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L . for the period June 30, 1977 to Decémbér‘Bl, 1978, revieWing project

\ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. d
W

Restitution has gained widespread acceptance as a sanction

i Imposed by the Criminal Justice System requiring the offender to

make payment of money or service to the actual or substitute
victim of crime. Restitution sandtions.impact offenders by
making‘them cognizant of the full costs of criminal,activities,
including all costs necessary to make full reparétiOn, restoration,

or compensation to victims. Restitution sanctions impact victims
, t

~.and the Criminal ‘Justice System directly by recovering some of the

loss or costs resulting from the criminal violation. kLastly,
restitution sanctions impact the community by increasing cbnfidehce
in the Criminal Justice System which leads tc more crimes reported,
more witnesses cooperating with the prosecution, more criminals

apprehended and rehabilitated, and a reduction in crime.

 Program Definition and Study Objectives

‘The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/
Diagnostic Unit became operational'on June 30, 1977. The project
“was designed to expand community-based sentencing alternatives by

operating a facility which processed 120 to 150 persons, with

' sevénty-five percent of the offenders making monetary payments to

victims and twenty-five percent making symbolic or service restitu-

' tion to substitute victims. ‘In addition, Offenders'were to receive

basic education and/or vocational training when appropriaté.

/The present study represents the preliminary impact analysis



VhistOry and evaluating the success of the project in reaching stated
goals and objectives. The evaluation of success primarily focuses
on. the number of persons working and paying restitution. The

project did not propose to reduce recidivisn.

Pereet Efficiency

Sﬁging the 18 months of‘project operation discussed in the
report, the Restitution Shelter accepted 174 individuals, the?eby
ffexceeding the goal by 16%. The Diagnostic Unit screened 414 indi-
syiduals, 27% more than the stated goal. The educational component
exceeded the goals by increasing grade level equivalencies more

~than 100% above objectives,

-‘Proﬁect Effectiveness

The participants in the program generated $130,220.87 income
"during the evaluation period. Of this total, $21,856.32 was carried
~over to 1979, with the balance of $108,364.55 being disbursed as

w?fdilows:

Payments to Victims ' $11,608.38 (11%)
Payments to C.J.S. 26,741.50 : (25%)
Payments to Offenders 70,014.67 (64%)
Total disbursements $108,364.55 - (100%)

fFifty—four victims were directly, compensated as a result of the
-pregram. These vicﬁims recei&ed an average of $151.86’or a total
of $8,200.38. An additional 51 offenders paid restitution,indifectly
_,threugh the Elderly Victim'Relief_Fund'in the amount of $3,408.060.

The funds in the E.V.R.F. were used to compensate elderly victims

i
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for losses resulting from purse spatchings, muggings, and othex
forms of burglary, theft, or robbery when property was not recovered.
Fifty-three individuals participated in community service restitution

at various sites in Orleans Parish.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The Restitution Program was unable to secure a separate commu-~

- nity-based facility. Based upon the preliminary impact analysis,
the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic

Unit attained many of its stated goals and objéctives in a cost

effective manner. For a more detailed analysis consult the con-
clusions and recommendations in the text. As a result of system-
atic analysis and careful study, the following general recommendé;
tions have been made regarding the project:
l. It is recommended that greater emphasis be placed
upon restitution payments made to victims of crime,
2. Special attention should be provided to younger
participants oxdered by the court to pay restitu-
‘tion to victims for crimes of burglary or robbery.
3. Accurate and complete records should be maintained
for each participant in the Program.
4, A restitution program foxr women -should be established.
5. Efforts should continue‘to‘be made to secufe a commu-

nity-based facility for the Program.

iii
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“The .Diagnostic .Unit should seek more referrals

ordered by the Courts to pay restitution.

Victims to whom restitution payments have 'been

-made "should be followed up by Shelter personnel.

Explore the possibility of using an inmate's

savings to pay for his fine for criminal mneglect.
D W s .
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I. INTRODUCTION TR

The Orleans Parish'Criminaleheriff*%‘Adult Restitution
Shelter/piagnostic Unit became opérationai on June 30, 1977.
The Restitution Shelter was funded by-a State Block Part E
grant for the period June 30, 1977 throdgh December 31, 1978,
and is presently operating on a similér block grant through
December 31, 1979. The Diagnostic Unit was funded by a State
Block Part C grant for the 'period June 30, 1977 _through September 30, .
1978, and is currently operatlng on a MlnlmBlock grant through Aprll
15, 1979. The Dlagnostlc Unit received another Mlnl—BlOCk grant for
‘the period April’l6 1979 to September 30, 1980. |
The Restitution Shelter and Diagnostic Unlt comprise the
;Restltutlon Program at the Community Correctlonal Center. Therefore;.'
;thié<report'will combine those major components in a single evaluation.
However, for purposes of impact and cost analysis, each component will .

be assessed separately.

A. The Concept of Restitution

At the Second National_Symposium on,ReStitution héld in St. faul{
Minnesota on Novermber 14 and 15, 1977, the followingﬁﬂefinitioq of |
restitution was provided, "A sanction imposed by én official of the
Criminal Justice SYstem‘requiring the offender to make a payment ofwy

money or service to either the direct or substitute crime victim,"l

Other concepts related to restitution include composition, reparation, -

" restoration, indemnification, compensation, and community service.

lBurt Galaway and Joe Hudson, QOffendexr Restltutlon in Theory
and Action, Lexington Books, 1977 p. 1

&



e - “While *the «above {definition is broad-enough ‘to include :all’the -above
) , ' L .
‘concepts)inaa continuum from "offender-oriented" programs to "victim-

s A 2
oriented" programs,

restitution programs should be kept distinct ¥
Vfrom.victim compensation programs. Thosé latter programs compensaté
' victims of more serious crimes with governmént funds, while restitu- LF
tibn programs are usually limited to less dangerous offenders cbn—
victed of crimes against property. In fheqry, restitution programs
:should impaét the offenders, the victims, the criminal justice system,
;and the community in varying degrees depending upon‘the structure
”fénd‘Orientation of each proéram. |
The "classical economic theory" of'criminality offers a basis
for understanding the impact of restitution upon an offender.3
According to that theory, a criminal makes a ratiohal choice based
upon an impression that "the benefits of stealing exceed the cost
of stealing by.a wider margin than the benefits of working exceed -
the costs of Qorking.“4 By ordering an offender to pay monetary
or symbolic restitution to the victim, the criminal justice system,
‘and the community for the commission of a crime, it is believed
’“£hat an offender will more fully domprehend the total cost of the

~crime and refrain'from acting similarly in the. future. Other

2p1an T. Harland, Theoretical and Programmatic Concerns in
Restitution: An Integration, Gallaway and Hudson, (p. 193-195)

) 3Jerem.y Benthan, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals
.and Legislation, Athlone, London, 1970. '

4Jamres A. Wilson, Thinking About Crimé,,(p.‘XIII-XIV)f

SN
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tangible benefits may impact offenders participating in restitution
‘fprograms,.inclﬁding:’ counseling, education, and training programs
in the prison; on-the-job training and actual work experience in
the community; and, the accunulation of savings which:the offender
receives upon release. | |

The impact upon the victim, the criminal justice system, and
the community is more complex and difficult to assess. kHoWever,
- since victimization surveys suggeet that only 33 percent of all
crimes are reported to the police,5 the criminal justice system,
via restitution programs, offers one means of focusing more on
the victim, "Restitution is definitely one of the major typesAof
- redress that can be offered tovsatisfy the claims of the victim,"®
In addition, the criminal justice system benefits directly where
offenders pay for court costs, court app01nted lawyers, and prison
services., In addltlon, restitution programs may impact the whole
community by reducing rearrest rates, increasing victim redress,
and lowering incarceration costs. Ultimately, these activities

-should lead to an expansion of public confidence in the criminal

justice system as a whole.

B. Goals and Objectiveé'

The following goals and objectives stipulated in the original

grant application cover both.the Restitution Shelter and the

5Crlmlnal Victimization Surveys in 13 American CltleS,
U S. Department of Justice, 1975. :

] 6Eml110 C. Vlarro, Victims, Offenders, and the Criminal.Justice
System, in Gallaway, (p. 97).



.Diagnostic Unit:

‘Goal .l.

.Goal 2.

Goal 3.

Objective 1.

fobjective 2.
‘Objective 3.
- Obj,ective 4.
Objective 5.
Objective 6.

i

¥4

o

‘Expansion of- community—based sentenCing alternatives

by operating ‘a facility which processes 120 to 150

~ persons during the grant period.

75% of the offenders in the Restitution Shelter

are to make monetary payments to crime victims.

Symbolic or service restitution is to be made to
crime victims where monetary payments are inappro-
priate. ~

The educational levels of the participants will
increase according to the following criteria:

a. Functional illiterates - 2.5 months
b. Adult Basic Education -~ 7 months
Cc. GED candidates - achievement of GED

75% of the offenders will be employed during the
grant period

25% of the offenders will be placed in training
slots.

A Citizens Business Council (CBC) will be implemented
to assist in gaining employment for participants.

Implement a version of the Mutual Agreement Program
(MAP) for each program participant.

A Diagnostic Unit will be created which will inter-
view a minimum of 250 potential Restitution Shelter
participants.

‘c.,” Program Methodology and Limitations

The Restitution‘Shelter/Diagnostic Unit is composed of two

C-distinct components. The Diagnostic Unit receives referrals from

'the district courts, attorneys,'the Central Intake Unit of the

1prlson, and other~sources.> An extensive screening process takes

place to insure that participants accepted into the Shelter do

not pose a threat to-theopublic and are-not. escape risks.

b



Upon aéceptance into the Shelter, a participant is tested
and placed in an individualizedvlearning program. Aidetérmina—
tion of tﬁe kind and amount of restitution to be paid‘is agfeed
upon and made part of a contract which is.signed by both the of-
fender and the Sheriff. The participant is placed in a job and
begins to accumulate savings from which a restitution payment
will be deducted upon release. All iﬁmates employed and paying
victim restitution also contribute a percentage of théir income
for room and.board in the prison. 'This procject does not propose
to impact positively. upon the criminal behavior of the offenders
involved. The;efore, no goals of récidivism reduction were'

stipulated.

D. Program Implementation and Timing

The activities involved in making the Restitution Shelter -

~and the Diagnostic Unit operational have been detailed in a

previous Process Evaluation covering the period June 30, 1977
-Maxch 15, 1978. That evaldation ﬁointed out that although
most of the activities were somewhat behind»schedule on March
15, 1978, the Shelter and Diagnostic Unit were, in effect, fully
operétional 6n that date. ‘

| A number of grant adjustments have been made since the in-

ception of the project.



. The 'Diagnostic Unit

 The Restitution Shelter

Adjustment 1.‘"Postpone“the*starting%date%from April-l;
: R 1977 to June 30,‘1977.' Approved;August-za,
o 1977. : ‘

Adjﬁstmeﬁt‘2. ,Increase the salaries’ for the Staff
: e 'Approved December 22, 1977.

'AdjuStmenth.' Extend the grant perlod to September 30,
' 1978, Approved March 16, 1978. .

Adjustment 4. Change the qualifications for the Unit
' Director and change the psychometrist
position to Group Worker ITI. Approved
July 5, 1978. :

Adjustment 5. Extend the grant period to December 31, 1978
' Refused September 21, 1978.

Adjustment 6. Move $15,000 personnel funds to equlpment
Approved September 27, 1978. : ;

. [" .
w . Adjustment 7. Extend the grant liquidation period to
e ‘ March 1, 1979. Approved February 19, 1979.

! “Adjustment 1. Make a budget change transferring funds from
R : contractual services to personnel. Approved.
Adjustment 2. Postpone the startlng date” from April 1, 1977
, ~ to June 30, 1977 ‘Approved December 2, 1977.

| Adjustment 3. Salary increase for Staff Approved December
2, 1977.

Adjustment 4. Change theimEthod ofppaYmeﬁt for the Citizens
o ; - Business Council. Refused December 2, 1977.

Adjustment 5. Change the educational objectives from two and
R ' - one-half years and seven years to two and one-
~half months and seven months respectlvely.
Approved March 27, 1978

*mﬁdjustment‘6; Extend the grant period to September 30, 1978 - _;
v , : Approved March 27, 1978. , p : .

: AdjuStmeﬂt 7. Create the new staff pos1tlon of Employment Sy -
ST SR Coordlnator. Approved June 5, 1978, : L o
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Adjustmenﬁ 8.

- Adjustment 9.

- Extend the grant periodto December 31, 1978,

Approved August 18, 1978.

Extend the llquldatlon period to February 15,
1979, Approved January 24, 1979

R R
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| " 'COMPONENTS OF THE "RESTITUTION PROGRAM

A. \The Dlagnostlc Unlt

\\ ] : @

| The Restltutlon Program 1nvolves ‘releasing conv1cted ‘and
senéenced‘lnmates back into the community, the crltlcal‘process
of screenlng program referrals is the respon51b111ty of the
JDragnostlc Unit. Although offenders from a myriad of backorounds.
v‘i.e;, race, number of prev;ous offenses, current offense, 1ength
‘Gf“time from last incarceration,‘etc., have participated in the
~§program, categorlcally excluded from part1c1patlon are those
,preSLntlng either a c;ear danger to the community and/or themselves
,becanse of a history of v1olent behavior or those having a record
-of nnmerous felony convictions;, The Diagnostic Unit consists of
a director; one full-time and one half-time psychiatric social
Lworker”ka ‘secretary, and a cllnlcal psychiatrist -who works on:an
as needed consultant ba51s. (a work flow chart is conterned in
“the Appendix,) ’ ‘

The'primary‘source‘of reférrals to the program has been the
'Orleans Parish Criminal District Court judges. The iudges have
'wordered offenders to pay restltutlon either to victims or to tne
: Court to recover Courc costs, or to contribute to ‘the expenses of
»éa Court appointed defense attorney, In addition, the Dlagnostlc
| ‘aUnit has adoptedsa "docketssearchﬁprocedure" in which the secretary

;rev1ews all sentenced persons upon recelpt of the records from the
r;Clerk of Court. Other program referrals are prlnarlly made by the
,:sherlff'srPrlson-Intake Unlt, by counselors_and-teachers'1n the

fCommunlty Corrections Center (C.C.C.) Rehabilitation program, by



the "Yank Captain" in the prison,wand‘by municipal judges.

Phase T.

Frequehtly, a program referral is received by telephone. The
program secfetary passes the referral on to the director and begins
ﬁo gather preliminary information. Initially, a request is made
to the National Crime Information Center (N.C.I.C.) for a printoﬁt

Ideta%ling the past criminal activities of the individual. 1In ad-

! Y . .
‘dition, an F.B.I. rap sheet is requested from the New Orleans

Police Department to detect arrests and convictions outside of the

five parish area covered by.the N.C.I.C. If there is a question

about one or more of the incidents reported on the N.C.I.CT, a more
detailed item number report is.réquested. In addition, a copy of
the offender's booking card is requested.

After the background information is assessed and if the
individual meets minimum criteria, a first interview is scheduled
between the prOspeqt and the director of the Diagnostic Unit, one

of the social workers, or the teacher.

Phase TI.

The first interview is usually conducted in the classroom at
the C.C.C. or the attorney's booth at the old Parish Prison. The
purpbse'of this interview is to assess the offender's general
background, including family and marital status, past emplqyment,
education, vocational training, military'éxperience, health con-
dition, arrest history; and local references. - Individuals who
havs no 10ca1.refereh¢es are usually considered high risk and

difficult to locate in the event’of é€scape. and, generally,‘ére not

=9~
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accep;ed 1nto the . program. (A copy‘of“the‘firét intexrview ;4.:‘

s g

B

;questlonnalre is contalned in the Appendix.)

