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[needs editing for typos and references to ‘detailed reviews attached’]
	Category
	Administration of justice (i.e. procedures from arrest to trial)


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Report on Child Justice in Zambia with reference to UNICEF to support projects.” May 2005.

Lukas Muntingh

Commissioned by UNICEF Lusaka



	Evaluation Criteria 
	(See detailed review attached)
Programs evaluated

- Arrest reception and referral service in Lusaka

- Child Friendly Court in Lusaka

- Diversion Program in Lusaka (RYOCHIN)
- Child Justice Forums

- Crime Prevention Programme

Outcomes
- Arrest, reception and referral of juvenile offenders

- Remand of arrested children

- Trial

- Sentencing

Mentions UNICEF indicators but notes that the intention is not to provide a detailed report in terms of the nine indicators, but rather to highlight some of the critical aspects that they allude to, such as detention conditions and torture.



	Methodology
	(See detailed review)

· Interviews with: Government officials, UNICEF Representatives, police officers, prison officials, and juveniles (both in custody and not in detention.) 

· Fieldwork and inspections of detention centers and police stations.   



	Summary of Findings
	(See detailed review)

· Due to a lack of background quantitative date regarding remand and arrest, the study had little to compare its results against. Nonetheless, as a general observation, the study noted that not much has improved, at least quantitatively since a similar study commissioned in 2000. 

· As to the quality of facilities, widespread deficiencies were reported in the study with specific regard to access to medical care, clean water and food, and sanitary services.

· - Children reported being held in remand for extended periods of time and suffering abuse at the hands of police while in detention or arrest.

	Other notes
	(See detailed review)


	Category
	 Reintegration of children into family/community


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Establishing A Rehabilitative Scheme For Young Offenders In Georgia: Mid-term Evaluation”

Kirsten Anderson, The Children’s Legal Centre

December 2008



	Evaluation Criteria 
	Outcome Evaluation

· Whether juvenile court judges and probation officers refer youth offenders to the JJSS programs.
· Whether the projects have produced a change in the degree to which local judges to impose a conditional, rather than custodial, sentence on juveniles offenders involved in the programs.
· Whether most youths referred to the programs consent to participation.

· Whether youths’ participation in the programs result in the Heads of Probation to apply for a sentence reduction their behalf.
· Whether youth participants perceive benefits from having participated in the programs.
· Whether youth participants notice positive changes in their behaviour and outlook on life.
· Whether parents in the projects are satisfied with the JJSS programs and whether they think the project had a positive impact on their child.
Process Evaluation

· Whether project staff utilize forms and paper records designated for the programs.
· Whether project staff have implemented filing and monitoring measures as originally designed.
· Whether the projects provide the intended rehabilitative programming (language classes, vocational education, group work sessions, first aid courses, etc.)

· Whether the programs have coordinated with outside organizations in order to provide the rehabilitative programming.



	Methodology
	Interviews:

-Semi-standardised interviews with: project staff, beneficiaries and national and local stakeholders from each project region.  
- Interviews sought to collect qualitative data on the operation and effectiveness of the Juvenile Justice Support Services (JJSS) programs.

Interviews were held with the following persons:

National Stakeholders

· Deputy Head of the Probation Service

· Head and Deputy Head, International Relations, Ministry of Justice

· Project Manager, Penal Reform International

Rustavi Program
JJSS Project Staff:

· Team Leader

· Three Social Workers

· Director of car repair workshop

Beneficiaries:

· Six children

· Five parents

Local stakeholders:

· Head of Probation Service

· District Inspector, Police

· Chief Specialist, Education Resource Centre

· Chairman of the City Court

· Prosecutor

Batumi Program
JJSS Project staff:

· Director of the Democracy Institute

· Team Leader / Project Worker

· Project Worker

· Project Lawyer

· Project Pedagogue

Beneficiaries:

· Seven children

· Five parents / grandparents

Local stakeholders:

