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EXECUTIVE SUHNARY 

This report provides a ,description of the Tri County Juveriile 

Restitution Program and includes an analysis of its clients; activities, 

costs and a comparison ~etween the'Tri County Program and the Steele 

County Community Hork Service Program. Data in this report cove;r:s the 

period of January I, 1975, through July 31, 1979. 

The major findings of this report include: 

1. Clients ranged in age from 9 to 18 years, with 
th~ average age being 16. Of these offenders, 
85.6 percent were male and 14.4 percent were 
female. Almost all the ,offenders (99.5 percent) 
were white. 

2. 

3. 

From January 1, 1978, through July 31, 1979, the 
Tri County Program had served 382 clients. Si~ty­
six percent of the clients completed their resti­
tution satisfactorily, 15 percent of the clients 
received an extention to the time limit set and 
then completed their restitution s~tisfacto~ily, 
and 0.52 percent of the clients failed to receive 
an authoriz~d extention. The completion of resti­
tution in is percent of the cases is unknown. 

Due to insufficient data few conclusions can be 
drawn from the goals and the suggestion has been 
made to either find an alternative means for meas­
uring the goals or changing to goals which can be 
measured. 

\' Preceding page blank iii 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Tri County Juvenile Restitution Program (which includes Benton, 

Sherburne, and Stearns counEles) was designed to augment support fo~ the 

existing juvenile correctional 'system. Funding for the program began 

January 1, 1978,~ and ,data include clients through July 31, 1979, unless 

otherwise noted. Restitution is generally defined as payments (either 

monetary or service) by the offender to the victim or to the community_ 

By using restit~tion, increased emphasis is placed on the needs of the 

victim. The Tri County Program deals only wit~ juvenile offenders and 
I 

it is hoped th:lt these offenders will gain an understanding of the im-

portance of the victim, in relation to the offense, in the justice proc-

eSSe 

. The first section of this report will deal with several areas. These 

areas are population, activities, a brief comparison between the Tri 

County Juvenile Restitution Program and the Steele County Community ~.[ork 

Service Program and finally an analysis of the cost measures. 

The second section of this report examines the goals set up by the 

Tri County Juvenile 'Restitution Program. Finally, in t.he third section 

of the report, some conclusions are dratffi concerning the Tri County Pro-

gram. 
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JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGR.AN 

A. TARGET POPULATION 

The target population for the Tri County Program is juveniles ad-

mitting guilt or,found guilty of any offense except murder, mansalugh-

ter, and rape. No minimum age unit for the .target population was set, 

but there have been no offenders under 9 years t,ho have participated in 

h ~.Lr~ County has separated offenses into three categories. t e program. ... 

These categories include: crimes against persons, crimes against prop-

erty, and juvenile (status) offenses. For evaluation purposes four ad­

ditional categories have been added. They are drug-related offenses, 

traffic offenses, public nuisance offenses, and other criminal type of-

fenses. A list of the offenses which fit into these areas is given in 

Appendix A • 

All offenders partitipating in the Tri County Program have been 

drawn from the target population. From January J., 1978, through July 31, 

~ d d ~8? 1" t ~.Lhe maJ-or1_'tv of 1979, the Tri County Program ua serve J - C len s. J 

offenders, 72 percent (275), haa co~mitted crimes against property. 

Drug-related offenses made up 14.6 percent (56) of the charges, and 10.5 

percent (40) were in the other criminal offenses category_ The remain-

der of offenses (2.9 percent) fell into crimes against persons and status 

offenses. 

Preceding page blank 3 
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Client Profile 

The youngest offender parti~ipating in the Tii County Restitution 

Program was 9 years old. The oldest offender was 18, with the average 

age being 16. Of these offenders, 85.6 percent (327) were male and 14.4 

percent (5~) were female. Almost all of the offenders were white (99.5 

percent, 380 offenders); th~' o~ly other ethnic ba~kground was ~~~erican 

Indian (0.5 percent, 2 offenders) •. Table 1 gives a breakdown in relation 

to age, sex, and type of offense. 

Results from the data collected show that in 44.9 percent (237) of 

the cases the victim was an individual. This was the largest number of 

any victim type. Also. in the majority of cases the offender and victim 

were unacquainted (78.5 percent, 347 cases). The average distance be-

tween the offender's home a~d the location of the offense was 2 milei. 

