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EXECUTIVE SUMr-1ARY 

Overview 

The orleans parish Prison Rehabilitation Program, 

op~rational since January, 1975, has received state, Part C, 

Block Funds since August 15, 1976. Beginning with the first 

full mon·th of such funding, September, 1976, this evaluation 

covers a b,venty-eight month period end~ng December 31, 1978. 

However, since the most recently completed grant ended October 

31, 1978, tha·t date is used for the cut off point for the unit 

cos·t assessmen'L 

Initially, the program was implemented in the old·Parish 

Prison after a 1972 Court Order mandated that prison conditions 

be improved. While located in the 'old prison, the program de­

veloped three 'major componen·ts - Counseling/Classification p Edu­

cation., and vocational Services. Subsequently, during July and 

August, 1977 ,the program moved into a ne'(,v prison ",herethe 

operation of the program was expected to improve. v-Ihile some 

addi tional ,services were offered, those components which had 

emerged earlier remained the most visible. 

The Rehabilitation Program began with the long term goa~ of 

decreasing recidivism. However, the language of subsequent grant 

applications changed such that the primary goal became more 

immediate, focusing on service delivery and educational advance-

-.' ment.. Thus, this study assesses the delivery of services within 

the various components and, in addition, provides a comparison of 

" 
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service delivery in the hlO institutional setti.ngs. 

F _in di!13.§. 

During the 'twenty-eight, month evaluation period, 1,298 

inmates !'vere in'terviewed by the C1assifica'l:ion Unit, and, of 

those, 1,002 (77%) were placed into one or more of the various 

components of 'the program. ~>mong those participating t the 

average inmate was a bventy-six year old black male .. 

While the program was loea'ted in the old prison, the 

average monthly number of interviews 1,1aS forty-six,w;t'th thirty­

five actually "placed" in the program. The same figures for 

the new prison !"Jere forty-five and thirty-six, respectively .. 

.. An 'important issue fora program su:ch ,as -this concerns 

'the amount of time the inmate has available for participation. 

While the amount of time beb~een sen'ten<.;ing and the ini,tial 

program interviel," increased slightly with the move -to the new 

prison, the inmates actually placed in the program in the new 

prisqn had significantly more time to partici~te. It is inter-

€B,ting that, even with the increased par'ticipation time, the average 

number of group and individual counseling sessions attended de-

creased with the move to the nev-l prison .. while 'the average nunlber 

of education classes attended increased by only ?ine days. 

Within the education comporien't 'there I,'lere ,certain expec'tatioris 

regarding par'ticipants at two of the various leve1s~ ~~ These expec-

tations were met by 15. go/o of the participants at one level (Adult 

Basic) ~nd by 1.5% at the o'ther (GED). 

The unit cost assessment provided basic descriptive costs 

associated with the program. with 807 operational days, the average 
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daily cost to provide these services was $713.00 with the average 

daily cos't per participant being slightly less than four dollars ~ 

Conclusions and Recommendations: 

It should be po"inted out that, due to the extensivE'.! missing 

dat'?- enccuntered du:cing data collection, the findings of this 

empirical analysis must be ~nt~rpreted cautiously. These analyses 

did, hOj.vever, indicate tha.t the expectation "of improved service 

deliv~ry in the neTN prison has not been realized. In addition, 

the findings suggest that the educat:ional componen't did not function 

as expected. 

The repor't includes several recommendations. First, it ,,,as 

suggested 'that a comprebens.ive. sys"i:emsanalysis be irnplemen'ted~ 

Second, the repor·t recom.rnends an immedia'te improvement to the current 

record ](eeping syste~. Third, it is imperative that averaged . 
California Achievemen-t Test scores not be averaged, as this inappro-

priate technique is both an ineffective and inefficient means of 

classif~Ting inmates or of assessing their educational advancement. 

Finally, it is recommended that educational program testing be 

scheduled at specific intervals based on hours of ins'truc'tion or 

some o·ther relevant cx'i teria. 

" 
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1 
I INTRODUCTION 

A. Funding 

The Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilita·tion Program (OPPRP) I.-laS .. 
funded through a Part C, Block Gran·t from the La'," Enrorc€:ment 

Assistance ~dministration (LEAA)o As the present evaluation was 

not undertaken until the program was well underway, the evaluation 

analysis is largely post hoc. The major, analysis of the program 

covers a 28 nonth period from September, 1976, through December, 

1978. However, the most recently completed grant expired on 

October 31, 1978, and the summary cost analysis covers only the 

2~ month period ending october 31, 1978. 

B. l,imi ta tions 

T\'lo major limitations narrOvJ both the scope. and depth of this 

evaluation. The primary limitation relates to the lack of informa-

~ tion concerning the Vocational Service Unit. Although ~raining is 

.iI' 

• 

provided to some program participants in basic skills such as \'leld-

ing, no data \I}ere available documenting this. The only data related 

to voca'tional training or services were the total number of partici-

pants in the Work Release program. The other limitation results 

from the lack of aggregate data on the total prison population. 

Numerous records were lost or destroyed as a result of a flood in 

Nay, 1978, and the present system of record keeping only prov~des 

data from the previous three months. 

1 
For a more detailed discussion of the concept of rehabilitation 

and the history of the project see The Treatment of Criminal Behavior: 
An Evaluation of Rehabilitation at the Orleans Parish Pri8on,Mayor's 
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, January, 1977 • 



-2--

C. Jlistory of the Rehabilitation l?rogralil 

In November, 1972, the Fede,ral District Court ordered the 

Orleans parish prison to improve'prison conditions, including a 

mandate that social services be provided to inmates. Although 

this court order proved to be the immediate' reason for the develop-

ment of the program, interest in rehabilitation had already 

developed. \\lith the local crime rate rising steadily, local 

criminal j,ustice planners had already begun con::;ideration of al,tern-

atives ,>'!hich might modify criminal beha'l.rior. Fortunately, the Safe 

streets Act of 1968 included the concept of rehabili tatio'n and a 

'task force had been formed locally to consider that possibility.. A 

report released by the task force in' August, 1971, recommended that, 

in addition to medical and diagnostic services, the Parish Prison 

should provide the following services: 

" (1) Iqork/study release. 

(2) Education - This should include basic reading and writing 
skills as well as a wide range of vocational counseling. 

(3) Counseling - This should include spiritual guidance and .~ 
vocational counseling. 

(4) Employment - Vocational 'training and job placement." 

Based on these recommendations, rehabilitation was identified 

as a primary need in the Comprehensive Plan' of the' Criminal Justice 

2 
Re'hn;)ilitE";tion Tas}~ Force: preliminary Report on Rehabilitation, 

submitted to the Bayor I s Criminal Justi,ce Coordinating Council, 
August 25, 1971. 
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3 
Coordinating Council in 1972. subsequen'tly, a grant application 

was prepared which emphasized inmate classification, professional 

.. treatment, and a broad spectrum of human and social services. 

Although the structure of the unit, as presented in the grant 

" narrative, .... ,as somevlhat general, the major components of the pro-

,.. 

