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Process and Methodology

Telephone survey of 42 judicial 
districts

Initial contact via the Supreme Court

Interviewed primary FINS officers 
(with some exceptions)

Qualitative and quantitative

DRAFT

Survey Results: 
Staffing and Resources
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Louisiana Population by 
Judicial District

<50,000
50,001 – 100,000

100,001 – 150,000
150,001 – 200,000
200,001 – 250,000
250,001 +

22

1

19

15

24

41

HCC

37

38

39

28

DRAFT

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

R
ed

 R
iv

er
H

am
m

on
d 

C
ity

 C
ou

rt
A

vo
ye

lle
s

C
at

ah
ou

la
, 

C
on

co
rd

ia
P

la
qu

em
in

es
S

t.
 J

oh
n 

th
e 

B
ap

tis
t

C
al

dw
el

l
B

ea
ur

eg
ar

d
S

t 
C

ha
rle

s
La

sa
lle

C
am

er
on

E
as

t 
C

ar
ro

ll,
 M

ad
is

on
, 

T
en

sa
s

N
at

ch
ito

ch
es

W
in

n
E

va
ng

el
in

e
A

lle
n

B
ie

nv
ill

e,
 C

la
ib

or
ne

, 
Ja

ck
so

n
G

ra
nt

W
es

t 
F

el
ic

ia
na

, 
E

as
t 

F
el

ic
ia

na
D

eS
ot

o,
 S

ab
in

e
Je

ff
er

so
n 

D
av

is

S
t.

 B
er

na
rd

La
fo

ur
ch

e
Ib

er
vi

lle
, 

P
t 

C
ou

pe
e,

 W
 B

at
on

 R
ou

ge
F

ra
nk

lin
, 

R
ic

hl
an

d,
 W

 C
ar

ro
ll

Li
nc

ol
n,

 U
ni

on
V

er
no

n
S

t.
 L

an
dr

y

A
sc

en
si

on
, 

A
ss

um
pt

io
n,

 S
t.

 J
am

es
R

ap
id

es
T

er
re

bo
nn

e
B

os
si

er
, 

W
eb

st
er

C
al

ca
si

eu
Ib

er
ia

, 
S

t.
 M

ar
tin

, 
S

t.
 M

ar
y

M
or

eh
ou

se
, 

O
ua

ch
ita

Li
vi

ng
st

on
, 

S
ai

nt
 H

el
en

a,
S

t 
T

am
an

y,
 W

as
hi

ng
to

n

Je
ff

er
so

n
C

ad
do

A
ca

di
a,

 L
af

ay
et

te
, 

V
er

m
ill

io
n

E
 B

at
on

 R
ou

ge
O

rle
an

s

C
om

pl
ai

nt
s 

pe
r 

10
,0

00
 R

es
id

en
ts

FINS Complaint Rate 
(by district population)

<50,000 50,001 – 100,000 100,001 – 150,000 150,001 – 200,000 200,001 – 250,000 250,001 +



DRAFT

FINS Funding

Range $24,000 to $596,000

Mean=$63,768

Median=$28,000

3 highest
St. Tamany, Washington $198,000

E. Baton Rouge $350,000

Orleans $596,000

DRAFT

FINS Funding per Capita

Missing

$ 0.0 – 0.75
$0.76 – 1.50
$1.51 – 2.25
$2.26 – 3.00

38

3739

HCC
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FINS Funding per 
Complaint
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*Source: FY 2006-2007, 3rd qtr. 
(1/1/07 – 3/31/07) FINSAP data
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Staffing

6 or more staff 
members

N=2
 5%

4-5 staff members
N=4

 10%

2-3, staff 
members

N=14
 35%

1 staff member
N= 20
 50%

N=41, missing=1



DRAFT

Staff Level of Education

At least 1 staff w/ 
bachelors or >

(N=34)
83%

High School
(N=2)
5%

Other
(N=5)
12%

DRAFT

Survey Results: 
Informal FINS 
Processes & Outcomes
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Informal FINS Process

Referral

Intake

Screening/Assessment

Mandatory ConferenceInformal Conference

Diversion

IFSPA Created

DRAFT

Referral Sources

95%

88%

67%

48%

43%

10%

2%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Schools

Parents

Law Enforcement

District Attorney

Court

Social Service agencies

Probation

Number of Districts
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Screening & Assessment

76%

71%

10%

7%

5%

5%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

POSIT

POSIP

MAJOR

RISK II

RISK I

Intake

Number of Districts
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Presenting Behaviors

93%

79%

48%

26%

26%

24%

21%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Ungovernable

Truancy

Runaway

Drugs

Alcohol

Mental health

Violating school rules

Number of Districts
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Informal Conference 
Attendees

38

38

37
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13
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3
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0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

FINS officer

Youth

Parent/Family

Other*

School

Probation

DA

OYD

Law Enforcement

Number of Districts

Number of JDs that conduct informal 
conferences in every case: 27
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Mandatory Conference 
Attendees

28

28

27

21

20

14

14
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4

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Parent

Youth

FINS Officer

School

Other*

Mental Health

OYD

OCS

District Attorney

Law Enforcement

Probation

Judge

Number of Districts

Number of JDs that conduct mandatory 
conferences in every case: 4
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Informal FINS Outcomes

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

16th
N=(237)

15th
N=(202)

14th
N=(236)

24th
N=(242)
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Outcomes for Complaints Closed*

Successful Not Successful Other

*Source: FY 2006-2007, 3rd qtr. (1/1/07 – 3/31/07) FINSAP data

DRAFT

Non-compliance

Non-compliance

Warning meeting or 
other intermediary 
intervention (N=27)

Refer to Court/Petition/
Formal FINS (N=36)

Other (N=6)
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Survey Results: 
Informal FINS Services

DRAFT

Informal FINS: 
Direct Services

12 provided direct services to informal 
FINS

Mental health/counseling

Tutoring

Mentoring

Parenting

Anger management

5 unsure
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Informal FINS:
Referred Services

7%

29%

40%

45%

62%

62%

64%

64%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Mental health

Drug and alcohol 

Individual counseling

Family counseling

Parenting skills

Anger management

Tutoring/homework

Supervision

Number of Districts

DRAFT

Yes
N= 24
 59%

No
N= 17
 41%

N=41, missing=1

Waitlists For Services

Mental health/
counseling: N=17

Substance abuse
treatment: N=4
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Service Gaps

Mental health (N=22)

Substance abuse (N=9)

Transportation (N=6)

Services for girls (N=3)

DRAFT

Survey Results: 
Formal FINS
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Survey Results: 
Languages

DRAFT

Languages

0 with 
proficient staff

1 with proficient staff

1 with proficient staff
0
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No other
languages (N=21)

Spanish (N=14) French (N=1) ASL (N=3)
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N=38; missing=4
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Survey Results: 
Data Collection and 
Systems

DRAFT

Data Collection and Systems

14 districts primarily use paper files

35 districts store screening & 
assessment data

21 districts use ACT 
1 thought it was not feasible

All send FINSAP data
12 found some FINSAP requests difficult

• Tracking # of case contacts (N=3)
• Referral source (N=2)
• Type of closure (N=2)
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Information Sharing

36 districts share information about 
their informal FINS cases

24 by written consent

3 informally

DRAFT

Conclusion
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Implications and 
Conclusions

Process
Standard and varied practices

Funding
Disparities in Supreme Court funding and 
access to OYD, local, and private funding

Gaps in resources
Mental health services

Data
Using the Supreme Court database 
(ACT)




