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Restorative Justice - Victim Satisfaction Survey

81% were able to name at least one way
84% 82% 82% 75% t::r:?nference attendance had benefited

satisfied with attendees satisfied with Would recommend Felt better after 53% felt the sentencing should be lighter
the process overall the meeting restorative justice attending the meeting as a result of participating in the conference.

83% thought restorative justice was a
N g j
. . l* l good way to deal with the offence.

95% 94% 94% 80% 67%
Treated with Had the opportunity Felt safe Happy with Not feel pressured Concerns and Not scared to say Offender appeared
respect to say what wanted facilitator during the meeting*  questions were what really felt* sincere in his/her
management of treated seriously participation
At The Co nfe rence meeting * Note these statements were asked in the negative, therefore

"positive" ratings are the share that disagreed with the statement
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Section 2




INTRODUCTION AND
METHODOLOGY

Background

The Ministry of Justice administers the court system, the legal aid system and the Public Defence Service. The Ministry also collects and enforces fines
and civil debts.

Restorative justice is a community-based response to crime that holds offenders to account for their offending and, as far as possible, repairs the harm
they’ve done to the victim, their whanau, and community.

Restorative justice reduces reoffending, gives victims a voice in the criminal justice system and may enable them to receive answers, apologies and/or
reparation.

Participation in restorative justice is voluntary and only takes place if the facilitator assesses it is safe at each stage of the process. It involves a facilitated
meeting (a conference) between the victim, offender, support people and other approved people such as community representatives or interpreters.

After the conference, the facilitator provides a report to the judge on the conference and any agreement. This report is considered by the judge during
sentencing.

Although restorative justice processes can operate in a variety of ways in the criminal justice system, the two most common in New Zealand are by

referral from the District Court after an offender has pleaded guilty or through the Police Adult Diversion Scheme. The Ministry of Justice contracts 21
community-based providers to deliver restorative justice services around New Zealand.
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INTRODUCTION AND
METHODOLOGY

The restorative justice survey

In 2016, Ministry of Justice commissioned Gravitas Research and Strategy to collaborate on the development and implementation of a survey, built upon
earlier work in 2011, of victims involved in the restorative justice process. In 2018, Gravitas was commissioned to collaborate on the development of a
shorter ‘pulse’ survey and conducted the fieldwork as well. GravitasOPG (formerly Gravitas) was commissioned to conduct the same ‘pulse’ survey for
2021, 2023 and 2025. The 2025 survey was conducted between 28th February and 13th April 2025 via telephone interviews (and for the small number
of those without phone numbers, via an online version of the survey).

The overall objective of the research was to measure restorative justice participants’ satisfaction with the restorative justice process and the service
received from their provider.

The survey involved speaking to people who have attended a restorative justice conference facilitated by their provider between 1st January and 31st
December 2024. Respondents in the survey were victims or the support person or representatives who agreed to attend the conference.

Note on sample differences: The 2021 survey did not include family and sexual violence victims that participated in restorative justice (these groups had previously been included) and fieldwork was
conducted in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic which may have influenced the results. In 2023 and 2025, victims of family violence were once again included in the survey, but sexual violence victims

remained excluded.
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Interview method, length and response rate

Telephone interviews were conducted exclusively from

GravitasOPG’s in-house survey centre by experienced Sample Size Fieldwork Dates Response Rate**
interviewers using computer-assisted telephone
o000 atexin
interviewing (CATI). CATI proved a suitable survey ")
approach as interviewers could engage well with -
respondents, explain the purpose and confidentiality and
probe for clarification and further information as 2025: n=334 2025: 2025: n=68%
appropriate. 28th Feb to 13th Apr 2025
A self-completed online survey is available to a very small 2023: n=371 2023: 23rd Feb to 21st Apr 2023 2023: 65%
percentage of those not contactable by phone or wished ggi; 2:;22 2021: 8th Jun to 13th Aug 2021 ;gié 2?;’
Maximum Interview Length Statistical Testing for True
Margin of Error Differences

(at 95% confidence interval)

2025: n=18 minutes
Several comparisons or trends

— - - reported aren’t statistically significant

2023: 18 minutes at p<0.05. Where differences are
** Response rate is calculated by dividing the number of completed 2021: 19 minutes statistically significant, they would be
interviews by the total number of successfully contacted and invited + 5.4% 2018: 19 minutes

explicitly noted in the text or chart.
to interview, where their eligibility was established.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Key measures over time

84%
Satisfaction with the process 762/9%
overall & -
. . 0
(% total satisfied) 80%
77%
82%
Recommendation of restorative 84%
justice 84%
- 0
(% total likely to recommend) 81%
80%
82%
79%
Satisfaction with the meeting 77%
(% total satisfied) 86%
84%
82%
m 2025
75% m 2023
. w2021
Impact of restorative justice
(% total feeling better) 73% 2018
64% 2016
74% 2011
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Restorative justice has had a positive impact
on 75% of participants

Overall, four in five participants surveyed were at least fairly satisfied with
their overall experience of restorative justice, including before, during and
after the conference (84%) — a notable increase of 5 percentage points
from 2023.

As a result of their positive experience, 82% of participants would be
likely to recommend restorative justice to others in a similar situation, a
similar result to 2023 (84%).

A similar level of high satisfaction was also observed for the restorative
justice conference with the offender (82%).

And taking part in a restorative justice conference had a positive impact
on three quarters of the respondents, the highest positive rating recorded
since the commencement of this survey monitor in 2011.

Note: All respondents excluding those who did not provide an answer to the question.
A green arrow indicates a statistically significant increase in positive ratings compared
with the previous measure, while a red arrow indicates a significant decline.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Interaction with providers/facilitators
prior to the conference

Smaller share had both Almost all satisfied with
pre-conference meetings and phone information provided pre-
calls; more had meetings only conference

- 56% both meetings and phone calls (67% in 2023) - 92% total satisfied; 6% neither/nor
- 23% phone calls only (22% in 2023)

- 22% meetings only (12% in 2023)
64% felt nervous

before the conference Wanting to help the offender is
- Highest recorded over time (59% in 2023) key motivator for participating

- More common among females (72%) and
those between 20-29 years of age (84%)

Note: Meetings could be in person or online

- Wanting to help the offender e.g. make them
change/learn, reduce their sentence mentioned
by 26% as a reason for participating; biggest
share recorded since 2018

- Felt a duty to take part; felt it was the right thing
to do mentioned by 8%, also highest recorded
since 2018
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The conference - meeting with offender

Three quarters had an online

conference
- 71% online conference (59% reported in 2023)
- 27% face-to-face conference (36% in 2023) ngher pOSitiVE ratings
2% of conferences did not go ahead (n=8, n=16 in 2023) received for all aspects

regarding conference

Positive ratings for key aspects such as
being treated with respect, not scared to
express how they really felt, have all

increased from the last measure in 2023. AImOSt a" satisfied With

Five aspects received the highest positive ore )

ratings since 2018. facilitator’s management of the
conference

92% total satisfied, including 78% very satisfied
(stable from 91% in 2023)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Benefits and impacts in the longer term

Four in five consider restorative justice
a good way to deal with the offence

- 83% gave a positive rating, up from 79% in 2023

- As age of victim increases, positive ratings also

increase (A similar trend is observed with f . . . .
satisfaction with the process overall and likelihood After partICIpatlng In the process,
to recommend restorative justice) 53% Of ViCtimS felt a Iighter

sentence was more appropriate,
10% shifted toward supporting a Top 3 benefits remained
harsher sentence. unchanged over time

Key ways restorative justice was described as beneficial:

- felt they could move on; got closure (34%; 36% in
2023)

- got to have my say; the offender heard my point of
view/heard how it affected me (30%; 17% in 2023)

- got to hear the offender’s point of view and
understand what happened (25%; 15% in 2023)
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Recommendations

Support continued use of in-
person conferences where
possible

In-person meetings are associated with higher
satisfaction and stronger perceptions of being
prepared and heard. Investment in enabling more
face-to-face meetings may further improve outcomes.

Strengthen facilitator training
and consistency
Although overall satisfaction with facilitation remains

high, concerns about facilitator control and
effectiveness have increased.

Enhance victim preparation and
follow-up

While most felt well prepared, rising nervousness
(particularly among women and younger adults)
suggests a need for trauma-informed preparation and
reassurance. Clear follow-up protocols could also
support closure and satisfaction.