.. 

gram were clearly those elements recommended in the 1972 Comprehen-

sive Emn and the 1971 Task Force report~ 

Although initially funded through a Target Area Grant by LEAA 

in July, 1973, the 'program did not become operational until January, 

1975. As there had been no further conceptual development during 

that period, the program becarnt:: operational \~i th the two-year old 

grant application as its sole. guide ~ With various specifics such 

as staff responsibilities, work loads, and program processes largely 

unspecified, inevitable management and service delivery problems 

occurred during the initial pe:r::iod of implementation. Hm'lever t by the 

second half of 1975, three services developed as the core of the pro-

gram: Counseling, Education, and vocational Services/Wor]" Release. 

originally, the Rehabilitation progrru~ was located on the top 

floor of t~e old, four-story, Orleans'Parjsh Prison. Access to the 

unit by inmates was limited to times other than meals and work 

detai Is and ""as largely at the discretion of the prison guards. How-

ever, by the end of August, 1977, the program had been relocated in 

the nel,'l prison where it was expected to improve both in terms of 

3 
Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating council, Comprehensive 

plan, 1972, p. ~42 • 
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efficiency andeffecti venef>s. In this. new setting, t,he inmates 

IJ.Jere housed on qunds according to the level of placement in the 

program,the:l;"eby improving inmate access -to the unit. 

Since the move to the new prison, the program has refined 

its operations, but the major components re~ain those that had 

emerged during 1975. These are discussed in the next section. 
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I I PROGRAM COMPONENTS 
1 

A. Classification 

, The Classification Unit is resp'onsible for the initial 

interview with inmates in the new prison. While the majority 

• of the interviews result in placement in the Rehabilitation 

" 

Program, some lead to placement into other programs. In 

addition to gathering historical and demographic data on each 

inmate, the classification counselor also administers a series 

of tests which aids in appropriate placement.. Finally, avail-

able services a're listed for the iThlla'te and that individual's 

interest in (or, requ,est for) any ,particular prog:r:am is noted .. 

On the basis of the interview, the counselor recommends services 

for the inmate. These recommendations, ra'ther than a formalized 

treatm~nt plan, are essentially a listing of services requested 

by the inmate and thought to be appropriate by the counselor. 

B. Counseling 

It is generally assumed that the mere presence of an inmate 

in prison indicates a need for counseling. 'Hm-lever, whe'ther or 

not such services affect the long ~erm behavior of the individual 

is no longer relevant to the delivery of such services. The 

inmates are regularly provided the opportunity to participate in 

either individual or group counseling sessions. The primary 

purpose of counseling seems to be the stimulation of self-anaysis 

by the inmate. 

1 
Although the Classification unit is operationally joined with 

Counseling, the two are treated separately for purposes of 
analysis. 
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c. Education 

The Education Component, as it cur:cently functions in the 

new prison, has emerged as the primary and most visible component 

'of the'program. Basically divided into three levels,. educational 

services are provided to inmates accoraing to placement made by 

the class,ification counselors. The services offered in.-uates 

placed in the pre-literacy program focus primarily on the develop­

ment of reading skills and, like the other levels of educational 

training, are ge.:ared .-",::0 theindi vidual"s specific needs ~ Thos,e 

services labeled adult basic education focus on the needs of ·thos·e 

inma·tes with some basic skills. Finally, there is the General 

Equivalency Diploma (G. E. D.) level \>lhichpreparesindividuals 

to earn an equivalency certificate. 

Inmates are housed in individual rooms in areas known as 

quads. Each of these quads has rooms for 28 inmates with one 

25' x 60' day room and one 30' x 30' classroom available to the 

inmates~ The educational training is facilitated by having 'only 

one level (iae. literacy, adult basic, or G. E. D.)assigned to any 

quad. Recently, a learning center was opened in which inmates may 

focus on more specific training ·usin'g the various educational 

materials located there. 

D. other Components 

Other serVi~es ~uch as vocational training, art courses, 

medical attention, and religious services are also available. Of 

these, Vocational, Services are probably the most relevant to 'the 

needs of, the inmate,,. Work release, job counseling, and some skills 

training are all segments, of Vocational Services. 

Althoug,h most of the discussion in this report by passes 

,. 

.. 
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these functions and their effects, the services delivered on a 

routine basis constitute an important element of the total 

delivery of services. However, little or no data were maintained 

on participation in these service areas and no analysis is. 

possible . 
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III RESEARCH DE;SIGN AND HETHODOLOGY 

A. overvieN 

The present evaluation of the Orleans parish Rehahilitation 

Program is essentially a ,process evaluation covering the period 

Sep'tember 1, 1976 - December 31, 1978. This 28 month period \vas 

selected for two major reasons. First, September, 1976, was 

the first full month of the initial block grant. Second, gather­

ing data 'through December, 1978, allm'led for as full and current a 

dt;!scription of the p:cogramas -possible. A reJ.~,ted -andimpor:tant 

issue in considering the period of the evaluation- ~vas the physical 

movement of 'the program from the "old II Parish Prison ,to a new 

facili-ty. Preparation for this move began in July, _ 1977, and the 

transition lasted through late August, 1977. The disruptive impac-t 

of this move should be reflected in_the data. ~ore importantly, it 

was assumed that 'the program would operate both more effectively and 

efficiently once 'the transition to the new prison was completed. 

Thus, i,t was determined that the evalua'tion should include a com­

parison of service deli very ~ t the blO institutions. 

Basically descript~ve in nature, this evaluation focuses on the 

activities of the prCl,j.::.:ct to determineadhera;nce to the grant 

, requirements. ].\s the evaluation was conducted ex post facto, the 

follow-up data necessary for an intensive impact assessment v/ere 

not available. Initially (i.e., early in the history of the Orleans 

Parish Prison Rehabili,tation project), the goals were 10,ng term and 

foc~sed on changing 

reduced recidivism. 

the :future bC?haviorof'inmates in tenus of 
1 

An earlier evaluation examined program attempts 
2 at such behavioral change. Even- earl_fer, a ,na.tional study analyg:ed the 

• 
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results of over 200 rehabilitation projects and found, except in 
,', 

a few isola-ted instances, no proof that these rehabilitative 

efforts had any effect on recidivism. Subsequently, the language 

of the grant application was· changed so that the goals of the 

program became more immediate and focused simply on service de-

livery. Because of these changes, the present evaluation \vas 

designed to assess the level and effe6tiveness of service 

delivery. 

Further, a summary unit cost analysis is provided. As item-

ized expenses IIlere no't available, ·this analysis only assesses the 

daily costs of the program, the cost per participan't, and the cost 

per participant per day. 

B. Data Collection 

After several interviews with project personnel, case folders 

v-Jere reviewed t·o collect the objective data necessary for the 

evaluation. Due to the large number of folders to be reviewed, 

these data were collected at blO separate points in time. The 

first se-t of data; was collected behveen February 22 - March 3, 

1978. These data represented those participants in'terviewed prior 
3 

to February, ~978, and already released from prison. The final 

set of data was collected during the month of April, 1979, and 

represen'ts 'those participants intervie\ved between February and. 

