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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
ATLANTA DIVISION

STACEY ADAMS,
CIVIL ACTION NO.

JERRY SAINT VIL, on behalf of
themselves and others similarly
situated,

COMPLAINT - CLASS ACTION

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
Plaintiffs,

V.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES,
LLC,

ROBERT CONTESTABILE,
Chief Business Development Officer,
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC,

TIM LEWIS, Vice President of Georgia
Services, Sentinel Offender Services,
LLC,

STEVE QUEEN, Director of Georgia
Services, Sentinel Offender Services,
LLC,

Defendants.
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COMPLAINT

Plaintiffs Stacey Adams and Jerry Saint Vil, on behalf of themselves and the

class alleged herein, state as follows for their Complaint:
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l. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

1. This is an action to compel Defendants, a private probation company
and its executives, to return money they illegally collected from people sentenced
to “pay-only” probation for ordinance violations or misdemeanor offenses
adjudicated in the Atlanta Municipal Court. As described below, Defendants
required Plaintiffs and hundreds or thousands of others to pay Sentinel an illegal
$20 “enrollment fee” that was not ordered by any court, permitted by statute, or
authorized by the Defendants’ contract with the Atlanta Municipal Court.

2. “Pay-only” probation refers to the practice of sentencing people to
probation solely because they cannot pay their fines and surcharges at the time they
are sentenced. O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103(a).

3. Defendants are Sentinel Offender Services, LLC (“Sentinel”), a
private corporation that oversees misdemeanor probationers for profit, and three of
the company’s executives. From 2006 to 2017, Sentinel had a contract with the
Atlanta Municipal Court to supervise people on probation, including people
sentenced to pay-only probation because they could not afford to pay a fine.

4. Plaintiff Stacey Adams is a 33-year-old working mother who
appeared before the Atlanta Municipal Court in July 2015 and pleaded guilty to

making an improper u-turn. She was sentenced to pay a fine and fees totaling
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$215.25. Because Adams could not afford to pay that amount on the day she
appeared in court, she was sentenced to pay-only probation. As a result, the court
ordered her to pay Sentinel $81 in “supervision fees,” plus $27 that would be
passed on to the state, for a total of $108, in addition to the $215.25 fine and fees.

5. Though the Municipal Court had authorized Sentinel to collect $108,
Sentinel also made Adams pay an additional $20 “enroliment fee,” without any
lawful basis for doing so. Sentinel required that Adams pay the fee before the
company would close her case by informing the court that she had complied with
its sentence.

6. Plaintiff Jerry Saint Vil is a student and father of two who was
sentenced to pay-only probation for traffic tickets between January 2015 and
December 2016. On three separate occasions, Saint Vil was required to pay
unlawful $20 “enrollment fees” before Sentinel would close his case.

7. Adams and Saint Vil expect to show that Sentinel forced hundreds
and perhaps thousands of people to pay unauthorized “enrollment fees.” Plaintiffs
expect to show that Sentinel established its illegal policy sometime between
January 2013 and January 2015, and then continued enriching itself at the expense
of low-income people until the company’s departure from the Atlanta Municipal

Court in January 2017.
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8. The enrollment fees were illegal for three reasons.

9. First, no court ordered the fees, and Sentinel’s contract did not permit
them. While the January 2013 contract between Sentinel and the Atlanta
Municipal Court allowed the company to collect a one-time $20 “administrative
fee” if a person on pay-only probation managed to pay off his fines within 30 days
of being sentenced, Sentinel never had authority to collect such a fee from people
who, like Adams and Saint Vil, were unable pay off their fines within the first 30
days of pay-only probation. Nor does the contract allow Sentinel to demand a $20
“enrollment fee” from every single person sentenced to pay-only probation.!

10.  Second, no Georgia statute authorized the imposition of such a fee.
See Smith v. State, 526 S.E.2d 59 (Ga. 2000) (“the only costs which may be
Imposed on a criminal defendant are those which are specifically authorized by
statute”).

11.  The third reason applies to some cases, but not all, that were
adjudicated by the Atlanta Municipal Court on or after July 1, 2015, including

Adams’s case and one of Saint Vil’s. On that date, a new statute barred Sentinel

L In most documents, Sentinel refers to the $20 fee as an “enrollment fee,” but in
others, it is described as an “administrative fee.” For clarity’s sake, this complaint
will consistently refer to “enrollment fees.”



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1 Filed 07/27/17 Page 5 of 54

from collecting additional fees once a pay-only probationer had paid three of
Sentinel’s ordinary, court-approved monthly supervision fees. The statute was part
of a legislative overhaul intended to address “problems plaguing the misdemeanor
probation system.” See Report of Ga. Council on Crim. Justice Reform (2015),

21-26, http://bit.ly/2sgH6IN (visited June 15, 2017).

12.  In 2016, the Department of Community Supervision (DCS), the state
agency that regulates probation companies, repeatedly informed Sentinel that it
could not collect an extra $20 from people who needed more than 30 days of pay-
only probation to pay fines owed to the Atlanta Municipal Court.

13.  DCS instructed Sentinel to consult with the Atlanta Municipal Court
to “see if refunds are appropriate.” Instead, Defendants Mark Contestabile and
Tim Lewis unsuccessfully tried to convince the judges of the Atlanta Municipal
Court to ratify Sentinel’s unlawful conduct.

14.  In October 2016, Sentinel informed the court that the company did not
wish to renew its Atlanta contract because it was not profitable enough. The court
subsequently engaged a different company as its probation provider.

15.  On February 20, 2017, Sentinel sold its Georgia probation holdings to
another probation company. After the sale, the Department of Community

Supervision took no further regulatory action.



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1 Filed 07/27/17 Page 6 of 54

16.  Sentinel never returned the funds illegally collected from Plaintiffs.

17.  Defendants’ policy of extracting unauthorized fees from low-income
defendants under color of law violates the United States Constitution and the
Constitution of the State of Georgia. Plaintiffs assert claims for violations of their
civil rights under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

18.  Defendants’ policy violated Georgia law prohibiting the collection of
costs from criminal defendants unless the costs are specifically authorized by
statute, and Georgia’s statutory framework for private probation, as well as a
specific statute enacted in 2015 to protect pay-only probationers. Defendants’
policy also constitutes the torts of negligent supervision and negligent
misrepresentation under Georgia law, as well as unjust enrichment.

19.  Plaintiffs ask this Court to order the Defendants to return money they
wrongfully collected from Plaintiffs and other putative class members.

20.  Because Defendants’ actions were willful, deliberate, and malicious,
and involved reckless or callous indifference to Plaintiffs’ rights, they should be
punished and deterred by an award of punitive or enhanced damages against all
Defendants as permitted by law.

21.  Plaintiffs bring this action on behalf of themselves and all persons

who paid Sentinel’s unlawfully imposed “enrollment fees” on or after July 25,
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2013. This putative class is further described below in §{ 31-36.

1. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

22.  This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this action pursuant to
28 U.S.C. § 1331 and § 1343(a)(3) and (4) because the action arises under 42
U.S.C. § 1983 and the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.

23.  This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over state law claims under
28 U.S.C. § 1367 because they are so related to the federal claims that they form
part of the same case or controversy under Article 111 of the United States
Constitution.

24.  Venue is proper in this district under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2) because
all or a substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims asserted

herein occurred in this judicial district.

I1l. PARTIES
A. Plaintiffs

25.  Plaintiff Stacey Adams is a 33-year-old woman who resides in Atlanta
and is raising a daughter. In July 2015, Adams pleaded guilty in the Atlanta
Municipal Court to making an improper u-turn, O.C.G.A. § 40-6-121, which is a

misdemeanor under Georgia law pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 40-6-1(a).
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26.  Plaintiff Jerry Saint Vil is a 33-year-old man who resides in Atlanta
and is raising a son and a daughter. On separate occasions between January 2015
and August 2016, Saint Vil pleaded guilty in the Atlanta Municipal Court to failure
to obey a traffic control device, O.C.G.A. § 40-6-20; failure to maintain lane,
0O.C.G.A. 8 40-6-48; and, twice, to following too closely, O.C.G.A. § 40-6-49.

Each is a Georgia misdemeanor, per O.C.G.A.8 40-6-1(a).

B. Defendants

27.  Defendant Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, is a Delaware company
that, at all times relevant to this action, did business in the State of Georgia, in this
district, and in this division. During the relevant period, Sentinel performed a
public function that was traditionally the exclusive prerogative of the state—
supervision of people on probation. Sentinel had a contract with the Atlanta
Municipal Court, which has the authority under Georgia law to outsource this
public function to private companies operating for profit.? O.C.G.A. § 42-8-

101(a)(1). Sentinel is a state actor and a person acting under color of state law and

2 The parties to the contract were Sentinel and the City of Atlanta, on behalf of the
Atlanta Municipal Court. The contract was signed by the Mayor of Atlanta, as well
as then-Chief Judge Crystal Gaines, and Defendant Mark Contestabile was listed
as Sentinel’s authorized representative. For simplicity’s sake, the contract is
referred to herein as a contract between Sentinel and the Atlanta Municipal Court.
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is liable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

28.  Defendant Mark Contestabile is the Chief Business Development
Officer and a Vice President of Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, and a part-owner
of the company. He resides in Georgia. Contestabile directed the behavior of
“private probation officers,” employees of Sentinel who were performing a public
function. O.C.G.A. 8§ 42-8-101(b)(1). Contestabile caused, authorized, condoned,
ratified, approved, and knowingly participated in a longstanding policy and
practice of demanding $20 “enrollment fees” from pay-only probationers who
needed more than 30 days to pay off fines owed to the Atlanta Municipal Court,
without the court’s authorization or any other legal basis for doing so. As part-
owner of Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, he has retained and benefited from the
collection of illegally collected funds. At all times pertinent to this action, he was
acting under color of state law.

29.  Defendant Tim Lewis is the Vice President of Georgia Services for
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC. He resides in Georgia. Lewis directed the
behavior of “private probation officers,” who were performing a public function.
O.C.G.A. § 42-8-101(b)(1). Lewis caused, authorized, condoned, ratified,
approved, and knowingly participated in a longstanding policy and practice of

demanding $20 “enrollment fees” from pay-only probationers who needed more
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than 30 days to pay off fines owed to the Atlanta Municipal Court, without the
court’s authorization or any other legal basis to do so. At all times pertinent to this
action, he was acting under color of state law.

30.  Defendant Steve Queen is the Director of Georgia Services for
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC. He resides in Georgia. Queen directed the
behavior of “private probation officers,” who were performing a public function.
0O.C.G.A. §42-8-101(b)(1). Queen caused, authorized, condoned, ratified,
approved, and knowingly participated in a longstanding policy and practice of
demanding $20 from pay-only probationers who needed more than 30 days to pay
off fines owed to the Atlanta Municipal Court, without the court’s authorization or
any other legal basis to do so. At all times pertinent to this action, he was acting

under color of state law.

IV. CLASSACTIONALLEGATIONS

31.  Plaintiffs brings this class action pursuant to Rules 23(a) and (b)(3) of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure on behalf of themselves and a class of
similarly situated persons.

32.  The class is defined as all persons who (1) were sentenced by the

Atlanta Municipal Court to pay-only probation under the supervision of Sentinel

10
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Offender Services after July 25, 2013; (2) were unable to pay off their court-
ordered fines within 30 days of having been sentenced; and (3) were nevertheless
required to pay a $20 “enroliment fee.”

33.  Plaintiffs meet the requirements of Rule 23(a) in that:

(@) The class is so numerous that joinder of all members is
impracticable. Plaintiffs expect to show that the class consists
of hundreds, and possibly thousands, of people who paid
Sentinel’s illegal fee.® During 2016, Sentinel supervised an
average of 5,000 pay-only probationers every quarter. Plaintiffs
expect to show that a significant portion of these people—who
were on probation only because they could not pay their fines
immediately—needed more than 30 days to pay off those fines,
and were therefore charged illegal enrollment fees by Sentinel.*

(b)  There are questions of law and fact common to the class. The

3 Defendants possess and control electronic records necessary to easily identify
class members and determine the size of the class.

* The limited records currently available to Plaintiffs suggest that Defendants
collected a quarterly average of $55,000 in “enrollment fees” from Atlanta pay-
only probationers during part of the time period relevant to this action. See Ex. A
(Sentinel financial reports to the Atlanta Municipal Court, fourth quarter 2015 and
second quarter 2016).

11
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(©)

common questions of law include (1) whether Sentinel’s policy
of charging probationers “enrollment fees” not authorized by
order of the Atlanta Municipal Court violates the Due Process
and Equal Protection Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment to
the United States Constitution; (2) whether Sentinel’s practice
of charging probationers such fees violates Georgia statutes that
govern probation companies and protect pay-only probationers;
and (3) whether such conduct constitutes negligent
misrepresentation, negligent supervision, and/or unjust
enrichment under Georgia law. Common questions of fact
include whether Sentinel’s contract with the Atlanta Municipal
Court authorized Sentinel to charge the class members
“enrollment fees.”

The policy challenged in this action applies with equal force to
the named Plaintiffs and all members of the class so that the
claims of the Plaintiffs are typical of those of the class. All
class members have paid the same $20 fees, whether in one
case or in multiple cases; all such fees were collected in

violation of law, and unjustly enriched Sentinel Offender

12
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Services.

(d) The named Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the
interests of the class. Plaintiffs possess the requisite personal
interest in the subject matter of the lawsuit and possess no
interests adverse to other class members. Plaintiffs are
represented by attorneys at the Southern Center for Human
Rights, a nonprofit organization, and Caplan Cobb, a law firm.
Plaintiffs’ counsel have extensive experience in complex class
action litigation. Plaintiffs’ counsel have the resources,
expertise, and experience to effectively prosecute this action.

34.  Plaintiffs meet the requirements of Rule 23(b)(3) because common
guestions of law and fact predominate over questions affecting individual class
members. Indeed, the claims of the putative class members are essentially
identical: Defendants charged each one the same fee, which was unlawful for the
same reasons every time. This is true even though some class members may have
been required to pay the fee more than once, in connection with multiple cases at
the Atlanta Municipal Court, as with Plaintiff Saint Vil.

35.  Aclass action is superior to any other method of adjudicating this

dispute because hundreds or thousands of people paid unauthorized fees demanded

13
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by Defendants, and few are likely to have the time, legal acumen, and resources to
pursue a reimbursement of these costs on their own.

36.  Inthe absence of a class action, Sentinel will be permitted to keep
money exacted from class members tortiously and in violation of their

constitutional rights.

V. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A.  “Pay-Only” Probation in Georgia

37.  The Georgia Code allows municipal courts to contract with private
companies to supervise people sentenced to probation for certain misdemeanors,
including traffic violations, and for violations of municipal ordinances.

O.C.G.A. 8§ 42-8-101(b)(2).

38.  The courts do not pay these for-profit companies to supervise
probationers. Instead, private companies enter contracts that “require the payment
of a probation supervision fee” by each person on probation. O.C.G.A. § 42-8-
102(c). These fees are collected by probation companies directly from
probationers, and are retained by the probation companies.

39.  Georgia courts also sentence people to “pay-only probation,” which

“means [when] a defendant has been placed under probation supervision solely

14
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because such defendant is unable to pay the court imposed fines and statutory
surcharges when such defendant’s sentence is imposed.” O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103(a).
Additionally, traffic offenses and many other low-level offenses are criminalized
as misdemeanors, rather than infractions.®

40.  The widespread use of pay-only probation, in lieu of some other kind
of payment plan, means that a low-income person in Georgia will usually pay a
greater amount than a wealthy person would for the same offense.

41.  Pay-only probation is unlike other methods of collecting fines because
it involves the imposition of a probated jail sentence, and it allows the debtor to be
jailed, with limited procedural safeguards, for failing to pay.

42. At the time of the events relevant to this complaint, Sentinel Offender
Services, LLC was likely the largest probation company in the nation. Sentinel
was a party to contracts authorizing the company to supervise people on probation

in over 70 courts throughout the State of Georgia.

® As a result of these policies, Georgia has a higher rate of people on probation
than any other state, and the highest number of people on probation, in absolute
terms. See Bill Rankin, “Georgia Justice Reformers: Cut the Number of Offenders
on Probation — State’s Rate is Almost Four Times the National Average,” Atlanta
Journal-Constitution, Feb. 23, 2017, available at http://bit.ly/213h46T (accessed
July 18, 2017); U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, “Probation
and Parole in the United States, 2015 at 16, available at
www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/ppusl5.pdf (accessed July 18, 2017).

15
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43.  From 2006 to 2017, Sentinel supervised people who were sentenced
to probation by the Atlanta Municipal Court, which has jurisdiction over certain

misdemeanors and violations of municipal ordinances. See O.C.G.A. § 36-32-1.

B.  Sentinel’s Narrow Authority to Collect Fees from People Sentenced to
Probation for Inability to Pay

I, Georgia’s Statutory Framework

44,  Under Georgia’s statutory framework for private probation, courts
may contract with private companies that offer “collection services” of moneys to
be paid “according to the terms of the sentence imposed . . . [and] any moneys
which by operation of law are to be paid . . . in consequence of the conviction.”
O.C.G.A. 8§ 42-8-101(b)(1). This provision defines the scope of moneys that a
private probation company may legally demand from people under it supervision.

45.  State regulations further provide that “[n]o probation entity shall
assess, collect, or disburse any funds as it pertains to the collection of court-
ordered monies, except by written order of the court or as required by State law.”

Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 503-1-.30.°

® This regulation was in force at all times relevant to this action. On February 14,
2017, new probation regulations came into effect. The equivalent of old Rule 503-
1-.30 appears at new Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. 105-2-.15, with an amendment, in

16
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46.  The most recent contract between Sentinel and the Municipal Court of
Atlanta was executed on January 29, 2013.

47.  The contract’s fee schedule limited the fees that Sentinel could collect
from people on probation. (Ex. B at 33-36.)’ This fee schedule was incorporated
by reference into the contract as a whole. (Id. at 3 (11 1.1, 1.2); id. at 26 (8§ 6)).
Therefore, the contract states that:

The court order directs the probationer to pay a monthly supervision
fee to Sentinel in an amount approved by the Court and specified in

the contract. A probationer is never charged more than the contract
amount.

(Id. at 34) (emphasis added).

48.  This provision is followed immediately by a table listing the monthly
supervision fees that Sentinel was legally authorized to collect. The table outlines
three escalating “Supervision Levels,” each with a higher monthly supervision fee.

People sentenced to pay-only probation were classified as Level 1, and required to

italics: “No probation entity or individual shall assess or collect from a probationer
or disburse any funds, except as authorized by written order of the court, as
authorized by the written service agreement, or as required by State law.” Ga.
Comp. R. & Regs. 105-2, http://rules.sos.state.ga.us/gac/105-2 (accessed July 18,
2017). In any event, the challenged fees would also be unlawful under the
amended regulation.

" All exhibit pin-cites refer to pages of that exhibit’s PDF, including the exhibit’s
cover sheet.

17
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pay a fee of $27 per month. Those sentenced to the highest level, Level 3, would
be required to pay $35 per month. (Id. at 34; see also id. at 26).

49.  The fee schedule contains the following proviso, marked with an
asterisk: “For Level 1 [pay-only] cases, if all fines are paid within the first thirty
(30) days of supervision, only a one-time administrative fee of $20.00 will be

assessed.” (Id. at 34) (emphasis added).

Supervision Level

Level 1 - Financial Services (Pay Only) $27.00 per month *

* = For Level 1 cases, if all fines are paid within the first thirty (30) days of
supervision, only a one-time administrative fee of $20.00 will be assessed.

$32.00 per month

Level 2 — Compliance Services (Conditions Cases)
$35.00 per month

Level 3 - Intensive Probation Supervision

50.  This provision of the contract authorized Sentinel to collect a “one-
time administrative fee” only if a pay-only probationer paid her entire fine within
30 days of sentencing—thus terminating supervision, and depriving Sentinel of the

revenue it could collect if she had stayed on probation for a longer period of time.

i. Statutory Limitations Imposed by H.B. 310 in 2015

51.  OnJuly 1, 2015, a new Georgia statute, O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103, came
effect. The statute had been enacted as part of a reform bill known as H.B. 310, a

legislative overhaul intended to address “problems plaguing the misdemeanor

18
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probation system.” See Report of Ga. Council on Crim. Justice Reform, 21-26

(2015), available at http://bit.ly/2sgH6IN (visited June 15, 2017).

52. New O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103 imposed limitations on how much money
pay-only probationers could be ordered to pay to a probation company. As a
result, the statute further restricted the situations in which Sentinel could lawfully
collect revenue in pay-only cases. In relevant part, Section 42-8-103 provides that:

When pay-only probation is imposed, the probation supervision fees
shall be capped so as not to exceed three months of ordinary
probation supervision fees notwithstanding the number of cases for

which a fine and statutory surcharge were imposed or that the
defendant was sentenced to serve consecutive sentences.

0.C.G.A. §42-8-103(b) (emphasis added).

53.  From 1993—when Sentinel began providing probation services in
Georgia—until July 1, 2015, Georgia law imposed no such restriction. A person
sentenced to pay-only probation to pay off a single misdemeanor fine could be
required to pay a company’s supervision fees for up to a year. For pay-only
probationers whose cases were adjudicated in the Atlanta Municipal Court, twelve
months of supervision fees and state fees would cost $528, in addition to the fine
itself.

54.  Until July 1, 2015, a person sentenced to consecutive one-year terms

of misdemeanor pay-only probation could be ordered to pay Sentinel’s supervision

19



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1 Filed 07/27/17 Page 20 of 54

fees for as many years as it took her to pay off the fine, or until the sentences
expired. See O.C.G.A. § 17-10-10 (judicial authority to sentence defendants to
consecutive or concurrent terms).

55.  This long-term revenue source ended when Georgia enacted O.C.G.A.
8 42-8-103 as part of the H.B. 310 reform bill. The law had a significant impact on
the revenues that Sentinel was able to collect from the approximately 5,000 pay-
only probationers the company supervised for the Atlanta Municipal Court each
quarter.’

56.  H.B. 310’s three-month cap on fees also added a new statutory limit
on the collection of a $20 “enrollment fee,” independent of the terms in Sentinel’s
Atlanta contract.

57.  Under O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103, the fees that companies could legally
collect from pay-only probationers had been “capped so as not to exceed three

months of ordinary probation supervision fees.” O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103(b)

8 In June 2016, Defendants asked the Atlanta Municipal Court to restructure
Sentinel’s contract. (Ex. C at 2.) Citing the impact of H.B. 310 and
“misperceptions” about the probation industry (id. at 7), Sentinel warned that its
“offender-funded” service model had become “politically and fiscally untenable
not only for the providers but for the cities and counties that relay [sic] on fines
generated by criminal sanctions.” (Id.) Sentinel proposed that the court remedy
these issues by paying Sentinel directly for its services. (ld. at 11). The court did
not adopt Sentinel’s proposal.

20
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(emphasis added). This limitation on fee revenues applied “notwithstanding the
number of cases for which a fine and statutory surcharge were imposed or that the
defendant was sentenced to serve consecutive sentences.” Id.

58.  Asaresult, pay-only probationers in Atlanta who needed three or
more months to pay off their fines could be required to pay Sentinel no more than
$81—that is, Sentinel’s $27 per month probation supervision fee, multiplied by
three months.

59.  Therefore, after July 1, 2015, the new statute prohibited Sentinel from
charging pay-only probationers $81 plus an additional $20 “enroliment fee,” even
if such a fee had been authorized by statute and ordered by the court.

60.  Sentinel was not authorized to make an end-run around the statutory
cap in pay-only cases by charging pay-only probationers like Adams and Saint Vil
an amount of money greater than “three months of ordinary probation supervision
fees,” and calling those extra fees “administrative fees.” See O.C.G.A. § 42-8-

103(b).

C.  Sentinel’s Violation of Georgia Law and Its Contract with the City of
Atlanta

61.  Sentinel violated its contract and Georgia law by extracting a $20

“enrollment” or “administrative” fee from Stacey Adams, Jerry Saint Vil, and other

21
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people who were sentenced to pay-only probation and needed more than 30 days to

pay.

I Application of Defendants’ Policies to Stacey Adams

62.  OnJuly 4, 2015, Stacey Adams received a citation for making an
Improper u-turn, a misdemeanor under Georgia law. She appeared before Judge
Elaine Carlisle in the Atlanta Municipal Court on July 27, 2015, and pleaded nolo
contendere. (Ex. D at 3.)

63.  The Atlanta Municipal Court sentenced Adams to a fine plus
surcharges that totaled $215.25 (hereinafter referred to as a “fine,” for simplicity’s
sake). (I1d.)

64. If Adams had been able to pay the fine, her case would have been
resolved that day, and she would have paid no money to Sentinel. But Adams was
a single mother who had recently been laid off from the company where she had
worked for nine years. Because she did not have enough money to pay the fine,
Adams was placed on pay-only probation (i.e., she was sentenced to a 12-month
jail term, probated, with financial conditions only, and to be terminated upon
payment of court-ordered financial obligations).

65.  Judge Carlisle memorialized Adams’s sentence in a disposition form.

22
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(Id.) The disposition listed out all financial obligations that had been imposed
pursuant to the sentence.

66.  The disposition form shows that the court ordered Adams to pay
Sentinel $36 per month for the first three months of her sentence. This payment
was comprised of the $27 monthly supervision fee specified in Sentinel’s contract,
and a $9 monthly payment into the “Georgia Crime Victims Emergency Fund,” as
required by O.C.G.A. 8§ 17-15-13.

67.  Aside from the $215.25 fine and these fees, no other financial
obligations were imposed by the court, and the court ordered that her twelve-month
sentence be terminated upon full payment.

68.  After being sentenced, Adams was instructed to meet with a probation
officer employed by Sentinel. The Sentinel employee required Adams to sign a
document acknowledging the terms of her sentence and a list of “general
instructions” for probationers. (Id. at5.)

69.  Adams was required to affirm her understanding that “noncompliance
with these orders and instructions could result in the revocation of my probation
sentence and incarceration.”

70.  This document also included language asserting that, if Adams paid

off her $215.25 fine within 30 days, she would have to pay Sentinel only a $20 fee,
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rather than paying $36 a month (comprised of Sentinel’s ordinary $27 monthly
supervision fees, and the $9 monthly payment into the crime victims’ fund). The
total amount of $235.25 and thirty-day deadline, on August 27, were written in by

hand:

: o < . G e
$20 Probation Enrollment Fee. Must PAY $.23.5 ZINFULL BY_3/2 7 TO AVOID ADDITIONAL FEES. First payment ducén 3/ 3 {L_ut) %,

o o

71.  This provision accords with Sentinel’s contract, which authorizes “a
one-time administrative fee of $20.00” only in instances where “all fines are paid
within the first thirty (30) days of supervision.” The contract does not authorize
Sentinel to impose the fee if probation continues for a longer period, in which case
a probationer is instead to be charged the ordinary monthly supervision fee for
each additional month served on probation.