‘The office of the Criminal Sheriff opened a General Intake
Unit for both the C.C.C. and the 01d Parish Prison (0.P.P.) for

all offenders ordered to be held in either facility. Since be-

coming operational in October of 1978, all inmates are given the

wahorndlke I.Q., the Gord&n Personality, the California Achieve-

)

tment Test (C.A.T. ), and other tests as needed. ,All new inmates
“within six to eight months of release are automatically referred

ito the Restitution Shelteir from the General Intake Unit., It is

‘no longer necessary for the DiagnosticﬂUnit to test referrals

“from the General Intake Unit. However, prior to October of 1978,

‘the Diagnostic Unit tested all referrals before acceptance into

“the program.

The next stage in the screening process is the verification

~of all the information received in the first interview. A meeting

: the first*intﬁrview is'confirmed and contact: byftelephone is ‘made

‘one of the social'workers. The support of thé,family_at this time

is-held at the Diagnostic Unit with the family of the offender and

is an important element of the program because an ultimate program

‘goal is to reintegrate the offender back into the family unit.

Other references .and information received from the offender in

w1th prev1ous employcrs to determine if the offender can return

e N

to his previous job situation.

-1 0~
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As stated by the Diagnostic Unit staff, the purpose of Phase II

is to scrutinize each inmate to determine: o

1. Suitability for regular employmeéent;:

2. Sufficient self-~-discipline hecessary to live in a less
structured situation; and,

3. Capacity to understand the implications of the shelter
concept. -

Phase IIX.

A second interview is held with a social worker. In some cases,
a clinical psychiatrist available one morning per week for consulta-
tion conducts a more ih—depth evaluation in which symptbmatoldgy,
health, psycﬁiatric and behavioral history, and pergonality are
all assessed. The psychiatrist attempts to answer the question,
"Can he handle it?" (A copy of the second interview questionnaire
is contained in the Appendix.)

A final oral intexview is required for all potential partici-

‘pants, with the Commander of the Restitution Security Unit. This

input is important as an inmate will frequently react differently

with a prison officer. Additionally, those officers have access

to the informal prison grapevine., TIf a prospect has passed all

other screening bhut the>Captain does not recommend favorably, the
inmate is usuélly not acpepted into’the program.

Having successfully completed all~scieenihg processes, a
candidate's background is discussed in a committee of-the-whole
at a weekly staff meeting which includes staff.memberé‘frOm both

the Diagnostic Unit and the Restitution Shelter. 2 final deter-
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fination of program participation is then made but, if the pro-
' grém‘isffﬁll gt"that time,gthetinmatetiﬁfplaCed:in‘afholding =
status ;ntil space is aVailable. Iiva'selected iﬁmate refuses
gprograp»partidipation,,antaffidavit‘statingFthe reason(s) for
;refﬁsél mutt be'éigned. (The Appendix contains a sample of an
‘affidavit.i ‘When a selected inmate chooses to’participate in
the program, the Court is notified.immediatély. At’tﬁis point
thé‘work‘of the Diagnostic,Unit is completed andvthe offender
bécomes thé responsibility éf the Restitution Sheltér. |

" B. The Restitutioh Shelter -

The Restitution Program was originally intended tdrbe lo-
cated in a community‘bésed facility physically separate from the
~high security prisonQ However, for various- reasons, a separate
facility.ﬁever materiéiized. rThe present'facilitynis iééatéd ih:w”
2side tpe.c;c;c. near downtown New Orleans. The inmates are con- :
fined to:two sections Known as quads, each having a maximum»ca-
‘pacity of 28 rpoms. Each Quad area has oné 25' x 60' day room
:and’oneiBO'fx 30' classroom availablé to the‘inmates.
'The Criminal Sheriff's deputies aré‘responsible for the
‘care, custpdy, andncohtrol of the‘inmates. ‘Th:ee deputies in_
"cluding'ohe sergeant are on duty at all times to monitgr the cells
‘on theiquad. 'The-dgpyties‘are-responsible fot; retrié&ing all

: ; . ) _ o
~ “money and paychecks from the inmates upon-returning to prison

. every night; calling employers when an inmate is sick andimdﬁitor—

~12-
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ing his actlvmtles whilé he is on the job; checking all family
1nformatlon for security purposes before an inmate beglns work-

ing; and, keeping work passes and time cards in order to more

closely monitor the inmate's activities. On Sundays, the deputies

make spot checks to see that inmates are visiting their homes.

The depﬁties also frequently apply drug and alcohol tests to

‘inmates returning to the .shelter.

Shelter activities can be broken down into a number of sub-
components including restitution, employment, M.A.P. contract,
education and counseling.

1. Restitution

.

Many program referrants are ordered to pay victim restitu-~
tion by the Couft. 'In addition, the Court may order an offender

to pay a fine or restitution to the Indigent Defender Program or

-

. to the Court Operations Fund.

If~the'Cour£‘does not order any of these types-of restitu-

tion, the Shelter staff makes a victim loss assessment (Victim

Assessment) for participants identified by means other than Court

order and determines the amount of restitution to be paid. As a

rule, these offenders never pay more than $1.00 per day restitu~-

tion elther to a victim or to the Elderly Victim Relief Fund

(E.V.R.F.) if no victim has been 1dent1f1ed .That fund compensates.

elderly citizens for losses of’ necessities of life. ' In like manner,

-an offender who has completed restltutlon paymenta to fhe Court or -

ey

~13~
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‘to a victim as orderyed by the Court>and whé has not Yét been
released from~prisonaéhd is still in ﬁhe’Shelter‘willubeginrto
pay no more than $l.00 per day to the E.V.R;F.' Before the E.V.R.F.
WaétinStituted,tthe;e'indiViduals with no direct victim to compen~
s;te were assigned to do symbolic restitution or ccmmunit;léer-
“vice. In additicn, all inmates do some kind of community service
work on weekends regardless'of the kind 6f restitution being made.
Victim.Assegsment‘is usually performed by the Shelter Em-
ployment Coérdinator. Before that positionbwas created‘on-April
.1, 1978, either the Director or the Assistant Director completed
this assessment. ~Asra rule, the Empioyment.Coordinator rél;es
upon the police report to determine the amouﬁt of . the damage or
loss to the victim. The COOrdinator'alsq coptacts the victim to
ascertain the extent of interést in receiving resﬁiéufibﬁ."Moét .
victims are enthusiastic about receiving restitution, but some
are fearful of reprisals or future‘contacﬁ with the inmafe. How-
. ever, fewer than five of the victims contacted havé refused to
»acCept restitution. While property crimes‘are easy to assess by
means of securing repair bills or replacement receipts, other of-
fehses‘such as assault or battery are more difficult. Addition-
ally.'the program is not designed to compensate victims for prop-
~erty which has been returned or for‘doctor bills covered by in-
w“surance claims. In no case does a victim-ever receive more res-
titution than the actual loss due td»the’crime as recorded in

-14-
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tﬁéjdriginal police report. Cour£ ordered restitution may in-
clude péyments not ohly'for tangible damages, but also for in-
convenience or for suffering. However, the Restitution Shelter -
cannot legally order restitution for pain and suffering,and, con-~
Sequentiy, limits its assessment to objective costs.

In addition to making réstitution payménts to victims and
to the Court, some offenders charéed with criminal neglect pay
support to the;r families. Other offenders pay child support
 through the Shelter to their families. 1In addition, all par-
ticipants: pay $3.00 per day to the Sheriff for room and board;
pay for their own personal expenses, transportation and lunch‘
kmoney: and, contriﬁute to a personal savings account which will
be payable to thelinmate upon release. This savings fund pérforms
two important functions: first, it serves to assist inmates in
getting reestablished upon releaée;iand,.second, acts aé collat~
eral to assistlin insuring inmate cooperatibn and as a deterrent
;o escape attempts.

Appréximately'QO per cent of all restitution payments to vie—
tims are delivered by mail along with a short cover letter to the
&ictim, with the remainder 5eing hand-delivered. ~(A sample covér
letter is contained in the Appendix.) At no time does the offen~
. der ever make contact with the victim after entering the Shelter.

In fact, the Shelter makes an :effort to protéct the victim from
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’anyﬁfurther-cdntact with*the offender, -Once restitution-:payment is
imade.fno*furthér'COntactmis‘maintainédwwithvﬁhe~victim3;by Shel-
ter personnel.

2. ./Employment °

rr

When the Resti#ution Sheltér.first‘bfgap operations, a Com-
;munit§ Business Council (C.B.C.) was established to develop em-
plOYﬁe@t posifions for the inﬁates in ﬁhe program. Approximaﬁe—
1y ten‘community leaders responded and expressed a willingness
/toﬁpafkiéipate in the progrém. However, the C;B.C.'ceased to meet
reéularly\and difficulties were encountered in placing inmates.
-As a result, the staff of the Restitution Shelter concluded that
( a full time Employment Coordinator woula be more éfféctive. The
C;B.C. was not dissolved, but it has’bgen transformed into an ad-
visory‘boafd;‘ On April 1, 1978, an Employment Coordinator assumed
the responsibility for placing prbgram pérticipants.
Soon‘after acceptance intO'the Shélter,-an initial interview

is held with the Employment Coordinator to assess the education,
Hwork'skilis}'andvinferests of the offender. There»is usuéliy_a

- ten to fourteen’day waiting period before job placemént in order
‘to.observe the offender and for program orientation. During this
'Jpefiod'the offéndér ié tesﬁedTby'theJeducational cbmponent, the
restitﬁtioncqntract is negotiated, and the Mutual Agreement Pro-
*.gram contract is signed.
: Uéualiy, the Coordinator tries to placé each offender into

16—



the saﬁé position held prior to arrest. If this isbnoﬁ pOSsibié;
other related positions afe investigatéd. Inéddition to schedul-
ing interViéws‘with potential employers, the Coordinator scﬁools
the inmate in interview procedures. The Coordinator always trans=
‘ports the offender to the interview, but the inmate handles the
intexviews in private.

The Coordinator identifies pbfential employers from a numﬁer
of sources, including the C.B.C.IAdvisory Board members, the in-
mate's previous employers, and the classified ads. Placement.
into lucrative employment often proves difﬁicult because most'in-
métes have low levels of education, training, and experience. In
addition, as a matter of policy, some large companies are unWillf
ing to hire ex—offenders. The Coordinator contacts present ém-
ployers at least monthly in order to keep abreast of éacﬁ in-
mate's progress and to determine future employee needs. Basic
selling points to prospective employers are that inmates are de-
pendable and,punctual on the job dﬁe t§ being constantlyvmonitored
by deputies in the jail, are available twenty-four hours a-day
seven days'a week, and, presumably, want to work in ofder.to re-

- main out of jail. |

The Security Division of the Shelte: monitors inmates outside
of the institution. A pass is typed with the company name, time |
of work, pay rate, supervisor's name, and'the'telephone nﬁmbé¥.

-17-
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fv~;while'inmates‘Mgewpublic‘transportatibn to:andvfromeprk. they

~§re;placed.in°jobs Mhidh;prbvidengdoa‘supervisign.ETime,Cards

“are used to punch in and out of prison. Employee work super- '
" wisors are expected to monitor and call :the Sergeant at the -
~prison to report inmate employee absences due to sickness, wea- L

o

;ﬁher, or any unexpected cancéllation of wd}k. ’ThevobjectiVe'of -
this aspéct,&f the prbgram is to place-an~inﬁétéhihto a job
¢awhich hefcankkeep aftér release. As a ruié, thé;Cpordinatdr has
ho~difficulty‘in placiﬁé program participants into unskilled
‘pbsitionq.

‘3. 'The Mutual Agreement Program (MAP)

" The M.A.P. is modeled after similar programs that have re-

‘cently been implemented around the country.7 -As . a rule, all in-
“dividuals who pay restitution must negbtiate and sign a M.A.P. s
contrébt with the Sheriff before beginning work.

ibncé‘£he victim'asseséﬁent is completed and the offender is
,feady t%sbegin'work,va meeting is scheduled with the offender and
,eﬁhé*A%sistant'Diréé;or. ‘There are three basic types of contract
jéach dépéndiﬁg upon the specific kind of restitution to be paid:
 courtgorder§d§rchild,Sﬁpport; or, victim assessment. (A sample
of the th:ee'typeé of’contrac#s'is included in the Appendix.)
,Ih addition to stating the restitution payment‘réquirements, each o

‘contract includes other educational dnd community service require- .

70p; éite,;GélowaYtand Hudson, p.: 6 ; ‘
| . o -18- | | .



| meﬂgs, aé(well as an‘agreed upon release date; provided the in~
mate succeséfully satisfies‘the terms of the contract. Both
i the inmate and the Criminal Shériff\sign‘fhis documéﬁt.

A copyvof the rules and regulations is included in £he terms
of each contract and any violation may be cause for'tﬁe nuliifi—
cation of the contract, the %oss of some savings the iﬁmate has
accumulated, (in the case ofxéétempted escape) and an extensioﬁ.
of the re;ease date. ‘(Arcopy 6f the Rules and Regulations is
contained in the Appendix.)'hOne benefit of the contract:is
that, as it is a business agreement, it fosters self responsi-
bility. The Director of the Shelter has indicated that the
scope of the contract will bé expanded in thé future to ihclude
developmental progress through the program,.With contingent .

increases in freedom being dependent upon incremental progress

in the program. ‘ B ' o R
. , . NN
. ' N
4. Education ~ 4

Education is an important component of the Restitution Shel-
ter and, as stated in each M.A.P. contract, each participant is
required to attend class at least four nights per week. The

three®different kinds of classes offered include pre-literate,

adult basic education, and Graduate Equivalency“Diploma (G.E.D.). -
Upon entering the Shelter, if notrpreviously tested by the Intake'

Unit, an inmate is tested by the Shelter staff’teacher. ., Most in-

mates take the California Achievement Test (C.A.T.) for reading,

math and English and are givenba grade—1eve1 score for each area.

-] O



",IﬁFaddition.‘ﬁhelteachef;administers,otherﬁtésts'to‘deﬁermine
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: j\whetherfa,pérson,shouldrbevplacéd into5the pre~literaté‘class

‘or not. Placement is made on the basis of these tests.

3»5Y'the teacher;forfthe‘néxt ciaSS'peniod”following testing..

R

+ An individual learning program is prepared for each inmateé

‘Once‘an,ihdi6idual program is developed, each inmate is.free to

*progress at aﬁ individual rate. The teacher provides individual

‘attention and, as the phySical‘facility does not enhance a class-

© ‘room type teaching‘apprdach and since most students are at differ-

&)

-ent levels, an indepgndent study approach has been found to be

hmcst*effective.

" Classes meet from 1:00 p.m; - 5:00 p.m. on weekdays for those

‘not working and on alternate nights from.7:00 p.m.-9:00 p.m. for

the others. Materials and texts are supplied by the Shelter. 1In

~;additiOn, class time is devoted to practical skills“such as read-

“ing various business forms and the préparation of job applications,

credit applications, and tax returns. The teacher believes that

'fhefstrengthrof.the«program lies in the-individualized program

approach, the lack of distractions in prison, and‘competitiOn

among - inmates.

5. Counseling

- ‘When the Shelter first opened in the‘Summer_of‘1977, the

:  so¢ialkworkers in‘ﬁhe‘biagnostic'UniE provided individual and

,group+counsélinggto'participants.3 The teacher has also been -

20—



an important source of counseling services to the inmates. 1In

April of 1978, the téacher was prohoted to the Assistanf Direc-
tor's positibn. From that’date until Janﬁary 1, 1979; shé'con~
tinued to do counseling. At approximately the same time, the
ﬂiocial workers,deciaed to discontinue the usé of group couﬁsel-
f;ng sessions. In January of 1979, two‘supefvisofs wefe appointed
to do counseling and to wofk with the,Employment Cobrdinator in

.areas concerning employment.

