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| ABSTRACT

This report presents the findings of the Nationai Evalua*ion of the
Neighborhood Justice Centers (NJCs), organizations designed to provide medi- .
ation services for resolving interpersonal disputes as an alternative to going
to court. The main purpose of the evaiuation was to describe and assess the
processes and  impact of the three Neighborhood Justice Centers located in
Atlanta, Kansas City, and Los Angeies (Venice/Mar Vista).

The results showed that the NJCs handled a sizable numoer of cases (3 $47)
during their first 15 months of operation. A wide variety cf types of disputes
from severai different referral services were successfully processed by the
NJCs. NKearly half of all the cases referred to. tha NJCs were resolved; six

months later the large majori“y of disputants reported that the agreements stﬂl -

held and that they were satisfied with the process. The NJCs appear to handle
most interpersonal cases more efficiently than the courts -- the NJC process is
faster and more satisfying to the disputants. Although the NJCs did not appear -
to have a significant impact on court caseioads, judges and other justice system
officials held a positive view of the NJCs and believed that they facilitated
court proresses. Cases of a civil/consumer nature reached hearing less often
than those of a more clearly interpersonal nature, but the interpersonal
disputes tended to show a less satisfactory resolution rate upon follow-up.
There were indications that the costs per case at the NJCs may become
-competitive with those of the courts. It was concluded that the Neighborhood
Justice Centers provide a needed and effective alternative mechanism for the
resolution of minor disputes.

It is recommended that (1) governments support the continued deveiopment
ot alternative dispute resolution mechanisms, (2) a program of research and
development should be conducted on outreach metheds, (3) workshops on such
mechanisms should be offered to criminal justice officials, and (4) a national
research/evaluation program should be launched to assess current dispute
resolution approaches
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PREFACE

This report represents the product of a twenty-fou' month evaluation of .
NIJ's Neighborhood Justice Centers Field Test. The Fieid Test was created as an
experimental alternative to the courts for resolving minor interpersonal
dispute cases via third party mediation. Tke program model was based on similar
projects such as the Columbus Night Prosecutor Program, The American Arbfi-
tration Association's 4-A projects, The Miami Citizen Dispute Settlement
program, and The Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution s Dispute
Resolution Program in New York City.

The Neighborhood Justice Centers (N3Cs) were established in the cities of
Atlanta, Georgia, Kansas City, Missouri, and Les Angeles, California, and were
to operate during a demonstration period of eighteen months. Concurrently, a
grant was awarded to the Institute for Secial Analysis (formerly the institute
For Research) to conduct a national evaluation of the NJC Field Test. The
evaluation project contained three major elements: (1) an implementation stud
to document the events which took place during early phases of the program; (2
a process study to assess the case handling procedures and the outcomes of the
mediation sessions; and (3) an impact study to assess the program's impact cn
the disputants, the courts, and the community. The implementaticn study
findings as well as some of the initial process study results were presented in
an earlier report: An Interim Evaluation of the Neighborhood Justice Centers :
Field Test (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1979).

This final report of the evaluation project focuses on both the process and
impact studies. Data relevant to XJC operations and disputant follow-up are
presented, rather than the mediation process itself. Chapter I discusses some
of the conceptual issues reiated to dispute resolution and outlines the
methodolog1ca1 approach. The second chapter briefly describes the organization
and operations of the three NJCs. The next two chapters present the results of
the process and impact studies. Chapter V discusses the iszsues and impiications
of the HJC evaluation, and the last chapter presents conclusions and recom-
mendations reievant to future program development of Neighborhood Justice
Centers.

ix



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The national evaluxtion of the Neighborhood Justice Centers Field Test and
this report could not have been compieted without the support and cooperation of
many people across the country. To say that this was z cooperative endeavor is
_ an-understatement -- there was a commitment at both the federal and local levels

to the goals of the evaluation project. Below we attempt to acknowledge those
who have been directly invelved in the evaluation. ,

Within the Xational Institute of Justice, Dr. Richard Rau, from the Office
of Program gvaluation, served as project monitor and provided valuable input to

e study design. Others, both past and present, within NIJ also contributed
,ugn1ficantly, including: Dr. Lawrence Bennett, Mr. Paul Cascarano, Ms. Mary
Ann Beck, Mr. Robert Soady, Mr. Martin Lively, and Ms. Cheryl Martorana.

Mr. William. Yeomans of the Department of Justice's Office for Improvements
in the Administration of Justice was most helpful, as were Mr. John Beal, Mr.
Paul Nejelski and Mr. Daniel Meador, all formerly with the office.

At each of the three NJC field test sites several persors should be
acknowledged. In Atlanta, Ms. Edith Primm, current Executive Director of the
NJC and Mr. Linwood Slayton, former Executive Director, and their staff provided
a congenial and supportive working environment for the project. Mr. David
gr?ckegt and Mr. Jack Ethridge of the Atianta NJC Board of [iirectors were most

elpful.

Mr. Maurice Macey, Director of the Kansas City NJC, his staff, and Mr.
James Reefer and Mr. Alvin Brooks of the City of Kansas City were very
supportive. .

In Los Ange1es;,Mr. Joel Edelman, Director of the Venice/Mar Vista NJC, his
staff, and Board members, Mr. Robert Carlson, Mr. Ronald Olsen, and Dr. Earl
“Johnson established a cooperative relationship with the evaluation effort.

Last, but certainly not least, the project's Advisory Panel provided
direct input to the evaluation over a period of two years. Thay reviewed the
initial work plan as well as the interim and final products of the evaluation.
Without their assistance in providing both first-hand knowledge of dispute
center operations and methodological expertise, this project would net have
achieved its goals. Ovwr Panel included:

Mr. William Felstiner ‘
Social Science Research Institute, iniversity of Southern California

¥r. Victor Rouse
American Institutes for Research, Washington, D.C.

Mr. Raymond Shonholtz
Director, Community Board Program, San Francisco, California

Ms. Linda Singer '
Executive Director, Center for Community Justice, Washington, D.C.



Ms. Ann Weisbrod
Former Director, IMCR Dispute Center, New York City

The Institute forisocial Analysis projec%_staff:
Dr. David Sheppard, Principal Inveé%igator
br. Royer Cook, Co-Principai investigator
Me. Janice Rcehl, Project Director
Ms. JoAnn Bayneum, Evaluation Analyét, Atlahta
ﬁs. Barbara}Kuszmaul, Evaluation Anaiyst, Kansas City
Ms. Camille Caracappa, Evaluation Analyst, Venice/Mar Vista

Ms. Arleen Chapman, Project Secretary

xi



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

People having disputes with friends, relatives, or neighbors generally
cannot find an alternative to taking their case to court. Moreover, the
Judicial process is often costly, time=consuming and confusing for those
invelved. An example of this type of case is as follows:

The Johnsons and Browns were friends and neighbors until spring
1977; their children, ages three to five, played together regularly
and had several disagreements. Eventually, apparently as a result of
differing values and approaches to rearing children, the Johnsons'
mother began arguing with the grandmother of the Brown family. The
children were prohibited from playing together but physical and
verbal abuse among the adult members of the families continued and
worsened. After weeks of frequent altercations, several phone calls
©o the police, and damages to both houses and cars, the two families
filed charges of assault, disturbing the peace, and destruction of
property against each other. Within days of filing charges, this
neig@borhood dispute was resolved in a manner satisfactory to both
parties.

At the first court date for this case, an attorney for one family
and the presiding judge recommended the two families take their case
to the Neighborhood Justice Center. An NJC intake worker immediately
gathered information from both parties and scheduled a mediation
hearing at the NJC within two days. Fifteen members of the two
families attended the hearing, which was led by a team of three
mediators who were from the commun'*~ and specialiy trained in
mediation skills. For six and one-ha. hours, the mediators heard
each family's side of the dispute, facilitated communication among
the parties, and held private caucuses with disputing individuals to
work out a resolution of the problem. A multi-term agreement was
reached between the two parties, calling for as little contact
between the families as possible, ari end to the physical and verbal
abuse, and a structured communication process for squelching any
future problems that might arise before one family's planned move in
several months. Telephone follow-up interviews were conducted with
central persons in each family six months afier the hearing and both
reported no further problems had occurred before the move, indicated
a high degree of satisfaction with the RJC process, and expressed
rei:gf that the ordeal of a court trial and possible jail sentence was
avoided.

The Johason-Brown neighborhood dispute is an example of one type of case
-:andled by Neighborhood Justice Centers (NJCs) in Atlanta, Kansas City, arnd Los
Angeles. The three Centers are the central components of a Field Test program
developed and funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (which became the
National Institute of Justice in December 1979) to test the use of mediation and
arbitration in resolving wminor disputes among citizens. Developmental work on
the Justice Centers began in late 1977, they opened for business in March 1978,
and have been processing cases ever since. o

-1-



Overview of the Report

This report presents the results of a twn-year evaluation of the NJCs, an
effort which started at a point prior to the NJC openings and continued through
their first 15 months. The evaluation study provided a comprehensive picture of
the implementation and operations of the NJCs and assessed their impact on the
~ disputants, community, and criminal justice system. For complete information
on the implementation activities and a full description of project processes,
the reader is directed to two previous repcris (Sheppard, Roehl, and Cook, 1978;
and Sheppard, Roehl, and Cook, 1979). The major portions of this report are
devoted to a full presentation of the NJC caseloads; an assessment of the impact
of the projects on the disputants, courts, and community; a discussion of the
- findings; and conclusions and recommendations based on the evaluation results.
In order to view these findings in the proper light, it is important to be aware
ti)f thg c‘:!gm‘:!ext --both conceptual and methodological -- in which the evaluation

s embedded. . —

Dispute Resolution: A Brief History

For many citizens, the urban judicial system is a foreboding, somewhat
mysterious institution whose costs and arcane workings make it practically
inaccessible. If the citizen steps into this system, he may find that the costly
adjudication process moves at a disturbingly slow pace and that the control cf
events falls into other hands. Any sense that justice has been delivered is
often overwhelmed by feelings of frustration and powerlessness; that one has
been dealt with by strangers rather than served by a segment of the community
(Danzig, 1973). Such negative experiences seem particularly frustrating and

inappropriate for the handling of disputes among citizens. For disputes between |

couples or neighbors, etc., the traditional adjudication routes seem especially
cumbersome and alienating, given that the problem is largely interpersonal and
somewhat routine. In recent years, however, both prosécutors and judges have -
attempted to break away from the inflexible, one-track approach to adjudicating
personal disputes by attempting to negotiate a settlement among the parties
prior to or even during a formal court appearaiice. Options available to the .
court include deferred prosecution, pre-trial diversion programs, or a con-
viction with expunged records. The difficulty, however, is that these options
are not available in many jurisdictions and their application is Tleft to
individual prosecutors and judges who use their own criteria for placing
defendants in these programs. Moreover, there are doubts about the ultimate

appropriateness of the courts as mechanisms to settle interpersonal disputes.

The courts have not actively sought to become the central institution for
dispute resolution; rather the task has fallen to them by default as the.
significance and influence of other institutions has waned over the years,
although the Smail Claims Courts in soie areas appear to be capable of handling
interpersonal disputes in a competent manner {Yngvessen and Hennessey, 1976).
Many of the disputes which are presently brought to the courts would have been
settled in the past by the  family, the church or the informal community
leadership (Sander, 1976j. While the current role of these societal insti-
tutions in resolving interpersonal disputes is in doubt, many citizens take
their cases to the courts.

Problems with c0urts-based‘d§spute resolution. The current use of the -

-2



courts to process disputes presents several problems, including (1) limited

access and utilization, (2) delays and dismissals, (3) inappropriate use of
. adjudication, and. (4) the centralized bureaucracy. , ‘ :

-The citizen whc wishes to use the courts to resolve a dispute must be
willing and able to pay for legal fees and court costs and to absorb the loss of
wages for court appearance. For a broad band of the American populace, such an
economic sacrifice is unthinkable, particularly if the dispute does not involve
substantial property or payment (Nader and Singer, 1976). Once in the system,
the individual can experience lengthy delays of months and sometimes years for
the resolution of disputes, both civil and criminal. These delays can be
unbearable for the disputant, but they are also reflective of the severe
difficulties which courts experience in attempting to process the dispute
cases. Often cases are partially processed through the system only to have the
charges dismissed. Even in felony arrests .for- crimes against the person, a
large proportion of charges are dismissed because the complainant had an ongoing
relationshkip with the defendant (Vera Institute, 1977). -

For many disputes, the question is not a simple one of who is right or
wrong, hut rather which compromises and accommodations each party is willing to
make. The conventional adjudication process is highly adversarial in nature, a
competitive winner-take-all procedure which is not conducive to compromise and
agreement. The average citizen does not view the urban court as an integral,
valued element of his neighborhood or community, staffed by recognizable
friends and neighbors. Instead, the court is often seen as another impersonal
government agency, populated by unknown individuals who may have never visited
the citizen's neighborhood. He or she may be very reluctant to turn to a
collection of strangers with a personal or interpersonal problem.

This rather pessimistic view of the criminal courts in America is not
skared by everyone, however. Eisenstein and Jacob point out in their study of
felony justice in three cities that much of what the general public believes
about crimiral courts is not accurate (Eisenstein and Jacob, 1977). They state
that the judge does not always play a dominant role in case processing and that
plea bargaining is not universal. Their findinds indicate that minorities are
not treated worse than whites, that public defenders are not less effective than
retained counsel,and that delays in processing cases do not deny a fair trial
for defendants.

Alternative dispute resolution techniques. When a dispute arises, there
are basically three options which an individual may exercise to settle the
dispute: (1) unilateral actions on the part of a disputant, (2) dyadic options
in which the two disputants confront one another, and (3) third-party techniques
(McGillis and Mullen, 1977). Adjudication is included in category (3), as are
mediation and arbitration. .

‘Unilateral actions include self-help, such as cognitive redefinition of
the problem, but aiso include inaction and active avoidance. Felstiner (1974),
points out that complaints by individuals against large organizations are often
“Jumped" because the average individual has no influence on the organization
and, in fact, is somawhat depende:it on the organization. He distinguishes
between inaction, where the relationship between the disputants continues, and
active avoidance, where the individual does not attempt to resolve the dispute,
but makes an effort to avoid future disputes by withdrawing from the rela-
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tionship. Danzig and Lowy (1975) have contended that such responses to disputes
exact high personal and societal costs. Indeed, inaction may encourage the
continuance of irresponsible organizational practices toward individuals and
active avoidance can erode the cohesiveness of communities and institutions.
Thus, these unilateral actions do not appear to be satisfactory alternatives to
adjudication. The dyadic options of coercion and negotiation would appear to be
less common responses to disputes. Coercion requires that a disputant can
credibly threaten an opponent into compliance. Negotiation is a rather
attractive avenue for dispute resolution, but it usually requires that the
disputants are mutually dependent, willing to compromise, and able to conduct
negotiations without the presence of a third party. .

Although the unilateral and dyadic responses to disputes may be workable
and effective approaches to dispute resolution under certain circumstances,
they do not appear to offer the stable forum required for an alternative to
conventional adjudication. In this regard, third party resolution techniques -
-- short of adjudication -- have been viewed as the most feasible and satis-
factory alternatives to the traditional judicial system. Specifically, con-.
ciliation, mediation, and arbitration have been proposed (and adopted in a
limited fashion) as appropriate techniques for dispute resolution. The major
distinction among the three types of strategies is made along a continuum of
third party involvement (McGillis and Mullen, 1977). In conciliation, the third
party has a very Timited role, mediation involves the active participation of
the third party, and arbitration incorporates a third party decision regarding
- the matter in dispute. These strategies appear to fulfill most of the desired
attributes of a dispute resolution process. Little formal training is required,
so many lay members of a community can be used as mediators or arbitrators. The
process itself is rapid, typically requiring no more than two or three hours of
informal hearings. Agreements are usually written which involve some compro-
mise from each disputant, rather than attempting to determine guilt or
innocence. In short, third party resolutions appear to be the most attractive
techniques for dispute resolution, seemingly exhibiting advantages over both
adjudication and the unilateral and dyadic optians. :

The development of tke Neighhorhood Justice Center concept The dis-
satisfaction with traditional adjudication as a means of resolving disputes has
led to considerable discussion regarding the nature of the mechanism or body
which would most effectively perform the function. The foundation for the
concept of lieighborhood Justice Centers was laid by Danzig (1973) in his
proposal to estabiish community moots, neighborhood-based non-coercive forums
which would settle a variety of disputes without attempting to establish guilt
or innocence. These inoots would be accessible -~ even attractive -- mechanisms
for all classes of citizens. The major criticisms leveled at the concept of
community moots is that without some coercive power, they are likely to be
unworkable. In recognition of this deficiency, Fisher (1975) has proposed
community courts composed of elected community members who would exercise a.
variety of sanctions, from restitution to eviction. Sander (1976) proposed the
deveIOpment of Dispute Resolution Centers, which would provide an intermediate
option between Danzig's non-coercive community moots and Fisher's highly
coercive community courts. These Centers would be similar to community moots
but would be government agencies with close ties to the courts and could also
provide binding arbitration when mediation failed.




Recent Approaches to Dispute Resolution

While alternative dispute resolution mechanisms such as mediation have
been available to the courts, police and other criminal justice agencies for
decades, it is only in the past ten years that formal programs have been
developed utilizing the concepts noted above. At least 100 or so of these
mediation-type projects similar to the Meighborhood Justice Centers are in
operation at this time; several hundred more can be included if the definition
is. broadened to cover programs specifically focused on single issues such as
housing or consumer problems. These projects generally employ the methods of
conciliation, mediation, and arbitration for dispute resolution. They have
unique characteristics -~ sponsors, organizational structures, relationships
uitghthe criminal justice system, etc. -- which distinguish them from one
another. '

Unlike small claims and other specialty court;, such as family courts,
these programs-do not attempt to adjudicate cases; rather, they have their
origins in the conflict resolution approaches of the social sciences (Felstiner

and Williams, 1978). The third party mediators meet with the disputants
- informally, and they are eager to explore all pertinent aspects of the problem
that confronts the parties. Mediators are less concerned about rules,
procedures, and consistency than in assisting the parties in reaching a
satisfactory resolution of their dispute.

One of the earliest established programs was the Arbitration-as-an-
Alternative (4-A) project developed in Phiiadelphia in 1969 by the National
Center foi: Dispute Settlement of the American Arbitration Association. The 4-
A project was designed to work directly with the Municipal Court, handling cases
of harassment, miner assaults, and malicious mischief. The Philadelphia
project is still in operation under the management of the Municipal Court and
funded by the City.

The Night Prosecutor Program in Columbus, Ohio, started in 1971, was the
first formal program with local LEAA funds to attempt to mediate interpersonal
and bad check disputes. The Night Prosecutor Program has continued to grow and
~ expand and, in addition to holding hearings for a wide range of criminal and
civil disputes, it processes speciai cases for the Columbus Health Department
and Bureau of Motor Vehicles. ' : '

These pioneering programs paved the way for many dispute resolution
programs developed in the early and middle 1970s. Twe additional 4-A projects
were developed by AAA in Rochester, New York, and San Francisco, California, and
two projects were established in New York City by the Institute for Mediation
and Conflict Resolution (IMCR). Other programs which served as models for the
Neighborhood Justice Center concept are Boston's Dorchester Urban Court Program
established in 1975, Miami's Citizen Dispute Settlement Program (1975),
Cincinnati's Private Complaint Program (1974), and the Community Mediation
Center on Long Island (1976). One project, the San Francisco Community Board
 Program, stands out from the others because of its intensive efforts to
penetrzi: target neighborhoods in that city. Funded completely by private
found:iisis, the Community Board Program has limited ties to the courts,
soliciiy cases primarily from the community, and devotes its resources to
dispuve resolution within local neighborhoods using multi-member panels to hear
cases in open sessions.




_ Over the past three years, the state of Florida has become a leader in
dispute resolution programming. At least 12 Citizen Dispute Settlement Pro-
grams, including the Miami project (which was developed by the American Bar
-Association in 1975), are currently operating in Florida. These programs share
a common. name and strong support at the state level, but vary significantly in
size, sponsor, structural organization, operating procedures, and funding
source. In 1977, the Florida Supreme Court announced as one of its major
priorities the study and expansion of the CDS program and established a special
Advisory Committee on Dispute Resolution Alternatives. This statewide initia-
tive provided research, technical assistance, and training mechanisms for CDS
programs through the Judicial Planning Coordination Unit of the Office of the
State Courts Administrator. : .

Thus, the dispute resolution projects funded through the early and middie
1970s can be viewed along a broad spectrum representing affiliations with either
the courts and criminal justice agencies, or with the coomunities in which they
are located. With very few exceptions, all the projects accept cases from man,¥
- different sources of referral including walk-ins and private agencies, as wel
as those that are court processed. Most of the projects affiliate themselves -
with the police, prosecutors, courts, housing authorities, legal aid, and other
criminal justice and social service agencies. Projects such as the Columbus
Night Prosecutor, the Miami Citizen Dispute Settlement Program, the Dorchester
~Urban Court Program, and IMCR's Brookliyn Court Program are essentially
extensions of the courts with which they are affiliated. Other dispute programs
are closely linked to one or more courts but receive referrails from other
criminal justice or social service agencies and process some walk-in (self-
referral) cases; these projects are exemplified by IMCR's Dispute Resolution
Center in New York, Cincinnati's Private Complaint Program and the Community
Mediation Center in Suffolk County, New York. Very few dispute settlement
programs rely heav y on cases generated from the community itself. A notable
exception, however, is the San Francisco Community Board Program which has been
attempting to solicit cases involving community conflicts from selected target
neighborhoods in the city. The Community Board Program, which is privately
funded and operated, has established citizen panels that conduct open community
meetings to hear cases. Disputes involving vandalism in the schools, or
conflicts among neighborhood groups are discussed at these sessions and the
panel facilitates resolution of these conflicts. A cadre of community workers
are active in each target neighborhood, reflecting the resources required to
generate support for and confidence in the program. This intensive effort in
the selected neighborhoods of San Francisco is an innovative approach to
community development and self heip, but appears to be distinctly different from
the mainstream of dispute resolution programs. Disputes are mediated in open
session by panels of mediators and rarely involve the more intimate interper-
sonal disputes such as marital disputes, couples living together, etc. Fur-
thermore, caseload data from the Community Board Program (Shonholtz, 1979)
reveal that it mediates less than 100 cases a year. Unlike the dispute re-
solution programs discussed above, it appears to emphasize the strengthening of
(i’ritsti:utions and neighborhoods rather than the resolution of interpersonal

sputes. : .

With few exceptions, there has been very little formal evaluation con-
ducted with the dispute resolution programs to date. Since many of the projects
were funded with local LEAA block grant monies, there usually was not a
requirement to perform a comprehensive evaluation of the programs. The Night

-6-



. Prosector Program of Columbus, Ohio, underwent extensive review when it was

being considered as an exemplary project by NILECJ (1974). An evaluation
approach as well as program operations were outlined for those interested in
replication. An evaluation was conducted of Philadelphia‘s 4-A project by
Blackstone Associates (Anno and Hoff, 1975). The Citizen Dispute Settlement
Center in Miami, Florida, was evaluated by members of the Dade Cour:ty Criminal
Justice Planning Unit (Moriarty and Norris, 1977), and was also reviewed as a-
candidate for LEAA's Exemplary Projects (1978). The Orlando, Florida, project
was investigated by a team of evaluators funded through the American Bar
Association (Conner and Surette, 1977).

Three recently completed research studies provide comprehensive informa-
tion on the process and impact of mediation programs and on the comparative
effects of community dispute resolution and more formal judicial systems. The
data on the caseloads and impact of the programs studied will be ccmpared to the
Neighborhood Justice Center evaluation results in a subsequent chapter of this

"report. The Victim Services Agency of New York conducted an evaluation of
IMCR's Brookiyn project, based on an experimental design of randomly assigning
felony cases to court or mediation (Davis, Tichane, and Grayson, 1979). The
Social Science Research Institute at the University of Southern California
conducted an in-depth evaluation of the Dorchester Urban Court project in
Boston, as part of a larger, international study of alternatives to adjudication
(Felstiner and Williams, 1980). The Office of the State Courts Administrator in
Florida recently completed a study of five Citizen Dispute Settlement Pi-ograms
in Broward, Dade (the Miami project), Dural, Orange (Orlando), and Pinclles
counties (Dispute Resolution Alternatives Committee, 1979).

The Neighborhood Justice Center Field Test

During 1977, -the National Inctitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice (NILECJ - now the National Institute of Justice), in coordination with
the Office for Improvements in the Administration of Justice (0IAJ), developed
a program for an experimental field test of Neighborhood Justice Centers. The
Centers, located in Atlanta, Kansas City and Los Angeles (Venice/Mar Vista),
were designed to resolve minor disputes among citizens using the processes of
mediaticn and/or arbitration in lieu of going to court.

: At the 1976 meeting of the National Conference on the Causes of Popular

Dissatisfaction with the Administration of Justice, much of the discussion
centered around developing alternatives to dispute resolution, in order to
_ relieve the courts of a burden that they are not really equipped to satis-
factorily handle. In a follow-up task force to the Conference, it was rec-
ommended that the development of neighborhood justice centers be encouraged as
a means of providing an alternative mechanism to adjudication. Soon after
. becoming Attorney General, Griffin Bell directed that a pilot implementation
program for the neighborhood justice center concept be developed. Initial
conceptualization of the program was turned over to the newly created Office for
TInprovements in the Administration of Justice (0IAJ), and the final design and
field test implementation was turned over to the National Institute's Office of
fJevelopment, Testing, and Dissemination. ’

The staff of NILECJ analyzed ekisting research and the experiences of six

iy



selected dispute centers, identifying several aspects of project operations
which guided the structure and development of the NJC model (McGillis and
Mullen, 1977). These key aspects address the issues of the project objectives,
community served, sponsoring agency, location, case criteria, referral sources,
intake, resolution techniques, staffing and case follow-up and evaluation.

The overall objectives of the NJCs, as stated in the NILECJ guidelines were
(1) to establish a mechanism in the community to resolve minor criminal and
civil disputes through the mediation process, (2) to impact court caseload
processing by resolving disputes which are inappropriate for the adversarial
process, (3) to enable the disputing parties to arrive at fair and lasting
solutions, and (4) to serve as an information and referral source for disputes
which would be more appropriately handled by other services or agencies.

It was also suggested that the grantee be either a public agency or a
private non-profit organization with prior experience. in managing government
grants, and that the Field Test was to operate for a period of 18 months within
each site. The specific office location of the NJC was to be within a
neighborhood, identifiably separate from the formal court system, and easily
accessible to the community population. :

Methodology

The NJC evaluation had three major components: (1) an implementation
study, designed to document the initial phase of program development and
operation; (2) a process study, intended to describe the NJC procedures and
caseload; and (3) an impact study, which assessed the impact of the NJCs on the
disputants and the community agencies. (Appendix A provides a full description
of the methodology used in this evaluation, including a complete list of the
project's goals and objectives.) The evaluation approach utilized in this
project was designed to capture as much relevant data as possible; however, some
research methods could not be employed. There were limitations dictated by
available resources as well as program design; for example, random assignment of
subjects to primary activities was not feasible. Considering these restraints,
however, the resulting methodology was both comprehensive and rigorous. '

The sequence of events by which the NJCs were implemented was documented as
part of the evaluation in order to record and assess this critical phase of
program development and operatiori. Impiementation activities included locating
project sites, recruiting and training staff and mediators, establishing
referral relationshipns with the courts and other elements of the local criminal
justice system, developing linkages with community agencies, developing mech-
anisms of case processing -- cutreach, intake, case assignment and disposition
-- and addressing internal organizational and management concerns. '

; The process study was designed to: (1) identify the target population that
participates in the NJC services; (2) fully describe the types of disputes
handled by the NJCs and referral sources; {?) assess the~dispute resolution

procedures and the immediate outcomes of the zediation sessions (i.e., whether
or not an agreement was reached); and (4) examine the movement of cases from the
source of referrdl through the Centers' intake process to final disposition.
The core of the process study was the development of a routinized data
collection system which gathered data on the source of client (disputant)
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referrals to the NJCs, the nature of the dispute and the relationship between

-the parties, the characteristics of the disputants, the disposition of cases
referred to the Center, and the nature of the hearing sessions. The data
collection and analysis system was used to provide periodic feedback on NJC
operations to project management and to NILECJ program monitors.

The impact study assessed the impact of the NJCs on the disputants them-
selves; the courts, prosecutors, police, and social service agencies referring
clvents tc the NJCs; and the communities in which the Centers were located. It
assessed the degree of resolution permanence and disputant satisfaction through
case follow-up interviews; measured the impact of the NJC on the criminal
Justice system through interviews with appropriate personnel, analyzed NJC
- casceloads and outcomes, and analyzed a cohort group of cases in the court
system; and studied community impact through interviews and a community survey.
~ The costs of the NJC dispute resolution process were also examined. Within each
of these major studies, several spec1f1c data collection activities were
undertaken (see Appendvx A).

NJC Goals

As part of the initial evaluat1on activitias of the Field Test, six major
program goals were identified by key program administrators in the National
- Institute (NILECJ) and the Office for Improvements in the Administration of
Justice (0IAJ) in the Department of Justice. In addition, the three NJC project
~ staffs assisted in identifying programs goals; each of these groups (the NJCs,

" NILECJ, and OIAJ) then weighted each of the six goals so that evaluation
resources could be allocated according to the priorities of the federal
decision-makers and the individual projects.

Table I-1 lists each of the six project goals, their average weights and
the evaluation activities that were developed to measure how well they were
achieved. The first goal, to establish an effective community mechanism for the
- vesolution of citizen disputes, was rated the highest. The second goal,
attracting a variety of cases from diverse sources, was rated second. Rated
less important were the NJCs' contribution to the reduction of conflict in the
community and a favorable response to the NJCs from the community. As reflected
in Table I-1, a large percentage of the resources available for the evaluation
were allocated to the first two goals, having received average weights of 36%
and 18% respectively. The remaining goals were evaluated using resources in
approximate proportion to the weights they received. There were differences
among the three Centers in weighting the importance of the goals. The
~ Venice/Mar Vista NJC placed a higher value on community impact, putting more
emphasis on generating community referrals and developing an effective public
relations program, and they also de-emphasized generating a large caseload. On
the other hand, the Atlanta and Kansas City NJCs placed greater emphasis on a

. criminal Justlce system orientation, weighting the generation of criminal

justlce system referrals and a favorable response from criminal justice system
agencies h1gher ,

‘The evaluation procedures were developed and 1mp1emented recogn121ng the
differences among the three NJCs in their approaches, as reflected by each
Center's weightings of specific evaluation objectives. Special studies were
undertaken at all three NJC sites reflecting differences in project operations
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TABLE I-1

NEIGHBORHOOD JUSTICE CENTERS FIELD TEST
EVALUATION GOALS, WEIGHTS AKD METHODS

Goals

To establish an effective community
mechanism (NJC) for the relatively
inexpensive, expeditious and fair
resolution of citizen disputes
through the process of concilfa~
tion, mediation, and/or arbitra-
tion. The Centers are expscted

to enhance the quality of justice
delivered to the comrunity with-

. out diminishivg the effective-
ness of the existing crimina}
Justice system.