72.  During this initial meeting, the probation officer also presented
Adams with a document stating that unless she paid the entire $235.15 by August
13, 2015—17 days later, not 30—she would have to report to Sentinel’s office and
begin paying a supervision fee. (Id. at6.) This document warned that failure to
follow these instructions “can result in an order being filed with the court that can
suspend your license or result in the issuance of a warrant for your arrest.” (Id.)

(Emphasis in original.)
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73.  Adams was unable to pay $235.25 by August 13.

74.  On August 19, 2015, Adams paid Sentinel $100 and met with a
probation officer, who required her to sign another document. Under the heading
“Payment Acknowledgement,” the document included this statement:

| have been ordered by the Court to pay fines, costs, and restitution

in the amount of $235.25 and a monthly GCVEF in the amount of $9
and a probation supervision fee in the amount of $27.

(Id. at 7.)

75.  Adams had been ordered by the Atlanta Municipal Court to pay fines
and costs in the amount of $215.25—not $235.25. (Id. at 2.)

76.  On March 28, 2016, Adams made her last payment to Sentinel. (Id. at
10.) Her case was formally closed on April 7. (Id. at 12.) In total, Sentinel had
required that Adams pay $349.42 before they would inform the court that she had
completed her sentence. The following table® illustrates how those funds were

allocated:

¥ This table was prepared by Plaintiffs’ counsel. It summarizes Sentinel payment
records from Plaintiff Stacey Adams’s case. See Exhibit D at 8-12.
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Atlanta Municipal Court Fine 215.25
Sentinel's Monthly Probation Supervision Fee (#1 of 3) 27.00

" (#2 of 3) 27.00
" (#3 of 3) 27.00
Fee - Georgia Crime Victim's Emergency Fund (#1 of 3) 9.00
" (#2 of 3) 9.00

" (#3 of 3) 9.00
Fees from Sentinel's Third-Party Credit Card Processor 6.17
Sentinel “Enrollment Fee” / “Administrative Fee” 20.00
TOTAL PAYMENTS 349.42

77.  Sentinel’s demand that Adams pay a $20 “enrollment fee” was

unlawful for three reasons.

78.  First, because Adams had needed more than 30 days to pay off her
fines, Sentinel’s collection of a $20 enrollment fee was not authorized by its
contract with the Atlanta Municipal Court; as a result, Sentinel had violated
Georgia’s statutory framework for private probation, which only confers authority
to collect money to be paid “according to the terms of the sentence . . . [or] by
operation of law.” O.C.G.A. § 42-8-101(b)(1).

79.  Second, because the $20 “administrative fee” was not authorized by
any statute, Sentinel violated the Georgia law that prohibits the imposition of costs

on criminal defendants unless those costs are explicitly authorized in the Georgia
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Code.?

80.  Finally, because Adams had paid Sentinel “three months of ordinary
probation supervision fees,” O.C.G.A. § 42-8-103(b), collecting an additional $20
“enrollment fee” also violated the 2015 statute enacted to limit the fees that could

be extracted from people sentenced to probation because of their inability to pay.

il. Application of Defendants’ Policies to Jerry Saint Vil

81.  On three occasions between January 2015 and August 2016, Jerry
Saint Vil was required to pay an illegal $20 “enrollment fee,” in connection with
three separate misdemeanor convictions for minor traffic offenses in the Atlanta
Municipal Court.

82.  Saint Vil was first required to pay an illegal $20 enrollment fee in
connection with a case designated with the case number 14-TR-073852. (Ex. E.)
On January 7, 2015, Saint Vil pleaded nolo contendere to following too closely, a
misdemeanor under Georgia law. He was ordered to pay a fine plus surcharges

that totaled $386.00. Because Saint Vil was unable to pay that amount

10 Georgia law provides that “the only costs which may be imposed on a criminal
defendant are those which are specifically authorized by statute to be assessed
against a defendant.” Smith v. State, 272 Ga. 83, 84 (2000).
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immediately, he was sentenced to a twelve-month jail term, probated with “pay-
only” conditions. (ld. at 2.)

83.  The court ordered Saint Vil to pay Sentinel $36 per month, comprised
of a $27 monthly supervision fee, and a $9 payment into the “Georgia Crime
Victims Emergency Fund,” as required by O.C.G.A. 8 17-15-13. Aside from the
$386 fine and these fees, no other financial obligations were imposed by the court.

84.  Sentinel’s payment records show that on January 22, 2015, Saint Vil
paid a $20 “enrollment fee” in connection with case 14-TR-073852. (Id. at 3.)
Saint Vil finished paying all fines associated with case 14-TR-073852 on March 5,
2015, which was 57 days after his sentence had begun. (Id. at 5.) Because Saint
Vil needed more than 30 days to pay off his fines, Sentinel had no authority to
charge him a $20 “enroliment fee.”

85.  The second time that Saint Vil was required to pay the illegal fee was
related to case number 15-TR-167189. (Ex. F.) On January 29, 2016, Saint Vil
pleaded nolo contendere to failure to maintain lane, a misdemeanor under Georgia
law. He was ordered to pay a fine plus surcharges that totaled $315.25. (Id. at 2.)
Because Saint Vil was unable to pay this amount immediately, he was sentenced to
a five-month jail term, probated with “pay-only” conditions. Again, the court

ordered Saint Vil to pay Sentinel $36 per month, and imposed no other financial
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obligations upon him.

86.  Sentinel’s payment records show that on April 7, 2016, Saint Vil paid
a $20 “enrollment fee” in case 15-TR-167189. (Id. at 3.) Saint Vil finished paying
all fines associated with case 15-TR-167189 on June 30, 2016, which was 157 days
after his sentence had begun. (Id. at 4.) Because Saint Vil needed more than 30
days to pay off his fines, Sentinel had no authority to charge him this $20
“enrollment fee.”

87.  Moreover, Saint Vil had also paid Sentinel three monthly supervision
fees of $27 each, for a total of $81, in connection with this case. The case was
adjudicated after July 1, 2015, the date when new O.C.G.A. 8§ 42-8-103(b) capped
pay-only probation fees “so as not to exceed three months of ordinary supervision
fees.” See 11 51-60, supra. Therefore, the collection of a $20 “enroliment fee” in
case 15-TR-167189 also violated the 2015 statute, which had been enacted to
protect people in Saint Vil’s position.!!

88.  The third time that Saint Vil was required to pay the illegal fee

11 Transaction records included in Exhibit E show that some of Saint Vil’s
payments were also applied to a separate case, 16-TR-016312, in which Saint Vil
was again convicted of following too closely. In that case, Saint Vil was sentenced
to pay-only probation, as well; however, the sentence ran concurrently with 15-TR-
167189, and it appears that Sentinel neither charged Saint Vil a second “enrollment
fee,” nor double-charge him for probation supervision fees.
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resulted from a case designated 16-TR-031784. (Ex. G.) On August 22, 2016,
Saint Vil pled nolo contendere to the misdemeanor offense of failing to obey a
traffic control device. He was ordered to pay a fine plus surcharges that totaled
$215.25. Because Saint Vil was unable to pay this amount immediately, he was
sentenced to an eleven-month jail term, probated with “pay-only” conditions.
Again, the court Saint Vil to pay Sentinel $36 per month, for a maximum of three
months, and imposed no other financial obligations upon him. (ld. at 2.)

89.  After being sentenced, Saint Vil was instructed to meet with a
probation officer employed by Sentinel. The Sentinel employee required that Saint
Vil sign a document that included this statement, under the heading “Payment
Acknowledgement™:

| have been ordered by the Court to pay fines, restitution and fees in

the amount of $235.25 and a $27 monthly probation supervision fee
to Sentinel Offender Services.

(1d. at 3.)

90. Incase 16-TR-031784, Saint Vil had been ordered by the Atlanta
Municipal Court to pay fines and costs in the amount of $215.25—not $235.25.
(Id.at2.)

91.  Moreover, contrary to the “Payment Acknowledgment,” Sentinel’s
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contract with the court allowed the company to require that a pay-only probationer
pay either a one-time $20 administrative fee if he paid all fines during the first 30
days of pay-only probation, or the company’s $27 monthly ordinary supervision
fee, in subsequent months—but not both.

92.  Sentinel’s payment records show that on December 16, 2016, Saint
Vil paid a $20 “enrollment fee.” (lId. at 4.) With this transaction, Saint Vil also
finished paying off the fine and surcharges of $215.25, per court’s order. He had
been on probation for 116 days. Because Saint Vil needed more than 30 days of
pay-only probation to pay off the fine, Sentinel had no authority to charge him a
$20 “enrollment fee.”

93.  Altogether, Saint Vil had been required to pay the illegal $20
enrollment fee three times, for a total of $60. The following tables? illustrate how

Saint Vil’s payments in these cases were allocated:

12 These tables were prepared by Plaintiffs’ counsel. They summarize Sentinel
payment records from the three cases in which Saint Vil was charged the unlawful
fee. See Exhibits E, F, and G.

31



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1 Filed 07/27/17 Page 32 of 54

Case 14-TR-073852 (Following Too Closely)

Atlanta Municipal Court Fine & Costs 386.00
Sentinel's Monthly Probation Supervision Fee (#1 of 1) 27.00
Fee - Georgia Crime Victim's Emergency Fund (#1 of 1)  9.00
Fees from Sentinel's Third-Party Credit Card Processor 7.06

Sentinel “Enrollment Fee” / “Administrative Fee” 20.00

TOTAL PAYMENTS 449.06

Case 15-TR-167189 (Failure to Maintain Lane)

Atlanta Municipal Court Fine & Costs 315.25
Sentinel's Monthly Probation Supervision Fee (#1 of 3) 27.00
" (#2of3 27.00
" (#3 of 33 27.00
Fee - Georgia Crime Victim's Emergency Fund (#1 of 3)  9.00
" (#20f3) 9.00
" (#30of3)  9.00
Fees from Sentinel's Third-Party Credit Card Processor 11.38
Sentinel “Enrollment Fee” / “Administrative Fee” 20.00

TOTAL PAYMENTS 454.63
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Case 16-TR-031784 (Failure to Obey Traffic Control Device)

Atlanta Municipal Court Fine & Costs 215.25
Sentinel's Monthly Probation Supervision Fee (#1 of2) 27.00
" (#2of2 27.00
Fee - Georgia Crime Victim's Emergency Fund (#1 of 2)  9.00
" (#20f2) 9.00
Fees from Sentinel's Third-Party Credit Card Processor 5.53

Sentinel “Enrollment Fee” / “Administrative Fee” 20.00

TOTAL PAYMENTS 312.78

ilii.  Other Class Members

94.  Between January 2013, when the contract between Sentinel and
Atlanta was executed, and January 2017, when Sentinel left the municipal court,
Sentinel supervised thousands, and perhaps tens of thousands, of people who, like
Plaintiffs, were sentenced to pay-only probation after adjudication in the Atlanta
Municipal Court.

95.  According to the limited records presently available to Plaintiffs, for
at least some of the relevant time period, Sentinel collected a quarterly average of
$55,000 in “enrollment fees” from people sentenced to pay-only probation by the
Atlanta Municipal Court. (See Ex. A.)

96.  These number suggest that Sentinel collected a $20 enrollment fee
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from roughly 2,750 pay-only probationers, every three months. Plaintiffs expect to
show that a significant portion of the fees were collected illegally from pay-only
probationers like Adams and Saint Vil, who needed more than 30 days of pay-only

probation to finish paying their fines.

D. Finding by Georgia Regulatory Agency That Sentinel Had No Authority
to Collect the “Enrollment Fees” from Plaintiffs

97.  In August 2016, Sentinel’s operations were audited by the Georgia
Department of Community Supervision (DCS), the state agency that regulates
probation providers. See O.C.G.A. 88 42-3-3(a)(8); 42-8-109.3.

98.  DCS summarized the results of Sentinel’s in a written “Compliance
Review Report.” (Ex. H.)

99.  As part of the compliance review, DCS reviewed 117 probationer case
files chosen from six of the 71 Georgia courts where Sentinel held probation
supervision contracts. DCS also reviewed Sentinel’s probation service contracts
from the 71 courts where Sentinel supervised probationers. The review was
conducted at one of Sentinel’s offices, where DCS staff met with Defendants Tim
Lewis and Steve Queen. (Id. at 6-7.)

100. One of the Sentinel jurisdictions included in the DCS case-file review

was the Atlanta Municipal Court, and one of the case files reviewed was that of
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Plaintiff Stacey Adams. (Id. at 20.)

101. The report noted that Adams and other pay-only probationers from the
Atlanta Municipal Court had been “charged a $20 enrollment fee; however
contract only authorizes this fee where the case is paid in full within 30 days.”

(Id.)

102. The DCS compliance review report ended with the agency’s
regulatory “findings,” which are “[a]rea(s) that must be improved upon to bring the
[provider] into compliance with [DCS] rules and/or GA Statutes.” (Id. at 2.)

103. Each finding is followed by a “recommendation,” an action that is
“required” to bring the probation provider into compliance with Georgia law. (I1d.)

104. Sentinel’s compliance report included a finding under the heading
“Unlisted Fee Amounts.” (Id. at 24.) The finding noted that in five of the six
jurisdictions from which DCS had reviewed case-files, “Sentinel collected one or
more fees which do not specifically appear within either the service contract or the
court sentence.”

105. With regard to the Atlanta Municipal Court, DCS found that Sentinel
charged two fees that were neither authorized by Sentinel’s contract, nor ordered
by the court as part of an individual’s sentence:

(@) DCS admonished Sentinel for collecting a “$20 Enrollment fee
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for all Pay-Only cases.” (Emphasis added.) DCS “note[d] the
Atlanta Municipal Court contract authorizes a $20
administrative fee; however, the contract only explicitly
authorizes this fee for Pay-Only cases which pay in full within
30 days of sentencing.”
(b) DCS also found that probationers who paid their fines via

Sentinel’s website were charged an unauthorized “convenience
fee” by the company’s third-party payment processor.

(1d.)

106. To cure Sentinel’s non-compliance with the law, DCS instructed the
company to “[e]nsure all fees are included within, and collected in accordance
with, either the court contract or a court order.” DCS further instructed the
company to “[c]onsult with the courts to determine if probationers are due

refunds.” (ld.)

E.  Sentinel’s Unsuccessful Attempt to Modify its Contract, and
Retroactively Authorize Collection of Illegal “Enrollment Fees”

107. Plaintiffs expects to show that, after receiving the DCS Compliance
Report in August 2016, Sentinel made no efforts to provide refunds to Plaintiffs or

other low-income probationers who had paid the unauthorized fee.
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108. Instead, Defendants Mark Contestabile and Tim Lewis asked the
Atlanta Municipal Court to sign a new Standing Order purporting to ratify the
company’s violation of Georgia law and the 2013 fee agreement.

109. On September 6, 2016, Contestabile emailed a Microsoft Word
document to the clerk-administrator of the Atlanta Municipal Court and one of its
judges. (Ex. lat2.) Contestabile asked that the court sign the document, which
was styled as a “Standing Order in re: Payment Transactions and Fees.” (ld. at 3.)

110. Sentinel’s draft order purported to retroactively allow the company to
collect the two fees that DCS had identified as unauthorized in the Compliance
Review.

111. The draft order authorized the convenience fee charged by Sentinel’s
third-party credit card processor. Sentinel’s draft order also purported to
“acknowledge” that the 2013 contract between Sentinel and the Atlanta Municipal
Court had authorized fees “includ[ing] a one-time twenty dollar administration fee
on cases defined as Pay Only.” (Emphasis added.)

112.  Thus, while styled as a “Standing Order,” the document was in effect
a modification of the 2013 Sentinel-Atlanta contract, with its proviso allowing
Sentinel to collect a fee from pay-only probationers “if all fines are paid within the

first (30) days.” (See Ex. B at 34.)
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113. Between September 6 and October 12, 2016, Defendants Mark
Contestabile and Tim Lewis sent over a dozen emails to the court’s judges and
administrator on the topic of the Standing Order. (Ex. | at 2-17.) Contestabile and
Lewis repeatedly asked that the court sign the order and return it to them, so that
the order could be sent to DCS.

114. On October 3, 2016, Mark Contestabile emailed Judge Chris Portis
and the clerk-administrator “to inform the court that Sentinel does not wish to
execute the final one year extension of our contract which is scheduled to begin in
January of 2017.” Contestabile stated that Sentinel’s Atlanta business was
“financially no longer feasible to operate” because of the probation reform
legislation that had been enacted in 2015. (Ex. J.)

115. On October 10, Judge Portis emailed Mark Contestabile and asked
him to “please provide a quick explanation” as to why Sentinel needed to provide
the Standing Order to DCS. Contestabile represented that “DCS wanted further
clarification regarding the $20 Administrative Fee and its application.” He hoped
to use the new order to “demonstrate to DCS that operations are being
administered in accordance with court expectations.” (Ex. | at 16.)

116. On October 12, Chief Judge Calvin Graves signed a new Standing

Order that differed from the draft provided by Sentinel. (Id. at 18.)
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117. The order did authorize the convenience fee collected from
probationers who paid online. However, the court removed Sentinel’s draft
language purporting to “acknowledge” that the 2013 contract allowed Sentinel to
collect a $20 administrative fee “on cases defined as Pay Only,” i.e., from every
pay-only probationer.

118. The following page reproduces Sentinel’s draft order, with redlines
added to indicate where the Atlanta Municipal Court removed language that

Sentinel inserted in an attempt to secure ratification for its illegal conduct:
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA
STATE OF GEORGIA

STANDING ORDER
IN RE: Payment Transactions and Fees

WHEREAS HIS—HEREBY CONSIDERED,—ACKNOWLEDGED;
ORDERED-AND-ADJUDGED; the Court entered into an Agreement effective January
29, 2013, contract number FC-5440 which incorporates the Request for Proposal response
submitted by Sentinel Offender Services, whereby Sentinel agreed to provide probation services
to the Municipal Court of Atlanta.

Included in the Agreement is the description of payment transaction methods available to
the probatxoner for payment of court 1mposed ﬁnancnal obllgatlons fuﬁhemer&mekaded—therem

ea—eeses—deﬁned—as—llay-giﬂ-y;

The Agreement acknowledges that the probation service provider will accept credit
and/or debit cards as a means of payment for any court ordered obligations. The Court
acknowledges the credit card processing company charges a reasonable transaction fee to the
probationer if the probationer chooses to pay by credit or debit card. The Court acknowledges the
probationer also has the option to pay by cash, money order or certified check. The Court further
acknowledges that the credit card transaction processmg fee is not charged by or retamed by the
Court 5 probatlon service provnder rth ReRt-ae d i

NOW THEREFORE, this Standing Order shall be filed with the Clerk of
Court and remain in effect with respect to all cases until further order of this Court.

SO ORDERED, this day of , 2016

BY:

Calvin S. Graves, Chief Judge
Municipal Court of Atlanta
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119. On the afternoon of October 12—having received the court’s new
Standing Order—Contestabile sent an email to Judge Graves and the Clerk of the
Atlanta Municipal Court. Contestabile acknowledged that the new order “does not
address the application of the Administrative fee.” (Id. at 19.)

120. On October 31, Contestabile submitted a formal letter affirming that
Sentinel would cease operations at the Atlanta Municipal Court at the end of 2016.
(Id. at 22.) Sentinel actually ceased Atlanta operations somewhat later, in January

2017.

F.  Sentinel’s Further Efforts to Avoid Regulatory Enforcement, and Its
Eventual Sale of Regulated Business Holdings

121. During the months of September 2016 to January 2017, Defendants
also disputed the results of the Department of Community Supervision’s August
2016 Compliance Review Report, and the regulator’s finding that Sentinel had no
authority to collect “enrollment fees” from Plaintiffs and others in Atlanta.

122. Defendants’ efforts included a series of letters that Defendant Steve
Queen, Sentinel’s Director of Georgia Services, wrote to DCS auditors.

123. Ina letter dated October 12, 2016 (Ex. K), Queen asserted that
Sentinel’s Atlanta contract authorized the company to collect a $20 administrative

fee from every pay-only probationer, despite the contrary meaning of the only
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contractual provision to address the matter.

124. Queen wrote, “[o]ur language indicates that there is an Administrative
Fee of only $20 for individuals who pay their fines in full in the first 30 days.” (ld.
at 4.) Queen argued that Sentinel nevertheless had authority to demand the fee
from all pay-only probationers, because the language of the contract “did not
exclude the Administrative Fee.” (Id.)

125. Queen further asserted that Sentinel was authorized to charge the fee
to every single pay-only probationer because Sentinel staff had “identified” the fee
“[d]uring the bid process” for the contract. Queen presented no evidence for this
assertion. Nor did he offer reasons why purported discussions during negotiation
would override the meaning of the contract’s language, which Queen had
acknowledged, or of another provision appearing on that page:

The court order directs the probationer to pay a monthly supervision
fee to Sentinel in an amount approved by the Court and specified in

the contract. A probationer is never charged more than the contract
amount.

(Ex. B at 34).13

126. Queen also told DCS that Sentinel had requested a new Standing

13 As Georgia’s largest probation provider, Sentinel had served at least 80 courts
over the years, and its executives had decades of experience with responding to
RFPs and contracting with courts for probation services.
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Order from the court, and a contract amendment, “to ensure there is no
misunderstanding.” As discussed in {{ 107-120 above, the Atlanta Municipal
Court never signed such an order, and the contract was never amended to
retroactively authorize Sentinel’s illegal conduct.

127. OnJanuary 17, 2017, the City of Atlanta entered into a contract with
another probation company, Judicial Corrections Services (“JCS”).

128. Defendant Steve Queen continued to press DCS to reverse its finding
that Sentinel had been charging an unauthorized fee to probationers in Atlanta. In
a letter dated January 19 (Ex. L), Queen told DCS that “[t]he findings related to the
Atlanta Municipal Court need to be removed [because] Sentinel no longer serves
the Atlanta Municipal Court and all files have been transferred to a new vendor.”
(Id. at 3.)

129. Sentinel still has possession of the funds that it illegally collected
from Plaintiffs, and presumably from other members of the putative class.

130. Moreover, Plaintiffs expect to show that Sentinel did not transfer files
to Atlanta’s new probation provider, JCS. When served with a request for
probation records from cases during the relevant time period, JCS’s Corporate
Counsel replied that “no data was received by Judicial Corrections Services from

Sentinel Offender Services” with regard to those cases. (Ex. M.)
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131.  When the Atlanta Municipal Court was asked to provide payment
records from Plaintiffs’ cases, the clerk’s office produced only the court’s internal
records. These documents account for court-ordered fines that Sentinel collected
and then remitted to the court, but reveal nothing about money that Sentinel
collected and retained for itself. (Compare Ex. N (court record showing that
Plaintiff Jerry Saint Vil paid $315.25 in fines and surcharges in case 15-TR-
167189) with Ex. F at 3-5 (Sentinel payment records showing that, in addition to
the fine, Sentinel also collected an illegal $20 “enrollment fee,” and three months
of ordinary probation supervision fees as allowed by law).)

132. Upon information and belief, Sentinel employees also removed
original, hard-copy case records from the Atlanta Municipal Court before the end
of the company’s contract, leaving behind no information about who Sentinel had
supervised on probation, or what moneys the company had demanded from those
people in excess of the amounts the Atlanta Municipal Court had ordered them to
pay.

133. On February 20, 2017, Sentinel sold its Georgia probation contracts to
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another private probation company.* As a result, Sentinel’s actions escaped
further scrutiny from the Department of Community Supervision, and no
disciplinary action was brought to remedy the findings of noncompliance noted in

the August 2016 Compliance Report Review.

VI. CLAIMSFORRELIEF

COUNT I:
DUE PROCESS VIOLATION

Violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution,
Brought Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
Violation of Art. I, Sec. I, Para. | of the Georgia Constitution

134. Plaintiffs Stacey Adams and Jerry Saint Vil incorporate herein and
reallege, as if fully set forth herein, all factual allegations of the preceding
paragraphs.

135. Defendants acted at all times under color of state law. Money is
property that cannot be taken from a person under color of law without due

process. Defendants established a custom and practice of systematically extracting

unlawful “enrollment fees” without any legal authority to do so. Acting pursuant

14 See “CSRA Probation Services acquires Sentinel,” Augusta Chronicle, February
27,2017, available online at http://chronicle.augusta.com/news/2017-02-27/csra-
probation-services-acquires-sentinel (last visited June 17, 2017).
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to this longstanding policy, Defendants jointly and severally deprived Plaintiffs’ of
their property without due process of law, in violation of Plaintiffs’ constitutional
rights. See U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1; Ga. Const. art. 1, § I, 1 I and II.

136. Defendants directly and proximately caused these violations of
Plaintiffs’ rights. Defendants knew or should have known that depriving people of
property under color of law, without due process or legal authority for the
deprivation, violated Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights. Defendants Mark
Contestabile, Tim Lewis, and Steve Queen caused, authorized, condoned, ratified,
approved, and knowingly participated in Sentinel’s longstanding policy and
practice of demanding illegal $20 “enrollment fees” from pay-only probationers
without authority to collect such fees.

137. Defendants’ actions were willful, deliberate, and malicious, and
involved reckless or callous indifference to Plaintiffs’ rights, and should be
punished and deterred by an award of punitive or enhanced damages against all

Defendants as permitted by law.
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COUNT II:
EQUAL PROTECTION VIOLATION

Violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution,
Brought Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
Violation of Art. I, Sec. I, Para. | of the Georgia Constitution

138. Plaintiffs incorporate herein and reallege, as if fully set forth herein,
all factual allegations of the preceding paragraphs.

139. Defendants treated the most vulnerable pay-only probationers
differently from those who were able to pay off their fines within 30 days. Only
individuals of limited financial means were subjected to Defendants’ policy of
illegally extracting “enrollment fees.”

140. Defendants enacted a policy of extracting additional money from
probationers on the basis of wealth, imposing disparate treatment that served no
legitimate purpose. Through their policy of extracting additional fees from low-
income probationers who could not pay their fines immediately, Defendants
deprived Plaintiffs of the equal protection of the laws. U.S. Const. amend. XIV;
Ga. Const. art. 1, 8 1, 11 I1.

