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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Adult Restitution Shelter/ 

Diagnostic Unit became operational on June 3D, 1977. The Restitution 

Shelter was funded by State Block Part E grants for the period June 30, 

1977 through December 31, 1979, with a third-year program funding 

decision currently pending. The Diagnostic Unit, funded by a State 

Block Part C grant for the period June 3D, 1977 through Septetnber 3D, 

1978, is currently operating on Mini-Block grants for the period 

October 1, 1978 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 Octoher 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 into the more inclusive Pre­

Release Center, i. e., the Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Urlit 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, 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. 

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 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 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 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 13%, 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 release.d 

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: 

Recommendation Two: 

Recommendation Three: 

Recommendation Four: 

The screening criteria u.tilized 
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. 

EXI~lusion of offenders charged 
with criminal neglect of family 
flL'Om the Restitution program. 
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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 9/30/79 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 
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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. 

I 

II 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff's Adult Restitution 

Shelter/Diagnostic Unit became operational on June 30 I 1977. 

The Restitution Shelter was funded by State Block Part E grants 

for the period June 30, 1977 through December 31, 19'19, 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 September 30, 1978, is currently operating on 

Mini-Block grants for the period October 1, 1978 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 into 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 



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 Un.it. 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 Criminal 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, 3 restitution 

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 

1Stephen 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. 193-1!15). 
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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." 5 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, and 

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. 

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

°James 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. IfResti-

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

7 
offered to satisfy the claims of the victim. If 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: 

6Criminal 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-

. ' 

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 pe:t:iod. 

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. 
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C. Program Methodology and Limitations 

The Restitution Shelter/Diagnostic Unit is composed of two 

distinct components. The Diagnostic Unit receives referrals from 

the district courts, attorneys, the Central Intake Unit of the prison, 

and other sources. An extensive screening process takes place 

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 . 

.. 
FiI'lBlly, thp p~rticip8nt iF.' placed in E' jC'b Rnd "begin!" to accuIl'ulate savings 

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 in vol ved; 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 

-6-
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process evaluation8 covering the period June 30 1977 D b , - ecem er 31, 

1978. That evaluation pointed out that although most of the activities 

were somewhat behind schedule on March 15, 1978, the Shelter and 

Diagnostic Unit were, in effect, fully operational on that date. 

80p . Cit., Hunt, 1979. 
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IT. THE COMPONENTS, OF THE RESTITUTION PROJECT 

A. The Pre-Release Center 

In essence, the introduction of the Pre-Release Center at the 

Community Correc~ion~l 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 employm'cl1t which can be maintained after release; and. 

to further develop links to other community services 9. 

9 
. Orleans Pa:rish Criminal Sheriff's Pre-Release/Restitution 

ProJect grant apphcation, July 14, 1978, p. 14. 
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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 diagl1~sis of all non-security risk sentenced inmates 

and for the Diagnostic and Admil.Sc;trative 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 I11take 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, 

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

provide the necessary services to each participant. 

-9-



---~I----1 Int;'Ka/CCOEF 1 
1 Dl recto.' .H' 1 1 _______ .1 

• 

Diagnost:ic unit 
Director * 

-I (2) HSW • 

psychhtrillt ••• 
(conl:rllcl:urlll) 

Secrel:llry * 

chnr!: 1: '1110 Pre~nclonnQ Ccntl'r 

COllllnllnity nalanflQ 
Adminintr~tor •• 

Dlr;.;t;;r • 

(4) Qund Supervinor ••• 

--i (2) Teachers • 

--1 Doo1<.keeper .~ 

-1 Secre!:ory .~ 

Prinon Officer II • 

• Rest:il:u\:lon Shell:er/Diagno!Jl:ic Unil: Grants m 1\ !UU! fI DOl' ..... 

•• pre-Release Center Gronl: 

••• ~ Restil:ution/Diagnostic. ~ Pre-Relellse 

•••• Non-grllnl: 

(6) Prison Officer I *1 

I 
o 
...-I 
I 

, 



2. The A~gmentation 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 tratlsportation 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, 1979, 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, 1979, the Quad Supervisors began to 

actively counse.1 participants on a reg ular 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 conductfng a min~um of one counseling session per week for 10-20 

offenders. They maintain progress reports and negotiate monthly 

treatment goals for each. 

lOOn 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 counseling previously 
provided by members of that Unit's staff was lost. 

-12-
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3. The Coordinated Community Offenders Emplol,ment 
Program (CCOEP) 

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

Center and thQtrein the Rehabilitation program. It aims to increase a 

. -participant' E3 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 

comprehensive records on all inmates, including those in the Pre-Release/ 

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. 
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The experimental and centrel greups are to. be cempared in 

terms ef: In - pregram perfermance, quality ef life measures, past Seurces ef referrals to. the pregram have been the prisen intake 

pregram recidivism, and ecenemic cests/benefits. An evaluatien unit and the recerd reem, the Criminal District and Municipal Ceurt 

is to. be ceerdinated by a professer frem the University ef Arizena, judges, prisen ceunselers, teachers and ether persennel, plus 

chesen by the Natienal Institute to. cempare the Pre-Release Centers numereus ether seurces affililiated with the criminal justice system. 

at New Orleans and Philadelphia. In additien the Pre-Release Center In mid July 1979, the Diagnestic Unit began using a "Suita-

~_-i~ te·be men~tO:re~ ~y internal staff in term~ efprecess measures, bility Selectien Scale" to. ebjectify the screenin.g precess. Accerding to. this 

service delivery, and client remeval. sys·~em, a versien ef which has been used elsewhere at the Mentgemery 

Ceunty, Maryland, Pre-Release Center fer a number o.f ye~rs, in-
B. The Diagnestic Unit 

dividuals are given peints fer varieus criteria in their backgreund. 
As the Restitutien Pregram invelves releasing cenvicted and 

(A shert descriptien of this scale appears in the Appendix.) 
sentenced pre gram referr ed inmates back into. the cemmunity, the 

The Criminal Sheriff's effice epened a general Intake Unit 
critical precess ef screening referrals is the respensibility ef the 

fer both the C.C.C. and the Old Parish Prisen (O.P.P.) fer 
Diagnestic Unit. Altheugh effenders frem a myriad ef backgreuds, 

all effenders erdered to. be held in either facility. Since beceming 
i. e . , race, number ef previeus effenses, current effense, length 

eperatienal in Octeber ef 1978, all inmates are given the Therndike 
ef time frem last incarceratien, etc., have participated in the pregram, 

I. Q., the Gerden Persenality, the Califernia Achievement Test 
categerically excluded frem participatien are these present ing. either 

(C.A. T.) , and ether tests as needed. All new inmates within six 
a clear danger to. the cemmunity and/er themselves because ef a 

to. eight menths ef release are autematically referred to. the Pre-
histery ef vielent behavier er these having a recerd ef numereus feleny 

Release Center frem the central Intake Unit. It is net necessary fer the 
cenvictiens. The Diagnestic Unit censists ef a directer, two. full-

Diagnestic Unit to. test referrals frem Intake. 
time psychiatric secial werkers, a secretary, and a clinical psychiatrist 

The next stage in the screening precess is the verificatien 
who. werks en an "as needed" censultant basis. (A werk flew chart 

ef all the infermatien received in the first interview. A meeting is 
is centained in the Appendix.) 

held at the Diagnestic Unit with the family ef the effender and ene 

ef the secial werkers. As stated by the Diagnestic Unit staff, 

-14-
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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 ~ 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 ru1es 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 relea,se. 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 obligation:; . 

c. Phase ill 

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 freedom. 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 Restitution 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 fOl~ 

-20-

Ii 
) . , 

f 

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 receiving 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 batte;ry- 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 dayll to the Sheriff for room and board; pay for their 

own personal expenses, transportation and lunch money; and, 

oontribute 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. 

llDuring the period of this evaluation all participants paid 
$3.00 per day to the sheriff, but as of October 1, 1979, this service 
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 
, 

skills j 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. I t m· to lucrative employment often proves difficult because However, p acemen 

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 

due to being constantly monitored by deputies, are available twenty-

four hours a day seven days a week, and, presumably, want to 

work in order to remain out of jail. 

