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EXECU~IVE SUMMARY 

Restitution ~~as gained widespread acceptance as a sanction 
" II 

Ihnposed by the cr¥minal austice System requiring the offender to 

make payment of money or service to the actual or substitute 

• victim of crime. Resti tutj"on sanctions impact offenders by 

making them cognizant of the full costs of criminal activities, 

including all costs necessary to make full repara'tion, restoration, 

-or compensation to victirqp. Restitution sanctions impact victims 
l\ 

,and the Criminal 'Justice System directly ,by recovering some'of the 

loss or costs resulting 'from the c:r.itninal violation. Lastly, 

restitution sanctions impact the 'community by increasing confidence 

in the Criminal Justice System which leads to more crimes reporteq, 

more witnesses cooperating with the prosecution, more criminals 

apprehended an~ rehabilitated, and a reduction in crime. 

, Proqram Definition and Study Objectives 

The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/ 

Diagnostic unit became opera'tional 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 

seventy-five percent of the, of.fenders 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 appropriate. 

,The present study represents the preliminary impact analysis 

! ... for, the period gune 30, 1977 to Decemb~r '31, 1978, 'reviewing project 

li 
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'history 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 

protect did not propose to reduce recidivism. 

project Efficiency 
'l. 

DUFing the 18 months of project operation discussed in the 

report, the Restitution Shelter accepted 174 individuals, thereby 

"exceeding the goal by 16%. The Diagnostic Unit screened 414 indi-

viduals, 27% more than the stated goa,l. The educational component 

exceeded the goals by increasing grade level equivalencies more 

than 10~1o above objectives. 

Project 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 $108,3.64.55 being disbursed as 

follows: 

Payments to victims 
Payments to C.J.S. 
payments to Offenders 
Total disbursements 

$11,608.38 
26,741.50 
70,014.67 

$108,364.55 

(11%) 
(25%) 
(64%) 
(10~1o) 

'Fifty-four victims were directly, compensated as a result of the 

. program. These victims rece.:Lved an average of $151.86 or a total 

of $8,200.38. An additional 51 offenders paid restitution,indirectly 

, . through the E'lderly Victim Relief Fund in the amount of $3,408.00. 

The funds in the E.V.R.F. were used to compensate elderJ;y victims 

ii 
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, . 

for losses resulting from purse snatchings, muggings; and other 

forms of burgla.ry, theft, or robbery when property was not recovered. 

Fif.ty-t.hree 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, 

t~e Orleans Parish criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic 

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

effective manner. For a more detailea analysis consult the con

clusions and recommendations in the text. As a result of system

atic analysis and careful study, the following generalrecommenda:" 

tions have been made regarding the project: 

1. 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 ordered by the court to pay restitu

tion to victims for crimes of burglary or robbery; 

3. Accurate ~nd complete recordsshouldbe·maintained 

for each participant in the program. 

4. A restitution program for women 'should be established. 

5. Efforts should continue to be made to secure a commu

nity-based facility for the Program. 

iii 
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(", 

,:b-:6.Tlre ,Diagnostic ,Unit should 'seek more referra"ls 

"ordered by the Courts to pa~ restitution. 

7. Victims to whom re~titution payments have 'been 

:made"should be followed up'by Shelter,personnel. 

8. Explore the possibility of using an inmat:e' s 

savings to pay for his fine for criminal neglect. 
() 
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I • I.NT RODUCT I ON 

The Orleans parish'criminal Sheriff t $. Adult Restitution 

Shelter/Diagnostic Unit became operational on June 30, 1977. 

The Restitution Shelter was funded by a State Block Part E 

grant for the period June 30, 1977 through December 31" 1978, 

and is presently operating on a similar block grant through 

December 31, 1979. The Diagnostic unit was funded by a State 

Block Part C grant for the jleriod Jun~---~91 )97T 'thro1fgh~Seiptember 3_q~ ... _ ... ~ 

1978, and is currently operating on a Mini-Block grant through April 

15, 1979. The Diagnostic unit received another Mini-Block grant for· 

the period April' 16, 1979 to September 30, 1980. 

The Restitution Shelter and Diagnostic unit comprise the 

Restitution P~ogramat the Community Correctional center. ~herefore,. 

this 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 Restitu't:ion held in St. Paul, 

Minnesota on November 14 and 15, 1977, the fo11owingilefinition of 

restitution was provided, "A sanction imposed by an official of the 
• " ~I 

Criminal Justice System requiring the offender to make a payment of 

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. 

IBurt Ga1away and Joe Hudson, Offenc1er Restitution in Theory 
and,Action, Lexington Books, 1977 p. 1 

() 



',While '''the 'tcrbov:~ (definition' rsbroad "enou'gh ~to"i:nclude .. all' the ,above 
\.\ ' . 
"concepts j'in a coritinutimfrom II 0 f fender-or i,en ted II programs"to"v:ictim-

/ 
orient.ed" ,programs, 2 restitution programs 'should be kept distinct 

'from victim compensation programs. Those latter programs compensate 

victims of more serious crimes with government funds, while restitu- ~ 

tion programs are usually limited to less dangerous offende~s con

victed of crimes against property. In theory, restitution programs 

~hould impact the offenders, the victims, the criminal justice system, 

,and the coIt\lll.Unity in varying degrees depending upon the structure 

and orientation of each progl:'am. 

The '''class:ical 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 rational choice based 

upon an impression that lithe benefits of stealing exceed the cost 

of stealing by a wider margin than the benefits of working exceed' 

the costs of working."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 

'that an. offender will more fully comprehend the total cost of the 

cri~e and refrain from acting similarly in the, future. Other 

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

3Jeremy Benthan, An Introduction to the principles of Morals 
and Legislation, Athlone, London, 1970. 

4James A. Wilson, Thinking About Crime, (p. XIII-XIV) 

". 1.,' ~J 
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tangible benefits may impact of,fenders participating in restitution 

'programs ,including: cQuns.el.ing, education, and training programs 

in the prison; on-the-jOb training and actual work experience in 

the community; and, the accumulation of sEWings which . the offender 

receives upon release • 

The impact upon the victim, the criminal justice system, and 

the co~rnunity is more complex and difficult to assess. However, 

since victimization surveys suggest that only 33 percent of all 

crimes are reported to the police,S the criminal justice system, 

via restitution programs, offers one means of focusing more on 

the victim. "Restitution is definitely one of the major types of 

redress that can be offered to satisfy the claims 'of the victim. 116 

In addition, the criminal justice system benefits directly where 

offenders pay for court costs, court appointed lawyers, and prison 

se'rvices. In addi tion, 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 Objectives 

The following goals and objectives stipulated in the original 

grant application cover both, the Restitution Shelter and the 

5criminal'victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, 
U. S., Department of Justice, 1975 • 

. ~ • :6Emilio C. Viarro" victims, Offenders, and the Criminal. Justice 
System, in Gallaway, (p.97). 

-3-



,Diagnostic unit: 
o 

Go.al~l.'Expansion of'community-ba~ed . sentencing alternatives 
by operating 'a facility which processes 120 to 150 
persons during the grant period. 

,Goal 2. ·75% of the offenders'in the Restiotution Shelter 
are to make monetary payments to c:.;-ime victims .• 

Goal' 3. ?ymbolic or service restitution is to be made to 
crime victims where monetary payments are inappro
priate. 

Objective 1. The educational levels of the partipipants will 
increase according to the following criteria: 

a. Functional illiterates - 2.5 months 
b • Adult Basic Education - 7 mon'ths 
c. GED candidates - achievement of GED 

.Objective 2. 75% of the offenders will be employed during the 
grant period. 

-Objective 3. 25% of the offenders will be placed in training 
slots. 

Objective 4. A Citizens Business Council (CBC) will be implemented 
to assist in, gaining employment for part~cipan1::s., 

Objective 5. 

Objective 6. 

!J 

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

A Diagnostic Unit will be created which will in.te·r
view a minimum of 250 potential Restitution Shelter 
participants. 

C. Program Methodology and Limitations 

The Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic unit is composed of two 
.../~.,/\ 

(~istinct components. The Diagnostic unit receives referrals from 

the district courts, attorneys, the Central Intake unit of the 

prison, and oth~r.sources. An extensive screening process takes 

pl!=lce to insure that participants accept;ed into 1::he Shelter do 

not pose a threat to· the public and are· not. escape risks. 
~), 
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Upon acceptance into the Shelter, a participant is tes.ted 

and placed in an individualized learning program. Adetermina

tion of the kind and amount of restitution to be paid is agreed 

upon and made part of a contract \'lhich 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 inmates employed and paying 

victim restitution also contribute a percentage of their income 

for room and.board in the prison. 'This project does not propose 

to impact positively. upon the criminal behavior of the offenders 

involved. Therefore, no goals of recidivism 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 Eyaluation covering the period June 30, 1977 

-March 15, 1978. That evaluation pointed out that although 

rnost of the activities were.somewhat behind schedule on March 

15, 1978, the Shelter and Diagnostic Unit were, in effect, fully 

operational on that date. 

A number of grant adjustments have been made since the in

ception of the project. 

-5-
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Adjustment 1. postpone c, the starting ,date, from April ,Ie, 
1977 to June 30, 1977. Approved August'29, 
1977. 

Adjustment 2. Increase the sa1aries'for the Staff. 
Approved December 22, 1977. 

'Adjustment "3. E~tend the grant period to September 30, 
1978. Approved March 16, 1978. 

Adjustment 4. Change the qualifications for the 'Unit 
Director and change the psychometrist 
po.sition to Group Wor'ker III. Approved 
July 5, 1978. 

" 
Adjustment 5. 

Adjustment 6. 
0"--=--' 

(t" 
Adjustment 7. 

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

Move $15,000 personnel funds to ,equipment. 
Approved September 27, 1978. ,-

Extend the grant liquidation period to 
March 1, 1979. Approved February 19, 1979. 

The Restitution Shelter 

Adjustment 1. 

Adjustment 2. 

Adjustment 3. 

Make a budget change transferring funds from 
contractual services to personnel. Approved. 

Postpone the starting date from April 1, 1977 
to June 30, 1977. Approved December 2, 1977. 

Salary i,ncreasefor Staff. Approved December 
2, 1977. 

Adjustment 4. Change the method of payment for the'Citize~s 
Business Council. Refus,ed DeceIilber 2, 1977 •. 

Adjustment 5. Change the educational objectives from two and 
one-half years and seven years to two and one

,half months and seven months.J;'espectivel.y. 
Approved March 27, 1978. 

Adjustment 6. Extend the grant period to September 30, 1975 
Approved March 27, 1978. 

Adjustment 7. Create the new staff position of Employment 
Coordinator. Approved June 5, 1978. 

-6-
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Adjustment 8 •. Extend .the grant period~'to December 31,1978: 
Approved August 18, 1978. 

Adjustment 9. Extend the liquidation period to February 15, 
1979. Approved January 24, 1979 • 

-7-
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II ,', 
I' 
jiIOC • ",TaB ,;COr.1PONEN'.cS OF 'DHE "RESTIT'tJ"TION ,PROGR1\M 
:1 
I 

II 

involvescreleasing convicted'and 

sent,enced inmates back into the community, the critical process 

of l$creening program referrals, is the responsibility of the 
!,..;J 

, Dia<;Jnost:l'c unit. Although offenders from a myriad of backgrounds, 

i.e.:, race, nUIIi:Oer of previous offenses, current offenge, length 

O'f >t;ime from last incarcerti'tion, etc., have participated in the 

'.~;:p:togram, categorically excluded from participation are those 

presenting either a clear danger to the community and/or themselves 

because of a history of violent behavior or those having a record 

of nu.merous felony convictions. The Diagnostic unit consists of 

,a dirE~ctor, one full-time and one half-time psychiatric social 

,worker., a ·secretary, and a clinical psychiatrist ,who works on' an 

as needed consultant basis. (A work flow chart is contained in 

',the APpendix,.) 

The'Pfimarysource of referrals to the program has been the 

Orleans Parish criminal District Court judges. The judges have 

ordered offenders to pay restitution either to victims or to the 

Court to recover Court: costs, or to contribute to the expenses of 

a Court appointed defense attorney. In addition, the Diagnostic 

unit has adopted/a II docket search.procedure"in which the secretary 

reviews all sentenced ,persons upon receipt of the records from the 

"Clerk of Cou~t. other program referrals are primarily made by the 

Sheriff I, s ,prison' Intake unit, by counselors ahd' teachers in the 

communi}:;y- Corrections Center (C.C.C.) Rehabilitation program", by 
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the "Yank Captain" in the prison, and by municipal judges. 

Phase I. 

Frequently, a program'referral is received by telephone. The 

program secretary passes the referral on to the directbr and begins 

to gather preliminary information. Initially, a request is made 

to the National Crime Information center (N.C.I.C.) for a printout 

deta~,ling the past criminal activities of 'the individual. In,ad-
\ 

\ 

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.e.I.C. If there is a question 

about one or more of the incidents reported on the N.C.I.C., a more 

detailed item number report is requested. 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 prospe,ct and the director of the Dia,9nostic Unit, one 

of the social workers, or the teacher. 

phase II. 

The first ,intervie,.., is usually conducted in the classroom at 

the C.C.C. or the attorney's booth at the old Parish prison. The 

purpose of this interview is to assess the offender's general 

background, including family and marital status,past employment, 

education, vocational training, military experience, health con-

dition,' arrest history, and local references. Individuals who 

have no local, references are usually considered high risk and 

difficult to locate in the event of escape and 8 generally, are not 

-9-
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-~.' .a:cce:~~,:~._,~~:t~..:...:thep~og:rcif!l~ (A copy-of thefir'st interview 

qU~~.!.:t...0~Il:ai.re is cont~ined in the Appendix.) , 

\ 

'The office 'of the Cr~minalSheriffopeneda General Intake 

Unit for both the C.C.C. and the Old Parish Prison (O.P.P.) for 

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

com~ng operational in Oc~ober of 1978, all inmates are given the 
I' 

" 

,Thorndike I.Q., the GordJ?n Personality, the California A.chieve-
I, 
II 

. ro~n,t .Test (C.A.T.), and d,ther tests as needed. ,;All new inmate.s 

within six to eight months of release are automatically referred 

.to the Restitution ShelteJ!:' from the General Intake unit. It is 

',no longer necessary for the Diagnostic Unit to test referrals 

'from the Ge)feral Intake Unit. However, prior to october of 1978, 

the Diagnostic Unit tested all referrals before acceptance into 

the program. 

The next stage ill the screening process is the verification 

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

:is . held at the Diagnostic Unit with the fami,ly of the offender and 

'one of the social workers. The support of the ,family at this time 

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 inf,ormation received from the offender in 

the first interview is confirmed and contact,by~telephone is made ., \\ ~ 

with 'previous employerS to determine if the offender can return 
::::.'" '~ , ' 

to his prev'ious job situation. 

-10-
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As stated by the Diagnostic unit 'staff, the purpose of Phase II 

is to scrutinize each inmate to determine: ;-;;:-:> 

1. Suitability for regular employment: 

2. SUfficient self-discipline necessary to live in a less 
structured situation; and, 

3. capacity to understand the implications of the shelter 
concept. 

Phase IIJ;,. 

