




Several standards have been established by the Governor's Commission 
�~�"�i�t�h� reference to Court Community Relations. These standards are as 
follows: 

Standard 8-1 - Responsibilities of Chief Judges 

A. The chief judge of each court should establish procedures for 
interchange between the judiciary, non-judicial members of the 
court's staff, interested members of the community, :he bar and 
public agency personnel with the goal of increasing public input 
in the courts system and coordinating activities relating to the 
administration of justice. 

�~�_�a�~�j�a�r�d� 8-2 - Court Public Information and Education Programs 

A. The court, the news media, the public, and the Bar should have 
coordinated responsibility for informing and educating the public 
concerning the functioning of the courts. The court should pursue 
an active role in this process. 

Standard 8-3 - Court Information and Service Facilities 

A. Facilities and procedures should be established to provide informa­
tion concerning court processes to the public and to participants 
in the justice system. 

Standard 8-4 - Production of 'I.J'itnesses 

A. Prosecution and defense witnesses should be called only when their 
appearances are of value to the court. No more 'iTitnesses should be 
called than necessary. 

1. Witnesses Other than Police Officers. Stpes that should be 
taken to minimize the burden of testifying imposed upon 
witnesses othar than police officers should include the 
following: 

a. Prosecutors and defense counsel should carefully review 
formal requirements of law and practical necessity and 
require the attendance only of those witnesses �~�.�;�h�o�s�e� 

tes timony is required by la,., or would be of value in 
resolving issues to be litigated. 

b. Procedures should be instituted to place certain ,.,itnesses 
on telephone alert whenever practicable. 

Standard 8-5 - Compensation of �~�.�J�i�t�n�e�s�s�e�s� 

A. VJitnesses, other than experts, should not be compensated for giving 
testimony but should be reimbursed for reasonable travel expenses 
incurred by thei'r appearance in court. 
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The correctional system (adult and juvenile) must also depend on 
citizen and community support in order to develop and carry out genuine 
rehabilitation efforts. 

As noted in the National Advisory Commission Corrections Standard 
16.2, the State ?hould afford interested parties, including offenders, 
the opportunity to have input in any policy or procedure developed by 
correctional authorities. 

In addition, the Corrections Standards Committee of the Maryland 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice has recommended that the correctional system take responsibility 
for the creation of "(a) a mUlti-purpose public information and education 
unit, to inform the general public on correctional issues and to organize 
support for and overcome resistance to general reform efforts and speci­
fic community-based projects; and (b) an administrative unit responsible 
for securing citizen involvement in a variety of ~vays within corrections, 
including advisory and policymaking roles, direct service roles, and co­
operative endeavors with correctional clients."27 

According to the Commission's most recent public op~n~on surveys, 
only 35% of those surveyed ~vere at least somewhat familiar with adult 
community correction facilities, 34% with juvenile community facilities, 
41% with juvenile institutions, and 45% with parole and probation ser~ 
vices. There is a need for the community to recognize the desirability 
of viable community-based programs (~~~ JD~5 and COR-3) and community 
members should be encouraged to partici~~~e in volunteer programs devel­
oped throughout the State. 

There are presently programs for citizen involvement in the Haryland 
Division of Parole and Probation through the American Bar Association 
and various groups throughout the State. 

The Juvenile Services Administration has also received grant funds 
from the Commission to establish volunteer coordinators in seven of the 
eight Juvenile Services regions. 

27Corrections Standards Committee Report to the Governorrs Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, Standard 7.3 -
"Correction's Responsibility for Citizen Involvement." 
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In the past several years, increased attention has been given to 
the victims of sexual abuse and assault crimes. The Commission has sup­
ported four programs which provide varied services to these victims. 

A Ra~e Crisis Center was originally funded in early 1977 for Howard 
County. 2 Crisis intervention services have been supported utilizing 
trained volunteers for telephone counseling, emerg~ncy room services, 
family counseling, support to the victim in court and legal consultation. 
Services are available to rape victims on a 24-hour basis through this 
project. 

Anne Arundel County has also received Commission funds for a Sexual 
Offen.ses Crisis Center. 29 The program coordinates service for the vic­
tims ~vith the police, hospitals and the State's Attorney's office. 
Victims of sexual offenses are provided with 24-hour hot line and crisis 
services; assistance during medical treatment, police investigation and 
court procedings; and immediate and long term counseling for the victim 
and the family. During the first year of operation, over 3500 calls 
were received t~rough the hot line and the incidences of reported sexual 
offenses increased significantly. 

In Harford County, a Battered Spouse and Rape Crisis Center has re­
cently become operational through Commission funding. 30 It is expected 
that this project will deal with the problems of domestic counseling and 
outreach services to the victim. A 24-hour hot line will be developed 
using trained volunteers along with counseling services and assistance 
through the court process. 

A program in Baltimore City has recently been approved by the Com­
mission which would enhance the services offered by the Department 9f 
Social Services for children ~vho are the victims of child abuse. 31 It 
is e:x-pected that 45 cases of suspected or confirmed child abuse ~vould 
be treated through the project by a special father-daughter incent treat­
ment modality. 

In summary, there is an overall need for greater interaction bet~veen 
the general public and those agencies of the Maryland criminal justice 
system which deal with the problems of crime and delinquency. Police, 
courts, and correctional agencies must not only keep the public informed 
of their operations, problems, and needs, but must actively solicit the 

"n _ 

~°Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Grant #76CACI-1-6l63. 

29Haryland Governor's; Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Grant !f78CACI-1-8009 " 

30Haryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Grant ~'77CACI-1-7C96. 

3~faryland Governorts Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Grant Number 77-JDCI-1-7l00. 
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involvement of citizens in determining priorities, levels of service, 
and methods of service delivery. Citizen needs must also be r.ecognized 
as they become involved in or part of the operations of the criminal 
justice process as \.,itnesses, j'.lrors, defendants, or victims as \.,ell as 
i.,hen they serve as volunteers to courts, corrections, and police functions. 
An uninformed and uninvolved public cannot provide th'e needed support for 
~ri~nal justice system improvements snd changes such as corr~unity-based 

correctional effort.s and pretrial diversion p-rograms. Only through !:lore 
direct involvement and with better insight will the public be able to 
provide the support so sorely needed by the criminal justice system in 
Haryland. However, this involvement must be <l.n effective tivo-way line 
of communication. The criminal justice agencies must be ivilling to 
seriously consider and implement appropriate recommendations made by 
the public and remove existing obstacles to their involvement. 
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PROBLEM CJE-l: ~eed to Upgrade Criminal Justice Emnlovee Educational 
Levels. The need to upgrade the educational level of criminal justice 
personnel and, the:refore, to make the quality of law enforcement "fairer 
and more effective," has been recognized as a priority at both the national 
and State level for sometirae. 1 In 1967, the report of the PreSident's 
Commission on Law Enforcement called for "dramatic imnrovement in the 
quality of personnel throughout the system.,,2 The O~ibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 aur:horized "the Administration to carry out 
programs of academic educational assistance to improve and strengthen law 
enforcement and criminal justice.,,3 To implement this Act, funds were 
provided by Congress for the purpose of providi,ng educational benefits 
for both pre and inservice personnel. In order to receive the funds, 
students committed themsehTes either to repayment of a grant or to criminal 
justice employment in return for debt forgiveness. Through this program, 
Congress hoped to accomplish the dual goal of upgrading existing personnel 
and preparing potential employees for entry into the criminal justice field. 

Since the passage of the original Act, funds for education have 
been allocated by LEAA through the Law Enforcement Education Program 
(LEEP), a categorical grant program, which provides funds to academic 
institutions meeting the criteria of national accrediting associations 
and L~~. The institutions receiving the funds must have criminal jus­
.tice or criminal justice related programs. The schools are responsible 
for making awards to individuals based on eligibility guidelines esta-
blished by LEAA. Some additional funds for education-related training 
have also been spent directly by states from block grant funds. 

In ~ryland, over nine million dollars has been received by aca­
demic institutions participating in LEEP for funding both pre and in­
service students. Table V-46 indicates funds level by Maryland re­
~ion, college and year. for fiscal years 1969 through 1978. It should 
be noted that there are no predictable procedures at the Federal level 
in order that it would allow ~ state or school to do advance planning. 
The Commission has requested that the LEAA implement such a system but 
no action has been taken. 

The ~ .. ::ademy of Criminal Justice Sciences whose membership consists 
of several hundred full-time professors from accredited two or fOllr year 
colleges has adopted a set of accreditation guidelines for post secondary 
criminal justice education programs. At this time, efforts to complete 

lpresident's Commission Report, p. 285. 
2!lli., p. 282. 

30mnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, 1968. 
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TABLE V-46 
4 ~t! 

LEEI' AWARDS IIY REGION, (;(JLLE(,E AND YIlAR 

ItEGTOI~ FY 1969 FY 1970 FY ]971 FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1974 -JlyT9-is --FL197~j; 
~ 

F'i 1977 FY 1978 "-
Resion I 
Ceell CUllllllunlty' Collegll $ $ $ 6,100 $ 6,030 $ 7,200 $ 9,200 $ 6,600 ~ 7,8') I $ 8,613 $ 3,750 
Chesapeake College 12,]00 51 4,HO 1 J, 836 8,692 5,627 7,4711 B, 4 78 6,54't 
Salisbury College 10,000 7,271 7,2UIl j (J, BltY 12,856 13 ,540 

Res!on 11 
Charl es CounlY COlilmunity College 10,1.100 't,200 8,230 14,000 16,574 j 2,200 !I,811 j 1,857 10,404 

Re&~ill 
A] legEJny COOllllun1ty ColI egll 6,400 7,800, 2,11.5 1,50n 1,680 I, /l6S 1,725 2,405 4,180 
Frlluedck COUlmuni ty C011egl.! 4,000 605 
Ililgl.!rstowtl GOllllllunity College 10,800 16,000 24,150 31,M3 39,232 23,31b 2't , 4W 28,201 28,000 
Muunt SaInt Mary's Co1lllge 10,000 It ,800 5,400 3,000 

lIegIo.!!..l.Y -lIowie State Cullege " 20,000 22,000 30,000 26,267 7, (J(JO 

Montgomery Coll ege 3, '100 12,000 32,200 33,550 49,500 39,146 1l,71J~ J.711e. 
I'dnce George's CommunilY ColI ellt 15,000 19,000 26,750 29,255 
UniversIty of Maryland 37,'tOO 130,000 332,000 375,160 400,000 't09,469 

1),7% 14, 2(j~) 14,205 17,02B 
332,700 39!J,JJI J92,237 392,237 

Resion V 
Dalll!!lol'e CIll: 

COlllmunily College of Dultimore 38,000 42,BOO 77 ,000 85,600 164,000 152,714' n,ooo 70,2It5 84,245 60,000 
CoppIn Stnte College, 29,000 65,000 80,000 80,000 112,100 
Loyula CoUege 12,600 2,000 16,660 H ,CJOO 25,017 

93,0')0 67,1311 67,734 . 60,000 
27,640 49,105 49,105 50,000 

Morgan State College 36,800 18,000 18,000 22,OOll 21,1167 l!J,71J2 JO,971l 11,5.12 9,500 
Univers/ly of Du1timure 4,000 9,100 90,000 98,000 20't, zoo 232,430 148,790 1S1t,7/t4 217,150 173,550 
John IIol'klns Unl,verslty 

Evening College - 10,000 
S 1I r ~!!!!!!.!1.H.,k~E~lli!!!!. £I.E!:.!!. 

Anile Arundel CummunI ty Cullege 3,700 13,300 2,200 11,270 2/t. 2~0 32,663 
GulonsvllJe Cotl1U111nlly ColJe~e 13,773 91,300 107,000 143,160 157,ISO 163,152 
Ess ex COm1l111111ly Co 11 ege 14,500 40,900 JO,OOO 47,290 55,000 57,390 
1l0!rforu COllll11l1n:lty Coll"ge 3,100 6,OnO 15,500 15,2YO 10,91l0 11.600 

!-,.Iowson ..§.!:~~ ColI "Ii_ll_. ____ 8,500 .!!..22L 1~ 000 27! oon 31 ,200 Ji. 't51 
--- TOTAL 169,873 442J QQQ... _.!!?-L..!!1L....l,047 ,095 -IJ~Js2'J!Q.L ~l,4I~, 570 ---------

2it,OUI 25,1IHJ 32,647 21,760 
11'l,Ii(JO 101,347 HH,347 101,000 
LI'),~()(1 IIO,12[J 52,729 22,720 

[J,IJUI 16,JhJ 20,565 15,770 

SOIJIICE: Uarylond Govl!L"t1or's Cummission on Low Enforcement nnu the Admlnistrnl10n of .Justice, ... wat:d 

__ l~,U£J _--.l!,0l~ -=-...,~2.::..5.!..,.::..2(,:.ciO~ __ ..1!.L.i28. 
..L0J?l.§il] .!.,036J!]9 1,141,166 1,030,401 

Notice>! [rutn I.EAA. 
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arrangements for the establishment of an accreditation process are still 
in progress. The guidelines require the following: that each crininal 
justice program nave a clearly defined written statement or its purpose, 
goals, social and educational roles; that one full-time administrator or 
faculty member be responsible for the administration or direction of the 
program; that the criminal justice curriculum give explicit recognition 
to its multidisciplinary character; that there be regular evaluation of 
the criminal justice curriculum; establishment of minimum educational 
qualifications for faculty in associate, baccalaureate and graduate pro­
grams; schools meet minimum faculty student :I:atios and that not more than 
30 percent of annual criminal justice credit hours be taught by part-time 
faculty. 

Originally, funding of academic programs depended more on institu­
tional initiatives and past funding commitments than on any formal 
assessment of a State's education needs. Beginning in 1972, the 
Governor1s Commission staff began reviewing all funding applications 
from State schools and made recommendations to the Philadelphia Regional 
Office for dollar awards. In the Fall of 1975 the Commission discon­
tinued this activity since it was duplicative of LEAA efforts and the 
State really had no ultimate control or influence over it. In 1973, the 
CommiSSion hired a consultant to survey existing programs and educational 
levels of system personnel j.n preparation for the inclusion of education 
in the planning process. With the completion of the study, a series 
of recommendations pertaining to education were developed by the Criminal 
Justice Education and Training Committee of the Commission. These 
recommendations were approved by the Commission ~d 9ublished as A Renort 
on Maryland Higher Education. 

The recommendations were based on the findings of the report, views 
of the Training and Education Committee, and Commission staff analyses 
of the LEEP program. The report made recommendations on the following 
problem areas in education: Program Planning, Interjurisdictional 
Arrangements, Fund Distribution, Development of Educational Objectives 
and Curriculum, Upgrading Educational Level of Employees, and Financial 
Control Systems. 

Of primary importance in any attempt at upgrading the educational level 
of system employees is the ability to plan for the fund allocation pro­
cess. To make sure financial allocations supported the plans, the Commis­
sion reviewed previous methods used in making awards to academic institu­
tions participating in the LEEP program, and then established criteria 
which would reflect the overall manpower needs in education for the State. 
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The criteria which were developed covered the following areas: 

1. Criminal Justice Per~onnel Pouulation - LEEP funds should be 
distributed in such a way as to provide adequate funding in 
relation to the criminal justice personnel needs in that area. 

2. Geographic Assessibility - LEEP funds should be distributed 
in such a way as to eliminate unnecessary duplication of pro­
grams in the same geographic area. 

3. Student Stattls - Priority in use of LEEP funds should go to 
inserv:i.",e s tuden ts. Preservice funding should be available 
only to juniors, seniors, and graduate students participating 
in intern or work-study programs. 

4. Program Quality - Wni1e the accreditation of academic schools 
is not a function of the Commission, program factors such as 
faculty qualifications, course requirements, student attendance 
records, and passing grade levels should be taken into consider­
ation. 

The Commission has also recommended that within each school program 
the following situations should be given priority in the use of LEEP 
money: 

a. students endeavoring to meet Commission miniIDum standards; 

b. students attempting to meet promotional requirements within 
their agencies; 

c. students involved in a clearly defined degree plan; and 

d. studen·ts in certain priority job categories where the educational 
level is in the greatest need of improvement. 4 

An additional recommendation was for a comprehensive data system 
to be developed in order to plan, monitor, and evaluate LEEP in Mary­
land. S It was recomme~ded that operational agencies begin to update 
educational data in their personnel files so that they will be aware 
of the usage of LEEP benefits by employees within their agency. ~~ch 

data should be capable of providing a variety of statistical data includ­
ing such items as current educational level of employees and information 
as to courses agency employees are taking. 

4Report on Marv1and Criminal Justice Higher Education Program, 
Governor 1 s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, 1974. 
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At the present time, problems exist in implementing these criteria 
since priorities for LEEP funding are determined by the Central Office 
of LEAA in consultation with its regional offices. While LEAA must meet 
the overall requirements of a system based on national priorities, the 
particular needs of State systems with differing conditions are almost never 
satisfied by the Federal prioritization. If funding were changed to 
a block grant process in line '.Iri th other LEAA programs, a planning pro­
cess could be implemented with funding priorities and procedures for 
fund distribution established in line with the criminal justice man­
power needs of the'State system. 

One of the important accomplishm~nts of the higher education 
survey was the compilation of statistic£ on the current educational 
level of the State I s criminal justice pe!:sonnel by functional areas. 
Information was collected on each job level for the functional areas of 
police, courts, and corrections. For planning purposes, data now exists 
an current educational levels so that future funding needs for education 
can be identified. Tables V-47, V-48, aug V-49 give a general indica= 
tionof the 1973 educational levels for each of the functional areas. It 
should be noted that it was not possible to collect complete data, as 
many agencies do not keep this information. 

\ 

A review of the police statistics indicates that only six percent 
of police at the operational level have an associate or higher degree. 
While comparable figures are not available for most other states, the 
National Advisory Commi:"sion on Standards and Goals in Police. reports 
that in 1967, only 70% of the nation's police departments required a 
high school diploma as a condition of employment. Since that time, 
police departments in nine states and 32 police agencies in California 
have added educational requirements beyond high school. 6 

Congress, in amending the Safe Streets Act in 1.974, imposed a con­
dition that LEAA conduct a comprehensive study of manpower needs in the 
field of law enforcement and criminal justice and evaluate the ability 
of Federal, State, and local programs to meet these needs. A contract 
was awarded to the National Planning Association in June, 1974. The 
objectives of the study were to define present and projected personnel 
resources; present and projected requirements; and prese~t and projected 
training and educational resources for law enforcement and criminal jus­
tice agencies throughout the country. The final report of this study 
should be released in the Spring of 1977. 

6National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals, Police, p. 369. 
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TABLE V-4'7 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF POLICE PERSONNEL IN ~IARYLAND 
1973 ~ 

I , 
I 

Level Job Categories Sample Size I Educational Level I 
I 

I B.A. A. \Non Degree 
I or I 

Higher A.A. HS Training ! 
'" 

I I 
, 

Execut:i'1es Director of State I 
I 

Agencies n = 59 13. 5~~ 10% 41% 36% 
Police Chiefs 
Sheriffs 

MiddlE:. IManagers (Lieuts. 
:lanagemen t and Captains) 

Supervisors n =916 3.0% I sal 6l;~ 1 28~~ I. I (Corps and Ser- I I 
I 

geants) I 

Operative Patrolmen 
Personnel Troopers n =2277 2.0% 4% 70% 23% 

Deputies 

Technical Fingerprints 
Specialists Prints n =240 1.0% 3% 75% 21% 

Communications 
Decectives 

Professional Planning and 

I Specialists Research n = 22 28.0% 0% /, 5~1 I 28% "'T f. 

I I 

SOURCE: ~aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administr~tion 
of Justice, Report on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher Education Programs, 
(Cockeysville, Maryland, 1974). 

NOTE: Actual totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. A total of 45 agencies 
or 3,514 personnel were included in this sample. 
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TABL:' V-48 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF COURT PERSONNEL IN ;:1ARYLAND a 

Leve 1 ! J bet 0 a egory 
I 
i 

Executives State ?ublic Defenders 
State 1 s Attorneys 
District Public Defenders 
Chief Judges 
Supervisory Judges 
Judges 
Court Administrators 

~liddle Management Deputy State 1 s Attorney 
Supervisors Deputy Public Defender 

Operative Assistant Public Defender 
Assistant State 1 s Attor-

ney 
District Clerks 
Assignment Office Person-
nel 

Technical Spe- Investigators 
cialists Para-Professionals 

In tervieivers 
Pretrial Release Agents 
District Court Commis-
sioners 

Juvenile Masters 

Professional General Staff of Admini-
Specialis ts strative Office of the 

Courts 

I Sample 
S' l.ze 

I 
i 
\ 

I 
i n=41 I 

n=32 

n=362 

n=165 

n=14 

I 
\ 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Educational Level 
BA I J P t HS or , os 

Hi9;her j A.4. I HS Non-Dee:ree 

100% 0 0 0 

100% 0 0 I 0 

I 
74% 1% 25/~ 1% 

I 
35% 7% 50% sal 10 

100% 0 0 0 

NOTE: a Actual totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. 12 Total Agencies and 
614 Total Personnel. 

SOURCE: ~fary1and Governor's Commission on La,v Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Report on Hary1and Criminal Justice Higher Education Programs 
(Cockeysville, 1974). 
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I 

TABLE V-49 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL IN ~UlliYLANDc 

Job Category I Sample 
I Size 

! Educational Level 

1

----aA -or 1 -I -~---'----;I Post tIS 
Higher : AA I HS Non-Degree 

- r I 
-- -~ ---- -

; Executives 
I 

r~ec:etar; and Assist~:t-
Secretary of Public Safety 
and Correctional Services 

Division Heads 

n=12 92% I 
I 

0% I 0% 8% 
! I 

I 
I 
I 

Middle Management/ 
Supervisors 

Operative Person­
nel 

Technical 
pecialists 

Professional 
Specialis ts 

Director & Assistant Direc­
tor of Juvenile Services 

Wardens; Deputy ~o)'ardens 

D.p.S.a Administrative 
~1anagement Staff Super­
visors 

Correctional Officers VI 
Superintendents of Insti-
tutions and Camps 

Regional D.J.S.b Supervisors 
Project Directors 
Assistant Superintendents 
H.Q. D.J.S. 
Administrative Managem~nt 
Staff Supervisors 

Correctional Officers I-V 
Parole and Probation Agents 
I-III I 

D.J.S. Intake-Probation­
Aftercare Staffs 

Group Life Staff 
Contractual Services Staff 
(~SB and Group Homes) 

Rehabilitation/Treatment 
Industrial Training 

Par't and Full-Time Psycholo­
gists & Psychiatrists 

Project Evaluators 
n.J.s. Research Staff 

I 
I 

I 

n=463 81% 

n=3095[ 37% 

n=249 90% 

n=1l6 95% 

I 

2'" I. 

3% 

I 
I 

I 

10% 

5110 

I 

NOTE: aD.p.S. Refers to Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

bD.J . S. Refers to Department of Juvenile Services 

7% 

9% 

CAgency totals may not equal 100% due to rounding. 56 Total Agencies and 3935 
Total Personnel. 

SOURCE: ~mryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Report on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher Education Programs (Cockeysville, 
1974) . 
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In :!aryland, the Minimum Standards for Police Services adopted by 
the Commission in 1972 included a reconnnendation "that educational quali.­
f~cations for recruitmenc of all police personnel should be a high school 
degree and bvo years of college to be obtained TNithin five years of em­
?loymen t. ,,7 

Of more cause for concern is the educational level of police person­
nel at the middle management and executive level, since these are the 
eroT'J.oyees responsible for supervision, policy settiag and general tone of agen­
cies. In 1974, at the executive level in Maryland, less than 25% of police 
chiefs have an associate's or higher degree and, at the middle management 
level, only 11% of the employees have at least an associate's degree. 
These figures indicate a need for considerable inservice academic training, 
since the pattern of employment in police agencies is typically one of high 
retention and low lateral entry. 

Statistics on corrections personnel represent a combined sample from 
both the juvenile and adult area. In the adult corrections area, at the 
operative level, all correctional guards since 1967 have had to possess 
a high school degreE! as a minimum condition of employment. The Division 
of Parole and Probation has imposed a minimum requirement of a bachelor's 
degree for their agents as has the Juvenile Services Administration for 
its Probation and After-Care staffs. 

In corrections, over 80% of the supervisory employees at the middle 
management and executive level now possess a bachelor's degree or higher. 
However, in 1974, only 81% of the middle managers as compared to 92% of 
the executives possess four-year degrees. Since middle managers often 
advance to executive positions, there is a need to continue to encourage 
and make available suitable education programs for inservice personnel 
holding policy-making positions. 

At the level of professional specialists in corrections, 95% of those 
performing evaluation, research and psychological tasks possess at least 
a bachelor's degree. In the courts area, 100% of the professional spe­
cialists (general staff of Administrative Office of the Courts) possess 
a bachelor's degree. The situation in police differs considerably since 
only 28% of those performing sophisticated functions such as planning and 
research possess bachelor's degrees or higher. 

7Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admini.stra­
tion of Justice, ~linimum Standards for Police Services, 1972. 
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The National Police Standards and Goals report points out that "the 
attempt" to increase the educational level of personnel in criminal jus­
tice does not depend just on raith. E::1pirical evidence is beginning to 
be collected which suggests thae college educated students are better 
suited for ?olice work. S Studi~s have been conducted in individual 
police departments in Ventura, California, New York City, and Chicago, 
Illinois. The reports indicate that actual differences in performance 
by ?ersonnel having some college training and those having only a high 
school degree can be documented, thus lending support to a continued 
emphasis on higher education. 

A study was conducted in California, Michigan, New Jersey, 
and Texas to determine the current educational levels of police recruits 
in the United States, the affect of efforts to raise these levels, and 
recommendations to improve curricula. The findings indicated that 37 
percent of the recruits had at least one year of college. California 
was atypical in that 73 percent of the recruits had at least one year 
of college. 9 

While it has become the accepted view that advanced education pro­
vides significant benefits to the criminal justice system, problems of 
implementation arise because most criminal justice agencies lack detailed 
job descriptions base,d on actual tasks performed by their employees. 
This means that agencies are not prepared to establish coordinated edu­
cationaldevelopment plans for various job levels in their organization. 

The performance of job analyses and the development of a list of 
skill/knowledge requirements by job category would enable agencies to 
know what education was needed and to more effectively use training 
and educational resources available at various academic institutions. 
Further, it would provide justification for any educational requirements 
attached to a job's entry level requirements. 

The lack of skill/knowledge information for various occupational 
levels has also hampered the development of departmental programs at 
colleges based on actual job requirements. Most of the current crimi­
nal justice educational programs were organized in 1969 when Federal 
monies became available for funding criminal justice employees at 
academic institutions. Since that time, no empirical research has been 
conducted by either colleges or agencies which could lead to the develop­
ment of new programs for various job levels (i.e., supervisory, planning 
and research personnel) or would indicate whether existing courses meet -
agency needs. 

8Police, p. 370. 

9Roover, Larry T., Police Education,al Characteristics and Curricu,la 
(Washington D.C. G.p.a., 1975). 
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Skill/knowledge lists would also help in the development of core 
curricula for various functional areas and job levels. ~owledge of 
the :ninimum basic education required for each function could 1::1e deter­
mined, shorter certificate granting programs could be i~plemented and 
quality standards could be established for all participating agencies 
and institutions. In ti~es of fund shortages, emphasis could be placed 
on funding core curricula rather than on degrees as ~undi~g pri~rit~es 
are determined. In order to i!:lprove c'..lrriculum, the Commission ha.s 
recommended that criminal justice system curricula and progra.ms should 
be revised and further developed by criminal justice agencies in con­
junction with the agencies of higher education in order to unify the 
body of knowledge which would serve as a basis for preparing per.'sons 
to work in the criminal justice system. 10 

The process of curriculum development should also have a positive 
effect on the current low level of contact which now exists be~Neen 
criminal justice agencies and academic institutions. The Commission's 
surley of institutions and agencies reveals the degree of cooperation 
in Table V-EO. 

In regard to curriculum development, the Commission has also recom­
mended that planning for educational and training needs fo~ the criminal 
justice system be carried out on a coordinated basis with the schools. ll 

It further recommended that academic credit for training should be en­
couraged where the quality of courses and expertise of the instructors 
meet academic requirements and training needs. 

Both the National Standards and Goals reports on Corrections and 
on Police recognize the need to develop adequate incentive plans to 
raise employees educational levels. 12 

As of 1974, only nine of the local and State criminal justice 
agencies have instituted some fom of incentive programs encourag­
ing attendance at college or the acquiring of a degree. This 

lOReport on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher Education Program, 
~~ryland Governor's Commission an Law Enforcement and the Administra­
tion of Justice, 1974. 

lllbid. 

l2Corrections, p. 490 and Police, p. 372. 
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SOURCE: Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Report on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher Education Programs 
(Cockeysville, 1974). 
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has occurred despite the fact that funds are available for inservice 
personnel through LEE? It seems ap?arent that more than just tuition 
grants are needed to encourage college attendance. The Commission re­
cognizes that educational studies invol";e the usa of personal ti::1e and 
effort, and has recommended that scheduling changes, incentive pay sys­
tems and sabbatical leaves bI considered as incentives for increasing 
employee educational levels. 3 

'tibile the Commission is enccura.ging the development: of incentive 
systems, it also recognizes the recent Federal Court rulings that sug­
gest the imposition of educe.cional requirements for entry into a job 
are not acceptable unless directly related to the job performed. How­
ever, the Court has also said that employers can enforce formal educa­
tional upgrading of thei~ employees on the job as an alternative approach 
to improving educational levels. l4 It is vital, therefore, that job 
descriptions be completed to reflect major job functions performed, if 
sa1a~J incentives and other benefits are adopted by criminal justice 
agencies. 

Problems in the delivery of educaciona1 services also exist because 
of the organization of fiscal responsibi.,lity for the LEEP program. Re­
cords are kept at the LEAA Central Office, but schools and State planning 
agencies communicate with regional offices. Often, the regional office 
has outdated or incomplete records of an institution's financial account 
causing both governmental and institutional employees to spend an exces­
sive number of manhours attempting to balance accounts. 

Under present legislation, program monitoring responsibility for 
LEEP rests at the Federal level. However, there is no program moni­
toring of schools on a continued basis because of the large number of 
participating schools within each region and the shortage of qualified 
personnel at the regional level to accomplish this job, and the 
apparent low priority of such activity at LEAA. States, while 
qualified to monitor programs, often do not want to perform program 
monitoring tasks because they lack any authority to perform this task. 
The National Conference of State Criminal Justice Planning Administra­
tors has requested LEAA to set up procedures for allowing states to 
administer LEEP to the extent allowed within the current Federal law. 
Maryland has requested this responsibility but has received no 
adequate response from LEAA. 

13Renort on Maryland Criminal Justice Higher Education Program, 
Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, 1974. 

14Hol1iman v. P~ince, Civ. No. 575 (E.n. }~ch 1973). 
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The organizations responsible for carrying out the objecti.ves of 
the LEEP program are the LEEP participating institutions of the State. 
Each of the five Commission planning regions in the State has at least 
one LEEP school in its area. Except for the University of Ma~lland, 
these schools primaril.y serve the criminal justice agencies in their 
immediate vicinity. A comparison of percent personnel and percent LEEP 
funding by geographic area reveals a close correlation betveen funding 
and e!:lployees except for (\egion IV :vhich contains the G'niversity of 
}Iaryland (see Table '1·-51), 

Region I: Three colleges on Maryland's Eastern Shore receive funds 
under LEEP: Cecil Community College, Chesapeake College and Salisbury 
State College. The colleges serve approximately 600 criminal justice 
agency employees, almost ~No-thirds of whom are police personnel and 
one-third of whom are corrections employees. See Table V- 52. 

Region II: Region II is located in Southern ~rjland and comprises 
the counties o'f Calvert, Charles, and Saint Mary's. Located in the re­
gion is one LEEP participating college and seven criminal justice agen­
cies employ:i.ng 254 criminal justice personnel. See Table v- 52, 

Region III.: Region III is located in Western Maryland includes 
two institutions participating in the program and 29 criminal justice 
agencies employing 1,405 people. Fifty-nine percent of the employees 
are affiliated with correctional institutions in the area and 39 percent 
with police agencies. See Table V-52, 

Region IV: Region IV (Prince George's and ~'!on tgomery Coun ties) 
contains two schools participating in the LEEP program. There are 32 
criminal justice agencies employing Z,232 persons, with over seventy 
pert,ent of these being local police employees. See Table V-~2 , 

Region V: There are 11 colleges and two divisions of the Unil?ersity 
of Maryland participating in LEEP in the greater Baltimore metropolitan 
area. Classes are held at eight locations in Baltimore City and five 
locations in the surrounding counties. The Baltimore City schools are 
tne Community College of Baltimore, Coppin State College, Loyola 
College, Morgan State College, the University of Baltimore, John Hopkins 
University-Evening College, and byo division of the University of 
Maryland. 'The surrounding area schools arf.! Anne Arundel, Ca tonsv:Llle, 
Essex, and Harford Community Colleges and Towson State University.. Region V 
has 26 criminal justice agencies employing 9! 781 people. See TabIe V-52. 
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~: 
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Thue an •• tiut". of CJ personnel derived froa returned questionnaires. the Covernor'. Co...u.uion 
(;o=rehen,1". Pbn, ~97J. and figuru luppUed by the Covernor's Co",.:J. •• ion. All of the figures ahould be 
co"ddered e.ti .... tes. In 50l1li cuea. the figures .... y be alightly higher than actual ainca authoriud 
table of Organi&ation figures vere used viler .. actual numbers veee unavailable. 

E.ti .. tee iaellMla Clty. county and .Ut. poLLe" ~onn .. l. 

tat1 ... tl. inellMla j",iges. prosecutors iUld publlo: defend.".. 

Eati ..... t .. iaelude county .... d State corrections. parole and probation. and juvenile corr.ctiana. Local 
carnet1on. "ere ulumod en be pol.1cCl peroonnel and therefore included in the police eacegary ""less 
otherviae aouel. 

Thi~ include. State police (110). the Alcohol !az Enfcrcemene Unit (9). and the Karyl~d Natural Re.ouree. 
Police Forc. (186). 

6. Local Correction. rerlonnel are 1ndicated 1n ( ) but .inc~ they are members of local police agenc~ea thlr 
are included J.a those totals. 

559 



v, 
Ci'I 
o 

- -- .•. -... _ .. -_.- -

COUNTY Ii. 
I(El.:IOll 

~~ 

Ceci I 

'lUCCll Annc 

IIlcullIlco 

lIel:llon 11 

Charles 

--

.. - '-- -.. . - - - --. ...... _ . -- .- --- --

I'AI\'I'IC1- PIWG. FIgLilS 

PATING (1'01.. , C'I'S. , 

INSTITUTfON COltit. , OTHER) 

:~c II CUUUlIlln/ t~ 1.aw !';lIfurcelu~nt 
'0 l.leg~ (1'01 Icc, Correc-
(2 yrs. ) tJullll) 

'he:;upeuke Luw Enforccment, 

~ullege i'ullce 
(2 yrs. ) 

~ilJ IIll.lury Nune 
SLilte Colleg~ 

(4 yrs, ) 

:harles Co. 1.,'101 I~llrllrl.!elllellt 

;OlWIILJlIlty 
C,)Uegc 
(2 yrs. ) 

.---

'fAULE V~52 

MAHYLANIl COLl,EGgS' AND UNIVmWITIES' I'AH'l'ICII'ATIllN 
IN 'filE LAII ENFORCEHEN'f i::OUCA'fION I'ltoGHAM (I.EEI') 

--.- . -~ - - - --' _ . .. - .- .- ... - -

C • .!. m:(;IIEES TOTAl. TOTAL C . .I. 
CEIITl HCA'n;S ENIW/,IJ>IENT gNHOL/.NEN'I' 

Oil MA.!. UFFEItEIl ~'ALL TEHH __ J:'t'!.!:!:._'l'El~ __ 

75" 76" 77 j'j il 7& a n 

.. ' --_._-... -

TOTAL 
Ll~EI' 

Ill,GIIEES 

76 77 
-- --------

A.A. 'In l.ilW !lJ7 !l76 b 44 36 30 J !J 
Enforcelucllt 

A.A. In Law 233 262 Il 8 6 !l 0 S 
Enforcement 
(llcgL~e allli 
CertlftciltC) 

Nune 2935 :aS7 b 12 0 0 2 2 

A.A. In l.ilW u12 673 b· 34 30 4lf 9 9 I Eni'orcCIUl!lft 

I 
I 
I 
I - --- ---.-

NIlHIlEH OF 
C . .I. Cill H ltlAL TOTAL LEVEL 
AllV. JlISTICE 0/1 FUNDING 
cmlM. FACUl.TY ---.;.;--- FY 77-78 

Full Pact 

----- Tillie I~ 

Yeu L. $ 3,250 

No (J 5 $ 6,5!f4 

Yell 0 11 $JJ,5l10 

Y~u $10,404 

_. ---- - --. _.---!._-------



'1'AIlLl~ V·-52 - Continued 

- - - .. - ~ •. ;::;.=:::;....:: • --. - - .-~.~-

11IJlfilER OF 

COUNTY & PAR'fICI- I'ROG. FIELDS C .. l. DEGREES TOTAl. TOTAL C . .I. TOTAL C.J. C:HIHI:lAI. TOTAL LEVEL 

REGION PATING (POL •• crs .• CERTIFICATES ENROLLMENT ENf(OI.I.m:t-l'J' LEI'" AOV. .JlI~iTI CE OF FUNDING 
IIlS1' IT lIT 1 ON COHR. ~ OTHER) OR MAJ. OFFEHED FAl.L 1'EIUI F~!!:mHH DECREES Cot·lH. FACULTY FY 77-78 --_.- :-::---

75° 76° 77 75° 76<1 77 7& 77 
Full Part 
TIllie Time ---c---- ------- .-----

lIesinn III t 

Allegany Allegany None. None 1273 1453 b b b b 1 2 No 0 0 $ 11,1 IlO 

COllulluni ty 

I 
Col luge 
(2 yrs.) 

Uashlngton lIagl.!l:stOlm Pollee, A.A. in Ad",ln. 1223 1227 b 157 160 44 30 21J Yes 4 2 $28,OOn 
Junior CorrectLons of .Iusllce. 
Col lege A.A. In Pollee 
(2 Yl's.) Administration 

of Jusllce -
Corrections 
Services, 

, 



'fAilLE V-52- Continued 

- -- .. .. 
HlllmER OF , 

COUNTY & 1'AR1'lCI- I'ROG. FIELDS C •. J. DEGREES " TOTAL TOTAL C.J. TOTAL C.J. CllHlINAL TOTAL LEVEL 
REGION PATING (1'Or •• , CTS., CERTIFICATES ENltoLLMENT EHltoLumHT LEEP ADV. JUSTICE OF FUNDING 

INSTITUTION CORR •• OTIIER) OR MAJ. OFFERED FALL TERM i'Ai.i. 'fEilli DF-C:tUmS Got-frl. FACUl.TY FY 77-78 
Full Part 

75 11 76a 77 75 8 7611 77 76 77 TIlDe TilDe 

ReBlon TV 

l'J:lnce Prl.nce Police, Courts A.A. in Law En- 660} 3391 b 368 39B b 16 b Yes b h $ ] 7 ,028 
Geurge's George's fo[cement Tech-

COlllllllllllty nology 
Coileg!! 
(2 yell.) 

University of J12J' J685:; b 1083 ]257 ] 2] 4 161 ] 78 Yes ~ - $392,237 
Hary.land 
(2 y rs; 4 yrs. 
graduate) I 

. 
lnsc. of Gourls, Correc- II.A. , N.A. h h b b h b b b II 9 b 
Criminal tlons, Pollee ph.n. In Crituin-
Justice and ology; 
Cr11ulnolag}' II.A. \n l.aw gn- -

forcement; 
~t. A • 111 Cr 110j nil I 
. Iust lee. 

lIniV!!fSlly Crimi nil! Just Ice A.A. , B.A. In h b h b b h b b I, 14 b 
College SYBLelll l.aw Enl'orc!!menl 

& Criminology 



TAUl.E v- 5Z- Cunc'llIlIed 

._- - --- .. - . - - -- -. - - - - - - -, <- - - - .~ - . - -- - - , - .- -- .. ,., -- - - -- - - ._-
NIII,IUEIt OF 

COUNTY & PAItTICl- l'1I0G. t'IELilS C •. I. IlEGilEES TOTAL TOTAl. C . .1. TOTAl. C • .I, CIIJNI:-lAI. TOTAl. LEVEl. 

REGION I'ATING O'Ol .. , C'fS, , CEll'l'lFICATES ENROLI..HENT ENIWLI.HEtlT LEEI' AIJV. .IllSTI!:!!: OF ~'UNDING 

INSTl1'lrl'lON COIIR., Ol'lIt:R) OR HAJ. OH'ln:EU ~'ALL TEIHI FAl.1. 'I'EIlH m:GItEES emu·l. FACULTY FY 77-78 .-:.'.::.!:_-
I'lIll Pdrt 

75a 7fJa 77 75" 76/1 77 76 71 I!!!!!:... TJlUe --- ---!---- ----, 

lIegiol~ I 
Un I c IIIIlH-U COilUilun I L Y Curre'~l iOJlI, f A.A, In Gllrruc- 6886 5358 b 600 225 ] III 30 26 Yt!!> 3 !J $60.000 
CI ty Collu~u of SpudaL Po '_I ce t j una 1 Adminl s-

BalcllUore 1'01 Ice Lration; 
(2 yrtl.) A.A. ill Securic 

Adlllinistratlun; 
A.A. in I.aw f:n-
fUI'Cellltlnl i 
A.A. Cr Imina:' 
JlIllt Ict!. 

Copp!u Stale Con-ecllunu H.A. in Corrllc- 2359 b b 473 b 350 51 30 Yeti 6 Il $60,000 
nol1l!~e !il'"clal EJIILoltiul cional Educa-
(4 yni. ron,.!. ) I'ullcl!. Courls. tlun and Counsel 

CurrccclUll1l Ilcjlt. ing, B.A. C. H,S 
in Criminal Jus . 

Luyol .. Cu l.Iugc Pulice SoclolllllYi lilw 3126 3323 b 463 366 l'I7 8 b Nu ) Il $50.000 
(4 yrtl. ) enforcemcnt 

opCioll , Psycho' 
]c;~y; 1 law el1-
forceillent ol't:lUI 

Juhn ilopkins H,A. ill Adllllnis b , b b b h b b b No 1 b $10.000 
Ulllv.-I!:vl!nlll~ trativc Scil!nce 
Cnlll!l(e 



TAII1.E v-52 - f!out I nued 

- - -. -
COUNTY & l'AltnCI- 1'ltOG. FIEJ.DS e • .r. IlI~Glm~:s 'fOTAL TOTAL C.J. 

REGION I'ATING (1'01.., eTS •• CERTIFICATES ENROLumNT ~:NROLI.HENT 

INS'l'lTUTlot~ CORR •• OTIIER) OR MA.I. OFFEHEIl FALL TEUM FAJ.I. TEltM 

75 3 76u 77 75u 76a 77 

Horll<ln Stute NOHe None 5',04 6036 b 22 17 11 
Collcge 
(4 yr<J, grad.) 

Unlv. of PoUr:e Law En- D.A. in Criminal 3758 2466 b 450 345 355 
Ilaltlmore forcement Justice, M.A. 1.n 
(4 yr. grad.) Corrections CrimInal Justice 

Iln I t Illiore Unl verslty of b U b b h b 
City Huryland 

llulv. College b b b b b b 
School of 
Socia 1 Work 

Aline Anne Anilide 1 Police A.A. In I.aw 34',3 3780 b 82 78 64 
Arundel Communi ty Enforcement 

I 
Icollege 

(2 yru.) 

- -- --_. - - ~---

-.- . .- .--~ 

TOTAl. 
I.I~EI' 

DEr.IlEliS 

76 77 

5 5 

103 115 

b IJ 

b b 

15 15 

-".~ ~~ ==~~_ -'-.c-"_,=;.=-· :=;=====--==-
IHlHIlEIt OF 

(; • .1. Cnll'II:IAL 
AIlV. .lllST I CE 
CUl·lI1. ~~~f!l~r~ 

Full Part 

TOTAL LEVEl. 
OF FUNDING 
IT 77-78 

______ . l!!!!!:.·f....o.T::.;1 m.;;.;e"-f. __ , ___ --I 

No b b $ 9,500 

Yell 11 $173,550 

b h 

b b b 

Yes 3 7 $ 21,760 

- .. _~, ___ '--_-'-_____ -1 



f 

" 
S' 
~ 

p 

I 
: 
\ 

I , 

OF 0 , . 
I . 

1 



lJ1 
C\'I 
lJ1 

'I'AIILI, v-· 52 - Continued 

t=.= 

COUNTY & PARTICI- PROG. FIELDS C . ..l. DEGREES TOTAL 

REGION PATING (POL., CTS., CERTIFICATES ENROLLMENT 
INSTITUTION CORR. , OTHER) OR HAJ. OFFERED FALL TERM 

75a 76a 77" 

Baltimore Catonsville Corrections A.A. In Pulice 6521 5290 b 
County COIIUlIlIllI ty Pol.lce Adlui nistrat Ion i 

College A.A. in Corrcc-
(2 yrs.) tiona1 ServIces. 

ESfJCX CrimInal JusLlce A.A. In Cr.iminal 2340 2428 b 
COllulluni ty System ./ustice 
College 
(2 yrs.) 

A.A. In General 3004 1735 b 
!Jarford liar ford Poll ce Studies-Law En-

Cummllnity fon::ementi A.A. 
College in Cr1lulnal .lIIS-

. tlee • CertlfI-
catcs In Law En-
fon:elllent & Cri-
minal .Iusllee. 

Baltlmure 'l'OHlj(lIl State Law Enforcement B.A. wIth a Law 10309 10484 b 
County UniversJ ty Enforcement 

(4 yr. grad. ) Theme. 

NOTE: lI'1'oral Ellr.ollment reflects full-tIme equivalent. 

IINut available. 

- --. -. -
IHIHIlER OF 

TOTAL C • .T. TOTAL C.J. CIUNINAL TOTAL LEVEL 
ENROLJ.MENT LEEI' AIlV. .JlJljTlCg OF r'UND!NG 
fALL TERM DEGHEES CmU1. FACUI.TY __ -'~_'c- FY 77-713 

75" 76a 77
a Full Part 

76 77 Time TIlDe -- ----
]60 329 417 45 41{) Yes 4 16 $101,000 

247 2)2 273 67 78 No 5 11 $ 22,720 

891 599 531 7 9 Yes J 11 $ 15,770 

114 613 85 12 4- No 21 i 7 $ 30,421l 



With the completion of the Report on Maryland C~iminal Justice 
Higher Education Programs, the Commission has now adopted educational 
goals for the police and corrections area of the State's Criminal jus­
tice system. The following represent the standards, timetables (,.;here 
appropriate), and educational goals for each job level. 

POLICE PERSONNEL 

a. Executive. This category includes directors of State agencies, 
police chiefs and sheriffs. 

Recommendation: Law enforcement executives should possess 
at least a bachelor's degree. (It is not expected that 
incumbents ,vould have to meet this as a standard.) Sheriffs 
should also possess a bachelor's degree. However, since 
they are elected officials, this is only ~ standard of de­
sirability. 

b. ~1iddle }!anagement/Sunervisors: Generally speaking, managers 
are defined as lieutenants and captains. Supervisors are 
defined as sergeants. 

Recommendation: All middle management personnel in law 
enforcement should obtain an associate of arts degree as 
first prio~ity, then a bachelor's degree. 

c. Qperative Personnel: This category includes patrolmen and 
equivalent personnel. 

Recommendation: Operative personnel should be required to 
possess an associate of arts degree by 1982 in any subject 
area. 

CORRECTIONS PERSONNEL (ADULT AND JUVENILE) 

a. Executive: This category includes the Secretary, Deputy 
Secretary, Assistant Secretary of Public Safety and Cor­
rectional Services; Director, Deputy Director, Assistant 
Director of the Depart'ment of Juvenile Services; Commis­
sioner, Deputy Commissioner, Assistant Commissioner of 
Corrections; and Director of Parole and Probation, Assist­
ant Director of Parol'£: and Probation. 

Recommendation: Correctional executives should possess a 
graduate degree except for current executives. 
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b. Division ~1anager.i: This category includes: Wardens; 
Superintendents of Institutions and Camps; Area Ad­
ministrators; and Superintendents. 

Recommendation: Bachelor's degree ~.;ith some graduate 
",·ork. 

c. :'liddle :!ana!!ement/Suuervisors: This categorJ i:1.cludes: 
Deput:y \'iardens; DPS Administrative ~1anagement Staff Super­
visors; Corrections Officers VI; Regional Department of 
Juvenile Services Supervisors; Assistant Superintendents; 
Division Chiefs; Program Specialists; Juvenile Counselor 
Supervisors; Directors of Clinical Services; and Princi­
pals, Vice Principals. 

Recommendation: ~liddle management personnel should ob tai:1. 
a bachelor's degree. 

d. Ouerative Personnel: This category includes: Correctional 
Officers - I to V; Parole and Probation Agents I to III; 
DJS intake - Probation After-Care Staffs; Group Life Staff; 
Contractual Services Staff (YSB's and Group Homes); Teachers, 
Recreation Leaders. 

Recommendation: Operative personnel except for Parole and 
Probation Agents and Probation After-Care Staffs should be 
required to possess an Associate of Arts Degree. As cur­
rently required, Parole and Probation Agents and Probation 
After-care Staffs should possess a bachelor's degree. 

