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){CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING
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Nat1ona1 Center on’ Inst1tut1ons and AIternat1ves

Leonard Y. 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 criminaI justice professionals. Hudson,
Challen, and MCLagan (1978) beIieved that_"Intermediate'types‘of sentences to
prObationhand'jaiI‘are urgently'needed'in the c,:rimd‘na]j_'courts'."ll They suggested

"offendervrestftution to crime victims can be used as an alternative type of

sanction." Judge Denhis‘ChaIIen (National Council on Crime‘and'DeIInquency,

1977)‘be1ieued‘that “restitution is aoway to right the wrong done to‘the victim

~and the oommunity while also helping the offender to.regain his self-esteem
“and community standing." Fisher (1975) included "physical restitution to J

society or the individual victim" as one of three elements. included in "creative

sentenc1ng" techn1ques. ‘He goes on to state that the ‘Tourt should have a "full

panoply of remedies to adm1n1ster ..beyond the extremes of total institutional

'conf1nement and non- restr1ct1ve probat1on no

While restitution may take the form of monetary payment to the victim(s)

'and/or the conmun1ty, 1t may aIso take the form of commun1ty service. ExaanesI

of the use of commun1ty serv1ce programs are found throughout the Un1ted States

-~ This paper, prepared for pre ntat1on at the Fourth Nat1ona1 Sympos1um on

Restitution and Community Service Sentencing, was supported by a grant

TL‘(280 0128) from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, New York.  The contents
" of this paper were developed by staff of the National Center on Institutions

“and Alternatives and do not necessar11y reflect the v1ews of the Edna , R
chConneII Clark Foundat1on.~ , . S
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bf‘Judge Albert Kramer of D1str1ct Court in- Qu1ncy, Massachusetts, stated that

%

andVﬁn theIWOrId COmmunity England uses community service orders whereby an
offender is sentenced to a spec1f1ed number of hours of unpa1d work in. commun1ty E
projects (Nat1ona1 Council on Crime and DeI1nquency, 1978) Beha (1977)__

recogn1z1ng the re1at1ve newness of‘commun1ty sanctions, reported the enthusiasm

‘,exh1b1ted by those in part1c1pat1ng programs and "the ab111ty to increase the

v

ava11ab1e array of sentencing options." Brown (1977) also viewed community
Aservice as a needed and viable alternative to imprisonment: .
Requiringsprobationers to work without‘payoforwpublic.or
charitable agencies has a good effect on the probationers,
~ supplies needed services for the agencies, makes probation
more acceptable to the general public, gives the probation
officer better control of the probationers, and justifies
‘the placing of some persons on probat1on who otherwise
would not be re]eased S :
. Other aIternat1ves such as day fines, programs of vocat1ona1 and academ1c
tra1n1ng (Nat1ona1 Counc11 on Cr1me and De11nquency, 1978), and even using-
the polygraph to mon1tor probationers (Teuscher, 1978) are also deveIoping,
'{As Newton'(1976) stated "The availability of pract1cab1e aIternat1ves to
~1mpr1sonment 1s a necessary precond1t1on for the adopt1on of any po]1cy of
non- 1mpr1sonment " k o
G1ven the potent1aIs seen in a]ternat1ve sentence programs, espec1a11y
- when v1ewed in compar1son to the 1naoequac1es of the’ pr1son system, many Judges
appear w1111ng to adopt aIternat1ve sentenc1ng (Tr1a1 Judges Conference, k
: 1978) + Judge PauI Chernoff of D1str1ct Court in Newton Massachusetts, reported <

that "most of our brethren are very 1nterested in aIternat1ve sentenc1ng "

. "the reason why Ja11 1s unacceptabIe and why a]ternat1ve sentenc1ng must come
1s because about 807 of our cases can ‘'t go to Ja11 They JUSt can t go There ‘ L

ﬂ.1sn t enough room 1f you wanted to send them ks Judge Marv1n E Aspen of Cook

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES S
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County Circuit Court in Chicago stated that he thbught "creative sentencing

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

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

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

an a]ternat1ve sentence as well."