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 mare in-depth evaluation in which symptomatology, 

health, psychiatric and behavioral history, and personality are 

all assessed. The psychiatrist attempts to answer the question, 

"Can he handle ,i,t?" (1\ copy of the second interview questionnaire 

is contained in the Appendix.) 

A final oral interview' is required for all potential partici-

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

input is important as an inmate \<Jill frequently react differently 

with a prison officer. Additionally, those officers have access 

to the informal prison grapevine. If a prospect has passed all 

o·ther screening but the captain does not recornmend favorably I the 

inmate is usually not accepted into'the program. 

Having successfully complet:ed all screening processes, a 

candidate's background is discussed ina committee of-the-whole 

at a weekly staff meeting which includes staff members .,from both 

the Diagnostic Unit and the Res'l::itution Shelter. A final deter-

-11-
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m.ination ,.of pJ;:ograni .partic.:i,pation i.s :th~n m.ai;1e:.but,;i.f tbe pro-

gram is 'fUll at that time, ~'±:'he ~nmate is' placed in a :holding 
" 

status until space is available. If- a selected ihma~;e r~fuses 

"program 'participation, .an· .affidavit stating the reason (s) for 

refusal must be signed. (The Appendix contains a sample of an 

affidavit. ) When·a selected inmate chcoses to p~rt:;l~cipate in 

the program, the Court is notified immediately. At this point 

the work of the Diagnostic Unit is completed and the offender 

becomes the responsibility of the Restitution Shelter. 

B. The Restitution Shelter ,) 

The Restitution Program' was originally intended to be 10"· 

cated in a comrnunity-based facility physically separate from the 

,high security prison. However, for various· reasons, a.separate 

facility never materialized. The present facility is located in-

side the C.C.C. near downtown Nfbw Orleans. The inmates are con-

fined to t\V'o sections known as quads, each having a m?ximurn ca-

pacity cf 28 rooms. Each quad area has one 25' x 60' day room 
{, 

~.and cne30' x 30' classrcom available to the inmates. 

The Criminal Sheriff's deputies are responsible for the 

care, custody, and control of the inmates. Three deputies in-

cluding one sergeant are cn d~ty at all times to monitor the cells 

on the quad. The 'd~p~tiesare responsible for: retrieving all 
./ )) 

mcney arid paychecks frcm the' inmates .' upon 'returning to.' prison 

every night: calling employers when.an inmate is sick and monitor-
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ing his activities wh±le he is on the job: checking all family 

information for security pu.rposes before an inmate bElgins 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 deputies also frequently apply drug and alcohol tests tc 

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, Court. In addition-, the Court may order an offender 

to pay a fine or restitution to the Indigent Defender ~rograrn or 

to the Court Operations Fund. 

If the Court does not order any of these ty~es 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 either to a victim or to the Elderly Victim Relief Fund 

(E. V .R.F.) if r,o victim has been identified. . That fund compensa..~~~, 

elderly citizens' ,for'Tos,ses of -necessities' of life. In iike ma:n~~_r, 

a~ offender who has comple'ted restitution payments to the Court or 

-13-



to .a victim ?is orde·j;ed by the Court and who has not yet been 

released from prison and is still in the Shelter will.begin·to 

pay no more than $1.00 per day to the E.V.R.F. Before the E.V.:R.F. 

was instituted, these' indivi'd1;lals with no il.irect victim to c9mpen-

sate were assigned to do symbolic restitution or community ser-

'vice. In addition, all ,inmates do some ki.nd of eOliU't'itmity service 

work on weekends regardless of the kind of restitution being ,made. 

victim.Assessment is usually performed by the Shelter Em-

ployment Coordinator. Before that position was created on iApril 

1, 1978, either the Director or the Assistant Director completed 

this assessment. As a rule, the EmpJ,oyment ,Coordinator reltes 

upon the police report to determine the amount of.the damage or 

loss to the victim. The Coordinator' also contacts the victim to . , 

ascertain the extent of interest in receiving restitution. Most 

victims are enthusiastic about receiving restitution, but some 

are fearful of reprisals or future contact with the inmate. How-

ever; fewer than five of the victims contacted have refused to 

accept rest'itution. While property crimes are easy to assess by 

means of securing repair bills or replacement receipts, other of-

fenses,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 cov'ered by in-

"surance claims. In no case does a victim.-ever receive more res- ., 

titution than the actual loss due to,'hhe crime as recorded in 

-14-
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~~~ original police report. Court ordered restitution may in-

clude payments not only 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-

sequently, limits its assessment to objective costs. 

In addition to making restitution payments to victims and 

to 'the Court, some offenders charged with criminal neglect pay 

support to their families. other offenders pay child support 

through the Shelter to their families. In addition, all par-

ticipants: pay $3.00 per day to the Sheriff for room and board: 

pay£or'their own personal eXpense's, transportation and lunch 

money; and, contribute to a personal sav'ings account which will 
• 

be payable to the inmate upon release. This savings fund performs 

two important functions: first, it serves to assist inmates in 

getti!Jg reestablished upon release i ',' and, .second, acts as collat':"' 

eral'to assist in insuring inmate cooperation and as a deterrent 

to escape attempts. 

Approximately 90 per cent of all restitution' payments to vic-· 

tims are delivered by mail along with a short cover letter to the 

victim, with the remainder being hand-delivered. (A sample cover 

letter is contained in the Appendix.) At no time does the o,ffen-

der ever make contact with the vict,im after entering the Shelter. 

In fact, the Shelter ma:J(es an effort to protect the victim from 
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anY"further cant'act with t,the offender r "'Once restitution "payment is 

'made,mo'fU':tther contact"is' maint~Hned,;,withthe victims ,by Shel-

t~r personnel. 

~2 • .:;Employment 

, When the Restitution Shelter:first b,e,gan operations, a Com
li' 

, munity Busin~ss coullcil (c .B.C.) was established to develop em-

ployntent positions for the i'nmates in the program. Approximate-

1y ten. community leaders responded and expressed a \.1il1ingness 
Ii 

to.participate in the program. However, the C.B.C. ceased to meet 

regularly and difficulties were encountered in placing inmates.' 

As a result,tl1e staff of the Restitution Shelter concluded that 

a full time Employment Coordinator would be more effective. The 

C.B.C. was not dissolved, but it has been transformed into an ad-

v'isory board. On April 1, 1978, an Employment Coordinator assumed 

the responsibility for placing program participants. 

Soon after acc.eptance into the Shelter, an initial interview 

is held with the Employment Coordinator to assess the education, 

work skills, and interests of the offender. There is usually a 

ten to fourteen day waiting period before job placement in order 

to observe the offender and for program orientation. During this 

'period the offender is tested by the educa.tional component, the 

restitution contract is negotiated, and the Mutual Agreement Pro-

',gram contract is s,igned. 

Usually, the Coordinator tries to place each offender into 
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the same position held prior to arrest. If this is not pos'sib1e, 

other related positions are investigated. In addition to schedul

ing interviews .with pctentia1 employers, the Cocrdinator schoc1s . 

the inmate in interview prccedures. The co~rdinatcr always trans~ 

ports the .offender tc the interview, but the inmate handles the 

interviews in private. 

The Cccrdinatcr identifies petential emp1cyers frema number 

.of scurces, including the C.B.C. Adviscry Beard members, the in

mate's prev.ious emplcyers, and the classified ads. Placement 

into lucrative emp1cyment often prcves difficult because mest in

mates have lew· levels ef·educaticn, training, and experience. In 

additien, as a matter .of pe1icy, some large cempanies are unwill

ing tc hire ex-cff~nders. The Coordinat.or contacts present em

p1.oyers at least mcnthly in order te keep abreast .of each in

mate's pregress and t.o determine future emp1eyee needs. Basic 

selling points tc prcspective employers are that inmates are de

pendable and punctual .on the job due tc being censtantly monitered 

by deputies in the jail, are available twenty-fcur hcurs a day 

seven days a week, and, presumably, want tc work in .order t.o re

main cut .of jail. 

The·Security bivision of the Shelter monitcrs inmates outside 

.of the instituticn. A pass is typed with the ccmpany name, time 

.of werk, pay rate,· supervisor's name, and thetelephcne numl:>er. 

-17-



o ' 

. J~i.leinmat~,~ .\:!:,$.epubl,ic t~ans'port,atfon to C!.nd :f;rom,w~r~, they 

are pl.a.c~d .in ojobs ;:which prov,ide .good. .supervisiQn.;Time cards 

;;.j 

ar"e' ~sed" t.o punch in and out of prison. 'Employee work super-

".vi.sors :are'expedt~d ,to 'monitor and call ~the Sergeant at the 
'J 

prison to report inmate employee absences due to sickness, wea-

other, or any u!lexpected cancellation of work. The objective of 
, 

this aspect of the program is to place an inmate into a job 

,which he ca,n keep aft~r release. As a rule, the Coordinator has 

no difficulty in placing program ,participants into uI).skilled 

"3.' 'The Mutual .Ag:r.'eement: Program (MAP.) 

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

cently been implemerited around the country. 7 As ,a r,ule, all in~ 

"dividuals whp pay restitution must negotiate and sign a t<l.A.P. 

contract with the Sheriff before beginning work. 

'Oncethe victim 'assessment is completed and the offender is 

ready tOi begin work,. a meeting is scheduled with the offender and 
o . 

"eheA(s.sistant D,ire.ctor. . There are three basic types of contract 

. each depending upon the specific kind of restitution to be paid: 

.Courtordered; child support; or, victim assessment. (A sample 

of the three'types of contracts is included in the Appendix.) 

In addition to stating the restitution payment requirements, each 

contract includes other educational and commu1J.ity s,ervice require-

.--
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" merits, as, well as an agreed upon release date, provided the in-

mate successfully satisfies the terms of the contract. Both 

! the inmate and the Criminal Sheriff 'sign this document. 

A copy of the rules and regulations is included in the termS 

of each contract and any violation may be cause for the nullifi-

cation of the contract, the loss of some savings the inmate has 
\( 

accumulated, (in the case of attempted escape) ~nd' an extension. 

of the release date. (A copy of the Rules and Regulations is 

contained in the Appendix.) One benefit of the contract, is 

th~t, as it is a business agreement, it fosters selfresponsi-

bility. The Director of the Shelter has indicated that the 

scope of the contract will be expanded in the future to include 

developmental progress through the program, with contingent, 

increases in freedom being dependent upon incremental progress 

in the program. 

4. Education 

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:' differe,nt kinds of classes offered include pre-literate, 

adult basic education, and Graduate Equivalency Diploma (G.E.D.)., 

Upon entering the Shelter, if not.e,previously 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 given a grade-level score for e,ach area. 
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.In nadditio.n, tpeteacher 1,administ,erso;ther .. tes.t.s to. det"ermine \) 

whether :.a person should be pl'aced into. the pre-literate class 

or not. Placement is made on the b~sis ef these tests. .. 
Q ~ 

An individual learning pregram is prepared fbreachinmate 

by the t.eacher fer the next c'lass peDiedfellowing testing. 

Once an indi'\fidual pre.gram is develepe4, .each inmate is free to. 

. pregress at an individua~ rate. The teacher prav:i,des individual 

attentian and, as the physical facility dees net enhance a class-

room type teaching'appreach and since most student.s are at ,differ-

~,";o=o,ent levels, an inde.p~ndent study appraach has been found to. be 

',mest effective. 

Classes meet frem 1:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. en weekdays fer thase 
• 

nat warking and an alternate nights fr.em,7:00 p.m.-9:00p.in. fer 

the athers. Materials and texts are supplied by the Shelter.~, In 

additien, class time is deveted to. practical skills"such as read-

ing varieus business forms and the preparatien af' jeb applicatial?~:;' 

cr~dit applicatiens, and tax returns. The teacher believes that 

thestrengthef t.heprogram lies in the·individualizedpregram 

appraach, the lack ef distractians in prison,· and compe~itian 

'among inmates. 

o 
5. Counseling 

When the· Shelter ,first epened in the Summer of 1977, the 
B 

secial warkers in the Diagnestic uni;~ pravided individual a.nd 

group ,counseling to. participants .. ' The teacher has also. been 

c 

-20-



'~ 

an important source of counseling services to the ~,nmates. In 
I) 

April of 1978, the teacher was promoted to the Assistant Direq-

tor1s position. From that date until January 1, 1979, she 'con-

tinued to do counsel~ng. At approximately the same time, the 

social workers decided to discontinue the use of group counsel
c:;;' 

ing sessions. In January of 1979, two supervisors were appointed 

to do counseling and to work with the Employment Coordinator in 

,areas concerning employment. 
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··::tI~I. '~pf{0.G:AAM 'OPERATION ·AND EE'PICIENCY 

:The :Restitut.ion.Shelter/Dia'gnostic Unit pro'gram operations 

were as,se~s'sedon the basis of project records and monitoring visits. 

In ,the 'early paxt of January 1979 ,~th~ Shelter began to use an auto

mated CRT data processing system called OS6. Although the system 

provides an 0:rder1y means ,of storing and retrieving data, its analy

t.ical. capabilities are limited. The primary source of data was 

.the individual case folders maintained by the Shelter. A staf~ 

;person·\;;ent, through all the case folders, extract.ed relevant 

information, and entered these data onto the 056 system. The data 

on the 056 system were then checked systematically a number of 

·times for accuracy arid completeness •. However, some data were 

missing in each, case folder and the 056 data covering the period 

-of this ,evaluation "lere pulled and, ,in turn, recoded and entered 

onto a more sophisticated digital computer for purposes of analyses. 

A. The Diagnostic Unit 

Table 1 summarizes available descriptive characteristics 

. o.fthe 414 client referrals made to the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic 

.:Unit ,between June 30,1977, and December 31, 1978. Of.·the total 

referrals, 1~1o were white and 83% were black. (Data were missing 

on the two referrals.) Although the program did not ,~ntend to 

exclude ,,'Omem, 'the present location of the program. discourages their 

accep'tance. Some women ",ere referred to Marion Manor. by the Resti

tutionShelter. 
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'I'able 1 

To·tal Referrals to Diagnostic Unit8 
Accepted vs. Rejected Referrals 

June 30, 1977 to December 31, 1978 

Number of Cases 
Average Age 
Race 

Black 
White 
Missing 

To·tal 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

Total 
Referral Source 

Judges 
unstructured 
Structured 
In·take Unit 
Other 
Missing 

Total 
Cha.rges 

Hcmicdde 
Assau1 t/Bat·tery 
property Damage 
Burglary 

. Robbery 
Theft 
Criminal Neglect 
Morals 
Weapons 
Substance Abuse 
Probation Vio1a~ion 
Other 
.Hissing 

To·tal 
Type Restitution 

None 
E.V.R.F. 
criminal Neglect 
Child Support 
court Ordered 
Victim Assessment 
Missing 

Total 

Total 
N. 