The range was a to 200 miles. 
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TIIBLE 1 

COHPARISONS OF' AGE, SEX, AND TYPE OF OFFENSE OF CLIENTS 
INVOLVED IN TRI COU~TY JUVENILE RF.STI'fUTION PROGRAM a 

T Y P E OF, o F F ENS E 

ALCOHOL' 
STATUS PERSON PROPERTY TRIIFFIC AND PUBLIC 

OF'FENSES GRIt-lES CRUIES OffENSES DRUGS NUISANCE 
I 'I I i 1 I I I j 

H.J1.a FClIlnlc Halo c'omn le Hale Font:lle Hale Female Hale Female Male Female ----
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 ~ 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 12 1 L 0 1 0 0 o " 
0 0 0 0 35 7 0 1 J ,3 1 0' 
0 0 0 0 49 {I 1 0 11 ' 3 :0 ' 1 
0 0 5 0 58 15 4 1 12 2 ;.8 1 " 
1 0 3 0 63 7 5 1 15 5 7 O· 

,l 

0 0 2 0 14 0 1 0 0 1 ' 2 0' 
" t, 

DOlt:l cove r~ the pu't"iod of January 1 , 1978, through July 31, 1979. 
~ .. ::1:211:;::1- • 

, 

-\ 

" 
-,~, 

.. OTHER 
. .: ' CRHIlNAL 

OFFENSES 
I I 

Hale Female 

0 0 
o. 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0' 0 
1 : 0 
0 0 

, t 3 0 
, 1 0 

0 0 
,., 

\ 

j , 

.... 
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B. ACTIVITIES 

The Tri County Restitution ~rocess involves the following people: 

the judge, the probation officer, the restitution officer, the offender, 

and the victim (if there is a victim). There are five judges presiding 

in the Tri County,juvenile COUl:t system. When restitution is ordered, 

the probation officer refers the offender to the restitution officer. 

Throughout the restitution process, any reports or recommendations are 

passed through the probation officer en route from the restitution offi-

cer' to the judge or vice versa. The restitution officer coordinates the 

restitution operations. 

Once the offender admits guilt or is found guilty, the judge sets 

the dispositions. Restitution may b.e used alone or in conjunction ~-1ith 
other dispositions. Tri Cou~ty attempts to use restitution in 90 percent 

of the cases. Again, restitution may be used for any crime except mur-

der, manslaughter, and rape. Once it has been decided to use restitution, 

a variety of activities may begin. Either the judge \.ill order the type 

of restitution, which may be monetary or work service, or he may have the 

restitution officer determine the type. As with the type of restitution, 
, 

the amount of restit\"tion may be orde=ed by the judge or it may be de-

cided at a restitution conference. 

It is at this time that the restitution officer attempts to set up 

a conference between the offender and the victim. If the victim is un~ill-
ing or unable to be present at the conference, the restitution officer 

will act as a substitute. The victim m~y give information about desired 

outcome to the restitu~ion officer over the phone and the restitution of-

ficer would then relay these wishes to the offender at the conference. 
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In the cases involv1 nc ... '" a victim, 25.3 percent (112) of the _ victims lITere 

present at the conference. 0 ne victim or restitution oEficer might choose 

not to invol~e th . e v1ctim in the conference due to h t'l' os 1 lty presented by 

the victim prior to the conferenc~. 

The conference serves many purposes. If the amount of monetary res-
. 

titution has not been set 
, ' it is done at this time. During this phase or 

the program, if both the offender and the victim are present, the resti-

tution officer acts only as a mediator. If an amount thought to be fair 

the of~ende,r cannot be reached, by both the victim and each has alterna-

tives. c oose to make an insurance clal.·m or The victim may h take a tax de-

duction for the loss. The offender may choose to return to court and the 

judge will determine a new disposition. 

By the use of 'restitution , the Tri County Program places much empha-

sis on the vict1'm of the offense. "" ata time most The conference is s~t up 

convenient to the victim and the victim's cooperation is earnestly sought. 

For purposes of this evaluation, a "victim" has been defined as an indi-

vidual, owner-operated b USl.ness, government uS,iness, corporate b . agency, 

or nonprofit agency. 

When work service is d or Bred, the hours are d etermined by a matrix 

which was designed bv the judg~s (see Table 2). The matrix was designed 

to help assure similarity of work servic~ hours orde~ed between th~ judges. 