Even given the potent1aI vaIue and ex1s\ence of a1ternat1ve-to -prison
programs, judges must be aware of these programs in order to use them. The
responsibility for assur1ngwthat available alternative sentences are made~‘

known to the judge rests with attorneys, community agencies, defendants, pro-

* bation off1cers, and other members of the court s Jur1sd1ct1ons Barrasso

(1978), comment1ng on standards of thé American Bar Assoc1at10n stated that
"it is the defense attorney's respons1b111ty to be familiar with all sentenc1ng
alternatives available to his client and with community and other faci]fties
that may be of assistance in meeting the}defendant's‘needs.“ Wilkens (1973)
also believed: , - |
| ‘As defense counseI the attorney shouId be as 1nformed as
possible about the alternatives to incarceration available
to his client, tak1ng the initiative to establish lines
. of communication with the governmenta] and social agencies
adm1n1ster1ng 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 dec1s1on
regard1ng disposition of his client.

Judge‘Enr1que Pena of County Court 1n'E1 Paso, TeXas, has extendedAre-

spons1b111ty in a]ternat1ve-sentenc1ng awareness to the commun1ty at Iarge
“"We hope to place the respons1b111ty w1th1n ne1ghborhoods g1ve them the I
author1ty to seek aIternat1ves Who better, but the peopIe within the1r |
own commun1ty who know the offender, can ta110r a better rest1tut1on program
L ora better commun1ty serv1ce7" Last]y, Nath1eson (1978) c1tes the respons1-'

Cbility of the probat1on serv1ce in th1s area ‘ Math1eson stated»that "The -

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
- 1337 22nd STREET. N.W,, WASHINGTON D.C. 20037
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",ﬁ,‘:‘j: i;go1ng to work these hours if you will release him from

I e T

purpose of recomnﬁndations in (pre-sentenCe)"reports shou]dfbe;toffocusﬁthe‘

'courts attent1on‘on non-custod1a1 methods

Even w1th th1s de]egat1on of respons1b111ty to the attorneys, probat1on

‘officers, and the commun1ty, the task,of designing andgpresent1ng alternative

sentencing reports/recommendations/programs toitﬁé court,is,not being satis-

factori]y completed

‘actua11y have suff1c1ent time or 1nformat1on to’ prepare an a1ternat1ve sentenc1ng |

p]an " Judge Aspen of Ch1cago expressed h1s amazement at how you m1ght have

"a very competent tr1a1 attorney who prepares his case and does the legal ,

,rresearch and tries h1s case beaut1fu11y, and when 1t comes to the sentenc1ng

per1od has the -same stock p]ea - probat1on or a shorter sentence " He ca11ed

for educat1ng attorneys “in prepar1ng and present1ng an effect1ve presentat1on

“at sentenc1ng *

’ In smnnary, Judges do view the sentenc1ng dec1s1on as cr1t1ca1 and do
1nv1te 1nput to help them ‘make the dec1s1on of whether to 1ncarcerate or not.

They a]so fee] that that 1nput shou]d conta1n a]ternat1ve -to- pr1son recom-

’ mendat1ons so that they m1ght more rea11st1ca11y eva]uate the case’ together

with potent1a1 d1spos1t1ons Yet there 1s a vo1d 1n th1s area Becauge of

: time, staff, and other 1nadequac1es, Judges are not cons1stent1y given ‘the
, 1nformat1on they need to adequate]y make the1r decision - 1nformat1on which
s;~they would ser1ously eva]uate and use | | |

1';g‘ o An attorney ‘who goes “to the Judge w1th a program that says, :

I have got a job for the defendant. - He is

for example:
~+ jail on a part-time basis. He has arranged ‘to make this
. type of restitution, He acknowfedges he has a drug problem
-and is willing to take this type of out- pat1ent treatment
* at this particular medical fac111ty He is going to do -
a1l these things. And this" 15 the program This is h1s o
© family, and they: support it. And we're ready to go. N1ne~
> out of ten t1mes the prosecutor 1s not go1ng to have any

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES B
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‘As for defense attorneys, BarraSSo'believed "few attOrneys ‘

s
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‘trouble with that, anu the Judge is in a pos1t1on where he
can support that kind of program. (Judge Marvin E Aspen,
Chicago, 1978). : ,

o ‘i
:'\'!'; L

- According to Judge Chernoff of Massachusetts the “real‘chal1enge in
alternative sentencing is theastandardization'or institutdOnalization'of
alternative service sentenc‘ng throughout the court system, and the establish-}
ment .of programs that are avaalabIe to each court to 1mp1eme 't ~alternative
sentenc1ng . It was to meet this challenge that the National Center on
InstitutionS»andvA1ternatives developed the C11en%,5pectfic P]anning {csP)

Model.

