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A Summéry Report

Produced by the This report provides a-description of the Tri County Juvenile

RESEARCH AND EVALUATION UNIT

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

of the ? S i costs and a comparison between the  Tri County Program and the Steele

Crime Control Planning Board ' RN County Community Work Service Program. DNata in this report covers the

444 Lafayette Road ' , A?fz e . period of January 1, 1978, through July 31, 1979.

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

_ ‘ o " The major findings of this raport include;
7, 1980 o .
February, : ‘ ) ey 1. Clients ranged in age from 9 to 18 years, with
o the average age being 18. Of these offenders,
, 85.6 percent were male and 14.4 percent were
by ' 25 - A female. Almost all the .offenders (99.5 percent)

N ) were white.
Nancy Beck-Zierdt . '

s ‘ 2. From January 1, 1978, through July. 31, 1979, the
. ﬁm5§ : Tri County Program had served 382 clients. Sixty-
_ 80429 ' , S ~ six percent of the clients completed their resti-
U.S. Departiment of Justice . S . . . :
National Institute of Justice 5 o o . tution satisfactorily, 15 percent of the clients
; : received an extention to the time limit set and
then completed their restitution satisfactorily,
and 0.52 percent of the clients failed to receive
, mi an authori;éd extention. The completion of resti—
Pernussion to reproduce this copytightend satenal has been = l ] tution in 18 percent of the cases is unknown.
granted by R S : :
Michael .J. McMahon - ‘ ﬁ@; ’ 3. Due to insufficient data few conclusions can be
MN Crime Control.Planninquoard ! ; o ' drawn from the goals and the suggestion has beerr
: ' n made to either find an alternative means for meas—
uring the goals or changing to goals which can be
measured. '

This document has been reproduced exaclly as received Irom the 5
PRrs0N or otganizalion onginatingat Points of view or opinions stated ‘ i
1n this document are those of the authors and do pot necessarily

represent the official posttion or policies ot the National Institute of . T
Justice.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Tri County Juvenile Restitution Program (which includes Benton,
Sherburne, and Stearns counties) was designed to augment support for 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 restitution, increased emphasis is placed on the needs of the
victim. The Tri County Program deals only with juvenile offenders and

it is hoped thut these offenders will gain an understanding of the im-—

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

ess.

" 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 Work

Service Program and finally an analysis of the cost measures.

The second section of this report examines the goals sat up by the
Tri County Juvenile Restitution Program. Finally, in the third section

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

gram.

.II. EXPLANATION OF THE TRY COUNTY
JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAM

A. TARGET POPULATION

The target population for ghe 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‘ﬁarget population was sek,
but tﬁere have been.no offenderg ugder 9 years who have participated in

the program. Tri County has separated offenses into three categories.

‘These categories in;lude: crimes against persons, crimes against prop-
erty, and juvenile (status) offenses. For évaluation purposes four ad-
ditional catego?ies 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 particdipating in the Tri Cbunty Program have heen
dr;wn from the target populatibn. From January 1, 1978, through July 31,
1979, the Tri County Program had sexrved 382 clients. The majority of
offenders, 72 percent (275), had committed c¢rimes 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.percen£) fell into crimes against persons and status

offenses.

Preceding page blank
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Client Profile

The youngest offender participating in the Tri County Restitution
Program was 9 years old. ~The oldest offender was 18, with the average
age being 16. vOf these offenders, 85.6 perceﬁg (327) were male and 14.4
percent (55) were female. Almost all of tﬂe offenders were white (99.5
percent, 380 offenders); thé.oﬁly other ethnic background was American
Indian (0.5 percent, 2 offenders).. Table 1 gives a breakdown in relation

to age, sex, and type of offense.

Results from the data collectea show that in 44.9 percent (237) of
the cases the victim was an individual. This was the iargest 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 and the location of the offense was 2 miles.

The range was O to 200 miles.

