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FOURTH SYMPOSIUM ON RESTITUTIO~ 
AND COMMUNTIY SERVICE SENTENCING' •. 

Minneapolis, iMinnesota 
September 24-26, 1980 

\lIENT SPE{IFIC PLANNING . 

NOV 3 198D 

AC<;~U1&1TIOl'·JS 
National C~nter on Institutions and Altern,tives 

L;:onard )j. Berma n + 

INTRODUCTION 

The need for alternatives to incarceration which are realistically linked. 

to the offense and the needs of the offender plus protective of the public 

safety is widely acknowledged by many criminal justice professionals. Hudson, 

Challen, and McLagan (1978) believed that "Intermediate types of sentences to 

probation .and jail are urgently needed in the criminal courts. II They suggested 

"offender restitution to crime victims can' be used as an alternative type of 
~/ 

sanction. II Judge Dennis Challen (National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 

1977) believed that "restitution is away to right the wrong done to the victim 

and the community While also helping the offender to. regain his self-esteem 

and community standing. II Fisher (1975) included "physic~1r:e~titut;0.n to 

society or .theindividual victimU as one of three elements,included,;n "c.reative 

sentencing" techniques. He goes on to state that the'toHf"t should have a "full 

panoply of remedies to admini'ster ... beyond the extremes of total institutional 

. confinement and non-restrictive probation. II 

While. restitution may take the fonn of monetary payment to the v;ctim(s) 

and/or the corrmunity, :it may also take the fonn of community service. Examples '.' 

of the use of cOlTUTlunityservice programs are found throughout the United States 

This paper, prepared for presentation at the Fourth Nad()nal Symposium on 
Restitution and Community Service Sentencing, was supported by a grant 
(280-0128) from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, New York.· The contents 
of this PCiper were developed by staff of the National Center on Institutions 
and A 1 ternatives and. do not necessarily reflect. the views of the Edna. 
McConnell' Clark Foundation • 
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and "i n the wor1 d communi ty. Eng 1 and uses communi ty servi ce orders whereby an 

offender is sentenced to a specified number ·of hpurs of unpaid work in cO/11T1unity ~; 

projects (National Counei 1 on Crime and Del inquency, 1978). Beha (1977) 

recogn,izing the r'elative newness of community sanctions, reported the enthusiasm 

exhibited by those in participating programs and "the ability to increase the 

available array of sentencing options." Brown (1977) also viewed community',,::> 

service as a needed and viable, aJternative to imprisonment: 

Requi ring probationers to wO.rk without pay for publ i c or 
charitable agencies has a good effect on the probationers, 
supplies needed services for the agencies, makes probation 
more acceptable to the general pub 1 i c ,9i ves the proba ti on 
officer bet.ter control of the probationers, and justifies 
the placing of some persons on probation who otherwise 
would not be. released. 

Other' alternatives such as day fines, programs of vocational and academic 

training (National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1978), and even using 

the polygraph to monitor probationers (Teuscher, 1978) are also developing. 

.As Newton (1976) stated, liThe availability of practicable alternatives to 

imprisonment is a necessary precondition for the adoption of any policy of 

non-imprisonment. II 

Given the potentials seen in alternative sentence programs, especially. 

when vie\1ed in comparison to the inadequacies of the prison system, :many judges 

appear willing to adopt alternative sentencing (Trial Judges Conference, 

1978). Judge Paul Chernoff of 01 strict Court in ~ewton, 14assachusetts, reported 

that "most of our brethren are very interested in alternative sentencing,lI 

Judge Albert Kramer of District Court in Quincy, Massachusetts, stated that 

"the rea~on ~hy jail ,is unacceptable' and Why al'ternative sentencing must come 

; s because ,about 80% of .our cases' can it go to'jai 1. They j !Jstcan' t go. There 
. " 

" isn't enough room if you wanted to send them."Judge Marvin E~ Aspen of Cook . 
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County Circuit Court in Chicago stated that he thought "creative sentencing 

as an alternative to the penitentiary is a viable concept, not only in traffic, 

misdemeanor and petty cases, but also in seriolls felonies. There are certain 

felonies, depending upon the offender and the nature of the crime, that warrant 

an alternative sentence as well." 
" .~, ,. 