141. Defendants jointly and severally denied Plaintiffs’ right to equal

protection, acting under color of law. Defendants knew or should have known that

depriving low-income and only low-income people of property—and of doing so
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precisely because those people had low incomes—uviolated Plaintiffs’
constitutional rights.

142. Defendants directly and proximately caused those violations.
Defendants Mark Contestabile, Tim Lewis, and Steve Queen caused, authorized,
condoned, ratified, approved, and knowingly participated in Sentinel’s
longstanding policy and practice of demanding illegal $20 “enrollment fees” from
pay-only probationers.

143. Defendants’ actions were willful, deliberate, and malicious, and
involved reckless or callous indifference to Plaintiffs’ rights. They should be
punished and deterred by an award of punitive or enhanced damages against all
Defendants as permitted by law.

COUNT III:
UNJUST ENRICHMENT / EQUITABLE RELIEF

144. Plaintiffs incorporate herein and reallege, as if fully set forth herein,
all factual allegations of the preceding paragraphs.

145. Defendants took and converted to their own use the funds set forth
above from Plaintiffs and putative class members. Those funds were extracted
from Plaintiffs in violation of their federal and state constitutional rights to due

process of law and equal protection of the laws. Defendants had no legal right to
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Plaintiffs” money and took these funds in violation of state law as related above.
Under the circumstances here, Defendants’ retention of Plaintiffs’ money would
result in unjust enrichment.

COUNT IV:
MONEY HAD AND RECEIVED

146. Plaintiffs incorporate herein and reallege, as if fully set forth herein,
all factual allegations of the preceding paragraphs.

147. An action for money had and received is founded upon the equitable
principle that no one ought to unjustly enrich himself at the expense of another.
Recovery is authorized in all cases where one has received money under such
circumstances that in equity and good conscience he ought not to retain. Sentinel
Offender SVCS., LLC v. Glover, 766 S.E.2d 456, 471 (Ga. 2014).

148. Plaintiff Stacey Adams has demanded that Defendants return the
illegally collected fees to her and to everyone else from whom they were taken.
The moneys have not been returned.

149. Defendants received money that in equity and good conscience they
should not be permitted to keep, because they obtained it in violation of the
Constitutions of the United States and the State of Georgia, and in violation of the

laws of the State of Georgia. Therefore, Plaintiffs have a cause of action under the
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doctrine of money had and received.
COUNT V:
NEGLIGENT MISREPRESENTATION

150. Plaintiffs incorporate herein and reallege, as if fully set forth herein,
all factual allegations of the preceding paragraphs.

151. Defendants committed the tort of negligent misrepresentation against
Plaintiffs. Negligent misrepresentation consists of (1) a defendant’s negligent
supply of false information to foreseeable persons; (2) such persons’ reasonable
reliance upon the false information; and (3) economic injury proximately caused
by such reliance. Hardaway Co. v. Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas, Inc.,
479 S.E.2d 727, 729 (Ga. 1997).

152.  Acting under policies caused, authorized, condoned, ratified, and
approved by Defendants, Sentinel’s probation officers made false written and oral
representations to Plaintiffs.

153. On August 19, 2015, Plaintiff Stacey Adams was induced to sign a
form purporting to acknowledge that she had been “ordered by the Court to pay
fines, costs, and restitution in the amount of $235.25,” plus Sentinel’s monthly
supervision fees. (Ex. D. at 7; see also 1 74-75, supra.) Sentinel and its

employees knew or should have known that, in fact, Adams had been ordered to
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pay $215.25—not $235.25.

154. Adams was told that “noncompliance with these orders and
instructions could result in the revocation of [her] probation sentence and
incarceration.” Adams reasonably relied on Defendants’ false representations and
instructions regarding how much she was required to pay.

155. Adams was injured by her reliance on Defendants’ false
representations because, as a direct and proximate result, Adams paid Defendants
$20 that they were not entitled to. Adams—a single mother who had recently been
laid off from her job—suffered worry and anxiety because of this
misrepresentation.

156. On August 22, 2016, Plaintiff Jerry Saint Vil was induced to sign a
form purporting to acknowledge that he had been “ordered by the Court to pay
fines, restitution, and fees in the amount of $235.25 and a $27 monthly probation
supervision fee.” (Ex. G at 3; see also {1 8990, supra.) Sentinel and its
employees knew or should have known that, in fact, Saint Vil had been ordered to
pay $215.25—not $235.25.

157. Saint Vil was told that “noncompliance with these orders and
instructions could result in the revocation of [his] probation sentence and

incarceration.” Saint Vil reasonably relied on Defendants’ false representations
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and instructions regarding how much he was required to pay.

158. Saint Vil was injured by his reliance on Defendants’ false
representations because, as a direct and proximate result, he paid Defendants $20
that they were not entitled to.

159. Plaintiffs expect to show that Defendants made similar
misrepresentations to Saint Vil in connection with his other traffic cases before the
court, and that Saint Vil’s reasonable reliance upon Defendants’ misrepresentations
caused economic injury in the total amount of $60.

COUNT VI:
NEGLIGENT SUPERVISION

160. Plaintiffs incorporate herein and reallege, as if fully set forth herein,
all factual allegations of the preceding paragraphs.

161. Defendants committed the tort of negligent supervision against
Plaintiffs. Defendants had a duty to exercise reasonable care in the supervision of
their employees acting as private probation officers, and to ensure that their
employees required that probationers pay only those moneys required and
authorized by law. Defendants breached their duty because they knew or should
have known their employees would unlawfully overcharge probationers. Plaintiffs

were injured as a result.
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Vil. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray that this Court will:

(@) Assume jurisdiction over this action;

(b) Determine by Order pursuant to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure that this action be maintained as a class action;

(c) Appoint the undersigned counsel as class counsel;

(d) Order trial by jury on all claims so triable;

(e) Enter judgment in favor of Plaintiffs;

(f) Impose a constructive trust on all money taken from Plaintiffs and
putative class members in violation of law;

(g) Order that Defendants return all money taken from Plaintiffs and
others in violation of law, with statutory interest paid,;

(h) Enter judgment in favor of Plaintiffs and the class for compensatory
(or, in the alternative, nominal) and punitive damages, with statutory
interest, as allowed by law;

(i)  Award enhanced or punitive damages as permitted by law and in an
amount to be proven at trial;

() Award Plaintiffs the costs of this lawsuit and reasonable attorneys’

fees and expenses pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988;
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(k)  Order such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and
proper.
Respectfully submitted,

s/ Akiva Freidlin

Sarah Geraghty

Georgia Bar No. 291393
Akiva Freidlin

Georgia Bar No. 692290
SOUTHERN CENTER
FOR HUMAN RIGHTS
83 Poplar Street, N.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303
Telephone: (404) 688-1202
Facsimile: (404) 688-9440
sgeraghty@schr.org
afreidlin@schr.org

Michael Caplan

Georgia Bar No. 601039
Julia Stone

Georgia Bar No. 200070
CAPLAN COBB LLP

75 Fourteenth Street, N.E.
Suite 2750

Atlanta, GA 30309
Telephone: (404) 596-5600
Facsimile: (404) 596-5604
mcaplan@caplancobb.com
jstone@caplancobb.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs

July 25, 2017.
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DCS Quarterly Report
Branch: Atlanta
From: 10/1/2015 To: 12/31/2015

Court: Atlanta Municipal Court

Ending Quarter Offenders Supervised 7656
Warrants Issued During Guarter 360
Community Service Hours Performed 30,850.90

Terminations

Termination Reason Count
Administrative Termination by Court 27
Expired 1045
Revoked e

Total Terminated 1076

Court Payments
Fines
Court Costs
Surcharges
GCVEF
Restitution

Court Pay Tofal:
Fees Collected
Fee

CGC Chargeback-$25

Convenience Fee
Drug Screen
EM Daily Monitoring Fee
EM Enroll Fee - $15
Enrollment Fee
Probation Supervision Fees
Fee Total

$599,398.58
$100.00
$365,748.39
$61,834.23
$0.00
$1,027,081.20

Amount
$25.00
$13,474.67
$3,963.00
‘ $84.00
$1.00
$56,931.37
$202,813.86
$277,292.90
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Fees Collected by Court
Atlanta Municipal Court
Substance Abuse Screens
Fee
Drug Screen
Substance Abuse Screens Subtotal:
Electronic Monitoring
Fee
EM Daily Monitoring Fee
EM Enroll Fee - 315
EM Payment
Electronic Monitoring Subtotal:
Probation Supervision
Fee
Enrcliment Fee
Probation Supervision Fees
Probation Supervision Subtotal:
Atlanta Municipal Court Totals:

Branch Totals:

Client Terminations by Court

Atlanta Municipal Court

Reason
Administrative Termination by Court
Expired
Revoked

Atlanta Municipal Court Totals:
Branch Totals:

Court Activity Report
Branch: Atlanta
From: 4/1/2016 To: 6/30/2016

Fee Total
$2,865.00
$2,865.00

Fee Total
$217.00
$180.00
$735.00

$1,132.00

Fee Total
$55,263 69
$177,823.91
$233,087.60
$237,084.60

$237,084.60

Count
39
1227

1268
1268
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 130 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: ‘Tim Lewis'; 'Steven Queen’

Subject: Sentinel Proposal -New Probation Model

Attachments: Atlanta_Sentinel - New Model for Probation Services (062416).pdf
Ryan,

| hope this email finds you doing well.

As we agreed in our meeting last week Sentinel has provided the attached proposal for review and consideration by the
Atlanta Municipal Court. | have sent this only to you in hopes you will forward it to Judge Portis and any of the other
judges you determine should be copied.

Upon review by yourself and the Judge(s) we would welcome an opportunity to meet again to discuss the details prior to
the 4 of July holiday.

If you have any questions or concerns please don't hesitate to contact me.

Thank you

MARK CONTESTABILE | CHIEF BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT OFFICER
SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES, LLC

171 VILLAGE PARKWAY, BLD 8 MARIETTA, GA 30067

P| 800-589-6003 C| 770-778-9214 F| 678-443-9530

E| MCONTESTABILE@SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM

W| WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM

&4 Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This communication contains information which may be confidential, personal and or privileged. It is for the exclusive use of the
intended recipients. If you are not the intended recipieni(s), please note that any distribution, forwarding or copying or use of this
communication or the information in it is strictly prohibited. Any personal views expressed in this e-mail are those of the individual
sender and the Company does not endorse or accept responsibility for them. Prior to taking any action based upon this e-email
message, you should seek appropriate confirmation of its authenticity. This message has been checked for viruses on behalf of the
Company.
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PROPOSAL FOR

Misdemeanant Probation Services

CITY OF ATLANTA MUNICIPAL COURT

PRESENTED BY

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES, LLC
SENTINEL® 320 WEST PIKE STREET | LAWRENCEVILLE, GA 30046
P| 770254 3669 # F| 770 339 5141
WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM

320 WEST PIKE STREET | LAWRENCEVILLE, GEORGIA 30046
P| 770 265 3669 F] 770 339 5141 WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM
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SENTINEL®

1 TRANSMITTAL LETTER

June 24, 2016

Re: Sentinel Offender Services Proposal for Misdemeanant Probation Services

Dear Judge Portis:

Thank you for taking time last week to meet with the Sentinel management team to
discuss the misdemeanant probation services program. We are pleased to learn that
you will be taking responsibility for program oversight and believe the timing could
not be better to implement changes in the probation services model.

As we discussed in our meeting, the passage of House Bill 310 and Senate Bill 367
have established guidelines that have made the supervision of pay-only
probationers extremely difficult. The laws increased the administrative duties
required of probation officers more than three-fold, while also capping the
supervision fees on pay-only probationers. While Sentinel agrees that some reforms
were needed, we are not completely satisfied with the current circumstance and
believe further changes need to be introduced.

With innavation in mind, we submit that it is now time for change. With the Court’s
assistance, we wish to develop a working model that deals with these changes,
effectively and resolutely, while simultaneously ensuring that the Court continues to
receive the highest quality, most financially responsible, case management services
possible. We believe it is imperative that we work together to develop a new,
mutually beneficial supervision model that improves the service level to the
probationer while maintaining compliance with state regulations. Further, we
believe a new model should be introduced that addresses many of the items
identified by industry critics and establishes a framework for a performance- based
system.

In the attached proposal, Sentinel will outline a case management model that allows
the City of Atlanta to collect 100% of the probation supervision fees while still
maintaining the collection of all fines, surcharges, court costs, etc. This model will
not only ensure compliance with all state and local laws but will also cost the City of
Atlanta nearly $1.4 million dollars less annually than operating their own city-run
probation program. More importantly, the model will ensure every probationer that
is sentenced out of the Atlanta Municipal Court will receive case management
services that are consistent, in compliance with the contract, and void of any
perceived financial motive.

320 WEST PIKE STREET | LAWRENCEVILLE, GEORGIA 30046
P| 770 265 3669 F| 770 339 5141 WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM
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Sentinel is prepared to implement the enclosed proposal within 30 days of
submission without interruption to your current probation services operation and to
operate this model on a one-year pilot program basis. It is our belief that, by
agreeing to a pilot program, the City and Sentinel can (1) more freely modify service
requirements, (2) establish performance expectations, (3) reduce recidivism, and (4)
document program guidelines in preparation for a longer term contract.

We are committed to developing a supervision model that can withstand the
changing service requirements outlined by state law while, more importantly,
exceeding the service expectations of your Court. In order to accomplish those goals
the current system must be modified to meet today’'s expectations, and we believe
Sentinel can accomplish these changes in a manner that is financially responsible to
the citizens of the City of Atlanta while still maintaining accountability from those
sentenced by the Court.

Please understand that this document is intended to outline a high-level approach
to a new service model. It is not designed to overcome every challenge. Rather—
should you find merit in our proposal—it can serve as a working framework for
follow-up meetings with the Court. It is in those meetings that we hope Sentinel and
the Court can construct the specific details of the model.

Woe appreciate the Court’s willingness to proactively consider new concepts that will
maintain quality service for the Court, the community, and those placed under
supervision by the Court. We realize this model will take time to develop, and we
would welcome an opportunity to meet with you again to answer any questions and
present specific details related to the daily operation of this model.

With Kind Regards,

. GH

Mark Contestabile
Chief Business Development Officer

SENTINEL®

320 WEST PIKE STREET | LAWRENCEVILLE, GEORGIA 30046
P| 770 265 3669 F| 770339 5141 WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM
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Misdemeanant Probation Services Program é"’ s
City of Atlanta Municipal Court ¥5 j s E NTI N EL

3 BACKGROUND

Changes to the misdemeanant probation supervision model are necessary because of the numerous
misperceptions that now surround the Georgia private probation services industry. As you are aware,
the current offender-funded model first came under scrutiny in 2014, when special interest groups and
the media began demanding changes that would reduce the alleged unfair treatment of individuals
facing financial hardships or that were deemed indigent by the court. In April 2014, the Georgia
Department of Audits published findings related to misdemeanant probation supervision in which they
recommended local governments explore means to provide probation supervision services for
financially challenged populations.

The misdemeanant supervision arena continues to be plagued by a lack of clear guidelines following the
implementation of House Bill 310 and the unanticipated effects on both the courts and service providers
since July 1, 2015. The current probation services model is solely funded by supervision fees paid by
active probationers. This “offender-funded” concept has been the funding method associated with
misdemeanor probation since inception in 1993. However, as it now stands, the concept of the
probationer as the sole source of revenue for a probation service entity has become politically and
fiscally untenable not only for the providers but for the cities and counties that relay on fines generated
by criminal sanctions.

To that end, we propose a new model that will allow Sentinel to focus its efforts exclusively on the
supervision of misdemeanant probationers. All selection and enforcement activities would then rest
with the Court or an appointed designee. To accomplish this, we propose a public/private partnership
probation services model wherein Sentinel would contract directly with the Atlanta Municipal Court to
provide misdemeanant supervision services that conform to all HB 310 and SB 367 operational
requirements.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
BACKGROUND PAGE | 5
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4 PROPOSAL: PRIVATE / PUBLIC PARTNERSHIP

The private/public probation services model is the natural evolution of misdemeanant probation
supervision. Under this model, Sentinel would contract with the Atlanta Municipal Court to provide
misdemeanant supervision. This contract would require Sentinel to provide the same services currently
being rendered with all staff and expenses being Sentinel’s responsibility. There will be no reduction in
service and, moreover, this model would provide complete financial transparency to the City. This
contract will outline operational expectations such as case load requirements, reporting frequencies,
drug testing parameters, expectations for community service, and other case management services the
Court desires. Additionally, this contract will outline the cost per client to be paid by the City for case
management services.

Operationally, the model will be modified to allow Sentinel to report to a court or city employee who
serves as a “Compliance Officer” on behalf of the Court. In addition to auditing program operations, this
employee would serve as the enfarcement arm of the Court and be required to review each viclation
report that may result in a prabation revocation hearing or issuance of a warrant. With the insertion of a
compliance officer, the private sector will in fact be removed from the enforcement aspect of
supervision and thereby address one of the major concerns of the critics that claim the private sector is
using the “threat” of incarceration for the sole purpose of profits.

Financially, this model will require Sentinel to remit to the Court 100% of all supervision fees, electronic
monitoring fees, drug-testing fees, case fines, and surcharges on a daily basis. Sentinel will not keep any
fees, fines, or surcharges. The Court will benefit from a completely operational probation department
without incurring the associated costs (e.g., staff, benefits, unemployment etc.). The City can utilize the
money remitted by Sentinel to pay the contractually agreed-upon case management service rate.
Therefore, the Court may utilize any amounts collected in excess of the monthly invoice for new
programs designed to reduce recidivism or other court programs.

Moreover, the Court may desire to charge the participant a higher monthly fee than is currently being
charged by Sentinel. Today, the Atlanta Municipal Court and Sentinel charge one of the lowest
supervision fees in the State, and the Court may determine it wishes to increase the supervision fees to
be more in-line with industry norms and the accommodation of more indigent participants. Since
Sentinel will be invoicing the City at a rate less than what the Court charges the probationer, the City
may find the program operating with a surplus at years-end.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
PROPOSAL: PRIVATE / PUBLIC PARTNERSHIP PAGE | 6
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5 FINANCIAL IMPACT / PRELIMINARY FORECAST

Sentinel understands the Court has several options as it relates to the provision of probation
supervision, The Court may:

+

Re-Bid the Contract

This approach would simply be to re-bid the contract and seek potential new vendors. Keeping
in mind only two (2) vendors bid this contract during the last procurement, and the other
vendor is no longer in the business, this approach would most likely result in a higher fee for the
probationer. Currently, in other programs, including the neighboring community of Clayton
County, the supervision fee is more than 52% higher than the fee currently being charged to the
probationers sentenced out of the Atlanta Municipal Court. Further, this increase in fees is in
direct conflict with the spirit of HB 310 and does not provide any ability to create a
performance-based model.

Establish An In-House City Probation Department

The Court could decide it desires to create an in-house probation department. To do so the
Court would need to consider the following:

o Projected start-up costs for a program of this size would exceed $225,000 as it relates to
equipment, facilities, furniture, computers, training, and certification and compliance with
state laws;

o Annual costs estimated to exceed $3.3 million in operational costs, salaries, benefits, etc.
{this amount drops to 52.3 after supervision fees are applied as revenue, assuming the same
collection rate achieved by Sentinel);

o Hiring and training of 42 employees and the ongoing compliance with the Department of
Community Supervision as it relates to training, auditing, background checks, and general
compliance with state guidelines;

o A reduction of fine collections as, historically, the private sector collects fines at a rate 25%-
30% higher than in-house programs;

o

Continual cost increases as personnel costs continue to rise on an annual basis; and

o Provision of a case management software {whether through RFP or RFQ) designed for
probation supervision and capable of interfacing with court software systems (The court
would need to consider not only the time and costs associated with the RFP but more
importantly the interruption in service to the current probation services and the loss of the
associated fines and fees remitted to the Court).

New Model Pilot Program
The Court could decide to implement an innovative approach to misdemeanant case
management. In this model the following would be obtained:

o There would be no interruption to current probation supervision services;

o There would be no upfront cost to establish a program;

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
FINANCIAL IMPACT / PRELIMINARY FORECAST PAGE | 7
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o There would be no need to hire 42 employees on behalf of the Court;

Q

There would be no need to purchase case management software because the software is
included in the service offering;

o The cost of the program is invoiced monthly in arrears thus allowing the City to utilize the
supervision fees collected in the previous month to offset the monthly invoice;

o Annual Cost of program forecast based on current probation population in the amount of
$865,000 (A savings of more than $1.4 million annually when compared to an in-house
program benefiting from supervision fee collections.);

o Adherence to state and local laws in a manner that in more in line with critics of the system;
and

o Introduction of a new model that may be duplicated across the state and placing the Atlanta
Municipal Court at the forefront of change.

Financial Considerations
In-House Program

For the in-house program model, we utilized the following assumptions:
+ County would follow the similar operational requirements of Clayton County as it relates to
staffing (300 clients per Probation Officer);

+ Salaries would be similar to Clayton County staffing and, therefare, we utilized the average
salary amounts according to County Pay Grade scale;

+ Employee Benefit information was provided by the Court for the City of Atlanta employees and
incorporated within; and

+ Operational Costs were forecasted based on Sentinel’s current operational costs adjusted when
necessary for anticipated increases.

Cost of in-house Program is estimated at 53,367,675

Assuming the City could collect at the same rate Sentinel collected for the last twelve (12) months, then
the City would recover supervision fee revenue in the amount of $1,084,200, thus leaving the first year
effective cost at $2,283,475.

Effective Annual Cost of In-House Program is $2,283,475 a year excluding annual cost increases
related to rent, salaries, etc.

Details of the calculations will be provided upon request during our next meeting.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
FINANCIAL IMPACT / PRELIMINARY FORECAST PAGE | 8
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Financial Considerations
Public Private Partnership

For the new Private Public Partnership, the current Sentinel operation would be expanded to include
additional court services staff located at the court house to improve community satisfaction and reduce
wait times. Further, additional staff would be added to the case management operation to implement
new strategies designed to expedite successful completion of court obligations and satisfaction of
financial obligations to the Court,

Cost to the Atlanta Municipal Court

The Atlanta Municipal Court would be invoiced in arrears based on the current active number of
probationers. The Court will be invoiced a fee in the amount of 525 per month for each Active
probationer.

The Court will not be invoiced for court services, cases in warrant, unsupervised or closed statuses, nor
will they be invoiced for any other case management related services.

The cost of the Private Public Partnership is estimated at $1,950,000.

Assuming Sentinel collects only at the current collection rates {highly unlikely as the revenue should
increase with the new model), then the City would recover supervision fee revenue in the amount of
$1,084,200, thus leaving the first year effective cost at $865,800.

Effective Annual Cost of the Private Public Partnership is $865,800 a year with no annual increases.

Details of the calculations will be provided upon request during our next meeting.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
FINANCIAL IMPACT / PRELIMINARY FORECAST PAGE | 9
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6 BENEFITS OF THE PRIVATE PUBLIC PARTNERSHIP

We believe that this new model would be beneficial for the Court for the following reasons:

T

Scalability allows Sentinel to offer a significantly lower cost per-client rate than a city-operated
and fully-funded in-house program. Those savings are passed on to the Court.

The Sentinel contracted rate for service with the City would be less than the cost of supervision
currently being assessed to the probation population in the City of Atlanta Municipal Court.

I it so chooses, the Court may charge its probation population a monthly fee that is higher than
the contracted rate for case management services provided by Sentinel, thereby aliowing the
Court to generate a potential revenue surplus from the program.

Moreover, if the Court chooses, it may implement a sliding scale supervision fee model that is
based on the offender’s ability to pay rather than a contracted supervision fee.

The City will reap the benefit of a completely operational probation department without
incurring the associated costs {e.g., office space, computer hardware and software, training,
employee salaries and benefits, state audit compliance, etc.)

The model helps ensure that every client receives the same level of service regardless of their
financial means.

Working directly with local Sentinel Office Manager gives the Court full operational control of
the program without having to manage the day-to-day practices of more court/city employees.

This model addresses the issues continually publicized by critics of misdemeanant probation by
providing a program that:

a. Is completely financially transparent;

b. Provides service to all participants regardless of financial means and eliminates any
perceived confiicts related to indigence;

c. Removes any perceived motive of profit from the program; and

d. Provides a role for a Compliance Officer who is responsible for program oversight on behalf
of the Court.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
BENEFITS OF THE PRIVATE PUBLIC PARTNERSHIP PAGE | 10
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7 SUMMARY

Collectively the Atlanta Municipal Court and Sentinel have an opportunity to introduce a new program
to the misdemeanant probation industry. Working together with the Court, we are able to introduce
new approaches to supervision that include on-line services, auto reminders, and assistance to the
probationer when needed under a program format that is not solely funded by the participant
themselves and thereby a more flexible program.

We realize this model cannot be implemented without the approval of the Court and City Council.
Therefore, if the Court believes the model has merit, Sentinel will meet with members of the Court to
outline the specifics related to program operation, duration, cost, and expected outcomes.

It is our belief this model gives the Court and City the apportunity to develop a private/public
relationship that reaps the benefits of the private sector and is fiscally advantageous for the Court/City.
This new approach provides the opportunity for the Court and City to focus all efforts and all surplus
funds directly on the offender population, jail management programs, and community redevelopment
projects.

We are prepared to meet with and discuss every aspect of the program with the Court and appropriate
City stake holders. We are prepared to demonstrate the effectiveness of this program by signing a one-
year contract that, upon completion, is evaluated for effectiveness by members of the Court and City
Council to determine future plans.

We are committed to developing a supervision model that can withstand the changing service
requirements outlined by state law while exceeding the expectations of the Court. In order to
accomplish those goals, the current system must be modified to meet today's expectations, and we
believe Sentinel can accomplish these changes in a manner that is financially responsible to the citizens
of the City of Atlanta while still maintaining accountability from those sentenced by the Court.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES
SUMMARY PAGE | 11
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State of Georgia
F'u HON  County

St St Nwat ot Nt

AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEASE OF INFORMATION

ey oo N S
hereby authorize and direct Sentmel Offender Services to furnish and release to

attorneys Sarah Geraghty, Ryan Primerano, Akiva Freidlin, paralegal Maya Chaudhuri,
and/or their agents or representatives working for the Southern Center for Human Rights,
any and all information and records regarding myself and probation I am serving or have
served in the past, including information normally considered privileged and confidential.

This authorization shall be valid as to all records and information existing prior to its
execution and as to all records and information generated subsequent to its execution. I
reserve my right to revoke authorization at any time. A copy of this authorization shail
have the same effect as the original.

