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e ] Mr John C. Douqht1e was UQSEjTixﬁ in nTh gsafst*h

,The'authﬁk is gratefu] to h1s ca?lea*ua for their @ afforts o make the

{h“‘}jstr§¥T£QO exieﬂsive.to
e e T e e

few ueserve special pwaﬂ‘q R cenlls

program a success and bhws report nms;szR,«

ce and uniiring efforis

w1th the computer progranmnng A?sa, Ns. F?a.na Dew i 170, ~Mﬂs. Rosa Oknéra;_j

and Mrs. Lee WOods a551stedcw1th earlxer'nva;tf Mzs. Pat Coffue has shown a

. d°d1cated effort in the typ1ﬂg Of tu*ix” eRorh. R 7”‘ '. ' ' , f : 'f i

'La11 of the Courts and the Beard of Darﬁv 8

| the Law Enforcement A531*tarce Adxis:at ﬁizan (a&f

>The Law‘EnforcementeAssa t&nra AdmixZ&&!uliﬂr we*ewvw

Georgwa Department of Adm1n1st,at1v“ Sorv«wéé (A1mpurr Cenber) 1nsured the”

”ariene togg1ns a,d Wrs 5h1r1ey Maddex,_ :

e

prompt keypurich, af data as did Mrs

Emory UnVVerswtj Computer Cenrer 1n

Mr. A L. Dutton, Deputy Camm7¢5?onﬂ“‘ aommun1+y fah111f1es D1v1s un, and
his: staff deserve thdnkb for th & S?St’w‘@ *nm ¢Up§ufﬁ of ph ravr & - as “do

ﬁ Parales zhéﬁh”ﬁiafeu,erfendEPS .
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One of the purposes for this prdgram was te:”educe the ?nmate pbpulat1on;"

Because of the def111t1on af c?went silg1b1}1b; dS ”narq*nal rxsk“,

offenders d1verted to th1s prog”am by the Courm qu1be puss}n! Wﬁu]d huve -

. \\ "

been diverted to other communvty aTLernabsts it th?s p ogram we

because Judges are cognlzant cf the probiem 0* pr1:on overarowd1ng

some]"

;v:,'

";not ayga]ebxe

The‘

def1n1t1on of cllent eligrblivtv was c1ied as ;e:accounbabevtv 155Ue 1n the

’ 1nter1m report howaver5 no acf3on was ta?en to modzfy ,u. In qudztvon fhe ;v\;

use of the program as an alternatTVe to pr1enn bv the Peard of Pardons and

Paro]gg ta reduce the 1nmate popuTat10ﬁ ts bebatab]e.; In some of the

o g (r}:;

cases where offenders were not accepted xuto tbe proqran, gavofes were not

” w1thhe]d also restTtutvon as5-a, condwtior of paro]e was ﬁOL deemed appropr1ate.,

However OD]acements tota]ed 400 offenders dUtlﬁ” Lne eva]uabion per:

od September ]

1974 through June 30, 7970, approxTWJtﬁTy T"?7med the adausbed goaT j* v 5?‘e°

o

CAs with all new correct¢ona] pragram*‘ HV'RPSTT,U ?dn ;he?*er Proqram

}suffered the usuaT problems ,s%ow c4~e1eb. BE h, ;’P“iﬂ”“} “e!aie

d prob}ems'

and mnre 1mportant1y& conceprual Q}OD?GJ" bt hﬁﬂ“au%,giT }ad r;erences.;‘

Caseload size dur}ng FY75 the ye r g; ‘ﬂ”'td‘nbattjﬂ« was 36 of/,;e ]18

’ ava11ab1e s1ots, however, the prmgx *»wnﬁ un !G 71% o1 r"“aQTty i

-0

gt WaS 85% of capacxty Persannn? bTrh, ;@fed 3n§ﬂ?#f~ tLb vounber product1ve .

1]

work1ng re1at1onsh1ps between QQR 1nd ;e i "e‘ﬁe??Tf'S : m &b:ﬂb processes

o

~personné? transactuons prov1des lisis of ei Glbxﬁ anp;ican*s and other serV1cesq~a»

o 11m1ted staff and frecueht sLaff LU:’QV“Y. kh.beptud? nrob? and

v ©

L - T . : R B
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operat1onaL
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fromnny
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. lwww--‘m

indﬁfferedteslcan best belsummariyedfas*iétbe'Taék'ofvinifietive in-
estab11sh1ng a strong definvtaon or e11glb1riey, Lﬁ Kack of maJor goa]orlentgj

‘stherapeut1c progrmﬁn1nu fawTure tc use communwty reccurces, and 1ncons1stent
'follow—up ‘ Some cther prob]ems PXPCPTEHLLd zy the progrdm were: (1)

'beginn1ng center operat]ons 1n sma?ier mmtrb areas where avaiiab?e JObS are

f;fewer rather than1n Metro Ai]anta and ( ) failure tD obtawn Cert1f1cates

’of Occupancy required by. State hea th und safefy off1c1ais before fac111ty use
wh1ch contr1buted to the de]ay in 0pen1nq ProbabTy the most ser1ous of- a]?

prob1ems was the 1ack(9f coordana*ed p1ans for program develonment

1mp1ementat1on and on- -going operatlons. f”‘~, e

o

The evaluation of the Rest1tut.oq She]ter Program revea]ed taat the program-‘,

was moderate1y successfu] in terms of 1ts res 1dent7a7 berformance., On]y about\}

(]

‘one- th]rd of program enro?lees were in- house fa11ures, However, goals upon

which the program effectlveness was based were Tooseiy def1ned

In FY75 FY76 FY77 average da11y proaram costs were $24 68, $11 99 ahd

$12 9O,respect1ve1y Inst1tUL1ona1”average dawlj cost for ‘the same perlods

(x‘,

Were $8 99, $8 77 and $10 57,respect1ve7y. Proqramvfor—program cost the
reTat1ve cost ef f103ency b&sed on FY?? data revea?ed o

':a;d'Restwuutwon centér $L,068 (]12 days in program“ 1 598 ‘da d@
L on probat1on the averaqe 1enqtn of Llnn left afte: re]ease e
‘lbb:, Stra1ght 1ncarcerat1on $qu51 (564 days in PP1SGH sentence
it 1ncarcerated)a S 8 :

[a}

¢, Incarceration with prenreiease $65176 (144 d;ysiﬁn°prisbn,‘-
170 days pre- reIease) o S '

5di[ Program cost saV1ngs QF oSA V8. strawght zncnrceratTOn, or

o

e gi Progrem cost su¢1ngs of 66%. lﬂ”aPC@Y&ern,N7th pre reiease, fT

,,fd;;St u1gnt 1ncarberat10n sav1nqs of % VS'ATRLBWCQPatION w1th
7 '1;pre re]eas - : ‘ : .
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Importantly, the post-release perfocmance was considerably less han T

. . . o RO - . B . - P . : -l-‘;v o ‘; e
it %S'Characteri%ed by a one-year rearrest rate of 61 percents Wh?‘f\the_.

7 . S N 3 P ) . v S , 5 "ah 1ng B ; ‘.t, -
: Impact'Program‘s”?rabat}on‘and PgrgzejComPOﬂent W ;-49 perceil

S e
é ‘GOaTs identified 0. measure program performance,are_lfsted be]pw along

: - . - & : \\\‘;“,\J" .‘ o E SR
- with attainment status. The chpT§EE“5%a]ys1s 75.3Q_§$Ct79ﬂ‘5-0~,

AR e S S ltersvﬁiih‘capacitieéy:f '
oal 1. Open thrée residential restitution shelters with capacit
“522Wéen ZOpand 40 clients each in September, 1974 g”d One‘shglﬁertive o
within the same capacity range in April, 19/5 (p;:q%,budgatkngrta:Y ”: ﬁ_
- grant application). -~ I T : ‘

N OISR ol C TR A . and Rome which
Attainment: Openings of the centers in Albany, Macon and Rome which

were séheduled to begin operations Septenber 1, 1974, were delayed betwaen

30 and 75 days. " The Atlanta Center scheduled. to cpeﬁ ApriT'1§‘197§_
opened April 30, 1975.-: Gl S , -

- aTternative to in ar tioh f0r bdth~the Courts
Goal 2.  Provide an alternative to, incarceration fo; oLn the Lo
~and the Board . of Pardons and Paroles (p. GZ?grant app11c§t1on),’ B

| ainme cements® from both the Courts and d of Pardons and
- Attainment: Placements® from both the Courts and Boar _ ns o
' égig}ZZGSere received.  OFf the 400 offender part1c1pants§apprgx;mat$;§
80% were from the Courts and 20% from the Board  of Parqonshgn v grqh .
The problems cited earlier minimizefanyiaccpmp11§hment_1n this area.

Goal 3. - fO'diVert]275‘of?endékaduring tﬁe‘zzxmonthsfof'prpgrmp .
‘ope?ationf(0ctober,,TQ?Bugpant ameadment)fJ,v1 1 : ‘ o -
Ll L S L its revised goal
o i t: The program was highly successful with | revise L5
,ﬁ?ﬁg;gmg?fénder gTagemants_;dgwn from £60 or]qznaQEYfiachjeging.J }{?
times itszadjusted goal, or,4QO}offendg? placemgntd,r S :

Goal 4. To save $592,900 as a result of arogran dfversion (Sane 48 431

 Attainment: ’AﬁathérfdownWardfhévié§d g6§¥_whj;h Qf%giqaszgprOJéétéd e
~ savings of,$2;064,000)(grant'narratJVE:yrwﬁﬁ), Ut131g;n§ré_§ “no real
“mathematical formula used in the October /1975 grant amendment, : -

dotlars were saved as average daily program cest far exceeded those - ]qzwv3

ars were sayed as. aver o EYTE eam's average daily
‘same costs for prison. In FYZSNQHQ':Yfﬁ,the:?rﬁg#ém.? OO i TP
- igg§;;g§é7$24;6§ and $11,99;respe;§;ye{y;;#2212,22119%%ggizgvgﬁg§s$8;99'_'
~ and $8.77, respectively. However, if a relative 109 nor diverted |
2837«5&5 s used, cost, Savings potential ‘Fatals 34,108 per diverted.

- of fender with comparable sehteﬁgé§j-'i

bl

i ey o andtgg;ggplygé¥rég§~g§§5§éparﬁme§t of Uffender RehabiTitation, |
‘ Gtk '*":: Tl b‘ L 1 ’}‘-’)‘: i IR

'l 976‘_, 'p; 59 o SR
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Goal 5. To successfully graduate 60 percent of all offender
~-participants (performance budgeting material submitted to 0PB,
October 27, 1975). . : o

’;'Attainment:' Sixty-one percent,of,all of?enders feleased from fhe
~ Program were successfully terminated. R :

 Goal 6. Assure»Victim repération through the payment of redtitution
either actual or partial cash or symbolic restitution (pp. 68-69
grant application). _ R

.- Attainment: Of the $207 ,567 awarded victims, only $547828 was repaid.

- Symbotic restitution was assigned to 157 offenders,most of whom were
parolees. - Program participants reportedly. performed 2,556 hours of
compulsory public service as symbolic restitution. K

Goal 7. To teét:the‘é%fectiveness;bf'intensive probatioh/paro]é
= L.Supervision. and restitution»payme@t;on offender success/failure in
the program and after release (p. 68,grant;app]iCat10n),A

* Attainment: The framework iﬂ:which‘IntensiVé,Probatiﬁh/Paro]é Supervisors
- performed their duties was different from traditional models because

. little to no bp-street supervision"of the offender oceurs, thus the super-

. Attainment: bn1y 23”pércent:

~ Vision had little to no impact on offenders. Pearson correlation revealed no
significance related to success or failure based on restitution payment.
- Goal 8. -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 application).” ‘
air » , of the offenders served were paired with
& citizen wo}unteer:at;program entry; 22 percent of all offenders were
paired at their release from the program. We were unable to identify
. any job placements developed by volunteers. However, VISTA volunteers
S rme " ' However, the

- reaSOn»mostVOften,keportéd‘fn369‘percent of the ‘cases was "volunteer not

, 'avgi]ahjé;“*'The Tow 1ev¢1lusgage of community resources was an issue
- raised in the.program‘sylnterjm evaluation which continued throughout
" the grant period. T U SR S
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“ 1ndebtedness, and prevent non cr1m1nal 1ega1 act1on or negat1ve reaction
: ’E i by,the‘commun1§y from occurrjng, ; d;’ Co o e E | .
?g_ - B : 1.3 rATternat1ve |
> : In Ju]y, 1974 DCR deve]oped tw0*d1vers1onary programs which wou]d reduce -
Q i t) fi fi; 1ntake of offenders 1nto the pr1son system. The first was the Intens1ve
! o . ;f Ei} ) Superv1s1on Probatlon/Paro}e Superv131on Program des1gned to divert offehders
N - ; 5!i | ,1nto a spec1a11zed communwty superv1s1on program at “the txme of sentenc1ng, |
5 'ﬁ" | 7§§1 'f djnw' ;thereby‘reduc1ng the number of ‘inmates available for prison entry. The
7 5 fé 7; ) program was character1zed by small case1oads with a superv1sor—to offender
C : f}f;ﬂdi; rat1o of 1 to 25, use “of commun1ty resources for ass1stance to he1p splve
. e i Lo . V%_ ‘? 311 "offenders prob?ems, and the use of the private c1t1zen as a Vo]unteer in
“'},O;lPROGRQﬁ QVERVIEW' fi ?ir : :conaunct1on W1th the Probat1on/Paro1e Supervwsor h
S - | “f:ﬂv The second d1ver51on program was the Rest1tut1on Shelzer Program. ‘The
4 o > 4A ) f,%féf‘, ‘Georg1a Restwtut1on Program also focused on the diversion of elig1b1e
<€$, . | 'Qii‘. » : offenders at the t1me of senten01ng, thereby reducing DAR 1ntake of 1nmates.
" ) : | b ;As a result, the maaority of program part1c1pants were, rightfully,
: n F 'ﬁ: Z%é.i: - “1'probat1oners‘- However the Board of Pardons and Paroles ut1112ed the
. : e G ; ~i‘4 ﬁ dﬁrogram as a ton] for parole cons1derat1on in some cases where the offender
; . B ;i : fgi -; “wou}d have otherwwse rema1ned 1ncarceraned ar at revocat1on proceed1ngs in
3* TERiTLe . 5%? o 511éu of rexmpr1son1ng the offender : DOR has Operated ﬁhe Rest1tut1on Shelter
qé'ﬁa_ *g) o | ijif V ’dProgram under ausp1ces of the Commun1ty Fac111t1es D1v1s1onvs1nce September,
IR SNIRIEC § CHE -
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assome‘a symbo]wc nature to be effective.

‘ and street c]ean1ng

is not p]anned

1.4 'Program Concept |
One element w1th1n the concept of restitution.is offender reparatwon
to the v1ct1m for losses and/or damages 1ncurred when such payments are
generated from the offender's empToyment re]ated earned ,income. A]thqugh
offenders general]y are ga1nfu]1y emp]oyed fu]] tlme sometlmes a-diversion

of cash income through a rest1tut1on scheme is extreme]y d1ff1cu1t because |

of the offender’s economic circumstances. In those cases, rest1tut1on must

Public service took various forms such as the offender providing

‘individualized.services at mental health fac111t1es, local hosp1ta1s, and

non-profit organlzat1ons or to the commun1ty itself through park ma1ntenance

The commun1ty benef1ted from other serv1ces prov1ded

: by offenders ‘such as home repairs, leaf rak1ng and other sery1ces for- the

,'elderly and/or disabled persons without the financial capab111ty to pay

private: vendors for such services.
Current justicefpractices rarely provide for interéction_between the .
victim and the offehder after criminal acts have been»commiﬁted There

are no p]ans for the v1ct1m to be the determ1n1ng factor 1n the use, award

e

or value of symbo11c rest1tut1on However ,the v1ct1m may=re3ect any

monetary compensatwon awarded Invo:vement of the v1ct1m in the va]ue

determination of public service restitution occurred on a Timited bas1s and .

G

persona]1zed symbol1c rest1tut1on in which the v1ct1m rece1ves the benef}ts:
N
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~and concern are prevalent.

’ 1ack1ng.

‘h System

o akcommUnlty center experience have a recidivism rate of 53 percent»1n

| The criteria‘established for offender participation in service-oriented
restitution included: Tow earned income from employment, family dependents

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

Z and offenders whose release from prison or jail was stimulated by the

avai]ébi]ity of tﬁe'program as an alternative to incarceration. Public

service duty was directed by the Courts or the Board of Parddns 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.

15

Halfway houses'> or restitution centers by their very design must be

; ]ocated near peop]e centers where community involvement, 1dent1f1catxon,

Problems deve]op when commun1ty 1nvolvement is

Halfway houses have historically experienced a difficult time

udeveTOping and‘being functional when community concerns are directed

: 3
against a program.

Cﬁtizéns, as past and potential victims of crime, do not ‘generally
welcome the'establishment of correctional rehabilitation programs in their
communﬁty because citizens have rarely recovered their Tosses and damages

as a result of criminal activities of offenders. A]so, it may be felt

o}

that the presence of offenders in the 1oca1 commun1ty w11] make the c1t1zensli

'vu?nerab]e to repeatcd v1cT1m17at10n

Successfu1 commun1ty correct1ona1 rehab111tat10n programs should reduce

b rec1d1VIsm, whlch in turn ]owers the rate of readm1sswon to the prlson

Offenders re1eased d1rect1y fron prwson to the street without

&

V\Georg1a.16, It is fe]t by many correct1ona1 adm1n1strators that rec1d1v1sm

© can be further reduced through the expanoed use of community resources. .

&
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‘1n var1ous capac1t1es w1th1n the program.

. prov1de more f]ex1b1]1ty in client se1ect1on serv1ce de11very, and operat1on

_than that which 1s avallable to the M1nnesota program.“

, restr1ct1on prov1des m1n1ma1 d1ff1cu1ty tonrogram operat1ons

A major effort to make the Rest1tut1on Program acceptab1e to the
commun1ty and reduce rec1d1v1sm was the ut111zat1on of citizen volunteers
C1t1zens who show offenders that
they care help offenders understand thenr human needs as we11 as their -
respon°1b111ty to SOC]Ety to be a useful

Taw ab1d1ng c1t1zen Through

the use of c1t12ens as vo]unteers and other commun1ty agenc1es, “the return

1.5 Mode] of - Program Actnv1t1es

As a model for the Rest1tut1on Program 1n Georg1a, the h1gh1y successfu1

<

Minnesota Rest1tut1on Program17 was rev1ewed for its potent1al 1mp1ementat1on¢'

in Georg1a Upon review, however, 1t was felt that Georg1a s program shou1d :
Althouoh 1at1tude was
des1red for Georgia's program, both programs share Some s1m11ar1t1e5"
' ,]7. both programs deal w1th the rest1tut1on concept 7‘ i “,>'
,‘2.‘/both are res1dent1a1 and |
3. both are research-or]ented programs : :
E11g1b111ty cr1ter1a in Georg1a S program have one maaor restr1ct1on, that
the offender must res1de in the same 3ud1c1a1 c1rcuxt where the restitut1on

sheTter is loeated !8 Because of af 1nterna1 program dec1s1on perm1tt1ng

offender re51depcy from any Jud1c1a1 c1rcu1t 1n Georg1a, the res1dency !

o

o
.
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”between the Georgza and M1nnesota programs

o part1c1pat1on of the v1ctqm 1s an act1ve Funct1on of the rest1sut1on L

il :

o )

-\4\ = -
Thus, Georg1a S program is 1n shatp contrast to M1nnesota 3 prograﬁ\\x

= -\\ .