Mejonts
363

Evaluation Methods

® Proc Study-Focusing on disputant character-
Jstics and case processing time.

9 Digputant foll to cbtain their resctions

% hhtlon process, and the extent to
uMch their agresments lasted over time,

o Court rison study-to develop estimates
of cwr% processing t!-. comptainint re-
actions to the processing of their cases in
court, and the impact the court had on re-
solving their cases.

e t data-to exsmine the NJC processing
%ﬁ'ﬁolm in handiing and mediating cases.

[ l!ut intervigws-with judges, court adminis-
rs, proiecutors, and police to detaraine
mt c"cct the NJC's had on their agencies. _

The Centers should attract a
variety of civil and criming)
dispute cases drawn from dif-
ferent sources in the community
and the criminal justice system.

183

o Process study-to develop dats.on dlspuum
eb'am:urlst'cs. sources of case referrals,
typ::iof cases handled, and find) case dis-
positions.

To i:omzrlbuu to the reduction
of tension and eccafiict in the
community.

o lmplemintation study-to review the public
wgnu':li efTorts of the NXC's. )

o Dut-referral study-to followp referrals to
detarnine 1T othar comunity servicss were
used by those contacting MJCs.

To institutionalize the Neighbor-
hood Justice Center concept and
procedures.

° am_;%-u exsming how the three
$ were organized and what linkages were
developad with other community and crilim
Justtu lgonciu.

. et _int ~with NJC projoct dimtors.
"ﬁrﬁﬂ%s governing board members to des-

cribe what stips were being taken to con-
tinue the Centers.

To provide information to the
Law Enforcement Assistance
-Administration end the Department
of Justice on the progress and
effectiveness of the Centers as
this relates to future planmning
for the expansion of the NJCs

and their concept.

163

o Impi 11] udy-t0 describe the structure
and organization of the thres MIC's.
. &gﬁw&rmml y dats summeries for
eac ter were made avaflable o NILECQ)
and OIA) staffs.
o Month! 3 memos-8 series of short re-
viens i Bi!uﬂvlths ware distributed t2

NILECY and OIA) program planners.

The key elements of the community--
the residents, the criminal justice
agencies, the other major community
organizations--should be aware of
and have & positive view of the
Neighdborhood Justice Center.

o Comunity survey-a random survey 5i community
res ts to examing the extent to which the
project was known, and to determine if the
c:zunuy knew what services the NJC pm-
vides.

e lspact interviews-with community agency re-
presentatives and criminal justice personnel
to assess their reactions to the NC program.
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and focus. In Kansas City and Atlanta, extensive court comparison studies were
initiated that were designed to provide court case processing data as well as
. assess the reactions of those participating in the court process. These studies
were developed since both Kansas City and Atlanta developed close working
relationships with their local courts, and received a major portion of their
cases from the court system.’ ‘

In Venice/Mar Vista two unique studies were undertaken recognizing that
this Center was attempting to attract referrals from the community and provide
useful services to those who contacted the project for help. The Venice/Mar
Vista project conducted an extensive public relations campaign to inform the
public of their program and to solicit case referrals. Giie study was a random
survey of the community, approximately one year after the NJC opened, to
determine if the residents knew about the Center and the services they provided.
A second study was designed to follow-up a group of individuals who called or
came into the Center, but discovered that their cases were not appropriate for
the mediation program. Many times these individuals were referred to octher
available services in the community. A survey of these "out-referrais" was
:o?ducteg go determine if they had followed up their referral and received the

elp needed.

Special Evaluation Approaches

Two special components of the evaluation deserve mention. First, vir-
tually all on-site data collection was conducted by three Evaluation Analysts
hired and supervised by the evaluator. They worked fuli-time in the NJCs from
‘February 1978 through June 1979. The Analysts were crucial to the evaluation by
providing the needed 1link between the central evaluation staff and the
activities in the NJCs. They began their work by attending the training of the
first group of mediators, closely observed and recorded implementation activ-
ities and ongoing project processes, extracted all disputant and case data from
the NJC case files, and conducted all! long-term follow-up interviews with
disputants. They conducted special studies (community survey, court comparison
study, etc.), provided feedback to the Centers, and kept the evaluaticn project
staff fully informed of all NJC events.

The second evaluation component of special note was the use of monthly
feedback to the NJCs and program decision-makers. Major case data -- sources of
case referral, what they were like, and what happened to them in the Center --
along with disputant characteristics data were collected monthly by the
Analysts and sent to the evaluation project for analysis and interpretation. A
feedback report was prepared to summarize the case information and sent back to
the NJCs. This routinized data collection and analysis system provided the NJC
staffs with ongoing results on how their Centers were operating.
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CHAPTER II: NJC DESCRIPTIONS

This chapter will summarily describe the three Neighborhood Justice
Centers. Its purpose is to give the reader an overview of the structure,
orientation, and operations of each Center, tc provide a context for un-
derstanding the process and impact results which follow. It is not intended to
provide a detailed picture of the NJCs or their implementation and ongoing
activities -- this information is contained in two previous evaluation reports
(Sheppard, Roehl, and Cook, 1978; Sheppard, Roehl, and Cook, 1979). The chapter
concludes with a summary of the dlspute resolution processes (referral
; conc111at1on mediation, and mediation/arbitration) of the NJCs.

The NJCs were created from a set of guidelines which provided room to
develop three programs which could be different from each other and existing
programs, in order to test a variety of approaches to dispute resolutiv In
some instances, the NJCs adopted elements of existing programs; in others they
broke new ground and explored innovative approaches to operating d1spute
resolution programs. The Field Test has been successful in testing a range of
approaches and options available to beginning justice centers.

NJC Project Descriptions

Each of the XNeighborhood Justice Centers developed their programs along
the lines <uggested by the National Institute's grant guidelines, which out-
lined possible resoiution techniques, staffing patterns, case selection cri-
teria, referral sources, and procedurzs for intake, public relations, and
follow-up. The three Centers had much in common, particularly the ways in which
they were organized and staffed and the methods by which they resolved disputes.
However, there were many important differences among them, the most significant
of which was probably the orientation the projects had regarding their
relationships with the criminal justice system and the community. This
orientation had substantial impact on the project's referra? sources, types of
cases, staff responsibilities, and daily operations. While this was by far the
most important difference among the NJCs, they aiso had a healthy diversity of
sponsorship, Board structure and responsibility, and management style. Each
NJC will be briefly described below.

Neighborhood Justice Center of Atianta

The Atlanta NJIC was a completely independent program; it operated under the
guidance of a Board of Directors composed of court officials, attorneys, and a
few representatives from the pciice department and community agencies. The NJC
and Board functioned under the auspices of the Neighborhood Justice Center of
Atlanta, Inc., a nen-profit organization created specifically to sponsor the
program and manage the federal grant which supported it. The Board of Directors
was the sole policy-making body for the NJC; it had ro_advisory council or
similar group to serve in an advisory or support capacity. The Board was chaired
by a well-known former judge and included influential court officials and
attorneys with close ties to the local judicial system; these individuals were
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instrumental in establishing relationships between the NJC and the courts. The
Board members were very active throughout the Field Test period, providing the
NJC Director and staff with a substantial. amount of support and guidance.

The Atlanta NJC was headed by 2 Project Director who managed a full-time
staff of 4-5 persons, a committed group of volunteers, and several student
interns who helped out cn a temporary basis. The mediation services were -
provided by a large group of mediators (55), who primarily conducted hearings
but also assisted with outreach activities, media presentations, and other
project tasks. A stable, reiiable group of approximately 20 volunteers .was
recruited from the Junior League, ot.er community organizations, and local
colleges to screen and conduct intakes in court for cases referred to the NJC by -
Jjudges and court clerks. The volunteers and mediators were viewed as valuable
project resources and were extensively and effectively used. There was no
staff turnover during the NJC's first 18 months of operation; the Center’
appeared to be efficiently and capably managed. :

The NJC was located in a carefully selected target community in the eastern
section of Atlanta, but served the entire city without regard to disputants'
residence. The Center was an older, remodeled, two-story house near the center
of the target area; it was on the edge of a smali business district and next door
to a high school. The atmosphere of the office was business-like but non-
bureaucratic, busy, informal and characterized by personal atteation delivered
in a professional manner.

The Neighborhoed Justice Center of Atianta was foremost a court-related
program which relied on cases referred by judges and court clerks, vet it also
solicited cases from the community-at-large, local governmert and comwinity
agencies, and the police. The Center received most of its court referrals from
the State Court of Fulton County and also maintained referrai relationships with
the Municipal (Police) Court, Juvenile Court, State Court of Dekalb County, and
Superior Court. Nearly half of all its cases were referred via court clerks
(primarily those in the small claims/civil warrants division, but referrals
were also made by the criminal warrants court clerks); close to a quarter of the
cases were referred by judges conducting bindover hearings. The remaining cases
(31%) were referred by (in descending order) disputants themselves (seif-
referrals), government agencies, legal aid organizations, community agencies,
and poiice officers.

Throughout the Field Test, the Atlanta Center carefully cultivated its
relationships with court officials. In addition to the intake workers stationed
in court (volunteers, interns, mediators, and staff members as needed), the NJC
staff visited the courts often and kept the judges and clerks informed of the
Center's activities, progress, and processing of court-referred cases. The
staff also continued to conduct outreach activities, presenting mock mediations
before community groups and soliciting media coverage of Center events. After
initial training sessions were held for police officers, little attention was
given tc the police as referral sources.

~ Primarily as a resuit of the Center's dependence on referrals from the
civil warrants desks, over half of the caseload invoived ivil disputes between
landlords and tenants, consumers and merchants, and gﬁ?}oyees and employers.
Interpersonal disputes between persons with a fairly close relationship
{couples, neighbors, friends, families) made up approximateiy 40% of the cases
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and tended to be referred by judges and criminal court clerks. The Atlanta NJC

closely monitored its progress; it was the only Center %o collect and analyze

::seloat]! f:gures on a routine basis, outside of the feedback system provided by
e evaluation.

The Atlanta NJC rapidly built and maintained a h'i?h caseload throughout the
Field Test period. In their second month, April 1978, the K3C processed 105
cases and mediated 42 of them. The Center handled between 150 and 200 cases each
month; on the average, 55 were mediated (with an agreement rate of 81%) and 25
were resolved through a conciliation process. The Atianta Center did not use
arb:t:ation, at all, but referred a small number of cases to other agencies for
assistance.

Kansas City Neighborhood Justice Center

-When the Kansas City NJC was developed late in 1977, its structure and
sponsorship were unique in the field of dispute resolution programs. The
official sponsor of the NJC was the city government and the Center was operated
by the Community Services Depariment as one of its eleven major programs. Policy
formulation was accomplished through the interaction of the NJC Project
Director and key officials from the Community Services Department and the city
manager's office; the city government also provided the NJC with accounting
services. Being part of the city government had both advantages and disad-
vantages. The city sponsorship was a legitimizing force for the Justice Center
and provided the stiucture and suppert which allowed thie NJC to move quickly
through the impiementation stage (the Kansas City Center was the first to e¢gen,
on March 6, 1979) and establish relationships with key referral sources in the
Tocal judicial system. On the other hand, the Justice Center was part of a
typical bureaucracy, bound by its pzperwork requirements, inflexible personnel
pclicies, and standard approaches to project operations. Hupport and guidance
from outside the city government was obtained through the creaticn of a 23-
member Advisory Board composed of community, agency, and city government
representatives. The Board met monthly to advise the NJC staff on the problenms
and needs of the community, police, courts, and local agencies, and served as a
source of knowledge, expertise, and assistance. '

The NJC was headed by a Project Birector who managed a staff of 4-5 perscns
augmented by volunteer workers and student interns on a sporadic basis. At the
end of the Field Test, approximately 45 mediators were available to conduct
mediation hearings. The NJC had a fairly high level of staff turnover among its
direct service staff. This problem was exacerbated by city personnel
regulations, which made it difficult to assign individuals permanently to a
position in a short period of time. As in many small organizations, the NJC had
some management and administrative problems, but these did not seem to have a
significant negative impact on the Center's operation.

Like the Atlanta NJC, the Kansas City Center identified a target area in
which to focus its activities, but from the outset actually served the entire
Kansas City area. The Kansas City NJC was located on the third floor of a bank
building in the. central business district of the "mid-town" area. = When
conducting mediation hearings, the NJC tried to create a formal, serious
atmosphere for dispute resolution by having disputants sign an affidavit
stating they were not carrying weapons, administering oaths to the mediators
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before conducting hearings, and notarizing all mediated agreeménts. During
regular business hours, the Center was busy, informal, and service-oriented.

The Kansas City NJC was patterned after a dispute resolution program
operated by the police department for a brief period in 1974. The NJC Project
Director had headed the 1974 program and several experienced mediators joined
the NJC also; the NJC target area was an extension of the target community
covered by the previous program. The NJC also adopted the 1974 program's
referral sources and mechanisms for obtaining cases from the prosecutor's
office and police department. This earlier project had an extended influence on
the Kansas City NJC ~-- initial support from key city government, court, and
police officials was readily obtained due to their awareness and acceptance of
mediation gained through their experience with the 1974 program.

The Kansas City NJC had strong linkages to the criminal justice system;
two-thirds of the cases were referred by (in order) the prosecutor's office,
police department, and judges. The Center worked primarily with the Kansas City
Municipal Court, with only a few cases referred by court persornel in Juvenile
Court, Superior Court, and the County Magistrate Court. The Center's second
largest source of cases was the community (agencies who made referrals and
individuals who came in on their own), followed by government agencies and legal
aid organizations.

The referral arrangement with the prosecutor's office (stationing an
intake worker there to screen cases) was a carryover of the referral process
used by the 1974 dispute resolution program. The NJC staff in the prosecutor's
office also conducted intakes for cases referred to the Center by judges in the
criminal division of the Municipal Court. Police officers were viewed as
valuable referral sources; three hour training sessions were held with small
groups of officers in three patrol divisions to train the police officers to
refer appropriate cases to the Center. Late in the Field Test period, a retired
officer was hired to encourage police referrals and provide ongoing support and
feedback to the officers. The number of palice-referred cases increased
noticeably after the training and feedback efforts.

Because of the NJC's strong ties to the criminal courts and police de-
partment, the caseload was dominated by interpersonal cases, especially
neighborhood disputes. Over 70% of the cases involved disputes between domestic
coupies, relatives, neighbors, and friends; the rest were civil cases,
primarily landlord/tenant and consumer/merchant disputes.

During the 15 months of data collection of the Field Test, the Kansas City
NJC had a moderate caseload; an average of 60 cases were processed each month
with approximately 22 mediated and 10 resoived without a hearing. The Kansas
City NJC was the only Center to try to resolve cases through arbitration.
Disputants volunteered for mediation/arbitration, which meant that a hearing

would start as a mediation but if no agreement was reached, an arbitrated

decision would be made by the mediator. Only 25 cases (8% of all cases with
hearings) ended in arbitration. The Center relied primarily on mediation,
conciliation, and to a small extent, referrals to other agencies, to resclve
disputes.
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The Neighborhood Justice Center of Venice/Mar Vista

The NJC in the Venice/Mar Vista area of Los Angeles was strongly oriented
to a community approach to dispute resolution, in contrast to Atlanta's and
Kansas City's criminal justice system orientation. The Venice/Mar Vista NJC was
sponsored by the Los Angeles County Bar Association. A Board of Directors was
formed to monitor the NJC and serve as its policy-making body; the Board was
composed of Bar Association personnel, community and public agency repre-
sentatives. The NJC had no other advisory or support group.- The NJC Board of
Directors was v2ry active early in the project, creating numerous subcommittees
to address special issues including staff and mediator recruitment and hiring,
target area and office location selection, the use of arbitration, confiden-
tiality, standards and ethics, and case selection criteria. The Board became
less active as the Field Test proceeded, delegating most policy and decision-
making responsibilties to the Project Director and leaving the Board somewhat,
unaware of the dynamics and activities of the Center.

The Venice/Mar Vista Center was staffed and operated much like the other
two NJCs. A Project Director managed a small full-time staff of 5-6 persons and
several part-time staff who worked sporadically on an as-needed basis. A small
group of mediators (25) conducted mediation hearings and also extensively
assisted in outreach activities and media presentations. Like the Kansas City
Center, the Venice/Mar Vista NJC had some management problems and a high rate of
staff turnover. Of note was a minor rebellion from a vocal minority of the
mediators; after a large investment of time in training, they mediated few cases
in the early project months and their high expectations were not met.
Ultimately, they wanted to have a voice in Center policies and operations. A.
form of participative management was maintained throughout the Field Test
ggriod, and both the staff and mediator problems became less salient over

ime.

The NJC identified the Venice and Mar Vista communities as its target area
and adhered to the policy of concentrating its services in these areas. The
target area was selected for its strong sense of coomunity and representative
mix of ethnic and income groups. The Venice/Mar Vista staff cocncentrated
outreach activities in the target community by speaking bafore many local
organizations; conducting an extensive media campaign in local newspapers,
radio, and television, focused on the broadcasting of public service announce-
ments; and distributing NJC literature in shopping malls, beach areas, com-
munity organizations, etc. The NJC was located in a remodeled store-front
facility on a primarily residential street near the center of the two target
neighborhoods. In keeping with the high priority of soliciting cases from the
community, the atmosphere was very relaxed and casual, with an emphasis on
personal service. o

When selected, the Venice/Mar Vista area appeared to be a good place for
testing ‘the community approach; the neighborhoods were well-defined, had a
strong sense of community,and were populated with politically active and
socially aware people. In retrospect, however, the target area, especially
Venice, may have been a poor choice. The area included several ethnic groups
without common goals and values, there were many community agencies fighting for
turf and who resented the intrusion of "yet another federal program,* and the
population was very transient. It was very difficult for the NJC to overcome the
skepticism and wait-and-see attitude of the target area population. Community
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agencies, thought to be excellent sources of cases, were resistant to the NJC,
unwilling to refer their clients (and ultimate source of income) to the Center;
community agencies accounted for only 6% of the total NJC caseload.

The community-at-targe was the Venice/Mar Vista NJC's primary source of
cases -- over 50% of the cases were brought to the Center by individuals on their.
own initiative. A small number of cases were received from local community,
tegal aid, and government agencies. Approximately a third of the cases came
from the justice system, from judges and clerks in small claims courts and
police officers. :

. The NJC was blocked from developing referral relationships with the
criminal court system because of the presence of the Hearing Officer Program in
Los Angeles. This program was operated by the District Attorney's office and
processed cases received from tpé. court system and police department; it
diverted cases (usuaily misdemeanor -casei involving people with ongoing rela-
tionships and other minor disputes) from the formal adjudication process and
resolved them via a mediation-like hearing. The courts and police officers
referred cases to this established program and did net use the NJC services. The
presence of the Hearing Officer Program {and an institutionalized domestic
violence program also) made the Los Angeles area a very difficult place to
estabiish a traditional court-related mediation orogram.

The NJC had referral relationships with smail claims courts in Coiipton,
West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica at different times during the Field Test. Two
referral processes were implemented: (1) letters from the NJC were attached to
all small claims filing forms introducing and recommending the Center as an
alternative, and (2) mediators were stationed in court to conduct cn-site
mediations for small claims disputes referred by judges. The relationship with
the Compton Court was a short-term experimentai effort to try out the referral
procedures and give the mediators some experience. The NJC worked with the West
Los Angeles Small Claims Court for three months; mediation in court was not
successful there, primarily because approximately 40 judge pro tems conducted
court sessions in rotation for short periods of time, making the development and
maintenance of working relationships difficult. The Center developed referral
arrangements with the Santa Monica Smali Claims Court in March 1979 which were
maintained throughout the rest of the Field Test period.

Landlord/tenant and consumer/merchant disputes comprised ovér half of the
Venice/Mar Vista NJC caseload; nearly all the cases were civii/small claims
disputes. Very few cases were of a criminal nature; most disputes between
people with an ongoing relationship involved disagreements over money, property
settiements, and other civil matters. The NJC's sizable number of self-referred
' cases were apparently due to the extensive use of public service announcements
on television and radio. The time-consuming outreach activities appeared to be
less effective than the PSAs in attracting cases and increasing community
awareness of the NJC. .

- The NJC processed approximately 50 cases each month, mediating 16 and
conciliating seven, on the average. The caseload fluctuated substantially,
rising when a new court relationship began or when public service announcements
were renewed, and decreasing again aficr the initial impact of these activities.
The Center also placed great emphasis on referring disputants to other agencies
for help outside the NJC's purview. Because of the NJC's media outreach, many
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calls were received at the Center each month which the NJC could ﬁot attempt to
resolve, and callers were referred on for appropriate assistance. Mediation was
the only formal dispute resolution process used by the Center.

.The Dispute Resolution Process

Each Center approathed the dispute resolution process in a similar manner.

Their goal at all times was to have two parties volunteer to participate in

mediation, a process in which a neutral third party, the mediator, attempts to
facilitate the resolution of the dispute within a structured hearing. Two-
thirds of all cases resolved by the NJCs were resolved through mediation. Each
Center employed mediation in a similar manner -- differences in conducting a
~hearing were individual, not Center-related. Once a mediable complaint was

~brought to the attention of the NJC, a hearing was scheduled at the convenience

of the two parties. A single mediator_usually heard each case, except in the
Kansas City NJC, where-two mediators were used often for neighborhcod cases and
training and learning experiences. The mediators used individual caucuses with
each party to negotiate terms; the goal of the hearing was for the parties to
reach an agreement regarding the resolution of the immediate problem and
hopefully initiate a forum for preventing or resolving future problems. The
mediator had no power to force a solution on the parties, except in the hybrid
form of mediation/arbitration practiced by the Kansas City NJC. The day-to-day
business of each NJC focused around identifying and attracting appropriate dis-
putes for mediation, working with the parties to schedule a hearing, and
providing the place and mediator for the hearing.

The conduct of hearings was generally based on the procedures used by the |

Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution and American Arbitration

Association. These two groups conducted training sessions at the early NJC

workshops for staff members and provided much of the mediator training; mediator
training developed by NJC staff was also patterned after the IMCR and AAA
approaches A typical hearlng progressed in the followrng fashion:

(1) The mediator made an opening statement introducing self,
explaining the mediator's role, and descrlbing the mediation
process. ’

(2) Each disputant was allowed to tell his or her side of the d1spute
without interruption.

(3) The disputants and mediator discussed the issues, with the
mediator asking clarifying questions and attempting to move the
parties toward agreement.

(4) Individual private caucuses may have been held with each
disputant.

(5) The joint session continued with fact-finding, review of the
issues, and negotiation between the parties until an agreement
was reached or it appeared there would be no agreement. Addi-
tional individual caucuses may have been held.



(6) If an agreement was reached, it was written and signed by both
parties and the mediator. Copies were made for each disputant
and the signed original was retained in the case file.

(7) Mediator thanked the parties for their participation.

In the process of gathering information on the dispute from both parties
and attempting to schedule a mediation hearing, the NJC staffs often precipi-
tated or facilitated a resolution of the problem. Many cases (16.5%) accepted
by the NJCs were resolved before a hearing took place (representing a third of
all resolved cases). In some cases, the parties resolved the dispute themselves
without outside intervention and reported this to the Center. In others, a
single phone call from the NJC to the respondent to report the complaint and
request the respondent's participation in mediation brought about action which
effectively resolved the problem. In a small number of cases, the NJC staff made
several information-gathering calls and inquiries and actively facilitated an
agreement between the parties. Thus, the involvement of the third party in
these conciliated cases ranged from none to active participation, but there was
always less involvement than the third party mediator in a hearing.

- The Kansas City Center was the only NJC to move third party involvement one
more step by employing mediation/arbitration, in which the mediator/arbitrator
had the power to impose the conditions of a resolution of the dispute on the
parties. The intake procedures in the Kansas City NJC required the disputants
-to volunteer for mediation/arbitration, meaning that if mediation failed to
bring about an agreement the mediator could turn arbitrator and, based on the
stories already presented in the hearing, make a judgment in the case. Thus, a
single hearing could begin as a mediation and end with an arbitrated award. Only
a very small number of cases (25 -- less than 1% of all NJC cases) were
arbitrated in this manner. The mediation/arbitration process as used by the
Kansas City NJC was-not always well-received by disputants. Approximately 10
disputants did not realize they were volunteering for arbitration if mediation
failed, and some walked out of the hearing when arbitration became apparent.
(It is not known at what point an individual mediator decided a mediated
agreement was not forthcoming and chose to arbitrate.) Some disputants were
unhappy with the awards made (this was often when they lost), and in some cases,
there was little hope that the award would accomplish anything. Others deplored
the NJC's lack of enforcement power and were unhappy that they had no recourse;
the NJC maintained that a case could not be reopened in court if it was
arbitrated. In at least one case, however, legal action did take place and the
judge ruled without considering the NJC award. It was also apparent that the NJC
did not handle arbitrations well. As mentioned, disputants did not fully
understand the process; other problems with the mediation/arbitration process
led the Kansas City NJC to cease using arbitration as a method of dispute
resolution toward the end of the Field Test.

The NJCs offered assistance in many disputes which they were unable to
resolve, by referring one or both parties to other agencies for help. Many
referrals were made for persons who contacted the Centers for assistance with
problems inappropriate for the NJC services. Disputants were referred to court,
legal aid, counseling services, and uelping agencies of all kinds. The
Venice/Mar Vista Center adopted the referral-out process as an important
service for a conmunity program of its natyre. The Center staff researched and
compiled an extensive list of local resources available to offer assistance in
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many areas. The Center's outreach and media activities brought a wealth of
inquiries to the Center and many people asking for heip in resolving a problem.
The NJC averaged about 200 such calls a month which did not involve a med1able
dispute, and made referrals for more than half of them.

Mediator Selection and Training

Each NJC recruited and trained an initial group of mediators in February
and March 1978. This initial recruitment and selection of mediators was very
carefully done, to obtain a group which was representative of the target area
community. Care was taken to have all races, ages, backgrounds, and occupations
represented among the mediators. The NJC staffs recruited and selected the -
mediators with the help of their governing or advisory boards, who primarily
identified candidates and provided advice on selection criteria. Demographic
data on the mediators are presented in the evaluation's Implementation Study
Report (Sheppard, Roehl, and Cook, 1978). Additional information was collected
from the mediators via personality and vocational interest tests in an attempt
to identify characteristics of effective mediators; however, the analyses did
not reveal meaningful relationships among the variables.

The mediators were to be paid a small stipend to defray any personal
expenses involved in participating in the program, yet were to be considered
volunteers. The Atlanta NJC paid its mediators $15 per case, regardless of
length the Kansas City Center often used two mediators per case, with the
primary (or single) mediator receiving $25 per case and the secondary mediator
receiving $15; and the Venice/Mar Vista NJC paid mediators $6 per hour for any
and all work done for the Center, includirg mediation. Each Center paid its
- mediators around $5 when the mediator showed up for a hearing but the d1sputants

did not. It is questionable that the mediators can be consxdered volunteers in
a strict definition of the term. -

The three Centers each initially approached the mediator training program
in different ways. The Venice/Mar Vista NJC created their own 70-hour curric-
ulum package utilizing local mediation training consultants and drawing
minimally on nationally recognized resources such as the American Arbitration
Association (AAA). The Kansas'City Center contracted jointly with the Institute
for Mediation and Conflict Resolution and AAA to conduct their training effort
over a 48-hour, two-weekend period. The Atlanta NJC worked with a local
mediation training organization and AAA to conduct the program in a 40-hour,
two-weekend period. In addition, an eight-hour follow-up session was held 60
days after the initial training.

After operating for some months, each Center decided to train a second
group of mediators because some attrition had occurred, there was an unantici-
pated need for more mediators available in the dayt1me, and more represen-
tativeness was needed (for example, the Atlanta Center felt more black males
should be available for certain types of cases). Each Center also decided to do
the training in-house, using NJC staff and experienced mediators augmented by
local experts if necessary. This decision was primarily due to the high cost of
hiring training consultants, but also because the staff felt confident that they -
could tailor training materials and presentations to meet their individual
Center's needs and do a good job of training the new group. Each training
program was designed and conducted primarily by the Deputy Director; training
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was held in September 1978 in Atlanta and Kansas City and in April-May 1979 in
‘Venice/Mar Vista. ,

The training in Atlanta and Kansas City appeared to be successful. At the
end of the Field Test, Atlanta®s second group of mediators had conducted 27% of
the hearings. In Kansas City, the second group mediated 9%, primarily because
a city personnel policy caused a long delay in .using the new people (city
regulations required that taxes, social security, etc., be taken out of the
mediators' stipends, but the NJC finally circumvented the problem). There were
reports that the training in Venice/Mar Vista was not well planned or executed;
the mediators were to do extensive role-playing and observation of hearings and
the training process extended over a long period of time. Half of the group, who
were carefully screened, did not complete the training; the mediators had not
conducted hearings by the end of the Field Test.

-21-



CHAPTER III: NJC CASE CHARACTERISTICS

The presess study of the evaluation was designed to provide detailed
‘information on the number and types of cases processed by the Neighborhood
Justice Centers and information ori how each case was handled. The study was
based on a routinized data collection and analysis system which gathered
extensive data on case characteristics (referral source, type, etc.), disputant
characteristics (age, sex, race, etc.), and the handling of the cases by the
NJCs (disposition, number of processing days, etc.). This chapter presents the
major case information of source, type, and disposition and their interre-
lationships for the NJCs together and each Center separately, along with
disputant characteristics, detailed information on the resolution and handling
processes, and monthly.caseload trends. :

Overview of the NJC Caseload

The Neighborhood Justice Centers demonstrated that they are capable of .
attracting and processing a sizable number of cases. During the 15-month Field
Test period the Centers handled close to 4,000 cases; 60% of the cases were
processed by a single Center, the Atlanta NJC. The process data also indicate
that a single justice center can attract and process a wide variety of case types
from both criminal justice and community sources of referral. A majority of the
NJC cases (62%) were referred from the criminal-civil justice system -- judges,
court clerks, public attorneys, other court officials, and police officers. The
remainder were self-initiated by individuals or referred from a variety of
community, private, and government organizations. The cases were fairly evenly
divided between two broad categories of (1) interpersonal disputes in domestic,
neighbor, family, and other close relationships which may be civil or criminal
in nature and (2) civil disputes between tenants and landlords, consumers and
merchants, employees and employers, and others. Forty-five percent of all the
NJC cases were in the first category and 55% in the second. Generally, the
interpersonal disputes were referred by criminal court judges and officials,
and law enforcement officers, while the civil cases tended to be self-initiated
or be referred by small claims courts and community and other agencies.

