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Correctional p'rogramming i's receiving increased scrutiny and 
increasing, yet often conflicting, criticism is di~ected toward 
existing cqnceptsand progr,ams. The "treatment"or "rehabilitative" 
models of .correctional programming are being criticized as lacking the 
elements of -equal administration of justice, as ineffective, or a's 
"soft" on the offender. At the same time, existing facilities for 
incarceration are being labeled as archaic and inhumane. Certain 
factions of the criminal justice system are actively developing 
community based rehabilitive programming for offenders while other· 
segments of the. system are advocating fixed minimum sentences Of 
incarceratipo and ,a return to a clear .punishment 'based model. This 
is the contemporary context of often conflicting models within which 
new programs in.corrections must .be .~eveloped. 

Property Offenders 

Criminal offenses have generally bee'n divided into the two major 
classifications: 1) crimes against property and; 2) crimes against 
person. Offenses against property constitute ai'major portion of 
those offenses whi ch a re brought before our cou'l·,ts. Such offenses as 
burglary, unauthorized use of a motor vehicle, theft by check, 
forgery, and fraud are passive crimes without direct threat to 
persons but collectively, they represent the largest single grouping 
of crimes to be dealt with by the criminal justice system. Most of 
these offenses are in the "nuisance" category with doll ar val ues 
ranging between $100 and $500. 

The multi-thousand dollar theft is the exception rather than the 
ru1e. Consistent with this is the nature of the offender. He is much 
more apt to be the kind of individual identified by social service 
agencies as the "multi-problem client" ra,!;herthan the II s1ick operator" 
or "professional." 

This particular category also presents a very high rec.ivldis·m rate. 
More often than not, these clients appear before the court time after 
time for similar offenses. The most common dispOSition of these cases 
has been probation or short workhouse or jail sentences combined with 
probation. Much restitution has been ordered as a condition of pro­
bation by Judges. However, in reality, little of this restitution has 
been effectively collected. Estimates from court units in the Minneap­
-01 is/St. Paul Metropo}itan area. range from 9-20% successful col1 ection 
of the restitution obligation imposed by courts. l In addition, pro­
bation officers often resist the role of collection agent and imperson­
al computerized systems ,have been developed whereby offenders receive 
monthly computer printed bills with payments being made to the court 
for eventual distribution by the court to the victims. 

. Those offenders·who persist long enough in a pattern of continued 
property offenses eventually frustrate the courts to the degree that 
incarceration appears to be the only alternative to break that 
particular pattern .of-offenses .. At that point, statutory sentences 
~veraging 0-5 years in Min'nesota are imposed upon the offender who is 

.then sent to a maximum seciJrity correctional institution.' 

192 ~ 
•• --.....,.. ... --. ... ~~~ -'-' > """-.""'''' .... '''-""'"'-."..~~;,,~ .......... -~,~> .. ~' 

. j 

, , , 

'I ., 
J ~ 

.; 
'i 

" !: 'I 



" • 

';. I 

) " 

. . 

G 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE MINNESOTA RESTITUTION CENTER 
... '" ~ . " '.' " 

The 'r~innesota 'Restitution 'Center has been developed as another 
option for dealing with a particular group of offenders. The program 
is a residential facil ity. "The major component of the program is 
the restitution contract negotiated between the victim and the 
offender. The offender is then paroled from the institution at the 
earliest possible ,,date and returned to gainful employment in the 
cOlTlllunity in order to support himself, and his family and to make 
restitution to the victims of his offense. 

The program was first conceived by ~oe Hudson and Burt Galaway, 
then graduate students at the University of Minnesota. Two factors 
strongly influenced the, development of the Minnesota Restitution 
Center program .. The first was the concern for the treatment of the 
viGtim within the criminal justice system. Genera'l1y, the system 
uses the victim to provide information for investigating law 
enforcement agencies, to assist prosecuting attorneys in preparation 

"of cases, and to testify in 'court. However, once the victim 'has been 
utilized for successful prosecution, there is little concern or 
response to his position as a victim by the criminal justice system. 
By definition, the victim has usually sustained some sort of loss as 
a result of the offense itself, and then is often required to expend 
time and energy working with the system to prosecute the offender. 
Unless the victim has insurance protection, he is left wlth little 
recourse to recover his losses. The criminal justice system itself 
makes virtually no response to the victim's situation. 

The second motivating factor was a review of the population at 
the Minnesota State Prison which revealed a significant number lof 
property offenders whose offenses represented only a relatively 
small doll ar val ue and who presented no hi story of viol ent crimes or 
other threats against person. Most of these incarcerated offenders 
had prior convictions for similar crimes or had records of poor 
adjustment to probation supervision. However, given these factors, 
it still appeared that incarceration in a granite an~ steel facility 
waS an "overkill II response on the part of the system toward these 
particular offenders. In reality, however, there were fe.'wother 
alternatives available. Either the number of prior offenses or the 
lack of successful adjustment to probation supervision in the past 
had eliminated additional probation as an option, leaving incarceration 
as ,virtually the only available choice. 

The consideration of these two factors: 1) lack of response on 
the part of the criminal justice system to the victim and; 2) the 
placing of offenders in maximum security custody who did not represent 
a major danger of threat to the cOlTlllunity, led to the development of 
the model for the Restitution Center 'program. Ini tial development of 

. the pTan began i~ early 1972. The Minnesota Department of Corrections 
became interested in the toncept ,and requested that Hudson and Galaway 
prepare the concept as a program model to be submitted in grant form 
for Law Enforcement Assistance Administratton (LEAA) funding under 
sponsorship of the 'Department of Corrections. The initial LEAA grant 
was awarded in June ,of 1912. The project dffi.cially opened on August 1, 

11"· ...... "" . '. .. •• , 
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1972 with the first client intake t~e following month: Since that 
initial grant, the project has recelved second ~n~ thlrd year grants 

,_,from LEAA. A summary of the funding ~or the imtlal three years of 
\.lhe project is i ncl uded in the fo 11 OWl ng table: 

LEAA LOCAL MATCH TOTAL 

1972 Grant $110,000 $47,080 $157,080 

1973 Grant $114,165 $52,948 $167,113 

$108,656 $72,438 $181,094 

With the completion of t~ree years of L~AA F~nding, the.Mi~nesota 
Department of Correctionsxhas received a Leglsl~tlve approprlatlon to 
continue to operate the program as a regu1 ar unl t of th,e Department. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE CENTER 

The Minnesota Restitution Center was established to prov1de a 
diversionary alternative for property offen~ers at th: po~nt?f . 
incarceration in one of the state's two maXlmum secunty ln~tltutlons. 
The program at the Restitution Center substitutes the sanctlon.of 
complete restitution to the victim of an offense for the sanctlon of 
incarceration. The official sanction for the offender becomes repay­
ment of losses' to his victim and participation in the program of the 
Minnesota Restitution Center. 