At the conference, the amount of work service to b 1 ( e camp Bted using guide-

lines set by the matrix) by the offender is discussed with the o££end~r 

and victim (if present). _ .• service is based on two The decision to use work 

main variables. The first is the.abilitv of the J offender to pcR)' ~o Dt .. , n_ <,ry 

restitution. and the d . secon is whethe~ ~h~ , . • l. 0::: crlme involved a victim . The 
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. . if possible, or the Tri County ff d ay do wo~k se~vice for the VIctim o en er m L '-

. h' .• be used for Restitution Program has approximately 150 resources w ~Cl' may 

These include. parks, nurSIng work service. t and . homes, day care cen ers, 

private businesses. 

1 i 

TABLE 2 

DELINQUENCY H.e\TRIX FOR TilE TRI COUNTY 
JUVENILE RESTITUTION PRO\~:~I 

-----"11 

TYPE OF OFFENSE 

Offenses against Person: 

Assault 
Robbery 
Drug laws 

Offenses against Property: 

Game laws 
Burglary 
Theft and larceny 
Shoplifting 
Auto theft 
Criminal da~age to property 

Juvenile Offen~es: 

Liquor lO3:.ls 
a Truancy 

Incorrigibility 

Other Offt!:1ses: 

Disor~cr~y Conduct 

H 0 U R S 
I . 
Minimum HaXlmum 

20 
30 

5 

5 
20 
10 

5 
10 

5 

5 
5 
5 

. 5 

75 
75 
50 

30 
50 
{;O 

25 
50 
40 

15 
15 
15 

15 

\J~ek dut"ing H~ximum of 10 hours per & _ the 
school yant". 

Maximum of 20 hours per week during the 

sur.~er. ~ortn ninimu~ ~~ge. One in-service hour 
Maxi~uc of 75.hours per offense. 

aOne hour work per one hour school missecl. 

co n tac t made bett.,een the res titution 'off i­In most cases, the initial 

cer and the victim was by phone (49.2 percent, 222 cases). A personal 

visit to/as oE contact occurring 32.8 oerCent (148) the second largest type 

of the time. 1 of contact made. For In some cases there were severa types 

s 

. " 

instance, there. may have been a phone call followed by a letter and per-

sonal visit. The Contact resulted in 79.0 percent (313) of the vIctims 

being willing and able to participate. Participation does not depend 

solely on the victim's participation at the conference. Participation in 

the program is defined as a victim having contact with the program staff 

by supplying information concerning feelings and expectations about reS7 

titution outcome. This may be. done through telephone conversation~, mail 

correspondence, or the conference. 

The definition for satisfactory completion of the program is any of-

fender who meets the amount of restitution within the time limit set or 

any offender \-lho completes the program 'vithin the time limit of an exten-

tion added to the original time limit. Extentions are given if the judge 

and/or restitution officer feel there is a legitimate reason why the time 

limit or amount ordered is ~ot being reached. This may be due to illness, 

an inability to work at the deCided location for work service or various 

other reasons. Sixty-s~X percent of the offenders completed their resti-

tution satisfactorily, 15 percent of the offenders received an extention 

pens in a case where the offe;,der is not meeting the time limit t.,ithouc a 

to the time limit set and then completed their restitution satisfactorily, 

and 0.52 percent of ehe offenders failed to receive an autho~ized exten-

tion but met the amount before serious action t"as taken. The completion 

of restitution in 18 percent of the cases is unknown. Generally what hap-

reason is the offender is brought before the jud~e and spoken to. This 

is all that has been needed to ensure compliance with meeting the amount 

se t. 

If the offender fails to complete restitution in the time limit set 

and if the judge cannot persuade the offender to complete the re~ticucion, 

·,-r ./ 9 
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" the result could be detention although this has never happened. 
~COST }lEASURES 

C. THE TRI COUNTY JUVENILE RESTlTUTIO~ Table 3 summarizes information 
regarding the size, duration, and 

Costs of the Tri County Restitution 
Program and the Steele County Co~uu-

The Tri County Restitution Prngram and the Steele County Cowmunity 

Work Service Program are the two restitution programs currently funded by 

the Crime Control Planning Board for which data are available. A review", 

nity Work Service Prograci. 
The total expenditures by the Tri County Res-

titution Program as of June 30, 1979, 
were $27,695. This figure was 

obtained from the grant file and 
includes monies from LEAA .M.rt, S ta te, and " " 

loca 1 ·funds. 

of some of the aspects of the Tri County Program will be given and finally 
'.~ 

a brief description of the Steele County Program. 
TABLE 3 

The Tri County Program deals only with juveniles who have committed 
COST HEASllRE Pi"POP\1 \1'10'" s,",n, \""" FO .... .'-0 r. ., 1..._"J...: l\'! 

