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DATA HIGHLIGHTS

the statisticaT analyses of the Pre-Release Program.

numbers indicated refer to the more expanded discussion of the

The following statements are highlights of the resuité of

data 1item.

*

AN

RESIDENCE - Seventy-five percent of the Pre-Release Center
ticipants are residents of Montgomery County.

RACE - Two~thirds of the Center residents are,whité; 1/3
are black.

&

SEX - Less than 1 out of 10 residents are female,

AGE - About 3/4 of the residents are younger than 30.
About 1/3 are between 18 and 21,

EDUCATION ~ 56% of the residents have 11 years or less
of education, f.e. high school drop-outs.

CHARGES - Residents have been charged with most types of
crimes from non-support to armed robbery and assault
but no one category accounts for more than 15% of
the charges.

VIOLENCE OF CHARGES - Non-violent offenses represented
78% of the charges of residents over the three-
year period.

FELONIESfMISDEMEANGRS - The ratio of residents committed
for felonies relative to those committed for mis-
demeanors changed from about 1/3 to % over the
first 3 years of the program.

CORRECTIONAL JURISDICTION - Approximately 9 out of 10
residents came from the County; one out of 10
residents came from the State and Federa] systems.

LENGTH QF SENTENCE - Over the three year period the
sentences of residents in the program become longer
with over half of the residents hav1rg sentences
of one year or more.

ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE - Less than 3% of the alcolysers
and urinalyses tests taken (7,524) were positive.
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HOURLY WAGE - About 30.7% of the residents earned $2.50 or
less per hour, 45.7% earned between $2.51 and $4.00
per hour, and 23.5% earned more than $4.00 per hour.

SAVINGS AT DISCHARGE - Sixty percent of the residents are

discharged with more than $50.

DAYS IN PROGRAM - The average length of stay was about 10
weeks with about one quarter of the residents staying
30 days or less.,

RESIDENTS BY COURT OF ORIGIN - Over the three years of the
program, the number of Circuit Court commitments
has considerably increased relative to District
Court commitments.,

COMMUNITY SERVICES UTILIZATION - Approximately one quarter
of the residents have used community services.

SUCCESSFUL RELEASE - About 73% of the residents entering
the program were successfully released from the
program. Of this number the percentage released
on parole more than tripled due to more residents
having sentences Tong enough to become eligible
for parole.

STATUS AT TIME OF SUCCESSFUL "RELEASE: - Of the 297
successfully released, 279 were employed and 10
were in training; 296 had housing; and over 60%
Teft with over $50 and of that, approximately
half had over $150.

REVOCATION - About 27% of the residents were revoked

- from the program and returned to security con-
finement for viclating program ruies, most
frequently for abusing aicohol or drugs or

being in unauthorized absence from the Center.

RATE OF WALK-OFF - 4,9% of the Center residents
"walked off" the program; &ll were subsequently
revoked and reincarcerated.

- IN-PROGRAM ARRESTS - Five out of 407 residents were

" arrested for new crimes - all larcenies - while
on the program.

CLASSIFICATION PATTERNS - Residents were classified
into ejght (8) classification patterns: Inadequate/
Immature (24%); Socialized Deviance (10%); Alcohol
(22%)3 Drug (17%); Emotional Dysfunction (9%);
Unsociatized Aggressive (3%); Situational (16%).
. See pages 11-16 to II-19 for a detailed description
~of the classifications.
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DISCHARGE BY CLASSIFICATION - Alcohol Pattern and

Situational residents had disproportionately
larger numbers of releasees (program com-
pletions); Inadequate/Immature and Un-
socialized Aggressive Patterns had dis-
proportionately larger numbers of revokees
(return to confinement) than their rep-
resentation in the total Pre-Release

Center population.

DISCHARGE AND RECIDIVISM Eighty mercent (80%) of the

successfully released residents were not re-
arrested approximately one year after discharge.

SKILL BY CLASSIFICATION - A]coho], Emotionally Dis-

turbed and Situational Patterns are over-
represented in the skilled group. Inadequate/
Immature, Drug, Socialized Deviance and Un-
socialized Aggressive are over- represented in
the unskilled group.

CLASSIFICATION BY RELEASE STATUS'BY RECIDIVISM -

SKILL

Emotionally Disturbed, Inadequate/Immature,
and Drug Pattern individuals were more likely
to be arrest-free if successfully released
than the other patterns.

LEVEL BY RELEASE/RECIDIVISM - Successfully
released, arrest-free individuals were over-
represented in the skilled and semi- -skilled
groups and under-represented in the unskilled
group. Revoked groups are over-represented
in the unskilled category.

CLASSIFICATION BY RECIDIVISM BY SKILL LEVEL - Rearrested

Inadequate/Immatures are over-represented in the
unskilled group.

SKILL LEVEL BY AGE - Up to age 30, the proportion of

residents holding skilled jobs increases. After
age 40, the proportion by skill level remains
stable. ,

CHARACTERISTICS BY RELEASE RECIDIVISM -

* RESIDENCY - Residents from the District of
Columbia tend to be revoked dis-
proportionately, though residency is
not significanlty related to those
successfully released and not re-
arrested,

* RACE - There is no significant difference
between race and release or rearrest
status.
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* CHARACTERISTICS BY RELEASE RECIDIVISM -

* AGE - Younger residents are more 1ikely to be
revoked and rearrested.

* EDUCATION - The amount of education a resident
has 1s not significantly related to re-
lease or rearrest.

* MARITAL STATUS - Single residents are more likely
to be revoked while married residents are
more 1ikely to be successfully released from
the program.

* WAGE LEVEL - There is no apparent pattern between
wage level and release or rearrest.

* VIOLENCE OF CRIME -~ Offenders committed for
violent crimes were less likely to be
rearrested while non-violent offenders
were more 1ikely to be rearrested.

* "RECIDIVISM" BASED ON APPROXIMATELY ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP
OF THOSE SUCCESSFULLY RELEASED:

Arrest-free rate: 80.5%
Rearrest rate: 19.5%
Reconviction rate: 11%
Reincarceration rate: 6.4%

* "RECIDIVISM" BASED ON APPROXIMATELY ONE YEAR FOLLOW-
UP OF THOSE REVOKED FROM THE PROGRAM:

Arrest-free rate: 53.6%
Rearrest rate: 46.4%
Reconvictidn rate: 20.9%
Reincarceration rate: 15.4%

* RESIDENT SATISFACTION - Seven (7) out of ten (10)
residents interviewed by a non-staff re-
search assistant indicated satisfaction with
various program elements involving relation-
ships with staff.

PROGRAM COSTS

* PER BED COST - The FY 75 per-bed "Departmental Budget Costs"

(excludes fringe benefits, utilities, rent, and
capital costs) were $6,529 for the Pre-Release
Center and $6,868 for the County Detention Center.

* PER PERSON COST - After considering room and board pay-

ments by a resident the average per person cost
for 150 residents in FY 75 was $1,581.
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PROGRAM COSTS

* RESIDENT EARNINGS ~ During the three year period resi-
dents earned $401,300 of which $72,600 was paid
in taxes, $61,900 was paid in room and board,
$105,700 was'paid to residents' families, and
$3,700 was paid in fines and restitution. 11T -27

* COMMUNITY RESPONSE - To date the community has been
very supportive (basically because of the Center's
relatively good track record overall). Citizenry
or neighbor complaints have essentially been non-
existent. I1T -21

* At the time of report completion (February, 1977) almost
1,000 offenders have participated in the program
with earnings of approximately $1,000,000.
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REVIEW AND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

9‘.‘{‘;

THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY WORK RELEASE/PRE-RELEASE PROGRAM

FOR THE PERIOD AUGUST 1972 - AUGUST 1975

I.  PROGRAM REVIEW:
A. DEFINITION OF PROBLEMS:

Study after study, as well as two hundred years of ex-
perience, have indicated that incarcerating an offender for
a period of time and then simply releasing him does not protect
our community. In fact such prison isolation increases the
probability of continued crime after release. When incarceratéd
in the maximum security institution, the individual cannot par-
ticipate in responsible and legitimate roles (job or family)
which are required if necessary learning and adjustment expéri-
ences to the community are to take place. Without the offender
Tearning how to function responsibly in Tegitimate roles, un-
successful adaptation to the community goes unchanged when he
or she is eventually released. Institutionalization provides
an inmate with Tittle opportunity to work, to engagé in training,
or to learn how to cope meaningfully with those problems he will
confront when released.

Today, the cost of incarceration is genera]]y more than
$10,000 per year in the max imum security institutions and the
level of treatment provided in these faci]itieé is minimal com-
pared to the cost involved. When institutionalized, the indi-
vidual associates constantly with other, often more hardened,
inmates. Psychologically the label of “crimiral" bécomeé in- .

delibly impressed on the offender. No wonder that transition

&

. " . Lo e AN . FERRTRLE" IR PR LK N - : e i R s R S L b b+



@

back into the community is difficult and many times unsuccessful as in-
dicated by the high recidivism rate in Maryland as well as the nation.

- In most criminal cases, a judge has the choice of two extremes in
sentencing: probation or prison. Typically, probation monitoring (con-
tact once each month when possible between the probaticn officer and
the offender) and referral to other social services (i.e. alcohol or
drug counseling) are the only alternatives to institutionalization.
Many times simp1e‘probation supervision and referral are ineffective,
allowing cr%mina1 conduct to continue. However, for the same offender,
prison may also be a bad choice because, at the opposite extreme, it
forces much more isolation and physical control than may be necessary.
Securing a person in prison is an ineffective method of resolving the
individual's problems which brought him to the criminal justice system
in the first place and may, in fact, be counter-productive in that a
more hostile and hardened indfvidua] is released.

An alternative to these conditions was examined by a number cf
citizens groups and the elected representatives of Montgomery County
in 1967. The major question is how to control the individual in the
community and, at the same time, increase the probability of changing
his behavior and position in 1ife so that he will not continue a life
of crime.

THE COUNTY SOLUTION TQ THIS PROBLEM:

Since 1967 Montgomery County has been developing and continually’
refining a program which provides appropriate supervision and treat-
ment in the community - the County's Work Release/Pre-Release Program.

In 1967 the County initiated a study of its confinement program
as well as alternatives to confinement. In 1968 State enabling legis-

lation was passed authorizing Montgomery County to establish a "Work




Release" program and in that same year the Montgomery
County Council instituted such a program.

The County Council definition of work release is

"a program of treatment for selected prisoners
designed to equip them to function successfully
upon their return to the community. This program
enables participants who are normally confined

in a correctional facility to Teave the institution
daily for employment, training, rehabilitation,

or to attend educational institutions 1in the
County during the term of their sentence...”.

The County Council rationale behind this program is as follows:

"The task of corrections is only partly achieved
when an offender begins to realize why he got
into trouble and decides to do something about
it. Assistance is needed to help the prisoner
make a reasonable adjustment upon his return to
the community in which he will work and Tive.
During this transition and adjustment stage

- work release will make it possible to retain
his vregular job.... This program will give a
prisoner an opportunity to prepare for his re-
lease by facilitating transition from the re-
strictions of his institutional confinement
to the freedom of the community..."

This program was initially implemented at the County's
Detention Center in which a work release “"dormitory" was
established. However, after a period of time it was deter-
mined that the Detentjon Center maximum security atmosphere
was not a positive contribution to the work release program
and a more appropriate environment should be located. Thus,
a Federal grant was written to help defray initial expenses
of starting a separate facility in the community which would
provide more space for the work release program. A site

was located at 11500 Huff Court, just off Rockville Pike, in

the heart of the County. 1In 1971 the County leased this bui]d;

ing and renovated it, utilizing both County and Federal funds.

The facility was equipped with eleven (11) two man rooms with-




adjoining full baths, thus creating a total capacity of twenty-two
(22) residents. Also through the renovation, provision was made

~ for a kitchen, a dining area, and a small multi-purpose area, as well
as three (3) staff offices.

This separate facility is now called the "Pre-Release Center."
Since its establishment, many refinements have been made in the
overall program sb as to increase jts capability of stimulating
behavioral changes in the participants. The Pre-Release Center
program 15 designed to provide appropriate structure for and con-
trol of the residents while at the same time providing them many
treétment’opportunities. Residents stay at the Center except when
signed out for approved activities. Intensive efforts are made
to assist the individual in Tocating suitable employment. Residents
work daily fn the community and continue being a spouse or parent
to their families through visits at the Center and earned weekend
furloughs. Residents participate in alcohol counseling, drug
therapy, individual counseling, group therapy, the Social Awareness
program, and adult education depending upon their needs.

In 1973 the program became coeducational and the 1imiting
restrictions on eligibility were removed (i.e. serious drug or
violent cases).

In Tate 1973 through 1974 the population increased significantly
to the point where there was a constant waiting list of 10 to 20
people. The number of beds was increased to 33 by placing three peo-
pie to a room. The Center was very crowded at this number; however,
the courts found this alternative so useful that even more of-
fenders were sentenced to the County Department of Correction and

Rehabi1ﬁtapion to participate in this program. By June, 1974
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over 30 individuals were on the waiting Tist in addition té
the 33 in the program. |

In late 1974, the number of beds was again increased to
40 by turning a multi-purpose room into a dormitoky, While
the 1975 daily population increased there was still aVTengthy
waiting T1ist; as many as 40 individuals at the Detention
Center qualified for the Pre-Release Program. It was cbvious
that a larger facility was needed.

During this same period the number of County offender/
residents being sentenced to the State prison system declined
by more than 50% (from 142 in early 1972 to below 60 in late
1974). During this samerperiod the State pfison system popu-
Tation grew by over 20%. |

A new building will open in January 1978 which will house
84 residents, two thirty-six bed male units and one 12 bed
'female unit. The site has been approved by the community and
the County, the architectural design has been finalized, and
construction will start in August, 1976.

C.  LEGAL DEFINITION OF THE PROGRAM:

(The following sections are excerpted from Chapter 13
Montgomery County Code, 1972 as amended.)

ARTICLE Ii. WORK RELEASE/PRE~RELEASE PROGRAMS
Sec. 13-11. Established.

“"There is hereby established by the County Council pur-
suant to Article 27, Section 645T of the Annotated Code of
Maryland (1971 Rep. Vol.; 1973 Cum. Supp.), Laws of Maryland,
a Work Release/Pre-Release Program under which se]ectéd

individuals detained or sentenced to the Montgomery County
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Denartment of Correction and Rehabilitation may be granted the
privilege to leave the Pre-Release facility during necéssary and
reasonable hours for the purpose of seeking or working at gainful
employment, attending a training program, and may participate in
other rehabilitation activities including, but not limited to,
intensive counseling, academic education, home visitation, trans-
‘itiona1 phased release programs, as well as maximum use of other
community resources or other similar rehabilitative activities

as approved by the Director. Whenever the prisoner is not em-
ployed or otherwise participating in the Work Release/Pre-Release
Program, he or she shall be confined in the Pre-Release Center:
Sec. 13-12. Purpose.

The purpose of the WOrk Release/Pre-Release Program is to
provide opportunity to inmates for:

(a) Continuing employment, education or training.

(b) Contihuing contribution to family support.

(c) Accumulating savings for use upon release, making
restitution or payment of legitimate debts.

(d) Participating in the Program's counseling services,
Social Awareness and educational programs.

(e) Participating in other community services and activities
such as specialized alcohol treatment services, drug rehabilitation
programs, private psychotherapy, community adult education programs,
college courses, and supervised community recreational events.