Decemner, 1978. 

1 
Mayor I S Criminal Justi~e Coordin,o;ting CounciL The T:r:eatment 

of Criminal Behavior.: An· Evaluation of Rehabilitation at Orle,ans 
parish Prison. January, 1977. 
2 
Martinson, Robert. 

Refo·rm. " The Public 
"What Works?" Questions, Answers About Prison 
Interest, Number 35,. Spring,. 1974. 

3 
For the 

Findings 
from the 

purposes of analysis, further reference, especially in the 
Section, to release date also includes any other termination 
program. 
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project personnel ~ere most helpful with the datacol1ect~on 

and, If}i thout such facilitation, the evaluation effort might have 

bec0me OV,envhelmingly frustr-a'ting. However tit should be noted 

that the revie,,, of the files was less than successful. In 'many­

instances 'the case folders had not been kept curren't and the 

evaluator was forced to use only that information \'lhich was avail­

able. In other instances, no data had been recorded, thereby 

forcing the evaluator to define much of the information sought as 

"mi'ssing .. data. II _ For thes.ereasons, the service delive:I.:Y C!-nalyses 

presented probably understate the actual -amount of program activity 

that the evaluator subjectively believes to have occurred. 

C. Other Limitations 

During -the second phase of data collection, the evaluator be­

came aware that one of the tests used by both the Classification 

and Education units \'Jas not being properly utilized. The California 

Achievement Test (C.A.T.) has three components wbich assess the 

reading, math. and language level of the examinee. Although the 

three componen'ts are not equivalent and should not be averaged, 

it appeared that the Classification Unit was using the average C.A.T. 

score in placing in.1Uates in educationalprogratns. In addi,tion, _ the 

averages, of subsequent C.A.T. tests \I}ere used by the Education Unit 

to assess educational improvement of participa~ts. ' Because these 

average. scores \vere used in the previous evaluation and because they 

continue to be used by program personnel, it was determined to use 

them in ,this evaluation. Hmvever, the average scores must be 

regarded as inaccurate and interpreted with caution. 

• 

.. .. 
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D. Components of the Evaluation 

As this ev.aluation ~s primarily concerned with a description 

and assessment of service delivery, it focuses on the two major 
: . 

components of the Rehabili t.ation Program. Fortunately, in ad­

dition to being the most active components of the program, those 

components also produced the most comprehensive data. Classifi-

cation and Counseling, although operationally one component, was 

treated for purposes of analyses as separate services. Education 

w~s the other major component analyzed. 

Service delivery of each component \vas assessed for the 

entire period covered by the evaluation. Further, a comparison 

-was made bebveen service delivery in the old prison and in the 

new facility. Finally, to the extent possible using available 

data, a comparison between the services actually deliver~d and 

those projected in the grant B?plication "las undertaken. 

The Orleans 'paris11 Prison Rehabili ta tion Program has a 

number of other components. However, several of these do no·t lend 

themselves to objectification and data simply were not available, 

on otl1e rs. However I some general descriptive statistics rega!:"d-

ing other components w.ere available from those case folders 

reviewed during the second phase or data collection. These include 

the number of "other ll courses (e. ':"; .• art classes and/or classes 

offered by a local community coL :0'8) taken and the num~.oer of 

participants placed .in work-rel::' These statistics ,viII b2 

provided as an addendurn to the c. -;;:ral program service delivG::Y 

analyses. 
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IV FINDINGS 

A. General 

During the period of September 1, 1976 - December 31, 1978, 

the time period covered by this evalua·tion, 1,298 inrnat€!s were 

interviewed 'and .1,002 (77 0 2%) \'lere placed into one or more of 

the vaxious components of the Rehabilitation Program. Of those, 

the average participant was a twenty six year old black male. 

The average time between sentencing and the firs'\:: intervie\>J was 

fifty-eight days and the average number of possible days partici­

pation in the program (i.e. between interview date'and release d~te) 

was one hun~red-eighty-one (181). 

Due to ·the .lack of follow-up data, the analysis of the various 

program components was limited to basic descriptive frequencies 

and limited comparisons bet\o,16en the two institutional set'tings of 

the program .. 

B. The Classification Unit 

Responsible for intake processing and sc:r.:eening, the.Classifi-

cation Uni·t plays an important ro.le in facili:tating·'the .timely 

delivery of inmate services. However, not all i~~ates .processed 

by the unit are actually "placed" into .one of the various components. 

of the Rehabilitation programi some are referred to other prison 
1 . 

p~ograms. Regardless of the i;nmate's ultimate placement, and given 
1 

the generally short 1eng·th of Parish Prison incarcerations , it is 

imperative that i~~ates be processed quickly. 

Table 1 summarizes the number of inrnates interviewed monthly 

during the evaluation period, as well as the number placed into . 

the Rehabilitation program. The average nurnber of inmates 

1 
See Curtis and Davis, A Study of Correctional Design and 

utilization in New orleans: years 1975-2000, p~ 38. 

• 

• 
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Intervievls And Placements (By Month) 
By The Classification Unit, OPPRP. 

Number Number Placed Percent Placed 
.!'lonth, Year Interviewed Into Rehabilitation Into Rehabilitation 

-

Sep. 1976 33 27 81.8 
oct. 1976 75 55 73.3 
Nov. 1976 40 35 87.5 
Dec. 1976 31 27 87.1 
Jan:. 1977 68 57 83.8 
Feb .. 1977 27 18 66.7 
Mar .. 1977 52 39 75.0 
Apr. 1977 50 34 68.0 
May. 1977 43 33 76.7 
Jan. 1977 44 27 61.4 
Jul. 1977 26 20 76.9 
Aug. 1977 26 25 96.2 
Sep. 1977 24 24 100.0 
Oct. 1977 39 36 92.3 
Nov. 1977 100 82 82.0 
Dec. 1977 42 38 90.5 
Jan. 1976 32 30 93 .. 8 
Feb. 1978 39 39 100 .. 0 
Mar. 1978 33 30 90.9 
Apr. 1978 48 38 79.2 
May, 1978 34 21 61 .. 8 
Jun. 1978 48 21 43.8 
Jul. 1978 64 39 60 .. 9 

, Aug. 1978 32 20 62 .. 5 
Sep. 1978 36 28 77.8 
oct. 1978 55 44 80.0 
Nov. 1978 39 30 76.9 
Dec. 1978 59 51 86.4 

a b 
Total 1,239 968 

a 
Data were missing for 59 cases. Including missing data 
TotalN = 1,298 

b 
Data were missing for 34 cases •. Total N = 1,002 • 

------ ,--- ---- - -----
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interviewed monthly totaled forty-four,'while the' numbe~ placed 
.. 
into the Rehabilitation Program averaged thirty-five. The percent 

of those interviewed' and then placed into the program is also pro­

vided. Only in June, 1978, were less than 5~1o of those interviewed 

placed into the Rehabilitation Program, while monthly placements 

averaged 7~1o of those interviewed. 