Even given the potential value and exis:t.,ence of alternative-to-prison 
1\ 

programs, judges must be aware of these programs in order to use them. The 

responsibility for assuring, that available alternative sentences are made 

known to the judge rests with attorneys, corrmunity agencies, defendants, pro­

bation officers, and othefi"'members of the court's jurisdictions. Barrasso 

(1978), commenting on standards of the American .Bar Association, stated that 

"it is the aefense attorney's responsibility to be familiar with all sentencing 

alternatives available to his client and with community and other facilities 

that may be of assistance in meeting the defendant's needs." Hilkens (1973) 

also believed: 

As defense counsEiq, the attorney should be as informed as 
possi bl e about t~ea 1 t'ernatives toi ncarcerationavai 1 abl e 
to his client, ta:king the initiative to establish lines 
of ,communication with the.governmental and social agencies 
administering alternative programs. He should exercise 
his skills in advocacy during pre- and post-trial periods 
to insure that the Judge can make a fully informed decision 
regarding ~isposition of his, client. 

Judge Enrique Pena of County Court'i nE1 Paso., Texas, has e~tendedre­

sponsibility in alternative-sentencing awareness to the cOlllnunity at large. 

"We hope to place the.responsibilitYwithin neighborhoods ... give them the 

authority to. seek alternatives. Who better, but the people. within their 

own communitywho, know the offender, can tailor a better restitution program 

.. ora better community service?" Lastly, Mathieson (1978) cite.~.,the responsi­

bility of the probation service in this area. t4athieson stated that liThe 

" . 
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purpose of recommendations in (pre .. ~entenc,e)'rep~rts should be to "foCU$ the 
, II.. ",. . ~ I . . 

courts' attention on non-custodial methods." 

Even with th.is delega'tion of' ,responsibility to the attorneys," probation 

officers, and the cOrm1unity, the task of designing and,; presenting alternative 
. '~. 

sentencing report~/recoJTJnendations/program,s to the CQurtis not being satis­

factori ly completed. As for defense attorneys, Barrasso bel i eved "few attorneys 

actually have sufficient .time or infonnation to'prepare an alternative sentencing 

plan.IIJudge Aspen of Chicago expressed his amaze
l11
ent itt how you might have 

/l a very competent trial attorney who prepares his case and does the legal 

research, and tri es his case beautifully, and when it comes to the sente,nci ng 
if 

period has the same stock pUJ~l - probation ora shorter sentence." He called 
ht . ..' 

for educating attorneys "in preparing and presenting ,an effective 'presentation 

" at sentencing. II 

In sUJTJnary, judges do view the sentencing decision as critical and do 
'. 

invite input to help them 'make the decision of whether to incarc;rate or not. 

They .also feel that that input should contain alternative-to-prison recom­

mendations so that they might mo-\"e realistically evaluilte the case together 

with potential dispositions~,Yet, there' isa void;" this,area. Because of 

time, staff., and otherinaeJequacies, judgesare~ not consisterrtly gi ven the 

information they need to adequately make thejr deCision -in'fOrri1iltion which 

they would seriously evaluate and use .. ' ,; 

Ii 
if 

An attorneywho goes to the judge wi th a program that says, 
for example: I have got a job forthe defendant. 'tie is 
.going to work these hours if you will release him from . 
jail on a part-time basis. He has, arrilnged to make this 
type of restitution. Heacknow;redge~ .he has a drug problem 
and is willing to take this type of out-patient treatment 

. at this particul armedi ca 1 . fad li ty . He'is . goi ngto do 
all these things. And this is the program. This is his 
family, and they support it.' And we're ready togo. Nine 
out of ten tiJl1.es the prosecutor is not going to have any 

o 
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trouble with that, an& the judge is .ina position where he 
can support that kind of program. (Judge Marvin E. Aspen, 
Chicago, 1978). 

