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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Adult Restitution Shelter/
Diagnostic Unit became operational on June 30, 1977. The Restitution
Shelter was funded by State Block Part E grants for the period June 30,
1977 through December 31, 1879, with a third-year program funding
decision currently pending. The Diagnostic Unit, funded by a State
Block Part C grant for the period June 30, 1977 through Septeémber 30,
1978, is currently operating on Mini-Block grants for the period
October 1, 1878 to September 30, 1980,

During this operational period the Orleans Parish Criminal
Sheriff's Office was chosen as a Pre-Release Center Field Test site by
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice for the
period October 1, 1978 - March 31, 1980. With the admission of the
first "pre-release" participant in April of 1979, the Pre-Release Center
became operational. At that time modifications were introduced into
the Restitution project to incorporate it info the more inclusive Pre-
Release Center, i.e., the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit became
components of the new Pre-Release Center.

Since an accurate and complete assessment of the Restitution
Shelter/Diagnostic Unit cannot be made independent of the Pre-Release

Center, the findings reported in this evaluation must be interpreted
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relative to both programs. Although this evaluation covers the period
January 1, 1879, - December 31, 1979, comparisons of findings |
during this period will be made with the first Preliminary Impact

Evaluation of the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit.

As the Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit

has been in operation since July 30, 1977, sufficient time has elapsed

r's
D NS SO

ettt

to make some preliminary observations regarding program operations. .

A, Program Findings

In terms of achieving stated goals and objectives, the Restitution
program has demonstrated significant progress in all areas, except i
for the educational component. The number of referrals processed
by the Diagnostic Unit exceeded the objective by 8% and the number
of participants accepted by the Shelter exceeded the goal by 31%.
Eighty-four percent of all participants worked, with 95% of those offenders
paying some restitution. In addition, participants contributed a
total of 3,950.3 man-hours of community service work. Finally,

34% of all participants were placed into training positions and 92%
signed M.A.P. contracts during the evaluation period; however,
only 32% of all participants attenderd educational classes.

Compared to the previous evaluation period, the average
earnings pei‘ working participant remained constant at $733.00,
while the percentage of all working participants paying restitution

increased by 7% and total payments to victims increased by 86%. .

_ii_

Additionally, total payments to the Criminal Justice System increased
by 17% and total income retained by the offender or his family increased
by 62%.

A further analysis of the disbursements of the total earnings
suggests areas of emphasis within the program. Direct and substitute
victims received 139, the CJ.S. received 18%, and the offender or
his family received 69% of the offenders’ earnings. Compared to
the previous evaluation period, the Sheriff received 5% less and offenders's
families 7% less, while offenders received 16% more of these earnings.

B. Program Impact

While not a summation of all programmatic activities, the typical
offender engaged in the following activities as a direct result of
program participation:

.participates for 56.8 days

.works for 49,4 days

.attends 27.4 hours of educational classes
.contributes 18.5 hours of community service

.receives 10 hours individualized counseling
(undocumented)

-attends 5 groups counseling session (undocumented)

.pays $146.22

.pays $128.87 rent to Sheriff

.receives $323.36 in savings when released
These activities are expected to be the primary factors impacting
program participants. However, to assess impact, additional follow-
up concerning the stability of employment, arrest recidivism, vietim
satisfaction, and other areas of programmatic impact are required.

Some of these areas will be analyzed and included in the third year

final impact evaluation of the program,
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The impact upon the criminal justice system and the community

are, perhaps, even more difficult to assess, Nevertheless, it

can be concluded that the criminal justice system bhenefitted from

$32,110.16 in payments from offenders and the community benefitted

from 3950, 3 man-hours of community sexrvice. Larger-scale impact

analyses are beyond the scope of this evaluation.

C. Recommendations

As a result of this second-year program analysis, the following

recommendations are offered to facilitate maximum impact of the

Restitution project on offenders, victims, the criminal justice system,

and the local community:

Recommendation One:

Recommendation Two:

Recommendation Three:

Recommendation Four:

The screening criteria utilized
by the Diagnostic Unit should be
reassessed in order to more ac-
curately identify appropriate
offenders for program partici-
pation.

The referral of greater numbers of
participants to the program by the
Court with specific amounts of

restitution to be paid to an identi-
fied victim should be encouraged.

Educational Services should be
improved both in terms of the
number of offenders receiving
services and the quantity and
quality of services made avail-
able to each participant,

Extlusion of offenders charged

with criminal neglect of family
from the Restitution program.

-iv-

PREFACE

A second -year preliminary impact evaluation of the Restitution
Shelter/Diagnostic Unit covering the period 1/1/79 - 9/30/79 was
completed by the C.J.C.C. in December 1979, After reviewing
the evaluation, program staff questioned some of the methodology
used in the analysis. In an effort to resolve these differences, an
arbitration meeting attended by C.J.C.C. evaluation personnel, program
staff, and two members of the faculty of the University of New Orleans
with methodological expertise was held. At that meeting the methodology
used in evaluating the program was determined to have been both
proper and appropriate.

After the completed evaluation had been reviewed, program
personnel also requested that the period covered in the analysis be
extended to include all of calendar year 1979, in order to be more
comparable to the previous evaluation period. As only a small
number referrals were accepted in 1977, the revised periods
were deemed comparable by both C.J.C.C. and Restitution staffs.
The 8/30/79 data cut-off date had been necessary in order to submit
a completed product to the funding source to assist in making a third
year continuation funding decision. Therefore, to accomodate this
request, the evaluation completed in December 1979, was submitted to
the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement (L.C.L.E.), but not
otherwise distributed. A new program analysis using the same

methodology, but including the additional three months of programmatic

-y



data from 10/1/79 - 12/21/79, was then undertaken., This evaluation
constitutes the result of that effort.

A third year final impact evaluation of the program will be
completed shortly after the cessation of grant funding on 12/31/80, or
at an earlier date if requested by program personnel for use in seeking

other funding sources or local institutionalization of the program,

-vi-
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I. INTRODUCTION

LIST OF TABLES AND CHARTS

The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Adult Restitution
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Table 2. Acceptance Rates...........oovvveeeesrnnnnnnn.. ., 39 - for the period June 30, 1977 through December 31, 1879, with
Table 3. Total Accepted into Shelter......................... 34 . % a third year program funding decision currently pending. The Diagnostic
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Table 5. Termination Rate by Referral Source............... 37 ) R 1977 through September 30, 1978, is currently operating on
Table §. Termination Rate by Charge...vuvvrsrnunin o 38 J o | Mini-Block grants for the period October 1, 1978 to September 30,
Table 7. Termination Rate by Type Restitution............... 38 ;{ 1980.
Table 8. Reasons for Dismissal...........ooovvvvunninnnn.., 39 During this operational period the Orleans Parish Criminal
Table 9, M.AP. Comtract. . vuuuvvinniiii s, 40 Sheriff's Office was chosen as a Pre-Release Center Field Test site by
Table 10. Finanecial Summary..........ocoovviiuinninnonn . 41 | the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice for the
Table 11. Disbursement of Earnings......o.oovvuveinnnnnnn. .. 45 - 13 period October 1, 1978 - March 31, 1980. With the admission of the
Table 12. Community Service Restitution...................... 47 L ' first "pre-release" participant in April of 1979, the Pre-Release Center
Table 13, Educational Achievements........................... 48 ‘ became operational. At that time modifications were introduced into
Table 14 Processing Time in Days........................... 50 ‘ the Restitution project to incorporate it into the more inclusive Pre-Release
Table 15, Fiscal Report for Diagnostic {ait................... 53 ‘ Center, i.e., the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic 1Init became
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Table 186, Fiscal Report for Diagnostic Unit................... 54 | components of the new Pre-Release Center.
Table 17, Fiscal Report for Restitution Shelter....,........... 55 Since an accurate and complete assessment of the Restitution
Table 18. Cost Per CHent . viiveuneiiiinei e, 57 ‘ Shelter/Diagnostic Unit cannot be made independent of the Pre-Release

Center, the findings reported in this evaluation must be interpreted
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relative to both programs. Although this evaluation covers the period
January 1, 1979, ~ December 31, 1979, comparisons of findings
during this period will be made with the first Preliminary Impact
Evaluation of the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit. 1

A, The Concept of Restitution

At the Second National Symposium on Restitution held in
St. Paul, Minnesota on November 14 and 15, 1977, the following
definition of restitution was provided, "A sanction imposed by an
official of the Criﬁinal Justice System requiring the offender to make
a payment of money or service to either the direct or substitute
crime victim." 2 Other concepts related to restitution include com-
position, reparation, restoration, indemnification, compensation, and
community service. While the above definition is broad enough
to include all the above concepts in a continuum from "offender-
oriented" programs to "victim-oriented" programs, 3restitu’cion
programs Should be kept distinct from victim compensation pro-
prams. Those latter programs compensate victims of more
serious crimes with government funds, while restitution programs

are usually limited to less dangerous offenders convicted of crimes

1Si’:ephen M. Hunt, Offenders Who Pay Their Way, C.J.C.C.,
June 1979.

2Burt Galaway and Joe Hudson, Offender Restitution in
Theory and Action, Lexington Books, 1977 p. 1.

3Alan R. Harland, Theoretical and Programmatic Concerns
in Restitution: An Integration, in Gallaway and Hudson,

(p. 193-195),

-2-

against property who repay victims with their own earnings.

In theory, restitution programs should impact the offenders,
the victims, the criminal justice system, and the community in
varying degrees depending upon the structure and orientation of
each program.

The "classical economic theory" of criminality offers a
basis for understanding the impact of restitution upon an offender.4
According to that theory, a criminal makes a rational choice
based upon an impression that "the benefits of stealing exceed
the cost of stealing by a wider margin than the benefits of working
exceed the costs of working ., " 3 By ordering an offender to pay
monetary or symbolic restitution to the victim, the criminal justice
system, or the community for the commission of a crime, it is
believed that an offender will more fully comprehend the total
cost of crime and refrain from acting similarly in the future.

In addition, other tangible benefits may impact offenders participating
in restitution programs, including: counseling, education, apd
training programs in the prison; on-the-job training and actual work

experience in the community; and, the accumulation of savings which

the offender receives upon release,

4y eremy Benthan, An Introduction to the Principles of Morals
and Legislation, Athlone, London, 1970.

5James Q. Wilson, Thinking About Crime, Basic, New York,
1975, (p. XIII-XIV) .
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The impact upon the victim, the criminal justice system, and
the community is more complex and difficult to assess. However,

since victimization surveys suggest that only 33 percent of all crimes

are reported to the police, 6 the criminal justice system, via restitution

programs, offers one means of focusing more on the victim. "Resti-

tution is definitely one of the major types of redress that can be

7 .
offered to satisfy the claims of the victim." In addition, the criminal

justice system benefits directly when offenders pay for court costs,
court appointed lawyers, and prison services. Finally, restitution
programs may impact the whole community by reducing rearrest
rates, increasing victim redress, and lowering incarceration costs.
Ultimately, these activities should lead to an expansion of public
confidence in the criminal justice system as a whole.

B. Goals and Objectives

The following goals and objectives stipulated in the original
grant application cover both the Restitution Shelter and the Diag-

nostic Unit:

8Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 American Cities, U.S.
Department of Justice, 1975.

7Emilio C. Viarro, Victims, Offenders, and the Criminal
Justice System, in Gallaway, (p. 97.)

-4-
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Goal 1.

Goal 2.

Goal 3.

Objective 1.

Objective 2.

Objective 3.

Objective 4.

Objective 5.

To expand sentencing alternatives in
Orleans Parish by implementing a program
which processes approximately 150 persons
during the grant period.

To ensure that monetary payments are made
to crime victims by 100% of offenders at the
Restitution Shelter.

To ensure that 25 hours of community
service work is performed by all
program participants.

To increase the education level of
Restitution Shelter participants during
program association.

a. For functional illiterates - 3 months

b. For Adult Basic Education (ABE) --8
months.

c¢. GED candidates - achievement of GED

To place a minimum of 85% of offenders in
employment positions during the grant
period.

To place a minimum of 25% of offenders in
training slots during the grant period,

Implement a version of the Mutual agreement
Program (MAP) which includes a mutually
accepted contract between the Criminal
Sheriff and the offender for achievements and
goals to be met by the offender during
program participation.