I
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TABLE 1 ;

COMPARISONS OF AGE, SEX, AND TYPE OF OFFENSE OF CLIENTS -

INVOLVED IN TRI COUNTY JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROGRAMa
TYPE QF . OFFENSE
_ALCCHOL - .. OTHER
STATUS PERSON PROBERTY TRAFFIC AND. PUBLIC . CRIMINAL
QFFENSES CRIMES CRIMES QFFENSES DRUGS NUISANCE =~ + OFFENSES
f (I (I { . (I g VT ]
AGE Male Female Male Female Male Femiale Male TFemale Male TFemale - Male Female Male Female
wn 9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 o] "0 0 0 0 0
10 0 Q 0 o] 1 0 ¢} 0 0 0 0 [vB (¢} o]
11 0 0 ¢ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0! 0 Q . 0 Q
12 0 0 0 e 5 2 0 0 0. o o . o, 0 0
13 0 0 0 0 12 1 1 0 1 0 g . 0. 0 o}
14 0 0 0 0 35 7 0 1 3 .3 1 .0 1 0
15 0] 0 o] 0 49 4 1 0 11 "3 o] -1 0 0
10 0 0 5 0 58 S % 1 12 2 8 1T 3 0
17 1 0 3 0 63 7 3 1 15 -5 L7 o 1 0
18 0 0 2 0 14 0 3 0 0 1 + 2 ,.0.,' o, Q
“pata covers the purlod of January 1, 1978, through July 31, 1979.
4
- - :\
. )
P T~ — : * =
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In the cases involving a victim, 25.3 percent (112) of the victims were

present at the conference. One victim or restitution officer might choose

not to involve the victim in the conference due to hostility presentad by

( the victim prior to the conference.

. y i eople: “‘ !
The Tri County Restitution process involves the following peop a
e . .

£y p >
ff y

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

RN There are five ju titution has not been set, it is done at this time. During this phase of
ietd {f there is a victimj. :
and the victim (if

. . N i
When restitution 15 ordered, . . i 8

the program, if both the offender and the victim are present, the resti-
in the Tri County . juvenile court system. . "

) | ) tutio“ off i cer acts onl:r as a 1. IE .
3 ) d t the I‘estitution OEELcer { , .
the ro ’ i . .
» r recomendations ar : g " | o |
Th ghout the restitution process, any reports o e . %> ‘ ' | an amount thoucht to be fai
rou ' ' | . . . . |
. f the restitution Offl"‘ ",’,\ C{ innot be Ieach(t(l | h h |
d thrOi'! h the Probation Officer en route Tom - A ‘é | 5 ea
passe g ‘ ‘ | . ’ C as alterna
l ‘ | ‘ i i ff.cer Coordinates the i . r insurance C]Z}ln !f |
h i dc’e or Vice versa. The restltutlon (o] L %
cer to the uag | ! | . . - or take a tax d
Res b :— d ] | | é ‘ ‘ .:“’ the Tri County Program places much empha
nce | | . | ' ‘ . |
Y . o iﬂ con ';unction A it‘.h ' . h | |
h d' sitions eati'tution ma e e alone or ¥ | i
the lSpO - % | ‘ | | . ;,. .
2, 1 ; [ o titution in O perce ’ ' | = S‘a u‘ { ‘
h di pOS.C.OHS Tri County & temptls to use ITeSs 9 nt | e conference is t
other 15 . A; ' . | . . . P at a t]m‘e T"I.OSC
[e] l[l‘ re titcution lay f n Crime except mur— ! . ’ ) ) S e’]"ne’stl:‘r
f h ases Aga' Py S i i Ht ba Used or a y ‘ n's COOPEIatnm 1
t e c Ld ' . ( . . ' N so‘lo*‘t
h b an decided to use restitutl 3 Y ’ | 1 |
: it as e | | | ne
p - 4 on ctim h‘as b
der, manslaughter, and rape Once 1 . | . een def d as an indi
. . . ‘ § ’ OL nollproflt agency.
.E Cti ities ma 'Deoin. Ether the Udoe lll (o] ]{' . ‘
a ariet 0 a | | | | |
: i ' J-' ;
stitution, WhiCh ma be monecarx or Ol‘k service, . (" ' | . | ) | By | | -‘
i A p 4T + . ervice 1§ crde. 1 I
™ typ A v i y Qtif_utlon, A s W}len w k
re i S AS lth t.he t pe Of res . | ) | ()[,‘. 13 | . | | . .
Stitution Oﬁficer deter.lne the 2. as . ‘ ..‘ | | | l.:. 1 | - "J‘ |
’ - i i be db"" 1 23 [+ :
f ] m y b':’ O'd“ ’d by the lud‘-"a or 1t may 2 { Whlch wa (48] .d- . . ' '
the amount Of restit\,‘-lon na = rag- < A 51 ne“ b‘, tn“E. i‘q '. ) | . | -
j ‘ rCe ‘Q”rs Orde*ad bet I. .
.ded at a l'EStitUtiOn conferance. ; ) | ‘ 3 | | | ( -
Ccl | QE
1 | ) Oors ser C h ‘
t' n (] ficer attempts to ;et Up ' . I .' N V ‘ . ) ~ | | L :l
i . . tha re tibu iNe) 1N - |
‘ i time that S S ‘v ce to b caom la d
¢ It 1S at thls | | . | « P. C.. usin "“]da
| enct i tim If the iC.tZix is un 1].1" i . ; ; ( . ‘ 1.-" | [ a | j |
‘ fer e l)elm’eu 1}]8 O le“da{ ald Ehe vicC - \'4 m A | E dlSCL gred v1 h th ff
i ) l ‘
¢ a con | | ’ . . . | g (o] e (L r
‘: 1 C . -t £F3 < main Uarldbles. [he f]l'St 18 tha.clb] ]]'-y OE the ff i av « .
g ing bl to be present at the conference, the rostitution officer 8
i 2 or una e | | . . ' . . |
ll t S ha 1.C y aive inform'ltion abOth desired l . . N - | | ) l ()V | a
Wl C as a i 71 t‘.lm mn & 3 . . ])'i) monat ry
i a bStltUte. 1 V ’ (o] ender t
c . : - 10 the ’t-‘-o'lld 18 heth 2T A.h:
<3 (=] rrcex OVEel f_he phoue ‘lnd tll(: [estitutlon Qf""’ * e 1‘("‘:1 e¢ a 1ct ]h
outcome to thv res ) g | m e
W )d then [_‘ella ihese Wlsha§ to the OE[QndGE ¢ the Conference. ‘ {
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offender may do work service for the victim if possible, or the Tri County

