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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 REPORT OVERVIEW AND ORGANIZATION

This report presents the results of the consultant's initial evaluation of the
Citizens Dispute Settlement Project of the CitCy Attorney's Office, Minueapolis,
Minnesota. The project began in August, 1976, and at that time the consultant, the
Educational and Psychological Development Corporztion of Columbus, Ohio, contracted
to evaluate the operation of the Citizens Dispute Settlement Project (CDSP) during
its first year, This is the first of two evaluation reports to be submitted during
1977. This report includes data gathered between September, 1976, and May, 1977;
the second, more extemsive report will cover operation of the program through September,
1977.

It is assumed that the reader of this report is basically familiar with the goals
and operation of CDSP. The general goal of the project is pre-orosecution diversion
of domestic and neighborhood disputes involving a criminal complazint. Diversion is
accomplished by participation of the disputants in a Mediation Session; this session
is designed to help the parties reach a resolution to their conflict which is equit-
able and prevents subsequent criminal behavior by either parify. The project is thus
an alternative to traditional court proceedings, applied precominately to cases in-
volving an alleged battery. Up to the point of this evaluation, approximately 220
cases had been handled by CDSP.

The remainder of this chapter discusses the rationale of the evaluation.

Chavter 2 defines the methodology of the evaluation. The procedural characteristics
of CDSP are assessed in Chanter 3. Chapter & presents a dascription of the client
population of CDSP and an analysis of the incidents leading to participation in CDSP.
Chapter 5 evaluates the terms of agreement resulting from clients' participation in
CDSP. In Chapter 6 several indicators of program success ars discussed and evaluated.
In Chapter 7 procedural and substantive recommendations are =ade bzsad upon a review
of the findings in earlier chapters.

1.2 EVALUATION RATIONALE

CDSP is a pre-prosecution diversion program which is similar in its format and
goals to programs which have been developed in other cities, such as the Night Prose-
cutor's Program in Colwnbus, Ohio. While the success of other projects of this type
lends some immediate credibility to the Minneapolis program, it must be noted that
there has been little intensive evaluation of such programs to date. One of the diffi-
culties in evaluation of this type of program is the lack of explicit criteria against
which to measure program success.

Ideally, a cost/benefit analysils should demonstrate unambiguously whether CDSP
is successful. Unfortunately, both relative costs and benefits are difficult to
establish. From the perspective of cost, there is little documentation available for
the comparative cost of processing through the traditional Criminal Justice System.

A thorough analysis of this factor includes not only the immediate costs of actions
by the prosecutor, court costs, and incarceration costs, but also the relative costs
associated with differential recidivism rates should such occur. Assessing the cost
of a diversion program involves not only the direct costs of program operation, but
zlso the "hidden cost" resulting from utilization of tax-funded community resources
such as counseling and treatment centers. With regard to the City of Minneapolis,
the data upon which such a comparison could be made are not available at this time.
Thus the consultant has not chosen to stress cost savings as an advantage of CDSP,
even though some programs such as the Night Prosecutor Program have claimed consider-
able savings.
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Similar difficulties are preseunt with regard to benefit assessment. In many
cases it is difficult to determine the benefit to the wvictim, or soclety as a whole,

of traditional processing through the Criminal Justice System. Direct benefit assess-~

ment is also difficult for a program such as CDSP. While some explicit goals, such
as a reduction in intra-familial violence, may be formulated, it is recognized that
the accomplishment of such goals often rests upon the resolution of underlying prob-
lems such as alcoholism. Thus a program such as CDSP becomes intimately involved
with the provision of human services, an area in which success is difficult to evaluate.

Given these difficulties in evaluation, the consultant has elected to stress CDSP
as a different rather than more economical service in comparison to traditional crimi-~
nal justice process. In this sense CDSP must be evaluated on the basis of the extent
to which it supplemeats traditional methods rather than replaces them. CDSP is thus
viewed here as an alternative, adjunctive service of the City Attorney's Office,
applied to specific types of case, and pursuing goals on tte basis of a logical con-
sideration of the types of case involved. Success may then bs e
tto which these goals are accomplished.

The rationale for the application of CDSP to family and nsighberhood complaints

is well described in a statement prepared by the project stzZf (se= Citizens Dispute
Settlement Project, Minneapolis City Attorney's Office, Waltzr J. Duffy, Jr., City

4ttorney; authored by Enga, R.A., Hurd, J.S., and Jackson, J.4.). The following
points are excerpted from that statement and provide a4 basis for svaluatiomn of the
success of the program. 1In domestic and neighborhood disputess z) the victim may be
more interested in changing the behavior of the defendant than wich punishing the
defendant; b) the victim, especially in domestic cases, may suiZer from puanishment
of the defendant through incarceration and/or fine; c¢) a proszcucor may face grave
difficulties in obtaining a conviction in such cases; d) the judicial process, be-
cause of the procedural safeguards provided to the defendant, may invslve long delays
between offense and prosecution, thereby providing minimal protection and assistance
to the victim during the period of crisis, and e) the Criminzl Justice System, be-
cause it entails an adversary proceeding, may be of little bznefit in resolving con-
flict when effective resolution requires changed behavior by both vietim and defendant.
These considerations suggest that, programmatically, CDSP should be geared to
accomplish the following:

1) Relative to traditional Criminal Justice System processing, CDSP should
provide for greater immediacy of intervention and yesoclution.

2) While CDSP, as a component of the Criminal Justice System, should provide
adequate safeguards of the rights of both victim and alleged defendant, a conflict
resolution mechanism should be implemented which is a) decriminalized, b) avoids the
difficulties of an adversary proceeding, and c) provides the opporturiity for specifi-
cation of behavior change by both victim and defendant.

3) Objective criteria should be established for determining not only who may
participate in the program, but also the grounds for termination of program partici-
pation.

4) Staff members should be recruited primarily upon the basis of their inter-
personal communication skills and abilities to deliver relevant human services,

5) Staff preparation should include familiarization with the operation of the
Criminal Justire System and such training as is required in the area of conflict
mediation.
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6) Appropriate liaison should be established and maintained between the
program staff and community resources (e.g., counseling and treatment agencies)
providing services relevant to clients' needs and problems.

If the preceeding programmatic goals are achieved, the following may be pre-
dicted and used as evaluation criteria against which program success may be meisured:

1) Agreements reached through .participation in CDSP should be more than the
simple concurrence by the alleged defendant that he/she will not commit the offence
again; agreements should have greater behavioral specificity and should also involve
the appropriate commitment to behavior change by the complaining party as well as the
alleged offender.

2) From the perspective of the program's clients, participztion in CDSP should
be viewed favorably as an alternative to court proceeding. ’

3) Client evaluation of participation in CDSP should not result in a consis-
tently more favorable reaction from either victims or defendznts; such a result would
indicate program bias and serve as an indicator that a non-adversary proceéding had
not been established.

4) Few cases diverted to CDSP should result in referrzl to court for the origi-~
nal offense leading to program participation.

5) Referral from CDSP for treatment and/or counseling should result in 2 high
level of follow~through and client satisfaction.

6) Participation in CDSP should decrease the rate of commission of new offenses
relative to the recidivism rate expected from traditional court processing of cases.

Tasufficient data are

T £1

The present report addresses issues (1) through (5).
available at this time to evaluate (6).
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Chapter 2
Evaluation Methodology

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This evaluation is based upon a number of sources of information and documen-—
tation. In addition to the data sources noted below, a grasp of the operation of
CDSP was also obtained through site visits by the consultant in August, 1976,

October, 1976, February, 1977, and May, 1977. These site visits were for the purpose

of providing consultation in the areas of training and evaluation. The following
sections indicate the specific bases for evaluation in different areas and the
statistical methods used to analyze data.

2.2 STRUCTURAL EVALUATION

Chapter 3 explores the structure of the program to determine whether the
objectives sought by CDSP are feasible, given the operating structure of the
program, Apart from data derived from program operation, the consultant examined
the logistics of the program - routing of cases, deployment o

-~

staff, and definition

of staff functions - to determine whether the program's structurs is relevant to its
stated objectives, In order to accomplish this evaluatiom gczl, the consultant's
first-hand experience with the staff of CDSP was assessed zlonz with an analysis of
the program's operational format.
2.3 DELINEATION OF CLIENT POPULATION

In order to put the evaluaticn in perspective, it was nacassery to define the
client population included in the program. This is accomplishad in Chapter 4. The
sources of data for this segment of the evaluation included the "victim-Defendant
Data Sheet'" (filled out by CDSP Diversion Counselors at the point of client enroll-
ment in CDSP) and the Police Reports included in case files. 7These data sources
permitted description of the client population in terms of such demographic chara-
cteristics as age, sex, race, marital status, and employment status. Furthermore,
the client population was defined by the type of incident znd offense leading to

participation ian the program.

The basis for this and all subsequent data aw lysis was a sample of 194 cases
enrolled in CDSP between September, 1976, and May, 1977. The 194 cases included
all cases which had been enrolled in CDSP during this time period and for which
there were completed Victim~Defendant Data Sheets.

Specific items of information were not always available for each case. Con~
sequently, the results presented in subsequent chapters indicate the sample size
involved in specific analyses. There was no indication of bias resulting from
missing data; that is, it does not seem that the comparisons made on the basis of
fewer cases were bilased in any consistent fashion. For some items, however, the
data were not coded consistently by the staff members of CDSP and these items have
been dropped from the analysis. The lack of consistency appears mainly attributable
to the fact that some segments of the Victim~Defendant Data Sheet are ambiguously
worded. Recommendations are contained in this report for appropriate revision of
this form (see Chapter 7).

2.4 CONSEQUENCES OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

The immediate consequences of program participation included actions taken by
CDSP Diversion Counselors at the point of enrollment and the products of the Medi-
ation Sessions. The data for the description of these consequences was taken from
the notes of Diversion Counselors on the Victim-Defendant Data Sheets and from the
Contracts drawn up by the Mediators. These actiong were coded according to general
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categories. Thus the terms of agreement on the Contract between Victim and Defend-
ant were assigned to general categories such as '"agrees to make restitution", "agrees
to not see other person', etc.

2.5 QUTCOME MEASURES

The assessment of clients' perceptions of their participation in CDSP was made
on the basis of follow-up telephone interviews with clients two-weeks and three-
months following their Mediation Session. ' Forms were completed by the interviewer
as the structured interview proceeded and the answers to evaluation questions were
coded according to the categories on these forms.