· Head of Probation

· Probation Officer

· Chairman of the City Court

· Representative from the Education Resource Centre

· Youth Service, Batumi Municipality



	Summary of Findings
	Outcomes

· All of the children interviewed gave positive feedback and really valued the relationships they have formed with Social Workers, who were viewed as being responsive to their needs and able to give them good advice.
· Without exception, parents in both the Rustavi and Batumi projects were very satisfied with the JJSS and all thought the project had a positive impact on their child
· The projects’ rehabilitation programming have not encouraged the local Heads of Probation to apply for a reduction in length of a child’s conditional sentence, due to continuing concern of recidivism.
Operational Findings 

· Project staff have implemented filing and record management measures as designed.
· A Youth Steering Committee has not yet been set up, but once the first group of children finish the project, it is envisaged that a committee will be established.
· Project staff have successfully recruited outside organizations to provide many of the rehabilitation programming not available in-house. 
Conclusions:

“Both projects are functioning very well and there is every indication that they are effectively responding to the causes of juvenile offending, and that they will be successful in reducing the rate of institutionalisation of children in conflict with the law and preventing recidivism.

The projects should not be restricted to receiving referrals from the Probation Bureau.  The projects should begin receiving referrals from the Police and schools of children who are identified as being ‘at risk’ of offending.  This will allow the projects to have a much wider impact in minimising the criminalisation of children and in preventing juvenile crime.”



	Other notes
	· Evaluation of a UNICEF supported jj program implemented in two sites in the country of Georgia.

· Program: Juvenile Justice Support Services (JJSS)


	Category
	Detention (in any type of facility: detention centers, police cells, prisons, child protection institutions, etc.)


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Pre-Trial Juvenile Detention Screening Practices in Illinois”

Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority
JULY, 2004
Timothy Lavery, Project Manager

Erica Hughes, Research Analyst

Kimberly Burke, Research Analyst

Megan Alderden, Research Analyst

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Primary research topics:

(1) The prevalence with which scorable detention screening instruments are being used, 
(2) The content of the scorable detention screening instruments that are being used, 
(3) How scorable detention screening instruments are perceived by detention screeners, 
(4) How scorable detention screening instruments are being implemented, and 
(5) How the detention screening process (for those using a scorable instrument or otherwise) fits into local juvenile justice systems and local detention decision-making processes.


	Methodology
	- Semi-structured interviews were conducted with individuals from detention screening agencies throughout Illinois including: 

   - Probation officers representing each of Illinois’ counties. 
   - Detention officers representing each of the 16 juvenile detention centers in Illinois.
   - Agency heads of every probation departments and detention centers.
- Analysis of detention screening instruments used.



	Summary of Findings
	· At the time of the interviews, a considerable majority of Illinois counties were using the statewide scorable detention screening instruments.

· Counties were given latitude to modify the screen instruments to meet local needs. A considerable majority of counties in the state have done so.
· Interview participants who were using scorable instruments almost uniformly reported that the instrument plays a decision in pre-trial sentencing decisions.
· Participants reported that overrides, or instances where the detention decision determined by the instrument is changed in favor of a different decision, rarely occurs.
· Interview repeatedly reported that it is difficult to use a scorable instrument in response to a domestic offense. This is because minors who commit domestic offenses typically do not score enough points on the instrument to warrant  detention, but the screener does not want to return the minor to a volatile home.



	Other notes
	· Examines the Illinois screening process for determining pre-trial detention. 

· Evaluates the use of “scoreable detention screening instruments” –worksheets that identify key issues for detention and assign point totals on each topic.


	Category
	Diversion from judicial procedures and alternatives to deprivation of liberty and restorative justice approaches 


	Program Name, Location, Date
	Promoting Children’s Rights in the Juvenile Justice System in the Republic of Tajikistan: Evaluation of the Juvenile Justice Alternatives Projects 
Commission on the Child Rights under the Government of the Republic of Tajikistan, October 2008.

