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The o:uthpr is grateful to his colleagw~s fcY" th~ir efforts tn make the c 

pr-ogram a success and thls report p(Issible. ' Thu list i~7 b)oextensive to 
.Q:, 

name everyone buia few deserve special tlian;($. 

Mr. John C. Doughtie .was unselfish in i-lis" ass1stancei1,nd untiring efforts, 

with the computer programming. 'Alsu, Ms. Ela~i1e D(lCn$t,un;:o~ Nr's. Rosa Okpara, 

and Mrs. Lee Woods assisted' \\flth eadier dt'aft'C. Nt's.w Pat Coff~e has shown a 

dedicated effort i nthe typhlg of tii (i, n~port:. 
, '. ,'. \ ~ 

<::' 

'~ Georgia D~pa'rtmentof Adm1i:ti'S'tr&t}vc $e.rV1tt-"c; (Airpi)(,'t Center) insured the 
f) '.:::, 0 0 0 ,). . . ..0. {J 

prompt keypunch,of data as did Mrs. ;.1ar1eneo tnggj~~ai1d r1rs. ·Shirley Maddox, 
(i. 

Emory University Computer Center in [wovidinf1 s~;t:c';f11 keypunGh st~rvices. 

Mr. A. L. Dutton, Deputy Commi;silJtie;~~ ~Omil1lJJlity C:H5Hties Qivision;'and 

his, staff deserVe thanks for' the-il~ b1sist,~q,~i~ -'nc! r.'!,'jtf.i(.rt of th~ proqr'z;n as do 

o : 

in the" progr.am rather than in pdsort~ 

" 
Offender Rehabi1itfltivn~ flt1ant:~~ G~Ot<:;'L1:;n7'\:~; , .' ,-d.)"" .. 

, ' II 1,1 

the law Enforcement Assgtal'~ceAdt!1h;istrdti(m (LEAA) u';dt~r GrantrJumber 74EO-99 ... 0004. 
, 0' 0 

The Law Enforcement(A?sist~nce Artmil:1stult'Io(l V'cserv!.:''', the right: to" reprodUce, 0 

'~." 

,pub 1 ish, transl ate ~,or cth~t'\·d se ~S~ ~and 1;.(. c!J:thori i.(' oth(~t's to pub lh.h and 

use, all or any' part of the fnatOt~icil (.(lntidr-:>d"in,~~hi":I,.lb1icat~on.· 
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p 
One of the purposes fot this program w~s to reduce the inmatepr5pul ation. 

/J 
" ,-

~ecause of the definition Qf clienteligibiHty as tlmiH'g'jnal riskll~ some 

offenders di verted" to this program by the Courts W.,li to pas sib tvW?~ ld ~~e 
/i ' II OJ ~.,J <_' 

" been diverted to other commun:ftya 1ternat'ives, if th'ls j:H'ogralT!;\'!e;t,~not ,a~Bi 1 a,h 1 e 
. " .... ~' . ~,";"c:<t:)/- , 

because judges are cognizant of thepr'~blem of prison ovf!'I"l1rowding. The /i'< 
, 0 ' "" If' ',"' , ".::' 

definition oT client elig'ibi1Hy was cited ~,~zm acco~.mtabi1itv issue in<;;:'t~e 
,~:: " , • ' '." "'~<' , "",' " , 

'lntenm t~eport~ however, no ac1inn was taken t'O modify ft. ,In'addltiori, the 
."> \ ;'.J -

use of the program as analternatiifeto pdSfhi by the POtltdQf Pardol)s andQ, 

Paroles to:,reduc;e the inmate populationi·'S:dbatable. In somEi of the 
@ 

cases where oft:enciers were not accf)pt~d intO the p)~ogri\m, piirof-es were not 
,,' 

withheld; also restitution as q;:j:ollqit.ian of par'ole was not deemed appropriate. 

However, 0 placements totaled 400 offenders ,dut· i n9 the evSl 1 uation peri ad" 

1974 thtough,June 30,,1976, approxil~TatefY V,~1JlI(~::; tht rdjustedgoal. 

September }. 

0' 
, Q 

'As wi·th a 11 new cm~rectiona 1 prr1grahls .'f;h~R0S ti t.ution Shelter Program 

o 

I> ' 

i ~' 

indiffererices can bE:st be summarized itS: "the lac.k of initiative in 

.' . .~ 
establishing a strong definition of el1g'jbi1ity; the "lack of major goal oHented 

'J '.~. . " 

therapeutic program1ning; fai1ure tc use cOlnmunity l'eSOUY'ces; and inconsistent 

follow-up. Some other pi~ob Tems expel'i enc.ed by the programo were: 
a· .' ~ 

(1) 

beginning center operations in smaller metro M'eas wheY'eavai1ab1e j~bs are 

fewer rather than in ~etr.o Atlan~a; and (2) faflure to obtain Certificates 
,>._ :::r 

°of Occupancy requ;r'ed by state hea'j th und sa fetjt off~i ci a 1 s before faci1 ity use 

which contributed to the delay in ~pen~ings. proba,[lY the') most serious of all 

p70bl ems was the 1 ack if coord i nated plans for program "deve 1 opment~ 
J, ' 

implem~ntation, and on-going operations~ 0' 

The evaluation of the Restitution Sf,lt'lter Program l"evea]ed that the program 
v 

was moderately successful in terms"of its residential performance. Only about ... 
0,' ,) 

~ ; . ' , ' 
'one-third of program· enrol1ees were in-house faill11~es. However, goals upon 

which the program effectiveness was "based were loosely defined. 

In FY75, F,Y76~FY77 ave\~~ge daily program costs were $24.6B~ $11.99 and 

$12.90,r~,spectively.lnstitutionar average daily costs for the same periods 
t> ~) • 8 . . 

Were $8.99, $8.77 and $lO.57~respectivel.Y. ProQram ... for:"program cost, the 

rel at i VB cost effi ci ency b&sed On FY77 data, revealed: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

, ' , 
;, ,~ , ' 

'I;, '. ~ 0 ' '. 'v 

Restitutl~ncent~r :,$£,068 (112days ill program!' 1 ,598 .daystJ 
on proba1non the averaJIB length of time left aftet r;elease);Y 

\) 

Stra i ght iffca'rcerati on: $5,,951 (564 days in prison sentence 
if incarcerated) ; 0 

Incat'cer~'ti on with pre-tel ease: 
120 days pre-reTease) ; " 

$6> 176 044da,ys 'j n pr,i son, 

d.' Program cost savings of p5% vs. 'SCl'a1£/ht j flcarceratiOll; or 

grOgrSlI!l cost StlVil1gs of G6~~ vs. 'incarcen.li;. ion !#ithpre~release; "" 

f. Straight incarceration sav'ings ~ of 4% vs.i ncarceration with 
~pre-re1ea£e.D ", 
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Impor~al)tlY, the post-release perflh'mance Vias considet"ably1ess than desired; 

it is characterlied by a one'::'year rearrest rate of 61 percent~ whil ethe 
11 " . ~ 

.. * 
ImpactProgram 1s Probation antl Parole Componen't vIas 45 percent. 

. ' ,.~ . 

" GoaTs identified l;omeasure progr~am p'erfol'mance are listed helov/along 
"~" 

with attainment status, The complete analysis is in Section 0.0. 

Goal 1. Open three'residentiglrestttutlon shelt0l~S \~ithcapacitie$ 
,between 20 and 40 cli ents each in September, 1974 and one shelter 
within the same capacity range in Aprih 19/5 (p'~54"budget naf'rative~ 
grant application). 

Attainment: Openings."of the centers ii'lAlbanY~ .. Hilcon and Rome v/hich . 
were schedpl (:!d to beg; n operations Septnn-het' 1" 1974, were del ayed ,..between 
30 and 75 days. 'The Atlanta Center SChedUled to open April 1,1970 
opened April 30, 1975~' 0 

Goal 2. Provide an alternative to., incarceration for both the Courts 
and the Board; of Pardons and Paroles (p. 67,grant application). 

Attain~ent; Pl acementsC
• from both the Courts and Board of Pardons ·and 

Paroles Were received. Of the 400 offender" participants"approximately 
80% were from the Courts and 2m~ from the Board pf Pardons. aJld Parol es. 
The, problems cited earlier minimize any accomplishment in this area. 0 

Goal 3. a To divert 275 offenders'during the 22rnonths 'of progralJl 
ope'ra tion (October, 1975 g.tant amendment), . _. , . 

Attainment: The pl~ogramwas hig'rllt' succe$Sfl.l~ ~Jitl1;ts re~is:d goal . 
of '275 offender pl aeements -Mdown from 60[1 on q:ma l1y-"ach1 eVl ng1 1/2 
times it~,adjusted goal~ Ot 400 offender' placement:;. 

Goal 4. To save $592~900 as a result of t:H~ogr'am divel~!.:ion (Same as #3) .. 
.0 

Attainment: Another· downward r,evisod goal which odginally projected 
savings of$2,Q64!)OOO (grant narr'ative p.,55). Uti1i;;ing the. . 
mathema.tioal formula used in the Octob-e~1 ~1975 grnntamenc!ment}c no real 
do} 1 ars were . saved 3S. average dai ly ~r~9r'am cos t . far I exceeded tho~e (,) 
same costs for prison. In FY75.;md~Y76 the l:rogi~aJ~ s aV,erage dal~Y c 

costswere$24.68 and $11.99.rf'spect1Vely, wh11e.pnsonc.:osl:s were $8.99 
and $8.77. re!;pec£ive1j~ Ho\'nwet',if al'Gli1tiv(!"co$i~ effec~tveness . . 
aapproaGh "is used~cost si1vings potential tot-a)$. M~108 per' dlVerted·· 
offender with compal"ab 1 e sentences ~ 

,\ ,< 

*HarveY Nati.on and GVlendblyn" f>:rJ de. ~6.1.1.a!!!RT tiJii.!!' lmpact ~Anti -crime. Progr~m: 
Second Annual- Report, Atlanta; .~a; Q(:Wt~~;D DepaY'l:;n"~ntOTTfffinaer Rehab,1ltatl0t1> 
1976, p. 59. !; 

iii' 

" " 

. .,.."~'" -"~- .'~ __ u,,'_ . • ~_ . .,. ...... ~. ",. __ ~"-'t ... ,~ .. -.....-.,.._,_~ .... -, 

,: ~ " . 

Goa~ 5. To successfully graduate 60 percent of all offender 
;participants (per.formance budgeting material SUbmitted to OPB, 
October 27, 1975). 

. Attainment: Sixty-one percent of ,all offenders released from the 
program were sUccessfully terminated. 

c, 
.;, 

G?al 6. Assure victif!! repa.ration through the payment of res'titution 
elther act~al ?r partlal cash or symbolic restitution (pp. 68-69 
grant appllcatlon). c 

. Attain~ent: 9f t~e $207,.567. awarded Victims, only $54~'828 was repaid. 
. Symbo 11 c res tl tUtl on wa~ ?ss 1 gned to 157 offenders, mos t of whom were 

parolees .. Pr09:am par~lclpantsreportedly performed 2,556 hours of 
compulsory publlC serVlce as symbolic restitution. 

. Goal 7: .To te~st the . eff?cti veness of intensive p~~obation/parole ' 
'c· "supervlslon anti restltutl0n.paymeaton offender success/failure in 

the program and after releas'e (p. 68,grantapplication). 

Attainment: . The fr?mework i~, which Intensive Propati8h/Parole Supervisors 
P?rformed the,l: dutles was dl!f?rent from traditional models because 
~lt~le htodno.~n-street s~pervlsl0d'Of the offender occurs, thus 'the super-
~sl~n.~ lltt)e to no lmpact on offenders. Pearson correlation revealed no 

slgmfJcance related t~ .success or failure based on restitution payment. 

.Goal B.To measure citizen participation in terms of the use of 
one-to-one VOlunteers with each offender, in job placement and in the 
use of VISTA volunteers (p. 68,grant app1ication).D 

~ , 

P.tt?i~ment: Only 23 percent· of th,e 6ff~nders served were paired with 
oa ~1_.1zen NOl~nteer at program entry; .. 22' percent of all, offenders wete 
palr~d atthelr release from the program. t1e were unable to identif 
any Job Place~ent~ developed oy volunteers. However, VISTA VOluntee~s 
were very act~ve 1h centers.and performed many ta.sks wen. However th 
~~:~~~bi~~~o+~:nl reP1rtedl ln

j 

69 percent of. the 'cases Was II vol untee~ no~ 
• . ' •. j. . . ow lev? us~ageof commUnl ty resources was an issue 

", th~sed 1~ the .p~ogram s, lnter..1m evaluation whicrcontinued throughout ',' ". gran perlo. "I) , 

J; -

'. 

t) -',;. 
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indebtedness, and preveht non,..criminal legal action or negative reaction 

by the communi~y from occurring. 
I.' 

., 

1. 3A lternati ve 

In July; 1974~ DOR developed two diversionary programs which would reduce' 
.0 

intake of offenders into the prison system. The first waS the Intensive 
o 

Supervision Probation/Parole Supervision Program, designed to divert offenders 

.into a speci?lized community supervision program at the time of sentencing, 
I. 

thereby reducing the number of inmates available for prison entry. The 
(."(', 

program was characterized by small caseloads with a supervisor-to-off.~nder 
I -'-

.ratio of 1 to 25, use of community resources for assistance to help s'\l)lve 

offehders problems) and the use of the private citizen as a volunteer in 

LO .PROGRAM OVERVIEW _ conjunction with the Probation/Parole Supervisor. 

The second diversion prog,ram was the Restitution Shelter Program. The 
"' G \,.' 

" Georgia Restitution Program also focused on the diversion of ~}igible 

offenders at the time of sentencing,s thereby reducing DQR .intake of inmates. 

As a result, the majority of program participants were, rightfully, 
t; . • 9 . 

o probationers. Howev~r, the Boa,rd of Pardons and Paroles utilized the 

(/ program as a tool. for parole consideration in $omecases where the offender 
o 

c .$ " " o 

G" 

wguld have otherwise remained incarcerated or at revocation Proceedings in 
{;) ." 

o 

'6 

1i eu of reimpri soning the offender. DOR has operated the Restituti on Shel ter 
.;. ,) <", '.~:~,:.,; 

Pr.ogramund:er ~H!spi~es of the Community Facilities Division since September, 
;;) 

£1 
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1 .4 Program Concept 
" 

Ol)eelement within the concept of restitutioh.is offerfper reparation 

to the victim for losses and/or damages incurred when such payments are 
I) 

generated from the offender' semp loyment rela t~d earned" income. A lthqugh 

offenders generally are gainfully employed full time, sometimes, a·divers': on 

of cash income through a restitution scheme is extremely difficult because 

of the offender's economic circumstances. In those cases, restitution must' 

assume a symbolic nature to be effective. 

Public service took various forms such as the offender providing 

individualized services at mental health facilities, local hospitals, and 

non-profit organizations or to the community itself through park maintenance 

and street cleaning. The community benefited from other services provided 

by offenders 'such, as home t'epairs, leaf-raking and other services for the 

elderly .and/or disabled pers'ons without the financial capability to pay 

private c vendors for such services. 

" 
Current justice practices rarely provide for interaction between the, 

victim and the offender after criminal acts have been committed.' There 
'>~ 

() 

are no plans for the victim to ,be the determining factor in the use, award 
\.-:=: ... 

or value of symbolic restitution. However, the ~ictimn1ay reject 'any 

monetary compensation awarded. Involvement of the victim in the value 

determination of public service restitution 'eccurred on a limited basis and 

personallzed,symbolic restitution in which the victim receives the benefits 

is not planned. 

,\ I;; 

o 

c 

"~":·'::::::::::::'rr.::' ',: 

'D 
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5 

The criteria established for offender participation in service-oriented 

restitution included: low earned income from employment, family dep.endents 

to support, physical disability, current recipient of public assistance, 

and offenders whose release ft,'om prison or jail was stimulated by the 

availability of ttre program as an alternative to incarceration. Public 

service duty was directed by the Courts Ot the Board of Pardons and Paroles 

as a special stipulation .of a sentence or a release order. The performance 

of public service by offenders was also an additional program mandate of 

the Deputy Commissioner. 

Halfway houses 15 or restitution centers by their very design must be 

located near peopl e centers, where community i nvol vement~ identificat'ion, 

and concern are prevalent. Problems develop when community involvement is 

lacking. Halfway houses have historically experienced a difficult time 

.. developing and being functional when community concerns are directed 
\'; 

against a program. ~. 

. .. 

Cijtizens) as past and potential victims of crime, do not ~enerally 

welcome the establishment of correctional rehabiLitation programs in their 

community because citizens have rar.ely recovered their losses and damages 

as a result of criminal activities of offenders. Also, it max, be felt 
n 

that the presence of qffenders in the local community \'Jill make the citizens/. 

vulnerable to repeat~d victimi2ation. 

Successful community correctional rehabilitation pr8~rams should reduce 

recidivism, which in turn lowers tbe rate of readmission to the prison 

system. Offenders released directly from prison to t9t street without 

a cpmmunity center experience have a recidivism rate of 53 percent in 
.' ,,~'.) 

. Georgia. l6, It is felt by many correctional administrators that. recidivism 

can be further reduced through the expanded use of community resources~ 

, ' , , 
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A major effort to make tbe Restitutio,n Program acceptable to the 

community and reduce recidi'vism Wl;'S the utilization of citizen volunteers 

in'"arious capacities within the program. Citizens'who show offenders that 

they care help offenders un~erstand their human needs as well. as their 

responsibility to society to be a useful, law-abiding. citizen. Through 

tne use of citizens as volunteers and other community agen6ies 1 "the return 
~ .Q 

to prison rate is reduced, as rendered services increase. B 
IT 

[ 
. ,0 

As a model for the Restitution Program in Georgia, the highly successful ,,~ 

1.5 Model of·Program Act~vities 

"'-. -
<J \ 'I 

[ 
Mi nnesota Res ti tuti on Program!7 was rev; ewed for. its potenti a 1 impl ementation .; . 

;n Georgia. Upon revi ew, howe¥er, i ~ was felt that Georgi a's program shaul d . 
.' 

[ provirlemore flexiQ,ility in client selection, service deliyery, ~nd operation 
" 0 

than thoat which is available to the Minnesota program. ,. 'Although latitude wa,s 

[ desired for tleorgia loS prog~am, both programs share some ~5mi1arities ~ 

[ 
]. both programs deal with the restitution concept;' 

2. both are ~~sidentia1; and 

[ 3. bothareresoearch -or; ented .. programs. 

[ 

[ 

[ 
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Thus, Georgia's ·program is in 

on e'ligibilityfor participation. 

is 1 i mi ted to: 

1. those offenders.eligible for parole having at least one year0 
left to serve on the sentence

0
at the time of entry into the program; 

2. 
and 

pl~operty offenders from the seven'" maj or metropo 1 i tan counti es ; . ';) . " , 

3. property offenders who have not demonstrated tendencies toward 
vio-ll=nt crimes. c 

In addition, those offenders whoseb{ckgrounc\; suggests severe psyctliatric 

problems or a dependency on chemicals (drugs) are ineligible. A final 

,djsqualifying factor in the Minnesota program is the offender's spcio: 
Q,. 

economic status .. If the of'fender has middle class intelligence, adeqwtJ~ 
- '. ,_,;1) C' ::', '\'l 

social skills and resources, and earned .income from,.'lawful sources, he is 
b 

I} ineligible for) participation in the program. 