Formally, the Center's purpose is set forth in the following statement. 

liThe purpose of the Minnesota Restitution Ce~ter is 
to provide a diversionary program which furnlshes an 
alternative to incarceration for selected property 
offenders utilizing the concept of offender resti~u­
tion to the victims of their offenses and to provlde 
the necessary assistance to enable the offender t? 
'meet the conditions of his parole agreement and hlS 
restitution contract.,,2 

The objectives of the program are: 3 

1. To provide the means by which the offender may 
compensate the victims for their material loss 
due to his criminal actions. => 

2. To provide intensive personal parole super­
vision. 

3. To provide the offender with information about 
his behavior and offer him the opportunity to 
resolve personal problems and co~tinue to 
develop personal strengths and interpersonal 
skills through regular and frequent group and 
individual counseling. 
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. To provide .. the vic:;tim with r~stjtutjon to comp­
... e.nsate. ~or~~~i rect.J,()sses asa l','~su] t of the ";. 
.0f~~~~~rl~~£rj~'PiJ1al psti~n.~> .. ~-:~r.~ :~ .. i''''r>; . .; 

5. .To disseminate information regarding the res- . 
titution concept and the Minnesota Restitution 
Center to other Criminal Justice agencies through­
out Mi nnesota.; the Uni ted States, and Canada, and 
to the general public. 
: ,,~,\ 

6.' To continue to' undertake valid research and evaluation 
of the concept of restitution if'! general, and this 
program in "Specific and to disseminate this data . 
within. the Department of Corrections and to other 
i nt~rest~d a~enci es .... 

~ 

CANDIDATE SELECTION 
"' •• <", • 

, , 

The Minnesota Restitution Center has' established a set of e1igi­
bilit,y criteria for particfpation in the program. These guidelines 
were established in conjunction with the Minnesota Corrections Authority 
{M.e.A.), the. paroling body. The following criteria are used to 
select pqtential can~idates for the program. 

1. .No more than three (3) separate felony convictions' 
.including commitment offense~ .More than one con­
viction arising out of the same act or immediate 
series of acts will be considered one conviction 
for the. purpose of this criteriq. 

2. Not on M.C.A. parole or M.C.A., probation at the time 
of the commitment offense. 

3. No history of dangerous behavior within five years 
of current incarceration as exhjbitedby convictions 
for'assault, robbery, forcible sex acts, etc. 

. . 
4. No detainers which are not negotiated to disposition 

prior to the initial hearing before the M.C.A. 

S. No convictions within the institution during current 
incarceration for offenses which would be felonies 
if committed in the free world. . -:., 

6. No chronic history of drugs/alcohol/chemical abuse. l) 

7. The Center will -~xclude from consideration the middle 
class intelligent individual who has adequate social 
skills and resources and an absence of si,gnificant 

.. behavioral .. p,rapjustment .prob1 ems such ~s: al cohol ism 
or drug adi:lictipn, .but who. instead~ has chos.en to 

. -earn his ltv.i090utside the law with no .documented 
;history pf ,conSistent attempts at lawful employment 
as ·his50urceof financia1supj>ort~.~ .. ;_ ... ~ " ", , ,. 
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8. Offenders with a severe psychiatric problem where 
~ present treatment needs are determined to be beyond 

d; ~ the resource~ and structure of the program will not 
_b~ .~p~sidered~ .,' ',:... :... .. e.g ,~ .~, , ' ...... 

9. -. There must 'be ·a period of no 1 ess than a year between 
the day a candidate would be granted parole to the 
Center and the expiration of his 'sentence. 

10. Tche candidate'S potential earning power must enable 
him to complete restitution with reasonable monthly 

,payments within the remaining time of his sentence. 
, ' . 

11. Candidates who had a gun~ knife," or other dangerous 
weapon on their person at the time of the commission 
of the cOnlni ~lJlent offense \wi 11 not be cons i dered. 

\'.' 

? 

12. Candidates ~ust be willing to'partic~pat~ in g~oup 
treatment at the Restitution Center. ' 

<::~'\. .. , . 

~ The selection process begins with a re~iew of the. intake files 
f~r all offenders admitted to the institution during a given month. 
Those offenders who meet the objective criteria including conviction 
of a property offense, and a prior record which would not exclude 
participation in the program,a~e selected for an interview by.three 
staff members of the Center. All candidates who appear to be el i gi bl e 
meet with the staff from the Center and the program at the Restitution 
C€nter is explained to the offender. At that point, any inmate who .is 
interested in becoming involved in the program remains for·an 
individual interview. 0 

l.\ 
During this interview the staff apply the more subjective criteria 

to each candidate and rank those men interviewed. These recommend­
ations are presented to the entire staff where the final decision is 
made. A counselor is then assigned to each candidate selected, and 
the counselor meets with the .candidate at the institution within 
the next weeko In this first meeting the counselor explains the 
program in greater detail and begins to collect information necessary 
to prepare the restitution contract and the planning report. Potential 
candidates may turn down the opportunity to participate in the program 
at any poi ntpri or to their parol e. 

