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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

Program Description 

In May 1979, the L.aw Enfqrcement Ass,istance Administratioll (LEAA) 
initiated a pilot program to provide stC\rt-up funding for seven community 
service restitution projects in the United States. Community service restitu
tion can be defined as symbolic payment by an offender through service to the 
community. The Community S~rvice Restitution Program (CSRP) was regarded 
by LEA A as an additional alternative to the traditional criminal sanctions of 
jail, fines and probation. This concept, which had been adapted extensively in 
Great Britain and on a scattered basis in this country, had not b~en fully tested. 
The Social Systems Research and Evaluation Division of the Denver Research 
Institute (DRI) was awarded a grant to evC\luate the program. 

Rather than testing community service as an isolated pretrial or 
sentencing option by the courts, a comprehensive program of information and 
client support was proposed. Isolated attempts to institutionalize community 
service had met with mixed reactions from th~ courts and mixed success rates 
in terl~1S of service completions and satisfactory performanc;:e,· In order to 
overcome some of the observed deficienc;:ies of previous attempts to utilize 
community service restitution, the funded projects were required to demon
strate the following five elements in their programs. 

1. Community seftvice plac;:ement opportunitie$ for off~nders. 

2. Selection criteria for progral\l participants. 

3. Use of contrac;:tual agreement to define offender's 
restitution obligation. 

4. Availability of voluntary social and vocation~l 
rehabilitative services. 

5. Administrative procedures to assure mon~toring of 
sentence performance. 

Further, a program of social supports varying from routine telephone 
contacts to professional counseling was proposed at each of the sites. 

Following is a brief description of the projects funded under the LEAA 
initiative: 

Arrowhead Regional Corrections: Alternatives--A Community Service 
Restitution Program for Women. As the name impU~s, the Arrowhead program 
was designed to provid~ a cQmrnun~ty s~rvice qption tor women. The project 
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serves the Arrowhead region of northern Minnesota including Lake, Koochi
ching, Aitken, Cook, St. Louis, and Carlton Counties. The project was ini~ia~ed 
in response to information indicating that some diversion and postconv~ctlOn 
alternatives available to male offenders in the area were not equally avaIlabJe 
to women. The opportunity for community service was cited as one of these 
discrepancies. In addition, those sponsoring this initiative con~luded that 
women involved with the criminal justice system . often were m need of 
supportive services such as job training, personal counseling, etc. Therefore, 
the Arrowhead project established a working relationship with the Career 
Development Center in Duluth and other local providers to deliver supportive 
services required by community service clientele. This diagnostic and service 
brokering aspect of the Arrowhead program is unique among the LEAA's CSR 
projects. 

Arrowhead clients reach the project in one of three ways: as part of a 
supervised release bonding arrangement, as part of a deferred prosecution 
arrangement through the district attorney, or as part of a sentence imposed by 
a judge. Although most referrals are charged with mlsdemeanors, minor 
felonies are eligible and are referred at times.. The project is staffed by ~ull
time and part-time restitution coordinators who receive referrals, assess clIent 
needs, make community service and support service placements, and monitor 
client progress. 

Baltimore 'volunteer Comr!'\"mity Service Program. This project serves 
the District and Circuit Courts of B'~ltimore County, Maryland. Administrative 
control rests with the County Criminal Justice Coordinator's Office. This site 
operates with a relatively small staff including a project director, two project 
coordinators and a secretar~-,. The director and coordinators receive, process, 
and monitor clients, as well as develop and maintain placement sites. 

All Baltimore County clients come to the project from the courts on 
either a probation before judgment (PBJ) or probation status. ~he majori~y of 
referrals enter the project as PBJs, a form of stayed sentencmg by WhiCh a 
judge postpones sentencing a convicted defendant pending the termination of 
the community service assignment. Succesful completion negates the imposi:" 
tion of any further sanctions and voids the defendant's court records. The 
overwhelming majority of Baltimore County clients are misdemeanants referred 
from the District Court. 

Baltimore County has processed a large volume of clients with a 
minimum of staff support. To do this they have placed responsibility on the 
volunteers to manage their own work schedules. All client contacts with the 
project beyond intake are made by telephone. Community service volunteen 
must take the initiative to go out to their assigned work sites, set up a schedule 
of hours and report progress back to their assigned coordinator. 

The Volunteer Community Service Program has been successful in 
placing clients in a wide range of assignments such as library aides, hospital 
aides, clerical positions, and counselors for the disabled. 
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Northeastern University Community Service Restitution Program. 
The Northeastern project represents a unique administrative coalition between 
a large urban university and four suburban court systems. This !=ommunity 
service project serves the District Courts of Brookline, Newton, Dedham, and 
Wrentham, Massachusetts. 

Faculty from the graduate program in crim.inal justice at Northeastern 
University presented the idea of a community service restitution endeavor to 
several judges, probation directors, and other criminal justice authorities in th~ 
suburban Boston area. A planning/advisory committee comprised of key 
criminal justice and university personnel was formed to develop the foundation 
of a program and make plans for its implementation. This committee has been 
instrumental in advising the project and helping set policy, especially in the 
early stages. 

The CSRP accepts clients on a deferred disposition (continuance) and 
postconviction basis. Assignment lengths are set by judges on a case-by-case 
basis considering such factors as criminal history and the nature of the referral 
offense. All community service clients are under an Informal probation status 
while completing their assignments. 1'herefore, responsibility for client super
vision is shared between probation officers and the project, with probation 
having ultimate reporting responsibility to the court. 

Staff positions include: project director, court liaison/restitution offi
cer, placement developer and administrative assistant. The project's main 
office is in Brookline. 

Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse (JCRC). JCRC 
operates out of the Fairfield Correctional Institute in Jacksonville, Florida. 
The project's service area includes all of Duval County. 

The Jacksonville project is the only component of the LEA A program 
initially designed to serve postincarcerated clientele. JCRC receives referrals 
who are serving work furlough sentences in Fairfield, have been sentenced to 
weekend commitments in a county correctional facility, have been sentenced tv 
probation by the County or District Court, or have been diverted from 
prosecution by the county attorney. Work furlough volunteers receive "gain 
time," or days deducted from their work release jail sentences as an inducement 
to perform community service. For each two days of community servire work 
completed, one day is deducted from an inmate's sentence. Those sentenced to 
weekend commitments may replace each jail day with eight hours of community 
service work. 

JCRC is also unique in that it serves a relatively high proportion of 
felony offenders. No other first year project has been quite so open to accept 
convicted felons. 
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The Jack~onville staff consists of a project director, a community 
service placement ~\pecia1ist, a field service specialist, two vocational counsel
ors and a secretarY.'1 Administrative control of JCRC rests within the Fairfield 
Correct ional Insti tution. 

Offender Aid and Restoration (OAR). With administrative authority 
centered in the OAR/USA offices in Charlottesville, Virginia the OAR commu
nity service project consists of three subsites in Durham County, North 
Carolina; Madison County, Indiana; and Fairfax County, Virginia. Each of the 
sites is staffed by a project coordinator and an administrative assistant. The 
community service projects are all part of the overall OAR operation in these 
locations which prov:ides volunteer counseling services to inmates of local jails 
and prisons. 

The primary target population of the OAR sites is pretrial divertees. 
The staff scan court dockets and make recommendations to prosecutors about 
defendants who qualify for Jiversion from prosecution and referral to communi
ty service. The Fairfax County location accepts only first time arrestees 
charged with any misdemeanor and some minor felonies. In addition, the 
Madison County and Durham County projects take postconviction referrals. 

The OAR system nn:>resents an unusual approach in that a central 
coordinating office manages several geographically dispersed projects as part of 
a national system. 

Prisoner and Community Together "(PACT). PACT presents an illustra
tion of a community service endeavor in a small semirural setting. The project 
operates out of Porter County, Indiana, which includes the towns of Valparaiso 
and Portage. 

PACT handles referrals strictly on a postconviction basis. Only 
offenders convicted of misdemeanors may participate. As a rule, clients come 
to the program on a judicial recommendation from one of two County Courts 
(Valparaiso and Portage)" The typical referral has been given a suspended jail 
sentence, part of which has been suspended conditional upon completion of a 
certain number of community service hours. PACT also accepts clients who 
have been sentenced to serve weekends in the Porter County Jail, but who 
perform community service work instead. These latter referrals are made by 
the warden of the jail. 

PACT is the only project employing a multiple placement system for 
each client. Community service volunteers work in several locations through
out their term, usually rotating day to day. The PACT organization enjoys a 
long standing affiliation with the United Way, allowing PACT access to a great 
many community organizations. Among those agencies accepting a relatively 
large number of PACT community service clients are the YMCA, Portage Park 
District and the Valparaiso Street Department. 
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Porter County PACT is a satellite of PACT, Inc., headquartered in 
Michigan City, Indiana. However, the CS project is managed for the most as an 
autonomous local unit. 

San Francisco Community Services Project. The San Francisco project 
is the only one under the LEAA initiative to be operating in a major urban 
setting. The project is administered by the Adult Probation Department of the 
city and county of San Francisco, California. 

Essentially, two separate projects exist here under one administrative 
umbrella. One is pretrial and the other is postconviction. The pretrial services 
c"l1ponent accepts clients who are charged by the Municipal Court with 
rr:"demeanors. The specific target popUlation is a group of defendants filed on 
as misdemeanants and found by the district attorney to be "diversion suitable," 
but who are not eligible for other diversion programs in San Francisco and/or 
would not be accepted by other projects due to such factors as the number of 
prior arrests or convictions; the nature of the referral offense; a history of 
mental disturbances; a defendant's physical health; previous diversion participa
tion; and/or the amount of financial restitution involved in the case. 

The project's postconviction unit serves convicted misdemeanants and 
relons referred from Municipal and Superior Courts. This unit 'is an extension of 
a program called Project 20 which has existed since the early 1970s. Originally, 
Project 20 provided the courts with a sentencing alternative for convicted 
traffic offenders. The LEAA initiative permitted expansion to include the 
general target popUlation of convicted misdemeanants and felons. 

Because of the anticipated social needs of the urban population served, 
the San Francisco project built in a strong support services component which is 
shared by both units. A part-time mental health worker provides crisis 
intervention and directs clients to long-term care when necessary. A part-time 
career specialist assists clientele in their permanent vocational pursuits. 

Figure 1 on the following page presents a matrix of the first year 
LEAA projects according to their major characteristics. 

The projects received their funds on July I, 1979 to begin operations 
for 18 months. Start-up delays at some of the sites caused several of the 
projects to postpone the beginning of operations for several months. The sit€'s 
were each awarded a three-month extension to continue through March 1981. 
The DRI evaluation covers a 19-month period from July 1979 through January 
1981. 

Evaluation Approaci! 

The objectives of the DRI evaluation were -to describe the processes of 
start-up and implementation at each project and to measure the impacts of 
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Target 
Population 

ArllB Served 

Ho\l es 1s 
offerlld 

Courts of 
Referral 

Criteria for 
Assignment 
Length 

Range of 
Hours 

Staffing 

Arrowhead 
Women 18 or 
OVer charged 
with misde
meanor or 
minor felony 

Arrowhead 
Rt!gion--Cook 
Lake, St. 
Louis, Carl
ton, Kooc:111-
ching, Aitkt!1 
countil!8, 
Minnesota
office, 
Duluth liN 
Pretrial-
bonding op
tion, prose
cution OptiOl 
Postconvic
tian--alter
native to 
jail, fines 

FIGURE 1 

MATRIX OF PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS: 
LEAA COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROGRAM 

B!Iltlrnor.e. Northeastern 
Coc-nr'" Univetsit . 

Nonviolent dults, 17 an 
adult of£en- ver charg&d 
ders charged ~ith misde
\lith misde- Imesnors or 
mcan.:.rs, mino nOllse.ious 
fdonies felonies 

OARI OARI OAR/ San F.andsc 
Jackso.wille Durham Fairfsx ~lad1son PACT Pretrial 
dults 18 and 16 and over: 18 and oVl:r, 18 or over 18-25 Yflors L~u1t; misde-
vcr charged first offende first olfcnd- chll.rged "'ith old charged p:!lcanant 
ith misde- m1sdemean4nts: lI"S charGes a misdemeanor vith misde- hllrges; 110 

canors or residents of vith shopl1f- r CInu D mllanon or istory of 
elollies-- Durham County ting offense felony; lirst felonies, Tflrufl.' alcohol, 
entellce of no history of mnst not be ffender Had- Cint oCfense r violence 
ne year or drug. alcohol premeditated; hon CC'lUnty 
ess; no sex/ Violence, or airfax and resident; no 
io1ent offen mental prob- rI1ngton Co. lis tory of 
ers leN residents violence 

Saitirrore Brookline, uval COUhty. Durham County, orthern Madison Coun- Porter CoulltY'I~nll Francisco 
County, Mary- Dedham, New- lcdda--of- North Caro- jrginia- ty. Indlall~~~ Ind;al\a-~ lU'unty, CA 
land--aCHel', tOil, Wrentham; fCII, Jackson Una ofUce, oCUce, Andel off .. c!!, \a1-
To\./son, MD Hassachu- ille. FL Fairfax son, IN paraiso, IN 

slItts-office, 
Brookline, MA 

Sail Francisco 
Postt'onvietion 
Adult conVictlld 
misdemeanants 
and felons 

San Francisco 
County, CA 

Probation be- Continuance-
Core judgment deferred diB
(PBJ)--de- pllRition with 
hrred sen- probation; 
tellce by selltllllcing 
judge: sen- option With 
tencing optiol probation 
\lith probatio 

retria1--by Pretrial--by 
rosecutor; prosllcutor 
entt!nce op- and court; 
ion-part of prayer for 
robation; judgment con
eekend com- tinued (PJC)
Hment--in defllrred sen
lace of jail; tence by judgc 

Prlltrial--by Pretrial by 
prosecutor prosllcutor 
<dth concur- and judge; 

Postconv1c- retrial SClltencing a1-
tion--by judse;}prosecutor and tllrnative by 

Frk fUr- sentencll op
ough--volun- tion \lith pro 
a.y option t bation 
educe work 
Illease time 

of eour sentence op
tIon with 
probation 

alternative t ~ourt judge 
jail. fines, 
veekend CO"ll-
mitment-in 
place of jail 
time 

County Courts Distdct 
(misdellleanors) Courts (mis-

District 
CourtG 

oUllty Courts District 
(misdemeanors Courts 
irC'llit Courts 

(felonies) 

Ctlnera1 D19-
trict Courts 

County Courts County Courts 
(misdel!l~anors~ 

un1c1pal 
ourts 

Hunir.1pal Court 
(misdeml!auants) 
Superior Court 
(felonies) 

Dis'~dct demeanors) 
Courts (fd- Circuit 

onies) ~~~~~ ([elo-

Set by refer- Set by judg.: 
ral agent case by cas!;! 
(cou.t, court 
serviel;!s, or 
county attor-
ney) 

100 hoUl's 
maximum 

By judge vith 
in specified 
range 

Superior 
Courts (felo-
nies) 

retrial set Clan A misd" All assign- Class D feIo- Set by Judge: uidel1nes Set by judge 
y state's 40-50 hours menta sre for ny" 50 hours suspended resented to casll by case 

~~~:e~:~-- C~;~;9 \:~~: .. 50 hours Ci~S~o~r:iSd ia~!u::n~~n:e: ~~:~ ~~a~::~-
el: by court: Clsss C misd - ClaSS B misd 1 day jail sst record, 
eekend COIII- 20-29 hours 3S hours resent offen-
itment 
dayCS-l 

sy jail tim!.: 
ork l urlough 
days CS .. 1 

av aiu timt! 

CL'D8 C milid er status 
2S hours considered 

~~~~~m.lOO 
hours 

None 

Project direc Project direc Project direc Project di.ec Project dirllC Project direc. Project direc Program direc 
for; cOlll:lluni- tor; project tor; Supervi- tor. vocatio~ toq admini- tor; admini- tori admiui- tori \lork 
ty service coordinator sor/court a1 coullselor strative istrative st.ative placement co-

Director#!: Unit director. 
unit director; service repre
court liaisol sentative; 
program coor- Celons unit 
dinato.; com- representative, 
munity aervic placement rep-

restitution (2): 8Ilcretar liaison/res- (2); p!acemt!n allsistant assistant assistant ordinator; 
coordinators titution sp\l:c1alist; (~ time) cOm:llunity 
(6) officer: New- field serv1ct!l \lorker (Va!-

t'ln specialist; paraiso) com-
Adminifltrativ secrtttary munlty \lorker 
assistant/ (Portage): 
court. liaison secretary 
restitution 
advisor: 
Brookline 
Court liaiSon 
restitution 
sdvisor (2)/ 
placement dll
ve1oper: 
Dedham 
Court 114ison 
restitution 
advisor: 
Wrentham 

aide (5); resentatiVe 
typist/dats (2). typist/ 
collectorl eata collector 
bookkeeper 
(l,). and 
mental health 
specialist 
(~).; career 
specialist. 
<'0>* 

.Staff shnred by both com
ponents 

SUpporting Hinnesota 
Legislation statutes-

241-26. 

Maryland 
statutes-
Article 27. 
Sections 641 
and 292 

Massachusetts Florida 
statutes
Chapter 781 

statutes--
948.031, 
775.091, 
HUnicipal 
Ordinances 
306.303 a)(4 

NOlie NOIlIl Indiana Indiona california California 
statutes- statutes-- Penal Code Penal Code 
Section 145. Section 1~5. Section 1001 Sllerion 490.5 

1'41.31 IC35-7-2-1 Ic35-7-2-1 
P.L. 148 P.L. 148 

I~~~tion 22: I ~;ltion 22: 
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program prvcesses on three populatIons: offenders, criminal justice systems, 
and communities. In addition, cross-project comparisons were conducted in 
order to identify the most effective approaches and to specify which strategies 
and conditions can lead to wider and more effective use with various types of 
clients. 

DRI staff used several approaches for collecting the d~ta needed to 
achieve. these objectives. Site visits were essential for a firsthand examination 
of project activities, supporting criminal justice agencies and placement sites. 
Client tracking forms (see Appendix II) were developed by DRI and used by 'the 
projects to gather information on each client terminated from the community 
service program. These data were then processed and analyzed on an 
aggregated basis per site. 

Client survey forms (Appendix II) were distributed to each CS project 
and given to the volunteer/clients upon completion of their service. They were 
asked to complete the brief questIonnaire and mail their anonymous responses 
(postage free) to ORr. These surveys were analyzed as part of each case study 
to get some feedback from clients on their attitudes toward the community 
service option and their particular work experiences. 

Telephone surveys of criminal justice personnel and placement agency 
staffs were also undertaken. An attempt was made to contact two judges, 
probation officers, public defenders, prosecutors, support service agencies 
(where applicable) and placement agencies at each project location. The 
questions (Appendix II) were aimed at ascertaining these individuals' impressions 
of community service and implementation through their local projects. The 
surveys took place between August and December of 1980 after each project 
had had ample time to establish a track record. 

A final component of the data collection was a baseline study 
(Appendix II) conducted in part by the projects and in part by DRI. Samples of 
approximately 100 pre-CSRP clients were drawn at each location and informa
tion was collected to get an idea of the types of dispositions invoked before 
community service became a viable option. 

Data Collection Problems 

Although vast amounts of quantitative and subjective imen;;ew data 
have been generated and analyzed by this program, several possible limitl:).tions 

,exist with some of the data. First, because special staff were not prov!ded to 
the sites for data collection, each had to depend on personnel with (Ither ful.l
time commitments to find the time for record keeping and data handling. DRI 
provided training to directors in data gathering, but coul.d not adequately 
monitor the day-to-day effort. Therefore, some projects did not return forms 
representing a comprehensive accounting of all terminated clients, when 
compared with the number of terminations they claimed to have. Also, because 
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the data contained in these tracking forms could not always be verified, DR! 
had to assume the information received was accurate and complete. 

We suspect there might have been some variation in the way client 
survey forms were distributed, accounting for varying return rates. ORI's 
instructions asked projects to hand the survey forms to former participants 
upon their termination from services and to allow those individuals to complete 
the questionnaires and mail the forms at their convenience. DR! has some 
reason to believe however, that clients at some sites were asked to complete 
the surveys in the presence of project staff who, in turn, mailed them to DR!. 
There is no way to determine if this process affected the results. 

In the presentation of the cost analysis, average daily jail costs are 
those furnished by the projects and they are usually based on total costs of 
operating the jail divided by the average daily population. The jail -::osts used in 
pro ject calculations are therefore probably higher than the costs actually saved 
through placement in a community service alternative since the fixed costs of 
jail operation would not be substantially reduced by the diversion of a few 
persons. However, without detailed knowledge of jail capacity, actual popula
tion data, jail classification conditions and problems, placements in other 
jurisdictions, court orders to relieve overcrowding, etc., it is impossible to 
estimate actual savings with accuracy. For example, if the alternative 
placement of even ten persons per day saved a jurisdiction from a costly lawsuit 
brought about by overcrowding, or saved the jurisdiction the costs of new 
construction, then the cost savings would be substantial. If, on the other hand, 
the jail population were weil below capacity, the marginal costs (food, linens, 
etc.) of each jail day saved would probably be very nominal and other cost 
efficiencies would need to be established. 

Finally, problems arose with telephone surveys in that some targeted 
respondents, notably judges, were occasionally impossible to reach or refused to 
participate. Lists of potential respondents were provided to ORI by project 
staffs. Exhaustive efforts were made to try to sample two people in each 
category, but sometimes these efforts proved fruitless. Therefore, some sites 
had fewer respondents than others. 

Contents of the Report 

This document contains case studies of each project describing the 
areas served, organizational structures, and client flows. Also, the data 
particular to each site are presented and analyzed. 
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. " Th~ section entitled "Conclusions, Comparisons and Recommenda-
tlOns ~xamm~s answers to research questions posed as part of the CSRP. 
evaluatIon deSIgn. Recommendations are proposed based on the evaluation 
results. 

Appendix I contains data tables. Appendix II includes data collection 
forms used to gather information for this study.· . 
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CASE STUDIES 

Immediately following are case studies 'examining each of the CSRP 
sites and projects in considerable detail. These project reviews present 
intensive descriptions of each community service project including sections 
relating to general descriptions of service areas, crime data, descriptions of 
local court systems, criminal justice case flow processing, examinations of 
legislation impacting community service restitution and narratives on the 
history of the respective community service projects. Further, the case studies 
examine the projects' goals and objectives, staffing patterns, staff changes, 
community service client case flows, working relationships with the criminal 
justice systems, working relationships with placement agencies, insurance 
procedures and public relations activities. Within each case study is a data 
analysis of the CS project including an examination of participant characteris
tics, case processing characteristics, community service outcomes, client 
survey results, progress toward meeting goals and objectives and baseline 
analyses. Finally, a "summary and conclusions" section is included in each. 

Each site received its respective case study for review prior to 
publication of this report. Issues of completeness and accuracy were clarified 
during these reviews. 

~receding page blank 
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ALTERNATIVES-A COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN 
ARROWHEAD REGIONAL CORRECTIONS-MINNESOTA 

General Description of Service Area 

, The Alte,rnatives program is designed specifically for women offenders 
In north~astern MInneso,ta. It is under ,the direction of the Arrowhead Regional 
Corr~ctlOns (A~C) WhIC,h was establ1shed in 1973 to plan, administer, and 
provIde correctIonal serVIces on a regional basis. . 

, AR,~, ser~es ,six counties e~compassing an ~rea of 16,596 square miles. 
The ~~In O.LfICe, IS ,In Duluth" WhICh IS located In St. Louis County. The 
reMaining coun~Ies In the regIon are Aitkin, Koochiching, Lake, Cook, and 
Carl!on., Th~ dIstance .from the southern part of the region to the northern 
sectlOn IS quite extensIve. For example, it is approximately 170 miles from 
?uluth, l~cated in 'tile southern part of the region, to International Falls which 
IS the regIon's northern boundary. 

In 1979, population estimates for the region were 306 .• 000. St. Louis, 
t~e largest county, had a population of 220,400, of which 94,517 resided in the 
CIty of Duluth. ~he smallest county, Cook, had a population of 4,400 in 1979. 
The total populatIon f~r the ~tate in 1977 was estimated at 3,980,000. Thus, 
based on 1977 populatIOn estImates, the six counties in the Arrowhead region 
represented app,roxi~ately 13 percent of the total state population. The adult 
fe~ale populatIon In the Arrowhead region totaled 112,271 in 1975 and was 
projected to reach 119,781 in 1980. This reflects a 6.7 percent increase in five 
years compared to a 5.6 percent increase for males in the same 5 years. * 

The majority of the state's population resides in urban areas (66.4%). 
Howev~r, ARC serves both rural and urban areas. St. Louis County is 
predominantly urban, while the other counties are rural. 

The ~ajor i~dust~i~s in the region are mining and shipping. The city of 
Duluth has a hIghly dIversIfIed factory output including iron and steel products 
lumber, f~odstuffs, leather, textiles, transportation equipment, farm machin~ 
ery, c~emlcals, and metal alloys. In the rural areas, the major farm products 
are daIry, hay, and potatoes. 

*Taken from "Women's Program Task Force Report" unpublished 
paper. Duluth, MN: Arrowhead Regional Corrections, 1979. 
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In 1970, the majority of the population was, white, (289,979); 1 ,0~3 
were black; 2,284- were American Indian. Other ethnIc groups represented In 

the region are Orientals f:!,nd Spanish Ame;:icans. 

below: 
Additional sociodemographic statistics for the region are presented 

• In 1977 the unemployment rate for the state was 4-.2 percent. 
In all six counties the unemployment rate was higher than the 
state average. Aitkin County had the highest rate with 11.6 
percent and Cook County had the lowest rate with 5.6 percent. 
The other counties fell between these two percentages. 

• Per capita income in 1975 was lower in each of the six 
counties that it was for the state ($4-,825). Aitkin County had 
a low of $3,328 and St. Louis County had a high of $4-,748. The 
remaining counties fell between Aitkin and St. Louis Counties. 

Crime Data 

The arrest patterns for men and women in Minnesota are very similar 
to national figures. The ratio for adult offenders in Minnesota is one female to 
seven male offenders. Since 1975 part I (felony) offenses have increased among 
women by 33.5 percent. The total number of crimes committed by women since 
1975 has increased 7 percent. * The typical female offender in the Arrowhead 
region can be described as white, single, 18-20 years old and arr~s~e? for 
larceny. The typical sentenced offender spends an average 9.4-0 days In JaIl and 
the nonsentenced offender spends 2.08 days in jail. * 

Description of the Criminal Justice System 

There are two court levels participating in the Alternatives project, 
the District Courts and County Courts. Within the region there are two 
District Courts. Court District 6, located in Duluth, serves St. Louis~ Carlton, 
Lake, and Cook Counties. Court District 9 in International Falls serves 
Koochiching and Aitkin Counties. Each District Court has six judges. There 
arf>' five County Courts. Lake and Cook Counties have a combined County 
Court. All of the County Courts have one judge except St. Louis County which 
has six judges. 

*Taken f.rciT1 !'Women's Program Task Force Report" unpublished 
paper. Duluth, MN: Arrowhead Regional Corrections, 1979. 
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The District Courts have original jurisdiction in civil and criminal 
cases. In addition, they have appellate jurisdiction from the County, Probate, 
and Municipal Courts. Th~ County Courts have three divisions: (1) civil and 
criminal, (2) Family Court, and (3) probate. County Courts have criminal 
jurisdiction over misdemeanants and they are also responsible fer conducting 
preliminary hearings. 

Case Flow 

Most of the women who come before the County Courts are there 
because of a misdemeanant offense. Most often the court appearance involves 
criminal charges for writing bad checks, drunken driving, careless driving, 
disorderly conduct, petty theft, and shoplifting. . 

Cases in the County Court system usually result in either a fine or jail 
sentence. The fines generally range from $25 c to $500. In cases where the 
offense causes flnancial loss or there are unj)aid checks, the judge can order 
financial restitution and mayor may not suspend the fine. If there is a jail 
sentence, the sentence will vary from 1 to 30 days in jail. In a few cases, 
suspended probation .is ordered if the offender is able to pay fiu.mcial 
I'estitution within a specified period of time. The typical sentence for OWl is a 
$500 fine, reduced to $300, if the offender attends an alcohol treatment 
program or a course on alcoholism. The Alternatives program is another option 
to the typical sentencing pattern of either serving in jail or paying a fine. 

A relatively small number of women appear before the District Court. 
Their appearance is generally due to gross misdemeanors or felony charges such 
as theft, forgery, wrongfully obtaining assistance (welfare fraud), or drug and 
drug-related charges. 

Typical sentences in District Court are: (I) jail sentence (30-80 days) 
with work release if the offender is employed, and (2) suspended probation of 1-
3 or 5 years. In a small number of cases, the sentence included a fine. 
Financial restitution is often ordered when the offender has caused out-of
pocket losses to the victim. In District Court the jail time and/or fines are 
reduced but rarely eliminated. In addition, the judge frequently orders the 
offender to pay attorney fees. Again the Alternatives project has created 
another option to the typical sentencing patterns. 

Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

The Huber Law was established to enable offenders, sentenced to jail, 
the opportunity to continue employment during their jail sentence. It further 
allows' offenders who receive a jail sentence to participate in community work 
service programs. The Alternatives project staff has not used this law, since 
their goal is to promote community service as an alternative to jail sentences. 
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Since the project staff are involved with the courts prior to ~onviction, they 
attempt to avoid jail sentences for their clients. Although the .Ju~g~s have ~~t 
exercised the Huber Law it is already possible to sentence an mdividual to JaIl 
and participation in a co~munity service program under existing law. 

History of the Alterf!atives Program 

Prior to the Alternatives project, the court could sentence a woman ~o 
community service restitution through the "First Offenders Program." ThIS 
program was administered by probation officers. However, placements for 
women were limited and supervision was inadequate. Conseque~tly, ARC v:as 
interested in developing a program that would provide alternatIve ~om':1~n,Ity 
service placements for women, and at the same time, assist the~ m utIllzmg 
community support services such as counseling, educatlOnal, and Job placement 
agencies. 

In 1979, Arrowhead Regional Correction~ ~on~racted wit~ A~ter~ative 
Behaviors Associates to conduct a study on the utIlIzatIon ot restItutIon m the 
region. Case records from the county and dist,rict cou:ts :vere reviewed to 
determine the feasibility of implementing a serVIces restItu~lOn ~r?gram as an 
alternative sentence. Data were compiled on cases where diSpositlOn occurred 
between June 1 1975 and June 30, 1976. The results of this review indicated 
there were app:oximately 4-30 female cases in four criminal county courts that 
resulted in a sentencing disposition. Since the majority of the offenses were f~r 
property crimes (the sample excluded traffic offe~ses), it was sugges~ed that If 
a community work service program had been avaIlable, a large ~ort~on of the 
cases analyzed could have participated in this type of program m lleu of the 
traditional sentencillg patterns. 

Based on the study's results, ARC determined that a re~:itution 
program could serve 350-4-50 women a year. The, program would u~.Illze the 
community work service model of restitution WhICh places, ~mphasis o~ ~he 
individual's needs, e.g., assesses her needs and skills, in addItIon to provIdmg 
assistance with obtaining vocational skills and training. 

One of the goals specified in the Arrowhead Regional Correct'ions plan 
was to provide support services for women offenders. In an, effort to address 
this goal, ARC appointed a women's program t~sk force ,m 1979 to make 
recommendations and provide assistance to ARC m developmg a program f,or 
women offenders. This task force consists of individuals from several socIal 
welfare agencies, the Board of Education, county co~mission~r~, and state 
legislators. In 1979, a study was completed which pro~Ides s:at,Istical data ,on 
women offenders in the region. This study also descrIbes eXIstmg community 
services for women throughout the region. 

When LEAA funded the Alternatives project, this task force was 
instrumental in implementing the project. They assisted in developing a project 
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managemei1t plan a~d identifying community service and placement agencies. 
The task force contmues to meet regularly. Frequently the meetings will have 
a guest speaker who has participated in the Alternatives project. For example, 
they have had both placement sponsors and social service agency contact 
persons speak about their experiences with the volunteers. 

The initial steps in implementing the program were to: (1) contact 
personnel in the judicial system and describe the program goals/objectives and 
referral p~ocedur,e~; (2) conta::t placement agencies and social service agencies 
to establlshpollcIe.s regardIng referrals, supervision of volunteer workers 
evaluation follow-yp; (3) ,finalize the program's record keeping/reporting sys~ 
tem; and (4-) organIze and mitiate public relations activities. 

The goals of the Alternatives program were to: 

1. Provide an alternative sentence for female offenders who would 
otherwise receIve a traditional sentence of either jail or financial 
restitution. 

2. Provide cou.lseling, educational and vocational services to the 
pro ject participa"ts. 

3. Increase the employability of the participants. 

4-. Less than 15 percent of the participants in the project will 
recidivate during the course of their sentence. 

Project Staffing 

Prior to LEAA funding: all of the staff except one were employed by 
ARC. S~ven staff me~bers, are involved in the Alternatives program. The 
progra~ IS under t~e directlOn of the Arrowhead Regional Corrections Unit 
superVIsor, Ms. Lurlme Baker-Kent. She is supervised by the ARC director. 
Ms. Baker-Kent supervises six community restitution coordinators located in 
vari?us ,offices t~roughout the region. St. Louis County has three community 
restitutlO~ coordmators. One full-time coordinator is responsible for serving 
only the CIty of Duluth. Her office is located in the ARC office in Duluth. One 

. part-~ime co?rdinator ~s responsibie for the Hibbing area and another part-time 
coordm~tor IS responsIble for serving the Virginia area. Their offices are 
~ocated m the county courthouses with the ARC corrections. agents. Koochich
mg County has one part-time coordinator who is located in the county 
court~ouse. Ther,e i~ ?ne part-time coordinator serving Lake and Cook 
CountIes. Her . offIce IS m the Lake County Service Center. For the Cook 
~ounty refer~als she w?rks out of the Cook County Court House. Finally, there 
IS one part-tIme coordmator responsible for Carlton and Aitkin Counties. She 
works out of the county courthouse, (see Figure 2 on the following page). 
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FIGURE 2 

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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The project director is responsible for the overall management of the 
program. This includes hiring, training, and supervising the staff; coordinating 
with the placement agencies and social support services; and organizing public 
relations activities. The community restitution coordinators are responsible for 
assigning the clients to work sites; monitoring their progress in fulfilling the 
terms outlined in the restitution agreement; assisting clients in obtaining 
support services (e.g., education, financial, counseling, etc.); iind performing 
recidivism checks and follow-up on project clients during and upon completion 
of the contract. In addition, the restitution coordinators work closely with the 
judicial system's personnel in assessing the client's needs; recommending an 
appropriate community servic~ restitution program; and informing the justice 
system about the client's progress. 

Client Flow 

As mentioned earlier, the Alternatives project serves adult women (18 
years or older) who reside in the Arrowhead region. The program accepts 
women who have committed criminal offenses including traffic-related of
fenses. The intake process can occur at various settings depending on the 
source of referral. There are three sources of referral. They are: 

1. Diversion (Direct referrals from the county attorney). Whena 
county attorney's office decides, to charge an offense, the prosecutor may 
recommend diversion and refer the alleged offender to the Alternatives 
program. If the referral agrees to participate in the program, the county 
attorney and the restitution coordinator meet with the client to finalize the 
contract for payment of damages through the Volunteer Community Service 
Program. If the contract is completed satisfactorily within the time frame 
established in the contract, the charges are dropped. Parti,cipation in the 
project at this level is not an admission of guilt. 

2. Pretrial. In this situation, the offender has gone through the courts 
and received a sentence of monetary restitution. If the offender cannot pay 
monetary restitution, she is rearrested and placed on supervised release (a 
pretrial program). At this point the restitution coordinator and the supervised 
release officer meet with the offender to negotiate a contract for participation 
in the community service restitution program. The contract must be com'pleted 
before the offender appears in court. 

3. County and District Court. The County Court can sentence the 
offender to a fine or the community work service program based on the fine at 
a rate of $5.00 per hour. The restitution coordinator, the probation officer,'and 
offender meet to define the terms of the contract necessary to complete the 
sentence. In District Court after the the presentence investigation, the judge 
can fine the offender, put her on probation, or incarcerate her in a state or 
local facility. With the Alternatives program, the judge sentences the offender 
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to community service work as an alternative to jail, probation or a fine. In the 
District Court, the. restitution coordinator, probation officer, and offender 
define the terms of the contract. A small number of offenders have received 
jail sentences in addition to participating in the Alternatives program. 

After an offender is referred to the program, the restitution coordina
tor initiates the intake process. This involves an explanation of the program, an 
initial assessment of the offender, and the contract process. The contract is a 
work service commitment, and, if necessary, a commitment to obtain support 
services. The initial assessment gathers information on the client's offense, 
marital status, number of children, education, work history, skills, interest~, 
dlsqbilities, alcohol/drug-related problems, financial status, and the recom
mended programming for volunteer service and support services. 

In order to safeguard the rights of offenders, there is a provision for a 
refusal to participate in the community work service program. In addition, the 
offender has the right to due process at any time during the period of 
completing the alternative sentence. This includes representation by an 
attorney and the right to present testimony if resentencing or reappearance in 
court is required. 

A referral made by the court, court services (e.g., probation officer Qr 
s!Jpervised release officer), or the county attorney indicates the number of 
hours required to complete the program. The restitution coordinator and the 
offender then discuss the various types of placement options availaQle. A 
placement d~cjsion is made based on the offender's interest and the availability 
of a specific work assignment. At this time, the clients educational, vocation
al, social service and other needs are discussed. If additional services are 
needed, they are written into the contract. 

Onc~ the offender agrees to do volunteer service at a particular site 
and/or to obtain specific support services, a contract is signed by the offender 
and restitution coordinator. One copy of the contract is sent to the referring 
court agency and copies are kept by the client and the restitution coordinator. 

When a client is placed, the placement agency designates one staff 
member who is responsible for supervising the volunteer community service 
worker. The placement supervisor reports to the restitution coordinator when 
the volunteer completes her service or if a volunteer does not report tc) work. 

Occasionally a participant is reassigned to another placement agency. 
When this occurs, it is usually due to either personality conflicts between the 
client and the placement personnel or changes in the client's personal time 
schedule (e.g., employment changes). If personality conflicts arise, the client is 
given a second chance at another placement agency. If problems occur at the 
second placement, the participant is referred back to the courts. 
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After the offender completes the work service portion of the contract, 
the restitution coordinator notifies the referring court agency. Failure to 
complete the community work service, aq scheduled~ results in a referral from 
the Alternatives program back to the courts. The maximum time allowed for 
completing the program is six months. 

If the offender indicates an interest in career development, a referral 
is made to the Career Development and Training Center which is funded by 
CETA and administered by the city of Duluth. The career training ~enter is a 
comprehensive facility which provides vocational evaluation, practical job 
training, basic educational training, job readiness skills training, and job 
interviewing assistance. Two program areas that are heavily utilized by the 
Alternatives referrals are the job evaluation section and the educational 
development area. . 

The job evaluation section uses various instruments and procedures to 
examine such qualities as manual dexterity, clerical aptitude, mechanical skiHs, 
etc. Th~ screen!ng takes two days and determines the extent and nature of the 
client's need for further training and eventual placement. 

The educational development section features several computer termi
nals through which the PLATO system teaches students a variety of skills 
ranging from basic arithmetic to how to complete a job application form. 
Between 60 to 75 percent of the basic skills curriculum and 20 percent of the 
job seeking curriculum are pr~sented via the PLATO terminal :vhich displays 
text, graphics, and animation to whic!1 learners respond by touchmg the screen 
or typing a response. This system is integrated with separate support packages 
consisting of audiovisual materials and student manuals including exercise 
workbooks and application activities. 

ARC's Management Information System 

Information is gathered on each client when she enters the program 
and when she completes the program. The data system collects information on 
the source of referral, description of the case, amount of restitution ordered, 
an evaluation of client performance/work service, recidivism, etc. Information 
regarding the client is also collected from a variety of sources such as the court 
system, placement agencies, support service agencies and the restitution 
coordinators. In addition, monthly and quarterly summary reports are prepared 
which describe: (1) client flow and client status, service data (e.g., hours of 
CSR performed by clients, average lergth of service, and monetary value of 
service), and dient overview (e.g., number of cl~ents receiving support services, 
number of first offenders). 
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Working Relationships with the Criminal Justice System 

In general, the judges, district attorneys, public ?efende~s, and proba
tion officers interviewed by DRI indicated the Altern?tlves pr:oject h~s gone 
well. Specifically the program has provided an alternatlve to JaIl and fmes for 
women with children and the indigent as well as affluent female offenders. 

In addition, respondents reported that the program has had a positive 
effect on women with a low self-image. Rather than imposing a fine, the court 
now refers women to the Alternatives program. By using a w~de range of 
placement agencies and community support services, the Alte:n.atlv;s progr.a~ 
has encouraged women to utilize their skills, and/or to seek ~rammg tor .speclflc 
jobs, and to obtain services that can help them ~valuate thelr rol~s and lmprove 
their self-images. Finally, the program has provlded the opportunity for .women 
to gain work experience, and at the same time contribute to the community. 

Personnel in the criminal justice system felt the program was most 
appropriate for first and second time offenders. Howev~r, one jud?e indicated 
the program should be a component of the total commu~uty correctlons s~ste~, 
and not used solely as a first offender program as some judges currently VIew It. 

Several individuals agreed that the program should include, both 
juveniles and adults. Yet, whe~ ask~d if the program shoul.d ~e. expa~de.a, the 
interviewees felt it should remam at Its present level. One mdIvldual mdicated 
th~ need for additional information. 

Interviewees were asked if the offenders participating in the program 
were justly punished. For the most part they n,:-ported the senten~es orde~ed 
were appropriate, except one respondent felt that the com.mumty .service 
ordered should be oi longer duration (e.g., 50 hours of community serVIce was 
not sufficient for $YJO worth of v;Jndalism). Another individual questioned the 
amount of work actually performed by the project participants. 

Many suggestions were made for impr~vin? the Alternativ .. es program. 
It was frequently mentioned that more commUniCatIOn was needed ~:tween the 
project staff and the criminal justice system personnel. Speclflcally, .the 
information/communication requests focused on placement. procedures, clIent 
follow-up and monitoring, and client outcome after .completmg the program. It 
was also suggested that the program have more publIC exposure. 

Overall, the individuals in the criminal justice. system felt .th~ir 
working relationship with the project staff was excellent. Fmally, the maJor~ty 
of the individuals indicated that utilization of a broad range of .commun!ty 
support services should definitely be a c?mponent of a ~ommumty s~rvice 
restitution program. In fact, access to a WIde range of ~ervices was conSIdered 
to be a very positive and valuable aspect of the Alternatlves program. 
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Working Relationship with Placement Agencies and Support Service Agencies 

The Alternatives program has utilized a variety of placement and 
community support service agencies. For the most part, the agency personnel 
felt the program has gone extremely well. In fact, the project staff noted there 
were relatively few problems with recruiting placement agencies and finding 
appropriate placements for the women. 

Of the placement agency personnel interviewed, most stated that the 
volunteers were generally cooperative and rellable. For a few volunteers, the 
agencies were able to be of assistance either by locating a full-time job or by 
writing a letter of reference for the volunteer. At the same time, the ag.encies 
benefited by accepting the clients and utilizing the volunteer's skIlls to 
complete special projects. 

A positive aspect of the Alternatives program was the assistance it 
provided in helping women gain access to a social support group hy referring 
them to the social service agencies. Since many women would not seek 
assistance on their own, the Alternatives program was able to establish the 
linkages between the clients and the social support service agency. .Further, 
several individuals, referred to a support service agency, have contmued to 
utilize the agency's services and programs after they have completed their 
agreement with the Alternatives program. 

The placement agencies and support service agencies felt there ha.s 
been an excellent working relationship with the project staff. The project staff 
has been especially helpful in referring volunteers with special skills such as 
accounting, graphic arts, etc. In addition, the staff ha.ve been extremely 
coopera tive when problems occurred between the client and agency. If 
problems occur the client is reasssigned to another placement agency. When 
problems continue to exist with the placement assignment, the client is 
referred back to the court. The placement agency personnel indicated the 
client assessments conducted by the project staff have been adequate for 
making appropriate work assignments. However, the assessments were not 
adequate for identifying problem areas and service needs. The social support 
service agency personnel also felt that the project staff's assessments were not 
always adequate for determining service needs. 

With respect to program improvements, placement agency personnel 
felt there should be more communication and coordination between the project 
staff and placement agency. Specifically, the placement agencies said they 
needed more information regarding the purpose of the project, procedures for 
monitoring clients, and assistance in determining client needs and problems. It 
was also suggested that the project staff take a more active role in monitoring 
the clients. The project's position has been to not release confidential client 
information to placement sites unless there was a specific request and the 
agency could demonstrate that knowledge of such information would benefit the 
client. 
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Ol"ypes of Placements anci Support Services 

As indicated earlier, the Alternatives program has utilized a variety of 
community agencies for placing their clients. The type of work performed by 
the volunteers ranges from the more traditional jobs such as secretarial, anq 
general outdoor work to very nontraditional tasks such as making quilts and 
knitting garments for nursing home residents. 

The types of support services used by clients is indicative of the 
project staff's knowledge of existing community resources and their ability to 
coordinate their efforts with these agencies. Specifically, individuals have been 
referred to mental health agencies, alcohol and drug counseling centers, job 
placement agencies, and vocational and education centers. (See data analysis 
section for detailed information.) 

Insurance 

Minnesota, under statute, insures clients who are participating in the 
Alternatives program. In 1979, Minnesota passed a law specifying that the 
"State is liable f0r claims and demands arising from injury to or death of a 
person who has been directed from the court system and who is performing 
work in restitution pursuant to a written agreement signed by himself." Claims 
arising from this law are paid pursuant to legislative appropriation following an 
evaluation of each claim. 

Public Relations 

The project staff has been extensively involved in public relations 
activities. At the beginning of the project, the staff gave several presentations 
to local service organizations, senior citizen groups, and Alcoholics Anonymous 
clubs. 

Recently the project staff was instrumental in coordinating a public 
hearing on "Women Offenders in Corrections." They also assisted in preparing a 
resolution to the Minnesota commissioner of corrections. This resolution 
requested funding for community service restitution programs and emphasized 
the need for a state plan to develop female offender programs. Project staff 
developed and distributed a brochure describing the goals and purposes of the 
Alternatives program. Other public relations activities have included: an 
appearance on a local television show; several newspaper articles; initiation of 
a bill in the Minnesota legislature regarding community-based services for 
women; coordination of a seminar on restitution in Minnesota; participation in a 
national restitution symposium; and participation in a Government Accounting 
Office study on women in prison. 
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Data Analysis 

Data analysis for the Arr h d . . 
collected by that project on 288 com ow ~a pro~ect I.S based on information 
program between July 1978 and Fe~~:~ty serVIce cllent~ :vho completed the 
participants responded to the DRI r y 1981. In addItIOn, 70 Arrowhead 
located in Appendix I of this report. c lent survey. The tables referred to are 

I. Characteristics of partici t (T bl ) 
were, of Course all Women M t { pan s a es 1-3. The 288 participants 
greatest propor;ion (75%) w~re ~~'t 195b were under 30 ye~rs of age and the 
are summarized as follows: 1 e. ther Arrowhead clIent characteristics 