414 
26.3 

343 
·69 

2 
414 

413 
1 

414 

116 
67 
97 

128 
5 
1 

414 

2 
25 

6 
88 
48 

126 
47 

5 
13 
23 
10 
18 

"3 
414 

Referrals 
% 

100"/0 

83% 
1 7"/0 

·100% 

100% 
0% 

100% 

28'/0 
16% 
23% 
31% 

1% 

99% 

0% 
6% 
1% 

21% 
12% 
301% 
11% 

1% 
3% 
6% 
2% 
4% 

Accepts 
N . % 

174 100% 
26.1 

152 88'/0 
21 12% 

1 
·174 100% 

174 
o 

174 

55 
26 
44 
48 

1 
o 

J.74 

2 
9 
2 

28 
20 
52 
34 
o 
8 

11 
2 
6 
o 

174 

7 
59 
31 
19 
28 
13 
17 

174 

100% 
0"/0 

. 100"/0 

32% 
15% 
25% 
28'/0 

1% 

101% 

1% 
5% 
1% 

16% 
11% 
30% 
19% 

0% 
5% 
6% 
1% 
3% 

98:'/0 

3% 
38"/0 

.20"10 
12% 
18"/0 

8% 

99"/0 

Rejects 
N % 

240 100% 
26.4 

191 .80% 
48 20"/0 

1 
240 100% 

239 
1 

240 

61 
41 
53 
80 
4 
1 

240 

o 
16 

4 
60 
28 
74 
13 

5 
5 

12 
8 

12 
3 

240 

100"10 
0% 

100% 

25% 
17% 
22% 
33% 

2% 
,-

99"/0 

7% 
2% 

25%' 
12% 
31% 

5% 
2% 
2% 
5% 
;3% 
5% 

99% 

8 Missing cases \vere not included in the percentage ca1c.ulations. 
Rounding caused some total percentages not to equal 100. '; 

;' 
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1. "Re:ferra'l Sources 

, "The primary' sources ofpart:Lcipant' r,efer~als can be grouped 

into four types, with a" residual ··other" cate'gory: 

2. 

(a) ,Criminal District court referrals ,from' each of the 

10 sections of the court. 

(b) unstructured Internal referra,ls from an informal 

network within the prison complex through individuals 

such as the Sheriff, captains, sergeants, chaplain, 

,special investigators, and the Shelter staff. These 

persons learn of potential clients meeting minimum 

criteria and refer these individuals to the Diag

nostic Unit. 

(c) Structured Internal referrals made by the Rehabilitation 

Program. The Diagnostic unit has also established a 

systematic routine for searching for participants in 

,the prison record room and in court: dockets. 

(d) Parish Prison central Intake Unit referrals. 

Charges 

Two types of individuals were categorically excluded from 

the program: (1) those persons presenting a clec:tr threat to the 

community and/or, themselves by virtue of violent behavior patterns: 

or, (2) those person,s with a r,ecord of numerous felony 'convictions. 

The Diagnostic unit implemented a flexible policy regarding criteria 

for screening but persons with a history of violent crimes. All 

,persons having ,thre's previous convictions . for violent crimes were 

o 
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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 accept.ed 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 violent 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 parti'cipants -were convicted of ranged 

from simple probation violation to homicide as noted in Tables 1 

and 4. However, in those tables, offenders are categorized 

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

,pIe charges, classification was made according to ·the most serious 

offense. Thus, no account was' taken ,·()f previous offenses in 

categorizing offenders by offense. 

3. Discussion 

originally, the program had expected to receive most referrals 

from Criminal District Court judges. However, as Table 1 indicates, 

only 2~1o 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 Courtso 

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%). 
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'Table 2 ' 

"Reasons for' Rej ectiori 9 

A,rrest History 
Refused to Participate 
1st Interview 
Support in Community 
2nd Interview 
Type of Offense , 
Placed into Work Release 
Past Employment Record 
Psychiatric Opinion 

'Too Much Time on Sentence 
Incident Report 
Outside Report 
Juvenile Record 
Other 

'lictal 

,N 

85 
13 
43 
33 
25 
22 
19 
16 
15 
11 

6 
2 
l 

32 
323 

,% 

26% 
4% 

13% 
100/0 

8'/0 
7% 
6% 
5% 
5% 
3% 
2% 
1% 
1% 

1004 
101% 

Although individuals with various charges were accepted into 

,the program" 63% of all re,ferra.ls were for the property crimes of 

purglary, robbery, or theft; crimes having easily identifiable 

victims and r~latively easy losses to assess. The second largest, 

'percentage o f.,"referrals , 11%, were charged with criminal ne'glect. 
, ' 

Other cha":!')ges ranging from homicide to probation violation constitute 

'the other 27% of all referrals. (Data on three referrals were 

1missing,.) 

Table 1 shows some differences between those accepted and those 

rejected by ,the Diagnostic Unit. Al~hough both populations look 

very similiar, the 'following qualifications were noted. Of the 

,total participants accepted into the program, a larger proportion 

9Some persons were rejected for more'than one reason and all 
reasons were included in this table. 
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She1ter1O 

,) Tota.], Accepted into 
Jpne 30, 1977 to December 31, 197.8 

.:;:, 

Total Success Early Terminated In program 
Accepted N % N % N % N % 

Number of Cases 174 95 5!':;o/c .L!O 12 7% 50 29"/0 16 9"/0 
Average Age 26.1 27.9 30.0 22.4 23.2 

: 
Race 

Black 152 8Er/o 82 86% 11 1000/0 43 86% 15 94% 
-, White 21 12% 13 14% 0 7 14% 1 6% 

'Missing 1 0 1 0 0 
'rota1 1'14- 100% 95 100% 12 15)00/0 50 1000/0 16 1000/0 

Sex 
Male 174 95 55% 12 7% 50 29"/0 16 9"/0 

Referral Source 
Courts 55 32% 23 24% 0 23 46% 9 .. 56% 
unstruc·tured 26 15% 19 20% 2 17% 4 Er/o 1 6% 
Structured 44- 25% 24 25% 5 42% 13 26% 2 13% 
Intake unit 48 2B% 29 31% 5 42% 10 200/0 3 i 9"/0 
Other . 1 1% 0 0 0 1 6% 

Total 174101% 95 100% 12 1,01% So 1000/0 16 1.00"/0 

Charges 
Homicide 2 1"/0', 2 2% 0 0 0 
Assau1t/Ba'ttery 9 5% 5 5% 0 4 8"/0 0 
Property :pamage 2 1% 2 2% 0 .0 0 

'Burglary 28 16% 12 13% 0 14 28"/0 '2 13% 
. Robbery 20 11% '7 7% 2 17% 9 18"/0 2 ,13% , .. 
'I'heft 52 30Yo 31 33% 1 8"/0 15 30% 5 31%' 
Crim. Neglect 34 200/0 22 23% 9 75% 1 2% 1 6% 
Weapons 8 5% 4 4% 0 2 4% 2 .13% 
Substance Abuse 11 6% 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 99"/0 95 99"/0 12 1000/0 50 100% 16 102% 

Type Re sti·tution 
None 7 4% 3 3% 0 2 4% 2 20% 
E.V.R.F. 59 38"/0 31 34% 1 10% 23 49% 4 40% 
Crim. Neglect 31 20% 22 24% 7 70% 2 .4% 0 
Child Support 1.9 12% 9 10010 2 20% 8 17% 0 
Court Ordered 28 18"/0 14 16% 0 11 23% 3 30% 
victim Assessment 13 &/0 11 12% 0 1 2% 1 100/0 
Missing 17 5 2 3 6 . ... 

Total 174 100% 95 99"/0 12 1000/0 50 ' 99"/0 16 100% 

.. 10status could not be determined for ,?ne accepted case, thu'~ tJ:1e tota.1 of succe$s. 
Early, Terminated, and In Program w~lJ. equal only 173. r.1~ss~ng cases were 
not included in the percentage calculations. Rounding caused some total 
percentages not to equal 100. 
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o'f'~bl'a<;::ks ~C8g>/o) ;w~'re <~'d'cept'ed, :than'were ;'r.eferredto the 'Diagnostic 

Unit (83%) _Although this difference does not seem' to' be statistically 

signJficant, it is la:r-'ge enough to point out. Secondly, 'of the total 

participants accept'ed, into the program, a much larger proportion, of 
,. 

those charged with Criminal Neglect (20"/0) were accepted into the 

'Restitution· program than were referred to the Diagnostic Unit (11%). 

However, this difference is probably due to the nature of the charge. 

criminal Neglect is a non~violent crime in~,;which the husband does 
l) , 

.,not support his:~£amily. 'Few ;o'f <.these men; are dangerous and 'this . i, . 
. , 

',factor alone may account for the acceptability. 

B. .The R~~.stitution Shelter, 
" 

Table "1 indicates that a total of 174 individuals were 
" 

accepted into th,e Restitution Shelter during the evaluation period .. 

Table 3 ,describe~i; t~e four .typesof individuals who were accepted 

in terms o'f program outcome. 

The ,S,lccess:fu.l Group is made' up of those who completed the program 

and we,re "released f.rom prison. "'The Early Group consists of those 

released from prison as a result of early payment of fines. The 

Terminated .Group includes those :whowere,e:xpelled:t;rom the program 

for good caus~ and returned to the ordin~ry prison population. The 
\~) 

In-Program Gro\;lp are those who were still in ,the.program as of 

December 31, ,)'.978. 

1. Successful Completio~ 

The 95 successfuJ. ',partic.ipantscan be' characterized as being 

black males (86%), 'with an average age of 27.9 years. ReferraL sources 
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were closely matched with 20-3l%:;coming from each. Theft (33%) and 

criminal neglect (23%) were the most common charge::;, with burglary 

(13%) a distant third. 

The most common types of restitution paid by the successful 

participants were to the E.V .R.F. i{34%), criminal neglect (24%), 

and court ordered ~J.6%). 

2. Earlycompletions 

"Of these 12 individuals, 11 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 the 

Prison Intake unit (42%) or the structured Sources (42%). The 

majority were charged with criminal neglect (75%), and paid 

restitution in the form of either criminal neglect (7()=,;{,) or 

child support (2()=,;{,). 

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 (3()=';{,) t burglary (28='1o), or robbery (18='10). 

,The most conunon type of restitution paid was to the E.V.R.F.· (49"/0) 

or court ordered to victims (23%). 

4. In program 

Participants still in-, the program on December 31 , 1978, were 

primarily black males (94%), with an average age of 23.2 years. 

Over half (56%) were referred by the courts. The most conunon 

.charge was theft (31%). Restitution was being paid to the E .• V.R.F. 

(4~;{,) or to court ordered victims (3~1o). 
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\,1Among-a.1.1 reaSlpns gj,Vcen for "termi:nat~o11 and dismissal from 

the prO-gram <li$ted in'~able 4 ,job v:Lol'atiol"l was ,the most common 

(7']0/0). The next most common reasons were. for possession of mari-

juana (20010)., and ~or ,quad violations ,.(13%) • 

Table 4 

Reasons for Dis~issa111' 

Discussion 

Job Violation 
Marijuana 
Quad Violation 

/Pas$ Viol.ation 
Alcohol. 
Other Disciplinary 
Security 
Personal 

. ,Open Charge 
Total 

N 
23 
12 

8 
5 
4 
3 
3 
1 

2-
60 

% 
38% 
20% 
13% 

8='/0 
']010 
5% 
5% 
2% 
2% 

1000/0 

An interesting point in the foregoing analysis is the fact that ..., 

·the average age for those terminated from,the program is considera'bly 
.,\ 

:less than ·tha.t of the successful arid 'early- reI-ease population' (22,.,4 yrs.) -

vs (27.9 yrs.) and (30.0 yrs). This was not unexpected as many 

'factors related to age i.e. maturity, responsibility, and wisdom, 

are apparently absent in younger participants who do not seem to 

understand the benefits of early release and the payment of 

r~stitut;i.on.to .victi~\s. 

11 ." The· total' l.S larger than the total number of dismissals beca.use 
in pne case,mor.e than . one ",;r:.eason was >,given. 
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A second pointe' of interest is the participc~nt success rate by 

referral source. Table 5 suggests that unstructured Source referrals 

are more likely to succeed (73%), followed by referrals from the 

Intake Unit (60"/0), Structured Sources (54%), and the courts (41%)" 

While, the referral source cannot be.b1amed for a terminated 

p~rticipant, further analyses are required to determine why one 

source refers larger numbers of successful partipants than another. 

Table 5 

Success Rate by Referral SoUrce 
Total Other 

Accepted Success£:u1 Terminated Status 
N % N 0/0 

Unstructured Sources 26 19 73% 4 15% 3 12% 
Intake Unit 48 29 60"/0 10 20"/0 9 20"/0 
Structured Sources 44 24 54% 13 29% 7 17',{. 
courts 55 23 41% 23 41% 9 '18% 
other 11 .0 0 1 'lOO',{. 

ill 1 OO",{. 95 55% 50 29'/0' 29 . 1 7',{. 

The Restitution Staff and Unstructured Sources, because of 

training and experience, m~y have expertise concerning what kind of 

person '\"il1. likely succeed in the program. The same may be partially 

true for referrals from the Intake unit and the stru'ctured Sources. 

Ho~ever, the Courts seem more interested in referring individuals 

who should pay restitution than in referring thqse likely to complete 

the program. The judges may feel that it is the responsibility of 

the program staff to enforce compliance. In some cases the Diagnostic 

unit staff may have accepted a person into th~"program ordered by 
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, :the:Co,u]:"t.,tb, pay,~r,e;stitut.i:bn ,fhat might ",hav..e "o,ther.\'lise been rej'ected. 

'E;owever, . 'the ,~Dia gnosticlJnit, made it a rule not. ':to ,accept 'anyone who 

was considered a threat to the safety or security of·the community, 

o regardless o"f. 'J:eferral source. 

According 'toTable 6, individuals charged with either homicide, .,. 

property damage, or probation violation had the highest program 

success rate. However, only two persons in the r.rrogram \'lere charged 

'iwith any of those offenses. As Table 1 indicated, the only offenses 

.with'(a "reasonable number 'of ,accepted referrals were ·'theft (52), . " 

. N 

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

offenses, Table 6 indicates that crimin~l neglect had the highest 

success rate' (64%), followed by theft (59"'10), 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 bv Charge 
Total Successful Terminated Other 

".' 

% % Acceptance N N Status 

Homicide 2 2 100% 0 cflo 0 0'/0 
Property Damage 2 2 100% 0 (f/o '0 0''/0 
Probation Violation 2 2 10'0% 0 (f/o 0 0% 
Criminal Neglect 34 22 64% 1 2% 11 32% 
Theft 52 31 59"'/0 15 28'/0 6 11% 
'Assault/B'attel=Y 9 5 55% 4 44% 0 0% 
Weapons Violation 8 4 ,50% 2 25% 2 25% 
Substance Abuse 11 6 54% 3 '27% ,2 18% 

,,'Burglary 28 12 42% 14 50"/0 '2 7% 
Robbery 20 7 35% 9 45% 4 200/0 
Other 6 2 33% 2 33% 2 33% 

TOTAL 174 100010- ,95 55% 50 29='10 29' 17% 
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In analyzing the .success rate according to the type of 

restitution paid, the .analysis is limited by the small number of cases. 