~21-



ﬁﬁILI. T&RQGRAMfOPERATIONEANDfEEFICIENCY
IThé;nestitutibn;Shelter/Diagnostic.Unit Program.qpergtions

-Qéré'aSsessed’bn the basis of projec£ records and monitoring visits.‘
In the-early pagt of January l979.*£ﬁé Shelter began/to use an auto~
smatea»CRT data p¥ocessing~system called 0S6. Although the system
providés an orderly meéns.of storing and retrieving data, its analy-
‘tical capabilities are 1imitéd. ‘The primary source ofvdata was

‘the individual case folders maintained by the Shelter.‘ A éfaff
-JperéontWent_through all the case folders, extracted relevant
\information, and entered these data onto the 086 system. The data
on the 0S6 systeﬁ were then checked systematically a number of
vtimes‘fot acéufacy and Eompleteness. ‘However, some data were
‘missing in each case folder and the 0S6 data covering the period
~0f this evaluation were puiled and, in turn, recoded and entered

onto a more sophisticated digital computer for purposes of analyses.

N

A. The Diagnostic Unit

Table 1 sumﬁarizes~available descriptive characteristics
“of the 414 client referrals made to the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic
 !ﬁnit,between June 30,:1977, and December 31, 1978. 0Of the total
feferr%ls, 17% were white and 83% were black. (Data were missing
 on the two referrals.) Although the program did not intend to
exclﬁde women, the presént:location of~the‘programtdiscouraées-their
ﬁacceptancé.é‘SOme‘women were referred to Marion Manor by the Resti-

'tution‘shelﬁer.

S =22-
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Table 1

Total Referrals to Diadnostic Unit8
Accepted vs. Rejected Referrals
“June 30, 1977 to December 31, 1978

Number of Cases
Average Adge
Race
Black
White
Missing
Total
Sex
Male
Pemale
Total
Referral Source
Judges
‘Unstructured
Structured
Intake Unit
Other
Missing
Total -
Charges
Homigide
Assault/Battery
Property Damage
. Burglary
‘-Robbery
Theft
-Criminal Neglect
Morals
Weapons
Substance Abuse

- Probation Violation

Other .
MiSSing
Total

Type Restltutaon

~ None
E.V.R.F.

" ‘Criminal Neglect
Child support
Court Oxdered

Victim Assessment
Missing
‘Total

Total Referrals

N %
414 100%
26,3 -~
343 ~ 83%
69 1 7%

2

414 ~100%

413 100%

1 0%
414 100%
116 28%

67 = 1l6%
97 23%
128 31%

5 1%
1 -
414 99%

2 0%

25 6%
6 1%
88 21%
48 12%
126 31%
47 11%
5 1%
13 3%
23 6%
10 2%
18 4%

3 —
414 98y

Accepts
N %
174 100%

26,1 -

152 88%
21 12% -
174 100%
174  100%
0 0%
174 ~100%
55 32%
26 15%
44 25%
48 28%
1 1%
0 -
174 101%
2 1%
9 5%
2 1%
28 16%
20 11%
52 30%
. 34 1%
0 0%
8 5%
11 6%
2 1%
6 3%
0 _
174 98%
7 3%
59 38%
31 20%
19 12%
28 L 18%
13 &%
17 = -
174 9%

Rejects
- %
240 100%
26 .4 -
"l9l . 80%

48 - 20%
1 -
240 100%
239 . 100%
1 0%
240 100%
61 25%
41 - 17%
53 22%
80 33%

4 ) 2%

B A

240 - 99%

0 )

16 7%

-4 2%

60 25%

28. 12%

74 31%

. 13 5%

-5 2%

5 2%

12 5%

8 3%

- 12 5%
3 -

240 99%

8 Missing cases were not included in the percentage calcu]atlons.

Roundlng caused some total percentagas not to equal 100.
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. persons havinggthree*previous'convictionS‘for violent crimes were

1. sReferral Sources

'The primary sources of participant referrals can be grouped
intb'four typeé,.thhya“residual "other" catéﬁory: | E
(a)'~criminal District Court referrals from each of the ' s
10 sections of the Court. Ly
(b) Unstructured Interhal referrals from an informal
netﬁﬁrk within the prison complex through‘individuais
such as the Sheriff, captains, sergeants, éhaplain,
-special investigators, and~the'Shelter'staff. ‘These
persons learn of potential clients meeting minimum
~criteria and refer these individuals to the Diag-
nostic Unit. |
(é)A Structured Internal referrals made by the Rehabilitation
Program. The Diagnostic Unit hasvalso esgablished a
systematic routine for séarching for participants in
.%thé prison record room and in court dockets.

(d) Parish Prison Central Intake Unit referrals.

2. Charges
Two types of individuals were categorically excluded from
the program: (1) those persons presenting a clear threat to the

community and/or themselves by virtue of violent behavior patterns;

ox, (2) those persons with a recoxrd.of numerous felony convictions.

The Diagnostic Unit‘implemented a flexible policy regarding criteria

for screening out persons with a history of violent crimes. A2ll
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automatically rejected; those with two prior convictions for violent

crimes were usually rejected, but if ordered by the Court to pay

restitution, the Unit accepted the person for an initial interview,

If at that time or upon further investigation the Unit decided not

to accept, the individual was referred back to the court. However,

those with only one previous conviction for a viclent crime were

considered eligible for screening. (A more detailed study of the
referral process and acceptance criteria will follow in the Final
Impact Evaluation,) |

The types of offenses participants-were convicted of ranged
from simple probation Qiolation to homicide as noted in Tables 1
and 4. However, in those tables, offenders are cétegorized N

according to the most recent charge and, if being held for multi-

.ple charges, classification was made according to the most serious

offense. Thus, no account was taken of previous offenses in

categorizing offenders by offense.

3., Discussion ‘ T

$

Originally, the program'had expected to receive most referfals
from Criminal District Court judges. However, as Table 1l indicates,
only 28% of the total referrals were received from that source, with .
the prison Intake Unit providing an additional 31% of all referrals

and the Structured and Unstructured Sources providing the remaining

'24% and 16%, respectively. From this analysis, it appears that the

program is receiving too few referrals from the Courts.
Table 2, which provides a breakdown of the reasons for rejection
from the program, indicates that previous arrest history was the

most significant reason for being rejected (26%) .

25
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5 “Reasons for Rejection” .
“Reason , . . % .
Arrest History ' 85 . 26% ~
Refused to Participate 13 LA ’ S
lst Interview . - 43 ‘ o 13%

Support in Community 33 : 10%
2nd Interview ;25 8%
Type of Offense 22 7%
Placed into Work Release 19 6%
Past Employment Record - 16 5%
Psychiatric Opinion 15 ‘ 5%
'Too Much Time on Sentence 11 » 3%
Incident Report 6 ‘ 2%
Outside Report 2 . 1%
Juvenile Record o ok = A%
Other 32 ~10%

Total 4 , 323 . 101%

Although individuals with various charges were accepted into |
“the program,  63% of all referrals were for the property crimes of
'Wburglary, robbery, or theft; crimes having easily identifiable =
Victims and relatively easy losses to assess. The second largest~
fpercentagevofﬁreferrals, 11%, were charged with criminal neglect.
Other'chafges ranging from homicide to probation violation constitute
“the other 27% of all referrals. (Data on three referrals were
@missing,).
| Taﬁle 1 shows some differences between those accepted and those
‘rejected by the Diagnostic Unit. Although both popﬁlations look
- very similiaf,vthe‘following qualificstions were noted.  Of the

total participants accepted into the program, a larger proportion

, 950me persons were rejected for more than one reason and all
freasons were. included in this table. - :



‘ Table 3 10
_ o Total Accepted into Shelter™> .
' , ' June 30, 1977 to December 31, 1978

- Total Success Early Terminated In Program
Accepted N % N % N % N %
* Number of Cases 174 95 5¢% 12 T - 50 2% - 16 9%
' Average Age 26.1 - 27.9 30.0 22.4 23.2
" Race ,
: Black ) 152 88&% 82 . 86% 11 . 100% 43 86% 15 94%
- White = 21 12 13 14% O - 7 14% 1 6%
" Missing i - 0 - 1 - _ 0 - 0 _ -
Total ‘ 174 100% 95 100 12 1390% 50  100% 16 100%
- Sex : .
Male 174 95  55% 12 7% 50 2% 16 9%
| Referral Source ' ;
Courts 55 " 32% 23 24% 0 - 23 46% 9 .56%
Unstructured 26 15% 19 20% 2 L17% -4 5% 1l . 6%
Structured , 44 25% 24 25% 5 42% 13 26% 2 13%
Intake Unit 48 2&6% 29 31% 5 42% 10 20% 3 19%
\ Other 1 1% 0 _ - 0__ - 0 _= 1 6%
’ Total 174 101% 5 100% 12 101% 0 100% 16 100%
| Charges , . .
: *  Homicide 2 1. 2 2%, 0 - 0 - 0 -
2 Assault/Battery 9 5% 5 56 0 = 4 8% 0
" Property Damage 2 1% 2 2% 0 - 0 - N
- -Burglary 28 16% 12 13% 0 - 14 28% 2 13%
, ~Robbery . 20 11% 7 - T 2 17% 9 .. 18% 2 - 13%
Theft 52 30% 31 33% 1 8% 15 30% 5. 31%-
‘Crim. Neglect 34 20% 22 23% S 75% -l 2% 1 6%
Weapons : 8 5% 4 4% 0 - 2 4% 2 13%
‘Substance Abuse ) 5% 6 - 6% 0 - 3 6% 2 13%
- +Prob. Violation - 2 1% 2 2% 0 - 0 - 0 -
Other _6 3% 2 2% 0_- .2 _ 4 2 _13%
Total 174 9% 95 99% 12 100% 50 .100% 16 102%
Type Restitution .
None 7 A% 3 3% 0 -~ 2 4% 2 20%
E.V.R.F. 59 38 31 34% 1 10%. 23 4% 4 40%
Crim. Neglect ' 31 20% 22 24% 7 T70% 2 4% 0 -
Child Support 19 12% 9 10% 2 20% 8 17% o -
Court Ordered 28 18% 14 16% 0 - 11 23% 3 30%
.Victim Assessment - 13 & . 11 12% O - 1 2% 1 10%
Missing 17 - 5 - 2_= 3 = 5=
Total 174 100% 5 9% 12 100% 50 9% 16 100%

AIOStatus could not be determined for one‘accegted case;'thusnthe total of Success,
' ¢ Barly, Terminated, and In Program will equal only 173. Missing cases were

not included in the percentage calculations. Rounding caused some total
percentages not to egual 100. '
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ofﬁbla¢ks3088%)ywérexaébepféd.than“Werefreferred to the 'Diagnostic v

‘Unit (83%). khlthough"thisadifferenée'does not seem-to be statistically

fsig@ificanﬁ,'it is large enough to'pOinthouﬁ. ‘Seébndly,*of the total

participants accepted .into the ‘program, a much larger proportion of

| those charxged withLCriminal Neglect (20%) were accepted into the
'Restituﬁidanrogram than_were referred to the Diaghostic Unit (11%).
However, thié differenée is probably due fo‘the nature of the charge.
*Criminal Neglect is a non-violent crime in,which the husband does
-not support his «family. ‘Few-of: these menuarecdangerous‘andfthis

"factor alone ﬁay account for the acceptability.

i

~ “B. The Réstitution shelter
Table‘@ indicates that a total of 174 individuals were

accepted into tﬁe Restitution SHelter during the evaluation pericd.

“wTable~3<de3cribé§‘thé;four.types“Of'individualslwho~Were accepted

in terms of program outcome.

The .Successful Group is made-up of those who completed the program

and were ‘released from"prison. “The EarlyUGroup:consists of those
~-reieased from pri$on as a result of early payment of fines. The
“Terminated Group includes thosé4whogwere;expelled<from the program

for good cause and returned to the brdinary,prison population. The

.In*Progfavaroup are those who were still inuthe,program as of

'”December;3l,;l978.

‘l.‘fSuccessful Completions | .

‘I'The 95~suc¢essful;barticipants~can be'charactérized-as being

black malesv(86%),iwith an average age of 27,9 years. Referral sources



wéré closely matched with 20~51%véoming from each. Theft (33%) and’
criminal neglect (23%) were the mos£ common charges, with burgléry
(13%) a distant third. | B

The most common’types of restitution paid by the successful
participants‘were to the EQV.R.F.{X34%), criminal neglect (24%),

and court ordered (L6%). |

i
it

2. Early Completions

-Of these 12 individuals, 1l were black males with an average
age of 30 years. (Data'were'missing on one participant.) None .
were referred by the Courts, with most coming from either tﬁe
Prison Intake Unit (42%) or the Structured Sourcesb(42%). The
majority were chargedkwith criminal neglect (75%), and paid
restifution in the form'of‘either criminél neglect (70%) of

child suppbrt (20%) .

3. Terminated from Program

| Terminated participants were mostly black males (86%), with an
average age of 22.4 years. Almost half (46%) were referred by the
Court on charges of theft (30%), burglary (28%), oxr robbery (18%). .

.The most common type of restitution paid was to the E.V.R.F. (49%)

- or court ordered to victims (23%).

4, In Program’

‘Patticipants«still in. the program on Decembgf‘Bl, 1975; were
primarily'blaék males (94%), with an avefaée age of 23.2 years;
Oover half (56%) were referred by the'Courts._ The most commoh
‘charge was theft (3I%). Restitution was being paid to the E.V.R,.F. -

(40%) or to court ordered victims (30%).
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: gkmdngwal reasgﬁsigiven:for»texminaﬁion and dismissal from

'"the pfdgiam¢1isted‘in“mablef4,;jbbfviolatioh was -the most common .

,(77%).[ Theinext most common reasons were'for,possessioh of mari- o e
juana (20%), and for quad violations (13%). : j . .
“Table 4
e R | Reesone for Dismissalll
L N %
Job Violation 23 38%
Marijuana : 12 20%
Quad Violation 8 13%
e ﬂPass Violation 5 < 8%
‘Alcchol . 4 Tk
‘Other Dlsc1p11nary '3 5%
© - Security 3 5%
. Personal 1 2%
\Open charge _1 L 2%
: Total 60 100%
-Discussion
‘An 1nterest1ng point in the foreg01ng analysis is the fact that b

~the average age for those terminated from the program is cons1derably

x

iless thanwthat of the successful and early release population (22.4 yrs.)
vsv(27.9 yrs.) and (30.0 yrs). This was not unexpected’as many
fffac£6£syreleted to age i.e. maturity, responsibility, and wisdom,
kafefappareﬁtly”ebsent in younger participents who do noﬁ‘seem to
~eundersténd‘theibenefits of early release and the payment of |

restitution to.victinis.

i

: 5 llThe total is larger. than the total- number of: dlsmlssals because
~in one ‘case. more than one: .Xeason .was-.given. -

(2N
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A second point’ of interes£ is the participénf success rate b@
referral source. Table 5 suggests'thatyUnstructured’Source referrals
are more likely to succeed (73%), followed by referrals from the
Intake Unit (60%), Structured Sources (54%), énd the Courts (41%).
While, the referral source cannct be .blamed for a terminated
.participant, further analyses are requiredkto aetermine'why one

- source refers larger numbers of successful partipants than another.