The Juvenile Services Administration is in comuliance with the educa­
tional recommendations for all four levels of "Corr~c ti.onal Personnel. II 
In addition, skill/knowledge inventories have been prepared for individual 
classifications of employers to provide a framework for inservice training. 
Education incentive systems for employers pursuing job related education 
have been established to include tuition reimbursement and administrative 
leave to attend classes. 

In Maryland, the ability to make decisions for funding educational 
programs has progressed from the early ad hoc award process to the 
present, where the Commission could possess adequate data to begin making 
recommendations based on actual educational needs of system personnel. 

\mile the Commission now has the decision-making ability, it does 
not possess the authority to make awards based on standards adopted for 
fund distribution, geography, population, program quality and student 
status. Additional emphasis must also be placed on the development of 
job nnalyses, incentive systems, program monitoring, and curriculum 
development as the State system attempts to meet the standards estab­
lished far criminal justice personnel. 
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At pre:<ent, che Commission staff developed a p·.r.oposal for a 
1-fodel Criminal Jus tice Education Program to be es tablished at an 
academic ins::':'..ltion serving one geographic area and fulfilling 
the needs of the criminal and juvenile justice agency or agencies 
in that area. This ?rogram could be a means of implementing ~laryland r s 
Comprehensive Plan ~or c:=iminal justice training and education and 
serve as the basis for i::1proved criminal justice education in ~Iaryland 
and other states as it progresses. Ho~.;ever, LEAA has failed to take 
any action on chis proposal. 
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SECTION A: I~RObuCTION 

Section Band C of this chapter discuss the aDjectives and 
nriorities that have been s~t by the >Iaryland Governor I s Commission 
on L,a,.; Enforcement and the Administracion of Justice. 

TQese Commission objectives and priorities constitute an 
important part of the Comprenensive Plan. The objeccives set by 
the Commission s~rve to clarify and define the major inter:nediate 
goals which can be attained in the State over the nexc five con­
secutive years. )·The priroities set by the COIIL."llission scruct'..l:c:e 
the objectives by organizing them according to the greatesc dX,sree 
of imnortance and need. 

Section D outlines the Commission estimated One Year Funding 
Objective for those program areas ~.;here funding in 1979 is envisioned. 

Section E of this chapter outlines changes in COIIL."llission adopted 
standards and goals. Revised time schedules develoned since the 
issuance of the 1978 Plan are included. The entire' page containing 
the time schedule has been reprinted. However, the narracive on these 
pages remains unchanged. Sections A, B, and C are printed here as re­
vised. Therefore, only the Standards and Goals which are inclusive 
in pages 855-1068 (Section D) of the 1978 Plan are still valid. 

569 



SECTION B: FIVE YEAR OBJECTIVES 

Chapters IV and V of this Comprehensive Plan examine the 
nature and e.:<:tent of crime and delinquency in Maryland and the 
identified and bounded problems of the State's law enforcement 
system which either impede crime control effor.ts or limit the system's 
ability to deal effectively with the offender. 

Because the severity and extent of many of these problems 
indicate a long-term commitment to criminal justice improvement 
is needed, this Plan is based upon reasonable and attainable 
intermediate objectives which, when accomplished, will reduce crime 
and improve Maryland's criminal justice system. 

In preparing the 1979 Plan Supplement, the Commission re-examined each 
problem area identified and each Commission objective formulated 
in the 1978 Plan. In some cases, the Commission objectives were 
modified. These objectives serve as the basis for program area eval­
uation within the five-year span projected by the Plan. It should be 
noted that in some cases the objectives chosen by the Commission, 
once accomplished, will eliminate the problem completely. In 
many cases, however, the Commission objectives must be considered 
as intermediate goals. The Commission employed the following 
criteria in selection of its objectives. 

1. The objectives selected had to be within reach given 
the current state of the criminal justice art. 

2. l~e objectives selected had to be governmentally 
appropriate. 

3. The objectives selected, when e.\ccomplished, had to 
r,epresent significant advances in the criminal justice or juvenile 
system. 

4. The objectives s{d.~cted had to be achievable within a 
five-year time pr:\riod and primarily through Commission resources. 

It should be noted that reductions in planned funding by the Congress 
caused several obj ectives to be revised to lengthen the period of . . 
implementation. 
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I . CRINE PREVENTION 

Commission Ob j ec ti ve: Coordinate and encourage the developmer_ t 
of programs that are aimed at preventing the incidence of adult 
and juvenile offenses, thereby causing a reduction in the offense 
rate and increasing publi.c awareness and access to prevention 
programs. (Refer to problem PRE-I) . 

II. DETECTION, nrVESTIGATIO~ AND APPREHENSION 

Commission Objective: Improve the quality of police manpower as 
measured by increasing the minimum recruit educational level to 
an Associate of Arts degree or its equivalent within a period 
of five years; providing a minimum of 350 hours of preservice train­
ing, 35 hours of annual inservice training an4 60 hours of manage­
ment training and 40 hours of supervisory training for newly promoted 
personnel; and decreasing turnover rates of sworn persofinel, nor;: to 
exceed 7%, while meeting all agency, governmental, and legal standards. 
(Refer to problem POL-I.) 

Commission Objective: Reduce fragmentation and duplication 
of police services in the State by combiming certain support services 
in specific jurisdictions and by eliminating or redefining the 
authority of certain agencies and coordinating the public and private 
agencies in providing services in the same jurisdiction. (Refer to 
problem POL-2.) 

Commission Obiective: Implement the Commission's recommended 
Police Standards for all those agencies meeting the Minimum Standards 
as adopted by the Commission. (Refer to problem POL-3.) 

CollllYlission Objective: Develop ef;.icient agency management and 
manpower allocation systems in all police agencies meeting 
Com.m.ssion tIJ:i.nimll!Il standards and provide for a review 
and Update of manpower allocation system annually and management 
system every five years. (Refer to problem POL-4.) 

Commission Objective: Insure that every police agency meeting 
the Commission minimum standards develops, implements and continually 
evaluates a plan for cooperation and coordination between police 
and citizens and between police and the business community. 
(Refer to problem POL-5.) 
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Commission Objective: Increase use of the crime laboratory 
system services by 50%*with the majority of ~arcotic evidence 
processed within three days and the majorit:, of other avidence 
within seven days through i~?roved awareness of laborato~J 
services available and improved evidence collect:'on techniques. 
(* 1975 base year.) (Refer to problem POL-6.) 

Commission Obi active: Develop a comprehensive and coordinated 
State-wide law enforcement communications network; and implement 
area-wide "dispatching and special emergency call systems where 
appropriate. (Refer to problem POL-7.) 

III. ADJUDICATION 

Commission Objective: Upgrade the professionalism of court­
related personnel by developing standards within which preservice 
and continuing legal education programs would provide: (a) prosecutors 
and defenders throughout the State with at least 80 hours of 
preservice training and at least 40 hours of continuing legal 
education annually; (b) all judges within the State at least 125 
hours of preservice training and at least 40 hours of continuing 
legal education annually; and (c) court administrative personnel 
80 hours of preservice training and at least 40 hours of continuing 
legal education and p+,ofessional education annually. (Refer to problem 
CT-l. ) 

Commissicn Objective: Establish a State-wide pretrial release 
capability with evaluation feed-back which would service both 
the District and Circuit Courts with the goal to decrease pre­
trial detention in local jails to only those necessary to insure 
the protection of society or appearance at trial. (Refer to 
problem CT-2.) 

Commission Objective: Exclude from the Adult Criminal Justice 
System those cases which do not have prosecutorial merit, divert 
those defendants who should be provided services by other agencies 
outside the adjudicative process and increase the effectiveness 
of prosecution of those cases that are actually brought to trial. 
(Refer to problem CT-3.) 

Commission Objective: Develop standards for prosecutorial 
services and provide effective full-time prosecutorial services 
with necessary supportiye capabilities to meet standards in 
Circuit and District Courts in all juvenile and adult proceedings. 
(Refer to problem CT-4.) 
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IV. 

Commission Ob~ctive: Provide effective defense counsel 
through the Public Defender System within 24 hours after arrest 
throughout each stage of the adjudicative process and to make 
available crimin.al justice legal services to indigent inmates of 
State correctional facilities. (Refer to problem CT-S.) 

Commission_Objective: Increase the efficiency of the Circuit 
and District Courts by instituting up-to-date management techniques 
resulting in a maximum IS-day period between arrest and tinal 
disposition of a District Court case; for a maximum 90-day period 
between arrest and final disposition of a Circuit Court case, 
exc ep t where unique and un us ual ci rc u.ms tances do no t permi t • 
(Refer to problem CT-6.) 

ADULT REHABILITATION 

Commission Objective: Establish effective recruitment and re!;entil)U 
programs providing qualified staff meeting all agency, governmental; and 
local standards for all adult correctional agencies or programs. Develop 
training standards and training curricula through the Correctional 
Training Commission providing for a minimum of 126 hours of preservice 
training and 24 hours of inservice training for correctional custody 
staff annually, 120 hours of preservice training and 60 hours of in­
service training for correctional counselors annually, 156 hours of 
preservice training and 60 hours of inservice training for parole and 
probation agents annually, and 35 hours of management training for new 
correctional managers. (Refer to problem COR-I.) 

Commission Objective: Provide technical and planning assistance ~Yith 
selected program funding to develop comprehensive systems for pretrial 
information gathering, screening, diagnosis, prese·ntence reports, and 
classification capabilities within the criminal j~stice system. (Refer 
to problem COR-2.) 

Commission Objective: Increase the proportion of sentenced 
offenders and pretrial defeudants participating in effective 
treatment and rehabilitative programs at the community level;*and 
implement the recommendations of the community corrections committee 
relating to substandard jails and regional correctional detention 
centers. (* 1976 base year.) (Refer to problem COR-3.) 
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Commission Objective: Provide effective treatment and rehabilita­
tion program capabilities within the State institutional system 
coordinated with community agencies and provide treatment 
opportunities to all individuals within ~NO years of projected 
release for reintegration into the community or a community-
based program. (Refer to problem COR-4.) 

Commission Objective: Improve correctional management and 
operational procedures by implementing Commission's reaommended 
correctional standards. (Refer to problem COR-S.) 

V. JUVENILE REHABILITATION 

Commission Objective: Establish effective recruitment and retention 
programs providing qualified staff meeting all agency, governmental and 
legal standards for all juvenile correctional agencies or programs. 
Xake available a minimum of 120 hours of preservice training and 40 hours 
of inservice ~raining for, custody-oriented personnel, and a minimum of 
120 hours of preservice training and 80 hours of inservice training 
for all professional staff and other client services persons of the 
Juvenile Services Administration and community-based programs. (Refer 
to problem JD-l.) 

Commission Objective Develop a master plan and improve the capability 
for screening, and diagnostic, services to all youths 
being processed by Juvenile Services Administration and the Juvenile 
Court. (Refer to problem JD-2.) 

Commission Objective: Eliminate tne detention of Children In 
Need of Supervision, reduce unnecessary detention of alleged and 
adjudicated delinquents through the development of adequate 
alternatives to detention and insure the separation of juveniles 
and adults in detention facilities. (Reier to problem JD-3.) 

Commission Objective: Develop a unified system of service 
delivery to yout.h and their families through development of 
standards and appropriate legislation. (Refer to problem JD-4.) 

Commission Objective: Provide adequate treatment to all 
adjudicated delinquent.s and selected programming for appropriate 
status offenders through the development and operation of viable 
community-based programs. (Refer to problem JD-S.) 
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Commission Objective: Successfully reintegrate institutionalized 
juveniles into the community or community-based programs within an 
average of sb:: mon:~s from date of commitment by providing an 
adequate range of treatment programs within State juvenile in­
stitutions. (Refer to ?roblem JD-c.) 

Commission Objective: Exclude irom the Juvenile JUStice System 
.. those cases which do not have prosecutoral merit; to divert those 

juveniles who should be provided service.s by other agenciE\s; to 
increase the effectiveness of prosecution of those cases that are 
actually brought to trial. (Refer to problem JD-7.) 

Commission Objective: Increase the efficiency of the juvenile justice 
system by instituting up-to-date management techniques resulting in a 
maximum of 30 days between apprehension and petitioning, a maximum of 
30 days from filing to adjudication; and a maximum of 15 days from adju­
dication to disposition~ {Refer to problem JD-B.) 

VI. MULTI-FUNCTIONAL 

Commission Objective: Establish a State-wide criminal justice 
information and statis tics system with' capabilities for planning, 
operation, management and evalution in accord with the State-~~de 
plan adopted by the Commission. (Refer to problem RES-I ... ) 

Commission Objective: Establish a St.ate-wide juvenile justice 
information and statistics system with capabilities for. planning, 
operation, management and evaluation in accord with the State-wide 
plan being developed by the Commission. (Refer to problem RES-2.) 

Commission Objective: Insure that all major criminal justice 
agencies have adequate staff and skills for the utilization of 
modern techniques in program planning and evaluation. (Refer to 
problem RES-3.) 

Commission Object~~: Implement selected demonstration crime 
reduction programs which can decrease individual UCR crime rates in 
specific geogr~phical areas. (Refer to problem COP-I.) 

Commission Objective: Determine the extent of organized crime 
and develop a State level capability with local assistance in the 
investigation and prosecution of organized criminal activity in­
cluding narcotics. (Refer to problem COP-Z.) 
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Commission Objective: Develop and maintain a State-wide detailed 
plan for the administration of justice under emergency conditions, and 
provide for the development of contingency plans by local governments 
in conjunction with the overall State Plan. (Refer to problem RCD-I.) 

Commission Objective: Development of a master planes) and standards 
relating to the design and needs of criminal and juvenile justice 
facilities in MarYland, begin substantial implementation of the central 
traini~g capability identified in the Con~ission's training and educa­
tion plan and provide assistance to at least one regional post trial/ 
pre-trial community corrections facility. (Refer to problem CON-I.) 

Commission Objective: Increase citizen involvement in reducing 
crime and improving the criminal justice system by increasing the 
ability of the police, corrections, and courts to determine the needs 
of the public; to act upon these needs and to inform the public of the 
resulting policies developed to improve delivery of services by the 
criminal justice system. (Refer to probleIJ CI-l.) 

Commission Objective: Upgrade and improve the educational levels 
of agency employees through selective implementation of the recommenda­
tions of the Commission plan for criminal justice education. (Refer to 
problem CJE-l.) 
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SECTION C: PRIORITIES 

This section of the Comprehensive Plan describes the criteria 
and pro'cedures used by the Commission to establish priorities among 
its program objectives. 

The following factors are considered by the Commission secting 
priorities: 

f·· ", . -;. ,.. ," 

1. che priorities .previously set by th@ Commission for its 1978 
Plan and fiscal Gomm:i..1;:ment~ made for 1'179 in that Plan; 

2. matl~rial submitted or suggest:ions made by the various regional 
planning organizations and State agencies during the past year; 

3. the time scheduling required to reach Commission Five Year 
Objectives; 

4. the anticipated receptiveness of potential applicants; 

5. evaluation of past Commission funding and the results of current 
planning; 

6. policy actions taken by the Commission since submission of the 
1978 Comprehensive Plan. 

A review of Governor's Commission funding since its inception 
indicates that COP-I, Concentrated Crime Reduction programs has received 
the largest commitment of funding (sixteen percent), followed by COR-3, 
Adult Community Corrections (fourteen percent), JD-5, Community-Based 
Juvenil~ Rehabilitation (eight percent), and RES-I, Information Systems 
(five percent). 

The description of changes in the problem areas i scopes indicate 
the dynamic nature of the priorities addressed by the Governor's 
Commission. The Commission essentially sets its priorities in a three 
step process relying on the judgement of a majority of the individual 
members,after taking into consideration State, local and private input. 
The three step process includes problem definition, objective setting, 
and budgeting to meet objectives. 

Commission priorities are also reflected in the amount of funds 
allocated to. each program area in the Annual Action and Multi-Year 
Plans. These priorities are also illustrated by means of scheduling 
of reaching or meeting objectives in the Multi-Year Plan. Program 
areas to which 1979 funds are committed are as follows; 
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I. CRIME PREVENTION 

PRE-I: ~eed to Upgrade Programs Aimed at the Prevention of Crime 

II. DETECTION, I~VESTIGATION A1ID APPREHENSION 

POL-I: ~eed for Improved Police ~funpower Caoabilities 

POL-2: Need for Reduce Fra~entation and Duplication of Police Services 

POL-3: Need for Improved Police Services 

POL-4: Need for Improved Systems for }fanagemept and Allocation of 
Police Resources 

POL-5: Need for Improved Cooperation Between Police and Citizens 

POL-6: Insufficient Utilization of Crime Laboratorv and Crime 
Scene Investigative Capabilities 

III. ADJUDICATION 

CT-l: 

CT-4: 

CT-6: 

Need for Improved Courts ~~npower Capabilities 

Need for Improved Prosecutorial Services in the Circuit and . 
District Courts 

Need to Upgrade Administration, Management, and Ooerational 
Techniques in Court and Court-Related Agencies 

IV. ADULT REHABILITATION 

COR-I: Need for Improved Co~rectional Manpo~er Capabilities 

COR-2: Insufficient Screening, Diagnostic and Classification Capabilities 
for Adult Offenders 

COR-3: Lack of Effective Rehabilitation and Treatment Capabilities 
at the Community Level 

COR-4: Insufficient effective Treatment and Rehabilitation Programs in 
State Correctional Institutions 

COR-5: Need to Improve Correctional Im.ititutional }fanagement and 
Onerational Procedures ~--------------~~--------
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V. JUVENILE REHABILITATION 

JD-2: 

JD-3: 

JD-S: 

JD-6: 

JD-7: 

JD-8: 

Need to Improve Screening and Diagnostic Capabilities for Juvenile 
Offenders 

Insufficient Juvenile Detention and Shelter Care Capabili~ies 

Insufficient Community-Based T.reatment Alternatives and 
Provision. of COIl'.muni ty Services for Juvenile Delinauency, 

Inadequate Institutional Treatment Programs for Juveniles 

Need to Upgrade "Pre-Arrest," "Post-.h:rest" and "Pre-Adjudi­
cation" Screening of Juvenile Cases 

Inadeauate Administration, ?·1anagement and Operational Tec~niaues 
in Juvenile Courts 

VI. MULTI-FtmCTIONAL 

RES-I Insufficient Data Collection and Statistics in the Criminal 
Justice Svstem 

RES-2: Insufficient Data Collection and Statistics in the Juvenile 
Justice Svstem , 

RES-3: Lack of Systematic Program Plal.ming and Evaluation in the Criminal 
Justice System 

COP-I: Need for Improved Efforts Aimed Directly at Reducing High Crime 
Incidence in Specific ~tegories or Specific Geographic Area 

CON-I: Imoroved A~chitectural Design, Work Space, and phvsical 
Condition of Facilities for Criminal and Juvenile Justice 
Programs 

CI-l: Need to Improve Citizen Interaction in the Criminal and Juvenile 
Justice Svstem 
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SECTIO~ D: ONE YEAR FU~mING' OBJECTIVES 

1. CRIME PREVENTION 

One Year Funding Objective: Reduce by 3% those youths referred 
to juvenile justice system agencies in selected areas of some 
uroan and non-urban jurisdictions. (Refer to PRE-I). 

2. DETECTION, INVESTIGATION A}ID APPREHENSION 

One Year Funding Objective: Con.tinue selected model programs to 
improve police recruitment and retention. Continue development of 
model inservice training program at local level, reflecting the 
State-1;vide objective of 35 hours of inservice training. 
CRefer to POL-I). 

One Year Funding Objective: Reduce frag~entation and duplication 
of police services in two small municipalities through the continued 
imp],ementation of contractual police services programs which !;vould 
increase the number of la~.;r enforcement personnel and provide crime 
prevention services. (Refer to POL-2). 

One Year Funding Objective: Continue programs which im?lement the 
Commission's recommended police standards, specifically Standard 
Pol-12 1;vhich recommends Police. Legal Advisors in' police departments. 
(Refer to POL-3). 

One Year Funding Objective: To provide assistance to ti.C large 
municipal police departments in the form of manpotoJ'er allocation 
and resourceS studies. (Refer to POL-4). 

One Year Funding Objective: To insure that at least one urban 
county police department develops plans and programs for improved 
cooperation and coordination bet'\veen police and students, minority 
groups. and the general citizt:mry. (Refer to POL-5) 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide support for increased Central 
Crime Laboratory services aimed at improving the delivery of services 
to agencies. (Refer to POL-6.) 

One Year Funding Objective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to 
POL-i. ) 



3. ADJUDICATION 

One Year Funding Objective: Support training to provide eight District 
Court Judges with at least 80 hours of continuing training; provide at 
least 40 hours of continuing education annually for court administrative 
personnel taking part in an overa.ll continuing education p r~gram; con­
tinue support for increased staff capaoi2..ity'of the Adrninistrat:"le 
Office of the Courts in the area or Judicial Branch Education and 
Training; provide at least 120 hours of continuing legal education to 
six Circui t Court level judges j and pro',ide continuing education for 
up to 120 judges, masters and jury' commissioners through a series of 
two day seminars. (Rerer tu CT-l). 

One Year Funding Objective: ~o funding anticipated. (Refer to CT-2). 

One Year Funding Objective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to CT-3). 

One Year Funding Objective: Continue support for effective full-time 
prosecution by supporting full-time prosecutorial services in four non­
urban counties, Baltimore City, and one urban county at the Circuit, 
District and Juvenile Court levels. (Refer co CT-4). 

One Year Funding Objective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to CT-S). 

One Year Funding Objective: Increase the efficiency of this court system 
by consolidating intake cases and juvenile matters into a fanlLly court 
for an urban county; and facilitating the efficient disposition of cases 
in Baltimore City by reducing the backlog of the county by 30%, reducing 
the period from arrest to trial by 20%. (Refer to CT-6). 

4. ADULT REHABILITATION 

One Year Funding Objective: Develop and implement training modules 
for correctional supervisors and correctional administrators throughout 
the State and provide management and technical training for up to 500 
correctional officers in support of reaching projected five year 
objectives. (Refer to COR-I). 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide funding for analysis of current 
sentencing practices in Maryland Courts and to support the development 
and implementation of policy O't' legislation resulting from this study. 
(Refer to COR-2). 

One Year Funding Objective: Increase the proportion of sentenced 
offenders and pretrial defendants participating in effective treatment 
and rehabilitative programs at the community level by continuing support 
for various community-based programs serving approximately 2,000 
persons annually. (Refer to COR-3). 
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One Year Funding Objective: 
all inmates in the Maryland 
insure proper psychological 

Provide crisis intervention services to 
House of Correction general population and 
follow-up treatment. (Refer to COR-4). 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide funding for improved protection of 
civil rights to suopor~ the provision of legal services to inmates in 
State Correctional Institutions. (Refer to COR-j) 

5. Jl~ENILE REHABILITATION 

One Year Funding Objective: ~o funding anticipated. (Refer to JD-l). 

/ 

One Year Funding Objectiv!: To provide diagnostic services to 250 
youths referred by the Juvenile Services Administration in Baltimore 
City. (Refer to JD-2). 

9ne Year Funding Objective: Transfe4 the detention of juveniles in 
the Eastern Shore area of the State to a more satisfactory facility, 
thereby eliminating the use of jails for this purpose to provide an 
alternative to detention in State institutions in two urban counties 
by prev1dipg shelter care services for up to 24 youths at any given 
time, and provide non-secure house detentL:m with intensive supervision 
to up to 450 youths as an alternative to secure detention. (Refer to 
JD-3). 

One Year Funding Objective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to JD-4). 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide support for commitment alternatives 
in two urban areas of the State; provide community-based residential 
services and supplemental services in four jurisdictions; provide two 
programs for job training in urban counties; and provide two programs 
specially geared to delinquent youths remaining within the public 
school sys tern, all of which ~vould provide increased community-based 
services to over 700 youths in the State and examine bed utilization 
in community-based programs State-wide. (Refer to JD-5). 

One Year Funding Objective: To provide job placement and job training 
assistance to 200 youths released from Juvenile Services Institutions 
and provide community-based services to up to 100 youths ~Yhile under 
a commitment to a juvenile institution, thus reSUlting in early release 
from institutional confinement. (Refer to JD-6). 

One Year Funding Objective: Divert approximately 1,500 status offenders 
and youths COI!1Illitting minor offenses in the urban county and non-urban 
counties and improve the effectiveness of at least one large municipality 
police department in proper screening, diversion, and referral of juvenile 
offenders. (Refer to JD-7). 
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6. 

One Year Funding Objective: Increase the efficiency of the Juvenile 
court system in Baltimore City by reducing the dismissal rate and post­
ponement rate and thereby reducing the time from filing to adjudication. 
(Refer to JD-8). 

~'1UL TI - FL'NCTION AL 

One Year Funding Obieccive: Continue implementation or che State-(vide 
criminal justice information systems plan in accord with the policy 
established in chat plan. (Refer to R~S-l). 