• Employment status at intake (Table 4) The I t 
~~~~:e;~~re~ were homemakers (32%) ~t the ti%~e~f ~:;~~~t 
(18%) held f~ll_~~:bj~bS ~~t~~~:~f~~~e h~~ee~Ployed, While 53 

• ~~h~st grade Con:pleted (Table 5). Most of Arrowhead clients 
the ~8~ted ~?n:e hIgh school, or beyond. A total of 247 out of 

par IClpant~ went to at least high school level. 

• Client occupation or skills (Table C Th . 
Arrowhead clients spanned the ~~ut oe range Of. SkIlls of 

~~ofessionals to unskilled workers.
g 

The oC~U~::i~~~r~~s mf~~; 
, were unknown. Of those that were k ' 

categories were unskilled (66) and clerical (3~~wn, the largest 

• Pl~ior arrest history (Table 7). Far and away the Arrowhead 
c lents were generally first ff d ' 
(93%f h d' 0 en ers. Figures show that 267 

. .a no 'prIor felony arrests and 216 (75%) had d 
of prevIOUS misdemeailor involvement. no recor 

• Referral offense (Tables 8 d 36) 
Arrowhead . t an. Nearly all referrals to the 
Of the 288 ~f~~~s ct,me on the basis of mis?emeanor charges. 
The breakd f ' 7 or 93 percent, fell Into this category. 

own 0 exact offenses shows th I t 
~~on in petty theft (theft under $100), ac~o~fi~~ ~orn~~ztr~; 

percent~ of all clients. There was also a relativel . h' h 
concent;-atIOn of traffic charges (61). y Ig 

outccmes!I. in C~se processing. The. follow ing list of items describe the 
system. terms of numbers, of clIents processed through the Arrowhead 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9) Th '. 
Arrowhead clients, 204 out of 288, were asslgned

e t~~~~~It~~~ 
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50 hours. The largest concentration of hours is in the 30-49 
hour category, accounting for 139 (48%) of all assignments. 

• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10). Data here 
indicate that Arrowhead community service project was used 
primarily as a postconviction sentencing option. Out of the 
288 women who finished the program, 209 (73%) were referred 
by the court as a sentencing condition and another 51 (18%) 
were referred to the project by probation offkers after 
conviction. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service (Table ll). 
Clients referred to the Arrowhead project generally appear to 
have been fined and placed on community service or put on 
probation and the project simultaneously. A total of 116 
clients were placed on probation, while another 113 were 
fined. It is very important to note, however, that women have 
the choice ot paying the fine or performing community serv: 
ice. The CS option was designed, in part, to give women an 
alternative to fines, especially those who cannot afford it. 
Lynne Gagne of the Arrowhead staff estimates that 90-95 
percent of the defendants offered the option choose communi
ty service. Although the project serves mainly as an alterna
tive to fines, the community service option is available to any 
female defendant in the service area. 

• Court of referral (Table 12). The overwhelming majority of 
Arrowhead referrals came to the project from the County or 
misdemeanor Courts. Data from Table 12 indicate that 271 
(94%) were referred from County Courts, while only 11 (4%) 
came from the District or felony Courts. 

III. Community service outcomes. 

• First community service assignment (Table 13). Assignments 
were varied fairly equally across the various categories. Some 
of the breakouts include: library/hospital aides--26, typing/fil
ing--21; public works--38; day care--52; institutional work--30; 
and recreation assistant--22. 

• Total placements while in the community service program 
(Table 14). Close to three-quarters (74%) of all Arrowhead 
clients worked at only one assignment while in the project. 
Only 24 (8.3%) of the known cases worked at two or more 
locations. ' 

• Type of project termination (Table 15). Arrowhead staff 
reported a very high number, 244 (85%), of their clients 
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completed the ~erms of their community service assignments 
and, thus, were successfully terminated from the project. 
Only 25, 9 percent, failed to successfully complete their 
community service obligations. 

• Client's criminal justice status at termination (Table 16). 
Data here indicate further the level of success achieved with 
Arrowhead clients. Over one-half, 172 clients, were released 
of any further criminal involvement while doing community 
service, as 259 (90%) showed no record of rearrest. 

• Primary reason for unsuccessful termination (Table 19). While 
only 25 clients left the project as unsuccesful terminations 
the major reason given for such action was "lack of coopera~ 
tion," which was exposed in 13 of these cases. 

• Support services provided (Table 19). Because support services 
were such an impor,tant component of the Arrowhead program, 
D~.I expe~ted to fmd a great deal of attention being paid to 
thiS functlOn. Indeed, 287 separate services were performed 
for ~69, or 59, percent, of all accepted volunteers. The types 
of direct serVIces were varied with counseling (46), job readi
ness (38), and alcohol treatment (35) being the most prevalent. 
A total of 53 services were conducted by agencies outside of 
the Arrowhead staff, most of those being delivered by the 
Career Education Center in Duluth. 

• Matching of client skills to placements (Table 26). Because of 
the small cell sizes, it is difficult to make any conclusive 
statements regarding the matching of skills and the types of 
placements resulting. Yet, certain trends are evident. Of the 
26 p~rsons cla~~ified as professional, 7 (27%) were placed in 
positlOns requIrmg application of their professional skills. 
~ver one-fourth (7 out of 27) of the typing/filing slots were 
fIlled by women with a clerical background. The unskilled 
group were used in a variety of job types, apparently dictated 
by their interests and the availability of positions. One 
interesting point evolving from these data is that 7 unskilled 
women filled jobs requiring applied sk.ills. 

• Value of community service work performed. DRI data 
indicate that 11,701 hours of work was completed by the 288 
Arrowhead volunteers. Co~puted at the hourly rate of $,5 per 
hour, the total value of thIS labor to the communities served 
was $58,505. 

IV. Client surve~. A total of 70, or 26 percent, of the 268 
participants who took part in the Arrowhead community service program 
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responded to the DRI survey. Tables 20-25 report their responses to the project 
satisfaction questions. 

Close to half of the respondents, 32 (46%), felt they learned some 
useful skills through their community service experience. A h.igh proportion, 71 
percent (50 clients), felt they were able to use some ?f the. skIll~ they possessed 
for their CS work. There seemed to be a general satIsfactIOn WIth the types of 
assignments as 44 (63%) responded "no" to the question, "Would the community 
service experience been better if the work had been different?" 

Surprisingly, not a single respondent said that CS was a bad choice 
compared to other available alternatives. Another very high proportion· of the 
respondents, 89 percent, said they felt community service was a fair altc::r~a
tive. Finally, 80 percent (56 clients) gave the program an overall POSItIve 
ra ting. 

Following are some of the comments expressed by Arrowhead respon-
dents: 

"The CS work esperience is an excellent way for first offenders to 
learn to respect the la.w. No one ever found out that I had bec::n a~rested, which 
could have been ve;'y embarassing and could have led to dIsmIssal from my 
present job." 

"Had a very enjoyable time. Met very nice people who helped me get 
a permanent position there." 

"The negative aspects of my DWI were changed to a positive experi
ence because of the position I was able to work in." 

"It was quite strenuous and tired me out, but I enjoyed it. I just didn't 
like being there under orders." 

"I no longer feel like a second class citizen. Thank you." 

NOTE: The comments from women who worked in the Arrowhead program 
were overwhelmingly positive. 

V. Meeting of project goals. 

1. The Alternatives Project will provide an alternative sentence for 
300 clients during the project period who otherwise receive a traditional 
sentence. 

The 288 terminations represent women who completed the project 
through 19 months, one more month than the original graflt period. Through 
this time, there were 160 women sitll active bringing the total number of 
referrals to 448. By the end of the 18 month grant period in December 1980, 
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402 referrals had been processed. Therefore, Arrowhead met and exceeded this 
goal. 

2. To provide counseling, education, and vocational services to at 
least 50 percent of the project participants. 

As noted earlier in the discussion on support services, 169 or 59 
percent of the 288 clients in the DRI data bank received these services. More 
significant perhaps is the fact that multiple services totaling 287 were provided 
to many clients. 

3. To increase the employability of the participants by at least 50 
percent while they are in the program. 

There is no true way to measure the degree of employability as it is a 
subjective interpretation. Project staff claim "employability" is enhanced 
through receipt as the support services outlined in Goal 2, and, thus, claim this 
goal has also been fulfilled • 

4. Less than 15 percent of the participants in the project will 
recidlvate during the course of their sentence. 

This objective was met. DRI data show that 9, or 3 percent of those 
served were rearrested. Nevertheless, rearrest information was missing for 20 
clients. Even if all 20 had recidivated, however, this goal would still have been 
reached. 

VI. Baseline comparisons. The DRI staff visited Duluth in October 
1980 to collect data for the baseline study. Because of logistical encum
brances, we were only able to gather information from St. Louis and Carlton 
Counties. 

Information was collected on 104 baseline subjects. All cases involved 
adult, female offenders, with no known prior offense history. The sample 
included 73 St. Louis County residents, 9 from Carlton County and 22 whose 
residents were unknown. 

The object of the baseline study was to ascertain what type of 
sentence, if any, community service is replacing. While the numbers are too 
small to imply any statistically significant conclusions, the trends nevertheless 
give us some indication of previous sentencing patterns. 

The largest category of sentence types was fines which accounted for 
43, or tt2 percent of all dispositions. In addition, fines were part of the 
sentence in 11 other cases, meaning this disposition was imposed in over half 
the cases sampled. Another important item of note is that 21, or 20 percent, of 
all cases sampled were released with no sentence imposed. Finally, an equally 
high number, 23 cases, were referred to special programs such as a first 
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offender program, human development, or a DWl clinic. Though one cann<?t say 
conclusively, it appears that community service in the Arrowhead regIon, IS 
mainly an alternative to fines. This is also borne out by the fact that a hIgh 
proportion of project clientele were fined and permi~ted to corn~lete comm~ni
ty service in its place. The 20 percent release rate m the baselme group mIg~t 
lead to the conclusion that some present CS referrals may have been let go m 
years past. Also, community service may be serving as an alternative to or as 
an addition to other special programs in the area. 

VII. Costs. Because Arrowhead does not serve as an alternative to jail 
or probation in most cases, we cannot imply that savings will be affected in 
these areas. The primary "savings," or revenue is represented, by the v~lue of 
the work performed which in this case was $58,505. Costs mcurred mclude 
the project budget ~hich st~od at $163,377 and revenues lost as a result ~f fines 
not imposed and collected. The budget includes $22,902 and sta:t-up eqUIpment 
expenses. The baseline yields figures showing the average fme to be ~108. 
Also, 98 percent of these levies were successfully collected. If all 10lj. clIents 
who were fined this year had been required to pay $108 and if 98 percent were 
collected, the amount of revenue to the counties would have been $11,007. 

It should be noted that the above figures represent estimates and some 
generalizations. The true cost of the pro?ram cannot be accur~tely, calculated 
here. Nevertheless, the figures do Yield a "ballpark" estimatIOn of the 
monetary benefits and expenses involved in the Arrowhead project. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The Alternatives program located in Duluth, Minnesota is designed for 
adult women offenders (18 years and older). The program is administered by 
the Arrowhead Regional Corrections office. This office is, responsible for 
providing correctional services to six counties in northeastern Mmnesota. 

The program accepts women who have committed crim~nal offe~ses 
including tra.ffic violations. The intake process can occur at variOUS settI~gs 
depending on the source of referral. There are three sour~es of referral WhICh 
are (l) direct referrals from the county attorney, (2) pretrial referrals, and (3) 
County and District Court referrals. 

There are seven staff members involved in the Alternatives program. 
An Arrowhead Regional Corrections Unit supervisor is r~sponsible for superyis
ing six community restitution coordinators. The coordm~tors ar~ re~ponsIbl,e 
for assigning program participants to their place~en~ Site; mOnitormg ,th:lr 
progress in fulfilling the terms outlined in the res~ItutIOn ag~eement~ assIstmg 
clients in obtaining support services (e.g., educatIOnal/vocatIOnal SkIlls, coun
seling, financial assistance, etc.); and performing recid,ivism checks and, f?ll0v.:
up assessments on clients during and upon complet~on of the partIclpan,t s 
community restitution contract. In addition, the coordmators work closely WIth 
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the judi,cial system personnel in assessing the client's needs, recommending' an 
appropriate placement, and informing the justice system about the participant's 
progress. 

Throughout the project there was some concern about whether or not 
the coordinators had sufficient time for adequately monitoring the client's 
~ro?ress through the program. In some instances the placement site personnel 
mdIcated there should be more communication between the Alternatives 
project staff and the placement agency. The placement agencies specifically 
recomf!1ended t,hat the project staff periodically conduct site visits, provide 
more mformatIOn ~n the project's goals and objeCtives, and provide the 
pla~ement a~ency WIth detailed information regarding the participant's skills, 
SOCial needs, etc. The judicial system personnel also indicated there should be 
more communication and coordination between the Alternative project's staff 
and the criminal justice system personnel. 

!he Alternatives project has developed an extensive community sup
port serVIce network for the program participants. A particularly unique aspect 
of the program's support service component is the utilization of the Career 
Development and Training Center. The career center, funded by CETA, is a 
co~prehensi~e facility 'prov~ding vocational evaluation, practical job training, 
bas,Ic educatIOnal trammg, Job readiness skills training, and job interviewing 
assI~tance. T~o pr~gram areas heavily used by the Alternatives program are 
the Job evaluatIon SkIlls section and the educational development area. 

Th,e development of community support services has been a major 
focus ,of thIS effort. The extent to which services have been developed and 
com~11ltments made from such a large sector of the social service system is 
partIcularly noteworthy. However, in some instances it appears that this 
component takes p~ecedence over the primary purpose of the program, that is 
to d:ve~op~en~encmg, alterna~ives for women by providing community service. 
restItutIon m lIeu of fmes and mcarceration. 

During a 19-month period, 288 women completed the project. By the 
end of the grant period in December 1980, lj.02 referrals had been processed. Of 
the 288 cli~nts listed in the DRl data bank, 169 (59%) received community 
support se:vIces. The DR! data also indicate that nine clients or 3 percent of 
the 2~8 clIents were re~rrested. However, rearrest information was missing for· 
20 ~lIents. Yet even If all 20 had been rearrested, which is not likely, the 
proJect's goal to have less than a 15 percent recidivism rate was still achieved. 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY VOLUNTEER COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAM 

General Description of Service Area 

Baltimore County sits in the south central section of the state of 
Maryland. The city of Baltimore is surrounded by the remainder of Baltimore 
County, and is physically a part of the county, even though it is a home rul~ 
city not under the auspices of the county government. 

Baltimore County presently has the third highest population compared 
to other counties in the state. The number of residents gained by 3.2 percent 
between 1970 and 1977, from 621,077 to 64-1,976. In the same time period, the 
state of Maryland's population rose from 3,923,897 to 4-,137,000, a rate of 5.1 
percent. Therefore, Baltimore County's rate of growth has been som'ewhat less 
than the state as a whole. 

The population of Baltimore County is about one-half white and one
half black. The latest census figures also indicate that 100 percent of the 
county's population is in urban areas. Figures for 1977 yield a nonwhite 
population for Baltimore County of 4-6.4- percent, compared to 17.8 percent for 
the state as a whole. A summary of other demographic indic2.tors for Baltimore 
County shows the following: 

• percentage unemployed (1970) = 4-.6 percent (3.2% for Maryland) 

• income per capita (1975) = $4-,577 ($5,626 for· Maryland) 

• median family income (1970) = $12,081 ($11,063 for Maryland) 

The above data ir.dicate that the average resident of Baltimore County 
is generally below average on economic measures when compared to the state 
as a whole. While median family incomes are higher, per capita income levels 
are lower and unemployment rates are higher. 

Baltimore County is an area dotted with a number of small to medium 
sized towns (i.e., Towson, Essex, Dundalk, Pikersville) and a number of small 
independently owned businesses. Also, over the past several years corporate 
offices have been moving from the core city Baltimore area to suburban 
Baltimore County locations. The largest industrial employers presently located 
in the county are steel (Bethlehem) and shipping. 

Crime Data 

Crime rates for FY 1977 and FY 1978 are presented in the Baltimore 
County Volunteer Community Service Program proposal. 
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For Part I reported violent offenses, Baltimore County ranked, third 
highest among the state's six largest jurisdictions in FY 1977 and second I,n FY 
1978, with rates of 490 per 100,000 and 637 per 100,000, ,respe~tlvely. 
Baltimore County ranked third in the rate of Part I property Crimes In both 
years, although the reported rate decreased slightly (from 5,106 to 4,807) 
between the two reporting periods. 

Baltimore Count.y Court System 

Within Baltimore County, two court levels exist for the hearing of a 
criminal felony and misdemeanor matters. ~he Distri~t Court i~ ,the lower 
division hearing mainly misdemeanors and minor. felonl,es. Spe~I~Ically, the 
District Court has original jurisdiction over all traffIc and, CIVIl rr:'atters, 
misdemeanors and crimInal violations of state and local regulatIons. ThIS court 
also hears felony Gases if, in theft incidents, the nature of the goods taken or 
obtained does not exceed $500. Also heard is any case in which the penalty 
upon conviction is less than three years of c~nfi~ement, at a fi~e of less tha,n 
$3,000, or both. The Baltimore County DIStrlCt Court, serving Maryland s 
District 8, is staffed by 12 judges. 

The upper level, or Circuit Court, has exclusive jurisdiction over all 
serious felony cases for which conviction penalties bring three or more years of 
prison and/or $3,000 in fines. Additionally, the Circuit Co~rt hears cases .on 
appeal from the District Court. Baltimore County is located In the state's thIrd 
judicial district which also includes neighboring Harford County. A total of J.3 
judges sit on the Circuit Court bench. 

The Baltimore County project had anticipated at the outset recei~ing 
the large majority of its referrals from the District Court, with some minor 
felony cases eminating from the Circuit Court. 

Criminal Justice Case Flow Processing 

The procedure for processing alleged criminal offenders in Baltimore 
County is outlined in the Baltimore County Volunteer Community Service 
Program proposal. 

As soon as possible after being taken into police custody, the arrestee 
is brought before one of 24 District Court commission7rs for pur~ose,s of 
reviewing the police charges, advising the arreste~ of hIs/her constItutIonal 
rights, assigning a District Court trial date and setting b~nd. <:ase do~~ments 
are then forwarded to the state's attorney office for consIderatIon of fllIng and 
to the criminal office of the District Court. 

At the time of advisement by the District Court commissioner, ,a 
determination is made as to whether or not the defendant is eligible for a publIc 
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defender. If eligible, the defendant meets with the public defender either in 
jail if detained, or at the office if out on bond, to go over the cf,lse prior' to 
preliminary hearing. 

As stated above, the county office of the state's attorney reviews all 
state~ents of crim~nal charges for filing consideration. Felony· charges are 
submItted to a specIal felony review unit whose attorneys file recommendations 
f?r preli,minary hearings and prepare cases for grand jury indictment considera
tIOn. MIzdemeanors are considered by the District Court division of the state's 
attorney office. 

The next step in the judicial process is the preliminary hearing. A 
defendant may waive his or her right to such a hearing, but, in any event, a 
request for preliminary hearing must be filed within ten days of the defendant's 
arrest. The purpose of the hearing is for the judge to make determinations 
concerning whether or not to dismiss or reduce the original charges and at 
which level (District or Circuit Court) the case should be heard. The Grand 
Jury is used as an alternative to the preliminary hearing for serious felony 
charges. 

Prior to sentencing in either the Circuit or District Courts, }udges 
usually order a presentence investigation. Convicted defendants may be 
sente,nced to fines, community service restitution, probation, jail, work re~ease, 
or prison. 

Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

The Maryland code provides statutory support for the use of communi
ty service restitution as a sentencing option. Article 27, Section 641 and 292 
allows for nonviolent misdemeanants and felons to volunteer for work i~ 
nonprofit organizations or government agencies, for a designated number of 
hours, in lieu of traditional sentences such as fines or incarceration. 

History of tpe Volunteer Community Service Program (VCS) Program 

,!,he Volunteer Community Service Program began operations in May 
1,978. Prior to r~ceipt of LEAA funding, the project was managed by one full
tIme ComprehenSIve Employment and Training Administration (CET A) empl'Oy
ee and one part-time secretary. The project was initiated in response to a 'call 
by the District and Circuit Court judges of Baltimore County to have another 
sentencing alternative which would provide work experience to offender~ as 
well as benefit the community; reduce the probation caseload of the State 
Department of Probation and Parole; and offer offenders a direct access to 
community support agencies so that they might obtain help for personal and 
employment problems. 
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Originally, the pilot project concentrated only on the District Court. 
Any nonviolent Part II offender coming through that court was eligible for 
community service restitution. The judge hearing a particular case had the 
option of recommending community service in addition to, or in place of other 
sentencing options. Because of the high volume of clients coming through the 
program and the potentially increased caseload once District Court judges more 
fully accept community service and Circuit Court judges began adopting it, the 
project decided to seek LEAA funding for expansion. 

Aritee Poletis, the CETA employee who coordinated the pHot pro
gram, was retained by the county in that position to run the LEAA-funded 
project. Because they had previously been in nperation, there was no start-up 
delay. Thus the project began accepting clients under the new grant on July 1, 
1979. With the advent of an expanded project, Ms. Poletis intensified her public 
relf.1.tions efforts within the Baltimore County criminal justice community and in 
the general community to develop new client placement sites. An Advisory 
Board was formed, made up of placement agency representatives, judges, other 
criminal personnel and lay citizens. Ms. Poletis conducted meetings with the 
probation and parole staffs and with individual judges to try to gain acceptance 
and cooperation with the Volunteer Community Services Program. 

Goals and Objectives 

The following goals and objectives were formulated for the community 
service volunteer program under the LEAA grant: 

Performance Goals 

1. Identification by the Circuit and District Court judges of 1,320 
nonviolent Part II offenders who will agree to adhere to program 
regulations and volunteer to perform community services in lieu 
of a traditional fine and/or incarceration. 

2. Screening and placement for each referral into a volunteer job 
capacity within a two week time period. 

3. Development of a detailed volunteer needs assessment of all local 
nonprofit organizations and assessment of volunteer job place
ment possibilities. 

4. Establishment and implementation of standard procedures by 
which the volunteer community service agency can directly refer 
clients for support services and can monitor the progress of ec:.ch 
person referred. 

5. Completion of assignment for at least 80 percent of the referrals. 
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Impact Goals 

1. To provide a suitable option for 10 percent of the cases heard in 
Distr ict Court. 

2. To eliminate the caseload of nonserious offenses for probation and 
parole agents. 

Objectives . 

Screening. To screen an average of 110 persons per month 
sentenced to the Volunteer Community Service Program prior to 
participation in the project. 

Placement. To place 100 offenders within a nonprofit or govern
mental organization. 

Monitoring. To monitor all placements during the work period to 
ensure each offender's compliance with his/her obligation. Moni
toring will be done by the prugram coordinator from information 
obtained through the volunteer work supervisor of the community 
etgency. Forms for documenting number of hours worked, as kept 
daily by the work supervisor, will be logged on the offender's 
office file weekly. 

Reporting. 

• To report back to the court, probation office, client and file 
all persons failing to comply with program regulations and/or 
failing to successfully complete their designated number of 
volunteer service hours within one week after determination 
of noncompllance by the project coordinator and director 
(average 20 per month) • 

• To report back to the court, probation officer, client and file 
successful completion of work assignment (average 80 per 
month). 

Referral to rehabilitative services. To refer 14 percent of total 
referrals to support services since evaluation of offenders refer
red to the pilot program shows that 14 percent of the 215 re
referrals are presently unemployed with no vocational or educa
tional training, or future employment direction. 

Many of the offenders also have psychological problems which are 
many times interrelated with their offenses. These problems 
usually stem from family, economic, and employment disorders. 
Since presentence investigations are often not ordered in these 
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cases, the judge does not have needed resources for referral to 
support services. Based on previous experience, it is estimated 
that 10-15 percent of the offenders accepted into the Volunteer 
Comrr;unity Service Program will be in need of services. 

Evaluation 

To compile data from individual records so that by the end of the 
grant year program, problems and client characteristics will be 
available for use in planning for the second year of the grant. 

Administration/Management Structure--
Baltimore County Volunteer Community Service Program 

The project operates under the auspices of the county's court system 
(district and circuit and the county council). Ultimate administrative responsi
bility rests with the county executive. Under the county executive is an 
administrative officer and under that person is the county's criminal justice 
coordinator. The project director of the community service program is directly 
responsible to the criminal justice coordinator. 

The project staff working under the VCS d:l"ector include two project 
coordinators and one secretary. Specific responsibilities for each of the 
positions include: 

Project Director--design and implementation of the program; staff 
selection; arranging of cooperative agreements with agencies to which referrals 
will be made to complete volunteer service and for rehabi!itative services; day
to-day fiscal and program management; developing and implementing manage
ment information system; preparing fiscal and program reports for criminal 
justice actors; meets with criminal justice personnel to discuss needs for 
revision and improvements; liaison between criminal justice coordinator, courts 
and Department of Probation and Parole. 

Project Coordinator--receives referral forms from courts; screening 
and interviewing of offenders; places offenders in agencies, reviews client and 
agency evaluations; liaison between courts, offender and placement agency; 
negotiates referrals to supportive services, monitoring client participation; 
notifies sentencing judge and probation officer of completion/noncompletion of 
sentence. 

The following organizational chart (Figure 3) illustrates the structure 
under which the Baltimore County Volunteer Community Service Program 
operates: 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY VOLUNTEER COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAM 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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Staff Changes 

Aritee Poletis, the original project director of the pilot program, 
remains in that position. Since the inception of the LEAA grant in July 1979, 
four project coordinators have worked for the program. 

Client Case Flows 

The movement of clients through the Baltimore County system is 
depicted in Figure It on the following page. Eligible clients for the Volunteer 
Community Service Program include all Part II nonviolent, adult, misdemeanor 
offenders. This takes in such charges as shoplifting, marijuana possession, 
driving while suspended, hit and run, driving while intoxicated, and larceny. As 
the program has expanded its sphere of operation to the Circuit Court, they 
have begun to accept some felony referrals (see data analysis section). 

The decision to sentence to community service and the determination 
of how many hours a particular sentence carries rests solely with the discretion 
of the judge. Typically, judges consider such factors as the severity of the 
instant offense and the defendant's prior record before deciding on a community 
service sentence. Usually, persons are assigned to the project following a court 
disposition of "probation before judgement." This is a stayed sentence through 
which a defendant's actual disposition is delayed pending the outcome of his/her 
community service assignment. If the work is successfully completed, the 
volunteer on the recommendation of the project, has the original charges 
dismissed and all court records expunged wifhout having to return to court. If, 
on the other hand, the project unsuccessfully terminates a PBJ client, the court 
imposes a standing sentence, i.e., jail, fine or probation, at the defendant's 
return '~ppearance before the bench. It should be noted that PBJ with 
coml , ,:;'y service is an option the defendant may reject and opt instead for 
traditional sentencing. 

Once a defendant agrees to volunteer for community service he/she 
signs an agreement form at the court, a copy of which is forwarded to the 
project. The responsibility for initiating communication between the new 
volunteer and the project lies with the volunteer, who has one week to contact 
a project coordinator. The judge may, or may not stipulate a time period in 
which the assignment must be completed. If not, a standard six-month period is 
allowed. 

When the project receives the name of a referral from the court, the 
staff begins to initiate internal record keeping procedures. The referral is 
logged and staff create a file card with basic client information. A terms and 
conditions form is later signed by the new clIent at the screening interview. 

The new client's initial screening with the project coordinator is done 
at the project office. Only if the coordinator determines that a volunteer may 
require support services counseling, after the volunteer has requested them~ 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY VOLUNTEER COMMUNITY 
SERVICE PROGRAM FLOW CHART 
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Figure 4 (continued) 
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Figure 4 (continued) 
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i.e., counseling, is the subject referred. Otherwise, the screening which 
includes a determination of skills, interests, current employment status, health, 
trangportation needs, and possible hindrances to the completion of ,the :vork• 
Taking this information, the coordinator matches the vol~nteer's skIlls, ,mter
ests and availability with an available placement opportunIty. The coordmator 
then notifies the agency contact person of the placement and the volunteer who 
must contact the agency and make working arrangements. 

Once firm arrangements have been made for worker placement, client 
monitoring procedures begin. The project sends out client evaluation form~, on 
which the work supervisor logs days and hours worked. Placement supe:vlsors 
notify the project any time a volunteer fails to show up f~r work, or dI~plays 
attitudinal or work quality problems. The project coordmator uses hIs/her 
judgement to decide when a placement should :':''': suspended, switched or 
unsuccessfully terminated. 

When the assigned work hours are completed, the work sup~rvisor 
evaluates the client and forwards the information to the project coordmator. 
The coordinator then sends a copy to the sentencing judge for final case 
disposition. If no further problems exist, the project terminates the case. 

Working Relationship with Baltimore County Criminal Justice System 

Because all referrals to the Volunteer Community Services Program 
emanate from the court, most of the contacts the project has had have been 
with judges and court personnel. Relations between the project staff and the 
courts appear to be quite good. Prosecutors and defense attorney~, altho~gh 
having limited contact with VCS, seem to be aware of the community serv~ce 
project and approve of its work. The pr~ject has had a closer workI~g 
relationship with the Department of ProbatIon and Parole, as several ves 
clients have been on supervised probation while doing community service. 

All three judges interviewed by DRI expressed a positive view toward 
community service as an alternative sentencing tool. Additio,nal com~e~1ts 
about its benefits with regard to allowing the court to do ~~re m deterr~llnm,g 
sentences, to being a deterrent to further criminal actlvlt~, to mak~ng It 
possible for a client to avoid a criminal record, and to re~urnmg so~ethmg to 
the community were expressed. The judges were supportIve of and Impressed 
by the enthusiasm of the Baltimore CS staff, although some ~isgiving~ were 
expressed about administrative efficiency with regard to the tIme ,requIred to 
place clients in work assignments. It was suggested that the CS project needed 
more staff. 

There appeared to be some confusion about what types of offenders 
were eligible for the project. One judge thought the project included all types 
of offenders; another thought it only included nonviolent misde:neanants an,d 
should be expanded to also include nonviolent felons; and the thIrd thought It 
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currently included all except violent offenders. In determining how' much time 
they would sentence, the judges relied on their own discretion, taking into 
~c~ount factors such as type and seriousness of charge, and personal character
IStICS of the, offender. One judge said he averaged about 50 hours, and 
purposely avoIded long sentences because it prevented others from coming into 
the project. 

From another perspective, one of the Baltimore County public de
fenders be!ieved, the judges occasionally gave long sentences, although both 
de~enders mtervlewed were of the opinion that the majority of sentencing was 
faIr., The ~efenders, believed that a major positive aspect of the communit"y 
serVIce proJ~ct, ?esldes affording an alternative to jail, was that it helped 
defendants fmd Jobs. One defender believed the CS option was a viable 
alternative to traditional sentences for early, nonserious offenders while the 
other interviewee recommended expansion to handle serious as well as early 
offenders. Such expansion was recommended to include an increase in the 
number of CS project staff in order to do a better job of following up on 
problem cases. 

A district attorney held an opposite view from that of the public 
defenders regarding the community service project's effect on jobs for clients. 
Although the DA supported the CS option for nonviolent first offenders, .she felt 
that ove:~ll it offered clients only' limited experience and no full-time job 
opportUnItle~. Furthermore, she suggested that a negative aspect was that it 
could be takmg away jobs from noncriminals. The DA felt that CS was not an 
alternative to jail because in her opinion, those people sentenced to CS had not 
committed serious enough offenses to be sent to jail. -

Another representative from the Baltimore County prosecutor's office 
had some ?efinite .ideas about the usefulness of comITjunity serviCe, although he 
was relatIvely unmformed about the Baltimore County project. H~ did say, 
however, that he felt the sentences were too lenient with the number of hours 
ass~gned being too low. The prosecutor was in favor of relating the work 
aSSIgnment to the offense; for example, litterers should be senten;::ed to 
~ighw~y clean-up. The prosecutor suggested that CS acts as a punishment 
I~volvI~g more than the value of the crime, thus showing off/enders that the 
Clrme IS not worth the penalty. He believed that CS makes it less likely that 
offenders will repeat their crimes. The best aspect of the E',altimore County 
project was viewed to be its PBJ option with community servke which allowe~f 
people to avoid a criminal record. 

DR! interviewed two officers of the Baltimore, County Probation 
Department, both of whom were satisfied with their relationship with the CS 
project and believed that the project had worked out well. A combination of 
management responsibility has existed between the probation officers and the 
CS project staff which has created some problems for one of the interviewees 
wit~ (cgdrd, to determining who was responsible for violations. Both probation 
offIcers pomted out that the CS project had not decreased their ca.seload 
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because all community service sentences include probation, although one stated 
that CS had cut back on the need for probation officers to monitor volunteer 
work. It should be noted, however, that a number of CS referrals, apparently 
unbeknownst to probation staff, are on "court probation" which does not require 
formal supervision. One probation officer suggested that a caseload cutback 
could result if the YCS project would assume total responsibility for clients. 
While stating that she preferred more therapeutic programs, one of the 
interviewees said she felt community service provided a good alternative to 
fines. The other probation officer said the CS was probably not an alternative 
to jail because few of the offenders sentenced to community service would have 
been sentenced to jail anyway. 

Working Relationship with Placement Agencies 

As of February 1981, the Baltimore County project had placed clients 
in approximately 200 separate agencies throughout the area. They have 
developed positions in a wide assortment of sites including libraries, hospitals, 
colleges, parks and alcohol treatment centers. Some of the positions include: 
receptionists, maintenance aide, health care volunteer, library aide and leader
ship assistant. Preliminary data indicate the highest number of positions, close 
to half, to be in public works projects. 

The project has found that a number of their volunteers have full-time 
jobs. Therefore, they have had to develop placement opportunities for evenings 
and weekends. 

DRI interviewed three placement sites including two hospitals and the 
Baltimore County Public Works Department. The site representatives were all 
very enthusiastic about the ability of CS to allow nonserious offenders to avoid 
a criminal record while at the same time not letting them "get off easy." The 
sites reported excellent working relationships with the Baltimore project staff, 
but suggested that an increase in yeS staff was needed. 

In discussing positions being filled by the CS volunteers, both hospitals 
referred to the number of hours of the assignment as a factor significantly 
affecting the volunteer's involvement with the host organization with regard to 
training. One hospital said they train new workers for available jobs, except for 
those with 4-0-50 hours or less whom the hospital does not bother to train. The 
other hospital suggested that volunteers with 20 hours or less are not too 
helpful and that those with 4-0 plus hours are best because of the training that is 
needed. Both hospitals reported that several volunteers stayed on with the 
hospital after the community service assignment was over. 

The interviewee in the Public Works Department told DRI that several 
volunteers had applied to the county for a job with him after the assignment, 
but that none had been hired due to a county personnel policy which requires 
their name to appear on a special list from which he must choose. DRI was told 
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volunteers learn landscaping skills through the county work, WhI'ch can be 
applied elsewhere. 

Insurance 

Community service workers are c . db' 
all volunteer workem in state cou t ?vere y a ~olIcy w~ich extends to 
of Maryland. The agreement 'prov~ y or p:~vate nonprofIt ag~ncies in the state 
medical benefits for the worker in t~S tCCI ental death an? dIsmemberment and 
The limits are $5,000 for accirlen'tal d~at~lu;teer f C~mmunIty ,Servic~s Program. 
$1,000 for personal injury Under M I o~s 10 sIght and dIsmemberment and 
eligible for workman's com~ensation. aryan aw, volunteer workers are not 

Public Relations 

Ms. Poletis has been quite acti d ' h . , , 
t,:, spread the name of the project M vet U~Ing er term as dIrector In trying 
project's early phases when staff.· os ,0 th~se efforts took place in the 
gain public acceptance. were trYing to Increase public knowledge and 

The project developed broch t 
are handed out to volunteers in court ures 0 serve a du~l purpose. First, they 
themselves with the program the so bthat the new clIents could familiarize 
are distributed to nonprofit agenJe~r7n ~hou~ t? ,enter. Secondly, the brochures 
potential placement sites. e a tImore County area who may be 

In addition to the brochures I 
Baltimore Sun, Au ust 14- 19 • ' press re eases have appeared in the 
and March 12 197~ A 'th 78, ~ugust 16,1978; February 1979; March 5 1979 
1978. ,. no er artIcle appeared in The Retriever on Octob'er 16, 

Support Services 

Support services are offered 1 h 
assistance and upon concurrence fr;m °t y to, t ose vol~nteers requesting 
services include drug/alcohol abu he proJect, coordinator. Available 
individual and family counseling- ~~y~h~a~~ent; ~hysIcal examinations; group, . 
ployment counseling. It should' b ,Ia r~c aSSIstance, and educational em
brokered out to other a encies e pOinte out that all support services are 
assistance provided by pro~ct staff.wIth only short-term counseling or other 

Preliminary data show that onl 
County clients (about 7%) have req-~i d y a ~~ry sm~ll number of Baltimore 

re supportIve serVIces of any type. 
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Data Analysis 

Data analysis for Baltimore County is based on information collected 
by the project on 1,312 community service participants who completed services 
from July 1978 to January 1981. In addition, 281 Baltimore County volunteers 
responded to the DRI client survey. The tables referenced are located in 
Appendix I of this report. 

I. Characteristics of participar,ts. The 1,312 clients can be character
ized as typically young, white and male. Data from Tables 1-3 indicate that 
1,020 (78%) were between the ages of 16 and 29; 897 (68%) were white; and 906 
(68%) were male. Other Baltimore County client indicators can be summarized 
as follows: 

• Employment status at intake (Table 4). The majority were 
fully employed (57%). Nevertheless, a sizeable pr.;portion 
(19%) were unemployed. 

• Highest grade completed (Table 5). Over half (53%) have gone 
through some high school. A large number, 407 have some 
college education. 

• Client occupation or skills (Table 6). The data on this 
variable, yield a wide diversity of skill levels. The biggest 
area of concentration is semiskilled (452), which comprises 35 
percent of the client occupations. 

• Prior arrest history (Table 7). The typical client had no prior 
felony or misdemeanant arrests before the referral charge. 
Data indicate 1,068 (81 %) with no previous felony arrests and 
814 (62%) with no known misdemeanor arrests. 

• Referral offense (Tables, 8, 37). The vast majority of refer
rals came to the Baltimore County project on a misdemeanCJr 
charge. Out of 1~.312 cases 1,251 or 95 percent were charged 
with misdemeanors, while only 51 accused felons completed 
the program. Considering exact referral charges, the largest 
categories were "thefts of an unknown amount" which ac
counted for 407 (31 %) of all referrals and "miscellaneous 
traffic offenses," accounting for 414 (32%) of the project's 
clients. 

II. Case processing. The following items summarize data describing 
the processing of community service participants in the Baltimore County 
system: 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9). The majority of 
volunteers were assigned to work between 10 and 49 hours. 
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The largest single range is the 30 to 49 hour category, 
accounting for 529, or 52 percent of all cases. In, the 18-
month period surveyed, CS clients worked a total of 53,961 
hours. 

• Point of referral recommendation. Close to 99 percent 0,293) 
of all clients came to the project on a probation before 
judgement (PBJ) basis. Therefore, community service in 
Baltimore County can be said to be an almost exclusive stayed 
sentencing option. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service (Table 11). 
Naturally, because PBJ is not a sentence, PBJ itself was the 
only disposition in the vast majority of cases. 

• Court of referral (Table 12). Over 94 percent of all cases 
eminated from the district courts, which have original juris
diction over misdemeanant offenses. 

III. Community service outcomes. 

• First community service assignments (Table 13). As very few 
clients worked in more than one assignment, the first assign
ment generally represents the sum total of work done by 
clients in this project. Data indicate diversity of assignments 
covering all categories. The largest representation falls in 
institutional work (519) and library/hospital aide (267). The 
institutional work, according to project director Aritee Pole
tis, took place in locations such as health centers, youth 
service bureaus, the State Department on Aging and county 
criminal justice agencies. 

• Total placements while in the community service program 
(Table 14). As noted above, very few volunteers worked at 
more than one site. For some reason, however, data was 
missing in 200 cases on this variable. 

• Type of project termination (Table 15). Project staff report a 
very high successful completion rate of 97 percent, with 1,266 
out of 1,312 satisfactorily completing theirCS obligations. 
This is the highest success rate among the 7 projects ·studied. 

• Clients crimina! justice status at termination (Table 16). Most 
referrals remain on informal probation, or probation before 
judgement, even though their community service work has 
been successfully completed. It is up to the probation officer 
assigned to a defendant to approach the court once the PBJ 
term has expired., Performance on community service is one 
factor c<,)nsidered by the court before dismissal. 
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• Total rearrests while in project (Table 17). Only 34, or abou'~ 3 
percent of all cases were known to have: been r,earrested whIle 
under the auspices as the Baltimore County proJect. 

• Support services provided (Table 19). !he Baltimore County 
project aided 43 clients pr,oviding 52 dIrect or referral serv
ices. Education services U3) and employment referrals (16) 
were the most pred"lminant. It should be noted that suppo~t 
services were not c6nsidered an important compon~mt, o~ thIs 
project and were delivered only upon the request of mdividuais 
referred. 

• Matching of client skills to placements (Table 27). There 
appears to have been no noticeable pattern between, types of 
placements and skill levels. R:eg~rdl~ss of 0~cu~atlO~1 most 
clients worked in government InstltutlOns or In llbrarIes ,and 
hospitals. These types of jobs see~~d to be t~e most plent.lful. 
Presumably jobs within these facillties were fIt, when posSIble, 
to the clients working in them. 

IV. Client surveys. A total of 281 or 23 percent of the 1,205 
participants who completed the program respo,nded to. the J?RI surv~y. Tables 
20 through 25 report the responses to these project staisfaction questIons. 

While generally voicing favorable feelings to the progra~, a cl:.)ar 
majority (73%) felt they learned no usef~l, skills ,through community. serVIce. 
Nevertheless 1 760 volunteers said they utIlized skills they already had, only 36 
felt the exp~ri~nce would have t.:en better ha? the work be~n differ~nt; 209 
believed commu{\ity service to be the best choIce of alternatIves aval~able t~ 
them; 228 said they thought community serv~ce was ~ "fair" altern~t~ve; ana 
219 (78%) believed the overall community serVIce experIence to be POSItIve. 

Followirg are some comments expressed by Baltimore County partici-

pants: 

fl ••• an enriching and rewarding experience; it was worth getting a 
, " ticket to go through such an experience. 

"It would be difficult to utilize all of my skills in 4-0 hours of 
community service work." 

"I ~njoyed every minute of it." 

"I worked in a court library cutting out bears and bunnies. I find that 
very insultin'" to my line of work. A two-year old child could h~ve done the 
work I was a~signed to do. I feel it was nothing but a waste of my tIme!" 
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"The ability to work on my off days any time of the week was a great 
advantage. After working with VCSP, I applied for a full-time job after 
knowing what was offered." 

V. Meeting of project objectives . 

1. To place an average of 100 offenders per month, 1,200 offenders' 
per year into private or public nonprofit agencies. . 

The project reports that 2,051 referrals were screened and placed 
through Dec~mber 1980, while 2,211 were screened and placed through January 
1981. These data yield an 18 month figure of 114 per month and a 19 month 
total of 118 per month. Therefore, the project has exceeded this objective • 

2. To return to the community 44,000 hours of service, worth 
$136,000 if paid at the minimum wage per hour in 12 month of 
operations. 

Through 18 months, ending in December 1980, 1,312 clients completed 
53,961 hours of work. Computed at the minimum wage of $3.10 per hour the 
dollar value of the work equals $167,279. The project reports that through 
January, 53,954 hours were put in totaling $167,258 at the minimum wage of 
$3.10 per hour. 

3. To have 1,400 offenders complete their community service obliga
tion during the grant period. 

DR! data indicate that 1,312 clients completed community service in 
the original 18-month grant period. This falls 6 percent short of the objective. 
Project reports indicate that 1,371 volunteers went through VCSP as of the end 
of January 1981. While the project has fallen just short of meeting this 
objective, they should have easily surpassed the 1,400 figure in February. 

4. To refer 14 percent of total referrals to support services. 

DRI has collected data, as previously noted, on' support services 
provided tu the 1,312 terminated participants. To reiterate, 43 individuals, or 3 
percent received such services. Thus, Baltimore County project fell short of 
meeting this objective. 

VI. Baseline comparisons. Baltimore County VCSP staff were asked 
to collect data on 100 cases from District and Circuit Courts. The cases were 
to be selected from 'f. one year period prior to the beginning of the community 
service project ranging from July 1, 1978 to June 30, 1979. As was the case 
with all the baseline studies, the object here was to get some idea, albeit 
descriptive and limited in number, of what criminal justice dispositions commu
nity service acts as an alternative to. 
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The project was instructed to draw 90 adult misdemeanant defendants 
and ten accused felons with no prior arrest histories. In order to comp~re 
sentencing patterns of judges who are presently referrin~ cases to commun.Ity 
service, we asked that they select the sample accordmg to the followmg 
judicial breakdown: 

JUDGE CASES 

A 15 
B 15 
C 10 
D 10 
E 45 

The staff was able to secure 80 .:ases for baseline data collection.. 
Although this reduced number places furtiler limitations on the reliability of 
any conclusions, certain inferences can oe drawn from the results. 

As noted previously, probation before judgement has emerg~d as the 
dominant disposition of community service case3-, A~~ng the 80 baselme cases, 
however only six were granted PBJ. The remaliung cases were ge!1erally 
disposed' of through some combination ~f jail, .fine .o~ probation. These mc~ude 
24 cases sentenced to probation; ten flOes, eIght JaIL sentences, t~o ~ombma
tions of probation, jail and fines; two probation ~,n~ ~nd jail co~bmatlOn~; a~d 
eight combined fine and probation sentences. JUdICI~l sentencmg patter ns m 
Baltimore County for first offenders seem to have shIfted, at least somewhat, 
from jail, fine and/or probation to community service and PBJ. 

Costs 

The baseline was also intended to get some indication of the impact. of 
CS on costs. County officials report that the average a~nual cost~ of ho~smg 
one inmate in jail is $13,000, or $35.62 per day. The eIght baselme subjects 
sentenced to jail were given a total of 2,134 days. This w?uld cos.t the county 
over $76,OOO--money which could be saved had commumty serVIce been ~he 
sentence. On the other hand, 36 fines were collected among t.he .baselme 
sample totaling $2,730--money which is lost to coun~y coffers If flOes are 
replaced with alternate service. This in turn, however, IS replaced by the value 
of the service provided to the community. 

We cannot accurately calculate, or estimate, the savings rea.lized by 
placing defendants on community s~rvice a~d .PB? .rather than probatIon as a 
sentence condition. As noted earlIer, PBJ d lOdividuals are under a form of 
informal probation in addition to being responsible to VCSP. ,H.o:vever, bec~us,e 
the project assumes the major share of defendant responsibillty, probatIOn s 
involvement is lessened and, presumably, their time and costs are reduced. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

The Baltimore County project was very successful in processing and 
s('rving a large number of volunteers with a relatively small amount of staff. 
Also, the VCSP was effective in developing a number of active placement sites 
throughout the greater Baltimore area to serve volunteer work needs and 
provide easy access for clients. 

Because of the relatively high number of clients served with a 
relatively low level of staff ,support, the Baltimore County project proved to be 
the most cost effective ,of all the LEAA sites. In order to handle such a high 
volume of referrals and placements, project director Aritee Poletis developed a 
syst~m whereby all volunteer contacts and most placement site dealings were 
carned out by phone. Referrals were made responsible for contacting VCSP to 
get their assignments and were obligated to report to work and report back to 
VCSP on their progress. By minimizing direct client contact, the project came 
to act mainly as a community service broker, permitting them to take on a high 
referral caseload. 

" yC~P also proved to be a very effective force in the Baltimore County 
crImmal JustIce system. The persistent efforts of the project, notably those of 
Ms. Poletis, resulted in widespread acceptance of the concept in the District 
and Circuit Courts. Community service, coupled with PBJ, was a concept 
which had been implemented on a limited basis during the project's pre-LEAA 
pilot .period. Thr?ugh effective campaigning and as a result of the concept's 
growmg success ItS used became extensive as an option for accused minor 
offenders. 

In ,spite of its successes, this project did encounter some problems. 
The heavy caseload seemed to place a burden on the staff resulting in 
occasional lag periods between referral and placement, according to one judge. 
DRI feels that at least one more staff position was needed to handle the heavy 
case flow. ~lso, the shortage of staff reduced the project's ability to provide 
su~port serVIces such as counseling. Finally, indications from probation officers 
pomt toward some confusion as to how PBJ clients are cosupervised by the 
VCSP a~d probation. Here again, more staff support might have helped to allow 
the. project to take ~ greater role in supervising clients beyond providing CS 
assIgnments. The project should take steps to work out supervision assignments 
with probatIon. 

At this writing, the Baltimore County Volunteer Community Service 
Program is seeking permanent funding through the County Court budget. 
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NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY SERVICE 
RESTITUTION PROGRAM 

General Description of Service Area 

The Northeaste!"n University program serves four communities in the 
suburban Boston area: Brookline, Newton, Dedham, and Wrentham. All four* of 
the program areas are home rule communities. Brookline and Dedham are 
incorporated as towns, whereas Newton is a city. Brookline is contiguous with 
Boston and is located just to the west of the major city. Newton sits to the 
west of Brookline. Dedham is approximately six to seven miles south of Boston. 
A total of 18 communities are part of the service area, including seven in 
Dedham and nine in Wrentham. 

Each community exhibited declines in population between 1970 and 
1977 although T)edham's was nominal. Brookline's population declined from 
58,886 to 50,680, a reduction of 14 percent. Newton's population declined from 
94,006 to 87,183, a loss of 7 percent. Finally, the population of Dedham went 
from 26,938 to 26,587 for a decline of 1 percent. These figures are unlike the 
state of Massachusetts as a whole which has demonstrated a 2 percent increase 
in population during the same time frame from 5,689,170 to 5,777,000. 

The residents of the area are predominantly white. Census figures for 
1970 indicate black populations of 3.2 percent, 0.3 percent, and 1.2 percent for 
Brookline, Dedham and Newton respectively. The black population proportion 
for the state at that time stood at 3.1 percent. Unemployment data for 1970, 
although admittedly outdated, yield the following figures: Brookline = 2.5 
percent; Dedham = 5.2 percent; Newton = 5.7 percent. The unemployment rate 
for Massachusetts in 1970 stood at 308 percent, thus indicating higher than 
normal rates for Dedham and Newton. A summary of other demographic 
indicators for these locations gives the following results: 

• income per capita (1975) 
- Brookline $8,117 
- Dedham 5,549 
- Newton 7,554 
- Massachusetts 4,965 

• median school years completed (1970) 
- Brookline 13.2 
- Dedham 12.4 
- Newton 13.4 
- Massachusetts 12.2 

*The fourth jurisdiction, Wrentham, was recently added. Because of 
this, information relevant to this area is limited. 
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, d' th t residents of these areas, The above data seem to Ifn.lcat~ lly ~etter off and more educated especially Brookline and Newton, are manCla 
that the average person in the state of Massachusetts. 

Brookline and Newton can be characterized as likberfal.' uePl.pteher-rmtiod~~e 
, 'd tries to spea 0 m , clas5 communities. There are no m~Jor m us usinesses. Many of the 

and both are dotted with small, pnv~t~ly own~~a:er Boston area. Brookline 
residents are profes~ion,als w~o dw~rk aW l~~~~ ~~emgber of long standing residents, 
is an older commumty mhablte y g wer residents over recent years. 
whereas Newton has ~ended to draw Ydoun1e~" n~y p;or compared to the other Wrentham is predomman.tly, rural ~n re a Ive 
communities, with no major mdustnes. 

Unlike Brookline and Newton, De am 
class, partially industrial community. 

dh l'S a more conservative, middle 

Crime Data 

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) crime data are available
d 
f~r 1978 for 

Brookline, Newton, and Dedham. Following is a summary of those a a. 

Newton: 

Dedham: 

Brookline: 

Total adult arrests = 738 
Total 18-21 = 291 
Major categories = DUI (14-3), 

"other offenses" (193) 

Total adult arrests = 354-
Total 18-21 = 291 
Major categories = larceny (97), DUI (4-7):. ( ) 

disorderly conduct (52), "other offenses 50 

Total adult arrests = 321 
Total 18-21 = 155 ( ) 
Major categories = burglary (53), larcency 58, 

DUI (39) 

It' t re plus an indication The above figures prese~t the tota t arres 01~_~1)' It is evident from 
of the arrest inciden,ce for the ~roJect~ht:r::re~;~~~ the th;ee jurisdictions are 
these data that a hlgh proportlOnd 0 'th' the misdemeanant/nonserious felony concentrated in the age range an WI m 
population served by the project. 
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Court Systc::.!!! 

Courts in Massachusetts are under a state run system with funding 
authority and administrative control eminating from the legislature through' a 
state court administrator. 

Dedham, Newton, and Brookline each fall into a distinct judicial 
district. Each such district contains two courts of record to hear criminal cases. 

The lower, or District Courts have original jurisdiction for all misde
meanor cases and minor felonies. Arraignments and trials for these offenses 
are conducted in the District Courts. 

Serious felonies are filed and heard in the Superior Courts. As in the 
case with the District Courts, there is a division of the Superior Court in each 
of the towns of Dedham, Newton, and Brookline. Although the Northeastern 
University Community Service Program can and does accept felony offenders, 
they are precluded at this time from accepting any cases not referred through 
the District Courts. Therefore, only minor felony cases are referred to the 
project (see data analysis section). 

Criminal Justice Case Flow Processing 

All criminal defendants in the project's four communities are ar
raigned in the District Court. Arraignments generally take place within 24-hours of arrest. 

At the District Court arraignment, the defendant is notified of the 
exact nature of the pending charges and informed of the right to counsel. 
Defendants often opt to waive their right to an attorney •. 

The next step in the arraignment process is the entering of a plea. 
The plea in most cases is not guilty, or "not gUilty with admission of facts to 
warrant a finding of guilty." The latter is a procedure often employed by judges' 
to protect defendants from pleading gUilty without the benefit of counsel. 

In some cases, after accepting a plea, the judge hears the facts of the 
case, as presented in most instances by the arresting police officer and the 
defendant. Occasionally the judge will reach a decision at this time. In most 
instances a plea is entered at the arraignment. The judge establishes a 
continuance date four weeks hence, at which time the defendant is brought to 
trial. Continuances are used for cases in which the defendant pleads not gUilty 
and/or needs extra time to secure counsel. If a continuance is granted, the 
disposition of the case is deferred and a defendant's case i$ officially continued without a finding. 
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Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

State legislation supporting the enactment of community service and 
other diversion dispositions is found in Chapter 781 of t~e M~ssac~usetts State 
Statutes. The law establishes a procedure for pretrial diversIOn of sor:ne 
offenders to programs of community service and supervision from the Distr~ct 
Courts. The law stipulates that eligible clients include those age 17 .to 21, w:th 
no previous convictions who are rec~mr:n~nde~ by .the community serVice 
program or have been selected through Judicial dIscretIOn. Successful comple
tion of the program may result in dismissal of the c~arges. Fu~th.er, 
participation in a community service program does not constitute an admIssIOn 
of guilt. 

It should be pointed out that the Northeastern University p:~gram, 
while taking primarily young offenders, has not put a 21-year old ceIling on 
referrals. 

History of the Community Service Program 

The Boston area community service restitution program was conceptu
alized by Professor Larry Siegel of the Northeastern University School of 
Criminal Justice. Aware of the LEAA initiative, Siegel approached several 
local judges including Justice Maurice Richardson of the. North Nor~olk (Ded
ham) District Court Justice Lawrence Shubow of Brookline and Justice Monte 
Basbas of Newton. As the concept caught on, support for the pending program 
was gained from probation departments, police, prosecutors, and a number of 
potential client placement agencies. An advisory comm~tt~e w~s f.ormed, made 
up of the three justices mentioned above plus other criminal Justice per~onnel 
and community leaders to advise Dr. Siegel on the process to follow In the 

, development and implementation of the program. 

The program was seen mainly as a benefit to the Probati?n Depar~
ments of the three jurisdictions. Numerous misdemeanor and minor ~e!o(IY 
offenders tried and convicted in the District Courts v:ere placed on minimal 
supervision probation. Because no other diversionary options were available ~o 
judges, the probation caseloads were continually swelled by .these lo"Y superVI
sion clients. Probation personnel felt that the degree of serVices provided to all 
clients suffered as a result of too many cases and too little time. 

Community service assignments had been used by the judges ~n a 
scattered, ad hoc basis. However, because of the absence of an organized 
project, probation staff had to supervise the workers. A~so, there w~re no 
personnel available to develop placements which resulted In the creation of 
makeshift assignments, i.e., cleaning up the courthouse. 

Although the LEAA grant award was made in June 1979, the project 
did not begin accepting clients until October of that year. The original 
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director, Sue Howarth, was not brought on until the end of August 1979. Much 
of ~he delay was caused by complicated and cumbersome hiring practices. 
Pr~Ject. p~rso~~el, especially the director, had to go through Northeastern 
UnIyerslty s hlrIng procedures and by approved by' the community service 
adVisory board. ThIS proved to be very time consuming during the project's 
early stages. These early problems have been eliminated and'subsequent hiring 
has gone smoothly. - , 

Goals and Ob jectives 

. . The goals and objectives first proposed for the Community Service 
~estitutIOn Program were modified and revised in April 1980. The staff at that 
time, felt that many of t~e ~riginal objectives were unrealistic. Also, they 
generally held that the obJectlVes were overwhelmingly offender and system
ba~ed,. not adequately addressing t~e benefits to the community. The original 
objectives called ~or such. accomplIshments as reducing jail sentences, cutting 
court costs, redUCing confinement costs, and lower client recidivism rates. 

. ,Th.e ~~w objective~, as outlined in a revised proposal, reorder the 
proJe~t s priOrities from. serVice t? offenders and the criminfl.l justice system to 
?eneflts to the co~n:UnIty. 9ualtty of services replace monetary savings as an 
Inducement to criminal JUStiC~ sy~tem participation. The new proposal dis
cou.n~s .as unmeasu:able the obJe<;=tlVes aimed at reducing jail populations and 
recidivism. FollOWing are the reVised goals and objectiv~s: 

Program Goals 

I. To place approximately 1,200 offenders in community service placements 
during the 14 months of program operations. The 1,200 offenders will be 
referred from the district courts being served by the program. . 

A. 

B. 

C. 

Approximately 960 (80%) of the 1,200 offenders will be ordered to 
p.erf?rm community service while their cases are continued without a 
finding. 

Approximately 120 00%) of the 1,200 offenders will be ordered to 
perform community service as a condition of probation. 

The. rem.aInIng 120. (10%) :-vil1 be ordered to perform community 
~ervlc~ eit~er as. a sole sanction or as a condition of probation imposed' 
In conjUnction With a suspended sentence. 

To accompli~h a 75 percent success rate among the clients referred to the 
program dUring the 14 months of program operations. 
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III. 

~~-----,,...-------------------------____________________ nt\n\\")j;l''',\i\~ __ ~. 

A. 

B. 

This will result in approximately 900 offenders successfully completing 
their community service obligations. 

Given the present averag.e community service assign~ent of 4~ hours 
per offender, a minimum of 36,000 hours of service will be provided to 
the community. 

To benefit the community, the offender and the criminal justice system. 

A. Community Benefits 

1. To provide at least $144,000 worth of service to the, community 
resulting from 900 offenders each successfully completmg an aver
age of 40 hours of service, valued at an average of $4.00 per hour. 

2 To maximize the effects of CSR services to the c~mmunity, by 
. developing placements in at least 20g different community agencies. 

3. To provide service placements to at least 75 percent of agencies 
offering positions (150). 

4. To increase community understanding, of ,the C?~munitr Service 
Restitution Program through the dissemmatlOn of mJ.ormatlOn. 

a. To issue regular press releases to local print media regarding the 
progress and activities of the program. 

b. To sponsor an open house for each district served by the prog:am 
in order to inform community members, agency representatives 
and court personnel or program goals, philosophy and procedures. 

c. To speak on at least 14 occasions before local civic, social and 
professional organizations. 

d. A Board of Directors will be organized ,which wil~ consist of 
community leaders from each, court distnct who Will keep the 
program responsive to community needs. 

e. One thousand brochures describing the program will be distributed 
throughout the communities. 

f. CSR will issue approximately 50 public, ~ervice announcements 
and will appear on at least one local televislOn program. 

B. Offender Benefits 

1. To place at least 40 percent of the program participants in positions 
that enhance or teach marketable skills. 
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2. To maXimize the potential for matching offender skills and/or 
interests with agency needs and to be able to offer the offender a 
choice by developing at least 500 different positions in the partici
pating agencies. 

3. To direct program participants requesting suppor~ services to agen
cies providing these services. Based on the program's experience to 
date, approximately 10 percent or 120 of the program participant

sy 

C. Criminal Justice System Benefits 

1. To reduce the probation department's supervision responsibilities by 
the equivaJent of 1,000 cases. 

a. Supervision responsibilities normally assumed by probation for the 
960 program participants whose cases are continued without a 
finding will be entirely assumed by CSR staff • 

b. CSR staff will assume sole responsibility for supervision of the 
120 offenders ordered to perform CSR as a condition of probation 
for the extent of their CSR obligation. On average, CSR 
obligations will be completed in f01Jr months. Therefore, CSR 
staff will assume 1/3 of the supervision responsibility for the 120 
cases or the equivalent of 40 cases. 

2. To increase the frequency of supervisory contact with offenders 
over that currently provided by the probation department. 

a. Offenders whose cases are continued without a finding now 
receive minimal supervision from probation consisting of one 
contact for the duration of the continuance. They will be 
receiving two contacts per month by CSR staff for the duration of 
the CSR obligation. (Average length of CSR obligation is three months.) 

b. Offenders who receive probation disposition are now normally 
contacted once a month throughout the probation period by the 
probation department. CSR will contact the 120 offenders in this 
category an average of two times per month during their restitu
tion obligaticn, or an increase over probation contact of once per 
month per offender. (Average length of CSR obligation is four 
months.) 

c. An increase in contact per continuance client of twice a month 
for a three-month period would result in an increase of six (6) 
contacts per client (6 x 960 = 5,760). 

61 
; 

Fl 
r\ 
I} 

, 

, 

" 



d. An increase in contact per probation client of once per month for 
an average of four months would result in an increase of four (4) 
contacts per client (4 x 120 = 480). 

e. Offenders receiving CSR as a sole sanction will be contacted two 
times per month by the CSR staff. These cases would normally 
receive no probation supervision. 

f. Offender monitoring and supervision will be supplemented through 
CSR staff contacts with placement agencies at least once per 
week per offender placed. 

Staffing Pattern 

The staffing scheme of the Northeastern University project has also 
been modified since its inception. The changes took place in June 1980 and 
were necessitated by the project's expansion to the Wrentham Court and the 
desire to make the process as efficient and cost effective as possible. 

Originally, the project consisted of nine staff members: a program 
director; one supervisor (also served as court liaison/restitution advisory for 
Brookline); or.e court liaison for Newton; one court liaison for Dedham; a 
restitution advisor in Newton; a restitution advisor in Dedham; a full-time 
placement developer serving the entire project; one part-time placement 
developer; and one administrative assistant. The new staffing compliment of 
eight includes: 

• one project director 

• one supervisor (supervises all court liaisons and restitution advisors 
and directly handles court liaison and resti tution advisor duties in 
Newton) 

• one administrative assistant (also responsible for court liaison and 
restitution advisor dut!.es in Brookline) 

• one court liaison/restitution advisor for Wrentham 

• one court liaison for Dedham 

• one restitution advisor for Dedham 

• two placement developers (one full-time, one part-time) serving the 
entire project 

Program director, Eleanor Shea explains that the changes were made 
to simplify the line of responsibility and to make the project more cost 
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efficient. Experience showed th t ' b ' , 
restitution advisor positions could ab JO s, b~pe~IfI~allY the <;=~u~t llaison and 
ness. The organizational ~hart b f corn me wIthout saCnfIcmg effective
project structure. e ow represents the current Northeastern 

FIGURE 5 

NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY CSRP ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

Advis02:Y 
Board 

Admini.strative I Full-Time Assistant 
~ - Placement CL/RA Brookline Program !-- Developer 

Director 

~ I Part-Time 
Placement Supervisor 

CL/RA Wrentham. v--- CL/RA Newton Developer 

I 
Court Liaison Restitution 

Dedham Advisor 
Dedham 

Job descriptions for the positions listed above read as follows: 

Program Director. Overall ad ., . t' " 
VISIon and training of staff' dir t mmis ,r~tIve coordmatIon; hiring; super-
program design and develop~ent~C bu~up~rvision over all but court liaisons; 
relations. ' ge management; fund raising; public 

Supervisor. Responsible for ov ' h 
advi,sors and court liaisons; compiles mont~~Se~I~g. t e, work, of all, restit~ti,on 
trative and mana em t d ' Y a a, assIsts dIrector In admInIS
duties in Newton ~our~.n utIes; perfoC'ms court liaison and restitution advisor 
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Administrative Assistant. Secretarial and clerical work; office orga~i
zation; typing; correspondence; bookkeeping; administrative support and aSSIS
tance to prog7am director. 

Court Liaison/Restitution Advisor. Present at court sessions; develop 
restitution orders and offender eligibility; initial clie~t int~rviews; mon~tor 
placements; coordinate with probation; prepare a0d advIse clIents for serVIce; 
facilitate placements; assess need for c;upport serVIces. 

Placement Developer. Development, recruitment and. maintenance.of 
placements in agencies and of rehabilitative and treatment serVIces; community 
liaison. 

Staff Changes 

The major staff change took place in June 1980 as Sue Howarth, the 
original program director left and wa~ replac~d by E~eanor ~hea. Ms. Shea was 
promoted from the position of superVIsor to fIll the d~r~ctor s post: .The Ne~ton 
court liaison was promoted to supervisor while retaining court llaison/restItu
tion advisor responsibilities in Newton. The administrat.ive assistant assumed 
the duties of court liaison/restitution advisor for Brookline, formerly held by 
Ms. Shea, w~dle retaining the role of administrative assistant. Als~, Dr •. Larry 
Siegel, who composed the original proposal for. Nor.the~stern UniVerSIty and 
served as an advisor to the project, left the UniVerSIty In summer 1980. The 
only other change to occur since the original staff was hired in Oct~b~r 1979 
was the departure of a restitution advisor in May 1980. That posItIOn was 
eliminated as part of the new organizational structure. 

Client Case Flow 

The system of client flow is outlined in the revised proposal. Follow
ing is a summary of that system. 

The vast majority of cases coming through District Court arraign
ments are continued for second hearings. Therefore, very few cases come to 
the project directly from arraignment. 

Defendants are referred to the project, either at arraignment or 
second hearing, upon a finding of guilty or in cases. where .the judge .de~ides to 
continue a case without a finding. In cases continued wIthout a finding, the 
judge establishes certain conditions which the defendant must meet, one. of, 
which might be the completion of community service. H~re the .sentencIng 
judge uses his or her discretion to set the number of community serVIce hours a 
defer'ldant must serve. The sentences fall within a range of 15 to 100 hours. 
Such factors as a defendant's prior offense record and the nature of the instant 
offenses contribute toward determining the number of hours a particular 
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offender will be assigned, although no strict criteria presently exist and 
assignment durations may vary from judge to judge. In addition, judges 
?enera~ly re.quire .a minimal level of supervision, to be provided by project staff, 
In ~onJunctIOn wIth community service work. Offenders found guilty and 
aSSIgned. to the program may r~ceive the following combination sentences: 0) 
com~unIty servIc~ plu~ probatIon and a suspended sentence, (2) community 
serVIce and prob<l:tlOn wIth the opportunity for early termination with succe.ssful 
progra.m completlOn (Dedham only). Clients came to the program on contim.J-
ances In 87 percent of all cases studied by DR!. . ! 

. Onc~ community ser~ice has been accepted by a defendant, that 
per~on IS aSSIgned .to a probatIon officer. As soon as possible, the probation 
offIcer and new clIent meet to review the conditions of the sentence. All 
community service clients, regardless of the exact nature of their sentence are 
assi9ne~ to a p.rob~tion officer. The conditions of the sentence, including' any 
restitutIon oblIgatIons are agreed to by both parties and signed off in a 
contractual agreement. 

. . The comm~nity service representative, in the person of the court 
lIaIson, enters the pIcture before probation processing. Here, the court liaison 
works out a restitution order with the referral which is subsequently reviewed 
a~d approved by the probation officer. The fir:;t step here is to screen the 
clIent to ~etermine skills, interests, and available service hours. Initial 
agreem~nt IS reached on the na~ure of t~e placement and tentative starting and 
completIon dates. A contract !S .then SIgned ~y both parties binding the terms 
of the agreement. The court lIaIson later delIvers the signed contract to the 
defendant's probation officer for ratification. 

The next step involves setting up client placement. This is the job of 
the court liaison. To accomplish this the court liaison scans a list of available 
pl~cement slots at the courthouse and tries to match client skills and interests 
WIt~ the current agency needs. The case is then assigned to the restitution 
advIsor ~ho. confir~s the assignment with the designated placement agency. 
The restItutIon a~vIsor then'~l1~ the new client to have that person sign a 
contract and confIrm the community service placement. A restitution assistant 
is assigned to monitor the case through the client and the agericy. . 

Clients are supervised by probation and the project until the case is 
te.rminated in court. Th.e Dedh?m district initiated a new system whereby 
clIents pl.aced on ~ommunIty serVIce and probation or community service solely 
c~n termmate theIr cases early and not face an additional court hearing. Those 
clIents ~ho are on a "continuance without a finding" and successfully complete 
community service return to court on the continuance date for dismissal of 
charges. 

A determination of unsuccessful completion is made jointly between 
proJe.ct ~taff. a~d probation on a case-by-case basis. The official project 
notIfIcatIOn IS m the form of a letter from project staff to the client and 
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probation officer. In the case of sentenced offenders, the supervising probation 
officer generally takes the unsuccessful client back to court for a probation 
violation for resentencing. Those defendants on a continuance are brought to 
court for disposition and sentencing. 

A flow diagram of cases as they m0ve through the community service 
system is depicted in Figure 6. This diagram Was originally prepared as part of 
the Northeastern University revised proposal. 

Working Relationship with the Criminal Justice System 

Interaction between the Community Service Restitution Program and 
the local criminal justice system can be described as very good. Results of 
survey interviews conducted with judges, prosecutors, public defenders, and 
probation officers indicate universal acceptance of community s;;:'rvice and a 
close, smooth working relationship with the project staff. 

Both judges interviewed by DRI expressed satisfaction with the 
process of placement and referral and the project's ability to monitor and 
follow-up clients. Because of the success thus far, they both expressed a desire 
to expand the age eligibility to include juveniles and older adults. 

Probation staffs in the area also see the community service program 
as a boon to their system. According to the two officers interviewed, the 
project has cut back their workload by taking primary responsibility for the 
least serious types of offenders on their caseloads. Here again, the probation 
!.taff characterize their working relationship with the project staff as excellent. 
Communications between the project and probation, so vital because of joint 
client responsibility, appear to be very good. Therefore, a united front is in 
evidence when the two agencies present case information in CQurt. One 
probation inrerviewee did criticize the program for not delivering as many 
clients as originally promised in the proposal. 

The prosecutors and public defenders interviewed also strongly support 
the implementation of the community service concept in the surrounding Boston 
area. Basically, these people see community service's benefits as providing a 
viable alternative to traditional sanctions such as fines. They also see 
community service as a deterrent to future criminal involvement for young, 
early offenders and an opportunity to expunge criminal records to avoid the 
stigma those records carry. 

Working Relationship with Placement AgenCies 

As was the case with criminal justice agencies, the placement sites 
dealing with the community service program report a smooth working relation
ship and satisfactory results. The two agencies DRI spoke with claim the 
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FIGURE 6 

NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY 
COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROGRAM FLOW DIAGRAM 
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referral process and volunteer work programs have worked out very well~ The 
major complaint was that clients are not assigned for a ~ong enough p~rlOd of 
time to allow for the teaching of any permanent skllls or to asslgn the 
volunteers any "meaningful" work. 

One of the placement personnel DRI spoke with found communi~y 
service volunteers essential to do the types of "mundane" work that thelr 
normal crew of volunteers would not handle, such as maintenance and grounds
keeping. Both expressed a strong desire to continue working with the com.muni
ty services program and would like to see it expanded to other courts In the 
area. 

As of this writing, the program has placed clients in 266 agencies. 

Insurance 

Volunteers placed through the program are covered by Northeas~ern 
University. The university had to purchase a policy through the CS project 
grant to cover volunteers for liability and personal injury. Ms. Shea noted that 
several potential placement sites were reluctant to accept program referrals 
until insurance coverage could be assured. 

Public Relations 

The program has made a continual effort to mak~ itself known 
throughout the Boston area. Project director Eleanor Shea estlmate,s that at 
least 25 newspaper artic;les have appeared in local papers as of November 1980. 
In addition, one television news spot was broadcast on August 27, 1 ?80 
regarding program activities and included an interview with Ms. Shea and a 
client. 

The project printed up 2,000 brochures explaining community service 
and how the program works. These pamphlets were distributed ~o. pla~ement 
agencies and lawyers in the area, seeking renewed support and partlclpatlon. 

Finaily, an open house was held in Wrentham in July to initiate the 
new site and familiarize the community with this program. Ms. Shea reports 
that this was quite successful and received extensiv~ press coverage. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for the Northeastern University Community Service 