The Prison Officers monitor inmates outside of the institution. 

A pass is typed with the company name, time of work, pay rate, 

supervisor's name, and the telephone number. While inmates use 

public transportation to and from work, they are placed in jobs 

which provide good supervision. Time cards are used to punch 

in and out of prison. Employee work supervisors are expected to 

monitor and ca11 the Sergeant at the prison to report absences due 

to sickness, weather, or any unexpected cance11ation of work. 

The objective of this aspect of the program is to place an 

inmate into a job which can be kept after release. Typica11y, the 

Coordinator has no difficulty in placing program participants into 

unski11ed positions. 

.. 
Thp. MutUAl A go:rep.ment Prov.ram (MAP) - ~. 

C. 

The M.A.P. is modeled after similar programs that have recently 

been implemented around the country. 12 i1.s a rule, a11 individuals who 

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

Sheriff before beginning work. 

12 Op. cit . ,Ga11away and Hudson, p. 6. 
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Once the victim assessment is completed and the offender is 

ready to begin work, a meeting is scheduled with the offender and 

the Director. In addition to stating the restitution payment requirements, 

each contract includes other educational and community service require-

ments, as we11 as an agreed upon release date provided the inmate 

successfu11y satisfies the terms of the contract. Both the inmate and 

thB Criminal Sheriff sign this document. (A sample contract appears 

in the Appendix.) 

The rules and regulations are included in the terms of each 

contract and any violation may be cause for the nullification of the 

contract, the loss of some savings the inmate has accumulated (in 

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

(A copy of the Rules and Regulations is contained in the Appendix.) 

One benefit of the contract is that, as it is a business agreement, 

it fosters self responsibility. 

d. Education 

Education is an important component of the Restitution program 

and, as stated in each M.A.P. contract, the partioipants are re-

quired to attend classes each week. The three different kinds of 

classes offered include pre-literate, adult basic education, and 

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

if not previously tested by the Intake Unit, an inmate i.s tested by a 
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staff teacher. Most inmates take the California Achievement Test 

(C.A. T.) for reading, math and English 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 at 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. - 9: 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 competition 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 

to a lack of adequate security, the staff reduced the frequency 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 

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

Administrator initiated a system maintaining separate cards containing 

revelant information regarding each participant accepted into the 

program. Although this system provides an orderly system of manually 

storing and retrieving individual case records, its analytical capabili-

ties are limited. For purposes of this evaluation, data from both sources 

were pulled and, in turn, recorded and entered onto a more sophisticated 

digital computer for purposes of analyses. 

A. The Diagnostic Unit 

Table 1 summarizes available demographic characteristics of 

the 309 client referrals made to the Diagnostic Unit between January 1, 

1979 - December 31, 1979. The average age was not significantly dif-

ferent for either accepted or rejected referrals. Of the total referrals, 

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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Table 1 

Total Referrals to Diagnostic Unit 

Accepted vs. Rejected Referrals 
January 1979 - December 1979 

Total Referrals· Accepts Rejects 

N % N % N % 

Nl:mber of Cases 309 100% 189 100% 120 100% 
A.'erage Age 26. 8 years 26.7 years 26.9 years 
Race 

173 92% 96 80% alack 269 87% 
White 40 13% 16 8% 24 20% 
Total m 100% TS"!1 iOO% i2o' iOii% 

Sex 
Male 309 100% 189 100% 120 100% 

Referral Source 
18% 37 30% 19 16% Judges 56 

U nstroUctured 66 21% 34 18% 32 27% 
Structured 57 18% 47 25% 10 8% 
Intake Unit 121 39'1< 64 34% 57 47% 
Other/Missing 9 3% 7 4% 2 2% 
Total m iO'O'% m! iOO% i2o' iOOi 

Charges 
Homicide 0 0 0 
Assault/Battery 17 6% 10 5% 7 6% 
Property Damage 4 1% 3 2% 1 1% 

62 20% 38 20~ 24 20% Burglary 
24 B% 17 9'5 7 6% Robbery 

Theit 92 30% 50 27% 42 35% 
Criminal Neglect 60 19% 49 26% 11 9% 
Morals 3 1% 0 3 2% 
Weapons 14 5% 9 5% 5 4% 
Substance Abuse 14 5% 6 3% 8 7% 
Probation Violation 4 1% 1 1% 3 2% 

15 5% 6 3% 9 8% Other/Missing m iOO% m 100% i2o' 100'1< Total 

"An additional fifl.een Individuals were screened and placed Into the Work 
Release program. 

-29-



1. Referral Sources 

The primary sources of participant referrals can be grouped 

into four types and a residual "other" category: 

2. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Criminal District Court referrals from each of the ten 

sections of the court, and from magistrate court; 

Unstructured internal referrals from an informal network 

within the prison complex by the Sheriff, captains, 

sergeants, chaplain, special investigators, and the 

Shelter staff. These persons learn of potential clients 

meeting minimum criteria and refer these individuals to 

the Diagnostic Unit; 

Structured internal referrals made by the Rehabilitation 

Program and from a systematic routine of searching for 

participants in the prison record room and in court dockets; 

and, 

(d) Parish Prison Central Intake Unit referrals. In October 

1979, the Central Intake Unit was supplanted by a new Diagnostic/ 

Classification Unit. 

Charges 

Two types of individuals were categorically excluded from the 

program: 

(a) Those persons presenting a clear threat to the 

community and/or themselves by virtue of violent 

behavior patterns; and, 
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(b) Those persons with a record of numerous felony convictions. 

The Diagnostic Unit implemented a flexible policy regarding criteria 

for screening out persons with a history of violent crimes. All 

persons having three previous convictions for violent crimes were 

automatically rejected. Those with two prior convictions for violent 

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

restitution the Unit accepted the person for an initial interview. If 

at that time or upon further investigaticn the Unit decided not to accept, 

the individual was referred back to the court. Those with only one 

previous conviction for a violent crime were considered eligible for 

screening. 

The typeS of offenses of which participants were convicted ranged 

from simple probation violation to homicide. However, offenders were 

categorized according to the most recent charge and, if being held for 

multiple charges, classification was made on the basis of the most 

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

categorizing offenders by offense. 

3 . Discussion 

As indicated in Table 2, while the number of referrals from 

judges and structured sources have decreased in terms of total referTals, 

the number of referrals from the Intake Unit and unstructured sources 
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{--- remained at previous levels. However, the overall acceptance rate 

ba.sed 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 - 12/31/79, 

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 or Cases 
Average Agc 
Racc 

Black 
While 
Total 

Sex 
Malc 

Rererral Source 
Courts 
Unstructured 
Structured 
Intal(c Unit 
Other 

Tolill 

I Charges 
w Assault/Ballery 
~ Property OaOlage I 

Burglary 
Robbery 
Then 
Criminal NegleGt 
Weapons 
Substance Abuse 
Probation Violation 
Other 
Total 

Type Restitution 
EVRF 
C"lmlnal Neglect 
Cow'l Ordered 
Starr Assessed 
Missing 

Total 

Table 3 

Total Parllclpants In Sheller 

Jnnuary I. 1979 - December 31, 

Total Orientation 
Parllclpilnts Completions Far'ly Heleases Removals 
N % N % N % N % 

219 100'1. 102 117% \0 5'/. J() 5't 
26.6 years 27.2 years 31.0 years 30.1 years 

201 92% 93 91% 10 100'1. 8 80~ 
10 O't 9 9% 0 2 20'/. 

219 10(l't 102 100'/. 10 100% 10 100'/. 

219 lOO't 102 10O'/. 10 100'/. 1O 100'/. 