Table 5

Success Rate by Referral Source

Total - Other
Accepted Successful Terminated Status
. N % N A

Unstructured Sources 26 19 73% 4 15% 3 . 12%
Intake Unit 48 29 60% 10 20% 9 20%
Structured Sources 44 24 54% 13 2% 7 176
Courts , 55 23 41% 23 41% 9 184
Other ; o _11 -0 0 1 loo%
: 174 100% 95 55% 0 29% 9 1%

The Restitution Staff and'Unstruc£ured‘Sourcés, because of
training and experience, may have expertise concerning what kind of
person will likely succeed’in the program. The same may be partially
true for referrals from the Intake Unit and the Structured Sources.
However, the Courts seem more interested in‘referring individﬁals

. who should pay restitution than in referring those likely to complete
the program. The‘judges méy'feel that it is the responsibility of
- the program staff to enforce<¢ompliénce. 'In some céses the Diagnostic

Unit staff may have-abcepfed a person'into the program ordered by

=31-

AT



©

»éﬁhe%tbnrtgtbﬁpayfraétitﬁtibnvthat‘mightmhaVeqptheiwise\been*rejected.
iHoweVGr,ﬁﬁhe;Diagnostic]Unit;maaé'it a rulewnotttoracceﬁt'anYOne.who
was considered a threat to the safety or sedurity of -the community, - :

regardless offreférralrsource. |

According to Table 6,'iﬁdividuals charged with either homicide, - E
 ‘property.damage,for prdbation violation had thé»highest program
success rate. However, oﬁly two peréons in the program were charged

%with any of those offenses. As Table 1 indicated, the only offenses
with .a .reasonable number‘of~accepted réfe;fals~we;e*theft (52);

‘criminal neglect (34), burglary (28), and robbery (20). Of those

.offenses, Table 6 indicates that criminal negleét had ihe highest
success rate' (64%), followed by theft (5%%), burglary (42%), :and
.robbery (35%) . A‘tentative conclusion from these data may be that

;as the seriousness of the charge increases, so does the likelihood

‘of unsuccessful program completion. ‘ .
Table 6
Success Rate by Charge "
Total Successful Terminated Other
Acceptance N % N % Status
-~Homicide - ' 2 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
 Property Damage 2 2 100% 0 0% 0 0%
"Probation Violation 2 ; 2 100% 0 o6 0 0%
‘Criminal Neglect 34 : 22 64% 1 2%, 11 32%
“Theft , _ 52 31 59 15 28% 6 1l%
Assault/Battery 9 5  55% 4 - 44% 0 0%
“~Weapons Violation 8 4 - 50% -2 25% 2 25%
‘Substance Abuse 11 6 =549, 3 27 .2 18%
“Burglary = 28 : 12 42% 14 50% 2 7%
~ Robbery o 20 7 35% 9 45% 4 200
Other 6 - 2 3% 2 3% _2 3%
50 2% 29

TOTAL 174 100% 95 55% 17
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In analyzing the success rate éccérdihg’to the type of .
restitution paid, the:analysis is limited by the small number of caSé;.
Table 7 indicates that offenders paying restitution as determined- |
by the Program staff's Victim Assessment were most likely to-sucéeed
in thekprqgram (84%) . This was followed by‘those paying for
criminal neglect (71%), to the E.V.R.F. (52%), court ordered restitu-

tion (50%), and child support (47%).

Table 7
Success Rate by Type»ovaestitu,tionl2
Total - ,
Accepted Successful Terminated Other Status
N. % N % N % N %
Victim Assessment 13  100% 11 84% 1 &% 1 8%
Criminal Neglect 31 100% 22 71% 2 6% 7 23%
E.V.R.F, _ 59  100% 31 52% © 23 39% 5 %%
Court Oxdered 28  100% 14 50% 11 39% 3 11%
" Child Support 19  100% -9 47 8 42% 2 11%
‘None 7 100% 3 43% 2 2% 2 - 28%
‘Missing 17 - .5 _- 3 - _9 -
TOTAL 174 95 50 29
6. Summary

Individuals terminated are usually younger (22.4 yrs.) on the

average than those who successfully complete the program (27.9 yrs.).

'In addition, the courts tend to refer a large number of individuals

(41%) who subsequently do not succeed in the program. Individuals
charged with criminal neglect (64%) énd theft (59%) are more likely

to succeed than others. Finally, those individuals paying yictim

2. . . . . )
Missing cases were not included in the percentage calculations.
Rounding caused some total percentages not to equal 100.
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!
Assessment restrtutlon (84%) or crlmlnal neglect (71%) are most
r’llkely to succeed f .Vb
In summary, 1nd1v1duals most llkely to successfully complete the
_program are - older, referred by a’ non-court source, charged w1th
| either crlmlnal,neglect or theft, and paying criminal neglectnor ‘
Victim Aseessment restitution. Peréons least likely to succeed |
are younger, referred by the court, charged w1th elther burglary

or robbery, and ordered to pay child support payments or make

_restltutlon to court ordered v1ct1ms.

‘C. Mutual Agreement Package

According’to the statedrgoals“andvobjectives of the program, a .
WM;A.P.'contracthas intendea to be signed by'all“persons partici-
;pating inythe'program. Table 8 indicates that 75% of the»total

Ca#ﬁéépted‘into;the‘Shelter’(l74) signed M.A.?.<contracts. .Bighty~
‘”ﬁour percent of all participants placed into jobs (148) signed
_contracts; M.A.P. contracts should have been signed by all parti-

‘xc1pants ‘before employment -but Table 14 . 1nd1cath that only. 69 men

_had signed contracts before beginning work.

i

Table 8
M,A.P, Contract

‘Placed in job with a M.A.P. contract o 125

Placed in job with no M.A.P. contract 23
~ Total placed in job - o - 148

M. A P. contract but no job placement -
No M.A.P. contract and no job placement ‘ 2
Total accepted, : '

locn

=
~J
o oab

Percentage of’totalaHCCepted*signing

M.A.P. contracts 75% (131)
Percentage ‘of totalsplaced in jobs and : :

signing M.A.P. contract . 84% i (125)




D. Monetary Restitution

Restitution Shelter participantsvearned a total of $130,220.87
in salaries from employment in ‘the community. Table 9 summarizes a
. breakdown of the various recipients of this income:

#

1. court ordered Restitution

Twenty-eight participants accepted by the Shelter had been
ordered td pay réstitution to victims by the Court. Of the
V$10,256.90 ordered, twenty-two participants paid $6,202.40. to
viétims. Table 10 indicatesrthét of the giéhteen participants
paying the full amount ordered, twelve successfully complétedthe
program, five were terminated and one was still in thé program as
of December 31, 1978, Of the four participants partially paying
the ordered émount, one successfully completed the program, two
were terminated and -one was still in the program as of December 31,
1978. One.participant paid.noné of the 6réered restitution énd
was -terminated. The amount of restitution paid was missing for
five‘partiéipants,.althoﬁgh the status was available and is included

in Table 10.‘~

2, Criminal Neglect Payments

Upon a finding of guilty on.the charge of‘criminalvneglect,“
a common sentence is a $500.00 fine or six months imprisonment.
If unable to pay the fine, the offender is incarcerated and often
enters fhe Restitutioh Shelter. 1In tha£ case, the Shelter orders

the participant to pay restitution to his wife. Thereafter, if i,f(

~35-

AN M”V% b cima e T e e ey e g v e s o T e e wie e e e v a L wimen L e e men RTINS | W



B . ' N P
»Table 9

Total Earnings/Restitution Payments

June 30, 1977 to December 31, 1978 ; : N
E, : “Mean = Cases Maximum Total Payments . Inqoﬁ,
\ Earnings 879.87 148 9.50/hr. 130,22¢
[ §Rest1tut1on
1" ordered by | |
" Court 366.31 28 1,500.00 10,256.90
‘Restitution
'Paid by
Offender ‘ ‘ e ~ o
to victims:  110.55 105 '975.23 111608.38 -
"E.V.R.F. 66.82 51 “.189200 °3,408.00
~Victim Assess-— )
.sment - 56.35 13 173.00 '732.50
. Court Ordered 281.93 22 . -975,23 *© -6,202.40
~Criminal Neg- o .
“dect 66.60 19 146.50 '1,265.48
To CJ :System
of Costs ' s '
CCOF, OIDP, - - ~ © e26,741050 e
:Court Costs 19.85 116 200.00 2,302.50 , i
- Fines 24.61 65 500.00 1,600.00
-Rent to i ‘ ‘
-Sheriff ..22,839.00 .
Income to : : ' 70,014.67
 Inmate/Family , ' ‘
Family: Support .270.85 47 ' 12,729.82
- Personal ax-< 13 ) .
-penses 215.23 143 ; .30,777.95
Savings ' 378.67 70 S, .01, 26,506,900
Carried over .
to 1979 ' ' e
8avings _ , 8,756.62
Restitution and Other s .13,034.00
Total g : ‘ .- 21,790.62
Owed t6 Program 65.70

Grand Total ’ o ' . _ $130 220,87 130,220

-
K3

13Twenty-e1ght individuals paid child support in addition to
' paying restitution to victims. Nineteen others pald only child
- support and no restltultlon to victims.
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Table 10

RS

Court Ordered Restitution

Ordered to Pay by Court o - 28
Paid Full Amount : ’
Successful
Terminated
-In Program ,
Total ‘ 18..-
Paid partial Amount
Successful
Terminated
I Program _
- Total : a4,
Paid none and Terminated 1
Missing
Successful
Terminated
In Program )
Total ' ‘ 5
TOTAL 28

l g
o

o

P w4

thé fine is paid in full on behalf of the offender,'he.is released
from the Program and from incarceration. This is the major reason

- why many persons charged with Criminal Neglect are early completions
from the program. The money an offender accumufates while in the
program alwéys goes' to the wife and .cannot be used to pay the fine -
until after such payménts have been satisfied. Nineteen participants
paid a total of $1,265.48 to théir wives in this manner while in the

program.,

3. vVictim Assessment
Thirteen persbns agreed to pay victims after victim loss assess-
ment as a condition of program participation. A total of $732.50

was paid, an average of $56.35 per offender,.

-37=
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4} Elderly Victimeelief'Fﬁnd

a .

Fifty-one participants paid into the E.V.R.F. when a victim

-was not identified from the victim Assessménﬁ:“A.total of $3,408.00

was paid by these offenders, an ‘average of $66,82 each.

5. Criminal Justice System

The Criminal Justice System received a total of $26,741.50 from

.the program. Participants paid $3.00 per day to the sheriff for

room and board for a total of $22,839.00. In addition, $2,302.50

‘was paid either to the Court for trial costs, the Orleans Indigent

Defenders Program, or to the Criminal Court Operating Fund. Addi-

tionally $1,600.00 was paid to the Court as’ fines.

6. Payments to the Offender‘s Family

Forty-seven (47) offenders made payments to their families

I
v/

‘while wdrking inxthe Program. The. program staff determined that

S

family or child support was necessary to feed,clothe, or house an

inmate's family. The families received a total of $12,729.82, an

~average of $270.85 per family.

7. Personal Expenses

Each offender received $4.00 per day from his earnings to cover

transpoféation to and from work and to pay for lunch. Additionally,

~ work clothes, boots, or other job related equipment were also

.purchased. A total of $£30,777.95 was diétributed in this manner.

8. Offender Savings

,kAfter all the aboVe‘deduCtions were made from salaries, the
balance was placed into a savings account to be paid to participants
.:‘y '
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upon release, If an offender was terminated from the progfam
- before restitution was completely paid, the' balance due was
deducted and éaid from his savings. A total of $26,596.90 was -
saved by and distributed to seventy participants, én‘average of

- $378.67. )

9. ‘Carry Over to 1979

A total of $21,790.62 was earned during 1978, but carried over

“to 1979 by offenders still in the program.

10. Discussion

Fifty-four victims wére d;rectly compensated as a result of
the Program. These victims received an average of $151.86 each,
for a total of $8,200.38 in the form of Court Ordered, Victim
Assessment or Criminal Neglect restitution. Aan additional 51 -
offenders made restitution to victims indirectly through the
E.V R.,F. in the amount of $3,408.00.

Table 1l indicates the relative proportion of total'parti-

cipant earnings in terms of disbursements.

Table 11

Disbursement of Earnings

Total Earnings ' $130,220.87
L.ess Carried Over and Owed v 21,856,32
Total Disbursed before ' : .
12/31/78 $i08,364.55
Payments to victims (11%) $ 11,008.38
Payments to C.J.C. (25%) 26,741.50
Payments to Offender (64%) 70,014,.67
Total .Paid before , ‘ ‘
12/31/78 - (100%) $108,364.55"
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the majority (64%) of the earnings. The Restitution Program is

o

According to Table 11, ﬁictims;received;only‘ll% of the. earnings

Qénerated by participants and disbursed during the evaluation period,

the Criminal Justice System received 25%, and the offender received

voluntary and‘in order to encouragé'participation the offender is A

offexred this allowance as an incentive. This disbursement of

qunas was not clearly defined in the original grant application

and is at the discretion of the Program Director and the Project

Director.

Victims*ha?e‘for many years been neglected by the Criminal

Justice System. Initiatives such as the Orleans Parish Restitution

‘Shelter have recently been sponsored by L.E.A.A. to increase the

. "Fund of the prison.

tion from the program as do victims. According to the-Program - -~ - g

satisfaction of victims with the system. Table 12 indicates that f

the Orleans Parish Sheriff's Office receives twice the compensa-

Director, these funds are deposited into the General Operating

N

Table 12
Disbursement Breakdown

Total Earnings | | $130,220.78

Total Disbursed before |
12/31/78 - 108,364.55
Payments to Sheriff's Office (21%%) 22,839,00

Payments to Victims | (11%) 11,608.38

‘B Community,Service.gestitution

‘The Shelter coordinates a number of community service projects - o

as a form of symbolic restitution for participants. All’participants

=l
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in the Shelter are eligible for this work. (Mpsc of the community
service work was done on weekends with the eXCeptlcn cf thejsummer
Boxing Program. The staff attempted‘;o find ccmmunity serVice‘work
which relatedrto the type of crime an offender committed.

Table 13 shows the various places where community service’resti—_
,Eution.was‘performed and the number. of man=hours at each.place;
The Boxing Program was intended to involve'approximately 15
children in a SPort during summer vacation. The‘pa#ticipants
assigned to the Belle Chase School for Retarded*ehfldren sponsored
a recreational prograﬁ on weekends, as well as‘preSenting a large 1.
Christmas Party,. The Red Cross Disaster Work, Maricn Manor} Hope
‘Haven, -Prytania School, and Fisk School projects were primarily
clean up and maintenance Work needed after the flood in May, l978,>
Six participants gave speeches to adodolescents in an awareness
program and eight others contributed to a large banquet for
elderly pereons at the Cc.Cc.C. A total of 53 1nd1v1duals (30%)

Vpart1c1pated in .community servmce restitution.

F. Education

| The effectiveness of the educational sub—component of the
‘Restitution Program was assessed according to net improvements
in the California Achievement Test (C;A;T) scores‘and‘the actual
nunmber of G.E.D. certificates issued.

The C.A.T “tests were. evaluated separately for readlng, maﬁh

and language because the net 1mprovement in grade level advancement
_for all subject areas cannot be averaged together for a. comp051te',

score w1thout utilizing a comparatlve welghtlng scale. "It should
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il L B - Table 13

‘ ’ “Community»ServiceiRestitution
e . ‘ ; ~ 'May 1 to Dec. 31, 1978.

Box1ng summer programs and tralnlng camps - 4,340 hours
12 men contrlbuted .

Voo ‘‘Belle Chase State-School for Retarded v % '
R 34 men contributed ' 900 hours

‘Red Cross Disaster Work ,
2 men contributed B ‘ ‘ 18 hours

Marion Manoxr : -
..20 men contributed . . - ° 800 houtrs

Hope Haven - ‘ -
\\ 20 men contributed - 98 hours
\ » ‘ | ‘

UNO & Public School Speeclies , ‘
B 6 men contributed . ‘ _ 20 hours

-

Food for Friends Program

8 men contributed v | 4 : 960 hours
Work on 0l1ld Prytania School .
’ 12 men contributed : ‘ - .72 hours
o RenoVatioh of Fisk School . DR R
17 men contributed 288 hours
: : ‘ ' Total 7,506 hours

(Approximately»938 hourstpex‘month)

ﬁbe noted/that neither the 1engtpnof,time.in educational classes
knor,the:number of hours of class time between the first test and

‘the’ last test were accounted for.