	Evaluation Criteria 
	· Impact on children and families.

· Reintegrating children in schools

· Quality of project delivery staff

· Perspectives of referring bodies

	Methodology
	· Quantitative and qualitative data were collected.

· Interviews with project coordinators, social workers, representatives of referral bodies, and former and current juveniles in the program as well as their parents.

	Summary of Findings
	· Over 250 children had participated in the program, the first of its kind in Tajikistan since 2004.

· There was an average drop of 42% of juvenile offending in the districts where the project was operating.

· Low re-offending rates.

· The project provides an effective model for preventing offending and re-offending by children and could be used throughout Tajikistan. 

	Other notes
	


	Program Name, Location, Date
	A Report to UNICEF Thailand on Diversion and Detention Alternatives in Thailand’s Juveniles Justice System

Loyola University Chicago, 

	Evaluation Criteria 
	The report examined the following:

A. Informal and formal pre-system diversion

B. Police inquiry, arrest and informal processing 

C. Child-friendly interrogation

D. Role of the legal adviser during interrogation

E. Juvenile observation and protection center (essentially a juvenile detention facility)

F. Family and community group counseling

G. The juvenile and family court

	Methodology
	Assessment took place in 3 stages:

1) Extensive pre-field work preparation, including the preparation of an assessment checklist.

2) A three week field visit to Bangkok and four other provinces.

3) Post-vist research and report writing.

Assessment methodology:

- Desk review

- 50 Interviews, based on written guidelines, with ministry officials, judges, prosecutors, child lawyers, academics, human rights advocates, detention staff, community leaders, children in detention, children and families involved in family group settings and street children. 

- Observations by team members: four family and group conferences, two juvenile murder trials and two child-friendly interrogations. Team members also interviewed participants post-conference.

	Summary of Findings
	· Thailand has long been viewed as a leader in juvenile justice programs due to the broad and shared philosophical beliefs about the importance of diversion, restorative justice, rehabilitation and the ability of children to make positive changes in their lives.

· The successful introduction of Family and Community Group Conferencing is the result of a commitment on the part of Thai government officials to consider new ways of responding to children in conflict with the law.

· Thailand is committed to using community-based mechanisms for dispute resolution. This includes informal diversion at the local level through “Community Justice Networks” sponsored by the Ministry of Justice.

· The role of legal advisers during the interrogation stage is limited with regard to actual legal advice.

· Children charged with a crime are taken to a juvenile detention center within 24 hours. The center processes bail requests 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Children who cannot afford bail and street children tend to remain in detention pending trial.



	Other notes
	The report incorporated a great deal of interviews with children compared to other studies.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“An Evaluation Partnership Project to Enhance the State of Maryland’s Capacity to Evaluate Juvenile Justice Programs: Final Report”
April, 2005
By:Wendy Povitsky, Denise C. Gottfredson, 

Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice

University of Maryland, College Park

	Evaluation Criteria 
	- Have the Teen Court (TC) programs developed identifiable goals?

- Have the TC programs developed ways to measure those goals?

- Do the TC programs operate according to the standards set forth for them?

- Have the TC programs identified obstacles toward achieving their programming objectives?

- Have the TC programs taken action toward overcoming those obstacles?

- Do the programming components of TC programs relate to the expectations of the program?

	Methodology
	- Utilized a researcher-practitioner collaboration  model (Program Development

Evaluation, PDE Method) in which the evaluators collaborated with the practitioners involved in the program to develop a framework for evaluation.

- Part 1: Process Evaluation

     - Collected data through several paper forms used in the TC process: Offender 

     referrals, intake, hearing, and close-out forms. (Nov 04- Dec 04)

     - Conducted volunteer surveys (paper form) among 88 youth volunteers.

     - Collected limited observations from meetings and hearings. 