54 25'/. 21 21'/. 0 5 50'!. 
37 I7'/. 14 II,'!. I 10% 0 
50 23% 29 20% 9 90% I 10% 
70 30¥. 311 33'i, 0 II 110% 

0 11% 4 'I'!. 0 0 
219 100'1. 102 100% 1O 100% 1O 100'1. 

13 G't 7 7% 0 10'1. 
3 1% 3 3'i, 0 0 

I/O 18'1. 12 12% 0 1 10'1. 
2/1 11% 9 9% 0 I 10'1. 
59 27'/. 26 26% 0 II I/O'/. 
50 23% 30 30% 9 90't I \0'1. 
12 6't 7 n 0 I 10'1. 
9 4't 4 4% I 10% 0 
I 1% I 1% 0 0 --
8 4% 3 3% 0 I 10'/. 

219. 100% 102 100% 10 100% 10 10O't 

97 • '11,'t 117 116'1. 0 I 10% 
41 19% 29 20'1. 4 '10'1. ° 10 5'!. 7 n 0 0 
20 9% 9 9% 0 10'1. 
51 23'!. 10 10'1. 6 r.O~ A 80'1. 

219 100% 102 100% to 100'1. 10 100'1. 

'These participants paid only F.. V .I~.F. restitution. whereas sorno or tho 
participants In other categories may have made some E.V .R.F. payments 
aHer completing other predetermined payments. 

, 

1979 

Hemovals Sill! Ins 
N % N % 

711 34'/. 23 ll'i 
211. 6 years 26.6 years 

60 92'/. 22 96't 
G 0% I 'I'/. 

711 100% 23 I DO'!. 

711 10O'/. 2J 10O'!. 

23 31% 22't 
II, 19'/. 0 35't 
10 111% I 'I't 
27 37'/. 5 22% 
0 I, t7'/. 

711 10O'/. 23 100'1. 

3 11'1. 2 9'1. 

° 0 
21 20't G 26't 
11 15'/. 3 I3'/. 
21 20'1. 8 35't 

9 12% I '1% 
2 3% 2 9'1. 
3 4% I '1% 
0 0 
II 5'1. 0 

7/, 100% 23 100'1. 

,,2 57% 7 30% 
7 10'1. I '1'1. 
3 11'1. 0 
II 5'1. G 26% 

18 2/1% 9 39'1. 
711 100% 23 1001. 



(1) A completion group - those completing the sentence 

and exiting from prison; 

(2) An early release group - those released from prison 

as a result of early payment of fines; 

(3) An orientation removal group - those removed from the 

program within two weeks of acceptance; 

(4) A removal group - those expelled from the program for 

bad cause and returned to the ordinary prison popu-

1ation; and, 

(5) A still in group - those still in the program as of 

December 31, 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 sou:rces (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. Ea.!'ly Release!'1 

The 10 individuals classified as early releases were all black 

males with an average age of 31.0 years. Nine (90%) were referred 

by structured sources, e. g . J 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 5 

and 4 individuals, respectively. The most common charges were for 

property offenses (60%). 

4. Removals 

'rhe 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, 1979, 

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) . 

130p . 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/]1/78 1/1/79 r 12/31/7? 

Net 
N % N % Change 

Completions 85 59% 102 sa -n. 
Early Releases 14 10% 10 5%· -5% 
Orientation Removals 6, 4% 10 5% +1% 
Removals ..1!.. 27% i4- 38% +11% 

Total exiting 144 iOoi m iOoi 
Stili Ins 30 23 

Total Partlc:ipants m m 

"'Status could not b. determined for one ac:cepted 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 

Referral Sourc:e 
Unstructured 
Intake Unit 
Structured 
Courts 
Other 

Total Exiting 
Stili In 

Total Fa:-tlc:lpants 

Table 5 

Completion Rate by Referral Source 

June 1977 - December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979 

Total Total 

Partlc:lpants C()fnpletlons Participants Completions 

N % N % 

23 I? 83% 29 1/1 118% 
112 25 60% 65 311 52% 
111 22 54% 49 29 59% 
38 19 50% 119 21 113% 

.-.!!. ..2. ..-!! II 100% 
11111 85 59% 196 102 52% 

...l!2 -ll 
174 219 

-37-

Net 

Change 

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

-7% 



the program, whereas the completion rate for referrals from structured 

sources has increased compared to the previous evaluation period. 

Table 6 indicates a decrease in the completion rate during the 

current evaluation period for those exiting the program for six of the 

eleven different categories of latest charge, while assault/battery and 

robbery show percentage increases over the previous period. 

Table 6 

Completion Rate by Charge 

June 1977 - December 1978 January 1979 - Decl!mber 1979 
Total Total 

Net 

Participants Completions Participants Completions Change 
N ~ N ~ 

Charges 
Homicide 2 2 100% I) 0 --
Property Damage 2 2 100% 3 100~ 0% 
Probation Violation 2 2 100~ I 1 100% O~ 
Criminal Neglect 33 21 64% 49 30 61% -3% 
Theft 43 29 67~ 51 26 51% -16% 
Assault/Battery 6 3 50% 11 7 64% +14% 
Weapons Violation 5 4 80% 8 6 75% -5% 
Substance Abuse 8 5 63% 7 1:1 57% -6% 
Burglary 2S 11 41:1% 34 12 35% -9% 
Robbery 14 5 36% 21 9 43% +7'l1 
Other /Mlsslng ~ 2 50% 11 4 36% -14% 
Total Exiting m n 59% m 1l!'2 52% ",7\ 

Stili In 30 23 
Total Participants 1711 m 

_ Finally, Table 7 indicates the completion rate for participants 

paying staff assessed and E. V .R .F, r~stitution decreased during the 

current period, while the completion rate for those paying court ordered 

and criminal neglect restitution increased over the previous period. 

Table 7 

Completion Rate by Type Restitution 

June 1977 - December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979 
Total Total Net 

Partlclp.nts Completions Participants Completions Change 
N ~ N % 

Type Restitution 
Staff Assessed 11 11 100% 111 9 64% -36% 
Criminal Neglect 29 20 69~ 110 29 73\ +4% 
E.V.R.F. 48 27 56% 90 47 52% -4\ Court Ordered 21 12 57% 10 7 70% +13% 
Other/Missing 35 15 43% 112 10 211% -19% 
Total !;xltlng iii4 85 59\ i96 iOi 52% -7% . 

Stili In 30 23 
Total Participants 174 ffi'" 
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Various reasons for program dismissal are listed in Table 8 and 

indicate that job violation remains the primary reason for termination, 

while alcohol shows an increase that could be an area of concern for quad 

supervisors. During 1979, the use of a new urinalysis machine to test 

participants returning from work for alcohol and drug use was imple-

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

for the increase in the number of removals for alcohol use during the 

present evaluation period. 

c. 

Table a 

Reasons for Dismissal 

6/30/77 - 12/31/78 1/1/79 - 12/31/79 

N % N % 

Job Violation 20 37% 2B 33% 
Drugs 12 22% 21 24% 
Quad Misconduct 7 13% 9 11% 
Alcohol 3 6% 20 23% 
Pass Violation 5 9% 1 1\ 
Other Disciplinary 2 4% 3 4% 
Medical I) 3 4% 

1 1% 
36* iOoi 

Other ..l ~ 
Total· 511· 100% 

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

Mutual Agreement Package 

According to the stated goals and objectives, a M .A .P. contract 

was intended to be signed by a1l participants. Table 9 indicates that 

173 participants (92%) signed M .A. P. contracts. One hundred and 

fifty-three participants (99%) of all placed into jobs (154) signed con­

tracts. However, Table 14 indicates that only 86 of these participants 
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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 9 

M.A.P. Contracts 

6/30/77 - 12/31/78 

Placed In a lob with a M.A.P. contract 
Plac~ In a lob with I1C) M.A. P. contract 

Total plac~ In a lob 

M.A. P. contr<lct but no lob placement 
No M.A.P. camrnct and no job placement 

Tetal Accept~ 
Carry Overs 

Total Participants 
Percentage af total accepted with 

M .A.P. contracts 

Percentage of total placed in Jobs 
with M.A. P. contracts 

(131) 

(125) 

125 
23 

Tliii 

6 

..ll... 
1711 

0 
m-
75% 

811% 

1/1/79 -

(173) 

(1531 

-The total placed in a lob Is less than thllt reported In Table 12 due to the fact 
that the data provided by the project for this table was less complete than the 
datil provld~ for the latter table. 