One Year Funding Objective: Continue implementation of a State-wide 
juvenile justice information system in accord with the policy 
established by the Commission and its Information System Policy 
Committee and the Master Plan for criminal justice information system 
development. (Refer to RES-Z). 

One Year Funding Objective: Increase the number or police agencies 
wltn planning, ~esearch and evaluation skills. Complete the establish­
menc of basic capability within the State Court system. 

One Year Funding Objective: Continue selected demonstration crime 
reduction programs which can decrease juvenile crime and individual 
UCR crime rates particularly for burglary, and vandalism ia specific 
geographic areas, primarily municipalities and non-urban counties. 
(Refer to COP-I). 

One Year Funding Obiective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to COP-2). 

One Year Funding Objective: No funding anticipated. (Refer to RCD-I). 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide funding for support of operations 
and equipment costs for creation of a training academy for criminal 
justice employee pre and inservice training. (Refer to CON-I). 

One Year Funding Objective: To assist elderly victims or crimes and 
prevent crimes against the elderly in Baltimore City, to improve 
the present method of contact with the courts as victims and witnesses 
in four urban counties and one non-urban county as well as a 
cooperative effort in three non-urban counties; a non-urban county 
and t,vo urban counties; to provide services to families with serious 
family abuse related cases in Baltimore City and in a cooperative 
effort in three non-urban counties; to provide for a battered spouses 
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center in a non-urban county; to support community cri!ne prevention 
efforts at the State level and in one urban and one non-urban county; 
and to provide support for a state-wide network of citizens and rep­
resentatives of various special and State agencies to become involved 
in ?lanning for the juvenile justice system and to advise the :uvenile 
Services Administration. (Refer to CI-l). 

One Year Funding Objective: ~o funding anticipated. (Refer to eJI-I). 
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SECTION E: STANDARDS AN·D GOALS 

Since ~he submission of the 1978 Comprehensive Plan Standard and 
Goals activity have continued. The standards presented in the 1978 Plan 
were the final products of several years of Commission activity and 
are not yet standards covering the entire spectrum of criminal justice 
in ~·far::land. 

The Commission established subcommittees to develop a comprehensive 
set of standards and goals for ~-(aryland taking into consideration the 
activities of the }rational Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, American Bar Association, American Correctional Association and ~~jer 
state or national organizations. The standards identified ~epresent the 
accomplishment of the majority of the standards to be developed for Haryland 
by the Commission. However, additional development in the areas of police, 
juvenile delinquency, adult corrections and organized crime may occur 
during the next twelve months. 

Until the final set of ~laryland standards is developed, the numbering 
system identifying each standard and subpart is the product of the sub­
committee reviewing the standards; it is intended that a unique identifier 
system >-Till be developed in conjunction with the publishing of a comprehensive 
set of standards and goals. The current numbers associated with the 
standards relate to the sequence of Commission adoption and area 
designations (i.e., police, courts, and corrections) identifying the sub­
committee ,"ho reviewed the standards. Decimal points in the numbering of 
standards demotes a separate standard (i.e., Standard 11 is a separate 
standard from 11.1), and letters or numerals in parenthesis after a standard 
number refers to specific subparts that relate to the program area discussed. 
All of the standards adopted by the Commission as of June 1, 1978, have 
been incorporated into the section. 

Four Juvenile Jus tice Standards ,-let'e adopted by the Commission in 1977-i8, 
these standards (Standards JD 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5) relate to Program Area 
JD-2 and are included in this plan supplement. In addition timetables in­
dicating that the standard has been implemented or estimated when the standard 
will be implemented are included where changes have occurred since the 1978 
Plan. 
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Replacement for Pages 999-100, 1978 Plan 

30-2: The Need to Imorove Screening. Diagnostic. and Classification 
Capabilities for Juvenile Offenders. 

Long Range Goal: Utilize a State-wide Master Diagnostic Plan ,to 
develop a full range of community based diagnostic services. These 
resources would enable the court to remove from detention for diagnosis 
all but those children who require confinement for the public safety 
or their own welfare and de'velopment of t::eatment plans for all youth under 
the supervision of the Juvenile Services Administration. 

Fiy:;, .. :'?ar ObjectivE?:.: Develop a master plan and improve the capability 
fot screening, diagnostic, and classification services to all youths 
being processed by Juvenile Services Administration and the Juvenile 
Court. 

I 

One Year Funding Objective: To provide diagnostic services to 
250 youths referred by the Juvenile Services Administration in 
Baltimore City. 

Applicable Standards and Goals: 

1. JD-2.1 - Diversion 
2. JD-2.2 - Age at which Delinquency Jurisdiction Attaches 
3. JD-2.3 - Venue 
4. JD-2.4 - Traffic Offenses 
5. JD-2.5 - Duration of Jurisdiction 

The following standard has been adopted by the ~~ryland Governor's 
Commission relating to this program area. 

JD 2.1 - Diversion 

Every Maryland police agency, where permitted by law, immediately 
should divert from the criminal and juvenile justice systems any 
individual who comes to the attention of the police, and for whom the 
purpose of the criminal or juvenile process would be inappropriate, or 
in whose case other resources would be more effective. All diversion 
dispositions should be made pursuant to written agency policy that 
insures fairness and uniformity of treatment. 

1. Police chief executives may develop written policies and pro­
cedures which allow, in appropriate cases, for juveniles who 
come to the attention of the agency to be diverted from the 
juvenile justice process. Such policies and procedures should 
be prepared in cooperation with other elements of the juvenile 
justice system. 

2. These policies and procedures should allow for processing 
mentally ill persons who come to the attention of the agency, 
should be prepared in coo~eration with mental health authorities 
and courts, and should provide for mental health agency referral 
of those persons who are in need of professional assistance but 
are not taken into custodv. 
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'!II;, 

3D 2.2 - Age at Which Delinquency~~.Jurisdiction Attaches 

The jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court in delinqunecy cases, should be 
determined by the age of the juvenile at the time of the delinquency act 
and not by the age at the time of-apprehension or adjudication. 

JD 2.3 - venue 

The Juvenile Court that has jurisdiction within the city, county, or 
other political subdivision where .the delinquent act was allegedly cr)t:m:itted 
should be the court that adjudicates the act, unless, on the motion of 
the Juvenile or the prosecution or on its own motion, the court decides 
to transfer the case to the jurisdiction of ~he juvenile's residence. 

JD 2.4 - Traffic Offenses 

The Juvenile Court's jurisdiction over traffic offenses and boating 
offenses should be limited to the following: 

1. 

2. 

Traffic offenses and boating offenses committed 
the age of 16; and 

by juveniles under 

Major traffic or boating offenses that prescribe a penalty of 
incarceration. 

, 
All other traffic offenses committed by juveniles should be handled 

by District Court. 

JD 2.5 - Duration of Jurisdiction 

The dispositional authority of the Juvenile Court over juveniles who 
have been adjudicated delinquent should not extend beyond any juvenile's 
21st birthday. 
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The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of t~ese standards: 

r===========7===============;=======================~ 

COMMISSION 
STAJ.~DARDS ~T 1/79 7/79 l/:E,O 7/80 1/81 7/81 

JD 2.1 B AC D 

JD 2.2 ABeD 

JD 2.3 ABCD 

JD 2.4 ABCD 

JD 2.5 ABCD 

~OTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Baltimore 
City; C= Urban Counties; and D= Other. 
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Replacement for Pages 869 ~ 870, 1978 Plan 

POL-l 

\ .... , 
The following timetable is projected for th~ implementation 

of these standards: 

COMMISSION THlE SCHEDULE 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 

Police 5 ABC D 

Police 7 ABC D 

Police 8 ABC D 

Police 9 ABCD . 
Police 10 ABC D 

Poli~~, 
" 

11 ABC D 

Police 38 ABC D 

Police 15(4) ABC D 

Police 22(1)\ ABC D 

Police 23 (1) ABC D 

Tra.ining, and 
A \,A, 

B ABCD , 

C ABCD 

D ABeD 

E A 

F .A,( 

G ABCD -
H ArlCv . 
I A BC D . 

-
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(POl,-l - Continued) 

--
COMMISSION TIME SCHEDULE 
STANDARDS ~T 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Police 44 I 
~C D 

Police 45 ABC D 

Police 46 .4...BC D 

Police 47 ABC D 

Police 48 ABC D 

Police 49 ABC D 

Police 50 bCD 

Police 51 ABCD --
Police 52 ABC D 

Police 53 ABC D 

Police 55 ABC D 

Police 56 ABCD 

Police 57 AB CD 

Police 58 ABC D 

Police 59 ABC D ., --
Police 60 ABC D 

Police 61 ABC D .... 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A~State; B=Ba1timore City; 
C~Urban Counties; and DaOther. 
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Replacement for Page 872, 1978 Plan 

POL-2 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION TINE SC:-rEDULE 
STANDARDS -m:T 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Police 12 ABC " D 

Police 14 ABC D 
-

Police 21 A (BCD - Not Applicable) 

NOTE: Complet~on points are designated as: A = State; B = Balt~more 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 885, 1978 Plan 

POL-3 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION T!~ SCHEDLTLE 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Police 12 ABC D 

Police 16 ABC D 

Police 17 A..JjC D 

Police 18 ABC D 

Police 23 ABC D. 

Police 25 ABCD 

Police J9 ABC D 

Police 31 ABC D 

Police 39 .'ABC D 

Police 43 ABC D 

Police 62 BC AD 

Police 63 ABC D 

Police 64 ABC D 

Police 65 ABC D 

Police 66 ABC D 

Police 67 ABC D 

Police 68 ABC D 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C ~ Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 889, 1978 Plan 

POL-4-

Police 37 - Selection and Assignment of Reserve Police Officers 

Every Maryland police agency should consider employment of police 
reserve officers to supplement the regular force of s~orn personnel and 
increase community involvement in local police serv~ce, consistent ~~ch 
the needs of the community. 

1. Every Maryland police agency should establish minimum standards 
for reserve police offlicer selection and training accQrding to 
the following criter:i.a: 

a. reserve officer selection standards should be equivalent 
to those for regular s~orn personnel except thae the reserve 
specialist should be selected on the basis of those limited 
duties which he ~ll perform. Reserve officer medical and 
age requirements may differ from e~ose for regular ~Jorn 
personnel; 

b. reserve officer training should be compatible to that 
of regular s~orn personnel, but reserve specialists should 
be trained according to the requirements of the speciality 
which they will perform. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION TIME SCHEDti'LE 
STAl.'IDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Police 3 ., ABC D 

Police 4 ABC D 

Police 5 ABC D 

Pelice 6 ABC D 

Police 19 ABC D 

Police 20 ABC D 

Police 24 ABC ·D 

Police 36 .-'\BC D 

Police 37 ABC D 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A - State; B = Baltimore 
City; C - Urban Counties; and D - Ot~ 
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Replacement for Page 891, 1978 Plan 

POL-5 

The following timetable is projected for the implementacion 
of these standards: 

COMMISSIO~ 

STA..'l'DARDS 

?ol:'ce 1 

L
Police 2 

Police 22.1 

.UC~ 

ADCD 

TI:W 
~·fET 1/79 

BC 

SCHEDULE 
7/i9 1/80 7/80 ... t"", 

J./~ .1. 7/81 

AD 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D = Other 
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Replacement for Page 896, 1978 Plan 

POL-6 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION TIm: SCHEDULE 
STA.l.'l'DARD~ MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 

Police 12 
(D-3) ABC D 

Police 12 
(D-5) ABC D 

Police 30 ....ABC D 

Police 40 !JIC ,D 

Police 41 -ADCD 

Police 42 A3C D 

I Police 54 ABC D 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Baltimore 
City; C= Urban Counties; and D= Other. 
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Replacement for Page 905, 1978 Plan 

CT-l 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation of 
these standards: 

COMMISSIO~ I TL'1E SCHEDULE 
STANDARDS ~'!ET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/30 1/81 7/81 

Training and 
Education 
Standards 

A B ACD --
B A D BC 

C ABCD 

D ABCD 

E ABCD 

F ABCD 

G A BCD 

H ABCD 

I .AD BC 

CT-8 A 

CT-9 
., 

A 
---

CT-IO A 

CT-ll A 

CT-13 ABCD 

NOTE: Completion points are desi~nated as: A-Judiciary; B-Prosecutors; 
C-Public Defender; D-Court Support Personnel. 
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Rep1acemeri:: for Page 912, 1978 Plan,. 

CT-3 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION TIME SCHEDLTLE 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

CT 3.1 BCD 

CT 3.2 BCD 

CT 3.3 B C D 

CT 3.4 B C D 

I . NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Ba~t~illore 

City; C= Urban Counties; and D= Other. 
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Replacement for PagE: 917, 1978 Plan 

CT-4 

The following timetable is projecte.d for the implementation of 
these standards: 

COMMISSION TIME SCEEDULE 
STANDARDS HET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

CT ' 1 "'- i E C D 

cr l ,., ".- B CD 

CT 4.3 BC D 

CT 4.4 B C D 

CT 4.5 A 

CT 46 ABCD 

CT 47 I!£l? 
CT 48 ~ BCD 

I 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A=State; B-Baltimore City; 
C=Urban Counties; and D=Other. 
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Replacement for Page 934, 1978 Plan 

CT-6 
. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

TIME SCHEDULE 
COMMISSION 
STANDARDS ~T 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

CT 6.1 ABCD 

CT 6.2 ABeD 

CT 6.3 ABCD 

CT 6.4 ABCD 
~ 

CT 6.5 ABCD 

CT 7 ABCD 

CT 12 ~CD 

CT 12.1 ~CD 

CT 14 ~ 

CT 15 ~BCD 

(;1 16 ABCD -
CT 19 ABCD 

~ 

CT 20 ,ABeD 
.-. 

CT 21 ABCD 

CT 22 ABCD 

CT 23 ABCD 

CT 25 ABCD 

CT 43 A 

CT 44 
I 

A 

NOTE: Completion po~nts a~e des~gnated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C 2 Urban Counties; and D 2 Other. 

599 



Replacement for Page 939, 1978 Plan 

Additional Court Standards 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

.1 . 
I COMMISSION I MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

ST.~'l'DARDS 

CT 18 ABCD 

CT 24 ABCD 

CT 28 ABCD 

CT 40 ABCD 
. 

CT 41 ABCD 

CT 42 ABCD 

CT 45 ABCD 

CT 54 ABCD 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B - Baltimore 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D - Other. 
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Replacement for Page 945, 1978 Plan 

COR-l 

5. Recruitment efforts should be designed to produce a staff roughly 
proportional in ethnic background to the offender populati9~ be­
iIlg served. 

6. Use of volunteers should be extended substantially. 

7. Training programs desigrred to deal with the organizational 
issues and the kinds of personnel required by the program 
should be established in each parole agency. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSION 
TIME SCHEDULE 

STANDARDS 
MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

COR 3.1 (1-4) ABCD 

COR 3.3 ABCD 

Training and 
Education 
Standards 

A A 

B A 

C ABCD 

0 A ., 
E A 

F L£. __ ,~C 

G ~C -,-"!...-

H ABC 

I I ~C D 

COR 10.4 I A 

COR 12.2 A -
COR 12.8 _.A 

I 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B • Baltimore City; 
C ~ Urban Counties; and D 3 Other. 
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---------- --- ----------- -----

Replacement for Page 952, 1978 Plan 

COR-2 

"', 
The following t~etab1e is p~ojected fo~ the implementation of 

these standa~ds: 

COMMISSION TIHE SCHEDULE ! 
STANDAPJ)S MET 1/79 7/79 1/S0 7/80 1/S1 7/80 

CT-26 ABeD , 

CT--27 ABCD 

CT-29 ABCD I 
CT-30 ~BCD 

CT-3l ABCD 

CT-32 A 

CT-33 A 

CT-34 A. 

CT-36 A 

CT-37 A 

CT-38 

I 
A 

CT-39 A 

., I 
NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 962, 1978 Plan 

COR-3 

9. Small community-based group homes should be available to 
parole staff for prerelease programs, for crises, and as a 
substitute to recommitment to an institution in appropriately 
reviewed cases of parole violation. 

10. Limited funds for experimental programs should be made available 
to parole staffs to purc~ase needed community resources for 
parolees. 

12. Specialized resource agents and experimental programs should 
be established for offenders with specific types of problems, 
such as drug abuse. 

Police Standard 12.4 - The Detention System 

Maryland police agencies should maintain only those facilities necessary 
for short term processing of prisoners immediately following arrest. Police 
agencies operating detention facilities should insure professionalism in 
its jail management and proviqe adequate detention services. All other 
persons detained should be the responsibility of a local or State correctional 
facility. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation of 
these standards: 

COMMISSION TIME SCHEDULE 
STMWARDS 

MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Standard 2.1 '- ABCD . 

Standard 2.2 ABCD 
.. 

Standard 2. 4 ABCD 

StancUi.rd.!1.9: .. .. ABCD 

Standard 10.2 A. 

Standard 12.4 _A* 

Standard 12.6 A. 
Police 
Standard 12.4 ABC D 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A 0 State; B - Baltimore City; 
C • Urban Counties; and D = Other. 

*Only applicable to impl~mentation by the State. 
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Replacement for Page 969, 1978 Plan 

COR-4 

The following timetable is projected ~pr the implementation 
of these standards: "'0 

------
TL'1E SCHEDULZ 

COMMISSION 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Standard 1.2 A BCD 

Standard 1.4 ABCD - ., 
Standard 1.5 AB CD 

Standard 1.6 A.B C D 

Standard 1.9 ABCD 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A ~ State; B = Baltimore 
City; C - Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 995, 1978 Plan 

COR-5 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

-

COMMISS IO~i ~.t.~~,~_._<. __ • ___ 

'rIME SCHEDULE 

ST.~"D.ARDS ~T l/i9 7/i9 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Standard 1.1 ~~ 
.~ CD 

Standard 1.2 BCD 
Standard 1.4 AB CD -
Standard 1.5 ABCD 

Stanelard 1.6 AE C D 

Standard 1.7 ABC D . 
Standard 1.8 .ABCD 

Standard 1.9 B ACD 

Standard loll ABC D 
Standard 1.12 .A.B CD 
Standard 1.13 AB 0 D 
Standard 1.14 AB CD 

Standard 1.15 ABCD 

Standard 1.16 ABCD 

Standard 1.17 -/;. BCD 

Standard 1.18 AB CD 

Standard 2.3 A 

Standard 3.2 ABC D 

Standard 10.1 A , 

Standard 12.1 A 

Standard 12.3 A 

Standard 12.5 A 

Standard 12.7 A 

C'l'-35 A.J:SCD 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A ~ State; B = Baltimore 
City; C - Urban Counties; and D ~ Other. 
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Replacement for Page 998, 1978 Plan 

JD-l 

I. Making Staff Available for Training: Each agency sho~~d 
develop a plan for releasing personnel for training. :~he 
plan should include all required prc1cedures and fis cal 
requirements. These plans should be submitted to appro­
priate State or local officials so that fiscal planning 
for these requirements can be fully considered. State and 
local government should give priority to legitirnace needs 
of their agencies relating to the releasing of personnel 
for training purposes. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMMISSIO~ TIME SCHEDULE 
1/80 7/80 1/81 7/811 ST.~'l'DARDS MET 1/79 7/79 

Training and 
Education 
Standards 

A A 

B A 

C A 

D A 

E A 

F A 
" 

G A 

H A 

I A 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Baltimore 
City; C= Urban Counties; and D= Other. 
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Replacement for Pages 1008, 1978 Plan. 

JD-6 

Standard 1.9 - Rehabilitation 

Juvenile offenders who are legally bound by age to attend school 
should be required to do so. Although no juvenile offender sh'ould be 
required, unless bound by law, to remain in a rehabilitative program, 
the juvenile offender should be required to begin a rehabilitative 
program but not be forced or coerced in any way to remain in a 
particular program. 

Standard 1.12 - DisciDlina~l Procedures 

Each correctional agency should immediately adopt disciplinary 
procedures for each type of residential facility it operates and 
for the persons residing therein. 

In the case of juvenile offenders, rules governing major violations 
should provide for a hearing on the alleged violation Nhich should be 
conducted as follows: be brought to the attention of the court through 
a petition and the normal adjudicatory process should follow. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

- . 
COMMISSION TUm SCHEDULE 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Standard 1.2 !\. 

Standard 1.4 A 

Standard 1.8 A 
" 

Standard 1.9 A 

Standard 1.12 A 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Baltimore 
City; C= Urban Counties; and D= Other. 
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Replacement for pages 1038 - 1039, 1978 Pletn. 

RES-l 

13.4 Responsibility for drafting revised data reporting legislation 
should be done in conjunction with the development of 
appropriate security and privacy guidelines. _ Such legislation 
should be prepared for submission to the 1976. session of the 
Maryland General Assembly. 

The following time-table is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

, 
Commission I Time Schedule 

~ Standards 
MET 1/79 7 /79 1/80 7L80 lLBl 7L8l-i -

Standard 1 A I 
1.1 A I 1.2 A 
1.3 A 
1.4 A 

Standard 2 B C 
2.1 B C 

.2.2 A 
2.3 AB C 

Standard 3 A 
3.1 A -3.2 A 
3.3 A 

Standard 4 ABCD 
4.1 ABCD 
4.2 ABCD 
4.3 A 

4.4 A 

4.5 ABCD 

Standard 5 .A£D C 
5.1 ABD C 
5.2 A 
5.3 ABCD -

Standard 6 
6.1 A 
6.2 A 
6.3 A 

Standard 8 A 
8.1 IA 
8.2 IA 
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RES-l - (Continued) 
. 

Commission 

IMET 
Time Schedule 

Standards 
1/79 7/79 1/30 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Standard 9 A 
9.1 A 
9.2 A 

Standard '10 A 

Standard 11 A 

Standard 12 A 
12.1 A 
12.2 A 
12.3 A -12.4 . A 
12.5 A 

Standard 13 A 
13.1 A!CD 
13.2 A 
13.3 A 
13.4 A 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 1044, 1978 Plan 

RES-2 

The following time~b1e is projected for the implementation of • these standards: 

COMMISSION TIME5CHEDULE 
STA..'tDARDS I • \ MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/S0 1/S1 7/81 

RES 7 I A 

7.1 A 

7.2 

RES 12.5 A 

12.5.1 A 

12.5.2 A -
12.5.3 A 

12.5.4 A 

12.5.5 A 

RES-13.5 A 

13.5.1 A 

13.5.2 A 

RES 1'4 B AC -
14.1 .. B AC 

14.2 B AC 

14.3 AD 

NOTE: Completing points are designated as: A = State; B = Baltimore 
City; C = Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
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Replacement for Page 1049, 1978 Plan 

RES-3 

Police 13 - Police Research Standard 

Every Maryland police agency should designate a segment'of their 
d~part~ent to be responsible for the collection and dissemination of 
research data within their agency and make available to other law 
enforcement agencies who make requests or where it is thought to be 
of interest to other agencies. Law Enforce~ent agencies should be 
encouraged to participate in ~ational and State res€!arch activities 
where appr~priate: 

CT 17 - Particioation in Justice Planning 

a) Judges and court personnel should participate in justice 
planning activities as a means of disseminating info~ation 
concerning the court system and of furthering the objective 
of coordination among agencies of the cri~inal justice system. 

b) No grant application submitted on behalf of any judge or 
any court should be considered by the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice unless 
first approv~d by the Chief Judge Q~ the Court of Appeals. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

CQ}MIS S ION TIME SCHEDULE 
S'i'AJ.'IDARDS ~'1' 1/79 71i9 1/80 7/80 1/81 

Police 15 .ABC - rr 

Police 27 ~ABC D 

Police 28 ABC D 

COR 3.2 ABCD -

Police 13 ABC D 

CT 17 lABeD 

7/81 . 

NOTE: Completion points are designated as: A= State; B= Baltimore 
City; C= Urban Counties; and D= ether. 
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Replacement for Page 1056, 1978 Plan 

RCD-l 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

CONMISSIO~~ TIME SCHEDULE 
STANDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

Police 14 !. • • '10. 

?olice 32 I ABCD 

Police 33 ~BCD 

Police 34 A..BCD 

Police 35 ABCD 

CT 55 I A 

-NOTL: Complet~on po~nts are des~gnated as: A= State; B= 'Balt~more 
City; C= Urban Counties; D= Other. 
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Replacement for Page 1059, 1978 Plan 

CON-l 

Standard CON-l.l - Courthouse Physical Surroundings 

1. Adequate facilities should be provided for all courts. 

2. A courthouse accreditation commission should be established. 
This commission, supported by adequate staff, should at the 
minimum have power to establish standards for courthouse 
cmlstruction, design, maintenance, and improvement and to 
su~rey existing court facilities and rate tham according to 
compliance with the standards. Especially at the trial court 
level, attention should be given to the need for having executive 
branch agencies in close proximity to the judicia~y agencies 
with which cooperation is required. 