The Justice Centers attracted a large number of different case types from
a variety of sources. Measures of NJC effectiveness include the number of cases
which reach a hearing and the number which are resolved. Over a third of the
cases reached a hearing and 82% of them were resolved by mutual agreement;
another 17% of the cases were resolved prior to a hearing. Overall, 45% of the
cases were resoived before or as a result of a mediation hearing. Two major
factors affect whether a case is mediated or not and resolved or not -- they are
the type of case and the referral source. :

Interpersonal disputes were more likely to reach a hearing (x2=31014:<_

1 1t should be noted that the high n (3,947 cases) tends to produce significant
chi-squares even when actual differences are small. The results here, however,
do appear to be substantial and meaningful. -
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.001) than civil cases and were more apt to be resolved (x2=97, p< .001) via
mediation or conciliation. Half of the interpersonal cases were mediated and
approximately 10% more were resolved before a hearing, resulting in a resolution
of 54% of the total number of interpersonal cases. In contrast, only 23% of the
civil cases reached a hearing but many were resolved prior to a hearing, with an
overall resolution rate of 38%. The source of referral had an effect on whether
a hearing was held for a case or not (x2=928, p <.001). Hearings were held for
82% of the judge-referred cases; however, the majority of the cases did nct
reach a hearing. For all other referral sources only 14-36% were mediated, yet
almost as many cases were resolved prior to a hearing as through a hearing.
Referral source and resolution rate are also related (¥=263, p <.001); 71% of
judge-referrals were nltimately resolved, as were 35 to 45% of the cases from
other sources. .

The characteristics of the disputants varied among the three NJCs, re-
- flecting the different demographic compositions of the three cities. In
Atlanta, both complainants and respondents (not representing corporations) were
predominately black with median annual incomes below $6,000. The majority of
corporate respondents (e.g., landlords, merchants, etc.) were white. In Kansas
City complainants and respondents were nearly evenly divided between blacks and
whites, with a small number of hispanics; median annual income of disputants was
also under $6,000. In Los Angeies (Venice/Mar Vista), the majority of
complainants and respondents weve white, with the others a fairly even mix of
hispanics and blacks. Median income of disputants was between $6,000 and
$12,000. In short, the disputants tended to reflect the racial composition of
the communities which the NJCs served, but the Centers appear to attract a
disproportionate number of lower income people. Nearly half of the respondents
in the Atlanta and Venice/Mar Vista NJCs were representing a businéss, usually
a small concern they owned. These corporate representatives tended to have
fairly high incomes, but they were almost always respondents, not complainants,
and rarely brought a dispute to the NJC on their cwn initiative.

Detailed Description of NJC Cases, Referral Sources, and Case Disposition

. The process }study'of the evaluation provides detailed information on the
nature and handiing of 211 cases in the NJCs during the Field Test data col-
lection period of March 1978 to May 1979. It is important to understand what

~ constitutes a case in the Centers. A case (interchangeable with referral -- a

police referral, for example, is a case referred by a police officer) is defined

as a mediable dispute that has been brought to the attention of the Center by a
previously defined referral source (including the community-at-large). This

definition does not include disputes which the NJC learned of yet found

 inappropriate for its services; these cases were referred to other agencies or
simply not accepted. In most cases, the NJC initially learned of the dispute
from the complainant only and subsequently may have been unable to handle the
case because the responding party did not agree to participate. Thus, as
indicated in Table III-1, the NJCs handled 3,947 cases; if the respondent-
refused cases (1,257) are excluded from the total pool, 2,650 hearing-eligible
cases were processed by the Centers. Throughout this report, the term "“case"
will refer to disputes initially accepted for processing by the NJC, whether or
not both pysties had agreed to participate. )

-There were three broad dispositions or immediate outcomes of the NJC cases:
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they were mediated in a hearing session, resolved prior to a hearing, or
remained unresolved with no hzaring taking place. Tabie III-1 depicts the
disposition of cases in each individual Center and Figure III-1 illustrates the
progression of cases through the NJCs.

A mediation hearing was held for nearly 35% (1,377 of 3,947) of the cases
handled by the NJCs. -Eighty-two percent of these mediated cases were resolved
at the hearing by an agreement batween the disputing parties. A sizable number
of cases were resolved beforz a hearing took place, often during the prccess of
contacting the respondent to solicit his or her participation in mediation; 650
cases, 16.5% of the total caseload, were resolved in this manner, which is a form
of conciliation. Thus, about half of the cases (45%) were resoived by the NJCs
via mediatica or conciliation prior to a hearing. The reader should be
cautioned that the ‘term "resolved" here indicates that an agreement was reached
in a hearing or the complainant and/or respondent reported the dispute was
settled prior to a hearing. The actual extent and permanence of the resolutions
are described in the following chapter. ’

The rest of the cases were closed by the NJCs without any apparent re-
solution of the problem. These cases were divided into two categories depending
on the reason they remained unresolved: (1) the most common-reasons were the
respondent’s refusal to participate in mediation or the inability of the NJC to
contact the respondent due to inadequate information regarding the person's
telephone number and/or address; and (2) a host of other reasons, including
either or both parties failing to appear for the mediation hearing, the com-
plainant withdrawing the case, and the NJC losing contact with the disputants.

The three Centers had significantly different hearing and resolution rates
(x*=13, p <.01 and x2=74, p <.01, respectively). The Kansas City NJC heard and
resolved proportionately more cases than the other two Centers. The Kansas City
NJC held hearings for 39% of its caseload and, combining successful mediations
and conciliations, resolved 56%. In contrast, the Atlanta NJC heard 35% of its
cases and ultimately resolved 44%; the corresponding figures for Venice/Mar
Vista were 31% and 35%. The Kansas City NJC also had 2 higher rate of hearings
which ended in resolutions -- 95% of the hearings ended in an agreement or
arbitrated award (25 cases with hearings were arbitrated). In Atlanta and
Venice/Mar Vista, the agreement rates were 81% and 66%, respectively. These
hearing and resolution rate differences are probably due to the Centers'
referral sources, casetypes, and screening processes. The small number of
arbitrations conducted by the Kansas City Center had minimal impact.

Tables 111-2 and I11-3 depict the major referral sources and types of cases
handled by the NJCs during the Field Test, cross-tabulated with the case
disposition. Table 10 in Appendix B provides updated information on the NJC
caseloads; it presents the disposition of cases processed by the Centers in the
months following the Field Test, from June through October 1979. A full
explanation of each referral source and casetype category is provided below in
the process of describing the NJC case characteristics and their relationships
to case disposition. The case and disputant characteristics of each Center
follows, accompanied by detailed information on the individual Center's
processing of the cases.

Referral sdurces. As indicated in Table III-2, the majority of the NJC
cases were referred from the criminal-civil justice system (62%), although a
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TABLE

IIF-1: CASE DISPOSITION

IN ALL THREE NJCs -

Kansas Venice/
Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
Cases with hearings, 657 316 154 1127
~ resolved (27.9) (37.4) (20.5). (28.6)
fCases with hearings, 156' 16 78 .250

unresolved (6.6) (1.9) (10.4) (6.3)
Cases resolved without 384 158 108 650

a hearing (16.3) (18.7) (14.4) (16.5)
Cases unresolved, no 436 81 - 106 623

hearing (no-shows, (18.5) (9.6) (14.1, (15.8)

withdrawals) :
Cases unresoived, no 718 274 305 1297

hearing {respondent (30.5) (32.4) (40.6) (32.9)

refusals and no contacts)

Total 2351 845 751 3947
- (59.6) (21.4) 1 (19.0) (100.0%)
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11.4 days |

Resclved prior
to a hearing
(16.5%)

FIGURE III-1
CASE DISPOSITION FLOW

Hearing heid
{34.9%)

Mediated with

—_

Total number of
cases resolved
1777 (45.0%)

agrecment (80.0%)

3947 cases 9,9 ‘m“ii
received 1
-
1
R
13.8 days

Not resoived,
no hearing
(48.7%)

Mediated with

4:_4Arbitrated (1.8%)

no agreement (18.2%)

Respondent refused (42.8%)

NJC could not contact
respondent (17.8%)

3l No-shows at hearing

Complainant (2.3%
Respondent {5.1%)
Both (4.1%)

Complainant withdrew
case (13.0%)"

Other reasons (8.2%)

p—

Total numbeyr of
cases unresolved

2170 (55.0%)




TABLE III-2:

ALL NJCs

CASE DISPOSITION BY REFERRAL SOURCE

*Missing data on 36 cases.
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Cases with hearings, 5151279 | 94 | 33 29 | 29 | 46 {1124
resolved (69)|(20) §33) [{18) (1 ) (15 1(12) |(24) {28.7)
Cases with hearings, 95| 68| 8| 7|32 {18 | 4 |17 {249
unresolved (13)}(5) | (3) | (8)|(5) |(9) | (2)|(9) l(6.4)
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TABLE III-3: -ALL NJCs
CASE DISPOSITION BY TYPE OF CASE

*Missing data on 23 cases.
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sizable percentage of cases (38%) were referred by other agencies. The justice
system agencies were broken down intoc three primary categories:

(1) Judges: these referrals were made by judges on the bench in
criminal or civil court. With the exception of the small claims
courts the Venice/Mar Vista NJC worked with, the judge continued
the case for 30 days; if it was successfully mediated, the judge
dismissed the case or, in some instances, entered the terms of
the agreement as a judgment.

(2) Court clerks and prosecutors referred cases to the NJCs prior to
filing charges in the court system. The majority (79%) were
referred by civil or smail claims court clerks (a small number of
cases were referred by criminal warrants court clerks) and the
rest (21%) were referred from the prosecutor's office. Court
clerks served as referral sources for the Atlanta and Venice/Mar
Vista NJCs, while most of the prosecutor referrals were for the
Kansas City NJC.

(3) Police officers, in lieu of arrest, referred disputants to the
NJCs.

Over one-third of the NJC cases did not originate in the criminal-civil
Justice system or 1aw enforcement agencies. They were referred to the NJCs by
the following sources:

(4) Community agencies: this category covers a wide range of
community organizations, including social service and other
heiping agencies such as the Council for Battered Women, Venice
Drug Coalition, and senior citizen centers.

(5) Disputing parties: seventeen percent of the NJC cases were
initiated by the disputing parties themselves (or more ac-
curately, usually one party, designated the complainant), via a
phone call or visit to the center. [n 17% of all self-referrals,
how the disputants came to know of the NJC is unknown. For the
remainder, however, nearly half (47%) became aware of the NJC
through the media -- 7% through newspaper or magazine articles,
15% by radio and 25% by television announcements and interview
shows. Another quarter of the people (27%), heard of the Center
by word-of -mouth, through family or friends (it is not known how
these secondary referral sources became familiar with the NJC).
The remaining self-referrals knew of the NJC because of actually
seeing the Center office (11%), seeing an NJC poster or brochure
(8%), attending an NJC activity such as a presentation to a local

- organization (4%), and other miscellaneous ways (3%).

(6) Legal aid organizations: approximately three-fourths of the
cases from these sources were referred by legal aid agencies and
lawyer referral services. The rest (23%) were referred to the

" NJCs by private attorneys. :

(7) Government agencies: includes all county, city, state, and
federal agencies, such as the Governor's Office of Consumer
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~ Affairs and Housing and Urban Development offices.

(8) Other sources: - this catch all category includes cases referred
by former NJC disputants (49%), NJC staff or mediators (21%),
consumer advocate programs (7%), and other sources (23%; in-
cludes school principals, business owners, etc.).

Case types. The types of cases the NJCs handled have been c1a551f1ed into
ten categories according to the relationship between the parties and the nature
of their dispute (where more than one problem was evident, a judgment was made
as to which seemed to be the primary issue in dispute). The first six categories
refer to cases in which the parties had a fairly close, ongoing relationship;
their d1sputes may be criminal (assault, harassment) or civil (money or property
settlements) in nature. Because of the relationship between the parties, these
cases will be referred to as interpersonal cases. While it is extremely
difficult to identify a case as criminal or civil due to differing laws and
statutes and lack of an objective assessment of the iegality of the situation,
approximately 65% of the interpersonal cases might be considered criminal and
35% civil. A few of the cases involved primarily extra-legal problems, such as
domestic relationship problems with no criminal intent. The last four
categories contain cases where the parties for the most part had more casual
relat1onsh1ps (suck as landlord/tenant relationships) and are virtually en-
tirely civil in nature; these will be referred to as civil cases throughout the
repert. Because of the similarities and significance of the interpersonal and
civil categories, most of the analyses use these breakdowns. Forty-five percent
of the NJC cases were in the former category, and 55% in the latter. However,
as fully explicated below, a detailed analysis of the nature of the disputes
indicates that a 30-70 split between criminal and civil cases may be a more
accurate description of the NJCs' caseload. The kinds of cases in each category
are fully explained below:

(1) and (2) Domestic cases: under the rubric of “domestic cases"
are a variety of disputes between couples with an ongoing legal
or non-legal relationship. Approximately 58% of these cases
involved couples who were married or divorced, 37% were cur-
rently or formerly living together, and a handful (5%) involved
romantic triangles (for example, a dispute among a man, his
current live-in companion, and his ex-girifriend). In the NJC
cases, leaving seemed to cause slightly more problems than
staying. Among those with a legai domestic relationship, 35%
were separated, 20% were divorced, and 45% were currently
married. Among those who lived together outside marriage, 54%
were couples who had Sp]lt up and 46% were currently cohabi-
tating. .

(1) Domestic assault and harassment: this category 1ncludes
married and living tojether couples as described above; 78%
involved allegations of assault and battery where actual
physical violence had occurred. In the rest of the cases,
harassment was the primary problem, which included threats
of physical harm and situations where one party was
continually annoyed or bothered by the other.

(2) Domestic settlements and other disputes: again, this‘
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(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

category includes married and living together couples as
described above.” The types of disputes included here were
primarily disagreements regarding the division of property
and money settlements in domestic break-ups (38%), child
support and visitation rights (35%), and general rela-
tionship problems of varicus sorts (25%).

Family disputes: this category covers all dwsputes between
relatives. Thirty-five percent were parent-child disputes, 17%
were between siblings, and 47% were between other relatives.

‘The nature of the disputes was wide ranging, from minor parent-

child problems and disputes among siblings to all-out brawls
among extended famIIy members and children stealing from their
parents. Twenty-six percent of these cases involved charges of
assault (involving actual physical contact meant to harm) and
10% involved harassment. Many of the disputes (33%) were
disagreements over money or goods the rest involved a variety
of family problems. -

Assault and harassment among ne1ghbors this category is self-
explanatory. It involves assault (41%) and harassment (59%)
charges between neighbors.

Neighborhood nuisances: = this category covers a range of
neighborhood preblems. Typical nuisances, such as barking dogs,
encrouching tree limbs, and disputes over shared driveways,
accounted for 66% of the cases in this group. Disagreements over
property, and to a lesser extent, money, were the central
disputes in 24% of the cases and 9% involved neighborhood
problems such as vandalism or group complaints against a gang of
young people.

Disputes between friends: this category covers all disputes
between current or former girlfriend-boyfriends (34%), close
friends (29%), acquaintances (26%), and current or past room-

" mates (11%). These cases involved money and/or property
- disagreements (44%), assault (31%) and harassment (16%).

Landlord/tenant disputes: these cases were almost equally split
between shelter issues (upkeep of property, primarily, and
eviction) and disagreements over money (return of security
deposits, rent increases, failure to pay rent). In most cases
(89%), the tenant was complaining against the landlord, but 11%
were brought to the NJC by the landlord. Landlord/tenant cases
included complaints from apartment and public housing dwellers,
and tenants who rent private hauses from individuals.

Consumer /merchant disputes: all of these cases involved con-
sumer problems. Money was an issue in 75% of the cases --
usually the consumer wanted money back or at least a reduction in
payment due to unacceptable service or goods; in a few instances
the merchant complained the consumer had not paid in full
(although bad check complaints were very rare). The remaining
25% of the cases did not involve money demands, but rather
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consumer demands for additional service or replacement or repair

of goods. Ninety percent of the consumer/merchant cases were

brought to the NJC by the consumer. Merchants who participated
in the NJC process range from mom and pop grocery stores to huge

corporations such as Sears (although local small businesses

account for the majority of the NJC cases). Complaints against

automobile repair shops and dry cleaners were common, as were
problems arising from in-the-home services such as roofing,

plumbing, and carpentry work. ,

(9) Employee/employer disputes: these cases were primarily between
employers and their ex-employees. The majority of thewn were
disagreements over money owed in salary, unused vacation, sick
leave, etc., when an employee left the job; however, 11% in-
volved other problems such as charges of discrimination or
employee theft. Almost all of these cases (94%) were initiated
by the employee. . o ‘

(10) Other: this category is for any case which does not fit above,
primarily due to the relationship between the parties.. The
majority of these cases (78%) involved disagreements over mcney
or property and 13% involved assault or harassment charges.
Two-thirds of the cases (67%) were between strangers and were
usually the result of car accidents, 11X were between people
with a business relationship, and 7% involved parents who came
to the NJC to resolve a problem which was actually between their
kids. The rest of the cases (15%) were between people with an
unknown or very complex relationship. ‘

Neighborhood Justice Center of Atlanta

Appendix B contains tables which provide data cn the referral source,
disposition, and case type for the cases handled,by the Neighborhood Justice
Center of Atlanta (Tables 1, 2, and 3). The Atlanta Center processed 2,351 cases
during the Field Test period. -Almost half of these cases were resolved either
at a mediation hearing or prior to a hearing. Hearings were held for 813 cases
- (35%) and agreements were reached in 81% of the hearings. Half of the total.

. cases remained unresolved after NJC contact, primarily due to the respondent's
refusal to participate in mediation. ‘ S

Referral sources. The majority of Atlanta's cases (68.6%) originated in
the criminal-civil Justice system. The Atlanta NJC's primary referral source
was the clerks in the small claims court, followed by the judges in criminal
court. The community itself was the third largest referral source -- nearly 9%
of the caseload were self-referrals and 4% were referred by various community
agencies. Cases referred by judges were most likely to reach a hearing (78.3%
were mediated); 31.5% of police-referred cases reached the hearing stage and the
mediation rate of cases from all other referral sources was lower. Except for
police and judge referrals, nearly as many cases were resolved before a hearing
as in a hearing. ‘ _ _

The Atlanta Center established relationships with the State Court of
Fulton County, Municipal Court (Police Court), Juvenile Court, State Courtiof
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Dekalb County, and Superior Court. Judges from all the courts referred cases,
but Fulton County State Court and Municipal Court judges accounted for 97% of
the judge-referred cases (72.1% and 25.2%, respectively). Virtually all
(98.5%) of the cases referred by court clerks originated in the Fulton County
State Court, and nearly all of them were from the civil warrants clerks in small
‘claims court rather than the criminal warrants desks. A few cases were referred
from clerks in Municipal and Juvenile Court. A handful of cases (28 total) were
referred by other court officials, including prosecutors, public defenders,
probation and parole officers, and counselors (in Juvenile Court). Thus, the
State Court of Fulton County referred 1,417 cases to the NJC (89% of the court
system referrals), 9% came from Municipal Court, 2% from Juvenile Court, and
less than 1% from Dekalb County State Court and the Superior Court.

Of the 200 people who brought their cases to the Atlanta NJC on their own
initiative (self-referrals), 75 (38%) had heard of the NJC by word-of -mouth; 25%
through the media, primarily television talk shows; 17% had seen the Center or
its sign; and 13X were informed via NJC activities. Most of the NJC's government
agency referrals came from the Governor's Office for Consumer Affairs. Of the
133 cases referred by legal aid organizations, 20% were from attorneys in
private practice and the rest came from legal aid services. The "other" referral
sources break down as follows: 54% (75 cases) were the result of former
disputants referring people to the NJC, 15% were referred by NJIC staff or
mediators, and the rest came from miscellaneous sources.

Types of cases. The Atlanta caseload was dominated by cases of a civil
nature 553.77 were of this type). The consumer/merchant cases were the most

frequent type, accounting for 23.7% of all cases, folliowed by landlord/tenant
(16.3%) and employee/employer disputes (13.2%). These cases were least apt to
be mediated; while 21 to 30X of them were resolved without a hearing taking
place, nearly half of them remained unresoived after NJC contact. The cases
involving disputants with a close relationship (domestic, neighbors, etc.) were
more apt to be mediated -- 47 to 72% of these cases involved a hearing and few
of them were resolved without a hearing. Whether or not a case was mediated
depended partially on the nature of the dispute and partially on the referral
source. Judges and police officers tended to refer cases involving a close
interpersonal relationship, while the court clerks and other agencies referred
cases of a civil nature.

In terms of the specific relationships between disputants, Atlanta’s cases
reflected the three NJCs as a whole as described previously. The Atlanta cases
involved slightly more estranged domestic couples than presently together ones,
and a small number of parent-child (2% of the total caseload) and stranger-to-
stranger cases {4%). In civil disputes, an overwhelming number of “little
people" brought disputes against the "big people" (landlords, merchants, and
employers). : '

Mediated cases. The Atlanta Center mediated 813 cases and 657 (81%) ended
with an agreement between the parties. Seventeen cases (2.1%) required more
than one hearing -- two hearings were held for 16 cases and one case required
three hearings. In four cases, additional information was needed and a second
hearing was scheduled to allow time to obtain it. Three second hearings were
simple continuations, one was held to enable a disputant to fully review the
agreement, and four were held for unknown reasons. In five cases, the first
agreement broke down and a second hearing was held to try to resolve the dispute.
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Even with a second hearing, disputants in seven out of the 17 cases did not reach
an agreement. Both the first and any subsequent hearings in the NJC had an
average length of one hour, 15 minutes, with a range of five minutes to five
hours, 15 minutes. The pattern in the Atlanta Center was to have a single
mediator conduct the hearing; only three of all the hearings had two mediators.
It was rare for mediations to end with verbal rather than written agreements -
- less than one percent of the mediated cases ended with verbal agreements.

On the average, a hearing was held nine days after intake, with a range of
0 to 93 days. Second hearings were held 11 days after the first hearing, on the
average, with a range of two to 53 days. Mediators or staff members made
referrals for disputants in 37 cases; most of these ended without an agreement.
Referrals were made for both parties in 14 cases -- 12 were referred to
counseling agencies and two to other social services. Fifteen complainants
received referrals; nine to court, two to landlord/tenant agencies, and four to.
other agencies. Eight respondents received referrals, six to counseling and two
to other social services.

Cases resolved prior to hearing. The Atlanta Center resolved 384 (16%)
cases prior to hearing; these were predominately civil disputes. These cases
were resolved in an average of eight days after intake, with a range of 0 to 79
days. Only four referrals were made in these cases and all four were made for
complainants.

Cases closed without a hearing or resolution. Cases were closed without
resolution for a variety of reasons. The majority (62%) were not resolved
because the respondent refused to participate (47%) or the NJC was unable to
contact the respondent (15%). One or both disputants did not show up at the
hearing in 174 cases (15%) and 153 complainants (13%) withdrew their cases. The
NJC lost contact with the disputants in 53 cases (5%) and subsequently judged
another 18 to be unsuitable for NJC processing. The remaining 62 cases were
unresolved for a wide variety of other reasons. : :

The average length of time between intake and closing was ten days, with a
range of 0 to 93 days. A total of 121 referrals were made for the unresolved
cases; in two cases, both parties were advised to seek out a legal solution in
court. Of the 119 complainants who were referred elsewhere by the NJC, 94 (79%)
were sent to court, 12 (10%) to counseling or other social services, 10 (8%) to
legal aid organizations, and three to other helping agencies.

Kansas City Neighborhood Justice Center

Appendix B provides information on the disposition, referral source, and
type of case for all the cases handled by the Kansas City Center during the Field
Test period (Tables 4, 5, and 6). Of the 845 cases handled by the Kansas City
NJC, 332 (40%) involved hearings and 95% were resolved via an agreement between
the parties or an arbitrated award. The Kansas City NJC also resolved 158 cases
prior to a hearing (18.7%); bringing the total number of cases resolved either
at or before a hearing tc 474, or 56% of the total caseload.

Referral sources. The criminal justice system was the primary soufce of
the Kansas City cases, with 67.8% of the cases'originatin?»there. The prose-
cutor's office referred the most cases (270 or 32.4%), followed by the police
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with 191 (22.9%), and judges with 104 (12.5%). The community was the next
largest source of cases, with 101 (12%) cases initiated by citizens themselves
and 48 (6%) referred by local agencies.

As was the case in Atlanta, the criminal justice system referrals were most
apt to reach a hearing, with judge-referred cases leading the way. Eighty-two
percent of judge-referred cases were mediated, followed by police referrals
(45%), other unclassified sources (41.7%), and prosecutor office referrals
(36.7%). Cases referred by community and government agencies and those brought
in by the disputants themselves were more apt to be resolved prior to a hearing
than through a hearing.

The Kansas City NJC worked primarily with the Kansas City Municipal Court,
where an intake worker was stationed in the prosecutor's office to accept and
conduct intakes for both prosecutor and judge-referred cases. The Center also
received a few cases from judges in Juvenile Court, the County Magistrate Court,
and Superior Court.

Disputants who brought their cases directly to the Center learned of the
NJC primarily through the media -- 50% of the selif-referrais said television,
radio, or newspaper articles (in that order) alerted them to the NJC. Another
quarter of the self-referrals heard of the NJC through family or friends, and
the rest learned through various other means. The primary government agency
which referred cases to the NJC was an office of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment agency, which contracted with the NJC to have the Center manage its
grievance procedures for disputes between contractors and owners. Of the 35
cases referred by legal aid organizations, 14 were from attorneys in private
practice. Disputants in 18 cases came to the NJC after learning about it from
others who had their disputes handled by the Center.

Types of cases. In contrast to the Atlanta and Venice/Mar Vista NJCs, the
Kansas %ity Center handled primarily interpersonal cases involving criminal
and, to a lesser extent, civil disputes. These types of cases comprised 73% of
the total cases, while 27% were civil disputes between tandlord/tenants,
consumer/merchants, employer/employees, and others. The relationships between
disputants reflected those described earlier. As shown in Table 6 in Appendix
B, the type of case was related to the referral source. Referrals from both
police officers and the Municipal Court judges and prosecutor's office prima-
rily involved neighbors and domestic couples, while self and community agency
referrals tended to be landlord/tenant and consumer/merchant cases.

- The mediation rate for the cases involving families, friends, and
neighbors was much higher than the rate for the primarily civil cases (37-53%
vs. 6-20%). Forty-two percent of "other" cases were mediated; half of these
cases were between strangers involved in civil disputes and half were between
people who knew each other. Landlord/tenant and consumer/merchant cases were
often resolved without a hearing -- 38% and 34X, respectively, were resolved in
this manner. : ' ‘

Mediated cases. - The Kansas City NJC held hearings for 332 cases; 25 were
arbitrated and 291 (95%) of the 307 mediated cases ended with an agreement.
Multiple hearings were held for 19 cases (one required three hearings; the rest
two), 14 of which were successfully mediated, four were ultimately arbitrated,
and one ended with no apparent resolution. Second hearings were held for the
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following reasons: additional information needed (six cases), simple con-
tinuations (three), one party wanted to review the agreement (two), the first
agreement was broken and re-mediation was appropriate (three), and other
reasons (five). E '

The Kansas City NJC often used two mediators for two reasons: (1) the
complex nature of the case or the number of disputants involved and (2) to allow
the relatively new mediators to learn and gain experience before conducting a
hearing aione. In 28% of the initial mediations, two mediators were present
(this was the case for 53% of the second hearings). First hearings lasted an
average of nearly two hours (117 minutes), with a range of 15 minutes to six and
~ one-half hours; second hearings aiso averaged two hours in length, with a range
of five minutes to four and one-half hours. On the average, first hearings were
held 13 days after intake (range: 0-69 days), and second hearings were held 16
days after the first {range: 2-73 days).

The referrals made for disputants in mediated cases were primarily for
counseling services -- six respondents and both parties in 14 cases received .
referrals to counseling agencies. Ten additional referrals were made (five for
respondents to other social services, employment help, and landlord/tenant
agencies), two for complainants (social services and employment help), and
three for both parties (two to court and one to legal aid).

Arbitrated cases. The Kansas City NJC was the only Center which attempted
to use mediation/arbitration as a dispute resolution method. Of its total 845
cases, 25 (3%) were arbitrated; these cases represent 8% of all the cases with
hearings. Of the 25 cases, the majority (22) involved interpersonal disputes -
- = five were domestic assault or harassment, seven were assault/harassment
between neighbors, three were neighborhood nuisances, four were family prob-
lems, and three were assault/harassment between friends. There were also two
landlord/tenant cases and one consumer/merchant dispute. Most of the arbi-
trated cases (19) were criminal justice system referrals: seven from judges,
six from the prosecutor's office, five from police officers, and one from
juvenile court. The other cases were self (3), community agency (2), and
government agency (1) referrals. Thus, the arbitrated cases were primarily
interpersonal cases referred by the criminal justice system, a reflection of
Kansas City's total caseload. They were not significantly different from
mediated cases in terms of the complexity or nature of the disputes, but did
involve a substantial amount of conflict between the parties and very disparate
views regarding the resolution of the dispute.

The use of arbitration by an independent dispute resoiution program was not
rigorously tested by the mediation/arbitration hearings conducted by the Kansas
City NJC. Besides the small number of cases arbitrated, there were no uniform
procedures followed by the Center staff or mediator/arbitrators in conducting
the arbitrations. Many of the disputants did not realize their case would be
arbitrated if a mediated agreement was not reached -- they became aware of this
during the hearing. It is not known at what point during the hearing the
mediator decided arbitration was necessary. The mediation/arbitration hearings
ranged from 30 minutes to six hours in length, with an average of nearly three
hours (one hour longer than the average length of a mediated case). Other
procedures of the mediation/arbitration process were unorthodox -- for example,
some awards were made in the absence of one party and a few cases ended with a
mediated agreement covering some issues and an arbitrated decision regarding
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others. While a few cases were well conducted and received by the parties (at
least one was arbitrated from the start with the informed consent of both
parties), for the most part the mediation/arbitration process did not produce
satisfactory, long-lasting resolutions. The Kansas City NJC ceased conducting
mediation/arbitrations by the end of the Field Test.

Cases resolved prior to a heariqg, The Kansas City NJC staff resolved 157
cases (19%) without holding a hearing. These cases were primarily civil
disputes between landlords and tenants and consumers and merchants, but
naighborhood disputes were also a sizable minority. The NJC resolved these
cases 15 days after intake, on the average, with a range of 0 to 97 days.
Referrals for additional assistance were made in five cases, to counseling,
legal aid, and other helping agencies.