”on«e11g1b111ty for part1c1pat1on.
is Timited to: ST

1. -those offenders eligible for paro]e having at least one. year
left to serve on the sentence at the time of entry into the program;

Z.d,property offenders'frpm the seven major metropoiitan counties;
an e : S L ‘
| , . : 4

3. property of fenders who have not demonstrated tendenc1es toward
vxo]ent cr1mes .

In add1t10n, those: offenders whose bg;kground suggests severe psych1atr1c

prob1ems or a dependency on chem1cals (drugs) are 1ne11g1b1e4 A f1na1

disqua11fy1ng factor 1n the Minnesota program is the offender S soc1o- .

econom1c status. . If the otfender has m1dd1e class 1nte111gence, adeq te
2D ’ \\

soc1a1 sk1115 and resources and earhed 1ncome from 1awfu] ‘sources, he is
1ne11glb1e for. part1c1pat1on in the program°, ‘ |

The concept of restitut1on can be d1st1ngu1shed from the conrept of

v1ct1m compensat1on thusly R ‘ et
, The concept of rest1tut1on and victim. compensat1on are
~ “frequently mingled 4n ohe hurried cliché about aid for
the vwct1m«d Yet they are vastly different tdeas with
. varying theoretical app]xcatwons o CompensatIQh is.
Coa respons1b111ty assumed by society; 1t is-civil«dn . -
-~ character. Rest1tutxon “on the®other hand, allocates
‘ respon51b111ty to the offender claim-for resta+ut1on by
- the criminal is pena1 in character, and thus man1fests a-
’ correct10na1 goa] 1n the eriminal process '.Luu

Part1c1pat1on in the M1nnesota programl?\

N

REQanW”Q the concept of rest1tut10h there is ‘one central dwfference o

2]

In the Mwnnesﬁta program,

jc1t1zen (v1ct1m) part1c1patnon is cehtra1 to the rest1tut1on scheme and

&

: agreement, thus the vxctxm has a potent1a1 veto of the restwtut1on agreement,h;

L S
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However, in M1nnesota when the v1ct1m is- unW11]1ng to part1c1pate in the

k >rest1tut1on agreemeni a symbo]1c v1ct1m 1s adopted who negot1ates the

)

”—vrest1tut1on agreement on beha’f of ‘the actua] v1ct1m - The victim, in

AGeorg1a, is not a]ways an active part1c1pant 1n the rest1tut1on agreement
and complete v1ct1m part1c1pat1on 1s not planned | | |

Property cr1me offenders were ‘singled out as the ma1n offendersfor )

ol

part1c1pat1on in the Georg1a program, however, other offense categor1es

Y

.....

P

offenders In th1s program, the compensat]on of the v1ct1m(s) 1s of pr1me

"‘ concern and repayment of the v1ct1m(s) from the offenders 1ncome

‘ earned wh11e 1n the program 1s emphas1zed

" Each of the four rest1tut1on centers had 1ts own - un1que features in termS'

' of geograph1ca1 ]ocat1on, s1ze, and operat1ona1 ph11osoph1es yet each center ,

b

SO

Within the program, there were: “two operat1ona1 1eve1s through wh1ch an

L . g: offender couid proceed toward successfu] program comp1et1on ‘the res1dent1a1 7 -

and, unoff1c1a11y, the post-res1dent1a1 phases
N

' time durat1on

Durlng the res1dent1a] phase, the program str1ves to ach1eve pos1t1ve

changes . 1n offenders att1tudes and behav1or to deve]op des1rab1e work
o

: habxts and sk1]1s, and to insure the repayment of restitution of the V1ct1m( s).

’ o During the post~res1dent1a1 phase, the emphas1s is placed on cont1nuat1on, 7

y?
re1nforcement and mon1tor1ng of any demonstrated pos1t1ve att1tud1na1 and

behavwora] changes oDue to the fact\that only 47 of all 1nmates are '

'femalesa on]y male offenders are e]1g1b1e for the 1n1t1a1 res1dent1a1

. .
. . R
o ] . PO &l & o . ‘~‘? o .

Sy

-

o

asinic SN i I8

fgnct1oned W1th1n operat10na1vd1ctums estab11shed by the Deputy Comm1ss1oner.‘ E

Ne1ther phase had a specrfjcv

activities. g "*'Y“cf g s g
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“in the1r scope as a~resu1t of 1mag1nat1Ve p]ann1ng

goa]s

- 1.6.1

1.6.2" Impact»GoaTs,

e e S A s e e et SR
" R T A g o e S

1.6 Program Objectivesv'

Goa]s estab11shed for the Restitution Shelter Program were 0pt1m1st1c ¢

o

However the knowledge
gathered durwng on- go1ng program act1v1ty necess1tated mod1f1cat1on of some
The most s1gn1f1¢ant of these was the progect1on of c11ents to be
Servedﬂ-orgxna11y 600 but reduced to 275 by a grant amendment.

| After a]] changes had been made, the goa]s for the program were
divided 1nto two genera] areas—-1mpact and manager1a1 Impact obJect1ves
addressed interaction with clients wh1]e manager1a1 goals st1pu]ated tasks

adm1n1strat1on wou]d accomp11sh

T T R T 1A

Managerva] Goa]s

The manager1a1 goa]s fOr the program were‘ o

y o
1. “Open three res1dent1a1 restitution she]ters with a capacity
of 20-40 clwents in September 19745 open one restitution
center wwth a capac1ay of 20 40 clients in Apr11 1975.

2 SN S T e e iy

2. Prov1de an a1ternat1ve to 1ncarcerat10n for both the Courts
and the Board of Pardon° and ParoIes :

- 3. Divert 275 offenders from 1ncarcerat1on dur1ng the 22-month
- grant period, thereby saV1ng $592, 900. v v
. ()
4, Assure V1ct1m reparation through: the payment of restitution
(e1ther actual part1a1 cash, or symbo1fc rest1tut1on)

o

The 1mpact goa]s for the program were . R o h o xs ‘-v; N

T; To test the effectwveness of 1ntens1ve supervision and
restitution payiment effect on offenders success/failure
rate: (rec1d1v1sm) o R e

e

_ 211 To measure c1t1zen part1c1pat1on in" the program B
- Sponsorsh1p roles . T ST
‘ b. Job- placements e AR R o
LVISTA T e .

<&
+
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the State Crime Commxss1on; reg1ona1 LEAA and nataona] LEAA; requested

1 7 Research Concerns v

approva] of grant amendments; and was the 1mpetus for estab11sh1ng

'fFai]ure among “marg1na] r1sk" offenders in trans1t10na1 commun1ty : , "A' ‘;sa

Pl

programmatic parameters.

superv1s1on programs occurs at a rate h1gher than that des1red by Georgia DOR

ST

: As a specxa11zed programs the rate of fa11ure among the Rest1tut1on Center

]

clientele w11] prov1de a major 1nd1cator of whether this treatment approach

s

1s a V1ab1e a%te?nat1ve to 1ncarcerat1on.
T

Ty

As a communlty-based program, $635,728 wWas budgeted to 1n1t1a11y

finance the centers. As a resuTt of th1s expend1ture, a cost

‘ana]ys1s was performed with the expectat1on of an. end- of—program corre]at1on

& R

Pl

mthbamﬁt& i e : e # ‘ .o ef:%‘r T ﬁ &
. . : - - ’ ; ! L3 S . a o > ‘
Therefore the obJectives of the f1na] eva]uat1on were: o : §7 @gy,
1. test the effect1veness of: 1nten51ve supervision on fa . i :
c11ents“of the Rest1tut1on Center Program, ‘ i
2, develop a cost/benef1ts ana]ys1s,v | i

TS
; u‘-gg f
£ i v

3.7 determwne 1f th1s program was used as an a]ternat1ve
to 1ncarcerat1on, ’

== I
s 3
Q

;‘4,“determ1ne to what extent rest1tut1on of v1ct1ms eccur'; R EY .
: e e S N .

p——
&

. actua]ly;- T R ¢ 4 } L
b. partiallys s IO o B 1
c. symb011ca11y, and . | . ﬁ"'; o ’_a°~ o z;v‘ 0 ,g’

S
=i
f

@

5. 'determ1ne what effect voTunteers have on offenders in reducwng _ .
- revocations while at the same t1me increasing employment among -~ % :
: Program part1c1pants. T R T A R T P

S : e e T R
1 8 Grant Management o 4‘“,:37ﬁ ; ‘}v, 1 “E' o 1
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‘ Cooralnat1on of act1v1t1es (state and federa] adm1n1strat1on, account1ng, -3-ﬁf E; |
'eva1uat1on and personnel) and the-d1vers1ty of programs wmthln the grant” iﬁ;_:;egl T
created a need for a grant mon1tor.: Thws 1nd1v1dua1 was respons1b]e for f,f '{'-frhﬁi :bfw
' coord1nat1ng the 1nformat10n flow bethen varvous affected un1ts W1thfn DDR : »Tf‘{w &5 e - - o ” “
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: 2 Selection of Partwcwpat1ng Jud1c1a1 C1rcu1ts‘

i
G

. Judges from Georg1a s 42 Jud1c1a1 c1rcu1ts were canvassed for part1c1pat1on

bp;?n th1s program.W1th 15 Jud1c1a1 c1rcu1ts represented in thws eva]uat1on.‘

' faetor 1n the Jud1c1a1 "1rcu1t seTect1on process.e

ffPart1c1pat1ng?Jud1c1a1 circuits were chosen for 1nc1us1on 1n the Intens1ve
. Superv1s1on Program after super1or court Judge(s) made wr1tten requests for,

7p1acement of en Intens1ve Probat1on/Paro]e Superv1sor in the1r respectiVe

Jud1c1a1 C1PCu1t The need for program servwces 1n an area was also a

However, 1n conaunct1on

,tijth the1r requests, each Judge a1so expres ed program support and a

- offenders. p g w1‘ A

‘fW1111ngness to utitize: the program in 11eu of 1ncarcerat1on foW e11gwb1e

h Q
/]

R

2 2 Personne] A11ocat1ons and Recruxtment

Personne] a11ocat10ns were or1g1na11y made ref]ect1ng pr1or1ty fél'l,;

~ recommendat1ons of each Reg1ona1 Deputy Comm1ss1oner pr1or to”March 1 1975

'd,swhen DCOR adopted d1v1s1ona1 adm1n15trat1on.

operat1ona1 d1v151ﬂns~‘ superv1sed commun1ty fac111t1es..

, Deputy Comm1ss1onex retaxned final approva] author1ty

4

v'the Deputy Comm1ss1oner for Commun1ty Fac111t1es D1v1s1on, one of threé

Recru1tment df

‘ personneT was de]egated to the Assxstant Deputy Comm]ss1oner and to each She]ter

L

tive empldvees eere tb be asslgned“ hewever; the
o,

c . Y ) "
31”8Cﬁ2” hls whc~‘fﬁ”05“

A d1scuss1on of

personnel results is presented 1ater. ]i 1”*[”}¢y‘f9 = "_QD; 5gv43

2. 3 Def1n1t1on of Eligxbllfty
: Thegdef1n1t1on of e11g1b111ty or1g1na]1y estab11shed 1dent1f1ed the

arget popu1at1on as "marg1na1 r1sk, sec0nd offense fe]ons."?o ProbTems
“»dove1ppod thhwn the 1n1i1ul Autvplan\v i amowpvk whon xovelal tunxt\onal

SUbSequent to Mareh 1, 1975 ke o
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‘ successfu1 program

: marg1na] r1sk second offense fe]ons“ to "marg1na1 r1sk !
‘was left to the d1scret1on of the Courts and the Board of Pardons and Paro]es

to def1ne "marg1na] rlsk" in the d]spos1twon of each case cons1dered

v Referra] and acceptance of offenders to the progran were done through

o e e, . e i e i

questwons arose whtch had not preV1ously been cons1dered Questions |

cons1dered were.

CEE3

1. Must both offenses be fe1on1es7

2. ~Could p]acement resu]t from a comb1nat1on of m1sdemeanor
and felony cond1t1ons7 L e

3. Is the f1rst offender W1th a ser1es of mlsdemeanor charges
e]1g1b]e? . - . :
4. Is the probatloner or paro]ee wnose current level of ffgfa”,, a 'E?

adjustment is deteriorating e]1g1b]e w1thout go1ng through

“formal revocation. procedures? - 7‘v‘»', B
5. Upon acceptance, shoqu the duratwon of’the program be S o
‘the same for all offenders? v L 2 [-° e-}‘;‘w,ggz’

From field operat1ons and Jud1c1a1 v1ewp01nts the def1n1t10n of eT1g1b1]1ty

was cumbersome and did not provxde the 1at1tude deemed appropr1ate for a

Wh11e no specwf1c answersamere\f;rthcomwng, management

sought w1der program acceptance through an expanded admission cr1ter1on

\\\

In August 1975, at m1d-program, the La& Enforcement Ass1§tcnce

Adm1n1strat1on (LEAA} approved a grant amendment chanQJng eligibility from o

121 Thus, Jt

2. 4 Se1ect1on of Part1c1pants
. TN

1,' the court through d1rect sentenc1ng atter conv1ct1on or |
following probat1on proceed1ngs' or o . , :

2. the Parole Board through direct paro1e grant or ass1gnment
- following paro1e revocations proceedIngs when case1oads were i
less than 90% of capaC1ty e e ,r, > :

[

j Other sources of program p:acements werevd1scouraged to prevent

contam1nat1on Of the sampTe

e B3

-%' g o [FT <} . ;‘”

- -
B cc

@

PO e o

'7the center reached 90 percent of capac1ty

~exceptions to criteria were built into the participant-selection process.

14

| 2 5 - Random Se]ect1on ”
Random se]ect1on was not to be used in p1acement determlnat1ons until
The 90 _percent of capacity criterion
was' arb1trar11y establtshed to prov1de; R | |
Y =acce]erated'program growth; and,

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

‘ Wh1]e ‘caseloads’ were 1ess than 90 percent of capac1ty, the Jud1c1ary or the v

‘ ',Parole Board cou1d place an offender 1n th1s program w1thout regard to

random1zat10n procedures Fo]]ow1ng the‘1nter1m program eva]uat1on report,

a]] pTacements were to be by the random seTect1on process The'random

select1on process of se]ect1ng program part1c1pants is a mathemat1ca1

- procedure of determ1n1ng e]wg1b1e part1c1pants through the e11m1nat1on of

' Vse]ectlon b1as

2.6 Special Exceptions
hTo“prouideethe referral sources additional placement alternatives,

There

)

‘were two categories for specia1 cases:

~1. the offender reJected through random select1on
procedures, and, ‘ |

2. the offender whose p]acement requ1red the re-
classification of another program part1c1pant to

~ create a vacancy when case]oads were ‘full.

”In both cases, howeVer, the Courts or Paro]e Board would make an add1t1ona1 _‘
‘~'request for acceptance 1nto the program based upon the offender s need for

the program s servwce ,'

susme

R ATIE T IANRN,
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- | 2. 10 Data Analyses :
2 7 Per1od of Superv151on . '

B 5 The data ana]yses were performed us1ng a packaged computer program,
Definite requlrements regard1ng the amount of t1me an offender would

ieY

-

“the Stat1st1ca] Package for ‘the Soc1a1 chences (SPSS) SPSS is a user -
spend in the program were not estab11shed Grant expectat1ons and estimates

O
or1ented system wh1ch prOV1des a large measure, of’f]eX1b111ty in the

Were, on the other hand pred1cated upon an 1n~ ro ram er1od of a rox1mate1 »
, p P g p pp S manwpu]at1on of data and enables the eva]uator to persona11y analyze the
-5 1/2 months, and would be determ1ned by tne offender S behav1ora1 adJustment

lL

' wh11e in'the program *. Changes to the c11ent s legal status (v1a sentence

data wh1ch he has: co]]ected

amendment or sentence be1na set as1de revoked or other olsoos1t1on) g i o
: requ1red concurrence of the reTerra] author1ty E )
R R 2 8 Data Sources .
: The sources of data for th1s evaluat1on were e b; s‘ s : ‘, “ E Qh o
1. a descr1pt1Ve offender profile deve]oped by computer ana1y51s
‘ ;rozsdata prevrously col]ected on all program part1c1pant f o i -

==

25 the case record a chron01091ca11y organ1zed narrat1ve document
which outlined. prob]ems and methods of posslp,e solutiens and other
pert1nent data usefu] in a "treatment" pr}gcs k S

3, the Sc0pe Data Sheet wh1ch prOV1des addd1t1ona1 stattst1ca1 ERIRRE B § Y
data; , ; = A S : ‘ IR | {

4, routlne Pnobat1on/Paro]e Superv1sors monthly reports prOV1d1ng SR L | R : e L
statistics on case]oads, o840, term1nat1ons c11ents number of - SRR [ TN - AR R o ' o - 7
volunteers, etc.; and T e PR L ' EO, ke o ‘ SN

{

45. " the Scope Term1nat1on Report wh1ch subaect1Ve1y records the
~ Probation/Parole Supervisor's reason(s) for the success or fa11ure
‘"~; of the c11ent (See Append1x B. ) T v 4

,
L

Lanada] g
% |

2 9 Data Co]lect1on |

s

AT
o

R

Pr1mary respon$1b111ty for - the co]]ect1on of data W%* ass1gned Jo1nt1y . |
\ ‘ s :.l; .
' to' a Research Associate and four (4) Probation/Paro]e Supervwsors w1th

- additional ass1stance from the Descr1pt1Ve Research and Statzst1cs Un1t, _ :’,h-,> Sy S e "_~f s 3~i'_9f

DCOR The Research Assoc1ate coord1nated the report1ng procedures and was

G S

st

g | *‘?’m
o
"

{

respons1b1e for the comp11atlon and computat1on of data

s
5

:  *Grant application3budget,ngpratiyeﬁép554f_p;,“‘*'
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| fprogram deve1opment stages.