3. The commission might also be given authority, in the case of 
a court facility rated below minimum standards, to require 
action to bring the court facility up to standard, and to 
apportion the cost of this acti\~ty between the State and 
local (and, if relevant, Federal) governments. 

4. In any event, appropriate arrangements for sharing State/ 
local costs of facilities should be made as an interim measure 
pending full State funding of all court phYSical facilities. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation of 
these standards: 

-
COMMISSION TL'1E SCHEDULE 

STAIIDARDS MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 7/81 

COR 1.5 

t 
.AB CD 

.-
COR 2.1 ~CD 

., 

I CON 1.1 aBeD 

-
NOTE: 

City; 
Completion peints are designated as: 

C = Urban Counties; and D = Other. 
A = State; B = Baltimore 
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Replacement for Page 1062, 1978 Plan 

CI-l 

b. police agencies should provide to "the authority scheduling 
court appearances the dates on which each police officer 
will be available. The schedules should list a sufficient 
number of available dates for each month or term of court 
to permit the scheduling authority flexibility in choosing 
among them when assigning court dates. The scheduling 
authority should consult the schedules in selecting dates 
for criminal proceedings. Insofar as possible, the 
scheduling authority should schedule court appearances 
.that inconvenience the officer and his department as 
little as possible. 

The following timetable is projected for the implementation 
of these standards: 

COMHISSION TL'1E SCHEDULE 
S T Al.'IDARD S MET 1/79 7/79 1/80 7/80 1/81 

CI 1.1 ABCD ... ' ,----.-
CI 1.2 .ABCD 

CI 1.3 _ ABCD 

CI 1.4 ABC D 

7/81 

. ~ NOTE. Complet~on po~nts are des~gnated as: A- ~tate; B= Balt~more 
City; C= Urb~ Counties; and D= Other. 
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Annual Action Program 
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SECTION A: INTRODUCTION 

The Annual Action Program presented in this chapter outlines 
the Comnission's 1979 funding plan. The projects described are 
the produce of the Commission's coordination with State and local 
officiais dnd represent the initial step toward the accomplishment 
of the Commission's Fi'le Year Obj ectives. 

Seceion B identifies the project activities contemplated in 
response to each of the Commission's Five Year and ::ne Year Obj ec-
ti'les during 1979. Each program description. in addieion to ouelin-
ing the eype of project activiey anticipated, identifies the number 
of grants expected, the dollar range of grants expected, the total 
Federal grant funds allocated to each program area, and the eligible 
grantees (or jurisdictions) for each project activity. Also in-
cluded is an indication of State and local grant matching require-
ments. The State buy-in and local matching requirements are incor-
porated in the line item figures of "State Support Requested" and 
"Local Support Requested." The funding support allocated to each 
srea of concern in 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 
1977, and 1978 is included to the extent that previous funding trans-
lates into current annual action program categories. However, due to 
the Commission's planning cycle does not correspond to the Federal 
fiscal year, a large amount of the 1978 funds have not been awarded. 
Additionally, for each program activity, the relationship of the program to 
to problem areas, standards, goals and objectives adopted by the Governor's 
Commission is outlined. 

The Annual Action Chapter of the 1979 Plan Supplement replaces pages 
1069-1136 of the 1978 Plan. 

615 



SECTION B: ANNUAL ACTION ,PROGRAM 

I. CRDlE PREVEiiTION 

KE.£.gram Title: :Teed to Upgrade Progra':lS Aimed a.t the Prevention of 
C:::l.:ne. ('PRE-I) 

Five Year Objective: Coordinate and encourage the development of ?rograms 
t~at: are aimed at preventing the incidence oi adult and juvenile oi::enses, 
the::::eby causing a reduction in the or::ense rate and increasing public 
a~vareness and access to preven tion programs. 

One Year Funding Ob'; (ls,,;;i',e: Reduce by 3% those youths referred to 
juvenile justice system agencies in selected areas of some urban and 
non-urban jurisdictions. 

:mnlementation: In an urban county, third year support for a crisis 
i4l,tervention progralI! is envisioned. Thi.s ?rogram rNould include a t't.;o­
person crisis interVention team on duty at all tim6s to provide services 
to alleged status of=enders or delinquents or in domestic situations 
whe::e such services rNould be appropriate. Proj ect staff ,:.;ould respond 
at the request of police or :~v~nile Services Administration. Crisis 
intervention services would include immediate counseling, referral and 
follow-up to insure that services are, in fact, provided. The program 
is designed to serve approxi3ately 300 youths ger year and to enable the 
police to allocate more time to law' enforcement activities. 

Final year Federal SUDnort is envisioned for another program in an 
urban county which provides specialized services for youths who have been 
suspended from school on several occasions, and have had some contact with 
the Juvenile Services Administration. Specialized individualized class­
room instruction, vocational education and counseling for parents and 
the child are envisioned. The program would operate in three secondary 
schools and would be able to provide services to approximately 100 
}rou ths a year. 

The refunding of a juvenile prevention unit within a non-urban 
police department is also envisioned. Prevention activities ~.;ould be 
directed toward public awareness, increased understanding of law enforcement, 
prevention of 'J'3.sic criminal activity, and prevention of repeat offenses. 
A 24-hour informational service would be provided by the police department 
for youth counseling )urposes. Inter-agency activities would be coordinated 
by the Unit and ,.ould include a youth advisory panel, police-sponsored 
youth recreational ac tivi ties, a multi-'-agency approach to providing 
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services to youth offenders, follow-up activity by Unit staff to youth 
offend.ers t and specialized techniques for arrest and detention of youth 
offenders. The Unit ,:.;ould ~e comprised of four officers, a counselor 
and secretary. 

Init~al funCing is contemplated in one non-urban county for the 
development of a juvenile outreach project. This project ~.;ould provide 
rehabilitative counseling services throughout the county to juveniles 
that ~~erienced serious educational system difficulty, expulsion, or 
juvenile delinquency. Program. 3ervices would include assistance in 
vocational training to ;?romote employment that potentially prevents cri.me 
and delinquency. Funds TN"ould be used primarily for staffing. 

Relationshin to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: The 
Counseling Center, the prevention unit, and crisis intervention programs 
relate directly to the probl:3:::l of inadequate juvenile prevention programming 
~y providing counseling and referral services that may prevent further 
contact with the formal juvenile justice system. The program for multi­
suspended s~udents would relate directly to the problem of inadequate 
community involvement in crime prevention by involving the school system 
in a program for youths with pro~lems. 

Subgrant Data 

Crisis Intervention 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar ~ange of Grants Expected: 

Multi-Susnended Students Program 

E1ig~ble Sub grantee: 
~Tumber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Youth Prevention Unit 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
i~umber of Grants Expected 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

617 

Urban County 
1 
$101,000 - $117,100 (C) 

Urban County 
1 
$118,000 - $125,000 (JD) 

~'lon-Urban County 
1 
~90,OOO - $91,600 (C) 



Project Outreach 

Eligible Subgrantee~ 
:';umber of Grants E:-cpected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

3udget 

LE.U Support Requested: 3208,700 
LfA;. Support Requested: $140,000 
State Support Requested: $ 8,116 
State Support ?equested: :'TONE 
Local Support Requested: $ U,073 
Local Support Requested: $ 15,556 
Other Support Requested: ;:;rO~TE 

Program Total: $387,445 

(C) 
(JD) 
(C) 

(C) 
(JD) 

Non-Urban County 
1 
$14,~00 - $15,000 (JD) 

Applicable ~edera1 - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 $ a 
1970 0 
1971 112,383 (C) 
1972 9,800 (C) 
1973 0 
1974 76,516 (C) 

101,772 (E) 
1975 77 ,033 (C) 
1976 1,152,864 (C) 

223,430 (JJDP) 
1977 151,441 (C) 

95,000 (JJDP) 
1978 111,251 (C) 

260,550 (JJDP) 
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I!. DETECTION, INVESTIGATION Ar-ill APPREHENSION 

Program Title: Need for Improved Police :1anpoHer Capabilities (POL-I) 

Five Year Objective: Improve the quality of police manpoHer as measured 
by increasing the minimum recruit educational level to an Associate of Arts 
degree, or its equivalence, within a period of five years; providing a mini­
mum of 350 hours of preservice training, 35 hours of annual inservice train­
ing and 60 hours of management training and 40 hours of supervisory training 
for ne,yly promoted personnel; establishing effective recruitment, selection, 
retent~on and career development programs to attract and retain quali=ied per­
sonnel, and decreasing the turnover rates of S,yorn personnel, not: to e:{ceed 
7% \.hile mee ting all agency, governmental, and legal standards. 

One Year Funding Objective: Continue selected model programs to improve 
police recruitment and retention. Continue development of a model inservice 
training program at the local level, reflecting the State-wide objective of 
35 hours of inservice training. 

Implementation: Funds '..]'ould be used to continue support for t';vo police in­
tern program!; in a large municipality police agency and a non-urban county 
sheriff's department. The major objective of the intern programs is to attract 
students to a possible career in police work. It is anticipaced that up to 
oyenty interns would be involved in such programs. 

Continued funding support for a model inservice training program for an 
urban county police department is anticipated. This program delivers train­
ing modules in the county designed to fit the various functions police perform. 
All officers in the department ~vould participate in the 35-hour per year in­
service training prOVided by this program. Funds would be used for audio­
visual equipment and staff to develop the training modules. 

At the State level funding is antiCipated for a study to develop a vali­
dated promotional system including tests and evaluation ratings. This study 
would complete a project providing career tracks and incentives for police 
personnel. Funding is also projected for a study of an urban county police 
department's entrance and prbmotional screening and selection procedures. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives. 

The police intern programs relate to Police Stanoards 7 and 8 which address 
general and college police recruiting through improved techniques. The in­
service training program addresses the Commission's training a.nd education 
standards particularly the areas dealing with curriculum development and 
specialized training. 

Studies of selection and promotional systems are directly related to 
Police Standards 5 (Enhancing the Career of the Patrol Officer), 10 (The Se­
lection Process), 44 (Position Classification Plan), 45 (Personnel Develop­
ment Activities), and 47 (Personnel Evaluation for Promotion and Advancement). 

Subgrant Data 

Police-Intern Program 

Eligible Sub grantee: 

Number of Grants E~~ected: 
Dollar Range of Gl."~nts Expected: 

619 

Non-Urban Counties, Large 
::--Iunicip ali ties 
2 
$12,800 - $14,700 



~fodel Inservice Training 

Eligible Sub grantee : 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants: 

Career Development and Incentive Study 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
:~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Evaluation of Police Selection Techniouei 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
l~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total 

Urban ti~utnies 
1 
$75,000 - $82,900 

State Agency 
1 
$30,000 - $34,000 

Urban Counties 
1 
$12,500 - $15,000 

$159,400 
8,655 
9,056 
NONE 

$177 ,111 

Applicable Federal State Contributiones: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

620 

$ 28,612 
249,801 
99,819 

184,793 
90,388 

172,418 
213,254 
365,671 
118,036 

17,460 



Program Title: Need to Reduce Fragmentation and Duplication of Police 
Services. (POL-2) 

Five Year Objective: Reduce fragmentation and duplication of police services 
in the State by combining certain support services in specific jurisdictions 
and by eliminating or redefining the authority of certain agencies and 
coordinating the public and private agencies in providing services in the 
same jurisdiction. 

One Year Objective: Reduce :!'agmentation and dupli:::at:.on of police. se.r-,i:::es in 
t~.;o small municipalities through the continued iI:lpler.lentat:'on 0: cOntractual 
police ser'1ices programs "hicD '..;ould increase the n~er of law en::orcement 
personnel and provide crime prevention services. 

ImpleT!lentation: Continued funding for t~.;o small municipalitiy res:i.dent trooper 
programs is envisioned. These programs allo~v the municipalities to contract 
~vith the ::'1aryland State Police for troopers ~vho provide law enforcement and 
crime prevention services. Objectives of the program include providing an 
improved sense of security to the citizenry through increased law enforcement 
services and reducing the occurrance of criminal incidents, The use of an 
existing state-"ide service agency reduces possible duplication by further 
increases in small municipal depart~ents. . . 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: The con­
tractual police service programs relate directly to Police Standards 14 (Combined 
Police Services) and 21 (State Specialists) and the Commission objectives in 
that they directly impact on the reduction. of fragmentation and duplication of 
variot~ police functions by preventing the establishment of or redefining the 
author~ty of certain agencies. 

Suo grant Data 

Resident Trooper 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State S'upport Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

Small ~'1unicipalities 
2 
$15,000 - $16,900 

$33,800 
$ 0 
$ 3,756 

$37,556 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 
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Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 0 
$ 27,621 
$246,813 
$180,206 
$383,136 
$392,231 
$433,084 
S 58,283 
5464,330 
$102,516 
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Program Title: ~eed for Improved Police Services. (POL-3) 

Five Year Objective: Implement the Commission's recommended Police Standards 
for all those agencies meeting the minimum standards as adopted by the Commission. 

One Year Ob;i~ctive: Continue programs ~.;hich implement the Commission's 
recommended police standards, specifically standard·POL-12 Nhich reco~~ends 
Police Legal Advisors in police departments. 

Implementation: This program area contemplaces continued funding for t~ree 

Police Legal Advisors and initial funding support for one Legal Advisor. ~.;o 

of these advisors assist an urban county police department, one in departmental 
policy and the other in criminal matters, ~.;hile anot:,er assis ts a police agency 
in a non-urban county. Funding for an additional 3.d'!isor to serve a non-
urban county jurisdiction is anticipated. The advisors are available at any 
time to respond to ques tions of procedure ,.;hich may arise during the course 
of police operations or inves tigations . Funds ~.;ould be utilized to support 
salary and related expenses for the four staff positions involved. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals or Obj ecti ve.~. 

The program activity contemplated would have a impact on the improvement 
of police services by providing legal counsel to selected police agencies. 
Programs are directly related to Police Standard 39 (Legal Assistance) which 
states that every ~aryland police agency should immediately acquire the legal 
assistance necessary to insure maximum effectiveness and efficiency in 
all its operations. Commiss:i.on m~n~mum police standards also recommend that 
every police agency should have a legal advisor or provisions for legal 
advisor services. 

Sub grant Data 

Police Legal Advisor 

Eligible Sub grantee : 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total 

Urban County, Non-Urban Counties 
4 
$15,000 - $29,500 

$92,800 
3,609 
6,702 
~O~""E 

8103,111 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding 1969 0 
1970 0 
1971 0 
1972 0 
1973 0 
1974 0 
1975 0 6"" .... ..J 

1976 $109,44.6 
1977 $ 67,616 
1978 $ 19,461 



Program Title: Need for Improved Sys terns for the ~·ranagement and Allocation 
of Police Resources (POL-4) 

Five Year O~jective: Develop efficient agency management and manpower 
allocation systems in all police agencies meeting Commission minimum standards 
and provide for a periodic revie~v and update of manpo~ver allocation sys terns 
annually and management systems every rive years. 

One Year ?unding Objective: To provide assistance to ~.;o large ::1Unicipal 
police depart::nents in the :orm of manpO\ver allocacion and resources studies. 

Imolementation: This program area conteoplates £;,mding for t"IO ::J.anpo\.;er­
allocation and resourt::es studies in two large municipal police departments. 
Thesi? studies \.;ould examine the ?resent organizational staffing and manpower 
utilization techniques and recommend changes to improve overall department 
efficiency. 

Relatiunship to Problem Areas, Standards. Goals. and ,)bjectives 

Anticipated program acti'Jity relates to Police Standards 6 (Deployment or 
Patrol Officers)', 19 (Specialized Assignment), 36 (ASSignment of Ci',ilian 
Personnel) and 37 (Selection and Assignoent of Reserve Police Officers). 

Subgrant Data 

Police ~anpower and Resources Study 

Eligible Sub grantee: 
Number of GrarLts Expected: 
Dollar Range ()f Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

Large l-funicipalities 
2 
$9,000 - $16,000 

$25,000 
972 

1,806 
NONE 

$27,778 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State-local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 3,129 
43,897 

136,634 
190,406 

66,455 
112,371 
201,727 
104,700 

624 
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Program Title: ~eed for Improved Cooperation Between Police and Citizens. 
(POL-5) 

Five Year Objective: Insure that every police agency :neeting the Commission 
minimum standards develops, ilnplements, and continually e'1aluaces a plan for 
cooperation and coordination betw·een police and ci tizens and between police 
and the business community. 

One Year Funding Objecti'le: To insure that three urban cou.nty Pol:'ce Depart­
ments develop plans and programs for improved cooperation and coordination 
be~vee~ police and students, :ninority groups, and the gen~ral citizenry. 

Implementation: Continued funding at the urban county le'1el is anticipated 
for a police-student relations project aimed at improving student attitudes 
toward police by gaining an understanding of the law enforcement profeSSion 
and its role in society. Patterned after a similar program in another 
~aryland '::Ol.l.nty, the Board of Education in this jurisdiction ,vould offer 
in all jqnior high schools multi-media curriculum in courses in'Tolving law 
enforcement and crime detection principles. 

A program to improve police-community relations ,vith the Spanish speaking 
community in an urban county would be continued. The progr2IIl ,vould employ a 
citizen liaison who would work with the community explaining a'1ai1able police 
services and mediating police community problems. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, S tandaTds, Goals, and Obj ectives: The program 
acti'1ity anticipated relates directly to Police Standard 2 (Communication 
With The Public). The projects de.scribed encourage communication with the 
community and cooperation with those community members seeking to understand 
police operations. This project also indirectly addresses Police Standard 
22(1), (Juvenile Operations), in that several projects seek to prevent 
delinquent behavior and juverli1e crime. 

Subgrant Data 

Police Student Relations 

Eligible Subgr.antee: 
Number of Grants E.'{pected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Cooperative Communications 

E1~gib1e Sub grantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Urban County 
1 
$70,000 - 876,000 

Urban County 
1 
$7,500 - $8,200 
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Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

$84,200 
3,275 
6,081 
~mNE 

$93,556 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State-local. 

Prior Program Funding: .1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
19i7 
1978 

s 3,129 
~3, 897 

136,634 
190,406 

66,455 
112,371 
165,900 
180,573 

65,708 
76,243 
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Program Title: Insufficient Utilization of Crime Laborato~J and Crime Scene 
Investigative Capabilities. (POL-6) 

Five Year Objective: Increase tci:.e of the crime laboratory system services by 
50%"';.;rith the majority of narcotic evidence processed ~.;rithin three days and the 
majority of other evidence ,.;rithin seven days through improved a~.;rareness of 
laboratory services availab Ie and improved evidence collection techniques. 
(*1975 base year). 

One Year Funding Objective: 
Laboratc:ry services aimed at 
agencies. 

Provide support for increased Central Crime 
improving the delivery of serlices to user 

Imnlenentation: This pr~gram area anticipates funding for additional personnel 
and technologic.al impro11ements to the S tate IS Central Crime Laboratory. Im­
provement in the turn-around time for Controlled Dangerous Substances and trace 
evidence analysis along T..;rith impro',ed capabilities for specialized analysis 
on firearms, poisons, soil and glass is projected. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Obiectives: Activity 
under the funding area relates to Police Standard 40 (Identification and 
Preservation of Physical Evidence), 41 (The Crime Laboratory), and Commission 
Hinimum Police Standards which state that police departments without the 
capability to perform sophisticated crime analysis should obtain formal agree­
ments with departments that have this expertise. 

Sub grant Data 

Crime Laboratory Expansion 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

State Agency 
1 
$100,000 - $106,254 

$106,254 
11,806 
~TONE 

NONE 

$1l8,060 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State-local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$lJ.l,778 
$276,190 
$281,031 
$ 49,456 
~! 62,202 
$131,717 
$ 66,420 

627 
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III. ADJUDICATION 

Program Title: Need for Improved Courts Manpower Capabilities (CT-l) 

Five Year Objective: Upgrade the professionalism of court-related personnel 
by developing standards within which preservice and continuing legal 
education programs would provide: (a) prosecutors and defenders throughout 
the State with at least 80 hours of preservice training and at least ~O hours 
of continuing legal education annually,; (b) all judges ivithin the State at 
least 125 hours of preservice training and at least 40 hours of continuing 
legal education annually; and (c) court a~~inistrative personnel 80 hours 
of prese~lice training and at least 40 hours of continuing legal education 
and professional education' annually. 

One Year Funding Objective: Support training to prov~oe eight District 
Court Judges with at least 80 hours of continuing training; provide at least 
40 hours of continuing educati()O annually for court administrative personnel 
taking part in an overall continuing education program; continue support for 
increased staff capability of the Administrative Office of the Courts in the 
area of Judicial Branch Education and Training; provide at least 120 hours 
of continuing legal education to six Circuit Court level judges; and provide 
continuing education for up to 120 judges, masters and jury commissioners 
through a series of two day seminars. 

Implementation: Thie program contemplates funding for continuing training 
for District Courts Judges. It is anticipated that eight District Court 
Judges would receive at least 80 hours of continuing training each through 
this program. The participants would attend the National College of the 
State Judiciary held in R~no, Nevada which includes training in criminel law 
and procedure, sentencing, search and seizure, evidence and constitutional 
law development. 

Continued support to the Administrative Office of the Courts for an 
Assistant Director of Judicial Educational Services along with secretarial 
help to comprise the training unit is anticipated. It is expected that this 
unit would continue to develop and deliver educational training to members 
of the judicial branch. 

A program to send six Circuit Court trial judges to receive 120 hours 
of continuing legal education in areas directly relating to trial procedure, 
family law, evidence, criminal and civil law, jury instructions and sentencing 
and probation would be funded. Attendance would be supported for participation 
in the National College of the State Judiciary programs. 

Continued support for Administrative Court personnel to attend training 
programs designed to increase knowledge of calendar management, budgets, 
information systems, records management and planning is also envisioned. 

Funding support is anticipated for a series of ~yo day seminars for 
various court personnel. It is anticipated that 35 to 40 judges and masters 
would attend a two day seminar on substantive and procedural areas of judicial 
law. Additionally, 40 to 45 administrators and administrative judges would 
attend a two day seminar addressing the principles of planning and budgeting. 
A t'\yo day seminar that 'tyould highlight improved methods and techniques in the 
selection and management of jury systems to judges, jury commissioners and 
clerks is also anticipated. 



Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: This 
program addresses the training needs of the courts system as addressed in 
Problem Area CT-l and would assist the State to implement the training 
needed to meet the Commission's five year objective in the area. Emphasis 
will be in filling gaps in inservice training programs for Court Adminis­
trative Personnel, providing training to inservice personnel that have not 
been previously trained due to lack of resources in past years, and providing 
continuing education to the Judicial Branch. A major component of this 
program is that it provides additional staff capabil~ty to th~ judicial 

,system in order to develop traj.ning programs. The need for this capability 
is outlined :i.n ?-:oblem Area CT-l. 

Sub grant Data 

District Court Training 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Court Management Training Project 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Judicial Education and Training Unit 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Jud±cial Education - Resident Courses 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

S tate Agency 
1 
$4,000 - $L.,300 

S tate Agency 
1 
$19,000 - $19,600 

State Agency 
1 
$26,000 - $26,300 

State Agency 
1 
$9,000 - $9,700 

Selected Seminar Programs Judicial Branch of Government 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

L~~ Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

$73,400 
8,156 
:mNE 
NONE 

$81,556 

629 

S ta te Ag ency 
1 
$13,000 - $13,500 



Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 3,912 
64,383 

208,560 
185,208 
265,222 
228,551 
136,826 
194,697 

21,870 
!.5,31.Q 

630 



~oject Title: Full-Time Prosecutorial Services in Circuit and District 
Courts (CT-4) 

Five Year Obiective: Develop standards for prosecutorial services and 
provide effecti,ve full-time prosecutorial services with necessary supportive 
capabilities to meet standards in Circuit and ~istrict Courts in all juve­
nile and adult proceedings. 

One Year Fundin~ Obiective: Continue support for effective :ull-time 
prosecution ~y supporting full-time prosecutorial services ~n :our non-ur~an 
counties Balti::lOre City and one urban county at the Circuit, .District and 
Juvenile C0urt levels. 

~lementation: This program contemplates grants to expand and upgrade 
the services being provided to the courts and related agencies by State's 
Attorneys throughout the State. Grant funds t-lould be used to provide con­
tinued prosecutorial services to a non-urban State's Attorney I s Office for 
the Dis trict Court ,,,here full-time prosecutorial services ,,,ere needed. 

Continued support for a special prosecution unit in another non-urban 
county is also envisioned. This unit, which uses a senior prosecutor as a 
Warrant Screening Processor, was established to support the concept of a 
model prosecutor I s office in ~faryland. Approximately 3,000 matters '&ould 
be handled through the screening process. 

Continued support ,,,ould also be provided for a unit in an urban county 
to prosecute all juvenile cases in that jurisdiction. Funding is also anti­
cipated to establish two new juvenile prosecution units in non-urban counties 
to handle all aspects of juvenile prosecution. 