D. Monetary Restitution 

12/31/19 

153 
1 

m* 
20 
15 

1a9 
30 
ill 

92% 

99\ 

During the present evaluation period, 165 participants worked 

and earned a total of $174,393.42 in salaries, an average of $733.38 

per 't:vorking 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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Total Earnings 
To Victims 

EVRF 
Staff Assessed 
Court Ordered 
Criminal Neglect 

Restitution Paid 
To C.J. System 

CCOF, OIDr 
Court Costs I 

Fines ~ 
I-' Rent to Sheriff I 

Income Retained 
By Offender /Famlly 

Family Support 
Personal Expenses 
Savings 

Table 10 

Financial Summary* 

June 1977 - December 1978 

Cases Mean Payments Total Cases Mean 

1118 $732.19 $113,Q38.18 165 $733.38 
105 12,266.38 156 

51 66.82 3,5119.00 91 55.05 
13 56.35 732.50 10 74.30 
22 281.93 6,719. 110 13 357.38 
19 66.60 1,265. 118 112 188.33 

27,350.50 

27 85.28 2,302.50 25 77.76 
6 266.67 1,600.00 5 107.00 

N.A. ~OO 155 128.87 

73,821.30 
117 270.85 12,859.02 33 158.611 

1113 215.23 31,271.95 152 175.18 
70 378.67 29,689.53 153 323.36 

*As financial d"ta for "carryover" and "stili In" cases were excluded 
In mean and median compuiations but Included In payment and total 
computations, the product of the numher of cases and the mean for 
most categories will not equal the payment and/or total. 

**Payments and disbursements for fourteen participants were made 
from savings carried over from earnings during the previous 
period. In order for disbursements to equal earnings for the laller 
period, $1,158.00 was deducted from aggregate savings to reflect 
this carried over amount. 

, 
-} 

, 
• " 

January 1979 - December 1979 

Median Payments Total 

$470.00 $174,393. 112 
22,809.95 

39.00 $ 8,302. III 
52.50 823.98 

250.00 4,916.31 
143.50 8,767.52 

32,110.16 

74.00 2,237. IS 
100.00 1,536.05 
93.00 28,336.96 

119,1173.31 
100.00 7,7111.73 
100.00 38,035.17 
180.00 73,696.41** 



-----.------------------------------

1. Court Ordered Restitution 3. Staff Assessed -,-----
According to Table 10, thirteen participants paid court ordered Ten participants agreed to pay restitution to victims after victim 

restitution during the present evaluation period compared to twenty-two loss assessments were conducted by the Restitution staff during the 

participants during the previous period. However, these thirteen parti- current eval].,lation period compared to 13 participants in the previous 

cipants paid an average of $357.38 to victims, $75.45 more on the average evaluation period. However, the average payments increased from $56.35 

than those paying court ordered restitution during the previous period. during the previous evaluation period to $74.30, with total payments 

2. Criminal Neglect Payments • ! increasing by 13%. 

Upon conviction of the charge of criminal neglect of family, the • I 
4. Elderly Victim Relief Fund 

maximum sentence is a $500.00 fine, six months in jail, or both. The The number of participants paying E . V .R .F. restitution increased 

judge may order that the fine be paid to the offender's family. If unable by 78% over the previous evaluation period from 51 to 91 , although average 

to pay the fine, the offender is incarcerated and often is accepted into amount paid decreased from $66.82 to $55.05. However, total payments 

the Restitution program. In that case, the staff usually orders the partici- incre,ased from $3,549.00 to $8,302.14 during the current evaluation 

pant to pay restitution to his family. Thereafter, if the fine is paid in period. 

full either by or on behalf of the offender, he is released from both the 5. Criminal Justice System 

program and incarceration. This explains why some participal1is charged Participants contributed a total of $32,110.16 to the C.J.S., 

with criminal neglect are categorized as early releases upon exiting a 17% increase over the previous evaluation period. During both periods, 

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

The increase in criminal neglect payments and the number of participants to the Sheriff. 

in that category evidenced in Table 10 may indicate a shift in the type 6. ~ents to the Offender's Family 

of offender accepted into the program. Forty-two participants during Thirty-three participants made payments after the staff determined 

the current evaluation period paid $188.33 per participant in the form that family or child support was necessary to feed, clothe, or house 

of criminal neglect payments, reflecting a 183% increase in average payments the inmate's family. Families received a total of $7,741.73, an average 

and a 121% increase in the number of participants in this category over of $158.64 per family. This represents 41% less than the average payments 

the previous evaluation period. Total payments increased from $1,265.48 per family for the previous period ($270.85). 

to $8,767.52 during the latter evaluation period. 
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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 $31,271. 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 fad that only 47% of all working 

participants received savings in the previous evaluation period compared 

to 93% during the current one. 

9. Discussion 

Table 10 indicates that restitution was paid directly to 65 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 considerably 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 $113,1138.18 $1711,393.42 
Payments to Victims 12,266.38 == 

EVRF (11%1 $ 22.809.95 (13%1 $ 3.5119.00 (3%1 $ ",302.14 (5%) Staff Assessed 732.50 (1%) 
Court Ordered 6,719.110 (6%) 

823.98 (O%) 

Criminal Neglt!c:t 1,265.118 (1%1 
11,916.31 (3%) 

Payments to C.J .5. ".767.52 (5%1 

Court and other costs 
27,350.50 (:!II%) 32.110.16 (18%) 2,302.50 (2%) 2,237.15 (1%1 Fines 1.600.00 (I'M 

Rent to Sherifif 23.4118.00 (21%) 
1,536.05 (n) 

P;;y,nents to Offender 28.336.96 (16%) 

F'amlly Support 
73,821.30 (65%) 119,473.31 (69%) 12.859.82 (11%) 

Personal E.lcpenses 31.271. 95 (28%1 
7,7111.73 (4%) 

Savings 29.689. S3 (26%) 
38.035.17 (22%) 

Total Payments 73.696.41 (112%) 
iOOi $113.1138.18 1100%1 ToO% $1711.393.42 (100%1 

===== 

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 eervice 

projects for participants as a form of symbolic restitution. All offen-

deI's 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 eE.\ch participant 

working a median of 18 .5 hours. 
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Table 12 

Community Service Restitution 
OrIentation Early 

Total Acce'pted Completions Removals Removals Releases Stili Ins 

Total ParticIpants (189) (93) (9) (69) (10) (23) 
PartIcIpants 119 60 2 39 2 16 
Total mall-hours 3.5311.3* 2.256.0 13.6 869.7 38.6 361.6 
Average ;',ours/mal'l 29.7 37.6 6.8 22.3 19.3 22.6 
MedlIn ~urs/man 111.5 21.3 6.8 17.9 19.3 1a.3 
Mede 8.0 7.0 5.5 8.0 14.5 18.5 
MaxImum 305.0 305.0 8.0 70.0 24.0 S3.0 
MInImum 1.0 1.0 S.S 6.0 14.5 6.0 

*Ar1addlttonal 416 hours was provided by fifteen parllclpants carrIed over from 1978. 

F. Education 
I 

The effectiveness of the educational sub-component.of the 

Restitution Program was assessed accoz'ding 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 improve·ment in grade level advancement 

for all subject areas cannot be averaged together for a composite score 

without utilizing a comparative weighting scale. In addition, neithe;r 

the JE'!lgth of time in educational classes nor the number of hours of 

class time between the first test and the last test were considered in 

mear.·J..ring net improvement. 