17 .
i
k S O ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS L ‘
The ana]ys1s of f1nd1ngs s based upon data submltted at tWo d1fferent

The f1rst data set is from the Scope Data Sheet

' wh1ch was ut111zed at program entry to prov1de demograph1c data on program

:'referralsv

3"wh1ch 400 referra]s resu]ted in program p1acements

- ‘were referred to the program after data col]ect1on ended

ﬁ ?7(4), and other (4)

.hsubJected to p“ogram superv1s1on had the fo]]ow1ng dwspos1t1ons

The second data set 15 for the Scope Term1nat1on Report filed
t

| _7 'at the t1me the offender s superv1s1on ends and-in wh1ch the Probat1on/Paro]e

"'Superv1sor subaect1ve1y cr1thues tre offender s program progress in retrospect

"3.] Referra1s*
There were 413 offender referra]s to the Reet1tut1on She]ter Program, of
= Of that number 57 cases
The 13 cases not

accepted

B r1n+o the Intens1ve SuperV1s1on Program (5), random]y reJected and 1ncarcerated

Because there were few cases dn- the contro1 group and a

’“strat1f1ed samp]e prOVed 1mpract1ca1, no further ana1y51s of contro] group

"freferrais‘from the Courts d1rect1y on probat1on

o _data is be1ng made

‘fa,3;1;} Referrals by Source ;e

As aszverswon from lmprisonment tle program rece1ved 80 percent of 1ts ‘

&

An add1t1ona1~20 percent

i of the offenders, of whom 28 were youthfu1 offender paro]ees were referred

- _fto the prpgram by the Board of Pardons and Paro1es. B gan

w‘ ’V
1

_f,‘f | *Thws sect1on is an ana‘ys1s of the character1st1cs assoc1ated w1th program
. referraTs and does not attempt to compare w1th the pr1son populat1on :
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The reported ageoof all part1c1pantsoranged from 16 to 64 years of pge. R

kil

PROGRAM °TATU§ BY RACE AND SEX

Thﬂ mean age was 24.13 years wwth standard dev1at1on of 7. 927 A tota1 of S S S

R e R A

i
- %
i

l‘(e?.." qo :

ii B 78% (312) offenders were 1n a group of eleven ages wh1ch ranged from 17

‘m to 27 years af .. age and c]osely para11eled age group1ng in the correct1ona1

o Proarametatys “!, O “Race and Sex _
L N~ . Mhite Male | Black MaJe | Hispanic Male | Total

NS S e IR

£ , institutions - (See Table-1). ,v; tr:pv' . k, i ‘tt R e
TABLE .1

'AGE BY PROGRAM STATUS

tProbationer o opower | oie3e | 2| osi2d

3

.Paro1ee s "'ﬁd'v - v"%aé ‘jbn 0. _ 88
S 17 AN UNF--7 AN NS V4 O 2 | 400}

by
G

it

SECIRARR

ﬁr«&ﬂf«?ﬁ A T
N o -
o

5

j.

i
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feintei s

=~

3 ] 4 Mar1ta1 Status ‘

, progan SRS e T 2127 | 28-64 | Total

i g: . - lprovationer _* .0 | 67 |76 | 77 | 820
| | parolees . | 1 33 | 36 0 | 8

u
¢

F1fty—four percent of a11 offehdgr referra]s were s1ng]e tIn'édditﬁon; ‘

S

_ there were 23% marr1ed offenders and.23% offendersrreported being divorced,

\separatedrorrother,<_ T @

g

‘; 3 1.5 Dependents RN o -?' “,f;fvd‘f,‘, ,':' '>'g 3

== 5 f' o o S]xty—three percent offenders reported no ch11dren dependent upon the1r

R E o 172- g7 |, “400
o L_TOTAL. 1 20 112 7 L&

s R
et Rk e e e

3.1.3 Race and Sex

. R , n k R support E1ghteen percent offenders reported one dependent ch1ld and 10% B
; s e st Cvoaram. ther ‘ 'fema1e referrals * L
Due to the residential design of the program, there were no . , offenders reported two. dependent chw]dren. on theother hand, 62% reported

| % er wh1te ma1es, : : ]
or p]acements However, of the p]acements rece1VEd BTE . were , ghaV1ng no adu]ts to support, 32% . reported one dependent.adult and 6%

reported two adu1ts “for whom they were f1nanc1a1£y 11ab1e a : '” : ":{Q

(:1 “ *‘\) S E o : 3
E ) N - : . : . .

3 1 6 Socwo Econom1c Status

Ve S s “‘ ©

' The soc1o econom1c status most often reported was. the m1n1mum standard SNSRI 1

: ' -
HZ : 434  were black ma]es, and Z*nere Hlspanlc ma]es (See Tab]e 2)

w . . : Ve

- of 11v1ng character1zed by current poverty gu1de]1nes In that category,

- 2“42%, offenders were reported at the m1n1mum standard of 11v1ng Ievel S §7f§'?'i

‘,Another 26y offenders were reported~to be middle c1ass wh11e the SR ;;" o _‘Vda“_f,'

“occasuonally employed category tOta1ed 197 of a]] placenentszb"
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‘Q.;7 On]y 6,éof the offenders were soTeTy dependent on publlc ass1stance o 3 1.8 Offenses 4
; - r no st d for 7% 2 | )
(we]fare) and other soc1o economlc o}’no S atus was reporte for /’f S ‘.%i Of a11 offender placements, 13% (44) were p1aced as a result of a
F R | b 3 d 4 S : o T o o
0 fenders, See Ta Tes an ) o T e el e ‘ »m1§demeanor conviction. The remaining 87% placements stemmed from a felony
o TABLE 5 EE : ,fonviction.w Crimes against property (burglary, theft, and forgery) comprised
. RACE BY SOCIO ECONOMIC STATUS L el gﬁ the Targest category, with burglary 115, theft 62, and forgery 47 placements,
L : &nr& i L S respectively. Offense against person--the bodily injury incidents such as
R R 0 casidna]] Min'mum Standard Middie| co o e . I P '
Race” . | Welfare ‘¢Emp]oyed y» e gf tivingA " lclass | Other | Totall "E( aggravated assault, murder,” and rape--accounted for 18% offender placements.
Ty . o B 4 : ) - . L : ) L N . : : . . ) g .
White. 10 o33 2 es 75 16 1 227 Drug offenses accoun{ad for 5% placements. See Table 5 which follows and
1 Black 710 ‘ o 35 f.n 106 '," 1 15 l g | 1711 ' summarizes sentences by:offense group (based upon- comp]ete data sets -
Hisﬁéﬂjc‘ o f 3 _Of - 2 TN 1 0‘ T o'Scope Data Sheet and Term1nat1on Report) |
TQTAL f.' ,zoa . 65 c ‘»,e‘} : 201“ L 99 L 24v~ 400 , v TAELEVS‘
TABLE 4 R ap OFFENSE BY SENTENCE
o Lo | : ; | AR ) . o -
) - SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS BY PROGRAM STATUS o s —~ — / e — : :
§ S ' e S T : S ~ Offense " | ___Length of Sentence (Months) . _
Program |~ . ‘Occasionally [ Minimum Standard"MiddTE o e g‘ a : ' ".'ﬂ;':T"Zfej“25f36?. 37-60_[61-120 | 121-240 | Life | Total
) Status‘ welfare .Emp1oyed .of. L1v1ng | Class | Other |} Total Fl 15 ° |Misdemeanor . cli5 | 3 | 9 9 2 | o | 3
s . S BT T P R , e 3 A R . Crimes Against- = | "~ | .7 oo, o e * RN .
- |Probationer A 12 95 ; 156‘ , = 79 18 | 320 ’E“,‘ i {persons- . |3 | 2 B R P 5 TR B
v .|Parglees Rk TN SR RO S8 - 84 3. .80, |m | Property ' {2 |73 |4 | 39 | 46 | 0 | 146
| L 2 L &y gl a0l kb Drugs . o o | o | 3 | 2 | o |- s
R & e 3 ] 7 Educataon ' P S e s C T (/E 1 @ L . TOIAL I I ?]8 460 1 .63 57 | 1 L 219
Cooe T e e = N ' | SRR SRS .' G Telre T -
A f all ferrals ‘was 9. 97 W1th a standard I | |
e ‘ The ave”agf educat1on 1eve1 0 re . B ‘3 1 9 - Earned Income and Types of Rest1tut10n Awarded ,
| ’ 5 nt ra d fro f1rst rade 4) toa 2 :
L 6 deviation of %M3 Educat1on atta1nme nge 0 A 4) ' 2 Gross earnzngs, for ease of dlscuss1on; were d1v1ded 1nto f1ve categor1es:
g 's’ degr A of rs. re orted having a high sch001 - S |
L bachelor’s degree (1) E1ghty f1ve{ fende P g g N o ?(0) no - earned 1ncome, (}) 1ncome from $17 thru $502 (2) income from $503
. e teen o fende s had 0 or more ears of B -
Ca _d1p1oma or ]ts equ1va1ent E'gh € f r Qﬁ Y ,L_ o ~thru $1 440 (3) 1ncome from $1 441 thru $2, 995 and (4) 1ncome from $2 996'
R £ ffen ers, 837 were in 4n academ1o grou from b (o
Lo o vﬂu”college The majority o 0 d “’ ( » P I g “thru $12 101 The fo110w1ng tab]e~-produced by cross- tabu]atlon of var1ab1es,‘0
_ﬁtz - : Bth to ]2th grade 1eve1 e i ‘ e ‘mtypes of rest1tut1on and gross earnanS“‘SUQQEStS that QFOSa e&rn1nqs were = °
‘ é?%i Y g = , e L g
f; ‘ac ’») ¢ S . RNV RN o ) ? - LG
, g - e . »% - 3
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$4,787 to $12, 301' four offenders earned in excess of $10,000

L h1gher when actua1 cash rest1tut1on was awarded Tne’-differencn in the data~e"

. 7 each; 10 offenders earned between 6, 000 and $9, 999 and 17
,may be exp]awned away as a resg - of ‘the ass1gned offender status. Genera1]y3 . . $ nd $ nd 17 offenders

=

[7pparolees re]eased from prxson were unemp]oyed at program entry and did not

07 ¢

"‘have any rest1tut1on ob11gat1ons, but the1r paro]e was a1ded by the ava11ab111ty

. ) T
o) ] el L)
g

ffearnedvbetween $4,787 and‘$5,999, Gross wages reported tota]ed $566,200

'; with aTmean‘of:$2‘123 for those offenders havingdearned‘income An estimated

. [

25 percent of the gross earned income was withheld for payroll deduct1ons

 of the program, wh;;e probat1oners who were ass1gned by the«courts were o

f"; v for state and federa] income taxes, and severa] securit d
‘ genera]]y emp]oyed at entry and had a def1n1te cash rest1tut1on ob]1gat1on urity an other miscellaneous

”;;j> 1tems such as insurance, un1on dues, and equ1pment
TABLE 6 'f>' ’ ’ :

S : \
= . S - : ' . X i \ By . | .
: : R . . . N
[ S PN : . . . . P . : : &\\3
IR Lo . ; : : \ s

T R L g

TR TR L T

== g
4

ez

 INCONE BY RESTITUTION *\ ‘\
o Gross Earnings - Types of Restitution =~ ° . Total /
FO Cash Partial Symbolic |- e
- o g ~ | Combination, - RN ' \ ) %: ¢
s * o carned income | 74 | 2 BV SN DR P R 171 R
- ~$17 - $502 1l |3 {-e30” 65 (17%) g
\, e S - vt . : . N sy o
R 1 o ‘$503 - $] 440 40 . - 0 - .26 66 (17%) | =~ :
n 51,441 - $2,995 ol 39 4 24 67 (17%) | K
el ] Bomran T T T ' P R 2%
4 $2,996 - $12,101 43 0 28 67 (17% ,
e G TetAL - 208 9 g 385
S _lse [ 2 38% 100z R
= R . - R j . @
: ° 3. 1 10 Earn1ngs of Pﬁogram Part1c1pant5w"v L o® L ‘ 47 §> ‘ >
Stat1st1ca1 earmng data supphed by the Georgla Department of Labor 1nd1cate .

~ that 125 (32/) offenders had no reported earned 1nogme during the fOur quarters

‘per1od ‘of time 617 of the'tota1 offender group w1th earned;1ncome had earned

fff' Iziaj,:'f 'fdata supp11ed beglnnlng W1th the fourth QUarter of 1975w Dur1ng th1e same - T \g';pi5'j'”

'1ncome of 1ess than $4 732 whxch:1s s]1ght1y below the m1n1mumrwage Another

o T (7/) offenders had earned 1ncome at or above the m1mmum Wage 1ev‘e] of S D

P $2-3D per-hour When computed on an annuaT bas1s, the sa1ary Yaﬂge was
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-4, O PROGRAM TERMINATIONS RECIDIVISM AND TRANSITION7

j
N T A

Th1s sect1on ana]yzes program term1nat1ons and rec1d1v1sm (rearrest)‘ H_‘

The ana]ysxs 1nc1ude three types of termlnat1ons success, fa11ure and S i

other,_each,defjnedkbelow (A]so ana]yzed af*«pearrests and conv1ct1ons )

&

S  TABLEi7,7~*
+ PROGRAM TERMINATIONS

: rk_.Types b quber:nﬁ-_ R ?ereehtagell, o {‘1 1 e  RS S T

o

vé?mcecs e 7 f‘e' 5% S f’ S

v Fafﬁure ;W* L ‘71~138’- f';’ ; 5f' 35%_’;‘”'
Clother ) A 6%
frota. | a0 ] 1003

ﬁx?f T
4.0 TERMINATIONS, RECIDIVISM‘ANDaTRANSITIQN;

g=

4, 1 Sucress Term1nat1ons

; -

g

7
Tt
o

Successfu1 prcgram comp]et1on can be descr1bed by one or a comb1nat1on of !

e Com am

the fol]ow1ng character1st1cs

1, 'sentence expwred

==
e
P

==

2. pa1d awarded rest1tu+1on in fu]],v

1‘4

3. comp]eted Symbollc res%1tut1on, and, :5f;‘ e - %7§‘;ej‘

: o S8, | senteqce amended because of poswt1ve behavwora] adgustment =  ,¢s;'. S
ﬂ} R "‘sat1sfactony emp1oyment and payment of‘rest1tut1on.- N S
3 e o ai : _—

v 0 s R . P R R g oo PRI . o, [ & S
it
It

N

: . Of a11 term1nat1ons in thws progranu 59% (241) Were successful term1nat1ons.”*

g B [fﬂ See Tab1e7 above) :x s' . e]Q’f” ‘ !s7;1,f7ﬁ‘jﬂj :f}t‘f%‘*
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. the respect1ve centers 11m1ted the ava11ab1e data. v |

vthe offender

'Absconders accounted for 45% (62) of a11 fai]ures, new. cr1me conv1ct1ons and

revocat10ns the rema1n1ng 557 (76) - L

’ term1nat1on data were not reported and deaths

Ty PR B e - o

4, 2 Fa11ure Term1nat1ons
Faw]ure termxnat1ons are those cases 1n wh1ch superv1s1on ended because
: g
s o absconded or R S vv,,_i R e

”*,2.: was revoked for techn1ca1 v10]at1ons of the probat1on order
or~paro]e agreement or-a new cr1me conv1ct1on and sentence

<

A tota1 of 138 (35%) cases were c1ass1f1ed as fa11ures by the abOVe cr1ter1a

o

[

4 3 Other Term1nat1onsr.f | ( .
Th1s group of term1nat1ons 1nc1uded cases for wh1ch the reasons for
There were 3 1n-program
deaths and 10 cases that had 1ncomp1ete data 8 of wh1ch cases were rece1v1ng.k
in- program supervision. »~’4°s~74‘;.f : 'é- S Fal SRl
: o o e e o
4 4 Rec1d1v1sm i

The rec1d1v1sm ana]ys1s 1s based on. data supp11ed by the Georg1a Cr1me

e Informat1on Center (GCIC? of the Georg1a Bureau of Invest1gat1on Two f

hundred seventy-four offenders had data records f11ed w1th GCIC GCIC d1d

U

not prov1de data on those offenders arrested or conv1cted out-of—state

20

Some data records prov1ded by GCIC were 1ncomp1ete and because of

the number of arrest1ng author1t1es malnta1n1ng on s1te offender data records, ;vr’f:' T

~'the task of f11e ver1f1cat1on was beyond the resources avaw]ab]e to the

eva]uator In add1t1on the 1ack of comp]ete offender case recoﬁds at

oy

oo

A

Q/’(;
3 .

2

‘ as cons1st1ng of:

| program 1mpact

| ;;re]ease. N T s_

26
Sy
T 3

. Rec1d1v1sm 1s defined 1n the Research and Deve]opment Bu]]et1n No. 1

(L

e] cr1m1na1 acts that resu]ted in conv1ct10n by a court when
e comm1tted by individudls who are under correctional supervision.
“> _ or wha have been released for correct1ona] superv1s1on w1th1n a
' spec1f1c track1ng per1od and by - 2
o2 techn1ca] v1o1at1ons of probatlon or paro]e in wh1ch a sentenc1ng
authorvty took action that resulted 1n an adverse change in the
01 fender s 1ega] status

;we cannot proJect a successfu1 rec1d1v1sm rate based on th1s def1n1t1on

because of factors out11ned above If, however we speak of program

g performance based on rearrests but not conv1ct1ons we are ab]e to discuss

Of the 274 offenders who had a GCIC record 317 were

,'rearrested W1th1n s1x months of program reTease, w1th1n one year 59% had

"'been rearrested w1th1n e1ghteen months after program re]ease 87% had been

, rearrested Data were not ava11ab1e for the two:year ana1y51s
G e : TABLEaa';
 REARREST
B T o A\
_Probation Time o
_ 6 mos. _One Year 18 mos,
| Rearrest - 50 17“ 1 5
T : ' 31% - 59¢% -~ 87%
o lsuccess | 0 | o4 |
e riv S ‘69% 1 4% ;l13% ¢

)

| IV‘The‘SQA one:year rearrest rate for the Rest1tut1on She]ter Program is

"rough1y comparable to the 45% oneeyear rearrest rate for the Impact Program 22.
o ~,OBoth programs served h1gh PlSk offenders, and bas1c program cr1ter1a were |
dr\generally s1m1}ar, however the Impact Program part1c1pants recetVed more in-

”‘f,i“program therapeut1c counse]lng and were prOV1ded fochw-up serv1ces after :

KRS
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- d1sp051t1on reported fdrrtnose»casesaat~the one-year 1eveT were:

DN S

o0

The M1nnesota Rest1tut1on Program reported a 40% ~ one=year return to

,pr1son rate for its. exper1menta1 group 23 Noted d1fferences between Georg1a s o

‘J"and M1nnesota s Program were the number of centers and c11ents served

%

(1nd1v1dua1]y, no center s one-year rearrest rate would have been equa] to

~or greater than M1nnesota S one-year rate) Add1t1ona]1y, M1nnesota part1c1pants

were se]ected from 1ts pr1son popu1at1on whlch is 1n contrast to the. maJor1ty

of Georgia's selections where»offenders are se]ected 1arge1y from the‘courtS,’

Convittion data were not”avai1ab]e for theventire samp]e. Of the 40 cases
where both arrest and conv1ct1on data are present 45% were: successes: and 55%
were fa11ures w1th1n 51x months, the one-year rate for fa1]ures was 75/ The

probation wnth

“fines and restitutiong 22%; jaited orfprison 28%;zsp1it‘sentence-(jai],and

probation to fo]]ow),']S% convicted and current sentence revoked 15%;

dismissed, TO/ and other,. 10A}(See Tab]e 9 beTow). ﬁ
TABLE 9
ARREST DISPOSITION
‘DiSpoSition : * Number Rercentage
Rest1tut1on flne probat1on 'H; A Q." -22.5-
Jail L g A ) R 21.5
- [Convicted and current G e g
sentence revoked RN . v — ,
Split sentence - - (o o T e
(Ja11 and Probat1on1 i 6 e 15:” -
D1sm15$ed SRR i AR b 4 e
o L e ] w
v.,q." c 7 3 i 373

BT

?-‘Tj-l o

b

EDl B

oompast
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o

N )

c and serv1ces the offender is 1n trans1t1on

28
The offenses‘for'the above group were: 17. 5/ m1sdemeanor* 27.5% burg]ary,

25/ theft and 30% other fe1on1es F1fty five percent of the conv1ct1ons

_ were for property offenses

4 5 Offenders in Transvt1on

At thls/poﬁwt\1t is Tmportant perhaps, to dlscuss the re1at1onsh1p

between Commun1ty rac1]1t1es and Communlty Based Services (CBS). 1In the

maJor1ty of cases when the offender was term1nated from the Restitution ‘
She]ter Program, he was transferred to the Community Based Serv1ces Division

For fo]]ow-up superv1saon and serv1ces At the time of transfer, the

Rest1tutwon She1ter Program lost contro] and’ responsibility for the offender

Dur1ng the f1rst Six months fo]]ow1ng the term1nat1on of program superv1s1on

in trans1t1on because ‘the
respons1b1]1ty for prov1d1ng a smooth un1nterrupted serv1ces and supervision

delivery had not been c]ear]y de11neated No systemat1c mechanism for br1dg?ng

the gap between the res1dent1a1 setting and the loose "on- street“ superv1s1on

moda11ty ex1sts The rece1v1ng division, because of its high caseloads and

11m1ted staff cou]d not provide the framework while the sender did not rea]]y

have the author1ty Thusfﬁ traumat1c state estts for the offender; both

. d1v1s1ons cou]d be respons1b1e, and the 1ssue may best be addressed through

th1s quest1on “Dur1ng the offender s trans1t1on wh1ch of the d1v1s1ons is

‘u"more respon51b1e for reduc1ng offender rearrests and prov1d1ng gu1dance and

Q.