Maintain focus on offender
sincerity and meaningful
participation

Sincerity of the offender remains a key influence on
how beneficial the experience feels. Providers could
explore ways to better support meaningful offender
engagement and screen out performative
participation.

Continue monitoring
demographic trends and age-
related differences

Positive impacts and willingness to recommend increase
with age, while younger participants report higher

anxiety and less confidence. Future programme design
may benefit from age-sensitive engagement strategies.
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Section 3

This section reports on four key measures of restorative justice:
* Victim satisfaction with conference
* Victims’ overall experience
« Recommendation of restorative justice to others

* Positive impact of restorative justice on victims.




KEY MEASURE Q6.1 Thinking about the meeting with the offender overall ... How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the meeting itself?

Four in five participants were satisfied with the restorative justice meeting. Satisfaction is
highest for in-person conferences and family violence cases

3.1 Victim satisfaction with restorative justice meeting

Total Satisfied - By Year

86%
0,
82% 84% v
77%
2011 2016 2018 2021

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

28%
9%
4% 4%
Fairly  Neither/Nor Fairly Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=324, 2023 n=354, 2021 n=249, 2018 n=357, 2016 n=288,

2011 n=154.

Red arrow indicates a significant decline in positive ratings when compared with the previous measure.

A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

Overall satisfaction with the restorative justice
meeting remains high.

In 2025, 82% of participants said they were satisfied
with the meeting they attended, including 54% who
were very satisfied — up from 43% in the previous
survey.

Just 8% of participants reported being dissatisfied
(4% fairly, 4% very).

Satisfaction levels were consistent across
demographics. However, participants referred for
family violence offences were more likely to be very
satisfied (61%) than those referred for standard
offences (47%). Those who attended the meeting in
person were also more likely to be very satisfied
(59%) than those who joined online (39%).
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KEY MEASURE Q8.2 Now, thinking about the whole restorative justice process, before, during and after the meeting, overall how satisfied or dissatisfied are you? 14

More than four in five participants were satisfied with the restorative justice process overall.
Highest satisfaction was among family violence cases and older victims

3.2 Victim satisfaction with restorative justice process overall

Total Satisfied - By Year

2025 - Full Scale
With orange lines indicating results from 2023

84% 84%
80%

. 6 oo 79%

52%
32%
9%
I T T T T T T T - T -_\

2011 2016 2018 2021 2023 2025 Very Fairly  Neither/Nor  Fairly Very

Satisfied  Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=330, 2023 n=368, 2021 n=256, 2018 n=365, 2016

n=285, 2011 n=154.

Red arrow indicates a significant decline in positive ratings when compared with the previous measure.

A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

Most participants were satisfied with the overall
restorative justice process.

In 2025, 84% of participants said they were satisfied
with the process as a whole — before, during, and after
the meeting. This is up from 79% in 2023 and brings
satisfaction levels back to where they were in 2018.

Just 7% said they were dissatisfied, continuing a
downward trend from 10% in 2023 and 12% in 2021.

People referred for family violence offences were more
likely to be very satisfied (60%) than those referred for
standard offences (44%), and also less likely to be very
dissatisfied (1% vs 7%).

While not statistically significant, the satisfaction level
appears to increase with victim age.

Total Consider RJ a Good Way by Age

Victims aged 15 to 19 (n=5)* 60%
Victims aged 20 to 29 (n=54) 76%
Victims aged 30 to 39 (n=84) 81%
Victims aged 40 to 49 (n=62) 81%
Victims 50 to 59 (n=61) 87%

Victims aged 60 years or over (n=64) 95%

* Result should be interpreted with caution due to the very small base size.
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KEY MEASURE Q8.1 How likely or unlikely are you to recommend restorative justice to others in a similar situation? 15

Four in five participants would recommend restorative justice to others. Likelihood of
recommending restorative justice increases with victims’ age

3.3 Likelihood of recommending restorative justice process to others
Most participants would recommend restorative
Total Likely - By Year 2025 - Full Scale justice to others.
With orange lines indicating results from 2023
84% 84% In 2025, 82% said they would be likely to recommend
80% 81% 82%

the service to someone in a similar situation, including
57% who were very likely. This level has remained
steady since the survey began.

78%

57% Only 6% said they were unlikely to recommend
restorative justice, continuing a gradual decline from
8% in 2023 and 10% in 2021.

Likelihood to recommend appears to increase with
victim age (though not statistically significant.

25%
12% Total Consider RJ a Good Way by Age
y 7 Victims aged 15 to 19 (n=5)* 60%
29 0
d E_\ Victims aged 20 to 29 (n=54) 72%
I
. ! o ! her/ ! I ! Victims aged 30 to 39 (n=83) 81%
2011 2016 2018 2021 2023 2025 Very likely Fairly likely Neither/Nor  Fairly Very .
. . Vict d 40 to 49 (n=62 82%
unlikely unlikely Ictims age 049 (n=62) 0
Victims aged 50 to 59 (n=61) 85%
Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%. Victi 460 (n=63) 929%
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=328, 2023 n=360, 2021 n=254, 2018 n=363, 2016 Ictims aged bY years or over \n= °
n=284, 2011 n=154. * Result should be interpreted with caution due to the very small base size.

(]
A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period gra.VItas




KEY MEASURE Q7.1 As a result of taking part in the restorative justice meeting do you feel...

16

Three-quarters of participants felt better after restorative justice - a significant improvement

from 2023; very few felt worse.

3.4 Impact on victim from taking part in restorative justice

Total Feel Better - By Year

A
74% 73%
8 67%
64% 66%
2011 2016 2018 2021 2023

75%

2025

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

46%

29%

19%
5o 4%

Feel alot Feelslightly Feelno Feelslightly Feel alot

better

better difference worse worse

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%. Base: All
respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=329, 2023 n=364, 2021=247, 2018 n=361, 2016 n=288, 2011

n=154.

A green arrow indicates a statistically significant increase in positive ratings compared with the previous measure, while a red arrow indicates a

significant decline.

A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

Most participants felt better after taking part in the
restorative justice meeting.

In 2025, 75% said the experience made them feel
better, the highest result since monitoring began in
2011, and significantly higher than the 67% recorded in
2023.

Only 6% said the process made them feel worse.

These results were consistent across different
demographic groups and referral types.
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Section 4

This section reports on the experiences of respondents prior to
the conference with the offender, in regard to:

* Information provision

* Conference preparation

e Reasons for taking part.




PRIOR TO THE CONEERENCE Q2.1 Firstly, did you have a face to face or online meeting with [provider name] before the meeting with the offender? And did you have any telephone conversations with [provider name]
before the meeting with the offender?

Q2.2 Was it made clear to you that you had a choice around whether you took part in the meeting with the offender or not?

Fewer participants had both meetings and calls with providers in 2024; more had a meeting only

4.1 Types of meeting(s) with providers
70% A Pre-meeting contact with providers varied in 2025.
67%
v Over half of respondents (56%) said they had both a pre-conference before the
56% meeting with the offender and phone conversations with their provider where
\ 4 Both face-to-face/online

the restorative justice process was explained to them, and they could ask
guestions. This share is statistically significantly lower than that reported in
2023 (67%).

48% meetings and phone calls

37%

Another 22% said they had a pre-conference meeting only (either in person or
online) but no phone conversations. This share is significantly higher than 2023’s

Phone calls ONLY share of 12% and is the highest recorded since monitoring began in 2018.
Face-to-face/online
meetings ONLY The remaining 23% had phone conversations only with the provider; there was
no pre-conference meeting - the share remained stable from 2023.
16% A
11% 12% Almost all respondents (99%) said they were clearly told they had a choice
about whether to take part in the conference with the offender. This has
2018 2021 2023 2025 remained unchanged since 2018.

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual
results may not total 100%. Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the
question. 2025 n=334, 2023 n=371, 2021=259, 2018 n=365.

Results are similar by demographics and referral type.

A green arrow indicates a statistically significant increase in positive ratings compared with the previous
measure, while a red arrow indicates a significant decline.

The ability to arrange face-to-face meetings in 2021 had been, to some degree, impacted by COVID-19
restrictions. And since 2023 the survey question has been refined to “face-to-face or online meetings”.