Restitution Program has approximately 150 resources whici. may be used for

work service. These include. parks, nursing homes, day care centers, and

private businesses.

TABLE 2

DELINQUENCY MATRIX FOR THE TRI COUNTY
JUVENILE RESTITUTION PROCRAM

TYPE OF OFFENSE

HOURS

[ 1
Mininum Maximum

Offenses against Person:

Assault
Robbery
Drug laws

—are

Offenses against Property:

Game laws
Burglary

Theft and larceny
Shoplifring

Auto theft

Juvenile Ofifenses:
1

Liquor laws
Truaacy

Incorrigibility

a

Other Offenses:

Disovderly Conduct

Maximun of 10 hours
school year.

Maximum of 20 hours
SunmaT.

One in~service hour

Maximuo of 75. hours

Criminal damage to property

20 75
30 75
5 50
5 30
20 50
10 40
5 25
10 50
5 40
5 15
5 15
5 15
5 15

per week during the
per week during the

vorth ninimun wage.
per offense,

%0One hour work per one hour school missed.

In most cases, the initial contact made between the restitution offi-

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

visit was the second largest type of contact occurring 32.8 vercent (148)

For

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

—ETRTERT

oy

instanc Y . C L r ey—
e, there,ma havu been a phone Call fOllOW*d by a le te and per
=
sonal visi i 7 : ) A m
isit. The contact resulted in 9.0 percent (J13) of the victi
| s
| . - . . s ‘
EI“o Wllllng and able to part1c1pate. Participation does not depenﬂ

solel on t 3 T v . s .
y he victim's participation at the conference Participation in
* C

the pro i i icti
. pProgram is defined as a victim having contact with the program staff

y Supplyl g t -
b n 11!f01:[[1at.10n CO“CeIIllIlg feellngs and expectatlons about res

titution o i Y. g '
utcome. This may be done through telephone conversations, mail
>

correspondence, or the conference.