Cases unresolved after NJC contact. The Kansas City NJC closed 356 cases
without any apparent resolution due to: respondent refusals (57%), no contact
with the respondent (20%), disputant no-shows at scheduled hearings (9%),
complainant withdrawals of the case (6%), and miscellaneous reasons (8%). These
case files were closed 21 days after intake, on the average, with a range of 0
to 91 days. The Kansas City NJC made a number of referrals (55) in these
unresolved cases, mostly for complainants. Both parties were referred to the
court in ten cases; complainants were primarily referred to court (14) and legal
aid organizations (14). '

Venice/Mar Vista Neighborhood Justice Center

Tables 7, 8 and 9 in Appendix B provide data on the referral source, case
type, and immediate disposition of the cases handled by the Venice/Mar Vista
Neighborhood Justice Center during the Field Test period. Of the 751 cases
processed, hearings were held for 232 (31%) cases, 108 (14%) cases were resolved
prior to a hearing, and 411 (55%) remained unresolved following NJC contact.

Referral sources. The Venice/Mar Vista Neighborhood Justice Center's
community orientation was reflected in their primary referral source. Over half
of the cases opened in the NJC were initiated by the disputants themselves.
Community organizations, contributing 6% of the caseload, were not a major
referral source, however. The small claims courts and police officers followed
self-referrals in number of cases referred, with 111 cases (15%) referred by
judges, 83 cases (11%) from the court clerks' offices (62) or prosecutor's
office (21), and 56 cases (8%) referred by the police.

The Venice/Mar Vista Center worked with three small claims courts in the
Los Angeles area; they had no relationship with the criminal court divisions.
The NJC stationed mediators in the court during small claims actions proceedings
who accepted cases from the judge on the bench, mediated on-the-spot in a nearby
voom, and returned the case to the judge for its final disposition. Thus, all
cases originating in the courtroom were mediated. The NJC worked in this way
with the Compton Court, a court well outside the NJC target area, on a 30-day
experimental basis in August 1978. Mediators were stationed in West Los Angeles
small claims court for approximately three months, and entered Santa Monica
court in March 1979. :

The Venice/Mar Vista NJC's media coverage accounted for a large number of
self-referrals -- 58% of the disputants who brought cases to the Center on their
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own initiative reported they became aware of the MJC through the media. TV
announcements were most frequently mentioned, fsilowed by radio and newspaper
and magazine articles. Eighteen percent of the disputants reported they had
heard of the NJC through family or friends; others learned of the NJC by seeing
a poster or brochure (12%), seeing the Center itself (9%), or attending an NJC
activity such as a presentation to a community group (3%). Five of the 26 cases
referred by legal aid organizations were actually sent to the NJC by private
attorneys. The other unclassified sources included four cases by former
disputants and 14 by NJC staff and mediators. :

Types of cases. The Venice/Mar Vista NJC caseload was dominated by
disputes of a civil nature between landlords and tenants, consumers and mer-
chants, employees and employers, and others (67% of "others” were strangers and
11% had a business relationship); these civil cases were 73% of the total
caseload. Furthermore, landlord/tenant and consumer/merchant cases were by far
the most common cases in the Venice/Mar Vista NJC -- they accounted for 56% of
the total caselcad. The NJC handled very few criminal-type cases, with only 15
cases involving assault or harassment among neighbors and domestic couples.
Twenty-seven percent of the total caseload involved disputes between people
with a close relationship (domestic couples, families, neighbors, and friends).

Different sources consistently referred certain types of cases to the NJC.
Consumer/merchant and unclassified cases (mostly car accident cases between
strangers) tended to be the casc: mediated in small claims court. Landlord/
tenant cases were apt to be referred to the Center via the small claims court
clerk's office, police, community and government agencies, and disputants
themselves (who also brought a large number of consumer/merchant cases to the
NJC). The interpersonal cases tended to be referred by police officers and
disputants themselves. :

Mediation rates were highest for "other", consumer/merchant, family
disputes, and domestic settlement cases (45%, 41% and 40% were mediated,
respectively). In the first two categories, the high rate is due to the fact
that the cases originated and were mediated in the court. Consumer/merchant,
landlord/tenant, and neighborhood nuisance cases were often resolved without a
hearing being held. '

For the most part, the relationships between the parties in the Venice/Mar
Vista NJC cases reflect those for all the NJCs, but with several significant
differences. Twenty-one percent of the landlord/tenant cases were brought by
the landlord against the tenant rather than vice-versa. These cases usually
involved complaints that tenants were behind in rent or utility payments. The
same situation existed in the consumer/merchant cases also, where merchants
initiated 21% of the cases (again, these tended to involve charges that con-
sumers were behind in payments). A1l employee/employer cases were brought to
the NJCs by the employees. The Venice/Mar Vista NJC also handled a sizable
number of stranger-to-stranger cases, which comprised 8% of the total caseload.

Mediated cases. Of the 231 cases mediated at the Venice/Mar Vista NJC,
only seven required two hearings -- three were simple continuations, in two
cases additional information was needed, and in two cases the parties wanted to
review the agreement. Agreements were reached in 156 (68%) of the first
hearings, and in four out of seven of the second hearings. Nine agreements were
verbal; the remainder were written down and signed by both parties. The Venice

=38~



NJC rarely used two mediators per caselas-twolnediators were assigned to only six
out of the 238 first and second hearings.

Both first and second hearings in the Venice/Mar Vista NJC averaged one
hour, 15 minutes in length, with a range of ten minutes to seven hours. Hear-
ings were held seven days after intake on the averdge, with a range of 0 to 74
days (111 cases were mediated on-the-spot in court). Second hearings were
scheduled 17 days after the first mediation, with a range of 0 to 55 days.

Both parties in the 38 judge-referred cases which ended without an agree-
ment returned to court for resolution of their case. Referrals were made by the
NJC for both parties in five cases -- four were sent to counseling and one to
other social services. In addition to these refervals, nine com:lainants were
referred to court, three to legal aid organizations, and two to landlord/tenant
agencies. One respondent was referred to counseling.

Cases resolved prior to heariﬁgi The Venice/Mar Vista NJC conciliated 108
cases without holaing a hearing; (77%) of these were landlord/tenant and
consumer/merchant disputes. Cases were resolved without a hearing approxi-
mately 15 davs after intake, with a range of 0 to 97 days. Only three referrals
were made by the NJC in these cases, all for complainants, to legal aid, tenant
nelp, and social service agencies.

Unresolved cases. Half of these cases were not resolved by the NJC because
the respondent refused to participate in mediation. In another 24%, the NJC was
unable to contact the respondent t2 solicit his or her participation.
{omplainants withdrew the case in 67 instances (16%) and the rest of the cases
remained unresolved due to no-shows at scheduled hearings (3%), loss of contact
with the disputants (2%), and other reasons (5%). The case files for unresolved
cases were closed 18 days after intake on the average, with a range of 0 to 98
days.

A large number of referrals were made by the NJC in these unresolved cases,
mostly for complainants. Complainants were referred to court (56), legal aid
(29), 1landlord/tenant agencies (22), social services (5), consumer help
agencies (4), counseling (3), and elsewhere (3). One respondent was referred to
legal aid, and both parties in four cases were referred to court (2), social
services (1), or legal aid (1).

NJC referral process. The Venice/Mar Vista Center developed & referral
system to assist people who contacted the NJC with a problem that was not
amenable to the mediation process. The NJC outreach activities and media
coverage generated a lot of attention and inquiries to the Justice Center,
resulting in a large number of phone calls and walk-ins asking for help. As a
community service, the NJC made referrals for additional assistance for these
people. After the first two months of operations, in which the total number of
“inquiries was 75, the NJC received an average of 200 inquiries for assistance
each month. This figure is probably an underestimation of the total number of
calls, due to the difficuity in recording each inquiry. The NJC staff made
referrals in approximately two-thirds of these situations. The bulk of the
disputants were referred tc two primary types of agencies -~ tenant help
agencies (primarily Westside and Central Tenants Action Centers) and legal
assistance (the Los Angeles County Bar Association'’s Lawyer Referral Service
and Venice, Santa Monica, and Centro Legal.Aid offices). A smail number of cases
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were referred to the court system and to all types of social service agencies.
The data presented in the following chapter indicate that these referrals do
have an impact on resolving the disputes -- two out of five of the people
followed up the NJC referral and one out of five received help from the referral
agency.

fiisputant Characteristics

~ The demographic characteristics of complainants and respondents, the
target community, and surrounding area for each of the three NJCs are presented
in Appendix C. The disputant characteristics are the disputants® race, income,
sex, age, residency in the NJC targef area, marital status, current employment
status, and occupation (whether or not currently employed). The NJC disputant
characteristics are contrasted with those of the entire city and original target
area. - For all three Certers, the respondent group has been divided to
discriminate between individuals representing themselves and corporate repre-
sertatives. Respondents representing businesses or other public or private
organizations typically appeared in civil matters such as tenant vs. landlord
and consumer vs. merchant disputes; their demographic profile is quite
different from that of individual respondents. For the Atlanta and Kansas City
NJCs, corporate representatives comprised 2-3% of the total number of com-
plainants and have been grouped with them. In Venice/Mar Vista, however,
complainant corporate representatives made up 12% of the total group (due to the
riumber of landlord vs. tenant and merchant vs. consumer cases) and separate
presentations of their characteristics have been included.

The amount of information missing on the disputants is presented in the
tables in the Appendix. Respondents tend to have more missing data than do the
complainants since the NJC had less contact with them, especially in the
unresolved cases. Percentages have been omitted from the tables where they
could be misleading due to missing data; for example, 97% of the income data for
Atlanta's respondent corporate representatives is missing and no percentages
are computed.

Atlanta NJC. AtTanta's complainants were predominately black (70%) and
had reTatively Tow incomes -- 51% made under $6,000 annually, with 83% of all
complainants uader $12,000. A third of the complainants were unemployed.
Female complainants outnumbered males (57 to 43%) and about a third were
married. The two-thirds who were single included 495 (22% of the total) who were
divorced or separated, 3% widowed, and 3% reported they were living with someone
outside of marriage. The complainants' average age was 33; the yourigest was 12
and the oldest 88. Seventeen percent of the complainants resided within the
Atlanta NJC target area.

The Atlanta NJC's individual respondents were similar to complainants in
many ways. The majority (76%) were black and had similarly low incomes and blue
collar occupations. They had an average age of 33 and 32% were married. The
major difference between individual respondents and complainants was that the
majority of respondents (69%) were male. Comparing corporate representatives
to individuals, the corporate group contained more white males employed in
predominately white collar occupations (76% were reported to be business
owners) who were slightly older on the average than individual respondents.
While 97% of the data was missing, indications are that corporate representa-
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, tives had a higher annual income. Tweive percent of-ell respondents resided in
the original target area.

As discussed previously, the Atlanta NJC accepted cases from the entire
city, with only 12 to 17% of the disputants living in the original target area. -
Income and race data for Atlanta and the target area are available for
comparison purposes. The NJC disputants had median incones similar to those of
the city-wide and target area population -- about $6,000 per year. The RJC did
have higher proportions of blacks than the target area or city. The NJC
disputants primarily reflected the population which appears in the court system
-- black, low income persons.

Kansas City NJC. As with the Atlanta NJC disputants, the Kansas City com-
plainants and 1individual respondents representing themselves had similar
demographic characteristics. Half were white and half were black, with ap-
prox1mately 5% other minorities (99% of all disputants speak Engl1sh as their
primary language). Over nalf made under $6,000 per year, with 79-85% under
. $12,000; 27% to 30% were presently unemployed and over half worked in blue
collar occupat1ons Complainants were 36 years old on the average and in-
dividual respondents were 33; 41-45% were married and 20-22% of the single
people were divorced or separated Also, like the Atlanta disputants, re-
spondents tended to be male (63%) and complainants were apt to be women (62%).

- Corporate representatives, as a group, were not like individual respon-
denits; again, the differences were similar to those found in the Atlanta NJC.
Respondents who were corporate representatives tended to be whiter, richer,
older, more male, more married, and more employed in higher status occupations
than were individual respondents

Like Atlanta, the Kansas City NJC did not adhere to the original target
area design; 21% of the disputants resided in the target community. However,
the disputant characteristics match the target area demographics -- blacks and
whites were equally represented, along with a small number of hispanics, as were
males and females, when compliainants and respondents are combined. The Kansas
City NJC does appear to attract lower income people than represented in the
target area, which may be a reflection of the court caseload.

Venice/Mar Vista NJC. As mentioned above, 12% of the Venice/Mar Vista NJC
compiainants were representing corporate entities and their characteristics
have been separated from the others. Sixty-five percent of the individual
complainants were white, 20% were black, and 11% hispanic (96% of all the
disputants spoke English as a primary language) Twenty-three percent of these
complainants were unemployed and 46% had incomes of under $6,000 per year. Half
of the group were female, and 40% were married, 40% were single, and an
additional 13% were d1vorced or separated.

Individual respondents were fairly similar to individual complainants.
Sixty-eight percent were white, 16% black, and 10% hispanic. Less than a third
had incomes of less than $6,000, and another 30% reported iricomes of $6,000-
$12,000. Fewer respondents (17%) were unemployed, 41% were married and 39%
single, and they averaged 36 years old. Sixty-two percent were male and 31%
lived in the original Venice/Ma: Vista target area.

The complainant and resp‘ondent corporate representatives had similar
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characteristics, and also were different from individual disputants in similar
ways. The corporate representative group, as found in Atlanta and Kansas City
also, tended to contain more whites; more males; and more older, married, and
employed persons. The corporate representatives in Venice/Mar V1sta tended to
hold managerial pasitions. Interestingly, the respondent corporate represen-
tatives displayed more of these qualities than did the complainant corporate
representatives. For example, 77% of the complainant corporate representatives
-were white and 66% were male, versus 85% and 79%, respectively, for respondent
corporate representatives. While sex differences may explain this finding and
the general overall differences between complainants and respondents, further
inquiry is necessary to provide a full explanation.

The Venice/Mar Vista NJC focused on their original target area to a greater
extent than the other two Centers, but did accept cases from anywhere in the.
area. Thirty-one to 36% of the individual disputants and 16-24% of the
corporate representatives resided in Venice and Mar Vista; in addition, another
13% of the disputants resided in the extended target area surrounding Venice/Mar
Vvista. The Venice/Mar Vista NJC disputants reflected the target area
characteristics for the most part, especially income and occupation
categories. The Center and target area population were 75% white; however, the
Center serviced fewer hispanics and more blacks than their representative
numbers in the target area. Also, there were more male disputants (61% of the
total) than found in the target area population. The Venice/Mar Vista Center
had a large number of disputants who were corporate representatlves and
1nfluenced the demographic proflles .

Monthly Trends |

Month-to-month trends in case dispnsition, referral source, and type for
each NJC during the Field Test period are presented in Appendix D. Case
disposition has been broken down to illustrate the number of hearings held,
cases resolved prior to a hear1ng, and unresolved cases. Hearings include
mediation sessions which ended in an agreement and those which did not; overall,
agreements were reached in 82% of the hearings. The referral sources cover the
primary sources of judges, court clerks or prosecutor's office, and community
agencies and self-referrals. Police referrals have been depicted for the Kansas
City NJC because they were their second largest referral source. Case types
have been dichotomized into the broad categories of interpersonal/criminal and
civil cases. Monthly totals are based on the actual calendar month of the
hearing or closing of the case and thus are partially dependent on the number of
working days in the month, especially for February.

Atlanta NJC. Except for a large decrease in August-September 1978 and
other minor fluctuations, the Atlanta NJC caseload slowly increased during the
Field Test period. - Unresolved cases always outnumbered those mediated and
resolved prior to a hear1ng The dip in caseload in September 1978 was probably
attributable to the NJC training of the second group of mediztors -- not only
were many in the group former volunteers pulled away from their court stations,
but the training was held during office hours and kept staff members from their
regular tasks. This one-two month decrease is especially evident in referrals
from the court clerks, which were highly dependent on the volunteer intake
workers. A1l major referral sources -- judges, clerks, and community --
basically increased over time. The civil types of cases go up and down along
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“with the court clerk referrals, while 1nterpersona1/cr1m1nal cases reflect the
level of judge referrals.

Kansas City NJC. As shown in al] three graphs, the Kansas City NJC caseload

was highest in the summer of 1978 and was slightly erratic after that point.

While all case dispositions peaked at that time, the major increase in

unresolved cases may have been due to an extra push to increase the caseload.

The large :number of cases in June was the result of an increase in referrals from

the prosecutor's office, while the August peak is attributable to police and
.community referrals. The decline in cases after these months may have been due
to the original Prosecutor Specialist, who worked with the police department
also, leaving the NJC. It was several months before she was replaced with a
full-time staff person. ' : .

The number of mediations was especially low in January and February 1979,
when the severe winter weather hit, staff turnover was high, and the court
caseloads were generally down. Police referrals began to rise toward the end of
~ the Field Test period, as judge referrals decreased. The police refervals were
the result of a second wave of intensive training sessions with the officers and
the addition of a police 1iaison person on the NJC staff. Kansas City's caseload
was dominated by interpersonal cases, which fluctuated along with the major
referral sources (prosecutor and police).

“ Venice/Mar Vista NJC. The number of hearings held in the Venice/Mar Vista
NJC peaked at the beginning of the NJC's referral arrangement with each small
claims court. The judge referrals coincided with these peaks -- the Compton
Court experiment was in August 1978, West Los Angeles small claims court
mediations began in late September and October 1978, and the NJC's relationship
with Santa Monica court began in March 1979. The high point of referrals through
the court clerks office in November 1978 may also be attributable to the NJC
beginning working relationships with the courts. The caseload, especially
~cases which are not resolved by the NJC, tend to reflect the level of self-
referrals, the Center's primary referral source, and those from community
agencies. Self and community referrals began to rise late in 1978 and reached
a high point in March 1979. The Venice/Mar Vista Center was able to have public
service announcements broadcast on radio and TV stations for relatively short
periods of time. Each time the PSAs were on the air en masse, self-referrals
greatly increased, which happened in March 1979. CiviT cases dominated the
Venice/Mar Vista caseload, largely because of the primary referral sources --
disputants themselves and small claims court clerks and judges.

| Summary

The major findings of the process study are:

o The NJCs attracted a sizable number of cases and variety of case
types, from civil disputes involving little or no money to
serious criminal cases, from both criminal Just1ce system and
community sources.

) The NJCs resolved nearly half (45%) of their cases via mediation
-ooor concilia;ion.

o  Cases referred via judges on the bench were most likely to reach
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a mediation hearing; cases from all other sources were as 11ke1y
to be resolved without a hearing, through conC111at1on as
through a hear1ng

Interpersonal cases involving primarily criminal disputes be-
iween persons with a fairly close, ongoing relationship were
more apt to be resolved through mediation than were cases of a
civil nature.

Civil d1sputes between landlords and tenants, consumers and
merchants, and employees and employers were more likely to be
resolved prior to a hearing. However, half of these cases
remained unresolved after NJC contact. :

There were s1gn1f1cant ‘differences among the Centers, notably in
size, variety, and source of the caseloads. The Atlanta NJC
processed 60% of the total caseload, with the remaining split
between Kansas City and Venice/Mar Vista. Atlanta and Kansas
City were closely connected to the criminal justice system,
while Venice/Mar Vista adopted a community approach. Civil
cases dominated the Atlanta and Venice/Mar Vista caseloads,
while interpersonal cases were the large maJor1ty in Kansas
City.

- The NJC disputants reflected the ethnic characteristics of the

surrounding community, but the Centers attracted disproportion-
ately more low income res1dents.
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CHAPTER IV: NJC IMPACT

In this chapter, evidence will be presented on the impact of the Neighbor-
hood Justice Centers.  The potential areas of impact are many, ranging from the
anticipated benefits to d15putants to improved dispute resolution mechanisms in
governmental and civic institutions. But within this breadth and variety of
potential impact, there is also a clear hierarchy of importance: the Centers
must first assist citizens in resolving disputes. If they perform that function
well, it is reasonable to look for broader impact on systems and society.
Accord1ngly, the focus of attention in our impact analysis and in this chapter
is the impact of the NJCs on disputants after their experience at the Centers.
These analyses attempt to determine whether the elements of the resolution
~process (1) were satisfying to the disputants and (2) resulted in lasting
-resolutions. After addressing these important questions about overall dispu-
tant impact, a variety of analyses were conducted to assess the sources of
observed variation in disputant satisfaction and resolution stability: what
~ are the characteristics of the case which determine how satlsfactory and lasting

the NJC experience is?

The second major section in this chapter will address the issue of NJC
impact on the justice systems in each of the three locations. Data from the
court comparison studies will shed light on the crucial question of how the NJCs
compare to the courts in satisfaction, resclution and process1ng speed. In
addition, the results of interviews with key officials in the justice system
(judges, prosecutors, etc.) will provide information on how the Centers were
perceived and utilized by the elements of the local justice system.

The last part of the chapter will present information relating to the
impact of the NJCs on the community -- residents and community agencies and
organizations.

Impact on Disputants

, The long-term impact of the NJCs on disputants was assessed mainly through

follow-up telephone interviews conducted approximately six months after NJC
contact (mean number of months = 6.26; SD = 2.48 months). The interviews
collected the following information from the disputants:

1. Are you satisfied with the terms of the agreement?
o - Yes

- No

- Somewhat

2. Have you kept all terms of the agreement?

' - Yes 2one-time)
Yes (ongoing)

No :

Partially

No terms
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3. Has the other party kept all terms of the agreement?
: Yes (one-time)

Yes (ongoing)

No

Partially

No terms

4, Have you had any more problems with the other party?
- Yes
- No
- No contact

5. Were you sat1sf1ed with the mediation process?
. - Yes
- No
- Somewhat

6. Were you satisfied with the mediator?
- Yes
- No .
- Somewhat

7. MWere you satisfied with the overall experience at the NJC?
- Yes
- No
- Somewhat

8. Where would you go in the futurerith a similar dispute?
- NJC
- Court
- Attorney
- Nowhere
- Other

Interviews were conducted with the complainant and/or respondent in 1,301
(44%) of the 2,990 cases handled by the NJCs during the period spanning Center
opening in March of 1978 through February of 1979. The follow-up interviews
were conducted by the on-site Analysts, who identified themselves as represen-
tatives of an independent, private research firin which had no affiliation with
the Justice Center. The interview data presented below are organized into the
following categories:

(] Mediated cases: The mediation process is the primary vehicle by
which Centers attempt to resolve disputes. One or both
disputants were interviewed in 63% of all mediated cases.-

o Cases resolved prior to a hearing: These are cases which came
: into the Centers and were recorded as resolved without reaching
a hearing. One or both disputants were interviewed in 48% of all

the cases which were resolved prior to a hearing.

. Unresolved cases: One or both disputants were interviewed in
28% of the cases which were unresoived after some NJC contact.
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The sampling plan called for exhaustive sampling of mediated cases in
Venice/Mar Vista and Kansas City, and 50% sampling of mediated cases in Atlanta.
The lower sampling perceritage in Atlanta was a result of the large caseload;
time and resources did not permit the sampling of all 657 mediated cases in
Atlanta. (See Appendix A for details on the sampling plan and actual percent-
ages interviewed by Center.) '

The longer label of "cases resolved prior to hearing" is used for the
category heading rather than the term "conciliated" because the ways in which
these cases were resolved varied considerably (some cases were resolved by
phone, some appeared to require only a presentation of the dispute to a third
party, etc.), and many of these resolution procedures might not meet accepted
definitions of conciliation (see McGillis and Mullen, 1977).

~ There were several reasons for interviewing unresolved cases. Although
they cannot be construed as a control group, they can serve as a rough sort of
baseline against which the results of resolved cases might be compared. For
example, the proportion of these cases which became resolved during the follow-
up period can serve as an indication of the proportion of mediated cases which
would have been resolved anyway, perhaps by other means. Similarly, the
satisfaction indices for the unresolved cases provide some indication of the
extent to which citizens appreciate the mere existence of this alternative
process. Finally, it is of interest to determine how the NJC experience was
perceived by citizens whose disputes were not resolved through NJC contact.

~ Within each of these categories, overall interview results are first
presented for complainants and respondents. These data are followed by the
results of analyses designed to assess differences in satisfaction and re-
solution stability as a function of (a) case type, (b) referral source, and (c)
Center. Case type analyses were conducted mainly on the ten categories
described in Chapter III (and listed in Table IV-3, below). These analyses were
supplemented in some instances with analyses which used categories of case type
which were collapsed into two types: (1) interpersonal/criminal (domestic,
~ family, neighbor, and friends disputes), and (2) civil/consumer (landliord/
tenant, consumer/merchant, employee/employer, and "other"). In most instances,
these dual category analyses showed no differances, and are not discussed below.
Only in the analyses of unresolved cases did the collapsed categories show
differences; those effects are discussed in the presentation of results on
unresolved cases. '

At the end of this section, the results of two special data collection
efforts are presented. A small sample (N=46) of the disputants who were
interviewed on the telephone were also interviewed in face-to-face household
interviews, mainly to validate the information collected via the telephone
interviews. And in Los Angeles, where unaccepted cases were often referred to
other comnunity agencies, 50 of these "out-referrals" were interviewed to
assess the effectiveness of the referral process. ,

Mediated Cases

The indices of disputant satisfaction and the stability of the agreement
for mediated cases are displayed in Tables IV-1 and IV-2, respectively. When
asked if they were satisfied with the overall experience at the Center, 88% of
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 TABLE IV-1
DISPUTANT SATISFACTION
FOR MEDIATED CASES

Disputant .
Index/Response Complainant _ Respondent | Total _
Satisfied with overall Yes 428 (88%) 347 (88%) 775
experience at NJC? ; : : : o .
- No 43 (9) 30 (8) 73
_ Somewhat 18 (4) 17 (4) 35
Satisfied with Yes 414 (84) 335 (89) | 749
mediation process? ' : :
No 61 (12) 41 (10) 102
. Somewhat 15 (3) | 21 (5) 36
Satisfied with Yes 432 (88) 348 (88) 780
~mediator? ' ' ,
No 39 (8) 26 (7) | 65
Somewhat 19 (4) 21 (5) 40
Satisfied with terms Yes 335 (80) 296 (83) 631
of agreement? :
No 65 (15) 45 (13) 110
Somewhat | 20 (5) 17 (5) 37
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TABLE Iv-2:
STABILITY OF THE AGREEMENT
FOR MEDIATED CASES

__Disputant _
Index/Response Complainant Respondent Total
Have you kept all Yes 316 (79%) 303 (87%) 619
terms of the agreement?
- No 9 {2) 20 (6) 29
Partially 14 (3) 21 (6) 35
No Terms 63 (16) 7 (2) 70
" Has other party kept VYes 287 (69) 236 (67) 523
all terms of the
agreement? No 77 (18) 47 (13) 124
| Partially 49 (12) 24 (7) 73
No Terms 8 (2) 47 (13) 55
Any more problems VYes 135 (28) 87 (22) 222
with other party?
| No 341 (72) 307 (78) 648
Where would you go NJC 346 (72) 285 (73) 631
in future with a ‘
similar problem? Court 79 (16) 45 (12) 124
Attorney 20 (4) 17 (4) 37
Nowhere 15 (3) 22 (6) 37
Other 20 (4) 19 (5) 39
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both complainants and respondents said they were satisfied; less than 10% of
disputants were not satisfied. Similarly, 84% and 88% of disputants were
satisfied with the mediation process itself and with the mediator, respective-
ly. Slightly fewer disputants were satisfied with the terms of the agreement
(80% of complainants and 83% of respondents). When asked whether they had kept
all the terms of the agreement, only 2% of complainants and 6% of respondents
admitted not having kept all terms, although an additional 3% and 6% admitted to
partial adherence to the agreement. Perhaps a more accurate indicator of
agreement stability is the response to the question of whether the other party
had kept all the terms. In response to this question, 18% of complainants and
13% of respondents answered negatively. About one-fourth of complainants and
respondents said that they have had more problems with the other party.
Finally, when asked where they would go in the future with a similar dispute, 72%
of complainants and 73% of respondents said that they would return to the NJC.

These overall follow-up data on mediated cases (excluding potential
effects of case type and Center for the moment) show that a substantially high
proportion of both complainants and respondents were satisfied with their
overali experience, the mediation process and the mediator, and the agreement
terms. A slightly lower, yet not unimpressive, proportion of disputants
indicated that the agreement held, and that they would return to the NJC with a
similar problem. _ S

Effects of case type. Disputant satisfaction and agreement stability
varied with case type, but case type effects were not particularly strong or
widespread. There were no substantial differences across case types in satis-
faction with the overall experience at the NJC (chi-squares are non-significant
for both complainants and respondents on this index). Respondent satisfaction
with the mediation process varied by case type (x2=29.20, df=18, p=.046),
attributable mainly to the larger percentages of dissatisfied respondents in
cases involving family disputes, neighborhood nuisance, and domestic assault/
harassment (see Table IV-3). Complainant satisfaction with the mediation
process also reflected these case type differences, but did not reach signifi-
cance (x2=26.06, df=18, p=.098). Case type shows no influence on disputant
satisfaction with the mediator or with the agreement terms (all x2=N.S.).
Agreement stability showed no effects of case type (x2non-significant across
all indices of agreement stability).

Effects of referral source. Disputant satisfaction varied slightly as a
function of the source of referral, but agreement stability appeared unaffected -
by referral source. Compiainant satisfaction with the mediation process did not
vary with referral source, but complainant satisfaction with the mediator did
show significant effects of referral source (x%*28.00, df=14, p=.014). Walk-in
cases and referrals from legal aid show no dissatisfied cases, while prose-
cutor/clerk and "other" referrals show 12% and 15% dissatisfied (see Table IV-
4). Respondent satisfaction with mediation varied with referral source(x?
=26.70, df=14, p=.02) with police referrals showing higher rates of dissat-
isfaction, reflecting the higher proportion of interpersonal dispute cases from
this source. No other indices of satisfaction snow significant effects of
referral source. o ' .

. Differsncot atons Qentere. Therg are a number of significaht differences
among” Center§in disputant satisfaction and agreement stability. However, it
should be understood that the differences among Centers are in large part a
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TABLE IV-3:
DISPUTANT SATISFACTION BY
TYPE OF CASE:-~ MEDIATED CASES
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TABLE IV-4:
DISPUTANT SATISFACTION BY
REFERRAL SOURCE: MEDIATED CASES
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‘function of the variation in context, case type, and referral source across
Centers, and not simply due to differences in Center approach and operations,

Complainant satisfaction rates by Center are shown in Table IV-5. Across
the four satisfaction indices (all of which show statistical significance), the
Atlanta NJC consistently displays the highest proportion of satisfied com-
plainants; the Kansas City NJC, the highest dissatisfied; and Venice/Mar Vista,
the highest number of "somewhat satisfied" complainants. Although these
differences are consistent and significant, they are not large in absolute
terms: the large majority of complainants in all three Centers were satisfied.
Satisfaction results for respondents show a pattern which is nearly identical to
the data on complainants (Table IV-6). , ,

Similar results were found on complainant indices of agreement stability
(also statistically significant; see Table IV-7). The Atlanta NJC shows the
highest proportion of complainants who claimed to have kept the agreement terms
themselves and who said that the respondent had kept the terms of the agreement
(differences on these indices are statistically significant). The Venice/Mar
Vista NJC shows the lowest rates of agreement maintenance (81.0% and 52.4%), but
- the highest percentage of "partially" kept agreements. When asked if there had
been any more problems with the respondent, complainants from Kansas City
“claimed the lowest rates of additional problems. When asked where they would go
with a similar dispute in the future, the largest proportion of complainants who
said they would return to the NJC were those from Venice/Mar Vista. This finding
probably reflects the community walk-in orientation of Venice/Mar Vista. It is
likely that fewer of these complainants would be aware of (or have experience
with) the more conventional forms of dispute resolution. :

The pattern of respondent data on agreement stability is roughly congruent
with the complainant data, but the apparent differences reach statistical
significance only on the last index. In some contrast to the complainant data,
more Atlanta NJC respondents would prefer to return to the NJC (see Table IV-8).