(]
A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period gra.VItas




PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE Q2.3 Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with how well this information prepared you for the restorative justice meeting?

Almost all participants were satisfied with how well the information provided prepared them for
their conference. Perceptions have improved since 2023, especially for in-person meetings

4.3 Satisfaction with how well information provided prepared you for meeting

Total Satisfied - By Year

96%

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

22%

6%

=

0, 0, 0,
93% 90% 93% 92%
I I I |
2016 2018 2021 2023 2025 Very
Satisfied

Fairly Neither/Nor Fairly Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=332, 2023 n=366, 2021 n=256, 2018 n=364,

2016 n=286.

Most participants felt well prepared for the restorative
justice meeting.

In 2025, 92% were satisfied with how well the information
they received prepared them for the meeting — consistent
with 2023 results (93%). The proportion who were very
satisfied rose to 70%, up from 64% last year and in line with
2018 (72%). Only 1% were dissatisfied — a significant drop
from 4% in 2023.

Those who had an in-person conference were more likely
to be very satisfied (74%) than those who met online
(60%).

Eight respondents said their conference did not take place
(e.g. the offender didn’t attend), but all were still satisfied
or neutral about the information they were given.
Satisfaction with information was consistent across
demographics and referral types.
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PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE Q3.1 What were your main reasons for deciding to attend the meeting with the offender?

20

Wanting to help the offender change/learn is significantly more likely to be a motivator for restorative
justice participation this year. Wanting an explanation and opportunity to express feelings is also

common

4.4 Reasons for deciding to take part in restorative justice

2021*

2023

Significantly more likely to mention reason in 2025:

Wanting to help the offender (make them change/learn, reduce their sentence)

Wanting to receive an explanation from the offender
Wanted to express my feelings/speak directly to the offender

Hope the meeting would bring closure
For the benefit of/to help my child(ren)/family/our relationship

To let the offender know the impact the offence had on them
To receive an apology from the offender/for the offender to show remorse

Wanted to see or meet the offender

Wanted to have my questions about the offence answered
You felt a duty to take part /You felt it was the right thing to do

To feel assured it won't happen again/you'd be safe/preventive measures

The setting appears safe/comfortable/supportive

21%
29%
11%
36%

18%

28%

16%

15%

7%

3%

0%
9%

21%
30%
8%
19%

<1%

24%
9%
20%
9%

2%

0%
0%

17%
26%
12%
24%

16%

18%

14%

10%

6%

0%

0%
6%

26%
25%
24%
21%

21%

18%
16%
13%
11%

8%

5%
5%

* Aged 60 years and over (43%)

e Standard offence (31%)

* Family violence (39%)
* Maori ethnic (34%)

* New Zealand European ethnic (23%)

* Aged 60 years and over (20%)
e Standard offence (13%)

*
In 2021, the data collection approach had been slightly different due to the impact of COVID-19. Refer to “COVID-19 and the survey” in Section 1. Family violence incidents were not included in the sample.

Base: 2025 n=321, 2023 n=356, 2021 n=241, 2018 n=357 (all respondents excluding those who did not answer the question). Table lists respondents given by 5% or more of respondents in 2025. Multiple responses
permitted therefore percentages may total more than 100%. Red text indicates a statistically significant decline when compared with the previous measure, while green text indicates a significant increase.
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PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE Q3.1 What were your main reasons for deciding to attend the meeting with the offender? 21

4.4 Reasons for deciding to take part in restorative justice

A selection of verbatim comments are included below to demonstrate the reasons respondents decided to meet with the offender:

A story has two sides. Want to hear why the crime was committed, and how it
could have been prevented. Wanted to be part of helping offender joining the
community and adding value.

It's about gathering intelligence from the offender to avoid similar offending.
Making sure they were aware of the impact they had on retail team members.

| thought it was a part of the process and that | had to.

We live in a small town and all our children go to school together and we were
friends. Both the offender and victim were friends and protecting each other’s
kids. My daughter’s feelings about what had occurred were sent across to the

offender so that he understood how he made my daughter feel - outlining her

feelings and how he impacted her with his actions.

To bring about the positive change and end excessive alcohol intake. A
previous family similar behaviour has got me invested that there needs to
be a change in the young male drivers.

Just an apology and restoring our relationship. Family was important to
me.

I had to know who he is and how he looks like so | can protect my family.
Wanted to know if he is capable of paying back for the damages. Did not
care about his apology.

It was a safe environment to explain how | had been affected - the only
way | could have done that.

Curiosity. Basically, to participate in ethical reasons | believe in.

| wanted to find out what happened that night and get the truth and
because the circumstances around it were confusing to me. | was seeking
the truth.
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4.5

PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE Q3.2 Thinking about how you felt before the meeting with the offender, would you say you felt ...

Despite high satisfaction with efforts to prepare participants for conference, victim nervousness
was the highest recorded. Nervousness high in family violence cases

Total Felt Nervous - By Year

58% 60%

Nervousness of victims before the conference

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

2016 2018

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=332, 2023 n=369, 2021 n=256, 2018

n=362, 2016 n=289.

I -

Very nervous A bit nervous Not nervous

Feeling nervous before the meeting was common.

In 2025, 64% of participants said they felt at least
somewhat nervous before meeting with the offender, the
highest level recorded to date. By contrast, 36% said they
didn’t feel nervous at all.

Nervousness was more common among those involved in
family violence cases (69%) compared to standard
offences (59%), with 25% of family violence participants
saying they were very nervous, versus 14% for standard
cases.

Participants aged 20—29 and women were also
significantly more likely to report feeling nervous. Notably,
26% of women said they were very nervous, compared to
just 8% of men.
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Section 5

This section reports on the experiences of the respondents who
attended a restorative justice conference with the offender.




AT THE CONFERENCE Q4.1 Did you actually end up having a face to face (or a video link) meeting with the offender?

24

Proportion of in-person conferences increased from 2023 to three quarters; a quarter took

place online

5.1 Conference participation

Did not take place

B Face-to-face/online B Face-to-face B Online (including offender
not showing up)

2025 71% 27% 2%

2023 59% 36% 4%

2021 97% 3%

2018 98% 2%

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results
may not total 100%. Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025
n=334, 2023 n=371, 2021=258, 2018 n=365.

A green arrow indicates a statistically significant increase in positive ratings compared with the previous measure,
while a red arrow indicates a significant decline.

Question did not distinguish face-to-face and online meeting before the 2023 survey.

Three quarters of participants met the offender face to face.

In 2025, 71% of respondents had an in-person restorative justice
conference, a significant increase from 59% in 2023.

Meanwhile, 27% took part in the conference online via video link, down
from 36% last year.

Just 2% said their meeting never happened, often because the offender

did not attend. Fewer meetings were missed in 2025 than in 2023, when
4% respondents said their conference didn’t take place
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AT THE CONFERENCE Q4.2 Id like you to tell me how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the meeting with the offender.

Participants felt respected, safe and heard during the conference; however, some felt scared to
say what they really felt, and fewer believed offender was sincere

5.2 Perceptions of the conference

You were treated with respect

You had the opportunity to say what you wanted to say

You felt safe

You did not feel pressured during the meeting*

Your concerns and questions were treated seriously

You did not feel scared to say what you really felt*

You felt the offender was sincere in their participation

B Total Positive Neutral B Total Negative

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

Note: Statements with asterisks were negatively phrased in the question, therefore "positive" ratings are the share that disagreed with the statement.
Due to rounding the sum of the individual results may not total 100%.
Base: n=334. All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question.

togly @ MINISTRY OF

Most attendees felt respected, heard, and safe during
the conference.

Nearly all participants agreed they were treated with
respect (95%), could say what they wanted (94%), and
felt safe (94%) during the meeting with the offender.

Satisfaction was high across most aspects (90%+),
although fewer agreed they weren’t afraid to speak
freely (80%) or found the offender sincere (67%).

Results were consistent across gender, ethnicity, and
referral type. However, those aged 20-29 were
significantly less likely to strongly agree they felt
unafraid to express themselves (52% vs 77% for other
age groups).

gravitas
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AT THE CONFERENCE Q4.2 I'd like you to tell me how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the meeting with the offender.