Restitution Program is derived from client information gathered by the project 
on 700 subjects who completed services between October 1979 and January 1981. 
The project reports that an additional 150 clients terminated services through 
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M?rch 1981, at which point CSRP closed its operations. Also, 231 Northeastern 
cllents responded to the DRI client survey. Tables referenced are found in 
Appendix I of this report. . 

. I. Characteri~tics of Participants. The average CSRP client can be 
d~scrIbed as young, whlte and male. Data from Table.s 1-3 indicate that the 
chent caseload was made up of 669 (96%) individuals between 16 and 29 years 
old; 665 (95%) white; and 616 (88%) males. Other Northeastern client 
characteristics are as follows: 

• Employment status at intake (Table 4). Most Northeastern 
clients Were either employed full-time or students. The latter 
population is highly represented due to the large number of 
colleges and universities in the Boston area. A total of 302 
(43%) were employed full-time, while 265 (38%) were students. 

• Highest grade completed (Table 5). Clearly, most CSRP 
volunteers had finished some high school, or beyond. This 
group represents 671 (96%) of the population. 

• Client occupation or skills (Table 6). The highest representa
tion here falls into the "other" category in which 245 (35%) 
were classified. This represents the project's high student 
count. Beyond that, most of the CSRP volunteers were 
generally classified as either semi-skilled (28%) or unskilled 
08%). 

• Prior arrest history (Table 7). Like most of the other LEAA 
community service sites, the overwhelming majority of North
eastern clients were first offenders. Data indicate that 653 
(93%) had no prior felony arrest record, while 475 (68%) 
showed no history of a misdemeanor arrest. 

• Referral offense (Tables 8 and 38). While most clients, 6i2 
(87%), were referred to the project on misdemeanor charges, 
7? (11%) were accused felons. The felony figure is relatively 
hlgh compared to other LEAA sites concentrating on nonseri
ous offenders. Out of the 700 cases the largest exact offense 
c?teg~rles were: miscellaneous traffic charges (138), liquor 
vlOlatlons (120), petty theft (63),' disorderly co'nduct (66) 
vandalism (46), and possession of marijuana (40). ' 

.. II. Case pro.cessing. The following variables summarize information 
deSCrIbing the processing of community service participants through the North
eastern system: 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9). While nearly half 
of these individuals were assigned to complete between 10 and 
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29 hours of community service work, 40 percent, 280 clients, 
were given longer assignments ranging from 30 to 69 hours. 
The average assignment length was 32 hours. 

• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10). The vast majori
ty of Northeastern volunteers, 595 (85%) of all clients, were 
referred to the project on the basis of continuances granted by 
the court. Continuances are similar to Baltimore County's 
PBJ, but case disposition as well as sentencing is deferred, 
pending completion of the terms of a probationary period. All 
such cases were assigned to a probation officer, although 
CSRP monitored all terms and stipulations of the continuance 
agreements. 

Besides continuance dispositions, 77 defendants (11 %) were 
convicted and assigned to the project by the sentencing judge. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service (Table 11). 
Continuance was the main "sentence," accounting for 606 
(87%) of all clients. Formal probation, prescribed for 52 (7%), 
was the second most prominent disposition. 

• Court of Referral (Table 12). Almost all (94%) of the 
Northeastern referrals came from the District Courts serving 
the four municipalities within the project's jurisdiction. 

III. Community Service Outcomes. 

• First community service assignrr.';'nt (Table 13). Like most of 
the other projects the greater percentage of Northeastern CS 
YolYnteers worked on only one assignment during their tenure 
in the program. Therefore, first assignment data give a 
reliable indication of the total work performed. 

Over half 389 clients, completed their assignments in some 
type of ~ublic works function. According to project st~ff, 
these public works jobs involved a variety of general phYSIcal 
maintenance and custodial tasks in private, nonprofit, as well 
as public agencies. Also, a number of clients in this category 
performed maintenance tasks for local public works depart
ments such as dumps, landfills, highways, etc. 

• Total placements while in the community service program 
(Table 14). Close to three-fourths (507) of the clients worked 
in one job only. Just over 10 percent had multiple placements. 

• Type of project termination (Table 15). Consistent with the 
other projects in the LEAA program, Northeastern clients 
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yielded a very high rate of successful completions. Only 79 
(11 %) of the 700 terminated clients did not successfully finish 
their community service obligations. 

• Criminal justice status at termination (Table 16). The great 
proportion of clients (597) were pending adjudication on their 
referral offense at the time of project termination. This 
represents the group under continuances at the point of 
referral. As continuance is a deferred disposition, the judge 
later heard these cases, determined guilt or innocence and 
imposed sentences if appropriate. Community service per
formance was the major function weighing in the courts 
decision. 

• Total rearrests while in project (Table 17). This project was 
very successful in maintaining low client rearrest rates. Out 
of 700 cases, only 25 (4%) were known to have recidivated 
while completing their assignments. 

• Primary reason for unsuccessful community service termina
tion (Table 18). Considering all unsucces~:rful terminations, 
most were due to either excessive absenteeism (35) or: general 
lack of cooperation (27). 

• Support services provided (Table 19). Support services were 
provided to only a small portion of the Northeastern popula
tion. A total of 45 volunteers (6%) received 54 types of 
assistance. Job readiness assistance was delivered 1 G times, 
and alcohol treatment on ten occasions. 

• Matching of client skills to placements (Table 28). Most of the 
volunteers were either students, semiskilled, or unskilled la
borers. A majority of the' placements for these individuals, 
lacking specific occupational skills, were in the public works 
areas described previously. 

IV. Client surveys. A total of 231, or 37 percent, of the 622 project 
participants responded to the DRI survey. Tables 20-25 summarize their 
responses. 

A large majority (70%) expressed the opinion that the community 
service experience did not teach them any new skills. Nevertheless, 121 (52%) 
felt the project made use of skills these people already possessed. There 
seemed to be a relatively high degree of dissatisfaction with the type of 
assignments offered. A majority, 53 percent, felt the experience might have 
been or definitely would have been better had the work been different. 
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, Regardless of the client's opinions about the quality of their assi!?n
ments, a high proportion (66%) felt co~munlty servi.ce was a good alte:native 
to traditional sentencing. An even hIgher pro~ortlOn,. 72 percent, said they 
believed community service was a fair al.ternat1Ve: Fmally, 168 re?pondents 
(73%) felt overall that the community serVice experience was worthwhIle. 

Following are some comments expressed by participants in the North

eastern University project: 

"I would have gone to jail but the 25 hours was better. I know I could 
do this as a living (working with the blind)." 

"I rate this program very high for its personalism and understanding." 

"The next time if ever I do this, I will want to be assigned to a more 
productive job, as I only ~tood around and watched little kids." 

"1 think that the community service makes you think twice about do~ng 
whatever again. Also I think it's better than just probation alone. ProbatlOn 
doesn't really make you think about what you've done. Your program was a 

success to me. Thank you." 

"Because my primary interest, due to my profession, was avoldi~g a 
criminal record, the program was the best choice. However, I was a l~ttle 
disappointed to be mop~ing fl0.o~s ";,hen I could have been more useful m a 
counseling or even a clerical positlOn. 

V. Meeting of project objectives. 

1. To place approximately 1,200 offe~ders in community service 
placements during the 14 months of program operatIons. 

The project reports that 1,000 clients had been placed through the 14-
month period terminating at the end of December and 1,073 by the end of 
January. The breakdown by type of case disposition is as follows: 

Continuance 
Probation 
Community Service Only 
Suspended Sentence 
Other 

December 
810 
99 
17 
21 
1 

January 
880 
102 
17 
22 
1 

As is evident from the above figures, the project has fallen slightly 

short of meeting these objectives. 

2. To accomplish a 75 percent success rate am<?ng the clients 
referred to the program during the 14 months of program operatIons. 
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While the project exceeded its 75 ,percent successful completion 
objective wi,th an 85 percent actual rate, it was not able to process the 
projected 900 successful clients. Through the 15 months of DRI client tracking, 
700 volunteers completed the program, 594 of them successfully. These 700 
individuals worked a grand total of 22,399 hours, an average of 32 hours per 
person. Project staff report 28,792 hours of work put in by all Northeastern 
clients including those still active at the end of January. 

3. To benefit the community, the offender and the crimin~ justice 
system. 

Community Benefits 

The 700 terminated clients working a total of 22,399 hours provided 
$89,596 worth of service to the communities. Considering the 28,792 total 
hours served through January 1980 the value rises to $115,168. 

The project reports a figure of 386 agencies through which placement 
opportunities were developed. This, of course, substantially exceeds the goal of 
200. Also, service placements were made in 266 of these agencies surpassing 
the goal of 150. ' 

As reported previously in this case study, the Northeastern project was 
quite active in addressing public information activities. Through the term of 
t~e project open houses were held in each court serving the project. Project 
dIrector Eleanor Shea noted that 119 press releases and public service an
nouncements were made through local radio stations, television stations and 
newspapers. A total of 1,400 brochures were disseminated. 

Offender Benefits 

The objective 'regarding the teaching of marketable skllls is very 
difficult to measure accurately, in that the determination is highly subjective. 
The project claims that such skills were taught on any job outside those 
classified as public works, which involved custodial and maintenance act.ivities. 
Since public works made up 56 percent of all placements, the remaining lJ.lJ. 
percent were to include the teaching of such skills. While this may 'have been 
the case, there is not hard evidence to conclude that these skills were taught in 
each site outside of public works. In addition, 70 percent of those responding to 
the DRI survey said they learned no new skills. 

The project goes on to report that 969 unique volunteer jobs were 
developed for CS participants over the grant period. This far surpasses the floal 
of 500. DRI inquired about the moderate degree of dissatisfaction expressed by 
clients over th/~ir placements and how that meshed with the high volume of 
volunteer opportunities. Ms. Shea explained that several factors stood in the 
way of placing each client in a job of his or her liking. First, because of the 
large number of students and full-time employees referred, night and weekend 
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placements were in high demand. Not all the most desirable positions could be 
provided at those times. Also, the seasonability of many jobs and concentration 
of positions in urban areas added to the difficulty of pleasing volunteers. 
Therefore, to fill the high demand of night/weekend placements in a few 
pockets of the service area, many more "menial" CS positions had to be 
created. 

The Northeastern project fell shor;t of meeting its goal of providing 
support services to 120, or 10 percent of its clients. Considering only 700 
terminations, services were delivered to 4-5, ot' 6 percent. The staff explains 
the deficit by claiming a smaller demand than anticipated for such services and 
the active involvement of probation in handling these client needs. 

Criminal Justice System Benefits 

The project claims success in reducing the Probation Department's 
responsibility for dealing with these low risk clients. Even though probation had 
ultimate responsibili.ty for these individuals CSRP took full day-to-day responsi
bility for 523 continued referrals who terminated service during the evaluation 
period and 850 overall. Contacts were increased for these individuals from the 
expected 5,34-0 by probation to 6,24-0 by the project. 

VI. Baseline comparisons. It was not possible to conduct a baseline 
study at this site. Massachusetts laws prohibit the removal of any offender 
information from the state. Further, the system of record keeping in the courts 
made it very difficult to access the needed information. Thus, LEAA exempted 
the project from the baseline study. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The Northeastern University CSRP has proven to be a very effective 
alternative to probation in the suburban Boston area. The strong working 
relationships the project devel0ged with probation units and the proven ability 
of CSRP to take a major share of the responsibility for handling clients with 
minimum supervision needs has served to make this project a model fo 
community service as an adjunct to probation. 

DRI telephone surveys revealed strong support for CSRP among all 
facets of the criminal justice systems served and placement agencies taking 
community service volunteers. Program directors Sue Howarth and Eleanor 
Shea were successful in gaining and maintaining the support of criminal justice 
personnel and the community at large. They were also successful in expanding 
the project to a fourth jurisdiction and trimming back excess staff to bolster 
efficiency and save costs. 

Many of the problems faced by this project come about as a result of 
the administrative sponsorship of the grant and largely unreasonable objectiY~s 
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wh}ch ~he directors had to live ~ith. The combination of sponsorship by the 
umversity an,d adherence to the dIctates of the local criminal justice systems 
caused conflicts, and delays, at the beginning. Several months passed before 
staff could be hIred and client flow commence. The role of Dr. Siegel was 
never clear and seemed to cause conflicts. 

, ~nothe,r in~tial problem this project had to confront was the existence 
of quantIfIed ObJ~CtIV~~ which were ill founded and beyond the reasonable scope 
of the, prog~am s abIlIty. Fortunately, the directors had the foresight to 
recogmze thIS, seek technical assistance and develop new objectives which 
could ~ore accurately reflect on the potential impacts of community service 
and WhICh could be measured. 

" Data on placements and responses to the client surveys tend to 
indIcate a, preponderance of, custodial and general maintenance jobs and a 
cor,respondIng lack of enthusIasm from many clients about the nature of their 
?Sslgnments. DRI feels that more effort should have been made tv place clients 
In the somewhat rewarding types of jobs the project said it had developed. 

, Funding f?r CSRP ceased on March 31, 1981. The community service 
fu~ctIOns do continue, however, on an informal, limited basis. In Newton 
pnv~te fun~s ,~ere secured to support one person who coordinates community 
serVIce actlvl~les. In Dedhan: and ~rookllne CS is administered informally 
through probatIOn. No commumty serVIce functions remain in Wrentham. 
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JACKSONVILLE COMMUNITY RESTITUTION 
CLEARINGHOUSE 

General Description of Service Area 

The Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse (JCRC) 
operates from JacksonvIlle for Duval County, Florida. Duval County is situated 
in the northeast corner of the state near the Georgia border. 

Jacksonvllle makes up the major part of Duval County. Census figures 
for 1970 showed 97.9 percent of the county population are urban-based. Three 
beach communities are included. The city is the largest in Florida and Duval 
County has the fourth highest population compared to other counties in the 
state. In land area, Duval County is the largest county in the United States. 
The increase in population in the county between 1970 and 1977 was at a rate of 
5 percent, from 528,865 to 554,100. Population for the state of Florida as a 
whole over the same time period has gained by 25 percent, from 6,791,418 to 
8,466,000. It can be seen that Duval County's rate of growth has been 
considerably less than that of the state as a whole. 

The population of Duval County is approximately three quarters white, 
with blacks making up 22.3 percent. This is not a characteristic minority mix 
for the state, which averages as a whole 15.3 percent black. 

A summary of other demographic indicators for Duval County points 
out the following characteristics~ 

• percentage unemployed (1970) = 3.3 percent 
(3.8 % for Florida) 

• income per capita (1975) = $4,761 
($4,908 for Florida) 

• median family income (1979) :: $8,671 
($8,267 for Florida) 

The above data show that although per capita income is slightly lower 
than the state average, Duval County residents are above average in employ
ment and median family income. 

Insurance businesses are major employers of the Jacksonville popula
tion. The city is also a seaport, and there are three naval bases. 
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" Crime Data 

The Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse proposal re
ports the crime profile for Duval County for calendar year .1977. D~ring 1977, 
the Duval County Jail (jails and prisons division, JacksonvIlle,. Florida) b?oked 
and processed in excess pf 30,000 individuals. .The average dally populatlOn of 
the Duval County Jail, during the sam8 period, was 381 offe.n?~rs (mostly 
unsent~'lced). The entire jails and prisons division (four facll1tles) houses 
approximately 420 sentenced inmates on any given day. Of the 30,000 persons 
arrested in 1977, 6,500 were eventually sentenced to a term of o~e year or !ess 
(county time). More than 3,000 individuals were placed on su~er."lsed probatIon. 
The arrest rate for Jacksonville (according to 1977 UCR of Florida) was 5,520.5 
per 100,000 population. The Jacksonville ja~l and pri~on officials have calcu
lated the overall recidivism rate for JacksonvIlle to be q.2 percent. 

Duval County Court System 

Duval County . part of the Fourth Judical Circuit which also includes 
Clay and Nassau CourlLies. In Duval County alone there are fo~r Circuit 
Courts where felonies are processed, and 12 County Courts, where mIsdemean
ors ar~ processed. The Jacksonville Community Re,stitution Clearing~ouse 
Project anticipated drawing clients from three populat),~ns: felony and mIsd.~
meanor offenders sentenced to probation, offenders serving weekend sentences, 
and offenders in a work furlough program. 

Therefore when the JCRC project began in August 1979, misdemean
ant and minor fel~ny probationers were sentenced to a specified number of 
hours of community service. By March 1980, the c~unty had devel~ped. a 
pretrial intervention program which served as a supervised releas~ optlOn, In 

lieu of prosecution, for the state attorney1s offIce. Under thi~ progr~m, 
misdemeanant offenders are given the option of doing a community serv~ce 
assignment rather than having their cases filed .in court. :u~cessful completlOn 
of the community service assignment results In the dropping of charges and 
expungemt:nt of any criminal record by the state's attorney. 

Duval County Criminal Justice Case Processing 

Following the arrest of a criminal suspect, most arreste!-:s in Du~al 
County are released with a citation to appear in court. Those charged With 
more serious offenses are booked at the county jail. Here they may be released 
by a jailer on a recognizance bond, bail out through a monetary bond, or be 
retained in custody. 

The first appearance in court takes place in County Court fo~ th~se 
charged with misdemeanors, and in Circuit ~o~rt for those charged wi~h 
felonies. Most initial appearances take place Within one day of arrest. At thIS 
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P?int d~fendants are notified of the exact charges against them and their 
rIghts, i.e., to counsel. Although a defendant may enter a plea at the first 
hearing, the great majority are bound over for a second appearance. Staff at 
the Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse report that these subse
quent hearings usuallY take place within two weeks in County Court, and within 
two months in Circuit Court. 

Between first and second appearances, the state's attorney may review 
a particular case for possible diversion recommendation. If a case is deemed 
eligible for pretrial intervention, the prosecutor's office contacts the defendant 
and explains the option. Any person electillg this diversion alternative in lieu of 
prosecution is assigned to q. probation officer and placed on informal supervision 
for six months. Community service mayor may not be part of the obligation. 
Successful completion of the six-month term of diversion results in a dropping 
of the charges. Unsuccessful completion generally results in filing of the 
original case. 

Those not diverted and whose cases werE not disposed of at the first 
hearing go on to a second appearance. At this point most defendants are 
represented by counsel. Typically, a plea is entered at this hearing often as a 
result of a plea bargain arrangement. The courts dispose of cases at the second 
appearance in which guilty pleas are entered. Those pleading not guilty go on 
to subsequent trials. . 

. . In add~!ion to the traditional sentences of jail, fine, probation or 
prison, )IJdges In Duval County make extensive use of work furlough and 
,,:eekend co~mitment. opti~ns. These sentences are served through the Fair
field Correctional InstItute Iil Jacksonville .• Community service mayor may not 
be part of these sentences •. 

Prohation services are administered by the Salvation Army. A 
defendant sentenced to probation through the County or Circuit Court may be 
requIred to do community set"vice either through JCRC or Volunteer Jackson
ville. Volunteer Jacksonvil1.e is a private, nonproflt organization which provides 
communIty organizations with leadership training and education for the effec
tive utilization of citizen volunteers in human services. 

,!-.egislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

According to the JCRC proposal, there are two Florida statutes which 
authorize thp courts to stipulate community or public service as a condition of 
sentence. The first such statute (948.031) says: 

"Condition of probation; public sf';vice. Any person 
who is convicted of a felony or misdemeanor and who 
is placed on probation may be required as a condition 
of probation to perform some type of public service 
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for a tax-supported or tax-exempt entity, with the 
consent, and under the supervision, of such entity. 
Such public service shall be performed at a time other 
than during such person's regular hours of employment." 

In addition, statute 775.091 specifies that "in addition to any punish
ment, the Court may order the defendant to perform a specified public 
service." 

History of the JCRC Program 

Prior to the Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse Prcj
ect the Jacksonville criminal justice system had already set a precedent for 
seeking out alternative methods ~o traditional i!1carceration. of convicted 
offenders. Over a five-year perlod, the followmg alternatIves had been 
instituted: 

• citatior. in lieu of arrest 

• release on recognizance 

• pretrial intervention and diversion 

• probation 

• part-time sentencing 

• work release 

It parole 

Impetus for utilizing the above had arisen from a seriou~ ?uval Cou.nty 
jail overcrowding situation and a consequent need to reduce the JaIl ~opulat~on, 
from a desire to reduce criminal justice system costs, and from a phIlosophical 
commitment to rehabilitation, and the creation of additional benefits for both 
the community and the offender. The JCRC proposal noted t~at the p~rcentage 
of Jacksonville offenders involved in alternative sentencmg had mcreased 
considerably in recent years which was attributed to the planning ~nd co~p~ra
tive working arrangements among each of the unitf: of the Jackso~vllle crImm?1 
justice system: the office of the sheriff, the state attorney's offIce, the public 
defender's office, the County and Circuit Courts, the Department of Correc
tions (probation field services), the parole commission, and th~ office .of 
criminal justice planning. Additionally, a great number of commu~lty agenc17s 
(e.g., Florida Junior College, Jacksonville Drug Abuse Program, CIty Alcoholic 
Rehabilitation Program) provided necessary supportive services. 
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2. To provide job placement for 150 "job ready" clients. 

3. To enroll 50 JCRC participants in part-
time or full-time educational or vocational training 
programs, for the purpose of upgrading skills for 
employability. 

4. To provide supportive services (e.g., substance abuse 
counseling, financial management advice, physical handicap 
assessment and treatment) on a referral basis, for 250 
JCRC clients. 

5. To conduct' follow-up contacts with the placement 
agency, victim (where applicable), and client upon 
closure from the program. 

Administration/Management Structure of JCRC P~oject 

Upon award of the contract, the following staff were hired: a project 
director, a community service placement specialist, a field service specialist, 
two vocational counselors, and a secretary. In subsequent discussions with DRI, 
project staff indicated what they considered to be the major difference 
between the goals of their program and the previous two-year preliminary 
program. They pointed out that the previous program had supported strictly a 
work program. They believed the distinguishing characteristics of their 
program were the opportunity for gain time (early release), the value of the 
volunteer service to the community, and the opportunity for frequent counsel
ing with the clients from the program staff and from the referral agencies. 

At the outset, project personnel were uncertain as to the nature and 
scope of individual responsibilities within the program, and in conjuction with 
outside agencies, as well as to the procedures they should follow in processing 
clients. Therefore, both Denver Research Institute and the technical assistance 
providers recommended to the JCRC that they develop a policy/.procedures 
manual. 

The staff intended to gear themselves toward fulfilling the general 
responsibilities outlined in the original proposal. This translated into an 
organization of responsibility such that the project director managed project 
staff, sought to establish guidelines for coordination with Volunteer Jackson
ville, and reported to the superintendent of the Fairfield Correctional Institu
tion. The vocational counselors screened, placed, counseled and monitored 
referrals to the program from the group of clients serving weekend jail 
sentences and from the work furlough program. The community servic;:e 
placement specialist (CSPS) performed similar functions for- probationers,refer
red to the project by the courts. The CSPS started out with an office at 
Volunteer Jacksonville, in order to make use of that, agency's placement system. 
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A survey conducted by the Jacksonville sheriff's office prior to 
preparation of the LEA A proposal revealed that in the previous two years, over 
200 probationers had been required to perform community service as a 
condition of probation imposed by Duval County (Jacksonville) judges. Contact 
with a sample of 14 community agencies with whom the offenders were placed 
indicated extremely favorable responses to the program. Primarily, first 
offender misdemeanants, as a condition of probation, were involved in this 
"program." In a few instances, work furlough (county) participants, and those 
sentenced on a part-time basis, took part in community service activities, 

This preliminary CS program was a cooperative effort between Volun
teer Jacksonville, local judges, and the Salvation Army (where the Jacksonville 
probation department is based). The program had two goals: (1) to have 
individuals pay back to the community through service what they took away 
through crime, and (2) to provide individuals with productive community 
involvement which would be personally meaningful and which therefore would 
have potential for producing a positive effect on the individual. 

In 1978, a total of 79 people were interviewed and referred to 
cooperating agencies under this program. Volunteer Jacksonville estimated the 
value of services performed to be approximately $3,000, according to their 1978 
annual project report. It was reported that clients ranged in age from 18 to 
over 60 and represented varied economic and racial groups. The typical service 
requirement was 20 hours during a probation period of six months. 

However, the JCRC proposal reported that this program was greatly 
limited by lack of staffing personnel and an operating budget. Therefore, when 
crimina! justice personnel in Jacksonville saw the LEAA program announce
ment, they brought it to the attention of Miles MacEachern, superintender:t of 
the Fairfield Correctional Institute and one of those committed to the concept 
of work and rehabilitation. A colleague of MacEachern's in the Probation 
Department encouraged the JCRC project and saw it not only as a worthwhile 
program, but also as a vehicle for assisting the overburdened Probation 
Department. 

Goals and Objectives 

The goals of the JCRC project, as stated in their proposal, were to 
coordinate a sentencing alternative for the courts, while placing special 
emphasis on matching client skills, interests and needs to placement sites, and 
to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of a community service restitution 
alternative. The Jacksonville proposal outlined the following "specific measur-
able objectives:" 

.. ' 

1. To place 900 sentenced (incarcerated and nonincarcerated) 
individuals in a community service placement(s). 
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Both. voc~tional coun~elors and the CSPS were also responsible for developing 
ne~ job SItes. The pnmary duty of the field service specialist was to visit the 
V~r1?US placement sites, monitor the work of assigned offenders, and report any 
fmdmgs back to the counselors. ' 

Staff Changes 

~ack Inman, the origi~al project director left the program in July 
~?80. Mlle~ MacEachern, supermt~ndent of the Fairfield Correctional lnstitl!
tIO~, has SInce taken a more actIve role in the rlay-to-day operation of the 
proJect, and he is closely assisted by Walter Torrance, vocational counselor. 
Other st~ff cha~ges include replacements for another vocational counselor, the 
communIty serVIce placement specialist, and the field services specialist. The 
turnov~r gpp-e~rs to have occurred largely oecause departing staH members 
were offered hIgher pay and better opportunities elsewhere. 

.In April 1980, project staff terminated their agreement with Volunteer 
Jac~sonville (VJ). The decision to do this was based on JCRC's belief that the 
project. n~ longer nee~ed Volunteer Jacksonville to make project placements as 
the. ~aIrfleld CorrectIOnal Institution had developed substantial contacts. In 
addItIOn, the working relationship between JCRC and VJ had become strained 
VJ's Mo~day. ~hrough Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. schedule did not provid~ 
t~e . avaIlab~hty necessary for supportive services. Also, there was some 
dlffIcul~y WIth the allo~ation of resources (telephone, office space, the place
ment fIle) to the project's community service placement specialist as was 
called for in the original proposal. Furthermore, Volunteer Jackson~ille was 
concerned about channeling felons to placement sites, which posed a problem to 
the JCRC pl?n. How~ver, although VJ is no longer a part of the JCRC project, 
they are stIll handlmg some community service referrals for probationers 
through the County Court. 

Client Case Flows 

. At pro.gram inception, those offenders who were eligible for the 
communIt~ servIc<; program were adults with a sentence of o'ne year or less. 
Further, VIOlent m.fenders and sex offenders were not accepted. Clients were 
drawn from three populations: offenders on probation, offenders serving 
w7ekend sentences and offenders in a work furlough program. One-third of all 
clIents were ref.e~red to the project by the court system and two-thirds were 
referred by the JaIls and prisons division and the work furlough staff. 

. Unlike most other programs, clients on probation included both felony 
and mIsdemeanor offenders. All were sentenced by the courts to a'specified 
number ~f h~urs of community service and referred to the JCRC for placement 
and m~~ltormg •. Fo~ weekend sentences, offenders reported to the Fairfield' 
Correctl0nal InstltutlOn (FCI) on the first weekend to be processed and then on 
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subsequent weekends they reported to the assigned community service job site. 
Offenders on work furlough were required to 'maintain full-time jobs and, 
therefore, their community service could only be performed in their spare time. 
Of the three offender populations, only the work furlough offenders were given 
any choice in whether or not they wished to do community service. Once a 
work furlough offender volunteered, JeRC staff placed him or her in a suitable 
community service assignment. Work furlough offenders could accrue one day 
gain time to be deducted off their sentence for every two days of community 
service completed, up to a maximum of four days per month. The gain time 
was not automatic; it was subject to approval and recommendations by the staff 
of the Fairfield Correctional Institution. 

Eligibility criteria for work furlough clients went further to include 
stipulations on sentence length. Work furlough participants in community 
service must have a sentence of 35 or more hours and have no special conditions 
set. Credit is given by JCRC staff for CS work based on time put in plus work 
furlough evaluations submitted to JCRC by correctional officers who monitored 
the inmate. These latter evaluations assess the inmate's attitude and status on 
work furlough. If all is in order, the JCRC submits their recommendations for 
approval of gain time credit to the director of the work furlough program and 
the director of prisons and jails. Once approved, the forms are submitted to an 
accounting clerk who adjusts the inmate's release time accordingly. If problems 
arise, JCRC staff may have a conference with the correctional shift officers 
and the two directors before making a final determination. 

The original flow diagram of case processing procedures is reproduced 
below. 

FIGURE 7 

JCRC ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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It can be seen that Volunteer Jacksonville played a central role, which 
primarily took the form of providing the project with placement agencies 
willing to accept JCRe clients. With the disassociation between' the two 
organizations in April 1980, the JCRC staff officially took over the role 
assisted previously by Volunteer Jacksonville. 

Another change also considerably affected 'client case flows. In March 
1980 the JCRC project began to include pretrial clients. This arrangement 
represented pure diversion, with the expungement of a client's records upon 
successful completion of the designated period with community serVice, 
Criteria for pretrial intervention specified the following: 

1. Eligible offenders include first-time offenders 
(no previous convictions, probations or pretrial 
intervention), and those charged with a third degree 
felony punishable by up to five years in prison or 
a misdemeanor reduced from a felony charge by the 
Circuit Court. 

2. Vktims in the case must consent before the 
defendant may enter the program. 

3. Approval of the judge who presided at the 
initial hearing appearance (or judge of 
jurisdiction if intervention occurs later) 
is required. 

4. Approval of the program administrator at the 
circuit level of jurisdiction is required. 

5. Defendant must permit a background investigation 
to be conducted, waive rights to a speedy 
trial, offer an acceptable plan for a contractual 
agreement between himself or herself and the state attorney. 
The agreement must contain, when appropriate, an 
agreement to be supervised, to enter into counseling, 
to participate in programs for identified problem~. 

Once a client accepted the deferred prosecution agreement of the pretrial 
intervention program with community service as a special condition, the 
pretrial intervention supervisor contacted the Jacksonville Community Restitu
tion Clearinghouse to refer the client for placement by JCRC in a community 
agency. 

Once an individual was declared eligible for and assigned to the JCRC 
program an initial interview and assessment session was held ,with each clien~, 
during which the JCRC determined a placement agency WhiCh could benefit 
from the client's skills, and the client signed a contractual agreement. The 
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agreement laid forth the obligations of the client to the project and the 
placement agency, services available to the client and the length of time the 
client was required to participate in the program (minimum: 20 hours; maxi
mum: open-ended). This initial interview and assessment touched on many 
areas; the vocational counselor explored criminal history, medical needs, family 
situation, economic responsibilities, vocational history and any special thera
peutic needs. 

Upon completion of interview and orientation to the JCRC terms and 
conditions, the vocational coordinator completed a "participant evaluation 
form." The form was an instrument whereby the staff member could evaluate 
work patterns, attitude, etc. Upon completion of the client's JCRC term, the 
same evaluation instrument was used at the exit interview. 

The client was also seen by the ccmmunity services placement 
specialist. (The person filling this position originally worked from the offices of 
Volunteer Jacksonville, but later remained at JCRC headquarters in the 
Fairfield Correctional Institution.) The community services placement special
ist assessed and assigned a client to an appropriate community service agency 
(e.g., matching skills, interests, etc. where possible). The community service 
placement specialist also provided orientation and training assistance to the 
client. 

For Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) clients, the JCRC counselor informed 
the PTI supervisor of the client's schedule at the community service agency as 
soon as it was established. 

The project director designated one day each week for the project 
staff to conduct a briefing on all new cases coming into the program. In 
addition, any cases currently on board, that needed further' attention, were 
dealt with at this time. This weekly meeting allowed for increased communica
tion and sensitivity to client problems, successes, and needs. Appropriate 
notations were placed in the client's case folder, so that overall evaluation at 
closure would be more reliable. 

In addition, the community service placement specialist visited place
ment agencies on a regular basis to discuss client progress with the agency 
supervisor. This information was directed back to the vocational coordinator. 

The field services specialist also spent time in the field. On-site visits 
were made to the placement agencies where the client's perrot(lianCe, punci:ual
ity, attitude and other adjustment problems were explored with the agency 
representative and client. This information was documented and placed in the 
case file. The field services specialist also acted as the field liaison with 
current and prospective community services agencies. She explained program 
rules and regulations, and generally performed the duties of a public relations 
person. Based on the experience of the work furlough and victim restitution 
program's field investigator, the field services specialist's role was conceived to 
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serve a dual purpose of ascertaining the JCRC client's accountablllty to his or 
her con~ractual ,obligations and maintaininf:, a desirable rapport with the 
commun.lty agencIes. 

Upon completion, or just prior to completion of the community service 
c~ntractual agreement, a vocational coordinator conducted an exit interview 
WIt~ the client. , The "participant performance evaluation" was completed once 
agam and used, In a comparative manner with the initial "participant perfor
mance evaluation" as a tool to gauge what, if any, attitude changes and skill 
dev~lopment had occurred during the community service term. The field 
servIce~ specialist also submitted a final report on the client's performance at 
the assigned agency. ,In the case of PTI clients, the PTI supervisor was 
contacted, when the clIent had successfully completed the community service 
work requIrement. 

The flow diagram on the following page illustrates client processing by 
the JCRC. 

Support Services 

It had been anticipated that a great number of JCRC participants 
would have a wide variety of problems and needs, such as: underemploy
ment/unemployment, substance abuse, legal diificuities, marital conflict self
dissatisfaction. However, it was believed that fOi' some mere placem~nt in 
and completion of community service would satisfy th~ foremost concern-~ 
complying with th~)udg,e's court ord~r. For those with more long range and 
deep .rooted consIderatIOns, referral was determined appropriate to those 
agenc~es that coul? ,be ~f benefit to the client (e.g., local CETA, Department of 
VocatIOnal Rehabl~!tat1Cnl Flo:ida State Employment Service, local training 
programs--~caden:l1c and vocatIOnal). Through referral, various services were 
to be available If needed to the JCRC client: vocational counseling and 
assessment; psychometrics; community resource referral; job/education devel
opment and placement. However, referral to supportive services was a rare 
occurence during the implementation of the JCRC. 

Working Relationship with Criminal Justice System 

Response to implementation of the JCRC from various individuals in 
the criminal justice system and in placement agencies was generally favorable 
although those pers~ns interviewed by DRI did not have extensive knowledg~ 
about JCRC operatIOns. Furthermore, fewer individuals in the Jacksonville 
area were interviewed ihan at the other LEAA experimental sites due to 
problems of unavailability. ' 

A state's attorney supported the concept of community service resti
tution, especially for first offenders and repeat offenders who had committed 
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FIGURE 8 

JACKSONVILLE COMMUNITY RESTITUTION 
CLEARINGHOUSE FLOW DIAGRAM 
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victimless crimes. He believed that the JCRC had done a good job, but could 
be more effective if sheriffs and other administrative personnel were to provide 
more support and if more appropriate work assignments could be located for CS 
clients. The state's attorney believed also that some cases would have- been 
disrnissed if community service had not been avallable as an option. His opinion 
was that community service was of greatest value as a pretrial option. 

It is interesting to note that a public defender concurred in the belief 
that use of community service in a pretrial situation is best. He reasoned that 
this use saves clogging of the courts and other parts of the criminal justice 
system. The public defender differed in opinion from the state's attorney 
concerning the dismissal of some cases if CS were not available. According to 
the defender, area prosecutors are very reluctant to dismiss any cases. Overall, 
the: public defender considered it very important to identify, fund and use 
alternatives to incarceration such as the JCRC. His one criticism was that the 
JCRC was not being universally used by all the judges in Jacksonville, and he 
thought the JCRC should do more to get courts to refer probationers. 

A probation officer believed that the JCRC option was a fairer 
alternative, especially for first offenders and pretrial cases, and that it 
benefited offenders in that it allowed them to see other points of view and to 
learn a sense of responsibility. While she felt her working relationship with the 
project was good, she believed that it could be improved by increased feedback 
from the JCRC concerning which staff were handling which clients and their 
evaluation of the client's progress. Two law enforcement officers were pleased 
with a reduction in jail overcrowding of weekend commitments which they 
attributed to the availability of the JCRC. They both cited some problems with 
court communications, and one explained that he had difficulty at times in 
getting an~wers from sentencing judges about what to do if "no shows" 
occurred. 

Working Relationship with Placement Agencies 

Two placement agency represe:1tatives were interviewed. Both were 
very much in favor of the community service option and reported that their 
experience with the JCRC to date had been positive. One representative was 
an ex-offender herself, and she stated that a major benefit of the program was 
that it gave offenders a sense of worth. While one representative had no 
suggestions for changes to the JCRC program, the other stated that it would be 
more helpful if client~, were assigned more hours to work at the same place so 
that she could use thern longer. 
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Insurance 

Clients In the Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearinghouse 
project were covered by county insurance. Offenders in private nonprofit sites 
were covered with liability insurance intended for all volunteers. 

Public Relations 

JCRC staff presented orientation programs for probation counselors 
who worked for the Salvation Army and dealt with misdemeanant probationers. 
In addition, all judges (13) were briefed. 

The staff also worked with the local media y judges, other criminal 
justice officials, and in the initial days with Volunteer Jacksonville to advertise 
the program. Local television stations covered the JCRC effort. 

It is noteworthy that the JCRC proposal indicated that an extensive 
awareness campaign had been undertaken prior to the LEAA award; many 
letters of support were included with t~e original proposal including letters 
from the chief judge, state attorney, department of corrections area supervisor, 
Salvation Army corrections department, and the public defender's office. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for the Jacksonville Community Restitution Clearing
house is based on data collected on 621 participants who completed service in 
the 19-month period between July 1979 and January 1981. Also, 392 client 
surveys were completed and mailed back to DR I. Finally, baseline data 
information was gathered on 100 subjects drawn from court records represent
ing the period one year prior to project implementation. Tables referenced are 
found in Appendix I of this report. 

Contacts with project personnel since the processing of these data 
have brought about discrepancies between the volume of client services 
reported by JCRC and information received by DRI. For whatever reasons, the 
project did not complete client tracking forms on all terminated cases as 
requested by DR!. To be precise, their records indicate 1,008 terminations for 
the same time period. Therefore, the analysis of these 621 cases represents 
only a partial accounting of JCRC clientele. 

I. Characteristics of participants (Tables 1-3). Although most of the 
JCRC clients were young, they were not overwhelmingly so, like most of the 
other LEA A projects. Of the 621 terminations, 406 (65%) were between 16 and 
29 yenrs of age,. The' client caseload was mainly white, although black 
representation was relatively high at 222 (36%). Finally, the vast majority, 88 
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percent, were male. Other characteristics of the JacksonVille participants are as follows: 

• Em?l~yment status at intake (Table 4). The overwhelming 
majority of JCRC clients were fully employed at the time of 
refer~=.tl, more so than in any other project. The number of 
full-tIme employees was 445 (7296), while 121 (20%) were 
unemployed. 

e Highest grade ~ompleted (Table 5). Most Jacksonville volun
teers went to hIgh school or beyond. This category rept"esents 
521 or 84 percent of the 621 subjects. 

• Client occupation or specific skills <Table 6). The clients are 
spread out ~cross the various categories, with the largest 
numbers fallIng under semiskilled at 144 (23%) and unskilled at 
146 (2496). 

• Client pri?r. arrest history (Table 7). Prior arrest history is 
largely mISSIng from the JacksonVille sample. Close to 57 
percent (352) .of the felony arn:!st records were available and 
~ost of the. mIsdemeanor histories were missing. Therefore, it 
IS not possIble to make any conclusive statements regarding 
trends on this variable. 

• Re~erral off~nse (Tables 8, 39). JCRC was promoted as a 
project plannIng to accept a high percentage of felonies. This 
proved to be the case. Of the 621 cases, 247 (40%) were 
referred on fel~ny charges. The exact offenses are dispersed 
among the variOUS categories. Driving under the influence 
a~count~d for the largest percentage with 172 (2896). Other 
fIgures Include: miscellaneous traffic (56)' theft over $100 
(34); th.eft--amount unknown (27); theft under $100 (27); and 
possessIon of marijuana (30). 

II. Case processing. Following is a summary of data on variables 
rela ted to case processing. 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9). Jacksonville 
shows r:nany. more volunte~rs assigned higher number of hours, 
due primarily to the seriousness of referral offenses. The 
lar~est number, 220 (35%), fell into the 70-89 hour classifi
catIon. More than half, 345 (56%), worked 50 or more hours. 
The tota~ hours of community service performed by the 621 
JCRC clIents was 45,458. The project claims their records 
show 76, 547 hours completed by 1,180 clients. 
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• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10). Of the four 
options available for Jacksonville referrals, most came to the 
project as weekend commitments. A total of 337 (54-%) w~re 
referred on that basis. The next highest category was pretrial 
diversion at 138 (22%). JCRC claims 525 weekenders, 193 
work furlough and 212 pretrial clients completed the program. 

• Type of sentence imposed (Table 11). The type of sentence 
imposed corresponds to the point of referral. Most (54-%) w~re 
sentenced to part-time or weekend jail, with 22 percent havmg 
no sentence, as they were diverted to community service at 
the pretrial stage. 

• Court of referral (Table 12). The highest percentage of the 
Jacksonville subjects (56%) came to the project from the 
County, or misdemeanant Courts. However, 191 (31%) emi
nated from the felony or Circuit Courts. 

III. Community service outcomes. 

• First community service assignment (Table 13). Data on this 
variable indicate that three types of assignments were preva
lent among JCRC volunteers: general outdoor work (170); work 
at state/county institutions (152); and public works (117). 
According to Walter Torrance of the project staff, a w,ide 
variety of tasks were undertaken under these categories. 
Outdoor work included: park maintenance, building renovation, 
erecting exhibits at the art museum and assisting in the set-up 
and operation of the Special Olympics. Institutional work 
focused around community centers in Jacksonville and in
volved such tasks as maintenance, painting and answering 
phones. Finally, public works included road clean-up and 
maintenance. 

• Total job placements while in community servic.e pro.gr~m 
(Table 14-). Here again, problems have occurred wIth mIssmg 
data. Although word from the project leads us to believe that 
most clients were placed in just one assignment, total 
placements are unknown in 96 percent (594) of the cases. 

• Types of project termination (Table 15). Jacksonville yielded 
a very high successful completion rate of 88 perc~nt (~4-4-) 
clients. This is noteworthy in light of the fact that thIS project 
accepted so many felony referrals. 

• Client's criminal justice status at termination (Table 16). 
Once again, it is hard to draw any definite conclusions becau~e 
of the large number of missing cases (212). Of those cases In 
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which information was available, no status turned out to be 
the major code, representing those defendants referred on a 
pretrial basis. 

• Total rearrests while in the community service project (Table 
17). Missing data in so many cases makes it hard to come up 
with any conclusive statements. A total of 182 (29%) of the 
ca.ses had missing data on this variable. Nevertheless, in the 
remaining cases, few rearrests were in evidence. Rearrest~ 
were recorded for only 14- individuals. 

• Support services provided (Table 19). The project reports to 
have provided 709 separate services to 383 clients. This 
means that 62 percent of the 621 volunteers received some 
special help in addition to community service work. In spite of 
these positive findings, the exact type of services delivered is 
listed as "unknown" in a very high number (4-63) of cases. This 
raises questions as to what kinds of services were actually 
provided to JCRC participants. 

• Matching of client skills to placements (Table 29). The 
preponderance of semiskilled and unskilled referrals were 
placed in public works, general outdoor and institutional types 
of jobs. 

IV. Client surveys. A very high return rate was effectuated 
from Jacksonville. The forms received totaled 392 or 77 percent of the 
508 participants. Aggregate figures on the responses to the questions are 
presented in Tables 20 to 25. 

As was the case with most projects, Jacksonville respondents 
felt, by 159 (4-1 %) to 230 (59%), that they learned no new skills through 
their community service experience. On the other hand, 186 said they at 
least partially used skills they already had. Clients were about equally 
split in their response to the question, "Would the community service 
experience have been better had the work been different?" While 102 said 
no, 4-6 responded yes and 76 said maybe. 

A strong majority, 66 percent, said they felt the community 
service option was a good alternative for them. Also, a very high 
percentage, 84- percent, voiced the opinion supporting the fairness of the 
CS option. Finally, over 80 percent, 314- clients, said overall the 
community service experience was positive. 

Some comments from JCRC respondents included: 
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"I could have been a (sic) better service to someone ma)rbe if I 
could have attempted to teach someone to read, or helped someone who 
couldn't help themselves." 

k' f " "I enjoyed working for eRe because of the people I was w'or mg or. 

"The program is a good one. It needs more community support. The 
people involved are doing a good job." 

"I really like working with the elderly. It helped me believe that no 
matter what age Clr sex these .are people who will always need your help. Thank 
you." 

h ." "I hope I never end up on the car was agam. 

v. Meeting of program objectives. 

1. To place 900 sentenced (incarcerated and nonincarcerated) indivi
duals in a community service placement. 

During 19 months of operation, 621 individuals were placed in com
munity service assignments and completed the progr~~. Of the 621, 472 were 
known to be sentenced individuals, while an a?dItIOnal 138 were ~eferred 
through pretrial intervention. Due to data collectiOn proble~5 at the SIte, DRI 
has learned that project progress reports account for 1,008 referrals through 
December 1980 and 1,180 through January 1981. 

2. To provide job placement for 150 "job ready" clients. 

DRI data on support services indicated that only 20 individu~ls were 
provided with employment assistance, 9 through job readiness counselmg, and 
11 through direct job referral. 

3. To enroll 50 JeRe participants in part-time or full:time .educa-. 
tional or vocational training programs, for the purpose of upgradmg skills for 
employability. 

Here again, DRI information shows JeRe falling. short ~f their J?;oal. 
Support servi~es in thes~ areas .were provided fo: only eIg~~ clients;, ~ome 
clients classifIed as havmg receIved support serVIces of an unknown nature 
may have taken part in these types of services. 

4. To provide supportive services (e.g., substance abuse counseling, 
financial management advice, physical handicap assessment and treatment) on a 
referral basis for 250 JeRe clients. 
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. Support services, both direct and by other agencies, was provided to 
383 clIents. Nevertheless, as stated previously, the unknown nature of such 
services raises doubts as to just what was provided for these individuals. 

5. To conduct follow-up contacts with the placement agency victim 
(where applicable), and cHent upon closure from the program. ' 

. Exact data ar~ not available to corroborate adherence to this objec-
tIve. Nevertheless, project procedures were set up to require exit evaluation Of 
all volunt~ers ~rom ~heir placement sites. Procedures were also r'egularly 
follo;ved. m whIch clIents were interviewed by volunteer coordinators after 
termmatIOn. These follow-up visits were conducted to evaluate the client's 
performance from his/her point of view, and to assist the person in locating 
permanent work o~ in remediating other personal problems. . 

. ~,aseline comp_arisons. DRI staff conducted a baseline study of 100 
mIsdemeanant and felony court cases from the period July 1, 1978 to June 30

r 1979. Cases were drawn from county and circuit court files. The object of this 
study was to get some idea of what the traditional sentencing patterns were 
prior to the inception of JCRC. 

Every tenth case was drawn until 75 cases were coded from Duval 
County Court and 25 from Circuit Court. The breakdown by offense type came 
to 71 misdemeanors, 26 felonies, and 3 unknown. 

While the largest percentage (35%) of these individuals were fined a 
number s:rved jail time, were put on probation, or were assessed a fine and ;ut 
on probatIOn. The totals for these various dispositions are as follows: 

Sentence 
Number Percent 

Jail 
18 18 Fine 
35 35 Probation 14 llt Fine & Probation 18 18 J ail/F ine/Proba tion 1 1 Other 14- 14 

From these figur~s, it is reasonable to conclude that the types of 
offenders who would have been referred to JCRC would often have been fined 
but in many cases, offenders would have been jailed, put on probation or give~ 
some combination of these three. Therefore, had these offender; had the 
option of community service, CS would have served as an alternative to all 
three traditional types of sentences. 
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VII. Costs. The project can claim cost benefits from jail time saved 
and from the value of community service work performed. Because of the 
limitations of the DRI data base, these cost figures w.ill underestImate the 
actual savings. 

The 337 weekend oommitments referred to JCRC work totaled 31,243 
hours. Dividing this figure by eight to get the number of working days we 
derive a figure of 3,905. The housing of weekend commitments has been shar:Q 
by the Jacksonville Correctional Institution (JCI) and the Duval County JaIl. 
Cost figures provided by officials of each of these facilities put the most rece~t 
daily costs per inmate at $23 .. 06 for JCI and $37.52 for the Duval County Jall. 
Assuming equal distribution of "weekenders" between the two institutions, the 
average cost comes to $30.29 per day. Therefore, the cost savings brought 
about by 3,905 days x $30.29 per day comes to $118,282. 

JCRC's internal figures claim 525 weekenders were served and termi
nated by the project for the same period. If these clients had an average of 12 
jail days displaced by comm~nity service wor~, 6,300 da~s w~uld have been 
saved. At 530.29 per day, tne amount of savmgs from dIversIon of weekend 
commitments, by JCRC's client count, would come to $190,827. 

DR! shows 50 work furlough clients having gone through the project. 
All work furlough inmates are housed at the Fairfield Correctional Institution 
at a daily cost of $15.45 per inmate. These 50 individuals worked a total of 
2,799 hours, or 350 days. Because one day was deducted from each inmate's 
sentence for each two days or 16 hours worked, 175 days (2,799 -:- 16) would have 
been spared. At $15.45 per day $2,704 would have been saved. 

JCRC claims to have served 193 work furlough clients through to 
completion. Taking an average of two days saved and using the same 
computational procedures described above, $5,964 would have been saved from 

. JCRC's work furlough component. 

DRI data on the 621 terminations in our base indicate 45,458 total 
hours of community service was performed. At a rate of $3.10 per hour 
(minimum wage), $140,920 worth of work was delivered to the community. 
JCRC claims 5236,006 for the same period. The Jacksonville budget stood at 
$145,819, out of which $14,216 was for start-up equipment expenses. 

Summary and Conclusions 

JCRC presented unique and innovative approaches toward the applica
tion of the community service concept. Using CS as an alternative primarily to 
weekend commitments, JCRC served as a model of how community work could 
replace jail. This was also true of the work furlough option where this project 
served as a means of directly reducing inmate sentences. 
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Jacksonville also proved to be a versatile p'rograrn by adapting a 
variety of community service options. This was the on~y one of the LEAA 
projects to offer CS as a pretrial alternative, sentencing a'.ternative and, as 
noted above, as an opti?n to weekend commitment and 'work ~urlough incarcera
tion. 

Unfort~nately, this project faced many problems which hindered its 
effectiveness. DRI feels that clear lines of authority were never drawn 
between the administration of Fairfield Correctional Institute and JCRC. The 
project faced unusually high turnover, due in large part to salaries which were 
not commensurate with duties performed and not competitive with similar jobs 
in the Jacksonville area. 

It was difficult for DRI to evaluate JCRC due to noncompliance with 
our data requests~ Close to 500 cases reported as terminated by JCRC were 
never coded and sent to DR!. Therefore, the quantitative analysis is based on a 
partial sample, rather than the entire universe of JCRC volunteers. Also, a 
great deal of information was missing from the forms that were received. 

The project seemed to overcome early problems it encountered in its 
working relationship with Volunteer Jacksonville. After this arrangement 
dissolved, JCRC was successful in developing its own network of placement 
agencies. One has to wonder, however, if the problems with Volunteer 
Jacksonville could have been avoided through a clearer understanding of joint 
responsibilities at the front end. 

At this writing, JCRC is operating without a full-time project 
director. Mr. MacEachern of FCI has taken responsibility for the day-to-day 
operation. JCRC Is seeking permanent funding through local sources, but, 
according to Mr. MacEachern, the outlook is bleak. 
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OFFENDER AID AND RESTORATION 

General Description of Service Area 

Three community service restitution projects were funded under the 
auspices of Offender Aid and Restoration Inc. (OAR). OAR is a multistate 
organization headquartered in Charlottesville, Virginia. Their main purpose is 
to recruit and train volunteers to work with prisoners incarcerated in local jails, 
Volunteers counsel prisoners on locating employment and other steps necessqry 
to prosper, and avoid further trouble upon release. 

The community service projects were established as part of the 
ongoing OAR programs in three locations: Durham, North Carolina; Fairfax 
County, Virginia; and Madison County, Indiana. Following is a general descrip
tion of each of these sites. 

DurhaiTl, North Carolina: Durham is both a city and county located in 
the north central part of the state. The area is growing slowly, as indicated by 
recent population figures. The 1977 population of 143,144 represents a 7.3 
percent increase from the 1970 count of 132,681. 

The county is mostly urban and predominantly white, although the 
percentage of blacks, 32.6 percent, is greater than the 22.2 percent figure for 
North Carolina. The Durham County unemployment rate for 1970 was a 
somewhat low 2.8 percent compared to 3.4 percent for the entire state. Other 
demographic indicators for the Durham area are as follows: 

• income per capita (1975) = $4,817 

• median school years completed (1970) = 11.6 percent 
(10.6% for North Carolina) 

The major and most noteworthy industry in Durham is the tobacco 
industry. Durham is the national headquarters of the R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
Company. Other prominent employers in the area include the textile and 
furniture manufacturing industries. Several colleges and universities including 
Duke University are located in or near Durham County and also serve as major 
employers. 

Fairfax County, Virginia: Fairfax County sits on the northern tip of 
Virginia immediately adjacent to Washington, DC. Fairfax City is the main 
urban pocket within the county. The area has been characterized as an upper
middle class "bedroom ll community for Washington, DC, with the federal 
government serving as the major employer. In addition, the county is a major 
retail center with a large number of shopping centers and small businesses. 
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The population of Fairfax County showed a substantial increase 
between 1970 and 1977 going from 455,021 to 533,951+. Census data from 1970 
indicate that 89.1 percent of the county's area is urban. Only 3.5 percent of the 
county's residents are black compared to an 18.5 per~ent figure fo~ the ~tate ~f 
Virginia. The median school years completed by FaIrfax County mhabitants 15 
12.9. The latter figure for Virginia is 11.7. 

The income per capita for Fairfax County, as reported by 1975 census 
figures is $7,472. This is substantially higher than the Virginia figure of $4,954. 
The 1970 Fairfax unemployment rate was 2.1 percent contrasted to the state 
rate of 3.0 percent during the same time period. 

Madison County, Indiana: Madison County is situated in the east 
central portion of Indiana. Anderson, the county seat and location of the OAR 
community service project, is approximately 35 miles northeast Clf Indianapolis. 

The population of Madison County remained basically the same be
tween 1970 and 1977, declining very slightly from 138,451 to 138,205. The 
county is mainly urban, although 30 percent is classified by the census bureau as 
rural. Figures for 1977 indicate a nonwhite population of 5.8 percent for 
Madison County, compared to 6.9 percent for the state of Indiana. 

A summary of other demographic indicators for Madison County yields 
the following figures: 

• percentage unemployed (1970) = 5.3 percent 
(4.1 % for Indiana) 

• income per capita (1975) = $4,903 
($4,673 for Indiana) 

• median family income (1970) = $10,346 
($9,970 for Indiar.a) 

Madison County is a strong industrial community with two plants, 
General Motors and Delco-Remy providing the majority of jobs in the area. 
Recent cutbacks and layoffs in the automotive industry have been very 
damaging to the economy of the county. Contrary to the 1970 unemployment 
figure reported above, Madison County presently has the highest unemployment 
rate in the United States. 

Crime Data 

UCR crime information is available for 1978 for Durham, Fairfax and 
Madison Counties. Following is a partial breakdown of those data. 
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Durham: 

• total adult arrests = 9,479 

• total adult Part I = 1,148 

• total adult Part II = 8,331 

• major categories = nUl (704) 
drunkenness (433) 
"all other offenses" (6,032) 

Fairfax: 

• total adult arrests = 15,955 

e total adult Part I = 2,593 

• total adult Part II = 13,362 

• major categories = OUI (3,781) 
drunkenness (3,321) 
"all other offenses" (3,261) 
larceny/theft (1,744) 

Madison: 

• total adult arrests = 3,763 

• total adult Part I = 738 

• total adult Part II = 3,025 

• major categories = OUI (415) 
drunkenness (1,203) 
disorderly conduct (432) 
larceny !theft (486) 

!h~ ~A~ proj.ects concentrate on part II adult offenders. 
mc u, e all mIsdemeanors. The Fairfax Count r' t' 
shoplIfters, Who are included in the larceny!theft !at~g~r~~ IS 

Court Systems 

P~rt II offenses 
limited only to 

Durham- North Cr' d" . 
Superior ana District Court~ro ~~r~~ IV~ded ;nt? j~dicial districts composed of 
The Superior' Court is a trial· court 0; oun

l
y. IS, Idn. t~e llIth judicial district. 

genera JUrIS IctlOn concerned primarily, 
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in the criminal area, with felony cases. The District Courts have exclusive 
original jurisdiction over misdemeanor cases. 

A total of three District Court and two Superior Court judges sit in 
Durham County. 

Fairfax: Two courts serve Fairfax County in their handling of criminal 
cases. The general District Courts have original jurisdiction over misdemeanor 
cases while the Circuit Court generally rules in felony matters. 

Fairfax County is part of Virginia's 19th circuit and 19th district. The 
county has seven general District Court judges and eight Circuit Court judges. 

Madison: Three court levels exist in Madison County and throughout 
Indiana to rule on criminal cases. The lower level County Courts have original 
jurisdiction for all misdemeanor and traffic violations, as well as some small 
claims cases. The second level Circuit Court oversees all juvenile matters and 
hears some less serious felonies. 

The upper level Superior Court has jurisdiction in all felony cases in 
addition to hearing civil and domestic matters. 

A total of six judges sit in Madison County including two County Court 
judges, one Circuit Court judge and three Superior Court judges. 

Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

Neither state nor local statutes exist in North Carolina or Virginia 
supporting restitutio;. Qr community service. Public Law 148 of the Indiana 
Code 2.~iows for dire. ; compensation to victims of violent crimes through 
restitution agreements. There are, however, no direct references to community 
service in the Indiana Code or in Madison County ordinances. None of these 
states has legislation preventing the implementation of community service 
programs. 

History of the Community Service Restitution Program 

The basic philosophy of OAR is to provide volunteer assistance to 
incarcerated individuals to enable them to successfully reaclimate to communi
ty life. As such, any program which will aid incarcerated offenders, or help 
prevent t.he jailing of offenders falls unde. OAR's purview. 

In April 1979, the OAR office in Fairfax County, Virginia developed a 
community service program for first offenders charged with shoplifting. The 
project was initiated a.s a joint effort between OAR/Fairfax and the common
wealth attorney in response to a high and growing shoplifting rate. This initial 
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effort was ~unded by the U.S. Department of Labor with a 10 percent OAR 
,~atch. ,?PtIOns av~da?le to the prosec,utors for handling the many first time 
Impulse ty~e ,retaIl pIlferers seemed lImited a!1d inadequate. In addition, the 

onus of a cnmInal record for? single impulsive indiscretion could prove to be 
an overly costly and embarrassing burden to these minor offenders. 

Prior t? ~eceipt ?f LE~A funds in July 1979, the Fairfax project 
op~rated ?n a llmI~ed ,baSIS serving only Fairfax County residents (excluding 
FaIrfax ~Ity) and ~Ith Just one staff person. The grant enabled the project to 
grow to two ,full-tIme staffers, exp~nd to include non-Fairfax County resident~, 
take more clIents and develop addItIonal volunteer assignments. . 

, A~ the s~me time, the Fairfax pretrial community service project was 
replicate,d In M,adison a~d Durham Counties. Although basically similar (see 
O,AR ClIent F.ow sectIon) the latter two sites possess some fundamental 
dIfferences f,rom ~he pr?totype Fairfax site. First, Madison and Durham will 
accept .any fIrst tIme mIsdemeanant referral, not just shoplifters. Secondly, as 
th~se SItes h,;lVe evolved, they have expanded their bases of eligibility criteria 
to Include some referrals on a postconviction basis. 

The two new sites were selected by OAR/USA on the basis of 
demonstrated s~a~f capability and interest; high or rising misdemeanant arrest 
rates; a~~ a WIllingness on the iJart of the criminal justice systems and the 
COmmUnitIes to support community service. 

Goals and Objectives 

The. overall objectives of the OAR community service program, as 
spelle~ out In the grant proposal are "to reduce crime and improve the 
~!;ectiveness of the criminal justice'system." To accomplish this they proposed 

1. Establ1,sh ,a community service program similar to those 
operating In Montgomery and Prince George's County Mary-
land. ' 

2. 

3. 

4. 

To set up a syste~ of con~in~a! feedback to judges on the 
progress of the prOject and indIVIdual clients. 

To recruit an experienced corps of volunteers to service 
workers during and after their assignments. 

To est?blish, a c~mprehensive employment and training pro
gram including Job preparation, job placement and post
place,m,ent support aimed at helping offenders make the 
tranSItIOn from community service work to full-time em
ployment. 
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In addition to these qualitative goa)", several quantitative objectives 
for the combined program were proposed. These include: 

1. The development of 1,029 CS assignments including 416 in 
Fairfax, 312 in Madison, and 301 in Durham. 

2. The completion of 28,620 hours of community service work 
including 9 ,5~tO in Fairfax, 7,675 in Madison, and 8,000 in 
Durham. 

3. The recruitment and assignment of 6lJ. volunteers to assist 
community service workers including 6 in Fairfax, 18 in 
Madison, and 40 in Durham. 

4. The cOlnpletion of 1,709 volunteer hours of work devoted to 
the program including 1,157 in Fairfax, 17lJ. in Madison, and 
378 in Durham. 

5. A total of 1,029 feedbac" reports to judges including lJ.16 in 
Fairfax, 312 in Anderson, and 301 in Durham. 

6. The delivery of employment and training services to 81 
participants including 15 in Fairfax, 21 in Madison, and lJ.5 in 
Durham. 

7. The successful completion of 850 including 3lJ.lJ. from Fair
fax, 1,258 from Madison, and 2lJ.8 from Durham. 

Staffing Patterns 

The organizational chart on the following page depicts the structure of 
the OAR community service projects within the general OAR framework. 

Each of the three project sites is staffed by a project coodinator and 
an administrative assistant. The coordinators are all directly responsible to the 
local OAR supervisors. The OAR chain of command goes up from the local 
level to state, regional and national (OAR/USA) plateaus. 

A community service program director was installed by OAR/USA to 
oversee the three projects and coordinate their efforts. Her role has been 
primarily an advisory one, assisting the project coordinators and local OAR 
officials on policy, management, evaluation, etc. 
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FIGURE 9 

OAR COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 
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Duties of the OAR community service staff are as follows: 

Program Director--develop, coordinate, and oversee the program and 
provide supportive services to the three demonstration sites; publish brochures, 
forms, e~c.; accumulate data; accounting and finance requirements; summarize 
results; lay groundwork for CS projects at other OAR sites; develop public 
information programs. 

Project Coordinator--monitor clients; scan court dockets and flag 
eligible cases; public relations; develop placements. 

Administrative Assistant--share duties of project coordinators at the 
discretion of the coordinator. 

Staff Changes 

Several staff changes have occurred over the life of the program. The 
only original project coordinator who has remained through the duration of the 
program has been Fran O'Neal in Fairfax County. Hank Ellison, coordinator of 
the OAR/Re-entry community service program in Madison County, resigned in 
September 1980 and was replaced by Dorothy Nevitt, who was the administra
tive assistant at the time. Ms. Nevitt replaced the original administrative 
assistant, Len Crockett, in February 1980. Quintin Norman, coordinator of the 
Durham community service project departed in November 1980 and was 
replaced by his administrative assistant, Lottie Harvin. Gloria Robinson 
replaced Ms. Harvin in February 1981. Finally, on the project level, Ruth 
Novak, administrative assistant to Mr. O'Neal in Fairfax County, left in August 
1980 and was replaced by a part-time staffer as a cost savings measure. 

Community service project director Mary Zoller resigned her position 
in December 1980. Her duties were assumed by Diane Martin, her former 
supervisor and OAR/USA field services director. 

OAR Client Flow 

As stated previously, all three OAR sites have basically similar intake 
and client processing procedures, based on the Fairfax prototype. A flow 
diagram of the Fairfax County project is on the following page. 

The Fairfax model represents a rather simple system for securing and 
processing clients through a community service system. Initially persons 
arrested for suspected shoplifting violations are brought before a county 
magistrate for arraignment. Several weeks hence they go before a judge of the 
general District Court for a first hearing. 
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FIGURE 10 

OAR FAIRFAX COMMUNITY SERVICE FLOW DIAGRAM 

Shoplifting suspect detained on scene 
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Suspect brought ber"r.e magistrate for arraignment 
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I . ' .. 0" ' •• '"",. 
Eligible cases are presented to the judge at the first hearing 

I 
Judge refers defendant to project for preliminary screening, sets 
second court appearance I 
Potential client selects three work sites meeting his/her interests 

I 
Project refers case to Commonwealth attorney for eligibility screening 

I '"""' .... ,'" ."0".' " .... ineligible 

Project does official prior record check 

I Deemed ineligible 
Investigative report and project recommendation submitted to court 

I 
Court officially recommends client to project for 15 hours of community 
service and continues the case for three months 

I 
Client signs agreement and court order to participate 

I 
Client dispatched to work site to begin assignment 

I 
Project monitors progress of clients through periodic agency contact 
and client contact I 

Successful clients ___________ -, 

I 
Unsuccessful clients 

Client completes 50 hours of 
assigned work 

I 
Case dismissed by court 
(arrest and court record stand) 

S econd chancl~ 
given 

I 
Client contacted regarding unsat
isfactory work performance 

~--------------~ 

I 
Early unsuccessful terminations 

I 
Project requests shm' cause 
\Jarrant 

I 
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Court tries offender on original 
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The day prior to the hearing, OAR staff scan the upcoming court 
docket in pursuit of eligible community service participants. Those qualified 
must be first offenders, charged with shoplifting, 18 years or old,er and a 
resident of Fairfa.x or Arlington Counties. These recommendations are then 
made to the court which makes a preliminary referral to the project. 

At this point the potential client interviews with. project staff to· 
determine his or her work interests and skills. The referral IS asked to select 
three sites for possible placement. Immediately after. this, O.AR a~d. ~h.e 
commonwealth attorney conduct a follow-up screening to Insure clI~n~ elI~IbllI
ty. The project double checks prior arrest records through scru~I~Iza.tIOn of 
state police records. The commonwealth attorney generally eliminates .any 
case in which an excessive amount of goods were stolen and/or the determina
tion is made that the theft was not impulsive, but premeditated. 

If the project' and commonwealth attorney finally agree on the 
acceptability of a client a formal recommendation is made to the court at the 
second hearing, which usually takes place within three weeks of the initial court 
appearance. After the official placement in OAR by the court, the new 
referral is requested to sign a program agreement and a "court orde~" 
stipulating conditions of the community service release. The court, at thIS 
point, also continues the C3.3e for three months. All assignments stipulate 50 
hours of community service to be completed within 2.5 months. 

Monitoring of clients while they are involved in their work assignments 
is somewhat informal. The project contacts its placement agencies on a regu~ar 
basis regarding the maintenance of oid and development of new comm~mty 
service work project&. In so doing, they also check on the status of clIents 
presently working at those agencies. Also, project staff phone all particip~nts 
at least once every three to four weeks to monitor their pr<?gress. ~r~Ject 
coordinator Fran O'Neal reports that placement sites encountermg any diffIcul
ties with a particular assignee will notify him, after which he takes the 
appropriate action. 

Successful clients go on to their final court appearances at which point 
the judge, in agreement with the commonwealth attorney, dismisses the case. 
It should be pointed outs however, that dismissal does not constitute expunge
ment of arrest or court records. 

Clients experiencing difficulties in completing their assignments may 
face one of several dispositions. O'Neal reports that in all cases the project 
will try to mediate the problem and give clients a second chance, usually at the 
same agency. Failing this, the project will unsucc~ssfully termina~e the client. 
If this takes place early in the course of the assIgnment the proJect. r~quests 
authorization from the court to issue a "show cause" warrant, reqUIrmg the 
former client to appear in court. Generally the judge will reinstate the case for 
normal processing and set it for trial. 
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In cases where the l,lnsuccessful termination' takes place late in the 
assignment, the project wlll normally wait for the regularly scheduled final 
court appearance to file their report. The judge mayor may not invoke normal 
criminal proceedings at this stage. 

Durham: As mentioned above, Durham follows the same basic format 
as F<l:irfax. Th~ proj~ct at its in~eption :vas primarily, though not entirely, a 
pre~rIal operatIOn, wIth commumty serVIce acting as a deferred prosecution 
optIOn for the prosecutor. Durham, however, is not limited to shoplifters and 
does ~ot have a s~ri~t 50 hour work requirement. The flow diagram on the 
followmg page, orIgmally developed by Ed Brown of the Criminal Justice 
Research Center, illustrates the flow of cases through the Durham system. 

In addition to accepting referrals through deferred prosecution, OAR 
Durham gets clients through deferred sentencing by the court as well as 
convicted offenders. The deferred sentencing option is referred to as prayer 
for judgement continued, or PJC. . 

As with Fairfax, the project coordinator here screens the court docket 
one day prior to arraignment to flag potentially eligible community service 
participants. Durham's eligibility criteria include: adult (16 or over), first time 
misdemeanant offenders, and residents of Durham County. Candidates with a 
known history of drug, alcohol, violence or mental problems are eliminated 
from consideration. ' 

Flagged cases not diverted by the district attorney may be PJC'd by 
the court or sentenced to community service. Upon receipt of a referral, the 
project staff meet with the new client to sign a mutual agreement to conduct 
orientation. As in Fairfax, clients are given three choices out of the available 
options for placement. The district attorney and judge are then notified that an 
agreement has been reached, after which the client is officially placed. 

Monitoring of cases is relatively formal in Durham. Site supervisors 
are asked to submit monthly client performance reports to the project staff 
who, in turn, pass them on to the judge. 

Clients derive various benefits from their successful service depending 
on the origin of their referral. For pretrial clients, the prosecutor is notified of 
the positive termination after which the case and all record of any criminal 
involvement is expunged. PJC cases essentially follow with the same disposi
tion except that the arraignment judge makes the decision to halt further 
processing and a court record remains. Those referred to the project on a 
postconviction basis do not differ significantly from those on PJC. Convicted 
clients are generally those who plead innocent but are found guilty and 
sentenced to community service in lieu of fines and costs. Successful 
completion results in rescinding of the conviction and dismissal of the case, 
even though the court record remains. 
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FIGURE 11 

OAR/DURHAM COMMUNITY SERVICE FLOH DIAGRAM 
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Criminal sentence imposed 
(usually fines and costs) 

Clients facing diff~culties completing their assignments are always 
provided a second opportunity to work things out and continue their programs. 
Those not responding to project attempts to rectify problems and those who 
continue to have difficulties receive a letter of revocation. Such an unsuccess
ful termination generally results in the initiation of prosecution by the district 
attorney for pretrial cases, the invocation of sentencing by the arraignment 
judge on PJC clients and the. imposition of the original sentence, usually 
payment of fines and costs, for postconvicted clients. As a rule, credit is not 
given for time "served" if a client terminates unsuccessfully. 

Madison County: The flow diagram on the following page depicts the 
movement of participants through the OAR/Re-entry project in Madison 
County, Indiana. The chart is taken from the original model drawn up by Ed 
Brown in April 1979 and revised according to current operating procedures. 

Two types of clients are eligible for participation in the Madison 
project--those diverted pretrial and those sentenced to probation. Persons 
charged with misdemeanors and minor felonies (Class D) are eligible. At this 
writing, clients are coming from two divisions of the County Court and one 
Superior Court division. 

As with the other OAR sites, the project coordinator flags cas~s from 
the court docket for possible diversion to the project. Postconviction cases are 
referred totally at the discretion of the sentencing judge. Whether coming to 
the program on a pretrial or postconviction basis, the referring judge assigns 
offenders to a set number of community service hours, based on the referral 
offense, according to the following schedule: 

Class D Felony = 50 hours 
Class A Misdemeanor = 45 hours 
Class B Misdemeanor = 35 hours 
Class C Misdemeanor = 25 hours 

After certification by the court, the volunteer is referred to the 