Table 2 

Interviews and Placements (By Institutional setting) 
By The Classification Unit, OPPRP. 

Institutional 
. Setting 

Number ·1 Number Placed 
Interviewed In Rehabilitat~9.n 

Percent Placed 
In Rehabilitation 

,j 

Old Prison 
September 1976 
June, 1977 

463 

Transition Period 
July,Aug.,1977 52 

New Prison 
Sept. 1977 
Dec. 1978 

Total 

a 

724 
a 

1~239 

352 

45 

571 
b 

968 

76.0 

86.5 

78.9 

Data were missing for 59 cases. Including missing data, Total N=1,298. 

b 
Data were missing for 34 cases. Total N=1,002. 

Table 2 compares inmate interviews in different institutional 

settings. It is apparent from that table that a slightly higher percen­

tage of those interviewed in the new prison were placed in the Rehabil-

itation Program. Interestingly, Table 2 also indicates that the highest 

percentage of inmates. (86.5%) were placed into the.Rehabilitation Pro­

gram during the transition period of moving to the new prison, a time 

when the operation of the program was expected to be disrupted. However, 

.. 
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that high percen'tage results from the relatively low nunb ers of 

inmates interviewed during these h)o months of transition. 

correcting for that irregular period" Table 3 presents the 

number of inmates that: migl1t be expected to have been interviewed 

and/or placed as compared to the actual frequencies. That table 

verifies that during the transition period, the number of inter-

views, as well as placements, were below those anticipated.. How-

ever, the differences between the expected and observed frequencies 

of interviews and placements a't both the old and new prison settings 

indica'te frequencies \vere greater than expectec both qefore and 

after the transition period. As the new prison \vas expected to 

facili ta'te opera'tions of the program, it was somewhat surprising to 

discover a greater percentage di:fference between expected and ac'tual 

interviews a't the old prisono Fortunately, the percentage increase 

between expected and ac'tual placements was as anticipa ted .. 

Table 3 
a 

Differences Bebleen Expected and Observed 
Frequencies of Intervie\V's and Placemen:ts (By Institutional Setting) 

Insti tu,tional Interviews Percent Placements % 
Set,tinq Expec'ted Observed Difference Expected Observed Di==. 

Old Prison 
9/76-6/77 442 463 4.5 346 352 l.i 

Transition perod 
7/77-8/77 88 52 (-) 40.9 69 45 (-)34.8 

New Prison 
9/77-12/77 708 724 2.3 553 571 3.2 

a 
Expected frequencies were calculated by finding the proportion of the 

total interviewed within anyone setting-assum.ing everything· equal .. Fo:::­
example, within the Old Prison setting there Here ten months during ,>.;hieh 
inmates could have been inte'rviewed. 'with a total 6f 1,.239 interviewed 
during the entire period (28 mon'ths), the proportion one would expect 
to have been interviewed in the Old Prison is 10 (1/239)/28=442~5 
(Since 'the numbers represent people, they were rounded.) 
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Table 4 

Average Honthly Interviel','ls and Placements 
(By Institutional Setting) 
By The Classification Unit, Cl?PRP" 

Average Average 
Institutional Honthly r-ionthly 

Setting Interviews Placements 

old Prison 
9/76-6/77 46 35 

Transition Period 
7/77-8/77 26 22 

Ne,\>] Prison 
9/TJ-l2/78 45 36 

a 

a 

See Table 2 for the number of ihtervielfls or placements corresponding 
to each category. 

Table 4 provides the Cl.verage monthly interviews and placements 

\,Ji·thin each ins·titntional se·tting.. Although the average monthly 

interviews declined slightly after ·the move to the 11.e\'1 prison, the 

average percen·tage of monthly placements increased slightly" 

~mile perhaps not within the control of the classification Unit, 

or even the Rehabilitation program, the time lapse bet,l]een sentencing 

and the initial classification inote:r.view is important as, generally I 

inmates at the orleans parish Prison are incarcerated for 'short 

periods of time. Since ben~ficial pa:r.t.icipa·~ion in <:lny of the 

Rehabilitation Program components requires some minimum'participation 

time, it becomes imperative that inmates be placed in the program 

early. Of complementary importance is the amount of time remaining 

after the initial interviews before the inmates' release date .. 

>. 
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Table 5 

Average Days Beb8een Sentencing and First Interviews 
(Intime) and Average Days Between First Intervie'Vla 

And Roll-out (protirne), By Institutional sett::i.ng. 

a 

Institutional 
Setting 

Old Prison 
9/76-6/77 
N=352 

Transition Period 
7/77-8/77 
N=45 

New Prison 
9/77-12/78 
N-605 

Intime 

54.2b N==331 

56.5 
N=42 

61 .. 1 
'N=526 

'Wi thin all settings, total N~-1002. 
Average Intime = 58.4 
Average Protime=181.3 

b 

Protime 

151 .. 1 
N=346 

145.5 
N=45 

203 .. 1 
N==553 

Due to missing data, the N \vithin each cell may 
not equal the N for that category. 

Table 5 presents data for those 1,002 inmates placed into the 

Rehabili tation Prograt'1\ and indicates the average number of days 

between sentencing and the initial intervie\v (In'time) and the 

average number of days between the first intervie~'l and the inmate IS 

release date (Protime). As indicated l the average number of days 

between sentencing and the initial interviews (Intime) increased 

with the move in'to the new prison. Hmlever, this seems to be offset 

by the fact that the average number of days between. the first inter­

vie\I/ and the inmate program release date increased fr.om· slightly over 

five to nearly seven months. 
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C. The Coum"eling Unit 

In addition to the initial cla'isification interview, inmates 

are provided other services. These consist both of group and 

individual counselin.g and Table 6 provides frequency data for both 

kinds of counseling sessions. That table also indicates the 

average number of sessions attended by inmates in the Rehabilitation 

program within each of the institutional settings. 

Table 6 

Average Nllmber of, Group .and .Individual Counseling 
S~ssions Attended By In.mates· in Each Insti·tutional Setting 

Institutional Group Individual 
Setting Sessions Sessions 

Old Prison 4 3 5 .. 3 .. a 
9/76-6/77 N=324 N=330 
N=352 

rrransi,tion Period '4 .. 8 4~0 
7/77-8/77 
N=45 N=42 N=41 

New Prison 
9/77-12/78 4.0 3.5 
N=605 N=544 N=548 

.a 
Due ·to miSSing data t the N within each cell may no't eqtial the N for 

that ca'tegory .. 

As evidenced by Table ,6, the average nu.rnber of sessions,. both 

group and individual, decreased \..;i·th the move to the new prison .. 
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D. The Educa'i::ional Component 

The Educational Component of the Rehabilitation program is, 

perhaps, ·the most active component and provides the opportunity 

for academic enrichment to inmates. After an interview which con­

sists, among other things, of a series of tests, including an IQ 

test and the California Achievement Test (C.A.T.), the Classifi­

cation Unit suggests the level of placement fo~ participating 

inmates. Three levels (literacy, adult basic, and GED) are offered 

which provide instruction geared tmvard individual' inma·te needs. 

