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INTRODUCTIO;:'; 

In January 1972 the City of Baltimore \,as one of eight cities selected 
to participate in the High Impact Anti-Crime Program funded by the La\, 
Enforcement Assistance Administration of the United States Department of 
Justice. In July 1972, the Hayor 1 s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice 
submitted its Il!1pact action plan entitled, A Three Year Action Plan ior 
the Reduction of Burglary, Robbery, Homicide, Aggravated Assault and Rnpe. 
The Plan represented a request for approximately $21 million in Federal funds 
over a three-year period. The Gove.rnor 1 s Commission on Lm, Enforcement re­
vim,ed the Impact Plan at its July 13, 1972 meeting, at \,hich time the 
Coml!1ission approved the progralll areas in principle. It was decided that each 
individual project would be considered by the Commission before funds \,Tere 
to be a\07arded. The first Impact projects were approved by the Commission on 
August 31) 1972. Formal appr"oval of most of the chapters contained in the 
PIan Has announced by LEAA on October 26, 1972 at a press conference in the 
office of Baltimore City1s Hayor 1·7illicun Donald Schaefer. Subsequent addi­
tions fmd modifications have been submitted, revie\07ed and approved by the 
Commi.ssion and LEAA. 

The naj or goal of this plan has been to reduce street crime and burglaries 
by 5% in t',w years and 20% in five year·;. Street crimes include stranger-to­
stranger homicide, robbery) rape, and aggravated assault. The plan identi­
fi.es projects in seven prograr ... areas; 

1. Prevention of Youth Crime N lC J R S 
2. Drug Abuse Prevention 
3. Intensive Coo::iunity Patrol by Police 
4. Court Requirer::ents Sf? 2 1 ~Q7f) 
5. City Jail 
6. Target Hardening 
7. Citizen Involvement ACQUlSfll,:.: ~ 

\:Jithin the above Program Areas) twenty-nine individual proj ects have been 
approved by the Commission. 

Although the Impact proj ects \.;rere first approved in August 1972, subse­
quent project approvals and implementations Here delayed. Reasons cited for 
these delays have included the establishment of administrative procedures, lack 
of planning before the Plan \0,7as approved, governlllental regulations and procedures, 
ineffective project management and utilization of inno\rative ideas ~.;rhich required 
extended pre-implementation work. Becuase of t::"ese delays, it is difficult and 
unwise to attempt to formulRte firm conclusions as to the effect of this program 
on Baltimore City. Hmvever, included belm.;r is a chart illustrating the crime 
picture in Baltimore City since 1969. 

Included in this package are the Past Progress reports of Impact projects 
that are to be considered for refunding. Included in each report is general 
information regarding the project, the history of the project development, imple­
mentation and operation, and a staff analysis of each proj ect. Hhere possible, 
staff has nttempted to make reference to other projects 'idthin program areas in 
an attempt to give an overall picturl.! of success in program areas. 
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ll1PACT 
1 

PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENEIV\L INFORNATION 

Project Title: Community Treatment (Baltimore City Intensive Probation) Project 

Applicant: Department of Juvenile Services 

ImeJ.ementing Agency: Department of Juvenile Ser,vices 

Project Director: Mr. Frank Chesley 

Date of Award: Narch 19, 1973 

Federal Award: $316,116 (Adjusted to $266,116) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPHENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the La~v Enforcement Assistance Administration selected 
eight Cities, including Baltimore, as target c.ities to participate in a High 
Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, the l'Iayor' s 
Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed, a Th~;ee-Year Action Plan Hhich 
indicated the methocS by which the City of Baltimore Hould impact upon the s tranger­
to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. 
The Plan identified seven major program areas, one of tvhich relates to prevention 
of youth crime by Baltimore yout~ 

During 1971-1972, approximately 400 boys \vere committed to juvenile institutions 
because of Impact offenses; at the same time, the Baltimore City Juvenile Court 
vlaived jurisdiction and transferred over 300 such youngsters for prosecution as 
adult offenders. The applicant cited a s'tudy by tl1e John Howard Association ~<1hi.ch 
commented critically on the increasing reliance upon both \vaiver and institution­
alization. The Association predicted that if the Department of Juvenile Services 
expanded its community-based programs \-lhile strengthening ins titutional programs 
for the fe\v youth requiring secure custody, the waiver and institutiona:!.ization 
rates could be cut in half within a decade. The applicant has cited the excessive 
costs and unsatisfactory treatment effectivene."ss as reasons for encouragement of 
the above-stated results. Based on the Association's recommendations, and in 
conjunction \-lith the Hayor's Coordinating Council and Governor 1 s Commission staffs, 
the Department of Juvenile Services planned this Community Treatment (Baltimore 
City Intensive Probation) project. This is a replication of the California 
Community Project \<1hich matches probation officer to child using differential 
diagnosis and treatment methods. Another essential component is the small cnse-
land \>Jhich in and of itself may not make a significant difference. but combined 
with the other factors has proven potentially successful ilsewhere. Approximately 
200 fifteen-to-eigh tG.en year old juvenile Impact offenders were to be selected. 
These \>Jould be adjudicated delinquents for Impact offenses Hhose cases had not 
been disposed of. The youth were to remain in the program for two years when 
project starf would make recommendations to the court for final disposition of 
the cases. Fifteen probation officers and supervisory staff were to be trained 
in various trentment methods, classification techniques and provided with the 
necessary technical assistance and monitoring to assure the integrity of the 
project. 

;,' 
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III. PROJECT IMPLEHENTATION 

On March 19, 1973, the Governor's Commission notified the Department of 
Juvenile Services thilt their request for Impact funds for the. "Community Treatment 
(Baltimore City Intensive Probation)" project had been approved. The Acceptilnce 
of Grant A\vilrd and Conditions was signed by the Director of the Department of 
Juvenile Services on June 25, 1973 after some delay due to some administrative 
restrictions. 

The desired start date, as i.ndicated in the grantee's application, ,.,as Hav 1, 
1974, but various problems arose which delayed the first expenditure of feder;l 
funds until September, 1973. Administrative restrictions, in addition to the 
problems associated with the innovative nature of the program, have been blamed 
for the delays. One of the first problems the Department of Juvenile Services 
encountered was the delay in obtaining the Governor's approval to accept the 
grant. The approval,.,as granted on August 17, 1973. A major delay ,,,as also 
experienced in the hiring of personnel. Tn addition to the delay in receiving 
approval from the Board of Public Works to es tablish the necessary positions, 
screening processes and training ,,,ere time-consuming. Because the matching of 
probation'officers to clients is of major importance to this program, particular 
care was taken in selecting professional personnel. The. problems encountered in 
this selection process affected the implementation of the entire program. Addi­
tional delays were experienced in securini project sites. 

As a result of the above-described delays, the first clients did not enter 
the program until Harch, 1974 and as of September 1, 1974, approximately 74 clients 
were on the project1s caseload. 

The project staff was to consis t of 26 persons, including a director, four 
clerk typists (or s~cretaries), three counseling supervisots, three lead workers 
and fifteen probation officers. The staff ,.,as to be organized as illustrated 
below in Chart I. 

UNIT ONE 

'Supervisor 

Lead Worker 

5 Probation Officers 

CHART I 

UNIT TWO 

Supervisor 

Lead Worker 

5 Probation Officers 

UNIT THREE 

Supervisor 

• Lead Worker 

5 Probation Officers 

1!l9. 
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After major delays due to the need to have the Board of Public Works' approval 
of project positions and to the importance of obtaininG "matched" counselors, all 
positions were filled by mid-September, 1974. Individuals were selected from 
State lists of available and qualified persons. 

Staff training has been conducted at two levels. Outside consultants who 
were familiar with the policies and practices of the C~lifornia Department of 
Youth I s Authority's Community 'Treatment program provided training before the 
program started, and p'r:ovided a refresher course for old and ne~v employees 1lppro;x:.­
imately six months later. In addition, counseling supervisors have provided 
addi tional in-house training for new ~ounseling staff. 

All ~pecial grant conditi0ns were resolved by the grantee. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved proj ect budget for the first year was as follo\vs: 

Budget Category 

A. Personnel, Compo and Benefits 
B. Equipment (3 carry-all vehicles)-
C. Other expenses (utilities, clothing, medical 

expenses) 

TOTAL 

Feder.al Fimds 

,:~207 ,824 
12,000 

.~292. 

$316,116 

The' proj ect' s matching share consisted of the following items: 

Item 

A. Program Specialist @ 15.1%,0£ time 
B. Equipment (office supplies) 
C. Consultant and Contractual Services (staff 

training) 
D. Travel (staff @ 10¢ per mile) 
E. Consumablcs (paper, pencils, etc.) 
F. Rental Cost (office space for 3 units) 
G. Other expenses (10%0£ salaries) 

TOTAL 

Amount 

$ 2,352 
13,320 

28,000 
17,750 

5,700 
19,528 
18,722 

$105,372 

During the year the project staff requested five budge't modifications, four 
of which were approved as folloHS: 

1. To reallocate $2,000 from Travel to Other Expenses for the expenditure 
of gasoline, oil, auto insurance and maintenance of the vehicles. 

2. To purchase a passenger autoMobile and 2 Carry-All vehicles in the 
amount of $12,000, instead of three Carry-All vehicles. 
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3. To expend funds from Equipment to install burglar alarm system in the 
Baltimore City Intensive Probation Office located at 5111 Park Heights 
Avenue. 

4·. To modify the hiring procedure for "matched" counselors due to the 
hiring process within the State Merit System and time restrictions. This 
was approved on the condition that the counselors be matched to the extent 
possible through in-house procedures" 

5. The request tHat was not approved by the Commission staff ,vas to hire 
a fiscal clerk for the project. This \Vas rejected by the Conunission staff 
since the fiscal matters could be handled throu$;h the Department of 
Juvenile Services . . 

The intake and screening process developed by project staff is structured 
in order to provide experimental and control grou~ for evaluation purposes. 
Eligibility standards \Vere develop(~d in order to protect the public from the 
undue risk associated with community-based treatment of older, aggressive delin­
quents, and to use intensive treatment to deter youth ,.;rith a high potential for 
institutional placement to the extent possible. Youth eligible to participate 
in the program are as follows: 

1. A male resident of Baltimore City between 15 and 17 years cf age; 

2. Charged with the commission of burglary, robbery, assault, or other 
Impact offenses(except rape); 

3. Within the jurisdiction of the Baltimore City Juvenile Court; and 
. 

4. Voluntarily accepts admission into the program. 

Ineligible to participate in the program .are those juveniles who: 

1. Are found to have committed intentional homicide, or 

2. Are found to have committed forcible rape; or 

3. Are found to have committed any offens~ involving the use of a gun; or 

4. Are found to have committed an assault causing hospitalization of the 
victim; or 

5. Are found to have sold narcotics in addition to having conunitted an 
Impact offense; or 

6. Are eVidencing severe mental problems necessitating referral to the Neutal 
Hygiene or Mental Retardation Administation; or 

7. Are under a commitment order to a Departmental institution at the time 
of the offense; or 

8. Are habitual drug users. 

Initially, the Court Assignment Office forwards to the project staff the names 
of all eligible youth that meet the project's initial c~iteria. The project then 
identifies nll the youths \oJho can be seen within three days. The excess atl;: re­
turned to the Assignment Office and their names are retained [or the control 
group. In this way, there is minimal delay in service~ Dnd no youth is deprived 

----~--------------~-----------------~--------------------------------~--------------, ~, 
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of receiving service because of project procedures. Within three days all 
youth are seen. Some small number either reject the project or are rejected 
by the project as ineligible. The reason is noted for those who do not come 
into the project and they are assigned to the control group., (See Attachment I). 

Participation in the project is voluntary on the part of th~ youth. This 
is done to assure that the youth's rights arc protected. A youth who comes into 
the project must agree to a term of probation that may be longer than he would 
receive under normal circumstances. No youth are encouraged to participate in 
the project if he or"j1is parents obj ect, because bot'll parties are an integral 
part of the treatment' process. Those who reject the project as ~vell as those 
rejected constitute, ~ccording to the grantee, a small, but important subgroup 
in the controls. 

Proj~ct intake is designed to obtain a random s~lection of youth for exper­
imental and control groups. The control group consists of a large number of 
youth not seen by the proj ect at all and two" smaller subgroups of youth that 
did not meet the program's admission criteria. 

For all control group youth, a card file is maintained. It contains the 
follmving information: name, address, birthdate, doc~et.number, offense, and 
control group category. This information will be used at a later date, in order 
to obtain follmv-up data for evaluation purposes from Department of Juvenile 
Services. 

At full capacity, approximately 200 youth will be in intensive supervJ.sJ.on 
in the experimental group. According to the applicant, 104 clients have been 
processed through intake since Narch, 1974. Thirty youths comprise the control 
group \vhile 74 youths are on the proj ect 1 s active caseload. Statistics main­
tained by the applic,ant shmV' that the experimental group is composed of the 
following Impact offenders: 

Impact Category 

Assault 
Breakj,ng & Entering 
Larceny 
Robbery 
Purse Snatching 

TOTAL 

1/ Clients 'in Project 

15 
38 

3 
13 

5 
74 

According to the applicant) delays in program implementation and the decrease 
in the number of projected referrals account for the low number of clients 
currently in the program. 

March, 1975 has been set by the project staff as the t"arget date for the 
project to be operating at full capacity. The program has expanded the intake 
criteria to include 14 and 18 year old youths, and also youth who have been 
charged with purse snatching in order to increase the caseload to its full 
capacity. Subsequent to intake, the client is contacted and an appointment is 
made for him to come to one of the three units for a taped interview to determine 
the Interpersonal Haturity Level ("I" level"). 

The "r level" classificoCion theory was utilized by the Conununity Treatment 
Program in California as a means of classifying offenders relative to treatment 
planning, gool setting, and program organization. The theoretical formulation 
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is based upon a sequence of personality (or character) integrations in normal 
childhood development. This system focuses upon the ways in which the individual 
is able to perceive himself and the world, especially in terms of emotions and 
motivations. According to the theory, seven successive stages of interpersonal 
maturity characterize psychological development. They range from the least 
mature, 'vhich resemble the inter.personal reactions of a newborn infant, to an 
ideal of social maturity \vhich is seldom or never reached in our present 
culture. Each of the seven stages, or levels, is defined by a crucial inter­
personal problem whic)! must be solved before further progress to\o,'ard maturity 
can occur. Seven leve'ls have been identified, but only levels 2 through 4 
describe the juvenile delinquent population. !.ssociated with these working 
levels are 9 subtypes ''lith a specific behavior pattern and treatment plan. 
(See Table II). 

. TABLE II 

"I Level ll Delinquent Subtypes and Code Names 

CODE NAHE -DELINQUE~~ SUBTYPES 

12 As Asocial, Aggressive 
Ap Asocial, Passive 

13 Cfm Conformist, Immature 
Cfc Conformist, Cultural 
Mp Manipulator 

14 Na Neurotic, Acting-Out 
Nx Neurotic, Anxious 
Se Situational tmotional Reaction 
Ci Cultural Identifier 

Two project staff members trained and designated as diagnosticians, conduct 
the taped intervie\" with the youth and make a final diagnosis as to the "I level." 
A probation officer \\lhose sensitivity, talents and interests are compatible is 
"matched" to a youth, and a treatment strategy plan is developed for a two-year 
period that reflects the youth's overall level of maturity, response to others, 
self-image, and various unique features of his personal life situation. In 
addition, the diagnosticians \"ill also develop the control list. 

As originally outlined in the proposal, the differential treatment techniques 
used by this project 'vere based upon the determination of an Interpersonal Nntul;'ity 
Level (III level"), matching the youth ,,,ith a worker \vhose personal style is 
amenable to ,,,orking ,,,ith the behavior associated with a given III level", and then 
developing an individualized treatment plan. The matching of workers to specific 
1'1 levels" and subtypes is based on the California experience \."hich found that 
,,,hen worker style and youth style were compatible, extraneous factors which inter­
fered with attaining treatment goals could be eliminated. 
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A plan modifying the matched worker requirement component of the project 
had to be implemented due to state personnel regulations. According to the 
applicant, this modification strengthens the experimental design in that both 
matched and unmatched workers can be compared. It is anticipated that the 
evaluation ~esearch design will reflect a test of the independent effects of 
worker matching and diagnostic grouping. 

Subsequent to the develoPlTJent of a differential treatment plan for the 
client, a variety of differential treatment techniques such as group home place­
ment, employment, ind'ividual, group and family counseling. recreational 
activitie.s, and tutoring are employed by the probation officer to achieve 
specific client obje.ctives. Additional services such as clothing, employment, 
medical, eye, and dental examinations are offered to all clients. Cultural 
and recrGational activities surh as sports, dances, outings and plays have been 
developed in order to offer the youth a variety of experiences. 

The probation officer remains on call 24 hours, and is available to his 
probationers and contacts his clients at such times (evenings and weekends), 
with such frequency (daily if needed), and in such places (street, home) as may 
be required. In addition, he insures that his probationers observe the conditions 
of their pr.obation, and reports violations. If additional ser.vices are needed 
outside the program, he refers his clients to the appropriate Ct>,lilllunity agencies. 

The "I levell! classification system was not designed to screen out youth 
'vich serious emotional problems, hmvever, a fe,v youths with problems like this have 
come into the program, and their difficulties became apparent as they required 
a lot of tbe staff's time. OccaSionally, a youth has become involved in some 
situation that required the efforts of more than one staff member, or a quick 
response that required the skill of a senior staff person. To bandle these 
situations a "critical incident file ll was created so that the Project Director 
\vould immediately knmv of and review. situations that threatened to cause undue 
stress for a youth, or divert too much staff time from the main project mission. 
One immediate result of this has been the' creation of procedures for diagnosiS 
and screening out youtb \vbo manifest apparently psychotic bebavior. Hith regular 
procedures established for this there is an increase in staff time that is devoted 
to the main treatment objective. 

Another outcome stenuning from the critical, incident file \vas a decision 
to offer youtb an 1. D. card which they may carry if they choose. This was 
worked out in close cooperation with the City Police Department 1 s Section of 
Planning and Research. This sys tern, 'vhieh will be in operation shortly, means 
that if a youth gets in any sort of trouble and cbooses Co use his card his 
worker \vill be immediately notified. 

The cr~ation of the critical incident file is a result of fitting a parole 
program to a probation situation. In California all youth were committed to the 
California Youth Authority which institutionalized them fo~ a period of weeks 
\vhile they \.Jere evaluated. During this time a complete series of physi'cal) 
psychological, and vocational testing procedures was accomplished. The Community 
Treatment Project has had to independently develop procedures as well as suppor­
tive services to accomplish these ends. The Port of Baltimore Sea School was 
designated as the career component of the Intensive Probation Program. Currently" 
10 of their clients are enrolled in the Sea School where they receive education 
and training for occupational positions in related maritime or general indus­
tries. Contact is made by the probation officer with the staff of Sea School to 
follow his client's progress in the program. All 10 of the youths have comp.LC'Lcd 
the Sen School program and are in the process of being phased-out. Joint evalua­
tions are being conducted by".both programs in order to evaluate the youths' 
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progress und make follow-up recommendations. In addition, a residential 
facility was made available through purchase of care funds under the High 
Impact grunt for those youth who needed facilities outside their home. To 
date, only five have been referred to this facility, and non~ of the five are 
currently residing in tIte home. (See Past Progress Report on Residential 
Facilities for additional information). Initially, it was envisioned that the 
program would have utilized this program of residential placement more frequently. 

The original proposal contemplated that a nlonitoring-evaluation contract 
would be let at the t~me of the 'project's inception. To date, no decision has 
been made on the status of this reques t. although a :reques t for proposal has 
been prepared, and submitted to the Governor's Commission. A research and 
program consultant has been utilized to orient the proj ect to \vhat the needs 
and expectations of monitoring and evaluation ';vill be. Heeti<1gs with Commission 
staff members have resulted in intake being modified s.o that a compatible 
control group is developed through randomization. 

V. ANALYSIS 
. . 

The Community-Based Intensive Probation Proj ect ';vas developed to achieve 
the following objectives: 

OBJECTIVE 1: Reduce the rate of recidivism among Impact offenders. 

OBJECTIVE II: Reduce the institutional population. 

OBJECTIVE III: Decrease the cost of treatment resources for adjudged 
delinquents. 

The anticipated 'reduction in the in,cidence of red.divism in Objective I is 
based on the probability that youths displaying anti-social behavior ",ill 
eventually commit crimes, and that through community-based intensive counseling 
the probability can be reduced. The aspect of the program that is anticipated 
to have some effect on the impact of this objective is the intimate relationship 
between the client and his probation officer. Due to the small caseloads of 
12 - 15 clients, the officer is able to intensify his relationship and counseling 

. due to the free contact ,vi th his client. Statistics are maintained on a monthly 
basis by the supervisor in each unit, as to the number of contacts an officer 
has had ';<lith his client and the type of conta~t that was initiated. Data supplied 
by the applicant for the month of August stated that a total of 605 in-person 
contacts were made by staff members (See Table III). 

TABLE III 

IN-PERSON CONTACTS }lliDE BY STAFF FOR AUGUST 

TYPE OF IN-PERSON CONTACT 

Client 
. Relative (another member of the family) 
Collateral (persons other than the family, 

i.e., employers, ap~~~tes and 
instructors) 

TOTAL 

NUHBER OF CGNTACTS HADE 

338 
196 

71 
605 

.-.. -.-.. --- - :;p~, 
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An average of 1 in-person contact with the client per week was made for 
each client by the 8 probation officers for the month of August. Formal and 
informal counseling sessions are held in the unit offices, on the youth's job, 
in school, in the home and in the youth's community. Frequency of client con­
tacts is based upon the client's indjvidual needs and treatment objectives. 
As previously mentioned, the probation officers remain on call seven days a week, 
24 hours a day in the event that a crisis should arise involving his client. 
When a youth's problem is a result of a family situation or a situation outside 
the family structure, relatives and peer group associates are involved in the 
counseling sessions. ~ 

An on-site visit conducted by Commission staff indicated that extensive 
records are being maintained on client progress. Demographic data, educational 
history, "family structure, employment background, health evaluations, delinquency 
history and treatment objectives are the kinds of data that are included in each 
youth's record. 

Statistics supplied by the applicant state that a total of 104 Impact 
offenders have been processed through intake since program,inception. Of the 
104 youth, 30 comprise the control group and 74 are actively participating in 
the program. Of the 74 client participants, 7 have been rearrested (see Table IV). 
This reflects a 9.5% rearrest rate for the project year. 

TABLE IV 

REARRESTS OF CLIENTS BY ORIGINAL f~~D SUBSEQUE~T OFFENSE 

Original 

Assault 

Breaking and Entering 

Breaking and Entering 

Assault 

Breaking and Entering 

Assault 

Purse Snatching 

Subsequent 

Unauthorized use of an auto­
mobile 

Violation of probation 
(violent in the ho,oe) 

Receiving Stolen Goods 

Concealing a deadly weapon 

Assault 

Unauthorized use of an auto­
mobile - Drug usage 

Failure to pay cab fare 

Present Status 

Detained at Maryland 
Training School 

Detained at Maryland 
Training School 

On bail 

Detained at Haryland 
Training School 

Detained at Maryland 
Children's Center for 
3~-day evaluation 

-Detained at Springfield 
Hospital for observation 
(drug usage) 

Detained at Baltimore City 
Jail, but released after 
paying bail 

-----~~-~.--~-----------------'---------------~----
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Verification of rearrests are made \vhen a probation officer is notified 
by the clerk in the Assigment Office or by the youth's parents. A record 
check is not made by staff in order to verify rearrests. 

Objective II is impacted upon by the project's willingness to receive at 
intake, juveniles who are adjudged delinquent and could be sent to an institu-· 
tion. The probation project is to provide community-based trelltment and services 
for the youth during a period of court ordered probation, in an attempt to pre­
vent institutionalization. It is anticipated that baseline data for the project 
can be generated by qbtaining data from Department of Juvenile Services for the 
project life, on impac:t crimes and their disposition. This can be utilized tiS 

an effectiveness measure to see if the project is impacting upon the number of 
delinquents that are institutionalized. According to th2 Department of Juvenile 
Services' statistics, 608 delinquents and 269 CINS from Baltimore City ~vere 
committed to Harylandts training schools in 1973, hO\vever, in 1974, 684 delinquents 
and 7 CINS \,ere committed. It is not possible to determine \.;hether this project 
has had any effect on the institutional commitment rate at this time. However, 
evidently Senate Bill 111064 which became effective in January, 1974 appears to 
have some impact on CINS commitments. The bill states that Children-In-Need­
of-Supervision (runm,ay, truant and ungovernable youth) cannot be committed to 
state institutions. It is possible that the ne" la~.; has resulted in an increllsed 
number of delinquent commitments in cases that previously were labelled CINS. 

With respect to Objective III, it is assumed that community-based treatment 
will be less expensive than institutionalization. 'In analyzing Objective III, 
a comparatj\/2 study should be done on the cost of treatment of an adjudged youth 
in an institution to one \,ho has "successfully" completed the project. 

To date, sufficient data has not been generated by the project to evaluate 
any impact on the aforementioned objectives. ,As previously mentioned, delays 
in project implementation accounted for intake being initiated in March, 1974. 
Since the program is not operating at full capacity, and new' staff members are 
1::i: c::inning their in-service training period, it is too early to justify any con­
CL::ilons about the effectiveness of the project. Hardl, 1975 is set as the 
target date for the project to be operating at full capacity. 

There is available, hm.;ever, some indication that the project is making 
some progress in specific areas tm.;ards accomplishing their obj ectives. Coop'" 
eration has been solicited from the Baltimore City.Juvenile Court, Hayor's .. 
Office of Hanpm,er Resources, the Baltimore City Police Department ~ Office of 
the State's Attorney, and the Public Defender's Office. A genuine concern for 
the youth is evidenced by the staff's continuous efforts in encouraging their 
clients to continue school and seek employment. 

Data supplied by the applicant shows that over 75% of their clients are 
enrolled in educational programs. (See Table V). 

TOTAL 

TABLE V 
CLIENT PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATIONAL PROGRANS 

NllmER OF CLIENTS 

38 
10 

1 
1 
3 

53 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Baltimore City Public Schools 
Sea School 
Job Corps 
Community College of Baltimore 
Driver's School 

--~~--~------------------------------~~------------------------------------
_ .•• _ I 
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In addition, probation officers have found employment for 17 of their 74 
clients according to their individual interests and skills. 

Recreational and cultural activities have been developed by staff in order 
to offer the youth a \Vide spectrum of experiences. During the 'sununer, picnics, 
team sports, and outings were spon:ll)red by the program. A tutoring program in 
conjunction \Vith Hopkins University is planned to be implemented in the fall. 
When t1;lere is a need for addi'tional services, other than those provided by the 
program (Le., psychoJogical testing, family counseling services, etc.), 
referrals to other conununi ty resources are initiated by staff. 

In sunmlary, this proj ect to date has made some effort towards accomplishing 
its obje~tives. Although a complete evaluation cannot be made at this time due 
to insufficient data and delayed program implementation, it is anticipated that 
this evaluation can be accomplished during the project's subsequent year's of 
funding. An interim audit ;vas conducted in August, 1974, and the financial 
records system was found to be satisfactory and expenditures supported by 
documentation. It is suggested that all audit report recommendations in the 
futu};e be' implemented·iw the grantee during any subsequent year of funding. 
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IMPACT 

2 

PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project Title: Residential Facilities 

Applicant: .Department: of Juvenile Services 

Implementing Agency: Department of Juvenile Services 

Project Director: William H. Edwards 

Da te of A,vard: March 19, 1973 

Federal A,vard: $52,500 (Adjusted to $16,900) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOP}illNT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a 
Thre.e-Year Action Plan \vhich indicated the method by \vhich the City of 
Baltimure would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbe17, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of which relates to prevention of. youth crime. 

The Department of Juvenile Services used this opportunity to develop a 
program which breaks from the traditional approach of juvenile services. 
The program developed, entitled "Community Treatment (Baltimore City In­
tensive Probation) Project," replicated a California Treatment proj ect which 
provided intensive supervision and matched juvenile impact offenders with 
certain treatment programs, probation officers and resideritial f·acilities • 

. It is the latter servic.e which is addressed in this project. It ,vas hoped 
that through the use of special Purchase of CB;re Impact funds, a variety of 
residential facilities would be provided to the target popUlation; it was 
believed that appropriate use of residential facilities was essential to the 
overall goals of this program. 

III. PROJECT IHPLEHENTATION 

On Harc11 lY, 1973 the Governor's Commission a\varded a grant in the 
amount of $52,500 to the Department of Juvenile Services to implement the 
"Residential Facilities" project. The Acceptance of Grant Award and Condi­
tions was not returned to the Commission until June 25, 1973 due to delayed 
resolution of some administrative restrictions. 

This project as designed was totally dependent upon the Intensive Pro­
bation project for referrals. Due to extended delays in the implementation 
of that program (see Past Progress Report, "Commuhity Treatment Baltimore 
City Intensive Probation proj ect), funds from the Residential Faciliti.es . 
grant were n~t utilized until July, 1974. As a result of the delays, the 
federal award was adjusted to $16,900. 
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Federal funds in this project were to be utilized exclusively for con­
tracts with private vendors of residential services. Portions of total 
salaries for the Project Director and Assistant Project Director were in­
kind contributions. 

Special conditions placed on grant, concerning compliance with Commis­
sion procedures for competitive bid were resolved. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

First year project funds were originally allocated as follows: 
.... .t·.·· ~ .... 

Federal Share In-Kind State Cash 

Consultant and Contractual 
Services $52,500 . -0- $14,000 

Personnel $3 2500 

Total $52,500 $3,500 $143000 

In light of the lengthy delays in 'implementation, the federal share for 
contractual services was decreased to $16,900. 

There were three objectives identified for this program. The major ob­
jective ~vas to provide residential facilities as a back-up resource to 
the target population of youth in the Intensive Probation program. Some 
youth in the replicated California Community Treatment Program would need 

'short and long term residential placement. Oneobjective~ then was to pro­
vide appropriate residential placements for Impact Offenders. 

Secondly, a goal was to provide appropriate matching, screening, and 
training for the vendors of residential care. 

A third goal ~vas to deteT!I1ine the success of this demonstration proj ect 
in tenns of attitudinal change and recidivistic behavior of the Impact Youth 
served during the course of the project. . 

Because of the slmv start of the Intensive Probation proj ect and the 
subsequent limited use of purchase of care funds, it is of questionable value 
to attempt to measure the impact the program has had on its identified goals. 
The first client began his residential stay on July 18, 1974 and, through 
August 16, only four clients had been referred to this project from the In­
tensive Probation program. The histories of the four clients are as follows: 

1. The first client, arrested for assault, was placed in a shelter 
care home for two weeks and ~\1as then placed in the Youth Develop­
ment Center. Subsequently, he ~vas re-arrested for having posses­
sion of a gun, and is now, at the Haryland Training School for Boys. 

2. The second client, arrested for assault, was placed in the Youth 
Hostel (a temporary residential facility) for three days, was then. 
placed in a shelter-care home for five days, was re-arrested for 
possessing a gun and is now at the Haryland Training School for 
Boys. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
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3. The third client, also arrested for assault, was placed in the 
Youth Development Center for two days before going AHOL and ,,,as 
terminated from the project shortly ~hereafter. 

. 
4. The 1;ourth client, origi,lally arrested for breaking and entering, 

has been referred to the Crmvnsville State Mental Hospital. 

v. ANALYSIS 

" At this point, there has not been enough project activity to warrant 
the formulation of any firm conclusions as to the necessity and value of 
this program. Initial results are discouraging. Its slo,,, start up is 
directly tied to that. of 'the Intensive P-cobation proj ect, which did not 
receive its first client until April and as of August had only about 65 
clients. The program's ability to select proper vendors for its clients, 
although unsuccessful to date, has not been tested enough for evaluation. 
Further project activity will be necessary before any judgment as to the 

1 value of this program can be made. 

An audit report was performed on financial activities through June 30, 
1971l. At that point, however, there were no proj ect expenditures. 

1 
I 

. ! 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: The Diversion of Impact Offenders 

Department of Juvenile Services 
',: 

Implementing Agencies: Southeast Community Organization, Baltimore 
Urban League, "East Baltimore Community Corporation 

Project Director: Evelyn Slaght 

Dat:e of Award: March 19, 1973 

Federal Award: $162,138 (adjusted to $184,138) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lm" Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent str~et crime. In 
July, 1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan 'which indicated the method by \.,hich the City of 
Baltimore ,.,ould impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major prograrn areas, 'one of which relate.s to prevention of youth crime. 

The Department of Juvenile Services' firs t year appliGation for this 
project noted that the Baltimore City Juvenile Court handled 5,72R ca1¥es 
involving Impact offenseR in fiscal year 1972. Of the 5,728 cases, 41.1% 
(2,353) involved youthful offenders unde1: the age of fourteen years. Host 
of the youthful Impact offenders (1,594) were sent through the court pro-
6ess and handled formally. The intent of this program was to provide a 
cons tructi ve alternative to the court process; -it ,,,as hoped that the youths 
diverted from the court \.,ould not become entrenched in a criminal career. 
Further inves tigation indica ted tha t the C\~ntral Hes t, NorthNes t and Central 
and Southeast areas of Baltimore contained the greatest concentration of 
juvenile Impact offenses. Figures upon ,.,hich these conclusions \"8re based 
,,,ere gathered by a pr.ivate consultant contracted by the Department of Juv­
enile Services ,.,ith the use of High Impact funds. The consultant also helped 
in the planning and early implementation stage of this, and other, Depart­
ment of Juvenile Services Impact programs. FolloNing the planning which 
led to the formulation of the "Prevention of Youth Crime" portion of the 
Baltimore City High Impact Plan, the Department of Juvenile Services coor­
dinated with Commission and the Hayor's Coordinating Council staff to develop 
this grant proposal. Technical assistance was provided by the staff of 
the Pre-Trial Intervention Impact project, a diversion project which is cur­
rently op';lrating in its' third year. 
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1. PROJECT IHPLEHENTATION . 

On 1:1arch 19, 1973, the Governor's Commission awarded a fedetal grant 
in the amount of $162,138 for the implementation of a Department of Juvenile 
Services' grant entitled liThe Diversion of Impact Offenders ll project. The 
Acceptance of the Grant Award and Conditions ~as executed by the director 
of the Department of Juvenile Ser.vices on Harch 20, 1973. 

',: 

Although the project commencement date identified on the grant appli­
cation was June 1, 1973, first cas~ referrals ~~ere not received and refer­
red to the implementing agencies until September 5, 1973. There t~ere t~.,o 

major rea~ons for the delay. First, it ~~as not until early June that the 
Department received the Governor's approval to accept the grant. A second 
factor leading to the delay in implementation was the finalizing of con­
tracts with three conm1Uni ty groups that would act as implementing agencies 
for the program. The Department of Juvenile Services selected three non­
profit groups bClsed on: (1) their contacts in the community; (2) their 
previously-indicated interest in working with the Department; and (3) their 
previous achievements. At its April 19, 1973 meeting, the Commission ap­
proved the three community groups selected by Department of Juvenile Services. 
However, the Budget Bureau did not approve the contracts until mid-June. 
The community groups identified were: 

1. Southeast COUID1Unity Organization 

2. East Baltimore Community Corporation 

3. Baltimore Urban League 

In addition, the Northw'est Baltimore ,Corporation ,.,hich ,.,as operating 
a youth service bureau under a block grant offered to accept one group of 
10-14 year old diverted Impact offenders from their area of the City. 

During the months of June and July, project staff was recruited and 
hired. The latter part of July and early August were spent orienting staff 
to their responsibilities, developing accountalYllity systems, and meeting 
wi th Pre-Trial Intervention staff (another impact diversion proj ect not 
discussed in this report), Nortlmest Baltimore Corporation and Department 
of Juvenile Services Court Intake on their respective roles and responsibil­
ities. During the latter part of August, community staff aquainted them-

. selves with community resources, located satellite offices, coordinated 
with schools and police, and located potential volunteers. Additionally, 
the mechanisms for receiving clients and making referrals were finalized. 
The first case referrals were received and referred to the ~o~nunity agen­
cies on September 5, 1973. 

First year federal funds covered the costs of the coordinator and office 
secretary employed by Department of Juvenile Services and of the personnel 
0,£ the three community groups as outlined in Attachment A. 

" .. = 
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ATTACHMENT A 

1 :'oec.1 [Youth !~r~? ll'.!!'O~U ] 
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The project coordinator has sole responsibility for intake and evalua­
tion for the project as well as primary responsibility for training· and 
agency coordination. The person employed .in this position holds a Bachelor 
of Arts degree as well as a Masters of Social Work degree, 

The three proj ect director positions are filled by ;i.ndividuals whose 
qualifications match the job descriptions outlined in the application ("a 
minimum of a college degree and several years experience")" The directors 
are responsible for hiring and directing their staffs and are directly ac-
countable to the Proj ect Coordinator. ' 

Although specific eoucational levels are not identified for program 
'counselors) the application outlines broad qualifications such a familiar­
ity Hith the target areas and ability to relate easily with 10-14 year olds 
and their communi ties. The qualifications of the counselors at each com­
munity agency are outlined belm.,: 

East Baltimore Communitv Corporation (EBCC): One counselor earned 
a degree in Social Welfare and has several years experience in coun­
seling, The second counselor graduated from high school, attended 
junior college and has lived in East Baltimore. The third counselor, 
also from East Baltimore, attended college for three ~ears and has 
several years of counseling experience. 

Baltimore Urban Lengue (BUL): Two counselors have college degrees and 
one has attended college for three years. All three counselors have 
some counseling experience. 

South_cas t Community OrganizD tion (SEeO): One counselor is one course 
credit short of receiving a B. A. degree and has extensive counseling 
experience in the Sou thens t area. The second counselor has an' eleventh 
grade education, about four yesfs experience working with children in 
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her neighborhood, experience as a school aide and has served as a 
volunteer for several communi ty proj ects. The third counselor has 
attended junior college for one year, has worked as a leader of 
youth activities and is also a Southeast resident. 

In short, although several of the counselors lack the broad background 
which may result from a c011ege education; their previous counseling and 
community experiences genera11y seem to qualify them for this type of com­
munity-based progrlllll. Pre-'service training for counselors at the E13CC and 
SECO seems to be mtnimumly adequate. At E13CC, a two-week course, during 
which various speakers lectured and many field visits were made, provided 
a $ound orientation to the program and the area. A one-week course at SEeO 
provic\e.d information regarding the proj ect, the communi ty and its resources, 
the counselors' responsibilities and skills, and office procedures. Orien­
tation at nUL ~<las based upon informal discussions between the counselors; 
it lacked the depth~nd comprehensiveness of the other two groups. The Com­

. mission staff revie,v indtcated a lack of in-service training. Although 
-various attempts have been made, no formal, project-t..ride training has been 
initiated. 

In its first year approval, the Commission placed the fo110l..rj.ng condi­
tions upon the gran tee: 

, 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

That the grantee comply ,..rith .... regulations concerning c;ompeti­
tive bids for equipment and consultant. 

That contracts •... be submitted to Commission staff and Commission 
staff approve the contractee(s) an~ budget prior to contracts 
5eing finalized. 

That detailed time and attendapce records for all personnel charged 
to this project be available to Conunission staff. 

That all equipment outlined in the approved budget be new and pur­
chased after the grant is awarded. 

That grantee meet with staff to review all special conditions 
prior to release of funds. 

That the budget be modified on the basis of the contracts actually 
approved but dlat it not exceed the amount of the original award. 

That grantee consider implementation of A-95 comments when available. 

All special conditions t<lere resolved by the Commission st·aff and the grantee . 

. IV. PROJECT OPEMTION 

The Commission made its a\vard to the Department of Juvenile Services 
·based on, the follotving' budgetary breakdm..rn: 
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Non-Federal Share 
Federal State Lot!al 

Share Cash Cash In-Kind 

Personnel (DJS) $ 22,3 L\2 $13,491 
, 

Equipment $ 340 600 
'", 

Consultan t 139,302 35,037 

(3 Sub-contractors, $133, 715) 

Travel . 494 250 

Consumab J.es 228 

Rent 3,000 

Other 1,}00 

TOTALS $162,138 $36,955 $17,091 

The budget was subsequently modified due to the follow'ing Commission 
actions: 

,a. CO,lIImission staff approved a request to transfer $484 from per­
sonnel to travel to allow the ,Project Coordinator to attend a 
conference on Pre-Trial SeL~ices. 

b. Commission staff approved a request to transfer an additional 
$494 from personnel to travel categoL~. 

c. Commission staff approved a request to transfer $600 from equip~ 
ment category to "other" category to allo,v for miscellaneous 
costs, including telephone expenditu~es. 

In addition, minor adjustments ",ere made in contracts ~vith the community 
groups (included in the Consultant category). As a result of an LEAA deci­
sion on refunding and the subsequent Commission guidelines all Impact grants 
'vere extended through Scp tember 30, 1974. Consequently, i't became necessary 
for the Commission to add $ 22: 000 to the federal mvard of this proj ec t which 
was originally to conclude on June 14, 197Lt. These funds \vere to be expen­
ded proportionately to the original mvard. 

The major goals of this project were: 

1. To divert approximately 120, 10-14 year old Impact offenders out 
of the j uven;i.le jus tice sys tern in to community-opera ted sociD.l 

" .' services programs ~Yith the hope that the youth \vould avoid the 
negative reinforcing effect and detrimental impact of the formal 
court process. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

5. 

6. 

3E 

To prevent the repetition of Impact offenses by youthful offen~ " 
ders; 

. 
To improve the total family's ability to deal more construc-
ti vely wi th its o\Vn problems; 

To remove concrete obstacles effecting the family's ability to 
cope, for example, dealing with physical and financial problems 
that affect"'the \vell being of the family; to teach families and 
communities hmv to deal wi th exis ting agencies and to utilize 
and recruit appropriate services from them; 

To improve the social skills of the youth by improving parent­
·youth communication, youth-social communication, youth-peer 

communication; and 

To reintegrate the youth and his parents into the community life 
through involvement Hith concerned citizen volunt!=er and staff 
personnel. 

The primary source of potential participants has been the Department of 
Juvenile Services intake. The coordinator of the Diversion proj ect, "ivorking 
closely Hith the Department of Juvenile Services Court Intake staff, makes 
the initial determination as to Hho \vill be referred to the Diversion pro­
ject on the basis of age and offense. The Coordinator screens out, from a 
Court-provided lis t, you ths Hi th pending charges, "you ths charged \vi th non­
impact offenses, youths who refuse to participate, are severely retarded, 
are out of the boundaries serviced by the Conmmni ty groups, \vho have had 
prior charges, or \Vere arrested with other children meeting the above cri­
terion. First time, 10-14 year old Impact offenders residing in the target 
areas were identified as potential clients for the program. During the 
firs t year) some project personnel decided to accept a small number of re­
ferrals from community sources .(such as schools, parents, and hospitals) so 
supportive services for neighborhood resources could be provided. Commu-
nity referrals were selected on the basis of manifested impact behavior, 
but Here not charged \Vith Impact offenses. Once referrals are intercepted 
by the project coordinator, they are screened to determine eligibility ac­
cording to residency, nature of offense, age and prior arrest record. Screen­
ing at the coordinator's level \vas perfomed \Vi thin a 24-hotir period. Fol­
lowing this ini tinl screening, referrals were £ol\varded to the appropriate 
community group. At this point'J a second screening process \Vas undertaken 
to determine the \villingncss of the candidate and his parents to participate 
in thc projQct, and the above-mentioned screening criteria is double checked. 
This second serccning process took place \vithin a maximum s-ix-day period. 
If a candidate failed to meet project criteria, the referral was returned 
to intake as a project rejectiun. Of approximately 450 referrals made to 
community groups bet\vccn September and June, almost half \vere rejected; 
these rejections \vere most often based on the fact that the youth \Vas out 
of the communi ty group's boundades I had prior or pending offenses or be­
calise the caseloads were full. If the youth und his or her parents indi-
cates a willingness to participate in the program, a contract was signed by 
all pnrticipants and the youth enters the project. A treatment plan is 
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established with the agreement of the counselor, parents and youth. At 
the end of 45 days, a progress report was written setting dmm the steps 
taken toward achieving the goals of the treatment plan and describing fu­
ture plans. At the end of 90 days, the youth's total social situation 
was evaluated and a recommendation made to the Court to drop or not drop 
charges. At the same time, a decision is made whether to terminate ser­
vices or to continue on a voluntqry basis for up to a.year . 

..... 
The project staff have placed emphasis on counseling and providing 

various activities and making appropriate referrals in order to achieve 
project goals. Of the three groups, EBCC appears to have the most effec­
tive traditional counseling program. Individual counseling sessions based 
on the treatment plan are held at least three times per ~eek. Group coun­
seling sessions are held on designated days once per week. Emphasis is 
also placed on family counseling, which seems to be a part of the treat­
ment plan in approximately 50% of the cases. In indicated cases, family 
counseling sessions are held twice weekly. A club of the c.lients' parents 
has been established which lends support to the program. Counseling at 
BUL and SECO seems to be less structured. At SECO, individual, group and 
family sessions are held at regular intervals. Counseling, however, often 
extends to the peer groups of the clients. At BUL, individual counseling 
is emphasized, "\'1hile according to the project staff group and family ses-
sions have been less successful and, c0nsequen~ly, have been utilized 
infrequently. Again, at BUL, peer group counseling is provided. 

It is the less traditional role of counseling' that appears to be the 
major emphasis of these proj ects. Emphasis is placed on the project being 
accessible to youth served. Counselors have de-emphasized office appoint-

'ments arid emphasized field visits. Counselors' hours in each project are 
flexible so that they are available during the times that the youths are 
available. "Unscheduled" appointments are vie"\ved by project personnel as 
being a successful method of operation. Through the counselors' familiar­
ity with their target areas and. the "trouble spots" within the areas, clients 
can be found easily and often trouble can be avoided. Project counselors 
seem to share roles as Big Brothers and officers. 

A second vehicle for success is the proj ect' s visibility to the commu­
nity and acceptance by the community. The SECO project seems to be partic­
ularly active in this regard. Emphasis has been p~aced on providing the 
community l'1ith knowledge of the program and getting the community involved. 
The community people have provided "day care" types of services during sum­
mer months and have organized various community activities for youth. 

The scope of other activities provided or organized by' the community 
groups is quite broad. These acti vi ties, formal or informal, serve to keep 
the youth occupied \'1hile teaching discipline and providing rel'1ards for posi­
tive behavior. Activities provided have included: 

" 

Field Trips 
. Camping Trips' 

- . Bmvling 
Drug Education 
Employment Counseling 

Atheletic Instruction 
Organized Teams 
Dances 
Tutorial Programs 
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Finally, these projects attempt to impact on the identified goals 
by utilizing and coordinating with community resources. This has been 
particularly effective at EBCC where use has been made of college and 
graduate students, the State's Attorney's Office, City Hospitals, Men­
tal Health Department, Bureau of Recreation and Parks, Legal Aide, Nor­
geln College and other available resources. SECO and BUL have also made 
attempts in this area, but with ~ess success. All three community groups 
maintain contact \vith····the schoo'l system, ensurin1 student attendance and 
providing counseling or referral services as appropriate. 

One of the favorable side-effects of the program according to the 
project director has been its influence on the conununity as a whDle. Be­
cause the counselors mos t often deal with the youths in thei~: neighbor­
hood environment, they deal vlith the clients' peers and fami.ty. The pro­
ject staff feel that this has a wider effect than if they dE>llt \vith the 
Y0uth in the office-type atmosphere. Additionally, the activi ties ~d1ich 
the staff or community organizes are sometimes made available to peers and 
family of the clients. 

As noted above, the project \vas directed tmoJ'ard a population of ap­
proximately 120, 10-14 year old Impact offenders residing in the target 
areas covered by the three community groups. The breakdown of the actual 
population served is indicated in Attachment B. As indicated in the Attach-

ment, 164 clients have been served by the three' 'communi ty groups. Of these 
164 clients) 90% (147) \Vere arreste.d for impact offenses. Nearly all fell 
within the 10-14 year old range identified in the ~pplication. 

ATTACH}[ENT B 

POPULATIO:-:: CHARAcrERISTiCS OF DlVERSIO~ PROJEGr 
s EPTEi-m 1m. 1973 THROUGH JULY 1974 

Age 

~ommunity Group Total Court ReLcrrals 
Impact : Non-Impact 

School Status 
Referrals Retained Enrolled llSuspended 
Impact : Non-In;Jact : Indefinitely 

10 & 14& Race 
Under 11 12 13 Over B H 0 

mco 

lUL 

mcc 

I 
I 42 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I I , I 
I , 

27 ! 12 39 I 0 
: I 

50 I 5 55 I 0 , , 
I I 

70 : 0 70 I • 0 

44 2 6 7 12 12 IS 20 1 

51 4 0 7 12 7 12 12 12 

7 3 19 .8 33 67 3 0 66 4 
92 6 

3S 1 

46 9 

Totnls 210 55 147 17 164 o 21 16 38 32 57 136 27 1 ISO 14 

Finally, the mechanisms to evaluate the impact of the above-detailed 
activities on the project goals have been established. Se~eral meetings 
held bct\Veen proj ec t staff and Conunission staff resulted in the develop­
ment of an evaluation componcnt. The component is based upon a controlled 
experimental design \-lhich \vi1l determine the probability that pre-trial di­
versionary services \vill deter future delinquent behavior. Because of the 
six month lag time bet\.Jcen termination and follow-up, no final. evaluation 
da ta is available a t this time. 

-.. -
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ANALYSIS 

In order to effectively analyze the Diversion of Impact Offenders 
project, it is first necessary to investigate the strengths and ,.,re.lkncs­
ses of each of the community groups in addition to the results realized 
by each group. 

East Baltimore'"Community Corporation. Of the three groups, EBCC ap­
pears to place the greatest emphasis upon fonlalized counseling. The pro­
ject director's education and experience qualify her for her position. The 
counseling staff also seems to have an adequate educational background ,.,rith 
counseli.fl.g experience and knoH1edge of the East Baltimore area. The staff 
orientation program covered a variety of topics ,.,rhich helped ensure famili­
arity "lith the program, the area and the community. As noted previously, 
the EBCC staff provided its clients with a multitude of community resources. 
Additionally, support recruited and received from parents has been excellent. 

Since September, 1970, EBCG has provided services for 70 clients. Fifty 
of those clients have completed the 90-day participation and were success-, 
fully terminated (charges dropped based on. EBCC' s recommendations to the 
court) • T,vo clients ,.,rho were rearrested during the participation ,.,rere a1-
lmved back and successfully completed participation. The remaining 20 
clients are in various stages of the 90-day pa.rticipation. No rearrests 
have been reported on those 50 clients tenlinated. 

Baltimore Urban League. The BUL, servicing Central t\'est Baltimore, 
provides a less structured counseling component Hith greater emphasis 
placed on dealing H'ith youth in his neighborhood. Formnl counseling ses­
sions, particularly group and family sessions; have not been as successful 
as proj ect staff had hoped. However, the counselors have, attempted to keep 
in touch ,.,ri th the clients through: . contacts ,.,ri th the youth in the community 
and among his peers. The training component for ne,v counselors 1acl(s the 
comprehensiveness the Conullission staff feels necessary for this type of pro­
gram. 

Since September, the Baltimore Urban League has accepted approximately 
70 clients. Of the 70, 55 have completed the 90-day participation. Of the 
55, 42 were successfully terminated (charges dropped based on BUL recommen­
dations), 10 \.,rere unsuccessfully terminated (recommendations made not to 
drop charges) and three have been extended beyond the 90-day partiCipation 
before recommendations 'viII be made. The unsuccessful terminations are 
based upon project staff's opinions of the clients activities in the pr.ogram. 
Among the 42 successful tenlinations Here five clients who Here rearrested. 
Approxima tely 45 clients that hnvc been officially termirp ted from the pro­
gram still occasionally pnrticipate in nUL activities. Since July, 197Lt, 
approximnte1y 15 no\.,r clients have been referred resulting in the current 
case10ad of approximately 25. 

Southenst Comnmnity-9.sgani ~nti9..Q.. The major strength of this program 
to date has been the community support of the project. Project counseling 
staff,' although in some Cases lacking the educational level usually preferred, 
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seem to be dedicated persons who know and understand the community they 
are serving. The project has recruited volunteers who have provided 
services to the target youths in addition to the community-at-large. 
SECO places grea~r emphasis on dealing with the youth in the community 
among his family and peers than on fonnal counseling sessions, although 
scheduled individual, group and family sessinns are held. A wide range 
of project activities are led and/or sponsored by the staff. Orientation 
staff training provi'ded by SECO· is adequate. 

Since September, 1973, 39 clients have been serviced by the SECO 
project. Of the 39 clients, 25 have successfully completed the 90-day 
particip"ation and one completed the period unsuccessfully. Thirteen 
other clients are still in the 90-day period. All but three clients 
have remained in the program voluntarily. Thus, the current Impact case­
load is approximately 36) all but 13 of ,.;hom have completed the 90-day 
participation. Five rearrests have been made during participation (four 
impact offenses). One rearrest occured after the client had terminated 
from the program. 

Overall. the major strength of this project has been its visibility 
in and acceptance by the community. By its concerted efforts to reach 
clients in the community, the community has, in most cases, responded 
supportively. 

The effectiveness of the project in te~~s of successfully diverting 
youth from the criminal justice system has been described above and indi-

, cated in Attachment C. Similarly, early data seems to indicate that suc­
cess has been realized in maintaining a low 'rate of recidivism in terms 
of rearrest following participation in the project (see Attachment D) . 
Because a complete follmv-up is not scheduled to begin or: each client un­
til six months follmving his or her tern{ination from the project, long 

. term recidivism effects cannot be measured effectively. Hmvever, only 
four cases of rearrest follmving 90-day terminations have been reported 
(based on project director's knowledge. not official Department of Juvenile 
Services figures). 

. 
The major weakness of the overall project has been in the area of 

training and counseling. As noted above, some counseling staff personnel 
do not have the educational experience that may be necessary in attaining 
some technical skills for formal counseling. In its place, less formal 
counseling based on community contacts has been utilized. Although useful 
in itself, the informal counseling should be supplemented by formalized 
procedures. It was hoped that staff training would add to the counselors' 
skills and allmv them to be more effective in their positions. To date, 
this training has no t been provided. • 

Some confusion has existed during the first year as to the leIlgth of 
partiCipants participation in the project. Because of this confusion, most 
clients have stayed beyond the 90-day participation mandated before recom­
menda tj.ons are accep ted by the court. This has in some cases, precluded the 
acceptence of new referrals. 

." ___ ,'}'f.l\)" 
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An interim audit 'vas performed by Commission staff for proj ect ex­
penditures through June 30, 197'1. At that point, no financial or account­
ing problems were identified • 

. ' 

., 
1'" 
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Conununity Group 

EBCC 

BUL 

SECO 

TOTALS 

Community Group 

EBCC 

BUL 

SECO 

TOTALS 

3K 

A'fT ACHHENT C 

Court Referrals 

70 

55 

39 

164 

ATTACHMENT 

Court Referrals 
Serviced 

70 

55 

39 

164 

Successful 
Participation 
(Completed 90 day, 

and recommendations 
to drop charges) 

Unsuccessful 
Participation. 
(Reconunenda­
tio::-.s not to 
drop charges) 

50 o 

42 10 

25 1 

117 11 

D 

Rearrests Rearrests 
During Following 

Participation Participatior~ 
(90 days) (90 days). 

2 0 

5 3 

5 1 

12 4 

*As formal evaluation and :o~lm.]·-u-:, have not begun, these figures are 
based upon community groups directors' knowledge. Thus, these are not . . 
official figures. 

" . 

90 Day Term 
Not Completec1 

or Extension 
Requested 

20 

3 

13 

36 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: Intensive Differential Supervision of Impact Parolees and 
Probationers (CORHI-Ol-05-STS) 

AEplicant: Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Implementing Agency:~ Division of Parole and Probation 

Project Director: Basil B. Day 

Federal' At.;rard: $ 359, 738 

Date of Award: October 26, 1.972 

ir. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPHENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In 
July, 1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method by ,.;rhich the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of t.;rhich relates to prevention of youth crimes. 

Statistics compiled by the City of Baltimore for the purpose of Impact 
planning indicated that High Impact crimes in Baltimore are ovenvhelmingly 
committed by youthful offenders (age l8~26·years). In addition, there were 
indications that youthful offenders have a high rate of rearrest. 

The Division's average caseload ratio of about 150 clients per agent 
makes it difficult for the Division to specifically address client problems 

.of drug addiction, alcoholism, and unemployment. This grant was designed 
to provide intensive supervisional services t~ those youthful offenders with 
specific problems of addiction (drug alcohol) and unemployment~ 

Two basic approaches were considered in the planning stage of this pro­
ject: 

1. assuming that Impact projects in other branches of the criminal 
justice system would result in significant increases in referrals 
to the Division, there t.;rould be a need for addi cional staff to 
handle increased services in the traditional manner; and 

2. request resources to provide intensive supervision of selected 
offenders using experimental differentiated approaches. 

The second approach was selected because it showed better promise of 
contributing to the overall body of knm.;rledge pertaining to the offender 

______ LI:"L 
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and ways of dealing with him. Onci the second approach was decided upon, 
no further problems were encountered in the planning stage of this project. 

III. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

Federal funds were awarded in support of this project on October 26, 
1972. At that point, it was envisioned that the grant would be implemen­
ted by late Decembe~'~ 1972. Hmvever, the project did not begin on sche­
dule because all proj ect personnel positions had to be submitted to the 
BO.ird of Public Works, and approval for the positions was not forthcoming 
until March 7, 1973. Filling of agent positions then had to be coordina­
ted ,.;rith scheduling of pre-service training classes at the Haryland Cor­
rectional Training Academy, ,since this training is xequired before a new 
agent can be assigned a caseload. 

Once the staff positions were approved by the Board of Public Works, 
implementation of the project staffing presented no serious difficulties.' 
On March 28, 1973, the first two agent positions were filled. The Project 
Director was named on April 25, 1973. Fifteen agents were hired on June 
8, 1973 and graduated from the Haryland Correctional Training Academy on 
July 17, 1973. The first client was received on July 24, 1973. 

All staff positions have been filled by individuals \.,rhose qualifica-' 
tions matched the original job descriptions given, \.,rith the excepti.on of 
those positions \vhere subsequent grant modifications allowed some variation. 
For example, the use of Clerk Typists II where the original grant speci­
fied Steno-Clerk I, and the employment of Parole and Probation Agents II 
where the grant originally specified Paro~e and Probation Agent I. In 
each case, the positions were filled by individuals selected according to 
the original grant specifications and the State Herit System requirements. 
Attachme~t A to this report indicates the staffing pattern for the grant. 

Hith the exception of those agents transformed from other offices, 
all new agent personnel were required to attend the Haryland Correctional 

,Training Academy. Heekly staff meetings were held by the Section Super­
visors I and their team, in order to continuE> the training process. Also, 
Section Supervisors I \vere require,d to travel periodically \.,rith the field 
agent in order to assess each agent's performance and to correct any in­
adequacy. Further, there is a weekly staff meeting of the supervisors 
at \vhich time innovations as far as training and other procedures are dis­
cussed. On the first Friday of each month, there is a general staff meet­
ing with present~tions by visitors from other agencies. A majo~ part of 

'the Project in-service training has been on-site visits of agencies. Over 
forty different subjects have been covered by either presentation or on-site 
visits since the inception of the training process on ,'uly 18, 1973. ,This 
field of endeavor has ranged from community mental health to training of 
the agents in departmental procedure~. It should be noted that all train­
ing has been geared for direct application to the agents' immediate require­
ments. Overall, the project director indicates that the agents exposed to 
the training have con'sider'ed it adequate and relevant. 
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IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved operational budget for this project is presented in 
Table I. 

TABLE I 

'~OPERATIONAL BUDGET--FIRST YEAR 

Ca tego!]1 Federal Share 

Personnel $297,008 
Equipment 0 
Contractual Services 6'1,733 
Travel 0 
Consumables· 0 
Rent 0 
Other 0 

Total $.358,741 

Non-Federal 
Share 

$ 0 
20,213 
12,967 
16,500 

7,348 
27,225 
35~327 

$119,580 

The pr.imary goal of the project (significant reduction of Impact 
crime committed by identified Impact offenders under the supervision of 
the Division of Parole and Probation) was def,ined in the Evaluation Com­
ponextt as encompassing six specific objectives. These are as follows: 

1. To reduce by 5% the number of p.roject participants tvho are 
arrested and who are convicted of Impact or non-Impact crimes 
as compared to control group participants. 

2. To reduce by 5% the number of project participants charged 
and/or convicted for parole and probation violations as com­
pared to control group participants.' 

3. To maintain 80% employment and/or training for employable pro­
ject participants. 

4. To maintain 40% of project participants with a history of drug 
and/or alcohol abuse drug and/or. alcohol free during project 
participation and to identify project participants not previously 
identified as drug/alcohol abusers. 

5. To develop a profile of specific Impact offenders and a corres­
ponding treatment plan. 

6. To develop a cost effectiveness analysis to determine actual cost 
for treatment of this type. 



The major pr6ject activity intended to meet objectives ~ne through 
four is the Intensive Differentiated Supervision of the identified youth­
ful Impact offenders. This type of supervision is characterized by inten­
sive perE ; '1 intervention into the offender's situation, attacking spe­
cific prot! ( 1S of each individual offender and using· available communi ty 
resources needed to reintegrate the offender into his community. Specific 
differences from no~~al caseloa~ supervision are: 

1. Limiting caseloads to a total of 20 clients. 

2. Operating a "buddy" system \\1here. agents are familiar with 
each 0 ther' s caseloads, \\1ork closely together, complete at 
least some portion of their field work together, consult 
with each other in developing treatment plans, and handle 
one another's clients in each other's absence. 

3. 'Visits of the client by the supervising agent prior to the 
client's mandatory release or parole. 

In addition to these activities, a team of agents concept was also 
created. In this, each "buddy" pair of agents belongs to one of four teams. 
Hithin each team, various members developed special fields of interest such 
as alcoholism, employment, drug abuse or other community resources, and 
are to act as specialists in these fields \vi th clients assigned according 
to their respective need in these areas. All members of the team meet on 
a 'veekly basis at which time individual cases may be discussed and team 
members offer suggeptions and support in developing treatment plans. Repre­
sentatives of community agencies \vhich may be of help visit the proj ect 
staff or are visited by them. 

The Commission staff review noted that the "buddy" system has been in 
effect since the hiring of staff. There are some differences in the way 
the agents participate in the buddy sys tem. Some operate more closely than 
others (doing field work together more often than not, finding it easier to 
.share the responsibilities of supervising a client). The agents previously 
trained in general caseload supervision have 'admitted that they find it more 
difficul t to participate in a "buddy" approach than do ne\\1 agents who have 
received their training in the Impact Project itself. 

Another teamwork approach, the "collective team", was developed and is 
being attempted by project staff. In this approach, cases are not assigned 
to a single agent but rather to a team consisting of four agents. Initial 

. contacts at the institution, initial office contacts and follm.,r-up field 
supervision are completed by any or all members of the team with no one agent 
having total responsibili ty. In this way, the participation of all team mem­
bers in developing the treatment plan and in continuing supervision becomes 
unavoidable. 

In attempting to meet objective three, project staff participate in a 
variety of activities' concentrating on obtaining employment for project 
clients. The referral to an employment possibility involves several steps 
including developing available resources for either vocational training or 

, .~' 
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jobs, counseling the clients individually on what employers expect, assist­
ing in the application process, often accompanying the client on the ini­
tial interview with an employer, maintaining contact with the employer where 
indicated, to learn what the man's adjustment has been and being available 
for consultation with the client or the employer should problems arise on 
the job. In-service training for agents is often directed at the problem 
of finding and maintaining employment among project clients. For example) 
speakers from'trainirg and· job placement agencies are invited to staff meet­
ings to discuss resources that are available. Also in the· area of finding 
resources some agents are becoming employment specialists. One agent volun­
tarily screens the newspaper want ad~ for possibilities for project clients. 
Another agent has been assigned a desk at the Employment Security Job Bank 
with all of its resources now directly available to him. Other agents re­
fer project clients to these specialists on a regular basis. 

Concerning objective four, identification of drug/alcohol abuse and 
maintenance of drug/alcohol free status, project staff refer clients to 
appropriate addiction programs, maintain close contact with representatives 
of those agencies, record known abusers and make second'and third referrals 
if the initial treatment plan fails. 

Hith reference to the development of a specific profile of Impact of­
fenders and a corresponding treatment plan (Objective 5), the project has 
been hampered by lack of diagnostic tools. Demographic data on each client 
is being collected as well as documentation of the treatment plan 1"hich is 
being attempted. The actual development of a specific profile has not been 
completed. 

V. ANALYSIS 

This project is consistent 1"ith the Commission's five-year objective to 
increase the number of sentenced offenders participating in effective treat­
ment and rehab iIi tation programs at the community level. 

Although federal funds 1-7ere a\.;rarded in October, 1972, the first client 
was not accepted into the unit until July 1973. Delavs in implementation 
hav'e already been outlined in Section III, Proj ect Implementation of this 
report.' Table II indicates intake into the project by month by type of re­
ferral (probation, parolee or mandatory releasee). 

Based on these figures, it appears that the project staff reached the 
caseload capacity (400 clients) by May 1974. It should be noted that intake 

'was designed to be at maximum capacity in the Spring of 1974. It was envi­
sioned that a scheduled intake, as that ,"hich occurred, w.ould allow for: 
(1) increased quality in-service training in specialized areas; (2) refine~ 
ment of the concepts of "team" and "buddy" supervision. 

As of August 31, 1974 a total of 76 clients were reletlsed from super­
vision having met all requirements of supervision. Table III indicates 
this information. 

In addition to those clients released at the conclusion of their super­
Vision, a total of 14 clients were returned to the institutions. Table IV 
indicates by type, returnees on a monthly basis. 

~-""":""----'-'-------------'------------- -' -,-------
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TABLE II 

INTAKE • 
JULY 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

Month ": 
Parole· Probation Mandatory Total 

Releas_e 

July 1973 2 0 0 2 
August 13 9 3 25 
September 22 4 9 35 
October 22 36 7 65 
November 52 47 8 107 
December 17 9 3 29 
January 1974 3 12 3 18 
February 18 9 6 33 
March 9 9 2 20 
April 22 9 2 33 
May 12 8 6 26 
June 14 9 3 26 
July 17 .5 r 4 26 
August ...1i _6 2- .-?2 

Total 239 172 59 470 

TABLE III 

RELEASE DATA 
JULY 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

Status at In.take 
Handatory 

Month Parole Probation . Release Total 

July 1973 0 0 0 0 
August 0 '0 0 0 
September 0 0 0 0 
October 0 0 1 1 
November 0 0 2 2 
December 1 1 5 7 
January 1974 1 1 12 . 14 
February 0 0 4 4 
March 1 0 5 6 
April 3 1 4 8 
Nay 2 0 1 3 
June 3 1 3 7 
July 2 8 4 14 
August 2- 2. ~ 10 

Total 18 15 43 76 

OJ '!.'I' 



Month " 

July 1973 
August 
September 
'October 
November 
December 
January 1974 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 

Total 

4F 

TABLE IV 

DELINQUENT CASES CLOSED 
JULY 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

Status Hhen Case Closed 
Handatory 

Parole Probation Release 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
3 0 0 
1 0 0 
0 1 0 
1 1 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 1 0 
1 - 2 0 
~ -1. -.Q 

7 6 1 

-, 

Total 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
0 
1 
3 
1 

14 

Based on the information provided in Tables III and IV, it appears 
that 14 of 90 (16%) clients leaving the program did so in anunsatisfac­
tory status and returned to the institution. 

Rearrest data is pr.esented in Table V, and includes only rearrest 
for clients who were still under supervision. 

TABLE V 

REARREST DATA 

Status Hhile in Program 
Handatory 

TYQc of Arrest Parole Probation Release Total 

Impact Crime 34 16 3 55 
Other Crime 46 -21. 8 - ..Ji§. 

Total 80 47 11 138 

Of all parole clients accepted it appears that about 36% were rearrested 
for a subsequent offense. Of the clients admitted to the project, about 27% 
were rearrested for a subsequent crime, and. of those on mandatory release, 

-'--__________ ~ __ ~ _______________ "'L_.,~ 
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about 16% were rearrested for another crime. ~len combined, it appears 
that. 138 of the total intake, or about 30%, were rearrested. 

Of the 138 rearrests, the Division of Parole and Probation'has been 
informed of 44 cases of conviction by the court. The available infoDna­
tion by conviction by crime type (Impact or other) is presented in Table 
VI. No further information on convictions fo'r any clients other than the 
44 indicated below is-.,available.' . 

TABLE VI 

CONVICTION DATA 

Status \fuile in Program 
Handatory 

Ty~e of Conviction Parole Probation Release Total 

Impact Off:ense 4 4 2 10 
Other Offense 18 14 2 34 - --
Total 22 18 r 4 44 

Attachment B to this project indicates the original offense and'sub­
sequent charge for those clients rearrested w?ile under supervision. 

One major objective of this project indicates a goal of 80% employ­
ment for clients referred to this proj ect. Table VII compares the pro­
jected rate with the actual rate by month through August 1974. 

As indicated by the chart, this objective appears' to have been gener­
ally reached. Throughout the year employment for clients ,vas maintained 
,at about 76.1%. 

At this point, the maj or weakness in this proj ect appears to be a 
lack of follow-up data (violations and rearrest) on control group clients. 
The evaluation design is based on a control/experimental group analysis. 
As a result, any statements about the impact of intensive supervision on 
reducing recidivism as compared with traditional methods of supervision 
cannot be made at this point in time. The applicant indicates that the in­
formation is being collected, but is not useful for comparative purposes 
since the number of clients assigned to the control group- is not yet large 
enough. The comparative analysis \vould be completed during the second grant 
year if the project is approved for funding. 

An interim audit conducted by the Commission staff for grant extension 
thr.ough June 30, 1974 indicates all expenditures arc in line with appropriate 
Governor I s Conunission and LEAA guidelines. 
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ATTACHNENT B 

REARREST BY CRINE TYPE 

I. priginal Impact Offense 

Assault* 

*Not~':: There were a total 
of 35 clients with initial 
Impact offense of assault. 

Robbery* 

*Note: There were a total 
of 27 clients with initial 
Impact offense of robbery. 

*Note: There were a total 
of 19 clients with initial 
Impact offense of burglary. 

Subsequent Charge 

4 Larceny 
1 Assault and Robbery 
5 Disorderly Conduct 
2 Larceny After Trust 
1 Breaking and Entering 
1 Arson 1 
4 Burglary 
9 Assault 
2 Unauthorized Use 
1 Armed Robbery 
1 Homicide 
2 Narcotic Violation 
1 Grand Larceny 
1 Loitering 
1 False Statement 

3 Narcotics Violation 
3 Assault and Robbery 
1 Rape 
5 Assault· 
1 Traffic Charge 

,,," . 

1 Obstructing Free Passage 
2 Burglary. 
1 Armed Robbery 

. 2 Larceny 
1 Breaking and Entering 
2 Disorderly Conduct 
1 Trespassing 
1 Possission of Deadly Weapon 
2 Rogue and Vagabond 
1 Assault & Armed Rohbery 

1 Attempted Rape 
1 Malicious Destruction 
6 Burglary 
3 Assault 
2 Shoplifting 
2 False Pretense 
2 Unauthorized Use 
2 Disorderly Conduct 
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ATTAcmmNT B (cant.) 

I. Original Offense 

*Note: There were ? total 
of 4 cl~ents with initial 
Impact offense of rape. 

Subsequent Charge 

1 Loitering 
1 Assault 
1 Disorderly Conduct 
1 Assault and Larceny 

. NON-INPACT OFFENSES 

II. Original Offense Subsequent Char~ 

Storehouse Breaking* 
2 Burglary 

*Note: There were a total of 
14 clients with initial 
charge of storehouse breaking. 

4 Narcotic Violation 
4 Assault 
1 Receiving Stolen Goods 
2 Shoplifting 

Breaking and Entering* 

*Note: There were a total 
of 7 clients with initial 
charge of breaking and 
entering. 

Larceny* 

*Note: There were a total 
of 10 clients with initial 
charge of larceny. 

Rogue and Vagabond* 

*Note: There were a total 
of 6 clients with initial 
charge of rogue and vaga­
bond. 

1 Assault and Robbery 

1 Narcotics Violation 
1 Larceny 
1 Rape 
1 Assault 

• 1 Shoplifting 
2 Burglary 

3 Larceny 
2 Disor~erly Conduct 
3 Burglary 
1 Breaking and Entering 

.1 Traffic Charge 

3 Acsault 
1 Narcotics Violat., ,':c,\ 

1 Assault and Robbery 
1 Receiving Stolen.Goods 

CLIENTS HITH HULTIPLE CHARGES 

III. Original Offense 

Assault 
Attempted Larceny 
Assault 
Assault 

Subsequent Charges 

Shoplifting; Larceny; Deadly Weapon 
Disorderly Conduct; Narcotics Violation 
Assault (2 counts); Narcotics Violation 
Disorderly Conduct; Larceny; Disturbing 

Peace; Destruction of Property 
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ATTACHHENT B (cont.) 

III. Original Offense 

Storehouse Breaking 

Storehous'e Breaking 
Carrying Deadly Weapon 
Storehouse Breaking 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Assault 

Storehouse Breaking 
Assault 
Assault 

Subsequent Charges 

Receiving ~tolen Goods; Narcotics 
Violation 

Larceny; NarcQtics Violation 
Assault Shoplifting 
Petty Larceny; Shoplifting 
Assault; Receiving Stolen Goods 
Larceny; Shoplifting; Burglary; 

Disorderly Conduct 
Assault and Robbery; Burglary 
Shoplifting; Carrying Deadly Weapon 
Assault; Narcotics Violation 

In addition to the above rearres t data, one,.additional client was 
rearrested for burglary. His original charge was for turning in a false 
fire alarm. Another client was rearrested for assault. His original 
offense was possession of a molotov cocktail. 

It should be noted that clients usually remain-'under superv~s~on 
even after more than one subsequent arrest. The reasons for this in­
clude the follmving: 

1. The Parole, Board (parolees) and the courts (probationers) may 
determine that the subsequent offense does not merit incar­
ceration; 

2. the client may be found not guilty of the subsequent charges, 
thus continuing under supervision; and 

3. the subsequent charges may be pending final disposition in which 
case the client \vould remain under qupervision. 

IV. Original Offense 

Impact 
Non-Impact 

Total 

Subsequent Offense 

Impact Non-Impact 

41 
n 
64 

45 
29 

74 

Total 

86 
52 

138 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFOlU-!ATION 

?roject Title: Community Residential Facility for Youth (CORHI-03-05-STS) 

Applicant: Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Implementing Agency; ',,,Division of Correction 

Project Director: Mel Dorsey 

Federal A~vard; $178,719' 

Date of Award; October 26, 1972 

II., HISTORY or PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the La~v Enforcement Assistance Adminis tration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici-
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 
1972, the City submitted a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method 
by which the City of Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger 
crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan 
identified seven major program areas, one of which relates to prevention of 
youth crime. 

The Community Residential Facility for Youth projec t ~vas ini tially de-
.veloped ~y staff of the Community Corrections Task Force of the Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Services. Ini tial planning, conducted in 
the summer of 1972 was based on figures ~.,hich indicated that about 75% of the 
population of the Division of Correction ~vas comprised of Baltimore City resi­
dents. An equally high percentage are betl"een the ages of 18 and 26 years. 
In .addition, about 40/~ of the offenders in the custody of the Division ~vere 
convicted for the commission of a High Impact crime. The Task For~e staff 
felt that the impelem~ntation'of a residential ;reatment facility for youth­
ful impact offenders which would serve men in a pre-release status could sig­
nificantly reduce their rate of re-arrest and subsequent return to prison. 

III. PROJECT IMPLENENTATION 

Federal funds were initially mvarded in support of this proj ect in Octo­
ber 1972. However, the first resident was not accepted int~ the facility 
until March 1974. The major problem associated with the 17 month delay in 
grant implementation was the inability of the Task Force to obtain a suitable 
facility in which to operate the project. Numer6us sites were identified 
throughout Baltimore City, with three sites being selected as most appropriate. 
Ho~vcvcr, in all three cases, there \Vas strong community resistance coupled 
with an un\Villingness of the Baltimore City government to override that local 
community resistance. 
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In December 1973, the Commission staff notified the Department of 
Public Safety and Correctional Services that the grant would be aborted 
unless a suitable facility could be obtained .. Therefore, in January 1974, 
the Commissioner of Correction authorized the use of the former Hary1and 
Penitentiary ~.,rnrden' s Residenc(~ (0' Btien House) which is adj acent to th.e 
institution on East Eager Street in Baltimore. The O'Brien House has a 
maximum resident capacity of 30 ivhich resulted in some cbanges in the grant 
since the initial application en~isioned residential services to 72 clients. 
These changes will be'~ddressed in more detail in Section IV, Project Oper­
ation of this report. 

Once a suitable facility ~vas obtained, staff were hired and trained. 
In Narch 1974, 40 hour'J of pre·-service training ~vas provided by the Comm­
unity Correc tions Ta~\ Force to the project staff. Additionally, in June 
1974, three hours pf r week in-service training .for staff was begun. The 
primary emphasis O£ the training provided was on counseling techniques, 
operations and management. Some of the on-going three hour per week train­
ing was provided by psychiatric and psychological consultan.ts and volunteer 
trainers drmvn from both the Universi ty of Maryland and the Division of 
Correction. 

The staffing pattern for the operation of this project is presented in 
Table 1. 

TABLE I 

STAFFING PATTERN 

I DIRECTOR I 

I TEAM LEADER I 
. 

, 
I 

• ::i15Cllli'l'AKY CONSULTANT SERVICES 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 

PAROLE &. rpROBATION AGENT CONSULTANT PSYCHIATRIC/ 
HEDICAL 

-

I ACCOUNTANT ASSOCIATE CONTRACTUAL FOOD SERVICE 

I 8 RESIDENT COUNSELORS I . 

Currently, the project is fully operational with the house at capacity, 
and services are being provided. 
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V. PROJECT OPERATION 

Funds awarded in October 1972, were budgeted as indicated in Table II. 

TABLE II 
': 

APPROVED BUDGET - FIRST YEAR 

Category Federal Share Non-Federal Share 

Personnel $46,778 (115,591 
Equipment 39,737 13,208 
Contractual Services 1,376 495* 
·Trave1 375 125 
Consumab1es 2,827 943 
Rent 55,800 18,600 
Other 31,830 10,607* 

Total $178,719 $59,572 

*Note: Includes in-kind match provided to the project by the grantee. 

Hmvever, the award ,.;ras adjusted dowmvard after the 0 'Brien House \Vas, 
identified as the site to be used. Since the original award was to have pro­
vided services to 72 residents and only 30 residents could reside at the 
0' Brien House, cos ts were reduced. Table III indicates the actual opera..:. . 
tiona1 budget for the project as implemented. 

TABLE III 
. 

OPERATIONAL BUDGET - FIRST YEAR 

Category Federal Share Non-'Federa1 Share 

Personnel $86,144 ,$28,714 
Equipment 25,17.3 8,391 
Contractual Services 6,573 2J 197 
Consumab1es 12,544 4,182 
Rent 0 . 0 
Other 25,481 '8,494 

Total $156,310 $52,103 

.--------~------~----------~--~----~----~--
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As indicated previously, the service capability of this grant was 
reduced from 72 beds to 30 beds. As a result, only staff for one treat­
ment team rather than two were hired. MilCh of the administrative func­
tions were absorbed by the Team Leader and his assistant. Addi tionally, 
due to the fe~ver number of residents to be served, food service at the 
house was contracted out rather than provided for at the house. 

The Community Residential Facility for Youth operates to provide 
residential treatmen~ services to young, (17-25 years of age) High Impact 
offender.s conunitted tOo the Naryland Division of Correction. In order to 
be elIgible for placement at the O'Brien House, an offender must be ap­
proximately 6-10 months from parole, mandatory release or expiration of 
·sentence. 

Each resident, when accepted, designs with his counselor. a treat­
ment program which is aimed at preparing him for release to the community. 
General goals for each individual's program are to prepare him for secur­
ing and holding a job~" through education, vocational training or Simply 
aid in securing a job; group and/or individual counseling to prepare him 
to be better able to handle emotional stress, and the opportunity to ac­
quaint himself with those community agencies ~vhich are available to pro­
vide support before and after his release from the Division of Correction. 

During September, 1974, Mutual Agreement Programming (MAP) began to 
be imple~ented in the O'Brien House. This involves an assessment of the 
strengths and ~veaknesses of the inmate follOlved by the design of an indi­
vidualized program that offers resource utilization in preparing partici­
pants for a successful community adjustment following release on parole. 
Based on this asses~ment, treatment and training objectives are prescribed, 
the inmate prepares an individual plan, and contract negotiations involv­
ing the inmate, the institutional staff, the }~P coordinator and the Parole 
Board take place. The contract is a binding document setting out the spe­
cific programs which the Division of Correction Nill provide to the inmate, 
the inmate's agreement to successfully complete the programs and specific 
objectives, and a specific parole data contingent upon successful comple­
tion of set goals. 

The contract and the procedures surrounding it are seen as a means of 
involving each inmate in the process and decision to release, giving him 
much of the responsibility for his mvn release, and bringing together the 
institutional and parole authorities for closer cooperation and coordination. 

An important component of the O'Brien House program is community in­
volvement. The staff and residents are involved in the local community's 
affairs whenever feasible, both from the standpoint of being a resource for 
the local community and from the standpoint of fully utilizing the larger 
community's available services when needed. 

During the past grant year, the screening process for selection of re­
s"idents was a joint effort amo'ng the institutional classification counsel­
ors, the staff of the Community Corrections Task Force, and O'Brien House 
,staff • 

\ 
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Potential residents are initially identified by the institutional 
classification counselors. Next, the potential resident is interviewed 
in a session which includes both Task Force and O'Brien House staff. 
Specific intake criteria include: (a) potential residents must be Bal­
timore City residents; (b) potential residents must be between the ages 
of 17 and 25 years; and (c) potential residents must have been convicted 
of an impact offense. Drug and alcohol abusers are not excluded from 
the program. 

If the potential resident is accepted, he is transferred to the O'Brien 
House for a three-day orientation period. During those 72 hours, the re­
sident and staff determine ~vhether or not the individual is suited to the 
program. If not, the resident is returned to the institution without ques­
tion. Failure to adjust to the program during that three day period is 
not held against the individual after his return to the institution. 

'All residents accepted into the program are required to either vork 
or participate in a job training program. Additionally, residents may 
participate in a high school preparation program offered by the house or 
take college courses if qualified. As of August 31, 1974 there were 15 
residents employed full-time and 5 residents in job training programs. 
Five residents are unemployed, two of whom are taking college level 
courses. This means that three residents (as of August 1974) are not 
meeting minimum program requirements to be either employed or in appro­
priate training programs. 

Counseling (both group and individual) sessions are held periodically. 
Regularly scheduled staff counseling services are provided bebveen 1 p.m. 

, and 4 p ',m. on the las t l-lednesday of each month, but individual counsel­
ing occurs on an as needed basis. Regularly scheduled consultant psycho­
logical, psychiatriC and medical services are provided as indicated in 
Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

PROFESSIONAL COUNSELING SERVICES 

Service 

Psychologis t 

Psychiatric 
Medical 

Time 

9 a.m. to Noon the first three 
Thursdays of each month 

4,p.m. to 7 p.m. every Thursday 
5 p.m. to 6 p.m. every Friday 

Table V indicates intake and release figures for t'le period Harch 
through Augus t 1974. 

"-''1-~'' 
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TABLE V 

CLIENT FLOH--MARCH - AUGUST 1974 

Month Intake Release* 

"March 1974 .... 6- - - 0 
April - 15- - - 0 
May - 7- - 1 
June- 1- - 3 
July- - 7- 5 
August- - 5- - 7 

Total - - lll- - -16 

.. 
*NOTE: Includes those residents paroled, 

terminated or escaped. 

Based on these figures, the average monthly population is computed to 
be 21.8 residents. The current popu1ation (September 19, 1974) is 27 resi­
dents. 

An offense profile has been developed for those pre-released to the 
O'Brien House. Table VI presents this information, and includes current 
plus subsequent offense. 

TABLE VI 

OFFENSE PROFILE* 
OFFENSE AT TINE OF ARRIVAL AT O'BRIEN HOUSE 

Offense 

Rape 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Aggravated Assault 

II Pre-Releasees 

3 
22 
13 

8 

*NOTE: Includes five men admitted between 
August 31 and September 10, 1974. 

There have been no major modifications submitted during the initial 
grant year except those \vhich relate to modifying the program to serve 30 
rather than the anticipated 72 residents • 

---' ------~---~ 
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V. ANALYSIS 

This project is consistent with the Commission's five-year objective 
to increase the number of sentenced offenders participating in effective 
treatment and rehabilitation programs at the conununity level. 

Aside from the grant implementation problems noted in Section III of 
this report, there a.p-pear to be' few operational problems at this point. 
The major issue is measurement of effectiveness. Table VII indicates dis­
position of clients released from the program in all categories, and Table 
VIII indicates rearrest data to date. 

TABLE VII 

RELEASE DATA 
MARCH - AUGUST 1974 

Discharge II Released 

Parole 
Mandatory Parole 
Expiration of Sentence 
Terminated (Inadequate 

Adjustment at Rouse) 
Rearrested 

Original 
Offense 

Es.caped 

Total 

TABLE VIII 

REARREST DATA 

Subsequent 
Offense 

Homicide 
Assault and Robbery 
Shoplifting 

8 
1 
0 
3 

4 
0 

16 

Burglary' 
Assault 
Burglary 
Burglary Possession of Marijuana 

Total 

(50%) 
(6%) 
(0%) 
(19%) 

(25%) 
(0%) 

(100%) 

11 Rearrested 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

All four rearrested \vere \.;rithin six to eight ,-leeks of admittance, were 
residents of the facility, and had not yet left the program. The nine re­
leased after completing the program are arrest-free to date. 
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At this point, ib appears that seven of the 16 men leaving the pro­
gram did so in an unsuccessful status. This means that So far, about ·44% 
of those released were either terminated because of poor adj1.1stment (19%) 
or were rearrested (25%). It is anticipated by the grantee that the pro­
ject would have better success during the second year (if approved for fund­
ing) as more clients are released through the program. At this point, there 
is no ':l.ay to know. 

Based on projected expenditures through September 30, 1974, a calcula­
ted cost per operati~'nal month (Harch through August 1974) for the project 
is $25,603. The cost per month (six month period) per occupied bed (based 
on an average monthly popula tion of 21. 8 residents) is compu ted to be $1,174, 
The projected monthly cost per bed based on full capacity (30 residents) for 
the same six month period \olOuld be $853. This would mean that the annual 
cost per bed at full capacity would be $10,236. At this point, however, 
data is available only for the operational period between March and August 

.1974. A more accurate annual cost can be computed at the conclusion of the 
second grant year, if the project is approved for continued support .. At 
the current average daily population, however, the annual cost per bed would 
be $14,088. It should be noted that the population has increased steadily 
and is nov near capacity (27 residents), The cost per bed at the present 
level is computed to be $11,376, based on population as of September 20, 1974. 

Finally, an audit has been completed on the project for expenditures 
through June 30, 1974. All such expenditures appear to be in accordance 
with appropriate Commission and LEAA guidelines. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORNATION 

Project Title: Port of Baltimore Sea School 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implemc.m tin~gency: .. ~ Nary land Sea Service, Inc. 

Project l?irG~: Hurion H. Pines 

Date of J\\vard: November 21, 1973 

Federtll Award: $139,996 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPNENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lmv Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selectod eight citios, including Baltimore, as target cities to participat~ 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July) 1972, 
the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan whj.ch indicated the method by \\rhich the City of Baltimore \vould 
impact upon the s tranger-to-s tranger crimes of homicide, robb ery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of \'lhich relates to prevention of youth crime. 

Youth between the ages of 15 and 18 accounted for 26% of all arrests in 
Baltimore! City in 1971. According to the Baltimore High Impact Plan, "Nearly 
half of thos(~ arrested for index crimes are under eighteen. II In addition, there 
is a rapid growth of juvenile crime. For example, in comparing arrest tre.nds 
in Baltimore City for different age groups betHeen 1960 and 1970, the foll"oHing 
major trends emerged: 

a. for violent crimes, juvenile arrests increased almost three times 
faste'): than adult arrests; 

b. although drug arrests jumped for all age groups during the 1960's,. the 
increased exceeded 3,000% for juveniles under 18. 

The applicant indicated that school drop-outs are particularly prone to 
delinquent behavior because they are not involved in meaningful, organized 
acti vi tics and because they are usually unemployed and need money. Furthermore, 
the same proble.ms (boredom, alienation, impoverished family life, resentment of 
authority and diSCipline 811d feelings of purposelessness), and attitudes that 
prompt leaving school precipitate delinquency. 

The Haryland Sea Service (a non-profit organization) voluntarily operated 
for five years a \,'eckend and summer program, Port of Baltimore Sea School, with 
limited pd vnte funds. Bal Umore City reques ted LEAA financial aSnis tance in 
order to 'expand the scope ond size of the program. It was envisioned that the 
Port: of Ha] timore Sea School \vou1d function as an jntcgrated vocational/ac':lclcllIic 
program, where Impact enrolees would receive education and training in skills 
required [or careers in maritime i~dustries. This project was designed to be 
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sponsored and operated by the Nayor's Office of Hanp?\.]er Resources \.]hich \.]ould 
be responsible for program development and monitorin.g. The actual operation 
would be subgrnnted to the Harylnnd Sea Service, Inc. 

Included in the application was an agr.eelhent between the Maryland Sea 
Service, Incorporated, the Baltimore City Police Department, the Fire Department, 
and the United States Coast Guard. The agreement outlined procedures intended 
to insure that the boats and equipment used in the program are safe and seaworthy 
abiding by all legal requirements of the Fire Department, insurance companies and 
Coast Guard. The equipment was to be inspected annually by the Fire Department, 
insurance compan:;: and 'upon request on an annual basis by the U. S. Coast Guard. 

III. PROJECT nn'T.U1C'TATION 

The Cjty '.f ;L'.lJ.timore \.]as a\.;rarded $139,996 in federal funds on November 21, 
1973 for :11e e.:(pi'l.~'$ion of the Port of Baltimore Sea School. Notification of 
acceptanc2 0 f. grm1.C award and conditions was received by the Commission on 
November 29" E'l:). 

The desired start date, as indicated in the grantee 1 s application \.]as 
October 1, 1973, but various problems arose ,,,hich delayed the first expenditure 
of federal funds until December, 1973. Problems associated \dth the hil:ing of 
staff, working out contracts, and lack of adequate facilities on Pier 4 contri­
buted to the delay in implementation. 

The initial staff "Tas hired in accordance \vi.th the qualifications as outlined 
in the proposal. Staff consisted of a Program Coordinator, Academic Coordinator, 
}1arine Engineer, Counselor, ShipJ1:'ight, Hork Rele~se Instructor's Assistant and 
Secretary-Bookkeeper. In February, a Clerical Assistant was plaLed in the Sea 
School from the Hayor' s Office of Hanpo\.;rer Resources. as a training site. The 
salary \\Tas paid by the Office of Nanpmver Resources. The Academic Coordinator! 
Marine Engineer, Secretary-Bookkeeper and Hork Release Assistant positions have 
had turnover during the project year. Current staff positions are shown on the 
organization chart (See Attachment I) and synopsis of duties as outlined by the 
grantee £ollO\.,s. 

1. Program Coordinator: Has overall responsibility for administration, 
financial and program development. Supe.rvises eight staff and fifty 
students. Responsible to the Haryland' Sea Service, Inc. Naintains 
~iaison with Intensive Probation Unit, Department of Juvenile Services. 

2. Academic Coordinator: Responsible for the integration of the vocational, 
academic, vocational counseling and seamanship phas es of the program. 
Supervises other staff members in these areas. Responsible to the })rogtam 
Coordinator. 

3. Counselor/Sai1master: Conducts seamanship training and has general coun­
seling duties. Maintains liaison with Intensive Probation Unit on a duily 
basis. Coordinates recordkeeping for students' files. Reports to 
Curriculum Coordinator for professional duties and Program Director for 
administrative matters. 

Maritime Vocational Supervisor: Develops maritime vocatio~a1 curriculum, 
teaches vocational math and reading, sheet metal shop. Oversees and 
teaches as required in the \"ood\vork and machin~ shops. Develops associnted 
curricululll, reports to Curriculum Coordinator for professional duties and 
Program Director for aclmini~trativc matters. 

~ ----~ ------------~---------------------------------------------~--___________________ ~-JL-~p-~. 
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5. Sh ipwri gh t: Con due ts maritime woodwork classes, develops woodHorl<. 
projects as teaching aids for students. Monitors Sea School students 
when sailing on Schooner II FtEEDQ}1" • Reports to Curriculum Coordinator 
for professional duties and Program Coordinator for administrative 
matters. 

, 
6. Instructor's Assistant: Performs general construction and maintenance 

work for school as directed, assists instructors as required, reports 
to C~rricu1um Coordin~tor. 

7. Secretary-Bookkeeper: Acts as secretary for Program Coordinator and 
bookkeeper for Sea School. Prepares necessary reports and supports 
professional staff in secretaLial matters on an as available basis. 
Reports to Program Coordinator. 

8. Mainstream Clerk: Clerk-typist trainee. Assists Curriculum Coordinator 
in training project. 

Staff training has been conducted at two levels. In-service training \vas 
conducted in conjunction with the Department of Juvenile Services. Staff received 
training in counseling and communication techniques, group' interaction and problem 
solving. In addition, as the need arises, continuous in-house training is provided 
by the academic coordinator. 

All special grant conditions were resolved by the grantee. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved federal budget for the first year was as fo110\o7s: 

Budget Category 

A. Personnel, Compo and Benefits (See 
At.tachment I) 

B. Equipment (shipyard equipment) 
C. Consultant and Contractual Services 

(Shop maintenance, repairs and 
replacement) 

D. Consumables (educational and office 
supplies) 

E. Other Expenses (utilities, enrolee 
salaries @ $1.60/hr.) 

TOTAL 

Federal Funds 

$ 81,446 
13,000 

5,300 

1,550 

38,700 
$139,996 

The project's in-kind matching share consisted of the follmving item. 

ITEM 

Equipment (shipyard equipment used 
to operate the vocational training 
component) 

.. 

MIOUNT 

$200,736 

The Port of Baltimore Sea School is a behavior modification, work study 
and work experience program. It provides orientation in maritime training, 
academic and vocational skill instruction. In addition, employment for work 
experience is arranged with other civic-sponsored agencies when appropriate. 
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Instruction, extra-curricular activities, and employment are integrated into 
a comprehensive program with division between classroom studies (25%) and 
vocational training combined ,dth realistic 'vork experience (75%). The normal 
time for completing the program is ten (10) months. But, the actual length of 
student enrollment depends on individual factors of ability, behavior and 
experience. Each Impact offender remains in the program until he has achieved 
personal adj ustmen t, develoPs proficiency in a specific skill area, and had work 
experience. The program of e~ucation, skilled training and employment is tailored 
to each student's need and ability. Each instructor functions as a teacher, 
vocational instructo~i recreatio~al leader and counselor, and is responsible for 
integrating instruction to develop each student toward functioning in the community 
and on the job. 

The program is designed to serve 35 enrolees, ages 16 to 18, who have committed 
an Impact offense and have shown the necessary interest and aptitude to benefit 
from the program. The primary source of recruitment for the Port of Baltimore 
Sea School is the Department of Juvenile Services, Intensive Probation Unit. (See 

'Past Progress Report for the Community Treatment - Baltimore City Intensive 
Probation Proj ect). In February, arrangement "7ere made to. allow the Sea School 
to obtain students from regular juvenile probation sources provided they would 
qualify frr transfer to the Intensive Probation Unit. As of April 1, 1974, 
Intensive Probation Unit became the single source for new enrollees, hOivever, due 
to the slow rate of intake, the Intensive Probation Unit was unable to provide 
the prOjected number of referrals. 

During the summer, acquisition of 32 additional enrollees from'Baltimore 
Summer Corps) Department of Juvenile Services and the Naryland Sea Service brough t 
the enrollment up to 5J (a greater than 35 capacity ,,'as possible due to the fact 
that the sU!11mer non-Impact referrals were not participating in the full program). 
These 32 summer placements that used Sea' School as a work site hOivever, were not 
charged to the project. 

SID1MER ENROLLHEl.\T FOR PORT OF BALTTNORE 
SEA SCHOOL 

Department of Juvenile Services - Intensive Probation 
(Impac t) 

Summer Referrals from Department of Juveni~e Services 
(Non-Impact) 

Baltimore Summer Corps 
Haryland Sea Service 

TOTAL 

19 

·13 
10 

9 
51 

Although the summer enrollees 'o,'ere not paid by the Sea School, they utilized 
the facility ns a job si teo Some enrollees did not meet t~1e Impact criteria, but 
they generally came from the same economic and social backgrounds as the Impact 
offenders. 

Screening and selection of enrollees is the responsibility of the Port of 
Baltimore Sea School from among candidates referred by the Depnrtment of Juvenile 
Service's Intensive Prmbation Unit. The staff makes selection on the basis of 
the rec~~mendations of the Iniensive Probntion Unit, economic need, past education, 
general aptitude, and other personal characteristics determined to be necessary 
for success in the program. The screening process includes a vocational interest 
inventory, testing of mcntal and motor skills, and personal interviews to aid in 
selection of participants. Infornwtlon derived from the tests and interview nssist 
in dc:tennining the perspect.tve student's interest and cnpnbilities so that schonl 
progrnms can be adapted to student needs. Students selected through the initial • I 

., .~ 
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screening process participate in ag'cneral orientation period. The primary 
goal of the orientation period is .to develop in students a sense of direction 
and evaluate their behavior, work attitude and interpersonal relationships. 
Additionally, the students' vocational skills are tested. 

Once a person has fully entered the program, the project is designed to 
operate as follows. The academic and vocational classes are arranged in three 
phases. The first phase is an introduction to basic vocational skills, technical 
classroom training as well as English and math. This involves the use of basic 
theory and practice. ,,,This period lasts for 12 weeks, during ,.;rhich the new students 
have an opportunity to explore and develop their interests and to learn wide 
variety of skills (e.g., problem solving, decision making, physical, mechanical, 
and technical skill training, academic comprehension and behavior modification). 
Pay is $1.4.00 per ,.;reek for seven hours ,.;rork experience. Monday through Friday, 
the work experience time is from 9:00 to 9:30 each morning; 2:30 to 3:30 each 
afternoon. Each Thursday, the afternoon Hork eh-perience period is from 3: 00 
to 3: 30. This ,.;rork eh-perience is labeled ""Tatch listl! duties which are duties 
which must be performed each and every day. 