Table 7 indicates that offenders pay~ng restitution as determined 

by the Program staff's victim Assessment were most likely to ,succeed 

in the program (84%). This was followed by tbose paying for 

criminal neglect (71%) ." to the E. V .R.F. (52,%), court ordered resti tu-

tion (50"/0) , and child support (47"1» • 

Table 7 

Success Rate by Type. of Restitution12 

Total 
Accepted Successful Terminated other Status 

N. % N % N % N % 

victim Assessment 13 100,% 11 84% 1 8='10 1 8% 
Criminal Neglect 31 100% 22 71% -,2 6% 7 23% 
E.V.R.F. 59 100"/0 31 52% 23 39'10 5 9% 
Court Ordered' 28 100% 14 5~/o 11 39% 3 11% 
Child Sl.?-pport 19 100% 9 47% 8 42% 2 11% 

7 100"10 3 43% 29'10 2 None 2 28% 
Missing 17 - 5 - 3 - 9 

174 --- - --- 29 --TOTAL 95 50 

6. Summar.y 

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%) and theft (59%) are more likely 

to succeed than others. Finally, those indiv-iduals paying victim 

12. . . 
M~ss~ng cases were not ~ncluded in the percentage calculations. 

Rounding caused some total percentages not to equal 100. 
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~,likely'170 Succ.eed. 

In summary, individuals mos.t r) .. ikely to successfully complete the 
" I:::: t _ , " 

program are older, re,ferr,ed by.a non-court source, 'charged with 

either crimina"! neglect qr theft,a,nd paying criminal neglect ',or 

victim Assessment restitution. Pe,rsons least likely to succeed 

are younger, referred by the court, charged with either burglary 

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

restitution to.· court ordered victims. 

·C •. Mutual Agreement Package 

According to the st.ated goals and objectives of the program, a . 

. ;:,r.~~A.P. contract was intended to be signed by all 'persons par,ti~i

pating in theprograrn. Table 8 indicates that 75% of the total 
; 

:.dbcepted into the Shelter (I 74) sign.ed M.A.~ •. contracts. . Eighty-

"";four percent of all participants placed into jobs (148) signed 

contracts. M.A.P. contracts should have been signed by all parti

~Gipa~tsbefore . employment, . but Table 14 indicatqes that only, 69,men 

had signed contracts befor~ ~jDeginning work. 

Table 8 

M.A.F. Contract 

125 
23 

Placed in job with a M.A.P. contract 
Placed in job with no M.A.P. contract 

Total placed' in job 148 

l-1.A.P. contract but no job placement 
No M.A.P. contract and no job placement 

Total accepted, 

Percentage of total accepted signing 

6 
20 

174 

M.A.P. contracts 75%. (131) 
Percentage 'of totaloplaced in jobs a.nd 

signing ,M.A.P. 'ccntJ;"act :84% (125) 
() 
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D. Monetary Restitution 

Restitution Shelt'er participants earned a total of $130,220.87 

in salaries from employm~nt in the community. Table 9 summarizes a 

breakdown of the various recipients of this in90me~ 

1. court Qrdered Restitution 

Twenty-eight participants accepted by the Shelter had been 

ordered to pay restitution to victims by the Court. Of the 

$10,256.90 ordered, twenty-two participants paid $6,'202 .. 40. to 

victims. Table 10 indicates that of the ~ighteen participants 

paying the full amount ordered, twelve successfully completed the 

program, five were terminated and one was still in the. program as 

of December 31, 1978. Of the four participants partially paying 
. 

the ordered amount, one succ~ssfully completed the program, two 
t 

were terminated and'one was still in the program as of December 31, 

1978. One .. participant paid none of the ordered restitution and 

'N'as ,te'rminated~ The amount of restitution paid was missing for 

five participants, although the status was available and is included 

in Table 10. 

2. Criminal 'Neglect Payments 

Upon a finding of guilty on· the charge of criminal neglect., 

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 the Restitution Shelter. In that case," the Shelter orders 

the participant, to pay restitution to his wife. TheFeafter. if 
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,Table 9 

Total Earnings/Restitution payments 
June 30, 1977 to December 31, 1978 

\' " \1 

\ 'Mean Cases Maximum Total Payments, :.:;, 
( 

\ Earnings 899.87 148 9.50/hr. 
~~ JI 

jj:Rest itut ion 
ordered by 
,Court 366.31 28 1,500.00 10,256.90 

,~ 

Restitution 
Paid by 

,Offender 
to victims: 110.55 '105 975.23 ll.l60S.a8 . 

E.V.R.F. 66.82 51 .189.l 00 :- 3;,408.00 
vi9tim Assess-
.t:m\rilt 56.35 13 173.00 732.510 

.. Court Ordered 281.93 22 ' '975.23 '6,202.40 
. Criminal Ueg-
'~ect 66.60 19 146.50 :.:J.~ 265.48 

To CJ .. :System 
.of Costs 

CCOF, OIDP, ··~26,74L.50 

,Court ,Costs 19.85 116 200.00 2,302.50 
Fines 24.61 65 500.00 1,600.00 

'Rent to 
Sheriff . ,22,839.00 

Income to 70,014.67 
Inmate/Family , 

~amily·supp~r:ti~270.85 47 12,729.82 
Personal ex ... · _. 

penses 215.23 143 30,777.95 
Savings 378.67 70 ' 1'.,26,506.90 

Carried over 
to 1979 '"--" :~ .~ 

Savings 8,756.62 
Restitution and Other c 13 !034.00 

Total 21,790.62 
Owed lOG> program 65.70 

Grand Total $130,220.87 

l3Twenty-eight individuals paid child support "in addition to 
.' paying restitution to victims. Nineteen others paid only child 
support and no. rest.itui·tlon to victims. 
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Table 10 

Court O~dered Restitution 

Ordered to Pay by Court 28 
Paid Full Amount 

Successful 12 
Terminated 5 

. In program -1. 
Total 18 " 

Paid Partial Amount 
Successful 1 
Terminated 2 
lii. l?:rogn:iaro 1 
.. JTotal - 4,' 

Paid none and Terminated 1 
Missing 

Successful 1 
Terminated 3 
In program 1 

Total .2-
TOTAL 28 

the 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 accumuXates while in the 

program always goes' to the wife and cannot be used to pay the fine' 

until after such payments have been satisfied. Nineteen participants 

paid a total of $1,265.48 to their wives in this manner while in the 

program. 

3. Victim Assessment 
1 

Thirteen persons agreed to pay victims after victim loss assess-

ment as a condition of program participation. A total 6f $732.50 

was paid, an avex:age of $56.35 per offender. 
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4. Elderly Vic,timRelief Fund 

Fifty-one participants paid into theE.V •. R.F. when a victim 
i ,'\ 

was note identified from the victim Assessment!. A, total of $3,408.00 ~ 

was paid by these offenders, an 'average of $66i~a2 ea'ch. 

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 $22,83!i.00. In addition, $2,30'2.50 

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 asifines. 

6. Payments to the Offender'.s.Fainily 

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

''''hile working in", the Program. The. program staff determined that. 
\,'" " 
~::",>-~-.;.-

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

inmate's family. The families' received a total of $1.2,72'9.82, an 

,a~erage of $270.85 per family. 

7. Personal Expenses 

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

transpor-'cation to and from work and to pay for lunch. Addi tionally, 

worlcclothes, boots, or other job related equipment were' also 

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

8. Offender Savings 

After all the above 'deductions were made from salaries, the 

balance was placed into a savings .account to be paid to participants 
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upon release. If an offender was terminated from the program 

before restitution was completely paid, the'balance due was 

deducted and paid from his savings. A total of $26,506.90 was 

saved by and distributed to seventy participants, an average of 

·$378.67. 

9. carry Over to 1979 

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

,to 1979 by offenders still in the program. 

10. Discussion 

Fifty-four victims were d~rectly compen~ated as a result of 

.the P:cogram. These victims received an ayerage of $'1.51.86 each, 

·for a total of $8,200.38 in the form of Court Ordered, victim 

Assessment or criminal Neglect restitution. An additional 51 

offenders made restitution to victims indirectly through the 

E.V .R.F. in the amount of $3,408.00'. 

Table 11 indicates the relative proportion of total parti-

cipant earnings in terms of dispursements. 

Ta,b1e 11 

'Dispursement of Earnings 

Total Earnings 
Less Carried Over and Owed 

Total Disbursed before 
12/31/:]8 

Payments to Vic·tims 
Payments to C.J.C. 
Payments to Offender 

Total.Paid before 
12/31/78 

/~. i 

(11%) 
. (25%) 
(64%) 

(100"/0) 
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According to Ta,ble 11, vic.tims received . only 11% o.fthe. ea.rnings 

generated by participants.and disbursed during the evaluation period, 
. '. 

the Criminal Ju~;tice System received 25%, anc'! the ·offender received 

the maJority (64%) of the earnings. The Restitu.tion Program is 

voluntary and in order to encourage participation- the offender is 

of.fered this allowance as an incentive. This disbursement of 

funds was not clearly defined in the original grant application 

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

·Director. 

Victims~have for many years been ne.glected by the criminal 

.Justice System. Initiatives such as the Orleans Parish Restitution 

Shelter have recently been sponsored byL.E.A.A. to increase the 

satisfaction of victims with the system. Table 12 indicates that 

the Orleans Parish Sheriff's Office receives twice the compensa

tion from the program as do viQtims, According to the-program 

Director, these funds are deposited into the General Operating 

··~.und of the prison. 

Table 12 

Disbursement Breakdown 

Total Earnings 
Total Disbursed before 

12/31/78 
Payments to Sheriff's Office 
Payments to ,Victims 

E. community Service.Restitution 

(21%) 
(11%) 

$130,220.78 

·108,364.55 
22,839.00 
11,608.38 

'The Shelter coordinates a'number of community service projects __ 

as a form of symbolic restitution for participants. All participants 
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in the Shelter are eligible for this work. ,Most of the community 
", 

service· work wa.s done on weekends with the exception of thEl) Summer 

Boxing Pr9gram. The staff attempted to find cOItlI'(l.unity service work 

which related .to the type of crime an offen.der comrnitt!=d. 

Table 13 shows the various places where community service resti-

tution. was per£o~~ed 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 pa1~ticipants 
/J 

,assigned to' the Belle Chase SchoQl for Retarded Children sponsored 

a recreational program on weekends, a's well as presenting a large ) 

Christmas Party~ The Red Cross Disaster Work, Marion Manor, Hope 

Haven, ·prytania'School, and Fisk School projects were primarily 

clean up and maintenance work needed after the flood in May, 1978. 

Six participants gave speeches to adolescents in an awareness 

program and eight others contributed to a large banquet for 

elderly persons at the C.C.C. A total of 53 individuals (3~/o) 

participated in .community service restitution. 

F. Education 

The effectiveness of the educational sub-component of the 

Restitution Program was assessed according to net improvements 

in the Galifornia Achievement Test (C .A,,,,T) scores and the actual 

number of G.E.D. certificates issued. 

The C.A.T. tests were evaluated separately for reading, math, 

and language because the net improvement in grade level advancement 

. for all subject areas cannot be averaged together for a composite 

score without utilizing a comparative weighting scale. It should 

~\ . 
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COInmunitjyService ,Re s,ti tu,tion 
May 1 to Dec. 31, 1978. 

"Boxing summer programs and training camps 
,12 men contri;buted 

'"Belle Chase State·,:'School for Retarded 
';'34 me:t:l coX),tributed 

Red Cros,s Disaster Work 
2 men Gontributed 

Marion Manor 
20 men contributed 

Hope Haven 
20 men contributed 

UNO & Public School Speeches 
'\ 6' wen contributed 

'Food for 'Friends Program 
8 men contributed 

Work on Old prytania School 
12 men contributed 

Renovation of Fisk School 
17 men contributed 

Total 

(Approximately 938 hours' pe;r- month) 

4,340 hours 

900 hours 

18 hours 

800 hours 

98 hours 

20 hours 

960 hours 

72 hours 

288 hours 
7,506 hQurs 

be noted that neither the len9~!.l·o:f tim,e, in educational' clasSes 

nor the number of hours of class time between the first test and 

'the .. lasttest were accounted for. 

'Approximately 61% of the inmates placed in' educational classes 

were in the preliterategroup, 300ft, were placed at the A.B.E. study 

le,vel, apd 9% were assigned to tqeG.E.D. class.. These figures 

indicate the low educational level of all program participants. 
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T~ble ,,14 indicates th.at only 41 men in. t;he 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 language, although one hundred 

I and forty-seven (147) were initially tested by the educational 

staff. Without more complete testing ~ata, 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 appearsto'exceed program 

objectives. 

Preliterate Group 
Reading 
Math 
Language 

Adult Ba'sic Group 
Reading 
Math 
Language 
G .E .D.. Group, 

Table 14 

Educational Achievements 
Net Improvement 

Cases (Grade' Level) 

41 
43 
41 

28 
30 
32 

Tried 
13 

1.35 
.85 
.68 

1.76 
1.95 
1.30 
Passed 
10 

G. Operating Efficiency an4 Processing Time 
. 

Months 

15.5 
8.5 
6.8 

19.6 
21.5 
15.0 

Seven (7) points in time were determiried to be significant du,ring 

the process of diagnosis and tr.eatment in the Restitution program: 

i.e., date of initial referra.l, date'screening began, . date of 

decision to accept, date of actual admittance to Shelter, date of 

signing M.A.P. contract, date of emp~oyment,.and the date of exit 

from the px:ogram. Table 15 summarizes theaveragetiIrte intervals 
.: .. -

between all of those significant poin~s. 
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'Table'15", 
I , 

processihg Time in'Days 

Cases 
Referral to ScreH~:~ning 

Total Referrals (414) '3~6 
Successful Completions (95) 81 

Screening to" Decision ~ 
Total Referrals (414) 329 
Successful Completions (95) 81 

o Ref/'1rral to Decision 
T0tal Referrals (4l~) 334 
Successful Completions (95) 78 

Decision to Admittance 
Total Acc~pted (174) 127 
Successful Completions ' t 95) 65 

.<Admi ttance to Contract 
Total Accepted (174) 93 
successful.completions

4 
(95) 51 

'Contract to Employment 1 ; ";. 
Total Accepted (174) 69 
Saccessful Completions (95) 44 

'Employment ,to Exit 
Total Accepted (174) 95 
Successful Completions (95) 62 

Admittance to Exit 
Total Accepte.d (1 74) 100 
Successful Completions (95) 55 

Mean 

6.9 
5.0 

18.7 
12.6 

27.7 
17.3 

11.7 
6.6 

27.5 
21.0 

14.8 
17.2 

62.2 
66.4 

75.9 
88.5 

, Median 

2.0 
2.1 

4.0 
6.0 

S.Q 
7.4 

3.0 
2.9 

13.4 
10.9 

8.0 
9.2 

49.4 
50.8 

57.4 
62.8 

Maximum 

165 
51 

399 
64 

399 
78 

379 
140 

376 -
140 

171 
171 

266 
266 

'284 
284 

The number of cases included in Table l!? varies considerably 

from period to period and are less than the number of cases re

ported in Tables 1 and 4. These variations result from the fact 

that many' significant dates' fo'r participants were 'missing from 

, case folders, the OS6 system, and, therefore, from these calcu

lations. Nevertheless,' sufficient cases with complete da't:a, ~Ilere 
. ' 

" :, \ l' ,: • " 

' .140nly casef? in which the cor!tract was signed before employment 
are used here. An additional 56 participants signed contrac,ts after 

'beginning .work. 
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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 ~ntil'a final decision on acceptability 

was made. A few cases were in process for a long period ~~ time 

and should be classified as "hold". The median discounts these 

cases and ·.indicates that 50"/0 of all referrals were processed in 

less than 8 days. 

