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The }1aryland Governor's Commissian on Law Enforcement and the 
Administratian of Justice was organized by Executive Order in re
sponse to the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
CPL - 90 - 351) and the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Contral 
Act af 1968 CPL - 90 - 445),. In August, 1973, Congress passed the 
Crime Cantral Act of 1973 which amended the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968 and extended Federal assistance to. the Cam
missian's activities far three additional years. In 1976, the Act was 
extended again for anather three year periad. The Commissian has also 
been designated to. caordinate activities and planning related to. the 
"Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1977." 

Under the pravisians af the Crime Contral Act, the State af 
Maryland receives funds fram the Federal gavernment which, in turn, 
are allocated in the form of grants to. State agencies and units af 
lacal government for the purposes of reducing crime and imp raving 
Maryland's law enfarcement and criminal justice system. The Crime 
Control Act also pravides funds far the develapment af State campre
hensive la'tv enforcement criminal justice impravement plans and man
dates that the allacatian af actian grant funds to the State by the 
Federal gavernment be dependent upon the develapment of adequate cam
prehensive plans. 

The Gavernar's Commissian an La".; Enforcement and the Adminis
tratian of Justice has been assigned the responsibility far prepar
ing the camprehensive impravement plans required by the Crime Cantral 
Act, far administering the actian grant f~~ds available under the pra
visians af the Crime Cantral Act, and far coordinating Federal delin
quency preventian and cantral activities within the State. 

The Cammissian is campased af members appointed by the Governar. 
The members af the Cammission represent all segments of the criminal 
justice system - palice, caurts, carrectians, and crime prevention -
and include lacal elected officials and community leaders. 

The Commission is supported by a staff headed by an Executive 
Director and composed of personnel with experience in the fields of 
crime prevention, law enforcement, courts., corrections, juvenile de
linquency prevention and tT.·~''itment, data systems, research and planning, 
financial administration, ,.~?~d public affairs. 

To insure adequate local input for the State's comprehensive plan
ning program, the Governor's Commission has divided the State into 
five planning regions. Each regian is served by a regional planning 
board composed of elected officials, criminal justice representatives 
and citizens. Each regional planning board is supported by a staff 
camposed of one or more criminal justice planning caardinatars. In 
addition, jurisdictions with aver 250,000 population have criminal justice 
caardinatars, su?ported with Cammission funds, that provide input for the 
planning process. 
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Tne Law Enforcement Assistance Administration granted multi-year approval 
for Maryland's 1978 Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan for Calendar 
1979 is therefore an update of the 1978 Plan and should be considered as a 
supplementary document. Selective updating and revision have taken place 
based on Federal guidelines and system changes. 

The 1979 Plan update (completed in July of 1978) is a product of the 
Commission, the regional planning boards, units of local government and State 
agencies.. The 1978 Plan and the 1979 Supplement are intended to form the 
basis for improvements in both the adult and juvenile justice systems. It has 
been designed to place emphasis on reducing crime and improving the operations 
of the criminal justice system. This document should be read in conjunction 
with the 1978 Plan. It is a supplement to that plan and it is not intended 
to be a complete document. 

Chapter II of this Comprehensive Plan Supplement discusses the planning 
process, the method employed for collecting and analyzing data used in the 
development of problem descriptions, the setting of objectives and priorities, 
and the development of the annual action plan. 

Chapter III is an update of Existing System Chapter of the 1978 Plan 
and contains a description of major juvenile justice and related agencies, 
their activities, resources and capabilities. (See pp. 40-93 and 260-285). 

Chapter IV examines the nature and extent of juvenile crime and delinquency 
in ~~ryland. (Chapter III, pp. 19-231 of the 1978 Plan should be reviewed 
for an overall analysis of crime and delinquency in Maryland.) 

Chap ter V identifies some of the problems confronting ~la.ryland' s criminal 
justice system which have been revised since the 1978 Plan. The problems 
identified are discussed in terms of their relation to different types of 
political jurisdictions: State agencies, Baltimore City, urban counties, 
non-urban counties, large municipalities and small municipalities. All 
Juvenile Justice Related Problem areas have been updated along with those 
Problem areas with Juvenile Justice components, the Organized Crime area, 
and Adult Community Corrections. (See pp. 233-806 of the 1978 Plan for 
additional information. 

Chapter VI presents the Commission's 1979 funding priorities; one 
year and five year objectives; and standards and goals changes since sub
mission of the 1978 Plan. 

Chapter VII outlines the allocation of grant funds and presents the 
annual action grants program for 1978. 
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The Commission believes that the funding available under the provisions 
of the Crime Control Act and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act offers the State of Maryland an opportunity to make significant and long 
delayed changes in its systems of law enforcement and criminal justice. The 
Commission further believes that the opportunities offered by Federal assis
tance can be realized only through rational planning in relation to well 
defined objectives and through effective fund allocation policies. It is 
felt that the 1978 Maryland Comprehensive Plan and the 1979 Plan Supplement 
are major steps toward the accomplishment of these goals. 

The Introduction Chapter in the 1979 Plan Supplement replaces pages 
1 and 2 of the 1978 Plan. 
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SECTION A: TIIE PLANNING PHILOSOPHY 

I. PLAL'mING: THE GENERAL APPROACH 

The philosophy of comprehensive planning adhered to by the 
Maryland Governor1s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admini
stration of Justice is that planning is similar to research and 
can be conducted through use of the scientifie method. Consistent 
with this general philosophy, some techniques of research methodo
logy have been used in 11aryland ' s comprehensive planning process 
to the extent feasible with available resources. Hore importantly, 
the tec~~ique of defining problems through the use of data and com
paring these findings with available standards has also been ex
tensively used. Finally, the Commission has used evaluation re
ports of existing projects in problem definition and selection of 
effective program solutions. 

II. PI~ING BY TYPE OF JURISDICTION 

From a theoretical point of view, a large part of the planning 
process in Maryland has been centered around the philosophy of 
planning by type of jurisdiction. Both problems and solutions are 
discussed within this construct. 

For administrative purposes, the Commission has divided the 
State into five geographic regions. It is clear, however, that 
within the local areas of each of the regions there are wide 
variations and dissimilarities in the socio-economic and sub
cultural character, needs, interests, and problems. The require
ments of sparsely pOPulated,non-urban counties di~fer markedly 
from the municipalities they may contain or the urban counties 
they border. Large mur.Licip ali ties have probler,.s and needs which 
differ in degree and kind from smaller towne and cities. These 
considerations suggest that for the purposes of program planning, 
local units of government should be grouped by type of jurisdic
tion. Most program planning should be in accordance with the 
needs of these types of jurisdictions, rather than by regions which 
may contain several of these diverse types. Ho~yever, it is rec
ognized that regional needs must be considered in developing plans. 

The Commission has designated six types of jurisdictions for 
planning purposes: Baltimore City, Urban Counties, Non-Urban 
Counties, Large Municipalities, Small Municip~uities, and State 
Agencies. (In the Annual Action Plan, non-urban counties and 
small and large mlmicipalities are grouped under the category of 
"Others".) The first five types of jurisdictions bring together 
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into fairly uniform and rational groups those local governments 
which share common needs, w'hich are alike in demographic distri
buti~ns and governmental structure, which provide similar and 
comparable services, and whose problems are sufficiently alike 
to afford direct comparison and parallel evaluation. A brief 
statistical profile of the populations of each of: the five jur
isdictional groups is presented in Table III-l of Chapter III 
A comparison of the crime rates of these same groupo is shown in 
Table IV-78 of Chapter IV of the 1978 Plan. In the discussion that 
follows, the charac~er of each of the~e types of jurisdictions will 
be summarized. 

Baltimore City stands apart in two pronounced ways. In social 
and demographic composition, it is I1aryland's most densely popu
lated, most highly urbanized and industrialized area experiencing 
all of the social problems which this concentration seems to en
gender. The governmental organization and governmental services 
and functions are quite distinctive to Baltimore City due to the 
City's historic development and legal evolution. Baltimore is one 
of the most densely populated cities on the seaboard with over 
11,000 people per square mile. 

Baltimore City's crime problem is illustrated by crime rates 
,.;hich are for the most part high for a city of its size on the east
ern seaboard. When comparisons are made on a State-wide basis, 
Baltimore City's crime problems appear to overshadm.; and out,.;eigh 
the problem~ of the rest of the State. Fifty-four and one tenth 
(54.1) percent of all violent offenses and 25.9% of all property 
offenses committed within the State are committed ~'lithin the City's 
limits. About 21% of the Sta:e's population lives in the City. 

The urban counties include Baltimore, Anne Arundel, Prince 
George's, and Hontgomery Counties. They exhibit striking simi
larities despite decided local differences which characterize each 
separately. Their average density of about 1,000 persons per square 
mile is 11 times less than Baltimore City's and nearly 10 times 
more than the third jurisdictional type, the non-urban counties. 
The population rates of change are high, from an ann.llal increase 
of 2.6% for Baltimore County to 8.5% for Prince George's County. 
This indicates continuing development and increasing urbanization. 
All four counties still contain large areas with pronounced non
urban character, but with an obvious potential for urban growth. 
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The urban county governments are similar in that each county's 
influence is dominant in all but a few of its municipal areas. All 
of the urban counties have active and well organized county police 
departments. There are no incorporated municipalities in Baltimore 
County, only one maj or incorporated municipality in Anne Arundel 
County, and only eight with greater than 1,000 population itt Hont
gomery County; therefore, the responsibility of providing criminal 
justice services is clea.rly ,vith the county governments. Although 
this is not the case in Prince George's County where there are a 
substantial number of incorporated cities &id towns, the role of 
the County government is generally predominant. 

The violent crime rate in urban counties is higher than that 
in the non-urban counties. The violent crime rate for urban 
counties in 1977 ,vas 616.8 while the rate for non-urban counties 
,vas 316.2. Property crime rates of the urban counties exceed those 
of the non-urban counties 'by almost fifty percent. The total pro·· 
-;;>erty cri;.ne rate in 1976 for the urban counties was 5227.0. The 
correspon,ding figure for the non-urban counties was 3.319.1. These 
figures b,lghlight the crime patterns peculiar to the urban areas 
where robbery and assault are quite frequent and where, because 
of the opportunities presented by shopping centers and urban resi
dential areas, burglary, hotlsebreaking, theft from buildings, 
auto theft and larceny from autos are also common. 

Approximately 51% of the State's population resides in the 
four urban counties. All four coun.ties are designated components 
of the Standard Hetropolitan Statistical Areas of either Washington 
or Baltimore. The population is fairly homogeneous--9l% 1fuite, 
and r·7ith income well above the State median. There are few areas 
of pronounced poverty. 

There are 19 non-urban counties in Maryland. Although posses
sing a much wider range of characteristics than the urban counties 
they are alike in several important ways. They are, generally, 
sparsely populated. Changes in the counties are usually gradual 
and evolutionary. Their crime rates are generally low. 

lThis includes the populations of the municipalities in urban 
counties. 
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The density of the non-urban cQunties, as a whole~ is 117.4 
persons per square mile. The highest county density is 254.6 in 
Harford County and the lowest is 32 in Garrett County. 

Unlike the urban counties, the tempo of population change is 
moderate. Excluding the five non-urban counties ne,arest Washington 
and Baltimore, the annual rate of change has indicated less than 
a 2.0% increase in population per year. In three cases, Dorchester, 
Somerset, and Allegany Counties, the populations have been declin
ing. 

In the five non-urban counties closest to Washington and 
Baltimore, the annual growth rates are higher than those of the 
urban counties. The 'Counties and their annual growth rates' are 
Howard (7.1%), Harford (5.0%), Carroll (3.1%), Qlarles (4.6%), 
and Calvert (3.1%). The first three are included by the Bureau 
of the Census in the Baltimore Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Area and Charles County is included in the ~"ashington Standard 
Hetropolitan Statistical Area. Despite the high growth rates, 
it is obvious that these counties are experiencing only the 
initial onset of urbanization. 

Excluding population size~ the large and small municipalities 
are very similar. ~funy of the services provided to the inhabi
tants of towns and cities are furnished by county or State agen
cies. Thes~ include educational, vocational, and rehabilitation 
programs, welfare and mental health services and the operation 
of the local correctional facilities. All of these services 
affect the incidence of municipal crime. The crime rates for 
the more densely populated towns are far higher than the rates 
of the surrounding county areas. The consideration of these 
municipalities apart from the urba'n or non-urban counties where
in they are located allows the pl:'Qrer focus on the types of ser
vices these jurisdictions provide, such as prevention and public 
safety, and on the services needed. 

In the State of Maryland, a population of 15,000 appears to 
be a natural division for the two types of municipalities. This 
assigns ]2 cities to the large municipalities' category with 
their population representing 6% of the State total. Approximately 
3.3% of all violent offenses and 5.5% of all property offenses 
committed in the State occurred within these cities in 1976. 

Seventy incorporated cities and tOvms with populations less 
than 15,000 are grouped ~"ithin the small municipality type of juris
diction. This category includes 2.8% of the State's population. 
forty-four' of these towns have full-time polic,e departments that 
report crime statistics to the Haryland State Police. 

8 



State agencies are included--as a distinct entity because many 
criminal justice functions in Maryland are performed at the State 
level. These State level agencies have distinct needs and problems 
whic.h necessitate their being considered as a specific en ti ty. In 
addition, it is necessary to analyze and.plan for their fieeds as they 
have their local or regional offices. An important component of this 
activity is the coordination of local programs with supportive State 
projects. 