     - PDE Method, 9 steps:

1. Define the problems 

2. Specify goals 

3. Elaborate a theory of action
4. Define objectives
5. Design the intervention

6. Establish implementation standards
7. Assess feasibility and developing strategies
8. Set critical benchmarks

9. Set tasks
- Part 2: Outcome Evaluation

     - Eligible juveniles are randomly selected to participate in the experimental Teen 

     Court (TC) program as opposed to referral to the Department of Juvenile Services 

     (DJS).

     - Participant juveniles complete their respective programs (TC or DJS).

     - Participant juveniles are surveyed upon completion of their programs regarding the 

     goals and objectives of the program.

   

	Summary of Findings
	· -TCs are meeting, or nearly meeting, the high implementation standards that

· have been set for them. 
· Respondents appear to be committed to the program.
· All local TC partners have one document that clearly states the expectations for the quality and quantity of implementation of TCs and the anticipated outcome of TCs.

· Mechanisms to collect data pertinent to the expectations for the quality and quantity of implementation of TCs are operational in all six participating TCs.

· A prototype process evaluation report keyed to these same expectations has been produced and is available for use in subsequent decisions at the state and local levels about the funding and operation of TCs.

· A plan for a rigorous outcome evaluation that will clearly show the extent to which TCs are achieving their intended outcomes, indicating that it is indeed possible for juvenile justice practitioners to collaborate with researchers to strengthen the knowledge base pertaining to their programs and practices.

· - This rigorous outcome evaluation is underway and will produce important knowledge that will be valuable at the local, state, and national levels.

	Other notes
	- Study of Teen Court diversion programs in Maryland.

- Commissioned by the Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA)
 


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Protecting the Rights of Children in Conflict with the Law: Research on Alternatives to the Deprivation of Liberty in Eight Countries”
Defence International Children (DIC)

University of Fribourg
2008


	Evaluation Criteria 
	- Primary criteria employed were the 15 Juvenile Justice Indicators defined by UNICEF/UNODC (see above: “Manual for the measurement of juvenile justice indicators” (2006)).

    - Utilized the 15 indicators as the common  criteria for comparing diversion 

    programs across eight countries.

    - Utilized the 15 indicators to evaluate both the administration and formation of 

    juvenile justice policies in the eight countries in focus.

- Questions Examined:

a) whether diversion, pre-trial alternatives and alternative sanctions exist

b) whether there is a variety of alternative measures

c) whether there are national indicators on alternatives to deprivation of liberty

d) whether the national indicators mirror the international indicators

e) whether there are statistics to demonstrate that alternatives actually exist and

whether they are nationally applied

f) whether there are statistics to demonstrate that the use of alternatives prevail

over the use of deprivation of liberty.

	Methodology
	• Research on what international standards prescribe in relation to alternatives to

deprivation of liberty.
• Identification of the relevant legislation and information about alternatives to

deprivation of liberty within the national justice systems of eight countries.
• Analysis of the provisions related to alternatives to deprivation of liberty in national

Legislation.
• Collection of examples of alternatives to deprivation of liberty on the national level

• Research on existing international indicators related to alternatives to deprivation

of liberty.
• Identification of national indicators related to alternatives to deprivation of liberty in

eight countries.
• Analysis whether each of the eight countries observe the existing international indicators.
• Research on available statistical data in relation to the use of alternatives to

deprivation of liberty in the eight countries.


	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	- DIC project provides an overview of what is prescribed in international standards regarding juvenile justice and identifies the legal practice in the selected countries.
- Seeks to promote the use of alternatives to deprivation of liberty.

- Large macro study of diversion programs across eight countries. 