Perceptions of all aspects of the conference have improved since 2023

5.2 Perceptions of the conference
You were treated with You felt safe You had the You did not feel Your concerns and You did not feel You felt the offender
respect opportunity to say what pressured during the questions were scared to say what was sincere in their
you wanted to say treated seriously you really felt* participation
A
o A 95% 96% v 94% 95% v 94% A
93/) v 92% 91¢y 91% 0,
. W 89% 89% 89% 90%
86% 86%
v
79% 80% 79% 80%
0\0\7(6)%/.
67%
65%
° 62% 64%
2018 2021 2023 2025 2018 2021 2023 2025 2018 2021 2023 2025 2018 2025 2018 2021 2023 2025 2018 2021 2023 2025 2018 2021 2023 2025

Note: Due to rounding the sum of the individual results may not total 100%. Base: 2025 n=334, 2023 n=371, 2021 n=259, 2018 n=358. All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. Arrows indicate a

statistically significant increase or decrease in positive ratings compared with the previous measure.

Positive ratings for all seven statements have increased from the last measure in
2023, with five of them achieving the highest positive ratings since the question
was introduced in 2018.

- Treated with respect

- Did not feel pressured during meeting

- Concerns and questions were treated seriously

- Did not feel scared to say what you really felt

- Felt the offender was sincere in their participation

A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

Statistically significant increase in positive ratings from 2023 was observed in
two statement:

- You had the opportunity to say what you wanted to say (94%, up from 89%)
- Did not feel pressured during meeting (91%, up from 81%)

* Statements with asterisks were negatively phrased in the question,
therefore "positive" ratings are the share that disagreed with the statement.
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AT THE CONFERENCE Q5.1 Thinking about the “facilitator’ (or facilitators) who ran the meeting and still using the same scale. How strongly do you agree, or disagree that overall, 27
you were happy with how they managed the meeting

Almost all participants were happy with how the facilitator managed the conference -
continuing strong results from previous years

5.3 Facilitator’s management of the meeting overall
Facilitators were rated highly.
Total Agree - By Year 2025 - Full Scale . N .
With orange lines indicating results from 2023 In 2.(.)25' 92% of participants were_ happY with how the
94% g facilitator managed the meeting, including 78% who
92% 93% 91% 92%
strongly agreed.
78% Just 3% were disagreed.
Satisfaction with facilitation remains high and stable,
with no significant differences by demographics or
referral type.
14%
1% ®
I T T T T T T - T T __|
2016 2018 2021 2023 2025 5 - Strongly 4 3 2 1 - Strongly
Agree Disagree

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=326, 2023 n=353, 2021 n=248, 2018 n=358, 2016 n=289.
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Section 6

This section reports on the benefits and longer-term impacts the
restorative justice had on participants.

The following impacts were assessed:
* Influence of process on views on the criminal justice system

* Views on meeting with offender as a way to deal with
offence committed

* Benefits of restorative justice meeting.




BENEFITS Q7.3 As a result of participating in the restorative justice meeting, would you say your view of the criminal justice system as a whole become
LONG-TERM IMPACTS ’ p pating J g, y yy J y. 29

More than half participants continue to say the restorative justice process improved their views
on the criminal justice system. Asian and Pacific participants were especially positive

6.1 Impact of conference participation on views of the criminal justice system

Total Positive - By Year

60% 59% v

50%

57%

52%

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

2016 2018 2021

2023

2025

35%
29%
21%
0,
6% 8%
A lot more A little more No changes A little less Much less
positive positive positive positive

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=319, 2023 n=359, 2021 n=244, 2018

n=360, 2016 n=289.

Red arrow indicates a statistically significant decline in positive ratings when compared with the previous measure.
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A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

Restorative justice improved many participants’ views
of the justice system.

In 2025, 57% said their views of the criminal justice
system became more positive after taking part. This is a
five-point increase from 2023 and aligns more closely
with earlier peaks in 2016 and 2018. One in five (21%)
felt a lot more positive.

Only 14% reported a negative shift; 29% said their views
were unchanged.

Asian (75%) and Pacific (73%) respondents were more
likely to report a positive change in their views on the
criminal justice system than New Zealand European
(55%), Maori (54%), and Other ethnic groups (54%).
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BENEFITS . . . . .
LONG-TERM IMPACTS Q7.4 Do you think that having a meeting with the offender is ...

Almost all participants saw restorative justice as a good way to address the offence - up from
2023 - with positivity increasing slightly with age

6.2 Perspectives on restorative justice as a way of dealing with the offence

Total Consider Restorative Justice a
Good Way - By Year

2025 - Full Scale

With orange lines indicating results from 2023

0,
81% 85% v o 83%
77% °
51%
32%
12%
: : _ el 00 O =—m
2016 2018 2021 2023 2025 Avery good Agoodway Neither/nor Abadway A verybad
way of way of
dealing with dealing with

the offence the offence

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=328, 2023 n=362, 2021 n=244, 2018 n=356, 2016 n=289.
Red arrow indicates a significant decline in positive ratings when compared with the previous measure.

A Statistically significant increase from previous period V¥ Statistically significant decline from previous period

30

Most participants saw restorative justice as a good
way to deal with the offence.

In 2025, 83% said the meeting was a good way to
address the offence, including 32% who thought it was
a very good way. This marks a 4-point increase from
2023 and brings results back in line with 2016 and 2018
results.

Only 5% viewed it negatively as a way of dealing with
the offence.

While not statistically significant, positive ratings tended
to increase with victim age, with older participants
more likely to view the process favourably.

Total Consider RJ a Good Way by Age

Victims aged 15 to 19 (n=5)* 40%
Victims aged 20 to 29 (n=53) 75%
Victims aged 30 to 39 (n=84) 81%
Victims aged 40 to 49 (n=64) 81%
Victims aged 50 to 59 (n=59) 93%
)

Victims aged 60 years or over (n=63 87%

* Result should be interpreted with caution due to the very small base size.
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BENEFITS C L . . . .
LONG-TERM IMPACTS Q7.2 As a result of participating in the restorative justice meeting, would you say your view on the appropriate sentencing for the offender has ... 31

Half of participants say restorative justice shifted their view towards a lighter sentence; shifts
strongest for family violence cases

6.3 Impact of restorative justice process on views on sentencing

Restorative justice often led to more lenient views on

sentencing.

Total Changed 2025 - Full Scale

Towards a Light In 2025, 53% of participants said the process shifted
Sentence their view toward a lighter sentence for the offender,
- By Year including 21% who reported having their views strongly
switched to greater leniency.
53% Another 36% reported no change, while 10% said their

view shifted toward a harsher sentence.

36% Respondents in family violence cases were significantly
more likely to strongly shift toward a lighter sentence
(30%, vs 12% for standard offences).

2025 Strongly changed Slightly changed No changes Slightly changed Strongly changed
towards lighter towards lighter towards hasher towards hasher
sentence sentence sentence sentence

Note: Due to rounding some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures and individual results may not total 100%.
Question was first introduced in 2025 hence no time comparison available.
Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=290.
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BENEFITS . . S . )
2
LONG-TERM IMPACTS Q7.5 How has taking part in the restorative justice meeting benefited you: 32

Almost all participants could cite a benefit of restorative justice process; getting closure is most
common. Notable increase in share who feel heard by the offender and heard offender’s point of

view

6.4 How restorative justice meeting benefited victims

Respondents were also asked how taking part in the restorative justice process had benefited them, if at all. Similar to 2023, most were able to name at least one way that
restorative justice had benefited them (84%, up significantly from 82% in 2023), while (16%) said the process had not benefited them at all (18% in 2023).

Key ways that restorative justice was described as beneficial:

34(y | feel that | can move on/I got closure
0 - 36%in 2023

| got to have my say; the offender heard my point of

30% view/heard how it affected me
- increasing since 2021; 9% in 2021 and 17% in 2023

2 5(y I got to hear the offender’s point of view and
O understand what happened

- 15%in 2023
- statistically significantly higher for standard offence (32%)

These three benefits have also remained as top three most commonly
mentioned benefits over time.

toglp 4 MINISTRY OF

Other commonly mentioned benefits (mentioned by 5% or more of those who
provided an answer) include:

* better relationship with family members and/or friends (11%, up from 5% in
2023; also statistically significantly higher for family violence respondents at 18%)

» offender was sincere/remorseful/felt bad/ashamed (7%, up from 3% in 2023)

* healed emotionally (5%, stable from 6% in 2023)

» offender wanted to change/has changed (5%, up from 1% in 2023)

All key benefits noted in this slide were similar across demographics. A selection
of verbatim comments is included in the next slide, to demonstrate how
restorative justice benefited participants.