The concept of r'estitution can ,be distinguished from the ~on,~ept of 

vict,)m compens~t~on thusly: 

The concept of restitu~j.onand victim compensation are 
"frequently mingled in afle hurried cliche about aid for 

, the' victim.\) Yet they are vastly different i'd~as Vl1'th 
varying'theof'etical appl ications. o. Gompensati,o~o is 
a responsibility assumed by society; it is civil '~n 0 

character ..• Re~titution~ on the"'other hand,allocates 
respon~i~ilit~ to the ?ffender; craim1orres1?5~tion by 
the cnmlnal 15 penalln character, ana thus ma01festsa 
correctional goal-~n the 9riminal process. 19 

(! " 

a. .' . 
'., Regat,rding the concept of, restit~tion, there isohe central difference 

(~ 

boetween the Georgia and Minnesota programs . In the MinnesBta program,. 
o 

Q . ' 

citizen (vi,ctim) participat'je)O is central t6 the restitution scheme and 
Q . . \ ' 

participation of the victim is an active func~ion Qf the restt.:ution 

7 .. 

" 

o ~" \). . 

agree~ent;Q thus the 1J1ctim has a potentj)al ~eto of th~ restitution-agreement. 

{f 

1) 

G 

o 

" 

'" 

i 

::1 

, '~ 



D 

o 0 

'<~:. ~ ci~:~:~=='::::::~,:~~ ..... ·w$~ .. _ .... _444< r, 

CI 

{r' 

I" 
~ 

~ 

~ 

I 
[ 

[ 

( , 

[ 

[ 

[ 0'\\ 

[ . . 

[ 

8 

u 

o 

'" However, in Minnesota when the victim isunwi.lling to participate in the 

"restitution agreemen'):, a symbolic, victim is adopted, who negotiates the 

restitution "aQreementonbehalf of the actual victim. The victim, in 
1\ D 

Georgia, is not al~ays an active participant in the restitution agreement 
,.:>, j, 

and complete victim pa~ticipation is ~ot pl~nned. 

Prop~rty crime offenders were singled out as th'e main offenders for , '. 
'\" ,c .~ , 

participation in the Georgia program; however, 80theroffense catego~t~~;',' 
,p o , 

are,eligible for participation, including misdemeanants,and viol~n't.;crime 
a '<: ""';",, 

offenders. In this .program, the compensation of the vlptimCs) is of prime 
, 0 

o . . ~ 

concern ah'd repayment of the victim(s) from the offenders' income 

earned while in the program is emphasized. 
- 0 - 0 

.' Each of the four restitution centers had its own unique features in terms 

of geographical location, size, and operational philosophies; yet,each center 
\\ Q c: IJ 

nmctioned within operational dictums estabnshed by the Deputy Commissioner. 

Within the program, therewerec two operational levels trroug~rwhich an 
. , 

, - '., I' 0 [) 

offender could °proceed tow~rd successful program completion: the residential 

and, unofficially, the post-residential phases. Neither phase had a specific 

time duration. 

Duri,ng the residential phase, the program strives to achieve positive 

changes ,511' offenders I atti tude~ and behavi lJr, to develop des i r.ab 1 e work 
v " ~ 0 

habits and,skilts, and to insure the ~epayment of restitution of the ~ictim(s). 

"" i ,.[. 

During the' post;..residential phase, the emphasis is placed on continuation,P 

reinfo~~e~ent ' and monitoring~f any aemon;tr~ted positive attitudinal and 

~ , 

[' 0 

o 

[ 

( 

I 

" '. • • oJ • Q 

" b~haVi'oral changes. 2 Due to the "'fact that only 4% ·of all inmates' are" 

females ll only mal~' offehd~rsay.e "eligible for the initial, reSidential 
o. 0:' " ,". A 

. (el '. ~ \~ ;-
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1.6 Program Objectives 
() 

Goals established for the 'Restitution Shelter Program were optimistic 

in their scope as aSresult of imaginatiVe planning. However, the knowledge 
r:l 

gathered during oh-g02n9 program ad;ivi~y necessitated modification of some 

~oals. The most signtficant of these wa~ the projection of clients to be 

served -;o-';;Of§1nally 600 but reduced to 275 by a grant amendment. 

After a llc,nanges bad been made, the goals for the p.rogram were , . 

divided into two general areas --impact and managerial. 
o Impact objectives 

addressed interaction with clients while managerial goals stipulated tasks 

administration would accomplish. 

1 .6. 1 Manageria'T . Goa 1 s 

The manageri a 1 90;1 s for the program were'~ 

1. JOpen three, residential 'resti~ution shelters with a capacity 
of 20-40 clients in September 1974; 'open one restitution 
center with a' capacity of 20-40 cl ients inApril 1975. 

2.. Provide an ~1ternative to; incarceration for both the Courts 
and the Board of Pardons'and Paroles. . 

3. Divert 275 offenders from incarceration during the 22-month 
grant period, thereby saving $592,900 . 

o (! 

4,~' Assure victim reparation through:the payment of restitution 
(etther actual, Partial c'ash, or symbolic restitution). 

1.6.2 ImpactGoals 
(j 

The impact goals for the program were: 
, ~' 

1. To test the effectiveness of intensive supervlslon and 
re$titution payment effect on offenders' success/failure 
r'ate (r~cidivism). 

2. To m~asure citizen participation inC the program: 

'., . a<. Sp0t!sorshipro 1 es 
b. Job placements 
c. "VISJA 



fG.! 
t[ 

I 
~ {I' 

a 

10 

1.7 R~searchCohcerns 

Failure among nmarginal risk ll offenders fn transitional community 

supervision programs occurs at a rate higher"than that desired by Georgia DOR. 

As a speciali'zed program, the rate of f~ilure among the. Restitution Center" 

clientele will prov;d~ a major inqicator of wh~ther this treatment approach 

is a Viableoa~0;11ative to incarceration. 

As a connnuni ty-based program, $635,728 Was budgeted to ·jniti ally 

finance the centers. A~ a result of this" expenditure, a cost 

analys;swas performed with the expectation of an end-of-program correlation' 

wi th benefi ts . 
" 

Therefore',the objectives of the final evaluation were: 
".- t.) 

" 
1 u test the effectiveness of intensive supervision on, 
clients"of the Restitution Center Program; 

G 

2 •. develop a' cost/benefits analysi s; 

3.
c

determine if this program wa.?useda~an alternative 
to incarceration; 

. ;- 4. det.C;ljl1ine to, what extent restitution of victims occur: 

a. actually; 
b. partially; 
c.symbolically; and, 

" 

5. determine what effect volunteers have ,on offenders in reducing 
revocations while at the same time increas;ngemployment among 
program parti ci pants. 0 

1. 8 Grant Management o 

() 

o 

Coor~ination of activ{tie~ (state and federal administration 3 accountinlh . ',' ,~:., . , '-', 

evaluation and perso0nnel) and the diversity of programs within the grant". 
. 1/' , _. . ,. . ~ , ~ 

created a need for Ji grant monitor~ This)ndividual was responsibl'5 foi'l 
OJ" _' y" 

coordinating the iniormatjop flow between various affected" untts within DOR, 

.v o 

, 0 

.-1;"' 

~~.-.--~-----------:-------:-~. ~ 

~~ x.," 
11 

r 11: 
the State Grime Commission, regional LEAA, and national LEAA; ~:gquested 

() 
~! approval of grant amendments; and was the impetus for establishing 

~ \r' ji 

programmatic parameters. 
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,~) '.~ 

~ 
Selection of part; cipatin9Judi c1 a1 Ci rcu; ts 

Judges from Georg~a's 42 judicial circuits were canvassed for participation 
o 

Jh this program with 15 judicial circuits r~pr.esentedin this evaluation. ' 
t!. ' . ." • .' • ~ .., 

Participating~ judi'cial circuits were chosen .for inc1usion cin the Intensi~'e 
~,!.. 

Superv; s'io'n Programaf'ter super; o~ court judge(s,)~adew'l'ittenrequests for 
'1 '!( 
·c .• ~f .. 

. placement 'ofCl,n Intensive Probation/Parole Supervisor in their resp~ctiye 
judicial circuit. The need for program services in an area was also a 

o faG,tor 1nthe judicial circuit selection procesS. ){owever, in conjunction 
. . 

with their reque;ts, each judge also expr~ssed p~ogram support and a 

willingness to utilize the program in lieu of incarceratton fot eligible 
L"- "':' 

,.' -Q 

off~nders. 
o 

0. 

Q 

2.0 ~ETHODOLOGY 2,2 Personnel All ocations and Recruitm~nt . 

Personnel allocations were originally made reflecting priority 

Q recommendations of"ea~h Regional Deputy Commissioner prior toJllarch 1,1'97.5, ' 
gj( . 0 " ' ' 

(] ,.., . 

when DCOR adopted divisional administr:ation., Subsequent to March ~.~ 1975,' 
" 

the Deputy ·Commissioner for Community r':?cilitiesDivis;on', on;Cofthreeo 

operatlonal divisi'1ns, supervised commuonity factl ities. ReCr\-litme~t-d'1 
" 0 , '" 

personnel was delegated to the Assis,tant'Deputy Comnlissioner and, to eac,h Shelter 
" oi 'f'ec:o" tQ \I/ro:"", prospective e!'10 lovees I.~ere tb be ass i gnedf hC'tleVer; the " . .... ", . \\ 

0, 

Deputy Comniss.ionet retained final approval authority. '. A di SCUS$ ion of 
." . Q G 

, ttl 

personnel results ;s present'ed later. 
f! ,',' f? 

o 'iF' 
2.3' Definition of' Eligibir{ty ;? ~ 

'Th~cr defini ti oC~ of e 1; gibil ityorigi na l1y estab 1 i ~ed' i !;I~nti fi;d 'the' 

target population as "marginal risk, second offeDse felon's. u20' Problems' 
, \, . ,~ , .p. ;,:. '" ~;; 

'" ", 

\{~'V~ l\.1pl'd with ill till' i 1\ it i \\ 1 . ,\l'o'pl \\.()n'· \\ .. ,l\\l'\vff"1-. \~Iwn \\'\,\'\\\1, f tu\l.',ll ~mi\l 
',:-.!'l.o' 

.' " 
,\ 

o· 

Q 
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•• /I • 
questl0ns arose WhlCh had not pr~viously been consldered. Questions 

considered were,; 

1. Must both offenses be fe 1 oriles? 

2. Could placement result from a combination of misdemeanor 
and felony conditions? " 

'3. Is.thefirst offender with a series of misdemeanor charg~s 
eligiole?o., ' "" 

", 
4. Is the probationer or parolee'whQse current level of 
adjustment is deteriorating eligible without going through 
formal revocation" procedures?' 

c 

5. Upon acceptance, should the duration o·f the program be 
the same for a 11 offenders''? , (,\.~.' r"_. 

,.''''------''' 

From field operations and .judici'a!l viewpoints.,. the definition of engibi;~ty ~ 
was cumbersome and did not provide the latitude deemed appropriate for a 

su. ccessfu,l program. While no .. specificanswers~forthc6ming, management 

sought wider pr.ogram acceptance ,through an expan~~ion criterion. 

. .In August, 1975,,' at mid-program, theOLaW Enfbrtement A~~ahce 
Administration (LEAA} approved a grant amendment changing eligibility from 

"marginal risk,secon,d offense felons·· to IImarg.ina1 risk .. 1121 Thus, oit 

was left to the, discretion of theCour~s ,and· the Board of· Pardons and Paroles 

to define IImarg inai 'riskllinthe disposit'ion of each ca'se considered. 

,2.4 Selection of Participants 
',I~ 

Referra 1 and acceptance of offenders to the program were done through : 

1. the court through direct sentencing after conviction or 
following probation proceedings; or 0 0 ,,0 

'0 .~ '- , -

2. the Parole Board through direct pi;l.rolegrant or 'ass,ignme,nt .. 
following parole revocations proceedings when caseloads were ", 
less than 90% ofcapaci ty. . c> 

Other sources of program placements wer~\\ discouraged to prevent 

contamination of the sampl e. 
@ 

,0 . 
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Random se 1 ecti on waS"not to be used in p 1 acementdeterm; nati ons unti 1 
" 

. the center reached 90 percent of capacity. The 90petcent of capacity criterion 

Cl 

was" arbitrarily established to provide: 

1. ~accelerated program growth; and~ 

°2. eventual random selection of all participants once 
centers reached and maintained normal operating capacity. 

While caseloads were less than 90 percent of capacity, the judiciary or the 
a 

ParoleoBoard could place an offender in this pl~ogramwithout regard to 

randomization procedures. Follo\I.Ping the interim program evaluation report, 

all pl acements ~lere to be !?y the random se1 ecti on process. The random 
, 

selection proceis .of selecting program participants is a mathematical 

procedure of determining eligible participants through the elimination of 

selection bias . 

Zr.6 Special Exceptions 

To provide the referral"sources' additional placement alternatives, 

exceptions to criteria were built i~to the participant selection process. 

were two" categories for special cases: . 

,,1. the offender rejected through random sel ectj on 
procedures~ and~ 

2. the offe~der whose placemenfrequired the re­
classification of another program participant to 
create. a vacancy when caseloads were full. 

In both cases, however, the Courts or parole Board would make an additional 
q 

request for ,acceptance into the program based upon the offender i s need forO 

the program1s servi,ce. 

, ,,' 

o 

There 

' ........... --"--
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2.7 Period of Superv; sfon 

DefinJte requirements regarding the amount of time an offender would 
" 

spend in th"e. program were not established. G,rant expectations and, estimates 

were, on the otherhand~ predicated upon an tn-program period of approximately 
Ii 

5 1/; months, and would be determined by the offender!s behav'ioraladjustmerif 
lL 

while in'the program.*, Change~ to the client's legal- status (via sentence 

amendment,or sentence being set a~ide, revoked, or other disposition) 

r~quired concurrence of the rlikrra 1 authori ty. 
" 

2.8 Data Sources 

The sources of data for this evaluationcwere: 

1. a,descripti,V~ offender profile developed by c~l!1p~ter anal~sis 
from data previously collected on >al1 program partlclpant 0 

files; . . 
,= 

200 the' case re'cord, a chronologically orga~i :zed narr~ti ve document 
which outl i ned ,;;prob 1 ems andumethodso;,o poss ~ eso 1 utl ons a",nd,Qthe~ 
pertinent data useful in a treatmentprr~:,s; , 

3. the Scope D?lta Sheet which provides addditional statistical (> 

data; ., , " 

4. routine Pl#obatiort/Parol'e Supervi~ors'.monthlY :reports providing 
statistics on caseloads, i.e .. , termlnatlOns, cllents, number of 
vol unteers., etc.; and, " C 

.5 .. the Scope Termination Reportwtli ch subjectively records t~e 
Probation/Parole Supervisor's reason(s) for the success or fallure 
of the c1 ient,. (See Appendix B~) . 

2.9 Data Collectiod 

Primaryrespon$ibility for the collecti.on of datawa~igne,d jointly 

to a Research Associate and four (4) Probat.ion/Parole Supervisors with 

additional assistance from the Descrfptive Research and Statistics Unit; 
~. .:> • 

DCaR. The Research Associate coordinated the reporting procedures and was 
': ". ,(, . (.1 

~. '. 

responsibl e for thecompi1ation .and computation of data. 

*Grant application' budget nar.rative!l .. p.s4 •. 
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2. 10 Data Analyses 
o 

The data analyses were performed using a packaged computer program, 

. ~the Statistical Package for ,the Sotiai Sciences (SPSS). SPSS is a user-

o ori~nted system which provide~, a large measure. of' flexibility in the 

,(/ 

manipulation of data and enables the evaluator to personally analy:z~ the 

data which he has collected. 
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3.0 ANAtYSIS OF FIND1NGS 

TheanaTysis' of findings 'is bas~d upon data submitted at tWfYdifferent 
o 

program development stages. The first da~a set is from the Scope Data Sheet 

whichwas utilized ci:t program entry to provide qemographic data 'on program 

refe)~r~Ts. The second data set is for the Scope Termination Report filed 
1,\ 

at the '!'time the offender-'s supervision end~ and· in whi ch the Probation/Parol e 
, " 

SupefVi~or~ubjeGtiYe]y critiques the .offender's program progress in retrospect. 

3.1 Referrals* 
11"' ''. ' 

the~'e were 413 offender referrals to the ~es,tit~tion Shelter Program, of 
1 > .;1 

which 400 referrals tesulte1l in program placements. I. Of that number, 57 cases -

"wereref:~rred to the program after data collection ended. The 13 cases'not 
" 

,~ubjected to pr~gram'supervi sion had the following di spositions: accepted 

, into the Intensive Supervision Program (5); randomly rejected and incar~erated 

(4); and other (4). Because there were few cases in the control group ahd a 

, strati fiE~d sampl e proved impractica 1 ~ no further ana lys i s of control group 

'data is t,~eing mad~. 

3. 1 . l' R~'ferra 1 s by Source 
,', ':. c:' f",~ :::. 

oAs a 'diversion fronl'imprisonment, the program received 80 percent of its 
() 

referral S,t, from the Courts" directly on probation. An addi'ti ona 1 20 percent 

of the oifenders, oof whom: 28 were youthful 
." . '"" . 0 

offender parol ees" were referred 
':;; "'l 

'to the pr.ogl"am by the Board "of Pardons and Paroles. 

~: 

*This 
referrals 

'0 

o 

n 

ananalysi~ of the' charactefisticsassociated with program 
not attempt to coml;>are with the p~isori population. 

o 
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3.1.2 Age 

.. The reported age of all partic,ipantsQral1,ged fro~m 15 to 64 years of~e~i 0 

T~mean agei?was 24.13years'\,ilth standarddeviati~n of 7.927. A.totalofl) 

78% (31°2) offenders were in agrollp of eleven ageswhich ranged from 17 

to 27 yearsCc~ age and clbselg:o paralleled age grouping in the correctional 

i nsti tution~ 'J S~e Table °1) • 

TABLE. 1 o 

AaEBY PROGRAM STATUS 

" 
~ 

" 
--, " ACle Groups Program Status 

,0 15-16 17-20 21-27 28-64 Total 
9 

77 320" Probationer 0.0 167 '" 76 
" 

Paro'lees 1 33 36 10 " 80 
,--;" 

" , c0400 
TOTAL. 1 200 112° 87 

3.1.3 Race and Sex 

Due to the residential design of th~ program, there were no female referrals 

. d 57% were whi te rna les, or placements. However, of the placementsrecelVe 3 d 

43% ' were black males, andc(~~re Hispanic males (See Table 2). 
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'19, 

TABLE 2 

PROGRA.M STATUS 'BY RACE AND SEX 

J. ~ 

Prog'ram Stat,us ., Race and Sex 
~,,- White Male Black Male Hispanic Male Total 

'. 

Probati oner 187 123 q, 2 312' :, 
'~j 

J<\l.1 t';' 

Parolee 40 48 0, 88 (] 

,,....- () 
0 

0 

TOTAL 
i'l 

0 227 171 2 400 . , 

3.1.4 M~rital Status 

"Fifty-~oUr p~rcent of all off~9-r referrals were Single. In addition, 
o 0 

the.re were 23%' married offenders and 23% Offenders reported being divorced, 
", e 

separated'or other. 

,'".' ;.. .... 