R THE TRI COUNTY JUVE,\lLE H£STTTUT'O" PRO.~t> 
A~D STEEL'" COU'''T - 4 ,\" ',,,,.-\}[ 

• • '.:. '" y cO:~a~:lTY \·;o:!!-: SI"L'VIC" pl'O-"' \" 
_ .• ..... '\..1... I\~ 

offenses. Restitution may be ordered for any juvenile over nine years "of 

age who committed any offense except murder, manslaughter, and rape. The 

Tri County Program may set up either monetary restitution or work service 

which may be done either for the community or for the victim. A restitu-

tion conference is set up, and the offender and victim (if there is a vic-

tim) meet to decide upon an acceptable amount of, restitution if this has 

TRI COU:';1\' STEELE COt::-:TY 
Aver<1ge r~onthly budget $1 
CePE funding st~rt d~te ,538.61 $7S5.6~ 

- u Janu.:lry I, 1978 S . Number of clients ,to 2jJte~;).:=r 1, 1978 

June 3U, 1979 353 I 
Average number of c1i- 115 

ents per mOl,th 
Average nu.,-;.ber of days 19.6 4.5 

spent in prvgra.-:\ 58 80' 

'-__ A_v_e_r_a_g_e __ c_o_s_t __ D.e_r_"_C~l~i._e_!l_t ________ ~ _____ .------------------,-----.J;.', 
~78_46 ~17' 5 Aver.:lge cost per c1ient- y y ~. S 

d<lY spent in progr~!:I S 
. 1.35 $2.18 

not been done in court. If possible, work ~ervice in the Tri County pro-

gram is done for the victim. 
The average monthly "b~dget (line 1) is the 

total funding amount re-

ceived by the prooDram divided by" t'np . - numoer of monch~ < h" h ~ ~or ~"'".lC the pro-
The Steele County Program,' like the Tri County Program, deals only gram money was granted. 

This figure alo~g with the ot~er figures in the 
with juveniles who have commit'ted offenses. The Steele County Program table includ£!s starti.ng COSts 

will not order restitution for any juvenile found guilty of possession or 

distribution of major drugs, motor vehicle theft, rape, manslaughter, mur-
Line 4 indicates the average b c 

~ nU::l e.::- 0. c, '_2n''''' (or-·"·' )" 1 . - -~ L.erlGers land led 

der, or aggravated assault. The Steele County Program deals only with 
each month by the program. This llum~er is simply the number of I" - c ~cn::s 

community work service. The program originally tried to get vi.ctim 1n-
(line 3) divided by the number of operations! ~on:h$. 

volvement but did not receive any and has dropped that aspect from their The average cost per client (line 6) is 1 • 
caLcu!~~~d by dividino the 

<> 
program. total budget to June 30,1979 bv the total ' 

, J • nU~Der of clients to that 

10 11 
___ "" ___ ~ __ ~_~. __ . _________________ • __ "..",.._ ,.--,_._.~-,="~~~'U~li')lfJ.'..~,,~~.::~;;::::'~;::';::;:;:':::::=::"~j' _) 

._ f-,. 
1 I . ',' •• --,~-~ <--. .... 

" .' 
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same date., 

This Line 7 is the average cost ~er client days spent in the program. 

cost measure represents the average amount of money the program spends on 

one client for one day. This figure may be misleading because usually the 

progra~ does not see the client after the restitution conference unless 

the client has difficulty completing the restitution as planned. 
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III. ACHIEVEMENT OF GOALS 

To receive funding from the Crime Control P~anning Board, each pro-

gram must determine a set of measur~ble goals. These goals are not only 

used by the Crime Control Planning Board (GCPB) for evaluation purposes 

but are often used by the programs themselves to help check On progress. 

To measure the attainment of their goals, the Tri County Program 

designed a set of four Survey forms. T\,70 surveys are given to the of-

fender, one before be~inning restitution and one upon completion of res-

titution. Two are given to the victim at the same points of time as the 

offender surveys (see Appendix B). 

The Tri County Program may only require the offender to ~espo~d ~o 

'the preprogram survey and has no po~er over response from the victim. 