III. At.'l OVERVIEW OF THE 1979 PLANNING PROCESS 

The development of the 1978 Plan and the 1979 Plan Supplement focused 
on the analysis of crime data on reported offenses and arrests, as pro
vided State-wide for selected jurisdictions through the State's Uniform 
Crime Reporting (UCR) program. Also, there was continued assessment of 
the.~atio~~l Advisory Commission's Standards and Goals and their 
applicability to the Maryland existing system. 

Six committees, made up of Commission members and divided by 
functional area, were formed in 1974 to evaluate the adaptability 

'of the ~lational Advisory Commission's Standards and Goals and of 
standards and goals promulgated by other committees, councils and 
commissions to the Mar/land criminal justice system. Staff me~ 
bers were assigned to each committee to provide support services. 
An initial review of the standards was done by Commission staff. 
This involved analyzing the standards to determine whether they were 
State or local, applicable or not applicable, priority or non-
priority. They were then assigned to one of the committees--Train-
ing and Education, Information Systems, Police, Courts, Adult 
Corrections, or Organized Crime. The committees met during 
1974 and 1975 to revie~v, modify, strengthen, and aclopt selected 
standards. Reports were made to the Commission at several meetings 
since the Standards program's inception. Selected standards were 
adopted by the Commission and incorporated into applicable chapters 
of the 1975 and 1976 Plans. Standards tentatively approved by the 
Commission in 1974 and 1975 were circulated to local criminal jus-
tice pe'rsons for their review and comment. During 1976, additional 
work in the area of standards and goals ~vas completed, Hith signifi
cant activity in the area of Courts standards. During 1977 addi-
tional standards were reviewed in the area of Police and Corrections. 
Efforts also began in developing standards in the area of juvenile 
delinquency prevention and treatment. The Commission's Juvenile Justice 
Advisory Committee has begun a comparative analysis of The National 
Advisory Commission's standards and other national organization's 
standards, and during late 1978 and 1979 will be developing a compre
hensive set of Juvenile Justice Standards and Goals relating to the 
State of Haryland. 
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In the 1979 Comprehensive Plan Supplement, the Commission's efforts 
in the area of standards and goals are evident. Applicable standards 
and goals are included in the problem area descriptions, outlining 
the steps the Commission feels are necessary to improve the state 
of the criminal justice system. A section has been developed 
which details standards and goals established to date and relates 
these to Commission areas, long range goals and to one and five 
year objectives. The standards and goals are stated in terms of 
levels of achievement to be attained \vithin specific time frames. 
Finally, the standards and goals are tied into pr:ojects envisioned 
by the Commission in its Annual Action Plan. 

Input from the five regions and relevant State and local 
government was solicited oy staff to identify changes in the nature 
and scope of the 1978 Plan. Since the 1978 Comprehensive Plan \Vas 
granted multi-year approval, the 1979 Plan contains only those 
problem descriptions needing updating since the 1978 Plan \Vas de
veloped and all problem descriptions involving juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention ~tters. 

In the 1979 Plan Supplement, continued emphasis was devoted to 
developing five year objectives that are comprehensive and measurable. 
Quantifiable objectives enable the Commission to better evaluate the 
effectiveness of action programs designed to solve the criminal 
justice problems outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. 

The attached flow chart of the 1979 planning process illus-
trates the step-by-step generation of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Regional or individual local government input into this process 
primarily reflects data, suggestions, and other information gathered 
from local agencies. Commission staff planners solicited and gathered 
input from State agencies. In this way, the process of updating, 
reVising and modifying was a coordinated effort be~ween the Governorls 
Commission staff and the five regional planning agencies to acquire 
information at the State and local lev~ls. Finally, meetings were 
planned at strategic points during the planning process to insure 
that all Commission members had the opportunity to establish policies 
and provide input for the development of the Plan. 
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SECTION B: IDENTIFICATION OF HAJOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROBLE~1S 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Section B describes the process whereby major criminal justice 
problems iV'ere identified The 1979 Plan Supplement reflects problem 
descriptions which the, Commission decided to revise from the 1978 
Plan. All juvenile justice problem areas were included in this 
revision. 

II. DEVELOPMENT OF 1978 PROBLEM DESCRIPTION 

The extensive data collection process of previous years yielded 
problem descriptions ~vhich the Commission believed \vould have prac
tical applicability for several Plan periods. Therefore, the in
tent of the 1979 process was to only update.; and appropriately revise 
those problem descriptions where significant changes had occurred 
since the 1978 Plan. These include problems relating to Crime Prevention 
(PRE-I), Police Communications (POL-7), Prosecutorial Services (CT-4), 
Defense Services (CT-5), Adult Community Rehabilitation (COR-3), 
Correctional. Standa}:"ds (COR-5), Juvenile Rehabilitation (JD-l - JD-8) , 
Juvenile Information Systems (RES-2), Program Planning and Evaluation 
(RES-3), Organized Crime (COP-2), Criminal Justice Facilities (CON-I), 
Citizen Involvemetli: (CI-I) and Criminal Justice Education (CJE-l). 

Commission and regional staffs contacted all agencies cited \vithin the 
1978 problem descriptions to obtain the necessary updated information. 
Tables, footnotes, and data citations were changed accordingly. Some 
content changes also resulted from the information received from these 
agencies. Additi.onally, regional staff input and regional board 
recommendations were reviewed on all problem descriptions. Also, the 
Commission's Juvenile Advisory Committee submitted recommendations. 
The Commission staff evaluated and utilized these regional and special 
committee recommendations to update and modify the problem descriptions 
as appropriate. Finally, Commission funding activities and evaluations, 
and new program development by the Commission and other agencies resulted 
in some content modifications. Significant changes in problem area defin
itions were made by the Commission in the areas of juvenile delinquency 
and corrections. 

The 1979 problem descriptions changes were submitted to the 
Commission for final revie\v and approval. The Commission reviewed 
staff, regional board, Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee, and State 
agencies' recommendations. Approval of the problem descriptions 
changes \Vas obtained from the Commission at a meeting in Hay, 1978. 
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SECTION C: SETTING OBJECTIVES 

\.fuen the problem descrip tions were updated and revised, the 
Commission's objectives were reviewed to insure that they were 
directed towards solving a manageable portion of each problem over a 
five year period. 

TI1e Commission staff initially re-examined each problem area 
identified and each Commission objective formulated in the 1978 
planning process. In some cases, the Commission objectives were 
redefined so as to conform to specific criteria for selecting ob
jectives. In most cases, however, the 1978 Plan objectives were kept 
intact. Additionally, regional recommendations were solicited as to 
the content and scope of these objectives. Input was also received 
from the Juvenile Advisory Committee and State agencies. 

During the objective-setting process, it was considered impera
tive that standardized criteria be utilized in selecting and for
mulating objectives. To this end, Commission staff members attempted 
to develop criteria which would yield objectives amenable to quanti
fication and evaluation. These criteria were: 

1. The obj ectives selected had- to be accomplishable given 
the current state of the art. 

2. The objectives selected had to be governmentally appro
priate .• 

3.. TIle objectives selected, on~e accomplished, would have 
to rep1~t;:sent significant 3.QVali~e::s i.n the criminal justice 
system. 

4. ThE! abjecdves se:.ected had to be accomplishable within 
a five-year time period. 

The immediate Commission 9riorities were based on the relative 
importance of the program goal and the feasibility of implementation 
in the cOming year. 

The Commission's Five Year Objectives related to Crime Prevention 
(PRE-l), Correctional Manpower (COR-I), Treatment and Rehabilitation 
Services in Adult State Correctional Institutions (COR-4), Juvenile 
Screening and Diagnostic Capabilities (JD-2) , and Administrative and 
~hnagement of Juvenile Courts (JD-8) were revised during the 1979 
Planning Process. 
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SECTION D: DEVELOPMENT OF THE AL'lNUAL ACTION PLAN 

The development of the Annual Action Plan entailed extensive 
contacts between Commission staff, regional staff, and local and State
level criminal and juvenile justice agencies. These contacts re-
flect a desire to collect as much regional planning agency, and local and 
State criminal justice agency input as possible to make planning and budget
ary decisions reflect the needs of those agencies. The tripartite process 
for obtaining this information consisted of the following: 

1. Firm and Carry Forward List. The Commission staff reviewed 
previously-funded State and local grants that staff expected 
would come up for refunding during 1979. In connection with 
this effort, all available materials on each funded project 
~..rere reviewed. This review process consisted or a determination 
of project eligibility for rerunding, excluding (generally 
speaking) equipment grants, management/feasibility study grants, 
other single-year funded grants, and projects that have been 
funded for three years. Additionally, non-recurring budget items 
were excluded from portions of eligible grant budgets. 
Finally, the remaining budget figures for refunding were 
increased by a fixed percentage to account for cost of living 
increases. All amounts ,..rere compiled by functional (and multi
functional) prog'cam areas. These firm and carry forward figures 
were then segregated by the types of jurisdictions utilized in 
planning--S tate-level , Baltimore City, urban counties, and others. 
The "other" category included large municipalities, small 
municipalities, and non-urban counties. Detailed worksheets de
veloped and used by Commission staff enabled them to make more 
concise forecasts of refunding costs. 

2. Regional or Local Recommendations. Once firm and carry 
forward commitments were identified,it was determined that 
a limited amount of new money would be available from the 1979 
allocation of LEAA funds for new program development. The 
regional staff were instructed to meet with local c:riminal and 
juvenile justice agencies to determine which new projects 
relating to Commission objectives the local agencies were 
interested in for new funding. The regional staff were 
also asked to verify the firm and carry forNard figures 
~or local refund grants on the worksheets developed by Commission 
staff. Once the regional planning agency Ann.ual Action Plan 
was developed, regional board review and approval was obtained. 
It should be noted that no mini-block plans were received 
from eligible jurisdictions in the State. 
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3. State-Level Input. The Commission staff approached the 
development of the State-level .~nual Action Program in 
a fashion similar to that of the regions. Firm·and carry 
forHard figures were confirmed with the appropriate State 
agency officials and new program development information 
was solicited. It should be noted that the State did not 
establish a Judicial Planning Committee and that the 
Commission Staff worked with the Administrative Office of the 
Courts on input from the Judicial System. 

All local and State input into the 1978 Annual Action Plan was 
submitted following a newly developed format which provided greater 
descriptive material. Included on the form were: 

1. Project Title 
2. Program Area 
3. Project Summary (Strategy and Objectives) 
4. Potential Impact on Commission Five Year Objectives 
5. Budget Summary 

This comprehensive information assisted the Commission and Commis= 
sion staff in its planning and programming activities. 

The next step in the formulation of the Annual Action Plan en
tailed the review by functional area planners of the new and refund 
projects reflected in the regional and State input for items request
ed for expansion and for consistency ~vith five year objectives and 
Commission priorities. Total local and State level requests exceeded 
ne~v monies available by $10,600,000. Primary emphasis in the budgetary 
decision-making process ,vas placed 0'(1 the consistency of proj ects with 
Commission and local priorities. 

Based on the materi.al submitted and its consistency with five 
year objectives and Commission priorities, the Commission staff de
veloped a draft budget. This was reviewed, modified and finalized 
by the Commission at a June meeting. 

This Chapter replaces pages 3 - 18 of the 1978 Comprehensive 
Plan. 
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SECTION E: DEFINITION OF CONCEPTS 

This section defines concepts used in the Plan which do not have 
commonly-used definitions among the criminal justice systems of the 
Mado"Lt. Although some of these te:rms also are defined in other parts 
of the Plan, a single listing of concepts and definitions was thought 
to be useful to the reader. 

ADJUDICATION 0 This term refers to one of the five functional 
areas used to classify the component agencies of the criminal jus
tice system in Maryland. Adjudication includes the functions of 
the courts, court-related services, bail system, prosecution, and 
defense. 

ADULT REHABILITATION. This functional area encompasses both 
adult institutional and non-institutional rehabilitation programs 
for offenders and adult pre-trial detention operations. 

AFTERCARE. This concept rE~:ft:rs to the provision of supervJ.sJ.on 
and counseling services to adjudicated delinquents committed to 
an institution for juvenile offenders o Aftercare is similar to its 
adult counterpart--parole--with the exception that while both in-
volve the provision of services to a person once he has been released 
from an institution, aftercare services also ~re p~ovided to the child by 
his assigned aftercare ~-1orker as soon as the juvenile has been committed 
to the institution. 

CHILDREN IN NEED OF ASSISTANCE (GINA).. The category CINA includes 
children who need the assistance of the juvenile court because they 
are mentally h~dicapped or are not receiving proper care and atten
tion and whose parents, guardians or custodians are unable or unwill
ing to give proper care and attention to the children and their problems. 

CHILDREN IN NEED OF SUPERVISION (CINS). The category CINS in
cludes those children under 18 years old committing juvenile status 
offenses such as truancy, running away from home, and ungovernable 
behavior, which are forms of behavior that would not be considered 
illegal if committed by an adult. 

CRIME PREVENTION. This functional area includes activities which 
have potential or actual roles in the prevention of crime and delin
quency (includ.ing CINS). 

CRIME RATE. This refers to the absolute number of offenses per 
100,000 population, and is calculated by multiplying the number of 
crimes by 100,000 and then dividing by the population of the geographic 
area from which that number of crimes was reported. 

