Median N \ Mean Median N , Mean Median N , Menn 

a 6 (4.7) 1 (1.9) 5 (6.7) 3 (4.2) 
$1-24 9 (7.1) 3 (5.8) 8 (8.0) 8 (0.5) 

$25-49 7 (5.5) 5 (9.6) 2 (l.7) 5 (7,0) 
$50-09 31 (24 •• ) 9 (15.4) · 2;1 (30.7) 13 (l8.3) 

$100-199 49 (3B.6) 19 (36.5) ;lQ (40.0) 28 (36.6) 
$200-299 e (6.3) 3 (5.0) 5 (6.7) 4 (5.6) 
$300-399 2 (l.6) 2 (3.8) 0 -- 2 (2.8) 
$400-499 5 (3.9) 4 (7.7) 1 (1.3) 4 (5.6) 
$500-599 4 (3.1) 2 (3.8) 2 (2.7) 2 (2.8) 
$600-699 1 (0.8) 1 (1. 9) · 0 -- I (1.4) 
$900-1.000 5 (3.9) 4 (7.7) 1 (1. 3) 5 (1.0) 
Missing 114 -- 8 -- · 108 -- ., 

10 --
Totnl 241 (l00.0) $153.83 $99.82 58 (100.0) $217.40 $10Q.19 183 (100.0) $109.69 $99.50 01 (l00.0) $193,92 . 

.. 

" 

l' I .-

5/6/80 - 12/31/80 

Median N , Mean Medlnn 

3 (5.4) 
3 (5.4) 
2 (3.6) 

16 (32.1) 
23 (41.1) I 

0 
4 (7.1) 
0 --

C"I 
I 

1 (1.8) 
2 (3.6) 
0 --
0 --

104 --
$100,07 160 (100.0) $103.00 $90.113 
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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-

ployment received work stipends monthly, including the incentive 

allowance and a percentage of the restitution ~wed 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. 

Since. March 1980, partiqipants are .a8B~gned to.the program for varying 

periods. For this reason, Ii ttle trend information 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 payments 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 participants1 for whom data were available, 60.7% (105) 

were employed in subsidized employment, 20.8% (36) were engaged in 

unsubsidized employment, and 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.) 

• IData on 68 participants were missing. 
, 
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TABLE 5 -------------------------------------------------------
INCENTIVr. ALLOWANCE 

~ 

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/70 - 12/31/79 /1/80 - 12/31/00 2/1/70 - 5/5/80 5/0/80 ~ 12/31/00 

Incentive N % Menn Medll!lo ~ \ Menn Medlnn N \ Menn Medlnn N \ Menn Medlnn N \ Mean Medlnn 

Allowance 
0 20 (19.4) 5 (10.0) AS (20.3) 12 (17 .9) o (22.2) 

$1-24 12 (11.7) 3 (0.0) 9 (17.0) 4 (6.0) 8 (22.2) 

$25-49 15 (14.6) 2 (4.0) 1.3 (24.5) 5 (7.5) 10 (27.8) 

$50-99 9 (8.7) 2 (4.0) 7 (13.2) 4 (6.0) 5 (13.0) 

$100-149 18 (17.5} 11 (22.0) 7 (13.2) 15 (22.4) 3 (8.3) 

$150~ 199 7 (G.8) 7 (14.0) 0 -- 7 (10.4) 0 --
$200-249 11 (10.7) 11 (22.01 0 -- 11 (16.4) i) --
$250-209 5 (4.91 4 (0.0) 1 (1.91 4 (6.01 1 (2.01 

$300-499 6 (5.8) 5 (10.0) 1 (1.0) 5 (7.5) 1 (2.0) 

t.lIoslng 130 -- 0 -- 130 -- 14 -- 124- --
241 (100.0) $104.15 $67.25 58 ("iOij";O) $161.40 $155.51 103 (100.0) $50.13 $27.00 01 (100.0) $131.13 $122.00. 160 (100.0) $53.02 $27.50 

I 
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TABLE e 

TYPE EMPLOYMENT OF PARTICIPANTS" 

12/1/7B - 12/31/BO 12/1/7U - 12/~1/79 1/1/BO - 12/31/BO 12/1/7B - 5/5/BO 

I 

• ! 

TYPE EMPLOYMENT N % N % N % 

-

'to 

Subsidized 105 (GO.7) 50 (90.9) 55 (46. B) Unsubsidlzed 36 (20.B) 3 (505) 33 (2B. 0) Other 3 (1. 7) 2 (3.0) 1 (O.B) 
Comm. Ser,~. 29 (10.B) a -- 29 (24.6) Missing 68 -- 2 -- ..!§. --Total ill (loa. 0) 5B (100:0) IB3 (100.0) . 

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

N 

60 
10 
3 
a 

..Q.' 
81 

.. 
I '----~.~-'-------~----________ _;__--~__:::_.~.~-.. - •• - •• ,-.... _".~._ ~-~----~A~'-' ~-:;:::::;-~:-___ .~;=, __ ~ ___ ~.~". 

\) 

% 

(B2.2) 
(13.7) 
(4.1) 
----

(100.0) 

-

5/6/BO - 12/31/BO 

N ,% 

45 (45.0) 
2G (20. 0) 
a --

29 (29.0) 
60 --
ill (100.0) 
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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 ';lpon 

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 

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

, 
.- j 

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 partici-

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 un subsidized employment has increased. In the 

period 12-1-78 to 12:-31-79, unsub~idized employment only accounted for 

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

" I .-

" , 

12:"31-80, this percentages accounted for 26.0%.1 
In addition, during 

that latter period community service assignments accounted for 

29.0% off the participants accepted during that period. Prior to 

5-5-80, 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 h d ta ' 
w om a was available worked an average of 73.2 hours (median 

= 45.0 hour~J). 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.) 