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 

Pre!iterate Group 
Reading 
Math 
Language 

Adult aasic Group 
Reading 
Math 
Languago 

G.E.D. Group 

Cases· 

41 
43 
41 

28 
30 
32 

TrIed 
13 

6/30/71 - 12/31/18 

Net Improvement 

(Grade Level) 

1.35 
.85 
.68 

1. 76 
1. 96 
1.30 

Passed 
10 

Months 

15.5 
8.5 
6.8 

19.6 
21. 6 
15.0 

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

An analysis of this data indicates: 

1/1/19 - 12/31/19 

Net Improvemel.1 

Cases· (Grade Level) 

28 
28 
28 

12 
12 
12 

Tried 
2 

.38 

.10 

.13 

1. 90 
1.07 

.311 

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

Months 

3.8 
7.0 
1.3 

21.0 
12.7 
3.4 

Passed 
2 

group during the previous evaluation period in all areas; 

(2) 

(3) 

The A.B.E. group achieved less in math and language. 

but improved slightly in reading; and. 

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, 1. 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 da.te 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 

Table 14 in the program for a median of 56.8 days. Compared to the previous 

Processing Time In Days 
period, this figure shows a slight reduction from 57.4 median days. 

June 1977 - December 1978 January 1979 - December 1979 

Total Cases Mean Median Total Cases Mean Median Since completions usually remain in the program longer than either 

Referral to Screening 
Total Participants (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 
Removals (39) 36 17.4 2.3 (74) 64 6.8 1.9 J 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 
Stili Ins (30) 25 10.0 2.2 (23) 11 2.6 1.8 

Screening to Decision 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 
Orientation Removals (6) 4 28.5 9.8 (10) 8 6.8 4.2 
Completions (85) 72 12.3 6.0 (102) 85 10.8 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 
Stili Ins (30) 25 20.0 3.0 (23) 19 20.9 3.1 days longer than during the previous evaluation period, although 

Referral to Decision 
Total Participants (174) 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 median time is only 15.3 days. Removals (other than 0 'rientation 
Completions (85) 70 17.3 7.5 (102) 81 13.1 6.0 
Removals (39) 37 64.4 9.4 (74) 63 23.8 10.0 
Earl y Releases (14) 13 5.7 3.0 (10) 6 6.2 4.8 removals) indicate a median stay of 55.4 days compared to 59.3 during Stili Ins (30) 24 30.6 11.0 (23) 11 33.6 11. 0 

Decision to Admittance 
Total Participants (1711) 128 12.0 3.0 (219) 119 9.0 1.1 the previous period. The still ins as of 12/31/78 indicate median Orientation Removals (Ii) 4 7.4 4.0 (10) 7 2.1 0.2 
Completions (85) 58 7.2 3.0 (102) 57 6.9 1.0 
Removals (39) 34 16.9 3.3 (74) 38 9.6 3.0 duration of 128.0 days, significantly longer than all other categories Early Releases (14) 7 2.0 1.4 (10) 1 3.0 3.0 
Stili Ins (30) 25 20. 1 2.9 (23) 1,S 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 
Removals (39) 27 14.4 13.3 (74) 40 20.1 11.0 lengthy participation seems to indicate a positive shift toward the 
.ea"ly_ Releases (..L4.} 2. 61.,3 6z.,.:i UQJ 5 11 ,2 6,0 i 
Stili Ins (30) 15 43.6 20.0 (23) 14 5.7 4.6 

:\ 
Contract to Employ",,'nt .4-6 months participation term indicated in the grant application. 

Total Participants (174) 69 14.8 8.0 (219) 86 19.2 12.0 
Orientation Removals (6) 0 (10) 1 15.4 15.4 
Completions (85) 41 12.0 9.0 (102) 51 19.3 12.0 
Removals (39) 18 8.8 4.2 (74) 23 19.6 11.0 
Early Releases (14) 0 (10) I 9.0 9.0 
Stili Ins (30) 10 36.8 6.8 (23) 10 18.8 17.5 

Employment to Exit 
Total Partlclcants (174) 87 58.7 48.8 (219J 119 72.1 49.4 
Orientation Removals (6) 0 (10) 1 1.0 1.0 
Completions (85) 56 61. 6 49.8 (102) 71 87.6 56.4 
Removals (39) 29 57.1 39.4 (74) 45 51.7 36.8 
Early Releases (14) 2 2.0 2.0 (10) 2 12.4 12.4 
Stili Ins (30) 16 65.5 32.0 (23) 21 89.5 104.0 

Admittance to Exit 

I Total Participants (174) 91 73.2 57.4 (219) 154 75.6 56.8 
Orientation Removals (6) 4 S.l 4.9 (10) 9 8.3 9.0 
Completions (85) 50 84.3 62.0 ('102) 78 97.3 64.8 
Removals (39) 30 79.6 59.3 (74) 61 62.5 55.4 

1 
Early Releases (14) 7 4.9 3.3 (10) 6 28.2 15.3 
Stili Ins* (30) 24 66.3 40.0 (23) 23 102.8 128.0 

*Time lapses for "stili Ins" were based upon respective .. j 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, 1979 - December 31, 1979. 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 

I 

Cln~II,,!\L JUSTICE COOm)I:;1i\~I'ING COUNCIL 
• 1215 'Prytaina strcpt. Suite 418 

NEN ORLEANS, LOUX~IAKI\ 

Grant 'ritlc: criminal Sheriff's Restitution Shelter 
1980 Grunt Number: 78-E9-9.1-0245 Date Report May 15. 

t==.~':'~~~"5:.C;:r;~":"',~~'.!!!'!._~!~~?,,,.P.«;'~£!!~~.J:J.1&oJ~~_-=--=:.=!rcp_~~~-=--'~~-~~ i ItCl~!t 'l'OTAL GRANT :fUNDS LEFIlI C1\SII ONLY j 

I
, , Amount Total Amount '1'0 t<l 1 , \ 

I3l\dgcted E:,pcnditurcs l3alancc 13udgctcc1 E>:pcnditurcs Blllllncc. 

'I: ?ersonnCll -I' 101,010.00 90,010.00 11,000.00 89,899.00 79,998.00 I 9,901.00 l' 
, Fringe I 

• __ ~T_r~_"\~'O~I _____ t~ __ :======:==========:======='11--------+----------+1-------1
1 

1_ Squit'nlcnt . 
S\\[lplico 

Contractual ~I 
C0:1structio11 

I __ O_':;--:-'c,..' r_D..,..i_l-_ec_·'t~~:I~~'~;:"..J'-0 .L:-5;:'Q::,5;:;IQ::~~~~-'-O; L.,.-,: 0;:0;0::",:; O;;:IO~~~~~~'~:0::~~'=-oll--5--0";'0-"-0+-,5.-,.05-0-5-0--+' 0 --l 

!ndirClct I 1 
5.050~50 5~050.50 0 5.0~0.50 5.050.50 0 

TOTr.L I 1 J ' I I t...--:::'======_':'~b~:::1:::1:::1=.1::r.~:::1;:::.:::0=0:::!::c$=1=0::::0=.1:::1=1=.=0=O~===~:::ll=,=O:::O::.:O_::::::.O::::_~,,~2-?O,'O~O..:_~,~~, ... j~l~OO _~9.~Ol.00_::. 

Note: Total grant ::unds includcs both LEAl'. cllsj{'and city 'cash match 
Expondi·.;l,rcs include encumbrances. 

NOTE: This Report is Based on 'unaudited figures. 