With remarkable consistency, these data show that mediations in the
Atlanta NJC resulted in higher proportions of satisfied disputants and stable
agreements. But while the differences among Centers are consistent and sta-
tistically significant, they are not large. The Kansas City NJC and the
Venice/Mar Vista NJC yield fairly impressive indices of satisfaction and
agreement stability. In the search for significant differences, one can too
easily lose sight of similarities. A good indicator of the degree of uniformity
in the follow-up data across case type, referral source, and Center is the
“statistic lambda ()). Lambda is a measure of association which shows the
percentage of improvement in our ability to predict the value of one variable
once we know the value of the other. We found that even where differences were
highly significant (statistically), the lambdas were still very small. For
example, differences among Centers in complainant satisfaction with the
mediation process were highly significant, but the lambda was only .045: our
ability to predict whether the complainant was satisfied or not is improved only
4.5% by knowing which Center handled the dispute. Most of the lambdas are around
1% to 2%. Taken together, the results of the chi-square tests and the lambda
calculations mean that the above-mentioned differences (for mediated cases)
across case types, referral sources and Centers are reliable -- they are highly
likely to occur if we collected follow-up data again -- but they are not large.
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TABLE IV-5:

COMPLAINANT SATISFACTION BY
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CENTER: MEDIATED CASES
Center
, ) Kansas Venice/
Index/Response Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
Satisfied with Yes 207 (88.8%) | 142 (87.1%) | 78 (84.8%) 427
overall experience
at NJC? (a) No 19 (8.2) 20 (12.3) 4 (4.3) 43
‘Somewhat 7 (3.0) 1 (0.6) | 10 (10.9) 18
Satisfied with Yes 205 (88.7) 127 (77.4) 81 (86.2) 413
mediation
process? (b) No 23 (10.0) 33 (20.1) 5 (5.3) 61
Somewhat 3 (1.3) 4 (2.4) 8 (8.5) 15
Satisfied with Yes 211 (90.6) 137 (84.6) 83 (88.3) 431
mediator? (c)
No 21 (9.0) 15 (9.3) 3 (3.2) 39
Somewhat 1 (0.4) 10 (6.2) 8 (8.5) 19
Satisfied with Yes 167 (86.1) 119 (74.4) 48 (73.8) 334
terms of
agreement? (d) No 22 (11.3) 34 (21.3) 9 {13.8) 65
Somewhat 5 (2.6) 7 (4.4) 8 (12.3) 20
(a): x2 = 21.87, df = 4, p <.001
{b}: x% = 25.86, df = 4, p <.001
¢): x® = 18.26, df = 4, p =.001
(d): x2 = 17.27, df = 4, p =.002



TABLE IV-6:

RESPONDENT SATISFACTION BY
CENTER: MEDIATED CASES
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Center
_ Kansas Venice/ .
Index/Response Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
Satisfied with Yes 163 (92.1%) 133 (88.7%) 51 (76.1%) 347
overall experience
at- NJC? ‘(a) No 10 (5.6) 16 (10.7) 4 (6.0) 30
| Somewhat | .4 (2.3) 1 (0.7) | 12 (17.9) 17
Satisfied with Yes 155 (90.6) 124 (80.5) 56 (77.8) 335
mediation )
process? (b) No 12 (7.0) 24 (15.6) -5 (6.9) 41
Somewhat 4 (2.3) 6 (3.9) | 11 (15.3) 21
'Satisfied with Yes 152 (89.4) | 139 (90.8) 57 (79.2) 348
mediator? (c) , ,
No 12 (7.1) 10 (6.5) 4 (5.6) 26
Somewhat 6 (3.5) 4 {z.6) 11 (15.3) 21
Satisfied with Yes 134 (87.0) 122 (81.9) 40 (72.7) 296
terms of
agreement? (d) No 16 (10.4) 24 (16.1) 5 (9.1) 45
| Somewhat 4 (2.6) 3 (2.0) | 10 (18.2) 17
(a): x2% = 39.45, df = 4, p <.001
(b): x2 = 25.13, df = 4, p <.001
(¢): x2% = 17.58, df = 4, p =.002
(d): x2 = 28.36, df = 4, p <.001



TABLE IV-7:

COMPLAINANT AGREEMENT STABILITY
BY CENTER: MEDIATED CASES
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Center
: : Kansas Venice/ . ‘
Index/Response Atlanta City | Mar Vista | Total
Have you kept all Yes 160 (95.2%) | 138 (92.6%) 17 (81.0%) 315
terms of the : ' ,
agreement? (a) No 5 (3.0) 4 (2.7) 0 (0.0) 9
Partially | 3 (1.8) 7 (4.7) 4 (19.0) 14
Has respondent Yes 143 (74.1) | 110 (70.5) 33 (52.4) 286
kept all terms of ' . : :
the agreement? (b) No 35 (18.1) 31 (19.9) .| 11 (17.5) 77
Partially 15 (7.8) 15 (9.6) 19 (30.2) 49
Any more problems  Yes 61 (28.1) | 38 (23.2) | 35 (37.2) 134
‘with other , :
party? (c) No 156 (71.9) 126 (76.8) 59 (62.8) 341
Where would ycu go NJC 172 (72.9) 102 (66.7) 71 (78.9) 345
in future with a o o _ .
simiIar problem? (d) Court 37 (15.7) 25 (16.3) 17 (18.9) 79
Attorney 13 (5.5) 7 (4.6) 0 (0.0) 20
Nowhere 7 (3.0) 6 (3.9) 2 (2.2) 15
Other 7 (3.0) | 13 (8.5) 0 (0.0) 20
(a): x2 = 14.66, df = 4, p =.005
éb): x2 = 24.58, df = 4, p <.001
C): x2 = 5-84’ df = 4, p =-05
(d): xz = 18-44’ df = 8’ p -002



TABLE IV-8:

RESPONDENT AGREEMENT STABILITY
BY CENTER: MEDIATED CASES

Center
: . Kansas Venice/
Index/Resppn;e Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
Have you kept all Yes 132 (89.8%) | 128 (87.7%) 43 (84.3%) - 303
terms of the '
agreement? (a) No 10 (6.8) 8 (5.5) 2 (3.9) 20
Partially 5 (3.4) | 10 (6.8) 6 (11.8) 21
Has complainant keptv Yes ‘118 (81.9) | 105 (73.9) 13 (61.9) 236
all terms of the s
agreement? (b) No - 19 {(13.2) 22 (15.5) 6 (28.6) 47
_ Partially. 7 (4.9) 15 (10.5) 2 (9.5) 24
Any more problems Yes 28 (16.8) | 40 {26.0) 19 (26.0) 87
with other
party? (c) No 139 (83.2) 114 (74.0) 54 (74.0) - 307
Where would you go NJC 138 (78.9) 102 (68.9) A4S (69.2) 285
in future with a
similar problem? (d) Court 15 (8.6) 17 (11.5) |1 B (20.0) 45
' Attorney 8 (4.6) | 8 (5.4) 1 (1.5) 17
Nowhere 10 (5.7) 7 (4.7) 5 (7.7) 22
Other 4 (2.3) | 14 -(9.5) 1 (1.5) 19
a): x2= 5.29, df = 4, N.S.
b;: x2= 7.15, df = 4’ NoSo
c): x%= 4.76, df = 2, N.S.
. (d): xz = 19010, df = 8, p =001
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These results are in contrast to the case processing results presented in the
preceding chapter, where differences were not only statistically significant,
but substantial as well

Cases Resolved Prior’to Hearing

, As indicated in the preceding chapter, over one-third (37%) of all resolved
cases were resolved prior to a hearing. Although mediation is the primary
resolution technique utilized, these data serve as a reminder that the NJCs aiso
provide conciliations and similar means of dispute resolution outside the
hearing room. But are these disputes actually resolved, and if so, does the
resolution last? Follow-up data on these cases show that, with a few important
exceptions, such resolutions were effective. Table IV-9 displays the data on
the stability of the resolution. Only 12% and 9% of complainants and
respondents, respectively, claimed that the dispute was unresolved. When asked

if the NJC helped resolve the dispute, 40% of complainants and 68% of

respondents said that the NJC did not help resolve the dispute. However, these
figures may reflect disputant understanding of "help" as some form of active
intervention. When asked if there were any more problems with the other party,
83% of complainants and 89% of respondents said there have been no more
problems. Most of the disputants did not use other resources after the NJC; if
they did, it was most likely to be the court.

: The perceptions of the NJC by these disputants reflect satisfactioh‘with
the NJC experience -- more so with complainants than respondents. However, a

majority of the complainants felt that mediation would have been better (only

- one-fourth of respondents felt this way). The large majority of complainants
(88%) said they would return to the NJC for a similar dispuie, whereas only 46X
‘of respondents would return. However, 31% of respondents said they would go
"nowhere" with a similar dispute: many respondents are probably reluctant
partlglpants in the resolution process (see Table IV-10 for disputant percep- ,
tions '

Effects of case type and referral source. The effects of case type and
referral source on disputant satisfaction and agreement stability were slight.
When complainants were asked if there had been problems with the other party,

38.9% of neighbor nuisance cases and 32.7% of landlord/tenant cases said yes, in - ’

contrast to the 17.1% average across case types (x%=25.57, df=9, p=.002). The
only referral source effect detected was in the compla1nants response to the
question, “would mediation have been better?" The effect of referral source was
significant ( x2=39.97, df=21, p=.008), a function primarily of the high
proportion of walk-ins who responded negat1vely (60% of walk-ins, as opposed to
31.7% of cases from other sources).

Differences among Centers. Among the cases resolved prior to hearing,
several differences emerge among the Centers in disputant satisfaction and
stability of the resolution. As in other analyses, findings from the Atlanta
NJC appear distinct from the other two Centers, but in a less positive light. As
Table IV-11 indicates, the large majority of complaInants in Atlanta would have
preferred mediation (despvte a 94.5% overall satisfaction rate), while the
majority of the complainants in Kansas City and Venice/Mar Vista did not think
mediation would have been better. Interestingly, the lambda value reaches 0.51
on this index; prediction accuracy is improved 51% by knowing which Center
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FOR CASES RESOLVED PRIOR TO HEARING

~ TABLE IV-8:
STABILITY OF RESOLUTICN

: Disputant
| Index/Response Complainant _ Respondent Total
What happened to the Resolved 170 (81%) 88 (89%) 258
dispute after NJC? o _
: , Unresolved 26 (12) 9 (9) 35
Partially 16 (8) 2 (2) 18
Did NJC help to Yes 93 (50) 20 (22) 113
resolve the dispute? :
~ No 75 (40) 62 (68) 137
Partially 18 (10) 9 (10) 27
Any more problems Yes 37 (17) 11 (1Y) 48
with other party?
: ~ No 175 (83) 88 (89) 263
Did you use other Court 39 (18) 7 (7) 46
resources after the ‘ ,
- NJC? - Attorney 8 (4) 8
~ Police 9 (4) 1 (1) 10
Govt.Agency 6 (3) 1 (1) 7
Social Serv. 11 (5) 1 (1) 12
Agency _ ;
None 131 (62} 84 (82) 215
Other 7 (3) 8 (8) 18

=593



TABLE IV-10:
- PERCEPTIONS OF NJC
FOR CASES RESOLVED PRIOR TO HEARING

Disputant

Index/ReSpqnse Complainant Respondent - Total
~ Satisfied with overall Yes 198 (94%) 68 (72%) | 266
experience at the NJC? : : - :
- No 9 (4) 17 (18)' - 26
Somewhat 4 (2) 10 (10) 14
Would mediation have Yes - 125 (62) 22 (25) 147
been better? : ‘
- Mo 60 (30) 48 (55) 108
~ Uncertain 17 (8) 18 (20) 3B
Where would you go in  NJC 180 (88) 41 (46) 221
the future with a :
similar dispute? Court 15 (7) 3 (3) .t
Attorney 2 (1) 13 (15) 15
Nowhere 6 (3) 28 (31) 34
Other 2 (1) 4 (4) 6




CTABLE IV-11:

PERCEPTIONS OF NJC FOR CASES RESOLVED PRIOR TO

HEARING: COMPLAINANT»RESPONSES»BY CENTER

Center
- Kansas Venice/
; Index/Response Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
Satisfied with over- Yes 104 (94.5%) 44 (89.8%) | 32 (97.0%) 180
all experience at ’
the NJC? (a) No 4 (3.6) 5 (10.2) 0 (0.0) 9
Somewhat 2 (1.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.0) 3
Would mediation Yes 93 (85.3) 16 (34.8) 1 (3.4) 110
have been '
better? (b) No 4 (3.7) 27 (58.7) 28 (96.6) 59
Uncertain| 11 (10.1) 3 (6.5) | 0 (0.0) 14
Where would you go NJC 99 (92.5) 34 (72.3) 30 (93.8) 163
in the future with -
similar dispute? (c) Court 8 (7.5) 5 (10.6) 1 (3.1) 14
| 'Attorney 0 (0.0) 2 (4.3) 0 (0.0) 2
Nowhere 0 (0.0) 4 (8.5) 1 (3.1) 5
Other 0 (0.0) 2 (4.3) 0 (0.0) 2
(a): x2 = 6.38, df = 4, N.S.
(b): x2 =111.14, df = 6, p <.001
(c): x2 = 23.70, df = 8, p =.002
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handled the dispute. The reasons for these differences may be seen, at least in-
part, from the data in Table IV-12 on resolution stability. Most of the
complainants from Atlanta stated that the NJC did not help them resclve their
dispute -- in contrast to complainants in Kansas City and Venice/Mar Vista --
and considerably more Atlanta complainants used other resources, particularly
the courts, than did complainants from the other Centers.

These findings are further reflected by the respondent data. When asked if

the NJC helped to resolve the dispute, 89.7% (N=39) of Atlanta respondents said

no, 55.2% (N=29) of Kansas City respondents said no, and only 15.4% (N=13) of
Venice/Mar Vista respondents said no (x2=46.34, df=4, p<.001; A =0.30). When
asked if mediation would have been better, 43% of Atlanta respondents, 7.1% of
Kansas City respondents, and none of the Venice/Mar Vista respondents said yes
(x2=34.27, df=4, p <.001; 1=.32). It appears then that although a substantial
number of cases in Atlanta were labeled “"resolved prior to a hearing," most of
these disputants felt that the Atlanta NJC did not really help in the
resolution, that mediation would have been better, and many went on to use other

resources.

Unresolved Cases

, Disputants whose cases did not reach a hearing and were not resolved were
also followed up to determine how their dispute had fared and how they viewed
their limited experience with the NJC. The great majority of disputants
interviewed were complainants; not at all surprising since the most frequent
reason for a case not reaching a hearing was the lack of respondent part1c1-
pat}on angacooperat1on The results of the follow-up interviews are shown in
Table IV-13. .

The majority (60%) of complainants said that their dispute remained un-
resolved, while only 47% of respondents claimed that it was unresolved. Of
course, respondents are probably less likely than complainants to think that
there is a dispute in the first place or that it has not been subsequently
resolved. Most disputants did not use other resources after their contact with -
the NJC; if they did, it was most likely to be the courts or an attorney. Most
disputants said they were not having any more probiems with the other party,
although such a result may be mainly a function of interviewees interpreting
“more problems" as additional problems beyond the precipitating one. Not
surprisingly, most complainants would have preferred mediation, while most
respondents would not. Responses to the last two questions are especially
interesting in light of the unresolved status of the cases. A large majority of
both complainants (83%) and respondents (78%) were satisfied with the overall
experience at the NJC, and 70% of the comp1a1nants wouid go back to the NJC in
the future.

Effects of case type. The interpersonal/criminal case types differed from
the civil/consumer cases on several indices. When complainants were asked what
happened to their dispute after contact with the NJC, 46.8% of the inter-
personal/criminal cases cla1med to be resolved; only 26 7% of civil/consumer
cases were claimed as resolved (x2=21.16, df=2, p<.001). Yet when asked if there
were any more problems with the other party, 33. 1% of the interpersonal/criminal
complainants said yes, and only 18.1% of civil/consumer complainants said yes(x?
=8.98, df=1, p=.003). As mentioned above, this difference may be a function of
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TABLE IV-12:

STABILITY OF RESOLUTION FOR CASES RESOLVED PRIOR TO

HEARING: COMPLAINANT RESPONSES BY CENTER

Center
: ‘ Kansas Venice/
“Index/Response Atlanta City Mar Vista Total
What happened to  Resolved 95 (85.6%) 37 (75.5%) | 27 (81.8%) 159
the dispute after ,
NJC? (a) Unresolved 10 (9.0) 6 (12.2) 3 (9.1) 19
Partially 6 (5.4) 6 (12.2) 3 (9.1) 15
Did NJC help to Yes 37 (36.3) 33 (82.5) 20 (66.7) - 90
resolve the :
dispute? (b) No 56 (54.9) 7 (17.5) 2 (6.7) 65
Partially 9 (8.8) 0 (0.0) | 8 (26.7) 17
Any more problems Yes - 22 (20.0) 6 (12.0) 5 (15.2) 33
with other
party? (c) No 88 (80.0) 44 (88.0) 28 (84.8) 160
Did you use other Court 24 (21.8) 4 (8.2) 4 (12.1) 32
resources after
the NJC? (d) Attorney 6 (5.5) 1 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 7
Police 2 (1.8) 5 (10.2) 2 (6.1) 9
Gov't. 4 (3.6) 2 (4.1) 0 (0.0) 6
Agency :
Social Serv. 8 (7.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.0) 9
- Agency
None 61 (55.5) 37 (75.5) 24 (72.7) 122
Other 5 (4.5) 0 (0.0) 2 (6.1) 7
(a): x2 = 2.94, df = 4, p =N.S.
(b): x2 =45.73, df = 4, p <.001
(c): x%2 = 1.65, df = 2, p =N.S.
(d): x2 = 22.63, df =12, p =.03

=63~



- TABLE IV-13: "
FOLLOW-UP RESULTS FOR
UNRESOLVED CASES

Disputants :
Index/Response | Complainant ~_ Respondent } Total
What h:ppened to dis-  Resolved 121 (34%) 37 (50%) 158
pute after contact :
with the NJC? Unresolved 217 (60) 35 (47)_ 252
Partially 27 (7) 2 (3) 29
Resolved
.Did you use resources Court 76 (21)' 3 (4) 79
after the NJC? Attorney | 38 (10) 6 (8) a4
Police 6 (2) 1 (1) 7
Gov't.Agency 9 (2) 9
Social Servd 10 (3) 2 (3) 12
Agency | ,
None 215 (59) 62 (81) 277
Other 12 (3) 3 (4) 15
Any more problems Yes 84 (24) 13 (16) 97
with other party? No 268 (77) 66 (83) 334
Would mediation Yes 261 (77) 24 (32) 285
have been better? No 46 (14) 39 (53) 85
Uncertain 30 (9) 11 (18) 41
Were you satisfied Yes 300 (83) - 47 (78) . 347
Somewhat | 25 v(7) 4 (7) 29
Where would you go NG | 244 (70) 18 (25) 262
n the future witl ' .
a similar dispute? Court . 41 (12) 9,(13) ‘ 50
Attorney 21 (6) - 7 (10) 28
Nowhere 33(10 | 31(44) 64
Other 8 (2) 6 (8) 14
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the complainants' interpretation of "more," with civil/consumer disputes being .
single event disputes and the interpersonal disputes having more of an ongoing
nature. Indeed, 46.0% of the consumer/civil complainants state that there had
been "no contact" with the respondent, whereas only 31.4% of interpersonal/
criminal cases claimed "no contact." Thus, it seems probable that because of
the greater degree of continuing contact between interpersonal/criminal dis-
putants, there is greater opportunity both to resolve the dispute and to have
more problems. Respondent data parallel the complainant data on these
indices.) When asked if mediation would have been better, more civil/consumer
complainants said yes (84.9%) than did interpersonal/criminal complainants
(63.5%; x2=8.30, df=2, p=.02).

Effects of referral source. The effects of referral source on.unresolved
cases are concentrated in the judge/prosecutor referrals. Referrals from the
Justice system, especially from judges and prosecutors or clerks, were more
likely to return to that system for assistance (x*=85.06, df=42, p <.001) than
were referrals from other agencies. And onily 55.6% of bench referred
complainants felt that mediation would have been better, compared to the 77.1%
average (x%35.07, df=21, p <.03). Similarly, only 50% of referrals from judges
would prefer to return to the NJC, compared to the 70% average.

Differences among Centers. When complainants in unresolved cases were
asked about their attitudes toward the NJC, the Venice/Mar Vista NJC tended to
be perceived most favorably, with Atlanta second. The complainants from the
Kansas City NJC were consistently the least satisfied. In Venice/Mar Vista,
84.7% of complainants felt that mediation would have been better, and 89.0% of
them would prefer to return to the NJC in the future; in Kansas City these
respective percentages were only 62.9% and 50.9% (x%=23.73, df=6, p <.001;
x2=33.67, df=8, p <.001). When asked if they were satisfied with the NJC,
86.6% of complainants answered affirmatively in Atlanta, 81.4% in Venice/Mar
Vista, and 74.2% in Kansas City (x%=17.06, df=4, p <.002).

Interviews with Referral Cases in Venice/Mar Vista

The Venice/Mar Vista NJC received many telephone calls and visits from
local residents seeking help for a dispute they were involved in or simply
inquiring about the NJC services. These contacts were primarily in response to
‘the NJC's outreach activities in the community, which included television and
radio public service announcements, newspaper articles, and direct outreach
functions conducted by the Center's staff. When possible, the case was accepted"
and scheduled for a mediation hearing. In most cases, however, the dispute was
judged to be inappropriate for mediation. The NJC had decided not to accept
problems involving eviction and rent increases (of which there are many in the
target area); others were considered inappropriate because they involved non-
mediable issues such as divorce, child custody, insurance claims, authorship
rights, welfare payments, voter registration, etc. For these unaccepted cases,
the caller was given information and often referred to another agency which may
be of more help. As part of the impact evaluation study, a follow-up of tkese
"out-referrals" made by the NJC was conducted to investigate if the referrals
made were utilized, and if so, if they were helpful in resolving the dispute.
Data were also collected regarding if the dispute was in fact resolved, the
agencies contacted for help, and the caller's reaction to the NJC. A small
sample of callers who had received information cnly (no referral) were also
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followed up.

Between November 1978 and February 1979, the Venice/Mar Vista NJC logged
910 contacts with non-mediable cases and made referrals for 525 (58%) of them.
A sample of those referrals for which telephone numbers were available was drawn
and follow-up phone calls were made by ISA's Evaluation Analyst in the
Venice/Mar Vista NJC. Calls were made during the daytime and evening hours in
May 1979 and an interview was conducted with the person who had originally
contacted the NJC.

Fifty people who had received referrals from the NJC and 26 who were given
information only were contacted and iisterviewed by phone. In the process,
unsuccessful attempts were made to reach 60 people; contact was not made
primarily due to disconnected phones and the person moving out. Many of these
had called regarding eviction problems and rent increases and may be unreachable
because they ultimately "resolved" their dispute by leaving.

Results of referral interviews. Of the 50 people provided referrals by the
NJC, 2T folTowed up by calling the agency to which they were referred. Of these
21, 10 reported that they received the help needed; 11 said the referral agency
was of no help to them. Six people contacted the Westside Tenants Action Center
-- five received the housing information they needed regarding their dispute and
one was connected with an attorney who resolved the problem efficiently. Three
people were put in touch with attorneys (two through the Los Angeles County Bar
Association Lawyer Referral Service and one through the Family Law Center) who
were working on their case. One person contacted Centro Legal, who referred her .
on to the appropriate government agency to handle her problem regarding
immigration records. : ,

The 11 people who were not helped when they did contact the agency they were -
referred to were not helped for a variety of reasons. Venice Legal Aid was
called by two people and both reported the organization could not do anything.:
Three people called the L.A. County Bar Association Lawyer Referral Service:
one dispute was resolved by other means and obviated the need for the service,
one person was advised not to pursue their employee/employer dispute, and one
person opted not to hire a lawyer to deal with his $6 dispute. Two people were
referred on to additional agencies (by the Clare Foundation and Department of
Public Sccial Services) which was viewed as a runaround rather than help. Four
people were advised the following: to get a private lawyer (by Grey Law), which
the person did not want to do; that they (Santa Monica Lawyer Referral Service) -
had no information which would help; that the voter registration problem was too
small to be meaningful (by the American Civil Liberties Union); and that the
person should move out of their residence (by the landlord/tenant court).

Of the 29 people who did not follow-up the referral provided by the NJC, 17
did not remember that a referral was given. Other reasons for not contacting the
referral agency included: it was too much trouble and would take too much time,
the problem had lessened or the person had decided to live with the situation,
two persons had called the agency previously with no results, and several others
devised their own solutions. -

Thirty-eight people said they would return to the N.C in the future if

another dispute arose even though only 12 fully understood what the NJC services
were (10 others had partial knowledge). This appears to be due to the callers'
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satisfaction with having a sympathetic ear -- comments made refer to the people
being happy that someone was concerned and listened to their problem and offered
help in the form of information and referral.

Of the 50 people who received referrals 14 reported that their dispute was
still unresolved. Eighteen people said their dispute was successfully
resolved; 12 others no-longer had a dispute, but the problems were not truly
resolved. Five tenants ended up paying the rent increase they disputed, and
four athers were evicted. The other disputes were resolved by happenstance.
Six disputes were still pending at the time of the interview, with court dates
set, lawyers working on cases, divorces in progress, etc.

These results are encouraging, although only modestly positive and based
upon a small number of cases. They indicate that Neighborhood Justice Centers
can serve purposes and needs beyond their primary function of directly resolving
disputes; that they can also serve as a helpful information and referral center
for a variety of justice matters. This broader role for Justice Centers -- that
of serving as a point of entry into the justice system -- was a key element in
some of the original thinking about the potential functions of Justice Centers.
These data would indicate that such an expanded role should receive more
attention. ‘

Personal Household Interviews with Disputants

In Kansas City and Venice/Mar Vista, disputants from 44 mediated cases
which had been followed up by telephone were also visited perscnally (typically
in their homes) by an interviewer to discuss in detail the case and their
experience with the MJC. (The high caseload in Atlanta did not permit resources
to be allocated to this task.) The purpose of these household interviews was to
validate the findings of the telephone interviews. Although the recent
methodological studies on teiephone surveys have generally shown them to be
effective data collection techniques, virtually free of bias in most cases, it
was decided that some validation of the telephone findings would be appropriate,
since so much of the NJC impact results were based on the telephone interview
data. The personal interviews also served as a source of descriptive material
on the nature of the cases, how they were processed, and what had happened with
them since NJC contact.

In Venice/Mar Vista 21 personal interviews were completed from cases in the
NJC files. The interviewed sample included 11 mediations, seven telephone
conciliations and three unresolved/inactive cases. In Kansas City 23 inter-
views were conducted, all with mediated or arbitrated cases.

Results confirmed the data from the telephone interviews. Only in one
interview in Venice/Mar Vista and one interview in Kansas City did the personal
interview data conflict in any way with the telephone interview data. These
data serve to support the validity of the telephone-based results. Just as
meaningful -- perhaps more so -- are the detailed descriptions of disputant
perceptions and attitudes which came from these interviews. The following
sample comments are excerpted from the interviews in Kansas City and Los
Angeles. In Kansas City:

Mr. S. described his experience with the court as lousy, as
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opposed to his feeling the people at the NJC were fair. Also,
the people at the NJC were cooperative and helpful, as opposed to
the general lack of cooperation at the court. In court he did
not get any say.

Mr. R. (who had been in court one time previously with his wife)
said that he was satisfied with his overall experience at the
NJC. In comparison to the court, he felt that the NJC people
were trying to resolve their differences, whereas the court was
a frightening experience. Going to court is a contest between
lawyers, not a way of solving problems between people.

Mrs. S. has been involved with the courts system before (as a
community activist) and feels that she understands quite well
how it operates. She feels it is a very insensitive system. She
thought that more peoplie should be aware of the NJC...the masses
have humanistic values -- and power -- if they are only made
aware of them.

Interestingly, when negative comments were made, they were typically about the
lack of enforcement powers of the NJC: some part of an agreement breaks down' and
the NJC can do 1ittle about it. But even in these situations, there is typically
a positive view of the process itself. Comments from Venice/Mar Vista
disputants:

Complainant (a businessman) very satisfied with process and with
mediator...takes less time than courts -- only 20 minutes -- and
he got his money.

Complainant very positive about the whole experience...mediator
skil1ful...respondent lived up to terms of agreement. Previous
court experience was "scary", judge rules without consideration
or thought.

Complainant had called NJC on phone about property maintenance
(tree trimming), NJC intervened, the tree was trimmed. Com-
plainant was very positive about the NJC experience: less time
consuming than court...personal basis is much more rewarding.

These comments reveal much about the power and potential of the NJCs as
humanizing forces in the overall system of justice. One might speculate that to
the degree that they are viewed as part of the justice system, the overall public
image of the system must be enhanced. To the extent that the NJCs are viewed as
separate institutions, the courts might appear even less respensive.

Summary of Impact on Disputants

The results of the follow-up interviews with the disputants may be brief-
ly summarized by the statements below:

o A high proportion of the agreements mediated or conciliated by'

the NJCs were still holding six months later. Regardless of the
type of case, its source of referral, or in which Center it was
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handled, a large majority of agreements continued to hold.

. A high proportion of the disputants were satisfied with the -
overall experience and the mediation process, and would return
to the NJC with a similar dispute.

e Al types of disputes resulted in lasting, satisfactory resolu-
tions. While there are indications that some of the interper-
sonal/criminal cases (domestic, neighbors, etc.) performed
slightly less well than the consumer/civil cases (landlord/
tenant, consumer/merchant, etc.), the uniformity of positive
results across all the cases supports the contention that NJCs
can effectively handle a broad variety of minor disputes.