I 1The actual percentage of subsidized/unsubsidized is not com-
p etely accurate. The data indicated the initial kind f I 
~~~leePl'nartthicipants changed from subsidized to UnSUbG~d~~~ ~~mp;Onyt:::t 

e program. . 

2 
Data on 127 participants were missing. 
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TABLE 7 

HOURS weRKED BY PARTICIPANTS 

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/79 1/1/00 - 12/31/00 

Hours Worked N % Menn Medinn N %' Menn Medlnn N % Menn Medlnn 

0 12 (10.5) 5 (10.0) 7 (10.9) 
1-49 47 (41.2) 8 (12.0) 41 (64.1) 

50-99 20 (17.5) 7 (14.0) 13 (20.:l) 
100-149 15 (13.2) 15 (30.0) 0 --
150-109 13 (11.4) 13 (26.0) 0 --
200-299 6 (5.3) 4 (0.0) 2 (3.1) 
300-399 1 (0.9) 0 -- I (1.6) 
Missing 127 -- 8 -- 119 --

Totai 241 (100.0) 73.2 45.0 58 (100.0) 110.6 117.5 103 (100.0) 44.0 35.0 

• I 

. , 

l' I 

~ . 

12/1/78 - 5/5/80 

N \ Menn Medlnn 

9 (13.6) 
13 (19.7) 
11 (16.7) 
15 (22.7) 
13 (10.7) 
4 (6.1) 
1 (1.5) 

15 --
81 (100.0) 05.8 01.5 

5/0/80 - 12/31/80 

N \ Mean Median 

3 (8.3) 
34 (70.8) 
9 (18.8) 
0 --
0 --
2 (4.ll) 
0 --

112 --
160 (100.0) 42.2 35.5 
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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 s1 , 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) paxoticipants. 

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 

2 
participants for whom arrest data were available, 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 

1Data on 4 participants were missing . 

2Data on 103 participants were missing. 

-27-
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TABLE 8 

EMPLOYMENT BY YSA* 

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 

St. Marks N % 

Subsidized 62 (55.9) 
Unsubsidized 25 (22.5) 
Other 2 (1. 8) 
.Comm. Service 22 (19.8) 
Missing 40 --

Total 151** (100:'0) 

Kingsley N % 

Subsidized 43 (69.4) 
Unsubsidized 11 (17.7) 
Other 1 (1. 6) 
Comm. Service 7 (1i. 3) 
Missing 26 --

Total 88** (100.0) 

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

**2 unassigned. 

-28-
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completion, but the absence of comparable time periods "at risk" make 

conclusions unwarranted. (See Table 9.) 

18 . Victim Description 

A vailable data indicate that 60.8% of the offenses involved personal 

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

These percentages varied somewhat over the four time periods and 

much of the data was missing. 

In analyzing victim satisfaction, an attempt was made to contact 
, 

, , 

the victims of all successfully exiting participants. Of the 74 victims 

that were reached, 91'.9% (68) expressed satisfaction with the program, 

while only 4.1% (3) expressed disatisfaction. (The remaining 4.1% 

(3) did not fit comfortably into either category.) This level of satisfa-

ction remained constant over all four time periods. (See Table 10.) 

19. Cross Tabulation Analysis of Variables 

Appendix C provides a discussion of a cross tabulation analysis 

of both participant status (either exited or still in) and program exit 

(either removed disciplinary, removed-other, completion""adjustment, 

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. 

I , 
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12/1/78 - 12/31/80 

J\RnEST DURING 
PROGRAM Mean Median N 

0 179 (75.5) 31 
1 39 (16.5) 14 
2 13 (5.5) 8 
3 3 (1.3) 2 
4 2 (0.8) 2 
5 1 (0.4) 0 
Missing 4 -- I 

Total 241 (100.0) 0.4 0.2 SO 

ARREST AFTER 
PROGRAM 

0 116 (84.1) 39 
1 16 (11. 61 10 
2 4 (2.9) 1 

" 
3 1 (0.7) 1 
4 1 (0.7) 1 
Missing 103 -- 6 

Total 241 (100.0) 0.2 0.1 50 

---~-----.,.--------~--------------------

TABLE 9 

PARTICIPJ\NT RE-ARREST HISTORY 

12/1/78 - 12;31/79 1/1/00 - 12/31/80 

% !\leon Median N % Mean Median 

(54.4) 148 (02.2) 
(24.6) 25 (13.9) 
(14.0) 5 (2.0) 
(3.5) 1 (0.6) 
(3.5) 0 ---- I (0.6) -- 3 --
(100.0) 0.6 0.4 163 (100.0) 0.2 0.1 

(75.0) 77 (00.5) 
(19.2) 6 (7.0) 
(1.9) 3 (3.5) 
(1.9) 0 --
(1.9) 0 ---- 07 --
(JOO.O) 0.4 0.2 183 (100.0) 0.1 0.1 

.. 

12/1/78 - 5/5/80 

N % Mean Mediar N 

45 (57.0) 134 
20 (25.3) 19 
9 (11.4) 4 
2 (2.5) 1 
2 (2.5) 0 
1 (1.3) 0 
2 -- 2 

oi (100 .~, 0.7 ' 0.4 160 

57 (80.3) 50 
10 (14.1) 0 
2 (2.8) 2 
I (1.4) 0 
I (1. 4) 0 

10 -- 03 
81 (100.0) 0.3 0.1 160 

5/6/80 - 12/31/80 

% Mean Median 

(84.8) 
(12.0) 
(2.5) 
(0.6) 
--
----

(100.0) 0.2 0.1 

(88.1) 
(0.0) 
(3.0) 
------

(100.0) 0.1 0.1 
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TYPE VICTIM 

(For Successful Completions) 

Person 
Duslneas/School 
Missing 

Total 

VICTIM SATISFACTION 
(For Successful Completions) 

Satisfied 
Not Satisfied 
other 
MissIng 

Total 

12/1/70 ~ 12/31/00 

45 (60.0) 
29 (39.2) 

107 -~ 

241 (100.0) 

08 (91.9) 
3 (4.1) 
3 (4.1) 

187 --
241 (100.0) 

TABLE 10 

VICTIM OAt'A 

12/1/70 - 12/31/79 1/1/00 - 12/31/00 

9 (52.1i) 36 (63.2) 
B (47.1) 21 (38.8) 

41 -- 126 ~-

58 (100.0) 103 (100.0) 

16 (94.1) 52 (91.2) 
0 -- 3 (5.3) 
1 (5.0) 2 (3.5) 

41 -- 128 --
50 (100.0) 183 (100.0) 

~--------------.------------------------------------------------------

12/1/70 - 5/5/80 

13 (50.0) 
13 (50.0) 
55 --
81 (100.0) 

25 (00.2) 
0 --
1 (3.8) 

55 --
onroo:D) 

5/8/80 - 12/31/80 

32 (68.7) 
16 (33.3) 

112 --
160 (100.0) 

43 (09.8) 
3 (6.3) 
2 (4.2) 

112 --
160 (100.00) 
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A. Goall 

III. GOAL ATTAINMENT 

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 become opera.tional and accept 

participants until April 1979, goal attainment was measured over a 

twenty month period. Based on the anticipated a,cceptance 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 participants. Table 11 indicates that 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 participants 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: 

-32-
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12/1/78 - 12/31/80 
SOURCE N % 

Armstrong 41 (17.0) 
Giarruso 37 (15.4) 
l\1uIe 47 (19.5) 
Gillin 26 (10.8) 
Oanucheau 86 (35.7) 
Ad Hoc 3 (1. 2) 
Unknown _1 (0.4) 

Total 241 (100.0) 

DISPOSITI0N~ N % 

Adj. Delinquent 226 (94.2) 
Statue Offenses 14 (5.8) 
Missing 1 --

Total 241 (100.0) , 

SUSPENDED DOC N % 

Yee 142 (58.9) 
No 09 (40.7) 

Total 241 

• I', .,. 

.. ' 
? -

TABLE 11 

nEFEnnAL SOURCE OF PARTICIPANTS 

12/1/q8 - 12/31/79' 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - fI/5/80 
N % N % N % 

13 (22.4) 28 (15.3) 17 (21.0) 
16 (27. GJ 21 (11.5) 17 (21. 0) 
18 (31.0) 29 (15.8) 29 (35.8) 
10 (17.2) 16 (8.7) 12 (l4.8) 

0 -- 86 (47.0) 5 (6.2) 
1 (1. 7) 2 (1.1) 1 (1.2) 
0 -- I (0.5) J!. --

50 (100.0) 103 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 

N % N % N % 

47 (01.0) 179 (UO .4) 69 (05.2) 
11 (19.0) 3 (1. 6) 12 (14 .8) 
0 -- _I -- J!. --

58 (100.0) 103 (100.0) 81 (100.0) 

N % N % N % 

18 (31.0) 124 (67.8) 22 (27.2) 
40 (69.0) 50 (32.2) 59 72.8 
58 (100.0) 183 (100.0) iiI (10~. 0) 

5/6/80 - 12/31/80 
N % 

24 (15.0) 
20 (12.5) 
18 (11.3) 
14 (8.8) 
81 (50.G) 

2 (1. 3) 
I (0.6) 

160 (100.00) 

N % 

157 (98.7) 
2 (1.3) 
I --

180 (l00.0) 

N % 

120 (75.01 
40 (25.Q!. 

160 (100.0) 
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----_. -----------------------------------------------

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-

eluded 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 pro gram, 

3', . An analysis of'the youth "s arrest history, suitability for 

. employment and his or her ability·to both understand and 

accept the restitution concept will be utilized in the selection 

process, 

4, Equal access to the program wi11 be assured to a11 eligible 

juvenile offenders regardless of race, color, creed, sex, 

ethnic group or socio-economic status, This will be achieved 

by maintaining a proportionate balarlce 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) , 1 (J 

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 . C . 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 appropriate. 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 behavior or those 

deemed a. threat to themselves or to the community. 

D. Youths adjudicated of a victimless offense. 

3. In an attempt to focus on more serious offenders 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. 
, 

.1 

A. An adjudicated offender who has 3 previous arrests 

B. An adjudicated offender who has 1 previous conviction 

C. An offender who has been adjudicated of the following 

serious offenses: (1) armed robberl. (2) aggravated 

batter~> (3) aggravated assault. (4) aggravated 

arson. (5) aggravated burglary. 

-35-
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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, delinqent 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 J se~. ethnic 

group or socio-economic status. 

As the program was conceptionalized and implemented h) 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 

-36-
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history. although 4 of those were co~victed of armed or aggravated 

offen~es. Of the remaining 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-

teria 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 for 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 Il~onviction 

history, armed or aggravated offenses, or monetary amounts owed 

as restition. These included the current offenses of: 

Offense 

Theft 
Simple Burglary 
Purse Snatching 
Simple Robbery 
Criminal Damage 
Attempted Simple Burglary 
Receiving Stolen Goods 
Attempted Theft 
Criminal Trespass 
Attempted Auto Theft 
Simple Criminal Damage 

Total 

-37-
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17 
10 

5 
3 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

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 

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 

alte:rnative 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 

No Previous Arrest or Conviction History 
Amount Due - No More than $150 
Current Offense not Armed or Aggravated 

Met .No Selection Criteria 

Met only D.O.C. (suspended) 
Total 

-38-

12 

11 

N/A 

N/A 
23 

2 

N/A 

8 

46 
56 
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The data analysis suggests that 79 (32.8%) of the 241 referrals may 

I not have been suitable for program participation. 

B. Goal 2 - 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 
I 
I I 

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 participant;;3 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 

wi th the program. 

C. Goal3- De<lrease the number of commitments to the Department 

of ';orrections 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 1978 1979 1980 -
2,526 1,877 987 1304 

number of recent commitments to the Department of Corrections are: 
The 

1975 1978 1979 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 n goal wbich is not measurable 

as originally stated. 

D. Goal 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. 

Until March 1980, all participants were ase igned to the program for 

a period of 12 months. After that date, length of t~me in the program 

primarily depended upon the number of hours worked per week and the 

amount of restitution owed. As of 1-1-80 J only 5 participants had exitied 

from the program - 1 for "bad cause J" 1 for medical reasons J and 3 by 

commitment to the Department of Corrections. Thus J this goal is impos­

sible to measure because 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 

arrest~ during program participation was 0.4 arrests and the median 

was 0.2. Arrests after program exit (not necessarily completion) averaged 

O. 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 

prGgTam 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 ar]~est history before program participation. 

E. Objective 1 - Provide direct monetary restitution to 100 victims 

of juvenile crime annually in New Orleans. 

During 1979 J 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 J 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 

lStandC!rdized 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!! 
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~ I 

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 ~~ which da.ta 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 restitution 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 parti?ipants 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. Objective 2 - Provide indirect restitution to 40 victims of 

juvenile crime annually in New Orleans 

through contributions to recognized com-

munity funds. 

This objective was deleted and discontinued at the insistence 

of the funding source (O.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. Pri()r to May 1980, 

the objective stood as originally stated. After that time, the O.~r.J.D.P. 

funding source monitor required that only job placement, job monitoring, 

and pre-vocational guidance/counseling constitu.ted allowable services. 

Therefore, general counseling, recreation, and educational sel'v'ices 

were no longer reimburseable after May 1980. 

Table 13 indicates the documented level of services to participants 

during the period 12-1-78 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 

.Both Y. S . A. I s 
12-9-78 
12~ 1-80 

12-~-78 
12~ 1-79 I 1-~-80 

12-31-80 r 
Mean Median Me·an Medianl Mean Medianl 

Counseling 11.5 3.3 25.9 20.2 I 3.1 2.1 I 
Tutori ng 1.9 0.1 4.6 0.2 I 0.3 0.2 I 
Pre-Voce 6.9 2.5 15.3 10.2 I 2.0 1.6 I 

I Recreation 26.5 0.3 66.1 15.3 3.6 0.0 I I 

KINGSLEY HOUSE 

I i 

I Counseling 6.8 2.3 16.1 17.5 1.6. 1.5 
.. -._-_ .... 

I Tutoring 1.9 1.0 5.2 2.7 0.0 0.0 .' " .-

Pre-Voce 5.0 2.8 9.9 4.3 2.3 1.3 I' ---
Recreation 54.3 0.4 142.6 128.0 3.4 0.1 1 -- I 

ST. MARK'S 

I 
I 

I Counseling 14.1 3.8 31.5 23.5 4.0 2.6 -

I Tutoring I 2.0 0.1 4.2 0.5 0.6 0.3 .-
Pre-Voce I 7.9 2.3 18.4 12.5 1.9 1.6 I - .-

Recreation I 9.9 0.3 20.7 11.0 3.7 0.0 I 
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12tg-7t3 
5- -80 I 

Median I r~ean 

20.6 14.3 

3.4 0.2 I 
11.9 5.5 I 
49.8 11.0 I 

10.9 8.5 

3.3 1.7 

6.9 3.5 

94.0 47.5 

27.3 20,0 

3.4 0.3 

15.4 10.3 

16.6 4.5 
I 

~i'-8-80 
12-31-80 

I 

Mea\rt 

2.5 
, 

0.4 

1.9 
I 

2.9 

, 

1.5 
I 

0.0 
, 

2.7 

0.1 

2.9 

0.7 

1.6 

4.3 

Median 

, 

, 

2.0 

0.2 

1.5 

0.0 

1.2 

0.0 

2.6 

0.1 
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12/1/70 - 12/31/00 12/1/70 -

COUNSELING N ~ ~lean Median N t 

0 13 (9.5) 1 (2.0) 
1-4 7& (51.1) 5 (l0.0) 
5-9 12 (0.8) 4 (8.0) 

10-19 13 (9.5) 13 (20.0) 
20-20 15 (10.9) 14 (20.0) 
30 and above 14 (10.2) 13 (20.0) 
Missing 104 -- 0 --

Total 241 (100.0) 11.5 3.3 58 (100.0) 

TUTOHING N % Mean Median N % 

0 1?1 (87.1) 35 (67.3) 
1-5 6 (4.3) 6 (11.5) 
6-10 2 (1. 4) 2 (3.a) 

11-15 8 (5.8) 0 (15.4) 
16 and above 2 (1.4) 1 (1.9) 
Missing 102 -- 6 --

Total 241 (100.0) 1.9 0.1 50 (100.0) 