THE CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING MODEL

Overviewrof”the Model: The Client Specific Planning (CSP) Model has as its

guilty to charges,and who, withoutrsuch plans, would be incarcerated.

primary purpose the systematized development of individualized, court-acceptable,

'a1ternativé-to-priSon,«treatment’p1ans for offenders who are found or plead

Seven
components constitute the CSP Model: }

(1),,Procedures. e*hodo]ogy whereby referra]s are received and
’assistance'1n deve@op1ng a1ternat1ve-to-pr1son plans, des1gned k
| specifica11y for individua1 clients, is requested. w1th1n a

spec1f1ed t1me per1od CSP staff 1nterv1ew c11ents, research
tava11ab111ty of commun1ty-based resources, and de11ver P]ans s’
‘_for presentat1on to the Court csp staff are also ava11ab]e
| to testlfy in Court concern1ng the P1an |

(2) Case Acceptance Cr1ter1a Gu1de11nes as to the character-

1st1cs of the target populat1on app11cab1e for 1nc1us1on

in the CSP serv1ce Gu1de11nes are def1ned to focus on

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES .
1337 22nd STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037 L

s

PR



e e L

noffendbrs whose sentence w111 1nc1ude 1mpr1sonment and to
(

av01d1a "w1den1ng of the net of pun1shment“

(3) Data. ﬁ%tegor1es/£1ements Demograph1c and historical data

: perta1n1ng to CSP c11ents, elements to be 1nc1uded in Plans;
"character1st1cs of resources used in Plans.

(4) 'Resource Directo;y*= An accumulat’ng 11st1ng of all resources

'contacted for poss1b1e 1nc1us1on in Client Spec1f1c Plans.

(5) ‘Restr1ct1veness Gr1d A rank order1ng of the alternatives

used in the Plans accord1ng to the1r degree of restr1ct1veness
on the c]1ent, correlated w1th,~a rank ordering of the serious-
ness of the characteristics of the case. ‘

(6) ‘”ee Schedu]e A schedule of feES‘TOFZWhTCh’thﬁ client is

~=respons1b1e for us1ng “the csP serv1ce Sdch a schedule is
based on the c11ent s ability to pay and ava11ab111ty of
~ other public and private monies.

(7) Cljent Fol]ow-Up: MethodoTog1es to ensure on- go1ng fo]]ow-

*up.of cases with f1na1*eva1uat1on5'on comp]et1on of CSP 1

~ﬁrogram for each case.~7f7

E]ements of P]ans C11ent Spec1f1c P]ans are deve]oped to be cons1stent w1th

pub11c safety and may 1nc1ude any comb1nat1on of the fo]low1ng elements:

(1) L1v1ng Arrangements/Res1dence Th1s element spec1f1es exact]y

‘:;'where the c11ent w111 11ve, who w111 be superv1s1ng h1m/her,
‘what the c11ent w.11 be contr1but1ng, spec1a1 cond1t1ons, etc.,
‘*Jthroughout the duratlon of the P]an Potent1a1 p]acements

I‘1nc1ude the c11ent s home group homes, ha]fway houses,

kres1dent1a1 treatment programs, etc

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
: 1337 22nd STREET N W, WASHINGTON D.C. 20037
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Community Service: Commuﬁit? service is defined as unpaid
work contributed to a community through its agenoies which

fulfills the payment of the'client‘s debt to society as a

| resu1t'of5his/her crimina]uactivity; Community service

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

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

. should recognize this link between perpetrator and community
and should involve some actual as we]l as symbolic restoration

of benefit to the commun1ty"(The Wash1ngton Post, July 16,

1979).

'Community service in CSP's 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‘and~the skills/abilities of the client. Thus, a

N

~ community service of emptying trash cans at the cityidgmb may

(3)

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,gtap his/her abilities, and establish the

- offender's “continuing']ink with the community."

Financial Restitution: This element involves full or symbolic

fmonetary payment ‘to the victim(s) to compenSate-fOr'damage

7
L

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

~ The amount of restitution is realistically related to the

client'S'abiIity totpay and‘comes,directlyffrom the client's

_personal resources.