After conpleting the first phase, the student advances to the middle stage .. 
This l2-week period is divided into half vocational skill training, and half 
work-experience. Schedule time is 9: 30 until 4: 30, Nonday through Friday, 
and a student is paid for 15 hours work experience at the minimum Hage of $2.00 
per· hour. In addition, all students ,.;rho are enrolled at PBSS have the 
opportunity to obtain .:tdditional pay through an. ~ncentive m.;rard sys tern. 

The third phase is similar to the second, but more advanced technical 
subj ects are taught. Hhen the student successfully completes the third phase 
of the program, an effort is made by staff to place him in a job. In addition, 

,all :s tudcnts' who qualify complete the test for the Junior High School Diploma. 
During this period, efforts are coordinated with the Intensive Probation Unit 
to place the student in employment, or more advanced training. The students 
are also encouraged to return to the regular school system both during and 
after project participation. In exceptional cases, when the student responds 
well to the program, but needs additional help, he can be retained longer 
than the nine months by repeating an appropriate phase, but this has not 
occurred to date. As noted previously enrollees are paid at a rate of $2.00 
per hour. The table belm" summarizes the paymer;ts to enrollees throughout 
the program. 

Period 

Orientation 

Pre-Class 
Basic Classcs- 'york 

Exp. (First Phase) 
Classes - Work Exp. 

(Second Phase) 
Voc.-Work ~xp. (Third 

Phase) 

PAYHENT SCALE BY PROJECT PHASE 

Time ~ 

30 days $3.00 per ,.;rk. 
ca;r fare -Lunch 

1-2 ,,,eeks $14.00 

12 weeks $14.00 

12 ,.;reeks $30.00 

12-13 weeks $30.00 

Hours 
Hark Exp. 

1 1/2 

7 

7 

15 

15 

" ''1l''ll' 
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A student completing the program c~uld earn up to $940. Additionally, an 
incentive system has been employed by project staff. This system permits the 
student to progress at his own rate of speed and his progress is based soleiy 
on his mvn merit. 111e incentive a,,'ard system covers all aspects of the 
program but is primarily related to the \.,ork experience program. The system 
is an outgrowth of an individualized treatment plan for enrollees and is an 
integral component of the proj,ect' s behavior modification component. The 
enrollees must be with the Port of Baltimore Sea School at least 4 weeks 
before becoming eligf&le for the m.,nrd system. The system is based on blocks 
of 20 points, with a maximum of 500 points ,.,hich can be obtained per ,.,eek. 
Payment for accummulation of points is as follows: 

100 points = $1.00 
200 points = $2.00 
300 points = $3.00 
400 points = $4.00 
500 points $5.00 

To receive 500 points, a student'must perform at maximum in the follmving 
categories: 

Job developmen t = 100 points 
Academically = 100 points 
Vocational 

(work experience) = 200 points 
Social development = 100 points 

Points are 8\\7arded by the instructors and counselors. The curriculum coor­
dinator has the responsibility for keeping an accurate record of points 
each client receives. 

Work aboard ship and other facilities of the PBSS is assigned as \0,7ork­
experience projects. This work experience training is designed to allow 
students to gain actual employment while continuing his studies at PBSS. 
Depending upon their qualifications, students \vill be placed with companies 
engaged in shipbuilding, operation, and other related maritime skills in the 
Baltimore harbor area. h'hile the trainee is employed, the academic coordinator 
will act as liaison bet\veen the company and the student. The coordinator 
will insure that the work experience is mutually beneficial to the trainee and 
the employer. It is anticipated that some of these employers will accept PBSS 
graduates who successfully complete the program. The work experience schedule 
as previously described is summarized in the table belo\0,7: 

Work Experience Scnle 

I H-T-h'-F 9-9:30 AN to 2:30-3:30 PH 6 
;;...P,:..re.:;,--'C:;,:,l:,.:.;n"'s:;,s* ____ 1~1.!}!!~<~1'1:..:.\' __ ..:'9-9: 10. A~I to 3: 00-3,:-: 3:::.:0::..-:.P-,-,~I,--__ -=1,--_ 

II H-1'-\~-F 9-9: 30 A}! to 2: 30-3: 30 P~I 6 
_ : Rnsic-C] nss"'* Thlln;d'£l}' __ .::...9-...:9: 3JL~~! to 3: 9..0:!--..:.1~:..:::!3::::..0-'P:..!~..!-I __ __'1::._ _ 

III Hon.-Fri. 9-9:30 M! - T~ be assigned 15 
Voc.-Worl~B.liI.!.~!£p.-I'..:..r=_i.:..... _.....::..9-....;~: 30 A}! - To l?c::..Jl~!l!.:.;:1ec::.d __ l,5 . 

*InLrodlic clon Lo bmd:: sk ills .. 
"''''\'Clcntipnal Trn'llling \~od: e>:l'er!cIH'c. 

"'''''''Instruction :I.n ndvnllcctl tl't'!lllic,ll subjects and work experielH~l" 
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In the original proposal it was assumed that the enrollees academic 
achievement would be no lower than 7th grade level. However, it has been 
the project's experience that students available to the program have 3rd 
and 4th grade academic levels. A revised cur.riculum program ~.;ras developed 
in order to accomodate the lower levels of comprehension and le~rning. 

All academic courses are also based on three phases, each phase being 
t"(o1elve weeks. At the end of each t\.;relve weeks, the curriculum is evaluated 
before advance lesso·rl.s are constructed. In view of the varied learning rate 
of enrollee, the final content of phase II's schedule is based on the evalua­
tion of student progress in Phase I.' The academic curriculum has been 
oriented tmvard each student first obtaining. a Junior High School Diploma, 
and then guided as far as possible in their remaining time towards obtaining 
a Graduate Equivalency Degree. Attachments II through VI illustrate ",he 
subject matter covered in 'the initial twelve week curriculum. 

The Hayor' s Office of Manpm'7er Resources is responsible for the evaluation 
and monitoring of the' Sea School Project. The design for the evaluation was 
contracted to the University of 'Maryland. TIle proposed des~gn was to be devel­
oped in the following three stages: 

Stage I: To establish a set of operationally defined program objectives 
and to give consideration, under the guidance arid direction 
of DJS, NITRE Corporation, and HeCeJ, to the types of evalua-
tion data that need be collected. . 

Stage II: Prepare all forms and instruments. 

Stage III: Develop all materials'needed for reliable data collection. 

As of June 1974, Stage I of the evaluation design \vas completed, hmvever, 
a redefinition of student needs and abilities have precipitated some variations 
in the design. AnalysiS of the program objectives was to be accomplished in 
two areas: (1) attitude and behavior modification; and (2) skill training 
(academic and vocational). Measures of. effectiveness have been developed in 
both areas, in addition basis demographic data will be collected. 

Ho~vever, Stage II has only been partially completed. Some forms have been 
completed to be used in·the project's evaluation. Stage III has not been com­
pleted to date. The evaluation desi"gn has not been fully completed because of 
the original delays in proj ect implementation. 

V. ANALYSIS 

The Port of Baltimore Sea School was designed to acl:tieve the folIo_ring 
objectives: 

OBJECTIVE I: To reduce the rate of recidivism among youthful impact offender.s; 

OBJECTIVE II: To pJ.,,!-ce youthful offenders in employment openings or in train-
I 

ing programs. 
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Statistics supplied by the applicant state that a total of 37 referrals 
Were made to the project from the Intensive Probation Unit since progran in­
ception. Of the 37 referrals, 21 were rejected because they did not meet program 
criteria, and six ~.,rere referred to other community agencies. Attachmen t VII 
relectes the demographic data compiled by the project on client participants 
(does not include information on summer participants). Of the 19 clients 
participants, ten are currently active (all referred from Intensive Probation) 
6 have been employed and five have been rearrested. However, there appears to 
be a discrepancy in these figures, in that some youth might fit into more than 
one category. One yo.uth ~.,as charged with the same crime) t'.,o youths ~.,ith less 
serious crimes and one youth \.,rith a more serious crime. All are presently 
detained in institutions. Sec Table I belm., for a summary of their presen t 
status. This reflects a 26.3% rearrest rate for the project year. 

TABLE I 

REARRESTS OF ENROLLEES BY 
ORIGINAL fu~D SUBSEQUENT OFFENSE 

Original 

Assault 

Posses~ion of a Deadly 
Weapon 

Unauthorize'd Use of 
Motor Vehicle 

Unauthorized Use of 
Motor Vehicle 

Breaking & Entering 

Subsequent 

-
Purse Snatching 

Assault 

Breaking & Entering 

Breaking & Entering 

Breaking & Entering 

Present Status 

Detained at Maryland 
TrainiIlg School 

Detained at Maryland 
Training School 

Maryland Children's Center 

Springfield State Hospital 

(waived to adult court) Ba:i.timore City Jail 

Another component that may impact on Objective I is the academic component. 
As oq~inially outlined in the proposal it was anticipated that the enrollees 
academic achievement level would be no Im .... er than 7th grade level. It was 
anticipated that if a client successfully completed the academic phase of the 
program he would be ready to obtian the Graduate Equivalency Degree. However) 
youth that have been made available to the program have had 3rd and 4 th grade 
academic achievement levels. The Hayor's Office of Nanpow~r Resources provides 
reading and mathematics evaluations for all youth \.,ho participate in the program. 
A revised curriculum program ,.,as developed in order to accomodate the lower 
levels of comprehension and lean1ing. The academic curriculum has been orien ted 
tm.,rard each student first obatining their Junior High School Diploma, and then 
guiding the students as far as possible in obtaining their G.E.G. Although, 

.., .. ...." 
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none 'of the students have obtained their Junior High School Diploma through 
the program, the staff felt that they have impacted upon improving the youth's 
school attendence. According to the applicant, the overall attendance at the 
Sea School rate of 80% is high considering the fact that all the enrollees 
were dropouts. 

The behavior modification component was developed in order to reduce anti­
social behavior' and gevelop positive behavior and attitudes. According to 
the applican t, they f'clt that some impact has been evidenced in this area. 
Through jndividual and group therapy youths are d,~veloping positive behavior 
and attitudes about work. Being in a realistic work experience situation youth 
learn to observe safety rules and regulations, develop job consciousness, and 
learn to' [ollmv instructions. According to the the grantee as a result of the 
behavior modification te:hniques and the 1vork experience, 6 youths have become 
employable before participating in the program. Of the 6 youths Hho have been 
employed, 3 have jobs directly related to their training, one has a job in 
construction and 2 are in janitorial 1vork. All youths are currently performing 
sat~sfact:odlj on the job, accor.c:':'ng to the applicant; It is anticipated that 
dur~ng the proj ect 's second year, data can be generated on the progress of the 
youth's that have been em:;>loyed. Hith respect to Objective II it is envisioned 
that the development of the ne~v careers program will offer youth nmv employ­
ment opportunities and prevent further re-institutionalization. The Sea School 
proj ect 'vas developed in order to offer youth training in skills required for 
careers in maritime or general industries. Youth receive on-the-job training 
in pmver mechanics, "lOod,vorking and finsihing. (See Attachments V' and VI). 
(The grantee indicates as a result of their participation in the project three 
youths have been employed in areHS related to their Hork-expreience training. 
Constant follow up is maintained of the, client's progress on the job. 

As previously mentioned, three other youths have obtained en~loyment through 
the program,but in areas other than related maritime industries. Efforts are 
being made by st~ff to employ the 10 youths from the Intensive Probation Unit 
that are in the process of being phased-out of the program. An on-site visit 
conducted by staff noted several programmatic concen1S. First, it appears that 
staff has not had any extensive training in counseling techniques for 'vorking 
\vith impact offenders. - As previously mentioned, in-service training 'vas conducted 
in conj unction with the Departmcm t of Juvenile' Services, and continuous in-
house training is h:lplemented by the academic coordinator. The academic coordina­
tor's resume shows that he has an extensive background in 1vorld.ng with youth of 
this type, and appears qualified to conduct training in this area. The remaining 
staff do not have these credentials. HOHever, emphasis should be placed on 
implementing a structured in-house training component, in conjunction 'vith the 
Intensive Probation Unit if subsequent funding is granted. 

Secondly, it appears that due to staff turnover, and -limited facilities the 
program hns not been fully implemented. There seems to be gaps in program struc­
ture ,~hich ,,,,ould account for some of the youth being idle during the day and 
causing behavior problems. Program structure and objectives should be modified 
to accomodnte the needs of the clients. The prOjected plans for the second year 
of opcrntion reflect a modification in program sturcture based upon the first 
year's'operation. 
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In addition, the. program has been operating belm., the full capacity of 
35 clients, except during the summer when 32 non impact youths were utilizing 
the Sea School as a work site. According to the applicant, the s101., number of 
referrals from the Intensive Probation Unit can account for 'the program opera­
ting below capacity. It is anticipated thnt the project ,.,ill begin recruiting 
impact offenders from other sources. All 10 of the youths currently in Sen 
School from the Intensive Probation Project have completed the program (according 
to the project staff this means they can no longer benefit from the project), 
and are in the process of being phased-out. Joint eva.luations are being conducted 
by both programs in ''order to evaluate the youth IS progress and make [ollOl.,-up 
recommendations. 

Although there are several programmatic concerns, the project appears to 
have some strong points. l11e 'w'ork experience concept of the program is a 
realistic treatment technique, and it appears that staff is genuinely interested 
in seeing the youth progress. Efforts have been initiated to improve school 
at,tendance. An incentive a\.,ard system has been developed to further encoura~e 
positive behavior and the grantee indicates that a ,.,eekend sailing program has 
been of significant success as a motivating faci:or to the participan ts. As 
previously mentioned, staff has 'found employment for 6 of their clients. Follo\ol­
up is maintained by the Sea School staff as to hOI., the client is progressing 
on the job. The program has also attracted unsolicited community support in the 
form of materials, labor and job opportunities. 

The Sea School clients have also sho~m interest in the program. All the 
repair work completed on the facilities was done by the students themselves. 
A volunteer lunch program was instituted by the students, ~.,here each contributes 
money tOl.,ards the food Hhich they cook. In addition the students Here instru­
mental in <;leveloping the Honor Code System along with staff. Extensive records 
are maintained on e'ach client's progress. Demographic data, educntional history, 
family structure, employment background, delinquent history and treatment. Objec­
tives are the kinds of information that are in each youth IS r.ecords. Both the 
Department of Juvenile Services and the Intensive Probation Project ,felt that 
the Sea School is providing a viable community recource. 

; 

In summary, this pr.oject has made some progress towards accomplishing its 
objectives and some problems that ,.,ere experienced during the project's first 
year may be a result of the innovative nature of the program. 

Tn interim audit ,.,as conducted in August 1971l. The financial system ,.,as 
satisfactory and expenditures supported by documentation. The final audit 
report recommendations should be implemented by the gran tee is subsequent funding 
is granted. 

" 

'I ril?, 
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IMPACT 
7 

PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORNATION 

Project Title: Drug Rehabilitation Project ior Impact Parolees and Releasees 
(CO RIII-O 2 - 0 6-STS) 

Applicant: Dcpartme;;:t of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Implementing A~: Division of Correction 

Project Director: Thomas Lester 

Federal A'vard: $378,363 (Adjusted to $260,474) 

Date of A'vard: April 2, 1973 

II. HISTORY OF THE PROJECT'S DEVELOPHENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assis tance Adminis tration sel ected 
eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate in a High 
Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime,.. In July, 1972,the Hayor's 
Coordinating Council on Criminal Jus tice completed a Three-Year Action Plan \1hich 
indicated the method by which the City of' Baltimore ,,,ould impact upon th~ stranger­
to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. 
The Plan identified seven major program areas, one of 'vhich is drug abuse preven­
tion. 

The proj ect, ini. tially designed by central office management staff of the 
Division of Correction, \'Jas developed to provide drug relHlbilitation services to 
adult offenders from Baltimore City serving sentences for robbery, armed robbery 

. and burglary. The Division indicated that on an average daily basis, bettveer. 650 
and 700 offenders who are Baltimore residents are unde,r incarceration for robbery, 
armed robbery and burglary. About 77% of these men are identified drug abutiers. 
These men, \o]ho are Baltimore City residents, ,o]ho are serving time for robbery, 
armed robbery and burglary, and 'vho are identified as drug abusers are the target 
group which this project was designed to serve. The applicant indicated that no 
major problems \vere encountered during the planning stage of the project. 

III. PROJECT IHPLEHENTATION 

Federal funds in support of this proj ect were initially mvarded in April, 
1973. At that point, it was envisioned that Stage 1 would be implemented the 
following August and Stage 2 would begin operating in June, 1974. Table I 
indicate.d the proposed \vork plan for the first grant year. 
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TABLE I 

PROPOSED INPLEt-IENTATION SCHEDULE 

INITIAL GRANT YEAR 

Eotlr..1.tod COr.:;1lotion Timo By ~:onth • . ACTI'IITI"'S .~ 1 . 2 3 U 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 11 12 

: ",1.blbh Pro,1r-ct. ?o:;iti'OI'l'J x x . 
Selec t Projcc t Direc tor x 

Solect irnillcOicnt1.tion st,.:J.ff x :c . 
I Salect nll p!'ojcct st.1.ff x x 

Provide st.aff tt';llnil"_1 x x x x 

• Announce rec]'Jc::;t for a!'chi~~~iRi-H.s x -
Select architect .. x I -
Campleto tll'chitcct;.lml de!3i;;n x . . 

:1Z"ol')o~.3.1 

4-H" Announce reque::;t fer cor..31:.n:~t~on - , 
51 "rt cOI1!Jtruction contr:letot'· ~-. x 

I 
."ive <lPPl'O'lill frcn ;·:d. rCDt o!' Gen. I x I 
SCl'vicc!J for co:;!!t.r".Jct.i('ln· d~!d .. '!n _ i . 

I xl 
I . . 

X X • Initi.1.te Bundin" t'C;)?V:1 tion . 
Complete buiJ.dlr,J rono'/;1. tion x I I 

" Purch(l!Je oquipl'Oent x 

Purch:1so 3u;Jplie(J . x I 
~blil)ll .1.ntl rufiI~O projoct. ± ~ x x x x .x. x x: x 

nct'JI.Dt"~r·'\t ~'.''' ""1\~("\1\~'1 
Implo:nonL ~ tnp.o I - Ir.:Jtl.tIlGio:YIl .x. x Ix: x x x- I x x x. Prn I, ,":1., 
·l.mplemilnt..:Hnp;o iL - C.: 1l1,U r x x: X Pro!' rn '" 

Coordimto wtCh Proba Uon t.~ Parolo x x x x x x x Ix x x x 

To date, however, none of th~ stages originally envisioned is fully 
implemented. The project director is the only staff pos:i.,.tion filled and he \Vas 
hired in mid-July, 1974. 

The extreme delay in implementing this project resulted from several factors, 
First, there \Vas an unusually long delay in getting the 39 staff positions in the 
grant approved by the State Department of Personnel. Some of the delay was anti­
cipated since it usually takes about four months to get positions established. 
lImvever, once vac<lncy cnrds \Vere received and illi tial int ervie~"s conducted, q uali­
fied personnel could not be identified. For example, the Administrative Officer II 
position (project director) required prior experience and training in drug abuse 

~ ...... ----------------------------------------~~---------- , "m;r 
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treatment. Candidates interviewed did not have such' experience. The procedure 
for changing the position from classified to unclassified was initiated, resulting 
in further delay. The staffing pattern required to implement and operate this 
project is presented as Attachment A. 

. Further delays of project implementation were due to the securing of necessary 
approval for the renovation of three barns in Jessup, Maryland to be used as a 
Pre-Release Center (Stage II). In April, 1973, the Division of Correction requested 
the appointment of an architect.by the Department of General Services for renova­
tion of the building~ identified for the Pre-Release Center. In June, 1973, as 
required by the Lm,' Enforcement Assistance Administration \,Then construction or 
renovation is part of a project, a 1:S tate:r.ent ,of Negative Environmental Impact 
Appraisal" \,Tas submitted for the Drug Project. 

On June 29, 1973. the Division of Correction "Tas informed by the Commission 
staff that Federal Discretionary Grant Guidelinea required the submission of 
architectural plans and drawings for the Pre-Release Center to the National 
Clearinghouse of Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture. The Department of 
General Services was.notified of this requirement. In July, 1973, the Department 
of General Services notified the Division of Correction th'at an architect had been 
appointed to develop the preliminary plans for the renovation of the buildings at 
the Naryland House of Correction. These preliminary clrmvings ,,"ere expected to be 
completed by October, 1973 and \'lQuld be fonvarded immediately to the National 
Clearinghouse of Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture. 

On October 10,1973, a copy of the specifications and drmqings for the Pre.­
Release Center 'vere received from the Departillent of General Services and fOl,varded 
to the National Clearinghouse of Crir;-.inal Jus tice Planning and Architecture for 
revie,'" In late January, 1974, the Division of Correction was informed by the 
Governor's Commiss ~on that the initial l' evie\,' of architectural dra"ings for the 
Pre-Release Center had been corr-pleted at the federal level. The National 
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture had several concerns, 
requlrlng a reply. On February 1, 1974, a reply to the National Clearinghouse was 
fonvarded through the Secretary's Office. On February 22,1974, in a letter for­
'varded by the Commission staff, the Division of Correction was informed that the 
Regional Office of LEAA \.;ai ved all remaining obj ections and conditions regarding 
the architectural design for the Pre-Release Center. In May, 1974, the Division 
of Correction received final architectural drmvings for the renovation of the 
Pre-Release Center. At this point, completion of the construction phase is 
anticipated not later than Nay, 1975. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved operational budget for the initial grant year is presented 
in Table II. 



Category 

Personnel 
Equipment ~ 

Contractual Services 
Travel 
Consumab 1es 
Rent 
Other 
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TABLE II 

OPERATIONAL BUDGET~~ 
FIRST YEAR 

TOTAL 

Federal Share 

$119?065 
24,733 
22,000 

900 
1,200 

° 210, 4 75~',* 

$378,363 

Non-Federal Share 

$ 28,224 
5,Ol14 
6,000 

300 

° ° 86, 553~'o': 

$126,121 

*NOTE: Through June, 1974, only $10,938 in expenditures \Vas made. This is 
due to the sevel~e delay in proj ect implementation. 

M'NOTE: Includes renovation and construction costs for the Pre-Release Center 
to be located at the Maryland House of Correction. 

At this point, there is no program operation information upon \vhich to m08ke 
any assessment about the proj ect. Hmvever, the program as currently designed, 
is as follows. The Division of Correction proposes to impleme11t a project speci­
fica11y geared to helping addicted offenders incarcerated for high impact crimes 
and returning to Baltimore City. This program ,voldd consist of three stages 
through \\1hieh addicts would receive a comprehensive program of drug the.rapy and 
community re-entry assistan.ce: (1) at the institutional level during the addict 
inmnte's regular sentence period; (2) at a pre-release. center during npproximntely 
four months prior to his conditional parole date or mnndatory release; and (3) in 
the community on parole or in a mandatory release status. The project administra­
tor in the Division of Correction Central Off~ce would be responsible for the 
implementation and ndministrntii.on of the first t,vo stages, The Division of Parole 
and Probntion \vould ndminister the third stnge, post-release parole supervision 
period of the addict releasee (refer to Past Progress Report on Intensive Dif[er­
ential Supervision of Youth Offenders). Important administrative and treatment 
linkages between the Division of Correction and the Division of Parole and Probntion 
would be maintained in order to insure the smooth functioning of the three-phnse 
program which will service the addict from the time of his conunitment to the 
Division of Correction throu~l his release on parole stat~s. 

At the Reception and Diagnos tic Center, a proj ect case\\1orker \vould iden I:::i LY 
eligible inmates, referring them to the appropriate project stage. Prospcct~ve 
participants \"ill be fully informed of project guidelines and purposes. AfteL-
this brief orientation, men sent to the }I:u-yland Correctionnl Training Center, 
Hary1nnd House of Correction nnd }!arylnnd Con'ectional Institution - Hagerstown, 
would be channeled into Stage I institution-based drug programs. These three 
institutions \vCre selected because their populntion best represent the young, 
short-sentence, index-crime addict \vhich have been defin.cd as the target population 
under HIgh Impact funding. Addict inma tes wi th shot't sentences, il11meciintely eligi­
ble for minimum security clnssification, would be channeled directly int;o the 
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Stage II Pre-Release Center. All Stage II participant~ would subsequently be 
paroled to Stage III of the project. Violation of parole conditions or the 
conviction of a crime may result in a man's return to Stage I or II of the program 
at the institutional level. 

-. ","-'" 

A working relationship would be developed with the Parole Board, thus enabling 
the eventual implementation of Nutual Agreement Programming (HAP) into the program 
stage structure. 

Mutual Agreement" Programming (NAP) involves an assessment of the needs, 
strengths, and weaknesses of the inmate followed by the design of an individualized 
program that offers resource utilization in preparing participants for a successful 
community adjustment fo11mving release on parole. Based on this assessment, treat­
ment and training objectives are prescribed, the inmate prepares an. individual 
plan, and negotiations involving the inamte, the institutional staff, the }lAP 
Coordinator, and the Parole Board take place. An agreement is made, setting out 
the specific programs "'hich the Division of Correction \\lill provide to the inmate, 
the inmate's agreement to success fully complete the programs and specific obj ec­
tives, and a specific parole date contingent upon successful completion of set 
goals. 

,The agreement and the procedures surrounding it are seen as a means of 
involving each inmate in the process and decision to release, giving the inmate 
much of the responsibility for his or her mvo release, and bringing together 
the institutional and parole authorities ~or closer cooperation and coordination. 

Stage I: In Stage I, each institution would be staffed with two full-time 
professionals trained in drug abuse treatment: (1) a social worker respon­
sib1 e for running the drug program and conducting group therapy sessions 
and linking, ~here possible, the confinerl offender with his family and 
community; and (2) a classification officer in charge of general administra­
tive duties and group counseling; and serving as an assistant to the social 
worker. Participants in Stage I would receive an indepth orientation to the 
other t~-10 stages of the proj ect. Stage I would be developed around the 
formulation of a Program Agreement between the inTnate and the Stage I staff. 
The Agreement would cover the following areas: (1) Education; (2) Skill 
training; (3) Treatment; (4) Behavior; and (5) Hork assignment. 

TIle inmate, along with the Stage I staff, would make an assessment of 
his needs in each of the six areas, taking in to account current services 
available at the respective institution. This type of agreement ",ould 
enable both the inmate and the Stage I staff to know specifically what is 
expected. 

Stage I staff \wuld \-1ork with the inmates individually and in groups 
toward the attainment of their goals as expressed in.the Program Agreement. 
Progrmn participants \-1ho would be transferred directly to Stage III, ,.]QuId 
work closely with parole agents from the Intensive Supervision Unit project 
prior to their parole. 

This drug program would be supplemental to the regular duties and activi­
ties at the institution; like all imnntes, project participnnts will be subject 
to regular administrative rules of conduct and eligible for programs Wl1ich 
exist therein. The anticipated cost per client in this stage on an annual 
basis is projected at $342. 
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Sta~: Upon recommendation of the Stage I staff ano following the 
granting of conditional parole status or four months short of mandatory 
release, project participants would be transferred to the minimum security 
Pre-Release Center for Stage II. The center is to be located in Jessup, on 
the grounds, but spatially separated from the Maryland House of Correction. 
The Center staff will be organized using a team approach concept and a modi­
fied therapeutic community design. 

The men sent to Stage 1.1 would be assigned to one of tw.o treatment 
teams, each cons'isting of a social \vorker (team leader), correctional officers 
and classification counselor. Each team would reside in a separate living 
area. The team leader \ViII be responsible for developing each member I s 
treatment plan, and coordinating the member's needs \vith available center 
resources. The basis for this plan would be the Agreement Program drawn up 
in Stage 1. The two teams \vill share the center's supportive services 
division, \vhich will be staffed vlith a psychologist, an educational specialist 
and a \vork. release representative Hho \vi1l devise and administer intensive 
treatment programs. Parole and Probation agents of the Intensive Supervision 
Unit, Division Qf Parole and Probation, will cooperate with the two teams in 
Stage II, thus providing an important link to Stage III, the intensive super­
vision component operated by the Division of Parole and Probation. 

Urinalysis is planned for Stages I, II, & III in order to detect any 
rene\ved drug usage. The close supervision on the project partic.vlpants 
provided by frequent urinalysis will, externally support the addict in his 
quest for abstinence. If his urinalysis reports detect illicit use of 
drugs, he runs the risk of serving a longer sentence in Stage I, losing 
rank in Stage II or violating parole conditions in Stage III and returning 
for the remainder of his prison sentence. The anticipated cost per client 
in this stage, on ,m annual basis is projected to be $2,183. 

There were no budget or program modifications during the initial grant year 
except an extension request \Vhich guaranteed available funds for constl'uction 

.and renovation of the Pre-Release Center through February 28, 1975. This request 
was approved by the LEAJ\ Regional Office in July, 1974,. 

V. ANALYSIS 

The project has not been operational to date, however, it does'appear that 
all problems associated \vith project delay in implementation are resolved. Stage 
I is nmv being implemented \vith the hiring of institutional and central office 
staff as the major priority. All construction problems are resolved, and the bids 
on the contractor are currently being reviewed for final selection. 

Additionally, project objectives are identified and a suitable evaluation 
design identifying specific data elements has been develoDed. An interim financial 
audit through Jvne 30, 1974 has been completed by the Conun:i.ssion staff. No dis­
allmvances have been noted on the $10,938 expended through that point.' 

=.un-_= __ =_ ______ ma ________________________________________ __ I 
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I. GENERAL INFOIDIATION 

IMPACT 
8 

PAST PROGRESS 

Project Title: Intensive Supervision - High IQpact Narcotics Offenders 

Applicant: Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Implemen ting Agency: '" Division ~f Parole and Probation 

Project Director: Rudolph Aukschun 

Federal A1.;rard: $205,197 

Date of AHard: March 12, 197:3 

II. HISTORY OF THE PROJECT' S DEVELOF:HENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the La,v Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight ~ities. including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 1972, 
the City of Baltimore completed a Three-Year-Action Plan ,vhich indicated 
the method by ,.;rhidl the City vlOuld impact upon the stranger-to-stranger 
crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The 
Plan identified seven maJor program areas, one of 'vhich relates to drug 
abuse pr.evention. 

According to the applican~ during the period 1969 to 1971 the problem of 
drug ab'use among Supreme Bench probationers reached unacceptable proportions. 
In 1971, 40% of the cases received on probation by the Criminal Division of the 
Supreme Bench Probation Department ,vere judged to be drug related. The ability 
of regular caseload agents to cope Hith this problem became increasingly diffi­
cult, and in an attempt to correct the problem, the Probation Department of the 
Supreme Bench began specialized caseloads for ~arcotic Offenders. This Narcotic 
Unit, consisting of three agents and a supervisor, ,vas initially designed to 
p'rovidc an intensive service of 60-90 days, allOlving the probationer to become 
sufficiently stabilized in order to be transferred into regular caseloads of 
non-specialized agents. This concept did not prove feasible, however, as the 
drug abusers had, for the most part, developed their addiction patterns over 
several years time. Consequently, efforts aimed at effective rehabilitation 
and social reorien tation required more than a single brief period of intensive 
supervision. 

In attempting to provide adequate resources to deal with this problem, the 
Unit sought assistance in the f .:m of a federal grant request, which received 
the endorscment of the Judges of the Suprcme Bench. The grant proposal was 

· ... '·Tf" 



SA 

forwarded to the Offi(::e of the Mayor in March 1973, and subsequently funded 
by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement under the High Impact Program. 

At the time of the project's approval, the Probation De'partmen t was a 
City agency and part of the Supreme Bench Courts. On July 1, 1973 the Depart­
ment became part of the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation under the 
legislative terms of House Bill U22 enacted during Fiscal Year 1972. 

III. PROJECT HfPLEHENTATt()N 

The selection of staff began shortly after the project ~vas funded, and by 
May 21, 1973 the initial staff had been obtained and organized training began. 
Initial efforts concentrated on tvorking out problems with intake procedures, 
organizing contractual services as outlined in the original grant request, and 
finding availRble office space and equipment. 

The project began with the Project Director and the three Agents III \Vho 
initiated the grant. ,The hiring of additional agent staff occurred bettveen 

. May and August 1973. The agents hired on these dates ~vere replacement agents 
for those experienced persons assigned to the project .. The effective transfer 
date of the experienced agents \Vas approximately six weeks after the new agents 
started. 

In Juntl and August 1973, the three clerical personnel ~vere hired. T~vo 

were clerk typists and the third was the urinalysis tecl1nician. All personnel 
met the qualifications of the grant requirements and all were hired by mid­
August 1973. This included the supervisor (Project Director), three agents III, 
seven parole and probation agents and three clerical personnel. 

In-service training proceeded under the direction of the Agent III in 
cl1arge of training and has included field visits to the v,arious local drug pro­
'grams as well as lectures and film presentations on drug abuse and related 
areas. Additionally, through the efforts of our training staff, three officers 
of the unit attended a ten-day training experience at the National Drug Abuse 
Training Center at Narj orie Hebster College in Hashington, D. C. 

The staffing pattern, for the proj ect is presented in Attachment A of 
this report. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved operational budget for the initial grant year is presented in 
Table 1. 
\ 



Category 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Contractual Services 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rent 
Other 

TOTAL 

... ~ 
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TABLE I 

APPROVED BUDGET-FIRST YEAR 

Federal Share 

$102,450 
. 1,808 
20,000 

9,620 
3,00'0 

o 
3,665 

$315,543 

Federal Non-Share 

$70,319 
o 
() 

o 
o 

7,000 
10,962 

$87,962 

When a new probationer is referred by the court an iritensive initial 
screening interview is conducted by the project staff. Initially, the intake 
clerk screens the client for any prior impact arrest, and this intake infor­
mation is passed on to the intervie\ving probation agent \.;>ho interviews the 
client to determine \\lhether the client is a drug user. 

If the client m0ets the impact arrest and drug abuse criteria, he is 
accepted by the "Cnit. The probation agent immediately assesses the cHen t 1 s 
possible need of a drug treatment program, and if immediate help is required, 
the agent's next step is to contact the most appropriate treatment program and 
arrange an interviei\l. This usually occurs on the same afternoon as the inter­
view. "l-1here possible, the agent accompanies the probationer to the treatment 
facility, and assists the program in determining i"hether the probationer can be 
accepted and treated. 

A majority of clients do not express interest in joining any treatment 
program and, in fact, may not need a formal treatment experience aside from 
probation or parole counseling activities. This is most frequently the case 
J,\lhen the probationer has been incarcerated prior to release on probation. In 
such cases, urinalysis surveillance is essential, and an intensive urinalysis 
schedule is set up \.,hich the client must follm.,. The urinalysis technician is 
responsible for accurate collection, identification and tabulation of all urin­
alysis tests. The client is usually tested several times per i\leek. As long 
as the tests shm\l no indication of drug abuse, no further pressure is placed on 
the probationer to join a treatment program. If, hmvever, urinalysis shows 
that abstinence is not effective, then the probation agent gives formal warning 

"to the client that either abstinence must be maintained or some other drug 
treatment plan must be made to w"ork. The alternative is eo contact the court 
and recommend that a warrant be issued for violation of probation. 
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Intake into this. specialized unit since October 1973 has been progressive, 
and is reaching the envisioned level. Table II indicates this information. 

OCT73 
NOV DEC JAN 74 FEB MAR .APR MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST 

... .., 

. 

~l , 
-

r--
...----

r---

r--

,---

r0-

n 
16 30 45 74 88 106 122 142 159 172 180 

NUMBER OF PROBATIONERS .IN NARCOTICS UNIT 

The client capacity is 290 at a maximum. Through August 1974, 180 clients 
were on active superv1s1on. The project has never actually reached maximum 
capacity for a variety of reasons (discussed in Section V, Analysis), but in-
take continues to increase to the maximum. Data submitted by the project director 

. indicates that the majority of clients are, in fact, hard-core drug abusers. 
Of the 180 clients admitted, 103 (57%) were heroin abuse~s, 21 (12%) were heroin/ 
barbiturate abusers, and the remaining 56 (31%) were abusers of hallucinogenic 
drug, marij uana and the "soft drugs." 

. - . - --- -~ ------ -- ----------~-
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There have been no major grant modifications requested during the initial 
grant year. 

v. ANALYSIS 

This project is consistent with the Commission's Five Year Objective to 
increase the number 9£ sentenced offenders participating in effective treatment 
and rehabilitation programs at the community level. At this point the project 
is operational and providing intensive supervisional services to High Impact 
narcotics abusers. HO\vcver, the program has not reached its maximum capacity 
for client supervision. The project was designed so that each of three senior 
Agents would supervise 15 clients each and the remaining seven ~vould supervise 
35 each, for a total capacity of 290 clients. The latest figures indicate 
that the largest number of clients under supervision at anyone time is 180, 
which was as of August 31, 1974. Each of the seven agents have case10ads 
averaging 25.7 clients each. None of the supervisors are currently assigned 
caseloads, but will b,e shortly. 

The grant was delayed in implementation due to the seven month delay in 
getting personnel hired and trained by\ the Correctional Training Academy as 
required by 1mv. As a result, the anticipated intake, \vhich was designed to 
be increased by month on a scheduled basis, did not have time to occur. It 
was originally envisioned that by August 1974, intake ~vou1d have been opera­
tional for a 17 month period (}larch 1973-August 1974). However, d1H~ to the 
aforementioned delays in implementation, intake has been operational for ,:,1y 
a ten-month period. 

Evaluation of this project is designed to be a control/experimental 
group analysis. Clients are assigned to either the control group' (regular 
caseload) or thc experimental group (narcotics unit) on a four to one basis. 
Eighty percent are assigned to the experimental group and twenty percen tare 

. assigned to the control group. 

At this point, none of the clients in the narcotics group have completed 
their respective probation or parole periods in a successful status. As a 
'result, no assessment can be made on the effectiveness of intensive versus 
regular supervision at this point. However, there is preliminary information 
which seems to indicate that the experimental group has had better results in 
the areas of employment and rearrest. 

,As indicated in Attachment B to this report, the experimental group 
through July 1974, seems to have a better client employment rate than the 
control group. As of July 1974, 67.1% of the employable clients in the 
experimental group 'Here 'Jorking. This compares ,dth 50% .of the clients in 
the control group. Though the average monthly employment rate for the con­
trol group for the initial gran t year is higher than that of the experimental 
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group (73.5%, control and 60. n experimental), the chart seems to indicate a 
projected better employment rate for the narcotics unit. Hay 1974 appecrs to 
have been a turning point. Additional analysis regarding employment during 
the second grant year, if a.pprov( rl for funding, is necessary .. 

Rearrest information for both experimental and control groups is ccn­
tained in Attachment C. As indicated, the experiI;l.ental group had less Clf a 
rearrest rate while under supervision. Table IV summarizes this information. 

TABLE IV 

REARREST DKrA "'HILE UNDER SUPERVISION 

Category Control EXEe rimen t al Difference 

Total subsequent arrests 28.0% (14 caseD) 14.0% (29 cases) 14.0% (15 cases) 
Subsequent impact arrests 10.2% ( 5 cases) 5.0% (11 cases) 5.2% ( 6 cases) 
Subsequent drug arrests 15.3% ( 6 cases) 3.8% C.7 cases) 11.5% ( 1 case) 

Apparently, the project is more successful in reducing the rate of rearrest 
for narcotics offenders accepted for treatment. However, additional data is 
needed, and should be generated as probationers and parolees are released from 
supervision in a successful status in accord with the evaluation deSign. It may 
be that success in reducing the rearrest rate occurs only while the client is 
under active supervision. Attachment D indicates current charge and subsequent 
charge for rearrestees in the experimental group. A cost analysis indicating 
the annual cost per' year per client under supervision \-1as developed by the 
Division of Parole and Probation. Based on actual operating costs for the 
first grant year, it appears that the annual cost per client is approximately 
$788. Assuming the grant had operated at capacity during the initial year (290 
clients) the per annum cost would have been about $699. These figures compare 
with an estimated annual per client cost of $230 for those offenders under 

. normal supervision where caseloads may reach as high as 150 clients per agent 
at anyone time. 

Finally, an interim financial audit was conducted by the Commi~sion staff, 
for project expenditures made through June 30, 1974. It appears that the pro- C' 

ject is financially sound, \.;rith no major budget disallo'\olances indicated. 

\ 

" - ",;: 
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ATTACHHENT D 

REARREST DATA EXPERUlENTAL GROUP 

Charge on Probation Order 

1. Soliciting and Assault 

2. Larceny 

3. Violation of Narcotic Laws 

4. Assault 

5. Storehouse Breaking 

6. Larceny 

7. Possession Handgun 

8. Robbery with Deadly Heapon 

9. Robbery '<lith Deadly Heapon 

10. Violation of Narcotic Laws 

11. Housebreaking 

12; Robbery 

13. Assault 

14. Breaking & Entering 

15. Attempt Burglary 

16. Violation of Narcotic Laws 

17. Robbery 

18. Assault 

19. Day Housebreaking 

20. Forgery & False Pretenses 

21. Larceny 

. - ------

Subsequent Arrest Charge 

False Pretense 

Assault with intent to rob 

De.adly Weapon, Larceny, Possession 
Valium 

Malicious Destruction of Property 

Receiving Stolen Goods 

Robbery with Deadly Heapon 

Burglary 

Shoplifting & Siphoning Gas 
fl 

Possession Narcotics 

Possession of l1arijuana 

Assault and Robbery 

False 'Pretenses 

Disorderly House~ Possession Heroin 

Disorderly House, Possession Heroin 

Shoplifting 

Rape 

Robbery 

Violation of Narcotic Laws 

Forgery 

Assault and Robbery 

Assault with intent to Murder 
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ATTACHHENT D (continued) 

Charge on Probation Order Subsequent Arrest Chargz 

22. Burglary Forgery 

23. Daytime Housebreaking Shoplifting 

24. Breaking & Entering Burglary 

25. Possession of l-farij uana . Daytime Housebreaking 

26. Possession of Heroin Larceny, Possession of Her.oin 

27. Robbery Shoplifting 

28. Possessiqn of Heroin Possession of Heroin 

29. Burglary Burglary 
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I. GENERAL INFORHATION 

IMPACT 
9 

PAST PROGRESS 

Project Title: Pre-Trial Release High Impact Narcotic Offender~ 

Ap~licant: Baltimore City 

Imolemen ting Agcncv: ".., Pre-Trial Release Division Supreme Bench 

Project Director: Richard O. Hetsay 

Date of A~"ard: N::lrch 1, 1973 . 
Federal Award: $114,000.00 

n. HISTORY OF THE PROJECT'S DEVELOPHENT 

. In th'e Spring of 1972, the Lm" Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Balti~ore, as target cities to participate 
in a nigh Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 197 2, 
the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore would 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, ag­
gravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program areas; 
one of vlhich relates to drug abuse prevention. 

One of the major objectives identified in that plan wa~ to reduce ad­
diction - caused Impact crimes by means of drug treatment programs as al­
ternatives to or supplements to the ordinary criminal justice process. 
This program effort submitted by the 'Pre-Trial Release Division of the 
Supreme Bench in Baltimore City was designed to attack the 'apparent relation­
ship between drug dependence and criminal behavior among those individuals 
arrested and charged in Baltimore City. According to the applicant the 
drug related offenders were being detained pending a trial for a period of 
not less than 3 months and many times for a period far in excess of 3 months. 
It was further noted that the costs to the community for such detentions were 
large. Additionally, the grantee felt that th~ prolonged detention served 
to encourage and reinforce a criminal life style. The applicant also identi­
fied a vast amount of sociological and 1m" enforcement literature ~vhich 
elucidated the perpetuation of a heroin - crime arrest cycle which institu­
tionalized the addicts relationship to overall society. In light of the 
research reported in the literature and the fact that jail had been found 
to be an ineffective \vay of dealing ~"ith drug addiction, an attempt to 
~llow the addict to choose to undergo treatment for his heroin addiction 
prior to trial was seen as a far superior alternative by this applicant. 
This project was developed to offer an alternative approach to the handling 

I 
t 

I - __ I 
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of drug related offenders. The project which was to be operated by the 
Pre-triol Release Division of the Supreme Bench in Baltimore City was 
intended to separate the drug related offender from the prison population, 
offering treatment (including methadone maipr 'qnce if necessary), and al­
lowing them to indicate their responsiveness by remaining d':ug free prior 
to their trial. It was also anticipated that by plaeing these offenders 
in drug treatment \o1hi1e on release, they would be drug free and thus the 
nlOtivation for crimi~il1 beh.avior would be 'reduced. 

In an offort to develop a program which \.;rould identify and offer 
treatment. to those individuals who engage in violent activity so that 
they mny purchase narcotic drugs, the City of Baltimore submi.tted a grant 
applj,cation to the Governor's Commissiun on Law Enf{)I"c€'ment and the Admin­
istration of Justice under the Baltiulor'2. City Impact Plan. The proj ect 
was approved for funding at the March 1, 1973 Conunission Heeting 

III. PROJECT ]}1PLEMENTATION 

On Mm:ch 12, 1973, the City of Baltimore 1'7a8 notifip.d that its re­
quest for financial support for the project proposal entitled Ilpre-trial 
Release, High Impact, Narcotic Offenders" had been approved by the Com­
mission in the amount of $114,000.00. The following special conditions 
were placed on the award: .' 

1. That the grantee meet ,,,ith Commission staff to develop a 
project evaluation design; 

2. that the grantee comply with the Commissiort's proee:dure 
in reference to competitive bidding for the purch?s~ of 
equipment; 

3. that all travel expenditures be limited to actual and 
reasonable costs and be properly documented; 

4. that detailed tir.1e and attendance records be maintained; 

5, that prior to the release of funds, the ~raJltee must clarify, 
justify, and adequately document the in-kind match in thf.> 
grant and that cash match or other legitimate match be pro'­
vided if the grantee is unable to justify and docum0nt.th~ 
existing in-kind match; 

6. that the grant be subject to the same conditions as to coordin­
ating with the District Court as previous pre-trial release grants 
awarded to Baltimore City; 

7, that <tny A-95 comments or recommendations f"fom the H<l.ryland 
Drug Abuse Administration be considered in project implementation 
when these become available; and 

8. that no funds be released or expended on the project until the 
City completes its sign off on the Division of Correction - High 
Impact Drug l't'ogram proj eet (Grnnt /lCORHI-02-06-STS). 

------"'-----------~-----~~- '. ,----~,,---
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On Mar~h 27, 1973, the Commission staff ~eceived a letter from the 
Office of the Mayor advising the Commission of the acceptance of the 
grant award. Subsequent to that notice, the Commission staff met with the 
project director and the staff of the Mayor's·Coordinating Council on 
Criminal Justice in an effort to resolve the special conditions. At 
that meeting all speci,al conditions ~vere resolved \vith the exception of 
the development of a project evaluation design. On May 11, 1973, the 
Commission staff received the comprehensive evaluation component for the 
proj eet. The proj ect, hmvever, did not become fully .operational until 

·September. 21, 1973. There were several reasons for the delay in the com­
mencement of the project. The hiring of the staff was delayed due to the 

. need to await approval by the City before definite commitments could be 
made to potential staff. Delays were also encountered due to the Court 
Refe~red Addict Treatment (CHAT) unit not being operational until Septem­
ber, 1973. The project began interviewing and making referrals to the 
CRAT Unit on September 21, 1973. The project beg;m in the Central Dis­
trict on September 21, 1973 but did not begin in the other 3 districts 
until October la, 1973. 

The staff positi.ons created through the award of this grant were a 
supervisor ~ senior investi~ator, nine inves tigators Rnd t~vo clerical 
assistants. In addition, in-kind contributions were for the project 
director's position, clerical supervisor, senior investigator, and one 
investigators position. Although the project director has requested 
increases in personnel, no chan~es have been made or approved in the 
staffing pattern since the proj ect ~vas implemented. All staff personnel 
appear to meet or exceed the qualifications outlined in the original 
application. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The purpose of the Pre-trial Release High Impact Narcotic Offender's 
project was to screen for treatment those addicts who can benefit from 
drug treatment ~vith an ultimate objective of dtverting t;hem from further 
criminal activity while pending trial. 

Federal funds approved for this grant were designed to be utilized 
in the fol10\v1ng manner: 
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Expenditure Federal Local State 
Cat(>S':ory Total ShClre Cash In-Kind Cash** Total 

A. Personnel Como. & Benefits 109 305 20.0/16 129 351 

n. Eguinmcnt 1.960 1 960 

--
C. Consultant & Contractual - -

Servic(>.s 

D. Travel 1.000 4,120 5,120 

E. Consll_mnh1cs 1.025 1 025 

F. Rental Cost 2.050 2 050 

G. Other Expenses 710 11 867 12 577 

GRAND TOTAL 111, ,000 40 120 33,963 152,083 
~ 

oThere were two grant modifications requested by the project director 
during the first year of project operation. The first of these req~ests 
occurred pl~ior to actual program implementation. The project director 
noted that in order to finalize plans for starting this project and ob­
tain maximum utilization of the in-kind personnel proposed in the ori~ina1 
application, changes ~n the programs needs dictated a reduction in the per­
centage of time spent by a clerical supervisor and certain other very minor 
changes. These changes ,vere approved by the Commission staoff and resulted 
in no change in the federal share and a reduction the local share from 
$46,284 to $38,083. 

o The most significant modification request was submitted by the City 
of Baltimore on February 7, 1974. That modification requested that the 
pi'lot proj ect initially funded by the Commission be expanded. Specifically, 
the Pre-trial Release Division of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City re-
quested expansion of its interview services from four police districts 
to nine police districts. An extensive snalysis of this request which 
focused on the expansion's impact on (a) the portion of total c1.ients inter­
viewed and (b) the portion of defendants accepting CRAT 'who are ultimately 
released on bail was made by the Commission staff. It was later determined 
by LEAA, the City and the Commission staff that no action could be taken 
on this request until the termination of the first year gr?nt. 

The principle objectives as outlined by the applicant in the original 
application are: 
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A. To reduce addiction caused impact crimes by means of a drug treat­
ment program. 

B. To use the criminal justice system (instead of relegating it to 
the main focus of confrontation for the addict) as a means to 
try to divert the addict from the criminal behavior cycle • 

..... 
C. To reduce the' unreuched (not interviewed) portion of defendants 

incarcerated in Baltimore City Jail by at least 5%. 

D. To make available a compilation of data ,",,'hich can be fed to the 
court upon conviction of the defendant and his agreement to 
providing such information of the experiences incurred during the 
defendant's pre-trial treatment period. 

E. To develop a network of cooperation bet~.;reen the Probation Depart­
ment of the Supreme Bench and the Pre-Trial Release Division of 
the Supreme Bench in exchanging information on defendants, and 
to hand over to the Probation Department (upon conviction) a number 
of defendants who have already been diagnosed and prescribed treat­
ment. 

Although the primary goal of this project was to provide a scr~ening 
mechanism in four police districts in Baltimore City to select and refer 
arrested impact narcotic offenders suitable for addiction treatment to a 
treatment center while pending trial, the applicant has indicated that 
various changes in the scope of the project have taken place. These sub­
stantial changes in the project scope resulted in changing both the project 
objectives and evaluation design. 

Hhi1e the intervie\vers involved in this p:roj ect were addi tional per­
sonnel for the pre-trial release staff and \.;rere to act as screeners for 
High Impact drug users, they ~.;rere actually used as normal personnel to 
extend generally pre-trial release coverage. As a result of this, all 
pre-trial release staff (project and non-project) became screeners . 

The major program changes \.;rhich occurred in the project revolved 
around modifications of the target population to be referred to the 
CRAT Unit. At the inception of the project, only High Impact offenders 
,.;rere considered. In addition, only those defendants charged wi~h High 
Impact offenses in four specified districts ,.Jere deemed eligible, with 
females and juvenile offenders excluded. The first modification allowed 
the consideration of males, females and juveniles in any of the nine dis­
tricts in Baltimore City who was charged with a High Impact crime pre­
viously convicted of a High Impact crime and/or arrested for any Impact, 
offense a.t any time in the past. The fina.l policy modification ,.;rus to 
accept any defendant as long as the defendant had a drug problem for which 
he could benefit front treatment. Intake into the program was to be in 
the follmving order of priority: 1) a 11igh Impact charge; 2) if not 
charged ,.;rith a High Impact offense prior record includes a High Impact 
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conviction; or 3) if neither of these criterion can be met, there is 
present in the defendant's criminal background a prior arrest for an 
Impact offense; or 4) if none of these three criteria are met and the 
available slots are not sufficiently filled then any drug user without 
qualification is to be accepted. These modifications were implemented 
in order to meet projected relea~e rates. 

As a result of the above changes in target group and other opera­
tional difficulties the applicant has stated that the evaluation com­
ponent originally presented by the Mayor's Coordinating Council on 
Criminal Justice was not implemented and that the project staff concen­
trated only on immediate goals. Those goals did, nox coincide with the 
original project objectives and \,Tere, therefore, not effectively 
evaluated by the project staff. 

The following revised obi ectives \vere identified by the applicant 
after the pI' oj ect started an', the above modifications \vere made: 

(1) To identify those drug addicts charged \vith High Impact 
offenses who have sufficient motivation and community 
stability to warrant their release on own ~ecognizan~e or 
lowered bail; 

" 

, (2) to develop a predictive instrument ~vhich Hill rate mo­
tivation and stability of drug addicts with sufficient pre­
cision to minimize: failure to appear, for trial, lack of 
response to drug treatment programs, and/or commission of 
additional offenses'while awaiting trial; and 

(3) to present to the court evaluated recommendations to be 
p'rovided by the CRAT Unit relative to the participation of 
the defendant in drug treatment. . 

V. ANALYSIS 

The Pre-Trial Release program is presently operating in Baltimore 
City as ri screening mechanism for referrals to the Court Referred Addict 
Treatment Unit. (See Past Progress Report on the CRAT Unit) The project 
is presently providing that service to arrestees in all nine po~ice 
districts in Baltimore City. 

,In light of the changes made in the operation and scope of this program, 
the Cmmnission staff has several concerns relating to eval~ation and analysis 
of the initial year of project operation. One of the major concerns relates 
to the manpower allocation which the project director indicated as being re­
sponsible for the project's ineffective operation. As noted previously in 
this report, the applicant requested additional funding for full-time 24-hour 
-per day coverage in all nine police districts in Baltimore City. After a 
preliminary review of the pre-trial process resultinp. in referrals to the 
CRAT Unit over a three month period of full project operation from 
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January 1, 197L, to 'Harch 31, 1974. (See Attachment I) The Conunission 
staff report indicated the following: 

(1) Pre-trial release interviewed, with' existing resources, 
approximately 76.7% and 47.3% of all im~llct and non-impact 
defendants respectively: 

(2) Of those interviewed only 8.7% of the impact and 7.4% of the 
non-impact had an identified drug problem. 

(3) Of those with an identified drug problem, 64% of the impact 
'and 68.8% of the non-impact wished to participate in the 
CRAT Program. 

(4 ) Of those ~Yishing to participate, only 29% or 16 of the imnact and 
50.9% or 16 of the non-impact defendants were received at . 
CRAT (the remaining defendants ~yere either unable to make 
bailor failed to appear at CRAT). 

Pre-Trial Release felt that by expanding their district shift 
coverage to twenty-four (24) hours per day the would be able to in­
fluence the number of referrals to the CRAT Unit. This would be ac­
complished by: (a) increasing the number of impact and non-impact de­
fendants interviewed, and (b) increasing the percentage of defendants 
intervie~yed who accept CRAT (to be achieved through improved "selling" of 
the CRAT Unit services). 

During the analysis of this issue it was noted that although an in­
crease in staff would result in more interviews, it was not known if 
that increase would signficantly affect the absolute number of impact 
offenders \\Tith identified drug problems being referred to the CRAT pro­
gram. A short study on the Baltimore City arrest statistics by police 
district conducted by the Commission staff indicated that the average 
'arrests per day of ~'7eek per shift by district simply did not justify 
s.taffing for 24 hours a day. 

As indicated in Attachment II, the volume of arrests for Impact 
offenses alone does not justify intervie~\Ters 24 hours per day in each 
district. As noted, the average arrest/per day/ per shift for the 
entire City does not exceed 6.6 for anyone shift and for sever~l districts 
was as low as .4 arrests. The greatest volume, 77% of the total lligh 
Impact arrests, occur during the two shift periods from 12:01 p.m. to 
4:00 a.m., ~yith the heaviest concentrations being in the f.ew impact districts. 

A second major Commission staff concern is the lack of required data 
for measuring project effectiveness. As noted above only 29% of the de­
fendants received by Pre-Trial Release were seen by Cfu\T during the period 
from January 1, 197L, to Harch 3, 1974. This period appears to be indicative 
of the project's total operation. It should be noted that this data includes 
all nine districts and that the project director was unable to supply infor­
mation reflecting the project performance in the four impact districts. 
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An additional problem relating to project performance is the lack of 
data indic3ting that in all cases priority foi entry to the program was given to 
impact offenders. Data supplied for all nine districts indicated that for 
the period January 1, 1974 to Harch 31, 1974 only 29% of inpact offenders 
accepted eRAT, while 51% of non-impact offenders entered the program. In 
addition to this data not revealing the priority for inpact offenders, no 
data was collected to~~ndicate a profile of those persons who refused to 
enter the C~\T program. 

As indicated in the past progress report for CORHI-06-05-BC, thp 
Court Referred Addict Treatment Unit, the referral rate of impact offenders 
with seri~us drug problems to CRAT "Tas Hell belm.; '''hat i,Tas originally in-

. tended. This low referral rate as graphically represented in the Past. 
Progress Report on the CRAT Unit referrals (152 of 237 or 64%) for dIe 
period of January - August, 1974 \Vere misdemeanants. Of these 152 referrals 
rece~Ted from Pre-Trial Release, the report states that, 84 or 55% were 
drug related but that most \Vere drug misdemeanors referred for marijuana 
use. The CRAT past progress report also indicates that the High Impact 
drug abusers (the original target pop' lation for both projects) were not 
being referred. 

In summary, this project appears to have reached its projected number 
of total referrals to the CRAT Unit as shm-m in Attachment III, but has 
failed substantially to refer the kind of individuals required for the 
CRAT Program. This does not seem to be consistent idth the overall ob­
jective of this project and the Commission's objective in the Baltimore 
City Impact Plan. Hhil"'! the project has made referrals to the CRAT Unit, 
a large portion of these referrals i.;ere inappropriate for the treatment 
provided by that project. Additionally, as discussed above, the project 
staff failed to submit or adequately record data necessary to properly 
evaluate the program's operation in terms of Impact objectives, 

An int~rim financial audit' has been completed on this project and the 
recorded costs \Vere verified \Vithout exception. A final audit will be 
completed at the termination of the first year of funding . 



.CMENT I 

IMPACT/ N~ l\}' TM~Acr ?~E- -T(qAL. ~A~E:. 'P8-f-t="oQNt>\~'J(..i:. f f ,111 - 3/'51 

-g~TIM~~ Cn'-l":' ALL D tS\~tC.T;!) 

. -DS;,-- N~~'~1 . 3/'/1'1-. No 1~/Z-3 Roe./B'1·" ~~J 

I " 2Q'l/lJ-'61; r .;/: 
"DJ-r€~lE~~.D Sb)' 31.Z}J"lo ~ ., ::>' 

f • , 

ARRc~lS i \ r' --' ---] 
I 

- .... qe> 
'. 9 7 7 LJ fiJ. DR\.\G. YetI;! Lf1 'br;:"(;~JMlJ.fT r B A! L iI2~1/'\lSO: . I ~ ::r.DJTI<t1j) 1->' ;;;'a:j0?1~ 55/113 ->{)2:TtR~If,rMI~ 

I !21.~J5Z'7% r-,--- .- •. _( LBb/2-~7 \. LRA-l:? .IAlbB.B?o lS5/1b3 
l I ~ vET=r:llli(\tn s -. ... . .. - -. J 
: : ..frJrt:el1·tn~iJl ./.' - -r ----I Lo~ Bet', I ~1 

::c .' ' q) D_ , J 
.0\ :. . I' c't. J:e.Jersc.., " 30 1,/-

. qB~/1f~?~ r-l Iwlo be\i:l 
: ._. __ ... -J ; &.O~L.£I~ Iz,J b~. "-

~l.3>fq2..h?o· eq7/4o~{., ; ! /--:: I "'" zc../3h . 
I ____ • _._. :. I flt.-.:.£ '-, No 

\. ,BAll .. :- ~-> 

r \ 
\ 

'f/3B k fs+~~~e. bo..s.cJ £j\\ ayt-e~-k {;'r 1~~ lj\t\\J(A..~ peif~ccl 

;Pf .:cVe-! ulcJ; ~ dJe c.Ju.--ls . ..fi~.L ~te -fI,z.., Qi>ttt &<q>pG'<' \r 

0."+ C~AI -f;r pv.>G?$j·~~5 

} 
-{ To I CeJtr 

I c.eA--r ;.. 
L!6/Wf nl '03. (2~/.!:o,~?~ 

.s ,,~ ~C e.: :p ~-1 r- ;,<1 R.e-k <.."e.. p", .,.-kt' ""l..<-e.- 5J""''''''-'''-~ .fa-
~ p.2 ""cJ ,b /7'f - 3/3 t J7tf 

. 1.":- of· " '·,C :J co.Ccr~~:J 

0/2..1 C~~-r 
, 

. F '1. ~ l +., A P pCQ cr "'" ~ 



ATTAcmllmJ' II 

BALTI}fORE CITY HIGH r:'fPACT ANALYSIS BY DISTRICT - 1973 

Part I Average Arrests I 3 Shifts :' 2 Shifts 
Arrest Statistics Adj. Adult Per Day i Average Arrest/Per Day/Per Shiftt I Average Arrest/Per Day/Per ShUr 

Police 1973 High Impact High Impact jion:01-8 a,n., 8:01 a.::t.-4 p.m.14:0l p.m ..... l2l, 12:01 p.m.-8 p.1:l;'" 1':01 P:;1:l.-4 a,c'l 
District: (Adult &Juveniles)*** Arrests 1973** 1973 . (25.3%' I (38.7%' . (35.9%) II (37.5%' (39.4%) 

*C 1583 1012 2.8 .7 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1 

SW , 831 513 1.4 .4 .5 .5 .5 .6 . , 
S I 987 616 1. 7' .4 .7 .6 .6 .7 

N 743 446 1.2 .3 .5 .4 .5 .5 

*NW 1018 596 1.6 .4 .6 .6 .6 .6 

*W 1660 1063 2.9 .7 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 
I • 

NE 684 388 1.1 .3 .4 .4 .4 .4 

*E 1238 792 2.2 .6 .8 .8 .8 .9 

SE 1115 671 1.8 .5 .7' .6 .7 .7 
.Total 9859 6097 16.7 j 4.3 ,I 6.4 5.4 6.3 6.6 

! ' 

*High Impact Districts 
**Includes all Homicide, all arrests for Robbery where person arrested - 16, and all other adult impact defendants 

***Sourcc of Arrest Data: Baltimore City Police Department - 1973 
tTbe breakdown'on the proportion of arrests by time pf day were derived from available data from the City of Pittsburgh Police Department. 
this data was not available f'rom Baltimore City 
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I. GENERAL INFORHATlON 

10 
IMPi\CT 

PAST PROGRESS 

. \ 

Project Title: Court Referred Addict Treatment Unit (CORHI-06-05-BC) 

AEplicnnt: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Baltimore City 

Pro'j act Director: Deiano T. Washington 

Federal A~ ... ard: $394,069 (Adjusted to $344,069) 

Dates of Award: March 20, 1973 ($327,488) 
April 30, 1973 ($66,581) 

II. , HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPNENT 

In the spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In 
July ,1972, the Nayor' s Coordinating Council on Criminal Jus tice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method ,by ~"hich the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to~stranger crimes of homicide. 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of ~ ... hich relates to drug abuse prevention. 

In the planning stage of this proj ect, the Mayor's Office of Drug Ab­
lise Control noted thp.t while large numbers of drug dependent persons were 
seeking treatment, others did not seek treatment until a crisis occurred 
which forced the drug dependant person to be more willing to consider 
treatment. The Court Referred Addict Treatment Unit (CRAT), was created 
to capitalize on this opportunity (i.e., intervention at the point of ar­
rest). 

Prior to the existence of CRAT, there was no ~"ay to deterroine which 
Impact offenders were drug abusers, and no system for referring addict of­
fenders to tr~atment programs. The aim of the project ~"as to provide Bal­
timore City with this capability by establishing a central controlling 
element for drug screening, testing, and referral to appropriate treatment 
programs for drug abusing High Impact offenders. 

III. PROJECT IHPLENENTATION 

FE-deral funds totaling $394,069 >vere awarded to Baltimore Ci ty on March 
20 and April 30, 1973 for the implementation and operation of the Court . 
Referred Addict Treatment (CRAT) Unit. 

The CRAT Unit ~yas initially designed to be one component of an inte­
grated system of dealing with Impact drug abusers. Two other High Impact 
projects were developed to coordinate closely with the CRAT Unit. These in­
clude: (a) the Pre-Trial Release--High Impact Narcotic Offenders Project· 
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(refer to Past Progress Report CTHI-02-05-BC); and (b) the Intensive Super­
vision Narcotics Offenders Proi~ct (refer to Past Progress Report CORHI-
04-05-STS) '. 

Though federal funds were awarded in support of this project in March 
and April, 1973, the first client \.,ras not referred to the eRAT Unit until 
late September, 1973. The six month delay in project implementation was 
due primarily to the following: 

...... 
1. Key staff positions for the CRAT Unit necessary to become oper­

ational were not filled until. late June, 1973; 

2. Staff training was not completed until late August, 1973; 

3. The most appropriate method of testing High Impact arrestees 
for drug abuse (this testing was to be completed in four iden­
tified precincts) was not determined until LEAA technical assis­
tance was completed in late July, 1973; 

4. Budget concerns were not completely resolved until August, 1973; 
and 

.. 
i 

5. Special grant conditions relating to the use of existing community-
based drug treatment programs 1.,rere not resolved until September, 
1973. 

The CRAT Unit 1vas officially operational on September 20, 1973. The 
staffi~g pattern for the initial grant year is presented as Attachment A 
to this report. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved operational budget for the initial grant year appears in 
Table I. 

TABLE I 

OPERATIO~AL BVDGET FIRST YEAR 

Category Federal Share Non-Federal Share* 

Personnel $225,761 $85,492 
Equipment 30,758 0 
Contractual Services 116,450 0 
Travel 5,200 0 
Consumables 8,182 0 
Rent 0 21,840 
Other 3,820 27,060 

TOTAL $390,171 $134,392 

*NOTE: All match was in-kind. No local cash was provided. 

. \ 
. \ 
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The CRAT Unit is a 'project made up of a variety of components to pro­
vide short term centralized diagnostic, referral and tracking services for 
High Impact drug abusers identified at thr.dr respective points' of arrest 
in Bal timore City. All referrals to the CRAT Uni t ,vere made at the point 
of arrest by the Pre-Trial Release Division of the Supreme Bench of Balti­
more City. All referrals made would be released on bailor personal re­
cognizance. Services are designed to be available to those referrals dur­
ing the period bet,veen ini tial 'referral to CRAT and court appearance. Thus, 
thE.! CRAT Unit is a project developed to serve pre-trial defendants. It is 
tied in with the Division of Parole and Probation, specifically in that if 
the defendant receives probation, he is sent to a specialized unit dealing 
exclusively with d-rug abusers. A detailed flow chart depicting the opera­
tion of the CRJI.T Unit from:the point of arrest, through screening, refer­
ral, and tr.acking components is presented as Attachment B to this report. 
Attachment C indicates hotv the CRAT Unit relates to the drug treatment sys­
tem in Baltimore City. Each of the components is discussed In detail be­
low: 

A. Intake: The Pre-Trial Relea~e Division of the Supr.emeRench of 
Baltimore City has the responsibility for making- referrals to 
the CRAT Unit for diagnostic and screening purposes (refer to 
Past Progress Report CTHI-02-05-EC). Initial intake at the pre­
cinct level for subsequent referral to the CRAT Unit is as fol­
lows: 

1. Arrest: The Baltimore City Police Department arrests per­
sons and transports them to one of the nine district de­
tention centers. Initially, four districts were identified 
as having a sufficient volume of High Impact dr'ug abusers 
for referral to the CRAT Unit. These included Hestern, Cen­
tral, EBS tern and NorthHes tern. Hmvever, referrals were 
actually made from all nine districts during the project 
year. 

2. Drug Screening: The arrestees in all nine districts, with 
special emphasis placed upon the four designated Impact 
districts, Here interviewed by the Pre-Trial Release Div­
ision of the Supreme Bench. The procedures used by the 
Pre-Trial Release Division were the same procedures used 
to intervie\v all arres tees awaiting preliminary hearings. 
Beginning \Vith those crimes declared to be High Impact 
Crimes (murder, rape, burglary, robbery and aggravated 
assault), the Pre-Trial Release worker made a discretion­
ary determination I)S to whether the client had a present 
drug problem. Based upon the determination of the Pre­
Trial Release Investigator and the admittance "Of the 
arrestee that he had a drug problem, the investigator ex­
plained the treatment system to the offender. If the 
arrestee agreed, a urine sample was taken on the spot by 
the investigator, and subjected to the EMIT (Enzyme Mul­
tiplied Il11~1Unoassay Technique) urine testing system to 
determine the presence or absence of opiates. All urine 

..., .. 'TIl!' 



lOC 

samples collected were sent to the CRAT laboratory 
for a full screening test to determine the presence 
of any other Controlled Dangerous Substances. 

3. ~ail Hearing: Based upon the discretionary deter­
mination of the Pre-Trial Investigator, consider­
ing extent of drug dependency, results of the ENIT 
screening and severity of present offense, a recom­
menda tion, was formul"ated tha t ~.;ras carried to the 
District Court Judge or Commissioner for his deter~ 
mination as to whether th~ Impact Offender should 
be released on recognizance or bail with a condi­
tion that he report to the CR.:"'T Unit. According to 
the project director, nor8ally if the defendant ap­
pears before a District Court Judge, appearance at 
CRAT is a fonnal condition of release. HOHever, if 
the defendant is brought before a Commissioner, ap-­
pearance,at CRAT usually is not a formal condition 
of release. The project director reports thaf a 
total of 20 referrals did not shmv at CRAT. In 
each case, the proj ec t director notified the Pre­
Trial Release Division. Of the 20, ten are knm"n 
to have been picked up as a release violator and 
remanded to the City Jail. ~o further information 
is available on the remaining ten referrals. 

Table II reflects referral by Pre-Trial Release to the CRAT Unit by 
polir~ district by mo~th. 

i TABLE II 

REFERRAL TO THUP~-\T l~;rT 
SEPTE~mER! 1973 -' A::':;;;ST! 1974 

Honth 1* 2 3* 5 7* 8 9 Total 

September, 1973 1 

October 4 

November 2 

December 

January, 1974 

February 

~!arch 

.Iay 

June 

July 

August 

TOTAL 

o 

7 

5 

2 

13 

5 

5 

2 

4 

50 

o 

o 

3 

1 

5 

3 

3 

5 

2 

7 

4 

3 

36 

o 

o 

1 

2 

1 

3 

4 

2 

5 

4 

3 

5 

29 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

o 

2 

o 

7 

2 

1 

o 

14 

o 

1 

o 

o 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

19 

o 

o 

2 

5 

7 

3 

4 

2 

6 

7' 

4 

6 

46 

o 

1 

3 

o 

13 

5 

6 

6 

6 

9 

2 

6 

57 

o o 1 

o 

1 

o 6 

2 14 

3 0 

3 2 

3 3 

'4 0 

"3 ,2 

·2 3 

1 2 

3 1 

2 2 

25 17 

11 

43 

26 

26 

35 

39 

40 

22 

31 

293 

"'NOTE: These arc the four police districts originally identified as hnving 
sufficient volume to refer clients to the CRAT Unit. 

it*NOTE: All (cmnlc nrrcstees nrc sent to this police district. Two females 
,",ere l'eferred to the C\{AT Unit during the above-referenced time pertod. 
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As indicated by the figures, a total of 293 alleged offenders were 
referred to the Cl{AT Unit. All made bailor were released on their O\YU 

recognizance. Of the 293, 182 or about 62% were referred from the four 
precincts originally identified as those which \\lould make referrals to 
the CRAT Uni t . 

B. CRAT Unit Activity: ~asically, the CRAT Unit consists of an 
Urinalysis Laboratory component and a Diagnostic Unit. The 
lab is set up""to tes t all referrals to the CRAT Unit and pro­
vide data on the type and extent of drug abuse involvement of 
the cHen t . This da ta ass is ts the Diagnos ti c Uni t in making 
appropriate client referral to a community-based treatment 
program. 

An evaluation is perfol~ed on each client entering cr~T by 
the Diagnostic Unit \\lhich refers clients to designated com­
munity treatment facilities. During the treatment period, 
a tracking system functions to ensure that each client fol­
lows conditions set at arraignment. This system reports 
drop-outs from treatment or failures to comply \\li th release 
conditions to the Pre-Trial Release Division which then han­
dles the individual as if he had violated conditions of bail. 
To date, 20 dropouts have been reported to Pre-Trial Re~eas~, 
ten of which \\lere picked up and remanded .to the Ci ty Jail. 
When the individual case comes up. for trial, the judiciary 
may take into account his cooperation and success in the 
treatment program, and may determine that he should remain 
in that program as an alternative to prosecution or as an 
alternative to incarceration subsequent to prosecution. No 
data is available on referrals who might have fallen in this 
category . 

The Diagnostic Unit is staffed by physicians, psychologists, 
case tracking personnel, nurse and psychological work-ups 
necessary to determine Hhat form·of treatment is best for 
each individual. CRAT Unit personnel, as indicated in At­
tachment A include: (a) t\\lO part-time physicians; (b) one 
part-time psychiatrist; (c) one project director; (d) one 
full-time psychologist and one part-time psychologist; 
(e) one full-time Administrative Section Chief; (f) one 
full-time social worker and one part-time social worker; 
(i) tvo full-time Case Tracking personnel; (j) one full-
time LPN (nurse); (k) one full-time messenger; and (1) two 
full-time secretaries. There are a total of 13 full-time 
personnel and four part-time personnel. After the interview 
and 1 ·"!.dical and psychological examinations by the CRAT team 
(con~~sting of a physician, intake personnel ,and psycholo­
gist), a determination is made as to the proper community 
drug treatment program for each individual. Based upon the 
assessment, the intake staff will place the addict offender 
in a reserved slot in a community treatment program. Attach-' 
ment D to this report indicates referrals by month to commu­
nity treatment programs. 

1 ~. 
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As indicated in Attachment D, there appears to have been 
a total of 289 referrals from the CRAT Unit to the 18, Drug 
Abuse Administration certified treatment programs. 

C. Case Tracking: As alluded to above, a major function of 
the CRAT Unit is tracking of individuals from point of in­
takt= into the CHAT Unit through final court disposition 
(refer to Att·achment C o'f this report). 

The tracking component is desj.gned to begin at the point 
when the initial screening by the Pre-Trial Release Divi­
sion is completed, and continue through ultimate legal dis­
position (including sentenced to the City Jailor Divi-
sion of Correction, or probation). The intent of this com­
ponent is to determine the effectiveness of the CMT screen­
ing process (and subsequent referral to a community-based 
program) and to provide follow-up information on success 
in treatment 'for High Impact drug abusers referred through 
the CRAT Unit. At this point, it appears that this compo­
nent has broken down to the point of being ineffective. 
This problem will be discussed in detail in Section V, Ana­
lysis of this report. 

There ~vas only one maj or budget modification submitted during the ini­
tial grant year. That: reques t \vou1d have added new grant positions and ex­
panded the case tracking component significantly. In addition. the re­
quest provided for ne~v equipment items to replace those ~vorn out, and addi­
tional urinalysis e~uipment. The Commission staff disapproved all re­
quested ne\v positions and expansion, but approved the various items of 
equipment and urinalysis equipment. It appeared that the difficulty in 
tracking CMT referrals \vas not necessarily a function of ·a lack of suf­
ficient tracking personnel, but that the community-based treatment programs 
'Were sin:ply not genera ting appropriate follow-up information for use by the 
CRAT Unit as originally envisioned. In short, the grantee could not demon-

'strate hmv increasing the staff ~vould result in more useful feedback infor­
mation from the treatment programs, if in fact the treatment programs ~vere 
not willing to provide the information in the'first place. 

V. ANALYSIS 

This project, as originally designed, meets the intent of the Commis-
'sion's five-year objective to increase the number of sentenced offenders 
and pre-trial defendants participating in effective treatment and rehabi­
litation programs at the community level. llo;vever, the p-roject has exper­
ienced numerous problems which have impacted on the program's intent and 
effectiveness. 

The first area of concern is intake into the project. As initially 
funded, the CRAT Uni t. was designed to handle an average of ten referrals 
per \.mek, or 40 total per month during the first grant year. This means 
that about ll80 referrals were to be handled in a l2-month period. To date, 
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the project has been operational for about 12 months, and only 293 clients 
have been referred. Table III compares the existing client flm.;r with pro­
jected client flm.;r for the past 12-month period. 
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As indicated graphically, the referral rate is ,.;rel1, b(;.lO\.;r ,.;rhat was 
originally intended. Hm(lever, it must be noted that responsibility for 
referral to the CRAT Unit is with the Pre-Trial Release Division, not the 
CRAT project. CHAT intake is dependent entirely on the efforts of the 
pre-trial inte1."Vim(lers operating at the police {5recinct level. Based on 
available data, it appears that the CRAT Unit handled about 1.2 referrals 
per day during the initial grant year. As originally envisioned, the Unit 
,.;>'ould provide services to at least two clients per day. 

At this point, the 10\(1 intake volume appears to be resultant of two 
basic problems. First, the pre-trial intervie'(lers do not have time to 
actually "sell" CRAT to identified arres tees. This is probably due to the 
high volume of offenders in general '(lho must be interviewed. throughout all 
nine poli'ce districts \(lhether they are Impact drug abusers or not. Thus', 
some clients \(lho might be eligible for CRAT are never interviewed. This 
particular problem is addressed in more detail in the Past Progress Report 
for CTIII-02-05-BC. 

Second, a requirement for CRAT is that referrals be in a status of 
either bailor release on recognizance. It appears that those drug abus­
ing H:l.gh Impact oHenders that the CRAT Unit was designed for, are not 

~L-_____ ~ __________________ ---'-______ ... __ . __ ] j'f 
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making bailor release on recognizance at the level originally envi­
sioned. 

A second major problem is serious in and of itself, but also re­
lated to the low volume of referrals. The type of referrals being made 
to the eRAT Unit are not, in the majority of instances, High Impact of­
fenders. Table IV indicates the current charge of referrals to the eRAT 
Unit for the period January throu?>h August, 1974. 
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As indi,cated by the chart, the majority 0: re:erra1s (152 0:: 237, or 64%) 
to the eRAT Unit are misdemeanants. Of these 152 referrals, 84 or 55% 
were drug related, but the project director indicates that ~ost drug mis­
demeanors were referred for man.] uana use. Traditionally, this type of 
offender is not amenable to drug treatment since mar~uana use cannot be 
detected through urinalysis and is not addicting in the sense that treat­
ment is imperative. 

The target population for eRAT services include the categories of "Im­
pact Felony" and "Non-Impact Drug Felony". Note that these categories com­
bined aceount for 74 of the 327 referrals (31%) to the eRAT Uni t. This seems 
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to substantiate the fact that High Impact drug abusers (the original tar-
get population for the project) are not being referred. This is probably 
due, however, to the reluctance of judges or commissioners to release 
this type of offender on recongnizance, or set bail at a level within 
reach of the alleged offender. Additionally, since most referrals appear 
to be misdemeanants, the actual time available in which testing and sub­
sequent referral to treatment programs is limited. Usually, misdemeanants 
go to court within a ten to fifte~n day period. This is not enough time 
for the CRAT Uni t to a'5sess a clients needs, refer him to a drug program,' 
and make sure services are provided by the program. Also, given this 
type of offender, there is serious doubt as to \vhether or not treatment 
is even necessary. 

Other problems noted wi th the intake process at the police precinct 
level are no ted belmv: 

1. In many instances, intake forms are not completed by pre-trial 
intervie\vers prior to the client showing up a t the. CRAT facility. 
These forms are necessary to begin the case tracking process and 
verify infon::ation given by the client \vhen interviewed by CRAT 
staff. The Pre-Trial Release Division indicates that the inter­
viewers simply do not have time to complete the forms in all cases; 

2. The EHIT urinalysis machines located in four of the nine police 
districts are often not used to test arrestees for drug abuse. 
Once again, time seems to be the major factor. Thus, much of 
the preliminary urinalysis testing must be completed ,by the CRAT 
laboratory; and 

3. In many instances, according to the project director, the ~IIT 
machines in the police districts are broken and cannot be used. 
No explanation for this was offered, since no one wants to accept 
the responsibili ty for the broken machines. 

A third major problem relates to the case tracking process. It simply 
is not \vorking and very little informa tion on client follmv-up is available. 
In fact, at this point, the only follmv-up data. available relates to legal 
disposition by treat~ent modality (Attach~ent E) and by offense (Attachment 
F). No information has been collected relating to quality and quantity of 
treatment \vhile the client is in one of the community treatment programs, 
or on re-arrest of clients while on recognizance or bail. 

Attachment F indicates legal disposition by crime type. Based on the 
chart, it appears that about 33% of the referrals are ultimately placed on 
probation. Though valid comparative data for defendants placed on proba­
tion in Baltimore City \vho have not been to CRAT is not available, it ap­
pears that the number of defendants \"ho receive probation in Prince George's 
County (Circuit and District Courts) is about 13.5%. There is a need for 
informa tion \vhich indicates the success or non-success of eRAT in increas­
ing the chances for a defendant in returning to the street rather than be­
ing incarccra ted. This' is especially true in vimv of the fact that the tar­
get population of the project is pre-trial High Impact ~rug abusers. 
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Appo rently, the case tracking component cannot. c.Oi.Lcet;- the infonna tion 
on clients as originnlly envisioned in the grant application. "llle pro; ect 
director indicates tha t the problem could be resolved \vi th addi tiona 1 s tarf 
assigned to the tracking unit. However, justification for such expansion 
docs not indicat~ just how more staff would solve the problem. For exam­
pIe, much of the tracking information depends on quality rcporti-:1g from 
the treatment programs to \i1hicho clients are re'ferred (see Attachment D to 
this repol:t). It appears that formal reporting back to the CRAT Unit does 
not occ~r. This situation is not consistent \vith the agreement negotiated 
among the Nayor's Office of Drug Abuse Control, the Drug Abuse Administra­
tion (Which certifies the treatment pro'grams) and the Commission staff, 
when the project was becoming operational. 

Basically, the treatment programs were to provide specific information, 
as determined by C~~T staff, on the progress of each CRAT client referred. 
The case tracking unit tvould then simply compile all pertinent information 

I to determine the progress of the clients referred to each program. This 
has not been done, and·is reflected in the lack of information on follow-
up of eRAT clients. 

In summary, it can be said that it appears that the operation of this 
pr0j'ect is inconsistent with activity initially envisioned. There are num­
erous and significant problems with the project at the intake and at the 
case tracking levels. In addition, it appears that the quantity and type 
of offender to be served has not been served. At this point, the strongest 
justification of project operation during the first year is the provision 
of services to the Confined Addicts Seeking Help (CASH) program (refer to 
CASH's Past Progress Report) and the urinalysis services provided by the 
laboratory componen~t,. Attachment G indicates urinalysis ac tivi ty of the 
lab between September, 1973 and August, 1974. ,The CASH program is a thera­
peutic community for drug abusers which is located in the Ci ty Jail. These 
men are those \vho cannot be referred to a communi tY:-based treatment program 
because they could not make bailor release on recognizance. The CRAT Unit 
provides urinalysis and psychological counseling services to men in this 
program until they are adjudicated by the court. 

An interim financial audit \Vas conducted on this proj ect by the Commis­
sion staff in e-arly September, 1974. That audi t seems to indicate a num­
ber of fiscal problems associated \'lith grant operation during the initial 
grant year. The major concern at this point appears to be a lack of doc­
umentation '.)f in-kind match in Category A, Personnel. Specifically, time 
and attendance records for contributed City personnel are inadequate. 
Currently, the Commission's auditing staff is working to resolve this con­
cern. All audit problems should be resolyed prior to the release of fed­
eral funds during the second grant year, j,f the project is awarded continued 
support. 

~ 
f 
1 



COURT REFERRED ADDICT TREATMENT ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 

I ;':AYCR I S CFFICE OF "\ 
D::(UG ABUSE CC:-:TROL 

I PROJECT 

J DIREC?OR 
'!". '. 

I ADH..LNIS.i:RATIVE I SECTIQi.f CHIEF 

I 

.I ;... 

...-
(~ I I 

SECRETARIAL PRCGRAt"vi ~~ 

STAFF CONSULTA;,\lTS (~~ 

t 
~ 

I I , 

I LA30RATCRY I, CASE TRACKlNG 
CO~.11PO;\!E~IT COxpm:ENT 

I 
I I I I 

~ -

TOXICOLOGIST • LABOP..ATORY INTAKE . 
(SECTION CHIEF) TECl";:;~ ICIfu'JS 

CLIENT MONITORS 
STATIS'l'ICIAl\lS 

PSYCHOLOGIST 

. 
. 

I f-:ED:ICAL I • I . C.A.S.H • I SECuRITY 
CO;':?C:':E~JT COiJjPC~jENT . CO:':? c:-: =::-:': 

I 
I I I I I 

:" A .. ~ 1'- ':: I:-Z 
NURSE INTAKE: VOLUNTEERS 

CORREC'l'IC:.!, ' 
:"')cl'CRS SOCIAL HORKER PSYCHOLOGIST 

OFF:ICERS 

. . --l 

..-d 8-F 
, 

~~ 
'" 



THE COURT REFERRED ADDICT PROGP.Al-! . -- -

••• & •••••••• 

• RE~ERP£D DACK TO C~uRT 

" 

. 'I . . 
REJECTED OY CAAT . 

: 
. r 

DJDIVIDUAL RSLEASSD O~ 
, . 

..-
~ 

P£R~ONJ\L REC<y..jrm~\l':CE f- I\CFD:~r::L) TO CRAT FCR ! 

. r f-
I-- :-:::U:CAl. A.."D PSYCI!OLCNlCAL 

DAIL m:J\RIt:G. PRE-TRIAL Lt OAIr,! 

TF.STl~:G 

PRE-:~R!AL RELEASE INDIVIDUAL URINE TESTED. jI"iKES RECO:~r,ENOATION FOR 
PERJ-'OR:J.5 DRUG f- lNDIVlDUl\L ASKZl:.i 'TO f- CRAT PJ\RTICIPJ\TIO~ ON' ' 
!:CR~;.:;r.:G PARTICIPATE :IN CR,,\T" ',' niDIVIDUALS OtEV.ED 

1 
FAILS TO: POS1' OAIL I SUITAI3LE , .. I 

, , 
' , 

~ ---~- . r_"'~,,>J. 

. 
1 

. , 
~f.LEcrEJ l.IY G'\.sll CO:,WJtJl::O AT 

I trrY JAIL f- PMrr IC] PAl ITS TO f------
" J OlN co::.':U:JlTY 
" 

-. 
• 

-f" 

!\C:--EPRED TO :-:05T 
,RELEASED ON PR0[3A l'ION 

!;V l"i'/,;l!'=: CO:-:'~;1.,'!'JITY 
\ .-- WITH 1\ CO:lDTl'ION r- . 

" f- ~:O COm'I:~UE TRI~I\'l'jr.F.NT. rRc/nATler: IlEPl\H1':':E:~:T ' - !:!/\~ED T!t£AT:~J~:JT . rl GUILTY I ?RC(;PJ"I.:-:. f-
RCCEJVr.:.; CiY,T RF.:?ORTS 
f\::D JI-' t:r:CE5SidlY' >-

- >-3 
ru~r ,sl\Sf.;)otl PR0!3ATION CO:JTlrlU!::S'THI::AT:l::JT ~ >-3 -

Nor GUILTY I t- HIT/lou'r A COrlDl'fION f--
.!> 

i--=-- RETU~~ED TO COURT 
g 

FOR'ADJUDIG\TION 
TO co;~'rD';UE TRE:l\l'I"::::~:T ~ 

I 
" tTl z 

I RELEASE I I " ' 
>-3 

C?J,T .sTAFF' Fr:R:OR:~.s f-
'---

SE~:TENCEDTO THE DEPAHTHEhT f-
DE?ARTj,:£::T OF COP.rtSCT!C~:S IX 

-- r'Z;):LCAL A:I0 PS!"CHO-
OF CORREcrrOi\,S C0ULD cwn;WE TR::;'T;':=:::: 

, 
LCXiIG\L TESTlr;:.; , 

" 

#' 

, ' 

, 
\ 

.. 
j 

d q. 
f 



:IVIL 
[MIT­
MENT JAI L 

ATTACHHENT C 

BALTUI0RE CITY CRIHINAL JUSTICE DRUG TREATNENT SYSTEM 

NO BAIL 

DETENTION AT 
JAIL 

-(C.A.S.H.) 

"" 
, 
I PRISONS I 
I 
I 

ARREST 

V 
': DRUG SCREEN 

CASE 
TRACKING 

SYSTEH 

Pre-Trial Release ................. ~, .... ,) ............. . 
Division 

BAIL 
ImARING 

BAIL 

_J 
PROBA 
TroN 

....................................... 

r-·_..r.:*---" 
OWN I 

RECOGNIZANCE i. .................. . 
I 
i 

C.R.A.T. 
UNIT 

_/ 

INTENS 
SUPERV IV~ . 

I-.. I························,······,,········ .... SION 



DRUG TREATl1ENT REFERRALS 

. 
HONTH 

PROGRA..'1 Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. March 
. 

A.R.C.C. 0 1 3 3 6 2 5 

Cherry Hill 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

COMDAP (Shep-Pratt) 0 0 0 O. 1 1 0 

EBDA (Hopkins) 0 0 3 1 3 3 12 

Echo House 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 

Friends 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 

G1emwod Life 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 

Ian Alive 0 0 2 0 2 1 0 

lantra 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

[NAYADP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

~orthwest Alert (SL~AI) 0 1 1 2 '3 0 0 

C.R.A.T. 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 

Project A.D.A.P.T. 0 0 1 2 6 2 3 

Southeast (City Hospital) 0 1 . 0 1 2 
. 

1 2 

University of l1aryland 0 1 1 0 2 1 ,0 

Veteran's Administration 1 1 2 0 3 4 0 

west. End 0 1 0 0 10 2 4 
, 

X-Cell O. 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
\, 

TOTAL 1 7 15 11 42 24 30 
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Jru~JARY 1, 1974 - JU11E 30. 197 ._ LTJSIVE 

'I 
., -** 

1 I I I TOTAL 
CT =' ,,-. ;'::OR?Hr::=: A;·?r£T P;Jl:!:li*ES BARBITURATES METHAOO~~E SPSC:L~-~;;S ;LJlJr_ • 

, 

I :OCZ<-UP 29 70 5 3 26 118 

-
~ .. 2.A.T. 
::';T;'.?:~ 84 102 9 8 63 238 

l 

:.R.P_.T. .I 
~-_?"VS!rlL;'l:CE 35 5 0 1 0 40' 

. I " I 
I 

~;'.:.tT:C·:O:{E . I . 
::TY JA'2f.l 18 2 0 4 0 23 . I 

I 
, 

C"A.S.H. 129 0 0 7 0 136 

: 
::;::::OSJ.,7:LON 237 45 2 19 56 341 

. . : 

JUVr:;;-;ILE . . 
SSi\VICES 69 4 0 0 0 73 

I 

S?~CIAL 191 . 0 0 0 0 191 

'iOTAL 792 228 16 42 
\ 

145 . 1160 
------- - ---- ~------- ~-

• Clean = Containing none of the listed',drugs 
** Total may not be the s,um of the other categories because of multiple drugs in some specimens 
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IMPACT 

PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project Title: Confined Addicts Seeking Help (CASH) 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency:'., Baltimore . City Jail 

Project Director: Joseph DeSantis 

Date of Award: March 20, 1973 

Federal kvard: Not Applicable. (Previously funded as a component of the 
Court Refi:.rred Addict Treatment [CRAT] Unit) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPHENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the La\o7 Enforcement Assistance Administration selected 
eight cities, :.ncluding Baltimore, as target cities to participate in a High Impact 
Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, the Hayor's Coordinating 
Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Yean Action Plan which indicated the 
method by which the City of Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to'-stranger 
crimes of ,homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan 
identified seven maj or program areas, one of \vhich relates to drug abuse prevention. 

The idea of establishing a drug-free therapeutic community \vithin thl~ 
Baltimore City Jail was a notion initially developed through the personal interest 
of several members of the jail administration. The central force behind the imple­
mentation of the program was that several inmates at the jail banded together, 
solicited members from thp general population, and formed a 100selY-8 tructurcd 

.community of thirty members. The emphasis of the community was on self-·rehabilita-
tion through the use of peer group pressure, to remain. drug--free. 

With the assistance of the Harden and the shift commanders, an unused portion 
of the jail (the old gymnasium) was turned over to the inmates for the purpose of 
housing their therapeutic community. This section of the jail, completely isolated 
from the general inmate population has housp.d the community since February, 1973. 

III. PROJECT IHPLEHENTATION 

Due to administrative and personnel recruitment problems, the Baltimore City 
Jail 'vas unable to supply any staff for the CASH program. As a result, the project 
lacked the structure needed to operate as a true therapeutic community. Hm\'Gver, 
since the Court Referred. Addict Treatment (CRAT) Unit \vas 'scheduled to be implemented 
in June, 1973, and since there appeared to be sufficient staff in the eRAT Unit 
budget to provide additional coverage for the 'CASH program, the therapeutic commu-

, nity "",as placed under the administrative control of the CRAT Unit. 

In June, 1973, the therapist hired for the CRAT Unit began to work \vith CASH 
participants, and re-defined the program to provide more structure. Additionally, 
the therapist began to recruit volunteers with specialized skills to work with 
program participants on a regularly scheduled basis. Vo.lunteers utilized inc1udecl 
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a reading specialist, pharmacist, black history instructor, therapists and college 
students interested in the CASH program. However, due to professional and educa­
tional obligations, volunteers could not be depended upon to provide the high 
degree of program structure required by the community. As a'result, all regularly 
scheduled counseling (group and individual) was conducted by the CRAT therapist 
who spent 50 percent of his time running the prugram. The staffing pattern for 
the project is presented as Attachment A to the Past Progress Report. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

" As this point, a detailed budget of expenditures of the CASH program in' the 
CRAT Unit Budget cannot be determined. However, services to the CASH program as 
identified in the CRAT Unit budget and provided are as follows: 

1. The full-time CRAT Unit staff psychologist spent 50% of his time in 
conducting group and individual counseling sessions for CASH residents. 

, 2. The part-time teacher on loan from the Baltimore City School System spent 
.about four ho,urs per ~~,.~p,k assisting CASH program members in learning 
remedial educational s'idlls. 

3. The full-time social worker spent about six hours per \veek with CASH 
program residents as assistant to the psychologist in conducting the 
counseling sessions. 

4. Random urinalysis tes ting services \Vere provided by the CRAT Unit to 
program residents. 

Prospective members for the CASH community are identified through t,vo 
processes. First, ,referrals are received from various staff within the institu­
tion, including social workers, psychologists, correction officers and the CRAT 
Unit. Hmyever, the majority of prospective members are identified through the 
second process, that of CASH outreach. In this process, two CASH inmate intervie~'lers 
make regular visits to each section within the institution. The purpose of these 
visits is .for the interviewers to explain the CASH community to inmates, anS'lyer 

,questions about CASH and assist interested inmates in completing application forms 
for membership. 

All applications are compiled and returned by the inmate interviewers \veekly 
to the Screening Committee. The Screening COnIDlittee consists of the Director, 
the Assistant Director for Internal Affairs, an inmate, two members of the 
conm1llnity (all CASH residents), and the CASH Administrator (psychologist). This 
committee studies these applications in preparation for the weekly screening 
session. l)rior to each session, a list of the ne\v applicants to be screened is 
sent to Inmate Control so that applicants can be escourted to the screening 
session. 

On the day of the screening session) the Screening Committee interviews each 
applicant separately. The screening intervie\v consists of an evaluation of the 
applicant's motivution for membership and capacity for change. Immediately upon 
completion of the screening session, the applicant is then interviewed by the 
Community-At-Large in a group. Later, after the applicants are returned to the 
general populution, the entire community meets to decide on all of the applicants 
who ",ere screened tha t day. The Screening Commi t tee presents their recommendtttion 
on each application as to whether or not the inmate should be accepted for proba­
tionary membership. After a discussion period, the community then votes on cacil 

'['if' 
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applicant. If the Screening Commit tee's recommendation is in disagreement \oli th 
the community's decision, the Screening Committee is then directed to repeat the 
screening process on that individual the following ioleek. The intervie\olerS inform 
all applicants of the status of their application the morning after the screening 
session. A list of the nam~s of those applitants selected [or probationary mem­
bership is given to Inmate Control for transfer to the CASH community the next 
day. Unlike other Commission funded grants, thus far l the jail administrator has 
played no role in making referrals to CASH or in vetoing those selected for 
screening by the CASH community. 

" 
Once accepted, residents are in a 30-day probationary status. Special 

restrictions on residents in that stage include: (a) no incoming or outgoing 
mail; (b) no visits except from the resident's lawyer; (c) no telephone calls; 
and (d) no recreation. Since thesci restrictions may violate the inmates' civil 
rights, he must sign a \olaiver to these rights. The purpose behind the restrictions 
is to a1lol'1 the probationer time to adjust to ,the therapeutic community 1'1ithout 
external interference. 

At the end of the thirty-day probationary period, th~ resident group leaders 
submit an evaluation of the individuals' motivation for therapy and group parti­
cipation, and their recommendations for further treatment. An evaluation of the 
probationary member's performance in CASH and an evaluation of his observance of 
the community rules and regulations is prepared. These evaluations are presented 
to the Evaluation Committee, which is composed of the inmate Evaluation Coordinator, 
the 'Administrator (psychologist), and two inmate members of the community. The 
Evaluation Committee, after studying these evaluations, makes a recommendation to 
the community as to \olhether or not a probationary men-ber should be advanced to 
full community membership. The con®unity then either accepts or rejects this 
recommendation. If the probationary member is denied advancement to full member­
ship, ~e is immediately terminated from the community and Inmate Control is so 
notified. If he is accepted, he immediately assumes the privileges and responsi­
bilities of full membership in the CASH community. 