(f) Continuing and acquiring self-respect that flows from self-
support and personal accomplishment.

(g) Participating in a transitional phased release experience

leading to increased personal responsibility.




I-7

(h) Giving the authorities the means of determining
suitability for parole.

(i) Reducing the risks and fears of the prisoner and
society during the difficult period of adjustment immediately
after confinement.

(j) Obtaining suitable housing prior to release.

(k) Providing services to offenders which will decrease the
probability of continued crime after discharge to the community.

(1) Remaining or becoming a contfibuting member of society."

PRIMARY GOALS OF THE PRE-RELEASE CENTER

Important to any program is the clear and concise definition
of the programs, goals and objectives. The major goals toward
which the activities of the Center are directed are as follows:

(1) Provide -a highly structured residential treatment bppor—
tunity for selected short term offenders in the criminal Jjustice
system. |

(2) Increase the opportunities for offenders to change them-
selves and those conditions that brought them into the criminal
justice system.

(3) Within the Pre-Release Center develop a social climate
through programs and services which facilitate personal change,
encourage individual responsibility and increase one's social
problem solving skills. |

(4) Release participants of the work release program to the
community with appropriate employment, cash savings, and suitable
housing.

(5) Operate a correctional center in such a manner that the

community feels comfortable with the Center's presence.
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. (6) Develop a correctional program that provides economic and
social advantages to the community.

DESCRIPTION OF PRE-RELEASE CENTER CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT PROGRAM:

The Montgomery County Department of Correction and Rehabilita-
tion operates a 40 bed Pre-Release Center at 11500 Huff Court,
Kensington, Maryland. The fundamental philosophy underlying the Pre-
Release Program is that the most effective means of correcting the
offender and reducing crime 1s through the process of resocializing
and reintegrating the offender into his own community. It is the
task of the Pre-Release Center to build solid ties between the of-
fender and the community through the offenders’':

(1) Obtaining suitable employment and attaining economic in-
dependence.,

(2) Participating in the Center's counseling services and
Social Awareness Program.

(3) Participating in local education and/or community mental
health programs, if the need exists,

(4) Restoring family ties and locating suitable housing for
release.

In a larger sense this involves securing a place for ex-offenders
in the routine functioning of our community. .

Residents assigned to the Pre-Release Center spend the day
either working on a job in the community (work release) or in an .
academic or vocational training program in the community (edu-
cational release). Residents pay for their room and board (at
the rate of 20% of their gross income) as well as pay support

for their families, pay taxes, fines,restitutions, etc.
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The evening program of residents emphasizes various indi-
vidual, group or family counseling activities, and academic adult
education programs, a Social Awareness Program, as well as involve-
ment in specific community based programs such as drug or alcohol
counseling. Each resident meets with the Center treatment team
staff the first week he enters the Center and once every month
thereafter, to jointly plan and to review his progress in the pro-
gram, and to discuss‘specific problems he or she may be experiencing
in coping with community 1ife.

As a resident progresses through the program, demonstrates re-
sponsibility and ability to positively adjust to his work role in
the community, he/she becomes eligible for and earns weekend fur-
loughs with family and friends. Through a phasing out process the
individual earns regular releases or parole, which normally occurs
between three to five months after entering the program. The Pre-
Release Program helps direct the focus of correctional efforts from
temporary imprisonment to a carefully devised combination of Contro1
and treatment. After release paroled ex-residents are under intensive

supervision by an agent assigned to the Center.

SCREENING AND PREPARATION FOR CENTER PROGRAM:

The court, through its sentencing powers, controls the flow of
offenders through the correctional system and thus accomplishes the
basic initial screening of offenders by selection of one of the four
general correctional alternatives:

(1) Fines and/or restitution.
(2) Probation and diversionary. alternatives. |
(3) Local short term incarceration with work release/pre-

release programming.
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(4) Long term security incarceration in the large Maryland
State prison system.

Each of the above are important correctional alternatives. First
offender cases and those convicted of less serious crimes who the
court feels are not an immediate danger to the community typically
receive fines or probation (approximately 90% of the convicted
offenders in Montgomery County). The extremely violent cases cof
~ murder, rape, armed robbery, most cases of serjous stranger-to-
stranger street crimes and the hardcore repeaters with numerous
felony convictions typically are sentenced to Tong term incarcera-
tion in the State prison system (approximately 4% of the convicted
offenders in Montgomery County).

The court typically sentences the "middle-of-the~-road"
offenders to local short term incarceration with the County's
Department of Correction within which the Pre«Release Center
operates. The courts believe these offenders need more confroT
and treatment than simple probation supervision but also belijeve
that incarceration with the most violent, hardcore offenders in
the antiquated State prisons is inappropriate. Thus, local short -
term incarceration with work release/pre-release opportunities
represents the best alternative in these "middle-of-the-road" cases.

Montgomery County provides for the selection of incarcerated
offenders for the program in accordance with eligibility criteria
established by County law and defined by a screening process developed
by the Center staff. Any offender, male or female, confined or
sentenced to the Montgomery County Department of Correction and

Rehabilitation for 18 months or less is eligible for the program.
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Basic screening criteria eliminate offenders who: a) are more than six
months from a release date, b) are considered to be an escape risk,

c) havé other serious pending charges (without bond), d) have detainers
from other jurisdictions, e) are incapable of performing on the program
because of physica} problems, f) are unacceptable or unsuitable for the
program because of serious psychological factors, or g) have previous1y1
been revoked from the program and are considered to be high risks to
the community. '

The individual must "volunteer" for the program and complete an

§pp]ication. The applicant is interviewed and undergoes psychological
festing. The Center staff reviews his case for acceptance, numerically
rating each candidate on a standardized scale according to the following
eligibility criteria.

(1) Place of residence;

(2) Intent of the court or parole board;

(3) Length of time already spent in confinement;

(4) The nature of current offense and past criminal history;

(5) Prior fincarcerations;

(6) Employment factors;

(7) Family responsibilities;

(8) Treatment need factors;

(9) Previous revocations for work release, parole or probation;
(10) Drug, alcohol, or mental health problems;

(11) Lack of multiple problems (drug, alcohol, emotional disturbance,
socialized deviance); .

(12) Personality characteristics (maturity, motivation, trust); and

(13) Institutional performance while in the Detention Center.
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After a total score on the screening sheet is compi?éd, a priority Tlist
~is estab]ished for all the applicants. The highest rated applicant is
reviewed by the Cénter Director who then makes a recommendation to the
dourt for p]acément on the program if such a placement is regarded as
appropriate. The Court then may approve or reject the recommendation. .
If the court agrees, the individual is p1aced‘on the program.

The selection criteria are periodicé]]y re-evaluated to determine
the relative effectiveness in identifying appropriate individuals for
the program. “The courts have already placed on probation the ninety-
plus percent of the offender popu1ation who would have been considered
least dangerous to the community and in least need of incarceration.
Within the incarcerated groups, se]eqtion is intended to identify those
who would benefit most by keeping or obtaining jobs, maintaining their
families, participating in counseling, and being motivated in some degree
- toward personal change.

Montgomery County residents incarcerated in State or Federal insti-
tutions who are within a short time (5 months) of release may also par-
ticipate in the Pre-Release Program. A Federal or State inmate applies
through his/her institution classification committee which reviews the
case and must recommend to the institutional administrator the placement
of the individual in a Pre-Release Center. If approved, a Federal or
State Correctional Coordinator refers the individual's case to the Pre-
Release Center Director who then decides whether to accept the individda].

Prior to final acbeptance the applicant is provided a guidebook which
desckibes the program, procedures, and rules in detail and is briefed on
the progﬁam, The applicant must then sign the "Pre-Release Agreement'
| Which sﬁipu]ates the basic rules of the program (which are part of the

 County Code).



1-13

At this point a "Program Contract" is jointly developed between the
staff (é Counselor) and the prospective resident, This"conffact specifies
what the resident will do with his/her time while at the Center and what
activities he/she will participate in (e.g., employment, vocational train-
ing, counseling, social awareness, etc.). Each contract is developed
jointly based on both the resident's and staff counselor's perceived
needs. Program expectations are thus adreed upon prior to trénsfer by
both the resident and staff and the resident is transferred.

SERVICES WHICH ARE MADE AVATLABLE TO OFFENDERS THROUGH THE PRE-
RELEASE CENTER

(1) Psychological Diagnosis

a. Psychological testing--California PerSona11ty Inventory and
Tenessee Self-Concept Tests are administered to all potential
Center residents and MMPI on an “as need" basis.

b. Evaluation of test scorec ic made by the Pre-Release Center
psychologist who assists staff in assessing offenders'
psychological states and emotional problems.

c. A Clinical Psychologist assists staff and residents in de-
veloping specific treatment plans. :

(2) Problem Assessment and Program Contracting

a. Residents, with staff in individual interviews and treatment
team interview, explore and identify central issues under-
lying behavioral problems and incarceration.

b. The staff and resident develop an individually tailored "Pro-
gram Contract" specifying resident program plans and activities
based on needs (e.g., work, vocational training, counseling,
behavior items such as being alcohol and drug free, f1nanc1a1
planning, housing arrangements, etc. ).

¢. The Center primary counselor monitors a-resident's p]ans and
actions toward meeting contracted items and assists residents
in problem-solving when difficulties are experienced.

(3) Employment Services

a. Vocational aptitude testing is done by Center staff on an "“as
~ need" basis.

b. Vocational interest testing may be requested by the offender,
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(5)

(6)

Job development is performed by the Center Work Release
Coordinator.

An empioyment-seeking skills seminar is taught each
Wednesday afternoon in which job applications are
completed and job interviews are practiced through
the use of video tape equipment.

Assistance in employment placement is provided by
Center Work Release Coordinator who helps convince
employers to give ex-offenders a fair interview and
a chance to prove themselves on the job.

Vocational Training Services

a.

c.

A General Motors training program is available in
Virginia with a guaranteed job at an automobile
dealership.

Vocational training is available at various voca-
tional schools in the Washington metropolitan area,
coordinated with and funded by the County's Division
of Labor Services (CETA).

On-the-job-training (0JT) is provided by many employers.

Academic Education

a.

Literacy training is offered by volunteer tutors under
the supervision of the PRC teacher/counselor.

Adult education evening classes are provided through
the County Board of Education - both ABE (Advanced
Basic Education) and GED (General Education Diploma)
instruction.

GED programmed academic instruction is available
through the Pre-Release Center by the "Saturation
Approach to Learning".

College education, on a case by case basis, can be
arranged-generally through student work-scholarships.

Counseling and Therapy

a.

Primary Counselors at the Pre-Release Center see each
resident at least once each week.

Group counseling for specific offenders (genera11y
inadequate/immature types of individuals) is pro-

vided by the Pre-Release Center. (Two groups meet
once each week at a local church since early 1976.)
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¢. Alcohol counseling:

(1) Twinbrook Alcohol Services Clinic (indiv1dﬂa1 and
group counseling, Thursday nights).

(2) Silver Spring Alcohol Clinic (individual and group
counseling, Monday nights).

(3) Driving-while <intoxicated school Tocated in Rockville
(residents must pay $50 for 5 week session).

(4) Montgomery General Hospital Alcohol Program (partial
hospitalization program) informational and counseling
services provided at cost. ' '

(5) Silver Spring Day Treatment Center (Cameron Street)
nightly 5:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., alcohol treatment-
program at cost (private organization).

d. Drug Counseling:

(1) Assessment services followed by individual, family, and
group therapy at 8500 Colesville Road {Alternatives and
Counseling Services of the Montgomery County Health
Department).

(2) GUIDE - Guidance in Drug Education (private) which s
primarily group counseling.

e. Mental Health Center - Six County centers provide assessment
services as well as provwde group, fam11y, and ind1V1dua1
counseling.

f. Community Psychiatric Clinic (private) - Located in Bethesda
and Wheaton provides assessment services followed by individ-
ual and group counseling subs1d1zed by the Montgomery County
Health Department.

g. Pastoral Counse1ing - Area wide private non-profit counseling
provides family counseling in Rockville. This is a private
non-profit service with a sliding fee schedule, sub51d1zed by

the County.

(7) Social Awareness Program

a. Time, place and function - Sixteen (16) seminars lasting two
(2) hours each are run continuously at the Pre-Release Center,
and take place each Monday and Thursday evening provide the
resident with an opportun1ty to Tearn work adjustment and
social coping sk111s
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(10)
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b. Topics and instruction - Various topics are presented
(communication skills, value clarification, world of
work, problem solving, decision making, drugs and
alcohol, money management, etc.) by volunteers from
the community or the Center staff.

Financial Management

a. The resident is counseled on financial planning and
the development of a plan.

b. Ten (10) percent of residents' income goes into man-
datory savings program for accumulation in preparation
for eventual release.

Locating Housing

a. Assistance 1s provided in finding appropriate housing
prior to discharge.

b. Residents' savings may be used when necessary for ad-
vance payment of rent.

Utilization of Other Community Agencies' Services

a. Department of Vocational Rehabilitation (services to
the handicapped offender).

. Department of Social Services (emergency assistance to
offenders' families).

o

c¢. Department of Transportation, Motor Vehicle Administration
(driver's license problems).

Coordination with Parole/Probation Agent Prior to Discharge

a. The Pre-Release Center staff, the Parole/Probation
agent, and residents finalize release plans for the
Parole Board on living arrangements and empioyment..

b. The Pre-Release Center staff develops Mutual Agreement
Plan (MAP) Contracts with the Parole Board. (If a resi-
dent adheres to and accomplishes criteria specified in
the MAP the resident is guaranteed a future release date).

¢. The Pre-Release Center staff and Parole/Probation Agent
provide follow-up services to the resident.
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DESCRIPTIVE DATA

A.