PRE-VOCATIONAL N % Mean Median N % 

0 18 (13.1) 4 (8.0) 
1 30 (21.9) 2 (4.0) 
2 21 (15.3) 2 (4.0) 
3-5 31 (22.6) 9 (18.0) 
6-10 13 (9.5) 10 (20.0) 

11-20 14 (10.2) 13 (26.0) 
21 and above 10 (7.3) 10 (20,0) 
f>Ji~lIlng 104 -- 8 --

Tolal 241 (100.0) 6.9 2.5 58 (100.0) 

m::CnEATION N % Mean ~1edian "l % 

0 86 (61.9) 5 (11.8) 
1- 10 16 (11.5) 13 (25.5) 

11-20 10 (7.2) 9 (17.6) 
21-50 8 (5.8) 6 (11.8) 
51-09 5 (3.6) 5 (0.0) 
100-100 8 (5.8) 8 (15.7) 
200-2DO 4 (2.9) 3 (5.9) 
300 and above 2 (1.4) 2 (3.9) 
~llllsing 102 -- 7 --

Totnl 241 (100.0) 26.5 0.3 50 (100.0) 

TADI.B 13 

JlOUHS OF SEHVICI!!S '1'0 I'ARTICIPANTS (BOTH YSA'S) 

12/31/79 1/1/00 - 12/31/00 12/1/70 - 5/5/80 
Mean Median N '!. l\1uan Median N '!. Mean Mcdian 

12 (13.0) 4 (5.9) 
65 (74.7) 14 (20.0) . 
0 (0.2) 0 (13.2) 
0 -- 13 (10.l) 
1 (1.1) 14 (20.0) 
1 (1.1) 14 (20.6) 

96 -- 13 --
25.9 20.2 103 (100.0) 3.1 2.1 81 (100.0) 20.6 14.3 

Mean Median N t Mean Median N 't Mean Median 

-
88 (08.0) 54 (76.1) 

(! -- 6 (8.5) 
0 -- 2 (2.8) 
0 -- 0 (11.3) 
1 (1.1) 1 (1.4) 

96 -- 10 --
4.6 0.2 183 (100.0) 0.3 0.2 81 (lOQ.O) 3.4 0.2 

Mean Median N % Mean Median N % Mean Median 

14 (16. i) 10 (14.7) 
28 (32.2) 3 (4.4) 
10 (21.8) 6 (8.8) 
22 (25.3) 15 (22.1) 

3 (3.4) 11 (16.2) 
1 (1.1) 13 (19.1) 
0 -- 10 (14.'1) 

06 -- 13 --
15.3 10.2 183 (100.0) 2.0 1.0 81 (100.0) 11.0 5.5 

, 

Mean Median N % • Mean ~ledian N % MIl,an Median . 
81 (02.0) 19 (27.1) 
3 (3.4) 15 (21. 4) 

.... 1 (1.1) 10 (14.3) : 
2 (2.3) 8 (11.4) 
o -- 5 (7.1) 

! o -- o (11.4) 
1 (1.l) 3 (4.3) 
o -- 2 (2.0) 

D5 -- 11 --
60.1 15.3 183 (100.0) 3.0 0.0 81 (100.0) 49.0 11.0 

5/0/80 - 12/31/00 
N \ Mean 

9 (13.0) 
56 (01.2) 

3 (4.3) 
0 --
1 (1.4) 
0 --

91 --
160 (100.0) 2.5 

N % Mean 

67 (98.5) 
0 --
0 --
0 --
1 (1.5) 

92 --
160 (100.0) 0.4 

N % Mean 

8 (11.6) 
27 (39.1) 
15 (21.7) 
10 (23.2) 
2 (2.9) 
1 (1.4) 
0 --

01 --
160 (100.0) 1.0 

N. 9. Mean 

67 (97.1) 
1 (1.4) 
0 --
o --
o --
0---
1 (1.4) 
o --

91 --
160 "('i'OO]') 2.9 

f>ledian 

2.0 

Median 

0.2 

Median 

1.5 

Median 

0.0 
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, TA~LE 14 (a) 

• nOURS OJ!' PARTICIPANT SERVICES AT KINGSI,EY HOUSE 

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 12/31/79 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/1/78 - 5/5/80 5/6/80 - 12/31/80 -
N % Mean Median N % Mean Median N % ,Mean Median N % Mean Median N % Mean Median 

COUNSELING 
(18.0) (28.1) . (10.7) (27.3) 

0 9 -- -- 9 3 6 1-4 23 (46.0) 2 (11.1) 21 (65.7) 8 (20.5) 15 (68.1l 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 (25.0) -- --MIBsing 38 -- 2 -- 36 -- 3 -- 35 --Total 88 (100.0) 6.8 2.3 20 (100.0) 16.1 17.5 68 (100) 1.6 1.5 31 (100.0) 10.9 8.5 57"""000':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 (1.9) 1 (5.3) -- -- I (3.3) -- --Missing 36 -- I -- 35 -- I -- 35 --Total 88 (100.0) 1.9 1.0 2'01iilo:or 5.2 2.7 68 (100.0) 0.0 0.0 31 (100.0) 3.3 1.7 57 {100.0) 0.0 0.0 
?RE-VOC. _. 

0 14 (28.0) 3 (18.7) 11 (34.4) 9 (32.1) 5 (22.7) 1 6 (12.0) -- -- 6 (18.8) 1 (3.6) 5 (22.7) 2 2 (4.0) 1 (5.6) 1 (3.1) 2 (7.1) -- --3-5 17 (34.0) 7 (38.9) 10 (31. 2) 8 (28.6) 9 (40.9) 6-10 6 (12.0) 3 (l6.6) 3 (9.3) 4 {14.4) 2 (9.0) 11-20 2 (4.0) 1 (5.6) 1 (3.1) 1 (3.6) 1 (4.5) 21 and above 3 (6.0) 3 (18.6) -- -- 3 (10.8) -- --Missing 38 -- 2 -- 36 -- 3 -- 35 --, 68 31 {100.0) 
, Total 68 (100.0) 5.0 2.8 20 (lOO.O) 9.9 4. ~ (100.0) 2.3 1.3 6.9 3.5 57 (100.0) 2.7 2.6 --nC:CnEATION 

0 29 (55.8) 1 (5.3) 28 (64.8) 8 (28.7) 21 (95.5) 1-10 4 (7.7) 2 (10.5) 2 (6.0) 3 (10.0) 1 (4.5) 11-20 1 (1.9) -- -- I (3.0) 1 (3.3) -- --21-50 3 (5.8) 1 (5.3) 2 (8,0) 3 (10,0) -~ ~ ... 
51-99 3 (5.8) 3 (15.9) -- -- 3 (10.0) -- --100-199 8 (15.4) 8 (42.4) -- -- 8 (26.4) -- --200-299 2 (3.01 2 (10.6) ~- -- 2 (6.8) -- --300-& above 2 (3.81 2 (10.0) -- -- 2 (6,6) -- --Missing 36 __ 

I -- 35 -- 1 -- 35 --Total iiii(100.0) 54,,3 0.4 20 (100.0) 142.6 120.0 68 (100.0) 3.4 0.1 31 (lOO.O) 04.0 41.5 57 (100.0) 0.1 0.1 
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TABLE 14 (b) 

1J0uns OF PARTICIPAN1' SEItYICES AT ST. MARKS 

12/1/78 - 12/31/80 12/1/70 - 12/31/79 1/1/00 - 12/31/UO' 12/1/70 - 5/5/00 N % Mean ~ledian N % Mean Medial ·N Yo ~lcan Mcdinn N % Mean C'OUNSELING 
4 (4.6) 1 (3.1) 3 (5.5) 1 (2.5) 1-4 47 (54.0) 3 (9.4) 44 (00.0) 6 (15.0) 5-9 8 (9.2) 2 (0.2) 6 (10.9) 0 (15.0) 10-10 0 (6.9) 6 (10.7) -- -- 6 (15.0) 20~20 0 (9.2) 7 (21.0) 1 (1.8) 7 (17.5) 30 and above 14 (16.1) 13 (40.5) 1 (1.8) 14 (35.0) Missing 64 -- 0 -- 50 -- 10 --Total 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 

TUTOR 

0 70 (80.5) 17 (51.5) 53 (98.1) 25 (61.0) 1-5 6 (6.9) 6 (10.2) -- -- 6 (14.6) 6-10 2 (2.3) 2 (6.0) -- -- 2 (4.8) 11-15 8 (9.2) 8 (24.3) -- -- o (19.5) 16 and above 1 (1.1) -- -- I (1.9) -- --Missing 84 -- 5 -- 50 -- 9 --Total 151 (100.0) 2.0 0.1 38 (100.0) 4.2 0.5 113 (100.0) 0.0 0.3 50 (100.0) 3.4 
PRE-YOC. 

0 4 (4.6) 1 (3.1) 3 (5.5) 1 (2.5) 1 24 (27.6) 2 (6.3) 22 (40.0) 2 (5.0) 2 19 (21.8) 1 (3.1) 18 (32.7) 4 (10.0) 3-5 14 (16.1) 2 (0.2) 12 (21. 9) 7 (17.5) 6-10 7 (0.0) 7 (21.8) -- -- 7 (17.5) 11-20 12 (13.8) 12 (37.0) -- -- 12 (30.0) 21 and above 7 (8.0) 7 (21.0) -- -- 7 (17.5) Missing 64 -- 6 -- 58 -- 10 --'rotnl 151 (100.0) 7.9 2.3 38 (100.0) 18.4 12.5 11~ (\00.0) 1.0 1.0 50 (100.0) 15.4 

RECItEATION -

I' 
,) 

0 57 (65.5) 4 (12.5) 53 (96.4) 11 (27.5) 1-10 12 (13.8) 11 (34.4) 1 (1.8) 12 (30.0) ~1-20 Il (10.3) 9 (28.1) -- -- 9 (22.5) 2l~50 5 (5.7) 5 (15.6) -- -- 5 (12.5) 51-90 2 (2.3) 2 (6.2) -- -- 2 (5.0) 200-209 2 (2.3) 1 (3.1) 1 (1.8) 1 (2.5) WSGing 04 -- 8 -- 50 -- 10 --TOlul 151 (100.0) 0.9 0.3 30 (100.0) 20.7 11.0 113 (AOO.O) 
"~ 

3.7 0.0 5Ol'iiiii.Oi" 16.6 . 

t i 

5/6/80 -12/31/00 
1\'1cdilln N % Mean ""cdlan 

3 (6.4) 
41 (07.2) 
2 (4.2) -- --
1 (2.1) -- --

54 --
20.0 101 (100.0) 2.9 2.3 -

45 (97.8) -- ---- --
-" --

I (2.2) 
55 --

0.3 101 (100.0) 0.7 0.3 

3 (6.4) 
22 (46.0) 
15 (31. 9) 
7 (14.0) -- ---- ---- --

54 --
10.3 101 (JOO.O) 1.6 1.11 

, . 

48 (97.9) -- ---- ---- ---- --
1 (2.1) 

5·1 --
4.5 Itll (100.0) 11.3 2.2 
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As Table 13 indi9atesJ, the combined y.S.A. 's documented the 

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

Services N
1 Mean Median 

Counseling 137 11. 5 3.3 

Tutoring 139 1.9 0.1 

Pre-Voc. 137 6.9 2.5 

Recreation 139 26.5 0.3 

Tables 14 (a) and 14 (b) provide a break-down of exiting participant services 

domlIIlented by each of the Y.S.A .'s. Those tables indicate that average coun­

seling services were much higher at St. Mark's and average recreation services 

were much higher at Kingsley House. Overall. the analysis indicates low levels 

of average and median service delivery to exiting program participa.nts for the 

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

time period. 

Perhaps, a more meaningful analysis would compare the period 

befo;e and after non-work related services were disallowed, That data 

indicates the following for the combined Y.S.A. 's for accepted and exiting 

participants during those periods. 

N
2 12-1-78-5-5-80 

N 2 5-6-80-12-31-80 
Services Mean Median Mean Median 

Counseling 68 20.6 14.3 69 2.5 2.0 
Tutoring 71 3.4 0.2 68 0.4 0.2 
Pre-Voc. 68 . 11.9 5.5 69 1.9 1.5 
Recreation 70 49.8 11.0 69 2.9 0.0 

1Actually, 140 participant's exited, but da1a was missing on several. 

~Actually, 71 participants and 69 participants exited during those periods, 
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 th f d' e un mg 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 o'f 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 counselo:t;'"s. Kingsley House 

personnel stated they were advised by the restitution 

staff not to hire replacement person.nel as the service 

contract would probably not be renewed. 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Participants working in unsubsi~ized employment positions, 

those in a "suspended" status awaiting removal 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 were carried as 

"active" on the monthly reports ,as having received, 

no services. 

The amount of services delivered may have been~l?-f1ated 

initially because of misunderstandings regarding service 

documentation. For instance, St. Mark's C.ommunity 

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 t~e program. 

An additional observation noted by the M.C.J.C.C. staff was that 

an organized systemic process was not significantly 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 determined that the contracts with the 

Y.S.A.'s would be continued. Whilf~ 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 J 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 whicb to profit from such 

services. 
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H. Obj ective 4 - To increase the number of effective dispositional 
However, services other than direct services were provided 

alternatives available to Juvenile Court by strengthen-
to participants by the Y . S . A. 's. These services included: job 

ing existing youth service agencies through the I . 
I placements, work sitla monitoring visits, phone contacts, conferences, 

support of the Restitution Program. 
letters, and family contacts. Additional data supplied by both Y. S . A. 's 

The question of inappropriate referrals discussed in Goal 1, 
indicate the following levels of activity. 

'. ".' . kINGSLEY HOUSE pages 32-39 does not fully support the intent of this goal. t~) increase effect-

ive dispositional alternatives available to Juvenile Court. In addition, 

12/1./ 78 - 12/1/78 - 1/1/80 12/1/78 5/6/80* 
program personnel proposed eliminating the services contracts with the I ACTIVITY 12/3-1/80 12/31/79 12/31/80 5/5/80* 12/31/80 

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

Monitoring 
of all factors, Juvenile Court agreed for the present to continue the contracts. Visits 559 198 361 387 172 

• 

Phone Calls 640 186 454 336 304 
(See Appendix E . ) However, program personnel persisted in these effortd . . 

Letters 128 0 128 30 98 and in view of the conflicts between the program staff/Juvenile Court and the 

Family Contacts 113 79 34 90 23 Y.S.A. IS, it would appear that this objective was not met. (See pages 49-
51. ) 

*Actually 4/30/80 
**Actually 5/1/80 1. Objective 5 - To provide the public with information on the 

ST. MARK'S COMMUNITY CENTER program aimed at increasing public awareness 

12/1/78 12/1/78 1/1/80 12/1/78 5/6/80 of and confidence in the Juvenile system. 

ACTIVITY 12/31/80 12/31/79 12/31/80 5/5/80 12/31/80 
Table 15 includes a list of speeches, meetings, and other public 

Work Site 
relations activities engaged in by program personnel during 1980. Monitoring 

Visits 495 265 230 278 217 Table 15 

Date Organization 

Job Related January 9. 1980 Kiwanis Club. East New Orleans 
January 16.. 19BO Kiwanis Club. Algiers Phone Contacts 84 62 22 63 21 January 29. 19BO Children's Council of New Orleans 
January 31. 19BO Newscut - Channel 12 
February 12. 19BO Radio - Public Service Announcement on WQUE Job Related Februal'y 20. 19BO Conferent4e in Denver on the National Initiative 

3i April 9. 19BO Juvenile Justice Council Workshop Conffarences 123 86 37 92 
April 21. 19BO Elysian Fields Clvic Improvement Association 

1 May B. 19BO M,C.J.C.C. Executive Board Meeting 

I' '\ ~ June 25. 19BO Young Men's Business Club. of Greater New Orleans General 
July 17. 19BO Louisiana Motor Transport Incorporated I I .. Phone Contacts 119 . 71 48 86 33 j, Oct.-Nov,. 19BO Public Service Announcements-WEZB. WTIX. WNOE. , I, ! 

WRNO. WWIW. WBYU. and WQUE 

i 
" I 

October 2B. 1980 Unica Civica Americana ;. 
I ' :f • Soptember 24, 19BO U. S, Cout Guard 

~ ;' 
General 

November 2. 19BO WBYU-FM Al Breaux Talk Show Conferences 203 116 87 136 67 l~ 
November 12, 19BO Vieux Carre' Action Association J 
Mvember 17. 19BO Carrollton Rotary Club " if November 24, 19BO Crime Explosion-Channel 4 If 

~ 
.. 

I-Job Placements 106 65 41 60 46 
f 

:1, 
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J. Objective 6 - To increase the employability of participating 

youths through work-training experience, ed-

ucation, and p:ce-vClcational training. 

The extent of attainment of the part of this objective relating to education 

and pre-vocational tr-"I,ining can be gleaned from an examination of service 

delivery by the Y. S.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 in tent of this objective was, at best. only partially met. 

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

it!- ~h8 discussion on type employment/hours wo:r:ked on pages 21-27. While 

it is diffinult to determine increases in employability. the various kinds 

of employment could be COllsidere1 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 discus,sion of Objective 3. page 52.) 
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IV. REFERRAL SOURCES 

Table 11 provided a detailed analysis of the referral source of 

participants during the entire period of evaluation and for the other 

four periods being analyzed. (It should 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 

especially during the period 5-6-80 to 12-31-80. Overall, about 

94% of the 241 1 referrals were adjudicated delinquent, with the remaining 

6% 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-

tiona by adjustment varied between 58.4% - 78.2%. In addition. Judge' 

lDa,ta were missing on one participant. 
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REFERRAL SOURCE DYTYPE EXIT 

Type Exit Armstrong Giarru60 Mule' Gillin . Chnucheau Ad Hoc Total 

Removed Disciplinary 7 (29.2) 8 (33.3) 0 (25.0) 4 (17.4) 2 (4.8) 0 (0.0) 27 (19.3) Removed Other 2 (8.3) 1 (5.6) 3 (9.7) 1 (4.3) 1 (2.4) o· (0.0) 8 (5.7) Completion Adjustment 1 (4.2) 1 (5.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (4.3) 0(0.0) . 0, (0.0) 3 (2.1) Completion 13 (54.2) 10 (55.6) 20 (64.5) 17 (73.9) 39 (92.9) 2 (100.0) 101 (72.H 
, 

Other 1 (4.2~ 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 {0.01 o (0.0) o (0.0) 1 (0.7) Total 24 (100·9) 18 UOO.O) 31 (100.0) 23 (100.0) 42 (100.0) 2 (100;0) 140 (100.0) 
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Gi:mucheau was responsible for the referral of 42 (30.0%) of all exiting 

participants. although she only served as a Juvenile Court Judge 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 referrale> receiving De-

partment of Corrections commitments (suspended). but meeting none 

of the other selection criteria requirements from each judge included: 

5-6-80 - 12-31-80 D.O.C. §g~~lPED ~DrSP • ..;:O;.;;;S;.:::;I..:;;.T.::.;IO;::.;N::..:._O::..:...;N-=L..;::Y 

Ganucheau 35 
Giarrusso 5 
Mule' 3 
Armstrong 1 
Gillin 1 
Ad Hoc 1 

Total 46 

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 offender to the Restitution 

Project could provide documentation that the project is offering a 

I 