Of the 382 offenders who had been involved in the progr~m as of July 31, 

1979, there are 227 of fender preprogram surv.eys and 112 vieti", prepro-

gram surveys. One reason for the low number of responses may be that 

Tri County is involved in a separate evaluation ~f the program at this 

time and surveys are being used for that evaluation also. It is irn-

portant to note that of the 382 cnses only 202 involved victios, vet due 

to multiple offenses, there were a total of 533 vietios, 

Of the 304 clients ~ho had co~?1eted the prog=a~ by July 31, 1979, 

there were 97 offenders who responded to th~ postprogr2~ survey anJ 99 

victims who responded. 

13 
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A. GOAL A 

, 'P ds' "To promote Goal A for the Tri County R~st1tut10n rogram rea . 

a better understanding on the part of the offender of the consequences 

of his act through face-to-face confrontation ""ith the victim." 

. one of the first steps in the Tri The face-to-face confe~en~e 1S 

County Restitution Program. As was stated earlier, it is the meeting 

of the offender and the victim designed to discuss the offense and come 

to an agreement on a fair a~ount for restitution. 

survey is given to the offender prior to Because the preprogram 

d h t · oram survey is given 6 months the face-to-face conference an t e pos proo ~ 

of r estitution, it is impossible to determine following the completio~ 

h face -to-face conference has on the offender. what effect, if any, t e 

Therefore, it is possible that the conference plays a part in the oE-

an und erstandinoo of the consequences of his act, yet fender gaining 

other possibilities must also be. taken into account. Other possibili-

If 't'on to the offense, ties include the restitution itse ,pa!:'ents. reac 1 

h ff d ' have received. and any other disposition teo en e~ rna) 

Despite these difficulties it is most useful to evaluate this goal 

sur"ev (lUestioD, "I-Iho suffered a loss due in terms of the postprogram 'J ~ 

to the offense?!' 

Because the surveys do not state whether there was a vic=im in-

volved with the oEfe~se, it was necessary to eliminate those offc~~e~5 

who did not have victi~ surveys. This ~eans that there arc p~o~ably 

" but the victims did not respond offenders not counted Mho had vlctlms, 

to the surveys. Thus the population for assesslng'thisgoal is the 

14 

total number of cli.ents completing the postprogram surveys excluding those 

offenders who have no victim surveys. 

Data show that of the 42 offend~rs responding to the postprogram sur-

vey question, "Hho suffered a loss due to the offense?" 93.3 percent of 

the offenders felt that the victim suffered a loss and 6.7 percent felt 

the taxpayers had suffered a loss. No~ enough offenders ,ans',o/ered ,this 

question on both the preprogram and postprogram surveys to make any com-

parisons between the two. 

Because the data represents less than 12 percent of the offender pop-

ulation, it cannot be said that the general offender population felt the 

victim had iuffered a loss due to the offense. All that can be said 

about the data is that 9j.3 percent of the offenders responding to the 

survey felt the victim had suffered a loss due to the offense. 

B. GO.-\L B 

Goal B reads: "To increase victim participa.tion in the juvenile jus-

tice system from 0 to 85 percent by the end of the program year." 

. '. .' . 
Initially this goal appears clearly defined. However, upon further 

examination it becomes questionable whether the base popltlation would be 

all juveni~es petitionee! to ju\.'enile court or Hhether it Has only juve-

" 

niles having victims who entered the restitution program, Since the 

progra~ was designed to involve victims, it ~as de~ided to examin~ ju-

veniles Hith victims entering the resti~ution progra~. It is also n~c-

CSS;ll':~' to clarify tolhat is meant by "the end of che progra;n year." This 

entai:s the period from Jai1uary 1, i.978, through December Jl~ 19,8. The 

progra~ also stated. that they wish to oain:nin the 85 percent 'level (or 

, 
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greater) during the remainder of the program's existence, although the 

original definition was never changed when the program applied for sec­

ond- or third-year funding. l 

l{ith the goal redefined, it is pO$sible to look more clearly at the 

data. The data for the first-year funding show that of the 210 offenders 

involved in restitution, the offenses involved 320_ victims. As was men-

tioned earlier, involvement in the restitution program is not solely 

based on the victims' presence at a face-to-face conference but may mean 

that the victim supplied information to the program staff as to desired 

outcomes of the process. 

During the first-year funding, 225 of the 320 victims were willing 

to participate in the restitution program. This means that 70 percent of 

the victims may have had som~ input. However, there is no documentation 

on how many of the victims who said they were willing to partiCipate ac-

tually did. It is assumed that all who responded saying they were will-

ing did provide input into the program. 