project for screening and orientation. At the same time, project staff locate 
and scrutinize the official state police record of the client to reconfirm his or 
her eligibility. 

Clients are told to choose three sites in which they prefer to be 
placed. The project attempts to assign them to a job of their choice.. Once 
working, monitoring is conducted informally as on-site monitors are contacted 
every two to three weeks by the project to check on client progress •. The 
information garnered through this monitoring process is compiled in monthly 
progress reports which are presented to the referring judge. 

Successful pretrial diversion clients in l\~adison County have their 
cases dismisser! and criminal record expunged through a joint action by the 
prosecutor and judge. No further court appearance is required by the client. 
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FIGURE 12 

OAR/ruiLENTRY MADISON COMMUNITY SERVICE FLOW DIAGRAM 
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Notification sent to 
prosecutor and judge 

I 
Case filed and new 
arraignment set up 
by prosecutor 

Notification sent to 
probation officer 

I 
Probation sentence 
remains with no time 
deducted 

All postconviction clients are on unsupervised probation while working on their 
community service assignments. Therefore, it is the probation officer who is 
notified of a successful completion. The probation- officer may decide to 
reduce the client's time on probation as a reward for a positive community 
service termination, although there is no legal requirement to do so. According 
to former project coordinator Dorothy Nevitt, most successful postconviction 
clients do indeed have their probation time reduced. 

Judges and prosecutors are notified of pretrial cases which are 
unsuccessfully terminated. The prosecutor then files the case and normal 
processing ensues. Probation officers are notified of unsuccessful postconvic
tion clients. No punitive action is generally taken by the probation officer, but 
no credit for any time worked is given in cases involving unsuccessful 
terminations. 

Working Relationship with Criminal Justice System 

DRI staff conducted attitude survey.s of criminal justice personnel in 
Fairfax, Madison and Durham to gauge reactions to the concept of community 
service and toward the particular projects operating in their jurisdictions. 
Following is a summary, by site, of the questionnaire responses. 

Fairfax: Both judges interviewed have been well satisfied with the 
results of the project thus far. They feel it has been very beneficial to both 
participating offenders and placement agencies. In terms of possible improve
ments, one judge felt that the program was functioning very well at pre~ent 
while the other felt that some expansion in the pool of offenders currently 
accepted might be in order. At present, only first time "impulse" type 
shopiifters can participate. Legislation would be required to expand it further 
unless the commonwealth attorney wants to provide it as an option to 
prosecution for other offenders. 

Both judges characterize their working relationship with the OAR 
staff as excellent. They complimented the staff for their competency and their 
promptness in notifying the court of any problems. Also, OAR was given high 
marks for the close tracking it maintains with clients. 

The judges split on their answer regarding how OAR has affected their 
sentencing patterns. Because CS technically is not a sentence, one judge stated 
that it has had no effect. The other, assuming present CS clients would be 
convicted, stated they would normally be sentenced to fines and suspended jail 
time. 

Both judges believe community service has a very positive deterrent 
impact on offenders. The chance to erase criminal records and the sense of 
having repaid society for their crimes, they feel, helps. curb recidivism. Both 
also state that the present Fairfax policy of assigning all clients to 50 hours of 
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service is the most workable system and because there is so little disparity 
between offenders it would make little sense to differentiate between them. 

DRI interviewed one public defender and a commonwealth attorney. 
While the defender found OAR/Fairfax to be an excellent program the 
prosecutor characterized it as "all right." These two parties differed sharply on 
who should be permitted access to the program. The com~o~wealth attor~ey 
feels strongly that participation should be limited, as It IS now? to fIr~t 
offender, impulse shoplifters. The 'public .def.ender, ~ow7ver, belIev~s thIS 
system to be inconsistent and arbltrary m ltS ap~llcat:on. He thl~ks a 
constitutional issue might be imminent here, as potentlal cllent~ are, at tlmes, 
eliminated from consideration for no apparent cause. The publlc defender also 
feels the project should be expanded to handle all misdemeanants except those 
charged with OWl or major traffic violations. 

The defender and prosecutor each thought that none of the cases 
diverted to OAR now would have been released, but would have been tried and 
found guilty. 

As with the judges, the prosecutor and public defender report a very 
good to excellent working relationship with proje~t staff. Both partles feel t.he 
experience is beneficial to offenders. The publlc defender states co~munI~y 
service should reduce offender recidivism due to the constant remmder It 
imposes of the act which was committed. They believe it would not be 
effective at all for repeaters, but acts as a "shock treatment" for first 
offenders. 

Madison: Both judges interviewed regarding the OAR/Re-entry com
munity service project in Madison County, expressed strong support for and 
satisfaction with the project. One judge, however, expressed concern that the 
project is not receiving support in all courts. Both judges feel the prog:am 
needs no improvement presently and should expand to handle any nonsenous 
felony or misdemeanant oHender. Such expansion would allow OAR/Re-entry 
to accept Class C felonies. 

The judges agree that their working relationship with the program .has 
been excellent. They describe the staff in such terms as "cooperatlve, 
concerned, open, helpful, and interested." Each judge feel~ the sy~tem of 
placement and referral has worked out well thus far havmg recelved no 
complaints to date. 

Both judges appear to be using OAR primar~ly as a postconv.iction 
alternative to probation. One stated that he makes a flrm recommendatlon to 
reduce a probation sentence by a given number of hours f~r each .hour of 
community service performed. They also agree that community servlce d?es 
act as a deterrent to future criminal involvement, especially among fIrst 
offenders. They see it as a more severe yet more humanizing form of 
punishment than paying fines. 
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The prosecutor we spoke to was also pleased with the OAR program in 
Madison and would like to see it expanded to handle more nonserious offenders. 
He praised the staff for their ability to work with his office and provide 
continued feedback. 

Finally, we spoke with a Madison County probation officer. Unfor
tunately, this persoh had no direct contact with the community service project, 
but had some peripheral knowledge of the operation. He felt that community 
service could b~ ,m effective alternative for select offenders, but had not been 
implemented with any of his clients, therefore having no effect on his caseload. 

It would appear from the feedback we received that the OAR/Re
entry program is very popular with those judges and other criminal justice 
personnel who are utilizing it, but it has not been accepted in all potential 
participating courts, or among all potential users in the system, i.e., probation 
officers. 

Durham: We were able to contact two judges in Durham County who 
have referred offenders to the OAR community service program. As with the 
other OAR sites, both judges expressed strong satisfaction with and confidence 
in the local project. One, the chief judge of the County Court, praised the 
project for the strong support it has gained in the community. Neither jurist 
recommended any improvements in the present operation. Both felt the 
communication between them and the staff was very good, praising staff's 
constant presence in court and their monthly feedback to the court on the 
sta tus of clients. 

Neither judge invokes or recommends a specific number of community 
service hours in any given case. They trust OAR to work out an equitable 
assignment with the client. 

The judges differ on the point in the processing of an offender where 
community service is most appropriate. The chief judge uses it strictly as a 
pretrial diversion option. The other judge never applies community service 
pretrial, but uses it exclusively as a deferred sentencing (PJC) option. 

While neither judge could point to any statistical evidence of recidi
vism reduction as a result of community service, both point out that they rarely 
see these offenders in court again. They also agree that first offenders are the 
most likely beneficiaries. 

There appears to be a communication problem in Durham between the 
project and judges as to just how and where community service can be applied. 
When asked to assess the effectiveness of the pretrial and postconviction 
options, one judge reported that she was unaware of such alternatives, but 
strictly applied community service as an alternative to sentencing in her court. 
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Our discussion with a Durham County district attorney indicated 
strong backing for community service from the prosecutorial side. He fe~ls 
diverting these' persons from the system has lightened the court caseload while 
enhancing volunteer ism in the community. One drawback he sees is that the 
program lacks adequate publicity in the community resulting in partial usage of 
available placement opportunities. Also, he would like to see the eligibility 
criteria expanded to allow for more than first offenders and misdemeanants. 

Working Relationship with Placement Agencies 

To determine how placement agencies view the OAR projects, DRI 
interviewed two placement agencies per site. Following are summaries of their 
responses. 

Fairfax: Our conversations in Fairfax were with the director of 
Lambda House, a home for retarded children, and with a recreation specialist at 
the Fairfax County Department of Recreation and Community Services. Both 
parties were highly supportive of the program, summing up their overall 
r:>pinions in terms such as "wonderful" and "beautiful." The recreation specialist 
reported that several volunteers have r~mained in that capacity beyond the 
term of their community service obligations and several others have been 
offered contracts for full-time employment. 

In response to our question regarding problems encountered with 
community service volunteers, one reported none while the other said there 
have been a few isolated cases including pot smoking and speeding. Neverthe
less, both describe their overall working relationship with the project as 
excellent. 

Each placement agency feels the volunteers have learned some useful 
lessons as a result of their work beyond the assigned tasks. The recreation 
specialist spoke of the benefits of group interaction and the self-confidence 
gained through participation. The work done with retarded children in Lam.bda 
House has taught volunteers counseling skills, as well as the satisfaction derived 
in helping persons less fortunate than themselves. 

Both agencies were highly complimentary of the time and effort OAR 
has put into screening referrals and the procedure of allowing the agencies to 
further screen them. This system apparently has done a lot to minimize 
inappropriate placements. 

Madison: Our interviews in Madison County were with the director of 
the county humane society and with the supervisor of the city animal shelter in 
Anderson. Both expressed total satisfaction with the volunteers they have 
received, with the person from the animal shelter stating a preference for OAR 
referrals over CET A volunteers. 
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, Both agencies expressed a constant need for volunteers while explain
mg that, th~ ?AR referrals ,comprise a large portion of their volunteer force. 
The availability of commumty service workers to do certain jobs and at times 
normally nO,t pr,eferred by other volunteers has made them a vital addition to 
these o!'gamzatlOns. Both persons expressed a strong desire for more communi
ty servI:e volunteers tha~ they ~re presently receiving, although neither plaCe 
has retamed any commumty serVice workers as paid or unpaid staff. 

Durham: Our interviews in Durham were with a representative of the 
county ~epartm~!nt of social service~' and with a person from Women in 
Com,mumty SerVIce. Both expressed satisfaction with the workers they have 
received although t~ey have employed 4-5 and two volunteers respectively. The 
department of SOCIal services reported having some problems in motivating 
workers to get started while WCS reported no problems. 

Obviously neither of these agencies has depended too greatly on OAR 
for. volunteers, altho,ugh each expressed satisfaction with the procedures 
fol1(~we~ by the project when they make referrals. They also feel the 
momtormg, through for,ms and follow-up phone contacts has been adequate. 
E:~h of them a,lso ,~~IIeves that ~ork in their agency has helped clients' 
a.tltudes and their ability to work With others. 

, ~either agency has kept its volunteers on a paid or unpaid basis after 
their serVIce. , But, the department of social services states they never employ 
volun~eer~ while ,WCS ,say both of, their clients (with the help of WCS) secured 
full-time Jobs while domg commumty service. 

, It app~a~~, at ,the point of these interviews that OAR/Durham can 
buIld more credibilIty With placement agencies as their referral rate increases 
and they become more visible. 

Insurance 

The Fairfax and I)u~ham projects are covered by an insurance policy 
~rr~n?ed through OAR/USA m Charlottesville. This policy provides general 
liability coverage for volunteers while working on site. 

. Clients in Madison County sign \Vaivers upon entering the program 
abs?l~mg, OAR ~f responsibility in case of volunteer mishap. Further, project 
officials ~n, Madison have stated that placement sites a5sume responsibility, 
under their msurance plans, for community service volunteers. 

Public Relations 

, " All three sites, as well as the OAR/USA office in Charlottesville, 
VirgInla have been engaged in ongoing public relations efforts prior to and since 
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their inception. In the first few months of operation each project had articles 
appear in local newspapers and had staff talk about,. Ire program on television 
and radio public service broadcasts. Among otn~r places, articles have 
appeared in the Washington Star (Fairfax), the Anderson Daily Bulletin (Madi
son) and the Durham Morning Herald (Durham) describing the OAR community 
service projects. Mary Zoller, former CS project director for O!'1.R/USA 
developed a brochure to disseminate information about the program and to aid 
other OAR sites who might wish to replicate the community servIce concept, 
Finally, a recognition dinner was held in summer 1980 in Durham to honor the 
staff of the OAR community service project. This event wa.s attended by 
criminal justice and community leaders and covered by the locai media. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for the three OAR sites is based on information 
collected by the projects on 108 Durham clients, 251 Fairfax clients, and 95 
Madison clients who completed services between July 1979 and February 1981. 
Response rates to client surveys were: Durham--92; Fairfax--154-; and Madison
-23. Tables referred to are found in Appendix I of this report. 

DRI has recently learned that Durham figures are not a reflection of 
the total number of clients who completed services. Staff turnover which took 
place in January 1981 prevented this site from completing client tracking forms 
on all terminated clients. OAR officials contend 34-0 persons actually finished 
the program since July 1979. However, because DRI is not in possession of 
information, beyond aggregate numbers, the analysis of OAR/Durham is based 
on 108 client records. 

I. Characli !ristics of participants (Tables 1-3). 

Durham: The 108 Durham terminations were mainly young, black, and 
equally divided between male and female. A total of 107 were between 16 and 
24- years old; 62 (57%) were black; 54 (50%) were male, while 54- (50%) were 
women. 

Fairfax: The Fairfax popUlation was mostly young, although the 
distribution was widely dispersed. Also, Fairfax clientele were, for the most 
part, white, and dose to evenly split between men and women. While 135 (54-%) 
were between 16 and 29, 116 clients were 30 or older. A total of 184- (73%) 
were white and 137 (55%) were female, and 114- (4-5%) were male. 

Madison: The high proportion of Madison participants were young, 
with 77 out of 95 being under the age of 30. Eighty-six out of 95 were white, 
and 83 (87%) were men. Other OAR client characteristics can be summarized 
as follows: 
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• Employment status at intake (Table 4-). Durham--the prepon
derance of Durham volunteers were either employed full-time 
(36) or unemployed (33). Fairfax--most Fairfax clients, 153, 
were fully employed at the point of referral. The next largest 
group was ~lornemakers (28). Madison--the greatest percent
age of MadIson County clients were either employed (4-2) or 
unemployed (27). 

• Highest grade completed (Table 5). All three sites show the 
greatest percentage of their clients completing some high 
school, or beyond. In addition, many Fairfax clients (93) had 
some college education. 

• Client occupation or specific skills (Table 6). Durham--no 
p~ttern bec:ornes evi?ent here, as the Durham caseload spans 
a . categories. A hIgh number, 36, were listed as unknown 
F~l1rfax--here also a d~stinctive pattern does not emerge. Th~ 
hIgh.est numbers are In the categories of professionals (4-0) 
clencal (36), or semiskilled (21). ' 

• Client p:ior arrest history (Table 7). For the most part the 
arrest hIstory of Durham volunteers was unknown. Data 
reflect 69 percent (74-) unknown in the prior felony category 
and 63 percent .(68) unknown or prior misdemeanants for th~ 
Durham populatIOn. Following their eligibility criteria, Fair
fax too~ no ~eferrals with any prior felony arrests and only 2 
out ?f 251 WIth any known history of a misdemeanor offense. 
MadIson accepted very few referrals with any previous record 
although they did take some. Only 2 clients had any know~ 
felony history, while 10 out of 95 had records of misdemeanant 
arrests. 

• R~ferra.l offense (Tables 8, 4-0, 4-1, 4-2). Durham--of the 108 
cl~ents In the Durham population, all but one were referred on 
mIsdemeanor charges. The offense breakdown shows the 
gre?test percentage of referrals (56, 52%) coming into the 
groJect on petty t~eft (theft under $100) charges. Fairfax--all 

ut ?ne of the .Fairfax referrals were div~rted to community 
serVIce .on a mIsdemeanor offense. As this sIte restricted its 
populatIOn .to, shopl.ifters, all 251 were charged with betty iheft• Madison.--while Madison took its largest share of cilents 
J9, 8~%) on mIsdemeanant charges, the 11 felony referrals is 
~he hIghest among the OAR sites. Specific offense break-

owns show 16 (17%) referred on miscellaneous assault 
~~r.ges, 13 (14%) for public drunkenness, and 13 (14%) for 
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n. Case processing. Follo~ing is a summary of data on case 

proc<.'ssing variables for the three OAR sites. 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9)~ Du~ham--the 
majority of Durham clients (80, 74%) were assIgned In th~ 30-
49 hour range. In the 19-month period, the 98 Durham c~Ie~ts 
performed a total of 3 544 hours of work. Data were mISSing 
in ten cases. The av~rage workload per client was ~6 hours. 
Fairfax--all but three Fairfax volunteers were ·assigned to 
work 50 hours. The 249 clients in the DRI data base (two 
cases were missing) worked a total of 12,522 hours. Madison-
The modal work assignment for Madison was in the 30-49 hour 
range, into which 67 (71%) of 95 volunteers fell. The 95 
clients worked 4,148 hours, an average of 44 hours per 

participant. 

• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10). The OAR 
project was established prima:iiy as a pretrial diversion opera
tion and this wa.s reflected In the data. All but one of the 
Durham and Fairfax clients originated as a pretrial interve,n
tion l'eferral. In Madison, 78 of 108 volunteers were pretrIal 
referrals while seven were postconviction judicial referrals 
and ten ';ere postconviction probation clients. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service, (Table 11). 
The great majority of referrals from. all ~hree SItes h,ad no 
sentence imposed, a.s they were pretrial divertees. ThIS, was 
true for 85 of 108 Durham clients, 251 out of 251 FaIrfax 
referrals, and 78 of 95 Madison subjects. 

• Court of referral (Table 12). Durham--illmost all, 88 of 108, 
cases were referred from the District Court. Fairfax--most of 
the 251 cases, 201, came from the general District Court. An 
additional 35 were referred from Fairfax County Court and 14 
from the Municipal Court. Madison--the bulk of the ref~r:als 
here, 83 of 95, eminated from the County Court. An additlOn
al ten came from the Superior Court. 

III. Community service outcomes 

• First community service assignment (Table 13). Durham--the 
assignments here w~re spread .out among, the ~arious categ~
ries. Leading the list were: lIbrary/hospItal aIde (23), publIC 
works (22), and general outdoor work (17): Fairf~~-jo~S in 
Fairfax were also dispersed among the variOUS classliIcatlOns. 
The list includes: general outdoor work (65), "other" (?O), 
typing/filing (42), and library/hospital aide (37). Project 
coordinator, Fran O'Neal describes the most common tasks 
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u~der, these categories as: clerical work with nonprofit agen
CI~S lIke the Red Cross, supervising youth activities for the 
FaIr~ax Count~ Department of Recreation and Community 
~ervices, cleaning, landscaping and running concession stands 
In parks, and. performing maintenance work at county golf 
courses. Madlson--the vast majority of oositions in Madison 
Cou,nty we~e filled in the area of public works (71 out of 95). 
Acting project coordinatcr, Randy Woodward, describes the 
~ype~ of tasks performed as primarily maintenance and repair 
Jobs In local nonprofit organizations like churches, schools, the 
Red Cross and YMCA. 

• Total job placements while in community service program 
(Table 14). J?u~ham and ~air~ax report one placement only for 
th~ ~ast, majorIty of theIr cllents. Data on this variable were 
mISSing In 83 of 95 Madison County cases • 

• T~pe of project termination (Table 15). Durham--of the 108 
clIents served by the Durham project, 91 (84%) terminated 
s~ccessfully. The termination disposition of nine clients was 
lIsted as unknown. Fairfax--Fairfax achieved a very high 
(92%) successful completion rate. Of 234 clients 231 record
ed positive terminations. Madison--OAR/Re-Ent:y of Madison 
Co~nty also ~chieved a high successful completion ratio in 
theIr communIty service progr::i.m. Out of 95 clients, 82 (or 
86%) successfully terminated, while only 12 failed to do so. 

• Client's criminal justice status at termination (Table 16). 
Becaus,e of the heavy emphasis on pretrial diversion at the 
O~R SItes, the expectation is that most clients at termination 
~ Ill, have had charges dropped and returned to a noncriminal 
1ustice status. While this was largely true for the Fairfax and 
Madison sites, a high number of Durham clients (50 out of 108) 
were still pending adjudication 'at the conclusion of their 
community service term. Harriet Quinn of Durham OAR 
~xpl,ain~ that charges are not formally dropped until the case 
IS dIsmIssed b~ th7 prosecu~or., Because there is often a lag 
betwe~n ter~InatlO~ ~nd ?ISmiSSal, these clients technically 
are stIll pending adJudlcatlOn until the prosecutor acts. All 
su:cessfully terminated clients do have their charges dis
mIssed. 

• Total rearrests while in community service program (Table 
17). Fairfax and Madison report very few rearrests of active 
community service clientele. A total of 235 (94%) of Fairfax 
volunteers avoided rearrest, and 92 out of 95 (97%) of all 
Madison participants did not recidivate. Information on this 
variable was missing in 78 out of 108 Durham cases. 
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• Support services provided (Table 19). The OAR sites provided 
very little in the way of support services. It should be noted 
that few such services were anticipated as the limited staffs 
of two persons per site made it virtually impossible to deliver 
such services. Only Durham, where 48 separate services were 
delivered to 31 clients had any such services to speak of. In 
Durham, counseling/tutoring of clients was the primary activi
ty conducted. 

• Matching of client skills to placements (Tables 30, 31, 32). It 
is difficult to denote any positive patterns i.n the Durham and 
Madison data because of the small number of clients reported 
by each of these sites. In Madison, public works was the most 
used type of placement and unskilled laborers filled the 
majority of these slots. In Durham, the jobs as matched by 
occupational skills are so spread out, nothing can be said about 
matching one to the other. Though no conclusive statements 
can be espoused, Fairfax seemed to make an .effort to match 
skills to assignments. Of 40 clients with professional skills, 14 
were placed in assignments requiring application of those 
skills. Also, a large number of semiskilled and unskilled 
individuals were placed in outdoor jobs involving manual labor. 

IV. Client surveys (Tables 20-25). 

Durham: This site had a very high return rate of 92 surveys out of 108 
known terminations. This was one of the few sites surveyed where the majority 
of respondents (69%) expressed the opinion that they had learned some usef~l 
skills while in the project. Further, 85 out of 92 felt they had made use of their 
present skills. Most, 53 (58%), said a change of assignments would not have 
made the work any better. Overwhelmingly, these people expressed the thought 
that community service was a good alternative to other choices available. 
Finally, 90 of 92 rated community service in Durham as an overall good 
exper ience. 

Comments from Durham volunteers include: 

"I thought the community work was a much better solution to the 
problem compared to other options. In many cases a criminal record would not 
only be unfair, it could ruin a career. This is a very desirable solution--spread 
the word." 

"I'm very happy I was made aware of this program. I be1i~ve in i~ very 
strongly and I hope it will strengthen and grow. Thank you for helping me. 

"I enjoyed the job I had because I was helping people. This program is 
very good. It helps people headed in the wrong direction go straight. Keep this 
program. It was the first hope, not the last." 
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Fairfax: A total of 154 individuals out of 235 terminations, 66 
percent, responded to the Fairfax survey. The overall impression of the 
community service program was highly positive. 

The majority of Fairfax clients felt they learned some useful skills 
through their experience. The count here was 83 (53%) yes, 68 (44%) no. Over 

. 66 percent stated the community service experience allowed them to make use 
of some of their skill~. Also, 98 respondents (64%) felt that no improvemel'1ts 
could have. been .re?lIzed ha? the nature of the work been .different, ~n 
over.whelming maJonty of FaIrfax respondents, 144 (95%) believed community 
serVIce to ?e the best alt~rnative. available to them. An even higher number, 
147 (96%) Judged commumty serVIce as "fair." Finally, 143 respondents (93%) 
rated the CS experience as positive. 

Comments from Fairfax participants include: 

"I enjoyed using some of my professional skills. I feel the people in the 
program were helpful and considerate." 

"I plan to conti~ue doing some part-time volunteer work with my 
community service expenence group. I feel the service was extremely 
beneficial. " 

"I am most grateful and appreciative to the county of Fairfax for 
giving me th~ o~p?rtunity to ~urn ~ negative situation into a positive experi
ence. The JudICIal system in thIS county is not only fair but extremely 
sensitive to people's individual problems." ' 

. M~dison: As only. 23 persons responded to the survey from Madison 
County, It IS not really pOSSIble to imply a great deal about the volunteer's view 
of community service. Thirteen out of 23 said they learned some useful skills. 
A total of 14 said they used skills they already had. Also, 14 endorsed the type 
of work. requir~d by their assig~ments. All but one respondent said that 
commumty serVIce was a good chOIce compared to other alternatives. Sixteen 
out ~f 23 rated .c?mmunity service as fair, and 19 thought the overall 
expenence was POSItIve. 

Comments from Madison clients: 

"I was unable to collect unemployment since I was doing the OAR 
program. There should have been some sort of work benefit/income so that I 
may have been supporting myself, which would not make a person consider 
committing any more crimes." 

"Thank you." 

V. Meeting of project objectives. The following objectives were 
proposed for the OAR program and are cumulative for the three sites: 
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1. The development of 1,029 CS assignments. 

Data gathered by OAR/USA yie~d ~~~ f'~~~~~~g !i~~~~S ~~dfs~~e~t~~~~ 
rates through December. 1980: DU~ham h 18- rn'onths. Through March 1981, the 
This totals out to 857 assIgnm~~ts t_ r~~~ Madison = 312 for a total of 907. figures are: Durham = 301, FaIr ax - , 

2. The completion of 25,215 hours of community service work. 

. d· t that OAR fell far short of 
Information received by DR~hm ~c~h~~ clients worked 3,544 hours, 

meeting this goal. Our records. show 1. ~ ~orked 4 148 hours for a program 
Fairfax 12,522 hou.rs, and M.adIst~~~i~;A in Charl~ttesville, Virginia claims 
total of 20,214. DIane Martm 0 rk' Durham = 8,418, Fairfax = 
the following figures for hours of Cot~1~;ef2~~t ~he end of December 1980. 13,301 and Madison = 5,408 for a tota 0 , 

3. The recruitment and training of 64 volunteers to assist community 
service workers. 

. dl·cate that 87 volunteers were trained and OAR/USA records m .t b the end of 
enrolled to assist c.)mmunity servic~ efforts oat ~he t~r~~ s~:~rf:x = 29, and 
March 1981. Thro! breakdown by SIte was . ur am - , 
Madison = 15. Total volunteer hours equalled 1,020. 

4. The completion of 1,709 volunteer hours of work. 

By the end of March 1981, 6 months beyond the original 
grant period, 1,020 hours had b~en logged. 

5. The delivery of 1,029 reports back to judges. 

18-month 

By the end of March 1981, 836 such reports had been completed. 

6. The delivery of employment and training services to 81 partici-
pants. 

. t t if lead us to believe that DRI records and feedback from proJec sa. . d. ted that the 
. . . C rdinators at the three SItes mIca . 

thIS ObjectIve was not ~et. ~~b.t d the delivery of any such serVIces. Data 
shortage of staff. and tIme pr~ I. 1 e 31 clients over the 19 months received 
received on ter~mated cases md~cates .d d to DRI by the sites, are disputed 
any support serVIces. Th~se dnu2~6 e~~ie~~~v~a~ticipated in employment training 
by OAR/USA. They con en f F . f x and 21 from Madison through including 204 from Durham, 21 rom aIr a , 
December 1980 and 250 through March 1981. 
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7. Eight hundred fifty successful completions. 

Data from Table 15 show 404 participants successfully completing 
their community service assignments. This figure, of course, is way below 
OAR's projections. The sites claim the following completion rates--Durham = 
252, Fairfax = 368, Madison = 97 for a total of 717 through December 1980 and 801 through March 1981. 

VI. Baseline comparisons • 

Baseline data collection efforts were requested from. all three OAR 
sites. Because they lacked the time and resources the Madison County site 
declined to participate. 

The primary purpose here, as with other projects, was to develop 
information on case disposition before community service became a program option. 

Durham: Former project coordinator, Quintin Norman, selected and 
coded a sample of 100 arrestees from the period July 1, 1978· to June 30, 1979 
whose cases were disposed of in Durham County District Court. All subjects in 
the sample were to be charged with a misdemeanor violation and have no 
previous history of criminal involvement. The sample included 53 blacks, 46 
whites, and 70 males, 30 females. 

Findings from the Durham baseline figures indicate that most defen
dants were either released (42) or fined (16). An additional 14 persons were 
fined as part of another sent~nce. 

While more study is needed, it appears that community service in 
Durham was used largely as an alternative to release and partially as an 
alternative to fines. 

Fairfax: Project coordinator Fran O'Neal was able to collect baseline 
information on 89 subjects (out of a requested 100) for the year prior to the 
inception of OAR/Fairfax community services. All subjects were charged with 
shoplifting and had no record of prior criminal involvement. 

Results of the Fairfax study would seem to indicate that community 
service replaced fines as the primary mode of case disposition. Out of the 89 
cases studied,. 67 had fines assessed as part of the sentence. Also, 11 cases 
were dismissed by the court and/or prosecutor and 13 involved a jail sentence. 

VII. Costs. Each of the OAR sites were budgeted at $58,729 for 18 
months of operation. Of this amount, $57,564 can be attributed to operational 
costs, with the remainder going toward start-up equipment expenses. These 
costs are partially offset by the value of work performed by community service 
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volunteers and by jail time, if any, that is saved by diversion to community 
service. 

OAR sites used the minimum wage, $3.10 per hour, through the project 
period. Using this rate multiplied by the hours worked at each site (3,54-4--
Durham, 12,522--Fairfax, and 4-,14-8--Madison), the following "revenue" was 
generated: Durham--$10,986, Fairfax--$38,818, and Madison--$12,859. 

The cost of jail time is: Durham--$11.75 per inmate day, Fairfax--$50 
for first day, and $23 thereafter; Madison--$11.60. Durham baseline figures 
indicate the average fine was $29. The average fine in Fairfax ran $78. Had 
CS clients been tried and sentenced to jail the costs listed would have been 
incurred by the counties. Had fines been imposed and coUected, this revenue 
would have gone to the county treasuries. For example, had all 108 Durham 
clients studied been sentenced to jail for 1.5 days (the average CS assignment 
length) the costs to the county would have been $1,904- (minus fixed costs). 
Similar calculations based on caseloads served and jail costs would bring the 
Fairfax and Madison figures to $29,869 and $1,102 respectively. Similarly, if all 
Durham clients had been fined $29 at a 90 percent collection rate, $2,819 would 
have been collected by the county. In Fairfax $17,620 could have conceivably 
been collected if 251 clients had been assessed an average of $78 and 90 
percent had paid. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The OAR projects demonstrated how community service could be 
applied as a pretrial diversion option in small urban courts. The three sites 
were successful in working with local prosecutors and judges to provide 
defendants with an opportunity to do community service work in place of 
criminal processing and as a way of avoiding a criminal record. 

The concept used by the OAR sites was simple, yet effective. Only 
two full-time staff were needed to screen potential referrals, conduct client 
intake, develop placements and monitor volunteer programs. In addition, 
feedback from Fairfax and Durham clientele indicate a relatively high degree 
of satisfaction with the nature of the work performed and the opportunity to 
avoid a criminal record. Several participants, especially in Fairfax, continued 
their volunteer work or secured permanent employment at the CS site upon 
conclusion of their diversion assignments. 

The OAR sites were not without their shortcomings, however. 
Throughout the grant year, administrative problems existed between OAR/USA 
in Charlottesville and the sites. The role of the national project director vis-a
vis local management was never entirely clear. Further, the stipulations of the 
OAR proposal in regard to items such as volunteer recruitment were not easily 
adaptable on the local level and were not fully carried out. 
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. The Fairfax pretrial prototype was not entirely workable in Durham 
and Madison. Durham's referral rate picked up later on, but Madison's never 
did. Durham, and especially Madison, seemed to suffer from a lack of adequate 
planning and commitments from referral agents to ensure adequate client flow 
once operations began. 

It is DRl's feeling that all three sites should expand their eligibility 
criteria and move beyond the almost exclusive pretrial referral base in order to 
increase their client flow. This will involve a selling job, especially in Fairfax, 
to referral agents within the criminal justice system. 

A t this writing, Fairfax has been assured continued funding by the 
county. The status of the Madison and Durham sites is presently uncertain. 
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PRISONERS AND COMMUNITY TOGETHER (PACT) 

General J)escription of Service Area 

The PACT Community Service Restitution project is housed in Porter 
County, Indiana at Valparaiso. Porter County is situated in the northwest 
corner of the state immediately adjacent to Chicago, Illinois. The are'l i& small 
compared to other Indiana counties. 

The population of Porter County increased by over 20 percent between 
1970 and 1977, frem 83,1llj. to 103,404. In the same time period, the population 
of the state of Indiana rose at a rate of only 3 percent indicating a relatively 
greater population increase for Porter County than the rest of the state. PACT 
attributes the area's rapid growth to its proximity to the heavy industrial areas 
of northwest Indiana and the Chicago region. 

Porter County can be characterized as predominantly white, rural to 
partially rural, and conservative. Figures for 1977 indicate a nonwhite 
population br Porter County of only .2 percent, compared to 6.9 percent for 
the state as a whoie. Latest census figures show that 63.3 percent of the 
county's population is city or urban-based (64.9 percent for Indiana). 

A summary of other demographic indicators for Porter County yields 
the following figures: 

• Percentage unemployed (1970) = 3.0 percent (4.1 
percent for Indiana) 

• Income per capita (1975) = $5,308 ($4,673 for Indiana) 

a Median family income (1979) = $11,610 ($9,970 for Indiana) 

In spite of the very high white population, PACT officials contend that 
the minority popUlation of Porter County is growing, due primarily to the 
growth of heavy industry and the consequent relocation of segments of the 
labor force to the area. As of 1979, there were 28 manufacturing and industrial 
corporations with plants in Porter County, the largest being Bethelehem Steel 
and the National Steel Corporation. 

Crime Data and Trends 

Crime data for Porter County are available through Uniform Crime 
Reports for 1978. A summary of these figures follows. 
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Porter County police agencies arrested 2,455 persons in 1978. Of this 
total, 386 were apprehended for Part I, or serious felonies, and 2,069 for Part II 
offenses. 

Because the PACT project accepts only adult, misdemeanant offenders 
the appropriate figures to present here are those reflecting Part II adult 
offenders. For 1978, county law enforcement officials arrested 1,822 persons 
on misdemeanor charges. 

Porter County Court System 

Four levels of court jurisdictions operate in Porter County, including 
Superior, Circuit, County, and City Courts. The upper level Superior Court has 
two divisions presided over by Judges Bruce Douglas and Jack Allen. This court 
has original jurisdiction for all civil and domestic matters as well as felony 
filings. 

The second tier, or Circuit Court, has jurisdictions in all juvenile 
matters as well as miscellaneous adult cases not filed in Superior Court. Judge 
Raymond Kickbush presides over Porter County's lone Circuit Court division. 

The County Court has original jurisdiction for misdemeanor violations, 
traffic offenses, Class D felonies, and some small claims cases. Until July 
1979, only one division of the court sat in Valparaiso under the direction of 
Judge Bryce Billings. At that time, the county authorized the establishment of 
a second County Court in Portage to be presided over by Judge Roger Bradford. 

The fourth and final court in Indiana is the City Court. The City 
Courts have authority over a11 municipal violations which take place within the 
respective city limits. They also hear overflow cases from the County Courts. 
Only one City Court, in Chesterton, is currently operating in Porter County. 

Criminal Justice Case Flow 

Because eligibility criteria for the PACT restitution project specify 
early misdemeanant offenders only, the project is based almost exclusively in 
the two County Courts. All defendants charged with misdemeanors, as well as 
some minor felony arrestees are arraigned in County Court. All serious felons 
are arraigned in Superior Court. 

The greater percentage of defendants coming before the County Court 
for their initial hearing plead guilty and are sentenced at that point: This is 
certainly the case with almost all PACT referrals. The usual procedure 
involves a reading of charges, acceptance of a guilty plea and sentencing. 
Those who plead not guilty have bond set and a trial date set up. Most 
defendants appear at arraignment without the benefit of counsel. Clients are 
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referred on a postconviction basis by Judges Bradford and Billings in lieu of jail. 
City Court cases are occasionally referred. 

Beginning in May 1980, PACT began receiving additional referrals on a 
postincarceration basis from the Porter County Jail. The warden recommends 
prisoners sentenced to serve weekends in lockup for misdemeanor offenses. 
PACT then contacts the prisoner and has them come in for a screening 
interview. If the sentencing judge concurs with PACT's recommendation, the 
former part-time incarcerate can elect to de community service work for the 
duration of his/here sentence rather than serve jail time. . 

Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

Public Law 148 of the Indiana Code creates a mechanism whereby 
direct compensation to victims of violent crimes can be made through restitu
tion agieements. This is the only reference in the Indiana statutes to 
restitution and is not directly relevant to PACT, as community service 
restitution is not specifically addressed. 

History and Development of the PACT Community Service 
Restitution Program 

The PACT Community Service Restitution Program accepted its first 
official referral on July .l, 1977, two years prior to commencement of 
operations under LEAA funding. Initially, CETA and the Porter County United 
Way provided the financial backing for the project. 

The need for a community service restitution option arose through 
Judge Billings' realization that jail was the sole available sanction for convict
ed, nonserious offenders. A previous experiment in which an offender was 
permitted to clean the courthouse rather than serve jail time proved mutually 
acceptable to the court, offender, and the community. Therefore, community 
service was formalized by Judge Billings with the consent and support of the 
local citizenry. 

In its first year, the project accepted 254 rderrals. These 254 
completed a total of 5,563 hours of volunteer work for a variety of nonprofit 
agencies. LEAA funds were sought and awarded to permit expanded client 
servicing, especially in light of the opening of the new County Court in Portage. 

All hiring of new staff took place prior to receipt of LEAA funds. At 
the outset, the program was fully operational under the new grant. As a result 
of the new grant, the part-time community work~r went full-time and a 
placement coordinator for the new Portage County Court was added. 
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Goals and Objectives 

The following list of goals and objectives were set forth by PACT in 

their original grant application. 

Goals: 

1. 

2. 

To reduce the use of jail incarcer~tio.n for young offend~rs 
by using community service restitutIon as an alternatIve 
sanction. 

To increase community particip":1.tion in the local criminal 
justice system. 

3. To reduce offender recidivism. 

4. To benefit the local criminal justice system through lowered 
cost of nonincarceration and direct service to local nonprof-
it groups. 

Program Objectives: 

The primary objectives of the Community Service Restitution Program 

include the following: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

To maintain an active pool of 30 nonprofit o;ganiza
tions/agencies who are placement sources to. receive free 
community service work and additionally provide support to 
indlvidual clients. 

To expand active use of program into north Porter County 
(city of Portage), involving both offender referral and work 
placement. 

To place 350 primarily young adult offenders (18-25 years) 
convicted of minor offenses in an estimated 12.,600 ho~rs 
(average 36 hours per client) of fre~. <70n:mumty s~rVlc(e 
work restitution as an alternative to Jail mcarceratlOn 1 
day in jail = 6 hours of work). 

To provide basic orientation, supportive counseling and 
information and reL~rral to other appropriate service agen
cies (employment office, Occupational Develo~ment Center, 
Porter-Starke Services, Alcohol Safety ActlOn Program, 
etc.). if necessarY1 for each offender who chooses a commu
nity ~ervice restitution assignment. 
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5. To monitor and record offender implementation of commu
nity service work restitution assignments. 

6. To maintain an accurate management information system on 
each client from initial contact' to termination, including 
follow-up and evaluation information. 

7. To conduct advisory council meetings in which local crim~
nal justice system representatives and other community 
leaders provide input and invoivement in the' project, 
along with public speaking engagements, to various local 
organiza tions. 

Administration/Management of PACT 

The PACT Community Service Restitution Project exists within the 
larger framework of Porter County PACT, which in turn has a place in the state 
organization of PACT, Inc. PACT, Inc. is a private, community-based correc
tions organization operating several different programs in northwest Indiana 
and Illinois for prisoners, ex-offenders, youth, and victims of crime. It is 
headed by a Board of Directors and an executive director who supervise Porter 
County PACT Project, Bradley House, Volunteers in Justice, Joe Hall Commu
nity Corrections Center, the Community Corrections Advocacy Project and 
Elkhart County PACT. 

The director of the Porter County PACT project has ultimat~ supervi
sory responsibility over the community service restitution pr~')gram and a jail 
visitation and assistance program. The CSR program itself has a director who 
is specifically responsible for management and supervision of the program, 
implementation of operating procedures, supervision of other staff members, 
formal liaison with the local criminal justice system, initial orientation of 
program requirements for prospective clients, and program development. Pro
gram development involves suggesting program replication in other sites, 
consultation and technical assistance, development of additional placement 
sites, public relations, supervision of data collection, review of client status 
including decisions regarding unsuccessful terminations and referrals back to 
court, and assistance to the Porter County PACT general director. 

The CSR program director supervises a four-person staff including two 
work piacement coordinators, one community worker, and a secretary. The 
work placement coordinator is largely responsible for maintaining contacts with 
placement agencies, developing jobs, and monitoring client/agency relationships 
based on feedback from the community workers. The community worker works 
closely with the clients and attempts to manage available resources as well as 
provide feedback to other CSR staff members in order to meet the clients' 
legal, CSR-related, and personal needs. This person's functions also in~lude 
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FIGURE 13 

PACT COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROJECT 
ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

Work Placement 
Coordinator 
Valparaiso 

Indiana PACT, Inc. 

Director 
Porter County PACT 

'CSP Program Director 
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monitoring, "trouble-shooting," mediating on-the-job supervision problems and 
general1y dealing with any problems that take place at the work sites. 

Staff Changes 

Since the start of the PACT CSR program, several personnel changes 
have taken place at the administrative level. The original Porter County 
director, G~lry Olund, moved on to Michigan City as assistant and was replaced 
by John Kuss. Also, the CSR program director, Karen Albrandt, left after 
devoting three years to the CSR effort and was replaced by Jan Freise. 

So far, the effectiveness and smooth operation of the PACT CSR 
program does not appear to have been affected to any significant degree by 
these disruptions in management continuity. This may be due to the fact that a 
well developed set of pollcies and procedures had been in place, utEized, and 
tested for three years prior to the management ch;mges. Any long:-term effects 
of these management changes remain to be seen. 

PACT Case Flow 

Eligible participants in the PACT CSR project include any first time 
misdemeanant offender or Class D, C or B felons arrested in Porter County, 
convicted and sentenced to jail. Participation is limited to nonviolent offen
ders. A defendant can substitute jail for community service at the discretion of 
the presiding judge. 

A t the time of sentencing, eligible offenders are given the option of 
participating in the community service program. If the offender chooses to 
participate in the program, he/she is required to complete six hours of 
community service for each day of jail time imposed. The jail time is then 
suspended on condition that the community service be completed successfully. 
Upon voluntarlly selecting the community service option, the offender is 
informed by the presiding judge that failure to fulfill the service hours will 
result in imposition of the original jail sentence. 

A few exceptions to the above procedure exist. On occa'sion, 
offenders will be required to perform community service as a condition of 
probation, although use of this option is very limited. Additionally, as 
previously noted, the CSR program may identify offenders serving time in jail 
for whom the program seems appropriate. When this occurs, the judge is 
approached and if he agrees, the remainder of the offender's jail sentence may 
be suspended on the condition that an ~quivalent amount of community service 
is performed. Furthermore, there are mitigating circumstances where the 
judge may feel the CSR option is appropriate for someone other than a first 
time offender. It is important to note that legislation recently passed gives the 
County Court dealing with misdemeanors jurisdiction also over Class D felonies. 
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. all for inclusion in the CSR These offenses would the~ be eligIble ge~~~h Is minor theft and contr~lled 
Class D felonies Include offenses D C d B felony referrals Since ~~~~~:::::~ abuse~ PACT has received C~:Ss re~ent a~lients have. been repeat 

passage of the legIslatIOn. . Al~o'lt ~~lony or misdemeanor convIctIOn. offenders with at least one pnor ,a u 

r County Courts are documented .by PACT referrals through the Porte f I'gned community serVIce 
. the number 0 ass . the ritten court contracts statIn~ ., t at the time of sentencing, ~ours. If no PACT representative 15 1~ c~,: PACT offices. PACT representa

court instructs the defendant. to report 0 da er week. The new p~ograrn 
tives are generally present In c~u.~~ ~~~nta~t p with PACT, at which tIme an 
volunteer has 48 hours to make 1n! la. tation and complete intake. 

. tment is scheduled to conduct onen '" 
appOIn 'd 

m leted program rules and gUl . e-At orientation, intake forms are ~oda~e fOr' completion of commu~Ity 
lines are given to the offender and da tta~genot an absolute date for com~letlOn, 
service is negotiated. The target . a e ~~ ress toward completion. Th.IS date 
but rather a benchm~rk for assessing ~iatge b PACT. Upon pr.esen~atI~n and 
can be renegotiated If deeme? approp T sta~f member, the clIent IS gIven .a 
discussion of the guidelines wIth ~ PACcknOWledging his understanding ~f. hI~ 
consent to participate form to SIgn, a. h this order will result in the ongIna 
responsibilities, that.tailure to c~mplY WIt d upon date of completion based on 
jail sentence being Imp~sed'd an A ~~~g;es~aff person also signs the consent to the number of hours asslgne • 
participate, 

. . unteer to his/her first job placement PACT staff assIgn the clIent-vol . l' y of rotating placements 
. PACT has a po IC t at the orientation meeting. Becau~e 1 ite clients are required to repor~ 0 

after one or two days at any. partlcu ar. s of their community service .0blI~a
the prohct offices weekly untll comple.tI~n m or be informed of any diffIcultIes 
tion t "'eive new placements an~ to In or t can result in unsuccessful . . .. . n Repea ted fallure to repor which have anse . 
progra.m termination. . 

. stem of internal record-keeping to 
PACT maintains an extensIve r~~ All client and placement agency 

track clients' progress through. the P~~gl ,; An individual record of work ho~rs 
contacts are recorded on ~ "d~lly stfa og. h client on a "community serVIce 

b . t is maintained or eac " 
completed . y ~I e 'th the "client information form. record" whIch IS kept WI . 

' . d shortly after the service is provIded. 
Placements are usually :n0n!::~re T ically, service provide~ during the 

This is done either by phone or sIte v~r~i~n ;~rsonnel at the work sIte. P~on~ 
week is monitored by phoning. super community service record. Wee en 
contacts are follow~d by ~ntnes on th~he community worker and r~co~ded on 
placements are momtored 10 rrs,:;nn~{oring consists of checking a chent ~ wor~ 
the community serVIce .recor. 0 1"t attitude ability to understan an performance, absenteeIsm, punctua I y, , 
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follow orders. Also, the staff survey the volunteers to see if they' are satisfied 
with the assigryments and to ascertain if they are experiencing any problems. 

In addition to monitoring services performed, PACT staff, usually the 
work placement coordinator, contacts one of the participating agenci€"~ on the 
list of participating agencies to determine whether they need people for 
placements. Available placements are recorded and volunteers are assigned as 
they call in. Because most work is unskilled and because few placements are 
long-term, skills screening is minimal. However, inquiries are made to 
determine what the client's special aptitUdes and interest might be, so that the 
placements can be geared in that direction. 

When the required number of community service hours are completed, 
the judge is sent the original Court referral contract signed by PACT staff, 
indicating successful completion of the community service obligation. The 
offender is verbally notified of termination from the program. At this time, 
the offender's records are placed in an inactive file. 

PACT maintains a management information ~;Yf;'r:cm through their 
client and placement agency tracking mechanism. By e):a~ninifJg the months' 
tabulation of agency and client contacts and time intervals 01 staff contacts, 
the CSR project director can analyze staff utiliZation. Management deCisions 
on the allocation of time and resources are made accordingly. The director also 
compiles the statistics gathered throughout the month on number and types of 
terminations, number of referrals, number of community service hours assigned 
and completed, number of referrals, number of community service hours 
assigned and completed, days diverted from jail, and number of agencies using 
CSR workers. These monthly statistics are presented to LEAA and are used 
internally to assess progress toward meeting PACT's goals and objectives. 

The project follows a fixed procedure for dealing with clients who are 
in danger of not finishing their community service obligations on time. A series 
of warning letters including a 'Ifast approaching letter," a "long since past 
letter" and a "last chance letter" are sent in successio!l as the tiTlJe for 
completion approaches. Failure by the client to respond to the "last chance 
letter" results in the project's issuance of a "jurisdiction letter" sent to both the 
client and the County Court. This letter transfers jurisdiction baCk to the 
Court. Typically, issuance of the "jurisdiction letter" results in issuance of a 
bench warrant for the client's arrest, followed by imposition of the previously 
SUspended jail sentence. OccaSionally, however, the judge will permit the 
offender to get back into the program. While failure to contact PACT and poor 
service performance are possible reasons for termination, the most often cited 
reason is repeated failure to appear to scheduled job placements without an acceptable excuse. 

Originally, there were no policies concerning the conditions under 
which there letters were issued. The subjective judgement of program staff 
was the primary determinant in issuing these letters. Criteria have been 
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developed to govern when these letters are to be issued according to a 
timetable. 

Clients are recontacted between two and six weeks after termination 
to measure their satisfaction with the PACT program. Then, at six months 
after completion all clients are contacted by phone to collect follow-up data. 
f)ata form follO\:"-up measures show any changes in client's life status, i.e., 
employment, and assess the degree, if any, of furt~er crimin~l involvem~nt 
since termination. This information gives the project a basIs for makmg 
judgements on the long-term effectiveness of community service. 

Working Relationship with Porter County Criminal Justice System 

The PACT CSR progt'am has the formal and informal support of the 
local criminal justice system. The program is officially a joint project between 
the Porter County Court (Judge Billings) and PACT, Inc., although Por~er 
County PACT is entirely responsible for administering the community serVIce 
restitution. In addition to Judge Billings' active support, the progra~ has 
received considerable interest and support from the other County Co~rt J.u~ge 
involved, Judge Bradford. PACT has been conscienti~us also about mamtammg 
formal and informal contacts with prosecutors, sheriff department personnel, 
and probation staff. Public defenders are not. involved b:cause the vast 
rnajority of clients in the CS program plead gUIlty at arraIgnment and are 
sentenced without trial. 

Persons from the involved offices were surveyed by DRI regarding 
their working relationship with PACT and community service restitution. 

From the judges' viewpoint, a major advantage ~f the com~unity 
service option was that it provided them with a sentencmg alternat1ve to 
incarceration for minor offenders. One judge felt that this advantage was also 
the most meaningful for the offender. He believed that CS was most valuable 
not as a work related experience but as an alternative to jail for that offender. 
Both judges were of the opinion that CS was a "constructive". and "fair" form of 
punishment, although they varied in the degree to wh1ch they felt ~he 
experience affected long-term criminal behavior change in the offender, WIth 
one more strongly convinced that recidivism was reduced. 

The judges stressed the importance of PACT ~n adm~nistering. the CS, 
saying that they would consider using CS as a sentencmg opt10n ev~n 1f P~CT 
did not exist but that court administration of the sentence would be 1mposs1ble. 
This viewpoi~t was also reflected in a belief that the PACT pr~ject was in need 
of more staff and funding. Regarding other needed ch.anges, It was sugge~ted 
that more attentIon could be directed toward developmg new placement s1tes 
rather than depending exclusively on existing ones. In this same. reg~rd, a 
prosecutor mentioned that there are often too many workers. at one sIte WIthout 
enough to do. 
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The prosecutor's view of community service mirrored that of the 
judges in that CS was seen as an alternative which could help the prosecutor 
better carry out his legal responsibilities. DR! was told that CS has provided 
prosecutors with a, plea bargaining tool which has helped lighten caseloads. 
Reaction to the PACT CS program was positive, and, as with the judges, 
community service was perceived to be a fair alternative and to have 
considerable value as a replacement for jail for minor offenders. 

A representative of the Probation Department also stressed the vahl~ 
of CS as an alternative to jail. He indicated that his department has an 
excellent working relationship with PACT and he would like to see the cS 
program expanded to include juveniles and some less serious felony cases. 
While he said the PACT program would help lighten the probation caseload if it 
were to include juveniles, the current project has not eliminated any clients 
from his department's caseload. Follow-up workshops were cited as having 
demonstrated positive effects in attitude change as a result of the PACT 
project, especially with regard to first offenders. 

The Porter County sheriff also reported satisfaction with the PACT 
communil:y service project. He cited minor problems with clients ,occasionally 
failing to appear at assignments, but said this happened very infrequently. He 
singled out the opportunity for clients to serve their sentence on a weekend and 
thus maintain their regular weekday job as a special advantage of the CS 
project. He stated that PACT supervises the weekend work crew for prisoners 
and that this has been very successful. 

The only other restitution program in Porter County operates through 
the county probation office and involves cash repayment to victims of crime. 
This program in no way overlaps with the Community Service Restitution 
Program. As a private, community-based corrections program, PACT functions 
independently of the probation office, with' no formal authority or control 
existing between the two offices. However, a cooperative relationship exists 
with the probation office involving frequent sharing of information on particu
lar clients who have community service hours to complete and who may 
additionally be on probation for another offense. 

Working Relationship With Placement Agencies and 
Support Services Agencies 

As of September 1980, PACT CSR has placed clients in 56' sites 
through Porter County. Through observation of their operation, it appears that 
PACT has been rather successful in developing placement sites and in finding 
work for clients to do at those agencies. This is due in large part to their 
original ties to Porter County United Way and the credibility that relationship 
brings; the influence of Judge Billings and his efforts on behalf of PACT; the 
compact nature of Porter County and the consequent easy accessibility of 
agencies w ilUng to take volunteers; and the good "track record" established by 
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PACT over the past few years, leading to a good reputation and a high degree 
of credibility among prospective placement agencies. 

Despite' the large number of placement agencies available for use, 
most of the work done by PACT volunteers has been of the general outdoor or 
public works variety. Preliminary data indicate that approximately 80 percent 
of their clients did jobs in these areas as their primary assignment. 

DRI surveyed three different placement agencies, and all said that the 
volunteers placed with them worked out very well on the whole.. Problems were 
cited with a very few workers who had "bad attitudes" or other unacceptable 
characteristics, but these were terminated early from the project. All 
mentioned that CS volunteers made a unique contribution by doing tasks that 
other non-CS volunteers were reluctant to undertake (such as maintenance 
work) and by working normally unpopular shifts (such as nights and weekends). 
Two of the three placement organizations interviewed said they would have had 
to hire personnel to perform certain tasks, if the community service project did 

not exist. 

There was a consensus that the working relationship with the PACT 
staff was good and that PACT monitored clients closely and was always 
accessible if any problems arose. The one criticism that was voiced concerned 
PACT's system of placing volunteers in agencies one day at a time. It was felt 
that, were volunteers allowed to remain for longer periods, they could learn 
more, receive training, apply some skills, and generally be of more wide-ranging 
value to the placement agency. 

Each agency interviewed said the f; all involved personnel in their 
organization were informed as to the criminal status of the volunteers, and that 
this caused no problems whatsoever. Benefits to the volunteers were cited as 
the learning of discipline and some skills, as well as the realization of dif~erent 
attitudes about life from those to which the volunteers had been prevIOusly 

exposed. 

In designing the CSR program, PACT originally expected to interact 
extensively with the existing social service system also. However, contrary to 
what was anticipated, few clients have required special counseling or other 
supportive help. A new drug/alcohol counseling program run through the court 
receives most offenders requiring assistance in these areas. Of the small 
number of clients requiring support services, most require some form of 
personal counseling which is usually done in-house by project staff. CSR 
project director Jan Friese estimates at least one-half of the volunteers 
requiring support services are tended to by PACT staff. 

When other support services are needed, clients are generally referred 
to appropriate social service agencies by PACT. The clients for which this has 
been necessary have been referred to the following: Occupational Development 
Center, Portage Aduit Education (for high school education), Porter Starke 
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Services (com~unity men~al health center), Porter County Alcohol and Drug 
Offender ServIces, SalvatIo~ Ar~y (e~ergency services and counseling), Em
n:'anuel Lutheran Chu~ch (fm,ancial aSSIstance and spiritual support), Informa
tIOn and R~ferral. ServIce (an mformation source and link to service groups), and 
PACT, Inc. s serVIces for ex-offenders, prisoners, and victims of crime. 

Insurance 

" PACT ,volunteers were thought to be covered under the same insurance 
prOViSions applied to prisoners in the Porter County Jail. Because PACT 
volu~teers were technically serving jail sentences through their community 
serVice work, they were technically considered jail inmates for insurance 
purposes: The:efore" ~~y liability for injuries sustained while performing 
c~mmunIty serVIce activItle~ were considered covered by the county. Concom
mltantly, placement agen~Ie~ were supposedly insured for losses which may 
take place as a result of crImmal acts committed by PACT volunteers. Recent 
conversations with Porter County insurance representatives showed this not to 
be the ca~e. PACT staff are currently investigating coverage possibilities 
through private sources. 

Public Relations 

In addition to the involvement solicited through the placement sites 
a!ld various supportive service agencies, PACT has placed considerable empha
SIS on ef~orts in public education and awareness regarding prisoner and ex
offender Issues and concern~. On the average, two speaking engagements are 
conducted per month to variOUS church, school, civic, and professional groups 
Annual Ad~i~ory Council luncheons are also conducted to de<telop key contact~ 
and t~ sollc~t feedback f,rom the community which is served. The l5-person 
councll con,sIsts of: ,United, Way executive director, county judge, sheriff, 
war~e~, chIef pr~batl~n officer, local ministers, professional social service 
admmistrators, UniVerSity professors, and other community leaders. 

In add~t~on, t~e CSR program has received substantial media coverage. 
An ABC-TV, affillay:: aired an hour long interview on the PACTCSR program as 
an alternative to JaIl for young adult offenders. A Channel 2 (Chicago) special 
news feature covered ,the restitution program and problems at the Indiana 
Dunes. ~han,nel ~ (C,hlcago) offered a special telecast entitled "Nothing Ever 
Changes, W,hICh hIghllg~ted the PACT restitution program, and some communi
ty p~rspectives on variOUS approaches and alternatives to incarceration. In 
addItIon, numerous press releases and feature stories on the PACT CSR 
program have appeared in newspapers, including the: Post Tribune The Vidette 
Messenger, and Gary Post-Tribune. ' -~~~= 

Since ~ACT h~s gained widespread credibility in Porter County, the 
volume of publIc relatIons efforts and the perceived need for them have 
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diminished. The last such effort of any note took place in August 1980 when 
the local press was invited to cover the Advisory Council meeting. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis for PACT is based on information collected by that 
project on 4-05 community service participants who completed services between 
July 1979 and February 1981. Also, 96 PACT volunteers responded to the DRI 
client survey and data for a 100 case baseline sample was collected by PACT 
personnel. Data tables are located in Appendix I. 

I. Characteristics of participants (Tables 1-3). The typical PACT 
community service client was very young, white and male. Data indicate that 
299 (74-%) were under 21 years old, 387 (96%) were white, and 359.clients (89%) 
were male. Other PACT client indicators are summarized as follows: 

• Employment status at intake (Table 4-). The majority of 
clients coming into PACT were fully employed at intake (217 
or 54-%). Also, 103 (25%) were unemployed and 58 04-%) were 
listed as students. 

• Highest grade completed (Table 5). This information was not 
routinely collected by the project and, therefore, was not 
available. 

• Client occupation or specific skills (Table 6). This information 
also W?iS unavailable in many (105 or 26%) of the cases. Where 
data were available the highest categories were semiskilled 
(98) and unskilled (77). 

• Prior arrest hIstory (Table 7). The project did not have access 
to this information. Therefore, prior criminal involvement 
data. were not made available to DRI. 

• Referral offense (Table 8). PACT was limited to accused 
misdemeanants only and their data base reflects this restric
tion. Out of 4-05 clients, all but four were referred on the 
basis of a misdemeanor charge. A breakdown of the referral 
offenses shows concentrations in: liquor violations (107), pos
session of marijuana (50), thefts (37), DUI (28) and general 
drunkenness (25). 
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II Case processing. The following items summarize data describing 
the processing of community service clients through the PACT system: 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9). PACT clients were 
generally assigned no fewsr than 10 nor mOl"e than 69 hours of work. 
Data show 116 (29%) assigned in the 10-29 hour range, 120 (30%) in 
the 30-4-9 hour range, and 136 (34-%) in the 50-69 hour range. DRI 
figures show these 4-05 volunteers worked a grand total of 16,4-85 
hours, an average of 4-1 hours per person. ' 

• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10). Close to the entire 
PACT population (96%) were referred on the basis of a direct 
sentence by a Porter County Court judge. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service (Table 11). In 
close to half the cases (I98, 4-9%), a sentence of jail and fine was 
imposed and the jail sentence was suspended in place of community 
service. In another 30 percent (121) of the cases, informal probation 
was added to the sentence and enforced in addition to the communi
ty service assignment and fine. 

• Court of referral (Table 12). PACT received referrals almost 
exclusively from the two County Courts. Our of 4-05 cases, 389 
(96%) eminated from this source. 

III. Community service outcomes. 

• First community service assignments (Table 13). 'The figures show 
that most PACT clients were initially placed in a public works 
assignment (24-1, 60%) or in an assignment classified as general 
outdoor work (135, 33%). As most PACT clients worked in multiple 
assignments, DR! collected data on the nature of those placements 
also. As was the cas,e with the breakdown of initial placements, the 
bulk of the secondary and tertiary placements were in public works 
and general outdoor activities. A total of 238 (59%) of the second 
assignments were in public works and 127 (31%) in the general 
outdoor categories. Third assignment figures read: public works = 
229 (56%), general outdoor = 120 (30%). 

Most of the public works assignments involved weekend tasks for the 
Valparaiso Street Department. This work generally called for fix-up 
and maintenance of pUQlic roads. 

• Total job placements while in the community service program (Table 
14). Most PACT clients, (72%) had six or more placements through 
their term in the program. Each assignment usually lasted one or 
two days (at 6 hours per day).' This rotating placement system was 
unique to PACT. 
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• Type of project termination (Table 15). PACT recorded one of the 
highest successful project completion rates at 92 percent. Of the 
405 clients only 11 (3%) were unsuccessfully terminated from the 
project. 

• Clients' criminal justice status at termination (Table 16). Close to 
half (200) of the PACT volunteers had served out their sole sanction, 
community service, and had no present criminal justice standing 
upon program completion. Most of the rest (175), h~d ,been placed ,on 
informal probation and remained to beyond fmIshmg community 
service. 

• Total rearrests while in community service proj(~ct (Table 17). Very 
few PACT volunteers recorded any recidivist acts while actively 
serving their community service sentences. Out of the 405 cases, 
367 (91 %) showed no record of further criminal involvement. 

• Support services provided (Table 19). PACT del1vered very few 
additional client services beyond development and management of 
the CS assignments. A total of 32 supplementary services were 
provided to 28 clients. Of the 32, the most prevalent was 
counseling, listed in 18 (56%) of the cases. 

• Matching of client skills to first placement (T,ab~e 33). T~e high 
concentration of PACT clients were either semIskIlled, unskIlled or 
possessing unknown occupational skills. These in~ividuals were, ~ost 
frequently placed in public works or outdoor mamtenanc'e positlOns 
to fulfill their community service obligations. 

IV. Client survey. A total of 96, or 24 percent of the 405 participants 
who completed the PACT program responded to the D~I survey. Tables 20-25 
report on the responses to the project satisfaction questIons. 

The overwhelming majority felt they learne,d ~o new skllls as ~ result 
of the community service work they performed. ThIs IS probably due I~ large 
part to the menial nature of most of the tasks. Also, 4? respo,ndents saId they 
used skills they already had while 52 contended they eIther dId not use these 
skills or only somewhat used them. 

While 34 (35%) said the community service assignment would not have 
improved had the work been different, 22 claimed it would hav,e ~een better and 
40 said it might have improved. Nevertheless, a strong ma;,xIty (7,4 or 77,%) 
felt community service was a preferable option to the other alternatIve, ,WhICh 
was usually jail and/or a fine. Also, 81 (84%) of the respondents conSIdered 
community service a fair sentence. Finally 65 clients (68%) rated PACT as an 
overall positive experience. 
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Some comments from PACT respondents are: 

"It beats the hell out of jail, and teaches you to stay out of cars while 
partying." 

"I was arrested for a quart of beer. I wasn't drunk and I wasn't driving. 
I was fined $60, spent two day in jail and 24 hours of PACT. Now you tell me 
if a stinkin' quart of beer was worth that kind of sentence." 

"The service I did didn't benefit my job security, but it did help those 
there who needed assistance. I also met many people during my stay." 

"Good clean job, not much work, fair enough for the charges brought 
against me." 

"I felt that because of this option the judge is more likely to hand 
down a harsher sentence. The work was simple busy work, that did not need to 
be done. The system can be improved." 

V. Meeting of program objectives. 

1. To maintain an active pool of 30 nonprofit organ1zations/a...~encies 
who are placement sources to receive free community service work and 
additionally provide support to individual clients. 

. Through the course of the grant period, PACT developed an active 
roster of 73 placement sites. Therefore, this objective was met. 

2. To expand active use of program into north Porter County (city of 
Portage), involving both offender referral and work placement. 

This was accomplished with the opening of the new County Court in 
Portage and the establishment of a PACT community service office staffed by 
a full-time placement coordinator. ' 

3. To place 350 primarily young adult offenders (18-25 years) con
victed of minor offenses in an estimated 12,600 hours (average of 36 hours per 
client) of free community service work restitution as an alternative to jail 
incarceration (1 day in jail = 6 hours of work). 

From all indications, this objective has been met. Through 19 months 
of operation under LEAA funds, PACT has placed and terminated 405 offenders 
primarily between 18 and 25. During that period total placement was 694. The 
l~05 volunteers in the DR! data base completed a total of 16,485 hours of 
community service, an average of 41 hours per offender. 

4. To provide basic orientation, supportive counseling and informa
tion and referral to other appropriate service agencies (employment office, 
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Occupational Development Center, Porter-Starke Services, Porter County Al
cohol and Drug Offender Services, etc.), if necessary, for each offender who 
chooses a community service restitution assignment. 

While PACT's supportive services were minimal, such help was pro
vided to clients and placement sites upon request. Staff have made sucn help 
available upon request, but have found the demand to be low. 

5. To monitor and ~ ecord offender implementation of community 
service work restitution assignments. 

DRI site visits and record checks indicate that PACT's monitoring of 
offenders and placement sites took place consistently and often. Placement 
supervisors interviewed by DRI also verified this fact. Refer to "Case Flow!! 
section of the PACT case study for details. 

6. To maintain an accurate management information system on each 
client from initial contact to termination, including follow-up and evaluation 
information. 

An elaborate management information system was developed by PACT 
and put into practice prior to operation under LEAA funds. The system 
required staff to log all daily contacts with clients and placement sites. Data 
was then tabulated monthly and used by the project director as a planning tool 
and as a means of allocating staff time and resources. The managr:',ent 
information system was a unique PACT innovation among the LEAA community 
service restitution projects. 

7. To conduct Advisory Council meetings in which local criminal 
justice system representatives and other community leaders provide input and 
:nvolvement in the project, along with public speaking engagements, to various 
local organizations. 

The Advisory Council meets once per year at a luncheon to discuss the 
progress of the PACT community service project and make recommendations. 
Two such meetings have taken place since the award of LEAA monies (three 
since the project began in 1977), and the next meeting is planned for the 
summer of 1981. 

VI. Baseline comparisons. A baseline study w,~s conducted by Anna 
Wood-Cox of the PACT staff on 100 precommunity service offenders. Sample 
cases were drawn out of Porter County court records and restricted to young 
(18-25) misdemeanor offenders residing in Porter County. As PACT community 
services began accepting referrals on July 1, 1977, the baseline went back one 
year to cover the period July 1, 1976 to June 30,1977. 

The primary purpose of this baseline analysis was to get an idea of the 
trends in sentencing patterns prior to the availability of the community service 
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I 
o~tthion. hTh~s would then tell us the types of sentences judges tend to impose 
WI out avmg the CS alternative available. 

A total of 99 sample cases were coded. The sample included 95 men 4-
w~~en; 94- white, 2 Spanish surname and 3 of unknown racial origin. All 95 
su Jects were between 18 and 25 years of age. 

d ,The clear trend emerging from the baseline data is that fines were the 
pre o~mant type of sentence before PACT. Out of the 99 cases sam led 56 
:ere fmed

b
, .1 2 ~ere sen~ence,d ,to jail and fined and 21 others were sent!ced to 

,ome com matlon of fme, JaIl and probation. In total 89 out of 99 
mcluded a monet It B ' cases , ary pena y. ecause fines are currently part of the present 
~entenc~! It appears that community service is added to what normally would be 
~u;t a ~ne. Present se~tencing patterns, not viewed in light of baseline 
~n ormat~on, would make It appear that community service in Porter Count is 
Impos<=:d m pl,ace ~f )ail with a fine and, at times, with the addition of infor~al 
probatIon. Smce JaIl was generally not part of the sentence prior to PACT CS 
IS not really ass~gned as an incarceration alternative. ' 

f th PAVCIIT' Costs., Factor? to be, considered in trying to calculate the costs 
o e commumty serVIce project are: 

• project budget 

• "revenue" derived through community service work 

• revenues lost through elimination of fines 

• savings resulting from diversion from jail 

, The 18-month PACT budget was for $121,176. Of this amount 
apP:oximately $116,326 was for operational costs, the remainder for initiai 
eqUIpment purc;:hases. ConSidering 16,4-85 hours of community service work was 

$
c0

3
m
2

P
5
leted durmg that period, the value of such service, at the PACT rate of 

. • an hour, would be $53,576. 

t PACTThf! average daily ,cost pe: inmate at the Porter County Jail, according 
o , s mos,t recent fIgures IS $18.50 per day. The 16,4-85 hours of 
C~~~Unlty serVIce, converted into days, comes to 2,747.5 (at a conversion rate 
0, . ,ours of CS for every 24- hours of jail). Had these offenders served that 
$Il~~5b).carcerated, the cost to Porter County would come to $50,829 (2,74-5.5 x 

PACT.!he average, fine le:ried on baseline offenders was $59. Had the 405 
clIents been fmed thIS amount, and the courts collected $23 895 in 

revenue would have heen generated. Since fines generally are' levi~d with 
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community service, this revenue is not forfeited. Adding this $23,895 in 
projected fines plus $53,576 in work value, PACT clients would have added 
$77 ,471 of work and funds to the county's coffers. 

Summary and Conclusions 

PACT has proven to be a model program for a small urban environ
ment. This project has displayed strong managment capabilities, a smooth 
flowing client intake and placement process, and solid backing of the Porter 
County criminal justice system and the community as a whole. 

DRI's evaluation ha!,; shown PACT with the highest success rate among 
all LEAA sites, yielding a 92 percent successful competition ratio. PACT's 
client and agency managment informatior. system serves as an ongoing mechan
ism for tracking the progress of volunteer.). DRI ha.s recommended replication 
of this system for other community service projects. 

PACT has not been a stagnant progra.m~ Seeing the opportunity to 
expand its base of operation, they set up a [,~::e.llite office in Porta.ge and have 
been successful in spreading the community service concept to the northern 
part of the county. Also, the program has recently initiated an effort to expand 
client eligibility criteria. Originally, PACT accepted only first offender 
misdemeanants referred on a postconviction balsis through the County Court. 
Of late, they have been seeking weekend commitments to take part in the 
project. Also, felony offenders processed through Superior and Circuit Courts 
have also begun to come to PACT. 

Baseline data collected by the project have led to speculation that 
community service has served, in part, as an "add on" to fines. As such, PACT's 
efforts to expand their eligibility criteria have been aimed in large part at 
providIng a true alternative to incarceration. 

The one possible weak area we see in the PACT operation is their 
system of rotating placements. Client survey results and discussions with 
placement sites have turned up a noticeable degree of dissatisfaction with this 
method. While generally praising the community service option and the staff's 
strong client follow-up, many felt the work was too menia!. and unrewarding. 
Placement sites voiced concern that they have these people for too short a 
period to teach them any lasting skills. 

The PACT community restitution program will continue operation 
under Porter County funding. 
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SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY SERVICES PROJECT 

The San Francisco Commu ·t S . p. . 
Adult Probation Department Th nl ~ 1 erVIces r<?Jec!; .IS administered by the 
alternatives to typical corre~tion:l gOa of .the project IS to create innovative 
result in benefits to the ~. . tr?ce~sIng of selected offenders that can 
community. The ro ram r C~ImIna JustI~e syst~m, the offender, and the 
als referred by th~ c;urts ~f ~~Id~\commd Unlty serVIce assignments for individu-

e 1 y an county of San Francisco. * 

General Description of Service ~ 

In 1970 the total populati f SF· 
the population had declined to 655 °O~~ ;~ rancI~co was 7.15,~47 and by 1977 
was $6,522, substantially higher th~n th t e

t 
annua, pe.r c~pIta Income of 1975 

1970, the average number of ear e s a e ~er capIta Income of $5,465. In 
total number of residents i/ 19:2 co~pleted In scho?l was 12.4 years. The 
unemployment rate in 1975 was 6 ' years ~r oloer! was 478,800. The 
unemployment rate of 6.3 percent. .4 percent, slIghtly hIgher than the state 

. . ~an Francisco is known for its diverse 
dIversIty In the popUlation is illustrated below: ethnic popUlation. This 

. . . San Francisco Population: 
DIstrIbutIOn by Ethnic Backgrounq (1970 Census) 

Non-Spanish Whites 
Spanish Whites 

Total Whites 
Blacks 
Other, Predominantly Asian 

47.7% 
14.5% 

62.2% 
17.9% 
19.9% 

100.0% 

. . It is interesting to note that the non-Spanish h· 
mmorIty popUlation of the city. w Ite popUlation is a 

*Taken from project description brochure, 1980. 
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Crime Data 

In 1976, San Francisco had the highest crime rate of California's seven 
high crime cities with a population over 250,000. It ranked first among those 
cities in the number of thefts over $200, motor vehicle thefts, forcible rapes, 
and robberies. It ranked third in homicides and burglaries and fourth in 
aggravated assaults. San Francisco also exceeded the state averages for 
aggravated assaults and robbery. Although San Francisco comprises 3.1 percent 