NATIONAL CENTER‘ ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
1337 22nd STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20037 =~
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(4) E

- employed, who will supervise h1m/her, the hours of employ-

(5)

(6) -

(8)

i

mp]oxment This section'specifies where~the client will be

ment, the salary, & and the duties constltuting the job.

Psycholog1ca1 Treatment, Counseling, Drug Therapy, Etc.:

- Before accepting a Plan, the court w111 want to be assured

~ that the client receives necessary and suff1cxent treahnent"

to assist him/her in overcoming the probIems;(psycholog1ca1,

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

behaviorI csP's specify the location of treatment, the
person(s) resppnsibIe for proyiding treatment;‘the’extent

of . treatment, and hours. |
Educat1on. The securement of education can include public

or private schools (at the elementary, secondary,‘or college .

level), GED preparat1on, remed1a1 or special education, or

‘spec1a11zed tra1n1ng

7)

an
‘ hmployment e1ement, vocat1ona1 training is, in some cases,

Vocat1ona1 Tra1n1ng/Rehab111tat1on ‘Closely related to the

try to a JOb prov1d1ng skill development and>1nter1m e

< ilitation Manpower,
f1nanc1a1 compensat1on Vocat1ona TRehab ,

corporate OJT are some- poss1b1e avenues

Med1ca1/Phys1ca1 Treatment Th1s component focuses on med1ca1

ass1stance ava11ab1e through hosp1tals, medical centers/

‘,.(é)'f

, ugerv1s1on Th1s aspect of the. sP spec1f1es'a11 who in any

way superv1se‘the 1nd1v1dua] dur1ng the durat1on of‘the;PIan.

L ND ALTERNATIVES
 NA AL'CENTER ON msmunons A
NAII%??éznd STREET, NW. WASHINGTON DC. 20037

 service would, therefore, be fac111tated

,ban‘and then rural Virginia and Maryland, conditions begin to change

(10) Reporting: This element specifies all schedules of reporting
| the progress of the client: reports to the courts, to/from
supervising agency/agent, etc.

(11) Miscellaneous:

Any other special conditions, such as

financial assistance/management, securement of licenses

A T i

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

© included 1in this residual element.

ImpIementation Strategy:

~Initial test1ng of the Client Spec1f1c P]ann1ng

. Model began in, October, 1979 The comb1ned geographic area of Mary]and

Virginia, and Wash1ngton, D.C., was chosen as the target jurisdiction. The

First, all were readily accessible to
the centra] off1ce of the Nat1ona1 Center.

reasons for-this'choice were many.

Second]y, a]l are geograph1ca11y
cont1nguous and share various commun1cat1on channe]s (e.g., rad1o te1ev1s1on,

newspapers, etc . Th1s wou]d perm1t use -of“common advertising mediums to

reach popu1ations across the region. Notice of the‘ava11ab111ty of this

AIthough geograph1ca11y close to each other, demograph1c character1st1cs

of the 3 areas are d1vers1f1ed In Wash1ngton, D C., the Project would j

1mpact a large, metrop011tan center of approx1mate1y 750 000 people. Accord1ng

to 1970 census f1gures, 28

o‘ th1s population was whlte and 717 black.. Eco-

nom1ca11y, wash1ngton1ans range from extreme]y affluent to sub ~poverty levels

Problems of the 1nner—c1ty,}exper1enced in many-major Amer1can municipalities !

are.a1so*prevelent in Washington. As one moves out of Washington into subur-

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 Tive in the suburbs.

‘dominately black.

~a viable test of the CSP model as to its.app1icability nationally.

. : g

As one gradually moves further from the core city,
suburban transforms into rural. 1Statewide. Virginia's racialfcomposition,isf
the‘reverse of Washington with 81% white and 18% black. These latter figures
correspond to those of Maryland. | |

As ‘for the app1jcabi]ity of these sites in regard tozcriminal'justice
concerns, it need only-be pointed out that Washington rated number one (when
compared to a11 states) in 1nmate population per 100, 000 general population
(282/100,000 based upon 1973 statistics).
also rated high comparatively, w1th Maryland being s1xth (128 per 100,000
population) and V1rg1n1a e]eventh (103 per 100,000 popu]at1on) As‘for
youthful - pr1son 1mmates (1 e., age 24 or less), 28% of Wash1ngton s prison
popu]at1on-fe11 1n th]S category, 45%*of,Mary1and s, and 41% of Virginia's.
Lastly, the racial composition of inmate popu]ations in these areas was pre-
Ninety-five perceht of Washington's inmates were black;
74% were b?ack“in‘Marylahd, and in Virginia, 59% were black.