Implement a diagnostic component which
interviews a minimum of 300 offenders per
year for admittance to the Restitution
Shelter.




C. Program Methodology and Limitations

The Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit is composed of two process evaluation’ covering the period June 30, 1977 - December 31,
distinct components. The Diagnostic Unit receives referrals from 1978 That evaluation potnted out that although most of the activities
the district courts, attorneys, the Central Intake Unit of the prison, were somewhat behind schedule on March 15, 1978, the Shelter and
and other sources. An extensive screening process takes place Plagnostic Unit were, in effect fully operational on that date.
to guard against participants being accepted into the program who '
pose a threat to the public and are escape risks.

Upon acceptance, a participant is tested and placed in an
individualized learning program. In addition, determination of
the kind and amount of restitution to be paid is agreed upon and made
part of a contract which is signed by both the offender and the Sheriff,
Finally; tfwn ps.:rt'iciparﬁ: ié plééed in 2 -joE anéhbegins to accumulate rsavings
from which a restitution payment will be deducted upon release. All
employed and paying victim restitution also contribute a percentage of
their income for room and board in the prison.

This project did not propose to impact positively upon the sub-

sequent criminal behavior of the offenders involved; therefore, no

goals of recidivism reduction were stipulated.

D. Program Implementation and Timing

The activities involved in making the Restitution Shelter and

the Diagnostic Unit operational have been detailed in a previous

8 .
Op. Cit., Hunt, 1979.




I. THE COMPONENTS OF THE RESTITUTION PROJECT

A, The Pre-Release Center

In essence, the introduction of the Pre-Release Center at the
Community Cgrrec?iona‘tl Center (C.C.C.) was intended to unify and
strengthen existing alternatives to traditional incarceration available
to Orleans Parish prisoners. The goal of this project was to identify
qualified offenders; and provide them with a variety of specialized
services which optimally facilitate early release and successful
reintegration into the community. More specifically, this project
planned to provide a range of counseling and educational services,
including placement of participants into the Coordinated Community
Offender Employment Program (CCOEP) which teaches basic social and
economic survival skills designed to improve an inmate's employ-
ability; to introduce a structured furlough system by which offenders
accrue increasing amounts of freedom (e.g. a twelve hour Sunday
pass) based upon performance and overall compliance; to expand
the use of the Mutual Agreement Program (MAP) contract with
offenders; to provide better placement and follow-up of participants
into suitable employment which can be maintained after release; and,

to further develop links to other community services 9.

Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Pre~Release/Restitution
Project grant application, July 14, 1978, p. 14.

-8~

To implement these objectives, a bimodal approach was proposed,
including both the creation of a new administrative structure and the

augmentation of existing services and staff.

1. The New Administrative Structure

With the introduction of the Pre~Release Center a new position -~
Community Release Administrator - having responsibility for intake,
classification and diagnosis of all non-security risk sentenced inmates
and for the Diagnostic and Admiristrative Restitution Units was
created. (The new administrative structure of the Pre-Release Center
is diagrammed in Chart 1.) The intake/CCOEP Director, Diagnostic
Unit Director, Restitution Director, Program Secretary, and Job
Administrator are all directly responsible to the Community Release
Administrator.

The Intake and Diagnostic Units work closely together to
classify and place all inmates sentenced by the courts into
appropriate prison programs. Once an offender is placed into the
Pre-Release/Restitution program, both the Administrative Unit
(i.e. the Director, Assistant Director, Quad Supervisors, Teachers,
Victim Assessor, and Prison Officers), and the Employment Unit,

(i.e. the Job Administrator and Employment Coordinator), cooperate to

provide the necessary services to each participant.
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2, The Augmentation of Existing Services

With the addition of four (4) Quad Supervisors, one (1) Job
Administrator, one (1) Program Secretary, and additional monies for
the Bookkeeper and Psychiatrist, service delivery was expected to
improve, both quantitatively and in the quality of services delivered.
The concept of the Pre-Release Center places greater emphasis on coun-
seling and each counselor (Quad Supervisor) is made responsible for
holding individual one-hour counseling sessions each week with
specific participants. In addition, the position of Job Administrator
was to free the Employment Coordinator from overall job/training
development and placement (responsibilities of the new Job.,
Administrator) and to allow more time for preparing and verifying
work and interview passes, arranging transportation and work clothes,
and handling other problems. Finally, with the anticipated increase
in the number of participants, additional clerical and professional
services were provided.

However, the Pre-Release Center experienced some diffi~
culty hiring a qualified Job Administrator, as the position had been
vacant for calendar year 1979, Consequently, the Community Release
Administrator has performed those duties. In February, 1879, the
Employment Coordinator was promoted to a Quad Supervisor with a

reduced case load, although he continued to act as Employment Coordinator

-11-



until October, 1979, when an Employment Coordinator was hired.
Beginning in April, 1879, the Quad Supervisors began to

actively counsel participants on a regular basis. Since one teacher in

the Restitution Shelter had experience counseling individuals with learning

disabilities and one social worker in the Diagnostic Unit had experience

counseling alcoholics and drug users, these persons provided limited

specialized counseling. In exchange, the Quad Supervisors conducted

some preliminary interviews during the day for the Diagnostic Unit,

in addition to their normal counseling responsibilities 2-3 nights each week, 10
Similar to a probation officer's role, the Quad Supervisor acts

as both a counselor and a law enforcement officer. Each are responsible

for conducting a minimum of one counseling session per week for 10~-20

offenders. They maintain progress reports and negotiate monthly

treatment goals for each.

100n October 1st the entire Diagnostic Unit moved from the
C.C.C. to the Old Parish Prison in order to facilitate the creation
of a central intake/classification/placement unit to serve all sen-
tenced inmates. Consequently, the specialized courniseling previously
provided by members of that Unit's staff was lost.

_12_

3. The Coordinated Community Offenders Employment
Program (CCOEP)

The CCOEP is available to all inmates, both those in the Pre~Release

Center and those'in the Rehabilitation program. It aims to increase a

.-participant's employability primarily through the provision of a series

of training modules, including: writing a resume, finding a job, mana-
ging money, opening a checking account, establishing credit, family
planning, etc. The CCOEP also maintains a cetral file unit containing
combrehensive records on all inmates, including those in the Pre-Releasge/

Restitution program.

4. The Experimental Design

As the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Office was chosen by
the National Institute to test the effectiveness of a Pre-Release Center,
the organization of the Center was designed to facilitate that objective.
A control group design, including random assignment and pre-test/
post-test procedures, was implemented. To eliminate bias, when a
non-security risk sentenced offender eligible for community release
is identified by the Diagnostic Unit, the inmate is randomly assigned
to either of two groups: the experimental group (The Pre-Release Center)
or the control group (The Work Release Program). The only case

when a placement is not random is when restitution is court ordered.

_13_




__1s to'be monitored by internal staff in terms of process measures,

The experimental and control groups are to be compared in
terms oft In - program performance, quality of life measures, past

program recidivism, and economic costs/benefits. An evaluation

is to be coordinated by a professor from the University of Arizona,

chosen by the National Institute to compare the Pre-Release Centers

at New Orleans and Philadelphia. In addition the Pre-Release Center

service delivery, and client removal.

B. The Diagnostic Unit i

As the Restitution Program involves releasing convicted and
sentenced program referred inmates back into the community, the
critical process of screening referrals is the responsibility of the
Diagnostic Unit. Although offenders from a myriad of backgrouds, ‘<
i.e., race, number of previous offenses, current offense, length
of time from last incarceration, etc., have participated in the program,
categorically excluded from participation are those presenting either
a clear danger to the community and/or themselves because of a
history of violent behavior or those having a record of numerous felony
convictions. The Diagnostic Unit consists of a director, two full- i
time psychiatric social workers, a secretary, and a clinical psychiatrist

who works on an "as needed" consultant basis. (A work flow chart

is contained in the Appendix.)
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Sources of referrals to the program have been the prison intake
unit and the record room, the Criminal District and Municipal Court
judges, prison counselors, teachers and other personnel, plus
numerous other sources affililiated with the criminal justice system.

In mid July 1979, the Diagnostic Unit began using a "Suita~
bility Selection Scale" to objectify the screening process. According tp this
system, a version of which has been used elsewhere at the Montgomery
County, Maryland, Pre-Release Center for a number of yesars, in-
dividuals are given points for various criteria in their background.

(A short description of this scale appears in the Appendix.)

The Criminal Sheriff's office opened a general Intake Unit
for both the C.C.C. and the Old Parish Prison (O.P.P.) for
all offenders ordered to be held in either facility. Since becoming
operational in October of 1978, all inmates are given the Thorndike
I.Q., the Gordon Personality, the California Achievement Test
(C.A.T.), and other tests as needed. All new inmates within six
to eight months of release are automatically referred to the Pre-
Release Center from the central Intake Unit. It is not necessary for the
Diagnostic Unit to test referrals from Intake.

The next stage in the screening process is the verification
of all the information received in the first interview. A meeting is
held at the Diagnostic Unit with the family of the offender and one

of the social workers. As stated by the Diagnostic Unit staff,
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the purpose of this phase is to scrutinize each inmate to determine:

Suitability for regular employment;

Sufficient self~-discipline necessary to live in a less
structured situation; and,

Capacity to understand the implications of the pre-
release concept,

If necessary, a second interview is held with a social worker and, in
some cases, a clinical psychiatrist conducts a third interview. A final
oral interview is required for all potential participants with the
Commander of the restitution security staff. Additionally, security
officers have access to the informal prison grapevine. If a prospect
has passed all other screening but the Commander does not recommend
favorably, the inmate is usually not accepted into the program.

Having successfully completed all screening processes, a can-
didate's background is discussed in a committee of-the-whole at a
weekly staff meeting which includes staff members from both the'
Diagnostic and the Restitution Units. The Offender is then either
rejected or placed into the Restitution program or the Work Release

Center.

C. The Restitution Unit

The Restitution Program was originally intended to be located

in a community-based facility physically separate from the medium-
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security prison. During the Evaluation period the project was located
inside the C.C.C. near downtwon New Orleans. (In January 1980 the
project moved to the Fosh school.) The participants are confined to
one of three sections known as quads, each having a maximum capa-
city of 28 prisoners. Each quad area has a day room and a classroom

available in addition to private cells.

1. The Graduated Furlough System

Once offenders are accepted into the program, they begin to
proceed through three phases of increased freedom eventually leading
to full release. Compliance with rules and regulations, fulfillment of
duties and responsibilities, and achievement of personal education/
vocational goals are rewarded with promotions in the phased furlough
program. Failure in any area may result in demotion or, in extreme

situations, termination and reassignment to non-release status.

a. Phase I

In this phase of the program, the offender receives orientation
from a Quad Supervisor concerning the program's rules and regu-
lations, a description of the furlough program, the requirements
for advancement, a description of duties and responsibilities,
and a summary of the services and benefits offered by the program.

The participants attend weekly counseling sessions with their Quad
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Supervisors, education classes taught by the two Restitution teachers,

are allowed in this period, except when the offender is accompanied by

security personnel for a job interview. During this phase the MAP con-

tract is negotiated and signed, with preliminary discussions handled
by Quad Supervisors and final negotiations by the Restitution Director.
A Treatment Team composed of the Administrator, Director and

Assistant Director of Restitution, a Quad Supervisor, and a Prison

Officer discuss each case after a minimum two week trial period for con-

sideration of advancement to the next phase. This phase serves

as a final screening mechanism for community release. Advancement

. to Phase II is based on documented criteria, including: attendance

of classes, proper behavior on the quad (i.e., adherence to rules
and regulations), compliance with the terms of the contract, and
whether the Treatment Team feels the participant is properly prepared
for outside employment and/or educational release,
b. Phase II

During this phase offenders continue to attend educational
and counseling sessions, but are now permitted to leave the prison
to work or attend training classes in the community. Although partici-
pants are not initially given Sunday passes, these can be earned
based upon consultation with a Quad Supervisor. Ordinary daylight

passes are from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. and inmates are required to go
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directly to and return directly from their destination.
Two hour shopping passes may be provided if necessary. '
In addition, a two hour extension of the Sunday pass and additional
shopping passes way be earned upon the recommendation of the
Quad Supervisor,

Promotion to the next phase is based upon job performance,
punctuality in returning from furlough, work, community
service release, and overall behavior both on the quad and
while on release. In addition, movement to the third phase is
predicated on attainment or near attainment of all contract goals,
including educational advancement, completion of counseling

classes, and the payment of financial obligations.

c. Phase III

Participants enter this final phase of the program only when

within one month of release and after having achieved all special require-

ments. This phase is designed to approximate many of the conditions
of ‘reedom. It was projected to include many amenities such as move-

ment to a special quad containing a pool table, daily newspapers, and

special privileges. Individual cells were not to be locked, and deputies
were to wear street clothers. Furloughs were to be for a full twenty-

four hours over the weekend.
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However, due to several circumstances that were not completely
under the control of the staff, no participant ever reached this phase.