Mx@%’b’ ‘ 4 15-20)17

Signature ¢~ Date

acet Adamis

Printed Wame
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CITY OF ATLANTA IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA  CASE#_[/S 74 o 2535
- STATE OF GEORGIA : T

K clcwusf e <y DISPOSITION AND SENTENCE

Plea Nolo Verdict Count Offense Sentende ‘?&/ 5 2 ;

Guilty Cong- Guilty
8 ]

45_30?5-./ _.':-T‘.IM—) S U/urn.L
Ho-l—-12¢ /

oo
000
0o

. o
N ~
-

Disposition of other counts _

WHEREAS, the above disposition has been made against the above named defendant, the Defendant is hereby sentenced to
Confinement for a period of /2~ months to serve _ <> days and the balance to be served on probatmn, and the Defendant is.,
Ordered to pay a total fine in lhe amountof$_/ S5 ¢/ "00 dollars (plus all applicable surchargw and costs in the amountof $_(0 5,2 S
dollars), grand total of $_Z2/

Itis further ordered that the poruon of the above sentence to be served on prabation shall be subject to the following conditions:

The Defendant is ordered to:

1. Pay a monthly probation service fee and Georgia Crime Victim Emergency Fee of $9 for a total of @s{DS«ﬂ (3846 per
month to Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, the Court’s probation service contractor, authorized by 0.C.G.A Section
42-8-100;
2. Pay all fines and surcharges within 3 __~—__months ata rate of $ [ 0 g per month,
3. Notviolate the laws of any Federal, State, or Local govemmental unit; )
4. Report to the probation supervisor as directed and behave in a truthful and respectful manner towards the probation staﬁ‘
5. Work faithfully at suitable employment insofar as may be possible; o
6. Notchange his/her present place of abode, or leave the State without permission of the probation superv:sor' T
7 Suppon his/her legal dependants to the best of his/her ability;
8. Avoid injurious and vicious habits-especially alcoholic intoxication, narcotics, and other dangerous dmgs unless prescribed
lawfully; y
9. Avoid persons and place of harmful or disreputable character; and |
: The following conditions applicable only if checked: ‘ ‘

a 10. Abstain from the use of alcoho? and drugs, and submit to random alcohol/drug testing at $15.00 per screen;
O 11. Submit, within months, to an alcokol and drug use evaluation as directed and follow all further directives for treatment

or counseling; )
0 12. Complete a Risk Reduction course conducted by an agency licensed by the State of Georgia within months; :
| 13. Successfully complete hours of community service as directed, within months; ;
m/ 14. Probation to be terminated/non-reporting upon payment of the fine and completion of all other obligations and conditions;
0 15. Pay restitution in the amount of § to , within months (see attached Order); '
a 16, Serve days in the Adanta City Jail; and/or serve days on house arrest (suspended for time served);
a 17. Complete P.P.S.I's; ___ Anger Control; ___ Youthful offender; ___Resume-Job Workshop(s): ___ Cognitive

Restructuring Course / within rnonths :
O 18. Atend____AA./___ N.A. meetings per week and verify attendance with the probation department as directed;
. 19. Serve the initial monlhs of said probated sentence on intensive probation; e
O 20. Obtain GED certificate by the following date: ; - .
a 21. Do not contact or visit residence of _- ;
{J - 22. Banishment from Buckhead/ for days perattached Order;
0 23. Attend Defensive Driving/ M.A.D.D. Victim Impact meetmg(s) within months;
O 24, Certi f Fj nviction issued / License to State j .
B 25, Ignition interlock per§ 42-8-111; license plate seizure per § 40-2-136, $25 ad per § 40—6-39 ()]

26.

UPON THE VIOLATION of any of these conditions, probation may be revoked and the sentence of confinement executed,
The Defendant is subject to arrest upon the violation of any condition gf probation. IT IS SO ORDERED, this
Aeg -Z X dny of :’ » %., .20 [ .

Honorable Elaine L. Carlisle
Judge, Municipal Court of Atlanta

‘his is to certify that a true and correct copy of this sentence has been delivered in person to the Defendant who has been duly instructed

»garding the conditions of probation. This_ 7 dayof _<J VJ,( 20 15
717X/ R T

robatiod GHficer = - —_ Y ~Detendant
ssistant fFolicitor Counsel
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. OFFENDER SERVICES “
PRINTLEGIBLY - ' )
COURT: ' , , SENTENCE DATE: .
CASE NUMBER(S) ' JUDGE: - 4
PROBATION OFFICER: APPT DATE/TIME: - 5

¥ill Nameé: (Nombre Completo)

Stacey _lodass - Aam <,

Middle(Zod Nombre) - " Last (Apellide)

Cell- Phone #
(Telefono Celular)

-Home Phone#

{(Telefono de Casa)
ID Type: , Driver’s License | ] None Other [ |Passport [ | State ID
(Tipo de Identificacion que usted liene) {Licencia de Coducir) (Ningura)  (Otra) - (Pasaporte) (Idemtificacion del Es(ado)
Drivers License/ID#: State: DOB: '
(# Licencia de Conducir/Pasaporte/Identifiacion /Otra) (Estado)
. |QA |
ce: (Kazq O Caucasian  [(GATican O Hispanic 0 Asian O American O All others |.

American Indjan

L]

Sex . Male (Masculino)
(Sexo) Female (Femenino)

AYante, - A 30U

(Direccion) , Strect M City (Giudadal) State (Estado)  Zip Code (Codigo Postal)
avg P
Marital Status: ) Tattoos/Markings:
(Estado Marial/Casado Soitero) > V)| : (Tatuajes/Sicarices) Huttes £l Xes
Are you currently on Probation/Parole? [ ] Yes [U-N6~ If yes, what office: ot .
|_Estas Acualmente en_condicion provisional con Sentinel 7 " <Si . No- SiesSi Enque Oficina

Do you have any pending charges or holds? [ Yes [Lhi¥o ,
If yes, where?: ' , .
{Tiene otros casos pendiente?) - (St es Is endonde?.) R i . ,
Employment Type: [LIE¥mployed [ ] Sclf-Employed [_] Unemployed [ | Unemployed-Disabled

. (Empleado) (Empleo Propio) . leado) (Desenq:lcado-Dembilil’a{o) .
Employer: Winktr Cordshruchin | work teteptone #_ NN
(Empleador) (Nombre y Direccion de su Trabajo) (T elefono del Trabajo)

‘Personal Contacts: (Contactas Personales) (must be different tdep[:dhe numbers from what is listed above)

Full Name: (Nombre Completo) Relationship: (Relacion con usted) Telephone #: (7 Teleforo) ‘
i  Eraoaams 00
E  mEa™ I
I | od 2 0 2 T |

1 affirm that the information I have provided above is true and correct. [ understand that it is a condition of my probation to report -
accurate personal information and my failure to do so can result in a warrant for my arrest being issued and my returning to Court

for revocation'purposes. I ackm‘f‘wledge by signing below that I understand the date and time of my first probation appointment, the

amou@ol‘ money I owe on my court ordered sentence, and the acceptable methods of payment. ,

10, Gl 129-2015 oG 230,%

Defendant-’i@’ignaturé; : Date ' Sex:? Staff Date

o ——— 2 § L — o mgmaiim, v e e ———— e e e —— -

: **7, Izgform must be completed with the eXact information *%
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"Prcgram Rules and Insiructions _
. . AT A
P

-1

3 Cagse 1:17-cv-02813-WSD DO_
Client Name [/z' "

" Based on the nature of your case, you need not report to our office as Iong as you meet yobr fnanc:al obllgat!or\s 'ﬁae
Financial Services department assists in monitoring your case a’nd prowdcs your local office with hotlﬁt:ahons of/ﬁny
delinquencies that oceur. The program provides severat convemdnt payment aptions. Please be aware that you méy’be
contacted by our Financial Services Department and/or be requffed to report to a Sentinel off;ce if yeu miss a schéduléd

-

payment or if you pay less thar the scheduled amount. -
WeAre Her’i’é To Help - If .

Sentinel’s goal is for you'to complete your Probation term .without the ng‘e_d for further sanctions. To .successfully
remain in this program and coinplete your sentence, simply comply with the following rules and instructions, CL
General instructions i ;

i ;

< Ifyou haveany quest:ons or problems, contact Fmanc:al Services at 800- 938~0¢163 qk .

« Danot violate any laws. . » 7 L T b
- Notlfy Financial Serwces immediately if you are arrested or charged with a nei. offense : Soa L
. * Promptly report any changes in your employment to Finandal Sesvices. o Wf ‘ ]:

«  Use the endosed form to report any changes in your address or telephone numbers. e i -
-« Pay allfines, restitution, and fees as instructed by your Enrofiment Officer. | _ o e
*  Uscone of the approved methods of payment as detailed on the payment form. -

* - Properlysafe guard all court and program documents provided by your Enrol[ment.'Oh“ fcer, . . - "g_

o Complywith allrules and instructions provided by your Enrollment Officer. N ) i

« Af directed, you must report in person to your!ocxrf office. Faifure to report may résu!t in furtf:erlega! acaan, ﬂpu‘a

cmd mc!udmg the ‘ISSU(THCG of o probatma warrant for your arrest.

1

Please review the payment packet and let your local office know if ybu have any‘fﬁuesti'o'ns’.'
- v - * . . . ;’ :

‘Payment Acknowledgement - - 3§

A LREE
. .
* .

- " “ -
. . .
W

e
P
w5

! hereby acknéwledge the following terms for pavmcr{t of court ardered fines, sdrchargés court costs, Georgia Crime o3
Victims Emergency Fund {$9.00), restitution, and fees-and acknowledge all assessments are subject to verificationfor 'af".‘-
accuracy against the Court’s original sentenca. { have bGE{I ordered by the Court to pay fi ines, restitution and fees in the v

amount of § 215 7 Sand a $27 monthly probation supervision fee to: Sentinel Offender Services. | agreato pay $
" /o ¥ permonth. The $36 fee will be charged every month-onthe ____ of the month until the f‘ ne is paid in full,

$20 Probation Enroliment Fee. Must PAY $.235 = ’TVLL Y 3/2.7 10 AVOID ADDITIONAL FLES. First paymentdudon 13 {1 Tht]

Th gfbow has been readfexplained {6 me'and { {ully understand that [ am to follow the above terms and conditions as mftructed { have been | .
prdwdcd a vopy of these instructions, the Court‘s sentenice and general conditions, of, pmbatnon and 1 acknowledze an understanding of them P
uhderstand that 1 am on probation and under the Courl‘s sentence and all General Conditions of probation fully apply. t further understand that
noncompliance with these orders and tnstmctmns caifdd resultin the revocation of my probation sentence and incarceration. [ hold Seatinel and
its ownérs, offioers, employecs, agents, conlraclars, reprasentatives, heirs and assigns harmiess and waive against Scnlmel any and all aclions,
clalms, damages, attomey fees, costs, detention related daims, arrest related daims and any and all demands, In}Ut‘l‘S ‘and damages of any” kind
and any nalure whalsoewer, that hefshe, htsﬂxer assigneces, helrs, distributes, guardians, next of ki, children, spousc, ¥ind legal rcprescntauvcs
now have, or ‘may have In the fulure, refated 16 or anszng ot of the faflure of the probationer to'comply with program mqmrcmcnts .

eAny and All dispules arising out of of related Lo this Agreement of refoted to the.provision of any and all 'emce’s by Sentinel shall be SubJECt toand
; settied-by- bmdmg~arb;tratron pursyant o the Federal Arbitration Act as contained in 9 U.3.C. Section 1 ct,  seq. Veénué for any dispute shaﬁ be in

FAE% Ccmgrxjm,,j' ' (}7\;,;’5’ y 0\22-: AT R
; _ Date . . C o RIT TR T

-Date . Sen;/{cl

Darfirinant



&

bﬁﬁmﬁo« 20115
Sannymff

. arrest.“**** . L.

. AnyandAﬂdispufw misingbutoforrélzitodto this Agreement or relafed to thé .

-A(T 1:17- cv- 3-WSD Document 1- 4 Filed 07/27/17 Page @"J]Z | B
rhs €

QCQ\«:)

Probation .Re.porﬁng Inétrucﬁdns‘

R

You MUST report to the Atlanta Ofﬁce Locawd at

2001 Martin Luther- King J'n Dr Ste. 227

Atanta, Georgiq 30310 -
Phone 404-752-9115 -

' o b
Your appointment is scheduled for: /3 A(4<J<~ (RN ‘f‘ ) ; a 0/:

L

Your Officer is PO b)e'm:s - _ e .
Younius.tbring$ . /0 y - on'thatdate.; !

- er -~ - PO
You can pay the Total$ 235, Jr online at- weww.Senfrak.com’
E‘nieryourChentlD é&ﬁ-g (9065 __.<DBR L

‘ Credit and Deblt Aempted (1.8% processing fee applics)
**"‘**If fine and fees pmd m ful you don’t havc to rcport onthe above daﬁe*“** _

-

T, tkttRailupe: to report on the date ahove can i‘&cult inaxi order being filed with the .

court that can suspend your hcense or. yesulé in: the issuance of 2 warrant for your -

H

pravision of any and all seryicés by Sentinel shall be subjéct to-and settled by binding
arbittation pursuant to the Federal Arbifration Act as contained in 9 U.S. C Sectmn I et.

seq-"Venue for any dispute shall be in:Atlants, Georpgia: - . 4

*
RO e
=)

P i+ acomiga—
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Program Rules and Instructions

Based on the nature of your case, you need not report to our office as long 3s you meet your fi 2 { nancnal obhganons The Financial
Serv:cs department assists in monitoring your case and provides your local offi ice with notifications of any deimquenc:e that occur.
The program provides several convenient payment options. Please be aware that you may be conwcted by our Financial Secviges
Department and/or be required to report to a Sentinel offi ice if you miss a scheduted payment or if you pay less: than the scheduled

-
-

amount.
We Are Here To Help

Sentinel’s goal is for you to oomplete your Prob:tmn term without the need for further sanctions, To successfully remain in ‘thus
program and complete yoursentence simply comply with ﬁ-:e followmg rules and mstrucucms.

General instructions, -

I you have any.questions or problems, contact the Finahdial Services Dept at 1-800:938-0463.

-~

-

=  Donotviolate am/ laws.
< Notify Financial Services immediately if you are arrested orcharged with a new offense.

<  Payallfines, restitution, and fees as instructed by your Enrollment Officer.
Use one of the approved methods of payment. These are: Credit Card via telephone to 1-800-938—0463 Cash payments tothe
Sentinel Kiosk at the Courtfiouse,'Credit Card via the Sentirre! Qn Line Pagment Portal, www.sentrak.com. Youwillneedto .
retain your Client D to make ati On Line payment The Client 1D-must be entered followed by —DBR. You u may also makea cash

.
—

- payment to the Sentingl Kiosk i the lobby of the iocal probatlon ofﬁce. P .

-+ Comply with all rules and instructions provided by your Entollment Officer.
o You must maintain complete and strict financial compliance in order to remain in the Fnanc;al Semc&s  Program,

If you fall behind on your payments you will be senta (etter directing you to.reportin pefson to see 3 probation

_ officerat the originating enrollment office.
If difected, you must report in person to your local office. Fatlure to report may resultin further legal adxon, up toand including_

) the lssuance of a probation warant for your arest.

o

Payment Acknowledgement B '

1, Jﬁd €L ﬂ dﬂ‘lbm hereby acknowledge the followmg terms for payment of oourt ordere@nes suwhafeesl court
{{ .ass@estnents aré subject to

costs, Georglaxtnme Victims Emergency -Fund ($9.09), restitution, and fees and acknowledge. g
cyagam 5he Court’s original sentence. { have baen ordered by theCourt to p y*ﬁ'nes costs, and restitution,in

verification fora
the amount of $ D 'RWd-monthly GCVEF Fee i in the amour(t of $_9. 00 and a probationsupﬁfv ion fee to Sentinef
Offender Servicesin theamount of $_ 27.00___ .( agreeta pay $ !s per month due on th \of every moath.

The above fias been read/explaned to me and ( fully mxders&nd ﬁxatl am to follow the above termsand Oot‘d'm“s as mstmcted.{ have beer
. provided-a copy.of these instructions, the Court’s sentence and general oondruons of prabationand f ackrowlizdge an understanding of them, 1'
ungderstand that{ am onprobation'and under the Court’s sentence and alf General Condiuodsof probation fully: apply.j furtherunderstand that

noncompliance with these orders and ihstructions could result in dte tevocatio of my, pmbat!on sentence and thcarceration. 1 ho!d Sentinel and
nless and. walve agamst Sentinel any and al dctions,

its ownes, officers, employees, 3gents, contractors, representauves he?ts and assigns

clzims, damages, atfomney fees; costs, detention retated claimss, arrest related daims andhan ny and 3l demands, injfies and damages of-any k"‘d.
and. z‘nv nature whatsoever, that fie/she, his/her assxgnees. Tieirs, .dtstributs, guardians, hext of kin, children, spouse, aid legal mP“s’?ﬂuw
now ﬁave, or may have in the future, refated fo orarising oyt of the fajlure of the probatianer to comP!YVﬂﬂi program fequifements.,

: AﬂV and Alf d'(Sputesansing outof or related to this Agreement ar related to the provision of any. and al(-semoesby Sentined shall be subje':::;::ﬂd
settled by binding arbitration pursuant to the f-edeml Arbitration Act as oontamed in 9 US.C Section 1 et seq, Venue for any dzspute s in

.‘Atlanm Georgia.

%%W %)glo,f; | ‘Fb/&Y)Ar @!Ob

Date Sentinel

" Claet i S nant
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Recejved From: Adams, Stacey L Client ID; 65281965

SenTrack Transaction Number: 77700875 Payment Date: 8/19/2015 1:44 pm EDT

Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:

Amount Pajd: $ 101.80 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number; 641675

Made Through; CC-webapp Service Fee; $0.00

Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By

cc-webapp

IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:

If you wouid like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consuite con alguien en esta oficina.

Thank you. Gracias.

Case Information To Date

Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
15TR095397
Fine/SC/CC $ 215.25 $ 80.00 $0.00 $135.25
Overpayment $0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $ 1.80 $1.80 $0.00 $0.00
Enrcliment Fee $ 20.00 $ 20.00 $0.00 $0.00
Totals; $ 237.05 $101.80 $0.00 $135.25
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Adams, Stacey L ClientID: 65281965
SenTrack Transaction Number: 127504582 Payment Date: 9/30/2015 4:22 pm EDT
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credil Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 109.94 Transaction Fee: $0.00 Reference Number: 088067
Made Through: cc-webapp Service Fee: $0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initiais Received By
cc-webapp
IMPORTANT: ' IMPORTANTE:
if you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene aiguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en eslia oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.

Case Information To Date

Case # Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
15TR095397
Fine/SC/CC $135.25 $ 36.00 $0.00 $99.25
Overpayment $ 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $1.94 $1.94 $0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal $ 18.00 $18.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Only $ 54,00 $ 54.00 $0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 209.19 $ 109.94 $ 0.00 $99.25
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Adams, Stacey L Client ID: 65281965
SenTrack Transaction Number: 92659202 Payment Date: 3/28/2016 12:39 pm EDT
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 137.68 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number; 013912
Made Through: cc-webapp Service Fee: $0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
cc-webapp
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:
if you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consuite con alguien en esta oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
16TR095397 :
Fine/SC/CC $99.25 $99.25 $0.00 $0.00
Overpayment $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $243 $243 $0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municioal $ 9.00 $9.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Onlv $ 27.00 $ 27.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 137.68 $ 137.68 $ 0.00 $0.00
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Client Summary

65281965 Adams, Stacey L
Report Date: 5/11/2017

FINANCIALS
Court: Atlanta Municipal Court
Case Number: 15TR095397 Case Manager:. Amold, Cassandra
Offense: -improper Tum Case Status: Completed
Sentenced Date: 07/27/2015 Expected Completion Date: g7/27/2016
bligations:
Obligation Original Amount Paid Credit  Adjustment Balance
BSITF - (Base + Court Costs) $0.00 $0.00
BSITF - (Base + Court Costs) ( $0.00 $0.00
Case Fine $142.50 $142.50 © $0.00
Court Costs $0.00 $0.00
Crime Lab $0.00 $0.00
DATE - (BF + CC) $0.00 $0.00
DETF - Joshua Law (Base + CC $0.00 $0.00
DETF - Joshua Law (Base + CC $2.25 $2.25 $0.00
Drug Fund - (BF + CC) $0.00 : $0.00
DUl - (BF + CC) $0.00 $0.00
DUI (BF+CC) (After 7/1/04) $0.00 $0.00
Failure To Appear $0.00 $0.00
IDF Application Fee $0.00 $0.00
Jail Fund City (BF + CC) $22.50 $22.50 $0.00
Photo Fee . $0.00 $0.00
POAB 100+ - (BF+CC) Deduct $7.50 $7.50 $0.00
POAB 25-50 - (BF+CC) Deduct $0.00 . $0.00
POAB 4-25 - (BF+CC) Deduct $0.00 $0.00
POAB 50-100 - (BF+CC) Dedu $0.00 $0.00
POPIDF (BF + CC) Addon $15.00 $15.00 $0.00
POPTF - (Base + Court Costs) $15.00 $15.00 $0.00
VAP - (Base + Count Costs) $7.50 $7.50 ‘ $0.00
VAP - Local (BF + CC) $3.00 $3.00 $0.00
Totals: ‘ $215.25 $215.25 $0.00 $0.00 ~ $0.00
One-time fees
Obligation Bill Amount  AppliedAmount Balance
Convenience Fee $1.80 $1.80 $0.00
Convenience Fee $1.94 $1.94 $0.00
Convenience Fee $2.43 $2.43 $0.00
Enroliment Fee $20.00 $20.00 $0.00
Totals: $26.17 $26.17 $0.00
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Recurring Items

Type Obligation DueDate Bill Amount Paid Credit Adjustment Balance
GF GCVEF - $9 - Atianta Municipal 08/27/2015 $9.00 $9.00 $0.00 $0.00
GF GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal 09/27/2015 $9.00 $9.00 $0.00  $0.00
GF GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal 10/27/2015 $9.00 $9.00 $0.00  $0.00
SF Supervision Fee - Pay Only 08/27/2015 $27.00 $27.00 $0.00  $0.00
SF Supervision Fee - Pay Only 09/27/2015 $27.00 $27.00 $0.00 $0.00
SF Supervision Fee - Pay Only 10/27/2015 $27.00 $27.00 $0.00  $0.00

Totals: $108.00  $108.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Case Status Log

Case Slatus Modified Date Sentenced Date Enrolled Date

Completed 04/07/2016 07/27/2015 07/27/2015

Active 02/10/2016 07/27/2015 07/27/2015

Active 07/29/2015 07/27/2015 07/27/2015

Page 2
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YN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA CASE # | Lm((ﬂ% 85’;1

CITY
OF ATLANTA STATE OF GEORGIA
W ~\/ ‘ E -~ ] ' Driver's Lic# ’
. J DISPOSITION AND SENTENCE 2&3%5 Race Sex,
Plea  Nolo Verdict Count Offense - Sentence

v e (18,5047 TRllawhsioo dove S Reolislo=286

{3

(1- 11 11 (Mol-Y4) _

(1 11 11 ECE - &0

[1] [1 .01 :
Disposition of other counts’

WHEREAS, the above xfsmon has been-made asmst the above named defendant, the Defendant is hereby sentenced to
confinement for a period of months to serve days and the balance to be served on probatxon and the Defs

ordered to pay a total fine in the amount of § &( 1O .00 dollars (plus all applicable surcharges and costs in the amount of § X

dollars), grand total of §_ {35 & 00,
It is further ordered that the portion of the above scntence to be served on probation shall be subject to the following condmons

The Defendant is ordered to:
1. Pay a monthly probation service fee and Georgia Crime Victim Emergency Fee of $9 for a total om 0$41 0846 per
month to Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, the Court’s probation service contractor, authorized by O.C. GA, Section .

42-8-100; e
Pay all fines and surcharges within éQ months at arate of § l L XD permonﬂx,

Not violate the laws of any Fedeml, State, or Local govemmenml unit;
Repoit to the probation supervisor as directed and behave in a truthful and mpectful manner towards the probat:on staff;

Work faithfully at suitable employment insofir as may be possible;

Not change his/her present place of abode, or leave the State without permission of the probation supervisor;

Support his/her legal dependants to the best of his/her. ability;

Avoid injurious and vicious habits-especially alcoholic intoxication, narcotics, and other dangerous drugs unless prescribed

© lawifully;
9. Avoid persons and places of harmful or disreputable character; and
The following conditions applicable only if checked:
S | 10. Abstain from the use of alcohol and drugs, and submit to random alcohol/drug testing at $15. 00 per screen;
11. Submit, within months to an a]cohol and drug use evaluation as directed and follow all further directives for treatment

00

&

PNOALMBEWN

Cemfjeate of First Conviction issued / License to State

Ignition interlock per § 42-8-111; license plate scizure per § 40-2-136, $25 ad per § 40—6-391(])

]
or counseling;
_J 12. " Sompletea Risk Reduction course conducted by amragency licensed by the State of Georgia within___ months;
] 13. Successfully complete hours of community service as directed, within_______ months;
14. Probation to be terminated/non-reporting upon.payment of the fine and completion »n of all other obligations and conditions;
] 15 Pay restitution in the amount of § to ,within___ - months (see attached Order);
1 16. .  Serve days in the Atlanta City Jail, andlor serve -__dayson house arrest (suspended for time served);
] .17 Complete P.P.S.1.'s; ___ Anger Control; _. ._Youthful offender; ___ Resume-Job Workshop(s); Cogmtwe
Restructuriog Course / within _____ months )
i 18. Attend AA/ N.A. mestings per week and verify attendance with probation depamnent as directed; -
3 - 19 Serve the initial ______ months of said probated sentence on intensive probauon, ,
1 Obtain GED certificate by the following date: _
| Do not contact or visit residence of i SR
_1 Banishment from Buckhead / : for days per attached-Order; =
i Attend ___ Defensive Driving/ M.A.D.D. Victim Impact meeting(s) within______ months;
-
J
J

UPON THE VIOLATION of any of these conditions, probation may be Tevoked and the sentence of oonﬁnement executed
The Defendant is subject to arrest the violation of any condxtion of probation. XT IS SO ORDERED this .

day of ON( Aa-,l .20

Gary E. Jackson
. Judge, Municipal Court of Atlanta

L

1is is to certify that a true and correct copy of this scntence has been delivered in person to the Defendant who bas been duly instructed
ga;?‘: the co %ms of probation. This 3 day of_mgé,_/_, 20 5 -

LU
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W
SenTrack Transaction Number: 49296912

Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Cash
Amount Paid: $ 50.00 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00

Made Through: Kiosk Service Fee: $0.00

Client ID;: 65910395
Payment Date: 1/22/2015 11:31 am EST

Credit Card Type:
Reference Number:

Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due

Client Initials Received By

KU-122

IMPORTANT:
If you would like more information or have
any questions regarding your receipt,
please ask to speak with a manager.