Base: All respondents excluding don't know or those who did not answer the question. 2025 n=324, 2023 n=371,
2021 n=259, 2018 n=356.
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BENEFITS
LONG-TERM IMPACTS

6.4 How restorative justice meeting benefited victims

33

A selection of verbatim comments are included below to demonstrate how respondents felt they have benefited from the restorative justice meeting:

We live in a dangerous area, and it was reassuring to know it was just an
accident.

He was forced to tell the truth. Got validation and confirmation.

Me and my partner have become stronger after this. Made us much
stronger. Actually calmed us down as well. We are calmer now in the
house and at work.

I have seen change in the offender after the meeting. The Provider ran a
programme for women and as part of the restorative justice meeting | felt
it was awesome. It helped give me confidence and courage.

Process was coming to an end which we wanted a long time ago. The
process leading up to it was not good but restorative justice brought
closure to the whole situation. Prior to the meeting we didn't know the
facts until we got to the meeting. Having the meeting allowed us to have
tine information and prepare ourselves.

| felt a sense of relief. My anxiety about having my car on the street, it was
a lot less. | feel like it really helped the guy understand how much it
affected other people and to see how apologetic he was comforting.

It has given me trust in the justice system and police

It allows me to stop thinking 'he got away with it.

It became a part of my history but not my future, allowed me to talk to my
students about the RJ process.

It took a bit of weight off my shoulders. Made me feel heard. Was good to
make the offender hear what I felt. My mum (support person) was able to
say how she felt about the whole thing. So that was good. Felt at peace. Felt
that justice had been served.

We saw a different side of someone we didn't like before. We branded him
bad before and could now see positive and not just negative. We enjoyed his
company and that is unusual. We could see him as a fellow human being
than just as a scumbag. He might have been more scared of meeting us than
we of him.
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BENEFITS
LONG-TERM IMPACTS
6.4 How the restorative justice meeting benefited victims

A selection of verbatim comments are included below to understand those who felt they have not benefited/not been impacted from the restorative

justice meeting:
Got it out of my system. Very little benefit.

Work in the space and it was more about how it moved him and there were
benefits to the offender but not to me but | am happy about that. | didn’t have
long term harm. | was hoping it was a wakeup call for him rather than me.

We felt that it was a positive move in conveying to the offender how we had
been affected by his actions. | still came away from the meeting angry and
frustrated that apart from the court sentence, he could walk away, while we
had spent months repairing our home and trying recover emotionally from
the damage and the disruption that he had caused us.

I am was very angry after the meeting. The offender was pathetic and | felt he
put on a show. The two mediators sided with his sob story (single dad, on the
benefit). He ruined me financially and | was not compensated (no one told me
what would be accepted as a claim or not). I'm still very bitter towards him, he
disgusts me. The minimal payments he has been made to pay have dragged on
and there have been comms from anyone on timelines. It was good to meet him
so | could understand it from his perspective, but at the end of the day he could
have killed someone and he got off lightly. I'm disgusted in the outcome.

Showed me that offender is a liar.

Benefits wore off. | found out during the court case that the offender wasn’t truly

honest. The meeting got a year off his sentence but he lied and withheld information
about himself. | felt rather let down by that situation. Didn’t use the opportunity to be

fully truthful.
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Section 7

At the conclusion of the survey, respondents were given the
opportunity to provide any additional feedback or comments




Q9.1 Thinking about the process itself, the people involved, and/or how taking part in restorative justice has had an impact on your life in general, what
was not so good, or what do you think could be improved based on your experience of restorative justice?
While majority continue to state no negative aspects of the process, poor conference facilitation and a
perception that the process only serves to make the offender feel better is more likely to be mentioned in 2025

7.1 Negative aspects of restorative justice experience

None - nothing was poor or needed to be improved

Offender wasn't sincere with apology/only for a lesser sentence/not go to court/was
prompted to/intimated to; lack of remorse

Need feedback/updates on what happened to offender after the meeting

Facilitator couldn't get their point across/needed more training/more
knowledge/couldn't control meeting

Felt it gave the offender a chance to make themselves feel better not the victim; RJ
favours offenders not victims

Speed up the process; took too long between offence and the first meeting with
facilitator

Not happy with the outcome/court outcome/sentence

No comments made (% of total number of respondents)
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16%

8%

12%

1%

<1%

11%

4%

31%

11%

11%

8%

6%

6%

6%

5%

45%

Few participants raised concerns, but some noted issues with
offender sincerity and facilitator performance.

Just over half of respondents (55%) shared feedback. The most
common concern (11%) was that the offender didn’t seem sincere
or was attending for the wrong reasons.

Compared to 2023, more participants raised concerns about:

* Facilitator performance (6%, up from 1%) — lacking control or
training

* Bias toward the offender (6%, up from <1%) — feeling the
process benefited the offender more than the victim

Base: All respondents who have answered the question. 2025 n=187, 2023 n=255.
Table lists respondents given by 5% (n=10) or more of respondents. Multiple
responses permitted therefore percentages may total more than 100%. Arrows
indicate a statistically significant increase or decrease in positive ratings compared
with the previous measure.
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FEEDBACK AND SUGGESTIONS

7.1 Negative aspects of restorative justice experience

Q9.1 Thinking about the process itself, the people involved, and/or how taking part in restorative justice has had an impact on your life in general, what 37
was not so good, or what do you think could be improved based on your experience of restorative justice?

A selection of verbatim comments are included below to demonstrate some of the negative aspects of restorative justice experience and

improvements:

Instead of phone calls with victim, it would be better to have more face-to-face
meetings.

I did not gain anything. He got a lighter sentence. | lost a lot of money, and it
made him look good. There was no point in doing this when it did not favour me.
| felt like it mostly benefitted the offender. It was only to help him and it did not
make me feel better. He just got away with everything.

She kept asking us for a support person. | am private about life, | didn’t want to
bring my people. she said | was required to bring a support person.

There was a commitment made by both the parties to go ahead with the
meeting so the meeting should have gone through. But the offender was too
scared to face me, and he walked out. | am an extremely busy person, so | took
time for this meeting. They should have made the offender face me. I really want
them to get his feedback because | did not receive any opportunity after the
meeting.

Good follow up is required for after the plead. It is not relevant to go through the
process if the offender is not following the guidelines.

| felt like the offender was not taking full responsibility.

The outcome was extremely distressing and felt like the winner of this case was the
offender and not the victim. Disgusted and disappointed with the handling.
Disappointed with judge and it felt like a stab in the gut by the govt. Everything has to
be improved. The incident took place towards the end of 2023, and we are still talking
about it.

Establishing a face-to-face meeting with the offender and victim prior, because that
could be quite overwhelming, having a little bit more time than an hour, because an hour
is not enough for him to say his piece and for me to say mine. The information was
portrayed as if the place for me to voice myself and gain some clarity, but in reality, it
was more about how the offender was doing.

They have to be harsher towards the offender and if he is not answering
any question, they have to make him answer that.

More communication with the victim. Every region is understaffed. The whole justice
system needs more staff.

The only problem | really had was when they jot down what I say. Most of what she
wrote was nothing of what she said and it bugged me. It could be better improved by
having better listening.
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FEEDBACK AND SUGGESTIONS Q9.2 What were the good things that you experienced from taking part in restorative justice?

38

Positive aspects of the process included good facilitators and opportunity for the offender to hear
impact most. Provision of feedback, well-structured conference and empowerment of victim mentioned

more in 2025

7.2 Positive aspects of restorative justice experience

Good facilitators (e.g. very polite, easy to talk to, made me feel comfortable, caring,
supportive, respectful, professional)

| was able to have my say (the offender to hear the impact on me)

The offender gave me an explanation and answered my questions / | could relate to
the offender and get a better understanding of their side of the story

Provided me with closure / could move on / get things off my chest
Meeting took place in a safe/controlled/calm environment

Clear process, information clearly explained/organised

Able to meet with offender, to put a face to the name

Getting feedback/updated/communication before and/or after meeting
Positive outcome/impact, felt it was a positive way to deal with crime
Facilitators were knowledgeable (e.g. had life experiences, gave advice)
The experience gave me courage/confidence, empowered me
Build/restore a relationship, communicate better with offender

Seeing the offender was genuinely sorry/sincere/offender apologised

RJ process was well planned/structured; conference was well run

| felt it was fair, non-judgmental or bias on either side i.e. offender vs. victim or their
support/representative person.
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38%

28%

14%

14%
14%
10%
12%
2%
10%
4%
2%
3%
5%
0%

5%

42%

24%

17%

15%
14%
13%
12%
9%
8%
6%
5%
5%
5%
5%

4%

Participants highlighted several benefits of the restorative
justice process.

