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to be used to achieve the objective,

-
e

--Assure that the grantees had adeguate
required staffing and funas.

—-Monitor projects so that ineffec:
provided with assistance

e
Lz

r terminated in a

--Select th
awarded -o

prograz= evaluator before project
facilizate the provision of

Thesa =zatters are discussed in derail ir

zrants

technical assiszance.
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Frnin UNITED STATES GINZRAL ACTIUNTING OFFCE
NG WASHINGTON, T 2. 2054
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\\\\\ LW10716
GENERAL GOVIRNMINT
CiyISIiCy
1 P 2o
vlL 3 i
Mr, Jzzmes M. 3. Crzze
Assistanz Adzinisirator, Jifice
of Planning and Manzgement
Law Inlorcement Assisiance
Adzinlistracicn
Dezr Mz, Grezz:
Ths Gene:al Accounting Oflice recently concluded a suzvav of h
Law Inlorcement Assistanz2 Adminisirazion's (LEA4) prograz, 2ncizled
"Corzections Ini:iative: Ixperizenat In Restitution.” The oblsctive of
the ;o cgran was to deterzine the condifions under which rastizufion weuld
be a1 eifective tool in dealing with offenders in the crizinal jus:zice
svstano,
We conduzted thils survev at LZAA Headguarters, at four of the seven
restitetion projects included In the experime 1t--&;.hﬂta, Georgia;
Bost q, uassq H 1setzs; Denver, Colorado; and Portland, O'=5gn--‘nd a:c
the Criminal Justice Research Centfer in Aldany, Wew Tark. Wz perfcrmed
our fieldwork between December 1977 and March 1978.
Weaknesses in planning and managing the experizeat, difficulties
in i=ples=enting the p*o;=* s, and failure %o deve'op suf::ciew: research
data will prevent accomplishment of the experiment's abjeztive, LIAM did
not:
--Assure itself cha: all program participants were awars of and
agreed to the prcgram's objective before the 5 were
awarded. -
--Make sure that participants understood the methods thiz were

roceduras 2 odtain the

lve ;rojects can either de
ely manner.
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Deparzment of Corrazzion was awarZed a $94,200 gran: to devalop a resi-
dential resti-ution ceatzr Zar parolees. As of early 1978, 72 grancs
totaling adeuz $9.3 oillian had d22n awaried for restitution projects.
1/
" aez . . . . . .
In February 1575, GCJIP2" and the Naticnal Iastituze jciatly
anncunced plzns fo Zund and coaduct @ lh-moath resiituzicn experizmaal.

]

According o lTAA, this funding scheme regresented 2 new, inne
approach to evaluazion research in that the evaluation would >

ducted sizultaneocusly with the operatl aTant TOZTaTs. 44 rafers
to this aprroach as aa action-research program.  Also, this was the firs
time the two offices had jolatly spozsored an actica-researczh progran.

Ip 1ts aanouncement to potential applizants, CCJE stated that the
total restituzion program and evaluation 2ffprt adéresses the quesiion:
"Under whar conditizcas will restizution be an effective £22l in dezling
with offenders 1n the criminal iz2 svszem?l”

am’ Tha Natilonzl Ins:zizute
arch queszion undarlying the
? stated that, because the

.

xperimeatal model zhat seeks

labeled th:s purpose a
entire evaluazion eifort. Fur
initiative was based on an act
to produce us2ful Iaformazicn i ia:a,

(o]
3]

[}

1
13
N
(]
8]
1Y

—an evaluator would work with the agency selected,

—opriorizy would be ziven fo applications which incorpera:ce
feasible experizenzal control designs, and
1 4 & ]

—the selection criteria would include the excent to whi
avplicants preposed 5 use chance or the random method of
selecting eiigibles and issigning them fo cemparable
experizental and control groups.

The program announcezent did nor speciiy the typ. of experizmental
desizn to be used, Sut did szate that the selected evaluator would
devise the design and orchesirate its implementatiza aC each experizent
site. ;

The programs and the svaluation were to begin Jctober 1, 1976, and
to continue for 2 years.