Of the 1,002 participants during the ,evaluation period, 283 were 

placed into the literacy program, 260 into the adult basic program, 

and 459 into the GED program. Although instruction is individualized 

and the inmate proceeds a·t an individual pace t classes' are provided 

to facilitate advancement. progress is measured by th~ C.A.T. which 

is adminis·tered, it seems, at rather arbitrary intervals after the 

initial testing. 

'l'able 7A provides data for each level of education and denotes 

the average firs·t and 1as·t C.A. T. scores, and the average percent 

of change I as \-1ell as the ave~age number of classes attended at 

each .level. Although these data are averages, in the lower levels 

of training (literacy, adul·t basic) the respective percent changes 

in C~A.T. scores are impressive. ,Also impressive is the slight· 

change evidenced by the GED group. While low average class at·ten­

dance may impact change, unfortunately, this cannot be related to 

score change as the period during which class attendance ~}as ccu.nted 

does not necessarily; coincide with the period between C.A. T,. tests: 
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Table 7 

Average California Achieveme.n·t Test 
(C.A oT.) Scores (Firs·t and Last), with 
Percent Change, and The Average Number 
of Days of Classes Attended ••• 

A. By Educational Level 

Educational First Last percent:i Number 
Level CpA.T. C.A.T. Change 

Literacy N=283 4.1 5.4 31. 7 
Adul·t Basic N=260 7.1 8.6 21.1 
GED N:;:::459 10.7 10 .. 8 0.9 

B. By Institutional setting 

Institutional 
Se·tting 

Old Prison 
9/76-6/77 6.1 8.2 34.4 
N:=352 

Transition 
7 and 8/77 
N=45 6.6 7.7 16.7 

'New Prison 
9/77-:12/78 
N=605 6.0 7.4 23.3' 

a 
Perdent change calculated as follows: 

Last C.A.T. - First C.A.T. 
Firs·t C.A. T. 

X 100:= Percent 
Change 

Classes 

32.4 
32.5 
·22.3 

22.3 

31.8 

31.5 
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Table 8 

Average CAT Score Change, Average Number of Days 
Between First and Last CAT (CAT-TIME), and percent 
CAT Score Change Per Month •••••• 

A ••••. By Educational Level 

Educational 
Level 

C.A.T. s~ore 
Change 

C • A . T . 'rime Percent C.A .. T. 
Score Change 
Per Monthb 

Literacy N=283 
Adult Basic N=260 
GED N=459 

1.4 
1.5 
0.5 

120.0 
99.1 

113.0 

B. By Institutional Settin~ 

Institutional 
Setting 

Old Prison 
9 / 76-6/77 
N=352 

Transi"tion 
78/7'7 
N=45 

New Prison 
9/77-12/78 
N::::605 

a 

1.9 95.8 

1.1 116.7 

1.3 111.0 

1 .. 0 
1.1 
0.1 

1.6 

0.4 

0.9 

C.A.T. score change computed by subtracting the First C.A .. T. from 
the last. 

b 
Percent C.A.T. score change per month computed as follows: 

(Last C.A.T. - First C.A~T.)/ (e.A.T.-Time xlOO :::: Percent C.A.T. Score 
First C.A .. T. 30 change per month 

Table 8 presents the average C.A.T. score change for each 

educational level, the average number of days between the first and 

last C.A.T. test," and the average percent score change per month. As .. 
in Table 7, the smallest change occurred among GED participants. 
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Tables 7Band 3D ,presont d.ata on C .. A. T Q scores for partici-

pa:'1ts in 'the ,two insti'\:utional set·tings~ cont:.t:ary to' what might 

have been expected, the results suggest that il"nprOVemen't VJas 

actually greater in 'the old prison setting. To subst.antiate 

this finding, Table 9 presen'ts C.A.T. data by educational level 

while controlling for the institutional setting. Although the 

average class' attendance \oJaS greater for all educational levels 

within the new prison setting, the average percent C~A·.T. score 

change per month was g,enerally greater in the old prison" 

'rable 9 

C.A.T. Score Change by Educational 
Levell C011.trolli~g For Institutional Set'cing 

Percent 
C.A.T. C;A.,T. Score 

!ns'tit:utional Educational First Last Score ' change Per 
_ .. set:t~ng . __ Level C.A.T. C.A.T. Changea , I-ionthb C:Lasses 

Old Prison Literacy 4.4 6 .. 0 1.6 1.6 19 .. 0 
9/76 ... 6/77 AdulJc Hasic 6.9 9 .. 4 2.4 1 .. 7 31.2 
N=352 GED 10.7 7.6 2.8 (-) 0.,4 J.8:t 9 

Transition L,iteracy 4.7 6.0 1.3 0~4 49~3 
78/77 Adul't Basic 7 .. 0 7.3 0.7 0.5 37.1 
N=t15 Gf,m 11.1 13.2 2~1 0~6 1'1.6 

:t-Te ... 'l prison Literacy 4.0 5.3 1.3 1.0 33 .. 1 
9/77-12/78 Adult Basic 7 .. 1 8.6 1.4 ,1.0 32.5 
}1=605 GED, 10.7. 10.9 0 .. 6 0.1 .25.9 

a 

'f. 

C"A.T. Score change computed by SUbtracting the firs't C.ApT. Score from t.ne last .. 

b 
T'l'.\e percent C.AoT .. Score change per·ruon'th comput'e'd·as follows: 

(Last C.A.T. - First·C.A.T.)/ 
First ,C.A.T. 

(CGA.T.-Time) X 
30 

100 
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In the grant application, those paI'·ticipants at the adult basic 

level \<lere expected to progress ,two grade levels after six months (180 

days) in the program. After searching the data file for those in the 

adul t basic program who had progressed at least bolO grade levels t forty 

five cases \1ere found p As indicated by Table 10, this represen'ts 15.9"10 

of the 283 participants in the adult basic program and these forty-f.ive 

may be termed a success according to the grant application. Table 10 

qenotes that the averaga number of days bet~leen C.A.T. tests for this 

group was 10704, some\llhaJc more than the average number of days be'tween 

C.A.T. tests for all participants enrolled in adult basic education. 

(see Table 8a), but a much shorter time than stated in the grant (180). 

Finally, the average percent C.A.T. score change per month for all 

participants ,,-las much grea'ter .than for the "successful" group (3.4% 

.. vs. 1.1%). 

.. 