Both the two-week and three-month follow-ups were completed inconsistently,
partly as a result of difficulties in reaching clients, partly as a result of the
staff's failure to consistently monitor the completion of those interviews. The
sample sizes involved in comparisons based upon these results were considerably
smaller than the total sample of 194 cases, but there was no way to determine that
the cases for which interviews were completed constituted a biased sub-—sample.

The measurement of success of referral to community agencizs for counseling/
treatment was to be based upon three sources of data. TFirst, ciient feedback on
the two-week follow-up interview was to be evaluated. Structursd questions during
this interview were to determine whether clients had made thes initial contact with
a program to which they had been referred and whether they were currently involved
with the program. This data source has been evaluated in the present report. Se-
cond, the six-month follow-up interview with clients was to determine the final re-
sult of referral, including whether a client participated, for what portion of the
referral program, and with what benefit to the client. An insufficient number of
such follow-ups had been completed at the time of this report so these data were
not evaluated. Finally, feedback from agencies was to have been obtained to detexr-
mine whether clients had made contact with, participated in. and completed programs
to which they had been referred. Again, insufficient data Zfrom this sdurce was
available at the time of this evaluation.

Case records were used to determine the disposition of iandividual cases. Cases
were categorized in terms of two dimensions - whether the case resulted in a referral
to court and the elements determining the decision to refer or not refer a case to
court., This permitted the coding of cases in terms of a) whether a referral for a
Mediation Session was made, b) whether the clients appeared for the Mediation Sess~
ion, c¢) whether a Contract resulted from the session, and d) whether the clients
successfully completed their six-month participation im the program without a con-
tract violation resulting in revocation of their participation. E£ach of these
elements was evaluated in terms of the number of cases of each type resulting in
refexral to court.

2.6 STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

All differences analyzed in this evaluation were treated as qualitative. The
majority of the descriptive statistics reported are simply the percentages of cases
falling into different categories. Non-parametric inferential statistical tests
were employed to test the statistical reliability of obtained differences, and re-
jection of the null hypothesis was made at the conventional level of p<£.05. The
major statistical tests used were the Chi-square and Sign tests.

The original design for this evaluation called for the random selection of 50
to 100 cases which would be processed through court in the traditional manuner. This
control group was to provide a basis for comparison of the client population of CDS?,
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Because of the lower than anticipated number of cases enrolled in CDSP during its
first six months of operation, the Project Director decided not to have a control
group. Consequently, the comparisons made in this report are either internal to

the CDSP population or based upon assumptions about the conventional operation of

- the Criminal Justice System.
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Chapter 3

Procedural And Structural Evaluation Of CDSP

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter examines the operational structure of CDSP to determine whether
this structure is consistent with the goals of the project. A number of programm-
atic objectives was outlined in Chapter 1, and these objectives are discussed next
in terms of the formal organization and operation of CDSP.

3.2 TIMMEDIACY OF INTERVENTION

From the perspective of crisis intervention, it was noted that the impact
of intervention tends to be inversely related to the delay between the crisis-
producing event and intervention. Evaluation of CDSP operation from this stand-
point may be approached in two ways. First, this topic may b2 considered in terms
of the immediacy of intervention of CDSP, given the identification of an appropriate
case. Second, the issue may be examined in terms of whether the current case~finding
system is the most appropriate method.

CDSP currently identifies cases following entry into the Criz
Cases are initially screened, in most cases, a) when an alleged v
City Attorney's Office to file a complaint, b) following the arxe
on
n

nal Justice Systenm.
tim comes to the

i
st of an alleged de-

c

C
fendant and while that person is in jail, and ¢) in conjunction with the pre-trial
processing of an alleged defendant. Following case identification and the initial
determination that the case is appropriate for CDSP (made by the Diversion Counselor),
enrollment into CDSP requires contact with both alleged vietim and defendant and

the agreement of both to enter the program. After approprizta forms have been signed
by both parties the case is eligible for mediation. The Mediztion Session is then
held approximately one week following enrollment into CDSP.

In those cases where the case has been identified by contact with-.an arrested
party, intervention following the offense is likely to be quite rapid. Intervention
may alsc be rapid when contact comes through the appearance of a complaining party
at the City Attorney's Office, but in this type of case there is a potential delay
between the alleged offense and entry into the program, and this delay is outside
the contxol of the CDSP.

All things considered, the delay of action of CDSP, once a case has been
indentified, is fairly short, especially in comparison to traditional processing
through the court system. Given the logistics of scheduling appointments and
Mediation Sessions, it is difficult to see how the time period could be appreciably
shortened,

It is questionable whether the current case-identification procedure is the
most effective one possible. Several factors suggest that it is not. From the
data reviewed for this report, it is clear that the offense leading to participat-
ion in CDSP is often the latest of a series of alleged offenses. This is most
plainly true in cases which may be described as involving chronic wife-beating.
Furthermore, reports indicate that police involvement tends to occur in earlier
incidents than the one for which the alleged defendant was arrested (or for
which the complainant seeks to file charges). Thus a representative of the Cri-
minal Justice System is likely to have involvement in many cases prior to the
direct involvement of the staff of CDSP. This suggests that direct police re-
ferrals to CDSP might result in greater immediacy of impact of CDSP and a greater
role for CDSP in crime prevention (see Chapter 7 for a continued discussion of
this point). .
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3.3 PROTECTION OF RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS

The formal structure of CDSP provides reasonable protection of the rights of
both alleged victim and defendant. The provision that participants must sign a
Rights'Waiver as an element of their participation and must also sign the Contract
resulting from the Mediation Session provides some safeguards, as does the explan-
ation of the program by the Diversion Counselor.

Informally, there is potential abuse of the rights of persons because of the
coersive powers available to the staff of CDSP. For example, an alleged victim may
be coerced to enter the program by suggesting that if he or she does not, the Pro-
secutor may decline to take the case. Similarly, an alleged defendant may be coerced
to enter CDSP by suggesting that proceeding to court is likely to result in a con-
viction. There is no total safeguard against such abuse, but it may be minimized
by adequate supervision by the staff of the City Attorney's Office and the develop-
ment of fairly explicit criteria for decision~making by the CDS? staff. In regard
to the latter, staff memoranda prepared by the Project Directecr, R.A. Enga, pro-
vide a reasonably explicit set of criteria. It may well be thet in the light of
the project's experience these criteria will be amended.

The same considerations hold with regard to violations ¢ Contract and the
possibility of revocation of participation in CDSP. On the cnz hand, the rights
of the alleged victim may be jeopardized if violations of Coutrzc: are permitted

without redress. Alternatively, the rights of the alleged cdefeszdant may be jeop-
ardized if violations of Contract produce revocation and reisrrzl to court without
adequate exploration of the factors surrounding the violation. Ino some cases

the decision to revoke participation may necessarily involve & Zifficult, subjective
judgement, but the procedure of conducting a Revocation Hearing at least provides
an appropriate formal mechanism for dealing with such cases.

The establishment of "probabla cause' and the formal enrollment of participants
into the program are important aspects of protecting the rights of citizens part-
icipating in CDSP. On the other hand, the concept of "diversion" suggésts that
cases should be handled at the lowest possible level of the system from which they
are to be diverted. It may be useful to establish a second classification of cases
which does not require formal enrollment into CDSP. Cases of this type might in-
clude those in which probable cause was difficult to establish, those in which a
civil complaint was the major element, and those in which favorable reactions
from clients indicated that no coersive legal "leverage' is required. In these
instances a direct referral to a mediation service might be indicated, reducing
clients' involvement with the Criminal Justice System and avoiding unnecessary
bureaucratic functioning. Adopting such a course of action might well require
redefining the role of the current mediation system.

3.4 CONFLICT ~ RESOLUTION MECHANISM

The basic conflict-resolution mechanism employed by CDSP is the use of a
third-party mediator to assist the disputants in reaching an agreement about their
conflict, The extent to which a Mediation Session is de-criminalized and non-adver-
sary clearly depends upon the behavior of the mediator.” The establishment of pro-
gram guidelines and appropriate supervision are clearly required and CDSP has per-
formed well iu this regard. Guidelines for mediation have been developed for the
staff and staff supervision sessions have been conducted with reasonable regularity
since the start of the program,
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The formal mediation mechanism itself is well suited to the accomplishment

of the program's goals. The goals of de-criminalization and conflict resolution
through a non-adversary proceeding are promoted by a) utilizing staff who are not
formally members of the Criminal Justice System, b) using mediators who are trained
in social service delivery rather than adversary criminal proceeding, and c) con-
ducting Mediation Sessions at the offices of the Urban Coalition rather than at the
City Attorney's Office. The format of the Mediation Session also permits approp-
riate participation by both alleged victim and defendant and the specification of
behavior change by both parties.

3.5 STAFFING

In addition to performing program evaluation, the consultant also provided
training to the staff of CDSP at the start of the program (August, 1976) and as
part of the additional site visits noted in Chapter 1., Training in conflict med-
iation was provided both for the Diversion Counselors and the Mediztors employed
by the Urban Coalition. On the basis of this experience, the coansultant judges
(admittedly, subjectively) that the staff of CDSP were well recruited and well
trained for the functions they periorm. .

An additional subjective judgement is that the two Diversion Counselors, who
have primary respousibility for the day-to-day operation of CDSZ, have been utilized
for too much work extraneous to the project itself. The Diversion Counselors have
been used extensively as general case screeners for the City Artormey's Office and
this deployment has detracted from their ability to provide coztinuous supervision
and monitoring of case activities.

3,6 LIAISON WITH COMMUNITY RESOURCES

The staff of CDSP has established effective liaison with relevant community
agencies, including counseling and alcohol treatment progréms. A thorough job has
been done in identifying those community resources which provide services ralevant
to the needs and problems of clients in CDSP. The major diZficulty with this as-
pect of the program to date has been in obtainiag feedback from agencies about
client participation in their programs. The formal structure for obtaining this
feedback has, however, been established. :

3.7 PROGRAM FORMS

The forms used by the program and the overall routing of these forms are
generally adequate and in accord with recommendations made by the consultant at
the start of the program. Szctions of the Victim~Defendant Data Sheet are in
need of revision (see Chapter 7). The section on "Referral” on the Six-Month
Follow-up Form has not been used consistently and its use requires clarification.
A new form for overall coordination of case activities has been implemented, there-
by remedying omedeficit.