Taken as atwhole, these characteristics and figures»show this proposed

area to be internally diverse to allow for a good test of thé CSP model.

csp Project staff coqu expect to develop a CSP for an inner-city,kpoverty_

level black; a rural, lower economic white; or a middle-ciass suburban black,
simultaneously. Additionaliy, this area, by virtue of this diversity, permits
That is,

the whole range of character1st1cs w1th1n a state, county, or reg1on anywhere

' in.the Un1ted States appears to be found somewhere 1n this p11ot area

7

‘RESULTsﬁt‘

Dur1ng the f1rst three quarters of the first year of th1s proaect (October -

1, 1979 - June 30, 1980), n1nety-s1x cases were accepted for deve1opment of

‘NATIONAL CENTER ON INS’TITUTION S A_ND ALTERNATIVES -
1337 22nd STREET, N.W,, WASHINGTON, D.C,'20037

The States of Mary]and and Virginia

o

-1

Client Specific Plans. Tab]e 1 presehts a summary of the status of these
cases. 40f these, seventy-four have been completed, twelve are still pending,
and ten were withdrawn from‘COnsideration. (Cases in this last category
include those in which a change in the circumstances of the case made the
need‘forha CSP inapplicable. )

- of the‘seventy-four completed cases, fifty-four (73.0%) were‘accepted
inifull or in part by the court. (Forty-five (60.8%) were accepted as
presented; nine (12.2%) were accepted conditional on an added court-~imposed
sanction.) Of the twenty (27.0%)“rejected Plans, seven involved one case
in which all defendants appeared before a single 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 Table 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 cburt were accepted

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

of incarceration. Plans presented in cases involving crimes against persons

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

z

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

5 .
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CCOPLAN . FIRST
_STATUS |

ELIENI.§E§QI?Ic1ﬂJﬁWTNG REFERRALS“,71 o
"OCTOBER T, 1979 - JUNE 30, 1960~ -

'TABLENI-'
SUMMARY OF

QUARTER

 SECOND -

QUARTER S

QUARTER‘ N

TOTALS:

'ACCEPTED

-

BY CORT | 6

o

18

CONDITIONAL | -
ACCEPTANCE | -

BY CORT | 1 |

REJECTED T |
BY COURT o9

|eenorNe | o

12

|WITHDRAWN |- 0

TOTALS | 16"

36

* Of tnese nine reaect1ons,,seven 1nvo]ved a s1ng]e case bef e
: The conv'ct1ons and sentences are be1ng appea]ed

: 1nd1v1dua]‘Judge

TABLE II

SUMMARY OF DECISIONS N

. COMPLETED CLIENT SPECTFIC PLARNTHG. CASES

1980

.,OCTOBER I“ 197“rﬂ JUNE 30,

e

1'»ACCEPTED
BY COURT -

BY COURT

| conoitiona |
| ACCEPTANCE = |

| 45 (60.8%)

o7

| REJECTED

| QA’(TQ_Z%):}‘ o

20¢ (27.0%) | 20 |

. |ToTALS

|78 (100%)

. 100%

~ * See note:

"w;

]TABLEfIf?IffI

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
1337 22nd STREET NW WASHINGTON DC 20037
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TABLE III

SUMMARY OF

)

- COMPLETED CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING CASES
, -BY OFFENSE TYPE

‘ OCTOBER T, 1979 - JUN 30 1980 (

'*f BY COURT .