CRIME SPECIFIC PL~~ING. This refers to a goal-setting and 
evaluation process aimed at developing programs to reduce the inci
dence of a selected UCR Offense within a specific geographic area 
of a jurisdiction. 
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DETECTION, INVESTIGATION, AND AF~REHENSION. This functional 
area encompasses State and local policing agencies, such as local 
police departments and sheriff's officeso 

DETENTION. The temporary care of children or adults who, pend
ing court disposition, require secure custody for the protection 
of themselves or the community in physically restricting facilities. 

FUNCTIONAL AREA. In th~ 1979 Plan, criminal justice agencies 
and available resource agencies to the criminal justice system are 
categorized into five groups, called functional areas. Within each 
group are included agencies that carr, out common functions. These 
functions are as follows: Crime Prevention; Detection, Investiga
tion, and Apprehension; Adjudication; Adult Rehabilitation; and 
Juvenile Rehabilitation. 

GROUP HOME. This term refers to a community-based residence 
that has the physical capacity, resources and program to care for 
a select group usually from eight to 12 children under 18 years of 
age (when accepted for care) on a 24-hour basis. All children are 
under tha supervision of the Department of Juvenile Services o 

JUVENILE DELINQUENT. A child who has committed a delinquent 
act and requires guidance, treatment, or rehabilitation • 

.JUVENILE REHABILITIATION.
o 

This functional area encompasses 
juvenile detention programs and juvenile residential and non
residential treatment programs for adjudicated delinquents and 
Children in Need of Supervisiono 

k~~GE }~~1ICIPALITY. This term refers to any incorporated 
Maryland town or city with a population of 15,000 and greater. 
The following municipalities meet these criteria: Annapolis, 
Bowie, College Park, Cumberland, Frederick, Greenbelt City, 
Hagerstown, Rockville City, Salisbury~ TakoiTha Park, Hyattsville, 
and Aberdeen. 

LARGE POLICE DEPARTMENT. This term refers to police depart
ments with 100 or more sworn personnel, and represents an operaM 

tional definition used in the planning process to determine which 
specific police departments should be administered particular types 
of data collection instruments. 

MEDIUM SIZE POLICE DEPARTMENT. This term refers to police 
departments with 10 to under 100 sworn personnel, and represents 
an operational definition used in the planning process to determine 
which specific police departments should be administered particular 
types of data collection instrumentso 

17 



MULTI-FUNCTIONAL AREA PROBLEM. This term refers to one of the 
eight categories used to group th~ problem areas discussed in Chap
ter vr: Problem Descriptionso The other five were the five func
tional areas. Included in the Multi-Functional Area Problem category 
are those types of problems which are, at least in part, the result 
of the cur~~nt interaction patterns among agencies vnthin different 
functional areas, and/or those problems whose solution involve 
modified or new interaction patterns among agencies in more than 
one functional area. 

NON-URBAN COurTY. This term includes the following 19 counties: 
Allegany, Calvert, Caroline, Carroll, Cecil, Charles, Dorchester, 
Frederick, Garrett, Harford, Howard, Kent, Queen Ar~e'sJ St. Mary's, 
Somerset, Talbot, Washington, Wicomico, and Worcester Counties. 

ORGANIZED CRIME. This term not only includes the large scale, 
interstate, national crime syndicate that is often cited, but also 
the intra-state or even intra-community organization among criminals. 

REHABILITATION. See "TREATI1ENT" 0 

SHELTER HOME. This term refers to a facility used for the short
term residential care of a child, often for the purpose of crisis in··· 
tervention or emergency placement. The home may care for one child 
or more depending on the capabilities of the shelter home "parents" 
and structural limitations. A shelter home may be used in lieu of 
det,ention by an Intake' Consultant, the Court Services staff, or by 
the Court itself following any hearing. "Short-termlV is defined as 
overnight to 10 days although in certain instances the m~~imum may 
be exceeded. The care given is of a simple nature--room, board and 
limited supervision from the shelter home "parent.s" with follow-up 
by the Court Services Worker assignedo 

SMALL MUNICIPALITY. This term refers to any incorporated muni
cipality in }~ryland with a population less than 15,000 persons. 

S}~L POLICE DEPART}ffiNT. This term refers to police departments 
with fewer than 10 sworn perscmne1, and represents an operational 
definition used in the planning process to determine which specific 
police departments should be administered particular types of data 
collection instruments. 
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SPECIJ~IZED FOSTER HOME. This term refers to a treatment alter
native for adjudicated delinquents and Children in Need of Supervi
sion which provides non-institutional specialized residential care 
for individual childr~l ~~ibiting varying patterns of behavior and/or 
social problemso This is accomplished in a homelike atmosphere as 
opposed to an institutional one o Children are selectively placed 
with trained foster parents. 

STANDARDS ~~ GOALS: This term refers to the guidelines for the 
establishment of optimum conditions within the criminal justice system. 

TREATMENT. In the 1~ 79, . Plan, "Treatment" and "Rehabilitation" 
are used synonymously to refer to the provision of services to adult 
offenders, delinquents, and Children in Need of Supervision by criminal 
or juvenile justice correctional programs. 

T'lPE OF JURISDICTION. In the Comprehensive Pla.Tl, ~.n.thin each 
functional area problems were analyzed and annual and multi-year plans 
developed in accordance with six "types of jurisdiction"--State 
agencies, Baltimore City, Urban Counties, Non-Urban Counties, Large 
Municipalities, and Small Municipalities. 

URBAN COUNTYo This term includes the following counties: Anne 
Arundel, Baltimore, Prince Georgers and Hontgomery Counties. 

YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU. This refers to a mUlti-purpose, community
based center offering services and referral capability to delinquents, 
Children in Need of Supervision and delinquent-prone youth to enable 
them to avoid behavior which could result in contact with the juvenile 
justice systemo 
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INTRODu.:~TIO~T 

EXISTING SYSTEMS 

This chapter of the Plan divides the components of the exis.ting 
juvenile justice system into two functional classifications: Crime 
Prevention and Rehabilitation. 

The Crime Prevention category includes agencies such as the ~ental 
Health Administration and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 
which have an actual or potential role both in the prevention of crime 
and delinquency and the treatment of offenders. 

The Juvenile Rehabilitation sections address community-based and 
residential treatment programs in Maryland for juvenile offenders. 

CRUIE PREVE±{TIO:r 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Several non-criminal justice system agencies are involved in 
the prevention of crime in ~~ryland. The agencies and departments 
discussed in this section are included because of their actual or 
potential roles in the prevention of crime and delinquency. They 
also are included because they are. instrumental in the provision 
of supplemental services to juvenile. 

In this section, emphasis will be placed on the social service 
factor of crime prevention. The State Department of Health and 
rIental Hygiene, for example, conributes to the health and safety 
of Haryland citizens through local departments. These local health 
departments, funded through the Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene, assist the crime prevention effort by supplying basic 
human needs and, in conjunction with law enforcement agencies, by 
operating centers for the treatment and control of drug abuse. 
The State and local departments of education have the responsibi
lity for the education and training for Haryland youths. Local 
school systems, in addition to providing trained school guidance 
counselors to assist young people, offer vocational rehabilitation 
and employment referral services in conjunction with the State 
Department of Human Resources and the Division of Vocational 
Rehabilitation of the State Department of Education. The State 
of Maryland also offers a number of programs ~d services aimed 
at the general welfare of residents. 

The concept of community-based programs is taking a larger 
role in crj"me prevention efforts in Maryland. These programs deal 
with the person within the community, giving the person a chance 
to seek help and remain o~t of the criminal justice system. The 
youth services bureau and other diversion programming, are examples 
of such community-based programs and are discussed later in this 
report. 
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Recognizing that to some extent crime is attributable to the 
lack of basic needs such as food, clothing, shelter, recreation, 
and education, State agencies in Maryland work to prevent crime by 
supplying these basic needs. 

It is the purpose of prevention, therefore, to guide the normal 
development of human behavior and to mold this behavior into useful 
and production patterns which ~vill contribute to the welfare of the 
individual and society. 

II. SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 

Introduction 

There are several agencies ~vhich operate programs to assist 
those Maryland citizens who are socially and economically dis
advantaged. One of these, the De'partment of Human Resources, 
has as its major goal the improvement of communications among 
programs of the Department which effect the total welfare of 
Maryland citizens. The remaining ag~ncies in this section are 
responsible for providing social welfare services to citizens, 
and are part of the Department of Human Resources. 

A. 1 Department of Human Resources 

Chapter 96 of the Act of 1970 created the Department of 
Employment and Social Security. Chapter 382 of the Act of 
1975 changed the name to the Department of Human Resources. 
The geographical and legal jurisdiction of this Department 
is the entire State of Maryland. Although headquarter of
fices are located in Baltimore City, there are offices and 
branches located throughout the State. 

The Department is comprised of the office of the Secre~ 
tary, Office of Administration, Office of Program Planning 
and Evaluation, Office of Program Coordination, Social Ser
vices Administration, Employment Security Administration, 
}~ryland Office of Economic Opportunity and various related 
Boards, Commissions and Advisory Councils. The total net 
expenditures by agency and source of funds is presented in 
Table III-I. 

INaryland Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, Maryland S tat!e 
Budget for Fiscal Year 1978. 
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TABLE III-l 

NET EXPENDITURES BY AGENCIES AND BY SOURCE OF FUNDS 
July I, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUND 
EXPENDITURES FEDERAL STATE 

TOTAL 52.38% 40.32% 
$ 320,565,745 $ 167,915,830 $ 129 ,240,425 

Office of the Secretary 281,168 147,083 134,085 

Social Services Administration* 278,615,405 133,828,348 121,377 ,567 

Employment Security Administration*lI 23,424,183 22,363,346 1,060,837 

Office of Administration 6,884,156 
I 

1,598,009 ! 5,286,147 

Office of Program, Planning 
and Evaluation 9,776,316 9,098,742 677 ,574 

Office of Program Coordination 1,269,966 612,579 657,387 

Office of Economic Opportunity 314,551 267,723 46,828 

SOURCE: Annual Report, Department of Human Resources, 1976. 

NOTE: *Excludes Food Stamps Issued -

-
LOCAL PRIVATE 

5.07% 2.23% 
$ 16,241,576 $ 7,167,914 

16,241,576 7,167,914 

**Excludes Unemployment Benefits and Allowances Paid - See Employment Security Admini.stration Section. 
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The purposes and goals of this organization are to im
prove communication among the· programs of the Department 
which affect the total welfare of Maryland citizens; to 
produce a high degree of coordination between the Social 
Services Administration, the Employment Security Administra
tion, the office of Economic Opportunity and various boards 
and commissions; and to clearly define lines of communica
tion and responsibility among the component divisions of 
the Department. In addition, the Department of Human 
Resources seeks to provide State residents with the full 
range of s~rvlces offered by the Department; to increase 
cooperation between the Department and other agencies such 
as the Juvenile Services Administration, the Division of 
Correction, and employment se~lice agencies on a more con
solidated basis; and to provide resources such as counseling 
se~~ices, employment referral opportunities, and technical 
assistance in the areas of employment and social services 
to organizations and other State agencies in an attempt to 
solve social problems existing within the State of }~ryland. 
The major components of the Department of Human Resources 
and their programs that r,elate to youth and the juvenile and 
criminal justice system are described below. 

1. Social Services Administration2 

The,Social Services Administration, formerly the 
State Department of Social Services, ,vas es tablished 
as a result of Chapter 96, Act of 1970, Lav7S of }fary
land, which became effective September 1, 1970. This 
Act also brought the Social Services Administration 
under the direction and control of the Haryland Depart
ment of Employment and Social Services whose name was 
changed effective July 1, 1975 to the Department of 
Human Resources. 

The Social Services Administration is designed to 
concentrate on improved and intensive social services 
and counseling to help people help themselves. In con
junction ,vith 24 local departments of social services 
throughout the State, the purpose of this State agency 
is to strengthen family life and the life of the commun
ity towards ob taining those social factors necessary for 

Ibid., p. 4 
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TABLE 111-2 
NET EXPENDITURES FOR THE SOCIAL SERVICES ADNINISTRATION - BY PROGlW1 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

TOTAL 
Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children 
Emergency Assistance to Families 
with Children 

Foster Care Payments 
General Public Assistance 
General Public Assistance to 

Employables 
Public Assistance Adults-Aged 

N Public Assistance Adults-Blind 
~ Public Assistance-Adu1ts-Disabled 

Public Assistance to Families with 
Dependent Children 

State and Local Training IV A 
State and Local Training XX 
Social Services - Provided IV A 
Social Services - Provided XX 
Social Services-Purchased IV A 
Social Services-Purchased XX 
Maintenance Assistance 
Child Welfare Services 
Work Incentive Program 
Supplemental Security Income 
Title XIX 
Food Stamp Administration 
Appa1acian Regional Commission 
Child Support Enforcement 
All Other Programs 

TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES 

$278,615,405 

151,362,255 

4,688,181 
16,937,686 
20,460,219 

2,187,047 
192,845 

5,421 
273,527 

646,456 
786,259 

2,333,127 
8,354,88 l , 

27,550,327 
3,121,647 
9,405,354 

13 ,07 l" 917 
841,465 

2, 25 l" 472 
334,177 

3,704,264 
6,775,598 

777,877 
935,406 

1,611,994 

SOURCE: 

NOTE: 
Department of llulllan Resource::; Annual Report. 

*For Federal Refugee Programs. 