RESTITUTION CONTRACT 

The Restitution Center contract is the .most significant component 
of the program. It is a four party contract drawn between the v1'ctim 
of the offense, the offender, the staff of the Minnesota Restitution 
Center and the Mi nnesota Correcti ons Authority. In" thi s mutually agreed 
upon contract, the offender agrees to repay the victim a set amount of 
I11Qney for damages or losses suffered as a resul t of hi s offense ·and to 
pay it according toa S\?!t repayment schedule •. The v1ctim .agrees to 
accept this payment as a full settlement for damages or losses result­
ing from that particu1~rcriminal incident. The,.,innesota Restitution 
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Center agrees to 'monitor and enforce the tenns of the contract and 
to provide a program at the Center ,to assist the client to live up 
to the conditions of his ,parole and the terms of his contract. 
Finally, the Minnesota Corrections Authority agrees to grant parole 
to the tlietit so that he may return to the corrmunity to fulfill the 
terms of 'hiS restitution eontract. ' . . 

The repayment schedule is distributed over a minimum of several 
months and must be completed before the offenders time'on parole 
officially expires. It is not necessary for the offender to completely 
pay restitution before he leaves residence at the Center, but payments 
must be up to date according to 'the terms of the contract. The 
paymentsmay be co~leted on regula'r parole status. 

.' . 
The process of ~eveloping the contract begins with identification 

of the victims through discussions with the offender, review of law 
,enforcement reports, ~and review of court transcripts. The counselor 
then contacts each victim and explains the program at the Center to 
them. ~very attempt is made to have the offender and the victim 
meet face to face at the institution in order to negotiate the terms 
of the con~ract. _During this negQtiation, the counselor serves as a 
mediatol" and seeks to insure that the contract is fair to both 

. parties. In those cases where the victim is unable or unwilling to 
meet the offender at the institution, the counselor acts as a go-between, 
meeting with both parties and developing a mutually satisfactory 
contract. The contract is always drawn directly between the victim 

<and the offender although, in those cases where insurance settlements 
have been reached the insurance company also becomes a second victim 
in a contract. 

.' Victims, for any number of reasons, may not wish to participate 
in a restitution agreement with the offender. If such a stance on 
the part of the victim eliminates a particular offender from consider­
ation for a restitution plan, the victim, in fact, holds a "veto". In 
order to remove the victim from this powerful position, it may be 
necessary to set up an account in a local bank in the name of the 
victim. The offender then agrees in his contract to make regular 

'payments to that account until the figure established as proper 
'restitution has been reached. 

When the restitution is paid in full, a check is mailed to the 
victim. This procedure protects the offender from civil action by 
the victim ,after he is placed on parole and has completed his 
~restitution payments. The Victim has then been paid in full even 
thoughhe has'notbeen an active participant in the contract. 

, .. , 'tThfs contract is drawn up and signed by all parties except the 
;Minnesota Corrections Authority prior to theoffender's first 
~-appearance ,before the "Authority within the institution. This 
generally occurs after three or four,l'IOnths of incarceration. 

fIo'<: .;: "" :" ::f~,"'l > ~ ~.. .. ... ~. • 

;""'fJ;::'In the majority of cases, restitution is provided in the form of 
direct cash payments from the offender to the victim. It is possibl e, 
~owever~ to develop a'contract calling for direct services to be 
'provi ded to the vi cti m ; n 1 i eu of cash payments. 

'. 
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" PLANNING '.REPORT 

In addition to the resti"tutioncontract,;a p'lanning report is 
also drawn up by the offender and the Center staff. This is 
essentially a parole plan 'identifying problem areas and the planned 
response to these problems on the ,part of the offender and the Center. 
It also discusses his employment potential and what resources are 
available to assist in securing employment in the cormlUnity . 

PAROLE TO THE CENTER 

The restitution contract and the plannirng report are then 
presented to the Mi nnesota Correcti ons Author'i ty along wi th t.he intake 

'surrmary developed by the caseworker in the institution. Util izing 
these three pieces of information as well as ,a personaljnterview 
with the offender, the Minnesota Corrections Authority makes the final 
determination if parole .. to the Minnesota Res~:itution Center is 
appropriate. If so, parole is granted to thE! offender stipulating that 
the restitution contract, the planning report, and the rules and 
structure of the Minnesota Restitution Cente,~ become conditions of 
parole for that particular offender. 

The program at the Minnesota Restitution Center requires no 
special enabling legislation. Sentences for· property offenses in 
Minnesota are indeterminate which allow the Minnesota Corrections 
Authority to pa role any offender to the progy,'am when they deem such 
action to be appropriate .. The entire intake procedure is completely 
w"ithin statutory procedures existing at the time the program was 
implemented. 

THE CENTER 

The Center itself is located on the Seventh Floor of the Down­
town Minneapolis YMCA. Each resident has an individual room. The 
Center also has office space, a lounge, and il group meeting room. 
Faci 1 ities of the YMCA are avai 1 abl e to residents. The el even staff 
at the Center incl ude the Project Di rector, the Program Supervisor, 
four Parol e Counselors who work with cl ients ,developing restitution 
contracts and provide individual supervision throughout their 
involvement in the program, four Shift Counselors who provide twenty­
four (24) hour a day coverage at the Center, and one Office Manager. 

Each resident at the Center is assigned a "key person" who is 
responsible for insuring that the needs and a,ccomplishments of that 
resident are not overlooked. This counselor serves as the resident's 
parole agent throughout his stay at the Centelr and continues in that 
role until the resident is terminated from pclrole supervision in the 
community. There are no parole agents external to the program. This 
assigned counselor is able to respond to a particular resident'S 
problems on a one-to-one basis. 

The .Center also has an ongoing group program. Twice weekly group 
meetings are mandatory for all residents. n'ansactional Analysis (LA.) 
is the treatment model ,used within the group. Each group leader has 
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been trained i~ the prjnciples of T.A. and the ~nt~re staff ha~ also 
received training ~1l this model to provide cont1nu1ty and cons1stency 
througho~t ~h~,p"2_9ram., _" _' _'. .., 

, 'The' p~rp~s~ Of~h~groupsessi.~ns;,is t.hree-fold~' ... ' 
/ ,,;:-t'~.-' ";'''':.'c': :',' ,:",. ~', ',' -

, "".' 'To :dea1 with day-in-day-out situatiorys .whi~h may 
:.." "'arise from a large group of people l1Vlng 1n close 

\' ;proximity 

2. To monitor, evaluate, and ma~e dehcisions relative 
to each resident's progress 1n t e program. 

3. Help a 'resident look at himseld~antd aSt-Si~thh11:mS to 
make 'any desired changes or·a JUs men S1n 

'. 'behavior. 