ACCEPTED -

CONDITTONAL
ACCEPTANCE-

REJECTED

BY COURT

, TOTALS

QUARTER

FIRST

| CRIME AGAINST
| PERSON "

__BY COURT

CRIME AGAINST

PROPERTY -

15

| SECOND
QUARTER

CRIME AGAINST

PERSON

10

13,

CRIME AGAINST

PROPERTY

1

15

THIRD

CRIME AGAINST

PERSON

LI

14

QUARTER

CRIME AGAINST

PROPERTY

15

I'fUTOTALS‘E

CRIME AGAINST

PERSON

~ 14

10

28 "

" CRIME AGAINST |
“PROPERTY - -

10

* See Note:

TABLE I

| %\EZQI

¢
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TABLE IV ‘7%"stvrh

o
: SUMMARY oF o
COMPLETED CLIEN"§$EETFT‘ PLANNING CASE°’“.
T BY*6??Eﬁsi‘TVFE"“""“"‘
OCTOBER 1 ‘1§7§ JUNE 30 1980

"ACCEPTED/ w [ ﬁ e
CONDITIONAL R
ACCEPTANCE REJECTED
__BY COURT BY COURT
CRIME AGAINST| = S T
| PERSONS | 18 (64.3%) 10 (35.7%) |
CRIME AGAINST| ~  —  » L T
| PROPERTY '} 36 (78.3%) 10% (21.7%) |

* See Note: TABLE I
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‘f:‘ The prev1ous]y d1scussed w1111ngness of the courts to prescr1be aIter-“
' i

n sentences appears substant1ated by the resu]tstof
the C11ent Spec1f1c Plann1ng PrOJect AIthough not accepted by aII Judges

1n an cases, aIternat‘Te C11ent Spec1f1c P]ans have been accepted for cases

"1nvolv1ng both cr1mes¥aga1nst persons (e.g.» automob11e mansIaughter, robbery,
'etc ) and cr1mes aga1nst property (e g. ,,arson, burg]ary, mbezz]ement etc ).

o The reasons for acceptance of these aIternat1ve Plans are var1ed and appear'

‘lreIated both to needed reforms in correct1ons generaIIy and the procedures

' fo]Iowed 1n Cllent Spec1f1c PIann1ng spec1f1ca11y

Accord1ng to MaryIand c1rcu1t court Judge John McAu11ffe (Newsweek

- August 4 1980), "We are un1que1y aware of the horrors of pr1sons We try

‘(‘“,7

I Icases of pr1son rapes and hear the sordid deta1ls of what goes on there "‘
fﬁJudge Samuel Barr1ck, ‘who accepted a csP 1n a case 1nv01v1ng ten counts of
'kautomob11e mansIaughter, conf1rmed that newther the offender nor: soc1ety would'
’1 have . benef1ted from a pr1son sentence in that part1cu1ar case Cr1m1no]g1sts,
‘ -attorneys, and Jjudges w1de]y acknow]edge that the current pr1son system is a

I near compIete fa1Iure, unabIe to prov1de needed rehab111tat1ve serv1ces to

As for C11ent Spec1f1c PIann1ng, these aIternat1ve PIans are moIded to

7f‘meet the rehab111tat1ve needs of the offender and the c1rcumstances of h1s/her'T!‘f
- offense Th1s contrasts markedIy w1th the preva111ng approach of pIac1ng e
,koffenders 1n programs wh1ch happen to ex1st but may or may not be usefu] to
'_‘the1r rehab111tat1ve needs or to communwty redress Moreover, CSP ut111zes
'kIpredom1nater ex1st1ng commun1ty resources, rather than requ1r1ng the creat1onﬁ_u5‘
‘.f;of new ones Add1t1ona11y, CSP staff are avaw]ab]e to v1s1t the s1te of the

'f_;case to develop resources and Plans L , S
' _“ ST NATIONAL CENTI:.R ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
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: The 1nc1us1on of. commun1ty serv1ce as an 1ntegra1 component of most PTans

a150 appears 1mportant to the acceptance of CSP 5. Cr1m1naT act1v1ty 1nvar1ab1yf

~extracts someth1ng‘of vaTue from the commun1ty ‘ Equ1ty demands that to restore

}Aequ111br1um, someth1ng of value be returned to the commun1ty by the perpetrator