FEDERAL 

l,8.03% 
$133,828,348 

71,731,326 

2, 3l,3, 932 
3,412,266 

564,591* 

191 

589,695 
1.,749,847 
5,672,230 

20,095,568 
2,684,146 
9,737,295 
5,112,373 

841,1,65 
2,029,316 

334,177 
1,852,131 
3,412,409 

584,234 
701,225 
380,313 

SOURCE OF FUNDS 
STATE LOCAL 

43.57% 5.83% 
$121,377 ,567 $16,241,576 

69,697,657 4,175,192 

2,343,932 303 
9,287,903 3,072,183 

17 ,Oll, ,842 2,847,607 

979,539 1,206,36 l, 
163,845 28,851. 

4,651 770 
244, l,83 25,603 

640,4 l,3 5,096 
196,564 
568,071 469 

2,4l,0,603 219,849 
6,967,268 396,248 

437,501 
331,91t1 

7,751,047 211,497 

216,312 8,844 

1,840,277 11.,856 
420,788 2,942,401 
142,595 
207,949 
143,238 1,088,443 

-
PRIVATE 

2.57% 
$7,167,914 

5,758,080 

14 
1,165,334 

33,179 

1,144 
149 

3,632 

917 

14,740 
22,202 
9l,2 l,3 

51,048 
26,232 



healthy individual and community development. The Ad
ministration attempts to achieve this purpose by grant
ing financial assistance and social services to those 
who are in need of them. Since financial assistance 
alone will not provide the means for helping people be
come self-sufficient, the Department has been directing 
its efforts toward expanding and improving services. 
Net expenditures for the Social Services Administration 
by program area is outlined in Table III-~. The major 
program components within the Social Services Administra
tion are as follows: 

General Administration. The General Administration of the 
Social Services Administration governs the direction, super
vision, and control of all activities of local departments 
financed in whole, or in part, by the State. It includes 
among its activities, the setting of uniform standards of 
eligiblity for public assistance payments and related soc
ial services functions. The FBirHearings Unit is included 
in this program and provides citizens with a means to appeal 
decisions of local social services departments. 

Public Assistance Payments. This program provides funds for 
public assistance payments to persons living without suffi
cient resources to meet necessarJ expenditures for daily 
living. 

The program also provides for Supplements to the Federal 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients whose monthly 
SSI allowances are less than the assistance paid to recipients 
of the former Old Age Assistance, Public Assistance to the 
Needy, Blind, and Aid to Permanently and Totally Disabled 
federal programs. . 

The program includes the following payment categories: 

1. General Public Assistance - This program provides financial 
assistance for adults who are ineligible for any other 
category of assistance and who have a demonstrable need 
because of unemployment or part-time employment due to 
a diagnosed mental or physical impairment. This program 
is funded entirely from State and local funds. 

2. General Public Assistance to Employables - This program 
provides financial assistance to meet the temporary needs of 
an employable Marylan,d resident who is not eligible for any 
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other category of assis tance. This is. an optional program 
available only in local suhdivisions requesting it. Fifty 
percent Stata funds are provided to match local funds up 
to the maximum allowance, with th.e option of additional 
one hundred percent local supplementation. 

3. Public Assistance to Adults - This program provides supplements 
to Federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients 
whose monthly SSI allowance is less than the assistance paid 
to reci?ients of the former Old Age Assistance, Public 
Assistance to Need Blind, and Aid to permanently and Totally 
Disabled federal programs. The program also provides 
supplements to persons whose allowable needs exceed their 

I Supplemental Security Income and other income. This program 
is funded from State and local funds. 

4. Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) - This program 
provides financial assistance to: (a) dependent children 
and their caretakers who are deprived of support by reason 
of death, illness or incapacity, or continual absence of 
a parent; (b) an impoverished family when the father is 
employable, registered for work, but currently without a 
job. The Federal government provides 50% of the funds of 
this program. State and local funds make up the remaining 
50% share. 

5. Public Assistant to Families with Children - This is a 
"hold harmless" ca.tegory of assistance to assur.: that no 
family suffered a grant reduction as a result of ~1Uple
menti~g the Consolidated Standard of Need of July 1, 1975. 
Additionally in 1979 this program includes children, 
living with non-legally responsible relatives, who are not 
eligible for continued Federal financial support. This 
program is funded from State and local funds. 

6. Emergency Assistance to F~-nilies with Children - This program 
provides financial or in-kind assistance to avoid a situation 
of destitution or lack of adequate living arrangement 
reSUlting from situations such as lack of necessary food, 
fuel or shelter, disaster such as fire or flood, or being 
stranded away from home. This program is funded from 
50% Federal funds and 50% State and local funds. 
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TABLE III - 3 

NET EXPENDITURES FOR AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN 
BY SOURCES OF FUND AND BY DEPARTMENT 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Case load 

Department Monthly Avg. Total 
for Year June 1976 Expenditures 

Total 212,793 210,444 $151,362,255 

Ci.ty of Baltimore 131,896 130,062 91,975,396 

Total - Count~es 80,897 80,082 59,386,859 

Allegany 2,091 2,251 1,534,282 
Anne Arundel 10,675 10,339 7,676,154 
Baltimore 8,970 8,971 6,854,107 
Calvert 1,630 1,659 1,126,831 
Caroline 1,105 1,1.46 798,385 
Carroll 1,361 1,395 997,406 
Cecil 2,075 2,113 1,483,383 
Charles 3,200 2,856 2,008,179 
Dorchester 1,414 ;',455 928,178 
Frederick 1,369 1,381 1,030,129 
Garrett 884 830 611,778 
Harford 4,265 4,307 3,087,416 
Howard 584 680 433,536 
Kent 444 453 316,070 
MJntgomery 9,837 9,975 8,658,159 
Prince George's 21,922 20,921 15,473,149 
Queen Anne's 676 679 484,207 
St. Mary's 2,101 2,121 1,424,425 
Somerset 648 664 438,125 
Talbot 416 454 293,598 
Washington 2,287 2,291 1,680,526 
Wicomico 2,538 2,641 1,764,871 
Worcester 405 500 283,965 

1payments from parents, social security, etc. 

SOURCE: Department of Human Resources Annual Report. 
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TABLE III -4 

NET EXPENDITURES FOR PAYMENTS FOR EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE 
FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BY SOURCE OF FUNDS AND BY DEPARTMENT 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Case load 

Department Monthly Avg. Total 
for Year June, 1976 Expenditures 

Total 1,949 1,745 $4,688,181 

City of Baltimore 1,449 1,387 3,597,244 

Total - Co~~ties 500 358 1,090,937 

Allegany 318 
Anne Arundel 72 55 161,280 
Baltimore 47 37 95,878 
Calvert 10 12 20,554 
Caroline 10 4 18,444 
Carroll 15 13 35,848 
Cecil 4 2 6,174 
Charles 23 9 41,854 
Dor.chester 9 7 16,020 
:Freder1ek 4 8 7,448 
Garrett 3 5 5,496 
Harford 12 6 20,644 
Howard 1 - 2,200 
Kent 1 1 2,174 
Montgomery 24 24 57,757 
Prince George's 223 144 534,354 
Queen Anne's 2 2 1,190 
St. Mary's 12 7 20,592 
Somerset 4 5 4,606 
Talbot - - 764 
Washington - 1 250 
Wicomico 22 15 33,086 
Worcester 2 5 2,006 

SOURCE: Maryland Department, of Human Resources, Annual Report, 
FY 1976. 
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TABLE III - 5 

NET EXPENDITURES FOR PAYMENTS FOR FOSTER CARE OF 
CHILDREN BY SOURCE OF FUNDS AND BY DEPARTMENT 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Case load 

Department Monthly Avg. Total 
for Year June, 1976 Exnenditures 

~~ 

Total 8,545 8,625 $16,937,686 

City of Baltimore 4,367 4,456 8,448,143 

Total - Count~es 4,178 4,169 8,489,543 

Allegany 95 108 193,125 
Anne Arundel 444 412 837,508 
Baltimore 549 553 1,600,649 
Calvert 74 76 107,456 
Caroline 63 58 103,788 
Carroll 130 136 199,127 
Cecil 127 115 239,801 
Charles 136 127 189,520 
Dorchester 90 97 145,255 
Frederick 212 217 303,332 
Garrett 49 55 59,635 
Harford 198 197 325,780 
Howard 79 81 146,403 
Kent 28 26 40,913 
Mmtgomery 403 419 1,263,170 
Prince George's 787 797 1,551,712 
Queen Anne's 47 47 70, 796 
St. Mary's 86 93 122,856 
Somerset 118 112 175,723 
Talbot 49 50 85,676 
Washmgton 180 175 351,829 
Wicomico 173 160 301,985 
Worcester 61 58 73,504 

1payments from parents, social security, et~. 

SOURCE: Department of Human Resources, ~~nua1 Report, p. 33. 
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TABLE III - 6 

NET EXPENDITURES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC ASSISTk~CE 
BY SOURCE OF FUNDS AND BY DEPARTNENT 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Case load 

Department Monthly Avg. Total 
for Year June 1976 Exoenditures 

Total 15,593 15,936 $20,460,219 

City of Baltimore 11,403 11,607 14,892,4.53 

Total - Counties 4,190 4,329 5,567,766 

Allegany 60 67 72,056 
Anne Arundel 633 648 '791,340 
Baltimore 568 574 744,065 
Calvert: 47 46 51,203 
Caroline 83 93 97,979 
Ca·rroll 51 47 63,7B'2 
Cecil 110 106 127,371 
Charles 108 III 111,711 
Dorchester 83 90 100,594 
Frederick 62 59 65,27i 
Garrett 34 34 33,906 
Harford 227 216 256,022 
Howard 18 24 21,607 
Kent 24 17 24,960 
MJntgomery 911 990 1,599,425 
Prince George's 765 782 967,926 
Queen Anne's 47 52 48,763 
St. Mary's 50 55 45,370 
Somerset 22 25 19,381 
Talbot 15 18 14,078 
Washington 55 52 66,967 
Wicomico 197 192 220,417 
\~orcester 20 31 23,566 , 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Human Resources Annual Report, 
p. 33. 
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TABLE III - 7 

:·TET EXPENDITURES FOR GENERAL PUBLIC ASSISTAL'fCE TO 
&~LOYABLES BY SOURCE OF FUNDS AND BY DEPARTMENT 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Case load 

Department Monthly Avg. Total 
for Year June, 1976 Expenditures 

Total 1,445 663 $2,187,047 

City of Baltimore 764 931,138 

Total - CountLes 681 663 1,255,909 

Allegany 
Anne Arundel 79 110,157 
Baltimore 64 72 115,191 
Calvert 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charles 
Dorchester 4 '- 3,630 
Frederick 45 39 5{),26Q. 
Garrett 
Harford 
Howard 
Kent 
Mlntgomery 472 552 965,774 
Prince George's 
Queen Anne's 
St. Mary's 

, 

Somerset 3 2,398 
Talbot 
Washington 
Wicomico 14 8,499 
Worcester 

SOURCE: Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, p. 34. 
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TABLE III - 8 

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SUPPLEMENTS TO ADULTS 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Caseload I 
Department Month ly"-'k"vg . Total 

for Year June 1976 ExPenditures 

Total 121 159 $192,845 

City of Baltimore 45 55 84,264 

Total - Counties 76 104 108,581 

AllegatlY 1,345 
Anne Arundel 28 32 17,833 
Baltimore 9 19 11,176 
Calvert 20 
Caroline 4 4 6,659 
Carroll 2 1 4,974 
Cecil 400 
Charles 3,055 
Dorchest.er 5 5 6,933 
Frederick 1 1 2,865 
Garrett: 1,200 
!1.arford 2 1 2,363 
Howard 2 2 5,760 
Kent 
l-bn tgomery 15 29 24,996 
Prince George's 4 7 6,653 
Queen Anne's 1,490 
St. Mary! s 1,150 
Somerset 30 
Talbot 4 3 6,412 
Washington 800 
Wicomico 1,722 
Worcester 745 

-
SOURCE: Maryland Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, p. 34. 
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7. Foster Care for Children - This program provides for payments 
to foster family homes, group homes and institutions for 
neglected or dependent children most of whom are committed 
to local social services departments. The program provides 
for subsidy payments to adoptive parents whose income 
levels meet certain requirements set by rules of the 
Social Services Administration. For those children who 
would be AFDC recipients if they remained- in their own 
home, the Federal government funds 50% of the costs. 

8. Emergency Assistance - This program provides financial or 
in-kind assistance to avoid a situation of destitution or 
lack of adequate living arrangement to individuals and 
families who have met the technical requir~ents for 
Public Assistance to Adults or General Public Assistance, 
who are not eligible for AFDC or Emergency Assistance to 
Families with Children. This urogram is funded from State 
and local funds. 3 . 

Food Stamp Program. The Social Services Administration, ,vith 
the United States Department of Agriculture, administers the 
Food Stamp Program. Tnis program is available to any citizen 
of Maryland living in an area in which the local government 
has agreed to provide certain local costs for the administra
tion of the program. The Food Stamp Program enables low in
come households to buy more of a ,vide selection of quality 
foods. 

Hedical Assistance Program. This progra.."n in l-1aryland is ad
'ininistered jointly by the Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene and the Social Serv~ces Administration in cooperation 
with local departments of health and social services. Eligi
bility for medical assist~ce is determined by local depart
ments of social 'er<.rices. 