. 
According to Judge Chernof:f of Massachusetts the Ureal challenge in 

;~ ~ 

alternative ~entencing is the;,standardi.zation or institutionalization of 

alternative service sentencing throughout the court system, and the establish-
~ri \'\ 

ment of programs that are .avifilable ;to each court to implemer)~ alternative 

sentencing". It .was to meet this challenge that the National Center on 
~ ~ 

Institutions and Alternatives developed the Client Specific Planning (CSP) 

Model. 

THE CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING MODEL 

Overviewof'the Model: The Client Specific Planning (CSP) Model has as its 

primary purpose the systematized de'velopment of i ndi vi dua 1 ized, court-acceptabl e, 

alterna.tivE'-to-prison, treatment plans for offenders wh"o are found or plead 

guilty to charges .and who, without suc.h plans., would be incarcerated. Seven 

components constitute the CSP Model:' 

(1) Procedures: M~fthodology whereby referrals are received and 
':} 

(2) 

assistance in deveJ.oping alternative-to-prison plans, designed 

specifically for individual cl ients, is requested. Hithin a 

specified time period, CSP staff interview clients, research 

availability of community-based resources, and deliver Plans 

for presentation to the Court. CSP staff are also available 

to testify in Court concerning the Plan. 
{"I 

Case Acceptance Criteria: Guidelines as to the character-

istics of the target POPuliltion applicable for inclusion 
jj . 

in the CSP service. Guidelines are defined to focus on 

NATIONAL. CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALT)::BNATIVES 
.133722nd STREET, N.W" WASHINGTON, p.e. 20037 /~ 

'-''--J) 

! J 



r"~ 

I 
1 

,p 
Ii 

I 
1 

I 
I 
! 
I 

-6-

d'- , ,") 

cifferid~~rswhos~ sentenc,e wi 11 i ncl ude , i mp'l"isonment and to 
./ .1. " ' /,J !i"'~"~." 'I ,~, 

av.oid\ya "widening of the net of punishment". 
l' 

(3) Data. &ateQories/Elements: Demographic and historical data 

, pertaining to CSP clients; elements to be included in Plans; 

'characteristics of resources uSed in Plans. 

(4) Resource Directory: Ali accumulating listing of all resources 

contacted for possible inclusion in Client Specific Plans. 

(5) Restrictiveness Grid: ,A ra:~kordering of the alternatives 

used in the Plans according to their degree of restrictiveness 

on the client, correlated with, (1, rank ordering of the serious-
< < ," , \ • 

ness of the characteristics of the caSe. 

(6) ~ee Schedule: A schedule of fees for which the client is 

',respcinsibleforusing theCSP ·servi.ce~··'Such a schedule is 

based on the client's ability to pay aQd availability of 

other publica.nd private monies. 

(7) Client Follow-Up: ~1ethodologies to ensure on-going follow-~ 

up of cases with final evaluations on completion of CSP 

~'rogram for each case. 

Elements of Plans: Client Specific Pl~ns are developed to b~ consistent with 

publ ic safety and may include 'any combination of the foll owing elements : 

(l) Living Arrangements/Residence: This eiement specifie.s exactly 

where the client will live, who will be supervising him/her, 

what the client will be contributing, special conditions, etc., 

throughout the duration "of the Plan. Potential placements 

. include the client's home, group homes~ halfway houses, 

residential treatment programs~etc. 

o NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND A LCTERNoAT7IVES . 
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(2)' Community Servi ce: Commu'h'itY servi ce is defi ned as unpa i d 

work contributed to a community through its agencies which 

fulfills the payment of theclient's debt to society as a 

resl:Jltof his/her criminal~ctivity. Community service 

"acknowledges their (offenders') debt to, and their continuing 

link with, the conmunity... It is right that the treatment 

should recognize this link between perpetrator and community 

and should involve some. actual as well as symbolic restoration 

of benefit to ~he community" (The Washington Post, July 16, 

1979). 