"support to him dur1ng per1ods of CFﬁSES°“Q" : SR o SR

When reV1ew1ng cases where ‘both arrest and conv1ct1on data were present

the one-year rearrest rate of 59/ suggests that a ser1ous prob]em ex1sts

serV1ce fo]?ow-up, trans1t1on and re1nforcement

4‘

'between probat1on/par01e superv1s1on and commun1ty fac117t1es in terms of

Ihevon]yglog1ca] explanation
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. appears to be the risk factor of offender participants. However, the o ’ Ei ¢

Impact Program was a]so a program of severa] res1dent1a] centers for h1gh

1 7??;,,& g

Qr1sk offenders, but its one-year rearrest rate was 45%, as noted earlier.

gf When high r1sk-offenders,are placed (i.e,, those offenders Whosevprobabilitz; o

%E ’ of‘comp]eting their sentence without further‘adyerse confrontation with tne B
k‘criminatbjustice system is Tow), they do well in arstrUCtured residential ?} :

%E L %E”.;;settjhgfv‘However, if the above arrest and convtction rates hold true‘for the j:

entire samp1e, 181 offenders wif] have\been're—convictedeithin one year of f;‘

program releasé. Those cases when coupled with cases classified as in-program

g: failures raise serious questions regarding program vaIidity‘in‘terms of : k
_conceptiand operations. Yet,;thé sentenCingfdataJsuggest that two-thirds of | . Eﬁ
;7 ﬂ: ‘(f all offenders‘rearreéted are,diverted again from incarceration, further ) -
[ N questioning tt;eeﬁgtbﬂity criterion of "h‘igh ri;skf.; " Of course, the 'jurisdicti(’)n"

for sentencing is beyond control of the program administration.

1
m 0

Aftercare is an important’variab]e in the overall schematic of service

- delivery w1 thout which remforcement foHow—up and re- eva]uatmn do not _ "
I ' occur. Because aftercare is essent1a1 for the overa]] rehab111tat1on of

\offEnders, those resources. or services provided by_communlty'agencles might

R
4

L sor

§ best‘be.otfitved when the offender's in-program obligation has been protracted "
}j suff1c1ent1y to al]ow for the comp]et1on of serv1ces schedu]ed | | ‘Eﬁ
- | | Ihe aftercare concept suggests a need for gradua] return and release to
‘wf I: o the-commun1ty; _Th1scgradua1 release m1ght begin with a day or two a weekﬁ U
: ~ away from.the center, tncreasing‘in.stepé:to Full time awaytwhi1e:receiving]' ‘§
’ intensive probatibn-SUper@ision 'fo]1oWed by regu]ar probatfonfsupervision Ny
| * I : ~ Jurisdiction’ given to centers at p]acement shou]d remam until the offender ’ k '
| 3 o 6 1e‘re1eased to regularhgroﬁation {about nne year. after re]ease) Return of f E%‘k 3
L ,} the off;.aier to the center ‘then would not reqmre revomtmn pr oceedmg ; i';_’i{é._\ \ 3
c '%'E L
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Of course community resources must be continually emp]oyed throughout

the per1od of superv1s1on to provide the greatest support to the offender
In this manner,

needed programmed serv1ces can be continued without
1nterruption,”
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50o COST AND BENEFITS ANALYSIS
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'f'éff £ Cox and Okpara, wh11e evaluat1ng DCOR s AdJustment Center Program

an assumpt1on that prOV1des commun1ty correct1ona1 programs an opportun1ty

»‘5'0 COST AND BENEFITS ANALYSI

deve]oped'

e

to eva1uate cost and cost eff1c1ency on a bas1s other than a day-for-day

compar1

“5timé'SPek§\1n the proaect

u

&;be1r assumpt1on cons1ders the total sentence 1n add1t1on to

&

CIf, 1n fact, communwty based correct1onaTcprograms

are a1ternat1ves to 1noarcerat1on and the after program superv151on (s a e

RN

v

o serv1ce is a factor 1n the cost analys1s and program cost gsbws tne time that

s elanses Cox expands the d1scuss1on

1n Sect1ons 5.1 through 5f4kbelowf

General Tnd1cators 1n Cost Ana]ys1s

f;:cont1nuatlon of the or1g1na1 dlver51on then the cost of the after program

iy

There are’ at 1east three methods of est1mat1ng uhe re]at1ve eff1c1ency of

\ correctzonaf\proqrams

.costs-~the cost Ql serv10e dehvery‘systemr and Lhat of substantwve

Each 15 based on the observat1on that all program o

sprogrammat1c offer1ngs--arejre1at1ve to the costs 1ncurred in some a]ternat1Ve

"structure of offender exper1 nces. \It is, therefore, the,case that a]ternat1vel

| programmwgg opt1ons can be eva]uated in terms of thelr actua] or progected

‘scosts.,,Dec1s1on»makers can then gauge the relatwve 1mportance of any obserVedfi“

reiat1ve eff1c1en ey of the a1iernat1ve programs.

- J d1fferences in effectweness in the context of ob§erved chfferences in the

Any compar1son of data requ1res that program modu]es be defxne% 1n termés\

of relevant t1me frames and a11®wab1e cos%s.
correctionai programs have reswdent1a1 and non-= res1dent1a1 components or

modulesy S1m11ar1y, each?modnle usua11y

r:q‘

peraod of t1me. &;’

For examp]e@ many communvty ‘"K& L

LG

\runs for a spec1f1ed ar observed

e

o,

b




n,m. = RER e 4 w&

EERRL - SRS T
R B A KT B i i A

A
T B

4 m 4 L uu-ﬁ:?:-] ‘

=l

“costs exc]uded

e operat1ng efficiency of ‘the two programs could, therefore be conducted if the
nre51dent1a1 modu]es are the bas1s of comparison. If however total program
?costs were- des1red as a basvs for/compar1son, then the descr1pt1ve and

'def1n1t1ona1 1nformat1on col]ected on the two programs wou]d reveal that‘the

‘be made wh1ch addressed the entare proqramsof each approach to. d1vers1on, but

‘fcosts_over time,

e

2
* .
4]

o

Lolw
- R
o

In a s1m11ar Ve1n, 1nst1tut1ona1 and commun1ty program costs are often

fo=) a

‘,def1ned in terms of SpeC|f1c 1nc]us1ons and exclus1ons which may affect the -

comparab111ty of data. - The cost per day of standard 1ncarcerat1on, for

. examp]e, is often computed w1th auth0r1ty 1ease renta1 and cap1ta1 outlay

o : /,t:

It wou1d therefore, ‘be of 1nhercst to exam1ne budgets of

,,,,,

any community program for rent or- constrtvt1on costs thCh wou]d need- to be '
dedurted or qua11f1ed “in the ana]ys1s and then do the ana]ys1s.

bather1mg accurate descr1pt1ve and deflnltional 1nformat1on is, therefore,
A

an essential first step in prepar1ng a bas1c cost ana1y51s

N
of comparison are estab11shed then each pr"all of at Teast three basic

Once the bases

measures can be utilized to est1mate reﬂa11ve eff1c1ency.

/M ’ o ) L/‘:

5.2 Simple Operatmng Eff1c1ency

'\‘/

The day-for day comparison of cosjﬂ/for two or more programs is of va]ue .

,/r/
in assesswng the re]at1ve/uper1t1ng af/1ciency of two- s1m11ar pvograms or
/i
program modules. For example, both,t%e Rest1tut10n SheTter and the AdJustment

Center Programs have residential d1m7r51on moduies. Compar1ng the re]at1ve ‘

<]

'AdJustment Centers Program has- an 1ntersxve out—c]aent second modu]e wh11e the

o

Restitution Shelter Program fo]1nws the res1dent1a] exper1ence with a 1ong
. o

'per1od of swmp]e probat1on supenh“' A day-for-day cost compar1son cou1d

the quest1on be1ng answered wou?d not 1nvo1ve operatIng eff1c1ency S0 much ' %_

as 1t would 1nvo]ve the deﬁ]atang factor ofoprotracted regu]ar superv1swon

[

o gt T

G e e ; RIRR
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',cost issues dominate the use of the analysis.

vf1mp1ementatron.

If the def1n1t10ns and descr1pt1ons are carefully respected then the

k re1at1ve operat1ng eff1c1ency of two programs js determined by the express1on

“Where Cy = the aver-ge da11y
‘cost and Py and P, are two
'-Lcomparable program exper1ences

-If the program beang eva1bated operates at an average da11y cost less than

“ that of the program wh1ch it is be1ng compared to then the evaluated program

- is re]at1ve1y more cost eff1c1ent to operate

5. 3 Re]at1ve Cost Effect1veness

Day for-day comparisons_ may’ be m1s]ead1ng in analyses which address programs

ofcd1ffer1ng module structure, time frames, and a]]owab]e costs.

A refinement
in the assessment of efficiency would, therefore, be the re]at1ve program—for-

program compar1son of two or more approaches Moreover the effect of a

sentencing or ass1gnment cho1ce would 1nc]ude a]] costs assoc1ated with that

decision re]at1ve to each (or a se]ected) opt1on

(’ N

For examp]e, comparing the costs of the AdJustment Center or Rest1tut1on
She]ter Programs W1th the costs of 1ncarcerat1on cou*d ]ead to. any analysis

of the cost effectiveness of d1vers1on Once aga1n, def1n1t1ona] and aT]owab]e

If the ana]ys1s is to be used

as an est1mate of the cost effect1veness of d1vers1on then the mechanwsms
at sentencrng must be c]ear]y d1vers1onary 1n their 1ntent and in their .

In add1t1on, the terms of 1ncarcerat1on for offenders not

'd1verted into the probram must be determwned expervmenta]]y or care:u]]y
'est1mated through the use of compar1son groups or @ tenure of 1ncarceratlon

“model based on actua] sentence 1ength and h13fbr1ca1 data on time served
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| than that of the comparlson program (Py. n)

*descriptive and a]TowabTe c05t’dssues :

o

~Assuming that the definittona1
are c]ear]y noted then the re]at1ve costs of two approaches can be compared

ey & . . Q S i o
B . S . o
, : . : . . . | EO T

in exp11cat1ng the:express1on
0
o g

Na‘(Pz,n)]

]

[Ed . Kd(Pzel)]—*‘n [Ed-

. Where Cd is the average cost,per ‘day and Nd is the average number of days
for P] 1o modu]e one in program one, etc.

If the program be1ng evaluated operates at adtotal pxogramkcost less
then the decision to utilize the

program was a cost effect1ve dec151on

o "
5s4~'Re1ativerCost'Benefits

~Although 1t~wou1dabespossig]§‘tosdetermine relative cost effectiveness

e

~and then independent1y examine client outcome (relative programfeffectiVeneSS)Q

i )

data, both processes can be 1ntegrated in ‘the concept of cost benef1ts For

'every dec1s1on—mak1ng cho1ce concern1ng sentenc1ng or ass1gnment to one of
two or more serv1ce delﬁvery programmat1c offer1ngs opt1ons there is an

outcome wh1ch is usua11y expressed in terms of "ult1mate" c11ent success®or

o

,fa1]ure upon re1ease from each programa For each of these c11ent outcomes,

there 1s a cost assoc1ated w1th success or faiture

2

For example, the two d1vers1on programs d1srussed ear11er each have a

certa1n un1que but potent1a11y stab111zed fa11ure rate over t]me. For each
» c11ent who rec1d1vates-after eXposure:to the program, there ns a»cost tQ‘the
sSystem represented by the expenses of 1ncarcerat1on or- addm/Junal superv1s1on

resu1t1ng from the rec1d1v1sm offense(s) One program may be more “cost

beneficial" than the other due to 1ts programmat1c effect1veness in m1n1m1z1ngv‘

a

- recidivism through ‘sound’ prog£,~s careful seiect1on of c11ents, or some other

partwcu]ar programmat1c feature. ‘5<a oo e
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: approaches can be estwmated by the express1on

vvglven group of. c]Aents.

R Th1s is an appT1cat1on ofathe theory above

'iuexpended and cltents served

- Restitution She]ter program 15 summarTzed in Jab]e 10 wh1ch follows,

Assum1no that program destr1pt1ons document t\e un1que processes of:

each structure 1n the compar1son,

V“

by)

[dafNaprl-n)J + CdINd-Fa(PifJ#§ [Eé-ﬁ&(ez‘s)] + E€ﬁ5957(p 3

57

where Fyg s the average number of da
ys of add1t1ona1
correct1ona1 services observed in cases of street fa1]ure

o

A program be1ng eva]uated wou1d therefore be re]at1ve]y cost benef1c1a1 if.

; and on]y 1f the total program costs plus the total. costs of client failures

1s 1ess than that fora selected comparison group(s)

It is 1mpo£tant to re1terate that each of these methods is a way of
v1ew1ng the re]atvve eff1c1ency of a program or. the use of a program for a
The simple formu]ae out11ned above can accommodate
a]most any compar1son mah?ng it essent1a1 that an eva]uator thoroughly

descr1be and def1ne the bas1s of any compar1son made w1th th1s technique.

, Otherw1se the ana]ys1s may be mean1ng1ess in a pollcy mak1ng or dec1s1on-

ey

maklng sense. “'b‘l : o
& o B . . R

o e A

2 BB ‘Simple Cost Eff1c1ency

The day-for-day cost

’)

compar1son is a method of comput1ng costs of programs based upon the do]lars.

This method of cost computat1on is referred

to asvthe s1mp1e cost eff1c1ency S1mp1e cost eff1c1ency ana]ysis of the

The'

pbas1s of comparlson 1s the cost of 1ncarceratlon computed ut11121ng FY76

cost data Program cost for FY77 based upon the s1mp]e cost eff1c1ency

formu1a was 22? more than 1ncarcerat1on..

'any d1fferences may be observed

*Otherw1se there would be no- bas1s for relevantkkhow]edge abbut'uphyw"

‘o

the re]at1ve cpst benef1ts ot two or more |
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‘ d7th1s case; the cost of 1ncarcerat1on

as any past program supervision cost.

) - A — ORI
-  TABLE 1o
| SIMPLE COST EFFICIENCY
Program' 4 Average kPercentage of'ChangéaW1ths
v _Daily Cost Incarceration as Base \§_
Restitution Centers $11.00 | s
Incarceration $ 8.77‘ » R
: djuStment Centers §20,0} o _ +128%

The s1mp1e cost eff1c1ency ana]ys1s on its face suggests ‘based upor
day—for-day cost compar1son, that it wou]d have been more econom1ca1 to 2

1ncarcerate the diverted offender group. However, when the»same programs '

- are compared based upon their re]at1ve c0st eff1c1ency,better 1nfoémation is.

.available for managers and dec1s1on-makers use. Yet, when the Adgustment
Centers Program is compared w1th the Rest1tut1on SheIter Program in terms v

of costs, the‘AdJustment Centers:HPE. 67% more~cost1y on a”day—for-day:bas1s“

‘to_operate.than the'RestitutionAShelter Program.

5.6 Reiat1ve Cost Effect1veness

The re1at1ve cost effect1veness approach compares the dsders1on cost to,.;'nré

A central issue of thws approach

It 1nc1udes the t1me served in the program as well

1.

is the d1version per1od.

Rec1d1v1sm is 1nc1uded 1n the analys1s,

the results are relative cost benefits,

O

“which w111 be dlscussed 1ater B 'VVre

e
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‘Dn%Table‘11’be1ow.

 37. 

The~re1ative‘c05t effectiveness of programs‘compared is summarized in

The peraoo of cont1nued d1vers1on (regu]ar probat1on/

i)//'

parole superrﬁswon) cost §. 39 per offender day

~ The ca]cu]at1ons of»days
- for the COntinued diversion are: Rest1tut1on SheTtersl 598 Incarceration,
Uzero and AdJustment centers,léii\ |
TABLE 11
RELATIVE COST EFFICIENCY
CFY76 Data
o - N ' Percent +
Program Average Average No. of |~ Other | Total {Incarcerant
‘ Dai]y Cost | Program Days Diversion - Change
Restitution $11.99 o $620 | $1,963 152
’Incarceration $ 8.77 ; 564 0 $4,946 - 0
AdjustmentﬂCtr. $20.01 -90-_ - $-68 $1;868’ -165 .

fProgram operat1ons

Zfederal/state—match basms.

It‘Seems based upon data in the -above tab]e‘that it on]d be more economica] to

d1vert of fenders 1nto commun1ty-based programs than it is to 1ncarcerate them

On the other hand the re1at1ve cost eff1c1ency compar1son of the Rest1tut1on

She1ter program with the AdJustment Center program 1s somewhat m1s]ead1ng based

mupon the tab]e above because of the Rest1tut1on She]ter program s 1onger coht1nued

. diversjoh perfod. .

'5.7 ’GeneraTsProgram:bost" HoLET ;;)”1 i |
During the grant veriod, there was a tota] of $65505675expended for'ReStftution'
‘Of that-figure; $22 5,848 was spent 1n FV75 and the rema1n1ng
$429, 719 was spent in FY76 The appropr1at1ons were genera]ly on a 90/10

(See Table 12 on the hext page)
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- TABLE 12

COST ANALYSIS

" city

‘Albany

- ?"Atlanta f”'

_Macon - |

"Rome:e,/,p//

< Total |

Date Opened

11/16/76

ay30/75.