3Ibid., p. 22 

4Ibid., p. 23 
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Child Support Enforcement Program. This program is designed 
to locate absent parents, establish paternity and secure sup
port for dependent children. Local departments are responsible, 
however, for initiating legal action against absent parents to 
secure support for dependent children in instances where the 
client ,Y'as unable or umvilling or incompetent to take action. 
The p:ogr~ is coordinated with federal, state and local 
agenc~es. 

Work Incentive Program. This program is designed to increase 
the employability of those adults and children 16 years of age 
and older and out of sehgal, who are receiving Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children. 

Adoption. Adoption is a legal process through which an indi
vidual becomes a member of a family other than the family into 
which he was born. Local departments of social services e:l:tend 
adoption services

7
to the natural parents, the child, and the 

adoptive parents. 

Day Care. Day care services are provided for children from 
families who are eligible or may be eligible for public as
sistance under the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
Program. Families eligible for day care services are those 
who are receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 
Those possibly eligible are those who might be forced to apply 
for public, assistance if day care services were not r.:tade avail
able. 8 

Foster Care. Foster care for children is one of the services 
administered by local departments of social services. Pay
ments are made through local social services departments. The 
need for foster care usually results from broken homes and/or 
the inability to care for a child by one or both parents. Al
though applications may be received directly from parents, the 
majority of children receiving foster care a':ce committed by 
the court as dependent, neglected, or both. Emergency shelter 
care is provided when needed, as in cases pending or following 
court action, in instances of abuse or abandonment, or because 

5~1aryland Department of Human Resources, Annual Report for 1976, 
Baltimore, 1977, p. 23-24 

6Tb ' d 23 .=:.2:-., p. 

~1aryland Department of Budget ~~d Fiscal Planning, ~iarvland State 
Budget, Fiscal 1977, p. 522. 
8 
Annual Report 1976, Baltimore, 1977, p. 18. 
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of some other cr~s~s when no responsible adult can care for the 
child. The objective of foster care is to find an alternative 
to parental care which meets each child's needs. 9 

Protective Service. Protective services are given to help the 
child who is suspected of or found to be poorly cared for, neg
lected or abused. Protective service is given in cases where 
someone other than those responsible for a child's care brings 
the problem to the local department of social services because 
the parents cannot or vTill not ask for help. Services were 
provided to a total of 7,868 families during fiscal year 1976. 

Protective services help parents fulfill their parental 
duties by recognizing and correcting the conditions detri
mental to the child. Action can be taken to obtain substi
tute care for the child whose parents are unable, even with 
help, to meet his basic needs. This can be done through 
protective services, either with the cooperation and consent 
of the parents or through a court order resulting forom a 
court petition. 10 Counseling services are offered as neces
sary to those f~1lies and children receiving protective 
services. 

Single Parent Services. This program provides, through local 
departments of social services, counseling, referral and child 
placement services, to adolescents and young women yho are 
pregnant or who have babies and require assistance, _,I 

Homemaker Se°rvice. A homemaker service is available T.vhen, for 
a reason such as illness, childbirth, desertion, death, or 
pregnancy, the mother is unable to give the care to her family 
that she usually provides, or vlhen an aged or disabled per
son needs help at home. The homemaker assists with household 
and child care duties such as the purchas~ of food and cloth
ing, laundry service, and house cleaning. 12 

Family Servic(~s. This program provides services to families 
on public assistance and to low income non-public assistance 
families. Services provided include family counseling, family 
plannin

3
g information, health, employment and housing assist

ance. l 

9Ibic!..! p. 15 

lO~., p. 18 

11 
Maryland Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, 1975, 
Baltimore~ 1976, pp. 19 

12 
Ibid., p. 17. 

13 Ib id " p. 17. 
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Interaction 

Local ~gencies. Local police departments and the Social Ser
vices Administration exchange information and services in a 
number of ways. ~lhen the police recieve child abuse complaints, 
they contact the local Departments of Social Services directly. 
The local social services office then investigates the report. 
This process mayor may not involve the Juvenile Services Admini
stration depending on the nature of the case (age, family situa
tion, etc.). 

Local health departments inspect Department of Social Ser
vices and private foster care facilities. The departments of 
health work closely with the departments of social services 
in providing medical care, and family planning services to 
local departments of social services' clients. Public health 
nurses often find cases ~vhich should be referred to social ser
vices departments, and the local departments of social services 
often have clients who need to be referred to local departments 
of health. Departments of health provide both diagnostic and 
treatment services to social services clients needing these 
services. 

In situations ~vhere foster care cases are having problems 
in school (e.g., being disruptive), the local departments of 
social services will work with the school to effectively deal 
~vi th the problem. Local schools try to see that public as
sistance cases take advantage of t~e school lunch program. 

When the local department of social services investigates 
a complaint of suspected child abuse, it writes a factual re
port on t.he suspected abuse and files the report with the 
State's Attorney and the Central Registry at the Social Services 
Administration. Although the report might dra~v conclusions, 
it is the State's Attorney's Office which has the respon
sibility for deciding whether to prosecute or not. If 
the State's Attorney's Office decices to pros6cute, the 
case will be heard in Criminal Court (the local department 
of social services report includes recommendations). If 
the Department of Social Services finds that the child is 
in immediate danger while remaining in his household (e.g., 
if the parents will not let a representative of the local 
Department of Social Services in the home, for purposes 
of investigation, and the police are necessary to help the 
social worker get in the house), the local Department of 
Social Services or Social Services Administration can contact 
the court directly to get immediate custody of the child, 
without having to go to the State's Attorney's office. 
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ifuen local departments of social services become aware 
of cases of neglect, they investigate the situation and, 
if "larranted, refer the case to the juvenile court. Poten
tial cases of neglect might also come to the attention of 
the court through other sources, such as neighbors or the 
police. The child might be referred to the local department 
of social services so that social workers can investigate 
the case and develop an appropriate treatment program. In 
other cases, the child may be referred directly to the 
juvenile'court for appropriate action. Table 111-9 shows the 
net expenditures for the Social Services Administration by 
funding and local departments for fiscal 1976. 

State Agencies. ifuen a child whose family is receiving ser
vices from a local department of social services evidences 
severe behaviorial problems, a child may be referred to the 
Juvenile Services Administration intake offices for counsel
ing~ referral or, in some instances, formal Court processing 
if necessary. Also, cases involving foster home placement 
may come to the attention of Juvenile Services intake. 

Almost all cases of foster home placement follow a court 
order. Placement of children in foster homes and the respon
sibility for their care in the homes is under the jurisdic
tion of local departments of social services; this is true 
whether the youngster is non-delinquent or whether he is on 
juvenile probation supervision. Even in cases of a youth on 
probation or aftercare supervision the local department of 
social services makes its o~-n foster home placement investi
gation. Probation and aftercare counselors keep in touch ,-lith 
their clients placed in a foster home. 

Federal Agencies. The Department of Health, EdUcation and 
Welfare provides funds to states for blind, disabled and aged 
persons, and children under foster care and Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children. The Social and Rehabilitation Ser
vice of the Department of Health, Education, and i.Jelfare ad
ministers these funds and sets up rules and regulations 'Y'hich 
specify how the funds may be used by the State. The Depart
ment of Human Resources, in turn, uses these federal gUidelines 
and requirements to outline detailed policies for local social 
services' agencies in their use of Federal money administered 
by the Social Services Administration. These policies indicate 
eligibility requirements. 
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TABLE nI-9 
NET EXPENDITURES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES ADNINISTRATlON BY FUNDING AND LOCAL DEPARTMlmr 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

-
TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES FEDERAL STATE 

lI8.03% 43.57% 
TOTAL $ 278,615,405 $ 133,828,348 $ 121,377,567 
City of Baltimore 152,190,952 67,793,004 
Total Counties 106,916,440 48,890,330 
Allegany 2,821,064 1,381,551 
Anne Arundel 12,956,405 6,023,24S 
Baltimore 12,700,680 5,U1,236 
Calvert 1,773,080 846,914 
Caroline 1,601,036 767,970 
Carroll 2,~r~/t,223 1,294,816 
Cecil 2,808,;:19 1,343,633 
Charles 3,209,/,97 1,558,362 
Dorchester 1,880,926 892,363 
Frederick 2$609,030 1,195,346 
Garrett 1,106,807 560,453 
Harford 4,911,476 2,319,386 
Boward 1,090,266 530,889 
Kent 680,836 330,932 
Montgomery 17,867,938 7,071,765 
Prince George r s 24,382,556 11,702,494 
Queen Anne's 904,378 416,121 
St. Mary's 2,/,88,573 1,261,015 
Somerset 1,020,442 'f87,033 
Talbot 676,745 334,375 
Wasldng ton 3,006,545 1,330,742 
Wicomico 3,278,422 1,508,066 
\.Jorcester 657,196 321,620 
State Department 19,508!013 17,145,014 

SOURCE: 
NOTE: 

Maryland Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, 1976. 
*Inc1udes local share of Baltimore City Payroll. 

77 ,870 ,22l, 
41,349,809 
1!l12,706 
5,638,008 
4,775,576 

772,707 
723,254 
947,242 

1,200,10l, 
1,373,187 

867,008 
1,042,190 

465,162 
2,108,727 

269,232 
254,817 

4,461,722 
10,350,978 

373,674 
1,075,075 

444,700 
234,843 

1,201, ,156 
1,523,164 

181,577 
2..J57,534 

LOCAL 

5.83% 
$ 16,241,576 

2,953,998* 
13,287,578 

154,728 
883,544 

1,740,706 
147,696 
47,302 

201,856 
126,1,78 
198,267 

67,421 
260,315 
64,598 

295,777 
273,827 
44,593 

6,089,210 
1,899,290 

60,628 
101,633 

42,219 
72,190 

241,413 
134,200 
139,687 

$ 

PRIVATE 

2.57% 
7,167,914 
3,573,726 
3,388,723 

172,079 
411,605 
773,162 
53, 763 
62,510 
40,309 

138,10l, 
79,681 
54,134 

111,179 
16,594 

187,586 
16,318 
50,494 

245,241 
429,79 l, 

53,955 
50,850 
46,1,90 35.337J 230,234 

112,992 
14,312 

205,465 



-----------------------

2. ~~ry1and Office of Economic Opportunity 

The Maryland Office of Economic Opportunity was created 
by proclamation of the Governor in October, 1964 and made a 
part of State government by Chapter 306, Act of 1965. Effec
tive September 1, 1970 the Office of Economic Opportunity 
was made a part of the Department of Employment and Social 
Services. The office ~07as established for the purpose of ad
ministering the Federal Econom:lc Opportunity Act of 1964. It 
also has responsibt~ity for administering the Community Ser
vices Act of 1974. 

The office has been given responsibility for the creation 
of and participation in programs in the fo11mving areas: 
youth and \vork training, urban and rural community action, 
urban and rural poverty, employment and investment incentive, 
and ~vork experience. 

In accordance with Article 41, Section 362, the Maryland 
Office of Economic Opportunity is b~powered to provide the 
Governor with information and advice with respect to the 
policies and programs of the Office of Economic Opportunity 
and other anti-poverty programs. It is to give priority to 
mobilization al1d coordination of anti-poverty resources, par
ticularly at the State level. The Maryland Office of Economic 
Opportunity also acts as a special advocate for the poor by 
providing information and assistance to the State legislature, 
State planning agencies, and other State agencies, with the ob
jective of enacting and amending legislation and developing . 
programs for the beneift of the poor. In addition, the Hary
land Office of Economic Opportunity provides techni~a1 assist
ance to Community Action Agencies and other such grantees for 
purposes of program implementation. The Maryland Office of 
Economic Opportunity is responsible for receiving federal 
and State agency funds for the operation or delegation of 
operation of programs which further the objectives of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the Comprehensive Em
ployment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). Ho~vever, the 
Office does not have any direct control over Community 
Action Agencies in the subdivisions of the State of Maryland. 
Other responsibilities include participation in research and 
demonstration programs and service in an adv~sory capacity 
t.O the Federal Office of Economic Opportunj"ty. 

14 
Department of Human Resources Annual Report, P. 6. 
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Community Action Programs. These programs represent the 
local effort to solve the problems of poverty. They are 
assisted by the Haryland Office of Economic Opportunity. 
Community Action Programs enable communities to attack their 
local poverty problems in a constructive and coordinated 
manner. The programs, developed and administered by the 
community, include neighborhood service centers, job train
ing and development, housing services, health centers and 
legal services. 

Federal assistance depends on the community's willing
ness to mobilize its own resources, develop programs that 
show promise of eliminating poverty, and enlist poor citi
zens in developing and carrying out the program. Community 
Action is a local coalition against poverty. Federal funds 
to develop and administer Community Action Programs are avail
able to Community Action Agencies. A state, or political sub
division of a state, or a combination of such political sub
divisions, or a public or private non-profit agency, or 
organization designated by such a government entity or en
tities which has been designated a Community Action Agency 
may apply for funds. To be recognized by the Federal Office 
of Economic Opportunity as a Community Action Agency, an 
agency must be capable of planning, administering, and con
ducting a Community Action Program. If no such governmental 
entity for an area desires to participate or is ~apable of 
planning, administering, and conducting the program, the }~ry
land Office of Economic Opportunity may designate a Community 
Action Agency for that area. In Baltimore City the Community 
Action program is operated by the Urban Services Agency. This 
City Agency has been established through a combination of the 
former Community Action Agency and Hodel Cities Program. The 
Urban Services Agency operates prevention and treatment 
projects in both the juvenile and adult areas of the 
criminal justice syst~. Table 111-10 outlines the total 
operating budgets for Community Action Agencies in Hary-
land for fiscal 1976. 