In Baltimore City a project is envisioned which ,,,ould increase 
prosecutorial services for sexual assault cases including intrafamily 
family abuse, child abuse and incest. Funds would be used to provide 
full-time proseuctors i.;ith supportive services to handle these cases. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectiv~: 

The program envisioned relate directly to the problem area and the 
objective. By providing special and juvenile prosE!cution units and full-time 
prosecutors, the State's Attorney's Offices are being prOVided i.;ith some of 
the manpower a.nd technical expertise necessary to provide effective full-time 
prosecutorial services in both Circuit and Distric,t Courts in all juvenile 
and adult proceedings. This addresses the Commission's goal of full-time 
prosecutorial services, in that full-time prosecutors are being funded. 

Sub grant Data: 

Full-Time Prosecutor 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 
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~on-Urban County 
1 
$14,500 - $15,300 



Special Proseuctorial Unit 

Eligible Sub grantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar 3.ange of Grants E:<:pected: 

Juvenile Prosecution Units 

Eligible Subgrantee: 

~umber of Grants Expected: 
uo1lar Range 8£ Gran~s ~xpected: 

Sexual Offense Task Force 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Xu4lber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

;3udget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
LE~~ Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

~on-Urban County 
1 
$23,000 - 924,800 

~on-Urban Counties, 
Urban Counties 

3 
~1~,000 - S89,900 (JD & C) 

Baltimore City 
1 
$100,000 - $106,500 

$152,169 
114,331 

5,918 
NONE 

10,990 
12,703 

NONE 

(C) 
(JD) 
(C) 
(JD) 
(C) 
(JD) 

Program Total $296,111 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 4,243 
$ 39.,200 
$238,877 
$326,142 
$441,634 
$469,564 
$436,711 
$171,828 
$113,464 
$ 37,609 
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Program Title: Need to Upgrade Administration, Management, and Operational 
Techniques in Courts and Court-~elated Agencies. (CT-6) 

Fi~,e Year Objective: Increase the efficiency of the Circuit and District 
Courts by instituting up-to-date ~anagement techniques ~esulting in a naximum 
:.S c.av neriod bet~veen arrest and fina1. disposition 0: a District Court case; 
for a maximum 90 day period between arrest and final disposition of a Circuit 
Court case, except where unique and unusual ci rcums tances do not permit. 

One Year Funding Obiective: Increase the efficiency of the court system by 
consolidating intake cases and juvenile matters into a family cour,- for an 
urban county; and facilitating the efficient disposition of cases in Baltimore 
City by reducing the backlog of the court by 30% and redUCing the period from 
arrest to trial by 20%. 

Imnlementation: This program contemplates continued support for a Pilot 
_ amily Court project in Prince George's County. It is envisioned that such 
a projec t \vould handle all family ,related rna tters in one court. Hhen fully 
operational a cross-indexing system would enable cou~t staff to aetel-mine all 
pending matters related to any particular case before the Family Division at 
any given time. 

Support for a criminal court arraignment unit operating in Baltimore City 
wou.}.d also be continued. This unit is comprised of four prosecutors who 
fully prepare cases for arraignments with the purpose of ettempting to settle 
many at the arraignment hearings. This allows more time per case to be spent 
on trial preparation and enables efficient scheduling of cases. It is antici­
pated that this unit operating in the State's Attorney's Office would handle 
approximately 2,000 cases a year. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: The programs 
envisioned directly relate to standards adopted by the Commission. The 
Criminal Court Arraignment Unit would help meet Standard 6.2 (setting 90 day 
objective for time interval from arrest to disposition) in that by increasing 
the number of cases settled by plea at the arraignment, a consequent decrease 
occurs in the number of cases tried, resulting in the time interval from 
arrest to trial being significantly decreased. The Family Court Pilot Project 
would also help meet Standard 6.2 with the use of a cross index system to 
insure that all matters relating to any particular case \vould be brought to 
the Judges attention, eliminating unnecessary delay in processing. 

Sub grant Data 

Pilot Familv Court 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 
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Urban County 
1 
563,000 - $64,900 



Criminal Court Arraignment Unit 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 

Baltimore City 
1 

Dollar Range of Granes Expected: $115,000 - S120,300 

Budget 

L~~_~ Support Requested: $185,200 
S~ate Support Requested: 7,:02 
Local Support Reques ted: 13,376 
Other Support Requested: ~ONE 

Program Total: $205,;78 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
19i1 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 10,570 
113,883 
402,477 
186,013 

49,522 
23,847 

141,192 
11,434 JD - 345,212 C 
18,207 
17,484 



IV. ADULT REHABILITATION 

Program Title! ~eed for Improved Correctional ~·!anpm.;er Capobilities. 
(COR-I) 

Fi~ ... "e ·:-ear :~~-:c.t:"~le: Establish 2:rect:i-le r=_::·"::":::1enc 2.::: :'e:encion 
prog~a:l:S ?~o'liding quali"fied s ta::f meeting all .:l.gc::cy, gaver:;.:;;ental, 
and lacal standards for all adult: correctional. ag,;:::.:ies or p~ograms. 
Develop training 5 tandards and :;:ai!1ing c'-n:-~ic'.lla ::::::ol..!g;" the ,:or!:'eccional 
Trai.ning Co::nission providing for a :nini;:;um of 126 ';:oun of preservice 
training and 24 hours of inser~ice t;:aining ~o!:, cc;:;:ec=ional custody 
staff annually, 120 hours of ?rese~'lice training and >SO hours of inser7i.:e 
trai:1i:1g for correctional counselors annually, 156 hours of preservice 
training and 60 hours of inservice training for parole and probation agents 
annually, and 35 hours of management training for ne,.; correctional managers. 

One Year Funding I)bject;ive: Develop and imple:::ent t:::-aining ::lodules 
for correctional supervisors and correctional administrators throughout 
the State and provide managemeent and technical training :or up to 500 
correctional officers in support of reaching projected five year objectives. 

Imnlementation: This program envisions third year funding for a jail train­
ing program. at the Baltimore Jail. Approximately 100 m.anagers and supervisors 
would receive training in the areas of correctional management theory, 
technical skills. The training program in the third year would utilize 
staff trainers. This training would be subjected to review by tQe Maryland 
Correctional Training Commission for conformity with State standards. 

Relationshi.E...E~ Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: 

The Jail Training program relates to the discussion in the problem 
area regarding in-house training needs and the need to develop meaningful 
training for correctional personnel as ,.;ell as that part of the' 5 year 
objective dealing ,.;ith management training. 

Jail Training Program 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Ra.nge of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAd. Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

Baltimore City 
1 
$5,500 - $6,000 (C) 

$6,000 (C) 
$ 233 (C) 
$ 434 (C) 
NONE 

$ 6,667 

Applic.able Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 101~ State/Local 
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Prior Program Funding: 1979 $ 11,451 
1970 $ 73, ~~O 
19i1 $305,103 
1Q -? ~ I- $252,763 (C) 

S 69 'I 842 (E) 
19i3 s 3~,5~3 (C) 

$100,496 (E) 
10 "'1', JI.,. $ 9j",229 (C) 

S 93,366 (E) 
1975 $115, !.80 (C) 

S 93,276 (~) 

1976 S !J./l Q 1 ) 
.~ ,""'-- (C) 

1977 31.:;2,2::3 (G) 
1978 0 
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Program Title: Insufficien~;Screening Diagnostic and Classification Capabili­
ties for Adult Offenders. (tOR-2) 

Five Year Obiective: Provide technical and planni::1~ assistance vlith selected 
~:Jrc~!'a::l funding to de,,7el.:'p ~:Jr:lprehens i'le sys tems :::: r ?re tr-ial in:c !'::lation 
gat~eri::1g, screening, diagnosis, presentence repo!'ts, and classi~ication 
capabilities ivithin the cd::linal justice syst.em. 

·Jne Year Fundi:19: Obi ecCi-le: ?rovide funding for analysis of current sentencing 
?ractices in :'lar:,land Court.s and to supnor: :::e ~e';eloor.:ent and i:::p1.-2mentation 
of policy or legislation resu:'ting from t~is study. 

Imulementation: This program envisions support of an examination and analysis 
of sentencing practices throughout the State w~th information obtained ~eing 
used to develop sentencing policy. The recorrnnended policy 'Nould provide the 
basis for legislation training or new procedures which would result in compara­
bility ef=ectiveness and equity in sentencing G~rough the State. Also, aspects 
of sentencing and judicial disposition policies would be considered including 
juvenile waiver issues. 

~lationship to Problem Area, , Standards, Goals, and Objectives: The analysis 
of and development of policy regarding sentencing practices would address 
sentencicng standards adopted by the Governor's Commission (Standards CT-26; 
CT-27; CT-32; CT-33; CT-34; CT-36 through CT-38). 

Subgrant Data 

C~oo"r1iination and Development of Sentencing Policv and Law 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

$16,200 
1,800 

NONE 
NONE 

$18,000 

S tate Agency 
1 
$20,000 - $16,200 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 S 0 
1970 0 
1971 28,215 
1972 8,370 
1973 21,080 (C) , 50,000 (E) 
1974 185,186 (C) , 1,971 (E) 
1975 58,615 (C) , 128,402 (E) 
1976 118,018 (E) , 187,342 (C) 
1977 25,145 (E) c 91,309 (C) 
1978 0 
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Program Title: E~ck of Effective Rehabilitation and Treatment Capabilities 
at the Community Level. (COR-3) 

Five Year Objectives: Increase the prcportion of sentenced of~enders and 
pretrial ~eiendants par~ici?ating in af~ective treat~en: and rehabi:itati?e 
prograns at the community levelj* and l..-nplement the recommendations 
community corrections committee relating to substandard jails and regional 
correctional detention centers. (*1.976 base yea:::-.) 

One Year Funding Ob~ective: Increase :~e ?raporti~n 0: sentenced o::enders 
and pretrial defendants participating in ei~ective treat~ent and rehabili­
tative programs at the communi ty leve!l by continuing support for various 
corr.munity-based treatment programs serving approximately 2,000 persons 
annually. 

Implementation: Nine community based correctional programs '.vould be supported 
in 1978 in this program area. Cne of the community corrections ?rograms 
envisioned for funding is the third year support for staffing of a 136 bed 
minimum securi ty pre-release center to be operated by the S tate in. Bal ti:nore 
City. Annually 272 to 400 inmates \vould receive treatment in this center. 
The program seeks to provide counseling and \vork release to Baltimore City 
residents prior to their release from custody. 

To provide similar state level pre-release correctional programming to 
residents in a non-urban area, third year funding of staffing of the Southern 
Maryland Correctional Camp conversion to a community based facility is 
envisioned. During third year activities of this project, at least 40 resi­
dents will be served by the program at anyone time. 

Local community based correctional programming is also envisioned. Thir~ 

year support would provide funds necessary to continue a Baltimore City work 
release program which provides community treatment and counseling to approxi­
mately 200 jail inmates annually. 

In addition to funding support for pre-release centers, support is 
envisioned for treatment programs in local jails. Commission funds are 
envisioned to support institutional treatment in correctional facilities 
operated by the local political subdivisions. One such program for ,vhich 
Commission support is envisioned is second year funding of an urban county 
clinical treatment program. The program provides mental health counseling, 
a mechanism for linkages \vith community support systems and family counseling 
for detention center inmates. Other programs for \vhich Commission support 
is anticipated are ~NO institutional treat~ent programs in non-urban counties. 
In both programs diagnosis, treatment referral and counseling are major 
components. 

Community based non-institutional programs for which support is envisioned 
include two programs providing diagnostic and treatment se~,ices for alcoholics. 
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One projec!: ~'7culd recei'le ::~ird year funding fer ::reatt.lent of offenc.ers :vho 
exhibit alcohol abuse problems. ~his urban count;:! program ';·70uld provide 
treatment for approximately 300 offenders annually. The second program 
providing counseling and referral for alcohol abusi~g offenders is an urban 
county diversion progra.m. Through this program appr;:dmately 500 offenders 
annually are expected ::0 be diverted from prosecution for evaluati.on. e·:!ucation, 
and referral to treatment. 

One additional program prov~a~ng treatme~t services to offenders is the 
community scheduled for continuing support is the reorganization of parole 
and probation services. The funding provided supports salary costs for 
additional agents of the Division of Parole and Probation to reduce caseloads 

. to a more manageable level. Hi th maximum caseloads of 60 for Im:ensive 
Superlision Agents (cases posing the greatest public safety 6reac) , ;;;aximum 
caseloads of 200 for agents supervising the cases \vhich are ~ore ;:loderate 
public safety threats and 380 cases m~{imum for the least severe caseloads. 
The viability of community supervision as a sentencing alternative should 
be increased significantly and should result in a decrease in commitment of 
offenders in the State correctional system. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Sta~dards, Goals, and Objectives: The pro­
grams contemplated are directly related to the standards and goals, objectives 
and the COR-3 problem areas. The five year objective would be implemented by 
funding programs which increase the availability of treatment slots in 
community facilities. The five year and one year funding objectives are also 
addressed by the programs providing specialized treatment to certain types of 
offenders which would produce effective treatment programs at the community 
level. Specifically, these programs will address the need for employment of 
the offenders, provide treatment to offenders with alcohol abuse problems, 
and will utilize community agencies in providing many of the needed services. 
The State level projects operating under this problem area address Part E 
requirements of the "Crime Control Act of 1973" which call for satisfactory 
emphasis on the development and operation of community based correctional 
facilities and programs. 

The programs envisioned for funding address several corrections standards 
adopted by the Governor r s Commission. The six programs providing community­
based residential treatment each address Standard 2.1 in that communi ty 
resources are open to confined populations and that these facilities operate 
as a means of providing needed offender assistance in the re-entry' phase of 
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of incarceration. Standard 2.2 is addressed by each community corrections 
program in that employment, educational, social welfare services and other 
relevant community organizations are enlisted in offender programming efforts. 
Utilization of existing community resources in these programs also address 
S:andard 2JL' Imnate Involve!nent in Comr.lUnitv ?:-o9::-ams; in that the in...-tates 
housed in these facilities will receive classification services and ~ill, 
in S tate operated facili ti,es, experience increasing pe rsonal responsibi:!.i ty 
and community contact. As many offenders in State operated centers ,vill be 
under ::!utual .1.greement Progr2.J...-tming contracts, the ?rogress i.n levels of 
su?e:vision and community contact as ,vell as individual choi::e in cor:-ectional 
I::'eat:lent programs \vill be explicitly stated and ,vill include specification 
of inmate behavioral criteria. Standard 1.9 - Rehabilitation is addressed 
in that these programs seek to refer offenders to social services and 
activities available to citizens in the community. ::!any of the programs 
to be funded in this problem area include educational, vocational and 
counseling components. 

The two alcoholism treatment programs to be funded in this program 
area address Commission Corrections Standards described above in that each 
program relies heavily upon offender treatment being provided by existent 
agencies and organizations. 

The funding of the Reorganization of Parole and Probation Supervision 
specifically address Standard 10.2 - Services to Probationers through devel­
opment of a goal-oriented service delivery system that seeks to remove 
barriers confronting offenders. Standard 12.6 - Community Services to Parolees 
is similarly addressed thr.ough uti,lization of community agencies and organiza­
tions in treatment of offenders. The Standards discussed above (1.9, 2.1, 2.2) 
are also addressed through this program. 

Sub grant Data 

Baltimore City Pre-Release Center 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

State Agency 
1 
$550,000 - $575,000 (C) 

Southern Maryland Regional Community Corrections Center 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants E:{pected: 

State Agency 
1 
$70,000 - S74,700 (C) 

Bal timore Ci tv Jail \.J'ork Release Program 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 
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Baltimore City 
1 
$170,000 - $175,000 (C) 



Mental Health Correctional Treatment 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range o~ Grants Expected: 

Institutional Treatment 

Urban County 
1 
335,000 - 536,000 (C) 

:::ligible 3uog:-sntee: ~ion-C'r::,an County 
:Iumber of Grants E:<pected: 1 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: S8,000 - 810,000 (C) 

Rehabili tation Cspabili t', 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
:rumber of Grants Expected: 
~ollar Range of Grants Zxpected: 

~ron-Urban County 
1 
335,000 - $36,000,.-(C) 

Outpatient Services for Alcohol Related Offenders 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 

Urban County 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants L~pected: $50,000 - 551,200 (C) 

Diversionary Alcohol Program 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants E:-cpected: 

Urban County 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $19,000 - $19,500 (C) 

Reorganization of Parole and Probation Supervision 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 

State Agency 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: S300,OOO - $305,100 (C&E) 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

$1,120,000 (G) 
162·500 (E) 
103:000 (C) 
15,833 (E) 
2.3,667. (C) 

$1,425,000 
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Applicab Ie Federa1-S tate Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% S tc:!te/local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 S 12,990 
1970 499,359 
1.971 701,878 (C) 

255,204 (E) 
10 -'" "' 1_ 7S6,32!J. (C) 

378,085 (E) 
1973 ~85,Sll (C) 

5L.i,579 (E) 
1974 1,255,:!17 (C) 

472,i8S (:::) 
1975 913,247 (C) 

250,427 (E) 
1976 1,343,813 (C) 

350,493 (E) 
1977 1,014,121 (C) 

150,422 (E) 
1978 0 (E) 

0 (C) 
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Program Title: Insufficient Effective Treatment and Rehabil~tation Programs 
in State Correctional Institutions. (COR-4) 

Five Year Obiect~: Provide effective treatment and rehabilic;:ltion program 
capabilities within the State institutional syscem coordinated with community 
agencies and ?rovide treatment opportunities to all indi',iduals "ithin t,vo 
years of projected release for reintegration into the community 0:" a commt:nity­
'.Jased ;?rogram. 

One Year Funding Ob~ective: Provide crisis intervention services to a:l 
inmates in the ~faryland dOUse of Correction general ?opulation and insure 
proper psychological follow-up treatment. 

Implementation: Anticipated funding for this year is limited to one ?rojact 
to be op~rated in a medium security State institution. This project ~.;ould 
provide :unding for staff of a crisis clinic. Staff ';>lould provide initial 
screening, counseling and security within the clinic. Consultant services 
"ould ::,e included in the project to provide psychiatric sen'ices and training. 

~elationshin to Problem Areas, Standards. Goals and Objectives: 

Tnis progr~~ addresses Standard 1.9 Rehabilitation. The proposed project 
focuses on dealing effectively with an offender's crisis or pre-crisis mental 
condition in order that the inmate may successfully adjust in the institution 
and participate in rehabilitative activities and programs. 

This project ~l1ould address the Division of Correction's problem in 
providing effective treatment and rehabilitation programs to inmates at 
the House of Correction, especially psychological services. The model for 
this program is the Comprehensive Re-education Center at the ~~ryland Pen­
itentiary which was developed under LE.~~ funding and continues in operation 
under State funds. 

The operation of the ~laryland Penitentiary Clinic has sho~m that the 
program providing emergency and crisis intervention therapy and screening 
has beneficially impacted on the operation of the facility, as well as avoid­
ing possible violent outbursts by emotionally troubled inmates. 

Subgr.:ant Data: 

Crisis Clinic: 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

643 

S tate Agency 
1 
~50,OOO - $56,494 (C&E) 



Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: $44,769 (E) 
$11,725 (C) 

State Support Requested: $ 4,974 (E) 
$ -1,303 ( C) 

Loc.al Su~:rporr. Reques.t: :W~E 

Ot!1er Su?pon: Reques t: :iONE 

Program '2:otal: 562,:-71 

A?pli~ab1e Federal - State Conr.:-i'uutions: 90~~ Federal, :O;~ State/Lcc:ll 
P:-:'or P:-o gr am :".mdi::1g: 

1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

6 ' , 
'+'+ 

'" J ;:> 

$219,347 
8154,179 
$206,673 (C) 
S 22,185 (E) 
$ 68,501 (C) 
S 78,!.:.!:.; (E) 
$;88,.+13 (C) 
$155,010 (E) 
$ 43,676 (C) 
$100,739 (E) 
$278,486 (C) 
$175,053 (E) 
$ 0 (C) 
$241,760 (E) 

0 



Program Title: ~eed to Imurove Correctional Institutional Xanagement and 
Operational Procedures. (COR-5) 

Five 'Year Objecti',e: Improve correctional management and operational pro­
cedures by implementing Commission's recommended correctional standards. 

One '[car Funding Obj ecri.,e: Provide funding for improved protection of 
ci.,i: ::-i;hts to suppor: ~je provision of legal services :0 inmatas in Stare 
~or::-ec1:iondl Inscicuti0TIs. 

:::r:1plemencaticn: :~is prog::-am en'lisi2ns Con::nission support;)f a Stat:~ level 
program ~vhich ;vo!-lld seek to provide ~hrcugh a consultant, legal ser"lices to 
inl:lates by assisting the nabeas Corpus peti:ions and Civil :Zights .1.ctions in 
Federal Courts. Activities of the program 7,Vou~d include screening or inmate 
complaim:s on sentences and grievances about conditions and referral of cases 
not designed for the proposed program to appropiate agencies and encouragement 
of resolution to problems through negotiation rather than unsubstantial litiga­
tion. 

Relationship to Problem Area, Standards, Goals. and Objectives: The proposed 
progr~ll addresses Standard 1.1 - Access to Courts as well as in the standards, 
provision of legal services should be provided as an integral elel:lent of the 
offender's right to access to the courts. TIle proposed program is designed 
to meet this requirement. 

SubglZant Data: 

Legal Services Program: 

Eligible Sub grantee : 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEM Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

State Agency 
1 
880,000 - S90,OOO (E) 

$ 90,000 (E) 
$ 10,000 (E) 
~ONE 

:~ONE 

Program Total $100,000 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 $ 0 
1970 $ 0 
1971 ;, 

° .? 

1972 $ 0 
1973 $ 0 
1974 $ ° 1975 $ 86,081 (E) 
1976 $ 0 
1977 $ 76,496 (C) 
1978 S 105,916 (E) 
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V. JUVENILE REF_~BILITATION 

Proje.ct Title: The :Jef:.d to Improve Screening and Diagnostic Capabilities 
for Juvenile Offe.nders. (JD-2) 

:5"i'1e Year Ooj ective: ue'lelop a ::l3.ster ?l3.n 3.nc l:nprove :1'.e capabilitv 
for scree....'1';!1g and iiag!1ostic services to all :;ou~hs being processed 
'0;7 :~e. "';uvenile S er'1'J'ice.s .:\.ciminis tra tion and ~::e ":-u'ianile C~ur ~. 

vne '{ear Funding Jb~ecti"e: 1'0 ?rovide dia~nostic services to 25:) :;ouchs 
referred by the Juvenile Services ,o.cninistration in 3alti.::lor2 Ci:y. 

::::;rolementation: :':li.::d year support :Eor a diagnostic. and 3hor'<:-ter:n 
treatment project for youths in 3altimore City is envisioned at '<:he State 
level. The proj ec t ,.;ould have t!.1e capability to provide diagnostic 
evaluations to approximately 250 youths referred by Juvenile Services 
Administration staff in 3altimore City. Project staff ~.;ould include 
trained psychologists and part-time psychiatrists. The priority of 
the program would be to carry out diagnostic evaluations to be utilized 
for screening of cases coming to Juvenile Services and for disposition of 
juvenile cases in Court. The project is designed in ?art to reduce the 
rate of youths committed to the Xaryland Children's Center for diagnostic 
evalua tions resulting in grea ter compliance '",i th Federal requir6!llen ts 
to eliminate the detention of status offenders. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: The 
program contemplated directly addresses the Commission's five year 
objective and the needs identified in the problem area description 
relating to improved diagnostic and screening capabilities for the Juvenile 
Services Administration. This program provides needed court service 
dia.;nostic ':vork for Baltimore City and substantially completes the Commission's 
previously established five year funding program in this area. Capability 
in serving ot~er jurisdictions has been funded in previous years. Planning 
activity had also been accomplished at an earlier date. 

Subgrant Data: 

~iagnostic and Treatment Services 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

3udget 

L3.~ Support Requested: 
State Support ~equested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support aequested: 
Program Total: 
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S ta te Agency 
1 
$32,000 - $35,100 

$35,108 (C) 
$ 3,900 
:-mNE 
:'lONE 
339,000 



Apn1icab1e Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 $ 0 
1970 0 
1971 0 
1972 148,045 (C) 
1973 225,006 (C) 

35,000 (E) 
1974 179,428 (C) 
1975 119,644 (C) 

116,073 (~) 

5,220 (JJDp) 
1976 17,703 (C) 
1977 0 
1978 0 
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Program Title: 
Capabilities. 

Insufficient Juvenile Detention and Shelter Care 
(JD-3) 

Five Year Ob.jective: Eliminate the detention of Children in :Teed of 
Supervision, reduce unnecessary detention of alleged and adjudicated 
delinquents through the development of adequate alternatives to 
detention and insure the separation of juveniles and adults in 
detention ~acilities. 