INTRODUCTION

Personal characteristics of offenders are as varied as those
of the non-criminal population. The charts and graphs in the
next section illustrate selected characteristics of the popu-
Tation of 407 men and women who entered the PreéRe1ea$e Center
from August 1972 - August 1975, Some of the charts will simply
show resident characteristics, others will show residents' per-
formance at the Pre-Release Center. In a more detailed set of
tables, selected characteristics and release/recidivism status
are associated with the offender classification patterns. A
short statement summarizing and highlighting eéch graph or

table 1is provided.
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B. GRAPHS, TABLES, AND DESCRIPTORS
AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION

The average daily population increased significantly in the
second year but onTy sTightly in the third year. This reflects
primafi]y an expansion of the Pre-Release Center in response
to a collaborative effort between the County, Courts and local
corrections to provide Work Release/Pre-Release opportunities
to a Targer number of incarcerates of the County and therefore,
to divert individuals from the State system. In 1972 the Pre-
Release Center had a capacify for 21 residents; in early 1974,
for 33 residents; and by Tate 1974, 40 residents.

o Another. explanation is the average length of time a resident
- stayed in the program. Residents at the Center in the second
year (8/73 - 8/74) stayed an average of 15.15 days longer than
those residing there in the first year (8/72 - 8/73). The av-
erage stay dropped 6.94 days, however, during the third ‘year
(8/74 - 8/75). This explains why the average daily population
did not increase as much &s the capacity increase would suggest
in the third year relative to the second year. The third year

experienced higher "turnover".
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Graph II-A AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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MALE AND FEMALE POPULATION

The considerably smaller percentage of females at
the Pre-Release Center for all three years studied is
consistent with the under-representation of females in
the criminal justice system. Generally the total popu-
lation at the Pre-Release Center was smaller the second
year studied due to the Tonger period of stay. The popu-
lation increased in the third year due to the increased
capacity and a simultaneous decrease in the length of

stay or higher "turnover".
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Graph II-B MALE AND FEMALE POPULATION
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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RESIDENCE OF RESIDENTS

"Residence" is the last place of abode prior to arrest
and/or incarceration as reported by the resident. Of the
residents at the Pre-Release Center from 8/72 - 8/75, 75.9%
were Montgomery County residents; 5.9% were from Prince
George's County; and 2.9% were frqm other areas in the
state of Maryland. Washington, D.C. represented 13.5% of
the population's places of residence. Other areas of the
United States and one unknown residence represented only
17% of the population studied. In general most of the

residents were from Montgomery County.
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Graph II-C RESIDENCE OF RESIDENTS

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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RACIAL DISTRIBUTION

This pie illustrates the racial distribution at the
Pre~-Release Center for the three years studied. Whites
represent approximately two-thirds of the Center's popu-
lation, while Blacks represent approximately one-third.
The Black population of Montgomery County is less than
10%; this is an example of the general over-representation
of Blacks in the criminal justice system. Neighboring
District of Columbia - a predominantly Black area - pro-
duced only 13.5% of the Pre-Release residents. Of this
13.5%, 84% were Black.
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RACIAL DISTRIBUTION

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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AGES OF RESIDENTS

A1l adult age groups‘are represented at the Pre-

Release Center. OQver the three year périod studied, the

percentages of residents from ages 18 - 21, increased
substantially and then decreased slightly: 26.9%, 34.1%,
32%. The percentage of residents 30 and under similarly

incfeased and then decreased{ 70.9%, 78.8%, and 74.74%.

~The percentages of residents in the age group 31 - 40

years has remained faivly consistent, 17.2%, 16.3%, and
18.7%. The percentagés of résidents‘aged 41 or more de-
creased in the second year studied and increased in the
third. While there has been a change in the ages of

residents during the period studied, the‘change is most
drastic from the first year studied to the second. The

third year appears to show a settling effect.
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AGES OF RESIDENTS

Graph II-E
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Residents of the Pre-Release Center generally have not had
very substantial educations. This is shown by 55.7% havﬁng had
- ‘eleven years or less of‘edUCation, thus, over half are school
dropouts. The percentage of residents obtaining G.E.D.'s over
the three year period has increased‘from 1.5%, to 10.6%, to 11.7%
in the year 1974475. This rise is largely due to increased edu-
~cational services ét the Montgomery County Detention Center.
| VThose residents who came to the Pre-Release Center without
havihg finished thé work required For their G.E.D. are strongly
encouraged to continue or‘COmplete it while in the program. In
1many’caées educétiona] study s a requirement written into the
""program contfact" that the resident makes with the Pre-Re1ease
Center prior to transfer. He/she may study alone, using pro-
~ grammed material at a public school, or by using the Saturation
 Approach to Learning Method available at the Pre-Release Center..
}Privaté tutoring is available to any resident by a volunteer from

R 1o¢a1 college.
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Graph II-F EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF RESIDENTS
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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MARITAL STATUS OF RESIDENTS

The married population at the Pre-Release Center has
decreased substantially and leveled off for the period
studied. ('Married' includes common-law marriage.) The
number of "single" residents increased substantially the
second year and leveled off in the thira. The divorced/
separated population has remained fairly constant over
the period studied. In the period 8/72 - 8/73 there was
one resident of widowed status and one whose marital
status was unknown.

Thus, the Pre-Release Center was handling a some-
what younger, more single population in 1975 as compared

to 1972.
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DEFINITION OF OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION PATTERNS

Basically for research purposes and its impact on program de-
velopment the staff treatment team of the Pre-Release Center assesses
each incoming resident and identifies the primary and secondary
patterns of behavior which directly contribute to the individual's
criminal behavior. The assessment is based upon: (1) a stand-
arized intake interview by the Center Supervisor, Operations, (2)
the psychological profiles established after administering and
scoring the California Personality Inventory and the Tennessee Self
Concept Scale, (3) the Pre-Sentence Investigation, (4) the Program
Contracting session with a PRC Counselor, and (5) a 45 minute initial
team meeting (which involves another standardized interview) by a
majority of the Pre-Release Center staff. After reviewing all the
information and interviewing the newly arrived resident, the appro-
priate primary and secondary offender classification patterns are
selected and written on the case summary form in pencil (it may be
changed at a later date after further observation of the individual's

behavior).
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The Center team making the assessment is made up of the following:*
Director, Pre-Release Center
Consultant Ciinical Psychologist
Supervisor, Operations
Work Release Coordinator
Community Services Coordinator
Two Correctional Counselors
Social Awareness Instructor

Three to four Resident Supervisors

The Offender Classification Patterns are not mutually exclusive,
but they each do significantly differ from one another and are well
enough defined that with proper information (which is typically avail-
able), assessment and identification of the predominant patterns are
fairly easy. This is not to say that traits of other patterns are not
also identified in any particular ease, but these traits are not part
of the predominant pattern. Fo; example, a case may be assessed as a
primary of “"Drug Pattern" (the individual was stealing while under the
influence of drugs and needed money to buy more drugs) and a secondary
of "Socialized Deviance" (adherence to the peer group and its code).

In this case these two patterns appear predominant although aspects

of the individual's behavior ﬁay also fit into the "Inadequate/Immature

pattern”. The individual may also have destroyed some brain cells as

*Note: Almost all staff have B.A. Degrees and a majority have additional
graduate work. The staff team has been trained in intake in-
terviewing and has experienced videotape analysis and feedback
for the initial team meeting interview process. The staff team

itself was a stable group ~ almost no turnover for the entire
period of this study.)

o
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a result of the drug use, but the "organic dysfunction" is not that
significant. This is an example of a fairly compieX case that would
cause staff discussion as to which pattern really predominates. After
assessment of the basic patterns involved a staff consensus is found
(typically aided by the Clinical Psychologist in the most difficult
cases).

The definitions of the patterns are as follows:

A. Inadequate/Immature Pattern

These individuals demonstrate a pattern of behavior reflecting
Tittle self-direction, limited self-contrel, and/or very poor judg-
ment which many times results in their deviant behaviors. The in-
dividuals feel Tlimited control over things that happen "to them" and
it is "others" or the "situation" that is responsible. They fail to
appreciate their own role and responsibility for their problems. Des-
pite difficulties and conflicts in their past they may face the future
with high hopes, but without realistic plans. Rather than age-appro-
priate, goal-directed, problem solving behavior they act very implus-
ively without thinking about the consequences of their actions. They
frequently over-react, insisting their way is fine, and wanting imme-
diate gratification. Their behavior often appears shortsighted, self-
defeating, based upon judgment that has not developed past an early
adolescent level.

B Sacialized Deviance Pattern

Individuats demonstrating this behavioral pattern have a
deviant value system that is a result of growing up and learning
activities through their family and/or peer groups which accept be-
haviors against the law as a way of life. These individuals adhere
to the "code" of their own group, and will typically maintain this
identification when interacting with authorities. Their behavior
many times exhibits a failure toe abide by mainstream social values,
but the individual is not particularly anxious about it and appears
"well adjusted" within the deviant value system. The family or peer
group provides the approval - belongingness, attention, status and self-
identity to maintain the deviant values and behaviors.

C. Alcohol Pattern

Individuals demonstrating this pattern use, abuse or are
dependent upon alcohol and their condition resulting from alcohol
consumption directly contributes to Tawbreaking behavior.

L2
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Drug Pattern

Individuals demonstrating this pattern use, abuse or are
dependent upon drugs and their condition resulting from drug
use directly contributes to lawbreaking behavior.

Emotional Dysfunction Pattern:

The deviant behavior of individuals demonstrating this
pattern is directly attributable to significant emotional in-
stability (overriding other possible patterns such as Inadequate/
Immature, etc.). Such individuals have a mental disorder (e.g.
significant neurosis or psychosis) which directly contributes
to their criminal behavior as assessed by a clinical psychologist.

Unsocialized Aggressive Pattern

Indijviduals demonstrating this pattern have 1ittle or no iden-
tification, attachment, or Toyalty to others, and, as such, they are
loners who are out for themselves. They have 1ittle allegiance to an
outside value system, but they are very independent, self-reliant and
self-directed. Their 1ife style has the qualities of aggressiveness,
manipulation, and excitement. Typically, they are defiant against
authority figures, are very calcuiating in how to get their way, and
pay 1ittle attention to social mores or legal 1imits. They demonstrate
;iﬁtlg anxiety or guilt about lying, or about their criminal or deviant

ehavior,

Situational Incident Case

Generally well-integrated, organized individuals who basically
follow established social values, confront a "unique" situation under
"stressful” circumstances where their reaction becomes atypical of
their normal behavior. This behavioral reaction results in criminal
conviction but continued criminal behavior is highly unlikely, as are
the circumstances which contributed to it.

Since the termination of the study the following classification
pattern was added (previously included in emotional dysfunction or
cases of retardates placed in Inadequate/Immature):

Organic Dysfunction Pattern

The criminal activities of these individuals within this pattern
are ati;  uted directly to their organic limitation or impairment as
~sessed by the Clinical Psychologist. Examples of these cases are
the mentally retarded and significantly brain damaged alcohol and drug
abusers. ,
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CLASSIFICATION OF RESIDENTS

Those residents classified as Inadequate-
Immature represented the largest percentage (24.3%)
at the Pre-Release Center during the period studied.
The next largest group is Alcohol Pattern (21%) with
Drug Pattern (16.5%), Situtational (15.7%), Social-
ized Deviance (10.1%), Emotional Dysfunction (9.1%)

and Unsocialized Aggressive (2.7%) following.
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Graph I1-H CLASSIFICATION OF RESIDENTS

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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CHARGES OF RESIDENTS

Offenders come to the Pre-Release Center having been convicted on a
variety of charges. These charges are representative of the types of
offenses commonly committed in the County. Some offenders are rearrested,
reconvicted, and reincarcerated because they have committed a new offense
while on probation or parole. These residents are classified by the new
charge only. However, only .7% of the Pre-Release Center population during
the period studied were incarceratedfor aProbation/Parole violation without
a new charge. These violations refer to failures of the resident to live
up to the terms of his parole or probation agreement (i.e. leaving the area).

In cases where a resident was at the Pre-Release Center for two or more
charges, the more serious charge was selected for this study. The following
expiains which charges were categorized as more serious than others.

Assault includes assault and battery, assault with intent to murder,
maim, and ki1ll; armed robbery.
Assault ~ more serious than: Destruction property
Carrying deadly weapon
Robbery
Receiving stolen goods
Larceny
Trespassing
Possession of a Toaded rifle
Resisting arrest
Traffic charges
Burglary - more serious than: Forgery and uttering
Tampering
Unauthorized use of motor vehicle

False Statement - more serious than: Traffic .
Unauthorized use of motor vehicle

Fleeing Police - more serious than: Unauthorized use of motor vehicle
Driving while intoxicated
Contempt
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Larceny - more serious than: Destruction property
Traffic - ‘
Fleeing police

Receiving stolen goods - more serious than: Escape
Fleeing police

Robbery - more serious than: Burglary
Fleeing police
Receivirig stolen goods
Larceny
Controlled Dangerous Substance
Miscellaneous includes: Misuse phone
Disorderly conduct
Resisting arrest
Vagrancy ;
Failure to appear
Attempting to flee
Failure to pay hotel
Equity
Impersonating a police officer
Paternity
Maintaining common nuisance

The most serious charges of murder, manslaughter, sex crimes, and
abductions together account for less than 2 percent of the crimes committed
by accepted applicants to the Pre-~Release Center. The one abduction was -
by a divorced parent of his own child.

Other less serious charges account for the vast majority of residents'
crimes. Relatively frequent crimes are: assault, larceny, burglary, and
traffic charges, each accounting for from 10 to 18 percent of the charges.
Interspersed with these charges are: drugs, weapons, robbery, false pre-
‘tenses, destruction of property, non-support, parole/probation violation,
and white collar crime, each less than 9 percent. Those entering the pro-
gram for the least serious charges such as larceny, false pﬁetenses, non-
support and traffic (DWI) were almost always repeat offenders with numeroué

arrests, convictions, and periods of probation.
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Thus, the charges or cases handled by the Pre-Release Center are those
referred to as "middle of the road". The most violent crimes as murder at

one extreme and the first offender shoplifter at the other extreme are not

entering the Center program.







NUMBER OF RESIDENTS

Graph II-I CHARGES OF RESIDENTS
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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FELONY~MISDEMEANOR COMPOSITION OF CRIMES BY RESIDENTS BY YEAR

During the three year period studied, the pefcentage of mis-
deméanors decreased substantially the second year and to a Tesser
degree the third year. Complementarily, the percentages of felonies
increased substantially the second year and to a lesser degree the
third year. The Tast year studied shows almost an equal division

between felonies and misdemeanors.

CORRECTIONAL JURISDICTION OF RESIDENTS

The first year of study shows Montggméry County as the cor-
rectional jurisdiction for all bu? one (Federal) of the residents
ét the Pre-Release Center. The second year shows a decrease in
use by County incarcerates due to the increased usage of the Center
by the State Division of Correction and the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons. A slight increase is shown the third year for Montgomery
.County as correctional jurisdiction, with a slight decrease by per-
cent of Federal inmates. The State showed a small increase by per-
cent. However, 9 out of 10 program participants were sentenced to
the County's Department Qf Correcticn and Rehabilitation.

A1l Pre-Release Center residents who come from either the
Bureau of Prisbns or the state of Maryland must meet a Montgomery

County residency requirement.
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N FELONY-MISDEMEANOR COMPOSITION OF CRIMES
Graph II-J BY RESIDENTS BY YEAR
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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VIOLENCE OF CHARGES

Non-violent offenses represent 77.6% of all the
charges of residents who were at the Pre-Release Center
from 8/72 - 8/75. O0f the charges 22.4% were of a "violent"
nature. The following charges were classified as violent:

1. Assault and Battery, Assault
Maiming

Armed Robbery

S N

Robbery

5. Use of guns

6. Unnatural sex act
7. Forced Tewdness
8. Rape

9. Murder - Manslaughter
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Graph II-L VIOLENCE OF CHARGES

. AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975

Violent

91 (22.4%)

¥

Non-violent

316 (77.6%)



11-30

SENTENCES OF RESIDENTS

These three bar-graphs illustrate by year the sentencing
structure of Pre-Release Center residents. The length of
sentence was taken to be the Tongest of several concurrent
sentences or the sum of consecutive sentences. This was
done to be consistent since seriousness of the crime is not
always reflected in sentencing and vice versa. Sentences
have generally increased in length over the three year
period studied. In the first year (8/72 - 8/73), 17.2% of
the residents had sentences of 8 months or more, in the
second year (8/73 - 8/74), 41.5% and in the third year 51.3%.

This is primarily the result of the change in offender
flow away from the State system with more commitments of

offenders to the local correctional programs.
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Graph I1-M SENTENCES OF RESIDENTS
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FURLOUGHS

The following table lists the number of furloughs taken
by residents of the Pre-Releasz Program for each of the three
years. The number and length of furloughs increases with a
resident's advancing phase status in the program. Since the
average length of stay was longer in the second year than in
the first and third years, this would partially account for
the Targer number of furloughs taken. In addition, the fur-
Tough policy was changed after the first year to allow
residents substantially more frequent and Tonger furloughs.
This accounts largely for the great increase between the
first year and the second year. Between the second and
third year the "phase system" was implemented and refined
over time which limited to some degree the number of fur-
Toughs a resident could have initially upon entering’

the program.