Following is a list of types of programs operated by 
local community action agen?!es that relate to juveniles 
and delinquency prevention.· ... 

15Letter from Theodore E. Brown, Jr., Deputy Director, Haryland 
Department of Employment and Social Services, Office of Economic 
Opportunity, Baltimore, Maryland, October 18, 1971. Updated infor
mation received from Frank Welsh, Executive Director, August, 1974. 
Update information received from Theodore Brown, July, 1978 .• 
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TABLE III-IO 

MARYLAND OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
TOTAL OPERATING BUDGETS FOR CAAs IN MARYLAND 

FOR FY 1976 

CO~illUNITY ACTION AGENCY 

Allegany Coun ty 
Human Resource Development Comm., Inc. 

Anne Arundel County 
Economic Oppor. Comm., Inc. 

Baltimore - Urban Services Agency 

Baltimore County 
Human Resource Development Agency, Inc. 

Dorchester County 
Community Development Corp. 

Frederick County 
Community Service Agency 

Garrett County 
Community Action Agency, Inc. 

Howard County 
Community Action Council, Inc. 

Kent-Queen Anne-Talbot 
Area Council, Inc. 

Montgqmery County 
Community Action Committee 

Southern Maryland 
Tri-County Community Action Comm., Inc. (Charles, 
St. Mary's, Calvert Counties) 

Shore-Up zInc. 
n1icomico, Worcester, Somerset Counties) 

~oJ'ashing ton County 
Community Action Council, Inc. 

TOTAL 

$ 953,454 

2,973,683 

20,276,384 

676,655 

643,540 

2,313,490 

822,226 

5lJ.6,753 

765,245 

2,806,428 

1,161,207 

2,347,956 

543,569 

$36,800,590 

SOURCE; Department of Human Resources Annual Reoort, p. 55. 
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Head Start. This program provides learning experiences, 
social services, and medical and dental examinations for 
needy children to help them being their school career on 
terms more nearly equal to their classmates. These pre
school programs are designed to improve the health and 
physical ~bilities to children from low-income families, 
develop their self-confidence and ability to relate to 
others, and increase their verbal and conceptual skills. 
The programs also involve parents in activities with their 
children and provide appropriate social services for the 
entire family. Head Start is a ovo-part program: a year
round program (either full or part-time) for preschool 
children aged three and older; and an eight week summer 
session for children who will enter elementary school for 
the first time in the fall. 

Head Start Follow Through is designed to sustain the 
gains that disadvantaged children are able to make in pre
school Head Start activities and to conduct research on 
these efforts. 

Parent-child centers involve children and parents from 
disadvantaged families which have at least one child under 
age three. Emphasis is placed on reinforcing parental child
rearing skills. 

Familv Pl anning. The Haryland Office of Economic Oppor
tunity pioneered in developing a government sponsored 
family planning program which gives \Vomen in poverty areas 
the opportunity to choose how many children they want and 
i",hen thev want to have them. This program offers a full 
range of'services including outreach, education, medical 
examination, cancer screening, and the supplying of con
traceptive materials upon request. 

Foster Grandparents. One of several programs for older 
people with low incomes, this program trains men and women 
60 years of age and over to work. as substitute parents for 
institutiortalized, neglected and deprived children. This 
program has been delegated to Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare. 
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Legal Services. The Legal Services Program provides coun
sel and representation for'individual poor people and 
groups such as tenants associations; works for reform of 
laws and practices that operate unfairly against the poor; 
provides preventive law education to low income people in 
their legal rights and responsibilities; and conducts re
search into the legal problems of needy citizens. 

Neighborhood Health Centers. These centers operate in low 
income neighborhoods to provide or to make more accessible 
comprehensive medical, dental, diagnostic and other services. 
Projects must have the participation of neighborhood resi
dents, who may work as center aides; must have competent 
medical supervision; and must make maximum use of existing 
agencies and resources. Programs for narcotics addiction 
prevention "md rehabilitation also are developed within this 
authority. 

Special Summer Programs. The goal of Special Summer Youth 
Programs is to provide opportunity for low income youths 
to develop skills, self-respect, and community responsibi
lity by planning, developing, and executing p;ograms based 
on the needs they indicate should be met. These programs 
are operated in conjunction with adults who are able to work 
successfully with young people and who possess the expertise 
the youngsters may lack. During the summer, participants 
also earn income to buy necessities for ~~hool during the 
following year. 

Comorehensive Work and Training Programs. A comprehensive 
work and training program whic~ enable low income youths 
and adults to obtain and hold employment is administered 
primarily through the Department of Labor under the Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973. Funds are 
provided to a community prime spo'nsor who is responsible 
for planning, administering, and c00rdinating the program 
on the local level, with participation af the groups served. 
The program provides participants with an unbroken sequence 
of training and supportive service needed to enable them to 
obtain and hold employment. 

Programs may include the following activities. 
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Neighborhood Youth Corps. This program makes available in
school and summer part-time employment and training for 
high school students from low income fanilies who need 
earnings to resume or maintain attendance in school. 

Out-oi-School. This program offers useful ~vork and train
ing for unemployed or low income persons over 16 to obtain 
regular competitive employment. 

Operation Hains tream. This program provides special work 
activities for chronically unemployed poor persons who are 
unable to secure appropriate work and training and aims at 
improving the neighborhoods where projects are located. 
Activities may include improving parks and recreational 
areas, and protecting natural resources. 

Interaction 

Local Agencies. The Maryland Office of Economic Opportun
ity maintains a close working relationship with all local 
human resource agencies. The Office has been instrumental 
in bringing the Community Action Agency and other Social 
Service groups together so that thorough and comprehensive 
project proposals concerning needy persons might be deve
loped with a high degree of community coordination and 
understanding. 

The Office offers technical assistance to the Commun
ityAction Agency in program planning and assists in fund
ing. 

S tate Agencies. The Haryland Office of Economic Oppor
tunity maintains a close relationship with all State 
human resources agencies. It has been instrumental in 
bringing the experiences of such groups to the attention 
of Community Action Programs so that thorough and compre
hensive project proposals concerning poor citizens may 
be developed with a high degree of community coordination 
and understanding. 

The Office gives priority to the mobilization and 
coordination of anti-poverty resources, particularly at 
the State level. At the discretion of the Governor, 
the Office provides information and assistance to the 
State Legislature, the Department of State Planning, and 
other State agencies with the objective of enacting and 
amending the legislation and developing programs for the 
benefit of poor citizens. 
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Federal Agencies. The ~~ryland Office of Economic Oppor
tunity coordinates its activities with the Department of 
Labor, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the 
Community Services Administration, and the Office of Econo
mic Opportunity. 

3. Employment Security Administration16 

The Employment Security Administration, formerly the 
~ryland Department of Employment Security, was created to 
establish and maintain free public employment offices in 
compliance with the Act of the United States Congress en
titled "An Act to Provide for the Establishment of a National 
Employment System and for Cooperation with the States in 
the Promotion of Such System, and for Other Purposes" ap
proved June 6~ 1933. This article was intended to supple
ment the Federal Social Security Act and to provide a 
cushion against unemployment. The State law governing 
the operation of the Employment Security Administration 
which is known as the "Unemployment Insurance Law" is to 
be found in Article 95A of the Annotated Code of ~ryland 
which was last amended by Chapter 96 of the Acts of 1970 
at which time the Employment Security Administration was 
established as a division of the Department of Employment 
and Social Services. The Department of Employment and Social 
Services became the Deuartment of Human Resources effective 
july 1, 1975. -

rne Employment Security Administration is responsible 
for the payment of unemployment insurance benefits to eli
gible individuals based on wages earn2d in prior \vork. The 
administration also provides free employment services, ad
ministers job training programs, and promotes job oppor
tunities for disadvantaged youth. The major program acti
vities of the Administration are as follows: 

Unemployment Insurance Program: The Unemployment Insurance 
Program is composed of three major components: Employer 
Contributior.::., Benefit Payments and Benefit Appeals. The 
Employer Contributions component is responsible for the deter
mination of tax rates to be applied to the payrolls of indi
vidual employers liable under the Nary-land Unemployment In
surance La,v. 

l6}~rY1and ~nual, 1977-1978 (Annapolis), p. 197. 
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The Benefit Payments component is responsible for the 
registration of claimants for unemployment benefits, the 
determination of oonetary and non-monetary eligibility of 
such claims, the weekly benefit amounts, and the payment of 
those amounts to eligible claimants. 

The Benefit Appeals component is responsible for the 
review of all appeals by employers or claimants of a deter
minatinn made by the Benef:i.t Payments component and either 
affirming or reversing such determination. 17 Table III-II 
reflects total unemployment insurance activities for fisc~l 
1975. 

Job Corps: The Maryland Sta.te Employment Service is re
sponsible for administering the Job Corps program in all 
]:·faryland counties exclusive of Baltimore City. The 
Employment Security Administration maintains concurrent 
screening procedures with the United Planning Organiza
tion (UFO) in two of the l-faryland counties (Hontgomery 
.and PrlnceGeorge' s), of the ~yashington, D. C. Standard. 
Hetropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA).18 

National Alliance of Businessmen: The Nat:ional Alliance of 
Businessmen is an alliance between private industries and 
the Department of Labor designed to promote job opportuni
ties for disadvantaged persons. Personnel to staff each 
local office is on a volunteer basis and loaned for periods 
of six months to a year. The Department of Labor has loaned 
employment services personnel to the metropolitan office to 
handle the referral, recruiting and certification of disad
vantaged persons to employers. Working together with volun
teers from business, £~e employment service representative 
effects the alliance. 

Employment Service: The objectives of this program are to 
operate a free Public Employment Service providing priority 
services to veterans and special services to youth, older 
workers, agricultural workers, the handicapped and minority 
groups. Services are provided through offices located in 
21 counties and Baltimore City.20 TableIII-12 reflects Em
ployment Service Activity for fiscal year 1976. 

17 Maryland Department of Budget and Fis cal Planning, Harlland State 
.~udget for Fiscal Year 1976 (Baltimore, 1977). . 

18 Ibid., p. 524. 

19Ibid., p. 525. 

20Ibid., p. 522. 
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COUNTY 
TOTAL 

STATE OF MARYLAND 306 ~,~ 77 
BALTUlORE METROPOLITAN AREA a 185,518 

Allegany County 14,043 
Anne Arundel County 6,996 
Baltimore City 138,829 
Baltimore County 11,934 
Calvert County 2,189 
Caroline County 
Carroll County 14,547 
Cecil County 6,733 
Charles County 2,215 
Dorchester County 7,46 l, 
Frederick County 8,620 
Garrett County -.. 3,223 
Harford County 13,212 
Howard County 
Kent County 3,428 
Montgomery County I 12,131 
Prince George's County 15,555 
Queen Anne's County 1,619 
St. Mary's County 2,101 
Somerset County 5,738 
Talbot County 4,694 
Washington County 20,378 
Wicomico County 7,358 
Worcester County 3,470 

TABLE III-l! 

STATE UNEHPLOYMENl' INSURANCE ACTIVITIES 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

" 

INITIAL CLAIHS AVG. WKLY. 
WEEKS PAYMENT 

ORIGINAL ADDITIONAL CLAIMED (EXCL. 
PARTIALS) -

199,316 107,161 2,638,225 $73.48 
121,928 63,590 1,514,915 74.87 

6,876 7,151 115,059 71.18 
5,261 1,735 57,642 74.13 

96,563 42,266 1,197,340 74.98 
8,396 3,538 126,351 74.75 

. " 1,603 586 I 23,62-3 76.45 
INCLUDED IN TALBOT COUNTY 

5,010 9,537 62,933 75.41 
4,822 1,911 59,595 65.93 
1,723 492 21,259 74.82 
2,906 4,558 36,976 59.21 
5,304 3,316 55,375 72 .51 
2,123 1,100 24,566 74.96 
6,698 6,514 70,649 73.27 

INCLUDED IN BALTIMORE CI.TY 
2,478 950 29,790 62.01 

10,299 1,832 236,755 75.13 
12,427 3,128 183,814 75.95 

924 695 15,073 58.82 
1,723 378 20,584 70.64 
2,318 3 , l~ 20 38,688 53.67 
2,894 1,800 29,571 60.30 

12,205 8,173 li10,986 72.57 
l" ',39 2,919 50,944 67.54 
2,324 1,146 40,652 62.43 

SOURCE: Hary1a.nd Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, 1976. 

-

AVERAGE CLAIHANTSb CLAIMANTSb 

DURATION RECEIVING EXHAUSTING 
(WEEKS) BENEFITS BENEFITS 

16.0 129,798 45,887 
15.6 7'~,514 25,t,51 
18. ,~ 5,244 2,150 
17.0 2,206 799 
15.6 59,009 21,304 
17.2 5,639 1,859 
16.3 809 287 

13.4 3,748 457 
14.0 1,8]-', 537 
17.2 676 258 
13.6 2,435 404 
13.4 3,597 1,006 
15.9 1,029 264 
14.0 3,912 1,032 

15.3 912 230 
16.2 6,053 2,l~26 

18.3 7,165 3,939 
16.6 619 91 
17.5 601 345 
19.9 1,594 564 
13.6 1,503 355 
15.5 7,649 1,930 
16.4 2,469 901 
16.2 1,896 525 

"" 

NOTE: aIncludes Baltimore City, Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Ilarford ~nd Howard Counties. 
bCounty figures will not add to State total which includes out of sta'te beneficiad.es and exhallstees. 