The most commonly mentioned positive aspects were consistent
with 2023 - skilled facilitators, the chance to speak, receiving
answers, gaining closure, and feeling safe.

Three aspects saw a significant increase in mention compared

with 2023:

* Better communication before/after the meeting (9%, up from
2%)

* Increased confidence or empowerment (5%, up from 2%)

* A well-planned and well-run process (5%, up from 0%)

There were no notable differences by demographics or referral
type.

Base: All respondents who have answered the question. 2025 n=315, 2023 n= 342.
Table lists respondents given by 4%/n=10 or more of respondents. Multiple
responses permitted therefore percentages may total more than 100%. Arrows
indicate a statistically significant increase or decrease in positive ratings
compared with the previous measure.
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Positive aspects of restorative justice experience

FEEDBACK AND SUGGESTIONS Q9.2 What were the good things that you experienced from taking part in restorative justice? 39

7.2

A selection of verbatim comments are included below to demonstrate positive aspects of restorative justice experience and improvements:

The sentence got lightened for her. As for the relationship, the lighter
sentence had benefitted both me and her.

The smooth administrators and very open on what could happen, how it
could happen. If it any stage | felt uncomfortable, they made me feel in
control.

Being able to confront the conversation with my person. Helpful to have a
mediator through that conversation. The prep before the conversation,
someone there to end the call if need be - all these are helpful. Makes me
feel safe. Especially a lot of victims don't want to talk about what
happened to them but RJ gives a safe space to do so.

Facilitator - she had the answers for us, she was understanding, if she
didn't know something, she said she'd get back to us and she did. If |
needed information, she'd help me. Her mannerism was excellent. She just
sat and listen; she quoted things exactly as we said. She has the right
mannerism for the job. She wasn't just professional and job-like, she was
friendly, she took an interest in us.

I didn't hate the offender of the crime. | really apologized hated him
before the meeting.

Helped me decide the outcome. Just the opportunity to discuss around the
table, like a family court. No one else could have done that for us. Whether
| want to continue or end the relationship so gives an indication. If |
decided to continue they help in giving us a safe home, guidance, support
and counselling.

We got to speak how we feel on behalf of everyone in the family.
Able to understand the MOJ process better.

I learnt to have a voice. It gave me strength to write my victim impact case from the
other case, | ended up getting a victim support in the North Island, empowering, the
restorative justice created a median between me and my son. Using my church platform
to talk about my testimony about my unhealed childhood trauma. | became a speaker for
child mental health/suicide prevention. Opened a door for myself sharing my stories.
Relationship with my psychologist is so on point now. | go to her weekly and it helps with
my therapy and her sessions. She hears about my stories with restorative justice, | feel
confidence. The restorative justice process gave me courage to write a book about my
life. Given the encouragement. | have hope to become a public speaker. | do recommend
restorative justice, but only if there is hope that offenders are 100% into it as well.

No complaints. Takes a lot off pressure off our justice system and gives a lot of
closure. There's transparency. | could see that the offender was remorseful and
sincere. If not for this opportunity of RJ, | would never have known.
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APPENDIX

2025 Sample Profile

Characteristic Number Percentage
Total 371 100%
Gender

Female 215 64%
Male 119 36%
Ethnicity (Note: multiple ethnicities could be selected)

New Zealand European 223 67%
Maori 96 29%
Other 42 13%
Pasifika 31 9%
Asian 30 9%
Age

15 to 19 years 5 1%
20 to 29 years 55 16%
30 to 39 years 84 25%
40 to 49 years 64 19%
50 to 59 years 61 18%
60 years or older 65 19%

41

Characteristic Number Percentage
Total 371 100%
Referral Type

Family violence offence 166 50%
Standard offence 165 49%
Complex offence* 3 <1%

* Complex offence has been combined under standard offence for reporting purpose.

Respondent Status

Victim of the offence 305
Representative of victim (parent/guardian) 18
Representative of victim (family member) 4
Representative of victim (non-family member) 7

91%
5%
1%
2%
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2025 Questionnaire

gravitas
Ministry of Justice
Restorative Justice Victim Satisfaction ‘Pulse’ Survey
Questionnaire (20 February 2025)

Introduction

Good afternoan/evening. My name is ... from GravitasOPG. Could | speak with ... please?

INTERVIEWER NOTE: If sample is provided, you must only speak to the named person. If this person
is not available, you must not revesl the nature of your call. instesd, if asked to explain: “It is just a
customer satisfaction survey. | will call back another time.”

Arrange call back if nesessary.
Re-introduce if necessary.

Can | just confirm that you are .. (name)?

W are conducting a survey on behalf of the Ministry of Justice about people’s zafisfaction with restorative
justice. Restorative justice is where & victim is offered the cpportunity to stiend a meeting or conference
with the offender

“If respondent asks what rastorative justice is: It iz an arranged meeting between an offender and 3 victim
aF community representafive, called a restorative justice confersnce or mesting.

This survey iz shout the restorstive justice meeting with the offender that was organized by (Provider]. Some
of the questions in the survey ars about that meeting and your satisfaction with what happered before and
after the mesting.

If respondent sfatec they have had no contact with the provider code as “Not eligible - have nof been

through the RJ processican't remember™ Thank and elose.

If the respondent does nof recognise the providerforganization/ not heard of provider name say: They
may have said they were from Restorative Justice. Or, you might know them as the “restorative justice
facilitator andior one of their colleagues

If respondent ssks how you got their number: Your number kas been provided to us on a confidential
basis by the Ministry of Justice.

If respondent mentions & fext message: Yes, thiz is the research we are calling about.

gravitas

Ape check if named person is notes ae a minor:
Can | just check that you are 13 years of age or older?

1. Wes—13 yrs or older
2 No
3 Refused — Thank and ciose, code as “Not eligible - Other (wrife reason in comments)]"

If spesking to the named person and they gre a minor {under 135 years): Can | please speak with your
parent ar guardian who went through the restorative justice process on your behalf?

If phone answerer advises you that the named persan is @ minar {under 1§ years): Can | pleass speak
with the parent or guardian of [insert named person]? Once spaaking to the parent/guardian reintroducs.

if respondent wishes fo speak directly to someone within MoJ: You can email
restorativejustice@justice govinz

ALL
We are an indeperdent research company, and all our work is completely confidential. Your answers will be
combined with those of others and there will be nothing in the results that could identify you.

I= now converient for you fo answer some questions please? If necessary: The survey will take
approximately 20 minutes deperding on your answers.

If oo, arrange call back.

If refuse, thank and close, code as "Refused - no specific regson™

If they have no recollection of contact with RJ Provider code as “Nof Eligible - have not been
through the RJ processS can't remamber™.

If they know what you gre referring fo buf had no confaet with restorative justice facilifafors. Code
as “Not efigible - have not baen through the RJ process/meeting never took piace’can't remamber™,

FURTHER INFORMATION FOR INTERVIEWERS:

IF ASKED ABOUT CONFIDENTIALITY ISSUES:

*  Whether or not you decide fo take part will have ro effect on your relationship with the justice
system or with the restorative justice facilitator or any of their colleagues.

@ Al information gathered in this study will be grouped together with the responzes from other
people so that no individuals can be identified in the survey report. The report will be availablz
for you ta view through the Ministry of Justice website once it's complate.

&  After the study is complete, your personal details will be delzfed from the GravitasOPG and the
Ministry of Justice’s files so they cannot be used for any other purpose.
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APPENDIX

gravitas

#  |f there are any questions in the survey you do nof want to answer, pleass et me know and |
will move orto the next question.