Comnunity service in CSpis is not intended to be merely "busy 

work" .for the client. That is, the choice of community service 

'should follow directly from the assessment process and should 

be integrally related to the characteristics of the case/ 
/-"/ 

offense an'd the skills/abilities of the client. Thus, a 
".'---.''' .. -. 

communi ty servi ce of emptyi ng trash cans at the cit1~ flUI'np may 

keep a client busy, punish him/her, and appear to involve 

payment of his/her debt to society. But it is questionable 

whether, in most cases, the client will really learn anything 

from this service, tap his/her abilities, and establish the 

offender's "continuing link with the conmunity." , 

(3) Financial Restitution: This element involves full or symbolic 

monetary payment to the vi ctim( s) to compensate for damage 

or loss, incurred as a result of the client'~ criminal activity. 

The amount of restitution is realistically related to the 

client's ability to pay and comes directly from the .client's 

personal resou!:c:es. 

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTI:()NS AND ALTERNATIVES 
1337 22nd STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037 
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Employment: This section specifies where the client will be 

emPlOyed,'"" who will supervise him/her, the hours of emp'loy­

ment, the salary, and the duties constituting the job. 

Psychological Treatment, Counseling! Drug Therapy, Etc.: 

Before accepting a Plan, the court will want to be assured 

that the client receives necessary and suffi.cient treatment 

toass;sthim/her in,overcoming the problem~ (psychological, 

emotional, drug, etc.) which gave rise to the criminal 

behavior. CSp's specify the location of treatment, the 

person(s) responsible for providing treatment: the extent 

of ,treatment, and hours. 

(6) 'EducatioQ: The securement of education can include public 

or private schoQ}S (at the elementary, secondary, or college 

d" 1 spec,' al educ. ati on, or level), G~D preparation, reme 1a or .' 

specia 1 i zed tra i ni n9t~:i 
,; . I h b"l" t tion . Closely rel atedto the 

(.7) Vocational Training~Re a 1 1 a . 

(8) 

(9) 

Employment element, vocational training is, in some cases., an 

entry'to a jobptoviding skill development and interim 

fi nanci a 1 compensati on. Vocat i oncl::~tehabn i tii ti on, Manpower, 

corporate OJT are some possible avenueS. 

Medical/PhysiCal Treatment: This component focuses on medical 

assi.stance available through hospit:als, medical centers/ 

clinics, cientists; private practitioners, visiting nurses, etc. 

Supervision: This aspect of the CSP specifies a.ll who in any 

waY supervise the individual dUring 'the duration of the Plan. 

NATlONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATlVES 
1337 22nci STREET, N.W., WASHlNGTON, D.G 20037 
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(10) Reporting: This element specifies all schedules of reporting 

tre progress of the client: reports to the courts, to/from 

supervising agency/ageot, etc. 

(ll) f4iscellaneous: Any other special conditions, such as 

financial .assistance/management, securement of'licenses 

(e.g.; driver's), transportation arrangements, etc. are 

included in this residual element. 

Implementation Strategy: Initial testing of the Client SpecifiC Planning 

, Model began in October, 1979. The combi ned geographic area of Maryland, 

Virginia, and Washington, D.C., was chosen as the target jurisdiction. The 

reasons fo: ,thi~choice were many. First, all were readily accessible to 

the central office of the National Center. , Secondly, all ar'e geographically 

continguous .and share various communication channels (e.g., radio, television, 

newspapers, etc."). This would pennituse of"comHlon advertising mediums to 

reach populations across the region. Notice of the availability of this 

service would, therefore, be facilitated. 

Although geographically close to each other, demographic characteristics 

of the 3 areas are diversified. In Hashington, D.C., the Project would 

impact a large, metropolitan center of approximately 750,000 people. According 

to 1970 census figures, 28% of this population was white and 71% black. Eco­

nomically, Washingtonians range from extremely affluent to sub-poverty levels. 

Problems of the inner-city" experienced i"n many major Amel"ican municipalities 

are also prevalent in Washington. As one moves out of Washington into subur­

ban and then rural Virginia and Maryla,~d, conditions begin to change. Here 

one initially finds a large group of commuters, i.e., those who. work in Washington 

NATIONAl: CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 
1337 22nd STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037 
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but 1 i ve ; n the suburbs. As one gradually moves further from the core ci ty, 

suburban transforms into rural. State\1,ide, Virginia's racial composition is 

the reverse of Washington with 81% white and 18% black. These latter figures 

correspond to those of Maryland. 