’Apprexiﬁetelv 61% of he inmates nlaced in- educatlonal classes
' were. iﬁ the pveliterate group, 30% were placed at the A-B-E-AStQ§Y
kilevel, and %% were a351gned to the G.E.D. class. These figures

1nd1cate the low educational level of all program participants.
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>Table#l4 indicates that only 41 men in the preliterate group
and '28 men in the A.B.E. group were tested twice for reading; 43

and 30, for math; and, 41 and 32 for lahguage, although one hundred

~and fdrty—seven (L47) were initially teSted by the educational

staff. Without more complete testing data, the educational com-

.ponent of the Restitution Shelter cannot be adequately evaluated.

However, according‘to the limited data available, the net improve-

ment in scores for those tested twice appears'tO'exceed program

objectives.

Table 14

~ Educational Achievements
S . Net Improvement

Cases (Grade Level) Months

Preliterate Group -

Reading 41 1.35" 15.5

Math . . 43 .85 8.5

Languade 41 ‘ " .68 : ' 6.8
Adult Basic Group .

Reading ‘ 28 1.76 19.6

Math : ; 30 1.95 21.5

Language 32 ~1.30 15.0

G.E.D. Group Tried Passed

) ) 13 . 10

G. QOperating Bfficiency and Processing Time

Seven (7) points in time were determined to‘be'significant during

the process of diagnosis and treatment in the Restitution program:‘
i.e., date of initial referrél,‘date'Screening;began,Adate of
decision to accépf, date of actual admittance to Shelter, date of
.signing M.A.P. contract, date of émployment,,and the date of éﬁit'
from the program.‘ Table 15 summarizes the:averageztime intervals

between all of those signifidant points.
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Table 15

o E Proce551ng Time in Days

i s - Cases Mean ' Median Maximum
Referral to Screening , ‘
Total Referrals (414) 346 6.9 2.0 165
Successful Completions (95) 81 5.0 2.1 51
Screening to Decision ¢
" Total Referrals (414) 329 - 18.7 4.0 399
Successful Completlons (95) 81 12.6 6.0 64
‘Refgrral to Decision e o
Total Referrals (414) , 334 27.7 8.0 399
Successful Completions (95) 78 17.3 7.4 78
Decision to Admittance " | ;
Total Accepted (174) , 127 11.7 3.0 379
' Successful Completions (95) 65 6.6 2.9 -140
~Admittance to Contract S C .
Total Accepted (174) 93 27.5 13.4 376 -
Successful -Completions (95) 51 21.0 10.9 140
-Contract to Employment 14 -3, .
Total Accepted (174) - 69 14.8 8.0 171
Successful Completions (95) 44 17.2 9,2 171
:Employment to Exit
Total Accepted (174) 95 7 62.2 49 .4 266
Successful Completions (95) 62 - 66.4 50.8 - 266
‘Admittance to Exit o
Total Accepted (174) ) 100 . 75.9 57.4 "284
‘Successful Completions (95) 55 88.5 62.8 284

The numbex of,cases inc1uded in)Table,ls varies considerably
‘from périod to period and are less than the number of cases re-
'pofted in Tables 1 and 4. These variations result from the fact
thatlmany'significant'dateS‘fdr participants were missing from
’ ‘ case folders, the 0S6 system, and,_thereforé, from these calcu-

lations. Nevertheless, sufficient casesvwith complete data.were

14 coGet
Only cases in whlch the contract was signed before employment

. are used here. An addltlonal 56 participants signed contracts after
‘beginning work. :

Y v



available to conduct an analysis.
The Diagnostic Unit can be evaluated in terms of the length
of time involved in screening referrals. According to Table 15;

an average of 27.7 days was required to process an applicant from

the date of initial referral until a final decision on acceptability‘«.

was made. A few gases'were in process for a long period of time
and should be classified as "hold". The median discounts these
cases and.indicates that 50% of all referrals were pr&cessed in
’less than 8 days.

Further, Table 15 indicates that the typical accepted partici-'
pant remained in the Shelter for an average of 75.9 days, and SQ%
of all participants remained in-the program OQer 57.4 days. The.
.typicél successful completion remained for‘an average of 88.5 days
and 50% of these remained for over 62.8 days. fﬁlthough the dif-

- ferences in pfocessing‘tiﬁe between total accepted and successful
‘completions iskhot large, Table 15 indicates that the Diagnostic
Unit processing time‘for successful completion is less than for
all referrals and that successful participants spend slightly more

time in the Shelter than do all participants.
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‘}Goal?l Expans;on of communlty-based sentenc1ngpalternat1ves

i ‘ by operatlng a fac111ty which" processes 120 to. 150
persons durlng the grant period.

o The~programmfalled%$o secure a separate community—bgsed

facility and>Conséquently,did not expandkCOmmunity-based sen-

fr LA A

tencing alternatives; "One hundred- and seventy-four persons were

o =

o . raccepted 1nto the Shelter dtrlng the grant perlod Therefore,
Ethe goal of processlng 120 to 150 persons was exceeded by at

‘least 24 cases.

) Goa;ﬁz; 75% of the offenders in" the ‘Restitution Shelter-are to {

make monetary payments to crime victims.

SN
©

Table 9. 1nd1cates that los offenders made payments to v1ct1ms

”i.of‘crlme. ThlS is®60, of the 174 ar-epted by the Shelter, a percen-

-

~‘tage less than that anticipated.

I

U;Goal 3. “Symbolic‘or’servicé restitutionnis to be made to‘crime
: - victims where monetary paymentsvare inappropriate.
Flfty—three ‘individuals, comprising 30% of all participants,
'>contr1buted communlty service restitution during the evaluatlon

‘ ,perlod.

’ffobjeétiye‘i;'“Tﬁe'éducatiOnai levels of thejparticipants willlinCreaSe'

-according to the folloWing-criteria:

‘A ;Functionalgilliterates~ - 2.5months

Ny

b. Adult Basic Education ‘= 7.0 months

c. G.E.D. Candidates e .Achievement of G.E.D.
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_Table 14 indicated that all of the above objectives have been
N & ; ) : :
exceeded by participants who were tested twice. However, Table 14
. - only included 56% of those accepted by the'Programi The remain- .

* - ing 44% were either nevei tested or tested only once,

: Objective 2. 75% of the offenders will be employed during the
grant period. ' . . "
into the Shelter were placed into jobs, 'exceeding the objective by

- Objective 3, 25% of thevoffenders will ﬁe placed into training
slots."; | |
'chord;ng to program records, twenty-four (14%) participants
. were placed into on-the-job training programs. This number'iskless

.than the proposed 25% .objective. .

bbjective 4. A Citizens Business Council (CBC). will be implemeéﬂed
- , to.aésist:in gaining employment for’participants.
As previously pointed out in Section 3—2; Employmén#i in
Chapter 1I, the CBC was found to be inefféctive‘in finding em-

ployment and was dissolved in April of 1978,

Objective 5. 'Implement a‘versioh'of thevMuéual»Aéreemént Proéram
(M.A‘P.)Vfbr eachiprogram participant;“ “
Table 8 indicated that at least 84% of all participants pléced
into jobs had signed'M.A.P.‘contracté. *This percentagekis less

+ than the proposed objective.

o : | L o : ,\’ e ' -47- Cy ' Tl

‘Table 8 indicated that 148 or 85% of the 174 individuals accepted
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‘0bjective16. A‘PiagnostiC“Unitewill be cieated which will
| interview a minimum‘of“ZSOepotential Restitﬁ-
tion Shelter participants;
' As 'stated in the Introduction of this report, the Part C grant
for which the above objective -applies ended on September 30, 1978.
Objective 5 of the mini-~block grant under which the Diagnostic
Un%t has 0perated‘since October 1, 19578 projected a total of 300
- clients per year. Since one guarter of the latter grant will be
-included in this. evaluation, 75 additional referrals.will be
.added toathe 250 projected in above Objective 6, bringing the
total project clients to 325 for the entire evaluation period.
 “pable 1 indicated that the<Diagnestic«Unitkprocessed 414
individuals during the evaluation period. Therefore, .the obj-

—~ective of 325 was exceeded by 27%%4.
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V. Fiscal Responsibility

A. Costs |
During the eValuatiOh.period the Restitution Shelter/
Diagnostic Unit spent a combined total of $196,916.00 of LEAA
funds. An additional $21,879,00 of City cash match brought the
total expenditures to $218,795.00 for the evaluation period.
Tables 16.1-3 givema brief financial summary of the Restitution

Shelter and the Diagnostic Unit.

B. .Diégnostic Unit

The simplest and most cdmmon method used to analyze costs is
costs pér client. This is coﬁputed by taking the cost spent on
‘the project and dividing by the total(intake.‘ In the case of the
Diagnostic Unit, total expenditurgs‘were $59,392.00 and the total
referrals processed were 414, -an average of‘$l43.46xper referral.
Since the accepted referrals totaled 174, the cost per accepted

referral was $341.33.

C. The Restitution Shelter

The expenditures of the Restitution Shelter totaled $159,403.00
and the number accepted was 174, an average of $916.1l1l per partiéi—
pant. The costs per successful completion (95) were $1,677.93, |
The cost per successful completion or early completioh (107) was
$l,489.75. The cost per participant>incldding both Diagnostic
Unit costs and Shelter costs were $218,795.00 divided by 174 or
$li257;44 per participant. The cost per successful completion -

including both components was $218,795.00 divided by 95 or $2,303.10.
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LR e MINAL JUSTLCE CUORDIRATING CUUNGIL ~— - -
: o 1000 HOWARD AVENUE; SUITE 1200
NEW ORL}}Z\NS L_OUIS.LA\A 70113

Grant Tlulc Criminal Sherlff's Restltutlon Shelter - Dlagnostlc Unit
Grant Vumbcr- . 76~-C9-9. 1-0368 - Date Repo*L

rable 16.1

Note:

10 per cent local cost baSlS.

unaudited figures.

Expenditures include encumbrances,
This report reflects the final fiscal status of the program on a 90 per cent federal and
Cash overmatch is not included.

Period Covered: June 30, 1977 to September 30, 1978 prepared:s May 15, 1979
{-sr..:: - ; e e e S R T S TS = = =
; § TOTAL GRANT FUNDS -{ LEAR CASIH ONLY
% Item ' - '
A )
' Amount Total Amount , Total
f Budgeted Expenditures Balance Budgeted Expenditures Balance ¢
— ~ —
Personnel ’ ' 9
== 28,028 28,644 (616) 22,417 23,562 (1,145) 3
mrfnge 2,517 2,572 ( 55) 2,517 2,572 (___55)
avel o o o 0 0 0
Bquipment  § 15 874 10,992 4,882 15,874 10,992 4,882 |
Supplies {2,002 1,152 940 _ 2,092 1,152 940 |
Contractual §j 5,500 . 2,362 138 2,500 2,362 138
Construction § ' , a 0 0 0 0
Othex Direct § ., 550 2,550 0 2,550 2,550 0
Indirect : . - ' ] .
2,551 2.551 0 2,551 . 2,551 0
TOTAL : A
56,112 50,823 5, 289 i 50 501 - 45,741 4,760
QAR AL T mm—— 116 A BTN R Y s = N Tt ts gy APt L 902 T 02 r T A AT A LoD N Wl 4 oo <oy ‘__.:_:t
Note: Total grant funds includes both LEAA casn and Cit cash~u-match of 10%. -
Y

Thls report lS based on
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*Tabie-16-2

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL
1000 HOWARD AVENUE, SUITE 1200
EW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70113

Grant- TlulC‘ Criminal Sherlff's Restitution Shelter - Dlagnostlc Unit

Grant Number: 78-C9-10.1-0001 ‘ ‘Date Report
Period Covered: October 1, 1978 to December 31, 1978 Prepared: May 15, 1979
= DI R SRS i s (P A S e e s S Lareen GV Sow vagens = s -
g © TOTAL GRANT FUNDS ! 4 - LEAA CASH ONLY
: Item ‘ '
3 ‘ . : :
' Amount Total ' §  Amount - , Total
7 ? Budgeted Expenditures Balance ¢ Budgeted Expenditures Balance
H , A : _ ‘ .
h u . j . ) ’:.
i  Personnel ] 20,600 .8,161 - 12,439 18,334 7,304 11,030 !
© Fringe ‘ , :
. Lravedl
‘Egquipment ; i
Supplics ? .
contractual. i , o | i
Construction § ‘ ;
_Dfhex Direct § . 1,030 o 1,030 f 1,030 0 1.030 %
Indirect - : Lo - ‘ . §
—e { 1,030 . 408 622 1,030 — 408 £22
TOTAL i | . - L
S —— ‘-—éi,,22i6SQMﬂn4 8,569 SN X S0 SRR, S 10 DU LY SO JN By 2 ) 12,682
Note: Total gran} funds includes both LEAA casn und Clty cash ------ match of 10 per cent. -

Note;

Expenditures lnclude cncumbrances.

The ending date for this grant is April 15, 1979. This report is based on a 90 per cent

federal and 10 per cent local cost basms. Cash overmatch is not included. This report

is based on unaudlted amounts. 4
?
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« T * b . ’ \.L\J.M.LL\'J\H’U‘UD‘IIvay - )
, » 1000 HOWARD AVENUE, SUIPE 1200 L e . "
o ce ‘ " NEW ORLEANS, LODI§IAAA 70113 '

Crédt Tlulc Criminal- Sherlff s Rest1+utlon Shelter -t
| Grant Number: 77-E9-9.1-0145 i Date Report

prepared: May 15, 1979

Pcrlod Covc;od- 6/30/77 to 12/31/78 -

Table 16.3 -

v Note:

Expcndl*ules lncludc cncumbrances.‘”

10¢per cent local cost basis.

i

iz

- p\\\ &

@y

A

H

This,report’reflects the fiscal status of the program based 6n‘a 90 per cent fedéral and
This report is based on unaudited amounts. ‘

T R I A S T o x
TOTAL GRANT FUNDS LEAA CASII ONLY
Ttem
. Amount Total Amount Total
5 % Budgeted - Expenditures - Balance ¢ Budgeted Expenditures Balance ¢
' personnel o ' .
_ 114,954 113,434 1.520 98,287 97,494 ©793 §
Fringe 7,005 6,908 97 7.005 6.908 97 i
Fraved - 1.781 515 1.266 1,781 515 1,266 !
Squipment . 24,021 22,272 1,749 . 24,021 22,272 1,749
Supplics I 1.732 1,029 703 1,732 1,029 703
- Contra ctual : 0 0 0
: ConoL;uFt;cn i 0 0 )
Other Direct § . g =og 71,669 1,929 9,598 _7.669 1,929 4
Indirect o ‘ : ?
i 7.576 7.576 0 7,576 7,576 0
TOTAL ) f%' ' ! ' o '
! ' 166 66T 159.403 7,264 ¢ 150 000 143 463 6,537 )
s det Caprcve: won ) g kg e - L P P VY B VLA : taryord 2 A‘ﬂ"'lw‘ﬂ'_"ﬂﬁb[_r T Sy cptapans v
Note: Total grant funds lncludcs bodh LEAA cash and Clty cash““* match of 10 per cent
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Includihg both successful and eérlylcompletipns‘thisAfigure would |
be $218,795.00 divided by 107 or $2,044.81 . Table 17 summarizes

this information.