3.1.5 Dependents 

Sixty,~'three p@l"centoffenders reported no children dep:endent upon their 

support. Eighteen p'ercent offenders reported one dependent child, and 19% 
= 

offenders reported two dependent chil dren. On the other" han~ ,,62% repotted 

having no adul t~ to support, 32%" r~portedone dependent,aduft and0 6% 

reported two adultsOfor whom they were financiallY-liable. 
~ .;~.:), 

3.1.6: Socio-E~onomic Status 
'0 

_ The !SoC; o:economi c,status most often reported was themi nimurn standard 
~J 

of living characterizedby c~rrent poverty guidelines. In tha'tcategory, 
. , 

j) 42% offenders were .0 reported at the' rni nimum standarcd of 1 i vi n9 level. 
Q ,0 

Anothet' 26'~.~6ffenders were reported~to be middle class ~ while the 
a .. 

occ.asH.1Oallyemployed category totaled 19% of'all placements. 
(\ ' ',0 u i,. " " 
~ , 
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On1':Y6 % of. the Offenders were solelY dependen'f on public assistance 
.' , ,," .' () 

,(welfare) ,andot,rer socio:'economlc or no status t:'as reported for 7% 

offenpers. (See- Tab-res 3 and. 4). 

o 
TABLE 3 r, 0 

RACE' BY SOCIa-ECONOMIC STATUS 

0 \~: ..; " -. . Occasionally Minimum Standard Middle 
Race Welfare Emplov6'o of tiving Class Other Total 

" 
Wh:ite ... 10 :' ~\ 33 7 ,93· 75 16 227 

" 
Blac/( 10 32 106 15 8 171 

-

Hispanic 0 0 0 2 I, 0 0 2 
'. , , 

'\,\ 

201 0 90 24 AOO fOTAl 20 65 
, 

TABLE 4 o 

sOCiO-tCONOMIC STAT4S BY PROGRAM STATUS (0 

',' 

o 
&\ , 0 

Pro;gram " Occasionally Minimum Standard Middle , 

Total Status Welfare Employed .,0Ll iying 0 Class Other 
=:., .' 

"" 320 Probationer 12 I':' 55 <.- 156 79 18 
v ., 

~ 

. Pap01ees 5 9 55 1/ 8 3 80 
" " 

Q 

" ,. 

TOTAL 17 '64 .2.11 87 'I 21 400 
o '"'- a 

" g 
= . 

3.1.7 .Education 

The avera~eeduc.at; on 1 e"ve 1 of all reterrals was 9.9] wi th a s tanda~d 

. deviation of 2~3. Education attainment "tang~d "fromfirs.t grade ('4) to a 

bachelor's de;~ee (1). ~li9h:~;fiveo~ff~~dersl"reported h~.vin9 a high school 
II ~ 10 a ,\ ~ i • 

diploma or its equivalent. E'~jghteet, offendet,s had oryr or mo~e years of 
:=':" 0 (I ,1 

83% ; 'were;n anacademiggroup from 
r;. ',~~\.-", 

college. The mi;ljority ofof~enders)l . ", r ,/ 
\~ '?_/~ 8th to 12th °grade leveh '11 0 
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3.1.8 Offenses 
o 

Of :al1 offender placements, 13% (-44)o~ere pJaced as a result of a 

misdemeanor conviction. The remaining 87% placements stemmed from a felony 
" C> • 

c' 

conviction. Crimes against property (burglary, theft, and forgery) comprised 
J) 

the 1 argest cq,tegory, with ~urgl ary 115, theft 62': and forgery 47 p.l acements, 

respectively. Offense against person--the bodily injury incidents such as 

aggravated assault, murder,- and rape--accounted for 18% offender placements. 

Drug offenses accoun\:2d for 5~b placements. See Table 5 which follows and. 

summarizes sentences by offense group (based upon com~lete data sets -

" Scope Data Sheet and Termination Report). 

-
0 

Offense ','-
,. [1-24-". 

'," 
« 

Misdemeanor c ,.\:~: .~ 15 
Crimes Against, " ";:.;. 

Persons' 3 
C,rimes Aga i'nst 

Property 0 2 

Drugs " 0 

.TQJAL 20 

TABLE 5 

OFFENSE BY SENTENCE 

LenQth of Sentence 
'25-36·, ' 37-60 ·61-120 

3 9 9 
p .', 

0 

2 5 12 

l{j3 46 ,39 
H r 
J 

f~ 0 0 3 
; " " 
18 60 ,,63 

Months) 
121-240 

., 

2 

7 
~ 

46 

2, 
/ 

57 

3.1.9 ' Earned Income and Types of R;dtitut on Awarded 

Life total 

0 38 

1 \' 30 

0 l46· 

0 ., 5 

1 219 
o 

" 

:) 

Gross earnings, for .ease of discussions were divided intoOfive categories: 
. . 

(O}no ea~hed inc~me, (1) fncome fro~$17 thru$502, (2) 

tnru$1,440, (3) income from $1~44l0thru/$2,995, and (4) 

income from $503 

income from $2,996 

thru $12, r01. Thefo'-10wiU9 table,..-produced ''by cross ... tabu1ation of variables, " 
. 0 

,types of rest; tutiol1 .andn gr,oss earnings--suggests that gro~s' earnin~s were 

C) 

,.0 
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higher when actual cash restitution was awarded. , . -,~ . 

'" The difference in the data 

o 

U 
'~' , , , 
,,' 

, <, 

9'r 

may be' exp 1 a; ned away as ares'!~t of the ass J gned bffend~r status. 0 GenerallY!l " ~ 
C) 

parolees relea~ed from prison were unemployed" at program entry and did not 

na ve any res ti tut ion ob 1 i ga tf ons ," ~ut their pa ro Ie was a i'd~d il ~ thJ' a va il a~ il i ty ~ 
~ 0 . 

of the program; whye probationers who were as,signed by ~he~:.co~rts we~e : , ,~ 
generally employed at entry and had .,a definite cash" res~itution obl igation. it 

T,ABLE 6 . ~ 
INCOME BY; REST1TUTION B I' 

\\ 
'I . . 

0 

" 
co 

Gross Earnings ., Types of, Restitution " 

I)' II Tdtal 
Cash Partial Symb,ol ic ; 

U 
" Combination, . ,-

No earned 
" 

income 74 2 ,,)44 I, 
'.\ ,120 (31%), 

" ", 

,~ 
~ 

0 

$17 -"$502 32 
0 

65 (17%J 3 0 30 
:,::::;" 

,. . .:-::::""' ... --::::~.~ II: 
$503 $1~440 

(~ II 

- 40 0 26 66 0"7%1 
',' 

~ 
" 
$1,441 - $2,995 39 4' 24 

" 

67 (17%) (] " 
" " 

'~ 
, 

$2,996 - $12,101 '" 
0 ~ .; 

43 . 0 o'Z¢: 67 (17%) 

'. " 0 

TOTAL. " 228 9 l4ff 385 
59%" 

-
2% 38% "100% 

, 
~ 

" " . 

3~1.1DO Earnings of PtJogram Participants;:,' I',l 

," 

Statistical earning data supplied by the' Geo~~ia Depart~ent of Labor 'indicate ~ 
, " 

that 125 (32%) offe~dersha~ no reported earned' 'inc~~~ during the four qu~rtersl'~ 

di!ta souppl ied beginningw;th the fourth quarter C)f 1Srs", DlJring this same," ' E 'p 

peri9dof time 61% of the total offender group with earned income had earned 

income of la~ss try,an$4,732 \'Jhich;,js slightly below theminimum~".wage. Another 
Q -0 .. 

31"(7%) offenders hadearnedincom~atd.r above the ni'inimumwage levelef 
:9 ,c' . " ,~ -' 

$2.30 per hour~,. w'hencoln'p,ute,d or:tan a·nnua.l basis th ~ 1 r r , ' '. . 0' ' e saa y ange was 

., c;.1 

o 

~ 
" '~ 

<II, i 
8 

"I 
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$4~787 to $12~~01: four offenders earn~d in excess 0~,$10,000 

each; 10 offenders earned between $6,000 and $9,999; and 17· offender~ 

"earned between $4,787 and $5,999. Gross wages reported totaled $566,900 

with a mean of $2,123 for those offenders ha,ving earned income. An estimated 

25 percent af the gross earned income was withheld for payroll deductions ,.; 

for, state and federal income taxes, and several security an'd other miscellaneous 

. ~j items such as insurance, union· dues, and equipment . 
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4.0 TERMINATIONS, RECIDlVISMANU TRANSITION 
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4.0 PROGRAM TERMINATIONS) RECIDIVISM AND TRANSJTION 

This sectio:~ analyzes program termi'~ations;, and "recidivism (rearrest). 

The analysis include three types of termirations: , success, failure" and 

other, each definedbelo~. 

Types 

~f.~ess 
< rP " 
q 1 P'ai' ure 

Other 

I TOTAL 

(Also analyzeda1:~~earrests,and c()nvictions.) 

Q 

TABLE 7 

PROGRAM TERMINATIONS 

Number Percentage ' 
i, , II 

0 

'" 

241 59% 

138 ~ 35% 

21 6% 

400 100% 
-II 

~ 

4.1 Success Terminations 
. . ~ 

Successful program completicmcan b~,described by one or"/a combination of 

the following characteristics: 

sen~ence expired; 
o 

2. paid awardedresti tution in full; 

3. completed ~ymb.olic restitution;, and, 

4 •.• sent~Y)peamended because of posltiVe beh~vio~al adjustment~, 
satlsfactory employment, and payment of rest1tutlon. 

, r . 

Of all terminati;ons in 'this program,59% (241)"were successful terminatiiorlS. 

(See Table 7.:,above). 
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a o 

'4.2 Failune Terminations, 

Failure terminat;"ons are 'those caSes in whjch"superv;sion ended because 

the offender: . 

1., absconded; or 

,2. was revoked for technical violations Q,f the probation order 
, or parole agreement or a neW crime conviction and sentence., 

A total of 138 (35%) cases were cJassifiedasfci.ilures·by the above criterfa~ 
)) 

A,bsconders accounted for 45% (62) of all failures; ryew crime convictfonsand 

revocations, the remaining 55
0

% (76). 

4.3 Other Terminations 

This group of terminations included cases for which the reasons for 

termination data were not reported and deaths. There;,were3 in-program 

deaths and 10 cases that nad' incomp]etedata, 8of\'/hich cases were receiving 

i,n-program supervis ion' . 
o 

4A' Red di vi sm 
u 

The recidivism' analysisispased oncdatasupplied by the Georgi-a Crime 

Information Center" (GClC') of the G~orgia BIJ~eau of Investigation. Two 
" " " - ~ 

hundred seventy-four offenders had data re¢ords filed with GCIC. GCIC di'd 

not provide data on those offenders arrested or convicted out-of..:state. 

Some data records provi ded ~by GC I C Were incomplete and, because of . ,- u 

the number of arrestingauthorfties maintaining on~site offender data records, 

the task of file verification wa,s beyond the resources available'to the 
, . .. 'I '. 0 

evaluator. In addition, the lack of complete offender case recoftdsat 

, the respective, centers 1 imited th'e available data. 
,\ 0 

'.:. II 

1/ " 
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Recidivism is defined in the Research and Development Bullet)n No.1 

as consistin~ of: 

,,1. ~rimitlal ~ct~ !ha~resulted in ~onviction by a court, when 
COJTll1l1 ttedby 1 ndl Vl dual s who, are under correctional supervi si on 
or who have been released for correctional supervision within a 
specific traGking period,and by 

, • >, c:;::::::::' 

2 •. t:~hnical Yiol~tions of probatiory or parole in which a sentenCing 
'h~thO;d,ty took actlon that resulted 1n an adverse change in the 
oTfender's. legal status. 

We cannot project a s,uccessful recidivism rate based on this definition 

because of fa<:tors outl ined above. If.) however, we };peak of program 

performance based on rearre,sts but not convictions we are able to discuss 

program imp9ct . Of the ~74 offen,ders who had a GCIC record, '31% were 

rearrested wit~in six m~nth~ of program release;" within one year 59% had 
, 0 

been rearrested; within eignteen montrsafter program release 87% had been 

rfarrested. Data ware no~avai1able for the two-year, anal.ysis. 

~ 

.. 

, Rearrest 

Q 

" Success 

, 

TABLEJ~ 

REARREST 

Probati on Time 
6 mos. One Year 

, 

50 '7" 
31% 59% 

lTD 43 
69% 41% 

18 mos. 

5 
87% 

11 
13% (I 

The 59% one.;.year rearrest rate for the Restitution Shelter Program is 

roughly ~~~parable to the 45% one-year rearrest rate for the,Impact Program. 22 

.GSoth programs Served high ris'k offenders ,and basic program criteria were 

, generally sjmilar; however., the Impact Program participari,ts recetved more in-
. . 0 

'0 

"program therapeutic coul1seHngand wei"e p,rovided follow-up services after 

release •• 
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The Minnesota . Restl' tu' tl'on Pr',ogramreported a 40% 0De'"'yea,r return to 

" rimental group.23 Noted differences between Georgia's prison rate for its .expe . , '. . ... 

. ..,' d '1' t served and Mi nnesota I s Program were the number ,of ceQters an c 1 en s 

(individually,' no center's one-year rearr;st rate would have been e'qual to 

't r' than Ml'nnesota's ~ne-year rate.) Additionally, Minnesota particiyantsf7'j or greae, " . .', tn 
were selected from its prison population which is in contrast to the majority" 

of Georgia's selections where offenders are selected'largely from the courts. ffi 
" Conviction data Were not available for the entire sample. Of the 40 cases 

where both ar;est a.nd convic,tion d~ta are present, 45% were successes and 55% 

were fail ures wi thin six monthS;', theone-year rate for fail ures was 75%. The 

disposition reported fa~ tn?se sases~'~t.,the one-year level were: proba ti on 'IJ.i th 

'fines and restJtution, 22%; jailed or prison 28%; ,split sentence (jail,and 

probatio~ to follow), 15%; convicted and current sentence revoked, 15%; 

'10% 0 d the 10% (See Table 9 below) ,0 .~. dismissed, " 0; an. 0 ,r, . 

, Di s posi ticn 

TABLE 9 

ARREST DISPOSITION 

Number 

Restitution, fine probation 9 

Jail .; 

Convicted and current 
sentence revoked 

Spl it sentence . ' 
'(Jail and Probation} 

Dismissed 

Other 

TOTAL 

" (l 

1) 11 
0 

6 

. 6 

o. 4 

4 

40 

Percent'!.[e 

22.5 
'" 

27.5 

15 

15 

10 

"10 
Q 

100 , 

,) 

f' 

I' b 

Pl.,:. Qt] 
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The offenses for the above groUR were:. 17.5% mi'sdemeanor; 27.5% burgl ary; 

25% theft, and 30% other feloniecS. Fifty-five percent of the convictions 
were for property offenses. 

4.5 Offenders in Transition 

At t~'~~itis important, perhaps, to discuss the relationship 

between CommuniJy. Facil Hies and Community Based Services (tBS). In the 

majority of cases, when the offender was terminated from the Restitution 

~helter Program, he was transferred to the Community Based Services Division 

for follow-up supervision""and services. At the time of transfer, the 

Restitution Shelter Program lost contro'l and responsibility for the offender. 

During the first six months following the termination of prog'rain supervision 

and services the Offender is in transition: in transition~ because the 

responsi bil ity for providing a smooth, uni nterrupted servi ces and su~ervi si on 

delivery had not been clearly delineated. 
No systematic m~chanism for bridging 

the gap between the residential setting and the loose lion-street" supervision 

modality exists. The receiving diviSion, because of its high caseloads and 
• (J " ',I 

limited staff,cQuld not provide the, framework while the sender did not really o . . ~ 

" 

have,. the authority. Thus,$' traumatic state exists for the offender; both 
) , 

1 divisions could be responSible, and the issue maYJ'iest be addressed t.hrough 

this question: "During the offender'cs tranSition, which of the divisions is 

mDre responsible for "reducing oJfender rearrests, and providing guidance and 

support to him duri tlg peri 9ds of cr-i ses?" 
o 

When reviewing Ca$eswhere' both arrest and convic-tion data were present, 

" the one-year rearrest rate of 59% suggests that a serious problem eXists 
;~. ~, 

between probation/parole supervision and community facilities in terms of 

service follo.w-up', transition and reinforcement. 
The only logical explanation 
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appears to be the risk factor ,of offender participants. However, the 

Impact Program was also a program of several residential centers for high 

'risk offenders, but its one-year rearrest rate was 45%, as noted earlier. ' 

When high risk offenders are placed (i .e" those offenders whose probability 

of completing their sentence without further adverse confrontation with the 

criminal justice system is low), they do well in a structured residential 
" ' 

. setting. However, if the above arrest and convictio~ rates hold true for the 

entire sample, 181 offenders will have been re-convicted within one year of 

program releas,&. Those cases when coupled with cases classified as in-program 

failures raise serious questions regarding program validity in terms of 

concept and operations. Yet, the sentencing data. suggest that two-thirds of 

all offenders rearresited are diverted again from incarceration, further 

19 
LJ 

D 

questioning the el igihil iliy criterion of IIhigh risk. II Of course, the jUrisdictibnB 

for sentencing is beyond control of the program administration. 

Aftercare is an important variable in the overall schematic of service 

delivery ltJithout which reinforcement, follow-up and re::evaluation dO not 

occur. Becaiuse aftercare ,is essential for the overall rehabilitation of 

offenders, those resources, or servi ces prov; ded by communi ty " agenci es mi ght 

best,be,utilfzed when the offender's in-program obligation has been protracted 

sufficiently to allow for the completion of services"scheduled. 

The afte,rcar,~ concept "suggests a need for gradual retur.n and rel ease, to 

the community. This gradual release might' begin with a day or two a week, 

away from the center, increasing in steps to full time away While receiving 
" 

intensive probati.on super'~i,sioh,follolt/ed by regular probation supervision. 
0, 

Jurisdiction 'given to cent~~s at placement should' remain until the offender 
~-. -. 

.) 

is released to regular "prgrtcrtion (about:£'Ine,year,,,,Efter release)., Return of 
,.~ ......... " ' ~...,- - :. :=--.'~ .. ~,,'~-, ~ , 

the off~n.;fE'r to the center ,"then wOlll d not requ; re revocati on pt'oc'eed; n@s.~ 

n v 
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Of course, community resources must be contin~ally employed throughout 

the period of supervision to provide the greatest support to the offender. 

In this man,ner, needed programmed services can be continued without 

interruption. " 
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o 0 

. •. S.D COST AND 'BENEFITS ANALYSIS 
"qt '. . . .' . . 

Q_~ • . 