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 
1 ' 

from the program and returned to court . i 
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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 sUE3pended D .0. C. sentenceA. In adqition, other referrals meeting 

none of the selection criteria should not have be'~'ll either referred or 

accepted. Finally, those status offenders referred an.d accepted were 

expressly excluded from participation by both eligibility criteria. (The 

discussion of Goal 1, pages 32-39 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-progratJILI of all pa~ticipants 

b~sed on one of the following categories: 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Removed for discip1i~al;'y reasons (27); ~c 

Completion/Completion by adjustment (104); * 

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

All exiting pa~rticipants (140). ~c 

In addition, the time-in-program was analyzed from four different time 

process perspectives which were defined as: 

1. Referral date 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 considera~le 

variation. Overall and for all categories of participants, the variance 

was between 8 days - 26 days. Table 17 further indicates that the 

mean and median time period between the contract date and the employ­

ment date for the'various categories of participants varied between 

14 days-32 days, except for disciplina:ry removals between 1-1-80 

to 12-31-80 and still ins between 12-1-78 to 5-5-80. However, 

*Total possibl~ number of pa~ticipants in this category. The 
a~t~al number used In the analysis v;;tries based on the availability 
or tlme data. 
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TAnLE 17 

TIME.it! pnOOIlAM At!lII,YSIS 

12/II1B • 12/31/BO 12/1/7B • 12/31119 I/I/BO - 12/31/BO n,'lI1B • ~/5/BO B/I/BO • 12/3I/BO 
Table 17 shows considerable variance among the time periods and among 

t. nATE TO COtITnhCT DATE OEYr.nnA 

Median II 
I 

H Mo.n Median Median H MHn Median H Mtan M.dlan t! Meln N Moan 

lB.O 57 23,3 17.0 50 19.3 n.o -
All EolllnR ;1 Ift.2 11.2 89 23.2 F.rtlelnan'. 107 21.4 n.o 3B 

13B 

d Completion. or 

n ID.4 17.0 43 20.B 15.4 
Compl.lI~na 

10.1 58 22.B 11.0 by ildluelm.nl 70 20,1 Ift.O 23 13.4 

lIB 

UfOmovc:d Cor 11 
111 1t.3 5 B.2 10.0 

Ill.clpllnary I, 11.5 28.1 10.0 24.1 21 20.3 14.0 10 13,B Re.Mml 

!I 15B 11.0 22.0 25.5 IB.9 S4 .. Stlilln 
B IT.4 n.7 23.5 rartlelrulnt. 64 22.0 21.0 

the 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 I of course I reflects the change in program procedures after March 
CON1'nilCT OilTE TO EMrr.oYMr.tIT 

l . !' 
All ElUllnR 

1140 23.9 11.0 2D 17.5 18.' 19.4 lB." 41 22.4 lB.O rllrUc1nllll,te 09 21,2 IB.4 2B 

IL Comrl~Uon8 or I 
~:mr~~~~:::cnl I 

15.4 21.5 n.4 2B i7.8 17.0 10.5 IB.O 15 20.0 IB.4 3B 18.3 51 

BI.B !Iu 
, 

nt"mOy"d ror I , I 

1.0 1.0 

Illedpllnary 
18.9 ; 32.1 20.4 1 2'.5 • 1t.9 IB.4 3 5B.1 nl!'uonn 12 

14.0 II 8 

SIIII In I 
41.2 23.7 ~R .. --34 22.1 17.0 ! 5 27.B 22.8 28 21.1 "artlclpant. 

1980 I in that participants after that date were assigned to the program 

for different periods of time rather than for a full year. Finally I 

Table 17 provides an analysis of the, four categories of participants 

by the various time periods and indicates the mean and median days 

E~'PLOYMEt!T UATP. TO EXITItIG Dill E between the contract date and the program exit d~te. Similarly I 
,',-

I ',,0'. 

230.0 242.8 23 78.2 j'58.t 
/III EoUlng I 

2BB.O 250.3 ~3 '8.ft 85.' 38 ParticioRnts 5. Itt.2 139.8 2B 
these periods reflect that change in procedure effective in March 1980 I 

I . Comph,ilonft or 

21 240.1 25B.B 19 BI.8 5B.~ 
Complellona 

D5.B n.B 104.4 13 2D1.' 280.B 27 "l. AtilUfltmenl 40 15 •• B 
in that the mean and median time periods are of much shorter duration 

n .. movN for 
III.dpllnory 

after that date. 
n".clUB 12 ~1I.3 158.5 8 270.0 213.5 4 13.B 81.8 10 221.5 I~B.1 2 134.' 134.' 

II 337.2 3n.' 35 .- --51111 In 
3nO.4 ~8 74.1 5B •• 8 U.S 5 301.8 Partldnanl. 41 112.B - In summary I few observations would be relevant concerning 

.. c:otITlI/lCT tI/I I E TO F.XIT "liTE 

11 
.. I 

41 .... .... 1111 EoWng 
" 231.1 Hr.2 132.0 30 285.5 20n.' 51 101.3 71.2 4$ r.rtlclllllht .. 18 lOS.' 

C(uTl .. plello"B or 

this data. Of major importance is the fact that the data does support 

the changes in time in program assignment procedures which became 
Complt'tionll 
n Ad UfI'nlltnt 58 157.3 108.2 18 317.0 l12.5 13 fT.' 70.ft 28 251.4 211.4 3J n.2 ... 8 effective during March 1980. 

nemovpd for 
Ulocll,lIooory 
ne.fIIIOn. 20 11&.' lt1.0 270.5 252.B 11 IOD.2 Ill.' It 232.8 ItG •• 78.' 4z.' 

sun In 
l'srtlr.1 Inl_ ft2 110.2 80.8 UI.8 300.4 78 ft4 .8 51.1 10 375.1 3aC.0 72 --_. __ ...... .. 
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VI. FAILURE RATE ANALYSIS 

Using a procedure1 developed by Anne L. Schneider. 4 the 

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 ll 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-

viduals was 4.557 months, the product of the monthly failure rate and the 

average months is the estimated 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. 

lThe procedure is explained in Appendix D. 

4In Program Re~ffense Rates For Juveniles in Restitution Projectli~ 
Anne L. Schneider I Peter R. Schneider. and S. Gordon Bazemore. 
Institute of Policy Analysis, October 1980. 
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TADLE 18 

FAILURE RATE AN,\LYSIS 

% Failed I Nonth ly Fail ure Ra te 
Total Nonths Based on Total % Failed· 

PARTICIPANT CATEGORIES Failures ases (Fol1uras/CDl1eB)~VJ..'_~~~_~~.s Avg, Months x Case Nonths at Risk (Fail ure Ra te x Mg. Nos.) 

~11 Participants Accepted Before 1-1-81 27 241 11.2% 4.557 1098.237 2.5% 11.4% 

~articipants Accepted During 12~1-78 to 
12-31-79 

14 58 24.1% 10.210 592.100 2.5% 25.5% 

Participants Accepted During 1-1-00 to 13 183 ~ .1% 3.015 551. 745 2.4% 7.2% 12-31-00 

- ~ 

\ 

Part1r.;lpIl", j Atceptd DUring 12-1-78 to 

5+80 20 81 24.7% 8.677 702.037 2.0% 24.3% 

~--~......, 

i;"~I'ticipants IVtcepted During 5-6-00 to 
7 160 4.4% 2.551 400.160 1.7% 4.3% 12-31-00 

Participants at St. Mark's 15 151 9.9% 4.955 748.205 2.0% 9.9% . 
Participants at Kingsly House 12 OR. 13.6% 3.792 333.696 3.5% 13.7% 

All Exiting Participants 27 140 19.3% 5.446 762.440 3.5% 19.1% 

*These figures were based upon the product of the failure rata per month nnd the average months in the program. The sinllllllrtty of these f1gures to the 
actual percentt.ge failed in column 3 indicates the accuracy of the comput~d failure rate. The slight variance was due to avg. months based on incomplete da~a. 
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A comparison of the time periods suggests that the failure rate has 

decreased. However I thilS finding is probably due in large measure to 

the policy revision permitting participants to exit from the program once 

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

all participants were required to remain in'the program for one full year, 

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

(presumed) failure rate. 

Finally, the failure rate for all juvenile restitution participants should 

not be compared with the failure rate for participants in any other program, 

since the average months "at risk" will likely differ among programs. 

- The fact that the failure rate for all exiting participants (3.5%) is higher 

than that for all participants (2.5%), including those still-in the program, 

supports the contention that the exclusion of still-in participants biases 

an outcome analysis in the direction of failures. Thus, the preceeding 

failure rate analysis seems to provide a more t.<r:curate method for determining 

actual outcome efficiency. 

An analysis of the failure rates for participants at the two Y . S . A . ' s 

suggests that participants fail at a higher rate at Kingsley House (3.6%) 

than at St. Mark's Community Center (2.0%). However, this finding should 

not in and of itself lead to the conclusion that St. Mark's necessarily does 

a better job. A detailed analysis of participants assigned to both Y.S.A. 

would be necessary in order to identify significant differences which may 

account for different failures 'rates . 
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VII. COST SUMMARY 

During the period 12-1-78 to 12-31-80, the following amounts 

were expended in the course of program operations: 

*Total Expended 
12-1-78 - 12-31-80 

$336,350.00 

Total Expended 
12-1~78 - 12-31-79 

$163,787.00 

Total Expended 
1-1-80 - 12-31-8JL 

$172,563.00 

During those same periods of time, the following number of participants 

were referred and accepted by the program: 

12-1-78 - 12-31-80 . 12-1-78 - 12-31-79 1-1-80 - 12-31-80 

241 58 183 

Therefore, for the entire period of the evaluation the following costs 

could be assigned per participant: 

12-1-78 to 12-31-80 
12-1-78 to 12-31-79 

1-1-80 to 12-31-80 

= $1,395.64 
= $2,823.91 
= $ 942.97 

(241 participants) 
(58 participants) 

(183 participants) 

These costs include all accepted participants without regard to 

whether or not the referral met the selection criteria or whether or 

not the participant {;uccessfully exited from the program. 

A further analysis by each Y.S.A. indicates the following cost 

expenditures bf)tween 12/1/78 - 12/31/80. The estimated costs for the 

period 10/li80 - 12/31/80 were based on average expenditures by 

eaeh Y.S.A. for the previous 22 month period. 

*Includes LEAA funding and Il;!atch. 
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Y.S.A. 

St. Mark's Community Center 
Kingsley House 

Total 

Total Expenditures 

$ 85,505.71 
70,959.43 

$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 

them. This totals 239 participants because two of; the referrals were 

unassigned as of 12/31/80. Based on this data the following costs per 

participant can be assigned: 

Y.S.A. 

St. Mark's COIlmiunity Center 
Kingsley House 

N 

(151) 
(88) 

Cost Per 
Participant 

$566.26 
$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 referrals 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 

(O.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 towa.rd victims and the local 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-

din ate 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 progr~ 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 program was en-

hanced by a number of public appearances by program staff; satisfac­

tion with the program was evidenced by nearly all of the victims of 

exiting participants that could be contacted; an increase in the number of 

participants placed in unsubsidized employment was noted; and, while 

not yet measureable, job-related skille. and increased employability 

status were acquired by many of the participants. 

However, while the target pop'l.llation w&s 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) 

01' in terms of meeting none) established to provide program services 
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as an alternative to incarceration 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.O.C. (suspended) criteria 

should not be minimized. In addition, durin g 20 months of program 

operation, documented direct service delivery to participants by the 

Youth Service Agencies (Y.S .A. IS) 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 following recommendations are proposed in an effort to 

facilitate the implementation of a more effective program for juvenile 

offenders: 

(1) 

(2) 

In view of the questionable appropriateness of many of the 

prog'ram referrals, it is recommended that the program 

revise its stated objective of serving as an alternative to 

incarcerati~'n requiring the referral of serious offenders 

and, instead, establish a less' comprehensive victim 

oriented compensation program serving less serious 

offenders; 

Subsidized employment for juvenile offenders s'hould be 

discontinued. While H is recognized 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 for juvenile offenders will doubtless be a difficult (!on-

cept to promote in seeking highly competitive alternative 

funding. Thus, it is recommended that all efforts should 
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(3) 

(4) 

be directed toward the development of an expanded un­

subsidized employment/community service victim 

compensation program. 

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 includ,e only t~e functions of job 

r~adiness, job development, job placement, and job 

site monitoring. 

It is incumbent upon the Juvenile Court to implement an 

internal management information system. Such a system 

j s impera ti v.e if the functions of the court are to be operated, 

effectively. While political risks are involved in the utili-

zation 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. I~ addition, it would have identified 
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at an ('I,.,~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. negative 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 vie.w 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 program serving as a vehicle. Rather J a great deal 

of tension and friction deve~oped between the community agencies 
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and the staff of the OPJCRP. '11h' , , 
. IS sltuahon 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 allegat~ons 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 

Admi~i,stration determined that these allegations were unfounded. 

Persistent attempts to e~d the participati~n of the YSA's in 

the program precluded development of cooperative and effective 

working relationships between the restitution program and other agen­

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

intE~grated and creative process through which program operations 

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

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 
Gial'ruso 7 10.3 
Armstrong 5 7.4 
Gillin 5 7.4 
Mule' 5 7.4 

Total 68 100.1 

------------~,~~---------------------------------------------

'I 

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 particj,pants. These facts seem to 

suggest a lack of support for the program on the pa~t of four of the 

Juvenile Court ,judges, but may also indicate a non-random distribution 

of serious cases among court sections. However., because juvenile cases 

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

are randomly distributed among the five court sections, over time each 

section sh~uld receive a caseload roughly equal in seriousness and 

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