3.8 SUMMARY

Overall, the structure and format of CDSP are relevant to its stated ob—
jectives., Whnile modifications of procedure are likely to result from the cont-
inuing experiences of the program, CDSP appears structurally very sound for a
first-year program,
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Chapter 4

Description of Client Population of CDSP
and of Offenses Leading to Program Participation

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a description of the participants in the program -
the complaining party (victim) and the alleged offender (defendant). Profiles
of victims and defendants are considered separately and also in terms of the
relationship between the two. In addition to summarizing characteristics of the
persons participating in the program, Chapter 4 also describes the incidents
which resulted in participation in the program. The following sections present
a narrative description of this information, some of which is summarized in the
tables at the end of the chapter.

4.2 VICTIM PROFILE

The '"typical" victim participating in the program was & young, Caucasian
female who was not married. Over 80% of the victims included In the sample were
under the age of 35. Compared to the overall population of imneapolis, Black
and Native American persons were overrepresented in a client pepuiztion as victims
(6% and 2% for Blacks and Native Americans, respectively, in the overall City
population; 19.8% and 9.0% for Blacks and Native Americans, Tespe czively, as
victims participating in the program; chi-square(l) compariag cthe relative pro-
portions of Caucasian and non-Caucasian victims to their preporticans in the general
population = 115.647, p <.001). Despite the overrepresentation of non-Caucasians
in comparison to the general population, the majority of all victims were Caucasian
(71.27).

Only 24.0% of all victims were married; 37.17% were singls, and 38.9%Z were
formerly, but not currently, married., The majority in all categories were women
(overall, 81.9% of victims were women and relative to the EvchueC 50% women in
the general population this figure is disproporticnately hizh; chi-square(l) =
78.388, p < .001).

Approximately half ¢5.3%) of the victims were employed, and of the remainder
who were unemployed (54.6%), 14.0% were unemployed students.

4.3 DEFENDANT PROFILE

The "typical' defendant participating in the program was a young, unmarried
male who was about equally likely to be Caucasian or non-Caucasian. Over 72%
of the defendants included in the sample were under the age of 35. Defendants
were disproportionately males (92.3% male; chi-square(l) relative to expected
50% = 137.864, p ¢ .001), and were likely to be single (40.4%)or formerly married
(30.4%) rather than currently married (29.2%).

While the majority of all defendants were Caucasian (55.3%), Blacks (34.1%)
and Native Americans (10.6%) were disproportionately represented compared to their
representation in the overall Minneapolis population (6% and 2%, respectively, for
Blacks and Native Americans; chi-square(l) comparing representation of Caucasians
and non-Caucasians = 300.290, p < .001).

The majority of all defendants were employed (58.9%); of those .unemployed
(41.1%), 12.3% were unemployed students.

4.4 COMPARISON OF VICTIM AND DEFENDANT PROFILES

The defendant in a case was likely to be older than the victim {sign test;
z = 4,691, p & .001); still there was a high degree of similarity of age in the
maJOthy of cases, and 40.2% of the cases found victim and defendant in the same
five-year age category (20-24, 25-29, etc.).
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Victims were disproportionately females, while defendants were dispropor-
tionately males, but both tended to be non-married rather than married. There
was a greater liklihood that a defendant would be employed than a victim (chi-
square(l) = 5.506, p <€ .05).

As noted above, Blacks and Native Americans were disproportionately repre-—
sented as both victims and defendants. For females, this disproportionality
did not vary between victims and defendants; that is, the disproportional repre--
sentation of non-Caucasians was about the same (chi-square(l) = 0.350, p > .10).
On the other hand, for males, non-Caucasians were more disproportionately repre-
sented as defendants than as victims (chi-square(l) = 10.130, p < .005).

4.5 VICTIM-DEFENDANT RELATIONSHIP

The majority of all cases may be described as "domestic" (70.6%), involving
persons currently or formerly involved in a marital/sexual relaticnship and/or
nmembers of the same household, The remaining cases involved various relationships
between victim and defendant, including neighbors (10.3%), acquaincances (8.8%)
and room-mates (4.1%). Only 4.1% of the cases included in the program involved
persons who, prior to the offense, were strangers to each othar,

Approximately half of the domestic relationships were of the "boyfriend/
girlfriend" type; of those in which marriage had occurred, 38.5% were still
married and living together while the remaining 41.5% of the couples were divorced,
legally separated or 1nrormal]y separated. These perceniages suggest that a high
proportion of the cases involved unstable relationships, reizcionships which had
already terminated; or relationships whi:h were about to terzinate.

While some domestic relationships were relatively long-term, the majority
were noty 57.3% had a duration of 2 years or less at the point of termination of
the relationship or entry into CDSP (for intact relationships)., Of those relation-—
ships which had terminated, the vast majority (82.6%) had terminated one year or
less prior to entry into CDSP.

Victims tended almost invariably to be female (97.6%) znd defendants almost
invariably to be male 07.6%) in domestic disputes. 51% of the victims in non-
domastic disputes were males and thus non~domestic victims were proportionaily
more likely to be males than domestic victims (chi-square(l) = 57.168, p < .001);
similarly, the defendant was proportionally more likely to be a female (16.3%) in
a non-domestic case than in a domestic case (chi-square(l) = 9.088, p < .01),
Overall, a male victim was more likely to be involved with a male defendant (85.7%)
than with a female defendant (14.3%) and this was also true for female victims
(male defendant=95.1%; female defendant=4.9%). In non-domestic cases, the sex of
the victim was more likely to be the same than-to be different from that of the
defendant ('same''=63.3%; z (sign test) = 1.714, p « .05).

The majority of both domestic (81.9%) and non-domestic (80.6%) cases involved
victims and defendants of the same race, and these percentages do not differ
siguificantly (chi-sguare(l) = 0.410, p > .10). Of all inter-racial cashs, 54%
are accounted for by a single category - "boyfriend/girlfriend" relationghips
involving a complaint by a Caucasian female against a Black male.

Non-Caucasians tended to be less represented as both vicr.ms and defendants
in non~domestic cases compared to domestic cases. Victims were Caucasians in
63.8% of the domestic cases but in 83.3% of the non~domestic cases (chi-square(l)
3.894, p « .05). Similarly, defendants were Caucasians in 46.7% of the domestic
cases but in 69.47% of the non~domestic cases (chi-square(l) = 4.701, p < .05).
Thus, while Blacks aund ‘Native Americans tended to be dlsproportlonately represented
in the CDSP program overall, the disproportionality was much greater for domestic
than for non-domestic cases.

® w
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4.6 CHEMICAL USAGE -~ VICTIM AND DEFENDANT

Apart from the demographic characteristics described above, information

‘was also obtained concerning the habitual usage of chemicals (drugs and alcohol)

by victims and defendants. Since this information was commonly obtained from

the victim rather than from the defendant, the results reported next are probably
biased in underrespresenting usage by victims and, perhaps, overrepresenting usage
by defendants.

Drug use of all sorts was not indicated with any degree of consistency for
either victims or defendants. (It is unlikely that the use of illicit drugs will
be confessed to a representative of the City Attorney's Office.) Drug use of all
sorts, including infrequent use of marijuana, was indicated for only 4.67Z of the
vietims and 12.97 of the defendants.

0f the victims for whowm data were available, 14.2% were dascri bed as frequent
alcohol users or alcoholics; 47.97 of the defendants were described as frequent
alcohol users or alcoholics. Only 6.47% of all victims had had prior treatment of
some type for substance azbuse, whereas 28.1% of the defendants had received prior
treatment. Thus, approximately half of both the victims and dafeadants having
substance abuse problems had received no prior treatment.

4.7 PRIOR COUNSELING/TREATMENT - VICTIM AND DEFENDANT

Overall, prior to entry into CDSP, 23.9% of the victims and 25. 7/ of the
defendants had participated in some type of counseling or treatman
6.8% of the cases victim and defendant had participated in sz pTogram Loge her.

4.8 CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS INVOLVED IN CASES

By far the most common criminal violation leading to eantry into CDSP was the
alleged commission of a Simple Assault and Battery (83.3% of 21l cases). ~Verbal
Threat (Simple Assault) was involved in 75.0% of the cases, and Disorderly Conduct
was involved in 29.7% of the cases. Other criminal offensess were involved in a
relatively small percentage of the cases (Criminal Destructicn of Property -~ 4.7%;
Aggravated Assault - 3.6%; Breach of the Peace - 1.6%; Harrassment - 1.0%;
Fandering - 1.0%; and Furnishing False Information to the Police - 0.5%).

In 21.9% of the cases a single criminal element was invelved. In 535.2% of
the cases there were two criminal violations alleged and in 28.67% of the cases
there were three or more viclations alleged.

4,9 CIVIL ELEMENTS INVOLVED IM CASZS

In addition to the criminal elements noted above, a number of cases involved
issues which might be resolved through Civil Court proceedings. Thus 106.0% of the
cases involved disputes over child custody or visitation rights; 5.2% of the cases
involved disputes involving the destruction of propertg; and 2.6% of the cases
involved disputes over rightful ovnership of property.

lOne of the issues of concern to a project such as CDSP is whether the program
serves as a case~-finder for social service/treatment programs, and this result,
tentative as it is, suggests a positive answer to this question in the area of
substance abuse

2. ¢ . . Coe s . .

Information about the involvement of such civil issues was available in only
some instances and these percentages should be regarded as suggestive rather than
definitive.
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4.10 POLICE INVOLVEMENT IN INCIDENTS

The police were called at the time of ircident leading to CDSP involvement
in 79.5% of the cases. (This extensive linkage to CDSP may be made more direct
if such a course of action seems beneficial to program functioning.) Prior
incidents between victim and defendant involving contact-with the police were
reported in 19.6% of the cases.

4.11 PRIOR CRIMINAL CHARGES

Charges had been brought by the victim against the defendant in a reported
17.5% of the cases prior to the current offense resulting in entry into CDSP.
However, in only 8% of the cases in which previous charges had been brought was
a conviction reported (i.e., in only 1.4%7 of the total cases had tﬁere been a
prior conviction resulting from a charge brought by the victim against the defen-
dant).