1/ Formerly Oifice of Regiornal Operations {(ORO).



¢ 4
PR
1

ENCLCISY

ENCLOSURE

3ezinning In Sepramber 197, I27? awardsed discratlionary zranls
totaling abour Fl.5 =millicn o seven 3tafes o operaze restitulion
progriz=s. Simalfznecusly, Ihe hational Imstizute aweried a3 $307,000
ranz o the CJriminal Jusiiz2 Resezrch Cenzer (evaluazsr).
The seven srojects oparate at varying levels or sattinzs within the
. s . ~ v : . 1 -
¢rimiznal justizz svstez. The follswing tabdle sneows the amcuats LEAA
funda? znd tha zrantes Icr each profezt.
Criminal justize
Projects Asount svstex level
i —— et ——
Sacrazento, Calilcmia
Deparzzent of Corrections $ 220,495 Parole Revocation
Denver, Colorsic Parole/Prebation
-

Comission on Crizinal Justica
HartZord, Connesticut

Judicial Deparzzent 288,000

Atlanta, Georziz
Depa:::ent of fo eadar

Rehabilitatis 356,195
Augusta, Maine
Criminal Justize ?Ianning and

Assistance Age 169,104
Bostcn, Massachusetts

Parole 3oard ©7,435

Portland, Oregen
Multnomah Counzy Cffice of
Dist ict Atcoraey 215,769

Essentially, 1LZAA asked the evaluator o
evaluate the seven projects and produce a body

knowledze about restitutioca and (2) analyze and presen:
zuidance

way as o provide reliszble information and
research and plaaning ia the restitution area
answer specific juesticas relating o

- ==appropriateness of
dents iavolved in pay:ent of

teristics related o success:

—how the restituzion projects oterate:

v

cypes of offenders, vict

work Release

Protation/Superior Courzs/
County Common Pleas Court

Probaticn/Circuviz Courts

Probation/Superior and
District Court

Parole/Work Release

Probatica/Distri
Attorney 0ffice

(1) study, dascribe and
of scientifically derived
dacta in such a
for ongaing and ZIuture

The evaluator was to

[

ims and inci-

vestituzion to include charac-—
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et D s

-~the effecriveness of r2s

VICCL:S, a2 lhe ¢crizina

-—the cast effectivensss of restizution as compared It other
¢riminal sancticesns.
L
PRCSRANM COALS AND CZBJZCTIVIS
WILL %CT 3E ET

-

According o :the evaluzatzr, the Xey 20 a successful svaluatisn was
]
the use of :=he trus excterizmental Zesizn—-caniom se a2 cad assiznoen

of offender: to cemparadle a2xperizental and contr2 and
the evaluarsr sa2lazted the random experimental de
beliaved it was the dest method 20 proluce relisd nIlu-
sicas about Testitution. In g vorkplon submitted avalvitor
stated that “che advantzge of randsa allocation is confi
den-e that ooy diflarences discoverad setw2en the 3 lzter
tage can be attriluted to cthe expericental Ireats en),
'rathe; than zny initial diZfsrences between the groups.

Althouzh LEAA and the 2valuator were aware of the ne2? for and
compliance with "the true experimental desiga,"™ LEiA failed to adeguate
communicate this need to the grant applicants. As a resul: the appli-
cants generally were not aware of the experizenta! desigx expecrazicas
or of the data collection neads. CZven though the proposzi: did not oee
the program's needs, seven were approved with the expectazian th * they

N X
>

could be zolied to fit the =~rograz's odjectives. Juring tiis = 3z
process. it became evident that these odjectives were ia jecpardy Secause

the grantees either

—had poorly designed plazs which did not respond to the
evaluation aad research aspects of the program,

—had not sec"'ed the approval and cooperatieca of other
State agencies that would be involved in the progra=, or

~—had iazsufficient staff and/or funds.