of the state's population, in 1976 it had 6.1 percent of the state's crime rate, 

Despite an 8 percent population decline from 1970 to 1978, San 
Francisco continues to experience an increase in the number of reported 
crimes. In 1977, 5,14-5 felony cases, 17,773 misdemeanor and infraction cases, 
and 104-,586 +:raffic cases were filed in Municipal Court. During that period, 
53 J34-9 indh ..Juals were arrested by the police. According to two studies 
conducted in 1973 and 1974-, the offender population is young, predominantly 
male and unemployed. In 19741 55.2 percent of the offender population was 
under 26 years of age, 74.7 percent were single or separated and 59.1 percent 
were unemployed" 

The San Francisco Court System 

Referrals to the San Francisco Community Services Project originate 
in either the Municipal Court or Superior Court. The Municipal Court has 
original trial jurisdiction in criminal misdemeanor, and infraction cases. The 
Superior Court has jursidiction over all felony cases. In California, if there are 
no Municipal Courts, the Superior Courts have jurisdiction of all criminal 
matters above the jurisdiction of Justice Courts. In the city and county of San 
Francisco there are Municipal Courts (19 departments) and Superior Courts (29 
departments). 

Legislation Relating to Community Service Restitution 

In accordance with the California Penal Code, Section 1001, selected 
individuals can be diverted out of the traditional criminal justice system to 
participate in a pretrial diversion program. Pursuant to this legislation, the 
arrestee can ultimately have his/her charge fully dismissed. When a defendant's 
case is diverted, any bail or deposit on file by or on behalf of the defendant is 
returned to the arrestee. 

Pretrial diversion, according to this statute, is defined as "the 
procedure of post~joning prosecution either temporarily or permanently at any 
point in the judicial process from the point at which the accused is charged 
until adjudication." In addition, the statute states that at no time is the 
defendant required to make an admission of guilt as a prerequisite for 
participating in a pretrial diversion program. Additionally, the divertee is 
entitled to a hearing before their diversion can be terminated for cause. The 

150 

.. ' .-

- /~ 
I 

statut~ furthe: ?tat~s no inforf!lation o~ stateme~t from the defendant prior to 
or dur10g partlcl~a~IOn, and ,no mformatIOn con tamed in reports concerning the 
defenda~t s p~rtlclpatIOn 10 the porgram is admissible in any actions or 
proc~edl~g, w:th the ex~eption ~hat if the defendant is recommended for 
termmatIOn WIth cause, mformatlon regarding their participation in the pro
gram can be used solely for the termination proceedings. 

Section 490.5, (c) of the Penal Code also specifies that in lieu of fines 
for. selected offenses, any person may be required to perform public services 
deSI&nated by the courts. It further specifies that in no event will the person be 
req.Ulred to p~rform less than the number of hours of public service necessary to 
shatlsfy the fme ~ssessed by the court and at the minimum wage prevailing in 
testate at the tIme of sentencing. 

. ~ection 1001" whic~ o~tlines the pretrial diversion program, became 
effectIve In 1977 and It remams In effect until January 1, 1982. At that time, a 
defe.n~ant, wh~ has been diverted and accepted by the program, or an individual 
part~clpatIng m the program will be allowed to complete his or her community 
serVIce. 

History of Community Restitution Projects in San Francisco 

. ,Prior to the LEA A.-funded project, San Francisco had a pretrial 
d.lverslon program. (San FrancIsco Pretrial Diversion Project) and a postconvic
tion prog:am ~Project 20). In 1973 Project 20 was initiated and in 1976 the 
pretnal dIversIOn project was established. 

Project 20 was initially developed as an alternative to traffic fines. 
The p~ogram was expanded by the courts in 1979 to serve criminal misdemean
ant clIents and, ,to. some exten~, less s~rious felons. Project 20 is responsible 
for all P?stconvictIOn community serVIce sentencing with the exception of a 
small JaIl <?lean-U~ Program sponsored by the Police and Sheriff's Depart
ments. Project 20 IS funded by the city of San Francisco and administered by 
the Adult Probations Department. 

, San Francisco's first pretrial diversion program was initially funded 
WIth LEA A ~lock grants, whereby the monies were channeled to the county 
A?ult ProbatIon Departme~t. Presently this program continues to be funded 
WIth, these and other mOnies through another unit of local government the 
~henff's Department. Management and administration of this pretrial pro~ram 
IS however, subcontracted to an independent firm. 

, T~e ~r,iginal pretrial diversion program accepts referrals, made by the 
judge, for mdividuais accused of misdemeanors. The project staff then designs 
and recommends a diversion plan to the court. When the service plan is 
approved an~ the participa~t completes the program, th~ case is dismissed. In 
1977, approximatley 135 clIents per month or 29 percent of all persons arrested 
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for misdemeanor offenses (excluding gun, alcohol and drug charges) were 
diverted to the pretrial program. 

Project 20 and the original pretrial diversion programs adhere to ~~e 
philosophy of matching the individual's characteristics and needs to specIfIc 
community service assignments. In addition, they aim to assist clients with 
their personal and rehabilitative needs. 

The existing community service restitution programs in San Francisco 
have proven to be successful and well received by the court system. In f~ct, 
both programs were utilized to the extent that program resources were stramed 
and the courts were unable to take full advantage of the alternative programs. 
Limited financial resources also prevented program development by eliminating 
plans to further expand the pretrial diversion component and to extend 
postconviction alternative sentencing to the nonviolent offender charged with a 

felony. 

The community service restitution program proposal was submitted to 
LEAA for the purpose of expanding these two programs to meet the needs of a 
growing offender population. Additional funds were aimed ~t exte.nding the 
programs to those individuals charged and/or convicted of senous ml~dem~an
ors, less serious felonies, and those individuals with more than a first. tIme 
arrest record. The funds would also assist in merging the two programs mto a 

single unit. 

A brief analysis of the Daily Arrest List in 1979 justified the need for 
expanding the pretrial program. The analysis indicated that based on the total 
number of arrests, there were approximately 329 potential clients per month 
who could be diverted to the pretrial program. Since the program was serving 
approximately 177 divertees a month, there were enough arrestees to support 
an expanded program. In addition, the eligibility criteria would be extended to 
include petty theft charges, batt~ry, defrauding innkeepers, malicious behavior, 
prostitution and obstructing sidewalks, unemployment/welfare fraud, trespas-
sing, and grand theft up to SI,OOO. 

Numerous agencies expressed their willingr.ess to assist in developing 
and expanding San Francisco's alternative disposition and sentencing progra~s. 
For example, the project was promiseJ access to a computerized comm~l:lty 
resource information bank within the Adult Probation Department. In addItIOn, 
the project was granted full support from the San Francisco Sheriff's Depart
ment, and the offices of the public defender and district attorney. Finally 
there was also a strong commitment from the community service placement/as-
signment agencies. 

In sum, concerns of court congestion and jail overcrowding were 
considered the primary reasons by court personnel for endorsing an expansion of 
the community service restitution programs. The sheriff of San Francisco 
repeatedly expressed his interest in the programs because of its orientation 
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towards the allevi~tio~ of such factors as unemployment and underemployment. 
The. North:rn C~h~ornIa Service League and the Own Recognizance (OR) Bail 
ProJe~t VOIced slm~lar concerns regarding the client's economic status. Finally 
the dlr~ct~r~ of PrIsoner's Services and County Parole also shared in the need 
for mamtammg and expanding community service restitution programs. 

. Initially! the San Fran~isco LEAA community service demonstration 
proJe~t w~s d~slgned to coordmate and expand the existing San Francisco 
Pretr.lal DIverSIon Proje<;:t, and Project 20. Problems, however, occurred i~ 
mergmg t~e programs smce they were administered/managed under two ex
treme!y dl~fere~t or9aniz~tional structures. A t this time, the existing San 
Francl~co • retrIal DIverSIOn Project was under the jursidiction of the Adult 
ProbatIOn D<=:partment. Since the program was subcontracted to a private firm 
the s~onsormg department had very little administrative or managemenf 
authOrity over t~e pretrial d.i~ersion program. On the other hand, Project 20 
was under the dl~ect sup~r.vlslo~ of the Adult Probation Department. Conse
quently, the .var~m.g admmlstratlve structures and views on program manage
ment r;tade It dIffIcult ~o plan and coordinate project activities. The Adult 
P:obatIOn Department fma.lly recommended that both programs be managed 
dl~ec.tly by th~t a&ency. This type of arrangement was unacceptable to the 
eXlstm& pret:lal. dIversion pr?j~~t. Th.u~, . the Adult Probation Department 
began mvestlgatmg the posslbillty of InItIating a second pretrial diversion 
program under the direction of the department. 

. The res~lts of a brief study on monthly arrests indicated that San 
Fr:ancls~o could, l~ ~act, supp~rt two pretrial diversion projects. Further, since 
cllents m the ongmal pretrIal program were first time offenders the new 
progra~ .would be expanded to include those clients typically scree~ed out of 
the eXl.st.m.g. progr~m •. In addition, by changing the program focus and expanding 
the elIglbl~lty crItena, a second such program would eliminate potential 
fragmentatIOn problems and duplication of services. 

+ The .courts and Sheriff's Department also supported this concept. The 
Adul. Prob~tlon D~partmen~, through its Investigation and Court Intake Units 
o~fere? aSSIstance m referrmg suitable individuals to the project. Under the 
dIrectIon. o~ the Adult Probation Department, the project (both pretrial and 
postconvlctlo~ ~omp~nents) could utilize the computerized state and local 
summa~y cnmmal hlSt?~y manage'!lent information system. Finally, it was 
determmed that an addItIOnal pretrlal community service restitution program 
would not place a strain on community placement agencies. 

. . As a result of the expr.e~sed need and support for another pretrial 
dlve~slOn program, plans wer<: InitIated to establish such a program under the 
auspIces o~ ~he. A?ult Pro~atIOn Department. Since Project 20 was already 
under: the JUrlSd!CtIO~ o~ thIS department, the original intent of coordinating the 
pretrial and postconvlctIOn programs could still be accomplished. This modified 
arrangement ~as approved by LEAA and plans were underway to ope rationalize 
the San FranCISCO Community Services Project. Immediately following LEAA's 
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approval of the project, steps were initiated. t? organi~e the project manage
ment component, determine s~affl~g a!ld hmng requIrements, and develop 
program guidelines for the pretrIal dIversIon component. 

The Adult Probation Department, through the chief adult probation 
officer was designated the responsible party for overall man~gement of t~e 
project. An executive director was hired to supervise and momt~r the pretrIal 
and postconviction components. Finally, a manage~ent commIttee. ",,:as ap
pointed to assist the executive director in ~ecommendmg progr.am poliCIes and 
procedures. This committee consists of nme members: two Judges fro~ ~he 
Superior Court two from the Municipal Court, one member from the DIStrICt 
A ttorney's Office, one member from the Public Defender Off.ice, on~ from the 
San Francisco Bar Association, one member from a commumty servlce/pla~e
ment agency, and one member from a loc~l cr~minal justi<:e .agency. The chIef 
adult probation officer or a representatIve IS an exofflclO member of the 
committee. 

After appointing the management committee and ~iring an executive 
director, steps were taken to hire new staff for the pretrIal. component and 
additional staff for the postconviction component. The. ~xec.utlve dlre~tor a!so 
initiated several public relations activities. These activItIes mcluded dlscussmg 
the project with judges and placement agen~ies to encoura~e ~hem to use the 
program and to solicit program ideas. Fmally, a desc:lptlOn of program 
objectives and activities was prepared for the local commumty. 

The final step in operationalizing the project was the dev~lopment of 
guidelines and procedures for the pretrial diversion c?mp.o~ent •. Thl~ aspect of 
the project involved establishin.g e1i&ibil~ty and sU1ta~ll1ty crI~erIa for the 
selection of participants developmg gUldelmes to determme the kmd and. len.gth 
of community service, and devising client flow procedures .such as mom.tormg, 
placement and program termination procedures. The staffmg, staff dutIes and 
responsibilities client flow procedures, and coordination activities between the , . 
components is discussed in detail in the next sectIon. 

Goals and Objectives 

Briefly, the overall objectives of the San Francisco Community 
Services Project are: 

• to demonstrate that community service restitution is .an 
effective and viable alternative to criminal justice processmg 
for the participant and the community 

• to function as a socialization medium to assist clients in 
achieving rehabilitative objectives 

• to provide support servic~s such as r:'enta.l health assessment, 
crisis intervention and Job counselmg, Job placement, and 
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other necessary services to render a comprehensive review 
plan for the participants 

Project Management and Administration 

The two project components (pretrial and postconviction) are under 
the direction of the executive director. The director is responsible fqr 
reporting all project activities to the chief adult probation officer. Assi~tin& 
the director is a part-time administrative aide and a part-time bookkeeper! 
The aide assists in compiling statistics, writing the progress reports, gathering 
information from the court system and placement agencies, and performing 
other tasks assigned by the executive director. The administrative aide also 
works with the pretrial component. 

Each of the program components has a unit director who reports to the 
executive director. Since the organizational structure, staffing, eligibility 
criteria and client flow varies between the units, this discussion will present 
first, a brief description of the program distinctions. Second, there will be a 
detailed discussion of each component. The final portion of this section will 
discuss how the two units have coordinated certain aspects of their programs 
such as staffing and services. 

The significant distinctions between the postconviction and pretrial 
diversion components are: (1) differences in the types of clients served and (2) 
the scope and diversity of the types of restitution services. 

Briefly, the postconvlction component serves clients who generally 
have had previous contact with the criminal justice system. In contrast, the 
pretrial diversion component serves a higher percentage of young, first time 
offenders (generally 18-25 years old). According to the courts and program 
administrators, these young clients require a different kind of support service 
system, i.e., educational and/or employment assistance. While the overall goal 
of providing restitutionary services is common to both components, the specific 
type of work performed varies according to the clients' particular situation, 
age, skills, etc. Yet in some instances the work site selected is appropriate to 
both project components. 

Project Staffing: Postconviction Unit 

Overall staffing for the postconviction component initially consisted 
of seven individuals (only five of whom were paid for by the grant). These 
include a unit director, and the LEA A grant-funded positions for two placement 
representatives, one service representative, one felony court representative and 
a typist/data collector. The unit director, the director of Project 20, is 
responsible for coordinating staff activities and monitoring the overall opera
tion of this project component. Since the LEAA project is an augmentation of 
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(' Project 20) the director volunteers 
the existing postconviction progra~ IL~AA. funded cdmponent. The remaining 
her time and management skills to t ~ t. services as outlined in the proposal 
staff was hired to expand pos~convic Ion nd felon unit representatives 
submitted to LE.AA.. The seTrvhIce; ITlaC~mge:sta adescripti~n of the staff's duties 
report to the Unit dIrector. e ,0 owm 
and responsibilities. 

1. Unit Director, Postconviction Component (volunteer from Project 

20) 

2. 

3. 

• coordinates staff activities 

• develops program policies 

• represents program in nel?otiations with courts, community, and 
community service agencIes. 

• supervises client cases when necessary 

• provides expertise and resources for staff members 

Service Representative 

• facilitates availability of support services for program partici
pants 

• responsible for understanding accessibility, variety and quality 
of services available 

• works with placement staff to identify ne.ed for services and 
assists participants in obtaining needed serVices 

• assists with development of community service assignment 
locations 

• assists unit director in facilitating the client selffdirecte~ 
placement workshops and recrui:ting resource persons or roun 
table discussions on causes of cnme 

• consults with criminal justice .person~el regarding 
specific individuals to commumty serVIce 

Placement Representative (2 positions) 

referrals of 

• meets with client for purposes of screening, interviewing and 
placement 
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• conducts follow-up on assignments, verifies program completion 
and reports results to court; for uncompleted assignments, 
responsible for conducting investigations, preparing reports, and 
returning referrals back to the courts 

4. Felony Unit Representative 

• responsible for client screening, placement, interview, follqw
up court communication for cases referred from felony courts 

• liaison with court system as well as contact with community 
programs accepting felony referrals 

5. Typist/Data Collector 

• types correspondence and memorandums to courts on client's 
progress 

• compiles data for reports, internal program research and sur
veys 

• inventories office supplies 

The Postconviction Unit is located in the San Francisco Hall of Justice 
near the Adult Probation Department, Municipal and Superior Courts, and 
Police Administration Offices and the office of the district attorney and public 
defender. This location promotes easy access to all parties involved in the 
postconviction process. 

Case Flow: Postconviction Unit 

A. Referrals. The trial judge fflakes the final decision to refer 
individuals to the postconviction project. Prior to the judge's decision, the 
postconviction and Project 20 staff occasionally enter the criminal justice 
system at the request of the judge, investigating probation officer, legal 
counsel of other interested parties, to consult with potential program partici
pants. The unit director and/or service representative are responsIble for 
providing these consultative services to court personnel. 

After the arrestee is sentenced to the program, they are given 
instructions to report to the Project 20 office, where a basic program 
questionnaire is completed. At that time, the offender is also scheduled to 
return on an appointed date for a screening interview. The' interview is 
conducted approximately two weeks after the offender's initial contact with the 
program. This arrangement enables the offender to prepare mentally for the 
interview and it tests their commitment to assume responsibility for involve
ment in the program. In addition, the time lapse allows the staff to review the 
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case from court reports and to ~ather. inform~ti~n from other appropriate 
resources such as the police, probatIon offIcers, dIstrict attorney, etc. 

B. Screening. The screening interview is. cond~cted to determine an 
appropriate community service placement. The intervIew further seryes to 
orient the client and placement staff for the purposes of .(1) d~v~lopIng. an 
understanding of the participant's skills and interests; (2) Ide~tlfYIng. clIent 
service needs' (3) assessing the client's attitude towards commu.nIty ser.vlce; (4) 
determining ~ny medical or psychiatric limitations of th~ clIent ~~I~h may 
impose a risk on certain types of community service agencIes or actIvitIes; and 
(5) determining ways in which the prog~am an?/or the placement agency need to 
assist the client in completing the serVice assignment. 

The program's service representative particip~tes in the interview if 
the placement representative determines .th~t the ~hen.t may need sup'p?rt 
services, e.g., mental health counseling. ThIS infOrmatIon is generally speclfled 
in the presentencing report. 

Felony cases, referred by the Super.ior <:=our~, ~re screened by ~he 
felony unit representative. The purpose for this Unit, wlthm the postC?nVIctlOn 
component, is to simplify coordination between the program ~nd Superior Court 
judges, court staff and officers. It further serves to standardIze procedures for 
managing this aspect of the project. 

C. Placement Process. Placements are made by either the placement 
representative or jointly by the placement representative an.d service represen
tative or there is self-directed placement through the assIstance of a pl~ce
ment feam. Self-directed placement is a relatively unique aspect of t~e project 
which is available to both felony and misdemeanor. r~ferrals. ThiS process 
involves roundtable discussions with the program partIcipant and 10ceJ persons 
familiar with the causes of crime and criminal behavior. As a result of these 
discussions the participant, in conjunction with Project 20 staff, develops a 
community' service assignment at a local project/agency. 

All referrals to the program work with the project s.taff to d~velop a 
placement plan. The community service placement. plan IS. establ1s~ed by 
considering a number of factors including (1) informatIon .0btaIned during the 
screening interview, (2) special instructions from the referring court, (3) typ: ~f 
offense, (4) vocational interests or service needs of the offender, (5) ~artic.I
pant's commitments if they are employed and other fa~tors to. conSIder m 
developing a schedule (i.e., hours and day) for performmg se~vice, and .(6) 
general attitude of the participant and willingness to engage m community 
service. 

With the consent of the program participant, the placemen~ s~aff 
arranges a meeting with a community service placement agency. At thIS t,ime 
the placement staff discusses the participant's case and .t~e age.ncy deCides 
whether to accept or reject the participant. When the partIcipant is accepted, 
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the type of work performed is determined. If the client is rejected, the 
placement staff seeks comparable community service alternatives. 

. Individuals, other. than project staff and the participant, frequently 
influence the type of aSSignment. The judge, probation officer, or district 
attorney. may .recommend specific types of work activity. However, since the 
referral is ulti,lT!ately under the jurisdiction of the project, it makes the final 
placement deCiSion. 

, ~he number of community service hours are determined by the judge. 
The dIstrIct attorney or probation officer and project staff often make 
recomme::ndations to the judge during the presentence negotiations. Depending 
on the ~lrcumstan<:es, the hours v~ry from 24-1,000 hours. However, project 
staff have determmed that anythmg beyond 300 hours begins to present a 
problem to both the participant and the agency. Fines are converted to 
community service hours. Presently one hour of community service is equiva
lent to $4.00/hour. 

. Following the development of a community service plan between the 
p!"oJect sta,ff, program participant and community service agency, a contract is 
SIgned by t~e program participant. The participant also signs, Memorandum of 
Un?erstandmg that. he. or she has been honest in his or her application; arid a 
~alver. s~atement IS SIgned to the effect that he or she will not hold parties 
mvolved 10 the agreement responsible in the event of injury or damages. 

D. Client MO,!:!.i!oring, Follow-up and Program Completion. Upon 
r~ferral to a community service assignment, instructions regarding the location, 
time, and type of work are given to the participant and time sheets re mailed to 
the placemen~ a.gency. The community service agency designates a staff person 
to serve as liaIson to the postconviction unit to assure that monitoring and 
evaluation of the participant is properly handled. Further, follow-up site visits 
are conducted by the project staff. Agencies are instructed to contact the 
project. office immediately if problems occur. The agencies are expected to 
mamtam acc.urate records of the dates and hours the participant served. They 
are also reqUIred to make such information available to the project staff. 

.When. the:: client completes the community service assignment, project 
staff verIfy thIS With the placement agency. The information is then forwarded 
to the courts and probation, officer via a memorandum. This memorandum 
serves as an official "completion notice," which provides information on the 
type of placement and the quality of, work performed. Any measurable 
advantages of benefits derived from the placement for the participant are also 
noted in the memorandum. 

E. Program Termin~tion. The participant who chooses not to 
complete the community servic.:: assignment or who demonstrates abusive and 
di~ruPt!ve beha~i?r at t~e w?rk site is reevaluated by the project staff. At this 
pomt ~he partICIpant IS either (1) returned to the probation officer, (2) 
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reassigned to another community service assignment, or (3) returned to court 
for a hearing and further disposition. 

;-:. se actions which are cause for termination are failure to report to 
the placem~~t agency, failure to foll?w th~ough wit~ the assignment, vi~lation 
of service assignment agreement, dIsruptIve behaVIor, and, the revoca~IOn, of 
probatioil on other conditions. The court makes the final determinatIon 
whether to terminate the partic.ipant from community service. The court, 
however, relles heavily on the postconviction staff reports. 

F. Selection of Corpmunity Service Work Sites. Staff locate and 
screen potential agencies by reviewing their program focus, admin,istrative 
structure, safety, capabilities for supervising the c;:lients ~nd rep?rtIng on, a 
routine basis and their ability to organize community serVIce aSSIgnments In 
cooperation ~ith both the agency and participant's needs. ~otential placem~nt 
sites are visited and review forms are completed by the project staff. The sIte 
visits also provide the opportunity to discuss the purpose and scope of the 
pos+conviction unit and Project 20. 

There is a focus towards selecting taxpayer-sponsored agencies. The 
project staff primarily seek ways to assist agencies with staffing shortages ,at 
local public program offices. Community service agreem,ent~ cur,rent~y ex~st 
betwee€::i1 the project and taxpayer programs such as publIc, lIbrar!es, Juvenile 
hall, recreation and playground agendes, museums, the PolIce Crime Preven
tion Unit and public hospitals. 

In sum, the postconviction program objectives are to demonstrate: 

• a positive alternative to incarceration for persons convicted of 
r;1'evious misdemeanor crimes and felonies 

• 

• 

• 

that community service combined with available support 
resources can lead to a more productive life 

that community service alternative is less costly than incarcer
ation 

that program clients participate in a creative and constructive 
manner at suitable agencies 

Project Staffing: Pretrial Diversion Unit 

The staffing for the pretrial component consists. of nine individual~. 
These include the pretrial unit director, an administrative aIde, three commUni
ty s,=rvice aides, a court liaison program coordinator, a part-time mental health 
specialist, a part-time career specialist, and ~ typist/data cO,l1~c;:t?r. The chart 
on the following page illustrates the organizatIOn and responSIbIlItIes. 
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1. Unit Director, Pretrial Diversion Component 

• coordinates and directs pretrial diversion component staff 

• develops program policies and advises on their application 

• presents the program to the courts, law enforcement agencle~ 
and community groups and agencies 

• supervises case and office management 

• provides ,d~rect training to staff and organizes outside training 
opporturu tIes 

• develops a viable program of community outreach and criminal 
justice agency networking 

• devL~ops written materials required for daily operations and 
public information 

2. Administrative Aide 

• monitors quaiity of placement efforts 

• reviews staff work 

• coordinates reports to courts on client's progress 

• assists with development of community service assignment 
locations 

• ass~sts unit director with developing and implementing program 
polIcy 

3. Community Services Aides (3 positions) 

• interview, place and supervise clients in their site assignments 

• refer clients to the career specialist when appropriate and 
maintain contact in regard to clients' progress 

• conduct visits when needed 

• main-;.ain communication with community service work agencies 
and intervene when placement problems occur 

• organi~e case files which facilitate statistical record keeping 
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• participate in professional training programs whenever possible 

4. Court Liaison Program Coordinator 

• represents the project in court and with officers of the court 

• makes initial contact with po'l.t:ntial clients 

• provides caseworkers with preliminary information relevant to 
adequate referrals 

, d' t wl'th significant information obtained • provides Unit lrec.or , 
from daily work wIth judges, district attorneys or private 
attorneys 

• acts as liaison with legal and paralegal association~ 

, 'th unl't dl'rector, new community • develops, in cooperatIon w~ 
service work sites when possIble 

5. Mental Health Specialist--part-time 

• interviews and makes preliminary assessment of ~lients :e
ferred by the community service aide or community serVIce 
representative (Postconviction Unit) 

• develops relationships with community service sites which pro
vide appropriate supervision and tasks 

• consults with agencies able to improve the, independent living 
skills of clients in need of mental health serVIces 

• provides expertise to staff of both compon~nts regarding serv
ice assignments for emotionally disturbed cllents 

6. Career Specialist--part-time 

~ interviews and assesses clients regarding job readiness and 
employment background 

• contacts private employers with aim of arranging interviews for 
clients 

• maintains contact with clients who have achieved employment 

• intervenes in problems occurring in the initial stages of employ
ment 
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• notifies caseworker of employment interviews, jobs achieved 
and problems associated with employment 

• explains pretrial diversion component to orga.nizations of em
ployment development professionals both in the public and 
private sectors 

7. Typist/Data CoHector 

• types correspondence and memorandums to courts on clients' 
progress 

• keeps invent')ry of office supplies 

Case Flow: Pretrial Diversion Unit 

A. Referral and Intake. All persons who are charged with misdemean-0: off~nses which cannot be charged, by law, with a felony, are eligible for the 
dIversIon program except under the foHowing circumstances: 

1. Persons with a prior felony conviction within ten years. 

2. Persons with two or more prior misdemeanor convictions within 
ten years. 

3. Persons with a similar or identical prior conviction within five 
years are not eligible. 

4. Infractions are not eligible for diversion. 

5. Drug and alcohol offenses divertible pursuant to Section 1000 of 
the California Penal Code. are not eligible. 

6. Offenses of illegal use or possession of any dangerous Ir deadly 
weapon as defined in Sections 12020, 12025, or 12031 of the Penal 
Code are ilot eligible. 

7. Incidents involving significant bodily harm or the threat thereof 
are not eligible. 

8. Offenses wherein restitution exceeds $1,000 are not eF~:ble. 
'''' 

9. Persons who have been previously diverted within five years are 
not eligible .. 

10. Driving while under the influence and reckless driving are not 
eligible. 
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11. Defendants charged with annoying or molesting children are not 
eligible. 

Referrals to the pretrial component are typically made through the 
courts, either at arraignment or in the pretrial hearings. Further, the district 
attorney's office reviews daily the adult arrestee lists. This review is 
conducted to identify potential clients eligible for diversion prior to arraign
ment. The entries on the list are checked against the eligibility criteria, 
outlined above, prior to the court appearance. 

Referrdls are then checked against the eligibility criteria. Upon 
referral to the San Francisco Community Service Project, pretrial diversion 
program, the project staff explains the project to the client and answers 
questions regarding the client's rights and obligations to the project. The 
participant is assigned a caseworker (e.g., community service aide) and the 
screening process is initiated to select an appropriate community service 
agency. A report is then sent back to the court within three weeks affirming or 
denying the referrals eligibility and suitability for community service. 

B. Screening. The screening process is designed to find the most 
appropriate program or combination of programs for the client. During the 
screening process, the pretrial staff determine which component or combination 
of project components will be most beneficial to the Client. The project 
component areas are: (1) restitution placement (mandatory for all clients); (2) 
information and referral assistance for obtaining community support services 
unavailable through the project; and (3) direct services such as mental health 
and career counseling. 

C. Placement. The pretrial services component developed a series of 
guidelines and procedures for establishing a placement plan and assigning the. 
participant to an appropriate placement agency. 

. The first step in deterr,lining a placement is the classification of 
clients. Listed below are the six classification categories and the criteria for 
determining client classification. 

I. Minimal Supervision (MS) 

II. 

III. 

No criminal history or two or less arrests in eight years and 
wants/needs only information regarding social programs in San 
Francisco. 

Job Placement (JP) 

Answers "yes" to interview questions: wants assistance to achieve 
employment. 

Prostitutes (P) 
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IV. Mental Health and Physical Disability (MH/PD) 

Expresse~ ,interest in immediate assistance combined with inabili
ty to fa~Illtate c<;>unseling without extensive assistance; or nonex
pressed Interest In services but demonstrable inabillty/difficulty 
t~ take care of, self; and/or inappropriate and extreme behavior 
WIth a re~ent ~ls~ory, of hospitalization and treatment; or verifi
ab~e physI,cal lim!tatlOns or developmnetal disabilities which re
qUire p,artlcular kl~ds of placement sites and/or activities, andior 
no reSIdence, no Income, no current welfare (AFDC GA SS(. 
~~her) or ,;mployme~t history combined with recent ~rres;s fot 
hfe style and/or prior arrests for drug-related offenses. . 

V. High Risk (HR) 

Two or m~re. arrest~ in one year or one or more convictions in two 
years for inCIdents Involving the threat of significant bodily harm 
and/or three arrests within two years for drug-related offenses. 

VI. Financial Restitution (FR) 

,Alth~ugh there is a certain amollnt of overlapping betweeri the 
cat~gor~es, thIS classification scheme assists the project staff in develo in a 
r:s:~t~t:on flan. , The classification schedule also assists in determini~g ~he 
s a tS, eV

I 
e 0df Involvement for addressing the client's social mental and 

voca lona nee s. ' 

The second step in developing a placement plan is to consider a 
~~mlber ~f factdors that ultimately influence the kind of work performed and 

e oca Ion an type of placement agency. These factors are: ' 

1. 

2. 

Commensurability with number of hours 

Location of placement site in reference to client's J'ob site or 
residence 

3. Nature of charge/incident/prior 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Cultural, racial, and linguistic factors 

Skills (nature of service capability) of defendant 

Risk factors 

Present status (childcare, employment, housing, etc.) 
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8. Primary client classification (as described above) 

9. Educational/vocational interests and goals 

10. Recommendations by various parties (such as the courts, counsel
ors, probation officers, physicians, etc.) 

The third step in developing a placement plan is to det~rmine the 
number of hours of community service. The chart presented below IS a three
tiered service plan based on (1) the charge/offense; (2) the client's cur,rent 
offense record; and (3) the client's sociodemographic status. The categorIes/ 
guidelines for determining the hours are: 

Guidelines for Determining the Number of Hours Range of Hours 

Category I: Charge/Incident 

a. public nuisance 
b. inconvenience to person(s) 
c. loss of property 
d. potential for danger 
e. physical threat/injury to person(s) 

Category II: Past Record* 

a. postprobation/parole record 
b. number of priors 
c. nature of priors 

Category III: Present Status of Defendant--Deduct Hours 

a. health 
b. children 
c. employment issues 
d. other factors 

(access to transportation, other family 
obligations, etc.) 

Total cumulative hours - plus 100 = 100 
Total cumulative hours - less than 25 = 25 

25-40 
40-75 
40-75 
50-75 
75-100 

5-10 
5-20 

10-30 

(5-10) 
(5-15) 
(5-15) 

(5-15) 

*Intensified supervision/monitoring of high dsk cases (Cat~gories I and 
II). High risk clients are required to maintain weekly contact wIth program, 
placement site to be more frequently consulted. 
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, A finali~ed restitution assignment is determined after maximizing 
mpu~ from the clIent, project staff, the courts, and the designated community 
serVIce work site. The hours for restitution vary between 25-100 hours. 
Finally, the restitution plan is presented to the Municipal Court judge who 
orders formal diversion. 

, Th.e ~1ient signs a ,contract specifying the length of community 
servIce, criteria for completIon of the service, and the consequences for 
u!1successful completion. The program participant and community service aide 
SIgn the contract. . 

D. Monitoring, Follow-up and Program Completion/Termination. 
Each community service aide is responsible for insuring that weekly contacts 
are made between the client and the pretrial diversion program, and that the 
program participants follow through with their community service assignments. 
Weekly evaluation/progress reports are also completed for the participant 
receiving direct services. Difficult or time consuming cases are discussed 
week~y at staff meetings. At this time, the staff works together to develop 
creatIve approaches to such problems as client frustration, case worker burn 
out, and lack of community understanding or lack or adequate outreach and 
networking between the project and criminal justice agencies. 

When the program participants successfully complete their restitution 
obligation., a court report is prepared recommending dismissal of the charges. 
In cases of unsu.ccessful completion, a detailed description of the reasons for 
termination is given to the court. The client, however, has the right, pursuant 
to California Penal Code, Section 1001, to a judicial hearing prior to termina
tion from the program. 

The criteria for determining terminations are: 

• lack of cooperation with and failure to report to the placement 
agency 

• two or more appointment absences without prior approval 

• participation in activities resulting in law violations 

• rearrest 

• excessive tardiness or unsatisfactory performance after official/
written warnings 

The decision to recommend termination is determined by the project staff. 
According to project guidelines, the time limit for completing the program can 
range from 90-365 days depending on the participant's individual situation. The 
monetary value of community service is not relevant to any direct handling of a 
pretrial case. 
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When participants have completed their community service obliga
tions, the project staff obtains information from the placement agency indicat
ing duration, nature, impact, and monetary value, if any, of client participation. 
In addition, program participants are contacted and asked to evaluate the 
program. 

E. Site Selection. As indicated earlier, the pretrial diversion 
component utilizes some of the community service placement agencies estab
lished by the postconviction unit. However, the pretrial component has also 
made a concentrated effort to develop additional work sites. Prior to the 
identification of new sites, criteria were developed for determining sites 
appropriate to the goals and objectives of the pretrial component. The criteria 
established are outlined below: (1) can the site provide adequate supervision? 
llnd (2) is the site willing and able to provide feedback to the project staff? 
Additional considerations for selecting work sites are the placement agency's 
ability to accommodate women with special needs, ethnic minorities, physically 
and mentally handicapped individuals, senior citizens, and veterans. 

In sum, the objectives of the pretrial diversion component are: 

• to develop and refine the practice of community service restitution 
in the pretrial setting 

• to increase community assignment sites willing and able to provide 
necessary supervision of court assignees 

• to provide direct and short-term services to clients as a deterrence 
to future arrest 

• to provide timely and diverse service assignments for a heterogene
ous group of defendants 

• to identify and address conventional obstacles to rehabilitatory and 
fair service assignments 

• to explore social and cultural issues inherent in the theory and 
practice of community service restitution 

• to assess the impact of community service restitution on the local 
criminal justice system, the community, and a select group of 
arrestees 

• to enhance and complement existing network agencies 
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Integrative Activiti~s Between Pretrial Services Unit and Postconviction Unit 

In s~veral instances, both components share the same placement sites 
and work together to develop new sites. The community service representative 
of the postconviction unit periodically reports to the pretrial component 
regarding changes in agency sites. Further, there are regular meetings of 
individual staff members which specifically address the status of communi
ty Iplacement work sites. 

Staff training is conceived and implemented collectively by both 
components. In addition, community relations endeavors and the development 
of public information materials are joint efforts. The pretrial direct services 
personnel (e.g., mental health specialist and career specialist) also accept 
referrals from the postconviction program. 

Working Relationship with Criminal Justice System 

Postconviction. Individuals in the criminal justice system, who have 
had extensive earlier contact with Project 20, were contacted and asked to 
respond to a series of questions regarding community service restitution in 
general, and the postconviction component in particular. The individuals 
contacted were public defenders, district attorneys, and probation officers. 

For the most part, the court personnel indicated the postconviction 
unit was a useful and important alternative to fines and incarceration. Further, 
the program has proven to be extremely successful. Responses regarding the 
working relationship with the project staff ranged from good to excellent. 

Respondents indicated the project has been particularly successful for 
young offenders, 18-25 years of age, and first offenders. Interestingly, it was 
neither the purpose nor intent of the LEAA postconviction unit (PCU) to serve 
first offenders. Rather, the purpose of this component was to address serious 
misdemeanant and felony charges. It appears the respondents were unable to 
make a distinction between Project 20 as a whole and the postconviction unit 
which is one component within Project 20. Additional positive aspects of the 
program were (1) the placement process, which strives to match the client's 
skills and talents with an agency in need of special skills, and (2) the mental 
health counseling component. In fact~ the majority of the respondents indicated 
the program should continue providing or at least have access to support 
services for the program participants. 

One individual noted an unintended impact of the program was that 
negative reports on the project's clients were extremely beneficial to the 
criminal justice system personnel. Specifically, this provided the courts with 
background information on whether or not an individual would successfully 
complete the program and the reports assisted the courts in determining the 
impact the program has on recidivism rates. While conducting the interviews, 
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it was difficult to determine if respondents were addressing the questions with 
respect to the LEAA funded postconviction unit or Project 20 as a whole. 
Unless criminal justice system personnel were familiar with the project's 
differing eligibility criteria, it is understandable that they would have difficul
ties in distinguishing between the separate components. Consequently, the 
comments suggesting the postconviction project expand the eligibility criteria 
has already been addressed through the LEAA postconviction unit. Perhaps 
project staff have not made clear distinctions between Project 20 and peu for 
the criminal justice system personnel. Another recommendation was to 
increase the amount of communication between the project staff and probation 
officers. Finally, two individuals mentioned there was too much time lag 
between the client's court referral to the program and placement in a 

community work site. 

Regarding community service in general, the majority felt community 
service is an appropriate alternative to fines and imprisonment. They further 
indicated community service could replace imprisonment for nonviolent misde
meanants. Finally, it was suggested that community service programs are 
appropriate alternatives for juveniles as well as adults. 

Pretrial diversion. The individuals contacted and asked to respond to 
questions regarding the pretrial diversion component included district attor
neys, public defenders and probation officers. In general, the criminal justice 
system personnel indicated the pretrial component has been successful. In 
particular, the direct service comlJonent has been extremely useful, specifically 
the mental health services. Further~ the project staff has been cooperative in 
working with the criminal justice system. 

The criminal justice system personnel indicated they were aware of 
the placement process. Many were aware of the project's efforts to match the 
client's needs with an appropriate placement. For the most part, the place
ments/assignments were adequate but when placement problems occurred, the 
respondents felt they could confront the project staff and recommend place
ment changes. In fact, communication between the project staff and criminal 
justice system was not a problem issue. 

Personnel were asked whether the pretrial diversion component was a 
fair form of punishment. One individual indicated the punishment (i.e., number 
of hours) was too harsh for some charges such as marijuana possession or 
prostitution. Other respondents indicated the punishment was appropriate in 
terms of length and type of assignments. There was, however, some concern 
that the program was a fair alternative only as long as the judge adheres to the 
eligibility criteria. When the guidelines and criteria are abused or extended, it 
results in unfair punishment for the offender and the community. 
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Respondents indicated the ro 
particularly since it costs apprOXimatelY g$;~O~~s O;'oo~th the costs }t ~n~urs, 
through the courts. It was further r 'd' 0 process an IndIVIdual 
cost effective if both pretrial program~COopmemraetnded dthe 

program could be more e un er one agency. 

All of the individuals contacted sponsored by the Sheriff's Departm t T~ere aware of t~e ,Pretrial program 
lIttle competition since thp en • e respondents 1~d1cated there was 
guidelines (i.e., including v' -, ~~ogra:ns operated under dIfferent eligibility 
addition, there were enou h ~~;e:~~f In the type and length of service). In 
respondents indicated the~e should b: to ~uPiort bo~h programs. Yet, all of the 
one criteria. Several individuals f l~ ~~g e pretnal program operating under 
clients, but rather for funding and v~sibT: pr~grams ",:,e:e not competing lor 
would eliminate the political and f' I 1, y; Y combinIng the programs this 
mentioned that with the two se manCIa ,P?wer struggl,es. Finally, it was 
possible for the offender to go rarately admmistered pretnal programs, it was 
system off against each. eonseq~Oe~tfne progra~ t<;> the, other and thus play the 
wasted in each program's efforts t y, person~e tIme ~as ,l~st an~ funds were 
priate placement. ,0 accommo ate the mdividual In an appro-

A number of individuals recom d d ' 
types of offenders includin felons men e expandmg the program to all 
participants, upon fheir com;letion of thlt wat als? suggest,ed that program 
the report/memorandum which was sent t: t~~rco~~::gnment, receive a copy of 

Several problems w 'd t'f' d Some of these included: ere i en I Ie regarding the pretrial component. 

• cd?mP<=:tition for funding and visibility between the existing pretrial 
IverSlOn components . 

• community service hours (25-100) were too rigid 

• {~~g:~i f~~~f.~ to ~dhe=e to the program's eligibility criteria--although 
them b gyl r~t/rrl~rglterI~ we,re adequate, the judges tended to ignore 

n serIOUS repeat offenders 

Working Relationship with Placement Agencies 

Postconviction. Two placeme t ' , 
unit referrals were interviewed Both n a,gen~le~ acceptmg postconviction 
received Further th . h agenCies mdicated the clients were well 
process ~nd the eff~rts eotr~~::~ st:~.f' been succe,ssful ,due to ,the screening 
can apply their skills. The ~o~itorin "'f t~ place clIents In agen~les where they 
frequently calls the ago -:llents was adequate SInce the project 
occasionally conduct sY:;~r~i~S~refUllY reVIews the participant's time sheet, and' 
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The postconviction placement agencies indicated they relied heavily 
on the project to provide the agency with volunteers. Furthermore, the 
agencies noted it would be extremely difficult to provide services without the 
assistance of the program volunteers. 

The agency personnel indicated they were unable to provide opportuni
ties for the clients to develop skills. Rather, the agency utilized the partici
pant's existing skills. For example, one offender was a designer and the agency 
asked him to teach a sewing class. Another volunteer was a photographer; hi~ 
expertise was used to teach a photography class to senior citizens. 

Asked if the volunteers became permanent employees of the agency, 
one individual at one placement site received CETA funds and continued 
working at the agency. Another placement agency assisted an individual in 
finding employment at a local community college. One agency indicated that 
some volunteers continued to work at the agency after completing their 
community service assignment. 

There was one suggestion/request from the placement agency which 
requested follow-up information on the participants after completion of ser
vice. Specifically, the agency would like information on whether individuals 
found a job or whether they committed another crime. 

Pretrial Rlacement agencies. Placement agency personnel were con
tacted and asked to respond to several questions regarding the pretrial diversion 
component. The placement agencies indicated in general, that tile program 
participants were cooperative (with the exception of one referral) and there 
was a ~I)od working relationship with the project staff. The agencies stated 
client monitoring and follow-up procedures were very effective, since the 
project staff frequently called the agency to ask about the clients. Time 
sheets, completed by the agency, also served as a monitoring tool. 

When asked if project volunteers comprised a large portion of the 
agency's volunteers, the agencies responded they did not rely heavily on the 
project volunteers. One placement agency indicated they could contact the 
project staff if they needed additional volunteers. Another agency indicated 
they could not rely on the project to provide them with more volunteers. The 
agencies noted that none of the volunteers remained at the agency once their 
community service assignment was completed. The placement agencies con
tacted did not provide skill development opportunities for the program partici
pants, rather they utilized the client's existing skills. 

The placement agencies mentioned the one problem with accepting 
referrals was the amount of time invested in supervising the client. One agency 
questioned whether it was worth it to accept referrals since they work for such 
a short period of time. Several improvements regarding the program were 
recommended. These included: (1) arrange a meeting for community service 
placement agencies to exchange ideas, open communication channels, and 
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coordinate efforts; (2) the screening process is inadequate and clients are not 
always, ['eferred, to the most appropriate placement agency; and (3) when 
sC,reenmg th~ clIent and recommending a placement, a meeting should be held 
wIth the project staff, program participant and agency personnel. 

Insurance 

, When ~ommunity service placement agencies are screened, potential 
?Ites are ask~d If the volunteers are insured under a workman's compensation 
msuranc~~oh,cy. At most of the sites, the program participants are insured for 
persona,l mJurIes or damages. In cases where the client is uninsured the city is 
responSible for coverage under its workman's compensation insuranc~ plan. 

Public Relat.ions 

, The ~an Fra~c~s?o Community Service Project is undertaking a numb~r 
of publIc relat.lQns actIvItIes. Some of these activities include: 

• preparing and dis,tr'ibuting bilingual information regarding the 
project goals, objectives and activities 

• n:leeting periodically with the judges to discuss project activi
tIes, problems, concerns, and to solicit ideas for 'improving the 
program 

• working ciosely with the surrounding counties in courtesy 
referral situations 

• involving key staff, the executive director and unit directors 
in community committees and boards 

• presenting the project's goals and activities to local civic 
groups, law schools and other professional groups ' 

• working with intern students 

• preparing and distributing project data to criminal justice 
agencies 

Record KeeRing 

, Postco~viction. The postconviction unit within Project 20 main-
tams an ext~nslve record keeping system on the program participants as 
well as an mternal record keeping system for administering project 
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activities. Detailed participant files are maintained and updated period
ically. These files include the p&rticipant's court referral form; individual 
progress reports including documentation sheets noting phone calls and 
information provided by the agencies, courts and judges; personal infor
rna tion sheets to assist staff in the placement process; a copy of the 
"responsibility statement" sig)]ed by the client; and placement/assignment 
time sheets. 

There are a number of internal record keeping activities and 
data gathering procedures to assist the staff in preparing their quarterly 
reports. These include: 

• log book--records client's initial contact with the project 

• site tally sheet--describes referral/placement sites; deter
min~s which sites are used or not used; name of referral; 
offense; date referred; service completed; total hours served; 
type of work performed and other comments 

• site review f :ms--completed while recruiting potential work 
sites 

Other forms which comprise the record keeping system are confiden
tiality statements for individuals to review files; and a questionnaire sent to 
participants after they have completed the program. By utilizing the data 
collected from the participant's file and the internal data gathering form, 
reports are prepared and submitted quarterly to the executive director. 

Pretrial. The pretrial record keeping system is very similar to the 
postconviction unit. There are, however, two differences in documenting the 
project staff's client monitoring and follow-up activities. 

First, "contact sheets" are used to record the contacts either with or 
about the client. Primarily these sheets document any information provided by 
the caseworker, client, or community program. Depending on the length of 
service, this information is used for writing periodic reports on each program 
participant specifying the client's progress, potential problems and/or recom
mending program modifications or termination. 

Prior to termination and throughout the intervening period, the project 
contacts the placement site to monitor client satisfaction of community service 
assignments. The agency reports back to the project on the number of hours 
completed and tasks undertaken. Finally, the executive director is responsible 
for preparing occasional narrative and monthly statistical reports on both 
project components. This report is submitted to the chief adult probation 
officer and various local, state, and federal agencies. 
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nata Analysis 

pa,ta analysis for San Francisco is broken down into pretrial and 
postconvI:tlOn ~egments. Information was collected by the two components on 
~56 pretrial clIents and 400 postconviction subjects who completed servjr"''' 

etwee,n February 1980 and February 1981. Also, 73 persons responded to -;h; 
DRI clIent survey fr<:>m the two San Francisco components. The data tables 
referenced are found m Appendix I of this report. 

I. Characteristics of participants (Tables 1-3). 

Pretrial. Clients processed for community service by the pretrial 
component were generally, though not exclusively, young. Of the 756 served, 
490 (65%) were under 30 ye?rs oJ.d. Most of these volunteers were nonwhites. 
A total of :05 (40%) were lIsted as white, while 290 (38%) were black and 110 
~15%) SP":n1sh surname. By close to a four to one ratio, males outnumbered 
female clIents. The totals in this category were 589 (78%) male and i63 (22%) 
female. 

Postconviction. San F,ancisco postconviction clients spanned all age 
ra~ges! more than any other LEA A CS project. Although the numbers begin 
dwmdl~ng after 45, years, this component tended to serve clients of all ages. 
Also, lIke the pretrial component, most clients tended to be nonwhites. Finally 

. 363 (81 %) of those served were men. ' 

Other Scm Francisco client characteristics are s'ummarized as follows: 

• Employme~t status at intake (Table 4). The majority of 
volun,teers, m both components were listed as unemployed. For 
pretrial clIen:ts ~57 (60%) are u~\employed, while 211 (53%) of 
~h~ postconvictlOn clients were not working at the point of 
m' ... ke. The second highest category for each component was 
"'m 1 d" 'ld' h . (~ P oye Yle mg t ese numbers: pretrial = 241 (32%) 
postconviction = 1?3 (31 %). ' 

• Hig~\est ~rade completed (Table 5). The vast majority of 
,subJects In ,both components completed some high school or 
beyond. ThIS was true for 554 (73%) of the pretrial cases and 
342 (86%) of postconvictjon clients. 

• Client 07cupa~ion of specific skills (Table 6). The' occupations 
of. ore-trial clIents was unknown in 246 (33%)· of the cases. 
Wht::re data were available, unskilled, with 167 clients, was the 
mo?t reported category. Postconviction clients also tended to 
claIm, they were unskilled, with 142 (36%) falling into that 
groupmg. 

• Client prior arrest history (Table 9). 
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Pretrial. Many pretrial clients had some prior criminal 
involvement at the point of intake. More than half, 389, had 
at least one felony arrest on their record, and 618 (82%) 
showed a history of misdemeanor involvement. Also, 162 
clients had four or more prior misdemeanor involvements on 
their records. 

Postconviction. Like the pretrial component, the majority of 
postconviction part.icipants showed some record of previous 
criminal justice involvement. Here, 211 (53%) had at least one 
prior felony arrest and 285 (71 %) yielded a previous history of 
misdemeanant arrests., Over one-fourth, 111 postconviction 
clients, had four or mm'e earlier arrests for misdemeanors. 

• Referral offenses (Tables 8, 44, 45)= 

Pretrial. The vast majority of pretrial referrals came to the 
proje~t on the basis of misdemeanor charges. Of 756 cases, 
667 (88%) were charged with misdemeanors. The exact 
charges were scattereq over the various crime classifications. 
The most frequent charges were: disorderly conduct (215), 
miscellaneous assaults (158) and theft over $100 (l08). 

Postconviction. Just over three-quarters of the postconviction 
clients (303) were referred on the basis of misdemeanors. A 
total of 93 (23%), higher than most of the other LEAA 
community service projects, were felony referrals. The most 
prevalent charges were: DUI (02), miscellaneous traffic of
fenses (67) and carrying a concealed weapon (37). 

II. Case processing. The following items describe the nature of case 
processing through the San Francisco pretrial and postconviction components: 

• Community service hours assigned (Table 9). 

Pretrial. The largest percentage of pretrial divertees were 
assigned between 25 and 49 hours. More specifically, 281 
(37%) were assigned 25-29 hours and 361 (4-8%) were obligated 
to work from 30 to 49 hours (25 hours is the minimum 
assignment). DRI data show that these 75'+ clients (2 cases 
were missing) worked a total of 19,797 hours, an average of 26 
hours per volunteer. 

Postconviction. Many of the postconviction participants were 
assigned to complete a relatively high number of community 
service hours. Out of the 4-00 project completions, 334- (84-%) 
were assigned to 30 or more hours of service. In addition, 127 
clients (32%) were asked to complete 90 or more hours. 
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Overall, 398 clients (data were missing in ,2 cases) completed a 
total of 20,680 hours, an average of 52 hours per person. 

• Point of referral recommendation (Table 10}. Of course, all 
pretrial clients were referred on a pretrial diversion basis. All 
but four of the postconviction referrals were sentenced to the 
project by the trial judge. 

• Type of sentence imposed with community service (Table 11). 
In 752 of the 756 pretrial cases, no sentence was 'imposed, as 
d:fendants were diverted from formal criminal justice proces
smg. The vast percentage of postconviction clients were 
sentenced to jail or required to pay a fine. Out of the 400 
cases, 180 (45%) were given jail sentences and 14-0 (35%) had 
fines levied • 

In all of the instances where jail was the requirement, the 
sentence was suspended in lieu of community service. If the 
client failed to complete any or all of the CS obligation, the 
case was returned to court where the entire jail sentence 
could be enforced. Fines were imposed on, a per dollar 
equivalency with community service (X number of dollars = X 
number of hours). If the offender decided at any point not to 
complete the CS assignment, he/she would have to pay the 
remaining fine balance. 

• Court 'of referral (Table 12). Both components received 
almost their entire caseloads from the San Francisco Munici
pal Court. This was the case for 98 percent of the pretrial 
cases and 95 percent of postconviction clients. 

III. Community service outcomes. 

• First community service assignment (Table 13) • 

Pretrial. Pretrial community service assignments 'were widely 
scattered throughout the various categories, with no distinct 
concentration evident in any of them. The program director 
reports that typical placement sites were: San Francisco 
'Women's Center, Stonestown YMCA, Western Ad.dition Cultur
al Center and Operation Concern. Work in these agencies 
involved a variety of tasks including clerical, counseling and 
physicaJ maintenance. 

Postconviction. The highest concentration of postconviction 
assignments was in the area of public works, where 135 (34%) 
of the clients were assigned. Also, 64- individuals (16%) were 
placed in typing/filing roles. Examples of placement agencies 
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included: San Francisco Parks and Recreation, Salvation Ar~y 
and the Native American Senior Citizen Center. The publIc 
works jobs were largely for SF Parks and Recreation as part of 
the mayor's Clean City Campaign. 

• Total p!acements while in the community service program 
(Table 14). Although project personnel report that most 
clients were placed in only one assignment, th~se. data are 
missing in most pretrial cases. Of 331 postco.nvictlOn case~, 
312 (78%) were assigned to only one job while under thelr 
community service obligation. 

• Type of project termination (Table 15). Both components show 
just over a 70 percent successful .c?mpletio~ r~te. The 
pretrial component recorded ?4~ positIve termmatlOns for ~ 
rate of 72 percent. PostconvlCtlOn data show 287 successful 
completions out of 400 cases yielding a rate of 72 percent. 
While the overall success rates for Saill. Francisco are lower 
than other LEAA-funded projects, it should be kept in m~nd 
that more risky types of offenders with more ex~ensive 
criminal backgrounds were referred and accepted m San 
Francisco • 

• Clients' criminal justice status at termination (Tabl~ ~6). 
Pretrial clients were generally released fro~ any crlml~al 
justice obligation after successfully completmg commumty 
service. This was true for 543 (72%) of these volunteers. 
Unsuccessful clients were pending adjudication for their refer-
ral offenses. 

Postconviction clients generally completed their sentences and 
had no criminal justice standing relating to the ref.erral 
offense at termination (173, 43%). Many!. however, contmued 
on probation (153, 38%). 

• Total rearrests while in community service project (Table 17). 
Both components were highly successful~n maintaining low 
participant recidivism figures. A total ot 719 (95%) of ~he 
pretrial clients avoided rearrest; 379 (95%) of the postconvic
tion volunteers stayed clear of further criminal activity while 
serving their community service sentences. 

\} Primary reason for unsuccessful termination (Table 18). B~th 
San Francisco components listed a general lack of cooperatIon 
as the main reason behind their negative terminations • 

• Support services provided (Taole 19). 
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Pr~tria1. Support services were considered a very vital part of 
thIS component's process, as evidenced by the employment of a 
mental health worker and vocati.onal counselor on staff. The 
emphasis placed on support services is brought out' by the fact 
that 779 separate benefits were delivered to 173 clients. The 
most predominant type of activity listed was job readiness 
counseling. 

Postc(lnviction. A total of 113 services were provided to 108 
clients. The concentrated area of services was job readiness 
counseling, delivered 91 times. 

• Matching job skills to placements (Tables 34, 35) • 

Pretrial. No distinct pattern surfaces here. People with a 
variety of skills were placed in a wide range of community 
service jobs. ' 

Postconviction. The high percentage of clients were classified 
as semiskilled or unskilled and they were generally placed in 
p~blic works positions. Also, the placement of most persons 
With clerical skills into typing/filing, kinds of jobs tends to 
indicate an effort to match placements' with ski1llevels. 

IV. Client surveys (Tables 20-25). The response to client surveys in 
San Francisco was low. Only 73 forms were returned out of 1,043 terminations, 
a rate of 7 percent. 

.A majority of respondents (5696) indicated that they learned some 
useful SkIlls t~rough their community service e~perience. A solid majority of 
69 percent said they used some of the skills they already had. Also 48 (66%) 
clients voiced satisfaction with the program saying the experience ~ol.~ld not 
have improved had the work been different., ' 

. A total of 63 out of 73 (86%) of the respondents claimed community 
serVice was preferrable to traditional alternatives. Sixty-two clients (85%) 
rated the commun.ity work as a fair sanction. Finally, 63 clients rated the 
overall CS exper~ence as positive. 

Some comments froIT' ~an Francisco clients included: 

"I nev.er worked for such great people in' aU my life. I can neyer say 
enough for Project 20. I loved every minute of it." 

"The only good community service offers is for those who can't pay 
fines. If you don't have money, you're guilty." 
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"I was most fortunate for the opportunity to participate in this 

program. Excellent!" 

"Enjoyed my community service--l coached a summer basketball team, 
which I have done before." 

"Closer supervision would have resulted in greater productivity. I felt 
I accomplished what was wanted, but perhaps could have done more." 

V. Meeting of program objectives. 

1. The project will serve 2,520 participants through the pretrial 
diversion service component, an average of 140 per month, in 18 months. 

The late start of the San Francisco project has not allowed the 
development of an I8-month data base. For the one··year period from February 
1980 through January 1981, 1,641 referrals have been made to this component, 
an average of 137 per month. Therefore, they are just about on line to meet 
this objective. 

2. The postconviction unit will provide a managed alterna~ive 
community service for approximately 1,836 clients during the 18-month project 
period. 

At the point of this report, the postconviction unit has been in 
operation for 13 months. In that period, 858 clients had been referred. To 
reach the goal of 1,836, they will have to accept 102 persons per. month. To 
date, they have accepted an average of 66 per month. Thus, at thIS rate, they 
will fall short of their goal by 648 referrals. 

VI. Baseline comparisons. DRI staff conducted two bas~l~ne. studies 
in San Francisco. First a 100 case sample was drawn from Mumcipal Court 
records for 1976. This :narked the last year that no pretrial diversi~n ser~ices 
were available. The cases coded included only persons charged WIth mIsde
meanors as is the case with current project eligibility criteria. The purpose v:as 

to ascertain what types of dispositions were in evidence before commun~ty 
service was an option. The following dispositions, grouped by major categories 
were obtained:, 

Released 54 

Jail 7 

Fine 3 

Probation 2 

Combinations of 
jail/fine/ proba tion 29 
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It is. evident from the above data that the trend was toward release. 
Such dismissals of defendants resulted in action by the court or prosecutor. 
Therefore, though no conclusive statement can be made, it appears that many 
of ~oday's pretrial referrals would have been released had no community service 
optlOn been available. H,owever, it is very important to note that the figures· 
~ollec~ed were ba~e~' strictly on .the pretrial component's eligibility criteria, 
IncludIng the prOVISlOn of acceptIng any misdemeanant referral. No attempt 
w,as mad.e to match the baseline sample to project clientele on prior arrest 
hlstO~y, In that su.ch data v:ere not available at the time of sampling. Had the 
baselme sample Includ~d Just those misdemeanant arrestees with previou~ 
r~cords of felony and mIsdemeanor arrests, case dispositions likely would have 
YIelded fewer releases and more traditional sentences. These baseline data are 
pr?bably a more accurate measure of the likely dispositions of the "less serious" 
clIentele handled by the Sheriff's Pretrial Diversion Project. 

. A similar data collection effort was undertaken to match against 
postconviction clients. Because Project 20 began operation in 1973, this sample 
was drawn from 1972, before the alternative option was offered. 

. . The postcoriviction baseline sample included 101 cases, 80 charged 
WIth mIsdemeanors, 21 with felonies. The misdemeanor cases were dra'.vn from 
Municipal Court, the felonies from Superior Court. 

The breakdown of dispositions here were: 

Released 37 

Jail 6 

Fine 12 

Probation 17 

Combinations of 
jail/fine/proba t10n 23 

" While release remained the single predominant type of disposition, the 
tr~dltlOnal sentences were more prevalent. Therefore, today's postconviction 
clIents may have received any of the traditional sentences or been released. 

Summary and Condusions 

The San Francisco Community Services Project" (SFCSP) is adminis
~ered b¥ the Adult ~robation Department. The goal of the project is to create 
InnOvatIve alternatIVes to typical correctional processing of selected offenders 
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that can result in benefits to the criminal justice system, the offender, and the 
community. 

The project consists of two components. The first component is a 
pretrial diversion program which serves primarily nonwhite, generally young 
(ages 18-30) adults who usually have had prior criminal involvement. The 
second component is the postconviction unit which operates out of Project 20, a 
postconviction program established in 1973, as a result of the LEAA-funded 
program. 

San Francisco is currently supporting two pretrial diversion programs, 
(one that preceded the community service project) and criminal justice system 
personnel indicate that there is competition between these programs. The two 
programs are not competing for clients, but rathet, they are competing for 
funds and visibility. It was recommended, by the judicial system personnel, that 
the programs merge their efforts under one administrative entity. The original 
pretrial program is prese-ntly under the direction of the Sheriff's Department. 
In addition, there is some question whether the two programs are in fact 
providing similar services. As a result, there may be some unnecessary 
duplication and overlapping of services. 

The San Francisco Community Services Project, specifically the 
postconviction unit, is an example of a wholly urban service restitution program 
site. The postconviction unit is an excellent model since it serves multiple 
types of offenders, including felons; it works with clients who have had an 
extensive arrest history, and it successfully places the older offender, 30 years 
old or more. In addition, the postconviction unit is an excellent model for 
developing and maintaining a good working relatiunship with numerous com
munity service placement agencies. The unit has developed an extensive record 
keeping system for monitoring the participant's progress, evaluating the place
ment sites and conducting periodic on-site visits. 

The organizational structure of the pretrial diversion program compo
nent is similar to the postconviction unit. The pretrial component has 
developed a detailed client classification scheme to assist the staff in deter
mining client needs and assigning the number of community restitution hours. 
Although the classification scheme provides some guidelines for client place
ment, it is perhaps too structured and unnecessarily rigid for practical purposes. 

The availability of direct support services to program participants is a 
unique aspect of the project. Both program components utilize in-house 
counselors who provide mental health counseling and employment/vocational 
counseling. The project also utilizes other community social service agencies in 
the community. 
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CONCLUSIONS, COMPARISONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

There is strong evidence to suggest that these pilot community service 
projects had beneficial impact on the offenders, criminal justice systems and 
communities served. Further, it appears that the alternatives presented 
through community service work, whether applied as a pretrial, postconviction 
or postincarceration option, have become at least partially institutionalized 
into the jurisdictions where they have been practiced. One of the most 
definitive conclusions that can be stated by this study is that community 
service restitution was received as a workable option and was used extensively 
in all the jurisdictions testing the concept. This is not a trivial finding since 
previous research had questioned the acceptability and use of this option by the 
courts. The following presentation of program conclusions is organized around 
the evaluation objectives and research questions included in "ORr's evaluation 
design. 

This chapter also presents a comparative study of the proje' ts. 
Included are examinations of' the effectiveness of administrative structures, 
characteristics of the project site, probation's view toward CS, client opinions 
judicial sentencing patterns and costs. .' ' 

The final section presents recommendations for these community 
service projects, for the Community Service Restitution Program and for future 
endeavors in this area. 

Conclusions 

A list of the objectives and questions drawn up to direct the evaluation 
~ffort are presented in Figure 14. These questions, first of all, relate to the 
Impacts and effectiveness of the various strategies employed by the pilot 
projects (Evaluation Objective 1). Questions under Evaluation Objective 2 
address the effects' of community service restitution on the offenders served, 
and on judicial sentencJng patternn, as well as addressing the costs of CSR. The 
next set of questions examines the relationship between community service and 
the legal system and the consequential impacts of one upon' the other 
(Evaluation Objective 3). 

l.a. Do projects show varying success rates according to points of referral 
from the criminal justice system? 

. This group of community service projects received referrals through 
the following means: 
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FIGURE 14 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Evaluation Objectives 

1. What are the necessary conditions and 
resources and the appropriate strategy for 
institutionalizing a community service 
restitution program? 
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Research Questions 

a. Do projects show varying success rates according 
to points of referral from the criminal justice 
system? 

b. Do projects which include felony offenders in 
their population show higher or lower success rates 
than those programs serving misdemeanants exclusively? 

c. Does the rate of successful completions vary ac
cording to the demographic characteristics of clients? 

d. Does the location of the project administration 
impact the use and success of community service resti
tution? 

e. t~at are the most important factors contributing 
to and inhibiting project achievement of planned ob
jectives? 

f. Does the nature of the community, i.e., urban vs. 
rural, large vs. small, have any effect on the support 
for and/or success of CSRP? 

g. What impacts, if any, does the CSRP have on the 
local probation/parole departments? What impacts do 
the probation/parole departments have on CSRP? 
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Figure 14 (Continued) 

Evaluation Objectives 

2. What are the costs, benefits, or other 
impacts associated'with the community service 
restitution program? 

3. What are the legal and other constraints 
on the' design, implementation, and operation 
of the community service restitution program? 

4. What are the attitudes of criminal 
justice staffs toward the concept and im
plementation approaches of community serv
ice restitution? 

~ . ..' '" 

Research Questions 

a. What are the percept~ons of offenders about 
their community service experience? 

b. What impacts, if any, does CSR have on sentencing 
patterns of judges? 

c. What are the incremental costs of LEAA community 
service restitution program? 

d. How do costs of the CSR program compare to the 
costs of alternative detention and sentencing options? 

a. Are there existing state or local laws that facil
itate or inhibit the use of community service restitu
tion? 

b. Is there evidence that CSRP projects are impacting 
the legal system? 
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• pretrial diversion alternative service a.s a condition of defer
red prosecution (Arrowhead, OAR/Durham, OAR/Fairfax, 
OAR/Madison, Jacksonville, San Francisco Pretrial) 

• deferred disposition, or continuance-case disposition delayed 
by trial judge until alternative service results are in (North-. 
eastern) 

• stayed sentencing or probation before judgement--defendant is 
convicted, but trial judge holds off imposing sentence until 
results of alternative service are obtained (Baltimore County, 
Northeastern) 

• sentencing option--judge imposes alternate sentence of com
munity service, generally as a condition of probation (Arrow
head, PACT, San Francisco Postconviction) 

• weekend commitment diversion--offenders who are tried, 
convicted and sentenced to serve weekends in jail are 
permitted, if they desire to do community service work 
instead (Jacksonville, PACT) 

• diversion from work release--offenders tried, convicted and 
sentenced to be housed in a correctional institution while on a 
work release assignment are permitted, on a voluntary basis, 
to perform community service work and earn time off their 
sentences (Jacksonville) 

Data indicate no discern able relationship between type of project 
termination (successful vs. unsuccessful) and the point of referral from the 
criminal justice system. Successful termination is defined as completion of the 
assigned community service hours within the prescribed time frame, and 
completion of any special provisions of the assignment. Such a termination 
should be approved by the community service proj,=ct and the referral agent in 
accordance with terms set out in any client/project contractual agreement. 
Because the vast majority of clients in all projects (87%) completed their 
community service assignments successfully, referrals from the various points 
of recommendation all proved to do quite well, thus there was little opportunity 
to discriminate between levels of success and point of referral. Figure 15 on 
the following page presents a program total of termination dispositions by point 
of referral. 

Certain high volume projects accounted for the large numbers in some 
of these categories. For instance, probation before judgement was used almost 
exclusively by Baltimore County, which accounted for the high representation 
in that grouping. 
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Judge 

Postconviction 
probation 

Work 
release 

Weekend 
commitment 

Probation 
before 
judgment 

Continuance 

Other 

Unknown 

Total 

FIGURE 15 

PROJECT TERMINATION TYPE BY POINT OF 
REFERRAL; CSRP PROGRAM 

~v:tthout 
Successful Unsuccessful Prejudice 

1078 270 5 

932 146 31 

96 17 4 

3'7 16 1 

335 ' 8 1 

1,254 20 

509 62 19 

10 4 1 

1 1 

4,252 544 62 
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l.b. Do projects which include felony offenders in their population show 
higher or lower success rates than those programs serving mlsde
meanants exclusively? 

While several projects had a small number of felons referred for 
community service, only the Jacksonville project and San Francisco's postcon
viction unit had a significant proportion of their volunteers who were felony 
referrals. In Jacksonville, 247 of 621 cases (40%) recorded by DRI were 
referred on felony charges, while 23 percent of the San Francisco postconvic
tion clients (93 out of 400) came to the project on a similar basis. 

The San Francisco PCU did indeed yield a higher rate of unsuccessful 
termination than the other sites serving primarily misdemeanant referrals. Out 
of 400 cases received, 102 (26%) failed to complete their community service 
obligations. In Jacksonville, 62 out of 621 (10%) failed to successfully finish the 
program. The Jacksonville rate was ranked about in the middle of all projects. 

In addition to accepting a relatively high number of felon referrals, 
the postconviction unit in San Francisco accepted clients who were character
ized by more prior arrests than at any other site. Approximately 73 percent of 
these "individuals had at least one, and usually more, previous involvements with 
the criminal justice system at the time of referral for community service. This 
was also true for San Francisco'S pretrial component, which also yielded a low 
client success rate compared to other CSRP sites. Therefore, it may be 
appropriate to speculate that high risk clients, characterized by previous arrest 
histories and more serious instant offenses (felonies vs. misdemeanors), may be 
less likely to successfully complete a community service assignment than lower 
risk individuals. Several things should be kept in mind, however. First, this 
simple ahci.lysis does not prove a predictive link between risk factors and 
success in community service, but merely suggests a trend that emerged from 
the CSRP experience. Second, although the success rates for San Francisco 
were lower than other program sites, all success rates were high--including both 
of San Francisco's components, where just over seven out of every ten 
terminations were positive. 

Figure 16 on the following page is an overall summary of CSRP 
success rates by type of referral offense. 

Data here indicate a slightly higher unsuccessful termination rate for 
felony referrals compared to misdemeanants. A total of 94 out of 489 felons 
(19%) were negatively terminated compared to 388 out of 3,855 misdemeanant 
referrals, a rate of 10 percent. 

l.c. Does the rate of successful completions vary according to the demo
graphic characteristics of clients? 
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FIGURE 16 

TYPE OF PROJECT TERMINATION BY TYPE OF 
REFERRAL OFFENSE: CSRP PROGRAM 

Successful 
Without 

Unsuccessful Prejudice 

455 110 10 

3754 426 50 

10 3 

19 2 1 

5 2 

4,243 543 61 
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17 
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The typical CSRP client was young, white t nd ~a~~ien;~m~Ar;?~~~~ 
exceptions include: Arrowhead, which accepted~ onl~l e;.a and San' Francisco's 
ham where the majority of volunteers we, e ac, 
post~onviction unit, where clients typically were older and black.. 

Since all ro·ects yielded high successful completion rates it !S ~a:d to 

imply that any ldif~eip~ncb~,sbliyn mde;~gr~Pp~~~a~~a~~~;~~~~~i~so~a~h:n~k~\~~~f~~a~~ 
effect on resu ts. ro 0. .,' • 1 
community service success are the risk factors described prevIOuS y. 

l.d. Does the location of the. projec~ a?m~nistration impact the use and 
success of community serVIce restItutIon. 

DRI has observed that certain types of project adn:inistra~~~e st~~ii 
tures have proven more effe~tive in processing. clien.tS\:n oe~~~tl m~roject 

d d meaningful community serVIce experiences, . 
~~~a:e:nent; and in dealings with criminal justice systems and community 