COUNTY 

STATE OF ~~RYLAND 
BALTIMORE METROPOLITAN AREAb 

Allegany County 
Anne Arundel County 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore County 
Calvert County 
Caroline County 
Carroll County 
Cecil County 
Charles County 
Dorchester Cbunty 
Frederick County 
Garrett County 
Harford County 
Howard County 
Kent County 
Montgomery County 
Prince George's County 
Queen Anne's County 
St. Mary's County 
Somerset County 
Ta1.bot County 
Hashington County 
Wicomico County I Worcester County 

-~-----~~-~~~ 

TABLE III-12 

TOTAL EHPLOYMENT SERVICE ACTIVITIES 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

NEH 
APPLICATIONS INDIVIDUALS INDIVIDUALS 

AND COUNSELEDa TESTEDa 

RENEHALSa 

237,477 9,192 7,245 
143,001 5,385 5,652 
12,028 941 316 

9,713 1,103 122 
104,449 3,6 L19 4,982 

14,472 347 203 
4,184 81 53 

INCLUDED UNDER TALBOT COUNTY 
5,094 221 27 
6,849 462 28 
3,174 667 229 
4,404 149 73 
6,173 102 4 
2,828 19 13 
9,273 65 318 

INCLUDED UNDER BALTIMORE CITY 
3,355 60 15 

12,187 186 39 
16,9M 192 135 

INCLUDED UNDER KENT COUNTY 
INCLUDED UNDER CALVERT COUNTY 

2,756 149 27 
5,216 306 237 
9,344 138 153 
6,336 372 262 
6,613 68 31 

INDIVIDUALS 
ENROLLED IN 

TRAININGa 

1,532 
661 
162 
143 
331 
117 

16 

13 
28 

123 
92 

7 
26 
57 

14 
7 

224 

20 
20 
18 

104 
29 

NUMBER OF 
INDIVIDUALS 
PLACED NON-
AGRICULTURAL 

28,262 
12,386 
1,238 
1,037 
7,465 
1,325 

754 

1,178 
1,051 

494 
1,413 

956 
278 

1,381 

1,155 
585 

1,441 

1.,012 
1,L179 

816 
1.)602 
1,868 

SOURCE: Department of Human Resources, Annual R~ort. 
NOTE: aGeographic breakdown will add toarligher Tlgure than the State total. The State. total is an unduplicated 

count of all applicants who may have registered in more than one office. 
blncludes Baltimore City and Anne Arundel, Ba1tlmore, Carroll, Harford and Howard Counties. 
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Grants - Food Stamps: Amendments to the Food and Nutrition 
Act added a requirement that all employable members of house
holds register for employment with the State Employment Ser
vice and that the Employment Service report any refusal of 
employment by registered Food Stamp applicants. Additional 
funds are granted to the State Employment Service to support 
the additional workload and services (registration, counsel
ing, referral to training, referral to training, referral to 
employment and rep~lting) generated by this "work registra
tion" requirement. 

Wtwh Incentive Program (WIN): This program is designed to 
enable men, women, and out-of-school youths who are dependent 
upon public assistance under the category of Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) to enter into productive e~ 
ployment. WIN provides the manpower and supportive services 
necessary to achieve this goal and places individuals in em
plojlUent positions when appropriate and refers to manpower 
development programs. 22 

Comprehensive Emplo~ent and Training Act: The Federal Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 provides a 
new and up-to-date charter for manpm·7er programs. It de
centralizes and de categorizes numerous programs authorized 
under the }~npower Development Training Act and under Title I 
of the Economic Opportunity Act. This is the first piece of 
legislation to incorporate the essential principles of re
venue sharing. 

The most recent law largely eliminates the numerous 
categorical programs authorized under earlier legislation. 
Rather than co~tinuing to operate manpower programs project 
by project through separate sponsors, the Secretary of 
Lab9:r. TR"ilJ. now make block grants to local and state prime 
~ponsors who will plan and operate manpower. programs to 
meet local needs. 

The Employment Security Administration contracts with 
prime sponsors to provide various manpower services through
out the State and is the prime sponsor for ~~e ~ugrant and 
Seasonal Farmworkers Program under the Act. 

21Ibid ., p. 521 

22Department of Human Resources, Annual Report, 1976, p. 19 .• 

23 
Uaryland Department of Dudget and Fiscal Planning, Maryland State 

Budget for Fiscal 19 78 ,. p. 519. 

50 



Interaction 

Local Agencies: Local agencies with which the Employment Se
curity Administration cooperates include the local boards of 
education, Prisoner's Aid, the Neighborhood Youth Corps, the 
Baltimore Urban League, the Division of Parole and Probation, 
the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, Opportunities In
dustrialization Center, the Job Corps project administered 
through the Health and Welfare Council in Baltimore City, 
and the Baltimore City Community Action Agency. 

State Agencies: The Employment Security Administration works 
in conjunction ivith State agencies, often interchanging ser
vices. The Employment Security Administration, in cooperation 
with the State adult correctional institutions, provides job 
counseling and job referral services to inmates. Other job 
counseling and job placement services are available through 
the State Department of Education which, in turn, sees the 
Employment Security Administration as a way to keep students 
in school through location of employment opportunities. A 
cross-referral and information exchange is utilized by the 
Employment Security Administration and the Division of Voca
tional Rehabilitation. 

Federal Agencies: The U. S. Department of Labor has the respon
sibility under federal law to generate national reporting re
quirements for all programs operated by State Employment Security 
Agencies. Depending on the particular program, reports include 
financial statements, goals and objectives, caseloads, and re
sults of programmatic activities on the population served. 
These reports, which appear at intervals, are prepared by the 
Research and Analysis Division of Employment Security Admini
stration. The Division must assure accuracy, uniformity and 
comparability in the statistical data and narrative information 
in the reports. These reports are utilized by both federal 
and State administrations to plan and control program operations, 
evaluate results, conduct research, and furnish pertinent infor
mation to the United States Congress~ the Maryland Legislature, 
and others. 

III. STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland provides for a State 
Board of Education comprised of seven members and a department dir
ected by a Superintendent to: 
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1. cons~aer the education needs of the State; 
2. have general care and super"lision of public educat~bn; 
3. control and supervise the public schools and educational 

interests of the State; 
4. generally supervise the Maryland School for the Deaf; 
5. supervise the activities of the school and public library 

sys tems; and 
6. supervise the State's program of vocational rehabilitation. 

The members of the State Board of Education are appointed by the 
Governor to serve five-year terms. The State Superintendent uf 
Schools is appointed by the Board for a term of four years. 

The State Superintendent of Schools is responsible for admini
stration of the State Department of Education. The State Department 
of Education is the administrative educational agency at the State 
level. The State Superintendent of Schools and the professional 
and clerical staff under his supervision constitute the State De
partment of Education. 24 

The State system of schools comprises the public schools in 
each of the 24 political subdivisions of the State. Each local 
system is responsible for the development and operation of its 
school programs in accordance with Article 77 and the bylaws and 
with the rules and regulations of the State Board of Education. 
Financial aid, minimum standards, supervision, and coun~eling. 
however, are available by the State. 

Local boards of education in Maryland are appointed by the 
. Governor excet) t in A.ll"'!~"'.!l'" Ij'?rroll, r;1:1"'.~les, U:~~;=:=:!, '?;:'ince 
George's, Hontgomery and \'i'ashington Counties, where they are electad, 
and in Baltimore City, where the board is appointed by the Mayor. 
Total enrollment for the public and non-public schools of ~1aryland 
is reflected in Table III-13. Totals withdrawals and reason for 
withdrawal is reflected in Tables III-14 and III-1S. 

24Marv1and Annotated Code (1969 Replacement Volume) Article 77, 
Section 2.6. 

251, "d .....!21:....... , Article 77, Section 35 • 
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TABLE III - 13 

Total Enrollment and HUIIlber of Schoolll Haryiand Public and Honpubllc Schoblsl Sepholber JO, 1971 

Numb.r of Pupil. Number of School. 

EleUl~nlary Preklnder- Combined 

l.ocal UnJt Grand Olher 
lIarleli 

Elemen- Seeon .. Seeon-!'reklnder- Klnder- crand and/or 
Tolal Total sartell K·rt~n 

£1 ~olen- dury TOlal Klnder- lory dsry 'rolal Hlddle Olher 
lory Sorhn Only Only 

Only* 

Tol~1 la, tel 967,646 512,9~1 18,727 54,465 419,799 454,657 2,068 271 !,'I,1. 405 244 89 
Total I.ocal Unl t. 964,664 512,146 18,70J 54,4)1 41'),012 452,518 2,04) 271 1,139 391 210 89 

Allegany 17,174 8,195 HZ 981 7,602 8,379 45 4 27 9 5 -
Anile Arundel 83,605 43,787 1,145 4,955 37 ,667 39,818 156 23 88 26 19 9 
Do I II more CI ty 178,875 96,191 3,646 9,47) 8),072 62,684 299 26 177 6) 33 11 
B.I tlmore 139 ,O~8 71,U89 ),099 7,1,82 61,508 66,969 287 sa 148 58 13 4 
Calvert 8,050 4,378 56 502 ),820 3,672 19 2 10 3 4 2 

C.ro~lne 5,206 2,621 4 291 2,320 2,585 12 1 :; :; I -
Carroll 20,775 11,193 117 1,)02 9,754 9,582 )5 2 19 5 9 7 
Cecil 14,942 8,142 102 961 7,079 6,800 )9 4 20 7 8 4 
Chari.::, 19,125 10,601 154 1,046 9,399 8,524 )9 2 24 6 7 6 
Dorchester 6,181 3,294 41 )72 2,875 2,89) 19 1 9 3 6 3 

Frederick 25,449 13,986 347 1,723 11,916 11,463 56 9 )0 11 6 ) 

Garre t l 5,849 1,284 - loll 2,871 2,565 17 - II 2 4 1 
If or Cord 36,46(. 19,208 437 2,244 16,527 17,258 54 6 32 9 1 4 
lIoward 28,H2 16,161 1,089 1,714 D,298 12,351 79 19 35 10 15 11 
Kellt 3,481, 1,741 - 212 1,529 1,743 10 - :; 1 4 2 

Hontgom.ry 137,245 73,086 5,182 1,4H 60,453 64,157 354 76 190 66 22 2 
Prillce George's 160,21,5 84,Io4U 2,16) 8,715 73,562 15,6(}~ )26 36 191 71 16 -
Queen Allne'4 5,118 2,1,85 20 295 2,170 2,6)} 12 I 5 2 4 :} 

St. Hary'. 11,,816 8,111 112 917 7,148 6,639 1,0 3 27 5 5 5 
SOlnt!rset 1,,194 2,189 62 278 1,849 2,005 20 - II 5 4 I 

Telbot ~,347 2,109 25 294 2,)90 2,6)8 16 1 8 3 4 1 
lIa.hlnlitoD 24,735 12,942 353 1,517 11,072 11,793 56 I 32 10 15 1 
IIlcolOlco 13,881 7,612 311 862 6,419 6,269 11 . 2 20 7 4 -
\.Ioreeater 6,326 1,0)) - )41 2,(,92 3,293 18 - 9 4 5 1 

*SdlOol. with prekindergarten only aTe e. follow .. Allc&~ny, 31 Anne Arundel, I'll e.ItIUlOu Citlf, 141 /laltlmore, 36; Calvert, 21 Carroll, 21 Cecil, )1 
Chule., I; Frederick, 71 linford, 6; lIo".rd, 14; Hontlloolery, 64; I'rlncti George's, 261 St. Ii4'Y'" II Talbot, I, IIlcOf1llco, 2, Total .01. 

155 
141 

5 
10 
22 
19 

2 

1 
2 
4 
I 
3 

3 
3 
3 
4 
2 

20 
16 

1 
-
1 

3 
8 
I, 
2 

ITotal State '"clud .. enrollment. In education prosr.1l1S In H4ryland State i".tltutlon. which are nol reflected In lucal unit •• the cwnpuo school h .. arade 
enrollmelil. a .. lollow .. Peek, 21,1 K, 341 I, 26; 2, 25; 1, 26; 1" 25; 5, 211 6, 221 <:1 .... 'p.c., 121 total, 215. 

SOURCE: Maryland State Department of Education, 
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TABLE III - 14 

Pupil'Withdrawalsl Cau.e of Termlnations;1 Maryland Public Schaab: 
(ludea prek.-6 

Septcwber - June 1976-71 

-" " 

" ; Total' , .-. : 
Phyal- I'tIyd-

': cal cal Hentlll Hental 

Local Unit " ," Includ- EXclud- 111- Disa-
o ' Ill:" D15a-" ' 

lng 1111 nells bll1ty ,Della biUty 

" 0 Death " Deatb 

rot.'l.l State " ~.869 ' 1,831' 24' ,46 ' 1 -, .. . 
'Allegany' " 18 14 4 - - -
Anne Arundel 39 34 1 - - -
Baltimore CUy 1,389 t.369 - 45 - -
Baltimore 84 7J ,2 - - -
Calvert 7 6' , - - - -

" 

CaroUno 3 3 2 - - -
Carroll : 19 11 1 - - -

VI Cecil 
.: :. . 26 24 -, - 1 -

,p. Charles 
0', 9 

.", " 8 ' 2 .. - - -
Dorchester . 6 6' ,,' 1 1 - • -

" 

Prederick .. .. 
\ 11 10 1 - - -

Garrett 4 1 0 - - - -, 
lIarford 

~ 2] 2!. ,I - - ~ . -
lIoward " 2 1 , .. - ., - --, 
!tent '", - - - - - -
Montgomery 78 71 1 - - ~ -, 
Prince Geor&e's 66 50 1 - - -
Queen Anne's 2 2 - - - -
St. Mary's 10 10 - ~ - -
Somer:let 4 J - - - -
Talbot 2 2 1 

, - - -
Washington 79 77 2 - - -
Wicomico 1 1 1 - - -
Worcester 6 6 2 - - -

.(nc~lallbllity between ~choDl and pupil (16 years o( age and ove£). 
~EKpul.lun (0£ dlsclpllna£y £easons (under 16 years of age). 
,1Und,,1 ':OIHIIU I sOI'Y atten.hncc: age. 