As 'for the applicability of these sites in regard to criminal justice 

concerns~ it need only be pOinted out that Washington rated number one (when 

compared to all states) in inmate population per 100,OPO g~neral population 
, \~ 

(282/100,000 based upon 1973 statistics). The States of Maryland and Virginia 

also rate.d high comparatively, with Maryland being sixth (128 per 100,000 

population) and Virginia .eleventh (103 per 100,000 population). As for 
'>[ 

youthful pr; son i ~Irriates (i. e., age .24 or 1 ess), 28% of Was hi ngton 's pri son 

population' fell in this category, 45% of Maryland's, and 41% of Virginia's. 

Lastly! the. racial composition of inmate populations in these areas was pre­

dominately black .. Ninety-five percent of Washington's inmates were black; 

74% were blac.k in Maryland, and in Virginia, 59% were black. 

Taken as a whole, these characteristics and figure~ show this proposed 

area to be internally diverse to allow for a go04 test of the CSP model. 

CSP Project staff could expect to develop a CSP for an inner-city, poverty­

level black; a rural, lower economic white; or a middle-class suburban black, 

simultaneously. Additionaliy, this area, by virtue of this diversity, permits . 
a viable test of the CSP model as to its applicability nationally. That is, 

the whole range of ~haracter;'stics within a state, county, or region anywhere 

in the United States appears to be found somewhere in this pilot area. 

RESULTS "i 

During the first three quarters of the first year of this project (October 

1, 1979 - June 30, 1980),ninety-six cases were accepted for development of 
, 

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTEBNATIVES 
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Client Specific Plans. ,,'able I presents a surrmary of the status of these 

cases. Of these, seventy-four have been completed, twelve are still pending, 

and ten were withd'rawn from consideration. (Cases in this last category 

include those in which a change in the circumstances of the case made the 

needofor a CSP inapplicable.) 

Of the seventy-four completed cases, fifty-four (73.0%) were accepted 

in f~}1 or in part by the court. (Forty-five (60.8%) were accepted as 

presented; nine (12.2%) were accepted conditional on an addeQ court-imposed 

sancti on. ) Of the twenty (27.0% ) 'rejected Pl ans, seven i nvo 1 ved one case 
/1 .' 

in which all defendants appeared before a sing'le judge; these cases are 

currently being appealed. Moreover, this judge has resigned from the up­

coming trial of the two remaining defendants amid allegations of bias in 

the case. Cumulative results on completed cases appear in Ta.,ble II. 

Tables III and IV presents a summary of completed cases by type of 

offense, i.e., .crimes against persons or crimes against property. Twenty­

eight completed cases involved crimes against persons with eighteen Plans 

(64.3%) accepted in full or in part. Forty-six cases involved crimes against 

property with thirty-six Plans (78.3%) accepted in full or in part. 

In sum, even including the seven rejected Plans emanating from a single 

case, nearly three out of every four Plans presented in court were accepted 

in some manner, with nearly two out of every three accepted fully in lieu 

of incarceration. Plan~ presented in cases involving crimes against persons 

were accepted, in some manner, about two-thirds of the time; Plans involving 

crimes against property, about three-fourths of the time. 
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, PLAN, 
STATUS 

ACCEPTED 
BY COURT 

CONDITIONAL 
. 

ACCEPTANCE 
BY COURT 

REJECTED 
BY COURT 

" 

PENDING 
" 

WITHDRAWN 

TOTALS 

I,C. 

TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF .. 
CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING REFERRALS' 

OCTOBER ,1 ! ' 1979" JUNE 30,1980 ' 

FIRST SECOND' THIRD 
jJUARTER QUARTER QUARTER 

" " 
1:::.'"-

6 21 " 18 

-:7 

1 4 4 

'0 

9* 3 8 
, 

" 

0 4 8, 

" 

0 4 ,6 

" 16 . 3,6 44 

.,0 () o 

TOTALS', 
~ 

" 

45 

': 

9 

20 

12 

10 
; /,1 

96 

//> "' ). ,',",: ...... ;.~i 

* Of these' nine rejections, seven involved a single case be'rd,t:e an 
individual judge. The convictions and sentences are being appealed. ,} 

Q 

... 