met none of the ~stablished 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 more of the other m. .. iteria. Thus, 42 (61.8%) ot'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 

Theft 
Simple Burglary 
Receiving Stolen Things 

. Simple Battery 
Arson 
Burglary 
Obscene Phone Calls 
Attempted Simple Robbery 

Total 
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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%) metonlytheD.O.C. (suspended) criteria. Of 

those 63 referrals, the following arrest and conviction histories were 

noted. 
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Number 

30 
20 
13 
63 

---------- - -~ ~ 

Arrest/Conviction History 

No previous arrests/no previous convictions· 
One previous arrest/no previous convictions 
Two previous arrests/no previous convictions 

The other four Juvenile Court judges referred 14 participants during 

that same period of time meeting only the D .0 . C. (suspended) criteria. 

Conclusions that can be rea.ched from these data are that one judge is 

using the program extElnsively for less serious offenders and the ex-

tensive use of that single criterion represents a substantial variation in 
, ' 

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 alterna.tive to incarceration and which is less expensive to operate 

because of the discontinuance of subsidized employment as a work op-

tion. Judging from the nat~e 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 

SlmrOtJSNESS Of' nF.FERRI\r. OI"FENSP. 

"ulllhor or C'l!Jes 

Vlclimlo"31 Includes traffic accidents or tickats, 
!,I.ij·iii'n-,(;[f'mtlen •• lrugs, lllcwhol, gambling, prollU­
luI: 1,,". lind IJrobaUon violations. 

fll .. "r OUf'flseSI Hlnor ofCen!les not enn11y cloosl­
r i ;i~r::\ilj;r.jpcity or I,erson/d. such as disorderly 
.:""" ... :t. 

!!1.!!~!!.....r.!:~I'.'.!!"!:r_' IIny proporty offonse wHit l.oRs/ 
,lanm'I" of S10 or. lens exce(lt burglary ami oroon • 

• " nOlO rm:srtlln l, Rcslstill,] or obntructinq nn officer. 
c-';;;rc:j;jjl,-i'iiiiTnq, othor slmllar tlCR MilT II offenllo8. 

!~I~!!;!.!"!!!'--..!.~~I!!!E.!:I.' "urql/ules lind arsons wi til loss/ 
d •• m;t'JI! of. S10 or le!ln an.l any other type of property 
"Hullnr. wi tit JOII;,/damnlJo of $11 to $250. 

:~:.t.:.~~!.!!!.-!!:''2I'~~y-, nurqlllr1r.n 111111 IIr!'lonn with 10llRI 
.1.lln.l'll! nr $1 I 1:" $250 ami any other property offl!nS8 
wi I.h 10!lnldmn.,.,'1 qrnntnr than $251). 

y'~!!·L~£!,_!!?~r!!!I~!.!:X.' Olll:glarioo 11",1 arsons with 
1""';I'I.'m"'J~ or $250 or morn. 

f,(!rlolln t"~nlonall Unnrmcd rohberies and nop­
n.;qr.;val:t:fJ IIllllalltts wi til 1099 of $250 or lellS. 

V,!ry :;,:rlm19 rersonoll Unarmed robberies and oon­
.i·,j;,i"iii,iii.miiiim;;lIlts wHh losses I!xceedlng $250 and 
1.11 111.:11 r.nl: I Imf!10nlll- crimes including rapa, 
.'J 1-""1.1 r.ohhnry, IltJlJrnvlltod asnilul t. 

Seriousness Scale Developed By the 
Institute of Policy Analysis. national 
evaluator of the National Juvenile 
Restitution Project. 
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1 
2 Monthly Amount 3 Monthly Amount 4 Total Earnings Paid Toward 

Retained By Youth Based on $3.10/ 
Hour Worked/ Restitution 

hr. 
Week 

5 hrs/wk (SOO~*) $ 31.00 $ 31.00 $ 62.00 6 hrs/wk (55%*) 40.92 . 
33.48 

74.40 7 hrs/wk (60%*) 52.08 
34.72 

86.80 8 hrs/wk (65%*) 64.48 
34.72 

99.20 9 hrs/wk '(70%*) 78.12 
33.48 

111.60 1m hrs/wk (75%*) 93.00 
31.00 

124.00 

*The percent of the youths earnings that will be used to pay restitution. 
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" 

\ 

,. 

27. 

) 
) 

f , , 

..... 
~ f - , -.-



• 

Chart B 

.*The percent of the youths earnings that will be used tiq oav r2s~ii-,,""'~nn 

possible Combinati.ons to Meet Total Rest_it.ut.ion R,:.t:n;.remen~!=l 
I ' 

5 hrs/wk. 6 hrs/wk. 7 hrs/wk. 8 hrs .. /·,.;k. 9 brs/wk.,. 
Time in (50%) * (55%)* (60%)* (65%) * (70%)* 

Months 20 hrs/mo. 24 brs/mo. 28 hrs./mo. 32 hrs./mo. 36 brs./mo. 

2 $ 62.00 $ 81.84 $ 104.16 $ 128.96 $ 156.24 
3 93.00 If2.76 156.24 193.44 234.36 
4 124.00 163.68 208.32 257.92 312.48 
5 155.00 204.60 260.40 322.40 390.60 
6 186 .. 00 245.52 312.48 386.88 468.72 
7 217.00 286.44 364.56 451.36 546.84 
8 248.00 327 .. 36 ·416.64 515.84 624.96 
9 279 •. 00m 368.28 468.72 580.32 703.08 I 

10 310.00 409.20 520.80 644.80 781.20 
11 341.00 450.12 572.88 709.28 859.32 
12 372.00 491.04 624.96 773.76 937.44 

28. 

'. 
," '''":t 

10 brs/wk. 
(75%)* 

40 hrs./mo. 

$ 186.00 
279.00 
372.00 
465.00 
558.00 
651.00 
744.00 
837.00 
930.00 

1,023.00 
1,116.00 
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APPENDIX C 

Cross tabulation is a procedure used to determine how one variable (s) 

relates to other variables. Cross tabulations of type of participant 

program exit (removed-disciplinary, removed-other, completion-adjust-

ment, completion, other) and status (exit or still-in) by a number of other 

variables were analyzed. Those variables included: age, sex, race, 

family income, family marital status, family arrest history, charge, 

seriousness, disposition, suspended D .0. C. disposition, referral 

source, previous arrests, previous convictions. ordered re~ti tution, 

type employment, hours worked, Y.S .A., incent~ve allowance. 

restltution paid, counseling, tutoring, pre-vocational counseling, 

recreation, status. arrest during program, arrest after exit, type 

victim, type offense, victim satisfaction, and victim's race/sex. 

The purpose of the analysis was to determine if any of these varlables 

affected the type of program exit by participants in a statistically signi-

ficant way. 

In order to meet the test of statistical significance, * the signifi-

cance level of each cross tabulation should be no more than 0.05. 

Levels of significance beyond that point cannot be used to infer 

that a given variable affected the constant variable to a statistically 

significant degree. In addition, the chi square indicates whether 

a systematic 'relationship exists· between two variables. 

*Significance levels are not strictly applicable when data from 
the entire population is used. 'However, certain authorities have dis­
agreed. 
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1. Program Exit 

Of the stated variables, Table 19 identifies those meeting the test 

of statistical significance regarding program exit: 

Table 19 

Cross Tabulation of Program Exit 

Variable 

Race 
Seriousness 
Disposition 
Previous Arrests 
Ordered Restitution 
Hours Worked 
Incentive Allowance 
Restitution Paid 
Counseling 
'l'utoring 
Recreation 
Arrests During 

Chi Square 

12.9 
42.3 
9.8 

26.1 
58.7 
48.5 
44.0 
92.7 
30.5 
54.6 
47.7 
39.9 

*Does not quite meet the test. 

Significance 

0.01 
0.003 
0.04 
0.04 
0.003 
0.002 
0.008 
0.000 
O. 06~~ 

0.000 
0.01 
0.005 

While it is not possible through this simple an~ysis to determine 

how those Significant variables affect program exit, certain obser-

vations can be made: 
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1. Disposition and race can be eliminated from further 

2. 

3. 

4. 

comment as the vast majority of participants were black 

and were adjudicated delinquent. Therefore, those 

two variables would indicate a high level of significance. 

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. 

Of the remaining variables, those of seriousness, ordered 

rest~tution, restitution paid. tutoring, and arrests dllring 

recorded the highest levels of statistical sigl1ificance. 

In some manner. those variables most significantly 

affect the type of program exit - completion, completion 

by adjustment, removed - disciplinary, removed _ 

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

tutoring which is no Imager a reimburseable service, 

should be analyzed closely in the future to ascertain 

in what manner and to what degree each affects outcome. 

Previous arrests, counse'ling, 1 and recreation also 

indicate a level of statistical significance. These 

factors, except for :10n-job related counseling and 

lAt 0.06 this variable does not qu.ite meet the test. 
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recreation which are no longer allowable. should continue 

to be examined l:\.nd analyzed with those described in (3) 

above. 

In summary. it should be noted that the fact that a given variable 

meets the test of statistical significance does not indicate that the variable 

is "good" or "bad". For example, of the 103 participants1 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 program exit rather than that delivery of 

that service affe'cts program exit in a po~itive way. However, the oppo­

site conclusion may be valid. Further analysis over time is necessary 

to draw inferences of causal relationships and to rank variables in order of 

importance. 

While similar 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 

concl usions 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 ~f significance included: 

lData were missing on one participant. 
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Table 20 

Cross Tabulation of Status 

________ ~V~a~r~i!ab~le~ ________________ ~~_~~~ __ __ Cl1i Square .....;,'Significance 

Family Arrest History 
Seriousness 
Disposition 
Suspended D.O. C . 
Referral Source 
Ordered Restitution 
Type Employment 
Arrest During 

7.8 
15.5 
3.5 

23.9 
16.9 
46.3 
19.6 
11.3 

0.02 
0.009 
0.06 
0.000 
0.01 
0.000 
0.000 
0.05 

l'S m' teresting, for the same reasons previously While this analysis 

di.scussed no real inferences can be :made. In addition, because 

status is determined to some degree solely by program admittance 

con6tant variable used in the cross tabulation date, the validity of the 

is questionable. 
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APPENDIX D 

Outcome analysis can indicate the effectiveness of programmatic 

activities in terms of the proportion of participants successfully satis-

fying or failing to satisfy predetermined completion requirements. 

However, in evaluations of ongoing 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)l1 be based solely in terms of those exiting f~om t.l.le 
-0 

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

tion of successful completions than would have been the case after all . . 
partiqil?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" participants have been "at risk" 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 flat risk" for II still-in" participants 

can be combined with time "at risk" for exiting participants by utilizing 

monthly SUccess or failure rates. 
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Stellmack and Harris5 propesed that the failure rate fer a greup 

.of individuals undergeing a particular test can be determined by means 

.of the maximum likeliheed estimate: 

Amle = K/ < n = k 
<j = 1 

where 

\ mle = The maximum likeliheed estimate. 
n ~ Tbe number of individuals tested 

k = The number .of individuals whe failed. 

ti = The length .of time during which each failure 
was a~ risk (i = 1 r 2, 3 .... k) . 

Bj = The length .of time during which each nen­
failure was at risk (j = 1, 2, .... , n-k). 

A slight medificatien .of the terminelegy utilized in Schneider's6 

simplified Stollmack-Harris fermula enables a determinatien .of the 

menthly failure rate fer all participants and varieus sub-greups .of 

participants. The formula utilized te determine the menthly failure 

rate is as fellews: 

a = (K/Nl + N2) X 100 
where 

a = The failure rate. 

k = The number .of failures in the greup. 

Nl = The number .of total "persen-menths" at risk 
fer all failures. 

N2 = The number .of tetal IIpersen-menths at risk 
fer all nen-failures. 

5Failure-Rate Analysis Applied te Recidivism Data, II Stephen Stellmack 
and Carl M. Harris, Operatiens Research, 22: 1192-1205 Nev.-Dec. 1974. 

6In Pregram Reeffense Rates fer Juveniles in Restitutien Prejects, Anne L. 
Schneider, Peter R. Schneider, and S. Gorden Basemere, Institute .of Pelicy 
Analysis, Octeber 1980. 
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916 LAFAYETTE ST. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA. 7011 J 

April 30, 1980 

M~O~SANUDM 

TO: Criminal Justice Coordinating Committee 

FROM: Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitut~on Program 

SUBJECT: Changes in the Selection Criteria 

III. 

A. 

B. 

Progrnrn Selection/Eligibility Criteria 

~rleans . pa:ish youth, ages 12 through 16, \.;ho have 
ee~ adJ,;dl.cated of delinquent offenses, where 

restitutl.on would be appropriate, will be eligible 
for the program. 

The follmoJing types of adjudicated off""nders . 
be excluded: ~ w~ll 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Youths adjudicated for murder or rape 

Status offenders 

Youths with patterns of violent behavior 
or those deemed a threat to themselves or 
to the community 

Youths adjudicated of a victimless offense 
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c. 

D. 

E. 

In an attempt to focus on more serious offenders 
'ho have been adjudicated of delinquent offenses, 
~he following list 'Of catagories ar~ those typ~s 
of offenders who are deemed aipr~f~ate ref~~~~ 
to the program. ()-j.(d/..4 dAI'. ~:1'}',ill/A/'t'rll-?~~f"~'J~I;::./. 

1. An adjudicated offender \~ho has 3 orevio~ 
Clrrests 

2. 

3. 

, 5. 

An adjudicated offender who has 1 previous 
convictio!,\ 

An offender who has been adjudicated of the 
follm;ing serious offenses: (1) ~ed 

bb ( 2) ago.ravaced batter!, (3) agqravated ro eryco _. t d 
assault, (4) agqravated arson, (5) ~ra.va e 
burglary 

An offender who has been ad~udicated of a 
delinquent offense where th~re has been 
$250 or more of loss 

An offender adjudicated of a delinquent 
offense and given a suspended ~entence 
from the Department of Correct~ons 

An analysis of the youth' s arrest history, s\d tability 
for9mployment and his or her ability to b~th under­
stan'1 and accept the restitution concept w~ll be 
utilized in the selection process. 

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

-90-

~, 

.1 

I • 
i , 
I 

I , ,. 

i 
I 
I_ 
I 
i 

I 

I , 
I 

I 
. 

i 

I 
I .. 
I 
I 

I 
ji 
11 

I! 
II , ! 

II 
II 
Ii 
I ~ 
1"1 

II 
i' 
11 
11 

" i I .. ~ . ! I I, 
, ! I, 
, I 
\ I 

iI i! " 
-::-~:-,.-." 

" 

ERNEsr N. MORtAL 
MAYOR 

HAND DELIVERED 

OFFICE: OF' THE: MAYOR 

May 20~ 1989 

Thp. Honorable Judge JoanB. Armstrong 
Orl eans Pari.s,h: Suvenil e Court ' , 
421 Loyola Avenue, 
New Orleans, La. 70119 

Dear Judge Armstrong: 

Several weeks ago Doug Dodge of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) conducted a monitoring visit of the Juvenile Restitution 
Program. One of the areas discussed with Mr. Dodge was the provision of ser­
vices to the program participants by the contracted Youth Serving Agencies 
(YSA), Kingsley House and St. Mark's Community Center. Basically, the outcome 
of the discussion was that recreation, counseling and tutoring services would 