Since the Restitution staff cannot control the release date for prisoners,

most offenders are released from prison before qualifying for this status.

2. Programmatic Activities

The Restitutionn Shelter will be analyzed in terms of a number of
activities including monetary restitution, employment, M.A.P. con-

tracts, and education and counseling services.

a. Monetary Restitution

Some program referrals are ordered to pay victim restitution
by the Court. In addition, the Court may order an offender to pay a
fine or restitution to the Indigent Defender Program or to the Court
Operations Fund. All court ordered restitution is paid directly from
an offender's earnings before any other deductions are made.

If the Court does not order restitution, the Shelter staff
makes a victim loss assessment (Victim Assessment) and determines
the amount of restitution to be paid. As a rule, these offenders
never pay less than 10% of their earnings as restitution either to a
victim or to the Elderly Victim Relief Fund (E.V.R.F.) if no victim

has been identified. (That fund compensates elderly citizens for
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losses of necessities of life. )In like manner, offenders who have completed
restitution payments to the Court or to a victim as ordered by the
Court and who have not yet been released from prison and are still
in the Shelter pay no less than 10% of their earnings to the E.V.R .F.
As a rule, the Victim Assessor relies upon the police report
to determine the amount of the damage or loss to the victim. The
Assessor also contacts the victim to ascertain the extent of interest
in recelving restitution, Most victims are enthusiastic about re-
ceiving restitution, but some are fearful of reprisals or future contact
with the inmate. While property crimes are easy to assess by means

of securing repair bills or replacement receipts, other offenses

" such as assault or battery are more difficult. Additionally, the

program is not designed to compensate victims for property

which has been returned or for doctor bills covered by insurance
claims. In no case does a victim receive more restitution

than the actual loss due to the crime as recorded in the original police
report. Court ordered restitution may include payments not only

for tangible damages, but also for inconvenience or for suffering.
However, the Restitution staff cannot legally order restitution for

pain and suffering and, consequently, limits its assessment to objective

costs.
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In addition to making restitution payments to victims and to
the Court, some offenders charged with criminal neglect pay
restitution to their families. Other offenders pay child support
through the program to their families. In addition, all participants:
pay $3.00 per day11 to the Sheriff for room and board; pay for their
own personal expenses, transportation and lunch money; and,
ocontribute to a personal savings account which will be payable to the
inmate upon release. This savings fund performs two important
functions: it serves to assist inmates in getting reestablished
upon release; and, acts as collateral to assist in insuring
inmate cooperation and as a deterrent to escape attempts.

Approximately 90 per cent of all restitution payments to victims
are delivered by mail along with a short cover letter to the victim,
with the remainder being hand-delivered. (A sample cover letter is
contained in the Appendix.) At no time does the offender ever make
contact with the victim after entering the program. In fact, the
Restitution staff makes an effort to protect the victim from further
contact with the offender . Once restitution payment is made, no

further contact is maintained with the victims by the Unit's per-

sonnel.

11 .
During the period of this evaluation all ici i
. participants paid
$3.00 per da.y to the sheriff, but as of October 1, 1979, this sirvice
charge was increased to $4.00 per day.
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b. Employment

Soon after acceptance into the Shelter, an initial interview is
held with the Employment Coordinator to assess the education, work
2
skills, and interests of the offender. There is usually a ten to
fourteen day waiting period before job placement in order
to observe the offender and for program orientation. During this
period the offender is tested by the educational component, the

restitution contract is negotiated, and the Mutual Agreement Program

contract is signed.

If the situation warrants, the Coordinator tries to place each offender into

the same position held prior to arrest. If this is not possible, other
related positions are investigated. In addition to scheduling inter-

views with potential employers, the Coordinator schools the inmate

in interview procedures. The Coordinator always transports the offender
to the interview, but the inmate handles the interviews in private.

The Coordinator identifies potential employers from a number of
sources, including the inmate's previous employers and the classified
ads. However, placement into lucrative employment often proves difficult because
most inmates have low levels of education, training, and experience.

In addition, as a matter of policy, some large companies; are unwilling
to hire ex-offenders. The Coordinator contacts present employers at
least monthly in order to keep abreast of each inmate's progress

and to determine future employer needs. Basic selling points to
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prospective employers are that inmates are dependable and punctual Once the victim assessment is completed and the offender is

due to being constantly monitored by deputies, are available twenty- ready to begin work, a meeting is scheduled with the offender and

four hours a day seven days a week, and, presumably, want to the Director. In addition to stating the restitution payment requirements,

work in order to remain out of jail. each contract includes other educational and community service require-
L] i

The Prison Officers monitor inmates outside of the institution. ments, as well as an agreed upon release date provided the inmate

A pass is typed with the company name, time of work, pay rate, successfully satisfies the terms of the contract, Both the inmate and

supervisor's name, and the telephone number. While inmates use the Criminal Sheriff sign this document. (A sample contract appears

public transportation to and from work, they are placed in jobs in the Appendix.)

which provide good supervision. Time cards are used to punch The rules and regulations are included in the terms of each

in and out of prison. Employee work supervisors are expected to contract and any violation may be cause for the nullification of the

monitor and call the Sergeant at the prison to report absences due contract, the loss of some savings the inmate has accumulated (in

to sickness, weather, or any unexpected cancellation of work.

the case of attempted escape), and an extension of the release date.

The objective of this aspect of the program is to place an (A copy of the Rules and Regulations is contained in the Appendix.)

inmate into a job which can be kept after release. Typically, the One benefit of the contract is that, as it is a business agreement,

Coordinator has no difficulty in placing program participants into it fosters self resp onsibility.

unskilled positions. ’ d. Education

Education is an important component of the Restitution program

c. The Mixtxj;n.]‘/-k‘g:;eeinenf Prbg;ramA (MAP) - and, as stated in each M.A.P. contract, the participants are re-

The M.A.P. is modeled after similar programs that have recently quired to attend classes each week, The three different kinds of

) 12 . e
been implemented around the country. ™" As a rule, all individuals who classes offered include pre-literate, adult basic education, and

pay restitution must negotiate and sign a M.A.P. contract with the

Graduate Equivalency Diploma (G.E .D.). Upon entering the program,

Sheriff before beginning work. if not previously tested by the Intake Unit, an inmate is tested by a

12 Op. cit +»Gallaway and Hudson, p. 6.
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staff teacher. Most inmates take the California Achievement Test
(C.A.T.) for reading, math and Eaglish and are given a grade-level
score for each area. In addition, the teacher administers other tests
to determine whether a person should be placed into the pre-literate
class or not, Placement is made on the basis of these tests,

An individual learning program is prepared for each inmate
by the teacher for the next class period following testing. Once an
individual program is developed, each inmate is free to progress at
an individual rate. The teacher provides individual attention and, as
the physical facility does not enhance a classroom teaching approach and
since most students are gt different levels, an independent study
approach has been found to be most effective.

Classes meet from 1: 00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. on weekdays for those
not working and on alternate nights from 7: 00 p.m. - 8: 00 p.m. for
the others. Classes are usually held in the C.C.C. Learning Center
with all materials and texts supplied. Some class time
is devoted to practical skills such as reading various business forms
and the preparation of job applications, credit applications, and tax
returns. The teacher believes that the strength of the program lies
in the individualized program approach, the lack of distractions in

prison, and competitionn among inmates.

_26_

The Learning Center was shut down for most of the summer of
1979 as a result of a cut back of some CETA teachers. In addition, due
t.o a lack of adequate security, the staff reduced the frequehcy of classes
to one night per week. Finally, one of the full-time teachers resigned
in August, 1979, and the position remained vacant as of the end of the
present evaluation period, thereby exacerbating an already difficult

situation.

e. Counseling

As previously mentioned in The Augmentation of Existing Services
section, counseling services were to improve with the addition of the
Pre-Release Center grant. Quad Supervisors have replaced other

staff, and offer more structured intensive sessions which should have

a positive impact on the offenders.
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III. PROGRAM OPERATION AND EFFICIENCY
The Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit project operations were

assessed on the basis of project records and monitoring visits. Data

for the period, January 1, 1979 - April 1, 1979, were maintained on

Table 1

Total Referrals to Diagnostic Unit
Accepted vs. Rejected Referrals

the OS6 data processing system. In April of 1979, the Pre-Release

January 1979 - December 1979
Administrator initiated a system maintaining separate cards containing - . Total Referrals* Accepts Rejects
i N ) N % N %
) . . . . . i
revelant information regarding each participant accepted into the :
T Number of Cases 309 100% 189 100% 120 100%
i 3 A Average Age 26, 8 years 26.7 years 26.9 years
program. Although this system provides an orderly system of manually ;‘ Race 2o a7 s o 305
' 8
o 4o 3y 1o 88 208
storing and retrieving individual case records, its analytical capabili- | . Total Iy 1008 199 1003 120 100%
' Se,ff,a‘e 309 100% 189 1008 120 1008
ties are limited. For purposes of this evaluation, data from both sources | Referrai Source 56 18% 37 30% 19 16%
! Judges ’ p
| Uns?r‘.uctured 66 21% 2‘7‘ ;g: 11!; 2;:
were pulied and, in turn, recorded and entered onto a more sophisticated Structuaedt 13: ;gﬁ 64 By gy 47%
! Intake Uni
i 7 4% 2 2%
| Other/Missing 9 33 : L i R 2
T : T8¢ 00 120 100%
digital computer for purposes of analyses. | o Total 303 100% 100%
! arges __
| ; - 0 -~ 0
i Homicide 0
4' Assault/Battery 17 :i: 1(3; g: Z ?:
" 4
A, The Diagnostic Unit . . gz‘:_‘;;‘r’:/ Damage 82 208 38 208 24 20
; Robbery 4 8% 7 53 7 6%
| Theft 92 30% 50 22% 42 35%
Table 1 summarizes available demographic characteristics of | Criminal Neglect 50 198 49 n %
* - Morals 3 1% 0 - 3 ;%
i ! Weapons 14 5% 2 53% 5 b
the 309 client referrals made to the Diagnostic Unit between January 1, J Substance Abuse T 5% 8 2
Probation Vieolation 4 1% 16 ];.; ; i
» s s X Other/Missing 15 _5% . TO%' T 52
1879 - December 31, 1979. The average age was not significantly dif- I T00%

i Total

ferent for either accepted or rejeCted referrals. Of the total referrals’ *An additional fifteen indlviduals were screened and placed into the Work

Release program.

87% were black and 13% were white. Approximately 64% of all black ‘
referrals were accepted compared to 40% of all white referrals. Since

the shelter is operated on all male quads, no womem were referred to

the program.
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1. Referral Sources

- . d | (b) Those persons with a record of numerous felony convictions
The primary sources of participant :;eferrals can be groupe 1‘;
into four types and a residual "other" category: |

The Diagnostic Unit implemented a flexible policy regarding criteria
|
(a) Criminal District Court referrals from each of the ten g

for screening out persons with a history of violent crimes. All
i ; |
sections of the court, and from magistrate court;

persons having three previous convictions for violent crimes were
(b) Unstructured internal referrals from an informal network

within the prison complex by the Sheriff, captains,

crimes were usually rejected, but if ordered by the court to pay

|
'! automatically rejected. Those with two prior convictions for violent
i .
| y
i
|
i i
sergeants, chaplain, special investigators, and the |

restitution the Unit accepted the person for an initial interview. If
Shelter staff. These persons learn of potential clients

at that time or upon further investigaticn the Unit decided not to accept,
meeting minimum criteria and refer these individuals to

l‘{ the individual was referred back to the court. ose with only one
the Diag‘nostic Unit;

previous conviction for a violent crime were considered eligible for
L . s 3 .
(c) Structured internal referrals made by the Rehabilitation creening

Program and from a systematic routine of searching for

The types of offenses of which participants were convicted ranged
participants in the prison record room and in court dockets;

from simple probation viclation to homicide. However, offenders weye
and,

categorized according to the most recent charge and, if being held for
(d) Parish Prison Central Intake Unit referrals. In October

multiple charges, classification was made on the basis of the most
1979, the Central Intake Unit was supplanted by a new Diagnostic/

serious offense. Thus, no account was taken of previous offenses in
Classification Unit.

e

categorizing offenders by offense.