One Year Fundi~g Cbjective: Transfer the detention 0: juveniles in the 
Eastern Shore area of the State to a more satisfactory facility, thereby 
eliminating the use of jails for this purpose to provide an alternative 
to detention in State institutions in avO urban counties by providing 
shelter care services for up to 24 youths at any given time, and provide 
non-secure house detention ,vith intensive. supervision to up to 450 
youths as an alternative to secure detention. 

I~Dlementation: Third and final year funding of a shelter home for short­
term (maximum of 90 days) residential care for alleged and adjudicated 
delinquents and status offenders a,vaiting adjudication and/or disposition 
is envisioned in an urban county. The facility ivould have a capacity 
of 12 beds and would serve both males and females in separate buildings. 

Second year funding of a House Jetention Program is anticipated for 
an urban county that would provide intensive supervision to juveniles 
in their own home or a surrogate home in lieu of institutionalization 
in a State detention facility. This program would serve approximately 
300 alleged delinquents per year who do not require secure custody, 
but who do require intensive supervision. Youths would have at least 
daily contact with project counselors while in the program. It is 
envisioned that the program \vould reduce the number of youths detained ih 
the selected county. 

Additionally, initial funding to establish a aouse Detention Program 
in one non-urban county is contemplated. This project would be modeled 
after the u~ban county program and would serve up to 150 youths per year. 
This alternative will help to reduce or eliminate jail detentions and 
detentions in Juvenile Services Administration facilities. The program 
is expected to be considerably less expensive than secure detention in 
a State facility. 

Another program <,olouid be continued at the State level that provides 
transportation services for youths requiring detention in the nine counties 
(Worcester, ivicomico, Somerset, Dorchester, Caroline, Kent, Queen .~ne's, 
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Cecil and Talbot) of the Eastern Shore. This program would provide 24 
hcu~ ~ day, seven days a week service by transporting youths to 
juven~le detention facilities in lieu of ?lacement in local jails. 

Fu~ding is contemplated for the establishment of a night intake 
c:J:::::-,u:lic2.::ion system to provide a means \.,it~lin the present night intake 
?rocess in Baltimore Ci ty whereby local ?olice authori ties can cornmunic':l!:e 
their need for a night intake worker ::0 respond to a ~risis situation 
.13 ~uickly as possible. The availability of the night intake services 
3i-:.'~'J.ld reduce unnecessary de tentions. This system will also enable a 
::lore comprehensive information flow bet':veen the nigh,t intake officer 
and the day intake officer. 

Relationship to Program Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: The 
shelter care project and the night intake project relate directly to the 
ob j ec ti ve ,):: eliminating the de ten tion of s ta tus off endet's and reducing 
unnecessary detention of alleged and adjudicated delinquents by providing 
a community-based alternative to detention. The two house detention 
projects relate directly to the problem of detaining juveniles in 
adult jails and detention of status offenders by offering alternative 
services. The transportation services project is aimed at eliminating 
housing delinquent youths in local jails. 

Subcrant Data: 

Shelter domes 

Eligible Sub grantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar ~ange of Grants Expected: 

House Detention frogram 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Transportation Corps 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
:'Tumber of Grants :xpected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 
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Urban County 
1 
$120,000 - $126,000 (C) 

State Agency 
2 

$25,300 - $30,500 (JD)(Ej 

State Agency 
1 
$80,000 - $87,300 (JD)(E) 



~ight Intake Communication System 

Eligible Sub grantee: 
:{umber of Grants EX?ected: 
Dollar 3.ange of Grants Expected: 

3udget: 

LE.~ Support ~equested 

State Support Requested: 

Local Support Requested: 

Other Support ~equested 
Program Total: 

Apu1icable Federal-State Contributions: 

Prior Pro~ram Funding: 1969 $ 0 
1970 0 
1971 100,543 
1972 109,599 

112,000 
1973 192,599 

56,671 
1974 307,459 

0 
1975 68,824 

151,682 
1,796 

1976 210,237 
101,066 
120,048 

1977 0 
57,200 
30,569 

1978 0 
0 

39,990 

650 

State Agency 
1 
$500-S621 (C) 

Sl2.6,321 (C) 
53,031 (2) 
90,169 UTI) 

4,973 (C) 
5,392 (E) 

10,019 (JD) 
9,113 (C) 

]ONE (JD) 
:WNE 
$300,023 

90% Federal, 10% State/Local. 

(C) 
(E) 
(C) 
(E) 
(C) 

(C) 
(E) 
(JJDp) 
(C) 
(E) 
(JJDP) 



Program Title: Insufficient Community-nased Treatment Alternatives and 
Provision of Community Services for Juvenile Delinquency. (JD-S) 

Five Y'2.ar 0bj ecti":re: P~ovide .3.:::l.equate treatment to all adjudicated 
delinque~t3 and se:ected pro~ramming for appropriate status offenders 
through the cevelopme~;: :lnd operation of viable community-based programs. 

One ~ear Fundi~g :o~ective: ?rovide support for commitment alternatives 
in t~·;o ur~an areas of t~e State; provide community-based residential 
services and supplenental services in four jurisdictions; ?rovide two 
programs fer job trair:.ing i:J. urban counties; and provide t:w programs 
specially geared to delinquent youths remaining ;'7ithin the public school 
system, all of \vhic~ ' . .;Quld provide increased community-based services to 
over 700 youths in the State and examine bed utilization in community­
based programs State-wide. 

Imulementat:'on: A total of 11 projects, six at the State level and five 
at the local level are envisioned in this program area. 

At the State level, third year funding of a program that assigns 
juvenile probation counselors to youths attending specific schools in an 
urban county is envisioned. The counselors would provide probation 
supervision and additionally '"ould es tablish a working relationship ,dth 
the schools in an effort to reduce school drop-outs and school behavioral 
problems among probationers. The program would provide three juvenile 
counselors each of ':veom would carry a caseload of from 25 to 45 youths. 

Funding of a non-residential care supplemental program in Baltimore 
City for the second year is also anticipated at the State level. The 
proj ect \vould provide services to 100-150 youths in foster or shelter 
placements and would provide training and family counseling to 50 
shelter parents and 150 natural parents. Services provided to youths 
would include counseling, psychological, psychiatric, educational, and 
recreational activities. Shelter and natural parents would also 
receive appropriate counseling. The major objective of this project 
is to demonstrate that meaningful supportive services to children in 
foster homes can prevent further delinquency. 

Initial funding support is envisioned for one new non-residential 
care supplement project in an urban county modeled after the Baltimore 
City project. Individual and family counseling, tutoring, or day school 
program, and referral services to youths in Juvenile Services 
Administration shelter and foster homes in Baltimore County would be 
provided. Services would be provided to up to 120 youths and a like 
number of parents and guardians. 
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Funding for the continuation of two group homes is anticipated. 
One ho;:).e ,,'ould serve an urban county area and :,e opera ted by the 
Juvenile Ser'Tices Administration while the other is located in and operated 
by a non-ur:,an county. The State operated group home would serve eight 
to ten boys ages 14 to 17 years at anyone time. Services provided 
would include psychiatric and psychological services, group, individual 
and family counsel:'ng, educat:'onal assistance, and some recreational 
activity. All clients ,,,ould be under the supervision of Juvenile 
Services. The other home, also serving only Juvenile Services re."~)r~2.ls, 

,,,ould have a capacity for up to ten girls ,,,hile :naintaining an average 
daily population of eight. Ser-,ices ?rovided ,,,ould be similar to those 
of the boys' home. 

A comprehensive S ta te-t"ide study of the u tiliza tion of beds in 
community-based facilities is envisioned for funding through the Juvenile 
Services Administration. The study would have as its primary objecti'Te 
an assessment of the reasont; for the :.lnder-utilization of beds in 
residential facilities and recommendations for corrective action. To 
access the under-utilization of beds, such problem areas as referral 
procedures, entrance criteria, and realistic treatment objectives would 
be addressed. Attitudes of personnel involved in placement would be 
explored and linkages 1:Jet;'leen court services, institutional personnel and 
group home staff would be studied. 

Second year continuation support is contemplated for a commitment 
alternative project for delinquent boys which would operate only on weekends. 
The program, operated by the State, is designed specifically for those 
youths ,vho need to be made ,aware of the seriousness of their behavior, 
but '{,ho have not benefited from probation and are not in need of 
commitment to a State Training School. 

A maximum of ten youths Ivould participate at anyone time with a 
total of approximately 60 being served yearly. Youths would be placed 
in the program on ,the bas.is of Court Order for up to t,VO months. The 
program would emphasize strenuous physical activity, outdoor living skills, 
remedial education and peer group counseling. 

Continuation funding is also envisioned for an alternative school 
and work program in an urban county which would serve 27 chronic truants, 
dropouts and juvenile court cases (youths age 14 to 17 years). The 
program would be located in a park area and provide experimental study 
opportunities and supervised physical work activities such as trail 
building, stream control, and campsite development. An academic program 
related to the work experience and individual student needs would be 
provided along with some counseling. The '),'lFlic goal of the program is 
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to enable students to function effectively in subsequent c.ommunity, 
school, and work settings. 

_'I. non-residential day treat:nent program for males and females, 
ages 15 to IS is an ticipa ced to receive s;econd ~Tear support in an 
ur::,an county. Youths in t!1e progra:n ;vould be uuder the jurisci;!.ction of 
the Juvenile Court, adjudicated delinquents on at least one occassion, 
out of school, out of ';vork, of av'erage learning pocential and referred 
by t:1e Juveni2.e C'Jurt and Juvenile Services Adminiscration. The 
program would 'serve approximately 60 ::ouths. Services provided ,vould 
include remedial education stressing basic literacy skills, physical 
education, and pre-vocational training. Pre-vocational training would 
include exposure to various types of occupations, training in the basic 
skills necessary to obtain a job, and job p:acement assistance. 

A work study program for 50 to 60 youths, ages 16-18, is also 
envisioned for continuation funding in an ur::,an county. Tb,t~ program 
is designed for youths ,vuo are out of work, out of school and IVUO have 
expressed a desire for training and/or educat:ion leading to a job. An 
individualized ,.;ork and study program Tvould be developed fen: all program 
participants. Approximately 80% of all referrals would be from the 
Juvenile Services Administr<.:ttion with the rerr .. 'ning 20% coming from the 
police and schools. 

Initial funding support is contemplated for a youth services program 
to be operated in an area of an urban county ivhich has a disproportionate 
amount of juvenile delinquency relative to juvenile population, A 
corollary strategy involving the deplo:-ment of counselors throughout 
the commu:1ity to provide on-site guidance and counseling ,vould be 
established. TIlis program would supplement existing services. Referrals 
would be accepted from the Juvenile Services Administration, the 
community, school system andpolice departments. At least 100 youths 
would be served. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and 8bjectives: The 
~ork Study program and the alternative programs relate directly to the 
·;?roblem of inadequate job training and employment possibilities for 
juvenile offenders by providing these services. The school counselor 
program and alternative school program relate directly to the prqblems 
of inadequate community-based supervision of adjudicated juveniles 
and avoiding unnecessary commitments to State institutions. The group 
homes and non-residence treatnent projects relata directly to the 
problem of inadequate quantity and q'tmlity of community-based residential 
care. 
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Subgrant Data... 

2xnerimental School Juvenile Counselor 

21igi~le Sub grantee: 
:·ju!!lber of Grants i!::q;ecced: 
Dollar ~ange of Grants ~xpected: 

jon-~.esidenti",l Care Supulement 

:::ligi~le S~bgrant~e: 

~lumber of Grants £:.;:?ec::ed: 
Dollar Range of Grants EX?ectad: 

Groutl.~ome Programs 

~ligible Sub~rantee: 

:iumb er of Gra:lts Exp ec '~ed: 
:uo1lar Range or Grants Z~~pected: 

State 
1 
345,000 - $46,900 (JD) 

State: 

$45,000 - $33,600 (JD&C) 

State and :ron-Urban County 
2 
$28,600 - $78,400 (JD%E) 

Study of Bed Ut,ilization :i:n Community-3ased Facilities 

Eligible Subgrantae: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Commitment Alternatives 

Eligible Subgra~tee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Juvenile Rehabilitation Center 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~Jumber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

;vork Stud] Program 

Eligible Sub grantee: 
:-Iumber of Grants E:;:?ected 
Dollar Range of Grants ~{?ected: 
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State 
1 
$35,000 - $36,000 (JD) 

State and Urbarl County 
2 
$18,100 - $113,300 (JD) 

Urban County 
1 
$200,000 - $242,900 (C) 

Urban County 
1 
$85,000 - $91,500 (C) 



Youch Services Program 

t:ligible Subgrantee: Urban County 
~umber of Grants Expected: 1 
vollar ~ange of Grancs Expected: 840,000 - 553,000 (C & JD) 

Budge: 

LEAA Support Requested: 

State Support ~equested: 

Local Support Requested: 

Other Support: 
Program Total: 

$429,,300 (C) 
78,400 (E) 

329,600 (JJDP) 
22,733 (C) 
a,711 (E) 

16,222 (JJDP) 
24,967 (C) 
20,400 (JJDP) 
~ONE 

$930,333 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 9070 Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding; 1969 $ 39,311 
1970 332,078 
1971 744,303 (C) 

62,329 (E) 
1972 786,535 (C) 

334,752 (E) 
1973 1,849,430 (C) 

153,842 (E) 
1974 974,311 (C) 

106,936 (E) 
1975 1,027,514 (C) 

131,539 (E) 
120,364 (JJDP) 

1976 536,527 (C) 
123,288 (E) 
141,048 (JJDp) 

1977 441,005 (C) 
394,706 (JJDP) 

1978 294,398 (C) 
99,269 (JJDP) 
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Program Title: Inadeq~ate Institutional Treatment Programs for Juveniles. 
(JD-6) 

Five Year Obje,ctives: Successfully reintegrate institutional juveniles 
into the community or community-based programs within an average of six 
mont~s frdm date of cammit~ent ~y providing an adequate range of treatment 
?rograms ~,;ithin State juvenile inscitutions. 

One Year runding Obje::.tive: To -provide job placement ana JOD t::::ai:ling 
3.ssi.sca.."1ce "Co 2aO yout~s released from Juvenile Ser7ices Inst:'t'J.t::'ons 
.:>or-d ?rovide community-oas2d services to up to 100 :~ouths while under 
a commitment to a juvenile institution, thus resulting in early release 
from institutional confinement." 

Imnlemencation: Funds rN"ould be utilized at c;1e Sta~e level to support 
the concinuation of an Institutional Training Program. 

The purpose of this project -Nould be to provide direct JOOJ ?lace!:le.nt, 
vocational training, and on-the-job training for 200 juvenile delinquents 
from the ~'faryland Training School for 30ys who may be educationally and 
socially deprived, and the majority of whom may not'be returning to the 
Public School System. The youngsters would come from all the counties 
and Baltimore City, and all would be adjudicated delinquents. The 
objective is to establish a system to match properly trained young men 
and women to available jobs quickly and efficiently. This program would 
be operated by a private vendor and would be evaluated on the basis of 
youngsteJ;s on-the-job taking into account the length of time a :loungster 
remains on the job as ~<Tell as the quality of his/her work as evaluated 
by his/her supervisor. The availability of training and placement 
under this program should result in shorter institutional length of stay 
for participants. 

Also, at the State level, continuation funding is anticipated for 
an Institutional Community Placement program. The priwary purpose of 
this program is to reduce the institutionalized population a.t the ::1ontrose 
School. Youths selected for this program ':<Tould be placed in the 
community on authorized leave from ~ontrose School and placed in their 
own ha~ or a surrogate home. Youths would be closely supervised by 
project staff on a seven day a week basis with at lea.st one contact daily. 
The period of supervision would vary according to the needs of the youth 
and rNould extend to a maximum of six months. 

Youths in the program would remain under a commitment to the institution 
but would be able to take advantage of community-based services in the 
specific jurisdiction to ':<Thieh they would subsequently return. Up to 
100 youths could be served yearly through this project. 
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Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and Ob ectives: 30th 
progr~ms r~lat~ directly to the problem of inadequate ob training 
programs for institutionalized youths by providins job -;lacement 
assistanc~ and some job training. Additionally, the l::J.3titutional 
Community ?lacement project should effect a reduction in institutional 
popula;:::'on, thus improving t!:1e. ratio of ?rogram slots to youths. 30t:1 
?rojects are directed tmvard early release from institutionalization, 
chereby impacting the objective of providing services directed COlvard 
ret:1rn to the community 'Jithin six months of commit:!1ent. 

Subgrant Data: 

Institutional Community Placement 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
:-iurnber of Grants S:qected: 
Dollar ~ange of Grants E:~ected: 

Institutional Training Program 

Eligible Subgrantee~ 
~u:.:ber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 

State Support Requested: 

Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

$ 30,900 (C) 
129,300 (E) 

3,433 (C) 
14,367 (E) 

~ONE 

NONE 
178,000 

S ta te )~ .. genc:l 
1 
S:S,JOO - 330,900 (C) 

State Agency 
1 
$120,000 - $122,000 (E) 

~licable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local. 

Prior Pro~ram Fundin~: 1969 $ 0 
1970 51,350 (C) 
1971 44,234 (E) 
1972 58,179 (C) 
1973 34,053 (C) 

41,000 (E) 
1974 11,000 (C) 
1975 ° 1976 29,803 (C) 

40,000 (E) 
1977 ° 1978 82,000 (E) 
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Program Title: :reed to Upgrade "Pre-Arrest", "Post-Arrest" and "Pre­
Adjud:"cation" Screening of Juvenile Cases. (JD-7) 

Five Year Objective: Exclude from the juvenile justice system those cases 
,Yhic~ do not have prosecutorial ~erit; to divert those juveniles who should 
~e ?rovided serv~ces by other agencies; to increase the e£fectiven.zss of 
prosecution of those cases that are actually broughc to trial. 

One Year Fund~ng Objective: Divert approximately 1,500 status o:t!:enders 
and youths committing ~inor offenses in the urban county and non-urban 
:::ounties and improve :::2e effectiveness of a: least one large munic:'?a:'icy 
police department in proper screening, diversion, and referral of juvenile 
offenders. 

Imnlementation: Six programs at bot~ the State and local levels are 
envisioned for funding in the coming year. The refunding of a status 
offender project in. an urban county for a third year of operation is 
antj.cipated. This proj ect ~yould establisn a central intake unit and 
cOI!..IIllunity-based ser~lices for status offenders in lieu of formal processing 
by the juvenile justice system. The project il70uld consist of tivO 
parts: (1) a formal intake/screening/referral unit that would process 
80-85% of all status offender complaints coming to the attention of the 
police; (2) a purchase of care fund to provide temporary residential care 
and professional services to status offenders and their families through 
contractual arrangements with community resources. Status offenders 
would be referred directly to the CeIltral Intake Unit by the police 
department in the case of apprehended runaways or youngsters reported 
beyond control in the home; by the Intake Officers of the Juvenile Services 
Administration in cases where parents have contacted juvenile Services on 
their own, and public school personnel in cases ,.here ?a1:ents have 
contacted juvenile :::;·.zrvices on their mvn, and public school personnel 
in cases of chronic truancy. Approximately 750 youths would receive 
services through this program. In essence the project would test the 
concept of removing status offenders from the juvenile justice system. 

Continued support for four diversion projects~is also envisioned, one 
at the State level serving an urban couIlty and the other t~=ee at the 
non-urban ~evel. The State operated project would be directed toward 
diverting approximately 500 Children in Need of Supervision (CI~S) from 
the Juvenile Court through immediate crisis intervention techniques and 
intensive family counseling. The diversion unit established to 
accomplish this obje~tive would consist of four full-time staff as well 
as contractual psychological consultants. 
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The three youth diversion projects to be operated in non-urban areas 
of the State ;-Iould all be directed to youths from single parent families. 
'lolunteers ~"ould be recruited and t::ained to T"ork T.vith designated youths 
on a one-to-one basis. it is anticipated that all youths served '-Iould 
either be direc~ly referred by the Juvenile Services Administration or 
;.;ould at leas t have :lad some .::om:3.C t ,-lith t~e juvenile justice system. 
The primary ';lUrpose of :he pr::;grams is to :-educe :-e-entry or f'.1rther 
entry into the formal j~3~ice system. ~p?roximacely 200 youths could 
be served through these rn:ograms annually. 

Continuation =unding is contemplated =or a juvenile intervention force 
recently established in a large m~~icipal police department with Federal 
assistance. This unit would continue to ~e staffed, in ints second year 
of operation, by tI.;o experienced officers at the corporal and sergeant: 
levels ,,,ho are being trained in handling youthful offenders. The unit 
TN"ould conduct inves tigations, provide refer::als and ccunseli:lg services, 
maintain liaison wi:h cooperating agencies, institute a comprehensive 
public a,vareness program, and provide inservice inst:-uction to department 
personnel in juvenile matters. 

Relationshin to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: The 
diversion projects would relate directly to the problem of inadequate 
services being provided to youths diverted from the Juvenile justice 
system by providing direct and/or referral services. The Juvenile 
Intervention Project would not only relate to the diversion of appropriate 
youth but should impact upon the problem of case preparation and screening 
to insure proper prosecution of juvenile offenders. 

Subgrant Data 

Status Offender Central Intake 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Youth Diversion Projects 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Urban County 
1 
$250,000 - $298,900 (C) 

State Agency and Non-urban Counties 
3 to 2+ 

S12,500 - S60,800 (JD & C) 



Juvenile I~1tervention Uni t 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 

Large Municipality 
1 

Dollar Range of brants Expected: 831,000 - $34,100 (JD) 

3udget 

LEAl\. Support L\equested: $369, SOO (C) 
L£..-\A Support 3.eques te d: 71,200 (JD) 
State Support ?"equested: 18,773 C' 'uj 

Local Support ?.equested: 22,316 (C) 
Local Support RequesteQ: 7,889 (JD) 
Other Support Req ues te <c : ~o~m 

Program Total: S489,778 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 0 
J.970 0 
J.971 0 
1972 0 
J.973 0 
1974 0 
1975 0 
1976 $232,503 C 

155,385 E 
23,275 JJDP 

1977 111,670 C 
120,540 1:;' 

'-' 

135,571 JJDP 
1978 0 
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P!:"ogram Title: Inadequate Administration, ~'fanagement and Operational Techniques 
in Jl ;nile Courts. (JD-a) 

Fi7e Year Objective: Increase t~e e~f~ciency of t~e ~~7enile justice system 
by :"ns~i:uting up-to-date :n.anage!:lent :~chni~1.les resu':::":'!.g in a illa~-:ioum of 
30 days be Dveen apprenens ion 8.J."1d pe ci ::ioning, a :u.a:dm1.l:TI :Ji 30 days from 
filing·:o adjudication, and a maximum 0;: :'5 days f!:"am ",djudication to dis­
position." 

One Year rundin~ Objective: _:1cr-ease t:"e eifi::::ie:lc:, of ehe juvenile ·:::our:: 
system in Baltimore City by r-eciucing the dismissal rate and postponement 
race and thereby reducing ehe ti:u.e fr-om filing :0 adjudication. 

Implementation: Third year continuation funding for an investigator 
assigned to Juvenile Court Unit of the Balti:nore City State's Attorney's 
Office is envisioned under this program area. 

I'he :::esponsibilities of the in'lestigator ';.;ould i;::clude provHung Juvenile 
Court prosecutors ,vith assistance in locating mis3ing victims and witnesses; 
locating missing respondents so t:"at feilure to eppeer ,varrants can be executed; 
and developing additional information about ,vitnesses. The o'.Jjective of 
this project ,",auld be to reduce the postponements and dismissals caused 
by ineffective preparation and missing witnesses. (Funds would be used for 
salary, travel, office equipment and telephones for the investigator). 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: 
The Juvenile Court investigator '..;ould decrease the time interval between 
cases by reducing the pos tponement and dismissal rate \vhich directly 
relates to Standard 6.2. as well as the Five Year and one year objectives. 

Sub grant Data: 

Juvenile Court Division Investigator: 

Eligible Sub grantee : 
Number of Grants Expected: 

Baltimore City 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $17,500 - $18,100 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

$18,100 
704 

1,307 

$20,111 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Fundin~: 1969 0 
1970 0 
1971 0 
1972 0 
1973 O. 
1974 o· 
1975 0 661 
1976 $16,171 
1977 0 
1978 17,484 



VI. ~!ULTIFlJNCTIONAL 

Program Title: 
Justice System. 

'. 

Insufficient Data Collection and Statistics in the Criminal 
(illiS-l) 

Five Year Objective: Establish a State-wide c~i~inal justice in£or~ation 
and statiscics system ~ith capabilities for planning, operation, nanagement 
and evaluation in accord ~.;:'t~ t:"e Stace-~.;ide pidn adopted by the Commission. 

Jne -rear ,Jbjecti'le: Cunci:lUe i;r,plementation of che State-~.1icie criminal justice 
infor~ation syscem ulan in accord ,vitb the policy established in t~at plan. 

Imolementacion: This program contemplates support at the State and ~ocal 
level to concinue development :l- ::: comp~ehensi.7e ·.:riminal juscic.a :;:~cistics 
and information system. 