In only 1.5% of the cases was there a report of a prior che

g° brouvnt by the
defendant against the victim, and no convictionis were reportsd T

r
T0 ch cases.

4.12 PRICR OCCURRENCES OF OFFENSE

In 52.6% or the cases it was reported that the offense resulting in entry
into CDSP had occurred at least once in the past. In 43% of thosa cases in which
there had been an earlier offense there had been an instance of the offense within
the 30 days prior to the offense resulting in CDSP participation. In 22.2% of the
total cases it was reporged that there had been at least two prior occurrences of
the criminal offense.

These data indicate that the alleged criminal act resulting in entry into
CDSP was in many cases part of a pattern of assaultive behavior which had an exten-
sive history. T

4.13 CHEMICAL USAGE AND INCIDENT

There were no reports of significant effects of drugs other than alcchol in
conjunction with the alleged criminal offense leading to entry into CDSP. 22.8% of
the victims and 59.3% of the defendants were reported as being affected by alcohol
at the time of the incident. For victims, 10.57 were rated as intoxicated, while
42.4% af all defendants were rated as intoxicated at the time of the incident.

4.14 SUMMARY

The preceding sections of this chapter suggest a general profile of a case
seen to date by the CDS? staff. The "typical' case was likely to have iuvolved a
Ydomestic'" relationship in which the male had allegedly committed a Simple Assault
and Battery upon the female. Both partners were likely to be relatively young.
They were probably not married; their relationship was unlikely to have lasted a
long time and was probably unstable. The couple may have already been separated
or in the process of separating. Both victim and defendant were probably of the
game race.

The incident which resulted in entry into CDSP was probably not the first of
this sort. The battery more than likely occurred during a fight while the male,
if not both male and female, was somewhat intoxicated. The police were probably
called and either the defendant was arrested at that time or the victim was advised
as to the procedure she should follow to file charges against the defendant. -

.
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TABLE 4.1 CLIENT PROFILE
% OF CASES
FACTOR LEVEL VICTIM DEFENDANT
SEX TOTAL* 100.0 (193) 100.0 (194)
MALE 18.1 92.3
FEMALE 81.9 7.7
AGE (YEARS) TOTAL 100.1 (167) 100.1 (169)
=19 10.8 4.1
20-24 31.1 24.8
25-29 22.8 23.7
30~34 16.8 i5.5
35-39 10.2 8.9
L0-44 1.8 9.5
45-49 2.4 ; 2.4
50-54 1.2 : 5.9
55-59 2.4 ; 0.0
60-64 0.6 | 5.0
2 65 0.0 ! 1.2
]
RACE TOTAL 100.0 (177) ¢ 132.0 (170)
CAUCASTAN 71.2 l 55.3
BLACK 19.8 P 3401
NATIVE AMERICAN 9.0 ©138.58
MARITAL STATUS TOTAL 100.0 (175) ¥ 100.0 (178)
SINGLE 37.1 40,4
- MARRIED 24.0 29,2
SEPARATED 18.3 19.1
DIVORCED 18.8 10.7
WIDOWED 1.8 0.6
EMPLOYMENT STATUS TOTAL 99.9 (170) 100.0 (138) |
EMPLOYED 45.3 '58.9
UNEMPLOYED 54.6 41.1
UNEMPLOYED STUDENT (7.6 ( 5.0)

# The TOTAL percentags may not add up to 100.0% due to rounding error. The number
in parentheses after the total percentage indicates the total sample size for which
the factor is known.
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TABLE 4.2 VICTIM-DEFENDANT RELATIONSHIP

TYPE OF RELATIONSHIP

Page 6

% TOTAL SAMPLE (X=194)

"DOMESTIC"

70.6

MARITAL

33.

MARRIED - 19.6

SEPARATED - LEGALLY - 2.1
SEPARATED ~ INFORMALLY -
DIVORCED - 4.6

-~

7

.2

""BOYFRIEND/GIRLFRIEND"

OTHER RELATIVES

[¥%]
i

Sl

NON-DOMESTIC

269.4

NEIGHBORS
ACQUAINTANCES
ROOM-MATES
STRANGERS
OTHER

[l il 2 e v s

B3 B B G O

TOTAL

100.0
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Chapter 5
Agreements Resulting From Participation in CDSP

5.1 INTRODUCTION ' .

This chapter summarizes the decisions and agreements reached by clients as

*a result of their participation in CDSP. This includes agreements reached at the

time of entry into the program, possibly as a condltLOﬁ of entry into the program,
and agreements reached through the Mediation Sessiom.

5.2 REFERRAL FOR MEDIATION SESSION

Of the 194 cases considered in this sample, 187 (96.4%) were referred for a
Mediation Session following enrollment in the program. The remaining seven cases
were handled at the level of the City Attorney's Office by a Diversion Counselor
and dropped from the program following intake.

5.3 ADDITIONAL ACTIONS AT THE PQINT OF INTAKE

At the time of enrollment of both victim and defendant Zntc CDSP a number oi
actions might be taken as either adjuncts to entry into the program or as pre-
conditions te entry into CDSP. The most general adjunctive reguirement was that,
in cases where appropriate, victim and defendant would avoid contact with ‘each
other prior to the Mediation Session.

As pre-conditions to entry into the program, 14.0% of ths
referred for immediate treatment or evaluation o f chemical depe
al 8.6% were referred for immediate counseling or evaluation oI
seling.

Cf victims, 2.7% were referred for immediate evaluatisz er Zreztment of
chemical dependency; 8.67% for immediate counseling or evalvation of the need for
counseling; 0.5% for treatment of some other type; and 0.3% Zor shelter care.

cafendants were
ncéancy. An addition-
“he need for coun-

5.4 TMMEDTACY OF PROGRAM ACTION

The enrollment of client and defendant into CDSP was normally accomplished
within two days of identification of the case. Mediation Sessions were scheduled
approximately one week following intake. Thus the program wzs generally success-
ful in assuring some immediate action in resolving the conflict between victim
and defendant.

5.5 CASES REACHING MEDIATION

In addition to the 3.6 % of the cases handled without referral for mediation,
4.6% of the total cases(6.2% of all cases referred for mediation) were not mediated
because of the failure of either victim or defendant or both to appear for the
mediation session.

5.6 RESULTS OF MEDIATION SESSION

Of the 175 cases involving a Mediation Session, 147 (84.0%) reached a comn-
tract. In l.47% of these cases the contract was signed by only one of the parties,
whersas in the remaining 98.67% of the cases the contract was signed by both parties.

The average contract involved the agreement to 1.30 terms by the victim and
2.32 terms by the defendant. In 35.4% of the cases the number of terms agreed to
was the same for victim and defendant; in 4.1% of the cases the victim agreed to
more terms than the defendant; in 60.5% of the cases the defendant agreed to more
terms than the victim. Overall, defendants agreed to significantly more terms than
victims (sign test; z = 8,410, p < .001).
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In 15 cases (10%Z of all contracts), the only
there would be no more violence between defendant
term was agreed to solely by the defendant in 60%
victim and defendant in the remainiang 40% of such

Page 2

agreement reached was that
and victim, In these cases,
of the contracts and by both
contracts.

the

The most common terms agreed to by victims concerned the following points:

to seek counselling or treatment ~ 25.3% of the cases reaching a contract; physical

separation from defendant - 22.0%; to not harass defendant - 17.37%; no violence
against defendant - 16.7%; visitation agreement - 16.0%.

The most common terms agreed to by defendants concerned the following points:
no violence against victim - 56.07%; physical separation from victim - 32.07%; to seek
counselling or treatment-32,0%; to not harass victim - 22,7%; visitation agreement -

19.3%; decreased use of drugs and/or alcohol - 16.7%.

The number of terms agreed to by victims and defendants
Table 5.1. The percentage of victims and defendants agreesing
is summar.ced in Table 5.2.

summarized in
a specific terms

s
i3
T

TABLE 5.1 NUMBER OF TERMS IN AGREEMENT BY VICTIM AND

DEFENDANT IN CASES WHERE AGREEMENT WAS REACHED

% OF CASES

# OF TERMS VICTIM DETENDANT
0 22.3 0.7
1 37.8 27.7
2 29.7 33.8
3 8.1 20.3
4 1.4 12.2
5 0.7 4.7
6 0.0 0.7
TOTAL 99.9 (147) 100.1 (147)

* Total may not add to 100.0% due
is the number of cases reaching

rounding error.
contract.

to The number in parentheses
a

Ao
Ay
£



.
]

£

Chapter 5 Page 3

TABLE 5.2 PERCENTAGE OF VICTIMS AND DEFENDANTS AGREEING TO
SPECIFIC TERMS IN CASES WHERE AGREEMENT WAS REACHED

% OF CASES

TERM VICTIM DEFENDANT
No violence toward other 16.7 56.0
Physical separation from other 22,0 32.0
Seek counseling/treatment 25.3 32.0
No harassment of other 17.3 22.7
Visitation agreement 16.0 19.3
Decreased use of drugs/alcohol 2.7 16.7
Division of property or agree-

ment not to damage property 8.0 11.3
Dissolution of relationship-

permanent or temporaxy 5.3 2.0
Make restitution 0.0 .3
Check in with CDSP Counselor 3.3 3.0
Pay for damages 1.3 4.7
Pay portion of expenses 0.7 3.3
Leave for cooling off period if

explosive situation develops 0.7 2.7
Talk about problems together 2.0 2.0
Look for a job 1.3 1.3
Have second mediation session 1.3 1.3.
Drop charges 4,0 0.7
Maintain sexual relationship 0.7 0.0
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Chapter 6
Outcome Of Participation In CDSP

6.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter considers three major areas of evaluation of the outcome of
participation in CDSP. Section 6.2 discusses CDSP success as measured by follow-
up telephone interviews with the program's clients. Section 6.4 describes the
success of the program in diverting cases from the courts. Section 6.3 analyzes
the success of CDSP in diverting cases to appropriate treatment/counseling resources.

6.2 CLIENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR PARTICIPATION IN CDSP

Approximately two weeks, three months, and six months following the Mediation
Session, both victim and defendant were interviewed by telephone to assess their
views about their participation in CDSP. These follow-up interviews were conducted
predominately in tnose cases where a contract had been negotiared during the Media-
tion Session; one goal of the follow-up was to determine whethar there had been
major violations of the contract which might warrant a referral of the case to
court.