2. Charges
As indicated in Table 2, while the number of referrals from
program:

|
I
{
!
i
|

2 3. Discussion

Two types of individuals were categorically excluded from the % e e
|

L

the number of referrals from the Intake Unit and unstructured sources
community and/or themselves by virtue of violent

v .
o R 8 2 iirsboemi

behavior patterns; and,
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Table 2

Acceptance Rates

Referral Sources/Charges

Referral Sources

Judges

Unstructured

Structured

fntake Unit

Olher/MIssing
Total

Charges

Homicide

Assaull/Baltery

Praperty Damage

Burglary

Robbery

Theft

Criminal Neglect

Morals

Weapons

Substance Abuse

Probation

Olher/MIsslng
Total

June 1977 - December 1973

Total Total

Referrals Accepted

N % N )
116 289 55 2%
67 16% 26 15%
97 23% L] 5%
128 31g 48 28%
5 1 v 13
41y 100% 174 100%
2 = 2 1%
25 6% 9 5%
6 1% 2 1%
88 21% 28 16%
I8 12% 20 13
126 3% 52 30%
47 1% 34 193

5 1% 0 ~-
13 3% 8 5%
23 6% n 6%
10 2% 2 1%
| R
41y 100% 1 100%

%
Accepted

)

47y
39%
454
37%
178
2y

100%
36%
33%
32¢
42y
LIR)
72%
62%
usg
20%
248
423

January 1979 - December 1979

Total Total %
Referrals Accepted Accepted
N ) N % )
56 18% 37 20% 66%
66 213 kL] 18% 52%
57 18% 47 25% 83%
[ 3] 39% 64 4% 53%
_9 3% _1 _u% 78%
309 To0% 189 100% 61%
0 - 0 -- --
17 6% 10 5% 59%
L] 1% 3 2% 75%
62 20% 38 204 61%
24 8% 17 9% 7%
92 30% 50 27% 54%
60 198 49 26% 62%
3 1% 0 -- -~
i 5% 9 5% 64%
\U) 5% 6 3% 43%
] 1% 1 1% 25%
15 5% 6 3% 4o%
309 603 789 1008 61%

Net Chages in
Acceptance Rate

%

+19%
+13%
+38%
+16
161
+19%

+23%
1424
+29%,
+29%
+13%,
+10%

+2%

-5%

+5%
+16%
+19%
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remained at previous levels. However, the overall acceptance rate

based upon the percentage of all referrals accepted has increased

from 42% during the earlier evaluation period to 61%, with the acceptance

rates for each referral source increasing by at least 13% in each case,
Not considering the category "other', the largest percentage increase
in the acceptance rate was registered by structured sources (38%),
which include all criminal neglect referrals from the prison record
room.

Further, Table 2 indicates that between 1/1/79 - 12/31/789,

individuals with various charges were referred to the program, with

59% of all referrals convicted of property damage, burglary, robbery,

or theft - property crimes having easily identifiable victims and relatively

easy losses to assess. The next largest group of referrals (19%) were
charged with criminal neglect of family. In comparison with the
earlier evaluation period, the proportion of property offender referrals
declined from 65%, while neglect offender referrals increased from

11%. However, as a percentage of the total accepted, property offender
referrals have remained about the same (58%), whereas that of criminal

neglect offenders has increased from 19% to 26% during the current

evaluation period.

B. The Restitution Unit

Table 1 indicated that a total of 189 individuals were accepted
into the Restitution Program during the present evaluation period,
while an additional 30 participants were carried over from the previous
period. Table 3 describes participants in terms of the following

identified outcomes:
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Number of Cases

Average Age

Race
Black
Whilte
Total

Sex
Male

Referral Source
Courts
Unstructured
Structured
inlake Unit
Other
Total

Charges
Assault/Battery
Property Damage
Burglary
Robbery
Theft
Criminal Neglecat
Weapons
Substance Abuse
Probation Violation
Other
Total

Type Restitution
EVRF
Criminal Negiect
Court Ordered
Staff Assessed
Missing
Total

Total
Participants
N %
219 100%
26.6 years
201 92%
18 8%
219 100%
219 100%
54 25%
37 17%
50 23%
70 30%
8 LEY
219 100%
13 6%
3 1%
4o 18%
24 He
59 7%
50 23%
12 6%
9 [EY
1 12
9 4%
219 100%
97 ¢ LERY
LT} 19%
10 59
20 9%
51 23%
219 100%

Completions
N %
102 LYAY
27.2 years
93 91%
9 9%
102 100%
102 100%
21 21%
L} The
29 28%
34 33%
4 Lk
102 100%
7 7%
3 3%
12 12%
9 9%
26 26%
30 30%
7 %
4 4%
1 1%
3 3%
102 100%
W7 46%
29 28%
7 7%
9 9%
10 10%
102 100%

Table 3

Total Participants In Shelter

January 1, 1979 - December 31, 1979

Farly Releases

N %
10 5%
31.0 years
10 100%

0 -
10 100%
10 100%

0 -

1 10%

9 920%

o -

0 -
10 100%

0 -

o -

0 -

0 -

o -

9 904

o -

1 10%

0 -

0 -
10 100%

0 -

4 40%

O -

0 .

6 60%
10 100%

Orlentation

Removals
N %
10 5%
N1 years
8 80%
2 20%
10 100%
10 100%
5 50%
0 -
1 10%
[l H0%
o -
10 100%
1 i0%
0 -
1 10%
1 10%
[ LTiEN
1 10%
1 10%
0 --
0 -
] 10%
10 100%
1 10%
o -
0 _—
1 10%
[ 80%
10 100%

Removals
N %
H kLR
24,6 years
68 92%
6 8%
izl 100%
74 100%
23 3%
14 108
10 (UL
27 374
0 —
74 100%
k} [Ty
0 i
21 28%
1" 15%
21 28%
9 12%
2 kLY
3 4%
0 -
i} 5%
74 100%
42 57%
7 10%
3 hy
] 5%
18 241
74 100%

St Ins
N %
23 "%
26,6 years
22 96%
1 LR
23 100%
23 100%
5 22%
8 35%
! LR
5 2%
4 17%
23 100%
2 9%
0 -
6 26%
3 13%
8 35%
1 1%
2 9%
1 1Y
0 -—
0 .
23 100%
7 30%
1 (3}
0 -
6 26%
9 39%
23 100%,

*These participants paid only E,V.R.F. restitution, whereas some of the

participants in other categories may have made some E.V.R,F, payments

after completing other predetermined payments,
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(1)

(3)

(4)

(5)

A completion group - those completing the sentence
and exiting from prison;

An early release group - those released from prison
as a result of early payment of fines;

An orientation removal group - those removed from the
program within two weeks of acceptance;

A removal group - those expelled from the program for
bad cause and returned to the ordinary prison popu-
lation; and,

A still in group - those still in the program as of

December 21, 1979,

1. Completions

The 102 completions can be characterized as being black males

with an average age of 27,2 years. The Intake Unit had the highest

referral rate (33%), with structured sources (28%) following closely.

Of this group, 30% had been incarcerated for criminal neglect, with

theft (26%) providing the next largest offense category of all completions.

Almost half of all participants (46%) paid E.V.R.F. restitution,

2. Early Releases

The 10 individuals classified as early releases were all black

males with an average age of 31,0 years., Nine (80%) were referred

by structured sources, e.g., the record room, and that same percentage

was charged with criminal neglect of family.
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3. Orientation Removals

The 8 black and 2 white males removed during orientation had an
average age of 30.1 years. The courts and the Intake Unit referred &
and 4 individuals, respectively. The most common charges were for
property offenses (60%) .

4, Removals

The 74 terminated participants were mostly black males (92%) ,
with an average age of 24.6 years. The Intake Unit referred 37%, with
the courts referring an additional 31%. Seventy-one percent were
charged with property offenses, as opposed to only 12% charged with
criminal neglect offenses.

5. Still ins

The 23 participants still in the program on December 31, 1879,
were primarily black males (96%) with an average age of 26.6 years.
More referrals (35%) were from unstructured sources. The Courts and
the Intake Unit each referred another 22%. Seventeen (74%) had been
charged with property offenses.

6. Discussion

As pointed out in the previous evaluation, 13 the average age of
removals was considerably less than that of program completions
(22.4 years versus 27.9 years). A similar age difference was identified

during the present evaluation period (24.6 years versus 27.2 years) .

180p,cit., Hunt, 1979.
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Excluding participants remaining in the program as of the cut

off dates for each evaluation period, Table 4 indicates that during the

current evaluation period and for all exiting participants, the percentage

of completions decreased from 59% to 52%, early releases decreased from

10% to 5%, removals increased from 27% to 38%, and orientation removals

increased from 4% to 5% compared to the previous evaluation period.

Table 4

Exit Status Rates

6/30/77 - 12/31/78

= ¢
R

Completions 85 59%

Earty Releases 14 10%

Orientation Removals 6. 4%

Removals ~ 32 27
Total Exiting Tah 100%
Still Ins _30

Total Participants 174

1/1/73 = 12/31/79

N 3
102 52%
10 5%
10 5%
T 98
196 100%

2
219

Net
Change

-7%
-5%
1%
+11%

*Status could not be determined for one accepted case.

In addition, Table 5 indicates that during the current evaluation

period the completion rate for referrals from unstructured sources,

the Intake Unit, and the courts have all decreased for those exiting

Table 5

Completion Rate by Referral Source

June 1977 - December 1978
Total
Participants Completions
N %
Referral Source
Unstructured 3 19 83%
intake Unit 42 25 60%
Structured a1 22 54%
Courts 33 19 50%
Other 0 0 -
Total Exiting 1548 85 59%
Stili in 30
Total Fzrticipants 174

January 1979 - December 1979

Total

Participants Completions

N 3
29 18 48%
65 34 52%
49 29 59%
g 2 43%
. L) 100%
196 102 52%

Net
Change

-35%
-8%
+5%
=7%

~7%
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the program, whereas the completion rate for referrals from structured

sources has increased compared to the previous evaluation period. . Various reasons for program dismissal are listed in Table 8 and
Table 6 indicates a decrease in the completion rate during the indicate that job violation remains the primary reason for termination,
current evaluation period for those exiting the program for six of the ’ [ while alcohol shows an increase that could be an area of concern for quad

eleven different categories of latest charge, while assault/battery and supervisors. During 1979, the use of a new urinalysis machine to test

robbery show percentage increases over the previous period. participants returning from work for aleohol and drug use was imple-

ment:d. According to the restitution staff, this was the primary reason

Table 6 M
Completion Rate by Charge A for the increase in the number of removals for alcohol use during the
June 1977 - December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979 " ] )
Total Net : resent evaluation period.
leti Tota Completi P
Participants NComp et ons% Participants Nomp etions . Change ‘
}
Charges .

Homicide 2 2 100% ()] 0 - - \ ) Tabi

Property Damage 2 2 100% 3 3 100% 0% i able 8

Praobation Vlolation 2 2 100% 1 1 100% 0%

Criminal Neglect 33 21 64% 49 30 61% -3% Reasons for Dismissal

Theft 43 29 67% s1 26 51% -163%

Assauit/Battery 6 3 50% n 7 4% +14% 6/30/77 - 12/31/78 1/1/79 - 12/31/79

Weapons Violation S ’i 80% L] 6 75% -5%

Substance Abuse 8 5 63% 7 [ 57% -6% N % N %

Burqglar 25 n hay 34 12 35% -9% .