TABLE II 

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS ON 
COMPLETED CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING CASES 

OCTOBER 10 1979 -JUNE 30, 198rr 

r 

ACCEPTED (,' 
BY COURT 45 (60.8%) 

CONDITIONAL 73.,0%. 
ACCEPTANCE 

(12.2%) BY COURT 9 
(1, 

REJECTED 
BY COURT 20* ('27.0%) , 27.0% 

TOTALS 74 (100%) ,100% 

* See note: , ,TABLE I 

'NATIONALCENTEH ONINSTlTUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 
'1337 22na STREET, N;W"WASHINGTON, D,G.,20037 
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o 

" d 

-r? ~c 

t.·" f.I. 
~; '~';'. 

" 

Ii' 

FIRST 
QUARTER 

SECOND 
QUARTER 

, 

0 

THIRD 
QUARTER 

TOTALS 

,', v 

. 
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TABLE II I , 

SUMMARY OF 
COMPLETED CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING CASES 

'BY OFFENSE TYPE 
OCTOBER, 1.1979 .. JUNE 30 1980 

! 

0 ACCEPTED' , CONDITt ONAL ,REJECTED 
"." BY COURT" ACCEPTANCE BY COURT 

BY COURT 
" 

CRIME AGAINST 
PERSON 'j , 1 0 0 _. 
CRIME AGAINST 
PROPERTY 5 1 9* 

.. -

CRIME AGAINST .. 

PERSON 10 1 2. 
'.' 

CRIME AGAINST 
PROPERTY 11 3 1 

CRIME AGAINST, 
PERSON 3 3 

Ii 

8 
::O:c i) .,:,; 

CRIME AGAINST 
PROPERTY l5 1 i(O 

i,' 

"CRIME AGAINST () 

PERSON 14 4 
, 

10 
.. , 

"CRIME AGAINST 
PROPERTY ,', , 

31 5 10 
() I 

* See Note: TABLE I 

. , 
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,I) TOTALS 

1 

15 

13 " 

15 

14 
,,-

I! 16 

28 

46 
i\,_ 
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TABLE IV 
t'c, .. o 

. " SUMMARY OF ' 
COMPLETED CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING CASES~ 

. BY OFFENSE TYPE '.' 
.OCTOBER 1,1979~ JUNE-3D, ·1980 

CRIME AGAINST 
PERSONS 

CRIME AGAINST 
PROPERTY 

ACCEPTEDI .. , 
CONDITIONAL 
ACCEPTANCE 
BY COUl~T 

18 (64.3%) 

36 (78.3%) 

* See Note: "[ABLE I 

o 

'REJECTED 
BY COURT 

10 (35'.7%) 

10* (21.7%) 
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'. 01 SCUSS ION 

The previousl~ discussed willingness of the courts to prescribe alter- • 
L ..' . ' 

native to ihcarcerat:'Jmsentences appears substantiated by the resultsl"of 

l:the Client speCific~)~anning ProjectY Although no't accepted by all judges 

in all cases,a.lternative Client Specific Plans have been accepted for cases. 
'.,' ,'£1~t~1 . 

involving bothctirimes ag'ainst persons (e.g., automobile manslaughter, robbery, 
, . :'i 

etc.) and cr~mes against property (e.g., arson, burglary, embezzlement, etc.). 
,I - ~ ".,'-:':' 

The reasons for acceptance of these alternative Plans are yaried and appear 
'" . . 

. relate,~ both to needed refonns in corrections generally and the procedures 
Cl _'! ,~' ;·;.·~r 

followed in Cl ient Specific Planning specifically. 

~ccording to Maryland licircuit court judge John McAuliffe (Newsweek, 

" August 4, 1980), "We are uni que ly aware of the horrors of pri sons. We try 

'cases of prison' rapes ,and hear'the sordid details of what goes on there." 