Further, Table 15 indicates that the typical accepted partici

pant remained. in the Sheiter for an average of 75.9 days, and 50"/0 

of 'all participants remained in-the program over 57.4 days. The 

typical successful completion remained for an average of 88.5 days 

and 50"/0 of these remained for over 62.8 days. Although the dif-

ferences in processing time between total accepted and successfu;l. 

completions is not large, Table 15 indicates th?:c. 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. 

-45-

/ 



" a 

o 

G , 

o 

c 

'/ 
J:::, 

,IV. ':Go,alsand', Obje,ctiy,~s 

1 
CJ 

G,oal 1. 'Expansion 'of community-based sentencing If-alternatives 

l:>y,operating a facilitywhichproces~es 120 to 150 

~persons during "the grant period. 
[J 

The program failed~to secure a separate community-based 

facility and consBquently did not expand community-based sen-
r;== ~ 't. -.I! 

tencing alternatives. 'One hundred a'nd seventy-four persons were 
t) P - H ~ 

" }accepted into the Shelt~r during the grant period. Therefore, 

·'the goal o~ processl.i.p.g 1,,20 to 150 persons was -'e~ceeded by at 

least 24 {Icases. 

,75% of the 'o,ffenders in' the Re sti,tut ion Shelter-are to 

make monetary payme~ts to crJ.me victims. 

'Table'g,indicat$s -that 105 offenders made payments to victims 

of crime. This is(6O'/o of 'the l74/~C:IPePted by the Shelter, a percen

,tage less than that anticipated. '," 

.,Goal 3. Symbolic or service restitution is to be made to crime 

victims where monetary payments are inapprop~iate. 

1/. h "'I 'Fl.fty-1; reeindivio.uals, comprising 300/0 of all par'J;:icipants, 

contributed community service restitution during the evaluation 

period. 

Objective 1. 'The educational levels of the participants will increase 

'aqcording to the follm'ling cl;'i teria: 

'a. /Functiona l,illi tera>i:es 2.5 months 

h. Adult Basic Education 7.0 months 

c. ,G.E.D ~ Candidates - "A'chievement of G .E .• n. 
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Table 14 indicated that all of the abov.e objectives have been 

exceeded by participants who were tested twice. However, Table 14 
o 

only included 56% of those accepted by the· Program. . .The remain-

ing 44% were either never tested or tested only once.· 

Objective 2. 75% of the offenders will be employed during the 

grant period. '. 

Table 8 indicated that 148 or 85% of the 174 individuals accepted 

into the Shelter were placed into jobs, 'exceeding the objective by 
/, 

Objective 3. 25% of the offenders will be placed into training 

slots. 
Ii 

Accord~ng to program records, twenty-four (14%) participants , 

, were placed into em-thE-job training programs. This num1Jer is less 

,than the proposed 25% .objective. 

Objective 4. A citizens Business Council (CBC), will be implemented 

to assist in gaining .employment for participants. 

As previously pointed out in Sectio~ ~-2, Employment:., in 

Chapter II, the CBCwas found to be ineffective in finding em-

ployment and was dissolved in April of 1978. 

Object.ive 5. Implement a version of the Mutual Agreement Program 

(M.A.P.) for each program participant. 

Table 8 indicated that at least 84% of all participants placed 

into jobs had signedM.A.p. contracts. This percentage is less 

than the proposed objective. 
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Objectiv~6. Apiagnostic'UIiit will be created which.will 

ineerview a minimum of-250 potential Restitu-

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 ~derwhich the Diagnostic 

Unit has operated since october 1, 1978 projected a t.ot.al of 300 
'i 

clients per year. Since one quarter of the latter grant will be 

"included in this. eval~ation, 75· additional referrals will be 

. added to the 250 projected in above Objective ~bringing the 

·total project clients to 325 for the entire evaluation period. 

:'Table 1 . indicated that the Diagnostic .Unit processed 414 

individuals during the evaluation period. Therefore, .the obj-

'ective of 325 was exceeded by 27='/0. 
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v. Fiscal Responsibility 

A. costs 

. During the eValuation.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 give a brief financial summary of the Restitution 

Shelter and the Diagnostic Unit. 

B •. Diagnostic Unit 

The simplest and most common method used to analyze costs is 

costs per client. ~his is computed by taking the cost spent on, 

the project and dividing by the total intake. ' In the case of the 

Diagnostic Unit, total expenditures were $59,392.00 and the total 

referrals processed were 414, ·an average of $143.46 per 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 $916.11 per part:ici

pant. The costs per successful completion (95) were $1,677.93. 

The cost per successful completion or early completion (107) was 

$1,489.75. The cost per participant including both Diagnostic 

Unit costs and Shelter costs were $218,795.00 divided by 174 or 

- $1,257.44 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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I lOOO I'lO~~1ARD .i\VENUE j SUITE 1200 
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NEW ORLEA~S, LOUISIANA 70113 

Grant Title: Criminal Sheri~f's Restitution Shelter - D,iagnostic Unit 
Grant Number: ,76-C9-9 .1-0368 Date Report 
Period Covere(.l: 8une 30., '·19'i7 to September 30,' 1978 prepared: May 15, 1979 

~ ... J ' AU.u.zacwua=-c_ -- U:UJ=,aL'c::::x:xa::.x.cc::sus::::;:::~·t:"7rl~.'.~ Ii ! de' : ' t Fe t \.=;;u;;==-=--~ 
r ~ 
l! TOTAL GRANT FUNDS LEA~ CASH Ol:\TLY 
1 
~ .. Item 

' ' . 
~ 

t Amount Total " 
I Amount Total . 

~' Budgeted Expenditures Balance Budgeted Expenditures Balance 
l .. . 

f 
-

~ 
, 

I Personnel 
I ?R n?A '8' (;44 (616 ) 22 417 23.562 (-1,145 ) 

Fringe '); I ~ ? t;17 2'572 ( 55) 2.517 2;572 ( 55) 
~ TraveI f () 0 0 0 0 I 0 

I 
Equipment 

1.1~ A7 Ll. 
, 

_In qq? Ll AA? _15,'874 10,992 ' 4,882 
supplies . 

2.092 1,152 940 2,092 1,152 940 
contractual 2,500 2.1 362 138 2,5aO 2,362 138 

I ,Construction 
. 

0' n n () 0 0 0 
other Direc'c 

• '1 t;t;() 2 5'10' 0 2.550 2,550 I 0 " " 

Indirect -
! 

2 '1'11 . ,'t;t;, () , 551 . 2 551 0 .. 
TOTAL ,. 

56,112 50,823 
, 'I I bo: ·n'1 :.' ' 

5.,289 50,501 45,741 4,760 
. . 

b ' '.we..., 
~ .,~ 

I ...-""£.:t .. '_r~ -'~F-"!:,'i""i~~"'t. t •.• : •. f·-r'" g1-r;.~~!lr-!-_~~~~I.!.' .' 4.0'1"'===:; •• :; . . " " , 

Note: 

Not,e: 

. - ...... 

Total grant' funds includes both LEAA 
Expenditu~es i'nclude encumbrances. 

cash .. ··and City -cash--- 7>matchof 10010. 

This report reflects the" final fiscal status of the program on 
10 per cent local cost basis. Cash overmatch is not included. 
unaudited figures. 0 • . . 

a 90 per cent federal and 
This report is based on 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COu~CIL 
1000 HOHAr.J) AVE~"'UE I SUITE 1200 
~'"EW ORLEANS I LOUIS lANA 70113 

, •. . t 

Grant·Title: criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter - t/'iagnostic unit 
Grant Number: 78-C9-10.1-0001 Date Report 
Period Covere<.1.: October 1, 1978 to December 31, 1978 . prepare~: May 15, 1979 __ ~ 

_ 2 
tk C~i""''-,*. rq uc:s:oz:::::::",t:::z:;::zx=.c:::aa::== 

Il jJ! ==--1 
, , ; '4 j i ,t )~)'~~~ F~ __ ~ 

LEAA CASH Ol\TLY 
R 

TOTAL GRANT FtJNDS • t. 
1 l 

Item "- I 
! 

i 
Amount· Total. l Amount Total ~ 

I 

i Expenditures Balance f Budget.ed Expenditures Balance Budgeted t » 
~ --' , 

'f 
~ ~, ' 

I " Personnel 20,600 .8,161 12,439 18.334 7.304 11,030 1 . 
J; 

., Fringe f }. 
s , (.rravc.L I i 

. Equipment 

·1 
. 1 . 

supplies { 
~ 

con'cractu:al J 
construction' . ! 

-"/j,ther D :tree'/: 
, 

I f . _1 _03..D. 0 .=1 ()~O ] 0:10 0 1 010 . , 

f Indirect ,~. i-" 

I 
~ 

t .1 0..3..0' 
I 

408 h?2 1 ()';l() LI.()~ ~.,., ., 
dO 

I TOTAL 
~ •• o 

22.1.660 8',569 14 091....-..":,,:.,,,....'llOI~g ~,~(/IDW. .. "'. ~d.:::!;hl2 f 
:: 1 : 

I_O ... ~.6.B2.. ___ ~ . . -~ . ---

Note: Total gran/Co funds includes 'both LEAA cash" 'and Ci tycash----,- match of 10. per cent. 
Exoenditures include encumbrances.' .. 

Note: The ending date for this grant is April 15, 1979. Thidreport ts based on a 90 per cent 
federal and 10 per cent local cost basis. Cash overmatch is not included. This r~port 
is based on unaudited amounts. ii' 
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.1000 HONARD AVENUE; SUI'J2:B 1200 ' 
.' ~'"EW ORL'El1NS, LO!jISIANA 70113 

.' . 
i. 

Grant Title: criminal' Sheriff's Rest.it,utionShe1ter .. , 
Grant Number: 77-E·9-9.1-0145 Date Report 

,. 

period covered.: 6/30/77 to '12/31/78 prepared: May 15, 1979 

F .... ,=~ ........ ~ =c,.., x u:c:_===zc::t= ; =---:;. it d :g i! ,r ; so ! i ::u:::: . 6 ,; 2 ; , ; :-=) 
• .\ 

~ TOTAL GRANT FUNDS LEAA CASH Ol\~1 ~ . 
~ 

~ .. $. 
~ 

( 

Itcn\ I 
l 

~ ~ 

~ 
'. t , 

Amount Total Amount Total t 

1 'I 
~ 

~A Budgeted Expenditures· Balance 1 Budgeted Expenditures Balance 
t 

l~\ ~ 
\( .. ~ .i( • I 1 I 

.~ 1 ' Personnel 
113.434 1 t;?O 287 97 494 

.. .~ 

i 114.954 98 '293 ~ 
Ii 

f Fringe I 
1: 

I ,~ 
;. 7.005 6'.908 97 7005 6 90R .~ 97 ~: Trave.l. o. 

I 

1 . 1.161 t; 1 t; 1 ?he; 1 7Rl r:;1r:; 
, 1,.266 J 

,..' t . I. 

t 

J.!,C!uJ.pmen 24.021 22.272 ?c-/ 749 .. ....: <24i 021 22.272 1,749 1 Supplies 
"~-' , 7~? 1 O?9 703 1 732 1,029 703 

'1 contractual 0 0 0 0 0 0' ~ , 
Construction 

, 

I J 
, 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other'Direc'c ,. I .... 

, Q t:;QA :.1!.669' ,1 9?9 9.596 J_.£69 1. 929 ' t 
Indirect . 

f 7' t;7(; , 7' r;76 0 7 576 7.576 0 
TOTAL ~ 

c c .~ , i 
" 

,'166 667 1t;9 40~ 7,264 150,000 143,463 '!;:'. 6~~..3.7 __ J 
.:.::;:.:.~:a=::",;. .' .: )1., .:: .:"""",,,,-... t ". . , .. , ·-.........-f'IJI"r:·¢i."M"'l}, iii. i. ",21)S l(~iw~!i~' ~:;;,ii .. ,: :: : 

": .. 

Note: Total granJc funds includes both LEAA cash"and city Gash~-.::; match of to per cent. 
Expen~itutes include encumbrances. ' 

Note: This. report reflects the fiscal sta·tus of the program' based on a 90 per cent federal and 
10 '>per cent local cost basis. This report is based on unaudited amounts • 
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Including both successful and early cpmpleti.ons this figure would 

be $218,795.00 divided by 107 or $2,044.81. Table 17 summarizes 

this information • 

Table'17 

costs per Client 

costs Cases 

c:::. . 
Average Number of Days 

.in. Each .Com_onent 
Mean Case Cost 

costs/case Days n Per Da 
Diagnostic unit 

costs per referral $ 59,392 414 $ 143.46 
341.33 

27.7 $ 5.18 
Costs per accepted referral 59,392 174 27.7 12.32 

Restitution Shelter 
costs per pa.r.ticipant 159,403 174 916.11 

1,677.93 
75'.9 12.06 

costs per successful completion 
co~ts per successful or early 

. completion 

159,403 

159,403 

95 75.9 22.11 

107 75.9 19.63 
Diagnostic unit/Restitution.Shelter 

costs per participant 218,795 174 

1,489.75 

1,257~44 
2,'303.10 

103~6 12 .• 14 

.. 

costs per successful referral 
costs per successful or early 

218,795 95 103.6 22.23 

refe.rra1 218,795 107 2,044.81 103.6 1 Q. 74 
- ----~-

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

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

unit was 27.7 days and the average days in the Restitution Shelter 'was 

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

the unit costs :per day, 'the total unit costs \.,ere divided by the 

average numberofdays in each component. Table 17 indicates that it 

cost an average of $22.23 per day for each successful complet.ion 

and $19.74 per day for combined successful .and early completions. 
c 

This cost study is limited because the total costs of~he project, 

including all inc1irect and social Gostp were not included. Due to the 

difficulty in calculating all indirect and social costs, . this 3nalysis' 

applies only to 'the total grant:-expenditur,es in Tables 16.1-3 • 
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VI .Co~clusions ,:and Re'commenda:tions 

Conclusions • 

~BaseQ upon the preceding preliminary analysis, 'the Orleans 

Pari,sh Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/tliagnostic Unit 

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

manner •. 

The Restitution Shelter did not secure a community-based fa-

'cility separate from the commu~~d.ty Corrections Center <as was pro-

',posed in d::he original grant application. As a result, the Shelter 

',;has operated from within the existing Community Corrections Center,. 

Although this institutionalized housing has not created specific 

,conflictswit~ the Shelter I s activities:, G,oal one was only partially 

achieved as the Shelter was located in the new Orleans Parish Prison, 
c-::=: 

,;thereby not expanding community-based sentencing alternatives. If 

the Shelter projects an increase in the number 9f annual partici-

pants without a reduction in the already too short length,of stay 

'~nthe program, additional housing space will be necessary. 

The Shelter had anticipated an average participant stay of 

.4-6 months ,whil~, in ,fact, the median '-st;!lY ,was only 2~.months, al-

though the median·stay in the program for successful completions 

'woul~ be longer if' the early completio.ns and terminated groups 

ow'ere ' eliminated. It seems that the aV'erage' length of stay is 

o 



considerably less than anticipated and, in some cases, not suf-

ficient to make full restitution. 