'Robgeryy 14 3 16% 21 3 43% +74 ) Job Violation 20 37% 28 33%

Other /Missing y 2 50% 1 4 36% -14% Drugs 12 22% 21 24%

Total Exiting TG kL 59% 9% 102 52% =7% Quad Misconduct 7 13% 9 1%

Still In 30 23 ' Ncoh;" ot 53 6% 20 z}:«:

T i Pass Violation 9%
Total Participants 178 . ; Qther Disciplinary 2 4% 3 us

i . Medical 0 -— ) 3 4%
! . Other S 9% i 13
f Total - Sy 100% 36* 100%

.Finally, Table 7 indicates the completion rate for participants

*These totals are larger than the actual number of dismissals, as muitiple
reasons were included.

paying staff assessed and E.V.R.F. restitution decreased during the

current period, while the completion rate for those paying court ordered C. Mutual Agreement Package

and criminal neglect restitution increased over the previous period. ] . According to the stated goals and objectives, a M.A.P. contract

Table 7 5 was intended to be signed by all participants. Table 9 indicates that

Completion Rate by Type Restltution

. 173 participants (92%) signed M.A.P. contracts. One hundred and
Ju;\_et 1l977 - December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979 :
ota Total Net i ‘ P 2 i i i -
Participants Completions Participants - Completions | Change ! l fi-fty—three partxc1pants (99%) of all plaCEd into JObs (154) SIgned con
N ) N % :
Type Restitution ‘ 4 ici
Staff Assessed " n 100% 1 9 sus -363 ;, tracts. However, Table 14 indicates that only 86 of these participants
Criminal Neglect 29 20 69% 40 29 73% +4% .
E.V.R.F. a8 27 56% 90 47 52% -4% .
Court Ordered 21 12 57% 10 7 70% +13%
Other/Missing 35 15 3% 42 10 2% -19%
Total Fxiting s 85 59% 196 02 52% ~7%.
Still In 30 23 . ~39-
Total Participants 174 219 :
7
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had signed contracts before beginning work. Nevertheless, these data

indicate an improvement in this area compared to the previous evaluation

period.
Table §
M.A.P. Contracts
6/30/77 - 12/31/78 11479 - 12/31/79
Placed in a job with a M.A.P. contract 125 153
Placed in a2 job with no M.A.P. contract 3 1
Total placed In a job 148 154
M.A.P. contract but no job placement 6 20
No M.A.P. coniract and no job placement 20 15
Tctal Accepted 178 189
Carry Overs 9 30
Total Participants 174 iE)
Percentage of total accepted with
M.A.P. contracts {131) 75% (173) 92%
Percentage of total placed in jobs
with M.A.P. contracts (125) ELEY (153) 99%

*The totai placed in a job Is less than that reported in Table 12 due to the fact
that the data provided by the project for this table was less complete than the
data provided for the latter table,

D. Monetary Restitution

During the present evaluation period, 165 participants worked
and earned a total of $174,393.42 in salaries , an average of $733.38
per working participant. -These earnings are comparable to average
earnings during the previous evaluation period. Table 10 itemizes
all deductions and payments made by participants in the form of

payments to victims, the criminal justice system, and the offender.
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Table 10

Financial Summary*

Total Earnings
To Victims
EVRF
Staff Assessed
Court Ordered
Criminal Neglect
Resltitution Paid
To C.J. System
CCOF, olpp
Court Costs
Fines
Rent to Sheriff
income Retalned
By Offender/Family
Family Support
Personal Expenses
Savings

N.A,

47
3

June 1977 - December 1978

Mean Payments
$732.19
66.82 $ 3,549,00
56.35 732.50
281,93 6,719.40
66.60 1,265.48
85.28 2,302.50
266,67 1,600,00
23,448, 00
270.85 12,859.82
215,23 31,271.95
378.67 29,689.53

Total

$113,438.18
12,266.38

27,350.50

73,821,30

Cases

165
156

25

155

33

152
153

Mean
$733.30

55,05
74,30
357,38
188,33

77.76
107,00
128,87

158,64
175.18
323,36

Median

$478.00

39.00
52,50
250,00
143,50

74,00
100.00
93,00

100.00

100,00
180,00

Payments

$ 8,302, 14
823,98
4,916,31

8,767,52

2,237.15
1,536.05
28,336,96

7,7M.73
38,035,117
73,696, 41 **

January 1979 - December 1979

Total

$174,393. 42
22,809.95

32,110,116

119,473,

*As financial data for "carry over" and "still in" cases were excluded
In mean and median computations but included in payment and total

computations, the product of the number of cases and the mean for
mast categories will not equal the payment and/or total.

**Payments and disbursements for fourteen participants were made
from savings carried aver from earnings during the previous

period,

In order for disbursements to equal earnings for the latter

period, $1,158.00 was deducted from aggregate savings to reflect
this carried over amount,




1. Court Ordered Restitution

According to Table 10, thirteen participants paid court ordered
restitution during the present evaluation period compared to twenty-two
participants during the previous period. However, these thirteen parti-
cipants paid an average of $357.38 to victims, $75.45 more on the average

than those paying court ordered restitution during the previous period.

2, Criminal Neglect Payments

Upon conviction of the charge of criminal neglect of family, the
maximum sentence is a $500,00 fine , six months in jail, or both. The
judge may order that the fine be paid to the offender's family. If unable
to pay the fine, the offender is incarcerated and often is accepted into
the Restitution program. In that case, the staff usually orders the partici-
pant to pay restitution to his family. Thereafter, if the fine is paid in
full either by or on behalf of the offender, he is released from both the
program and incarceration. This explains why some participaiits charged
with criminal neglect are categorized as early releases upon exiting
the program.

The ‘increase in criminal neglect payments and the number of participants
in that category evidenced in Table 10 may indicate a shift in the type
of offender accepted into the program. Forty-two participants during

the current evaluation period paid $188.33 per participant in the form

of criminal neglect payments, reflecting a 183% increase in average payments
and a 121% increase in the number of participants in this category over

the previous evaluation period. Total payments increased from $1,265,48

to $8,767.52 during the latter evaluation period.
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3, Staff Assessed

Ten participants agreed to pay restitution to victims after victim
loss assessments were conducted by the Restitution staff during the
current evalnation period compared to 13 participants in the previous
evaluation period. However, the average payments increased from $56.35
during the previous evaluation period to $74.30, with total payments
increasing by 13%.

4, Elderly Victim Relief Fund

The number of participants paying E.V.R.F. restitution increased
by 78% over the previous evaluation period from 51 to 91 , although average
amount paid decreased from $66.82 to $55.05. However, total payments

increased from $3,549.00 to $8,302,14 during the current evaluation

period.

5. Criminal Justice System

Participants contributed a total of $32,110.16 to the C.J.S.,
a 17% increase over the previous evaluation period. During both periods,

each offender earning income paid $3.00 per day for room and board

to the Sheriff.

6. Payments to the Offender's Family

Thirty-three participants made payments after the staff determined
that family or child support was necessary to feed, clothe, or house
the inmate's family. Families received a total of $7,741.73, an average
of $158.64 per family. This represents 41% less than the average payments

per family for the previous period ($270.85).
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7. Personal Expenses

Each offender received approximately $4.00 per day from earnings
to cover transportation to and from work and to pay for lunch. Additionally,
work clothes, boots, or other job related equipment were also purchased.
A total of $38,035.17 was distributed in this manner, a 22% increase ;
over the $31,2;?1.95 during the previous evaluation period. However,

average payments decreased from $215,23 to $175.18 during the current

evaluation period.

8. Offender Savings

After all deductions were made from salaries, the balance was

placed into a savings account to be paid to participants upon release.

However, if an offender was terminated from the program before resti-
tution was completely paid, the restitution due was deducted and paid
from the savings. A total of $74,854.41 was saved and distributed to
offenders during the present evaluation period, an average of $323,36
per participant. While this averages $55.31 less than during the
previous evaluation period, the 152% increase in total savings accumulated
and paid may be accounted for by the fact that only 47% of all working
participants received savings in the previous evaluation period cf.;mpared
to 93% during the current one.
9. Discussion

Table 10 indicates that restitution was paid directly to 85 victims

in the form of Staff Assessed, Court Ordered, and Criminal Neglect
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payments. Direct victims received an average of $223.20, a total

of $14,507.81. These figures are censiderably higher than comparable
payments for the previous evaluation period of $161.43 to fifty-four
victims, a total of $8,717.38. Ninety-one offenders payed $8,302.14
into the Elderly Victim Relief Fund (E.V.R .F.) to compensate substitute
victims during the current evaluation period compared to $3,549.00
during the previous one. Although the average amount decreased

by $11.76, the percentage of all working participants who payed

to the E.V.R.F. increased from 35% to 55% during the current period.

Table 11

Disbursement of Earnings

June 1977 -~ December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979
Total Earnings $113,438,18 $174,393, 42
Payments to Victi T3 —
ments to Victims 12,266.3%  (11%) .80
EVRF $3,509.00  (3%) fo0.0 sy ot (3
Staff Assessed 732,50 (1%) 823,98 (0%)
Court Ordered 6,719.40 (6%) ] 9!6.31 {3%)
Criminal Naglact 1,265.48  (1%) 8.767.52  (5%)
Payments to C.J.S. 27,350.50  (249) 32,110.16
Court and other costs  2,302.50  (2%) 2,237.15  (19) Hote e
Fines _ 1.600.00  (1%) 1,536.05  (1%)
Rent to Sheriff 23,448, 00 (21%) 28,336.96 (16%)
Psyments to Offender 73,821.30  (65%) 119,473, 31
Family Support 12,859.82 {11%) 7,781,73 (4%) T (eom
Personal Expenses 31,271,958 (28%) 38'035‘17 (22%)
Sa};’-:;:g: oa 29, 689,53 (26%) , 73: §96. 41 (42%)
al Payments 1oos. $113,838.18 (1009 100%  $174,393.82 {idow)

Table 11 exhibits the relative proportion of total earnings in terms

of disbursements. The percentage paid to victims (direct and substi-

tute) increased from 11% to 13% during the present period. However,

changes in the relative proportion of payments made by participants

may indicate current trends in program direction. For instance,
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court ordered payments decreased from 6% to 3% and staff assessed
payments decreased from 1% to less than .5%, while the other types

of restitution payments increased. In addition, all three types of
restitution paid to the criminal justice system decreased from 24%

to 18%, with the percentage paid as rent to the Sheriff decreasing

by 5%. The percentage of earnings retained by participants increased
from 65% to 69%, including savings which increased from 26% to 42%;
however, the percentage paid as family support decreased by 7%,

and that paid for personal expenses decreased by 6%.

E. Community Service Restitution

The restitution staff coordinates a number of community gervice
projects for participants as a form of symbolic restitution. All offen~
ders accepted into the program are eligible to perform this service,
Ideally, community service work should be related to the type of crime

committed. Offenders worked at various places including City Park, the

Belle Chase School, the Children's Hospital, and the Fisk School. Table 12

indicates that 119 individuals (62% of all participants) contributed a total
of 3,534.3 man-hours of symbolic restitution, with each participant

working a median of 18.5 hours,
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Table 12
Community Service Restitution
Orientation Early
Total Accepted Completions Removals Removals Releases St Ins
Total Participants {189) (93) (9) (69) (10) (23}
Participants 19 60 2 39 2
Total mart-hours 3,534,3"* 2,256.0 13.6 869.7 38.6 361.6
Average rours/man 29.7 37.6 6.8 22.3 19.3 22,6
Median hours/man 18,5 21,3 6.8 17.9 .
Mcde 8.0 7.0 5.5 8.0 14,5
Maximum 305.0 305.0 8.0 70.0 24,0 $3.0
Minimum 1.0 1.0 5.5 6.0 14,5

13.3
18.5

*An additionat 416 hours was provided by fifteen participants carried over from 1978,

F. Education

The effectiveness of the educational sub-componen\t of the
Restitution Program was assessed according to net improvements in the
California Achievement Test (C.A.T.) scores and the number of G.E.D.
certificates issued.