11-33

Graph II-N FURLOUGHS
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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ALCOLYSERS/ALCOSENSORS

Residents are tested for the consumption of alcokol
randomly, and regularly after passes (furloughs), or at
the discretion of a staff member. Generally three positive
test results are grounds for revocation depending upon
the person's contract. The very Tow percentage of positive
results with frequent testing demonstrates that residents

are generally staying free of alcohol while at the Center.

URINALYSIS

Residents' urine is tested for the presence of illegal
drugs. A1l residents are tested randomly except those
identified as previously drug dependent, who are then tested
every Tuesday, Thursday, and Sunday. The very low per-
centage of positive results with frequest testfng demon-
strates that most residents are staying free of drugs while

at the Center.
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HOURLY WAGE

The hourly wage earned by the largest single wage
group of residents as categorized by this chart was $2.50
or less which represented the wages of 30.7% of the
Center population. However 45.7% of the Center residents
had an hourly wage of $2.51 to $4.00 with another 23.6%
earning over $4.00 an hour. As wage levels rise, the
percentages of residents in each category decrease up
to $6.01 an hour or more. (At the highest wage Tevel
‘the pertentages increased slightly because the bracket
is larger.) "N/A" refers to residents whose wages
varied, who were paid on a commission basis, who were
unemployed or in training, or who were in business for

themselves.
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Graph I1-P HOURLY WAGE
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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SAVINGS AT DISCHARGE

A11 residents who have jobs are required to save
10% or more of their weekly paycheck. This requirement
holds for a resident's entire stay at the Pre-Release
Center. Many residents have to pay court costs, support,
alimony, and restitution; thus they are not able to save
as much as others without such costs. Also, all residents
pay 20% of their gross earnings towards room and board
costs at the Pre-Release Center.

Residents typically start off with a minus balance -
money loaned to them when they first come to the Pre-
Release Center. After becoming employed and receiving
their pay checks they then begin to build up a positive
balance in their account. (The average stay is approxi-
mately 10 weeks.) It should be noted thata few residents
rent aparfments prior to leaving the Center which requires
‘substantial down payments of between $200 t0$300. These
Tiving arrangements are most often made just prior to dis-
charge, which lowers the amounts “"saved" substantially.

The majority of residents are discharged with over
$50.00 and they are employed with pay checks coming in

regularly.




Graph II-Q
% of
Residents
i 40
30
20
| | 10

0
A1l amounts with percentages of the dollar were rounded up.

11-39
SAVINGS AT DISCHARGE
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DAYS IN PROGRAM

These three bar gréphs show days spent in the program
by year. Qver the three year period the percentages of
people spending 1 to 30 days has decreased greatly. The
"average length of stay" for 8/72 - 8/73 was 60.68 days,
75.83 for 8/73 - 8/74, and 68.89 for the period 8/74 -
8/75. Thus, the overall average stay is 10 weeks. The
general program is deéigned for a 12 to 14 week stay.

The 1ength of stay for a resident at the Pre-Release
Center is not subject to direct control of the Center
except for the granting of good time and program time
and timing of transfer to the Pre-Release Center (when
beds are avajlable). Residents come to the Center with
their time set by their sentence but they may be released
earlier on parole or by court reduction of sentence.

Each case is considered individually based on the par-
ticipant's performance on the program and preparedness for

release.
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8/74 to 8/75

Graph II-R DAYS IN PROGRAM
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MONTHLY RESIDENT POPULATION BY COURT

The numbers of residents present at the Pre-Release Center
in each month according to the committing court (District or
Circuit) are listed in the opposite table. Over the three year
period, the number of residents committed from the Circuit
Court substantially increased relative to the number committed
by the District Court. This change reflects the previously
mentioned change in sentencing patterns and the greater use
of local correctional programming (Work Release and Pre-Release)
rather than commitment to the State penal system.

The sentencing change was 1mplemented by the growing
Circuit Court "practice" of "split sentencing". This involved
sentencing, for example, a person convicted of burglary or house-
breaking to 5 years and suspending all but 18 months with the
remaining 42 months of the sentence to be served on probation.
The individual could then be sentenced to the County system
rather than to the State penal system while control was main-
tained over the individual by the court for five years.

The numbers represent the number of residents present in
the program each month from each court. Since some of the
residents are present in several months consecutively, annual

totals are without meaning.
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Table II-A MONTHLY RESIDENT POPULATION BY COURT

1972 - 1973 1973 - 1974 1974 - 1975
District Circuit District Circuit District Circuit

September 11 3 15 25 10 29
October 15 7 12 24 8 30
November 16 7 20 26 11 31
December 16 8 19 16 9 28
January 9 2 22 13 5 29
February 6 2 18 16 11 27
March 23 10 14 21 8 32
ApriT 23 8 13 21 1 24
May 27 1 14 23 10 28
June 19 12 . 15 22 - 33
July 15 14 13 25 13 37

August 15 22 8 24 13 36
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AVERAGE MONTHLY PERCENT OF RESIDENTS UTILIZING COMMUNITY SERVICES

Residents participate in a variety of services offered by dif-
ferent agencies in the community: welfare, health, training, counsel-
ing, educational, and religious. This table shows participation in
these community activities. Since a substantial amount of counseling
is also available within the Pre-Release Center, as well as tutoring,
fhese figures do not reflect by any means all of the counseling and
education in which residents are involved.

At this point it is not clearly understood why a dramatic drop
between the second and third year exists. It is possible that the
adoption of the "volunteer" philosophy in which residents chose
whether they wanted to participate in community treatment resulted
in a noticeable drop in attendance at such programs. For early
1975 a "Program Contracting" system was implemented in which residents
contract (after selection to the program but prior to transfer
from the jail) to attend counseling of the resident's choice in
the community. This change is not'reflected in the data due to
the short period of time the policy was in effect. Incomplete
records also account in part for the Tow usage of community treat-

ment in the third year.
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Table II-B

AVERAGE MONTHLY PERCENT OF RESIDENTS UTILIZING COMMUNITY SERVICES

February '73 May '73  September '73 September '74
to to to to
August '73  August '73 August '74 July '75

Percent in
College or High
School Programs 4.7 8.6 4.1

Percent in
Remedial Reading
Programs 2.9 2.5 1.2

Percent Undergoing

Private Psychiatric

or Psychological

_Therapy 3.4 3.5 1.1

Percent Undergoing

Public Psychiatric

or Psychological

Therapy 4.4 3.9 3.7

Percent Undergoing
Privately Sponsored
Drug Abuse Therapy 2.7 2.2 .6

Percent Undergoing
Publicly Sponsored
Drug Abuse Therapy 0.8 5.0 2.0

Percent Undergoing

Privately Sponsored

Alcohol Abuse

Therapy 2.6 1.9 .8

Percent Undergoing

Publicly Sponsored

Alcohol Abuse

Therapy 5.0 5.4 3.2

Percent Utilizing
Community Programs 26.5 33.0 16.7
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DISCHARGE OF RESIDENTS PER MONTH
1972 - 1975

Residents of the Pre-Release Program may be discharged through one of
several categories of release. A person who has demonstrated responsibility
and behaves within program 1imits may be released at the expiration of her/his
sentence, released on parole after part of the term of incarceration has been
served, released by a judge at court, or released through a special appeal or
commutation of the sentence. These categories of release account for about
three-quarters of the discharged population.

Less than one-quarter of the residents fail to abide by the agreed-to be-
havioral limits of the Pre-Release Progrém and therefore, are revoked and returned
to security confinement. The major causes for revocation include possession and
use of drugs and/or alcohol, and unauthorized absence.

The following table shows the number and types of discharge of residenté each
month. The proportions of residents discharged by type was calculated fof gach
year of the program.

During the three year period studied the percentage of residents released
on parole increased over 300%, largely due to the increase of residents eligible
for parole. An offender must be serving a sentence of six months or more to be
eligible for parole and the percentages of residents serving such longer sen-
tences increased over the three year period studied as more felons or serious
cases were sentenced to the County system. Complementing the increase in parole
releases was a decrease in residents released at the expiration of their sen-
tences and released at court, most Tikely also due to the increase in numbers
of residents with Tonger sentences.

The percentages of residents who were revoked from the program increased
considerably in the second year then decreazsed somewhat 1nithe third over the
three year period studied. (The numbers on the opposite table do not add to

407 because they were derived from another source.)
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DISCHARGE OF RESIDENTS PER MONTH

Table II-C

1972 - 1973

Released Released Released
on Expiration at
Parole  of Sentence Court  Revoked %

September 0 3 1 0
October 0 2 1 2
November 0 3 0 2
December 3 9 0 2
January 2 3 NA ]
February 1 4 2 1
March 1 9 4 1
April 0 5 0 3
May 1 10 2 3
June 0 8 ] 1
July 0 5 1 2
August 1 5 1 1
Total 9 61 13 19 102
Percent (8.8) (59.8) (12.7) (18.6) (100)

1973 - 1974
September 0 2 0 9
October 0 3 1 1
November 8 10 2 2
December 2 9 0 4
January i 2 0 2
February 3 2 0 1
March 2 5 0 3
April 1 1 0 4
May 1 4 2 1
June 2 3 0 6
July 1 10 2 5
August 1 6 Q 2
Total 22 57 7 40 126
Percent (17.5) (45.2) (5.6) (31.7) (100)

1974 - 1975
September 11 3 0 3
October 2 5 ] 4
November 4 1 1 3
December 1 6 2 4
January 4 5 1 ]
February 4 1 1 ]
March 6 4 0 5
April 4 5 0 -5
May 5 3 1 3
June 2 3 0 6
July 2 8 1 1
August 3 13 1 5
Total 48 57 9 40 154

2 37.0) 8) (26.0) (100)

Percent (31.2) ( (5.
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RELEASE STATLS BY TYPE OF RELEASE

Of the residents who were in the Pre-Release
Program from 8/72 -~ 8/75, 73% were successfully re-
leased from the program; 27.1% of the residents were
revoked most frequently, for abusing drugs, alcohol,
unauthorized absence and, much Tess ffequentTy,for
fighting or escape. Thus approximately three out of
~every four participants successfully completed the
program. One might note the walk off rate (escape)
was very low over the three year period - less than
5%. It should also be noted here that proportionately
a quarter more of the releasees than the revokees are
not rearrested subsequent to discharge from the cor-

rectional system.
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Table 1I-D

RELEASE STATUS BY TYPE OF RELEASE

1972 - 1975

Successful Release

Released
Expiration of sentence

Released
Parole

Released at Court

Released - Other
(Sentence commuted, Appeal Bond)

Total Released

Number

160
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Revoked

Revoked - Drugs

Revoked - Alcohol

Revoked - Walkoff

Revoked - Other |

Total Revoked

Total Released and Revoked

Administrative Removals
(Non-disciplinary cases)

Total

34
21
20
35
110
407
12

419

Jmtiml e wie L ie.a
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DISCHARGE STATUS BY PRIMARY CLASSIFICATION

.

Of the 297 residents who were successfully released from
the program, Alcohol Pattern represents the largest percentage
with Situational, Inadequate-Immature, Drug Pattern, Socialized
Deviénce,EmotionaT Dysfunction and Unsocialized Aggressive
following.” Among the 110 residents revoked from the program
the largest é]assification represented is the Inadequate-
immature with Drug Pattern, Alcohol Pattern, Emotional Dys-
function, Socialized Deviance, Situational, and Unsocialized
Aggressive following.

The groups with'disproportionate1y larger percentages
of releasees relative to that group's representation in the
total resident population, in order, are: Situational and
Alcohol cases. Situationals represént 21.2% of the releasees,
but only 15.7% of the total residents, while Alcohol Pattern
cases are 23.2% of the releasees and 21.6% of the total.

The groups with disproportionately larger representation
amdng the revokees than their number in the total resident
population are: Inadequate-Immature (37.3% of revokees, but
only 24.3% of tota]) and Unsocialized Aggressives (5.5% of
revokees, but only 2.7% of total). Similar percentages were
found for Drug Pattern cases (18.2% of revokees, 16.5% of
total), and Emotional Dysfunction Pattern cases (10.9% of
~ revokees, 9.1% of total). Socialized Deviance Pattern dis-
p]ayed.the same proportions of releasees and revokees as

they were of the total population (10.1% revokees, 10.1% of
total).




Table II-E
DISCHARGE STATUS BY PRIMARY CLASSIFICATION
1972 ~ 1975
Released %  Revoked %  Total %

Inadequate- ,
Immature 58 19.5 41 37.3 99 24.3
Alcohol
Pattern 69 23.2 19 17.3 88 21.6
Drug '
Pattern ' 47 15.8 20 18.2 67 16.5
Emotional
Dysfunction 25 8.4 12 10.9 37 9.1
Socialized ‘ ; -
Deviance 30 10.1 11 10.0 41 10.1
Situational 63 21.2 1 9 64 15.7
Unsocialized
Aggressive 5 1.7 6 5.5 11 2.7
Total 297 100.1 110 100.1 407 100.1
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REVOCATION AND RECIDIVISM BY PRIMARY CLASSIFICATION

This table 1ists the proportions of residents within each pfimary
classification who were revoked from the Pre-Release Program and the
proportidns which were rearrested regardless of release status. One
may generally view these proportions as the overall probability that
a person with a given classification may be revoked or rearrested.

For example, the unsocialized aggressive pattern has only a 45% chance
of being sUcCessfu]Ty released from the program (.55 propensity to be
revoked) whereas a situational has a 98% chance of being released.
Similarily an unsocialized aggressive has a 64% probability of being
rearrested compared to a 16% probability of rearrest for the situational.

The table is extremely important and can have significant impact
on administrative and judicial practices. For example, the situational
incident case should probably be placed on probation (which is in-
creasingly béing done) since the rate of fn-program success is so
high.- On the other hand those jdentified as unsocialized aggressive
‘patterns should not be placed on the program. The recidivism rate
for unsocialized aggressivesis high enough that parole should be
quesfioned closely in each case. The drug pattern cases, which can
and have been disruptive to the program (i.e. contraband problems)
have an acceptable rate of success and should continue to be placed

in the program.




The purpose of screening potential residents out of the pro-
gram is not just to improve the program statistics. A real policy
question exists as to what sorts of people would benefit more from
the program. At the moment, it is not clear what differential
effect the program has on these assorted classifications of offenders

and, therefore, how to decide which ones the program is helping.

Table II-F
REVOCATION AND RECIDIVISM BY CLASSIFICATION
Propensity Propensity
To Be ~ To

Primary Total Revoked Revoked Recidivated Recidivate
Inadequate-~Immature . .

Pattern 99 41 A4 29 .29
Alcohol Pattern 88 19 22 24 .27
Drug Pattern 67 20 .30 19 .28
Emotionaily Disturbed S

Pattern - 37 12 . 32 13 .35
Socialized Deviant

Pattern 41 1 .27 7 A7
Situat%ona1 Incident |

Case 64 1 .02 ; 10 .16

Unsocialized-Aggressive
Pattern - mn - 6 .55 7 .64

Total 207 110 27 109 .27
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NUMBER OF RESIDENTS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY

CLASSIFICATION AND DISCHARGE STATUS

8/29/72 to 8/31/75

Residents have also been assigned a secondary c]assification
in conjunction with the primary. The primary classification in-
dicates the pérson'é predomihant pattern while the secondary in-
dicates an important but subsidiary pattern (in some cases mostly
in 1972 - 73, a secondary pattern was.not jdentified.)