The prcjects reformulation continued throughout the prozram. Some
graatees nevar net the progran objectives. Cthers vere sfill tryiag as
of Yarch 1973. However, as of that date, with only 6 =zonths to go, it
appeared thar none of the seven projects would maer tf pr: 's so0als

a

in terms of “he number of program parii-~ipants or its cbx s
teras of measuring the effectiveness of restitution as a <orr:ctioas
tocl.

When the experiment te'miﬂatas on Septemder 30, 1978, the eviluator

will not be ible to reach conclusions regarding the effectiveness of
restitution 2t Jifferent points ia the criminal justice sysiem, which 1

-

>
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Sczme of the prsilams iz planning and managing the experimeal are
discussad *in zora dezzil in zhe Zollowing sa2cnicas.
.
2T02Tan annCuniaments a4
guldelines wore n2t tl23r
whether the exparimenzal desizn
s Tebruary 1975 announzezanz, 2257
3in to procpective applicants what 1f z2zal by
based ¢oan azzica-vasearzh 2xperi-
ject officials wers not sure
w3s o conmiuct Tes2arsh T o
arnaduacement, CCJP did ot
regquired to use ex:
tion ariter o
r the rande

As a result, indivi
experz:e:ta; design 2x

g ze :::i as 2nd data colliaczien needs
pational evaluacion. Accoriing to the evaluazor, the =majorizy of
g’an ees paid lizzle :itenticn to evalualion zmalters in writing their
proposais. C:egcn anl Massachuserts officials told us that they were
not aware that l...A raquired the experimental designa since the LIsA
announcecent J‘d not explicizly state 1t was required. The special cocadi-
tions aztache?d ro :the zrants stated that such an experimental design
mizht be required. The Georgia project direczor sald that he under-
stood az the Zime he wrote the proposal that LIAA rem

r

ul
design, but that based on past experience he never believed LZAA
would enforce it.

Adding to che cecafusion was the selection of the evaluator sizul-
taneou.ly with the sslection of the sevan graztees. The evaluator
vas funded without having any informatica on the goals, objectives, ani
h dual
"

operations of the individual projects o be evaluated.. Alsa the
eviluator had no opporzunity be:ora award of the grants o a.sess data
poteqtia‘ at each project azd to ascertain if the suppo and curgera-
tion of key decisionmzkers & een obtalned., LZIAA's decirior o

LJU'

sinultaneousivy selecs the ev
delays in P*O"'Jﬂ implementation and data colleciion fo .everal zonths
until the Iwo parties =2stablished operating procedures and agrewd on

the experizental Jdesiza.

tor and the grantees contriduted o

5=
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In May 1976, LZAA notif
cations had deen reviewed an
amendments were madz2, such a

-~responding more direct

regearch objectives,

~~eliminatiag 3ctivitie
Apparentiy, the :mended
quate, Cne consultanz, that
in a July 1578 lezzer ©
o. lip service only wita res
sénse.” The consulta.: sugg
the experimeacal des:zn wil
attach special conditions to

ge iga and o provide time for
*

d to award
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1y

and
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de-
Cregea's amended proposzl commsntza
e applicant gilves an indicat:
tect :o .gudom celection in any meanlng
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INCLOSURE ENCLISURE

Upcz awarding the jrants, 1IAA attached severzi spezial conditions
=5 2ach. Includes In these condizicns wera :that eazh sife

=-gartizipazz Ia th2 national evaluaziza that Mzight" Include

chance or randoz selaczicn, and

——suimit a rzvised workplanm ia 735 davs.
None of the proieszzs wers able Iz provide LTA\ zdeguate revised work
slans withiz the T3-dav serizd. Georgia and Oraegen’s revisad work planms
chich were suosequanctle aporoved, wers not submitsed until 125 and 244
days, respactively, after he Degirming of the grant period. The eother
five proiects wera stilil ravising thelr work plans or awalting LIAA
approval of their lactest revisicn at the tize of cur survey.
Prcoosals and olars 41 mzt
address expariranl Toals