The group is also the vehic1~ in which decisions 'are made rc::garding 
the ranting of privileges to resldents and also serves as the flrst 
1inegdis~iP1inary unit for dealing with infraction of Center rules. 

Although the Center provides individual counseling and a group. .. 
program within its own structure, clients are urged to make aPflr~hrlate 
use of COlTJ1lunity resources for specia]ized needs. and pr?blems .. e 
Center has an active liaison with several commu'11t~socl.al agenc1es, 
particularly those providing employment and medlca. ass1stance: 
Referrals are encouraged in cases where long term 1nvolvement 1S 
anticipated. . 

PROGRAM PHASES 

Three phases are specified in the Center program .. Two phas~s are 
within the premises of the Center which houses th~ r~slderyt portlon 
of the program. The thi~d is "col1lJlun~ty re-entry ! 1n w~lch the 
resident returns toltveln the communlty area of hlS chOlce. 

Each phase is designed to facilitate and 'measure 'behavioral 
progress. Each phase h~s ~l~o been d~signed to place more respons-
ibility demands on the '1nd1v1dua1 res1dent.: -

The first phase of the program is the "orientation ~hase". This 
's a six week hase designed to allow the client to readJust to the 
~ommunity to ~cquaint himself with the program at t~e Center, and to 
secure employment.-During this time the Ceryter provldes ~ree. room 
and board for incoming cl ients. Residents 10 Phase ~ beg1n ~'th a 
restrictive curfew and few special privil:ges, but wlth the. emon­
stration of satisfactory adjustm~nt, part1cularl~ the ~eCUr1ng of 
employment those limitations are extended. Durlng thlS phase, d 
residents ~ve from a 7:00 P.M. curfew to an 11:00 P.M. curfew an 
become eligible for overnights away from the Center. 

At the end of this ~ix week period residents ~h? are suc:essful1y 
,employed move into Phase II: This phase lasts a mln1mum of"e1 ght 
weeks but is open ended. 'This phase i~ referred.to as t~e respons: 
ibility phase". eDuring this phase resldents begln aSsumlng res pons 
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ibility for their own.,ma.intenance in the community. They share in the 
costs of their room at the Center a.nd are completely responsible for 
their own food costs. In addition, after the first six week phase, 
their first restitution paymsnt to their victims becomes due. The 
residents then make one payment per month until their contracts are 
~ompleted. Residents in this phase have a 1:00 A.M. curfew and are 
eligible to spend two days -away from the Center each weekend with the 
approval of group. This decision is based on successful adjustment 
during the previous week. 

'After a minimum of eight weeks in Phase II, the resident is 
eligible to move into the community, to rejoin his family or establish 
a res i dence of hi sown, and enters the "community" phase of the program. 
Initially, he returns to the Center twice weekly to attend group 
sessions. After several -~nths of involvement with the group program, 
the resident may drop regula:r group attendance and establish a 
conventional parole supervision plan with the approval of staff and 
group. The resident's counselor continues to provide parole super­
vision until the resident is either discharged from parole by action 
of the Minnesota Corrections Authority or until their sentence has 
expired. No recommendation for discharge from parole will be made 
by the Center until resti~ution has been completed. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH THE COMMUNITY 

The f4innesota Restitution tenter has been favorably received by 
both the professional and lay communities. Positive coverage has 
been ,provided by community media sources. The concept of the Center 
appears to appeal to both the liberal and conservative elements of 
society. The more liberally inclined support the notion of develop­
ment of an alternative to maximum security incarceration and the 
program structure which places only limited restrictions on the 
offender within the community while stressing clear expectations for 
remaining in the program. Conservatives find the theme of offender 
accountability and restitution to the victim attractive. The result 
has been a broad base of support with no expressed opposition to the 
program presented in more than three years of operation. 

The community, although divided on other forms of community 
correctional programmi ng, seems to be comfortab 1 ewi th the ~1i nnesota 
Restitution Center. In order to remain attuned to the community, the 
Center has an Advisory Board representative of the community. The 
purpose of the Board is twofold: 

1. To represent the community and advise the center as 
it develops and evaluates policy and program. The 
Board should help the staff of the Center to be aware 
of community concerns and keep the program sensitive 
to the needs of the community as well as the needs 
of the cli.ents. 

2..Assist the Center to accomplish its goals and 
objectives. ihe members of the Board make 
available to the Center their expertise, 
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.conrnunity cpntacts, and services to hel p 
. accompli shthe ·overa 11 mj,ss ion of the 

"'.,' -p.roSJralt1.·lhe Board also serves ·as an 
, :adv~,caJ:e fo r th~,p~ogram j n .:the .conmun i ty . 

The Board~as representatives "from the Metropol itan area crimina 1 
justice system. business ~ommunity, and ,professional community, as 
well as res~r.2ents and alumni of the program. It meets quarterly for 
regular meetings white subcotmlittees and individuals work on special 
tasks or aSSignments as needs arise. The Board is nut governing in 
nature, but rather serves to advise the program and be an advocate 
for it. 

PROGRAM EVOLUTION 

The actual program of the Minnesota Restitution Center has 
changed and developed significantly since its inception. However, 
the restitution contract between the victim and the offender continues 
to be the central focus of the program and the issue around which the 
rest of the program has been developed. 

II . 

Program ch~nge has been essentially an evolutionary process. 
Initially the~cwas little structure to the progra~ itself with the 
initial thought being that the idea of offender restitution to the 
victims would be the primary variable supporting successful adjust­
ment for program cl ients in the cOlTIilunity. However, the program 
discovered very quickly that the clients had numerous other problems 
which needed to be responded to in order to allow clients to meet 
their t'estitution obligations. Therefore, a group therapy component 
was added to the program relatively early in its development. 
Initially the group program was primarily a "housekeeping group" 
and then grew into a more treatment oriented "reality therapy" based 
program and finally has evolved in a "Transactional Analysis" based 
program meeting twice a week for all clients. 

As indicated previously, the Center initially had very little 
program structure. As the program grew, structure and program 
expectations became more formalized. A series of phases has been 
developed with clients being given expanded privileges with the 
passage of a certain amount of time and the completion of certain 
goals and objectives. ,In addition, the rules and expectations of 
the program have been organized and a consistent internal discipline 
system has been developed as well. 