Again, as in the preceeding table of primary classifications
against discharge status, t@e Inadequate-Immature, Drug Pattern,
Emotional Dysfunction, and‘Unsocia1ized Adgressive classifications
do relatively less we]% on the program compared to the Situational
and the Alcohol Pattern cases. Cases particularly prone to revo-
cation appear to be the combinations of Inadequate-Immature/Drug,
inadequate—lmmature/Socia]1zed Deviance, Drug/Emotional Dys-
function, Emotional Dyéfunction/Drug, aﬁd all Unsocialized
AggressiVe cases. In contrast, the Situationals or Alcohol
‘matched with no secondary do relatively well on the program.

As one might Togically conclude, a multiplicity - of behavior
patterns contributing to criminality tends to increase the prob-
ability of failure and, conversely, tends to decrease the indi-

viduals' abilities to cope with their environments and take hold

of the opportunities made available to them.




Table II-G ' I1-.55 ' %
A

NUMBER OF RESIRENTS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY CLASSLEICATIGN“AND DISCHARGE STATUS
AUGUST, 1972 - AUGUST, 1975 ’

Primary Secondary Released Revoked
# % # %
Inadequate-~ None 36 12.1 15 13.6
Immature Alcohol Pattern 6 - 2.0 7 6.4
Drug Pattern 8 2.7 8 7.3
Emotional Dysfunction 4 1.3 1 .9
Socialized Deviance 3 1.0 7 6.3
Unsocialized Aggressive 1 __ .3 3 2.7
58 19.5 41 37.3
Alcohol None 56 18.9 13 11.8
Pattern Inadequate-Immature 6 2.0 0 .0
Drug Pattern 1 K 1 .9
Emotional Dysfunction 2 o7 2 1.8
Socialized Deviance 1 3 2 1.8
Situational 3 _1.0 .9
65 23.2 19 17.3
Drug None 31 10.4 12 10.9
Pattern Inadequate-Immature 9 3.0 6 5.4
Alcohol Pattern 2 7 0 .0
Emotional Dysfunction 0 .0 2 1.8
Socialized Deviance 3 1.0 0 0
Situational 2 .7 0 .0
37 T5.8 20 8.7
Emotional None 15 5.1 6 5.4
Dysfunction Inadequate~Immature 3 1.0 2 1.8
Alcohol Pattern 2 .7 0 .0
Drug Pattern 2 7 4 3.6
Situational 3 1.0 o .0
26 8.4 12 10.9
Socialized None 13 4.4 3 2.7
Deviance Inadequate-Immature 6 2.0 2 1.8
Alcohol Pattern 2 .7 1 .9
Drug Pattern 4 1.3 4 3.6
Situational 4 1.3 0 .0
Unsocialized Aggressive _1 .3 1 .0
30 10.1 11 10.0
Situational Norie 39 13.1 1+ .9
Inadequate-Immature 9 3.0 0 .0
Alcohol Pattern 5 1.7 0 .0
Drug Pattern 4 1.3 0 .0
Emotional Dysfunction 3 1.0 0 .0
Socialized Deviance 3 _1.0 o .0
63 21.2 1 .9
Unsocialized None 1 .3 3 2.7
Aggressive Inadequate-Immature 1 .3 0 .0
Alcohol Pattern 2 .7 0 .0
Drug Pattern 1 .3 0 .0
Emotional Dysfunction 0 .0 2 1.8
Socialized Deviance 0 .0 1 .9
5 1.7 6 5.5

Total Residents

7N|
O
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r
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Release Status by Recidivism Status

11-56

Individuals are either released or revoked from the Pre-Release Center.

After their final discharge they are either rearrested or not rearrested.

The

relationship between release status and recidivism status is significant at

better than the .005 level.

Non rearrested individuals are over-represented

in the released category and under-represented in the revoked category.

Re-

arrested individuals are under-represented in the released category and overw

represented in the revoked category.

Table II-H

Released

Revoked

Toté]s

RELEASE STATUS BY RECIDIVISM STATUS

Not Rearrested Rearrested Total
239 58 297
80.5 19.5 _100.0
59 _~ 57 110 _J,,w”’
/ 53,6 ,// 46,4 | " 100.0
298 109 407
73.2 26,8 100.0
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Skill Level by Classification

Sk111 level represents the skill level of the last job held by a
resident while at the Pre-Release Center. Persons on whom such in-
formation was not available were excluded from this test because they
were unemployed. The primary classification of a resident represents
an assessment of the person's Deviant Pattern (see page 1I-20). A

chi square test was done to evaluate the relationship between skill

Tevel and classification. Skill level (skilled and professional,

semi-skilled, unskilled), is significantly related to classification

with a level of significance better than .005.

Compared to the distribution of skill Tevels in the PRC popu-
lation studied as a whole, the following classifications are over-
represented in the skilled group and under-represented in the un-
skilled group: Alcohol Offender, Emotionally Disturbed, and
Situational Incident. The following classifications are under-
represented in the skilled group and over-represented in the un-
skilled group: Inadequate Immature, Drug Offender, Socialized
Deviant, and Unsocialized Aggressive.

Separate individual tests were done for each classification to
determine whether the distribution of skill levels in that classi-
fication were in proportion to the distribution of skill level in
the total PRC population studied. Skill level was found to be not
in proportion to the total population for the following classifications
at better than the{.OS Tevel of significance; Inadeguate-Immature,

Emotionally Disturbed, Socialized Deviant, and Situational Incident.







Table II-1

IIM
Inadequate-
Immature

AP
Alcohol
Pattern

DP
Drug
Pattern

ED
Fmotional
Dysfunction

SD
Socialized
Deviance

SI
Situational

USA
Unsocialized
Aggressive

TOTALS
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SKILL LEVEL BY CLASSIFICATION

Unskilled Total

Professional
and
Skilled Semi-Skilled
# % # % #
10  10.6 32 34.0 52
25  30.1 21 25.3 37
10 16.1 19 30.7 33
13 41.9 11 35.5 7
2 5.6 8 22.2 26
24 39.3 17 27.9 20
0 5 45,5 6
84 22.2 113 29.9 181

% # %
55.3 94 100.0
44.6 - 83 100.0

53.2 62 100.0

72.2 36 100.0

32.8 61 100.0

54.6 11 100.0
47.9 378 100.0

22.6 31 100.0

I R R
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Classification by Release Status by Recidivism Status

A separate test for the relationship between release and recidivism status

was done for each classification. For the following classification patterns the

relationship between release status and recidivism status was found to be sig-

nificant at better than the .05 level: Emotionally Disturbed, Inadequate/

Immature, and Drug Pattern. Among the Emotionally Disturbed, Inadequate/
Immature and Drug Pattern gfoup individuals not rearrested were over-represented
in the released category and under-represented in the revoked category. For
these same groups individuals rearrested were under-represented in the released
category and over-represented in the revoked category. No significant relation-
ship was found between release status and recidivism status for the Alcohol
Offender. The following classifications did not have large enough samples for

this test: Socialized Deviant, Situational Incident and Unsocialized Aggressive.

Skill Level by Release/Recidivism

Release/recidivism status refers to four separate groupings: released-
not rearrested, released-rearrested, revoked-not rearrested, and revoked-
rearrested. The relationship between skill level and release/recidivism status
was found to be significant at better than the .025 Tevel. The released not
rearrested group was over-represented in the skilled and semi-ski{1ed group and
under-represented in the unskilled group. The released - rearrested group was
over-represented in the skilled group and unskilled group and under-represented
in the semi-skilled group. Both revoked groups were under-represented i~ the
skilled and semi-ski?]ed group and over-represented in the unskilled group.

Two separate tests were done to examine the relationship between release

status and §k§11 level and recidivism status and skill level. These relation-

ships were found to be significant at better than the .025 level. Residents |
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Table 1I-J SKILL LEVEL BY RELEASE/RECIDIVISM
Professional
and '
Skilled Semi~-Skilled Unskilled Total
Released 57 % 94 "] 227 P
Not - e T
Rearrested 25.1 | .~ 33.5 T 41.4 1ii;gf/’
Released 13 10 29;/’/// 52 "
Rearrested 25.0 19.2 | ~~ 55.8 ( 100.0
Revoked 10 7 16 28 .~ 54
Not /
Rearrested 18.5 29.6 51.9 100.0
Revoked 0. n_~ 30 45
Rearrested . 8.9 |7 24.4 66.7 L~ 100.0
. WM‘" F_,,/"
8 " N3 -7 e 378 "
- 22.2 29,9 | - 47,9 | 100.0
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}released from the Pre-Release Center were more highly represented in
the skilled and semi-skilled group than those revoked from the program.
Revokees were more highly represented in the unskilled group than were
releasees. Those not rearrested were more highly represented in the
skilled and unskilled groups than were those rearrested. Rearrestees
were more highly represented in the unskilled group than were the non-
rearrested.

Separate tests were accomplished for the relationship between
skill level and release/recidivism status holding first, release
status and, second, recidivism status constant. When the recidivism
was held constant no significant relationship was found between skill
level and being released or revoked from the Pre-Release Center. When
the revokees were examined as a group no significant relationship was
found between skill level and recidivism status for the re1eésees,
the relationship was significant at better than the .10 level. Non-
rearrested releasees are over-represented in the skilled and semi-
skilled group'and under-represented in the unskilled group. Rearrested
releasees are under-represented in the skilled and semi-skilled group

and over-represented in the unskilled group.
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Classification by Release Status by Skill Level

Classification by Recidivism Status by Skill Level

In every classification the sample was too small to examine the re]ation-
ship between release/recidivism status and skill level. Thus separate tests
had to be done for release status by skill Tevel and recidivism status by skill
level.

Within the Inadequate/Immature group, significant relationships were found
between a) release status and skill level, and b) recidivism status and skill
level. Both were significant at better than the .10 level. Releasees were
under-represented in the skilled and unskilled group bu£ over-represented in the
semi-skilled group. Revokees were over-represénted in the"$kilTed ‘and un-
skilled group but under-represented in the semi-skilled group. The non-rearrest-
ed group was over-represented in the skilled and semi-skilled group and'under-
represented in the unskilled group. The rearrested group was under-represented
in the skilled and semi-skilled group and over-represented in the unskilled
group.

}For Alcohol O0ffenders and Drug Offenders no significant relationships
were found between release status and skiil level and between recidivism
status and 'skill Tevel.

The samples for the Emotional Dysfunction, Socialized Deviance, and Un-
socialized Aggressive c]assifipations were too small to examine the relation-
ships between release status and skill Tevel and between recidivism status
and skill Tevel.

The sample for Situational Incident was too small to examine the re-
Tationship between release status and skill Tevel but Targe enough to find
that no significant relationship existed between recidivism status and skill

Tevel.
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To summarize, skilllevel and classification do appear to be
associated with release/recidivism, though more significantly for
some groups than for others. One would Tike to conclude that the
possession of skills is more likely to offer a person law-abiding
alternatives tb criminal behavior. However, an equa11y plausible
hypothesis is that the person's other problems that may be associated
with criminal behavior also forestall or impede the acquisition of

skills.







SKILL LEVEL BY CLASSIFICATION BY RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
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SKILL LEVEL BY AGE GROUPING

This bar-graph/line-graph shows the skill Tevel of
residents by age groupings. The skill level is deter-
mined by the skill Tlevel of the last job the resident had
while at the Pre-Release Center. Among the resident
population ages 18 - 30, the percentage of skilled workers
increases while the percentage of unskilled workers de-
creases. After age 40, the percentages of skilled workers
remain fairly stable as do the percentages of unskilled
workers, The percentages of semisk111ed workers varies
between 20.6% and 35.5% but there is no apparent pattern
with respect to age. During the three year period studied
8/72 - 8/75 there were only two residents who were pro-
fessionals. The skill level of 7.4% of all the residents
studied could not be determined because they were either
unemployed or not in an employment status because they

were in vocational training or were attending school.







SKILL LEVEL BY AGE GROUPINGS
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CHARACTERISTICS BY RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS

August, 1972 through August, 1975

Introductory Comment: Residents of the Pre-Release
Program are divided into 4 categories according to whether
they were: a) successfully released from the program and
not subsequently rearrested; b) released but rearrested;

c) revoked but not rearrested; and d) revoked and rearrested.
The following tables show some relationships between
selected characteristics (each discussed independently)

and release/recidivism status.




Race

According to race, there is no significant difference among

the four groups. The overall percentage of Blacks and Whites is

33% Black and 66% White. Blacks were slightly more highly repre-

sented in the nonrecidivating groups 34.7% for released not re-

arrested and 32.2% for revoked not rearrested while Whites were

slightly overrepresented in released-rearrested, 69%, and re-

voked rearrested, 68,6Y%.

Table II-L
Total Black

£ s £ 3
Released-Not Rearrested 239 58.7 83 34.7
Released-Rearrested 58 14.3 18 31.0
Revoked~Not Rearrested 59 14.5 19 32.2
Revoked-Rearrested 51  12.5 16 31.4
Total 407 100 136  33.4

271
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Residency

The place of abode for residents of the Pre-Release Center is predominantly
Montgomery County, Mary]and.k However, residents come from the District of Columbia,
Prince George's County, and other areas as well. There is no significant fe]ation—
ship between place of residency and release or recidivism except that for people
who are subsequently rearrested, D.C. residents are revoked in larger proportion
than their numbers in the program, while residents from other areas (including
Montgomery County) are revoked in lesser proportion than their numbers in the pro-
gram wou]d‘suggest. The level of significance is better than .05. For residents
who are not subsequently rearrested there is no difference according to place of
residence as to whether they are revoked or released. There is also no signif-
icant relationship between place of residence and whether a person is subsequently
reérrested.

Table II-M Released-Not Released- Revoked-Not Revoked-
Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Total

A A 2 T S S R
- Montgomery County 179  74.9 49 84.5 44 74,6 37 72.6 309 75.9

District of Columbia 32 13.4. 4 6.9 9 15.3 10 19.6 65 13.5

Prince George's ‘14 5.9 3 5.2 4 6.8 3 5.9 24 5.9
County
Other 14 59 2 35 2 34 1 2.0 19 4.7

Total 239 58.7 58 14.3 59 14.5 51 12.5 407 100
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Age

Age is variously related to release/recidivism status. Of those
residents who have not been rearrested, age is not significantly re-
lated to whether they were released or revoked. (The chi-square value

of 7.02 would allow the hypothesis of independence to be rejected at

approximately the .30 level of significance.)

However, age is significantly related to whether a person is re-
leased or revoked if the person is subsequently rearrested. (The
chi-square value of 13.5 allows the hypothesis of independence to be

rejected at better than the .025 level of significance.)