- 


	Category
	Tool-kits for Evaluation


	Program Name, Location, Date
	 “Manual for the measurement of juvenile justice indicators” 

United Nations Office On Drugs And Crime (UNDOC)

United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF)
2006


	Evaluation Criteria 
	1 Children in conflict with the law 
# Number of children arrested during a 12 month period per 100,000 child population

2 Children in detention (CORE)

# Number of children in detention per 100,000 child population

3 Children in pre-sentence detention (CORE)

# Number of children in pre-sentence detention per 100,000 child population

4 Duration of pre-sentence detention 
# Time spent in detention by children before sentencing

5 Duration of sentenced detention 
# Time spent in detention by children after sentencing

6 Child deaths in detention 
# Number of child deaths in detention during a 12 month period, per 1,000 children detained

7 Separation from adults # Percentage of children in detention not wholly separated from adults

8 Contact with parents and family # Percentage of children in detention who have been visited by, or visited, parents, guardian or an adult family member in the last 3 months

9 Custodial sentencing (CORE)

# Percentage of children sentenced receiving a custodial sentence

10 Pre-sentence diversion (CORE)

# Percentage of children diverted or sentenced who enter a pre-sentence diversion scheme.
11 Aftercare # Percentage of children released from detention receiving aftercare.
Policy Indicators

12 Regular independent inspections # Existence of a system guaranteeing regular

independent inspection of places of detention

# Percentage of places of detention that have received an independent inspection visit in the last 12 months.
13 Complaints mechanism 
# Existence of a complaints system for children in detention.

# Percentage of places of detention operating a complaints system

14 Specialised juvenile justice system (CORE)

# Existence of a specialised juvenile justice system

15 Prevention
 # Existence of a national plan for the prevention of child involvement in crime

	Methodology
	

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	- Manual advocating the use of 15 indicators for the evaluation of jj programs.

- Includes detailed data collection methods for each indicator.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Overview of Program Evaluation for Juvenile Justice Programs”

Program Evaluation Briefing Series #1
Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center (JJEC)
Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA)
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
June 2003

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Identifies two types of indicators/criteria:

1)  Process Measures: “Did the program do what it said it was going to do?” 

2) Outcome Measures: “What effect the program’s activities had on the juveniles it served?”
Key questions for drawing final conclusion on program evaluation:

- Which objectives have been accomplished, and which have not? 
- Are there data to suggest why certain objectives were not accomplished? 
- Does the program need to modify certain activities, develop new objectives, or perhaps reexamine its goals?

	Methodology
	Mode of evaluation advocated:

1. Define the problem

2. Implement evidence-based programming

3. Develop program logic

4. Identify measures

5. Collect and analyze data

6. Report findings

7. Reassess program logic

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	- No. 1 in the Program Evaluation Series by the JJEC, JRSA, and OJJDP.

- Sets forth one method of juvenile justice program evaluation as it might be implemented by a local juvenile justice program managers.

- No evaluation of actual juvenile justice programs.

- Designed for local program managers who are responsible for determining the effectiveness of the programs.




	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Strategies for Evaluating Small Juvenile Justice Programs”

Program Evaluation Briefing Series #3

Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center (JJEC)
Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA)
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
Dec 2001

	Evaluation Criteria 
	- What Are the Goals of Evaluation in a Small Program?

The evaluation seeks to establish the degree to which a juvenile justice program

is operating efficiently, accomplishing its goals and objectives, and producing

short-term change in participants. 

• Is the program based on a theoretical or rational argument that links a problem or need to a set of activities and defines a target population to be served by the program?

• Did the program deliver activities specified in the funding contract?

• What type and frequency of services were provided?

• Was there sufficient organizational capacity to deliver the program activities such as: vision and leadership; collaboration across agencies; sufficient and qualified staff; appropriate policies and procedures to implement the program; and sufficient financial

resources?

• Who was served by the program, and do the characteristics of these individuals match the target population?

• What resources, policies, or procedures changed or were developed as a result of the program?

• What benefits accrued for participants who were provided ongoing services, i.e.,

How satisfied were participants with program activities? For example, did they complete the program and learn something? What changes in knowledge, skills, attitude, or behavior occurred among participants?

