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Through a sur vey dis trib uted in April 1997, the NIC In for ma tion Cen ter stud ied the train ing and tech -
ni cal as sis tance needs of agen cies in ter ested in com mu nity re stora tive jus tice (CRJ) ap proaches. The
study also ex am ined agen cies' level of in volve ment in CRJ. The in for ma tion was sought to sup port
the de vel op ment of NIC train ing to be pro vided in FY 1998. Sur veys were dis trib uted to 157 agen -
cies pro vid ing com mu nity cor rec tions serv ices, 29 state cor rec tions agen cies (DOCs) with out a com -
mu nity cor rec tions di vi sion, 92 mem ber agen cies in NIC's Large Jail Net work, and 32 vic tims'
serv ices agen cies iden ti fied in the 1996 mem ber ship di rec tory of the Victim- - Offender Me dia tion As -
so cia tion.

Profiles of the Response Sample

158 sur vey re sponses were re ceived, rep re sent ing an ap proxi mate 50 per cent re sponse rate. Three
pro files of the sur vey sam ple show the fol low ing break downs:

n Ju di cial vs. ex ecu tive agen cies—49 re spon dents from ju di cial sys tem agen cies, 97 from
ex ecu tive agen cies, and 12 from vic tims' serv ices/me dia tion agen cies that re search staff
guessed to be non- - governmental, non- - profit or gani za tions.

n Agency func tions—42 re spon dents from sher iff's de part ments, 15 from state- - level DOCs 
with out com mu nity cor rec tions re spon si bil ity, 15 from vic tims serv ices/me dia tion agen -
cies, and 86 from com mu nity cor rec tions agen cies (in clud ing state DOCs pro vid ing both
in sti tu tional and community- - based serv ices).

n Geo graphic area served—67 state agen cies, 73 county agen cies, 5 district- - level agen -
cies, and 13 lo cal agen cies.
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Current Levels of Agency Involvement

Cur rently ex plor ing CRJ con cepts 54 re spon dents

Un fa mil iar with com mu nity re stora tive jus tice (CRJ) con cepts 40

Fa mil iar with CRJ con cepts, but no in ter est in adopt ing them 15

Par tici pat ing in an op er at ing CRJ sys tem 14

Con sid er ing par tici pa tion in CRJ 14

Cur rently de vel op ing a CRJ sys tem 13

Has de cided to par tici pate in CRJ 9

Corrections agencies participating in an operating system—

n Lo cal or county agen cies: Pi nal County Su pe rior Court, Ari zona; San Ber nardino Sher iff's 
Of fice, Or ange County pro ba tion, and Hum boldt County pro ba tion, Cali for nia; Las Ve gas 
Metro Sher iff's De part ment, Ne vada; De schutes County, Ore gon.

n State- - level agen cies: Cali for nia Youth Author ity pa role and com mu nity cor rec tions serv -
ices; Penn syl va nia DOC; South Da kota ju di cial sys tem.

Corrections agencies that have decided to participate in  CRJ system—

n Lo cal or county agen cies:  Yuma County adult pro ba tion, Ari zona; Ven tura and Tu lare
County pro ba tion, Cali for nia; Chautau qua County pro ba tion, New York.

n State- - level agen cies: Con necti cut DOC, com mu nity serv ices di vi sion; Mis souri DOC;
Wash ing ton DOC, di vi sion of com mu nity serv ices.

Corrections agencies currently developing systems—

n Lo cal or county agen cies: Mari copa County pro ba tion, Ari zona; San Fran cisco County
sher iff's of fice, Cali for nia; Flor ida cir cuit court pro ba tion, Palm Har bor; At lanta cor rec -
tions de part ment, Geor gia; Hen ne pin County com mu nity cor rec tions, Min ne sota;
Mult no mah County, Ore gon; Shelby County cor rec tions, Ten nes see; Har ris County com -
mu nity su per vi sion, Texas.

n State- - level agen cies: Colo rado ju di cial de part ment; Mis souri DOC, pro ba tion and pa role.
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Priority of Survey--Identified Training Needs

Among the 21 train ing top ics iden ti fied in the sur vey in stru ment, 5 re ceived the most in ter est from
the over all re sponse pool:

n Es tab lish ing/main tain ing com mu nity in volve ment and part ner ships—82% of re spon dents
n Fund ing and re sources—68%
n De fin ing and im ple ment ing CRJ pro cesses—65%
n In volv ing of fend ers in the sanc tion ing pro cess—62%
n De vel op ing strate gies for work ing with vic tims—60%