not be allowed but that jo~ readiness, pre-vocational guidance, job placement, 
and monitoring were eligible. Subsequently, meetings were held with the program 
staff and the YSAs to determine how the allowable services would be provided. 

There are currently two options for delivering these reduced services. The 
program staff has suggested that the contracts with Kingsley House and St. 
Mark's be terminated and that two additional positions (an employment special­
ist and a statistician) be established as part of the program staff and hired 
by the court. The YSAs are willing to continue serving the program partici­
pants and have submitted reduced budgets which reflect the reduced services 
they will be providing. Their proposed budgets with an explanation of the re­
ductions is attached for your review. According to the YSAs, these are the 
minimum amounts for which they will be able to provide services. 

I am asking that the court decide how they want to proceed with the program 
and the delivery of the allowable services to the participants. To assist you 
;n this deCiSion, I will outline what I feel are the pros and cons of the two 
options presented. A major factor which should be considered in this decision 
is that OJJDP will re-examine the progress of the program in August to deter­
mine if the program should continue, and if so, at what funding level. It is 
important that between now and August the program intensify its efforts to in­
crease the number of participants and that those participants are properly 
served. It seems to me that a change in the method of delivering services 
could be disruptive to the program at a time when it is most critical for the 

.. , . 

"AI! Equal.. ,Oppo,uwu:ty EmployV/." 
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Judge Joan. B. Annstro.ng .-2- May 20, 1980 

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

. 'OptiOn1'~'COOtt'Personnel 

PROS 
- 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 followi~g;. 

1. ~osition in unclassified pay plan must be establlshed 
2. City budget changes must be made 
3. screen{ng and interviewing of applicants 
4. tra in i ng 'new employees 

It could be August before this pr?cess ca~ be completed. NOTE: 

- Following the employment of these individuals, there will be the time 
consumi ng tas.k of ga i ni ng communi ty acceptance and' the deve 1 opmel~t of 
job slots. The YSAs ha've developed this through years of commumty 
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-proflt 
service deliivery agencies to help build broad based commumty support 
for the cow·t and programs operated by the court. 

. 'CONS 
-COsts more 
- Less contro'l of personnel and deli very of servi ces 

I am requesting that the court review the options presented ~nd reach ~ 
decision in this matter as soon as possible. I will be available to dlSC~SS 
the information in greater detail if you require. With the August refundlng 
decision deadline quickly approaching, it is important that you act ~rompt~y 
so that the program can proceed in a manner which causes as little dlsruptlon 
as possible. 

FRS:eg 
CC: - ·Jl:'len; 1 e CC!ll"t Ju~~::s 

,,·n';). Adt.: h.: t....;,.,t: 

t I 

Sincerely, ~ 

&f.!ffr7 
iJi i:ectot', CJCC 
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ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE RESTITUTION 

916 LAFAYETTE ST. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113 

June 6, 1980 

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Director CJCC 
1215 Pry.tania Street 
Suite 418 
New Orleans, La •. 70130 

Dear Mr. Serpas: 

\\~II~ 
~ ~;. L.J ~~l/>, 

8" ~"f[rF:'·: . '.-;. 
i?\ LL 
JUN 9 ... 1980 ;> 

CJCC 

On May 29, 1980 the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution 
Program staff met with the juvenile court judges. The purpose 
of the meeting was to decide how to proceed with the program and 
the delivery of services provided for youths at Kingsley House 
and St. Mark's Community Center. The revised budgets conforming 
to a redueticn in services and the options available to the 
program were also discussed. Mr. Doug Dodge, OJJDP, deemed that 
recreation, counselin~ and tutoring services were inappropriate 
for a restitution program,. but that job readiness', pre-voc~tional 
guidance, job placement, and monitoring were necessary. Therefore, 
a reduction in those .services deemed inappropriate would be cost 
effective and appropriate. A major factor considered in this 
decision is that OJJDP will re-examine the progress of the program 
in August to determine ~f the program should continue, and if so, 
at what funding level. 

The judges and restitution staff discussed the pros and cons 
of two options proposed by Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Director CJCC. 
Option I focused on centraliZing the program. All program 
services would be administered from the program office wi th~u't: 
assistance from the YSAs. Option II focused-on continuing YSA 
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' 
~ossible. The YSAs would continue providing reduced services 
at a reduced cost. However~ the program staff would have the 
opportunity to investigate when and if a centralized plan would 
be possible and practical. Although the number of services 
available to participants at the YSAs would be reduced, it would 
be necessary that there would still be the same quality in those 
services provided. 

Poth the juvenile court judges and the restitution staff 
endorsed,thi~ third option. If you have any further questions 
concerning this matter, do not hesitate to call me. 

BY: 

~ I vd /" .~ 
'--.' /l ,~t-o-/ A" . L i t '7"" -/-z ... ---, 
~ udge Joan B. Armstrong 

/ 
- I 

Gf.d.L.Le../ ~y> L 
Adele Lowe, Program Coordinator 

. 
", 

JBA/ww 
cc: Juvenile Court Judges 

Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator 
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CITY 'OF NEW ORLEANS 

ERNEsr N. MORtAL 
MI\YOH 

Ms. Adele Lowe 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

July 17, 1980 

Program Coordinator 
916 Lafayette street 
New Orleans, LA 7Ql13 

Re: Orleans Parish Juvenile Court Restitution Program 

Dear Adele, 

As per our telephone conversation, the Orleans Parish'Juvenile 
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
flect reductions in services and serv'ices associated costs, 
were the result of several meetings with Doug Dodge, LEAA 
program manager, your staff, the CJCC staff and representa­
tive from st. Mark's Community Center and Kingsley House. 

Since St. Mark's and Kingsley House have proceeded to reduce 
services in conformity with their revised budgets, all ',future 
payments to these agencies should be based on the revised 
budgets commencing with the date on which grant ineligible 
services were not provided to program participants. The con­
tracts bet\<leen Juvenile Court and both agencies should be 
formally amended to reflect the LEAA mandated cut back in 
services and service cost. For your reference, I ha~e attached 
a sample contract amendment per CAO policy memordurn No. 24 
(Revised). I suggest the revised budgets be attached to and 
made part of the amendments. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for your con­
tinued cooperation. If additional informati'on is required, 
please do not hesitate to contact me on 586-5103 . 

"An Equa..e Op):,Ohtttl1.Lty Employe.. ':." 
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Ms. Lowe 2 July 17, 1980 

Sincerely, 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL 

73rt~LL 
Robert C. Rhoden 
Grants Administrator 

RCR/lmp 

Encl. 

cc -
Judge Joan B. Armstrong 
David Billings 
John Wall, Att. Catheryn Bass 
Frank Serpas 
Steve Hunt 
Eleck craig 
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AME~TD~!E~IT 

TO AGREEMENT FOR PERSONAL SERVICES 

BETI-lEEN 

THE CITY OF N'EH 01U.EAHS 

s gm 
6 .. ' •. JOHN D'JE. M. D • 

7 THIS A...'1ENDME~T is made and ent'ered into as of the 1st day of 

8 Januaror, 1980 by and be~-1een the City of New Orleans, herein 

9 represented by Ernest N. ~!orial. Mayor (hereinafter referred co as 

10 "City"), #l.nd Jolin Doe, M.D. (hereinafter sometimes refe::ed Co as 

11 "Conc:;actor") • . - .... 
12 WITNESSETH 

13 WHEREAS, the City and che Cont:actor have entered into an 

14 'agreement dated January 1, 1980 for the purpose of providi.ng 

1.5 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2.5 

26 

27 

medical services. Co the residents of the Youth Study Cente:, ar.::' 

WHEREAS, the CiC7 desires to increase the nUI:lber of ~-1eekl!r 

visits required of the cont:actor under the terms of the or~g~~a~ 

agreement, and 

WHEREAS, such increase in services to be provided by che 

contr~ctor shall constitute an increase in compensation to con-' 

tractor, and 

WHEREAS, both parties to the agreement dated Januar'/ 1, 1930 

desire to amend the agreement and have che necessar! authori~j 

to do so, 

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY AGili:ED: 

To amend the cQntract dated January 1, 1930: To delete 

Section I (A) in its entirety and substitute in lieu the:eof: 
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"J 
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9 

A. 

Page 2 OfC 

Provide medical services; that is examination and 

treatment:, as are necessary to the residents 'of the 

Youth Study Center. This includes four visits 

weekly and on-call responsibility. 

To delete Section III, ComDensation in its entirety and 

substitute in lieu thereof: 

III. Services will be paid for at the rate of $5iO.00 ?er mont:~, 

not to exceed $6680.00 for the contract year. 
• Both parties to this amendment hereby reaffi~ the valicii~' 10 

11 of all other provisions of the original agreement dated Janua:--/ 1, • 

12 1980, save the above and foregoing changes. 

13 IN tnT~ESS tVHEREOF: 

14 ATTEST 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 I 

20 I 
21 

22 

23 

24-

25 

26 

27 
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EXAI:5/T /J 

T ELEPHOHE 522-3384 

ORLEANS PARIS~ RES'rIT~ f ~ 
--========~ .. - -I \.If( 

Mr. James Seymour 

916 LAFAYETTE ST. -t .:....:--­
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 70113 

August 1, 1980 

Restitution Program Coordinator 
St. Mark's Community Center 
1130 N. Rampart Street 
New Orleans, La. 70116 

Dear Mr. Seymour: 

At this time the Judges of Orleans Parish Juvenile Court 
have decided, in the best interest of the program, to continue 
the original contracts with the agencies, Kingsley House and 
St. Mark's Community Center. 

If you have any questions in regards to this letter, do not 
hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 

" \ I 
1 

. .)~ 
j ...,.),Il· "..' 
I ;J.1 e'\ 0' 

jIll> . \ • \...... , ~ 
(bLe .PeL 

, , , \ '1"..- I 
i ' '( '\ 

1\,\ '\' ; .... \', .",," 
I )J .) .;. 

\
1 • , " • -
! • '; \ '!- . \ • \, 

'I')' 'J" '-1 /i"-' \ 
j". \ \; cc: 

1\1'1' 

f I 
II 
II 
\1 I, 
Ii 

\1 

I , 
j 

, . 
# ........ 

t'l 

r 

Adele Lowe, Program C00rdinator 

Bob Rhoden, CJCC 

. II, j 1 / f~ 
\ 1 ...... 1' I'.. . ~ 'i,:' ; .. ,-' 

. ~ 

~l,;J,:'" I,"~ 

. 
I. ~ ... ',., ......... ' .. ' 

. 
' ... 1 '.j,. .. ,.t' 

,I ,\ott, ! .. J •. , .• 
: 
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ORLEANS Pl\RISH JUVENILE RESTITU'lIION 

916 LAFAYETTE ST. 

NEW ORU::,"',NS. LA. 70113 /: t 

December 8, 1980 .. ' 
\. 

TO: Orleans Parish Juvenile Court'JudgGs 

T ELEPIIONE 522-33:14 

FROM: Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitution Program Staff 

. SUBJECT: Analysis of Contractual Arrangements with St. Mark's 
Conununity Center and Kings~e~ I-~ouse .. 

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. re viewing the financial and program records 
of the agen~ies, it is the conclusion of the program staff that 
funds delegated for use in the agencies' restitution programs 
have been channeled to subsidize oth~r 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 progralns. 

The inherent problem in thin program design is that the 
agencies' first priorH:y is not t'lle restitution effQl:t. 'llheir 
position has beAn to use the financial resources available 
to them through the r~stitution ptoarnm to the best inb:!rest of . ... . , .. 
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. Since they huv!? 1>00n succes~;£ul in havin9 ··the original 
termination decision reversed ~n their favor, it has been evon, 
more difficult to institute improvements in prograi- services . 
Their ml3thod of exerting control ha,s becn to work thr.ough 
the offices of the Hayor and CJCC and not through the court:.. 
Their greatest interest in the program has centered around the 
continuance of financial resources. As for the immact on 

~ ." community relations, the ·agenci.es.represent the positive aspects 
of the program as an accomplishment of the'agencies and 
not that of the court:.. If the. restitution program failed, tlhe 
court and staff would bear responsibility. Likewise the converse 
should be true • 

As a result of the aforement:ionod oroblems and a revim.) of ' ., 
the attached materials, the Orleans Parish Juvenile Restitut~on 
Staff strongly recommends that the original decision to terminate 
the contracts with the a~;1Cmcies and provide those services in-house 
be upheld. • 

• I 

. . • 
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XI RESPONSE TO THE EVALUATION 
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.JlIDGES 

EOWARD G. GII.t.IN 

.JOAN B. ARMSTRONG 

SAt.VADORE T. MUt.C: 

CI.ARENCE: B. GIARRUSSO 

ANITA H. GANUCHEAU ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT 

421 LOYOLA AVENUE 

NEW I':)RLEANS. LA. 70112 

June 26, 1981 

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr. 
Director 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
1000 Howard Avenue, Suite 1200 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70113 

TEt.EPHONE !S8e-3900 

Re: Evaluation of Juvenile Court Juvenile 
Restitution Project 

Dear Mr. Serpas: 

In response to the 'al1eged "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 cons~rued 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 Juv,enile Court) 
furnished those funds . 
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ORLEANS PARISH JUVENILE COURT 

1 I feel that the alleged "evaluation" is !!£!:. an evalua­
~~o~e~~r~h~ program. Admittedly, the "evalua~ors" did pla~ s~me 
number games with the numbers involved, apply~ng so~e stat~st~~al 
theories of questionable relevance, and apparently .ca~culate d 
the program as opposed,to "evaluating" it. If one ~s ~n~ereste 
in such "statistics," I assume this service had some mer~t. 

However, I find it preposterous for you to suggest that th~ pr~gr~ 
'ously "evaluated" when not one member of the CJCC eva ua 