The two-week and three-month follow-up interviews involved a number af struct-
ured questions. The six-mounth telephone contact was made mainiy to notiiy clients
of the termination of their participation in CDSP and to decermine whether there
was any reason for not successfully termigating the case at this point.

For a variety of reasons it was not always possible to complete the two-week
and three-month follow-up interviews with both victim and defendant. Consequently
the following analysis of the results of these follow-ups is divided into several
sections. First, the overall results for victims and defendznts are described.
Next, those cases are considered in which follow-up was completed with both victia
and defendant at the two-week (and three-month) interval. Finally, in order to
examine changes over time, those cases are considered in wihich both the two-week
and three-month follow-ups were completed for victims (and I

6.2.1 TWO~-WEEK FOLLOW-UP

During the two-week follow-up interview, clients were asked the following
questions: :
1. Was the mediation session helpfu. to you in dealing with the
the problems which resulted in your participation in the program?

(Response alternatives supplied for question #1 and also for question
#2 were: 'mot at all', "slightly", "somewhat", 'quite", and "extremely".)

2. Are you satisfied with the contract drawn up by the mediator?
3. You and (other party) had agreed that - (contract terms read to client);

have there been any violations of the contract by either one of you in
two weeks since it was drawn up?

(Response alternatives included "yes", '"no", and '"not sure" for this and

the following items)

4, Are you glad now that you chose to participate in the program rather than
having the case go to court?
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. 5. Do you expect (other party) to fulfill his/her part of the contract
during the next six wmonths?

%, 6. Do you expect to be able to fulfill your part of the contract during the
next six months?

The following tables summarize the results for all victims and defendants with
whom the two-week follow-up interview was completed.

TABLE 6.1 TWO~WEEK FOLLOW-UP: HELPFULNESS

OF MEDIATION SLESSION
% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT

"not at all" 6.8 13.2 1

"slightly" 9.4 5.7 :

"somewhat" 22,2 17.9 i

"quite" 31.6 311

"extremely" 29.9 32.1 i

TOTAL 99.9(117) 100.0(:Cap

*Percentages may not total to 100.0 due to rounding error. Thz number in parent-~
heses after the total indicates the sample size for the percsntazes in this and
subsequent tables.

These results indicate that over 80% of both victimes znd defandants felt that
the mediation session was at least somewhat helpful with ths problems which had
resulted in their participation in CDSP.

TABLE 6.2 TWO-WEEK FOLLOW-UP: SATISFACTIOX
‘ WITH CONTRACT
% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
"not at all" 6.0 8.8
"slightly" 6.8 6.9
"somewhat! 13.7 14.7
"quite" 27.4 28.4
"extremely" 46.1 41.2

TOTAL 100.0(117) 100.0(102)

These results indicate that over 877 of the victims and over 847 of the
defendants were at least somewhat satisfied with the contract drawn up by the
mediator.

i
L3
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TABLE 6.3 TWO-WEEK FOLLOW-UP: CONTRACT VIOLATIONS

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
"no"' 70.9 .81.6
“"not sure" 6.0 1.0
"yes" 23.1 17.5

TOTAL 100.0 (117) 100.1(103)

f-2-74

These results indicate that 23.1% of the victims and 17.3% of the defendants

felt that there had been violations of contracts during the two weeks following
the Medication Session. Of those violations reported by clisnts, 647 for victims
and 537% for defendants were classifiied as "minor" (i.e., not substantive to the
contract and not a basis for r.uvocation of program participsticn). Thus overall
for victims a major violation of contract was reported in 7.7% of the cases; for
defendants, a major violation was reported in 6.9%Z of the total cases.

TABLE 6.4 TWO-WEEK FOLLOW GP: IS CLIENT GL&D
HE/SHE CHOSE TO PARTICIVATE IN CDS2?

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
"yes' 84.2 89.8 !
"not sure' 10.5 3.7
"no' 5.3 6.5

TOTAL 100.0(114) 100.G(108)

Excluding those who indicated 'mot sure'", 94.17% of the victims and $3.3%
of the defendants indicated that they were glad they had chosen to participate
in CDSP rather than have their case go to court.

TABLE 6.5 TWO-WEEK FOLLOW-UP: EXPECTATIONS OF
FULFILLYENT OF CONTRACT
ITEM ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT

"Expect other fyasg' ‘ 75.4 83,6
to fulfili?! "not sure'" 14.9 8.6
"no" 9.6 7.7

TOTAL 9¢.9(114) 99.9(104)
"Expect self "ves' 97.3 92.4
to fulfill?" "not sure" 0.0 2.8
"no" 2.7 4.7

TOTAL 100.0(112) 99.9(106)

.;,;%%

£
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While more than three-fourths of both victims and defendants expected that
both they and the other party would fulfill his/her part of the contract, both
‘victims and defendants had greater expectations that they would fulfill their own
parts than that the other party would £fulfill his/her part. This discrepancy
(75.4% for the other and 97.3% for self) was especially great for victims.

6.2.2 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP

The first four questions of the two-week follow-up interview were repeated in
the three-month follow-up interview, with the exception that question #3 asked about
violations during the three months since the contract was drawn up., In addition
to these questions, the three-month interview also asked clients the following
questions:

5. Do you expect that your agreements in the contract will continue
after this point? '

(Response alternatives included '"ves', 'no", and 'mot sure',)

6. Are there any other good or bad results which you IZeel came out of
your participation in the program?

Results for question #6 were classified separately in terxzs of whethar a
positive or negative result (or both) was cited by the clieac.

The following tables summarize the results for the thrze-monch follow-up
1

=T
for all victims and defendants with whom the interview was com

1Y

rr
{b

[a W)

TABLE 6.6 THREE-YONTH FOLLOW-UP: HELPFULMNESS GF
MEDIATION SESSION

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
) "Not at all 12.9 1.8
"slightly" 9.7 3.6
"somewhat" 14.5 12.5
"quite" 27.4 39.3
"extremely" 35.5 42.8 .
TOTAL 100.0(62) 100.0(56)

Over 75% of the victims and over 90% of the defendants reported thay were
at least somewhat helped by the mediation session in dealing with the problems
which had resulted in their participation in CDSP.
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TABLE 6.7 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW~UP:

SATISFACTION

WITH CONTRACT

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DETFENDANT
"not at all" 5.2 3.5
"slightly" 8.6 0.0
"somewhat' 15.5 8.8
"quite" 34.5 43.8
"extrenmely" 36.2 43.8
TOTAL 100.0(58) 99.9(57)

Over 85% of the victims and

over 95% of

the

defendants wera atc least- some-

what satisfied with the contract drawn up by the mediator.

TABLE 6.8 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP: CONTRACT VICLATION

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFzNDANT
Mho" 81.0 89.5
"not sure' 1.7 0.0
"yes" 17.2 10.5
TOTAL 99.9(58) 150.0(57)

17.2% of the victims and 10.5% of the defeidants responded that there had
been contract violations during the three-month period following negotiation of
the contract. Reported violations were classified as minor or major (substantive
aud constituting grounds for contract revocation). In 10.3% of the cases, vio-
lations reported by victims were classified as major. In no cases were the vio-
lations reported by defendants major.

TABLE 6.9 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP: IS CLIENT GLAD

HE/SHE CHOSE TO PARTICIPATE IN CDSP?
% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
Myes" 82.0 96.7
"not sure" 6.5 1.7
"no" 11.5 1.7

TOTAL . 100.0(61) 100.1(59)

)
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Excluding those who indicated "not sure", 87.7% of the victims and 98.3% of
- the defendants indicated that they were glad they had chosen to participate in
CDSP rather than have their case go to court.

TABLE 6.10 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP: IS AGREEMENT
EXPECTED TO CONTINUE?

% RESPONSES

ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFENDANT
"yes! 30.0 94.8 i
"not sure" 10.9 1.8 |
"no" 9.1 3.6
TOTAL 100.0(55) 100.0(28)
Excluding those who were 'mot sure", 89.8% of the victims znd 93.07% of the

defendants felt that the agreement negotiated by them would contizued after the
three-month period.

TABLE 6,11 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP: OTHER GOOD JOR 34
RESULTS FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

% RESPONSES

ITEM ALTERNATIVE VICTIM DEFZYDANT
"eoad "ves" 51.8 57.1
results” "o 48,1 £2.8
TOTALS 99.9(54) 99.9(56)
"bad Myesg" 7.3 3.6
results'’ "no" 92,7 96.4
TOTALS 100.0(55) 100.0(56

A majority of both wvictims and defendants indicated that, in addition to
the specific terms of their participation, additional good results had stemmed
from participation in CDSP?. On the other hand, only a small minority of victims
and defendants indicated that there had been supplementary bad results from pro-
gram participation.

6.2.3 TWO-WEEK FOLLOW-UP: COMPARISON OF VICTIMS AND DEFENDANTS

In order to determine whether victims and defendants differed in their per-
ception of the results accruing from their participation in CDSP, those cases were
considered in which a two-week follow-up was completed with both victim and defend-
ant (N=88). For each item having a response from both victim and defendant, a sign-"
test was conducted to determine whether victims (or defendants) had responded more
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favorably. (The sign test compares the number of differences in each direction to
the number which might be expected by chance alone.)

Generally speaking, the responses of victims and defendants were positively
correlated. For example, on item #1, which asked whether the mediation sessioun
was helpful in resolving the problems which had resulted in participation in CDSP,
responses of victims and defendants were positively correlated with r = 403 (p <

.001).

On none of the items was there a significant difference between the ratings
of victims and defendants.

Thus there was no basis for concluding that either wvictims or defendants, as
groups, were more or less satisfied with participation in CDS? than the other, al-
though obviously this was true in some individual cases.