Table II-N

Released - Not Released- Revoked - Not  Revoked-
Age Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Total

# % # % # % # % # %‘
17-21 60‘ 25.1 16 27.6 23 39.0 27 52.9 126 31.0
22-25 68 28.5 12 20.7 14 23.7 16 31.4 110 27.0
26-30 39 16.3 14 24.1 11 18.6 4 7.8 68 16.7
31-40 50 20.9 11 19.0 6 10.2 4 7.8 71 17.4
41-50 15 6.3 4 6.9 4 16.8 0 23 5.7
50 or more 7 2.9 1 1.7 1 1.7 0 9 2.2

Total 239 58.7 58  14.3 59 14.5 51 12.5 407 100

o i S e m PSSV TUIIIr VPN GRS TP Y
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Educational Level

The educational level attained by residents is not significantly related
to release/recidivism status. That is, the Tess (or more) education a resident
has, on the average, does not seem to determine whether he will be released,

revoked, or rearrested.

Table II-0
Released-~ Released- Revoked- Revoked~
Not Rearrested Rearrested Not Rearrested Rearrested ~Total

# % # % # % # % # %
8th or less 32 13.4 15  25.9 11 18.6 6 11.8 64 15.7
9th - 11th 97 40.6 20 34.5 27 45,8 19  37.3 163 40.1
H.S. 65 27.2 12 20.7 7 11.9 16  31.4 100 24.6
GED 17 7.1 4 6.9 7 11.9 4 7.8 32 7.9
College 25 10.5 6 10.3 7  11.9 6 11.8 44 10.8
Graduate School 3 1.3 1 1.7 0 0 4 1.0

Total 239  58.7 58 14.3 59 14.5 51 12.5 407 100
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Marital Status

0f the various comparisons between release/recidivism

status and marital status (married, single, divorced/sep-

arated), only one relationship was significant. At a level

of better than .025, marital status seems to affect sig-

nificantly the release status of Pre~Release residents.

Specifically, single residents are more likely to be re-

voked and married residents more Tikely to be successfully

released.

divorced/separated residents.

There seems to be no tendency either way for

Table II-P
Released Revoked
Not Released Not Revoked

Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Total

# % % # % # % # %
Married 72 30.1 18 31.0 11 18.6 8 15.7 109 26.8
Single 110 46.0 29 50.0 34 57.6 31 60.8 204 50.1
Divorced/
Separated 56 23.4 11 19.0 14 23.7 11 21.6 92 22.6
Widowed, NA 1 LA - = 1 2.0 2 .5

239 58,7 58 14.3 59 14.5 51 12.5 407 100.0
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Wage Level

The relationship of wage Tevel to release/recidivism status was studied for
wage Tevels from less than $2.50 per. hour to more than $6.00 per hour. Persons
on commission, with varying wage levels, or who were unemployed were excluded
from this testing. Wage Tevel is significantly related to release/recidivism
status when’the above categories are studied, but no apparent pattern, such as
people with Tower wages being more frequently rearrested or revoked, can be de-
tected. When the release/recidivism categories are studied again using collapsed
wage groupings ($3.00 and less, $3.01 to $4.00, $4.00 and more,) there was not
a significant relationship.
>Tab1e I1-Q

Released-Not . Released Revoked-Not Revoked
Wage Level Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Total

$2.50 or less 75 33.8 23 45,1 16 31.4 11 25.0 125 34.0

$2.51 - 3.00 55 24.8 7 13.7 16 31.4 12 27.3 90 24.5
$3.01 - 3,50 26 11.7 10 19.6 6 11.8 15  34.1 57 15.5
$3.51 - 4.00 24 10.8 6 11.8 7 13.7 2 4.6 39 10.6
$4.01 - 5.00 20 9.0 1 2.0 3 5.9 1 2.3 25 6.8
$5.01 - 6.00 9 4.1 1 2.0 0 0 10 2.7
$6.00 or more 13 5.9 3 5.9 3 5.9 3 6.8 22 6.0

Total 222  60.3 51 13.9 51 13.9 44  12.0 368 100
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Crime

The crimes committed by residents that led to their stay in the Pre-
Release Center may be categorized as violent vs. non-violent. (See chart
on page 11-28 for a definition of these crimes.) The strongest relation-
ship exists between violence of crime and a resident's recidivism status

at a Tevel of less than 0.1. That is, a larger proportion than expected

of violent offenders stayed free of arrest whereas a larger proportion

than expected of non-violent offenders were rearrested.

On the other hand, the chi-square values indicated that violence of
committed crime was not related to the tendency to be released versus re-

voked from the Pre-Release Program.

Table II-R

Released-~Not Released- Revoked-Not Revoked-

Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Rearrested Total
Violent 59 24.7 12 20.7 14 23.7 6 11.8 91 22.4

Non-Violent 180 75.3 46 79.3 45 76.3 45 88.2 316 77.6
Total 239 58.7 58 14.3 59 14.5 51 12.5 407 100



Table II-S

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975

RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY CLASSIFICATION

Inadequate~Immature

Alcohol Pattern

"SDJOSATSTIT ED[ AP DP T Total SD{ USA| SI| IIM|ED |DP | Total

Released-Not Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 141 21 1 11 1 1 20 26 . | 1 2 29
Released parole/probation status | 10 21 3] 5 20 14 2 16
Released at court 31 1 11 1 6 4 1 5
Released - other 1 1 1 1 2
Total 281 3| 1 31 5| 7 47 45 ] 10 4] 1 52
Released-Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 7 1 8 3 21 1 11
Released parole/probation status 1 11 1 3 3 ] ] 5
Released at court 0 1 1
Released - other 0 -

Total 8 1 1] 1 11 11 2l 241111 17
Revoked-Not Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 11 1 4 6 | 1 1
Revoked/alcohol 11 2] 1 1 5 3 1 ] 1] 1 7
Revoked/walkoff ] 1§ 1 3 1 1
Revoked/other 6] 1 1 1 9 2 1 3
Total 8] 5] 2 11 2] 5 23 6 2 1 2] 1 12
Revoked-Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 2 3] 2 7 2 2
Revoked/alcohol 1 1 2 2 2
Revoked/walkoff 11 2 1 4 2 2
Revoked/other 3 ] 1 5 1 ]
Total ViR 5 3 18 7 7
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Table II-S

RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY CLASSIFICATION

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975

Drug Pattern

Emotional Dysfunction

SD¢y USA|SI|IIM |EDI AP] Total [ SD | USA|SI| TIM] AP] DP| Total

Released-Not Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 121 1 2l 1 16 9 1 1 ] 1 13
Released parole/probation 12 4 ] 17 4 2 6
Released at court 21 1 3

Released - other 1 1

Total 26] 2 21 6 ] 37 13 37 1 1 1 19
Released-Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 3
Released parole/probation 3 2 1 6 2 1 3
Released.at court 1 1

Released - other

Total 50 1 3 ] 10 2 2 1141 6
Revoked-Not Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 7 2 9 1 1 2
Revoked/alcohol

Revoked/walkoft

Revoked/other 11 1 2 2 1 3
“Total 7 3] 1 11 3 1 1 5
Revoked-Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 1 1 2 ] N 1
Revoked/alcohol 1 ] 1 1
Revoked/walkoff 2 1 3 2 2 4
Revoked/other 1 11 1 3 1 1
Total 5 3 1 9 3 ] 3 7

9L-11




Table II-S

RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY CLASSIFICATION

Released-Not Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence

AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975

Socjalized Deviance

Situational

USA

SI | IIM ED | AP | DP

Total

SD

USA

IIMIED| AP

DP

Total

14

—_—

32

Released parole/probation status

, O ~d

21 2 11 1
21 3 1 3

14

v

312 4
o | 1

16

Released at court

Released - other

Total

12

o

Sl

23

Released-Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence

Released parole/probation status

403 O

Released at court

Released - other

Total

Revoked-Not Rearrested
Revoked/drugs

Revoked/alcohol

Revoked/watkoff

—I N3 W

Revoked/other

Total

Revoked-Rearrested
Revoked/drugs

Revoked/aTcohol

Revocked/walkofT

Revoked/other

N ™Y

O LY~

Total
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Table II-S RELEASE/RECIDIVISM STATUS BY PRIMARY/SECONDARY CLASSIFICATION
AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
Unsocialized Aggressive TOTALS
SD| SI{ IIMIED| AP| DP | Total 72-73 73-74 74-75

ReTeased-Not Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 1 1 2 60 36 30 126
Released parole/probation status| 1 1 16 35 39 90
Released at court 12 4 2 18
Released - other 1 4 5
Total 1 1 ] 3 88 76 75 239
Released-Rearrested

Released expiration of sentence 1] 1 2 13 7 14 34
Released parole/probation status 2 11 8 21
Released at court 1 1 ?
Released - other ] ]
Total 11 1 2 16 19 23 58
Revoked-Not Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 4 3 14 21
Revoked/alcohol 2 12 14
Revoked/walkoff 1 ] 3 5
Revoked/other ] 1 8 3 8 19
Total 1 1 13 9 37 59
Revoked-Rearrested

Revoked/drugs 7 5 1 13
Revoked/alcohol 1 1 3 2 2 7
Revoked/walkoff 1 ] 3 6 6 15
Revoked/other 1 1 1 3 4 6 6 16
Total 2 1 2 5 17 19 15 51

8L~11
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MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM

The past Pre-Release experience of residents with the criminal
Justice system is described in the next table. Residents were
followed up after approximately a year, though quite a few residents
were followed for a Tonger period. Recidivism as used in the rest
of this report refers to the rearrest data.

Examination of the table will show that by no means all of
those rearrested are eventually found guilty and even fewer are
reincarcerated. The percentages of those rearrested is considerably
Tower for releasess as a group than for revokees as a group. Given
that a person has been rearrested, there is not much differencé in
the reconviction or reincarceration rates for releasees against
revokees. However, given that a person was reconvicted, revokees

tend to be reincarcerated more frequently.
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MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM

Table II-T AUGUST, 1972 TO AUGUST, 1975
Released Revoked Total
¢ £ 2 £ 8
Totals 297 100 110 100 407 100
Not Rearrested 239  80.5 59 B2.6 298 73.2
Rearrested 58 19.5 51 46.4 109 26.8
Guilty 33 1.1 23 20.9 56 13.8
Reincarcerated 19 6.4 17  15.5 36 8.9
Rearrested 58 100 51 100 108 100
Nolle Pros. 7 12,1 6 11.8 13 11.9
Prob. without
Verdict 0 0 1 2.0 1 1.0
Stet Docket 1 1.7 6 11.8 7 6.4
Dismissed 0 0 1 2.0 1 1.0
Not Guilty 2 3.5 1 2.0 3 2.8
No disposition
Available 15 25.9 13  25.5 28 25.7
Guilty 33 56.9 23 45,1 56 51.4
Guilty 33 100 23 100 56 100
Incarcerated 19 57.6 17 73.9 36 64.3
Sentence sus-
pended 1 3.0 0 0 1 1.8
Sentence sus-
pended with .
probation 6 18.2 5 21.7 11 19.6
Sentence sus~
pended with
fine 3 9.1 0 0 3 5.4
Probation/Fine 1 3.0 1 4.4 2 3.6
Fine 3 9.1 0 0 3 5.4

K .
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ITI. ARE THE PROGRAM GOALS BEING MET?
LIMITATIONS OF PROGRAM EVALUATION:

The objective and 1imitations of program evaluation should be clearly
understood. The objective of program evaluation is to determine the “value"
of the project by providing measures or data based on facts, either
quantitative or qualitative, which indicate the degree to which the
stated program goals were met. In addition a program evaluation should
attempt to provide data which indicates to the degree possible whether
implicit goals such as increased protection to the community are being met.
In this program evaluation, each person can review the explicit and implicit
goals of the program as well as the performance measures and determine from
his or her own perspective the "value" of the program based upon the data.
For example, the data indicates that over a three year period 297 people
completed the program successfully and in almost all cases were released

to the community with suitable employment, savings, and adequate housing.

~ The data further indicates that of this group over 80% remained arrest-

free approximatéTy one year after discharge. The reader will have to
assess for him/her self whether provision of these services and these
outcomes have "value". A prime example of an implicit goal is that pre-
paring people for release is believed to be better than discharging them
from security facilities unprepared to assume their responsibilities in
community 1ife.

The Timitations of program evaluation should be fully understood.
Social Science résearch cannot demonstrate causal relationships definitively
as can the physical sedences. In physical science research, experiments
are designed to have control and experimental greubstwhich are identical
(composition, environment, et.) except for an intervening variable which

is manipulated in the experimental group in order to determine whether
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variations in the intervening variable are related to variations in the
studied subject.

In the social sciences the subject matter is such that rigorous re-
search controls are almost impossible to achieve. The human being is an
extremely complex organism from a physiological point of view, much less
the internal mental and emotional factors affecting human behavior. A
complicated human being interacting with other persons in the complex
social community makes it essentially impossible to develop experimental
and control groups and to isolate a few intervening variables. Thus, in
the case of the Pre-Release Center, a control group identical to the
experimental group except for the intervening variable (the Pre-Release
Program) is nearly impossible to construct, even if the numerous practical
constraints involved did not exist.

Social science does not have the technology or the theoretical knowledge
to control the vast complexity of interpersonal functioning. A program
evaluation cannot be expected to demonstrate with any reasonable degree of
accuracy that the provision of the program services and the impact of those
services resulted, for instance, in a lower rate of recidivism. In other
words, corrections cannot c1ea}1y demonstrate causal relationships. Also,
expecting corrections to "cure" a person of criminal behavior is analogous
to expecting a doctor to “cuké" a person of some forms of cancer (which is
a simpler physiological problem). Generally the behavioral sciences lack
this knowledge. One can only "assume" that by assisting the person to
attain a position where the needs to commit crime are less (i.e. employ-
ment, césh savings, housing, improved coping skills and social relation-
ships, etc.) that the probability of recidivating will be Tess. Aéain,
this is an "assumption" that has not been conclusively proven by rigorous

experimental research.
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USE OF PRUSRAM EVALUATION FOR PROGRAM REFINEMENT:

The most obvious use of program evaluation is in assessing the vaiue
of the program by administrators, legislators, and citizens. An evaluation
provides data which identifies accomplishments, Timitations, and problems
relative to ciient characteristics and program process factors as well as
performance measures. In the bréader sense, the concept of Work Release
is well established and accepted as a viable correctional alternative in
Montgomery County. In fact, there is a state and national movement toward
increased Work Release and Pre-Release programming because it is a workable
correctional method that has been underutilized.

The main use of this "“program evaluation process" is program modifi-
cation and refinement. The goal is to obtain and utilize the knowledge
gained through the evaluation process to change the program in those
directions which will increase program effectiveness. Here are a_few
examples:

A. In-program failure with inadequate/immatures was
relatively high compared to other behavioral patterns.
The problems underlying revocations were abuse of
alcohol, use of "pot", and unauthorized absence.
Generally speaking, these individuals did not fit
into the available drug and alcohol counseling pro-
grams. The response to this increased knowledge was
the implementation of a specialized group counseling
program for those identified as demonstrating the
Inadequate/Immature Pattern. The therapists' goals
were to emphasize the exploration of problem-solving,
reality testing, acceptance of responsibility, eté¢

which are characteristic problems for this group.




I11-4

It was found that increased numbers of Center residents had
committed felonies, and that misdemeanants were less frequently
placed in the program because of their short sentences énd a
waiting list for spaces in the program. As a result of this
knowledge, a nineman dormitory was set aside solely for short
term misdemeanant cases.

It was found that many residents were released with on1y nominal
savings, thus a mandatory 10% savings program was instituted and
further reinforcements were provided for those saving at higher
rates.