11/1774‘

e

NA_

34

l0/1/74

e

118

‘wgapacityrd i

Fy75 |
Avg. daily pop.

 16 o

28

20

36

14

] 77’43 '

Percentage pf
Capacity 3

14%

-45%

369 L

FY76

47%

17

23

. 39%

Avg da11y pop.

Percentage of
Capacity -

25

26

64%

91*‘F;

FY75%
Expenditures _

78%

939

[4

77% ¢

vzt
Expenditures -

961,329

$105,219

~ $18,186

$59,399

367,813 |

$225,848

- FY75

_$94.879 |

$95,553

- $104,748

$429,719

1Fy76

{Avg. da11y cost '

$12.17

| $49.96

_$21.23

$15.35

| $24.68

#$25,116 and $32,021 were added
- FY75 and FYZG,respectively;

Avg. dai]y cost |

$11.53

_$10

Do

 sss. |

$11.48

for the Intensive Probation/Parole Supervisors in

5t

Vot

$11.99

e

3
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‘b' 5. 7 2 Lapsed Funds

. a cost d1spar1ty of $2 ]56 was created as sav1ngs

Other’Funds for“Program'M
i

The $57 137 ut1]1zed for support of the 1ntens1ve probat1on superv1s1on~
' fv aspect of the progrum was appropr1ated in the. Intens1ve Supervision Program

ﬁbudget o A breakdown of those flgures revea]s that $25 116 ﬁnd $32 021 were

: expended in FY75 and FY76, respect1ve1y The_sum ]nc]uded personne] costs

and operat1ng expend1tures
Commun1ty correct1ona] programs se]dom are funded adequate]y to operate

~and maintain a sound program. One of the ways in wh1ch community centers
augment the1r reVenues 1s through the co]lectton of ma1ntenance fees from

the1r clients.. Genera]ly, $4 per day is co11ected when the offender

is ga1nfu11y emp]oyed to a max1mum of $28 per week In FY75, the amount
expended was re1at1ve1y smal] ($5 995),
fu11y operat1ona1 $47 023 was proaected and budgeted

$29 062 was expended

of all funds budgeted for program operat1ons, $92 /050 was ]apSed at
i

- program- end Theuunspent funds were»1n regu]ar operat1ons and ma1ntenance

Q

fees with $74 089 and $17 9671 not used,,reSpent1ve]y“ ‘ |
. . o R (4 ’ , &3 s

:o"’-'~.: L 5. 8 Cost Sav1ngs

SRR

In an Oetober, 1975 approved grant amendment DCOR prOJected an average )

year]y per offender program cost of $2 344 In that same grant amendment,

-4 $4 500 year]y cost for oFfender 1nCarcerat1on was proaected as, a resu]t
When the proJected coste
is converted to .2 da11y cost a cost comparzson analysws can be made The‘v

1 proaected cost for 1ncarceratton equa]s $12 33 per offender' prosected Lo

Restitut1on°Prouram cost equals $6 43 per offender.yb

"1 = - L e . & ., v

but during FY76 when the program was

‘However, in FY76 on]y

LB

iy g
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) ph1losophy upon wh1ch the progect1ons were made was failac1ous

-$10 per day.

' incarCeration

in pr150n the cost sav1ngs wou]d be substant1a1

v'superv1s1on)

“Is the coverage of probat1on funct1ons adequate?

g

a

~In the aforementxoned grant amerdment, 1t was est1mated that $592 000

wou]d,be saved by serv1ng 275 offenders in th1s program The sav1ng est1mate

was based upon (1) a f1ve-month turnover rate and (2) the cost of 1nmate
1ncarcerat1on being. $4 500 per year 1ess the cost of program superv1s1on

($2 344) or a sav1ng of $2 156 per offender served Need]ess to say, the -

What rema1ns_
unclear is how cost f1gures were or1g1na]1y determ1ned

"The cost of 1ncarcerat1on4d1d not rema1n constant as broaected in the
»/.

grant app]1catlon, in fact the actual average da11y 1nmate cost never exceeded
The dlspar1ty in costs d1scussed ear11er was based upon a day-for-

day'comparison There were no real do]lar sav1ngs generated as a result of

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

However, if a]] part1c1pants entire sentence had been served

As ment1oned ear11er,

4

day-for-day cost compar1sons are m1s]ead1ng Further cost sav1ngs are generated

by cont1nu1ng the offender in another commun1ty superv1s1on program after the

or1glna1 diversion program superv1s1on ends (1 e., regu]ar probat1on/par01e 1
General]y, regular probat1on/parole cost 15 drastically ]ower

than e1ther 1ncarcerat1on or commun1ty center programs For the past few

f1sca1 years th1s cost averaged Tess than one do]Tar per day per offender

B

served.,  In FY76, 1t was $ 39. However, the quest1on “that is ra1sed is:

Tt wou]d seem doubtfu]

w1th a case]oad rat1o of ] 125
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- program funds~$h0u1d have been inVested'e]sewhere;

‘Vat] offenders will go to prison upon.sentencing.'

41

5 g Program'Benefits

wh11e the most serious prob]em that DCOR management was’ exper1enc1ng was

: overcrowd1ng in its pena] 1nst1tut1ons, the use of limited fiscal resources

(state or federa]) for communlty correctional programs as a]ternat1ves to
imprisonment which do not‘produce measurabTe’reSUtts perhaps suggests that
Document1ng the fact that
the program d1d not free any needed bed space was extremely difficult in view
of all factors surround1ng the 1ssue of overcrowding.

’There wss§u11 recogn1t1on»by=the author that the probated sentence is an
a]ternatjve'tovprison'and incarceration; thus,'it is unrealistic~to assume that
| Uniform criteria must be
established‘to determine who receives the probated sentence as a measuring
device to‘determine the viabi]ity of diversionary programs in corrections“

Yet d1spos1t1ons of offender cases not placed in the program suggest that the :

f7~

~program was utilized as an alternat1ve w1th1n the framework of probat1on selection

b1ases prevented a true test of program d1vers1on potential. Few~offenders were

1ncarcerated due to the1r non- acceptance into the program.

As 1nd1cated ear11er 400 offenders were placed in the progranm. However,

if a tang1b]e def1n1t1on of e11g1b111ty had been estab11shed and maintained
throughout the grant per1od and - scrut]nTzed and va]1dated by emp1r1ca] research

methods, 3 STgn1f1cant number of pr1son bed spaces cou]d have been saved as a

R

result of program pTacements The bed spaces freed wou]d have represented the most

des1red impact from th1s program by -DOR management The absence of s1gnrf1cant-

results due to the 1ack of a clear]y def1ned acceptance cr1ter1on has ser1ous

0

implications for future commun1ty correct]ona. programs and resource do]]ars

»
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; of stme form of rest1tut1on (actua] part1a1, or symbolic); (2) expans1on of research

Q)

12

Benef1ts from the program 1n do]]ar 1nvestment must corre]ate with those

: benef1ts promtsed or a]]uded to in the fund1ng request

Other benef1ts prov1ded by the program were: (1) opportun1ty to explore[

on a statew1de bas1s the 1ntenq1ve superv1s1on concept comb1ned w1th payment

act1v1t1es Tnto local f1e1d operat1ons through the use of staff, courts, and

’ the Board of Pardons and Paro]es; (3) opportun1ty to expand communxty treatment

centers into communities where offenders and staff usua]]y had to travel a
10ng distance to keep the mandates of the Courts and the Board of Pardons and

Paroles, as well as DOR guidelines for effective probat1on/paro]e supervision;

(4) channei for keeping fam111es 1ntact and afford1ng the offender an opportunity

to maintain gainful emp]oyment pay taxes, support dependents and to decrease
4the1r need for pub11oaa5515tances (welfaré, food stamps, and other_a1ds) while
makingnreparation;for offense(s);'and (5) the single most jmportant benefit,
the potential reversal of long-standing negative fami]y?behavior patterns,
thereby afford1ng an opportun1ty for the . offender to become a viable,

contr1but1ng member of good stand1ng in society.

5.10 " Use of Pub]ic Assistarice “

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

fami]ies . None of this group received pubiic assistance“as'a result of program“;

p]acement A breakdown of “the source of. .non-earned Tncome revea]ed that 15
offenders rece1ved soc1a1 secur1ty, 3 offenders rece1ved food stamps, and
7 rece1ved veteran S benef1ts An add1t1ona] 295 offenders reported not
rece1v1ng any type of pub11c ass1stance

Pub11c ass1stance ‘was cont1nued in cases ‘where offenders and the1r fam111es
wereaotherw1segeligxb1e'before»program,p]acement.

A

Bl

B

foass

5.]1‘ Impact of Program

Economxc 1mpact of the restitution centers varies in the four 100a1es where

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

}was opened dur1ng a period when emp]oyment opportun1t1es ware dec11n1ng
’

each center initially provided emp]oyment tor seven staff persons on a

permanent basis. The current individual center budget is an approximate

quarter million doliars annua11y

e 0
, conomy In addition, offenders earnings are also returned to the ]oca]

vcommun1ty including taxes and rest1tut1on for offenc»rs victims. ‘

o}

43

Although each center

Most of the funds are spent in the local
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Rec1d1v1sm data rema1n 1arge1y 1ncomp1ete,

o

However, of - the 274 offenders
1 W1th a GCIL record 28 2% were rearrested w1thnn six months of program re]ease~f

G-

wlthan one year;59 3A had been rearrested and after 18 months of re]ease,85 5%
eg had been rearrested for offenses of whicn 21% were m1sdemeanors, 33% were theft

: 117 were burglary, %cwere drugs, 10% other fe]on1es, and 16% teoﬁn1ca1 v1o1at1ons

)

However, 1n cases where both arrest and conv1ct1on data were present 75% had .
beenégpnv1cted w1th1n one year follow1ng release., Of that number, approxfmately

43% were 3a11ed as a resu]t of conv1ct1ons, another 22.5% were probated w1th
flnes and/or rest1tut10n, 15% were conv1cted and revoked on. the current sentence,

10A were diverted to other commun1ty a/ternat1ves and 10% were dismissed.

The
offenses for.th1s group were.\

17% mwédemeanors, 27.5% burg]ary, 25% theft; and i
3@4 other fe10n1es s e s . o | Qe R

@

[

Rev1ew of 1n program fa11ure and tentat1ve rec1d1V1sm data suggest that a

ser1ous prob1em ex1sts1n terms of program concept and offender trans1t1on The

concept of rest1tut1on payment as a means of deterr1ng offenders from the re-

commission of crlme seems falIaCJous Imp]ementat1on needs to be re1nforced

with a h1gh1y structured therapeut1c program wh1ch has aftercare as one of 1ts
o phases Aftercare is def1ned as the serv1ces rendered to the offender @fter ‘

release from the re51dent1a1 program S1nce two: of DOR 's d1vvs1ons are, in

<

- part respons1b]e for the offender while-in the commun1ty, clode coord1nat10n

o of the1r serV1ces and programs is mandated to prov1de

S

nrx1mum ass1stance to the
u

offender, and hopefu]]y to prevent the offender's fut return to chrime.

The aftercare thesws suggests a need for gradua] re\urn and release to the

Thls gradua1 re]ease m1ght beg1n w1th a day or two away from the :

o

', commun1ty

Center per week, 1ncreas1ng in steps to fu]l txme away whl]e rece1v1ng 1ntenswve

probat1on super0151on, fo]lowed by regu]ar probatwon superv1s‘on.

o Jurlsd1ctlon g1ven to centers at placement should rema1n unt11 theboffender
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probat1on (about one year after re]ease) Return

_of the offender to the center then wou]d not requ1re revocatvon proceed1ngs.

cohmun1ty resources must be cont1nua11y emp?oyed throughout the

. per1od of superv1510n to nrov1de-the greatest support to the offender. “In

. this manner, needed programmed servwces can be cont1nued w1thout 1nterrupt1on.

However, a quest1on of/ye]at1onsh1ps and respons1b111ty rema1ns dur1ng the
‘ 7
’offender S trans1t1on from a res1dent1a] to a non- res1dent1a1 settxng, which
of thﬂ d1V1s1ons is most respon51b1e “for reduc1ng offEnder rearrests and.
prov1d1ng the offender with guidance and support? , o
. : : -
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: and ]oca]) sagged as a result of the recess1on

L

1. Hackground’of Program :

Cr1m1na1 acts and crime skyrocketed when the ecanomy (nat1onal state,

] Adaustments were made to-

combat the sp1ra1]1ng effects of the crisis but ava11ab1e Jjobs dec]1ned

2

the cost of Tiving. rose t0 unprecedented 1eve1s As. the unemployment rate,

ga1ned po1nfs, reported 1nc1d°nce of crime showed conparable growth

. Teel and Fuller state, "The reasons for the sudden upward trend in the

prison populat1on 1nc1ude new state Taws allowing juveniles to be sent to

state prisons, more money for Taw enforcementkand new technology and more

v'po]ice and prosecutors to apprehend and;FOHViCt‘SUSDéCtSw"4

The result is the continuous addition of offenders to an aTready'crowded

prison system.5 'This increase has been steady, and Georgia penal institutions

Today, there are over 11 ,500 1nmates7

are now nearing an overpopulation crisis.
in Georgia correctional 1nst1tutlons managed by DOR.

this evaluation covers (September 1974 through JunefSO,

~ population showed a net increase of 1,455 f?4i0%)iinmates.8 In addition,"'

17 county correctional inst?%btions (former pubTic work camps)‘have cjosed
since July, 1970.9 A]though new state pena} institubdons.are being buiit.
and will be pres;ed in%O'operation' the 1engthy‘construction periodxnegabesf*
the achievement of needed bed space due to 1ncreas1ng lntake ]0_7 : ]?#3,

whlle DOR 1ncarcerant popuTat1on excecds the desagn capac1ty of the |
prison system m casc1oads 1n regular probat1on/par01e superv1s1on, a norma1
diverswon mecfan1sn 5 Were also growang at an aTarm1ng rate ]2 Probat1on/

parole supervls1en 1tse1f was understaffed and underf1nanced A 1arge~ N

 scale re1ease of 1nmates to probat16n/pare?e superv1s1on was not feasible.

During the period that f

1976), Georgia incarcerant

[t
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~ o As the 1nst1tut1ona11zed popu]ace cont1nued its growth, it became clear

offenders both pre- and post- sentenc1ng No state appropr1ated funds were

ava11ab1e for any new types of d1vers1onary programs. To finance the

program DOR sought federa] ass1stance
Q Fund1ng for. the program was part of a two-year dfscretionary grant from

the Law Enforcement Ass1stance Adm1n1stration (#74nED 99 0004). and state

funds totaling $635 728 ]3“The,program prov1ded for three centers to begin

operations in October, 1974, and one center to open for operations in
1975.

April, The centers are Tocated in metropo1itan‘Citfes—-Albany, ,

At]anta, Macdn, and kome, Georgia. Capacwty of each center var1ed between

20 and 25 offendebs.

‘1 2 Legal

i  Legal’ author1ty for such programs had. been prev1ous1y estab11shed in

const1tut1ona1 law. 1% Rest1tut1on 1n the past has been added as a legal

requ1rement to some probated sentences and could be st1pu1ated as a cond1t1on
for a naro]e re]ease act1on Thus there were no maaor ]ega1 barr1ers
qto the orderly act1vat1on of the program ' ,

Estab11sh1ng correct1ona] programs in commun1ty sett1ngs 1nvo]ves some

‘r1sk tak1ng Many commun1ty correct1ona1 programs meet c1t1zen 1n1.1ated
‘ ~‘obstac1es 1nc1ud1ng 1ega1 actions ,’ to _prevent the1r estab11shment 1n |

o commun1t1es where citizens _have been v1ct1m1zed by or1m1na1 acts It wou1d

o appear that compensat1ng the V1ct1m shou?d reduce some of the 1n1tda]

"‘host111ty fe]t by v1ct1ms and 1ncrease the acceptance of programs in’ the1r
commun1ty. One may reasonab]y expect offenders 1o make reparat1ons through

earned 1ncome However, income from any 1ega1 source can be used to sat1sfy

that DOR must deve]op alternatives to trad1t1ona1 imprisonment that would dlvert
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;addressed 1ndependent1y as mod1f1ed
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6.0 GOAL ATTAINMENT

Success may be v1ewed 1n congunct1on w1th goa] attainment. Some goa]s

were ea511y,29ant1f1ab]e and)measurable—~others were 1ess so; however,

\\/> e

some were mod1f1ed dur1ng the program A]] of the ob3ect1ves w111 be

The goa]s are more fully exp1a1ned in

TN

the‘f011OW1ng sect1ons

Goal 1. Open three res1dent1a1 rest1tut1on she]ters w1th capac1t1es
between 20 and 40 clients each in- September, “1974 and one shelter
within the same capacity range in Apr11 1975 (p. 54 budget
narrat1ve, grant app11cat1on) ; ’ ’

Atta1nment Openings of the centers in A]banygsMacon, and Rome which
Were scheduléed to begin operations September 1, 1974, were de]a ed- between
30 and 75 days. The Atlanta Center schedu]ed to open April 1 ¥

~opened April 30, 1975. e

Goal 2. - Provide an a]ternative tofincarCeration‘for both the Courts
and the Board of Pardons and Paroles (p 67, grant application).

Attainment: P]acements were received frcm both the Courts and -the
Board of Pardons and Paroles. Of the 400 offender part1c1pants, .
approximately 80% were from the Courts and 20% from the Board of
Pardons and Paroles,. The problems cited earlier in the Execut1ve
Summary m]n1mwze any accomp]1shment insthis area.

Goal 3. To divert 275 offenders during the 22 months of program
foperatlon (October, 1975 grant amendment) e

42

. Attainment: The program was highly successfu] w1th 1ts rev1sed goal of
275 offender placements, down from 600 originally, ach1ev1ng 1 1/2 tlmes
the adJusted goa] with 400 offender pTacements ‘ ©
Goal 4. To save $592,900 as a result of program d1vers1on (Same as #3).

Atta1nment Another downward revised goa] which or1g1na1]y prOJected

savings of $2;064, 000 (grant narrative, p. 55). Utilizing the mathematical

"~ formula used in the October 1975 grant amendment no real dollars were
saved as average daily program costs far exceeded those same costs for
prison. In FY75 and FY76 the program's average da17y costs were $24.68
and $11.99, respectively, while prison costs were $B. 99 and $8.77, -
espect1ve]y However, if a relative cost effectiveness approach is
“hsed cost savings potentijal: totals $4 108 per'd1verted offender w1th
comparab]e sentences N 4
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Gtgl_b To *“ﬂredsfu11y graouate 60 peruent of all offender
parx1cwpanfs (performance budg t?ng material submitted to OPB,

1975},

Sixty-one percent of all offenders rﬁ]ea<ed from
the prdgrcm ware *uccessfu11y terminated.

mmmmm Assura ¥ictim veparation through the payment of
crestitution--sither actual or partial cash or symbolic
rest1tUuwon (pp..68-69 grant aﬂp]1cat1on)

Attdlnment ~Of the $207,567 awarded victims, only $54,828.
was repaid. - Symbolic restitution was assigned to 157 offenders
most of whom were parolees. Program part1c1pdnts reportedly
performed 3,215 hours of compd1sory public service as symbo11c
restitution.