• 

Similarly, a search was made for those GED participants Nho, 

according to the grant applica'tion, should progr.ess three (3) grade 

levels after six months in the program. Table 10 indicates that of 

the 459 participants at the GED educational level, only seven 

(1.5%) progressed at ~hat rate. The average number of days between 

C.A.T. 'tests for this successful group was 103.lwhich, according 

to Table 8a, was less than for the total GED group and much less 

than six months p The successfu,l GED participan'ts improved their 

C.A.'T. scores by an average of 1.6% per month, while the GED group 

improved by only 0.1% per month. (Average progress for those with 

an ,..:. "11 tially Im<]er score would be expected to be greater than for 

those with an initial:!.y high score). 

., 
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Tahle 10 
, a 

The percentage of Successful particip~nts in 
'the Adult Basic and G.E.D. programs, with the 
AVerage Number of Days Bebleen C.A.rr. 'rests (C.A.T.Tirae) 

a 

Adult Basic 
(N=283) , 

G"E .. D. 
(N=459) 

Percentage 
Successful 

1.5 

C.A.T. Time 

107 .. 4 

).03.1 

This percentage represents the number of educa-tion participants 
'\,'lhose C .. A. T.. scores changed as much as expec'ced', according to the 
grant application. 

E. Additional Findings, 

In addition to the Education'al and CO\1nseling Classification 

Components of the Rehabilitation Program, other services are offered 

to participants. Among these are art classes and courses ta~ght at a 

local community college. Those inmates placed in the'Rehabilitation 

Program \-'lhile located in the old prison Ci. e. 9/76-6/77) "Jere enrolled 

in an average of 3.2 "other" courses. During the transition. period, 

the average dropped to 3.0, with participants in the new prison 

averaging only 1.5 "other" courses~ As was indicated by 'fable 5, 

inmates at the new priso::. s?:-::ld a longer period of time in the Rehabil-

itation Program than those at the old prison. Therefore, it is 

especially noteworthy that t:::.' average nu,Tflber of "other" courses 

taken by participants deere:: ,- ~d. after moving to the. neVi p:t~ison. 

The only available obj(:: ::38 indicator of the delive}:y of voca-

tional services, is the nt',:::bc' =·f vwrk ,release participant::' in the 
. -

Rehabilitation Brog'ram. Of ,.;,,; 1,001 progra.'U particip~nt::;., tVlenty 

,on~ percent (21.1%), or 211, '.:::::-e. assigned to \york Relea:-..:::;. 

.. 

• 
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F. Uni t Cos't Assessment 

'I'his cost evaluation covers 807 operational program days 

da'ting from August IS, 1976 to october 31, 1978.' prior to 

August 15, 1976, 't!he 'Rehabilitation program ".;as financed by 

.. discre'tionary funding. During the evaluation period,,' August 

15, 1976, through october 31, 1978, the Lat.·, Enforcement Assist-

.. 

" . 

• 

ance Administration (LEAA) pr.ovided ninety percent of the to'tal 

program cost which came to $ 517,501. An additional City cash 

ma'tch provided ten percent of the to'tal program cost which cam,I! 

to $ 57,500. 

There were a total of 1141 inma'tes in.tervieNed for place­

ment in the Rehabilita'tion Program. Of those 1141 in.mate.s in­

terviewed, 879 participa'ted in the Rehabilitation Program only 

and an additional seven (7) inrnates participated in the Rehab­

ilitation Program temporarily and then transferred to one of the 

other prison programs. 

1. Rehabili'ta'tion only 

One me·thod used to establish cos·t effec·tivene'ss is to analyze 

cost per clien't. This is computed by ·taking the total cost spen·t 

on the project and dividing by the total in'taken The to·tal 

expenditure of the Rehabilitation Program \'las $575,001 and the total 

number of imllates participating in the Rehabilitation program only 

was 879, indica·ting an average cost of $654. 15 per participant .. 

Another approach is to calculate the unit cost per day •. The 

average cost per participant per dqy is computed .by taking the total 

cost spent on the project ($575,001) and dividing by the product of 

the number of cases (879) multiplied by the average number of days 

(175.5). Thus, it cost the Rehabilitation program $ 3.72 per day 

per participant to operate. 
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2 ~ .Rehabilii.:ati0I?-Lo·ther Prison prog:ra..rn.s 

The sarne method of computation was used to assess costs for 

all inmates including those inmate.s 'v7ho vlere placed in. the Rehabili­

tation Progrru"U temporarily and then -transferred to one of' the o·ther 

prison programs~ In this instance, the cost per participant was 

$ 648 .. 98. The average cost p(::'!r participant per day was $3 .. 670 

The total cost of the Rehabilitation Prog-ram at Orleans Parish 

Prison, throughout ·the evaluation period dating from Augus·t .15. 1976 

to oct'ober 31" .1978, was $575,.001ft An analysis of the pr-ogr0.m ' s 

tot:al cost per day ''''las detel.LIlined by dividing the total project cost 

by the operation,,-l program days.. Hence, it cost the Rehabilitation 

program $712 .. 52 per ·daY to opera·te and mai ::ain its services. Table 

11 gives a brief financial summary' of the Rehabilitation Program at 

orleans Parish Prison" 

Table 11 

Costs
a 

of the Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation Program; August 
b 

IS, 1976 - October 31, 1978 • 
.. 

Rehabilitation Only 
(N=876) 

other 
RehabilitationjProgL 
(N=886) 

Cost ($) 
Per participant 
Per day 
Mean days 

a 
Funding: 

9 o-y., L3j\l:. 
10% 

~'::17,50l 

City N~tch 5.7,500 
Total Cos~-~~75,OOl 

b 

654.15 
3~72 

175.5 

648 .. 98 
3.67 

176.8 

This amounts understates the true cost 
because it only includes the actual grant 
amounts, not any additional Citi'orSheriff 
subsidies. .. 

lvith.807 opeJ::-2;U.on days, the daily cost of the program was $713 
(575,001/807) ~ 
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v. Conclusions and Recon~endations 

A. Conclusions 

From the preceding analyses it can be concluded that, while 

the Rehabili ta·tion Program provided services to a large number of 

inmates, the expectation tnat the move to the new prison 'Would 

enhance service delivery effectiveness has not been realized. 

Although the percentage of inmates interviewed and placed in the 

program increased slightly after moving to the new prison, the 

average mont.hly number of inmates interviewed actually decreased. 

The same was' true of participation in both group·and individual 

counseling, with'a decrease in the average number of sessions at­

tended after the mO\Te. Regarding educational servic'es; while the 

average number 'of classes attended increased wi·th the move to t,he 

new prison, the average mon·thly academic advancement (as measured 

by the average monthly percent C.A.T. score change)decreased 

slightly. In addition, the findings that only 15.~1o of those en­

rolled in the adult basic program and 1.5% of those enrolled in the 

GED program were "successful I. accorc.ing to specified goals of the 

program sugge.st that the educational component did not function as 

expecte-'.'. 

Ho '~ver, as stated earlier, the findings of this empirical 

analvsi_~ must be analyzed ,-lith consL:1erable caution because of the 

excessi- ? ~~ount of missing data on ~rogram participants. It remains 

the ov:. ·~::::·tor I s opinion that tnG pr·~.;0"ram provided a variety of 

necess ~. : services ,'li thout ,-;hicn DC} .. ;-.~ inmates would have been released 

frc~ ~ ~~n without having been EX: ~~ed to any alternatives to ways 
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of regarding 'bo'th himself and the Criminal Justice SYs·tem. 