~ox '~md()kpara'~ whi 1 e eva 1 uating DeaR's ,ACljustment,Center Program: developed 
," 0 » Ii-

an assumption 'that provides .communily correctional prog,rams an opportunity 
" 0, 0 .. ~ .J 

to evaluate cos,!:. a,nd cost efficiency on a oasis other than a day-for-pay 

. compa~},n. J!1eir·assumption considers the total ~ente~~e in addition to , 

. time spel~in" the p.roject. If, in fact, connnunity~basedo correctionaT oprograms 
.:' . Q 1/ 

qre alternatj~esto inC1,arceration a'no the after program supervision i"s a 

continuation of the ori,g;nal diversion,;then the cost of the after pTogram 

s~rviceisa f,tcto; i~'tne cost analYS;\ .~nd program .cost, j1~iS' the time that 

elapses. Gex'expands ,.the diSCUSSio~in Sections 5.1 throu~h S~4 below: 

,,". ,', 
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, Q Ina sfmil ar vein, i nsti tuti ona', and community;: program costs are often 

,defined in te'rms of speC"ific'linclu,sions and e»:cl,usions which may aifectthe 
',) 

c 
~) . n p (1. 

comparability of data. The, cost per day'of standard incarceratio,n, for 
"' 

':) e' ~ ) , , , 11 (: 
example, is often computed with authority lea~e'rental and c~pivtal outlay" 

_ ~ ,r, _. /~ . ' .:? <;:, 

"costs excluded." It would;' tHerefore, be of 5?ji1ew'est to examine budgets o~f 
_ " '.' .,":-/ 0 

o :, v !lli 

any community program for') rent' ~r"c?onstrotio.r\,'costs which would need to be 
~I • G 

deducted or qualified in the analysieand then do the analysis; 

Gatherifg accurate descriptive and defi~ifiional °information is, therefore, 

an essential first ~tep in preparing a,basi~cost analysis~ 'Once the bases 
I, ,II ' 

of comparison are established, then eacryld~r}all of at least ~hree basic 
~' : i" II .. .=.':"-::;-;::' 

measures can be utili;zed to estimate rel;,i:;ve efficie~cy. 
-:> Jl, .: 

(.,i 1i!'" 
Ii I" 

5.2 Simple Operadliry;~ Effi ci en~y 

The day- for-day compa ri son ~f costt!!ror two 'or moreprog,rams is of v~ 1 ue 
h't' 

in assessing the relativ~ upel'ating ,~fficiency of t\"o ..siIIlD~~: ~wogl'~'tn:; Ol' 

'! " " 
program modules. For example, bothJft~!~ Restitution,Shelter and the Adjustment" 

Center Programs have residential d1&f1rs'10n modules. Comparing the rela~ive 
• • I ' 

operati ng eff; ci enc.)' of;the two propral11s coul d, th;r~f~re, be conducted if the 
'I v . 

residential m.odules are the basis (Jf comparison.. If, however, total program 
~ C) 

'costso were' desir~d as a basi,S fo~ fCI~mparison;' then the descTiptive and 
, I' ' 

definitional information colleste.cl' on the two programs would reveal that ~he' 
" 

Adjus"tment Centers Program has o em intensive ,out-cli.ent second module while the 
(J !::) . .:-: ,,' ' Q i' \} .::" \;J " 

Restitufion Shelter Program fo1l9\~S the residential experience with a long 
'H ()" 0 ',", 

period of simple probation° supe
a 

',~:pn. A day-:-for~aa/ cost comparison) could 
C , , " " .'l\" 

becmade which addressed the entii"s pro~ram of each approach t(Ldiversion, but 
, , Ci • " , (I , 

the que~tion being a.nswered wodld notihvolve oper~ting' efficiency so much 
D 

as it would involve the deplai'tr;ing factor ofoprotra!;:ted r,egular supervision 
:::' ,,' t,' 6 U 'I)'. " 1i;:.?j . ., ~\y, 

"'i ~ ;P 'V \\ 

, " L II o,t,1 ~ .. , 
} !," It " d 

costs over time. 
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If the definitio'ns an9 d~scriptions are carefully respected, then the 
• ' c::; " 

relatlVe operating efficiency of tWO programs is determined by the expression: 

Where Cd = ~he aye~::]e dai ly 
cqst and Pl and P2'are two 
comparable program experiences. 

If the progtam being eval'uated"operates at an average daily cost less than 

that of the,o program which it is being compared to, then the evaluated pr~gram 

,is ,relatively more ~~st effici'e~t to operate. 

(i 

5.3 Relative Cost Effectiveness 
I' 

qaY-for-day comparisonsr;may"be misleading in analyses which address programs 

ofQ(Jiffering module structure, time frames, and allowable'costs. A refinement 

in tlfe assessment ot efficiency would. therefore, be the rel,attve program-for-

program compari~on of two or more approaches. Moreover, the effect of a 
" 

(, 

sentencing or assignm~nt choice'would include all costs associated with that 

~ecision relative to each (or a selected) opiion. 
~' I) 

For example, cDmparing the costs of the Adjustment Cent~r or Restitution 

S~efter Programs' with the costs of incarceration ~ou~ l'ead to any analysis 
(' -'. II 

of the cost effectiveness of diversion. Once again, definitional and allowable 
1\ 

C?st issues dominate the use of the analysis. If the analysis is to be used 
>: 

as an estimate of the cosi effectiveness of diversion, then the mechanisms 
:, V. ;,; " 

at sentencing must b~ clearly diversionary in their intent and in their , 

impl em~!ltation. In additio~, the termso~ incarceration for offenders .not 
<.l 

diverted i'nto the pro'gram "ruust be deter-mi ned experimentally or carefully 
• .J~' 0 . 

e,~tim,ated thY'ough the use of cOmpaY-lSdn groups ora tenure of incarceration 

modelba$}~d on actual sentence length and hi!farical data on time sBr:ved. 
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.Assuming that the definitional, descriptive, and allowable cost 'issues 
o ,j n-

are clearly noted, then the reJative costs of two approaches can be compared 
.~Q < ,,0 <..7. 

in exp}icati,ng the, exp!'ession: '\ if 0 

, 
" - 'J 

Where Cd is the average cost per day and Nd is the average :1 number ~f days 

for Pl'l" module one in program one, etc. 
.' 0 D 

If the program beirigevaluated operates at a total PJ'ogram cost less 

than that of the comparison prognam (P2'n)' the~ the decision to utilize the 

program was a cost effecti~e decision. 

'\c 
5.4 Relative Cost Benefits 

Although itwoul'd! be? possi9l~ to determine relative cost effectiveness 
o . . 

and then independently examine c1 i,ent outcome (relative program effecti veness) c, 

(\ ;;) 

data, bothJlr~cesses can be integrated in the concept of cost b.enef,~ts. For 

every decigion-making choice conG,erning sentencing or assignment to one of 

two or more service delivery programmatic offerings options, there is an 

outcome which is usually expressed in terms of .lI ul"timate ll client successG'or 

fed 1 ure upon rel ease from each program~ For each of these client outcomes, 

no 

~ 

a 
BQ 

~ 

~o 

D 
~ 

B <I 

n 
"0 ( 

< 

there is a cost associated wit~ success or failure. ~(I ~ '~G 

For example, the two diversion programs discussed earlier each have a 
c i! iI J 

certain unique but potentially stabilized fal1ure rate OVer .time. For each 

client who recidiv~tes ~fter exposure to the Rr~gr~m~ .there is a ,cost t~ t~e 
System represented by the expenses of ;ncarc~rat;on ~r ad~~~nal ~perv;,st0rf" 
resul ting from the tee; divismoffemse(s) . One progrgm m~y be more !lc~st " 

o 

beneficial" than the other due to its programmatic effectiveness in minimizing co ,'j 

0' . ",' 0 0 .~ 
,rec.idivismthro'ughOsound"prog~, careful selection of clients,Oor some other 

'I 0 0' J:; 
'.'- ;':1 . . 

particular programmatic feature." c 'i\ 0 

.,. () L:'" c::::::.::::::: ''0 
o 

cJ: 
o 

" Q 

~c 
o~ 

~. 
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Assuming that program descriptions docum~ tQ,e unique processes of 

"~'A\\ . 
" eac;h structure"in the comparison~* the relative c~~'t benefits of two or more 

ooapproaches can beest-imatedby the expression: lie" 
(~ 

o Where,/i;I 'is the a~erage number of days of additjonal 
correctlonal serVlces observed in cases of street failure. 

A program being evaluated would th~refore be relattvely cost beneficial if 
~ 
U "and onlyff the total program costs plus the totalo cos~,s of client failures 

is less than that for "a selected comparison group(s). 
1'1> 

It ;s important to reiterate.chat each' of these methods is a way of 

viewing the relative efficiency of a program or the use of a program for a 

egiven 9roup ofcl~ents. The simpl e fQrmuHie ~utl i ned above c~'n accomm~date 
. ~ " 

almost any comparison, mak{ng,,"'it essential that an evaluator thoroughly 

des~ribe and define the gas~s of any comparison made with this technique. 
,-" .; '.' 

Otherwise, the analYSis max, be meaningless ina policy-making or decision-

making sense. 
<:c. 

Q 5.5 'Simple Cost Efficiency 
e, 

This is .an a~pTication of("the theory above. The day-for-day cost 
~ 

comparispn i sa metHOd of computing costs of programs based upon the doll ars 
", ~ 

o~ expended an~ cltents oserved, This method of cost.computation is referred 

to' as the simple cost efficiency. 
c 0 0 Simpl~ cost efficiency analys5s o"f the 

Restitution Shelter program is summarized, in "Table 10 which follows. The 

basis ofcp,m~~ris~?n f~ the cost of incarq~ration computed utili,zing FY7Q 

cost data. Program cost for FY77 based upon the Simple cost e,ffiGi<:ncy 

'0 formula was '22% more than incarceration-, 
.• 0 '. 

-. '*O~her~ise, there would be no,basiS for rl?!1~lv~nt'knoWledge about "wh.y" 
any d1ffererrces may be observed. c 

" \) 

~ \ 
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-TABLE 10 

SIMPLE COST EFFICIENCY 

Program -. Average 
Dai ly "cost 

Percentage of Chcing~ with~ 
Incarceration as Base 

RestitutioQCenters $11.99 +37% 

Incarcerati G.n $ 8.77 0 

~djustment Centers $20.0] +128% - !) 

co .-<j 

The simple cost efficiencya~alysis on"its face suggests, based upon, 

day..,for-day cost comparison, that it would have been more economical to 

incarcerate the diverted offender group., However, wnen the same programs 

are compared based upon their relative co-st efficiency, better infotJfuation is 

"available for managers and decision-makers'use. Yet, Whenothe Adjustment 

Centers Program is compared with the Restitution Shelter Program in terms 

of costs, the. j{~jus~ment Centers are ~7% more costly on aday-for~day basis 

to operate .than the Restitution Shelter Program . . . 

5.6 Relative Cost Effectiveness 

The relative cost effectiv~ness approach compares the df:Version ~ost to, 
. ;: , 

irPthis case, the costofinca'r6eration. A central .issue of this"approach 

is the diversion period. It includes the time served in the program as well 

as any past program supervision cos=t. Recidivism is included in the analysios; 

the results are relative cost benefits, which will' be discussed later. 

D 

Q 
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The relative cost effectiveness of pr.Ograms c~mpared. is summarized in 

'Table Il-below. The perfod of continued diversion (regular probation! 

parole supervision) 'cost $~39 per offender day. The calculations of days, 

for the continued diversion are: Restitution Shelter~ 1,598; Incarceration, 

.0 d Ad' t I.J 12~~ . zero;' an. JUS ment centers, 0;'. 
, '--~ 

Program 

Restitution 

Incarcerati on 
,. 

Adjustment Ctr. 
;; 

TABLE 11 

RELATIVE COST EFFICIENCY 

FY76 Data 

Average Average No. of Other 
Daily Cost Program Days Diversion 

$11.99 112 ,$620 

$ 8.77 564 0 

$20.01 90 . ,$,,68 

Percent + 
Total Incarcerant 

Change 

$1,963 -152 

$4,946 0 

$1,868 -165 

It ~eemsbased upon data in theo~bove table that it would be more economical to 

divert offenders into communit.y-based-'prOg)rams than if is to incarcerate them. 

On the other hand, the re1 ati ve. cost effi ciency comparison'of the Restitution 

Shelter, program with the Adjustment Center program is somewhat misleading base'Ci 

upon the table above becaus''e of the Resti tuti on .. She lter program's longer conti nued 
0. 

d;versioh period. 

f1 

5.7 GeneY'q 1 Program-Cost ' -
o 

During the grant !Jeriod, there was a tqtal of $655~56~ expfi!nded for 'Restitution 

Program, operations. Of 'that figure, $225,848 was spent in FY75,' ~'nd the remaining 
c/ 

'J G 

~429, 719 was spent in FY76. The appropri ations were generally on a 90/10 

federal/state match bas ts. '( See Table "12 on the next page) .. , 0 

o 

-
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City 

Date Opened 
" " 

CCl2.acity 

FY75 
IAvg. daily pop. 

Percentage .of 
" CCi2.acity 

FY76 
Avg. dai l.v pop. 

Percentage of 
Capacit.v -

.-. 

FY75* 
Ex~endi tures 

* FY76 
E~enditures 

FY75 
, 

Avq. daily cost 

FY76 
Avg. daily cost 

o 

Albany 

11/16/74 
':. 

34 
0 

16 

, 

47% 
C> 

25 

74% ~ 

$6",329 
" 

$105;219 

$12.17 

$11.53 -
" 

" 

TAB,LE 12 

COST ANALYSIS 

Atlanta 
'.' 

4/30/75 

28 
" 

" 
4 

" 

14% 

26 
, 

" 

93% 
6 

$18,186 

$94,879 

$49.96 

t,> 

$10 

, . - -

Macon 
0 

11/1/74 

°20 

9 

45% 

17 

85% 
if 

, 
" 

$59,399 

$95,553 

" 

$21.23 

$14.946 
,. 

c 
,; 

\,0 

1:) 
Total ,[, Rome ~p 

~~. co' 

~ 

1011/74 NA -t 
l 

He 36 

~ u 

14 43 

39~ 
" ~ 
36%:' 

,. 
0 

1: , 

23 91 

64% 7n~ 
c 

/)$67,813 $225,848 
.~-

~~. 

, 

g·1:;' 
, 

,. 

, ' $104,748 $429,719 
,'; " ~ c , 

" 
" $15.35 $24.68 Jl~ 

"-' 

~ 
" 

$11.48 $11.99 

U [ *$25 116 and $32,021 were added for the Intensive Probation/Parole Supervisors in , . . 

" ~? [" .... 
, . 

I} [ 

I 
c) '0 

rn 
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PYv75 and FY~6,respectl vely. 
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5.7.1 Other Funds. for Program. ;s 
. IJ 

. The $57,137 utilized 'fay' support of the intensive probation supervision 

aspect of the progrd~ was approp-ri atedi n the Int~ns i ve Super-vi sian Program 

'fUdg~t. p A breakdown of those figures reveals that $25? 116 ~nd $32,021 were 

expended in FY75 and FY76, respectively. The sum included personnel costs 

and oper~ting expenditures. 

Community, correctional programs seldom are funded adequately to operate 

and mainta in a sound program. One of the ways in whi ch commun-lty centers 

augment their reVenues is through the collection of maintenanc~ fees from 

their clients." Genera,l1y, $4 per day is ·collected when the offender 

is gainfully employed to a maximum of $28 per week .. In FY75, the amount 

" expended wasr,elatively small ($5,995), but during" FY76 when the program was 

fully operational, $47,023 was projected and budget~CI. However, in FY76 only 

$29,062 was expended. 

5.7.2 Lapsed Funds 

Of all funds budgeted for program o'perations: $92~U&O was lapsed at 

program end .. Theounspent funds w~r€:J in regular operqtionsflnd maintenance 

fees with $74,089 and $li,96'1 not used, r'espectively" 
o 

" o 

.~ , 5.8 Cost Savings 

In an October, 1975 approved cgrantamendment, DC OR projected an average 
o 

Q' . a 

ye~rly'per offendi;t program cost of $2,344. 
~ .' 

rn ''that same grant amendment, . 
Ii " ~ 

'0'*" C ," ,.~ 

a $4,50QyearlY cost for-offender incar/cerationwlls projectea; as a result, 
-r '.' 6 c.;, f ., ", 

,I). " ..... ) .' , 0.'. ~,"'? 

a costdisparity~,:of $2,156 was creatlfdas savings. When the projf1ct~d costo 
r, "':;' ~ Q ';) fJ " 

1S converted tooa daily cost, a "cost comparison analysis can be made. The 
,,' () ':>". :0". 0 Ii 

o projected cost for~ incarceration equa Is $12.33 per °offender; projected . 0-
'::, (I "::> 

Resti~uti on° Program cost equal s~$6 .4.3 per ~bffender. 
. 0 

0. 

,-:y 
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In the afore,l1lentioned grant 'amendment,it was estimated that $5925000 

would be saved by 'serving 275 offenders iri this program. The saving estimate 
i' ' ,. 

was based upon (1) a fi~e-month t4rnover rate and (2) the cost of ,.inmate 

incarceration be'ing $4,500 per year less the cost of program supervision 

($2,344) or a saving of $2,156 per offender, served. Nee<;iless to say, the" 
0' • 

philosophy upon which the projections were made was fallacious. What 'remains 
" 

uncl ear is how cost figures were,_ ori gi na 11 y determi ned. 

The cost of incarceration gid hot remain consta.nt as projected in the 
, ";1/ .- ,. 

grant application; in fact, th~ actual average daily inmat~ cost never exceeded 
, ' 

.,.$10 per day. The disparity inc6sts discussed ,earlier \'Jas based upon a day-for-

day comparison. There were no rea,l ,dollar savings generated as"a result of 

this program. The average daily program cost exceeded comparable costs for 

incarceration. ' However, i f a~ll partie; pants' enti resentence had been served 

in prison, the cost savings would besubstanti(P,1. As mentioo:dearlier, 

day-for-day cost comparisons are misleading., Fu,rther cost,savings are/generated 

by continuing the offeryde'r in another commun"ity supervision program after the 

ori;;nal diversion program supervision ends (i .e., regular probation/parole 

'" supervision). Generally; regular prob~tion/parole cost is drastically lower 

than either incarceration or community ce,nte;r programs. For the past few 
.~. 

fisca1~years, this cost averaged less than on~ dollar per day per offender 
'., ':1 _..!! {) '. 

served. In FY76, it was $.39. H~wever, the question "that is raised is.: '. 

" T'~, woul d seem" doubtful Is 'the coverage of probation functions adequate?' .. 
Q ' 

, , 

with a caseload ratio of 1~125. 

D ,c. 
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" 5.9 P~ogram Benefits 

While the most serious prpblem that DeOR management was: experiencing was 

overcrowding in i,tspenal institutions, the .. u.s.e of limHed fi.s.cal resources 

(state or federal) for community correctional programs as alternatives to , 

imprisonment which do not produce measurable results perhaps suggests that 

. program funds should have been invested elsewhere. Documenting the fact that 

the program did not free any needed bed space was extremely difficult in view 
" 

of all factors surrounding the issu~ of overcrowding. 

There is \~1J1l recognition by 'the author that the probated sentence is an 

alternative to prison and incarceration; thus, it is unrealisti.c to assume that 

all offenders will go to prison upon sentencing. Uniform criteria must be 

estab 1i shed to determi ne who recei ves the probated sentence as a measuri ng 

devi ce to determi nee, the vi abi 1 ity of di vers ionary programs in correcti ons. 

Yet, disp~sitions of offender cases not placed in the program suggest that the 
r? 

program was utilized as an alternative within the framework of probation; selection 

biases prevented a true test of program diversion potential. Few offenders were , ", 

·i ncarcerateddue to thei r hon-acceptance into the program. 

As'indicated earlier, 400 offenders were placed in the progralTl;. However" 

if a tangible def~nition of eligibility had been established and maintained 

throughout the grant period, and scrutin:i:i:ed and validated by empirical research 

methods, a significant "-fnumberof prison bed spaces could have been saved as a 
o Q 

resul t of program pl ~cements. ,The bed spaces ,freed woul d have represented the most 

desired--impact from this program by oDOR management. 
, . 

The absence of significant 

results due to the lack of aclearlycjefinedacceptance criterion has serious 

implications for future community corr'ectional programs and resource doll9-rs. 
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Benefits from thei:progra.m"in,dollar investment must correlate.with those 

ben~fits promised or alluded to in the funding request. 