Judge Samuel Barrick,who acceptec\a CSP in a case involving ten counts of 

automobile manslaughter, confinned that neither the offender nor society would 

hav.e benefited from a prison sentence in that particular case. Criminolgists, 

attorneys, and judges widely acknowledge that the current prison system is a 

near complete failure"unable to provide needed rehabilitative services to 

offenders. 
" As for Cl i ent Speci fi cPl ann i ng, these a lterna ti ve Plans are molded to 

meet the retVibi 11 tative needs of the offender and "the ci rcumstancesof hi s/her 
~, " q , 

offense. This contrasts markedly with the prevailing approach of placing 

offenders in programs which happen toexi st. but mayor may not be useful to 

thelr rehabilitative needs or to. community redress. ~10re~ver,CSP utilizes 

predominately existing ~oliununity resQurces,rathe.r than requiring the creation 

of new ones'. Addltional1y, CSP staffare available to visit the site of the 

case to develop resources and Plans. 
n . 

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATfVES 
13,3722ndSTREET. N,W ..• WASHINGTON; D.C. 20037 .' 
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The inclusion of cOll1lli~nity service as an integral component of most Plans 

also a'ppears important to the acceptance of CSPis. j 'Criminal activ~ty invariably 

extracts someth i ng 'of val ue from the cOll11lun ity . Equi ty demands that to res tore 

equilibrium, som~thing of value be returned to the community by the, perpetrator. 

Community service is one appropriate equity-restoring mechanism. As previously 

stateid an offender's IItreatment should recognize this link between perpetrator 
'1 , :., -' 

and conmunity and should involve some actual as well as symbolic restoration 

of benefit to the communityll (The Washington Post, July 16, 1979). The place­

mentofan lndividua 1 ina pri son cannot ful fi 11 thi s requi rement. Whil e in 

prison, ~he offender continues to extract resources from the conrnunity. Given 

the initial loss to the conmunity from the crime' and the continued unrequited 

use of community resources while the offender ;s in prison, the community 

cannot be expected to welcane back the "rehabilitated" offender. The com­

munity has suffere9a double loss and is out-of-balance vis-a-vis the offender. 

conve~sely, if the original loss is addressed, throug,h, c?TIl~unjtyservice by 

the offender, then balance can be re~,tQredai1d the "link" between the community 
. _~o;:.: ~ 

'" 

and the offender more Ji kely restored. '::0 

This,.sameequity·-restoring concept can be appl ied to finar'lci al resti tution. 

Afih~~;""used i'~ esP's ,less frequently than community service, financial 

restitution 1S used in applicabl~ cases (e.g., embezzlement). However" the 11 

i'nclusion of financial restitution to the direct victim of the offense does 

not preclude the additionalin~lus'ion in the Plan of community service to ,the 

larger victim of the offense. 
Ii, 

A further reason for the high acceptance of Client Specific Plans lies 

in the professional, comprehensive manner in which the' case is addressed. esp 
.~ , ., ,,, - \ ,< 

staff meet extensivelywith the client, the attorney, the community resources, 
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,and all significant players tn the case. Plans are also professionally typed, 

include all appropriate documentation (i ncl uding letter,s of acceptance from 

community .resource~), and bound for presentation to the court., Staff appear 

at the sentencing heel'ring and, as required, testify as to the merits of the 

Plan. 

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 
133.722nd STREET, N.W .• WASHINGTON, D.G. 20037 
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'country~ 
, , H d' 'f' "0 'oting the ,use oT al ter-' 

C' 'l'"e' nt','Sp'e' c,· fl· c, Planning, is' one met 0 0 ", pr m , 

, u' 's' ers' ofCSP mus taTwaysrememb~r . that' i~ fs i ntendedt6 be 
natives'~' However.; 

.', n'o't ,·nt' ende' d to be a' catth-~ll progr~mforoffenders not 
an ALTERNATIVE; it is' 

,", used properly,CSP} willngtal1dshould, no't i'widen 
facing incarceration. 'When 

I." '.';") 

the net of punishment." 

I' .1 

(J ":; 

'i .' 

,0 , "" " 
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