B. Recommendations 

As the purpose of evaluation is, primarily, to improve the 

operations of a particular prog'ram and since' ahY evaluation can 

only be as comprehensive as the data available for analysis, it 

is recommended that a comprehensive sysLems analysis 'be imple-

mented as soon as possible. The recommendations resulting from 

81.1Ch an analysis could ens'ure tha·t data relevant to each program 

aI:e maintained in a current and accura·te fashion and create a 

framework for perfd:r.ming "in-house 1/ studies, thex'eby allo\'ling the 

various programs to adapt to changing demands and/or conditions. 

1'mether .or not the above re.commendation .is implemented, the 

~ehabilitation Program must improve the record keeping systern for 

all program par·ticipants. After data needs have been carefully 

identified, efforts should be roade to ensure that complete inmate 

records are maintained. Further, the program should have aggre-

ga·te st.atistics availablewhicb..-· at a glance, CQuld prcfl.tic1e des-

criptions of the various componen·ts -and activities of the program. 

Finally, it is recomi"nended tha·t the procedure of averaging 

C.A" T. scores' for purposes of inmate placement 2.nd progress asse'ss-

ment be eliminated immediately. In addition to being an inv~lid 

totaling of the individual scores r it is both ~n in~ffective .and 

inefficient means of classifying or assessirs: '.:he educa·tional ad-

vancement of inmates~ In addition, C.A.T. tc..._;~:;.g should be 

scheduled at specific intervals 'based on hour: :~:E' instruction or 

some other relevant criteria. 

... 

• 



-29-, 

o 

VI • APPENDIX 

~ . 

II 



-. 

• 

• 

CRI~~INAL SHERIFF 
Parish of Orleans - State of Louisiana - New Orleans, Louisiana 70119' 

CHARLES C. FOTI. JR. 

July 18, 1979 

Mr. Frank Serpas, Jr. 
Director 

Sheriff 

Mayor's Criminal Justice Coordinating Council 
1000 Howard Avenue, Suite 1200 
New Orleans, LA 70112 

Dear Frank: 

This letter is in response to the Orleans Parish Prison Rehabilitation 
!rogram: Final Evaluation Report prepared by the Mayor's Criminal 
Justice Coordinating Council. 

At the outset, I would like to say that we interpret most of the 
data findings to be quite positive; for example, the average cost for 
services per inmate per day 'vas found to be less than $4.00. He are 
very pleased the quality and quantity of rehabilitation services can 
be delivered to the inmates for comparatively very little money . 
Overall, however, I found the evaluation itself a disappointment 
primarily in the three areas outlined below. Some of the problems in 
the evaluation were points of contention in other evaluations, the 
most recent being Restitution, so perhaps through this letter we can 
resolve these recurring issues. 

The first general area concerns that lack of a good continuous 
working relationship with an evaluator 'Y7hich, I believe, is reflected 
in the quality of the final evaluation product. Specifically, instead 
of lnaking periodic visits throughout the grant period, the evaluator 
usually makes an appearance very early in the proj ec.t, and then returns 
lnonths, sometimes as in the case of this grant, a year later. One 
evaluator ,vas here in 1978 for approximately two months. At the 
conclusion of that data gathering session Rehabilitation staff had 
spent approximately 320 man hours locating "missing data" that was 
actually in the Rehabilitation files or other easily accessible files. 
It is extremely important to note that if data requirements had been 
made explicit initially, this effort would not have been necessary. 

Now, in this recently completed evaluation, numerous references 
are made to "missing data" to the extent the evaluation summary tells 
the reader to "interpret cautiously" the findings. The bottom line 
here is - after several thousand dollars were expended for. an evaluation, 
the Sheriff's Office has a product of questionable value - certainly 
not a rigorous analysis resulting in positive recommendations for 
future program operations. Basically, the evaluator did not mention 
to the Rehabilitation staff that he could not find certain pieces 
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of information. The problem seems to be the information required by a 
particular CJCC evaluator is not specified until well into the project 
operation. Although this may not seem to be a problem to the evaluator, 
it is indeed to proj ect staff ~.,ho must nm., keep and/or locate other 
bits of information. (I could give n.umerous examples of data which 
different evaluators have requested on the same project. ~Vhen a CJCC 
evaluator leaves, the next evaluator is no longer interested in information 
"x" but rather wants the project to collect "y" on each program pariticipant. 
The Rehabilitation staff work in some capacity with several hundred 
people per year making the record keeping task for CJCC no simple 
task. ) 

Ano,ther comment on this evaluation's reference to "missing data": 
after meeting with Gilbert Litton and Jack Ashcraft regarding the 
Rehabilitation evaluation draft. at which time Rehabilitation staff 
said they were not informed by the evaluator of his ,difficulty in 
locating such a tremendous amount of information, Mr. Carrere said his 
people would locate the information. This time, approximately 364 man 
hours were ~pent locating over 5,000 pieces of information which were 
either in files or readily accessible. Where information couJd not be 
located the reasons were given why it was impossible to attain, e.g. 
inmate "rolled-out" or transferred 'to Angola, etc. Certainly, it 
would seem on a proj ect that has not been evaluated fo'r over 24 months, 
it is significant to mention to the Rehabilitation staff the evaluator 
was having difficulty locating info:emation, a majvrity of which was, 
in fact, in the files. 

In summary, the problem of missing or incomp"rete information 
could be solved if (1) the evaluator made clear from the projects 
commencement, exactly what information he will need (2) the evaluator 
~vouJd explain in the evaluation why some information is incomplete, 
e.g., the inmate was transferred to Angola, thus a second test could 
not be administered. 

A second problem as I see, is that one of the goals was not 
measured. I mention this because my staff has reminded me the goal 
relating to job placement and fo110w-up was insisted upon by a CJCC 
evaluator. much to the consternation of staff be'cause of its impracti­
cality of measurement. It is frustrating at best that despite written 
and verbal communication on this particular point at the time the goal 
was wri'tten, the CJCC decided not to measure if after all. 

Thirdly. the conclusions segment was not, to be frank, particularly 
helpful. ~ere I had anticipated a good critical analysis of goals 
and objectives, this evaluation elevated to a major issue how C.A.T. 
scores are calculated. (It is truly ironic to note the previous 
evaluator told Rehabilitation staff he needed one simple figure to 
measure educational achievement and suggested, the component parts of 
the C.A.T. be added together to obtain this figure!) 

.' 

,. 



• 

" 

Page -3-
1.-1r. Serpas 
July 18, 1979 

Also, a discussion of how service delivery compares between the 
location of the Community Correctional Center and Orleans Parish 
Prison is interesting but not particularly helpful because (1) no 
conclusion are drawn or questions posed about the differences (2) the 
discussion is moot for our purposes because the entire service delivery 
has been changed to a Learning Center format since December, 1978, 
eight months ago. 