Honthly population figures for the CASH program are presented from June, 1973 
through August, 1974 in Table I. At this point, due to the physical layout of 
the CASH facility, there is no ascribed maximum program capacity. However, the 
project director indicates that the desired maximum (based on the elasticity of 
counseling sessions), is 30 residents. 
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This project appears to be generally consistent \.;rith the Commission's five­
year objective relating to treatment programs for pre-trial defendants. The CASH 
program is directing its therapeutic efforts at men \.;ho are in the critical legal 
stage of not yet having been adjudicated. Currently, there are 30 residents in 
the program, three of \.;rhich are sentenced offenders. In addition, the need to 
provide tl:eatment services to drug abusers in Baltimore City has been clearly 
indicated by the Hayor' s Office of Drug Abuse Control. 

Ho\vever, there is a major problem associated with. the project. There is no 
follow-up information on residents who leave the program after adjudication. At 
this pOint, no information is available on residents \.;rho: (a) are sentenced to 
the State Division of Correction; (b) receive.probation; or (c) return to the 
street (except voluntary information provided to C.ASH by the ex-resident). There 
is no method by which a determination can be made of the long range impact of 
the CASH program on residents once they leave the program. In addition, other 
basic informational needs cannot be provided at this time. Specifically, that 
would include (at a minimum), data indicating the alleged offenses of CASH members, 
and release data which would at least outline whether those. released from the 
program received sentences, probation, or were returned to the street. The project 
director indicated that no specific reporting requirement!? were requested by the 
CRAT Unit \vhile the CASH program \.;ras under their administrative control. As a 
result, no information was generated. In addition, all available recotds were 
mal.ntainecl by the resident inmates. Their knowledge of useful data in terms of 
determining project net worth is limited. If the project is approved for second 
year support, all informntional needs identified would be maintained by the 
project director. 

'1'his project is dissimilar from any other funded by the Governor's €ommission. 
First, the residents themselves arc largely responsible for operating the program. 
Peer group pressure plays a significant role in project operation. Second, client 
t\lrnover in the p rograll\ is based on court action rather than acti vi ty which occt'rs 

I 
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while the resident is ,a member of the CASH program. Currently, the average 
length of stay in CASU is about 3.5 to four months. However, some residents 
might stay as long as six to eight months. Basically, a detailed evaluation 
component was never developed for this project. It is imperative that one be 
developed for the second grant year if a.ppro·ved for funding. 

Anothet problem which was evident during the initial year of funding 
under the CRAT Unit is a lack of continued drug abuse treatment once the legal 
disposition of the resident is determined by the court. II the resident receives 
a sentence with the ~ivision of' Correction, there is no program currently operat­
ing in the Division t!J which the ex-resident of. CASH can be sent. It should be 
noted, however, that the CASH director does fonvard all records on the residents 
who -::n-e sentenced to the Division to the Rec~ption, Diagnostic and Classification 
Center for usc in any firther treatment the ""offender may receive, Similarily, 
if the CASH resident receives probation, there is no mechanism that allO\vs for 
referral of the ex-resident of CASH to one of the several specialized narcotics 
caseloads currently operated by the Division of Parole and Probation. If the 
CASH resident should be found not guilty, or if he simply pays a fine and is 
released,. there is no. further obligation for the ex-resident to seek continued 
treatment for himself, unless he so chooses. 

At this point, continued drug abuse treatment occurs only if the CASH 
resident is sentenced to the Baltimore City Jail. In this instance, \'ihich does 
not occur often, the CASH program would continue to serve the inmate as long as 
his sentence at the jail. This problem of a lack of continued treatment is 
significant since experience with therapeutic communities in other jurisdictions 
seem to indicate better client success if residents are held in treatment for at 
least eight to twelve months. The current average length of stay in the program 
is computed to be about 4.6 months. 

At this point, it appears that the CASH program is operating as it 'vas 
initially designed. Therapeutic counseling services are being provided, and 
the tImv of clients through the program is stable. All residents selected for 
the CASH program are verified addicts with extensive involvement with hard drugs. 
The Commission staff believes that the problems associated wi th client follo\,'-uP 
and evaluation can be resolved \vith the cooperation of the Division of Correction 
and Parole and Probation. 

In addi tion, the problems associated with a lack of continued drug abuse 
treatment can be dealt with. In part, this would be alleviated by the implemen­
tation of the High Impact Drug Project for Impact Releasees and Parolees (COrull-
02-06-STS), scheduled to begin in June, 1975 if approved for second year funding. 
This project, operated by the Division of Correction, could provide continued 
treatment of ex-residents of CASH who are sentenced to the Division. Increased 
cooperation with the Division of Parole and Probation could develop a mechanism 
for insuring continued drug treatment if ex-residents receive probation. 

In summary, there are a·number of specific concerns which must be addressed 
and resolved in order for the project to operate in a manner which would impact 
on drug abusers beyond that point of pre-triol detention. The CASH program is a 
pilot project, and as understood by the Commission staff, the only one of its kind 
operating in a pre-trial detention facility. It appears to have the potential to 
develop into a viable program for treatment of drug abusing pre-trial defendants. 

'J11e CASH program operated as part of the Court Referred Addicts Treatment 
(CRAT). An audit hos been conducted on the CRAT program and all expenditures mnde 
in providing services to the CASH program appear to be consistent with the grunt 
budget. 

, 1~ 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFOR}~TION 

Projec.t Title: Expansion and Optimization of Helicopter Patrol 
Coverage to Facilitate Conclpsive Evaluation 

~licant: Baltimor'e, Maryland 

Implementing Ag~: Baltimore City Police Department 

Project Director: Frank Battaglia, Deputy Police Conwissioner 

Federal A~vard: $205,000 

Date of Mvard: October 26, 1972 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOp~mNT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as ta~get cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan ,designed to fight violent street crime. In July 1972, 
the :Hay or 's Coordinating Coun cil on CriT.unal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan ~vhich indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore ~vould 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, ag­
gravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major prog1:am 
areas, one of \'lhich related to "Intensive Community Patrol by Police." The 
project submitted as a component of the Intensive Community Patrol ~vas aimed 
at expanding and evaluating the existing helicopter force of the City Police 
Department. The applicant proposed to purchase t'·70 additional helicopters 
and assigning them to a continuous 16 hour airboD1e patrol program over a 

. defined high crime area in Baltimore City. 

III. PROJECT INPLEMENTATION 

The Mayor of Baltimore City was notified that the Governor's Commission 
had approved the helicopter project on October 20, 1972 in the amount of $205,000 
federal funds. The grant mvard and attached special conditions was signed by 
the l-1ayor of Baltimore on October 30, 1972. The project did not commence unt~l 
February 14, 1973 with the ordering of the helicopters and became operational 
on .July 15, 1973. 

The budget for the Helicopter project during the first year was as follows. 

~---'--------------' ----~~-------' --- --- --- -
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CATEGORY I FEDERAL SHARE LOCAL SHARE rOTAL 
I . .... 

Personnel Dnd Fringe Benefits: 
I 

, 
(1) 3 Flight Officers $37,752 $ 37,752 

(2) 3 Aerial Observers 39,513 39~513 

EguiEment: ": 

Two Helicopters $105,900 105,900 

Contractual Services: 

(1) Direct operating costs 
for two helicopters 79,200 79,200 

(2) Insurance for two heli-
copters 20,000 20,000 

TOTAL $205,100 $77 ,265 $282,365 

The overall objective ,.;ras to contribute to the Impact 
goal of the reduction of street crime and burglaries by 5% 
20% in five years. There were several specific objectives 
grantee for the project. 

Programs overall 
in t,\·o vears and . . 
established by the 

Object':'~L8 ~: To evaluate the effect helicopters have in reducing 
irnpa('t crime when used in the patrol mode. 

Obj ective B: To assess specific types of impact crimes that are effected 
by operation of helicop~er patrol. 

Objective C: To analyze the extent and nature of the operational benefit 
of the helicopters in terms of detection, apprehension, and prevention 
of crime. 

Objective D: To maintain two helicopters simultaneously airborne for 16 hours 
per day. 

Objective E: To measure and compare the average cost per arrest of 
helicopter, foot and motorized patrol. 

'. 
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Objective s: To provide ,;"'1 analysis cf the difference in Impact 
Crime in subdivisions (;" the test ar;-~c:: \."hich had Impact or 
Innovative foot officer:-. and areas w:~ich had Innovative or 
Impact officers outside .;:he test area. 

Objectiv~ . .Q: To determine the arrest rate for in-progress calls 'i'hen 
a helicopter l~esponded and ",hen a helicopter did not respond. 

OEjective H: To determine the best operations mode in terms of air/ground 
coordination ";'. 

Objective I: To indicate other variables outside the police department 
that could accountfOI.c/IC(Jlff)~ in.the crime rate. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The project Has operational in July 1973 when the helicopters were delivered 
f.md patrol started. The obj ectives and the relevant proj ect activity during the 
grant· year is analyzed belm.,. The specific data contained in this section Has 
supplied by the Baltimore City Police Department in a report entitled: Helicopter 
Impact Program - A Progress Report. 

Objective A: To ev~lunte the ~ffect helicopters have in reducing 
Impact crime \.,rhel1 used in the patrol node. 

For the purposes of evaluation, a target and a control area 'i'ere selected. 
The test area was approximately 9.2 square miles and comprised 25% of 
the City's population. The control area "There the helicopter did not 
patrol was all the remaining areas in the City outside the test area. 
Ho,yp.ver, i:: should be noted that the helicopters did respond to "in­
progn!ss" calls in the controlled area. 

A comparison of crimes reported within the helicopter test area, com­
paring August 1973-July 1974 and August 1972-July 1973, indicates that 
Impact crimes, consisting of homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault 
and burglary have increased 6.2%. Hmvever. Impact crimes reported in 
tHe control area in the same time per~od experienced an increase of 12.8%. 

Objective B: To assess other tynes of crime that are effected by 
operation of Helicopter Patrol. 

The grantee did not provide comprehensive statistics on other crimes, 
but r3ther restricted their major mlalysis to impact crimes. However, 
the grm1 tee did inlcude figures on Larceny and Auto Theft under the 
heading of Property Crimes. 

Comparing violent crimes, consisting of homicide, rape, robbery and 
aggravated assault, bet,.,een August 1973-July 1974 and August 1972-
July 1973, and increase of 0.2% Has experienced in the helicopter test 
area. Over similar time periods, the same crimes increased 2.1% in the 
control area. In addition, property crimes consisting of burglary, 
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larceny and auto theft increased by 10.0% in the test area and by 
15.1% in the control area. City-wide Index crime consisting of 'violent 
and property crimes \o]ere up 10.6%. The helicopter test area experienced 
an increase of 6.5% while the control area increased 12.5%. 

O?jcctive c: To analyze the extent and nature of the operational benefit 
in te~~ of detection, apprehension and prevention of crime. 

The applicant indicated that the helicopter does not make arrests but 
" , 

assists in the arrest. In defining arrest assistance t\o]o evaluation 
methods were utilized. One method of measurement is tvhen the helicopter 
is decisive in effecting the apprehension. The helicopter unit is 
credited tvith an arre"st \"hen the facts of the incident indicate that 
ground units would not have been able to make the arrest without direct 
assistance from the helicopter. The other method is when the helicopter 
provides assistance in the apprehension, hmvever, the apprehension 
~ould possibly have been made without the helicopter. 

" 

The Helicopter Unit personnel assisted ground units with the appre­
hension and arrest of 440 persons involved in 209 incidents during 
the period July 1973'through June 1974. BetHeen July 1972 and June 
1973, the helicopter unit assisted ground units with 289 arrests. 
According to the applicant, information received from investigating 
officers 1 reports indicat,:.e that all arrests could not have been ef­
fected without the support of the helicopter. 

Additionally, during the period July 1973 through June 1974, helicopter 
personnel responded to 10,012 calls for service. One hundred and fifty 
(150), criminal investigations Ivere initiated by the helicopter crmv 
\"hile in operation. During the. period July J.973-June 1974, the heli­
copter unit responded to 5,263 in-progress calls. 

Objective D: To T!1aintain t,vo helicopters sinultaneously airborne 16 
hours per day. 

For a short period sf teL the implementation of the Helicopter Impact 
Program, the department experimented ,dth the airborne deployment of 
tHO helicopters 16 hours a day. HOIvever, according to the grantee 

'because or scheduled and uns cheduled maintenance this was not a1\.1ays 
possible. Another factor contributing to the failure to achieve the 
hours flying time per day for t,vo helicopters ,vas the fact that each 
\wrking pilot ,,,as only able to fly 6 hours per day, instead of 8 
hours originally anticipated. The reason given by the grantee for 
the 6 hour limit was increased fatigue from airborne duty. 

Therefore the applicant established a neto] objective of maintaining 
one helicopter airborne for 16 hours per day. In relation to this obj ective; 
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of possible 5,824 flight hours (one helicopter at 16 hours/day) 
during the period of July 1973-June 1974, 4,189.7 flight hours were 
actually recorded. The total flight hours are based on the operation 
of one helicopter flying every day during a 16 hour period. The 
difference of 1,634.3 hours was attributed to weather or other condi­
tions which necessitated grounding the aircraft. Poor 'i-leather 
conditio~s resulted in 1,434 hours of downtime. The remaining down­
time hours resulted from communication problems and standby alerts. 

Objective E: To measure and _ compare the average cost per arrest of heli­
co~ter, foot patrol officers and motorized patrol officers. 

The grantee compared arrests for foot patrol, motorized patrol, and 
helicopter patrol for a 6 month period. During that six month period, 
the operating cost of the helicopters (one helicopter airborne for 16 
hours/per day) was $172,648. The helicopters were accredited during 
that time with the arrest of 241 individuals. This equals approximately 
$716 per arrest. For this Sar.1e tine period, the cost per arrest for 
foot patrol \'7as$3,6l1 per arrest and for motorized patrol the figure 
is $3,895 per arrest. 

The grantee also computed the operational cost of the helicopter with 
the total value of property recovered during a one-year period. Between 
July 15, 1973 to July 31, 1974, the operational cost of the helicopters 
~vas'_: $83,010, (excluding salaries of pi.lots). The operational benefit 
derived through the recovery of property resulted in the recovery of 
property valued at $220,071. (HOI'lever, $136,292 0 f recovered property 
was attributed to narcotics.) (See klalysis Setion.) 

Table 1 shows the type and value of property recovered, that the helicopter 
assisted in recovery during the grant period. 

TABLE 1 

HELICOPTER IHPACl' PROGRi0f 

ANALYSIS OF ARREST ASSISTAHCE Slr.-r.:-1ARY 

JULY IS, 1973-JULY 31, 1974 

Offense Number of Incidents 

Homicide (cash recovered from offender) 
Assault and Robbe17 
Burglary (Commercial) 
Burglary (Residential) 
Aggravated Assault 
Larceny 
Auto Theft 
Assault on Police 
Deadly Heapon 
Narcotics Violation (estimated street value) 
Recovered Property 

TOTAL 

4 
32 
56 
16 

6 
27 
28 

1 
5 

16 
1 

Value of 
Recovered Property 

$ 12,000 
4,084 

16,072 
4,327 

N!A 
5,054 

42,100 
N/A 

.N/A 
136,292 

140 
$22.0,071 
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Objective F: To· proivde an analysis of the difference in Impact crime 
in sub-divisions of the target area which had (Impact grant) 
or Innovati.ve (Block grant) Foot Patrolme.n. 

The grantee also has two other patrol projects overlapping in some of 
the helicopter test areas. These are the Innovative Foot Patrolmen 
(block grant) and Impact Foot Patrolmen projects. These are projects 
that deploy foot patrolmen to small defined hi'gh crime areas. In the 
grantee's analysis) an attempt 'vas made to measure the decrease/increase 
in crime in '-the Innovative Foot Patrol areas inside the Helicopter . 
test a'rea and outside the test patrol area. 

Twenty Innovative grant footposts are located in the Southeastern 
portion of the helicopter test area. The grantee noted that Index crime 
decreased 6.5% when comparing April 1971-Ju1y 19 72 ~vith April 1973-
July 1974. 

Located outside the helicopter test area and 1vithin the control area 
are the Northern and South1vestern Innovative areas. The Northern area 
reported a decrease of 26.0% in Index crime whi;Le the South"Testern 
area shmved a decrease of 12.0%) vlhen comparing April 1971-July 1972 
with April 1973-July 1974. 

The grantee did not supply a comparison to Impact foot partolmen areas 
in and outside of the Helicopter Test area. 

Objective G: To determine the nrrest rate for in-progress calls ,,,hen a 
helicopter responded and when no helicopter was available, 

Hhile the h'elicopter 'vas on patrol, it responded to all "in-progress" 
calls, and attempted to assist ground units in making arrests. 

During the time period July 1973-June 1974, the helicopter unit 
responded to 5,263 in-progress calls \V"hich resulted in 440 arrests 
or 8.4% of the total in-progress calls for service. During the same 
time period, there 'vere 5) 836 in-progress calls for service when 
the helicopter 'vas not available 1vhich resulted in 179 arrests or 
3.1% of the total in-progress calls ,for service. 

Objective H: Determine the best operations mode in terms of air/ground 
coordination. 

In the last year of the project's operation the grantee included a 
number of foot patrols) .motol-ized patrols, and helicopter patrols in the 
test area to achieve maximum crime prevention capabilities. A 24 hour 
profile of the helicopter test area included th~ following methods of 
partol being utilized. 
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Mobile Patrol Units 
Operation Section's Footposts 
Sector Footposts 
Motorized Footposts 
Innovative Footposts 
Impact Footposts 

Number of Units During 
the Twenty-four hour Period 

182 
51 
21 
19 
19 
13 

As noted pre'lZ,iously thet:e was some overlap of regular patrols and 
Commission funded proj ects. This is dis cussed in more detail in the 
Analysis Section of the repor.t. There was no data provided rG­
garding the best operati'ons mode in terms of ground/air coordination. 

Obj ective I: Indicate other variables outside the police departmen t thnt 
could account for changes in the crime rate. 

The grantee indicated that the key variable in the crime rate has been 
increased juvenile involvement in crime. During the first six months of 
1974, 53.4% of all persons arrested for index offenses were under 18 
years old. Juveniles comprisedf-;ldi of all robbery arrests, 62.3% of 
all burglary arrests, 63.7% of all auto theft arrests and 57.2% of a~l 
larceny arrests during the first six months of 1974. 

The grafltee also indicated that the areas of high rates of juvenile 
delinquency seemed to be those sections of the City ~vhere there ,vas high 
unemployment and poverty. 

V. ANALYSIS 

Generally the proj ect accomplished most of the proj ect obj ectives. How­
ever, the Commission staff has several concerns about the evaluation of this 
proj ect •. 

The grantee concluded that the helicopters were effective in reducing crime 
in the experimental area 'ivhen compared to the control area. Data showed that 
impact crime l~, creased 6.2% in the test area, while impact crime increased 
12.8% in the control area. However, there are three problems associated 'vith 
this conclusion: First the increase in crime in the control area may be the 
result of spill-over from crime in the test area. The second problem concerns 
attributing a decrease of crime in the test area to the helicopters. In the test 
area Foot Patrolmen (innovative enJ impact), street lighting and other projects 
(impact and departmental) 'vere also operating during the same period of time as 

,the helicopter. The third problem is that the helicopter went outside the test 
area to respond to "in-progress calls" in the control area. Hith this many vari­
ables, it become~ difficult to assign success to anyone project. 

Another problem concerns the gran tee definition of helicopter assistance. 
The grantee indicated in the analysis that the helicopter was credited with 289 
arrests during a one year period. That is, 289 arrests \'lhich Field Reports 
claimed could not have. been made without the helicopter. Hhile this is valuable 

"I T'¥ 
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subjective information, the problem arises ,,,hen this inrormation is used 
to calculate cost per arrest for the helicopter~ The arrest was attributed 
to the helicopter when it was thought by the officer that is could not have 
been made ,.,ithout the helicopters assistance. Hm"ever, the helicopter can 
not make an arrest without the support of a ground unit. Therefore a cost 
per arrest for the helicopter is a somewhat misleading indicator. 

Another problem, concerns comparing the value of property recovered by 
the helicopters to the helic~pters operating costs. Three problems exist with 
this comparison: On~ is the basic issue of the helicopter. generally assisting 
in the recovery of property, i.,hereas the actual pi,::.kup ,.,as made by ground units. 
The second problem concerns the type .of property recovered. As Table 1 in­
dicates, out of a total value of $202,071, $136,292 ,.,as attributed to narcotics. 
It is questionable whether narcotics can be considered property recovered in 
terms of dollar savings since it represents no original legitimate monitary 
loss to a member of the community. The third. problem is that the cost figures 
did not take into account the salary of the pilots. 

Comparing arrest rates for in-progress calls, seems to indicate that the 
helicopter had some impact in apprehension. In 5,263 in-progress calls that 
the helicopter responded to; 8.4% resulted in arrest. In 5,836 in-progress 
calls that the helicopter did not respond to in the same time period; only 3.1% 
resulted in arrests. This may indicate an incc:"ease probability of arrests 
for in-progress calls ,.,hen the helicopter responds ,vith ground units. 

An interim audit "Tas conducted on this project in August 1974. The results 
of this audit indicates that there appears to be no financial problems with the 
project at this time. Any recommendations of the final audit should be imple­
mented by the grantee if subsequent funding is added. 

In summary, the crime figures in the target areas look encouraging, hOHever 
be.cause of the large number of police projects overlapping in Baltinore City, 
it is difficult to assign specific degrees of success in crime reduction to any 
single project. This includes helicopter patrol '''hich overlapped ,,,ith the street 
lighting project, the innovative foot patrol and the community intensive patrol. 
It may be noted from the data submitted that a helicopter may increase the 
propability of arrests for in-progress calls. However, the information presented 
docs not conclusively indicate that it is a m9re cost effective ~ethod of patrol, 
as compared ~vi th motorized and foot patrol. It does hm.,ever make an additional 
resource available that can be very effectiv'2 in specific cases. 

" ' 
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PAST PROGRESS 

GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: Intensive Community Patrol by Police (64 Foot Patrolmen) 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

"-Implementing Agency: . Baltimore Police Department 

Project Director: Lieutenant Col. Bishop L. Robinson, Chief of Patrol 

Federal 'A~vard: $271,870 (First A, .... ard) 
$719,273 adjusted to $260,670 (Second Year) 

Date of A'vard: October 26, 1972 (First Atvard) 
December 13, 1973 (Second A,yard) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPHENT 

in the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Admininstration 
selected eight cities, including Baltirnores as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, 
the Hayor' s Coordinating Council 011 Criminal Jus tice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan ~vhich indicated the method by \vhich the City of Baltimore would 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, ag­
gravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major progr~l areas, 
one of, \vhich refe1:red to "Intensive Corr.munity Patrol by Police." This pro­
ject was contained as one aspect of that program area. The purpose of this 
project was to deploy specialized foot patrolmen, in addition to the normal 
mobilized patrol, in neighborhoods \vi th high crime rates to reduce the sel­
ected Impact crime. Specifically, funds 'vere req ues ted to suppor"': 64 foot 
patrolmen in the Southwest, Southern, Hestern, Northeastern and Central Police 
Districts. 

III. PROJECT H1PLEHENTATION 

This project was initially m .... arded by the Governor's Commission on Octo­
,ber 26, 1972 and was refunded on December 13, 1973. In July, 1974, the ter­
mination date of this project \Vas adjusted to September 30, 1974. This \vas 
done to enable this project to coincide with the refunding date of all pro­
grams funded under the Baltimore City Impact Program. Since this project 
would have normally terminated in November, 1974, a reduceion in the cost 
of this program \Vas mude to reflect the actual anticipated expenditures of 
this program up to September 30. The actual federal expenditures required 
to operate this program was determined to be $260,670. 

A total of 41 officers have been \valking footpos ts. The specific num­
ber of officers assigned to the various police districts are illustrated 
below: 
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Southern District - .9 officers (9 footposts) 
Southwestern District 3 officers (3 footposts) 
Western District 2 officers (2 footposts) 
Central District - 11 office'rs (11 footpos ts) 
NC', .; iC'ilS tern Dis trict - 12 officers (12 footposts) 
No,tt .. ~rn District 4 officers (4 footposts) 

·Not all of the '41 officers'were deployed at the same time. The num­
ber of footpatrol officers deployed by month of commencement is given 
below: 

May 1973 - 12 officers 
July 6 officers 
August 1973 5 officers 
October J.973 - 2 officers 
August 1974 - 16 officers 

Currently, four additional officers are a~vai ting assignment to foot 
patrols. The remaining 19 positions have recently been filled. These 
19 officers are presently in training. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The project's budget for the second year of operation was as follows: 

Category Federal Share 

Personnel and Fringe Benefits 

25 officers (12 months) 
39 probationary officers (Is t 6mo.) 
39 officers (2nd 6 months) $719,273 

Equipment 

uniform allowance for 
25 officers 

TOTAL $ 719,273 

Local Share Total 

$77,419 $796,692 

2,.500 2,500 

$ 79, 919 $799,192 

The budgeted amount allows for the payment of 25 veteran patrolme'n for 
12 months; 39 recruits for six months; and 39 veteran patrolmen for six 
months. Once the recruits are trained and dispersed throughout the depart­
ment, experienced officers were placed in this program and charged to this 
grant. 

1 '~. 
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As indicated previously, 41 foot patrol officers have been assigned 
foot patrols to date. The footposts have been located throughout six dif­
ferent districts in the City. As a result, it has been difficult to evalu­
ate the project's impact on crimes since se~eral small scattered contiguous 
target areas have resulted. 

V. ANALYSIS 
...... 

The objective of this program as stated in the original grant appli­
cation was the reduction of impact crimes in designated target areas. The 
Mayor's Coordinating Council in cooperation with the Commission staff es­
tablished evaluation criteria to be used to assess the effectiveness of 
the project in achieving the stated objective. The following analysis in­
cludes the specific evaluation criteria and an assessment of the results 
of this program based on the criteria. 

1. Incidents of Impact crime bv target area during the operating 
period, compared to a similar period before the implementation 
of the program. 

AS. indicated earlier, not all of the 41 operating footposts commenced 
at the same time. In fact, only 23 footposts have been operational for 
over one year. The grantee has been able to provide crime incidence data 
for comparative purposes and displacement effects for 18 of these.footposts. 
Since most of the footposts in this grant are not adjoining and are usually 
separated, the effectiveness of the foot patrolmen on the incidents on 
Impact crimes should be analyzed individually except ,.,here adjoining foot­
posts are noted. Therefore, in vieH 0;E this, it 'viII be difficult to make 
generalizatiohs about the total target areas. The foB.oHing analysis groups 
together footpos ts by the s tart dates and the physical pr,oximity to each 
other. There are three groupings by start date. 

A. Table 1 presents an analysis of incidents of crime for foot-
posts that were functioning during the period June 1973 - Hay 
1974 compared to the non-operating period June 1972-Hay 1973. An 
analysis of adjacent reporting areas for the same time period is given. 

B. Table 2 presents an analysis of incidents of crime for foot­
posts that 'vere functioning during the period July 1973 - June 
1974 compared to the non-operating period July 1972 - June 1973. 
An analysis of adjacent reporting areas for the same time period 
is also given. 

C. Table 3 presents an analysiS of incidents of crime for foot­
posts that were functioning during the period, September 1973-
August 1974, compared to the non-operating period September 
1972-August 1973. An analysis of adjacent reporting areas for 
the same time period is also given. 



Footpost (s) 

963 and 964 
(AdJoining Area) 

965 

966 

967 

968 

969 

971 

783 

872 

Footpost(s) 

171,172,173 
(Adj oining Areas) 

Footposts 
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TABLE 1 

Total 1mEact . Crimes 
Before Operating 

1m lelllcntntion Period 

98 62 

'., 
50 55 

19 . 8 

32 24 

47 39 

27 29 

19 lJ4 

148 166 

19 15 

TABLE 2 

Total Impact Crime 
Before I Operating 

ImElementation: Period 

586 470 

TAoLE 3 
Total Imoact Crime 
Before I Operating 

Implementation Period 

264 I· 543 

% Change 

- 36.7 

+ 10.0 

- 57.9 

- 25.0 

- 17.0 

+ 7.4 

+131. 6 

+ 12.2 

- 21.1 

% Change 

-19.8 

% Change 

+105.7 

% Change-Adj acen t 
Reporting Areas: Before/ 
After 1m lementntion 

-18.0 

-17.9 

+20.5 

+ 2.9 

-14.9 

-15.4 

-12.0 

- 1. 3 

.5 

% Change Adj acen t 
Reporting Areas: Hefore/ 
After Implementation 

-1-:11. 3 

% Change Adjacent 
Reporting Areas: Before/ 
After II~1emen tation 

+8.8 

'""" .. ~ 
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It is difficult to assess the meaning of the data presented in Tables 
1-3. A large portion of the crime data recorded for each footpost is not 
sufficient enough to be able to determine the significance of any percent 
change in the amount of crime. There only appears to be four rootpost 
areas that indicate any considerable amount of crime. Footposts 171, 172, 
and 173 shmo,1ed a 20 percent reduction. Footposts 963 and 964 experienced 
a 37 percent reduction in crimes. However, footpost 783 showed a 12 per­
cent increase while !ootposts 174 thru 178 had the highest increase in 
crime, 106 percent. ~ 

Since the documentation of the incidents of crime in the reporting 
areas adjacent to the target areas also show varying increases and decreases 
in crime; depending on the target area, it is difficult to assess any pat­
tern. This tnformation should be utilized to help assess any crime dis­
placement from the target areas. 

The scattering of footposts in many independent geographic areas makes 
it extremely difficult to conduct a good evaluation of this program. One 
evaluative technique would be to combine adjoining footposts into target , 
areas and aggregate data could be combined and a full assessment of the pro­
ject's impact on the rate of crime could be determined. Since this project 
scattered the footposts, it is difficult to generally assess the change 
of crime, beyond the specific areas cited. 

In addition, data depicting the change in crime is also difficult to 
assess because of the lack of information on the impact of exte~rnal vaxiables 
(e.g. changing geographic areas caused by urban rene\o,1al) on the rate of 
crime. 

i. The number and tvpe of arres ts (burglary, larceny and etc.) made 
by the foot patrol program. 

Table 4 illustrates the number of arrests made by the foot patrolmen 
by footpost and district for Impact crimes. 

TABLE 4 

IMPACT CRt:'-!!: ."..R.R£ST DATA 

Toto.t by Im;>;!,c! 
Homicide Rape Robbery A'l9.. AAsa\!lt BUl'dal"y District 

Central 
District 2 0 6 0 9 17 

171-178 

Southern 
District 0 0 6 0 3 
963-969. 971 

Southwc 8tel'n 
District 0 0 0 1 

8n 

We,tern 
District 0 0 • 0 2 

783 

Northcutorn 
District 0 0 5 S n 
469 

Total. 2 0 27 5 19 53 

---- ---------'-----

• I 

"1~ 
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The data submitted is limited in that arrest data for crimes other 
than Impact was not submitted. In over a year of activity it is con­
ceivable that more than 53 arres ts \olere made. Of the data that \lias pre­
sented, it is interesting to note that robbery arrests, a serious Impact 
crime, accounted for more than 50% of all the Impact arrests r~cordcd. 
Nevertheless before a complete assessment can be made on the total of 
arrests made by the officers, complete arrest figures should be documented. 

3. An analysis,of calls for service by crime categorv (robberv, 
burglary, and etc.) and by T:lethod of call for service (radi.Q. 
dispatch vs. on-the-scene request). 

, . Summary tables have been compiled for calls for service by dispatch 
and on-the-scene discovery. This information is presented by each district 
containing footposts in this program. Aggregate data is illustrated in 
Appendix I and is summarized belmy: 

A. Central District 

For the eleven footposts in the Central District, 304 calls 
for service \olere recorded. Two hundred sixty-eight' or 88~~ 
were radio dispatched. Consequently, only 12% \IIere on-thc­
scene discoveries. Of these calls, disorderly persons con­
stituted the largest number of incidents. Also 48 or 16% 
of the total calls appeared to be directly 'related to Im­
pace offenses. 

B. Northeastern District 

For the 12 footpas ts in the Northeas tern Dis triet, 87 calls 
for service \oJere recorded. Of these, 74, or 85% of the calls 
were radio dispa tched: Consequently only 15% ' .... ere on-the­
scene discoveries. Juvenile disturbances constituted the 
largest number of incidents. Also 16, or 18% appeared to 
be directly relate.d to Impact offenses. 

C. i~estenl District 

For the t\\10 foo tpos ts in the Hes tern Dis trict, 176 calls for 
service were recorded. Of these 150, or 85% \IIere radio dis­
patched. Consequently l5~: were on-the-scene discoveries. Juv­
enile disturbances and assaults cons~ituted the largest num­
ber of incidents. Fifty two (52) or 29% of the t~ta1 calls 
for service appeared Impact related. 

D. Southwestern District 

ror the three footposts in the South\llestern District 56 calls 
for service \oJere recorded. Fifty~three (53) or 95% Were radio 
dispatched. Juvenile disturbances constituted the largest num­
ber of incidents. Also, five or 9% of the total calls for 
service appeared Impact related. 
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E. Southern District 

For the n'ine footposts in the Southern District 484 calls 
for service were recorded. Of these 428 or 88% were radio 
dispatched. Twelve percent were on-the-scene discoveried. 
Juvehile disturbances and disorderly persons made up the 
highest number of recorded incidents. Also, 34 or 7% of the 
calls for service appeared to be directly related to Impact 
offenses.;. 

No information was provided for the Northern Police District, Gince 
the four footposts just became operational. These results indicate that 
most of ,the calls for service ,,,cre dispatched from headquarters. The 
largest number of incidents ,.zere not Impact crimes per se, but they were 
assaults, disorderly conduct and juvenile disturbances. 

, I 

The grantee should continue to monitor,the dispatch/on-the-scene calls 
for service in the future, to determine if the footpost method of deployment 
increases the number of on-the-scene discoveries. ' 

4. The rate of turnover of individual foot patrolmen ~~signed to 
this pro'ject. 

The grantee indicated that half of the original persons assigned to this 
project (13 of 25) have been reassigned to other duties in the department. 
The Bolice department said that this high amount of turnover is consistent 
with the departmental policy of reassignments. Although there are a number 
of possible valid reasons for this type of personnel policy, it does tend to 
reduce the effectiveness of the neighborhood foot patrol concept. 

5. An indication of other t\Tpes of ~gra."11s (block and high ir.mact) 
that have been operational in the same target areas as the foot 
patrolmen. 

The HCCCJ and the Commission staffs asked for this information to deter­
mine if the effecciveness of the Impact foot patrolmen project can be iso­
lated from the operation of the other programs operating within the same 
target areas. The grantee has indicated that 'one other program (Helicopter 
Impact) operates wi thin the target areas of this program. A total of 13 'Ii 

footposts were found to be within the same target areas of the helicopter 
patrol. The grantee has indicated that it is difficult to isolate the ef­
fectiveness of each program, especially its impact on the incidence of crime. 
However, it should be noted that in the areBS that the helicopter and foot­
men patrolled crime increased in some areas and decreased in others. There­
fore, it is difficult and not feasible at this time to determine any effect 
the t\vO simultaneous methods of patrol had in these areas: 

In summary, it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of this program. 
The current deployment of foot patrol officers throughout Baltimore City tends 
to impede evaluation of this program particularly in that some areas are 
small. In addition, the results in the specific target areas do not noticeably 
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illustrate a pattern of continued jncrease or decrease in crime. The re­
sults of this program do not indicate that this method of pitrol is any 
more effeftive than other methods that could be deployed. The goal of 
the impact program is to reduce Impact crimes in specific target areas. 
It is difficult to determine whether any method of police patrol can ac­
tually impact upon a reduction of specific crimes. There are many ex­
ternal variables that influence crime rates. Nevertheless, some target 
areas did experienc~ a redutioci of crime. A more sophisticated evaluation 
should be completed to detennine the causes for this variation. 

A financial audit has been conducted on the first year's operation of 
this program. The original federal grant atvard totalled $271,670. The 
expenditures recorded by the grantee totalled $259,799.11. There was an 
audit exception involving the disallowance ef compensation payments deemed 
to be in excess of the budget for recruit compensation, unbudgeted over­
time payments, and the lack of sufficient in-kind matching services. When 
this audtt report is finalj~ed and when an audit is conducted on the second 

. year proj ect, all recommenda tions should be implemented by the grantee. 
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APPENDIX: CALLS FOR SERVICE BY 

DISPATCH A~D ON THE SCENE DISCOVERY 

FOR FOOTPOSTS IN SPECIFIC POLICE DISTRICTS 

.. ' 

" ,~ 
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Intensive Community Patrol by Police 
Progress Report 

Police Department 
Baltimore, Maryland 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

JULY 1973 .. JUNE 1974 

SUMMAR Y OF DISPATCHED CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 

:Assist Of£icer 1 Inves~igate Auto 

Purse Snatch 3 D~struction of Property 

Breaking ~nd Entering 4 Gambling 

Juvenile Disturbance 5 Common As sault 

Missing Person 2 Agg. Assault with Weapon 

Intoxicated PerSon 5 Holdup .. Other 

Lost Property 6 DiBorderly Person 

. Unfounded Call 2 Ipjured Person 

Accident .. Auto 5 PerDon Wanted 011 Warrant 

Larceny Report 2 Fire Alarm 

Street Disturbance 2 ADT Alarm 

. 
Armed Person 2 False Pretense 

Sick Person 2 Other 

Huldup Alarm 3 

Total Calls for Service .. 140 

------~-

1 

9 

3 

10 . 

6 

3 
~ , t 

i1 
,; 

2 

1 

4 

1 

1 

29 

, 
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:r'ab b (Cont'd.} 

CENTRAL DISTRICT 

JULY 1973 - JUNE 1974 

'" SUMMARY OF OFFENSES VERIFIED FROM FIELD REPOR T 

Robbery Highway (Unarmed) 3 Larceny from Auto 1 

Agg. -:As sault (other weapvn) 2 Larceny from Building 2 
I 

.Aggravated Assault (Gun) 2 Agg. Assault (Knife, etc. ) 3 
, 

" 
. Burglary Residence (Force) 2 Bur glary Other (Attempt 

Force) 1 
, Burglary Other (Force 1 

Larceny Purse Snatch 2 

Total Related Offenses - 19 

.' 

, 
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Policc Dcpartment 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Intensive Community Patrol by Police 
:erogrcss Report 

CENTRAL DISTRICT (l74-178) 

SEPTEMBER 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

SUMMAR Y OF DI$PATGHED CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 

Bl'eaking and Entering 1 SuspiciouB Person 

Larceny from Auto 2 Sick Person 

Juvenile Disturbance 4 Holdup Alar m 

Intoxicated Person ·3 Investigate Auto 

Person Lying on Street 4 Destruction of Property 

Silent Alarm '1 Accident - Person Injured 

Sex Offense 1 Common Assault. 

Dog Bite 1 Agg. Assault with Weapon 
" 

Lost Property 11 Holdup - Other ---
Unfounded Call 4 Family Disturbance 

Accident - Auto 5 Disorderly Person 

Parldng Complaint Z Injured Person 

Bank 01' Savings and Loan Holdup 1 Pe:rJon wante'd on '\\Tarrant 

Larceny Report 7 False Pretense 

Street Disturbance 4 Other 

Armed Per s'on 3 Mental Case 

Total Calls for Service - 128 

.. 

4 

5 

6 

2 

4 

2 

4 

1 

'2 

1 

23 

1 

1 

1 

16 

1 
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Tab b (Conti d. ~ 

CENTRAL DLSTRICT (174-178) 

. SEPTEMBER 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

SUMMAR Y OF O;FFENSES VERITIED FROM FIELD REPOR T 

Murder 

Robbery Bank (Armc d) 

Larceny 

. Robbery Commercial (Armed) 

Burglary Other (Force) 

• 

Total Related Offenses - 17 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

Larceny :from Auto 

Larceny from Building 

Sodomy Perver sion 

Robbery Highway (Armed) 

11 

2 

5 

1 

1 
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13M Police Department 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Intensive Community Patrol by Police 
Progress Report . 

~THEASTERN DISTRICT 

.NOVEMBER 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

SUMMAR Y OF DISPATCHED CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 
',: 

Breaking and Entering 2 Investigate Auto 

Larceny'from Auto 3 Destruction of Property 

. Juvenile Disturbance 12 . Common As sault . 
Intoxicated Person 1 Agg. A.ssault .with Weapon 

Silent Alarm 1 Holdup - Other 

Lost Property 1 Auto Theft 

Unfounded Call 3 Family Disturbance 

Accident - Auto 4 Disorderly Person 

Parking Complaint 2 Irijured Person 

Larceny Report 3 Person wanted on Warrant 

Street Disturbance 2 Fire AlarI;n 

Armed Per 8 on 3 ADT Alarm 

Suspicious Person 1 f:?anitation Complaint 

Audible Alarm 1 Other 

-, 

Total Calls for Service -74 

, 

2 

4 

4 

1 

3 

1 
>J 

5 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

6 
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Jab c (Cont' d. ) 

NOR THEASTERN DISTRICT 

NOVEMBER 1973 - AUGUST 1974 

SUMMARY OF OF.;FENSES VERIFIED FROM FIELD REPOR T 

Larceny . 1 ~arceny from Auto 

Stolen Vehicle 1 Larceny from Building 

R obbel'Y C,ommercial (-:Armed) 1 Robbery Highway (Armed) 

Burglary Residence (Force) 2- Agg. Assault (Knife, etc. ) 

Total Related Offenses - 13 .. ' 

3 

2 

2 

1 

, 
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Police Department 
Baltimo~e, ,Maryland 

Intens i ve Communi ty' Pa trol by Police 
Progress Report 

WESTERN DISTRICT 

,JUNE .1973 - MAY 1974 

SUMMAR Y OF 'bISPATCHED CALLS BY rnCIDENT TYPE 

purse Snatch 3 Sick Pel'son 

Breaking and Entering 6 Investigate Auto 

Larceny fr,om Auto 2 De'struction of Property 

Juvenile Disturbance 16 Gambling 

Vehicle Disturbance 2 Recovered Property 

Missing Person 1 Common Assault 

' Person Lying on Street 3 Agg. Assault with Weapon 

Street Destruction 1 Holdup - Other 

Lost Property 3 Family Distur b'ance 

Unfounded Call 8 Disorderly Person 

Larceny Report 3 Injured Person 

. 
Larceny - Bicycle 2 Fire Alarm 

Street Disturbance 2 Other 

Arn1ed Person 3 Mental Case 

Suspicious Person 2 

Total Calls for Service - 150 

3 

1 

4 

2 

2 

14 

4 

7 

8 

25 

2 

4 

16 

1 

, 
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Tab d (Cont'd. ~ 

WESTERN DISTRICT 

J ! 
JUNE 1973 - MAY 1974 

SUMMARY OF OFFENSES VERIFIED FR011 FIELD REPOR T . 
" 

Robbery Highway (Unarmed) 4 Burglary Other (Force) 

I Robbery Miscellaneous -unarmed 1 Larceny from Auto 

Larceny Bicycle 2 Larceny from Building 

Aggravated Assault (Gun) 1 Robbery Highway (A.rmed). 

Agg. Assault (Hands, etc.) 1 

Burglary Residence (Force) 5 

Total Related Offenses - 26 

, . 
.' Agg. Assault (Knife, etc.) 

Larceny Purse Snatch 

. . 

1 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

" 
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Police Department 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Intensive Community Patrol by Police 
Progress Report 

SOUTHWESTERN DISTRICT 

JUNE 1973 - MAY 1974 

. . 
SUMMAR Y OF DISPATCHED CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 

Purse Snatch 1 Armed Person 

Juvenile Disturbance 17 Suspicious Person 

~issing Person 1 Investigate Auto 

Intoxicated Person 3 Destruction of ?roperty 

Silent Alarm 3 Com.mon Assault 

Accident - Auto 1 Animal Distur bance 

Parking Complaint 1 Disorderly Person 

Larceny Report 2 Other 

Total Calls for Service 53 

1 

1 

1 

4 

4 

2 

9 

6 

, I 

\ 
\ 

\ 
I 
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Tab e (ContI d. ) 

SOUTHWESTERN DISTRICT 

": .TUNE 1973 - MAY 1974 

SUMlviAR Y OF OFFENSES VERIFIED FROM FIELD REPOR T 

Larceny Shoplifting 

Larceny , 

Larceny Purse Snatch 

'Total Related Offenses - 3 

1 

1 

1 

.. 

, 
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Policc D~partment 
Baltimore. Maryland 

Intensi vc Community Patrol by Police 
Progrcss Report 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT 

JUNE 1973 - MAY 1974 
..... 

SUMMARY OF DISPATCHED CALLS BY INCIDENT TYPE 

Juvenile Disturbance 80 Audible Alarm 

Vehicle Disturbance 3 Investigate Auto 

I 

. Missing Person 1 Deatr.uction of property 

Intoxicated PerSon 14 Gambling 

Person Lying on Street 3- Recovered Property 

Silent Alarm 19 Bomb Scare 

Street Obstruction 1 Accident - Person Injured 

Dog Bite, 3 Con1mon As sault 

Lost Property 7 Agg;', Assault with Weapon 

Unfounded Call 18 Auto Theft 

AcCiden't - Auto 26 Family Disturbance 

Parking Complaint 11 Animal Disturbance, 

Larceny Report 3 Disorderly Person 

Larceny - Bicycle 7. Injured Person 

, Street Disturbance 4 Fire Alarm 

Armed Person .5 ADT Alarm 

Sick Person 5 False Pretense 

Holdup Alarm 7 Other 

Mental Case 
Total Calls for Service - 428 

-, 

2 

12 

21 

1 

6 

2 

7 

9 

1 

1 

4 

2 

62 

4 

5 

4 

11 

52 , 
2 
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Tab f (Cont'd.l 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT - . 

JUNE 1973 - MAY 1974 

SUMlvLAR Y OF OFFENSES VERIFIED FROM FIELD REPOl,?" T' 

" 
Robbery Highway (unarmed) 4 Burglary Residence (Force) 1 

Agg. Assault (Other Weapon) 1 Burglary Other (Force) 2 

A6sa~lt by Threatening 3 Larceny from Building 6 

i~arceny Shoplifting 22 Robbery Highway (Armed,) 3 

Larceny 2' Larceny Purse Snatch 3 

Stolen Vehicle 5 Larceny Auto Accessory 2 

Robbery Commercial (Armed) 1 ·Larceny from Coin lvIacl~ine 1 

Tota.l Related Offenses - 56 

. , 

, 
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PAST PROGRESS 
, 

1. GENERAL INFORNATION 

Project Title: Civilian Employees for Supportive Services 

Applicant: Baltimore,~City 

Implementing Agency: Baltimore Police Department 

Project Director: Bishop L. Robinson, Chief of Patrol 

Federal Award: $442,845; adjusted to $237,000 

Date of A~",ard: October 26, 1972 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOP}lliNT 

III. 

IV. 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, 
the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore ,V'Ould 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, ag­
gravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven maj or program areas, 
one of ,,,,hich referred to "Intensive Community ,Patrol by Police." This pro­
ject was designed to increase community patrol by police by using civilians 
to perform auxiliary police functions that were currently being performed by 
sworn personnel. The applicant anticipated that the use of civilians in such 
positions as radio technicians, automobile dispatchers and police report re­
viewers would allow for reassignment of sworn officers to increase police 
patrol operations aimed at reducing impact offenses. The applicant requested 
funding for this project as part of the Baltimore City Impact program. 

PROJECT I}~LEMENTATIO~ 

This project ,,,,as a\",urded by the Governor1s Commission on October 26, 1972, 
as the acceptance of the Statement of Grant A,vard and Special Conditions ,,,,as 
signed by the Hayor of Baltimore on October 30, 1972. The project commenced 
on February 14, 1973, but by Hay 31, 1973, only four civilians had been hired 
for this program. The hiring of civilians to perform the auxiliary police 
functions has occurred very slowly. As of September 1. 1974. 'which waR 22 months 
after the mvarding of this project, only 38 civilians had 'been hired in this pro­
~ram. Approximately two vearR have expired since this nroject was awarded 
and the program is ~till not fully impJ.emented. 

PROJECT OPERATION 

The awarded budget for this project is as follows: 
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Project Title: Civilian Employees for Supportive Services 

Category Federal Share Non-Federal Share Total 
~------~~~~ 

Personnel and Fringe Benefits 

8 records examiners, 7 
auto dispatchers,~ 13 radio I 
technicians, 21 supervisor~, 
6 police sergeants . $442,845 $86,736 $529,581 

Equipment 

Other 

44 portable transceivers 
4 battery chargers 

Planning and information 
retriev&l (computer time) 

o 55,392 55,392 

5,727 5,727 

Total $442,845 $147,855 $590,700 I 

In July, 1974, the texmination date of this project \Vas extended to Sept­
ember 30, 1974, to coincide \Vith the refunding date of all programs funded . 
under the Baltimore Ci.ty High Impact Program. A financial adjusment had to 
be granted to enable this progr~~ to continue operations until September 30. 
Because the project has not been fully implemented, the actual expenditures 
of this program did not equal the a\Varded funds. The amended budget of this 
project was $237,000 in federal funds. 

There ,vas one budget modification to this program that was approved on 
May 9, 1973. Cost savings on the radio equipment, allQlyed the Baltimore City 
Police Department to increase the number of portable transceivers purchased 
from 44 to 56 and to purchase three spare batteries at the same total cost 
as originally awarded. 

The general objectives established for this program include: 

1. To provide for an efficient utilization of personnel within the 
Baltimore City Police Department; and 

2. to reduce 'impact' crimes in the project's target areas. 

To achieve these objectives the grantee proposed to hire qualified 
civilians that would enable the s'tyorn personnel currently employed in the 
auxiliary police positions to be redeployed on foot patrol in designated tar­
get areas. 

v. ANALYSIS 

As indicated previously, after twenty-byO months of operation this 
project had 38 of the 49 civilian positions staffed. The 38 personnel 
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were placed into four general job categoriza.tions. The jc1:J classifications 
were supervisors, auto dispatchers, radio technicians and records examiners. 
The fo1101ving describes the job classification and the activity of the grantee. 

Civilian Supervisors 

To date, 12 of the 21 civilian records section supervisors have been 
hired under this program. There were five different types of supervisory 
positions in the Records Section. The first was the staff reviewer. The staff 
reviewer supervises and trains personnel in revie~ving police reports and re­
port writing. The training included ho,v to determine the proper classifica­
tions for reported crimes. A second supervisory position was the Printing,. 
Microfilm and Mailing Supervisor. This person supervised the printing of 
police reports, the operation of the mailroom, and the microfilming of docu­
ments and'reports. A third supervisory position was the Criminal History 
Supervisor. This person supervises and trains personnel· in filing police 
reports and in operating the NCIC computer-type equipment. The fourth super­
visory position was the Fingerprint Identification Supervisor. This person 
trains and supervises fingerprint technicians. He is also responsible for 
maintenance of criminal photog·raph and fingerprint files. The fifth super­
visory position was that of Head Clerk. The Head Clerk is responsible for 
files, records and the operating of the clerical unit. 

The table below lists the date of employment of the 12 ?upervisors by 
the type of job. 

Pos:ition . . Persons Hirinrr Date 

-
Hicrofilming Printing, and 

Mailing 1 2/28/74 

Criminal History (3) 3/19/74 
(1) 8/22/74 

Fingerprint Identification (2) 3/19/74 
(1) 7/01/74 

Staff Reviewer (1) 3/19/74 
. (1) 7/22/74 

(1) 7/25/74 
, 

Bead Clerk (1) 12/06/73 

The po:!.icc dcpa"!:'tr.1cnt has indicc.ted that all of the supervisors hired to 
date have :Cunctioncd adequately. Hmvc','er, not much information was submitted 
eva1uatinr; their acti';itics in relationship to thc performance of their pre­
decessors, the sworn officers. The department did indicate that one of the 
civilian supervisors in the Printing Section has developed a preventive main­
tennnce program for the section's reproduction machinery. The grantee stated 
" ' While no dollar and cents figures are available due to the brief period since 
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program initiation, it is anticipated this initiative and imagination will 
significantly reduce divisional maintenance costs." 

Police Report Reviewer 

vfui1e a total of ciight individuals have been hired as Police Report 
Reviewers, none have assumed the responsibility and duties of the position. 
The police department indicated there has been a lack of qualIfied civilians 
and is presently training the eight individuals to qualify for this position. 

It would be premature to attempt to make an evaluation of the individuals 
in these positions since they are still in training. 

When finally assuming their posi~ions as police report reviewers, the 
individuals presently being trained will revie~v police reports for accuracy, 
completeness, legibility, clarity, and proper criminal classification; read 
police reports, determine the proper classifications for reported crimes, 
and return reports to police patrolmen for correction, if necessary; classify 
reports based on federal standards as defined in the Uniform Crime Reporting 
System and infol~s police personnel in the districts on completing reports 
correctly; maintain contact ,vith the districts to have corrected reports re­
turned to staff review; determine the necessity for additional investigations 
of reported crimes and distribute r~ports to police investigation units; 
code reports with the proper criminal classification symbols; and maintain 
staff revie~v files. . 

Radio Haintenance Technicians 

To date, eleven of the 13 radio technician positions have been filled. 
The radio maintenance technicians install, disassemble, repair, and reassemble 
t,vo-,'wy radio communications systems; tests equipment and determine causes 
of faulty operations; m<;tintain t;al1smitter power, frequency, and modulation 
'standards as specified by the Federal Communications Commission; install and 
maintain antennae and coaxial cables; make emergency repair to equipment in 
the field; and keep records of repair wo~k. . 

The table below lists the date of employment of the eleven radio techni­
cians hired. 

Persons 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

Hiring Date 

3/22/73 
4/09/73 
4/11/73 
5/07./73 
6/21/73 
6/25/7 3 
7/24/73 
9/211/73 

11/01/73 
11/15/73 

3/01/74 

-~---.-.. - -- _1 'Ef_ 
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The police department indicated that "the presence of the highly qual­
ified civilian technicians has enabled the Baltimore Police Department to 
expand the radio conununications syst;:ems while maintaining an efficient opera­
tion which probably would not have been possible without them." 

Automobile Dispatchers 

To date, all seveQ of the automobile dispatcher.s have been hired. The 
automobile dispatchers' supervise the operation of car pools; assign cars to 
city employees; assign chauffeurs to drive city officials; coordinate and 
maintain the flow of service work to the repair shop; supervise the issuance 
of gas and o~l and the washing and cleaning of cars. 

The table below gives the date of employment of each of the automobile 
dispatchers. 

Persons 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

Hiring Date 

9/25/73 
9/27/73 

10/05/73 
3/20/7·4 
4/'/.9/74 
8/06/7 l1 

8/15/74 

. 
The police department stated that the dispatchers hired in this program 

have competently replaced their predecessors. No additional evaluative in­
formation \vas submitted on their functions or operation. 

In summary, the Conunission staff review indicates that the Department 
has filled only 77% of the positions authorized for the' first year. 

The second major objective of this project was to reduce "impact" offenses 
by deploying the S\vorn officers who had been rE!leased from their present posi­
tions by the civilians hired in this grant. These sworn officers \Vere to be 
deployed in foot patrols in designated areas to reduce impact crimes. 

The grantee provided local match for the acquisition of portable radios 
to be used by the foot patrol officers. Ho\vever, it is questionable whether 
officers that \Vere displaced by civilians have been redeployed on to foot 
patrol duties. 

The police department has indicated that many of the sworn officers.that 
were employed in auxiliary police functions and 'vere subsequently replaced 
by civilians, were unable to perform regular police patrol duties and were 
reassigned to other, non-patrol functions. The grantee has indicated that 
in these cases other persons were redeployed to patrol assignment. Specifi­
cally the grantee stated that the "evaluation of individual physical and medi­
cal records reveals the inability of a number of officers assigned to suppor­
tive units to withs tand the rigors of present day, high crime area patrol duty. 
On a case by case basis, it was decided to reassign these officers to other, 
non-patrol functions not covered by this program. Officers subsequently dis-
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placed received patrol reassignments." No information, how'ever, \\TaS pro­
vided by the grantee on the numbers of officers redeployed to footposts or 
even other patrol assignments. The locations of the target areas for the 
redeployed officers was not submitted. 

Local match was p.,):ovided for· the purchase of radios for the foot patrol­
men. Since there is ilO indication that the redeployed officers were deployed 
on foot patrol, the purchase of portable radios and their 'l,lse need further 
review as to allowability as m.atching funds. 

In addition the grantee has indicated that vacancies have existed in the 
jobs involving auxiliary police functions for the following reason. Prior 
to the implementation of this program, vacancies in the civilian type posi­
tions were filled by sworn officers working on direct police related ser-
vices. With the inception of this program this procedure was stopped and it 
appears that the civilians hired under this program have been assigned many 
of the positions made vacant by the normal attrition of personnel. Specifi­
cally the police department stated;II For planning purposes the department 
scheduled this replacement on a person-for-person, civi1ian-for-s,vorn basis 
with immediate foot patrol assignments for officers. HOIvever, when the trans­
ition from plan to execution became a reality, the question of reassignment 
developed two formidable issues for the personnel management of the department. II 

"First, prior to grant application vacancies in the concerned supportive 
functions were continually filled from the ranks of 8\vorn personnel. At the 
point of grant acceptance the management policy of this agency conformed to 
the intent and spiri't of the grant. Since the time of grant application offi­
cers are not being assigned from the field to supportive services, even though 
the first civilian ,vas not hired for six months and .suppor,t vacancies continue. 
This results in a number of civilians filling vacancies \vhich have occurred 
through natural attrition. This practice is consistant with existing depart­
mental policy and the intended purpose of the program since this procedure 
,a1lO\Y's 8\"orn personnel to remain in patrol assignments. II 

Also, the gra~.tee has indicate.d that vacaricies currently exist in the 
s,vorn ranks of the police department. It appears that only ,,,hen civilians 
replaced sworn officers then a subsequent reassignment to patrol duty ,vas made. 
There is no indication however, that this resulted in an increase of the 
S\Y'.orn strength of the department or department e)..rpenditures. 

The department specified that l'Due to the continuing demand for recruit­
ment and training of ne~Y' officers to satisfy normal attrition rates as well 
as unusual demands and the requirement to meet personnel commitments to all 
Federally funded grants, there exists, at the present time, vacancies in the 
sworn ranks. Successful recruitment efforts ,viII eventually eliminate the 
vacancy situation 'iY'ithin the anticipated lifetime of this particular program 
effort." 

"Hhere assignment of civilian employees for supportive services did re­
sult in the eventual transfer of sworn personnel to field assignments these 
officers were absorbed into general patrol assignment." 
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Thus, it appears that this grantee might not conform to federal supplanting 
regulations, which stipulates that federal funds may not be used to supplant 
funds otherwise available to local agencies .. 

Because the grant~1 has not provided any information on.the redeployment 
of the stvorn officer, an assessment of the reduction of crLme and the activi­
ties of the foot pntrolmen in :the target areas cannot be reade. A good analysis 
would include informntion'on police calls for service, incidents of crime, 
number of arrests made, and a qualitative nssessment of the positive and nega­
tive aspect of the redeployed foot patrolmen and an indication of other types 
of programs that also operated in similar target areas as the foot patrolmen. 

To date 38 of the 49 proposed civilian positions have beer- filled. Of 
the 38 positions, 30 persons are presently \vorking in their respective 
positions with eight civilians still training for their positions. 

The grantee has indicated that the job performance of the civilians' 
has been a benefit to the operations of the police department. They said 
the program a1lmvs for a more efficient utilization of S\vorn officers. It 
would appear that Obj ective 111 of this program was met. Hm\Tever, no infor­
mation wus presented that documents the redeployment of the SHorn officers. 
In addition, although the intention of this program \.;ras to reassign SHorn 
officers to foot patrol assignments in order to reduce impact type cri~es, 
no information was submitted addressing this issue. Therefore it is ques­
tionable \vhether Obj ective li2, to reduce impact type crimes, \vas achieved. 

The intention of this program was consistent with the Commission's five 
year objective to shm.;r a statet.;ride decrease in the rates of selected indi­
vidual UCR Index Crime Offenses by efforts aimed directly at reducing high 
crime incidence in those specific offenses. Hm\Tever, since no information 
was provided assessing the effectiveness of this program on the reduction 
of impact type crimes it is also questionable whether this project has im­
pacted on the five year objective. 

An interim audit was conducted on this project in August, 1974. Further 
review is nm.;r being accomplished in order to review' matching and supplanting 
issues. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: Civilian Community Relations Specialists 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Baltimore .Police Department 
~~ 

Project Director: James H. Hatkins, Director Community Relations 

Federal A'vard: $26,928; adjusted to $33,600 

Date of Award: October 26, 1972 

IL HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOP:t-IENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 1972, 
the Hayor' s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan \vhich indicated the method by "lhich the City of Baltimore ,",ould 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes cif homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of 'which relates to "Intensive Community Patrol by Police. 1I 

This proj ect Has aimed at improving police corrununity relations '"ithin the 
City of Baltimore. The applicant proposed to improve relations by hiring 
two civilian police-conununity relations speci'alists to work Hith the 
Department's Community Relations Section. 

III. ·PROJECT IHPLEHENTATION 

This project 'vas approved on October 26, 1972 by the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement. The acceptance of grant aHard and attached special condi­
tions was signed by the Mayor of Baltimore on·October 30, 1972. The project 
became operational on June 5, 1973 Hhen one of the civilian specialists Here 
hired. The other specialist Has hired on July 2, 1973. Approximately eight 
months after this project ,vas awarded the grant was fully operational. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The awarded budget for the Civilian Community Relations project is as 
f0110\\1s: 
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C ategory F d e era 1 Sh are L oca 1 h S are Total 

Personnel and Fringe Benefits: 
I 

Two Civilian Speci"a1istG, 
One Clerk $26,928 $7,847 

, 
$34,775 

Equipment: 

Two Desks, One " 
Electric Type~vrite'r 0 1,129 1,129 

$26,928 $8,976 $35,904 

In July 1974 the termination date of this project Has extended to September 
30, 197Lf to coincide w'ith the refunding date of all programs funded under the 
Baltimore City High Impact program. Since this proj ect Hould have originally 
terminated before this date, an adj ustmen t of $6,672 had to be gran ted to en­
able this program to financially operate until the September 30th date. 

The general objectives established for this program include: 

1. to provide for better cooperation between th~ citizens of 
Baltimore City and the police department; and 

2. to increase the police department's expertise in working on 
police connnunity relations problems. 

To achieve these objectives the civilian' specialists ~"ere to ~"ork within 
the Community Relations Section of the Baltimore City Police Department. They 
were to serve with the department's representatives at various community functions 
and organizational meetings. They ~"ere also responsible for initiating, partici-

,pating and guiding ne~" programs and activities in the area of community relations. 

V. ANALYSIS 

The roles of the community relations specialists have been specifically 
defined. The grantee indicated that one community relations specialist performed 
liaison duties with community self-help and improvement organizations, neighbor­
hood associations and church congregations on a city-wide basis. The other 
specialist has been acting as a liaison between the police department and those 
groups or individuals not necessarily supporting formal organization and programs. 
He ,,,as assigned to 'a central location ~vhere impact crimes and assaults on en­
forceme.nt officers are prevalent. He also concentrated on individuals and pro­
blems existing in the 1m" income housing complexes. 

'. 
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This proj ect has been operational about fifteen months. Hany community­
oriented groups have been contacted by the specialists and the police departmen t 
has indicated that an atmosphere of mutual trust has been established b~tween 
the specialists and the members of the group$. A partial list of groups 
con tacted by the Community Relations Specialists, included Homen's Civic League, 
Concerned Neighbors of Gwynn Oaks. Harbel, Inc., Haryland League of Homen's 
Clubs, Northwest Corporation, South\vest Homen's Coalition and Homen Pmve r, 
Incorporated. Appendix I to this report gives a complete listing of groups 
contacted by the specialist. The police department also indicated that over 
6,000 individuals haVe been contacted as a result of the specialists contact 
with the community's civic and religious organizations. The departmen t indicated 
that during an average month, the specialists attended 15 meetings and alnost 
without exception, have I,lsed the opportunity to address the groups as a principal 
speaker on the program agenda. A total 182 meetings 'vere attended during the 
grant period. 

The specialists, according to the grantee, also made attempts to inform 
the citizens of the need to interact with the police department to solve 
various enforcement problems. This apparently ,vas accomplished in part by an 
extensive lecture program which provided citizens with information on programs 
that could be utilized to reduce crime. The program attempted to inform citizens 
of the proper ways to provide information to the police. Subjects covered by 
the specialists in this program included information on self defense for ,vomen 
and childl:en and explanations of a burglary preven,tion program known as "Operation 
Identification. " 

In order to fully evaluate the program's operation, several aspects of the 
specialist's activity need detailed analysis. Information regarding the follow­
ing points was requested from the Police Department by the Hayor' s Coordinating 
Council and the Commission staff. 

1. Geographic areas in \vhich the community relations specialists 'vorked: 

The police department indicated that certain "target areas" 'vere 
developed. They are the areas bounded by (1) the county line, Liberty 
Heights Avenue, G\vynn Oak Avenue to California Bou.1evard; (2) North 
Avenue to Baker Street, Braddish Avenue to Poplar Grove Street; (3) the 
total area in lIighlandtown; and (4) the Flag and Perkins Homes areas. 
Additionally, the specialist identified t~e parents of children in inner­
city schools as a target group. Although the grantee \Vas not requested to 
define specific tar~et areas, the police department indicated that these 
areas constitute traditional police-community problem areas. 

2. The working hours for the specialist: 

No specific \vorking hours Here designated for the proj ect staff. At 
various times the staff has Harked a normal 9 to 5 day; at other times 
the day ,yould begin at 3: 00 p. m. and end at midnight: The police depart­
ment has indicated that on the average more than the normal amount' of hours 
have been worked during each day. It is encouraging to note that specific 
hours of project operation have not been developed for this program. The 
w'orking hours need to be flexible depending on the type of activity the 
specialists are involved in and it appears that every effort has been made 
to insure that this concern is addressed. 
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3. Types of activities engaged in by the specialists: 

The police department indicated that the specialists have represented 
the police department at meetings , festivals, luncheons and breakfast 
ceremonies. They have served on various City-wide committees and planning 
groups and participated in various seminars. They have assisted in organi­
zing and strengthening neighborhood groups "(.1ho are attempting to combat crime. 

As part of the training provided for ne~.,r police recruits, the specialists 
have lectured at the Police Academy once a month. One specialist designed and 
operated a program disigned to provide self defense and safety--tips for women. 
They also provided lectures to community organizations on the subject of safer 
living. 

The department estimated that 40% of the specialists' time was devoted to 
attending and addressing civic organizations. It is difficult to determine 
what should constitute the major emphasis in this type of program. Initially 
avery attempt should be made at infor~ng citizens of local community relations 
issues and the type of crime problem that exists in their locality. It appears 
that during the first phase of funding the specialists have attempted to address 
these concerns. 

4. Programs developed by the specialists~ 

The maj or program developed by the specialists \.,ras the "Businessmen's 
Crime Prevention Program." This program Has designed to reduce the amount of 
assaults, robberies and burglaries of businesses in the inner-city. Horking 
with the Community Relations Section of the Baltimore Police Department, the 
specialists distributed in excess of seven hundred letters to the businessmen 
of metropolitan Baltimore. The police department indicated that the response 
to the program \'IUS oven.,rhelT:ling. Through the program a reward is offered to 
the person or persons reporting information concerning a cri~e committed 
upon one of the member establishr::ents. The re\.,rard is derived from dues 
collected in the Businessmen's Crime Prevention Orgru1ization. The funds 
are not handled by the police department. The money is administered by 
the association. Another program initiated by the specialists ,,,as Self 
Defense for Homen. These progra'"Js appear to represent a positive attempt 
to solve specific problems confronting the community. These type programs 
should be expanded in future years of act~vity. 

5. A subjective evaluation by the Community Relations Division concerning the 
operation of the project: 

The police department has indicated that the Community Relations Division 
has been very satisfied with this program. The Director of the Community 
Relations Division has indicated that lithe Civilian Community Relations 
Specialists have made a valuable contribution to the ~ity and to the police 
departmen t. The re are situations ~."hich arise in a community \·,herein police 
personnel arc blocked out by existing prejudices. The specialists, Horking 
as liaison bet' .... een police and comt1unity) have been able to open doors to a 
better relationship bet\yeen the comt1unity and its police." A separate 

. , 
.'" r:w 
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evaluation from the project staff was requested but has not been received. 
The grantee has irldicated that the evaluation of category five (see above) 
also reflects the opinions of the project staff. The Department ~vas asked 
by Conunission staff as part of this evaluation for reconunendations on im­
proving police community relations for the next t~vo years. The Departmen t 
indicated that "Since September 22, 1966, the department has enj oyed an ever 
improving relationship "ith the community. Therefore, the general recom­
mendation of the Community Relations Specialists and the police department 
at this time is to continue to reach out and contact more and more of the 
community. By t;his exposure a greater portion of the community ~dll become 
educated and hop~fully, as more of the community becomes mvare of the re­
lationship between the police agency and the conununity and the programs 
open to the conununity, the progress experienced to date ~dll continue. 11 

From the information submitted, it seems apparent that the t~vo special­
ists hired for this program have received support from both the community 
and officials of the police department. Several letters have been subud tted 

,to the Conunission reflecting support for the project staff. Letters have 
been submitted b¥ such agencies as: the Department of Social Services; the 
Clar:Lmount Resident Council; the Baltimore City Public Schools; the Chomber 
of Commerce of Baltimore; llild the YHCA. Unfortunately one of the civilian 
specialists has missed over 80 \\Tork days because a shooting incident had 
hospitalized him for a considerable period. This person has just recently 
returned to \vork. His responsibilities for the next year of the program 
are not presently knmm. The Director of the police department's Community 
Relations Division has indicated that he will be able to work on many pro­
grams \vithin the Division's office until he has fully recuperated. 

In sununary, while it is difficult to assess the projec;t's impact on its 
first objective (t~·provide better cooperation between the c~tizens ~of Baltimore 
and the police department), it should be realized that the addition of two 
specialists to the existing Conununity Relation Unit is a valid attempt to meet 
this obj ective. It is difficult to qualitatively or quantitatively evaJ.uate the 
success this project has had in meeting this objective since many external vari­
ables can easily influence success in this area. 

The project seems to have achieved its second objective (to increase the police 
department's expertise in working on police community relations problems) to some 
extent. The addition of two civilians into the department's Conununity Relations 
Division adds to the department IS conununity relations capability since the t~.,o 
civilian specialists that ~.,ere hired in this program nppear to adequately re­
present the feelings of the conununity that they serve. 

An interim finaBcia1 audit ~vas conducted on this project in August 1974. No 
financial proble.ms ~vere noted and it is expected that all funds ~vill be expended 
according to the grant a~vard. Hm.,ever, when a final audit report is completed, 
the recommendations of the audit should be implemented by" the grantee is subse­
quent funding is granted. 
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APPENDIX I 

CLUBS, AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTACTED BY THE CO}~~~ITY 

REh~TIONS SPECIALISTS 

-----'----~ ~~ ... -. 
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1. BenninghauB H.oad and Clearspring Road Block Club 

2. Parcnt.s Club - School {I142 - 2201 Walbrook Avenue 

...... 
3. J·ohns Hopki.ns Uni.vc).'si.t:y Community Conversations 

4. Women Together 

5. Barbel, Inc. 

6.. Norlh '\Vest Uniled PJ.'otcctive ASfln. 

7. Maryland .League of W0111en l s CJubs 

8. Eutaw Gardens Resiclent Council 

9. Socio.l Securily Ac1n::dnistrc:tlion 

10. M01 npOWoJ: SldlJ sTraining Centor - Calvert Educa tion:tI. Ct~; I ~. 

11. Dc J ttl' 8 lln,each Oul" Projec t 

12. Parents Club - Sar.cmC'J M0rsc Elementary Scho.o1 

13. Lewin United IVletboclist Ghul'ch 

1·1. Commllnity COl:redioDs Task Force 

15. Cenlntl District: ComnlLmity Relalidns Counci.l 

16. COnpel'C.lli.vc Extensi.on Servico - Uni.versity of Marylam1 

17. 1800 BJock Ashburton Stroet 

13. Fairfield Ho)"nt;s 1'el1<1nts Council 

19. Cherry HiJl Coordi.ua ling Council 

20. Flag Homes TenanLG Council 

'1 ff 



21. 

2~~. 
'.~ 

7.:' •• 

2·1. 

25. 

2(). 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

?o t .. 

33. 

31-

3 !;. 

3(). 

3'1. 

3 O. 

3 (). 

·10. 

·11. 

-.. 

lSG 

S"lcrn Uni.ted Melhotlist Church 

r' .1. • ': 1 .• ",' .. ' :'lopl~ . ('rO\'C' Sl.rC(~t 
"": 

Point Dn'ez.r: Toast Mistress Club 

Johns IIop~dns Medicn! Institute - COll'llll'.lnity Convenlalion 

Lc.'~ington TC'rnc<:: School f!l9 - 732,.Wcst: Le~~i.ngton Street 

Concerned ~eighbors Associ;:ttion of Gwynn Ouk 

WClIlliJn POWCl', Inc. 

CoJnred V!o})1.cn'n Den)ocratic Campaign COlTllTIit\'ee of 
M.ll' yl aml, Inc. 

M I,' L.'·o Dc' 1110 erit ts 

1\1;; I. yJi:tncl Hoc h.:l.i)i.lhaLion Ccnte:.t' 

S.l,~CO 

'. 
YM CA " Ccntral Br<lnch 

Maryland Council on Family Relatiqns 

1\1,1;-nr's J\1anpowcr I{csou:,'cCE'i, Youth Powcr Program 

FO):I~;sl IIcig'1ls Con1 .. IUd. ty Or ganiza Hon 

N01'l'!lWCfl t Corporil. tion 

. 
COIL v 

HOUAC of. 1 lope 
'. 

NOLUA 

t •. 
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, . 
42. VelUl,'ans Upward Doun.d Program 

43. JOh.n.B Hopkins Univ(!l'sity Women's Club 

45. Women's Civic League 

46. Lower Park Heights Coordi.nating Council 

47. NAACP 

48. Freedom House 

49. Oswego Club 

50. Health and Welfare Councit of Central MaryJand 
. r 

51. St. Mi~l.rks Church - St. 1'<'.u1 and 20th Street 

52.. Zeta Phi Deb Sorori.t.y 

53. ,Voo<1haveil Neighborhood Council 

S1. St.' Anthony's Catholic Church - 4410 Fl'Clnkford Avenue 

" 

55. Pl.·ovi.dent Cornprchensivc Nei.ghborhoocl IIealth Center 

56. Rae tal Jus li.ce COH\ll)i s sion - YMCA 

57. Unitec1 Evangelicat Church 

SS. Marlin'Luther Ki.ng PclJ.cnt and Child Cenler 

59. 13allimore City Hospit2.l Health Fair 

60. Somerset HOlnc!s Tcno.nt Council 

61. Na%(J.ritcs Unil:ed Frat.crJ1>J.l Order 

6? St. Matthews United M.O::'::'IOc1ir;t Church 

.. 18-
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APPE;IDIX II 

PROGRAMS AVAILABLE FOR CITIZENS FROM 

BALTIMORE POLICE DEPARTHENT 

. COmWNITY RELATIONS DIVISION 
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1. Drug Abuse--Film Display and Dialogue 

2. Safety Tips for Homen 

3. Self Defense for Homen 

4. Crime Prevention Programs 

5. Block Parent Programs 

6. Burglary Prevention 

7. . Holiday Tips 

8. .Community Relations Horkshops 

9. Headquarters Topic 

10 .. Community Relations Program Overview 

11. Ride On-Bicycle Safety 

12. "Project Go" 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: High Impact Courts 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Supreme B~nch of Baltimore City 
',: 

Project Director: Dulany Foster, Chief Judge 

Date of Award: June 26,. 1973 

Federal Award: $663,907 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lm-l Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In 
July, 1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan ~vhich indicated the method by \vhich the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of \vhich relates to courts programs. The purpose 
of the courts program in the Impact Plan 'vas to add two courts for the (~x­
press purpose of handling impact and impact ~e1ated offenders. The tie 
between this "Court Component" of the Impact Plan and the overall impact 
goal lito reduce crime" 'vas based upon the premise that speedier trials 
wotlld have a direct effect on the reduction of crime in that the more 
closely ~he punishment follows the crime

1 
the greater opportunity exis ts 

for the deterrence of criminal activity. 

The grant applications submitted to the Governor's Commission for. the 
courts component included four separate proposals. These four proposals 
fonned the core of the court programming for .the Impact Program in Bal ti­
more according to the applicant. They include the establishment o~ the 
t-wo criminal courts (submitted by the Supreme Bench); the provision of 
public defenders to the courts (submitted by the Office of the Public De­
fender); the provision of court clerks to the t,vo courts (submitted by the 
Office of the Comptroller); and the provision of pre-sentence investiga­
tive and proba tion supervisory services to the courts (submi tted by the 
State Division of Parole and Probation). This report is limited to an 
analysis o.f the first component listed above, the establiphment of the 
High Impact Courts. This application was submitted to the Conunission .in 
May, 1973. 

1 
Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, Impact Courts Pro-

gram Evaluation Report, p.' 1. (Baltimore, Maryland, 1974). 
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PROJECT UfPLEHENTATION 

On June 26, 1973, the Hayor's Office fot Baltimore City was noti­
fied of a federal grant award of $663,907 which would enable the Supreme 
Bench of Baltimore City to develop two specialized courts to handle ex­
clusively the disposition of offenders who have been charged with either 
stranger-to-stranger crimes (rape, homicide, assault, and robbery) or 
burglary. The grant, award \vOS accepted by the grantee within t\vO weeks. 
The project commenced': on July 1, 1973. . 

The follmving is a lis tihg of individuals employed under this pro­
gram and major responsibilities assigned to them during the first year. 

Personnel 

Secretaries (2) 

Law Clerk-Bailiffs (2) 

Court Reporters (2) 

Security Guards (4) 

Senior Docket Assignment Clerk (1) 

Responsibility 

Each are assigned to the Judges sitting 
in the High I~pact Courts. Duties include 
transmitting policies and instructions to 
court personnel, eh~laining policy matters 
to counsel and general public, taking dicta­
tion for legal opinions and memoranda and 
handling all confidential correspondence 

Each are assigned to the Judges sitting in 
the High Inpact Courts. Duties include 
preparing the bench for daily assignments, 
s\vearing vi tnessess, .conducting legal research, 
monitoring cases vith sub-curias, coordinating. 
post 'conviction and habeas corpus proceedings 
and transnitting requests for pre-sentence 
investigations to the Probation Department. 

Each are assigned to the tHO Impact Courts 
and are responsible for making verbatim 
stenographic records of all proceedings and 
trans cri.bing Khere necessary all testimo'1Y 
in type \vrit ten form. 

Two of these individuals are assigned to each 
Impact Court. One is located inside the court 
and is responsible for maintaining general 
order and decorum \.;rithin the Court. The other 
guard is posted outside of the courtroon and 

.,~. is predominantly resJlonsible for conduct out­
side the courtroom. He also assures that no 
constant disruptions occur within the court­
room itself. 

This individual is located in the Criminal 
Assignmen t Office and is responsible for the 
d~tailed screening of high impact cases from 
the entire criminal workload. He also in­
sures that specific case criteria requirements 
are being. complied with and is responsible for 
supervising work allocation of the Docket 
Ass:Lgnmen t Clerk, 
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Personnel 

Docket Assignment Clerk (1) 

Clerical Assistant (1) 

Jail Guards (2) 

Jury Assembly Clerk (1) 

Deputy Sheriffs (2) 

Prosecuting Attorneys (8) 

Major Responsibility 

This i~dividual is located in the Criminal 
Assignment Office as \vell. and is responsible 
for supervising Clnd checking the entry of n1l 
calendar information to the automated court1s 
managenlent system by making sample inquiries 
inte the terminal and by verifying details. 
He is also responsible for screening all cate­
gories of new cases referred by the Senior 
Docket Assignment Clerk for completion of all 
necessary pre-calendaring events. 

This person is also located in the Criminal 
AsSignment Office and is responsible for the 
files, records, and clerical operations 9: 
the general administrative uni t. He is also 
responsible for supervising the preparation of 
computer docket posting list, miscellaneous 
courtroom actions and postponement of cases. 

These individuals are responsible primarily 
for transpor'ting impact offenders from the 
Baltimore City Jail to the Court House and 
vice versa. They also assure that once in 
lock-up within the Court House that prisoners 
are taken directly to the designated court 
and the\l are returned after cases have been 
disposed. 

Th~s individual assists in supervising petit 
jury panels who are serving for the Impact 
Courts. This includes 0rientating jurors 
toward duties and responsibilities, acquaint­
ing jurors \vith courtroom locations and escort­
ing them to site locations. Additionally, this 
person is also responsible for the assignments 
of jurors. 

Each of these individuals are assigned to an 
Impact Court. They are given the primarily 
duty of maintaining custody over the defendant 
while in the courtroom. This also includes 
maintaining security for the judge, witnesses 
and all other participants at th~ trial table. 

General 'area of responsibilities of these 
eight Assistant State 1 s Attorneys involved 
court appearances ~ preparing and in te rviC\ving 
witnesses for trial, conducting independent 
research and negotiating pleas with defense 
counselors. Four at torneys are assigned to 
each court and work as_a team for purpose of 
daily workload (i.e., two prosecutors arc in 
court one'day while the other two are pre­
paring cases for the next day). 
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Personnel 

Special Agents (4) 

Major Responsibility 

These individuals assist trial prosecutors 
in an assortment of ways. This could in- . 
elude interviewing witnesses, transporting 
witnesses or prisoners (from another state), 
collec ting evidence and maintaining form 
files. Each of these individuals arc as=_. 
signed to a team of tt.oJO prosecutors for 
workload purposes. 

Legal Stenographer (2) . Each of these individuals are assigned to 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

the four trial attorneys and are chiefly re­
sponsible for sending correspondence for the 
Attorneys assigned to the unit, typing briefs 
or legal memoranda, handling telephone in­
quiries, and filing and record keeping. 

The overall Impact Courts Program was designed with eight major objec­
tives, mos t of which ,vere related to various time intervals betloJeen arrest 
and disposition. The following is a listing of those objectives as stated 
in the original grant proposal: 

OBJECTJ;VE A: Give priority to scheduling and conducting trials of 
.defendants detained in Baltimore City jail. Priority 
should be given to defendants Ivho have been incarcer­
ated the longest while awaiting trial and sentencing. 

OBJE~CTrVE B: The average time for arrest to disposition shall be 
ninety (90) days in the first year of the project for 
all Impact offenders. For those incarcerated prior to 
the commencement of this project (July 2, 1973), the 
ninety days shall start running on July 2, 1973. 

OBJECTIVE C: Defense counsel shall be appointed, on the aver~ge, 
wi thin seven (7) days of the filing of the Grand Jury 
indictemnt or criminal information. 

OBJECTIVE D: Hithin seven (7) days of the filing of appearance by 
defense counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office shall 
designate the trial date. 

(number of postponements) 
,OBJECT,IVE E: The postponement rate (number of Trials) shall 

not exceed 10% and shall not exceed one postponement 
per trial. (Postponement is defined as any change ir­
respective of how long it is ·or when it occurs, in the 
trial date once it hus been set by the Criminal Assign­
ment Office.) 
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OBJECTIVE F: Co~rt Sessions will begin at 10 a.m. Cases will fol­
low immediately one after another. 

OBJECTIVE G: The pre-sentence report ~o7ill be completed by the Divi­
sion of Parole and Probation within fourteen days after 
request is received. 

OBJECTIVE II: To increase the number of Impact cases brought to trial 
when compared to number of Impact cases brought to trial. 
b'~fore the Impact Courts ~'lent into operation. 

Generally, the procedure' for identifying impact offenders in Baltimore 
City is initiated in the Felony Complaint Division of the Baltimore City 
State's Attorney's Office. Once identified, the case is processed either 
as an indictment or an information. A code placement is then given to 
mark these alternatives (impact indictments are numbered five and the im­
pact informations are given the number six). 

Out of all the inipact cases marked and identified only 20% to 30% are 
scheduled in Parts I and II (the High Impact Courts). Note: This is 
based on an estimate given by the Criminal Assignmen t Office. The remain'" 
der of impact cases are scheduled in three other criminal courts along with 
other non-impact cases. Of this 20% to 30% impact cases scheduled, a les­
ser amount are actually heard in the Impact Courts due to either postpone-' 
ments (i'lhich required recycling--28 days), transferrals of cases (these are 
sent to other courts v.7hen dockets are comp11~ted early) or cases not heard 
(this simply means those cases which were not reached on any given day). 
Additionally, it is also important to note that impact cou~ts may be the 
recipien t of non-imp/lct cases when dockets are "split" in other courts. 
This means that cases have not been reached in other courts and are trans­
fered into the Impact Courts for trial. 

Measuring the effectiveness of these courts in meeting the obj ectives 
es tablished for the overall High Impact Court Program have become contingent 
on ti'lO reports i'lhich were developed by the staff of the Nayor' s Coordina­
.ting Council on Criminal Justice. The first of these ~vas completed in 
Jl1ne, 1974, and surveyed all designa ted impact defendants who ~'lere indic­
ted or charged between September 1, 1973 and Jhnuary 1, 1974 and whose cases 
had proceeded through disposition i'lithin the ti'lO Impact Courts as of April 
I, 1974. The second r.eport completed a month later involved essentially 
an expansion of tile first evaluation. This included all designated impact 
and j,mpact crime category defendants indicted or charged bet~'leen September 
1, 1973 and March 31, 1974 and whose cases had been disposed of within 
these courts as of June 1, 1974. The latter report surveyed the complete 
case histories of some 504 defendants who had been indicted or charged with 
an impact offense. 

The results of these reports have ShOivl1 that the Impact Court Program 
is meeting approximately half of the stated objectives and that some pro­
gress is being made i'lith regard to those in which goals have not been clearly 
met. 

I 
I 

i 
I 

I 
J 

r 
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The report by the Mayor's Coordinating Council was a lenithy docu­
ment on the Impact Courts program activity. This,Past Progress Report 
will highlight the findings of that report. Discussed below is each ob­
jective and the relative achievements of this project. The tables re­
ferred to in the narrative below are at the back of this report'. 

OBJECTIVE A: ----Eive prioritv to conducting trials for defendcmts 
in jail. The HCCCJ report found that the average time from arrest 
to disposition for a defendant in jail \vBS approximately 172.2 days 
whereas the time from arrest to disposition for a defendant who made 
bail y-'as 171.0 days. Thj.s suggested that no special emphasis ~.;ras 

given to\vard expediting jail cases by all agencies involved in the 
expedition of criminal cases (see Table 1). Tables 2 and 3 indicate 
that cases involving complicated motions (i.e. insanity pleas, etc.) 
or postponements require significantly more time to dispose of than 
cases involving normal motions or no postponements. HOY-lever, when 
these cases \vere cross tabulated by \vhether the defendant \,'asin jail 
or made bail, no significant trend arose. This woul~ seem to indi­
cate that j ail cases 'vere no more difficult or complicated than non­
jail cases. At least, there were no significant explanations of the 
delay in the disposition of jail cases. 

The first HCCCJ Evaluation Report pointed out that "failure to reduce 
elapsed time for jail cases below that of non-jail cases indicates 
that close and constant attention is not being paid to moving the 
jail cases rapidly at every step from arrest to disposition." The 
Commission's staff partially agrees 1vi th this conclusion al though 
the Court itself seems to have made several strides "'ithin this area. 
It. is further suggested by both the State's Attorney's Office and 
Public D~fender's Office that more emphasis should be placed on this problem. 

----And priority for disposing those defendants ,,,,aiting the longest 
for trial and sentencing. The MCCCJ Evaluation Report addressed this 
aspect of the objective gathering statistics on the numbers of de­
fendants in the Baltimore City Jail that had been arrested for im-

• pact offenses in 1972 artd 1973, but were still to be incarcerated in 
1974. As Table 4 indicates, on February 4, 1974, there were 289 
defendants charged with Impact crimes in 1972 and 1973 that were still 
in jail mvaiting trial. By July 1, 1974 this amount had been re­
duced to 33 persons. Hmvever, this number included five that ivere 
charged in 1972 or betiveen January and June 1973. The statistics 
did indicate, hmvever, that for the five month period of February 
to July, 89% of those who had been incarcerated \vent to trial. This 
information, while serving to describe the problem, does not provide 
sufficiently relevant statistics to form a conclusion ~n whether 
appropriate emphasis has been given defendants \vaiting the longest 
for trial and sentencing. 

i 

I , 
I 
i 
I. 
! 
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OBJECTIVE B: ----the average time from arrest to disposition shall 
be ninety dQY_~. The average time from arrest to disposition for all 
defendants on any charge was 172 days .. The average time for impact 
cases \vas 164.9 days. (see Table 5.) It should be noted, hmvever, 
that a survey of impact offenders prior to program implementation 
(1972) showed an average arrest through dispositi.on time of 271.3 
days. This represents a difference of ·appr.oximately 100 days. (See 
Appendix A.) The HCCCJ Evpluation Report cites several areas where 
delays \vere experienced in bet'l.,een arres t and disposi tion. Table 6 
provides sununary data on the survey of all defendants and the time 
interval between various processing points in the system (i.e., ar­
rest, preliminary hearing, presentee report) etc.). This information 
is summarized be1D1'; and compared to the 90-clay objective. 

Processing Activity 

A. Date of Arrest 
B. Filing with Supreme Bench 
C. Grand Jury Indictment (Infor­

mation) 
D. Filing of Counsel 
E. Final Disposition 

Day of Occurrence 

Project Objective Actual 

1 day 1 day 
no projected objective 31.5 days 

30 days 54.2. days 

45 days 
90 days 

86.6 days 
172 days 

One possible realistic suggestion where ,improvement in processing 
time could be made is betlveen points A and B with a mandatory pre-
liminary hearing. This could result in a 16.5 day saving later on since it 
would not take as long to file an information as to receive an in-
dictment from the Grand Jury (see Table 7). It may also be possi-
ble' to experience savings between Band D ,.,i th an earlier appearance 
of counsel. This problem is discussed in more detail belmv and in 
the Public Defender Project Past Progress Report. (Note: It is 
important to point out that the appearance of counsel is necessary 
if the Criminal Assignment Office is to jnitiate an action on a cri-
minal case.) 

OBJECTIVE C: ----Defense counsel to be appointed \vithin seven (7) 
days of indictment or infon~1n.tion. Two tables developed in the HeCCJ 
Evaluation Report (see Tables 8 and 9) indicate that in cases in­
volving public defenders, the overall arrest to disposition rate to 
be two days better than private counsel. The time ~rom filing of 
charges to appearance of counsel, however, when the public defender 
was involved was 7.2 days longer than when private counsel was re­
tained. The overall average time from filing to appear.ance was about 
35 days which represented an average of about 30.8 days for private 
counsel and 38.0 days for staff attorneys for the public defender. 

Various reasons exist for delays encountered in this area. The two 
major reasons are (1) members of the private bar are reluctant to 

'1 (?ff 
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~ppear until commissions are ~aid for service and (2) public de­
fenders are not notified of their cases until defendants have been 
arraigned. (See discussion of this latter issue in full in the 
Past Progress Report of the Public Defender Program.) 

OBJECTIVE D: ----Tribl dates to be set within seven (7) days of 
~ttorney appearances. Thq MCCCJ Evaluation Report analyzed 68 des­
ignated Impact'~efendants whose cases were set for trial during 
April, Hay, and June of 1974. The report indicated that by disre­
garding cases with serious delays (postponements, insanity pleas) 
it was concluded that liThe Criminal Assignment Office 'vas approach­
ing fulfillment of the objective's specifications." Table 10 'vas 
constructed by HCCCJ staff to shmv that 67% of the defendants in 
June 1974 had their trial date set within 15 days of appearance 
of attorney (compared to 21% in April, 1974). 

The'data inc1udea in the HCCCJ report is not substanU.a1 enough to 
be conclusive. It is important for purposes of me.eting this obj ec­
tive to have a workload 'vhich is not burdensome to the Criminal 
Assignment Office so that effective scheduling can be realized. 
Further data collection is needed. 

OBJECTIVE E: ----Postponement rate not to exceed 10%. This objec­
tive for the Impac t Courts is not being achieved. The HeCCJ Evalu­
ation Report indicated that the rate of pos tponements in the impact 
courts was 20%. This compares with a rate of 18.6% in the Crimi­
nal Court of Baltimore City in 1973. The HCCeJ Report indicated 
that 83% of impact postponements are requested within five days of 
trials; 58% occurring on the scheduled day of trial '(see Table 11). 
Particularly distressing \Vere the reasons for postponement in Impact 
cases. In 14% of the postponements the defense attorney ,'las in 
another court; in another 14% the case postponed had been scheduled 
but could not be reached during the court activity of that day; and 
in 23% of the postponements the State witness was not available, 
not served, or there 'vas illness or death in his family. Additionally, 
it should be noted that in 52.9% of the postponements the defendant 
was being detained in jailor at the Division of Corrections. Un­
fortunately the HCGCJ study did not break dmvn the postponement rate 
by type of counsel (public defender vs. private counsel). It is 
impossible to make a conclusive statement about the possible con­
tribution this project may have to the overall postponement rate 
wi thout the breakdmvn by type of counsel. 

----Postponements sh<11l not exceed one postponement.J?E.F trial. 
Seventeen cases had been pos tponed more than once. This 'vas based 
on the survey conducted by the HeCCJ staff of 504 dcfendants'case 
histories. The fol1mving table illustrates the distribution of theRe 
requests and their reasons for postponements. 
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Reasons for Postponement per Defendant 
N'umber of 
Postponements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

, 

2 1 3 3 4 0 1 3 3 2 
- --

3 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

'~ 

Reasons for Postponement 

1. Illness, etc. of defense attorney 

2. Illness, etc. of state witness 

3. Defense attorney nevI in case 

4. Defense attorney pl'i or commitment 

5. Defendant not brought from GCJ or DOC 

6. State witness not served 

7. State witness not available 

8. Case could not be reached 

9. Hiscellaneous 

The Supreme Bench in recent years has instituted a rigid procedure 
in which all requests for postponements are centralized through the 
Chief Judge's Office. It appears that other agencies' directors 
should monitor all req~ests of their staff for postponement over a 
quarterly cycle so that no undue burden is placed on the Office of 
the State's Attorney, defense attorneys, police officers,civilian 
witnesses and the support agencies of the court (the Clerk's Office, 
inmate transportation facilities, courthouse detention facilities, 
and the general security system). 

OBJECTIVE F: ----Court sessions \vill begin at 10 a.m. Two mE~thods 
were developed to evaluate this objective in the ~lCC~J Evaluation 
Report. One was based on entries made on daily courtroom docket 
sheets and the other consisted of in-court observations conducted 
during the months of January and February, 1974. 

The first showed that during the month of May, Criminal Court Part I 
began proceedings ea rHer than 10: 00 a.m. every court day \<,'hi10 Cri­
minal Court Part II dockets reflected late starts on three occasions. 
In total, this meant a surplus of 260 minutes in one court and a deficit 
on 40 minutes in the other. 
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In-court observatfons, hm",ever, reflected that this objective ~vas 
not being met at least in terms of the researcher conducting the 
survey. Here, during the months of January and February, inactive 
courtrooms were observed on 19 different occassions. 

----Cases will [0110\", immediately one nf'ter nnother. During the 
month of Hay 197~, the Impnct Courts (Part I anci II) '\Yere in ses­
sion for approximately 162.78 hours out of a possible 220 "available" 
hours. Delays encountered here range from the inefficient trans­
ferring of prisoners to tardiness of witnesses and attorneys. Most 
of: the "dark time" in these courts were attributable to the dockets 
being completed prior to 5:00 p.m. 

OBJECTIVE G: --~-Pre-sentence reports to be completed fourteen (14) 
days after requested. Project director of the Pl:obation Project has 
submitted information that indicates all reques ts ~",ere fulfilled on 
the average 12.0 days after being received. This time is measured 
beb",een the time the request ,,,,as received by the Probation Department 
and the time the report ,,,,as forwarded back to the trial judge. (See 
Table 12.) The HCCCJ Evaluation Report revealed that pre-sentence 
reports were filed \vithin 16 days for 81 percl'.nt of all impact cases 
surveyed (Table 13). However, this survey ~vas based on a very small 
sample of cases and may not be as valid as the proj ect director's re­
port. A total of 93 percent of all individuals convicted have pre­
sentence reports completed. The obj ec·tive appears to have been 
achieved. A more thorough discussion is given in the Past Progress 
Report on High Impact Courts Probation D~partment. 

OBJECTIVE H: ----To increase the number of Impact cases brought t.9.. 
trial ,,,,hen compared to the number of Impact cases brought to tria]: 
before the Impact: Courts ,,'ere implemented. In order to measure this 
objective, the HCCCJ Evaluation Report concentrated its analysis on 
the activity of all courts tlYO months prior to the implementation of 
this program (April and Hay 1973). Results were then subsequently 
compared to court activity for the same t,vo months during the pro­
gl:am's operation (April-Hay, 1974). The Report concluded (see Table 
14) that the to tal trial and filing caseload had increased after the 
program was implemented. In 1973, there ~",ere 341 total trials com­
pared to 1974 when 412 trials were conducted. Filings increased 
also from 1,555 filings closed in 1973 to 1,630 filings closed in 1974. 
Hm",ever, this occurred while the overall efficiency in terms of trial 
per day of the criminal courts had decreased from their 1973 level. 
Table 14 indicates a decrease in the average of trials per part p~r 
day from 1.183 in 1973 to 1.053 in 1974. 

It appears that this objective was met in the program's first year. 
This is indica ted by Appendix 13 ,,,,hich shows that after one year the 
overall number of criminal cases mvaiting trial decreased by about 
50 percent. This suggests not only a sizeable reduction in backlog 
but an increase in the number of all criminal cases disposed ,vithin 
one year. This was true ''''ith the t~.,ro Impnct Court~ (as analyzed in 
the 1'ICCCJ Evalua tion Report). They shm.,red a 20% increU"se in the num­
ber of total trials (341 in 1973 to 412 in 1974). 
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v. ANALYSIS 

It is possible to clear a backlog of court cases in several ways. 
First, a sizeable number of cases nolle prossed and stetted can influence 
court caseloads over any given period of time. Additionally, it can be 
presumed that other factors such as the rate of jury trials, the number 
of courts and the average operating time of these courts, will also be 
able to effect any sizeable population .::nYaiting trial. In Baltimore City 
prior'to this proj ec'{; being imp'lemented, a substantial number of cases 
existed which were considered still opened by the Court. Appendix B 
indicates this amount to be above 3,413 defendants representing some 
6,337 charging documents as of July 1, 1973. l1yelve months later this 
backlog had reduced almost in half. Adding two new courts (Impact) had 
to have some degree of influence on this overall result. This may be one 
of the few tangible results of the operation of Court Impact Program. 