The program has moved from a open, informal setting with few' 
demands made on residents to an organized and formally structured 
residential Center complete with house rules and established 
consequences for violations. 

BENEFITS OF A RESTITUTION PROGRAM 
, . 

There are several major benefits of the Restitution Concept. 
The following are some of the outstanding benefits of a meaningfully 
constructed restitution 'program.4 . 
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1. The right of the victim to be compensated for his 
losses as a result of criminal activity is consid­
·ered to be an .essential part of the program. His­
torically, once the criminal justice system has 
utilized the victim for successful prosecution of 
the offender, there is little consideration of the 
victim. A major tenet of the restitution program 
is the responsibility of the offender to repay the 
victim directly. This is a major step in consid­
ering the rights of the victim of property offenses. 

2. A diversion of offenders from the expensive and often 
dehumanizing atmosphere of incarceration. Sooner or 
later, the vast majority of incarcerated offenders 
come out to live in society. Too often the incarcer­
ation experience has had the major effect of reinfo:c­
ing the individual's original problem. The assumptlon 
in a community based program is that the estrqngement 
of many offenders from society can best be handl ed. 
under supervision within the context of the communlty 
itself. The experience of incarceration is often 
counter Qroductive. An alternative which considers 
the vicf~im and provides a more meaningf~l correctional 
experience for the offender is a sound 1dea. 

3. The restitution sanction is rationally and logic­
ally related to the damages done. This i~ no~ the 
case in the situation where the offender 15 e1ther 
housed in a lockup situation or placed in a rela­
tively unstructured probation sit~ation a~d t~e 
victims are largely ignored. Mak1ng rest1tutlon 
on a regular basis compels the offender to deal 
with the specific results of his crime. 

4. 

5. 

The restitution sanction is clear and explicit with 
the offender knowing at all times where he stands 
in r~lation to completing goals. The offender will 
be in the position of being able to experienc~ on­
going success as he moves towards the complet1on of 
his goals. Again, ~his is not the c~se when the 
offender is placed 1n a lock-up sett1ng and the goal 
of "rehabilitation ll is at best vague, and at worst, 
misleading. The same vagueness often exists in a 
probation agreement, with the major goal being.the 
passage of time until the expiration of probatlon. 

The restitution sanction requires the active partic~ 
ipation of the offender. In.this sense,.the of!e~del· 
is not in the position of be1ng the pass1ve rec1plent 
of either IItreatment ll or "punishment" approaches to 
changing his behavior. The offender's active.involve­
ment in undoing the wrong done has the potentlal of 
increasing his self esteem and self image as a 
r~$ponsjble .and worthwhile member of soci ety. 
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6. The,Restitution sanction should result in a more 
positive response from members of the community 
towards the offenders. The offender shoul d be more 
readily perce; vedas a person who has cOlllllitted an 
il1eg~1 act and 'S attempting'to undo his wrong. 
In ~hlS waYth~ sh~uld be seen as a person who is 
actlvel~ contrl~u~lng to society and assuming a 
::e~po~sl~l~ posltlon rather than a person who is 
. slck, slnful ll

, or "irretrievably il11T1Oral." 

. In addition to these more philosophical benefits of the restit­
utlon concept, there are some real financial benefits to this approach. 5 

1. Re~tituti~n i~ be!ng.madeto the victim of offenses. 
ThlS restltutlon 1S lmpossible when the offender is 
placed in a strictly lock-up setting and evidence 
has shown that the restitution requirements in a 
straight probation agreement have been only minim­
ally successful. 

2. Offenders placed in the restitution program are gain­
fully employed. As such they are paying taxes like 
any other worker. Instead of living their correc­
tiona~ experience at. the taxpayers expense, they are 
assumlng the responslble position of a taxpayer con­
trib~tin~ towa~d the overall cost of governmental op­
eratlon lncludlng the corrections component. Also, 
as wage ea~ners, they are contributing to the over­
all economlC structure of the community. 

3. Welfare costs to families of offenders can be reduced. 
If an offender is incarcerated, the welfare department 
Ofter must assume the responsibility for maintenance 
of ~f'at offender's family.whil~ he is unable to provide 
~uPr:Jrt. If an offender 1S galnfully employed, . 
fie ::s able to provlde much of his family's support. 
In those cases where his abil ity to provide for his 
family is s~ili short of actual needs, the amount of 
Welfare asslstance required is significantly less than 
that r~pres~nted ~yt~e total inability of the offender 
to asslst hlS famll~!~lf he is locked up. 

4. Prog~am participants share in the cost of their own cor­
r~c~lonal experience. The progra:;n requires that par­
tlcl~ants ~hare the board and room expenses while they 
are 1n.resldence at the Center. With the exception of 
those l~mates on work release or serving under the Huber 
law, cllents incarcerated do not share the cost of their 
lock up. " 

t' < •• 

5. The overall ,cost of the Restitution Center program 
has been ~emonstrated to be roughly equivalent to 
t~e.per ~lem cost of a workhouse situation and sig­
nlflcantly lower than the cost of the maximum security 
institution. 
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The combination of these financial variables creates a program that 
provides a more economical correctional response to the property offender. 
The costs are more expensive than traditional probation but the results 
are significantly improved. The costs are significantly less than an 
incarceration response. 

. The third type of benefit is provided by the program structure 
itself. b 

1. The contract drawn up between the victim and the offen­
der is an essential part of the program. It is drawn 
directly between the parties involved with both the vic­
tim and the offender having an active part in the form­
ulation of that contract. The contract then becomes a 
condition of grobation/parole. This formal contracting 
procedure is often not a part of other restitution 
attempts. 

2. The program is residential which provides a great deal of 
control and support for the client. The program is struc­
tured so that a client may, after demonstrating a period 
of successful adjustment, return to his home in the com­
munity and continue to meet his ongoing restitution ob­
ligations to the victim. This residential component 

3. 

is obviously less structured and less punitive than 
incarceration but provides significantly more controls 
than straight probation. 