() A high proportion of disputes thought to be resolved prior to
reaching a hearing actually were resolved and have not recurred.

) There are many differences among Centers in the extent of
agreement stability and disputant satisfaction. Atlanta per-
formed rather consistently above the other two Centers across
the follow-up indices (although less well on cases resolved
prior to a hearing). Yet, while the differences were several and
consistent, they were not large: all three NJCs yielded fairly
impressive follow-up data.

() In addition to direct dispute resolution services, NJCs might
also perform the valuable functions of referring citizens to
other justice-related agencies and of helping to improve the
image of the system of justice in the community. These indirect
tfunctions of referra! and public awareness dsserve increased
attention in the future.

These‘rasu]ts and their implications are discussed in more detail in Chapter V.

Impact on the Courts

Mich of the impetus in developing and implementing the Neighborhood
Justicé Centers Field Test stemmed from research findings which have suggested
that the courts are probably not the best mechanisms for resolving certain
disputes. The NJCs, as an experimental alternative to traditioral litigation,
were to test the concepi that resolving disputes via mediation can be faster and
- more effective than our present judicial system. In addition, there was some
concern that most of the cases the Centers were to handle would not have been
filed by a prosecutor or court clerk at a case screening desk; or if these cases
~were filed, they would have soon been dropped or dismissed. This concern
evolved from research which has shown that there is a high diropout rate for those
“cases involving disputes among parties who have ongoing personal relationships,
such as husband and wife, those living together, family members, etc. (Vera
Institute of Justice, 1977). These disputes make up a large percentage (about
45%) of the cases referred to the Centers, as noted in Chapter III.

It was recognized that unidimensional measures of court case processing,

-69-



such as changes in total caseloads, would be insufficient in assessing the
program's impact on the judicial system. More importantly, there are other
measures available to examine points in the processing flow at which cases are
dropped by either the complainant party or by a representative of the court, the
prosecutor, or judge. Disputant reactions to their court experiences could also
be obtained as a useful index to contrast to. the experiences of those
individuals utilizing the services of the Centers. The result, therefore, was
the development of a data collection plan for the courts that &4 two major
components: ‘ '

(1) Case procesSing:data, with an emphasis on those points at which
cases similar to those found in the NJC either drop out of the
courts or are adjudicated.

(2) Individual case tracking and follow-up data, interview data from
the complainant parties regarding their experiences while in
court. .

X .

The Kansas City Municipal and Fulton County State courts were selected for
this phase of the evaluation since the% were primary sources of case referral
for the Kansas City and Atlanta NJCs. In addition, the City Prosecutor in.
Kansas City and court administrators and judges in both courts agreed to
cooperat2 with the national evaluation, thus providing a helpful climate during
the data coilection activities. '

These two courts were referring cases to the Centers that involved lesser
criminal charges such as minor assaults and destruction of personal property.
The research strategy called for identifying cases that were similar in all
possible respects to those handied by the NJCs, but for one reason or another
were not referred to them. Many times the complainants (prosecuting witnesses)
did not want the NJC alternative, and felt that they could only resolve their
problem in the courts.

Regardless of the reasons, there were a number of cases available for
cohort analysis that were similar to those processed at the Centers. However,

2 A Los Angeles court was not included in the data collecticn methodology since
the NJC was not receiving referrals from the criminal courts in their area.
Their case referral efforts were concentrated on community and self—initiated
referrals. Since these court studies were initiated, the Los Angeles NJC has
set up experimental referral programs with a few local small claims courts.

3 Even though the three NJCs also were handling cases of a civil nature, such
as consumer/merchant disputes, only Atlanta's Fulton County State Court was
referring cases directly from its Civil Division. The Kansas City NJC was not
handling cases from the Magistrate Court, which adjudicates small claims cases
in the city; and. the Los Angeles Center was just developing an experimental
short-term small claims mediation program with the nearby West Side Court.
Moreover, the resources required to track and contact small claims complainants
and respondents was beyond the scope of this evaluation. Thus, research in the
courts was focused on criminal cases.
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the degree to which these cases closely matched those in the NJCs is subject to
speculation since there were very limited data available on which to identify
corresponding characteristics. For example, in many instances gather1ng
information from court records did not provide much, if any, description of the
nature of the relationship between the disputing parties or of their dispute,
other than the legal language of a crimirai charge (i.e., "Mr. Smith did
willfully strike Ms. Jones about the head with his fists on 4/18/78."). Thus,
much of the detail regarding the case was unavailable unless personal contact
- was established with one or both of the parties.

Court Processing and NJC Referrals

The Kansas City Municipal Court is operated by the City of Kansas City,
Missouri. It serves as the court of jurisdiction for handling city ordinance
and traffic violations. ODuring 1978 the Court processed over 54,000 general
“ordinance violations.4 The court employs seven judges, a court administrator,
and over 40 support staff members. The Municipal Court has an information
system capability linked to the police department's computer system which
allows tor real time monitoring of cases being handled by the city prosecutor,
as well as case status while being processed in the court. The Municipal Court
handles only misdemeanor charges.

In Kansas City the city prosecutor is responsible for issuing all general
ordinance violation warrants at a case screening desk in that office. Citizens
wanting to file a case with the city prosecutor must come to the warrants desk
and present their case to a deputy prosecutor on duty. If, in his judgment, the
case is acceptable, a GOS (summons) is issued authorizing the police to arrest
the defendant. The deputy may also decide that the case does not meet the
necessary requirements, thus dismissing it at that point. Referrals to the
Kansas City NJC can be made from the prosecutor's screening desk, and the deputy
prosecutor has discretion in suggesting that complainants take their case to the
Center. Normally a representative of the NJC is present during the time the
prosecutor is screening cases, and if a referral is made, the representative is
available to complete an intake form. Trials are expected to take place any-
where from two weeks to three months following the defendant's arrest. There is
no separate formal arraignment; that procedure is performed as a part of the
trial itself. Judges also have the option of referring cases to the NJC at this

4 During the course of the court comparison study the State of Missouri
implemented a court reorganization effort throughout the state. The major
thrust of the program was court unification within the various Circuit areas.
The major impact of the unification effort in Kansas City was that the
Magistrate's Court, previously autonomous, became a division of the State
Circuit Court, and the Municipal Court became a more formal part of the state
court system. Formerly, the Municipal Court was self directed and even though
much of that autonomy was retained, the court became a part of the state's ju-
dicial system. Another significant event that took place during the course of
the court comparison study was that the City Prosecutor left office and was
replaced. The impact of these changes was minimal on both the NJC as well as the
research effort since the new prosecutor was even more supportive of these
activities.
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~point. Using this procedure, the judge will ask an NJC representative at the
court to conduct an intake and a date for the mediation session is set.
Complainants may, of course, withdraw their charges at the prosecutor's office
‘during the pre-trial period, or at the trial itself. Research conducted in
other courts has shown that a large percentage of these types of cases are
- withdrawn by the complaining party (Vera Institute of Justice, 1977).

The State Court of Fulton County handles both civil and criminal cases, and
a large proportion of landlord/tenant matters (Fulton County occupies most, but
not all, of the City of Atlanta). Based on projections for the rema1nder of
1979, the annual caseload of the Fulton County Court is expected to exceed
88,500 cases, including both civil and criminal matters. In regard to criminal
cases, the Fulton County Court handles misdemeanor charges filed at the criminal
warrants desk or cases that have been bound over from the City s Police Court
(Municipal Court). -

The case processing procedure 1n Atlanta's Fulton County COurt beg1ns at
the Criminal Division Warrants Desk. Complainants may appear at the desk, and
a clerk of the court will meet with them and decide if a warrant should be
issued. Three or four clerks are normally available to screen cases, and they
have discretion in deciding whether or not to file a warrant, dismiss the
charges, or refer the case to the Neighborhood Justice Center. In the latter
instance, a volunteer representative of the Center is available to orient the
complainant to the NJC mediation concept and to fill out an intake form if the
individual wishes to pursue this alternative. If a defendant is arrested, a
Bindover Hearing date is set, normally within a few days following an arrest
The Bindover Hearing is the f1rst key step in processing criminal cases at the
County Court. The judges in the court rotate the Bindover Hearing Docket which
lists about 50-70 cases per day. This procedure serves as a preliminary hearing
for those cases bound over to the court's Criminal Division and, in addition, as
a primary source of case referrals for the Atlanta NJC. Typically, an NJC
representative is present during the Bindover Hearing each day. As cases are
presented to the judge, he or she may feel that the case might be handled better
by the Center. The judge may then ask or request that the disputant parties meet
with the NJC representative. .

For those cases bound over to the court's Criminal Division, arraignment
and trial dates are set. The County Solicitor's Office (Prosecutor) then
reviews the case to determine if they want to continug to press charges against
the defendant or dismiss the case. If the case makes it beyond the arraignment,
the defendant has the option of requesting a jury or bench trial. Non-jury
trials outnumber jury proceedings by two to one, with approximately 450 trials
or motions being handled each month.

Findings From the Court Comparison Studies.

As a brief review of the methodology used,to gather both the case proc-
essing and individual case follow-up data in the Kansas City and Atlanta courts,
Figure IV-1 has been prepared to illustrate the primary data collection
procedures (a full description of the Court Comparison methodology is presented
in Appendix A).

Court processing rates. Data analyzed from the Kansas City Municipal Court

222
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FIGURE IV-1:

COURT DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

IN KANSAS CITY AND ATLANTA

Case
Processing
Data

Case
Tracking
and
Follow-Up

Kansas City Municipal
Court

228 Prosetutor initiated 2.

and 233 police initiated
cases sampled from over
the 6,000 case filings
during 1977. These cases
had similar ordinance
violation charges as
those referred to the NJC.

42 cases were flagged at 4,

the City Prosecutor's
Warrants Desk from 12/78
through 4/79, and followed
in the court.

24 of the above complainant
parties were located and
interviewed regarding
their experiences in court.

Atlanta-Fulton Couhty
State Court

2,040 cases tracked from
court clerk filing through
the initial Bindovzr Hear-
ing. This represented

all the cases in 1978,
which were similar to
those referred to the NJC.

107 of the above cases
(1/78-4/78) were tracked
from the Bindover to final
disposition in the Criminal
Division of the Court.

43 of the above 107 com-
plainant parties were
located and interviewed
regarding their experi-
ences in court.
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computer records and from interviews with a cohort sample 6f complainants are
illustrated in Figure IV-2. Cases sampled for this analysis included the
following violations: '

e Disturbing the peace -- 85%
e Simple assault - 2%
o Destruction of property -- 13%

Beginning with cases filed during 1977 it took an average (med1an) of 16 days
until the defendant was arrested. Another 36 days were needed to get the case
to a final disposition, and some cases required up to 361 days. When considering
the total time from 1n1t1al filing to d1sp051t1on, 63 days were needed, with
some cases lasting as long as one year in the Municipal Court system.. o

When a sample of police cases was contrasted with those initiated by
. complainants at the prosecutor's screening desk it was found that they required
only 30 days (rather than 36 for complainant-filed cases) from arrest to final
disposition. Compla1nant initiated cases may require more time because

procedures involved in prosecuting these disputes are more difficult to develop _’

since a law enforcement officer was not present at the time.

Examining‘data gathered from the 43 cases tracked individually through the
court processing system, estimates were developed reflecting the percentage of
cases that drop out of the process, and those for which a court appearance takes
place.® As Figure IV-2 illustrates, about 11% of the warrants were not served,
at least during the time period of this study -- approxlmdtely 10 months.
Complainants reported that they had withdrawn charges in 25% of the cases that
were tracked, and the prosecutor dropped another 11% of the cases prior to an
appearance in court. This left approximately 53% of the cases to appear before
a judge. ' :

The average case required more than one court appearance, and some cases
went before a judge nine or more times before reaching a final disposition. In
three percent of the cases the defendant failed to appear and a bench warrant was
issued. A large number of cases were dropped or dismissed at a court appearance.
The judges dismissed 17% of the cases, and the prosecutors 13%. Another 36% were
dismissed for want of prosecution, which generally indicated that the com-
plainant did not appear in court to testify. There were guilty verdicts for 27%
of the cases appearing in Muanicipal Court.

Data gathered from the case records at Fulton County State Court were
anaiyzed and the findings are presented in Figure Iv-3. A sample of 456 cases
filed at the warrants screening desk during 1978 were tracked through the
Bindover Hearing and final disposition for the following offense categories:

5 It is important to note that these estimates have been prepared from a 1imited
sample of cases, and details regarding the court processing activities were
_pieced together from incomplete court records and complainant interviews.
However, these court processing estimates provide some insights into case
disposition.
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FIGURE IV-2:
CASE PROCESSING RATES FOR
KANSAS CITY MUNICIPAL COURT

-SL-

= 5| Defendant = R If Court Appearance:
ays Arrested days
Cases Filed at (range: 0-295) (range: 1-361) lgérg?"cb w:;rgntcfss:ed
City Prosecutor's o 15mIsS y Lour
Office 36% Want of Prosecution
- : s 13% Dropped by Prosecutor
63 days 27% Guilty
{range: 10-365) 8% Other
e - X. —
Warrant Complainant Prosecutor Trial Held
Not Served Withdraws Drops Case '
11%* 25%* 11%* 53%*

*Estimated figures based on 42 individual case follow-ups from City Prosecutor's Office.
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Criminal Warrants

FIGURE IV-3:

CASE PROCESSING RATES FOR
ATLANTA'S FULTON COUNTY STATE COURT

98 days range: 7-310

6 days
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92 days
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(100%)
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Court Appearance
65 Cases (14%)

41% Guilty
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Offender Act

8% Nolo Contendre

8% Boundover to
Superior Court

14% Not Guilty

6% Dismissed
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e Simple assault/battery - .= 65%
® C(Criminal trespass -- 21%
o Criminal damage to property -- 2%
o Pointing a pistol -- 5%
o Theft - 7%

The average time required from filing to the Bindover Hearing was six days;
however, another 92 days were required to reach a final disposition. When
tracking individual cases that were filed and went to trial, an average of 98
days was needed. Approx1mately 19% of the warrants issued were not served, and
another 31% were dropped prior to the Bindover Hearing.® For those cases that
were dropped before the initial hearing, 11 days passed before the case was
dismissed. The records also indicated that 27% of all the defendants arrested
were jailed for some period of time prior to Bindover. The remainder of the
sample made bail or were released on recognizance.

A total of 227 (49%) cases went to the Bindover Hearing, and as a result 121
of those were dropped. The most frequent reason for dropping a case at the
Hearing was want of prosecution, or failure of the complainant to appear, and
about 20% of the cases were withdrawn by the complainants themselves. One
hundred six cases were bound over for arraignment and trial, or 23% of the
original.sample. Of those cases bound over, 41 (9%) were dropped prior to or at
a court appearance. The most frequent cause for dropping a case at that point
was withdrawal of charges by the complainant, and in these cases they had to pay
court costs of $41.50. Only about 7% of the cases were dropped at the request
of the County Solicitor's Office. Of the 65 (14%) cases that went to trial, 57%
were found guilty or the defendants pleaded nolo. contendre. About 14% of the
defendants were found not guilty and 15% failed to appear and a bench warrant was
issued. For those cases where a guilty verdict was reached, a fine, suspended
jail sentence, and/or probation were the typical sentences by the court. In
only 2% of the cases did the cases did the defendant receive a jail sentence,
generally less than 90 days.

Individual case tracking and follow-up. A second major data collection
procedure with the courts in Kansas City and Atlanta involved tracking in-
dividual cases through the court systems and conducting personal interviews
with complainants after their cases had been adjudicated or dropped. Twenty-
three (54%) of the 42 complainant parties flagged in Kansas City were contacted
by telephone and interviewed, and 43 (40%) of the 106 complainants whose cases
had been bound over to the court's Criminal Division were interviewed in
Atlanta. In Kansas City the interviews were conducted one to six months after
the case had been dropped or adjudicated, whereas in Atlanta, the- interviews
were done six to 18 months following final disposition. Results of the
complainant follow-up interviews are presented in Table IV-14 and the findings
are presented below.

6 pata pertaining to case processing and dropout rates were developed from
several different sources of court records. These records were located in a
manual system, and the degree of accuracy in following cases through the court
cannot be assessed, thus the reader is cautioned to interpret these percentages
as estimated rates.
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TABLE IV-14

Responses to the Follow-up Interviews with
Compiainants from the Kansas City Municipal Court -
and Atlanta’s State Court of Fulton County

Kansas City Atlanta
Interview Items Responses Responses
N=23 N=43
1. What had you done previously about this dispute?
e Tried to talk with other party 27% 45%
o Called police : €4 33
@ Went to court 9 21
2. Was the Prosecutor/Court File Clerk helpful? .
o Yes 50 93
e Ko 50 7
3. If your case was dropped, was your dispute
resolved? :
o Yes 70 71
e No 30 29
4. If your case was adjudicated--
4a. Dfid you feel the verdict/sentence
was fair?
o Yes jnsufficient 3
o No cases 67
4b. Did it resolve your dispute with
other party?
e Yes irisufficient 69
® No cases 31
5. Reactions to the following:
53a. Satisfied with prosecutor?
e Yes insufficient 59
¢ No cases 41
Sb. Satisfied with Judge?
o Yes 64 69
o No '36 a
Sc. The way your case was handled?
o Good 33 42
o Average . 10 28
e Poor 57 0
54. . Keeping you informed about case?
' o Good 13 38
9 Average 10 22
e Poor 7 40
Se. Your treatment in the courtrcom?
& Good S5 62
o Average 10 20
e Poor ) 35 18
6. [f your dispute was resolved, what happened? |
¢ Respondent doesn't see/
bother me anymore 36 S0
¢ Respondent paid me for damages 28 21
o We worked it out together 36 29
7. Would you take a similar case to court again?
o Yes 64 81
o No k[ 19
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- When the complainants (prosecuting witnesses) were asked what they had
done about their dispute in the past, a majority (64%) in Kansas City had called
or talked to the police.7 The interviewees reported hat most often the police
said that there was nothing they could do, and the complainants could or should
go file a warrant. In Atlanta only 33% reported they had called the police, but
45% stated they had tried to work out the problem by talking with the other
party(s). This proved-to be unsuccessful, however, and in many instances they
felt that the court was their last resort. Interestingly, 9% of the
complainants in Kansas City and 21% in Atlanta had gone to court previously, and
had talked with a prosecutor or court clerk. In a few cases warrants had been
filed and repondents arrested, but the interviewees felt that this had
accomplished very little in resolving their problems with the other party(s)
When asked if the prosecutor or court clerk had been helpful, over 90% said yes
in Atlanta, but only half said yes in Kansas City. In Kansas City there is only
one deputy prosecutor who screens cases, while Atlanta has three or four court
clerks on duty to review cases and file warrants. ‘

After tracking this sample of cases through the court process it was noted
that the disputes were dropped prior to an initial court appearance at about the
same rate as those studied in the aggregate case processing analysis -- about
50% were dismissed before going to a hearing or trial. The most frequent reason
for cases being dropped was that the complainants had withdrawn the charges.
They had dropped the charges because they had been paid back for damages the
respondent had caused, or they felt that the respondent had gone through enough
trouble after being arrested, and they did not really want them to go to trial
and be sentenced. When the interviewees were asked if after dropping the case
their dispute with the other party(s) had been resolved, 70% in both Kansas City
and Atlanta said yes. A majority of the complainants said that subsequent to
filing their case and having the warrant served, their relationship with the
respondents had improved or they had no further contact with them. Thus, it
appears that if some legal action is initiated by the complainant it can be a
significant factor in helping resolve a dispute.

Complainarits whose cases went on to court and were later adjudicated were
asked if they felt the sentence was fair. Of those interviewed only Atlanta had
a sufficient number of adjudicated cases to analyze, and interestingly, about
67% felt that the sentence was unfair. In most of those cases the respondent was
convicted and sentenced, but some of the complainants were still vindictive as
noted in the comments below:

"Should have gotten more. It would teach him a better lesson."

"If the judge would have known her better, he might have given her a
stronger reprimand."

7 1t is important to note at this point that the data and results repor ced from
the complainant interviews are questionably representative since only those
individuals who could be contacted easily by telephone were interviewed, given
the limitations of time and effort required. However, these findings do reflect
the attitudes and opinions of 66 people who took a case to court seeking what
they felt to be justice. In that context their comments can provide practical
insights to the manner in which many courts handle minor dispute cases.
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And, when the Atlanta interviewees wefi- atked if the verdict resolved -the
dispute with the respondent, about 7(% said it had helped -- even though most of
the complainants said they felt the sentence was unfair, many of them also said
the court's decision helped sclve their problem.

The interviewees were asked for their reactions to the prosecutor, judge,
and case handling processes in the court. In Atlanta, where a sufficient number
of complainants had some interaction with a prosecutor, over half felt that they
had.done a good job, although a few prosecutors were criticized because the
-complainants felt that they did not have enough time to review their case. Some
said that the prosecutors only talked to them about their case in the hallway
tefore going into the courtroom. A majority of those interviewed whose cases
went to a court appearance did not really know who the prosecutor was, or they
were unable to recall if a prosecutor was present at the time their case was
before the judge. About two-thirds of the interviewees were satisfied with the
Jjudge in their case and felt that he or she was fair and impartial. Even thoigh
many of the complainants thought the verdict was unfair it did not affect their
positive opinion of the judge. In regard to the manner in which their case was

handled in court, the majority of the complainants in Kansas City felt that it

was poor, although almost half said it was good or average. In Atlanta, 30% felt
their cases were handled poorly, but 42% felt the handling of their case was
good. When asked how well the court kept them informed about their cases, the
interviewees in both Atlanta and Kansas City thought it was poor. Many of them
said either they were not notified to appear in court, or they were not contacted
until the day the trial was to take place. Some of the complainants took it upon
themselves to call the court and find out what was happening to their cases. In
other instances, however, those interviewed said they were notified well in
advance of the court date, and were kept informed about continuances and other
activities affecting their cases. Those complainants who appeared bhefore the
bench were asked about their treatment in the courtroom. The large majority of
complainants felt that they were treated fairly and given an opportunity to tell
their side of the story. Inonly a few instances did the interviewees feel that
they did not receive fair treatment, or that they were embarrassed by the
proceedings by having to tell everyone in the courtroom their personal problems.

Those complainants who said that their dispute had been resolved as a
result of bringing their case to court were asked what happened to alleviate
their problem with the other party. The most frequent response was that the
respondent did not see or bother the complainant any longer. In other words,
there was little or no further contact between the disputants. Another reason
given for resolving the problem was that the respondent paid for property

damages or medical bills resulting from the situation that caused the com-

plainant to go to court. Often a dispute focused on the financial losses of the
complainant rather than on the criminal charges against the defendant. If the
respondent paid for the damages he or she caysed, many complainants dropped the
criminal charges and the dispute was resclved. A third category of reasons for
a dispute being resolved is that the disputant parties attempted to work out a -
solution themselves. Comments from the interviewees, when this approach was
cited, centered around a feeling that the court experience had made a real
impact on the respondent. These complainants said that going to court resulted
in the parties getting together and seriously discussing the problems. As a
resuft, the dispute was resolved or the situation got much betiuer (as one
compiainant reported, "he doesn't harass me as much anymore").
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When the complainants were asked if they would take a similar case to court
again, a large majority said they would (81% in the Atlanta cases, 64% in Kansas
City). However, the reasons that were given for taking another case to court in
the future varied greatly among the interviewees:

"Yes, 1 would go to court, but next time I would have my owr
attorney.“

"Yes, if I had to, but I wouldn't like to go through that
‘procedure again. It takes too much time,"

"Yes, sometimes it takes this kind of drastic action. Law is
supposed to protect you."

"Yes, I would take a similar case to court again -- even though
I had a negative experience. I know other women who give up
because of the futility of it all. I'm a fighter, and I'm going
to keep on fighting until he Teaves me aione."

There was a smaller group of complainants who would not go back to court
again, and their comments reflect many of their frustirations:

"No, I wouldn't go to court again; it's not worth the trouble,
time and money."

“I don't think so. I didn't get justice the first time."

“Not sure, it takes too much time between the crime and court
date. I had almost forgotten everything by the time it got to
court.”

"No, it takes too much time and aggravation. I'm too old for
this kind of thing."

One final area covered during the complainant interviews was the costs they
incurred while processing their.cases through the courts. The interviewees were
asked to provide estimated costs for such items as transportation to and from
court, any court or filing fees, legal fees, and lost salary or wages for court
appearances. In Kansas City the average cost ic the complalnant in our survey
was $25.60, with a range of $3 to $160. For the complainant sample in Atlanta
the average cost was $67.07, with a range of $1 to $750. Normally, higher costs

were associated with lost salarIes and legal fees. Complainants must pay a $5
fee in Kansas City and $41.50 in Atlanta to have charges withdrawn.

Judicial response to the NJCs. Judges and other court administrative
personnel were interviewed in Kansas City and Atlanta regarding their reactions
to the Neighborhood Justice Centers Field Test. They were to describe how they
use the NJC services, and what impact, if any, the NJCs have had on the cases
they see in court. Five judges at the Kansas City Municipal Court were
interviewed, as well as four judges and the Chief Clerk and Cr1m1na] Warrants
Clerk from the Fulton County State Court in Atlanta.

The judges' overall reaction to the Neighborhood Justice Centers concept
was very favorable. While most of the judges were highly supportive, even
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describing the mediation alternative in one instance as a “godsend”, others felt
that the Centers can help some disputes, but they should not, or are not,
equipped to handie other cases. Thewr comments included:

"Most of these [minor d1spute] cases don't belong in the
criminal justice system."

“The caurts are failing to solve parson problems, and that's why
we need programs like this."

"We didn't have this type of service previously, 1t filled a
void." .

"I like the services [of the NJC], people can work out their
problems. It would take me a long time to create the desire in
the parties to get together."

“They [the NJC] remove the stigma of a criminal record. They get
to the real heart of the problem. The judges can't take time for
that."”

The judges were asked how they made referrals to the Centers and what type
of feedback they expected regarding outcomes of the mediation sessions at the
NJC. The referral process was very diverse among those interviewed, even for
those in the same court. The range of referral procedures varied from one judge
who said, "I don't ask them [the disputants], I just send them,” to another in
the same court who believed that a verdict must be rendered before a referral can
be made. More typical, however, were the judges who made referrals by first
talking with the parties and asking them if they would like to try the mediation
alternative. If either party said no, then the case went on to a hearing or
trial; if they agreed, the case was referred to the NJC.

There was a problem in the Fulton County Court in Atlanta regarding the
different referral procedures that were being employed. Some judges were -
dismissing the cases at the time the referral was made, while others continued
the cases and expected the parties to report back to the court following their
mediation sessions at the NJC.* The judges finally decided that it would be best
if all referrals to the Center were “continued cases" so that the court could
maintain control in case an agreement between the parties could not be worked
out. As a result, the disputants were to report back to the court and show the
judge a copy of their agreement. At that point the case was dismissed.

Most of the judges in Kansas City expected some form of feedback on the .

cases they referred to the NJC. Feedback varied from a letter explaining what
happened to the parties when they went to the Center, to a 90-day summary report
on the referred cases.

The judges were asked which types of cases they felt the Centers were best
equipped to mediate, and conversely, what types should not be handled. While
there were some differences noted among the judges regarding the types of cases
that should be referred to the program, generally they agreed on this issue.
There was a cons2nsus on the matter of viclence; the opinion was that if the case
involved excessive violence, it was not appropriate for the NJC project. One
category that almost all the judges felt the Centers were best equipped to
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handle is neighborhood disputes. There was a mixed response from the judges
when family and domestic disputes were to be referred. Some judges thought that
the Centers handled these cases extrenely well; others, however, felt that these
cases were inappropriate for the NJCs. A general impression among the judges
was that if disputants have an issue to negotiate between them (property,
visitation rights, etc.)., ther the mediation process is a better alternative
than court. However, if the case involves a long history of harassments and
threats, then it is very difficult for either the court or an NJC to resolve
these probiems.

The judges and court nersonnel were asked what impact they thought the NJC
program had on their caseload and their effectiveness in processing cases.
Nearly all of those responding said the NJC program had not reduced to any
noticeable extent the caseload that they handle. However, severzi judges in
Kansas City mentioned that the number of neighborhood disputes had been reduced.
They felt that they were seeing fewer of these cases than previously. While
total caseloads were not affected, judges who made referrals to the Centers were
unanimous in saying that the Neighborhood Justice Centers facilitated the
processing of all cases through the courts. When the judges were able to refer
what they felt were some of their most difficult and time consuming cases to the
NJCs, then they were freed to devote more time and consideration to the
remaining cases. These judges felt that the net result was a higher quality of
justice for most of those people who brought a case to court. Comments such as,
"it has iightened my load," or, "it helps move cases along," suggest that the NJC
program is providing benefits to the judiciary.

Impact on Community

The impact of the NJCs on the community residents and agencies was assessed
in two ways: (1) through a random samplie telephone survey of residents in
Venice/Mar Vista, and (2) through impact interviews with representatives of
community agencies in the three cities. As mentioned at the beginning of the
chapter, significant impact of the NJCs on the community-at-large was not viewed
as very probable. In the hierarchy of importance, the assessment of community
effects ranked a distant third behind disputants themselves and the criminal
justice system. Although tommunity impact was included as a goal at the outset,
it received understandably low weight by the NJCs and by the Department of
Justice officials (see Appendix A). These limited expectations were less a
function of coliective perceptions of eventual impact of NJCS on the community
than a recognition that one small test program cannot realistically hope to
achieve observable impact on the community, particularly in its first year.

The Community Survey in Venice/Mar Vista

Limited evaluation resources did not allow the conduct of community
surveys at each NJC site. Since it was thought that the Venice/Mar Vista NJC had
probably engaged in more community outreach activities (see Chapters 111 and IV)
than the other Centers, it was decided that a survey of Venice/Mar Vista would
provide a "best case" test of community awareness and attitudes.

As indicated in Table IV-15, 52 (30%) of the peoble reached were aware of
the Venice/ﬂar Vista NJC. There were no notable differences between the two
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 TABLE IV-15:
VENICE/MAR VISTA COMMUNITY SURVEY

Number aware
of NJC

Number
unfamiliar
with NJC

Venice : Mar Vista
Residence Business Residence Business Total
15 5 31 1 52
(29.9%)
42 7 67 6 122
(70.1%)
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-communities. Of the 52 people with some awareness of the NJC, 39 knew where the
Center was located and 38 knew roughly what services were offered. While most
knew that the NJC was a mediation service of some kind, 11 thought the NJC
provided legal aid for low income giroups.

The respondents learned of the NJC from a variety of sources: 12 had driven
by the Center and knew it by sight, 11 read of it in newspapers, 11 were informed
by television and two by radio announcements, 10 had knowledge of the NJC

~_through friends, and six persons knew through community outreach functions

conducted by NJC staff and mediators.

