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Conferencing

The Community Justice Institute
at Florida Atlantic University

Restorative Group Conferencing

“Restorative Group Conferencing” (RGC)
encompasses a range of strategies for bringing
together victims, offenders, and community
members in non-adversarial community-based
decision-making processes. These processes
are aimed at responding to crime by holding
offenders accountable for repairing the harm
caused to victims and communities.

There are four primary restorative conferenc-
ing models: Victim-offender mediation, com-
munity reparative boards, circle sentencing,
and family group conferencing These four
models do not exhaust the possibilities for
community involvement in decisions about
how to respond to youth crime but do illustrate
both the diversity and adaptability themes
apparent in what appears to be a new philoso-
phy of citizen participation in justice decision-
making.

Many practitioners involved in RGC notice a
reduction in fear from victims when a confer-
encing process is used in lieu of court. The
conferencing process is faster and seems to
provide a more satisfying resolution to all par-
ties involved.

Recent research indicates that there are ap-
proximately 800 programs nation-wide using
RGC. These programs overwhelmingly report
high levels of victim satisfaction with the
process and low levels of recidivism by of-
fenders.

Interest in and use of conferencing is being
seen increasingly in schools and educational
settings as a method of classroom manage-
ment and an alternative to suspension and ex-
pulsion.

Where Conferencing Fits

e Juvenile or Adult: A conferencing proc-
ess can be used with participants at any
level of the system.

e Diversion, Sentencing, Probation, Resi-
dential Facilities, or Re-entry: Confer-
encing models are equally effective at all
points along the criminal justice contin-
uum and have been used at each of these
stages.

e  Petit Theft or Manslaughter: Confer-
encing can and has been used with any
level of crime although the individual
case will depend on the readiness of the
stakeholders.

e Criminal Justice, Schools, Family or
Community: Conferencing processes
have been used effectively in response to
a crime, a school infraction, child welfare
issues, domestic violence, family dis-
putes, or community issues.

www.cji.fau.edu or
www.barjproject.org

Curriculum-Based Con-
ferencing Trainings of-
fered by the CJI:

o Facilitating Restorative
Group Conferences

o Training for Trainers
Restorative Group Con-
ferencing

o Restorative Justice
Tools for Schools

e Neighborhood Account-
ability Board Training

Publications

e 2001 OJIDP Juvenile
Justice Bulletin: A com-
parison of four restora-
tive conferencing mod-
els by Gordon
Bazemore and Mark
Umbreit

e 2004 Book: Juvenile
Justice Reform and Re-
storative Justice: Build-
ing Theory and Policy
from Practice by
Gordon Bazemore and
Mara Schiff
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What Conferencing is All About

Conferencing Process

Restorative group conferencing is a face-to-face Engaging the collective responsibility of the of-
encounter between the victim(s), the offender(s), fender’s support system for making amends and
individuals who support each of them, and others shaping the offender’s future behavior.

who have been affected by a crime or harmful act.
Led by a trained facilitator who has met with and
prepared participants for the conference prior to
coming together, the encounter seeks to identify
and repair harm. The victim(s)’s participation is
completely voluntary, and the participation of the

Allowing both offender and victim to reconnect
to key community support systems.

Chart below taken from Bazemore and Unbreit, 2001
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