Intensive parol,e/probation supervlslon can be provided 
by such a program. The 24 hour-a-day contact with staff 
at the Center enables the program to deal immediately 
with client problems. The smaller caseloads enable 
the workers to provide more intense and direct services 
to the c1 i ent. 

4. The program structure itself incorporates many components 
absent from traditional incarceration or from a straight 
probation program. The Center offers an ongoing group 
treatment program. In addition, drug and alcohol mon­
itoring is much more efficient. The immediate availab­
ility of staff in time of crisis can often mean the dif­
ference between the resolution of difficulties quickly 
rather than the extending of those crises into major 
problems. Referrals to other social agencies are very 
easily accomplished in this type of program with much 
more control on follow through. 

PROGRAM RESULTS 

During'the thirty-six (36) month period from August 1, 1972 through 
July 31, 1975, a total of eighty-seven (87) men have been paroled to 
the Minnesota Restitution Center from either the Minnesota State Prison 
'(M.S.P.) or ,the State Reformatory for Men (S.R.M.). These individuals 
,were all par-oledafter .serving approximately four months in the instit-
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.:<.:t~Uon .. .. t1h~y: w~r~ released to the Minnesota Restitution Center from 
. ',A';r:t;he. insU·tution .at their ,fi.rst appearance. before the Minnesota Correc­

" tiQn~ ~uthpr;lty (MCA) •.. 
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On july 31,'1975, there were approximately twenty-two (22) clients 
active in the program. This is a relatively low number and reflects the 
1 ack of intake during much of the 1 atter part of the Thi rd Year Grant. 
Had intake proceeded at the normal rate through the past twelve months, 
that figure would be significantly higher. 

A total of twenty-five (25) men have successfully completed the 
:entire program of the Minnesota Restitt:tion Center. Successful 
completion i.s defined as remaining in the conmunity without parole 
revocation .until ~ischarge from parole supervision by action of the MeA 
or by successful expiration of sentence. Three others were also 
discharged to interstate parole and another individua'l was transferred 
to regular parole s~pervision by action of the MCA and remains in the 
community. Therefore, a total of forty-eight (48) o'f the eighty-seven 
(87) men originally paroled to the program remain in the conmunity at 
this time. 

A total of 33 men or 37.9% oftilose paroled to the program have 
been returned to the institution for violation of the conditions of 
their parole. By far the largest number, 22 or 25.4% have had their 
parole revoked for absconding from parole supervision. ·Of this 
number, three have subsequently been involved in ,new felonies \'/hile 
they were on fugitive status but were returned on a specific parole 
violation of absenting rather than a new felony offense. 

Only 8% of the men paroled to the program have been returned 
to the institution for conviction of a new felony offense. These 
seven men plus the three men convicted of felony offenses while on 
fugitive status bring the total number of program participants 
convicted on a new felony to 10 or 11.5% of the total number of men 
paroled to the program. In addition, two other men have been returned 
for alleged new felony offenses. No conviction was achieved in either 
of these cases, but evidence was sufficient to cause revocation of 
par'Ole. ,Adding these two men whose parole have been revoked for 
alleged new felony to those 10 who have been convicted of new felony 
offenses gives a combined total of only 13.8% of all men paroled to 
the program having been involved in ~ felony offense. 

, . . 

The Center's goal was to maintain 60% of those men paroled to 
the program in the Conmunity. At the end of this 36 month period, 
55.3% Of the men rema in in, the cO/llllun i ty, so the program is 4.7% 
short of its goal.' The figure of 37.9% returned to the institution 
for violation of conditions of parole is very high. However, of 
those 33 men returned t~ the institution, ~l were returned for 
tachnical violation of parole which did not inv01ve the commission of 

f'·;"newoffenses nor·,a thre,at to society at large. As indicated 
- prevl-eusly..,IOOEt pf,·.these technical violations were for absconding. 
';'.::This i~a\di r~ct r-esul tofa structured residential parole setting. 
cT4i~,~ame·structured setting .provides a ~4-hour-~-day supervision and 

<;~JJ~h "more j,ntensive IOOnitot;':i.f)g Qf the parol ees behavior than is, 
possible Qn .~gularparole. Therefore, the very nature of the 
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structure of the Minnesota Restitution Center program wi 11 resul t in 
significantly higher number of technical parole violations than would 
be encountered in the regular parole supervision situation . 

,!. 

In review of these statistics, the most impressive figures are 
thos: regarding involvement of clients of this program with new felony 
commltments. Only 8% have been returned to the institution for new 
felony commitments. Only 11.5% have been returned for new felony 
convictions while in the program and while on fugitive status. Fina11y, 
a total of 13.8% of the men parol ed to the program have been invol ved 
in new felony convictions whi"ie in the program or on fugitive status 
or have had their parole revoke for alleged new felony commiss7 j,ms. 

During the 36 mOnth period covered by this report, $34,704.25 in 
res~itution was negotiated ~etween program clients and the victims of 
thelr offenses. As of ~uly 31,1975, $14,600 or 43% of this total 
has been repaid to victims. $12,386.44 or 35% of that figure has been 
lost. . 

(Restitution is lost when the client returns to prison, becomes a 
fugitive, dies, or 'his sentence expires before the restitution 
ob1igation is completed.) That leaves a total of $7,717.81 or 22% of 
the total as outstanding restitution. That sum represents the 
remaining restitution for those clients active in the program on 
July 31, 1975. 

The average amount of restitution contracted for by the 87 men 
involved in the program has been $407. 

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the Minnesota Restit­
ution Center program random selection procedures have been f0110wed in 
the research deSign used for the evaluation of this program with a 
total of seventy-five (75) offenders assigned to the experimental or 
restitution group and sixty-nine (69) assigned to the control or 
prison group. On-going follow up on these cases is being conducted. 

Personal, social, and demographic characteristics of the study 
groups reveal that the vast majority of the offenders ha,ve been 
committed from the two large metropolitan counties of Minneapolis/ 
St. Paw overwhelmingly, the commitment offense has been five years 
or less and most of the offenders have a history of prior felony 
convictions even though the maJority are thirty years of age or 
younger. 