The statistics indicate that the Court Impact Program had not ~et its 
objective on reducing time interval from arrest to disposition to 90 days 
(Objectivb B above). ~his will only occur if various processes prior to 
trial are changed or modified so that the overall 90 d,ay obj ecti ve can be 
achieved. As noted previously there were significant delays' bet\\7een filing of 
charges and assignment of counsel .. Any improvement in the processing time 
of cases will require a coordinated effort of all criminal justice agen-
cies in Baltimore. The HCCCJ Evaluation Report noted"the evaluation (of 
the Courts Program) itself identifies one glaring problem tyhich effectively 
hinders the fulfillment of all objectives; the related court agencies have 
just begun to establish effective inter-office communications." 

Of equ[1l import,nnce in the failure to achieve the 90 day objective of 
arrest to trial is the rate at which courts dispose criminal cases. Pre­
sumably, this rate should be monitored frequently so that ~fficiency of 
the court system can be maintained. Unless the overall system is made 
more effiCient, an argument could be made in the near futu,-e that the Supreme 
Bench of Baltimore City could feasibly reduce the activities of one of 
the criminal parts because the number of cases ready for trial have dimi­
nished substantially. 

Moreover, another factor whish should not be overlooked in revi~wing 
the Court's efficiency is the percentage of nolle prosses and s tets \yhich 
may be experienced over ClUy given period of time. The HCCCJ Evaluation 
Project dep,:cts .::t survey of 300 defendants \vhose cases ,yere disposed by 
the Impact Courts as of Nay 31, 197 /1. Table 15 indicates that approximately 
32 percent of thl:! defenJants surveyed had their charges completely dropped 
by either a nolle prosse or a stet. This of course can seriously affect 
the number of hours tha t each of these courts can be open for trial on 
any given day. Thus, if the court knew that these cases were going to be 
eventually dropped, lnore case?s could be scheduled into the court for final 
disposition. 

Conviction rates developed from this survey also proved to be int~res­
ting. As shown in Table 15, 55 percent of the cases going into the? Impact 
Courts resulted in a conviction. If one was to analyze the actual cases 
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tried in court (outside of pleas taken and nolle prosses and stets), this 
rate would be approximately 75 percent convic,ted (or 25% acquitted). 

Finally, the Impact Court Program has not generated data to' indicate 
that there is any occurcnce of impact offenses and speedy trials. An ef­
fort should be made during the second and thir~ year of funding to expand 
the evaluation to include fol1m.;r-up on defendants that have been processed 
by the Impact Courts hnd any subsequent recidivism. This should take into 
account the time from arrest to trial, the original and sub~equent offenses, 
dispositions and the personal characteristics of the defendant (age, race, 
employment status, etc.)., 

An interim audit was completed in August, 1974. A final audit should 
be completed in the near future and any recotnr.1endations of the report should 
be implemented by the grantee if subsequent funding is granted. 
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TABLE 1 

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition 

Test Variables: Jail/l3ail 

J;d 
No. of % No. of No. of Days Dets npfc; 

1-89 12 2.6 4 

90-119 22 4.7 23 

120-149 57 12.2 43 

150-179 62· 13.2 57 

180-209 54 11. 5 _ 44 

210-239 18 3.8 23 

240-269 20 4.3 11 . 
270-299 11 2.3 3. 

300 1 .2 4 

Total 257 54,.8 2J:2 

Jail 

f (11edi an: 1/ 168 :lays 

Tendency Pattern: 67.3%: 4-7 months 
, 

Nean: 172.2 

" 

R.:I ., 

% Total 
Defs. 0/ , 

. 
.9 16 3.4 

4.9 45 9.6 

9.2 100 21. 3 

12.2 119 25.5 

9.4 98 20.9 , 

4.9 41 8,7 

2.3 31 6.6 

.6 I 14 3.0 I 
! 

(.9 5 1.1 

45.2 469 100.0 

Bail 

168.9 days 1 
68%: 4-7 months 

171.0 

- -- - ~!"! 
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T.t\BLE 2 

Time Interval: Arrest To Disposition (Controlled For Motions) (Excessive) 

Test Variables: Jail/Bail 

,1 rl '1 

No. of Days No. of .% No. of 
Defs npfc:: 

120-149 9 15.8 4 

150-179 7 12.3 4 

180-209 6 10.5 4 

210-239 6 10.5 3 

240-269 7 12.3 3 

270-299 . 3 5.3 1 

Total 38 66.7 19 

Jail 

r"edi an: 195 days 

Tendency Pattern: Not Significant 

~1ean : NO 

n"il 

I 

. 

% Total 
Defs. 

. 7.0 13 

7.0 11 

7.0 10 

5.3 9 

5.3 10 

1.8 4 

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

33.3 57 
" 
'.~ 

Bail 

191.2 days 

Not Significant 

ND 

% 

22.E 

19. ~ 

17. !: 

15. E 

17. f: 

7. C 

100.C 
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TABLE 3 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition (Controlling For Postponements-All 
Pos,tponements) 

Test Variables: Jail/ea;l 

Jail Red l' 
No. of % No. of % Total 

No. of Days D_cfs n()fc; Defs. o~ 

1-89 1 0.8 a . 
0.0 1 0.8 

90-119 2 1.5 a 0.0 2 1.5 

120-149 7 5.3 3 2.3 10 7.5 

'150-179 21 15.8 14 10.5 35 26.3 

1aO M 209 23 17.3 16 n2.0 39 29.3 
-

210-239 7 5.3 15 ~1.3 22 16.5 

240-269 11 8.3 5 j.8 16 12.0 

270- 7 5.3 1 0.8 8 6.0 

TOTAL 79 59.4 54 . ~0.6 133 100.0 

Ja'il Bail 

I I !~edi an: 191.1 days 198.7 days 
Tendency Pattern: 55.7% betvleen 5&7 month 55.5% betl·/een5&7 months 

Nean: NO NO 

, 



-. 
NUMBER OF IMPACT-tYPE OFFENDERS IN JAIL 

- - , 

Number 
" 

Committed to Number Remaining in-Jail as of: Numeri ca 1 Re- Percent Re-

Jail during duction in duction in 

1/9174 214174 3118 74 411/74 5/6174 6/3/74 7/1/74 l;:lil Pon . Jail Pop. 
I . 

1972 10 7 6 6 
/ 

5 3 3 7 70 

Jan .. -June '73 6l 40 14 14 7 3 2 
I 

_I 

59 97 

July '73 26 14 7 6 3 3 ") 23 88 .J 

August '73 45 36 23 20 7 3 1 44 98 

September '73 38 28 .13 I 10 6 3 2 36 95 

October '73 7'4 . 58 42 41 21 5 6 68 92 

, 

November '73 60 55 51 48 20 14 7 53 88 

December '73 . 51 43 39 25 14 9 42 8t 

~ 

Total Period 289 199 184 94 48 33 256 89 

"' 1 ., 

Source: Jail Weekly Inmate Aging Report 

*Percent reduction in Jail population from 2/4/74 to 7/1/74. 
~, 

~~ '., 
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TABLE 5 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Impact/Non-Impact (Defendants) 

'., Impact' Non-Impact 

No. of DilYS No. of % No. of % Total 
_~fs .-Dp-L~ Defs . % 

. 
1 - 89 15 3.2 -, 1 .2 16 3.4 

90 - 119 35 7;4 10 2. 1 45 9.5 
. 

120 - 14,9 68 14.4 32 6.8 100 21.1 

1 bO - 179 75 15.9 44 9'.3 119 25.2 

180 - 209 48 10. 1 51 10.8 99 20.9 

210 - 239 26 5.5 18 3.8 . , 44 9.3 
. 

240 - 269 19 4.0 12 2.5 31 6.6 

270 - 299 7 1.5 7 1.5 ' 14 3.0 

300 - 1 .2 4 .8 5 1.0 

TOTAL 294 62.2 179 37.8 473 100.0 

r.. d' (1e 1 an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Mean: 

Impact 

161. 7 days 

64.9%: - 4 - 7 months 

164.9 days 

Non-Impact 

181.2 days 

57.1%: - 4 - 7 months 

183 .. 7 days 
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TABLE 6 

SUI~I1ARY DATA: ALL DEFENDANTS 

f"iumber of 
Interval 

': 
Pbserved 
Defendants 

1\verage (t·lean) 

Arrest - Preliminary Hearing 266 17.4 

'. 

Preliminary Hearing - Supreme Bench Filing 264 14.0 

Arrest - Supreme Bench Filing 468 31.5 

Supreme Bench Filing - Charging Papers 49p 22.7 
Fi led 

Charging Papers filed - Counsel Fil i ng 462 35.0 

Arrest - Chargirg Papers (~69 54.7 

Supreme Bench Filing - Counsel Fil i ng , 472 56.1 

" 

Pre-Sentence Report Request ~ Report Filing 131 19.9 

Pre-Sentence Report Filing - Disposition I 127 18.0 , 

Counsel Filing - Date of Trial 480 71. 7 . 

Charging Papers Filed - Disposition / 498 117.3 

. 
ISupreme Bench Filing - Disposition 495 139.8 

Arrest - Disposition 473 172.0 
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TABLE 7 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

'Test Vari abl es: Informati on/Indi ctment 

': Informa ti on ' Indictment 

No. of Days No. of % No. of % Total 
D~5~ npfc.; Defs. % 

1 - 89 15 3.2 1 . .2 16 3.4 

90 - 119 40 8.5 5 1.1 45 9.5 

120 - 149 77 16.3 23 4.9 100 21.1 

150 - 179 87 18.4 32 
f 
1 6.8 119 25.2 

180 - 209 69 14.6 30 6.3 99 20.9 
-

210 - 239 34 7.2 10 2.1 44 9.3 

240 - 269 . 23 4.9 8 1.7 31 6.6 

270 - 299 8 1.7 6 1.3 14 3.0 

300 - 1 . .2 4 .8 '5 1.1 

TOTAL 354 74.8 119 25.2 473 00.0 

. ' 

Information Indictment 

G1edi an: 165.5 days 179 days 

Tendency Pattern: 65.9%: - 4 - 7 months 52.1%: - 5 - 7 months 

r·1ean: 167.9 184.4 
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TABLE 8 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Counsel . 

No. of Days 

1 - 89 

90 - 119 

120 - 149. 

150 - 179 

180 - 209 

210 - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 .-

TOTAL 

Median: 

Tendency Pattern: 

Hean: 

Public Defender/Private Counsel 
': 

Public Defender Private Counsel 
• 

No. of % No. of % Total 
np.fs npfc:: Defs. 

8 1 v8 3 . .7 11 

24 5.3 21 4.6 45 

.58 12.7 42 9.2 100 

70 15.4 46 10.1 116 

53 11.6 - 39 8.6 92 

21 4.6 21 4.6 42 

19 4.2 12 2.6 31 

8 1.8 6 1.3 14 

2 .4 3 .7 5 . 
263 57.7 193 42.3 456 

Public Defender Private Counsel 

167.7 days 

68.9%: - 4 - 7 months 

171.8 days 

169.9 days 

65.8%: - 4 - 7 months 

. 17..3.8 days 

~!, 

2.4 

9.9 

21. 9 

25.4 

20.2 

9.2 

6.8 

3.1 

1.1 

00.0 
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TABLE 9 

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment 

Test Variables: Public Defender/Private Counsel 

No. of Days 
1-6 

7-13 

14-20 

21-27 

28-34 

35-41 

42-48 

49-55 

56-62 

63-69 

70-
Total 

f·1edian: 

PUb'l i c 
Defender 

No. of 
--..l2r,fs" 

8 

39 

43 

35 

35 

25 

12 

15 

13 

5· 

36 
266 

% 
"I. 7 

8.5 

9.3 

7.6 

7.6 

5.4 

2.6 

3.3 

2.8 

1.1 

7.8 
G7.7 

Public 
Defender 

29.6 days 

Private 
Counsel 

No. of 
[)pfc:: 

14 . 
61 

39 

14 
\ 

8 

6 

9 

14 

4 

6 

20 
195 

% 

3.0 

13.0 

8.5 

3.0 

1.7 

1.3 

2.0 

3.0 

0.9 

1.3 

4.6 
I 4? ~ 

PI') vate 
Counsel 

18.0 days 

Total 
Oefs. CI 

':l 

22 4.8 

100 21. 5 

82 17.8 

49 10.6 

43 9.3 

31 6.7 

21 4.6 

29 6.3 

17 3.7 

11 2.4 

56 12.4 
tI.h 1 1/1/1 /I 

Tendency Pattern: 44.1% : 1 & 4 \\leek 50.8% : 1 & 3 weeks 

~1ean : 38.0 days 30.8 days 
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TABLE 10 

HONTH SET 

No. of Days April May June TOTAL 

': 

0-7 4 7 13 24 

ATTORNEY'S 
8-15 .. 6 5 11 . 

FILING • 
16-23 4 4 1 9 

TO 
24-31 1 4 4 9 

SETTING 
32-39 1 . - 1 2 , 

OF , 
40-47 4 - I - 4 I 

TRIAL 
48-55 2 1 . 1 4 

DATE 
56-63 1 - - 1 

64-71 2 - 2 4 

72+ - - - 0 

-
TOTAL 19' 22 27 68 





! 
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DISTRIBUTION OF DAYS PRIOR IMPACT POSTPONENENTS 

Reasons for' Postpom lent (in ;Jercent) 

DAYS 

10 III 12 r 13 I 14 15 
I 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 17 18 19 TOTAL 
BEFORE 

0 1% 1% 5% 4% 1% 8% 3% ~% I 0 1% 5% 11% 3% 11% . 1% 14% 1% 7); 58~; 

I 

I 2- C
' I 

f : 

1-5 1% 5% 3% 2% 3% 2% 4% 1% I ~ 4% ':J I) 

./ I 

j • 
6-10 2% 1% 1% 11; 1% '2% ! 8% i 

I r 
• I 

1 1-15 1% 1% 1 2% . 1 
I · 

l 
6-20 2% 1% 2% 

; 
5% . ; 

j · ; 

1 

; 

1% 1% I , 
2% 1-25 

1 . : : . . 
2 

3% JlO% 
! I 

UTAL 2% 8% 7% 14% 3% 1% 4% 12%· 1% . 3% 2% 1% 14% 2% I 1 % 11 % 111 % 100% 
--- ---- --- L-- ---

HlPACT CASES: November 1973 - t~ay 1974 

Reasons for Postponement '" 
1. Illness, etc. of defendant 
2. Illness, etc. of defense attorney 
3. Illness, etc. of state witness 
1i.~ Defense attorney ne~'l incase 
5. Defense attorney prio! com:nitment 
6. Defense attorney in another court 
7. D2fendant not brou~ht from BCJ or DOC 
8. St~te wib;2~S not served 
9. :~~~~:~ wi~~~:s n~t avail~ble 

1:1. ':;::':'~2 " __ :!t.:-.::::::; r.:;t c'..ail:lble 

11. Guilty plea withdra ... m or refused 
12. Plea bargaining in process 
13. Clerical error _ 
14. Net'Y ~vi dence/\'li tness di sco':2red by Stat 
15. Case could not be reached 
16. Ins~nity plea filed 
17. Polygraph test to be administered 
18. Insufficient notice of trial date 
19. Miscellaneous 

..... 
'" <: 



Honth . . 

July 1973 

~\leust 1973 

September 1973 

October 1973 
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TABLE 12 

Pre-Senti'nco Ac1,i vi t:i 03 - Cony:1ctcd tTuly 1, 1973 
throu~l October, 1973 

': 
Part I Part II Tot.al ~ver?r~e Tine . 

12 14 26 13.3 do.ys 

8 13 21 20.1 days 

7 10 17 20.)~ dClys 

4 12 16 23.,3 days 

Corr.:l1cnts 

11, exceeded II.! days 

13 exceeded 14 days 

12 exceeded 14 dC3.ys 

11 exceeded 14 days 

-----'----------------.----------------------------------~ 

Total 31 , ,49 80 19.3 da,ys 40 exceeded 14 days 

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

Pre-Sentence Act.ivit.ies - Completed 'Nove:nber" 1973 
through April, 1974 . 

Hon1:.b Part. 1. Part II Tot.Rl ~:!er?c:.8 Ti::8 Comments 
~-

velnbel' 1973 13 7 20 12 + days 0 exceeded 14 days 

cember 1973 2 10 12' 9.2 gays 0 exceeded 11.). days 

mwl'y 1974 15 12 27 11.5 days 0 exceeded 14 deWS 

bl'\Wry 1974 9 16 ' 25 12.4 dnys 0 exceodod 14 dnys 

roh 1974 8 16 24 13.0 dClys 0 excecdoc1 14 days 

:d1 197).j. 18 21 39 , 13.7 days (·See footnote) 

Tot.a.1 82 147 12.0 days None exceeded 14 days 

Not.o: 
• Q 

nne rel'ol't '~:\fJ 1'l'C"!r:l )'('d i'lnc\ )'/':'.'1cly f(\)' delivery t.o CO\ll't, \-:1 tbln 111 dnYG. 
. J~'('n "t.:ln\lf:h tho cO\lri', (\)'("~)'(J t.ll·lt t.hi:.; l'CTill'\. h'! held L'Y \,ho .11~('nt for a 

t.<'t.:il 01' :)1' d.-lyr;, ) n 1.1li~; :il1ct.:illc:n \'1': en::l))] ut.r c1 t.hn i'l"("'!lr-:'~ t.i,I'0. to account 
fN' t.lln filet, t.h:li. tho 1'<"1'(11'1. "};iG )'l':,dy "Ii t.Jd 11 t.l10. l'('(j\IE~rT.1.~ 

\I 
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Time Interval: ~'t<[SE!n[IICE R[PORT R[QUEST DI\TE-FILI!lG OF PRESE~ITE:lCE RPT. 

Test Variubles;I·!·1PACT COURT/fl011 I11PI\CT COURT 

1112t.Cl rOURT ~lOn-ltWI\CT CT. 

No. of'Days No. of % No. of % Total 
~is-, ncf, Defs. '" .' 

0-10 1 0.8 6 4.6 7 5.4 . 
11-13 8 6.2 8 6.2 16 12.3 

14-16 17 13. 1 19 14.6 36 27.7 

17-19 .0 0.0 10 7.7 10 7.7 

20-22 1 0.8 16 12.3 17 13. 1 

23-25 0 0.0 '10 7 .. 7 10 7.7 

. 26-28 0 0.0 .. 11 2,5 11 8.5 

29-31 2 1.5 9 6.9 11 8.5 
. 

32-34 0 0·.0 6 4.6 6 4.6 

35- 3 2.3 3 2.3 6 4.6 

TOTI\L 32 24.6 98 75.4 130 100.( 

I HPI\CT 'COllln RON- I1WfI.CT COURT 

~ledi an: 15.2 days 21.9 days 

Tendency Pattern: 53.1 %: 14-16 days 56.15~: 14-25 days 

'·'ean: 17.5 days 20.9 dpys 



16Y 

TABLE 14 

Criminal Court Composition: Data Base 

No. of Net Coutt Days 
NormaHy Total Parts Unilvailable x parts 

Interval Operating Calendar (days x Data Available for 
Criminal Days- parts) (parts) Evaluation 
Courts 

Apl'il-11ay 1973 8 37 296 8 288 

Apr; l-11ay 1974- 10 40 400 10 390 

Trial Data (Impact crime category cases) 

Jury Trials < 

I 

Interval COUl't Ttials (5 day jury Total Trials % Jury 
trial = 5) 

,1\pril-~lay 1973 189 152 341 44.42 

~ri1-flay 1974 233 179 412 43.20 , 

Filings and Trial Data 

lotal Flilngs COUt~t Trl a'i s' Jury Tn a 1 s Trials 
Interva 1 Filings Closed per part per per part per Per Part 

Closed Pet~ Part day (averaqe) day {a'{eraqe) Per Day 

Apr; 1-~1ay 1973 1 ,555 194.4- .656 .527 1.183 

Apdl-~1ay 1974 1,630 163.0 .597 .456 1.053 . 

" 
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I 

Disposition 

Conviction 
(Primary)** 

Conviction 
(Secondary)** 

Plea guilty 
(Primary)** 

Plea guilty 
(Seconoary)*'~ 

Not Guilty 

Nolle pros/s tet 

Other . 
(declared insane 
abated by death, 
etc,) 

Total, 
.. - ----~- L. 

SURVEY OF 300 IHPACT DEFENDANTS villOSE 
CASES ~~RE DISPOSED OF BY K~Y 31, 1974 

Higher than average Lm'7er than average 
number of days;' number of days* 

36 defendants 18 defendants 
. 

12 20 

23 17 

15 24 

7 22 

42· 54 

3 7 

138 162 

Total Total 
Number Percentage 

54 18% 

32 11% 

./ 
40 13% 

39 13% 

29 10% 
I 
I 

96 32% 

10 3% 

300 100% 

*The average number of days here represents approximately 165.5 days from arrest throug~ dis-
posi tion. This average ,vas developed on the 300 defendants herein surveyed for the HCCCJ Report •. 

**The primary conviction is defined as a conviction of a defendant on a primary charge; a secondary 
conviction is a conviction on a lesser related charge. 

I-' 

'" N 
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SUPREME BENCH OF SAL TIrIjORE CITY: CRIflIN'AL PROCESSING INTERVALS 

A. STUDY: 1972 Impact type defendants - September, 1972 Indictments/Informations (100 defendants) 

P 55.3 116.3 .255 271 Days 
t- 1, r I 

Event* b c e f 

I 
,I 

B. STUDY: 1973-74 Impact type 'defendants - September, 1973 - March, 1974 Indictments/Informations (504 defendants) 

o 17.4 54.7 87.6 101 159.3 172 Days 
I J i! ( <~-'--1 

Event abc d e f 

C. OBJECTIVE 

o 14 30 45 60 90 Days 
I ii, I 

Event abc d elf 

* Code 

a = Preliminary hearing; b = charging papers filed; c = arraignment/counsel filing; 

d = date trial is set; e - trial date; f = disposition date 

t-' 
0'> 

~ 



l/JULY 
73 

6 7 

'6000 

5000 

3413 

3000 

2000 

1000 

l/SEPT 
73 

5322 

t 

I 
13066 
r-
I 

r! 

~ I I 

~ 
I 

l/NOV 
73 

4160 

I , 
I 
I 
I , 

I I I ! I , I 

I 

,I 
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APPENDIX B 

TREND OF OPEN CASES 

l/JAN 
74 

37~ 

l/APR 
74 

3613 

l/JUNE 
74 

3092 

l 
I 

I 
I 
! 

I 
I. 1 

I 

LEGEND D CIlARr. 11,(; IlOCUm:N'l'S 

L2J D£FENDAl'';TS 

I 

Of the June 1 figures 
1876 Documents and 
1027 Defendants have, 
Trial Dates already 
scheduled \"ithin 
the next 60 d.lYs. 

'1 'f.<E 
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1. GENERAL INFORHATION 

IMPACT 
. 17 

PAST PROGRESS 

Project Title: High Impact Courts - Clerk of Criminal Court Project 

Applicant: Office of Comptroller - State of Haryland 
',: 

Implementing Agency: Clerk of Criminal Court of Baltimore City 

Project,Director: Dulany Foster, Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench 
" 

Date of ;A'vard: June 29, 1973 

Federal A'vard: $62,505 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT'S DEVELOP}-IENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a Hig'n Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, 
the HayrJr' s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action iPlan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore would 
impact'upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggra­
vated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program areas, 
one of which relates to courts programs. The purpose of the courts program 
in the Impact Plan Fas to add tHO courts for the express purpose of handling 
impact and impact related offenders. The tie bet,,]een this "Court CompOllent" 
of the Impact Plan and the overall impact goal 11 to reduce crime" was based 
upon the premise that speedier trials would have a direct effect on the re­
~uetion of crime in that the more closely the punislunent follows the cri.me, 
the greater opportunity exists for the deterrence of c~iminal acti~ity. 

Four grant proposals were developed for the purpose of adding tHO criminal 
courts to the Supreme Bench of Balti1i1ore City .• Included in this package 'vere 
requests for all support personnel necessary for the effective operation of 
these courts. In l-fay, 1973, the Commission approved grant applications for 
the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public Defender's Office and the 
Division of Parole and Probation. This report will outline the activity of 
the grant entitled Clerk of Criminal Court Grant 'vhich was developed to pro­
vide supportive services to the Impact Criminal Courts. 

III. PROJECT HfPLEl'lENTATION 

On June 29, 1973, the Comptroller I s Office for thl::! State of Hm:ylantl was 
notified of a federal grant m,rard of $62,505, ",hich would enable the Supreme 
Bench of Baltimore City to develop two specialized courts to handle exclusively 

"1Nayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, Im]pact Courts Program 
Evaluation Report, p. 1. (Baltimore, Harylaud., 1971.) 
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17.6. 

the disposition of offenders "ho had been charged with either stranger-to­
stranger crimes (rape, homicide, assault, and robbery) or burglary. Speci­
fically, this project was designed to provide the clerk component for these 
courts. The federal award was accepted by grantee wi thin t,YO weeks of noti­
fication. 

The project was considcrea implemented on July 2, 1973, with the emplo)~ent 
of t"o court room clCFks and fotrr other deputy clerks which "ou1d be utilized 
for support purposes. All positions were immediately filled on that date ,dl:h 
the employment of experienced personn~l. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

Three of the positions in this program reflected substantial turnovers 
during the operational phase of the project. In fact, one position Has filled 
by four different individuals during the grant period. This should be cause 
for some concern particularly with regard to an effective delivery of services. 

During the first year, the following responsibiliti~:s ,,,ere conducted by 
the individuals ,·lithin this program: 

Personnel 

Courtroom Clerks (2) 

High Impact Data Processing 
Auditor (Deputy Court Clerk) 

Responsibility 

Prepares administrative paper ~'lOrk for 
courtroom proceedings which involve the 
following daily activities: 

Bail hearings 
Habeas Corpus hearings 
Arraignments and rearraignments 
Preliminary motions 
Trials 
Sentences 
Change of sentences 
Violation of Probation 
Post Convictions 

Also responsible for recording all in-court 
activities for docket purposes as well as 
preparing the appropriate papers for signature. 

Responsible for reviewing the new case list­
ing, active case listing, case no action r0.­
port and sub curia listing against the case 
jacket to determine"that the proper entry 
has been made. Responsible for contacting 
other agencies to correct any discrepancies 
noted in the data and make the correction 
through the terminal. 



Personnel 

Deputy Court Clerk (Case 
Preparation and Assigmnent 
High Impact Courts) 

Deputy Court Clerk (Support 
Personnel for Impact Court) 

Deputy Clerk (Courtroom 
Clerk) 

17B 

Responsibility 

Responsible for all aspects of the case pre­
paration section. Coordinate work flow of 
employees assigned to the speedy and effi­
cient processing of computerized and manual 
notices for required court appearances. 

Responsible for the daily detailed screen­
~ng and verification of defendant location 
of high impact cases scheduled in Parts I 
& II. Is direct liaison with Balti.'llOre 
City Jail, Division of Correctional Services 
and other institutions housing inmates. 

Honitors case folders of daily work assign­
ments to insure that appropriate action will 
be taken. Serves as ·prime expeditor in the 
f10\-,T of information to Judges, witnesses, 
1mV' enforcement personnel, etc. ~liith regard 
to High Impact Courts. Primarily respons-

- ible f or the entire criminal Horkload of 
High Impact cases scheduled in Part I and II. 

Responsible for all aspects of the data entry 
of the High Impact cases, which includes pre­
Grand Jury cases from the District Court, and 
indictments and criminal informations from the 
State's Attorney's office. Includes revie~,Ting 
the cases initially to detelwine that all per­
tinent information has been included, such as 
date of arrest, preliminary hearing date, ident 
number, etc. Responsible for entering appear­
ances, motions, location changes, etc. as the 
case progresses through the system. Reviews 
daily docket activity report for correct court­
room dispositions. 

Assists in case preparation of charging 
documents received from District Courts, 
revieivs advance assigned trial cases for 
all courts. 

I~ experienced as Courtroom Clerk and works 
in Courts wherein some overfloiv trial cases 
are transferred from other Courts, including 
cases from Parts I and II and is competently 
trained to substitute in Parts I and II if 
necessary. 
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v. ANALYSIS 

The Clerk of the Court's Project was funded to provide clerical support 
to the two designated Uigh Impact Courts. The Clerk of the Couit's Project 
as part of the overall Baltimore City High Impact Courts Program shared com­
mon objectives with the overall IJTogra;ns. It is for this reason therefore that 
the effect of this program is'meiJsured in light of objectives established for' 
the overall High Impa<:,t Courts. 'A more thorough discussion and analysis on the 
overall operation of the High Impact Courts is given in other Past Progress 
Reports on the Courts and Public Defe~der Programs which should be read in 
conjunction with this report. 

The most beneficial result provided by this program is the direct support 
it provides for the t~.;o (2) designated Impact Courts. See responsibilities listed 
in Paragraph IV c::.bove. 

Two problems however have aris'en with this grant during the first year. The 
first concern by the Commission's staff is over the Deputy Clerl~ who is also con­
sidered a Ifback-uplf clerk for the Impact Courts. This individual presently sits 
in Part Tt.;elve and is responsible. for daily courtroom duties wi thin that court. 
This court ~vas created as a result of the th'O Impact Courts taking over existing 
criminal parts. It appears that this individual nm.; performs duties outside the 
scope of this project. 

The second concern over this project is with the finding of a recent audit 
report. This was conducted on August 7, 1974, and question has arisen as to the 
acceptability of the grantee's time records. It is expected Lhat the grantee 
will be given ample time to address this prob~em in the future and it is suggested 
that if this proj ec·t receives any further federal assistance that the grantee im­
plement all recommendations of the final audit report. 
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U1Pi\CT 
PAST PROGRESS 

1. GENERAL INFORNATION 

Project Title: High Impact Courts - Public Defender Project 

Applicant: Public Defender's Office 

Implementing i\gencv: ~Pub1ic Defonder's Office 

Project Director: Norman N. Yankellow, District Public Defender 

Date of i\ward: June 26, 1973 

Federal A"Tard: $126,082 (adj usted to $136,490) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPNENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 1972, 
the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan "'hich indicated the method by Khich the City of Baltinore woul d 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of honi~ide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major uro~ram 
areas, one of which relates to courts programs. The purpose of the 
courts program on the Impact Plan was to add two courts for the exuress 
purpose of handling impact and impact related offenders. The tie between 
this "Court Component" of the Impact Plan and the overall impact goal "to 
reduce crime ll was based upon the premise that speedier trails ,wuld have 
a direct effect on the reduction of crime in that the more closely the 
punishment follmvs the crime, the greater opportunity exists for the de­
terrence of criminal activity.l 

Four grant proposals were "developed for the pUlpose of adding two 
criminal courts to the Supreme Bench of Baltinore City. Included in this 
package were requests for all support personnel necessary for the effective 
operation of these courts. On Hay 31, 1973, the Commission approved grant 
applications for the Suureme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public Defender's 
Office and the Division of Parole and Probation. The grant to the Public 
Defender's Office is the subject of this report. 

lHayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, Impact Courts Program 
" Evaluation Report, p. 1. (Baltimore, Hary1and, 1974). 

-. . 
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II. PROJECT INPLE.'1ENTATION 

On June 26, 1973, the Office of Public Defender was notified of a 
federal grant award of $126,082. The purpose of this grant was to pro­
vide effective counsel for every indigent impact offender coming before 
the Impact Courts. On July 6, 1973, the award was accepted by the Public 
Defender of Haryland; the proj'ect commenced on July 2, 1973. Five ex­
perienced attorneys an,d t~vo investigators ~vere assigned to provide ser-
vices to these courts.' . 

Assignment of the personnel in this program is not directly related 
to cases disposed in the lmpact Courts. By this, it is neant that project 
staff can b~ responsible for cases which are disposed of in the other ten 
(10) criminal parts of the Supreme Bench. 

Normally, when a case is rece~ved in the Office of the Public De­
fender, it is evaluated by the IIduty attorneyll as to the type of case 
it represents, the degree of difficulty involved in a poten'tial defense, 
and the personnel most adequate to represent the client to be served. 
Priority is then given toward connecting impact defendants with impact 
attorneys. On several occasions, therefore, it is possible to have an 
attorney Hho is not a part of this program, but is actively involved in 
the defense of an inpact indigent in Parts I and II. (the Impact Courts). 

Investigators, on the other hand, are not specifically given an inpact 
case to assist in; rather they are assign~d to any case assigned to any 
staff attorney on the Supreme Bench level. Both of these positior:s and 
the way they arc assigned, appear to be in contradiction to the ori~ina1 
grant proposal ~.;hich called for their specific assignment to the Impact 
Courts. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The overall Impact ~:curts Program 'vas designed to Deet eight major 
obj ectives, most of which HL r.e related to various time intervals bet' .... een 
arrest and disposition. The ~olloHing is a listing of those objectiv~s 
as stated in the original grant proposal: 

OBJECTIVE A: Give priority to scheduling and conducting trials of 
defendants detained in Ba1tinore City Jail. Priority 
should be given to defendants who have been incarcerated 
the longest 'vhile mvaiting trial and sentencing. 

OBJECTIVE B: The average time for arrest to disposition shall be 
ninety (90) days in the first year of the project for 
all Impact offenders. For those incarcerated prior 
to the commencement of this project (July 2, 1973), 
the ninety days shall start running on July 2, 1973. 
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OBJECTIVE C: Defense counsel shall be appointed, on the average, 
within seven (7) days of the filing of the Grand 
Jury indictment or criminal information. 

OBJECTIVE D: Within seven (7) days of the filing of appearance 
by defense counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office' 
shall designate the trial date. 

(number of postponements) 
OBJECTIVE E: The postponement rate (number of trials ) shall 

not exceed 10% and shall not exceed one postponement 
per trial. (Postponement is defined as any char.~e 
irrespective of how long it is, or when it occurs, in 
the trial date once it has been set by the Criminal 
Assignment Office.) 

OBJECTIVE F: Court Sessions will begin at 10 a.m. Cases will follow 
immediately one after another. 

OBJECTIVE G: The pre-sentence report will be completed by the Division 
of Parole and Probation \.,ithin fourteen days after request 
is received. 

OBJECTIVE H: To increase the number of Impact cases brought to trial 
when compared to number of Impact cases brought to trial 
before the Impact Courts went into operation. 

Three of these objectives relate directly. to the Public Defender Program. 
These include: (1) Objective B .... disposing cases within 90 days; (2) Objective 
C ... appointment of counsel \o1ithin seven days of indictment or information; 
and (3) Objective E ... postponement of cases should not exceed 10 percent of 
the total number of trials. 

, 
Two reports have been generated by the staff of the Mayor's Coordinating 

Council to measure the project's effect on the realization of these objectives. 
The first was comrleted in June of this year; it surveyed all designated impact 
defendants \o1ho ~.,ere indicted or charged between September 1, 1973 and January 1, 
1974 and whose cases had proceeded through disposition as of April 1, 197 Lf. 
The second report, completed a month later, expanded upon the first ~valuation. 
This included all designated impact and impact cI'ime category defendants in­
dicted or charged between September 1, 1973 and March 31, 1974 and whose cases, 
had been disposed as of June I, 1974, The latter report surveyed .the complete 
case histories of some 504 defendants who had been indicted or charged with 
an impact offense. 

. 
Both reports indicated that Objective B is not being achieved. The 

interim evaluation (first report) indicated an average of 163 days from 
arrest through disposition for those cases closed as of April 1st; the 
second report (called Phase I) added the arrest-disposition statistics of 
those defendants whose cases were disposed of by June 1st and revealed an 
avernge of 172 days. See Appendix A to this repoit for a comparison of 
actual processing time to the project's objective. 
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This overall time interval from arrest to dis~osition is also 
broken out ror impact cases by the type of attorney (i.e. public versus 
private). Table 1 has been developed by the staff of the Hayor's Coordin­
ating Council on Criminal Justice to show that an impact case handled by 
a private attorney takes approximately two days longer from arrest to 
disposition than that of a case ~andled by a public defender. The average 
time from arrest to dl"sposition for private counselors Has approximately 
173.8 days whereas for public defenders the time ,vas about 171.8 days. 

The Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice evaluation 
report surveyed the average time interval between indic tment/ infonnation 
and the appointment of counsel in order to compare actual results Hith the 
seven (7) day objective (Objective C above). In this area, the public de­
fender entered his appearance approximately 7.2 days later than private 
counsel. Table ~2 indicates that the delay ,vas approximately 38.0 days 
for public defender and 30.8 days for members of the private bar. 

The causes for this difference are based primarily on ,vhat has 
happenea to a criminal case prior to its entrance into this level. 
Generally, a case ivill have its initial beginning in the District Court 
where an original determination is made with regard to a defendant's in­
digency. A preliminary hearing may be held by the Court to indicate whether 
or not the State has "shOi-lO cause" iVith regard to the charges brought 
against the defendant. During this proceeding, the defendant is either 
represented by his private attorney or a staff attorney from the Public 
Defender's Office. If, hOvlever, a preliminary hearing is not given to a 
defendant (this is determined by the State's Attorney's Office) then, the 
case will normally proceed toward Grand Jury. Presently, these cases are 
considered by the Public Defender's Office as "not officially charged'~ and 
appearance ,vi1l not be made until an indictment has been formally returned 
by the Grand Jury. 

The case process becomes further complicated by the fact that it is 
possible for a defendant to be represented by two different attorneys from 
the Public Defender's Office (i.e., on the District Court and Supreme Bench 
levels). The Nayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice evaluation 
report described this occurrence as follows: 

" ..• A time interval occurs in transferring the cnse from the 
District Court attorney to either a staff attorney or panel at­
torney at the Supreme Bench. In many instances, it is the court, 
rather thun the Public Defender Hho accomplishes this transfer. 
The arraignment is held and an attorney is retained or appointed ... " 
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In cases involving ,a preltminary hearing, the case will not go to Grand 
Jury as described above; rather, the State's Attorney will file a docu-
ment called <1n information. The defendant is then considered "formally 
charged." Hith these cases, the defense counselor can enter his appearance 
almost immediately upon receipt of the papers at the Supreme Bench. An 
appearance of counsel has already once been entered at the District Court. 
The Clerk of the Criminal Court, ho~.,ever, keeps no record of District Court 
filings on these cases by attorney and, therefore, the Public Defender's 
Office has no knowlcd'ge that the' case is "his" on the Supreme Bench level. 
The Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice evaluatj,on report 
recommended in response to this difficulty that "the defendant's file 
include an indication of ,Public Defender representation at the District 
Court, so the Clerk could forward it to that office. Consequently, the 
machinery required to file an appearance at the Supreme Bench level would 
be activated, on the average, 20 days earlier. 1I This would also mean that 
the time differential later on of :;.2 days between the times a public de­
fender and a private attorney enter a case could be reduced or possibly 
eliminated. Recent c0~versations held \vith the Public Defender's Office 
have indicated that a procedure is now being studied in ~vhich notification 
can become effective through an identification number in the Clerk's Office. 
This will presumably give the staff attorney at the Supreme Bench level 
an earlier opportunity to review case folders and make appearances and 
subsequently reduce the present time requiremf,mts between indictment/infor­
mation and appearance of counsel. 

The third Impact Court's objective that the public defender has a 
direct relationship with and ~vhose impact could be analyzed, (Obj ective E 
as stated previously) is the objective ~,'hich relates to reducing postpone­
ments to a level of approximately 10%. This postponement rate. is thus 
measured by comparing the number of postponements to number of actual trials 
taking place over any given period of time. 

This objective for the Impact Courts is not being achieved. The 
Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice evaluation report indicated 
'that the rate of postponements in the impact courts was 20%. This compares 
with a rate of 18.6% in the Criminal Court of Baltimore City in 1973. The 
Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justi~e report indicated that 83% 
of impact postponements are requested within 5 days of trials; 58% occurring 
on the scheduled d~y of trial. Particularly distressing were the reasons for 
postponement in Imp.::t:.:.t cases. In 14% of the postponements the defense at­
torney was in another court; in 14% the cases postponed had been scheduled 
but could not be reached during the court activity of that day; and in 23% 
of the postponements the State witness \vas not available, not served, or 
there was illness or death in his family. Additionally, it should be noted 
that in 3% of the postponements the defendant was being trflnsf:erred from 
the jailor the Division of Correction. (See Table 3) Unfortunately, the 
Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice study did not break down 
.the postponement rate hy type of counsel (public defender vs. private 
counsel); therefore, it is bnpossible to make a conclusive statement about 
the possible contribution this project may have t<;. the overall postponement 
iate without the breakdown by type of counsel. 

'1 ~ 
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V. ANALYSIS 

The Public Defender Project was funded to provide effective counsel 
to every indigent impact offender appearing before the High Impact Courts. 
The Public Defender Project, as part of the overall Baltimore City Hi~h 
Impact Courts Program, shared common objectives Hith the overall programs. 
As noted previously in this repo~t, the three objectives re~ating most 
directly to the Publi? Defender Program were the reduclion of time from 
arrest to trial to 90 days at a maximum; the reduction of the postponement 
rate to 10%; and the appearance of counsel \dthin seven days of filing of 
information or indictment.. The Public Defender Program, it shuuld be . 
emphasized, is only one component in the adjudication process that could 
have some impact on these objectives. 

As noted in this report and the Hayor's Coordinating Council on 
Criminal Justic~ evaluation, none of the three objectives listed above 
have been achieved. Most serious to the Public Defender pioject has been 
the failure to achieve the objective of seven days bet"Teen filing of in­
formation and/or indictment and appearance of counsel. As indicated in 
Table 2, the average time bet,<leen the charging of papers and public. de­
fender assignment was 38 days. Hhat makes this even more serious \,'as that 
private counsel ,<las appearing an average of 30.8 days after the charging 
papers \vere filed. As explained previously, this delay in the appearance 
of the public defender after the filing of charging papers is to some e..x­
tent caused by the fact there are situations where the defendant is repre­
sented by t\VO different public defenders at the District Court arid Supreme 
Bench levels. One solution to this proble;";l \·muld be to use the same public 
defendei- at both the District Court and Supreme Bench levels. There '-1ay 
be some difficulties \vith this, hOHever, since the Public Defender's Of­
fice \~'ould be assigned to indigents prior to indictment or information. 
It should be possible to develop procedures 'i~ith the Clerk's Office to 
identify cases ,,,hich the Public Defender 1 s Office \oIould be able to 
recognize as his own, evaluate as to merits and assign the appropriate 
attorney for appearance. This could all be done so that ",hen an indict­
ment or information is filed , the appearnce of counsel is automatically 
made. Presently, this appearance is made at a1;l. arraignment \yhich usually 
occurs after a scheduling procedure by the Criminal Assignment Office and 
after the indictment has been returned by the Grand Jury and recorded by 
the Clerk's Office. All of this requires substantial time as indicated 
above in the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice evaluation 
report. This is further explained in Section IV of this report and sug­
gested as an alternative by the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice report. 

'\ ' 
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Conviction rates Here also studied by the Mayor's Coordinating Council 
on Criminal Justice staff during the first year of this crant. (300 defen­
dants examined) While the results have no real bearing on the merits of 
this 'Project, they are rather interesting to note in terms of the net activity 
experienced in the High Impact Courts. Specifically as Table 6 points out, 
55 percent of the cases going into Impact Cou~ts resulted in conviction. 
(Ten percent were not,guilty.) Taken one step further, if the actual cases 
tried in court Here a~;alyzed (outside of pleas taken and nolle prosses and 
stets), this rate would be apuroximately 75 percent convicted or 25% acquitted. 
No statistics relating to commitment rates or attorney effectiveness have 
been maintained by the project director for evaluation of this effort. 

Finally, a more thorough discussion and analysis on the overall oper­
ation of the High Impact Courts is given in the Past Progress Report on 
High Impact Courts \vhich should be_ read in conjunction 'vith this report. 

An interim audit \'laS completed on the Public Defender's Proj ect in 
August, 1974. Hhen the final audit report is completed, any recommenda­
tions of the audit should be implemented by the grantee if subsequent 
funding is granted. 

.; 
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TABLE 1 

Time Interval: Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variabl~s: Counsel 
PubliC Defendcr/Priv~te Counsel 

Private Counsel 

No. of Days No. of % . No. of % Total 
Oefs n(\f~ Oefs. 

1 - 89 8 1 ,,8 3 . .7 11 

90 - 119 24 5.3 21 4.6 45 

120 - 149 58 12.7- 42 9.2 100 

150 - 179 70 15.4 46 10.1. 116 

180 - 209 53 11. 6 39 8.6 92 

210 - 239 
. 

21 4.6 21 4.6 42 . 
240 - 269 19 4.2 12. 2.6 31 

270 - 299 8 1.8 6 1.3 14 . 
300 - 2 .4· 3 .7 5 . 
TOTAL 263 57.7 193 42.3 456 . 

Publ; c Defender PI"; VilJe Counsel 
I~--------------~--~~----~~----~--~~ 

I,ted; an: 

Tendency Patte)"n: 

Nean: 

167.7 days 

68.9%: - 4 - 7 months 

171.8 days 

169.9 days 

65.8%: - 4 - 7 months 

173.8 days 

~I 
0 

2.4 

9~9 

21. 9 

25.4 

20.2 

9.2 

6.8 

3.1 

1.1 

00.0 

.' 

• ., f'.II'i;' 
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TABLE 2 

Time Interval: Charging Papers to Counsel Appointment 

Tes t Va ri ab 1 es: Pub 1 i c Defender/Pri va t.e Counsel 

No. of Days 
I-b 

7-13 

14-20 ... 

21-27 

28-34 

35-41 

42-48 

49-55 

56-62 Co 

63-69 

70-
Total 

f·ledian: 

Tendollcy Pattern: 

'·1ean: 

Pubh; c 
Defender 

No. of 
il0fs 

8 

39 

43 

35 

35 

25 

12 

15 

13 

5 ' 

36 
266 

" % 

1.7 

8.5 

9.3-

7.6 

7.6 

5.4 

2.6 

3.3 

2.8 

1.1 

7.8 
57 ] 

Public 
Defender 

29.6 days 

44.1% : 

38.0 days 

1 

, 

Private 
Counsel 

No. of 
O.e.fs, 

14 . 
61 

39 

14 

8 

6 « 

9 

14 
. 

4 

6 

20 
.l9.5. 

% 

3.0 

13.0 

8.5 

3.0 

1.7 

1.3 . 
2.0 

3.0 

0.9 

1.3 

~L6 

4?~1 

Private 
XQl1tlc:;~J 

18.0 days 

& 4 \\leek 50.8% : 

30.8 day.s 

1 

Total 
Oefs. ~I 

'0 

22 4.8 

100 21. 5 

82 17.8 

49 10.6 

43 9.3 

31 6.7 

21 4.6 

29 6.3 

17 3.7 

11 2.4 

56 12.4 
A.6.l 11 nfl J) 

& :3 weeks 
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TABLE 3 

POSTPONEMENT REASONS: 

IMPACT All CASES 

~-----------------------------------------~---------~----.----~ Percent of Percent of 

Reasons for Postponement 
'~ 

Illness or death in family of defendant 
Illness or death in family of defense attorney 
Illness or death in family of defense witness 
Illness or death in family of state witness 
Defense attorney striking appearance 
Defense attorney new in case 
Defense attorney pri or commi tment , 
Defense attorney·in another court ~-
Defendant not served or writ issued 
Defendant not brought from BCJ or DOC 
Defense witness not served 
State witness not served 
Defense witness not available v 
State witness not available~ 
Guilty plea withdrawn or refused 
Plea bargaining in progress 
Consolidation 
Cl eri ca 1 error 
New evidence/witness discovered 
New evidence/witness discovered 
Case could not be reached . 
Insanity plea fiied 

by defense 
by state 

\,J 

Polograph test to be administered 
Defendant granted severance 
Defendant without legal representation 
Insufficient notice of trial date 
Inclement weather 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL 

TABLE C 

. 

Total Cases Impact Cases 
Postponed Postponed 

4.2 2.0 
5.6 3.0 
3. 1 .0 
4.1 10,,0 
0.6 ,.0 
2.6 8.0 
5.6 7.0 

13.2 14.0 
1.3 .0 
3.8 3.0 
0.3 .0 
2.0 1.0 
3.0 4.0 

15.8 12.0 
. 0.7 1.0 

3.0 3.0 
3.0 .0 
4.4 2.0 
1.2 .0 
0.6 1.0 

13.3 14.0 
1.1 2.0 
0.8 1.0 
0.3 .0 
1.1 .0 
1.0 1.0 
1.0 .0 
3.3 11.0 

100.0 100.0 

Location of Impact Defendants and Co-defendants 

Location Number Percent 

Jail or DOC 56 52.9 

Bail 29 .- 27.3 

Own Recognizance 4 . 3.8 

Cannot Ascertain 17 16.0 

TOTAL 106 100.0% 



DISTRIBUTION OF DAYS PRIOR IMPACT POSTPONEr1ENTS 

Reasons for Postponzment (in percent) 

DAYS 
c::cO?E • 
.. -" - 1 2 3 4 5 6 

I 0 1 c~ 
I~ 1% 5% 4% '1% 8% 

1-5 1% 5% 3% 2% 3% 

I 
2% I 6-10 1% 1% 

1 1-15 1% 1% 

1 6-20 2% 1% 

2 1-25 1% 
. 

'OTAl 2% 3% 10% 8% 7% 14% 

1. Illness, etco of defendant 
2. III ness, etc. of defens,e attorney 
3. Ill~ess, etc. of state witness 
Ll~ Defe;:se attorney ne'.-! incase 
5. C2fr::~5e attoiiley p'rio. corr:idtrr.2nt 
6. e~f2~5e 2ttorr.ey in ar.Jther court 

7 8 9 1 0 '11 12 13 I ~4 15 16 17 18 19 TOTAL 

3% 1% 1% 5% 1% ~% 1% 1% 14% 1% 7% '-"" 
.J 0 I :lb.: 

;. I 
I 

2% ,4%' 1 % I 4% 255~ . / 
I 

i • 
1% 1% 2% ! 

8'" i .. ~ 
I ! 

1 I 

J . 
1. 

, 2% I . 
I 

. ; 
2% . 5% . 

j 
, 
; I , 

1% I , 
2% I 

i : . , 
! , , 

3% 1% 4c/ 12% 1% ?% 2% P' 14% 2% 1% 1% 111% 100% 10 ..,( 0 10 

I 

Ir1PAct CASES: November 1973 - r·1ay.1974 

Reasons for Postponement 
11. Gui 1 ty plea vii thdrawn or refused 
12. Plea bargaining in process ' 
13. Clerical error 
14. Nc',.; evi dence/l-/itness di scovered by Stat 
15. Case could not be reached 
16. InsClni ty plea fi 1 ed 

7. r~fc~~:nt not brau~ht from EeJ or DOC 17. Polygraph test to be ad~inistered 
8. St:..~:: '::i tl.:::;S nat SE!I'V2d 
9. :: ,-~~:~ :l:..t:....:--::::s i1:-:t !)·./~ilable 

!:: .. :.-'-=..~:: ... ::~~ .. :.:::; r..:;t E..~ail:1ble 

18. Insufficient notice of trial date 
19. Miscellaneuus 

I-' 

e 
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TABLE· 5 

Arrest to Disposition 

Test Variables: Pos tponernents/ Uo Pos tpo'nements 

No. of Days 

1 - 89 
.-

90 - 119 

120 - 149 

150 - 179 

180 - 209. 

210 - 239 

240 - 269 

270 - 299 

300 -

TOTAL 

1·1edi an: 

Tendency Pattern: 

'·1ean: 

: 

, . 

Postponements flo Postponements , 

No. ·of 1:0. of 
Defs % 

f"nfc: 

1 .2 
-2 .4. 

10 2.1 

35 7.4 
--. 

39 8.2 

24 5 .. 1 

16 3.4 

8 1.7 

a .0 

. 135 28.5 

Postponements 

ig5.5 Days 

54.8%: - 5 - 7 months 

198.1 Days 

.. ' 

"5 

43 

90 

84 

60 

20 

15 

6 

5 
. . . . 

338 ' 

% Total 
Defs. 01 

" 

. 
3.2 16 3.4 

9.1 45 9.5 

19.0 100 21. 1 

17.8 119 25.2 

. 12.7 99 20.9 

4.2 44 9.3 
, 3.2 31 6.6 

r .1.3 14 3.0 

. 1.1 5 1.1 

71. 5 473 100.0 

No Postponements 

157.5 Days 

51.5%: - 4 - 6 months 

161.6 Days 
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Disposition 

Conviction 
(Pri~ar.f) ** 

Conviction 
(Secondary)** 

Plea guilty 
(Primary)** 

Plea guilty 
(Secondary)** 

~ot Guilty 

I Nolle pros/stet 

Other 
(declared insane' 
abated by death, 
etc.) 

I 

I Tota+ I 

SURVEY OF 300 IMPACT DEFENDANTS l~OSE 
CASES WERE DISPOSED OF BY MAY 31. 1974 

Higher than average Lower than average 
number of davs* number of davs* 

36 defendants 
I 

18 defendants 

12 20 , 

23 17 

15 24 

7 22 
I 

I 

42 54 

. 

3 . 7 

. 
138 162 . 

~~--- - - - -

Total Total 
Number Percentage 

54 18% 

32 11% 

40 .I 13% 

. 
39 13% 

29 10% 

96 32% 

10 3% 

300 100% 

*The average number of days here represents approximately 165.5 days from arrest through dis­
position •. This average v;as developed on the 300 defendants herein surveyed for the HCCCJ Report~ 

**The primary conviction is defined as a conviction of a defendant on a primary charge; a secondary 
conviction is a conviction on a lesser related charge. 

~ 

~ 
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SUPREME BENCH OF BAl TIrftORE CITY: CRIMINAL PROCESSING INTERVALS 

A. STUDY: 1972 Impact type defendants - September, 1972 Indictments/Informations (100 defendants) 

p 55.3 116.3 
I 1 I 

,255 271 Day 
f f 

f 
Event* b c 

I 
e f 

.I 
: 

8. STUDY: 1973-74 Impact type 'defendants - September, 1973 - l1arch, 1974 Indictments/Informations (504 defendants) 

o 

J Event 

17.4 54.7 87.6 101 159.3 172 Days 
! " ! i 
abc d e If 

.' 

c. OBJECTIVE 

o 14 30 45 60 90 Days 
I ; f i ' I 

Event , abc d elf 

* Code 

a = Preliminary hearing; b = charging papers~filed; c = arraign~~nt/counsel filing; 

d = date trial is set; e - trial date; f = disposition date 

I 

~ 

~ 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project ~itle: High Impact Courts--Probation Department Project 

Applicant.: Department of Publi~ Safety and Correctional Services 
'., 

Implementing Ag~ncy: Division of Parole and Probation 

Project Director: Hilliam L: Quirk, Area Administrator 

Date of h"ard: June 26, 19n 

Federal Award: $78,778 (adjusted to $71,778) 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT'S DEVELOPJlfENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the La~v Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 1972) 
the Hayor' s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justi.ce completed ct Three-Year 
Action Plan ~"hich indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore would 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, at'~ 

gravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program areas, 
one of Hhich relates to courts program. The purpose of the courts program 
in the Impact. Plan was to add t~vo courts for 'the express purpose of handling 
impact and impact related offenders. The tie bet~"een this "Court Componene' 
of the Impact Plan and the overall impact goal lito reduce crime" was based 
upon the premise that speedier trials wo~ld have a direct effect on the 
reduction of crime in that the more closely the punishment follm"s the frime, 
the greater opportunity exists for the deterrence of criminal activity. 

Four grant proposals ~"ere developed for the purpose of adding t~"o criminal 
courts to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. Included in this package were 
requests for all support personnel nec.essary for the effective operation of these 
courts. On Hay 31, 1973, the Commission approved grant applications for the 
Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public Defender's Office and the Divi-
sion of Parole and Probation. 

.' 

1 . 
Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, Impact Courts Program 
Evaluation Report, p. 1. (Baltimore, Naryland, 1974). 

'. 
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This report is on 'the Probation component of the overall High Impact Pro­
gram. Prior to implementation of the Probation Program, the applicant indicnted 
that there \vere t\vO considerations for the project. These we,re: (1) that the 
possibility existed [or less tension in the Baltimore City Jail if the Court 
component could provide for the more expeditious handling of impact offenders; 
and (2) that thern also existed a greater likelihood for criminal charges being 
proven since witnesses are generally more available sooner after crimes have 
been committed. Probation services would also be needed for pre-sentence 
reports. 

111. '?ROJECT IMPLENENTATION 

On June 26, 1973, the State's Department of Public Safety and Correctional 
Services was notified of a federal grant mvard of $78,778 to provide probation 
services to the Impact Courts. The proj ect \vas to provide additional pre­
sentence investj.gat:ions and the in_tensive supervision of impact offenders. 

On June 28, 1973," the award was accepted by the Department's Secretary of 
Public Safety and Correctional Services and the project ~vas implemented as of 
July 1, 1973. Between that date and November 1, 1974, staff were employed and 
trained to perform services as described in the original grant proposal. No 
other delays were experienced during this time period. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The first year application approved by the Commission provided funding 
for the following positions: 1. Section Supervisor I, 6 Pato1e and Probation 
Agents and 2 Clerk Typists I. Federal funds were also used for rent, travel, 
consu111ables, and telephone services. 

The overall High Impact Court Program \vas designed to meet eight maj or 
objectives, most 0:[ which related to various time intervals bet\veen arrest 
and disposition. The primary obj ective established \vas to assure a ma."'{imum 
of 90 d:::.ys between initial arrest and final disposition. This goal, was not 
obtained during the project's first year. Host of the reasons for this goal 
not being achieved are discussed in the Past Progress Report on the High Impact 
Courts project. It should initially be pointed out, however, that delays 
encountered in meeting this overall time objective are not the direct result 
of the operation of tbe Probntion project. This project appears to have 
achieved its .initj.a1 objective of "completing pre-sentence reports \vithin III 
days after a request is made by the judiciary." Statistics indicating this 

. result have been collected through two different sources. The first 'vas drmvn 
from records maintained by the proj ect director on all requests made for pre­
sentence reports (Table 1). This sho\vecl approximately 12..0 dyas for the 
average til1le of this interval as measured bet'veen the time the request was 
received by the Unit and the time the report was forwarded back to the trial 
judge. 

A second report .comp1eted by HCCCJ on the overall operation of the High 

'I 1~ 



19B 

Court Program indicated that pre-sentence reports were filed within 16 days for 
81 percent of all impact cases surveyed (Table 2). It should be pointed out 
that this study relied substantially on information found ~vithin the Clerk IS 

Office where it was reported that some inconsist(:!:1cies existed ~vith regard to 
the filing of pre-sentence reports. There is' some question as to the validity 
of the second report 1 s 16 day average because of this fact, Additionally, 
only 32 cases were reported on which may not be an adequate sample of the over­
all caseload. 

Another indicatoD of the project's overall effectiveness is the frequency 
of the use of the project ataff to complete p~e-sentence reports by the judges 
of the Impact Courts. Hith regard to this, the grantee has provided on a 
monthly basis the number of convictions and the number of pre-sentence investi-
gations ordered (See Tables 3 and 4). In a four month period prior to the 
program becoming operational (July 1, 1973 through November 1, 1973), the cour.ts 
asked for pre-sentence investigations in approxiT'lately 42 percent 0'£ the cases 
disposed of (80 investigations out of 187 convicted). For a period of eight 
months after th~ program started, this rate climbed to approximately 93 per­
cent (206 investigations ordered to 221 convicted). 

The Division of Parole and Probation uses a caseload allocation system 
based in part on the American Correctional Association suggested caseload and 
pre-sentence investigations standards for probation officers. Based on this 
system, the project staff have the capability of producing of 60 pre-sentence 
reports a month. To date the project has averaged approximately 26 reports 
a month. m1il~ this represents only 43% of total unit cap ad ty) as noted 
previously, 93% of the persons convicted are having pre-sentence reports com­
pleted on them. Part of the reason for the small absolute numbers of investi­
gations each month is the operation of the Impact Courts. The Impact Courts 
have been designated "j ury courtrooms II and very felv cases are being disposed of 
at least in relation to other courts '''hic.h are considered "non-j ury". Often 
it has been reported by the grantee that an Impact Court has been tied up 
several weeks in the disposition of a serious homicide case. As a consequence 
this has led to a relatively small caseload which in tun1 has created light 
workload' for agencies that are designed to provide support services. 

This workload situation should be carefully revie~ved in any year of 
subsequent funding in order to assure effecti~e use of manpo~ver resources. 

Table 3 indicates the number of cases in which the pre-sentence report 
recommendations ~vere followed by the sentencing judge. In approximately 8n 
of the cases the recommendations of the probation staff ~vere follmved (1,40 of 
160 total recommendations). The judges follo'ved the proj ect staff I s recom­
mendations 75% of the time with regard to probation (53 out of 70 cases) and 
97% of the time in those cases involving recommendations for institutionalization 
(87 out of 90). 

The significance of these results are not decisively knmvn at this point 
in time. This is due to the fact that similar data elements 'vere not maintained 
prior to the program I s initiation. HO'Ivever one particular change may have 
,occurred as a result of this program. This ,is noted from a three month report 

" I 

I I 

• I 
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which was developed by the Criminal Assignment Office during the earliel: stae;es 
of the Impact Courts. Here it Ivas shown that in 97 instances out of 101 con­
victions during the three month period the defendant was incarcerated. This 
occurred while pre-sentence reports were being completed on about L~6 percent 
of the defendants who were being convicted. Nine months later, the project 
director's rep.ort showed that in 160 cases, approximately 104 defendants received 
incarceration for a total of about 65%. This occurred while pre-sentence 
report coverage was well over 90% level for these two courts. 

',; 

In all, this sugggests some possible change TIlc.t} h;we occurred in the rate 
of incarceration as a result of this program. hO\\Tever, it should be clearly 
pOinted out that the statisti'cal "match-ups" are not the same and therefore the 
only analysl s that can be made is that this could be an indicator of the 
project! s impact. The project director should continue to evaluate this aspect 
of the program so that any. future trends can be realized. 

A second activity of the pro~ ect staff is the provision of intensive 
supervision for all defendants who have been placed on probation with the excep­
tion of those individuals who qualify for intensive service in some other estab­
lished project. The chart below gives the total caseload status of the proj ect 
as of September 10, 1974: 

Number of Active Cases Total Total Total Grand 
Per Agent Active Inactive* Terminated** Total --

8 10 11 6 8 8 51 6 . 2 59 
., -.J 

*Included t'leraputic conununities and lock-ups. 

**Included 1 death and 1 vioJation'pending. 

The average active caseload per agent approximated 8.5 cases during the 
first year of operation. The recommended average in the grant application Ivas 
20 cases per agent. Thus it seems to indicate that the program is operating 
at about 42.5 percent of its supervision capability. This segment of: the 
program should generate a larger number of clients as ,additional CaSE!S are 
put under supervision. This aspect of the project IS operation should also 
be closely monitored along with the pre-sentence segment so that the overall 
delivery of services are examined on a periodic basis. 

Another measurement of the supervision portion of the program is the occurr­
ence of recidivism. This should include at a minimum, the client I s complete 
profile (including age., sex and race) the length of time. in the program and a 
comparative analysis of crimes committed by enrollees both prior to and after 
termination from the program. ~ 
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With regard to this, the project director examined 52 active cases .on 
September 25, 1974. (Note: On~ more case was evidently added since the 
breakdo\oln per agent was submitted above.) By crime type, this caseload shmved 
nine murderers, six rapists, nine burglarers, 21 robbers and seven individuals 
who had committed serious assaults. Of these, 13 individuals ~vere rearrested 
during the project's first year. This represented about 25% of the active 
caseload. 

The follmving is a breakdmm of the individuals \vho were rearrested by 
original offense, subsequent offense and final disposition: 

Original Offense 

Robbery 

. Robbery 

Robbery 

Robbery 

Robbery 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Subsequent Offense 

Disorderly conduct; 
Halicious Destruction of 
Property 

Public Intoxication 

Robbery ,vith Deadly 
Heapon 

Pickpocketing 
Shoplifting 

Larceny 
Unauthorized Use 

(3) Breaking & Entering 
Possession of Narij uana 

Assault 

(2) Breaking & Entering 
Auto Larceny 

Disposition 

Dismissed 

Probation without 
Verdict 

Pending 

Dismissed 
Dismissed 

Pending 
Pending 

Pending 
Pending 

Guilty, $50 and costs 

Guilty, sub curia 
Pending 

Furg~l~a~ryL-____________________ ~D~~~'s~o~r~d~e~r~l~yL-C~o~r~1~du~c~t __________ ~6~m~0~n~t~h~s~p~r~_0~b~a~t~-i~0~n 

=B~u~r~g~l~a~r~y _____________________ ~B~u~rglary 

Murder 

Rape 

Rape 

Assault 

Armed Robbery 

Burglary, Disorderly 
Conduct 

Assault, Resisting Arrest 
Arrest, Filing False 
R8port 

(2) Glue Sniffing 

Pending 

Guilty, 7 years 

Pending 

Pending 

(1) Stet 
--rIJ---18--mon.t .. b s p t·o bat ion 
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v. ANALYSIS 

The program is meeting its stated objective of developing pre-sentence 
reports within 14 days. Difficulties did occurr in the init~al phase of the 
program because some judges were pot fully mvare of the program or utitlizing 
its resources, but this problem seems to have dissipated in recent months. In 
June 1974 23 of the 24 people convicted had pre-sentence 1vork-ups. 

3 . 

The commission staff revietv indicated that the most serious problem 1V'ith 
this proj ect is Imv"volume of c·ases. This .issue should be monitored closely, 
if subsequent funding is granted. The project by the Division of Parole and 
Probation standards is only operating at about 45% of its investigatory and 
supervisory caseload. 

A second Commission staff concern was the lack of follow-up data on the 
clients in the program or terminated from the program. This information 
should be collected on a regular basis if any subsequent year of funding is 
provided. .. 

An interim audit 1vas conducted in August 1974 and no financial exceptions 
were taken. When the final audit report is completed, the grantee should 
implement any of its recommendations if subsequent funding is granted. 
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. TABLE 1 
': 

Pro-Sentenco Activitlc!J - C0l:1r.1cted .Tuly 1,1973 
thl'OUCh October, 1973 

Month Part I Part II Total ~'Ver?r!.e Time Comncnts . 
ruly 1973 12 14 --.., 26 . 13 • .3 days U exceeded 14 days 

mgust 1973 8 13 21 20.1 days 13 exceeded 14 days 

~eptcmber 197 3 7 10 17 20.4 days 12 exceeded 14 days 

)ctober 1973 4 12 16 23.3 days 11 exceeded 14 days 

" 

Total 31 ' 49 80 19.3 days 40 exceeded 14 days 

01. mm q_ 

.. 
Pre-Sentence Activities - Co:r:pleted Nove:-r.ber, 1973 

through April, 1974 

Honth Part I Part II TotRl ~ver?c:,e T:t::e COIrC'Tlcnts -
,rember 1973 13 ; 7 20 12 + days 0 exceeded 14 days 

~'81lJber 1973 2 10 12 9.2 qays 0 exceeded 14 days 

mary 1974 15 12 27 11.5 days 0 exceeded 14 days 

)l"Uary 1974 9 16 . 25 12.4 days .0 exceeded '14 days 

~ch 1974 8 16 24 13.0 days 0 exceeded 14 da:rs 

.'il 1974 18 21 39 . 13.7 cluys (See footnote) 

--------------------'-----------------------------------.---------------------,<----
'rotal 65 82 147 12.0 days None exceeded 14 days 

. .-
~ot.o: One repol't. '''MJ l')'nptl)'C'd :ll1d )'C';ldy f(lr delivory to COUl't. \-:ithin 111 dClYS. 

, P,vC'1) t,lH')\~f:!l the com'i', Ol'c'c'l'cd t.hrlt t.h~ 5 l'C'rOl't \'e held by the Cl~{'nt for a 
t.ot,n1 of.' Jf\ dr'Yfl, j n 1 .• 1li.r. jnst.ilnr.n ,.,0. cOl:l!"llct.cd t,hr> :1\'('1'ilC"0, t:I.'T'f'l to account 
f(ll' tho r ac t t.lHl t. ill 0 1'<"1'O1'\.; Hii:3 l'I"'lcJ,r wi tl d n t.hr. l'oq \11 l'( li t.i~ 

.... 

.' . 

" , , 
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TABLE 2 

Time I~terval: ~~ESEflT[rlCE REPORT REQUEST Oi\TE-ntp{G' 'OF PRESE:ITEHCE RPT •. 

Test Vari abl es :HlPACT COURT IriON I11PACT COURT 
" 

1I1,P r\(~T rOlllH NON- HIPi\CT CT. 

No. of Days No. of '% 'No. of % To ta.l 
Oefs f)n f c; - - Oefs. 

0-10 1 0.8 6 4.6 7 

11-:13 ,8· " 6 ;2'-- 'S' 6.2 16 

" 14-16 17 J ~_~ ,_- ~ 19 '·14.6-- .. -36 

17-19 .0 0.0 '0 7 :7 10 
- , .. . '. .. 

20-22 1 . 0.8 16 12.3 17 
. 

7 .. 7' - 10-
. -

23-25 a 0.0 10 . 
. 26-28 0 0.0 11 8.5 11 

29-31 2 1.5 - 9 6.9 11 
y . 

32-34 0 0.0 6 4.6 6 

35- : .3 2.3 ·3 2.3 6 

TOT J\L 32 24.6 98 75.'4 130 

.. 
, 
:t--______ ...-,,.....-::...lJl...(.l1!J.-~J,:.!.:u ____ .:,,_illN '. N - If~PACT cau RT 

~~edian: 

TC'1dency ~attern: 

Mean: 

15.2 days 

53.1%: 14-16 days 

17.5 days 

21.9 days 

56.1%: 14-25 days 

20.9 d?ys 

" 

01 
J 

5.4 
, . 

12.3 

'27.7 

7.7 . ' 

13. 1 

7.7 

8.5 

8.5 

4.6 

4.6 

100.( 

" ..•. 
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TABLE 3 

.. COlrvIC1'IO:W JJiD riill-!J~ITI.::C3 nrVI:.sTIOATI~13 

, ' 

..... •• 1 
JU1.Y TIS(11r.tr n::r:~!i1:'::1. ;t ?7J 

" " 
, , 

" 

: : .• 0-

. : 

JU1X '73 

J.UOUST (73 

SEPT. I 73 

oaromm 'n 
J/oVl':HDEn I 'lJ 

'XOTJ..L 

25 
.12 

,13 

20 

104 

26 

25, 

2.3 

27 

14 

7 

122 

15 

226 I 
(lOO;C) 

, , 

12 " ; 
8 

7 

4 

13 

2 

46 

14 

13 

10 

7 

66' 

20 ... 
12 

112 
(49;t) 

,* jJl como inntlll\OOCl porOOllO \foro conviotod on or nt:nl' tho lo'ot clny 
or tho )nonth U1.l.t, t,);;) Pro-[;ontOlloCl \.lao ordorod Q'Ul':1n;; tho oo.1'ly pa.rt. 
ot tho IlQ xt ;::on t.h. 

.TABLE 4 

,I JAliU1JlY 7i80UGll J'U;:E, 1974 

0
0 ° 0 0° :. 

, .. 
" " , " ' 

" 

'0 °0 

': ',JAllUJJlY \'ll! 16 
~, . :< ", YJIDTlUAnI I 74 7 

12 ' 
, ' 

1711 ~:;.,17 
~ .' 

16 
, " 

,: "; ,TUllE 
• f • , 

~. , I:'"~ .: 
171l :1.2 I...... . ,oO , 

" , ,.', ': .. , -----4----+----1----1 
•. '[orAL 00, 
" . 

.. , 

I 

I " ' .. , I: .. ~ .. 
. . . :.' .!: r',':' . 

.~ rn O<y'lIO r,\ont.h!1 prn-Cl(\nt~neoCl Hl'lro Ol't\ol'(lri 1n cono:3 uhirJl '>(01'(1 
1101(\ oub-cl)d~ no to VtH'uie\' n:l ,;.)ll no to d1:Jvoaition. 'i'hnl'ofol'o, 
t.(lehnielllJ~' I '(.:\0:1.) el"f"II110Il t::J 1:(,;"'0 not yo \; cO:iVic\,c,U; h;:nco I tho 
1l\1InbOl' of :!J1·.'o.:JI;.icll'~icnu (i)XoccilJ t~lo nu.Ol'OCl' 01' Pl.1l'uO!10 co:wiotod • 

-. ' 

" , 
" 

. ~ 

-: .. \ 

" . 

• 

'1 ~~: 
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TABLE 5 

RELATIONSHIP BETIIEEN DISPOSITIONS AND'RECOHHENDATIONS 
IN PRE-SENTENCE REPORT ( AS OF 6/30/74) 

~------~.~~~--------------------------~~------------------~~~-~~~---.~ Il(L.lA):":II~" IJ~~~~U;'J . " 
I . t OJ.JLr.,,~JD ! 

r;'U~'~~j) 71 m~cC':~;.~::~m,\rl'IO:18 11:1J;';t)r;;{ ?Z.lG::;i7 I ~;U~'3G:1 ?:2C2;';.' ~ 
p-~~~~~~~-lw-.----~~~~~~~~~-'~ i--~------{----~--- ~ 

Fon Pi1 OD ,\'1' 1m; 

I======~=-~~=-============= 
-rAnT II .~. ---~ 

'£OTll1J 09 \. RECCl t; t~W/\ TI0;i S 
.. ¥J..""""" • • ,,_""""'" ....... _ ..... n _________ ._*"CI~ 

FOll rTIODA'i.'IO~1 

Fon PiWDh'l'ImI 

AOAINS'£ PHODA'l':;mr 
'(on Fon GG ., ..... ,. • .... I·r") "·jllJ.lj·Jl:..., .l 

x' ; -- --------- . -

29 23 'l9~ 

97ct 
'==========.1 ====:::::===. . -_---== 

"l." 

D~=";-::·'.~r)J,! ;~s* 
I 

.. ,~,~ n'~ I"'~ ,,·,...'M ,":Ul"d5,t,:t_ jJ'#I)l~\.J"!H' J. 

70 Ma 

90 . 56/~. . 
'-

11 11~C(j~;~~,~I·( :~'~r~~(ji~O 
• j' u.uL( /,1(,)) 1 ~ ~ --'-""""'----
I~.lt.·~~ ?;;·1C~·;:1 

,30 73% 

'. 

53 75% 

. 
87. 9'1~ 

~, 

"--

*Defendants mean the total number of recommendations made. 
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Project Title: Reception, Classification, Diagnostic and Treatment System -
Impact 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Baltimore ~ity Jail 

Project Director: Calvin Lightfoot 

Date of Award: Narch 22, 1974 

Federal A~vard: $68,293.00 Adjusted $46,800 

II., HISTORY OF THE PROJECT' S DEVELOp~Z~,a 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 1972, 
the Hayor' s Coordinating Council on ~riminal Jus tice completed a Th ree-Year 
Action Plan i"hich indicated the nethod by ~\'hich the City of Baltimore ivould 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of hOll".icide, robbery, rape, ag­
gravated assault and burglary, The Plan identified seven major program areas, 
one of which relates to classification and tree.tment of offenders. 

This proj ect 'vas designed to provide a reception, diagnostic, classifica­
tion, and treatment· system at the Baltimore City Jail. ~o formal systematized 
method for classifying incoming indi \riduals exis ted at the City Jail prior to 
the alolarding of this grant. Detainees '<lere housed based primarily on the amount 
of their bail, leading to the non-homogenous grouping of detainees. Processing 
in excess of 20,000 individuals per year, the need for a classificat~on system 
was readily apparent. A Federal Court decision, knmm as the "Kaufman Decree II 
indicated that a comprehensive treatment plan should be instituted at the 
City Jail and jail authorities in attempting to bring the jail into compliance 
with the decree, formulated a plan for a reception, classification and diagnostic 
unit similar in structure to the unit operating in the }laryland State Division 
of Correction. A major problem in the planning of the grant was the acquisi­
tion of suitable physical space that ivould allmv all components of the project 
to operate in close proximity. It \'.'as determined that the entire first floor 
of the South Building, as \vell as the receiving area, could be utilized with 
minimum renovation to meet the needs of Lhe project. 

III • PROJECr IHPLENENTATION 

On Harch 22, 1974, the Governor' s Commission on La"1 Enforcemen t and the 
Administration of Justice under the provision of the High Impact Program awarded 
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a grant in the amount of $68,293 to the City of Ba1timo're to implement 
the Reception, Classification, Diagnostic, and Treatment System project. 
The amount of this m.,ard reflected funding to September 1974, \.,hen all 
Impact proj ects ~.,ere to be considered for refunding. The grant \.,as 8ccepted 
on April 9, 19-·, This m.,ard was further adjusted to $46,800 on July 1, 197 1t 

to reflect the 1 ~ .. tial first year of Impact funding for this project. 

The original scheduled project commencement date was 
the program's actual ,,~ommencement date \.,as June 1, 1974. 
operational and presently is in the development stage. 

May 1, 1974. However 
The project is not 

The proj ect did not begin on schedule for the following reasons: (1) 
Renovation difficulties \.,ere experienced due to the s 1m., process of submit ting 
\'70rk orders, bidding procedures, and the awarding of contracts; (2). Delivery 
of equipment has been slow \.,ith an average waiting time of 10 weeks. Equiprr.en t 
has either recently ardved or eh-pected in the near future; (3) Difficulties 
have been experienced in hiring staff. 'ren staff pOSitions were funded in the 
grant, hm.,ever, only five positions, a director, a senior stenographer, a clerk 
typist, and 2 part-time physicians, were approved by the Board of Estimates. 
All other positions, 4 social workers and a psychologist, ,.,ere deleted because 
the Board of Estimates felt that these positions were adequately staffed with 
existing j ail personnel; and (4) Additionally a dispute over the salary fur 
the director has caused some delay in filling that position and the time con­
suming process of revie\., by the Board of Estimates and subsequent civil service 
procedures have delayed the hiring of staff approved by the Board of Es timates. 

Renovations have recently begun and equipment is slm.,ly arriving. Staff­
ing pl:oblem.s continue to exist and only two staff positions are pre.sently filled. 
Ten staff positions ,.;rere established by the project: Director; Psychologist; 
Social Horker (4);' Part-time Physicians (2); 'Senior Stenographer; and Clerk 
Typist. 

A clerk-typist and one part-time physician have been hired. A co·rrection 
lieutenant with 11 years experience, is currently filling the position of 
acting director. The issue of the director's salary has been resolved and the 
individual is expected to assume the position of director. Difficulty in 
obtaining a qualifj,-;d person to fill the senior stenographer position is due 
in part ot the shortage of individuals qualified under civil service for this 
position and the reluctance to Hork at the City Jail. The Director proposes to 
dmvn grade this position to clerk-stenographer to increase the pool of qualified 
applicants and also provide promotional aspects to this position. City Jail 
Authorities "lith assistance from the Hayor' s Coordinating Council propose to re­
submit for approval to the Board of Estimates the five social worker and psycho1o-

,gist positions denied at an earlier hearing. Staff in these positions are 
essential to the operation of the project. To staff the project with existing 
City Jail personnel in these positions, \vhi1e not replac:i"ng them Hith similar 
personnel, \vou1d constitute a supplant under federal financial regulations. As 
a last alternative, the Director indicated that existing personnel would be 
utilized to institute the program and these five positions would be Hithc1rm-m 
from Federal grant a\vard. Although this alternative would a11mv the proj act 
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to operate at full staff strength, the normal follow-up and treatment services 
provided by the current City Jail social work staff would cease to exist, thus 
seriously hampering jail treatmen t services 0 

It is anticipated that in-service traininb for all staff as to the operation 
of the project will be conducted when staff is hired. Several special conditions 
attache4 to the original grant award have not been resolved to date primarily 
due to the staffing difficulties outlined above. These special conditions are: 

"-
1. That a detaiJ.ed project evaluation design be submitted ~vithin 

60 days of a\vard date. 

2. That the grantee meet \vith Conunission staff, the Division of 
Correction, and the Division of Parole and Probation, to set-up 
procedures so that the project can support the development of 
presentence reports and the activities of the State Classification 
Center. 

3. That the imp'J:emen ting ar;ency coordinate with the Supreml.. "Pruch 
Pre-Trial Release progrmn to mmdmize coordination and development of 
p're-trial release information. 

4. That inclusion of classification data be subject to Comnussion staff 
approval and be in accord ,-lith State Data plans. 

5. That impact offenders receive priority but all offenders receive 
services to the extent possible. 

'\ 

Preliminary cOI).tacts with the City Pre-Trial Release Division, State Division 
of Parole and Probation and the State 'Division of Correction have been made by 
the Project Director. Development of a statistical evaluation format and data 
collection forms by the project staff is progressing but bas not been finalized. 
Full project implementation is estimated by the end of October, 1974 at which 
time resolution of these first year special conditions is expected. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The approved adj usted award \Vas distribut(~d as follows: 

Personnel and Benefits 

'Equipment (Office) 
Travel 
Consumables 
Other Expenses (Telephone, Renovation) 

Totals 

Federal Share 

$36,200 
4,975 

600 
1,500 

2.t..200 

$46,,800 

Local Share 

$5,200 

$5,200 
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Two budget modific.,ations 'vere submitted by the grantee. On September 5, 
a budget modif.ication was approved to upgrade the position of Director from 
Civil Service Grad~ 39, entrance level, to Grade 39, Step 4. This request 
was made in order to provide an opportunity for the acting ditector, to assume 
the director's position without penalyzing him financially. On July 10, 1974 
a budget modification was approved allmving for the deletion of one desk, chair, 
and dictaphone and the addition of 3 file cabinets and 3 air conditioners. 

The objectives of the proje9t were: 
": 

1. To plan, develop, and implement a comprehensive classification, 
diagnostic, and treatu)ent system for impact offenders. 

2. To develop treatment models based upon the needs of the inmates 
to include, educational, medical, social, and psychological services. 

3. To develop evaluation techniques substantiated by real data to 
aid in the planning of future j ail operations and the establishment 
of positive treatment programs. 

4. To develop comprehensive follow-up techniques t'o determine recidivism' 
rates and offender needs. 

5. To develop techniques for further research. 

Little has been accomplished in achieving these obj ectives due to the delay 
in implementation of this project. The grantee has begun to plan and develop 
the comprehenSive, diagnostic and treatment system for impact offenders, hm,'ever 
because of the problems outlined previously has failed to implement the system 
(Objective 1). Additionally, preliminary data collection forms have been developed 
to provide information to the On-Line Computer System (Objective 3). Ho\.;rever, 
because staff have not beon hired, achievement of the other objectives had not 
occurred (Objectives 2, 4, and 5). 

V. . ANALYSIS ----
Although the need for a comprehensive cl~ssification and treatment system 

at the Baltimore City Jail is evident, the implementation of this project has been 
subj ect to excessive delay. The implementation of this proj e.ct is critical to 
the operation of the On-J"ine-Jail System and any future \vork release program 
plnnned nt the City Jail. Staffing problems and personnel procedures require the 
coordination of Jail and City authori ties if this proj ect is to become fully 
operational in the near future. Until such problems can be resolved, the ar.eas 
of evaluation design, future programs and planning, and the input of the classi­
fication, diagnostic and treatment information into related criminal justice 
agencies '~ill have to be. unaddn?ssed. Upon full implementation of this pro-
ject, project staff should meet \vith Commission staff and staff from related 
agencies to determine procedures for information sharing, evaluation, nnd data 
gathering. 

An interim audit through July 31, 1974 'vas conducted by the Commission staff. 
The audit indicated that at that time a total of $724.10 had been expended for 
consumables and equipment, and $3,469 for project staff salary. No audit prob­
lel11s ,.;rere determined. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

GENERAL INFORNATIO~ 

Project Title: On-Line Jail System 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

" 
Implementing Agency: Baitimore City Jail 

~roject Director: Charles Frederick 

Date of Award: Harch 22, 1974 

Federal Award: $78,101 Adjusted to $66,135 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DE\TELOP!'!E~T 

In the Spring of 1972 , the La\v Enforcement Assistance Administration selected 
eight cities, including Balt:Lmore, as target cities to participate in a High 
Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July 197'2, the Hayor 1 s 
Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year Action Plan 
which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore ~.;rould impact upon 

.the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault 
and burglary. The Plan identified seven maj or program areas, one of \vhich re­
lates to classification and treatment of offenders. 

The development of this project ~qas originally referenced in Chapter 8 of 
the Baltimore City Impact Plan relating to an automated j ail inventory and 
control system for the City Jail as part of an overall classification and 
treatment system. 

The Baltimore City Jail houses approximately 1,150 persons remanded by 
hearing commissioners and judges of the courts. Of these inmates, 95% ar(~ 
a'vaiting trial. The number of individuals paSSing through the j ail each year 
results in a massive record-keeping problem. Controlling the status and loca­
tion of each inmate, date of court appearance, or date of release has become 
so complicated that accuracy of inforoation has suffered. Key problems identi­
fied by the applicant in the present system were: (1) inability to produce 
comprehensive data for research on impact offenders; (2) inability to locate 
inmate records by any numbering system or alias due to alphabetical filing; 
(3) inability to retrieve historical records of former inmates; (4) difficulty 
in providing prisoners to the courts in a timely fashion; (5) lack of inmate 
population data for forecasting and budgeting of supplies, equipment, and man­
pmvet; and (6) umvan.-anted detention of prisoners and release of incorrect in­
mates. 

The. applicant requested Federal funds for an On-Line Jail System that 
would provide a computerized record of each inmate in the Baltimore City Jail 
'''ith the ability to update data on events such as court appearances, discharge 
and transfer. They \"anted ;j system that \vould be supported by an IBH 370/145 
computer at the Bureau of !'Ianagemcnt Information Systems and linked to seven' 
cOMuuuication terminals at the City Jail. Funds were requested as part of the 
Baltimore City lIigh Impact Program. 



.' III. PROJECT nlPLE~mNTATIO~ 

On March 22, 1974, as award of $78,101 was made by the Governor's Commis­
sion on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice under the High Impact 
Program to the City of Baltimore for implementation of an on-line computer 
system at the Baltimore City Jail. The award was accepted on Maich 28, 1974 
by the grantee. This award was adjusted to $66,135 on July 1, 1974 to account 
for partial first year funding through Septemb~r 1974. 

The originally proposed project commencement date ~.;ras Hay 1, 1974, but 
full implementation of~he project is not expected until late September 1974, 
due to delays in receiving computer hard~"are. Approximately 50-75% of neces­
sary equipment has arrived. However, the system can now become partially 
operational with 4 of the maximum 7 terminals and it is anticipated that 
operations with 4 ter.minals ,,,ill begin by the end of September 1975. 

Staff positions Federally funded under this grant included: a Senior 
Management Analyst, t,,,o Computer Operators, a Senior Programmer, a Court 
:Liaison Officer, a Progranuner, and four Data Entry Technicians. 

All personne!l except the two computer operators were hired and meet '''ith 
original job specifications as outline in the grant application. The two 
computer operators will not be required until the project is fully operational, 
however, the applicant is recruiting presently for t~ese positions. The four 
data entry technicians would receive in-service training in the operation of 
the system and necessary data entry proc~dures from the project director and 
the senior management analyst. 

Seve.ral special conditions attached to the grant m.,ard deal ~.,ith imple­
mentation phases of the project and have not been resolved. These special 
conditions include: (1) that a detailed project evaluation design be submitted 
,vithin 90 days of proj ect implementation; (2) that utilization rates be main­
tained for all terminals, tape discs and drive, and batch equipment; (3) that 
the project conform to all LEAA security and privacy regulations and compre­
hensive data plan gui~elines; (4) that the project not paFticipate in the 
development of criminal histories files until a State plan for these files 
is developed; and (5) that the project maintain the data needed for State and 
LElI.A data systems to the extent possible. Upon project implementation the 
gran tee and Conunission staff \.,111 meet to resolve these issues. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATIO::-1 

The grantee's project budget totaled $71,533 in Federal share, and $7,950 
in local cash match. The project was budgeted as follows: 

Personnel and Benefits 
Equipment (Computer Hardware) 
Consumables (Computer Tape, Paper) 

Federal 

$45,100 
25,133 

1,300 

Local . 

$7,950 

On August 21, 197~, approval was given to a budget modification adding 
four data technician positions to the original grant. These positions had 
not been included in the original grant proposal due to an error in the 
original project design. These additional personnel arc required to enter 
jail inmate information via a teleconununications terminal to the computer. 



According to the grantee the amount of data to be entered into the system and 
the necessity for 24 hour coverage made these positions essential to the 
operation of the project~ 

The objectives of the project are: 

1. To provide a computerized record of each inmate in the Baltimore 
City Jail updated to reflect on events such as court appearances, 
discharge, or transfer to, another institution. 

2. To provide inmate population data and projects for forecasting 
and budgeting personnel, supplies and equipment and to aid in 
administrative/maqagerial decisions. 

3. To provide timely delivery of inmates to the courts. 

4. To provide a more accurate filing system to avoid errors in 
inmate releases and the ability to locate inmates by a standard 
numbering system. 

5. To provi.de for retrieval of historical records of former inmatGs. 

6. To provide for jail research .activities. 

These objectives are dependant upon full implementation of the project and, 
therefore, have not be achieved at this time. 

'When fully implelnented, this proj ect Hould link Hith the Supreme Bench 
Case Scheduling System alloHing for automatic updating of detentioner status 
as a result of decisions made at either the jailor the court. Hanual pro­
cedures have been established to deal ,'lith that portion of the j ail population 
disposed of at the District Court level and future coordination with police 
systems is anticipated. The information contained on the system ''lould include 
descriptive data concerning inmate race, sex, date of birth, religion, educa­
tion, occupation, program, section and cell, bail data, type of bail, amount 
of bail, judge, arres t charges, arres t number, detainer inf ormation, unit in­
formation, general institutional information, medical alert information, court 
appearances, visitors, and dispositions, The applicant has contacted the 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services Data Center staff to 
assure;: that the system \~ill be compatible ''lith the State I s data system. 

A satisfactory evaluation design has not been submitted by the grantee. 
The original grant '·7as conditioned to include submission of an evaluation de­
sign "-'ithin 90 days of project implementation. 

v . !U~AL YSIS 

This project ,,-,ould provide much needed assistance in the day to day in­
house management procedures of Baltimore City Jail. The courts would also 
benefit by the increased accuracy and prompt delivery of persons to hearings 
and trials. Although the project has been SlO1v in achieving full implc:menta­
tion status, the grantee cannot be faulted for the equipment vender's delay 
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in delivering equipment critical to the project's operation. While progra~­
ming and pre] iminary planning steps have been completed, the test runs tv-ith 
the final program remain to be co~pleted. The grantee is prepared to proceed 
with the equipment now available and install remaining equipment \v-hen it is 
delivered. The project has been receiving good support from the Baltimore 
City's Bureau of Management Information Services. The project is tied in to 
the implementation of the City Jail Reception, Diagnostic, Classification and 
Treatment System in that staff of that project will process and gather infor­
mation on incoming individuals for. input into the on-line system. This project 
has also met Hith program delay!? Jail authorities have assured the Commission 
staff that full implementation Hill occur in time to meet the needs of the 
On-Line System. 

An interium audit Has completed in August and indicated that the project's 
expendiuurGE' Here being properly recorded. At the time of the audit, only 
$9,116.68 had been expended. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project Title: Jail Bail Review 

Applicant: Baltimor.e City 

Implementing Agency: Pre-Trial Release Division, Supreme Bench 

Project Director: Richard O. Motsay 

Date of AHard: March 28, 1973 

Federal Award: $45,732.00 

II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

In the spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Plan designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan ,,,hich indicated the method by Hhich the City 
of Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of 
hondcide,. robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan 
identified seven major program areas, one of which r8l2tes to classifica­
tion and treatment of offenders. 

Although there has been an increase in the ,,,orkload of the Pre-Trial 
Release Division since its inception in 1970, statistics indicate that 
a proportion of defendants (including Impact offenders) have not been 
interviewed for pre-trial ~elease. Jail statistics for October, 1972 
indicated that out of a total jail population of 1,714, 507 persons, 
many of ,,,hom were Impact offenders, Here bei~g detained and had not 
been intervie~yed. 

The applicant had indicated that many perso~s with stable backgrounds, 
charged '''ith High Impact crimes, are financially unable to pay the 
cost of bail bonds. They are subsequently detained in jail with 
accompanying loss of liberty and employment which results in a hard-
ship to their families. A similar problem exists for persons considered 
"poor risks" for pre-trial release and \Vhose detention is later extended 
by reason of delays in determination of indigency and ap~ointment 
of counsel. 

Additionally, there were problems with the coverage by the Pre-Trial 
Release Division of the DistrictS. There were cases which were 
brought before a bail commissioner for the setting of bail during the 
hours when no investigator was on duty. Such cases did not receive 
the benefit of an intensive investigation by Pre-Trial Release staff. 

. ... ~ 
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In cases where an investigation was completed, a bail at an appropriate 
level where it could be met by many individuals was generally established. 
This process did not account for changes in the background of the defen­
dant subsequent to the initial bail hearing and review. 

On January 10, 1973, members of the Jai'l Board met with representa­
tives of the judiciary, the St?ote's Attorney's Office, the Hayor's 
Coordinating Counci'l, the Legal Aid Bureau, and correctional and other 
criminal justice agencies. As a result of this meeting, one recommenda­
tion \'lhich was requested to be implemented immediately was for the Pre­
Trial Release Division of the Supreme Bench to staff the jail in order 
to pick up High Impact detainees missed in the Districts; to re-evaluate 
those already seen to determine if their situation had changed; and to 
make the appropriate recommendations for continued detention, release 
on bail, reduction of bail, or release on own recognizance. An 
application ~.,as subsequently made to the Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice for federal funding 
under the Baltimore City Impact Program to establish this pre-trial 
investigative capability in the Baltimore City Jail. Four pre-trail 
investigators and a supervisor were proposed in order to interview all 
persons accused of High Impact offenses who have been incarcerated 
fifteen days or more to determine if they qualify for release on 
their own recognizance or reduc tion in bail. , Juveniles held for 
Criminal Court after Juvenile Court jurisdiction had been ,.,aived 'were 
also to be interviewed. One investigator intervie,.,s clients at 
the jail with the remaining three investigators'verifying information 
and,making recommendations to the court, 

III. PROJECT IHPLE:t-ffiNTATION 

On Harch 28, 1973, the Governor's Commission on Lm., Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice under the High Impact Frogram awarded 
a Federal grant in the amount of $45,732 to the City of Baltimore 
for implementation of this project. The award was accepted by the 
grantee on April 4, 1973. The project was itnplemented on April 5, 1974 
as originally scheduled. The follO\.,ing staff ,.,ere hired under this grant: 

Investigators (4) 
Supervisor (1) 
Correctional Officer (1) (in-kind) 

All positions were immediately filled using experienced personnel 
functioning within the Pre-Trial Release Division. Curr,ently all 
positions are filled; however, some turnover in the investigators 
positions has been experienced. On-the-job training ,.,as provided 
and staff visited a pre-trial release project in Philadelphia to 
revi~w operations and attended a seminar at the University of Haryland 
dealing \vith intervie~., techniques. 

.... ' 
.-----------~~--------------------------~~--
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All the original award conditions have been resolved by the 
grantee. 

IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

'. The approved federal award of $45,732 and $15,683 of in-kind match 
was budgeted as £03.,lm."s: 

Personnel and Benefits 
Equipment (office) 
Travel (mileage allowance) 
Consumab1es (office supplies) 
Other (telephone, indirect salary 

costs) 

Federal 

$41,946 
1,050 

936 
1,200 

600 

In-Kind 

$10,965 

4,718 

The first year of project tunding terminated on April 4, 1974. 
In order to provide for the project's continuation until September 
30, 1974, funds in the amount of $17,265 Here requested under a con­
tinuing resolution. On April 23,'1974, extension of the grant through 
August 31, 1974, was approved. No budgl::Ot modifications \."ere requested 
by the grantee during the first year of the proj ect. 

Th<? project provided for four pre-trial investigators to work in 
the Baltimore City Jail and intervie\" peJ:sons accused of an Impact 
offense who had bqen incarcerated for fifteen days or more. After 
the intervie\", the project staff submit the interview form to 
project headquarters at the Pre-Trial Release Division to determine 
if the defendant's circumstances would al1m(1 release on ,his o\vu 
recognizance or bail reduction. If there was such a change, the 
project pre-trial investigator prepares all necessary forms and 
papers for signature by the defendant, and the appropriate 
court orders. Then if the defendant is released he is given 
both vel:ba1 and written instructions as to his participation 'in 
the Pre-Trial Release program. 

The objectives of the.project as outlined in the application 
were as follows: 

1. To expedite the preliminary functions \."hich \"i11 assist in 
the realization of a speedy trial (i.e. following up on 
indigencyaffidavits). 

2. To provide more space at the Baltimore City Jail by reducing 
population, and thereby increasing the effectiveness of 
other High Impact projects. In addition, by keeping the 
jail population down, the grantee felt that the membership 
enrolled in these programs would be maintained at more 
manageable levels. 
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3. To reduce the number of Impact offenses cormnitted by releasing deserving 
defendants according to a ranking system in which the highest priority of 
cases are those in which there is a minimal likelihood of continued criminal 
activity. 

, 
4. To release on bailor own recognizance those defendants \.;ho have never been 

seen and would not have been seen due to lack of manpower of the Pre-Trial 
Release Division, who would now be investigated because of the added manpower 
under this gran t. 

, . 
5. To expedite the dispositions of those defendants for ,.;hom guilty verdicts 

have been entered but who are being held sub-curia pending a formal sentencing 
by offering material gathered in the Pre-Trial stages of the case by this 
Divi~ion to the Probation Department. 

6. To begin (on a very small scale) follow-up check of released defendants to 
ensure that they are complying with the coriditions of their release. Included 
in this group would be not only high Impact R.O.R. cases, but in addition, 
those cases in wllich bail reduction recommendations have been wade. 

7. To reduce the overall jail population, with concomitant substantial redu~tion 
in costs of detention to taxpayers. 

The grantee proposed the following measures of effectiveness to evaluate 
the proj ec t: 

1. The percentage of High-Impact jailed defendants tha t are released on their 
own recognizance. 

2. The percentage of jailed defendants that are released through bail reductions. 

3. The ratio of successes to the total number released. (Kate, the grantee 
defines success as a released defendant who appears for trial, complies with 
the conditions of release and is not rearrested before trial). 