Table 17

Costs per Client ; ' i~
: Average Number of Days
~_in Each Com _onent
Mean Case Cost
~ Costs Cases Costs/Case Days = Per Da

Diagnostic Unit ' T
Costs per referral $ 59,392 414 $ 1l43.46 27,7 $.5.18
Costs per accepted referral 59,392 174 341.33 27.7 12.32

Restitution Shelter S o .
Costs per participant : 159,403 ‘174 916 .11 7539 12.06
Costs per successful completio 159,403 95 1,677.93 75.9 22.11
Costs per successful or early } '

‘completion 159,403 107 1,489.75 75.9 19,63

Diagnostic Unit/Restitution .Shelter '

. Costs per participant- 218,795 174 1,257.44 103.6 12.14
Costs per successful referral 218,795 95 2,303.10 103.6 22,23
‘Costs per successful or early ’

referral 218,795 107 2,044.81 103.6  19.74

Another'approach is to calculate the unit costs per day. The mean

processing time in table 15 indicated the average days in the Diagnostié

75.9 days, a combined mean of 103.6 days in both units.

the unit costs per day, the total unit costs were divided by the

average numbergfdays in each component. Table 17 indicates that it

cost an average of $22.23 per day for each‘successful;completion

and'$l9.74 per day forfcombined successful and early completions.

.

Unit was 27.7 days and the average days in the Restitution Shelter was

To calculate

This cost Study is limited because the total costs of the project,

' indluding all indirect and social costs were not included. Due to the

applies only to the total grant expenditures in Tables 16.1-3,

-53-
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”ﬁConc1u51ons

VI.VUConclusions.znd Recommendations

s}

: achleved as the Shelter was located in the new Orleans Parish Prison,
sthereby not expanding community-based sentencing alternatives. If

- ‘the Shelter projects an increase in the number of annual partici-

Based upon the precedlng prellmlnary analysis, ‘the Orleans

:V‘Parlsh Criminal Sherlff's Restitution Shelterﬁblagnostlc Unit

attained many of its stated goals and objectives in a cost effective

manner..

" The Restitution Sheltef.did not secure a community-based fa-

‘cility separate\from the Communﬁty Corrections Center as wasvpro—

“posed in the original grant application.‘;As a result, the Shelter

r

swhas operated from within the existing Community Corrections Center,
‘Although thiskihstitutionalized housing has not created'specific

:confllcts Wlth the Shelter s act1v1t1es Gcoal one was only partlally

=

[P —

_pants without a reduction in the already too short length of stay

'in'the;proéram, additional housing‘space~will~be,necessary.

The Shelter had anticipated an average participant stay of

4-6:months .while,in fact, theumedianastaywwas~on1y,2%mmonthe,wel—
though the mediaantay in the program for successful completions

-would be longer if the early‘completiohs.andkterminated groups

were eliminated. It seems‘that'the,a@erage-length of stay is

. i .
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considerably less than anticipated and,‘in some cases, not suf-
ficient to make full restitution.

The Sheltgrﬂgenerated~a tqta}'Of $130,520.87‘in'earnings £rom
: the participaﬁts and, of:that amount, paid $ll,608.38 to victims
‘of crime. Additionally,‘the‘éarticipants réimbursed the C.J.S.
$26,741.50 and provided the offenders themselves or their families
with $70,014.67.

The Citizens Buéiness Council which was to operate in £he area

of - job placément proved ineffective and was discontinued in.April'

of 1978. The Mutual Agreementfggpgram, although implemented for

{
-

less than 100% of all participahéé as specifiéd in the goals and
objectives, seemed to be successful in terms of specificity and
clarity. ' Finally, the Diagnostic Unit exceeded the objéctive of

screening 250 referrals per year by 27%.

Recommendations

Recommendation One: It is recqmmendedrthat greater emphasis be
placed upon restitution payments made to vic-

tims of crime.

The percentage of the total earnings disbursed to victims duré
ing the'period covered by this evaluation Was only 8% and should be
k‘increased.substantially. It is recommended that the payments %ade
to viCtimé, direct:victims or eldeply victims, as,determihed by the

staff's victim loss assessment, be substantially increésed‘from¥pnly'
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B $l.001per,aa§."The quglityrof“staff’s‘viCtiﬁ loss -assessment’

N

should be improved in order to-'more accurately reflect the full

loss to the victim. More direct victims should be identified and

less offenders should be assigned to.pay to the E.V.R.F. Since the

original grant proposal 'did not mention the E.V.R.F. as a substitﬁte

‘victim, the use of the E.V.R.F. as the sole victim receiving resti-

-tution péyments should be discouraged.

. Recommendation Two: ' Special attention should be ‘provided to younger

participants ordered by the Court to pay resti-
tution to victims for crimes of'burglaryvor
robbery.

This preliminary impact evaluation identified those individuals

., as the participants most likely to be terminated from the program

for disciplinary reasons. Therefore, it is recommended that the be-

'_“havior and progress of this group of offenders be closely monitored

and that«specialvcére be exercised in employment placement so as to
put high risk individuals into closely supervised job situations which
allow for greaterkemployer coordination and cooperation in the rehab-

“ilitation process. Additionally, the educational and counseling staff

:‘Shouldvsinglé~out"theSe participants'fdr special attention. Finally,

«to a cause for termination.

" close contact with the staff, employers, and‘quadksupervisors should

o

'bé,maintainedfin‘ofder‘to,preveht,aasmall problem from develqpinggin—

-56-
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- Recommendation Three: Accurate and complete records should be

maintainéd for each participant in the
Program.
" Three Program areas could benefit from improved record keep-
ing procedures. The eaucational;section—should test all partici-
pants at least tﬁice, when accepted‘intd the Shelter and again when
released. These test scores should be both accurate and complete for

all participants. In addition, averaging the three C.A.T. scores is

_an invalid method of scoring,and placement'or'progress made on that

basis is‘invalid.

vAlsoﬂ earnings and payments records should be maintained for
edch participant'in order to detérmine,per capita,earningé. Per capé
ita financial data is necessary for more sophisticated:monitoring,‘
evaluation, and administration of the program. Lastly, individual—
ized records should be kept for all community service work and sym-
bolic restitution performed by participants. As this typé'of résti;
tution comprises approximately 25% of all xestitution made, complete
individualized records should be maintained. , . |
Recommendation Four: A'restitution»program‘for women should be

established.
" The number of women committing crimes, especially property

crimes, has increased rapidly over the past few years. An effective-

restitution program for women should be established either“ésfpart.of.
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or separate from the Restitution Shelter.

“Recommendation Five: Efforts should continue to secure a community-

‘based facility Ffor the Program.

L ' .

In order to fulfill-a major goal of the Program, to expand

community-based sentencing alternatives, it is recommended that con-

gtinuing efforts be made to secure a facility separate from the new
~Parish Prison.

‘Recommendation Six: The Diagnostic Unit should seek more referrals

ordered by the Courts to pay restitution.
As the Shélter‘was established as.a viable.sentencingfalterna-

tive, the Courts should act as the pfimary source of referrals, with

' .the payment of restitution being a condition of reduced sentences by

‘the Courts.‘;

Recommendation Seven: Victims to whom restitution payments have been
made should be followed ‘up by Shelter personnel.

A ﬁajor theory governing the advent of restitution programs con-

oy

o

uﬂcefns impacting and increasing community satisfaction with the C.J.S.

That theory holds that if victims and the commﬁnity have more confi-

dence in the system, more crimes will be reported, more witnesses will

cooperate with the prosecution, and, consequently,-crime.will be re-
duced.

'Recommendation Eight: »EXplore%the“possibility'of using an inmate's

savings to pay for his fine for criminal neglect.
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A substantial number of partiéipants are Dbeing detained as
a result of‘tﬁeir inability to pay a fine for a criminal neglect
_conviction. It is recommended that these persons’ﬁe allowéd’to use
part of their savings to péy the fine after all other restitution pay-

ments to their wife and/or to the criminal justice system are paid.
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VII. APPENDICES - .
a. Dlognostlc Unit Workflow Chart
DIAGNOSTIC UNIT - PROCESSING DIAGRAM :

v

.. . = | COURT OR OTHER REFERRALS
: I . }
LREVIEH COURT 2 POLICE RECORDS |
L
L
THITIAL INTERVIEW WITH OFFENDER

GENERAL PERSONAL TTTTTA
HISTORY ASSESSMENT

' !

et i

. J !
|

. 1

}

_TEST BATTERY GIVEN TO OFFENDER

1. 1.Q. TEST e
2. PERSONALITY INVENTORY l
3. BASIC EDUCATIONAL SURVEY

MEETINGS WITH SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

|
|
f
|
!
IHVOLVED WITH OFFENDER, I1.E. FAMILY _;_..._'____, PSYCHIATRIC
J, : 1 EVALUATION
]
i
[
!
t

o

P N

SECOND INTERVIEW WITH OFFENDER
(1F NEEDED)

1. CLARIFICATION OF ANY INCONSISTENCIES |-
2. INDEPTH EVALUATION

. ‘ R l
[ SECURITY INTERVIEW 1
J
STAFFING

EVALUATIGN OF OFFENDER L
BASED -ON. ALL ACCUMULATED DATA ) ) ’

P | N A —— .
J — ' OFFENDER ‘ e
REJECTED .
t . :
| orrenper AccepTED N }
' d COLRT i .
[ VICTIH ASSESSMENT } ; ——> | HOTIFIED

|

A4
o

[ commact sioueo | b . .
. | o '
v

PHASE 1
ORIEHTAT1OM PERIOD




B. First Interview Questionaire: . .

*

-

“

PR

>
: . . . (
MW YPARIZE PRISGH ~== 1UCHC Tyt WliT . % .
kel o iie L M S L
e = DOOKING DVFG = = = o o e
Name on xecord: ' True Name: . . .

. GI: l T

. D.A.: . . - POz .

- Intexview Date: texviewer:

‘W(s) of offense(s)s ' _ Capias §:

. Comments:

Nioses (4f nny)s

A?drcss x.:t t.mn of ;.rrest: B T /?0/1[:#'

How long? own? + *Rent?

H

nl d1angcs‘c£ address withiz the

i

last 12 months: ’.' .

D.S.: Ve .. Sentence:* . .+ ; —_—

- ‘Court Cost:

offel'ﬁar Class:

Judge: . pefense. Counsel: .

*i**ittt*t**it*ti**ﬂ*lt*tt*ttt**tﬁ**tti*iﬁ*f&.tik*kt**Q**l*i*tiittl*ti*“iti*ﬁ**'ﬁ***

- - - INIAKE DATA = ~ -

Referral Date: Arrest Date:

Arrest §: ° : Docket 3: . © BOI§: )
Bocking 4: FBIi: Rk

. ’ . i
RRREARARAARRAA AR KERRARRE R R RR R AR AR AR AR A AT R AR R A ARARRRE AT R AR R RA RN R rchthhdR
- X .

- — — IESCRIPTIVE DATA - — =

pate of bixth: pge:” Race: Sex:
Birthplace: L - - : ssi: -

¢ . . 1 . : °
Hair: Eyes: . - Weights .~ Feicht:

Identifying marks (if any): .

Beligions Faith (if app):

P L R R et e e e e R P e e s 22 DLt it iansatl i)

No. of siblings in family: Inmate's birth order’rank:

) - = — FAMIIY DATA = - - . .
Mother's paine: . Age: - ‘Phone: . i
Address: S ) oécupat_im: ’ ) l E
Father's x;ane: : - T hges " Phane: -
Address: . Octupation:
 Parents' marital status: . : . T »

Criminal history of f=nily acabers (if any):- . .ot <

. . 3

: :

. - ;

.. ~Significant others involved in family scheme & their relationships: , I
- ‘ -
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B." First "interview guestionaire (cont.)

» .
eys = H= - -

:n.uitjia‘uﬂu“Uﬂmﬁmantatitanonl.-nnA0notﬁtnln-unnna-pnu".nn”...“

e men TV I R T e el T RVIAL BRI et e ot D g iAo TXE
Sinle? Married? Divorced? Scparated? Widewlor)?, Commenlsw?

If macried, wife's maiden name:

Wife's aye: Wife's addresss * . oo

Marriage date: * . Divorce date: ' " No. of children:
Are you paying child support? If so0, how much are you paying?

Commants on marital relationship(s): °

. . ‘ . g

o '

’ . . ?
* V
.

'i*‘ﬂﬁi.i***t*lqﬁ*fﬁ*iﬁﬁi*ﬁ*t*f*tﬁﬁﬁ'ti*tﬁﬁﬁi***tt*t!***Q**Qﬁi**ﬁi'lkititﬁiﬁﬁt-tt*t**‘
~ ~ ~ FINANCIANL DATA ~ - ~ '
Iist all sources of income and amunts received: ¢

Savings account? If so, what is your bank balance?

Name and location of your bank: . .

Checking account? If so, vhat is yuur bank balance?

Name and location of your kank: : : . )

Nama(s) of Your Principal Creditors Monthly Payments Anounts Oved
[ .

Total inccme last year (before taves): '

Comrrente s ‘ . .

ttt**iﬁﬁitttﬁt**tit*tttiQ**itttti*t*tttttiiitt'it!ﬁti't*tﬁttt*i‘lt*iiﬁ**ti—ﬁ*&*tt.
s = = MILITARY DNTA ~ — =
Have you ever served? If so, in which branch?

¥hat special training did you xeceive? |

that type of discharge did you receive? .
¥hat military benefits have you used? .
Comrents:

— e .

I.'.‘.ﬁ'!".ltl“".‘%lt.p’.ﬁ'.‘.l.'..‘.t’lti'l.’.ﬂ!.‘.lIQ'gtl.'.'ﬁttttﬁ"."‘.*ﬁl

~62+ :
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" I )
. B. First intexview guestionaire (cont.)
o . o % L .
J . .. e S P )
N ) - tatanlangnﬂll-iﬂ-o‘sninan-tat-aoq--‘n’mp@-ajtnmuttaao‘nn--ona:co-pnntn-nnugaattt-"
o 2wl fele s 7 T VENLIU.DATA. = R s s o Dy ek Y AT -
N Any heolth problans that might imit.your cnployability?
I\ ‘ ” - - ; : ;
i "o
s Are you prescntly under the care of a physician? 1f so, what is the mame of
L your doctor? M i For what ailment is hetreating you? ;
W : - - ‘ ; - - =
Discuss any hospitalizations‘you have had: o
S Ce A |
- Discuss any Gperations you have had:
' vhat yedications ave you cimrently takirg? A
‘ 3 Have you ever been treated for mental illness? . If so, vhen?
+ " Have you ever felt the need for psychiatric treatment?, If so, vhy?
) Discuss any family merhérs who have been treated for mental illness: °
L ]
*niﬁ»t*t*{u**i**ami'*a.‘*qa*t**t**&tuﬁa,‘.*Q*rmtr****,*g**ﬂ*n*‘g*****ﬁa*:ﬁta*m*tt**{
. : | = = — SUSBSTANCE-ABUSE DATA — = + :
Discusg any involvement you may have had with drugs and/or alecohol at the vime of
r your arrest: - ‘
=1 Sé — : =
[ - " . .
e Discuss relationship between substancs asbuse ad vour prior arrests {if ==):
. ‘ ]
L4 - s e 3 3 )
* Describe your participation in substance-abuse treatment programs:
1ist the pames and relationship cf any family members who have been involeed with
arugs and/pr alcohol:
e . USAGE USAGS SUPPORT OF FEASON
, SUBSTANCE YES | 1.0 PATTERN FABTT ¥ ITACE.
B 17 . : .
' .Alcohol .
Maxrijuina L
G ) . B Barbituates '
s . A -
sSedativcs ¢
icocnine - '
iamphetamines ; ] ) .
‘Mescaline ‘ s :
hy.sp '
‘/'! . . %Hc:roi n ’ ]
- i » _.Methadone h
4 . [N . - - - N
* ¢
—(3—~




B. First interview questionaire (cort.)

O R e s SR ST TN I S P,
o TeTL

.