The She1ter"generated a total of $130,220.87 in earnings from . . 

• the participants and, of that amount, paid $11,608.38 to victims 

of crime. Additionally, the participants reimbursed the C •. J.S. 

$26,741.50 and provided the offenders themselves or their families 

with $70,014.67. 

The Citizens Business Council which was to operate in the area 

of job placement proved ineffective and was discontinued in April 

of 1978. The Mutual AgreementJ?:r?gram, although implemented for 

less than 100% of all participants as specified in the goals and 

objectives, seemed to be successful in terms of specificity and 

clarity .. Finally, the Diagnostic Unit exceeded the objectiVe or 

screening 250 referrals per year by 27%. 

Recoriunendations 

Recommendation .One: It is recommended that greater emphasis be 

placed upon restitution payments ·made to vic-

tims of crime. 

The percentage of the total earnings disbursed to victims dur-

ing the period covered by this evaluation was only SOk and should -be 

increased sUbstantially. It is recommended that the payments made 

to victims, direct victims or elderly :victims, asde.terrnined by the _ 

staff's victim loss .assessment,be substantially increased from~nly 
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,$1. do '.p~r dc;ly. 

'.' 
The quality ofst'aff's victim loss assessment ' 

should be improved in order 1;o'more accurately refl.ec~ the fuli 

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 substitute 

victim,tlie use of the E.V.R.F. as th~, sole victim receiving resti-

tution payments should be discouraged. 

Recommendation'Two: Special attention'~hould be 'provided to younger 

participants ordered by the Court to pay resti-

tution to victims for crimes of burglary or 
}I' . 

robbery. 

Thispreliminary'lmpact evaluation identified those individuals 

'G as the part.icipants most likely to be terminated from the program 

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

havior ahd progress' of this group of offend(~rs be closely monitored 

and that$pecial care be exercised in employment placement so as to 

put high risk individuals into closely super\rised job situations which 

allow for greater employer coordination and qooperation in'the rehab-

ilitation process. Additionally, the educ,ational and counseling staf;E 

should single out "these participants 'for spec-ialattention . Finally, 

close contact with the staff, employers, and quad supervisors should 

, bemaintaine.d in' order to prevent a "small problem from develqping 'in-

,~,to a cause for termination. 
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Recommendation Three: Accurate and complete records should be 

maintained for each participant in the 

Program. 

Three Program areas could benefit from improved record keep-

ing procedures. The educational section should test all partici-

pants at least twice, when accepted into 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. 

Also,. earnings and payments records should be maintained for 

each participant in order to determine per capita earnings. Per cap-

ita financial dat'a 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 type of rest i-

tution comprises approximately 25% of all 'r,estitution 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 effecti.ve~ . 

restitution program for women should be established either as part of 
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or separat::efrom·the ~estitution Shelter. 
,: 

. Recommendation . Five.: Efforts should continue to secure a c6mmunity-

based facility forthe'Program. 

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

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

tinuing 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 ~helter was established a~.a viable.sentencing alterna-

tive,the Courts should act as the primary source of referrals, with 
I 

1 
the payment of restitution bei~g a condition of reduced sentences by 

the Courts. 

Recommendation Seven: Victims·to whom restitution payments have been 

o .made should be followed.up·:by:Shelter personnel. 

A major theory governing the advent of restitution programs con-

.cerns impacting and increasing· community satisfaction wi,th the C.J.S., 

That theory holds that if victims and the community 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. 

RecoIt\Jt.lendati'qn Eight:~plore 'the. possibility of using an inmate's 

savings to pay for his fine for criminal neglect. 

• 
-58-



.. 
• 

A substantial number of participants are being detained as 

a result of' their inabi~ity to pay a fine for a criminal neglect 

conviction. It is recommended that these persons be allowed to use 

part of their savings to pay 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. 
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APPENDIGES 

"A. Diognostic unit Workf19w Chart 
DIAGNOSTIC UNIT - PROCESSING DIAGRAM 

COURT OR OTHER REFERRALS 

J,. 

I REV I EW COURT & POLI CE RECORDS I 
1 

IIIlTIAL lIlTERVIEW WITH OFFENDER 

GENERAL PERSONAL 
..,--.".-, 

HISTORY ASSESSMENT J 
I 

1 J 
J 

TEST BATTERY GIVEN TO OFFENDER J 
I . 

1. 1.Q. TEST J 

2. PERSONALITY IIIVEIfTORY ------, 
3. BASIC EDUCATIONAL SURVEY J 

I 

1 I 
J 

MEETINGS WITH SIGNIFICANT OTHERS I. J 
ItIVOLVED \-lITH OFFENDER, I.E. FAMILY ~ _..,_: PSYCHIATRIC 1 

J, ! 
EVALUATION 

J 

SECOND INTERVIEW WITH OFFENDER J 

(IF NEEDED) J 
1 

l. CLARIFICATION OF AllY IIICONSISTENCIES _I 

2. INDEPTH EVALUATION 

J 
1 

.. 
SECURITY INTERVIEW 

J, 
~TAFFING 

EVALUATION OF OFFENDER 
BASED ON ALL ACCUMULATED DATA 

'i i J. OFFEtlnE!! 
REJECTED 

OFFENDER jCCEPTED . 

VICTIH AS5~5SMEIIT I ----, L-__ _ 

I 
v 

co:nRACT SIGNED .. '] 

J 
PHASE I 

ORIWTATlO:1 PERIOD 
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,B. ,First Interview Duestionaire 

OIUJWL'l 1',',1:1:::1 l'nTr.ct~ ...:. I~·.:ac: 117J'1!1l11,U:'tl ,·,·i:'j'. . -_ ..... ~.~ ......... ~:t:.: :'~~~~fI!,!!~.~I~ ::' '! .. ~_ •. "!..-.~~ ~ !'.~~~'" f..;\ 'f'~~' .. ~.' .. ~il"" t_'lt~"A~~. ~".u.r.!...~-~~ 

t. 

• XlCXlI:JllG Il'."~'. - ..: -

N.:lrro en rccl:lrcl: 

~i~sos (if nny): 

IIddrcss at tine of arrest: 

HeM long? OWn? . 'Jlent? All changes of address wi~ the 

last 12 IIOTIths: 

~(s) of offense(s)~ Capias f: 

. , Sentence:' , , " 'Court Cost: ! 
------~----------------~~--~--~------~~~~~--------I 
D.S.: 

'""'.' ,I _u __ • ______________ .... ~FT~: __________________ ~O~f~f~~~er~~C~la~s~s~:~ ______ _. ________ i 
1 .Judge: Defense, Counsel: 'I 

--~--~--------------~------~------------~--I 

'=~=A~':=n~~: __________ ~ _________ P_'_O'_: ________ ~ _____ ~~ _____ 1 

. '. ! 
.***.****.*~.***********.****~*************.********.**** •• ************'~***~.~*** 

Interview Date: 

Jlefcrra1 Date: 

Arrest t: ' 

Booking ~: 

- ,- - lNrAKED.'I:rA - - -

Interviewer: 

Arrest Date: 

Dx:ket ~: :eoli: 

FBII: COIl: 
. .. ~ 

******.*************".'************* •• *********.***********.***\"i*************~****. 
- - - IESCRJPl'IVE D.'ITA - - - • 

Date of birth: Jlge: Race: Sex: i 
=BUrtnD~'~=_~la~c=e~:~~--------~~~---------~~~-ss--t:------==~------------,1 

Hair: Eyes: , " Weight: P.eight: 

Identifying marks (if any): . 

FeHgiO!!S Faith (if anr)' 

*.***.**.*********.***** •• **** .. ** ••• ******* •••••• ** •• * •• ********.*.*.*.**.*~.*** 

Mxher's name: 

Jlddress: 

:Father's =-e: 

Parents' marital status: 

lb. of siblings in family: 

- - - FA'fiLY DI\TA ..: •• -

Jlge: 

Occupation: 

Jlge: 

O::Cupation: 

Phone: 

Fhone: 

Innate's birth order'rank: 

':; -----~-------------~----
.Si~ficant oth~rs involved in fa:nily schCro & their r~lat.ionships: 

" 
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B.' First ~n~erview questionaire (cont~) 

_S_.h_"_ll_C'_7 ___ ._b---'X'r....:3.cil....;..;? ___ D_lvo_r_CC<l __ ?.,..._..;:Sc...;;:;p...;.::u-=ot:;.:·c;:..:,Q:..:? __ ...:W.::i::d::CM::;..::tC:;:r::..:).:.?.:.._.....::.CO::::."::;IOi=,l::W?:::.. __ 

If /l\'lrrio:l, wHe's m'lic.lcn narrc: 

Wifp.'s addrcD9: ' 

'·lDrriagl:l elate: , Divorci? date: N:l, ef children: 

J\re you PDying child support? If so, tY.7W m..tc:h nre you paying? 

O:mronts en marital re~ations'hip(s) :. ___________________ _ 

-----.~'=------------------.--------------------------------------------------~-----" . '., -.. ' ,. 
'-------~-------------------------------------------~ 

............ ****.** ••• " •••••• **.** ............. ** ....... ** •••• * ••• * •• **" •• *** •• ******.*., 

--",,~mTA-

List all sources ef incore and arrounts received: 

Savings ac;cou. ... t? Xf so, What is your baDk balance? 

Name and locatien ef your bank: 
~----...:.--------------------------------

Olecking acc:ount? If so, Wh.at is ~ bank balance? 

!3,ame and location of your bank: 

Name'(s} of Your Principal. Creditors l-bnthly Paytrents JIn'Ollnts Q.;ed 

... .... ~ ..... .. ., 

" 

I . 
'lbt:al incore last year (before taxes): 

O:rrrrents : 

•• *****.*.** ••• ******* •• **************.********* ••• ***************.*.*********.*. 

- - ..: MIl..I'DI.tt{ mTA - -

Have you ever ~erved? If so, in .... hlch b:anch? 

lmat s~cial. training did you receive? 

\mat type of discharge did you receive? 

Camcnts: 

;, ........ ",111 ....... 11:: til. 111 .\. .... ~ ......... *.* ... ~ .... ** ..... !. fi *ioIi ... 'III"" 111~. ~.*.* ...... _. 'fl ....... * ... ~t 
'. 

-,I 

\) 



.1) 

/F 

If 

/' 

ff 

questionaire 

~.'.'.'.~' •• '.' •.• ~~.~"""*.C·~·····*f·~·····'~&··'· , ....•••••.•• ,* •••••• ! •• , •• , .. 
i ... - ..... ~ ':"::-7 -.:--:.:: :.~_ .. :;,.. -= .': ,-if .. !:~ :, -: = JtrJ\L'!ll.~~'!A:-.::~::;-.:-~._.-!.~ ..... :::""'\: ...... Yr=_W'~.....d~;;:: 

TIny hC(lltJl probloM thnt might 1ilnitoYour ·cnployooilit.y? 

.. --------~----~----------~--~------~-----------------
~ you prcsGntly under the e<>re of a physiciru1? If so, what is the = of 

your doctor?' 
---~.------~----~ 

For whnt ail.rrcnt is hc'tre(lting you? 

<.J 

Discuss any hospitalizations'you have had: :',' 

.1 • ...,.,"'::-;._-,...,...-----------..-::--=-:::-~-----i 

DiScuss .any OperatiOns you have had: 

}lave you ever'been t.rea.ted for nental lllriess? If so, wen? 

Have you ever felt the need for psychiatric treat:Jrent? if so, lotIy? 

Discuss any family !!e!p~..rs ... no have reo...n treated for me.,tal illness: 

- - - StlBS'i:ANCE-lIBUSE Dl\.TA - - ~ ... 
DiscusS' any .involverrent you may have had "lith CLrugs aOO/or alcohol at the tine of 

f YC-.lr arrest: 

\~{;'-'--"'---------------------------------------------------
Discuss relationship between substance abuse ";';d your prior arrests (if z=;-) :, 

Describe your participation .in substance-abuse treabren:: programs: 

List the nanes and relatio.'ls.'Up c!: <l-'lY. family ~....rs ... no have been .invo1wrl ,,1.th 

Crugs,and/or alco~~l~: _______________ ----.--------

. , 
US!\GE ~\~~ I USAGS SUPPOro' OF EASON 'SUBSTANCE 

~ YES I 1,0 '.s:...~t-.:\!; PA~ .Jt:\BIT . ..El:E. ,'-::hr: .. 
" I 

""". . 
;Alcohol 

Mnriju:ina I 
Barbi tlllltcs .' I I . 

:Scdntivc!: I I -
I 

I I 1 , 
lcocOline> . 
:lIrnohClt.:Olmine!' I I -.~. 

I 
, 

I ! ·M~nci'llinc I -
iJ.Sf) I I I 
:lIcrojn 

" 
I I 

I 
;"lct'hnc1onc 1 1 

t, . " 
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B. First interview questionaire (cont.) . . 

. ..., ... ....... 

- - - MJIESL'/roNICl'ItxI DlI'l'll-

List lIll of your juvenile arrests mil =nvictions: 

List all of your adult arrests and convictions: 

Il1\.TE AGE 

.. 
List all charges "nich are pending against you: 

At the tirre of your cu::::cent offense, with ~ Were you living? 

At ,.mat addreSS? _____ ..:-_________ --'-__ -:-______ ---.,-__ -'-___ _ 

~t was your =upation at that time? __________________ --,-, 

Des=i.be your version of the =ent offense' ___ ----------------

0(, 

.. I.~ ~-re your oo-dcfcnd~'ts? ______________________________________________________ ---

• ••• ~ •• ~ ••••• - •••••• , ••• -.~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••• * ••••• ~ ••••••••••• ~* 
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B. Firstintexview que,stionaire (cont.) 

o 

- - -l::OO::J\'J'JOIW,.t\Io:I\'l'lCl.w. lYITII • - -
_".o:.:f~-.~, •• ,. .. --r·.-.""-s--_" ,'- " .••. ~ .• _- .. _ " __ ..... - ..... ..,.r_, .. '\."" .. --_..c_-.J,...-.t.,--,_-..,.!IC'~-4-:-~';,i"7 
. " Uwl: a:qlOOCOLtCiiifcif: .- .. - - .. -,-' .. , .• - - .. -., . - -

.~ .' 
]dUress of last school: __ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~~ ________________ --------------__ ~~ 

Hiyhcst grade cc.nplctcd: _______ -'Year: _____ Jlgc: ___ Your rcoson for It!D.vin; 

&clxol: ____ ~ ________ ~ _________ '_. ______________________________ _ 

Special classes in school: \) 

Special interests or houbics : _______ --::-____________ -,-____________________ _ 
" 

Jlave you made any attenpt to further your teducation?_' __ :If yoo have, then ~:!ain 

\oJhere. _______________ -:'\'::<; and·when _________ _ 

Jlave you had any '\'OCational tra.ining?~ If you have, then describe it: --------

D:) you have mr:t Dducational. or vocational. goal.s? __ If you have, \</hat are they? 

! (. 
Ccmrent on your school experieno"-S: 

------------------~---------------

***************************************,** •• **************************.****.****..,....'1. ...... 

Last errpl~t: ___ -,-__ ~ ___ ~ ________________________________ j 

,! 
~s: _____________ ~ _________ :-___________ ~_~ __ ~! 