ﬁCd; 7. To test the effectiveness of intensive probat1on/
. parcle supervision and restitution payment on offender
success/y failure in the program and after release ( p. 68,
grant appITCatlun) . '

Attzinment: The framework in which Intens1ve Probatwon/
Parole Supervisors performed their duties was different
from traditjonal models because little or no on-street

~supervision of the offender occurred; it had Jittle or no

impact on offenders. Pearson correlation revealed no

significance related to success or failure based on
rest1tut10n payment :

Goal 8. - 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 vo]unteers (P} 68,
grant app11cat1qm)

Attainment: Only 23 percent of the offenders served were
paired with a citizen volunteer at program entry; 22 percent
“of all offenders_were paired at their release from the
program. Ve were unable to jdentify any-job placements
deve]oped by volunteers. However, VISTA volunteers were very
active in centers and parformed n many tasks well.. However,
the reason most often reported in 69 percent of the cases
wag "volunteer not available." The Tow Tevel usage of
comnunity resources was an issue raised in the program's
interim evaluation wh:ch cont1nued throughout the grant

‘ period.
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‘é&i'LL§' e ° 8 ‘f UQ i The Rest1tut10n Shelter PrOLram was 1mp1emented at a tlme when economic ?
i, 9 o : 3 , condztlons‘Were at the 1cwest 1eve1 since the “great depress1on" of the 1930's. :
doL o ERE ~ 1 -Crime. was on the rise, ava11ab1e jobs had declined and unemployment was :
i ! SR o e . 13 skyrocket1ng Georgia prison population was 5 also rising. The. 1nmate - .
e . ka H?‘ population had been 1ncreas1ng steadily s1nce 1971 and was nearing crisis ;
5 : i “ proport1ons. The Rest1tut1dn She]ter Program was designed as a mechan1sm to
5 o Q i & ’ 1 k ) . ‘
6 1 i reduce overcrowdlng 1n Georgia a1pena] 1nst1tut10ns through reduced inmate v P
. ! 5 lntake. However the program serv1ceropu1at1on d1d not 1ncrease as rapidly g
K N as was proaected: a backlog of inmates was housed in Tocal Jails; Iog1st1ca1 , .
S a:f§ S SRR - k problems contributed to deTayed center openings and when added to operatlng ' e
o PR 7.0  SUMMARY. . s . 3 _
- g ' S T R o ¢ ; prob]ems they negated” 1nst1tut10ns rece1v1ng any relief. . & ' s
w “ : i ‘ Overal], no major problems were exper1enced by the Restitutlon She]ter N
O ‘ Program. However, some minor prob]ems exper1enced by the program were~ o g
) ) . \f” ; ) obta1n1ng "Cert1f1cate of Occupancy" requ1red before the facility cou]d R if,_*%
e - f be used (2) unavawlab111ty of jobs 1n the sma]]er c1t1es where centers were S
, S i 1ocated, (3). 1ack of c]ear]y defined crwterwa for elagib111ty, (4) Tack of §
[ : .
% : 4 & :
’ . S % z 4] suff1c1ent staff 1n7t1a11y,A.(5) a counterproduct1ve work1ng re]at1onsh1p .
) . 4 4
4 ) e . between DOR and the State Merlt System which processes personne] transactlons, -
. %; s e o ' o 3 o prov1des ]1st§of elig%ble appllcants and other serV1ces, “and (6) an 1nsuff1c1ent .
o o . : : -
o ' . 4 number of clients 1n1t1a]1y, due $0 estab11shment of the first centers ﬁ, Lo 5
’ L o % qmn]T CIPIDQ rath@r thnn in. lhv mefrnpn]ztan Atlanta area where a Targer . - I »l;d':? _
o o o S _ S . ‘ o iR concentrat1on of pdtent1a] c11ents 11ves. o *ﬂi ‘ e e
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General]y
the goals and obgect1ves were loosely: def1ned as were performance measurement

cr1ter1a In terms of success;

Thus,

the program functioned without an emp1r1ca]

basis, the impact of success was - m1n1m1zed because a cons1stent

camp aratwve analysis was m1$s1ng Success as a dlverSIOn mechanism was also

hampered by the Tack of an empirical base ror comparison.

Rest1tut1on as a concept and a pract1ca] correctiona] approach to mod1fy1ng

criminal behav1or and prov1d1ng v1ct1m compensation is becomlng part of

Georgia's caorrectional ph1losophy Recently, the Law Enforcement Ass1stance

Adm1n1strat1on provided funds for the contwnuatlon of the rest1tutaon payment

approach to crime control. In this program the payment of rest1tut10n is the

sole sanctwon app]1ed to the convicted offender: The Georgia Leg1s?ature

funded the continuation of the Restitution Shelter Program entwre]y w1th

State appropriations. Georgia hds completed a statewide rest1tut1on/v1ct1m

compensation study, and some vindings are being prepared‘for Ieglslat1ve

~action. The Governor of Georgia has proposed 15 new community centers. The

Commun1ty Facilities Division has changed the or1entat1on of the1r adJustment

centers to ad3ustment/rest1tut1on centers

Georg1a is makvng progress with its restitution program,"

~

However, much
of what Is left to be done dea]s w1th conceptua]1z1ng the program in terms of

theoret]ca] and pract1ca7 performance and eva]udt1on The future of th15 type *

- of d1vers1on-—commun1ty restltut1on centers--1s shrouded by an array of

unanswered 1SSUES wh1ch when answered should prov1de concepta] and programmat1c .

gu1dance for communvty centers One of the more 1mportant issues to be decided

,‘15 ra1sed because the program to oate has not cTear]y estab]1shed what

overwhe]mlng successfu? performance 1s or should be, and thus cannot be measUred-

R

by those success cr1ter1a
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. to be judged effective?
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As the future of thekRestitution Shelter concept‘unfolds, the issues
that need answering are: 1In a correctional setting, what is the mission
for restitution (community) centers? Who should set goals and objectives
and' estab11sh 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
How important is it to reduce rec1d1v1sm7 Which
of the operat1ve philosophies is best for center management? Is 1t more
appropriate for the program to focus on employment, whereby the offender 15;
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 recidivism?
Canfboth approaches work effectively together? Again, is partial success

possible.
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8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS v
. Communzty Fac111t1es should estab]1sh a more therapeutic oriented .

. superV1s1on program for its centersand c]1ente1e Initiating such a
change shifts program orientation from primarily employment -and employment-
related operat1on to one which attempts to deal with psycho-social prob?ems
of offenders. ~ Key factor in the relative high program rearres¥ rate
apparently has been ‘Tack of an emphasis on therapy. However, it appears
“from review of other programs that-where psychological treatment is given

= a hlqh priority, those programs have demonstrated lower rearrest rates in.,
1 S e ~comparison to this program. To apcpmp]1sh this, the program w111 need .
] 3 N

e | s L

=N

1add1t1ona1 counse11ng staff.

=y P PR

. T ' R i : - : ;35» : 2. Data ava11ab111ty for recidivism.and other ana]yses might be vast]y
A ' ERAERY ' R I B R * improved if DOR field personne] responsible for supplying data to various
, , . b L = y agencies used the offender's full legal name and showed “nicknames" as
JRAMEE e o - . R B " aliases. Further, field personnel should submit completed data records to

P

e R
H

GCIC for all offenders processed by the Department, regardless &f which -

agency is required by law to submit relevant data to GCIC. The data record
~may be compiled in stages as the offender is moved through the criminalt
“justice system; with arrest and sentencing data submitted upon rece1pt of

the offender and then any status change data pr1or to the offender s release
and final d1spos1t1on . S .

T

/8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

e d)

oy

o

(o
i 3. Commun1ty Facilities should address the serious prob]em of 1nformat1on .
flow--from collection to storage to retrieval to analysis to d1ssem1nat10n.

:% £ The information system established should be designed as a resource’ to all

. divisions jn the Department.  Also, the Division should designate someone to
L / ' ' ‘ , e ' '& ‘ : : coordinate information releascand to clear all such releases through the
B
L

7 y‘;m. —%i :v

’/}
;
14
N
By
1 ' .

Public Information Office. In addition, the designated persons should work

‘with Program Evaluation to assure- that objectivity, cl r1ty and data relevancy
. are ma1nta1ned o i o v

4. DOR, 1in order to. make its rehab1]1tatlon and d1vers1on programs both*"

effective and viable and in order to reduce re¢idivism 1n§ihe future, mus%h

' Sk sponsor legislation to reorganize the- Criminal Justice System Author1ty to

- , : . _ . - B R ¢ ) - control offender movement throughout the criminal. justice system, fram entry

i : ‘ ’ . : . to exit. Innovative correctjonal ideas and programs must be given genuine
guidance and support at every level of part1c1pat1on--from top management
Tevels downward--if such ideas and programs are to impact the criminal justice
system, change offender 11festy]€s and u]t1mate1y reduce rec1d1v1sm
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LD

5. Follow-up research into the overall program achievements should be
undertaken at one, two, three and subsequent years. after the end of a
Special attention to recidivism, cost/benefits, empioyment,
length of time on the streeis 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 1is

now operative within the Department of Offender Rehabilitation must be
developed. Webb; et al, proponents of a more comprehensive definition of
recidivism theory, found ip their research, in my opinion, a most important
question about recidivism:'-/'Is partial success possib1e?"* The answer to
that question might provide many ramifications beneficial to corrections and
rehabilitation; future correctional progranm funding may be improved as a
result of increased understanding of the problem.

6. As a conseguence of the realistic operational problems which correctional
agencies typically face (e.q., overcrowded prisons, high probation/paro]e
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 agencies that possess the required ﬁechn1ca1 research
expertise usually have Tittle actual functional ability to engage in serijous
research ‘projects that could lead to/an improved situation later. In fact,
some agencies doubtless have no real desire to conduct correctional research
and become involved in research projects only because of the serviee delivery
assistance which such projects often provide.

Hence, reason dictates that research-minded funding bodies 1ike LEAA must lead
the way in promoting meaningful empirical research among correctional 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.

A

*Vincent J. Webb, Dennis E. Hoffman, William 0. Wakefield and Joel Snell.
"Recidivism: In Search of a More Comprehensive pefinitions."” .
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direct access to the courts and parole board to seek other clients.

7. New, inngvative correctional programs must be limited in scope (size

Qnd geog?aph1ca1 area) during the period of time that experimental research
is on-going. Sufficient lead time for planning, design, development and
implementation of new programs should be provided to solve known and potential
problems; smooth the transition from stage to stage; process forms; order
supplies and equipment; recruit, employ and orient staff to program's needs
Such qdyancg planning time should increase the viability of correctional |
rehabilitative programs and make them more acceptable to all elements of the
gorrectlons sysggm and the community at-large. Once a program has proven
jtself as a positive tool in the offender rehabilitation arsenal, then it
should be expanded throughout the service delivery system.

8. Community-based correctional programs must be designed to j
client centers (metropo]jtan areas) where the majoritygof its z?ggﬁtgaaor
reS}de as well as the magority of program staff; and where jobs are readily
aya11abl§9£o support their service population. This applies especially
51qce,gwfender emp]oyment has been assigned a high priority in the operational
philosophy of community centers. Problems related to the availability of
gotentja} staff should be substantially reduced and population served should

e maximized. Services should be differentiated to fully use the existing
resources w1th1n1thg correctional system as well as those resources available
through other agencies and private citizens. The probation/parole system
to which clients of the Community Facilities Division, at least, theoretically
function should be organized around workloads (service delivery) and have

] Thi

would then shift staff's major responsibility in community facilities frgm

the surveillance/supervisionmodel now in operation to a service delivery/

support model, The resulting change should place its major emphasis on

service delivery; it would continue the survei isi
: > eillance and supervision, but
with less attention being focused upon it. P ,

9. New restitution programs should include greater use of servi i i

designed to provjde alternatives for programgparticipation byr¥n§$g;§itxtUt10n

offepders. Sgrv1ce restitution provided must be meaningful and performed in

public and private agencies. Documentation for types of services rendered,

number of hours expgnded, agencies used must be accurate and permanently

recorded. A mechanism must be developed whereby offenders may be released

from prison prior to their normal parole to participate in these programs;

and specific restitution required whether cash or service be spelled out in ¥
the release order, parole decree or court order, and determined on an i
individual basis accqrq1ng to economic abilities of the offender. New programs v
should also set specific criteria for eligibility, criteria which can be

measured by empirical research meth 3 A ;
: ods. Previous research should be incor ¢
into future research designs. , ncorporated
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on inmate population}trends. ~
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provide management data

1974-75.

economical and physical deteriorating plants.
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State Governor and Legislature, cites public work camp closings due ‘to
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See Supra Note 9.
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Citizen Action,.p. 53, budget narrative. -
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. ?Richard E. LongfelTow, Memorandum“?Caseiqu Trends,"
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. Paragraph XI, (2-3011);
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]GGeorgia»Departmeﬂt of Corkections/ﬂffender 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 4 L
* year after release, 56 had been arrested, another 59 were arrested in their 0 ks
L second year, and another 24 in thejr--a total of 139, or 53 percent. Only. 7t o
- arrests leading to conviction or revocation were counted. @ - e
i “Minnesota Department of Corrections; Minnesota Restitution Center \‘ i
4 (undated mimeograph). , o ’ b -
i ‘ 78Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Scope Project for v =
= Citizen Action. 7 . A 4
B " ]Q?An Apalysis of Alternatives to Incarceration in Georgia--a Special
1 Research Project,” Emory Law Journal, Vol. 24, No. 2, 1975; Galoway and ‘ o
Hudson, "Restitution and Rehabilitation: Some Centrai Issues, Crime and BRI}
— Delinquency: Hudson (ed) Restitution in Criminal ustice, 1975 L ,
: ‘ ey : o = 10.0 BIBLIOGRAPHY
- Law Enforcement Assistance Administrationj‘National Scope Project for o . 3
_ + Citizen Action, p. 66, program narrative. | . (» i ]
i o 2]Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Scope Project for ' é;f gl ;
E Citizen Action, (grant amendment approved October, 1975). ‘ s i3 = ;
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OFFENDER'S NAME: : -

APPENDIX A

SCCPE DATA SHEET
(Use Novemper,,K 1975 Revision Only)

Please complete one Scope Data Sheet for each Offendexr
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 gquestion must have an answer (use
zero for not applicable questions). All Scope Data Sheets
should be mailed to the Scope Evaluator once per month, no
later than 'the 5th of the month. Thanks. '

— e -

Address: v T
City: ‘
1) Offender's Social Security Number: Column
(Use a Temp. No. if the offender 1-9

does not.have a permanent social

security number.) D] EI:.L__D
: 10-11
O 12

2) Control Card Number:

3) Program:
l-Intensive Supervision
2-Restitution

4) Program Status:
l-Probationer
2=Parolee
3=Youthful Offender

13

5) Age at Conviction:

6) Race/Sex:

Male

Il-White

2-Black

3=Indian

4-Spanish Speaking
5=Qther

Pemale

ow NG

7) Martial Status:
1-Single (Never Married)
2=-Married : : N
3=Separated
4~Divorced (Not Remaxrried)
S=-Widowed “ .
g=-Common Law Marriage (Zstablished)
O0=Not Reported, Unknown, Not Applicable.

(ﬁevise@‘ll/75,'yage 1y - B

™

[ TR

il

—— g | == B

it R L e St i sttt it
N

PRIt

L

AL A S i
Jaer 5
&

é) Living Arrangements prior to Apprehension:
1-Living Alone
2-Living with S?Ousi"
-T1llicit Relationsalp
imLiving with One or More of Same Sex
e mee of Institution
6-Inmate of lnstl 1
9.t iving with Bnother Famlily
;—giving with Parents oI Pseudo-Parents
9~0Other
"~ Q=Not Repo;ted

9) Number of Dependent Children: -

10) Number of Dependent Adults:

Socioeconomic Level:
i~Walfare
2-0ccasionally Employed

f i £ Living ($3,000 or Equivalent
J-Minimum standard of Living ’ual o come)

11)

s-Middle Class
S5=0ther .
g=Food Stamps

. 7=-Unknown
0-Not Reported, __

g=Naot Applicable

- e e b

12) Religion:
1-Islam .
2-Catholic
3-Baptist .
4-Methodist ‘ S
s-Episcopalian : o
§=Presbyterlan

7-Church of God

g-Holiness

§-~Other

0-Not Reported

Pducation Level: , :
00=-Not Reported ' ' \
01-12 -- As Indicated
13 = 1 Year College
14 - 2 Years College’
15 - 3 Years College
16 - Bachelor Degree
17 - Master's Degree
18 - Ph.D. ; :
19 - Law Degree

20 = Medical school
88 =~ GED

99 None

13)

(Revised 11/75 - SCOPE nATA SHEET, Page 2)
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= A 22) fhe most serious (ccunt) Offense T T ] 35-¢2
Lo - ' vent iction): ' e
o 14) Vocation/Trade (tvne of worx) ; - 2527 preﬂen conviction

R ' (See Code Sheet) E:I:I:] (se£‘F°de Sheet) ' -

' 15)  Current Emplovment Status: ] zs 23) Second Major Offense (present - 0] e3-4s

=R l-Employed Full Time _ - conviction):

(- 2-Employed Part Time (Write in and see code Sheet) 4

. 4 3-Unemployed - Recently (6 Months or ILass) oy -

; 4-Unemployed - Long Time (Over 6 Months) 24) Sentence in months (use 072 for Youthful [:I:I:] 47=49-

R 5-Never Worked (non student) (Capable) Offender, 000 for Life): ’

g 6~Student - e ‘ :

SR 7-Incapable of Work __ _  8-Unknown { : . '25) Fine (in whole dollars only < the decimal | | | [ ] ] 50-52
L. 0-Not Reported, -~ _9-Not Applicable _ o] B 0 T point is to the right of the boxes)

e 16) Weekly Salary: (In Whole Dollars Only) I']:D 29=31 f 26)  Restitution (in whole dollars onl J)= LI T T 1] s3-59
< — Same 25 : ,