LYTTR B VYRV [WYVEFY

n-nltl:’tﬁlltnttaalll.tllﬁitlﬁ'ﬁlgﬁtd.qtttpnalannta-t-ﬁ‘oa’toﬁtttalﬁli'ouun;At..rv'nntn

oS w2 e s T L et T A w . M T e e T el RS T TR

=~ ~ «= ANUEST/CONVICTION DATA - = =

List m)) of your Suvenile arrests and convictions: ' -

DATE AGE TYPE OF OFFINSE ' 5 NIE OUTCONE

v

List all of your adult arrests and convicticns:

DATE AGE TYPE CF OFFZNSE B THE QUICONE

List all charges vhich are pending against you: °

At the time of your cuzrent offense, with whom were you living?
At vhat address? . .
what was your occupation at that time?
Describe your version of the current offense:
- x
B ] .
» H
- .

;. Who were your co-defendants?

‘

A )

LR L e R Ty Ry Ry e R AR R e L]
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B. First interview questionaire (cont.)

«

.,‘...., N .--.---u.f--u.-‘.--.-----------unv Y L T N Y T P e T T Y T P Y TPy
. = = = EOUCATIOHAL/VOCATIGNAL - DATA = = = . ©
_..'-_:é;—‘ TR Ty ':::t_'t.:.-"l: :';."..‘.‘._ i -_:_.‘_ ORI T B A T o X o e TN et g T BTl T T
T T Last echool nttcidod: :

Mdress of last schools:

’ ‘Highost grade conpleted: Year: Age: Your reason for leaving
school: o : o
Special classes in school: 0 .

Special interests or hobbies:

Have you made any attenpt to furthe: your education? If you have, then ezlain
where P : andwhen k ‘ $

:

1f you have, then describe it:

————— e

|
Have you had any vocational training?

s

D3 you have any educational or vocational goals? If you .have; what are they? |

Coment on yout school experiences: . ' - - '
t*i**i**t**fﬁ*************t**i‘t***ﬁt*tﬁ*:k*iiﬁ******i**'tt*t:ﬁti.*****k**itk*t*‘it*tr’*i**ﬂ*'
’ - ~ = DPLONENT HISTORY - = ~
Iagt explc:yxrent: T ]
Address; ! ; ’§
.Job title: ) Pay rate:
Type Of job: Skilled__ Unskilled __ Professional __ Technical ’
) Vocatiaonal oOther mxediaté Supervisor: -
length of employment: ) Foll-time _ _ Part~time
- Your reason for leaving: ’ ‘
!
PREVIOUS EMPLOYERS & THEIR ADDRESSES o
1. ‘ ’ Tasks:
B PT: FT: Pay rate:
lé\':gth of job: Reason fol 1eav:in§:
2. Tasks: . :
) PT: FT: Pay xate: I:
. lenath of fob: Reason fok 18aving: i
’ 3. . ‘ ' Tasks:
PT: FT: Pay rate:
Yength of job: Reason fob leaving: .
Bow do you feel about working? 4
. ¥nat kind of work do you prefer? . K _ - L . A K
Corments on mplo;mﬁ@;: 3
S "0'!"""!""*ﬁ!"-t:--tti-aatato'--t»g.paﬁyitt_\titn"tcng-.-tti‘tnitiat.ttattoov~v;itna

i - -

, -65-
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. B. First interview ijuestionaire (cont.) .

0

CLLENT-REFERIZXCE SIULES

ey o caede e e e, g - . H Py ¢
o e e T Tl T e g S e e to;r.r'_"T'.’"_‘“"’-"“‘.‘i‘”;""."- 8T A My 8. Y
» - i P
WORK RELLEASE ~ RESTITULICN « RENSILITATION
.
L L L T L g e S D A T P S PR PO PP S
i

1. NAME OF PERSON WITH WIOM YOU WILL LIVE AFTER BEING RELEASED PR PRIST:

.

PHONE N0z

ADDRESS :

= i RELATICNSHIP: I

"IS THIS PERSON TAKING CARE OF YOUR POSSESSIONS? YES “NO l

. R g

2. NAME: PHONE NO.: '

FELATICNSHIP:

I PHONE NO.;___ o

ADDRESS: . . l

. "

RELATICNSHTP: S

s

. , ]

4. ronE: PHONE NO.:. :

© ADDRESS: RELATIONSHT®: '
5. NAME: PHONE NO.+

ADDRESS:

- FELATIGSHIP: '

i

| ._ , | i

6. NAME: - PHORE ¥O.: .

ADDRESS: RELATTONSHIP: :

7. NRME: PHONE NO.: .
ADORESS:

{
FELXATIONSHIP: }
¥

Note:—-' ne of the above references ray b2 your attorney.

O RAREER AR AR R A RN AR AR R A A RREX A AR IR AR A A TR A Kk vk Pk

Formpreparation campletizn date: Rpril 19, 1978

'

“By: Yvonne Stewart . : o

-66-
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€. .Second Interview Questionaire

. o | | -(\
— m'{‘er view) ot m
\\ ’ ’ IDENTIFYING INFORMATION
Al
W
Y

; o ‘ PEFERRAL SOURCE:
i ) ' , .
4 MARITAL STATUS: SINGLE: MARRIED: DIVORCED: SEPARATED :
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE: .
“,‘A INTTIAL TMPRESSIONS OF ATFECT AND MARNER: (CIRCIE IF APPROPRIATE)
[ ' NOMVERBAL : COOPERATIVE
SPONTANEOUS UNCOOPERATIVE v
} : APPROFRIATE AFFECT CONCRETE THINKING PRESENT
W - " EXPLORATION OF PRESENT SITUATION: . .
N " MEMBERS OF HOUSEHOLD, INCULDING AGES, OCCUPATIONS:
e
EPLOVVENT STATUS:
W o . MDST RECENT EMPLOYMENT:
. ADDRESS:
, JOB TTILE:, , PAY RATE:
TYPE OF JOB: SKILLED

UNSKILLED PROFESSIONAL TECHNICAL

4

VOCATICNAL, . OTHER TMEDIATE SUPERVISOR:

I1ENGIH OF EMPLOYMENT: F.T. ] P.T.

YOUR REASON FOR LFAVING:

B PAS'I“WLDYEPS AND THEJR ADDRESS:

1. TASKS:

P.T.: F.T.: PAYRATE:

1EINGTH OF JOB: REASUN. FOR. LEAVING:

TASKS:

D P.T.: F.T.: - PAY RaTE:
. REASON FOR" LEAVING:

* " LENGIH OF JOB:,

K

. 5-\6»7-4

——

B ——

<
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SYMPTOMATOLOGY ~ (CIRCLE IF APPROPRIATE)

210 ANEITY: e
. TRRELING VEAKNESS
SHAKINESS DIZZINESS
BREATHLESSNESS CHEST PAIN
NERVOUSESS RAPID HEART BEAT
2. - DEFRESSION:
INSCRATA 10SS OF INIEREST IN ACTIVITIES
EXCESSIVE SLEEPDNESS TEARFULNESS
RECENT WEIGHT LOSS FEELINGS OF LOW SELF-ESTEEM
RECENT WEIGHT GAIN HDPELESSNESS
HEADACHES PREDCCUPATION WITH DEATH
HYPOCHONDRICAL COMPLAINTS SUICIDAL THOUGHTS
SHORT ATIENTION SPAN PREVIOUS SUICIDE ATTEMPTS
FATIGUE ) DELUSIONS OF POVERTY, SINFULNESS, & DESTASE
3.  PSYCHOSIS: . .
STRANGE. BEHAVIOR SUICIDAL PREQCCUPATION
EYOTIONAL UNRESPONSIVENESS " HOMICIDAL IDEATION
' INAPFROPRIATE EMDTIONAL RESPONSES ~ DELUSIONS OF GRANDEUR OR UNUSUAL POWS
VISUAL HALIUCINATIONS DELUSIONS OF PERSECUTION AND CORIROL
AUDITORY HALLUCINATIONS BIZARRE MYTOR ESHAVIOR
EXCESSIVE RESTLESSNESS LOOSE THOUGHT ASSOCIATIONS

PROMINENRT MOOD CHANGES - i INABILITY TO FORM CLOSE' RELATIONSHIZS ~ ~
ALTEPATIONS IN INIEREST AND ENERGY DISORIENTATION ’

PSYSICAL HEALTH:
1. PRESEN(E OF SERIOUS ILINESS:

2. ACCIDENTS/INJURIES:

3. OPERATIONS:

4.  ALLERGIES:

5. PRESZNT MEDICATIONS, IF ANY:

PSYCEIATRIC HISTORY:
1.  PREVIOUS PSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALIZATIONS:

2. - PREVIOUS PSYCHIATRIC OUTPATIENT TREATMENT. IF ANY:

3.  TRESINCE OF ALCOHOL OR DRUG ABUSE:

-68—
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.C. S=cond interview questionaire (cont.)

8
o

A} ’ :
- BACKGROUND - TNFORMATTON:
1.  FAMILY HISTORY:

¥ . . PRESENCE OR AESENCE OF FAMILY SUFPORT:

DESCRIPTION OF MUIHER:

o

DESCRIPTION OF FATHER:

RELATIONSHIP W/ SIBLINGS & PARENTS:

2. EDUCATIONAYL BACKGROND :

. ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE:
EEMAVIOR (FIGHTING, DISCIPLINARY FROELEMS)

"RELATIONSHYP W/TEACHERS:

}?.E.A'I'ICI‘SHIP W/PEERS:

DATLY ACTIVITIES AND SOCIAL LIFE (PEER REIATIONSHIPS USE OF LEISURE TDME:)

" b

a

* DESCRIPTION OF SELF . (PERSONALITY, HOW HE HANDELS FEELINGS OF ANGER, SADNESS, EIC.:)

. IESCRIPTION OF SELF/SELF CONCEPT:
»HOW WOULD YOUR MOTHER DESCRIEE YOU ?

WHAT KIND OF DISPOSITION VOULD SHE SAY YOU HAD?

HOW WOULD YOUR FRIENDS DESCRIBE YOU?

WHAT KIND. OF REPUTATION DID-YOU HAVE IN SCHOOL?

| DATLY ACTIVIITES
HO7 DO YOU SPEXD YOUR FREE TDE?

" YHAT A2Z . YQUR HOBSIES?

DO ¥CU HAVE MaNY FRIERDS?

HOY DO TEEY SPEXND THEIR FREE TDME?

B BN
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: C. Second interview questionaire (cont.)
) : . v ) ’ .
n _ .
"‘
A o
L3
MARTIAL HISTORY, IF APPLICABLE: ,
n ) ‘ , ZFZ'S MATDEN NAME: - ME s
L] : .
MARRIAGE DATE: NO. OF CHILDREN: _ :
‘IF DIVORCED, WiEN:
ARE YOU PAYING CHILD. SUPPORT? IF S0, HOW MICH?
COMMNTS OF MARITAL RELATIONSHIPS: :
DERESSIONS: , }
KO APPLICANT PRESENTS HIMSELE: ) .
HANILING OF FEELINGS, ESP. ANGER:
EVIDDNCE OF PSYCHOSIS:
| INTELLECUTAL 1EVEL: ;
| i
‘ INSIGHT & JUDGEMENT: %
. ]
;‘ ] MDTIVATION FOR PARTICIPATION IN FROGRAM: :
REOCEXNDATIONS:
[ 3 -
i
i
!
t
!
. - !
- ',/“
e
1 l
v A
» -“—_.
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D. 'fSiam9~l‘e ‘Refusal Affidavit

o YRAIRIA T CLYET R S ' o
i whgﬁnﬂkfﬁai-u' LSRR -
wrish of Orleans - Siate of Lo ouisiana - - New Orleans, Louisiona 70119 "’
2 ‘CHARLES C. FOT1, IR, I 0
‘ Sherift’ )
ORLEANS PARISH. CRIMINAL SHERIFF'S RESTITUTION PROGRAM - ¢ -
REFUSAL OF PROGRAM |
i . R , :
'jwderstaﬁd that CXLliQK)
: : v 0
referred .me for evaluation by the Diagnostic Unit
-0f the Restitution Program. 1 also understand that participation
in this program is voluntary. After having‘the program
'explained'to me, .1 have decided to refuse to participate for
the Lollowlng reasons: ‘ ' ' T

‘. xQ  dewt mem fos) Oow' - Ihiny

DEXENDANT'S siGNATUR

VIlNEQS

()(FtDbJUL> éQD 15{278 L

"DATE

-71l=
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E. Sample Cover Letter to victim

March 8, 1979

Mrs. John Doe
1708 America Street
New Orleans, Louisiana

Re: Joe Offender
Dear Mrs. Doe:
As per our conversation of March 5, 1979, enclosed is

your check in the amount of $453.00. The check is
the restitution payment from Joe Offender. ‘

_ Thank you for your coopération in this matter. If you

have any further questions in this matter, please feel
free to contact this office.

Sincerely, -

Betsy J. Magee . . e
Orleans Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Program-
BIM/mec :
Enclosure (1)

72
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= ‘F. Sahple M.A.P. Contract B '

..
B P

o ! . N : {

ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHERIFF'S RESTITUTION PROGRAM

¢ a MUTUAL AGREEMENT CONTRACT

o This agreement made this day between -

and , Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff

P \; defines mutual responsibilities.and utiliZes an individualized

program to prepare for a successful

. community adjustment following his.release. -All parties agree as

follows:

" PART I.

s ] .. héreby. agree -that I shall conZorm

my conduct to ‘the Rules and Regulations established for this p}ogram
and incorporated into this. Agreement as Attachment I. I further
understand and agree .to successfully complete within my xeasonable
capabilities thée objectives outlined in this document in considera-
N - : tion for a specific release date. -I understand that I may’petitiss
for either termination or renegotiation of this”Agreement at any time
before my release.
. I realize that failure either to successfully complete my objec-
tives‘or‘tg ¢onform my conduct to the Rules and Regulations shall
¥ ’ constituge‘sufficient grounds for any other Party to this Aéreeme::
K to terminatle or renegotiate th;s Agreement and my participation ixn th;

program."If recommendation of termination occurs, 'I will be allowsd

a.hearing before the Criminal Sheriff's”disciplinaiy board.

If my participation in the Program is as a condition of probztion,
I understand that termination of my participaﬁion in the program will}
result in a recommendation to the Court tbat probation be revoked.

I agree that if I anm charsged with escape  {(which includes walk-off),
I will forfit to the general program fund all monies in my accounz

accumulated during my participation in the program. If I am terminated

“from ‘the program for unsuccessful completion.of my objectives or Iailure

to conform to rules and regulations incoxrporated in Attachment I fother

then escape or walk-off), I understand that monies will be deductei

from my account to cover the cost of restitution, court costs, anZ

“ ' food chafges, and the remainder returned to me.

@ L =734

[

e n memn e s

A

5w e i
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F. Sample M.A.P. Contract for Court Oi‘dered Restitution

L3 . *
. . .
-
PaRrc 11] n
. B
. 1, Charles C. Fotd . gr. __» ORLTANS PARISIH CRIMINAL SILRIFE, agrec
n that the above nased dweate will be rclcased on . 8/30 1979 .

CONTINGIZT UI'ON 111S SUCCESSIUL, CUMPLIFION of the objectives mentioncd belos
and his succcssfuily confoiming his conduct to the Rules and Regulations

established for this Propram. ’ .

see supplement

‘1. Attend Classes

. 4 nights weekly
2. Increase educational lcvel by . ' . . .
see attachment .

B. Vork Assignment

- I 1. To vork tu the best of my ability at the job provided fof me'8y = 0 7 Tt e
_the Restitution Program. -
C. Restitution $300.06- & $70.00 Court Cost :
- g . . .