Other benefits provJded by the program were:" (1) opportunity tq e.xp~ore 
(. /~-... 

on a statewide basis the intensive supervision concept comqined'with payment 

of some form of restitution (actual, partial, or symbolic); (2) expansion of research 

activities into local field operations through the use of staff, courts, and . B 
the B'bard of Pardons and Paroles; (3) opportunity to expand community tr~atment 

centers into communities where offenders and staff usually had to travel a 

long distance to keep the mandates of the Courts and the Board of Pardons and 

Paroles, as well as DaR guidelines for effective probation/parole supervision; 

(4) channel for keeping families intact and affording the offend.er an opportunity 

to maintain gainful employment~ pay taxes, support dependents and to decrease 

Jtheir need for publiE assistanc~s (welfar~, food stamps, and oth~r aids) while' 

making\',reparation. for offense(s); and (5) the single most important benefit, 

the potential reversal of long-,standing negative family behavior patterns, 

thereby affording an opportunity for the offender to become a viab]e, 

contributing member of good standing in society. 
~, .. 

5.10 Use of Public Assistance 

. Welfare (public assistance) was a source of support for 23 offenders and 

families. None of this group received public assistance as a.result of program'( 
'.:>- U • . 0 -.', . 

pl acement. A' breakdown of
o 

the source of "non-earned "i ncome reveal ed that 15 
GI 

offenders received social security, 3 offenders received food 'stamps, and 

7 received veteranls benefits. An additional 295 offenders reported not 

receiving a~y type o,f public assistance. 

Public assistance was continued )n cases"where off~)1ders and"their families 

were otherwise "eligible before program placement. 
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5.11 Impact of Program 

Economic impact of the restitution centers varies in the four locales where 

centers were opened (Albany, Atlanta, Macon, and Rome). Although each center 

was opened during a period when employment opportunities W~~~ declining, 

each center initially provided employment for seven staff persons on a 

permanent basis. The current individual center budget is an approximate 

quarter million dollars annually. Most of the funds 't ," are spen in the local 
economy_ In addition, Offenders earnings are also returned to the local 

. community including taxes and restitution for offenr",:,~s victims. • 
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Recidivism fiatac;rer:nainlalgely incomplete. However, of the 274 offenders 
! tl i0~ 0 

with a GCI.t r,ecord,28.2% were rearrestedowithrin six months of pro~ram releas~r' 
o !J'. ., (, <;;::: (\ ,;_ ::.' -

~withinon~ ye.ar,59.3% had been rearrested; and after 18 months of releas.e,85.5% , 
\:, 

had been rear<reSvted for offenses. ,of' which 2·1 % were mi sdemeanors; 33% were theft; 
;. ~. " I, /-::;:: 

11% were buP'glary; 9~;were drugs; 10% other felonies, an? 16% tetnnical violations. 

o Howeve?, in case,s where both arrest andconvictiog ,data were pre~ent: 75~ had '~' 

beC11b1lnVicted"within one year fol\owing release. Of that number, appro?<imately 

s43% 'were jailed as a result of ~onv{ctions; another 22 .. 5% were probated w;ith 
o 

;:: _ IJ ;,. 0-

firJes and/or'restitution; J5% were convicted and rev,oked on the current sentence; 
0-,. \; 

c 

10% were diverted to other communitya~err)atives; and 10% were dismissed. 
, .. . ," ,.J. 0 

offenses fo\\ thlS group were: 17% mlsdemear;l.ors; 27.5% burglary; 25% theft; 
0' I) 

The 

pnd 

36%otnerJelonl es. 0 

g _ -J ~- {, 

'Review of in-program'failure and tentative recidivism data suggest that a 
, 0 ' 

~ ~ 

serious problemexicstsin terms of program concept and offender transition. The 
~ . (, 

" . " 

concept of restitution payment as a meaDs ofdeterringdffenders from the re-
.. c' <J ' • 

• ~ D 

·CJ 
commission "of crime seems faHacious. Impl~l!'entation needs to be reinforced 

wi.th a highly structured tnerapeutic program" whith has aftercare as one of its 

phases. Aftercare is defin~d as the. services rendered to the offender ~fter 

release from the residentia.lprogra'm. Si.nce two' of DORles'divisionscare, in 

.. part, r.esponsible for the offender while'in the community, cfose coordination 

of :heir I~ervices and prQ~rams> is mandated to provide nwximum aSsist~n.ce ,to, the 

o ffende~, a od hope fu lly to p re,ven ~ tile 0 ffeoder • s futu,~ retur? to Cf' l.~e, . 

The aftercare thesis sugge~ts a need for gradual reJurn and release to the 

community. Thisgradual release mightb.egin with a day oro two away from the 

. Center per week; increa~~jng" in steps to fUll-time away while receiving i'ntens;ve 
'! 0 ' lJ a 0 ____ ~ 

probation super\]'ision, followed by regular probation supervision .. 
. o'~ 

'I 
0' 

Jurisdi'ction g'lven toO centers at placement should remain untt' theDoffender 

o 

o 
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o 

is released tQ ~egular,probation (about one year after release). Return 

of the offend~r to the center then would not require revoc~tion proceedings.' 

·Of.,courose, "community resources must be continually employed throughout the 
1, ,'"0'0· . ~" 

period of sup'ervision to provide "the greatest support to the offender. In 
. , ,. -

thi s manner, needed progr'ammed servi ces can be conti nuedwi thout j nterrupti on. 
" 

However, a question of ~"elationships and responsibility rema'ins: during the 
!) /, 

offe"hder1s transition' from a residential to a non-residential setting, which o 
':::'.' 

of th4 divisions, is most responsible for reducing offender rearrests and 
~ " 

., 

~ providing the offen~ei with guidance and support? 
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1 . 1 B'ackground -of Program 

Criminal acts and crime skyrocketed when~~the eco~omy (national, state, 

and local) sagged as a result of the recession. l Adjustments were made to 

combat the spiralling effects of the crisis but available jobs declined, and 

the cost of living-tose to unprecedented levels. 2 As, the unemployment rate 
o 3 

gained points, reported incidence of crime showed comparable growth. 

Teel and Fuller state, liThe reas9ns for the sudden upward trend in the 

prison population include new state la.\tJS a110wi'ng juveniles to be sent to 

state prisons, more money for law enforcement and new technology and more 

d . t· t 114 -po 1 ice and prosecutors to ap.prehen and ,~onvl c suspec s ... 

The result is the continuous addition of offenders to an already crowded 

prison system.
5 

This increase has been steady, and Georgia penal institutions 

6 ""0· t 7 are now nearing an overpopulation crisis. 0 Today, there are over 11 ,50 lnrna es 

in Georgia correctional institutions managed by OOR. During the period that 
',\ 

this evaluation covers (Septembflr 1974 through June 30, 1976), Georgiaincarce.rant 

population showed a net increase of 1,455 n(0%)inmates. 8 In a?d1tion, 

17 county correctional inst1~\Jtions (formet' public work camps) have closed 
o 

since July, 1970. 9 Although new state pena: institutions are being built 

and win be preS~~d in'to operation, the lengthy const~uction pm';iod"negates 
. - 10 
the achievement of needeq bed space du'e to increasing intake. 

;/ ,~ 

While DOR lii-carcerant population exceeds the design cap,acity of the 

prison system-,1l casel~_~~~jr!~_}~,~gu1ar- p"robation/paro]e supervision, a normal 
~-;~-.--.....- . 12 

diversion mec(anislT.", were also growing at an alarming rate. Probation/ 
• .,; , ; 0 

parole supervi~~J()l1ftself was understaffed and underf~nanced. A large -

scale release of inmates to probati6n/parole supervision was ~ot feasible. 

o I') 

----c, 

As the institutionalizedcpopulace,continded its growth, it became clear 

offenders both pre- and post-sentencing. N.8::cstate appropriated funds were 
C' 

available for any new types of diversionary programs. To finance the 

program DOR sought federal ass i stance. 

Funding for: the, program was part of a two-year discretionary grant from 

the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (#74:-ED-~9";0004) and state 
- .~ , 

funds totaling $63~7~728.13 The program provided for three centers to begin 

operations in October, 1974, and one c'enter to open for operations i.n 

April, 1975. The centers are located in metropolitan cities--Albany, 

Atlanta, Macon', and Rome, Georgia. 

20 and 25 offehdet~s. 

•. 
Capacity of each center .varied beb/een 

1. 2 Legal 
~ 

Lega1authority for such p'l"ograms had been previously establ ished in 

constitutional law.
14 

Restitl,ltion in the past has been added as a'legal 

g requirement to some probated sentences and coul~ be stipulated as a condition 
" 

for a Rarole release action;' 1rhus there were no major legal barriers 
I. " 

\lto the orderly activation of the program. 

Establishing corr~ctional programs in cOll1lllunity settings involves some 
c • 

Orisk-taki~ng. Many community correctional programs meet citizen -ini;tiated 

obstaclJk,jnClUding legal actions,' to, prevent the,ir establis'hment in 
p 

communities where citizens have· been victimized by criminal acts. It would 

appear that compensating the victim shOUld reduc~osome of the initial 
" , , 

hostility felt by victims and increase the acceptance of prog~am~ in their 

community. One may reasonably expect ~ffenders to make. reparations 'through . 

earned income. How'ever? income from any legal S'ource can abe used to satisfy 
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c6.0 GOAL ATTAINMENT 

Succes;s may be'vie\'Jed in conjunction with °goa1 attainment. Some goals 
/~-; i~· " 

were eas ily/{uanti fi ab 1 e ancl measurabl e--others were 1 ess so; however, 
,l&., ,r . 

some \'Jere mOdified during the program. All of the objectives will be 
C ';;. 

addressed independently as modified. The goals are mQ}~e fully explained in 

the following sections: 

1,: Goal 1. Open three residential restitution shelters with capacities 
between 20 and 40 clients each in Septembe'r, '1974 and one shelter 
within the same capacity range in ApriL 1975 (p. 54, budget 
narrative, grcl'nt appl ication). 

Attainment: Openings of the .centers in Albany,\,Macon, and Rome which 
were sc.heduled to begi.n operations September 1, 1974, were delayed·between 
30 and 75 days. The Atl anta Center schedul ed to open April 1,1975 
opened April 30, 1975. 

c. 

Goal 2. Provide an alternative to incarceration for both the Courts 
and toe Board of Pardons and Paroles (p. 67, grant application). 

Atta i nment :' Pl acements were recei ved from both the' Courts and the 
Board' of Pardons and Parol es. Of the 400 offender part; cipants, 0 

approximately 80% were from the Courts and 29% from the Board of 
Pardons and ParoleSfr" The ~roblems cited earlier in the Executive 
Summary minimize any accomplishment inQthis area. 

,", '1 

Goar 3. To divert 275 offenders during the 22 months of program 
;opet;:ation (October,1975 grant amendment). 

:'t;" ~ " C (J 

Attainment: The program was highly successful with its revised goal of 
27,p offender placements, down from 600 originally, achievin,gl 1/2 times' 
the adjusted goal wi~h 4Q,0 offender placements.. I') 

o '",' 

Goal 4. To save $592,900 as a result of program diversion (Same as" #3). 

Attainment: Anotherdownwarg revised goal which originally projected 
savings of $2~064,00G (grant narrative, p. 55). Utilizing th,e mathematical 
formula used in the October 1975 grant amendment, no real dolla·rs we.re 
saved as aver,age daily program costs far exceeded those same, cost's "for 
prison. In FY75 and FY76 tl~e program's average.:dai1.x, costs\fere $24.68 
and $11.99, respectively, while prisohcosts were $8.99 and $8.77, 

,=;trespectively .. H~wever, if a relative costeff~c~iveness approach ~s 
'-Used, cost savlngs potentlal totals $4,108 per dlVertedoffender w1th 
comparable sentences. 

o 

" I 

\ 

o o . 

(( 

r, 

Goal 5. To s!'f:cessfully gnlduate 60 pett.:ent of a1.1 offender 
partlcipants (performance budgeting material submitted to OPB, 
October ~71 1975). 

Attainment: SixtY-ORe percent of all offenders released from 
tTie'pr"o-granl were :i:U~occssful1y terminated. 

Goal 6. A~;;:1Y'8 'ifict im reparati all through the vayment of 
·rostitlition--t:;ither actual at partial cash or symbolic 
restitution (pp .. 68-69,grant application). 

f\t(~·i"nme!l~":" Of thG $207 ,567 a\'lat~ded v'ictims, only $54,828 
"'ms repaid. ' Symbolic restitution was assigned to 157 offenders 
most of Yll10m .'dere parolees. Pmgram participants reportedly 
pel'~foY'll]e-d 3,215 hours of compulsory public sel~vice as symbolic 
re5titution. 

Goa: 7. To test the effectiveness of intensive probation! 
, ~GG supcerv;sioll and restitution payment on offender 

:;uccess/fuilure in the progranl and after release ( p. 68, 
grJnt application). 

" 
Attainment: ThE' fl'ame\>lork in which Intensive Probation! -
Parole Supervisots performed their duties was different 
fromtradit'ional models because little or no on-street 
supervision of the offender occurred; it had little or no, 
impact on offendet~s. Pearson correlation rev'ealed no 
significance related to success or fa~lure based on 

. restituti on payment. 

Goal 8. To measure citizen participation oin terms of th~ 
use of one-to-one volunteers with each offender, in job 
placement and intt:E. use" of VISTA volunteers (p. 68, 
grant apPTicati~n). 

Atta'l nment: On ly 23 percent of the offenders served l'I'ere 
pa i red with a citi ~e,n vol unteer at programentry\ 22 percent 

Qof all offenders,)¥ere paired at theirrelea$e from the 
program. He were unable to identify anY'joO placements 
developed by volunteers. hlQwever,. VISTA volunteers wer:f=, very 
active in centers and performed many tasks well .. However, 
the reason m6stofte~reported in 6g percent of the cases 
wa9, II vo l un teer not available. 1I The low level usage of 
community resoUl"ces was an issue raised in the program's 
interim evaluation which continued throughout the gr?lnt 
period ':, 
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o 7~0 SUMMARY 

The Restituti~n S:helter P~d~ was implemented at a time when economic 

condit.ions \were at the lowest l'e~ since the "great depression" of the 1930's. 

Crime was on the rise, available jobs h~d declined and unemployment was 

skyrocketing. ~eorgia prison population was also rising. The inmate.~ 
(i 

population had b~en increasing steadily since 1971 and was nearing crisis 

proportions. The Restitution Shelter,:Program was designed as a mechanism to 

reduce ()vercrowding in Georgia's" penal institutions through reduced inmate 

intake. However, the program servi ce0 popula.ti on di d not increase as rapi dly 

as wa$ pr()jected: a backlog of inmates was housed in local jails; logistical 

problems contributed to delayed center openings and, when aaded to operating 

. problems, they negated~institutions"( receivlng any relief., u ., 

"" 

Overall, no major problems were experienced "by the Restitution St),elter 
~.". 0 

Program. However" some minor problems experienced by the program were: 
" '.') 

(1) obtaining "Certificate, of Occupancylr'required before the facility could 
~ . (5' , \ 

be usedi (2) unavailability6fjobs irf tpe smaller cities whe,re centers were 

located; (3).laGtk of clearly define~ crite;ia for eMdibility; (4') lack of 
", 0 (> . . D 

sufficient staff initially; .. ' (5) .. a counterproductive working' relationship 
'I:' : . Ci ~, 

betw~en DOR nnd the, *ate Merit Sys~em which processes personnel, transactions, 

pr~,Vides list~of e11g\!ble' appl ican~s and other services; and (6) an insufficient 

nu~ber of clients initially, dueio establishmentof the first~ centers fh 

smnl1 cHif'<; r.,th\rr lhilnin tim mett'opoliti'lII AtlantCl areawhr.r~ a larger '. ".' . • 0 

"spncen trati on bf P(~t~~Lti a) eli ell ts 1i ves. ~) 
.,. ,,(."h' 
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Success 1 eve 1s achi eved were at or near the goal estab 1 i shed. Generally.; 

the goals and objectives were loosely defined as were performance measurement 

criteria. In terms of success, the program functioned without an empirical 

basis. Thus~ the impact of Success was minimized because a consistent 

compaxative analysis was miss'ing.Success as a diversion mechanism was also 

hampered by the lack of an empirical base for comparison. 

Restitution as a concept and a practical correctional approach to modifying 

criminal behavior and providing victim compensation is becoming part of 

Georgia's correctional philosophy. 
Recently, the, Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration provided funds for t~e continuation ·of the restitution "payment 
approach to crime control. 

In this program, the payn1ent of restitution is the 
sole sanction appl ied to the convicted offender: 

The Georgia Legislature 
funded the continuation of the Restitution Shelter Program entirely with 
State appropriations. 

Georgia has completed a statewide restitution/victim 

compensation study, and some findings are being prepared~=for legislative 

action. The Governor of Georgia has proposed 15 l'\ew community centers. 
The 

Community Facilities Division has changed the oriel'\tation of their adjustment 

centers to adjustment/restitution centers. 

Georgi"a is making progress with its restitution program.' Howeve,r, mUch 

of what is left to be done deals with conceptualizing the program in terms of 

theoretical and practi.cal performance and evaluation. 
The future of thi s type '. 

:'1 

of diversion-.;.community restitution centers--i ~_ sh!.)oudeg" by an array of 
i, .,. , \,,/ ., 

unari'swered issues ~hic:h when an'swered should prOVide ,~onceptal and programmatic 

gui dance for cOJl1!l1un i tYc center.$. 
One,ofthe more important issues to be decided 

. ~ "1...1 "". 

is raised because the prog,ram to <.late "nas not clearly established what 
. . 

overwhelming Successful performanceis'or ':'S"hould be, and thus cannot be measured 
by ,those success cri teri a. 

o 

~,~ 
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As the future of the Restitution Shelter concept unfolds, the issues 

that need answering are: In a correctional setting, what is the mission 

for restitution (community) centers? Who should set goals and objectives 

andi!establish evaluative criteria? who or what determines eligibility? 

Who is responsible for the offender in transition? Does a restitution 

(community) center have to have a lower cost effective ratio than incarceration 

to be judged effective? How important is it to reduce recidiVism! Which 

of the operative philosophie~ is best for center management? Is it more 

a'ppropri ate for the program to focus on employment, whereby the offender is 

able to repay the victim but which may not impact recidivism; or is it best 

to develop therapy as a behavior modifier which might affect recidlvism? 

Can both approaches work effectively together? Again, is partial success 

possible. 

I': 
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8.0 RECOMf';1ENDATlONS 

,,1. Corpnlu'nity (Facil ities sho'uld establ ish a mor~ therapeutic oriented (, 
,; supervision program for its' centers a~p clientele. lniti,ating such a 

change shifts, program orientati'on from pnJmarily employment and employment-

o 

. re 1 ated operati on to one whi ch attempts to deal with psycho-soci a~l problems" 
of offenders. C Ke.x fa,ctor in the relative high program rearres5~rate 
appa,rently has been 1 ack of an emphas is on therapy. However, ~it appears c 

from review of other programsthat"where psychological treatment is given 
a hiUh priority. those 'pro!lNms have delJlonstrat0.d lower rearrest rates in" 
cOlllparison to this, program. To (lccornpl i s-h thi s, the pr,ogram will need 
additional counsel ing staff. " , 

2. Data availabi.l ity for recidivism .and other analyses might be vastly \I:) 
improved if OOR field personnel responsible for supplying data to various 
agencies used the offender's full legal name and showed"nicknames" ,?S ' 
aliases. Fuy'ther, field personnel should submit completed data recQrds to 
GCICfor all offengers processed by the Department. regardless Of CWllich 
agency is required by law to submit relevant data to GCIC. The data record 
maybe compiled in stages as the offender is moved through the criminal 
justice system; wi~tharrest and sentencing data su.bmitted upon reoeJpt of 
the offender and then any status change data prior to the9ffender's release 
and final disposition. ." 