#» You ape able tg request from the Ministry of Justice, GeavitasOPG and the provider that
delivered the restorative justice provider a copy of any personal infarmation they hald on you.

IF ASKED FOR MORE SUBJECT MATTER DETAIL: We are particularly inferested in giving
information to the Ministry of Justice that will help improve the service that viclims receive through the
restorative justice facilitators and their collzagues.

IF ASKED ABOUT HOW THEIR DETAILS WERE 30URGED: You have been chosen at random from
a list of victims who have been assigned to restorative justice facilitators by the Ministry of Justice.

IF THE RESPONDENT ERINGS UP UNRESOLVED FEELINGS AND YOU FEEL IT I3 APFROPRIATE
TO REFER THEN TO A COMMUNITY ORGANISATION YOU CAN REFER THE RESPONDENT TO:
Victims of Crime Information Line - 0800 650 654

Victim Support - DEDO VICTIM {0800 542 844)

Citizen's Advice Burzau - DE0O FOR. CAE {0800 36T 222)

Naofe: If screened out because they did not have a face to face or telephone meeting with the provider
(e.g. at Q2.1) please say: “For the survey we are currently undertaking we are just talking to pecple
wiho went through the entire restorative justice process. Howewer, the Ministry of Justice may be
undertaking a survey with people who were only involved in only part of the process in the future. In
the meaniime, did you have any comments, suggestions or feedback you would like us to pass on to
the Ministry about your experience of restorative justice? [type in feedback or note no comments).
Thank you for your fime.

1. Conference Respondent

Read:
Before we begin, are you comfortable with the term “restorative justice” and whiat it means or would you like
me to read a brisf description?

If needed read out the restorative justice description, all others move to confidentiality and survey
outline. Restorative justice is a process for resolving crme that focuses on redressing the hasm
experienced by victims, while also holding the offender to account for what they have done.

The process includes the option of the victim and the offender coming face-to-face at a meeting called a
restorative justice conference. This conference allows the victim to express how the offending has affected
them and allows all the people prezent to ackrowledge the hasm that has beer caused.

gravitas

Read confidentiality isswes fo ail respondents:

Mow I'm going fo resd out information regarding res=arch confidentiality.

. VWhether or not you decide to take part it will have no effect on your relationship with the justice system
or with the restorative justice facilitator or any of their collzagues.

L All information gathered in this study will be grouped together with the responses from other people
50 that no individuals can be identified in the survey report. The report will be available for you to view
through the Ministry of Justice website once it's complete.

L After the study is complete, your personal details will be deleted from the Gravitas2PG and the Minisiry
of Justice's files so they cannot be used for any other purposs.

. If there are any questions in the survey you do not want to answer, pleaszs let me know and | will move
onin the rext question

L You gre 3ble o reguast from the Ministry of Justics, GeavitasOPG and the provider that deliversd the
restorative justice conference to provide a copy of any personal information they hold on you.

Read survey outline to ail respondents.
Just to be clear, | would like fo advise you that | don't know wiy you have been involvad with the restorative
justice peocess and you dor't have fo tell me.

Curing the survey | will be asking questions about the different parts of the resforative justice process you
may have gone thrawgh. This includes the initial information you were given, any mestings you may have
had with the [provider name] and the mesting you may have had with the offender (if you decided to do
thiz}). You will also be given & chance to give feedback on anything we have not covered at the end of the
Survey.

Q1.1 Which of the following describes you? Are you...
READ OUT. Single response

The viclim of the offence 1
The parent’guardian of the victim 2
A family member [other than the parent/guardian of the victim] 3
Someone elselnone of these £
DO MOT READ OUT: Dan't know / cannaf remember 3
00 MOT READ QUT: Don't want to answer this guestion i}

If codes 234 sbove, ask:
Q1.2 Were you representing the victim througkout the process or were yow 3 suppor person?
If needed [j.e. if vichm representative): Did you go to the meetings and make decisions on behalf
of the victim?
READ OUT IF NEEDED. Single response
| was representing the victim
| was just & support person/something slse
00 NOT READ OUT: Don't knowr | cannof remember
00 MOT READ QUT: Don't wart to answer this guestion

|t pa] =
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2. Information Provision & Preparing for the Conference

Trirking about the contact you had_bafore the restorative justice meeting with the offender. This includes
any telephone conversations or face to face meetings yvou had with [insert Provider name] where they would
hawve told you about the restorative justice process and when you would have been asked if you warted fo
meet with the offendar.

IF THEY HAVE NOT HEARD OF PROVIDER NAME: “ou might know them as the ‘restorative jusfice
facilitator’ and/or one of their collzagues. They would have been the person running the meeting you went
fo.

If respondent uses the provider representativefacilitator's name, then oksy to refer to them by this
name.

Q2.1 Firstly, did you have & face to face or online mesfing with [inserf Provider name] before the
meeting with the offendes? Code response
And did you have any telephone conversations with [insert Provider name] before the mesting
with the offender?
Read out. Single response

BOTH meetings ard phone calls 1

Phone call(s) only 2

Face to face or online meeting(s) only 3

Mone of these 4 Thank and close
Code as ineligible

Don't know | cannot remember 3 Thank and close
Code as ineligible

Con't want to answer this guestion 5} Thank and close
Code as ineligible

Q2.2 Was it made clear ta you that you had a choice around whether you took part in the mesting with
the offender or not?
DO NOT READ OUT. Single response
fes
Ho
Don't know | cannot remember

| | pa| =

Don't want to answer this guestion

gravitas
Q2.3  Thinking abowt the information you were given and what you were told about restorative justice, the
process invohlied and what would happen during the meefing with the offendsar...
Cwierall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with how well this information prepared you for the
restorative justice meeting? Wers you ..
++IEAD QUT. Single response
Wery satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Meither salisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
D0 NOT READ QUT: Don't know | cannof remember
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't wart to answer this question

~i| en| = ra| wa] &] en

If fairly dissatisfed or very dissatisfied af @2 3 {codes 2 or 1) ask:

Q2.4 Why were you dissatisfied with the information provided to prepare you for the meeting?
FProbe: Why else were you dissatisfied with the information, what other information would have
been useful?

00 NOT READ QUT.

Specify what verbatim i
Don't know 2
Do not want to answer 3

3. Reasons for Taking Part
Plzasze think back to wher you mads the decision to meet with the offendar.

Q3.1 What were your main r2asons for deciding fo sitend the meeting with the offendas?
Probe: Why else did you decide to meet the offender, what was impotant to you when you decided
to meet the offender?
If necessary: Pleass answer based on whai was imgortant to you at the fime you decided to meat
the offender (regardless of if you thought it would happen, or if it geteally did happen).

D0 NOT READ OUT.

Specify what verbatim i
Don't know 2
Do not want to answer 3

gravitas
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Q3.2 Thinking about how you felt before the meeting with the offender, would you say you felt.. ..
If needed: After you made the decision fo meet with the offender, but before the mesting took
place.

READ QUT. Single response
ery nemvous

Pa| =

Mervous

A bit nervous

Mot at all nervaus
D0 MOT READ OUT: Don't know | cannat remember
DO MOT READ OUT: Don't want to answer this quastion

| oen| s

4. Atthe Conference
These next questions are about the actual meeting you attended with the offender.

Q4.1 Did you agiually. end wp having a face to face (or a video link) meeting with the offender? IF needed:
Was it face to face or online?
Interviewer nofe: if they only hed & telephone call they should be recorded as “no”

DO NOT READ OUT. Single response
ez, we had a face in fars mesting
Yes, we had an online meeting

Mo (including the offender did not furn up)

DO NOT READ QUT: Don't know / cannof remember
0D MOT READ QUT: Don't want to answer this question
If no/Don’t know'don’t wanf to answer question {codes 3-0) skip to Q7.1

en| =] wal ra| ==
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Q4.2 I'd like you to tell me how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding
the meeting with the offender. Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is strongly disagree and 3 is

strongly agree.

[F ASKED LISTENED TONTREATED WITH RESPECT ETC. BY WHO? by 31l of those present at the

meeting
Rofate order. REPEAT SCALE AS REQUIRED.