IMPORTANTE:
Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
consulte con alguien en esta oficina.

Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
14TR073852
Fine/SC/CC $ 386.00 $ 30,00 $ 0.00 $356.00
Overpayment $ 0.00 $0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Enroliment Fee $ 20.00 $ 20.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 406.00 $ 50.00 $ 0.00 $356.00
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W Client ID: 65910395
SenTrack Transaction Number: 130864764 Payment Date: 2/19/2015 4:2 pm EST
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: §$ 127.25 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number: 060216
Made Through: Sentrak Service Fee: $0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
sparks
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:
If you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en esta oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
14TR073852
Fine/SC/CC $ 356.00 $ 89.00 $0.00 $267.00
Overpayment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $225 $225 $0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal $9.00 $9.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Only $ 27.00 $ 27.00 $0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 394.25 $127.25 $ 0.00 $267.00
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W
SenTrack Transaction Number: 161342679

Payment Type: Probation
Amount Paid: $ 271.81

Made Through: Sentrak

Transaction Fee: $ 0.00
Service Fee: $ 0.00

Payment Method: Credit Card

65910395
3/5/2015 11:16 am EST

Client ID:
Payment Date:

Credit Card Type:
Reference Number: 091611

Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due

Client Initials Received By

sparks

IMPORTANT:
If you would like more information or have
any questions regarding your receipt,
please ask to speak with a manager.

IMPORTANTE:
Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
consulte con alguien en esta oficina.

Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
14TR073852
Fine/SC/CC $ 267.00 $ 267.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Overpayment $0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $ 4.81 $ 481 $0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 271.81 $ 271.81 $ 0.00 $0.00
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Exhibit F
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& &
~CITY OF ATLANTA IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA  CASE# \S 1R\ b1%Y
__STATE OF GEORGIA
V8.
SntviY, Jerry DISPOSITION AND SENTENCE
Plea Nolo  Verdict Count Offense Sentence
Guilty %ut Guilty — . -
g o EII ShS¥ e Yo 0-9% Toutue, To Maindpin (Al 31D+ 6528 32K
O O 0O
O O J

Disposition of other connts 3 \0).(0 14

WHEREAS, the above disposition has been made against the above named defendant, the Defendant is hereby sentenced to
Confinement for a period of 5 months to serve Q days and the balance to be served on probation, and the Defendant is
Ordered to pay a total fine in the amount of $ L SD 00 dollars (plus all applicable surcharges and costs in the amount of $ 5~ _Z.S/
dollers), grand total of $ Al 5 5

It is further ordered that the portion of the above sentence to be served on probation shall be subgect to the following conditions:

The Defendant is ordered to:

1. Pay a monthly probation service fee and Georgia Crime Victim Emergency Fee of $9 for a total of 12313‘6 {3341 (1346 per
month to Sentinel Offender Services, LLC, the Coust’s probation service contractor, authorized by 0.C.G.A Section
42-8-100; ( cases designated as *Pay-onaly” can not exceed 3 months 1probaﬁon supervision fees) pursuant to HB310

2. Pay all fines and surcharges within months at a rate of § 1. per month,

3. Not violate the laws of any Federal, State, or Local governmenta)l unit;

4. Report to the probation supervisor as directed and behave in a truthfu? and respectful manner towards the probation stafF:

5. Work faithfully at suitable employment insofar as may be possible;

6. Not change his'her preseat place of abode, or leave the State without permission of the probation supervisor,

7. Support his'her legal dependants to the best of his/her ability,

8. Avoid injurious and vicious habits-especially alcoholic intoxication, narcotics, and other dangerous drugs unless prescribed
lawfully,

9. "Avoid persons and place of harmful or disreputable character; and
The folowing conditions applicable only if checked:

10. Abstain from the use of alcohol and drugs, and submit to random alcohol/drug testing at $15.00 per screer;

11. Submit, within meonths, to an alcohol and drug use evaluation as directed and follow all further directives for treatment

or counseling;

12. Complete a Risk Reduction course conducted by an agency licensed by the State of Georgia within moenths;

13. Successfully complete hours of community service as directed, within months;

14. Probation to be terminated/non-reporting upon payment of the fine and completion of all other cbligations and conditions;

15. Pay restitution in the amount of $ to , within months (see attached Qrder);

16. Serve days in the Atlanta City Jail; and/or serve days on house arrest (suspended for time served),

. Complete PP.S.I’s; ___Anger Control; ___Youthful offender;, _ Resnme-Job Workshop(s): __ Cognitive

Restructuring Course / within months;

18. Attend _AA/___ N.A mestings per week and verify attendance with the probation department as directed,

19. Serve the initial months of said probated sentence on intensive probation;,

20. Obtain GED certificate by the following date: s

21. Do not contact or visit residence of :

22. Banishment from Buckhead / for days per attached Order;

23. Aftend Defensive Driving/ MA.D.D. Victim Impact meeting(s) within ______ months;

24. Cetificate of First Conviction jssued / License to State

25. Ignition interfock per § 42-8-111; license plate seizure per § 40-2-136, $25 ad per § 40-6-39 ()

[0/ [ T E[EIDE\EIE! O
3

UPON THE VIOLATION of any of these conditions, probation may be revoked and the
The (I])c;ﬁemlt is subject to % plation of any condiﬁgn of probatior. IT IS
day of ,20_| ¢

!

This is to certify that a true and correct copy gf thy entcuceﬁm&ﬂﬂremdiu on to the Defe

‘Probation Ofider © :
Assistant Solicitor
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W ClientID: 65910395
SenTrack Transaction Number: 181651620 Payment Date: 4 /7/2016 11:46 am EDT
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 162.88 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number: 084611
Made Through: cc-webapp Service Fee: $ 0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
cc-webapp
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:
If you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en esta oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
15TR167189
Fine/SC/CC $315.25 $ 68.00 $0.00 $247.25
Overpayment $ 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $ 288 $2.88 $0.00 $0.00
Enroliment Fee $ 20.00 $ 20.00 $0.00 $0.00
16TR016312
Fine/SC/CC $ 189.78 $0.00 $0.00 $189.78
Overpayment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal $ 18.00 $ 18.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Onlvy $ 54.00 $54.00 $ 0.00 - $0.00
Totals: $ 599.91 $ 162.88 $ 0.00 $437.03
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W Client ID: 65910395
SenTrack Transaction Number: 96639848 Payment Date: 6 /30/2016 9:33 am EDT
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 243.30 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number: 099762
Made Through: cc-webapp Service Fee: $0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
cc-webapp
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:
If you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en esta oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date
Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
15TR167189
Fine/SC/CC $ 247.25 $ 203.00 $0.00 $44.25
Overpayment $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $4.30 $430 $0.00 $0.00
16TR016312
Fine/SC/CC $ 189.78 $0.00 $0.00 $189.78
Overpayment $0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal $9.00 $9.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Onlv $27.00 $27.00 $0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 477.33 $ 243.30 $ 0.00 $234.03
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W Client ID: 65910395
SenTrack Transaction Number: 28675059 Payment Date: 6/30/2016 9:36 am EDT
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 238.24 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number: 092202
Made Through: cc-webapp Service Fee: $0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
cc-webapp
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:
If you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en esta oficina.
Thank you. Gracias.
Case Information To Date

Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
15TR167189

Fine/SC/CC $ 4425 $ 44.25 $0.00 $0.00

Overpayment $ 0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Convenience Fee $4.21 $4.21 $0.00 $0.00
16TR016312

Fine/SC/CC $ 189.78 $ 189.78 $ 0.00 $0.00

Overpayment $0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Totals: $ 238.24 $ 238.24 $ 0.00 $0.00

Page 1
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Case Number 15TR167189 Case Manager: Chambers, Dorothea-ATL

Offense: -Failure to Maintain Lane Case Status: Completed

Sentenced Date: 01/29/2016 Expected Completion Date: 07/28/2016
bligations:

Obligation Original Amount Paid Credit Adijustment Balance
BSITF - (Base + Court Costs) $0.00 $0.00
BSITF - (Base + Court Costs) ( $0.00 $0.00
Case Fine $142.50 $142.50 $0.00
Court Costs $0.00 $0.00
Crime Lab $0.00 $0.00
DATE - (BF + CC) $0.00 $0.00
DETF - Joshua Law (Base + CC $0.00 $0.00
DETF - Joshua Law (Base + CC $2.25 $2.25 $0.00
Drug Fund - (BF + CC) $0.00 $0.00
DUI - (BF + CC) $0.00 $0.00
DUI (BF+CC) (After 7/1/04) $0.00 $0.00
Failure To Appear $100.00 $100.00 $0.00
IDF Application Fee $0.00 $0.00
Jail Fund City (BF + CC) $22.50 $22.50 $0.00
Photo Fee $0.00 $0.00
POAB 100+ - (BF+CC) Deduct $7.50 $7.50 $0.00
POAB 25-50 - (BF+CC) Deduct $0.00 $0.00
POAB 4-25 - (BF+CC) Deduct $0.00 $0.00
POAB 50-100 - (BF+CC) Dedu $0.00 $0.00
POPIDF (BF + CC) Addon $15.00 $15.00 $0.00
POPTF - (Base + Court Costs) $15.00 $15.00 $0.00
VAP - (Base + Court Costs) $7.50 $7.50 $0.00
VAP - Local (BF + CC) $3.00 $3.00 $0.00

Totals: $315.25 $315.25 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

One-time fees
Obligation Bill Amount  AppliedAmount Balance
Convenience Fee $2.88 $2.88 $0.00
Convenience Fee $4.30 $4.30 $0.00
Convenience Fee $4.21 $4.21 $0.00
Enroliment Fee $20.00 $20.00 $0.00
Totals: $31.39 $31.39 $0.00

Page 2
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CITY OF ATLANTA INTHEMUNICIPALCOURTOFA'ILANTA CASB# lﬁ] %Q S ] qu.
- STATE OF GEORGIA
vs. LALS. 25

— 'l) 3 eeey msposmdixmsm = FRCN

Disposition of other counts

WHEREAS, the above disposition bas béen nil agamsttbc above named defendant, theDcfendant:sha'cbyscnnmcedto
Confinement for a pesiod of _- ~{_( months to serve daysandtheba]ancetobcmedonpmbaton,andﬂ:c!)d‘mdantxs
Ordaeq,topayatomlﬁnemtheamountofs 180 wdonm(phsanapphmblcmchargaandeﬁleammOﬁ_(&&JS

-dollars);%rand total of §
1t is further ardered ﬂ:eporhonoftheabovcsuﬂgnocmbesu'vedonpmbahonshaubcsﬂyeetmﬂxcfollovwng-condmms:

TheDefmdannsotﬂcmdto

1. PayamomhlypmbanonsermefecandGeorgaQuchcumEmgmcyFeeofSQ ato ofgﬁGDMlU&wpuj
manfh to Seatinel Offender Servicés, LLC, thccom'smbauonmcecontmdor {by O.C.G.A Sectica i~
42-8-100; Pay.cnly Fees not to exceed 3 months . *

2 Payallﬁn@sandsurchazgsmﬂm g months at arate of § IQE pa'month, . VoL

3. Not yiolate the laws of any Federal, State, or Local governmental vait, PR RN

4. R@mm&cmmmuwmdManammmwmwmﬁemhﬁmmﬁ [

5. Work faithfully at suitable employmentinsofar as may be possiblé;. e I

6. ‘

7

8

Ty S

Not change Misher preseat place of sbode, or Jeave the Staté without permission ofﬂ:epmb@onsupansor

Support his/her legal dependants to the best of his/her ability,

Avmmmmmmwmymmmmmmdmmmmmw

lawfully; . -
9. Avoxdpasonsmdplaccofhnmfnlouﬁsxepuhblcehmcta'md ) "

The following conditions applicable only if checked: ) 1{
-10.. Abshmﬁumﬁxcuscofalooholmddmgs,andsubmﬁmmdomdwhowmgtsungaﬁls mpasaeq:, ’ T
. Submit, within m&ghmdwmm&uguxmmudmmdfdlowanmduwﬁmfuum

or couhséling; -
Wammmmmmwmgmwwwawm , mmﬂ:s;

13. Successfully complete " hours of community service as directed, within
14. mekmm«mgmwyMofm&cmWIwmdeMmmm
months(sge eftached Order);, 7

15. Paym&txﬁonmﬂ:eunomnofs
. daysmmeAﬂmm&tanﬂ;andlorm daysonhomcm(alspmdedﬂmnhcwved);
17 CompldeP.P.SI's ___AngerControl; __ Youthful offender; Rm?obWaiﬂmp(s): Cog’tnupe
+  Restructuring Course/ within___ smonths;
18 Attend  AA./ - Mmpamekandmfywcndmwnhﬂnpmbahmdqﬁmasdmm, )
19. Serve the initial mon:hsofsaxd;mbatedsaﬁmoeonnﬁm&chon; : .
. Obtamouuﬁcatcbyﬂlcfollomgdate: : -3 T
- Do not contact or visit gesidence of :
‘ dayspcrmadndeda-

20

.21

22, Benishment from B f- . for

23. Attend  Defensiv Davmg/____M.A.D.D Victim Impact meeting(s) within
24 .

25

26

an

0
p

_ months;

. Cetificate of First Conviction [1i
L Igmtxonmtedockpcr§42-8-.lll hcmseplatemnepcr§40-2-136 $25 ad per § 40-6-39 (§) .

) UPONTHE WOIAHONofMyof&mcm&hmmobaﬁmmaybcmokdand&cMofewﬁnmm

The Defendant is subject to thcv:olanonofanymdiuonofpmbauon. IT IS SO ORDERED, this
aa dayof 20 (L 9 ¢ ’
. % . . = - e —

. - Judge,MlmtcxpalcmntofAﬁanla

0oNOoo0oOA og

et e e s o Swmais wiid ...u‘..l-..... P

."

has delivered mpmtoﬁchfmdantwhohasbemdnly
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Client Name:

Client ID: "N ! ' '
@S 91039% - | ‘ "brrlg J .: :

Program Rules and lnstructions

Based on the nature of your case, you need not report to our office a5 long as you meet your ﬁnancta! obhgabons The"
Finandial Services department assists in monitoring your case‘and provides your local office with notifications bf any
delinquendies that occur. The program provides several convenient payment options. Please be awate that you may be -
.contacted by our Financial Services Department and/or be required to report to a Sentlne! ofﬁoe lf you miss a sd:eduled

payment or if you pay less than the scheduled amount
We Are Here To Help

Sen‘ane[ s EmngjmqumpIeteqouppmbatmmtem—m&ae&t—ﬂae—need—fer—fﬁFﬁaer—saﬁeaem—Twwessfuﬂy* '

remain tn this program and complete your sentenoe smmp[v comply with the following rules and instructions.

“General Instructions

e I[fyou haveany quest:onsor problems, contact Finandal Services at 800-938-0463.

« Do not violate any laws. )

©  Notify Finandal Services immediately if you are arrested or charged with a new offense. o

Promptly. report any changes in your employmentto Finandal Services. : ' 2
Use the endlosed form to report any changes in your address or telephone numbers. : :
Pay allf‘ ines, rest:tuhon and fees as instructed by your Enrollment Officer.

Use one of the approved methods of paymentas detailed on the payment form. .
Properly safe guard all court and. program documients provided by your Enroliment Officer. s
*  Comply with all rules and instructions provided by your Enrollment Officer. i _
e [Ifdirected, you must report in person to your local office. failure to report may result in ﬁ:rtf:erlegal acbon, up to

and including the issuance of a probation warrant for. yourarrest. - ¥y _ ;

8 4

]

. Please_review the payment packet and {et your local office know if you have any questions.

[ty

-Pa'ymeandmoMedgemént

I'hereby acknowledge the following terms for payment of court. ordered ﬁnes, surcharges, powt costs, Georgia Crithe
Victims Emergency Fund ($9.00), restitution, apd fees and admoudedge all assessments are suhjecito verification for
‘ accuracy against the Court’s original sentence. { have been ordered by the Courttopayﬁnes, restitution and feesin: the
amountof § and a $27 monthlygrobation supervision fee to Sentinel OFfenderSemoes. l{agree to. PaY $ .

{e) 8'00per month. The $36 fse can only bé charged for 3months.

$20 Probation Enrollment Fee. Mist PAY $2.35 iN wusv"!éi TO AVOID ADDITIONAL FEES. First payment due.on 716/ /0

The abw\e has been readjexplalned to me and | fully understand that [ am to follow the above terms: and condi‘uons as instructed. { have been .
- provided a copy of these instructions, the Court's sentence and general conditions of probation and { acknowledge an understanding of them. |
understand that [ am oh probation and under the Court’s sentence and all General Conditions of probition fully apply. { further understand: that N
noncompliance with these orders and instructions could result-in‘the revocation of my probation sentence and incarceration. 1 hold Sentinel and
its owners, officars, emPlOv‘Eﬁ agents contractors, representztmég heirs and assigns harmless and waive against Sentinel any and all actions,
dlaims, damages, attomey {ees, costs, detention related daims, am'_‘:t related daims and any and all demands, injuries and damages of any kind -
and any nature whatsoever, that he/she, his/her assignees; heirs, distributes, guardians, next of kin, children, spouse, and legal tepm;em:atwﬁ
now have, or may hawa in the future, related to or ar;smg out of the failure of the probationer to mmp}y with program requirements. :

Qy and All Zputes arising out of or related to this Agmement or related to the pro\nsicn of any and all services by Sentinel shall be sub}ed:to and
d by bifding arbitration pursuant to the Federal Arbitration Act as contaj 9 U.5.C Section 1 et. seq. Venue for mydsp(_:te shall be in
Atla a '

-2 (e o A St U —

L

< 42 —— T -

Dp'rﬁr'inant N\ ! o Data
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Sentinel Payment Receipt

Received From: Saint-Vil, Jerry W Client ID: 65910395
SenTrack Transaction Number: 122797960 Payment Date: 12/16/2016 3:15 pm EST
Payment Type: Probation Payment Method: Credit Card Credit Card Type:
Amount Paid: $ 312.78 Transaction Fee: $ 0.00 Reference Number; 091415
Made Through: Sentrak Service Fee: $ 0.00
Next Appointment Date Probation Current Due Client Initials Received By
dchambers-atl
IMPORTANT: IMPORTANTE:

If you would like more information or have Si desea mas informacion o tiene alguna
any questions regarding your receipt, pregunta sobre este recibo, por favor
please ask to speak with a manager. consulte con alguien en esta oficina.

Thank you. Gracias.

Case Information To Date

Case# Obligation Prev. Balance Amount Paid Amount Credit Balance
16TR031784
Fine/SC/CC $ 215.25 $ 215.25 $ 0.00 $0.00
Overpayment $0.00 $ 0.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Convenience Fee $5.53 $5.53 $ 0.00 $0.00
Enroliment Fee $ 20.00 $ 20.00 $ 0.00 $0.00
Fees
GCVEF - $9 - Atlanta Municipal $ 18.00 $ 18.00 $0.00 $0.00
Supervision Fee - Pav Onlv $ 54.00 $ 54.00 $0.00 $0.00
Totals: $ 312.78 $ 312.78 $ 0.00 $0.00

Page 1
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2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive SE
Suite 458, Balcony Level, East Tower
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

www.dcs.georgia.gov
Nathan Deal georgla-g Michael W. Nail

Governor Commissioner

Mr. Steven Queen
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC.
squeen(@sentrak.com

Mr. Queen:

Enclosed you will find a copy of the Compliance Review Report. On pages 22-25, you will see DCS
Staff’s findings, recommendations, and best practices. Below is a brief explanation of each:

Finding(s): Area(s) that must be improved upon to bring the entity into

compliance. The DCS Board has authority to govern; enforceable by board rules and/or GA
Statutes

Recommendations: Aid entities in becoming compliant with council rules

and/or GA Statutes; the DCS Board has authority to govern; Action required by the entity

Best Practice: No clear DCS Board rule or GA statute violated; however, it is a practice that is
being used in community corrections that may reduce the risk of liability and/or increase the
opportunity for successful outcomes.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Compliance Monitor La Donna
Varner-Burney at LaDonna.Varner@dcs.ga.gov. Thank you for your cooperation during the 2016 audit
process. We look forward to working with you in the future.

Sincerely,
Barbara Neville Shevondah Leslie
Director Staff Director
Misdemeanor Probation Oversight Misdemeanor Probation Oversight
barbara.neville@dcs.ga.gov shevondah.leslie@dcs.ga.gov

Equal Opportunity Employer
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Evans Co. Superior Court, Judge David L. Cavender
Coffee Co. Superior Court, Judge Dwayne Gillis

Douglas Co. Superior Court, Judge Robert T. James
Henry Co. Superior Court, Judge Arch W. McGarity
Towns County Superior Court, Judge Murphy Miller
Banks Co. Superior Court, Judge David Motes

Houston Co. Superior Court, Judge George Nunn
Habersham County Superior Court, Judge Russell W. Smith
Glynn County Superior Court, Judge E.M. Wilkes, III
Jackson Co. State Court, Judge Robert Alexander

Glynn County State Court, Judge Bart G. Altman

Houston Co. State Court, Judge Jason Ashford

Habersham County State Court, Judge Steve Campbell
Douglas County State Court, Judge Neal Dettmering, Jr.
Lowndes Co. State Court, Judge John K. Edwards, Jr.
Evans Co. State Court, Judge Ronald Hallman

Richmond County State Court, Judge Richard Slaby
Henry Co. State Court, Judge Ben Studdard, III

White County Probate Court, Judge Garrison Baker

Union County Probate Court, Judge Dwain Bracket
Barrow Co. Probate Court, Judge Tammy Brown
Atkinson Co. Probate Court, Judge Margie O'Brien

Towns County Probate Court, Judge Dwight David Rogers
Evans Co. Magistrate Court, Judge Larry Anderson

Glynn County Magistrate Court, Judge Timothy Barton
Jackson Co. Magistrate Court, Judge Billy Chandler
Union County Magistrate Court, Judge Johnie Garmon
Henry Co. Magistrate Court, Judge Robert Godwin
Atkinson Co. Magistrate Court, Judge Hilda James
Richmond County Magistrate Court, Judge William D. Jennings, 111
Habersham County Magistrate Court, Judge Gerald Johnson
White County Magistrate Court, Judge Joy Parks
Gwinnett County Recorder’s Court, Judge Michael Greene
Statesboro Municipal Court, Judge W. Keith Barber
Valdosta Municipal Court, Judge Vernita Lee Bender
Brooklet Municipal Court, Judge Lovett Bennett, Jr.
Arcade Municipal Court, Judge Gabriel Bradford

Portal Municipal Court, Judge Scott Brannen

Claxton Municipal Court, Judge Benjamin Brinson
Broxton Municipal Court, Judge Michael Gowen
Pendergrass Municipal Court, Judge Walter Harvey
Gainesville Municipal Court, Judge Hammond Law
Hiltonia Municipal Court, Judge R.J. Martin, III
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Pearson Municipal Court, Judge Douglas W. Mitchell, I1I
Brunswick Municipal Court, Judge Chris O'Donnell
Dunwoody Municipal Court, Judge Hugh R. Powell, Jr.
Rocky Ford Municipal Court, Judge Grady Reddick
Johns Creek Municipal Court, Judge Donald Shafer
Blairsville Municipal Court, Judge Robert Sneed
Kingsland Municipal Court, Judge Robert Sweatt, Jr.
Maysville Municipal Court, Judge Scott Tolbert
Demorest Municipal Court, Judge Winslow Verdery
Atlanta Municipal Court, Judge Christopher Ward
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Introduction

A compliance review of Sentinel Offender Services, LLC. (Sentinel) was conducted on August 17,2016
at the company’s Lawrenceville office located at 320 West Pike Street. Prior to the site visit Department

of Community Supervision (DCS) staff reviewed case files, recent quarterly reports, and the entity’s
service agreements. While on site staff met with Mr. Steve Queen, Director of Georgia Services, and Mr.

Tim Lewis, Vice President of Georgia Services, and reviewed employee files and training documents for
all active probation employees. Sentinel supervises approximately 41,429 probationers (including
approximately 5,514 probationers in warrant status) for seventy-one courts across Georgia.'

Employee Standards
Sentinel currently has 121 employees registered and in good-standing with DCS, including the director,

71 probation officers, and 49 probation aides. DCS reviewed the employee file for each employee and
found a few were missing documents required by Rule 503-1-.23(e), such as proof of education, proof of
2015 training, or signed confidentiality statements. Subsequent to the site visit, Sentinel located all
missing documents and added them to the appropriate employee file. Training documentation reviewed
by staff indicates that each employee received the requisite number of relevant training hours for calendar
year 2015, in compliance with Rule 503-1-.27. DCS staff conducted GCIC background checks for each
Sentinel employee between September 26th and September 30th and found no new arrests or convictions.

Court Service Contracts

DCS staff reviewed the court service contracts between Sentinel and each of the seventy-one courts
served to ensure compliance with uniform contract standards (Rule 503-1-.22(f)) and statutory execution
requirements (O.C.G.A. § 42-8-101). Deficiencies were noted for the following sixteen contracts: Barrow
Superior, Houston Superior, Glynn State, Houston State, Barrow Probate, White Probate, Atkinson
Magistrate, Richmond Magistrate, Gwinnett Recorder’s, Arcade Municipal, Atlanta Municipal, Dillard
Municipal, Gainesville Municipal, Kingsland Municipal, Newington Municipal and Register Municipal
(see Contract Review Outline below for details).

While DCS staff reviewed all contracts to ensure the presence of a fee schedule, the accuracy and
comprehensiveness of those fees schedules could only be determined with respect to the six caseloads
reviewed by staff (Barrow Superior, Henry State, Barrow Probate, White Probate, Gwinnett Recorder’s,
and Atlanta Municipal). For all other courts, staff must assume contract fee schedules are current and
complete. Sentinel should ensure that all current fee amounts are listed within the service contract or a
court order, as permitted by the terms of the contract. Although the contracts did not address several
elements, in 2017, all misdemeanor probation contracts must meet the minimally required elements that
will be in the Uniform Contract Standards per DCS policy and in compliance with Senate Bill 367.