I·t ' 

3. Community fadlities should address the ser;ious problelH~of information 
flow--from collection to storage to retrieval to analysis to disse.!11tnatl0n. 
The information system establ ishe.d shaul d be des'igned as a resource·' to an, 
divic:;ions jn the Department. Also. the.Division should designate someone to 
cQordiui1{,(' Hl'forllmtioll rC'h',\'jf!ilnd to c}c!uY' i1.llsuc:h releases through the, 
Public: Information Office. In addition, "tho desi~JI)at(~d p~rsons should work 
with Program E~aluation to assuretbat objectivity, cl rity and data relevancy 
are maintained. . 

4. DOR, 1.n order to make itsrehabilitatiQrl and diversio9 programs both&,/ 
effective and viable and in order to reduce recidivism in~the future, must 
sponsor legislation to reorganize ·th.e :Cririf'inal Ju.stice System Authority to 
control offender movement throughout the criminal justice system. from entry 
to exit. Innovative correctional ideas and programs must be given genuine 
guidance

o 
ands~pport at every leve1 of partjcipation--from top management 

levels downward~-if such ideas and programs are to impact the crimina1 justice 
system, change offender 1ifestyles, and ultimately reduc~ recidivisJEl. 
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5. Follow-up research into the overall program achievem~nts should be 
undertaken at one, two, tbree and subsequent years after the end of a 
program. Special attention to recidivism, cost/benefits, empl oyrilent , 
length of time on the streets and success/failure must be mandated. 
However, before such follow-up research is undertaken or future programs 
implemented, a more comprehensive definition of recidivism than what is 
now operative within the Department of .Offender Rehabilitation must be 
developed. Webb; et al~ proponents of a more comprehensive definition of 
recidivism theory,found iff! their research, in my opinion, a most important 
question about recidivism:\'o/jls partial success possible?"* The answer to 
that question might provide many ramifications beneficial to corrections and 
rehabilitation; future correctional program funding may be improved as a 
result of increased understanding of the problem. 

6. As a consequence of the realistic operational problems which correctional 
agencies typically face (e.g., overcrowded prisons, high probation/parole 
caseload ratios, insufficient funds, inadequacy of staff,. staff morale and 
other problems), such agencies naturally tend to use the bulk of their 
existing fiscal resources to address their immediate problems. Thus, the 
relatively few aaencies that possess the required technical research 
expertise usual1y have little actual fUJ1ctional ability to engage in serious 
researcnprojects that could lead to/an improved situation later. In fact, 
some agencies doubtless have no real d~~ire to conduct correctional research 
and become involved in research projects-only because of the serviee delivery 
assistance which suth projects often provide. 

Hence, reason dictates that research-minded funding bodies like LEAA must lead 
the way in promoting meaningful empirical research among correctjonal agencies 
if such research is ever to be accomplished. However, merely promoting 
corrections research is not enough. Because of an agency's need to focus 
primarily on operational problems, the funding bodY,must also become intimately 
involved in the actual conduct of the research projects and must closely 
monitor all facets of each project, from design throughout the data collection 
and evaluative analysis; and must provide technical assistance during their 
monitoring efforts. This close involvement is necessary in order to ensure 
that an agency makes a sincere research effort and does not functionally 
structure research concerns as subordinate to service delivery provisions. 
Only when funding bodies take a much harder position and demand research 
accountability by actually participating in and facilitating field research 
projects will such projects begin to live up to their great potential. 

*Vincent J. Webb, Dennis E. Hoffman, William O. Wakefield and Joel Snell. 
"Recidivism: In Search of a Mote Comprehensive Definitions." 
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7. New, inn9vative ~orrec~ional prog~ams mus~ be limited in scope (size 
~nd geog~aphlcal a~e~) dur1ng t~e perlod of tlme that experimental research 
~s on-901n9: $uff1c1ent lead tlme for planning, design, development and 
lmplemen~at10n of new prog~a~s should be provided to solve known and potential 
probl~ms" smooth. the transltlon from stage to stage; process forms; order 
supplles and equlp~ent;.recruit, employ and orient staff to program's needs. 
Such ~d~anc~ plann1l~g tlme should' increase the viability of correctional 
rehabll~tatlve programs and make them more acceptable to all elements of the 
~orrect1ons syste~ and the. community at-large. Once a program has proven 
ltself as a posltlVe tool 1n the offender rehabilitation arsenal, then it 
should be expanded throughout the service delivery system. 

8 .. Community-based corr~ctional programs must be designed to serve major 
cl1~nt centers (metropol~ta~ areas) where the majority of its clients 
res~de as well as the ma~or1ty ?f program staff; and where jobs are readily 
a~al1ab!!/to support thelr serVlce population. This applies especially 
sl~ceoJ'1"ender emplo~ment has been assigned a high priority in the operational 
ph1losophy of communlty centers. Problems related to the availability of 
potent~a~ staff should be substantially reduced and population served should 
be maxlmlze~ .. Services should be differentiated to fully use the existing 
resources wlthln\th~ correctional system as well as those resources available 
throu~h oth~r agencles and pri~ate citizens. The probation/parole system 
to wh~ch cl1ents of the ~ommunlty Facilities Division, at least, theoretically 
f~nctlon should be organlZed around workloads (service delivery) and have 
dlrect access.to the courts and parole board to seek other clients. This 
would the~ Shlft staff'~ ~ajor responsibility ;n community facilities from 
the survelllance/sup'ervlsl~nmodel now in operation to a service delivery/ 
sup~?rt mod~l. Th~ resultlng change should place its major emphasis on 
s~~vlce del1~ery~ lt w?uld continue the.surveillance and supervision, but 
wl~h less at~entl0n belng focused upon It. 

9 .. New restitut~on programs.should include greater use of service restitution 
deslgned to prov:de alte~nat~ves for program participation by indigent 
offe~ders. S~rvlce restltutlon provided must be meaningful and performed in 
publ1C and prlva~e agencies. Documentation for types of services rendered 
number of hours exp~nded, agencies used must be accurate and permanently , 
recorde~. A m~chanlsm m~st be developed whereby offenders may be released 
from pr1~o~ prl0r.to ~helr no~mal parole to participate in these programs; 
and speclflcrestltutlon requlred whether cash or service be spelled out in 
~he.r~lease or~~r, parole decree or court order, and determined on an 
lndlvldual basls acc?r~ing to economic abilities of the offender. New programs 
should also set.s~eclflc cr'iteria for eligibility, criteria which can be 
~easured by emplrlcal research methods. Previous research should be incorporated 
lnto future research designs. 
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6 __ . Trends, Vol. 2, No.1, 1974. 
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TOGerald T. Flowers; Int~rimORestitution Evaluation Report, 197fu 

11See Supra Note 9. 
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. 12Richard E. Longfellow, Memorandum "Caselo;1d Trends," Georgia Department 
of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation, March li~ 1975~ 
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13Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,National Scope Project for 
Citizen Actioh,o p', 53, budget narrative.' 
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16Georgia DepartmeDt of Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation, 
Research and Development· Division, Bulletin No.1, 1975. 

The Georgia figure is based on computer analysis of records of 262 inmates 
who were released during the fourth quarter of 1971. During their first 
year after release, 56 had been arrested, another 59 were arrested in their 
second year, and another 24 in their--a total of 139, or 53 percent. Only, ~ 
arrests leading to convictir;m or revocation were counted., ,>-.' 

l7Mihnesota Department of Corrections; Minnesota Restitution Center 
(undated mimeograph). 

(( 

18Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Scope Project fo~ 
Citizen Action. 

19!IAn Analysis of Alternatives to Incarceration in Georgia--a Special 
Research Pr()Ject, /I Emory Law Journal, Vol. 24, No. 2,~ 1975; Galoway and 
Hudson) '1lRestitution and Rehabilitation: Some Central Issues, Crime and 
Delinguency: Hudson (ed) Restitution in Criminal Justice, 1975. 

.~ .,' 

20Law Enforcement Assistance Administration;>National Scope Project for 
Citizen Action, p. 66, program narrative. 

21 Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Nati'ona1 Scope Project for '. 
Citizen Action. (grant amendment approved October, 1975). 

22Harvey Nation and Gwendolyn Pride, Atlanta High Impact Anti-Crime 
Program; Second Annual Report: Therapeutic Community Rehabilitation Program, 
Atlanta, Georgia, June, 1976, pp. 57-64. ~ 

the 

23See Supra Note 17. 

24George H. Cox, Jr., Director of Program Evaluation 
theoretical cost development. 

25See Supra Note 21. 
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APPENDIX A 

SCOPE DATA SHEET 
(Use Novem..t?,er" 1975 Rev~sion Only) 

Pl~ase comolete one Scooe Data Sheet for each Offender 
referred to either the Intensive Supervision or Restitution 
Program. Also, please circle the number corresponding with 
your answer and place the number in the box(es) to the right 
of the question. ALL SCOPE DATA SHEETS MUST HAVE A SOCIAL 
SECURITY NUMBER and each question must have an answer (use 
zero for not applicable questions). All Scope Data Sheets 
should bemailedtotheScopeEvaluatoroncepermonth.no 
later' than 'the 5th of the month. Thanks. 

OFFENDER f S NAI.\1E: • ~.J 

- >-"""'..,.,;..;.,....----. ~----------

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

S) 

6) 

7) 

Address:--------
City: ____ ~~~ ________________________________ __ 

Colurr.n 
1-9 

O£fenderfs Social Security N~er: 
(Use 'a T~~p. No. if the offender 
does'"not,h.ave a permanent social 
'securi ty number.) I t I I rn [,,,-I --1......1.-.....1 I I I 
Control Card Number: 

Program: 
I-Intensive Supervision 
2-Restitution 

P::-ogram Status: 
l-Probationer 
2-Pa..t:olee 
3-Youthful Offender 

Age at Conviction: 

Race/Sex: 

Male 
I::whi te 
'2-Black 
3-Indian 
4-Spanish Speaking 
5-0ther 

Martial Status: 

Female 
6 
7 
8 
9 
o 

I-Single (Never Married) 
2-Married 
3-Separated 
4-Divorced (Not 'Remarried) 
5-Widowed 
6-Common taw Marriage (~stablished) 
Q-Not Reported, Unknown, Not Applicable, 

rn 10-11 

0 12 

o 13 

rn 14-,15 

o 16 

o 17 

(ReV'i~e~ 11/7 S I ?age J.r 

I 

.I:. 
'II" 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

, to Apprehension: Living Arrangements Pr~or 
l-Living Alont? 
2-Li ving with Si?ouse., 
3-Illicit Relat~onsh~p of Same Sex 
4--Li ving with One or More 
S-No Borne " 
6-Inmate of Inst~tut~on , 
7-L' ;v;ng with Another Fam~ly 

• • t or pseudo-parents 8-Living with Paren s 
9-0ther 
O-Not Reported 

Number of Dependent Children: 

Number of Dependent Adults: 

socioeconomic Level: 
i-Welfare 

A-2 

o 18 

o 19 

o 20 

o 21 

2-0ccasionaiiy Emplo~ed, ' 
3-Min~um Standard o~ L~v~ng ($3 000 Or Equivalent 

I' 
annual i!'l.come) 

12) 

13) 

4-Middle:Class 
OS-Other 
6-Food stamps _ ° ,-,,--- ,---­
O-:Not Report.ed, -, ... , ,."." 

Religion: 
I-Islam ' 
2-Catholic 
3-Baptist 
4-Methodist 
5-Episcopal~an 
6-Presbyter~an 
7-Church of God 
S .... fJ,oliness 
9~Other 
O-Not Reported 

Education Level: 
o O-.Not Reported, . 
01-12 -- As Ind~ca'C.ed 
13 - 1 Year College 
14 - 2 Years col1e.ge · 
15 3 Years College 
16 - Bachelor Degree 
17 - Master's Degree 
18 - Ph"D. 
19 - Law Degree 
20 - Medical School 
88 - GED 
99 - None 

7-Unknowr.. 
8-Not Applicable 

11/75 - SCOPE DATA SHEET, Page 2} 
(Revised 

o 22 



14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 

20) 

21) 

Vocation/Trade (type of work) : 
(See Code Sheet) 

Current Employment Status: 
I-Employed Full T~e 
2-Employed Part Time 
3-Unemployed - Recently (.6 Months or Less) 
4-Unemployed - Long Time (Over 6 Months) 
5-Never Worked (non student) (Capable) 
6-Student 
7-Incapable of Work 8-U~~nown 
a-Not Reported, ~ :=.: .'.~-"- '-._~~- '~:9-Not A)?plicable 

~veekly Salary: (In Whole Dollars Only) 

Monthly F~~ly Support Payment (In Whole 
Dollars Only) 

Is t.~ere a..."ly ot.:'1er family income (other tha."l 
I-Yes parents)? 

I I 

2-No 
a-Not Reported, ·-~:.9:n!~I!.o3.;n:-_-ir:'~dt ApoIiq~b~!= --=-~. 

Source of other E'a."11ily Income: 
. I-Social Security 
2.,.. VA ' 
3-Unemployment compensation 
4-Welfare 
5-0thers (Explain) ____________________________ ___ 
6-Wife 
7-Food Stamps 
a-Not 'Reported, ~)--:~Unkno_~.!'-_~9::-~t<?~_ ~pp.~Jc~12~~.-=== 

Mili~ary Service: 
l-AF 
2-Army 
3-Navy 
4-Marines 
5-Coast Guard 
6-0t."er 
9-No Military Service " 
O-Not Repo~ted, 7-?E.~~owri--

Type of Discharge: 
I-Honorable 
2-Ge~eral 
3-Undesirable 
4-Bad Conduct 
5-Disnonorable 
6-In Service 
9-No Mi1itary','Servide 
O-N6t~eported, 7-Unkn9wn 

, (Revised 11/75 .... SCOPE DATA SHEET, P,agia 3) 
1}?J 

c, 
. "" 

o 28 

29-31 

32-24 

o 35 

o '36 

o 37 

0 38 

'.'1 

" <, 

~ 

t; 

o 

22) 

23) 

24) 

25~ 

26) 

27) 

28) 

29) 

30) 

31) 

32) 

33) 

34) 

3~ ),. 

The most serious (count) Offense 
(pre~\ent conviction): 
(Se,e Ileade Sheet) 

_0.-.... 

Second M~jor Offense (present 
conviction) : 

(Wri te in "and see code Steet) 
\\. ~,-----------

Sentence iri months (use 07)\2-£or Youthful 
Offend,er, 000 for Life): 

r 

Fine (in whole dollars only -< the decimal 
point is to the r~ght of th~ boxes) 

Restitution (in whole dol~~rs only): 
Same 25 

Cour~~ cost (in whole dollars only): 
Same 26 --

county o~ r~sidence at conviction: 
. (See Code Sheet) 

Ernp10ymentStatus at Time of Apprehension: 
I-Employed Full Time-
2-Employed Part Time 
3-Unemployed - Recently (6 months of less) 
4-Unemployed - Long Ti.l"ne (Over 6 mont.lJ.s) 
5-Never WQrked (non student) (Capable) 

. 6-Student 
7-Incapable of Work 

IT! 
[ I 

[ I 

a-Not Reported, - a-Unknown, 9-Not Appl'icabl'e 

Juvenile Record: 
l-Yes 
2-No 
3-Unknown a-Not Reported, 

N~"11ber pf Previous Adult Convictions: 
(Put 9 1f 9 or more), 

Number 0= ?revious Adult Misde..'!leanor 
Convictions: (Put 9 i= 9 or ~ore) 

,!) 

iJ NUInber of Previous Adult Felony 
Convictions: (Put 9 if 90r more) 

\~ " 

Jti'dic.ia1 Circuit:. of Con'l'fiction: 
(See Code Sheet:.) 

\. I i 

0 

o 

o 
o 

CIJ 
"',J ,\ YR MO" DA 

[IJ [IJ CIJ . -" 

Date ~laced 1:1 Program: 

(Revised 11/75 - SCOPE DATA SHEET, Page 4) 
o 

-

43-46 

'47-49-

50-54 

5.5-59 

60-64 

65-67 

·68 

69' 

70 

71 

.. '.72 

73-74: 

75-S0 , 0 



" 

36) Reenter Offe~der's 
N;.:.--:ili er : 

So~lial Secur:' -.:y :-9 

37) 

38) , 

39) 

CD --.[ = ___ 1 ~--,---,-r---Ji :2 -:.. 9 

40) 

41) 

42) 

43} 

~4) 