6.2.4 THREE-MONTH FOLLOW-UP: COMPARISON OF VICTIMS AND DEFINDANTS
The same results were obtained here as in the two-week comparisons. For those
cases in which follow-up was completed at three months with both victim and defend-
ant (N=54), there were no reliable differences between the ratings of vicctims and
cdefendants. :
Considering the results noted in this section and in ssction 6.2.3, it may b

concluded that, over all, defendants and victims did not diZffsr irom each other in
their ratings of aspects of their participation in CDSP. Furtharmore, dissatisfact-
ion by one of the parties was more likely to be accompanied >y dissatisfaction of

the other, rather than by satisfaccion. This conclusion is horm out by chi-square
tests conducted on the two-week and three-month follow-ups Zer victims and defendants.
These were conducted on items #1 ("helpfulness of mediation session'') and #2 ("satis-
faction with contract'") by comparing victims' and defendants' ratings in a 2-by-2
classification table. Responses for both groups were dividad into two groups -

high (ratings of "quite" and "extremely") and low (ratings of "not at all", "slightly",
and "somewhat''). This comparison measures whether there is association between the
responses of victims and defendants; thus a significant result indicates that the
ratings of victims and defendants tend to be positively related to each other. The
result for three of the four comparisons were significant statistically, while that
for the fourth comparison approached statistical significance. For the two-week
comparison on item #1, chi-square(l) = 13.712, p < .001; for the two-week compari-

son on item #2, chi-square(l) = 6.798, p < .05; for the three-month comparison on

item #1, chi-squars(l) = 9.989, p < .0l; and for ‘the three-month comparison on

item #2, chi-square(l) = 3,228, .10 > p > .05.

6.2,5 VICTIMS: COMPARISON OF TWO-WEEK AND THREE~MONTH FOLLOW-UPS

In order to determine whether thereware significant changes in clients' per-
ception of the program over time, the two-week and three-month results were compared
for those victims with thom both interviews were completed. The first four items
of each follow-up interview were the same for thz two-week and three-month follow-
ups, thus permitting direct comparison. For none of these items was there any
significant difference between the two-week and three-month interviews.

6.2.6. DEFENDANTS: COMPARISON OF TWO-WEEK AND THREE-MONTH FOLLOW UPS

The same comparisons as noted in section 6.2.5 for victims were also made for
defendants who had completed both the two-week and three-month follow-ups. A
significant difference was obtained for only one comparison, that being question #1
of both interviews, :On this item, whether the client found the mediation session
to be helpful with the problems which had resulted in participation in CDSP, defend-
ants responded significantly more favorably at three months than they did at two-
weeks (sign test; z = 1.837, p < .05).

[ R LY T L P
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The results noted in this section and in section 6.2.5 suggest that overall
there was little change in clients' perception of their participation in CDSP
between the first follow-up at two weeks and the second follow-up at three months.

+ The single significant result indicated a favorable change over time for defendants.

6.2.7 SUMMARY OF CLIENTS' RATINGS OF CDSP PARTICIPATION-

For those clients of CDSP with whom follow-up interviews had been completed at
the time of this evaluation, the overall results present a clear and consistent
view of clients of their participation in CDSP. Overall ratings of program partici-
pation indicate a generally positive response by both victims and defendants.
Furthermore, these results did not differ over time (comparing two-week to three-
month results), nor did they differ between victims and defendants in a significant
manner, Evaluation by victims and defendants tended to be positively, rather than
negatively, correlated, indicating that the satisfactior of ome was mnot "bought"
with the displeasure of the other. The percentage of victims who reported they were
glad they had chosen CDSP rather than having the case go to court is dramatically
high, considering that the initial contact by these persoms with the City Attorney's
Office was for the purpose of pressing a criminal complaint. -

6.3 REFERRAL SUCCESS OF CDSP

One of the assumptions of a program which as CDSP is
must be supplemented by other tyvpes of assistance in cert
it is recognized that some problems which give rise to th
acts are not likely to be resolved simply through the verhal
pant to change that problem behavior. The most notable prodl
that of alcholism.

As a consequence of these considerations, one of the msasurass of success of
CDSP is the extent of follow-through on zsgreements by clienss 2o seek ‘treatment or
counseling. It was noted in Chapter 5 (Section 5.5) that 25.3% of the victims and
32.0% of the defendaunts agreed to pariicipate in treatment and/or counseling programs
as part of their participation in CDSP. A complete evaluation of this subject is not
possible at this time. Data are not available yet from a larze enough sample of
cases nor are data available yet from the referral sources usaed by the staff of CDSP.
The following section therefore reports results which are merely suggestive.

Referral for treatment/counsaling was indicated for 28 of the victims and 31
of the defendants with whom a two-week follow-up interview was completed. At the
time of that interview, 66.7% of the victims and 77.4% of the defendants indicated
that they were currently involved in the program. An additiomal 11.8% of the wictims
and 12.5%Z of the defendanis indicated that they were not currently involved because
the program had not started vet. In a swmall percentage of the cases the client was
not participating because the referral had been inappropriate or because the program
had already terminated. The major reason for lack of current participation reported
by both vietins and defendants who had made contact was that they had found the pro-
gram inappropriate and had decided not to participate.

It is difficult, without some basis for comparison, to assess the degree of
referral success indicated by these findings. One of the goals of the second CDSP
evaluation is to perform a more exhaustive analysis of referral outcome based upon
a larger sample of cases and the feedback of participating agencies,

that the mediation process
Specifically,
n of criminal
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6.4 DISPOSITION OF CASES

This section considers the formal disposition of the 194 cases in the sample
analyzed for this report. Before presenting these results some definitions of
outcome categories are required.

1) Successiul Completion of CDSP: A case was considered to have successfully
completed the CDSP program if the following conditions were fulfilled:
a) following enrollment, the case was referred for mediation; b) both
parties attended the Mediation Session and reached an agreement which was
formalized as a Contract signed by both parties; c) there were no material
violations of the Contract during the following six months; and &) the
parties were notified of successful completion at the end of the six months.
In addition to cases completing (a) through (d), soma cases ware considered
"qualified" successes in that they finished steps (a) through (c) but
could not be reached at the conclusion of the six months.

2) Pre-prosecution Case Dismissal: While "probable czuse' was established
in all 194 cases as a precondition to entry into CDS2, ilure to complete

fa
“successfully all phases of the program might still rssult in a decision by
the City Attornmey's Office not to prosecute a cass. Such a decision might
be reached because of a review of the case by the City Attorney's 0fiice

"A
m
3

T
or because the victim no longer wished to bring a comp nt against the

defendant.

3) Diversion: All cases included in categories (1) and (2} were considered
"diverted', whether they had successfully completad the program or not.
Thus the term "diversion" is used here to simply indicate that z case did
not result in a court proceeding and does not imply successful completion
of CDSP program.

4) Referral to Court: OCases were considered as 'mot diverced" if a court
proceeding occurred for the original offense leading to participation in
CDSP. (Cases in which a court proceeding resulted from a new offense are
noted separately.)

In the discussion which follows disposition percentages were based upon cases
which had totally completed program participation and upon some which were still
enrolled in the program at the time these data were collected. Projections based
upon incompleted casas are so noted.

6.4,1 REFERRAL FOR MEDIATION
f the 194 cases in the sample, 187 (96.4%) were referred for mediation. The
remaining 7 cases {(3.56%) were handled at the office level by the CDSP staff and

diverted by dropping the case at that point.

6.4.2 PARTICIPATION IN MEDIATION SESSION

Of the 187 cases referred for mediation, 175 (93.6% of those referred; 90.2%
of the total sample) cases resulted in a Mediation Session taking place. O0f the
remaining 12 cases, four involved the breaking of a condition of referral for media-
tion (2.1% of those referred; 2.1% of the total cases); six involved the failure of
the defendant to appear for the Mediation Session (3.2% of those cases referred;
3.1% of the total sample); one case (0.5% of those referred; 0.5% of the tocsl zample)
involved the failure of the victim to appear for the Mediation Session; and ore case
involved the failure of both victim and defendant to appear for the Mediaztion Session
(0.5% of those referred; 0.5% of the total sample).

v
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The dispositions of the total of 12 cases referred for mediation which did not
result in a Mediation Session included two dismissals by the wity Attorney's Office
(for one of the cases in which an entry condition was broken and for the case in
which both victim and defendant failed to show for the M-diation Session); the
remaining ten cases were all referred to court.

6.4.3 RESULTS OF MEDIATION SESSIONS

0f the 175 cases having a Mediation Session, a Contract was reached in 147 cases
(84.0% of the cases having a Mediation Session; 75.87% of the total cases in the sample).
In two of these cases, the Contract was s...ed by only one of the parties (1.4%Z of
the cases reaching a Contract; 1.1% of thr cases having a Mediation Session; and 1.0%
of the total cases in the sample).

In the 28 cases for which no Contract resulted from the Yediation Session (16.0%
of the cases having a Mediation Sessiin; 14.4%Z of the total casas in the sample),
two cases involved parties who stated that they had reached zn zzresment without the
need of a formal Contract. These two cases agreed to particizata in the program‘s
follow-up interviews and were #.ill involved. Of the remaining 26 cases in which no
Contract was reached, the case was dismissed by the City Atczoraay’'s Office in 22

instances and referred to court in the remaining four instan . Thus of those cases
in which a Mediation Session was held but no Contract reac:ed. 22 were diverted

(11.3% of cases of the iotal sample) and four were referrad zc court (15.4% of cases
having a Mediation #. ~sion but failing to reach a Contract; 2,24 of the total sample).

6.4.4 CASES INW. . NG CONTRACTS

Of the 147 ~ ses involving Contracts, 77 were still emrolled in CDSP at the time
of the data cgl :ction for this report (52.4% of the cases izvolving Contracts and
39.7% of ths i..tal sample). Of the remaining 70 cases which hzd terminated involve-
ment with <712, 53 (36.0% of the cases involving Contracts; 27.3% of the total cases)
were sucf. sfully terminated. Of thess, 36 were '"unqualified" successes (i.e,, they
had e v eted the six month period and been so notified) aznd 17 were "qualified"
suco.-2s (i.e., they had completaed the six month period bu:f were unavailable for -
ne?  +cation at that time). The remaining 17 cases (11.6% of the cases involving
vontvacts; 8.8% of the total cases in the sample) involved material violations of
“ratract. Of these, 10 cases were dismissed by the City Attorney's Office (58.8% of
che cases involving Contract vieclations; 5.2% of the total cases in the sample), and
the r=maining 7 cases were reierred to court (41.27 of the cases involviag Contract
violations; 3.6% of the total cases in the sample; this group involved a single case
in which referral to court was for a new and more serious offense).