The C.A.T. scores were evaluated separately for reading, math,
and language because the net improveinent in grade level advancement
for all subject areas cannot be averaged together for a composite score
without utilizing a comparative weighting scale. In addition, neither
the Jeagth of time in educational classes nor the number of hours of
class rime between the first test and the last test were considered in
meaguring net improveme‘nt.

According to project records, 65 participants (34% of all accepted
referrals) attended an average of 13.7 classes, Since each class is
of two hours duration, these individuals received an average of

27.4 hours of educational services while in the program.
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Forty participants (62%) were tested both before and after attending
classes, with net improvement in grade level equivalencies indicated

in Table 13.

Table 13

Educational Achievements

6/30/77 - 12/31/78 /1/79 - 12/31/79
Net Improvement Net Improvemesd
Cases” {Grade Level) Months Cases* (Grade Levei)
Preliterate Group
Reading 41 1.35 15.5 28 .38
Math a3 .85 8.5 28 .70
Language 41 .68 6.8 28 W13
Aduit Basic Group
Reading 28 1.76 19.6 12 1.90
Math 30 1.96 21,6 12 1.07
{anguage 32 1.30 15.0 12 .34
G.E.D. Group Tried Passed Tried
13 10 2

Months

---------

*This analysis includes only those cases tested at least twice during
respective time perfods.

An analysis of this data indicates:

(1) The pre-literate group improved less than a similar

group during the previous evaluation period in all areas;

(2) The A.B.E. group achieved less in math and language,

but improved slightly in reading; and,

(3) Only two persons received a G.E.D. during the present

evaluation period.
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G. Operating Efficiency and Processing Time

Seven points in time were determined to be significant during the
process of diagnosis and treatment in the Restitution Program, i.e., date
of initial referral, date screening began, date of decision to accept, date
of actual admittance, date of signing of M.A.P. contract, date of employ-
ment, and the date of exit from the program. Table 14 summarizes the
average time intervals between all of those significant dates. The
number of cases varies from period to period as the formula used to
determine the various time periods includes a test to exclude all cases
where the correct sequence of dates was broken. For instance, if the
date of employment was recorded as occurring before signing of the
M.A.P. contract, that case was omitted and not included in the measure-
ment of "contract to employment".

The activities of the Diagnostic Unit can be assessed in terms of
the length of time involved in screening referrals. According to
Table 14, a median of 7.4 days was required to process an acceptable
applicant from the date of initial referral until a final decision was
made. A comparison with the previous period indicates that processing
time for the Diagnostic Unit has been reduced from 9.0 days. An analy-
sis of the completions confirms this finding and indicates that the median

screening time for this group was reduced from 7.5 to 6.0 days.
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Further, Table 14 indicates that accepted participants remained

4
{
W
Table 14 f in the program for a median of 56.8 days. Compared to the previous
1
Processing Time In Days . . . L. . . X
i period, this figure shows a slight reduction from 57.4 median days.
June 1977 - December 1978 January 1379 - December 1979 !
Total Cases Mean Median Total Cases Mean Median Since completions usually remain in the program longer than either
Referral to Screening . ) . )
Total Partlcipants (174) 152 8.6 2.0 (219) 173 4.0 1.0 early releases or removals, an analysis of completions indicates
Orientation Removals (6} 5 4.6 2.0 (10} 9 1.8 0.7
Completions (85) 73 5.4 2,1 (102) 83 2.4 1.0
Remavals (39) 36 17.4 2.3 (74) 64 6.8 1.9 ‘ that this group remained in the program for a median of 64.8 days,
Early Releases (14) 13 0.8 0.3 (10} 6 1.0 1.0 ; .
Still Ins (30) 25 10,0 2.2 {23) 1 2.6 1.8 ! A -
Screening to Decislon : slightly more time than the 62.0 days during the previous period.
Total Participants (174) 151 22,7 4.0 (219) 185 13.6 4.0 2
Orientation Removals (6) 4 28.5 9.8 (10 8 6.8 4,2
Completions (85) 72 12.3 6.0 (102) 85 10.3 4.0 Early releases are remaining in the program a median of twelve
Removals (39) 37 50,2 4.2 (74) 66 16,9 5.0 )
Early Releases (14) 13 4,9 2.2 (10) 7 4.8 3.0
R;;'r"[a'l“fo becision (30} 2 20.0 3.0 (23) 19 28.9 3.0 ' days longer than during the previous evaluation period, although
Total Participants (178) 148 30,7 9.0 (219) 169 18.0 7.4
Orientation Removals (6) 4 33.7 9.3 (10) 8 8.7 5.7 : s : : :
Completions (85) 70 173 75 (102) a1 131 60 median time is only 15.3 days. Removals (other than orientation
Removals (39) 37 64.4 9.4 (78) 63 23.8 10.0
gf'r;:ylnRseleases g:; ;i 3:1 1?:3 gg; 1;5 3;’:2 1‘1‘:3 r emovals) indicate a median stay of 55.4 days compared to 59.3 during
Decision to Admittance
4 . o . . . . .
g?:i:ﬂ:?i?:\cg::g;ials “@3 i 1?:2 Zg ‘2(131 K g? ;; the previous period. The still ins as of 12/31/78 indicate median
Completions (85) 58 7.2 3.0 (102) 57 6.9 1.0 ‘
g::t;v?il:leases 82; 3: 1223 ?i E?'S; 3? 33 38 duration of 128.0 days, significantly longer than all other categories
Still ins (30) 25 20.1 2,9 (23) 1§ 18,7 3.5 .
Admittance to Contract * . . .
Total Participants (174 93 23.7 13.4 (219) 123 16,6 8.0 and for both evaluation periods. This apparent trend toward more
Orientation Removals (6} 1 0.0 0.0 (10) 2 18.7 18.7
Completions (85) 48 21.2 11.0 (102) 62 17.3 8.1 I .. , L . )
Removals (39) 27 14,4 13.3 (74) 40 20.1 1.0 v S lengthy participation seems to indicate a positive shift toward the
Early_Releases (14) 2 62,3 62,3 {10} 5 11,2 6,0 i
Stil ins (30) 15 43,6 20.0 (23) 14 5.7 4.6 ! ‘ L L ) L
Contract to Employment : 4-68 months participation term indicated in the grant application.
Total Participants (74 69 14,8 8.0 (219) 86 19,2 12,0 ' ! ‘
Orientation Removals (6} 0 - - (10) 1 15,4 15,4 i ‘
Completions (85) 41 12,0 9.0 (102) 51 19.3 12,0 :
Removals (39) 18 8.8 4,2 (78) 23 19.6 1.0 e
Early Releases (14) 0 - -- : (10) i 9.0 9.0 i
Still Ins (30) 10 36.8 6.8 (23) 10 18.8 17.5 !
Employment to Exit .
Total Particivants (174) 87 58.7 48,8 (219) 119 72.1 49.4 |
Orientation Removals (6) 0 -~ - (10) ] 1.0 1.0 |
Completions (85) 56 61.6 49.8 (102) 71 87.6 56.4 !
Removals (39) 29 57.1 39.4 (78) us 51,7 36.8 ; ,
Early Releases ) 2 2.0 2.0 (10) 2 12.4 12.4 T
Still Ins (30) 16 65.5 32,0 (23) 21 89,5 104,0 | j
Admittance to Exit ; ;
Total Participants (178) 91 73.2 57.4 (219) 154 75.6 56.8 | ;
Orientation Removals (6) 4 5.1 4,9 (10) 9 8.3 9.0 ! :
Completions (85) 50 84.3 62.0 (102) 78 97.3 64,8 i
Removals (39) 30 79.6 59.3 (74) 61 62.5 55.4 |
Early Releases (14) 7 4.9 3.3 (10) 6 28,2 15.3 i
Still tns* (30) 2 66.3 40.0 (23) 23 102.8 128.0 |
{
*Time lapses for "still ins" were based upon respective MR .o
cut off dates rather than exit dates and were excluded ] !
from the aggregate analysis of "total participants." ; -51-
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IV. FISCAL ANALYSIS

During the evaluation period, the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic
Unit spent a combined total of $130,124 of LEAA funds, An additional
$14,300 of City cash match brought the total expenditures to $144,424
for the period January 1, 1879 - December 31, 1879, Tables 15,

16 and 17 present a brief financial summary of the expenditures for
the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit grants.

Costs per client is the simplest and most common method used
to analyze costs. This ratio is computed by dividing the total project
costs expended by the total number of clients. The most difficult
part of such an analysis is a complete identification of total costs,
including both direct and indirect costs. As previously stated, the
Orleans Parish Sheriff's Office received a federal grant of $200,000
to implement the Pre-Release Center. Most of these funds were
used to supplement the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit projects.
Therefore, comprehensive cost analysis should include the costs
of the Pre-Release Center in the total costs of the project. However,
since expenditure data for that grant were not available to the evaluator,
the unit cost analysis for the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit is

severely limited.
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Table 15

Gran

oy

CRIMINRAL JUSTICE CCORDINATING COUNCILL
1215 pPrytaina Street, Suite 418
NEW ORLEARS, LOULSIANA

78-E9-9.1-0245

. ! *
t Title: Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter
Grant Number:
eriod Covered: January 1, 1979 to December 31, 1979

Date Repoxrt

prepared:

May 15, 1980

}

TOTAL GRANT FUNDS

LEAA CASI ONLY

Item
Amount Toi:al Amount Total
pudgeted Expenditures palance { Pudgeted Expenditures Balance
Pexsonnel 101,010.00 -90,010.00 11,000.00{ 89,899,00 79,998.00 9,901.00
Fringe
Arevel
Sguipment A
Supplies
contractual
Constxuction
PebeYobed g s~ Y
Ozhex Direct 3 . 5.050.50 5.050°50 B 5,050 50 5,050, 50 0
indirxect ‘ s
5,050.50 5,050.50 0 5,050.50 5,050.50 Q
T0TRL . .
§111,111.00 $100,111.00 $11,000.00j$100,000,00 $90,099.00 $9,901.00

NOTE:

Not@: Total grant funds includes both LEAA casii and City

Expenditures include encumbrances,

This Report is Based on-unaudited figures.

- éash match
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL

1215 Prytania Straeet Suite 418
Table 16 , WEH ORLBANS, LOUTSIANA 70113

Grant Title: criminal Shériff's Restitution Shelter-Dlagnostlic Unit
Grant Number: 78-C9-10.1-0001 bate Repoxt
voriod Covered: getober 1, 1978 to April 15, 1979 Prepared: gune 23, 1980

'OTAL GRANT FUNDS LEAD CASI] ONLY
Tton \ N
Ahount Total ' Amount: Total
Dudgeted EBxpenditures pzlance { pudgeted Bxpenditures Balance
Personnel 20,600 20,600 0 18,334 18,334 0
Fringe
WAVEL
Seuipment . '
Supplics
Contractual
Constxuction
ther Direct | ,1,030 1,030, - .0 1,030 1,030 0
Indirecect , -
1,030 . 1,030 0 1,030 1,030 0
TOVAL .
22,660 22,660 0 - 20,)94 " J;?0L394 0
Note: Total grant funds includes both LUAA cash and Gity .cash match of 10%.
This report reflects the final flscal stauts of the Program on a 90 per cent Federal and 10 per
cent local cost basis. Cash overmatch is not included.  This report is based on unaudited figures
Expenditures from January 1, 1979 to April 15, 1979 were $14,091 for Total Grant Funds and
$12,602 from LEAMA Cash. These two flgurqg represent the balances on the report prepared for
period October 1, 1978 to December 31, 1978, ' . .
] [y » 1Y
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QRIMINAL JUSTIYCE CCORDINATING COUNCIL
1215 Prytonis Strect Suite 418

Table 17 NBW ORLEANS, LOUISIANMA .
" 1] )
Grank Tikle: Criminal Sherdff's Rentitution Shelter-Diagnoatic Unit
Grant Numbex: 79-C9-7.1-0001 Date Report May 15, 1980
raziod Covexed: april 16 ¢ 1979 to Decembex 31, 1979 Prepared: 7
I v : et e
; TOTAL GRANT FUNDS LEAA CASII ONLY
Tten
Ahount Tokal Amount Total
Budgoted Exponditures Balance | Budgeted Expenditures Aalance
i ‘exsonnel 50,564.00 20, 762,56 21,761.44 | 45,255,00 25,904,230 19,350..10
fringe .
wraver