II. The reduction of jail population in both numbers and percentages. 

Table I illustrates the number and type of cases processed, "Tith resultant 
court action for the period April, 1973 - Hard'!, 1974. Table II illustrates this 
same data for the period April-June, 1974. During the first year of project 
operation, 1,967 cases were processed, of \\lh1ch 105 cases (36,;) "rere for non-impact 
offenses. Although the processing of non-impac t offenders ,vas not included in the 
original goals of the project, the target population ~as modified by the grantee 
to include non-Impact offenders at the City Jail. Only those non-Impact offenders 
that were specifically referred by an attorney, relative, or other party were 
considered for revie\.;. The inmlediate handling of a non-Impact offender in this 
manner ,.;ras though to save time and avoid pre-trial staff d~mands at a later da teo 
Additionally, the decision to hold bail review hearings for all defendants in 
City Jail who had not made bail after their initial bail hearing affected the duties 
of the Jail Bail Revie", staff. The hearings are held every Nonday at the City Jail. 
These hearings are presided over by the Chief District Court Judge for Baltimore 
City and all individuals "'ho did not make bail the previous week have their cnses 
revie\,rcd. The project staff intervie", virtually all those District Court cases 
who were not able to make bail. The hearings \'lere handled by the Jail Bail staff 
and included some non-Impact offenders. The ln~act cases were generally more 
involved and complex and consumed ~ greater amount of staff time than non-Impact 
cases. 
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Of the total 1,967 cases processed, 331 (16.8%) were subsequently released 
on their own recognizance; 295 (15%) have been released on bail as a result of 
bail being lowered due to project staff reconunendations; 1,2L,7 (63.4%) \IIere 
rejected or denied; and 94 (4.8%) had bail set. A total of 626 detainees at 
the Baltimore City Jail were thus released due to the efforts of this program. 
It is unknown how many detainees were released on bailor recognizance prior to 
the implementation of this program. Therefore, it is difficult to establish 
the effectiveness of the project over the previous number of persons released. 
In addition, in 94 cases where there had bee~ no bail, bail was set. Table III 
outlines the projecte4 versus actual intake rate of the project. The actual 
number of cases released on recognizance or reduced bail exceeded the first year 
projection by 19Lf cases. Nonthly fluctuations in the number of cases processed 
and subsequently released can be attributed to several factors. Following a 
rapid increase in cases processed by the Jail Bail staff during the initial month 
of progr~m activity, the Supreme Bench Judges requested that the State's Attorney 
be present at the time racommendations on Impact offenders were presented to 
the court. A procedurf \.;as established that utilized the Felony Complaint Unit 
of the State's Attorney's Office as a screening unit for Impact cases and recom­
mendations. During the time required to set up these procedures, the number of 
cases being processed declined c~nsiderably from 114 in April, 1973 to 7 in 
May, 1973, and 17 in June, 1973. There were additional problems in changing the 
jail procedures for escorting inmates to pre-trial interviews and some staff 
turnover within the project. These factors also contributed to the fluctuating 
monthly case totals. During this period, the City Jail required an officer to 
accompany an inmate to the Pre-Trial hearing. Oft~n sufficient officers were 
not available to transport inmates to these hearings. 

Recidivist data for the time period April, 1973 to Narch 31, 1974 for 
release on recognizance cases was as follows: 

Rearrested Prior to Trial 5 
Failure to Compl)T Hith Conditions of Release 2 
Failure to Appear for Trial 3 

Defendant Apprehended 1 
Fugitives 2 

The total of 10 cases in these categories reflects 3% of the 331 individuals 
released on their own recognizance. Recidivism data on individuals relreased 
due to reduction in bail ~\1as not available. 

The original and subsequent charges for those individuals \",ho \.;ere rearrested 
prior to trial or failed to comply with conditions of release were as £ollO\.;s: 

Original Charge 

Robbery 
Robbery 
Robbery 
Larceny 
Bruglary 

REARRESTED PRIOR TO TRIAL 

Subsequent Char~ 

Robbery 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault 
Assault 

Recidivism'data on ROR cases was maintained by the gran tee. ROR cases \\1ere 
required to call or report in on a once a week basis. Failure to report or coll 
in resulted in a check of jail intake records, police arrest records and o~ler 
servi.ces until thCl individual \v[ls located. All ROR cases were followed th rough 
until disposition of the original cJlarge. 
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Although a breakdm.,rn by offense type for cases processed was kept, no data 
on releases by type of offense waS ~vai1ab1e. All data was lumped together 
reflecting Impact, non-Impact offenders, defendants interviewed for the firs t 
time, and defendants whose cases were re-eva1uated for release. The grantee 
stated that the time consuming task of keeping this data separate was not possible 
due to the staff resources available. 

While only limited statistical information is available, it appears that 
the grantee has impacted on some of the project's original objectives. The 
population of the Cit'y Jail has been reduced by up to 626 defendants as a result 
of the project's operation. Additionally, defendants who had not been previously 
evaluated by the Pre-Trial Division were int~rvie~"eC:. Lists of defendants for 
whom guilty verdicts have been entered but ~"ho are being held sub-curia have 
been fon'\1arded to the Division of Parole and Probation in an information sharing 
effort. It is not clear how useful the sharing of information has been. A 
telephone follow-up check on all persons released on recognizance, and on 
lowered bail ~"as made, however, recidivism data was incomplete. Follow-up data 
on indi gency affidavits submitted to the Public Defender's Office and on notifi­
cations to the State's Attorney's Office to set j ail cases for trial has not been 
quantified. 

Coordination with the State's Attorney's Office, the judiciary, and the City 
Jail has improved considerably over the course of the project. Problems centering 
around availability of jail inmates for interviews'and the input of the State's 
Attorney's Office regarding Pre-Trial release recommendations have been resolved. 

V. ANALYSIS 

As noted previously, the project surpasse4 the projected numerical goal for 
releases from Baltimore City Jail. However, it should be noted that this total 
includes both Impact and non-Impact offenders. A total of 1,967 cases were 
processed during the first year of project implementation. Dividing the figure 
into the total project cost of $61,415 results in a per case cost of $31.22. 
Cost for approved releases (626 cases) would be $98.11 per case released. The 
project possibly results in cost savings by reducing the institutional population. 

The project is consistent '''ith the Commission's objective to decrease pre­
trial detention in local jails to only those necessary to insure the protection 
of society or appearance at trial and it appears to be successful in' the selection 
of rele<1sees based on the recidivism data available. to date . 

. Additional detailed evaluation data should be kept by the grantee. As noted 
previously, it should include as a minimum data on all releasees by type of original 
charge or crime (1. e., robbery, burglary) as ~"ell as recidivis t data by original 
and subsequent crimes. Additional measures of effectiveness t~at more fully 
address the stated objectives of the project should be developed in conjunction 
with a comprehensive evaluation design. Efforts should be made to give. priority 
to the number o[ non-Impact offenders processed by the Jail Bail staff through 
increased usage of the pre-trial staff located in the District Courts. 

An interim audit was performed on August 23, 1974. The total federal fund 
expenditures of $57,571.80 ~ere recorded with one exception relating to equipment 
purchase. 

-
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. GENERAL INFOR1·!ATION 

?roject Title: High Impact Courts - Clerk of Criminal Court Project 

AEpHcant: Office of the Comptroller - State of Maryland 

. Implementing A8ency: Clerk of Criminal Court of Baltimore City 

Project Director: Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench 

II. AWARD, IMPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Year 
.. 

Date of~: June 29, f973 
Date of Award,:, Novemb'er 26, 1974 

Grant Period: Ju1y'2, 1973 - S~ptember 30, 1974 Grant Period: October 1, 1974 - September 30, 197. 

Approved 
First Year's Budget: 

Category 
.. ,,:- . 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consu~,ab1es 
Rental 
Other 

TOTALS 

Federal I 
Share 

69,985 
240 

4,000 

1,000 

~75,225 

Matching 
Share 

8,358 

~8,358 

III. PROJECT DEVELCFMENT AND OPERATION 

, ... 

Approved 
Second Year's Budget: 

Category 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 

.Other 

TOTALS 

Federal 
Share 

61,314 
216 

4,000 

~66,530 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

Matching 
Share 

7,392 oM 

.. , 

$7,392 

selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target ci.ties to participate 
in a High Impact program designed to fight violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-
Year Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore would 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated 
assault and burglary. The plan identified seven major program areas, one of which 
relates to the courts area. The purpose of the courts program in the Impact Plan 
wa~ to add two courts for the express purpose of handling Impact and Impact-related 
offenders. The premise was that speedier trials could reduce crime because the 
more rapidly the punishment followed the crime, the greater would be its potential 
deterrent effect on subsequent criminal activity. 

" ' 

..... 
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Four grant proposals were developed for the purpose of adding two 
criminal courts to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. Included in this 
package were requests for all support personnel necessary for the effective 
operation of these courts. In May, 1973, the Commission approved grant 
applications from the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public Defender's 
Office and the Division of Parole and Probation. This project represents 
one segment of the overall High Impact Courts which relates to positions 
established in the Clerk of the Criminal Court's office. In all, five clerks 
are supported by this grant. Two provide essentially direct services to the 
Impact Courts ,,,hile the other three are assigned a variety of duties geared 
for case processing outside of the courtroom. 

Last year, the following specific duties were given to the five clerks 
in this grant program. 

Personnel 

Courtroom Clerks (2) 

High Impact Data Processing Auditor 
(Deputy Court Clerk) 

Deputy Court Clerk (Case Prepara­
tion and Assignment High Impact 
Courts) 

Responsibility 

Prepares administrative paper work for 
courtroom proceedings which involve the 
following daily activities: 

Bail Hearings 
Habeas Corpus Hearings 
Arraignments and Rearraignments 
Preliminary Motions 
rrials 
Sentences 
Change of Sentences 
Violation of Probation 
Post Convictions 

Also responsible 'for recording all in-court 
activities for docket purposes as well as 
preparing the appropriate papers for signa­
ture. 

Responsible for reviewing the new case list­
ing, active case listing, case no action re­
port and sub curia listing against the case 
jacket to determine that the proper entry has 
been made. Responsible for contacting other 
agencies to correct any discrepancies noted 
in the data and make the correction through 
the terminal. 

Responsible for all aspects of the case pre­
paration section. Coordinate work flow of 
employees assigned to the speedy and efficient 
processing of computerized and manual notices 
for required court appea.rances. 

Responsible for the daily detailed screening 
and verification of defendant location of 
high impact cases scheduled in Parts I & II. 
Is direct liaison with Baltimore City Jail, 
Division of Correctional Services, and other 
institutions housing inmates. 



Deputy Court Clerk (Support 
Personnel for Impact Court) 

IV. ANALYSIS 

lB 

MOnitors case folders of daily work assign­
ments to insure that appropriate action will 
be taken. Serves as prime expeditor in the 
flow of information to judges, witnesses, 
law enforcement personnel, etc., with regard 
to High Impact Courts. Primarily responsible 
fnr the entire criminal workload of High 
Impact cases scheduled in Part I and II. 

Responsible for all aspects of the data en­
try of the High Impact cases, which includes 
pre-Grand Jury cases from the District Cour~, 
and indictments and criminal information from 
the State's Attorney's Office. Includes re­
viewing the cases initially to determine that 
all pertinent information has been included, 
such as date of arrest, preliminary hearing 
date, ident number, etc. Responsible for 
entering appearances, motions, location 
changes, etc. as the case progresses through 
the system. Reviews daily docket activity 
report for correct courtroom dispositions. 

Measuring the achievements of this project should be done in conjunction 
with measuring the overall objectives of the Impact Courts. This is given a more 
thorough review in the Past Progress Reports developed for the courts and Public 
Defender's projects. The most beneficial result provided by the grant to date is 
the direct support services it provides for the two specifically designated Impact 
Courts. It is not possible to determine if all five positions would be absolutely 
necessary to continue this project without a detailed position analysis. 

Two problems have occurred with this project in the past. The first' con­
cerned itself \<lith allo~<lability of a sixth clerk position provided in the first 
year of the grant program. After lengthy discussions with the grantee, it was 
finally determined that this individual \<las not \<lithin the scope of the project 
and the position was eventually deleted from this project's budget. The second 
problem relating to this project concerned itself primarily with the maintenance 
of adequate time records. The grantee has recently reported that since this 
problem \<las brought to their attention (August, 1974), positive steps have been 
instituted toward collecting these records. An audit conducted in January of 
this year verified this procedure as being adequate. The grantee should comply 
with any recommendations made in future audits. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. GENERAL INFORHATION 

1'1:'oj ect Title: High Impact Courts - Public Defender Project 

Appl:l.cnnt: Public Defender's Office 

Imr.lementing A8cncy: Public Defender's Office 

Project Director: Norman N, Yankellm.J, District Public Defender 

II. AHARD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

" First Year Second Year 

.' 
Date of~: June 26,: 1973 ~Date of AlVat'd,: November 8, 1974 

Grant Period: July 1', 1973'- September 30, 1971, 

Approved 

Grant Period: October t, 1974 - September 30, 1975 

Approved 

First Year's Bud9.et: Second Year's Budge.t: 

. 
Personnel 
Equip::\ent 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consu:::lables 
Rental. 
Othet' 

Federal' 
. Sh:ll:'e 

$107,549 
18,533 

Hatching 
SharC!. 

$ 21,335 

1,000 
4,000 

15 2693 

..... 

.... , 
v 

I 

(In-kind) 
(In-kind) 
(In-kind) 

CategEEl, 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consurnables 
Rental 

,Other 

Federal 
Sh::re 

$135,599 
12,000 

Hatching 
Share 

$ 16,400 ... 

$126,082 (' 42,028 TOTALS; 
'? • TOTALS 

$147,599 $ 16,400 

i: . 
. 

, . 
~ ~ 

".' 

. 
i 

, ,I 
J 

Budget Modifications and Explorations: No budget modifications '.Jere received 
on this project for the second year, hm.Jever, one supplemental a'vard of $23,000 
in federal funds was made on January 14, 1975. The grantee was afforded the 
opportunity for these funds in the original award to cover the last two months 
of project funding. 

l 

f'.' ................ ,. ,. 

' .... 
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III. PROJECT OPERATION AND DEVELOPNENT 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lmv Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three­
Year Action Plan Hhich indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore 
Hould impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggrm ated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven maj or program 
areas, one of which relates to courts programs. The purpose of the courts 
program of the Impact Plan "laS to add two courts for the express purpose of 
handling Impact and Impact-related offenders. The tie bet~.;reen this "Court 
Component ll of the Impact Program and the overall Impact goal "to reduce crime" 
",as based upon the premise that speedier trials ",ould have a direct effect on 
the reduction of crime in that the more closely the punishment follOivs the 
crime, the greater opportunity exists for the d~terrence of criminal activity. 

Four grant proposals Here developed for the purpose, of adding tivO criminal 
courts to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. Included in this package Here 
requests for all support personnel necessary for the effective operation of 
these courts. On Hay 31, 1973, the Commission approved grant applications for 
the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public Defender.' s Office, and the 
Division of Parole and Probation. The grant to" the Public Defender's Office 
is the subject of this report. 

'" Essentially, this project provides five experienced defense counselors 
and tHO" investigators for the Impact Courts. It should be noted that assignment 
of the personnel in this program is not directly related to cases disposed in 
the Impact Courts. By this, it is meant that project staff can be responsible 
for cases which are disposed in the other ten criminal courts of the Supreme 
Bench. 

Normally, ~vhen a case is received in the Office of the Public Defender, 
it is evaluated by the "duty attorney" as to the type of case it represents, 
the degree of difficulty involved in a potential defense, and the personnel 
most adequate to represent the client to be served. Priority is then given tOHard 
cc-.lnecting Impact defendants ivith Impact attorneys. On ,several occasions, there­
fore, it is possible to have an attorney Hho is not a part of this program, but 
is actively involved in the defense of an Impact indigent in Parts I and II (the 
Impact Courts). 

All grant conditions and regulations appear to have been met by the grantee 
ivithin the las t year. The exception to this is a special condition ivhich 
required that the applcant maintain data on postponement requests, disposition 
of cases and the number of cases appealed on Impact defendants. The project 
director has stated that this information was not collected by his office because 
to do 80 it ~vould become duplicative of the evaluation being conducted by staff 
of the K'lyo,!:" I s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice. Subsequent contacts with 
the i. -lementing agency has indjcated that some of this information is available. 
(See Paragraph IV be1uw.) 

' ... 
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IV. ANALYSIS 

The overall Impact Courts Program i.;ras designed to meet eight major objec­
tives, most of which were related to various time intervals beti.;reen arrest 
and disposition. Three of these objectives may be directly connected to the 
operations of the Public Defender Program. These include: (1) Objective B: 
disposing cases within 90 days; (2) Objective C: appointment of counsel within 
seven days of indictment or information; and (3) Objective E: postponement of 
cases should not exceed 10 percent of the total number of trials. 

As discussed in the Past P-rogress Report on the High Impact Courts Project, 
two major reports have been prepared to measure the results of goals assigned 
to the Impact Courts. The first, Phase I, included all designated Impact and 
Impact crime category defendants indicted or charged beti.;reen September 1, 1973 
and Harch 31, 1974 and Hhose cases had been disposed of by these courts as of 
June I, 197 Lf. Approximately 504 defendants i.;rere studied in this report. The 
second evaluation report involved 400 Impact defendants i.;rho were charged between 
April 1, 1974 and December 31, 1974, and whose cases ,.;rere closed as of Harch 3.l, 
1975. This report is referred to as the Phase II Study of the Impact Courts. 

> 
Both reports indicated that Objective B is not being achieved. The Phase I 

Report stated that the average time from arrest to dispo~ition was 172 days, or 
82 days more than the desired objective. Phase- II showed that this time period 
had increased to 212 days, approximately 122 more days than the original goal. 
(See Table 1). 

This overall time inte:::val from arrest to disposition is also broken out for 
Impact cases by the type of attorney (i. e., public versus private). Table 2 
has been developed by the staff of the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice to show that an Impact case handled by a private attorney takes approx­
imately the same time from arrest to disposition as a case handled by a public 
defender. (NOTE: The first year. report, Phase I, indicated that the public 
defender cases took about two days longer than privately retained counsel.) 

In addition to these overall time interval reports, PhaSe I and Phase II 
surveyed the average time between indictment/information and the appointment of 
counsel in order to compare actual results with the seven (7) day objective 
(Objective C above). In this area, the public defender 'entered his appearance 
approximately 7.2 days later than private counsel during the J:lhase I Report. 
Here it i"as shmm that the average time ,.;ras about 35 days for all attorneys, 38.0 
days for public defenders and 30.8 days for private counselors. Phase II shm.;red 
improvements upon the results obtained in the first year. Approximately 26 days 
was the average for the overall period in this report with private attorney 
consuming 27 days and public defenders averaging 25 days. (See Table 2) 

Despite the changes made in the second year, difficulties still exist in the 
attainment of this objective. To a certain extent, a great deal of fault lies 
~.;rith the, defendant himself. Often this procrastination in the selection of counsel 
has delayed" the system even further. The result in many instances is that the 
defendant ~.;rill end up having chosen the public defender, the person he ignored in 
the first place. 
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A third and almost equally important time interval to study is the time it 
takes from the filing of counsel to the actual trial date itself. Here, in 
Phase II (Table 2), it was shown that the public defender toe,I<. longer (by over 
six days) for this interval. Several reasons may be attribuced to this problem. 
First, a question of postponements could be raised. Unfortmtately, no dota of 
this nature ,vas kept (i.e., private attorney postponements versus public defender 
postponements») and very little in the 'vay of a conclusion can be made on this 
point. The second possible reason may be found in the ,vay cases are scheduled. 
Here it is reasonable to assume that public defenders ,vho have the greater sh"are 
of criminal caseload activity (as opposed to the private bar), would have less 
time available for scheduling their cases in the criminal courts. This, in effect, 
vlOuld mean that in some ins tances public defenders ,.,ould not be available for 
scheduling until many months ahead of time. A recent conversation with the pro­
ject director seemed to bear this problem out in that he reported cases nm" are 
being set for the first and second Iveeks in January vf 1976, a period of some 13 
to 15 Iveeks in advance. 

Postponements is the third Impact Courts' objective with which this project 
may have some relationship. A rate of approximately 10% was the level at which 
the Impact Courts were striving in this area. (Note: The postponement rate was 
to be measured by comparing the numbe:;- of postponements to the number of actual 
trials taking place over any given peJ;"iod of time.) As discussed in the Past 
Progress Report on the Impact Courts, this objective was, not met in Phase I. 
ApprOXimately 20% of the cases realized a postp~mement when studied during this 
period. (Phase II, as of yet, has not evaluated this objective in detail; hmv­
ever, preliminaJ.."Y information has indicated a~" overall pos tponement rate of about 
35%. ) 

Some specific points 'vorth noting about the postponement study in Phase I 
were that 83% of the Impact postponements were requested Ivithin five days of 
trials; 58% occurring on the scheduled day of trial. Particularly distressing 
,.,rere the reasons for postponement in Impact cases. In 14% of the postponements, 
the defe.nse att.orney \vas in another court; in another 14%, the case pos tponed 
has been scheduled, but could not be reached during the court activity of that 
day; and in 23% of the postponements, the state witness was not available, not 
served, or there ,vas illness or death in his family. Additionallv it should be 
noted that in 52.9% of the postponements, the defendants \vere bei;"g detained in 
jailor at the Division of Correction. 

In summary, the Public Defender Project \\Tas funded to provide effective 
counsel to every indigent Impact offender appearing before the High Impact Courts. 
Due to assigrr:mi.~ procedures \.,rithin the Public Defender's Office, it is difficult 
to ascertain ,vhether or not this goai has been met. The Deputy Public Defender) 
however, has submitted some information that may be indicative of this project's 
achievements. For example, 845 Impact cases were handled by the five staff attor­
neys assigned to this project during calendar year 1974. (Approximately 1,121 
Impact cases 'vere handled by all staff of the Public Defender's Office during 
this same time period.) For the first six months of 1975 (January through June, 
1975), 444 .Ill1pact cases 'vere handled by project staff while 611 Impact cases 
\vere handled by all attorneys. 

It is interesting to note that the average cost per case for staff attorneys 
on this project amounted to $179.88. In comparison to the average cost per case 
[or panel att01:n.eys, $218, this amount Hould seem favorable. (Note: The Deputy 
Public Defender indicates that the $218 figure is for all cases paneled at the 
Supreme Bench level and that if one was to calculate what it takes to panel an 
average Impact case, it 'vould be closer to $500 per case.) 
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With regards to disposition, the Deputy ?ublic Defender has broken the 444 
cases handled this year into the £ollo\>1ing categories: 

Guilty Receiving Incarceration 248 Cases 56% 
Guilty Receiving Probation LIS Cases 10% 
Not Guilty, Nol Prosses, Stets, 

PBV 129 Cases 29% 
Case Began With Public Defender 
Transferred to Private Attorney 22 Cases 5% 

TOTAL 444 Cases 100% 

Postponements were granted for the above 444 cases in about 32 cases (7%). 
These \vere further broken dOvTn by 14 1:eing requested by the State, six by 
defense~ and 12 \vere mutual. Appeals \vere not specifically maintained on Impact 
cases according to the Deputy Public Defender. Hm>1ever, he has pointed out that 

; 

in fiscal year 1975, public defenders assigned to the Supreme Bench had about a 
13.5% appeal rate or 402 appeals from"2,963 cases handle9-. This information should 
be specifically maintained by the grantee if future funding is provided. 

The Public Defender Program, it should be emphasized, is only one component 
in the High Impact Courts. Hhere objectives li.~.ve not been met by court projects 
in the Impact Plan, efforts should be made to improve upon previous deficiencies. 
This should be done in concert ,vith the staff from the Public Defender Project. 
Accordingly, meetings should be held among all representatives from criminal 
justice agencies to discuss the problems related to High Impact Courts. 

l<Jith regard to financial revie,v, this project 'vas audited once in the first 
year and no exceptions ~\Tere found. Any recommendations from subsequent second 
and third year audits should be incorporated into any future funding . 

•.• "H".h.>, ••• ,. 
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TABLE 1 
, . 

tIe: Phase 'Y and Phase II COI~parison - Arrest to Disposition 

Variable: All Defendants 
." 

-~ .:~.,. ~.:~',..-"-
~ , 

...... .. , ........... "'" 

I3en'chrnarks 

" 

Arrest to Preliminary lIearing 

Preliminary Hearing to Filing with 
Supreme Bench 

Arrest to Filing with Sup!ernc Ben~h 

Piling with' Suprclile Bench to Filing 
of Charging Papers 

iling of Qlargjng Papers to Filing 
of.Counsel 

Filing of Counsel to Trial Date 
.... r , 

,\. , • ..t " 

Pre-Sentence Report Reque'st to Filing 
of Pre-Sentence .Report , . , 

" 
Filing of Pre-Sentence Report to 

Disposition 

Phase I 
N=473 

17.40 

14.00 

31~ SO 
....... ---~ 

22.70 

35.00 

71. 70 

19.90 

18.00 

i·l • 

Phase II 
N=400 

19.76 

,18.29 

28.87 

26.22 

107.03 

19.11 

18.40 
1t-1 '< _______________ -.-~------------------

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

Piling'with Supreme Bench to 
Disposition 

Arrest to Disposition 

139.80 174.56 

172.00 211. 70 
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Table 2 , 

: 

Filing .~f Charging Papers to Disposition 

Public Defender and priv~~e ,Attorney 
.. /' 

Benchmarks 

Filing of Charging Papers to Filing 
of Counsel 

Filing of Counsel to Trial Date 

Trial Date to Disposition 

Sub-Total ',' 

Filing ,vi th Stlpreme Bench to 
Dispos i tion 

Arrest to Disposition 

, I' "", 

# 

I 

• • I "I( 

. \. .. 
..... r 

" 
.k, . 

Public Defender 
N=235 

25.42 

1l2.48 

15,37 " tIt .• 
, '. . ~ 

180.61 
I •• 

215.32 

.,:, 

, 1 

Private Attorn~y 
N=155 

27.44 

106:07 

16.55 

174.87 
" 

214.56 

•·•• ....... H.~ ....... .. 

',' 

• • 0 .. 

....._._. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. GENERAL TNFORHATION 

Project Title: High Impact Courts - Probation Project 

Applicant: Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

, !mplementing Agency: Division of Parole and Probation 

Project Dlrector: Lawrence J. Flynn, Jr. 

II. A\'lARD, IHPLENENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Year 

Date of Award: June 26, 1~73 Date of Aw.ard,:. Novembe'r 8, 1974'. 

Grant Pedod: July 20, 1973 - September 30, 19}4 

Approved. 

Grant period: October I, 1974 - September 30, 1975 

Approved 
First Year's Budges: Second Year's Budge~: 

Federal' Matching 
....§.~ Shar.e 

Federal 
Category Share 

. 
$70,861 $11,589 nnel 

Equipment 5,067 
Consultants 
Travel 1,500 
Consucables 1,350 
Rental 4,000 
Othe~ 3,500 

.. Personnel $ 93,536 
Equipment 463 
Consultants 2,115 
T.::ave1 2,457 
Consumab1es 1,440 

Rental 4,590 

.Other 2,520 

TOTALS $78,778 $19,089 TOTALS $107,121 

BUDGET EXPLANATION AND HODIFICATIONS 

One budget modification was received on this project which would 
delete two probq.tion agents from the grant during the second year. 
This reques t is presently under consideration pending a reVie~v by the 
Supreme Bench and a caseload analysis of pre-sentence investigations. 
(See discussion in Paragraph III below). 

l 

•· .. •• ••• 1 •••••••••••••••• 

Matching 
~~ 

$10,393 
52 

235 
.. 273 

160 
510 
280 

$11,903 

. .... 

" . 
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III. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATIONS 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to 
participate in .a High Impact Program designed to fight violent street 
crime. In July, 1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice completed a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated th8 method 
by which the City of Baltimore vlOuld impact upon the stra.nger-to­
stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and 
burglary. The Plan identified seven major program areas, one of which 
relates to the courts area. The courts program in the Impact Plan was 
intended to add two nelV courts for the e:lq)ress purpose of handling 
impact and impact related offenders. The premise Ivas that speedier 
trials could reduce crime because the more rapidly the punishment 
followed the crime, the greater "lOuld be its potential deterrent 
effect on subsequent criminal activity. 

Four grant proposals were developed for the purpose of adding these 
courts to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. Included in this package 
were requests for all support personnel necessary for the effective 
operation of these courts. On May 31, 1973) the Commission approved 
grant applications from the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the Public 
Defender's Office and the Division of Parole and Probation. This 
project represents that portion of the Court's Impact Plan Ivhich is 
devoted toward probation servicf's. Specifically, it was the intent 
of this grant "to complete pres~l1tence reports \vithin 14 days after 
a request is made by the judiciary." 

The most important objective of the Impact Courts was to demonstrate 
tl1at the period of time between arrest and sentencing in criminal cases 
on High Impact Offenders could be shortened. Goals were established for 
this time period to be 90 days in the firs t year, 60 days by the end of 
second year funding and 45 days by the completion of the three year plan. 
These goals, as discussed in the Past Progress Report on the High Impact 
Courts proj ect, ,07ere not realized i:1. the first two years. It should be 
pointed out hm"ever, that delays encountered in meeting these critical 
time objectives ,"ere not the direct result of the operation of the Pro­
bation project. On the contrary, the 14 day objective set for this grant 
was met in both years funding was provided. (Note: This is true if the 
goal was measured on a yearly basis; hmvever, monthly averages sometimes 
exceed the 14 day period.) 

The first year application approved by the Commission for this 
project provided funding for the following positions: 1 Section Supervisor' 
I, 6 Parole and Probation Agents and 2 Clerk Typists 1. Federal funds 
were also used for rent, travel, consumables, and telephone services. 
Substantial ,vorkload changes have diminished the size of the original 
staff to one supervisor, four agents, and ~070 clerk typists. 
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Presently, the four agents assigned to the unit are all re­
sponsible for the completion of presentence investigations. One 
agent is given a greclte:r responsibility for these reports when work 
load demands are high. This is due to the fact that the other three 
agents are given the responsibility for supervising Impact Probation 
clients. 

Training for the project staff has included the completion of the 
Maryland Correctional Training Academy course as well as standard in­
service training. In addition, the project director provides further 
training through w'eekly meetings and case-by-case analysis and criticism 
of each agent I s work. 

Special conditions for this grant have all been resolved and com­
plied with except for a period of two months when one condition (the 14 
day time period) was not met, (Note; During May and June of 1975, the 
completion time for reports averaged 16.5 days and 17.2 days respectively.) 
Accol:ding to the grantee, this breakdOiVl1 '\olas attributable to several 
factors. As stated above, an analysis of the downward trend of PSI 
referrals originating in the two Impact Courts indicated a reduction 
of staff personnel. This low number, after remaining cons tant for 
over a year, began to increase ~vith April producing thirty-five orders, 
May - thirty-one ordels and June - twenty-six. Personnel problems within 
the existing staff, along \.,ith this unexpected workload increase, caused 
the average completion time to exceed the 14 day limit. To offset this 
increase, an agent was assigned to fill an existing vacancy. This add­
itional staff member allowed for a more equitable \vorkload distribution. 
Recent July statistics indicate that this condition is again being met 
with an average of 12.2 days for completion and no reports exceeding the 
desired deadline. Referrals for the period of April to July, 1975 have 
increased 23% over the same time period last year. (See Table 1.) 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Four individual project objectives have been established for this 
grant. They are as follows: 

Objective A: To provide presentence investigations to the court 
within 14 days from the date they are r~quested. 

Ohjective B: To provide to the courts meaningful reports which 
will aid in the decision-making process. 

Objective C: To identify those offenders who are best suited for 
community based treatment. 

Objective D: To provide intensive supervision for the pu~~ose of 
reducing recidivism to Impact Offenders placed on 
probation. 

-- -------------
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Statistics have been collected to shmy effectiveness in each 
of the above areas. The following is a synopsis of results achieved 
to date. 

Objective A: Two tables (Tables 1 and 2) have been developed to 
show the number of reports completed for each month from November 1, 
1973 through September 30, 1974 and from October 1, 1974 to July 30, 
1975, together with the average time of completions. During the first 
eleven months, 268 investigations were completed and returned to the 
court, all ,vi thin the 14 day time limi ta tion. During the second time 
period, 213 were completed with 23 exceeding the expected deadline. 
These late reports \yere all in the months of May and June af this 
year and are discussed above. The overall average time for completion 
of reports was 12.75 days the first year and 14.0 days in the second 
year. (Note: The average cost per investigation in the second year 
amounted to $558.79 per case. This does not take into consideration 
however that this project worb~d ,-lith clients \'1ho \Vere placed on pro­
bation and therefore little can be said about the average cost for . 
services delivered by this unit.) 

Objective ~: When reviewing this objective, two questions 
should be raised, "Were presentence reports meaningful to the Courts?" 
and "Hm-l much were they used in the final decision-making process?'1 
A definitive analysis on these questions is of course difficult to con­
duct because it depends some,yhat upon the discretionary powers of the 
judiciary. The project director has,ho,-lever, presented some interest­
ing data which does suggest that some meaningful presentence reports 
are being developed. For example, out of 268 impact cases disposed of 
last year, 225 had presentence investigations completed. This represents 
a.factor of about 84 percent of the overall case10ad and does suggest 
that some reliance on this project has been developed by the courts. 
(Note: The assumption here is that the longer it takes for a judge to 
sentence an offender after an investigation report has been made, 
the greater the possibility exists that some difficulties have arisen 
with the validity of the report. As a practical matter however, as 
one judge from the Impact Courts pointed out that normally all dis­
positional hearings are set 21 days after a request for a presentence 
report has been made. Therefore a natural time period between five 
and seven days '-lill appear beb-leen the time the report is finished and 
the time the disposition is made on the defendant.) 

Three outside sources ,yere contacted with regard to the effective­
ness of the reports prepared by this project. Two of these indicated 
that a high calibre of work was being performed by agents under this 
grant. The first opinion was given by a judge on the Supreme Bench of 
Baltimore City \-lho related that he \-las pleased overall with the unit, 
however at times when ,york load increased, some quality diminished. 
The Administrative Case Analyst Unit reported satisfaction with ~-lork 
completed to date. A third source, the Specialized ·Uni.t .. for Offender 
Reports indicated that they had no way of determining the ,york quality 
of investigations prepared by this unit or the validity of incarceration 
recommendations made by the unit. 
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Objective C: This objective states that the project should 
identify those offenders who are best suited for community-based 
treatment. During the first 11 months (November, 1973 to September, 
1974) the project identified and recommended to the courts 88 offenders 
that the agents felt could be supervised under probation. Seventy-
five percent of these probation recommendations were actually follO'ived 
by the court and 66 persons were placed in that status. Seventy-one 
(71) individuals were identified as appropriate candidates for probation 
during the second phase of this grant program (October, 1974 to July, 
1975) with 37 of these (52%) being approved by the courts. Additionally, 
it was reported that the project has accepted supervisory responsibilities 
for a total of 81 of the III persons granted probation during these two 
years. (Note: The project does not receive all individuals given 
supervised probation from the Impact Courts because some are assigned 
out to other projects specializing in other needed services such as 
intensive drug or alcohol treatment programs.) 

With the ~'esponsibility of identifying the potential probation 
client, agents are also responsible for specifying those persons who 
would not benefit from probation and are ir need of incarceration. 
During the first period, 123 cases or 52% of the completed reports, 
were recommended for incarceratj.on. The courts follO'ived these recom­
mended for incarceration. The courts follOlved these recommendations 
in 118 or 96% of the cases. One hundred and thirty-seven (137) cases 
or 66% of the total completed .reports 1vere recommended for incarceration 
in the second year. These reconu::: ndations 1vere followed by the court 
in 134 or 98% of the cases. It is also interesting to note that a 
comparison of dispositions by the Impact Courts and similar cases 
analyzed by a JUSSIH Model in Eal timore Ci ty shO'ived li ttle disparity 
between cases incarcerated and cases receiving probation. Thus it may 
be possible that no greater amount of cases received probation as a 
result of presentence investigations being completed. (See Table 4 
for a complete breakdown of these percentages.) 

Implied ,vi thin the framework of this goal is the idea not only 
to identify potential offenders best suited for community-based treat­
ment but also to increase the number of individuals ,vho may possibly 
qualify for and benefit from these services. Evaluation of this aspect 
is difficult and potentially costly. 

Objective D: This obj ective of the grant relates to 1vhat was 
originally considered a secondary purpose of the project, intensive 
superVJ.sl,on. The chart below gives t.he total caseload of the project 
as of August 5, 1975. 

NlJt.IDER OF ACTIVE CASES TOTAL TOTAL GRAND 
PER AGENT ACTIVE TERHINATED TOTAL 

20 0* I 23 23 66 15 81 
i 

~ ,~ 

*NOTE: This agent ,vas recently employed. 
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The average active case10ad per agent approximated 8.5 cases 
during the first year and 17 cases per agent during the second year. 
The recommended average in the original grant application was 20 cases 
per ag~nt. 

Hith regard to recidivism, the project director reports that since 
the implementation of the project, 19 clients have been rearrested for 
a total of Lf1 separate arrests ,.,hich resulted in 52 separate charges. 
Eighteen (18) of the 19 persons arrested have been found guilty on at 
least one charge, thus the project is currently showing a 22% recidivism 
rates based on convictions. These guilty findings have not in all 
cases led to futher incarcerations. Six (6) clients have had their 
probation revoked due to these subsequent offenses and have been in­
stitutionalized. Hithout a "control group" or at least independent 
statistics on "Impact" offenders under general probation supervision, 
it is difficult to analyze the significance of this data. (Note: For 
a comparison of initial offense and subsequent offense data, see 
Table 5.) 

In SUlllJnary, it appears that this proj ec t is meeting its own 
stated objectives, and it does not seem to be in any way restricting 
the Impact Courts in meeting the Commission objective of disposing 
:;ases 'within 90 days. The workload of the agents is at full strength 
with approximately seven to eight iqvestigations a month and an active 
supervision case10ad of 20 or more c1i.ents. One audit was conducted on 
this project in the first year and no exceptions were found. Any 
recommendations of future audits should be incorporated into subsequent 
funding awards. 



HOiITH 

October 1974 

November 1974 

December 1974 

January 1975 

February 1975 

l1arch 1975 

April 1975 

1975 

June 1975 

July 19~5 

TOTAL 

PART I 

3F 

TABLE 1 

PIlS-S~NTEN 'JE A S'rIVITIES fjONPLETSD 
OCTOBER 1, 1974 through J1QY 31, 1975 

PluTE II TOT_fI.1 AVE11AGE TIHE ... - . 

9 7 16 130 6 days 

9 5 1!~ 1300 days 

9 II 20 13 .. 7 days 

4 8 12 13.7 days 

9 8 17 13 .. 3 days 

9 12 21 13,,6 days 

17 7 24 13,,5 days 

16 14 30 16 .. 5 days 

12 17 29 17.2 days 

15 15 30 12.2 days 

109 10h 213 14.0 days 

,}Ol1J·mrrS 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 14 days 

o exc:eeded 14 days 

11 exceeded 14 days 

12 exceeded 14 days 

o exceeded 1h days 

23 exceeded 14 days 

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

..... -

.. ' .... ·,tt~ I" I •• , ........ . 
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TABLE 2 

PRE-SENTENCE AjTIVITIES (!ONPLE'rED 
NOVENBER, 1973 through APRIL, 1974 

HONTH PART I PART II TOTAL ATIRl\(}E TIN3 ~mll~NTS . 

November 1973 13 7 20 12 + days o exceeded 14 days 

December 1973 2 10 12 i9.2 days o exceeded 14 days 
---

January 19'74 15 12 27 11.5 days o exceeded 1h days 

February 1974 9 16 25 12.4 days o exceeded 14 days 

March 1974 8 16 24 13.0 days o exceeded 14 d~s 

April 1974 18 21 39 13.7 days o exceeded 14 days 
- " ~~ 

Hay 1974 20 13 33 13 .. 5 da_ys o exceeded 14 days 

June 1974 12 19 31 13.6 days o exceeded 14 days 

July 1974 9 6 15 12 .. 5 days o exceeded 14 d~s 

6 II 17 12.3 days o exceeded 14 days --

September 1974 15 J.O 25 13.5 days o exceeded 14 days 

------------------------------------------~----------------------------
TO'l'l\L 127 268 12.75+ NO P8PORTS EXU~EDED 

14 DAYS 



HON'l'H 

Octvher 1974 

NOVi;mber 1974 

December 1974 

J rumary 1975 

Februnry 1975 

Harch 1975 

April 1975 

1975 

truly 1975 

TOTAL 

, 3H' 

TABLE :3 

UTILIZATION OF PSI IN IMPA~T COURTS 

(From OSTOBER 1, 1974 through JULY 31, 1975) 

IMPAST C~SS DISPOSED n!pA~T CAS,];S DISPOS~D 
TIT PA.I-lT I AND P:\...T.?T II viI'1'H PSI 

38 34 

lJ. 8 

22 20 

18 11-1. 
\'0 

25 20 

19 15 

32~ 28 

26 20 

29 27 

h6 39 

268 225 

,·· .... ••• ... ' •••• 1 •••••••••• 

PERr:8rT'r OF 
TOTAL ~!\.33S 

89% 

73% 

91% 

78% 

8o~ 

79«, 

82% 

77% -, 

93% 

85~ 

84;g 
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::::::.ornmendations 
_ Pre-SentenGe 

=::vestigations 

.::-r:.ommandations 
" Pre-sentence 
::-Testigations 
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TABLE 4 

R~Gm:Ei:1HDATION - DISPOSITION ~mlEL.~ . .'rrmT 

Pr.obation . 
,-, 

Incarceration' 

Probation 

Incarceration 

NOV-C:HB~R 1973 to SEP'I'EHa~R 30, 1974 

DISPOSITIm) OF ~OURT --

PR03 AT I OlT 

66 cases or 75% 
of probation 
recommendations 

5 cases or 1~;i 
of incarceration 
recommendations 

. 71 Probatl.on 
Dispositions 

* 

I INCt~RG3RATION 

22 cases or 25% 
of probation 
recommendations 

1J.t) cases or 96,:; 
of incarceration 
recommendations 

p • 
. 

1hO,Incarc~Iatlon 
Dispositions 

OGT09~R 1, 1974 to JULY 30, 1975 

DISPOSITTON 01;' 80Urt'T' - j 
. , -

PROBATION nr'~ARC:ERATION - ---
37 cases or 52;6 34 cases or 48.~ 
of probation of probation 
recommendations reconnnenda tions 

3 cases or 2% 134 cases or 98;& 
of incarceration of incarceration 
recornm.endations recommende.tions 

* 

TOTAL 

88 probation 
recommendations or 42% 
of total recommendations 

12"3 Incarceration - - - -
re~ornrnendations or 58% 
of total recommendation2 

211 total recommendatio!::., 
and dispositions 

TOTAL - - - - - ..... - - - - -- - ... 

71 probation 
reconnnendations or 3h% 
of total recommendationS' 

137 incarceration 
recommendations' or 66~~ 
of total reco~endations 

... 40 Probatl.on ~ 
Disposi'tions 

168 Incarceratl.on''t I 20B total recommendation~ 
Dispositions I and dispositions 

'~Note: A JUSSIH Hodel developed in Baltimore City for the same crime 
types disposed in Fiscal Year 1973 indicated '156 cases receiving probation 
and 353 cases receiving incarceration thus rep'l::esenting a 70-30 ratio. 



TABLE 5 

HE-ARREST DATA 

Client Original Number of Probation Guilty of. at 
l-Iumber Charge Arrest Charges a~d Dispositions Revoked least one charge 

1 Larceny 3 arrests 6-24-74 - AssauJ_t - $50.00 fine - Yes Yes 
3-18-74 (96 days) 10-21-74 ~ Disorderly Conduct - $50.00·fine 

10-23-74 - Halicions Destruction -.-' 
11-23-74 - Assault and Robberf - Guilty 

2 Storehouse 1 arrest 12-10-74 - Shoplifting - 90 days Yes Yes Breaking 

3 Burglary 2 arrests 8-10-74 - Disorderly Conduct - Pi'liT w 
c.... 6-10-74 (66 days) 10-17-74 - Receiving Stolen Goods - 6 months Yes Yes 

4 Burglary 1 arrest 10-27-74 - Burglary - 18 months Pending Yes 
10-17-74 (10 days) ... • 

'>. 

5 Larceny 1 arrest 1-24-75 - Possession of Handgun - Not Guilty No No 
5-29-74 (205 days) 1-24-75 - Defacing Serial number - Hot Guilty 

6 Accessory 3 arrests 10-30-74 - Assault - Dismissed No Yes 
to Hurder (103 days) 10-30-74 - Handgun Violation - Not Guilty 
7-17-74 10-30-74· - Obliterating Serial Number - Not Guilty 

5-10-75 - Loitering - 10 days 
7-2-75 - Shoplifting - pending 

7 Perverted 1 arrest 6-17-74 - Burglary - 18 months Yes Yes 
Practice (96 days) 
3-11-74 



TABLE 5 -~inued -
Client Original NUi'71ber of Prob3.tion Guilty of at - I 

l~ur::ber Char.,<e Arrest ~har~es and Dispositions Hevoked least one charse 

8 Assault 4 arrests 6-11-7h - Glue Sniffing - stet Violation Yes 
2-7-74 (124 days) 7-31-74 - Glue Sniffing - 18 months Probation Pending 

11-5-74 - Disorderly t;onduct - 10 days 
11-5-74 - ReSisting Arrest - 10 days 
12-20-74 - Failure to Appear 

9 Larceny 1 arrest 11-10-74 - Disorderly Conduct - $25~OO '~ontinued Yes 
8-29-7h (71 days) 11-10~74 - Interfering - 6 months 

10 Ha..Tlslaughter 2 arrests 3-12-74 - Shoplifting - 18 months Probation Yes Yes 
1-14-74 (58 days) 7-26-74 - Handgun Violation - Dismissed 

- Robbory with Deadly 1';eapon - 7 Y8ars 

II Robbery w 

10-2-74 2 arrests 11-7-74 - Assatllt and Battery - Not Guilty Continued Yes ~ . 
(35 days) 5-5-75 - Shoplifting - 2 years Probation 

12 Robbery 1 arrest 2-25-75 - Possession of Harijuana - $25.00 'Continued Yes 
'h'i th Deadly (399 days) 
i'!e av on 
1~16-74 

13 Assault 1 arrest 4-10-75 - Attempted Theft - 60 days Pending Yes 
9-20-74 (210 days) 

14 Robbery 1 arrest 7-29-74 - Robbery id.th Deadly Heapon - 20 years Yes Yes 
lYi th Deadly (137 days) 7-29-74 - Robbery - Guilty 
i'leapon 
3-12-74 



Client 
i-!urlbei' 

1"" -~ 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Ch<::rge 
----"--

Eanslaughter 
5-31-74 

Robbery 
2-11-74 

Robbery 
7-17-7h 

Robbery 
2-21-74 

Attempted 
Robbery 
1-1i th Deadly 
1'7eanon 
6-f):74 

HU1'llber of 
.A.rrest 

1 arrest 
(343 o.n.ys) 

5 arrests 
(175 days) 

3 arrests 
(57 days) 

2 arrests 
(128 days) 

5 arrests 
(49 days) 

Note: Number of days Ll1 parenthesis 
in co1u.1Th.'1. 3 is the time bet1;een 
beine placed on probation and 
the first arrest. 

Continued 

Charges ~'1d Dispositions 

4-4-75 - Diso-rder1y -~onduct - PHV' 

8-6-74 - Breaking and Entering 
9-5~74 - Assault - Disnissed 
9-5-74 - Break~nG a'1.d Entering - Dismissed 
1-28-75 - Robber1r -
2-L~-75 - Trespassing - 18 months Probation 
7-10-75 - Shoplifting - 30 days 

9-14-74 - Disorderly Conduct - P1Vii 
9-27-74 - ASS~l.1l1t - Noile Prosse 
10-23-74 -. Assault a~1 Robbery - Guilty, Probation 

6-29-74 - Trespassing - Dismissed 
8-8-74 - Filing False Report - $50.00 
8-8-74 - Assault by spitting - $50.00 
8-8-74 - Resisting Arrest - $50.00 
8-8·-74 - l1ulicious Destruction - Dismissed 

7-25-74 - Breaking and Entering - GUilty 
9-6-74 - Possession of Harijuana - Not Guilty 
10-25-74 - Failure to Appear - 30 days 
4-19-75 - Larceny - stet 
4-27-75 - Unauthorized Use - Dismissed 

Probation 
Revoked 

No 

Pending 

Continued 

No 

No 

-

; 

of at 
1e.:J.~t one ~r:arge -

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

~ 
Yes 

Yes 
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PAST PROGRESS 

A I. GENERAL TNFOR:'!ATION 

]'rojcct Title: Community Treatment (Baltimore City Intensive Probation) Project, 

~~pHcant: Department of Juvenile Services 

. .Implemen ting Agency: Department of Juvenile Services 
. 

Project Director: Mr. Franklin Chesley 

II. A~']ARD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Year 

_
Date 0_1 "', .. ~rJ: ., h 19 ,'.arc. ,.1.973 Date of ,A\~ard.: October tl , 1974 

Gri'nt Pc~_ {"d'. S t b' 11' 1173 " -- cp err. (!l:, to L~<!?te.'11be;: 30, 1974 

Approved 
First Yc~rls Bud~ct: 

Grant pm'iod: October 1, 1974 to September 30, 1975 

Approved 

Perbor.nel 
Equipne:nt 
Consult<Jnts 
Trav-:!l 
Consc':::lb1'cs 
Rental 
Other 

TOTAL$ 

r0deral' 
_.§.h;m~_ 

$207, 8.2l~ 
12,000 

96,292 

$316;116 

M:.!tching 
S:'a~ 

$13,320 
28,000 
15,750 
5,700 

19,528 
2,000 

$84,298 

Second Yenr's Budget: 

!n-~ iacczory 

$ 2,352 .. fcrsonne1 
F.qu ip;;-.ent 
Consultants 
'I'ravel 
Consur.lab1es 
Rental 

18,722 .Other 

$21,074 TOTALS 

Federal M3tching 
2-~ sh~t'"c 

$325,990 $ 36,221 ... 
18,000 2,000 
13,500 ~ 1,500 

8,820 9S0 
27,000 3,000 
78! 795 8,756 

$472,105 $ 52,457 

Budget Explanations and Hodifications: During the second year of project 
operation, the budget w'as modified on Harch 13, 1975 - when $325 ,vas trans­
ferred from Category E (Consumable Supplies) to Category B, (Equipment) to 
purchase an additional office desk and chair. 
\ , 

... 
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III. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a 11igh Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Nayor's Coordinating Council on C:ciminal Justice completed a Three­
Year Action Plan Ivhich indicated the methods by which the City of Baltimore 
would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
~ggravated assault and burglary. The Plan ioentified seven major program areas, 
one of which relates to prevention of youth crime by Baltimore youth. 

During 1971-1972, approximately 400 boys lo7ere committed to juvenile insti­
tutions because of Impact offenses; at the same time, the Baltimore City 
Juvenile Court waived jurisdiction and transferred over 300 such youngsters 
for prosecution as adult offenders. The applicant cited a study by the John 
Hmo7ard Association Ivhich commented critically on the increasing reliance upon 
both waiver and institutionalization. The Association predicted that if the 
Department of Juvenile Services expanded its community-based programs while 
strengthening institutional programs for the few youth requiring secure custody, 
the lo7aiver and institutionalization rates could be cut in half within a decade. 
The applicant has cited the excessive costs and unsatisfactory treatment 
effectiveness in support of the above-stated position. Based on the Association's 
recommendations, and in conjunction l-lith the Nayor' s Coordinating Council and 
Governor's Commission staffs, the Department of Juvenile Services planned this 
Baltimore'Community Treatment Project to match probation officer to youth using 
differential diagnosis and treatment methods. Another essential component is 
the small caseload size. Approximately 200 fifteeL-to-eighteen year old 
juvenile Impact offenders were to be selected. These would be adjudicated 
delinquents as a result of Impact offenses. The youth were to remain in the 
program for two years lo7hen pr~ject staff lo7ould make recommendations to the court 
for final disposition of the cases. Fifteen probation officers and supervisory 
staff were to be trained in various treatment methods and classification tech­
niques and provided with the necessary technical assistance and monitoring to 
insure the integrity of the project. 

On December 12, 1974, the Governor's Commission notified the Department of 
Juvenile Services that their second year request for the Impact funds for the 
lICommunity Treatment (Baltimore City Intensive Probation)" project had been 
approved in the amount of $746,717 for a two-year period subject to revie,07 after 
12 months. The Acceptance of Grant Award and Conditions was signed by the 
Director of the Department of Juvenile Services on January 27, 1975 and the pro­
ject Ivas considered fully implemented at that time. 

At the time of the Commission alo7ard, the award was reduced by $338,340 
because additional justification was needed to consider funds for travel, office 
supplies, medical expenses, group activities, cash assistan.ce, clothing and con­
sultant fees. On December 12, 1974, a supplemental mo7ard was made to the 
Department of Juvenile Services in the amount of $243,000. The supplemental 
award request ,vQuld coincide with the initial amount producing a total Federal 
award of $989,717. 

The project staff was to consist of 27 persons, including a director, three 
clerk typis ts, one office clerk, three counseling supervisors, three lead ~vorkers, 
fifteen probation officers, and a research assistant. The staff was to be 

J 
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organized as illustrated in Chart 1. 

Research 
Ass't. 

UNIT ONE 

Supervisor 

'Lead Worker 

5 Probation Officers 
,. 

. 'CHART I 

.. .. 

DIRl);CTQR 
~----r--------r 

. 3 Clerk-Typists L Office Clerk 

. , ........... . 

, 'UNIT 'T\\TO 

Supervisor 

Lead Worker 
I 

• •• f"· •.••• 

• •••••••••• I • . . . . . . . . . . . . . , ..... 

. 'UNIT THREE 

Supervisor 

Lead Worker 

5 Probation Officers 5 Probation Officers 

At the time of project implementation, all staff positions were filled 
with the exception of the research assistant. This position ~vas subsequently 
disapproved by the Board of Public Horks. 

Staff training is cOllducted at two levels. Outside consultants, who were 
familiar with the policies and practices of the California Department of Youth 
Authority's Community Treatment Program, provided training before the program 
was implemented and will also offer periodic refresher courses for staff. In 
addition, counseling supervisors have provided additional inhouse training for 
new counseling staff. 

All special grant conditions were complied with by the grantee. 

The intake and screening process developed by project staff is structured 
to provide experimental and control groups for evaluation purposes. Eligibility 
standards ~vere developed in order to protect the public from the undue risk 
associated with community-based treatment of older, aggressive delinquents, 
and to use intensive treatment to deter youth with a high potential for insti­
tutional placement to the extent possible. Eligibility criteria for the program 

'are as follmlfs: 

1. Male resident of Baltimore City, 14.5-18 years of age. 

2. ,Charged with an Impact offense: Burglary, Robbery, Assault, and Larceny. 
In addition, in the juvenile system, the person-to-person crime of 
"purse snatching" is identified as a separate category, but is included 
here as a form of robbery. Also, in the juvenile system burglary and 
breaking and entering are combined into a single category. These charges 
are treated as equal for intake purposes. 

" 
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3. Within the jurisdiction of the Baltimore City Juvenile Court. 

4. May have been detained prior to adjudication under order of the Department's 
Intake Consultants (Police Detention), or the Juvenile Court (Court 
Detention). 

5. Found to have committed an Impact-type offense at the Adjudication Hearing. 

Ineligible to participate in the program are those juveniles \vho: 

1. Are found to have committee] intentional homicide; or 

2. Are found to have committed forcible rape; or 

3. Are found to have committed any offense involving the use of a gun; or 

4. Are found to have committed an assault CQUBing hospitalization of the 
victim; or 

5. Are found to have sold narcotics in addition to having committed an 
Impact offense; or 

6. Are evidencing severe mental problems necessitating referral to the 
Mental Hygiene or Mental Retardation Administration; or 

7. Are under a commitment order to a departmental institution at the time 
of the offense; or 

8. Are habitual drug users. 

Initially, the Court Assignment Office fonvards to the project staff the 
names of all youth who appear to meet the project's initial criteria. The project 
then identifies all the youths who can be seen \vithin three days. The names of 
the remaining youth are returned to the Assignment Office where they are retained 
for the control group. In this way, there is minimal delay in service, and no 
youth is deprived of service because of unnecessary "red tape. 1I Within three 
days all youth are seen. Some small number either reject the project or are 
rejected by the project as ineligible. The reason is noted for those who do not 
come into the project and they are assigned to the control group. 

A youth Hho comes into the project must agree to a term of probation which 
may be longer than he would othenvise receive. No youth are encouraged to 
participate in the project if he or his parents object, because both parties are 
an integral part of the treatment process. Those who reject the project as Hell 
as those rejected constitute, according to the grantee, a small but important 
subgroup in the controls. 

Project intake is designed to obtain a random selection of youth for experi­
mental and control groups. The control group consists of a large number of 
youth not seen by the project at all and t\vO smaller subgroups of youth that did 
not meet the program's admission criteria. 
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For all control group youth, a card file is maintained. It contains the 
following information: name, address, birthdate, docket number, offense, and 
control group category. This information will be used at a later date, in 
order to obtain fo1lmv-up data for evaluation purposes from the Department of 
Juvenile Services. 

At full capacity, approximately 200 youth would be in intensive supervision 
in the experimental group. Data supplied by the applicant indicated that as 
of July, 1975, there were 195 project participants. Once intake is completed 
and the project reaches its 200 client capacity, then the number ~vill remain a 
stable figure. It will only change if a client has been terminated from the 
project and another client can be picked up. Statistics maintained by the 
applicant as of July, 1975, show the experimental group is composed of the 
follo\ving Impact offenders: 

Impact Category Number of Clients in Project 

Purse snatching 13 
Assault 65 
Bur glary-Breaking and Entering 87 
Robbery 27 
Arson, shoplifting and arson 3 

TOTAL 195 

Subsequent to intake, the client is contacted and an a~)?ointment is made 
for the client to come to one of the three units for a taped inteJ:vie~\,·t:o 

determine the Interpersonal }faturity Level (III" Le.vel). 

The "1 Levell! classificati'on theory was utilized by the Community Treatment 
Program in California as a means of classifying offenders relative to treatment 
planning, goal setting, and program organization. The theoretical formulation 
is based upon a sequence of personality (or character) integrations in normal 
childhood development. This sys tern focuses upon the ~vays in ~vhich the individual 
is able to perceive himself and the world, especially in terms of emotions and 
motivations. According to the theory, seven successive stages of interpersonal 
maturity characterize psychological development. They range from the least 
mature, w-hich resemble the interpersonal reactions of a ne~vborn infant, to an 
ideal of social maturity \vhich is seldom or never reached in our present culture. 
Each of the seven stages, or levels, is defined by a crucial interpersonal problem 
which must be solved before further progress toward maturity can occur. Seven 
levels have been identified, but only levels 2 through 4 describe the juvenile 
delinquent population. Associated \vith these working levels are nine subtypes 
with a specific behavior pattern and treatment plan. (See Table II). 
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fABLE II 

III Leve1" Delinquent Subtypes and Code Names 

= 

CO]))~ NMlE DELINQUENT SUBTYPES 
~--------------------~----~ 

12 As 
Ap 

13 Cfm 
Cfc 
Hp 

Ilf Ha 
Nx 
Se 
Ci . 

Asocial; Aggressive 
Asocial, Passive 

Confor.mist, Immature 
Confor.mist, .Cultural 
Hanipulator 

Neurotic, Acting-Out 
Neurotic, Anxious 
Situational Emotional Reaction 
Cultural Identifie~ . 

Two project staff members trained as diagnosticians, conduct the taped in­
tervim" ~.,i th the youth and make a final diagnosis as to the "I Level. II A prr' 
bation officer whose sensitivity, talents and interests are compatible is 
"matched" to a youth, and a t~.,o-year treatment strategy plan is developed to 
reflect the youth's overall level of maturity, response to others, self-image, 
and other unique features of his personal life situation. In addition, the 
diagnosticians ~vi11 also develop the control list. 

As originally outlined in the proposal, the differential treatment tech­
niques used by this project ~vere based upon the determination of an Interpersonal 
Haturity Level ("I Level"), matching the youth ~vith a worker whose personDl style 
is amenable to ~vorking with the behavior associated with a given "I Levell!, and 
thGn developing an individualized treatment plan. The matching of workers to 
specific til Levels II and SUbtypes is based on the California e)..--perience which 
found that ~vhen ~yorker style and youth style were compatible, extraneous factors 
~vhich interfered with attaining treatment goals could be eliminated. 

A plan modifying the matched worker requirement component of the project had 
to be implemented due to State personnel regulations. According to the applicant, 
this modification strengthens the experimental design in that it permits compari­
son of matched and unmatched Horkers. It is anticipated that the evaluation 
research design will reflect a test of the independent effects of ~vorker matching 
and diagnostic grouping. 

Subsequent to the development of a differential treatment plan for the client, 
a variety of differential treatment techniques such as group home placement, 
employment, individual, group and family counseling, recreation activities, and 
tutoring arc employed by the probation of Hcer to achieve specific client obj ec­
tives. Additional services such as clothing, medical, eye, and dental examinations 
are offered to all clients. Cultural and recreational activities such as spurts, 
dances, outings and plays have been developed in order :'0 offer the youth a 
variety of experiences. 

I 
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The probation officer remains on call 24 hours, and is available to his 
probationers and contacts his clients at such times ,,,henever and ,.,herever 
necessary. In addition, he insures that his probationers observe the conditions 
of their probation, and report violations. If additional services are needed 
outside the program, he refers his clients to the appropriate community agencies. 

The "I Leve1" classification system ,.,as not designed to screen out youth 
with serious emotional problems; hm"ever, a few youths IVith severe problems have 
come into the program, and their difficulties became apparent as they demanded 
a great deal of the staff's time. Occasionally, a youth has become involved in 
a situation that required the efforts of more than one staff member, or a quick 
response that required the skill of a senior staff person. To handle these 
situations a II critica1 incident file" was created so that the Project Director 
vlOu1d immediately knovl of and review situations that threatened to cause undue 
stress for a youth, or divert too much staff time from the main project mission. 
One immediate result of this has been the creation of procedures for diagnosing 
and screening out youth ,.,ho manifest apparently psychotic behavior. The result 
has been an increase in staff time available for the main treatment objective. 

As previously mentioned, the Baltimore Community Treatment project is a 
replication of the Intensive Probation Project developed by the California Youth 
Authority; however, the Baltimore City project does not have the ,.,ealth of re­
sources that were available in California. The Community rrreatment Project has 
had to independ0utly develop procedures as ,,,ell as supportive services to accom­
plish these ends. The Port of Baltimore Sea School was originally designed and 
funded as the career component of the project. As of July, 1975, 14 of their 
clients are enrolled in the Sea School, a non-residentia~ academic and vocational 
program. Contact is made by the probation officer ,.,ith the staff of Sea School 
to follow his client's progress in the program. It is anticipated that some of 
the youths '''ill be phased out of the program in the near future. 

Additionally, a residential facility was made available through purchase 
of care funds under the High Impact grant for those youth '-lho needed facilities 
outside their homes. Eleven youths from the Community Treatment Project have 
been referred to this facility during the past grant year. (See Past Progress 
Report on Residential Facilities.) It was envisioned that this project ,,,ould 
have utilized this program of residential placement more frequently. 

The original proposal, as approved, contemplated a substantial monitoring­
evaluation effort. The Program-Research Cons~tltant spent considerable time 
preparing an 'RFP and helping the project organize its recordkeeping so that it 
could cooperate ,,,ith a monitoring-evaluation effort. The additional position of 
research assistant that was approved in the second year would have provided the 
evaluation and monitoring effort that ,,,as needed ;hm.,ever, this ne,., positions was 
subsequently disapproved by the Board of Public Horks. According to the applicant, 
the project does not have the capability for a formal evaluation. It has the 
capability to do limited data collection and analysis for reports necessary to 
account for project activities. In addition, no funds are available to permit 
follow-up through either record or computer check. The project has compiled 
a control group list of Impact offenders and these 'vere youth who were in courts 
for Impact offenses at the time of project intake; however, the project does not 
have the resources to complete a fo11mv-up on the control group at this time. 
A decision is still pending on the evaluation component. 
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IV. ANALYSIS 

The Community-Based Intensive Probation Project was developed to achieve 
the follol-1ing objectives: 

Objective I: 
Objective II: 
Objective III: 

Reduce the rate of recidivism among Impact 
Reduce the institutional population. 
Decrease the cost of treatment resources 
quents. 

offenders. 

for adjudged delin-

The anticipated reduction in the incidence of recidivism in Objective 1 is 
based on the probability that youths displaying anti-s0cial behavior '\vill ev.en­
tually commit crimes, and that through community-based intensive counseling, the 
probability can be reduced. The aspect of the program that is anticipated to 
have some effect on the attainment of this objective is the close relationship 
between the client and his probation officer. Due to the small caseloads of 
12-15 clients, the officer is able to intensify and personalize his relationship 
with his client. Statistics on the number and type of contacts bet,veen officer 
and client are maintained on a monthly basis. 

Data supplied by the applicant indicates that each worker averages approx­
imately 5.95 in person (individual and family) contacts with the client per 
month. An overall monthly average of 7.24 contacts are initiated by staff with 
or for the youth. (See Tables III and IV). During the next year, the project I s 
goal is to increase the average number of individual and family contacts to at 

. least ei~ht per month. 

TABLE III 

.............. TOTAL CONTACTS AND CASELOAD8 

NONTH IN-PERSON FAHILy e COLLA TERAL~I( 

October 352 319 160 

November 408 319 150 

December 479 316 156 

January 661 383 166 

Februaryb 714 LI07 281 

Marchc 596 347 212 

April 768 L.78 289 

Nay 909 517 290 

Juned 734 456 288 

Docs not include diagnostic interviews. 

l>. Intake completed. 

c. Staff training. 

d. StQff begin vacations. 

famil contacts. 

TOTAl, CONTACTS TOTAL CASELOAD 

831 103 

877 109 

951 145 

1210 184 

1402 213 

1155 207 

1535 205 

1716 198 

1478 195 

~'(O ther than staff i. e. employers, 
teachers, counselors. 
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TABLE IV 

AVERAGE HONTHLY :-IGNIFICANT CONTACTS 

HONTII IN-PERSON FMlILY SUD-TOTAL COT ,LATERAL* TOTAL 

October 3.42 3.10 6.51 1.55 8.07 

November 2.93 6.67 1.38 8.05 

December 3.30 2.18 5.48 1.08 6.56 

January 3.59 2.08 5.68 .90 6.58 

February 3.35 1.91 5.26 1.32 6.58 

Harch 2.88 1.68 4.56 1.02 5.58 

April 3.75 2.33 6.08 1.41 7.49 

Hay 2.61 7.20 8.67 

June 3.76 2.34 6.10 1.48 7.58 

Sub-total equals sioonific"nt ' .... contact "\nth "o\.lth ancl fn l'l J -om y. 

T,?tal equals significant contact 1Vith youth and 11 
(Not 'including families). co atero!. 

*Other than staff 1. e. employers, teachers, counselors. 

It should be noted that statistics provided by the Probation Department 
indicated that probation officers ,;dth caseloads of approximately 50 clients 
and providing intensive counseling services, are averaging 1.9 in person client 
contacts per month. In the Intensive Probation Project, clients are clearly 
receiving more intensified counseling services. However, the grantee states 
that frequency of client contact is based upon the client's individual needs 
and treatment objectives. 

According to the applicant, the aforementioned statistics do not reflect 
short telephone contacts, a visit initiated by the youth at the office or infor­
mal encounters in the street. The project probation officers remain on call 
seven clays a week, 24-11ours a day in the event that a crisis should arise involving 
his client. I>1hen a youth's problem is a result of a family situation or a situa­
tion outside the family structure, relatives and peer group associates are in­
volved in the counseling sessions. 
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An on-site vi8i t conducted by Commission staff indicated that 
extensive records <lre being maintained on client progress. Demo­
graphic data, educational history, family structure, employment back­
ground, health evaluations, delinquency history and treatment ob­
jectives arc the kinds of data that arc included in each youth's 
record. 

Statistics supplied by the"applicant reflect that a total of 
418 Impact Offenders have been proces~d through intake for the p~riod 
October, 1974 through July, 1975. Of the 418 youths, 223 comprise 
the control group and 195 arc actively participating in the program. 

A recidivist, as defined by the applicant, is an Impact Offender 
',r.df'.r the supervision of the project who is rearrested on a new 
(!,:: ge and has returned to court on that charge. According to the 
grantee, of the 217 youths that have been serviced by the project 
through August 22, 1975, 22 youths have been rearrested and have 
returned to court. Of these 22 youths whose cases have gone back to 
court, 20 were committed to juvenile institutions and two ,vere ,vaived 
to adult court where they received probation. These cases were 
closed by the project. Data on the total number of youths rearrested 
during the same time period is not available. 

The above mentioned data represents a 10.1% arrest rate for only 
youths that have been rearrested on a new charge and have returned to 
court on that charge, and a committment rate to juvenile institutions 
as a result of court dispOSitions of 9.21%. 

Additional data supplied by the applicant for June and July indicates 
that there were 42 rearrests for this time period with an average case­
load of 195 clients. This r'epresents a 10. 7% monthly rearrest rate for 
the months of June and July. It should be noted that these figures re­
present only those youths that have been rearrested on a new charge but 
no disposition has been made by the court. However, once a disposition 
is made by the court on these new charges the recidivism rate and the 
committment rate will probably increase. 

Objective II (reduce institutional population), is measured by the 
project's ,'11lingness to receive at intake juveniles who are adjudged 
delinquent and could be sent to an institution. The probation project 
is to provide community-based treatment and services for the youth 
during a period of court-ordered probation, in an attempt to prevent 
in8titutionallzution. The Department of Juvenile Services states that 
714 delinquents and 65 CINS were committed to Haryland training schools 
in fiscal 1974; hOFever, 805 delinquents and eight CINS ,vere committed 
in fiscal 1975. 

As prev~ously mentioned, 20 of the project's participants were 
committed to institutions during the past t,vo years. It is not possible 
to conclusively state whether the project has had any effect on the 
institutional comnitmcmt rate at this time although these commitments 
constitute 9.2% of the total number of clients receiving services through 
the proj Get. 
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Senate Bill 111064 which became effective in January, 1974, appears 
to have some impact on CINS commitments. The bill states that Children 
in Need of SUlJervision (runmvay) truant and ungovernable youth) cannot 
be committed to State institutions. It is possible that the new 
law has resulted in an increased number of deli.nquent commitments in 
cases that previously Ivere labelled CINS. 

Information obtained from the Baltimore City Police Department 
stated that during the first six months of 1974, 53.4% of all persons 
arrested by the Baltimore City Police Department for index offenses 
were under 18 year of age. Juveniles comprise 5.2% of all robbery 
arrest, 62.3% of all burglary arrests, 63.7% of all auto theft arrests 
and 57.2% of all larceny arrests during this time. It was also re­
ported that during the first six months of 1975, 51. 2% of all persons 
arrested for index offenses were under 18 year of age. . 

During this same period, juveniles comprised 20.7% of all murder 
arrests, 26% of all rape arrests~ 50% of all robbery arrests, 61% of 
all burglary arrests, 54% of all larceny arrests, and 60% of all auto 
theft arrests. 

As the data indicates, the percentage o{ juveniles committing 
crimes for the same time period in 1974 and 1975 has decreased by 2.2%. 
RO\vever, it is difficult to conclusively state that this proj ect has 
had any decrease on the percentage of juveniles committing crime in 
Baltimore City. Other unccntrollable variables such as the population 
and crime displacement should be taken into consideration. 

With respect to Objective III, data received from the Department of 
Juvenile Services states that it costs approximately $11,000 to $12,000 
to institutionalize a youth for one year. These costs include shelter 
and food. In comparison, the Community Treatment Project provided services 
for 217 youths over a two-year period, at a cost of $4,262.55 per client. 
\fuile this program appears to be less expensive than conmlittment to 
training schools there are two factors 'ivhieh tend to offset this advantage. 
The first is that a person committed to a training school 'ivould only remain 
there a short time before being transferred to the regular aftercare 
program. Regular aftercare is much less expensive than the C O1nmunity 
Treatment Project. Secondly) persons in the Community Treatment P roj ect 
may also be enrolled in other community programs such as group homes or 
the Sea School Hhich significantly increase the costs for that child. 

Data supplied by the applicant for the month of July indicated 
that approximately 80% of the project clients Here receiving services 
by agencies outside the project. (See Table VI). 
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TABLE VI 

PROJECT PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING SERVICES FROE OUTSIDE AGEW-:IES 

ACTIVITY 

A. Purchase of Service 
B. Sea School 
C. Neighborhood Youth Corps 
D. Hospitalization 
E. Group Home 
F. Job Corps 
G. Youth Service Center 
H. Employed 
1. School 

TOTAL 

NID-fBER OF CLIENTS 

1 
14 

8 
1 
3 (1 overnigh t) 
6 
9 

54 
72 

168 

Recreational and cultural activities have been developed by staff in order 
to offer the youth a ,vide spectrum of experiences. During the summer, picnics, 
team sports, and outings were sponsored by the program. 

In summal~, this project has made some progress towards accomplishing its 
objectives. The project appears to be a viable alternative for Baltimore City 
High Impact offenders. Intensified counseling and community resources are being 
provided by project staff. 

Finally, although an audit has not been completed on this project for the 
second year, 'vhen the audit is completed, the report recommendations should be 
implemented by the grantee. 
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PAST PROGRESS A 
1. GENERAL INFORHATION 

~roject Title: Diversion of Impact Offenders 

A£pHcant: Department of Juvenile Services 

"Implementing Agency: Department of Juvenile. Services 

)?r.oj ect Director: Ms. Jean Adams 

II. AWARD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Year 

Date of A~ard: March 9, 1973 Date of Award,:, October 4, 1974 

Grant Period: June 15, 1973 to September 30, 1974 Grant Period: October 1, 1974 to Septp.mber 30, 1975 

Approved 
~YC:ll"'S Budget: 

Approyc.d 
Second Year's Budget: 

Equip:::ent 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consuoables 
Rental 
Other 

$ 22,342 

139,302 
494 

Matching 
Sha.c. In-Kind 
----~---

$ 340 
35,037 

250 
228 

1,100 

$ .13,491 

3,000 

Category 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consuroab1ea 
Rental 
Other 

Fedj3ral 
Share 

?362,160 

Matching 
..2h-~ 

$ 32,631 
1,200 
1,583 
2,700 

456 
1,674 

'J.'OTALS $162,138 '$36,955 $16,491 TOTALS $362,160 $ 40,244 

i , 

Budget Explanations and Modifications: During the second year of project 
operation the following modifications were approved by the Commission: 

a. March 21, 1975 - $6,700 was transferred from personnel to 
absorb the costs of consultants and unanticipated equipment 

'l need (i. e. typewriter, secretarial desk.) The type\l7riter 
and desk ,.;rere in-kind contributions by tile .oaltilllore Ur~an 
League through January, 1975. 

b. July 9, 1975, funds allocated for staff training 'were reallocated 
to each individual project's budget with the stipulation that 
the training be provided by one consultant group to all project 
staff • 

c. August 13, 1975, $800 ~.;rere transferred from contractual to 
personnel to absorb salary raises in the b.;ro state positions. 
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Appro~cd Expansion from the First to ~econd Year: Funds were requested for 
the second year in order to sub-contract with another community group in 
Soutlmcst Baltimore. The contract was m'7arded to COIL (Communities Organized 
to Improve Life) follovling the competitive bid process, and recently approved 
by the Commission. 
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III. PROJECT DEVELOPNENT A1>1D OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight .cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program des:igned to fight violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a 
Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of 
Baltimore ~vould impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of which relates to prevention of youth crime. 

The Department of Juvenile Services l first year application for this 
project noted that the Baltimore City Juvenile Court handled 5,728 cases 
involving Impact offenses in fiscal year 1972. Of the 5,728 cases, 41.1% 
(2,353) involved youthful offenders under the age of fourteen years. riost 
of the youthful Impact offenders (1,594) ~>Jere sent through the court pro-
cess and handled formally. The intent of this program was to provide a 
constructive alternative to the court procp.ss; it Has hoped that the youths 
diverted from the court Hould not become entrenched in a criminal career. 
Further investigation indicated that the Central Hest, North\"est and C~ntral 
Southeast areas of Baltimore contained the greatest concentration of juvenile 
Impac t offenses. Figures, upon Hhich these conclusions w'ere based, Here 
gathe-ced by a private consultant contracted by the Department of Juvenile 
Services ~>Ji th the use of High Impact funds. The consultant also helped in the 
planning Rnd early implementation stage of this ~ and other, Departme.nt of 
Juvenile Services Impact Programs. Following the planning Hhich led to the 
formulation or the l1Prevention of Youth Crime" portion of the Baltimore City 
High Impact Plan, the Department of Juveni.le Services coordinated with 
Commission and the Hayor's Coordinating Council staff to develop this grant 
proposal. Technical assistance 'vas provided by the staff of the Pre-Trial 
Intervention Impact project, a diversion project which is currently operating 
in its fourth year under State funding. 

The Diversion of Impact Offenders Project was originally funded in 
1973 in the amount of 162,138. The Commission approved the second and third 
year grant on October 3, 1974 with an at"ard to the Department of Juvenile 
Services in the amount of 749,996. Notification of acceptanc,: of grant a\vard 
and conditions -was received by the Conunission on November 15, 1974 and the 
project ~>Jas considered fully implemented at that time. 

During the project's first year of operation, while the three sub-contract 
groups Here operating in the southeast, central west and east areas of the 
city) it 1;>Jas determ.ined that a significant num.ber of 10-14 year old impact 
offenders resided within the southwest sector of Baltimore City. Of the 4,777 
adjudicated impact offenders referred to fultimore City's Juvenile Services 
Administration in 1974, 1,890 were residents of Southwest Baltimore. 

Therefore, the grant application submitted for the second and third 
year of funding requested funds to implement a fourth diversion group in 
Southwest Baltimore. The contract has recently been approved by the Governor's 
Commission and the Juvenile Services Administration. 
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Second year federal funds were utilized to provide the applicant 
with a project coordinator, secretary, research analyst and the personnel 
of the 4 community groups (East Baltimore Community Corporation (EBCC), 
Southeast Community Corporation (SEeO), Baltimore Urban League (BUL), 
Communities Organized to Improve Life (COIL), as outlined in Chart I. 
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The project coordinator has sole responsibility for intake and 
evaluation for the project as well as primary responsibility for train­
ing and agency coordination. The person employed in this position holds 
a Bachelor of Arts degree as well as a Masters of Social Work degree. 

Project director positions are firled by individuals whose qualifi­
cations match the job descriptions outlined in the application (a 
minimum?f a co~lege degree and several years experience"). The directors 
are~resport~ible for hiring and directing their staffs and are directly 
accountable to the Proj ect .. Coordinator. With the exception of the COIL 
project, all project directors were hi~ed in June of 1973. 

Although specific educational levels are not identified for progralll 
counselors, the application outlines broad qualifications such as 
familiarity with 10-1/+ year aIds and their communities. The qualifications 
of the counselors at each community agency are outlined below: 

East Baltimore Communitv Corporation (EBCC): One counselor earned a 
bachelor's degree in Social Hork ;nd has experience in counseling. A 
second counselor graduated from high school, attended junior college and 
has lived in East Baltimore. The third counselor, also from East Baltimore, 
attended college for three years and has several years of counseling • 
experience. The fourth counseling position, previously held by a college 
graduate, is presently vacant due to a resignation but is scheduled to be 
filled in August, 1975 .. To date, according to the Project Coordinator, 
this position has not yet been filled. 

Baltimore Urban League (BUL): 'rIvo counselors have college degrees. 
One is attending a community college and another is attending Bay College. 
All four counselors have previous experience. 

Southeast Community Organization (SECO): One counselor is one course 
credit short of receiving a B.A. degree and has extensive counseling experience 
in the Southeast Area. The second counselor has an eleventh grade education, 
about four years experience working 'ivith children in her neighborhoou, 
experience as a school aide and has serv~d as a volunteer for several community 
projects. The third counselor has attended junior college for one year, has 
worked as a leader of youth activities and is also a Southeast resident. 

Communities Organized .~o Improve Life (COIL): The contract was recently 
approved and the project has not become fully operational. In short, although 
several of the counselors lack the technical credentials of a college educa­
tion, their previous counseling and onununity experience generally seem to 
qualify them for this type of community-based program. 
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The q~alifirations of the part-time tutors and teachers are o~tlined 
below: 

Two part-time teachers: EBCC and BUL 

Part-time teachers are certified and teaching regular classes in 
the Baltimore City school system. 

Four part-time tutors: EBCC and BUL 

Part-time tutors are high school graduates and college students 
possessing basic educational skills. 

Training funds were originally incorportated in the Juvenile Services 
Administration budget for the purpose of assuring uniformity and relevancy 
of all training activities. Due to discrepancies between the hourly rates 
employed by State Government in contrast to federal grant regulations, and 
due to delayed contract approval, training proposals were not implemented. 
To avoid further delays, training funds have been transferred from the J$A 
segment of the budget to each sub-contractor. These funds will be used 
individually, though a single trainer will be contracted to train each 
proj ec t' s staff. 

To mitigate the effects of postponed training, each sub-contractor 
was encour.aged to send staff members to a one-'Iveek training program 
sponsored by the Juvenile Services Administration. All staff members of 
EBCC (with the exception of the project director) attended--as did the 
projec.t coordinator and tlVO counselors from BUL. SEeo declined the invita­
tion because this 'Ivas not a mandatory tl",:1ining program, hmvever, another 
training session is scheduled for November and this is mandatory for all 
proj ec t staff. 

Staff were trained according to the Helping Hodel developed by Juvenile 
Services Administration trainers. Instruction in interviewing, counseling 
techniques, problem identification and action planning Ivere the focal points. 
This training 'Ivas an adequate prelude to more intensive-action oriented train­
ing. A follow-up training program, designed to reinforce techniques learned 
and to introduce alternative methodologies, will be offered during the next 
six months. 

All special conditions 'Ivere resolved by the Commission staff and the 
grantee. 
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IV. PROJECT OPERATION 

The major goals of the project are: 

1. To divert approximately 120, 10-14 year old Impact offenders 
out of the juvenile justice system into community-operat~d 
social services programs ,,]i th the hope that the youth would 
avoid the negative reinforcing effect and detrimental impact 
of the formal court process. (This obj ec tive was modified 
so that the project could serve 210, 10-14 year olds. The 
breakdo,,-Jn of projected service per proj Bct is BUL-60, EBCC-60, 
SECO-45, and COIL-45 at 90 day intervals.) In addition, the 
Northwest Baltimore Corporation (NWBC) which was operating 
a youth service bureau under a block grant, offered to service 
approximately 30 10-14 year old diverted Impact offenders 
from their area of the city. As of December, 1974, NWBC 
is no longer providing this courtesy service to the project; 

2. To prevent the repetition of Impact offenses by youthful 
offenders; 

3. To improve the total family's ability to deal"more c:on­
structively with its own problems; 

4. To remove concrete obstacles effecting the family's 
ability to cope, for example, dealing with physical 
and financial problems that affect the \ve11 being of 
the family, to teach families and communities hmv to 
deal with existing a.gencies and to utilize and recruit 
appropriate services from them; 

5. To improve the social skills of the youth by improving 
parent - youth communication, youth-social communica­
tions; and 

6. To reintegrate the youth and the youth's parents into the 
conununity life through involvement \vith concerned citizen 
volunteer staff personnel. 

Initially, the project was designed 'to serve 10-14 year old impact 
offenders who reside wi thin specifically defined geographic areas of 
Baltimore city. Hmvever, during the first year of proj ect operation, 
referrals fall short of the numbers originally projected. An administrative 
decision by the proj ec t direc tor \Vas made to increase the number of impac t 
related offenses that the project accepts. Currently the project classifies 
larceny, burglary, breaking and entering, shopli£il'lg, assault and robbery, 
assault with a deadly weapon, assault, purse snatching, intent to use a 
deadly iveapon and aggravated assault as impact related offenses. 
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The sole source of potential participants is Juvenile Services intake. 
Recently a new referral procedure has been implemented at Department of 
Juvenile Services intake, which requires all intake consultants to channel 
police complaints to the overall program coordinator. In order for the 
project to be used as a viable resource by Juvenile Services, it has 
become necessary for the project to accept for participation all appropriate 
delinquency charges that can be diverted from the court, however the impact 
offender has priority for acceptance into the project. Non-impact offenders 
are only accepted ~vhen there is a vacancy that cannot be filled ,dth an 
impact offender. Excluded from the delinquency charges that the project will 
accept are false alarms, drug charges and sex offenses, which require a 
different type of service. 

The coordinator of the Diversion project, ~vorking closely with the 
Department of Juvenile Services Court Intake staff, makes the initial 
determination as to who ,vill be referred to the Diversion project on the 
basis of age, offense and resiency requirements. The Coordinator screens 
out, from a Court-provided llst, youths with pending charges, youths charged 
with non-related impact offenses, youths who refuse to participate, are 
severely retard~'d, are out of the boundaries serviced by the Community groups, 
who have had prior charges, or were arrested with other children meeting the 
above criterion. First time, 10-14 year old Impact offenders residing in 
the target areas are identified as potential clients fo~ the program. Once. 
referrals are intercepted by the project coordinator~ they are screened to 
determine eligibility according to residency, nature of" offense, age and 
prior arrest record. Screening at the coordinator's level is performed within 
a 24-hour period. Following this initial screenj.ng, referrals are forwarded 
to the appropriate community group. At this point, a second screening 
process in undertaken to determine the willingness of the candidate and the 
youth's parents to participate in the project, and the above mentioned screen­
ing criteria are double checked. This second screening process takes place 
within a maximum six-day period. If a candidate fails to meet project 
criteria, the referral is returned to intake as a project rejection. 

During the first year of funding, 908 youth were referred to the project 
for participation. Of these, 613 failed to meet project criteria because of 
the nature of offense, residency and age requirements, pending/prior charges, 
or refusal to participate. A total of 295 cases were accepted for participa­
tion. 

In contrast, 844 referrals Here made during the first 10 months of the 
second funding year, and only 3~2 were screened-out. This was due to more 
lenient guidelines regarding the nature of offense and also to revised re­
ferral procedures. All delinquency offenses are considered for participa­
tion-~ with the exception of drug offenses, false alarms, and sex offenses 
(except where special requests are made by intake consultants). From 
October, 1971l, to July, 1975, a total of 482 youth have been accepted to 
participate in the program, however, it was envisioned that the project would 
service 210 youths every 90 days or approximately 630 YOllths over the 
10 month period. (See Chart II) 
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CHART II 

PROJECT REFERRALS 

9/73-9/74 10/74-7/75 Total 
First Year (12 mos. ) Second Year (10 mos.) 

I 

II Referred 908 8114 1752 

/I Coordinator 
Screen-Outs 509 220 729 

--I 

II Community 
Screen-Outs 104 142 246 

-

/I Accepted for 
Participation 295 482 777 

-
If the youth and his or her parents indicates a willingn~ss to partici­

pate in the program, a contract is signed by all participants and the youth 
enters the project. A treatment plan is established with the agreement of 
the counselor, parents and youth. At the end of 45 days, a progress report 
is written setting dmvn the steps taken toward achieving the goals of the 
treatment plan and describing future plans. At the end of 90 days, the youth 1 s 
total social situation is evaluated and a recommendation made to the Court 
to drop or not drop charges. At the same time, a decision is made whether to 
terminate services or to continue on a voluntary basis for up to 135 days. 

According to the applicant , of the 777 youth who participated actively 
in the project from 9/73 to 7/75, only 53 (or 6.82%) have been rearrested. 
The rate of rearrest for the second year of operation is significantly lower 
than that of the previous year. That is, a larger number of youth (482) \vere 
served over a shorter time period; yet the number of rearrests is only 21 as 
compared to 32 out of 295 in the first year. (See Chart III). 
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CHART III 

REDIVISION DATA FOR DIVERSION 
HiP ACT OFFENDERS 

Re-Arrest % Total 

First 
Year 32 10.84% 

Second 
Year 21 4.35% 

Total 53 6.82% 

OF 

Total II 

Active 
Participants 

295 

482 

777 

According to the applicant, l-'le lmver recidivism rate can be attributed 
to the improved skills of project sLff in addition to a more comprehensive 
program that now provides tutorial services on a regular basi2. 

The project staff has continued to place emphasis on counselling, pro­
viding various activities and making appropriate referrals in order to 
achieve project goals. 

The overall pr'1gram services availabla- in each community group are as 
£0 110\vs : 

East Baltimore Community Corporation (EBCC) 

Of the three groups EBCC appears to have the most effective traditional 
counseling program. Individual counseling sessions based on the treatment 
plan are held at least 3 times a week. Group counseling sessions are held 
once each ~veek. Emphasis is also placed on family counseling. 

During individual counseling sessions, a participant is helped to be 
goal-dirccteri b y listing the responsibilities he needs to master within the 
90-day service period. This list becomes in effect a practical treatment plan 
against '\Thich the participant and counselor are able to measure progress. 

All clinical services are supported by cultural/social progranmling 
activities that are designed to help participants identify and develop 
interests and to use the skills learned through counseling in a natural 
setting. 

Special activities are planned one month in advance by counselor aides 
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who are assisted by mental health student interns. These activities include: 

No. 
Activity Participants Enrolled Frequency 

Baltimore Summer Corps 75 Summer months 
Boys' Karate Club 28 twice/l'leek 
Girls' Self Defense Club 20 once/vleek 
Girls' Dance Class 20 once/week 
Girls' Basketball 12 once/week 
Bm"ling 35 once/l"eek 
Roller Skating 41 once/month 
Commercial Hovies 25 (Approx. ) once/month 
Capital Center Events 25 (Approx. ) Sporadic 
Tour of Baltimore for Once during 

all New Participants 90 day period 
HAPDP Hork Experience Program 4 10 hrs /I"eek 
Clifton Library (Educational 25 once/month 

Movies) 
Drama Class 15 twice/week 

Most of the above activities are organized and chaperoned by counselo~ 
aides, student interns, and volunteers. Activities such as movies or spetial 
events are sponsored by the Police Department and Fire Department who donate 
tickets. 

Though EBCC does not have Saturday ''lorking hours, each participcH:t is 
enrolled in week-end activities within the community. This maintains 
structured activities through the entire week, which is consistant \"ith the 
proj ect I s overall obj ective t,o redirect behavior in organized/constructive 
directions. 

The applicant states that in view of the age range of project partici­
pants, family life is a determining factor in successful program completion. 
Supportive services such as health care, housing, and counseling are pro­
vided to family members when the need is indicated. Counselors refer parents 
to l:esources \"ithin the community and also involve them as chaperons on 
special trips. EBCC has also organized a parents' club, which meets monthly 
and hears speakers on topics such as drug abuse, health care and school 
suspension services. Parents have also sponsored fund raisers for the 
purpose of acquiring recreational equipment for the project. 

Southeast Community Organization (SECO) 

Clinical servj,ces at SECO include family counseling , individual 
counseling, and group counseling. Family counseling sessions, which are 
conducted t\vice each \ .... eek, emphasize parent cffec tiveness and are directed 
toward teaching parents coping techniques. 

Group counseling emphasizes peer group cooperation and youth have 
demonstrated an ability to identify and resolve conflicts surfaced through 
group interaction. 

----.'----
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Individual counseling sessions, held from three (3) to five (5) times 
per ~.,eek, are geared toward identifying individual areas of concern, pro­
moting positive self-images, and identifying interests. 

Special programming activities serve as the Itproving ground", where 
participants can experiment ~.,i th the coping and communication skills they 
learn in clinical sessions. During special activities, participants 
experiment "lith self-imposed expectations \.,hich counselors help them reinforce. 

Among the special activities offered at the SECO Youth Diversion Project 
are: 

No. 
Activity Participants Enrolled Frequency 

Baseball League 15 once/week 

Baltimore Summer Corps 15 during summer 

Horseback Riding 5 oncehveek 

Bowling Club 3 once/week 

Hork Experience Program 4 10-12 hrs/week 

Hovies 5 once/week 

Concerts 5 sporadic 

Team sports are organized on the neighborhood level. The Canton Fort 
View Recreation Center and local merchants are donating equipment and the 
registration fee for membership i1' the Little League. The Baltimore Summer 
Corps provides summer employment for pc::.:; cipants, ~.,hile the Hork Experience 
Program provides part-time employment during winter and spring to a small 
number of participants who are required to attend school regularly. 

Parents are also encouraged to become involved ivith the Youth Diversion 
Project beyond the scope of family counseling. A Mothers Committee and 
Committee on Recreation allow parents to contribute to the project's success 
while also allmving them a means to ventilate their concerns. 

Baltimore Urban League (BUL) 

At the Baltimore Urban League project participants are involved in in­
dividual counseling sessions twice per t.,eek. A group discussion session, composed 
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of all project participants, is also held bvice \"eekly. These group sessions 
are l;:ea11S oriented. That is) a speaker may provide the group Hith information, 
a socio-drama may be presented, and activities such as kite-making may be taught 
to the entire group. The appropriate activity for the topic presented focuses 
the group's energies on specific goals; participants then break into small groups 
\-,here the topic is further explored and related to everyday occurrences. 

This approach to group counseling is advantageous for tHO reasons. First, 
considering the size of BUL caseloads and the volume of police complaints re­
ferred from DJS each month, holding a means-orien.ted collective group and 
subsequent small group counseling sessions makes clinical services more manageable. 
Second, means-oriented sessions provide a concrete \-lay of shmvl.ng participants 
the consequences of certain types of behavior. Considering that participants are 
not experientially equipped to verbalize abstract concepts such as aggression and 
hostility, Hhich is required in traditional counseling techniques, it is impera­
tive that I~oncepts be illustrated behaviorally or through the presentation of 
themes. 

Cultural and social programming activities are provided at the Lafayette 
Square Hulti-Purpose Center and the Druid Hill YHCA. The facilities act as 
satellite office space. Programming activities include: 

Act.ivities 

l·iAJ'DP U01'~~ EXpGl'icnce 
Pro f,r a.'1 

GirJ.s' Clu.b 
Po\·:linr; 

Career .Iby· 
Basl:ct,bL'lJ.l T('n11\ 
Film SN;:,ioJ)n 
Spccinl :':.':i.ps 
(", 1·.,,·1'~;''\(tt·011 .t. c .• , ,,\,,~\,\,,:,' ) 

Ci1'(~\l:~ t efe t ) 

Yout.h lLi :;ld IS J":1Y 

D.C. , 

];0. 

Of Part,:L(~ir:Qnt~ 

h 
1? 

All ra1.'tiCipantD. 

All rnrticipnnts 

All Partic:i.p::mts 
1)j 

All P.1.l'tic::i.p.:mt.s 
All r'!lr't·.i.~'j pmrLs 

10 hrs/Ycok 
once;"':o.:;::: 
\\rlntcr- (l1.l.:dn:; 
school holid:ws 
SU1!1l~C:C-t,~·:icr/f"TeeI{ 
H:LHt.Ul··- di tl."inf'; 
school hc'lid:1rs . 
S\U'l\:.(:r-t.\::i.Go/'\·:ccJ~ 
oncGh'C)' days 
OllGo/i;ecj·: 

Spox'[ldi~·' 

dur:i.nc ,> .. l~:"ol 
holid[\~.r:1 

The BUL basketball team is registered \<lith the Bureau of Recreation in 
the midget division and receives supplemental aid from the project's advisory 

. board. Career day is held for the purpose of allmving participants to meet 

" 
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individuals from a variety of professions and to learn about the work world. 
RepTesentatives from law firms, the fire department, the police department, 
carpenters, plumbers, and others explain the nature of their professions, 
educational and vocational requirements; and answer any questions that partici­
pants might raise. This activity is designed to expose participants to various 
types of work and to stimulate interest in fields that are open to them. Youth 
Rl.ghts Day is presented by the University of Haryland Juvenile Law Clinic. 
Speakers discuss the law and youth, and the rights of juveniles. 

finally, all these community groups attempt to impact on the identified 
goals by utilizing and coordinating with community resources. Each project has 
independently es tablished a relationship with the Nayor' s Office of Manpmver 
Resources which provided summer employment for approximately 100 participants 
through the Baltimore Summer Corp., and which provides transportation and clothing 
allotments through the Youth Service System. Independent relationships have also 
been established ,.,ith local schools and regional superintendents for the purpose 
of assuring satisfactory school progress, attendance, and behavior. In addition, 
the project has cooperative relationships ,.,ith the Haryland Association of Pre­
Trial Diversion Programs, Inc., which provided employment for 12 participants 
during the first two quarters of the present funding year through funds provided 
under a contract with the Hayor's Office of Hanpower Resources. 

As previously noted, the project was directed to,.,ard a population of approx­
imately 120, 10-24 year old Impact offenders residing in the target areas covered 
by the three community groups. The breakdown of the actual population served is 
indicated in Chart IV and V. 

As indicated in Attachment A, 482 clients have been served by the community 
groups. In addition, mmc served 23 youths from October to December, 1974; 
however, this service is no longer provided to the diversion proj ect. 

During the initial year of funding, Commission staff and project staff 
designed an evaluation component for the project. The component is based upon 
a controlled experimental design which ,.,ill determine the probability that pre­
trial diversionary services will deter future delinquent behavior. The research 
analyst position that was denied by the Board of Public Horks during the second 
year was designed in order to assist in the evaluation efforts. Presently, the 
project is evaluated solely by the coordinator in regular quarterly reports. 
Hore rigorous evaluation, to entail use of control groups and an already developed 
research design, will be undertaken once the consultant research contract is 
approved. 

VI. ANALYSIS. 

In order to effectively analyze the Diversion of Impact Offenders project, 
it is necessary to summarize project activities of each of the community groups. 

East Baltimore COllUllunity Corl?.': Of the three groups, EBCC appears to have 
the most effective traditional counseling program. Individual counseling sessions 
based on the treatment plan are held at least three times a week. Group counseling 
sessions are held on designated days once per ,"eek. Emphasis is also placed on 
family counseling. During individual counseling sessions, a participant is helped 
to be goal-directed by listing the responsibilities he needs to master in a 90-day 
service period. 
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All clinical services are supported by cultural/social programming activities-­
that are designed to help participants identify and develop interests and to use 
the s1<ills learned through counseling in a natural setting. 

In addition, special activities are planned once a month in advance by 
counselor aids. Supportive services such as health care, housing, and counseling 
are provided to parents to resources within the community and involve parents 
as chaperons on special trips. EBCC has also organized a parents' club) ,>.;hich 
meets monthly and hears speakers on topics such as drug abuse, health care, and 
school suspension services. Parents have also sponsored fund raisers for the 
purpose of acquiring recreational equipment for the project. 

Since October, 1974, EBCC has provided services for 201 clients. 181 
of those clients have completed the 90-day participation period and were successfully 
terminated (charges dropped based on EBCC's recommendations to the court). There 
were 7 unsuccessful terminations. The remaining clients are in the various stages 
of the 90-day participation. Five rearrests have been reported on those 188 termi­
nated. 

Baltimore Urban League: At the BUL, servicing Central West Baltimore, project 
participants are invovled in individual counseling sessions t\vice per week. A 
group discussion session, composed of all project participants, is also held 
twice vleekly. These collective group sessions are means oriented. That is a 
speaker may provide groups with information, a socio-d.cama may be presented, and 
activities such as kite-making may be taught to the entire group. The activity 
for topic presented acts as the means to group interaction and group discussion. 
Once the larger group meeting ends, participants break into small groups where 
the topic is further explored and themes or interactive modes are related to every 
day occurrences. 