• What benefits accrued for the community as a result of the program?

• Do community stakeholders believe the program was beneficial? If so, in what way?

• What suggestions do stakeholders have to improve or strengthen the program?
- What Program Planning Activities Are Necessary?

• Is there a clear programming plan?

• Does the program include a plan for evaluation?

• What types of intervention/services/activities were provided?
• How frequently they were provided?
• Over what time period they were provided?
• To whom they were provided?

- What Are Effective Strategies for Collecting, Analyzing, and Reporting Data Efficiently?
• Was an evaluation plan created early in the program specifying what data are to be collected, at what time, and who is responsible for gathering the data?
• Was the data collection plan realistic about what can be done easily and accurately.? 
• Did the data collection plan relevant to the key process and outcome measures that answer the evaluation questions?
- How Can Funding Agencies Facilitate the Evaluation of Small Juvenile Justice Programs?
• Does the funding agency require the program to hire a local external evaluator within a specified period of time?
• Is it required for the program to submit a final program evaluation plan? 
• Is it required for a representative from the funding agency to conduct an on-site visit to meet with the program director and the evaluator and establish evaluation reporting requirements?
• Is it required for the program to submit an evaluation report in addition to the final program report to the funding agency?


	Methodology
	- This paper does not set forth a method for measuring the criteria above.

- The paper merely proposes a set of criteria by which small juvenile justice programs can evaluate their efficiency and efficacy.



	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· No. 3 in the Program Evaluation Series by the JJEC, JRSA, and OJJDP.

· Sets forth evaluation criteria by which small juvenile justice programs can evaluate themselves.

· No evaluation of actual juvenile justice programs.

· Designed for local program managers who are responsible for determining the effectiveness of the programs they operate and state- and local-level juvenile justice

· grant administrators who are responsible for providing guidance and assistance to local programs in their evaluation efforts.
· Advocates the use of a local outside evaluator.
· Self-identified limitations of the small program evaluation model above:

• Cannot address questions of cause and effect, such as: Did the program activities alone cause a reduction in delinquent behaviors?

• Cannot measure broader community impacts, such as: Was there a reduction in delinquency rates or in substance abuse among school-aged children in the community?

• Cannot measure program outcomes on a large number of individuals who were provided only “brief services” because the financial and human resources required to collect outcome data through follow-up surveying would exceed the capacity

of most programs.

• Cannot scientifically test the program model to determine if it is a proven strategy that should be replicated in other locations.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	“Approaches to Assessing Juvenile Justice Program Performance”

Program Evaluation Briefing Series #7
Juvenile Justice Evaluation Center (JJEC)
Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA)
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)
July 2004

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Program Monitoring

• Does the program have the appropriate number of staff?

• Are the activities being performed as scheduled?

• What youths are being served?

Performance Measurement

• All of the questions appropriate for program monitoring

• Were the behavior changes sought by the program achieved?

• Were the system efficiency changes sought by the program

achieved?

• Are short-term and intermediate outcomes being achieved?

Impact Evaluation

• All of the questions appropriate for program monitoring and performance

assessment

• Did the behavior changes occur as a result of participation in the

program?

• Did the observed system efficiency changes occur as a result of

the program?

• Did one intervention

	Methodology
	- This paper does not set forth a method for measuring the criteria above.

- The paper merely outlines three major methods for assessing program performance (above) and delimits the rationales for choosing one method over another.

- Key considerations for choosing one evaluation method over another include: time, money, funding requirements, information needs, and the level of knowledge needed to effectively employ each method.


	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· No. 7 in the Program Evaluation Series by the JJEC, JRSA, and OJJDP.

· Outlines three major methods of assessing program performance: 1) Program monitoring, 2) Performance measurement, and 3) Impact evaluation..

· No evaluation of actual juvenile justice programs.