! Caseloads based on Q4 2015 data submitted by Sentinel. Number of courts served based on Sentinel’s 2016
registration information.
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Case File Review

Staff reviewed a total of 117 probation case files from Barrow Superior, Henry State, Barrow Probate,
White Probate, Gwinnett Recorder’s and Atlanta Municipal. Cases included sentences for minor
drug/alcohol offenses, assault and battery, DUI, and other traffic violations. Case files generally included
all required documents and reflected supervision of all probation conditions. Staff found a few examples
of case management errors and noted a few other areas which may merit consultation with the courts (see
Case File Review Outline below); however, Sentinel appears to have an effective system of management
oversight in place and has already taken proactive steps to address some of these concerns (see Sentinel’s
Response to Preliminary Findings attached). Please note, only cases with case management oversight
errors are noted in the file review.

Summary
Sentinel Offender Services demonstrates a sound understanding of basic probation principles and DCS

rules and regulations. Case files and quarterly reports indicate probation officers supervise cases in a
professional manner and are accountable to the sentencing court. While staff found a few case
management errors, current management oversight procedures appear sufficient to address each of these
concerns.
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Contract Review Outline

Court Contract Date of Compliance with GA Statute and DCS Rules and
Contract Regulations
Banks Superior 5/13/2008 Compliant
Barrow Superior 7/24/2008 Fees: 1.7% convenience fee for online payments not
included
Coffee Superior 5/22/2008 Compliant
Douglas Superior 12/5/2000 Compliant
Evans Superior 1/1/2001 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Glynn Superior 8/6/2015 Compliant
Habersham Superior 2/12/2010 Compliant
Henry Superior 10/3/2000 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Houston Superior 1/1/2011 May be INACTIVE: Contract for 6 month term renews
annually under the same terms.
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Jackson Superior 7/21/2008 Compliant
Towns Superior 4/11/2005 Compliant
Union Superior 4/11/2005 Compliant
Douglas State 8/1/2012 Compliant
Evans State 7/1/2008 Compliant
Glynn State 5/3/2013 Governing Authority approval not attached.
No Longer Contracted with Sentinel.
Habersham State 2/14/2006 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Henry State 9/25/2007 Compliant
Houston State 1/18/2011 May be INACTIVE: Contract for 6 month term renews
annually under the same terms.
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Jackson State 7/21/2008 Compliant
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Lowndes State

11/24/2009 Compliant
Richmond State 8/13/2014 Compliant
Atkinson Probate 1/13/2009 Compliant
Barrow Probate 7/24/2008 Fees: 1.7% convenience fee for online payments not
included
Towns Probate 8/27/2003 | Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Union Probate 8/27/2003 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
White Probate 7/22/2005 Fees: $15 drug screen and $3 alcohol screen not included
Atkinson Magistrate 1/6/2004 NOT a probation contract: applies to pretrial and bond
supervision.
Staffing levels not addressed in contract.
Evans Magistrate 1/1/2007 Compliant
Glynn Magistrate 12/12/2012 Compliant
Habersham Magistrate 2/14/2006 Compliant
Henry Magistrate 7/1/2001 Compliant
Jackson Magistrate 6/29/2011 Compliant
Richmond Magistrate 7/6/1999 Contract does not address: Staffing levels
Towns Magistrate 8/27/2003 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Union Magistrate 8/26/2003 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
White Magistrate 7/22/2005 Compliant
(Note: Drug Screen amount not listed in schedule of fees)
Gwinnett Recorder 1/30/2014 Governing Authority approval not attached.
Contract does not address: Bonding of probation staff
Fees: 1.7% convenience fee for online payments not
included
Arcade Municipal 12/9/2013 Contract may be EXPIRED: No notice of renewal after
April 2016
Atlanta Municipal 1/29/2013 Contract does not address: Bonding of probation staff
Blairsville Municipal 9/20/2004 Compliant
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Blue Ridge Municipal 9/20/2004 Compliant

Brooklet Municipal 3/1/2006 Compliant

Broxton Municipal 4/14/2010 Compliant

Brunswick Municipal 11/16/2011 Compliant

Clarkesville Municipal 3/28/2006 Compliant

Claxton Municipal 4/3/2006 Compliant

Cleveland Municipal 8/8/2005 Compliant

Commerce Municipal 7/12/2010 Compliant

Demorest Municipal 3/8/2006 Compliant

Dillard Municipal 9/1/2011 Contract does not address: Criminal background checks
and staff qualifications regarding criminal records

Dunwoody Municipal 6/15/2015 Compliant

Gainesville Municipal 7/1/2015 Contract does not address: Staffing levels

Hagan Municipal 4/3/2006 Compliant

Hiawassee Municipal 8/27/2003 Compliant

Hiltonia Municipal 2/11/2013 Compliant

Johns Creek Municipal 9/16/2015 Compliant

Kingsland Municipal 2/14/2005 Contract does not address: Bonding of probation staff,
staffing levels, procedures for indigent offenders, revocation
procedures, or default and termination procedures.

Maysville Municipal 6/2/2015 Compliant

Mount Airy Municipal 8/27/2007 Compliant

Mountain City Municipal 3/11/2014 Compliant

Newington Municipal 1/1/2006 Schedule of fees not included in contract.
No Longer Contacted with Sentinel.

Oliver Municipal 1/5/2009 Compliant

Pearson Municipal 6/14/2005 Compliant

Pendergrass Municipal 7/27/2010 Compliant

Portal Municipal 3/1/2006 Compliant
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Register Municipal 6/9/2008 Contract does not address: Criminal background checks
and staff qualifications regarding criminal records

Rocky Ford Municipal 12/18/2008 | Compliant

Sky Valley Municipal 2/3/2012 Compliant

Statesboro Municipal 12/11/2012 Compliant

Tallulah Falls Municipal 3/31/2015 Compliant

Valdosta Municipal 2/16/2016 Compliant
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Case File Review Outline
PROBATIONER CASE SENTENCE FACT SUMMARY OF CASE RULE/GA STATUTE
NAME STATUS SUMMARY (Cases Requested 8/11/2015) VIOLATED
(8/4/2015)
BARROW SUPERIOR COURT
1 Kevin Caldwell |Active Theft Ordered to stay away from victim’s Rule 503-1-.23(g):
4/8/14 property. Supervise “stay away”
24 months orders and document this
This condition is not specifically within case notes.
addressed within case notes; PO notes
only “probationer understands all
conditions.”
2 Jason Chance [Active Shoplifting Petitions for revocation served served Best Practice: Utilize a
11/7/14 to the probationer 5/21/15 and 8/6/15 formal Waiver of Notice if
12 months for hearings the same day. the petition is served within
No waiver of “reasonable notice” 72 hours of the hearing.
signed.
Sentinel explained that the court
advises each probationer of his/her
right to notice prior to revocation
hearings.
3 Saul Active Battery Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Dominguez 12/4/14
12 months
4 Alicia Baldwin |Unsupervised | Battery 1.7% convenience fee charged for Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
9/23/14 some payments (likely online Ensure all fees, including
12 months payments), though this charge is not convenience fees, are
included in the contract’s schedule of included in the service
fees. contract or in a written
court order.
Probationer goes non-reporting 3/11/15
after completing all conditions; Rule 503-1-.23(g):
however, case notes and Supervise “stay away”
Non-Reporting Acknowledgment Form | orders and document this
signed by probationer say nothing within case notes.
about the court’s “Stay away” order.
5 Adam Broich  |[Unsupervised | Fleeing Probationer tests positive for THC Rule 503-1-.23(g):
12/10/12 5/16/13, admits to drug use on 5/5/13, Secure a court order before
36 months and is directed by the PO to complete adding any additional

an additional 50 hours of community
service. No indication this sanction
was approved by the court.
Probationer signed waiver of right to a
revocation hearing.

requirements to the case.
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6 Michelle \Warrant Shoplifting Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Denny 8/25/14
12 months
7 Cody Gable \Warrant False Name | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
6/5/2014 24
months
8 Cody Horne  |[Warrant Trespass $35 Lab Screen fees were assessed Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
8/19/14 (in addition to $16 Drug Screen fees) Ensure all fees, including
12 months on 9/16/14, 3/23/15, and 4/7/15. This fees for lab screens, are
fee is not included in the contract’s included in the service
schedule of fees. contract or in a written
court order.
9 Joshua \Warrant Obstruct, No case note entries are made until Rule 503-1-.23(g): Avoid
Powell Fleeing 4/22/13 (5 months into case): PO notes | gaps in case notes;
11/8/12 sending letters to the probationer on Document periods where
48 months 4/26/13 and 4/29/13. No notes the probationer is
indicating whether probationer was still | incarcerated within case
in custody at that time. notes
10 Gregory Completed Forgery Case list and case file indicates case Rules 503-1-.23(g),(h) &
Childers 3/19/13 13-CR-409B remained open, with .28: Ensure cases are
12 months outstanding Public Defender fees, until | correctly reported to the
April 2015 (1 year after case expired). court and DCS. Close
Case should have been closed cases promptly upon
unsuccessful in March 2014. expiration.
11 Cynthia Completed Reckless Dr. | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Hoskins 5/15/14
12 months
12 Nevin Terminated Reckless Dr. | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Bradford 3/27/14
12 months
13 Dylan Terminated Battery Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Criswell 6/20/13
24 months
14 Larry Terminated Theft Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Robinson 8/28/14
12 months
15 Richard Terminated Battery (FV) | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Walker 10/10/13

24 months
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HENRY STATE COURT
16 Barnes, Jason |Active DUI, Speeding [Probationer charged $15 Drug Screen  [Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
5/5/15 fee, which is not listed in the contract's  [Ensure all fees, including fees
24 months schedule of fees. for drug screens, are included
in the service contract or in a
written court order.
17 Beard, Duncan|Active Reckless Dr., [6/23/15 Petition for Revocation served to [Best Practice: Utilize a
Fleeing probationer on the same day of the formal Waiver of Notice if the
4/2/14 hearing. 8/4/14 Petition for Revocation [petition is served within 72
36 months served the day before the hearing. hours of the hearing.
No waiver of reasonable notice signed by
probationer.
Sentinel explained that the court advises
each probationer of his/her right to
notice prior to revocation hearings.
18 Berry, Robert |Active Speeding Appropriately Supervised. N/A
7/7/15
12 months
19 Johnson, Active VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Kenio 7/2/15
12 months
20 Aboytes, Unsupervised |No License Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Joaquin 9/23/14
12 months
21 Amador, Unsupervised |Susp. License [Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Oscar 9/19/14
12 months
22 Baker, Unsupervised |DUI, Container [Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Carolyn 4/10/14
24 months
23 Barlow, Sheila|Unsupervised [DUI, Maintain [Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Lane
10/19/14
24 months
24 Bass, Gary  |Warrant VGCSA Probationer charged a $15 Drug Screen |Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
11/6/14 Confirmation fee and a convenience fee [Ensure all fees, including
12 months (totaling $1.13), though neither fee is drug screen confirmation fees
listed in the contract’s schedule of fees. |and convenience fees, are
included in the service
contract or in a written court
order.
25 Hammonds, [Warrant Forgery Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Sieta 5/31/13
24 months
26 Hicks, Libba [Warrant Susp. License |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
1/15/14

24 months
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27 Jenkins, \Warrant Fraud Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Theodore 11/7/13
24 months
28 Johnson, Warrant Reckless Dr. |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Shawn 4/14/11
12 months
29 Billingslea, Completed VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Bahja 5/28/14
12 months
30 Booth, Jessie [Completed No Insurance |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
6/19/14
12 months
31 Keller, Completed No Insurance |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Damonte 2/19/15
12 months
32 Kotch, Katie [Completed VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
7/29/14
12 months
33 Bigby, Vincent|Terminated Forgery Appropriately Supervised. N/A
9/10/14
12 months
34 Harrell, Jackie [Terminated TBT Appropriately Supervised. N/A
8/20/14
12 months
35 Holloway, Terminated DUI, Susp. Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Stephen License
2/21/13
36 months
36 Kerlin, Billy  [Terminated False Name |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
2/21/13
24 months
37 Pringle, Terminated VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Akeem 6/20/14
12 months
BARROW PROBATE COURT
38 Angela Active DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Eddings 4/28/15
12 months
39 Jeremy Hall |Active Speeding Appropriately Supervised. N/A
5/12/15
12 months
40 Benjamin \Warrant Fail to Yield Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Pennington 9/23/14
12 months
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41 Dazie Sexton |Warrant Improp. Turn | Probationer tests positive for THC Rule 503-1-.23(g):
8/26/14 3/6/15 and PO directs her to get a Secure a court order before
12 months substance abuse evaluation and to adding any additional
complete an additional 40 hours requirements to the case.
community service work. No indication
this sanction was approved by the
court.
Probationer signed the sanction,
admitting to the violation, and waiving
her right to a revocation hearing.
42 Etheron \Warrant Improp. Turn | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Wilburn 8/26/14
12 months
43 Maria Completed Susp. Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Ramos License
7/15/14
12 months
44 Richard Completed Reckless Dr. | Probationer tests .01 blood alcohol N/A
Watson 4/29/14 content 9/19/14 and the PO directs him
12 months to complete 1 weekend in jail. Order
signed by judge 9/23/14.
Probationer signed the sanction,
admitting to the violation, and waiving
his right to a revocation hearing.
45 Tyler Terminated VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Godwin 7/15/14
12 months
46 Michael Terminated DUI, Susp. Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Morris License
4/23/14
36 months
47 Eric Sims Terminated DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
4/15/14

12 months
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WHITE PROBATE COURT

48 Marianne Active Susp. Probationer sentenced for Driving Rule 503-1-.23(g) & .30:
Ligocki (7/11/16) License without a license. No condition about Do not conduct drug
7/8/15 abstaining from drugs/alcohol or screens unless required by
12 months submitting to drug screens. court sentence or
PO conducted random drug screen discretion has been
7/23/15 and probationer tests positive granted in court service
for THC. Tested 3 more times, all contract.
negative.
Contract only directs drug testing Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
where drug related problems are Ensure all fees, including
indicated by the court. (See contract drug screen fees and
page 3, paragraph 5). confirmation fees, are
included in the service
Probationer charged a $15 Drug contract or in a written
Screen fee and $20 Confirmation fee court order.
which are not listed in the contract’s
schedule of fees.
49 Michael Active DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Myers (7/11/16) 7/8/15
12 months
50 Rita Completed Susp. Sentence doesn’t indicate drug Rule 503-1-.23(g) & .30:
Sanders-Luse (7/11/16) License screens are required. Do not conduct drug
3/12/14 screens unless required by
12 months Probationer drug tested 3/19/14, court sentence or
7/7/14, 9/24/14, and 12/15/14: all discretion has been
screens are negative. granted in court service
Closed March 2015. contract.
51 William Terminated No License Sentence doesn'’t indicate drug Rule 503-1-.23(g) .30: Do
Stepp (7/11/16) 3/12/14 screens are required. not conduct drug screens

12 months Probationer drug tested 5/30/14. 6
random screens scheduled.
Closed April 2015.

unless required by court
sentence or discretion has
been granted in court
service contract.

GWINNETT RECORDER’S COURT

52 Ahmed, Yasin |Active Stop Sign Probationer was charged convenience  |Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
(3/7/16) 10/22/15 fees for some payments, though this fee [Ensure all fees, including
12 months is not listed in the contract’s schedule of [convenience fees, are
fees. included in the service
contract or in a written court
order.
53 Active Exp. Tag IAppropriately Supervised. N/A
Estaban-Velazco, |(3/7/16) 7/17/15
Margarito 12 months
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54 Gilbert, Active Reckless Dr.  |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
\Wilfredo (3/7/16) 2/3/15
24 months
55 Marroquin, Active Lane Change |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
IArturo (3/7/16) 3/16/15
12 months
56 Morgado, Active DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Cindy 10/14/14
12 months
57 Morris, Active Susp. License [03/11/15 Violation letter warns “Failure to |Best Practice: Avoid
Nicholas 9/4/14 report will result in a warrant for your asserting authority to issue a
12 months arrest.” \warrant.
58 Moya, Juan  |Active DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
1/28/15
12 months
59 Oldham, Curtis|Active No License 05/14/15 petition for revocation served  [Best Practice: Utilize a
9/12/14 the day of hearing. No waiver of formal Waiver of Notice if the
12 months ‘reasonable notice” included in file. petition is served within 72

Sentinel explained that the court advises
each probationer of his/her right to
notice prior to revocation hearings.

hours of the hearing.

12 months

60 Rivas, Giselle |Active Child Restraint |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
(3/7/16) 1/27/16
6 months
61 Perez-Aljcuc, |Pay-Only Susp. License |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Heather (3/7/16) 12/23/15
12 months
62 Riggins, Pay-Only Susp. License |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Rodney (3/7/16) 8/3/15
12 months
63 Sampler, Pay-Only No License Appropriately Supervised. N/A
lJoshua (3/7/1 6) 12/29/15
12 months
64 Tolbert, Pay-Only Susp. License [Appropriately Supervised. N/A
IAndrea (3/7/16) 12/1/15
12 months
65 Williams, Pay-Only No License Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Theodore (3/7/16) 1/15/16
12 months
66 Howard, Unsupervised |DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Victoria 5/4/15
12 months
67 Hurt, Keion Unsupervised |DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
5/28/14
12 months
68 Jones, Deana |Unsupervised |DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
8/25/14
12 months
69 Kenny, John [Unsupervised |DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
5/28/14
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12 months

70 Fragoso, Warrant DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Miguel 4/13/15
12 mos
71 Simmons, \Warrant DUI Case ordered closed per 12/2/14 court  [Rule 503-1-.23(g): Ensure
Cynthia 6/13/06 order to immediately close all cases that [standing court orders are
12 mos expired due to Glover v. Sentinel. Case [complied with in a timely
closed on 8/24/15, after case requested [manner.
by DCS 8/11/15.
72 Solorzano, \Warrant DUI Case ordered closed per 12/2/14 court  [Rule 503-1-.23(g): Ensure
IAlfredo 9/19/05 order to immediately close all cases that [standing court orders are
12 mos expired due to Glover v. Sentinel. Case [complied with in a timely
closed on 8/24/15, after case requested [manner.
by DCS 8/11/15.
73 Tovar, Jose |Warrant Susp. License [Case ordered closed per 12/2/14 court  |Rule 503-1-.23(g): Ensure
12/13/13 order to immediately close all cases that [standing court orders are
12 mos expired due to Glover v. Sentinel. Case [complied with in a timely
closed on 8/24/15, after case requested [manner.
by DCS 8/11/15.
74 Walker, \Warrant VGCSA Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Brendyn 12/30/14
12 mos
75 Cavener, Completed Reckless Dr. |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
John 7/24/14
12 mos
76 Chou, Esther [Completed DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
5/19/14
12 mos
77 Crooks, Completed Susp. License |Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Christopher 8/25/14
12 mos
78 Fincher, Completed DUI Officer directs the probationer to perform |Rule 503-1-.23(g) .30: Do
Patrick 4/25/13 Remote Alcohol Testing, though this was |not conduct electronic
12 mos not ordered by the court. monitoring unless required
by court sentence or
The contract only allows electronic discretion has been granted
monitoring where indicated by the court. (in court service contract.
79 Mattox, Terminated DUI, Container|Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Jennifer 11/14/02
24 months
80 Mayorguin, Terminated DUI Closed by 12/2/2014 order on 6/10/15.  |N/A
Joel 3/20/06
12 months
81 McDaniel, Terminated Susp. License |Closed by 12/2/2014 order on 4/29/15. |N/A
William 12/4/02
12 months
82 Mejia, Hector [Terminated DUI Closed 4/29/15 due to expiration. N/A
3/4/14
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83 Perez, Bertin [Terminated DUI Closed by 12/2/2014 order on 4/14/15.  |N/A
5/24/04
12 months
ATLANTA MUNICIPAL COURT
84 Adams, Active Improp. Turn | Probationer charged a convenience Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
Stacey (Pay-Only) 7127/15 fees on some payments, though thisis | Ensure all fees, including
(3/7/16) 12 months not listed in the contract’s schedule of enroliment and
fees. convenience fees, are
Probationer charged a $20 enrollment | collected in accordance
fee; however contract only authorizes with the service contract
this fee where the case is paid in full and/or written court orders.
within 30 days.
85 Alston, Active Speeding Probationer charged a $20 enroliment | Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
Monica (Pay-Only) 10/30/15 fee; however contract only authorizes Ensure all fees, including
(3/7/16) 11 months this fee where the case is paid in full enrollment fees, are
within 30 days. collected in accordance
with the service contract
E-mails to probationer state a warrant and/or written court orders.
will be issued if the probationer fails to
report. Best Practice: Avoid
asserting authority to issue
a warrant.
86 Burkhead, Active Improp. Turn | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Laurie (3/7/16) 9/17/15
12 months
87 Cumberland, | Active Too Close Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Jatia (3/7/16) 1/11/16
6 months
88 Fielding, Active Susp. No notes between 10/16/14 and 3/5/15 | Rule 503-1-.23(g): Avoid
Julian License (almost 5 month gap). Probationer gaps in case notes.
8/28/14 made occasional payments, but
12 months arrears and failures to report/pay were
not addressed.
89 Finley, Active Too Close Sentenced for Following Too Close, no | OCGA 42-8-103: Assume
Racheal 7/10/15 special conditions given, may terminate | cases with no special
12 months early. conditions, which allow
Listed as Active status, but may be early termination, are
Pay-Only per OCGA 42-8-103. Pay-Only.
90 Gabrielle Active Reckless Dr. | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Flagg 12/15/14

12 months
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91 Britney Hall Active Susp. No notes between 3/5/15 and 7/30/15 Rule 503-1-.23(g): Avoid
License (4 month gap). gaps in case notes.
12/12/14 12
months
92 Tippy Hamil | Active Alcohol by Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Pack. Store
6/16/15
6 months
93 Richards, Active No Tag Probationer charged a $20 enroliment | Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
Shannon (Pay-Only) 1/29/16 fee; however contract only authorizes Ensure all fees, including
(3/7/16) 6 months this fee where the case is paid in full enroliment fees, are
within 30 days. collected in accordance
with the service contract
and/or written court orders.
94 Beasley, Pay-Only No License Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Steve (3/7/16) 9/28/15
12 months
95 Bello Pay-Only No License Probationer charged a $20 enroliment | Rules 503-1-.22(f) & .30:
Romero, Luis (3/7/16) 2/25/16 fee; however contract only authorizes Ensure all fees, including
6 months this fee where the case is paid in full enrollment fees, are
within 30 days. collected in accordance
with the service contract
and/or written court orders.
96 Jamerson, Pay-Only Traffic Concurrent standard case beginning Rule 503-1-.23(d) & (g):
Jimmy (3/7/16) Device 8/7/15. Ensure probationers are
9/15/15 Case notes contain errors and given accurate information
12 months inconsistencies: 9/9/15 entry states regarding their case;
“defendant was drug screened (if ensure case note entries
applicable)”; 12/31/15 entry states are clear and accurate.
probationer is $2,802 in arrears, but
probationer was only required to have
paid $1,264 according to payment
schedule.
97 Mackie, Pay-Only Exp. License | Concurrent standard case. N/A
Kayla (3/7/16) 11/18/15 Appropriately Supervised.
12 months
98 Yanique Unsupervised | Reckless Dr. | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Bariffe 8/10/14
12 months
99 Theodore Unsupervised | DUI Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Day 11/4/14

12 months
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100 Christopher |Unsupervised | Reckless Dr. | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Festa 9/25/12
36 months
101 Joe Tolled Urination Warrant and tolling order 10/14/2014. Rule 503-1-.23(g):
Armbrester 5/5/14 Expired 11/5/15 but not terminated until | Ensure expired cases are
6 months 8/9/15 (9 month delay in closing case). | dismissed in a timely
manner.
102 Elijah Tolled No License Warrant and tolling order 11/7/14 citing | Rule 503-1-.23(g):
Armstrong 3/14/14 42-8-36. Case expired 3/14/2015. Ensure expired cases are
12 months Case terminated 8/11/15 per court dismissed in a timely
order and Supreme Court on same day | manner.
as DCS case request (5 month delay in
closing case).
103 Robert Tolled Shoplifting Warrant and tolling order 6/10/14. Rule 503-1-.23(g):
Austin 3/24/14 Case would be expired as of Ensure expired cases are
6 months November 2014 Supreme Court ruling. | dismissed in a timely
Case terminated 8/11/15 per court manner.
order and Supreme Court on same day
as DCS case request (9 month delay in
closing case).
104 Jerry Bailey | Tolled Indecency Warrant and tolling order 10/9/14. Rule 503-1-.23(g):
5/5/14 Case would be expired as of Ensure expired cases are
6 months November 2014 Supreme Court ruling. | dismissed in a timely
Case terminated 8/11/15 per court manner.
order and Supreme Court on same day
as DCS case request (9 month delay in
closing case).
105 Phillip Tolled Susp. Probationer advised 7/25/14 that a Best Practice: Avoid
Banks License warrant would be issued if payment asserting authority to issue
10/17/13 was not made by the deadline. a warrant.
12 months
Warrant and tolling order 9/25/14. Rule 503-1-.23(g):
Case would be expired as of Ensure expired cases are
November 2014 Supreme Court ruling. | dismissed in a timely
Case terminated 8/11/15 per court manner.
order and Supreme Court on same day
as DCS case request (9 month delay in
closing case).
106 Warrant Lane Case terminated 9/25/15. N/A
Quansherrie Change Appropriately Supervised.
Bass 7/15/14, 12
months
107 Adrien Completed Traffic Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Brown Device
4/1/15

6 months
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108 Willie Completed Cross-Walk Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Brown 3/31/15
12 months
109 Ashley Completed Speeding Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Bullard 3/18/15
12 months
110 Ramon Completed Maintain Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Cano Lane
3/31/15
12 months
111 Alexia Completed No License Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Christian 4/20/15
24 months
112 Shaka Terminated Reckless Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Johnson Manner
12/1/14
6 months
113 Kenny Terminated Drinking Sentenced to 5 months Rule 503-1-.23(g):
Lasean 11/5/14 Case incorrectly entered in case Ensure cases are managed
5 months management system as a 6 month according to court
sentence. sentence. Bring
sentencing errors to the
court’s attention.
114 Felipe Terminated Reckless Dr. | No notes between 6/2/14 and 10/3/14 Rule 503-1-.23(g): Avoid
Lopez 5/7/14 (4 month gap). gaps in case notes.
12 months
115 George Terminated Dis. Conduct | Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Manson 12/1/14
6 months
116 Erica Terminated Too Close Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Maxwell 5/14/14
12 months
117 lvan Molina | Terminated Bike - Right Appropriately Supervised. N/A
Side
8/5/14

6 months
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Findings, Recommendations & Best Practices

Finding 1: Contracts
Staff found the following contacts were either inactive or missing at least one element required by
uniform contract standards.
Houston Superior: May be Inactive (Renews annually for 6 month terms)
Houston State: May be Inactive (Renews annually for 6 month terms)
Richmond Magistrate: Staffing levels not addressed
Gwinnett Recorder’s:  Bonding of Probation Staff not addressed

Arcade Municipal: May be Inactive (No notice of renewal after April 2016 expiration)

Atlanta Municipal: Bonding of Probation Staff not addressed
Dillard Municipal: Employee Background Checks and Qualifications not addressed
Gainesville Municipal: Staffing Levels not addressed

22

Kingsland Municipal: Bonding, Staffing Levels, Indigency, Revocations, Default not addressed

Register Municipal: Employee Background Checks and Qualifications not addressed
Recommendation 1: Rule 503-1-.22(f)

Ensure each court served has an active contract by July 1, 2017. Ensure all contracts meet DCS

contract standards (outlined at Rule 503-1-.22(f)) by January 1, 2018.