R 17) ‘Monthly Family Support Payment (In Whole 5 :

g j% 24 4 PP ym Dollars Only) [:]:]:] 32-24 i 27) COurﬁ cost (in whole ‘dellars only): L1 1 T 1] s0-64
R » » ‘ Same 26 - '
: 18 Is there an £ fami i n ther .7 35 i
f : l—Ye; any other fanlly income (ggiznt;?in [] 35 i 28)  County of residence at conviction: [T 1] 63-67
i 2-No . ] 33 .(See Code Sheet)
. 0-Not Reported, 3 Unknown, 4-Not Apoiicable . '
M ' - : \, giimnit 29) Emplogment Status at Time of Apprehension: E] .68
i 19) Source of other Family Income: E] "33 L l-Zmployed Full Time:
A -l=Social Security ‘3 jf 2-Employed Part Time
T 2=VA iy 3~-Unemployed - Recently (6 months of less)
,q 3=-Unemployment compensation ?é 4-Unemployed - Long Time (Over & months)
* 4-Welfare o S5=Never Worked (non student) (Capable)
5-0Others (Explain) Y -6=-Student .
_q 6-Wife i L, 7-Incapable of Work
4 7-Food Stamps P 0-Not Reported, 8~Unknown, 9-Not Applicable
§ 0-Not Reported, 8 Unknown, S-Wbt Appllcanle___”“_. C D
] 1 30)  Juvenile Record: ] 69
gﬂ 20) Milikary Service: [] 37 i l-Yes e o
N 1-AF bR 2-No o
- 2-Army ' S 3-Unknown 0~Not Reporied
H 3-Navy i &3 ,
: 4-Marines b 0 31) Number of Previous Adult Convictions: E] 70
‘ 5-Coast Guard é'SL - (Put 9 if 9 or more) .
% 6~Other o . ) %ﬁ
“ 9-No Military Service i 32) Number o Pravious Adult Misdemeanor e 7
- 0-Not Repocted, 7~ Uﬁxnown T ﬁ }d Convictions: (Put 9 i 9 or more) )
% 21) Type of Discharge: Ej 138 ! gl 33) ., Number of Previous adult Felony Ll .72
L l-Honorable § L Cohvictions' (Put 9 if 9 or more) 7
' 2-General ! %ﬂ N
[% 3-Undesirable SIS 34) Judicial CleUlu of Conviction:, { ] l 75~7
§ 4-Bad Conduct 7 ' (See Code Sheet) :
— 5=Dishonorable I o 3 s . - LR MO DA
Eé 6-In Service , ‘Eg 35). Date Dlac,ed in Program- \‘ L] L] | 7580
1 S-No Military Servide . . '
O=Nét'§eported, 7-Unknown ‘ fﬂ] (Revi sed 1J_/7a - SCOPE DATA S:I"“:‘T, Page 4)
iﬁ (Revised ll/7: - SCOPV DAmA SH:ET, 93%@ 3) o ékﬁ ¢
. A oo : . (,;, ’ . a
5 ° == ) . g ; )
» ' > o =) a v Sl .
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38) Reenter Ofifender's Social Secuzity ==Y 5 F3 43) If at capacity, was an offender under supervision [] 28
Number: ) ] i‘} 7] L_l I < - reclassified to create a vacancy?
- , ‘ . i =t . Mq l-Yes
o 37) Computexr Centrol Card Numbexr: SN 19 4 | Lo=11 SR 2-No
A . N 3 gﬁ 3=-Unknown
[ 38). Offendér's DOOR ID Number: LI LT T za-zs N0 0~Not reported, 4-Not Applicable
B =
i 39) Disposition of Refgrral: . ‘ [:] 20 : §! 48) Has the offender ever received a probated or paroclas [:] 29
l-Accepted Restitution Prograx § p sentence?
] 2-Accepted Intensive Supervision'Program : E‘E] 1-Yes
L 3=Randomly rejectad and incarcerated ‘ £ g& 2-No
4~Randomly rejected and placed oa regular 3-Unknown
- 2robation/Parole Supervisor Y 0-Not Reported, 4-Not Applicable
5] 5~Other (explain )
) 6-Referred to otier conmanlgy reatment 47) If yes, which one? [:]30
. program——give name ; A l-Probation
[1 7-Rejected caseload full assigned regular ' 4 2=Parcle
i Probaticn/Parole Supervisor ' 3-Both

_ 8-Rejected caseload full and incarcerated 0-Not Reported, 4~Unknown, 3-Not Applicable
9-Rejected cassload Zull, disposition unknown
El 0-Randomly rejected - disposition unknpown 48) If the above sentence was not successiully completed [:] 31
_ ' ‘ what disposition occurred. in the case?
: 40) Was *audcm; zation a factor in the acceptance E} 21 l-Revoked and sent to prisox
E] r rejection this refarral? .- 2=Absconded
v l-Yas 7 3-Other (explain
. 2-No » o 4-Revoked and referred to other program (give name)
E 3-Unknown 4 o
0-Not Reported, 4-Not Applicahla 0-Not Report, 5-Unknown
- “ 41) Were the random selection criteria used? E:} 22 : 49) At the time of the curzent arrest, was the offender [:] 32
‘E 1-Yes : : : attending school’
‘ 2«No \ . R l=-Yes .
- 0=-Not Reported, Unknown, Not Applicable 2=-No :
E . { 3-Unknown
] 42) If no, why not? ’ | [:1 23 2 0-Not Reported, 4-Not Applicable
l-Caseload less than 90% of capacity (22 or less) ] ' ‘L
[ 2-Special Recuest of court or parola boaxd 50)  If yes, in what type program? ] 33
‘ after random rejeétion - ] | ' l-Vocational or technical school
3-Other (explain : ’ \ id 2-High ‘school (Including GED preparation)
[1 4-7ull cepacity - no room for another offender ‘3-College (including junlor college and graduate
) 0-Not Reported, 3-Unknown, &-Not Applicabie school)
i _ | 4-0t ner (explain)
- 43) IZ ves, what is the random selection No.? . L' § : 24-23 ‘ . 5-Unknown
q (See random selscticn table attached To T2 | ' 1 0-Not Reported 6-Not Applicable
' selection ané reporting-srocsdures) 3 .
» O ) 51} The current cOnviction {program placement) E] 34
a 44)  This referral came from: e 27 ' occurred through: ‘
j 1~Cou** (&irect sentencing) . S : 1-Trial by jury
: 2=Couxt (revocation hearing) ’ . : 2~Trial by judge
qv, 3-°a:o e Board (direct parole) ' B J-Plea Bargaining (agree%hné on sentence racom-
‘ ‘ 4-Parole 3oaré (revocation ngariag) . L a1 ' , mendation between District Attorney
B 5-Youthful Offandar Board <. o ' and the oiffender's atbo-«ev)
- o (REV’iSEd /7D = SCO?= DATA SI‘L...N...., Eage 5) o (REX::.SG ll/75 = SCOPE DATA SHEET, Page 6.)
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4~Family relationships . _ #

=
. ol
. ] G /} N ‘ < v'; ' ih .
4=-Voluntary plea (plea entered without any promlsed i %3
sentence) . Do 3~ou1cabﬁe\v01unueer unavailable
‘5= Revocatlon _ '3 j 4-0Other (exu@aln) .
6=-Other (explain) _ e 5=Volunteer not deemed appropriate zor =nis oiftfender
_ 0-Not Reported, -7-Unknown . g : ﬁi é~0ffender was rejected for program partlc;natlon
R , R i J 0-Not reported
4 Ei ] 52) Major social/behovicr problems plagulng [:] 35 i~ ‘ 1
a ’ iegiblélza‘tlon. 7 . 4 ? 63)  List major offense of last two previous convictions
K ‘ ~Alcoholism ~ . , vob if possible: [other than present offense(s)]; -
Eﬁ m - 2-Drug Abuse ‘ . . ; L < - r—T—-_T—_62"65
. : - o ica : G :
3-Mental Health ‘(psychological) - i 2. ﬁ !__I [ |66-69
i

Lo : 5-Educ§tion . ' | 64) Has the offender previously'been incarcerated? [] 70
1 E% 6=-Physical Health ] : l=Yes ‘ v
[ 7=Criminality 2=No , v ,
ot 8=Poor Self-Concept i > 0=Not Reported, 3=-Unknown
;JE 9~Other (explain) . :
B 0-Not Reported. - : — i 65) If yes, was the incarceration in Georgia? E] 71
. ! 1-Yes
EJ e 2-No
: ; p o 0-Not Reported, 3-Not Applicable, 4-Unknown
| 53) Secopdary social/bghavior problem: r ] 36 | o ’ PP le, ¢ o
- (See List Above) ' 7 56) If eligible for VA benefits, has the offender ‘ [j 72
Eg, : . S | E ‘ applied? .
- - “ . : : e ) l-Yes
- 54) Number of office contacts with offender: [:[:1:137—39 ‘ 2-No
% ) " ” ‘ ‘ . B \ O0=Not Reported B—Vot A llcable 4-Unknown
Iﬁ 55) Number of home contacts with ‘offender: [:I:]:: 40-42 ,E ? ’ PP ' ‘
- ’ ' > ' : : QCffender's weékl salary at a prehension: - ‘ -7
E% 56) Number of field contacts with employers, [:I:I:]43=45 ’ \ ﬁ\w// Vind { PE [:[::]73 75
| re:erral agencies, etc.: ’ “ ‘ Ehabatlon/Pa ole Supervisor's Computer Code ¢ L) T | ]75-80
? 57) Number of contacts with offender's famlly. [:I:I:]4sf4a | :
58)  Number of telephone contacts:

Probation/Parole Supervisor's Name:

59) Number of referrals to other agencies:

wn ;
[\
§
w
o>

~ Office Telephone Number:

2

60) Types of referrdls (list in order made):

©
-

61) Was & volunteer assigned to'! work with ofzenaa:°
1-Yes ‘ . ) o
- 2=-No o ' ?
62) If no, why not? ’
l-0ffender not selected for pairing N
2=Volunteer deemed aap*aﬁr*a e but oZZender"
refused volunteer services :

(Revised 11/75 = SCOPE DATA SHEET; Page 7)
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APPENDIX B

SCOPE TERMINATION REPORT
(Revised ll/?S)

‘ City, State, Zip Code

' GIST No.

"Qff GIST No.

hN
A
v

NOTE:

INSTRUCTIONS:

R
N

The above information has been requested to save time
in securing additional data when. necessary-

Please complete one SCOPE Termination Report for each
offender leaving your caseload who is not being

, transferred to Another Intensive Probation/Parole

Supervisor in the-sametprogram. If an offender is
transferred to another“SCOPE Program, in‘addition to
the SCOPE Termination Report, another SCOPE DATA
SHEET must be completed by the receiving program°
Each guestion must have an answer.. A leading zerao

is to be used when an answer does not f£ill all of the

allotted boxes. All SCOPE Termination Reports must
be mailed to the SCOPE Evaluator once per month, no
later than the S5th of each month.

The mailing address is:
ke SCOPE Evaluator

Department of Offender Rehabilitation
800° Peachtree StreeF N.E.

Room 321

Atlanta, Georgla 30308

Probation/Parole Supervisor's Name

'Mailing, Street/P.0. Address

)

AN,



for'non=dlsc1pllnary cause(s) in same judlClal
circuit
08-Administrative transfer to regular P/P supervmsron
: for'non-dlsc1pllnary cause(s) to other judicial

7=Insufficient time in program tv find job
. 8=Other (explain) :

9-Not 'applicable

0-Not. reported

o s gy o

B2 . .
Cdlumns i I : : , ;
i o v y ) B i 18-Revoked and transferred to regular P/P supervision
1. Offender's Social Securily Numbe:= L : 5 £% program for new crime conv1ctlon in other 3ud1c1al
J . f—_ . , 19 1 Hy circuit
4 : = | & Lt 19-Revoked and transferred out«of-state for new crime
7. . { S 2 conviction \ '
: 7 o : | S 20=-0Other (explain)’
2. Data Card Control Number:" _ 95| 10-11 [ ah 21-Unknown
3. Name of Program . i oL ‘ “ {:: | 12 | 1§ ,f ggzggz ;zgéigzg%?
1-Intensive Superv1smon | o R - i /* i
2-Restitution | . vr. . Mo. Da. i ),‘ . 7.. At the time of this termlnatlon, was the offender
v ) . . ’ - : ! 5 ’ employed?
4. Date terminated from program: : || | = | | 13-18 | : {ﬁ it
e Yr. Mo. Da. ) | [i & §—§ok
L B P - 3=Unknown -
, 5. Date placed in program. [ ] l [4— 19-24 : E} 4-Not applicable
. ' ! 0=Not reported
:f ' g L, k ‘ . E 8. If no, why not? :
: 6. What was the major reason for termination? ::I:] 25-26 l-Offender was attendlng school
i 0l-Absconded ' “ ; = 2-Offender was in jail
i gg-geniioce.explred E 3-Offender is physically- unable to work.
; ‘3-Death , ] (medically diagnosed) .
i ;
. 04~-Successful program completion 4-Offender lost job within Iast month
i 05-Sentence amended v ; » : S5~0Offender never worked -
i 06~-End of program i 6-0Offender lost-job over month ago
4 07-Administrative transfer to regular F/P superv151on
1
!
1

circuit N 1 ] 9. If in Ltem 47 above the answer is no, hoW'long
09-§im1nlitratlve tra?sfer—out-of-state for non-~ 7 a has. the Offender been unemployed?
i sciplinary cause(s VoL 1-One week
-1 10-Revoked for “disciplinary cause(s) and transferred . 2-One month L
! : out-of-state - , , 3-More than one month but less than three months
°§ l1l-Revoked for disciplinary cause(s) and transferred 1 ’ 4-More than three months but less than six months
! to regular P/P supervision in same judicial circuit ~ » : :

g . 5-In excess of six months
- 2 6-Other (explain)
- 7=Unknown

1Z-Revoked for dlSClpllnaIy cause(s) and transferred
to regular P/P supexvision ln another jud1c1al

circuit t " . g-Not appllcable
13-Revoked for disciplinary cause(s) and transferred o , 0-Not reported
other community treatment program , e

(give name)
l4-Revoked and incarcerated for disciplinary cause(s) .
l5-Revcked and incarcerated for new crime conviction
l6~Revokad and transferred to other communlty‘treatment

| 4

10.  If the answer to 1tem #7 above 1s no, was the

4 offendey S unemployment a factor in the dec151on
to term:.nate9

¥

e
e o e
1 R T B

L 1-Yes
program for new crime conv1ctlon | 2<No .
(give name) -:3=Unknown

u 17-Revoked and transferred to regular P/P supervision .
program for new crime conv1ctmon in same judicial
c1rcuzt

4=Not appllcable :
0=Not reported

s
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1f the answer to item

47 above 1s yes,kyl'.u:»w”>
long has the offender held the present job?
1-One week ' :

2~One month

3-More than one month but less than three months

i-More than three months but less than six months .

5-Tn excess of six months
g-0Other (explain) ' ‘
7=-Unknown 2

a-Not‘applicable
Q-Not reported

How many job;changes‘has the offender has since
being placed in the program?

; i - i es, what
£ the answer to item ¥7 above is ¥
is/was the offgndexr's gross weekly‘salary

(in whole dollars only)?

32-33

34-36

If the termination resulted from a new crinme

37-40

conviction, what is the most serious cfﬁ;niie
(charge)? (SEE Code Sheet, use zeiies L oohe
termination resulted from causes other ‘
new crime conviction.)

inion, i listed in item

. vour opiniom, is the offense :
g?éyabovepmore~éerious‘than the offense(s) which
resulted in this program placement?
1~Yas. .
2-No
3~Unknown : ‘

4-Tnformation not available

5--Not applicable

41

0-Not reported

What was the major offense that resulted in this
rogram placement? : '
%323 Sheet (item #22), use 7777 for probation
revocation, 8888 for parole revocation,
direct parole grant, and 0000

a new crime conviction, were’gou conSLdirlpg P
recommending revocation of thie offender? K
l-Yes

2=~No

3-Undecided

4-Not applicable

0~Not reported

(SEE Code Sheet and/or SCOFPE

6666 for
for not applicable.)

prior to this termination, if it is the result of

42-45

T
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0

b=0

g et

18.

1s.

. 00~Not reported =

+02~-Intensified indepth counseling

If you considered this case a potential

failure (indicated by yes to item %17 above),

what characteristics of the offender's

behavior impressed you the least or were

deteriorating (list as.many as appropriate

by priority)? ..

0l-Alcoholism (abuse of alcoholic beverages)

02-Drug abuse (non-physician prescribed -
use of drugs) _

03-Mental health (psychological maladjustment)

04-Family relationships (with wife, parents

" or other responsible reiatives)

05-Education (lack of progress) :

06~Education (failure to attend school)

07-Education (retarded educationally)

08-~Physical health (disabilities)

09~-Increasel criminality

10~Poor self-concept

Il1-Permissiveness

12-Consistent unemployment

13-Unknown

l4-Not applicable

15-0Other (explain)

I16-Other (explain)

17-0ther (explain)

00-Not reported

If this termination is a failure, '
which of the choices below most
appropriately described your assistance
to the offender in attempts to prevent
this failure (list as many as appropriate
by priority)?

01l-Intensified supervision/surveillance

HHEE

tn
W
[
wm
e

B-5

47-48

03~Referred to relevant community resourca

agency with expertise in problem areas
04~Requested help with offender from family

(i.e., wife, parents or responsible relatives
05-Requested help with offender from community leaders

- 06~Returned to court:for counseling by judge

07-Returndd to Parole Board for counseling
U8~Requested assistance from volunteer

09~Assigned volunteer (previously did not have one)
l0~Referred to 'probaticn counselor for counseling

11l-Referred to Chief P/P Supervisor f£or counseling
12-Other (explain) |
13-Other (explain)
l4-Other (explain)
15-None of the above . R
16-Unknown , « S ?

17~Not applicable

RN TR R

51-52

[T ] ss-s6
(T

L]
[T ] s1-62

S7-58
59-60Q

63~64

49-50
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20. Do the social, behavior problems identified -
on the SCOPE Data Sheet still plague the W
offender? v ‘ : g Co R ,
1~Yes B
2=-No b
3-Undecided \
4-Not applicable b
0=-Not reported e Y

2l. If yes, what actions did you take (or attempt)
to alleviate those problems identified on the
SCOPE Data Sheet dﬁist as many as appropriate
by order service rEndered?) '

\
\
1 :
; B S ;
22. Listed below are lodal community resources

agencies p:ovidingxrélevant~serﬁices, from
- this list which agency (ies) was/were the

offender referred (list as many as

appropriate in order made)? §
0l-American Red Cross
02-Salvation Afmy §

03-Alchemy Therapeutic Community .
04~Vocational Rehabilitation
05-Local Alcohol Center '

2

06-State Employment Agency/Department of Labor

07-Local Adult Basic Education Center
08-Army Relief T

09-County Mental Health Clinic
‘10~Local Drug Counseling/Clinic
ll-Legal Aid _ ‘
lZ*OccupationalfDevelopment‘Cénfer"
13-VISTA Volunteer (job placement)
l14-Alcohol Rehabilitation Center
15-Rev. McManus House/Church

G

16-Division of Family an
17-Consumer Credit Company

18-Jim Faulk - psychologist p
19-Local area tech school . ‘
20-Local/county social servicevcente; -
21-Veteran's Administration ‘

d Children's Services

O

i

22-Georgia Regional Hospital (for'ﬁgﬁchologica; service)

23~SAMCO ; ~
24-Comprehensive Mental Health
25-Continuing Science (DHR) , v
26-Garrad Clinic (Alcohol) " =

i

28-Alccholics Anonymous :

27-Central State Hospital (alcohol or drﬁgftreétment) o

29-Family Counseling Service/Center e

30-National‘Alliance‘of Businessmen

L7}

o

Q T

a o

by

i P i o

Ty

;;tﬁ?f‘iﬁﬁ‘fﬁﬁd_§tfl‘fiﬂﬁ5Ltﬁl

3
b e A e ==

e e S el

e e T R R i

N (Y N
! “n B > . PN ”
e D e ooy WL TN
3

B

i

L S

" 31-Urban League
-32=Model Cities

% 33=City of Atlanta (for employment)

23

34~Christian Emergenc 3 '
| : _ CY Help Cente
-35-aid to Offenders Projecg =

- 36-U.S. Corp of Engirnes
37-Codac (ggugs),_g;neers (employment)
3‘8“0& Io Ct a

39~-Social Security Administration

. 40-Action Work Training Center

- 41-Other (give name)

42-Other (give name)

43-Other (give name')
,fgg;ggaeB. Willis, ?sychiatrist

46-Not applicable

00-Nct repartaa

- Were thg Services rendered by,agen&ies,
ltem #22 ahove, adequate to meet

the qffen@ar's needs or solved the’problemsé

- 3~Undecideg ' P
4~Not applicable -
5~-Not reported.