placement agencies. 

d· d housed under several types of The LEAA projects stu Ie were 
administrative structures including: 

• local branches of national community-based nonprofit organizations

OAR, PACT 

• local institutions, e.g., university--Northeastern University 

• agencies of the local criminal justice syst:m 
_ Adult Probation Department--San Fran~Isco 
_ County Sheriff's Department--JacksonvIlle. 
_ County Criminal Justice Coordinator--BaltImore County 
_ Regional Corrections Unit--Arrowhead 

The prevailing pattern that emerged from this pilot pro~ram ex~~~
ence was that the less layered an administrative struct.ure of a pro~~~:~::oUl~ 
closer administration was to manager:nent, the .more chk~~rs~~~t ~orJe levels of 
succeed in establishing a smooth running operatIon. on '. na e-

~:~~iSi~~ir: ~u:~~r~z, ~~~~r.:'i\lt~:~~!a;r~r~t~; ~~~bi~~e;o:r~~:~~~;~~~~t:~~ 
those of the latter structure failed. But, those projects who;e I sooner had 
tive control closest to management tended to get opera IOna , 
clearer llnes of authority, and faced fewer personnel problems. 

PACT Baltimore County, San Francisco, and Arrowhead repre~e.nt 
examples of pr~jects which operated with ~e~ative~y mini~al.!ay~rs o:h:d~~~T 

. t I Although ultimate admInistratIve aut Ori Y or . 
;~~1~~~ ~~s~:~ ~ith the organ~zation's nation~ he~dq~~~~.s ~h~i~~~~~~e~l:~~ 
day-to-day control was exercIsed by Porter oun Y 
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allowed the CS project to establish its own policies and pro~edures and 
implement them on the local level. Similarly, by vesting administr.ative control 
in the county criminal justice coordinator's o'ffice, the Baltimore County CS 
project gained quick credibility through the criminal justice system and had' a 
direct line of administrative control erninating through that system. Here, also 
administration and management were Jinked, and policies and procedures were 
autonomously implemented. 

The San Francisco experience represents an example of ho'w a compli
cated, potentially unworkable administrative structure was converted into a 
design that proved very efficient. Originally, proponents envisioned the 
creation of a new organization, mergiing a pretrial diversion program which 
operated mainly through LEAA funds funneled by a subcontract through a unit 
of local government to a nonprofit corporation and a postconviction CS progr'am 

. which operated with a unit of local government through ad valorem taxes. The 
private corporation operating the pretrial program withdrew from the new 
scheme in a dispute over control, and continued operations under renewed 
sponsorship of another unit of local government. Henceforth, a new pretrial 
unit was forged and merged with the postconviction project under sponsorship 
of the San Francisco Adult Probation Department. Therefore, the pretrial 
community service programs, as well a!; a continuing postconviction CS project, 
were operating in San Francisco. 

On the other hand, several projects faced difficulties due to more 
cumbersome administrative structures and lines of authority. OAR, like PACT, 
was an example of a CS operation run locally through. a national organization. 
However, unlike PACT, the national, regional and local offices all tried to exert 
a great deal of control, creating confusing lines of authority. This was 
especially true with the creation of a national project director, who was 
supposed to coordinate the efforts oi1 the three OAR sites. This person was 
given the role of being a "traveling manager," but her infrequent visits to the 
sites, outsider status, and suggestions that often went against local desires 
often created more confusion than assistance. 

In Massachusetts, the affiliation with Northeastern University provid~ 
ed a unique opportunity for the community service project to use the resources 
and influence of a major educational institution. Also, technical assistance 
delivered by the school's College of Criminal Justice was helpful in starting and 
operating the project. Nevertheless, having to adhere to the university's 
administrative demands, as well as those of the crimina! justice systems the' 
ploject served, caused delays and conflicts from time to time. The installation 
of a part-time advisory project director from the university diluted the 
authority of the full-time director at the early stages. Tt)e Massachusetts 
project proved to be a success1iul undertaking, but placing administrative 
control closer·to the system it served would have made'things easier. 

Finally, DRI believes that some of the problems encountered by JCRC 
in Jacksonville could have been reduced or eliminated had clearer lines of 
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authority been drawn between administration and management. The adminis
trative staff of Fairfield Correctional Institution seemed to try to take too 
active a role in the day-to-day operation of the project, not giving the director 
the authority and autonomy he and the staff needed to be effective. These 
conflicts caused questions as to who was really directing JCRC and seemed to 
at least partially explain the high staff turnover experienced by this site. 

I.e. What are the most important factors contributing to and inhibiting 
project achievement of planned objectives? 

The following factors which appear to have an impact on a project's 
ability to meet its objectives: 

Nature of objectives. A project should propose realistic objectives at 
the front end which management believes it can come reasonably close to 
reaching. Further, a CS site should not set goals in areas where such impacts 
are not feasible, or they cannot be accurately measured. 

An example of a project where initially unrealistic objectives were set 
was the Northeastern University project. Objectives were proposed to reduce 
probation caseloads, provide extensive client support services, cut the number 
of defendant court appearances, reduce jail populations, reduce recidivism, and 
cut costs for the local criminal justice system. Although these goals were 
certainly admirable and impressive, they were, for the most part, unrealistic. 
For instance, staff learned that they could reduce the number of client contacts 
needed with probation officers by picking up some of the slack, but they could 
not take complete responsibility for these cases away from probation. It 
further became obvious that jail time reductions and recidivism reduction could 
not be accurately measured. Fortunately, the Northeastern staff realized their 
objectives were not reasonable and modified them to reflec::t areas where they 
could make measurable impacts, i.e., service to the community, client contacts. 

Commitments of support. A project must have firm commitments 
from referral agents, supporting personnel in the criminal justice system and 
placement agencies in order to meet intake and placement objectives. Tacit 
,support through letters and/or verbally during a project's planning phase are 
often not sufficient. Experience has shown that the F eople listed above must be 
involved as much as possible in the planning of a CS project and must be 
continually reminded of their commitment to cooperate. 

At the OAR site in Madison County, Indiana, judges and prosecutors 
had agreed early on to cooperate by referring defendants for communi~y 
service. However, by the time operations began they had forgotten their 
promise and referred only a handful of volunteers through the first months. The 
lobbying efforts of this site to increase usage of community service were not 
fully effective and referral levels never carne close to the anticipated numbers. 
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Management autonomy. As noted in the discussion of question l.d., 
the 'p~rson, managing a CS project should be given enough autonomy and. 
administrative support to make the endeavor work. Undue administrative 
deman?s, excessive "red tape" and conflicting messages can bog down an 
ope~Uon. . . . . 

, Coordination of planning and implementation. It is very important to 
mvolve those who plan a project in its implementation. In several LEAA sites, 
projects ,were pl~nned by one person or group and operated by others. In 
~acks~nvl1le, for i~stance, t~e person who wrote the proposal had very little 
mput mto the ongomg operation. When staff were hired and client flow startecl . 
project management was uncertain about how to meet the objectives outlined i~ 
th~ propos~l. :Similarly, in the Northeastern situation described previously, the 
ongmal objectives were drawn up by a university faculty member who remained 
outside the day-to-day operation. 

On the other hand, at sites like Arrowhead, Baltimore County, PACT 
and San Francisco post conviction, those people who exercised administra
tive/manageri~l control were also the people heavily involved in the plannirig of 
th~ L~AA projects. They had been involved in the establishment of goals and 
ObjectIves and pursued achievement of such with a knowledge of what was 
required. . 

l.f. Does the nature of the community, i.e., urban vs. rural, large vs. small, 
have any effect on the support for and/or success of community service 
restitution? 

The experience of the pilot projects has shown that the size of 'a 
com~nunity cannot be used as a predictor of success or failure of a community 
serVice venture. However, working in a large urban environment tends to 
pre~ent more o~stacl~s to overcome than a smaller setting. Some of these 
environ~ental differences can be made clear by contrasting the experiences of 
two projects, PACT and San Francisco. PACT served a rather small, partially 
rural area of Porter County, Indiana. San Francisco, of course, is a highly 
po~ulous ur~an center. They will be compared according to several factors 
WhICh were important to their support. 

" Political. By mutual consent PACT and County Court Judge Bryce 
Blllmgs agreed that PACT shoulq establish a community service option for 
young, misdemeanant offenders in Porter County. The influence of Judg.e 
Billings in the community and PACT's track record as a reliable, successful 
agency made political acceptance almost inevitable. 

, In San Francisco, forces competed for control over the community 
serv~c~ eff~rt. Eventually political backing for housing the program under the 
adminIstrative umbrella of adult probation prevailed. Initially, competition for 
support and referrals existed between the San Francisco Community Service 
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Program (SFCSP) and other alternative programs, notably the ,pretrial diversion 
oroject run by the Sheriff's Department. SFCSP had to gain the s~pport of 
~lumerous Municipal and Superior Court judges" prosecutors, probatIon st~ff, 
etc. Such support was garnered by providing new services and extending 
diversion to a clientele not reached by the other program. SFCS~ began 
providing comprehensive data on referral~' sui~abi1ity for <?S diverSIon and 
began serving a previously excluded group including clIents WIth me,ntal health 
problems, substance abusers, the aged and physically disa?l~d, mIsdemeanor 
recidivists, prior diversions, and miscellaneous charges not elIgIble for the other 
program. 

Nature of clientele. 
charged with misdemeanors. 
support services. 

Most PACT clients were young, first offenders 
Few voiced a need for any kind of in-depth 

San Francisco's clients ranged in age from 18 to over 60. Th~y 
generally had a previous criminal record at the time of referral. ~a~y were In 

need of assistance such as vocational help or mental health remediatlOn. T~ese 
services were delivered in part by the project and brokered out to appropriate 
community agencies. 

Placement agencies. PACT had a number of agencies readily accessi
ble to its offices in Valpariaso and Portage, who agreed ~o accept vol~ntee.rs, 
The program's ties with Porter County Umted Wa~, t~eIr preVIOUS tIes WIth 
many community agencies and the good name of theIr prImar~ supporte:, Judge 
Billings, paved the way for the establishment of ,strong working commItments. 
Because of the small size of the area, transportatIon was usually not a problem. 

In San Francisco the diverse nature of the clientele and the communi-, , 

ty made the development of placement sites a delicate task. ,The postconv~c
tion unit, operating under the pre-existing framewcr~ of Project ~O, us~d Its 
previous knowledge, procedures and contacts to continue developing sU1ta~le 
placements. However, the pretrial services component had to develop spec~al 
sites to serve a new group of clients including, as previously, noted, ~ho~~ wIth 
mental health problems, the aged, the disabled, previously dIverted indIVIduals 
and persons owing financial restitution in amounts greater than acceptable at 
many agencies. 

Certainly not all smaller projects are like PACT or larger ones like 
San Francisco. This example points out, however, that each wa~ successful, 
through its radically different communities, in initiating and effectIvely operat
ing community service projects. 
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l.g. What impacts, if any, does the CSRP have on the local probation/parole 
departments? What .i.mpacts do the probation/parole departments have 
on CSRP? 

Several projects worked directly with probation departments in the 
supervision of clients. These, sites included Arrowhead, Baltimore County, 
Northeastern University and San Francisco postconviction. One site, N.orth
eastern University, actually measured its impact on the probation department 
by keeping count of how many client contacts the community service project 
was able to provide in lieu of probation officer client contacts. Information 
was also gathered by DR! on this subject through telephone interviews of 
probation officerS at the various sites. DR! surveyed the opinions of the 
impacts of CS on probation clients and agencies. 

Northeastern University. This project claims to have taken the major 
share of supervisory responsibility for clients whose cases were continued 
without a finding by the court and a portion of the responsibility for those 
assigned to straight probation. Even though the probation departments main
tained technical supervisory responsibility and were ulti.mately accountable for 
these clients, CSRP took a large rot ~ in the day -to-day case maintenance. 

The project reports taking responsibility for 850 clients who would 
normally be under the aegis of probation between October 1979 and January 
1981. This involved taking full responsibility for continued clients and one-third 
responsibility for probationers. Further, they increased client contacts from 
probation levels to two per month for continued defendants from the one per 
month probation standard and to twice per month for probationers from the 
once p\:!r month level. The net result was an increase in supervisory contacts 
from a normal expected level of 5,340 tv 6,240, a 17 percent rise. 

Telephone surveys. Probation officers within the project jurisdictions 
were interviewed regarding their opinions of community service restitution and 
their thoughts on the particular projects in their area. The key questions were: 

1. How do you feel the community service project ha~ worked out as 
a whole? 

2. How would you describe your working re~ationship with projeCt 
staff? 

3. Who is in charge of managing client6--You, project staff, or both? 

4. Has the project helped to elimInate some of the clients from your 
caseload? If so, which ones? 

Two probation officers from t.'ach site were interviewed except in 
Jacksonville where only one was available to OR I. The respondents were 
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selected from lists provided by the sites of officers actively involved with 
community service volunteers. 

Response to the questions are summarized in Figure 17. In all cases 
the community service projects have been well received and the working 
relationships characterized as good to very excellent. In Jacksonville, the lone 
officer interviewed felt his information was not complete in that he has worked 
with only one JCRC case. 

Conflicting statements from some of the officers raise doubts as to 
who manages client cases, the project or probation officers. In Arrowhead it is 
clear that probation has ultimate managerial authority. The Baltimore County 
probation officers (POs) report that case management was shared but it was not 
clear who had final authority. In Massachusetts, the two officers interviewed 
agreed that the project assumed most client responsibility, with probation 
reporting back to court. In San Francisco one officer claimed the project 
managed cases, one said probation maintained control. Finally, in Jacksonville, 
the PO stated that case management was shared. 

San Francisco and Jacksonville respondents say the community service 
projects have not helped to eliminate probation cases. At the Arrowhead, 
Baltimore County and Northeastern sites, the consensus is that community 
service has been effective in reducing the amount of client supervision required 
by probation staff. One Baltimore County interviewee, however, felt the 
project should assume greater client responsibility to aid probation. 

2.a. What are the perceptions of offenders about their community service 
experience? 

The results of the client survey are summarized separately in each of 
the case studies of those respective projects. Considering the responses as a 
whole, community service volunteers were generally favorable toward the 
concept. Data from the client surveys are summarized in Tables 20-25 (see 
Appendix 1). 

A total of 1~412 individuals responded to the survey. Of this number, 
80 percent 0,127) characterized the community service experience as positive. 
Also, 8lf percent 0,180) felt CS was a fair alternative and 79 percent (1,108) 
said they thought community service was a good choice compared to traditional 
criminal sanctions. 

More negative types of responses came to questions regarding the 
nature of the work rather than an assessment of community service as an 
alternative. A total of 797 respondents said the CS assignments made use of 
skills they already had, and another 356 individuals responded "somewhat" to 
that question. However, in response to the inquiry, "Did you learn any useful 
skills?" only 39 percent (547) answered favorably. Also, only the three OAR 
sites and San Francisco yielded a majority who responded yes to this question. 
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FIGURE 17 

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO PROBATION SURVEYS 

Arrowhead Baltimore Northeastern Postconviction Jacksonville San Francisco 

Probation Probation Probat!on Probation Probation Probation Probation Probation Probation 
Officer 1 Officer 2 Officer I Officer 2 Officer I Officer 2 Officer I Officer 2 Officer I 

Very good Excellent Very well Really 11ell Very excellent Very 11ell Real well Good Very well 

Excellent Real good Excellent No problems Excellent Very good Excellent Good Pretty good 
but only re- ./ 

ceived a few 
clients 

ACR super- Probation Combined P.O. Problems have Usually CS Both proj ect CS staff, al- Probation Both probation 
visors work officer and project arisen re: staff; often reports to P.O. though proba- officer reports to P.O. 
P.O. the rest for medium who is respon- both when com- who handles tion officers 

status clients sible for gray bined 111th case in court confer 
area probation 

Has helped to Doesn't elim- No, but have No, project Very defi.- No, but cases No No No \ 

cut back pro- inate but cuts cut back on should assume nit ely with now require 
bation officer down on tin, .. probation more responsi- minor offen- less super-
workload needed to officer need bility ders vision by pro-

sp • .md with to monitor bation officers 
clients work .. -
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Based on DRI's observations and feedback from the projects, it appears 
that the OAR sites, particularly Fairfax, Durham and San Francisco took more 
time, compared to other projects, to develop meaningful placements. These 
projects had relatively fewer public work placements, and more "people" 
related, i.e., counseling, types of assignments. In fairness to the other sites, 
however, the volume of clients, the limitations of available slots, and the 
necessity to place volunteers at times when menial jobs were the only option, 
often made it difficult to provide a learning experience for CS clients. 

2.b. What impacts, if any, does CSR have on the sentencing patterns of 
judges? 

Two separate analyses were conducted to study judicial sentencing 
patterns. First, we looked at how judges at each site assigned offenders to 
community service by offense category. The major contributing ::.ffense per 
site is compared by judge to determine the number of hours assigned for these 
particular offenses and the consistency between judges in making assignments. 
The analysis of judicial sentencing patterns here concentrates on those judges 
who heard the greatest percentage of community service cases. We have 
broken out data for any judge deciding at least 20 cases and lumped the 
remainder, per site, into one category of "other judges," The second part of the 
analysis looks at baseline sentencing figures for the same judges at each project 
to give an idea of what the courts were doing with similar offenders before the 
community service option was available. 

Community Service Assignments 

A. Arrowhead. The most frequent offenses resulting in referral to 
community service was theft, including theft under $100, theft over $100 and 
thefts of unknown amounts. The following table presents a breakdown of hours 
assigned by judge for these charges: 

Judge 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Others 

Total 

0-9 
N 

1 

1 

10-29 
N 

2 
1 
3 

6 

30-49 
N 

23 
32 

8 
20 
16 

5 

104 

Hours 

50-69 
N 

1 

1 

2 

198 

70-89 
N 

90+ 
N 

1 

2 

1 

4 

Unknown 
N 

1 

1 

Total 
N 

25 
33 
11 
24 
19 

6 

118 

i 
1 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 

. ~. Balt~more ~ounty. The major offense contributing to communit 
s~rvice r _~errals In Baltimore County was theft. The following is a breakdow~ 
o sentencing p.atterns for theft charges by the Baltimore County judges: 

Judge 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
Others 

Total 

0-9 
N 

10-29 
N 

4 
5 

9 
2 
8 

15 
19 
15 

8 
7 

10 
1 

10 

112 

30-49 
N 

1 
14 

2 
10 
52 
39 
25 
35 

4 
5 

21 
1 
:3 

11 

223 

Hours 

50-69 
N 

1 

16 

27 
12 

2 
3 
1 

12 
5 

1 

80 

70-89 
N 

8 
6 
5 
1 

2 

1 

1 

24 

90+ 
N 

2 

16 
6 
1 
1 

6 

1 
2 

1 

36 

Unknown 
N 

Total 
N 

7 
20 

2 
59 
66 
80 
54 
56 
30 
14 
42 

8 
13 

1 
24· 

476 

the C. Northeast~rn University. The most common charge to come out of 
ff Massachusetts project was "miscel1aneous traffic," which includes such 

~nd~~sge:r.as ~e~~l~ss and
f 

careless d.riving, driving uninsured and driving to 
follows: n own 0 court aSSignment patterns on these charges is as 

0-9 
0-9 
N 

10-29 
10-29 

N 

5 
33 

4 
3 

12 

30-49 
N 

22 
1 
2 
8 
4 

Hours 

50-69 
N 

6 
17 

2 
4 
2 

70-89 
N 

3 

90+ . 
N 

1 
3 
1 

1 

Unknown 
N 

Total 
N 

12 
78 

2 
8 

15 
19 

Total 57 37 31 3 6 134 
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D. Jacksonville. The most frequent charge leveled against JCRC 
clients was listed as driving under the influence of alcohol. Judicial sentencing 
patterns for this charge were: 

Hours 

0-9 10-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ Unknown Total 

N N N N N N N N 

Judge 

A 1 11 12 

B 
12 5 17 

C 2 27 2 31 

D 
1 10 10 21 

E 
14 1 15 

F 
1 1 

Others 1 43 9 53 

Total 5 118 27 150 

E. OAR/Durham. The common offense in Durham for community 
restitution clients was theft. The breakdown of assignments by judges reads: 

Hours 

0-9 10-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ Unknown Total 

N N N N N N N N 

Judge 

A 11 3 14 

B 5 21 26 

C 1 14 3 19 

Others 1 11 1 13 

Total 7 58 6 1 72 
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F. OAR/Fairfax As all F . f l' "" 
ing, this narrow category ~f petty t~l~tx c Ientele were c~arge~ w.ith shopJift-
Also, all assignments, except one w:re ~epr;~ehnts the entIre FaIrfax ca~eload. 
prosecutors and the ro' ect '. . or. our? An agreement by Judges, 
reached before the fiYst ~iientt:~~~~~~~I~J:11S consls~ency of assignments was 

G~ OAR/Madison. The t 
utilized in '\I1adison was assault B mos corn~on. o;fense for which CS was 
clients and judges referrin td th:caus~ of thIS Sl!e s small overall number of 
these data. Nevertheless ~e foll ~ro)ect~ very lIttle can be dsicerned from 
assault charges in Madiso~: oWlllg assIgnments were made on the basis of 

Hours 

0-9 10-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ Unknown Total 
N N N N N N N N 

Judge 

A 2 13 2 17 
Others 12 1 13 

Total 2 25 3 30 

H. PACT. The greatest p t f 
project on liquor law violations FolIo e~cen. age 0 PACT referrals came to 
Porter County judges for these liquor of~~~~e~~ a summary of assigned hours by 

Hours 

"0-9 10-29 30-49 50-69 70-89 90+ Unknown: Total 
-"-

N N N N N N N N 
Judge 

A 36 21 5 62 
B 10 28 31 3 "72 
Others 1 1 

Total 46 49 37 3 135 
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I San Francisco Pretrial. The primary offense category s~rved by the 
San Fran"'i:isco pretrial component was disorderly conduct. ThIS category 

includes a multi~licity ?f offe~s~s .~~ch t S rf~~tru~~:cedis~~i~~~~~n l~~g~~~~~ 
obstructing a pollce officer an mCI mg 0 • 

assigned by judge for this offense was: 

Judge 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
Others 

Total 

Judge 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
Others 

Total 

.. ' 

0-9 
N 

0-9 
N 

10-2~ 
N 

10 
19 

6 
8 

12 
12 
12 

6 

85 

10-29 
N 

1 

1 

30-49 50-69 
N N 

22 
23 3 

9 3 
6 3 

10 1 
16 1 
11 2 

1 

97 14 

Hours 

30-49 
N 

1 

50-69 
N 

1 
1 
7 

1 
1 

5 10 

6 21 

202 

70-89 
N 

1 

3 
8 
1 

13 

70-89 
N 

1 

10 

11 

90+ 
N 

1 

3 

1 

5 

90+ 
N 

13 
2 

2 
2 

27 

46 

Unknown 
N 

Unknown 
N 

Total 
B. 

33 
45 
19 
20 
34 
30 
26 

7 
~·4 

214 

Total 
N 

1 
1 

22 
2 
1 
3 
2 

53 

85 

:1 

It must be kept in mind that factors other than the nature of r~ferral 
offenses can be and are considered by judges in assigning community service 
hours. However, because of the homogeneity of the selection criteria of most 
of these projects, we feel the numbers presented here give an accurate 
representation of the length and consistency of sentencing among judges in the 
given sites. . 

. Judges in Minnesota's Arrowhead region were very consistent in 
assigning theft offenders to 30-4-9 hours of community service work. In 
Baltimore County assignments for similar misdemeanant theft .offenders varied 
widely between judges with 30-49 being the most widely used range. 

The traffic offenses noted in the Northeastern project also yielded 
wide ranging assignment lengths from the judges studied. It should be notea, 

. however, that traffic offenses can cover a wide range of severity, which could 
explain some of the variation. Jacksonville's our assignment pattern suggests 
that 70-89 hours was the range most often used by judges, representing 79 
percent of the cases. 

All OAR sites yielded cO:1sistency in judicial assignment trends. The 
Durham theft offenders were generally given 30-4-9 hours, while the Madison 
assault offenders also usually served 30-49 hours. As noted previously, all 
Fairfax clients were assigned 50 hours for petty theft. 

The two PACT judges displayed varying sentencing patterns for first 
offender liquor violators assigned to community work. Assignments here varied 
from the 10-29 hour range to the 50-69 hour range for most defendants. The 
distribution of sentences for San Francisco pretrial also varied with judges 
assigning from 10 to 50 hours for disorderly conduct. Finally, most San 
Francisco 'judges tended to give long assignments for DUr offenses, with more. 
than half falling in the 90 hours and over category. 

It is interesting to compare sentencing 'patterns across projects for 
similar offenses. Theft was ,the primary referral offense in. Arrowhead, 
Baltimore County, OAR/Durham, and OAR/Fairfax. Also, each of these 
projects concentrated on firs~ offender misdemeanants. With the exception of 
Fairfax, theft assignments were in the 30-4-9 hour range. DUI was the most 
common offense in Jacksonville and for San Francisco's postconviction unit. 
Available data indicate judges at both sites tended to assign relatively long 
sentences of 70 hours of more for this charge. 

Baseline comparisons. This an<;llysis presents data on judicial sentenc
ing patterns prior to the establishment of the community service option. The 
baseline consists of approximately 100 cases per site (excluding Northeastern 

. and OAR/Madison) and denotes sentence types by judges, by offense. Because 
of the small number of cases per judge, only tentative conclusions about the. 
trends of pre-CSRP sentences can be drawn. 
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Figure 18 presents data on judges active this year in community 
service assignments showing the various sentence alternatives of pre-CSRP 
defendants. Experience from two judges from each project are used in this 
presenta tion. 

Judges were selected for inclusion in this chart on the basis of their 
frequency of involvement in both community service assignment and in deciding 
baseline cases. The overall emerging trend here indicates that fines were used 
as a pre-CSRP option more frequently than other alternatives by these 
particular judges. 

2.c. What are the incremental costs of a community service restitution 
project? 

2.d. How do the costs of the CSR program compare to the costs of 
alternative detention and sentencing options? 

A study of the operating costs involved in running a combined 
community service/restitution program was conducted by Donald J. Thalheimer 
(1974). The study, "Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Community 
Supervision, Probation, Restitution, Community Service," presents a model 
budget for a combined program. Adjusting for inflation since that time and 
eliminating victim restitution personnel, we derive a current version of Thal
heimer's model budget for a community service program (Figure 19). 

This budget excludes the position of restitution coordinator and one 
support person, included in Thalheimer's model, to estimate the staff required 
for a pure community service project. His figures were multiplied by a factor 
of 1.76 to account for inflation. since 1974. Mr. Thalheimer points out that 
these figures reflect an ongoing project. Therefore, higher costs would be 
evident, in the form of startup expenses for a new project. 

To cOfT\pute the possible cost advantages of community services, 
Figure 20 has been prepared which compares the per client costs of the LEAA 
projects to comparable costs for one alternative, jail. By computing the client 
cost per month and comparing it to the costs of housing the same people in 
local jails, we can get an idea of the savings generated in this area. 

Client intake figures and local costs of incarceration were provided to 
DRI by the projects. Even though these are crude measures, it is obvious that 
in all cases, per client costs for community service are far less expensive than 
incarceration costs for the same clients. 

Comparing these costs to available figures for the cost of probation 
community service, considering just comparable operating expenses, comes out 
to be more expensive. Thalheimer reports that in 1974 the monthly cost of 
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FIGURE 18 

i, PRE-CSRP SENTENCING: BASELINE FIGURES 
l( 
1': 
:1 
!I ,. 
II 
1 
1. 

I 
! , 
I 

Judges Total Release Jail Fine Probation I Combination Suspended Special PBS/PJC Other 
Cases Jail/fine Sentence Programs 

Probation 
I 

; 
I 

I I 
~ 
( 

I I 
~ 

~rrowhead 

1 28 5 1 20 1 2 
2 28 6 1 16 1 1 3 

Baltimore County 

1 9 1 6 1 
I 

! 
1 2 12 1 8 2 1 
I 
\ , .Jacksonville 
I: 
H N 
I' 0 
j 

VI I' 
i; 
11 

" n 
" 

1 10 4 4 1 1 
_2. __ 16 3 12 1 

OAR/Durham 

J 28 13 1 9 1 2 1 1 

2 25 12 8 1 1 } .1,. 
~{ 

;j OAR/Fairf.ax 
d 

.1 20 4 2 11 3 
2 20 1 14 5 

PACT 

.1 57 1 49 5 1 1 
2 28 2 13 11 2 

\ 
San Francisco 

I 11 4 2 2 3 
? 18 7 1 1 9 

TOTAL 310 60 15 144 18 42 4 6 5 5 
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FIGURE 19 

MODEL BUDGET FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAM 

Per.cent of Percent of 
Average Total Oper- Average Total Oper-

High ating Costs Low ating Costs 
~--'-----------------------r--~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Personnel 

Community Service 
Coordination 
Two Interviewers 
Two Support Personnel 
Total Salaries 
Fringe Benefits (15%) 
Total Personnel Costs 

Nonpersonnel 

Rent, Utilities 
Communications 
S!-tpp1ies 
Travel 
Training 
Purchased Services 
Other 
Total Nonpersonne1 Costs 

Total Operating 

Costs 

Average Costs 

At 300 ReferralS/Mo. 
At 200 Referrals/Mo. 
At 100 ReferralS/Mo. 

25,870 

45,031 
23,232 
94,133 
14,120 

108,253 

14,344 
7,216 
7,920 
7,920 
2,816 
9,918 
2,464 

52,590 

160,843 

High 

44.68 
67.02 

134.04 

206 

16.1 

28.0 
14.4 
58.5 
8.8 

(67.3) 

8.9 
4.5 
4.9 
4.9 
1.8 
6.2 
1.5 

(32.7) 

(100.9) 

Low 

33.22 
49.84 
99.68 

19,150 

34,443 
17,994 
71,587 
10,738 
82,325 

10,560 
5,280 
5,808 
5,808 
2,112 
5,951 
1,760 

37,279 

119,604 

Mean 

38.95 
58.43 

116.86 

16.0 

28.8 
15.0 
59.9 
9.0 

(68.8) 

8.8 
4.4 
4.9 
4.9 
1.8 
5.0 
1.5 

(31. 2) 

(100.0) 
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PROJECT 

-
Arrowhead 

Baltimore 
County 

Northeastern 

Jacksonville 

OAR 

PACT 

San 
Frdncisco 

.' 

FIGURE 20 

CSRP CLIENT COSTS AND CONPARABLE COSTS OF INCARCERATION 

I 

Total 

I 

Number of IC1ient Served 
Cost Cost per Clients per 

(21 months) Month Served Month 

$ 163,377 $ 9,077 402 22.3 
(18 months) 

$ 111,260 $ 6,181 2,051 114 
(18 months) 

$ 231,046 $ 12,836 1,000 71.4 
(18 months) 

$ 145,819 $ 8,101 1,108 61.6 
(18 months) 

$ 255,848 $ 14,214 857 47.6 
(18 months) 

$ 121,176 $ 6,732 694 36.5 
(19 months) 

$ 349,992 $ 19,444 3,092 171.1 

(18 months) 

Monthly Local Monthly 
Per Client Cost per Jail 

Cost Inmate 

$ 407.00 Not 
Available 

$ 54.17 $ 1,083 

$179.78 $ 1,250 

$ 131.51 
$ 

909 

:;; 473 
Average-Fairfa 

$ 298.61 Durham, 
Madison) 

$ 184.44 $ 555 

$ 113.64 $ 1,110 
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mlnlfnUm supervlSlon for probationers in urban counties was$lO.13 per client. 
Adjusted for today's dollars, this figure goes up to $17.83 per client month. 
However, in any c:qst analysis of community service, the value of the work done 
by CS volunteers must be taken into account. ORI figures for the LEAA 
projects, based on clients terminated through January 1981, yields the follow
ing: 

Arrowhead--$58,505 (11,701 hours @ $5 per hour) 

Baltimore County--$167,279 (53,961 hours @ $3.-10 per hour) 

Northeastern--$89,596 (22,399 hours @ $4 per hour) 

Jacksonville--$140,920 (45,458 hours @ $3.10 per hour) 

OAR/Ourham--$10,986 (3,544 hours @ $3.10 per hour) 

OAR/Fairfax--$38,818 (12,522 hours @ $3.10 per-hour) 

OAR/Madison--$12,859 (4,148 hours @ $3.10 per hour) 

San Francisco Pretrial--$62,675 (20,218 hours @ $3.10 per hour) 

*San Francisco Postconviction--$99,804 (32,195 hours @ $3.10 per hour) 

The total value of work performed by CSRP volunteers comes to 
$681,442. Other benefits, mostly intangible and basically unmeasurable, are 
derived from community service assignments. Offenders avoid possible loss of 
employment by doing community service in their spare time rather than serving 
jail time. An alternative to fines for those who cannot afford them, i.e., 
Arrowhead, San Francisco Postconviction, becomes available. Finally, through 
vocational counseling provided by CS project, or by gaining full-time employ
ment through placement sites CS volunteers can improve their own financial 
situations. Examples of this latter circumstance are OAR/Fairfax and 
Arrowhead where several volunteers became full-time or part-time employees -
of the agencies in which they completed their community service assignments. 
Also, in Fairfax and several other sites, some clients selected to continue their 
volunteer services beyond completion of their community service obligations. 

*Because of the inordinate length of sentences for SFPCU clients 
considering only terminations gives a misleading account of actual hours worked 
at any given time. Therefore, ORI's figures were bolstered by project data to 
include hours completed by clients still in process at the end of January 1981. 
ORI's original figures showed 400 terminated clients completing 20,068 hours of 
work worth $62,211. 
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3.a. Are the~e existing state or lOCa11~ws .. 
community service restitution? that facilItate or inhibit the use of 

Laws are on the books . . " .. . 
~perated sanctioning communit In. most Jurlsdlctions where CSR p . 
llst of these statutes and a brief dSee;;/fp~tnd °fthher alternatives. FOlloWi~~J~~t: 

on 0 t e contents of each: 
Minnesota: State Statut 2 ~ 

or nonprofit cor ora' e 41.31--The law allows unit f 

f~~!~~:r!~~ip6 e (HEber t~~~k t~e?:ae:ea ~a~~m ~~i~i ~~ w c~~ectioIn:~ro~~~~rn~:~: 
rsons to work m community r 1 . ows or the release of 

0- t' ~assachusetts: Chapter 781 
IS r ICt ,--ourts to releas . "-

supervision and service. e pretrial 

e ease prOJects. 

~~/t~e statutes--This law permits the 
en ants to programs of community 

Baltimore County· Articl 2 
of ~~rYland--This legislati~n per~it:'n~~C!i~ns 641. and 292 of Annotated Code 
wcr m community service in lieu of fin VlO. ent mlsd~meanants ano felons to 

es or mcarcera tlOn. 
Jacksonv ille: 

• Flor~da Statute 948.031--this allows 
serVIce an option of probation the court to make community 

• Florida Statute 775 091 th : dd' . • -- e court m d . 
a ItlOn to specified punishme~t. ay or er commumty service in 

• Municipal Ordinance 79-731 439 . 
cials to award gain time to -work-~~~~ law ~ermits correctional offi
for completion of community ser' hough mmates as compensation ~ 

VIce ours. 
San FrancL;co: 

• Section 490.5 of Penal Code of . . -
~ay be permitted by the court to ~allf~Fua--p~tty theft offenders 

. meso 0 pu IC serVIce work in place of 

• Section 1001--This is the b . 
pretrial diversion. aSlC statute outlining the procedures for 

Indiana: State St . . 
this deals with provisions ttut~ S.ectlOn 145.16 35-7-2-1 PL 148, Sectl'on 22(5)-

or VIctIm resti tution. 
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. ting the legal system? 
3.h. Is there evidence that CSRP projects are Impac . 

. d b Professor William Beaney of the 
The follow mg paper, prepare. Y the mutual impacts of commu-

University of Denver College of L~W' dls~US~~!s legal issues which might arise 
nity service and the legal system: temp aSl 
from implementation of a CS proJect. 
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LEGAL ISSUES ARISING FROM 
COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION PROGRAMS 

I. Sentencing Alternative 

When a judge is faced with imposing sentence after a plea of guilty or 
finding of guilt, he or she is normally confined by statute. There is no inherent 
judicial power to impose community service or any other penalty simply 
because this action appears socially desirable. Normally, a criminal act is 
defined by, and the penalty authorized by, a legislative or local governing body. 
Even in those few jurisdictions in which common law crimes still exist, the 
penalty must be assessed by reference to a statute setting forth the penalty for 
comrnission of a crime of comparable severity. 

If there is no authority at law to impose a penalty other than a fine, 
imprisonment- or both,· the question arises whether or not a person adjudged 
guilty can "consent" to the imposition of a different or additional penalty. The' 
obvious answer is that an official act not based on legal authority is ultra vires 
and hence, impermissible. In other words, consent of the person affected 
cannot supply authority for acts which require legis~ative authoriz~tion. This 
follows regardless of the form of punishment to which consent is, given 'if not 
prescribed by statute, e.g., a convicted person cannot consent to be imprisoned 
for a period be'yond that provided by statute, 'nor agree to a fine larger than 
provided by statute, and cannot consent to imprisonment at hard labor when 
only simple imprisonment i.~ statutorily authorized. Similarly, a person cannot 
"consent" to work four hOf..IfS a week for 13 weeks when such a penalty is not 
authorized by statute. Agreements between judges, prosecuting attorneys, 
public defenders and othe~' agencies to operate a CSR program have no legal 
authorization. There are" however, reasons why this legal limbo exists, and why 
it remains unchallenged. 

While consent cannot replace a deficient legal basis for sentencing, it 
can explain the absence of challenges to CSR sentences. The simplest case is 
where a defendant has counsel, retained or a public defender, and the 
prosecutor is willing to offer a CSR option. The defendant can, in theory, 
refuse to accept this alternative and may insist on fine and/or imprisonment as 
provided by statute. What has the defendant gained? Certainly, the public 
response to the offender serving a penalty of c;:ommunity service will be more 
favorable· at the time of sentencing, and subsequently, if the record of 
conviction of the offender becomes relevant in a sub.sequent action, for 
example, .where ."good moral character" must be shown. Only if counsel had 
reason to believe that the CSR sentence clearly is in addition to the legislative
ly authorized sentence will he or she have reason to advise the client to refuse 
consenting to CSR. The likelihood of this situation occurring is slight. If judges 
were consistently to add CSR penalties to those specifically authorized, consent 
would rarely be forthcoming. It is possible, however, that inexperienced 
counselor uncounseled defendants might be treated unfairly because of their 
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lack of familiarity with established sentencing patterns and thus, will agree to 
offers that exceed in severity the normal penalty. It would be possible by 
empirical analysis to determine if this were occurring in a particular jurisd.ic
tion but no individual defendant would be likely to pursue such an expenSlve 
technique, and if a challenge to the fairness of the CSR pen~lty is r~ised 
subsequent to disposition and before action to appeal the sentencmg, the }u?ge 
is always free to impose up to the maximum provided by statute. If the orIgmal 
sentence is challenged on appeal (which involves a substantial additional 
expense), the trial judge will likely not be allowed to increase the fine/impris
onment portion of the sentence. Realistically, the challenge WOUld. most. likely 
be maintained through the Office of the Public Defender, a legal aId offIce,. or 
other public interest group. Since most of these groups are eagerly seekmg 
alternatives to imprisonment for those who commit less serious crimes, they 
may prefer not to destroy the chances of gaining large scale use of CSR 
programs. 

Another explanation of why CSR sentencing goes unchallenged is the 
combination of the habitual reverence displayed toward judicial discretion in 
sentencing and the curious ambiguities surrounding the granting of probation. It 
is true that there is a current revulsion against excessive discretionary 
sentencing power of judges~ reflected in the movement toward mandatory 
sentencing laws, but this is largely a response to the imposition of probation or 
light sentences for se,ious offenders. Nevertheless, it has been cust~mary. to 
allow judges almost complete discretion in sentencing, so long as that dIscretIOn 
is exercised within statutory limits. Even the process by which sentences can 
sometimes be reduced by trial courts after a designated period, or by higher 
courts on appeal in an occasional caze, simply reflects the way the judiciary 
handles the occasionally difficult case where a harsh original sentence may be 
in response to community opinion. In addition, probation has been made 
available as a sentence, or part thereof, with the judges empowered to set 
reasonable conditions for compliance. "Reasonable conditions" is a term that is 
difficult to understand. It allows judges to impose a wide range of restrictions 
on the defendant that would be intolerable if not justified by the supposed 
connection between the condition and the rehabilitation of the convicted 
person. The fact that these restrictions would constitute unconstitutional 
deprivations of the rights of an unconvicted person is not decisive. For 
example, a person on probation can be denied access to bars and other 
designated places, may be required to retain particular employment, or be 
forbidden to associate with certain persons. His or her personal living habits 
may be subjected to rules. Nevertheless, all conditions must appear to be 
rationally related to the continued orderly behavior and rehabilitation of the 
defendant. 

It is arguable that the imposition of a duty to perform socially useful 
work may aid in rehabilitation. It may reduce the defendant's guilt feelings; it 
may initiate or reinforce good work habits for defendants who have been 
deficient; it may lead to better employment opportunities for defendants w~o 
have not found satisfactory jobs in the past. In spite of these factors, there IS 
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no scaping the fact that the assigned work is in the nature of a penalty 
~ompar~ble to both incarceration and a fine, insofar as one's freedom of actio~ 
IS curtaIled and the work performed has an ascertainable monetary equivalent. 

II. The Diversion Process 

Leg~l issues may arise from the Community Service Restitutio Pr'o
gram at a dIfferent phase of the criminal justice process. First it may be 
emplo~ed as part of a broad diversion program effort, whether or not 
a,u~horIzed by statute. In a diversion program, CSR comes into effect after the 
fIlmg of a charge, but before a formal judicial hearing on the merits takes' 
place. Any CSRP th.at attempts to operate before the filing of a charge has an 
extremely weak baSIS; such an effort runs the risk of being held in violation of 
due process, and a violation of the involuntary servitude provision of the 13th 
Amen~ment. It r.epr~sents ~ kind of institutionalized legal blackmail, since 
the~e, IS no author:Ita.tIve a~tl~n. beyond the original charge declaring but not 
decIdmg that ~ partl~u!ar mdividual has committed a particular offense and 
~ha,t .the arrest~ng OffIC~~l felt that there existed probable cause to bring that 
mdividual to trIal. A fllmg at least accomplishes that much. It also declares 
~ha .nature of the offense(s) and gives notice to the accused of the risks faced 
If, I~stead of accepting the CSR alternative, he or she insists on a judicial 
hearmg with the possibility of imprisonment and/or fine. . 

It seer:ns clear .that a diversionary CSR program gains a measure of 
legal strength If authOrIzed by statute though it must be remembered that 
statutory authority cannot convey unconstitutional powers. Just as the limits 
on. t~e se~te~cing powers of courts derive from legislation, so does the entire 
c:lmmal JustIce system beginn;,ng with police action through convictions rely 
dIr~ctly, or through legislatively delegated powers, on the actions of the 
legIslature. If there is no legislative basis for a CSR program· it must derive its 
~egal aut~ority from the inherent powers of the courts, 'which, While not 
Insub~tantIal, are strongest with respect to the internal operation of courts and 
occasIOnal extern,al matters (such as finance) that impinge seriously on the 
successf,LlI operatIOn ~f co~rts. I!" CSR ~rogram, if viewed as a sentencing 
alterna~Ive, does not fI~ logIcally mto the mherent power concept prior to the 
s~nten~mg stage, at WhICh point a ~o~nd argument can be made that the judge's 
?lSC,retIOnary power. over the conditlOns of probation is sufficiently broad to 
JustIfy the e.mployment of a <?SR program ~long with other conditions as part of 
the se~tencmg process. ThIS argument IS persuasive only if the CSR was 
de~err~med to be coexistensive with probation, I,l(hich may not be a CSR 
obJectIve. 

. . . A less, we~ghty, argu.ment is that if the inherent power of the court is 
msuf~Icient .to JustIfy dlverslOnary use of CSR, then the prosecution's powers 
combmed with that. of. the court ~ay be sufficient. The underlying theory is 
that the prosecutor .1S SImply foregomg the use of his or her authority, to subject 
th~ defendant to trial due to the defendant's voluntary assumption of the duty 
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. a referable alternative to trial and its 
to perform socially useful wort:~ : ence of legislative authority, a system 
possible adverse consequences. n e a s t ce of diversionary CSR, and based 
operating on the basis of vOluntarYdact~ePd~~retionary powers of a prosecutor, 

th inherent power of courts an e . . . 
f;ave~ serious questions of legality and constitutionality. 

. basis or that courts will uphold 
Assuming that there is. a sta~ut~~y 1 gal'issues remain. These issues CSR rograms for the reasons discusse '. e. e 

are r~evant both to the sentencing and dIversIon phases. 

III. Specific Issues 

11 e'ved set of standards for Right to counsel. In at least one ~eht-c~;c c~unsel at this stage is 
the operation of d~version pr~gr~ms'ot P~;_ Trial Service Agencies, Pretrial 
prescribed. NatIOnal AssocIat~~. . based on the pretrial notice of the 
Diversion (1978: Sta~dard l.l~ h ri i~t~S associated with trial (confrontation, 
decision. to waiv.e tnal and dot. er le~ant to both diversion and guilty pleas, 
summonmg of witnesses, an. I~. re 1 d ctrine is that counsel does not have to 
etc.). Yet the cur~en:t constitu IOna o'n misdemeanor cases, so long as no 
be appointed .fo~ mdigent c defend~7li~0~s 440 U.S. 367 (1979). Impossibility ~f 
imprisonment IS imposed. 3CO~~ v~h essity of a.ppointing counsel. Is. it 
imprisonment appears to aVOi e nec CSR rograms are in operatIon 
realistic to rel~ on this ruli~g w~ere vo~~n~~~pels a~ointment of counsel? It 
on the assumptIon that onl~ impnSO%me f social value is more analogous to 
can be argued that requ~red wor 0 t osition can also be asserted, 
imprisonment than to a f~ne. h Then C~~n~!~e~" for service, while imprison
especially since the defen ant ;~ r~ the Supreme Court be faced with this 
ment is imposed. by t~e court. h~~ the Court would not insist on appointed 
issue for resolutIOn, It appears t.. . 11 able defendants can, of course, 
cou~sel for indi?ent defe~dants (alII fman~~~ :'ould be true if the responsible 
retam counsel If they WISh~. A\ ~ast ovisions that such defendants were to 
courts and agencies ha? ~a e cer am P;natives and in appropriate cases made 
be fully advised of theIr rIghts and a~te d d' legal advice to receive the 
it possible for those defenda.nts w 0 d~eea ~trong argument can be made in 
assistance of ~ounsel. O~ policy grout f ~ every indigent defendant who does 
support of a rIght to a~pomte~h co~nse el~ment is cost, particularly in those not waive representation. e ey , if" 
districts that lack a well-finished public defender so ice. 

Voluntariness of waiver. This iS
f 

a crdu~ialsei'olenmpe~gi;a~e ;;g~h:~~i~~~ 
h ther as part 0 a iver . 1 

of CSR programs,. wed h ublic service alternative to conventlOna defendant pleads gUilty an c ooses a p , 
sentencing. 

. . lit but rather, is one that is Voluntariness is not a simple ega cod,:cep dn context and the kind of 
given different meanings by the courts, defte~a~n~ange in meaning between an 
interests involved. For present purposes, 
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informed, conscious waiver, where the actor 'understands and appreciates the 
making and consequences of the alternatives to a decision by a defendant that 
is not coerced in any obvious way. Since the waiver of trial can be deemed a 
critical stage in a judicial proceeding, the better view is that a· CSR defendant 
should receive v.ery careful, detailed advice from a responsible official or an 
attorney before a waiver of trial is accepted. The nature of the CSR 
responsibilities should be outlined in as much detail as possible so that the' 
waiver will be "informed." The natural tendency to slide into a facile 
bur~aucratic routine in adviSing defendants must be resisted. This is why 
adVIce by counsel has inherent advantages over advice by an administrative 
officer. It is unrealistic to assign the full advisory function to the judge, 
although the jr-~dge's role in adViSing is an important one. 

Involuntary servitude. The law is clear that impOSing work duties on a 
convicted person is permissible under the 13th Amendment. Does it make a 
difference if the work task is voluntarily assumed as part of a diversion 
program? So long as the voluntariness is established, no different result should 
follow, especially if there is a statutory basis for a. CSR program. In. the 
absence of legislative authority, and in the absence of a finding of gUilt (which 
might justify CSR as a condition of probation), the argument would have to rest 
on the fact that the required labor is not "involuntary," but rather it is assumed 
by the defendant as an alternative to .undergoing trial and other punishment~ 
Any form of pressure sufficient to dispel the volitional nature of the defen
dant's choice, of course, destroy this rationale. 

Cruel and unusual punishment. The 8th Amendment outlaws not only 
cruel forms of punishment but has been interpreted as preventing the imposition 
of penalties that are disproportionate to the seriousness of the offense. A case 
d~cided in the 1979 term of the Supreme Court is instructive of the generous, 
VIew the Supreme Court takes of disproportionality. In Rummel v. Estelle, 63 
L. Ed. 2d 382 (1980), the Court upheld a life sentence imposed by a Texas court 
under a recidivist law fot three nonviolent offenses involving respectively $80, 
$28.36, and $120.75. One should not infer too much from such a case, 
especially where the vote was 5-4, but language in the opinion displays a, 
rel~ct~nce by t~e court to second guess legislatures with respect to sentencing. 
It IS hIghly unlIkely that any reasonable system of voluntarily assumed work 
assignments would cause the courts to hold the program unconstitutional. 
The.r<: is the possibility that a program calling for heavy work assignments in 
addItIon to other penalties might, if coupled with evidence of involuntariness, 
cause the Court to uphold a cruel and unusual claim, but the chance seems remote. 

. Equal protection of the laws. A final problem that may require 
attentIon results from the very nature of the CSR programs--the need to assign 
participants to local positions where they will remain under local control. This. 
means that offenders who otherwise would fully qualify for work assignment 
under the program may not be e:ligible. Is this necessarily a fatal shortcoming? 
It simply is not a satisfactory answer to argue that anyone is eligible and that 
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the costs are simply more severe for nonlocal offenders. The better answer has 
to be that the sentencing process necessarily must take into account the 
realities, and so long as the non locals are not given a disproportionately greater 
total sentence of diversion penalty, the equality principle is upheJd and 
nonlocals are not denied equal protection, nor are out-of-state offenders denied 
Article IV. Section 2 privileges and immunities. To help the courts accept the 
principle that the penalties imposed on nonlocals are substantially equivalent in 
severity, it is necessary that the schedule of penalties should be well coosiq
ered. In some cases it may be that the local offenders will be the deprived 
group if judges and others responsible for CSR program administration become 
obsessed with automatically assessing a job assignment. 

IV. Insurance 

It is important that each community and state ascertain the legal 
status of claims which those in CSR programs may produce by their activities 
which cause harm to others, or to themselves. In many instances it will be 
necessary to introduce new legislation, either to extend state liability or to 
make certain that CSR program participants are covered by existing liability 
provision. 

As an alternative, programs must live in a state of uncertainty and 
await the outcome of various lawsuits before their legal obligations are 
clarified. A particular problem may arise from assignment of participants to 
private organizations, e.g., churches, YMCA~, etc. A question worthy of note 
with respect to assignment to church groups is whether this is an impermissible 
form of state aid to religion in violation of the 1st Amendment. 

But more immediately the question is whether these private organiza
tions are insured in such a way that CSR program participants are covered. 
These questions may be clarified through consultation with the insurance 
carriers of these organizations. Either existing policies can be modified, or 
existing governmental coverage can be changed to insure that CSR program
related liabilities are accounted for. Finally, new legislation is necessary. The 
problems relating to insurance coverage should not be ignored as a potentially 
prohibitive cost of the effective use of the CSR programs. 

V. Conclusion 

A number of legal and constitutional issues will likely arise from the 
operation of CSR programs. The best way to avoid most of the anticipated 
difficulties is to take a number of preventive measures. These include the 
following: 

L Statutorily authorize and outline the nature of CSR programs. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
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~tri :'e to ~rovide offen~ers with the fullest advice possible, by 
counselor In other ways If counsel is not provided. 

Ins~st on fairn.ess a~d ~qui~alence in providing CSR program work 
?Sslgnments VIs-a-VIS ImpriSOnment and fines. This is extremely 
Important in dealing with nonlocal offenders. 

Avoid exce~sively h~avy work assignments to avoid the cruel and 
unusual pUnIshment argument. 

Stres? the. truly volitional nature of the offender's choice, both at 
the diverslOn and sentencing stages. . 
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4. What are the attitudes of criminal justice staffs toward the implementa
tion of community service restitution? 

Telephone surveys of criminal justice personnel in each of the sites 
were undertaken by DRI staff. The questionnaires (see Append~x II). were 
designed to evaluate the CS concept and the acceptance of the projects In the 
communities they served. In addition, placement agencies and some support 
service agencies were queried. Overwhelming s~pport for the concept and t~e 
project was voic~d by those questioned. Summaries of the results are found In 
each case study. 

Generally, those surveyed expressed support for the community serv
ice option and confirmed good working relationships with project. staf~s. The 
judges questioned in those sites where CS was implemented primarily as a 
sentencing alternative generally felt the option gave them a necessary avenue 
to follow in addition to traditional sentences of jail and fines. 

A strong majority of all judges interviewed stated a feeling that 
community service was a deterrent to future criminal activity for early. ~nd 
minor offenders. The opinion was frequently expressed that the pUnitIve 
aspects of the service performed act as a constant, i!1deli~le ~~minder of the 
referral violation, thus convincing offenders of the InadVlsablllty of further 
criminal involvement. Many judges also believed that the programs, which 
generally included nonserious, adult, first and second time offender~ CQuid and 
should expand their eligibility criteria to handle juveniles and minor felony 
adult offenders. 

Prosecutors, especially those working with community service as a 
pretrial diven::;ion alternative, generally viewed CS as an effective tool to 
reducing prosecution caseloads. It was also seen as a plea bargaining tool wh~re 
used as a sentencing alternative. While several prosecutors felt the CS option 
could be extended to more serious, i.e., felony offenders, most that we talked 
to expressed the opinion that its effectiveness is limited to first or second time 
defendants charged with misdemeanors. 

The public defenders surveyed by DRI were strongly in favor of 
community service as an alternative to jail or fines. Many felt that current 
restrictive eligibility criteria should be expanded to include juveniles and more 
serious adult offenders. Several defenders voiced the opinion that CS hours 
assigned by judges were too excessive at times and ass~gnm~nt lengths w~re 
often arbitrarily imposed. Also, some of the defenders, prImanly those working 
in jurisdictions with pretrial CS projects, expressed fears of possible abuses of 
the option by prosecutors, whereby the community service option may be 
invoked as an alternative to dismissal. 

Finally, probation officers generally viewed community service a~ an 
effective mechanism to eitherC'educe their caseloads or cut back the tIme 
required for supervision of their "minor'! cases. At the same time, they usually 

218 

.-

! 
1 

I 

., ~J 

j 

I 

saw community service as a viable and worthwhile alternative for offenders, 
compared to traditional sentences. 

Recommendations 

Community servi~e restitution has been demonstrated to be an accept
able and welcome sentencing alternative in all of the jurisdictions in which the 
L.EAA 'probr~m operated. A number of persons active in the pretrial release 
f~eld ~IncludIng t~e authors) have questioned the use of CS as a pretrial 
dlversIo~ altern~tive. The sites that had pretrial components, however, used 
community serVice. togeth.er with a ~orm of deferred prosecution and, although 
all the data are sttll not In, these SItes experienced no legal challenges to this 
~Iode of release and there has been positive feedback on its worth to the 
cefend~n~ and to the criminal justice system. Intensive efforts by project staff 
to publlcize CS and encourage its use by the courts were observed during the 
early part of the program. These activities appeared to be less necessary as the 
p:ogram .matured and demonstrated its value. This was interpreted as addi
tIOnal eVidence of the acceptability of CS. 