The projected statistics for the second funding year (January 1, 

1979, through December 31, 1979) sho~ chat 62.8 percent of the victims 

indicated that they would be willing to participate. The reason for the 

projected drop in victim partiCipation for the second funding year is un-

knO'.,Jn. 

C. GOAL C 

Goai C reads: "To increase vicei:;! compenS.:l:i·:);1 chrough the lise of 

cash or service to where 90 percent of all victims are satisfied with the 

lInformation provided by the restitution officer, October, 1979. 
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results of restitution 
as opposed to 10 percent as 

previously existed." 

Measurement of thO 1 1S goa L is based on 
responses given b th 

Y e Victims on the postprogram survey. 

through July 31, 1979. 533 
The data show h 

C at Tri County had served 
• victims. 

Of these victims, 2)-
responded to the pas tprogram 

survey questions. "I.[a·s the type 
of restitution ordered fair?" and "{-las h 

t e amount of restitution ordered 
fair?" Of the victims Who responded, 64 perCent felt 

that the type of 
restitution ordered was 

fair and 65 percent felt that t·he 

Thus, 64.5 percent of the victims 
cuno UTI. t 0 f ret' 

s ltution ordered was fair. 

who responded were . 
sat1sfied with the type and amount of . 

restitution outcome. 

Because less than 5 percent of the 
victims responded to th;s 

.L ques-tion, no gen~ral con~lusions can be 
dratm from the da ta. 

All tha t may be stated from this data· is tha" 
~ 64.5 percent of the 

Victims \.:ho re-sponded to this 

dered was fair. 

survey felt fhat the a:;!Ount d 
an type of restitution or-

D. GOAL D 

Goal Dreads: 
~'To impac t upon the. . 

Juvenile offenders .the 
of the victim in th . . 

e JUstlce process." 
importance 

This goal is closely· 1 
re_a:ed c'"' 00a 1, b 

- => L.,"\ as oth are involving the 
significance or the victi~. 

As \':a S 
in the Section dealing With 

goal A, 93.3 percent of h 
t. e offenders who 

responded, felt ~113~ th . 
Ll L. e \'!C-tii71 suffered 1 a oss due co che offense. -h 

L.e POstpr0gram surv2Y a Iso 
questions the offender 

about whether or no.: he/she shot: it! 
the victim and why. 

r\ majority of 

that they should compensa:e \. icc f:n :: 5 i • 

1 -
" I 

Eo 1 -_L~ 

Va r iOUR reasons were 

, 



given, the major reason being it was their responsibility (75 percent). 

Others stated that the victim had the right to have the stolen/damaged 

articles returned/replaced (6.3 percent). There were also small numbers 

of varied answeres which were similar to the first 2 reasons but not 

enough to fall under either category. These responses totaled 18.7 per-

cent. The statistics show ~ha~ the majority of the offenders felt that 

they were responsible to the victim(s) of their offense(s). 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 

The Tri County Restitution Program was designed to augment support 

for the existing juvenile correctional system. Through July 31,1979, the 

program h3d served 382 offenders and 533 victims.
l 

The majority of cli- . 

ents had committed crimes against property. The smallest group of offend-

ers entering the program were those who co~nitted either crimes agains~ 

persons or status offenses. 

The Tri County Restitution Program attempts to include the victims 

of offerises in the program through telephone conversations, mail~ per-

sonal visits, and face-to-face conferences between the olfender and the 

victim. Most of the victims (70 ~ercent) were willing to become involved 

in restitution during the first year f~ndi~g, which is 15 percent lower 

than what the program had hoped for. Estimates for second year funding 

indicate that 62.8 percent of the victims were willing to participate in 

the program. 

The lo, .... er percentage may be. explained by the estimating procedure • 

To provide an estimate for the entire year, information on victi~ par-

ticipation from the first six months of the year was used to esti~ate 

yearly participation. 

The Tri County Restitution Program hdS deFended upon surveys which 

lAlthough statistics for 1979 are nOt in yet, st3ti5tics from 1978 
show that the Tri County Restitution PrograQ involved 84 percent of all 
offenders sentenced i~ juvenile court. 
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are administered to both the victim and the offender to measure achieve-

ment of goals. Response to these surveys has been poor, however, and 

few conclusions can be drawn from the data. For example, less than 

5 percent of the victims responded to the victim pcstprogram survey. It 

appears necessary for the program to Come up with an alternative for 

measuring goals or changing .to .goals ~-lhich can be measured. 