Disposition 0:: Ref~r=al: 
l-Accepted Restitut£on Progr~~ 
2-Accepted Inte~sive Supervision'?rog=~~ 
3-Randomly rejected and incarceratec 
4-Randomly rej ected a~d placed on regu".i.ar 
?robation/P~role Supervisor 
5-0ther (explain~ ________ ~~ ____ ~ __ ~ ________ __ 
6-Referred -to other cO~TL~~ity i:=ea~~~t 
progr~~--give n~~e 

~~~~----~--~----~-----------7-Rejectea caseload full assi~ed regular 
Probation/Parole Supervisor 
8-Rejected caseload full ~~d i~ca=cerai:ed 
9-Rejected caseload =ull, dispositio~ ~~:~~o~ 
O-Randomly rejec~ed - disposition u..~;~"'loym 

-Was ra~dbmization a factor i~ 
or rejecti6h this referral"? 
I-YeS 

accepta:lce 

2-No l 
3-Unknown 
O-Not Reported, 

Were the ~andom selection criteria used? 
l-Yes 
2-No 
O-Not R.epo~;ted, Unk.~own, Not Applicable 

If no, why not? 
l-Caseload less i::lan 90% of capacity (22 or 
2-Special Request of court or parole board 
after r~~dom rejection 
3-0ther (explain) 
4-Fuli capacity - no room 
a-Not ~epqrted, 5-Un~~own, 

for another 

== ves, ... ,hai: :'s 't'.."'le randoUl. selectior-. ~o.-: 
(See randoUl. selectiq;:. table ai:tac:tec. ;:.0 -.::.::.e 
selection ~~d reporti~g·proced~res) 

o 
This re::erral Car.le f=om:.· 
I-Court (direct sentencing} 
2-Court (revocation hearing) 
3-?a=01e 30a=d (cirec~ ?a:=ole) 
4-?arole 30arc. (revocat,:,o41 n~ari:'lg) 
5-i'out: .. =u!. Of=ender 'Boare. ,y.-

• c· 

less) 

(Z\ev'ised :1/75 -" SeO?::: DA'I'A S~Err' I ?age 5) 

o 

n 
'---' 

20 

22 

'i LJ 

,........ 
i: 27 -

~----------.-----------------:-

45) 

46) 

47) 

48) 

49) 

50) 

51}' 

If at capacity, was an offender under supervision 0 28 
reclassified to create a vacancy? 
l-Yes 
2-No 
3-0nk...'"'lown 
a-Not reported, 4-Not Applicable 

Has the offender ever received a probated or parole 0 29 
sentence? 
l-Yes 
2-No 
3-Unknown 
O-Not Reported, 4-Not Applicable 

If yes, Which one? 0 30 
I-Probation 
2-Parole 
3-Both 
O-Not Reported, 4-Unknown, 5-Not Applicable 

If ~he,a~ov7 7entence was not successfully completed [] 31 
~ha~ d~spos~t~on occurred, in the case? 
I-Revoked and sent to priso~ 
2-:Ahsconded 
3-0ther (explain 
4-Revok:\~d. ahd re'::;f"=e:::r::r::-:e:-:d-r-~t-:o--:o:-;t-;h:-e-r-p-r-o-g-r--am--:{;-g-i'-v-e---41-ar-m-e) 

O-Not Report, S-Onknown 

At the time of the cur:::e.nt arrest, was the offender 0 32 
attending school? 
l-Yes 
2-No 
3-0nkhown 
O-Not Reported, 4-Not A~plicable 

If yes':, in what type program? 0 33 
I-Vocational or technical school 
2-Highschool (Including GED preparation) 
3-College (including junior college and graduate 

school) 
4-0t~er (explain) ___________________ ~ ______________ __ 
5-U'nl.<"Tlown ' 
a-Not Reported, 6-Not Applicabie 

The current conviction 
occurred through: 
l~Trial by jury 

(progr~~ placa~ent) 

2.'-Trial by judge 
3-?lea Bargaining i l (agreerrl~l on sentence recorQ,-

o 34 

rnendation bet-ween Distric~ Attorney 
and t..1"l'e offender's attorr.ey), 

(Revised. i 1/75 ... SCOPE DATA SHEET I Page 6) 
"",:,,, .. 

o 



-- -----~~--- ----.-----------------------~--------------------~--------------------------

:52) 

53) 

54) 

55) 

:56 ) 

57) 

58) 

59) 

60) 

62) 

II 

4";'Volun.tary plea' (plea entered. without any promised' 
,. sentence) 

. 5-Revocation 
6-0ther (explain) _........,..~ ____________ ---:::,) 
a-Not Reported, Q7-Unknown 

Maj or °social/ben~v.ior problems plaguing '~'. 
rehabilitation: 
l-l\lcoholism 
2-Drug Abuse . 
3';'Mental Health(psycholog~cal) 
A-Family relationships 
5-Education 
6-Physical Health 
7-criminality 
8~Poor Self-Concept 

o 35 

9-0tner (explain) __________________________ ~~---
a-Not Reported~ " 

Secondary social/b~havior probl~: 
(See List Above) . 

" 

~.-. 

Number of office contacts with offender: 

Number of home contacts with i'o~fende:r: 

Number of field contacts with employers,., 
refer~al agencies, etco: 

, ~ . 
Number of contacts with offender's 'family: 

(> 

Number of telephone contacts: 

Number of referrals to other agencies: 

Types of/referrals (li9t in order made): 

o 36 

I I I 
[I I 

o 

ell 

]37-39-

\40-42 

j.43-45 

I f I \49-5~ 
I I I \52-54 

§ 
U· 
U, . 

55 
56 
57 
58

1l 
39 

Was a volunteer assigned to"'llwork with offender? 
l-Ye,s o 60 

. 2-No I) 

If no, why not? . . 
l-O~fender not selected for ?a~=~~g _~ 
2-Vol~~teer deemed appropriate but o==ender' 
-efused volp.nteer services 
- t_ 

o 61 

(Revise9. 11/75' ... SCOPE "DATA SHEET, 'Page 7) 

o 

" 

o 

63) 

. ~,: 
3-SuitaiAe\,yolunteer unavailable 
4-0ther (ex?l\Lain) .. __ ... ~' 
5-Volunteer ~ot deemed appropriate for t~~7 0~7enaer 
6-0ffender was rejected for program part~cJ..pat~on 
O-N<!Jt reported 

List major offense of last two previous convictions 
if possible: [othe"r than present offense (s) ] i: ' 
~: I I I I 162

-
65 

66-69 
64) 

65) 

66) 

Has the 
l-Yes 
2-No 

offender previously been incarcerated? 

a-Not ReP9rted, 3-Unknown 

If ye;;, was the incarceration in Georgia? 
I-Yes 
2:-No 
a-Not Reported, 3-Not Applicable, 4-0nknown 

If eligib'le 
applied? 
l-Yes 

for VA benefits, has the offender 

2-No 
a-Not jfeport~df 3-Not Applicable, 4-0nk:no~m 

\ 

o 70 

o 71 

o 72 

Offender!s we~~ly salary at apprehension: 
( j/ . 

.~ation/Par~le Supervisor's Computer Code? 
I-....\,---!:-I ....... J 7 3 - 7 5 

~[ ..... 1--.10..-1.......1...1 -117 6-8 a 

Probation/Parole Supervisor's Name: ______________ ~ ______ ----_ 

Office Telephone N~~er: __________________________________ ~~-

\, 

0 

(Revised llt6'~S - SCOPE "DATA SHEET, Page' 
~; 0 0 • " 
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o 
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~i 
) 
i' 
! 
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NOTE: 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

o 

" 

Ii 0 

(:.:: 
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(J 

SCOPE TERMINATION REPORT 
(Revised 11/75) 

APPENDIX B 

Probation/Parole Supervisor's Name 
~ 

'Mailing, Street/P.O~ Address 

City, State, Zip Code' 

GIST, No •. 

Off GIST No. 

The above information has been requested to save time 
in securing, add:Ltiona~ data when. necessary-

• c 

Please complete one SCOPE' Termination Report for each 
offender leavang your caseload who ~s not being 
traris£erred to another Intensive Probation/Parole 
Supervisor in the same cErogram. If an offender is ' 
transferred: to another SCOPE: Program,. in. \~addi tion to 
the SCOPE' Termination Report,. another SCOPE O~TA 
SHEET must. be completed by the receiving progtam .. 
Each question must have an answer~, A leadin~ zerQ 
is to be used when an. answer ~oes not filL all of the 
allQ~i:ed boxes.. AIL SCO?E Termination Repo'rts must 
be-mailed to the· SCOPE Evaluatoronce-perl?;lonth,. no 
later than the. 5th of each montho. -
The mailing address is: 

. " .. :,::" ".~ 

I.i 

() 

o 

SCOPE Evaluator 
Department of Offender Rehabilitation 
800oPeach~ree street, N .. E. 
:aoom 321. ' !l, 

Atlanta, Georgia 30308 

() 

• t 

s " .. 

; 
: . 
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2 .. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

o 
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Cdlumns 
o 

" 

Offe~!de.r' s Social SecuriJ:y:, Number: 

CC[J CD ,---LI.-I '----1---1 1-9 
;J' 

Data Card Control Number:' 

Name of Program:;, 
I-Intensive Supervision 

[ili] 10-11 

(;0 ~2 

;a-Restitution 
Yr. Mo. Da. 

Date terminated 'from program: m IT] ED ., 13-18 

Yr. Mo. baa 
Date placed in" program. m m m 19-24 

What was the major reason for termination? 
Ol-Absconded 
02-Sentence.expired 
03-Death: 
04-Successful program completion 
OS-Sentence amended 
06-End of program 

m' 2S- 26 . 

07-Administrative transfer to regular P(P superv~sJ:.on 
for non-disciplinary cause(s) in. same j.udicial,\ . 
circui t. ,,\ 

OB-Administrative transfer to regula~ PIP superVision 
for non-.disciplinary cause(s) to other judicial' 
circuit 

09-Administrative transfer--out-of-.. state for non.-
disciplina~ cause (s) v c' 

10-Revoked fo:2~aisciplinary cause(s) and transferred 
out-of-state 

II-Revoked for disciplinary c.;1use{s) and transferred 
to regular PIP supervision in same judicial circuit 

l.2-Revoked for disciplinary cause(s) and transferred 
tc:> re~lar piP supervision in ~nother ... j~p.icial 
c~rcu~t 

13-Revoked for disciplinary cause(s) and transferred;to 
other community treatment p.1!>ogram 
(give name) ., 

14-Revoked and incarcerated for disciplinary ca,.use (s) "c 

IS-Revoked and incarcerated for new crime conviction 
16-Revoked and" transferred to other community treatmeut 

program for neW crime conviction 
(cgive name) d 

17-Revoked and transferred to regular PIP supervision 
program for new c1;ime convict;j.on in same juq-).cial 
circu.:i,.t; . 

... 2-. 

6? (\ 

70 

a .. , 

9. 

10 ... 

Q 

IS-Revoked and transferred to regular PIP .supervision 
program for new crime conviction in othe.J:' judicial 
circuit 

19-Revokedand transfEined out-of-s.tate for new crime 
conviction 

20-0ther (explain)' 
2l-0nknown ------------------------------~---
22-Not applicable 
o a -Not reported~ .. 

At the time of this termination, was the offender 
employed{ 
l~Yes 
2-No 
3-Unknown· 
4-Not applicable 
O-Not reported 

If no, why not'? 
I-Offender was attending schooL 
2-0£fender Was in jail 
3-0ffender is physically' unable to work. 

(medically diagnosed) " . 
4-0ffender. lost job within last month 
S-Offender never worked -
6:-0ffender lost, job over month ago. 
7:"Insufficient. t.im,g ";:n.,!prog?=aIn to find job 
a-Other (expla~n) . 
9-Not'applicable ---------------------~--~ 
a-Not, reported 

If in' i.tem' ft·] above the answer is no, how long 
has. the offender been umernployed? 
I-One week .. 
2-0ne month 
3-More than one month but less than three months 
4-More than three months but less than six months 
S-In excess of six months 
6-0ther (explain) 
7-Unknown 
8-Notapplicable 
O-Not reported 

If the 9.hswer to item iT above is no, was the 
offend~~'s unemployment a factor in the decision 
to termJ:nate? 
I-Yes 
2.i.No v 

,3-Unknown 
4~Not applicable 
O-Not reported 

" 
i:Z':::-::::"::~rt~~"::~1.~~l'.':;:\~~---"·"""""""'·- ' ...... "' ...... <.-<:--~- ..... --.~ 
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14 .. 
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16 .. 

11. 

-- -----.-~. 

If the answer to item *7 above is yes, how 
long has the offender held the present job? 
l-One week 
2-0ne month 

B-4 

o 31 

3-More than one month but less than three months 
4-More than three months but less than six months ' 
S-In excess of six months 
6-0ther (explain) ____________ -----------------
7-0nknown 
8-Not applicable 
O-NOt. reported, 

How many job ,changes has th~ offender has since 
being p laced in the program? 

m 32-33 

LCD. 34-36 If the answer to item lf7 above, is yes, what 
is/was clie of~nder's gross weekly salary 
(in whole dollars o,p.:l:Y)? 

If the termination resulted' from a new crime ell J~ 37-40 
conviction, what is the most serious o'ffense - I....-.I_.J--J---' 

(charge)? '(SEE Code Sheet, use zeroes if the. 
bermination'resulted from' causes other than. a 
new crime conviction .. ) 

IlJ.. your opinion, i~ the offense listed in item 
*14- aBove more serious. than th~ offense (s) w.hich 
rl:sul ted. in this pJ:'ogram. placement? 

o 41 
\ 

1\ 

r r-·Yes, ' 
2-·No 
3-·Unknown 
4--Information not available 
5·.Not app licable 
O'-.Not reported [I--.J-I .....J---I.I.--lk \ 
What was the major offense that resulted in thJ..s 42-45 \' 

o 

PJ::,ogram placement? {SEE Code Sheet and/or SCOPE 
Data Sheet (item #22), use 7777 for probation ~ 
revocation,. 8888 for parole revocation, 6666 for \1 
direct parole grantr and 0000 for not applicable.) 

, pl::,ior to this termination, if it is the result: 
a; new crime conviction, were you considering 
recommending revocation of ttte offender? -
l-Yes 
2-No 
3-llndecided 
4-Not applicable 
a-Not reported 

c· 

of 0' 46 

If.you co~si~ered thi~ case a potential 
fa~lure (l.ndJ.cated by ye,5 to item iL17 above) 
what ~har~ct;.eristics of tp.e offend~r's ' 
behav::-or ~pres's~d you .the least or were 
deter7orat~ng (lJ.st as- many' as 'appropriate 
by prl.ority)?, ' 
~~:A1COh:>liS~ (abuse of alcoholic beverages) 

Drug abuse (non-physician prescribed ' 
use of drugs') 

~!:~en~~lhealtI; (ps,¥chqlogical maladjustment) 
," arn:t. y. r~latl.onsI:J.ps {with wife, parents 

or otht;r responsl.ble 7."e:l:ative.s} -. 
05-Educat-:-on (la<?k of progress) 
06-EducatJ..on (fal.lure to attend school) 
07-Educ~tion (retarded educationally) 
08-Physl.cal health (disabilities) 
09-Increasalcriminali ty 
10-Poor self.-concept 
IL-Per.rnissiveness 
l2-Consistent unemployment 
l3-Unknown 
l4-Not applicable 
IS-Other (explain) 
IS-Other (explain) --",---.....:----­
l7-0ther (explain)------------------­
OO-Not reported 

If. this ,termination is' a failure,. , 
whl.ch o~ the choices below. most ' 
approprJ.ately described your assistance 
to. the offender in attemnts to prevent 
thJ.s failu - ('1" "', ' 
b 

' re J..st as manv asapr.y,·oprl.· ate 
y prl.ority)? -, ];1" 

OL:Intens~f~ed 7upervision/surveillance 
02 ·IntensJ..fJ.ed l.ndepth counseling 
03-Referred.torelevant community resource 

agency Wl.th expertise in problem areas 
04-R~questet;1 help with offehder from family 

co 
m 
co 
IT] 

8-5 

47-48 

49-50 

51-52 

5'3-54 

co 55.-56 

CO 57-58 

CO 59-60 

CD 61-62 

[I] 63-64 

os_~~De~r w~fe, p~r7nts or responsible relatives 
equested help w~ th offender fr ' . ' g;j:~~~~.to CQu"t'£or t;01ilnselin~mb~°'fu~~ty leaders 

0/ ,to Parole Board for counseling 
8-Reql;lested assistance from volunteer 
~~:~:;~~:! vo~unteer, . .'(pr~viollslY did not have one) 
ll-Re-=-£ - "d to prc;>batJ..qn. counselor for counseling 
12-0th:~r(e~~aI~)e£ PiP Supervisor for counseling 
13-0ther (exp,lain)--~--------------'------­
+4~Otper (explain)--------------------------­
IS-None of the abov~e~-----------------------
16 ";Unkno~vn 
17-Not 'applicable 
OO-Not reported 
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20. 

21. 

22.-

lJ 
~\I 
l 

E 
GJ 
~ 'I 

" 

~ l~ 
~ 
ftTI 

E 

Do the social, behavior problems id8ntified 
on the SCOPE Data Sheet still plague the 
offender? 
I-Yes 
2-No 
3-Undecided 
4-Not applicable 
O-Not reported 

If yes, what actidlns did you take (orattemptJ 
to alleviate thos~i problems identified on the 
SCOPE Data Sheet (\a.ist as' many as appropriate 
by order service r'\~ndered?) 

\\ 
II 
'\ I, 
I' \\ , 

Listed below are lod~l community resources 
agencies providing (.r\~evant serVices, . from 
this list which agendy(ies) was/were the 
offender r,eferred (lis\t as many as 
appropria ii'e ,in order m'~de)? ',1 
aI-American Red Cro~s\ 
02-Salvation Ai:my,-, 

:) if 

03-Alchemy Therapeui:ic Community. 
04-~locational Rehab:Llit;ation 
OS-Local Alcohol CeJ:1ter' 
OS-State Employment Agency/Department of Labor. 
OT-Local Adult Bas~c Education Center 
08-Army Relief 
09-County Mental Health Clinic' 
10-Local Drug Couriseling/Clinicr 
II-Legal Aid -
l2-0ccupational" Development Center 
l3-VISTA Volunteer (job placement) 
14'-Alcohol Rehabilitation Center 
IS-Rev,o McManus House/Church 
IS-Division bf Family andChildrents Services 
17-Consurner Credit Company 
18,...Jim Faulk - psychologist !) 

19-Local area ~!=ch school 
20-Loca'l/county social service centefo 
21-Veteran's Administration 

(.I' 

,,: JI' 

8-6 

o 65 

rn ')2-73 

rn'74-7S 

[[J 76-77 

rn 78-7~ 

~ 
~ 

22-Georgia Regional Hospital (for psychological servi:oe) 
::" I t." 23-SAMCO " o 

E 
~ 
~ 
~ t1 

24-Comprehensive Mental Health 
2S-Continuing Science (DH~) 
26-GarradClinic (Alcohol) 
27-Central State HOS;iPttal . (alcohol or QrUg, 'treatment) 
28-Alcoholics Anonynibus 
29-Family Counselin~ Service/Center 
30-National Alliance of 'Businessmen 

(. ; 

-, 
;:~. ,7'_:.:::;:::::.,,,; ... ".:::...r..~~~~ =""""''''.- .. -" ... "~-...... ,,..,..., --.. ""","--... ~-.. ~-,~>'-~. ,- ,t' 

o 

I) 

" 

,'.' ' 

23 .. 

24 .. , 

31-lJrban League 
32-Model' C-lties 

. /.,,33-Ci tr oJ; Atlanta (for, employment) 
34-C~r~stian Emergency Help Center 

·3S-Aid tq Offenq,ers Proj ect -
'~76-cU odS. Corp of Engineers (employment) 

, - 0 ac (drugs) . 
38-0.I.C. 
39-Soc~al Secl,lri ty Administration 
40-Act~on Work Training Center 
4l-0ther (give name) , 
42-0ther (giVe name)---------------__ __ 
43-0ther (give name'> -----____ _ 

,,44'""Dr. B. Willis, l?'sy;;c;:h~~:r-' a:::-t:;:-:r:::'~!""' s::-t~--.---
4S-None 
46-Not applicable 
o O~N~t repc1rted 

~7re th7 s~li:vices rendered by agena:ies 
.d;sted ~n l.tem, #22 above, adequate :ltO' ~eet 

e offenqelr' s needs or sol ved the ," bi .' 
I-Yea ~r9 ems? 
2-No \' 
3-Undecided~ 
4-Nqt applicable 
S-No't reported 

8-7 

o ao' 

2S 

Re-enter offender's Social. securi~, \',~ 
Number LI£[J ml'---,,-,r-,--I I-g. 
Data Control. Card Number I..-...!-...l..-..i-.oJ 

26. 

27. 

Name of I?rogr~ 
l-'Intensi ve 'Supervision: 
~-Restitution 

. . 

If\;, the answer to item #23 ifabove is why" 
not? '!l0 I 
l-Agenqy terminated services' 

32:00~~endder did not follow-up with referral 
-_ren er refused to part' . . 

4-P/p Supe" .' ~c~pate w~tih. agency 
to the a~:~;~~dr:;~~red. fOllow-';1p with agency 