D. Other $3.00 per day for food cost tc be paid tc the
Orlean: Parish Sheriff Office.

E. Community Service - Whichever is Tess 50 hours of Community
. Service or 12 hours per month.

- -7l | ) A
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AT, *Sample

1,

that the above named iniate will he reieancd on

\

K

PART 113 ‘
Chartes C. Fotd, Jr.

ol

.

and his succcssfuily conforming his conduct to the Rules and Regulations

PART IV,
ORJECTIVES .-

A. Education

.

2. Increasc educational Jevel by

¢

,'B. Work Assignment

* 1. “To work to the best of my abili

-Attend Classes

established {or this Program.

4 nights weekly

see attachment

_the Restitution Program.

s

D. ~Other $3.00 per day for
Orjeans Parish Sheriff Office.

il

M.ALP. Contract for Child Support

, ORLFANS PARTSH GRIMINAL SHERIFE, aprec

CONTINGERT UPON MIS SUCCESSFUL CueiXilIod of the ohjectives mentioned below

ty at the job provided for mc Dy

C. Restitution 20% Net income Child Support

food ¢ost to be-peid to the”

E. Community Service - Whichever is less 50 hours lbf Community
Service or 12 hours per month.

e

C
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F. Sample M.A.P. Contract f‘or'Victimv.Afssessmemt,or
Elderly Victim Relief Fund Restitution

e rm———— e mimtrt w0 % e i dare o - .

.
" LN Im
~ : R
], CHA!Q.S C. I-'CTI'I JR s ORLEANS PARTS CRIMINAL SUERIEE, apvee
A N 2
that the above named immate will be released on  pay o j979 1979
P CONTINGENT UION 1115 SUCCESSIUL (OMPLETION of the abjeatives mentioned below -
* , and his successfully conforming his conduct to the Rules and Regulations '
established for this Program. . - )
¥
- b N i
PART IV. ; o , ‘.
OBJECTIVES .* ] ‘
A. Education . -
N ' ) l
1. Attend Classes 2
v - 4 nights weekly ' . . ‘ ‘ - :
2.  Increase educational level by .
- ' See attachment ) .
l.- B. 'lyork Assignment ‘ B " . e . o ‘ ] .
RN 1. "To work to the best of my ability at the job provided for mc by -
4 . the Restitution Program. - - :
- . A C. Restitution $1 00 per day to be paid to the Victim a=d or, £
: . to the Elderly Vicrim Cozpensation fimd !
L - N . as determined by the Program Director. & $70.00 Court Cos= ;
or 30 additional days Parish Prison.
D. 0the*'$3 00 per day for food cost-to be paid ta the .
. c Orleans Parish Sheriff Office. .
" E. Commmity Services: Wnichever is less 50 hours of Cmmni:y
. Service or 12 hours per ronth.
. ' "
- - - -' -
- . ! .
. :
kil " ) . " :":-.
. . g
» s
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"PART IV.

A1l guestions, issues or disputes respecting determination

. ) Y . of succeséful completion of this rgrcement by the participants

shall be decided by the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff. , The

decision shall be in writing and shall set forth: the facts on

“which it is based, shall state the reasons for-the.decision

- and-shall be rendered within fiue

{5):@ays.

- IN-WITNESS WHEREOF the parties-undeérsigned have Hereunto

“set their ‘hands and seals this

.

_day of . 19

“‘(; i

v
¥

& =T

IRMATE

ZORLEANS'PARISB CRIMINAL SHERIFF
~AND. PROJECT . DIRECTOR '

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

-

WP

- homnie

e i 8 Aes S st 54 %
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G. Rules and Regulations
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1)
2)
3)
e
4)
[~
© 5%
6)
7)
8).
> .
9)
a

RESTITUTION PHOGRAM RULES, REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES
Prohibited Items

Wo weapons, alcohol, drugs or other unauthorized items willi be
permitted in the Restitution Area. Any resident found in possession
of contraband will be dismissed from the program. Contraband includes

any item or items inside the center not issued or approved by ‘the center.

©  All medication will be controlled and distributed by the security
officer on duty.

Any resident returning to the center under the influence of alcohol

or drugs will be disciplined appropriately.

Rights of Staff to inspect and search
The staff has the right to inspec® and seaxch any recident, his
property or his room. Periodic shakedowns may be expected.

Dress Code -

a. Residents are to be clean shaven each day. Beards are not
allowed. Neatly trimmed mustaches may be wozrn.

b. Bush style hair cuts may not exceed 1l¥% inches in length.
Side burns shall be neatly trimmed and extend to the lowest
part of the ear lobe.

c. Residents participating in the orientationphase of the
prograiy shall wear regulation CCC uniforms.

d. After completion of the orientation phase, residents will
be permitted to Keep minimum personal clothing approprizte
for their designated jobs. Clothing will be kept in the
resident's assigned’'room, and rooms-will be lccked when - -
residents are out of the building and duxing sleeping hours.

- Residents authorized to possess personal clothing shall wear
pants, shirt and shoes while: out of sleeping guarters.

Teleghone Calls

TTResidents may make written reguests to menbers of the staff
reguesting the use of the telephone. Telephone regussts must state
the place, time reguested and ‘name and telephone number of the party.
Deputies will be responsible for dialing the telephone number.

Use of Vehicles

Residents will not be permitted utilization of a private motor
vehicle for transportation to and from work. Public transportation
will be used. Special arrangements will be made Zor those unable to
utilize public transportation at the time of job assignment.

Mail

Mail will be distributed to residents by the security officer
on duty. Incoming mail may be opened for a check of contrabzsd.

Smoking
Smoking is perm;tted in de51gnated areds only. Smokirg will
not be pa:nlpted in the resident's sleeping gquarters.

Room Restriction  and Curfew -
a. Each resident is responsible for Xeeping his room neat-and
cieamn.

b. & resident is not allowed in another resident's room at any
time. ’

c. Fooms are to be locked when the resident leaves the Restitusisn

arez and at night while he is sleeping.

d. . Cn weekdays, residents are to be in their rooms at 10:30.
Laors will be locked at 11:00. Sunday is'considered a waek""
Curfew will be 12:30 on Friday and 1:00 on Saturday.

Vvisitors - R
"Visitdrs to residents of the Restitution Center will follow the .
procedure= outlined for visitors to the CCC

-78-
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' G . Rules .and Redulations (cont.)

10) Monpy Mapszgement

Res{dents who are employed will ‘turn in their uncashed paycheck and

check stub to the deputy on duty. The resfdent will receive a receipt for

his paycheck 2t the time 1t {s turned in. Each resident is responsible
for turning ir his money to the Center on the day he is paid )

waekly 27jowance for persons working will be 1ssued each week
resident {s not 3llowed to receive cash advances from an employer.

‘hny resident being paid in cash by an employer must acquire a note
stating the amount of hours worked and the tota) amount paid.

«

e e de

11) " Reom_and Board

Residents will be charged $3.00 per day for food. Room and board
is ROT chargeo while the resident is in the-orientation phase of the
program

12) Pess Policies and Procedures“‘

Al pass reguests w1]1 be turped in by Tuesday of each-week 'to the
Director via the resident's counselor for either approval or disapproval.
Weerday passes may be issued for special supervised activities, with
approval from the appropriate parties. Once 2 resident is on pass and
returns to the Ceénter without probable cause, the remainder of his pass
is terninated..

Pesidents in the orientation phase of . the program are not ol1g1b12
fo' passes,

13) ‘Responsibilities |

2. Residents are liable for any willful destruction of -the
properties of the Center.

b. - Any medical costs to see a doctor other than the Center's
physician will be pgid Tor by the resident.

c. “AV1 prescrihed medicine will be pa1d for by ‘the resident as
long as ‘money is available in the resident's account.

¢. A1l residents are responsible for bsing puntual and meeting
all time limits required by the Center.

14} Transportztion to the Restitution Area

U Tne Restitution residents witl eater the feont Tiest f¥soﬁ' entrancs
AGrévier Stre=t) of the CCC and immediately report to the.deputy assigned
to the area.

The jnmate will then be put through the electronic frisk (metal
de:ectsr).

‘The front entrance deputy will not1fy the . 3rd floor Eastitution Area

~of the res1den ‘s arrival.

The Restitution deputy will take the visitors elevator to the first
floor and escort the resident via the vistors elevator to the 3rd floor.

Upon'entering the 3rd floor area the residents will be escorted into
the group visiting room where he will remove his clothing in the attorney
boozth.

+Jhe Restitution deputy will. search the resident and the resident's
clathing. i :

Tne residents will dress and bé,escorﬁed into the Restitution Ar:zz.

..Upon leaving for work, residents will dress, report to.the Restiz.ti

de pu'v and be escorted vis the visitors elevator to the first flgor.

15} .ln-House D1sc1n11ne

Yiplations occur1ng within the Restitution Arega will be handled
trrousn the Sheriff's Disciplinary Board.

~18) . Specific Behavior Prohibited

"=

Sbusive ‘Yanguage, pyhsical violence, taking of others property. . 2

"1r.rxngemerts of other's right will not be tolerated.

on

-
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H. Letter of Reply from Sherlff

CRIMINAL SHERIFF

Parish of Orleans - State of Louisiana - New Orleans, Louisiana 70119

CHARLES C. FOTL. JR,
Sheriff i

June 13, 1979

Mr. Frank Serpas
cJCccC

1000 Howard Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70113

Dear Frank:
The recent e¢valvation of the Restitution Program performed by
your staff was both fair and competent. We have found much of the

information valuable and will put it to good use as the program continues.

The few relatively minor errors of fact found in the evaluation

‘have already been addressed and remedied in phone conversations between

Michael Geerken of my staff and Steve Hunt and Gilbert Litton of

cjcC. I myself would like to take this opportunity to respond to some
specific findings and recommendations found in the evaluation, not so

much in rebuttal as in explanation and development of some of the key

points.

The comments are made several times throughout the evaluation that
the Criminal District Court Judges have not referred as many offenders
to the program as was hoped and, in particular, did not order them to
pay restitution as often as was desired. Our experience in the program
has taught us, however, that changes in sentencing patterns are not
made easily. ' Thorough documentation of contacts made with the Criminal
Court Judges by program personnel, both individually and enhanc, would
run to many pages. At present, members of the Diagnostic Unit visit
each judge on a weekly basis. These contacts have born fruit, and the
rate of judicial referrals has shown a graduval increase over the
entire history of the program. o

Secondly, I would like to comment on the-quality of record keeping
in the Restitution program. There have been errors and omissions to
be sure. But a great many pieces of ‘information classified as "missing”
in the evaluation fall into one of two categories: Either the data
was never intended to be formally maintained, that is, CJCC program
monitors and evaluators had never requested thé data be kept until the
time came for the evaluation to be done, or the:data could not be kept
due to the nature of the information itself. In this first category,
I include certain dates (see especially section G) which the staff
painstakingly dug out from old security log books, record room folders,
and miscellaneous other sources at the evaluator's request. We have
never received clear guidance on what information would be required
for the evaluation, and thus our opinion of what data was 1mporta1t
dld not always mesh precisely with.that of the evaluator
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As to the second point, quite often.data classified as :missing
was simply not cellectible. For example. in some cases inmates did
not receive the two CAT tests necessary to registér educational progress.
In many of these "missing" cases, however, the program participants “
had been terminated from the program for disciplinary reasons. When
such terminations occur, they generally happen after a relatively
short time in the program. Retesting at terminztion is only inaccurate
because of the short time that has generally elapsed since the first
test, it is doubly misleading because of the trzuma the typical participant
- experiences when he loses work release privileges. Another group of
‘the missing cases are the criminal neglect participants. Since these
individuals can genarally be released the instant a friend or family
member pays their fine, it is impossible to know when the individual
will roll out so that a retest can be planned.prior to that date.

-

Before addressing the recommendations,.l'd like to turn for a
‘moment to the question of processing-time (Section'G). The analysis
as presented seems to indicate that an inordinate amount of time is
spent in processing an individual into full program participation
status, and a relatively short amount of time (2 1/2 months) is spent
Tdn actual,prograa'participation. However, it is clear that the long
time periods shown-—axpressed as averages—-—-are the direct result of a
small number of extreme outliners (in cne case, 399 days supposedly
elapsed betwesn screening and final decision for program acceptance.
These outlisrs are the result of a misinterpretation of the data,
.since they are genszrally cases which are screened initially (usually
“because they aré referred by a judge) and then placed on a "hold"
"status—-sometimes for as much as a year—-because that individual has “
too much time remaining on his sentence. These cases should not have ‘
been included in. the processing time analysis at all., At the least,
processing time should be expressed as the median or the frequency
distribution itself should have been presented,

The relativelr short period of time (again, expressed as a mean)
which the analysis shows most inmates spent in the program, is again,
based on-a misleading use of the data. Clearly, successful program
“completions should have been analysed separately from termination and
-early releases. Obviously, the grant refers to successful completions
when it poses a 4 - 6 'month average program stay.

Mike Geerken informs me that you and your staff were well aware
of these problems but could not do the necessary reanalysis due to the’ -
time deadline for submission of the evaluations. I do ask; hewever,
that these analyses be done and included in the final, published - T
~version of the Preliminary Impact Evaluation. ' T :
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Recommendations

1, "It is recommended that greater emphasis be placed upon restitution

payments made to victims of crime.”

To the extent possible, this is presently being done. Elderly
victims and staff assessed victim payments hzve been increased from
$1.00 per day to 10% of net income. As to the suggestion that more
‘direct victims should be identified," we presently make payments to
all direct victims—-whether or not such payments are ordered by the
court. It is difficult to see how more victims could be identified.

2. "Special attention should be provided to younger participants
ordered by the Court to pay restitution to victims for crimes of
burglary or robbery."

We have strengthened the performance of the counseling function
by the program, and have instituted a careful matching procedure
whereby counselors who have special training in dealing with young

offenders, for example, or with drug and alcohol problems, are assigned

to those offenders who need the most help.

3. "Accurate and complete records should be maLntalned for each
participant in, the program." .

Record keeping procedures have been completely reorganized and

tightened. This has been done particularly for educational and community

service dctivities. Community service activities, for example; are
now cross-referenced by inmate and by project, with the number of
hours and type of activity recorded after each writing.

Educational personnel are now very careful to obtain CAT test
scores at appropriate intervals. The problem of data loss due to the
program termination and early releases, however, is inherent in the-
nature of the program and can never be completely eliminated.

4, "A restitution program for women should be established."”

As you know, such a program is scheduled to begin in the Fallrdf
1979, ,

5. "Efforts should continue to secure a community-based facility for
the program."

These efforts are presently continuing.

6. "The Dlacnostlc Unit should seek more referrals ordered by the
Courts to pay restitution.”™
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It is difficult tagéee how much more can be done in this area.
Members of the Diagnostic Unit visit each judge weekly. 1In addition,

‘contacts have been made with each probation officer, each OIDP attorney,

each assistant D.A., and many private attorneys with an aim to having
them recommend restitution to the judges. The cooperation of the
judges has been good of late and has been gradually increasing, and we
expect this trend to continue. :

7.- "™Wictims to whom réstitution payments' have been made should be
followed up by Shelter personnel."

We felt that this is an evaluation rather than a program. staff
function, i.e. that such information would be primarily for research
purposes. We feel it is more dmportant for staff to spend their time
delivering as much monetary and service restitution possible to the
communlty rather than doing research on its impact on community attitudes.

-8. “"Explore the posslblllty of using an inmate's savings to pay for

his fine for cr1m1na1 neglect."

This is possible at present, under the condition that all other
obllgatlons——lncludlng restitution payments to the wife——be paid

first.

= I hope these comments have added to your staff's already compre-

hensive evaluation. Please thank them for their efforts.

Sincerely

CHARLES C. FOTI,
Criminal Sheri

CCFjr/jdc
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