any offende; who completes the program within the time limit of an exten—
tion added to the original time limit. Extentions are gi i ‘
. glvep if the judge
and/or restitution officer feel there is a legiﬁimate reason why the ti:e
' | b ;
limit or amount ordered is not. being reached. This may be due to illness
. . ° ’
an inability to work at the decided location for work service or various
. A }
other reasons. Sixty-six percent of the offenders completed their resti-
tution satisfactorily, 15 percent of the offenders received an e#tent‘on
. ! )
to the time limit ser and then completed their restitution satisfactorily
. : - ’
and 0.52 percent of the offenders failed to receive an authorized exten—
tion but met the amount before serious action was taken. The coméTet101
t i
of restitution in 13 Percenr of the cases is unknown. Generally whkat hap-
pens in a case wheres the offender is not meeting the time limit without a
reason is the offender is Srought before the judge and spoken to. This
is all that has been needed to ensure compliance with meeting the amount

set.

If the offender fajils i
t&lis to complere restitution in the time limit ser

aild lf the |Ud°e cannot p;’ISUadL‘ tn 01..-C11d5.[ to onm > the resct tl.;..lo:l
o < z C ‘p-GCL >
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the result could be detention although this has never happened.

C. THE TRI COUNTY JUVENILE RESTLTUTION
PROGRAM AND YHE STEELE COUNTY COMMUNITY
WORK SERVICE PROGRAM-—~SOME COMPARISONS

The Tri County Restitution Program and the Steele County Community
Work Service Program are the two restitution programs currently funded by
the Crime Control Planning Board for which data are available. A review
of some of the aspectg of the T;i County Program will be given and finally

a brief description of the Steele County Program.

The Tri County Program deals only with juveniles who have committed
offenses. Restitution way be ordered.for'any juvenile over nine years “of
age who commiﬁted any offense except murder, manslaughter, and rape. The
Tri County Program may set up either monetary restitution or work service
which hay 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 upgn an acceptable amount of  restiturion if this has

not been done in court. If possible, work service im the Tri County pro-

gram is done for the victim.

The Steele County Program, like the Tri County Program, deals only

with juveniles who have committed offenses. The Steele County Program

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

distribution of major drugs, motor vehicle theft, rape, manslaughter, mur—

der, or aggravated assault. The Steesle County Program deals only with

community work service. The program originally tried to get victim in-

volvement but did not receive any and has dropped that aspect from their

program.
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D. COST MEASURES

Table 3 summarizes information regarding the size, duration, and
costs of the Tri County Restitution Program and the Steele County Commu-
nity Work Service Program. The total expenditures by the Tri County Res-
titution Program as of June 30, 1979, were $27,695. This figure was |

obtained file i m
from the grant file and includes monies from LEAA, state, and
. ' - Rl ¥ ] < )

loca1~fund$.

'ABLE 3
COST MEASURE I*fO“W‘TIO“ 3 3
N HEQIMA 3 SUMMARY
F?R {??NTRI COUNTY JUVENILE RESTITUT;O§ PROGRAM
AND STEELE COUNTY COMMINITY wonx Sp”VICE‘PKdt::“
- L3S . AU ey
. TRI COUNTY STEELE COUNTY
Average monthly budeet $1,538
; g »538.61 $785.64
QCPB funding start date January 1, 1978  Sase e - 8
RNumber of clients to ’ SPEtmer 1, 1978
June 30, 1979 353
Average number of cli- o
ents per mai.th ) 19,6
Average numbar of days a 4
spent in program )
T 58
Average cost per client $78.4¢ $ %0 :
Average cost per client— o LTS 5
day spent in Progran $ 1.35 $2.18
. -

e S 3 Y g K 5 -
[}l average HOIlthl bud a2t ( ll“e. ]. } 15 t-lle L.‘OL.aL‘ fundlnc amount e
Celve y i 7 = i =Y Lononns ¢ LA IR A p
d b the progran d]\,)ded b tha niumba O mon h or wh i h t}le ro

<

S n _/ S gra ed. s . :UIe a ht)..g Willn th:’ Ccilxar Lizure 1
eram mo (=) wa T nt d Ihl Jlo S n

a 16’. n - = v B - 'v
A 25 sScLar Llng S as : 2 >
t h LT 'H([ 2 4 1 no cost 13 Vo L as 2at iy DIozZrar LOSZTS

Line 4 indicat
ncdicates the average number of cilencs (offenders) handled

each month by the program. This numbe

re
-
wn
wn

foom T =3
lwpry thne number of cliencs

line ivi V
( 3) divided by the number of operations} manzhs

124 ost er -1 -4 - cdrtuldlaed } <
lhe averaee C p Cl ent ( 1ne 6/ 5 ca.cy a r! b d-\ldlng th

total budget to June 30, 1979 ! n
a 2 O ; 1 oymt . :
g 5 » by the total number of clients to that

-
J—t

e st e
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same date. -

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

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
prograﬁ does not see the client after the restitution conference unless

the client has difficulty_compieting the restitution as planned.