S-Offender)' s proble "t nteer Who d~d not fOllow-up 
, this program' 1l!, 0 severe to deal twi th in 

"6-Insufficient time, to deal with 
7-0ffender's Problems related to 

not under program control ' 
a-Unknown 
9-Not applicable 
O-Not I:'eported 

offender's problems 
othe\1: family membe:c's \ . , 

" 
. \\ 

" ',II 

\ 
\ 
\ ~ 

1\ 
'I 
\1 
" 

l!EJ 1,0-11 
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28. In.regards to your fOllow'-u~ of the agency 
referral (if the answer tOJ..tem if23, above 
is no), what steps did you. t.ake theri? 
I-Assigned follow-up to .vol1J.1'lteer 
2-Requested viritten report of progress from 

29. 

30 •. 

32. 

33. 

3S. 

agency ,. 
3-Referred olffender back to same agency 
4-Ref.erred c.)ffender to di:fferent agency 
5-Assigned /Jffender to volunteer for 

addi tional services" 
6-No further action taken 
7-Personally contacted resource agency 
a-Other (e~~lain) ______________ ~ ____ _ 
9-Not appliLca.ble 
O-Not repoJcted 

If this te;cmination ri:!sul ted in the 
incarceratilon 6f the offender, how. 

I' '.. many montnl~ of the sentence rema~ned 
to be serv.~d? 

I' 
" 

If the offJ\nder's program acceptanc;e was 
based upon \I,a parole grant or parole or 
probation r'(-;vocation, how many mont,hs of 
the· original'" sentence was left. to / l:le serve!d 
Cl,t program e\~try? 

• " I' 

Approximately'\how much' time was $:pent with the 
Offender per il~-depth interview? ; 
l-Le~s than 5m\\nut;es I" . 

. 2-MoI'e than 5 mx.nutes but less' tr.~an 15 ml.nutes 
3-More. than IS· m~\nutes but less tlhan 30 millutes 
4-More than 30: mi~tes. but less t:han oz;.e hour" 
S-More than one'ho~~ 
6-Record of time no~ kept 
i-Other (explain) ---.:l~ _____ _ 
a-Not applicable \ 
0-N9t reported ~ 

How many total in-depth\pffice interviews 
with the Offender did YO~\\haVe? 

. ~ 
\ 

,How manyc total in-depth hO~(~ int~J::"iews 
with the offende'!:' diq. you have? 

, 
In ref~;;nce to item #:3;3 above, how many'! of 
these contacts·were con:eurrent with the 
offender's, family? 

How many visit;s with the family al.one d,id you' 
make (with the (Jffende~ not. present)? 

, r..:;;.::.~-._ .... ?;::..~~" • ..",~..=;,:::.r~~·~ ... ,""""-'l-.,j.~·"·",-"""",~", 
" 
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CI 15-1l 

D 21. 

c·CD,·2s-21 

I· I 2g-30 

[ pC] 31-=33 

36. 

37 ~ 

38. 

HoW many field contacts with employers, 
referral agencies, or other conununity 
resources did you make on behalf.of this offender? 

If all of your contacts, ,tl.lterviews with the 
offender Were not phYsical' (in person), how 
many total. telephone contacts were made? 

When you saw the terminated Offender where 
did you most often see him/her? 
l-I~ PiP I;Supervisor's ofJ:ice 
2-At the offender's jo~ 
J-At the offender's home 
4-0n the streets (local gathering place 

i.e .. , poolroom) 
5-At" home~ of friends of Offender 
6-At home or aSSigned volunteer 
7-0ther (explain) 
a-Never saw'the offender 
9-Not applicable-
O~Not reported 

39. 
Will, tHe case reCOrd, developed for this case" 
upOn}review. provide beneficial data for 

40 ... 

41. 

iden'l:ification of and problem solVing-,. if the 
offender is. returned to our system or is 
incarcerated? 
I-Yes' 
2-No 
3'-Not sure 
if-Not applicable 
O-Not:. reported' 

If no, why not? 
I-Used, PiP Supervisor's Notebook (field) 

e..,cclUSively to record, data 
2~Information gather is' too general. 
J-Illformation is not relevant 
4:-Ci;tse record not required. ip this office 
S-N'~~ver dev~loped or completed case record 
6'-Ol:her (explain) 
7-0~~known 
8-Not applidable 
O-Not reported 

. Was a volunteer 
of{ender? 
l-Y'es 
2-No 
3';;'N'ot reported 

assigned to work with t~is 

8-9 
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42. 

43_ 
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Ii 
,I 
'I I, 

I. 

" t 
If riO, why not?!', 
I-Volunteer not deen1ed appropriate 

for this offender" 
2-Volunteer deemed appropriate but 

offender refused volunteer's ser,vices 
3-Suitable volunteer unavailable 
4-0ffender not selected for pairing 
5-0ffender too dangerous 
6-Servic;:e not provided by volunteer 
7-Unknown 
a-Other (explain) 

. 9-Not applicab'le 
a-Not reported 

If your answer to question #:41 above is yes, 
what services did the volunteer provide 
'(list as appropriate in order of service 
rendered)? . 
Ol-One-to-one sponsorship 
02.-Baby sitter services 
03-Arts and craft instructions 
04-AssistancQ Probation Officer 
OS-Big Brother or Sister 
06-Discussion group coordinator 
07-Employer of the offender 
OB-Employment counselor 
09-Entertainer 
la-Friendly visitor 
II-Marriage and family' counselor 
12-Ministerial services 
13-Recrea~ion coordinator 
V~-Speech therapist, 
lS-Test administrator 
l6-Tutor' 
17-Legal. consultant (attorney) 
IS-Group counseling 
19-Grooming counseling 
20-Psychological counseling 
2t.-Adult Basic Education Instructor 
22'-Consumer affairs counseling 
23-0ther (explain) _.,_-----_ 
24-0ther (explain) 
25-0ther (explain) ______________ ~~_ 
26-Not applicable 
27-0ther (explain) ________________ _ 
28-Unknown 
29-None 
OO-Not reported 

-10-

B-10 

o 44 

IT] 45-46 

CO 4-7-48 

IT149-50 

, CO,' 51.-52 

CO 53-54 

I) 

44. 

45 .. 

46 .. 

47. 

HO~l do you rate the general effectiveness 
of the volunteer who assisted with this 
offender? 
I-Totally ineffective 
2-~imited effective 
3-:&1airly effective 
4-Very effective 
5-0ndecided on effectiveness 
6-Not applicable 
Q-Not reported 

Most often the contacts between the o£fender 
and the volunteer were initiated by whom? 
l-The'of:fender 
2-The volunteer 
3-:-The PIP, Supervisor 
4,-The Community resource- coordinat;",;c 
5-0tber (explain) 
6-Unknown 
7-Not applicable 
O-~pt reported . 

The contacts between the offender and 
volunteer most often were made through 
what mediwn? 
I-VOlunteer telephoning Offender 
2.-0ffender visiting volunteer's. office 
3-Both Offender and volunteer meeting at 

PiP Supervisor's' office <'... 

4-Voluntee.r visi ting ciffend~rFs home 
(place of' reSidence). ' 

S-Offender te'lephoning volunteer 
6-Volunteer visi'ting"loffender' S job 
i-Unknown 
S'-Other ( exp lain) 
9-Not applicable 

, O,-Not reported 

Based upon data in the case record, how 
o'ften did/the voluntee~ and offender have 
contact Wfth.other? 
I-Daily ,j'" 

"/ [.\ '" 2-Weekly c., 

3-~very two weeks 
4-Mon~thJ.Y 
S-Quarterly 
6-9ther (explain) 
7~Unknown 
8~Not applicable 
a-Not. reported 

G 

o 

\1 
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49 o· 

50 .... 

51. 

Approximately, hmV' long on the\ average, 
were the contacts between the'offender 
and volunteer, according to t;he case 
record? 
I-Less than 5 minutes 
2-More than 5 minutes but less than 15 minutes 
3-More than 15 minutes but less than 30 minutes 
4-More than 30 minutes but less than one hour 
5-More than one hour 
6-0ther (explain) 
7-Unknown 
8-No~ applicabie 
O-Not reported 

) 

How would you describe your relationship with 
the Volunteer assigned to this case? 
I-Supportive (willingly provides assista,nce,. 

information' and se.ek your advice) 
2-Neutral (provides assistance, information 

only when requested) 
3-N~gative (avoids' contact and fails to 

follow-up ~ith. offender progress) 
4-0ther (explain) . 
S-Not applicable 
a.-Not:; reported 

Were joint conferenceS 
offender and yourself? 

held with the volunteer g 

I-Yes. . 
-2-No 
3-Not, applicable 
a-Not' reported 

How often were. contacts between the 
assigned this case and yourself? 
I-Daily 
Z-Weekly 
J-Monthly 
4-Qua.rte;rly (every three· months) 
5-Bi-monthly (every two months) 
a-Never 
7-pther (explain) 
a-Not. applicable 
O-Not reported 

-12-

volunteer 
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S2 _ 
Who most often initiated the contacts 
between yourself and the volunteer? 
I-The offender. 

530 

54 ... 

5S. 

2-The volunteer 
3-The Pip SUpervisor 
4-The Chief PIP Supervisor 
5-The Judge 
6-The volunteer resource coordinator 
7-No contacts 
8-0ther (explain) 
9-Not applicable 
a-Not reported 

Did you ~tilizespecialized volunteer(s) 
o~ agenc~es to verify the perceived or 
d~agnosed social, behavioral problem(s) 
reported on the SCOPE. Data Sheet2 
I-Yes 
2-No 
3-Not applicable 
O-Not reporte,d 

If no, why not? 
l-Special~zed volunteer with needed expertise 

not ava~lable. 
2-Problems reqently diagnosed elsewhere and 

availaBle . 
l-Use of specialized volunteer unwarranted 

due to lack of resources 
4-0ffe~de7' re'fused to actively participate 
S-Spec~al~zed volunteer. felt confirmation 

problern(s) unnecessary' . 
6-0tber (explain) 
7-Not applicable 
a-Not reported 

If this termination is a success, and not 
t1;-e' resUl~ of the sentence expiration,' 
d7d you d~scuss the earlier termination 
wl..th the volunteer if assigned? . 
l-Yes 
2-No' 
3-Not applicable 
O-.Not reported 
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56. If no, why not,? 
I-Assigned volun~teer not part of 

debision-makirtg process 
2-Assigned volunteer Jinavailabl,e 

·for discussion 
3 .... Insufficient time 
4-Contrary to local 
s-Contrary to Court 
6-Decision nOt made 
7-0ther (explain) 
8-Unknown 
9'""'Not applicable 
O-NotH repOrt,ed 

PIP Supervision policy 
policy 

-'l'l • by PIP f~~erv~sor 
\J 

57 <> If the answe'r to i.tem i53 above is yes, 
how do you describe the volunteer's 
reaction to theproposa~/? 
I-Strong agreement I 

58 .. 

2-Agreement 
3:-Neutral 
4-Disagreed 
5-Strong disagreement 
6-0ther (expl~in) 
T-Onknown : 
8-Not applicable 
O-Not rep0J;ted 

If this termination is. a failure for 
disciplinary causes and offender was 
subsequently revoked, did you discuss 

- your decision to recommend revocation 
prior to this action with tbe· ass.igned 
volunteer? 
I-Yes 
2:"'N6 
3-Notapplicable 
a-Not reported 

If~ no, why not? 
L-'Insufficient time' 
Z"'Volunteer unavailable 
3-Volunteer not in decision-making pr~cess 
4-Contrary to local Pip policy 
s-Contraryto court policy 0 

6-Decisions n'ot made by PIP Supervisor 
7-0ther ( explain). 
8-Unkno~ 
9-Not applicable 
O-Not reported 

o 

o 
l 
" 

o 

o 

67 

68 

~. 

70. 

60. 
If j',theanswer to item #58 above is 
how do you describe the volunteer reaction? 

63, ... 

I-Strong agreement 
2-AgJ:ee.ment 
3-Neutral 
4-Disaqreed" 
S-Strong disagreement 
6-0ther- (explain) 
7-Unknown 
a-NoE applicable 
O,:,Not reported 

yes., 

Was restitution 
this offender? 
l-Yes 

ordered to be paid by 

2-No 
3-Unknown 
0-N6t· reported . 

':I 

If yes, how many dollars in restitution 
did the offender repay While under program 
supervision. (in WhOle dollars only)? 

Based upon the awarded restitution,if 
any, Which category listed below would 
you place resti tutioil ordered?' 

. I-Actual.. (represent all. of victim r s 
loss· Or damage) 

2-Partial. ' (victim r s determined' by 
administrative process and represent 
less. than actual loss or damage)' 

3-Symbolic (victim's compensation made 'a 
secondary issue- based upon economical,. 
employment, and family status of the. offender) 

4-Unknown 
'" S-Not applic:able, 
'. a.-Not reported 

'Did" the of£ender attempt to pay restitution 
directly to the victim rather'than use 
established procedures through court or 

'" rasti tution cen tar? 
' l. .... Yes 
Z-No 

" 3-0nknown 
4-Not applicable 
O-Not repor~ed 

Q 
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B-15 
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0, 72 

o· 78 
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o 79 
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65. 

t,. 

66,. 

61'., 

68., 

6.9. 

70", 

71. 

-

Did the volunteer, if assigned, provide 
any direct contacts between the victim 
and offender; to your knowledge? 
I-Yes 
2-No 
3-Unkno:wn 
4-Not applicable 
a-Not reported 

If a vOlWlte¢r 
off'ender, what 
(].) Name 

was assigned to';work with 
is the volunteer's 

(2) Addre-s-g----" ~-, --.;.---------
CitY_'~' ____________ ~S~t~a~t~e~' ______ ~0~Zip? 

J '. 

Re":""enter offender's Social Security Number", 

Data Card Cop.trol. Numper: 

Program 
l.;,.Intensive Supervision 
2-Eestitution 

How much of the ordered resti tU~,ion 
was left unpaid at the time of thi~ 
termination (in whole' dollars only)? 

What is the' race/sex of ,the volunteer?' 

Male Female' or- Nhite: 06 
J '--Ij~ ,'Black 07 i..~ 

J3 Indian " 

08 
04- Spanish, 

speaking 09 
05 Other' 10' 
It Not 'c(pplicable 
00 Not reported 

Which age grouping below is mos,t appropriate 
for the volunteer? 
l~ 
2 
3 
4 
5 -
6 
7 
8 
9 
o 

17-21 
22-26 
27-31 (j 

32-36 
37-41 
.45~50 
50-65 
65 and over ' 
Not applicable 
Notreport'ed. 

-16-

8-16 

o 80 

D. 
(, 

20 

8-17 
72. What is the usual occupation of the 

volunteer assigned to this case 
(use code sheet and zeroes if the C,--, ...L../.,....., ~--.A---l12l- 2 4 

73. 

question does not apply)? ' 

Did theD volunteer, if assigned receive 
orientation training for serviqe in this 
program? 
I-Yes 
2-No 
3-Unknown " 
4~N6t applicable 
a .... Not reported 

74,.. '. If No, why not? 

75 .. , 

I-Orientation deemed not necessary due to 
previous volunteer service' 

2-NO tra:ining was 'available 
. 3-Training not required for service being render~d 
4-Contrary to local. P/p Supervision policy 
5-Volunteer decline to participate in training 
6-Training not necessary due to offender demeanoz:, 
7-0ther(explain} 
a-Unknown 
9-Not applicable 
O-Not reported 

If yes, whoproV'ided the orientation training'? 
I-Communi ty Resource Coordinator (DCO,R) 
2-Citizen's Action Coordinator' (DCOR)' . 
3-P/P Supervisor· . ' 
4-0n-going traininq program in judicial circuit 
5-Staff Development Center ' 
6-Depa.rtment of Volunteer Service. 

·7-Chief P/PResti.tuti.on:· Center Director 
a-Unknown . 
9-Not applicable 

,;, O-Not reported 
~ ~ 

Ie t.~evolunteer received orient~t:ion training, 
in what format. was the orientp.tion training provided? 
l';'ij'ritten materials (take home) '" 
2-Personal interview 
3-Written materials and volunteer asking questions '. 

for clarifica'i:ion 
4-0ther (explain) 
S-Not applicable 
6-Unknown 
i-In, formal "training S~,ssionsc 

;,8-By telephone 
~ Q-Notreported 

... 17-

.i,; 
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o 25 '; 
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o 27 

o . 28 
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as 4& ""' -

of the volunteer 'F "=~-~ ~;~O;~~i~:d~r~entation 
~1 l'-Indivl.dually 

... ., . 

.~ ~:g~~~ 
[ 4"'Urrknown 

[!J~, 5-Not applicable ',' ' 
tI O-Not reported 

~
'__ 78~ What, is the offender's tot~l number of previous 
.". adult convictions? 

79. What is the offender's total number of previous 
~ adult misdemeanor co~victions, 
~~ 80. What is the offender's total number,of previous 

~Bl. ::::ti:e~::: :;:V~:::::::or computer " 

~ . 82. ::::? is your pip SUpervisor Locator 
~, Number, 

~ t 
~ 
~\jll" to' U 

... ~ 

,~ U 
o 
U 

.... ~ 
'~ ~ ,liE 
~. 

o ~ GJ 

i 

83. During the period under 
offender attend school? 

supe.rvision did the 
. ___ .,_l-:-Yes 

84. 

85,. 

2'-No 
3-Unknown 
O-Not reported 

;: 
If yes, irt what type program? 
l-Vocational or technical 
2-High school (including GED prep) 
3-College- (including- junior college 

and graduate schooL,) 
4-0ther' (exp lain) 
'S-Unknown 
6-Not applic~ble 
O-Not reported 

If the answer to· item #83 above was yes, 
what is the highest academic grade 
level. attained? 

.OO-Not reported 
01-12 as indicated 
13-1 yr. college 
14-2 yrs. college 
15-3 yrso &ollege 
l6-Bachelor's degree 
17-Masters' degree 
la-Ph.D. 
19-Law "degree 
2G-Medical or Dental degree 
77.-Not a,pplicable 
88-GED ' 
99-None 

-la-

n 

(; 

/1 

o 

[] 

,) 

D 
8-18, 

29 

'IT] 32-33 

rn41- 42 

o 4·3 

o 

00 4S-46~" 

At termination'; how 0 Id was the 
. offender? 

a7. At termination, had the offender 
socio-,]aconomic status improved? 

I-Yes 
r-2"':No 
r3-Unknown 
4-Not applicable 

,0-' Not reported 
, 

If yes, what. is the current socia-economic 
status? ~ 

l-We';t:Jare 
2-Minimum standard of li~ng 

($3,000 or equivale~annual income) 
3-Middle class 
4-0cqasionally employed 
S-Food Stamps 
6-Medicaid/Medicara 
1-other 
a-Unknown. 
9-~o1: appJ.icable 
O-Not reported 

As a, result o'f program p!a~enient"has the 
offender,or'Ilis immediate family 
(wife/husband, childr~ or dependent adults) 
had to begin receiving pUblic- assistance 
(welfarEa'; food stamps' , medicaid:" socia,L' 
security,. etoo)? 
X-Yes 
2.-No 
3-O'nknown 
4-&ot applicable 
O-Not reported 

If, yes, .. from what s'ouree? 
,I-Social security 
2-VA 
3:~Unemployment compensation 
4~Welfare (a.id to dependent 
S-Food stamps . 
6:"'Hedicaid/Medicq,re 
7~Other (explain) 
a--Unknown 
9-Not applicable 
0:'" Not reported 

children) 

~ 1." If t,heansw\.\r to item 1HJ9 i$.yes, how 
. mUch- mone,Yi~received per month 

(in whole dcillars only)? 
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93. 

, 
\ 

J ," 

1.1 

.- ... '-" 
I' \). • 'I ;. ("'; 

have dene d~fferently 
oi succes~ (if this 
the Program)? 

" 
il .' 

How did you deal with the offend~\r if the offender 
refused to participate with a vo:6unteer d':!!: 
community resoUJ:'ce agency? 

~il 
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