Only two of the 52 respondents had ever called the NJC. One called out of
curiosity, with no real dispute to be resolved, and received information. The
other person called representing a community service agency and received a
mediation type service -- NJC staff attended a large group meeting of community
residents and facilitated the communication precess in their group dispute. All
but one of the respondents with knowledge of NJC services said they thought it
was a good method for dispute resclution and weculd use it in the future if
~ necessary.

A 30% recoqnition rate for a new community program may be judged according
to several standards. In an absolute sense, it falls short of the ideal by 70%.
But such an assessmant is neither fair nor particularly instructive; it is
unlikely that much older established social service agencies would fare much
better (if at all) than 30%. On balance, it is probably more of a mark of
achievement than of failure. On the other hand, the Venice/Mar Vista staff
devoted considerable time and effort to promoting public awareness of the NJC,
and it may be somewhat disheartening to se¢s such efforts result in only a 30%
rate. More importantly, for purposes of evaluation, it provides a helpful
benchmark. We now have a basis for estimating what kind of effort is required
to achieva some recognition in the community -- and that effort is considerable.
Moreover, the data show the value of media-based public awareness/education
campaigns. Few people learned of the NJC through direct staff outreach
activities such as presentations to community orgenizations; rather, the media
seemed to have the most impact on public awareness.

Impact Interview Results

Interviews were held with five representatives of community agencies;
three in Los Angeies, one in Kansas City, and one in Atlanta. In Los Angeles,
interviews were held with a representative of a tenants rights organization on
Westside Los Angeles (Venice and Mar Vista are located in West Los Angeles), the
director of  a neighborhood housing rights organization in Venice, and a key
official on the Mayor's staff (who was also a member of the NJC Board). In
Kansas City, an interview was held with the assistant director of a black rights
organization, who also served as a mediator. In Atlanta, a local attorney (and
city councilman) who specializes in legal services to the poor was interviewed.
The semi-structured interviews covered a series of questions designed to
determine the foliowing:

(a) Was the NJC beneficial and helpful to you and your
organization?
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(b) What changes would you l1ke to swe in the NJC operatlons?
(c) What is your overall opinion of the value of the NJC?

Without exception, all interviewees perceived the NJCs as beneficial and
of excellent value to their organizations and to the community. However, it
appeared in each instance that their positive view was non-specific and not
based upon intimate knowledge of NJC operations or performance. Two of the
three interviewees in Lns Angeles mentioned that they would like to have more
routine feedback about cases which they referred to the NJCs. One of these two
agency representatives also stated that she thought the NJC should ergage in
more outreach activities. With these exceptions, virtually all of the comments
of the interviewees were positive.



CHAPTER V: ISSUES AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter presents a discussion and interpretation of the central
findings of the NJC evaluation. Most of the discussion will be structured by the
goals and objectives which were articulated at the onset of the study,
. addressing the general question of how well the NICs performed relative to these

~goals and objectives. Within this struciure the key issues which emerged from
‘:heistudy will be discussed, followed by an examination of additional salient
opics. : ‘

This study was intended as an evaluation of the Neighborhood Justice
Centers, represented by three centers which were separate and in many ways
distinct. Thus, these findings are most relevant to those three centers,
indeed, some results are pertinent only to a specific center. Yet underneath
the distinctiveness and the differences there were also cormon concepts and a
mechanism of alternative dispute resolution (as described in Chapter II) which
were shared by the NJCs and which are found in a growing number of dispute
resolution programs across the nation. Thus, the NJCs and the findings
discussed below may also be considered in a limited sense, as representative
of that general concept which is found in all three NJCs and in other similar
programs.

Overall Effectiveness of the NJCs

The main goal of the NJC Field Test -- the omne which was most heavily
weighted by all parties -- was that the NJCs provide for "the relatively
inexpensive, expeditious and fair resolution of disputes...and enhance the
quality of justice delivered to the community.” Objectives under this goal
stated that the Centers should be “"utilized by a cross-section of the com-
munity," cost and speed of resolution should compare favorably with "selected
existing adjudication procedures," resolutions should be "fair, long-lasting
and satisfactory,” and the Centers should have a beneficial impact on “the
ability of the formal justice system...to handle its workload." (See Appendix
A for full goals and objectives.)

In a general sense, this central goal was well met: the NJCs were quickly
established, and, as shown by the impact data, they provided for the expeditious
and Fair resolutions of disputes. Almost 4,000 cases were processed during the
first year of Center operations. Resolutions were reached in 45% of these
cases, and of those which reached a hearing, 62% were resolved.

The NJCs also performed well across the specific objectives. They were
utilized by a clientele which varied in ethnicity and sex, but less so in income.
Complainants tended to be people with low incomes (respondents were more widely
varied, mainly because of the participation of "corporate representatives” --
merchants, landlords, etc.). The main reason for the disproportionate rumber of
low income people is probably twofold. First, disputants reflect the income
characteristics of those who find themselves in the courts from which many of
the cases are referred. Second, low income citizens can seldom afford legal
counsel to help them settle disputes, as do many higher income people.
Nonetheless, the Centers offer a service which is intended not only for low-
income people; NJCs should be providing benefits to higher income people who are
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interested in the rapid, fair resolution of disputes. But the more traditional
legal approaches are probably well ingrained in the middle classes, and one
suspects that they are not likely to be supplanted without special efforts to
alter citizen views about alternative ways to resolve disputes.

In Atlanta, costs of NJC cases compare favorably with estimates of court
case processing, but costs per case at the other ‘Centers appear considerably
higher. (The cost issue is discussed separately in more detail below.) On the
criteria of speed, stability of resolutions and satisfaction, the Centers
performed very well. Hearings were typically held within one to two weeks of
first contact and required only about two hours. Six months after the hearing
most of the agreements were still holding, and the large majority of the
disputants were satisfied with the process.

Accurate, hard data are not available on the 1mpact of the Centers on the
ability of the justice system to handle its workload, but certainly the
interviews with judges, prosecutors, etc., showed that the response of these
officials was overwheimingly positive. Indeed, it appears that one of the NJC's
main benefits for the justice system is that they take away cases which may be
seen as inappropriate for adjudication; as time consumtng and frustrating
(e.g., they may be dropped or dismissed ‘only to appear again six months later);
wasteful of the valuable time of judges and prosecutors, time which couid be
better spent on more appropriate cases; and wasteful of the time of the pollce,
who often do not have the time, resources or desire to help resolve recurring
disputes. To these justice officials, a facility which relieves them of such
cases and appears to resolve them fairly and effectively is a helpful resource.

These findings on NJC resolution effectiveness paraliel resuits from
studies of other similar dispute resolution programs around the nation. The
work of Felstiner and Williams (1980) in Massachusetts; Davis, Tichane, and
Grayson (1979) in New York; and the Dispute Resolution Alternatives Committee
(1979) in Florida are most relevant to this study, Their research methodologies
were similar to those used in this study and the programs assessed used
mediation or arbitration to resolve interpersonal disputes referred mainly from
the justice system.

Felstiner and Williams studied a court-connected dispute reSOsut1on-
program (the Urban Court Program) in Dorchester, Massachusetts, analyz1ng case
data from 1975 to 1977. From the 500 cases referred to the program during this

period, 81 mediated cases (164 disputants) were sampled for follow-up. At least |

one disputant in this sample was interviewed in 48 (59%) of the cases. In the
follow-up interviews conducted 8 to 14 months after mediation, disputants were
asked if their situation had improved, and if the other party lived up to all of
the agreement. Eighty-three percent of the disputants said that there had been
some improvement, 68% said that the other party had lived up to all of the
agreement (compared to 68% in the present study), and 93% said that they had
lived up to all of the agreement (compared to our 82%). Smﬂarly, 78% were glad ,
they used mediation, and 65% said they would use it again. The sample size in
the Dorchester study was less than one-tenth the size of the present follow-up
study (and the sampling plan and procedures are somewhat unclear) yet the
results are highly similar.

The research of Davis and his associates on the Brooklyn Dispute Resolution
Center involved a randomized design, wherein felony cases (involving a victim-
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offender relationship) which were approved for mediation were randomly assigned
‘to either mediation (n=259) or the court (n=206). Follow-up interviews were
conducted with complainants or defendants four months after case dispousition.
In the mediation cases, 49% of the complainants and 34% of the defendants were
followed up. In court cases 43% of the complainants and 22% of the defendants
. were followed up. Of complainants whose cases were mediated, 79% said they had
not had problems with the defendant, and 62% said that the defendant's behavior
had improved. In contrast, only 61% of the complainants in court cases said that
they had no problems with the defendant, and only 40X said that the defendant's
behavior had changed (both figures are significantly different from the
mediated cases). Significantly, more complainants in mediated cases felt
satisfied (73%) and that the outcome was fair (77%) than did complainants in
court cases (54% and 56%, respectively). Thus, the rates of satisfaction and
the stability of resolutions in the Brookliyn study, again approximate {they are
slightly lower) those in the present evaluation -- and, interestingly, are in
some contrast to the court follow-up data.

The study of five Citizen Dispute Settlement programs in Florida produced
similar findings. In this study, mail questionnaires were sent to all
disputants (n=2,368) who had participated in a mediatios during a six-month
period. The response rate was 31.7% for complainants and 25.9% for respondents.
Seventy-nine percent of the complainants said that they were satisfied or
partially satisfied with the dispute settlement process; 82.5% of respondents
were satisfied or partially satisfied. When asked if their problem had been
resoived or partially resolved, 74.1% of complainants and 82.8% of respondents
answered affirmatively.

There is, then, a striking similarity in the degree to which the basic
mechanism (use of conciliation, mediation and arbitration to resolve inter-
personal disputes) operates successfully across locations and types of dispute
resolution organizations. An impressively {:igh proportion of the users of the
mechanism claim to be helped by it and are satisfied with the experience.
Certain disputes and conditions are less appropriate for this approach to
dispute resolution; they will be discussed below.

Given that the NJC dispute resolution mechanism works well, an obvious
~question is why it is so effective. First, it is probably true that in most of
the cases which are resolved the dispute is not tremendously complex or deeply
rooted. It may, of course, be connected in some way with complex interpersonal
processes, but the reselvable dispute is typically one which requires only the
relatively brief intervention of a skilled third party. This view is supported
by the evidence (herein and elsewhere) which shows that when the dispute
involves individuals with strong ongoing bonds or for whom there are rather
serious underlying problems, the likelihood of achieving a lasting resolution
diminishes (Felstiner and Williams, 1980; Report of the Dispute Resolution
Alternatives Committee, 1979). A list of the 25 types of agreement terms from
the N3Cs are shown in Table V-1. The Targe majority of these terms involve -
fairly straightforward agreements -- return of property, no contact, resolve
nuisance, etc. -- which do not typically require addressing underlying personal
~ or interpersonal dynamics. This view is not meant to relegate the NJC to the
roie of mere catalyst. Carefully selected mediators must handle emotional
disputes with aplomb; staff must perform the tasks of outreach, intake,
scheduling of hearings, and follow-up with delicate perseverance. But in most
instances, mediators do not have to perform-as therapists or counselors in the
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TABLE V-1:
AGREEMENT TERMS

Tybe of Agreement Terins

Number of
Mediated Cases |

20.
21.

24.
25.

Adults will supervise children
Resolve nuisance A

No verbal abuse or harassment
Structured communications

No physical violence

No contact between parties

Domestic separation

Return of property/property divxsion
Establish child support, visitation rights
Monetary restitution, less than $100
Monetary restitution, $10i - $500
Monetary restitution, over $500
Non-monetary restitution
Designate care/use of property

Drop legal charges

Vacate premises

Stay off property

Participate in counseling

Other

Continue to communicate to resolve dispute
Agree to have 2nd hearing
Reconciliation

No eviction

Specify behavior, re1a+10nship

Get estimate and pay damage

53
21
‘110
11
31
128
30
35
57
115
140
38
46
33
46
20
10
31
40
2
'S
16
3
79
13
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complete sense. In this regard, Felstiner and Williams (1978) have stated that

“although "it may be beyond the powers of lay mediators in a single two-hour

sassion to employ the codified techniques developed by psychotherapists to
improve communications skills between intimates,” they believe that "a greater
contribution could be made by a mediation process that would encourage direct
communication betweern warring intimates instead of defining the agreement as

- the sine qua nea of success in-mediation." As stated, that perspective is
<0

difficult argue against Byt the strong suggestions that mediated dispute
resolufiim shares a continuum with psychotherapy, and further, that movement
toward vz therapeutic approach is desirable, are dubious positions. Although
there are similarities between therapy and mediation, cne of the strengths of
mediztion may well be that it focuses on specific, behavioral resolutions of the
conflict without becoming entangled in "underlying causes." It is ironic that
25 certain types of psychotherapy have become more behavicrally oriented
(Cors1n1, 1973), it is proposed that mediation look more cliosely at deeper
dynamics. Indeed, the suggestion to focus less on agreements and more toward
therapy-1ike concerns sounds somewhat like the exhortations of Freudians that
behavioral therapy will not be effective because it deals with symptoms
lbehav1or) and not causes (underlying psychological dynamics).

Another reason for the effectiveness of dispute resolutisn centers,
particularly as refiected in disputant satisfaction rates, is that they offer a
service that is quick, responsive, and humanistic -- 2 powerful and. one
suspects, 1ncreas1ngly rare combination in the 1lives of many citizens. As
indicated in the statements of interviewed disputants (see Chapter 1V), the
clients of NJCs occupy the center of attention, they are treated with care and
respect, they are able to maintain some control over the process, and -- perhaps
T?sg important -- they are able to tell their side of the story to someone who

stens. -

Case Variation

The second most highly weighted goal was that the "Centers should attract
a variety of civil and criminal dispute cases drawn from different sources in
the coomunity and the criminal justice system.” Objectives under this goa?
stated that disputes should include "a wvariety of interpersonal disputes,
including...landlord/tenant disputes and appropriate consumer compla’nts"
that dispute cases should be referred from the justice system social servic

_agencies and "self-referrais"; and that information should be qprefated on the
" forms of dispute resolution and on the types of cases and disputants which are

most appropriate for the Centers.

With the attraction of nearly 4,000 cases in the first year of operatlons,

the Centers collectively demonstrat»d that they cou'd attiract a sizable and
varied caselocad. Referrals from community social service agencies were lower
than anticipated; representing only 4.7% of all cases -- the Towest category of
referral source. Impact interviews indicated that the rather high levei of
competition among social service agencies in the community tended to inhibit
referrals from those agencies to the NJCs. In the world of social programs, the
NJCs are often perceived as competitors rather than resources. Recent research
by Hardin and Baden (1977) and by Cass and Edney (1978) indicates that the more

- selfish concerns of territoriality and turf wili often supersede the moti-

vatiors for cooperative effect among community greups and ovganizations,
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particularly as programs struggle to survive in the early stages. In contrast,
the NJCs were particularly successful in attracting landlord/tenant and

~ Cconsumer cases.

The variation in case types and referrat sources across the three Centers
was considerable; within each Center, variation was less evident. Atlanta dvew
most of its cases from the courts, and a large proportion were of the
civil/consumer type. Kansas C1ty drew most pf its cases from the prosecutor's
office and the police, and most of its cases were of the cr1m1nal/1nterpersonal
type. In Venice/Mar Vista, the majority of cases were walk-ins 1nvo.v1ng
civil/consumer disputes. Collectively, they demonstrated that variatien in
case type and referral source can be accomplished. Individually, however, they
demonstrated that, while variation occurs (&11 Centers had some representat1on
in all categories of case type and referral socurce), situational circumstances

" appear to dictate the particular emphasis of icase type and referral source.

Atlanta received hundreds of court referrals; Venice/Mar Vista received few.
Venice/Mar Vista received many self-referrals; Kansas City attracted only a
small number. Obviously, the MJC mechanism can effectively handle a variety of
disputes, but the characteristics of the local situation will determine to &
considerable extent where the cases come from and, consequently, the type of
disputes it will in fact handle -- but rot ent1rely. For example, in Venice/Mar
Vista it is doubtful that the NJC could ever receive many cases from the City
Attorney's Office because of the presence of the Hearing {fficer Program.
However, they might well have received more poiice referrals if they had
cuitivated and trained the police with the intensity and constancy that was
displayed in Kansas City. And although the Kansas City NJC's connections with
the prosecitsi®s office led to a prepondeirance of 1nterper¢ona1/gr1m1na1 cases,
they could probably have generated more self-referrzls if £héy had mounted tnc
kind of outreach campaign that characterized the Venice/Mar Vista NJC.

The ability of dispute resn?"tion centers to attruct a varied caseload from

“several sources is further supported by the caseioad data from the statewide

study of Citizen Dispute Settlement Programs in Florida. Across the five
programs, 40.0% of the cases were criminal, ard 59.4% were civil, They included
assault ana pattery (18.7%), landlord/tnnant (13.6%), neighborhood disputes
(11.3%), consumer cases (7. 0%), and other case types similar to those handled by
the NJCs. As with NJC cases, the large majority of cases were referrad from
criminal justice agencies: 31.5% came from law enforcement agencies, and 31.1%
came from the state attorney. The Florida data also show considerabte variation
in caseload characteristics among the five programs demonstrating again that
the caseload of any specific dispute center will be strongly determined by
differing Tocal dynamics. One program received 98.9% of its cases from the
state attsrney; another, only 9.9% from that source. Two programs received
10.0% and 7.7% of their cases from the court clerk; two other programs received
none from the court clerk.

Effects of case tyce and referral source. There are several reasons why
cases of an interpersonail nature involving an ongo ing relationship were more
likely to reach a hearing than the c1v11‘tonsumer type. Interpersonal cases are
referred from officials in the justice system and, particularly for cases
referred from the bench, dicputants probably feel more coercicn, at least
implicitly, than do disputants referred from other sources. Felstirer and
Williams suggest that for interpersonal disputes which might be of a continuing
and damaging nature, there is a greater sense of urgency to resolve the dispute.
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Perhaps the greatest source of this difference between the two broad types of
cases is that in the cases of a civil nature, the respondent ~-- the landlord, the
merchant, the empleyer, ete. -~ is less likely to participate. The fact that
civil cases reach a hearing less frequently is not as serious a problem as it
might appear at the outset; such disputes are much more likely to be resolved via
concitiation and not require a hearing. Nonetheless. it would be desirable to
increase the rate of respondent participation in civil/consumer cases, perhaps
tgrough specific appeals to the business community or through public education
efforts.

Although the interpersonal cases reach a hearing more often, they tended to
perform slightly less well in terms of disputant satisfaction with the process.
Agreements tended to hold six months later regardless of case type or referral
source. Indeed, the central message of these data is one of consistently high
performance across case types and referval sources.

Yet the suggestion of somewhat poorer performance of interpersonal cases
is generally supported by the data from Brooklyn, Dorchester, and Florida. The
Brooklyn Center took only felony cases involving a vicviim-offender re-
lationship, but found that when disputants had an intimate relationship and a
pattern of hostilities, complainants' reports of new problems were over four
times higher than in cases involving a weaker relationship and no report of
hostilities. Felstiner and Williams (1978) categorized cases into three levels
according to the degree to which the dispute is judged to be serious and
continuing. Not surprisingly, the more serious the dispute, the more frequently
the agreement broke down. In the Florida study, follow-up data revealed that
property disputes were more likely to be "totally resolved" (64.9%) than
neighborhood disputes (36.9%), but that personal disputes were totally resolved
in 55.7% of the cases. They further found that "as the level of formal and
emotional involvement decreased, the likelihood of long-term resolution in-
creased."” One of the main reasons that these rates are both lower and more
varied than the NJC impact data on mediated cases is that they include all cases
which reached mediation, including those which were not resolved at a hearing
(in effegt combining the latter stages of process analysis with follow-up impact
analysis).

Collectively, these data indicate that most types of cases which come to
dispute resolution centers are resoived in a satisfactory and lasting fashion
(certainly that appears true of the NJC cases) but that a specific subset of
disputes which involve more complex interpersonal dynamics do not fare as well,
The response to such cases by future NJCs might be to try o screen them out or
to bring more resources to bear on these difficult cases. The former strategy
does not seem appropriate -~ except perhaps in the most serious of cases -- since
the disputé resolution process appears at least partially effective in most
cases. Instead, more work needs to be conducted on ways in which present dispute
resolution mechanisms may be supplemented with other forms of assistance; e.g.,
marital counseling, alechol abuse rehabilitation, etc. And perhaps the NJCs
could schedule one or two return visits in such cases.

Institutionalization

The institutionalization of the NJC concept and procedures was a signif-
jcant, if less highiy weighted, goal of the NJCs. The objectives under this goal
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reveal broader concerns than the generation of aiternative sources of funding.
They alse included an expansion of services beyond the target area, the adoption
of NJC-1ike concepts and procedures by other communities, providing information
on the problems and procedures of developing an NJC, and providing information
on the forces and events which contribute to or oppose institutionalization.

Only the Kansas City NJC appears to have achieved institutionalization
(including funding) within the city government. Atianta has secured 10% local
match funds as part of continuing federai support; Venice/Mar Vista has not yet
generated any substantial alternative sources of funding. : o

Although the institutionalization of the Kansas City NJC is not unrelated
to the accomplishments of that Center, the fact that they were part of the city
government at the outset -- their grant was to the City of Kansas City -- had
much to do with their success in eventually gaining financial support. From a
pragmatic perspective, these results indicate that placing a Center in the local
government is a critical factor in gaining continued funding. Key local
officials make public commitments, however subtle and implicit, at an early
- stage, as they speak in support of the program -- their program -- with other
officials and citizens. But since the other Centers have not been institu-
tionalized, it is difficult to point to any other approaches or events which
proved instrumental in achieving institutionalization in the form of being
supported by sources other than the federal government.

The Centers expanded their services beyond the target area almost immedi-
ately (with the exception of Venice/Mar Vista), but this decision was based on
the fact that cases being referred from the courts came from all over the city,
not just the target area. Indeed, the notion of restricting services to a
neighborhood or section of the city does not seem feasible or desirable for NJCs
with justice system referral networks. However, the target area concept may be
helpgul (as it seemed to be in Venice/Mar Vista) in focusing outreach efforts to
residents.

The concepts and procedures of the Centers have been, and continue to be,
adopted by other communities such as Denver, Portland, Honolulu, etc. Toc some
extent these newer centers are simply a part of the same movement as the NJCs,
drawing on similar common resources and approaches. Yet, there have also been
specific instances of local government officials and staff members of dispute
resolution centers contacting the NJCs (and the evaluation team) for infor-
mation and guidance. There is no doubt that the NJCs have contributed to the
adoption of such procedures and concepts.

Impact on the Community

The two remaining goals, both of which were given low importance weights
(nine points out of 100), were that (1) the NJCs "contribute to the reduction of
tension and conflict in the ¢ommunity,” and that (2) the "key elements in the
community...be aware of and hiafe a positive view of the Neighborhood Justice
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Center."8

As stated in Chapter 1V, the thrust of the NJCs was toward the resolution
of disputes between individual citizens. It was seen as much less likely that
a single pilot project in its first year of operation could significantly reduce
the overall level of conflict in the community; or, as stated in the objectives
beneath that goal, "prevent the occurrence of serious interpersonal conflicts
and assaults...." "...facilitate communication and understanding among dif-
ferent...segments in the community," or “help community residents to feel that
comiiunity institutions are more responsive to their particular needs and
oroblems.”  Although it is probable that these effects occurred at the
individual level for many disputants, it is not likely that the NJCs had the kind
of sweeping effect implied in this goal. Because of the low weight attached to
this goal, and because of the difficulties of attempting to detect such effects,
few evaluation resources were allocated to this goal. These community-wide
effects might more appropriately be assessed at such time when several centers
have bzen operating in a single community for several years.

The impact interviews and the community survey showed that significant
progress was made toward the goal of developing a positive reputation among
residents and key agencies. The NJCs enjoyed a highly favorable reputation
among those agencies and residents whom they served. Certainly the local
justice officials had positive views of the NJCs, and follow-up data indicated
that the residents had little difficulty in distinguishing the NJC from the
existing legal/judicial system, thus meeting two of three objectives under that
goal. Yet, it was not at all clear that many community residents were aware of
the NJC. Although a 30% recognition rate is not insignificant, particulariy in
light of the limited resources, it indicates that most citizens within the
target area were not aware of the NJC. To the extent that self-referrals ("walk-
ins") are sought by future NJCs, more effective techniques of public relations
and community outreach are needed.

Differences Among Centers

The case process data documented enormous diffecences in caseload size and
types of disputes among the Centers. Of smaller magnitude were the consistent
Center differences in disputant satisfaction and resolution stability. The
difficulty, from the standpoint of evaluation design, is that with only three
Centers there is a heavy confounding of potential treatment variables: each
Center differs not only in location and coniext, but in approach, staff,
mediator training, etc. Logically, differences among the Centers' performance
may be attributed to any one or more of these confounded variables. Despite
these constraints, we believe that the differences are largely a function of (1)
the Center philosophy and approach, (2) the Center socio-culiural context, and
(3) Center organization and management. : '

8 One additional and somewhat distinctly different goal of the evaluation was
“"to provide information to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and
the Department of Justice on the progress...of the centers..." This report and
several other reports and meetings were designed to meet that goal.
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The differences in Center ph1losophy were discussed in the Interim Report
on the NJCs. Although somewhat lengthy, this description still held at the end
of tha demonstration per1od thus, it is reprinted below:

...Center philosophy appears to influence the goals and objectives of
the NJC, the mediator training methods, the development of referral
sources, and the methods of dispute resolution. To some extent, it
also appears to have affected the selection of the office space and
the establishment of the organizational climate of the NJC. Through
all these elements of the implementation process, three different
philosophies or perspectives may be detected. For convenience we
shall call these philosophies orthodox (Kansas City), innovative
(Venlce/Mar Vista), and eclectic (Atlanta) -- recognizing the short-
comings of such convenient labels.

The Kansas City NJC appears to have espoused an orthodox ap-
proach to the implementation tasks, showing a preference for methods
which have been tried before, and which carry some evidence of past
success. In the specification and weighting of goals and objectives,
~the Kansas City NJC gave a higher priority to the goal of institu-

- tionalization than did the other two Centers. Their training of
mediators was conducted by the organizations most widely recognized
as experts in mediation training who emphasized traditional medi-
ation/arbitration skills. The main referral source is the courts
(actually the prosecutor's office) -- the most “proven" source of
cases for dispute centers over the years. The organizational climate
of the Kansas City NJC is somewhat formal and clearly oriented toward
assisting the established criminal justice agencies. Certainly, this
system orientation can be explained, at least partially, as a natural
consequence of the Center's position in the City government, as may
the other elements of its predilection for the safer, proven methods.
However, it may very well be a result of the city's previous
experience with a dispute center a few years ago. This short-lived
center had the same Project Director, a focus on the city prosecutor's
office, and-used.the same organizations for mediation training.

The Los Angeles NJC seems to have adopted an innovative, ex-
perimental stance, exemplified by their orientation toward the
development of community referrals rather than (but not to the

. exclusion of ) the courts and police. Of the three Centers, they gave
the highest priority to the goal of providing "information to LEAA and
the Department of Justice on the...effectiveness of the Centers as
this relates to future planning." At each step, they seem to have
chosen the risky-but-promising route instead of selecting the safer
route with a track record of some success. Their mediator training
methods were specially tailored and somewhat unorthodox, with an
emphasis on persecnal growth and interpersonal skills. They have
assiduously avoided any trace of coercion in attracting cases and
have yet to use arbitration in their hearings. In addition to the
handling ¢7 interpersonal disputes, they view themselves as a vehicle
for the solution of inter-group problems and disputes in the
community. We should note, however, that their community orientation
may be a function of the presence of the hearing officer programs in
the city, as well as a manifestation of Center philosophy.
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The eclectic, pragmatic philosophy of the Atlanta NJC is
manifested in several ways. In the training of mediators they used
established resources (AAA), but also drew on a local group with a
more interpersonal skills orientation. They are developing a wide
range of referral sources in an attempt to generate a sizable case-
load. They have also recruited a sizable corps of volunteers and
student interns to assist them in outreach and intake.

Thus, it was evident very early in the demonstration period that there was
a discernable philosophy evinced in the rather consistent ways in which each
Center established itseli and developed policies and procedures. And these
particular philosophical stances appear to have continued comparatively un-
changed through the first year of operations with significant consequences for
Center performance.

Atlanta's eclectic, pragmatic philosophy was probably instrumental in
their attracting the large number of cases of varied types, and in performing
well on indices of satisfaction and agreement maintenance. From the very
outset, the Atlanta NJC was clearly embarked on an intentional campaign to build
a sizable caseload, and they worked hard to do just that -- not, we should add,
to the detriment of overall quality of service: On the major indices of
disputant satisfaction and agreement stability for mediated cases they con-
sistently outperformed the other Centers (although usually by small margins).
However, their performance level dropped somewhat on cases resolved prior to a
hearing, a result, perhaps, of their concern with generating a high caseload
(e.g., less time devoted to the cases which do not reach a hearing%.

The innovative, experimental philosophy of the Venice/Mar Vista NJC seemed
to lead to a more community-oriented program with a strong humanistic streak.
As mentioned in Chapter I1I, this orientation was probably heavily influenced by
the presence of the Hearing Officer Program in Los Angeles, but the NJC began
very early to cultivate the community as a source of referrals. However, it
should be noted that the Center was not heavily involved in "community-building"
-- attempts at strengthening the abilities of institutions and organizations
within the community to deal effectively with conflict -- so much as it was
oriented toward simply generating self-referrals from & broad spectrum of
residents. Such an orientation tends to attract cases one at a time, as opposed
to the more efficient method of tapping an institutional referral source (such
as the courts) which, once established, yields a flow of cases. VYet their
humanistic emphasis (staff and mediator training was orientad heavily toward
personal growth and interpersonal skills) was probably somewhat responsible for
the high rates of satisfaction with cases that did not reach a hearing.
Apparently, staff took considerable care and time to assist disputants through
conciliations and even with disputes that were eventually unresolved.

The orthodox approach of the Kansas City NJC yielded a comparatively
moderate caseload, and performance indices that typically fell between Atlanta
and Venice/Mar Vista. They performed very well on the ratings of resolution
efficiency, and their work with the police was promising. Somewhat puzzling,
however, was their Timited caseload size and variety given their niche in the
city government.