The number of residents utilizing community counseling services
was very low when residents were given the choice ‘of whether to
participate. The contracting procedure was changed so that
residents - prior to being transferred to the PRC - specify

the services to be attended, resulting in much better utili-
zation of community services.

It was found that skill level was related to both in-program
success and arrest-free performance in the community. Thus,
more emphasis was placed on developing employment opportunities
where residents could obtain a skill through on-the-job
training. In addition, those applicants for the program who

had a skill were given increased points on the PRC "suitability

selection scale" for screening residents for transfer.
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PROGRAM EVALUATION: ARE THE BASIC GOALS BEING MET?

It is argued by correctional administrators that one cannot
"make a person change" but that provided opportunities to change
those conditions (internal and/or external) underlying incarceration,
a significant percentage of the program participants will seize
these opportunities to change. Many do succeed. Therefofe, the
program goals are phrased "to provide opportunities...and...a
social climate" in addition to the more specific, more easily
measured goals such as having employment, savings, and housing at
time of release from the center.

The following is a discussion of the primary goals of the
Pre-Release Center. Review of the data indicates: that the pro-
gram exists as publicized; the program is used by the courts;
program services are provided and used; seventy percent of the
residents entering the program are released with employment,
housing, and savings; the cost is reasonable, and there are
added social benefits.

I. The First Goal is to Provide a Highly Structured
Correctional Center Which Offers Residential

Treatment Services to Selected Offenders who are
Nearing Release to the Community.

The availability of a structured residential treatment center
is a goal of the Criminal Justice System as an intermediate al-
ternative between security confinement and probation. As iilus~

trated in Table III-A, Comparison of Correctional Alternatives,

work release/pre-release allows a fairly high degree of government
control over behavior, a moderate loss of freedom to the individual,
and reasonable 1iving conditions. Persons in the Montgomery County

Work Release/Pre-Release Program have access to a very high Tevel

o ham A T aaa




I1I-6

TABLE III-A
COMPARISON OF CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES
— .
W PROBATION *WORK RELEASE [} = SECURITY
CONFINEMENT
CHARACTERISTICS
= | Approximate % of Court
QG| Disposition of Convicted 90% 5% 5%
S ™ 0ffenders in Montgomery
County, Maryland
Punishment-Loss of Moderate Tloss{] High-loss of
S | Freedom over time Low-Almost no || of freedom most freedoms
= | and space loss of
3 freedom
™ | Degree of Government Low
& | Control and Monitor- High Extremely
= |ing of Behavior High
= | Human Living Residing Reasonable Varies from
£ | Conditions in Living Reasonatle
o Community Conditions to Poor
- Living
Conditions
Ability to affect Moderate Fairly High Extremely Low
Life Roles (typically by (Negative
S | (Job/Family) referral) Impact of
2 Inmate Culture
& | Level of Educational, Moderate Very High Typically very
=+ | Vocational and (typically by Low
£ |Counseling Services referral)
+ | Offenders' Moderate to Very High Low
S | Responsibilities Low
3 | for Performance
& | Preparedness for Not applicable|| Has Employ- Typically little}
& | Discharge to the Remains in ment, Preparation
Community Community Savings, for Release
Housing,
Upon
o Release
{ Total Cost Per Very Low High** H1gh
Qi Person
Z 2| Function of Expenditures Expenditures
= SiMajor Cost Expenditures for a for Essentially
gg:: Expenditure for a Commu- Control and the Control
g~ nity Moni- Correction Function
=m toring/Referrall| Function
G Function

—

* As they are now being provided for Montgomery County offenders

**% Reduced by Room and Board Payments by Residents who assume a
portion of the cost of their incarceration.
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of employment assistance, educational and counseling services and consid-
erable opportunities to changé their roles in the family, community, and
work place. The structure of the program provides opportunities for offen-
ders to become more responsible and better prepared for discharge to the
community. At the same time, the cost of such a program is not any higher
than local security confinemeht, but the money is largely spent for human
services rather than for security.

The structure and services of the program are described in Part I of
this report, together with the procedures for selecting residents. By vir-
tue of having a staffed facility and an ongoing program, the Work Release/
Pre-Release Program does meet the system goal of providing such an alternative.
Chart III-A demonstrates the increased utilization of this alternative within.
Montgomery County. Prior to 1970 there was little if any residential treat-
ment, leaving the court with only the two alternatives of probation or security
confinement. With the development of the Montgomery County Work Release/
Pre-Release Program and the establishment of the Pre-Release Center, this
alternative has been used more frequently by the courts for people who are
not in need of long term security confinement {prison) but who should not
be placed on probation.

Chart III-A indicates that, in 1972, when the Pre-Release Center was
established, the average number of sentenced offenders on a given day in the
local correctional system was 34 compared to 123 in the State prisons. In
1972, 60% of those sent to State prisons were returned to Maryland communities
within one year because their sentences were short. Over the following three
years these relatively short term offenders were sent to the County correctional
facilities. By 1974 and 1975 the County had, respectively, 72 and 64 short
term sentenced offenders., Montgomery County residents in the State prisons

drop significantly at that time to 64 and 87 offenders respectively.
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II. The Second Goal 1s to Increase the Opportunities for Offenders
to Change Themselves and Those Conditions that Brought Them
into the Criminal Justice System.

The opportunities for offenders to change themselves while in a security
detention cell are rather limited. If offenders are to have the opportunity
to change, they must have the opportunity to function in those roles that they
need to modify. Offenders need to try out new behaviors in these roles to
increase coping skills and reduce the pressures and stresses that they ex-
perience while interacting with others. Sitting relatively idle in a jail
cell does not provide that opportunity. Nor does working in an institution
necessarily help one practice a role as a wage earner in the community.
(Institutions typically have too little work for the number of inmates,
lack meaningful work, and do not provide the same incentives that employers
in the community do.) Increased association with other offenders and adjust-
ment to the inmate subculture of an institution does not translate into
better interpersonal relations with intimates or employment supervisors. 1In
terms of empioyment and family roles, incarceration has a negative impact on
the individual's ability to cope or function upon discharge.

Within the Pre-Release Center a person may practice functioning in dif-
ferent types of community roles such as a wage earner, spouse, or parent.

The individual has greater opportunity to develop vocational capabilities,
become fully employed, and develop career goals. Many offenders entering

the system have experienced the frustration of failure. When the Pre-Release
Center can provide guidance and counseling, residents' perspectives toward
future financial and vocational Success can change. In addition, the individual
has the opportunity to continue associating with "significant others" (spouse
and parent) through frequent visitation at the Center and, later, at home

through home visitation passes. The staff work both with the resident and

e _ N ey N _ . N N
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the "significant other" (i.e. spouse or parent) to explore inter-
personal problems, dysfunctional characteristics of the relationship,
mutual expectations, etc. so that a more functional relationship can
be developed. These are two examples of an important function of
the Pre-Release Center: to provide the individual with the oppor-
tunity to practice important 1ife roles under zontrolled conditions.

Residents of the Pre-Release Center have available to them a
wide variety of human services as described in Part I, Section G.
Vocational guidance testing is provided to each resident as needed
and vocational opportunities are provided through coordination with
the County Employment Services Center. A resident is eligible for
vocational training at any vecational school in the Washington
Metropolitan area. A full-time empToyment specialist in the Pre-
Release Center assists residents in seeking and obtaining jobs
within the community. Many times residents get "starter jobs" and
then during their stay at the Center look for "higher quality" jobs.
The goal of the Center is to place as many residents as possible
in jobs earning at least $3.00 per hour but more importantly with
a potential for upward mobility. Through on-the-job training,
skills can be improved, the individual can be upgraded in that
or a similar organization, and a growth in earning potential can
be seen.

In terms of wages 45.7% of the Center residents had an hourly
wage of $2.50 to $4.00 with another 23.6% earning over $4.00 an
hour and 30.7% earning $2.50 or less.

Access to educational programs is another important oppor-
tunity available to all Center residents. If a resident 1is

i1literate, individual tutors are available. If the individual
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wants to obtain a GED he or she may do so through individual study or through
evening adult education classes. Should the individual desire to go to college
on a part-time or full-time basis this may also be arranged. If the individual
has enough innate ability and a high school education, "work/study" scholarships
are available to Center residents through Montgomery College. The University

of Maryland has also been very cooperative in working out schedules and programs
for Center residents.

Other human services such as alcohol or drug counseling, family therapy,
group and individual therapy, are also available to all Center residents. A
full-time Community Services Coordinator is available to explain to residents
the various community counseling programs and to coordinate the placement of
residents in these services. Typically, each resident attends a community
therapy program at least once a week in the community. This therapy is also
avajiable after discharge.

There are other cr ‘ons residents may want to change to resolve persanal
adjustment problems in the community. Many times the social environment itself,
peer group, neighbors and family directly contribute to criminal involvement.
This does not absolve residents of responsibility for the crime, but indicates
that interaction with others in a specific social setting contributes to the
trouble. Thus residents may decide (and many times are encouraged) to move from
an area prior to discharge and establish a living situation that would be
more supportive of non-criminal activity.

One potential indication of residents' intentions or motivations toward
utilizing the Pre-Release opportunity is the number of residents who successfully
complete the program. The rate of successful completions is 73% of those
entering the program. Thus, three out of four residents become employed,
save money, attend counseling, generally adhere to program limits

(rules), obtain housing and are returned to the community. This rate of
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program completion indicates that residents are choosing to take the

opportunities as demonstrated through their behavior and accomplish-

ments. (The degree of commitment or motivation level to change how-

ever varies among individuals; some are much more committed to change

themselves and/or their T1ife situationsthan are others.)

III. The Third Goal is to Develop Within the Pre-Release

Center a Social Climate Through Programs and Services
Which Facilitate Personal Change, Encourage Individual

Responsibility, and Increase Social Problem Solving
Skills.,

"Social climate" is a quality very diffizult to measure, but it
can be assessed by the trained professional to a degree. It is argued
that integrity of service delivery, service duration and intensity, as
well as the attitude of the staff toward residents results in a "social
climate" as described in the followirig paragraphs.

The Pre-Release Center has sought to develop a "problem solving
oriented" social climate which emphasizes straightforwardness and
openness. Residents are generally trusted to behave properly until they
demonstrate that such trust is unwarranted. Since the program monitors
the residerits’ behavior closely, the demonstration of trust can be es-
tablished within a relatively short period of time. The residents
feel an improvement is expected and that their behavior will be
positively reinforced as a demonstration of responsibility. The resi-
dents generally feel that the staff respects and is concerned about them
as individuals.

The contracting process and the Phase System are designed to place
further responsibility on the individual. As indicated in Sectjon F
the contracting process hé1ps the resident focus on his own problems

and needs and how to utilize his time in a constructive manner while
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at the Center. The contract consists of specific objectives in employment,
counseling, education, finance, and housing as well as behavior. This con-
tract helps focus both staff's and resident's joint efforts towards meeting
specified goals and working as a "team". The resident's performance is re-
viewed during team meetings. Based upon the resident's attaining the stated
objectives and behaving responsibly, performance is rewarded by movement
through the Phase System with increasing amounts of time away from the Center
for home visitation passes.

Each resident in the Center is assigned a primary counselor with whom
he or she meets at least weekly but usually more frequently. The primary
counselor discusses with each resident the various daily problems that the
resident may be having in the Center and in the community. Problem solving
skills are believed to be improved through this technique of closely ex-
amining problems, learning about and considering alternative modes of be-
havior that might be employed in a particular situation, and then choosing
a solution and following through with appropriate behavior. When the residents
experience success in utilizing problem solving techniques, they are more
1ikely to repeat a similar process when trying to cope with problems after
release. |

The Social Awareness Seminar series (explained in Part I Section G7)
is meant to expand the resident's experience base by reviewing such topics
as problem solving, decision-making, value clarification, communications,
money mangement, employer-employee relations, etc. These classes meet
within the Center two or three times a week during the evening to create
an informal group social climate that positively reinforces resident

discussion of various adjustment problems in the community.
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The social climate within a facility is dependent Targely on a skilled
staff which can develop constructive relationships with residents and
at the same time perform necessary monitoring. There is a delicate
balance between staff assisting residents through guidance and
counseling and controlling residents through supervision and monitor-
ing. To help develop this level of professionalization, two-hour
seminars run by a clinical psychologist and a social worker are held
every two weeks for staff training. These seminars are the staff's
time to consult with the psychologist to receive guidance in their

dealings with residents.

CONSUMER SATISFACTION: RESIDENTS

Three sets of interviews (conducted by a research assistant
who was not a center staff person) with successfully released

residents produced the following questions and responses.

Question: How do you feel you were treated by the resident

supervisors?

The responses ranged from "fantastic" to "unfairly
to the utmost" with 43 of 57 persons reporting
generally positive experiences with resident

supervisors.
Question: Did you trust the resident supervisors?

The responses ranged from "never" to "of course"

with 41 of 59 answering "yes".



Question:

Question:

Question:

Question:
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Was it helpful to have a primary counselor?
Forty-five of 60 residents answered "yes",

Do you feel you accomplished what you set out

to do?
Thirty of 40 residents answered "yes".

What is the most important part of the Pre-

Release Center?

A variety of responses emphasized being able
to work, getting help with problems, getting
out of confinement for work and home visitation

passes, and savings.

What did you think of the Social Awareness

Program?

Thirty-three of 60 residents reported generally

favorable social awareness experiences. Favored

classes were those on drugs and alcohol, law and

judges, landlord/tenant affairs.




IV. The Fourth Goal is to Release Participants of the Work Release
Program into the Community with Appropriate Employment, Cash
Savings, and Suitabie Housing

- Seventy percent (70%) of the individual offenders who enter
the Pre-Release Prégram are released back into the community with em-
ployment, savings, and suitable housing. The level of employment, the
amount of savings and the type of housing are a function of the motivation
and skills of the individual as well as staff assistanée" Twenty-seven
percent of the residents are revoked from the program for violating pro-
gram rules concerning use of drugs, alcohol, absence from the Center, etc.

Employment:

Of the 297 successfully released residents 279 were employed.
0f those eighteen not employed ten were in education or training pro-
grams, leaving only 8 who were unemployed because their jobs were lost
just before the resident was discharged. Employment services are con-
tinued after release if the individual desires.

Housing:

A11 but one of the 297 successfully released individuals had
housing at the time of discharge. The one who did not refused to obtain
housing, although strong encouragement was provided by the staff prior
to discharge. |

Savings:

Sixty percent of the 297 residents who were discharged from the
program left with at least $50 in cash. Twenty-eight percent left with
more than $150 and a few with more than $1,000 in cash. Income earned
while a resident at the Center goes, in part, to support families; to

pay debts, attorney's fees, fines, and restitution. Therefore, if a
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resident leaves after a long stay without large amounts of savings,
the majority of his/her income has typically been spent to help
support his/her family. Towards the end of this study a new policy
requiring saving of 10 percent of residents' take home earnings
has increased the amount of money the residents have at discharge,
so that most are now leaving with well over $100.

V. The Fifth Goal is to Operate a Correctional Center in

Such a Manner That the Community Feels Comfortable

With the Center's Presence.

X

The Center has taken many steps to insure that the internal

procedures control the residents' behavior to the greatest possible
extent while allowing the residents to function in important life
roles and providing them with access to the various community
services that are available. These opérationa] procedures include:

1. Monitoring Resident Behavior. Accountability for

residents” whereabouts is a high priority within the Center. Staff
closely supervise residents' behavior within the Center and confirm
residents' whereabouts when out of the Center for employment, edu-
cation, or passes on & random, but frequent basis.