Analysis of the characteristics of victims reveals that ·the 
.largest proportion are private individuals followed by retail sales 
establishments and large sales organizations. The most common 
offense committed ·against individuals is burglary while forgery is 
the most common offense committed against corporate victims.7· 

Comparison of the community performance of both groups will be 
forthcoming in the immediate future. The research project has been 
designed to reveal if offenders diverted to the Minnesota Restitution 
Center encounter fewer difficulties in completing their parole and 

i· 
. " 

. . 

. '.' -L_ .... _L ............. _ .... __ -!ii--------~liiIiiIiiiiiiiiiiiiliiioi.i!~-~ .... _~n .... ~ .. . 



., , . 

(i, 

commit fewer pffenses after, comp1etin9 ~he program than did the control 
group whichser'ved strai ght t'ime without the -restitution contract or 
early parole to the Center: t . . .,. .' 

A post hoc design jn which the first eighteen (18) residents 
admitted to the Restitution Center were individually matched on crucial 
variables with elghteen t1S) men released from the prison to conven­
tional parole reveals that in a sixteen (16) month follow up the 
Restitution Center Clients had fewer parole violations, fewer new 
offenses, and better recoids of employment and school stability.8 

PROBLEMS & ISSUES 

The operation of the Minnesota Resti~ution Center has not been 
without problems and a review of the pro9ram and its results over more 
than three years raises many issues.' 

1. Originally, the Minnesota Restitution Center was 
established to test the hypothesis that offender 
restitution to victims would provide the primary 
and sufficient variable to reduce involvement 
with future criminal offenses of a similar nature. 
However, as the program at the Center devel-')ped, 
residents presented numerous problems which made 
it extremely difficult for them to meet the 
terms of their restitution contracts. The 
program began to add components such as 
group therapy programs and employment counsel­
ing, to respond to those problems. As a result, 
it is no longer possible to clearly determine 
to what extent the variable of restitution 
accounted for any differences that may appear 
between their performance and that of a control 
group. Other variables such as the residential 
nature of the program or intensive parole 
supervision have been introduced which obviously 
affect the adjustment of the residents. 

2. The fact that restitution is not considered to be 
the sole determination of time on parole in this 
program means that restitution is not the sole 
sanction for the offender. Completing restitu­
tion does not automatically remove an offender 
from the controls of th~ criminal justice 
system. Therefore, the program at the Minnesota 
Restitution Center is not a straight restitution 
program, but rather a program with several types 
of expectations placed on participants -- resti­
tution being only one. Serving additional time 
on parole appears to be a necessary compromise 
with the paroling authority but does not allow 
the concept of restitution to be used as a 
-complete san~tion substitute. 
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3. The o'riginal ~del of .the· Min~esota Res~itu~ion 
Cente~ s!ressed victim-~ffender-, face-to-face 
nego~1at10~.of the restltution cnntract. In 
~eallty, tn1s type ~f direct contact has ocurred 
ln about .50% of all contracts written. Victims 
are often reluctant to meet with the individual 
who has committed a crime resulting in direct 
lo~s to the~. Many are frightened of a neg­
atl~e experlence during or after that inter­
actlon .• Oth~rs are reluctant to expend one 
half d~y s ~lme to travel to the prison to 
~eet wlth the offender. Still others' while 
lntere~ted in receiving restitution, ~ill not 
subs~rlbe to any benefits of a face-to-face 
~etlng and therefore will not participate 
1n direct negotiations. 

In those ~ases wher~ it is not possible to 
arrange dlrect meetlng, the important element 
of personalizing the victim to Offender and 
the offe~der.to the victim is not achieved. 
The rest1tutlon becomes a mechanical procedure 
f~~ the of!en~er with~ut aryy relationship' 
wl~h the vlctlm. It 1S thlS direct relation­
ShlP between a crime against property and a 
p~rsonalized victim which should bec'ome the 
d1fference between this program and court 
ordered, computerized billing of offenders 
to eventually repay victims. 

4. The.M~nnes~ta Restitution Center can have only 
a l1mlted lmpact on the number of potential 
offende~s who could utilize such a program. The 
Cen!er.1s only able to handle forty .(40) new 
admlsslons per year. This is only a fraction 
of those offenders convicted of such crimes. 
Somehow, the model and concept must be adopted 
on a broade~ base to ~ave a significant impact 
and to provlde a meanlngful alternative on a 
larger sca'l e. 

5. Mai~t~ining ~ good working relationship with the 
declsl0n making body is crucial. The individual 
or body who .con!rols intake must support the 
co~cep~. upon ~hlCh the program is built and must 
~1n~aln.confl~enc~ that the program is accomp-
l1shlng ltS obJectlves. . 

6. Goal~ for ~uch.a program must be realistic. 
Settln~ obJectlves which cannot be achieved 
sets up an obvious failure situation in the 
eyes of the external evaluators. The temptation 
to set attractive goals is great when attempts 
to secure funding are undertaken. However, if 
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.a project <:annot produc'e what it ha,s promised, 
many "Problems ·and pressures are encountered . 

. Rea1:istic, ;achievable goals have a bi.gger 
long term payoff than inflated projections. 
'Once a .project has ·been accepted,·. the most 
meaningful eval uation :js that made against 
goa 1 ses tab 1 is hed within the pl'ogram at the 
outset. 

7.. The prQmise of reduced cost to the system by" 
such a program 'only has meaning if an actua1 
savings is real ized someplace el se withilvthe 
system •. Often, al ternative programs are/set 
up as cost on top of cost. The Minnesol~Za 
Restitution Center is an example of sud, a 
situation. If ;the Center were to actually 
represent a savings, the operating expenses of 
the program should be deducted from the 
budget of the facilities from which clients are 
diverted - the Prison and the Reformatory. Such 
is not the case. The expenses of operating the 
Center .are in addition to the expense of 
operating thosefa~ilities. 

B. The ,profile of the offender identified as a 
potential candidate for the Minnesota Restitution 
Center program closely parall el s the profile of 
the alcoholic offender. The majority of residents 
who have not been successful in the program have 
had Significant drinking problems. Given this 
correlation, the program must respond more 
appropriately to the individual with alcohol 
related problems. Better services must either be 
structure9 within the program or meaningful 
services must be established on a referral basis. 

" . 