I would like to comment here on the goals of educational achieve­
ment. The evaluation was quite helpful in pointing out, the problems 
with educational achievement. After meeting on this, we have decided 
the goals were much too ambitious and should be more in line with the 
anticipated educational Rchievemen"t levels of the Restitution program, 
which met its goals. For our ovm purposes we intend to apply the 
Restitution standards to the Rehabilitation participants to examine 
the results. In the meantime, however, a grant adjustment is being 
prepared "to adjust the goals to more realistic levels. 

In conclusion, the Rehabilitation data that initially could not 
be located, is ready for inspection. Please let us know ho,v you would 
like to handle this. Also, I hope this letter ha~ outlined some 
problems v7e feel have plagued not only this project evaluation but 
others, and that pointing them out here will diminish future discrepancies. 

CCF!jdc 

you7jt/rur~ dfZ' 
/; ~.., -~ 

/ 

• /1 _ / ;; ~_ 
/!1_{)~.L<-- r...-- co. / 

6HARLES C. FO~ 
Criminal Sheriff 
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MAYOll 

Sheriff Charles C. Foti, Jr. 
Orleans Parish Prison 
2800 Gravier st • 
. New Orlea.nsl. La. 70119 

Dear Sheriff Foti: 

July 26, 1979 

This is in response to your letter of July 18, 1979 con­
·cerning the evalua~ion report on the Orleans Parish Prison Re­
habilitation Program. 

I share your concerns about a good continuous relation­
ship bet\>leen an evaluator and the st.aff of a program being' 
evaluated. This was primarily the result of staff turnov~r in 
the Evaluation Section. In Harch of this year I hired 
l-1r. Gilbert Litton to supervise that Section and one of the first 
things he did was to institute the follmving polici~s: 

1. Each program will be physically visited at least 
monthl~ by the assigned evaluator. 

2. Monthly status reports arecornpleted by each evalu­
ator on each program. 

I have a great deal of confidence in Hr •. Litton and under 
his supervision the evaluators will maintain much better contact 
wi th the' programs. 

With regard to the references to missing data .and the need 
to int~rpret the findings cautiously', it should be pointed out 
that it .is common, if not obligatory, for a report .to note its 

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council I Frank R. Serpas, Jr., Director 

1000 Howard Avenue, Suite 1200 I New Orleans, Louisiana 70713 

Phone: 504" 586 -3816 

"An Equ.al. OppoJLtu.n.-Uy Emp.toyeJL" 
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l c, 
shortcomings and limi t'ations~' on page 10 of the evaluation the 
problem of missing data is discussed. In explaining how the re­
view of case files (i.e., the data collection) had been less 
than successful, the report states, "In many instances the case 
folders had not been kept current and the evaluator \"as forcad 
to use only that information which was available. In other in­
stances, no data had been recorded, thereby forcing the evalu­
ator to define much of the information sought as 'missing data t

• 

For these' reasons, the ser.vice delivery analyses presented prob-, 
ably understate the actual amount of program activity that 'the· 
evaluator subjectively believes to have occurred." Well over half 
of the' individual case files had one (or more) item which was de­
fined as "missing". Time constraints did not allow ·the evaluator 
to go look in other places or ask for help every time he found 
an incomplete file. As noted in your letter it took 364 mun hours 
to find the missing data which, in your ~:lOrds, were "readily ac­
cessible." In fact, in many instances, those items for which data 
were missing were not critical to the evaluation. However', from 
the perspective of sound management practice it is imperative that 
all records be kept both current and complete. 

While Rehab staff did, once the data collection had'begun, 
make some effort to update the files, the problem of missing data 
was not resolved., Hmofever, given the nature of many of the items 
for which data were missing, i:t was 'believed that complete data 
,,,ould not have significan'tly affected any of the reT~vant 'me'asures. 
used in the evaluation. At any rate', the files should have been 
complete prior to the initiation of data collection. The evalu­
ator met with both Hillary Carrere and Hargaret Debelieux t\"ice 
prior to data collection~ At the. meeting of Harch 27, 1979, the , , 

evaluator discussed data needs as well as the time frame for the 
evaluation.. The evaluation, as explained at this meeting r ",ould 
use essentially the same information and same design as had been 
previously discussed \.;i th the former Evaluation Supervisor, 
R. Sternhell. In a letter to Hillary Carrere y dated February 9, 
1978, Nr. Ster'nhell enclosed the research design ,,,hicn , ... as used 
in the current evaluation. A copy of the lett,er and research de­
sign are attached. 

At the initial meeting on March 19, 1979, the problem of 
assessment of the goal relating to job placement was discussed. 
No mechanism had been. implemented to followup on job placement 
and Hr. Carrere stated that Rehab did not have the staff for such 
an endeavor. Earlier; in a letter (attached) dated'March 14, 1978, 

. o. 
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- Hike' Geerken, in' discussil!g the evaluation design, stated his 

understanding that the achievement of the goal related to job 
placement .. s.imply could not be measured." 

Perhaps the "Conclusion Section ll could have given more 
quantification of services such as classification and counsel­
ing with an explanation of any differences from the stated goals 
and objectives of the program. Hhile this information is in­
cluded in the "Findings section" of the report, i t, ~/lould have 
been helpful to restate it. 

The method of calculation of the C.A. T. scores vlUS not a 
major issue of the evaluation. The purpose of pointing out th~ 
error in averaging the C.A.T. scores was to prevent the inap­
propriate placement of students which could minimize the effect­
iveness of the educational service delivery. If the previous 
evalua-tor ,. suggested that the scores be averaged, he was misin­
formed as to valid test usage. 

The results of the comparison of services bet'\veen the Old 
Prison and the CCC indicate a need for a careful review of the 
entire service delivery system of the CCC. It was assumed that 
when the Rehabilitation Program moved to the CCC that service 
delivery would be more effective because of the improvements in 
program space and security. In almost all areas service delivery 
suffered after the move to the CCC. Further study of these di f­
ferences would be required in order to draw -any conclusions. 

Regarding the educational goal achievement, the evaluation 
results above·do not SUbstantiate the reduction ,of the goals be­
cause of non attainment. The fact that the goals were not met 
does not necessarily infer thai: the goals \-lere too ambitious_ 

It would not be appropriate to reduce the educational 
achievement levels to those of the Restitution Program. In the 
Rehab Program the primary service and program focus is that of 
educational achievement. In the Resitution Program education 
services are.secondary and the reduction of the goals of the 
Rehab Program to the level of the Restitution Program I feei 
cannot be justified. 

I appreciate your comments about problems that have occurre.~ 
with evaluations. We are taking the necessary steps to hopefully 
prevent these problems from occuring in the future. 

.), , 
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I will be happy to discuss this with you further, if you 
so desire. 

FRS:nd 

Attach. 

." 

Sincerely, 

[)JI?A~~ ~ 
FrankVR~:~:~J~. 
Director I CJCC 
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