, 
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CRIMIWIL JUSTICE cOOrmm,\TING COUNCIL 

'I'nble 16 
, 1?15 Prytnnin Stroet SuiJ:p ~J8 

l~ml ORLEANS, LOUIS rAiXl\ '/ U J.l3 

Grllnt Title: criminnl Sher;ff' B Restitution Shelter";D.l~gnostic Unit 
G!.'U:1t Number: 70-C9-10.1-0001 Dnte neport: 

Pe::iod covored: ... Ocl:ober 1, 1970 .Eo. "l?ri1=15t..=I~I2._",=_. __ , pJ:,;pnred'e ~~e ~ 19=0,:::0===---J 
F't=r.~._u .• ~! "",---,,,~;;~,u~~;~;~·~~;;DS-- - -- LEi'llI Cl\SI~NLY 

, Il:e~ , 

I A\\\ounl: Toto.l Amount: '1'ot:ol I I . , Dudget:ed E:{penditures Dalanee Budget:ed l!1):pcndil:ures Bala:1ce 

. i?e~:oo!lncl 20,600 20,600 0 10,334 18,334 I 0 {, 

I --~,~~~------I--~--------II--~~--------~'----------I----,~------j----~~~-----rl----~----c'ringc I I 

I
'--O~~~------ -----·----(---------1-----------4--------

·'Cl~lii?mcnt 1,-------1--------+------
Su[)plioo 

1\ote: Total g::nnt funds includes both LBI\i\ cash"und city ,cnah mal:ch of lOX .. 

This report reflecl:s the finnl fiscnl stnuts of the Program on a 90 per cent Federal lind 10 per 
cenl: local cost bnds. cash overmatch is not inclmlctl. 'l'hls report is bllsed on unaudited flguro/J 
Expenditures from Janllnry 1, 1979 to lIpril 15, 1979 were $14,091 for Total Gr<lnt Funds <lnd ' 
$12,602 frolO LEJ\J\ Cash. 'l'hese t\~O fLgurcp reprellent the bo1nnces on the report prepared for 
period oc~ober 1, 1970 to December 31, 19''10. ' , 

, 

\ 
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I 
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'rable 17 

I 

Titlo: 

C,RUIIH1\L JUS'IJ:CE COORDIt1NU:'iG COUNCIL 

1215 Pry!:""i,, Streob Suite 410. 
NBi1 Oru.,r;J.\NS I LO;;I~!ANI\ 

Criminal Sherirf'n nenbitution Shelter-Di~9nostlc Unit 
G::'nn'.: Nu;nber: 79-C9-7.1-0001 Dote Ropor\: 

. prcpnrcd: Moy 15, 1900 

rJ:~!'~~I_: ,_.~_l)_J?_~_i_l_1!L_T_'o_~;_~n_9 L_7 ....... _9 G_"~_.."o_,;-_,:_e_U:_:~_~_·m_~_·~ ___ ~_I_I. ___ ~_'L_"u}_-_ll·~-:::::::=_·_L_B_il_;:_-_C1\_~_':_';_"_;;_'1L_y _______ =r_., 

1 Item I 
I 
\ J\1\\oun\: '1'ol:nl i\mount 'rol:nl I Dudgctcd E::pcn<li\:\lrcs Dnlnncc nuc1gcl:ec1 E):pcnditurc!l Bl.'.lnnce I 

! ':.::rr.onncl 50,564.00 20,702.56 21 701.44 45 255.00 .,,, 904 ~n,,_._-t1--'1L.:.19 "':0 ... J 
1 l:'ringc \' --"-"'-'~- 1 ................... ·\ 
--~'r~\t";;l.l:'Tl----~------1 

contrc.ct\\ill 

COI~r.l:rl\ction 

!:1:lirccl: I ~ I j --!2:..t,~5..::.20~:..:.0~0,--+-_~1J.,·;.!.43","9"-,.,,,,13 1.000.07 -2....5.2J !lJ9 13 J ,os[\. 

L_
-.. -__ m-~.v.-"'."'-':'iI-I-J ----I I ' I 

_ ~ .. ,"=!d3.092~~..:.. 3~;}:1.6~ 22.070.:_3} ..... ~?, 7~;~01l"'~. ~7.!::::34::::3=.=4=3==::"..:==2~~!;l~~J,. 

Nol:o: Totol grnnt fund!l includco both Lt:J\J\ cl.'.oll"nnd City eMh mnt:eh 
Eltpondituroo include cncumhrnncoo. 'rhe enlling date for this grtlnt 10 
September 30. 1900. Thin report is bosed on unaudited figures. 

I 
LO 
LO 
I 

\ 
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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 
I • I 
II 

Ii 
of the fact that the total costs. including those from the Pre-Release 

Center grant, were not included. 
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Diagnostic Unit 
Costs Per Participant 
Costs Per COlllpletion 

Restitution Shelter 
Costs Per Participant 
Costs Per Completion 

Diagnostic Unit/Restitution Shelter 
Costs PCI' Participant 
Costs Por Successful Completion 

June 1977 to December H78 

Costs 

~ 59,392 
59,392 

218,795 
210,795 

Cases Costs/Case 

1711 3111 
05 699 

1711 916 
05 1,075 

l71J 1,257 
85 2,5711 

Tahle 18 

Costs Per Cllent< 

Janunry 1979 - December 1979 

Median [)ally Costs 
Days Per Case Costs 

9.0 $38 11 11,313 
7.5 93 11 11,313 

57.11 16 lon,111 
62.0 30 100,11 t 

66.11 19 lit/I, '12'1 
69.5 37 1'111,112 11 

Cases Costs/Case 

219 $ 202 
102 11311 

219 1157 
102 901 

219 659 

102 1,1116 

Median Dally Costs 
[)ays Per Case 

7. 11 27 

6.0 72 

56.8 
611.8 15 

611.2 10 

70.8 20 

<The thirty carry-overs from period I to period 2 were Included In both periods for these calculations. 

" 
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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 pe:i:'iod. 

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 made 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 community service work 
is performed by all program participants. 

Forty-four participants performed 25 hours or more of community 

service work, a1t'hough an additional seventy-five individuals performed 

community service work in an amount less than 25 hours ,14 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 a'verage 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 
c. 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. 

Objective 3. To place a maximum of 25% of offenders in training 
slots during the grant period. 

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 - hour s of comm unity 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 by 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 offenders' 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 

prograrr. 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: 

(a) Continue to exclude high risk individuals; 

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

(c) Exclude individuals without sufficient time 
left on their sentences to fully or significantly 
repay their vidims . 
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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 thg 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 

DIAGNOSTIC UNIT - PROCESSING DIAGRAM 

COURT OR OTHER REFERRALS 

[ REVIE~ COURT & POLICE RECORDS. 

INITIAL INTERVIE~ WITH OFFENDER 

GENERAL PERSONAL 
HISTORY ASSESSMENT 

T!ST BATTERY GIVEN TO OFFENDER 

1 1.Q. TEST Y z' PERSONALITY INVENTOR 3: BASIC EDUCATIONAL SURVEY 

-----, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

------. I 
I 
I 
I , 
I 

~ MEETINGS WITH SIGNIFICANT OTH~RS 1 
WVOLVEO WITH OFFENDER. U:. rAMILY ----I 

I 
~ I 

SECOND INTERVI~A WITH OFFENDER ~ : 
(IF NEEDED) I 

CLARIFICATION OF ANY INCONSISTENCIES -J t INOEPTH EVALUATION _ 

J. 
[: SECURITY INTER'JI~ 

I 
'II 

STAFFING 

PSYCHIATRIC 
EVALUATION 

~VALUATION OF OFFENDER I 

L.:8~AS~E::O..':O:U~A~LL=A=CC=U=MU=L=ATt:E=D=O=AT=A=-____ ---____ --....>.~' OFFENDER 
111 REJEC'7EO 

~ I 

OFFENDER ACCEPTED ~ 

VICTIM ASSESSMENT 

1 
CONTRACT SIGNED 

PHASE I 

ORIENTATION PERIOD 

.....,)t 1..-_--. 
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B. Suitability Selection Scale 