Train ing needs were fairly con sis tent across the three cate go ries of cor rec tions agen cies sur veyed but
dif fer ent for the vic tims' serv ices agen cies:

n Com mu nity cor rec tions re spon dents ranked com mu nity in volve ment and part ner ships
first, fol lowed by fund ing and strate gies for work ing with vic tims.

n State DOC re spon dents gave equal rank ing to com mu nity in volve ment, fund ing, and de -
fin ing and im ple ment ing CRJ pro cesses. 

n Jail- - based re spon dents ranked com mu nity in volve ment and part ner ships first, fol lowed
by equally- - ranked fund ing and de fin ing and im ple ment ing CRJ pro cesses.

n Re spon dents from vic tim serv ices agen cies em pha sized fund ing, de fin ing and ex pand ing
re stora tive sen tenc ing and ac tiv ity op tions, and com mu nity in volve ment and part ner ships.

Over all scores for each topic listed on the sur vey in stru ment fol low:

Cate gory 1. Sys tem de sign and im ple men ta tion

Number of Responses Percent

Fund ing and re sources 89 68%

De fin ing and im ple ment ing CRJ pro cesses 85 65%

Evalu at ing the sys tem/es tab lish ing per form ance
meas ures 75 57%

De fin ing mis sion & goals  71 54%

De fin ing and ex pand ing re stora tive sen tenc ing
and ac tiv ity op tions 65 49%

Man ag ing CRJ pro grams and pro cesses 57 44%

Ad dress ing re sis tance within the jus tice sys tem 47 36%

Meet ing statu tory re quire ments/pro mot ing ena -
bling leg is la tion 43 33%

Es tab lish ing a sys tem for com mu ni ca tions/ in for -
ma tion ex change/MIS 41 31%

Lead er ship 36 27%
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Cate gory 2. Com mu nity fac tors

Number of Responses Percent

Es tab lish ing and main tain ing com mu nity in -
volve ment and part ner ships   107 82%

Main tain ing good com mu nity and pub li c re la -
tions 74 56%

Ad dress ing re sis tance in the com mu nity 53 40%

Cate gory 3. Crime vic tim fac tors

Number of Responses Percent

De vel op ing strate gies for work ing with vic tims 79 60%

Pro vid ing for cime vic tim re sponse and par tici pa -
tion in the sanc tion ing pro cess 70 53%

Pro vid ing serv ices to crime vic tims 53 40%

Un der stand ing trauma and the dy nam ics of vic -
timi za tion   51 39%

Keep ing crime vic tims in formed 46 35%

Cate gory 4. Of fender fac tors

Number of Responses Percent

In volv ing of fend ers in the sanc tion ing pro cess   81 62%

In volv ing of fend ers' fami lies 75 57%

Work ing with spe cific of fender groups (e.g.,
women, mi nors, sex of fend ers, men tally ill of -
fend ers)

70 53%
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Respondent--Identified Training Topics

Re spon dents sug gested the fol low ing ad di tional top ics for train ing. By sur vey cate gory, they in clude:

Category 1. System design and implementation

n In te grat ing ef fec tive treat ment in ter ven tions
n Ini tial and pe ri odic needs as sess ment
n Po ten tial con flicts of in ter est be tween vic tims' serv ices and jus tice agen cies
n Treat ment stan dards
n Train ing for com mu nity ad vi sory boards
n In ter agency col labo ra tion

Category 2. Community factors

n Bal anc ing po liti cal in volve ment and sound prac tice
n Com mu nity in volve ment for fund ing, e.g., in volv ing churches
n Com mu nity in put into pro gram de sign
n Com mu nity group con fer enc ing based on the New Zea land model
n Iden ti fy ing meas ur able bene fits to the com mu nity, e.g., pro vid ing data rele vant to re cidi -

vism
n Op er at ing com mu nity sanc tion ing boards
n Com mu nity edu ca tion and aware ness; com mu nity in put into pro gram de sign
n Out reach to spe cific groups, e.g., gays, dis abled per sons, the eld erly
n Col labo ra tion be tween the jus tice sys tem and schools

Category 3. Victim factors

n In volv ing a de mog raphi cally rep re sen ta tive pool of vic tims
n Ob tain ing fund ing to make CRJ avail able through out a state

Category 4. Offender factors

n Un der stand ing of fender needs
n Moni tor ing long- - term prog ress
n In volv ing prison- - confined of fend ers in CRJ pro cesses
n Of fender edu ca tion about CRJ
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Critical Needs

Sur vey re spon dents were asked to iden tify one criti cal area of need. Sev eral main themes emerged:

n Pro gram de sign:  mis sion, mod els, pi lot pro grams, best prac tices.
n Gen eral train ing about CRJ phi loso phy, goals, and ap proaches.
n The need for fund ing. 
n Edu cat ing the com mu nity, jus tice sys tem agen cies, the me dia; mar ket ing CRJ.