It is clear that the Centers with connections to the local justice system
attracted and resolved more disputes than Centers without such referral
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sources. With strong bonds to the courts, the Atlanta NJC handled over three
times as many cases as did the Venice/Mar Vista NJC, with few and comparatively
tenuous ties to the justice system. This is not to suggest that the criterion
of caseload size should be elevated to a position of dominance; on the contrary,
arguments against its importance are many and cogent (Sheppard, Roehi and Cook,
1979). But if a government is interested in providing dispute resolution
services to a large number of citizens, there seems little doubt that its
dispute resolution center should have referral agreements with the formal
Jjustice system. :

-The location and the socio-cultural context of the Centers also contrib-
uted to the differences in performance. In particular, the Yenice/Mar Vista NJC
operated in a very difficult context. The justice system in Los Angeles was not
especially supportive (due at least in part to the presence of the Hearing
Officer Program). The community is highly diverse and fragmented with many
social service agencies vying for clients. Several members of the Venice/Mar
Vista NJC Board (including the Chairman) stated flatly in impact interviews that
they believed that the Venice community was inappropriate as a test site, and in
retrospect, they would have placed the NJC in a more stable, conventional
community. It is ironic that the Center which attempted a community approach
was situated in perhaps the most “difficult” community. ' : '

A key difference among the Centers -- perhaps the most important one -- was
in the way the Centers were organized and managed. From all indications, the
Atlanta NJC displayed a management style and an organizational climate that was
exemplary. They had no staff turnover, unlike the comparatively high turnover
at the other two Centers. There were no reports of internal staff problems.
Indeed, impact interviews with staff in Atlanta revealed virtually no dis-
sension among the Atlanta staff, in contrast to the other Centers. The Project
Director in Atlanta maii..ained his own count of up-to-date caseload data (apart
from the evaluator's) so that he would know precisely how referral sources and
case processing were performing. Similarly, the Deputy Director closely

- Qrganized, managed, and nurtured the valuable volunteer cadre. The Board was

active and supportive, and the Chairman, in particular, used his time and
influence to assist the NJC. Although the nther Centers were managed well
enough to perform at the levels described throughout this report, their
management capabilities did not match those of Atlanta. These findings strongly
suggest that the capabilities of the NJC management can be influential in
determining its eventual success. It must be recognized that fledgling
community service programs require strong, perhaps even gifted, management.
There are typically few established guidelines; the director must create the
policies and procedures, define program direction, deal with internal staff
problems, work constantly with diverse elements of the community and the
governmental structure, etc. The successful management of an NJC appears to
require a director with this broad set of skills.

Among these differences, however, one should not lose sight of important
similarities across the three Centers. The impact data (as well as the obser-
vations of the evaluation team) indicated that despite the differences in
- context and philosophy, the Centers employed virtually the same dispute re-
solution mechanism. Hearings were conducted almost solely through mediation
sessions of similar form and length, some agreements were arrived at without
requiring a hearing, etc. -- with the result that highly similar proportions of
disputes were settled in lasting and satisfactory fashion. The differences in
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Center approach appeared to be manifested in the variations in caseload size and
type; the constancy of the mechanism itself seemed to effect a uniformity in
stability and satisfaction.

Comparisons oerJCs with the Courts

Process1ngﬁt1me. A comparison of processing times for the courts in Kansas
City and Atlanta with the NJCs in those two cities indicates that case
processing in the courts can take five to ten times longer than in the Justice
Centers. The length of time required to process court cases in Atlanta from
filing to trial was 98 days; if the case was dismissed at the Bindover Hearing,
it was in the court system for only six days. Mediated cases at the Atlanta
Neighborhood Justice Center, on the other hand, required an average of only nine
days between intake and hearing, and those that were resolved without a
mediation hearing were processed in an average of eight days. In the Kansas City
Municipal Court, cases took an average of 63 days from filing to final
disposition if they went to a court hearing. In contrast, the NJC in Kansas City
mediated cases within an average of 13 days from the time of referral. On the
average, cases that were resolved without a mediation hearing require an
additional two days of NJC time. Thus, court cases similar to those handled by
the NJCs can take up to ten times longer tc reach a final disposition in court
than through the NJC process.

Comparison of court and NJC follow-up results. Reactions of the com-
plainants who took their cases to court are contrasted with results from the
long-term follow-up interviews with complainants who had cases mediated in the
NJCs (Table V-2). The interview findings were contrasted in five major areas:
(1) resolution of the dispute, (2) satisfaction with the process (fairness), (3)
satisfaction with the handling of the case, (4) satisfaction with the med1ator
or the judge, and (5) future preference for dispute resolution.

There were not substantial differences between NJC and court complainants
in terms of whether or not the dispute had been resolved, but on satisfaction
indices, there were numerous differences -- all in favor of the NJC. Although
these findings are not to be considered in any way conclusive -- sample sizes and
other methodological limitations of these court studies preclude such a view -
- they generally parallel the data from the more rigorous study (discussed
above) in which Davis and his associates compared follow-up data from a Brooklyn
court and a dispute resolution center. These comparisons tend to support the
statements above concerning the overall effectiveness of the NJCs: The NJC
process appears to be a faster and more satisfying experience than the courts
for the resolution of these types of disputes.

Center Costs

Of critical concern to any potential sponsor of a dispute resolution
center, particularly elements of state or local government, is the issue of
cost. In these times of shrinking local revenues, it becomes increasingly
important to display prudence in the expenditure of public funds. Although this
evaluation was not intended to perform a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis,
cost data were sought on (1) costs per case at each NJC, (2) comparisons of NJC
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TABLE V-2:.
COMPARISON OF FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW
RESPONSES OF NJC AND COURT COHORT COMPLAINANTS -
IN KANSAS CITY AND ATLANTA

NJC Complainants

Court Complainants

69-90% reported they or the other 70%  reported dispute resclved,
party kept the agreement whgther dropped or
74% reported no more problems adjudicated
with the other party
86% satisfied with the terms 33% felt the adgud1cated sentence
' of the agreement was fair (Atlanta only)
(Atlanta only)
84% satisfied with the mediation 33-42% said their case was handled
| process _ , well in court
88% satisfied with their 40-77% were not kept well informed
overall NJC experience about their case
55-62% felt they were treated well
in the courtroom
88% satisfied with the mediator 64-69% satisfied with the judge
71% - would return to the NJC for 64-81% would take a similar case to
resolution of a similar court again
dispute
(16% would go to court)
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costs to those‘of dispute resolution programs, and (3) comparisons of NJC costs
to those of the courts. .

Based upon the yearly budgets of the NJCs, the costs of each case are the
following:

Atlanta NJC: $ 62 per case referred
: 142 per.case resolved

Kansas City: $172 per case referred
309 per case resolved

Venice/Mdr Vista: $202 per case referred
. 589 per case resolved

Of course, since the budgets of the NJCs are virtually the same, the
variation in costs per case are a function of caseload differences. Thus, it is
highly likely that the Kansas City and Venice/Mar Vista Centers could greatly
reduce costs per case simply by increasing caseload. And although tha Atlanta
NJC may be reaching its caseload limits with present staff, staff requirements
should not rise linearly with caseload. Only the mediator time must rise
linearly with caseload. For example, it is possible that if the Atlanta NJC
could double its caseload and increase its staff by only 50% and maintain the
same facility, its costs per case resolved could drop below $1C0.

In comparison to these figures, McGillis and Mullen (1977) reported the
following costs for other dispute resolution centers: :

, Cost/Referral Cost/Hearing
Boston: $300.00 $372.00

New York City: 79.00 270.009
Rochester: 98.00 142.00
Miami 36.00 69.00
Columbus : 6.65 12.36

Accurate court comparison data for minor disputes are very difficult to
obtain; as yet, no accurate reliable data have been gathered. Felstiner and his
assoc1ates conducted a careful (though limited) examination of cost savings in
the Dorchester courts. They estimated the court cost savings for resolved cases
to be $148. Similarly, an earlier evaluation of a dispute resolution program in
Philadelphia (Hoff, 1974) estimated the costs of a case going to the Municipal
Court rather than through the program at $144 per case. Both authors caution
that their estimates cannot be automatically applied to other mediation
projects or to other criminal courts, since they are affacted by type of case,
form of mediation or arbitration, point of referral, etc. Nonetheless, the
closeness of their estimates indicates that they might serve as a very rough
point of comparison for this evaluation, and it is interesting that both
slightly exceed the present cost per resolution of the Atlanta NJC. Whether an

9 Recent data from the New York City program 1nd1cate that costs are approxi-
mately one-half of this earlier estimate.
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NJC can “"pay for itself” will probably depend on the extent to which such court
costs are saved -- both in reality (in terms of actual budget items) and/or in’
the eyes of city officials. Until accurate cost benefit studies are completed,
potential sponsors must recognize that establishing such services will require
additional funds, but that the cost of the mechanism might well be competitive
with those of the courts.

Coercion

Concerns have been expressed that, to the extent that disputants are in
some fashion coerced to participate in the NJC process, individual ¥ights of
citizens may be endangered (Hofrichter, 1977; Singer, 1979; Snyder, 1978).
Snyder has stated, when a judge, prosecutor or a court clerk believes ln
alternatives like cammunlty mediation, "it is inevitable that subtle coercive
pressures will be brought to bear against the individual to accept the alter-
native." And certainly subtle coercion has been present on occasion within the
NJC process (Sheppard, Roehl and Cook, 1978). Hofrichter has been particularly
concerned about the poss1b1l1ty that the NJCs may damage the segments of the
population which they are intended to aes.st.

..the NJCs may indirectly weaken the rights of low and moderate
income groups and their ability to use the regular courts as pro-
tection against the increasingly institutionalized and concentrated
power of organizations with vast resources, e.g., landlords, cred-
itors, and government bureaucracies.

Hofrichter then asked: "Will NJCs be used by landlords for non-payment of rent?
Probably not. Landlords need not be accommodating...” (In fact there were such
cases at the NJCs.) He concluded that NJC-like alternatives “cannot truly
transform the quality of justice...Power is not easily challenged through the
law." Singer's concern is that "where diversion to community centers occurs in
the early stages of the criminal process, without a trial to determine whether
the defendant has violated the law, there is at least the potential for applying
sanctions without proper concern for due process protections.” (S1nger, 1979).

It is, of course, imperative that potential participants understand, as
fully as possible, the dispute resolution process which they are being offered,
and that participation is voluntary. It is not entirely clear that this
explanation was always provided to NJC disputants. Also, the coercive element
seems strongest and most serious in instances where arbitration is used, and
disputants sign a form consenting to binding arbitration. Among the NJCs, only
Kansas City used arbitration (rather unsuccessfully) for a small number of
cases, and they have recently ceased its use.

Yet the subtle forms of coercion, e.g., "recommendations" from prosecutors
or judges, appear to be very important elements in building sizable caseloads,
and it is difficult to envision a program which receives referrals from the
justice system completely eschewing all forms of subtle coercion. By the same
token, to the extent that true informed consent is an integral part of the case
recruitment process, and arbitration is not used (as it is in other programs),
the level of coercion in NJCs does not appear to be a serious threat to the
rights of citizens. Indeed, although the situation bears watching, the evidence
that any deprivation of rights has eccurred in the NJCs is not convincing.
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CHAPTER VI: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

One of the major differences between evaluation research and other re-
search endeavors is that evaluation research requires a set of conclusions and
recommendations which government can use to make decisions about policies and
programs. This evaluation is intended to assist the National Institute of
Justice, LEAA, and the Department of Justice to assess the effectiveness of
Neighborhood Justice Centers and to make decisions about the direction of future
poiicies with respect to dispute resolution mechanisms. Similarly, these
results should provide guidance to states and cities as they consider the

- development of Neighborhood Justice Centers and similar dispute resolution

mecharisms. This chapter presents the main conclusions of the evaluation along
with a brief discussion of each conclusion. The second section of this chapter
contains a series of recommendations for future models and research in the area
of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. At this point it may be
appropriate to reiterate the view expressed at the beginning of the previsus
chapter: the conclusions of this study are most relevant to the three NJCs
studied, and are therefore stated in reference to those Centers. However, the
conclusions and recommendations aiso have distinct implications for the other
dispute resolution mechanisms which share the concepts and procedures of the
NJCs. (The conclusions are presented below as "bulleted" statements followed by
the discussion material.)

) Neighborhood Justice Centers provide a needed and effective
alternative mechanism for the resolution of minor disputes.

According to nearly all indices of effectiveness, the NJCs perform a needed
service in an effective fashion. Our process and impact data show the following
about the NJCs:

- The Centers attracted and handled a respectable -- and in
Atlanta, quite large -- number of cases during their first
year of operations. These caseloads indicate that the NJCs
are responding to a genuine public need. ~

- A wide variety of cases from mzy different sources were
processed effectively by the NJCs.

- Nearly half of all cases referred to the NJCs reached an agree-
ment through mediation or conciliation.

- Cases were processed quickly and efficiently: hearings typi-
cally occurred within one-two weeks of intake and regquired only
about two hours.

- A large majority of both complainants and respondents found
virtually all aspects of the NJC experience satisfactory -- the
mediation process, the mediators, the agreement terms, and the
overall experience -- and would return to the NJC if they should
have a similar dispute in the future.
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- A large majority of agreements were still holding six months
after the agreement was established, and most disputants re-
ported having no more problems with the other party. '

- Nearly all the officials from the courts and from social service
agencies in the community viewed the NJCs as a helpful service
and one which has helped them perform their job better. 1In
particular, judges were unanimous in stating that the NJC
facilitated the processing of cases in their courts.

Reviewing the goals and objectives of the NJCs, as articulated by the
Centers and by the Department of Justice at the outset of the NJC Field Test, it .
must be concluded that the Neighborhood Justice Centers have, in an overall
sense, been successful. The NJCs are not without their flaws and uncertainties,
both in concept and execution, but it must be said that this is a concept and
a process that works: it meets a clear public need with indices of performance
and satisfaction that are rather extraordinary. On the negative side, it
appears that the NJCs' observabie impact on reducing court caseioads and
community tensions has been negligible; although we hasten to add that in the
current effort, the impact in these areas (particularly the latter) has not been
assessed with the appropriate level of resources.

e  Neighborhood Justice Centers need to develep more effective
-ways for improving public awareness absut W.JCs, and for bring-
ing cases to mediation or conciliation. : Lo

Although 18X of the cases which reach a hearing do not result in an agreement
(and this rate can probably be reduced as we iearn more about mediation
techniques and approaches), the mediation/conciliation process -- the raison
d'etre of the NJCs -- yields a high proportion of efficient, satisfactory, and
Tasting resolutions. The weak links in the mechanism exist at points prior ta
a hearing. : ,

Perhaps the first problem lies in the attitude and awareness of the public.
As the community survey indicated, even after a year of public service
announicements, television appearances, and several other community outreach
efforts, approximately 70% of the Venice/Mar Vista residents had not heard of
the Neighborhood Justice Center. But even these outreach efforts were sporadic
and limitad by meager resources; the NJCs simply did not have sufficient staff
time or funds to mount an effectixE public awareness/education campaign. Such
a campaign would be directed at two stages of citizen consciousness. Citizens
should first be aware of the NJC and the purposes it serves, so that if they have
a dispute, the NJC occurs to them as a salient option. Beyond this level of
awareness is a more difficult stage to reach: the understanding that an
effective way to resolve a minor dispute between iwo parties is to attempt to
work out an agreement with the assistance of a neutral third party rather than
-~ either avoiding the problem or taking the dispute te court. This perspective
requires both disputants to confront the problem directly (when they may prefer
avoidance) and to understand that negotiation and compromise may be preferable
to a declaration of a winner and a loser. Such an understanding requires a
fairly basic shift in the attitudes of mest citizens -- although it is not so
difficult a shift that thousands of NJC disputants could not make it. In order
to attract and resolve more civil/consumer cases, the awareness and attitudes of
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the corporate respondent must be improved; the landlord, the merchant, the
enployer, and others must be persuaded that it can be in their own best interest
to use the NJC rather than igroring the complainant or engaging in litigation.

It would seem that this cost-consciocus group might be swayed by ev1dence that
thqylﬁ?%'save personai time and legal costs by using the N3C for minor
complaints. o

The second broad audience toward which more intensive outreach efforts
might be directed are the relevant segments of the justice system and other
community agencies. The NJCs devoted tremendous amounts of staff time to
cultivating the ccurts personnel ‘prosecutors, clerks, judges, etc.) and,
particularly in Kansas City, to the train.ag of police. In Atlanta, their con-
tinued overtures to the Fulton County Court eventually paid off in iarge numbers
of referrals, but only after considerable and rather precious staff time had
been devoted to the task, and to the relative exclusion of other potential
referral systems. The Kansas City WJC staff devoted simiiar attention and
resources to police training, with the result that they received many more
police referrals than the other Centers. It is interesting that the three
Centers focused their outreach efforts in three very different areas (commu-~
nity, police, court) and, although the effects were muted in Venice/Mar Vista,
their efforts produced substantial numbers of cases from those sources. Of
course, the NJCs consciously decided to direct outreach efforts toward ths
audience where the probability of success was greatest. Nonetheless, the
results may also be interpreted as indicating that potential cases reside in
diverse locations, awaiting sufficiently forceful outreach efforts to dislodge
them. In addition to scime necessary personal contact which NJC staff must make
with officials from these Justlce agencies, it would seem that offering a series
of special worksiiops {local, state or regional) on Neighborhood Justice Centers
for the courts and police personnel would greatly assist the drawing of cases
from the justice system.

e Neighborhood Justice Centers appear to handle most minor
interpersonal disputes more efficiently than the courts.

These results indicate that NJCs resolve disputes more quickly -- one to
two weeks, on the average -- than the courts. NJCs typicaily require only one
hearing of less than two hours in duration, as cpposed to the several visits
often required for court processing. The data also suggest that citizens whe
use the NJCs are more satisfied than those who use the courts. The follow-up
data from the small sample Gf court complainants showed that while they were
satisfied with some aspects of their experience, they also felit that the court
did not keep them informed, and many felt that the case handling was poor.
Research conducted on small ciaims courts showed that the satisfaction of the
disputant with the court depended on whether he or she won the case (Ruhnka and
Weller, 1978). Most winning complainants/defendants are satisfied with all
aspects of the process regardless of the outcoma. (Although rates varied by
case type, source, etc., satisfied disputants were always in the clear
majority. ) These findings were gnnarally supported by thiose of Davis and his
associates (1979).

Perhzps the most striking difference between the NJ¢ and the courts is

illustrated by the responses of the NJC disputants in the follow-up interviews
in households. These comments are in contrast to complainants' remarks about
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the courts (see preceding chapters). It seems clear that at the Justice
Centers, citizens are listened to, respected, even cared for. As a citizen
steps into the Justice Center and proceeds through the resolution process, it
appears that he or she is assisted and supported, kept informed of the
procedures and alternatives, and does not lose control of the dispute or the
decisions about how to resolve it. It is typically a positive experience for
both the complainant and respordent. Even in the mest responsive court systems
these experiences -- certainly in any overaii sense ~- rarely occur. On the
other hand, the courts do effectively resolve disputes -- even when cases are
drcﬁ?eddor dismissed, most complainants report that the problem has been
resolved. :

° 'Neigthrhood Justice Centers with connections to the local
“Justice system will attraet and resolve more disputes than
Centers without such referral sources.

To the extent that a dispute resolution center is interested in building a
sizable caseload -- providing services to the maximum number of citizens -- it
appears essential that it develop strong bonds to the courts and other elements
of the local justice system. A modest caseload can be built on self-referrals
and referrals from other community agencies (as the Venice/Mar Vista NJC
illustrated), but such 2 community oriented stance increases the difficulty of
attracting cases. ‘ ' ‘

° Neighborhood Justice Centers are capabie of handling a wide
variety of minor interpersonal disputes, inluding interper-
sonal/criminal cases as well as civii/consumer cases.

There were only small differencas between interpersonal/criminal disputes

(domestic conflicts, neighbor confiicts, and family and friend disputes) and
civil/consumer disputes (landlovd/tenant, consumer/merchant, employer/employ-
"ee, etc.} in the number of cases which were attracted or referred to the NJCs.
And although there were substantial differences in the mix of case types acress
the Centers, all three NJCs handled cases Trom both categories. However, a
considerably higher percentage of interpersonal disputes reached a hearing than
did the civil cases. A larger proportion of the civil cases were resolved prior
to a hearing, but the overall resolution rate for civil cases was still less than
that for the interpeisonal cases. Thus, in terms of getting a case to mediation
or g?nciliation, the NJCs seem to do better with interpersonal cases than with
civil cases.

There were also some differences between the broad case types in the degree
to which they achieve a satisfactory and lasting resolution after their contact
with the NJC, but these differences were of lesser magnitude and meaning than
the pre-hearing differences. However, the data indicated (and the results of
other studies more strongly support this contention) that interpersonal cases
involving complex underlying problems tend to achieve lasting reselutions
somewhat less frequently than other types of cases. With the exception of this
small subset of cases, one would be hard pressed to identify any of the types of
cases herein represented that appear inappropriate for NJCs. Perhaps the most
meaningful differences among case types occur at the pre-hearing stage and have
implications for outreach strategy rather than for resolution techniques.
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° Reliable analytical data are not yet available on the costs of
processing cases through Neighborhood Justice Centers as com-
pared to court processing costs; however, available data indi-
cate that NJC costs for at least some cases may become
competitive with the courts.

Available data indicate that the costs of processing dispute cases through
the courts are between $144 and $148 per case (aithough this figure can vary
according to type of case, point of referral, etc.). The Atlanta NJC already
resoives cases at a rate of $142. Thus, until more accurate estimates can be
constructed -- through comprehensive cost-benefit analysis -~ it must be con-
cluded that the NJC mechanism might very well be competitive with the courts in
the near future, if not at present in Atlanta.

(] The three Neighborhood Justice Centers differed in caseload
size, type of disputes handled, and, to a lesser extent, in
resolution effectiveness. The most probable sources of these
differences are (a) Center philosophy/approach, (2) Center
socio-cultural context, and (3) Center organization and man-
agement.

The differences in Center philosophy, context, and management were prob-
ably responsible for the substantial differences in the size of caseload and
the type of disputes handled. Despite such differences, indices of resolution
effectiveness were remarkably similar across Centers. These findings indicate
that Center differences (in philosophy, context and management) have major
impact on pre-resolution events -- types of referral sources, case types, and
caseload size -- but that when a case reaches conciltfation or mediation, the
uniformity and effectiveness of the mechanism produces highly similar rates of
agreement stability and satisfaction.

o Neighborhood Justice Center disputants tend to refiect the
ethnic characteristics of its surrounding community, but
represent a disproportionate number of low income people.

The information gathered on disputants indicates, with the exception of
individuals representing businesses, that the people who use the NJCs are
generally representative of the community in terms of ethnicity. However, it
appears that the NJCs attract primarily low income residents. This may be
partially a reflection, at least in Kansas City and Atlanta, of the charac-
teristics of litigants in the court system. It may also be the case that middle-
and upper-income people tend to hire third parties (attorneys, counselors,
etc.) to resolve their disputes. On the one hand, this finding indicates that
the NJCs are providing dispute resolution services to poor people, some of whom
may have had less access to the justice system in the past. But if, as
originally intended, the Centers are to serve a cross-section of their
communities, they will have to attract more higher income citizens.

Recommendations

Recommendations for future policy, practices, and research on Neighbor-
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hood Justice Centers are discussed below at two levels. First, recommendations
for broad national policies and activities will be discussed. These recommenda-
tions are directed specifically at the National Institute of Justice and the
Department of Justice, other federal agencies whose purview includes the
resolution of disputes among citizens, and interested university research
centers and private foundations. More specific recommendations will be made
with respect to the development and establishment of NJCs and other dispute
resoiution mechanisms. '

Recommendations for Broad Policy

1. It is suggested that federal, state and local governments support the
continued development of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms, par-
ticuiarly those which are simiiar to the Neighborhood Justice Centers. The NJC
is the rare exampie of the experimental government-sponsored program that not
only works but which is comparatively inexpensive -- indeed, it might even
eventually save taxpayer monies. Moreover, it is an approach which meets
important public needs while serving to humanize the system of justice in this
country. Governmental support for NJCs and similar mechanisms may be realized
in several ways. A bill recentiy passed by Congress provides for the
establishment of many dispute centers around the nation, and provides for a
dispute resolution research and development center. The passage of this bill is
a significant stride toward more effective government support, but in addition
to the bill's provisions, we believe that federal and state governments should
make every effort to assist the establishment of NJCs.

2. A program of research, evaluation, and demonstration should be con-
ducted on strategies and techniques (including media) to improve the effec-
tiveness of dispute lenter outreach methods. Additionally, a modular set of
media materials and strategies that educate citizens about alternative dispute
resolution techniques should be developed centrally, to be used 1n any city
where dispute centers are established. At present, the most difficult obstacle
facing NJCs is the Tack of understanding of dispute resolution alternatives.
Citizens must be educated in the benefits of third party resciution technigues
short of adjudication, and in the existence and use of dispute resolution
programs. It is not known which of the traditional outreach methods (presen-
tations at local meetings, newspaper coverage, public service announcements,
radio and television appearances, personal contacts, etc.) is most effective in
educating the community in the existence and benefits of dispute resolution
programs. At this point, NJC staffs devote an enormous amount of time and energy
to commurity outreach with no knowledge of the effectiveness and efficiency of
their efforts. A program of research should be conducted to explore new
strategies and techniques for using them to enable local programs to reach their
target population.

, Media coverage has informed many citizens of the alternative dispute
resolution mechanisms available in their community; currently, however, each
new dispute center must develop its own mass media strategy and materials
designed to make the public aware of the dispute center and to mold new attitudes
about how citizens can resolve disputes. Individual local programs simply do
not have the time or resources to develop adequate media materials or campaigns.
More appropriately, high quality materials (video tapes, iadio messages,
pamphlets, etc.) would be developed once for use by any dispute resolution
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center. Periodic national media campaigns might be undertaken as well. In this
manner, local centers would be able to devote their resources to other important
efforts and gain the benefit of an effective mass media effort.

3. A series of regional or local training workshops should be offered on
Neighborhood Justice Centers and other alternative dispute resolution mech-
anisms for judges, police, prosecutors and other relevant criminal justice

officials. Mary officials in Jocal criminal Justice systems are essentially.

unfamiliar with the purpose and workings of NJCs and similar mechanisms; others
have predictable concerns about due process. The probability of centers
establishing effective referral relations with local justice agencies would be
considerably improved if key officials from the agencies were to attend
workshops on the topic and learn detailed information about the advantages (and
possible disadvantages) of alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. Again,
it would seem both more effective and #uéh mare efficient to conduct such
orientation/training efforts in a concentrated sevves of workshops, rather than
individual NJCs attempting to do so.

4. A broad, comprehensive research/evaluation program should be launched
to documént and assess the approaches and performance of NJC-Jike dispute

resolution centers across the nation. During the past few years the number of
alternative dispute resolution mechanisms has increased at a geometric rate.
Unfortunately, each center is developing its routinized data system -- or none
at all -- and there is no central documentation of project approaches, organ-
ization, or performance. In short, valuable information is being lost. Thus,
it is recoomended that a program of research and evaluation be initiated to
develop new knowledge about dispute resolution effectiveness. One segment of
such a program would be designed to establish uniform data systems, particularly
among new centers. Other topics of interest to be addressed within this program
would include research on: (a) accurate identification of the complex
interpersonal cases, reliable means for screening and referring out those which
are most troubled, and developing supplemental strategies and resources for
handling such cases; (b) an assessment of the different potential referral
points in the processing sequence of the criminal justice system, determinin
~particular consequences (costs saved, eventual resolution effectiveness, etc.
of referring cases at specific points in the sequence; and (c) research on ways
to increase referrals from police, through different methods of training and
management . '

Brief Guidelines for the Establishment of NJCs

1. NJCs should seek to attract a variety of case types, in-
cluding interpersonal disputes involving families, friends,
and neighbors, as well as civil/consumer disputes between
landlords and tenants, consumers and merchants, and em-
ployers and employees.

A wide variety of disputes may be resolved under one roof; there is no
compelling reason for excluding any of the above broad types of disputes. NJCs
offer a needed resolution service between the courts and long-term therapy or
counseling. A central problem in screening concerns those cases which more
properly belong in the courts, because of the magnitude of the dispute or
because of particular legal probiems; or in therapy or counseling, because of a
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serious and continuing underlying problem (e.g., alcoholism, complex marital
problems, etc.). However, at present, it is probably ohly through careful
examination of screening that such problems can hope to be identified. General
case classifications of minor disputes should not be excluded.

2. NJC staffs must devote a great deal of time and effort to the
cultivation and nurturing of referral sources, part1cular1y
segments of the justice system.

Referral sources, particularly the courts and police, require early and
continued attention if the NJC expects to eventually receive cases from them.
For example, the NJC may have to place an intake worker in court for four to six
weeks before the first referral is made. Staff cannot expect that one or two
meetings with the court adm1nlstrator or judge will be sufficient.

3. The managing Board of an NJC should be composed of active
members who can help develop referral sources; the Board
should closely monitor and support the NJC staff.

Board members should be able to materialiy assist the NJC in establishing
fruitful relationships with referral sources, such as the courts, police, or a
community organization. Ethnic and geographic diversity is also desirable, but
probably less important than influence and willingness to assist with referral
sources. The Board should meet often (monthly) with the NJC senior staff. They
should actively guide the staff, monitoring performance as well as providing
close support.

4. The location of an NJC within a city government will raise
its probability of survival, but may lower its flexibility
and autonomy.

If an NJC is positioned within the city government, its chances of plugging
into referrals and future funding will probably be increased. However, its
flexibility may be significantly hindered by necessary adherence to city
regulations on hiring policies, administrative procedures, etc.

5. The most important criterion in the selection of the NJC
Director should be that he or she display past success in a
management. position.

The most important skills for an NJC Director are management skills. Heor
she should d1sp1ay not simply some management experience, but specific and
impressive experience in a management position. Contrary to general public
perceptions, the director of a new, innovative community program such as an NJC
must be an extraordinary manager, tolerant of ambiguity, possessing leadership
qualities, able to set and meet goals and deadlines, etc. The skills of dispute
resolution and knowledge of the workings of segments of the criminal justice are
kelpful, but less important and more easily acquired than management skills.

6. NJCs should develop and utilize a large cadre of motivated
volunteers, not only to perform mediation, but to assist in
outreach, case processing, etc.

Probably no single element in the approach of the Atlanta NJC was more
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. significant than their creation of a highly motivated cadre of volunteers. The
-~ volunteers performed invaluable outreach functions, spending days and weeks in
the courts soliciting and screening referrals, assisting with mock mediation
presentations to civic organizations, etc. Senior NJC staff nurtured,
directed, praised, and provided feedback to this valued resource on a daily
basis. Moreover, all the mediators were used on a periodic basis; and a good
deal of staff time was spent scheduling mediators, calling to remind them of
hearings, etc. Volunteers are critical resource people who can make a
significant impact on an NJC.

7. Although mediation hearings are at the heart of NJC func-
tions, increased attention should be given to conciliation
and out-referral.

The results of this research showed that a Targe number of disputes are

resolved -- and remain resolved -- without going to a hearing. In many cases,
important disputes were resolved in a matter of minutes through a few brief
telephone calls -- a very efficient means of resolution. Of course these
conciliations are not applicable to all types of disputes. An analysis of
complainants who were referred to ancther agency showed that a significant
proportion (although a minority) of th