I1T. ACHIEVEMENT OF GOsLS

To receive funding from the Crime Control Planning Board, each pro-

gram must determine'a set of measurable goals. These goals are not only

b . 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. Two Surveys are given to the of-

fender, one before beginning 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 Lo respond to

the preprogram survey and has no power over response f{rom the victim.

OfF the 382 offenders who had been involved in the program as of July 31,

. 1979, there are 227 offender preprogram surveys and 112 victim prepro=

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

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

time and surveys are veing used for that evaluation zlso.

It is im-

portant tc note that of ths 382 Cases oaly 202 involvad Victims, vet due

to multiple offenses, there were a total of 533 v

[
[g]
~r
4o
2|
7]
.

Of the 304 clients who had completed the program by July

there were 97 offenders who responded to the postprogran survey and 8¢

o

victims who responded.

bt
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b e
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A. GOAL A

Goal A for the Tri County Restitution Program reads: "To promote
a better understanding on the part of the offender of the consequences

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

The face-to-face conference is one of the first steps in the Tri
County Restitution Program. As was stated earlier, it is the meeting ter
of the offender and the victim designed to discuss the offense and come

to an agreement omn a fair amount for restitutiom.

_Because the preprogram survey is given to the offender prior to
the face-to-face conference and the postpfﬁg%am survey is given 6 months
following the coﬁpletion of restitution, it is impossible to determins
what effect, if any, the faqe—tq-face confersnce has on the offender.
Theréfore,‘it is possible that thé conference plays a part in the of-
fender gaining an understanding of the consequences of his ack, yat
other possibilities must also be. taken into account. ’Other possibili-
ties include the resgitution itself, parents' reaction to the offense,

and any other disposition the offender may have received. i

Despite these difficulties it is most useful to evaluate this goal .
in terms of the postprogram survey question, "Who suffered a loss due

to the offense?”

Because the surveys do not state whecher there was a viczim io-
volved with the offense, it was necessary to eliminate those offondars
who did not have victim surveys. This means that there are probably
offenders not counted who had victims, but the victims did net respond

to the surveys. Thus the population for assessing:this goal is the

14 )

,,,,,,, — PO PP A vtiomt & ——

total number of clients m { m .
. co S ED
mpleting the postprogram surveys excluding those

offenders who have no victim surveys.

Data show that of thev42 offenders responding to the postprogram sur-
vey question, "Who 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 tagpayers had suffered a loss. Not enough offenders answered th;s

u .
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 cannet be said that the general offender population.felt the

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

abo I 4 .
ut the data is that 93.3 percent of the offenders responding to the

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

B. GOAL B

. e 3 Py ' 7 >
Goal B reads: , To increase victim participation in the juvenile jus-—

tice system from O to 85 percent by the end of the program year.'

Initi . -
Initially this goal appears clearly defined. Howesver, upon further

examination it becomes questionable whethar the base population would be

all juveniies itd j i
juveni.es petitioned toe juvenile court or whether it was only juve-

niles having victims who entered the restitution prosram. Since the

progran was designed to involive victims, it was dscidsd

to examine ju-

veniz:ta ‘V.Lch et > i Rl B s ULl 1 g~
¢ V31ICLLIMmS terl .'g tn St UcCior pro t > alSO
T ente e re ram ..] L A
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greater) during the remainder of the program's existence,

original definition was never changed when th

although the

e program applied for sec-—
ond- or third-year funding.