C~mmunity service programs require substantial resources for special 
staff peopl~ to s~reen and match clients, establish and maintain job assign
m.ents, momtor cllents, and sustain their credibility with referral agencies and 
WIth the courts. Many of the cost-related benefits of CS however are 
~ntangible . and indirect. The use of CS as an alternative to any for'm of 
l~carc~ratIOn or as a means to reduce the length of incarceration had the most 
direct .impact on reducing .c~iminal justice costs, as well as contributing to the 
reductIOn of overcrowded JaIls. However, few jurisdictions utilized CS in this 
way, 

. A comprehensive. set of process recommendations is presented in a 
companion document to thIs report, "Handbook on Community Service Restitu
ti~n.'~ The Table of CO.ntents from that report is appended (Appendix III). The. 
prinCiple recommendatIOns of the evaluation study are summarized briefly 
bclow: . 

1. When not constrained by law or other external fO'rces 
projects need not limit themselves to serving only defen~ 
dants charged with misdemeanors and with no prior criminal' 
history. The CSRP experience has shown no marked differ
ences in success levels of CS sites that include some felons 
and some repeat offenders in their eligibility criteria. 

2. Community service programs experience greater and mo~e 
consistent support when they are administratively linked to 
an agency of the local criminal justice system or to a local 
agency with strong well established ties to the criminal 
justice system. Further, once policy has been established, 
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3. 

project managers require a high degree of autonomy and 
support in the day-to-day operations. 

A CS project should propose realistic objectives to guide its 
course of operations. Careful planning with referral 
agencies, impacted segments of the criminal justice system, 
placement agencies, and the general community contributes 
to the development of goals and objectives. 

4. A community service restitution project requires strong, 
reliable commitments from referral and placerr"f)" agen
cies. These commitments should be secure bef\.:·~'i a pro
gram opens its doors. These agencies can continue to be 
involved in planning and ongoing advisory capacities through 
their inclusion on an Advisory Board. 

5. When the people who initiate, plan and develop support for a 
CS program are intimately involved in the operation, the 
projects experience fewer delays, more cooperation and 
higher productivity. An increased amount of project docu
mentation, including the minutes of Advisory Board 
meetings, can help to reduce the confusion of inevitable 
staff turnover. 

6. Great care should be exercised in screening CS volunteers. 
Frequently DRI observed minimal amounts of time spent 
with interviewing clients and reviewing criminal and mental 
health histories. Although no serious problems resulted at 
any of the sites studied, the potential harm that could result 
from ill-advised project assignments should be of concern to 
CS programs, and staff training and preparation should 
emphasize the importance of appropriate screening and 
matching activities. 

7. Projects working with probation referrals should meet on a 
continual basis with probation staff to draw clear lines of 
authority and responsibility. We recommend that the com
munity service staff, especially with minimal supervision 
clients, assume the major role in day-to-day supervision of 
probationers. Probation officers should be responsible for 
thel!' client's court obligations. 

8. CS projects should strive to develop "meaningful" types of 
placements as opposed to menial jobs whenever possible. 
Although success rates were high at sites where both types 
of positions were prevalent, client satisfaction was obvious
ly higher in the former case. Even though no hard evidence 
exists, most participants indicated that the chances of long-

220 

.1 

J 
1 
~ 
1 
j 
j 
i 

,j 

Ii 

~! 
II 

'\J 

J 

I 

9. 

10. 

11. 

!~~m volunteer em~~oyabi1ity and reduced recidivism are 
anced through er .torts to create interesting CS place

~ents., The type of assignment should be consistent with 
tioen,a~~l~i~~~:~~fc~f'Pose of the CS program, i.e., rehabilita-

f:~le~~~i:~~~~t ep~t~~~~~e t~eferr,~l ~ents to ad?pt, c~nsis-
sentencing. aVOl c arges of dlscnmmant 

Where it does not already .:> '.,t ' . 
cates should work toward th'-'X!~ , commumty se~vice advo
tion. e passage of SUpportmg legisla-

CS ,implementors should guard against ' 
s~rvlce where suspended sentences or usmg community 
tlOn would have been equally effective. unsupervised proba-

The results of these program . d' h 
probably not be undertaken solei a s m lc~te t at. commu.nity service should 
reduce jail overcrowdin as Y.s a cose effectIve optlOn, as a means to 
alter~ative to reduce p~~bati~ntec~~~~~~~s~o ~edhuce recidivism o.r as a realistic 
margmally, if at all effective in tt" t as been determmed to be only 
seem to be an effec~ive alternativ a aml~g a~y of th~se objectives. CS does 
to pay fines levied could result in ~:~[tlmet m. th.ose ~nst~n\.~s where inability 
even though it has not made d o~a crlm~nal .JustIce mvolvement, and 
~entioned, it has' been a satisfa~to~a:at~c contributIon to a.ny of the areas 
Justice system and the offender Th y ~tlOn. for the. commumty, the criminal 
that community service is a w· k ~l eva uatlOn of thIS program has determined 
0n experimental design would be: n~edee:~d ~cceftable crimi~a! justice option. 
Impacts of community service as a s t ? eve op m.ore ~efm.Itive data on the 

en encmg or pretnal dlverslOnalternative. 
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APPENDIX I 

CSRP Data Tables 

\ 

,\ 

It 
, 

---- .... 
/y 
1'0 

t) 



r 
f~ 
I 

" 

,/ 

f I 
, ' 

A!1:e Arrownead Baltimore NortheasternJacksonvilltl 

N % % N % N % 

LT 16 1 .1 

16-18 33 11.4 1218 16.6 304 43.4 41 6.7 

19-21 64 22.2 406 31.0 242 34.6 149 24.0 

22-24 63 21.9 208 15.9 85 12.1 101 16.3 

N 

49 

22 

11 

TABLE 1 

CLI~iT AGE 

OAR! OAR! I 
Durham Fairfax 

% N % 

45.4 25 10.1 11 

20.3 44 17.5 3!. 

10.2 38 15.1 23 

OARI 
~ladison 

% N 

11.6 116 

32.6 183 

24,2 43 

San Franciscol San Francisc".,------
PACT Prtltrial I'o"tcollviction 'fotal 

N % N 

1 

28.6 44 5.8 4 1.0 845 17.1 

45.2 170 22.4 69 17.2 1380 28.0 

10.6 112 60 15.0 744 15.1 
1-----+-----1I----t-----+-----1i-------r-----t-----1-----1-----r---,--- ---.----

25-29 35 12.1 188 14.3 37 5.3 115 18.5 9 8.3 28 11.1 12 12.6 39 9.6 164 21.9 79 19.7 706 14.3 
r-----_+------~--------~------~-------~--------+--------~----------~---------.r_----.-;----,---------------. 

30-34 32 11.1 I 90 6.9 11 1.6 55 8.9 5 4.6 25 10.1 10 10.5 9 2.2 101 13.3 65 16.3 403 8.2 

1-3-5---3-9------+-1-7----6 .-0-+
1 -5-6---4-.~3~:~~-7--:-----1---.-1~:~-5-4~~~~8~.~7~:~~~2~~~~~1~.-9_-:--2:7------:1--0:.-7~:~~2~~~~-~~2~.--1~~~5~~~_·-_1_._2,-_5~3~--7-. -0-1--46-----11 . 5 .. ~~~ ~:~:.~: ! 

40-44 17 6.0 43 3.2 7 1.1 35 5.6 4 3.7 20 8.0 1 1.1 2 0.5 42 5.5 15 3.8 186 3.8 
r_----4-------+_---~r_----+_----~----~----~------r_---~------+_-------b-------

45-49 6 2.1 34 2.6 24 3.9 16 6.3 2 2.1 2 0.5 26 3.4 15 3.8 125 2.5 
I-------r-----I-----+------~-------~---------~-----+--------~----~---------~-------r--------

50-54 7 2.4 30 2.3 3 0.4 17 2.7 2 1.9 9 3.6 2 2.1 1 0.2 16 2.1 11 2.7 98 2.0 

55-59 7 2.4 16 1.2 1 0.1 13 2.1 2 1.9 12 4.8 1 0.2 13 1.7 8 2.0 73 1.5 

60-64 2 0.7 7 0.5 1 0.1 7 1.1 1 0.9 6 2.4 1 1.1 4 0.5 8 2.0 37 0.7 
r_--------~-------~------~----~-----+_----_+----~------~---_+-----+_-----r--.------

65+ 5 1.7 4 0.3 1 0.1 8 1.2 1 0.9 1 0.3 6 0.8 4 1.0 30 0.6 

Unknown 12 0.9 2 0.3 4 1.0 5 Q.7 16 4.0 39 0.8 

~-TOT-AL----_+-2-88---1-0-0-.0~1-3-1-2-1-0-0-.0_+-7-0-0--1-0_0_._0+-6_2_1 __ 1_0_0_.0~-10-8---1-00-.-0-+2-5-1--1-0-0-.-0_l__9_5 __ 1_0_0._0-+_40_5 ___ 1_0_0_._0~7-5-6--1,0-0-.-0_41-4-0-0 __ 1_0_0_.0 __ ::_~~~J 
I 
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TAlILE 2 

CLIENT RACE 

OARI OARI OAR/ San Francisco San Francisco 
Race Arrowhead Baltimore Northeastern l1acksonville Durham Fairfax l'hdison PACT Pretrial Postconvictioll Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N X N % N % N :: N % 1\ :1: 

Black 2 0.7 273 20.8 22 3.1 222 35.7 62 57.4 31 12.4 9 9.5 5 1.2 290 38.4 145 36.2 061 21.5 

Anglo 216 75.0 897 68.4 665 93.0 393 63.3 46 42.6 ~84 73.3 86 90.5 ~87 95.6 305 40.3 86 21.5 265 66.1 
Spanish 

1 0.3 4. 0.3 7 1.0 2 0.3 Surname 16 6.3 8 2.0 110 14.6 51 12.7 199 4.0 
American 

25 8.7 1 0.1 19 2.6 28 7.0 73 1.5 Indian .. --
Oriental 2 0.7 6 0.5 2 0.3 1 0.2 9 3.6 8 1.0 17 4.3 45 0.9 

Other 2 0.7 4 0.3 1 0.1 11 4.4 2 0.5 8 1.0 2 0.5 30 0.6 
----

Unknown 40 13.9 1128 9.7 2 0.3 3 0.5 3 0.7 16 2.1 71 17.8 263 5.3 
1-------

TOTAL 288 100.0 312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 936 99.9 I 
--
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TABLE 3 

CLlfl>'T SEX 

OAR/ OAR/ OAR/ San Francisco San FrallC isco 
Sex Arrowhead Baltimore Northeastern Jacksonville Durham Fairfax Madison PACT Pretrial Postconvi<!tion Total 

N % N % N % S % N % N % N % N % N % Ii % N % 

Male 906 69.1 616 88.0 499 80.4 54 50.0 114 45.4 83 87.4 359 88.6 589 77.9 323 80.7 /3543 71.8 

Female 288 100.0 403 30.7 84 12.0 120 19.3 54 50.0 137 54.6 12 12.6 46 11.4 163 21.6 72 18.0 11379 27.9 

Unknown 3 0.2 2 0.3 4 0.5 5 1.3 14 0.3 I 
TOTAL 288 100.0 1312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 ~936 100.0 
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TABLE 4 

E.'!?LO'iXE.\"1 STATtS AT r:-"1AKE 

OM/ OARI 
S:.atus Arrowhead Baltimore !/onh.ms tern Jacksonv ill e Durham Fairfax 

L !/ % N % N % N :t N % N r. 
Emp:"yed 

i Fu1:-Time 53 18.4 i43 56. 302 43.1 445 71. 7 36 33.3 165 65.7 
Ecp:,'lyed 

31 10.8 119 9.( 38 5.4 7 1.1 13 12.0 11 4.4 
Par~-Time 

tn=?loyed 63 21. 9 254 19.' 83 11.9 121 19.5 33 30.5 20 8.0 

! Hot:=aker 92 32.0 16 1. 4 0.6 7 1.1 1 1.0 28 11.1 

: St~ent 44 15.3 137 10.1 265 37.9 16 2.6 :!3 21.3 24 9.6 

~l:-
~7'wed 1 0.3 21 1.( 1 0.1 1:' 2.1 3 1.2 

Ot:-.== 1 0.3 10 O.~ 7 1.0 9 1.4 

t;nk::"wn 3 1.0 12 O.~ 3 0.5 2 1.9 

i TOT.~":' 288 100.0 1312 100.( 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 
-, 

i 
I 

t 
, . 

I 
.. , I 

I 
! 
I 

.. .. 
" 

!/ I 

OARI I Sun FranCiSCO, San Francisco ~ 
Hadison PACT Pretrial Postcol1victiOIl Total 

N % N % N X N % r~ .. 1 ,. 
I ~ 

42 44.2 217 53.e< 241 31.9 123 30.7 2367 48.0 i 

8 8.4 22 5.4 39 5.2 21 5.2 309 6.3.! 

27 28.4 103 25.4 457 60.4 211 52.7 1372 27.81 

1 0.1 1 0.3 150 3'~ 7 7.4 58 14. 11 1.6 

O.8J'::~:~i 2 2.1 1 O. 3 

9 9.5 1 0.1 16 4.0; 53 1.0 ! 
-·t---- ~ ... - t 

4 O.~ 6 0.7 25 6.31 55 1.1 

95 100.0 405 100.( 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936-'~~~:;;-
--
--. 

---_. 

--
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TABU: 5 

HIGllEST GRADE COMPLETED 

OARI OARI 
Grade Arrowh'!.,,·d Baltimore Northeastern Jacksondlle Durham Fairfax 

N :t N % N % N % N % N % 

0-6 1 0.3 5 O.~ 1 0.1 17 2.7 2 1.9 1 0.4 

7-9 26 9.0 95 7. 21 3.0 80 12.9 12 11.1 2 0.8 --
10-12 142 49.3 698 53. 489 69.9 389 62.(, 73 67.6 79 31.5 --
College, 2 69 24.0 248 18.S 126 18.0 104 16.7 6 5.6 46 18.3 vrs. or less 
College, 2 32 11.1 130 9. S 44 6.3 25 4.0 9 8.3 40 15.9 to 4 vrs. 

Postgraduate 2 0.7 23 2. 12 1.7 3 0.5 4 3.7 7 2.8 

Other 2 0.7 2 O. 6 0.9 1 0.2 1 O.g 2 0.8 

Unknown 14 4.9 105 8.( 1 0.1 2 0.3 1 0.9 74 29.5 

TOTAL 288 100.0 1312 _00.( 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 

~-.-. 

, ...... 

.. ,'" 

)i 

. ' 

OARI San francisco San Franc isco 
Madison PACT Pretrial Postconviction 

N % N X N % .N % 

1 1.0 33 4.4 8 2.0 

2 2.1 158 20.9 22 5.5 

83 87.4 322 42.6 233 58.2 

1 1.0 157 20.7 80 20.0 

!. 1.0 45 6.0 25 6.3 

30 4.0 4 1.0 

1 0.1 

7 7.4 405 lOG.( 10 1.3 28 7.0 

!IS 100.0 405 100.( 756 100.0 400 100.0 

'1 
Total I 
1\ :: 

I 
69 1.4 

418 8.5 

2508 50.8 

837 17.0 

351 

~ 91 1.8 

15 0.3 : 

647 -~~~ 
4936 100.0 I 

I 

.-

-

! .< 
.. ! 
f , 
l 
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-- ! 
i 
l 

Occuoation 

I 
t ~Ianasers 

Professional5 

Technicians 

Sales 

Clerical 

Skilled 
Crafts 

Semi-Skilled 

L"nskilled 

Service 
Workers 

Othe~ 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

Arrowhead 

N 1.: 

2 0.7 

26 9.0 

17 6.0 

7 2.4 

30 10.4 

3 1.0 

1:l 4.6 

66 22.9 

22 7.6 

11 3.8 

n 31.6 

288 100.0 

Bal timor" 

N % 

47 3.6 

104 7.9 

68 3.1 

97 7.3 

197 15.0 

42 3.2 

452 34.5 

128 9.8 

42 3.2 

53 4.0 

82 6.4 

1312 100.0 

J ______ ~~~~~~.~~~~~~~ .• ~~~~ ________ __ 

,/ 

\j 
l 

Northeastern 

N X 

8 1.1 

15 2.2 

18 2.6 

14 2.0 

17 2.4 

52 7.4 

199 28.4 

128 18.3 

1 0.1 

245 35.0 

3 0.4 

700 100.0 

I 

------ ~---------
------~ 

, 

\ 

TABLE 6 

CLI~7 OCCL~ATIOX OR SPECIFIC SKILLS 

Jacksonv ill ~I OAR/ I OAR/ OAR/ I SilU Franc! sec San frilllciscu : 
Durham I Fairfax Madison PACT Pretrial Posccol1v!ccionl Totnl 

~ I N % " % N :r. N 7- N % ~~ I. N ~ ! l: " 
24 3.9 2 1.8 11 4.4 1 1.0 3 1.7 13 1.7 5 1.2 116 2.4 I 
23 3.7 7 6.5 40 15.9 1 1.0 3 1.7 29 3.8 19 4.8 263 
23 3.7 3 2.8 9 3.6 1 1.3 33 4.4 15 3.7 187 3.8 I 
29 4.7 3 2.8 17 6.8 2 2.1 10 2.5 35 4.6 13 3.3 227 4'~ 33 5.3 4 3.7 36 14.3 3 3.2 3 0.7 56 7.4 30 7.5 409 8.3 

99 13.9 1 0.9 17 6.8 5 3.3 44 10.9 69 9.1 28 7.0 360 7.3 

144 23.:> 16 14.9 21 8.4 26 27.4 98 24.2 67 8.9 72 18.0 ~2.'1 
146 23.6 24 22.2 28 11.2 50 32.6 77 19.0 167 22.1 142 35.5 9;- ~;,/ 

- ---
12 1.9 5 4.6 1 1.0 3 0.7 86 1.7 

_~._ 4 __ 

63 10.1 7 6.5 39 15.5 1 1.0 58 14.3 41 5.4 10 2.5 528 10.7 
-

25 4.0 16 33.3 33 13.1 5 5.3 105 25.9 246 32.5 66 16.5 692 14.0 

621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 

-
.~. \ 

f 

.. 

I 



[~ 
\ i--

! 

. . 

" 

.; 

,. i 
", i 

-: 

Priors 
F<;;tony 

I-Chari<es 

None 

I 

2 

~ 

4 or more 

Unknown 

TOT.~L 

Misdemeanor 
f-CQru:g,"" 

None 

1 

2 

3 

4 or more 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

1-. 

Arrowhead 

N % 

267 92.7 

11 3.8 

1 0.3 

9 3.1 

288 100.0 

216 75.0 

29 10.0 

14 4.9 

4 1.4 

5 1.7 

20 6.9 

288 100.0 

.-._-_._------

TABLE 7 

CLI~l PRIOR ARREST HISTORY 

OAR/ OARI OARI 
Baltimore Northeastern jacksonville Durham Fairfax Madison 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 

11068 81.4 653 93.3 252 40.6 32 29.6 251 100.0 88 92.6 

35 2.7 30 4.3 88 lq.2 1 0.9 1 1.0 .. 
11 0.8 13 1.9 6 1.0 

5 0.4 1 0 .. 1.. 4 0.6 

2 0.2 1 0.1 2 0.3 1 0.9 1 1.0 

191 14.5 2 0.3 269 43.3 74 68.6 5 5.3 

1312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 ~51 100.0 95 100.0 

81-" 62.0 475 67.9 22 3.5 31 28.7 249 99.2 79 83.1 

220 16.8 119 17.0 17 2.7 6 5.6 2 0.8 

63 4.8 44 6.3 14 2.2 1 0.9 3 3.2 

16 1.2 27 3.9 6 1.0 1 1).9 2 2.1 

12 0.9 31 4.4 5 0.8 1 0.9 5 5.3 

187 14.3 4 0.5 557 89.7 68 63.0 6 6.3 

1312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 

, 

,0 

" C) 

)- .. 

I 
/ 

, 
"- J 

\ 

PACT 
Sail Francisco' San Francisco I 

Pretrial Postcon;/iction Total 

N % N % N % ~ Z 

1 0.2 364 48.1 153 38.3 3129 63.4 ,-
251 33.2 53 13.3 470 9.5 

94 12.4 34 8.5 159 3.2 

28 3.7 33 8.2 71 1.4 

16 2.1 91 22.7 114 2.3 , 
404 99.8 3 0.4 36 9.0 993 20.1 I 

405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 99.9 

1 0.2 136 18.0 79 19.8 2102 42.6 

185 24.5 66 16.5 644 13.1 

190 25.1 47 11.7 376 7.6 

81 10.7 42 10.5 179 3.6 

162 21.4 130 32.5 351 7.1 

404 99.8 2 0.3 36 9.0 1284 26.0 

405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 \ 
-

.... 
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TABLE 8 

:tEF£RRAL OFFEXSE TYPE 

~fense Tvoe 
I 
I 

! Felony 
r 
, Hisdemeanor 

I Municipal 
I Ordinance 

[ Other 

r;"knO'-'ll ---
I ' 

Arrowhead 

18 6.3 

267 92.7 

2 0.7 

1 0.3 

Baltimore I NortheasternlJacksonville 
O/Ul.! 

Durham 

N % IN :t:; z I 
% I N 

31 3.9 75 10.7 247 39.8 1 0.9 1 

231 95.3 1 612 87.4 353 56.8 1107 

1 0.1 7 1.0 

0.4 15 2.4 

9 0.7 3 o.!, 6 1.0 ! 
!TOTAL 312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 51 288 100.0 r----- T 
r-------

OAR! 
Fairfax 

0.4 

99.6 

100.0 

OAR! San Francisco San Francisco 
Madison PACT Pretrial Postconviction Total 

N :t' N % N " % 
16 16.8 4 1.0 80 10.6 93 23.3 586 11.9 

79 83.2 401 99.0 667 88.2 303 75.7 4290 86.9 

1 0.1 3 0.7 14 0.3 

3 0.3 21 0.4 

5 0.7 1 0.3 25 0.5 

95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 

, I 
~-----~----~~--~-------+------+-------+_----_+------_+------~------~------+_----_4 

1-, -

/ 

'\ 

\ 

, 

-
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TABLE 9 

CO~~~ITj SERVICE HOURS ASSIGSED 

r- I OAR/ OAR/ OAR/ San Francisco San Franc i5CO ~ 
Hours Arro\lhead Baltimore Northeastern lJacksol1vill e Durham Fairfax Madisol1 PACT Pretrial Pos tconvic tion Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % !( % 

Less than 10 20 6.9 87 6.6 2 0.3 15 2.4 1 0.2 1 0.1 7 1.7 133 2.7 

10-29 45 15.6 341 26.0 341 48.7 50 8.1 9 8.3 4 4.2 16 28.7 281 37.1 59 14.8 246 25.2 

30-4!: 1139 48.3 529 40.3 1142 20.3 159 25.6 80 74.0 67 70.5 20 2S·.6 361 47.8 90 22.5 687 34.2 
-_. -_. 

50-69 I 37 12.8 159 12.1 138 19.7 19 3.1 10 9.3 248 98.8 19 20.0 36 33.5 67 8.8 57 14.2 890 18.0 
----

70-89 14 4,9 87 6.6 25 3.5 220 35.4 2 1.9 3 1.2 5 5.3 6 1.4 30 4.0 60 15.0 452 9.2 
-" 

90 or more 28 9.7 107 8.1 I 52 7.4 106 17.0 1 1.0 26 6.4 14 1.9 127 31.8 461 9.3 I 
, 0 --

Indeterminate 2 0.7 27 4.3 29 0.6 

Unknown 3 1.0 2 0.2 25 4.0 6 5.5 2 0.2 38 0.8 

TOTAL 288 100.0 312 lOO.O 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 ,251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 14445 100.0 

-
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f I 
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r~ 
t r 

1 I 

Point of 
Recotll!!endatio Arrowhead 

TABLE 10 

POIXT OF REFERRAL RECO~!!-!n1JATIOl> 

! OAR/ I OAR/ I OAR I 
Baltimore Northeastern Jacksonvillel Durham Fairfax Hadison PACT 

Sail Francisco Sao FrUlh!iSCOT------. 
Pn,trial Postconv!ct iO..!.ll_~.!:,ll __ 1 

N 1, N ~ ~ ~; 
- -0-.---1 ~ ______ --__ r-~N~'--__ ~%_+~N~----~%1-~N~--__ ~%~ __ N~ __ --%~r-~N--____ %~r-~N------~%~_~N~ Z N 

Pretrial 24 8.3 16 2.3 138 22.2 106 98.2 250 99.6 78 82.1 1 0.2 756 100.0 ~~69 27.7 • 
~------+-----~------~-------+------;--------+------~-------+------+--------r--------~---'----I 

I Postconvictiot 209 72 6 8 6 77 I~, I 
~

'd~e • O. 11.0 35 5.6 1 0.9 7 7.4 1-'90 96.3 396 99.0 123 22.8 
ostconvictioE -1 
Probation :> 17.7 1 0.1 I 8 1.1 50 8.0 10 10.5 3 0.7 123 2.5! 

Work Release 1 0.3 3 0.2 I 1 0.1. 50 8.0 I 55 1.1 i 
Weekend I --j 

Conunitment 1 0.1 337 54.3 12 3.0 1 0.3 E51 7.1 i 
Probation be- -------+------+------- ---l 
fore judgment 1293 98.6 293 26.2 
~~~~~~~~----~~-----~---------.~-------+_-------_r-------+_------_r-----~I--'-------~~-------------------'; 

~~~:-:-;-:-:-u~:-:c-re-~----~~------1--5-9-5--8-5-.0-+-----_-+1 ______ ~----_+-------~~-------1_---------~r_----.-----.~.-5--~.~: 
rj~u::d~gm~,·~e~n~t_c~o~n~t~.~--------_t.-------~-----------r_--------_+----~ ______ r_------_+---------~~----;_----------+-----------~----O-.-~-
Unknovn 2 0.7 6 0.4 1 0.2 1 0.9 1 0.4 11 0.2 
~--------~-------4_-------~--------~-------_4---------_+--------+_--------+__-.----~--------_+---------~.------
Other 1 0.3 3 0.4 10 1.6 2 0.5 16 0.3 
r-------~------_4r_------r_------_+------~--------_r------_4--------_r----~_+------·--_r---------r~-.-~-

288 100.0 312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 lOa 100.0 251 100.0 95 
~--------~---------
TOTAL 100.0 ~05 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 936 100.0 

~--------+_-------_t--------+_----~.~~--------+---------+---------~--------+-------~--------~-----------~------_4 

1--------~------_4r_------r_------_+------~--------_r------_4~------_r------_+--------_r--------_r--------

L-___ l--__ ......L.. ___ -'----____ -'----___ -..!.-___ --'-___ -'-____ -'-__ ---''---_____ -'--______ -'-__ ._ -

.. 

n, 

;, 

I 
/ 

\ 

\ 
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'':;:c' 



(~ , 

Sentence Arro~'head Baltimore Northeastern 

N % N % N % 
No sentence 4 1.4 16 2.3 (PR) 
Formal 90 31.3 5 0.4 52 7.4 Probation -Informal 16 5.6 4 0.3 4 0.6 Probat.ion 
Suspended 3 1.0 17 1.2 16 2.3 Sentence 

Jail 4 1.4 
I -----f--. 

I 
Fine 113 ;\9.2 

Jail and 10 3.5 1 0.1 
_!~!!!l_. __ 

I Part-Time I Jail 
I Work 2 0.2 I ", .. ,. - Inf Probl 

4 1.4 ._:!!!il/F;ne 
Formal Probl 13 4.5 JaillFine 
Probation be 18 6.2 1277 97.3 1 0.1 fore judgment 
Prayer for 

1 0.1 1udronent cant 

Continuance 11 3.8 606 86.6 

Other 2 0.7 2 0.3 

I Unknown 6 0.5 2 0.3 

i TOTAL 288 100.0 1312 100.0 700 100.0 
-

/ 

-. 

" 1 f 

TABLE 11 

TYPE OF SE:-.'TE:'lCE I!!POSED IIITII COI-c-fUNITY SERVICE 

UacksonvUl" 
OARI OARI OARI 

Durham Fairfax ~ladison 

N % N % N % N % N 

136 21.9 ' 85 78.7 251 100.0 78 82.1 

50 8.0 8 8.4 

5 0.8 6 6.3 1 

1 0.2 1 1.1 
. 

31 4.9 16 -
1 0.2 1 .LO 1 1.1 3 

4 0.6 198 

333 53.6 1 1.1 8 

47 7.6 

3 0.5 1 1.0 121 

4 0.6 36 

1 0.2 

17 15.6 

1 0.2 

4 0.6 1 1.0 17 

3 2.7 5 

621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 

, 
! 

San frallcisco 
PACT Pretrial 

% N % 

752 99.5 

0.2 

4.0 1 0.1 

0.7 

48.9 

2.0 

29.9 

8.9 

4.2 

1.2 3 0.4 

100.0 756 100.0 

San Francisco 
Postconvit!tion Total 

N % N % -
2 0.5 324 26.8 . 

10 2.5 215 4.4 

3 0.7 39 0.8 
f-----

38 0.7 
-

180 45.0 232 4.7 ---
140 35.0 259 5.2 

56 14.0 269 5.4 . ... -

342 6.9 

49 1.0 
" -

1 0.3 130 2.6 -
53 1.2 

tt297 26.3 

18 0.4 

618 12.5 

2 0.5 28 0.6 

6 1.5 25 0.5 

400 100 .. 0 ~445 100.0 

\ , t 
')·1 
il 

·f 

I 
1 

, 
"'''' ... ') 

\ 

\ 

, 
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TABLE 12 

COt:RT OF REFER.v.!. 

[ Court Northeas tern backsonv iII e 
O,\RI 

Durham 
OARI OARI San ~'rancisco San Francisco I 

Fairfax ~k,dison PACT Pretrial Post<:ollvictioll Totill I Arrowhead Baltimore 

N 7. N N % N N % N % N % N % II % N % t: ! 
I 
I 

.~":::::'::::::':;::'-t __ ~-2_71..;.1_..;.9_:_:~.:.....t-6-2--4-.-7-1------+-::-: __ :_:_:.:.-1, __ 3 ___ 2_.8_+-3 •• 5_ 13.9 83 87.3 38: 9::: 11 1.5 : ::: 1::: 2::: .1 

Superior 10 10.5 1 0.2 3 0.7 14 0.3_1 

I District U 3.8 1235 94.1 660 94.3 aa 81.4 201 80.1 2195 44.5 I 

8 'j 
_ M~nic .... i:...pa.:.:l:...-+ ____ + ____ +...:3:..:6:...-_..:.5.:..1=-1-____ ~14" 13.0 14 5.6 1 1.1 7 1.7 743 98.2 386 96.5 1201 24.3_1 

I Other 4 1.5 1 0.1 50 8.0 1. 0.9 1 1.1 1 0.2 2 0.5 60 1:!...1 

1_':~,_n.o._wn __ +_1 ___ 0 • ..:3~_1..;.5:...-_1_.1_1-_3 ___ 0.:-. 4-J,-..:..3_2_-=.5..;. . .:.2 _~ __ 2 __ ..... 1_. 9:-.+_1=-_ ..... 0..;.._4 -J ___ . ___ f-____ -l_2 __ -.:..O_. 3~_+-3---0'--.-7-1_.:5.:.9_--~:.2. _ : 

I TOTAL 
r-

288 100.0 1312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 

I----I----+----l----I---!----+---I----+----!--.-·--l----~--, ... · 
-. '''-'1 

--------I----·----~------+_------~--------~------~~------1_--------r_------,---------+---------1----·- ... 

---·----+-----~----~------~--·--+_----~------r_-----+----_+------_r-------t-----· 

·---·----~-----+------+-------+_----_4------~~----_+-------+------~-------_r--------Ir_-----

-------+------t------I-------+------I-------+-----+·-----I-------I--~-----... -

l~~._'-_-_-_-_-..Lt-_-_-_-_-_-..L+-_-_-_-_-_--L.+' _-_-_-___ - _-.LI-_-_-_-_~.-_ -L.+~-____ -._-, _-_.~~_-~_=__=__=_:_=__=__=__=__=_-=~===~~:l._-_-_-_-_ -_-:~'_'-_' -_-_ -_ --ll_--_"_-,_. '-J' 

ij~.~~~=lq~~~,~~==~~ ___ ~~~~~~,~~I_$,_,~.~~ ____ ~ ____ _ 
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TABLE 13 

FIRST CO~lMl1NITY SERVICE ASSIGmIE.';T 

OARI OAR! OAR/ San Francisco Sail Francisco 
Assignment ArrolJhead Baltimore Northeastern Jacksonville Durham Fairfax Madison PACT Pt'etria1 Postconviction Total 

N % II % II .t II ._% 1/ 
« 

% II % N % II % N % N % ~ % 
Applied Prof. I 36 12.5 36 2.7 26 4.0 58 9.3 . 12 11.1 24 9.6 1 1.1 1 0.2 26 3.4 29 7.3 249 5.0 Trade Skills 
LibraryiHospi: 

26 9.0 267 20.3 65 9.2 22 3.5 23 21.3 37 14.7 1 0.2 58 7.8 9 2.3 508 10.3 tal Aide ." 
Typing/Filing 21 7.3 29 2.:! 36 5.1 4 0.6 8 7.4 42 16.7 6 6.3 13 3.2 57 7.5 64 16.0 280 5.7 

orug7Aicoho1 
--. 

3 1.0 :<8 2.1 2 0.3 1 1.0 4 1.6 66 8.7 9 2.3 113 2.3 
T~'!.t.~n..t Aid 

! 
Public Works 38 13.2 114 8.7 389 55.6 117 18.8 22 20.4 5 2.0 71 74.7 241 59.5 56 7.4 135 33.8 1188 24.1 i 
. ---_.-. --- I IDav Care 52 18.1 25 2.0 33 4.7 24 3.9 12 11.1 2 0.8 1 1.1 1 0.2 48 6.3 20 5.0 218 4.4 

I i-iOrkilt,-st./co 
30 10·!.1 519 39.5 16 2.3 152 24.5 7 6.5 6 2.4 4 4.2 1 0.2 85 11.2 3 0.8 823 16.7 institutions 

, 
C;;;era1 

".- ; 
Out-

9 3.1 25 2.0 36 5.1 170 27.4 17 15.7 65 25.9 10 10.5 135 33.3 25 3.3 19 4.8 511 I 
door work 1O.~j 
Rec-rea tion 
Assistant 22 7.6 160 1.' .• 2 17 2.4 13 2.1 3 1.2 1 0.2 1 0.1 217 4.3 
-.-- --

Other 31 la.8 49 3" 7 62 8.8 21 3.4 1 1.0 60 23.9 6 1.5 202 2b.7 42 10.5 474 9.6 ---- .. _-- -~--

Unknown 20 7.0 60 4.6 18 2.5 40 6.4 5 4.6 3 1.2 2 2.1 5 1.2 132 17 .6 70 17.2 355 7.2 
'.- ~ 

TOTAL 288 100.0 1312 100.0 700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 
--- ---

1-'_-- ---. i. 
! -.- -

---- -. --

" 

() t· __ . __ --_. -... 
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-- /' 

f / 

II 
i 
\ 
H 
l' ,! 
h 
" 
" 

\1 
\ 
J 

. 
" 

Placements 

!lone ,--
1 

----_. 

2 

3 

4 
--.---. 

5 

I 
6 or more 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

I -------
I 

I~=~ 

Arrowhead Baltimore Northeastern 

N % N % N % 

7 2.4 8 0.6 15 2.1 
." 

213 74.0 1083 82.6 507 72.4 

18 6.3 16 1.2 61 8.7 

4 1.4 4 0.3 5 0.7 

1 0.1 

1 0.1 

2 0.6 1 0.1 

44 15.3 200 15.2 110 15.8 

288 100.0 1312 100.0 700 100.0 

. 

TABLE 14 

TOTAL JOB PUCEMElITS t;'HILE I!I CO~!!1L'NITY S~VICE PROG~! 

OAR/ OAR/ (JAR/ 
Jacksonville Durham Fairfax Hadison PACT 

N % N % N % N % N % 

1 0.9 1 .4 1 1.1 4 1.0 

27 4.3 101 93.5 203 80.9 11 11.5 3 0.7 

1 0.9 5 2.0 15 3.7 

23 5.7 

20 4.9 

47 11.6 

1 0.4 292 72.2 

594 95.7 5 4.6 41 16.3 83 87.4 1 0.2 

621 100.!! 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 

/' 

", 

I 

San Franc isco San Francis,':o 
Pretrial Postconvictlon 

N % N % 

68 17.0 

160 21.2 312 78.0 

6 0.8 11 2.8 

1 0.2 

3 0.8 

590 78.0 5 1.2 

756 100.0 400 100.0 

Total 

/I ::; 

105 2.1 
~~--

t1620 53.1 .1 
133 2.7 

I 37 0.7 
- I 

21 0.4 

48 1.0 

299 6.1 ! -. -
1673 33.9 -_.-
4936 100.0 

---
.. -----
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r , 1"-" 
r 

1 1 
. '. 

r-~~De 
" 

I-
Successful 

Unsl1ccessfu l .,,"""' _ Prejudice 

Unknown 

I TOTAL -
-------

-----
-

--
-----

,--

.-----

I 

~~----------------

. 
" 

Arrowhead Baltimore 

N % N % 

244 84.7 1266 96.5 

25 8.7 24 1.8 

9 3.1 

10 3.5 22 1.7 

288 100.0 1312 100.0 

______ ------------------------------t-

, 

\ 

TABLE 15 

TYPE OF PROJECT TE~~~TION 

OARI OAR/ OAR/ Sau Franc 1sco San Francisco 
Northeas tern LJacksouvill e Durham Fairfax Madison PACT Pretrial Pos tconv it: t ion Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % t-: % 

594 84.9 544 87.6' 91 84.3 231 92.0 82 86.3 372 91.9 546 72.2 28i 71.8 1'+257 86.2 

79 11.3 62 10.0 8 7.1, 17 6.8 12 12.6 11 2.7 206 27.2 102 25.5 546 11.1 -
22 3.1 6 1.0 1 1.1 22 5.4 1 0.2 61 1.2 

5 0.7 9 1.4 9 8.3 3 1.2 4 0.5 10 2.5 72 1.5 

700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 405 100.0 756 1,00.0 400 100.0 Y.936 100.0 

! , 
____ ~_.u· _ . 

i 

-----1 
-

-~--

---

-

---- --
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~Status Arrowhead Baltll!lOre 

1-- 'N % N X 

! l\one 172 59.7 154 11.7 

!' ~.~?~-t-ion 88 30.7 1123 85.6 

Parole 1 .3 j 

I Incarcerated 
! s_~,:,: 0 ff ens e 3 1.0 
I Incarcerated 

3 1.0 5 .4 I new Offense 
Pending 

6 2.0 Adjudication 
Isame charge 

!Pe~di~g' 
.3 IAdjudication 1 

;same offense : 

Ipending 
Adjudication 

" 
new offense 

.. ~ ~-. ------
Other 4 1.5 14 1.0 
---.-

~'!.~n 10 3.5 16 1.2 

TOrAL 288 100.0 1312 100.0 
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'\' 

f f .~ 
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TABLE 16 

CLI~lS' CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATUS AT TE~~NATIOS 

OAR! OARI OAR! 
Northeastern Jacksonville Durham Fairfax Madison 

N % N X N % N % N % 

9 1.3 274 44. 52 48.1 243 96.8 73 76.8 

41 5.9 95 15. 10 10.5 

2 1.9 

1 .1 6 1.( 

2 .3 5 • E 

14 2.0 4 • f 41 38.0 4 1.6 12 12.6 

" 

597 85.3 5 • S 9 8.3 

5 .7 1 .9 

-
29 4.1 20 3.2 1 .9 

2 .3 212 34.1 2 1.9 4 1.6 

700 100.0 621 100.0 108 100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 

.. ' 

/ 

San Francisco San Francisco 
PACT Pretrial Postconviction Total 

N % N % N % N % 

200 49.4 543 71.8 173 43.3 1893 38.4 

175 43.2 5 .7 153 38.3 1690 34.2 ---
3 0.1 

6 1.5 2 .3 18 0.4 

4 1.0 2 .3 1 .2 22 0.5 

1 .2 149 19.7 231 4.6 

.. , 
1 .2 42 5.5 7 1.7 662 13.4 .. 

. -
6 1.5 3 .4 2 .5· 17 0.3 

- -_. 
3 .7 48 12.0 119 2.4 - .. _--
9 2.2 10 1.3 16 4,jJ 281 5.7 

'-- "--I 
405 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 

---
-----_ .... 
--------

------
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Rearrests 

None 

1 

2 

3 

4 or More 

Unknol.'n 

TOTAL 
.-

._--

--

Arrowhead BaltilDOre 

N % N % 

259 89.9 1059 80.7 

8 2.8 31 2.3 

2 0.2 

1 0.3 1 0.1 

20 6.9 219 16.7 

288 100.0 1312 100.0 

,,' 

-~.--------------~ 

Northeastern ~acksollv{lle 

N % N % N 

594 84.9 425 68.4 27 

24 3.4 12 2.0 2 

1 0.1 

2 0.3 1 

81 11.6 182 29.3 78 

700 100.0 621 100.0 108 

7 

- .. 

TABLE 17 

TOTAL REARRESTS lIHUE L" 
CO~lrr SER\'ICE PROJECT 

OARI OAR/ OARI 
Durham Fairfax ~lautson 

% N % N % 

25.0 235 93.6 92 96.8 

1.9 4 1.6 3 3.2 
0 

0.9 

72.2 12 4.8 

100.0 251 100.0 95 100.0 

/ 

N 

367 

20 

2 

16 

405 

Sail Fr3l,cisco San franc Isco 
PACT Pretrial p",,,tcollvlccion 

% N % I-l % 

90.6 119 95.1 379 94.7 

4.9 26 3.4 2 0.5 

0.5 2 0.3 

1 0.1 

2 0.3 1 0.3 .-
4.0 6 .8 18 4.5 

100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 
--

Total -
t( / 

4156 84. 

132 2. -
6 O. 

4 O. 

6 O. 

632 12. 
---

4936 100. 
1----- --
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~: aSOD 

APplicabl, 
ccessful) 
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enteeism 
i'h'dr~' 

Hty 
.-bf"" 
peration 
r 
Itude 

(Su 
Ext: 
:.bs 
Poo 
Qua 
LaCY. 
Coo 
Poo 
Att -------
Rea rrest 

-.-. 
avior Beh 

Ipro 
Vio 
Con 

blame 

1ation of 
tract 

Oth er 

Unk no"," 

TOT AL 

--

.. -

.-

Arro",head Baltimore 

N % N % 

233 81.0 1172 89.3 

1 0.3 2 0.2 

13 4.5 2 0.2 

3 1.0 2 0.2 

1 0.3 

5 1.7 8 0.6 

2 0.7 1 0.1 

30 10.4 125 9.4 

288 100.0 1312 100.0 

Northeastern 

N % 

613 87.6 

35 5.0 

27 3.9 

" 0.6 

2 0.2 

9 1.3 

6 0.8 

4 0.6 

700 100.0 

TABLE 18 

PRL~Y REASOSS FOR u~SUCCESSFUL 
CO~'NIIT SERVICE TmlISATIOliS 

OARI OARI 
WacksonvUl e Durham Fairfax 

N % N % N % N 

548 88.2 87 ~O.5 231 92.0 83 

8 1.3 2 1.'.1 4 1.6 6 

17 2.7 1 0. 1> 1 

4 0.6 1 1.0 2 

4 0.6 

27 . 4.3 2 1.9 3 1.2 2 

12 2.0 3 2.7 8 3.2 1 

1 0.2 13 12.0 4 1.6 

621 100.0 108 100.0 2S1 100.0 95 

~ -, 

OARI San Francisco Sail Francisco 
Madison PACT Pretrial Postconvlctioll Total 

% N % N % N % N % 

87.4 394 97.3 515 68.1 269 67.2 4145 84.0 

6.3 4 1.0 23 3.0 5 1.2 90 1.8 

--
1.0 120 15.9 84 21.0 265 5.4 I 

I 1 0.2 37 4.9 38 0.8\ 

2.1 3 0.7 6 0.8 25 O.S 
-I 

2 0.3 9 0.2 i 
-_ •• ~ I 

2.1 3 0.7 3 0.4 62 1.2 I 
--.-

1.0 6 0.8 30 7.5 69 1.4 .-
44 S.8 12 3.0 233 4.7 

100.0 40S 100.0 756 100.0 400 100.0 4936 100.0 ._-
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TABLE 19 

SL1'PORT SERVICES PROVIDEII 

OAR! OAR! OAR! San Francisco San Francisco 
Arrowhead Baltimore Northeastern Uacksonville Durham Fairfax Hadison PACT Pretrial Pos tconv ie t ion Total 

Service N % N % N % If % N % 
Couns eling! 

N % N % N % N % N % I( %-

Tutoring 46 16.0 1 1.9 10 18.5 21 3.0 25 52.0 18 56.3 96 10.~ 4 3.5 221 10.n 
l~oO 

Readiness 38 13.2 1 1.9 16 29.6 9 1.3 7 14.6 1 50.0 4 12.5 261 28.6 91 80.5 428 19.4 
Hen tal "1li!altli'" 
Treatment 10 3.6 2 3.8 2 3.7 60 ,6.6 6 5.3 80 3.6 

I Alcohol 
35 12.2 3 5.8 10 18.5 34 Treatment 4.8 1 50.0 68 7.5 5 "-.4 156 7.1 

I Drug 
2 0.7 4 7.8 2 3.7 Treatment 2 0.2 14 1.5 2 1.8 26 1.2 

Medical! 7 2.4 1 1.9 1 0.1 7 0.8 1 0.9 17 0.9 Dental - -Legal 1 0.3 2 0.2 5 15.6 8 0.4 : 
1-'---,-

Material 
4.'2 Assistance 12 1 1.9 126 13.8 139 6.3 ---Education-GED 

31 10.8 22 Vocational 42.3 4 7.4 8 1.1 6 12.5 1 3.1 15 1.6 2 1.8 89 4.0 .. 
Referral to 

53 Other Agency 18.5 6 11.1 124 17.5 5 10.4 1 3.1 174 19.1 2 1.8 365 16.5 
-'-

Transportatio 9 3.1 2 3.7 2 0.2 3 9.4 8 0.9 24 1.0 ---I=p,loyment 
5 1.7 16 30.7 11 1.5 1 2.0 33 1.5 Referral . 

Other 29 10.1 1 1.9 1 1.9 32 4.6 3 b.4 66 3.0 

Unknown 9 3.1 1 1.9 463 65.4 1 2.0 82 9.0 556 2?.:! 

TOTAL 287 100.0 52 100.0 54 100.0 709 100.0 48 100.0 2 100.0C ':n 100.0 911 100.0 113 100.0 2208 100.0 --_._---
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TABLE 20 

CLIE:.'T SURVEY: DID YOU LEAR..'> LW t:SEFl1. SKILLS? 

------
OAR/ OARI OAR/ Sail Francisco Sail Francisco 

esponse Arrowhead lIaltimore Northeasterll jJackson"Ule Durha. Fairfax lladison PACT Pretrial and I'o:ltconvlct 1011 Total 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N :t N % N % N 7-

Yes 32 45.7 74 26.3 69 29.9 159 40.( 63 68.5 83 53.9 13 56.5 13 13.5 41 56.2 547 38.7 
-- . __ .-
lio 37 52.9 205 73.0 162 70.1 230 38. 28 30.4 68 44.2 10 43.5 83 86.5 31 42.5 854 60.5 -. ----~ 

No Response 1 1.4 2 0.7 3 O.S. 1 1.1 3 1.9 1 1.4 11 0.8 
- --~- - .... 

TOTAL 70 100.0 281 100.0 231 100.0 352 100.( 92 100.0 154 100.0 23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 100.0 - ------
-.- ---'~ --
. _-- -,.,-. -.. 
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TABLE 21 

CLU:~: SURVEY: DID YOU USE A.W SKILLS YOC ALREADY HAD? 

OAR/ OAR/ OAR/ Snll .·rallc 1sco Sail Francisco , 
Response Arrovhud Baltt.ore Narche48tenl !Jacksonville Durha. Fairfax ."'J1aoll PACT Pretrial alit! I'ostconvlct 1011 'fu [a I 

N Z N Z N Z N % N % N % N % N % N % N ~ 

Yes 50 71.4 170 60.5 121 52.4 190 48.5 57 62.0 102 66.2 14 60.9 43 44.8 50 68.5 797 56.4 

No 6 8.6 40 14.2 45 19.5 94 24.0 7 7.6 24 15.6 3 13.0 25 26.0 5 6.8 249 17.6 

Somewhat 13 18.6 66 23.5 65 28.1 106 27.0 28 30.4 28 18.2 6 26.1 27 28.1 17 71,' 1~h 2';' 2 

No Response 1 1.4 5 1.8 2 0.5 1 1.0 1 1.4 10 0.7 

TOTAL 70 100.0 281 100.0 231 100.0 392 100.0 92 100.0 154 100.0 23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 100.0 
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TABLE 22 

CLIEl;T SL1WEY: 1IOUl.D CO~t:lGXln: SERVICE EXPERIESCE ILWE BEES BETTER IF mE IIORK !lAD BEES DIFFERa"T? 

OARI OARI eARl Sail .·rllllcisco SlIl1 Francisco 
Response Arrowhead IIaltu.ore Northeasterll [Jacksonville Durll8. Fairfax tladtaoll PACT Pretrial and I'ostconvlct 1011 Tutal 

N % N % N % N % H % (:. N % N % N % N % N Z 

Yes 8 11.4 36 12.8 46 19.9 94 24,Q 4 I, .3 12 7.8 3 13.0 22 22.9 8 11.0 233 16.5 
- ----

I No 44 62.9 157 55.9 108 46.8 127 32.4 53 57.6 98 63.6 14 60.9 34 35.4 48 65.8 683 48.4 

I Mayb" 17 24.3 85 30.2 76 32.9 168 42.9 35 38.0 42 27.3 6 26.1 40 41. 7 15 20.5 484 34.3 

No Response 1 1.4 3 1.1 1 0.4 3 0.8 2 1.3 2 2.7 12 n.8 

TOTAL 70 100.0 281 100.0 231 100.0 392 100.0 92 100.0 154 100.0 23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 100.0 
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TABLE 23 

CLIE!>T SeRVEY: \;AS COHHL"XIIT SER\'lCE A GOOD OR B,\Il CHOICE CO~IPARED TO ODlER ALTER.'!ATIVES 

OARI 
Response Arrowhead &ltiaore Hortheaoterll fJor.ksollvUle Durl ..... 

N Z N % N Z N % N % 

Good 57 81.4 209 74.4 153 66.2 304 77.6 82 89.1 

Bad - - 8 2.8 8 3.5 15 3.8 2 2.2 
"'l!OUlGOOil " 

and Bad 2 2.9 25 8.9 21 9.1 32 8.2 3 3.3 
Only Choice 

11 15.7 31 11.0 48 20.8 32 8.2 5 5.4 Available 

No Response 8 2.8 1 0.4 9 2.3 

TOTAL 70 100.0 281 100.0 231 100.0 392 100.0 92 100.0 

.--~-.. - ~> 

. ------
-

--
--

-----
; , .. _._- -
i ._--
! ~.-- .. , .. 
; 

. ....... -

OARI 
Fairfax 

N % 

144 93.5 

1 0.6 

4 2.6 

5 3.2 

------
154 100.0 

------

j 
j 

--

OARI S'11II1,'r:lIlC isco S:all ,."["anciscu 
tLldisoll PACT Pretrial alld Postconvlctfull TUl,,1 

N % N % N % 1-1 Z 
," 

22 95.7 74 77.1 63 86.3 1108 78.5 

3 3.1 3 4.1 40 2.8 

8 8.3 2 2.7 97 6.9 

1 4.3 11 11.5 3 4.1 147 10.4 

2 2.7 20 1.4 

23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 ~OO.O 
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Response Arrowhead 

TABLE 24 

CLI~"T SURVEY: WAS CO~II.1NITY SERVICE A FAIR OR l1,FAIR ALTER.'1ATIVE: 

OARI 
1Ia1tiaore Northeastern JacksonvUle Durlaa .. 

OARI 
Fairfax 

OAR/ 
tbdlson I'ACT 

San ~'rallclsco San Francisco 
Pretrial ,,"d ros teenv Ie t lUll T.,t., I 

N % N % N % N % 

83.7 

N % N % N 

16 

% ~N ____ ~%~~N~ ______________ ~~~~ ____ ~1 % N ;; 

Fair 62 88.6 228 81.1 166 71. 9 328 90 9;.8 147 95.5 69.6 81 84.4 62 84.9 . 1180 83.6 