. Commun1ty serv1ce 15 one appropr1ate equ1ty-restor1ng mechan1fm As prev1ous]y

stated an offender s "treatment shou]d recogn1ze th1s 11nk between perpetrator
vand conmun1ty and shou]d 1nvolve some actuaT as weT] as symb011c restorat1on
of benef1t to the commun1ty" (The Wash1ngton Post, JuTy 16, 1979) The pTace-'
ment of an 1nd1v1dua1 1n a pr1son cannot fu1f111 th1s requ1rement “While 1n'
pr1son, the offender cont1nues to extract resources from the commun1ty Given
the 1n1t1a1 loss to the commun1ty from the cr1me and the cont1nued unrequ1ted |
use of communxty resources wh1Te the offender 15 in pr1son, the commun1ty
,cannot be expected to welcome back the “rehab111tated" offender The com-
mun1ty has suffered a doubTe Toss and is out-of baTance v1s .a-vis the offender
Converse]y, 1f the or1g1na1 Toss is addressed through communxtv serv1ce by

the offender, then baTance can be restor d and the "T1nk" between the commun1ty

and the offender more 11 ely restored

Th1s same equ1ty-restor1ng concept can be app11ed to f1nanc1aT rest1tut1on.

,K/

| ATthough used 1n CSP s Tess frequentTy than commun1ty service, f1nanc1a1

‘ rest1tut1on 1s used in app11cab1e cases (e g.> embezz]ement) , However, the

‘1nc1us1on of fxnanc1a1 rest1tut1on to the d1rect v1ct1m of the offense does

uk‘not precTude the add1t1ona1 1nc1uswon 1n the Plan of commun1ty serv1ce to. ‘the

i Targer v1ct1m of: the offense

A further reason for the h1gh acceptance of CT1ent Spec1f1c PTans T1es

’ 1n the profess1ona1, comprehens1ve manner 1n wh1ch the case is addressed fQSP‘f‘,

staff meet extens1ve1y w1th the cltent, the attorney, the commun1ty resources,
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jandcaTT sTgnificant_pTayers in the case. ,PTansparevalsouprofe351onaTTy typed,

;, incTude all appropriate documentation}(incTudingt]etters,of acceptance from

~.;community4resources),Landgbound_fordpresentation to]thercourt(T"Staff appear

l at the sentenCing‘hearing and,:as‘required,,testify as tb the merits of the

PTan

A C11ent Spec f1c Plan is not 1ntended to be an "easy way out” for the

offender Plans are restrictive on the client with the degree of restrictiveness

4

- being determined. by the character1st1cs of the case. Moreover, in accept1ng

a Client Spec1f1r PTan, Judges know that, if the offender fa1Ts to fulfill

i?the cond1t1ons df the P1an, the a]ternat1ve sentence can be revoked and the

E offender 1ncarcerated

Last]y, acceptance of CT1ent Spec1f1c P]ann1ng by the legal community

~ has been a key to its acceptance in court. Attorneys have been 1mpressed'w1th
= , , : k

the "thoroughness and realism", "significant caring to find an alternative”,

and "overall professional manner" in which Plans are developed. The majority
of referra15~are initiated,by'attorneys. On those cases onkwhich the referral

is made by someone other'than an attorney, immediate contact is'made with the

'attorney The proqect recogn1zes the expert1se and the vole of Tawyers in

‘ these‘cases. NCIA re11es heav11y on the attorney's evaluation as to whether

) his/her‘cTient w111 be 1mpr150ned and attemptsfto avoid involvement in those

cases'injwhich the attorney feels tmprisonment will not be included.

Alternat1ve sentenc1ng 1s perhaps one of the more 1mportant judicial and

‘ legal mechan1sms ine use today I used appropr1ate1y, it can do much to assure

3,'the prov151on of appropr1ate and comprehens1ve serv1ce/treatment to the offender

while a]so-ma1nta1n1ng pub11c safety. Moreover, if used proper]y, 1t can 1mpact

“the severe overcrowdingoand companionfproblem5'1n the penal systemsuacross the

¥

NATIONAL CENTER ON INSTITUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES
1337 22nd STREET N.W., WASHINGTON DC 20037 L

P SR et




L ’j;_lgeidf"‘}' S q-gan Cat
w}) C\"\\\ : e gl : R o
s % country. Cl1ent SpeC1f1c Plann1n9. is one m9th°d °f promot1ng th 7
B nat1ves. However, users. of CSP must. a]ways remember that it 1s 1ntended 1o be
:,ffie o - an ALTERNATIVE, 1t 1s not 1ntended to be a catch- all program for offenders "°t
Db i ;
o fac1ng 1ncarcerat1on when used proper1y, CSP will not and 5h°”1d not W1de"
CanEy ' the net of pun1shment " . wi’;
PR ) iy
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