A1l residents stay in the Center when not out at approved
activities, which are closely controlled and monitored. For ex-
ample, when an individual first enters the program, he or she
goes out on job interviews with a specific amount of time for
transit to and from the interview and for the interview itself.
After the interview js completed a call is made to the agency

to insure that the individual was there for the interview. When

PR PERPVRET IO SO YR
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the individual does become employed the employer signs an agreement with the
Center to monitor the individual's behavior during the period of employment
and to call the Center any time the individual is released early from work
or held overtime. A personal contact is made with the‘emp1oyer.every two
weeks. The individual's paycheck is reviewed to insure that he was paid for
the appropriate number of hours for which he was released to work. When
individuals go to work fhey are punched out on a time clock and punched 1in
when they return. Residents are allowed a specified time for transportation.
If, for any reason, they cannot return at the specified time they are to
call the Pre-Release Center. The staff insures that residents' whereabouts
are accountedvfor during their time of employment and takes disciplinary
action in the eVent of discrepancies. The same types of procedures are

used when residents attend therapy and educational programs in the community
during the evening. Group recreational events are supervised by staff mem-
bers.

Residents are $b1e to earn home visitations as a part of the phased
release system, but they must have a sponsor in the community who is
evaluated by the staff as responsible and who, the staff feels, will account
for the person's whereabouts. The program rules and the pass system are
explained to the sponsor who is expected to insure that the residents' be-
havior is within the program limits. Prior to an individual being released
on a pass, the activities to be participated in must be specified and approved
with only six hours of activity in one day unverifiable by phone. Residents
must be available by phone to verify their locations at all other times.

After the residents go out on home visitation the staff calls to insure

’that they are at the locations designated.
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The residents' space and time are controlled by the correctional
staff. At the Center the resident cannot simply go out for a pizza,
shopping, to the park or to a movie. This loss of freedom creates
great frustration in residents. They are in the community of free
men, but they are not of it; they cannot come and go as they please.
Consistently the residents' greatest desire is to "get out" to be
released from this control and the daily frustration involved. In
this sense the program is not only highly structured but also pro-
vides an element of punishment as pontifically perceived by most
chservers.

The use of each individual's time is planned on the basis of
a contract drawn jointly by the resident and the staff prior to
transfer from the Detention Center. This contract specifies in
which activities the individual will participate: .emp1oyment,
counseling, social awareness, and other organized activities. In
this way the individual's expectations are set as to how he will
utilize his time and how he will be held accountable for his
actions.

2. Limiting behavior. To the extent possible the

Center insures that residents' behavior is within acceptable
norms and that the Center is drug and alcohol free. There are
very clear and well-communicated rules in the program. Residents
are aware that if they are in unauthorized absence for any ex-
tended period of time, if they are found with drugs or alcohol

or a weapon in the Center or if they have threatened viclence

or been involved in any kind of physical violence they will be

automatically revoked from the program.

SUF SO\ ¥
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3. Controlling Walk-offs. Procedures to control

walk-offs (escapes) are well established. The staff are sensitive
to resident problems and respond and assess them as quickly as
possible. If it is believed that the individual is confemplating
walk-off, either counseling is provided--resulting in a positive
outcome--or the individual is removed from the program. Removal
procedures are such that there have been very few escapes. (The
moment of highest risk for escape is at the time a person is about
to be revoked.) The walk-off rate is only 5 percent as compared
to 5 percent for Federal Community Treatment Cente‘r‘s,1 12 percent
for Maryland Work Release Programs at Correctional Camps,2 and
19.4 percent for a Massachusetts half-way house,3

4, Assessing Readiness for Release. The Pre-Release

Center evaluates each resident as he/she participates in various
activities prior to parole. If the Center staff believe that the
individual is definief1y a threat to the community and shdu]d not
be paroled, then the individual is reclassified back to a security
institution. This protects the community at Teast temporarily
through extended periods of incarceration for those found to be

higher risk offenders.

lgyreau of Prisons, Detention and Contract Services, Ms. Nancy
Cramer, Telephone Interview, March 9, 1977. (Period covered
was October to December, 1976).

2Commum'ty Corrections, Second Quarter Report, FY 77, Paul Showell,
Maryland State Division of Corrections, p. 2A. (This figure refers to
58 escapees from 482 State inmates placed in work release programs
other than the Montgomery County Pre-Release Center.)

3Massachusetts Half-Way Houses, Incorporated, Annual Report (1975),
pp 79-80. (This figure regers to 6 escapes and 1 AWOL out of 36
intakes to House 699 in 1975.)
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5.  Community/Public Response. The Pre-Release Center

has not been a public nuisance and in fact has consistently exper-
ienced positive support from community/public groups. For example,
the Superintendent of Police indicates "no serious problems that
have come to the attention of this department" (see attached statement
from the public hearing for the selection of the new Pre-Release
Center site in Appendix A). A neighboring business has similarly
experienced no problems (see attached Tetter from Electronic Mar-
keting Associates & Co. in Appendix B). The important political
groups in the County praise the work of the Center. Strong support
has been regularly demonstrated from the County Executive, the
County Council, the League of Women Voters and the Montgomery
County Bar Association.

Only five residents were arrested for committing new crimes
while they were on the Pre-Release Center Program during this
three year period. The items invoived were a pile of used bricks,
a ring taken at a person's place of employment, an attempted
automobile tampering, a pillow and blanket taken from a car, and
women's clothing taken from a store. This means that one out of
approximately 100 residents have been arrested for a new crime,
all larcenies, while on the program. As indicated before, there
is an element of risk when releasing any offender in the commun-
ity and the data indicates here that the risk Tevel for the Pre-
Release Center is very low.

VI. The Sixth Goal is to Develop a Correctional

Program that Provides Economic and Social
Advantages to the Community.




I11-22

There are economic and social advantages to being in the
Pre-Release Program rather than security confinement for the
Tast few months prior to discharge. A few are summarized as
follows:

1. Room and Board. Residents pay for their room and

board at the rate of 20 percent of their gross salaries. This
by no means covers the cost of the program, but it is an im-
portant contribution. Over the three year period about
$62,000 was paid to the County to live in the Pre-Release
Center.

2, Family support. Typically the better part of a

resident's net income is sent to the family. In many cases
this eiiminates&or at least reduces the need for public
support of the incarcerated individua1'f family. Over the
three year period, about $106,000 of residents' earnings
went to support residents' families.

3. Payment of taxes. Residents become tax payers as

well as tax users and indirectly offset the cost of in-
carceration. Over the three year period, about $73,000 was
paid in taxes on residents.

4. Higher System Tgrnover. By the provision of work

release/pre-release services many individuals are prepared
for release and can he paroled in a shorter period of time
than if they were incarcerated without this opportunity.
The tax dollar is spent on provision of services so that

the individual is released sooner, saving other tax dollars.




IT1-23

5. Integrity of the Family Unit. Incarceration separates

individuals from their families and often leads to divorce. The
Pre-Release Center provides opportunities for visitation within
the Center as well as visitation at home(on a phased release basis.
When family problems are known, staff members respond with various
helping interventions.

6. Reducing individuals' "need" to commit crime upon release.

Residents of the Center are released with a job, savings, a place
to 1ive, and with increased social problem solving skills. Thus,
they should be better prepared to function successfully in the
community than someone discharged to the community directly from
prison. Eight percent of those successfully released are arrest-
free approximately one year after release.

7. Breaking the cycle of undesirable socialization of

offenders and their children. The above economic and social

advantages are relatively obvious. However, there are some not
so obvious economic and social costs that can be graphically
illustrated through the social history of an offender who was
studied in the fall of 1971 and referred to as Case Study #1
(€CS-1) by the Maryland Community Correction Task Force. This
is a lengthy analysis of an individual in the Maryland Cor-
rectional System who had been incarcerated periodically with
Tittle effort made to affect his work or family roles within
the community over a period of many years. This individual,
who was of an average intelligence, was brought up in a
poverty environment, became a school dropout, and later be-

came part of a revolving door syndrome through the criminal
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justice system. The problems were perpetuated from the individual's
teens to his late thirties when the study was done. The tax dollars-
expended for this individual's foster care; the foster care of his
children; support of his family; his arrest, adjudication, and in-
carceration; later adjudication and incarceration of his wife;

parole supervision; Tegal aid; and hospitalization services were
enumerated. However, costs of the public defender, home visitation
nurse, food stamps, public housing, and the public medical clinic
were not included. The total costs as of 1971 for this one individual
and his family were $134,024.31. The individual received three
psyého]ogica1 evaluations but there was no indication that any
"attempt" had been made to provide any intervention or treatment
opportunity even though $134,024 had been spent.

- Since 1971, the individual has again been arrested and in-
carcerated, his daughter (who has had an illegitimate child now
being supported by the State) was convicted and incarcerated,
continuing the intergenerational cycle of deviant behavior which
is still consuming tax dollars today. §hou1d these costs triple
again in the next thirty years, the cost for a future CS-1 case
would rise to well over $400,000. If this figure were multiplied
by only 10 individual cases the cost would be over $4,000,000.

The number of Montgomery County residents falling into this
category is not known at this point, but this case illustrates
how the partial 1ifetime of one individual offender and his
family with unresolved social problems can consume hundreds of
thousands of tax do]TarsE' Few of those dollars are devoted

to resolving the problems that could potentially avoid such
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future tax expenditures. (A more complete summary of the CS-1 case
can be made available upon request.)

8. Comparative facility cost analysis. What are the specific

costs of operating the Pre-Release Center for the period covered by
this report? The three plus years of the Pre-Release Operations
under combined Federal, State, and County funding from April, 1972

to June of 1975 have cost:

Table III-B
COST OF PRE-RELEASE CENTER

April 1, 1972 to June 30, 1975
Grant # REH-09-08-UR-1 3038-COR~3 4012-COR-3
Dates 4/1/72 to 5/1/73  6/1/73 to 6/30/74 7/1/74 to 6/30/75
Federal $121,188.38 $150,970.06 $175,068.00
State 14,434.97 17,634.59 6,153.00
Local 8,391.38 79,252.08 118,995, 31
Coﬁ?ﬁﬁ " - - 4,933.40
Total $144,014.73 $247,856.73 $304,149.71

GRANT PERIOD TOTAL $696,021.17
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1f one divides the 3 year total cost of $696,021.17 by the
number of person days (28,197) the cost per person per day is
$24.68. (It should be noted that this is an approximate figure
in that the funding figures are for the period 4/1/72 to 6/31/75
and the resident per day figures are for the pegfdd”8/29/72
| through 8/31/75. Resident room and board payments of $61,952
reduce the cost to $22.49 per day. It should be noted that
the total operational cost figures include money expended to
renovate the existing Pre-Release Center and to buy equipment
such as beds and cars which totaled over $50,000. Thus the
daily cost of $22.49 is not only for operational costs but also
for one~time program start-up costs. In addition, the program
did not functionally begin at the new site until August, 1972
with the first transfer of inmates from the Detention Center
to the new Pre-Release Center. The small number of residents
(11) during the original start-up period would tend to inflate
the average cost figures,

The actual net cost to the County for operating‘the pro-~
gram was somewhat less than $22.49. County local funds covered
29.7 percent of the cost for the first three years of funding.
The County received reimbursement for State prisonershjn’excess
of $30,000. Therefore, the actual net cost to the Couhfy was
$7.33 per person per day during the Federal grant period.

The simpTe Division operating costs (exclusive of fringe
benefits, rent, and utilities) for the Detention Center in FY 75
were $6,868 per bed per year (based on 180 beds) compared to

$6529 per bed per year for the 40 bed Pre-Release Center.




I11-27

After room and board payments are subtracted, the Pre-Release Center
per bed cost is $5,929.

To provide work release/pre-release services on an individual
case basis or per person basis in FY 75, the cost was about $1741,
Subtracting income received through resident room and board payments,
the actual per person cost to the County was about $1581.

The distribution of residents' gross earnings of $401,336.62
for the three year period August, 1972 through August, 1975 is
jllustrated in Table III-C.

Table III-C
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PRE-RELEASE CENTER FINANCIAL STATISTICS

August, 1972 to September, 1975

Gross . . v . . . . . e e e e e e . $401,336.62
Taxes . . « v v .+ . B 72,618.80
Other « . . . . . .. e e e e . . . . 6,496.32
Net . & v o v v v o e v e e e e e e e 322,221.50
Room & Board . . . . . . « ¢ v v o v . 61,952.00
SUPPOrE v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e 105,748.72
FINeS « v v v v v v e i e 3,264.59
Restitution . . . . . . e e e e e e e . . 472.50
Legal Fees . . . . o . o o . « o+« + + 465,00
Petty Cash . . .« . . . ... .. .. .. 95,935,00

Canteen . ¢ v v o ¢« v & @ 6 4 0 e & e o 39.33

Amount Paid to Residents ‘ :
on Discharge . . . . . « ¢« o o 4 « 50,589.61

Account Credit o o v v v v o v v u . . . 3,754.66
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SUMMARY OF GOAL EVALUATION:

This report has attempted to analyze and review the
Montgomery County Work Release/Pre-Release Program. In many
cases there are as many questions as answers. However, the
overall assessment can be made that the facility has been
successfully functioning within the community and providing
a necessary alternative within the criminal justice system.
Perhaps the most important advantage to such a program, as
compared with the other correctional alternatives, is the
simultaneous combination of control (high level of monitor-
ing) and correction (opportunities to change 1ife roles and
become involved in a wide variety of treatment services).
This balance between the functions of control and treatment
opportunity is the unique characteristic  of the Work Release/
Pre-Release Program that sets it apart from the probation and

the security confinement correctional alternatives.



MEMORANDUM

APPENDIX A Yausary 17, 1975 19

Mo, Robert A, Passmore, Asat., Chief Adwin, Officet, via Mr, David Collier

To:
From: K, W, Watkina, Superintendent of Police | 1 /
Subject: Relocation of Pre~Release Center K

i\fbj

TN

9t is my understonding that the Pre-Release Center, administered
by the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, is to be re-
Located within Montgomery County,

Because thisa ceater in its piesent Llocation has ecused no derious
problems that have come to the attention of this depastment, 9
aupport its continualion in any docation in the counly.

Kity/ mdla.

A-1
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ELECTF—?ONIC MARKETING ASSOCIATES, INC.

February 3, 1975

Dept. of Correction and Rehabilitation
Montgomery County Pre-Release Center
11500 Huff Court

Kensington, Maryland 20795

ATTENTION: Mr, Kent W. Mason
Dear Mr, Mason:

| appreciated the opportunity of visiting with you the
other week and regret it has taken me this long to write
you, but | was on the West Coast and only recently re-
turned,

During the more than two years that the Pre-Release
Center has been our neighbor, we have not had any
problems. We have not had any vandalism to our pro-
perty or the vehicles that are kept in our parking lot,

We have péople working late into the night and have
never noticed anything of a suspicious nature, nor had
any occasion for alarm,
| trust that you will find a suitable location for your
center and, if we can be of any help, please feel free
to give us a call.
Very truly yours,
ELECTRONIC MARKETING ASSOCIATES, INC,

L b Ja o

s David W. Patton
Vice President

1 ' DWP:cas

B-1

T RIS L AR e I A DY R S PHONE 881-3300 AL TIANTIN ASMEA PHONE 744-7700