Mini mally ed ited re sponses fol low, grouped by agency type:

Critical needs identified by community corrections agencies—

n How best to start the dia log be tween the com mu nity (in clud ing vic tims) and “pro ba tion.”
Right now, both par ties seem to feel awk ward when ap proach ing each other.

n In for ma tion on the CRJ con cept, in clud ing goals, ac tivi ties, and per form ance meas ures.

n Dem on strat ing pro grams that have worked with se ri ous adult of fend ers. We have used
CRJ only with first- - time ju ve nile of fend ers with less se ri ous of fenses.

n Al though we sup port the con cept of re stora tive jus tice, we re main un der funded and un able 
to com plete our cur rent mis sion. Fund ing re mains our great est need.

n Vic tims are dis sat is fied with the sys tem and of ten ig nored. We need as sis tance in how to
in volve both the com mu nity and the vic tims in a open, mean ing ful dia log.

n Fund ing for lo cal cor rec tions is al ways a prob lem. How about equal stat ure or at least ac -
cess to the COPS $$ in the Crime Bill?

n Prom is ing prac ti cal ap pli ca tions of RCJ con cepts in cor rec tional agen cies—what's out
there? What works? Tech ni cal as sis tance from prac ti tio ners op er at ing suc cess ful sys tems.

n In te gra tion of com mu nity po lic ing, com mu nity prose cu tion, com mu nity courts, pro ba tion, 
and sen tenc ing prac tice (cir cle, me dia tion, etc.).

n Pro vide de scrip tions of ex ist ing proj ects and prac tices of other pa rol ing authori ties that
tar get and/or bene fit the com mu nity or crime vic tims

n We are par ticu larly in ter ested in en sur ing pro ba tion su per vi sion prac tices are ap pro pri -
ately de signed to en hance vic tim safety—es pe cially in sex of fense and fam ily vio lence
cases.

n Re stora tive jus tice is typi cally ap plied to low- - risk prop erty of fend ers. Does it have any
ap pli ca bil ity for the thou sands of more se ri ous crimi nal of fend ers on pro ba tion?
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n Talk ing through mod els of ef fec tive CRJ and help ing par tici pants cre ate a plan ning and
ac tion strat egy in their home com mu ni ties.

n Re spond to po liti cal rheto ric to “get tough on crime”; host pub li c of fi cials at a fo rum on CRJ.

n Over com ing re sis tance to change; poli tics; turf is sues; fear; and ac count abil ity.

n Pro vid ing us with the tech ni cal as sis tance to reach out to the lo cal gov ern ing ar eas, i.e.,
city and county gov ern ments to ex plore this con cept jointly and steer a com mon course
that fa cili tates par tici pa tion by our lo cal crimi nal jus tice sys tem and neigh bor hood groups.

n Pro vide a pack age that could be plugged in to a com mu nity cor rec tions pro gram—pos si -
bly a how- - to/step- - by- - step com pre hen sive start- - up plan for agen cies to in te grate;
pro vide a pro gram tem plate that out lines es tab lished poli cies and prac tices.

n Evalua tion; train ing; and sen tenc ing op tions. 

n Main tain ing and strength en ing staff en thu si asm.

n We need much bet ter pub li c in for ma tion re sources. We do not seem to be do ing a good
job of in form ing the pub li c of all we do.

n Me dia un der stand ing, not just 30 sec onds of mis in for ma tion.

n Es tab lish ing and main tain ing trust with vic tims, com mu nity.

Critical needs identified by jails—

n Three are criti cal: train ing for ad vi sory board mem bers; evalua tion; cre at ing ap pro pri ate
sanc tions.

n Model pro grams, in clud ing re sults.

n Edu cate agency on CRJ and its bene fits; spon sor a pi lot pro gram here.

n We have no in for ma tion on CRJ con cept(s).

n Not sure agen cies that have only in car cera tive pro grams can par tici pate; CRJ seems best
suited to agen cies with a con tin uum of care or serv ices.

n Agency would be best served with an over view of CRJ to de ter mine whether, how and to
what ex tent it can/should es tab lish such pro grams, prac tices, poli cies.

n Need a clear de scrip tion of CRJ. Agency al ready has ju ve nile men tor ship, vic tim im pact
pan els, sup port groups, vic tim no ti fi ca tion, etc.
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n The need to mesh this pro gram into ex ist ing pro grams (e.g., in ter me di ate sanc tions, day
re port ing). Our county sys tem does not wish to start an other pro gram.

n Con duct train ing in volv ing par tici pa tion by all com po nents of the crimi nal jus tice sys tem:
cor rec tions, prose cu tors, de fense, courts, vic tim ad vo cacy groups, etc.