~~~"s~~~ had any discussion with the judges involved, when not a " 
~ingle probation officer was interviewed, and when the '.'evalua~ors 
sent not a single minute in a courtroom. If CJCC was ~ndeed ~n­
t~nt upon determining the utility, worth, or merit of the program, 
in cm11ffion parlance "performing an evaluation" of the pro~rc:un' the 
above mentioned items would seem to be necessary prerequ~s~tes. 

Admittedly, you and I had one ten minute conversation, after the 
"evaluation" had been completed, wherein you informed me what your 
criticism of me would be. I was never shown even one example of 
any specific case you cons~dered to be an inappropriate referra:, 
nor were any of the other judges to my knowledge. I hardly con 

f " 1 t' " sider this a proper manner 0 eva ua ~on. 

In those areas of the "evaluation" in which you dre~ conclusions, 
they were, for the most part, based upon erroneous Judg~ent~ ~ou 
made, which were, in turn, based upon incorrect (~nd unJust~f~e~) 
assumptions you made, all of which were coupled w~th faulty log~c. 

For example, the revised selection criteria for re~erral to t~e 
program, approved by CJCe (~nter alia) on 5~6-80, ~ncluded th~s 
category, specifically listed as one of the types of offenders 
"deemed appropriate" for referral to the program. 