After the evaluater =made its Zirst site visits to the seven pro-
jects, it reported ia Decezber 1976 o LEAA that "Iolleowing the round of
visits it became apparaent that few of the original seven pregosals dor:
any resezblance to what will actually be done at each site.” The evalua-
tor reperzed furchar that zost of its time during these visils was
devoted to assisting site persomnel in clariiying progzrasmmatic diffi-
culties. Iz addizion, cthe evaluztor stated that

"It was readily apparent that research questicas could noz 2

addressed reaaingfully uutil the praztizal izplezentatioa and

‘operational croblazs were clear fo the sife perscanal. 1o

sozme sites, the prograrmatic quesﬁicw; t0 be resolved wers

so central 23 even the feasidility of operations that

Bvaluacion staff were Iorced fo assuze the role of planning

consultants.”
The evaluator further reported to LEAA that ir had to clarify progran
difficulties and in soms2 cases cempletely reformulate original grant
proposals, and that suen activity had zaren time that had been alloted
for direct evaluazion. TFor example, 1 noted that prior to award of
the grants, four projaecis--Connesficut, Massachusetss, Oregoa, and
Ceoct 13-—nad not es:ab-'s r2d adequata eligibility criteria Ior offenders
thzs were £o partisipate in the program. A‘so, it reported cthat at thz tize
of the award Main2 had aot decided w~1ch of three agencies would concrsl

-

the gra

Other criminal
were not

zonsulzel

LEAA awarded
to receive the
agencies wvhose

rants withou
2 of other
would

o

t tir-c providing for the projects
sta.e and local eriminal jus:ica
asgential to meeting the program's
5 -



The Conneozicus =70 2vrs 4id nor discuss the
experizmantal desigr v ith juniges beiore they
implemanzed their :oo sordir3 to the avaiuztor,
Connecticus projec: and o jszzzivaly presenced
the nead Icr an 2xo2 s: ludgzes. Thus, they zould
not estadlish zn adeguate coniwo’ . roaep. Georgla projecst orfficials
discovered in A;ril 1377 :that judzes in tnat State corderad.restiiuticn
in virzually all 2lizidle zases—--zhus preventing assignment of soxze
offenders to a sonirzl group. The Seorziz project dirscior said that
he did not kacw defzrenand that Szergia ‘udges had used restitullon exIesn-
sively for several vzars. Acscoriing to the evaluitor, Xaine projecct
officials had dilfizwity zaining zosperziiza Irom judges anc Jlstrict
attorneys.

In %assac“-set*3= the ceacern 3 ihe project’s parsle board :em’e:s
and parole oIfizers =>ouf the e:hi:s of using an experizenccl design
delayed the start of the rroject by 3 meaths. The Colorado project had
difficulty obtaini.z the zooperatiszz of zhe State leparizent of Covrec—
tions for release of offexders, ccusing Zurcher problems to a prolect
already 1 year dehind schedule. .

have

Prior to making an award, LIAA should easure that applicant
zade the necessary arriagenents o Tacem a £ ot
criminal juscice systea officials who wil
sions, such as judges, prosecutors, and parcle boar

As :ate as May 1377, 2 menths after zrant award, at least five
projects were still experiencing personnel problems that hampered pro—
gran oo2rations. Factors causing th2 prodlems included lack of State

matching funds, slowness ia recruiting and hiring, and frequent turnover
in project =anagemen:.

Two projects, Massachusetzs and Malne, were stiil experiencing
personnel snorzages ac the Zize of cur survey. The Massachusecrts'
research analyst was plann:ing o resign in April 1978, and as of larct
1978, the State had not filled thre=e vacant paroie c:flce: pesitions
essenrial to the program. The Maine proiect has had three project
directors. The following excerpfs from the evaluaror, LZ\\, and State
reports further sucmarize project staffiag problems:

~~Slowness ia recruiting stalf zouncriduted to a 3-zcnch delay
project icplezeatation in California.

~—Connzeticut, at May 1977, was experiencing a 4-woath lag Jue
to staff rorruliing and hiring., The 3rant proposal Juthor

-7 -
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