Cultural and social programming activities--an offshoot of clinical counseling 
services--are provided at the Lafayette Square Hulti-Purpose Center and the Druid 
Hill YHCA. 

Since October, the proj ect has accepted 187 clients. Of the 187, 151 have 
completed the 90-day participation period. Of the 151, 149 were successfully 
terminated, and two unsuccessfully terminated. Among the successful terminations, 
five have been rearrested. It should be noted that this project has had personnel 
problems resulting in staff turnover and low staff morale. A complaint was filed 
regarding unfair employment practices. This issue is currently being resolved. 

Southeas t Community Corporation: Clinical services at SECO include family 
counseling, individual counseling, and group counseling. Family counseling 
sessions, which are conducted twice each we~k, emphasize parent effectiveness and 
are directed tOivard teaching parents coping techniques. 

Individual counseling sessions, held from three (3) to five (5) times per 
lxeek, are geared tOivard identifying indiVidual areas of concern) promoting positive 
self-images, and identifying interests. 

Special programming activities serve as the "proving ground ll
, where partici­

pants can experiment '\lith the coping and communication skills they learn in clinical 
sessions. During special activities, participants experiment \V'ith self-imposed 
expectations, 'vhich counselors help' them reinforce. 
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Since October, 1975, there have been 71 clients serviced by t1,e SECO 
project. Of the 71 cleints, 37 have successfully completed the 90-day partici­
pation period and t~'lO unsuccessfully. Eleven rearrests have been made during 
participation. 

In computing the cost of services per client, Baltimore Urban League's 
and East Baltimore Community Corporation's client cost "las substantially lower 
than the other group, because of the larger number of youths serviced. It 
cost $469.35 for services for 187 clients at BUL, $442.98 for 201 clients partici­
pating in EBCC's program, and $906.47 per client for 71 clients at SECO. 

As previously mentioned, project referrals fell short of those numbers 
originally projected. The cost of client services for the SECO project 

would have been lm.,rer if they had received the number of referrals they 
had anticipated (SECO-45 every 90 days). Hm.,rever, BUL a~d EBCC reached pro­
j ect intake goal (60 youths every 90 days). 

The overall objective of the Diversion Project is to prevent the re-­
occurrence of delinquent behavior among project participants by providing needed 
services that are readily accessible ~.,rithin the community. Data supplied by 
the applicant seems to indicate that the project is successfully diverting. 
youth from the cr:!minal justice system. Of the 777 youths who have actively 
participated in the project during its two years of operation, only 53 or 
6.82% w~re rearrested. 

In summary, this proj ect appears to be making progress in reaching its 
stated obj ecti ves. Hm.,rever, the project has not serviced the number of youth 
projected resulting in a higher than projected cost per client for the SEeo 
sub-contract group. Additionally, the project appears to be a viable alternati'Je 
for youthful impaet offenders diverted from the criminal justice system. 

An interim audit report ~.,ras performed by Commission staff for project ex­
penditures through July 31, 1975. At this point, no financial or accounting 
problems were identified. 
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POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS OF DIVERSION PROJECT 

OCTOBER 1974 to JULY 1975 

i 

Community Group 
Total Court 

Impact* 
Referrals 
Non-Impact 

; Age 

j I =Se=x.>-" -t_--TR:::::a~c~e.,...--_:under Over 

M i F ~ B! H 1 0 r10 [10 [11 }12 J 13 ~114 114 
SECO 
I 
!BUL 

64 -- . --- ------ r'-- ·--~87 -

200 

7 

o 

1 

r 
U ~wnbeL 
/Rearrests 

lEBCC 
I -
! 
~-n·mc* 

TOTAL 

20 

471 

3 

11 

I 16~ 1-35 199 __ ~I._=_~. - L1~_j_2_6+}8 

f 4:: 6: i 4:: 3: II' : Ill~L: IJ--s: ;~~:-;'i:~ ;'1:-;;'--2~----
l It ~ I I I I I I I! 

*Services provided through October, 1974 to December, 1975. Courtesy Services through miSC are 
no longer provided. 

-.....--

.: 



Community 
Group 

EBCC . -
BUL 

SECO 

Number Of 
Clients 

Serviced 
Oct. 74 1 75 -JULy 

201 

187 
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Attachment B 

Project Recidivism Data 
Anel Client Service Costs 

Rearrest of 
Number Of of the Total II 
R earrests of C 1 d ients Serve 

5 2.48% .. .. --.. , .. ..; .. :. ~,'", .• ~.* 

5 2.67% 

Budget 
(10 ) .Hos. 

.$89, 040_.~ 

$87,770 
--'---"~-"'" .. ', ... ,,-_._-_ ..... _. -

1$64.360 71 11 15.4% 

Cost Per 
Client For 

90 Days 

...... $.442.: 98 __ . __ 

$469.35 

$906.47 
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PAST PROGRESS 

X. GENERAL r;~FOm·lATIO}1 

Projpct T:i tIc: Residential Facilities Project 

~lic:'l11t: J.uvenile Services Adminis tration 

Implementing Agency: Juvenile Services Administration 

Project Dj_rcctor: Evelyn Slaught 

•• First Year Second Year 

Date of Award: March 19, ~973 Date of AHard,:, October 4, 1974 

Grant Padod: July, '1974 -' Sept~mber 30, 1974 _ 

Approved _ 

Grant Veriod: 4 - October 1, 197 - September 30, 1976 

Approved 
Second Year's Budget: First Ycnr!~~ 

. 
Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 
Othe!:' 

toTALS 

Federal' .. 
Share 

$52,000 

$52,000 

Matching 
-1b~ 

$3,500 

$3,500 

Category 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
ConsulUablea 
Rental 

• Other 

TOTALS 

7ederal. 
Share 

$105,000 

$105,000 

Matching 
Share 

$11,666 
~ -

Budget Explanations and Hodifications: The first year award was subsequently 
reduced to $16,900 in federal funds due to lenghtly delays in implementing 
the Community Treatment Project which ~vas initially to be the sole source of 
referrals for this project . 

. " 
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the La\" Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a High Impact Program designed to fight violent street crime. In 
July, 1972, the Mayor 1s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Three-Year Action Plan which indica ted the method by which the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of which relates to prevention of youth crime. 

The Department of Juvenile Sel~ices used this opportunity to develop 
in conjunction with the City a program \"hich breaks from the traditional 
approach of juvenile services. The program developed, entitled "Community 
Treatment (Baltimore City Intensive Probation) Project," replicated a Cali­
fornia Treatment proj ect which provided intensive supervision and matched 
juvenile impact offenders \-lith certain treatment programs, probation officers, 
and residential facilities. It is the latter service which is addressed in 
this project. It was hoped that, through the use of special Purchase of 
Care Impact funds, a variety of residential facilities would be provided to 
the target population; \vhich facilities were considered essential to the 
overall goals of this program. 

On March 19, 1973, the Governor 1 s Commission a\varded a grant in the 
amount of $52,500 to the Department of Juvenile Services to implement the 
"Residential Facili ties" Proj ect. The Acceptance of Grant Award and Condi-
tions was not returned to the Commission until June 25, 1973 due to delayed 
resolution of certain administrative res trictions. The l!lain problems encountered 
wer,e obtaining the Governor 1 s approval to accept the grant and Board of Public 
Works approval to establish positions for the Community Treatment Project, 
which initially was to be the sole source of referrals for this project. 

This project as designed was totally dependent upon the Intensive Pro­
bation project for referrals. Due to extended delays in the implementation of 
that program (See Past Progress Report, "Community Treatment Baltimore City 
Intensive Probation Proj ec t), funds from the Residential Facilities grant \vere 
not utilized until July, 1974. As a result of the delays, the federal mvard 
was adj us ted to $16,900. 

The second grunt award \vas made on October 4, 1975. All special conditions 
attached to the second year \"ere resolved. 

Federal fun.ds for this project were to be utilized exclusively for con­
tracts with private vendors of residential services . 

• ,r 
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ANALYSIS 

There were three objectives established for this project. They 
are as follows: 

Objective I: To provide appropriate residential placements for 
Impact Offenders. 

Objective II: To provide appropriate matching, screening and 
training for the vendors of residential care. 

Objective III: To determine the success of this project in terms 
of attitudinal change and recidivistic behavior of Impact yot:th 
served. 

Due to the very limited activity of this program it is not possible 
to make any real analysis of its success in meeting its stated objectives. 
During the first year of this grant, four youth ~vere placed using grai1t funds. 
The his tories of these clients is as follmvs: 

1. The first client, arrested for assault, was placed in a shelter 
care home for t\VO weeks and \Vas then placed in the Youth Develop­
ment Center. Subsequently, he was re-arrested for. having posses­
sion of a gun, and was placed at the Naryland Training School for 
Boys. 

2. The second client, arrested for assault, \Vas placed in the Youth 
Hostel (a temporary residential facility) for three days, was 
then placed in a shelter-care home for five days, \Vas re-arrested 
for possessing a gun and \Vas placed at the Maryland Training School 
for Boys. 

3. The third client, also arrested for assault \Vas placed in the 
Youth Development Center for two days before absconding. This 
youth was terminated from the project shortly therafter. 

4. The fourth client was originally arrested for breaking and entering, 
had been referred to Crmvnsville State Hospital. 

During the second grant year the project served a total of 11 youths. 
A brief history on each follmvs. The offense listed should be interpreted 
as the incident that resulted in the youth being referred to the Intensive 
Probation Project; it does not include all offenses. (Host youth have been 
adjudicated delinquent on mor~ than one charge.) 

1. Client \Vas referred for assault and breaking and entering, and 
\Vas placed in shelter care for 10 days. He 'vas subsequently ar-
res ted for t1;vO unauthorized use charges and ... c1t'.i.Y.'ing 'vhile intoxicated . 

. . ' 
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2, Client was referred for assault and was placed in a foster 
home for a five month period. Hhile in a foster home his 
probation vIas violated and he was committed to a training 
school. 

3. Client was referred for purse snatching and was placed in a 
group home for 10 days before being terminated for behavior 
problems. Has not been re-arres ted since his release on 
7/24/75. 

4. Client WBS referred for assault and placed at the YMCA 
group and shelter home for a one month period which terminated 
for'unknown reasons on 9/4/75. 

5. Client was referred for two assault charges) breaking and entering 
and purse snatching and was placed in fos ter care for a one ~.;reek 
period before being committed to the Maryland Training School for 
a violation. 

6. Client was referred for assault and robbery and was placed in the 
YMCA group and shelter home for a one month period terminating 
5/20/75. There have reportedly been no new' charges since being 
te1..'1Uinated from the program. 

7. Client was referred f0r breaking and entering and ~.;ras placed at 
Oak Hill House on 6/11/7;;. Client is still residing there. 

8. Client ,'las referred for breaking and entering and was placed at 
Oak Hill House on 9/18/75. Client is still residing there. 

9. Client was referred for breaking and entering and \\7as placed at 
Oak Hill House on 8/22/75. Client is still residing there. 

10. Client was referred for breaking and entering and ,'las placed at 
the YMCA group and shelter home for a 6 month period termi'l1,ating 
5/7/75. Has since been arrested for possesion of a hand gun ,.;rhich 
has not yet been disposed of by the Court. 

11. Client was referred for breaking and entering and ,.;ras placed at 
the YMCA on 7/18/75. Client is still residing there. 

The limited use of this project is due primarily to the fact that youth 
are not being referred by the Intensive Probation project since these residential 
services w'ere not needed. The past two years wouJ.d appear to indicate that )::hi8 
proj ect has not been fully utilized. In response to this rather obvious point, 
the Juvenile Services Adn1inis tration reques ted that they be permitted to modify 

.' 
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the program to accept referrals from all probation caseloads rather than 
limiting referrals just to referrals to the Intensive Probation project. 
Approval was granted by Commission staff to use $50,000 in grant funds for 
youth \vho have been adjudicated delinquent for an impact offense and are on 
probation. Additionally, the Juvenile Services Administration was required 
to employ a part-time coordinator for the program. Funds under this grant 
cannot be used for placement outside the State of Maryland or for facilities 
that have received Commission funding. This latter stipulation is required 
by federal supplanting regulations. lfuether proj ect activity will in­
crease as a result of this modification is uncertain. 

An additional concern regarding this proj ect is that some youth are be­
ing placed at Oak Hill Hous::. in Hagerstown, Maryland. This placement does 
not appear to be in keeping con@unity-based treatment concept that was to 
be used for the Community Treatment (Intensive Probation) project • 

. \ 
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PrqJ.£.S .. L.':(lJ,)e: Expansion and Optimization of Helicopter Patrol 
Coverage to Facilitate Conclusive Evaluation 

~9'!"~: Baltimore City , 

Baltimore City Police Department 

Frank Battaglia, Deputy Police Commissioner 

First Year 
Seeo·tid Year 

Date of A~nrd: October 26~ 1972 
Date of Award.:. November 8, 1974 

::.....:;..;:;.:..::.;::.:::.: July IS; 1973 'to S~pl!ember 30, 1971l! Grnnt Period: September 30, 197'1 to September 30, 1975 

Appt"oved 
First Yc,ll:' s Budget: 

Personnel 
EqUipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consuwables 
Rental 
Other 

". TOTALS 

Federal' Matching 
Share Share 

$ 77,265 
$ 105,900 

99,200 

$ 20'5,100 $ 77 ,265 

... 

.. 

Approved 
Second Yeat"' s Bu~ill: 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumab1es 
Rental 

.Other 

TOTALS 

Federal 
Share 

$ 4,750 
94,850 

}!atching 
Share 

$ 8,L100 
2,667 

of 

" 
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II. PROJECT DEVELOPHENT AND OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July 
1972, the Hayor I s Coordinating Council on Criminal Jus tice completed a Three­
Year Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore 
would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of which Iyas entitled IIIntensive Conrrnunity Patrol by Police. II 
This project, submitted as a component of the Intensive Community Patrol Pro­
gram Area, was aimed at expanding and evaluating the existing helicopter force 
of the City Police Department. The applicant proposed to purchase two ad­
ditional helicopters for assignment to a continuous 16 hour airborne patrol 
program over a defined high crime area in Baltimore City. 

On October 20, 1972 the Ci ty of Baltimore was awarded approximately 
$205,000 for the first year operation of this project. On July 15, 1973 this 
project became operational and operated until September 30, 1974. The second 
year of this project started on October 1, 1974 and will end on September 30, 
1975. 

The ob'jective of this project was to contribute to the 'Impact Program's 
overall goal of a reduction of :street crime and burglaries by 5% in DvO years 
and 20% in five years. There I~ere several specific objectives established by 
the grantee for the first dnd second year operation of the helicopter project. 
These objectives Ivere: 

A: To determine the effect that helicopters have in reducing 
Impact Crime when utilized in a patrol mode. 

B: To determine what crimes other than Impact Crimes are decreased 
by the helicopters unit's operation. 

C: To determine the extent and nature of the operational benefit 
of helicopter patrol in terms of detection, apprehension and prevention. 

D: To determine the best operational mode in terms of air/ground co­
ordination. 

E: To maintain two helicopters simultaneously air-borne sixteen 
hours per day. 

F: To measure the comparison betlveen oper.ational cost of the heli­
copters and their operational benefits . 

. .. 
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G: To determine the difference in incidence of Impact Crime 
in subdivisions of the target area which had Impact or Innovative 
FO'ot Officers. 

H: To indicate other variables outside the police department '\'lhich 
couJd account for changes in the crime rate. 

The grantee's method of achieving these objectives consl.sted of 16 
continuous hours of helicopter patrol each day. During this time, the 
helicopter personnel \'lould assist ground units ''lith patrol activities and 
the apprehension of suspects. The grantee selected a test and control area 
to evaluate this proj ect. The test area consisted of 9.2 square miles of 
Baltimore City, encompassing 12% of the land area of the city and 25% of the 
City's population. The control area of this project consisted of all the area 
in the city outside the test area. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

The information submitted by the grantee on this project relates to 
the Department I s entire helicopter fleet (5 aircraft of which 4 are used pri­
marily for patrol). Therefore, this evaluation relates to the entire Depart­
mental' heli.copter program and not just the LIVO federally funded aircraft. 

Concerning objective one, the grantee measured the amount of impact 
crime in the test and control :area for a L,'lo year period. Table one is a 
summary of that analysis. The jl1formation in this table indicates that 
total City-wide index crime incr~ased 6.8% in the period July 1974 to July 
1975, and impact crime increased 10.3% in the control area during the same 
time period. HO\'lever, information in table 1 also indicates that Impact 
Crime in the helicopter test area increased only .4%'during the period of 
examination. 

As noted earlier, the helicopter project became operational in July 1973. 
Prior to tha t period the Police Department had a total of 3 helicopters for 
patrol. Table 2 is a comparison of the total index crimes and percent change 
in the helicopter test and control areas before and after this project became 
operational. As noted from the information in this table, crime increased 21% 
in the test area from 1972 to 1975, and crime increased 34% in the control area 

. during the same time period. This information appears to indicate that the 
helicopter personnel had some effect in reducing the rate of increase of Impact 
Crimes in the test area, but t,'lo considerations suggest caution. First, the 
con trol area ,vas adj acen t to the tes t area, and crime spillover could have ac­
counted for some of the 10.3% increase in crime in the control area. Secondly, 
a number of other projects were operating in the helicopter test area during 
the time periods examined (e. g. Innovative Foot Patrolmen and Impact Street' 
Lighting), and because of deployment pattern the grantee, could not control for 
these variables in the analysis. Therefore, a ....... decrease in crime in the helicopter 
test area can not be attributed specifically to anyone police project . 

. " 
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Homicide 

Rap~ . 

Robbery 

Agg. Assault 

Burglary 

ccny 

Auto Theft 

Violent 
Crimes 

Prope rty 
Crimes 

'. 
lfupact . 
Crimes 

TOTAL 
INDEX 
CRIMES 

. . . 

,. 

" 
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TABLE 1 
, 

, . 

. :HELICOPTER IMPACT PROGRAM 

j\CCUMULATIVE COyrPAIUSON OF INDEX CRIMES 

JULY 1974 - JULY 1975 VS JULY 1973 - JULY 1974 ,. 

!-Ie lico2tc r T t' S t A rea Control A rca 

1974. .!,975 p'IFF. 1974 1975 DIFF, 

165 157 8 (- 4.8%) 155 166 + 11 (+ 7.1%) 

319 .270 - 49 (-15~4%) 218 263 + 45 t+20.6%) 
'. , .. 

5054 4997 - 57 (- ,1.1%) 5115 6119 +1004 (+19.6%) 

3261 3289 + 28 (+ O. 9%) 3425 3799. +374 (+10.9%) 
"-

6788 6941 +153 (+ 2 0 3%) t2145 12870 +725 (+ 6. 0%) 
.... t,.' _ .... :.,,~ --

8221 8990 .!~769 (+ 9.4%) 22584 24841 +2257 (+10.00/0) 

3000 2.985 - 15 (- 0.5%} 6648 6651 + 3 (+ 0.10/0) 

8799 8713 - 86 (- l~ 0%) 8913 10347 +1434 (+16.1%) 

18009 18916 +907 (+ 5.0%) 41377 44362 +2985 (+ 7.2%) 

15587 15654 + 70 (+ 0.4%) 21058 23217 +2159 (+ 1 O. 3 <fa) 

2.6808 27629 +821 (+ 3. 1 %)' 50290 54709 +4419 (+ 808%) 

Citywide Index Crinw (Jul 74 - Jul 75) 77098 
City\vide Index Crime (Jul 73 - Jui 741 ............... ,82338 

.+ 5240 (+ 6.8%) .... . 
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YEAR 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

YEAR 

1972-1.973 

• 
lOD 

TABLE 2 

TOTAL INDEX CRIME 
FOR HELICOPTER TEST AND CONTROL AREAS 

1972-1975 

TEST AREA 

22,823 
24,316 
26,808 
27,629 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN TOTAL INDEX CRIHE 
FOR HELICOPTER TEST AND CONTROL AREAS 

1972-1975 

TEST AREA 

+ 6.5% 
1973.-1974, +10.2% 
1974-1975 + 3.1% 
1972-1975 +:}1% 

. .. 

CONTROL AREA 

lfO,794 
45,913 
50,290 
54,709 

CONTROL AREA 

+12.5% 
+ 9.5% 
+ 8.8% 
+3 lt% 

i" ; 
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Objective B states that the grantee will try to determine what crimes 
other t~an Impact Crimes are decreased by the hci1icopter's operation. A com­
parison of the property crime rate for the test and control area is displayed 
in Table one and indicates that in the helicopter test area, property crimes 
increased 5% during the period July, 1974 - July,l975 over the period July, 1973 
- July, 1974, while in the control area, this cate80ry of crime increased 16% 
during the same time period in the control area. HmoJever, for the reasons 
noted earlier in an analysis of obj ec tive A, it is difficult to defini Uvely 
attribute the reduction in these offenses exclusively to the helicopter patrol. 

Objective C of this project states that the grantee \oJill attempt to de­
termine the extent and nature of the operational benefit of helicopter patrol 
in terms of detection, apprehension and prevention. In order to measure this 
objective, the grantee monitored the number of arrests made by ground units 
in conjunction yith helicopters personnel in the first two years of this grant's 
operation. 

In defining arrest assistance, twd definitions were developed by the 
grantee. One standard of measurement is the extent to which the helicopter 
was "decisive" in effecting the apprehension: The helicopter unit was credited 
with an arrest when the facts of the incident indicated that ground units could 
not have been able to effectuate a particular arrest without direct assistance 
from the helicopter personnel. The other contingency was a situation 'ioJhere 
helicopter personnel provided/assistance in the apprehension of the suspects, 
but the arrest could possibly have been made without the use of the helicopter. 
In this type of case, tJ.i.e helicopter unit 'ioJould only be credited with an ar­
rest assistance. 

Prior to the implementation of this grantee, th'e three Departmental heli­
copters assisted in a total of 289 arrests, in the period July 1972 to July 1973. 
The grantee indicated that all of these arrests could not have been made 'ioJithout 
the assistance of the helicopters. This total means that the aveLage number of 
arrest per helicopter during this time was 96. The grantee reported that in 
the first year of operation the helicopters assisted irl a total of 440 arrests. 
The grantee noted that 289 of these arrests could not have been raade ioJithout the 
assistance of the helicopters. In the second year of operation, the grantee 
noted that the he1ico? ters assis ted in 482 arrests, of' ~oJhich 362 could not been 

- made 'ioJithout the assistance of the helicopters. This indicates that each heli­
copter averaged 58 arrests during the first year of operation, and 72 arrests 
during th~ second year of operation. Therefore the average number of arrests 
per he1i!.!opter decreased 33% from the time pLio,r to this project's implementation 
and th,e second year of the prjects operation. During the period July 1972 to 
July 1973 before this project was operational, the total number of calls ans~oJered 
b)r the helicopters was 5,778, or about 1,926.calls per helicopter. In the first 
year cf the projects operation the average number of calls answered per heli­
copter was 2,002. In the second year of this'\"project's operation, each helicopter 
average 2,590 calls for service. During the period of July 1973 to July 1975 
helicopter personnel responded to a total 22,963 calls for service, seven hun-. 
dred and eleven (711) of 'ioJhich were initiated by the helicopter crew while on patrol. 

... 
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The grantee did not specifically indicate how many of these calls for service 
were related to impact crimes or hm., many were related to traffic or rescue 
incidents, Hovlever, the grantee di.dindicate that the standard procedure 
is for the helicopter to respond only to serious criminal incidents.' 

The fourth objective of this project was to determine the best oper-
ational methodology for the helicopter unit, in terms of air-ground coordination. 
In the first and second year of operation, the helicopter worked in conjunction 
with Police mobile and foot personnel to patrol the target area. Commercially 
dense sections of the tar:set area had both mobile' ,uni ts and foot patrolmen as­
signed to augment the helicopter, while more dispersed areas ~.,ere patrolled 
just by helicopter and mobile' personnel. -.The grant·ee did not submit any infor-
Bation relating to this objective. .. 

The grante~ did not meet this fourth objective that is to evaluate the 
best method of air-ground coordination. 'rhe evaluation submitted on this pro­
ject by the grantee lacked both quantitative and qualitative analyses as to 
~.,hich combination of air and ground patrol constitute the best method for sup­
pressing Impact Crimes. 

TIle fifth objective of this program was to maintain tHO helicopters simul­
taneo~sly airborne for 16 hours per day. 

For u short period after ,the implementation of the Helicopter Impact Pro­
gram, the Department experimented wi th the airborne deployment of t~'l0 helicopters 
16 hours a day. Hm,Tever, according to the grantee, because of scheduled and 
unscheduled maintenance this 16 hour deployment ~"as not always possible. An­
other factor contributing to the failure of the grantee to achieve the hours 
flying time per day for two helicopters was the fact 'that each "\(lorking pilot 
was only able to fly 6 hours per day, instead of 8 hours originally anticipated. 
The reason given by the grantee for the 6 hour limit was increased fatigue from 
airborne duty. 

Therfore the applicant es tablished a ne~., obj ective 'of maintaining one heli~ 
copter airborne for 16 hours per clay. In relation to this objective in the 
firs t year of operation, of a possible 5,824 flight hours (one helicopter at 16 
hours/clay) during the period July 1973-July 1974, 4,189.7 actual flight hours 

'were recorded. During a 12 month period of the second year of operation (July 
197LI-July 1975) 3,874.8 of actual flight hours were recorded by the helicopter 
unit. The total flight hours are based on the operation of one. helicopter flying 
every day for a 16 hour period. The. difference of 1,634.3 and 1949.2 hours 
,.,as attributed to weather or other conditions ,vhich necessitated grounding the 
aircraft. Poor ~\Teather conditions resulted in 1,434 hours of dmmtime in the 
first year and 1,468 hours of dmmtime in the ,second year of the project's oper~ 
ation. The remaining downtime in both years resulted from mechancial problems 

A. ... 
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and standby alerts. Therefore, the grantee did not achieve the objective 
of having one aircraft airborne 16 hours a day: 'Prior to this proj ect, the 
grantee averaged 7 hours of flight time per day. In the first year of oper­
ation the grantee averaged 12 hours of flight time per day and in the second 
year of operation, an average of 11 hours of flight time per day Has achieved. 

The sixth objective of this project \Vas to measure the comparison between 
the operational cost of the helicopters and the helicopter's overall benefits. 

To measure this, the grantee compared the operational cost of the heli­
copters 1vith the total value of property recovered for bvo years of operation. 
Bet1veen July, 1973 and July, 1975 the operational cost of the helicopters Ivas 
$199,699 (excluding the salaries of pilots). The total value of property re­
covered in this same time period \vas $3lLf, 342. Table 3 is an analysis of the 
value of property recovered by the helicopters and the corresponding number 
and type of incidents of crime. Three problems exist "vi th this type of eval­
uation: One is the fact that the helicopter personnel can only assist in the 
recovery of property, \Vhereas the actual'pickup of persons and property is 
made by ground units. The second problem concerns the type of property re­
covered. As Table 3 indicates, out of a total value of'-$3l4,342, $136,292 'vas 
attributed to narcotics. It is questionable Hhether narcotics can be considered 
property recovered in terms of dollar savings, The third problem is that the 
cost figures supplied by the grantee did not take into account the salary of: the 
pilots. The total salary cost pf the helicopter program for a t\VO year period 
is approximately $288,000. This jncreases the total operational cost of the 
helicopter program to $487,699 fo. a bvo year period. This information indicates 
that the operational cost of the helicopter program is greater than the total 
amount of property recovered ($314,342) by ground units with the help of the air­
craft. 

The seventh objective of this project was to determine the difference in 
the incidence of impact crime in sections of the helicopter target area Hhich 
had additional foot patrolmen assigned to prevention patrol. Hithin the helicopter 
test area there are bventy Innovative Footposts (an Innovative Footpost contains 
a patrolmen funded to the Police Department under a separate impact grant.) 
There are also a number of Innovative Footposts in the helicopter control area. 
In comparing October 1973 - Harch to October 1974 - }1arch 1975, the grantee 
noted that index crime in the Innovative Footpatrol area inside the helicopter 
test area increased 1% 'vhile the Innovative Footpatro1 areas in the control area 
increased an average of 27.5% in the same time period. There. are also 10 Civilians 
Impact Posts (posts staffed by police officers relieved of clerical duty by 
civilians under a separate Impact project) in the helicopter test area . 

. .. 
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TABLE 3 

HELICOPTE R l.M.PAC'I' PROGRAM 

ANALYSIS OF ARRF:ST !,SS15TANCF.: SU?\,1:v[ARY 
, 'I< 

15 JULY 1973 - JULY 1975 

Offense 

l'lumbe,r 0,( 

Incider"l'ts 

Rape 
Homicide (Cash recovered 

2 
from offender) 6 

Rccove .red Prope rl y 
Assault &.: Robbery 
Burglary (Comme rcial) 
Burglary (Residential) 
Aggravated Assault 
'Larceny 
Auto Theft 
Auto Tampc rin g 
Assault on Police 
Dcadiy Weapon 
Narcotics Violation (Estimated Street 

Value) 
Maliciou s Bu rn ing 
Malicious Deslruction 
Mcntall y Dis tu rbeci p(' rs on 

Escapee 
Driving While Intoxkat cd 
Trespassing 

. Traffic Violations 
Disorderly Conduct 
Rogne and Vagabond 
As sault 
Vice 

Total 
.. ' 

3 
58 
92 
31 

. 7 
48 
55 

9 
2 

20 
24 

1 
14 

1 
11 

2 
51 

7 
20 
4' 

15 
2 

485 

Value of 
Recovered Property 

N/A 
20;-627.26 

,298.50 
10,660 ... 70 
24,739.53 
.9,558.35 

N/A 
10,315.47 

101,850.00 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

136,?92.11 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
'N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
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During the period February 1, 1974 to June 30, 1974 and February 1, 1975 
to June 30, 1975, crime decreaoed an average of 39% in these posts in 
the helicopter test area. 

However, no figures were supplied by the grantee on those 
sections of the helicopter target area receiving only helicopter and 
normal police patrols. This type of information would have been helpful 
in attributing crime decreases to specific modes of patrol. 

The grantee also reported that during the two years of the heli­
copter grant I s operation, the Department I s Tactical Section \'laS also 
assigned to the helicopter test and control areas to combat specific 
crime problems. The grantee defines the Tactical Section as " a semi­
autonomous patrol component whose primary mission is actuating crime 
reduction in fluctuating target areas within the city." While the 
assignment of this section may be necessary in the suppression of crime, 
it makes an effective evaluation of the helicopter program difficult 
because a reduction in crime in the target area could have been the result 
of the Tactical Section and not the he1icopter unit. The grantee has 
no way of knowing whether this did in fact occur, because different 
patro~ variables were not isolated in the project's evaluation design . 

. The last objective of the program was to indicate other variables 
outside the Baltimore City Police Department which could account for 
changes in the crime rate. rhe grantee reported that in the first six 
months of 1974, 53.4% of all persons arrested by the Baltimore City Police 
Department for index offenses ".;rere under 18 years of age. 
Juveniles comprised 5.2% of all robbery arrests, 62.3% of all burglary 
arrests, 63.7% of all auto theft arrests and 57.2% of all larceny arrests 
during this time. The grantee also reported that du-ring the first six 
months of 1975, 51.2% of all persons arrested for index offenses were under 
18 years of age. During this same period, juveniles comprised 20.7% 
of all murder arrests, 26% of all rape arrests, 50% of all larceny 
arrests, and 60% of all auto theft arrests. 

It should be noted that the number of juvenj.les committing crime is 
not really an outside variable that affects crime. Instead, it is the 
factor which is trying to be controlled. The disposition of juvenile 
cases is an uncontrollable variable in this project; however, the 
Police Department did not submit information on juvenile dispositions. 
The number of juveniles rearrested for crimes may indicate that certain 
aspects of crime reduction are not under the.control of the Police 
Department. Other uncontrollable variables relating to this project 
could be an increase in population in the target area, or an increase 
in unemployment in Baltimore City. The Police Department did not 
submit any information concerning these variables. Therefore, the grantee 
did not achieve this last objective. 

, ,. 
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,The automated procedures for inmate location and court schedule 
updates has) therefore, had to be supplemented by the use of manual 
procedures. The d::tily printing by the on-line system of a j ail ~is t 
of inmates (including a designation of inmate status, e.g., awaiting 
Supreme Bench trial and sentencing) has enabled improvements in the 
processing of Supreme Bench Court incarcerated defendants. The Supreme 
Bench Court Assignment Office states that the daily automated jail list 
has enabled the imp1emenation of new control procedures. These pro­
cedures enable the court to monitor and systematically address 
the need for priority processing of incarcerated. defendants. Hhen 
these procedures were implemented in March, 1975, the jail population 
chargeable to the Supreme Bench ~vas approximately 800 defendants of 
"vhich only 55% \Vere scheduled for trial. As of August 1, 1975, jail 
inmates chargeable to the Supreme Bench totaled 675 with 75.4% of 
these defendants scheduled for trial. It should also be noted that 
as of Harch, 1975, the 800 jail inmates represented approximately 37% 
of the total Supreme Bench defendants awaiting disposition ~vhile, in 
August, 1975, the 675 jail inmates represented less than 24% of the total 
defendants a\·miting dispositj.on. vnli1e this decrease in the percentage 
of -incarcerated defendants awaiting trial may reflect charges in bail 
setting procedures, it \vould appear to also reflect an increase in the 
priority placed on processing incarcerated defendants relative to those 
defendants out on bailor .released on own recognizal1ce. 

Attachment III summarizes the status of the j ail inmate population 
including the duration of stay of the population as of the end of the 
first week of September. Attachment IV sho\vs a sample of t;he computer 
printout of daily jail cases scheduled for court .. · Thus, the On-Line 
Jail System is providing the data base with which decisions affecting 
the more timely delivery of inmates to the court can be made. 

In meeting the third objectives, the jail system provides ,accurate 
and timely inmate record access by allowing on--line .inquiry of inmate 
status via the inmate's unique identificad.oll number or name. In addition) 
an inquiry can be made as to the location of an individual in any j ail cell. 
Once the individual housed in the j ail cell is knmvn, an additional inquiry 
Call be made to obtain detailed inmate related information. The combina­
tion of the detailed inmate record and the ability to access that record 
by name, identification number, and cell location provides a flexible re­
cord keepipg and inmate information retrieval system. 

'rhe grantee has made some progress in meeting the fourth and fifth 
project objectives. The inmate oriented data base maintained by the jail 
system currently provides detailed statistical data on inmate intake and 
relenses as well as the number of active and inactive defendants processed 
by the j ail as of any given point in time. In addition, the system keeps 
an accounting of all j ail cells that are occupied, vacant, and in need 
of repair. By providing this kind of a data base, the City Jail nmv has 
the potential to obtain meaningful information necessary for improved 
budget 'and resources allocation decisions as 'veIl as improved prpjection 
of inmate population. In addition, reports such as the weekly generated 

,_ inmate aging report (Attachment V, listing each inmate by status and duration 
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In'summary, the gJ:antee has provided an abundance of statistics on 
the operation of the helicopter patrol in its two years of operation. 
On the surface, the statistics point to a decrease in certain kinds of 
criminal activity. However, because of an inability to properly control 
for other patrol variables in the test and control areas, and because 
helicopters and crew can only assist ground units in making arrests and 
recovering property, crime reduction in this test area cannot be attributed 
solely to the helicopter operation. 

Finally, an interim audit ~vas conducted on this project in August, 
1974. The results of this audit indicated that there appeared to 
be no financial problems ~vith the project at that time. To date, 
a second year audit has not been completed on this project; hmvever, 
any recommendations r:--f a second year audit when available, should be 
implemented by the. grantee if sUbsequen't funding is approved. 

! 

.' 
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PAST PROGRESS 

L GENEltllL INFORHATION 

l)roj(>ct.· Title: - Intensive Community Patrol by Police (64 Foot Patrolmen) 

A1,])J.icant: - - Baltimore City 

Imp) (>~pnt:inp; Ag0..ncy': Baltimore Police Department 

Projrct Director: Lieutenant Colonel Bishop L. Robj.nson, Chief of Patrol 

II. AHIIRD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND OItGANIZATIO}1AL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Year 

Date of /',\.I.:;!!i: October 2C{, 1972 nud December 13, 1973 
Date of AI;arq,: .• 

November 14, 1974 

Grant. Period: ------ 17 Honths - April 1, 1973 to Sept. 30, 1974 
Grant period: 12 months - October 1, 1971. to Sept. 30, 197:· 

Approved 
.!..F;:;.:ir~5..::..r:....:Y.~~: 

Approved 
Seco~d Year'o Bud~e~: 

1'~lllnt 

CO!H;ultants 
Travel 
COJ)!;ll::lables 
Rental 
Oehet' 

Federal' 
Share 

$912,863 
78,O!JO 

. 

Matching 
Share 

$ 77,419 
6,688 

86,400 

Persunnel 
Equipf.lent 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 

.Othor, 

Federal Hatching 
~:.L Share --

$885,560 $93,895 '" 
4.500 

.. 

TOTIlLS $990,943 $170,507 
TOTALS $885,560 $98,395 

This proj ect \vas initially mvarded by the Governor f s Commj,ssion on 
October 26, 1972 for a six month periodo Because of the difficulties in 
hiring ne~q patrolmen to replace the veteran patrolmen 'who would be assigned 
to the impact pror,ram, certain delays took place requiring an extension of 
the Pl'oj ect for another sc.wcm months 0 In addition, the next year of funding 
was shortclledo The terminatjon date was adjusted to September 30, 1974 to 
enable this proj ect to coindde with thc~ refund:Lng date of all programs funded 
undhr the Baltimore City Impact Progranlo 

On November Ill, 1974, the grantee ~'iCt.S a~.;rardcd Federal funds for operation 
of the program for the remaining nineteen months out of the total allowable 
funding period of thirty-six months" 
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The first year approved budget actually includes the fjrst two funding 
periods amounting to $990,943 in Federal funds, and $170,507 in local match 
funds. The second year budget, $983,955 (885,560 and $98,395 in Federal and 
local match funds, respectively), indicates the' funds allocated for the first 
twelve months of the remaining nineteen months a $885,560 in Federal funds 
and $93,895 :i.n local cash ($979,455 in tota]) represent the salaries and 
fringe benefits of the 6Lf rec.ruit policemen hired to replace veteran police­
men assigned to the impact program. $4,500 in local funds in the Equipment 
category represents allo~vance for uniform maintenance. 

III. !?~OJECT DEYELOPHENT AND OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcen,ent Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce maj or crime. In July) 1972, 
the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan ~vhich indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore 'would 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault, and burglary. The plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of Hhich referred to "Intensive Community Patrol by Police." 
'1'11is project was proposed as one part of that program area. The purpo.:e of 
this project was to deploy foot patrolmen, in addition to the normal mobil­
ized patrol, to reduce the selected Impact crime in neighborhoods with high 
crime rates. Specifically, funds were requested to support 64 foot patrolmen 
in the Central, Northern s Northeastern, Hestern, Southern~ Southwestern a.·a 
Eastern Police Districts. 

The request for funding of the Intensive Community Patrol by Police grant 
,.;ras considered and approved at the October 3, 1974 Connnission meeting and the 
official alvaI'd in the amount of $1~518, 273 in Federal funds and $3?360 ii.l 
State funds to cover. the final nineteen months of funding was made on November 
14, 1974. On November 29, 197Lf, the Hayor of the City of Baltimore accepted 
the grant award and special conditions e 

There ,vere eleven special conditions attached to the grant. Chief among 
these 'ivere the following: that the a,vard represented the final nineteen months 
of funding, that the grantee implement the recommendations of the financial 
audit re.port; that accurate time and attendance records be maintained on the 
foot patrol; and that the mvard would be subj ect to review' by the Conunission 
at the end of one year. To date, all conditions have been met. The grantee 
also met the LEAA Special Conditions for Impact grants. 

Hiring of the 64 police officers began i11 February, 1973. Hmvever, be­
cause of the difficulty of filling the positions, the first officers were 
not deployed until Hay, 1973. Table I shows ,.;rhen the first 45 officers were 
deployed. 
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TABLE I 