· Designed for local program managers who are responsible for determining the effectiveness of the programs they operate and state- and local-level juvenile justice grant administrators who are responsible for providing guidance and assistance to local programs in their evaluation efforts.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	UNICEF

“Key elements for assessment and analysis of juvenile delinquency, children in conflict with the law and juvenile justice from a child rights perspective” (UNICEF/GC/05-2001)

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Evaluation of legal framework for juvenile justice:

- What is the existing legal framework? 

- Did the country make any reservations/declarations upon ratification with regard to articles 37 and 40 of the CRC? 

- What are the Parliamentary and other bodies responsible for possible review of legislation? Who are other agents of change in favour of more and better compliance with international children’s rights norms and standards? 

- Do Codes of Conduct exist for the professionals involved in the admin. of juvenile justice (social workers, magistrates, judges, lawyers, penitentiary personnel, educators, etc.)? 

- Are there existing standards applicable to institutions involved in juvenile justice? 
- Conclusion: From a children’s rights perspective, what are problems and what are opportunities?

	Methodology
	

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· UNICEF suggested guidelines for assessment and evaluation of juvenile justice administration.

· Evaluation guidelines in the areas of: Legal framework, Juvenile justice administration, Social re-integration, Collection of real data on juvenile delinquency

· No programs studied, only a delineation of suggested guidelines.

· - Also helpful: General Guidelines regarding the form and content of initial/periodic reports to be submitted by States Parties under article 44, paragraph 1 (a) of the Convention.  Annex of this document.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	UNICEF

“Key elements for assessment and analysis of juvenile delinquency, children in conflict with the law and juvenile justice from a child rights perspective” (UNICEF/GC/05-2001)

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Evaluation of Juvenile Justice in Practice 

- Who are decision-makers on individual cases (i.e. law enforcement, judiciary, School Commissions, etc)? 

- What are the administrative, judicial and other decision making procedures? 

- Who are auxiliaries to the decision-making process, i.e. social workers, etc.? 

- DIVERSION: what happens children reported to the police but not referred to the court? Children referred to the court but not prosecuted? What are current initiatives? Consider all possible frameworks: the law does foresee the possibility OR the law does not provide the possibility but does not exclude – diversion is applied informally OR applied illegally – the practice does exist ‘de facto’ but it is ‘de iure’ against the law. 

- Are traditional justice systems (for example justice under the authority of elderly or the community) existing and used for dealing with children in conflict with the law? What are current initiatives or activities? If not used but existing, to what extent could the traditional justice systems be useful in the framework of juvenile justice? What are, from a children’s rights perspective, the obstacles or difficulties for using traditional justice systems? 

- Are there any forms of restorative justice (involving actively the victims) existing and used for dealing with children in conflict with the law? What are current initiatives or activities? If not used but existing, to what extent could the traditional justice systems be useful in the framework of juvenile justice? What are, from a children’s rights perspective, the obstacles or difficulties for using restorative justice? 

- What are the existing residential and non-residential structures and services for the execution of sentences and educational measures, applicable to children in conflict with the law? How many structures/services do exist for each kind of sentence/measure and what is their capacity? 

- What are current initiatives, services, facilities used as alternatives to deprivation of liberty (including alternatives to arrest, pre-trial detention and imprisonment or any other sentence in a closed institution)? What is their capacity? 

- How is the legal assistance organised for minors, arrested, brought before a judge, a court or an administrative or other body, for having committed an offence? 

- How is the situation of children, undergoing a sentence, monitored? Are there any independent monitoring bodies reviewing the functioning of the juvenile justice system? 

- Is there a formal review process of the imposed or agreed measures, in each individual case? 

- Who are the (potential) professional key agents of change in favour of more and better compliance with international children’s rights norms and standards? 

- Conclusion: From a children’s rights perspective, what are problems and what are opportunities?

	Methodology
	

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· UNICEF suggested guidelines for assessment and evaluation of juvenile justice administration.