With the goal redefined, it is possible to look more clearly at the

data. The data for the firsﬁ—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 some input. However, there is no documentation

on how many of the victims who said they were willing to participate ac—

tually did. It is assumad that all who respondad saying they were will-
iﬂg did provide input into the program.
second funding year (January 1,

The projected statistics for the

1979, through December 31, 1979) show chat 62.8 percenﬁ of the victims

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

n

e

projected drop in victim participation for th

known.

Goal C reads: "To increase victim compensazion through the use of

cash or service to where 90 percent of all victims are

1 . . . . -
Information provided by the restitution officer, October, 1979,
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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 éercent). 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 that the majority of the offeﬁders felt that

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

,
.

PSRN )

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The Tri County Restitution Program was deéigned to augment support
for the existing juvenile correctional system. Through July 31,1979, the
program had 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 committed either crimas against

persons or status offenses.

‘The Tri County Restitution Program attemp&s to include the victims
of offeﬁses in the program through telephone conversations, mail, per-
sonal visits, and face—tg—face cogferen;es between the offender and the
victim. Most of the victims.(ZO percent) were willing to become involved
in restitution during the first year fhndiqg, 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 parcicipate in

.

the program.

The lower parcentage may be. explained by the estimating procedure.
To provide an estimate for the entire year, information on victim par-
ticipation from the first six months of the year was used to estimate

yearly participation.

The Tri County Restitution Program has dependad upon surveys which

1 A - 5 . S -

Although statistics for 1979 are not in yet, statistics from 1978
show that the Tri County Restitution Program involved 34 percent of all
vifenders sentenced in 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 fromAthe data.k For example, less than
5 percent of the victims responded to the victim pestprogram survey. It

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

measuring goals or changing to goals which 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. 1If the
surveys are discontinued, it would become necessary to rewrite several

of the goals so that they could be more effectively evaluated.

Six-month follow—~up data received from the pfoject show that of the
203 offenders who had been terminated b& July 31, 1979, 10.3 percent had
reinvolvement with the criminal justice system. Table & gives a break-

down. of the types of involvement which occurred. Involvement, for evalu-

ation purposes, is defined by whether the offender has been formally
charged by police since termination from the program, whether there was

a new petition hearing, whether there was a aisposition hearing, or whathsr
the offender was institutionalized since terﬁination from the program.
Supervision-probation is not included because many of 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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TALLE 4

—————

For@a}ly tharged Ly police

P?tltloned, tried since terminati

Disposed, sentenced since tt':.rrn'.rw?r'l

Institutionalized since term‘éagg;ion
e 13

21

e
—————
e e L

———,
T ——————

a
Cat i i
¢gories listed are nos muttally exclusive
.

TYPE QF INVOLUENENT VI CRysray, JUSTICE systo
AT O-0ONTH YoLLop-ypY o S oTCH
; L

———

NUMBER  PERCENT

=zt fenlhsT
21 10.34%
15 7.39%
15 7.39%
13 6.39%
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. . APPENDIX A
LISTING OF OFFENSE
BASED UPON THE )
- TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION

LISTING OF OFFENSES
~ BASED UPON THE
TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION

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
Forgery . .
Criminal Damage to Property (dam-
| age under $100;
Receiving Stoien Property (value’
under $100)
b Ridirg in Stolen Yehicle,

-

DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES

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 nonnarcocics, over
1.5 ounces of marijuana, LSD,
hashish, suimulants, and de-
pressants} .

Distributicn of Marijuana
of less than 1.5 ounces’ .

Possession of Marijuana (posses-
sion of less than !.5 ounces)

(sale

STATUS OFFENSES

Absenting

Incorrigibi

Truancy

Corfew Violation

Possession or Consumprion of
Alcohol

LT Tampering with Auto Use of Tobazco
o Theft (value under $100) . Other Starus Qffenses
Trespassing
D Other Major Property Offenses
B Other Minor Property Offenses
1
“Condensed from appendix F, Listing of Offanses Zasad upon che Type
of Victimization compiled by Linda Sommerer 2nd Bartara Davis in £ Srosils
of the ifirnesoia Juvenile Court Pooulaiisn (St. Paul, Minnescza: Sraze of
Minnesota, Crime Control Planning Board, 1972 , p. 65.
| » | h‘ k» : >
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OTHER CRIMINAL QFFENSES