6.4.5 OVERALL DISPGSITIONS

0f the 194 cases considered in this analysis, outcomes were known for 115 at
the time of the analysis, Of these cases, 21 (18.3%) were not diverted. Of the
94 cases (81l.7%) which were diverted, 53 involved completion of CDSP (56.4% of cases
diverted and 46.17% of the total cases with known disposition), and 41 were dismissed
by the City Attornmey's Office for various reasons (43.67% of the cases diverted and
35.67% of the total cases with known dispositions).,

6.4.6 PROJECTION OF DISPOSITIONS _

The 77 cases without a final disposition had all passed the point of Contract
formulation at the time the data were obtained for this report. Consequently, it
was possible to project, based upon the outcome with the completed cases, the likli~
hood of zevoked participation in these cases and the subsequent liklihood that these
cases would be referred to court. Of the 70 cases with Contracts having known dis—
positions, 75.7% involved successful completion of CDSP, 14.3% involved dismissal
at the level of the City Attorney's Office, and 10.07% involved referral to court
{(non-diverted cases).
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Projecting to the 77 cases still involved in the program, 58.3 cases were ex-—
pected to result in successful completion of CDSP, 11 cases were expected to
result in dismissal by the City Attorney's Office, and 7.7 cases were expected
to result in referral to court.

Based upon these projections, the following result would be expected for
the entire sample of 194 cases.

1) Successful Completion of CDSP Program: 111.3 cases ~ 57.4% of the

total cases.

2) <Case Dropped from CDS? Program and Charge Dismissed bv City Attorney's
Office: 54 cases -~ 27,8% of the total cases,

.

3) Total cases Diverted (1 + 2): 165.3 cases - 85.2% of the total cases.

4) TWon-Diverted Cases (Referral to Court): 28.7 cases - :4.8% of the
total cases.

6.4,7 COURT DISPOSITIONS

0f the 21 cases which had been referred to court at the tims of this data
analysis, dispositions were known for 15, the remaining six cazses involving pend-
ing court activity. In seven of the cases (46.7% of the caszs with court dis-—
positions) the charges were dismissed by the court. In an zdditicnzl three cases
(20.0%) the charges were dismissed by the court under the condition that the de-
fendant appropriately take (or refrain from) certain actiomns as scipulated by the
court. In four cases (26.7%) the defendant was found guilty and sentenced, but
the sentence was stayed pending the fulfillment of conditions by the defendant.
In oue case (6.7%) the defendant was found guilty and served part of a 60 day
sentence, .

6.4,8 OUTCOME PREDICTION

At the point of this initial evaluation, the total numbsr of cases raferred
to court (i.e., not diverted) was too small to permit accurate prediction of
outcome based upon information available at the point of intake. That is, the
sample of completed cases was not large enough to determine whether such factors
as the relationship between the victim and defendant were significantly related
to the outcome of program participation., Trends were observed for a number of
factors, but the only factor associated with a statistically relaible result was
whether the police had been involved in the incident leading to program partici~
pation. When the police were inveolved, 29.4% of the cases resulted in referral
to court, whereas only 9.4% of the cases were referred to court when there had
been no pollce involvement (chi-square (1) = 4.085, p .05).

6.4.9 SUMMARY TABLES

The results described asbove for dispositions of cases are summarized in
Tables 6,12 and 6.13.

1

While appropriate data are not available to determine the relative conviction
rate foxr court referrals following enrollment in CDSP cowmpared to traditional
proceedings, some suggestive results were obtained in the course of this eval-
uation. It was noted that charges had been brought by the victim against the
dafendant previously in 25 cases. Of these cases, only two reported convicticns
(8%).
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TABLE 6.12 DISPOSITION OF CASES (N=194)
PERCENTAGES*
o
o
aw g 0
o< ==
=0 o H =
=he] nw o=
= & o =
Ry o w o= 3
=R < g c = Q
H o =3 =5 =
oc o= = & >
’ =2 Ao (= N o
PHASES OQF PROGRAM # CASES
ALL CASES (PROJECTED) 194 (57.4) T (27.8) | (2%.3) [ 100.0 |
REFERRED FOR MEDIATION 187 49.1 31.5 9.4 | 96.4
¥MOT REFERRED FOR MEDTATION 7 - 100.0 - 3.6
MEDIATION SESSION HELD 175 55,2 33.3 } 1l.% 90.2
NO MEDIATION SESSION HELD 12 - 16.7 3.3 6.2
referral condition broken 4 - 25.0 73.0 2.1
failure to appear - defend. 6 - - 13C.0 3.1
failure to appear - victim 1 - - 100,43 0.3
failure to appear - both 1 - 100.0 - 0.5
CONTRACT REACHED 147 75.7 14.3 20,0, 75.8
signed by both parties 145 75.7 14.3 10.0 74,7
signed by only one party 2 - - - 1.1
NO CONTRACT REACHED 28 - 84.6 15,4 14.4
CONTRACT -~ NO VIOLATION 53 100.0 - - 27.3
CONTRACT - VIOLATION 17 - 58.8 41.2 8.8
CONTRACT ~ STILL IN PROGRAM 77 - - - 39.7

% ) ) o . . .
Parcentages given for dispositions, other than projections in "TOTAL" row,
are based upon cases which have already completed the program and having

final dispositions.

TABLE 6.13 PERC
g

NTAGES OF CASES REACHING A STAGE GIVEN THAT

g
THE P

REVIOUS STAGE OF PARTICIPATION WAS REACHED

% THOSE REACHING

STAGE OF PROGRAM # CASES PREVIOUS STAGE ALL C:SES
ENROLLMEN 194 - 100.0 1
REFERRAL FOR MEDIATION 187 96.4 96.4
MVEDTATION SESSION HELD 175 93.6 90.2
CONTRACT REACHED 147 84,0 75.8
COMPLETION WITHOUT VIOLATION (53)* (75.7) (46.1)

xPercentages for "COMPLETION WITHOUT VIOLATION" are based upon cases with kanown

final outcome, whereas the other percentages are based upon all 194 cases.




Chapter 7
Conclusions and Recommendations

7.1 INTRODUCTION

The final chapter in this report summarizes some of the findings presented
in Chapters 3, 5 and 6 in terms of the evaluation criteria noted in Chapter 1.
Some recommendations are offered in the light of these conclusions. A general
overview of project operation is presented first.

7.2 GENERAL PROJECT OVERVIEW

The overall objective for CDSP, as stated in the original Grant Proposal,
was to divert 1000 domestic-complaint cases during the first year of operation
oi the project. The estimate of 1000 cases eligible for diversion was based
upon a survey of staff members of the City Attorney's Office conducted in Sept-
ember and Qctober of 1975. Clearly a much lower number of cases suitable for
inclusion in CDSP has been encountered by the project to datz. This wmay hardly
be viewed as a program deficiency, since there is no indication that appropriate
cases have been excluded.

Because of the lower than anticipated volume of cases, it was possible for
the staff of CDSP to contribute in areas outside the immediz:te scope of CDSP.
A general survey of staff activities indicated that, from Saptamber, 1976,
through May, 1977, a total of 1589 persons was seen by the CDSP staff in their
offices or in arrvaignment. Contact with these persons resuiced in the following:
lain ¢) the writing

a) enrollment of 295 cases in CDSP; b) the issuance 92 comdl 53

of 37 letters to citizens regarding dog, harassment, or lo ué music complaingsy

d) 65 referrals to other agencies; and e) the additional advising of

This tabulation excludes the numerous telephone contacts made by the staff.
The contribution of the CDSP staff to the overall operation of the City

Attorney's Office is commendahle. Nonetheless, it is likely that the staff’

ability to coordinate the operation of CDSP itself will be undarmined if their

workload extraneous to CDSP remains high. It is recommended that the overall
workload of the CDSP staff be reviewed and priorities set for their continued
functioning.

While, as expected, there have been some minor deviations from the orxi-
ginal plan, the general operation of CDSP conforms well to the format of the
preject stated in the original Grant Proposal. In this sense the project may
be viewed as successful in establishing its operational procedures according
to plan and according to the time-table set forth for program developnment.
Bafore considering the evaluation criteria stipulated in Chapter 1, two topics
noted in the Grant Proposal require mention. The first concerns the role of
polica officers in making referrals to CDSP; the second topic deals with the
types of cases included in the program.

The Grant Proposal noted the possibility of more direct police involvement
in making referrals to CDSP. WMo specific steps have been taken in this direction
as of yet, and the consultaunt recommends that such steps not be taken without
careful consideration of the possible consequences. The consultant's reserva-
tion about encouraging direct police referrals is based upon the belief that
police involvement of the type being considered should be accompained by general
training of officers in the area of crisis and couflict management. (To the
best of our knowledge such training has not been implemented for the Minneapolis
Police Department.)
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A police officer is in a position to provide the most direct crisis inter-
vention and conflict management service to disputants in many domestic and neigh-
borhood quarrels. The provision of such service requires adequate training (e.g.,
in conflict mediation, referral to community resources, etc.), An appropriately
trained officer might legitimately decide that a referral to CDSP was called for
(perhaps because only one party was currently present or because of the involve-
ment of intoxication). That is, the well trained officer would look first to
his own crisis interventicn abilities and secondarily to the use of outside re-
sources. An inadequately trained officer, however, is likely to use referral to
CDSP instead of the more effective actions which he might take on his own. This
would result in unnecessary insertion of cases into the Criminal Justice System,
rather than diversion. Such a referral would also result in delayed intervention.

The second topic noted in the Grant Proposal concerned the possibility of
including non~-criminal cases in CDSP. To date the program has only involved cases
with a legitimate criminal complaint. In the Proposal it was noted that inclusion
of non-criminal complaints might be dangerous because CDSP would be offering the
program "... in cases where no intervention by the legal system would be justi-
fied (p. 6 (C), of the Grant Proposal)." This point is well taxen since it might
be argued that including such cases inserts into, rather than diverts from, the
Criminal Justice System.

It is recommended that various mechanisms be considers i e
in cases which do not involve a criminal complaint and in those in which a criminal
element is minor or difficult to establish. There is little doubt that the City

v

of crime prevention. A case without probable cause may still be @ prelude to the
commission of a serious battery; similary, violence often erupts over the settle-
ment of a civil matter. The main issue seems to be determining the role  of the
City Attorney's Office, and especially that of CDSP as a sup-unit of that Office.