CONCLUSION 

The Minnesota Restitution Center is an example of a workable 
program model built on the restitution concept which can provide a 
viable correctional alternative for dealing with the property 
offender in the community. 

Other program models, residential or non-residential, could 
also be developed from the same sound principles. This program has 

; enjoyed widespread public support and has demonstrated reasonable 
success. ~t is an option to be considered by the criminal justice 
system. 
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SA M .p L E CON T R ACT 
. ,",i "'~, I" : 

.SPECIAL CONDITIONS PAROLE AGREEMENT OF 
JOSEPH RESIDENT 

As ~pecial conditions of this certain parole~greement of Joseph 
Resldent, executed on the day of , 1975, the following 
conditions have been agreed to by Joseph Resident, Sam Victim, and the 
staff of the Minnesota Restitution Center, a program operated by the 
Minnesota Department of Cor~ctions. . , . 

In addition to the terms and conditions provided in the above described 
parole agreement, I,$Joseph Resident, do also hereby agree to the 
following conditions: 

1. To make restitution to the victim of my offense 
to the total amount of Two Hundred Forty and 
no/100 ($240.00) Dollars. This total amount of 
restitution is made up of damages to a vehicle 
owned by .Sam Victim. 

2. 

3. 

a.. Replacement of a Transmission 
Labor Costs of said replacement 

TOTAL 

$150.00 
90.00 

$240.00 

To make restitution in the amount of Forty and 
no/100($40.00) Dollars per month for a period 
of six (6) months. 

To live under the direct supervision of the Minnesota 
Restitution Center, to honor faithfully all ,conditions 
of the planning report prepared in my behal f and to 
1 i ve in accordance wi th the rul es and regul a ti ons 
of said program. I understand and agree that the staff 
of the Minnesota Restitution Center has the respons­
ibility to supervise my parole/probation on behalf 
of the Corrections Board, of the State of Minnesota. 

4. I understand that f~ilure to comply with any and all of 
the terms and conditions of this special parole agree­
ment, shall be grounds for the revocation of my parole. 
I also understand that any two (2) month delinquency 
in my satisfying the schedule of my restitution pay­
ments, unless I am unemployed during this period, will 
result in a written report to the Corrections Board. 

1 

I.au &2! 7 ~ ,::r. 7'l1f 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS ... Resident 
Page 2 •. , . 

The staff of the'Minnesota Restitution Center agrees to the following: .. -,' .. 
1. To supervise Mr. Resident's parole/probation, and pro­

vide in this connection all reports required by the Cor­
rections Board, as to Mr. Resident's continuing progress 
'in the Restitution Center program. 

2. To make recommendations to the Corrections Board as to 
Mr. Resident's continuance or discharge from parole/ 
probation. In all cases, the final decision as to these 
matters will be solely the responsibility of the Correc­
tions Board. 

Sam Victim, the victim, agrees to the followinQ conditions: 

1. That payment of the above described restitution, 'shall 
constitute full payment of any and all obl igations for 
which Mr. Resident was duly convicted, and sentenced to 
the Minnesota State Prison/Reformatory. " .. 

2. To maintain involvement with Mr. Resident 'to the extent 
that'this involvement is see~ as appropriate by the staff 
of the Minnesota Restitution Center. ' 

Any major changes in this agreement can occur only after 'the formal 
approval of the Corrections Board. ' 

NOTE: The Restitution Conditions cif this special parole'agreement 
are valid only as long as Mr. Resident is a member of the 
Minnesota Restitution Center program. 

Joseph Resident #32-00-00 

Sam Victim 

Parole Counselor, 
Minnesota Restitution Center 

Chairman, 
Corrections Board 

I 

Date 

Date 

Date 

Date 
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APPENDIX II 

, . . 
STATUS OF MEN PAROLED TO THE 
,MINNESOTA RESTITUTION CENTER 

"From August 1, 1972 to July 31, 1975 
.(36 Months) 

. ' , 
" Currently- Acti ve 22 

Phase 1 ,and II 9 
COl1ll1unity Phase 13 

Completed Program 25 
Discharged from parole 10 
Successful Expiration of 
Sentence 9 

Deceased ,,2 
Discharged to Interstate Parole ,3 
Transfer to Regular 'Parole 1 

Returned to Institution 33 
Parole Violation" New Felony 7 
Parole Violation ~ Absconding 22* 
Parole Violation Rule Violation 2 
Parole Violation - Alleged New 

Felony 2 

Parole Violation - Transferred to Regular Parole 
1 

Fugitive 5 

In Custody 1 

TOTAL 87 

*Three of these men were also convicted of New Felony 
Offenses while on fugitive status from the Center 

213 .' 

25.4% 

28.8% 

37.9% 

1.1% 

5.7% 

1.1% 
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August 1,1974 to 
July 31, 1975 

(12 months) 

N August 1,1972 to 
.... July 31, 1975 olio> 

(36 months) 

A P PEN D 1 X I I I 

SUMMARY OF RESTITUTION COMMITMENTS COMPLETED AND LOST 

RESTITUTION CO~'MITMENT RESTITUTION COMPLETED' RESTITUTION LOST * 
Monetary Service Hours Monetary Se!rvice Hours Moneta ry Servi ce Hours· 

! 

$9,233.33 o . $7,594.00 30 $5,536,53*** 
';'t o 

, 
Ii 
II ,1 
I! 

----------------------------------------------------------------~~----l:\ 
$34, :104.25 2,167 $14,600.00 595.5 $12,386.44 

($2,343.00)** 

i! 
1 ,319 H 
( ) * II 780 * I; 

il 
----------------------------------------.------------~--~--------~--~Il ~!~ W 

* 

** 

Restitution is lost when the client is not rE!leased from prison, 
or. returns to pri son, becomes fugi ti ve, di es or sentence expi res 
before the restitution obligation is completed. 

Portion of the total restitution loss which occurred because the 
client was not released to the Restitution Center . 

*** Effective August 1~ 1974, losses incurred because client was not 
paroled to the Center are no longer in~luded" Losses reflect 
only men who returned to the institution without completing 
restitution or clients whose sentence expired before restitution 
was completed. 
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APPEND.IX. IV 

MINNESOTA RESTITUTION CENTER 
" .iL ~" 
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