Disorderly Conduct

Aiding and Abetting

Driving after Suspension of
License

Driving while under the Influ-
ence of Intoxicants

Other Criminal Traffic

False Fire Alarm

Violation of Game Laws

Use of False Identification:-

Other
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SURVEYS USED

DIX B

IN TRI COUNTY

JUVENILE‘RESTITUTION PROGRAM

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

Pre-Program

Six-Month Follow-Up
Pre-Program
Post-Program
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OFFENDER SURVEY:

(Administer questions to offenders
» barticipation in the brogram, )

PRE-PROGRAM

-~

when rejerrag to program, brior ta

] ID #: (Use same 1D % as one used For CCP3 minimum data
' -
L. Jorms. )
\.; '
. v Date questions asked:
L » N“*——\  ——

——

——

—

S 1 A e e
re
o
st}
3
o
m
w

—_—

BRGSO

If yes,

4. Other co

ey

2. Do you think it is f
of your offense?

Yes

Don't know

No

No, claims_innocence

If yes, who suffered the loss:

Yes

Don't know

No

No, claims'innocenca

Don't knouw
No
No, claims innocence

what:
-_——

mments?

* Preceding page blank
|

T e e i

Record full response:

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

\\

air for you

L would be faire~

1)

Bel

to have ro pay f

Record ful} response:

or the consequences

OF ¥ou to huve some othar punishment

e

R S



OFFENDER SURVEY: SIX-MONTH FOLLOW-L?P

(Adminisier with -six-montn follow-up CCP2 "minimum data forr.)

ID. #: (Use same ID # as used for CCP3 "minimuwn deta”
Sforms.) '

Date questions asked:

Check if appropriate: .

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

a

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

for which restitution was ordered?

Yes - Record full response:
Don't know
'.\‘l‘

]

No, claims innocence

If yes, who suffered the loss?

Yes ' Record full rasponse:
Don't know :

Y]

Nc, claims innocence

T

* Preceding page blank
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Offender Survey . |
Six~Month Follow-up 4
Page 2
1
3. Do you think E
ink t 2 |
hat the actual restitution agreed upon was fair?
2. Type of restitution?
Yes
. -
Don't Know Record full response: ; i
No | | [
- . : | )
No, claims innocence | j ‘
b. Amount of restitution? }
Yes
Pon't know Record full response:
No a

t4 . .
‘ .. No, claims innocence

" Why?

4. ink § '
Do you think it would have been more fair for y

form of Punishment other than restitution? ou to have had some

Yes

Don't know

No

. . .

No, clains 1nnocence

Record full response:

]

If yes, what?

5. Other comments on program?

VICTIM SURVEY: POST~PROGRAM

(4dminister after date by which restitution was agreed upon to be com-
pletad. ) '

(Use same ID # as used on CCPB "minimum

Offender ID #:
data” forms.)

Date questions asked:

Check if appropriate:

Victim unable or unwilling to participate im program
Victim could not be located for this survey

Victim refused to respond :
Explain other reasons for no responses:

i

Respondent is: (Check one):

Victimized individual
Representative of victimized establishment
Representative of victimized individual

Otherx:

s

Do you think the victim should be involved in determining the amount

and form of restitution?

Yes Record full response:
Don't know
No

|

whv?
ny?

2. Do you feel that you were able to participate sufficiently in the

datermination of the rescitution?

Yes Record full response:

Don't knaow
No

|




Victim Survey
Post—~Program
Page 2

3.

Should it be the offender who

Yes
Don't know
No

—

Why?

compensates victims of crimes?

Record full response:

Was the restitution agreed upon fair?

a. Type of restitution?

Yes
Don't know
No

—
——

b. Amount of restitution?

Yes
Don't know
No

|

Why?

Record full response:

Record full response:

Have you been satisfied with the way in which restitution

pleted?
Yes
Don't know
No

Why?

Record full response:

was Cori-,

Is some punishment for the off

Yes
Don't know
No

f yes, what?

Record full response:

fender other than restitution preferable?

Other comments on Program?

L8]
O
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Victim Survey

Pre-Program
Page 2
3.
_ " Yes
Don't know
No

If yes, what?

Is some punishment for the offender other than restitution prefe

rable?

Record full response:

4. Other comments?

Preceding page blank
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