.J!ASEll ON St1lTAllttIT'!' SnECTICN S CAL! SCOR!S 

W;ibla applicants (ebo •• cIUC1n; scnan1n; cnterU) a:. 1Ildivi­
cIua.lly raced au a st1:Ucl!1Jred 14 :!.CIIII "Suitability Salect1eu Scala". Th. 
!luiivtdlJal score. u. pUced !xl rank oreler co aseablisb • priority Usc 
for cue revillY by the COIIIIWloity Ital .... .l.dmnuc:-acor. Th. SuitabU1cy 
Se.l.ccioa Scala and r .. ul.t1n1l priority lisc provide aD objective uchod 
o~ eva.llJac1ng 1IldividlJi&l. cues and is und (&leu; lrich oth.r appropriaca 
iatormacieu) when eI.ter=1n1:1l which cas.. ,oould b. for cr3Ds~ered co en. 
Pre-ital ..... C.uUr. (Cues of a Violent/sexual aaC1Jre :I.1IIy b. scneued ClUe 
and given ao priority !I,. ehe C~ty Ital ..... -\d.miniscucor) 

B.low i.t a ~ry ot ?tn2 applicant prioril:7 groups '~ued on Suie­
abWcr Salectieu Seala scores for ali:oible appliC*Uc;J, Th. scala ran;. 
!..s -120 co +200 ·.tith a.lI:IO.c all applicants iallin" b.l:\I.eu 0 Co 100: 

40 to 64 scar .. -'lfOda=U ?norltz Aoal.1clt!1CS -

20 to 44 scores - tov ?riorley Aoal!C!1tlCS -

19 or laver scares - t:a.suieable Aaalic.ant3 -
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B. Suitability Selection Scale (cant.) 

GUIDEI.I~IZS :'OR AArnlG rn;,.s 

ON ~ABn.I'l'Y SF2ZerION SCALE 

l'ilr;Iou: 

2. 

4. 

5. 

5. 

~clt of :'a.:!lure I::td:!.c.u:ors _ Allpl.1c;mt r ••• 
ra1lure ~d1cacor id.nc~ied I- c _vas =:!.nus poinc~ for ~ach 
ebe 1.5 P<linr:.s U. aollarded. ?Oin~ no fc:Uure i::d:!.cacors ue idenC:!.f:!.ed, 

are subc~.cced or added as fOllowe : A. 21 years old 01:' younger 
a. lfencal nospit&.l:!.z&t:!.OQ 
C. Chrca:!.c alcobol pl:'oblem. identif:!.ed 
O. Dl:'ug abuse id8%Il::Lfied 
l!!. Past ,ucape 

F. ~o fUlure ind:l.cator :l.dentiliad 

a. 
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B. Suitability Selection Scale (cant.) 

Past C;:i::I.tnal !!iS1:6r"1 - ThU category is buad OQ ehe appll<:3Zlt I s past 
i::volvemeuc rtch the crim.t:lal jUstice' sylltem. !t2C.S cot13:i.dered are 
~s:s, COl1v:!.Ct:l.OI1S. c~ f~e. period of ti=e, ~d a pat=e~ of 
Viole: bahaViol:'. :!'oints ue awarded 01:' subtracced accordi:lgly. 

. 8. 

Include JUVenile record U offender ~ Z5 01:' undel:', but 0I11y fOl: thuges 
vhio:b. W'OU!d be adult cr:f.;:zas (i.8., do not include stacu. offanses.) 

::mDlO}'!ent :'actors - POUll:S ua atial:'cied fol:' pasc \lorlt ltistory (:lIOn tMll 
6 ClClDtlw steady). current ~Uity of o!I!Iplojlllle.nt. o!I!IplO)llllent slt:!.ll 
l~l, ZD4 e=ployel:' aeeds. S •• attachmant. 

9. P~w1ous ~evoc:u:icn/!!.ec:id:hist - Self ezpl.oin.atory. Those havi::lg previoW! 
COl:'recti~l oPpor:unitiaa and fails :ec.ive les8 poi:lt3. 

10. 

1l0l:'lt ialaa..e _ 20 
Parole _ 10 
hobat.:l.cu _ 5 
Mcid:l.vist afeer llork :t.lll .. e _ 10 
(a. lJ:l.th.:U\ 30 :IIODclw; b.:1OC appllCOlbla :0 supporc/CCUClIlII'pt cues) 

PersO'l1.uit"7 Charac:eristics - 0 co +30 points. :'hue an jud!led by ~!::a 
inurn_el:' and ::z.ay ~e cilan!led as a :lISulc of che secculi Ol: f.omily inUI:'­
Viw.. !'h. u ... evaluated ua: 

!'!aturity !Avel 
l!otiV&ti~ Lavel 
Tr.JSt Lavel 

o to +10 
o to +10 
o co +10 

ll. ~o Ider.ti!icacion ot Soecitic ~actors - +15 points are ~ard.d it cultipla 
Pl:'oblama - (dru!lS, alcohol, 01:' socialized deviance in combinacion Vith 
1l:a.aturtt7) are not idet:!.fied; hovevel:', if a cOlllhinar::l.ou is idel1tif:l.ad no poin~~ are ~&1:'ded. 

12. Insticut:l.onal ?erfarcance - :'ra= -15 co +15 points are 3V&1:'ded 01:' sub­
t:-actad 011 :.'1e basis of iafol:'!ll&tiC'll. obtained f~C!II e~e intern..., 01:' oc!!.:­
~OUl:'c... R.elavant institutiOl1S include adult j a:Ll.3 and Prisons, ::Iilltary, 
and. U the ottendel:' is 25 01:' undel:'. schools and juveuile :l.nst:l.tutiC'll.s. 

13. 

14. 

P~Ol: !:lcarcl!l.'3.tions - The more post ttio1.l incarc8l:':1tioas (ow:- 30 days) 
an al'pllcant nu, che leu cil:le period bet'.laeu incueerations, etc., 
the le .. che points awlIrded and che Clan subtracted. Include jUVI!ItI:Lla 
incal:'c:arat:!.Ol1s if ottandel:' ~ undel:' Z.5. See attachmaut. 

Treal:'!ll&nt ~eed :ac:ol:' - !his catl!gol:'Y gives points co ch. applicmt 'Jho 
~ic:&.lly does ~01: receive points elSewhere. Thr.e items are cOl1Sidered: 
needs a job or slt:!.!.ls; or needs person.u edjuse::euts H ?oint3; 110 

PrtIVi~ residlll1tul creat:1enr +7 points. 'tOtal equals +14 points. 
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C. M.A.P. Contract 

ORLEANS PARISH CRIl-IINAL SHERIFF'S RESTITUTION l?ROGN~t 

!1UTUAL AGREE!1ENT CONTRACT 

This agreement made this day between ______________________ ___ 

and _____________________________ , Orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff 

defines mutual responsibilities and utilizes an individualized 

program to prepare for a successful 

community adjustment following his release. All parties agree as 

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 Attac~~ent I. I further 

understand and agree to successfully complete withi~ my reasonable 

capabilities the objecti'Tes outlined i~ this document in considera-

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 objec­

tives or to conform my conduct to the Rules and Regulations shall 

constitute suffici'ent grounds for any other party to this Agreement 

to terminate or renegotiate this Agreement and my participation in ~,e 

program. If recommendation of termination occurs, I will be allowed 

a hearing before the Criminal Sheriff's disciplinary board. 

If my participation in the Program is as a condition of probation. 

I understand that te~ination of my participation in the program ~ill 

result in a recommendation to ~,e Court ~,at probation be revoked. 

I agree that if I am charged wi~, escape (which includes walk-of=) • 

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 failure 

to conform to rules and regulations incorporated in Attachment I (o~,er 

~,en escape or walk-off), ! understand that monies will be deducted 

from my account to cover the cost of restitution, court costs, and 

food charges, and the remainder returned to me. 
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C. M.A.P. Contract (cont.) 

:Mrr III 

I • Qt.ARU:S C. FOl'I. JR ______ , om.r~\N.'; Iwm". cm:·IINAL S11l:JUFP, llgl"ce 

thnt the :lbove nmncd inmate will he released on _..;:V~A,;;,.,;VQ::... ... '.::9~7=-Q ___ 19 7, .. 9'--___ _ 

co.vrrNG~'T UI'O~ Il!S SUCCJ:SSRJL m,!I'J.llT)O~~ of the objectives mentioned belol>' 

and his slIc,cessfuily confonnin[l his conduct to the Rules and Re!lulations 

established for this Pronr:un. ' 

PAR!' rI. 