= 
Honth Numbe;:' of Officers Deployed 
~~~--------------

Hay, 1973 
July, 1973 
August, 1973 
October, 1973 
August, 1974 
September, 1974 

Total 

12 
6 
5 
2 

16 
4 

The remaining nineteen positions were filled by the deployment of foot 
pdtrol officers to the Southern) Eastern, Northern, Hestern, and Southwestern 
PQlice Districts with complete deployment occurring by February, 1975. The 
Tactical Section r s four officers were deployed within tl1C Central District in 
October ~ 197 Lf. The Eastern District T s four foot officers \Vere assigned in 
December, 1974. Tv70 positions were filled in the Western District~ and six 
footpost positions ,\Tere filled in the Southern District o The Northern Dis~ 
trict filled the remaining position in January, 1975, and the South"lestern 
District filled its last two footpost positions in February, 1975. 

Table II shows che number of patrolmen assigned to footposts in each 
Police District. 

Police Districts 

Southern 
Soutlnves tern 
Hestenl 
Central* 
Northeastern 
Northern 
Eastern 

Total 

TABLE II 

Number of Foot Patrolmen Assigned 

15 
8 
4 

15 
12~ 
6 
4 

-= 
64 

According to the grantee foot posts were selected in each District based 
on historical Impact Crime Data. The footposts 'ivere areas with a relatively 
high incidence of reported crimes. In addition, according to the grantee, 

* . includes four footpatrolmen in the tactical section of the Central District. 
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those areas which consistently proved resistant to crime reduction efforts 
were assigned preference as part at the final selection of footposts for 
the deployment of policemen. 

Peak periods of criminal activity w'ere determined within each individual 
footpost. Based on these peak periods, op~rational time frames were estab­
lished to insure optimum coverage during the peak periods of criminal acti­
vity ,.;rithin the selected footposts. The off days of the patrolmen were 
scheduled to assure maximum manpower availability during the peak days of 
the week. 

Appendix I shows the footposts covered by the footpatro1 by each Police 
District and the hours and days ~.;rhen the specific footposts are patrolled. 

The patrolmen would walk their assigned footposts during the specific 
hours, answer dispatched and on-site calls for service, and make any neces­
sary arrests 0 The purpose of the footpatrol, ho,.;rever, was to concentrate on 
reducing the impact crimes (Leo, murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, and burglary). 

IV. ANALYSIS 

There are some difficulties in evaluating the effectiveness of the program. 
The footposts have been located throughout seven different police districts 
in the City. As a result', there are several small scattered target areas o 

This makes it difficult to assess one target area since it is possible for 
one target area to influence activities in another. This influence is diffi­
cult to measure. 

Another difficulty in evaluating the project is that there are other 
Baltimore City High Impact Programs being funded simultaneous1yo Some of 
these other impact programs (i.e., Target Hardening - Street Lighting, 
Civilians in Supportive Services, and High Impact Helicopter) have target 
areas that overlap the target areas of the Intensive Community Police Patrol. 
This overlapping again makes it difficult to isolate the influence of anyone 
impact program on the target areas. 

Even though this program has been operational for 29 months, data has 
been submitted for only t't.;ro ten-month periods 0 The two periods were October 
1, 1973 through July 31, 197Lf, and October 1, 1971} through July 31~ 1975. The 
absence of complete data further complicates the task of evaluating the value 
and effect~veness of this progrmn. 

The objective of this program, as stated in the original grant appltca­
t;!.on r ,.;ras the reduction of i.mpact crimes in the designated footpost target 
areas. The :Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice, in cooperation 
with Commission staff, established evaluation criteria to l)e used to assess 
the effectiveness of the proj ect in achieving the stated obj ective. 'rhe 
fol101ving analysis includes the specific evaluation criteria and an assess­
ment of the results of the program based on thesCl criteriao 

1. Incidents of Impact Crime lJY Target Area during the operating 
period, compared to a simi1m: per~od before the implementation 
of the pro.gram. 

,. 
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'l'ABLE III 

Number of Impact Crimes 
Police 10/1/74- Increase or % 
District Footpost 7 75 Decrease Change 

Cc;ntrnl 206 195 -11 - 5.3 
171, 173 JA2. 109 -33 -23.2 
17 /1, 176 55 77 +22 +/10.0 

2093, 209/1 9 9 0 0 

Southern 126 104 -22 -17.5 
971, 97/+ 12 8 _ LI -33.3 
972, 973 44 L,2 - 2 - 11.6 

963, 965 32 36 + 4 +12.5 
966 2 0 - 2 -100.0 
967 7 5 - 2 '-28.6 
968 19 9 -10 -52.6 
969 10 4 - 6 -60.0 

Sout ll\vG.s tcrn lOLl 98 - 6 - 5.8 
872 6 6 0 0 
885, 886 62 5/1 - 8 -12.9 
887, 889 36 38 + 2 + 5.6 

~'ieH tl:rn 90 104 +14 +15.6 
781 12 23 +11 +91. 7 
783 78 81 + 3 + 3.9 

EaB L(~rn 98 116 +18 +18,/1 
376, 377 98 116 +18 +18.4 

Northeastern 68 72 + LI + 5.9 
469 23 LIO +17 +73.9 
'.71 , t,7 LI 32 J.4 ·-18 -56.3 
475, 476 13 18 + 5 +38.5 

Northern 30 tlO +10 +33.3 
577, 578 23 /35 +12 +52.2 
579 7 5 - 2 -28.6 

Total 722 729 -I- "7 + 1.0 
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The data supplied by the grantee makes it difficult to evaluate this 
criteria. As was previously mentioned, the data supplied covered the 
October. 1 through July 31, 1973-1974 and 1974-1975 period;. Although the 
program lvas not fully operational throughout most of these periods (e.g., 
only 35 officers 'Here deployed during October 1, 1973 through July 31, 
1974) some activity ,vas occurring. Further, no data 'vas supplied for a 
similar period prior to project implementation. 

Table III compares the total impact crime for each police district and 
footpost target area for the two reporting periods. 

Table III indicates that on the whole, the impact crimes in the footpost 
target areas increased by 1%. The most significant percentage increase 
occured in the Northem District, 33.3%. The Southern District on the \vhole 
~vitnessed the largest percentage decrease of repo1.··~ed impact crimes, 
i.e., 17.5%. 

Unfortunately, since the data does not cover a sufficient length 
of time and there is no provision for making comparisons before and after 
implementation of the project, concrete conclusions cannot be drawn from 
this data. 

Table rv shows the total impact crimes by police district of reporting 
areas adjacent to the footpost target areas. 

TABLE IV 

Number of Impact Crimes 
Police 10/1/73 - 10/l/7/t 
Dis t r;:..;:" i::.:c:..:t:....-. ______ ._--'-7!-/3::..:1;;;.!/~7 4. 7/31. /7 :, 

Central 
Southern 
Southwestern 
Hestcm 
Eastern 
Northeaster.n 

916 
1779 
1056 
llLI6 

526 
787 

1028 
1735 
1076 
1079 

570 
737 

Increase or % 
De. e 1"(3[1 8 C 9)~l.1.~.u.t7,,_ 

+112 +12.2 
- It!1 - 2.5 
+ 20 + 1.9 
- 67 - 5.8 
+ 4/1 + 8. 'I 
- 50 - 6./\ 

£109 373 - 36 - 8.8 Northc;.::r:..::,ll::-__________ --..:.:::..::... _____ --=: .. : .. :::=---_____ -=-=--___ ...--: . 

'rotaJ 6619 6598 - 21 . 3' 

,,,al impact crimes in the areas adj acent to the footposts decreased 
sliGh~ly. The data lacks the necessary breakdo~V11 by specific areas adja­
cent to each footpost to permit a detailed comparison 'wit11 Table III. It 
should also be noted that impact programs may be operating in the areas 
adjacent to the footposts. It is therefore possible for a displacement 
of impact crimes to occur in areas beyond those adjacent to the footposts. 
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Table V compares the percentage of change in impact crime in the foot­
posts and adjacent areas by police district for the same periods. 

TAJ3LE V 

Po1:Lce District 
--I 

P er c ~n tfl.g.~ _ Q b?:1JE ~._i1J. ... In:u?..af.t._G 1:: i~e.s_~ 
! Foot osts Adjacent Areas . 

Central 
Southern 
Soutlmestcrn 
Hestern 
Eastern 
Northeastern 
Northern 

- 5.3 
-17.5 . 
- 5.8 
+15.6 
+18.l~ 

+ 5.9 
+33.3 

+12.2 
- 205 
+ 1.9 
- 5.8 
+ 8.L~ 
- 6.4 
- 8.8 

Available data does not indicate that the impact crimes are being dis­
placed from the footpost target areas to the areas adjacent to the footposts" 
In five of the police districts (i"e.~ Central, Southwestern, Western, North­
eastern, and Northern) the impact crimes decreased in the footposts and in­
creased (not necessarily in proportional amounts, hm.,rever) in the areas adj a­
cent to the footposts. In the Southern Police District the impact crimes 
decreased in the footposts and the areas adjacent to those footposts. Con­
versely, the impact crimes increased in both the footposts and adjacent 
areas in the Eastern Police District. 

Table VI compares the total number of reported impact crimes city-wide 
with the total number of reported impact crimes in the police district target 
areas by crime type for the comparabl ten month periods of October 1, 1973 
to July 31, 1974 and October .1, 1974 to July 31, 1975. 

TABLE VI -----
::--; , ----"=-

Type of Crime 

Nurder 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 
Burglary 

Total 

10/1/73-
7/31/74 

241 
384 

7,741 
4,970 

1/~, 635 

27,971 

CITY HIDE 
Increase 

10/1/74- or 
7/31/75 Decrease 

241 + 1 
377 7 

8,416 +675 
5,897 +927 

14,282 -353 

29,214 +1,243 

ALL FOOTPOSTS IN THIS PROJECT 
Increase 

% 10/1/73- 10/1/74- or 
Change 7/1/74 7/31/7 5 Decrease 

+ .4 10 3 7 
- 108 8 7 1 
+ 8.7 269 28l~ + 15 
+18.6 144 1/11 3 
- 2.4 291 2911 + 3 

+ 4.4 722 729 + 7 

The number of reported impact crimes City-wide have increased by 4.4% 
while the impact crimes in the footposts increased by only 1%. This could 
indicate that the footpatrol has had an impact on reducing the rate of in­
crease of J:eported impact crimes. There is not enough data to clearly sub­
stantiate this conclusion, however. 

% 
Change 

-70.0 
-12.5 
+ 5.5 
- 2.1 
+ 1.0 
-
+ 100 
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TABLE VII 

Comparison of the Average Re}?o!!ed Impact Crimes p_er Month Durinf?; a 6-month 
Period J:lrior to Implementation and a la-month Period After Implementation 

-p-oii~'~-'-'-'- --]-./lTi3---r--Av-e-r-~-g-e------10/li74· - ... r ··A~·~~~ge .- ....... 

. Distri~t 7/31/73 per month I 7/31/75 ! per month 

Central 959 159.9 
Northeastern 47 12 03 
Hestern 130 210 7 
Southern 390 65 0 0 
Southivestern 31 5.2 

Total 1557 259.5 

i 
I 
! 
I 

I 

I 

195 
72 

104 
104 

98 

573 

1905 
7.2 

10.4 
10.4 

908 

57.3 'j . 

The comparison in Table VII shows the average number of Impact crimes 
reported during a six-month period prior to implementation of ,the project and 
a ten-month period after project implementation in five of the seven police 
districts i'7hich had impact footposts o There was no data available for the 
Eastern and Northern Districts o From the data shmvn it can be seen that the 
average number of reported Impact crimes per month have decreased markedly 
during the period the project has been in operatiol1$ }fore data is needed, 
however, for longer comparable periods of time (i.e., befqre and after pro­
ject implementation) before a full assessment can be made on the effective­
ne.ss of this aspect of the Impact foo tpatrol. 

2. The number and l:ype of arrests (j,.mpact crimes) made by the footpattol 

program. 

Number of 

TABLE VIII 

,Impact Crime Arrest Data 
October 1, 197/t to July 31, 1975 

Total Avarage No. of 
Police Foot Pat- Aggravated Impact Other Arrests per Pllt-

ro1mnn p(,r l,'pek* District rolnen }\urcier Rape Robberv Assault Burglary Arrests Arrests 

Central 15 1 5 7 6 19 119 
Eastern 4 2 3 5 8 
Northeastern 12 3 1 5 9 152 
Northern 6 1 4 5 56 
Hestern 4 6 6 21 
Southwestern 8 1 7 3 11 126 
Southern 15 19 .1 14 34 281 

Total 64 0 2 37 9 41 89 lb3 

'"'' . 

* Not all positions of f . 
deployment of the 64 fo~~t patrolmen ivere filled by October 1, 197L~. 

patrolmen \vas completed . 
~n February, 1975. 

.21 

.08 

.31 

.2l, 

.16 

.40 

.49 

Full 

I 
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Of the total impact arrests made during this period by the foot patrolmen, 
46.1% 'Vlere arrests for burglary and 41.6% of the arrests were for robberyo 
It is interesting to note that of the total arrests made by the foot patrolmen, 
10.5% accounted for arrests for impact crimes. The rema:i.ning portion of ar­
rests ,'7ere for other crimes. 

The footposts in the Southern District had the largest average number 
of arrests per patrolman Heek, .49, follmved by the footposts in the South­
eastern District which had .40 arrests per patrolman. Both of these dis­
tricts had a reduction in impact crimes in the footpost areas during the 
period. 

3. An a.0..'1.qs~..§ of cans for serv..~ce by crime::, categort. (illll?§-ct crimes) 
and bJ::, method of call for service (i. e. ~ dispatched or on-view) 

Summar.y tables have been compiled for calls for service for each police 
district by crime category. This information is presented by each police 
district from October 1, 197[1 to July 31, 1975. 

CRINE CATEGORY 

1':::...._ -1-

t: 

Typ(~ of Total Impact Other Calls 
Call For Aggravated Calls For For 
Service Nurder Rapt! Robbe··.· Assault Burglary Se.rvice Servict;! 

~. -~ --

Dispatched J. 1 54 55 111 841 

On-VieW' 3 9 11 23 290 
Total 4 1 63 

. 
66 134 1131 . 

For the footposts in the Central District~ 1,265 calls for se~~ice were 
recorded. Nine hundred fifty-two or 75% were dispatched. The remaining 25% 
11'(-:'1'(' on-vie\v calls for service. Of the total calls for service) only 1006% 
r'. l'Bented impact calls for service. Robbery and burglary calls for service 
c· . J::ibutcd virtually an equal portion of the total impact calls for service 
4/;. and [19%, respectively. ' 

Type of 
Call For 
Service 

B. EastE.':,rn District (4 patro}men) 

CRUtE CATEGORY 

Hurdcr Rape Robbery 
Aggravated 
Assault 

Dispatched <HH, .. '" 12 3 
On-VimV' 

3 

Total 
15 

Total Impact Other Calls 
Calls For For 

Burglary Service Service 

7 -2? Rr-i 

1 4 39 

3 '-- ~--. 
8 26 125 ~.'-. 

I , 
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For the footposts in the Eastern District, 151 calls for service were 
recorded. One hundl:ed eight or 7105% were dispatcbed calls for serviceo 
Of the total calls for service, 17.2% were impact calls for Gervice. Robbery 
represented 57 0 8% of the total impact calls for service. 

Co Northeastenl District (12 Eatrolmen) 

CRINE CATEGORY 

'lype of Total Impact Other Calls 
Call For Aggravated Calls for For 
Service Hurder Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Service Service 

Dispatched 27 39 66 1051 

On-Vie~" 5 8 13 L~811 

Total 

Type of 

32 47 79 1535 

For the footposts in Northeastern District) 1~ 614 calls for service ,.;rere 
recorded o Of these calls for service, 69.2% were dispatched and the remaining 
30.7% were on-view. 4.9% of the total calls for service '\",ere iro.pact calls for 
service. Burglary represented 59.5% of the total impact calls for service

o 

D. Nortf1ern Di.strict (6 J?atrolmen) 

CRUll CATEGORY 

Total Impart Other Calls 
Call For r Aggravated Calls For For 
Service Hurder Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Service Service 

Dispatched 
10 10 550 

On-VievT 

Total 

1 1 2 87 

11 J. 12 637 

There were a total of 6l~9 calls for service in the footpos ts of the North­
ern District. Of these calls for service, 86 0 3% were dispatched, the remain­
ing calls for service were on-view. The impact calls for service (includes 
dispatched and on~·vie\'T) represented only 1. 8% of the total calls for service. 
Robbery 'ivas 91. 7% of the impact calls for service. 

·······,···.u ... 

--- ---- -------- ------------

", 
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E. Western Distr:ict (It patrolmen) 

CRIME CL\TEGORY 

- -- j 

Other Calls Total Impact 
Type of Calls For For Aggravated Call For Service Service Assault Burglary 
Service Hurder Rape Robbery 

Dispatched .... , .... " ... , 
10 h /, 20 q2 

On-View 28 

-' Tota] 

pe of 
all For 

Service 

10 6 4 20 120 

The footposts in the Western police district had a total of 140 calls 
for serv:lce o The impact calls for service rc~prcsented ll~o3% of the total 
calls for service, al1 of which 'ivere dispatched. 

CRIME CATEGORY 

Total Impact Other Calls 
Ar;gravated Calls For For 

Hurder Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Service Service 

D:lspatched 14 23 37 412 

On-Vimv 

Total 

Type of 
'all For 
3ervice 

10 L} Ilf 335 

24 27 51 747 

There were 798 total caU s for service in the Southwestern district. 
56.3% of these calls for service w'ere dispatched, tbe remaining percent 'ivere 
on-view calls for service. Of the total calls for service, 6 0 4% 'ivere impact 
calls :Cor service. Robbery and burglary contribu ted to 47% and 53% ~ respec­
tively, to the total calls for servicea 

G. ~uthC12E...District (15 l2Etrolmcn) 

CRUtE CATEGORY 

, .. ~ 

Aggravated 
Murder Rnpe Robbery Assault Burglary 

Total Impact Other C<.\lls 
Calls For For 
Service Service 

-' -~-----~---- - -- -- -- .. _--
Dispatched 1. 4 34 53 92 1024 

------~ --
On-V:lcw 12 19 31 555 

.~ -------- ------

Total 1 LI 46 72 123 1579 
____ •• ____ L.._,,~. --_._. 
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The Southern Dtstrict footposts received a total of 1,702 calls for 
service. 65.5% 0:[ the total calls for service were dispatched. The total 
impact calls for service consisted of 7.2% of the total calls for service. 
Burglary represented the largest portion of impact calls for service, 5805%. 

Of the total calls for service received by the foot patrolmen, 7% of 
those calls for service were for impact crimes. Burglary contributed the 
greatest portion to the impact calls for service with 50.6%. Robbery re­
presented 4502% of the impact calls for service. Data is lacking indicat­
ing the portion of calls for service which ~vere cleared by on-vi.ew arrests 
by the foot patrolmen. Therefore, it is difficult to dnl'~v any conclusions 
about the effectiveness of the foot patrolmen program from the data supplied o 

Table IX C()u,p::tres the ~vorkloads of the footpatrol in relation to Im­
pact calls for sel~ice and total calls for service. In addition, the table 
shows the number of different footposts covered by the footpatrolme.n. It is 
difficult to make a full assessment of the data because the data should be 
collected over a longer period of tinte during full deployment of the 64 foot 
patrolmen. The data seems to suggest, however, that Impact crime has de­
creased in those Police Districts (1. e., Centra,l, Southern, Soutlmestern) 
that had the largest number of foot patrolmen and the largest number of foot 
posts covered ~.,ith the exception of the Northeastern District. The North­
easte.rn District~ although it experience.d an increase. in ifll)act crime, it 
experienced less of an increase than any of the other districts Q 

The number of impact calls for service~ 445, was considerably less than 
the total number of ]~eported Impact crimes in the footposts, 7290 This is 
largely attribu.table to the fa. that the foot patrolmen \Vere. not in opera­
tion 2l~ hours per day. The 11111' .i.!t crimes recorded \Vere also reported during 
those times when there was not a foot patrolman on the Impact footpost, and 
to a lesser extent when the foot patrolman '(vcra responding to another call 
for service. Those calls for service were ans'(vered by other patrolmen. 

40 An indication of other ty:pcs of.-EE.9...gr~l!ls (block and high i~12£l..ctL 
that have been operational in the same target areus as the foot 
pa,tro1men o • ~ , 

The Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice and the Commission 
staffs asked for this information to determine if the effectiveness of the 
Impact foot patrolmen project can be isolated from the operation of the other 
pl"' . rams functioning tvithin the same target areas o There are two other impact 
pr~ "mns which overlap target areas: the Impact helicopter patrol and the 
11"i .. ~ct street lighting programs. 

In addition, the Civilians in Supportive Services program operates 
in target areas adjacent to the footpost target areas. Th:ls could influ­
ence data collected on the adjacent footpost target areM. 



TABLE IX 
,....:l 
r-i 

Comparison of Calls for Service in Footposts r-i 

Per Foot Patro12an by Police District* 
(October 1) 1974 througll July 31, 1975) 

I I f_verage lotaj i 
Number of ! Number of I Average XU!!1ber ~u!!1ber of Calls; Percentage 

Total Calls I 
I 

Different Reported Total I!!1pact of Impact Calls f ~r Service peri Change of 
Police Footposts Number of Impact I Calls For for Service per i Patrolman I Impact Crimp. I 

District Covered Patrolmen Crimes I Service Patroblan 't-leek for Servicel week I in Footposts~ 
, 1 

Central 8 15 195 134 .21 i 1,265 1.9 -5.3 

Southern 11 15 104 123 .19 1,702 2.6 -17.5 

Southwestern! 5 8 98 51 .15 798 2.3 -5.8 

Western 2 4 104 20 .12 140 .81 +15.6 

I 
2 4 116 26 .15 151 +18.4 Eastern ! .87 

Northeasternl 7 12 72 79 .15 1,614 3.1 + 5.9 

Northern i 3 6 40 12 .05 649 2.5 +33.3 
! 

* Not all the positions of foot patrolmen were filled by October 1, 1974. Full deployment of the 64 foot patrolmen was 
completed in February, 1975. 

** The change in reported Impact crimes was noted bet;;-leen periods of October 1, 1973 to July 31) 1974,com'pared to October 
1, 1974 to July 31, 1975. 
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Table X compares average monthly arrest and calls for service data 
for this JJnpact proj ect (64 '.Foot Patrol) and anO'l::'i1Cr Impact proj eet that 
replaces police foot patrolmen with civilians in supportive services (l14 
Foot Patrol). With the 44 Foot I)atrol proj ect, if an arrest is required, 
then a patrolman is summoned to make the arrest. 

TABLE X 

Number of Total Calls Average Calls Average 
Individuals for per Service Total Arrests per 

P!'oject Patr9.~ Service~', per Han-Honth Arrests1; Han-Hanth 

44 
6l~ 

Foot Patrol 44 2)625 11.9 4':)7 2.3 
Foot Patrol 64 6,319 9.8 852 1.3 

.-
During the periods recorded, the civilinn patrol had slightly higher aver­

age calls for service per man-month and averar;e arrests per ulan-month than 
the 64 loot patrol project. This could be attributed to a number of variables 
including characteristics of deployment and volume of crime. Before any sig­
nificant conclusions can be made, this data should be collected and compared 
over a longer period of time. 

Based on this; it is difficult to isolate the effectiveness uf each 
program, especially its impact on the incidence of crime. 

In summary, it is difficult to assess the effectivenee.s of this progrmll o 

The current deployment of foot pa.trol officers throughout Baltimore City 
tends to impede evaluation of this program particularly in certain small 
areas. In addition~ the results in the specific target areas do not not­
iceably illustrate a pattern of continued inC!rease or decrease in crime~ 
The results of this program do not clearly indicate that this method of patrol is 
any more effective than other methods that could be d8ployed. The goal of 
the impact program is to reduce impact crimes in specif:lc target areas. It 
is difficult to determine ~oJhether any method of pol:lce patrol can aC'.tually 
impact upon a reduction of specific crimes. Although the number of reported 
impact crimes have increased in the project's footposts by 1%, the increase 
was less than the City-wide increase of impact crimes, 4.4%. There are many 
external variables that influence crime rates. Nevertheless, some target 

*The data is' for different periods of time. "'The civilian patrol project data 
includes a five-month periods 1"ebo 1, 1975 through June 30, 1975 whereas the 
police patrol project covers a ten-month per:lod, October 1, 197L~ through July 
31, 1975. In addition, not all 6ff foot patrolmen were deployed until February, 
1975. 
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areas did experience a reduction of crime and the increase in impact crime 
in all impact foot posts was less than the CitY-"i.Jide increase. A more 
sophisticated evaluation should be completed to detC):mine the causes for 
this var1.ation. 

An audit has not been conducted on this project's second year acti­
vities o HO\'7ever, it is expected that on8 should be completed in the next 
several months. When the audit is completed, the final report recommenda­
tions should be implemented by the grantee if subsequent funding is granted. 
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APPENDIX 

DESIGNATED FOOTPOSTS IN EACH 
POLICE DISTRICT A..'i!D THE TUlE 
AND DAYS THE FOOT PATROLHEN 
ARE DEPLOYED. 
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PAST PROGRESS. 

Project '£1 tlr;: Civilian Connnunity Relations Special:f.sts 

~r0jc~nt: Baltimore City '. 
~lcmentinr, ~r,(!ncy: Baltimore City Police Department 

Project Director: James H. Watkins, Director of Connn~ity Relations 

, . 
II. AHlIRD" IHPLm:ENTATIO:--l, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

---:-"" 

A •• 

First Year 

;ate of A~ard: October 26, 1972 

-=rant Period: June 5, 1973 to September 30, 1974 

Approved 

z.ersonnel 
~quipl:lent 

-Dnsultants 
"'::'::-ave1 

-=..:onsu:nables 
.-::.ental 
..:Jr.hcr 

TOTALS 

.' 

Federal 
Share 

$26,928 

Hatching 
Share . 

$8,976 

Second Year 

pate of Avlard,:, November 13, 1974 

Grant Period: September 30, 1974 to September 30, 197' 

, Approved 
Second Year's Budget:, .. 

Category 

. Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 

, ~enta1 
Other -. .. 

Federal 
Share 

TOTALS 

,-

... I,' 

\ :·1 .. , 
.~~: 
~ ,-

," 

....................... 
....... ~~ .... :,; ..... ~ 

, .. 
'~; 

, -
., .., 

• 
.c1'.!. 

Matc.hing 
Share 

$ '3;'043 

$ 3,043 

.,,~!I' 

, 
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II. PROJECT DEVELOPHENT AND IMPLEMENTATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lm" Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July 
1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Th~ee­
Year Action Plan ~.;thich indicated the method by vhich the City of Baltimore 
would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of which ~"as entitled "Intensive Community Patrol by Police." 
This project was aimed at improving police community relations ~"ithin the 
City of Baltimore. The applicant proposed to improve relations by hiring 
two civilian police-community relations specialists to work with the 
Department's Community Relations Section . . 

The first year award for this project was made on October 26, 1972, 
and the project became operational on June 5, 1973, vhen one of the civilian 
specialists was hired. The first year grant operated from June 5, 1973, to 
September 30, 1974. On October 3, 1974 the Commission approved a second year 
request for this project. 

The objectives established for this program were: 

1. To maintain good communication and cooperation bet~"een the 
Baltimore Police Department and the co~~unity; 

2. To decrease the potential for repeated occurrences of impact 
crimes through 'an increase in the number of "in progress" 
calls to police as a result of concentrated community contact 
by the specialists; and 

3. To reduce the number of assaults on police officers within 
the geographic areas' under the influence of the specialists. 

To achi.eve these objectives, the civilian specialists were to work within 
the Community Relations Section of the Baltimore City Pc,lice Department. They 
were to serve vith the Department's representatives at various community func­
tions and meetings. They were also responsible for initiating, participating 
and guiding new programs and activities in the area of community relati.ons. 
The specialists were also to work in areas of the City in which there waS a 
high incidence of assaults on police. The purpose of assigning the specialists 
to this type of problem ""as to decrease the community I s apprehension about 
the increase in the number of city police officers and to increase two way com~ 
munication between the police and citizens of Baltimore City . 

. "H~"'H"'U"."""'" 

-- - ~--------- ---------------
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IV. ANALYSIS 

The grantee indicated that the community relations specialists funded 
under this project have been assigned various community relations activities 
throughout Baltimore City in the two years that this grant has been operational. 

A factor that influenced this projectls impact on the crime rate in 
Baltimore City was the fact that for a considerable amount of time there was 
only one civilian Community Relations Specialist assigned to full time duty: 
Because of injuries sustained in a shooting incident, one specialist funded 
under this program was absent from work during the period May 1974 to February 
1975. The individual returned to work on a part-time basis for two months 
and was assigned back to full-time duty in Harch 1975. The total of only one 
person assigned to this project during the period May 1974 to February 1975 
could have hampered the effectiveness of this grant. 

Concerning objective one, the grantee indicated that over 10,000 individuals 
have been contacted by the specialists through various civic and religious groups 
in the first two years of the grants operation. The grantee also indicated that 
during the first DvO years of the grants operation, the specialists assigned to 
this project attended an average of 15 meetings per month designed to inform the 
community of the activities of the Police Department. A. partial list of groups 
contacted by the conuuunity relations specialist included: The Homen's Civic 
League, Concerned Neighbors of Gwynn Oaks, Northwest Corporation, and the South­
west Homen's Coalition. Appendix I to this report gives a complete listing of 
groups contacted by the specialists . 

. 
The grantee has indicated that the specialists have received approximately 

80 requests to address citizens at various meetings in the DvO years that 
this grant has been operational. Included were a number of requests designed 
to reduce tension bet1;veen the police and/or specific groups of citizens. One 
such example cited by the grantee was a situation tvhere t1;.;rO different groups 
of young people were involved in violent confrontations that resulted in the 
death of two persons. The grantee reported that the efforts of the specialists 
in meeting ,\lith these young people resulted in an easing of tensions beDveen 
the two groups, and a lower level of violent activity in that Section of the City. 

The second objective of this grant was to decrease the potential for re­
peated occurrences of Impact Crimes through an increase in the number of "in 
progress" calls to police as a result of concentrated community contact by the 
community relations specialists. Concerning this objective in the first DvO 
years of the grant's operation, the community relations specialists informed 
the community through various speaking engagements, of the importance and value 
of communicating information on crime to the police. The grantee indicated that 
this effort on the part of the community relations specialists resulted in an 
increase in "inproeress calls" in four target areas that the specialists were 
assigned to. These four areas were: (1) the county line, Liberty Heights Avenue, 
Gwynn Oak Avenue to California Boulevard; (2) North Ave.;.ue to Baker Street, Brad­
dish Avenue to '!'~oplar Grove Street; (3) the total area in High1andtown; and 
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(4) the Flag and Perkins Homes areas. 

Statistics on "in progress" calls for service for a two year period 
in these areas are provided in table I. 

Target 
Area 

I 
. 

II 
III 
IV 

TOTAL 

TABLE I 

"In Progress" Calls for Service 
August, 1973 through January, 1975 

August, 1973 through August, 1974 through 
January, 1974 January, 1975 

69 l38 
59 62 
69 . 74 
61 90 

258 364 

Change 

+69 
+03 
+05 
+29 

+106 

The information in table I indicates that "in progress calls 11 increased 
41% in August 1974 - January 1975 over the same time period in 1973-1974. 
However, because other variables that may have'influenced tbis change were not 
controlled, and because a control area ~.,as not used in the evaluation, it is 
difficult to clearly attribute any tncrease of "in progress" calls to the 
police from citizens to the Community Relations Specialists. Also, the com­
munity relations specialists worked in the target areas during botb time periods, 
so a before and after comparision of "in progress" calls is also not possible. 

The specialists assigned to this project also impacted the second objective 
by providing citizens with information designed to reduce crime. Subjects in­
cluded self defense for women, self defense for the visually handicapped, and 
citizen patrols of neighborhood streets. The community relations specialists 
funded under this project also developed specific programs relating to crime 
prevention. AP10ng these programs were: A businessmen's Crime Prevention Pro­
gram, a Burglary Prevention Program, a Block Parent Program, and a Operation 
Identification Program. 

These specific programs can be defined as follows: 

Business Crime Prevention Program: This is a program to inform businessmen 
of specific techniques which they can employ in their places of business 
to prevent incidents of crime from occurring. 

Burglary Prevention Program: This program is aimed at citizens and business­
men, and focuses on techniques to prevent burglaries from occurring to an 
individual.ls home or business. 
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Block Par.ent Program: This program is aimed at increased neighborhood 
security. Citizens patrol neighborhoods and report incidents of suspicious 
persons or events to the police. 

Operation 
burglary . 
number to 
stolen. 

Identification Program: This program is aimed at reducing 
Ci tizens are urged to engrave valuables ~'li th an identification 

allow police to trace this property in· the event that it is 

It should be noted that the specialists funded under this program designed 
the Businessman's Crime Prevention Program, and the other programs among citizen 
groups. 

As indicated earlier, the third objective of this grant was to reduce the 
number of assaults on police officers within specific geographical areas that 
the specialists were assigned to. These geographic areas were the same as those 
used in achieving objective number 2. The grantee hypothesized that explaining 
the function of the Police Department to Baltimore City citizens, would create 
a better relationship between police and citizens and ~.,.ould lead to a reduction 
in assaults on police officers. To measure this possible effect, the grantee 
monitored the number of assaults on police officers in the target areas over 
a b'lO year period. The results of this comparison appear in Table II. 

Target 
Area 

I 
II 
III 
IV 

TOTAL 

TABLE II 

. 
Assaults on Police Officers for the Areas 

Worked by the Community Relations Specialists 
January, 1974 to July, 1974 
January, 1975 to July, 1975 

January, 1974 January, 1975 
to July 1974 to July, 1975 Chan~e 

1 0 -1 
2 1 -1 
8 3 -5 
6 6 no change 

17 10 -7 
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The information in Table 2 indicates that assaults on police officers 
decreased 41% in the first six months of 1975 over the same period in 
1974. However, because the project staff was involved in the target area 
during both time periods and because the grantee did not control this experi­
ment adequately, it cannot be clearly established that this decrease ,vas the 
result of the activities of the community relations specialists. 

The grantee maintained that a breakdown of the overall ~vorkload of the 
community relations specialists indicated that approximately 65% of their 
time was spent in organizing and addressing various community groups on 
the subject of crime prevention. The grantee also indicated that an additional 
15% of the specialists time was devoted to talking with residents of public 
housing on the activities of the police, v1hile the remaining 15% of the com­
munity rela.tions specialists time was devoted to \vorking ,vith city residents 
to prevent specific criminal acts. 

In summary, it appears that a considerable amount of community relations 
activities have been accomplished by the community relations specialists funded 
under this project in the two years that this grants been operational. HOivever, 
it is difficult to assign responsibility for a decrease in assaults on police 
officers, or in an increase of "in progress" calls for service received by the 
police to the efforts of the specialists. The difficulty in attributing success 
to this program was the result of an inadequate evaluation design. 

Finally, an interim audit was conducted on this project in August 1974. 
The results of this audit indicated that there appeared to be no financial 
problems with the project at that time. To date, a second year audit has not 
been comple ted on this p'roj ec t, however, any recommendations of a second year 
audi t \vhen available, should be implemented by the grantee if subsequent funding 
is approved. 
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Appendix I 

GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED 'BY :THE:COMt-TUNITYRELATIONS 
SPECIALISTS IN THE FIRST TVI0 YEARS OF THE GRANTS O:?K?-ATION 

1. Special Services - Baltimore City Health Department 
2. Commission on the Aging 
3. Urban Services Agency 
4. Baltimore City Public Schools 
5. Housing and Community Devclo~ment 
6. Insurance Women of Baltimore 
7. Baltimore County Public School Teachers 
8. Adult Education Division - Baltimore City P\.lblic Schools 
9. Maryland School for the Blind 
10. WCAD 
11. Boy Scouts of America 
12. Salva fion Army 
13. C & P Telephone Company 
14. Urban League 
15. Maryland Confer ence' of Social Concern 
16. Social Security 
17. N.C.C.J. 
18. Inner City COlnmunity Mental Health 
19. Housing and ComnlUnity Development 
20. Information and Refcn'al 
21. S. C. A. T. 
22. 
23. 

24. 
25. 
26'. 

27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

Waxter ' Center 
Mayor's Office 

'NENA - Northeast Neighbors Association 
Alpha l<appa Alpha Sorority 
Calvert Adult Education Centcr 
Women's Civic League 
Won1<ln Power, Inc. 

, P. T. A. - School 1}5 
Project In1pact 
Reservoir Hill - PAC 
Tuscany - Canterbul'Y Improvement Association 
Flag Homes Tenants Council 
Women Together 
Senior Citizens Groups - City Wide 
S. T. E. P., Inc. 
Woodhaven Area Neighborhood Organi7.ation 
Bonrman Avenue Neighborhood Association 

" 

34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41-
42. 
43. 

0' Donne1 Heights Hous ing Project 
Claremcnt Housing Project 

"""'QUo" ••• ,,, ••••. 

Cherry Hill Housing Project 
Murphy Homes Project 
I\reedom Project 
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PAST PROGRESS 

" .~" 

1. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project Title: Civilian Employees for Supportive Services 

Applicant! Baltimore City 

Implementi.ng Agency: Baltimore City Police Department 

Project Director: Bishop L. Robinson 

II. AWARD, INPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAl, BACKGROUND 

Fir~t Year Second Year 

Date of AI~ard: October 21. 1972 
Date of Award,:. 

Grant Period: Feb. 14. 1973 to Sept. 30. 1974 
Grant Period: 

Approved _ 
First Year's Budget: 

Approved .­
Second Year's Budget: 

Federal Hatching 
Cater,ory Share Share Category 

Federal Matching 
Share Share 

! 
Personnel ~442.S45 ~86.736 Personnel 

Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 
Other 

$459,861 $51,096 
.. ~_,i .,I" H .. ·~"" 

Equipment 
55,392 Consultants 

Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 

5,727. Othel: 

'tOTALS ~442,845 $147,855 TOTALS $459,861 $51,096 

III. PROJECT DEVELOPl'ffiNT AND' OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 
1972 the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three­
Year Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore 
would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, 
aggravated assault and burglary. The plan identified seven major program 
areas, one of which was entitled: "Intensive Connnunity Patrol by Police." 
Thi~ project was designed to increase connnunity police patrol by using c~v~­
lians to perform supportive police function~ tnat were currently being per­
formed by S\'lorn personneL The applicant anticipated that the use of 
civilians in such positions a's radio technicians, automobile dispatchers and 
police report reviewers would allm.;r the Department to reassign sworn officers 
to high crime areas of the City, thereby reducing impact offenses in these" 
areas. The applicant requested funding for this project as part of the .Balti-

4··~ _ . 
more City Impact program. ~ 



'. 

" 
) . 

13A 

This grant was awarded by the Governor's Commission on October 26, 
1972, and the acceptance of the Statement of Grant Award and Special Con­
ditions was signed by the Hayor of Baltimore on October 30, 1972. The 
project commenced on :?ebruary 14, 1973, but by Hay 31, 1973, only four 
civilians had been hired for the program. The hiring of civilians, to per­
form the auxiliary supportive police functions continued to occur slowly 
in the first year of operation. As of September 1, 1974, only 38 civilians 
(of the 49 originally requested) had been hired under this grant. A first 
y~~r evaluation was completed on this project in September, 1974. It was 
noted during the course of this evaluation that none of the patrolmen replaced 
by civilians in the first year of operation were assigned to police patrol 
duties in high crime areas of the City as originally stated. 

In December, 1974, the Commission staff completed an audit of the first 
year activities of the Civilian for Supportive Services grant. The audit 
indicated that a1th~ugh 42 civilians were hired as of December, 1974, to 
perform non-police functions within the Police Department, the police offi­
cers that were displaced as a result of these civilians were not assigned 
to high crime areas of the City as originally intended. The disposition 
of the 42 civilians hired can be summarized as follows: 

-I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Five (5) civilians displaced sworn police officers wbo ultimately 
resigned or retired thereby creating a sworn vacancy; 

one (1) civilian reJ?laced a sworn officer 'ivho has been placed 
on medical leave; : 

twelve (12) civilians displaced sworn officers who were ultimately 
redeployed within the police depart.ment, but not assigned to foot 
patrol in High Impact areas; . -, 

twelve (12) civilians were hired to fill previously vacant sworn 
positions; 

5. four (4) civilians were promoted from existing civilian ranks 
thereby creating civilian vacancies; and 

6. eight (8) civilians were hired as trainees and given on-the-job 
training on a one-to-one basis with a sworn officer. Consequently, 
the civilians did not displace sworn officers during the grant 
period. 

The Commission staff and LEAA agreed to allow project costs relating to 
the 18 civilians hired who displaced sworn police officers and therefore did 
not result in a cost savings to the City. This a110wability was contingent 
on the follo~ving conditions: ' .~ 

1. that this recommendation receives LEAA approval since it is 
not in agreement ~'/ith the Discretionary Grant Award and its 

~ conditions; and 

,. •• if 

2. that the allowability of the 18 civilians be contingent upon 
the grantee's conunitment to assign sworn police officers at the 
City's expense to root patrol posts in High Impact target areas 
in sufficient quantity during the remaining High Impact project 
period to equal the police foot patrol service that should have 
result~d when the 18 civilians were hired. 
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On June 4, 1975, LEAA notified the City of additional conditions that 
must be met relating to the resolvement of the audit.and continued operation 
of this project. Concerning the resolvement of the audit, LEAA allmyed 
additional salary costs for eight civilians who were trainees during the 
project. This resulted in a total of 24 civilian position that were approved 
by LEAA. Among the conditions that LEAA placed on this project for con­
tinued operation were: 

1. that the City develop a deployment plan for the use of the 
Impact Officers and submit this plan to the Governor's Com­
mission for approval by July 1, 1975; and 

2. that an evaluation component must be developed and submitted 
to the Governor's Commission staff by August 1, 1975, for 
their approval. 

Concerning these conditions, the Commission staff received a copy of c~~ 
evaluation plan submitted by the City Police Department on August 1, 1975. 
A copy of this document was forwarded to LEAA for review and comments on 
August 8, 1975. The document submitted by the City contained an evaluation 
and deployment design for the project, and also detailed the 1974 and 1975 
crim~ changes in specific high crime areas of the City • 

. The specific objectives for this grant in the first and second years 
of operation were to: 

1. improve the efficiency of specific Departmental Supportive ... , ........ 
Service Units; 

2. reduce the number of Impact crimes in spe~~fic target areas of 
the City; 

3. determine the extent of impact crime displacement as a result 
of this project; and 

4. establish a positive rapport with citizens in' target areas by 
greater exposure of police officerso 

To achieve these objectives, the grantee proposed to hire qualified civi­
lians to perform non-police functions in the Department, thereby displacing 
sworn personnel currently employed in auxiliary supportive police positions. 
The police officers thus displaced were to be redeployed on foot patrol in 
designated target areas. 

ANALYSIS 

Concerning the first objective of this grant, after two years of operation 
44 positions previously held by sworn personnel have been aSSigned to civilian 
personnel. Table I is a summary of the type of jobs that have been filled by 
civ::ilians under this grant. 
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TABLE I 

POSITIONS FILLED IN THE EALTTI10RE CITY 
POLICE DEPARTMENT BY CIVILIANS 

b Fe ruary~ 1 3 97 - August. 1975 

, 
' .. 

, , 

.. 
..... 

Auxiliary Positions 'Number' of . Civilian "Employees 

Police Report Reviewers 14 

Central Records Supervisors 12 

Head Records Clerk 1 

Radio '}1aintenance Technicians 11 
, 

Automotive.Dispatchers 6 
. . . . . . . ....... 

I 

Total 44 .-
. . ... . 

" 

The following job descriptions were submitted by the grantee. 

Police Report Reviewers 

The Police Report Reviewer reviews police r.eports for aCt.:uracy, 
completeness, legibility, clarity, and proper criminal classifica­
tion; classifies reports based on federal standards as defined in 
the Uniform Crime Rep;:lrting System; and instructs police personnel 
in the proper completion of reports. . 

. 
Concerning this position, the grantee indicated that the civilians 

'assigned to this job reviewed over 70,000 police reports each month. The 
grantees also indicated that the sixth month training program provided each 
revie,.,rer prior to assuming their duties during the second year of the grant 
operation "has enabled them to meet or exceed the'past performance of sworn 
personnel in the Staff Review Section,," 

Central Records Supervisor~ 

~ 

The Criminal History Records Section Supervisor has as a primary 
responsibility the supervision and trai~ing of personnel responsible 
for filing police reports and index cards; receiving and answering 
inquiries for information from police ofiicers in the field; operat­
ing computer equipment to obtain information on criminals from the 
National Crime Information Center; and providing police personnel and 
the public with information from criminal record files. 

Concerning this position, the grantee indicated that the civitian super­
visors had responsibility for filing and answering requests for approximately 
145,000 arrest records. 
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Head Records Clerk 

The Head Clerk of the Warrant Section is responsible for files, 
records and supervision of the Harrant Section; clerical unit; and 
trains new employees; and checks the accuracy of all work performed 
within the Warrant Section. The grantee reported that Warrant Sec­
tion personnel processes approximately 2,000 outstanding warrants and 
summonses each month. 

Radio Maintenance Section 

The Radio Haintenance Technician installs, disassembles, and 
reassembles two-way radio communication systems; tests equipment 
and determines causes of faulty operations; and maintains equip­
ment in conformance with regulations of the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

The grantee maintained that the duties assigned to the technicians 
in the first and second year of the grant's operation also include the in­
stallation and repair of electronic sirens and the installation of new 
radio equipment purchased by the Department. The grantee also indicated 
that· lIwith the advent of the hiring of experienced, trained technicians, 
the Department had at it's disposal a pool of e~~ertise far above that of 
previously assigned sworn personnel. II 

Automotive Dispatchers 

The Automotive Dispatchers supervise the operation of the motor 
pool; assign cars to employees; and coordinates and maintains the 
flow of service work to and from the Department's repair shop. 

The grantee indicated that there are about 200 requests per 24 hour 
period for use of motor pool vehicles. The grantee further indicated that 
the automotive dispatchers "continue in a smooth and efficient manner, to 
monitor a motor pool fleet of in excess of 900 vehicles. 1I 

However, it should be noted that the grantee provided no specific evalua­
tive information on any of the civilian positions noted aboveo No data on 
the opinions of police personnel in charge of civilians ~vas supplied to sup­
port qualitative statements made about the past performance of the civilians 
hired under this grant. Information from a civilian employee evaluation and 
comparison with the performance ratings of sworn personnel in similar posi­
tions 'vould have been a valuable aid in determining this grant t s effectiveness. 
Specific measures of effectiveness such as the amount of communication and 
cooperation bet'veen sworn and non-sworn personnel, and the number of errors 
noted in reviewers' reports could have been 'used to help determine ahe effec­
tiveness of the civilians. From the information supplied by the grantee on 
the civilians hired to replace sworn officers in this grant, there is no way 
of clearly evaluating the use of civilian personnel in these positionso 

......... H ........ . 
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The second objective of this project was to reduce the number of Impact 
crimes in specific target areas that were staffed with police officers dis­
placed by civilians hired under this grant. Concerning this objective, as 
of June 4, 1975, 44 patrol officers displaced by civilians were assigned to 
foot patrol posts. The grantee selected commercial sections of the City as 
target areas for this projecto The target areas included the Reisterstown 
Road Plaza section of the Northwestern District; the Northwood, Erdman, Frank­
ford and Freedomway Shopping Centers of the Northeastern District; and commer­
cial areas in the Northern, South,,,estern, Central and Southeastern Districts. 

Table 2 is a summary total of impact crimes for the City of Baltimore 
for a two-year period and Table 3 is a summary total of impact crime for the 
project target areas. 

TABLE 2 

Summarv Total of Impact Crime for Baltimore Citv 

'Po'h,.l1",." rl"\ ,T""", 1 Q7l, ~'!"lrl p 'J.,'t"":=!~-IunP.. 
~J , 

Amount of 
Increase or 

.Type of Crime 197 /• 1975 Decrease 

Murder - Total 118 111 -7 
Forcible Rape - Total 182 189 +7 
Robbery - Total 3639 3597 -42 
Aggravated Assault -

Total 2593 2661 +68 
Burglary - Total 6867 6518 -3/.9 

Grand Total 13399 13076 -323 
- ~ 

TABLE 3 

'pummary Total of Impact Crime 
Xor Civilian Support Target Areas 

February 1, 1974 - June 30, 1974 
February 1, 1975 June 30, 1975 

1Q75 
Percent of 
Increase or 
Decrease 

-509 
+3.8 
-1.2 

~ .... .I" 
.r ........ 

+2 0 6 . 
-5.1 

-20/1 

. 
I Amount of InCa % of Increase I t:=me I 1974 1975 or Decrease or Decrease 
I \ 

Hurder - Total I ,2 > -2- -100 . -
Forcible Rape - Total I 1 1 A. ;, - -
Robbery - Total I 54 54 - -Aggravnted Assault 

I 
I 

'" 
. 

I ., ......................... 

I 
'rotal I 9 15 +6 +6607 

Burglary - Total I 68 30 -38 -55 0 9 .I' .<# I " 

I Grand Total I 134 100 -34 -25.3 
i 
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As noted from these tables, impact crime City-wide decreased 2.4% in 
the two periods examined while in the same time period impact crime in 

civilian support service target areas decreased 25%. This 'vould seem to 
indicate that this grant had some effect on the decreasing crime rate in 
these areas; however, because of other activity operating in these ~arget 
areas, it is difficult to conclusively determine the impact of the project. 
For example, the grantee reported that some of the civilian supportive 
services target areas were included in the helicopter test area. 

However, there are a number of civilian supportive services posts 
in the Northwestern District that are not included in the helicopter 
test area. Crime statistics for these areas indicated that there was a 
25% decrease in impact crime in the first six months of 1975 over the first 
six months in 1974. 

Specific data for each district in which patrolmen were deployed is 
contained in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

Summary of Activity by District 

Number of Civilian ImEact Crime 
District Footposts Feb.-June Feb.-June Percent Change 

1974 1975 
: 

Central 3 ·14 10 -28:'6" ".,,~ 

Southeastern 4 23 27 +17.4 
Northeastern 6 16 14 -12.5 
Northern 2 17 -8 -52.9 
North'vestern 9 46 33 -25.0 
Southwestern 1 18 8 -55.6 

TOTAL 25 134 100 . -25.3 

The third obj ective of this proj ect 'vas to determine the extent of 
. Impact crime displacement that occurred as a resu1~ of this project. To 

achieve this objective, the grantee measured the change in Impact crimes 
in areas adjacent to the civilian supportive services target areas. Table 
4 is an analysis of the changes in Impact crimes for all districts adja­
cent to the target areas of this grant. 

. .................. ,. ~ ..... . 

..... 
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TABLE 5 

Crime Change in All Districts 
Adjacent to the Civilian Services Target Areas 

[vpe of Crime 

Murder - Total 
fForcib1e Rape - Total 
lRobbery - Total 

February 1 June 30, 1974 
February 1 - June 30, 1975 

Amount of 
Increase 

1974 1975 Decrease 

15 9 -6 
36 25 -11 

654 603 -51 
~ggravated Assault - Total 301 316 +15 
Burglary - Total 1078 947 -15 

Grand Total 2084 1900 -184 

, 

. Percent of 
or Increase or 

Decrease 

-40.0 
-30.6 
- 7 08 
+ 500 
-1202 

.. 

- 8 08 

According to the information in this table, Impac.t crime decreased 8.8% 
in the area adjacent to the civilian supportive services target areas. This 
may indicate that there was no crime spillover associated with this grant. 
However, this cannot be fully determined because in some instances civilian 
services target areas were adjacent to the target areas for another Impact 
project which provided footpa.trolmen to high crime areas. 

• .-~ '" j-' .... -.&'- .. 

Another factor to consider in examining crime in both the target and 
adjacent areas is the historical trend of crime in these areas. It may 
be that crime 'vas beginning to decrease in these arE\as for knmvn or unknown 
reasons prior to the implementation of this grant. No information is avail­
able to evaluate this possibility. A comprehensive evaluation of the civilian 
supportive services target areas should include an analysis of a historical 
crime trend over a number of years for the target area, plus a comparison of 
the target area crime rate to a similar control area c~ime rate. 

The fourth objective of this grant was to establish a positive rapport 
with citizens in the civilian supportive services target areas by exhibiting 
greater police presence. To measure progress toward achieving this objective, 
the grantee recorded all activity of footpatrolmen'fun':cd under this grant. 
Table 5 is a summary of that activity . 

.... 
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TABLE 6 

Summary of Activity for 
Footpatrolmen Assigned under this Grant 

February 1, 1975 - June 30, 1975 

" I 

" '" 

Number Per 
Patrolma.n Number/Per 
Per Month Patrolmen Type of Activity 

3.6 18 Calls for Service (Initiated by Patrolman) 
8.4 42 Calls for Service (Dispatched) 
2.2 11 Arrests 
661 3,304 Security Checks (includes bank, businesses, 

residences, school checks, and night references.) 
552 2,758 Contacts (includes contact with businessmen and 

103 
citizens) 

513 Field Interviews (includes cab checks and 
car stops) 

I 

As noted by the information in this Table, the footpatrolmen. funded 
under this grant made a number of community contacts during the first six 
months of 1975. The total monthly average per patrolman for arrests and 
calls for service for this project was 2 and 12 respectively. It should 
be noted that these figures ar.e higher than the arrest and calls for service 
monthly average per patrolman 'for another impact program (64 footpatrolmen). 
The total monthly arrest average per patrolman for the 64 footpatrolmen ~vas 
1.3, and calls for service answered was 10. 

... -.. , 
In summary, the maj or obj ectives of this grant can be broken dmvn into 

two components: the first component "las to increase the efficiency of cer­
tain supportive services by assigning civilians to non-police functions 
within the Department. Concerning this component, no definite conclusions 
can be drmvn concerning the improved efficiency of these services because of 

·a. lack of evaluative information. The second component of the grant was 
to decrease impact crime in certain highly commercial sections of the City 
by assigning to them patrolmen who 'vould otherwise have been performing 
'supportive services. Concerning this component, again no definite conclusions 
can be drawn because of ~\leaknesses in the evaluation design. Hmvever, crime 
did decrease. It can be said, ho~vever, that this proj ect placed additional 
sworn trained police officers on the street and put uns'vorn civilian personnel 
in positions ,vhich did not require police training. Thus an underutilization 
of police training and expertise 'vas impacted upon. Further analysis is needed 
to determine the overall impact of using civilians in these positions. For 
instance, this may make it different to find d~ties officers within the Depart­
ment .~vho are no longer suited for street patrol' duties. 

•••••• .. • .... •• __ u;., •..•• 

" .. -
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Finally, a first year audit was concluded on this proJect, and after 
a number of meetings between LEAA and City officials, a number of specific 
problems noted earlier were resolved. To date, a second year audit has 
not been completed; however, any recommendations of this audit when they 
become available, should be implemented by the grantee if subsequent funding 
is approved. 

> • 

........................ 

41··-
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

Project TUle: High Impact"Courts 

",' 

Applicant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 

, Project Director: Chief Judge of the Supreme Bench 

II. AHARD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

., 
First Year 

Second Year 

Da te of Av7ard.:. November 8, 1974 

I 

, 
~rant Period: June 1, 1973 - September 30, 1974 

~Grant:pcriod: October 1, 1974 - September 30, 1975 

Approved 
Approved . Second Year's Budget: 

!ixst Year's ~ud8et: 
Federal Matching 

Share Share --Federal' Matching Category 
Share Share -- $434,907 

995 
16,334 .. 

3,000 

79,000 (in-l--ind) A 

Personnel 
$395,204 $ Equipment 

41,563 
17) 950 

Consultants 
61,850 'l'ravel 

5,800 
11,115 46,000 
90 1 °35 16,465 

. $562,186 $62,465 

T.ravel 3,000 consumables 
Consumables 10,000 

" 46,000 Rental 
Rental 12,500 

(in-kind) .Other 
Dthet' 

119,1,90 ',82,491 
.\ .. 

TOTALS 
TOTALS $64j,607 $225,tfl,l 

" 

Budget Hod'ifications and Explanations 

No budget modifications were received on this project during the second 
year . 

..................... .:... .. ~ .. ... 

. ... 

" 

... 
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PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATIONS 
.. 
; 

In the Spring of 1972, the Lat., Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Hayor' s Coordinating Council on Criminal Jus tice comple ted a 
Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method by \vhich the City of 
Baltimore \vould impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assualt, and burglary. The plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of which relates to courts programs. The purpose 
of the courts program in the Impact Plan was to add two courts for the express 
purpose of handling impact and impact related offenders. The tie bet\veen 
this "Court Component" of the Impact Plan and the overall impact goal 
II to reduce crime II \.,as based upon the premise that speedier trials \vould have 
a direct effect on the reduction of crime in that the more closely the 
punishment follows the crime the greater opportunity exists for the 
deterrence of criminal activity. 

The grant ap'p1ications submitted to the Governor's Commission for the 
courts component included four separate~propo~a1s. These four proposals 
formed the core of the court p)~ogrammint for' the Impact Program in Baltimore 
according to the ;pplicant. They include the establishment of the two 
criminal courts (submitted by the Supreme Bench); the provision of public 
defenders to the courts (submitted by the Office of the Public Defender); 
the provision of court clerks to the tlVO courts (submitted DY the Office of 
the Comptroller); and the provision of pre-sentence investigRtive and probation 
supervisory services to the courts (submitted by the Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services). It should be noted that although some 
consideration was given to making these self contained model courts, court 
officials decided not to pursue this concept. As a result, these courts 

·became part of a pool of court rooms available for Impact cases. The 
result of this decision tiTas to make the tlVO ne,v courts very difficult to 
evaluate. This report is limited to an analysis of the first component 

.\. • • 0, 

listed above, the establishment of the High Impact Courts. This application 
was submitted to, the Commission in May, 1973. 

Of a11'the applications received, this project represents the largest 
in terms of providing support personnel to the Impact Courts. Thirty-t\vO 
individual positions arc included in this proj ect' s overall budget. This 
involves salaries for secretaries (2), bailiffs (2), court reporters (2), 
security guards (4), assignment personnel (3), jail guards (2), deputy 
sheriffs (2), jury assembly clerk (1), prosecuting attorneys (8), special 
agents (4) and legal stenographers (2). 

Generally, the procedure for identifying impact offenders in Baltimore 
City is initiated in the Baltimore City State's Attorney's Office. Cases 
are processed either as an indi(:tment or an information.' A code placement 
is then 1;i"Verr.;t(). mark these alten1atives. Impact'indictments are numbered 
five and the impact informations are given the number six. This procedure 
helps in identifying impact cases once they are processed, for trial 
so that all agencies should have no difficulties in realizing impact cases 
,vhon they are being handled. 

Out of all the impact cases marked and identified only 20% to 30% 
are scheduled in Parts I and II ('the High Impact Courts). (Note: This 
is based on an estimate given by the Criminal Assignment Office.) The 
rcmainde~ of impact cases are scheduled in three other criminal courts 
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along with other non-impact cases. Of this 20% to 30% impac~ cases scheduled, 
a lesser amount are actually heard in the Impact Courts due to either postpone­
ments (which.required recyc1ing--28 days), transferrals of cases (these are 
sent to other' courts when docke,ts are completed early) or cases not heard 
(this simply means those cases ~hich were not reached on any given day). 
Additionally, it is also important to note that impact courts may be the 
recipient of non-impact cases Ivhen dockets are IIsplitll in other courts. 
This means that cases have not been reached in other courts and are transfered 
into the IMpact Courts for trial if court time is available. (Note: 
Because of the way cases are moved to other courts and because of the 'vay 
cases are assigned to personnel, prosecutors, public defenders and clerks 
may be involved with the disposition of cases in othel." than Impact courts.) 

Eight objectives were established for the High Impact Courts during 
their three years of expected operation. Neasuring the effectiveness 
of these goals 'vas given primarily to the Hayor t S Coordinating Council on 
Criminal Justice (HCCD). As a result two major reports have been developed. 
The first developed by a consultant was entitled Phase I Evaluation Report. 
This included a11,designated impact and impAct crime category defendants 
indicted or charged between September 1, 1973 and Harch 31~ 1974 and whose 
cases which had been disposed of by these.{ two courts as of June 1, 1974. 
Approximately 50lf defendants w'ere ~tudieci in this report. The second 
evaluation report involved 400 impact defendants 'vho 'vcre charged betT,vcen 
April 1, 197[1 and December 30, 197tl and whose cases were closed as of ;>1arch 
31, 1975. Thi.s report is referred to as the Phase II Study of the Impact 
Courts and \Vas developed by the staff of the Hayo'r' s Coordinating Council 
on Criminal Justice. ' 

IV. Al'l'ALYSIS 

Lis ted below are the eight obj ectives established for this proj ect and 
a synopsis of results' obtained during the Phase I and Phase II studies. 
It -is important to not.~' .that not all eight objectives were analyzed in 
Phase II. Specifically objectives 5, 6, and 8 were excluded. MCCCJ staff 
has indicated that; these three goals ,vi11 be reported on in a further fol1mv­
up study. This study should be completed within the next few months. . , . 

Objective,A: Give priority to scheduling and conducting trials of 
defendants detained in Baltimore City Jail. Priority 
should be given to defendants who have been incarcerated 

0. the longes t while a~vi:li t ing trial and sen tencing. 

Phase.I Evaluation Report found little difference in the time it takes 
to dispose a "jail" impact case as opposed to a "bail" impact case. In 
fact, it took approximately 1. 2 days longer for an impact defendant ~vho was 
awaiting disposition in the Baltimore City Jail. The Phase II Report 
found a reversal in thi.s pattern and showed that j a,il cases 'vere being 
disposed appt()'!\:1mately t~vo weeks quicker than bail cases. (See Table I.) 

Both Phase I and Phase II Reports recognized that most agencies in the 
Criminal Justice System were not givi.ng priority toward jail cases at every 
stage of the case processing from arrest to dlsposition. The Phase II 
Report indicated that the time intervals are shorted for bail cases than 
jail cases in the filing of charging papers, defense counsel filing 
appearances and completion of pre-sentence reports. This suggests that 
prosecutors, public defenders and probation agents are perhaps not supporting 
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this objective as a high priority. An exception to this app~ars to be in 
the Criminal Assignment Office where all jail cases are automatically 
given the greatest consideration. Here it was noticed that this office 
set trial dates two and one-half weeks faster for jail cases than non-jail 
cases. , 

", 

, ~ .. 
Data since Harch, 1975 'vhen ·Phase II ended, seems to substantiate that 

jail cases are given a greater priority, for example, on March 1, 1975 
aC'c'ording to the Criminal Assignment Office, there Ivere 2,173 defendants 
awaiting trial. Of these, 1,373 were considered in a non-jail status 
and 800 '-lore iv, detention. The latter category represented 36.8% 
of. the overall population a\vaiting trial. On August 1, 1975, the jail 
population awaiting trial had been reduced to 675 defendants or 23.6% 
of the overall population (note: At this point in time there w"ere 2,858 
overall defendants m-laiting trial and 2,183 defendants in a non-jail status. 
ThuB the conclusion can be made that either open jail cases are still being 
prioritized or that a greater number of defendants are being placed on a 
bail status). 

Ob;jestive B: .The average time for arrest to disposition shall be 
ninety (90) days for a1). Impa,ct offenders. 

~ 

Hhile the, Phase- I Re.port stati;{1 tUat the average time from arrest to 
disposition "ms 172 clays, or 82 days more than the objective, the Phase II 
study shmved that processing of lmpact defendants consumC!d 212 (Lye, thus 
representing more than 122 days beyond the object,ive. Additiont.ily, it 
Has reported that increases occurred in every category of case processing 
exc~pt filing of counsel and completion of pre-sentence reports. (See 
Tab Ie 2.) The larges t increase in terms of time, occurred between filing 
of counsel and actual trial date. Possible reasons suggested by the HCCJ 
staff for deficiencies in this area ~vere postponements and the scheduling 
problems of individual attorneys. 

Another possible theory \.;rhich could explain part of the failure to 
meel: this objecti.ve is·.that unusual or lengthy proceedings such as insanity 
pleas, bench warrants, and extensive pre-trial motions may significantly 
increase the average elapsed time from arrest to disposition. Table 3 
indicates thdt \.;rhile these proceedings do, in fact, consume more time than 
the ordinary case, they do not 'comprise ~ a significant number of the cases 
examined. It, is alBo shOlm that if the cases involving insanity pleas, 
bench \varrants, and complicated pre-trial motions \,1ere eliminated, the average 
ti~le fl=om time from arrest to disposition would only be reduced by a fe\v days. 

An additional point that should be taken into consideration in analyzing 
this objective is the amount of time it took to dispose an impact case prior 
to institution of this grant prog:ram. Hhile statistical "match-up" used 
'vere not exuctly the same, a survey of impact offenders in 19'12 showed an 
average arrest through disposition time of 271.3 days. This represents a 
difference in the Phase I findings of approximately. 100 days and the Phase 
II results ..... b:r ii:bout 60 days. 

Volume of cases is a third factor which should be revie\ved in determining 
the effect of the Impact Courts. As can be seen from the Table 4 bet\veen 
August, ,197'1 and July, 1975, 8,354 ne\y defendants came into the Supreme 
Bench for processing. During the. same period in time, only 7,530 defendants 
\vont out of the court system, thus a degcit amount of 824 dE'fendants 'vere 
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received which could not be handled for this time ,period. 

While this initially may ~ppear that all courts were not effectively 
producing in terms of disposing cases, it should be pointed out that in 
previous years the courts hav~'never handled the number of cases it has 
during the past year. An example of this can rye seen from data collected 
for a JUSSIN Model in Baltimore City tvhere it has been reported that 6,011 
new defendants came into the system in fiscal year 1971, and 6,006 "(vere dis­
posed. In the year preceeding this time period (the year prior to the Impact 
Courts) approximately 5,000 defendants came into the system. (Note: It is 
not known how many cases ,,7ere disposed during this pel:iod.) Thu::;, 
it is important to point out t-hat it may be possible that all criminal courts 
may be reaching their saturation point. This may be seen from a revie"lv of 
the last five months statistics in Table 4 "lhere it is "sho,vu that over 700 
criminal cases are being disposed monthly. 

TABLE 4 

Defendants 

Old New New Set For 
Balance Defendants In Defe'ndant s Out Balance Tdal 

August 1974 2034 + : '9 527 = 2056 (1294) 
September 1974 2056 + 4g3 645 = 1904 (1327) 
October 197L, 1904 + 727 nt, = 1907 (1118) 
November 1974 1907 + 572 597 = 18B2 ( 978) 
December 197'+ lS82 + 565 410 = 2037 (1122) 
January 1975 2037 + 60S 502 - 2143 (1178) 
February 1975 ,\ 2148 .. + 470 492 = 2121 (1265) 
Harch 1975 2121 + 752 700 = 2173 (1251) 
April 1975 2173 + 1027 710 = 2490 (1533) 
Nay 1975 

. 
2490 + 765 810 2445 (1470) • ::; 

June 1975 2L,45 + 893 692 = 2646 (1739) 
July 1975 2646 + 933 721 = 2858 (2038) 

Total 839, 
~ 

SOULLe: Criminal Assignment Office, Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 

Obj ective C: Defense counsel shall be appointed, on the average, within 
seven (7) days of the filing of the Grand Jury indictment 
or criminal information . .... 

""':,",~I"""':"""..:;,. .. •• 
Phase I inro'rmation on this obj ective indicated that the overall t~me 

from filing of charges to appearance of counsel was about 35 days which 
represented an average of about 30.8 days for private attorneys and 39.0 
days for staff attorneys. The Phase II Report sho,ved improvement over 
the first year results by reducing the time it takes for appearance to 
26 days. The public defender I s appearance time during IJhase II was about 
25 days and private counsel took about 27 days. 
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,Jl'le 'mjor factor attributable to reducing this time element in Phase II, 
was ~! .L public defenders were allowed to enter their appearance with a duty 
attor,.ey. This had the effect of reducing time delays to the extent that 
staff counsel could enter their appearances earlier, sometimes within three 
to four days after charges had been filed. Difficulties still exist in 
meeting this objective and it i~ felt that much of the fault lies with 
the defendant himself. Often after several arraignments, the defendant is 
still undecided about his selection of counsel. The court is then put in 
the uncomfortable situation where :i.t must force a decision. Frequently, 
the defendant ends up ",ith the same public defender he could have had t~",o 

to three weeks beforehand. (See Past Progress Report on the High Impact 
CoGrts - Public Defender Project for more details.) 

Objective D: Within seven (7) days of the filing of appearance by 
defen e counsel, the Criminal Assignment Office shall 
designate the trial date. 

Phase I analyzed 68 designated Impact defendants ",hose cases Here set 
for trial during AprH, Hay, and June, of 1971f. It ",as indicated that by 
disregarding cases 'dth serious delays (postponempI'ts, insanity pleas) 
it ,,,,as concluded that "the Criminal Assig11ment ',Office liTas approaching fulfill­
ment of the objectiv~ 1 s specifications.": This 'w'as shmvn by the fact that 
67% of the defenda~ts in June of 1~74 had their trial date set within 15 
days of'appearance of an attorney (as compared to 21% in April, 1974). 

Phase II Evaluation Report evidenc.ed 32 days 'for the time it took the 
Criminal Assignment Office to set a trial date for Impact defendants. This 
was about twice as long aH reported in the previous year. Several reasons 
have been sug[',l1sted in the Criminal Assignment Office as to why these 
delays have oc,curred. First is the problem '>lith the availability of counsel. 
Some defense attorneys according to this office, have such large ~vorkloads 
that it is almost impossible to predict their availability. Additionally, 
cases scll eduled in the U. S. Federal Dis trict Court have a greater priority 
over the cases scheduled at the Supre.me Bench. This means that if a 
conflict occurs; anotil~r trial date has to be designated. The Criminal 
Assignment Office has also pointed out that often Impact cases involve 
multiple delendllnts meaning in some instances that several attorneys are 
involved. frhis in turn, takes more coordination in determining the date 
that trial can be set. At a minimUl:l., however, it appears that significant 
problems exist within this time period and a closer evaluation should be 
conducted tmvarc1 analyzing reasons for these delays. 

'(number of ~onements) 
Objective E: The postponement rate (number of trials) shall 

not exceed 10% and shall not exceed one postponement 
per trial. (Postponement is defined as any change 
irrespective of how long it is or when it occurs in 
the trial date once it has been se t by the Criminal 
Assignment Office.) 

'1'his objective, ,o,1hen studied in Phase I, was not being achie'ved. Then 
it was indicated that the rate of postponements in the Impact Courts was 20%. 
This compared with a rate of 18.6% in the Cri~inal Court of Baltimore City 
in 1973. It WAS further indicated that 83% of impact postponements were 
reques t8d wi thin 'five days of trials; 58% occurring on the scheduled day 
of trial. Particularly distressing \I1ere the reasons for postpone.ilent 
in Impact cases. In 14% of the postponement~ the defense attor~ey was in 
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another court; in another 14% the case postponed had been scheduled but could 
not be reached during the court activity of that day; and in 23% of the 
postponements the state witness was not available, not served, or there was 
illness or death in his family. Additionally, it should be noted that in 
52.9% of the postponements the defendant was being detained in jail or at 
the Division of Corrections. ,Utl:fortunately this study did not break dmvn 
the postponement rate by type of counsel (public defender vs. private 
cO~R8el). As to the second year of this objective Phase I reported only 
17 cases had been postponed more than once. 

Phase II did not include a detailed evaluation of this objective in 
detail as of this report, however, it has been pointed 'Jut that an initial 
survey of overall impact postponements has shown a rate of about 35%. 
If substantiated, this could mean an increase over Phase I findings by 15% 
and a sizeable increase over the intended objective which waS 10% for all 
cases. Further explanations are needed as to why postponements are 
increasing and the reasons for them being granted. (Note: A recent 
conversation with the Deputy Commissioner for the Criminal ASSignment 
Office indicated that the overall criminal courts in July of this year ex­
perienced a postponement rate of about 24%. Thus a great disparity appears 
to exist between overall cases and impact' cases;) 

," 

Objective F: Court Sessions \Vili begin at 10 a.m. Cases 'ivill follow 
immediately one after another. 

This objective also was evaluated in Phase I but not in Phase II. 
Esentially what ~vas d-Iscovered las t year \Vas that the courts ~"cre not 
meeting this goal. An 2xample of !. is '(vas in Nay of 1974 where it ,vas 
sholl7n that the Impact Courts (Part .i and II) t"ere in session approximately 
162.78 hours out of a possible 220 "available" hours. A recent telephone 
conversation with the Deputy Commissioner in the Criminal Assignment Office 
indicated that out of the total available hours for Criminal Courts Parts I 
and II for the month of.i'lay, 1975 (205 available hours) approximately 200.25 
hours were considered utilized by "in-court" sessions. This suggests 
im!novement' over' 'that {vhich was experienced during the Phase I study, however, 
further analysis should be conducted on this point to verify 't-.he l~l/el of 
achievement under 'this objective. 

Obiective G: . -r-

<t 

The pre-sentence report lvill be completed by the Division 
of Parole and Probation within fourteen days after request 
is received. 

11.: project director of the High Impact Courts-Probation Project has 
submitted ;lnformation that all requests 'ivere fulfilled on the .average of 
14 days after being received. This was in the second year of this grant as 
opposed to a 12 day average that was achieved in the first year. It is 
important to note that this time element is measured betHeen the time the 
request was received by the Probation Department and the time the report 
was fonvar1letl-baek., to the trial judge. (See Past Progress Report, on the High 
Impact Courts-Probation Department Project for more details.) 

Objective H: To increase the number of Impact cases brought to trial 
,,,hen compared to number of Impact cases brought to trial 
before the Impact Courts went into operation. 

I 



In order to measure this objective, the ~hase I Evaluation Report con­
centrated its analysis on the activity of all courts two mon~hs prior to the 
implementation of this program (April and Nay, 1973). Results ,·!ere then 
subsequently. compared to court activity for the same two months during the 
program's operation (Apri1-Hay,- 1974). The report concluded that the total 
trial and filing caseload had i~creased after the program was implemented. 
In 1973, there were 341 total tr·ia1s compared to 197t. when Lf12 trials were 
conducted. Filings increased also from 1,555 filings closed in 1973 to 
1;6'30 filings closed in 1974. 

As for the same time periods in 1975, it appears that the courts are 
di~posing of more cases than previously. \~ee discussion on case 
volume under Objective E.) The more important consideration in this 
objective is whether or not more impact cases have been disposed 
(percentages) as a result of this project. This determination has not 
been truly evaluated in either the Phase I or the Phase II Reports. 

In general, a need for the Impact Courts can be seen despite the many 
difficulties the project has encountered over the last two years in meeting 
its objectives. The courts have functioned as part of a pool of courtrooms 
and have achieveu. effectiveness similar t.O the other courts. As can be 
seen from the information in Table 5, th~ trend, toward more open cases 
awaiting trial soems to be as grea.;:· at greater than it was prior to the 
implementatioq of these courts. Thus i greater u.ependence for the operation 
of these courts is realized. Additionally, it should be pointed out that 
both courts together try approximately 250 to 27~ serious criminal cases 
yearly. (This amounts to approximately $4,000 a case 'i'lhen all four Ilupact 
grants .:!re considered, Probatio::, Clerks, Public' Defender, and Courts 
Pl~Oj ect.) Host of these, as indic. ed, elsewhere are jury trials which in 
some instances could take several ''leeks to complete. (Note: Because of 
the amount of time it takes to dispose these cases, only a small percentage 
of the criminal caseloads (5%) are handled by these courts.) 

(;1 

'I.. r TABLE 5 

TREND IN OPEN' CASES CHARGING DOCUHENTS AND 
. BALTINORE CITY SUPREt-lE BENCH 

.' JULY 1973 - AUGUST 1975 

DEFENDANTS 

.. ::::::.7.:.-:.: .. ..:..;"~ ""'!..;..~ .. -::.';.-:;.:::;=;.~-==- ::: ·:.'~"!'.··~:::::;:-::...:=.=.:.-t_:. ~':..::.':; • .;:.~,-.".;;-=-.:,;.~~ __ :.L:.::.~~~-:;.: ... -==::J.~ 

I HONTll CIL\RGn-;C; DOCUHENTS DEFE~mlGTS 

July 1973 6,337 3) 1-113 

SeptcnlbC'r 1973 5,322 3,066 

NovC1;lber 1973 tf,160 2,359 

January 197/-1 3, 78tj. 2,01+2 -.... - i\ 11'tn '. 19 7 tf 3,613 2,011 
. 

Junn 19 'l!j 3,092 1,720 

Novcmhc'l' 1974 3,056 1,720 

JUl)l! 1975 4,5 /.5 2,673 



It is equally apparent that more must be done if the Impact Courts are to 
succeed. Regular meetings should be conducted "])y agency personnel to dis­
cuss mutual problems. Further evaluation needs to be conducted by 
the Supreme Bench, the Administrative Office of the Courts and all agencies 
so that those problems can be dpcurnented. (Note: An example of this is 
in the S tate I s Attorney IS Offic'e where they have received 14 positions under 
this grant in '::le las t t\vo years, and as ye t Ii t tIe has been done to examine 
connections, the rate of nol processes or stets, requests for postponements 
oM-need for all of the positions authorized. Finally, a strong commitment 
must be given tmvard proces sing all impact cases almost irmnediately upon 
receipt by the respective agencies. 

tiith regard to financial revievl, this project 'vas audited once in the 
first year and no exceptions ~vere found. Any recommendations from subsequent 
second and third year audits should be incorporated into any future funding. 

l' . . .( . .~ 

-r.-

". : .. . ~ -. 
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Table i 

Title: Arrest to Dispositio~ 

Variable: Location 

-' . 
Benchmarks 

Arrest to Filing 'vi th Supreme Bench 

Filing with Supreme Bench to Filing 
of Charging Papers 

Filing of Chargjng Papers to Filing 
of Counsel . 

Jail Bail 
N=2l7 N=120 

33.78 36.90 

27.02 26.46 

26.42 24.68 

" 

I, 
)' 

ROR Other 
N=39 , N=21 

54.84 42.65 

31.36 56.14 

18.73 28.33 

------------------------------------~~.------.---------------------------Filing of Counsel to Trial Date 

Trial Dato (date of Pre-Sentence Report 
HOCJuest) to Filing of Prc-SentC'nce 

104.10 118.69 96.10 127.85 

Report 21. 20 16.50 17.83 15.33 

Filing of Pre-Sentence Report to 
Disposition 18.22 21. 75 4.66 17.00 

, 
~ \. • ..J. h 

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

Filing with ~upreme Bench to 
Disposj~tion 

:c'cst to Disposition 
-_ ... _-----

174.91 182.35 153.51 207.91 

206.91 219:95 207.46 252.00 

w.' __ .w ______________________________________ __ 
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Table 2. 

Title: Phas~ I and Phase II Comparison - Arrest to Disposition 
" 

Variable: All Defendants 

B.enchmarks 

Arrest to Preliminary Hearing 

Preliminal'Y Hearing to Filing with 
Supreme Bench 

Arrest to Filil1g with Supreme Bench 

Filing with Supreme Bench to Filing 
of Q1arging Papers 

Piling of Charging Papers to FiLing 
of Counsel 

Filing of Counsel to Trial Date 

. : 

Pre~Sentence Report Request to Filing 
of Pre-Sentence Report 

. 
Filing of Pre-Sentence Report to 

Disposition 

Sub'-Tt ~1 
L {i ng \Vi th Supreme Bench to 
'Disposi tion 

TOTAL '<. 

Arrcst ..... to :"DJ:sposi tion 

'r;~ 

Phase I 
N=473 

17.40 

14.00 

31. 50 
f' 

22.70 

35.00 

71. 70 

19.90 

18.00 

139.80 

172.00 

. 

Phase II 
N=400 

19.76 

18.29 

38.05 

28.87 

26.22 

107.03 

19.11 

18.40 

174.56 

211.70 



· . . Table 3 

Title: Arrest to Disposition 
I 
~ 

Variable: Insanity Pleas, Bench Warrants, Motions 

." :Proceeding 

Insai1i ty Plea 
N=6 

Bench \\Tarrant 
N=7 

Motions (other than discovery and 
inspection) 
N=107 

Minor Motions (only discovery and 
inspection) or No Motions 
N:-:277 . 

Average time in days 
Arrest to Disposition 

284.00 

252.43 

226.50 

205.92 

--------,------------------- --------------

\ 

.\. ;.J h 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GEHJill/:L INFOm'\ATION 

Pro'j~(:t Title: On-Line Jail System 

AnnJ_i con_II t: B 1 ' ~ , a tlmore City 

Baltimore City Jail 

ProJ'_oct Director.: Ch 1 F d ~ ar es 're erick, Director of Administration 

, 
\ 

ji'irst Yeat' 

Date of Alol<lrd: Harch22, i~74 
, , 

3/22/74 - 9/30/74 

Approved. 
First Year's Budget; 

Category 

Pet;sonnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consur:lables 
Rental 
Othet'. 
" 

Fcde~al j 

Share 
Hatching 

Share 

TOTALS $78,101 $8,678 
Adjusted to $66, 1~5 (July 1,1974) 

• "I.", ... ,.' 

~ ... 

,1 

.. 

I 

j 

, ' 

Second Year 

Date of Award,:, November 8, 1974 

Grant perio~: 10/1/74 - 9/30/75 

Approved 
Second Year's Budget: 

'" 

Category 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 

,OthrJr 

TO';fALS 

Federal 
Share 

$102,775 
79,212 

8,859 

$190,846 

~ fi : " .. 
" 

" , 

Hatching 
Shar~ 

$11,420 
7,845 
1,390 

04 

550 

$21,205 

. ... 
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~ct Explanation and Hodifications: 

This project received a total federal award in the amount of 9369,573 
for a project period of twenty-four (24) months on November 8, 1975. The 
odginal award called for a budget breakdown of $190,846 for the first 
twelve months and $178,727 for the second twelve month period. On June 6, 
1975 the project director requested budget modifications and shifts that 
Hould enable: 

1. Funds originally earmarked for tHO computer operators (Hho could 
riot be hired) to be used in part for overtime for existing per­
sonnel to enable the City data center to serve the jail on a 
seven day twenty-four hour basis. 

, 
2. An increase in the two programmer positions for the remainder 

of the grant from 50% of their time to 100%. 
I 

3. The provision of backup communications lines and modems.* 

The requested modi,fied budgets had a federal share of $177,408 for 
the first 12 months and $192,165 for the second 12 months or a total 
of $369,573. The request was reviewed by the Commission staff and approved 
on June 24, 1975. :' 

Approved_~xpansion from First to Second Year: 

Program expansion during the second year consisted of the addition 
of four data entry technicians to the proj ect persC'-Q"nel. The data entry 
technicians are responsible for entering inmate data into the computer­
ized jail information system. Increased equipment rental costs and the 
rental of some additional equipment also contributed to an increase in 
project costs in the second year. 

PROJECT DEVELOPHENT l\"'~D OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici­
pate in a lligh Impact Program designed to fight violent street crime. In 
July, 1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed 
a Thre.e-Year Action Plan \vhich indicated the method by \,Thich the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assaUJ.t and burglary. The plan identified seven 
major program areas, one of \vhich relates to. classification and· treatment 
of offenders. 

\~Nodcms are devices that can convert the binary output from the computer 
to a for~;hat can Le transmitted over communication (e.g., telephone) 
lines and vice-versa. ~ 
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The development of this project ~vas originally referenced in 
Chapter 8 of the Baltimore City Impact Plan relating to an automated 
jail inventory and control system for the City Jail as part of aa 
overall classification and treatment sYRtem. 

The Baltimore City Jail currently houses approximately 1,400-
1,600 persons mos t of which are either awaiting trial or sentencing 
or a\vaiting transfer to the Division of Correction. Of the total 
inmates, over 75% are moJaiting trial. The number of individuals 
passing through the j ail each year (1. e., 15,000-20,000 people per 
year) results in a massive record-keeping problem. Controlling the 
status and location of each inmate, date; of court appearance, and 
date of release has become so complicated that accuracy of information 
has suffered. Key record keeping problems identified by the applicant 
in the original grant request were: (1) inability to produce compre­
hensive data for research on impact offenders; (2) inability to locate 
inmate records by any numbering system or alias due to alphabetical 
filing; (3) inability to retrieve historical records of former inmates; 
(4) difficulty in providing prisoners to the courts'~n a time1y·fashion; 
(5) 'lack of population data for forecasting and budgeting of supplies, 
eq~ipment, and manpower; and (6) umvarranted detention of prisoners and 
incorrect release of inmates. 

On December 28, 1973, the City of Baltimore submjtted an initial 
grant request for federal funds for an On-Line Jail Sys tem that \vould 
provide a computerized record of each inmate :i.n the Baltimore City Jail. 
The system ,",ould have the ability to update data on events such as court 
appearances, discharge and transfer. The app1icanl wanted a system that 
would be supported by an IBH 370/145 computer at the Bureau of Management 
Information Systems and linked to on-line communication terminals at the 
City Jail. Funds were requested as part of the Baltimore City High Impact 
program. 

On Harch 22, 1974, an initial grant a~vard of $78,101 was made by the 
Governor's Commission on La,v Enforcement and the Administration of Justice 
under the High Impact Program to the City of Baltimore for implementation 
of an on-line computer system at the Baltimore City Jail. The a\vard was 
accepted on Harch 28, 1974 by the grantee. This a\'lard was adjusted to 
$66,135 on July 1, 197Lf to account for partial first year funding through 
September 1974. 

On November 8, 1974, a 24 month a\vard effective October 1, 1974 
in the amount of $369,573 was made by the G.overnor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Adllilnistration of Justice for second and third year 
funding of the on-line j ail information syst"em. Third year funding, hmoJ­
ever, ~oJould be contingent upon a revie'iv of the project after completion of 
second year funding. The a,vard 'ii/as accepted on November 15, 1974, by the 
grantee. 

. .' 
.. 
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The originally proposed project commencement date was May 1, 1974, 
",ith full implementation of the project scheduled for September, 'l97tf, 
Delays in the delivery of equipment (e.g., terminals, modems), the com­
pletion of the computer programming effort, and to a lesBor extent, the 
hiring of additional jail personnel resulted in a delay of the actual 
project implementation date to January of 1975. 

Staff positions originally federally funded under this grant in­
cluded: a Senior Hanagement Analyst, two Computer Operators, a Senior 
Programmer, a Programmer, a Court Liasion Officer and four Data Entry 
rrechnicians. 

Attachment I shows the organization chart of the jOint responsi­
bilities of the Baltimore City Jail and the City Bureau of Hanagement 
Information Systems (MIS) in the implementation and maintenance of the 
on-line jail system. All Bureau of fianagement Information Systems per­
sonnel vere assigned to the project with the exception of the t'lvO computer 
operators. The inability to hire qualified personnel to fill these positions 
for 'weekend work, resulted in a program modification (approved by Conunission 
stL'!ff) to a11mv exiscing personnel to provide the necessary services on 
an overtime basis. The court liason officer and the four data entry tech­
nicians were hi,red iIi. August of 1974, and received in-house training in 
the operation of the system ar 1 necessary d.:'.:a cnt')'.'y procedures from the 
proj oct director and senior m~ •. Lagement analyst. 

Attachment I 

Organizational Chart 

• COmmisnion funded poait1onn 

I I 

\ • 
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. A number of specific special conditions. ,vere atttached to the second 
and third year funding award. Among the more critical special conditions 
were: (1) that the grantee submit a revised budget reflecting prpgram­
matic changes approved by the Commission; (2) that a detailed project 
evaluation design be submitted within 90 days of project implementation; 
(3) that utilization rates be maintained for all terminals, disks, tnpe 
drives, and batch equipment; (4) that the project conform to all LEAA 
security and privacy regulations, comprehensive data plan guidelines, 
and the Commission's Information System Master Plan; (5) that the project 
not participate in the development of criminal histories files unit1 a 
State plan for these files is dveloped; and (6) that the project maintain 
the data needed for State and LEAA data systems to the extent possible. 

The grantee submitted revised budgets properly reflecting the pro­
grammatic changes on May 12, 1975. While the grantee did not submit a 
detailed project evaluation design, a draft evaluation design for the 
project was completed by the Commisqion staff in conjunction with the 
staff of the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice in November 
of 1974. In compliance with the special conditions. on utilization rates, 
the j ail maintains statistics on the number of daily data emtries made 
on each terminal. In addition, the Bureau of Management Information Systems 
states that the one disk drive module and the one tape drive funded under 
the grant are used on an active hourly basis t\venty-four (24) hours a 
day seven (7) days a week": In addition, the botch processing to generate 
daily computer reports is averaging tvlO (2) hours per day, seven (7) days 
per week. The project appears to be largely consistent with the Commission's 
Information System Haster Plan. Some project modifications are antici­
pated s however) in order for the project to comply 'vith recently promul­
gated LEAA security and privacy regulations for criminal history record 
information. Finally, the project has not contributed to the development 
of criminal history files outside of the jail <md the project is collecting 
data elements needed for the State-H'ide level criminal justice information 
system. 

The principal accomplishment of second year funding has been the 
implementation and operation of an on-line inmate record keeping and 
inmate control system to serve the Baltimore Cit)1 Jail. The information 
system consists of seven on-line terminals located in the City Jail \07hich 
are linked to an IBM 370/145 computer located at the City Bureau of 
Hanagement Information Systems. Three of the jail terminals are located 
in the Jail Records Office and are used to (1) initiate an inmate record \vhen the 
'individuals commitment papers are received by the jail (2) make updates to inmate 
records and (3) make inquiries as to the status of an inmate or the occupancy of 

a j ail cell or section. 1\070 j ail terminals are located in the Inmate 
Control Section and are used to post updat~s reflecting changes in an in­
mate's location or status and to make inquiries on an inmate's location 
or status. Finally, terminals for inquiry purposes only are maintained 
in both the Jail' sReception, Diagnostic, ClassificaUon, and Treatment 
Center and in the Visiting Area. A teL~inal is also located in the City 
Bureau of Hanagement Information Systems. This teL~inal is only used [or 

. overall system control and cannot inquire about an' inmate's record. The 
utilization of the jail terminals for the Heek of September 16, 1975 is 



'. 

.. 

15E 

summarized below: 

Average # of Daily 
Terminal Loc~ Entries per Terminal 

Records Management 1246 

Inmate Control 596 

Reception, Diagnostic, 182 
Classification, & 
Treatment 

Visiting Area 166 

Total II of 

If of Terminals 

3 

2 

1 

1 

Total # of Daily 
Entries (all 
Terminals) 

Average Daily 
Entries 

3738 

1191 

182 

166 

5277 

The actual data base that maintains the inmate recoTd information 
is stored on the City's cOl,nputer. Each record maintained on the Otl-

line j ail system represents a single inmate either active (i. e, currently 
housed in the City Jail) or inactive (i. e" detained in the City Jail 
at sometime in the past but not currently being detained), Each inmate 
record is supported by a unique identification number (i. e., Baltimore 
City fingerprint based identification number). 

The inmate oriented data base includes the £0110\,,1ng principal 
groupings of data: 

A - Eecord - Inmate Intake - identification If, 'name, complaint 
number, status (e.g., awaiting trial, sub-curia, a~vaiting transfer 
Division of Correction), charge, file date, close date 

B - Record - Inmate Bond Data - identification II, bail type, bail 
date, bail judge, bail amount, arrest # 

C - Eecord - Additional Inmate Charge Description (s). - identification 
II, c1wrge(s), arrest tl(s) 

D - Record - Inmate Description mld Cell Location Data - identifica­
tion II, race, sex, birth date, religi'on, education, occupation, 
prognun, section, cell, status ....... 

E - Record - Inmate Classification Data (all data maintained in the 
form of coded information, actual codes are maintained only by the 
c1assificat:l.on unit) - includes marital status, family, employment, 
milrtary, .and education information; information on any physical, 
psychological, drug, alcohol, family, legal, job, or jail problems 

----------~.----~~-



'. 

15F 

,.' r 

F,G,H/I - Records - inmate detainer, iY'rit, institution, medical 
alert infol~ation 

J - Record - Inmate Identification - name, identification II, 
arrest II, location, commitment date, visits 

M - Record - Inmate Address - name, address 

S - Record - Inmate Court Events - name, identification tI, 
calendar date, part, room {f, court division, record type and 
sequence, reason, disposition, future calendar date 

The On-Line Jail System is also designed to interact ~vith the Supreme 
Bench System. The j ail system information ivith regard to inmate location 
(includes release) found on the "J-Record" is used to update the Supreme 
Bench defendant location in[ol~atiOl~. In turn, the Supreme Bench infor­
mation on trial date and courtroom location is used to update the jail's 
"S-Record" on scheduled inmate court events. This~pdate is done on a 
daily basis and is perfol~ed by matching the j ail and Supreme Bench re­
cords based on the inmates identification number) t;oJhich is contained on 
each agency's respective automated file. As ~oJi11 be discussed l(lter in 
the "Analysis!! section of this Past Progress Report, this record updating 
procedure is not without ij;s difficulties. 

The rn:incipal document u;;ed to initiate or reopen an inmate's record 
is the commitment papers which contain most of the data elements necessary 
to complete the inmate's A, B, C, portions of D, J, and M record information. 
In addition~ information derived from the jails diagnostic and classifica­
tion center provides the additional data needed to complete the D and E 
records. ~~ This data is entered via the three terminals located at the Jail 
Records Office. As stated previously, changes in defendant location or 
status can be entered via both the terminals maintaip.ed in the Jail Re­
cords Office and the Inmate Control Section. 

In addition to the on-line query as to an inmate's status via any 
of the jail's seven terminals, daily, weekly, and monthly batch programs 
are also created. Attachment II shmvs a listing of the principal records 
generated. The inmate related batch reports are of t,oJO principal types 
(1) inmate exception reports (i.e., listing of inmates based on certain 
inmate case characterstics such as duration of time in jail, court trial date 
scheduled) and (2) summary inmate statist.ical reports (e.g., daily intake 
and releases, inmate charges, sex, race, and age breakdmvn). In addition 
batch reports are generated on the utilization, availability, and status 
of cells in the jail. These reports are des..~gned to assist in meeting day­
to-day operational needs of the j ail as well as to assist in making improved 
administrative/managerial decisions. 

'* It should be noted that the E-Rec.ord information is only nm.,., be.ing com-
pleted·-and entered onto the on-line system. 

----~----
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The only programmatic modification requested during the course of 
second year funding IoTas directly related to the budget modification 
described pre.viously. On June 6, 1975 the proj ect director requested 
a budget modification that involved (1) deleting the hiring of tHO 
computer operators to be replaced by existing personnel ~oTorking over­
time and (2) the increase in the tvw programmers from 50% to 100% of 
their time. Based on the inability to hire qualified computer operators 
'.0 'oTark on the weekend shifts and the need for additional programming 
support for the bat~h report preparation these programmatic modifica­
tions ,v-ere approved by the Commission staff on June 2Li 1 1975. 

It can be anticipated that w'ith the completion of second and third 
year fundj.ng the existing computer p'rogranuning staff support for this 
project) can be greatly reduced (i.e., from tHO programmers to no more 
than one full-time programmer). In addition, the Senior Hanagement 
AncHyst that is currently assigned to the project 100% of his time could 
b~ red1.1Ced to less than 50% of his time. . 

The project has made significant efforts to coordinate its activi­
ties ""ith other ct':i.mi.nal justice agencies. The jail employs a court 
Hason officer to monitor all inmate court appearances and to Hork ~vith 
court personnel to resolve any problems \.;ri.th inmate court related data. 
In addition) the j ail works with both the Sheriff f s Office and the Balti­
more City Police Dc>partment to improve the completeness and accuracy of 
inmate identification and commitment data. In particular 1 procedures 
have been established \vith the City Police for recording the fingerprints 
and identification of all inmates who are committed to the j ail but do not 
proceed to the jail directly from police arrest. Through this procedure, 
these individuals can be assigned a unique identific'ation number. The 
appliccIDt has also contacted t'ne Department of Public Safety and Correc­
tional Services Data Center staff to insure that the system is reasonably 
compatj,"le Ivith the State-,.;ride level criminal justice information s;'<tem. 

Six program objectives were listed by the grantee for this project. 

1. To pro'1ide a computerized record of each inmate in the Baltimore 
City Jail including updated information on defendant ~. ocation and 
scheduled court appearances. . 

......... 

2. To provide more timely delivery of inmates to the courts. 

3. To provide a lUore accurate filing system to avoid errors in 
inmate releases and the ability to locate inmates by a standard 

. "numbering system. 
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, 4. To provide inmate population data ~'7hich would assist in 
projecting jail population, budget preparation, personnel 
allocation, and supplies and equir:.,nent forecasting. 

5. To provide data for jail research activities. 

6. To provide for retrieval of historical records of former 
inmates. 

As described in the previous section of this Past Progress Re­
port, in meeting the first project objective, the grantee has success­
fully initiated a computerized record for each inmate housed in the 
City Jail. This record includes data on the inmate's identification 
and arrest charges, bond status, movement and location, diagnostic 
and classification, and court appearances and ciispositions (where 
the disposition impacts on the inmate's jail status). 

I 

In order to achieve the second objective, the On-Line Jail System 
and ~he Supreme Bench Info:~mation System were desiglled to interact to 
provide updated information on inmate location and scheduled court 
appearances. These updates are intended to be done automatically by 
matching defendant (i,e., inmate) records maintained on' each agency's 
respective file. The matching of defendant records is based on the 
unique police identifi cation number. Several problems have limited 
the utility of this automated update procedure: 

1. Identification information is entered independently on the 
two agency systems and any failure to enter data or entry 
of incorrect data on one or the other of the two systems 
makes the determination of a unique match via the automatic 
procedure impossible. 

2. The principal index on the j ail system is the identification 
number while the Supreme Bench system's p tin cip al index is 
the defendant.' s name (an anticipated upgrade of this system 
would change the principal index from name to identification 
number) . This requires the j ail system to search the Supreme 
Bench system (and vice versa) by name and then by identification 
number, thus, decreasing the likelihood of a "hit" so that 
conunon defendant records can be updated. 

3. The jail system is "offender" based (i.e., each record rep­
resents a single defendant) while. the Supreme Bench system 
is " harge" based (i.e., each record represents a single 

" 

, .. 

charge against an individual). Since a single individual on 
the ,Supreme Bench system may have multiple charge records 
each of the eharge records needs to be updated Ly the jail 
record 
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of stay in the jail) provides the necessary information for identifying 
problem areas that can then be addressed through administrative action. 
The On-Line System also provides the potential for initiating jail research 
through the inclusion of certain coded diagnostic and classification re­
latp-d data elements (see description of "E-Record, Inmate Classification 
Data" described in the previous section of this Past Progress Report). 

In meeting with the sixth program objective, the On-Line Jail 
System as currently configured maintains a historical record of all 
the transactions relating to a given inmate, both active and past. 
'TI1is includes both the inmates's identification related data elements 
as ~vell as the data elements associated with current and past arrest 
charges) bond data, court appearances, and dispositions. Modifications 
to this historical record will no doubt be necessitated by the recently 
promulgated federal security and privacy rules and regulations. In 
part:i cular these regulations require that ~vhere criminal history record 
information is maintained on an automated system, that the computer 
facility be dedicated solely to criminal justice purposes and be under 
the manasement control of a criminal justice agency.. The On-Line 
Jail System currently contains criminal history record inforrnation but 
is not maintained on a dedicated computer facility. A full discussion 
of this issue Hill be made in the analysis of the third year grant 
application. 

Th~ inmate data base su, .. wted by the On-Line 'Jail System should 
provide with the entry of E-Kecord, (i. e., diagnostic and classification) 
inmate information the ability to quickly identify those characteristics 
of the inmate necessary for improved inmate screening, diagnosis, and 
classification. This is consistent with the Commission's goal of pro­
viding technical (as well as planning) assistance for comprehensive 
systems for screening, diagnosis, and classification. The On-Line Jail 
System should provide a technical tool which in part can be used by 
the JaiJ' s Reception, Diagnostic) Classification an·d Treatment Center 
(funded under another high impact grant) for the retrieval of more 
timely inmate information and for minimizing duplication in the collection 
of this information (particu] lrly where the inmate repeatedly returns 
to the jail.) 

In addition to assisting in meeting the above Commission objective, 
the On-Line Jail System provides the kind of offender based record 
information that is necessary to not only meet agency and defendant in 
process information needs, but also the information needs required to 
support the development of a State-wide level criminal justice information 
system. The On-1,:.ne System is maintaining 'the necessary unique identi­
fication, detention, and location related data elements that could con­
tribute to the State-w'ide level data base for criminal history record ~ 
current offender status, and offender based transaction statistics. This 
is consistent with the COlltTuission' s objective of establishing a Scate­
wide criminal justice information and statistics system in accord ~.;rith the 
State-~viae plan adopted by the Comm:i,Rsion. 
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. The principalproject strength lies in the creation and mainten.:mce 
of an automated, inmate based record that provides timely access to in­
formation on the j ail population and the status of inmates as th'ey aI"aH 
fureler processing by the criminal justice systep1, The basic design 
and data base appears quite adequate for meeting the jail's infol~ation 
needs. 

The principal weakness of the project, like most information systems, 
lies in the ability to assure the entry of complete and accurate infor­
mation and the entry of all necessary updates to that information. Since 
much of the critical data for the inmate record requires the entry of data 
elements over 'which the j ail has no direct control (e. g., police identi­
fication number, scheduled court date), the jail must continually work 
at maintaining interagency cooperation necessary to assure the receipt 
of accuarte and complete infolL:1at;i.on from these agencies. 111e grantee 
should take steps to validate the ac;,::uracy of all critical data elements 
and to establish data entry procedu~es that minimize the entry of in­
complete and inaccurate infol~ation, Efforts should also be directed 
at .the use of the system I s data base by j ail administrators for improved 
j ail operation and management as well as planning and evaluation of jail 
activities. 

An audit has not been/conducted on this project's second year 
activities. However, it is c';ected that one should be completed 
within the next month. Hhen i.he audit is completed, the final re-
port recommendations should be implemented by the grantee if subsequent 
funding is granted, 

, .. 
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A'rTACHl1EN'r II - DAILY, HEEKLY, AND HONTlILY EATCH REPORTS 

Ie DAILY PROG~~S 

A. ALPHABETICAL REPORT LISTING 

Ie All Active Inmate Cases in the Fi1eo 
20 Active Inmates awaiting transfer to Division of Correctiono 

B. DISPOSITION AND TRIAL DATA EXCEPTION REPORT 

Lists by Case Number, Ages on File Date and Calendar Date, 
Prints Exceptions Only. 

Co, DAILY VACANCY At'ID INACTIVE REPORTS 

1. Print;:s Detail of Vacant and Inactive Cells Calculating 
Elapsed Dayso 

20 Summarizes by Sectiono 

D. STATISTICAL CONTROL ""'(DATE CAPJ) 

Summarizes: Charge (Active and Other) 
Intake and Release 
Race (Active and Other) 

E. IllifA'rE JAIL CASES SCHEDULED FOR COURT FOR TRL\L DATE (DATE CARD) 

Summarizes by Courtroom Location (i.e., Part Codes). 

F~ SECTION/CELL REPORT 

Prints Detail From the Section/Cell 
Record, Summarized by Sections. 

ASSIGNED INHATE LDo t s (DATE CARD) 

Prints Inmate I.Do's Assigned to Supreme Bench for Given Date. 

H. PRINT AUDIT TRAIL \ 

~rints Detailed Audit Trail of Transactions Entered During the Dayo 

I. BAIL AND COURT STATISTICS 

Prints Inmate Bail Statistics Summarized by Dollar Anlount and Court 
Statistics by: Supreme Bench, District Court, Hritso 

J. INTAKE AND RELEASE BY STATUS (DATE CARD) 

Sunnnarizes Inmate Intake and Release by Status for the Given Date • 
• • < 
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ATTAC1:lHENT II (continued) 

II. WEEKLY PROGRAHS 

Ao INl'rATE AGING REPORT 

" . '"'' 

1: Prints Detail Alphabetical, By Status', Aging Days in Jail. 
20 Also Prints Inmate Control Report lihich Summarizes by Status 

and Days. 

Bo SECTION CELL CROSS MATCH 

Prints Hisrnatches of Section/Cell RecordsrVs~ D¢l~ Recorcs o 

C 8 NUl1F.RICAL LISTING 

Detail Print of Active Inmate Cases, by Case Number o 

Do ACTIVE BAIL REPORT 

10 Prints Detail and Summerizes by Specific Amount Ranges~ By Stat~s. 
2e Also Prints Control Sheet. 

Eo ACTIVE DETAINERS Al"ill HRITS 

Prints Active Irunate Detainers and Writs, Also Includes Informa­
tion about Detainers and Hrits 

III. HONTHLY PROGRAi'1S 

A" INHATE INTAKE Al"ill RELEASE BY STATUS 

Be 
C~ 

D. 
E. 
F. 

Suuunarizes Intake and Release by Status for a Given Hontho 

rW1ATE STATISTIC REPORT BY RACE 
INHATE STATISTIC REPORT BY SEX 
IIDrATE STATISTIC RE.'PORT BY AGE 
n~t'rATE STATISTIC REPORT BY HARITAL STATUS 
1Nt'rATE STATISTIC REPORT BY EHPLOl.'1!ENT HISTORY 

" .. · ........ 'Hh ...... , 

.. ' 

\ 
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ATTACffi1ENT III - Inmates Status and Duration of Incarceration for all Active Inmates as of the End of 
the First Heek of September, 1975, Ba1timo..:-e City Jail 

I*L.~TE STATUS 

~ Supreme Bench I District Court Juvenile Sentenced Division of 
a1 Inmates: Awaiting Trial I Avraiting Trial Federal Haived To Jail Sub-Curia Correction 

30 days 1200% 81 0 8% 41 06% 21.1% 51. 8% 13 09% 15 09% 

rs 1802% 13 06% 22.0% 15.8% 25.9% 609% 19.8% 

s 15 04% 2 0 6% 7.7% 7.9% . I 5.9% 1.4% 5.7% 

52.1% 108% 28 06% 55°~'3% 16.5% 76,,4% 57.4% ys J I 

days 2.4% .2% 0% 0% 0% 104% 102% 

~ 

., 

ates 676 455 91 38 85 72 176 

'I' 
, 

pita1 31 ;- 5 0 0 0 1 0 

apees 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 
1 

; . 
718 460 91 38 85 73 177 

i 

iiI 43 0 7% 28.0% 5.5% 2.3% 5.2% , 4.4% 10.8% 

. . 

Total 

3605% 

17.1% 

8.9% 

36.2% 

1 03% 
. 

1593 

37 

12 

.0 

'1642 

: " 
100% - ' -

r 
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Attachment .IV 

. B A L TIM ORE CIT Y J A I l JOB CODE JLS05006 PAGE NO. 8 . 
1---__ -----"0 ~.J' JAr L __ CAS.E5 __ S_CHE.O.v_l E9--EP~~O.U)'~, T!...--. ____________ -'--___________ _ 

I 

~ 
I 

TRIAL DATE 09-08-75 

---------~----.. _----- ----
CASE NUMBER ROON REASON INMATE DESCRIPTION SECTION CELL 

__ eO 2,--_ 2.1.5 .JT C 08~4~ ________________ _ 

P02 
Inmate 
IdentificatfO~02 
Number 

l' 
;-

TOTAL OF 

215 JT 

-
215 JT 

COURT CASES 

--

". F 075 
Imate Name 

F 075 

FOR PART POl A~E 3 

; . 

'-

--l 



C RUN DATE 175 B A L TIM 0 T'f "JAil JOB CODE JLSWS013 NG~ 3 

I N G REPORT h ___ ' __ '"'___ _ _________ -

DEFENDANT NAME BIRTH JA IL COMMIT 
LAST FIRST I HOM E A 0 •. 0. R_E_?_5. ____ ~C=A~SE NUXBER CHARGE ____ DATE RACE SEX DAYS DATE 

FH/EXP 
DATE STA..;.T __ 

-I 
\ 
I 

tL 

, 

. . 

Unique Inmate Identifying Information 

1-

--

" 

:-

-', 

CHAB 12-21-52 B M 3 09-C5-75 GO-OO-OO A 

MUR--07- 24- 27 -8--1'1----46-07-24-75 -C9-09":' 7 5 A 

B& E~_O 1-1. 9- 5 e._ B_. H. __ .138 04-23-75 C9-11-75 _. _~ __ _ 

A&R 08-28-56 B M 109 05-22-75 lC-03-75 A 

MUR---05-2 0- 58 B JM--223 -01-2 8-= 75--i 2"=04=75 A 

_130'.1 __ 10-15-55 ___ 6 __ 11.. ____ 33 08-C6-75 C9-22-75._A __ _ 

BUR 08-09-55 B 

OTHER--Oi',-28-58 B 

M 

JM 

41 C7-Z9-75 05-19-75 

49-01-=Zl=1S-00-ClO-OO 

..J._TA ____ OS-17-57_ B __ M _._170 03-22-75 C8-22-75 

ROB 05-Za-57 B 

FTA---l2-04= 5 I B 

M 

M 

11 G8-28-75 CC-OO-OO 

-~r--01-13-15 01~b~=15 

VOP 01-04-36 B M 24 C8-15-15 co-oo-oc 

VOP 

B&E 

01-31-49 

O'f=04-55 

-- ------
B 

I) 

Ii 

M 

181 C3-11-15 06-10-15 

6607=04-=15-09=1i=75 

_A&R __ .J 1-1S- 53 _B ___ ~ ___ 202 02-18-15_C9-15=15 

11-30-14 11-14-75 MUR 

UU 

MUR 
"j-'--

BUR 

ROB 

DC 

A&R 

01-11-48 

09=-Zt::46 

10-23-57 

11-16-53 

61=19-56 

12-23-42 

02-13-38 

6 F 282 

B Ii 16-06=Z4":-iS-(j7::2i=75 

B M 115 05-16-15 11-21:-:.15. --------
B M 30 08-C9-75 08-Z9-75 

6 M 41 Qj~29=75~6=I9-i5 

6 M 289 11-23-14 10-30-1S: 

B H 

-XR:DWJ:Fz1':'-6b ~6 M 

39 01-31-75 CS-21-75 

11S-cS=16=75--11-21-75 

ASLT 02-21-48 B 1-\ .--... ~--- 5S4 02-01-14 03-12-15 0---'-__ ""':;" _______ __. _______ _ 

BUR 10-06-54 B M 412 05-24-74 06-12-,5 

B&E 05-06-46 B M 33 08=06-15-09-02"':'75 
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PAST PIWGRESS 

Pr£:! ect THIn: Reception, Classification~ Diagnostic and Treatment System 

!'-ppli cnnt: B~ltimore City 

Implcmcnttng Ao/'~1..£Y..: Baltimore City Jail 

Pr<}jcct Director: Calvin Lightfoot 

II. AHARD-J IHPLEHENTATION \ MID ORGIINrZATJ.O~~AL BACKGROUND 
.. ,' 

First Year Second Year 
, I 

Date of Award: 3/22/74 Date 'of Award,:, 11/8/74 

Grant Period: 6/1/74 - 8/31/74 Grant 'P,ndod: 10/1/74 -:.9/30/76 

Approved 

Federal' Matching 
Share Share. _ 

. 
Personnel $36,200 $ 0 
Equipr.lcnt 4,975 0 
Consultants 0 0 
1'r;)\101 600 0 
Consu;nables 1,500 0 
Rental 0 0 
Other 3,200, 5,200 

TOTALS $46,$00 $5,200 

'. 

Second Yearls Budget: 

! Category 

.. Personnel 
Equipment: 
Consultants 
Travel 

'" 'Colisumablca ", 

Rental 
.Other 

TOTALS 

Federal 
Share 

$ 88,700 
8,262 

13,520 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$llO,~182 

~ , < 
Matching 

Share 

$ 0 
(1,800 

o 
500 

1,500 
o 

5,500 

$12,3,00 

~ Budget Explanations and Modifications: There are several g,rant modifications 
- requests submit ted during the prevj.ous t~vo grant years. These are noted 

as fol101I1S: 

First Grant Year 

Two budget modifications were submitted by the grantee. On September 
5,1974 a budget modification was approved to upgrade the position of Director 
from Civil Service Grade 39~ entrance level, to Grade 39, Step 4. This 
request was made in order to provide an opportunity for the acting director~ 
to assume the direct'Dr's position t'lithout penalyzing him finanCially. On 
July 10, 1974 a budget modification 'vas approved allmvirtg for the deletion 
of one desk, chair, and dictaphone and the addition of 3 file cabinets and 
3 air conditioners . . .. 
'. 

.... 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 
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Second Grant Year 

On June 16, 1975 a budget modification was approved to utilize $1,000 
of the $3,500 budgeted for purchase of a copier machine for rental of a 
Xerox 660 copier and to utilize the remaining $2;500 for the purpose of 
lowering ceilings in the medical examination room and the social work office 
to improve air conditioning of these areas. On Harch 12, 1975 a budget 

'" modification was approved to transfer $2,000 from the personnel budget 
category to the consumable category to compensate for the increased cost 
of paper products. 

III. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT A..'iD OPERATION 

'. 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July 
1972, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a 
Three Year Action Plan ~vhich indicated the method by which the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated asspult, and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
maj or program areas, one of v:.ich relates to classification and treatment 
of offenders. 

This project was designed to provide a reception, diagnostic, classi­
fication and treatment system at the Baltimore City Jail. No formal 
systematized method for classifi.cation and treatment of incoming individuals 
existed at the City Jail prior fo the awarding of this grant. Detainees 
were housed in available bed and cell space based primarily on their bail 
amounts. According to the applicant, processing in excess of 20,000 
individuals per year, the need for a classification system 'vas readily 
apparent. A Federal Court decision, knmm as the "Kaufman Decree" indicated 
that a comprehensive treatment plan and a specific classification procedure 
designed to adequately deal with medical, psychological and sociological 
problems of inmates at intake should be instituted at the City Jail. Jail 
authorities, in attempting to bring the jail into compliance with the 
decree, formulated a plan for a reception, classification 'and diagnostic 
unit similar in structure to the unit operating in the Haryland State 
Division of Correction. A maj or problem in the planning of the grant 'vas 
the acquisition of suitable physical space that 'vould allmv all components 
of the project to operate in close proximity. It ~vas determined that the 
e~tire first floor of the South Building, as well as the receiving area, 
could be utilized \vith minimum renovations to meet the needs of the project. 

The original scheduled proj ect commencement date \vas Hay 1, 1974. 
Hmvever, the program's actual commencement date 'vas June 1, 1974, 

The project did not begin on sc.hedule for the following reasons: 
(1) renovation difficulties \vere experienced due At:'O the slow process of 
submitting \vork orders, bidding procedures, and the a\varding of contracts. 
Renovations and remodeling of offices and treatment areas .. w:~re not completed 
until mid-November, 1974; (2) delivery of equipment \vas slmv, some articles 
not received until early 1975; (3) difficulties have been experienced in 
hiring staff. ,:!'en staff posi tions were funded in the grant, hOlvever, only 
five p,ositiol1s, a director, a senior stenographer, .a clerk typist, and 2 
part-ti~e physicians, were approved by the Board of Estimates. All 
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other positions, 4 social workers and a psychologist, were deleted because 
the-Board of Estimates felt that these positions were adequately staffed 
with existing jail personnel. These five positions were resubmitted with 
additional justification and were subsequently approved by the Board of 
Estimates. The program was fully staffed on October 17, 1974 with the 
hiring of four social work assistants and a psychologist. At present, 
all staff positions are filled with individuals whose qualifications 
match the, application job descriptions. Table I depicts the staff 
organization including grant and non-grant personnel. Staff turnover, 
particularly in the physician and secretary categories has been a continuing 
problem. The project director indicates that turnover has been due to 
poor working conditions and salaries for the physicians. Since the project 
began both physicians positions have turned over and difficulty has been 
experienced in finding replacements. There are several significant 
special conditions attached to the second year grant award. The grantee 
was required to meet with the Division of Correction and the Division of 
Parole and Probation to establish procedures so that the project could 
support the development of presentence reports and the activities of the 
State Classification Center. The grantee, has established with the State 
Reception Center telephone communication concerning problem individuals 
entering the State system and procedures' for the transfer of records. 
However, due to the question of confidentiality of inmate records, the 
transfer of records to the State Center ~.,as discontinued in June,' 1975 
pendin& a decision on this matter from the City Solicitor's office. 
According to the grantee, medical, social, and psychological staff re­
quested a ruling 8.S to t-heir responsibility to make information which they 
fel t was of a sensitive and con,fidential nature, available to other 
ag:;ncies. The ,(\larden of the City Jail requested an opinion as to the 
Jail's responsibility in light of Federal guidelines regarding the con­
fidentiality of records. ,Additionally, a system for detecting individuals 
that have outstanding charges and future court appearances has been 
coordinated ~.,ith the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City.' In conjunction 
with the Jail-On-Line Computer System, this procedure automatically 
identifies those individuals ~10 are scheduled to appear in court and 
relays this information to the Court. This system ~.,ill help to avoid 
unnecessary failure to appear charges, longer jail stays and underutili­
zation of court time. Another special condition required the project to 
be fully staffed and operational to support the activities of the On­
Lili.e-Jail System within 45 days of the grant award date. The grantee 
complied with the conditio~ and continues to provide the necessary intake 
data to maintain and update the computerized inmate records of the On­
Line-System. All other special conditions have been resolved. 

The primary function of this project was to receive, process, diagnosis, 
classify, and refer for appropriate treatment all incoming individuals 
at the Baltimore City Jail. 

A1l incoming individuals are processed through the fo1lmving steps 
in the Reception Center. ...." 

,. ... 
", 
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TABLE I 

ORGANIZATION CHART 

Senior Steno* 1 
------------~- Director* 

Clerk Typist* 

* Grant Personnel 
+ Jail Personnel 

. . 

'" 

Psychologist* Physicians* 
I 

Para edic + 
.: 

+ 

Correctional 
Staff + 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

'16. 

l6C 

[Initial R:eception I 
: ( . 

Initial I.D. Interviewl 
I 

Photograph 

Medical Examination 

Indigepcy, Health and Comfort Services 
I I Orientation] 
I 

Transfer to Reception Sections 

Social Harker Interview 

[ Pre-Trial Interview! 

Psychological Interview 
I 

Classification 

.. 
I • 
\.,r., 

The first five steps of the reception procese deal with routine processing 
performed by correctional officers. At the initial reception the inmate is 
ipentified with his appropriate commitment papenJ, valu::tbles are taken and 
stored, and indigent offenders are identified fo:[ fut'-ire processing. At 
the identification interview, basic identifying .data relating to such 

_items as charge, age and address is gathered on coded forms to be entered 
into the On-Line Computer Systems and a photograph is taken. The medical 
examination along \Ilith orientation, social and psychological intervie'ills 1 

and classification constitute the main program €:lements funded under this 
grant. All individuals are examined within 24 hours of intake by a 
RDCC .['hysician in order to detect medical problems and to refer cases to 
the jail hospital or outside medical resources for treatment or further 
diagnostic work. Prior to grant implementation a nurse screened individuals 
depending primarily on complaints and in£ormat'!i:'on provided by the incoming 
detainees. Alcoholics, drug addicts, epileptics, and diabetics are 
referred to the Jail hospital for specific medication routines to be 

...... 
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foll'OYled during their jail stay. Venereal diseases are detected through 
blood tests administered daily by technicians from the City Health Department. 
This serology test is valuable in detecting communicable diseases and any-
one with·a positive test result is sent to Baltimore City Hospital for further 
treatment. A skin test for tuberculosis is also administered to all individuals. 
The medical examination component of the grant became effective on , 
November 1, 1974. The indigency health and comfort service provides a 
tooth brush) tooth paste) pencil, face tmvel, stamps, envelops and six 
sheets of paper to all inmates with less than $1.00 in their possession 
at intake. The orientation process is conducted by a social worker and 
custodial officer. A sound-on-slide presentation, lectures, and a question 
and answer period acquaint new arrivals ~vith institution procedures, policies 
and available jail resources. Following these steps, an inmate is housed 
in the 226 bed reception section and is intervie~.,ed by a social ~·lorker. 
The social workers deal with problem areas such as information or assistance 
with legal matters, communication '\olith family members, monetary assistance 
through social services for families, and other crisis situations resulting 
from incarceration. Referral to medical,. psychological, or social services 
within the jail may also take place. In addjtion to intake interview 
duties, each social worker is assigned to certain jail sections to provide 
continuing services. Information relating to previous of:enses, family 
history, employment background, psychological and medical problems.is 
gathered for presentation at the classification hearing and for future 
entry on tq the Jail-On-Line System. The pre-trial interview section 
coordinates and shares information ~vith the social workers in an effort 
to identify and release those ~ndividuals meeting establis.hed release 
criteria. The social intervie,V' process commenced the latter part 
of October, 1974. The Reception Center Psychologist accepts referrals from 
medical and social personnel, interprets psychological test data compiled 
during the social interview, administers and interprets psychological 
tests, conducts individual and group counseling sessions, and refers inmates 
to psychiatric consultants for necessary medication. The psychological 
service was instituted in late October, 1974. 

The classification hearing is the sum total of all the preceeding 
activities. A classification comlmttee consisting of the Director of the 
RDCC, Chief of Social Hork, Staff Psychologist of the RDCC, Security 
Con~ander of the RDCC, Baltimore City Jail Security Captain, and Baltimore 
City Jail Hedical Department Representative, review's all information 

-obtained on the individual, interviews the individual, and places him in an 
appropriate jail section. The classification sections are listed in' the 
Table II entitled I1Classifications - 3/1/75 - 7/30/75. 

No programmatic modifications ~.,ere requested during the precedit1g 
grant year. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

The grantee has listed the following obj ectives .fQI .... the past grant 
year\ 

'" 
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Obj ective I 

1. To create a rational system for housing and treatment of pre-trial 
d~tainees based on personality traits, past criminal experience or 
lack of it, age, maturity, physical build, type of crime, and 
other related factors. 

Since the formalization of the classification process on February 1, 
1975 the following number of persons have been processed by the Reception 
Center and its component parts. 

Feb. 
~ 

Initial Intake 1170 

Average Daily Intake 41.7 

Sentenced 56 

Awaiting Trial 
. 

Average Daily RDCC 
Population 

Interviews 

010gica1 
Interviews 

Classifications 

Social Hork 
Intervie\vs 

In-Out Releases 
(24 hrs.)" 

'r 

B1ljod Tests 

Indigent Inmates 

Jail Orientations 

Serology Test 
Results 

1114 

N/A 

802 

101 

N/A 

1539 

108 

N/A 

374 

N/A 

N/A 

March 

1221 

39.5 

90 

1131 

N/A 

1142 

542 

732 

975/c 
1146 

106 

N/A 

330 

671 

N/A 

Note: a - Mc:.l2thly Average 
b - Daily Average 

TABLE I 

April 

1178 

39.2 

152 

1026 

122.4 

987 

934 

929 

961/ 
1953 

93 

N/A 

529 

757 

N/A 

May: 

1222 . 

39 

,134 

1088 

127 

1306 

921 

983 

824/ 
1583 

82 

627 

484 

807 

554/ 
58 

June .Iu1 Totals/Avera e 

1156 1272 

38.5 41 

122 128 

1034 ," 114(+ 

7219/1203a 

N/a/39.8b 

682/113.6b 

.6~37 /1089.5a 

123 

1240 

599 

841 

1217/ 
1777 

82 

496 

262 

704 

461/ 
35 

1270 6747/1124.5a 

76 3173/528.83a 

1000 4483/896 0 6a 

1117/ 5,268/2544 0 66a 
2160 

85 556/920668 

376 1499/499 0 66a 

446 2425/4040168 

830 3769/753088 

346/ 1361/1278
d 34 

". c - Top figure represents 
rep res en ts intervie\vs 

d - Upper figure indicates 
N/A - Not Available 

initial intake intervie\vs; bottom fiture 
with on-going c8seloads 

negative results; 1mver figure positive results 

------------------------
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,The classification team assigns a detainee to a section of the Jail 
based on material presented at the classification meeting and the detainee 
interview. Since March 1) 1975, a total of 6049 inmates were initially 
processed On intake, 4483 or 74% were actually classified according to 
the following classification criteria. The remaining 26% \.;ere in and out 
releases, released at court within three days or short sentenced individuals 
released from the center. In addition, 529 individuals were reclassified 
from original assignments. 

TABLE II 

Classifications 3/1/75 - 7/30/75 

Classifications Total _________ '% 'of Total Classified 

Jail Hospital 70 1.56 

First Offender 330 

Medical Live-in . 137 3.05 

Federal 258 

Sentenced 626 13.96 

61 1.36 

Disciplinary ! 
a a 

Juvenile 188 4.19 

Division of Correction 260 5.79 

CASH Conun. 2 .04 

Reception Center b b 