Finding 2: Special Conditions - “Stay Away” Orders

In some cases reviewed, case notes did not address the court’s “Stay Away” orders beyond noting simply

“probationer understands all conditions.”
1) K. Caldwell
4) A. Baldwin
Recommendation 2: Rule 503-1-.23(g)

To ensure quality case management, address each special condition of probation on a regular

basis and document the officer’s efforts within case notes. Particular attention should be given to

ongoing conditions when cases are placed on unsupervised probation.

Finding 3: Unlisted Fee Amounts

For each of the five caseloads reviewed, Sentinel collected one or more fees which do not specifically
appear within either the service contract or the court sentence. While staff notes the convenience fee is

paid by the probationer directly to Sentinel’s third-party vendor for online payments, this fee (for payment

services offered by Sentinel) must nonetheless be authorized by the governing authority and the court.
Staff also notes the Atlanta Municipal Court contract authorizes a $20 administrative fee; however, the

contract only explicitly authorizes this fee for Pay-Only cases which pay in full within 30 days of
sentencing.

Barrow Superior: Convenience Fee, $35 Lab Screen

Henry State: Convenience Fee, $15 Drug Screen, $15 Drug Screen Confirmation
White Probate: $15 Drug Screen, $20 Drug Screen Confirmation

Gwinnett Recorder’s:  Convenience Fee

Atlanta Municipal: Convenience Fee, $20 Enrollment fee for all Pay-Only cases

Recommendation 3: Rules 503-1-.22(f) &.30

Ensure all fees are included within, and collected in accordance with, either the court contract or a

court order. Consult with the courts to determine if probationers are due refunds.
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Finding 4: Added Special Conditions of Probation
In some cases, Sentinel added additional conditions (such as community service hours or drug/alcohol
evaluations) as a sanction for technical violations of probation. The probationers waived their right to a
hearing, but no modification order was obtained from the court. Sentinel advised that, as of 2015,
modification orders are obtained for all added conditions.

5) A. Broich

41) D. Sexton

Recommendation 4: Rule 503-1-.23(g)

To ensure professional execution of the court sentence, secure modification orders from the court
for any additional conditions.

Finding 5: Documentation - Gaps and Errors
Some cases reviewed included gaps in documentation ranging from 4 to 5 months. At least one case
reviewed also included incorrect arrear amounts.
9) J. Powell
88) J. Fielding
91) B. Hall
96) J. Jamerson (Incorrect information provided to probationer)
114) F. Lopez
Recommendation 5: Rule 503-1-.23(d),(g)
Ensure cases are monitored appropriately and probationers are provided with accurate
information. Maintain regular and accurate case notes for all cases.

Finding 6: Reported Status - Successful vs. Unsuccessful
DCS staff found one case that expired with a condition outstanding that was left open for another year

before being closed “Completed” (or Successful) despite the condition never being completed.
10) G. Childers

Recommendation 6: Rules 503-1-.23(g),(h)

Close cases promptly upon expiration. Probationers who fail to complete all conditions of
probation within the term of supervision should be reported as Closed Unsuccessful.

Finding 7: Pay-Only Definition
In one case reviewed, the sentence included no special conditions and stipulated that the case should early
terminate upon payment. The probation officer assumed this case called for standard supervision, as

opposed to Pay-Only supervision, though this was not indicated on the court sentence.
89) R. Finley

Recommendation 7: OCGA 42-8-103(a)

Unless the court sentence expresses otherwise, assume all cases with no special conditions that
allow for early termination should be classified as Pay-Only.
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Finding 8: Delays in Closing Expired Warrant Cases

A number of warrant cases were determined to be expired per the Georgia Supreme Court’s November
2014 ruling in Sentinel v. Glover et al. but remained open in warrant status up to another 8 or 9 months
before being closed. In Gwinnett County Recorder’s Court (cases 71-73), these delays occurred despite a
December 2, 2014 order to close such cases “immediately.” Sentinel advised that, while it took several
months to close all applicable cases, the warrants associated with those cases were recalled immediately.

Sentinel also advised that Atlanta Municipal warrants (cases 101-105) were dismissed unilaterally by the
court.

71) C. Simmons

72) A. Solorzano

73) 1. Tovar

101) J. Armbrester

102) E. Armstrong

103) R. Austin

104) J. Bailey

105) P. Banks

Recommendation 8: Rule 503-1-.23(g)

Ensure cases are closed within a reasonable time of determining them to be expired. Make all
efforts to comply with court directives in a timely manner. Continue to review caseloads for any
cases deemed to be expired by the sentencing court(s).

Finding 9: Unauthorized Services/Fees

In some cases probationers were charged fees for services not ordered by the court or authorized by
contract. In White County Probate Court cases, probationers were drug tested despite not being identified
by the court as having drug or alcohol related problems. Sentinel advised this was done at the direction of
the court, but agreed this should have been documented within the court sentence. In one Gwinnett
County Recorder’s Court case, Sentinel performed remote alcohol testing without a court order. And in
Atlanta Municipal Court cases, a $20 administrative fee was assessed on Pay-Only

48) M. Ligocki (White Probate - Drug Screens not ordered)

50) R. Sanders-Luse (White Probate - Drug Screens not ordered)

51) W. Stepp (White Probate - Drug Screens not ordered)

78) P. Fincher (Gwinnett Recorder’s - Remote Alcohol Testing not ordered)

Recommendation 9: Rules 503-1-.23(g), .30

Ensure all services and fees are ordered by the court or authorized by the service contract.

Consult with the courts to determine if probationers should be given refunds.

Finding 10: Case Entry Error

In one case, the term of probation within the case management system (6 months) did not match the court
sentence (5 months).

113) K. Lasean
Recommendation 10: Rule 503-1-.23(g)

Ensure each case is managed according to the court sentence. Bring errors within court sentences
to the courts’ attention for correction.
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Best Practices:
1. Utilize a formal Waiver of Notice if the petition is served within 72 hours of the hearing.
2. Avoid asserting authority to issue a warrant.

Shawn DeVaney
Compliance Monitor
Department of Community Supervision
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Tim Lewis <tlewis@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 08, 2016 12:59 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: FW: Standing Order

Attachments: Atlanta - Standing Order - September 2016.doc
Good aftemoon Ryan,

Touching base to see if there's been prograss with this item.
Thanks for your assistance.

Tim

From: Mark Contestabile [mailto:mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 B:41 AM

To: CTPortis@AtiantaGa.Gov; rishepard@atiantaga.gov

Cc: Tim Lewis

Subject: Standing Order

Good Marning Mr. Shepard,
| hope you had a good weekend.
Per our meeting last week Sentinel has provided the documents we discussed for your review and execution.

The first document is the attached Standing Order. If this order may be signed and returned it would be greatly
appreciated as we have a deadline to respond to the Department of Community Supervision.

The second item that was requested was a list of staff members and their job titles, If there is anything else related to
those positions which you would fike us to provide please let me know.

¢ Petrina Mason- Court Services Manager

*  Ayante Hester- Court Services Officer

s Leo Merritt - Court Services Officer

s John Goodlat - Court Services Officer

=  Brittany Woods - Courl Services Officer

=  Tregina Phillips - Courl Services Officer
» Tanzania Fowler - Court Servicas Officer
¢ Franklin Johnson- Courl Services Officer

Thank you

Mark
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA
STATE OF GEORGIA

STANDING ORDER
IN RE: Payment Transactions and Fees

WHEREAS IT IS HEREBY CONSIDERED, ACKNOWLEDGED,

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, the Court entered into an Agreement effective January

29, 2013, contract number FC-5440 which incorporates the Request for Proposal response
submitted by Sentine! Offender Services, whereby Sentinel agreed to provide probation services
to the Municipal Court of Atlanta.

Included in the Agreement is the description of payment transaction methods available to
the probationer for payment of court imposed financial obligations, furthermore, included therein
is the proposed service fee schedule which includes a one-time twenty dollar administration fee
on cases defined as Pay Only,

The Agreement acknowledges that the probation service provider will accept credit
and/or debit cards as a means of payment for any court ordered obligations. The Court
acknowledges the credit card processing company charges a reasonable transaction fee to the
probationer if the probationer chooses to pay by credit or debit card. The Court acknowledges the
probationer also has the option to pay by cash, money order or certified check. The Court further
acknowledges that the credit card transaction processing fee is not charged by or retained by the
Court’s probation service provider. Furthermore, the Agreement acknowledges and approves the
administrative fee as described and acknowledges that if a probationer satisfies their financial
obligations within the first thirty days of probation, no probation supervision fees will be
assessed on a case defined as Pay Only. Probation supervision fees will begin after the first 30
days of supervision and will be assessed monthly not to exceed three months of supervision fees.

NOW THEREFORE, this Standing Order shall be filed with the Clerk of
Court and remain in effect with respect to all cases until further order of this Court.

SO ORDERED, this day of , 2016

BY:

Calvin S. Graves, Chief Judge
Municipal Court of Atlanta
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Tim Lewis <tlewis@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 4:38 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Hey Ryan,

Any word on this item?
Thanks.
Tim

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 12, 2016, at 9:59 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

Mark-- the order is waiting approval from the Chief Judge. I'll put in a foow-up call to him to be
sure we get this turned around today.

-Ryan

Ryan Shepard

Municipal Court of Atlanta
P: 404.954.6711

M: 404.823.2188

F: 404.735.3396

rishepard@atlantaga.gov

Erom: Mark Contestablle
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 4:06 PM
To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewls

Subject: Standing Order

Good Afternoon Mr. Shepard,

Prior to the end of the week | was hoping to get an update from you on the Standing arder that we
presented on Monday.

| apologize for continuing to have to ask, however Monday is the day we have to compile our response
and we were hoping ta include the order.

We would appreciate any information you could provide.

Thank you and | hope you have a good weekend
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Mark
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Tim Lewls <tlewis@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 7:39 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Thanks Ryan, greatly appreciated. We will advise the auditar,

Can you have it scanned to me Monday or should | come pick up a copy?

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 15, 2016, at 4:42 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

The request has been approved by the Chief Judge. However, he is offsite and has advised that he will
sign upon his return Monday.

-Ryan

From: Tim Lewls ilto;

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 4:38 PM
To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Hey Ryan,

Any word on this item?

Thanks.

Tim

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 12, 2016, at 9:59 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gav> wrote:

Mark-- the order is waiting approval from the Chief Judge. I'll put in a follow-up
call to him to be sure we get this tumed around today.

-Ryan

Ryan Shepard

Municlpal Court of Atlanta
P: 404.954.6711

M: 404.823.2188

F: 404.739.3396
tlshepard@atlantapga.gov
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From: Mark Contestabile

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 4:06 PM
To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewis

Subject: Standing Orsder

Good Afternoon Mr. Shepard,

Prior to the end of the week | was hoping to get an update from you on the Standing
order that we presented on Monday.

| apologize for continuing to have to ask, however Monday is the day we have to
compile our response and we were hoping to include the order.

We would appreciate any Information you could provide.

Thank you and | hope you have a good weekend

Mark
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Tim Lewis <tlewis@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 9:55 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: RE: Standing Order

Good deal,

Thanks for the assistance and support.

From: Shepard, Ryan [mallto:RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 9:29 AM

To: Tim Lewls

Subject: RE: Standing Order

| can absolutely have it scanned over.

-Ryan

From: Tim Ewis [mailto:tlewls@senﬂne_lé&;féntage.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 7:39 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Thanks Ryan, greatly appreciated. We will advise the auditor,

Can you have it scanned to me Monday or should | come pick up a copy?

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 15, 2016, at 4:42 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

The request has been approved by the Chief Judge. However, he is offsite and has advised that he will

sign upon his return Monday.

-Ryan _ . ,

From: Tim Lewis [malito:tiewls@sentineladvantage.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 4:38 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Hey Ryan,

Any word on this item?

Thanks.

Tim

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 12, 2016, at 9:59 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote;

Mark-- the order is waiting approval from the Chief Judge. I'll put in a follow-up

call to him to be sure we get this turned around today.
-Ryan

Ryan Shepard
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Municipal Court of Atlanta
P: 404.954.6711
M: 404.823.2188
F: 404.739.3396

rishepard @atlantapgz.zov

From: Mark Contestabile

Sent: Friday, September 8, 2016 4:06 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Ce: Tim Lewls

Subject: Standing Order

Good Afternoon Mr. Shepard,

Prior ta the end of the week | was hoping to get an update from you on the Standing
order that we presented on Monday.

| apologize for continuing to have to ask, however Monday is the day we have to
compile our response and we were hoping to include the order.

We would appreciate any informatien you could provide,

Thank you and | hope you have a good weekend

Mark
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2016 2.06 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc Tim Lewis; Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: Meeting Request

Mr. Shepard,

We would like to see if we could get on your and Judge Portis' schedule for Wednesday of this week for a quick
meeting? Our meeting would be for purposes of:

s Getting an update from you and ludge Portis related to last week's meetings with the judges
e For Sentinel to provide yourself and Judge Portis with our thoughts related to the upcoming contract renewal
® Picking up the Standing Order from our previous meeting

If your schedules permits we would appreciate any time the two of you have available.

Thank you

Mark
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Tim Lewis <tlewis@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Monday, September 26, 2016 2:55 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: RE: Standing Order adn meeting request
Ryan,

I haven't received this, can you double check to see if it was sent by your stalf or the judge's stafT if that was who was to send it last
week?

Also, any chance you gentlemen can meet tomomrow or Wednesday per the request Mark sent Sept 197 He is out of town Thursday
and Fridoy and he'd seally like (o meet once more before he heads out.

Thanks,

Tim

From: Shepard, Ryan [mailto:RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 9:23 AM

To: Tim Lewis

Subject: RE: Standing Order

| can absolutely have it scanned over.

-Ryan

From: Tim Lewls [mallto tlewls@sentineladvantage com]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2016 7:39 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Thanks Ryan, greatly appreciated. We will advise the auditor.

Can you have it scanned to me Monday or should | come pick up a copy?

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 15, 2016, at 4:42 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard @AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

The request has been approved by the Chief Judge. However, he is offsite and has advised that he will
sign upon his return Monday.
-Ryan

From: Tim Lewis

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2016 4:38 PM
To: Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Hey Ryan,

Any word on this item?

Thanks.
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Tim
Sent from my iPhone
On Sep 12, 2016, at 9:59 AM, Shepard, Ryan <RLShepard@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

Mark-- the order is waiting approval from the Chief Judge. I'll put in a follow-up
call to him to be sure we get this turned around today.
-Ryan

Ryan Shepard

Municipal Court of Atlanta
P: 404.954.6711

M: 404.823.2188

F: 404.739.3396

rishepard @atlantaga.gov

From: Mark Contestabile

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 4:06 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewis

Subject: Standing Order

Good Afternoon Mr. Shepard,

Prior to the end of the week | was hoping to get an update from you on the Standing
order that we presented on Monday.

I apologize for continuing to have to ask, however Monday is the day we have to
compile our response and we were hoping to include the order.

We would appreciate any information you cauld provide.

Thank you and | hope you have a good weekend

Mark
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2016 11:48 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewis; Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: Standing Order

Mr. Shepard,

t left you a message earlier today and was hoping to drop by and pick up the Standing Order we have been
discussing, Would it be ok for me to come by and pick up that arder from you or your assistant today?

Thank you
Mark
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e e .

From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 11:29 AM

To: Portis, Christopher T.

Cc Mark Contestabile; Shepard, Ryan

Subject: Re: Standing Order

Thank you sir Ideally he will sign the draft we provided as it has already been mentioned to DCS as a possible
resolution

Thank you

Mark

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 12, 2016, at 11:26 AM, "Portis, Christopher T." <CTPortis@AtlantaGa.Gov> wrote:

We are waiting on word from the Chief. I'm expecting some direction when he completes his morning
court calendar. Ryan or | will hopefully be able to update shortly. Thanks.

-

Chris Portis

On Oct 12, 2016, at 10:37 AM, Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com> wrote:

Judge Portis,

| was hoping to get update from you on the status of the orders addressing the credit
cards and the Administrative fee. Should we anticipate those forthcoming today?

Again, thank you for your assistance as we simply try to assure DCS that Sentinel and the
Court are on the same page.

Thank you
Mark

From: Portis, Christopher T. [mailto:CTPortis@AtlantaGa.Gov]
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 10:08 AM

To: Mark Contestabile; Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Graves, Calvin; Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: RE: Standing Order

Good morning Mark,

Thanks for your follow-up and | hope that you had a great weekend. As promised, we
have circled the wagons so to speak on our end and will be sending a signed, written
acknowledgement in one of the forms indicated below regarding the credit-card
processing fees that are passed on to probationers as an incident of them using
credit/debit cards to meet their obligations. We have been working on this up through

14
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last night and the Chief is prepared to execute, however, he is out today and tomorrow
on leave.

The cessation of credit/debit card transactions would extraordinarily impact our
operation; most importantly, the probationers who have been making credit/debit
payments that will be impacted mid-stream. While the option to pay by credit/debit
card is a convenience, we believe that this option is an important component because it
affords many probationers a way to satisfy their court related obligations with the least
impact upon their day to day lives. This in turn results in a higher rate of compliance and
a lower rate of court impact upon probationers. Consequently, it is our goal to continue
this option for those who wish to use it.

My request this morning is two-fold: (1) give us until Wednesday morning 10a to
provide you the written acknowledgement as the Chief will be able to physically execute
by or before then; and (2) | have copied the Chief on this message — please provide a
quick explanation regarding the requirements set forth by DCS necessitating this step.

As always, thank you for your cooperation and partnership with our organization.

Best regards,

Chris Portis

From: Mark Contestabile [mailto:mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com]
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 8:47 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan
Cc: Portis, Christopher T.
Subject: Standing Order

Good Morning.

I just wanted to thank you for taking my call on Friday and let you know we appreciate
your assistance in getting the credit card and admin fee addressed. As | mentioned, we
have our response due on Wednesday so any documentation whether in the form of a
Standing Order or Singed letter from the court that we could receive today or tomorrow
would be appreciated.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me on my cellular phone at 770-
778-9214 as | will be out of the office this am.

Thank you
Mark

15
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 12:00 PM

To: Portis, Christopher T.; Shepard, Ryan

Ce: Graves, Calvin; Tim Lewis

Subject: RE: Standing Order

Good morning Judge,

Thank you for the update regarding the requested Standing order and signatures. We appreciate the court addressing
the Credit Card fee and the 520 Administrative fee in the forthcoming Standing order /Correspondence.

The reason for this request stems from the Audits performed by the Department of Community Supervision (DCS). As
you know, they have taken over for the County Municipal Probation Advisory Council and as part of their duties they
audit both the private and public misdemeanant service providers. During our Audit by DCS they identified two items as
“deficient” in our contract with your court that needed to be rectified.

First, DCS stated that the utilization of credit cards and the associated Convenience Fee was not specifically identified in
the fee schedule nor listed on the court order. Sentinel is in the process of explaining to DCS that the Convenience Fees
belong to the credit card processing company and further, that the utilization of the credit card is voluntary by the
probationer and applied with approval of the court. Moreover we will be sharing with them the benefits of this service
to the probationer as well as the Municipal Court, while relaying to them the impact discontinuation would have on the
Municipal Court and the probationers themselves.

Second, DCS wanted further clarification regarding the $20 Administrative Fee and its application. While DCS has
recognized the 520 Administrative Fee is approved in the contract with the Municipal Court, they think the language in
the proposal is lacking detail on the day to day application. Sentinelis in the process of explaining the Administrative fee
and its origination in the program, benefits to the probationer (financially less expensive), and demonstrating that the
Court has accepted this application as part of the daily operations since implementation.

Therefore, our request of the Court to sign the standing order that addresses these two items will allow Sentinel to
demonstrate to DCS that operations are being administered in accordance with court expectations.

Please let me know if you have any further questions or if | can be of further assistance.

Thank you
Mark

From: Portis, Christopher T. [mailto:CTPortis@AtlantaGa.Gov]
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 10:08 AM

To: Mark Contestabile; Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Graves, Calvin; Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: RE: Standing Order

Good morning Mark,

Thanks for your follow-up and | hope that you had a great weekend. As promised, we have circled the wagons so to
speak on our end and will be sending a signed, written acknowledgement in one of the forms indicated below regarding
the credit-card processing fees that are passed on to probationers as an incident of them using credit/debit cards to

16
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meet their obligations. We have heen working on this up through last night and the Chief is prepared to execute,
however, he is out today and temorrow on leave.

The cessation of credit/debit card transactions would extraordinarily impact our operation; most importantly, the
probationers who have been making credit/debit payments that will be impacted mid-stream. While the option to pay
by credit/debit card is a convenience, we believe that this option is an important component because it affords many
probationers a way to satisfy their court related obligations with the least impact upon their day to day lives. This in
turn results in a higher rate of compliance and a lower rate of court impact upon probationers. Consequently, it is our
goal to continue this option for those who wish to use it.

My request this morning is two-fold: (1) give us until Wednesday morning 10a to provide you the written
acknowledgement as the Chief will be able to physically execute by or before then; and (2) | have copied the Chief on
this message ~ please provide a quick explanation regarding the requirements set forth by DCS necessitating this step.

As always, thank you for your cooperation and partnership with our organization.

Best regards,

Chris Portis

From: Mark Contestabile [mailto:mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com)
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 8:47 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: Standing Order

Good Morning.

1 just wanted to thank you for taking my call on Friday and let you know we appreciate your assistance in getting the
credit card and admin fee addressed. As | mentioned, we have our response due on Wednesday so any documentation
whether in the form of a Standing Order or Singed letter from the court that we could receive today or tomorrow would

be appreciated.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me on my cellular phone at 770-778-9214 as | will be out of the
office this am.

Thank you
Mark

17
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IN THE MUNICIPAL COURT OF ATLANTA
STATE OF GEORGIA

STANDING ORDER

IN RE: Payment Transactions and Fees

Wherefore, the Municipal Court of Atlanta (“Court™) entered into an Agreement effective
January 29, 2013, contract number FC-5440, which incorporates the Request for Proposal
response submitted by Sentinel Offender Services (“Sentinel™), whereby Sentinel agreed to
provide probation services to the Court.

Wherefore, the Agreement includes the description of payment transaction methods
available to the probationer for payment of court imposed financial obligations, which includes
credit and/or debit cards as a means of payment for court ordered obligations. As is
commercially practicable, the credit card processing company may charge a reasonable
transaction fee to the probationer if the probationer chooses to pay by credit or debit card.

Wherefore, the Court nor the Company shall retain any portion of the transaction fees
charged by a credit card processing company for use of their systems by any probationer. It is
further acknowledged that any probationer may pay by cash, money order, or certified check, for
which there is no transaction fee.

Wherefore, this Standing Order shall be filed with the Clerk of Court and remain in effect
with respect to all cases until further order of this Court.

al¥in S. Graves, :
Municipal Court of Atlanta
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 2:30 PM

To: Shepard, Ryan; Portis, Christopher T.

Cc: Tim Lewis

Subject: FW: Standing Order (Sentinel)

Attachments: Standing Order.pdf

Judge Portis and Mr. Shepard,

Thank you for getting this order signed. Unfortunately it does not address the application of the Administrative fee
which we discussed several months ago in our meeting and defined again in the court order we submitted.

Therefore, if you would be kind enough to allow time for a meeting this Friday as it is critical that we discuss the current
state of operations, the Administrative fee and the transition of services we discussed previously.

Thank you
Mark
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Rittenhouse, Natalie

]
From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.coms»
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 B:53 AM
To: Shepard, Ryan
Cc: Portis, Christopher T.; Tim Lewis
Subject: Meeting Request
Good morning Mr Shepard

As you know, Sentinel has been requesting modifications ta the local probation services operation since June if this year.
We were hopeful the operational changes would occur in October but unfortunately modifications have not been
made and we continue to experience huge financial losses.

We are respectfully reguesting a meeting with yourself and Judge Portis on Friday to discuss future operations. 1f you
could please let Tim and | know what time works for your schedules it would be greatly appreciated.

Thank you
Mark

Sent from my iPhone



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1-9 Filed 07/27/17 Page 21 of 22

Rittenhouse, Natalie

From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2016 10:16 AM

TJo: Portis, Christopher T.; Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewis

Subject: Probation Transition

Attachments: Atlanta Municipal Caurt - Probation Transition Letter,pdf

Good morning Gentlemen,

Thank you for taking time to meet with me on Friday. As we discussed, | will coordinate with Kyra Dixon to provide
names of potential replacement firms for her to contact. Also, just as a means to memorialize our conversation | have
attached the following letter outlining our conversation and desire to transition the program by year's end.

Please contact me as soon as there has been any progress with a new vendor and we will move immediately to
coordinate a smooth transition with that firm. In the meantime, we will also direct potential new vendors to Kyra for
evaluation.

Thank you
Mark
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October 31, 2016

The Honorable Christopher T. Portis
Judge, Atlanta Municipal Court

150 Garnett Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Your Honor:

I want to thank you and Mr. Shepard for taking time on Friday to discuss the
transition of the Probation Services offered by Sentinel to a new provider selected
by the Court. As we discussed, Sentinel will work clasely with the Court and new
vendor to ensure that a smooth transition occurs on or before December 31, 2016.

We are prepared to transfer the case file data electronically with the new vendor
and will have hard copies of those case files prepared for the transition to occur no
later than December 31, 2016. In addition, Sentinel is prepared to work with the
new provider to permit the takeover of our existing facility, hiring of existing
Sentinel staff and continuation of the active phone numbers to minimize the
transition impact on current probationers.