· Evaluation guidelines in the areas of: Legal framework, Juvenile justice administration, Social re-integration, Collection of real data on juvenile delinquency

· - No programs studied, only a delineation of suggested guidelines.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	UNICEF

“Key elements for assessment and analysis of juvenile delinquency, children in conflict with the law and juvenile justice from a child rights perspective” (UNICEF/GC/05-2001)

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Evaluation of Social Reintegration Programs:

- What are the means put at the disposal for the social reintegration of children, alleged, accused or convicted of being in conflict with the law, and particularly of those children undergoing a placement in an institution, prison or detention center?
- What are the structures, services and who are the professionals involved? Who are the (potential) professional key agents of change in favour of more and better compliance with international children’s rights norms and standards?

- Conclusion: from a children’s rights perspective, what are problems and what are opportunities?

	Methodology
	

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· UNICEF suggested guidelines for assessment and evaluation of juvenile justice administration.

· Evaluation guidelines in the areas of: Legal framework, Juvenile justice administration, Social re-integration, Collection of real data on juvenile delinquency

· No programs studied, only a delineation of suggested guidelines.


	Program Name, Location, Date
	UNICEF

“Key elements for assessment and analysis of juvenile delinquency, children in conflict with the law and juvenile justice from a child rights perspective” (UNICEF/GC/05-2001)

	Evaluation Criteria 
	Guidelines for the Collection of Real Data on Children in the Juvenile Justice System:
- How many children are reported to the police or any other official body, every year, alleged of being in conflict with the law? What is their proportion compared to the total population under the aged of 18? On what specific grounds are children reported? Are there any regional disparities? 

- Are there any estimates of unreported offences committed by minors, the so-called ‘dark number’? 

- Who are those children in conflict with the law? (age, sex, ethnic origin, etc.) 

- What are our sources for information and how valid and reliable are the data? (Statistics – studies – etc.) 

- How many children are arrested every year alleged of being in conflict with the law? On what specific grounds? 

- How many children are every year put in pre-trial detention? For what reasons? 

- How many children are prosecuted every year, accused of being in conflict with the law? On what grounds? 

- How many children are going through ‘diversion’ schemes? On what grounds? Please specify as much as possible, the number of children per specific scheme? 

- How many children are going through ‘traditional justice’ schemes? On what grounds? Please specify as much as possible, the number of children per specific scheme? 

- How many children are going through ‘restorative justice’ schemes? On what grounds? Please specify as much as possible, the number of children per specific scheme? 

- How many children are convicted every year of being in conflict with the law? On what grounds? Please specify as much as possible, the number of children per specific conviction? 

- What are the different sentences applied, and to what extent (how many children, each year)? 

- What are the conditions of children deprived of their liberty? To what extent are their rights met? 

- Are there any studies on the perceptions/experiences of children involved in the juvenile justice system? If yes, what are the main findings? 

- Are there any studies on the impact of the juvenile justice system on the lives of children and young people once they leave the juvenile justice system? (Recidivism – (un)successful re-integration in the family, in school, at work, etc.) 

- Conclusion: From a children’s rights perspective, what are problems and what are opportunities?

	Methodology
	

	Summary of Findings
	

	Other notes
	· UNICEF suggested guidelines for assessment and evaluation of juvenile justice administration.

· Evaluation guidelines in the areas of: Legal framework, Juvenile justice administration, Social re-integration, Collection of real data on juvenile delinquency

· No programs studied, only a delineation of suggested guidelines.

































































� This has been adapted from a fuller version to include only evaluations of direct relevance to diversion and alternatives to detention, as well as the 5 evaluation ‘toolkits’ reviewed. The full paper – which includes reference to another 10 child justice project evaluations - is available in the ‘Resources’ section of the toolkit. 


� The researcher was unable to hold an interview with a representative from the Municipality.


� The researcher was unable to hold interviews with the Police or Prosecutor.
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