Soulpment

supplies

Contractual

Construction

Oothey Diwece .

indircct ] .
! 2,520.00 1,439.13 1,080,87 2.528.00 1.439.13 1.088.81
RODAL .
53,092,00 30,221.69 22.070.%} .17,783.00 27,343.42 20,439.57

tote: Total grant funds includes hoth LUAA cash and City cash match .
Expenditures include encumbrances. ppa ending date for this grant is

. September 30, 1980. This repoxt is based on unaudited figures,

[,
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According to Table 17, the total and daily costs per participant
and per completion were significantly less during the current
period than in the previous evaluation period. However, if the
costs of the Pre-Release Center grant were included in the latter
period the total and daily costs for both total participants and completions
would doubtless be greater. Therefore, any conclusions drawn
from the preceding cost study should be extremely tentative in view
of the fact that the total costs, including those from the Pre-Release

Center grant, were not included.
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Table 18

Costs Per Client*

June

1977 to December 1978

Medlan Dally Costs

January 1979 - December 1979

Median Dally Costs
Cosls Cases Costs/Case Days Per Case Costs Cases Costs/Case Days Per Case

Dilagnostlc Unit

Costs Per Participant 4 59,392 174 $ 3m 9.0 $38 $ 44,313 219 $ 202 7.4 $ 27

Costs Per Completion 59,392 a5 699 7.5 93 4y,313 102 u3y 6.0 72
Restitution Shelter

Casts Per Participant 159,403 174 916 57.4 16 100,111 219 134 56.8 ]

Caosts Per Completlon 159,403 85 1,875 62.0 30 100,111 102 981 64.8 15
Diagnostic Unlt/Restitution Shelter

Cosls Per Participant 218,795 174 1,257 66,4 19 14, 024 219 659 64.2 10

Costs Per Successful Completion 218,795 85 2,574 69.5 37 1y, 420 102 1,416 70.8 20

*The thirty carry-overs from period 1 to period 2 were included In botli perlods for these calculations,

i



V. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Goal 1. To expand sentencing alternatives in Orleans Parish
by implementing a program which processes '
approximately 150 persons during the grant peviod.

One hundred eighty nine persons were accepted into the program
during this evaluation period, with thirty additional persons carried
over from the previous period. A total of 196 participants exited the
program during the second evaluation period. Therefore, in terms of the
number of exiting participants the program exceeded this objective by

approximately 31%.

Goal 2. To ensure that monetary payments are r.nad.e to crime
victims by 100% of offenders at the Restitution Shelter.

One hundred and fifty-six participants constituting 80% of all
participants exiting the program paid restitution to victims during the
current evaluation period. Although this percentage is less than anti-
cipated, it is larger than the 73% paying restitution during the previous

evaluation period. However, when considered as a percentage of all

participants working and earning income (165), 95% paid some restitution.

Goal 3. To ensure that 25 hours of commun:lty service work
is performed by all program participants.

Forty-four participants performed 25 hours or more of community
service work, alfhough an additional seventy-five individuals performed

14 g4
community service work in an amount less than 25 hours. Since two

14An additional 416 hours of community service work, performed by
carry-overs from 1978, were not included in this analysis.
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individuals worked over 250 hours each, the average hours worked
(29.7 hours) was considerably larger than the median (18.5 hours).
Therefore, this goal was exceeded on the basis of average hours, but

was somewhat lower than anticipated on a per participant basis,

Objective 1. To increase the education level of Restitution

Shelter participants during program association.
a. Functional illiterates~3 months

b, Adult Basic Education-8 months
¢. G.E.D. candidates-achievement of

certificate
According to attendance records, only 65 (34%) of all participants
attended educational classes of any type. However, only 40 (62%) of

these individuals were tested twice in order to determine net change

in achievement. Those results indicated that:

(1)  For the pre-literate group, the objective was exceeded

in two areas (reading and math);
(2)  For the A.B.E. group, the objective was exceeded in
two areas (reading and math);
(3)  Two participants received a G.E.D. while in the program.
These findings indicate that although some objectives were exceeded,

educational services are operating at low levels of effectiveness.

Objective 2. To place a minimum of 85% of offenders in employ-

ment positions during the grant period.
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Of the 196 participants exiting during the current evaluation
period, 165 (84%) worked and earned income. This level of activity
substantially meets the stated objective.

To place a maximum of 25% of offenders in fraining
slots during the grant period.

Objective 3.

Of all accepted participants, 65 (34%) were placed into jobs con-
sidered by program staff to be training positions during the evaluation
period, thereby exceeding this objective by 9%.

Objective 4. Implement a version of the M.A.P. which includes a

mutually accepted contract between the Criminal
Sheriff and each offender for achievements and
goals to be met by the offender during program
participation.

Of all accepted participants, 173 (92%) signed M.A.P. contracts
during the evaluation period. Since some participants were removed
from the program before a contract was negotiated, not all accepted
referrals can be expected to have had contracts. However, although
99% of all participants placed into jobs signed contracts, sixty-seven
(44%) of these began work before signing a contract.

Objective 5. Implement a diagnostic component which interviews

a minimum of 300 offenders per year for admittance
to the Restitution Shelter.
The Diagnostic Unit processed 309 referrals during the evaluation
period. An additional 15 referrals were screened and placed into

the work release program. Therefore, the total (309) met the projected

objective.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
As the Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit has
been in operation since July 30, 1977, sufficient time has elapsed to
make some preliminary observations regarding program operations,

A, Program Findings

In terms of achieving stated goals and objectives, the Restitution
program has demonstrated significant progress in all areas, except for
the educational component. The number of referrals processed by the
Diagnostic Unit exceeded the objective by 8% and the number of partici-
pants accepted by the Shelter exceeded the goal by 31%. Eighty-
four percent of all participants worked, with 95% of those offenders
paying some restitution. In addition, participants contributed a
total of 3,950.3 man-hours of community service work. Finally,

34% of all participants were placed into training positions and 92%
signed M.A.P. contracts during the evaluation period; however,
only 32% of all participants attended educational classes.

Compared to the previous evaluation period, the average
earnings per working participant remained constant at $733,00,
while the percentage of all working participants paying restitution
increased Hy 7% and total payments to victims increased by 86%.

Additionally, total payments to the Criminal Justice System increased

by 17% and total income retained by the offender or his family increased

by 62%.
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A further analysis of the disbursements of the total earnings
suggests areas of emphasis within the program. Direct and substitute
victims received 13%, the CJ.S. received 18%, and the offender or his
family received 69% of the offensters' earnings., Compared to the pre-
vious evaluation period, the Sheriff received 5% less and offenders's
families 7% less, while offenders received 16% more of these earnings.

B. Program Impact

While not a summation of all programmatic activities, the typical

offender engaged in the following activities as a direct result of program

participation:

.participates for 56.8 days

.works for 49.4 days

.attends 27.4 hours of educational classes

.contributes 18.5 hours of community service

.receives 10 hours individualized counseling
(undocumented)

.attends 5 groups counseling session (undocumented)

.pays $146.22

.pays $128.87 rent to Sheriff

.receives $323.36 in savings when released

These activities are expected to be the primary factors impacting
program participants. However, to assess impact, additional follow-
up concerning the stability of employment, arrest recidivism, victim
satisfaction, and other areas of programmatic impact are required.
Some of these areas will be analyzed and included in the third year

final impact evaluation of the program.
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The impact upon the criminal justice system and the community
are, perhaps, even more difficult to assess. Nevertheless, it
can be concluded that the criminal justice system benefitted from
$32,110.16 in payments from offenders and the community benefitted
from 3950.3 man-hours of community service. Larger-scale impact

analyses are beyond the scope of this evaluation.

C. Recommendations

As a result of this second-year program analysis, the following
recommendations are offered to facilitate maximum impact of the
Restitution project on offenders, victims, the criminal justice system,

and the local community:

Recommendation One: The screening criteria utilized

by the Diagnostic Unit should be
reassessed in order to more ac-

curately identify appropriate
offenders for program partici-
pation.
As the Restitution program involves the employment of offenders
in the community and the payment of restitution to identified victims,
the Diagnostic Unit's screening process should:

()  Continue to exclude high risk individuals;

(b)  Exclude individuals unable to work due to
educational/experience deficiencies; and,

(¢}  Exclude individuals without sufficient time

left on their sentences to fully or significantly
repay their vietims.
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These minimum exclusions should be built into the screening process
in order to maximize impact and to exclude those offenders not able to
significantly benefit from program participation.
Recommendation Two: The referral of greater numbers of
participants to the program by the
Court with specific amounts of
restitution to be paid to an identi-
fied victim should be encouraged.

As judges mediate criminal prosecutions at procedings which
include suspects, victims, and witnesses, at this juncture all the
necessary information is available to ascertain whether restitution
is a viable sanction and, if so, to determine the kind and/or amount.
The number of offenders referred to the program from the courts with
identified victims and specific amounts of restitution to pay decreased
from 116 to 56 during the current evaluation period.

Recommendation Three: Educational Services should be
improved both in terms of the
number of offenders receiving
services and the quantity and

quality of services made avail-
able to each participant.

Sixty-five (34%) of all accepted participants (189) attended edu-

cational classes for an average of 27.4 hours. Of that number, only
62% were tested more than once in order to gauge increases in edu-
cational levels. Educational service delivery should either constitute
an effective and impactful program component or consideration should

be given to its removal as part of the overall program experience.
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Recommendation Four:  Exclusion of offenders charged

with criminal neglect of family
from the Restitution program.,

Since criminal neglect offenders are misdemeanants and do not
Pose dangerous threats to the community, they should not be accepted
into the Restitution program. Instead, efforts should be made to place

those offenders into work release or other diversion programs. Not
only would this maximize space in the Restitution program for more
appropriate participants, it would utilize a more appropriate means of
disposition for that category of non-serious offender. Furthermore,

since early releases remained a median of only 15.3 days in the program

the potential for full impact from program services was limited,
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VII.

APPENDIX )

A. Diagnostic Unit Work Flow
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B. Suitability Selection Scale

RESTITUTION/PRE~RELEASE PROGRAM

GENERAL APPLICANT PRIORTTY GROUPS

3ASED ON SUTTABILITY SELSCTICN SCALT SCORES

Zligible applicants (chose ometing screening criteria) aze indivi-
dually rated on a structursd 14 icem "Suitability Selacticn Scala”. The
individual scoras are placed In rank ordar to astablish a priority lisc
for case raviaw by the Community Ralease Adminizerator. The Suitabilicy
Selaction Scale and resulting priority lisc provida an objective zethad
of evaluacing individual cases and i3 used (along with ocher appropriaca
informaticn) when determining which cases should ba for transferad to the
Pre-ialeasa Cantar. (Cases of a violeat/sexual nature 24y be screened cut
amd given o priority by the Community Ralesase idminiscrator)

Below i3 a summary of R/2RP apolicant priority groups Sasad om Suit~
abilizy Selwction Scale scoras for aeligible applicaics. The acalae range
iz =120 co +200 wizh aloost all applicancs falling barweean 0 o 100:

65 or bigher scoras - Eigh Prioritv dpplicants -

40 to 64 scoras - Modarats Priority Aovlicanes =

20 to 44 scores - Low 2riority Applicancs ~

19 or lover scores - Unsuftalile Aoolicancs -
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Suitability Selection Scale (cont,)

GUID
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B. Suitability Selection Scale (cont.)

7. Past Criminal History - This cacegory is based on the applicanc's past
{ovoivement with the eriminal juscica System. Itams considered ara
arrmsts, convictions, crine free period of time, and a pattarm of
violent behavior. Foints are awarded or subtracted accordingly,

Include juvenile record if offender {3 25 or under, but caly for charges
vhich would be adult crizes (L.a., do not include stacus coffenses.)

- 8. Emplovment Facrors - Poincrs are awarded for Past work history (sora than
6 months steady), current availabiliey of emp loyment, employrens skill
lewel, and employer caeds. See actackmene,

9. Previcus evocaricn/Rasidivist - Self explanato

Ty. Thcse haviag previous
corractional opportumitizg ang fails recaive

less poinca.