Following the December 31 transition, Sentine! will employ a minimum of one staff

member for an additional 30 days to be available to address any ocutstanding issues
® or questions from the new vendor. This will ensure the operation is transitioned

S E N T I N E L professionally and will oceur prior to the expiration of the existing contract term.

It has been a pleasure to serve the Court and we are prepared to coordinate a
professional transition that meets the timelines we discussed. Should you have any
questions, please don’t hesitate to contact me at 770.778.9214.

Sincerely,

/G

Mark Contestabile
Chief Business Development Officer
Sentinel Offender Services

cc: Calvin S. Graves, Chief Judge, Atlanta Municipal Court
Ryan Shepard, Court Administrator Atlanta Municipal Court

171 Village Parkway, Building 8 Marletta, GA 30067
P| BOD 589 6003 F| 945 453 1554 W| WWW.SENTINELADVANTAGE.COM
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From: Mark Contestabile <mcontestabile@sentineladvantage.com>
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 11:15 AM

To: Shepard, Ryan

Cc: Tim Lewis; Portis, Christopher T.

Subject: Probation Services

Mr. Shepard,
Good morning and | hope you enjoyed a good weekend.

As you know, we have been seeking a meeting with the court for several weeks to try and follow up on our meeting
from September 9" and the open items such as the Standing Order and the Court Services

transition. Unfortunately, given the busy schedules we have been unable to facilitate such a meeting thus we are
forced to relay some items via email that we otherwise would have preferred to discuss in person.

During our meetings beginning in June of this year, Sentinel has communicated the difficulties associated with serving
the Atlanta Municipal Court. These challenges derived both from local court requirements for additional Court Services
staff and legislatively with the changes related to HB 310. The combination of additional staff requirements coupled
with a reduction in probation supervision fees has resulted in a program that is financially no longer feasible to

operate. As we reported in June of this year, the program has lost tens of thousands of dollars monthly and continues
to drain the resources of our organization. Thus, while we were hopeful we would be able to propose a new mode! that
would be beneficial for both parties we have now reached a point where we can no longer continue to wait for
maodifications.

Therefore, we are drafting this correspondence to inform the court that Sentinel does not wish to execute the final one
year extension of our contract which is scheduled to begin in January of 2017.

We understand the court will need time to establish a new vendor or issue an RFP for the probation services and that is
why we are sharing our position well in advance. We will continue to work diligently to support the court over the
remaining months of service and will cooperate with a new vendor or program provider to ensure a smooth transition.

We believe it would be in the best interest of both parties to meet as soon as possible to discuss the transition of the
program and steps that need to be taken by each party. At this time we have not communicated this decision to our
staff and thus are requesting we keep this decision confidential until which time we can agree on a course of action. At
that time we can communicate clearly with all staff involved in the probation services operation and thus avoid incorrect
information being distributed before both parties have agreed on a transition plan.

Thank You

Mark Contestabile
Chief Business Development Officer
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC
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§SENTINEL

October 12, 2016

Mr. Shawn DeVaney

Department of Community Supervision
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive SE
Suite 458, Balcony Level, East Tower
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Re: Response to Follow-Up Items noted in your of email October 5, 2016.
Dear Mr. DeVaney:
Below | have provided responses for follow-up items 1 —7.

1: The response generally doesn’t address the contract deficiencies we discussed
during the visit (other than noting the Atlanta Municipal contract was signed by the judge
and did not include a schedule of fees.) We'll likely remove contract findings for courts
that you no longer serve, but will leave the other contract findings “as is” unless you
have further comments/concerns about any of these.

Sentinel Action/Response:

It is important to note, that in addition to the corrective action already taken, Sentinel will
be presenting new contracts to each of these courts, along with several other
customers. The new agreements are formatted around the example contract provided
by DCS.

Court Compliance Item Response

Barrow Superior | Convenience fee not included Standing Order attached.
Probationer utilizes credit card
payment option by choice

Evans Superior Drug Screen amount not listed in | Standing Order attached
schedule of fees

Houston Superior | Contract for 6 months term Scrivener’s error by county and
renews annually under same should be noted as semiannual.
terms.

Drug Screen amount not listed in | Standing Order regarding drug
schedule of fees screen fees attached

Habersham State | Drug Screen amount not listed in | Standing Order attached
schedule of fees

Houston State Contract for 6 months term Scrivener’s error by county and
renews annually under same should be noted as semiannual.
terms.

Drug Screen amount not listed in | Standing Order regarding drug
schedule of fees screen fees attached

Gwinnett Governing Authority approval not | Commissioner’s minutes attached.

Recorders attached.

Bonding of Probation staff no Certificate of Insurance included as

addressed in contract. part of contract (see attached.)
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Convenience fee not included

Change to contract pending with
Purchasing Department. Probationer
utilizes credit card payment option
by choice

Barrow Probate

Convenience fee not included

Standing Order attached.
Probationer utilizes credit card
payment option by choice

Towns Probate

Drug Screen amount not listed in
schedule of fees

Standing Order attached

Union Probate

Drug Screen amount not listed in
schedule of fees

Standing Order attached

White Probate

$15 drug screen and $3 alcohol
screen not included

Standing Order regarding drug
screen fees attached

Towns
Magistrate

Drug Screen amount not listed in
schedule of fees

Standing Order attached

Union Magistrate

Drug Screen amount not listed in
schedule of fees

Standing Order attached

White Magistrate

Drug Screen amount not listed in
schedule of fees

Standing Order regarding drug
screen fees attached

Arcade Municipal

No notice of renewal after April
2016

Resolution by City Council renewing
agreement attached

Atlanta Municipal

Judge’s signature/approval not
attached.

Bonding of staff not addressed in
contract.

Schedule of fees not in contract.

Judge Gaines’ signed on signature
page.

Insurance requirements included in
bid response as part of contract (see
attached.)

Included as Exhibit A of contract
(see attached.)

Dillard Municipal

Criminal background checks and
staff qualifications regarding
criminal records are not
addressed in contract.

Copy of agreement attached and
these items as addressed in #s 5, 6
and 7 on pages 1 and 2.

Register Criminal background checks and | Copy of agreement attached and
Municipal staff qualifications regarding these items as addressed in #s 5, 6
criminal records are not and 7 on pages 1 and 2.
addressed in contract.
Valdosta Criminal background checks and | Copy of agreement attached and
Municipal staff qualifications regarding these items as addressed in #s 5, 6

criminal records are not
addressed in contract.

Staffing levels not addressed in
contract.

and 7 on pages 1 and 2.

Addressed in #19 on page 4.

2: Regarding Atlanta Municipal fees. (Finding 4), | have concerns with how the $20

enrollment/admin fee is collected. It seems this fee is added to all Level 1 cases on top
of the monthly supervision fee (See case #s 84, 85, 93, 95); however, the fee schedule
language implies that the admin fee will only be collected “if all fines are paid within the
first thirty (30) days” in lieu of paying the slightly higher monthly supervision fee. Would
you care to comment on this?
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Sentinel Action/Response:

During the bid process for contract number FC- 5440 Sentinel staff identified the
Administrative Fee and how it was applied to all parties including the Court
Administrator who was responsible for probation operations over-site. Our language
indicates that there is an Administrative Fee of only $20 for individuals who pay their
fines in full in the first 30 days, and they do not have to pay a Supervision Fee at all.
The asterisk was to denote the savings of the first 30 day payer of all fines. However, it
did not exclude the Administrative Fee for file set up, organization and court services, of
which the City was well aware in presentation and practice.

However, to ensure complete clarity on the subject, Sentinel has taken the following
steps to address this concern:

1) Sentinel has met with the Atlanta Municipal Court officials, including the Court
Administrator, and reviewed the process with the Administrator.

2) Sentinel has requested a Standing Order from the Court indicating their
understanding of the Administrative Fee application to provide DCS for
documentation purposes. ‘

3) We are requesting additional language in a contract amendment executed by
the Court and City to ensure there is no misunderstanding and which
addresses the issue with clearer language to address DCS’ note.

4) Additionally, we note that the court and Sentinel are working on an entirely
new model for pay only participants that will limit the involvement of Sentinel
court services staff and streamline supervision elements and will change the
fee structure also. We will keep DCS updated as this progresses.

3: On case #10 Gregory Childers, it appears that case 13-CR-409B should have closed
unsuccessfully on 3/19/2014 but was incorrectly reported as closed-successfully
4/14/2015. Do you concur with this analysis?

Sentinel Action/Response:

Per Revocation Petition 13-CR-407B dated February 6, 2014 (see attached) the Court
amended the sentence to run Count 2 13-CR-409B consecutive to 13-CR-407B making
it a 24 month sentence with expiration date of March 19, 2015. The defendant was
participating in the Drug Court Program during this sentence. The case closed
successfully per the Court upon the defendant’s successful graduation from Drug Court
on April 20, 2015. We believe the case was appropriately closed successfully as there
was not adverse action taken by the Court.

4: For case #89 Rachel Finley, please provide the financial transaction history for case
16TR065371.

Sentinel Action/Response:

See attached financial records for Rachel Finley (Atlanta Municipal Court case number
15TR065371.)

5: For case #78 Pairick Fincher, please provide a copy of the order authorizing remote
alcohol screening (likely conducted under case M549278-EM).

Sentinel Action/Response:

Attached is a copy of the Patrick Fincher's March 5, 2016 sentence by the Gwinnett
County Recorders Court citation number M549278 (DUI). This sentence indicates
SCRAM was ordered as indicated by the check box “Other” and the court noting
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SCRAM to the side. SCRAM was the method of remote alcohol screening ordered by
the Court.

6: Mr. Jacob Johnson is currently registered as an administrative employee. If he has
been promoted to PO, please notify Aura Russell of the date of his promotion and
submit documentation of his qualifying education or experience.

Sentinel Action/Response:

On October 7, 2016 Tim Lewis transmitted Jacob Johnson’s education documentation
and notice of his promotion to Probation Officer to Aura Russell.

7: Our records indicate Ms. Latrece Manning was employed from April 2013 to March
2016. Please provide a copy of her 2015 training records?

Sentinel Action/Response:

As you will recall, there were changes with our Training Director and he ultimately left in
June of this year. Given these changes there were some unexpected challenges in
locating and assembling training materials. Only partial training records could be
located for Ms. Manning showing five (5) hours of training completed during 2015. Since
she has left our employment we are unable to contact her to determine if additional
training hours were completed.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions.

Ll

Steve Queen
Director of Georgia Services

Sincerely,
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January 19, 2017

Ms. LaDonna Varner

Department of Community Supervision
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive SE
Suite 458, Balcony Level, East Tower
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Re: Review of Report and ltems noted in your of email January 11, 2017.
Dear Ms. Varner:

Thank you for an opportunity to review the report. Upon our review we would
respectfully request the following final adjustments.

In the Contract Review Outline can you please note the following contracts as no longer
contracted with Sentinel: Coffee Superior, Glynn Superior, Glynn State, Richmond
State, Atkinson Probate, Glynn Magistrate, Richmond Magistrate, Broxton Municipal,
Brunswick Municipal, Gainesville Municipal, Hiltonia Municipal, Kingsland Municipal,
Oliver Municipal, Pearson Municipal, Rocky Ford Municipal and Atlanta Municipal.

We are respectfully requesting that any findings related to these courts and other courts
not currently contracted with Sentinel be removed from the final report as they are not
relevant to ongoing operations. Further, by the fact that the operations have been
closed, any process having been questioned or deemed non-compliant has been
rectified through discontinuation of the contracts. In addition to no longer serving these
courts, we have also provided supplemental information within this document that
addresses some of the earlier findings to demonstrate we have responded to the
identified items appropriately.

Should DCS decide not to remove the items related to closed contracts, Sentinel wishes
to submit the following enclosed changes and discuss the following modifications with
members of the DCS team prior to the issuance of the final report.

We have attached the Resolution adopted by the Glynn County Board of
Commissioners authorizing the Glynn County State Court Chief Judge to enter into a
contract with Sentinel. Can you please remove this finding noting “Governing Authority
approval not attached™?

Please remove the line item regarding Atkinson Magistrate as it is not a probation
contract and was reviewed in error.

The City of Atlanta contract was drafted by the City Attorney and did not include
employee bonding requirements and neither did the bid however Sentinel did maintain
bonding for all employees during the service of this contract.
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The schedule of fees are contained in Article 3 of the Newington Municipal contract. We
would ask that this finding be removed.

Findings. Recommendations & Best Practices
Finding 1: Can you please remove the finding for the Houston County Superior and
State Courts as those have been addressed by the County Attorney.

Also please remove the finding regarding Richmond Magistrate and Gainesville
Municipal since we no longer serve those courts.

In the Recommendations please remove the finding stating “Ensure each court served
has an active contract by July 1, 2017 since we do not have any contacts that are
inactive.

Finding 3: The findings related to the Atlanta Municipal Court need to be removed for
the following reasons. First, Sentinel no longer serves the Atlanta Municipal Court and
all files have been transitioned to a new vendor.

Second, the findings provided by DCS are inconsistent. Initially, the documentation
provided by the prior DCS auditor stated the fee schedule implies that the
administrative fee will only be collected “if all fines are paid within the first 30 days”, in
lieu of paying a slightly higher monthly supervision fee. As we have shared with the
DCS auditor in the past, during the bid process for contract number FC-5440 Sentinel
staff identified the Administrative Fee and how it was applied to all parties including the
Court Administrator who was responsible for probation operations over-site. Our
language indicates that there is an Administrative Fee of only $20 for individuals who
pay their fines in full in the first 30 days and they do not have to pay a supervision fee at
all. The asterisk denotes the savings of the first 30 day payer of all fines. However, it
did not exclude the Administrative Fee being assessed on all clients for file set up,
organization and court services, of which the City was well aware in presentation and
practice. Therefore, for the prior auditor to share his interpretation of what the
document “implies” while having no direct knowledge of the operation and contract
history we feel is inconsistent with stated DCS audit objectives.

In the current report the findings reads “the contract only explicitly authorizes this fee
for pay-only cases which pay in full within 30 days of sentencing”. Again, this
interpretation of the language is incorrect, as the section of the price page that is
identified with the asterisk clearly states “only a one-time fee of $20 will be assessed”
indicating additional fees will be applied. We agree and the practice has been to only
charge a $20 administrative fee to those clients who paid off during their first thirty days
however, we disagree with the interpretation that the fee is not permissible to all level
one participants. The concept was designed to make the process less expensive for
many program participants. By incorporating the Administrative Fee followed by
monthly probation supervision fees, the average pay only client actually pays less in this
model.

Moreover, it appears the auditors are making a legal interpretation of the contract
language or intent of such language as it relates to the operation and we feel this is not
an appropriate role of the auditor or scope of the audit. Additionally, one auditor chose
to use the term “explicitly” to describe the section of the contract in question which is
incorrect and at the very least up for interpretation as is evidenced by the prior auditor
who used the term “implies” to describe the same language.



Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1-12 Filed 07/27/17 Page 4 of 4

Also contained in Finding 3 are references to Credit Card Convenience fees charged by
the Credit Card vendor. The report indicates that Sentinel is charging the credit card
convenience fee and we are not. When you look at the mechanics of how the
probationer pays using a credit card it becomes clear that is not the case. First, the use
of the credit card as a form of payment is voluntary thus the convenience fee is not a
contractually required fee. The probationer can avoid this fee by using other forms of
payment.. Additionally, when a credit card payment is made online, the probationer is
made aware there is a fee for using a credit card before they submit their payment.
Second, the fee charged by the credit card company is for the processing of the credit
card, validating the credit and, accepting the payment. The transaction is received and
approved by the Credit Card company first as they are the ones who accept the initial
transaction and then later remit the funds to Sentinel. We see this process the same as
when the probationer pays by money order. The probationer has to purchase the money
order from a third party and pay them a fee for the money order but when Sentinel
receives the money order we only receive the probationer’s payment less the money
order fee. No probation company has ever been required to incorporate within their
contracts third party fees for purchased money orders, etc. We would request that
these findings be removed or at the very least changed to a Best Practice
recommendation.

Finding 6: Regarding your question about Childers (Barrow Superior), this was an
amended sentence on Count 2 for the case to run consecutive for a total of 24 months
and that was the reason it closed in 2015 instead of 2014. In addition he was
participating in Barrow County Drug Court and they requested the case close
successfully even though he failed to pay his fine. Based on his compliance in Drug
Court, the Drug Court did not want him to be adversely affected. We ask that this finding
be removed especially since given the DCS’ recent change in the definition of
successful vs. unsuccessful this case would correctly be designated as a successful
closure.

Finding 7: Can you please modify the language in the last paragraph in Finding 7 to
read as follows, “Sentinel advised that while it took several months to administratively
close over 2000 warrants in Sentinel's case management system, Sentinel ensured the
warrants associated with those cases were recalled immediately by the appropriate
local law enforcement agencies per the Court’s order.”

Thank you for considering our requests. Please feel free to contact me if you have any
questions.

Sincerel

QLN

Steve Queen

Director of Georgia Services
Sentinel Offender Services, LLC
320 W. Pike Street, Suite 100
Lawrenceville, Georgia 30046
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[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] ‘
Judicial Corrections Services <

A PPS Company

June 13, 2017

Maya Chaudhuri

Southern Center for Human Rights
83 Poplar Street, NW

Atlanta, GA 30303

Ms. Chaudhuri,

Judicial Correction Services is in receipt of your letter referencing Stacey Adams (DOB -) and
(DOB ). Unfortunately Judicial Correction Services was the not the probation
provider for the contracted entity during the time frame of your request. Judicial Correction Services
began serving the City of Atlanta on January 25, 2017. We have researched our electronic records and no
data was received by Judicial Corrections Services from Sentinel Offender Services referencing Stacey
Adams or You will need to contact Sentinel Offender Services for any information
referencing these two individuals.

Sincerely,

Thomas S. York, Esq.
Corporate Counsel

Senior Vice President
Judicial Correction Services

2214-G Gateway Drive
Opelika, AL 36801

Phone: 334-332-1383
Fax: 334-363-2956

1770 Indian Trail Road, Suite 350
Norcross, GA 30093

0. 678-218-4100

f. 678-218-4104
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15TR167189 STATE OF GECRGIA V3. SAINTVIL, JERRY W COA
Docket Application Owed Paid Dismissed/Credit Due
SURCHARGES 65.25 65.25 0.00 0.00
BASE FINE 150.00 150.00 0.00 0,00
FTA FEE 100.00 100.00 0.00 0.00
~ Total Fees 315.25 315.25 0.00 0.00
Holding Application Owed Paid Dismissed/Credit Due
Total Heolding
Checks
Holding Account Rovd Applied Paid Balance Payment Type Amount
REFUNDABLE
COURT FINES .00 0.00 n.o0
(LOCKBOX)
Total Total
.00 g.o00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12) Summons in a Civil Action

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

for the

Northern District of Georgia

STACEY ADAMS; JERRY SAINT VIL,

Plaintiff(s)

V. Civil Action No.

SENTINEL OFFENDER SERVICES, LLC; ROBERT
CONTESTABILE; STEVEN QUEEN; TIMOTHY
LEWIS,

N N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendant(s)
SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: (Defendant’s name and address) Mark Contestabile
4675 Ponte Vedra Drive
Marietta, GA 30067

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after service of this summons on you (not counting the day you received it) — or 60 days if you
are the United States or a United States agency, or an officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ.
P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) — you must serve on the plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a motion under Rule 12 of
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or motion must be served on the plaintiff or plaintiff’s attorney,
whose name and address are:  Sarah Geraghty

Akiva Freidlin

Southern Center for Human Rights
83 Poplar Street, NW

Atlanta, GA 30303

If you fail to respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint.
You also must file your answer or motion with the court.

CLERK OF COURT

Date:

Signature of Clerk or Deputy Clerk
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AO 440 (Rev. 06/12) Summons in a Civil Action (Page 2)

Civil Action No.

PROOF OF SERVICE
(This section should not be filed with the court unless required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4 (1))

This summons for (name of individual and title, if any)

was received by me on (date)

(O I personally served the summons on the individual at (place)

on (date) ; or

(3 I left the summons at the individual’s residence or usual place of abode with (name)
, a person of suitable age and discretion who resides there,

on (date) , and mailed a copy to the individual’s last known address; or

(3 I served the summons on (name of individual) , who is

designated by law to accept service of process on behalf of (name of organization)

on (date) ; or
(O I returned the summons unexecuted because ; or
(A Other (specify):
My fees are $ for travel and $ for services, for a total of $ 0.00

I declare under penalty of perjury that this information is true.

Date:
Server’s signature

Printed name and title

Server’s address

Additional information regarding attempted service, etc:
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The JS44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replace nor supplement the filing and service of pleadings or other papers as required by law, except as provided by
local rules of court. This form is required for the use of the Clerk of Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket record. (SEE INSTRUCTIONS ATTACHED)

I. (a) PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)
Stacey Adams, Sentinel Offender Services, LLC,
Jerry Saint Vil,

Mark Contestabile,
Timothy Lewis,

Steven Queen,

(b) COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED
PLAINTIFF _Fulton County, Georgia DEFENDANT
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES) (IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)
NOTE: IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF THE TRACT OF LAND
INVOLVED
(C) ATTORNEYS (FIRM NAME, ADDRESS, TELEPHONE NUMBER, AND ATTORNEYS (IF KNOWN)

E-MAIL ADDRESS)

Sarah Geraghty, Akiva Freidlin, Southern Center for Human Greg Hecht (greg@hmhwlaw.com), Hecht Walker PC,
Rights, 83 Poplar St. NW, Atlanta, GA 30303,(404) 205 Corporate Center Drive, Suite B, Stockbridge, GA
688-1202, sgeraghty@schr.org, akiva@schr.org; Michael 30281, (404) 348-4881

Caplan, Caplan Cobb LLP, 75 14th St. NE, Atlanta, GA
30309, (404) 596-5600, mcaplan@caplancobb.com

I1I. BASIS OF JURISDICTION ITI. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES

(PLACE AN “X” IN ONE BOX ONLY) (PLACE AN “X” IN ONE BOX FOR PLAINTIFF AND ONE BOX FOR DEFENDANT)
(FOR DIVERSITY CASES ONLY)

PLF DEF PLF DEF

Dl U.S. GOVERNMENT 3 FEDERAL QUESTION D 1 D 1 CITIZEN OF THIS STATE D 4 D 4 INCORPORATED OR PRINCIPAL

PLAINTIFF (U.S. GOVERNMENT NOT A PARTY) PLACE OF BUSINESS IN THIS STATE
DZ U.S. GOVERNMENT D4 DIVERSITY DZ DZ CITIZEN OF ANOTHER STATED 5 D 5 INCORPORATED AND PRINCIPAL

DEFENDANT (INDICATE CITIZENSHIP OF PARTIES PLACE OF BUSINESS IN ANOTHER STATE

IN ITEM III) D D D D
3 3 CITIZEN OR SUBJECT OF A 6 6 FOREIGN NATION
FOREIGN COUNTRY

IV. ORIGIN (PLACE AN “X “IN ONE BOX ONLY)
D D D D TRANSFERRED FROM D MULTIDISTRICT D APPEAL TO DISTRICT JUDGE
1 ORIGINAL 2 REMOVED FROM 3 REMANDED FROM 4 REINSTATED OR 5 ANOTHER DISTRICT 6 7

LITIGATION - FROM MAGISTRATE JUDGE
PROCEEDING STATE COURT APPELLATE COURT REOPENED (Specify District) TRANSFER JUDGMENT
MULTIDISTRICT
8 LITIGATION -
DIRECT FILE

V. CAUSE OF ACTION (CITE THE U.S. CIVIL STATUTE UNDER WHICH YOU ARE FILING AND WRITE A BRIEF STATEMENT OF CAUSE - DO NOT CITE
JURISDICTIONAL STATUTES UNLESS DIVERSITY)

This is an action brought under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to remedy violations of Plaintiffs' rights under the United States
Constitution. Defendants, while acting under color of law as probation officers for the Atlanta Municipal Court, charged
and collected fees that were unauthorized by law from Plaintiffs and many other probationers. The action is brought by
Plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and a class of similarly situated persons.

(IF COMPLEX, CHECK REASON BELOW)

I:l 1. Unusually large number of parties. I:l 6. Problems locating or preserving evidence
I:l 2. Unusually large number of claims or defenses. |:| 7. Pending parallel investigations or actions by government.
D 3. Factual issues are exceptionally complex I:l 8. Multiple use of experts.
D 4. Greater than normal volume of evidence. |:| 9. Need for discovery outside United States boundaries.
D 5. Extended discovery period is needed. DIO. Existence of highly technical issues and proof.
CONTINUED ON REVERSE
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
RECEIPT # AMOUNT § APPLYING IFP MAG. JUDGE (IFP)
JUDGE MAG. JUDGE NATURE OF SUIT CAUSE OF ACTION

(Referral)




Case 1:17-cv-02813-WSD Document 1-16 Filed 07/27/17 Page 2 of 2
VI. NATURE OF SUIT (PLACE AN “X” IN ONE BOX ONLY)

CONTRACT - "0" MONTHS DISCOVERY TRACK

CIVIL RIGHTS - "4" MONTHS DISCOVERY TRACK

I:l 150 RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENT &
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENT
D 152 RECOVERY OF DEFAULTED STUDENT
LOANS (Excl. Veterans)
153 RECOVERY OF OVERPAYMENT OF
VETERAN'S BENEFITS

CONTRACT - "4" MONTHS DISCOVERY TRACK
L] 110 INSURANCE
120 MARINE
130 MILLER ACT
] 140 NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENT
1 151 MEDICARE ACT
[ 160 STOCKHOLDERS' SUITS
1 190 OTHER CONTRACT
[ 195 CONTRACT PRODUCT LIABILITY
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TRACK

210 LAND CONDEMNATION

220 FORECLOSURE
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245 TORT PRODUCT LIABILITY
[] 290 ALL OTHER REAL PROPERTY

TORTS - PERSONAL INJURY - "4" MONTHS
DISCOVERY TRACK
310 AIRPLANE
315 AIRPLANE PRODUCT LIABILITY
320 ASSAULT, LIBEL & SLANDER
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DISCOVERY TRACK
370 OTHER FRAUD
[1371 TRUTH IN LENDING
380 OTHER PERSONAL PROPERTY DAMAGE
[] 385 PROPERTY DAMAGE PRODUCT LIABILITY
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422 APPEAL 28 USC 158
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TRACK
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[ 690 OTHER
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820 COPYRIGHTS
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871 IRS - THIRD PARTY 26 USC 7609
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400 STATE REAPPORTIONMENT
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I I 896 ARBITRATION
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