n It is not clear that the con cepts of CRJ, which may work well in an area where com mu ni -
ties are small and in te gral and the pro gram is be ing im ple mented state wide, would be as
ef fec tive in a large and di verse ju ris dic tion such as ours. I do not be lieve we could ever in -
tro duce these con cepts in a com pre hen sive way—bet ter to try one lit tle piece at a time.
Your ideas on how this could be done would be help ful.

n Es tab lish poli cies, prac tices, etc., system- - wide in a com mu nity, not just in one agency
(i.e., po lice but not prose cu tor, courts)

n Share “best prac tices” from ju ris dic tions which have suc cess fully im ple mented CRJ; pro -
vide in for ma tion & pos si ble net work ing with other jails that have pro grams in place.

Critical needs identified by DOCs—

n In for ma tion man age ment re lated to re stora tive pro cesses. As yet, no in fra struc ture ex ists
to pro vide for nec es sary com mu ni ca tion to sup port a se ri ous ef fort.

n We are at a very early stage and need help de vel op ing a ra tional and pri ori tized phase- - in
of CRJ in the state wide sys tem. Ini tial fo cus would proba bly be on pi lot proj ects.

n De fin ing and ex pand ing re stora tive sen tenc ing and ac tiv ity op tions.

n De fine CRJ pro grams, de velop them, im ple ment and evalu ate them from the ground up.

Critical needs identified by victims' services agencies—

n Fund ing and fund rais ing train ing, mar ket ing and part ner ship build ing with domi nant non- -
 restorative jus tice non prof its with greater sup port and ac cess to liti ga tion funds.

n Evalua tion; sta tis tics to col lect; best prac tices for com mu ni cat ing suc cess.

n Meet ing peo ple do ing this in a simi lar com mu nity so we can learn from them/to gether. 

n How to ap proach the mas sive change of the tra di tional ju di cial mind set? How to build it
from the ground up? Can it work piece meal in a state?

n Work ing with the crimi nal jus tice sys tem, es pe cially the prose cu tor's of fice and the vic -
tims' ad vo cacy com mu nity

n Ways to raise com mu nity aware ness and change at ti tudes to ward re stora tive jus tice.
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General Comments

Comments from community corrections agencies—

n CRJ would first re quire ena bling leg is la tion. Pro ce dures could best be im ple mented at lo -
cal lev els of gov ern ment. Any state DOC role is specu la tive.

n We es pe cially want de tails on VINE.

n Our prob lem: ex tremely lim ited re sources.

n We are acutely aware that tra di tional ap proaches are not work ing.

n The de part ment is too over worked to be gin de vel op ing a CRJ ap proach.

Comments from jail respondents— 

n I would think that any agency would be con cerned about how CRJ is ef fec tive in also
meet ing the pub lic's de sire for safety. How can the pub li c and the ele ments of the crimi nal 
jus tice sys tem be as sured they are safe even though this is a non- - transitional model? Can
a poli ti cian win re- - election if this is a model they sup port for their com mu ni ties?

n Agency is do ing some com mu nity ori ented po lic ing that has as pects of CRJ; in ter ested in
learn ing more.

n If our agency had a non- - incarcerative com po nent (com mu nity su per vi sion or even work
re lease/half way house pro gram), we'd con sid er par tici pat ing in a sys tem of CRJ.

n Agency has six to eight forms of vic tim/com mu nity res to ra tion pro grams in op era tion.

n Not sure how CRJ would work in a jail set ting.

n County thinks fi nan cial ac count abil ity of of fender for dam ages is very im por tant.

n Agency does n't have the man power.

n Our county crimi nal jus tice sys tem has some re sis tance to pro grams sup port ing me dia tion
be tween vic tims and of fend ers. Plus, there is no evi dence so far that many vic tims want
in ter ac tion with of fend ers. If vic tims ask for me dia tion, there is statu tory sup port to help
them get it, if the of fender is also will ing.
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Comments from DOC respondents—

n CRJ mod els are in rela tive in fancy. There needs to be more fo cus on philo sophi cal ba sis
and em piri cal data on its suc cess.

n The DOC is n't the proper place to be gin CRJ. It needs to be gin with lo cal com mu ni ties
with in put from the state's court sys tem and leg is la tive sys tem.

n Too early in the pro cess to tell how im por tant some of the fac tors are or will be.

Comments from victims' services agencies—

n Most of our ef fort is in ju ve nile jus tice area.

n We would like to get lo cal pi lots un der way in Texas.

n Prin ci ples of re stora tive jus tice are not well un der stood in the larger sys tem.

- 10 -