Analysis of the goals set up by the Tri County Restitution Program 

is dependent upon the surveys given to the offender and victim. If the ... ~ 

surveys are discontinued, it would become necessary to rewrite several 

of the goals so that ~hey could be more effectively evaluated. 

Six-month follO\.-up data received from the project show that of the 

203 offenders who had been terminated by July 31, 1979, 10.3 percent ~ad 

reinvolvement with the criminal justice system. Table 4 gives a break-

down. of the types oE involvement whic~ occurred. Involve~ent, for evalu-

ation purposes, is defined by whether the offender has been formally 

charged by police since termi.nation from the pro'gram, :.hether there tvas 

." 
a new petition hearing, ~hether there was a disposition hearing, or whether 

the offender was institutionalized since termination from the program. 

Supervision-probation is not included because many oE the offenders were 
. ..... 

placed on supervision-probation at the time of entry into the program and 

maintained that status through the follow-up period. 
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15 
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13 

10.34~:: 
7-39% 
7. 39/~ 
6.39% 

C~tegories Ijsted 
~re not mutu~lly cKclusivc. 

2t , 



'\ ", 

" . 
" . 

" .. 

" > 

Preceding page blank 

f I 
.. ' 

A P PEN D I X A 

LISTI~G OF OFFENSE 

BASED UPON THE 

TYPE OF VICTIMIZATIO~ 

23 

- .. ~-.--~~~'::'.;.: , .. 

\ 

, . 

; 

, ., 

" ',. 
',' 

,,' 

'. 
,. 

LISTING OF OFFE~SES 

BASED UPON THE 
, 

TYPE OF VICTIMIZATIOX L 

CRIMES AGAINST PERSON 

. Aggravated Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 
Robbery 
Simple Assault 

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY 

Aggravated Forgery 
Receiving Stolen Property (value 

over $100) 
Arson 
Burglary 
Aggravated Criminal Damage to 

Property (damage over $100) 
Theft (vaLue over $100) 
Unauthorized Use of Motor Vehicle 
Forge:::-y 
Criminal Damage to Property (dam­

age' under $100} 
Receiving Stolen Property (value 

under $lOO; 
Ridf~g in Stolen Vehicle 
Tampering with Auto 
Theft (va:ue under $100) 
Trespassing 
Other ~ajorProperty Offenses 
Other Minor Property Offenses 

1 

DRUG-RELATED OFFE~;SES 

Distribution of Major Drugs (sale 
of nonnarcotics, oVer 1.5 ounces 
of marijuana, LSD, hashish, 
stimulants, and depressants) 

Possession of Major Drugs (pos­
session of nonnarcotics, over 
1.5 ounces of mar~juana, LSD, 
hashish, s~imulants, and de­
pressantsj 

Distri~ution of Marijuana (sale 
of less ~han 1.5 ou~ces) , 

Possession of ~arijuana (posses­
sion of less chan 1.5 ounces) 

STATUS Off'E:':SES 

Absent:'ng 
Incorr:'gibil:'.:::y 
Truancy 
Curfew Vioia~ion 
Posse~5io~ or Con5~~?=ion of 

Alco~ul. 

Use of TODa::C;) 
Other Sca~us Offenses 

~Condensed from ~ppendix F, Listing of Offenses 3ased U?~~ ~he Type 
of Victimization compiled by Linda Sommerer a~d Bar~a=a Da~is in A ?rc~ile 
of the ::[ir:.n,esota Juvenile Court Popu,laticr. (5=. Pali:', ::in:-:e::;c=a: Sr.a=c of 
Hinnesota, Cr.Lme Control Pla::ning Board, L979 , p. 65, 

tl Preceding page b'an~ 
U 
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OTHER CRIMINAL OFFENSES 

Disorderly Conduct 
Aiding and Abetting 
Drivi~g after Suspension of 

Lice.nse 
Driying while under the Influ-

ence of Intoxicants 
Other Criminal Traffic 
False Fire Alar.m 
Violation of Game Laws 
Use of False Identification" 
Othe.r 
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l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

A P PEN D I X B 

SURVEYS USED IN TRI COU~TY 

JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAt-l 

Offender Survey: 
Offender Survey: 
Victim Survey: 
Victim Survey: 

Pre-Program 
Six-Honth Fo llot .... -Up 

Pre-Program 
Post-Program 
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OFFENDER SURVEY: PRE-PROGRA~ 

(Administer questions to offenders when referred to ,program., prior to 
participation in the progra~.) 