"E. An offender adjudicated of a delinquent offense (sic) 
and given a suspended sentence from (sic) the Department 
of Cort:,ections." (pg. 35-36.) 

When the judges attended the meeting with Mr. Doug D~dge, r:garding 

these revised criteria, it was never suggested, nor ~ndeed ~ntended, 
that a' juvenile be required to fall into all or even more th~n one 
of these revised categories'in order to be deemed an appro~r~ate 
referral to the program. (This is also evident from a rev~ew of the 
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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 C'Jrrec-

'tions (D.O.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.O.C.) would not have been committed to D.O.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 illY 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.O.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 crea'tive effort, but rather 
transparent. While I realize that this approach may be "politics 
as usual," I 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 substantiate the existence 
of these conflicts. (pp. 100-101.) 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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ORLEANS PARISH ..JtJVENILE COURT 

two magazine a7cticles regarding same. I regret tha: CJCC has 
treated so shabbily such an excellent program that J.S such a 
valuable asset to the Orleans Parish Juvenile Court and to the 
community. 

Yours very truly, 

, c-'l" 
1~:7£ 4~~-eL.~ 

"-- ' 
nita H. Ganu(heau 

Judge 

AHG/bra 

cc: Joan B. Armstrong, Judge 
Clarenc!e B. Giarrusso, Judge 
Salvad(.)re T. Mule, Judge 
Edward G. Gillin, Judge . 
Mrs. Florence Onstad, Judicial Administrator 
Mrs. Adele Lowe, Restitution Program 
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.JUDGES 

EDWARD Go GIl-l-IN 

.JOAN B. ARMSTRONG 

SALVADORE T. MUl-E 

CLARENCE B. GIARRUSSO 

ANITA H. GANUCHEAU 
ORLEANS PARISH .JUVENILE COURT 

Mr. Frank R. Serpas, Jr. 
Director 

421 LOYOLA AVENUE 

NEW ORLEANS. LA. 70112 

June 29, 1981 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
1000 Howard Avenue, .Suite 1200 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70113 

Dear Mr. Serpas: 

TEl-EPHONE 566-3900 

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 
begin.ning 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 so, you would have been informed of the 
following: 1) That I placed every child possible into the Restitution 
Program cO'As:istent 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. 
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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 lack 
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 stqrted 
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 halVe, be:en processed through the District 
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 R~stitution Program. 

I would like the foregoing comments, one, two and three, published 
along 'V7ith the evaluation which your office has made. To say that 
I have not supported the program during the period referred to above 
is 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 
~\). 

~ 
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