Work 3alease - 20
Parole - 10
Probaticn 5

Racidivisc aftar Work lelaase - 10

(a. Within 30 acnchs; b, aot applicable =o support/contempt cases)

10, Perscnalite Characszeriseics - 0 ¢o +30 poines.
interviewer and 24y Se caanged as a
viewvs. The areas evaluated are:

Thesa arae Judged by -ha
Tesult of the secend or family inter-

Yacurity Lavel 0 to +10
Motivational Lavel Q to +10
Trust Lavel 0 to +i0

ll. Yo Tdenrificarion of Specific Tacrors - +15 points are awarded if muleipla
problsms ~ (drugs, alconol, or socialized deviance in combinacion with

immacurity) are not idengified; however, 1if a combination is idencifiad
e points are awarded.

12. Institueional Serformancs - Freom =15 co +15 poincs are awarded or sub-
tractad on the basis of informaticn obeained from the interview or other
sourcas. 2elevant institutions include adult jails and prisons, ailirary,
and, if tha offender is 25 or under, schools and Jjuvenile inseityricns.

13. Prior Incarcaracions - The more posc txial {ncarcarations (over 20 days)
an applicant has, the less tine pariod between iacarcara:ians. Q
the less the polnts awarded and the %ore subtracrtad.

incarzerations 1€ offender is under 25. See attachments.

14, Treatment Veed Faczor - This category gives points to the applicant who
t7pically does zot recaive f0ints alsewhare. Three items are considersd:
needs a job or skills; or needs parycnal adjuscmencs +7 poines; no
previous residencial tTeatent +7 poincs., Total equals +14 poincs.
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C. M.A.P. Contract

ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHERIFF'S RESTITUTION PROGRAM
MUTUAL AGREEMENT CONTRACT

This agreement made this day betwean

and » Orleans Parish Criminal Sherifsf

defines mutual responsibilities and utilizes an individualized

rogram to prepare for a successful
prog

community adjustment following his release. All parties agree as

follows:

PART I.

I, hereby agree that I shall conform

my conduct to the Rules and Regulations established for this program
and incorporated into this Agreement as Attachment I. I further
understand and agree to successfully complete withia my reasonable
capabilities the objectives outlined in this document in considéra—
tion for a specific release date. I understand that I may’petition
for either termination or renegotiation of this Agreement at any time
before my release.

I realize that failure either to successfully complete my chjec-
tives or to conform my conduct to the Rules and Regulations shall
constitute sufficient grounds for any other Party to this Agreement
to terminate or renegotiate this Agreement and my participation in the
program. If recommendation of termination occurs, I will be allowed
a hearing before the Criminal Sherifs's disciplinary board.

If my participation in the Program i$ as a condition of probation,
I understand that termination of my participation in the program will
result in a recommendation to the Court that probation be revokad.

I agree that if I am charged with ascape (which includes walk~of3),
I will forfit to the general program fund all monies in my account
accumulated during my participation in the program. If I am terminated
from the program for unsuccessful completion of my objectives or failures
to conform to rules and regulatiohs incorporated in Attachment T (other
then escape or walk-off), I understand that monies will be deduckad
from my account to cover the cost of.restitution, court costs,band

food charges, and the remainder returned to me.

P
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C. M.A.P. Contract (cont.)

ART 11 ‘
1, CHARLES C. FOTI, JR » ORLFANS PARTS: CRIMINAL SUERIFE, agree
that the above named inmate will he released on _ wav o 1970 1979

CONTINGENT UPON HIS SUCCESSFUL QQMILETION of the objeatives mentioncd below

and his suc.ccssfuily conforming his conduét to the Rules and Regulations

.

established for this Program. .

PART 1V.
OBJECTIVES .- )
A. Kuecation
1. Attend Classes
. 4 nights weekly .
2. Inc.reas:e educational level by l .
see attachment I

B. Work Assignment ' n » ' . |

1. 'To work to the best of ;rr)f ability at the job provided for me by
the Restitution Program. * - . ‘ C . |

.

$1.00 per day to be paid to the Victim and or,
to the Elderly Viecim Ccmpensacion fund
L as davermined by the Program Direccor. & $70.00 Couxrt Cost
or 30 additicnal days Paxish Prisen.
D. 0ther$3 00 per day for frod cost'to be paid ta the .
Orlesns Parish Sheviff Office. :

E. Cammity Services: Thichever is less 50 hours of Commumicy :
. Sexvice or 12 hours per montch. ‘ R ) .

C. Restitution



IART IIT

C. M.A.P. Contract (cont.)

» ORLTANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHLRIEF, agree
19

1, Charles C. Foti, Jr.

that the above named inmate will be released on
CONTINGENT UPON HIS SUCCHSSTUL COMPLETION of the objectives mentioncd below

and his succcssfuily conforming his conduct to the Rules and Regulations

established for this Program.

PART IV.
OBJECTIVES oL

A. Education

1. Attend Classes
4 nights weekly
2. Increas:e educational level by
' see attachment
B. Iy'ork‘Assigment " )
‘:l. 'Ta work to the best of my a_bility_at th:= job provided for =mc by

the Restitution Program.

C. Restitution 20% Net income Child Support '

A

D. ‘Other $3.00 per day for food cost to be-paid to the’
Orleans Parish Sheriff Qffica. . .

E. Community Service - Whichever is Tess 50 hours of Community
Service or 12 hours per month.

-72-

N

C. M.A.P. Contract {cont.)

AR TIT .
, ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SIZRIFF, agrce
8/30 1979

1, Charles C. Poti , Jr.

that the above named inmate will he released on
CONTINGENT UPFON HIS SUCCESSFUL COMPLETTON of the objectives mentioncd below
and his succcssfuily conforming his conduct to the Rules and Regulations

-

ostablished for this Program.

PART IV.
QBJECTIVES
A. Education
see supplement
1, Attend Classes
4 nights weekly
2. Increase educational level by

see attachment
B. Work Assignment

d Loams wma -

1. To work to the best of my ability at the job provided forme b

the Restitution Program.
C. Restitution $300.900 & $70.00 Court Qost

D. Other $3.00 per day for food cost ta be paid to the
Orleans Parish Sheriff Qffice.

Nhiéhever is less 50 hours of Community

E. Community Service -
’ Service or 12 hours per month.



Cc. M.A.P. Contract (cont.)

PART IV.

All questicns, issues or disputes respecting determination
of successful completion of this Agreement by the participants
shall be decided by the Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff. The
decision shall be in writing and shall set forth the facts on
which it is based, shall state the reasons for the decision

and shall be rendered within fiug (5) days.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties undersigned have hereunto

set their hands and seals this dax of /19

INMATE

ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHERIFF
AND PROJECT DIRECTOR

PROGRAM DIRECTOR

~T4- Cm

1)

2)

3)

4)

6)

7

€)

9)

D. Rules and Regulations

RESTITUTION PROGRAM RULES, REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES

Prrohibited Items

G0 weapons, alecohol, drugs or other unauthorized items will be
permitzed in tke Restitution Aresa. any resident found in possession
of contraband will be dismissed from the program. Contraband includes
any item or items inside the center not issued or approved by the center,

All medication will be controlled and distributed by ths security
officer on duty. 14

Any resident returning to the center under the influence of alcohol
or drugs will be disciplined appropriately. .

Rights of staff to insvect and search
The stazr as the right to inspec? and search any resident, his

property or his room. Periodic shakedowns may be expected.

Dress Code

a. Residents are to be clean'shaven each day. Beards are not
allowed. Neatly trimmed mustsches may be worn.

b. Bush style hair cuts may not exceed lk inches in length.
Side burns shall be neatly trimmed and extend to the lowest
part of the ear lobe.

€. Residents participating in the orientationphase of tha
program shall wear regqulation CCC uniforms.

d. After completion of the orientation phase, rasidents will
be permitted to keep minimum personal clothing appropriats
for their designated jobs. Clothing will be kept in the
‘rasident's assigned room, and rooms-will be locked when
residents are ocut of the building and during sleeping hours.

Residents authorized to possass perscnal clothing shall wear
pants, shirt and shoes while out of sleeping quarters.

Telephone Calls

Residents may make written requests to members of the staff
requesting the use of the telephone. Telephone requests must state
the place, time requested and name and teleghone number of the party,
Deputies will be responsible for dialing the telephone numbker.

Use of Vehicles

Residents will not be permitted utilization of a private motor
vehicle for transportation to and from work. Public transportation
will be used. Special arrangements will be made %or thosa unabla to
utilize public transportation at the time of job assignment.

Mail

Mail will be distributed to residents by the security officer
on duty. Incoming mail may be opened Zor a check of contraband.

Smoking .
Smoking is permitted in designated areas only. Smoking will

not be permitted in the resident's sleeping quarters.

Room Restriction and Curfeaw .
a. Each resident 13 responsible for keeping his room neat and

clean.

b. A resident is not allowed in another resident's room at any
time.

¢. Rooms are to be laocked when the resident leaves the Restitution
area and at night while he is sleeping.

d. On weekdays, residents are to be in their rooms at 19:30.

Doors will be locked at 11:00. Sunday is considered a weekday.
Curfew will be 12:30 on Friday and 1:00 on Saturday.

Visitors
Visitors to residents of the Restitution Center will follow the zame
procedures outlined for visitors to the ccc
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D. Rules and Regulations (cont.) .

-

10) Money Management

Residents who are employed will turn in their uncashed paycheck an«
check stub to the deputy on duty. The resident will receive a receipt for
his paycheck at the time it is turned in. Each resident {s responsibls
for turning ir his money to the Center on the day he is paid.

A waskly allowanca for persaons working will be issued each week.

A rasidant {s not allowed tc receive cash advances from an employer.

Any resident being paid in cash by an employer must acquire a note
stating the amount of hours worked and the total amount paid.

11} Room and Board

B .

Residents will be charged $3.00 per day for food. Room and board
is not charged while the resident is in the orientation phase of the
program.

12) Pass Policies and Procedures

L

A1l pass requests will be turned in by Tuesday of each week ta the
birector via the resident's counselor for either approval or disaporoval.
Weekday passes may be Issued for special supervised activities, with
approval from the appropriate parties. Once a resident {$ on pass and
returns to the Center without probable cause, the remainder of his pass
is terminated.

Residents in the orientation phase of the program are not elfgible
for passes.

13) Responsihilities

a. Residents are liable for any willful destruction of the
properties of the Center.

b. Any medical costs to see a doctor ather than the Center's
. physician will be paid for by the resident.

¢. A1l prescribed medicine will be paid for by the resident as
long as money is available in the resident's account.

d. All residents are responsible for being puntual and meeting
all time limits required by the Canter.

14) Transportation to the Restitution Area

The Restitution residents will enter the front first floor entrance
(Gra;ier Street) of the CCC and immediately report to the deputy assigned
to the area.

The inmate will then be put through the elactronic frisk (metal
detactor).

The front entrance deputy will notify the 3rd floor Restitution Area
of the resident's arrijval.

The Restitution deputy will take the visitors elevator to the first
floor and escort the resident via the vistors elevator to the 3rd floor,

Upan entering the 3rd floor area the residents will be escorted inte
ghe ﬁroup visiting room where he will remove his clothing in the attorney
ooth. .

The Restitution deputy will search the resident and the resident's
clothing.

The residents will dress and be escortad into the Restitution Area.

Upon leaving for work, residents will dress, report to the Restitution
deputy and be escorted via the visitors elevator to the first floor.

15) In-House Discioline

Violations occuring within the Restitution Area will be handled
through the Sheriff's Oisciplinary Board.

16) Sopecific Behavior Prohibfted

Abusive language, pyhsical viclenca, taking af others propertiy, and
infringements of other's right will not be talerated.

Hoaedninane
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E. Letter to Victim

March 8, 1979

Mrs. John Doe
1708 America Street
New Orleans, Louisiana

Re: Joe Offender
Dear Mrs. Doe:

As per our conversation of March 5, 1979, enclosed is
your check in the amount of $453.00. The check is
the restitution payment from Joe Offender.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. If you
have any further questions in this matter, please feel
free to contact this office.

Sincerely,

Betsy J. Magee ] '

Orleans Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Program
BJM/mc

Enclosure (1)
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