Protective Custody 103 

General Pop. 2,448 54.60 

Aggressive c c 

Passive c c 

Reclassified 529 N/A 

Note; a The classification team does not assign anyone directly to a dis-

b 

ciplinary section. These a9signmen's are rna t de on reconunendations 
and authority of custodial officers. 
Short sentenced individual often remain in tl1e Recept~on, center until 
dl~r.harQen Data is not presently available on these ~nd~v'iduals and 
those released ,.;itllin three days of intake. 

c These classifications will be utilized when sufficient space is avail­
able in the jail to segregate and house the appropriate individuals. 
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All individuals committed as Juveniles, Division of Correction or Federal 
detainees are not automatically assigned to those classifications. Medical 
problems, homosexuality, or other maj or problems. may necessitate the 
assignment of an individual to another classification. Juveniles, while 
segregated from the rest of the Jail population have internal classi,fication 
categories within the t\yO Juvenile Jail sections. One section is for 
general juvenile population while the other section is utilized for pro­
tective custody, homosexuals, and special problems. First Offenders are 
housed in two dormatory sections, one fo. more aggressive individuals and 
the other for the general population. Homosexuals from all jurisdictions 
are housed in a spearate section within the Jail. Persons on Protective 
Custody Tiers do not mingle with the general population and when moving from 
exercise, ~eals, etc., move as a group under custodial supervision. The 
Medical Live-In' s section has the services of a medical social ,yorker and 
has close medical personnel supervision. Persons committed to the Divison 
of Correction and held at the City Jail are considered high-risk individuals 
subject to strict security. The movement of these individuals is curtailed 
as much as possible. Short sentenced individuals are housed generally in 
a dormatory setting. Dormatories are cQnsidered a less secure form of 
housing, with greater living space and advantages such as a TV and exercise 
area. Classification is not determined solely by the opvious characteristics 
of an individual, such as juvenile, of Division of Correction status, but by 
the information gathered in the intake proces s. 

The classification team dealt with 983 individuals in tile month of 
February. Approximately 100 wEfre reclassifications; hm'lever, no further 
breakdovm is available for the month. 

Prior to February 1, the social, psychological and medical components 
of the grant were operational, but formal classificat·ion ~yas not possible 
due to jail overcrowding and the necessity to shift considerable portions 
of the jail population in order to create segregated tiers for specific 
classifications. Jail overcrowding, partly due to the housing of persons 
committed to the Division of Corrections, has inhibited the classification 
process and to date several classification categories cannot be utilized 
due to lack of adequate housing. Prior to February 1, incoming detainees 
were placed in available j ail space based primarily on the exis ting bail 
classification system. Organized statistical reports on project activity 
began in December, 1974, and resulted in the statisical format (Appendix A) 
~sed as a project monthly report. Basic statistics for the December-January 
period indicate that 2651 individuals were received) 2037 individuals were 
medically evaluated, 3416 social work intervie,Js were conducted, and 213 
were psychologically evaluated. 

This project has substantially achieved its objective of establishing 
an intake and classification process that is based on information of a 
social, psychological and medical nature. The"availability of social work 
and medical personnel can only ease the fears of incoming detainees and work 
to alleviate the many physical and social problems tlla.~ ... ~.~ .. individual may 

, . • of 
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bring with him upon incarceration. 
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Objectives 2, 3, 4, and 5 are closely related to Objective #1 and state: 

2. To discharge either to the community or to a maintaining correc~ional 
system a detainee who has a more positive attitude as to what. the 
future holds for him. 

3. To reduce to a m~n~mum the anxiety producing factors that occur 
due to poor institutional housing assignments, lack of adequate 
treatment programs, and the lack of a service delivery system for 
those leaving the jail. 

4. To incorporate whatever services are available to develop a comprehen­
sive referral program aimed at the future treatment and rehabilita­
tion of one who has experienced incarceration . 

. 
5. To utilize existing agenc.ies in the collection of useful data con-

cerning the detainee, such data being used in the treatment phase 
of the stay at the Jail. ' 

Obj~ctives two and four are difficult to assess in t:hat no fo1lmv--up 
data is a.vailable to determine whether an individual active in a jail 
treatment program continues to receive similar treatment if and when released 
to the community. The transfer of Jail records to the State Correctional 
system has been curtailed pendi!ng an opinion from the City Solicitor's 
Office regarding the confidential.~ty of this in.cormation. Although the 
social workers may advise the detainee or his family as to appropriate 
social service resources, it is unknown to what extent the identified 
resource is utilized. The limited staff and the large intake volume 
(approximately 20,000 per year) make follow-up difficult. The availability 
of social, medical, and psychological personnel gives the detainee an 
opportunity to vent concerns and to receive support and information. 
Despite overcrowded conditions, there have been no major disturbances at 
the Jail during the operational period of the Reception Center. The 
Inmate Council has been involved in the development of the classification 
process and inmate input continues as an on-going process. A breakdown 
of problem areas and referrals resulting from the social work intervie'lv is 
contained in the following table. 

TABLE III 

Jano Feb. Narch April Hay June July 

Medical Referrals 64 64 101 91 130 220 295 
Psychological Referrals 40 84 81 ........ 122 79 94 76 
Further Social Hark 

Referrals 153 33 50 353 219 195 269 
Jail Related Problems 145 181 402 457 497 664 579 
Legal Prob.l:~ms 398 342 604 1356 1372 1491 1548 
Family Counseling 26 151 199 165 197 243 

'" 
433 

Enip10yment 14 32 38 24 86 
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A monthly breakdm.;n of the activities of the Center psychologist 
is illustrated below. 

Individuals 
Interviewed/ 

. Tested 
Referred to 

Psychiatrist 
In Group Therapy 
In Individual 

Therapy 

Oct­
Dec 

150 

35 
30 

7 

Jan o 

78 

12 
62 

2 

TABLE IV 

Feb. 

72 

5 
18 

6 

March 

524* 

13 
18 

April May June 

934* 921* 599* 

9 
18 

10 
12 

23 
18 

July 

76 

21 
10 

*Includes the interpretation of 439, 862, 835 and 451 tests administered 
by Social Work Department 

Dnring the month of June, the psychological testing- performed by the 
social- service department on incoming de tainees was discon tinued follmving 
interpretation from the American Psychological Association that the testing 
should only be given by an accredited psychologist. The Social Service 
Staff requested an interpretation of test administration as they felt that 
they should not be administerihg a particular psychological ~est. The 
staff psychologist continues to administer testing batteries but only on 
those individuals specifically referred to him. 

Summary information relating to m-;dical problems -diagnosed by the 
Reception Center Medical staff and referral information is presented in 
the following tables. 

A voluminous amount of information is being collected by the RDCC. 
The task of compiling and analyzing this data in order t-o develop a data 
p~ofi1e on incarcerated individuals at City Jail will require the u-:=ilization 
of the computerized On-Line Jail System. Grant objectives 6,7, and 8 relaLe 
to information gathering, interpretation, and sharing. These obj ectives 

_state: 

6. 

7. 

8. 

To make available to participating agencies such lllformation as 
will further the positive treatment of the detainee upon his leaving 
the Jail. 

To collect sufficient statistical data as required to aid in the 
planning of future Jail operations, su'ch as the development c.f 
evaluation techniques and research. A.~. 

To establish an additional link in the inforIll.a.!=.~~;1al chain of 
the criminal justice system. 

" 
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TABLE V 

Diagnostic Categories 

DEC. JAN. FEB. MARCH APRIL :t<IAY 

Normal Exam 394 382 424 469 363 410 

Venereal Disease 20 11 9 10 95 24 

Alcoholic 164 96 73 79 88 118 

Drug Abuser 197 143 117 93 78 123 

Epileptic 48 17 26 35 21 9 

Tuberculosis 6 2 0 0 1 1 
0-

. 
Diabetic 4 3 8 4 7 4 

Asthma 20 12 10 11 9 9 

Sick Call Exam. 264 97 32 15 5 20 

Refused Exam 8 
13 __ ~ 1 30 1 

.. 

Referrals by RDCC Physicians 

Jail Physician 28 137 64 94 80 118 
, 

Infirmary 11 10 11 15 18 31 

" Outside Hospital 12 12 3 4 8 6 

u. S. Public Health 0 1 1 0 0 0 

Psychological 9 4 1 0 2 9 
~---.-.,...~ .. 

. . 

, " 

); 

-. 

J, ' .... 

JUNE 

400 

23 

95 

93 

27 

1 

2 

6 

9 

0 

89 

25 

4 

0 

4 

JULY 

456 

49 

117 

95 

25 

1 

5 

11 

27 

~ 

54 

21 

4 

b 

9 
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·The records of the RCDD are available to authorized agencies. The 
Department of Parole and Probation, Department of Social Services, Pre-Trial 
Release Division, Criminal Assignment Division of the Supreme Bench 
and the,ptate Reception Center have made use of jail records. Efforts to 
establish channels to routinely transfer information to these and other 
criminal justice agencies are continuing. 

A large amount of basic information pertaining to commitment data, 
offense, name, etc., has already been entered into the On-Line System. 
Final preparations have been completed to alloH for more specific 
information listed in Appendix B to be entered onto the computer system. 
Delay in processing this information was due to problems encountered in the 
implementation of the computer system, time consuming coding, and time 
necessary to work out data problems to insure accuracy of preliminary 
information entered. This data ,o]ill be utilized to develop intake profiles 
and for other research punposes. In addition, data relating to recidivism 
of the jail population will be obtained from an analysis of manually 
maintained detention history records. The inmate identification number 
on the On-Line System will point to the lnanual file. 

J 

It is extremely difficult to evaluate the worth of this program. The 
implementation in a correctional facility of a complex. program with neH staff, 
nevl procedures, and a philosophy aimed at helping the offender, g(~nerally 

meets with a considerable amount of internal resistance. 'rhere is no doubt 
that the proj ect has generated considerable activity and data and has 
ilnplemented a systematic intake procedure much in need in a facility serving 
the large population found at:tbe City Jail. Commission staff visits 
indicate that staff are conscien: i ous aqd concerned '''ith the success of 
the project. In particular the project director has contributed much 
to the operation of the project and his continuing involvement is seen as 
a major project strength. The consolidation of intake services including 
the 13ail Review Section in one physical location, the clas sification and 
medical processes, th8 potential for research data relating to th8 impact 
offend8r, and the opportunity for detaine8s to address,problems that if left 
unattended could promote tension ,md ins titutiono.l disorder are se.en as 
benefits of this project. Additional attention should Qe directed to the 
analYSis of intake data and the entry of data onto the On-l,ine sys tern. 
The overcrowded population of the Baltimore City Jail, a factor that the 
RDCC cannot control, has diminished the apace available for classification 
according to specific criteria. This factor, along ~~th the time necessary 

.. to establish the numerous procedures in the Reception process, has contributed 
to the project 1 s inability to fully meet the objectives of establishing 
a comprehensive classification and treatment system. Comparing the yearly 
total cos t of the proj ect ($120,000) ,,,ith the number of clients served 
(over 20,000) does not give an accurate cost per client ratio, as other 
jail resources not paid for by the grant enter into the overall cost of 
the project. Using project costs only, a figure of $6.00 per intake is 
obtained. Hmvever, four social 'vorkers, and Cl.,. ... chief of social work paid 
by City funds are also integrally involved in the intake process. Approxi­
mately $65,000 in salary expenditures, not a:..tributable to Federal funding; 
is involved ''lith these personnel. Other cos ts such as custodial staff, 
clerical support, and general operating costs for the physical plant 
enter into.~he overall cost of the program. 
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However, the project does pe.rform a necessary function at a cost that 
cannot be considered unreasonable. 

The 9ommission objective under which this prpject is funded addresses 
the need to provide technical and planning assistance with selected program 
funding to develop comprehensive pre-trial information gathering, s~reening, 
diagnosis, and classification capabilities within the criminal justice 
system. This program is consistent ''lith that obj ective. 

Finally, an audit has not yet been completed on this project. Recom­
mendations arising from the audit reports should be implemented by the grantee 
as they become available. 

! 
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APPENDIX B . j' 

\ .. , . 
CnY JAIL S'l'A'1'IS'l'ICAL CLASSIFICA'l'IO:i i·'ORl1AT ~ 

~ . 
GROUP II DESCRIPTIm: CODE USED 

A MARITAL STATUS 01-06 

B PERSONS LTVIHG l'lITH 01-05 

C NUMBER OF CHILDre:;i~ . 01-99 

D NUMBER OF D:::?~XDE!'iTS SUP?ORT3D 01-99 

E EMPLO\'1.ffi).'T ST ATtB 01-03 

F CURRENT OR LPBT J03 01-99 

G JOB SKILL 01-99' 

H EMPLOYI·S1'T HISTORY 01-0l..~ 

I l:ITLITARY STATUS 01-04 

J BRANCH OF KILITiJcr 01-06 

K YE1L.1iS OF SCI-:OOL COHPLETED 01-99 
; 

L EDUCATIO~ IEvEL AT'1'AINED 01-06 

M SOCIAL SERVICE RECIPTS:JT ' 01-0s 

N MEDICAL ASSISTru\0E C1h~ 00-01 

:(NI'rIAL FP.C ';l:1-:S ... 

0 PHYSICAL 00-01 

'p PSYCHOLOGIC.~.L 00-01 

Q. DRUG 00-01 

" R ALCOHOL 00-01 
~ 

S F./l}ULY 00-01 
<> 

T LEGAL 00-01 f 

U JAIL 00-01 

V JOB 00 .. 01 
....... 

• ,\\T PREVIOUS FSYCHIATRIC HOSPITALIZATION 00-01 ." , . 
. ............... 

X p:!.EVIOm PS~CEOLOGICAL·DRU?JALCOHOL, TREATlm:~T 00-01 
. ,. 

y CRn1INAL STATUS " 00-!19 
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PAST PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFOHMATION 

Project Title: Jail Bail' Review - High Impact 

Implementing Agency: Pre-Trial Release Division, Supreme Bench 

Project Director: Richard O. Motsay 

First Year Second Year 

Date of A>;"~rd: 3/28/73 Date of AI-lard,: 11/8/7!1 

~ Period: 4/5/74' - 8/31/74 Grant period: 10/1/74 - 9/30/75 

Approved 
First Year's Budget: 

• 

Approved 
Second Year's Budget: 

'fcdc;ral' Matching Federal Hatching 

....§.b1~ Share Category. Share SLare. 

Conslll:lt:bles 
;Rent;~l 

Othe:~ 

$41" 946 
1,,050 

0 
936 

1,200 
0 

600 
'. 

$10,965* IJ. 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

4,718* 

Personnel $ 58,988 $ 
Equipment 808 
Consultants 0 
Travel 250 
Consumablea 1,200 
Rental 0 

,Other 1,708 

TOTALS $45;732 \ $15,683 
• a \ •• 

~.,I. ..... 
TOTALS $ 62,954 $ 

(plus $17,265 in supplemental award) 
*In-kind 

" 

II. PROJECT DEVELOPHENT AND OPERATTON 

In tht: spring of 1972, the Lm., Enforcement Assis tance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate 
in High Impact rrogram designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 
1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a 
Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of 
Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger cr:i.mes of homicide, 
robbe.ry, rape, aggravated assault, and burglary. The Plan identif:i.ed 
seven-ma::rot>-"'p't'ogram areas) one of which relates to classification and 

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

6,995 
808 

0 
250 

0 
0 
0 

6,995 
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treatment of offenders. A budget modification Has obtained from LEAA 
adding the project to the Impact Plan's Jail Program Description. 

The applicant ~tated in the original grant application that although 
there has been an i'..!rease in the ~vorkload of the Pre-Trial Release Division 
since its inception in 1970, statistics indicate that a proportion of 
defendants (including Impact offenders) have not been intervieHed for pre­
trial release. Jail statistics for October, ]972 indicated that of a jail 
population of 1,714, a total of 507 persons, many of whom were Impact 
offenders, "lere being detained and had not been intervie~ved. These 
individuals had not been interviewed at the 'district level. 

There \vere cases ~vhich were brought before a bail commissioner for the 
setting of bail during the hours when no district investigator was on duty. 
Such cases did not receive the benefit of an intensive investigation by 
Pre-Trial Release staff. 

The applicant indicated that D].any persons ~.;rith stable backgrounds, 
charged with High Impact crimes, a~e financially unable to pay the cost 
of bail bonds. They are subsequently detained in jail with accompanying 
loss of liberty and employment 1vhich results in a hardship to their families. 
Another problem exists for persons considered "poor risk" for pre-trial 
release and ~.;rhose detention is later extended by reason of delays in 
determination of indigency and appointment of counsel thus causing a delay 
in trial date. 

In cases where an investigation was completed, a bail at an appropriate 
level where it could be met by many individuals 1.;ras generally established. 
This process did not account for changes in the background of the defendant 
subsequent to the initial bail hearing and revie1v. 

, On January' -io, 1973, members of the Jail Board met with representatives 
of the judiciary, the State's Attorney's Office, the Hayor's Coordinating 
Council, the Legal Aid Bureau, various correctional and other criminal 
justice agencies. As a result of this meeting, the reconunendations 
were made that the Pre-Trial Release Division of the Supreme Bench should 
staff the jail in order to pick up High Impact detainees missed in the 
Districts; to re-evaluate those already seen to determine if their situation 
had changed; and to make the appropriate recommendations for continued 
detention, release on bail, reduction of bail, or release on 01~1 recognizance. 
An application 1.:as subsequently made to the Governor's Commission on Lm .... 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice for Federal funding under the 
Baltimore City Impact Program to establish this pre-trial investigative 
capability in the Baltimore City Jail. Four pre-trial investigators and a 
sl!pC!rvisor ~vere proposed in order to intervie1v all persons accused of High 
ImJl.1lS:..t. 9Xf~nscf! 1vho have been incarcerated fifteen days or more to determine 
if they q~nlify for release on their mm recognizance or reduction in bail. 
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Juveniles held for Criminal Court after Juvenile Court jurisdiction had 
been waived were also to be interviewed. 

The proj ect \vas implemented on April 5, 1973, as originally scheduled. 
The follmving staff were 'hired under the first year of the grant: 

Investigators (4) 
Supervisor (1) 
Correctional Officer (1) (In-Kind) 

All positions were immediately filled using experienced personnel 
functioning \vithin the Pre-Trial Release Division. 

On-the-job training was provided with staff visiting a pre-trial release 
project in Philadelphia to revie\v program operations. Staff also attended 
a seminar at the University of Haryland on interview techniques. 

In the second year grant application, the grantee requested, in 
addition to the six staff position~ listed above, funding for a clerical 
assistant. When the project was iq.itially conceived it 'vas proposed by 
the grantee that the existing clerical staff of the Pre-Trial Release 
Division 'vould provide the necessary clerical support. According to the 
grantee, due to the large volume of paper work associated 'vith reports to 
the courts on Impact cases, the necessity for timely and accurate filing 
of data on dispositions, rearrests, hearing dates, and'the amount of 
statistical data for a complete evalUation of the progr2m, the additional 
clerical support was requested. A special condition attached to the 
second year award stated: that any vacancies and the new position not be 
filled until the grantee meets with the Commission staff to determine 
'vhether this proj ect should be reduced in vie\V of the expansion of regular 
pre-trial release in the field districts. 1t This condition \Vas a result 
of concern regarding the large number of staff positions and high CClst of 
operating'pre-trial release investigatory services in Baltimor8 City. 

Following a review of staffing patterns in the Jail Bail and Pre-Trial 
Relea~e Proj ects, the additional clerical position \vas not allowed, however, 
investigatory personnel were approved at the requested level. All other 
special conditions 'vere resolved. 

According to the grantee, the project investigators interview defendants 
at the Baltimore City Jail focusing mainly on three categories of defendants. 

'< 

1. Those defendants wIlD have never been reviewed by the pre-trial 
release staff because they were missed at the district level. 

2. Those defendants for whom substantial changes in their backgrounds 
........... .:... .. have 6ccurred since original consideration. 

-~ ...... \ .. , 

" ......... ' ....... . 
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3.. Those defendants for whom a more intensive and thorough inves­
tigation is conducted since it appears some factors were overlooked 
or misinterpreted in the initial interview. , 

After the interview, the project staff submit the interview form to 
project headquarters at the Pre-Trial Release Division to determine if 
the defendant's circumstances would allow a recommendation for release on 
own recognizance or bail reduction. The project pre-trial investigator 
verifies the information, formulates his recommendation, and prepares all 
necessary forms and papers for signature by the defendant and ehe appro­
priate court. If the defendant is released, the defendant is given both 
verbal and w-ritten instructions as to participation in the Pre-Trial 
Release program. 

Many of the judges, particularly at the Supreme Bench level, require 
that the capias be signed by the Assistant State's Attorney assigned to 
a particular defendant's case. If the Pre-Trial investigator and the 
Assistant State's Attorney cannot agree on a recommendation for release on 
recognizance or lowered bail, the case is argued in C0urt for a final 
decision. 

A directive fl:om the Administrative Judge of the District Courts, has 
instructed the Pre-Trial Release Division to intervim.;r all defendants to 
determine indigency and to forward this information to the Public Defenders 
Office. The Jail Bail Staff continues to prepare the paper work and make 
recommendations to District Court Judges at the special. Bail Review hearings 
conducted every Monday at the City Jail. All individuals appearing at the 
bail revim.;r hearing are interviewed, information is verified, the State's 
Attorney is conferred with, and recommendations are presented to the Bail 
ReviC\v Judge . 

. The6bjectives of the project as outlined in the original grant appli­
cation were as follows: 

-1. To expedite the preliminary functions which will assist in the 
realization of a speedy trial (i. e. following up on indigency 
affidavits). 

2. To provide more space at the Baltimore City Jail by reducting 
population, and thereby increasing the effectiveness of other High 
Impact Projects. In addition, by keeping the jail population down, 
the grantee felt that the membership. enrolled in these programs 
\olould be maintained at more manageable levels. 

'" 3. To reduce the number of Impact offenses committed by releasing 
- ........... _~'-4e..serving defendants according to a ranking system in \.;rhich the 
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highest priority of cases are those in which there is a minimal 
likelihood of co~tinued criminal activity. 

To release on bailor own recognizance those defendants '"ho have 
never been seen and \Vould not have been seen due to lack of 
manpm"er of the Pre-Trial Release Divisic',) '"ho ",ould nmo] be 
investigated because of the added manpm')" under this grant. 

To expedite the dispositions of those dl:.~fendants for ,o]hom guilty 
verdicts have been entered but ,o]ho are being held sub-curia pending 
a formal sentencing by offering material gathered in the Pre-Trial 
stages of the case by this Division to the Probation Department. 

To begin (on a very small scale) follow-up check of released 
defendants to ensure that they are complying with the conditions 
of their release. Included in this group \Vould be not only high 
Impact R.O.R. cases, but in addition, those cases in whcih bail 
reduction recommendations 9ave b~en made . . 

The grantee has unilateraly formulated a simplified set of objectives, 
which incorporate many of the original grant objectives and provide a basis 
for quantitative measurement. However, these obj ectives do not specifically 
address objectives one, two and four as listed above. Little or no data has 
been maintained by the grantee in support of these objectives. Evaluation 
of these objectives is not possible due to the lack of data. These objec­
tives are: 

1. review the reasonability of bails set on all individuals charged 
\Vith high impact crimes who are incarcerated in the Baltimore 
City Jail; 

.2. present· ~ecoll1mendations to the District Court and Supreme Bench 
for the reduction in bailor release on own recognizance for 
those defendants 1;o]ho meet the criteria for such recommendations; 

3. to maintain a fugitive-recidivate rate for defendants released on 
own recognizance below five percent. 

The grantee proposed the follo'vin~ measures of effe.ctiveness to evaluate 
~lle project: 

1. the ,percentage of High Impact jailed defendants that are released on 
their mvn re"co'gnizanc-e; 

2. the percentage of jailed defendants that are released through bail 
.... d" ___ .-:...~~ ,yct:LOns, 
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3. the. ratio of successes to the total number released. (Note, the 
grantee defines success as a released defendant who appears for 
trial, complies with the conditions of release and is not rearrested 
before trial); ,. 

4. the reduction of jail population in both numbers and percentages. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

Table I U1ustrates the number and type of cases processed with 
resultant court action for the period July, 1974 - June, 1975. Table II 
illustrates this same data for the first year of project operation April, 
1973 - March, 1971f and for the three month period of April - June, 1974. 
(The project's first year was extended to September, 1974 in order to 
coincide with the second and third year funding of all Impact Projects at 
that time.) The time period of July, 1974 to July, 1975 actually crosses 
grant years, hOivever, for statistical comparison it will be referred to 
as the second year of project operation. 

~ , . 
For the time period July, 1974 - June, 1975 a total of 2,648 cases were 

processed, of which 1,206 cases (45.5%) were for non-impact offenses. 
Although more cases ~vere processed than in the first year of operation 
(1,967 cases) the percentage of non-impact cases hand1e~ has increased from 
36% to 45.5%. 

Although the processing of non-impact offenders was not included in 
the original goals of the project, the target population was modified by the 
grantee to include non-Impact offenders at th-=. City Jail. 

The immediate handling of a non-Impact offender in this manner was 
though to save time and avoid pre-trial staff demands at a later date. 
Addit~onally, the.d.ecision to hold bail revimv hearings for all defendants 
in City Jail ~vho had not made bail after their initial bail hearing affected 
the duties of the Jail Bail Review staff. Approximately 55 bail review 
cases ~:lre heard every Monday. The grantee i.ndicates that although only 15% 
to 25% of these cases need to be interviewed, the Jail Bail staff must 
present every case to the Bail Review Judge ~vhich often requires the verifi­
cation of data ini.tial1y obtained at the District level. This procedure has 
resulted in a substantial increase in the number of non-impact offenders 
processed. It has been necessary to assign investigatory staff to ~veekend 
duty in order to facilitate the compilation and verification of information 
on those defendants arrested after the close of the various parts of the 
District Courts. 

Of the total 2,648 cases processed, 488 (18.2%) were subsequently 
re.1eased on their own recognizance; 855 (32%) .had bail lowered due to project 
staff "'r'ecoii1illendations; 1,102 (41. 2%) ~vere rej ected or denied; and 299 (11.1%) 
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had bail. set. An analysis of project work activity for the week of 
June 23,' 1975 revealed that 272 total clients were intervie~V'ed, 123 Hig,h 
Impact and 149 non-impact cases. This data would indicate that an average of 
68 clients were interviewed by work project investigators during this 
period. It is unknown hmV' many detainees were released on recognizance 
prior to the implementation of this program or how many ,V'ould have been 
released ,V'ithout the involvement of this program. Therefore, it is 
difficult to establish the effectiveness of the project over the previous 
number of persons released. 

In addition, the number of persons whose bail was lowered and ,,,ere 
subsequently released due to the posting of bail is not knmvn. A comparison 
of the two yearly statistical reporting periods is illustrated in the 
following chart. 

ROR BAIL REDUCTION REJECTED BAIL SET 
- . 

4/73-3/74 331 (16.8%) 295 (15%) 
f . 

7/74-6/75- 488 (18.2%) ... 8.5'5 (32%) 

1,247 (63.4%) 

1,102 (41.2%) 

94 (4.8%) 

299 (l1.l'n 

The number of cases processed by the unit has increased considerably 
over the course of the grant period. Lower staff turnover, and the establish­
ment of proce.ciures Hith the State ~ s Attorney and Jail personnel for the 
handling of cases has contribL'.ed to the increase in work volume. 

A comparison of recidivism data for release on recognizance cases for 
the t."o statistical years is illustrated in the folloHing chart. 

--, APRIL, 1973 - MARCH, 1974 
.\ 

.. \. • ..J. .... 

Rearrested Prior to Trial 
Failure to Comply Hith Conditions of Release 
Fqilure to Appear for Trial 

Defendant Apprehended - 1 
. Fugitives - 2 

REABl\ESTED PRIQR TO TRIAL 

Original Charge 

Robbery 
Robbery 
Robbery 

'" .. Larceny ...... ~ ............... -,.'- .. 
Burglary 

Subseguent Charge 

Robbery 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault 
Assault 

3% of total 
ROR cases. 
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JULY 1974 - JUNE 1975 
'. 

4 ) Rearrested Prior to Trial 
Failure to Comply with Conditions of Release 1 ).4.3% 

16 ) 
of total ROR Cases 

Failure to Appear for Trial 
Defendant Apprehended 
Fugitives 

12 
- '4 

REARRESTED PRIOR TO TRIAL 

Orj,gj nal Charge 

Assault VI/I to Hurder 
Tampering/Traffic 
Receiving Stolen Goods 
Burglary, Receiving Stolen Goods 

Subsequent Charge 

Assault and Robbery, Larceny 
Ha1icious Destruction of Property 
Shoplifting 
Burglary 

ROR cases w'ere required to cal) or r.eport in on a once a week basis. 
Failure to report or call in resulied in a check of jail intake records, 
police arrest records and other services until the individual was located. 
All ROR cases were follOlved through until dispositi'.:m of the original 
charge. The grantee has maintained a recidivism rate lower than 5% for 
ROR cases as stated in the modified grant objectives. Recidivism data on 
individuals released due to reduction in bail is not available. The data 
relating to failure to appear cases should be evaluated in light of several 
factors. Failure to appear rates should be measured against those persons 
who we.re actually called to appear for trial rather than against the total 
number released on recognizance. A certain number of cases released on 
recognizance will not come to trial due to the case being stetted, nolle prossed 
or dropped fOJ: other reasons. Heasuring failure to appear rates against total 
re1e.;tses nn.recognizance results in a 10lver recidivism percentage than if 
compcu7ed with the actual number of persons called to trial. Data on number 
of people called to trial is not presently available. In addition to cases 
proce$sed for release or bail reduction, 1,096 indigency fGrms were completed 
and fonmrded to the Public Defender. 

Although a breakdown by offense type for cases processed was kept, no 
data on releases by type of offense was available. All data ~vas lumped 
together reflecting Impact, non-Impact offenders, defendants interviewed 
for the first time, and defendants 'ilhose cases ~ve.re re-evaluate.d for release. 
The grantee stated that the time consuming task of keeping this data separate 
~vas not possible due to the limited staff resources available. 

The availability of comprehensive data has been and continues to be a 
maj~:s..£r.oblem nssociated ~vith this project .. While only limited statistical 
informnt1011' is availnble, it appears that the grantee has impacted on some 
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of the project's original objectives. Defen,~ants who have not been 
previously evaluated by the.Pre-Trial Division Here interviewed and 
many had bail reduced. The population of the Baltimore City Jail has 

"remained at or near 1,600 during the operational period of this proj ect. 
The overcrOl"ded condition of the Jail is partly due to the 200 individuals 
housed there \"ho have been committed to the State Division of Correction, 
but due to overcroHded conditions in that system, are housed at the Jail. 
Although it is unknown how many of the 488 individuals released on 
recognizance would have been released without the efforts of this program, 
the program has been involved in screening individuals at the Jail for 
release in recognizance or lowered bail. This has hopefully avoided a 
further jJlcrease in Jail population. 

Project workload and output has increased, however, the percentage of 
non-impact offenders interviewed has also increased. Caution should be 
exercised to assign priority to impact offenders, however to comply with 
the Judiciary's desire to have projec,t staff prepare and present all bail 
review cases, proj ect staff \vi11 ~ontiinue to process many non-impact 
offenders in this phase of their duties. 

A rudimentary cost analysis of the proj ect may be obtained by dividing 
the total project cost by the number of cases processed and the number of 
persons released on recognizance. A total of 1,967 cases were processed 
during the first year of project implemem:ation. Dividing the figure into 
the total project costs of $61,415 results in a per case cost of $31.22. 
Cost for approved releases on recognizance (331 cases) Hould be $185.54 per 
case released. A total of 2,648 cases Here processed during the period of 
July, 197Lf - June, 1975. Dividing this figure into the total project cost 
of $69,949 results in a per case cost of $26.42. Cost for approved releases 
on recogniZCl1.1Ce ':704;Ld be $143.34 per case released. The proj ect Ins shown 
a decrease in cost per case processed and case released on recognizance. 
The project possibly results in cost savings by reducint the institutional 
population. It has been estimated by Jail authorities that an average cost of 
$14 per day is necessary to support the operation of the Jail for each 
incarcerated individual. 

The project is consistent with the Commission's objective to decrease 
pre-trial detention in local jails to only those necessary to insure the 
protection of society or appearance at trial and it appears to be successful 
in the selection of releasees based on the recidivism data available to 
date. ' 

r 
An interim audit \-lUS performe.d on August 23, 1974. The total Federal 

fU~~2Ependitures of $57,571. 80 '(Jere recorded ~1ith one ex.ception relating 
to equipnicil'lt purchase. To date, an audit has not been conducted on this 
project for the second grant year. Any recommendations of. the final audit 
report \\1hen completed should be implemented by the grantee during any year 
of subsequent funding. 

~--"---~~--
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PAST PROGRESS 

L GENERAL INFORHATION 

Projact Title: Port of Baltimore Sea School 

~licant: Baltimore City 

Implementing Agency: Mayor's Office of Manpower Resources 

Froject Director: Marion Pines 

II. MIARD, IHPLEHENTATION, AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

........ ::::: .. "'. .. .,. 
" . 

First Year Second Year 
-, 

Date of Award,: November ¥, 1973 
. . 

Grant Period: 12/13/73 - 9/30/74 

Approved 
First Yenr's Budg~: 

. 
Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consunlables 
Rental 
Other 

TOTALS 

Federal' 
Share 

$81,'146 
13,000 

5,300 
1,550 

38,700 

$139 ;996 

Matching 
Share 

$ 
200,736 

$200,736 

Date of Award.:, October 4, 1974 

Grant reriod: 10/1/74 - 9/30/75 

Approved 
Second Year's Budp,e~: 

Matc:hing 
Sh~~.£-

$14,711 ... 

2,520 
oj _ •• 

3,915 

$18,626 

Budget Explanations and Modifications: There is presently' pending a budget 
modification request to use $24,017 originally budgeted for student stipends for 
various equipment and consumable items. This matter is presently under review' 
by the Commission staff. 

. .. 
~ ... ' 

". 
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II. HISTORY OF PROJECT DEVELOP~lliNT 

In the Spring of 1972, the LmV' Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to participate in 
a High Impact Program designed to reduce violent street crime. In July, 1972 
the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice completed a Three-Year 
Action Plan which indicated the method by which the City of Baltimore \.;rould 
impact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggra­
vated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major program areas, 
one of which relates to prevention of youth crime. 

Youth between the ages of 15 and 18 accounted for 26% of all arrests in 
Baltimore City in 1971. According to the Baltimore High Impact Plan, "Nearly 
half of those arrested for index crimes are under eighteen. II In addition, 
there is a rapid growth of juvenile crime. For example, in comparing arrest 
trends in Baltimore City for different age groups between 1960 and 1970, the 
following major trends emerged: 

a. for violent crimes, juvenile arrests increased almost three times 
faster than adult arrests; 

b, although drug arrests jumped for all age groups during the 1960's, 
the increase exceeded 3,000% for juveniles under 18. 

The applicant indicated that school drop-outs are particularly prone to 
delinquent behavior because they are not involved in meaningful, organized 
activit;Les. and because they aX'l;~ usually unemployed and need money. Furthermore, 
the same pr~bll:ms (boredom, aHenaHon, impove1:ished family life, resentment 
of authority and discipline, and feelings of purposelessness), and attitudes 
that prompt leaving school also precipitate delinquency. 

The Nary1and Sea Service (a non-profit organization) voluntarily operated 
for five years a \V'el~kend and summer program, Port of Baltimore Sea School, \.;rith 
limited private funds. Baltimo:l"e City requested LEAA financial assistance in 
order to expand the scope and size of the program. It \V'as envisioned that the 
Port of Baltimore Sea School \.;rould function as an integrated vocational/academic 
program, where Impact enrollees ,.;rould receive education and training in skills 
required for careers in maritim(~ industries. This project was designed to be 
sponsored and assisted by the Hayor's Office of Manpower Resources which Hould 
be responsible for program development and monitoring. The actual operation 
\V'oulc1 be sugranted to the Maryland Sea Service, Inc. Under an agreement Hhich 
is prQ.sently being ,.;rarked out, this arrangement will be modified so that the 
Mayorts Office of Manpower Resources Hill have direct responsibility for the 
actual operation of the project. A lease arrangement Hill be negotiated Hhereby 
Sea Service, Inc. will provide the use of their facilities for the project. 

Included in th(~ initial grant application \.;ras an agreement between the 
Maryland Sea Servi(!e, Incorporated, the Baltimore City Police Department, the 
fire department, and the United States Coast Guard;· .. ···Theagreement outlined 
proce.dures intended ta insure thel t the boats and equipment used in the program 
are safe, s emlTO 1.' thy , and in compliance \V'ith all legal requirements of the fire 
department, insurance companies and the United States Coast Guard. The equip­
ment was to be il1spected annually by the fire department, insurance company 
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and (upon request) by the U. S. Coast Guard. Reportedly, the fire department . 
has inspected the facility within the last year. 

The City of Baltimore was awarded $139,996 in Federal funds on November 
21, 1973. Actual implementation was delayed until December, 1973 due to 
problems associated with hiring staff and working out contracts. The second 
grant a'vard for the second and third year of project operation Ivas made by 
the Commission in the amount of $348,828 in Federal funds in October, 1974. 

The initial staff was hired in accordance ''lith the qualifications as out­
lined in the grant proposal. Staff consistend of a Program Coordinator, 
Academic Coordinator, Marine Engineer, Counselor, Shipwright, Hork Release 
Instructor's Assistant and Secretary-Bookkeeper. In February, 1974, a Clerical 
Assis tan t was placed in the Sea School from the Hayor' s Office of Manpmver 
Resources. The salary was paid by the Office of Nanpmver Resources. The staff 
structure was modified during the second grant year to the following: 

1. Program Coordinator: Has overall responsibility and authority for 
administration and program development. 

2. Assistant Coordinator: Has responsibility for student intake, disciplinary 
matters, and coordinating the academic, vocational, and counseling com­
ponents of the program. 

3. Counselor: Provides group and individual counseling and assists in 
the supervision of students. 

4. Academic Instructor: Responsible for providing academic instruction 
to students. 

5. Shipwright: Conducts maritime woodwork projects as teaching aids for 
students. 

6. Vocational Instructo£ (Small Engines): Conducts vocational classes 
in small engine repair and develops work projects for students. 

7. Secretary: Responsible for clerical duties. 

All of the above positions are Federally funded ''lith the exception of the 
ship\vright posi.tion ,vhich is funded with local funds. Three of the positions 
'vere filled "vith ex-offenders. 

As of September 17, 1975, the position of Coordinator, Academic Instructor 
and Vocational Instructor (small engines) were vacant. The positions have been 
vacant for approximately tlVO months, one ''leek and six ''leeks respectively. The 
project staff anticipates filling these positions in the near future. 

Also, during the second year of the program, tlVO public service employment 
positions funded by the Comprehensi.ve Employment and Training Act were assigned 
to the Sea School. Both positions 'vere for aides to instructors. These positions 
reportedly make possible a greater degree of supervision of students. 

The Port of Baltimore Sea School program is designed to provide academic 
and vocational skill instruction and an orientation to maritime trai.ning. It 
is anticipated hmvever, that the program Ivill be moving away in the future from 
providing maritime training to providing more basic vocational and academic 
instruction. Additionally, the program provides group counseling on a regular 
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basis. 

The program is designed to serve 35 youths, ages 16-18 who have committed 
an Impact offense and ~vho have shown sufficient interest and aptitude to benefit 
from the program. The primary source of recruitment for the program is youth 
on probation supervision for an Impact offense although any youth Hho has been 
adjudicated delinquent for an Impact off:nse is eligible for the program. A 
youth does not have to be on active probation supervision to be eligible for 
the program. Initially, the program was designed to take referrals exclusively 
fromthe Intensive Probation Project; however, that program was unable to provide 
an adequate number of referrals hence the intake cri.teria was modified to include 
the other referral sources that have been indicated. All prospective referrals 
to the program are screened by the Office of Manpower Resources. The Manpower 
Office makes a recommendation to the Sea School on prospective clients based on 
economic need, past education, general aptitude, interest in the program, and 
compliance with the Sea School's stated intake criteria. The screening process 
for all prospective referrals includes personal interviews, a basic reading 
test and a record check. 

Once in the program, youths are placed in one of four groups depending on 
their fuctional reading level. For instance, those clients in group 1 are 
essentially functional illiterates while those in group 4 Ivould have appreciably 
greater reading and matehmatics skills. Throughout the program, youth stay with 
their respective group. As the program presently operates, each group receives 
weekly t~-5 hours of academic ins truction; 9-11 hours of vocational training and 
work experience, two hours of group counseling, and five to six hours devoted 
to maintenance. Until approximately eight weeks ago, two hours of seamanship 
instruction ~vere provided. This class has been discontinued without notifying 
Commissi0n ::;taff. Also, a half day a week is provided for swimming at the YNCA 
and another half day is provideJ for trips to various facilities in the Baltimore 
area that a're assumed to be of interest to clients in the program. The academic 
program is designed to place primary emphasis on reading, language, arts and 
mathematics skiJ.ls. The majority of students in the program reportedly read 
a~ a fiftll gra~~ or lower level. 

Revie.w of curriculum materials for both the academic program and vocational 
program ind2.cated that they were very broad and generally lacking in s?ecificity. 
The vocational program offers training in engine repair and carpentry. The work 
experience component of the project involves working on vessels, in various stages 
of disrepair, on Pier 4 on the Baltimore City Harbor. 

A Commission staff visit to Pier 4 indicated that students had been engaged 
in some activity ''lith the vess~ls at that site. Specifically, several ships 
and boats had been repainted or were in the process of being painted. It Was 
apparent that some vessels were having some carpentry work, such as installing 
ne~v hulls completed. This program is designed to give students an opportunity to 
use skills learned in the vocational program. The group counseling component of 
the program stresses job search skills, improving ~vork habits and adjusting 
successfully with peers, co-~V"orkers, and family members. Essentially, the group 
counseling program offers rather practical advice on coping with basic day-to-day 
problems. 

Students in this program are paid the muumum \vage for the hours that they 
are in attendance. Students are required to "punch in ll and IIpunch out ll on a 
standard work clock. Students may receive compensation for a maximum of 30 hours 
per \veek. 
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Presently, all project activities are located at Pier 4 in the Baltimore 
City Harbor. Under the proposed program revision, it is anticipated that t\YO 

sites will be used. One site will be used for academic and vocational training, 
and the other site for ,york experience projects. 

According to the grantee, the actual length of time needed to successfully 
complete the program varies for each student. Project staff have indicated that 
a client is favorably terminated fromthe program if, in the opinion of project 
staff, the client ,,,ould not continue to benefit from the program or if it is 
felt that a client could benefit from a different training program, or a job. 
A client may be unfavorably terminated from the program if he is chronically 
truant, commits a ne,,, offense or is generally not progressing satisfactorily 
in the ne,,, program. Project staff state that every effort is made with a youth 
prior to actually terminating him from the program for disciplinary reasons. 

IV. ANALYSIS 

The specific goals of the Sea School program are as follows, according to 
the grantee: 

Objective 1: Assure that youth are in regular Sea School attendance. 

With reference to this objective, the project staff have provided data 
on clients' enrollment and attendance. 

The number of referrals to the Sea School program through April, 1975 
is indicated in the follmving table: 

·'rATILE I 

. Sea School HonthJ.:.:l "Rererrn1s 

(Resulting in Intake) 

November, 1974 - April, 1975 

DJS* ·Dis Intensive No Reported Active Totals 
l10nth Proba tion Probation DJS Involveil:ent 
197~ ------~~~~~----~~~~~~---=~~ ---------------
Hovember 
December 

1975 
January 
February 
March 
April 

(2 

11 
2 

I •. 

7 
1 
6 

re-entries) 
31 

*Department of Juvenile, 

-. -, 

5 
6 ,,:,. 

'3 2 
2 .. "",.' 

16' 2"" 

Servi.ces 

.. -

11 
2 

'9 
13 

6 
8 

-W 

.. 
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NONTH 

1974 . 
November ;. 

December 

J __ Y 
. 

February -

1·1arch 

April -, 

Total 

As the table indicates, the project has been able to maintain an 
average of eight referrals a month vlith the exception of December, 1974. 
This represents a considerable increase in referrals over the first nine 
months of project activity when only 19 youth or an average of 2.1 referrals 
a month were accepted into the program. 

Data submitted by the project on the actual number of youth in the 
program is reflected in the following table. 

NUI·mER 
BEGIWlIilG 
OF r':O:ITH 

0 
-
11 

13 

22 

30 

29 
. 

" 

I 
I· 

TABLE II 
Month Census Data 

November, 1974-April, 1975 

NUt-mER 
REFERRALS 
DURInG 
!·jOflTf I 

11 

2 

, 
. 

9 

16 

9 

10 I 

57 

,~ 

, 

. 

~Ju:,mER 

REFERRfl.LS 
REJECTCD 

-
-

. 
-
3' 

3 

2 

-
8 

. 

. 

NUl-mER 
PROGRMl 
TERi1I ;1,'\TED* 

. 

.... 

.,. 

-
, 

5 
-
7 

4 
. 

. 
16 

. 

.' 

'NU118ER 
END OF 
l-lOiITI! 

. 
11 

13 

I 

22 

30 

29 

34 
_04 

. 

I 

* Terminated after acceptance into program' 

As, the table indicates, there were, as of April, 1975, 34 youth in 
the program; this is one less than capacity. 

On September 17, 1975, the date or the most recent Commission staff 
review' of this project, there ,~ere only 22 youth in the program. Hm~ever, 
it appeal:s, that the drop in enrollment is a recent occurrance. 



NmlTl-I 

1974 , .. 
Nover.ber 

December 

1975 -
January 

February 

h 

April 
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The referral source for active clients is indicated in the follOldng 
chart: 

.. 
DJS· • 
PROP.AT1 0'1 u 

11 

13 

17 

19 

17 

22 
(64~~)* 

TABLE III 

HONTHLY POPULATION BY REFERRAL SOURCE 

. 

DJS 
l!ITEtlSIVE . 
PRognTIO:1 , .' . 

-
. 

-
. 

5 

11 

10 

10 
(29%)* 

. 

. 

. 

NO REPORTED 
ACTIVE DJS 
1NVOL V E:-;::-; IT -

-
-

. 
-
.. 
2 

'2 
. (6X)* 

. 

-

TOTAL 
· .... POrUU\TIO:1 

END OF i·iO:ITH 

11 

13 

22 

30 

.. 29 

30 
\ 

As previously indicated, admisssion criteria for the second year 
envisioned a youth 16 to 18 ~'lho has been adjudicated for an Impact offense. 
For the 34 clients active at the end of April, 1975, five youth were under 
the age of 16, but all were at least 15. Of the 55 clients referred to the 
Sea School, 90% have conmlitted at least one Impact offense: (Assault and 
Robbery - 12, Assault - 19, Robbery - 7, Rape - I, Breaking and Entering -
10). The remaining 5 referrals committed at least one serious non-Impact 
delinquency (Arson - I, Larceny - 4, Deadly Heapon - 1). This data appears 
to indicate that the project has not been in complete compliance 'vith its 
stated intake criteria with respect to age requirements. 

, .' 
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Data regarding length of time in the program are reflected in the 
following chart for those 26 clients carried over from March to April, 
1975; these data exclude the eight youth enrolled in April, 1975. 

TABLE IV 

D1STR1BUTIO~i OF LE~\GTH OF ENROLUfENT T1HE OF ACTIVE CLIENTS 
IN SEA SCHOOL AS OF APRIL 30, 1975 

r~ONTHS I\CTIVE HI PROGRA;·' 
] 1-1 .99 2-2.99 3- 3.99 I 4-4.99 5-5.99 6-6.991 

I I 
Total 

Number of " persons I 4 11 4 1 4 2 I 26 
1n program 

As previously noted, project staff initially indicated that the antici­
pated length of stay in the program was ten months. Recent discussions \Vith 
project staff suggest, hmvever, that there is no established time for com­
pleting the program. Students terminate from the program, \Vhen in the opinion 
of staff, a client can no longer benefit from continued participation in the 
program. 

There is some termination data available for the period November, 1974, 
through August, 1975, 'vith the exception of the month of Nay, 1975. Inade­
quate program management control has evidently caused this to occur. For 
this period of time, 50 clients \Vere terminated. A total of 35 \Vere ter­
minated for absenteeism, t\Vo \Vere terminated for drug use, t\Vo 'vcre terminated 
by being rearrested (assault and robbery), two were terminated 
for fighting, one disappeared, and eight were termed favorable termi­
nations. Of the eight youth in the last category, one returned to public 
school, four, according to project records, are employed and the remaining 
three youth l=eportedly completed the program although data on their present 
status is unavailable. 

Data on attendance for students in the program as of September, 17, 
1975 'vas collected by Commission staff. The data is reflected in the 

. " 
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following chart for all students from their day of admission into. the 
program through September 17, 1975. 

TABLE V 

Attendance Date! for all Sea Schools Clients in Progrmn 
as of 9/17/75 

Percent Percent 
Date Days Days Total of Total of Total 

Stu'dent Admitted Present Absent Days Days Present Days Absent 

1 5/18/75 66 18 84 7806 21./~ 
2 2/17/75 106 46 152 6907 30.3 
3 9/11/7 5 5 1 6 8303 16.6 
4 8/22/75 15 4 19 78.9 21.0 
5 6/ 2/75 61 12 73 8306 16.l~ 
6 9/11/75 5 1 6 83.3 16.6 
7 8/21/75 21 0 21 10000 0 
8 4/24/75 78 28 106 73 06 26.4. 
9 3/10/75 100 33 ' 133 7502 24 08 

10 8/21/7 5 18 1 19 9.4.7 5.3 
11 8/21/75 15 4 19 78.9 210 
12 4/ 9/75 97 8 105 92.4 706 
13 2/17 /75 137 15 152 9001 909 
14 3/211/7 5 84 17 101 8302 16 08 
15 2/17/75 123 29 152 80.,9 1901 
16 2/24/75 107 40 147 7208 27.2 
17 2/17/75 102 50 152 67.1 3209 
18 9/ 9/75 7 '0 7 10000 0 
19 3/ 3/75 116 25 141 8203 1707 
20 2/17/75 121 31 152 79.6 20.4 
21 9/ 8/75 3 4 7 42.8 57.2 
22 3/26/75 89 10 99 89.9 10.1 . 
, -. . 

TOTAL 1476 377 1853 79.7 20 0 3 

As the above table indicates, the absenteeism rate was 20.3% for those 
students enrolled as of September 17, 1975. Given the rather difficult 
population the project is working with, this ,o;rould not be an unreasonably 
high rate of absenteeism if all proj ect enrollees were included. However, 
as has been noted previously, 35 youth have been terminated from the pro­
gram for absenteeism and are not included in this data. 

Objective II: Improve the educational horizons of each youth involved in 
the Sea School by upgriding literacy skills 

The educational aspect of this program has been briefly described 
elsewhere in this report. Essentially, the academic program emphasizes 
the fundamentals of reading and mathematics as ·most .... of the youth in the 
program are working at a fifth grade level or lower as determined by test 
scores "given to clients upon entering the program. As of September 19, 
1975, no post-test data, which would show changes in students reading and 
mathematics skills levels, had been submitted to Commission staff. In 
fact, such data may not even exist. It is, therefore, not possible to 
draw any conclusions about this project's success in meeting this objective. 
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Develop in each'youth sufficient skills which might lead 
to occupational positions in related maritime or non-maritinle 
career area, or the placement in skill. training program. 

The vocational component of this program 'vas supposed to be concentrated 
primarily on carpentry, engine repair and work projects, has been previously 
described in this report. 

TI1e only data available on this objective for the past grant year 
indicates that four youth who participated in the program are now employed. 
As of September 20, 1975, information had not been submitted indicating 
where these individuals are employed or if they are employed in positions 
related to skills learned while in the program. It is, therefore, not 
possible at this time to make any conclusive statements about this project's 
success in meeting this objective. Data from the first year of project 
ope.~ation indicated that six youtb 'vere employed as of September, 1974, with 
three youth in positions directly related to their training; two others were 
employed in janatorial positions and another in a construction job. As this 
data is a year old and apparently there has been no follow-up conducted on 
these youth, it is not possible to determine if these individuals are 
s till employed. 

Objective 4: Develop vocational interests and influence the development 
and enjoyment of leisure time and hobbies. 

As previously noted in this report, all students are supposed to be 
exposed to training projects 'vhich require application of skills learned 
in both classes. The success of the program in actually developing vocational 
interests is not clear at this point. The high rate of terminations prior 
to completing the program would suggest ·some problem in maintaining student 
interest in the program. Further analys:i.s of this point is indicated, hOlvever. 
Wi th reference to deve10pirlg leisure time interests and hobbies, the Sea 
School has made available YNCA memberships for all clients. Additionally, 
all students must participate in mandatory s'vimming lessons as a safety 
measure because of. the students proximity to the w'ater while engaged in 
,vork projects. 

Objective 5: Divert youth from further involvement in the Juvenile Justice 
System. 

Data available regarding the project's success in meeting this objective 
is quite limited. Data on clients who terminated through April 30, 1975, 
showed that t,vo youth 'vere terminated from the program as a result of 
committing ne,v offenses (assault and robbery). Two other youth 'vere ter­
minated from the program as a result of returning to the use of drugs 
although it is unclear vhether this resulted in additional charges. Due 
to the limited data available, it is not possible to determine this project's 
success in meeting this objective. 

There are some positive aspects to this program that should be noted. 
First and most notable is that the project is attemptil.; to provide services 
to a population that is extremely difficult to work with. As has been noted 
elsmvhere in this report, youth in this program have been adjudicated delin­
quent on very serious charges. Host youth have, in fact, been adjudicated 
delinquent on more than one occasion. Also, most youth in the program have 
minima,l or non-existent reading skills and a long history of school failure. 
Demonstrating success ''lith this client population is clearly a difficult 
endeavor. 



18J 

A source of major concern regarding the Sea School program during the past 
grant year is that of 50 youth terminated from the program, only eight youth 
could be considered favorable terminations (i.e., completed the program, 
entered another program, ,,,ent to ,,,ork, or returned to school), '"hile 42 youth 
could be considered unfavorable terminations (i.e., refused to attend, con~itted 
new offenses, disciplinary problem within the program, resumed drug usage). 
Unfortunately, data on the eight that have been classified as favorable termi­
nations is so incomplete that it is not possible to determine the present 
status of these youth with respect to their present employment or adjustment 
within the community. Obviously, there is a need for some rather rigorous 
fol1m,,-up on clients who have been in the program. Regular fo11m,,-up procedures 
do not appear to exist. A special condition attached to the pas t grant a,,,ard 
required that data on the original offense, major treatment services received, 
arrests and dispositions '"hile in the program and upon release be maintained. 
Clearly, the grantee has not complied ,vith this condition. The high rate of 
youth terminated from the program also suggests that there may be a need to 
revise screening procedures to insure that prospective clients do, in fact, 
have a genuine interest in the program and its goals. Obviously, a large and 
continuous turnover of students in the program creates a degree of instability 
"lhich makes it difficult for those students \"ho are truly motivated to make 
any progress. Also, there does not appear to be any individualized diagnostic 
or planning process for students entering the program. Immediately upon entering 
the program a client and staff member should develop realistic short-range and 
long-range goals. Success in meeting these goals should be revie\"ed at periodic' 
regularly scheduled meetings. By implementing a system that al1m"s a student 
to see some progress, it is possible that absenteeism could be reduced appreciably. 
Establishing some definite goals for each student might also be helpful in making 
informed decisions regarding the appropriate time for termination'from the pro­
gram. As presently structured, it appears that students have no clear under­
standing as to when they have completed the program. 

Other concerns with this project are that as of the revie\" on September 17, 
1975, three of seven staff positions ,,,ere vacant. \.,Thile some of these vacancies 
can possibly be attributed to the proposed change in control of the project 
from the Sea Service to Baltimore City, it is imperative that all positions be 
filled as soon as possible. Obviously, the program cannot function as designed 
,vith three positions vacant. Also, the project has had continual problems with 
staff turnover during the past year. Continual changes in staff certainly 
create a degree of instability that is clearly not desirable. 

&lother concern is that the project, as of September 17, 1975, had only 22 
clients. Data previously presented does indicate, however, that the enrolled 
population of the project has, since January, 1975, been considerably higher 
than this, often approaching the capacity of 35. Assuming the absenteeism 
rate is 20%, ,vhich is in fact the rate for the 22 students presently enrolled, 
it can be assumed that 28 youth ,,,ou1d appear on any given day if the project 
was at capacity. Assuming 22 students enrolled, 18 students would appear assuming 
the absenteeism rate remains at 20%. In any event, low population results in 
an under-utilization of project resources and higher costs; efforts should be 
made by project staff to insure that more youth are placed in the program. 

With respect to cost data for this program, assuming the project was operating 
at capacity of 35 youth, it approximately costs $5,100 to maintain a child in the 
program for a year. This figure appears high, especially in light of the rather 
limited success this project has shown to date in achieving any of its stated 
objectives. 

Finally, an interim audit has recently been conducted by Commission staff. 
This audit is presently being reviewed. 
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. CENERAL JNFOR>!ATION 

Project Title: Court Referred Addict Treatment Program (CRAT) 

Applicant: Bo.' ,imore City 

. Im~lcnlGnt:!.11Jl..A&C'ncy': Baltimore City Ja;i.l 

PrQject Director: Delano T. Washington 

II. A)'IARD, IHPLEHENTATTON I AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

First Year Second Yea): 

of Award: April 30, 1973 Date of A'olard.:. Nov.:;mber 8, 1974 

April 30, 1973 - Sept. 30, 197t~ Grant Period: October 1, 1974 through Septe:nber 30, 1975 

Approved 

Federal' Hatching 
"ory Share ...§l1are 

::mncl $225,761 $ 85,492 ... 
~::Jent 30,758 0 
.~ltonts 116, L,50 0 
.:;1 5,200 0 

.• ..!::lables 8 , 182 0 
_.:.1 0 21,81,0 
.~ 3,820 27,066 

TOTALS $390~171 $134,398 

Approved )~ 
Second Year's Bud~et: 

Cote~ory 

Personnel 
Equipment 
Consultants 
Travel 
Consun:ab1ee 
Rental 

.Other 

TOTALS 

Federal 
Share 

$286,OLf3 
7,407 

32,265 
11,160 
16,290 

0 
8,433 

$361,948 

Natchi.ng 
Share 

$ 0 ... 
31,973 

3,585 
.. 1,240 

1,810 
0 

937 

$ 39,945 
' .. 

The Co:r~:lission m,'arcicd $541,700 in federal support: in November, 1974 for continued operation of the. pr.oje.ct 
throui;h Sap tL!::.~cr, 1976. 

l 

. -, 

.. ' 
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III. PROJECT DEVELOP}lliNT AND OPERK£rON 

In the spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to 
participate in a HiSh Impact Program designed to reduce violent street 
crime. In July, 1972, the Hayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice completed a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method 
by "7hich the City of Baltimore would impact upon the s tranger-to-s tranger 
crimes of hOmicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. 
The Plan identified seven major program areas, one of which relates 
to drug abuse prevention. 

In the planning stage of this project, the Nayor's Office of 
Drug Abuse Control noted that while large numbers of drug dependent 
persons ,..,ere seeking treatment, others did not seek t,.eatment until 
a crisis occurred which forced the drug dependant person to be more 
willing to consider treatment. The Court Referred Addict Treatment 
Unit (CRAT), was created to capitalize on this opportunity (i.e., 
intervention at the point of arrest). It ~vas hoped that by intervention 
at the point of arrest and before tried, crime could be reduced 
while the defendant ~vas on bailor l:eleased on recognizance by 
providing community-based treatment services for the client's 'drug 
abuse problem. 

Prior to the ey,is tence of CRAT, there was no ~vay to de termine 
which Impact offenders ~vere inH~ abusers, and no sys tem for 
referring addict offenders to ".eatment programs. The aim of the 
project was to provide Baltimore City with this capability by 
establishing a central controlling element for drug screening, test­
ing, and referral to appropriate treatment programs for drug abusing 
High Impact offenders. 

Federal funds totaling $390,171 were awarded to Baltimore City 
on Harch 20, and April 30; 1973, for the implementation and operation 
of the Court Referred Addict Treatment (CRAT) Unit. 

The CRAT Unit was initially designed to be one component of an 
integrated system of dealing \vith Impact drug abusers. Two other 
High Impact projects were developed to coordinate closely with the 
Cl'!.T Unit. These include: (a) the Pretrial Release-High Impact 
l\~·.<~. otic Offenders Project, and (b) the Intensive Supervision 
Narcotics Offenders Project. 

Though federal funds were awarded in support of this project 
in Harch and April, 1973, the first client 'vas not referred to the 
CRAT Unit until late September, 1973. The six month delay in 
project implementation ~vas due primarily to the fo110iving: 
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1. Key staff positions for the CRAT Unit necessary to become 
operational were not filled until late June, 1973; 

2. Staff training was not completed until late August, 1973; 

3. The most appropriate method of testing High Impact arrestees 
for drug abuse (this testing \\Tas to be completed in four 
identified pre.cincts) was not determined until LEAA technical 
assistance \.;ras completed in late July, 1973; 

fl. Budget concerns were not completely resolved until August, 
1973; and 

5. Special grant conditions relating to the use of existing 
community-based drug treatment programs were not resolved 
until September, 1973. 

The CRAT Unit became officially operational on September 20) 1973. 
The staffing pattern for the initial grant year is presented as Attach­
ment A to this report. 

The CRAT Unit is a project made up of a variety of components 
to provide short term centralized diagnostic, referral and tracking 
sen7jc.cs for High Impac.t drug abusers identified at their respective 
points of arrest in Baltimore City. All referrals to the CP~T Unit 
\.;rere made at the point of arres t by the Pretrial Release Division 
of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City. All referrals made ~.;rould 

be released on bailor personal recognizance. Services are designed 
to be. available to those refe.rrals during the period between initial 
referral to CRAT and court appearance. Thus, the CRAT Unit is a project 
developed to serve pretrial defendants. It is tied in 1Vith the 
Division of Parole and Probation, specifically in that if the defen­
dant receives probation, as a result of criminal conviction, then 
the offender is sent to a specialized unit dealing exclusively 
\vi th drug abusers. At this point, though no specific data is 
available, it appears that a significant proportion of defendants 
who receive probation do not get referred to the specialized High 
Impact Narcotics Offenders project. First, in order to be referred 
to the special probation project, the defendant 1Vould have to be 
probated from the Supreme Bench Circuit Court rather than the 
Dis trict Court level. There ar.eindications at this point that many 
defendants \vho received probation were dis trict court cases. 
Second, there is no mechanism \vhich insures that all Circuit Court 
cases eligible for the special probation project actively get re­
ferred. Hore analysis of this problem is needed by the grantee. 
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A detailed flow chart depicting the operation of the CRNr Unit from 
the point of arrest, through screening, referral, and tracking 
components is presented as Attachment B to this report. Attachment 
C indicates hO"7 the CHAT Unit relates to the drug treatment sys tem 
in Baltimore City. Each of the components :i.s discussed in detail 
belm.,: 

A. Intake: The Pretrial ~elease Division of the Supreme Bench 
of Baltimore City has the responsibility for making referrals 
to the CRAT Unit for diagnostic and screening purposes (re[or 
to Past Progress Report CTHI-02-05-BC). Initial intake 
at the precinct level for subsequent referral to the CRAT 
Unit is as follows: 

1. Arrest: The Baltimore City Police Department arrests 
persons and transports them to one of the nine district 
detention centers. Initially, four districts were 
identified as having a sufficient volume of High Impact 
drug abusers for referral to the CHAT Unit. These 
included Hestern Central, Eastern, and Northwestenl. 
However, for a six-month period during the initial 
grant year, referrals Here accepted from all nine 
police districts to increase p:roject intake. \7hen 
the grant began its record year of operation, the 
project was limited t.o Dccepting referrals only from th~> 

four identified police districts. 

2. Dr~ Screell~!ill..: The arrestees in all four identified 
districts, \vere intervie~.,ed by the. Pretrial Release 
Division of the Supreme Bench. The procedures used by 
the Pretrial Release Division ,vere the same procedures 
used to interview all arrestees awaiting preliminary 
hearings. Beginning with those crimes declared to be 
High Impact Crimes (Tllurder, rape, burglary, robbery and 
aggravated assault), the Pretrial Release \vorker made a 
discretionary determination as to \vhether the client 
had a present drug problem. HOHever, referrals other thon 
impact offenders can be accepted into CRAT if Lhey have 
a drug problem. Priority is however, given to impact 
offenders. Based upon the determination of the Pretrial 
Release Investigator and the admittance of the arrestee 
that they had a drug problem, the investigator explained 
the treatment system to the offender. If the arrestee 
agreed, a urine snmple ,vas taken on the spot by the 
investigator, and subjected to the EHIT (Enzyme Mul­
tiplied Immunoassay Technique) ul'ine testing system to 
determine the presence or absence of opiates. All 
urine samples collected ~.,ere sent to the eRAl' laboratory 
for a full screening test to determine the presence of 
any other Controlled Dangerous Substances. 
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3. Bail Hcad::!Ui: Based upon the discretionary determination 
of the Pretrial Investigator, considering extent of drug 
dependency, results of the EN IT screening and severity 
of pres(~nt offense, a recommendation ~"as formulated 
that ~"as carried to th!? District Court Judge or Commissioner 
for determination as to whether the Impact Offender 
should be released on lCecognizance or bail with a 
condition that he repolct to CRAT Unit. According to the 
project director, normally if the defendant appears be-
fore a District Court Judge, appearance at CRAT is a 
formal eondition of re1ease. However, if the defendant 
is b rough t before a Commissioner, appearance at CRAT 
usually i.s not a formal condition of release. 

B. CRAT Unit Aetivity: Basically, the CRAT Unit consists of a ~' 

Urinalysis IJaboratory component and a Diagnostic Unit. The 
lab is set up to test all referrals to the CRAT Unit at in-
take and provide data on the type and extent of drug abuse 
involvement of the client. Attachment A provides running 
data. This data assists the Diagnostic Unit in making 
appropriate client referral to a conulluni ty-based treatment 
program. The laboratory has also been designed to provide 
urine testin.g to other impact projects currently opera.ting. 
These include: (a) Intensive Supervision of High Impact 
Narcotic Offenders; (b) Intensive D:Lfferentiate.d Supervision 
of Impact Parolees anr' Probationers; (c) Community Residential 
Fac:I.1ity for Youth; a1t.~ (d) Confined Addicts Seeking Help 
(CASH) • 

A physical and psychological evaluation is performed on 
each client I~ntering CRAT by the Diagnostic Unit which refers 
clients to dl:o:sigl1ated community treatment facilities. These 
facili ties a:l:'e 18 Community-based drug abuse programs through­
out Baltimon~ whic}. are certified by the Haryland Drug Abuse 
Administraticm. During the treatment period, a tracking 
system functions to ensure that each client £0110\"8 conditions 
set at arraignment. This system reports drop-outs from treat­
ment or failures to comply w"ith release conditions to the 
Pretrial Rcl(~ase Division which then handles the individual 
as if he had violated conditions of bail. When the individual 
case comes up for trial, the judiciary may take into account 
cooperation and success in the treatment program, and may 
determine that the offender should remain in that program 
as an alternative to prosecution or as an alternative to in­
carceration subsequent to pl"osecution. No data is available 
on referrals who might have fallen in this category. 

CRAT Unit personnel, as indicated in Attachment B 
include: (a) one project director; (b) one administrative 
section chiE~f; (c) a toxicologis t; (d) t~"o l,lboratory technicians; 
(e) a nurse;; (f) three client monitors; (g) a psychologist; and 
(11) three messengers. The t~"o part-time physicians are provided 
through contractual arrangement. 
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There are a total of 13 full-time personnel and tHO part­
time physicians. After the interview and medical and psychogical 
examinations by the eRAT team (consisting of a physician, in­
take nurse and psychologist), a determination is made as to 
the proper community drug treatment program for each individual. 
Based upon the assessment, the intake staff ,.,ill place the 
addict offender in a reserved slot in a community treatment 
program. Attachment E to this report indicates referrals by 
month to community treatment programs for the period 
October, 1974 through June, 1975. As indicated in Attachment 
E, there appears to have been a total of 260 (549 since the 
program inception) referrals from the eR.AT Unit to the 18 
Drug Abuse Administration certified ~reatment programs. 

C. Case Tracking.: As alluded to above, a major function of 

IV. ANALYSIS 

the CRAT Unit is tracking of individuals from point of in­
take into the CRc'\T Unit through final court disposition (refer 
to Attachment C of this report). 

The tracking component is designed to begin at the 
point when the initial screening by the Pretrial Release 
Division is completed, and continue through ultimate legal 
disposition (including sentenced to the City Jailor Division 
of Correction, or Probation). The intent of this component 
is to determine the effectiveness of the CRAT screening 
process (and subsequent referral to a community-based program) 
and to prov:i de follow-up information on Success ire treatment 
for High Impact drug abusers referred through the CRAT Unit. 

This project, as originally designed, supports the intent of the 
Commission's five-year objective to increase the number of sentenced 
offenders and pretrial defendants participating in effective treat­
ment and rehabilitation programs at the connnunity level. 

During the initial grant year, the project experienced a problem 
with a referral rate which was well belo,v that ,.,hich '(.;ras originally 
anticipated. The average mont~lly intake rate is computed to be 26 
per month for the period September, 1973 through September, 1974·, 
From October, 1974, through July, 1975 (a ten month period) the 
intake rate is computed to be 51 clients per month. This is nearly 
a 50% increase in the second grant year over the initial year of 
federal support. Table I SWllITk.'lrixes the data. At this point, based 
on data provided by the grantee, it appem:s that the low intake problem 
indicated in the initial year of funding is improving. 

A second concern noted during the revie,.;r of the initial grant 
year '\Vas the small number of total referrals '\Vho were impact offenders. 
For the period January through August 1974, only 53.of ... the 237 (22%) 
,.,ere impact offenders. During the second grant year (October 1974 
through July 1975) a total of 233 of the 513 referrals (about 45%) 
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were impact offenders. At this pOint, the project appears to have 
improved significantly in terms of providing services to impact 
offenders as originally envisioned. The project seems to be better 
aimed at the target population originally identified. This is because 
usually, misdemeanant referrals go to court ti7ithin a ten to fifteen 
day period. This is not enough time for the CRAT Unit to assess a 
clients needs) refer him to a drug program, make sure services are 
provided by the program or evaluate the value of project activity. 
Also~ given this type of offender, there is more doubt as to whether 
or not treatment is even necessary. 

During the initial grant year, there were other problems noted 
wi th the in take process at the police precinct level. These 
included: 

1. In many instances, intake forms were not completed by pretrial 
intp.rv:i8"wers prior to tht~ client showing up at the CRAT facility. 
ThesE' forms are necessary to begin the case tracking process and 
verify information given by the client when interviewed. by CRAT 
staf£. The Pretrial Release Division indicated that the inter­
vie~'18rs simply did not have time to complet(~ the forms in all 
cases; 

2. The EHIT urinalysis machines located in four of the nine 
police districts were "ften not used to test arrestec.s for 
drug abuse. Once aga.L., time see.ms to be the major factor. 
Thus, much of the preliminary urinalysis testing was completed 
by the CRAT laboratory; and 

3. In many instances, according to the project director, the EMIT 
machines in the police dis tricts were broken and could not be 
used. No explanation for this was offered, since no one 
wanted to accept the responsibility for the broken machine. 

At this point, all three problems appear to ·be significantly 
improved. The Commission staff in discussion with the grantee has 
learned that thc1:e seems to be a greater degrE e of cooperation between 
the staff of CHAT and the staff of the Pre tria':' Release Division. 
J' :1 result, intake forms are more accurate and are completed by 

< 
l '. interviewers prior to the clients arrival a.t CRAT. In addition, 
the EMIT systems are being utilized more frequently and an;; kept in 
working order. 

Additionally, the case-tracking component appears to be useful in 
generating follOli7-up data on clients. This was a major concern. during 
the initial grant year. At this point, data is being maintained on 
clients referred to various drug treatment programs (Attachment E), 
client disposition (Attachment F), and general progress in treatment. 
General treatment progress of each district is made available to the 
court at the clients' trial. 
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It should be pointed out that based on data submitted by the 
grantee for the period of October 1974 through June 1975, 
52% of the total referrals to CRAT were referred to a community-based 
drug abuse treatment program (250 of 480 clients). The remaining lf8% 
either failed to shm" at CRAT or ,\"ere simply placed on urinalysis monitoring 
by CRAT until their respective trial dates. In addition, it should 
be noted that a total of 627 of the 853 referrals to CRAT (73.5%) have 
been disposed of by the court (data through July, 1975). 

As previously indicated, attachment F provides summary data on 
client disposition by type of treatment. Based on the data, it appears 
that 36% of the clients received probation, lZ% have been fined or 
sentenced, and 20% of the clients "lere found not guilty or the charges 
were dismissed. Only 8% had their respective releases rescinded 
and 6% did not show for trial. 

At this point, available data does not indicate whether or not 
the operation of this project has any effect on increasing the liklihood 
of a defendant being placed on probation supervision rather than 
receiving incarceration. Data available indicates a probation rate 
similar to that generally expected for criminal cases. 

No specific rearrest data '\Vas available. The grantee has indicated 
that any figures on rearrests of clients while released on bail 
or recognieance '\\'Quld be inclt,~led in the, data relating to "release 
rescinded", This category of ,:.:..ients '\Vould include all rearrests or 
revocation of release for failing to comply with the conditions of 
release. 

A cost analysis ,,,as completed for the previous !:vIO grant years. 
Based on the cost of the pretrial referral to CRAT plus CRAT activity, 
the cost per client at this point is computed to be $1,559. This 
figure does not include the cost of the Actual Community Treatment 
programs. The cost would be even higher if those who were referred 
but did not show up 'vere not counted. It should be noted hOl"ever, 
that CRAT also provides free urine testing to other programs. 

In SUllunary, it appears that the project has sho'\yu improvement 
(\,:ng the second grant year over the initial year of operation. 1;~" J 

t· <crns noted in the first year have either been resolved or significantly 
h:rpoved. However, there are weaknesses in the data yet remaining 
'iThich need to be resolved. Additionally the overall drug pretrial 
release program is operating at a high cost. 

As intern financial audit has been completed by the COllll1lission 
staff with no major financial problems indicated. 
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ATTACHHENT A 

Urinalysis Sunnnary 

Month Total Tests 

October, 1974 376 

November 366 

December 306 

January, 1975 373 

February 528 

Harch 579 

April 720 

Nay 571 

June 508 

TOTAL 4,327 
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DISPOSITION 

i PROBATION 

! SENTENCED 
! 
I 

ABATED BY DEATH 

I PROBATION HITHOUT VERDICT 

STET 

DISMISSED 

NOT GUILTY 
i 

I ARTICLE 27, SECTION 292 

i NOT PROSECUTED 
! 
! I FINED 

II P-ECOGNIZANCE P-ESCINDED 

!I FAILURE TO APPEAR 

! 
I 

I I NUHBER OF CASES 
I 

I 

ATTACHMENT F 

DISPOSITION BY OFFENSE - SEPTEMBER, 1973 THROUGH JUNE 1975 
~ 

IMPACT NON-U1PACT NON-IMPACT NON-DRUG 
FELO~y FELOi-l'Y DRUG FELO:NY tlISDEMEA.'IOR 

21 5 17 39 

13 2 5 23 

2 0 1 0 

0 0 0 5 

8 2 2 10 

27 2 5 24 

2 0 1 12 

2 0 1 2 

7 0 2 4 

1 0 0 15 

36 2 28 42 

8 3 2 9 

127 16 62 185 

DRUG 
HISDEMEb.'WR TOTAL 

74 156 

14 57 

0 3 

7 12 

15 37 N 
0 
!Z. 

15 73 

9 29 

21 26 

13 26 

7 23 

49 157 

8 30 

237 627 
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PAST PROGRESS 

1. .GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project 1.'5, tIe: Community Residential Facility for Youth 

Applicant: Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Implementing Agency': Division of Correction 

Project Director: Melvin Dorsey 

II. A"~ARD) U1PLEHENTATION) AND ORGANIZATIONAL BACKGROUND 

. , .' ...• Second Year 
First Year 

Date of I\\oHlrd,:, November 8, 1974 

October 26,' 1972' - September 30, 1974 
Grant period: October 2, 1974, - September 30, 1975 

Date of Aw~rd: October 2~, 1972 

Grant Period: 

Approved 
Approved 

SecoP(l Ycar'!1 Budgct:* 
~t Yearl~ Budget: 

Federal Matching 

Federal I Matchinl! 

Category Share Share 

- 86,lM 28;714 
Personnel 
Equipment 25,173 8,391 0 

Consultants 
6,573 2,197 

'l'ravcl 
12.,5 /14 1\ ,182 

Consumablcs ° ° 
Rcnta.l 

25,481 8,49,4 

Category Share Shate 

.. Personnel 119, pI 1.3,308 

Equipment 573 64 

Consultants 65,758 7,306 

Travel 
540 ~ 60 

Consumablea 
9,828 1,092 

Rental 
0 0 

.Other 
2,700 300 

Otlle.,; 

TOTALS $1515 , "310** $52,103 TOTALS $199,170 $22,130 

11 
__ "1.Jed by tl1~ Comndssion in November, 1974 for continued operaCi, 

"'NOTE: A total of $410,000 \vas aewa Y - .. ~ ~ 
of the project through September, 1?76 • 

• **NOTE: ' A total of $178,719 \Vas actually D.lvarded by the Commission. Hownver, a revised budget was subm:i ct· 
with the Federal share of $156,310 based on significant delays in proj ect implementation and v. revised pr. 

g'Cam structure designed co serve fe\ver clients. 

III. FROJECT DEVELOPNENT AND OPERATION 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration selected 
eight cities, including Baltimore, as tl'lrget cities to participate in a High 
Implact program designed to fight violent street criIne. In July, 1972, the City 
submitted a Three Year Action Plan which indicated the method by \.Jhich the. City 
of Baltimore \vould in1pact upon the stranger-to-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan identified seven major 
program areas, one of \vhich relates to prevention of youth crime. . , . 

~ .... t 

" . 
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III. Project Development and Operation 

In the Spring of 1972, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
selected eight cities, including Baltimore, as target cities to partici-
pate in a High Impact program designed to fight violent street crime. Tn July 
1972, the City submitted a Three-Year Action Plan which indicated the method 
by which the City of Baltimore would impact upon the stranger-to-stranger 
crimes of homicide, robbery, rape, aggravated assault and burglary. The Plan 
identified seven major program areas! one of which r~lates to prevention of 
youth crime. 

The Community Residential Facility for Youth proj ect was initially de­
veloped by staff of ,the Community Corrections Task Force of the Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Senrices. Initial planning, conducted in 
the summer of 1972 was based on figures ,.,hich indicated tha't about 75% of the 
popUlation of the Division of Correction was comprised of Baltimore City resi­
dents. An equally high percentage are bel:\veen the ages of 18 and 26 years. 
In addition, about 40% of the offenders in the custody of the Division \Vere 
convicted for the commission of a High Impact crime. The Task Force staff 
felt that the implementation of a residential treatment facility for youth-
ful impact offenders which would serve men in a pre-release status could sig­
nificantly reduce their rate of re-arrest and subsequent retUTI1 to prison. 

Federal funds ,.,ere initially awarded in support of 'this proj ect in Octo­
ber 1972. Hmvever, the first resident 'vas not accepted ~nto the facility 
until Harch 1974. The maj or problem associated 'vi th the 17 month delay in 
grant implementation 'vas the inability of the Task Force to obtain a suitable 
facility in which to operate the project. Numer6us sites were identified 
throughout Baltimore City, ,vith three sites being selected as most appropriate. 
However, in all dlree cases, there was strong community resistance coupled 
with an utHvillingness of the B:lltimore Ci ty government to override that local 
community resistance. 

In December 1973, the Commission staff notified the Department of 
Public Safety and Correctional Services that the grant would be aborted 
unless a suitable facility could be obtained. Therefore, in january 1974, 
the COllUllissioner of Correc tion authorized the use of the former Haryland 
Penitentiary \~ardcn' s Residence (0' Brien House) "lhich is adj accnt to the 
institution on Enst Eager Street in Baltimore. The O'Brien House has ~ 
maximum resident capncity of 30 'vhich resulted in some changes in the grant 
since the initial application envisioned residential services to 72 clients. 

Once a suitable facility was obtained, staff were hired and trained. 
In,Barch 197 /+, 40 hours of pre-service training was provided by the Comm­
un1ty Corrections Task Force to the project staff. Additionally, in June 
1974, three hours per 'vcek in-service training for staff was begun. The 
primar~ emphasis of the training provided Has on counseling techniques, 
opera t10ns and management. Some of the on-going,,,three hour per week train­
ing ,,,as provided by psychiatric and psychological consultants and volunteer 
trainC:l~~ drmvn from both the University of Haryland and the Division of 
Correction. . 

The staffing pattern for the oFerc:ltion of this proj ect is 
in Table 1. presented 
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TABLE I 

STAFFING PATTERN 

I DIRECTOR i 

I 
I TEAM LEADER I 

\- --1 , 
I CONSULTANT SERVICES 

"-S1~CKJ::'1'Ah"Y PSYCHOLOGICAL 

PAROLE & 'PROBATION AGENT 
CONSULTANT PSYCHIATRIC/ 

HEDICAL 

I ACCOUNTANT A$S.Q..GJATE 
CONTPJ\CTUAL FOOD SERVICE 

. 
\ 8 RESIDENT COUNSELORS J 

Currently, the project is fully operational with the house at capacity, and all 
~ervices are being provided. 

As indicated previously, the service capabili ty of this grant was 
reduced from 72 beds to 30 beds. As a result, only staff for one treat­
ment team rather than two \vere hired. Much of the administrative func­
tions \vere absorbed by the Team Ll',:cler and his assistant. Additionally, 
due to the fewer number of residents to be served, food service at the 
house was contracted out rather than provided for at the house. 

,The Community Residential Facili ty for Youth operates to provide 
residential treatment services to young, (17-25 years of age) High Impact 
offenders conunittcd to the Naryland Division of Correction. In order to 
be eligible for placement at the 0 'Brien House, an offender must be ap­
proximately 6-10 months from parole) mandatory release or expiration of 
sentence. 

Each resident, when accepted, designs 'vith his counselor, a treat­
ment program \V"hich is aimed at preparing him for release to the community. 
General goals for each individual's program are to prepare him for secur­
ing and holding a job, through education, vocational training or simply 
aid in securing a job; group and/or individual counseling to prepare him 
to be better able to handle emotional stress, and the opportunity to ac­
quaint himself 'vi th those conununity agencies 'vhich are available to pro­
vide support before and after his release from the Division of Correction. 

During September, 1974, Hutual Agreement Programming (HAP) begun to 
be implemented in the OtErian House. This involves an assessment of the 
strengths and weaknesses of the inmate fo11mved by the design of an indi­
vidualized program that offers resource utilization in preparing partici­
pants for a successful community adjustment following release on parole. 
Based on' this asses~mcnt, treatment and traini~g objectives are prescribed, 
the inmate pr~paras an individual plan, and contract negotiations involv­
ing the inmnte, the institutionnl staff, the NAP coordinator and the Parole 
Bom:d take place. The contract is a binding document setting out the spe­
cific progt"ams which the Division of Correction \"il1 provide to the inmate, 
the inmate's agreement to successfully complete the programs and specific 
objectives, and a specific parole date contingent upon successful comple-
~t~;unlln~n~f~,~-p~.t~o~n~9L1~~' __________________ ~ _______________________________________________________ _ 
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The contract and the procedures surrounding it are seen as a means of involving 
each inmate in the process and decision to release, giving him much of the respon­
sibility for his own release, and bringing together the institutional and parole 
authorities for closer cooperation and coordination. 

Of the 98 admissions to the O'Brien house, a total of 46 residents were in MAP. 
It should be noted that HAP began in the project in October, 1974 (the facility 
began accepting residents the previous Harch). Of the 46 men in MAP, seven (15%) 
are still residents at the facility; 33 (72%) have been paroled to the community and 
have completed all requirements of their respective MAP contracts; (no rearrests or 
violations to date); and six (13%) were returned to the institution while still in 
the facility. An additional six residents in the program are currently negotiating 
their respective MAP agreements. 

An important component of the O'Brien House program is conununity inv~lvement. 
The staff and residents are involved in the local community's affairs Hhenever 
feasible, both from the standpoint of being a resource for the local community and 
from the standpoint of fully utilizing the larger community's available .services 
when needed. 

During the past grant year, the screening process for selection of residents 
was a joint effort among the institutional classification counselors, the staff of 
the Community Corrections Task Force, and O'Brien House staff. 

Potential residents are initially identified by the institutional classification 
counE-elors. Next, the potential resident is interviewed in a session ~\7hich includes 
both Task Force and O'Brien House staff. Specific intake cirteria include: (a) poten­
tial residents mus t be Baltimore City residents; (b) potential residents must be 
between the ages of 17 and 25 years; and (c) potential residents must have been con­
victed of an Impact offense. Drug and alcohol abusers are not excluded from the 
program. 

If the potential resident is accepted, he is transferred to the O'Brien House 
for a three-day orientation period. During those 72 hours, the resident and staff 
determine whether or not the individual is suited to the program. If not, the resident 
is returned to the institution without question. Failure to adjust to the program during 
that three-day period is not held against the individual after his return to the insti­
tution. It should be noted that none of those residents accepted were returned to the 
institution. 

All residents accepted into the program are required to either work or participate 
in a job training program. Additionally, residents may participate in a high school 
preparation pr.ogram offered by the house of take college courses if qualified. As of 
August 31, 1975, there were 17 residents employed full-time and five residents in job 
training programs. Five residents are unemployed, t~vo of whom are taking college 
level courses. 

Counseling (both group and individual) sessions are held periodically. Regularly 
scheduled staff counseling services are provided bet\veen 1 p.m. and 4 p.m. on the last 
Hednesdny of each month, but individual counseling occurs on an as needed basis. 
Regularly scheduled consultant psychological, psychiatric and medical services are 
provided as ind·teated in Table II. 
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TABLE II 

PROFESSIONAL COUNSELING SERVICES 

Service 

Psychologist 

Psychiatric 
Medical 

'Time 

9 a.m. to Noon the first three 
Thursday of each month 

4 p.m. to 7 p.m. every Thursday 
5 p.m. to 6 p.m. every Friday 

Table III indicates intake and release figures for the project for 
the period March 1974 through June 1975. 

TABLE III ------
Client F10H - Harch 1974 - June 1975 

Honth Intake Release Honth1y POEu1ation 

March 1974 6 0 6 
April 15 0 21 
Hay 7 1 27 
June 1 3 25 
July 7 5 28 
August 5 7 27 
September 6 3 30 
October 6 5 31 * 
November 3 5 2~ 

December 7 10 26 
January 1975 10 3 33 * 
February 3 4 32 * 
Harch 7 6 33 * 
April 6 6 33 ~~ 

Hay 6 7 32 * 
June 3 4 31 ~~ 

Total 98 69 444 

*NOTE~ During these months, the population exceeded 30 clients due to overlap 
in intake and release. The treatment program itself is aimed at a maximum of 
30 clients at anyone time. 

Based on these figures, the average monthly population for the period March, 1974 
through June, 1975 is computed to be about 27.7 clients. Table IV provides a graph 
to indicate actual versus anticipated intake to the program • 

. ' ... 

- ---- ------~~~--~~~~~--~~~~~~~~-~--~~---~~~--~----. 
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TABLE IV 
INTAKE DAIA 

(33) (33) 
(33) /- -.,., ..... r----.... 

(30),. ,.,. ~.-.. ~3,1) / / (32~ '....... (31) 
-~~--~-r----ri'<7ic..----r~-----(32) -. 

,...J.,27) __ ..... ../../' '--....J29) / 
" ..y --- (28) (2 7) " .... ~26) 

(25) 

/ 
~ _________ PLANNED 

6) II 
Lr) 
r--. 

...::t Q) 

r--. H r-l 
0'1 QJ H H ~ 
r-l ..0 H QJ QJ ~ H 

.IJ 
Iii 

QJ 

~ ~ H cO ,c r-l Ul ..0 cO ::l ,c r-l 
(J 'r! Ol ~ ::l .IJ 0 QJ Ol ::l H (J 'r! QJ 
H H ~ P r-l bl) p, .IJ :> (J p ..0 H H ~ P 
cO (:l., cO ::l ::l ~ Ol CJ 0 QJ cO Q) cO ~ ::l 

::<:: ~ ::<:: iJ I-) tf.l 0 Z A I-) ro:.. ::<:: ::<:: I-) 

. 
Note that since January 1975, the average monthly P9pulation has not been 
less than 31 residents. 

IV .. Analysis 

This project is consistent with the Commission's five-year objective 
to increase the number of sentenced offenders participating in effective 
treatment and rehabilitation programs at the community level. 

Aside from the grant implementation problems noted previously, there 
appear to be few operational problems at this point. 

To date, a total of 69 clients have been released from the projeLt. 
Table V indicates the mode of release from the project for all clien~3 
by month. 

.. ' .~ 

, 

I 
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TABLE V 
RELEASE DATA 

MARCH 1974 - JUNE 1975 

Termed 
Unsatisfactory 

Tenninated Returned To 
Month Satisfactory The Institution Rearrested Total 

Harch 1974 0 0 0 0 
April 0 0 0 0 
May 0 1 0 1 
June 2 0 1 3 
July 3 2 0 5 
August 3 4 0 7 
September 2 1 0 3 
October 2 3 0 5 
November 4 0 1 5 
December 5 4 1 10 
January 1975 2 0 1 3 
February 3 0 1 4 
Harch 5 1 0 6 
April 5 1 0 6 
May 7 : 0 0 7 
June 1 3 0 4 

Total 44 20 5 69 

From this data, it appears that of all clients who were released from the 
program (69), only five or about 7% ,.Jere rearrested. The 20 clients terminated as 
unsatisfactory could not adjust to the program and were returned to the institution. 
According to the applicant, none of the 44 residents who completed the program have 
been rearrested to date. All rearrests noted occurred while the client ~vas a resi­
dent of the program. 

All rearrests are verified through the police department. rf a client is 
rearrested after leaving the program in a satisfactory status (this have not yet 
happened, and the first client to be so released left in June, 19',1l~), the police 
notify the Division of Correction. At that point, a staff member goes to the police 
precinct to obtain a copy of the initial offense report prepared by the police 
department. 

The original offense and subsequent chnrge for the five clients rearrested to 
date is indicated in Table VI. 

' .......... ~ ............ . 

. ' -~ 



ORIGINAL OFFENSE 

1. Burglary 
2. Robbery/Deadly Heapon 
3. Burglary 
4. Burglary 
5. Assault/Robbery 

22G 

TABLE VI 
REARREST DATA 

OFFENSE/CHARGES 

SUBSEQUENT CHARGE 

Homicide/Robbery - Deadly Heapon 
Shoplifting 
Unauthorized Use 
Shpplifting 
Larceny 

A cost analysis completed by the Commission staff on full capacity show·s the 
cost per bed to be just over $6,500 per year. Based on client turnover and an 
average of 27 residents at anyone time, the cost is computed to be approximately 
$3,700 per client per year. The cost per client per year for inmates confined in 
correctional institutions is estimated by the Division of Correction to be about 
$6,500 per year per inmate. 

. ........ , .............. . 
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PAST "PROGRESS 

I. GENERAL INFORHATION 

Project TitlC!: ImpacL Hanpm"er Servi.ces 

£:ppli.cnnt: BQ.1timore City 

Grant Pcrioc1: February 26, 1975 - September 30, 1975 

Approved Budget: (first year) 

Pcrsonnel 
Equipliwnt 
Consultant & Contractual 

Services 
Travel 
Consumables 
Rental 
Others 

Totals 

Federal Shore 

$ 162,621 

28,080 

1,521 

1,190 

$ 193,412 

Matching ShEE£ 

$ 16,190 
3,390 

1,920 

$ 21,500 

]3udget Ex.r..1mlutJons and Moc1ificaticlnf':,: At the ti.me of the Comlnisr·lion :1\vard, 
the grantee's original request for $495,000 was reduced to $435,000 in 
Federn1 funds because of the reduction in the grant period from 24 months 
to 21 months. This reduction 'vas in accordance' ,,,Hh the.> requested commence­
ment date or January, 1975 and the required terminntion date of S(~ptembcr 30, 
1976. The approved budget reflects the reduction of Federnl funds. 

A progr:lm mollification request "laS approved in order to reduco the number 
of on-the-job training slots frotn 52 to 12 and place the enrollees in public 
seJ:vice employment positions. This modification 'vas nccC"ssi.t<ltcd because of 
the la.c.ll. Q.~. on-the-job training sJ ots. On the job training slots may be 

, 
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developed as needed, or may b0 referred to existing slots. Generally 
they arC' uLilizcd for the most difficult to get employed. 

In tlw Spring of J.972, the Latv EnforCClllC'nt Assistance Admild stration 
selected eight ciUes, inc:luding Hal timore, as target cities to pm:tieipate 
in a lligh Impact Program designed Lo reduce vi.olent street crime. In 
July, 1971., tIw Nnyor 1 s Coordinating Council on Criminal Justice comploted 
n Tltruu-Y"'ar Aeti-oll P tllll which iudi ccatNl Lhe method by 1·]ld cll thu City of 
Baltimore '"'QuId impact upon the strnnger-tf;l-stranger crimes of homicide, 
robl)cry, rnpe, aggravntcld nssaul t and burglary. The Plan identified seven 
maj or pr.Or;l<;n,! arcas, one of v.'h1ch relates to prevcmtion of youth crime. 

AccorcUng to tile applicant, the Correctional system needs a systematic, 
con~rehenDjve, and innovative approach to cnployability dcve1opN?nt of 
inciividu[Jl:; llndl!r t1w supervision of thc:: Correctional System. The applicant 
stn\:.ps tlwt no ~3uch f;ervices nOH exist for the majority of offenders 
lC'Llvinn the syr:;tcIIl, that there i.n an absence of systematic job preparation 
of o[fell~ii.'i.·8 returniuB to the community, and that there is no central 
repository of iuformation on th,~ potentir.l job) training, and educational 
rc"sotlr('es availahle to \vork relensees. Nost significantly, there are few 
formal Ch:lI1l1L'!S by Hhich vlOrk rclcQsC'C~8 and parolees can gain access to 
t11013e l'CStHlJ"CC'S. This proj ect suggests methods for employability develop­
nwnL~ l11J"orwnl ion Hboul: r'-!Sf"l"C(>S, and aCt:l\SS to them. Ultimate:ly, it is 
bolieved t-lwt .. vhen ex-offen. 's are trained and placed in appropriate jobs, 
their rilte of rt' cic1:ivisTIl is significantly reduced. 

In tIw fall of 1974, the H£lyor's Coorcl'inating Couneil on Cdminal 
JUBtiCI'. n'qlJ(~Ht0'd tIlt> assistance of tIle Nayoy t B Offi.ce:' of HanpO\.Jcr Rt'sourccs 
in developing a program to mec't the cmployull'nt needs of the ex-offender. 
Hith the ,WH:lstancC' of tIw Community Corrections Task Foree, ancI other 
pm:tic:i.panL's in thr~ Criminal Justice system, ideas tvcre presented \vllich 
inspired tlw project's design. 

On Jnnuary VI, 1975 the Governor's Commission nt·mrded a Fec1(~ral grant 
iu tIl(' amount of 1+36,000 for the implC'mc'ntatioTl of a c.ity grant entitled 
"Impact: Hallpc\"rcr Serviccs(( projc'ct. The [lct'eptm1C'.C of the grnnt and 

1nditinm; \Vns cxecutell by the Nayor of the City of Baltimore on Februa.ry 10) 
( -,'/5. Or ig inally, the eommencement date ident:tficd on the grant application 

\.m:; Octoher 1, 197/1 , HO\"revur, <JUt: to the reduction in the r,rant period 
[rom 2/,. month~~ to 21 months it \\1;18 requ(\Btcd that the eOmmCnl'.Cllll:'l1t date be 
changed to January, 1975, to coincide with tIle required termination date 
for 011 impact projects of Sert~nber 30, 1976. Problems ossociated with 
hiring ~;t-aff delayed the implementation date until February 26, 1975. 

Th~ initial stuff was hired in accordance with the qualifications as 
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outl:ined in the proposal. The staff consistC'd of a Proj(~ct Coord:inntor, 
t'·l0 Horkshop Counselors, Job SpeciaJist, ProjC'ct Analyst, Evaluator 
and Secretary. A synopsis of duties 11S outlined by the grantee follows. 

1. Project Coordinator - Oversees the daily operation of tbe 
projeet. LinBon ,.,ith Division of Corrc'ctions and Pnrole and 
Probation. RC'SIH)tlBiblc [or achievP1l1c'nt of project g0:118, final 
reports and grant applications. Dovc.~1opmcnt Dnd m;dntenanc.e of 
record keeping system, and the compl.etion of required reports, 
records, and gathering of project-relAted data. 

2. Horkshop Counselor (2) - Conducts j ob s(~iirch skill workshops. 
Counsels ex-offenders to develop a plan for inc.reasing tlwir 
employability. Haintains records on n11 'iVod:shop participants. 
Assists correetional staff in placement and follow-up of worlwhop 
clients. 

3. Job Specialist - Horks with Project Director and Workshop 
Counselors to ascertain job and training needs for ex-offenders. 
l1a"intains harmon:i ous relationship bct\'lCel1 C'mployerG and the 
project. Completes and/or supervises compleL.i.on of reeords and 
reports as required. 

4. Project Analyst - Responsible for ongoing auditing and analysis 
of contract reqt .. in '"mts. Halntains l(~c.1gers of balaac,(,s due 
and of actual doll J spent including funds expended under OJT 
contracts. Prepare'" ond combines monthly and quarterly reports. 
Responsible for fiscal and statisticnl problem solving relnting 
to the project. 

5. Evaluator - Evaluates the project in terms of the accomplishmcmt 
of stated project goals. Responsible for designing effective 
evaluative instluments to insure in-depth analysis of the 
program. Responsible for pre-testing and [OHO\'I-UP data on 
clicnts and/or control subjects. HiJd~s \ .... ith project. staff in 
development of report forms and record keeping methods \·Jhich 
facilitate data collection and interprets such data. 

6. Secretary - Types correspondence, 
and proofs same. AnsHers phones, 
ments and/or gather information. 
coverngs of office. 

reports, records, stencils, 
makE'S calls to set up appoint­
Grects public and coordi.nates 

All positions are currently filled except the Job Placement Specialist 
who re.signed in Augus t. Interv;i.c\vS are. in tho process of being arranged 
toJ.l~ll::'i~.gnothcr person for this position. According to the grantc:e, a 
public service employment position for an audio-visual technician to 
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operate video-tape and other audio visual equipment was added.* This 
pos5tion was filled in Apri1.* Staff traDling has been 
conducted at two levels. Inservice training was conducted in conjunction 
\vith the Nayar' s Offiee of HanpmoJer Resources. Staff received training 
in util1zine the various components of the Mayor's Office of Manpower 
Resources> Le. public ~,ervi.ce employment, individual refprrnl~ anel skill 
training. In uddiU on, i;taff: attended a sC'lnin:1r on job development at 
tile Univernity of Mnrylnnd. Training has also been received in administering 
nw<.ling emu math ilptitudp tt'sts (RII.T~ ",rpu\T) to clients \lho ilre potential 
nc!fc:rrals to ~"ld.l1 trai.ning progr<'l~'~';. Efforts are btdng made to 11av(-". staff 
trained in otl.l!r vocat i onal assessment tests for use in evaluating Hor.k~;hop 
client vocat;onal inturects. 

All sp(,~c:1 n1 grant conditions \vcre resolved by the grfmtee. 

Th(~ overall objec:tive of this project is to provide job search sldlls 
and subsic1Jleu trl1:injng and employn~:nt opportunities to HiSh Impact Offen­
dene; under the mtp0rvision of the Correctional System. In order to acc.omplish 
this obj(~ct:i.V(), inrlividucLl project goals have bC(?n set. 

1. 10 clients per week registered - 160 persons 
2. 145 cJ :tents to complet.! Horkshop 
3. ~3(l!, of cOTnplctiollS returning for possible n1acement services 
LI·. g0):; of returnees in thn~e above placed by progralTl staff 
5. Rcmain'ing ,0% of completions to find own p1aeements 
6. After 90 <1ilYS - 50% of those completing the workshop and 

found jobs to be still working. 

1. 10 clinets per week for 50 weeks - 500 persons 
2. 450 r.J ient~; to completp \\Torkshop 
3. 30~~ l"e.turning for possible plac('T'1l?nt services - 135 persons 
4. 80% of reLurnees in the three above placed by· program staff 
5. Remaining 70;~ of completions to Hnd own placements - 315 persons 
6. After 90 dnys - 50% of those c.ompleting the \Vorkshop and found 

jobs con~lctions to be still working. 

----_. __ .---
~'F01· the purposes of this program, a public service employment position 

:Ls ii tC711porm7, one> year job creatGd by the Hnyor's Office of HanpoVler 
RC!'.1Oul"ces to supply needed services in th~ public sector. 

:I:#Thcse 1V'crc c1cvclopl'd to coincide with the June, 1975 start-up date for 
.... ~··l)l·oj eet referrals. 



Following the guidelines of the project, pro~ram clients nre High 
Impact Offenders, Baltimore City residents, and hetween 18 and 26 years 
of age. The clients arc referred to the program through resources sueh 
as Community Corrections, Pntuxcnt Quartenvny and Halhmy HouseR, the 
Community Vocational Rehabilitation and Release Gt'ntC'T (CVRCC), nnd tIw 
Maryland Correctional Cat!lP C(-nter (NCCC). At HCCC, cUents nrc' separated 
into t\lO categor:ies: (1) those ~vho have received vlOr!::. reh!.:lse status, 
and (2) those 1>100 arc p(mding parol c release. 

In addition, the project receives referrals from the community 
corrections facilities that arc; a part of the; HAP C·futua1 Agrecr:ldlt 
Progr:rwming) program in the Divi sion of Corrections. HAP involvl~s an 
assess:ncnt of the needs, strent~ths, and Hcaknc!s8Nl of the inmate~~ follm-lcd 
by the dE!sign of an individuo.1ized program tliat offers resource utilization 
in pn~paring participants for successful cOr.1:'lunity aclju8tl'lent follovJing 
release on parole. Based on the assessment and npgotiations belween the 
inmate and the correctional personnel, treatment and tndning ob.iectiv(~s 
are prescribed. An D8reen~nt is made, setting out specific programs wi til 
which the Division of Corrections ,wuld provide to the inmate, the inmate I s 
agreement to suc.cessfullY complete the programs and specific objectives, 
and a specific parole date contingent upon successful eompletLon of set 
goals. 

The Impact H.:mpo\ler Services Project functions as a resource for tlw 
HAP projcr:.t. Project referrals from the O'Brian HOUSH, St. Amhrose 
Correctional Center and Baltimore City Jail Community Corrections Center 
are BID? particip;;mts. 

Re.ferrnls to the proj ect' s program are made the Heek prior to 
desired attendance in the workshop. The project secretary contacts each 
participaling agency to ascertain ho\\! mnny referra1.s~ if any, they I·muld 
like to malw to the job preparation \vorkBllops. Names are taken and permission 
given on an allocated basis to attend the follmoling \,,(!(;'k' s program. Thrtlugh 
this means, cli0nt intake can be screened and limited to 10 persons per weck. 
The counselors arc. responsible for cOlluucd.ng a onO-\\1c('k. in-depth \"orkshop 
pertaining to IV'orJd of l·Jork orientation. 

Tho Job Senrch Skills 'olorkshop is designed to ll('~lp ex-offi.mc1ers 
overcome the lack of adequate job preparation with a series of workshops 
averaging approximately 20 hours per ,,,ccl~. According to the grnntce, th<:~ 
hours and lcnr,th of timB for Horkshops are subJ oct to C'h~mg(\ {](~cording 
to the needs and sizE' of the group. All Iwrkshops are aided Hnci supp1en1cn t('d 
by testing, role playing, video tapes, and other audi0-vi£ual t(~chlliqucs so 
that each participant can take an active part ill assessing the progress they 
are making. 

Attachment I is a detailed outline of the. structure and content of the 
Impact'HadpO\'Jer '~orkshops. 
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Upon completion of the workshop, clients are encourilRed to find 
employment m>ing their m-m resourcC's. ~'7i th the possibility of being 
referred to skill tr2ining at a 1at8r date. After 30 days from the 
tc"rminat'ion dntc the staff w'Ul conduct a 30 day follmv-up to detcrmi ne 
Itlhich cllcml:fl ::hould b(.~ referred h3Ck to the program for placemrnt 
RCTVicQs. Acce-ruing Lo the applicant, the program has undergone a shift 
in emphasis from tr.dninf, to job placement. At this til:l(', job plac(!Incnt 
[lctivitic'::; '~re of Ii HK'YL! i.nt(~lW8 natu.re. Clients Ivi11 be eligible for 
dl.n!ct: job placmllcnt or subsidized. training opportl.mj.ticH i,Tilile attending 
t11e \vOrkbhop. This eh[1nge in emphflsiG was madc! idthout sc·ctiol1, 
Commi.ssion 1;taU: approv;.:l. If pJ :,(:(:ment cunnot be accomp 1:1 shed during tha t week 9 

then the cli0nt is encouraged to use his own resources for placement. The 
job placentei'lt specialist" T;JUSt. Hark Hith the JO ellcnts. in the \1ork::-;hop, 
pcrnons rc~f('rl"cd to placement activity after 30-day fol1m\f-up, and :my 
bac:ldog of cases in job search. To assint the job placeHlt~nt specialist in 
det:(!rmining pL{C0mc>nt, tIlE;! .... JOrkshop counsclors have th(~ clic:nts fill out a 
brief intervicH form describing elllploymcnt background and intercsts. 
Ac1ditionnl.1y, tIl£' C01.lDse] orB arc n~sponsib.l.E~ for determining ~'Jhich elients 
have succv:':Gfully completed the \"ork~;hops. Pre Hnd post attitudinnl 
tests arc ndministc,rcd to the project parLi.c:ipants. It: is anticipatNl, by 
the granLc;(', that dud ng the £oll()\\T-up prOC(~flS ~ at least 70% of the clients 
c.ompleting the \JOTkshop \-J111 have secured thci1: own plael.!n1cnts. 

Thc.rp ,~n~ a vnri cty of '·CSC1.lyc.cw the job placement spcc.ia lis t may use 
to assist the ciil!Ill. 'i'lwy tlcluc1e: 

1.. Jol> Bnnk - mnlws a direct employment referral as screened by the 
job bank referral unit. 

2. Special Marketing Efforts - may make referrals to jobs developed 
by the Hayor I s Office on HQnpmver Re~;o\.lrces Hark~ting Department. 

3. Skill Training - as slots are allocated, referrals RTe made to 
skill train:jllg~ stich as caqwntry, plurllbing, building maintenance, 
S('cT(~tarial Bci ene.c, \vork m·,pericmc.c, machine tool operator, we.lding, 
ch1rical training, printi u[';, electricity, sheet m('tal and others. 

If. OJrr (on-the joh-training) - slots may bn developed as needed or 
clients nyc 1"0fcrrcd to (>xl.Gting oll--the job- training slots. 
GenC'ral1y tlH'Y arc utilized for the most difficult to employ. 

5. Individual roferral - may refer to skill training programs and 

-- -........ ",\ 

dri vnr I s cdneat·ton not C'.ontrnc.ted by the Hayor I 8 Offico on HanpOivor 
Resources. Project will P[lY program costs and provide the client 
\Vith WigCS for attondancC'. 



6. Public Service Employment (PSE) - may refer to existing slots or Y 
be developed as needed by staff. 

Aceording to data suppUed by the applicant, th(:n~ Here 5l, clients 
registl'rC!u in the prQ~rD.m from June 9 through August 18, 1975 (f3(!C! Tables 
I throu~:,h III). Five clients "}(~rc reject~!d because th<:!y did not fit 
project criteria. 

TATILE I 
PROJECT REn~RItALS ACCORDEm TO SOURCE 

JmiE 9 TO AUGUST Ib, 1975 

r==S<-)UrlCE-O~;- R:iE'J~cc\r:-' ,,==~=~~-~-~=".==~--,.,;.~~~~~~ 

'.1. O'Bl-i[ln lI()U[H~ (Communj ty Corrections Cpnter) 8 
?. Huryland Con-('ctional Cam!, Center (ECCe) 36 

·3. 8t. Ambros,~ Correctional Cvnter 3 
4. Patuxent llnlfway lIouse 2 

': 5. Btl1 t:imore Ci t:y J nil, COl:11ntmi ty Cor-rec t ions Cen teY 5 
6. Comn1ul1.:Lty V'JGaUonnl Rehnhilitatioll and Release 

Center 1 
TOTAT. __ _ 54 

''''HAP pcll~ticipants 

TABLE II 
PROJECT REFERr.ALS ACCOnDING TO A(;E, RACE AND SEX 

JUNE 9, 1975 TO AUGUST 1.8, 1975 

SEX 

Male 51 
FemaJe 3 
TOTAL 54 

18 19 

o 7 

20 21 22 

6 5 6 

AGE 
23 24 

6 6 

. -~~ .. ---------.. 
",.---~--- .... - .... __ ._-

RACE 

Black 5/+ 
Hhite 0 
TOTAL 54 

25 26 27 28 

9 3 3 3 
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TABLE III 
pr,O.JECT REFERlZALS BY OFFENSE 

JUNE 9) 1975 '1'0 AUGUST 18, 1975 

1.. RohbQry 
2. Armed Rohh(H"y 
3. ASHiiult 
4. A~;silult HHh it dcnc.l1y WNlpon 
5. Robbery Hi t-ll it deadly Heapon 
6. Attempted Ro:);)cry 
7. Attemptc·J Arn,,~d Rohhery 
B. Attempted Rubbery with a deadly venpon 
9. Asr;nul t ~mtl At tempt to tlurclpr 
10. A~;sau 1 t and Hubhcry '-lith a de<ldly \·wnpoll 
11. Sceoncl d,!gn~,~ Hunler: 
12. Hmwlnught:l!i" 
13. Assault and rnbbery 

TOTAL 

.~--------- .. -------------. 

13 
14 

9 
1 
6 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
3 ---54 

1\('C'ord:.ll1g to the p,rnntee, thirty day follc~J-upS have bN~n cr)1PpJ ('ted 
on nine nf 1.11,,: li3 cl.tl'nts rcr,isten:d in the projt'ct through August .18, 1975. 
Results of 1.ht~'W falloH-up repol'. t8 are outlined 1.n the analysis section. 

Accordi.np, to the applicant, thcr,~ h.:we been problems ~-Jith the referral 
procC!!lf: inn: Ul(' CODununity Corr.ections age-neier;. The project js not 
rcc.dv.iug the nultlbC'c of referrals that had bc,:·n originally anUcipated 
(see Tah k~ IV). The project set: a goal of registeling 10 participants 
in tho \!Orl~1jllOp each \V('l~l;.. 

................. 

JUIH.\ 9 
23 
30 

July 7 
14 
21 
28 

AUiwst I, 

1.1 
18 

TABT.,E IV 
PHOJECT INTAKE BY ,\-ifEEK 

JUNE 9, 1975 TO AUGUST 18, 1975 

5 
2 
2 

no project referrals 
9 
5 

11 
8 

J_1 
1 ... '-, .... _._--

TOTAL 54 __ ~ ___ . ____ ._, ______ . _____ ::-:" _____ -l 
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Efforts to resolve these prall 1 urns have rc'sul ted 1.n the following 
explanations: 

1. Due to t.he small numher of rcs,ic1entr; in communi ty corrl'ctinn 
facil1tic!s at prcsl?nt~ tlw('c arc not. p1\ough <..J igibJc> c1:i('lltB 
to mqintLl in reasonable program en rol1mi.'nt lo.ve Is. 

2, Agoncy staffs do not appo.ar to be scret?ning rt~sic1cnts in-(h.'pth 
for project rcferrnls. 

3. Hisund(~rst(ln(Unl:: on the pnrt of agency staff as La the projPC'tls 
objccti.ves and Lmphasls. 

Project staff havG visited <.111. of the rcft'rr:i.ng agencies and rt~­
acquainted thcdT' glans ,·75th the gOclls and 1il(!tiwd of Cljwl"nlitlJ) (,r t.ho. 
Impact Mnnpo~Jur Services Program. Accordi~~ to the projPct director, 
referrals lWV(1 incrcHsod and the proj eet i.f; 110\.;< operati.nr, at ne'lr c.npact ty 
levels (sec Tnbl~ V). 

TAliLE V 
PROJECT H:TbKE BY Hi:El~ 

AUGUST 25 ~ SEll'fEHHER 22, 1975 

~;7;.=" ;:-;;:;..,=;~',-;C.'-~;:::-=:;==--=:;;=,':;".,;;.;;..-:.,:;:.=",;;::;~." :,:--~.'-'-: .• S:::=;:'.:'~~"; 'C,' -'::-:::'1 
\\fEEJ~ ()F \:()laz~:!;op 1'-;u~mu~ OJ" 1),\irrlCJF'\I\I'S 

_ ...... _----........ --..."" ~- ••. ~, .... , ... _.",----.-" ---.--"--""'"--~-""~-"'" -"< . ...,..,. •• _-

AugU!3t 25 
Scpt('!;1.UeT 2 

8 
15 
22 

TOTAL 

10 
5 

10 
12 

8 
__ =1;5---__ _ 

Evaluntion as outlined by tlw applic.ant: m.mld inc1 udu the:.' follmving: 

1. Attitudinal pre and post tcstB arc ndminieLernd to clients at 
the workshop to asccrta:in \.'llC'ther any s:i.gnLfl('n!lL changt';' h'Wl'. 
occurred in the. clients fct'l:ing of pl>\vc>r to conln'll his uptvurd 
mobility. 

2. A thil:ty-day follmv-up fOl"m to ':lscL'rtain if ('}ionts nrc> prc('wnt1y 
emploYL'd, in trnin'ing, in school. h1c.arcL'rnL(ld, or unemployed. 
This also scrvC!s as 11 haBis [or rL'fL'l:ring \J.twtn1'1oycd cHl'ntt' to 
appropriate placement activity. (Sec attnchru0nt 'II) . 

..... -.'~'. '"'' A c.ensus activity report form has been dl~veloPQd to c:xpcdi t:iously 



report pro:,;r:;m activity. ThiH ine1udes workshop ac.tivity; 
Ln., n~gJ[;tl"anl:fJ., C(llllpll'.Uons, placement activity - i.e., 
clj('l1tr; re>tllnling for plill'pmont, r]t.ntus of rl'f'('rrnls foJ.:' ('mploy­
manl or training, and follow-up activity and results. 

If. TIH,rt! \,li 1] D lr;o be a 90 d:), follov-up on cJ i(·nUl. Formr. to he 
w:ccl hav(! 1I0t as yet h(~('n finally c1evploped. 

5. Tlwl'C J:~ (1'11;0 a pn1gnnn ('valuation fOrPl to be llsed by \-lorkshop 
c] ients and oULsi.de obsc.!t"i1l'rs to cvnll1atc prnbJ'tlUl content and 
(lbj \'d.i Vt.'S • 

SOllie CtllIlfHll'('nt:; of the ('v,duntion hav(! bel·It institutecl by stnff. It 
is ant"i.cip;)tl!c1 t'h;ll~ the cvaiunLin,l as ouLl inod by th~~ aprllicnnt will be 
cilTiJph·t,,]y OJ'd-;;t.i(Jll:l1 tn the 11(':1"1' future. 

'I'll(' llIiI':H:t: Hmpnuvr f,C'rvlel'!s Project W.:.l3 clc~8jgnL'd to achieve tlw 
f 0 l.lpl,ti 1l :', (Ib.j c (' t:i vv,: : 

,OJ~lPE.t)\"=' J.! 'l'oincrca:;u the number of ~;('t1tcnc(·J (lffenders and 
prc·tr::ll d\'r('l~J;,l1ts participat'ing in I.'ffectivt:! rt;hahl1itation 
l'rogr;ill!'3 at 1.11(' COlllll1Ul1 i ty level; and 

Ohjc('liv,' '1'1: To rcduc(> :.im!JH(~t crimc' <l!M111l; younp, PQople by more 
cf~. ~~-l~'t'i ~:P--~!-":(;'m';'-T C' If or i:!;; on Ls i (' e 01 Bal L:i m;n"(.l t S Ll'::ldl ci on.al pc'n3.1 
illst:it.utiOlJ(; Hill! those youth 1110st .1.ilwly to n'pc'at. 

Hith rcnpt·(,j to Obj('etiw~ I, the. Impact Hnnpm>lcr S('1"vicC'8 projE'ct is 
desiglH'd to pruvid\' juh sC',11'<:11 ~:ldl1G and RubGidb;cd train:ing and ('mp]oy­
r,l,'l1t ()Pp'll'tuJlith~,J to Hi gh Impilet (lffcnJ.l~rs uwler the Eupcrvlsion of the 
Corn'el ion;'1. :;yutl~;n. Thin inc:Im1p8 those inT:li.:ten in Co,mnunity Corrections 
as \\T('11 <l~j 'i"r(lrl~ r'pLc'(itW. The proj('et C'l1COl,lP,lSS('f, tHO areas of C.Ol1C'E;'Tn: 
(1) H0rld 01 Hod\. OJ"lC'llt.ntion, and (2) .loh PJ,rcL'ment. 

'l'lw Tmpnct Hiltljllh'!t'"'r job f~cnn:h skill \"Cll'kr~hopR \,Tt'uJd assist ox-offenders 
in ov(~rl'\q,ILll:', th('ir 1:1C1\ of job p'l"cparati.on by provlding an :intct1siv0. one 
FC'l'k Orit'lll.iit:i.on to th,' \;r(1rlc1 of ,vork. C1ienL3 ara initially admitted jntCl 
the progr;ll'l h)' th,~ \,f(1rb:h(lp c.ollnne>10r8 nftl'l' t~en'enil1p; of thdx referral 
form:;. Th(l nature III tl!p \\'orl\J:lwp is explnillt'd and c.lients nrc trained in 
tl1" Ilt.'C,'H:i;lrY !~ld llr: to b(lCI)l1t(' productive nod 1'('1 table (~mp10yt>(>s, 1~he 

wnrlwhop a\~ ... n,ln inc i"udes SUdl ~~l'ct:i(lns as: Hhy \\fork?, Job S('urch P:r.epnration) 
'raking an JnvI:tHory of Sl'lf. AppJying for Employnwnt. Rl'SOUH'C:'S for Emp1oy­
m~'nt, Tak illg EmplnY!i1i'tlt Tl1stn, Prop(~r IntC'l"vit,t>l T<.'.ciln-icpws, Hm>l to Succeed 
on t.1w ,Tob, Budgt'till~";t IhnlC'fits and Deductions. Clients are counsl'l,lcd in 
~roupK and on an individual bnsis. With the U8Q of vjd~o-tape eqllipment, 

.... .to ov.. .. ,.~ 



clients ore able to observe and critique thcmst>lves "through L1w eyes of the 
employer. 11 Emphur:d::3 is nmo[ sId fling tOi·mrd~; increased vocation:! 1 asscssmt'nt 
during the Forkshop. CounflOlo1"n wi.1l be Lr;11nc'd in <JdwiniRtering appropriate 
tests to ascertain client voeational interl'l:ts, Bldll!;, and abilit'ic'Fl. 
Throu~) thls means, cJ.ients will be able to have a more realistiC' picture of 
vocational goals. 

To date, the project statistics supplied by the applicant indicate 
that as of '.up,uut: IE), 1975, there \·ler0 5 l

f cUcuts re;"ic:tc'rc'd in tlH.' pr(igram. 
(Sec TabI('s I Lhroui~h IV). F.lvl-! rcferrt':l c1 h'ntG \-H'r(~ rt'jt'ctL~d hy the 
project hN:nllsc tJwy did not h.t project cr:iturla. Thu. number of clients 
registot'c'd in the projQct fLll~s r;hort of thv llll!;!bcr of nntidpa[·,-'d pn!'tici­
po.nts. It U:lS anticipated that apprc,/dmatc·ly 10 offcwlers would be· !'C'gistercd 
in the \o7or!w!Jop eu.ch \\'ec1~. Pnljc;ct stuff ltc;" indicatul tho.t prnblhlls \o[it'hin 
the referral procc;c,s of tIlt:" ar:uneies have eontrnmt(.'d to t.his hl1:: l'1U:oll moot 
nmnucr. lk,\·.1r:vC'}:o, act.ions :institutf.'d hy pl"(lj(.'C~t (:;t,l[f h~lVt' inerC:'.ifwU the 
number of referralG ('.onsiderabJy. (See T<::.bJe V). 

As of Augus L 9) 1975, 30 day £011m·7-\'pf; ~'JCre condt.1c.t:(~d on 9 of the q.3 
cli(mt.s rq;i.8tc!rcd 1.n the pr.O\~ram. At tll •. ' t:ime that t"11l~ follm-!-·tlfJ vns 
conuuet;'(l on.!.y 9 pm:tid.pants had lwen tcnlduatC'u fror.l the proj cct for 
30 dnY~l. I~C'.Stlll: s of r ollmv-ups indic:'l ted tlw t : 

a. 2 c.l:i.ents (~Illploy('d 

b. 1. client in vocu::jc'rl:,J traininG prngr':lffi 
c. 1 client pelJdLng E' ,)ym(~nt possib tlLey 
d. 1 client pending sKIJl training opportunity 
e. _tLc.licl1ts llneiilployecl 

9 'rOTAL 

Throe e)f the unpmployctl clients '·J0.n~ referred to job plnc('mvnt acti.vity; 
the other per:,un \o[as not interested in plaCL'lllC'nt services. To date) one of 
these clients is pending referral to skill t.raining, OlH~ haR 1)('(''1 rc,lfcrred 
to direct eItlploym(>.nt rLlsuit pn!EJt~ntly unkno\Jll, and the other c1.ient is 
pending un elllj11oyll~(mt referral. 

Th(~ project dil"ector incl'ic'ah"d 1"11111 as of Auguet 18, thirty (.k.y f0110\v­
UPEl had bC'<:ll eonciuctC'd on 0.11 tIte 54 proJeet p<1rt:icip~ntus hmll'Vpr, to datl~ 

h:Ls inforra:l.tion hn8 not been rccL'iVt~tl by tlw Ccmmirwiol1 even though it hUE; 

...~n reque's ted. \{iti1out this clttta it cannot be determined if uny of the 
~·-the-job training plot1:> fundetl in tIle projl~e.t have lwcn utilizctl. 

From the date that the project hus submitted, it is too early to con­
clusively state if there has been an impaet on the first objectivt' • 

~~i til regard to Obj cctive II, the proj cct Kas debigned to provide the 
part:t\!fl~nttt:s ~v:ith employahility development information and acceB8 to resources. 
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Ultimately, it is believed that when the offenders are trained nnd placed 
in appropri.ate john, th('ir rate of rpcidivism ~"i1.l be si.gnifienntly reduced. 
Recicljvism dnln supplied by tll(? nppJ"icant on the 5!~ clients indicated th<1t 
only one of t.he· elients \'1ho bad originally been char zed Hi. th armed rohbcry 
recj(livatcd 011 the same> charge and is currently in the Baltimore CHy .Toil. 
Thr.:·(· off(>J1dcn; (~:3('np(!d from the Haryland Correction Camp C(~j)ter, one from 
the 'j'atm:cnL Iln \[\·:ay Housf', ilnd one offender is bE:ing datai nvel at the 
Maryland House of Corrections for displinary reasons (f5ee. Tahle VI). 

TABLE VI 
30-DAY FOLLm-;-UP DATA ON PROJECT PARTICIPlu'l"TS 

JUNE 9 - AUGUST 18, 1975 

Anllctl l~obbery 
Arnled nohb<..'ry 

Rohlwry 

Assuult 

Armed Robbe>ry -Baltimore City Jail 
-Escaped Md. Corr. 

Camp CenteY' 
-Escaped Md. Carr. 

Camp CenteY 
-Escaped l1atm:ent 

Halftvay House 
-Detained in }rd. House 
of Corrections for 
disciplinnry reasons. 

-Escaped from the Md. 
______ C.;...o;...;l'--r_, .;.... _C.1~p~S; .. en tc:!....-._-1.. 

Again it 18 too' early to draw any cOl1clusj ons about tlw proj eet' s 
impaet on Lhi!: ohiC'('tive. It is anticipated that during the second year 
of pr.ojcet operntion a more in-depth evaluation can be conducted. 

The pl'ojec.t has aln,>ndy establli.~hed the mechanism to evaluate the 
impact of the proejct: on it's objectives. A site visit conduc.ted by Com~'i.s­
sjon ~)l:aff iml1catcd that l'xtens:ive records are maintained on each client. 
Information fHICh as df:'lUtlgraphic data, employment: history, skill training, 
cY'imiu:1.1 record, (>vnlu<ltion, vocational interest are containL'd in each 
··lit·nt's fclde'c. Tn addition, projPct staff has developed spvcral evalua-

ion forms 80 that the proj~c.t can be e.valuated by tIle clients as \VeIl as 
11y people outside the program. 

In summary, the proj f:c.t appears to be a ~yorth".;rhi Ie resource for 
Baltimore City High Impac.t offenders under the supervision of the State· 
corr~etional institutions. The projl>ct is providing job sean~h skills, 
voc.atiorVll tn1:Lning and employment. At thi8 time no conclusions can be. 
mada :1hout the project's impact on its objectives, bec.ause of the short 



period of time that project has been operational. liowcver it is en­
visioned that a mon' ~xtensive evaluation can be COp.lilletcd during the 
second year of proj C'ct operation. It shoul d be noted, ho\ycver, that 
some of the evaluation proceuuIcR Buch as tllC'. 90 day forms should have 
already bC~('n irnp18lJtell ted. 

Fi.nally, although an audit has Dot been completl:d on this project) 
when the audit is completed the report If'COl:u:wndations shou.ld be imple­
mented by the £rantce. 
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• ATTACHMENT I ~ ~~ 

.1 
I 

~lIct lhllI'0~'cr. Horkr:hon 
\ 

r. Harm-up Seaoion 

II. XntroJuction to Job Search Prcp3rntion 

~ deals 'I-.'ith p<l.rtid.p~nts <::nd staff mernbcrs involved in <l role. play 
shO\o/i.n8 application for cmploym(ll1t, which \~i.1l be fibl(~t1 anel sho .... m 
at a later session for cOillparison. 

III. t'lhy \iork? 

- designed to help ~otivcle the participants to actively seck c.mploy~ont, 
and to show the iuportnnce of cmplojffi~nt Bs a D8ans of pcrsonQl ayard. 

IV. The World of Work 

A. .Tob 8(,,, J'ch rrf>l)~:rn. ti.on 
-.._. -- .. _--_ ...... ,-----

~ 

cl~'rds ~:i,th shoHir:r, the p ...... rti..cip<:nt ,,,1;01."6 tv Hod job o?Emin~[{ such as 
public c:nplor.:;'.:!nc <!f,cnci8s: priv3.to e",ilploY:,l2nt <:geacies, sod.al .;-,gencies, 
ncwsPQPcr want-ad~~ friends, relatives

l 
etc. 

" deals with participant's job expectations exceading thoDe of p3rtici­
pan~'s qualifications. 

dc~lG ~,'ith the frustrations "of npplyi.t1i [or n job.- , . 

c. bl2.rlyinfj for a ,Tob 

- denls w~th fillinc out applicntions, 
etc •• on indi"idtl':Ll <ind' group bas is. 
viction record on the appli.catioll L::; 

resum~:St and lettern of 11pplication, 
Concerns reba nling arres i.: of COtl­

discussed. 

de~ls wi.th CeLLi!lg together all needed infortl1.'ltion such as; social 
security card l proof of birth, militnr~~ccords, etc. 

~'tcstn client on £i.1Hng out appllcntions. 

w ho\,' to prcpa rc [0; the tca t. 
- tips on takLnR tC9tR. 
- giving (\ s3.lI:ple clllploY'llCll t type Len t. 

" 

,.h··.I .............. . 

I 
I 

'! 

i 
! 
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E. frcr..::.ri.n0 for the IntervicH 

u 

- den1s with alerting the partid.pnnt to the negutive. attitude of in-
tcrviC"lcr8, r,cLtinfj proper rent, pernonnl nppcunmcc, lIud bci.n~ 

prepared to llllf.Wer speci[ic qUCIJtiOTl!J. Thb Benion will also include 
concern ,~1.tb smoking, gUI;1 chewi.ng, etc. 

The participants nrc involved in the total process of npply1.nB f~r a job. 
Th{s will be [ilned on video-tape equip~ent. Afterward, compnria6n between 
the taped video [rom tho \varm-up session \oIill be :i13.c1~. Gcoup discussion. 
will [0110'.,1, 

v. now to Succed on the Job 

~ deals specificclly with punctuality, attendance, good working relation­
sbips with co-workers, willinGness to accept assign~ent, drug abuse 
awarcnens, unwnrrantcd expectations, dealing constructively with criticism 
of job p~:!.·for:":1nce.. 

VI. Budget: 

- deoisncrl to ~bml particip?nts how to m~nQ8c cxpcnse9 acco~ding to snlnry. 

VII. Benefits & Deductions 

~ desJ.gned to acqllui.nt the p.:wticipant Hlth ouch itc~ ~s blue crOSG, 
blue sbield) credit union) taxcD s and other such p~yroll dcductiona. 

vur. Critique SesElion 

- cllent~comm~nts on workshop agenda, tccbniques t etc. . . 

IX. t\"larding of Certificates 

.. 

...... 

, .. 

" 

t 
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ONE MONtH CLIENT FOLLOW-UP FORM 

(1-7) ~egistration Number ls \ 
(8--13) Name 

Address --------------------------------------------------------
Counselor or Parole Agent ---------------------------------------
Source of information 

Date ------------------- go !{ il1 D l .... '/. 'z:0A r:. 
(14-19) Horkshop Completion Date C ... _J _ ~.. l.. I .. J 
(20) Complr-'!ted Yes 

(1) 
No 
(2) 

(21) If no) reason: (circle one) 

1 employed 
2 illness 
3 refused to attend 
It incarcerated 

(22-23) The client is: 

01 employed 
02 in school 
03 in job training 
all pending job 
05 pending school 

DATA 

(circle one) 

06 pending joh training 
07 military 
08 not interested 
09 incarcer.ated 
10 other 
11 referred to placement activity 

(circle one) 
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. 1. If the client is employed: 

n. Name of employer 

b. Position 

(24-29) c. Date employed ~-I 

: (30-33) d. Starting hourly wage 

(34) e. Is job a PSE position? Yes 
(1) 

No 
(2) 

(35) 

2. 

f. Job obtained through: 

1 CETA referral 
2 Newspaper Ad 
3 Employment Agency 
4 Personal Contacts 
5 Supervising Agency Contact 

If the client is in school: 
~J;JI..J.I M.L---:-_ML 

(circle one) 

-41.) n. S tar ting da te L-.I-I ---4---I--_-l-_-I-_----lJ 
b. Type of school: 

1 ,college. 
2 high school program 
3 vocational school 

(circle one) 

3. If the. client is in a training program: 
- ,.{O!>lfH t-f:.!.'&j-·--_I_':if:_A~. I 

(43-48) a. Starting date l j I _ ! ~ 

b. Name of program 

(49) c. CETA NON-CETA (circle 
(1) (2) 

(50-56) if CETA program, ID number I I 

4. Other 

5. Conunents 

one) 

(circle one) 

,-
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