‘ “24," gi;gzggr'Offéﬁder's Social Securingi o 3 .
o : : T .
25"Fbaté Coﬁﬁ;ol Card Number | 'T r—1 {Fl ] L ,
- 26. iame of Program .
2 Rastbenson o sion I
. . . N
27. Ifithe answer to | N

i ihe ;tem #23 labove ig no, why

l-Agency terminated s i N S
3 1) ervices-.

,Z—Ofgender did not follow-

~3-0ffender refused to e

,_POt under program control amily members
8~Unknown | = i R
" 9-Not applicabla - - - Jk
0-Not reported SRR | \
. ﬁ;j; | ,\ .
R
s
»
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28,

29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34.

35.

‘How many. total in-depth hoﬁ§ interviews
- with the offender did you have? :

In regards to your follow-up of the agency
referral (if the answer to item #23 above
is no), what steps did you take then?
l-Assigned follow-up to volunteer ,
2-Requested written report of progress from
agency ; o
3~Referred offender back to same agency
4-Reférred offender to different,agency
S-Assigned offender to volunteer for
additional services:
6-No further action taken .
7~Personally contacted resource agency
8-Other (explain) ;
9-Not applicable :
0-Not reported :

If this te;mination resulted in the

incarcératﬁon Of the gffender, how-

many months of the sentence remained = |
to be servid? ' '

If the offéqder“s program acceptance was

based upon ia pParole grant or parocle or

brobation rivocation, how many months of

Vthevoriginak‘sentence was left, to Be served
at program ehitry? :

Approximately'how much' time was spent with the
offender per in-depth interview? '
1-Less than 5 minutes

" 2=More than S'mfgutes but leSS’tﬁén 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 hotr : -
6-Record of time noi kept -
7=Other " (explain) AN
8=Not applicable \
0-Not reported N\

How many total in-depth\gffice interviews
with the offender did you\have? ‘

N

In reférence ta item #33‘above,‘hOW'manyyof

 these contacts were concurrent with the

offender's family? BEE 5

How many visigs’with thé family alone did‘youi;

make (with the offender not present)?

- ) A ‘fi“

7

B-8

T | 15-17

18-20

21

"i\

TRy

| rrersey

o 404
BT

|

=

—d 50 =]

vy B

T

¥ !

TR N S ARt s 5 i o,

36.

37.

380

39‘

40.

How many field contacts with employers,
referral agencies, Or other community

If all of your contacts, interviews with the
‘ offende:‘were not physical (in Person), how
many total‘telephone contacts were made?

did you most often see him/her?

I-In P/P Supervisor's office

2=At the offender's job

3-At the offender's home :

4-On the streets (local gathering place
l.e., poolroom)

5-At home: of friends of offender

6~At home of assigned volunteer

7~Other'(explain) :

8-Never Saw the offender

SfNottapplicable

0-Not reported

Will the case record, developed for thig case,.

gpod;;eyiew Provide beneficial data for

incarceratad?
I-Yes :

2=-No

3=-Not sure
4-Not applicable
Owwot,reported'

If no, why not? ~ =
L~Used p/p Supervisor‘S‘Notebook (field)
exclusively o record data :

2~Information gather is too general
- 3=Information is not relevant : '
4~-Case record not required in this office
S-Neve; developed Or completed case record
6-Other (explain) ’ .
7=-Unknown -

8-Not applicable

0-Not reported Coon

41. -Wasvayleunteeriassigned to work with this

ofﬁgndet?
1-Yes

2=No ;
3=Not reported

B-9

L, : 34-36 -

I
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42.

s . S -
If no, why not? v R
l-Volunteer not deemed appropriate
~for this offender ! :

2=-Volunteer deemed apprcpriate but

- offender refused volunteer's services

- 3-Suitable volunteer unavailable

43.

‘9-Not applicable

4~Qffender not selected for pairing

5-Offender too dangerous
6-Service not provided by volunteer

- 7-Unknown

8~-Other (explain)

0=-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) ? .
0l~One~to-one sponsorship
02-Baby sitter services
03-Arts and craft instructions
04-Assistance Probation Officer

05-Big Brother or Sister o .

06-Discussion group coordinator
07-Employer of the offender
08-Employment counselor
09-Entertainer

10-Friendly visitor

ll-Marriage and family counselor
l2-Ministerial services
l3-Recreation coordinator
14-Speech therapist -

15~Test administrator

l6-Tutor

17-Legal consultant (attorney)

18~Group counseling
19~Grooming counseling
20~Psychological counseling

21-Adult Basic Education Instructor
22-Consumer affairs counseling
23-Other (explain)
24-0Other (explain)
25-Qther (explain)
26=Not applicable
27-0Other (explain)
28-Unknown
29-None

00-Not reported

-10~
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45-46
[T 47-28

L] 49-50

[ 5152

[ 1] s3-54.
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44,

450

46.

47.

How do you rate the general effectiveness
of the volunteer who assisted with this

- offender?

l-Totally ineffective
2-ILimited effective

3-Fairly effective

4-Very effective :
3-Undecided on effectiveness
6-Not applicable :
0-Not reported

Most often the contacts between the offender

and the volunteéer were initiated by whom?
l-The-offender o ,

" 2=-The volunteer

3-The P/P Supervisor ‘ ~
4-The Community resource coordinator
5=0Other (explain) ‘ -
6-Unknown ,
7-Not applicable
OéNptﬁreportedf

The contacts between the offender and
volunteer most often were made through
what medium? :
Ierlunteer'telephoning offender
2~0ffender visiting volunteer's office
3-Both offender and volunteer meeting at
P/P Supervisor's office e
4-Volunteer visiting offenddr s home
(place of residence) ‘
3-0ffender telephoning volunteer
G-Vblunteer'visitingwoffender’s'job ~
7-Unknown ' o
8-Other (explain)
9-Not applicable

' 0=Not reported

Based upon data in the case record, how
often did 'the volunteer and offender have
contact with-other? o ~
l-Daily //

2-Weekly
3-Evéry two weeks
4=-Monthly '

a

- 5-Quarterly '

- 7=Unknown

6-Other (explain)

8-Not applicable e
O-Not reported - = o

o A I
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50.

Sl

/

8-Not. applicable

Approximately, how long on the'average,
were the contacts between the ‘offender
and volunteer, according to the case
record? , .

l-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~-Other (explain)
8-Not applicable
0-Not reported

How would you describe your relationship with
the Volunteer assigned to this case? ‘
1-Supportive (willingly pirovides assistance,
information and seek yourr advice) N
2-Neutral (provides assistance, information
only when requested) A :
3-Negative (avoids contact and fails to
follow-up with offender progress)
4-Other (explain) )
5-Not applicable
0~Not reported

Were joint conferences held with the volunteer,
offender and yourself?
l-Yes.

-2=-No

3-Not applicable :
0-Not reported , ‘

How often were contacts between the volunteer
assigned this case and yourself? "
l-Daily

2~Weekly

3-Monthly ‘

4-Quarterly (every three months)

S-Bi-monthly (every two months)

g6-Never _ Lo

7-Other (explain)

0~Not reported

e i ORI
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32. Who most often initiated the contacts

53.

- s4.

~55.

between yourself and the volunteer?
1-The offender '

2-The volunteer

3=The P/P Supervisor

4~The Chief P/P Supervisor

S-The Judge : : :
6-The volunteer resource coordinator
7-No contacts _ '
8-Other (explain)
9-Not applicable
0=Not reported

Did you gtilize'Specialized volunteer(s)
Or agencies to vVerify the perceived or
diagnosed social, behavioral problem(s)
reported on the SCOPE Data Sheet?

l-Yes :

2-No - :

3-Not applicable

0-Not reported

not available

2-Problems Tecently diagnosed el
available d an §ewhere;and

E—Usg of specialized.volunteer unwarranted

4-Offender‘refused to actively articipa

S«Specializedvvolunteex falt ggﬁfirmatgoﬁe
Problem(s) unnecessary '

6~Other (explain)

7-Not applicable

0~-Not reported

If this termination is a Success, and not
the result of the sentence expiration,’
did you discuss the arlier termination’

‘ with the volunteer if assigned? -

l-Yes . N
2=-No' ‘ oI

- 3-Not applicable

0-Not reported P T e 4
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e 60. Ifrﬁhe answer to item 45g above is ves, -
| PR A R how do You describe the volunteer :
56. If no, why not? - e ;ﬁf”[:] - reaction? . - o o
‘ ' l-Assigned volunteer not part of A l-Strong agreement
' decision—making Process L 2~Agreement
'Z-Assigned_VOlunteer~unavailabLe 3-Neutral
‘ 1for,discu55iqn T 4-Disagreed, e
3vInsufficient,timé o LT s 5=Strong disagreement
4-Contrary to loeal P/P Supervision policy 6~Other'(explain) e
~ S5=Contrary to court policy B - 7-Unknown ' .
. 6-Decision not made by p/P fapervisor -  8-Not applicable
‘7~Other'(explain),‘ , A 0=Not reported
8=Unknown » ‘ o , _ | o
9«Not applicable 8l. Was restitution»ordered to be pPaid by
0-Not reported this offender? : o
‘ : o , ~ : l-Yes S
57. If the answer to item #53 above is yes, 2-No .
~ how do You describe the volunteer's 3-Unknown :
reaction to the proposal? : : 0=-NO* reported T
1l-Strong agreement ! Qo e o :
2-Agreement 62. If yes, how many doLlars_anrestltutlon L;f
3-Neutral . - did the offender repay while under Program s
4~Disagreed : supervisionu(in whole dollars only)?
5=Strong disagreement _ _ x . S ¢
G-Other'(explgin) : e 63. Based upon the awarded restitution, if
7;Unknowny X N any, which.category llsted.below~would
8-Not applicable ~You place restitution ordered?
- 0-Not reported 1~Actual‘(:epresent all of victim'sg
Lo ‘ o . : . ‘ ; Ioss-crqdamage)' o .
e 58. If’thiS»termination is a failure for ) 6 ﬁ ZvPartial.(victim’s determinéd-by
i . disciplinary causes and offender was 5 administrative Process and represent
: . subsequently“revoked, did you discuss N ess. than actual loss or: damage)
v your decision +o Lecommend revocation = 3=-SymboIic (victim's compensation made a
g - PTior to this action with the assigned S secondary'lssue—based.upon economical,
R i volunteer? employment, and family status of the
i o 1-Yes offender) |
. ki 2=-No -’ , _ 4=Unknown
cop 3-Not applicable ‘5-Not applicahle
1| Q-Not reported 0-Not reported |
s BE1- If no, why not? , E:: 70 64. Did-the offender attempt to pay restitution
B . LI-Insufficient time’ : T : : dlrectly to the victim rather than use
g 2=Volunteer unavailable - . established Procedures through court or
X L 3~-Volunteer not,inkdecision—making Process  restitution center?
By 4-Contrary to loecal P/P policy =~ . l=Yeag o :
e 5-Contrary +to court policy ) d e - 2=No v
RN 6-Decisions not made by P/P Supervisor 3=Unknown N
B 7-Other (explain) ‘ : : 4~Not applicable o
oo 8~Unknown o B 0-Not reported o
B I-Not applicable B g P 0
L , 0-Not reported . - L v
. 1 Ld=, 2 B . - =15~
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i 65. Did the volunteer, if assigned, provide 80 ~72. What is the usual occupation of the
17 any direct contacts between the victim . : volunteer assigned to this case
i and offender; to your knowledge? ’ {use code sheet and zeroes if the
E c l-Yes : ~ . question does not apply)?
(RS Bl Eo0 - 2=No ' : : : '
S R 3-Unknown = g - 73. Dpid the volunteer, if assigned receive -
i [ 4-Not applicable orientation training for service in this
1 - 0-Not reported program? , ‘ ¥ -
S . J ’ S | : l-Yes '
4 rd If a volunteer was asSigned to.work with 2-No-
ot o IR offender, what is the volunteer's 3=Unknown" -
1 (1) Name L . 4=Not applicable
;% “3‘ (2) Address s o : OéNot‘repoxted, } _
R I City. . __State’ 5 21ip? » P ¢ , -
I : 2 T ' — 74. - If No, why not? '
66. Re-enter offender's Social Security Number. 1-Orientation deemed not necessary due to
! S - o ' B ' o , ‘Previous volunteer service
il 1-9 2-No training was 'available :
Yoo 7l C o ‘3=-Training not required for service being rendered
cY A : S R e 4=Contrary to local P/P Supervision policy
FRE ~ 67. Data Card Control Number: 7| 10-11 5-Volunteer decline to participate in training
L R . e T R b ) E s 6-Training not necessary due to offender demeanor.
’ 68. Program . 12 7-Other (explain) ' . - : :
2Rl ©  l-Intensive Supervision a 8-Unknown - .
o1k 2~Restitution - ’ d-Not applicable
= lj' T , , , e v 0-Not reported
i 69. How much of the ordered restitution 13-17 ’ R } : ' : S :
N - was left unpaid at the time of this. - . : 75. If yes, who provided the orientation training?
s termination (in whole dollars only)? . ‘ * 1-Community Resource Coordinator (DCOR)
P k] - _ i RO ; ; 2-Citizen's Action Coordinatoxr (DCOR) .
AT 70 What is the race/sex of the volunteer? 18-1¢: . 3-P/P Supervisor - R | e o
ke s o e ‘ 5 L . ' 4=0On=-going training program in judicial circuit
e i} Male. - Female - : . 3=Staff Development Center '
PE 0" White - TO8 - 6-Department of Volunteer Service
Sh L - .02 ' Black .07 st ' 7-Chief P/P Restitution Center Director
ok © + 33 Indian ° - 08 = . 8~Unknown -~ - - '
. 04  Spanish o . 9-Not applicable
’ Speaking 09 “0-Not reported -
05  Other 10 R T o S . R
1L . Not'applicable . 76.  If the volunteer received orientation training, .
00 Not reported AR . +° in what format was the orientation training provided?
, IR TR e S e B , o ~1-Written materials (take home) - . - "
7L. Which age grouping below is most appropriate = L 2-Personal interviéw ’ Al
. for the volunteer? S SRR [:: 20 3=-Written materials and volunteer-asking‘questipnst
L= 17-21 - i S for clarification &= oL e :
2 = 22-26 D .dff- e 4=-0ther (explain)
3 = 27-31 " o T - 5-Not applicable
4 - 32-36 " L e s ‘6=~Unknown - A P
5 = 37-41 : o : 7=In. formal training sessions
6 = 45-=5(Q . *8=By telephone : R
7 - 50-65 : 7 Q0=Not reported
8 - 65 and over PRI e
9 - Not applicable ' .
0 = Not reported- = SR T
3 USRI A =17 B
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- 78.

: 80.

Blﬂ
82.

 83.

849

85.

il

77,
2=Group .

- 4=Unknown

adult conv1ctlons° v Ced

79.

' What is the offender s total number of previous'

Number?

_l-Yes

4-Other (explain)
~ 5=-Unknown

.00~-Not reported

'19-Law degree

| | ' " B-18,
How was the orlentatlon of the volunteer o

S

l-Individually 7 7 ‘ i ~

accomplished? B o , , - ‘;f“ ‘e[:] okzgk'

3-0Other.

5=Not appllcable
—Not reported

Wwhat is the offender’'s total number of prevzous

What is the offender s total number of prevrous
adult mrsdemeanor convrctrons’

adult felony convictions? ¢

What is your P/P SuperVLSor computer
code?

What is your P/P Superv1sor Locator

During the period under supervision dld the G v Ej 43

offender attend school°

2=No :
3-Unknown
0- Not reported

If yas, in what type program? . . ER ' 44

l-Vocational or technical : o S ' L

2~High school (lncludlng GED prep)

3-College (including junlor college
and graduate school) :

6-Not applicable
0-Not reported

If the answer to item #83 ebove was yes,
what is the highest academlo grade

level attained? e S o dnn
01-12 as indicated = R R COE S PR NI
13=-1 yr. college R , ISR S Bt s
14-2 yrs. college T . ' L g L
15-3 yrs. dollege =~ T P N S o
l6-Bachelor’s degree =, - S e e S

17_Mastersl degree: ok L e i T : o d'rdfb.!{‘e\v:

18~Ph.D.

20-Medical or Dental degree,‘
77~Not appllcable R

o
1

© 88-GED R A A L N
,99~None,,e--i o ' ‘ ’ R v
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86. Atltermlnatlon, how old was the
. of £ ender" SR

87. - at termlnatlon; had the offender
e socro—economlc status improved?
1=Yes. o ' T
2=No | s
3~Unknown
- 4-Not applicable
-~ 0= Not reported

88, If yes, what. is the current socio—ecohomio~
status? ' : . S
l-Weliare REE

Z-Minimum standard of llVLngr

($3,000 or . equlvalqu/ennual lncome)
3=M1ddle class

4-Occasionally employed -
5~Food Stamps -

, 6=Med1card/Medlcare

. 7=0ther - .
8=Unknown. -

9=-Not applicdble

~O=Not reported

89. .As a result of program pracement, ‘nas the .
~ offerder .or-his immediate family .
(wrfe/husband, children or dependent adults)'
- had to begin receiving publro-assxstance
: ,(welfare, food stamps, medlcard, eocraL
- Security, etc. )?
- 1=Yas .
2=No
3=Unknown
4=Not applrcable
0~Not reported

L '904 If yes, from what source?

: leSocral securlty
'vZPVA
3~Unemployment compensatron ; o
d-Welfare (aid to dependent children)
5~Food stamps - '
rtSeMedlcard/Medlcare
- 7=0Other (explaln)
8=Unknown s '
9=Not appllcable ? : E o
‘0~Not reported g e )

a0

ful

fIf the answqr to-item #99 is. -yes, how
~much money 1% received per month - '
(rn whole dollars onl1)°

Tl
'

&

’v;g,

B

B-19"

43

50.

51

- 52

3

I

R R T Y G

,[:]:] it



S it

| maswakocn |
&

T

..

,;—
i

st T

92. What would you now have done dlfferently
- to aid achievement or success (if this
offender falled in the Pz:ogram)'>
93. How did you deal thh the offend@r~lf th@ offender’ »?
refused to participate with a volunteer or
community rescurce agency’ ‘ L 3
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