Jab title:~-----:_------:--:_-------------~P~a~y~r~a~t~e~'----_------
'l)rpe Of jab: Skilled____ UlsJd.lled Professional ____ ~echnical ___ _ 

Vocational ___ Ot:her l.mmediate ~, ___ ·_so __ r~: __________ _ 

l.ength of errpl~t: ___________ Full-ti.Ire __ Part-tine 

Your reason for leaving' ____________________________ _ 

PREVIOUS EMPImERS & T'dEIR JlDDRESSES I 
1. _____________________ ~1~~=~=~=:--------------------------__ 

·1 Pl': Fr: 
-1.ength----O-f~jab-.-. -. --------Rea-son----fJ' leavin~: 

Pay ra-te: 

2. ________________ ~~------~I-Tas--k-.S-:------------------~---------------
tPl': Fr: Pay rate: 

Len:rt:h of iob: 

3·-~-.xrth--O-f-J-.O-b-:------Rea--s-on-.-f-O~l~~-1-:-.~-v-:.,---,FT---:----p-a-y--r-a-t-e-:--------------------
HoW do ,you feel aboutworking? _______________________________ ~-

t~t kind of worY. do you prefer? _______________ ---------------~~---
Commcnts~~ ~l~~~t: ________________________________________________________ __ 

o .e.* •....... * •••••• +~ •• ** ••••••• ~ •••• ·-~.~ •••••• ~ ••••••• ~**** ••• ***** ••• * •• *.* •• ~w ••• *~ 

.. 
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B. First interview ~uestionaire (cent.) 

-.," .. 
\ i 

__ 0. roO •••• ~-.. t '".-. ,. Cx;ll::rrr-I!r::Fl;ru~JCE SIll:t:£ 
.. .... ":... :~-..... ,.,~ ... i.o?~~r.-r."-~f!.~~·- .. ~ ..... ~ .... ~_ ... ~;","':.~~ .. ... -- ~,,- ... -

m!ll< I1W . .I:IISE - REVI'l'l'UI'Im - l'lI::IIlIIJlLl'l'IITlai 

1. W\."!B or-- PERSON wrl1l WIICl'I YOU WILL LIyE J\FTEIl. ru:nlG m::rr:JISED Flb1 l'ro:.s:::l: 

l'IlCX'1E .t.'O. , ______ _ 

ADDRESS: 

__________ -'-____________ J<E:[ATI~Ill': ________ _: 

'IS '.nilS PERSm TAKTh'G CARE OF YOUR POSSESSlCl'lS? YES ___ ' NO 

2. NA!1S: ~ NO.: _________ _ 

ADD~: ----~~----~--------~-----------------~~------r_-
____ ~---------------------~~ __ ------~ONSHIP:-------------

3. NAME:: 

ADoRESS: 
'f 

______________________ RE:L.'ITlalSHIP: __________ --,i 

4. lWE: PJiO:.lE NO. '_.-'-_________ -, 

ADDRESS: _____________________________ ~ONSmP: __________ ~-

'. 

5. NAME:: PHCN£ NO. : ___________ __ 

ADDRESS: 

:RE:V-.TIO>SHIPl _________ --: 

PHCNf: NO. , ________ _ 

________________ -'-______ :RE:V-.Tlal5HIP: __________ _ 

7. NA!1S: PHCl'<E! NO. , _____________ _ 

1IDDRESS: 

_______ . _______________ ----- l'2IATIalSHll', ________ .-; 

N::>te:- cne of the above references nay be YO'.l!' attorney • 

• **_****_**********""** .. 'It.'III ************** *** **" ......... * ,ft ••• *'***** ••• ** .* ..... rrrr ... **_. 

Form-prcp:u:ation ar.;>le:::.i::n dote: Jlpril ;1.9. 1971l 

. Ily, Yvonne Stcwurt ~ 

". 
I 
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·C •. Second I.nt.erview Que'stionaire 

t, 

Oe.-, 

lDENrIFYIm INFORM-\TIO~ 

rw-1E:.,..,.". ______ "'f'1'i~,----""'O'I'" AGE: RACE __ SEX __ 
WT FIRSt ill.--

P.EFERRAL SOURCE: _______ ~ ___ _ 

H\RlTAL STAnlS: SlNGU:: __ MARRIED: DIVORCED: __ SEPARATEn: __ 

PHYSICAL APPEARAOCE: ________ ~--

INITIAL IM?RESSIONS OF Arr-r.er AND l-fANNER: (c:IRCIE IF APPROPRlAIE) 

VERBAL INAPPROPRIATE AFF£cr 

'mNVERBAL 
SPOlrrANEWS 

. N<1.'lSPONTANElJUS 

APJ?ROPRIATE AFF£cr 

EXPLOR/\TION OF PRESENr SITl.IATICA'l: 

ABSTRACT lH1NKlNG PRESENT 

UMBERS OF OOUSEHClLD. ThUllDIN:; AGES, OCCUPATIONS: 

EMPLOYMEl.'T STAlUS, 

(J 

l-DSf RECENT DIPLOYMENl': _____________________ _ 

ADD~S:_~ __________________________________ _ 

JOB TITI.E: PAY RATE: ___________ _ 

TiPE OF JOB: SKIll.ED UNSKIl.liD __ PROFESSIONAL __ T'r.OlNICAL 

VOCATICNAI.,_. _ C1IHER MlEDIATE SlJPERVIS0R: _______ _ 

lENGTH OF EMPLOYNENI': __ -,--____ F. T. ____ -:P. T. _____ .,..-_ 

YOUR ru;.a.50!-l FOR lEAVING: ________________________ _ 

PAST E'1i:LOYERS A~ TIlErR ADDRf..5S: 

1. ~:------------
P.T.: __ F.T.: __ PAi"RATE: __ 

UN:;lH OF JOB: _____ ...:REASO:' FOR u:AVING: ________ -,-_____ _ 

2. 

P.T. : __ F.T. : __ PAy"l\ATE: __ _ 

li::~IH OF JOB:_~ __ :.-.,...:' REASQ" FOR lJ:AVING, ____________ --

". • 
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c. Second interview question~ire (cant;) 

SYHnWAlOto::Y (crncu: D' APPROPRlAlE) 

_1. ~: 
TRDIBLIN; 

SHAKINESS 

B?.EA'mtESSNEss 

NE:RVOO~S 

2. D::::PR::SSIOX: 

L'lSa'mA 

EXCESSIVE SLEEPINESS 

R:::CU.'T w"EIG:rI' lDSS 

RECENI' WEIGH!' GAIN 

HEA!lAOIES 

Hi'POC!lONDRICAL CXJMI'lAINIS 

SHORT ATlENTION SPAN 

FATIGUE 

3. PSYCHOSIS: 

S"lRA!a BElIAVIOR 

DIZZINESS 

CY".:.Sr PAm 

lDSS OF 1NIERES! IN ACl"IVI1'l:I:S 

'ITA.'U'UI.J'lESS 
UELIN;S OF w.~ SELF-ESTEEM 

ID?ELESSNES5 
PRmCCUPATION WITd DEAlR 

SUICIDAL niOUGln'S 

PREVlOUS sm;CIDE A.."TTIMPTS 

DEUJSrD.'iS OF l'OIIE?lY. SINFUUlESS. &. D-::S-::.ASE 

E-mIO:-lAL m."RESPONSIVENESS 

OO.PPRO?RIATE J:WTIONAL RESPONSES 

VISUAL r.ALllJCINATIONS 

SUlCID\L PRmCCUPATION 

HCM:r.CIDAL IDEATION 

DEIlJSIONS OF GRA!IDEIJR OR tMJSUAL PJI.2S 

DEUJSIO~ OF PEPSr..C!II1ON lIND CO:.:rRD!. 

BlZARP.E MJIOR BEPAVIOR AUDITORY HAlllJCINA..""IONS 

EXCESSIVE RESllESSNESS 

PRG:-iDe.'T lmD QWQ'.S . 

ALTEPJUIONS IN INIEREST AND ENERGY 

PSYSICA1. HEALnl: 

LOOSE ~ ASSOCIATIONS 

INABILIlY 10 FORM ClDSE" REU-:rrOl-:S~~ - • 

DISORm.'TATION 

1. PRESENCE OF suaous IUNESS: ________ '--_-:-______ _ 

2. ACC!DENTS/ItUURIES: ___ ~ ____________ _'_ ____ -

3. OPERATIONS: ___________________________ __ 

4. ~~: ________________ ~------~-----

5. PRES:::"!' N:DICATIOOS. D' .mY: _________________ _ 

PSYCHL-';TP.IC HISTORY: 
1. P-,,::VlOUS PSYOiIATRIC HOSPI'!Al..IZA.!"""IONS: _____________ _ 

2. PREVIOUS PSYO!IATRIC OiJI1'ATIE\'T IREA.'lMENI. IF A.W: _________ _ 

3. FP.ESENCE OF AU::oHOL OR DRIX; ABUSE: _______________ _ 
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c. Sicond interview questionaire (cont.) 

\") 

\ 
BAO:GRruND mFORMATIOO: 
1. FA"!Il.Y HlsroRY: _________ ~ ______ --_:_---

!'P.ESrnCE OR ABSENCE OF FAHll.Y SUProRT: ______________ _ 

D~ONOF}DnER: _______________________ ~ 

DE.,t;..'1UPTIOO OF FAntER:.:..: ______________ ~__"_ ___ _ 

RElATIONSHIP WI SIBLJN:;S 6. PA.'m'.'TS: ___ --'-__________ _ 

2. ~TIO~~~ID: ____ ~ ___________ ~ ______ ___ 

,.AC.lillEMIC PERr-oRl".AN:E: ___________ -----'-------~~ 

BEHAvIOR (FIGlTING. DISCll'I..INARY PRO~) 

RELATIONSHIP W/'IEACHERS: _______ -:----:-________ _ 

~~TI~W/~s: __________ ~----------

--.,----------,..--------:.:. 

Q 

IlESCRIPIION OF SELF. (PERSQ.'l!ALTIY. 1m HE HANDELS l'm..lNGS OF AN:;ER. SADNESS, E'IC.: j 

IESCRIPTION OF SELF/SELF OJ:-lCEPT: 

"lUo1 ,.;ouLD YOUR MJ'lHER DESCRIBE YOU ? -----------------
mAT KIl\D OF DISPOSITION ~."GUID SHE SAY )'00 HAD? 

H(M j.,"Q'JIl) YOliR FRIENDS IJ::.SCRIBE YQU • .:.? ______________ '--___ _ 

.EAT KIND OF REPllTATION DID·YOU HAVE m SQDJL? ___ --_--__ -------__ 

ro·, 00 YOU SID:!) YOUR FREE TJM::?_-'-_-------_---------

..... t..t;:r.A?~ YOUR HOBSJES • .:.? __________ ~.__'_---------_---..:------

to )"C'J H.t.V£ H'.\'Y F1UE:N!lS? _______________________ . 

ro-.' 00 11-:EY SPEND TtlEIR FP.EE Tn-S? ______________________ _ 

-~ __________________ . __ =_c· __ _ _____ ccc;:J_c'-_ _='____ _ ___ £:_, ____ :=1 ________ .... _ _. 
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c. Second il)terview questionaire (c;ont'.) 
" 

1'1 .. ... 

~ HlSI'OR'l! IF APPLICABLE: 

\V=.::<;'!- l1AIDm NAME: _______________ AC£. __ : 

W, .. ".?lAG:: DA!E: _______ 00. OF omDREN: ________ _ 

'IF DIVORCED, W'rlrn: _______ _ 

AJ<i. YOO PA'l'rn:: omD SUPPORn ____ IF SO, }!O;o/ MJCli? ____ _ 

m~:::m'S OF MARITAL RELt.TIO~rlIPs: ______ '__ __________ _ 

lMP?2SSIONS : 
lW AP?LICANl' PRESEI\'TS H!MSEl.F:, ___________________ _ 

}W;rr:..JN:; OF FEELJNGS, ESP. ANGER: __________ , __ ~_.......,.----

EVIIJE:NC.E OF PSYClDSIS:, _____________ --: ________ _ 

~~:----------------------------------
nlSIGIT & Jl.IJX;E!-ENr: ______________________ _ 

, 

I~ 

UY!!VATIOO FOR PARTICIPATION m PRilGRAM:,--_____________ _ 

I 

R::C(!.~:ER:lATIONS:. _______________ .,.._--------.,.._--

, 
ii _____________ -.,-_________ • _'..;,' :, _______ .......,. __ ~J: 

,( 
-------------------------------~-~------:::li 

., 



D. ::~ral1\ple Refusa 1 Affidavi t ... , 

. 
SHlte of LouisianCi . N!:!\lv Orleans, Louisiana 7011G 

CHARLES C. FOTl,'JR. 
Sheriff 

ORLEANS PARISH. GRIHINAL SHER'IFF' S RESTITUTION PROGRAH 

REFUSAL OF PROGRAM 
-; 

I 
I . 
/;.:;i,I1I •. , 
~ . 