ID #: 
forms. ) (Use same ID # as one used for cePE miniJ7lJ.JJi/, data 

Date questions asked: 

1. Do you feel that anyone has suffered a loss because of your offense? 

Yes 
Don't knoH 
No 

No, claims, innocence 

If yes, ,.,ho suffered the loss: 

Record full response: 

2. Do you think it is fair for yo~ to have to pay for the consequences of your offense? 

i..fhy? 

Yes 
Don't kno'''' 
No 

No, claims'innocence 

Record full response: 

3. Do you think it woul~ be faire~ :or you to hJve SO~e other punishment than restitution? 

Yes 
Don 't kno\.; 
No 

No, claims innocence 

If yes, , ... hat: 

4. Other comments? 

Preceding page blank 

Reco~c :ull response: 
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OFF E~mER SURVEY: S IX-~IO;!TH FOLLO~'l-t;P 

(Administer with ·six-month jollow-up CCPB IImir..illUlIrL data" jOT'/"...) 

ID #: 
jorms. ) 

(Use sa:me ID #- as u,sed jar CCPB "minirrJJl!1. data/l 

Date questions asked: 

Check if appropriate: 

Offender could not be located 
Offender refused' to respond 
Explain other reasons for no response: 

1. Do you feel that anyone.has suffered a 1055 because of the offense 
for T..:hich restitution \-las' ordered? 

Yes Record full response: 
00'1' t kno·.-l 
i-!o 
~o, claims innocence 

If yes, who suffered the loss? 

2. Do you think it was fair for you to have to pay restitution? 

Preceding page blank 

Yes 
Don't kno·,,; 
:';0 

Xc, claims innocence 

Record full response: 

3 t 
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Offender Survey . 
Six-Honth Fo llot.;-up 
Page 2 

3. Do you think that the actual 

a. Type of restitution? 

_ Yes 

- Don't know 
No 

restitution agreed upon was fair? 

Record iull response: 

No. cla'ms . • ... ~nnocence 

b. "Amount of restitution? 

Why? 

Yes 
Don't knm., 
No 

No, claims innocence 

Record full response: 

--~----~------------
4. Do you think it would have b 

5. 

f een more fair for 
orm of punishment other than you to have had so~e 

Yes 
Don't know 
No 

No, clai~s innocence 

If yes, what? 

Other co ~ mmen~s on p~ogram? 

32 

restitution? 

Record full response: 
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VICTIH SURVEY: POST-PROGRAN 

(Administer after date by ~hich restitution ~us agreed upon to be com­
pleted.) 

Offender ID #: 
data ll fom.8.) 

(Use same ID # as used on CCPE "miniTf'JJ.l7! 

Date questions asked: 

Check if appropriate: 

Respondent i5: 

.--

Victim unable or unwilling to participate in program 
Victim could not be located for this survey 
Victim refused to respond 
Explain o~her reasons for no responses: 

(Check one): 

Victimized individual 
Representative of victimized establishment 
Representative of victimized individual 
Other: 

1. Do you think the victim should be involved in determining the amount 
and form of restitution? 

Yes Record full response! 
Don I t kno~.: 

No 

2. Do you feel that you were able to participate sufficiently in the 
deter~ination of the restitution? 

Yes Record full response: 
Don It kno,,, 
No 

35 



Victim Survey 
Post-Program 
Page 2 

3. Should it be the offender who compensates victims of crimes? 

Hhy? 

Yes 
Don't know 
No 

Record Eull response: 

4. Wa& the restitution agreed upon fa{r? 

a. Type of restitution? 

Yes 
Don't know 
No 

b. Amount of restitution? 

Hhy? 

Yes 
Don't knm.r 
No 

Record full response: 

Record full response: 

5. Have you been satisfied with the way in which restitution was com~ 
pleted? 

Hhy? 

Yes 
Don 't kno-..;r 
No 

Record full response: 

6. Is some punishment for the. offender other than restitution preferable? 

Yes 
Don't kno· ... · 
No 

If yes, what? 

7. Other comments on Program? 

Record full response: 

. '. 

, 

r·l 
II 
! I 
I I 

I 
I 
j 

I 
f 

l 
! 
I 
I 
J 
t 
I 

I 
I 

1 ". :--

-L. 

Victim Survey 
Pre-Program 
Page 2 

3. Is Some punishment for the offender other than restitution preferable? 

Yes 
Don't know 
No 

If yes, what? 

4. Other comments? 

Preceding page blank 

Record full response: 
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