A. IldUC:l tion 

1. Attend Classes 

4 nights ,~eek.ly 

2. Inaease educational level by 

see attac:hmc:nt 

B. l~ork Assigr'."nent 

1. 'To work to the be~lt of Ill)/ ability at the job provided for r.:: by 

the Restitution Program. 

c. Restitution $1.00' per day to be paid 1:0 t:b! Vic:t:!.:n ar.d or 
1:0 t:he Elderly Vic:::.m CC!!De:'ISaciO\\ fund' , 
as det:e=ined by !:he P=ogi:am Di=ect:or. Sa $iO.oo Court: Cost: 
or 30 additional davs Parish ?rison. 

D. Other$3. 00 cerday for food cost:' t:o bE! paid to ce 
. . OrleanS Parish Sl'ler_e Office. 

E. Ccmnmity Services: .... biclw.oer is less SO hou:::s of Ca!mJnity 
Service or U hcrJrS per =1:."1. 

.. , --

" 
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G· M.A.P. Contract (cont.) 

I'Alrr III . 
I, Charles C, Fotl. Jr, OnLr:ll:-:S 1',\lI.ISI/ CnlMIN,\L 51 IlJt1Ffo, 111:I'::e 

thnt the nhove nruneu inll~1te will he relell!:c:d on ________ 19 ___ _ 

CO:-frINGCNT UI'O:-lIllS S1.JCCI!SSr:lJL CCNI'J.lrnO:~ of the objectives mentioned ueltll.,. 

and his suceessluily confonn~ns his cOnUuct to the Rules <lnu Rc(,'Ul<ltions 

estnblishcd lor this I'roc:r..m. • 

PART rv. 
OBJECTIVES 

A. Biuc:l1tion 

1. Attend Classes 

4 nights I.,.eekly 

z. Increase educational level by 

see attachment 

B. l~ork Assignment 

1. 'To work to the best of Ill)' ability at the job provided for ::: by , , 

the Restitution Prog:r~. 

C. Rest:it'ltion 20% Ne·t income Child Support 

., " 
" 

D. Other $3. 00 per day for food cO.s t to be' pa I d to the' 
Orleans Parish Sheriff Office. 

E. Community ,Service· WJilchever Is l'ess SO hours of Cominunity 
Service or 12 hours per month. 

'­" . 

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

",."n· II I 
J 1 __ ...;C£lh~a.::r.:.le!:.a...:sC""':...i!''-502.!t ... i ...... ,~JJi:r ... , __ ' OIU.r~\NS 1',\lU51I CRl/,mIAL 51II:iUfoF. agree 

t'hnt the nhove nruncu il1l11.1te I.,.ill he relensed on ....,;9.;./.;;~..;,O _____ 197,,;9 ___ _ 

CO;-"TI1\GE.\'T UI'OX IfIS SUCCI:sSr:lJL CO~II'WTIO~ of the objectives mentioned belol.,. 

and his successfuily conforming his conduct to the Rules <lnd Re!llliations 

rstllblishcd for this i'roGram. 

PAR'l' rv. 
OBJEC'l'DlES 

A. Education 

see sup!?lement 

1. Attend Classes 

4 nights we'!kly 

2. Increase educational level by 

see attac:rJllent 

B. l~ork Assignment 

1. To work to the best of ~}' ability at the job pTOvidcd for == 0)' 

the Restitution Program. 

C. Resti tilden $:300.00 & $70.00 Court ~ost 

D. Other $3.QO per day for food cost to be ~ald to the 
Orlean~ Parish Sheriff Office. 

E. Community S~rvice Whi~hever is less'sO hours of Community 
Service or 12 hour~ Rer month. 

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

PART IV, 

. . o~ dJ.·s~utes respecting determination All questJ.ons, J.ssues _ ~ 

of successful completion of this Agreement by the participants 

shall be decided by the orleans Parish Criminal Sheriff. The 

decision shall be in ~Titing and shall set forth the facts on 

which it is based, sha.ll state the reasons for the decision 

and shall be rendered Id thin fi'O\ \ 5) days. 

" 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties undersigned have hereunto 

set their hands and seals this ____ day of ________ ,19 __ • 
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INMATE 

ORLEANS PARISH CRIMINAL SHERIFF 
AND PROJEC~ DIRECTOR 

PROG~~ DIRECTOR 

I 
I 
~ 

·l·' I, 

I 
:~ 

• ! i 
l ii I . 

D. Rules and Regulations 

RESTITUTION PROGRAM RULES, REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES 

l) ~:!?llibi ted It:.ems 

2) 

3) 

:;0 weapons, alcohoL, druqs or other unauthorized items ',oIil1 be 
pe~t~ed ~n tce Restitution Area. Any resident found in possession 
of contraband will be dismissed from the proqram. Contraband includes 
any item or items inside the center not issued or approved by the center. 

All medication will be controlled and distributed by th~ security 
officer on duty. I 

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

Rights of Staff to inscect and search 
The staif has the rJ.ght to J.nspec~and search any resident, his 

property or his room. Periodic shakedowns may be expected. 

Dress Code .,' 
a. Residents are to be cle"" shaven each day. Beards are not 

allowed. Neatly ~immedmusta~hes may be worn. 
b. Bush style hair cuts may not exceed l~ inches in length. 

Side burns shall be neatly trimmed and extend to the lowest 
part: of the ear loba. 

c. Residents participating in the orientationphase of the 
program shall wear regUlation CCC uniforms. 

d. After completion of the orientation phase, residents will 
be permitted to keep min.imum personal clothing appropriate 
for ~~eir designated jobs. Clothing will be kept in the 
resident's assigned room, am! rooms ·will be locked ' .... hen 
residents are out of the building and during sleeping hours. 

Residents authorized to pOSsess personal clothing shall weAr 
pants, shirt and shoes while out of sleeping quarters. 

4) Telephone Cal.ls 
Residents max 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 telephone number of the party. 
Deputies will be responsible for dialing the telephone number. 

5) 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 for those unable to 
utili%e public transportation at the time of job assignment. 

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

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

not be permitted in the resident's sleeping quarters. 

S) Room Restriction and Curfew 
a. Each resident ~s responsible for keeping his room neat and 

clean. 

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

c. Rooms are to be locked 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 10:30. 

9) Visitors 

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

visitors to residents of the Restitution Center will follow ~~e same 
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 anU 
check stub to the deputy on duty. The resident .... 111 receive a receiptfSr 
his paycheck at the time it is turned in. Each resident is responsibl0 
for turning ir his money to the Center on the day he is paid. 

A ~eekly allowanc~ for persons working will be issued each week. 
A resident is not allowed to 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 

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 ... 
All pass requests will be turned in by Tuesday of each week to the 

Oirector 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 is 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 eligible 
for pa~ses. 

13) Resoonsibilities 

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

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

c. All 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 Center. 

14) Transoortation to the Restitution Area 

The Restitution residents will enter the front first floor entrance 
(Gr~vier Street) of the cce and immediately report to the deputy dssigned 
to the area. 

The inmate will then be put through the electronic frisk (metal 
detector). 

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

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

Upon enterins the 3rd floor area the residents will be escorted into 
the group visiting room where he will remove his clothing in the attorney 
booth. 

The Restitution deputy will sear~h thQ resident and the resident's 
clothing. 

The residents will dress and be escorted 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 Oiscioline 

Violations occuring within the Restitution Area will be handled 
through the Sheriff'S Disciplinary Board. 

16) Soecific Behavior Prohibited 

Abusive language, pyhsical viclence, taking ~f others ~roperty, and 
infringements of other's right will not be tolerated. 

1i __ ~ .............. ... 
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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. 

Sincere 1y , . 

Betsy J. Magee 
Orleans Criminal Sheriff's Restitution Program 
BJM/mc 
Enclosure (1) 
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