(Win1J) ~derstand thnt ~ 

referred.me for evaluation by theDiagno~tic Un~t 

-of the Restitution Program. 1 also understand that par,ticip'ation 

in this program is voluntary. After having the program 

explained to me, I have decided to refus£ to participate for 

the following reasons: 

DEtENDANT'S SIGNATURE 

~.EwutOrn~ 
tHTNE S S • "-----~-

~~~,'lq12 .. -. -
DATE 

.. '". 
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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 cooperation in this matter. If you 
have any further questions in this matter, please feel 
free to contact this office. 

Sincerely, . 

Betsy J. Magee 
Orleans Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Program" 
BJMjmc 
Enclosure (1) 

-72-

••• >;..' ... -...... •• 



'F. 

( 
Samble M.-..:<\. P. , ,.. 'l Contrf,:l:ot 

. , 

and 

( 

ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHERIFF'S RESTITUTION PROGAAI'I 

MUTUAL ~GREEMENT CONTRACT 

This agreement made this day between 

________________ , Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff 

defines mutual responsibilities ,and utiliZes an individualized 

program to prepare for a successful 

community adjus'tment following his ·release. All parties agree as 

follows: 

PART I. 

.... _-___________ -'~_' hereby, agree ,that I, shallcon~::>rrn 

my conduct to the Rules and Regulations established for this program 

and incorporated into this Agreement as Attachmen~ I. I further 

understand and agree.to successfully complete within my reasonable 

capabilities the objectives outlined in this document in considere

tion for a specific release date. ·1 understand that I may'~petiti= 

for either termination or renegotiation of this 'Agreement at any ti.-ue 

before my release. 

I realize that failure either ·to successfully complete my objec-

,tives or ~9 conform my conduct to the Rules and Regulations shall 

constitute sufficient grounds for any other Party to this Agreeme:t 

to terminat'e (:Ir renegotiate ·this Agreement and my participation ill the 

program. If recolw.lendation of terminati'on occurs, 'I will be ,allolo",d 

;a .hearing before the Criminal S)1eriff's disciplinary board. 

If my participation in the Program is as a condition of prob~tion, 

:I understand that termination of my participation in the program • .-ill 

result in a recommendation to the Court that probation be re\i·oked. 

1 agree that if I an charged with escape (which includes wa1't-off), 

I will forfit to the general prog'ram fund all monies in my aCCOUn~ 

acclli"llulated during my participation in the program. If I am tcrr~,ated 

from the program for unsuccessful completion,of my objectives or iailure 

to conform to rules and r!?gulad.ons incorporated in Attachment I fother 

then escape or ~alk-o=f). 1 u~derstand that nonies will be dcduc~~= 

from my account to cover thC' cost of rest~tution. court costs, an~ 

food charges, anq the rC~ainder returned to me • 

.. 

.. 
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F. Sample ~.A.~. contract for Court Ordered Restitution 

, 

Charles_Co Fot! • Jr. olU.r:A.':S l'Alllstl CnmH:t.I. Slllilllfl:, lI&n:c 

th:ll tIKI nbovc nOlln.....J lJUr."\tc o:ill hc rclcnscu on 8/:10 1979 
--~---------- -------

CO~fll~r.I:1:r UI'O;': illS 51JcccssruL al\ll'I.17/'JO' ... of thc ohje-ctivcs Illl::nlionccl bclli'n' 

:111\1 his sIJcccr.lifuil)" COnfOijllin1: hir, conJuct to the nules :mcl nCl,'1Jlations 

cstllblhhcu for this l'rO&l'=, 

PMT rY. 

A. Education 

see supplement 

'1. Attend Classes 

1\ nights weekly 

2. Increase euucational level by 
see attachment 

B. 'york ,Assignment 

1. To "ork tu" the best of ~)' ability at !lje job pTovidc~ fOT :::::'f:Y' 
the Restitution Program. 

C. Restitution $300.DO & $70.0D Court Cost 

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

E. Community Service - Whi~hever is less"SO hours of Community 
Service or 12 hour! Rer month. 

'. 
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·~F. "S:alltT;:rle M.A.P. c.ontract forChil"d SUPpol;t .R~stitution 

f/" 

. 
'1. ChHles C. Fot!. Jr. • oar.r~; 1'.\1(1:'11 r.nHIlNAI. Slll.l!lW; 11r.I'C::: 

th:lt the :Ihove: nmntuJ i 1Ii1~' te will hr. TC) e:l:;ccl Oil 
. ______________ l9 ______ _ 

CO:-lrJNGr~w UI'O:-J illS SUt'CESSI'UI. CCt,lI'J.lil'JO:l or tile, ohjc:c,tives IIIcnt,i(?nctl bclo\~ 

nnd his sllccessfuil), cunronn~n!: hi:; con:luct to the Rules ;:Iml J~e!:uloltions 

estnblished {or this )'r"nr:un. 

PMT' lV. 

OBJECTIVES 

A. Educ;:Ition 

1. Attend Classes 

4 nights \~eekly 

2. Increase educational level b)~ 

see attacJlment 

'B. ~ork Assignment 

'. , . l~ 'To work to the best of In): ~bility at the job provided for r.::: by 

. ' . 

. the Restitution Prograrr" 

C, Restltution 20% Net income Child Support 

-. . " ' . 
D. ".Other $3.00 per day for food ce.st to be·.paid to the' 

Oil~eans Parish Sheriff Office. 

r. Community Service - Wnichever is l'ess 50 hours of' Com'munity 
Service or 12 hours Per month, 

1&.', 
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" • -to,' 

F. S~mple M.A.? c6ntract for victim· Assessment or 
Elderly Victim Reli~f Fund Restitution 

- I 

'- " 

.:Alrr II J 

J , 0lAR!.ES c. run j JR 

tlJ.1t the nho\'c n:llncil inll~1tc will hc Tc]cn:;ml on MAY Q lQ7'l 197 ... 9'--__ _ 

co.'II'rJ"'Gf:t\'T UI'O~ illS 9Jt'CHSSRlI. mll'Jl!T10~ (If thc Clbjt'C:tives J!lCntionctl bClow 

nnel his sll~ccssfui]y confonnins his conlluct to the Rules :mu RCl!ulotiClns 

cstnblisllccJ fOT this l'ronr:llll •. 

PAIIT IV. 

OnJECTIVES .' 

A. Filucation 

1. Attend Classes 

4 nights \~eek1y 

2. . Increase educational level by 

see attac:llmcnt 

B. -l~ork Assignment 

1. -To WOTJ- to the best cif.~ ability at 't.ie job provided foz: = by: ... ", . " .. .~ _.... . 

the Restitution Program. 

C. Restitution $1.00 per day to be paid m the Victim a:-.d 01:' 

t9 t:h§! Elderly Victim Coq>ensat:ion fu:1d • ._ 
as determine,r by the l'rogram Ilirecto:::-. Ex $70. otl Court Cos:: 
or 30 additional days Parish Prison. 

D •. Other$3.00 per -day for food cost-to be paid to the 
Orleans Parish Sheriff Office. 

'. 

Whichever is -les~ 50 h=s of Cc=L...ut:)' 
Service or 12 hours per mmth. 

" 
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PART IV. 

hll qu~stions, issues o~ disputes respecting determination 

of successful, compietion of this l.grcc:nent by the participants 

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

decision shall be ih writing and shall set forth the facts on 

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

and 'shall be rendered within fi,.., (5), days. 

'IN WITNESS WHEREOF the part;ies,'undersigned "have ,hereunto 

set their hands and seals this ___ day of ___ ~,--___ ,'19 ___ • 

,t 
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G. Rules ana Regulations 

RESTITUTION PIlOGRAH RUI.ES, REGULlITIONS AND PROCEDURES 

1) Er~ohibited Items 
No ~ca?or.s, alcohol, drugs or other unauthorized items wili be 

perr.litted l.r: the Restitution Area. A.'1y resident found in pos~essic," 
of contraband will be dismissed from the proqram. 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 alco~ol 
or drugs will be disciplined appropriately. 

2) Rights of Staff to inspect and search . 
The staff has the r~ght to ~nspec~and sea~ch any resident, his 

property or his ::oom. Period,ic shakedowns may be expected. 

3) Dr,ess Code 
a. Residents are to be cleun shaven each day. Beards are not 

allowed. Neatly trimmed mustaches may be worn. 

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

c. Residp.~ts participating in the orientationphase of the 
progrl11,. shall wear regulation CCC unifo=. 

d. After completion of the oricntation p~ase, residents will 
be permitted to keep mihimmn personal clothing appropriate 
for their designated jobs. Clothing will be kept in the 
resident's assigned'room, and rooms'will be locked when 
residents are out of the building and during sleeping hours. 

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

4) Telephone Calls 
, ,-, x~s1d!!n\:s' may make wrItten requests to mernhers ()£ the ~taH 

reguesting the use of the telephone. Telephone requests must state 
the place, time requested and -name and telephone nu..-:lber of the party. 
Deputies will be responsible for dialing the telephone number. 

5} Use of Vehicles 

6) 

7) 

8) 

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 for those unable to 
utilize public transportation at the time of job assignment. 

Mail 
Mail will be distributed to residents by the $ecurity officer 

on duty. Incoming mail may be opened for a' check of contrab~tld •. 

Smoking 
Smoking is permitted in designated areas only. Smokir'!'3 will 

not be permi t,ted in t.he resident's sleeping quarters. 

Room Rost:-ict.ion'and Curfel." 
a. Each res1dent is responsible for keeping his room neat and 

clear .. 

b. A res.iden,t is not allowed in another resident's room at any 
~irne. 

c. Booms are to be locked when the resident leaves the Restit~~~~n 
a~ea and at night while he is sleeping. 

d. 0~ weekdays, residents are to be in their rooms at 10:30. 
L::>:>r>: l."ill be locked at 11:00. Sunday is' considered a "'ee}:;:~.:'. 
CtI~few will be 12:30 on Friday and 1:00 on Saturday. 

9) Visitors 
Visit:c~s to ,residents of the Restitution Center will £0110;: th.-, -~ 

procedures outlined for visitors to the CCC 

., 

j. 
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G. Rule:s ,ana Re9ulations (cont.) 

.' 

.. 

10" Konpy t',~ naQcme~t 

Residents who are employed will turn in their unc~shed p~ychcck Bnd 
ch'eck ,stub to the deputy on duty. The resident will receive B receiptlor 
his p~ycheck ~t the time it is turned In. Each resident is responsible 
for t.rnin9 ir his money to theeenter on the d~y he is p~td. 

:., "eekly ~110wance for personS working will be issued' e~Eli week. 
~ resicen: is not ~llowed to receive cash advances from an employer. 
~ny resident beint paid in cash by an employer must acquire a note 

stating t~e amount of hours worked and the total amount paid. 

II} Room and Board 

Residents will be charged S3.00 per day for food. Room and board 
is not charged while the resident Is in the,orientatibn phase of the 
prograI>. 

12} Pass Policies and Proce~ures 

All pass requests will be turned in by Tuesday Df each week ,to the 
Director via the resident's counselor for either appr~val or disapproval. 
W.ekdbY passes may be issued for special supervised activities, with 
approval from the appropriate parties. Once a resident is on pass and 
returns to the Ctnter without probable cause, the remainder of his pass 
is terni na ted. 

Re,sidents in the orientation phase of tn!! program are not eligible 
for-. passes. 

I!) Resoonsibilities 

a. Residents are liable for any willful destruction' of ~he 
properties of the ~enter. 

b. Any medical costs to see a doctor other than the Center's 
physician wi~l be p~id for by the resident. 

c. ,All p,rescribed medicine wi1l be paid for by ',the resident as 
long as ~oney is av~ilable in the resident's accoun~. 

d. All residents are responsible for being puntual and meeting 
all time limits required by the Center. 

14} Transportation to the Restitution Area 

-,i1e: Restitut;otl res'idetlts will t:ft-ti:f -'t>tiE ff"unt·'f:;~5t floD~ 2ntFiHiiH~ 
.(GravS~r Street) of the CCC and immediately report to the.deputy assigned 
to' the area. 

The inmate will then be put through the electronic frisk (metal 
detector) . 

The front entrance deputy will notify· th~ 3rd floor R~~titution Area 
of the resident'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 flc~r. 

Upon entering the 3rd floor area the rest dents will be escorted into 
the group visiting room where he will rernov~ his clothing in the attorney 
booth . 

• Tr.e Rest,itution deputy. will search the resident and the resident';; 
c l~thing. 

The residents will dress and be .escor:ted into the Restitution An:.. 

,Upon leaving for ~ork. residents will dress, report to,the Resti:~:iGn 
de?t:ty and be escorted vie the visitors elevator to the first floor. 

15) ,In-House Oiscioline 

tiblations occuring within the Restitution Ar~a will be handled 
trro~;r. the Sheriff's Disciplinary Board. 

16) Specific Behavior Prohibited 

.. ,'\.o)Jsive language, pyhsital violence, taking of others property. 
'ihfrfngements of other's right will not be tolerated . 

~ ... --:-.; ...... -. . , 
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H. Letter of Reply from Sherif.f 

CRIMINAL SHERIFF 
Parish of Orleans • StatL> of Louisiana . New Orleans. Louisiana 70119 

'. 

June 13, 1979 

Mr. Fnmk Serpas 
CJCC 
1000 Howard Avenue 

CHARLES C. F.OTI. JR. 
Sheriff 

New Orlp-ans, Louisiana 70113 

Dear Frank: 

The recent evaluation 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 b~:tween 
Hichael 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 rebutt'al as in explanatioti 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 documen-tai:icm of coontacts rna,de with the Criminal 
Court Judges by program personnel, both individually and enbanc, would 
run to many pages. At present, members of the Diagnostic Unit visit 
each judge on a weekly basis. These ,contac·ts have born fruit, and the 
rate of judicial referrals has shown a gradual increase over the 
entire history of the program. 

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 d'ata 
was never intended to be formally maintained, that is. CJCC program 
monitors and evaluators had never requested the 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 miscelianeous 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 important 
did not always mesh precisely with that of the evaluator • 
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Page -2-
Mr. Serpas 
June 13, 1979 '. 

As to the second point, quite often. data classified as H'tissing 
was simply not collectible. For example. in some cases inmates did 
not receive the t"o CAT tests necessary to register educational progress. 
In many of these "missing ll cases, however, the program participants 
had been terminated from the program for disciplinary reasons. "'hen 
such terminations occur, they generally happen after a relatively 
short time in the program. Retesting at termination is only inaccurate 
because of the short time that has generally elapsed since the first 
test, it is doubly wisleading because of the trauma the typical participant: 
experiences when he loses work release privileges. Another group of 
the missing cases a~e the cr,iminal neglect participants. Since these 
individuals can gen~rally be released the instant a friend or family 
member pays their fine, it is impossible to know when the individtlal 
will rollout so that a retest can be planned'prior to that date. 

Before. addressing the recommendations,. I'd like to turn for a 
moment to the question of processing.time (Section'G). The analysis 
as presented seews 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 

',in actual progran' 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 (inene case, 399 dQys supposedly 
elapsed bet~.,.een screening and final decision for program acceptance. 
These outliBrs are the result of a misinterpretation of the data, 
since they are generally cases which are screened initially (usually 
'·becau~et.hey Cire referred bya judge) and then pIaGed' on a "hQld" 
status--sometimes for as much as a year--because that· individual has 
too much time remaining on his sentence. These cases should not have 
b~en 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 relatively short period of time (again, expressed as a mean) 
which the analysis shqws most inmates spent in the program, is again, 
based on, a m~isleading use of the data. Clearly, successful program 

'completions should ha'le been analysed separately from term:i,nation 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 \o,'ere well aware 
of these problens but could not do the necessary reanalysis due to the· 
time deadline for submission of the evaluations. I do ask,.' however, 
that these anal vses be don~) and included in the final, published 
version of the Prelii:linary'Impact Evaluation . 
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Page -3-
Mr. Serpas 
June 13, 1979 .. 

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 incom~. 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 per.formance 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 'ma;Lntained for each 
participant in, the program. I~ -

Record keeping procedures have been completely reorganized and 
tightened. This has been done particularly for educational and community 
service activities. Coiiimunlt.y service activ:Lties, faT exampl€l, 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 Fall of 
1979. 

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

These efforts are presently continuing. 

6. "The Diagnostic Unit should seek more referrals ordered by the 
Courts to pay restitution." 
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Page..:.'4-
Mr. Serpas 
June 13, 1979 .. ' 

It is difficult to. see how much more can be done in this area. 
MemberlS of the Diagnostic, Unit visit each judge weekly. In addition, 
contacts have been made with each probation officer, each OIDP attorney, 
each assistant D.A., and m$ny 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., "Victims to whom restitution payme.nts· have been made should be 
followed up by Shelte,r 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:Lmpo:c:'tant for staff to spend their time 
d.~livering as much monetary and service restitution possible to the 
community rather than doing resea.rch on its impact on community attitu~es • 

. 8. "Explorethe possibility of using an inmate '.5 savi!)gs to pay for 
his, fine for criminal neglec.t. VI 

This is possible at present, under the condition that all. other 
obligations--including restitution payments to the wife--be pnid 
fil.'"st. 

I hope these comments have added to your staff's already compre
hensive evaluation. Please thank them for their efforts. 

S~fte 
CHARLES C. FOTI, R. 
Criminal 

CCFjr!jdc' 
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