A potential role for CDSP in this type of case might be that of referral rather than
direct involvement. This would be possible if the role oif the staff of mediators
employed by the Urban Coalition were broadened. This or a comparavle body might
fuaction as a general conflict-mediation service which raceived referrals from

CDSP and other sources. Movement in this direction might pave the way not only for
providing service to a broader range of cases; in additiom, this type of develop-
nent might lead to the operation of affiliated CDSP's on a County-wide or Metrop-
olitan-area-wide basis.

7.3 EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS

A set of programmatic objectives was listed in Chapter 1. These objectives
concerned the formal structure of CDSP, i.e., whether this structure was suited
to the stated goals of the program. In chapter 3 it was concluded that the progranm
format was indeed appropriate to these goals. The final section of Chapter 1 listed
some evaluation criteria as a set of results which would be predicted on the basis
of the goals of CDSP. These criteria are considered next in terms of the results
described in Chapters 5 and 6.

7.3.]1 BEHAVIORAL SPECIFICITY OF AGREEMENTS

The first suggested criterion was that agreements reached by participants in
CDSP sould be behaviorally specific, should involve more than the simple agreement
not to commit the alleged offense again, and should involve the commitment to be-
havior change by both'victim and defendant. In general this objective seems to
have been met.
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It was noted in Chapter 5 that 107% of the Contracts involved only the agree-~
ment not to re-—commit the offense. Thus in 90% of the cases some agreement was
reached which included additional behavior change by defendant, victim, or both.

A review of the terms of Contracts also indicated that agreements were fairly
specific. That is, the agreemeats ianvolved specific behavior (e.g., to make
restitution or to avoid contact) rather than vague terms which would be unlikely
to have significant impact (e.g., to get along better).

Overall, the results of agreements appear to meet the crlterlon set forth
in Chapter 1. One area worth consideration is whether to permit a Contract which
simply involves the agreement not to commit the offense. It is programmatically
questionable whether such a contract is adequate. On the other hand, there was
no indication that such Contracts resulted in a greater rate of Contract violations
than more detailed Contracts. It is recommended that a policy dzcision be reached
governing the minimal terms required for a completed Contract.

7.3.2 PERCEPTION OF CDSP AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO COURT
The second evaluation criterion listed in Chapter 1 stipulsted that clients
should view participation in CDSP favorably as an alternative ©c court proceeding.

While it was expected that this would be so for defendants, there was some quest-
rasulis presented
T

ion as to whether victims would reach the same conclusion.
in Chapter 6 support the conclusion that both victims and de
3lad that they had chosen to participate in CDSP.

Of those who responded affirmatively or negatively (i.e., excluding those who
were not sure), 94.1%7 of the victims and 93.3% of the defendants indicated during
the two-week follow-up interview that they were glad they had chosen to participate
in CDSP. Comparable percentages for the three-month follow-up were 87.7% for vie-
times and 98.3% for defendants. It may be concluded that the vast majarity of all
persons participating in the program were pleased with the choice they had made.

7.3.3 EVALUATION OF BIAS

The third evaluation criterion listed in Chapter 1 stated that participation
in CDSP should not result in a consistently more favorable reaction from either
victims or defendants. It was notad that such a result, if obtained, would in-
dicate that CDSP had not been successful in establishing & non-adversary proceed-
ing which dealt equitably with both parties. The results presented in Chapter 5
included the finding that defendants agreed to significantly more terms than vie-
rims in the formulation of the Contracts. This result would seem to suggest bias,
but the resulis obtained from follow-up interviews (reported in Chapter &) did
not support such a counclusion. Overall, both victims and defendants rated their
participation in CDSP favorably, and there were no significant differences in
these ratings, either at two weeks or at three months. It may be concluded that
from the perspective of the clients of CDSP, there was no consistent bias in the
program ia favor of either victims or defendants.,

3

7.3.4 REFERRALS TO COURT
Criterion number four listed in Chapter 1 concerned the rate of diversien
achieved by CDSP. Overall, a diversion rate of 85.27 was projected for the sam-
ple of cases included in this evaluation. This included diversion from court
proceeding based upon successful completion of Lhe program (57.4%) and based
upon the decision to dismiss the case without a court proceeding. (27.83). 1If
we consider only those cases which reach the stagé of formalizing a Contract,
these percentages are.somewhat "improved'". TFor participants reaching a Contruetr
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diversion from court occurred 90% of the time. This 90% includes 75.7% success-—
ful partipations in CDSP and 14.3% dismissals of cases.

The notion of a "high" level of successful diversion is somewhat arbitrary.
The diversion rate obtained for the sample in this evaluation appears '‘respect~
ably” high, but it may be still useful to ask whether this rate is acceptably
high, If it is not, it may be necessary to re-define the criteria for a referral
to court. Presumably a greater percentage of cases could be diverted if the crit-
eria for inclusion in CDSP were made less stringent. This might be accomplished
by having several re-~scheduled Mediation Sessions in the event that both parties
do not attend the first session (or the second, etc.). Contract violations might
also be reviewed such that a greater proportion of cases involving violations were
retained by the program (e.g., through a new Mediation Sessien). The difficulty
with broadening the inclusion criteria is that some of the impact of the program
may be lost thereby, and the potential for program abuse by clilients may increase.
It is recommended that policies be reviewed concerning the critaria now used to
determine whether to refer a case to court.

7.3.5 ADDITIONAL CRITERIA

The fifth and sixzxth evaluation criteria noted in Ch : ncerned; resp-
actively, the success of referral from CDSP to community
the success of CDSP in decreasing recidivism. The data
this evaluation did not permit definitive evaluation of
erion.

The only data available on referrals for treatment = or counseling were
obtained from the two-week follow-up interviews. While t 2 data indicated that
about 707 of those referred had made contact with the refarrzl program, there was
no basis for judging the accuracy of these reports, Similazlv, no data-‘were ava-
ilable to determine whether clients completed participation in programs to which
they were referred. In order to evaluate fully this aspect of the program, twoe
categories of Information are reguired. Firvst, it is necessary to complete a
reasonably large number of six-month follow-up interviews with persons who were
referred for treatment/counseling. Second, feedback must be obtained for these
cases from the agencies and recsivad the referrals, so that client feedback may
be corroborated (and qualified) by the perceptions of the agency persomnel. It
is recommended that agency feesdback be actively sought for those cases involving
referral since referral success will be impossible to guage accurately without this
feedback. _

The segment of the six-month follow-up form dealing with referral was not
consistently used by the CDSP staff in completing these follow-up interviews.

It appears that the section was not always completed and, when it was completed,
was sometimes used to assess clients reactions to participation in CDSP rather
than to participation in referral program. That i1s, there seems to be some con-
fusion among the staff members doing follow-up interviews over the purpose of
this section. It is suggested that either the form be revised to make its pur-
pose more self-evident or that staff members be more carefully instructed in the
use of this section of the form.

The calculation of relative recidivism rate requires information about clients
of CDSP in comparison to cases processed through the court system. Because of the
decision not to include a sample of control (non-diverted) cases randomly selected
from cases eligible to participate in CDSP, it is unlikely that a true relative
recidivism rate can be calculated, It may still be possible to determine the abso-
lute recidivism rate for CDSP cases and to evaluate the acceptability of this rate.

the time of

either crit-
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This topic will be addressed more fully in the second evaluation report; at
that time a large enough sample of completed cases should be available to per-

mit a reasonably precise analysis.

7.4 PROCEDURAL REVISIONS

The Victim-~Defendant Data Sheet contains some sections which were not filled
out consistently by the staff; It also failed to include space for certain infor-
mation. It is recommended that this form be revised in terms of the following
considerations:

1. Space should be provided for listing (separately) the dates of intake
for victim and defendant.

2. Space should be provided for listing the sex of the wvictim and the
defendant.

3. It should be noted whether information on the shee:t was obtained from
the victim, the defendant, or from both.

4. The section on "Dependents' should note the circumstancezs under which
this information should be entered (i.e., whether the ssction is to be
used only when there are dependents of both victim and defendant): this
section should also include space for indicating that denendents are in
joint custody of victim and defendant.

5. Under "Relationship History" space should be proviZad to indicate an
offense other than a battery and the questions about the history of the
offense should stipulate the particular offense in question; alternatively,

this space should be reserved for battery only.

B, The section on "Police Involvement' requires clar‘flcation; it is not
clear, for example, whether ""Called by Others" refers to the present
incident or past incidents, nor is it clear what is to be rataed under
"Prior Incidents"

7. . It is not clear whether the information provided under '"Criminal Chanrges"

is simply the product of the victim's testimony or whether the charges

noted have been corroborated; if corroboration has been obtained through

a check of files, this should be so noted.

8., The section on '"Chemical Usage/Violence" does not appear to have been
filled out consistently. There may be ambiguity here concerning whether
the person's state of intoxication, or the contribution of that state to
the commission of the offense, is being rated. This should be clarified.

9, The section on "'Social Agency Contact" should indicate the date of the .
most recent contact with the agency.

10. Space should be allocated on the form (or some other form) for specifi-
cation of actions taken at the time of the enrollment in CDSP. This
information 1s now separately available on the participation agreements
signed by clients; this may be sufficient, but, for the purpose of
monitoring &ompliance with these agreements, it may be appropriate to
list these terms in summary form on the Victim-Defendant Data Sheet..
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11. Space should be allocated for indicating the completion of each phase
of the program by clients. A check~list could be easily constructed
to fulfill this purpose.

The two-week and three-month follow-up forms are generally adequate. A
modification which is required is the provision of space to indicate whether the
form is being completed with the victim or the defendant.

The six-month follow-up, as noted earlier, should include clarifying instruc-
tions for the use of the section on referral. In addition, this form should pro-
vide space for indicating whether the interview was completed with the victim or
the defendant. For cross-reference purposes, and also simply to insure that forms
do not get wisplaced, a space should be provided on all forms for the case number.

It is recommended that the six-month follow-up form also contain some items
duplicating those on the three-month and two-week forms. It is specifically
suggested that question #2 (satisfaction with the contract) and question #4 (sat-
isfaction with CDSP as an alternative to court) be asked.

7.5 FINAL CONCLUSIONS

For a first-year project, CDSP?, in the consultant's view, hes done quite
well. The program has been successful in achieving its opazetional phase quickly
and effectively. While there will undoubtedly be modifications in

4

atjon as the program matures, the overall results of this evaiuac
the staff of CDSP is to be commended for having dome an ewczllext job during the
first nine months of the pregram.
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