At the State level, funding is envisioned for third year support of 
the District Court criminal disposition reporting system. This system p:'ovides 
improved defendant and case information on District Court c::·iminal processings 
th~oug~out the State for operational and analycical purposes. ~he system also 
~aint~ins a complece description of defendant processing for the reporting of 
the required cou~t events to the State's Central Repository as ~2iJ.dat2d by 
State stacute (Arcicle 27, Section 747). Funds would be used principally for 
computer resources, system maintenance and systems support. 

State level funds are anticipated for third year support of, quality 
control staffing for the Division of Correction's Offender Based State Correction 
Information System (OBSCIS). This project would support necessary quality 
control staffing at both the Division of Correction Headquarters and at the 
institutions for the required entry, deletion, and updating of inmate as well 
as program and service data as maintained on the automated correction information 
system. The quality control staffing is intended to assure that the correction 
data base is complete, timely, and accurate. Funds would be used principally 
for staffing of the personnel in the cent~al Quality Control Unit and the 
institutions. 

At the State level funds are also anticipated for initiation of a pro­
ject to improve the management of the Division of Parole and Probation's ex­
isting offender based portion of the Criminal Justice l~£ormation System. 
Funds would be used to convert the existing computerized index of active cases 
to microfilm for more timely field access to parole and probation cases and 
their status. 

Finally, S tate level funds are anticipated for second year support 
of audit capability for the Administrative Office of the Courts State-\vide 
Jv.dicial Information Sys tern. This project \.;ould assure more timely and 
accurate reporting of information on Circuit Court filings and terminations 
and would monitor field compliance with reporting defi~itions and regulations. 
Funds would be used prinCipally for a field supervi~Q~ and part-time interns 
for data verification and auditing. 

Baltimore City second year funding is anticipated for a'project to 
provide a quantitative measures of c~iminal and juvenile justice system 
processing. A data base describing Baltimore City justice services in­
.cluding the cost: of the services aue). their effecti-veness ,vould be used to 
assis t in the budgeting process and for es tablishing programming priorities. 
Funds would be used for a senior management analyst as ,.;ell as contractual 
data processing resources. 
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Urban county second yea..;r funding is anticipated for an aUl:onated 
fingerprint information system to service the Prince George's and . 
Xontgomery County police departments. The proj e'et Hould provide th~. counties 
,.ith an automated system for rapidly searching existing mascer and l'a1:en:: 
:ingerprint files and matching ::hem to latenc ~Jrints as \"ell as ne,.; latencs 
in an effort to idenci£y perpet:racors of crime and to clear :'::.ciient.s yf cr':"::;.c. 
:unds ~vould be used ?rincipally :or the automated fingerprin:: S":St:2ffi :':.quip::ent 
and for additional scaffing (bc::~ systems ana.l.:;s ts and latent -::::.1r::iners dni 
':ingerprint technicians) to support and maintain the system. Tne system 
could 'oe expanded to cover- ether areas Dased on act'J.al capability at: ::he time 
of deli"',,"'ery. 

All projects ':unded :.;ould be consi5tent ,.;ith :2deral 18.';'" Stat: ':'3.\.;, 

and the State-wide criminal justice infor~ation system mast:er plan and 
the ~'faryland security and privacy plan. 

~elB.c:ionshi? to ?-:-ob1er.l Areas, Standards, Goals, and I)b~ec.t:ives: All 0: 
c::'e pt'ograr.lS en'iisioned relate direc::ly to ::;;'c development: of :!ar:,"land' 5 

StB.te-,dde cri:::J.inal justice info!WB.tion syscem and che s::andards adc?=ed -::y 
the Commission fot' the State-\'iide sYS1:em as reflected in cte Stace-O:vi:!e 
Criminal Justice Information Systel!l :·la.ster Plan. In c.crr:plying ,vith c;;'e 
~laster Plan the projects '''ould impact directly on the one and five year 
obj e'ctives of the Commission. At the S tate level, che Dis 1:rict Court Dis­
position reporting project relate specifically to Standards 5.1, 5.2, and 
5.3 for court information system de',elopment. The correctional quality 
control data system is related to requirements for assuring accuracy, 
completeness, and timeliness of data (Standard 12.3a) for the corrections in­
formation system (Standard 6). The microfilm conversion project is related to 
the development of improved correctional information as discussed in Standard 
6 and for accessing more accurate, complete, and timely data (Standard 12.1). 
The court auditing and statistical utilization project is related to require­
ments for assuring accuracy, completeness, and timeliness of data (Standard 12.3a) 
for court information system development (Standard 5). The Balti:;)ore City 
project on cost analysis and evaluation is related to the development of ~anaoe­
ment and administrative statistics (Standard 10). Finallv, the ~utomated fin~er­
print information system is consistent with the concept of the develoPr.lent of~ 
agency information.. system applications as discussed in S-tanda;ci 2.1. . 

Sub grant Data: 

District Court Disposition Reporting 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expecced: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Correct~9nal Qualitv Control Data Svstem 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~iurnber of Grants E:h.l'ected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Ex~ected: 
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State Agency 
1 
$27,000 - $28,800 

State Agency 
1 
S30,OOO - S84,800 



~ficrofi 1m Conversion of Parole and Probation Indices 

Eligible Subgrancee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range"of Grants Expected: 

Statistical Utilization and Auditing Project 

Eligible Suograntee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar ~ange of Grants Expected: 

Cost Anal-;sis E'Jaluatio:J. 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

State Agency. 
1 
$13,000 - $13,500 

State Agency 
1 
325,000 - S27,)CO 

3 a1 :imo re:i ty 

$50,000 - $53,800 

Regional Automaced Fingernrinc Information Svscem 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
:Iumber. of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

3udget 

LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

Applicable Federal State Contributions: 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 $ 0 
1970 $ 0 
19i1 $ 191,991 
19i2 $ 113,705 
19i3 8 318,221 
1974 $ 494,464 

$ 50,000 
1975 $ 517,419 

$ 22,391 
1976 $1,116,001 
1977 S 365,916 
1978 $ 44,741 

664 

Urban C:Junty 
1 
$300,000 - 8333,200 

$541,100 
$ 32,1i2 
$ 27,950 

NONE 

$601,222 

90% Federal, 10% State-local; 

(C) 
(E) 
(C) 
(JD) 



~---.----------
~---~---

Program Title: 
Justice System. 

Improved Daca Collection and Statistics in the Juvenile 
(RES-2) 

?"ive Year Objective: Sstablish a State->;.,ride juvenile justice infor:nation 
~~d 3catist~cs system Nit~ capabi:ities :or planning, operation, management 
and e'laluation in accord ,.,rith the State->;vide plan.being adopted by the Commissio';1.. 

One Yea:- Objective: Continue implementation of a State-,:vi..ie juvenile justice 
i';1.ior.;.aci.:Jrl systen :"n accord ' . .;ich t~e policy established ::: t:ne Cornr::ission and 
it:s Inio"!"::lation System Policy Committee .and the ~·fast:er Pla.:."l for criminal justice 
in:Eormat::.on system deve:oiJment. 

Implem~cntation: This program contemplates con~inuation of activities directed 
at the ~l~i.mate development of a State-wide Juvenile Justice Information System . 

.:it the S tate Level funds ~'7ould be available to suppa rt the completion 
oi the i'-1plementa.tion '::ly the JU'le:1ile Ser7ices :'dninisc:-acion 0: the ~'1ar:;land 
Automaced Juveni.le In:or:nation Sys tern. This inioClation sys cern <..;ould prov::'':'e 
a complete client based t::-acking of events on each juvenile referred to juvenile 
services, ,.;ould provide improved infor:!lation on the service programs for ju­
veniles and "iould provide imp roved case managenent repor;:s and timely 5 tatis tical 
reports. The sys tern <.vould also support the development of juvenile c..lient 
histories including delinquent history information for appropriate exchange 
with the adult criminal justice system. Where possible this system 'many 
rely on juvenile court information systems for the reporting of disposition 
information on juveniles processed formally. Funds "ould be used principally 
for a systems analyst and computer time for system implementation and mainten­
ance as well as for computer equipment required to support the system. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objec~ives: 

The one program envisioned relates to the development of a State-\.,ride 
Juvenile Justice Information System as contemplated in the standards adopted 
by the Commission ,vi th the approval of the S tate-,.;ide Criminal Jus tice Infor­
mation System ~'1aster Plan, and the policy recommendations of the Information 
System Policy Committee. In complying with the ~ster 'Plan the project "ould 
impact directly on the one and five year objectives of the Commission. The 
Juvenile Services Administration project to establish a State-wide au.tomated 
juvenile information system is consistent with the needs as identified in 
Standard i, the Security and Privacy Requirements of Standard 12.5, and the 
data reporting requirements of Standard 13.5. 

Sub grant Data: 

~1a~Jland Automated Juvenile Information System 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
~umber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants E::"'1Jected: 
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State Agency 
1 
$90,000 - S94,500 



.Budget: 

LEAA Support Requested: $ 94,500 (JD) 
S 2.0,300 (In) 
~mlE 

State Suppor~ ~equested: 
Local Support ~equested: 
Other Support Requested: ~O}TE 

Program Total: 310':,JOO 

Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% Stace!~oca1 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 

$0 
$0 
30 

1972 $0 
1973 SO 
197!.. 20 
1975 $0 
1976 SO 
1977 $50,7S0 
1978 SO 

~OTE: Programs in thi.s area THere preyiously funded under RES-I. 
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Program Title: Lack of Sy!?temacic Program Planning and Evaluation in the 
Criminal Justice System. (~ES-3) 

Fivl: Year Obiecti'le: Insure that all major criminal justice agencies ha··;e 
adequate staff and skills for the util~zation of !:lodern techniques !n program 
?2.anning and evaluation. 

One Year Obiective: Increase the number of police agencies with planning, 
resear:::h and evaluation skills. Comple te the 8S tablishment of ::,asic caFabi':":' :::: 
within the State Court System. 

Imnlementation: This prograr.1 area enV1.S1.ons grants to develop the capabilities 
within criminal justice agencies that Hould enable thern to design agency 
prog::ams and evaluate prograln success in a sys tematic manner. 

State level refunding is anticipated for a training program and related 
expenses to be provided judges, court ad~inistrators, clerks, and other coert 
related personnel under the auspices of the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. Training to be provided will be cC'.itlcentrated upon planning processes. 
The program would be provided contractually and would utilize various survey 
techniques to be included in the planning process. 

Refunding is also anticipated at the State level for a program that 
expands the planning unit in the Administrative Office of the Courts by 

'adding a full-time research assistant and providing funds for contractual 
services to develop caseload projections • 

. -\t the large municipality 1e'1el, funding is anticipated to continue 
supporting tivo Police Planning and Evaluation Units ~vith a staff of one 
planner responsible fo~ crime analysis, designing record forms, legal research, 
and experimentation with new police techniques. These projects would reduce 
the current workload of the administrative staffs and at the same time establish 
separate and distinct units for planning and research. Funds are anticipated 
for the planners and related equipment in each of two large municipalities. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: The programs 
envisioned would impact directly upon the one and five year objectives. in that 
they would significantly improve the planning capabilities of criminal justice 
agencies. The police planning unit pr.ojects relate directly to Standard 5.3, 
the Commitment to Planning, Standard 5.4, Agency and Jurisdictional Plannin~ 
and the Police Research Standard. The other projects would also fill gaps 
that exis t in judicial planning and evaluation relating to Standard 1-7 "Rule 
Haking, Policy ~laking and Administration of the Court System. II 

Subgrant Data 

Technical and Research SUDDort 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 
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State Agency 
1 
$15,000 - S16,800 (e) 



Judiciarv Planning Unit Expansion 

Eligib~~e Sub grantee: 
)lumber of Grants Expecte.d: 

State Agency 
1 

Dollar Range. of Grants Expected: 515,000 - $16,800 

Police Planning and Evaluation enit 

Eligible Subgrantee: La!:"ge :-funici.pali ties 
~umber of Grants Ex?ected: 2 
Dolla:- ~ange. of Grar.ts 2::{Dected: Sl~, 200 - 3:~, ~OO 

Budget 

LL~ Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Sup?ort Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Toca1: 

562,200 (C) 
-+,8"5 
2,066 
~m~-TE 

$69,111 

Applic.ab 1e Federal-State Contributions: 90~~ Federal, lOi~ State/Local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ ° 
170,759 
106,023 
626,807 
135,196 
118,144 

92,164 
198,557 
109,683 
15,108 
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Program Title: Need for Improved Efforts Aimed Directly at Reducing High 
Crime Incidence in Specific Categories or Speci£i~ Geographical Areas. (COP-I) 

Five Year Objective: Implement selected demonstration crillie reduction ?rograms 
Ivhich can decrease individual UCR crime rates in specific geographical areas. 

One '{ear Objective: Continue selected demonstration crime reducti,on programs 
which can decrease juvenil~ cri~e and i~di7idual UCR crine rates par::'cularly 
for :,urglar:l and 'Jandalism in specific seographical areas, pr:'~arily ~un:;"C:l­
palities and non-urban counties. 

Implementation: une concentrated crime reduccion program ~ould be continued 
in' a small municipali"ty ,"3urglai'y 'and breakin,g 'and entering reduction would 
be the objective of this program. A police tea,:n would be funded and project 
activities would include: development of prevention and education prograos; C~­
ordination of police and co~~unity resources; investigation and apprehension 
programs; provision of foot and vehicle ?atrols; provision of security checks; 
;:>ropert.y identification programs; and multi-media approac.:1.es. 

Two concentrated juvenile crime reduction programs, (one continuation and 
one initial) are envisioned for Baltimore City and one for a large munici­
pality. These would involve various elements of the juvenile justice system 
and other city agencies working together to reduce the incidence of juvenile 
crime in the selected jurisdictions. These programs involve a comprehensive 
multiphase planning process to e.xamine the e::'!:act nature and extent of the 
juvenile crime problem and to develop a program structure to deal with these 
problems. One of the programs in Baltimore City would address vandalism 
while the other two programs address burglary, larceny> robbery and auto-theft 
committed by juveniles. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals, and Objectives: It is 
expected that each project ,vould impact upon the five and one year obj ectives 
and needs identified in the problem description. Particular emphasis w'ould 
be en reducing the crime of burglary and crimes committed by juveniles. 

Subgrant Data 

Concentrated Crime Reduction 

Eligible Subgrantees: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Juvenile Concentrated Crime Reduction 

Eligible Subgrantees: 
~Iw:nber of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Small Municipality 
1 
$20,000 - $25,000 

Bal timore Ci ty, Large ~1unicipali t:' 
3 
$27,800 - $284,700 



Budget 

LEAd Support Requested: $ 70,000 (JD) 
337,500 (C) 
13,125 (C) 
24,375 (C) 

7,778 (JD) 
:WNE 

S452,778 

LS~~ Support xequested: 
State Support Requested: 
~ocal Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 
Program Total: 

App:i~a~le Federal-3tate Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% S:ate/Local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 

$ o 
o 

1971 639,017 
1972 875,161 
1973 2,193,923 
1974 2,119,923 
1975 2,802,373 
1976 1,180,769 
1977 717,792 
1978 351,704 
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Program Title: Improved Architectural Design, Work Spaces and Physical 
Condition of Facilities for Criminal and Juvenile Justice Programs. (CON-l) 

Kive Year Objective: Development of a master planes) and standards re­
lating to the design and needs of criminal and juvenile justice facili­
ties in ~·faryland, begin substantial implementation of the central training 
capability identified in the Commission's training and education plan, 
and provide assistance to at least one regional post-trial/pre-trial 
community corrections facility. 

One Year Funding Objective: Provide funding for support of operations and 
equipment costs for creation of a training academy for criminal justice 
employee pre and inservice training. 

Implementation: Funding is envisioned which would provide support for the 
equipment purchase and maintenance cost of a centralized correctional training 
facility. Program emphasis would be on pre and inservice correctional train­
ing and would ?rovide instruction to in excess of 1,000 employees annually. 
Funds would be utilized for operating personnel, training equipment (desks, 
chairs, chalkboard, and media equipment) utilities and maint.enance supplies 
essential to open the ne,., training facility. 

Relationship to Problem Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: The 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement Training and Education Committee 
recommendation regarding creation of a central correctional training facil­
ity and multifunctional training would be met. The creation of such a 
facility would aid in the accomplishment of standards adopted by the 
Governor's Commission relating to pre and inservice training of correc­
tional staff and managers (Standards 3.1 and 12.5). 

Subgrant Data: 

Renovation of Correctional Training Academy 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested 
LEAA Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
State Support Requested: 
Local Support Requested: 
Other Support Requested: 

Program Total: 

$10,000 (C) 
$79,000 (E) 
$ 8.778 (E) 
$ 1,111 (C) 

° ° 
$ 98,809 

State 
1 
$85,000 - $89,000 (C&E) 



Applicable Federal - State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% State/Local 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

$ 17,321 
$124,491 

o 
$200,000 (E) 

o 
$338,976 
$ 2 l.,660 
$ 35,744 
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Program Title: Need to Improve Citizen Interaction in the Criminal and 
Juvenile Justice System. (Cl-I) 

Five Year Objective: Increase citizen involvement in reducing crL~e ar.d 
improving the criminal justice system by increasing the ability of the 
polica, corrections, and courts to determine the needs of the public; to 
act upon these needs and to inform the public of the resulting policies 
developed to improve delivery of services by the criminal justice syste..'!l. 

One Year ?unding Objective: To assist elderly vi.cti.;ns of crimes and prevent 
crimes against the elderly in Baltimore Ci::y, to i;nprove tte 9resE:nt :::ethod 
ct involving citize~s ~ho co;ne into contac~ ~ith the courts as ?icci~s and 
',.,icnesses in four urban counties and one non-urban county as well as :J. cooper­
ative effort in three non-urban counties; a non-urban county and tw'o urban 
counties; to provide services to families with serious family abuse related 
cases in Baltimore City and in a cooperative effort in three non-urban counties; 
to provide for a battered spouses center in a non-urban county; to support com­
munity crime prevention efforts at the State level and in one urban and one non­
urban county; and to provide support for a state-~olide net1;olork 0::: citizens and 
representatives of various special and State agencies to become involved in 
planning for the juvenile justice system and to advise the Juvenile Services 
Administration. 

19p1e..'!lentation: In Baltimore 'City, continued support is planned for a 
Campaign Agains t Crime for Older Bal timoreans uni t. The proj ec t aids elderly 
victims of crime with a direct referral system bet"t-leen police and the, Unit ll 

and included within the unit is an attorney who \olould provide legal servicEls 
to elderly victims seeking restitution. Also, the unit provides educationa.l 
programs aimed at reducing and preventing crimes against the elderly in 
Baltimore City. 

Funding support is anticipated to enable one-urban county, three non­
urban counties working cooperatively in a tri-county effort, and an additional 
non-urban county to establish victim witness projects. Additionally, contin­
uation funding for three urban counties to improve and upgrade the present 
method of handling victims and ~olitnesses if' also antiCipated. The goals of 
these projects would be to insure fair and'just treatment of victims and 
witnesses through the system, informing them of their duties, responsibilities 
and the events which are to occur; providing transportation for court 
appearances; and notifying victims and witnesses of the trial date. 

Funding support is anticipated to be prOVided to support programs dealing 
with saxual abuse. Specifically; funds would be provided to continue support 
for ~wo sexual offense crisis programs, operating in an urban and a non-urban 
county. Ynese programs combine the use of project staff, social service 
agencies, and volunteers to provide crisis intervention and counselling to 
vi(tims or sexual assault and their families. Support is also anticipated 
for funding of projects aimed at providing services to families where intra­
family abuse occurs, either incestual relationships, child abuse or spouse 
battering. These projects are at the urban county, Baltimore City, tri-county 
(three non-urban counties working cooperatively) and non-urban county levels. 
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In all, a total of five such projects would receive funding support. 

Two community crime prevention programs are also envisioned to be 
continued at the State level and in a non-urban county. Grant personnel 
would provide support to police officers in assisting communities in crime 
prevention accivities such as Operation I.D., and Xeighborhood Watch. 
Brochures and pamphlets r..;ould be used during communi ty presentations to 
reach approximately i,OOO individuals. In an urban county the establishment 
of a neighborhood police team would work in developing crioe prevention 
techniques wit~ neighborhood groups. 

Additionally, funding support would be provided for the commencement of 
a coordinated State-wide effort for citizen participation in the juveniL~. 
justice system through the vehicle of networking '\,hereby groups of social.. 
law enforcement, private citizens, and agencies would have a direct role in 
assessing community delinquency problems, identifying resources and impedinents 
and in the actual development of local action plans directed at the problem 
of juvenile justice and qeli:1quency prevention." 

Relationship to Proble.'!l Areas, Standards, Goals and Objectives: The programs 
for the elderly relate directly to inadequate victim assistance programs 
to the elderly by providing these services. The victim and witness programs 
relate directly to inadequate utilization and unfair treatment of victims 
and witnesses by insuring that they are treated fairly and properly utilized 
(Stanciard CI 1.2). The three crime prevention programs address the five 
year objective to involve citizens with the police in an effort to reduce 
crime. The State-wide network conference program relates to increasing 
citizen involvement in the criminal justice system (Standard CI 1.3). The 
two sexual assault crisis centers and the family abuse treatment programs 
also relate directly to the objective by improving the delivery of services 
to these specialized victims. 

Subgrant Data 

Campaign Against Crime for Older Baltimoreans 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Victim/~';itness Assistance Projects 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 

Family Violence Sexual Abuse Projects 

Baltimore City 
I 
$42,000 - $43,200 

Urban Counties, Non-Urban Counties 
6 
$17,500 - $91,900 

Eligible Subgrantee: Baltimore City, Urban & Non-Urban Counties 
Number of Grants Expected: 5 
Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $27,100 - $100,000 
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Sexual Assault Crisis Centers 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants E:<.:pected: 

Urban County, ~on-Urban County 
2 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $16,000 - 542,000 

Ne~pborhood Action Team 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number or Grants Expected: 

Urban County 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: 390,000 - 5100,000 

State-wide Network Conference 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 

S ta te Agency 
1 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $25,500 - $26,000 

Crime Prevention Progra~s 

Eligible Subgrantee: 
Number of Grants Expected: 

State Agency & Non-Urban County 
2 

Dollar Range of Grants Expected: $36,300 - 557,500 

Budget 

LEAA Support Requested: $ 851,331 (C) 
LEAA Support Requested: 193,000 (JD) 
State Support Requested: 39,138 (C) 
State Support Requested: NONE (JD) 
Local Support Requested: 55,454 (C) 
Local Support Requested: 21,444 (JD) 
Other Support Requested: NONE 
Program Tatal: $1,160,367 

Applicable Federal-State Contributions: 90% Federal, 10% Stata/local. 

Prior Program Funding: 1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

1978 

$ 0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

165,211 
457,831 
141,323 (C) 

78,691 (JD) 
7,200 
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MARYLAND GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON tAW ENFORCEMENT 
Ai~ THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

Staff 

Richard C. Iolertz, Executive Director 
John E. O'Donnell, Deputy Director 

Department of Planning 

Robert H. Bendler, Director 

Adult Programs 

Harvey C. Byrd, III, Chief of Adult Programs 
Carl F. Banaszewski, Police Program Manager 
Alice E. Blatchley, Criminal Justice Resources. Programs. Manager 
Harry L. Hawkins, Jr., Correction Programs Hanager 
Dale R. Mumford, Correction Programs Hanager 
Peter M. Tabatsko, Courts Programs Manager 

Juvenile Programs 

Kenneth D. Hines, Chief of Juvenile Programs 
James C. Carlin, Juvenile Delinquency Program Manager 
Lisa L. Mervis, Juvenile Courts Program Manager 
LaVerne S. Richard, Juvenile Delinquency Program Manager 

Statistical Analysis Section 

Michel A. Lettre, Chief of Information and Statistics 
Anthony M. Syntax, Criminal Justice Systems Analyst 
Rita A. Folan, Criminal Justice Statistical Analyst 

Department of Administration 

Donald E. Wilson, Director of Administration 
Carol A. Vaulina, Chief of Grant Information Systems 
Beverly A. Chase, Fiscal Associate 
Weslene Nicholas, Fiscal Clerk 

Auditing Department 

Barbara Klein, Chief of Auditing 
Bruce D. Royster, Auditor 
Robert Ross, Auditor 
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Department of Public Affairs 

Rochelle Cohen, Director of Public Affairs 
Linda A. Evans, Public Affairs Assistant 

Administrati'le SUlJPort 

Irene T. Haltrup, Administrative Assistant to the E:cecutive Di::-ectar 
Patric.ia Sill, Administrative Assistant 
Eula Bartlebaugh, Secretary 
Catherine Benson, Secretary 
Janinne Fowler, Secretary 
Sue E. Meise, Secretary 
Carol H. Minetree, Secretary 
Antoinette L. Trunda, Secretary 
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