If pecossary part way throwgh the list if you feel the respondent is getting tired: Thank you for
your responses fo the statements so far, | just hawve a few more to read cut The next one is

= .8
=1 w W EE
& z = w5
g5 €168 |Easd
& §¥Zcs [ 2ced
S -5 G005 |20 8%
1 You falt safe 1 2 3 i T
2 You had the opportumity to say 1 a -
what you warted to say - '
k| You were scared to say what _ -
1 2 3 g 7
you really felt
£ | Yourc sti
DUF CONCEMMS a_n-:l guestions i 9 5 P 7
ware treated seriously
5 fou were treated with respect 1 2 5 f T
Li} You falt the offender was 1 a 5 5 -
sincare in kisther participation - '
= -
[ You f.el1 pressured during the i 2 5 5 7
meefing

gravitas
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5.  Conference Facilitator

Q3.1 Thirking about the Ffacilitator’ [or facilitators) who ran the meeting and still using the same scale. How

strorgly do vou agese_or dissgres that...

[f needed: the Tacilitator' will have been the person from [provider]. They would have also been the

person who was running the first meeting you went to.

REPEAT SCALE IF MNECEZ3ARY. Single responze

gravitas
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= EE
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Owzeall, you were happy with how - _ -
! 1 2 3 3 ] 7
they managed the meefing

6. Conference Overall

Q6.1 Thirking shout the mesting with the offender overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied ware you with the

meaating itself? Were you

READ QUT. Single response

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Meither zatisfizd nor dissatisfied

Fairly diszatisfied

Very diszatizfizd

DO MOT READ OUT: Don't know | cannat remember

DO MOT READ OUT: Don't want to answer this question

wd| en| ==| pal| cal| a=| en
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7. Benefits/Longer Term Impacts

Thinking now showt lnegee ferm impacts......

QT4 As 3 result of taking part in the restorative justice meeting do you feel...
READ QUT. Single response

A lot better

Slightly better

No different

Slightly worse

A lot worse
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't know [ cannof remember
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't want to answer this question

=d| on| =u| pa| wa| | oen

Q7.2 As 3 recult of participating in the restorative justice mesting, would you say your view on the
appropriate sentencing for the offender kas ..
READ QUT. Single response

Strongly changed towards 3 lighter sentence

Slightly changed towards a lighter senience

Mot changed

Slightly charged towards a harsher sentence

Strongly changed towards 3 harsher senience
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't know [ cannof remember
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't want to answer this question

=1 on| —=| ma| | b= en

Q7.3 As 3 recult of participating in the restorative justice mesting, would you say your view of the crmiral
justice system @5 5 whols becoms. -
If necassary: We mean the chminal justice system overall - so how cAmes and offenders are dealt
with in general, not just restorafive justice
READ QUT. Single response

A lot more positive

A little more positive

Mot changed

A little lesz posifive

Much less positive
DO NOT READ OUT: Dan't know | cannof remember
DO NOT READ QUT: Don't want to answer this question

=1 on| —=| ra| wa| | en
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Q7.4 Do you think that having a meating with the offenderis.. 8.2 MWow, thinking abowt the whale restorative justice process, befors, during and after the meeting,
READ QUT. Single response owerall how satisfied or dissatisfizd are you® Are you
& very good way to deal with the offence that was commitied against you ]
A pood way (o deal with the offence) 4 [F RECESSARY {if you feeling the respandent is getting tired): pleaze bear with me, this iz the
Meither a good way or a bad way 3 last quastion on the process, and is about your oveesll view of the process, before during and after
A bad way (to deal with the offence) 2 the mesting with the offender.
& very bad way to deal with the offence that was committed against you 1
DO NOT READ OUT: Don't know [ cannot remember [ READ OUT. Single response
D0 NOT READ QUT: Don't wart to anzwer this question 7 Wery satisfied 3
Fairly satisfied 4
Q7.5 How has taking part in the restorstive justice mesting banefited you? Meither zafisfied nor dissatisfied 3
If needed: How did you feel after the meeting Fairly diszatisfied 2
Probe: How else has the restorative justice mesting benefited you? Very dissatisfied 1
DON'T READ QUT. Multiple response DO NOT READ OUT: Don't know [ cannot remember [
Mot bansfitad me at all 1 D0 MOT READ OQUT: Don't wart to answer this question T
| fzel that | zan mave onlgot closure 2
Lazs angry 3 9. Reszpondent Feedback/Comments
Lezs scarsd 4
Healed emationally 3 | would row like to give you a chance to provide feedback on anything we have discussed already or anything
Waotivated me to seek help/advice/get courselling g we have not covered.
More likely to report an incident 7 If needed: I'll start by asking you for any regative comments or improvemants, followed by positive comments
Setter relationship with family/friends 2 and them comments or feedback you have about restorative justice that has not been covered in the survey.
Othker (Specify) g
Don't kmow | caneot remember Ll Q8.1 Thipking about the process itself, the people involved, andlor how taking part in restorative justice has
Dion't want to answer this guestion 11 had an impact on your life in genseral, what was not so good, oF what de you think could be improved
based on your experence of restorstive justica?
& Satisfaction Overall Probe: What slse was could he improved?
DON'T READ QUT. Single response
Q8.1 How likely or unlikely ar2 you to recommend pestorative justice to others in 3 similar situation? Record verbatim !
Would you be...
READ QUT. Single response Mone — nathing was poor or needed fo be improved 2
Very lkely 5 Don't know | carrot remember 3
Fairly-likely z Don't want fo answer this guestion 4
Meither likely nor walikely E|
Fairly unlikely 2
Wery unlikely 1
DO MOT READ OUT: Dan't know | cannat remember ]
DO MOT READ OUT: Don't wart to answer this question T
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Q8.2 What were the good things that you experienced from taking part in restorative justice? Q102 INTERVIEWER RECORD GEMDER, ASK ONLY IF NECES3ARY. DO MOT READ OUT.
Probe - What else was goad about your experience? If needed: Are you .
If necessary: This can include things that were good in terms of the process itself, the peopls imalved If aeked: To ensure accuracy wa have been inegtructsd to ask all survey reepondents thair gandsr.
andior how taking part in restorative justice kas had a positive impact on your life in gereral. bale [
DON'T READ QUT. Single respanse Female 2
Record verbatim 1 Another gender identity (specify) E|
Don't wiant fo answer this guestion 4
Mone - nathing was good 2
Don't know | cannrot remember 3 Q103 Which of the following age groups do you belong to?
Cron't want fo answer this guestion 4 READ QUT AND CODE FIRST THAT APPLIES
13 to 19 years 1
Q8.3 What other comments, suggestions or feedback do you have from vour experience of restorative 20 to 24 years 2
justica that has not beer covered in the surey? 23 to 20 years E|
DON'T READ QUT. Single respanse 30 ta 39 years 4
Record verbatim 1 40 ta 40 years 3
30 to 39 years [}
Mone — na other comments or feedback 2 G0 years or over T
Don't know | canrot remember | D0 MOT READ OUT: Don't want to answer this question 2
Don't want fo answer this guestion 4

11. Thank and Close
10. Demographics

Thank you for your time those are all the questions | have for you foday. In case you missed it my name is
Fimally, to ensure we have a good mix of people ik the survey | just have & couple of quastions shout you. — [f you have ary gueries regarding this survey, you can call gur toll fees pumber, 0508 RESEARCH.
four answers will not be used to idertify you in the results.

IF NEEDED: The results from this survey, will b2 available on the Ministry of Justice website later in the year

Q104 ‘Which sthnic growps do you identify with? {ww.justice.govt nz) oF you can contact the Ministry on 0800 434 637 to find out more.
Don’t READ OUT. Multiple responss. Probe: What other sthnic groups do you idenfify with?
Mew Zealand European 1 If respandent wishes fo speak directly to someona within MoJ: You can email
Magn 2 restorativejustice@justice govt.az
Samoan 3
Cook Island Maom 4 Interviswee plagass record anything you think might be isteresting for the Miristry fo know about — for
Tongan 5 example, anything that seemed aut of the ordinary, anything conceming, or any funay stories you were tald
Miwean [ by the respondent. We will ensure that no idenfifying comments are passed on to the ministry from this
Chirese 7 information. Record werbafim below - dowble check spelling
Indian 4
Another ethric group (specify) 9
D0 NOT READ OUT: Don't know 10
DO NOT READ OUT: Don't wart to anzwer this question i

GODE FOR ‘NOTHING TO RECORD”

# MINISTRY OF
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