Unfair 2 2.9 36 12.8 43 18.6 37 9.4 1 1.1 4 2.6 1 4.3 12 12.5 5.5 140 9.9 

~~~t Sure 5 7.1 15 5.3 20 8.7 27 6.9 1 1.1 3 1.9 5 21. 7 3 3.1 7 9.6 86 6.1 

No Response 1 1.4 2 0.7 2 0.9 1 4.3 
: 

6 0.4 

TOTAL 70 100.0 281 100.0 231 100.0 392 100.0 92 100.0 154 100.0 23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 100.0 

_. -_ .. 
-------r---------+---------7----------~---------~-----------I·--------~I-----------I----------11-------------------------- --

.. -.-. -- -------------------- .. - --
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Response 

Yes. 

No 

Partly Yes 
and No 

No Response 

TOTAL 

1-' 
-_. 

I ... --.. 

. -----
-

---

----. , ,"---
; .. .. _--
i --
I ".- .. -

Arrowhead 1Ia1tbore 

N % H % 

56 80.0 219 77.9 

1 1.4 19 6.8 

13 18.6 40 14.2 

3 1.1 

70 100.0 281 100.0 

-----------------~-------- ----------------------------
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TABLE 25 

CLla'! SURVEY: WAS THE COMMUNITY SERVICE EXPERIENCE POSITIVE? 

OAR/ OAR/ OARI San .·rlJllcisco San .·ranclsco 
liortheaa tern LJacholl'l11 1 e Durhaa Fairfax tladJsolI PACT Pretrial amI Postconvictioll "'"t:ll 

H X H % N % H % H % N % N % t: Z 

168 72.7 314 80.1 80 87.0 143 92.9 19 82.6 65 67.7 63 86.3 127 79.8 

26 11.3 22 5.6 1 1.1 5 3.2 9 9.4 2 2.7 85 6.0 

35 15.2 56 14.3 11 12.0 4 2.6 4 . 17.4 21 21.9 8 11 •• 0 192 13.6 

2 0.9 2 1.3 1 1.0 8 .6 

231 100.0 392 100.0 92 100.0 154 100.0 23 100.0 96 100.0 73 100.0 1412 100.0 
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Lib-Hosp 

Occupation Applied Aide 

N % N % 

Managers 1 3.6 

Professional 7 25.0 1 4.5 

Technicians 4 14.3 

Sales 1 4.5 

Clerical 6 21.4 4 18.2 

Skilled 
1 3.6 Craftsman 

Semi-Skilled 2 7.1 1 4.5 

Unskilled 7 25.0 7 31.8 

Se::vice 
5 7.2.8 Worker 

Other 2 9.1 

Unknown 1 4.5 
: 

TOTAL 28 100.0 22 100.0 

-"'. ' 

1 I 
, 

. ' 

TABLE 26 

OCCLl'ATION/SKILLS BY FIRST CO~ITY SEkVICE ASSIGh."'!Thi: ARROIffiEAD 

Typing/ Public Day 
Filing Works Care 

N % N % NN % 

1 2.8 

2 10.0 6 16.7 

1 8.3 2 10.0 4 11.1 

2 10.0 1 2.8 

7 58.3 2 10.0 1 2.8 

1 8.3 

2 10.0 
'" 

8 40.0 14 38.8 

1 8.3 2 10.0 4 11.1 

2 16.7 

5 13.9 

12 100.0 20 100.0 36 100.0 

." 
. / 

Institution 
Work 

N X 

4 17.4 

4· 17.4 

1 4.3 

4 17.4 

8 34.8 

1 4.3 

1 4.3 

23 100.0 

General 
Outdoor 

N % 

1 10.0 

8 80.0 

1 10.0 

10 100.0 

/ 
I 

Rec. Drug 
Asst. Treatment 

N % N % 

1 7.1 

1 7.1 

2 14.3 1 33.3 

6 42.9 2 66.7 

3 21.4 

1 7.1 

14 100.0 3 100.0 

, 

I Other Unknown TOTAL 

N % N % N % 

2 1.0 

4 15.4 26 13.0 

2 7.7 17 8.5 

5 2.5 

4 15.3 28 14.0 
I 

1 3.8 3 1.5 

2 7.7 J 16.7 12 6.0 

2 7.7 62 31.0 j 
1 3.8 2 33.3 20 10.0 

I 
I 

3 11.5 2 33.3 11 5.5 

7 27.0 1 16.7 14 7.0 

26 100.0 6 100.0 200 100.0 

\ 

I 
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TABLE 27 

OCCUPATION/SKILLS BY FIRST CmlMUNITY SERVICE ASSIGNMEN'I: BALTUiORE COUNTY 

Lib-Hosp Typing! Public Day Institution General Rec. 
Applied Aide Filing Works care Work Outdoor Asst. o tiler Unknown TOTAL 

Occupation . 
N '! N '! N '! N '! H '! N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Managers 2 5.6 5 2.0 1 3.7 1 0.9 1 4.2 25 4.9 2 8.0 8 5.0 45 3.8 

Professional 8 22.2 18 7.1 3 11.1 4 3.8 5 20.8 38 7.5 3 12.0 16 10.0 5 11.6 100 8.4 

Technicians 5 13.9 20 7.9 3 2.9 1 4.2 28 5.5 2 8.0 3 1.9 2 4.7 1 10.0 65 5.5 

Sales 3 8.3 23 9.1 3 11.1 4 3.8 3 12.5 36 7.1 1 4.0 10 6.3 9 20.9 92 7.7 

Clerical 4 11.1 52 20.6 10 37.0 2 1.9 4 16.6 85 16.8 1 4.0 16 10.0 8 18.6 182 15.3 
Skilled 

Craftsman 2 5.6 15 6.0 8 7.6 1 4.2 10 2.0 2 1.3 8 18.6 ~,6 3.9 

Semi-Skilled 6 16.6 61 24.2 2 7.4 55 52.3 3 12.5 197 38.9 9 36.0 71 44.7 2 20.0 406 34.2 

Unskilled 1 2.8 20 7.9 3 11.1 21 20.0 3 12.5 37 7.3 6 24.0 21 13.2 6 14.0 118 9.9 
Service , 
Worker 8 3.2 1 3.7 1 0.9 2 3.3 21 4.1 7 1 •• 4 40 3.4 

Other 1 2.B 18 7.J 4 14.8 3 2.9 17 3.4 1 '4.0 4 2.5 5 11.6 53 4.5 

Unknown 4 11.1 12 4.8 3 2.9 1 4.2 12 2.4 1 0.6 7 70.0 ; 40 3.4 

; 
" 

TOTAL 1159 
; 

36 100.0 252 100.0 27 100.0 105 100.0 24 100.0 506 100.0 25 100.0 100.0 43 100.0 10 100.0 ~~87 100.0 " 
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TABLE 28 

OCCL'PATION/SKILLS BY FIRST CO~~~ITY SERVICE ASSIGh~l: NORTHEAS~~ 

Lib-Hosp Typing/ Public Day Institution General Rec. Drug 
O<"l.:upation Applied Aide FiliIl2 Works Care Work Outdoor Asst. Treatmp.nt Other Unknown TOTAL 

N % N % N % N 7: N % N % N % N :r; N % N % N % N % 

~lanagers 1 3.8 2 3.1 1 2.8 3 0.1 1 6.3 8 1.2 ., 
Professional 3 11.5 4 6.2 1 2.8 3 0.1 1 3.0 1 5.9 1 1.6 14 2.1 

Technicians 1 3.8 4 6.2 12 3.1 1 3.0 2 3.2 20 2.9 
I-

S"les 1 1.5 1 2.8 3 0.1 1 3.0 1 5.9 1 50.0 4 6.5 12 1.8 

Clerical 4 6.2 3 8.3 2 0.1 2 6.0 1 2.8 5 8.1 17 2.5 
5k iUpd 

4 15.4 4 Craftsman 6.2 32 8.3 1 3.0 1 6.3 1 2.8 2 11.8 6 9.7 51 7.5 

Scml-lH:illcd 7 26.9 13 20.0 5 13.9 128 33.1 9 27.3 4 25.0 16 44.4 2 11.8 7 11.3 1 50.0 192 28.2 

Unskilled 3 11.5 10 15.4 4 11.1 76 19.6 3 9.1 5 31.3 8 22.2 3 17.6 1 50.0 11 17.7 124 18.2 
Service 

Worker 1 1.5 1 0.1 

Othl'r 7 26.9 22 33.8 21 58.3 127 32.8 15 45.5 5 31.3 10 27.8 8 47.1 26 41.9 241 35.3 I 
Unknown 1 0.1 1 50.0 2 0.3 i 
TOTA!. 26 100.0 65 100.0 36 100.0 387 100.0 33 100.0 16 100.0 36 100.0 17 100.0 2 100.0 62 100.0 2 100.0 682 100.0 
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TABLE 29 

OCCUPATION{SKILL& BY FIRST CO}~D1NITY ·SERVICE ASSIGNMENT: JACKSONVILLE 

Lib-Hosp Typing! Public Day Institution General Rec. 
Applied Aide Filing Works Care Work Outdoor Asst. Other Unknown TOTAL 

Occupation 
N % N % N % N ...% ...If % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Hanagers 1 4.5 6 5.2 6 3.9 9 5.3 1 4.3 23 3.8 

Professional 5 8.6 3 2.6 1 4.2 4 2.6 6 3.5 2 15.4 1 5.9 22 3.7 

Technicians 1 1.7 2 9.1 6 5.2 2 8.3 9 5.9 2 1.2 1 7.7 23 3.B 

Sales 1 1.7 2 9.1 1 25.0 6 5.2 1 4.2 6 3 .. 9 7 4.1 2 15.4 1 4.3 1 5.9 28 4.7 

Clerical 5 8.6 1 4.5 1 25.0 3 2.6 2 8.3 8 5.3 8 4.7 3 13.0 1 5.9 32 5.3 . 
Skilled 

Craftsman 7 12.1 17 14.7 1 4.2 28 18.4 36 21.2 1 7.7 3 17.6 93 15.5 

Semi-Skilled 12 20.7 3 13.6 34 29.5 1 4.2 41 27.0 38 22.4 1 7.7 3 13.0 5 29.4 138 23.0 

Unskilled 19 32.8 4 18.2 2 50.0 29 25.0 4 16.7 34 22.4 37 21.8 5 38.5 8 34.8 2 11.8 144 24.0 
Service 

Worker 2 9.1 1 0.9 4 16.7 3 2.0 1 7.7 1 5.9 12 2.0 

Other 8 13.8 4 18.2 5 4.3 5 20.8 11 7.2 22 12.9 5 21'.7 1 5.9 61 10.2 

Unknown 3 13.6 6 5.2 3 12.5 2 1.3 5 2.9 2 8.7 2 11.8 23 3.8 

TOTAL 58 100.0 22 100.0 4 100.0 116 100..0 2.4 100.0 152 100.0 ~70 100.0 13 100.0 23 100.0 17 100.0 599 100.0 
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TABLE 30 

OCCUPATIOS/SKILLS BY FIRST CO~IMlJNITY SERVICE ASSlm.."'IENT: OAR/MADISOS 

Lib-Hosp Typing! Public Day Institution Generar Rec. 
Applied Aide Filing Works Care Work Outdoor Asst. Other Unknown TOTAL 

Occupation 
N ~. N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Managers 1 1.4 1 1.1 

Professional 1 1.4 1 1.1 

Technicians 

Sales 1 25.0 1 100.0 2 2.2 

Clerical 1 16.7 2 50.0 3 3.2 
Skilled 

Craftsman 5 7.1 5 5.4 

Semi-Skilled 1 16.7 18 25.7 1 25.0 5 50.0 25 26.9 

Unskilled 1 100.0 2 33.3 41 58.6 1 100.0 5 50.0 50 53.8 
Service 
Worker 1 16.7 1 1.1 

Other 1 1.4 1 1.1 

Unknown 1 16.7 3 4.3 4 4.3 

TOTAL 1 100.0 6 100.0 70 100.0 1 100.0 4 100.0 10 100.0 1 100.0 93 100.0 
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Occupation 
N 

H.~nagers 

Professional 

Technicians 

Sales 

Clerical 

Sklllpd 
Craftsman 

Semi -Skilled 

Unskilled 

Service 
Worker 

Other 

Unknown 

TOTAl. 

.. 

'" '. 

1 .'" 

-------
~---~-----------

, 

TABLE 31 

OCCUPATION/SKIllS BY FIRST CO!!MUNlTY SERV1CE ASSIGNHEl-;T: OAR/DURHAli 

Lib-Hosp Typing/ Public Day Institution General Rec. Drug 
Applied Aide Filing Works Care Work Outdoor Asst. Treatment Other Unknown TOTAL 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % i~ % N :r: N % 

1 11 • .1 1 5.6 2 2.7 

3 33.3 ,1 5.6 1 6.3 2 28.6 7 9.5 

2 11.1 1 11.1 3 4.1 

2 11.1 2 28.6 1 14.3. 5 6.8 

1 11.1 1 11.1 2 2.7 

1 6.3 1 1.4 

2 22.2 3 16.7 2 28.6 2 12.5 1 20.0 3 33.3 1 100.0 1 100.0 14 18.9 

1 11.1 3 16.7 1 14.3 9 56.3 3 42.9 2 40.0 1 50.0 2 22.2 22 '10.0 

1 5.6 1 14.3 1 6.3 1 50.0 4 5.4 

1 11.1 3 16.7 1 6.3 1 20.0 1 11.1 7 9.5 

2 11.1 1 14.3 1 6.3 1 14.3 1 20.0 1 11.1 7 9.5 

9 100.0 18 100.0 7 100.0 16 100.0 7 100.0 5 100.0 2 100.0 9 100.0 1 100.0 '1 100.0 74 100.0 
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- Lib-Hosp 

Ot!clJpation Applied Aide 

N % N % -
}tnnngers 1 4.2 4 1O.a --
Professional 14 5a.3 10 27.C 

rechnicians 2 5.4 

Sales 2 5.4 
r--

ClerIcal a 21.6 
-skii t,>d 

Craftsman 1 4.2 1 2.7 

SC'ml-Sk!Uad 2 B.3 3 B.1 

Unskilled 1 4.2 1 2.7 
Service 

Worker 

Other 3 12.5 2 5.4 

Unknown 2 B.3 4 10.B 

TOTAL 24 100.0 37 100.0 

l' I 
,-

~------- --"..----~ 

TABLE 32 

OCCL'PATION/SKILLS BY FlY',T CO~!MUNITY SERVICE ASSIG:-.."IENT: OAR/FAIRFAX 

Typing/ Public Day 
Flling Works Care 

N % N % N % 

1 2.4 ! 
2 4.a 1 20.0 

3 7.1 

3 7.1 

9 21.4 1 20.0 

1 2.4 2 40.0 

2 4.B 1 20.0 

10 23.B 

11 26.2 2 100.0 

42 100.0 5 100.0 2 100.0 

'/' .. 

Institlition 
WCH'k 

~ 

N % 

1 16.7 

1 16.7 

1 16.7 

1 16.7 

1 16.7 

1 16.7 

6 100.0 

.. . 

I 
I 

General 
Outdoor 

N % 

4 6.2 

1 1.5 
" 

2 3.1 

5 7.7 

2 3.1 

10 15.4 

11 16.9 

17 26.2 

9 13.B 

4 6.2 

65 100.0 

Rec. Drug 
... sst. Treatment 

N % N % 

1 33.3 

1 33.3 

2 66.7 

1 33.3 

2 66.7 

3 100.0 4 100.0 

, 

-t 

r· 

... 

f 
I 

Other Unknown TOTAL 

N % N % N % 

1 1.7. 11 -~ 
10 16.7 40 16.1 

1 1.7 9 3.6 

4 6.7 17 6.a 

14 23.3 36 14.5 

1 1.7 17 6.a 

5 a.3 21 B.4 

2 3.3 1 100.0 26 10.4 
I 

15 25.0 39 15.7 

7 11.7 33 13.3 

60 100.0 1 100.0 249 llJO.O 
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TABLE 33 

OCCUPATION/SKILLS BY FIRST COMHllNITY SERVICE ASSIGNMENT: PACf . 

Lib-Hosp Typiny Public Day Institution General Ree. 
Applied Aide 

Occupation 
nling ':Iorks Care Work Outdoor Asst. 

N % If % )j .% N % N % N % N % N % 

!lanagErs 1 7.7 1 0.4 1 0.7 -
Professional Z 0.8 1 0.7 

Technicians 1 7.7 

Sales 6 2.5 4 3.0 

Clerical 1 7.7 2 0.8 
Skilled 
Craftsman 1 100.0 22 9.1 21 15.7 

Semi-Skilled 1 100.0 54 22.4 43 32.1 

Unskilled 3 23.1 50 20.7 22 16.4 
Service 
Worker 3 1.2 

Other 3 23.1 38 15.8 13 9.7 1 100.0 

Unknown 4 30.S 63 26.1 1 100.0 1 100.0 29 21.6 

TOTAL 1 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0 241 100..0 1 100.0 1 100.0 134 100.0 1 100.0 

" 

t 
/ 

------------

Other Ualtnown TOTAL 

N % Ii % n % 

.3 0.8 

3 0.8 

1 0.3 

10 2.5 

3 0.8 

44 11.0 

98 24.6 

2 33.3 77 19.3 

3 0.8 

3 50.0 58 14.5 

1 16.7 99 24.8 

6 ·100.0 399 100.0 
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Occupation 

Lib-Hosp 
Aide 

TABLE 34 

OCCL'PATIOS/SKll.LS BY FIRST COMMUNITY SERVICE ASSIGliMB"T: SA." FRA.'(CISCO PRETRIAL 

Typing/ 
Filin" 

Public 
Works 

Day 
Care 

Institution 
Work 

General 
Outdoor 

Rec. Drug 
Treatment Asst. TOTAL Other Unknown 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Hanagcrs 5 

Professional 5 

Technicians 

Sales 

Clerical 

Skilled 
Craftsman 

2 

1 

1 

3 

20.8 3 6.1 2 4.2 

20.8 6 12.2 4 8.3 

8.3 5 10.2 4 8.3 3 

4.2 2 2.0 3 6.3 

4.2 6 12.2 8 16.7 

12.5 6 12.2 3 5.3 3 

2 3.0 

2 5.9 2 3,0 2 8.3 

7.7 3 4.5 4 16.7 

2 5.9 1 1.5 2 8.3 

17.9 
3 8.8 7 10.6 

7.7 9 24.2 12 18.2 

12 2.6 

1 2.1 5 3.7 27 5.8 

3 6.5 5 3.7 29 6.2 

2 4.3 17 12.7 1 50.0 31 6.6 

1 100.0 5 10.9 10 7.5 47 10.0 

15.2 12 9.0 55 11.8 

~ _______ ~ ______ + __ 3 __ 6_.l-+_3 __ 6_.3-4~4 __ 1_0_.3-+~.2~~5~.9-+_11 ____ ~1~6~.~7~-1--4-.-2~------4--7---1-5.-2-+-22----1-6-.-4~----___ _+--53------11~ 
12 25.0 15 38.5 12 35.3 16 24.2 11 45.8 16 34.8 40 29.9 130 27.8 i 

SemI-Skilled 

Unskilled 3 12.5 5 10.2 

Service I 
~~W~o~rk~e~r~ ____ +-________ -i ________ -ir-______ ~ ________ 4-' _______ 4-__________ +-______ -4 ____ -----r----------r---------+---------.--t---------------j 

Other 2 8.3 6 i2.2 3 6.3 2 5.1 2 5.9 2 1.5 1 4.2 3 6.5 18 13.4 39 8.3 1 

2 8.3 7 14.3 6 12.5 5 12.8 2 5.9 11 16.7 3 12.5 2 4.3 5 3.7 1 50.0 44 9.4 

TOTAL 24 100.0 49 100.0 43 100.0 39 100.0 34 100.0 67 100.0 24 100.0 1 100.0 46 100.0 134 100.0 2 100.0 468 100.0 I 
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Occupation 

Hnnagers 

Professional 

Technicians 

Sn1es 

Clerical 

SHUI'd 
Craftsman -' 

Semi-Skilled 

Unskilled 

Service 
Worker 

Other 
f---. 

Unknown 

TOTAT. 

Lib-Hosp 
Applied Aide 

N % N % 

1 3.4 

3 10.3 

2 6.9 

2 6.9 2 22.2 

2 6.9 1 11.1 

8 27.6 2 22.2 

S 27.6 2 22.2 

1 3.4 

2 6.9 2 22.2 

29 100.0 9 100.0 

" 

TABLE 35 

OCCL'PATION/SKILLS BY FIRST CO~!!(t!NIn: SERnCF. ASSIGSl-IENT: SA-" FRA.'>CISCO POSTCO~1VICfIo!l 

TypiDg/ Public Day 
Filin2 Works Care 

N % II % N % 

2 3.1 1 0.8 

8 12.5 4 3.0 

4 6.3 2 1.5 

5 7.~ 2 1.5 2 10.0 

16 25.0 5 3.8 1 5.0 

3 4.7 7 5.3 1 5.0 

11 17.2 29 22,0 5. 25.0 

8 12.5 69 52,3 8 40.0 

1 1.6 3 2.3 1 5.0 

6 9.4 10 7.6 2 10.0 

64 100.0 ~32 100.,0 20 100~0 

" , 

Institution General 
Work 

N % 

1 33.3 

2 66.7 

3 100.0 

Outdoor 

N % 

1 5.3 

2 10.5 

4 21.1 

1 5.3 

10 52.6 

1 5.3 

19 100.0 

I 
I 

Rec. 
Asst. 

N 

Drug 
Treatment Other 

% N % N % 

1 11.1 

3 7.5 

2 5.0 

2 '5.0 

3 7.5 

7 17.5 

3 33.3 8 20.0 

5 55.6 9 22.5 

3 7.5 

3 7.5 

9 100.0 40 100.0 

'I , 

, 

\ 

Unknown TOTAL 

N % N % 

5 1.5 

19 5.8 

12 3.7 

11 3.4 

29 8.8-1 

26 7.9 

67 20.4 

119 36.3 

10 I 3.0 I 

3 100.0 30 9.1 

3 100.0 328 100.0 

, \ 
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Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
. Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft: Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

l-1isdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

.. ' 

TABLE 36 

ARROWHEAD: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

1 

1 

9 

14 

114 

1 

6 

4 

11 

5 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

DesE':":..ion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUl 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

1 

1 

2 

2 

l' 

2 

23 

2 

19 

3 

61 

5 

288 

Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree B4r glary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
. Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Grimin~l 
Trespassipg 

Theft/Amount Unknovn 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Mo\:or Vehicle 

!heft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Nisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Cred;tor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

TABLE 37 

BALTIMORE COUNTY: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Re;ferred 

5 

10 

1 

2 

2 

6 

19 

3 

407 

16 

54 

1 

1 

29 

1 

4 

2 

5 

1 

2 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession f9r 
Sale 

Possession of Hariju{ina 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Dr~g'Crimes 

GaIllbling 

Chi~d Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUl 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness . 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Hiscellaneous Traf'1;ic 
Parole Violation 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

1 

3 

JO 
6 

15 

5 

p6 
1 

2 

29 

8 

33 

11 

?6 

414 

14 

65 

l~~12 
I 

, 

~ 
r 
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, Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to police 
officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

TABLE 38 

NORTHBASTERN: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

1 

2 

2 

6 

2 

11 

25 

9 

13 

32 

63 

4 

6 

10 

3 

3 

4 

4 

offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 
Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

\-1eapons Violation 

Drugs--possession for 
Use 

Drugs--possession for 
Sale 

possession of Marijuana 

posGess ion for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUI 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 
Miscellaneous Traffic 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

9 

46 

3 

26 

2 

40 

3 

1 

1 

19 

120 

10 

66 

7 

2 

138 

7 

700 

TABLE 39 

JACKSONVILLE: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

~o. 
Offense Referred Offense 

:A:r:m:e~d-:R=ob~b~~er=y:-n---~------~~-3----~----------------~~~~--~~ 
ElJIbezzlement 

Simple Robbery 2 Extortion 

1st & 2nd Degree 6 Assault Reeeiving Stolen Property 

3rd Degree Assault 7 Vandalism 

Assault to Police 6 Weapons Violation 
Officer Drugs-'-Possession for 

Other Felony Assaults 5 Use 
1st Degree Burglary 8 Drugs--Possession for 

2nd & 3rd Degree 20 
, Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Am?unt Un~nown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forg~ry 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defr~uding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

1 

43 

34 

27 

6 

12 

12 

21 

23 

1 

3 

Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUl 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

~iscellaneous Tr~ffic 

Parole Violation 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

10 

56 

10 

30 

621 

j' , 
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, Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation' 

Other Fraud Charges 

.. ' 

TABLE 40 

OAR/DURHAM: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

5 

19 

1 

56 

4 

1 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 
, 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUl 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

l:nknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

5 

9 

4 

1 

1 

2 

108 

" 

Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

Is t & 2nd Degr~e 
Assault 

3rd Degree A~sault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
. Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Crimi~al 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

TABLE 41 

OAR/FAIRFAX: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

251 

OffenEje 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Mariju~na 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gatnbling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & ChildreI1 
Offenses 

DUI 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

I. .1 

No. 
Ref,ened 

251 

, 

" 
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Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

~isdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

, . ' 

OAR/MADISON: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

1 

1 

9 

16 

1 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUl 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

1 

2 

2 

1 

5 

1 

13 

7 

;1.3 

3 

5 

95 

Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd D~gree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

, Is t Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
. Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/AmQunt Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Motor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

AutCi Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

TABLE 43 

PACT: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

No. 
Referred 

~7 

19 

3 

3 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs-~Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

O~her Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUI 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Condu~t 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneou~ Traffic 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referreq 

1 

9 

1 

16 

~o 

2 

1 

1 

40 

135 

34 
19 

7 

21 

7 

405 

l 

1'\ ,1 
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! 
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i 
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TABLE 44 

SAN FRANCISCO PRETRIAL: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple Robbery 

1st & 2nd Degree 
Assault 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
Burglary 

Burglary Tools/Criminal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unknown 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $J.OO 

Theft From l'1ot')r Vehicle 

Tb0ft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assaults 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

No. 
Referred 

2 

5 

3 

6 

1 

3 

2 

19 

108 

51 

17 

7 

3 

158 

1 

10 

3 

1 

10 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possession for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Narijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Chi+dren 
Offenses 

DUI 

Liquor Viola~ions 

Drunkr,nness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

Habitual Criminal 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Referred 

17 

35 

23 

10 

6 

2 

3 

1 

3 . 

2 

215 

15 

2 

4 

2 

6 

756 

,,' 

TABLE 45 

SAN FRANCISCO POSTCONVICTION: REFERRAL OFFENSES 

Offense 

Armed Robbery 

Simple R?bbery 

1st & 2nd Degret;= 
Assaul~ 

3rd Degree Assault 

Assault to Police 
Officer 

Other Felony Assaults 

1st Degree Burglary 

2nd & 3rd Degree 
. Burglary 

Burglary Tools/CrJ.minal 
Trespassing 

Theft/Amount Unkno~~ 

Theft Over $100 

Theft Under $100 

Theft From Hotor Vehicle 

Theft From Person 

Auto Theft 

Joyriding 

Hisdemeanor Assau.1ts 

Arson 

Forgery 

Check/Credit Card 
Fraud 

Defrauding Creditor 

Sales Fraud 

Criminal Impersonation 

Other Fraud Charges 

No. 
Referred 

1 

2 

3 

3 

11 

5 

4 

1 

29 

12 

3 

6 

1 

21 

10 

9 

1 

1 

4 

Offense 

Embezzlement 

Extortion 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Vandalism 

Weapons Violation 

Drugs--Possessicn for 
Use 

Drugs--Possession for 
Sale 

Possession of Marijuana 

Possession for Sale of 
Marijuana 

Other Drug Crimes 

Gambling 

Child Abuse 

Desertion 

Other Family & Children 
Offenses 

DUI 

Liquor Violations 

Drunkenness 

Disorderly Conduct 

Vagrancy 

Kidnapping 

Other 

Miscellaneous Traffic 

Habitual Criminal 

Escape 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

No. 
Refen~ed 

3 

12 

37 

6 

3 

11 

1 

6 

102 

4 

12 

7 

67 

1 

1 

1 

400 

,." 1 . 
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APPENDIX II 

CSRP Data Collection Forms and Codebooks 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTI1UTION 
INFORMATION CODING FORM 

AND CODEBOOK 

Social Systems Research and Evaluation Division 
Denver Research Institute 

University of Denver' 
Denver, Colorado 80208 

J/ 
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Project 
Si,te 

23 

---------. - ~ 

3 4 5 6 

Client II 

24 25 26 27 

Tennination Date B 

CSRP INFORNATION CODING FORM· I -7-' -8- --9 - -;;- U-~ / ~ ~ -;:;- ~; ~ '--;;- / ~ -;; -;; 
Referral Date CS Interview Date Hours 

Age Race Sex Residenc.e 

37 38' 

Length of 
Residence 

/ 39 40 

Intake 
Employment 

-:;~I ~ --;; / -:;- -:; ~ ~ / -:;- -;- / --;;- --;;- / ~ -;4 / ~ -;- / -;;--;;-
Grade Occupation Offense Offense Offense Felony Felony Misd. 

Type Class Arrests Convictions Arrests 

59 ~ I ~~ / ~~4 /-;-~I 67 68 

Judge 

NAt-IE OF JUDGE: _______________ _ 

Misd. Point Sentence Court 
Convictions 

69 70 
1st 1st 1st Support 1st 

Pr.escribed Assignment Duration Completion Noncompletion Card No. 

Revised December 1979 
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CARD 2 .. "'--,--------

I , 

1 2 

2nd 
Assignment 

-3- 2:d -5-/ \n: I \n: /10 3rd 11 / ~ ~:d ~ /15 3rd16 /17 3rd 18 /. 1~ota:O I 
Duration Completion Noncompletion Assignment Duration Completion Noncompletion Placements 

21 22 23 24 

Supportive Services 

~~I 
Termination 

Type 

48 49 

Bench 
Harrant 

33 34 

CJ 
Status 

, 50-79 - Blank 2 

80 

Card No. 

." 

. 
. " .-

---I 25 26 

Delivered 

--------
27 28 29 ,30 

Screening 

Employm€!llt Rearrest 

. Screening Devices Used: 

Unsuccessful 

... ", 

.. 

,-

/ 

45 46 

Hours 
Horked 

47 

Revised December 1979 
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Card 1 

Sl,lb~2ct 

1. General 
Info rrnc.t ion 

II. Demographic 
Characteristics 

Column 

1-2 

3-6 

7-L2 

13-18 

19-21 

22-27 

28 

29-30 

31-32 

CSRP CODEBOOK 

Variable If 

Revif':ed December 1979 

Item 

Project Site: 

10 = Arrowhead 
20 = Baltimore County 
30 = Boston - Brookline 
40 = Jacksonville 
50 = OAR Indiana 
51 = OAR - North Carolina 
52 = OAR - Virginia 
60 = PACT 
70 = San Francisco 

Client Number (convert any 
existing system to 4-digit 
identifier) 

Date of referral or approvnl 
for community service (trial 
date for Baltimore County) 
mo. / day /year 

Date of community service 
project interview (same 
as referral date for PACT) 
mo./day/year 

Hours of restitution obliga
tion: enter exact number of 
hours individual has been 
assigned/sentenced to complete 
in community service work; 
998 = Indeterminate 
999 = Unknown 

Date of termination from 
community service project 
mo . / day / year 

Blank 

Age at intake: enter age 
in years (will be derived 
from date of birth for 
Arrowhead) 

Race: 
01 = Black 
02 =: Anglo 
03 =: Spanish surname 
04 =: American Indian 
05 =: Oriental 
06 =: Other (specify) 
9.9 =: Unknown 
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. \ Subject 

II. DE:!mographic 
Characteristics 
(cant.) 

Column 

33-34 

35-36 

37-38 

39-40 

.-

Item 

Sex: 
01 = Male 
02 = Female 
99 = Unknown 

Residence: 
St. Louis 
Cook 
Carlton 

- Lake 
- Aitkin 
- Koochiching 
- Other 
- Unknown 
County 
City 

--~~~~~--------

10 = Arrowhead 
11 = Arrowhead 
12 = Arrowhead 
13 = Arrowhead 
14 = Arrowhead 
15 = Arrowhead 
16 = Arrowhead 
19 = Arrowhead 
20 Baltimore 
21 = Baltimore 
22 = Baltimore - Other Maryland 

counties 
30 =: Boston - Brookline 
31 = Boston - East Norfolk 
32 = Boston - Newton 
33 = Boston - Other 
39 Boston - Unknown 
40 ~ Jacksonville 
50 = OAR - Anderson 
51 = OAR - Madison County (not 

Anderson) 
52 = OAR - Durham (city) 
53 ~ OAR - Durham County (not 

Durham) 
54 OAR - Fairfax County, VA 
55 = OAR - Other 
59 = OAR - Unknown 
60 = PACT - Valparaiso 
61 = PACT - Portage 
62 = PACT - Other 
69 = PACT - Unknown 
70 = San Francisco 
99 = Residence unknown 

Length of residence - enter in years' 
round off to closest year (not 
available for PACT, Arrowhead) 

Employment status at intake (if 
multiple, use most permanent): 
01 = Employed full-time 
02 = Employed part-time or temporary 

employment 
03 = Unemployed 
04 = Homemaker 
05 Student 
06 Self-employed 
07 = Other (specify) 
99 Unknown 

Subject 

II. Demographic 
Characteristics 
(cant. ) 

III. Criminal 
Justice Case 
Processing 

Column 

41-42 

43-44 

45-48 

49-50 

51-52 

53-54 

55-56 

Item 

Highest grade completed or 
education level (not avail.nble 
for PACT, will use county 
averages): 
01 = 0-6 
02 = 7-9 
03 = 10-12 
04 = College - 2 years or less 
05 =: College - 3-4 year 
06 = Post-graduate 
07 = Other (specify)' 
99 = Unknown 

Occupation or specific skills 
(see Appendix A for description 
of categories): 
01 = Officials and managers 
02 = Professionals 
03 = Tech~icians 
04 :; Sales 
05 = Office and clerical 
06 = Skilled craftsmen 
07 = Semi-skilled operat:f.ves 
08 =: Unskilled laborers 
10 = Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

Referral offense: see attached 
offense codes ~n Appendix ~ 

Offense type: 
01 -. Felony 
02 = Misdemeanor/Gross mispemeanor 
03 = Municipal ordinance 
04 = Status offense 
05 = Other 
99 = Unknown 

Offense class (e.g., Class B 
felony, Class 2 misdemeanor): 
OA-OZ or 01-10 (no class distinc

tions in Arrowhead) 
99 = Unknown 

Number of. prior felony arrests-
list exact number (adu~t on~y) 
99 = Unknown 

Number of prior felpny convictipns 
(adult onlY)--list exact number 
99 = Unknown 

.\ 
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Subject 

III. Criminal 
Justice Case 
Processing 
(cont. ) 

Column 

57-58 

59-60 

61-62 

63-64 

65-66 

~~---~~~~------~------.-----------------------

Item 

Number of prior misdemeanor 
arrests (adult only)--list exact 
number 
99 = Unknown 

Number of prior misdemeanor 
convictions (adult only)-·
list exact number 
99 = Unknown 

Point at which restitution was 
recommended: 
01 Pre-trial - arraignment/ 

pre-filing 
02 = Post-conviction - by judge 
03 Post-conviction - by probation 
04 Post-conviction - work release 
05 Post-conviction - weekend 

commitment 
06 = Other (specify) 
07 = Continuance/Probation 

before judgement (PBJ) 
99 Unknown 

Sentence type: 
01 No sentence - pre~trial 

release 
= Probation (formal) 02 

03 
04 
05 
06 = 
07 = 
08 
09 
10 = 
11 
12 = 
13= 

14 

= Probation (informal) 
= Suspended sentence 

Jail 
Fine 
Jail and fine 
Part-time jail 
Jail - work release 
Informal probation/fine/jail 
Formal probation/fine/jail 
Probation before judgment (PB 
Prayer for jUdgmen't continued 
(PJC) 
Adjournment in contemplation 
of dismissal (ACD)/Continuanc 

15 = Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

Court of referral: 
01 County 
02 Circu:i.t 
03 =: Superior 
ot. = District 
05 Municipal 
06 Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

(_\ 

'J 

Subj ect 

III. Criminal 
Justice Case 
Processing 
(cont. ) 

IV. Restitution 
Case Processing 

~~~--------. 

" 

Column 

67-68 

69-70 

71-72 

73-75 

76-77 

Item 

Sentencing Judge: write in 
name of jud~e (codes will be 
developed) 

Supportive services/T~eatment 
recommended 
01 Counseling/tutoring 
02 = Job readiness 
03 = Mental health 
04 = Alcohol 
05 = Drug 
06 Medical/dental 
07 = Legal 
08 = Material assistance - money, 

clothing, etc. 
10 = Education - GED, adult basic, 

vocational 
11 Referral to otheL agency 
12 = Transportation 
l3 = Other 
99 = Unknown 

First community service 
assignment: 
01 = Applied professional/trade 

skills' 
02 Library/hospital aide 
03 = Typing and filing 
04 Drug/alcohol treatment aide 
05= Public works, gen~ral 

physical maintenance 
06 Day care 
07 = Hork at state/county 

institutions 
08 -- General outdoor work 
10 = Other (specify) 
99 "" Unknown 

First assignment duration-
enter hours worked 

First assignment completion 
status: 
01 = Completed 
02 = Not completed 
03 = Completed more 'than assigned 

hours 
99 = Unknown ";) 

~'" 
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Subj ect 

IV. Restitution 
Case Processing 
(cont, ) 

. Column 

78-79 

80 

'. 

~--~-~-~ ---

Item 

First assignment reason for 
noncompletion 

01 = Not applicable 
02 = Excessive absences 
03 = Poor work quality 
04 Lack of cooperation 
05 = No further need for seryi~el'i 

06 = Rearrest 
07 Not client related 
08 Violation of contract 

agreement 
10 Other 
99 Unknown 

Card Number 1 

Card 2 

Subject 

IV. Restitution 
Case Processing 
(cont.) 

Column 

1-2 

3-5 

6-7 

8-9 

10-11 

Item 

Second community service 
assignment: 
01 Applied professional 

skills 
02 Library/hospital aide 
03 = Typing and filing 
04 Drug/alcohol treatment 

aide 
05 Public works, general 

physical maintenance 
06 = Day care 
07 Work'at State/county 

institutions 
08· General outdoor work 
10 Other (specify) 
99 Unknown 

Second assignment duration: 
enter hours worked 

Second assignment comvletion 
status~ 

01 Completed 
02 = Not completed 
03 Completed more than assigned 

hours 
99 = Unknown 

Second assigrunent reason 
for noncompletion 
01 = Not applicable 
02 = Excessive absences 
03 = Poor work quality 
04 = Lack of cooperation 
05 No further need for 

services 
06 = Rearrest 
07 = Not client oriented 
08 Violation of contract agreement 
10 = Other 
99 = Unknown 

Third community service assignment·: 
01 = Applied professional skills 
02 = Library/hospital aide 
03 = Typing and filing 
04 = Drug/alcohol treatment aide 

,\ 
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Subject 

IV. Restituti?n 
Case Processing 
(cont. ) 

. ",'. 

Column 

10-11 

12-14 

15-16 

17-18 

19-20 

21-26 

Item 

05 = Public works, general 
physical maintenance 

06 Day care 
07 = Work at state/county 

institutions 
08 = General outdoor work 
10 Other (specify) 
99 Unknown 

Third assignment duration: 
enter hours worked 

Third assignment completion 
status: 
01 Completed. 
02 Not completed 
03 Completed more than assigned 

hours 
99 Unknown 

Third assignment reason for 
noncompletion: 
01 = Not applicable 
02 Excessive absenses 
03 = Poor work quality 
04 = Lack of cooperation 
05 = No further need for services 
06 Rearrest 
07 Not client related 
08 = Violation of contract agreemen 
10 Other 
99 = Unknmm 

Total job placement~ while in progr 
enter number 
99 = Unknown 

Types of supportive/treatment servi 
provided (up to 3): 
01 Counseling/tutoring 
02 = Job· readiness 
03 = Mental health 
04 = Alcohol 
05 = Drug 
06 Medical/dental 
07 Legal 
08 Material assistance - money, 

clothing, etc. 
10 

11 
12 
13= 
99-

Education - GED, adult basic, 
vocational 
Referral to other agency 
Transportation 
Other 
Unknown 

J 

~ 
I , 

I 

, . 

Subject 

IV. Restitution 
Case Processing 
(cont. ) 

V. Outcomes 

Column 

27-30 

31-32 

33-34 

35-36 

37-38 

Item 

Screening devices/processes 
used: 
List 

Type 
01 
02 = 
03 = 

of project terminatio~: 
Successful 
Unsuccessful 
Without prejudice 
(any early termination 
not the fault of the 
offender, i.e., moved) 

99 = Unknown 

Criminal justice status at 
time of termination: 
01 = None 
02 = Probation 
03 = Parole 
04 Incarcerated -. same 

offense 
05 Incarcerated - new 

offense 
06 Pending adjudication 

same charge 
07 Pending adjudication 

same offense 
08 Pending adjudication 

new offense 
10 Other (specify) 
99 Unknown 

Employment status at termtnation (if 
multiple, use most permanent): 
01 Employed full-time 
02 Employed part-time/temporary 

employment 
03 Unemployed 
04 = Homemaker 
05 = Student 
06 = S~lf-employed 
07 = Other 
99 = Unknown 

Total rearrests while in community 
service project: enter number 
99 = Unknown 

, 

! 
(! 

II 

'GJ::l. 

, 

1 
u 



Subj ect 

V. Outcomes 
(cont. ) 

Column 

39-40 

41-42 

43-44 

45-47 

Item 

Most serious rearrest while in 
community service project: 
01 = Felony 
02 = Misdemeanor 
03 = Municipal ordinance 
04 = Status 
OS Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

Reason for unsuccessful termination 
from community service project: 
01 = Not applicable 
02 = Excessive absenteeism 
03 = Poor work quality 
04 Lack of cooperation 
05 = Poor attitude 
06 = Rearrest 
07 =·Behavior 
08 = Violation of contract agreement 
10 = Other 
99 = Unknown 

Court disposition of referral offense 
(where judgment depends on conclusion 
of community service): 
01 Case dismissed 
02 = Not guilty 
03 = Guilty jail 
04 = Guilty - fine 
05 = Guilty probation (informal) 
06 = Guilty - probation (formal) 
07 = Guilty - suspended sentence 
08 = Pending 
10 Guilty - informal probation/ 

fine/jail 
11 = Guilty - formal probation/fine/ 

jail 
12 Probation before judgment (PBJ) 
13 = Prayer for judgment continued 

(PJC) 
14 = Adjournment in contemplation of 

dismissal (ACD) 
15 = Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

Total hours of work performed under 
community service: enter hours 
999 = Unknown 

- ---~~ ~---- ----------

Subject 

V. Outcomes 
(cant. ) 

Column 

48-49 

50-79 

80 

Item 

Court action taken on bench 
warrant issued due to unsuccessfu1 
termination: 
01 = Case dismissed: 
02 = Not gUilty 
03 = Guilty - jail 
04 = Guilty fine 
05 = Guilty - probation (informal) 
06 = Guilty - probation (formal)" 
07 ~ Guilty - suspended sentence 
08 = Pending 
10 Guilty - informal probation/ 

fine/jail 
11 = Guilty - formal probation/ 

fine/jail 
15 = Other (specify) 
99 = Unknown 

Blank 

Card Number 2 
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DESCRIPTION OF JOB CATEGORIES 

(Be guided by ~vhich category comprises the majority 
of the particular employee's primary duties) 

Officials and managers - Occupations requiring administrative personnel 
set broad policies, exercise overall responsibility for execution of 
the policies, and direct individual departments or special phases of a 
firm's operations. Includes: officials, executives, middle management, 
plant managers, department managers, and superintendents, salaried 
formen who are members of management, purchasing agents and buyers, 
and kindred workers. 

Professionals - Occupations requiring either college graduation or 
experience of such kind and amount as to provide a comparable back
ground. Includes accountants and auditors, airplane pilots and navi
gators, architects, artists, chemists, designers, dietitians, editors, 
engineers, lawyers, librarians, mathematicians, natural sCientists, 
registered professional nurses, personnel and labor relations workers, 
physical scientists, physicians, social scientists, teachers, and 
kindred workers. 

Technicians - Occupations requlrlng a combination of basic scientific 
knowledge and manual skill ~vhich can be obtained through about two 
years of post high school education, such as is offered i~ many tech
nical institutes and colleges, or through equivalent on-the-job 
training. Includes: computer programme1:S and operators, draftsmen, 
engineering aides, junior engineers, mathematical aides, licensed, 
practical or vocational nurses, photugraphers, radio operators, 
scientific assistants, surveyors, technical illustrators, technicians 
(medical, dental, electronic, physical sciences), and kindred workers. 

Sales - Occupations engaging wholly or primarily in direct selling. 
Includes: advertising agents and salesmen, insurance agents and 
brokers, real estate agents and brokers, stock and bond salesmen, 
demonstrators, salesmen and sales clerks, grocery clerks and cashier
checkers, and kindred workers. 

Office and clerical - Includes all clerical-type work regardless of 
level of difficulty, where the activities are predominantly nonmanual 
though Some manual work not directly involved with altering or trans
porting the products is included. Includes: bookkeepers, cashiers, 
collectors (bills and accounts), messengers and office boys, office 
machine operators, shipping and receiving clerks, stenographers, 
typists and secretaries, telegraph and telephone operators, and kindred workers. 
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Craftsmen (skilled) - Manual workers of relatively high skill level 
having a thorough and comprehensive knowledge of the processes 
involved in their work. Exercise considerable independent judgement 
and usually receive an extensive period of training. Includes~ the 
building trades, hourly paid foremen and leadmen who are not members 
of ma::lagement, mechanics and repairmen, skilled machining occupations, 
compositors and typesetters, electricians, engravers, job setters 
(metal), motion picture projectionists, pattern and model makers, 
stationary engineers, tailor and tailoresses, and kindred workers. 

Operatives (semi-skilled) - Workers who operate machine or processing 
equipment or perform other factory-type duties of intermediate skill 
level which can be mastered in a few weeks and requiring only limited 
training. Includes: apprentices (auto mechanics) plumbers, brick
layers, carpenters, elec' t,'icians, machinists, mechanics, plumber.s, 
building trades, metalworking trades, printing trades, etc., opera
tives, attendants (auto service and parking), blasters, chauffeurs, 
deliverymen and routemen, dressmakers and seams'tresses (except 
factory), dryers, furnacemen, heaters (metal), laundry and dry 
cleaning operatives, milliners, mine operatives and laborers, motormen, 
oilers and greasers (except auto), painters (except construction and 
maintenance), photographic process workers, statiotlary firemen, truck 
and tractor drivers, weavers (textile), welders, and flamecutters, 
and kindred workers. 

Laborers (unskilled) - Workers in manual occupations which generally 
require no special training. Perform elementary duties that may be 
learned in a few days and require the application of little or no 
independent judgement. Includes: garage laborers, car washers and 
greasers, gardeners (except farm) and ground keepers, longshoremen 
and stevedores, lumbermen, raftsmen and wood choppers, laborers 
performing lifting, digging, mixing, loading and pulling operations, 
and kindred workers. 

Service "mrkers - Workers in both protective and nonprotective service 
occupations. Includes: attendants (hospital and other institution, 
professional and personal service, including nurses aides, and orderlies). 

.-
I ! ~ 

i 
I 
I 

.I 
I 
j 

OFFENSE CODEBOOK 

0030 - ROBBERY 

~~~~ = A~gravated robbery (armed rObbery) 
SJ.mpJ.e robbery 

0040 - AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

0041 - 1st degree and 2nd de 
deadly weapon causinggree.assault (assault with 
. ] d serJ.ous bodily . . J.Ucu es assault with . t J.nJury: 

'0042 - Third degree assault (~: en~ to.murder, rob, etc.) 
weapon ,'lith intent to ca~au ~ ':lJ.th deadly 
FELONY ONLY) se J.nJury; menacing _ 

0043 - Assault to a Police OffJ.'cer 
0044.- Oth f er elony assaults (includes 

assault during escape, etc.) vehicular assault, 

0050 - BURGLARY 

0051 - First degree burglary ( d' 
or with ass 1 arme wJ.th deadly weapon, 

00 au t to perscn) 
52 Second or Third degree bur 1 ' 

things as break" gary (J.ncludes such 
J.ng J.nto vending h' 

and entering, breakin int mac ~nes, breaking 
0053 - Possession of bur 1 g 0 cash regJ.sters, etc.) 

TRESPASS gary tools; explosives/CRIHINAL 

0060 - LARCENY (THEFT) 

0060 - Theft/unknown amount 
0061 - Theft over $100 (includes t 

over $100 theft b .. heft of rental property 
0062 - Theft und~r $100 (~ r~c~J.vJ.ng) 

less tbsn $100 co~nc_lu es theft of rental property 
0063 Th ' cea ment of good t) - eft from Hotor Vehicle s, e c. 
0064 - Theft from Person 
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0070 - AUTO THEFT 

0071 - Auto Theft 
0072 Joyriding 

OOBO - OTHER ASSAULTS - MISDEMEANOR 

POBI - Miscellaneous assaults (including hazing, resisting 
police officer, intimidation, threats, reckless 
endangerment, menacing - MISDEMEANOR ONLY) 

0090 - ARSON 

0091 - Arson (includes first, second, third and fourth 
degree) 

0100 - FORGERY AND COUNTERFEITING 

1100 

0101 - First, second, and third degree forgery (includes 
altering records) 

0102 Possession of forged instru.ments or forgery devices 
(includes using slugs, criminal simulation) 

0103 Other forgery offenses (e.g., obtaining signature 
by deception, etc.) 

0104 Counterfeiting currency 

FRAUD 

0111 Check and credit card offenses (short checks, theft 
of credit card, credit card fraud, possession of 
stolen credit card) 

0112 Defrauding creditor (e.g., purchase on credit to 
defraud, issue false financial statement, etc.) 

0113 - Sales fraud (e.g., bait advertising, unlawful 
activities concerning sale of land, securities, 
etc.) 

0114 - Criminal impersonation (impersonating a peace 
officer or public servant) 

0115 - Other fraud charges (bribery, riggin8 of contests, 
altering of identification numbers, defrauding an 
inkeeper, etc.) 

0120 - EMBEZZLEMENT 

0121 - Embezzlement (misappropriation or Inisapplication of 
money or property entrusted to one's care) 

0122 - Extortion 

.-
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I 0130 - STOLEN PROPERTY 

0131 - Buying, receiving, possession of stolen property 

0140 - VANDALISM 

0141 - Vandalism (willful or malicious destruction, 
injury, disfigurement, or defacement of public 
or private property. Includes malicious behavior 
such as breaking 'vindows, graffiti, etc. criminai 
mischj.ef, l~.t tering, defacing property) , 

0150 - WEAPONS 

0151 - Carrying concealed weapon 
0152 - Other firearms or weapons offenses (carrying 

knive, etc.) 

OIBO - NARCOTIC AND DRUG LAWS 

OlBl - Possession for use - narcotic drugs (Opium, 
Cocaine, Heroin) 

01B2 - Possession for sale, manufacture,·etc. _ narcotic 
drugs 

01B3 Possession for use - dangerous drugs (barbituates, 
amphetamines, etc.) 

0184 Possession for sale, manufacture, etc. _ dangerous 
drugs 

0185 - Possession for use - Marijuana 
01B6 - Possession for sale, manufacture, etc. - Marijuana 
0187 - Other drug crimes, drug unknown (obtaining drugs 

by fraud and deceit) 
0188 - Introducing contraban 

0190 - GAMBLING 

0191 - Gambling (includes professional gambling, possession 
of gambling devices, etc.) 

0200 - OFFENSES AGAINST FAMILY AND CHILDREN 

0201 
0202 

0203 

Child abuse 
- Desertion, abandop-ment, nonsupport, nonpayment 

of alimony, violation of custody, etc. 
- Other (includes bigamy, adultery, etc.) 
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0210 DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE 

0211 - DUI 

0220 - LIQUOR LAWS 

0221 - General (bootlegging, operating a still, selling, 
d:c.) . 

0222 Furnishing liquor to a m~nor 

0230 - DRUNKENESS 

0231 - General (includes intoxication, drunk and disorderly, 
etc.) 

0240 - DISORDERLY CONDUCT 

0241 - General (includes disturbance, obscene l~nguage'f' 
unlawful assembly, obstructing peace off~cer or ~reman, 
inciting to riot, obstruction of highway, etc.) 

0250 - VAGRANCY 

0251 - General (includes vagrancy, begging, loitering, 
vagabondage) 

0260 - OTHE~ 

0261 - Kidnapping . b b th ts 
Other (abandonment of motor ~eh~cle, om rea, 

0262 - ling death of infant, obstructing government~l 
concea " y tamper1ng o erations, pornography, abort~on, perJu~, . . 
with witness/jury, cruelty to animals, w~retapp~ng, 
anarchy, sedition, etc.) 

0263 - Traffic miscellaneous 

0270 - MISCELLANEOUS 

0271 
0272 
0273 
0274 

- Habitual criminal 
- Mandatory sentencing 

Parole/probation violation 
- Fugitive/escape 

Please Do Not Sign Your Name To This Form 

CLIE!'.;T SURVEY 

Your Age: 
Your Sex: 

___ years 
State of ReSidence: 

Male; Female ---
Are you presently employed? ____ yes; 

County of ReSidence: 

No. ---
1. Did you learn 

perience that 
employment or 
_<_ Yes; 

any skills during your community service ex
will be helpfUl to you in locating permanent 
in improving your present job situation? 

No; ---
2. During your community service 'tvork, did you use any of the 

skills you already have? Yes; No; Somewhat. 

3. tvould the communi ty service experience have been be tter if you 
had been assigned a different kind of. work while in community 
service? Yes; No; Maybe. 

4. At the time, was the service work a good or bad chOice com-
pared to the other options available? Good; Bad; 

Both good and bad; It was the only choice available. 

5. Considering the nature of the charge and the legal findings in 
your case, was the community service work a fair or unfair al-
ternative? Fair; Unfair; Not sure. 

6., Overall, was your community service experience positive? 
Yes; No; Partly yes and no. ---

Comments: 

Place in postage-paid envelope addressed to: 

Ruth Katz 
Demrer Research Institute/SSRE 
University of Denver 
Denver, Colorado 80208 
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Favor No Firmar Este Formulario 

CUESTIONARiO DEL CLIENTE 

Edad: anos 
residencia: estado, ____ --------------

residencia: condado~ __ ------------
Sexo: I",ascul i nOj Femenino 

i Esta Ud. actua1mente empleado? S i ; No. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

, io a la comunidad aprendio alguna 
'Durc-nte su experiencia non ~l serVIC , eJ'orar I.. 't r empleo permanente 0 a m 
h-b'lidad la cua1 Ie ayudara a encon ra 
I ciS' No 

I ? I ' • su empleo actua , ____ ,----

las habilidades que ten(a de antemano durante su 
;Usc Ud. alguna de 'd d? 5i', No; Un 
u el servicio a :a comunl a . --------exper i enc i a con 
poco. 

:Hubiera sido ... 
hubieran dado 

No; 

mejor su experiencia con el servlcl~ a la 
a196n trabajo diftrente al que Ie dleron? 
Ta \ vez. 

comunidad 
5 j ; 

si le 

LFu~ el trabajo una ~uena 
o mala seleccion comp,3rado con otras"op'ci~n:s 

Mala; Buena y mala; ____ Fue Is unlCo 
que hab(an? Buena; ____ 

I -:--;r---"b o?cion que ha la. 
de acusaci~n y los descubrrmientcs legates de 

5. ,Tomando e~ CU,enta la c1,~s~el servicio a la comunidad una al-ternativa 
su caso, ,I..~ue el trabaJ J' lnjusta; No estoy seguro. 
justa 9 InJusta7 usta, ----

~ , con el servicio a 1a comunidad'buena? 
En general, ~fue su experiencla 

5i; No; ____ En parte ~i Y no, 
- -

6. 

C c me n tar i os : 

~.1 ______ ~--< . _ .. 

".-, ... 
_____ ~ __ _==_=_=O="'~.='1i';. ..... f.........::l.,.." .. ""'*':::'_'"Y-""l~\-¥t· .. ~ ...... *"...;,,...._,""'~~ ........ '-..:=..:"~· ... ,............,......,,"'""'M,,...O'<l:,-~""!"'~~~ .... ""'¥.""'" ...... "'.<4_'1_:-'>;' .. "''''':; .. ~:''.~' ... '"'''" .... -......,..k''W<''''; .. '''''-.~ ..... ~....."-:,~ .... ,,~'''·''''-'! ... ~·~ .. ·' .. '': .. .:b 

Site ---------------------

COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Judges 

1. How do you feel the community service restitution project has 
worked out as a whole? 

2. What aspects of the project worked especially well? 

3. What improvements do you feel could be made? 

4. Do you feel the present program should be expanded or cut back 
in the number and type of offenders it includes? Who should it 
include? 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Are those referred to the program generally indigent offenders 
unable to pay a fine? 

Do most of the offenders referred to the program have private 
attorneys, or do they generally have appointed counsel? 

How would you describe your working relationship with project 

How would you describe project staff's communication with th~ 
overall? 

staff? 

court 

9. Do project staff provide you with the necessary feedback on their 
clients? 

10. How do you feel the system of referral and placement has worked? 
How did project staff work with you to develop and maintain this 
system? 

11. How does the project staff compare with other criminal justice 
staffs, such as probation officers, in terms of client interaction 
and tracking? 

12. How do you see community services restitution in relation to other 
alternatives for offenders? Are there other alternatives you pre
fer, such as drug/alcohol programs, drunk driver programs, etc.? 

13. How do you approach sentencing using community service restitution-
i.e., are certain crimes worth x number of hours, or do you have some 
other system for assignment? Were any guidelines offered by project 
staff? If so, were they reasonable? Fair? Realistic? 

14. Has the project changed the way you sentence offenders? If so, how? 
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15. Do you feel community service restitution is a true legal option? 
Would you be willing to use it even if the project itself did not 
exist? 

16. Do you think community service should generally be combined with 
support services--i.e., counseling, job training, education, etc.? 

17. Overall, do you believe that community service restitution provides 
wo~thwhile experiences for offenders? 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Overall, is the project worth the costs it incurs? 

Do you feel community service is a fair or unfair alternative to 
other forms of punishment, considering the type of offenses involved? 

Do you feel co~~unity service is most appropriate for juvenile, 
adults, or both? Hhy? 

21. In your op~n~on, in what situation(s) is community service best 
used: pre-trial, in conjunction with probation, or-in conjunction 
with incarceration? 

22. Do you think community service restitution may replace the need for 
imprisonment with some types of offenders? Which ones? 

23. Do you think community service restitution could be utilized as the 
sole rehabilitation approach taken with some offenders? Which ones? 

24. How do you think community service restitution affect offenders--i.e., 
their likelihood of recidivating, their outlook, etc.? 

25. Do you think it has a different effect on first offenders than on 
those who have previously penetrated the criminal justice system? 
In what ways? 

26. What are some unintended impacts or effects of the project, such as 
reducing fine revenues, increasing exposure of some individuals to 
the criminal justice system, etc.? 

27. Do you think there will be any statutes forthcoming as a result of 
the project? 

SPECIAL SITE QUESTIONS 

Judges 

Duluth: 

1. Does sentencing usually include 
an t " f support services, or is that left as op ~On or offenders? 

2. Do you feel the support services are worthwhile? 

3. How do you feel about this proJ·ect's h aving all women as clients? 
4. Do you feel this proJ"ect h " as equalized services for men and women 

~n the Duluth area? 

5. Do you think a similar f program or men would be worthwhile? 

Baltimore County: 

1. ~~ ~~~kf;:il~he project had sufficient resources available to make 

2. Do you think there is d 
handle the clients? an a equate number of project staff people to 

OAR/All Sites: 

1. What are your feeling on the 
nationally? organization of OAR locally and 

2. Are there any changes in OAR h 
easier? t at you feel would make working them 

OAR/Fairfax: 

1. How do you feel about the current 
f practice of assigning 50 hours o service to all offenders? 

2. Are you satisfied with the pre-trial 
community service alternative? 

3. Would you like to th 
native as well? see e program include a post-conviction alter-

OAR/Durham: 

1. Are you satisfied with the pre-trial 
community service alternative? 

2. Have you used the post-conv';ct';on I 
..L ..L a ternative? worked out? If so, how has it 

"II 
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20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

· , 

Do you feel community service i~ a :air or unfair alternative to 
other forms of punishment, cons~der~ng the type of offenses in-
volved? . 

, '~s most appropriate for juveniles, Do you feel commun~ty serv~ce ~ 
adults, or both? Why? 

Do you think community service restitution may replace the need for 
W~th some types of offenders? Which ones? imprisonment ~ 

t 't t' could be utilized as the Do you think community service res ~ u ~on 
sole rehabilitation approach taken with some offenders? Which ones? 

What would you say are some unintended impacts or effects of the 

project? 

Site~ __________________ _ 

COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

DAs and Public Defenders 

1. How do you feel the community service restitution proj ect has . worked 
out as a whole? 

2. What aspects of the project worked especially well? 

3. What improvements do you feel could be made? 

4. DOl/you feel the present ·program should be cut back or expanded 
in the number and type of offenders it includes? Who should it 
include? 

S. Do you feel offenders have been justly sentenced, in terms of 
length and type of assignment? 

6. Are there cases you feel would have been dismissed if community 
service had not been available as an option? If so, what types? 

7. How would you describe your working relationship with project 
staff? 

8. Are you aware of the placement procedures used by the project? How 
do you feel the syste;n of referral (and placement) has worked? 

9. How does project staff work with you to develop and maintajn this 
system? 

10. Are you aware of any competitive alternative programs? How do 
you see community service in relation to other alternatives for 
offenders? Are there other alternatives you prefer, such as drug! 
alcohol programs, drunk driver programs, etc.? 

11. Do you think community service should generally be combined with 
support services--Le., counseling, job training; education, etc.? 

12. Overall, do you believe that community service restitution provides 
worthwhile experiences for offenders? 

13. Overall, is the project worth the costs it incurs? 

14. Do you feel community service is a fair or unfair alternative to 
other forms of punishment, considering the types of offenses 
involved? 

IS. Do you feel community service is most appropriate for juveniles, 
adults, or both? Why? 

16. In your op~n~on, in what situation(s) is community service best 
used: pre-trial, in conjunction with probation, or in conjunction 
with jail? 
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17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

,., 

Do' you think it h~s a different aff~ct on f~r:t of~end:rs 
those who have previous~y p~n~trated the cr1m1nal Just1ce 
In what w~ys? 

than on 
system? 

What are some unintendeQ impacts or effeets of the project? 

only) Hav,e there been a~y challenges as to 
(Pre-tr~aL projects 
the legality of the diversion p~ogram? 

I 
'1 
; 

SPECIAL SITE QUESTIONS 

DAs and Public Defenders 

Baltimore County: 

1. Do you feel the project had sufficient resources available to 
make it work well? 

2. Do you think there is an,adequate number of project staff people 
to handle the clients? 

OAR/All Sites: 

1. What are your feelings on the organization of OAR locally and 
nationally? 

2. Are there any changes in OAR that you feel would make working with 
them easier? 

OAR/Madison: 

1. Do you see any major problems with community service restitution? 

2. What, in your mind, qualifies an offender for the community service 
restitution project? 

3. Have you had any problems finding qualified offenders to participate 
in the project? 

San Francisco: 

1. What is your overall impression of this project relative to other 
existing programs? 

2. Does this project work well in tandem with other projects? 

3. Does this project have any particularly strong points compared 
with others? Weak points? 

4~ Does this project offer any advantages over other projects? Any 
disadvantages? 

5. How was it decided which program an offender would be assigned to? 

6. Were there any problems caused by the existence of overlapping programs? 

7. Do you have any suggestions concerning this situation? 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Probation Officers , 

1. How do you feel the community service project has worked out as a whole? 

2. What aspects of the p~oject worked especially well? 

3. What improvements do you f~el cpulq be made? 

4. Do you feel the present p1;"ogram sho1,llp b~ ~x'Panded or cut back .in the 
number and type of off~nders it incluqesq Who should it include? 

5. How ~o'\lld you describe your working relationship witb project staff? , 

6. Who is in charge of managing clients--yo'\l, project staff, or both? 
How is this arranged? 

7. Who has final legal responsibility for the clients? 

8. Who is responsible for communications with the court concerning clients-
you or project staff? 

9. Has the project helped to eliminate some of th~ clients from your 
caseload? If so, which ones? 

10. How do you feel the syst~m of referral and placemerit has worked? 

11. How does project staff work with you to revelqp and maintain this 
system? 

12. In which cas~s, if any, do you see community service as an alternative 
to probation? 

13. Do you feel communit=y service is a good addition to probation? 

14. How do you see community servic~ restitut~on in relation to other 
alternatives for offenders? Are there alternatives you prefer, such 
as drug/alcohol programs, drunk driver programs, 'etc.?' 

15. Do you think community service shQuld generally be combined with 
support services--i.e., counseling, job training, education, et~.? 

16. Overall, do you believe that community service provides wprthwhile 
experiences for offenders? 

17. Overall, do you feel it is worth the costs it incurs? 

18. Do you feel community service is a fair' or unfair alternative to other 
forms of punishment? 

19. Do you feel community service is most appropriate for juveniles, 
adults, or both? Why? 

20. IDn your opinion, in which situation(s) is community service best 
used·--pre-trial, in conjunct,Ji,on with probation, or in conjunction 
with incarceration? 

21. Do you think community service restitution may replace the need for 
imprisonment with some offenders? Which ones? 

22. Do you think community service restitution could be utilized as the 
sole rehabilitation approach taken with some offenders? Which ones? 

23. How do you think community service affects offenders--i.e., their 
likelihood of recidivism, their outlook, etc.? 

24. Do you think it has a different effect on first offenders than on 
those who have preViously penetrated the criminal justice system? 
In what ways? 

25. Wbat are some unintended impacts or effects of. the project? 
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Site ~ ____________ ~ __ ~_ 

COMMUNITY SERVICE RESTITUTION ATTITUDE QUESTIPNNAIRE 

Placement Agencies 

1. How have the clients work~d out? 

f· ~id you have any proqlems witn them? 

3. ,Do proj~ct volunteers cqmpr~se a large portion of your volunteer 
workers? 

4. Do you generqlly feel Y9u can r~ly on the project to provide you 
with volunteers when yoV need them? 

5. What would your volunteer s~tuation b~ like without project vol
unteers? 

6. How many of the people working in your ilgency know that thes., 
volunteers com~ from the cQ~rts? Any reactions? 

7. How many pf the people you serve know that the~e volunteers come 
from the courtsT Any react~qns? 

a. How would you de~criqe Yo.~r wor~in~ r~lptionship with project 
staff? 

9. How dQes the project staff monitor th~ir clients? 

10. How have you developed positions in yovr agency for these volunteers? 

11. Do any o~ the offenqers, whi~e part:f.cipq~ing in communi~y service, 
learn skills they may apply to new or pres~nt jobs? 

12. Do you feel that wprking ip your organization benefited the volun
teers ~n other ways? How? 

13. Would you like tp haVe mOre project clients working in your organ
ization? 

14. Have you since employed any C9Wffiunity service restitution volunteers 
on a regu19r basis? In ¥hat capacity,? 

15. Have many stayed to volqnteer beyonp the a9signed period of community 
service~ In what capacity? 

Ip. What aspects of the project are especially helpful to you? That is, 
what would you like to see contin~ed? 

17. What aspects of the project do you feel need improvement so as to 
be of greater service to you? 

18. Overall, do you believe that community service restitution provides 
worthwhile ex~eriences for offenders? 

19. Overall, is the project worth the costs it i~curs? 

20. Do you feel community service is a fai.r or unfair alternative to 
other forms of punishment, considering the type of offenses involved? 

21. Do you feel community service is most appropriate for juveniles, 
adults, or both? Why? 

22. Do you think community service restitution may replace the need 
for imprisonment with some types of offenders? Which ones? 

23. Do you think community service restitution could be utilized as 
the sole rehabilitation approach taken with some offenders? Which 
ones? 
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SPECIAL SITE QUESTIONS 

~lacement Agencies 

Duluth: 

1. About how mu~h time would you $ay the average project volunteer 
spends with you? 

2. Would you like to see men participate in a similar community service 
restitution program? 

Baltimore County: 

. 1. Do you feel the project had sufficient resources available to make 
it work well? 

2. Do you think there is an adequate number of project staff people 
to handle th~ clients? 

OAR/All Sites: 

1. What are your feelings on the org~nization of OAR locally and 
nationally? 

2. Are there any changes in OAR that YOll fee~ woulq mqke workin~ with 
them easier? 

Jacksonville: 

1. How easy has it been for you to use project volunteers in your 
organization? 

2. Has the project worked out well for you even though it is not affil-
iated with Volunteer Jack$onvi1le? 

3. Does the seriousness ot the offenses committed by some project vol
unteerq cause any proQlems for you or Qthers working in your organ
izatfon? 

PACT: 

1. How well do you like PACT's sY$ tern of placing volunteers in your 
orgaqiz~tion one day at ~ time? 

San Francisco: 

1. How would you compare this project with others l,ike ;it? 

.-

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

" \ 

,./ 

How effective is this proJ·ect's staff ~n d 1· ~ ea ~ng 'with your organ-
ization relative to others? 

How has this proJ·ect mon~tored·t 1· ~ ~ s c ~ents relative to other 
projects? 

Were there any problems caused by the ex~stence of ~ overlapping 
{'rojects? 

Do you have any suggestions concerning this situation? 
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SPECIAL SITE QUESTIONS 

Jailers 

Jacksonville: 

1. How effective do you think the project 
jail time? 

hp.s been in terms of reducing 

2. How has the relationship been between Fairfield Correctiona!L Institute 
and the proj ect? 

3. Have coordination ~fforts between FCI and the project been successful? 

4. Haye there been any problems between Fcr anti the project? 

5. Are there any d~fficulties in scheduling offenders for both work 
release and community service? 

6. Have any conflicts aI;'isen between the two programs (Work Release and 
Community Service)? 

7. How is the weekend commit~ent program going overall? 

8. Hqve any special problems ari~en with the weeke~d comm~tment program? 

PACT: 

'I. How do you feel the weekend commitment por4ion of the project ,is going 
overall? 

2. Are there any problems that have arisen? 

3. Can you make any sugg~stions for improvement? 

4. What aspects of 'the project have gone especially well? 

5. Is there anything you would like to see more of fqr this program? 
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CARD 1 

/-1 -2 I 
Project 
Site 

I I J. ~ 
17 18 

Arrest Type 

, -

I ' 
\ 

I I 31 32 
Was Case 

Filed? 

-, 

I 43 44 45 
Fine Amount, 

, . 

- ~ 

. " 

j' / - . . . ,. 

3 4 5 
Case Number 

I 19 20 
It Prior 

Misdemeanor 
Arrests 

33 34 35 

Denver Research Institute 
Community Service Restitution Project 

CSRP BASELINE CODING FORM 

6 I 7 8 9 10 11 
Arrest Date 

12 

21 22 I 23 24 I 25 26 
II Prior Age at Race 
Felony Arrest 
Arrests 

--- I -- I 36 37 38 39 40 41 

I 

I 

42 
Disposition Date Sentence Sentence 

Type Length 

I I I 46 47 48 49 50 51 
If Imposed If Fine Presiding 

Assessed, Judge 
Was It 

Collect'~d'? 

, . 

.... 

/ 

\ 

13 14 15 16 I 
Arrest Charge 

27 28 I 29 301 
Sex Residence 

I 

. \ ' 

f 

-
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Column 

l-~ 

3-6 

7-12 

13-16 

17-18 

19-20 

21-22 

23-24 

'25-26 

• i 27-28 

--~- -----~--~ ~--. -~ - ----- -----------,--

.,." -.. ,.- .. ~~ .. -~---~.---, ."'--......... ----~-.---~--

Codebook: CSRP Ba~elin~ Study 

Variable 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Item' 

Pl;'oject site. 

Case number: each case will recei.ve a unique 
identifier running in sequential o+der. 

Arrest date: date person was arre~ted for 
sample offense. 

Arrest charge: see attached offense codes 
in Appendix A. 

Arrest type: 

01 = Felony 
02 Hisdem!=CJ.nor/gross misdemeanor 
03 Municipal ordinance 
04 = Status offense 
05 = Ottte~ 
99 == Unknown 

~u~b~r of pl;'io+ misdemeanQr arrests (adult 
o111y). 

99 :;= Unkn~Wl'l 

Nu~ber of prior f~lony arrests (adult only). 

99 = Unl).nown 

Age at! arrest 

Race: 

01 "" n~aclt 
02 Anglo 
Q3 SPanish Surname 
04 = Amer~can Indian 
O:i ::; Ol;'ient;al 
06 = Other_'spe~ify) 
99 Vnkn~wt). 

Sex; 

01 
02 
99 ::; 

Male 
Female 
Unknown 

Column Variable 

29-30 11 

i 

j 

j 
.j 
,I 

31-32 12 

33-38 13 

" 

~---------

Item 

Residence: 

10· Arro·whead-St. Louis 
11 = Arrowhead-Cook 
12 = Arrowhead-Carlton 
13 = Arrowhead-Lake 
14 = Arrowhead-Aitkin 
15 = Arrowhead-Koochiching 
16 = Arrowhep..d-Other 
19 = Arrowhead-Unknown 
20 = Baltimore County 
21 = Baltimore City 
22 = Baltimore-Other 
23 = Md. Counties 

Baltimore-Other 
29 = Baltimore-Unknown 
30 = NE-Brookline 
31 = NE-East Norfolk 
32 = NE-Newton 
33 = NE-Other 
39 = NE-Unknown 
40 = Jacksonville 
50 = OAR-Anderson 
51 = OAR-Mad is on- County (not Anderson) 
52 = OAR-Durham (City) 
53 = OAR-Durham County (not Durham) 
54 = OAR-Fairfax, VA 
55 = OAR-Other 
59 = OAR-Unknown 
60 = PACT-Valpo 
61 = PACT-Portage 
62 = PACT-Other 
63 = PACT-Outsl.·de P orter County 
69 = PACT-Unknown 
70 = SF-City 
71 = SF-Outside City 
99 = Residence Unknown 

(For pretrial projects only) filed? {vas case-

01 = Yes 
02 = No 
99 = Unknown 

Disposition Date - Honth/Day/Year 

I' : ( 
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Column Variable 

39-40 14 

41-42 15 

43-47 16 

48-49 17 

50-51 18 

, .' .-

Item 

Sentence Type: 

01 ;::: Released 
02 ;::: Probati,on (formal) 
03 = Probation (inf,ormal) 
04 Suspended sentence 
05 Jail 
06 Fin~ 

07 = Jail and fine 
08 = Part-time jail 
09 Jailrwork release , .. 
10 Informal probation/flne/]all 
11 Formal probation/fine/jail 
12 Probation before judgment (PBJ) 
13 Prayer for judgment continued (PJC) 
14 :::; Adj ournment 'in cOfltemplation of 

dismtssal (ACD)/continuance 
1;5 Ot·qer 
99 Unknown 

Sentenc~ length - epter in months 

99 = Unkpown 

i d how jl1\lch was tho e amount? If fine wasmpose I 

99999 = UnknowQ 

If fine was assessed, was it collected? 

01 :::; Yes 
02 = No 
03 Partially 
99 Unknown 

Presiding judge: write name. 

i 
I 
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f 
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. 4. 

5. 

6. 

Does each offender sign a contract specifying: 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Length of community service? 

Time limits for completion of service? 

Criteria and consequences of unsuccessful completion? 

Insurance coverage during community service? 

If contracts are used in your projects, who are the parties that make 
and sign the 'agreement? 

What kind of insurance protection is available for offenders plaeed in 
public and in private nonprofit sites? 

Process 

7. 

8a. 

b. 

What criteria are used to determine that an offender's participation in 
community service is unsuccessful and should be terminated? 

How is the length of time to be served in community service determined? 

Any established minimum or maximum sentences to community service time? 
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Site: 
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GENERAL QUES~IONS 

These questions are designed to provide some comm~n descrip
tive information about each project. DRI staff have written in 
answers from information available in project proposals. Please 
correct this information as appropriate and please notify DRI if the 
informatio~ provided should be revised during the course of the project. 

If you need more space for answers, please use the back of each 
page or a separate sheet of paper. 

Offenders 

1. 

2. 

~fuat criteria are used to select participants for the Community Service 
Restitution Project? 

To what extent does each offender choose or participate in choosing the 
agency/site at which community service will take place? 

3. How is community service "offered" to offenders: 

c It is a voluntary alternative to jailor fines for certain 
classes of offenses. 

[] It is an option available to those on work-release. 

It is a sentencing alternative that is alrea~y in 
municipal ordinclUces [] state statutes 0 
Other _. _____________________________________________________ _ 

8c. Any time limits for completion of community service? 

d. Do you use the minimum hourly wage or some other amount to calculate 
the value of community service hours completed? Please explain 

9. Do you plan to present orientation or training programs to introduce 
probation officers, placement site staffs, referral agency staffs, and 
others to the concept of community service restitution and to the goals 
and procedures of your project? (Please describe your plans) 

Placements 

lOa. ~at screening methods, needs assessments, etc., 'will be used to 
determine the nature of client placements? 

b~ Will the placement agencies provide the project staff with p.lacement 
sit~ descriptions and qualifications/skills needed? 

c. Do you anticipate that various factors relating to the offender 
(e.g., nature of the referral offense, criminal history) will be 
considered by project staff in making job placements? 
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lla. Which community service project staff membe~ will have primary 
responsibility for monitoring clients while in a work site? 

b. Which agency representatives will monitor clients? 

12. In ~.;rhat way and how often will placement agencies notify the project 
about worker attendance, performance, etc.? 

13. 

14. 

15. 

What data elements will be collected routinely to track clients' 
progress through their placement assignments? 

How will placements within a single agency be managed? Will restit~tion ' 
clients become part of the existing organizational structure of a place
ment agency or become part of a separate unit with a separate supervisor? 

What factors will be considered in determining potential costs and 
cost savings/benefits to placement agencies (e.g., costs of supervision, 
value of services provided)? 

16. How will you go about identifying and working with new (additional) 
placement agencies? 

I>'jl 
i 

Outcomes 

l7a. 
How do you plan to work toward increasing public/community awareness 
and acceptance of community service restitution programs? 

b. How will you determine your successes? 

18. 

19. 

Do yo~ plan ~o ask persons sentenced to community service about their 
exper~ence w~th the program? If yes, how and when will this be done? 

Do you plan to ask staff. at placement sites about their experience 
with the communit ? y serv~ce program. If yes, how and when will this be done? 
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