Speclal Calles -
In- . ,Superintendent's 

HUi- compaU-Em- tary 
Apprn'-al 

ploy- Har- bUlty Court Econ-
Ser-ralge with AcUon • noodc IlII-

ment vice '. Expul- matur- Other 
Schoo 1* tion! 

' , ityl 

I' - - 25 7 6' ' .. :1 1;008 46' . . 
._.0- - - I - - - i 8 1 

- - - - 1 - - 25 6 

- - - 10 - - - 7.\5 -
- - - 4 2 1 - 7 28 

- - - 1 -~ - - 5 -0 . : 

- - - - - - - 1 -
- - - - - - - 9 0 -
- - - - 1 . - 6 1 -. 1 - - - - - - 5 -
- - - ~ 

.. - 2 - - -
0 

,-' - - - - - 1 7 1 

- - - - - - 3 - -
- - - - - - - 20 -. - - - - - - - 1 -
- - - - - - - - --
- - - 1 1 3 ] 39 4 

- - - 4 2 1 - 42 -
- - - - - - - - 1 

- - - 1 - - b 6 3 

- - - 1 - - - 2 -
1 - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - 75 -
- - - - - - - - -
- - - - -" - ] - -

Under- i 
ter- Deat'l 

mined 

660 ' 58 

- 4 
~ 5-

569 " 
29 11 
- 1 

- -
7 2 

15 2 
- 1 
- -

- 2 
- 1 

- 2 
- 1 

- -
19 7 
- 16 

- -- -
- 1 

- -
- 2 
- -
L -
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TABLI~ III - 15 

1'otal 1'111'11 WIII"lrllw.I~: I:.u.e of 'I"'l'mlnll!on.: Horyllilld l'u~lIc S.:IlOol .. ScplcmhH - Junt' 1'116-71 
Gr.d~. 7-12 

Tolul 
Phy.l- rhy.l-

Locil Unit cal cal HClltnl Helllal 
Inr.1 ud- !::xc lud- 111- IlI.o- 111- III sa-

IlIg 11111 bll \ly nes,:; blllLy ne9S 
Ilealh Ilealh 

'rotal Slale 19,679 19,777 36 144 15 6 

Alleg.ny 1)<) D4 t 5 - I 
Anne Arundel 1.6010 1,5'IJ 2 14 I -
hillmore City 9,541 9,541 - 51 - -
Baltimore 1,721 1,7U7 11 I " I 
C.lvert 105 105 - 2 - -
Caroline 1210 124 - 5 - -
C.rroll 1'16 1')2 - I - -
Ceell 1)] ))1 - 5 2 I 
Charles 226 225 I 5 I -
Dorche.ter 112 III I 7 - -
rrederlck ]JC, 111 - I - I 
Garrell 115 III - I - -
II or ford 527 51 ') I I - -
lIowerd 218 21) I 2 - -
\(ent 66 65 - - - I 

Honlgomery 645 611 5 I I, I 
Prince George'. 2,D6 2,119 6 1 2 -
Que~n An.ne I" 61 16 - - - -
St. Hary', nu 236 I I - -
Somerset 125 124 2 1 - . 

T.lbot 70 10 - - . . 
W .. lllngton lUll 176 - 4 - I 
\Ilcotnlco 2M. 265 I 2 - -
Worcester 12'1 126 I 20 I I 

*lncompltlbillty between .chool and pupil (16 years of ase alloi ove~). 
IEK~ul.lon for dl.clplillary reason (under 16 year. uf age). 

HSDE-ADH 075(R)011 1/76 

tm-
ploy-
o1(ml 

685 

II 
22 
-

224 
1 

22 
]5 
-

15 
7 

IS 
5 

40 
I 
I 

144 
114 

2 
-
5 

. 
15 

I 
-

" ~ 
Specla~ Cas«!5 = 

In- Silperillte.ldenl·s 
HIII- cOIIIl'otl- Aloproval lary Har- blllly Court Eron-

rlug" Ser- Ac ll(JU nomlc 1m .. 
vice 

wllh [KIlUI- malur- Olher 
School* .Ionl 

~ 
244 394 15,277 164 61 256 - 401 

11 17 55 15 15 - - I 
14 2(, 1,422 6 I 55 - )0 
)j 126 7,519 - - - - -
51, 64 1.229 9 2 67 - U 

J 4 7(, 6 - 3 - 6 

5 ] 6] 1 2 6 - 12 
4 ] 229 ) - - 4 112 
7 7 2:14 14 4 - - 15 
9 6 170 2 2 11 - 3 
6 I 99 I I 5 - 1 

4 1 211 2 16 19 - 25 
6 I 96 I - I - -

14 19 )]9 4 I 10 - 50 
- 6 202 I - - - -- 2 71 3 - - - I 

16 29 H6 42 5 7 - 2J 
24 59 1,659 29 4 - - IJ 

2 - 62 I I 3 - 7 

" 5 216 2 . - - 7 
1 I 91 4 ) 6 . 5 

3 . 56 ) I I - ,4 
11 6 291 5 - I - 16 

I 2 211 2 . 20 - 24 
2 - 66 6 ] 19 . 7 

IInd,,-
It!f- lIe.lh 

mined 

---
1,6'10 102 

- 5 
- IJ 

1,1810 -
26 14 

- -
I 2 
5 6 

2l 2 
- I 
- I 

II 5 
- 2 
- 6 
- 5 
- I 

2() 6 
- 17 
- 3 
- 2 
- I 

- -
2() 4 

I I 
- I 



TABLE III - 16 

tlalc "u"lI. Wllllllu""I., C.lIhe ul Tennlnlliion., HRlyl",," l'ub'lo Schuo'" Sel.l"m""r - June 1971>-71 
GIRd". I-Ii 

Local U,,1t 

Tut.1 Slale 

Allegany 
Anne Arundel 
Baltllnon City 
BaltImore 
Calverl 

Caroline 
corroll 
Cecil 
Char Ie. 
Dorchester 

frederick 
Garrelt 
U .. Cord 
1I0\l.rd 
Kellt 

Hon Igom ... y 
" .. Ince George's 
Quc~n Annt!·' 
St, Hary', 
Somerset 

Tolal 
I'hysl

I----...... ----~ cal 
luelud- ExclucJ- 111_ 

Inf~ lug 
I"." lh lIealh 

11,76') 

76 
967 

5, ]1)5 
1,061) 

11 

6(1 
2~5 
1'16 
III, 
78 

221 
76 

)511 
1111 
'II 

515 
I, J5 ') 

1') 
11,7 

HII 

11,711 

7J 
1)56 

5, )1)5 
1,059 

71 

18 
HO 
197 
11) 
78 

2/7 
14 

M.l 
1]4 

46 

5JO 
1,346 

38 
1~5 
67 

n('5!:i 

II 

"hy.l
fill 

III sa
b"lLy 

J5 

I 
21 

HI'"I"I 
111-
IWSS 

10 

Henl.1 
III Sll

IIIClit 

:1 

T.I bo t 41 41 - - - -
W .. hln&lon "ill, 211 - - - -
IHcomlr.o I Ii. i j'l I - - -
Worce.l"r 11 _____ I_l_'--___ __ .2.... _____ ~ ___ ~ __ 

*lnCOilljl.ltlbllity Let ... ,,,,,, _0:1",,11 aliI pllflll (16 y".l:. ol alP .,"·1 ove.r), 
,1hl'ul.loll for dhell'lllar), r.!,l·',"', (un,lcc 16 y'.I1<9 oC "i\d. 

I~tn

"Ioy
IRl!Ul 

1.21 

H 
III 

164 
.1 

I> 
1 

16 
5 

J(l 

I 

213 
78 

4 

n 
I 

H;:r'" 
rillge 

14 

tUlI
Lui' 
Ser
vice 

J61 

17 
26 

126 
62 

4 

] 

1 
'I 
6 
I 

) 

i 
18 

5 
2 

28 
59 

5 
I 

6 
2 

111-
cOUlplIll
blllLy 
wi th 

Schuol* 

9,081 

26 
851 

4,2')2 
756 

56 

)8 

144 
148 
106 
62 

1J7 
61 

246 
127 
41 

115 
1,16') 

32 
Il] 

68 

)1 

115 
WI 

Court 
Actlull 

119 

10 
5 

6 
!'> 

) 

2 
II 

2 
I 

2 
I 
4 

) 

24 
23 

2 
4 

I 
5 
I 

SI'~c1al Case. -
SIJPt!rlnLcudt!nL'~ 

• I lIndo-
Econ- 1-___ n~I,'I'_,.'_u_V..: • .:...~--_I l~ r- Oca t h 

nomic EXiJul- 1111- mlnell 
malur- Other 

22 

6 
I 

7 

.Ionl Ily 

115 

)H 

46 
I 

7 
2 

26 

4 

211 

I 
12 

5 
4 

I') 

14 

1\ 
III 

j 

4 
4 

1,006 ~ 

9~1I 

I~ 

I 
I 
8 

6 

14 

) 

II 

2 
5 
I 
I 

4 
2 
7 
4 
I 

5 
I] 

I 
2 
I 

8 11 1 
10 - 16 I l 

_ __ --=-_1-__ --'-____ =-____ '!'! __ , __ ,!_ '--__ -_L-_._I_"_~._,·_· __ ~ ___ -.J._..:'~ 
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TABLE lU - 17 

F"mid,.. Pupll~ WIU"h'HW,lls: C,IU5" uf Tt!Imtllut'nU.11 Hu,·ylmu. puLlt •. SdlllOl" SI'flt('1lI1lt~r - Jllne 1976-11 
Grud~. 7-12 

ToLo1l Ploysl- l'hy"l- Hcolnl tlt,"la I 
Local lint t cal col 

111- Ill.a-
Iliclud- I':)(t' I ud- 111- Illso-

ne!iS \Jlllty 
lug LIIC IH!8S 1.lIlly 

Oenlh Il""lh 

Total State 8,OI)1l 11,06(, 25 109 I) 5 

Allegany 61 1>1 I 5 - L 
Anllo Arundel 6)1) c,]·, 2 Il - · 
Bal tlmore CILy 4,1 1,(, 4,14/. - 3ll - · 
11.1 tllllore 65l Mil 10 I J 1 
C.lvert J2 Jl - 2 - · 

'caroline I,u 4(, · 5 · -
Carroll 15.1 15l · - · · 
Cecil In 1'l4 · 5 I I 
Char Ie. I)l n 1 4 - · 
Dorchester 54 5J I 6 - -
F<ederlck 115 114 .. I - · 
Garrett 3q J9 - I - · 
lIurford 177 lIb - I · · 
lI"w.rd 811 1') I I - · 
Kent 3') ]'.1 - . - I 

tlon tlome ry 310 ]U7 2 I 2 -
Prince George's 111 11] 5 (, 1 ;-
Queen Allne',s 42 40 · - · · 
Sl. Huy' • 91 'II - I · · 
Some(,,~t ]7 )1 I 2 · · 
Talbot 29 29 - - - -
!lo.hlng ton 1510 l55 - I 

4 - I 
IIlenlnico I jll I JII - 2 - · 
YOI"Ct!f:I t er ~h so I 16 I -

*Ine<."plt1bIIHy hulwcen .chnuL "lid 1)111,11 (I6 yu"rs uf "ge uII11 IlV"r). 
I~xpul.lon (or dl.Llpllllary "va.uII. (undor 16 y~ar. uf "Ke). 

1':111-
1'I,!y-
JII(mt 

1.64 

J 
4 
-

60 

-
5 
(, 

· 
9 

· 
2 
-

W 
-
I 

121 
36 

2 
-
1 

· 
4 
--

I Sl'eclo I Co.es -
HIII-

tn- SupcrlnteluJenL' 9 
CUlIlI'i.' t- Al'provul HH[- lury Court [con-

blllLy 
"ai&" SeI- Ad Ion nomic tm-Wllh f.X!," 1-vtce Scloool* .Ionl 

lOa tur- Olher 
ILy 

2)0 7 6,1 1)6 45 3'.1 83 - 170 

12 - 27 5 7 - - -
Il - 569 I · 17 · 16 
31 2 J,247 - · · · -
52 2 471 ] 2 II) · III 

J · 20 I · 2 - 4 

5 - 25 - 2 1 - Ii 
3 · 85 I · · · 50 
7 · 66 3 4 · · 13 
1 - 64 · 2 4 · I 
(, · .p · - 1 - · 
4 · 14 · 9 13 · I> 
8 - 29 - · I · · 
Il 1 1]1 - i 3 · 16 
- I 75 I - · · · 
- - 36 - · · · I 

17 I 12J 18 3 I - 12 

n · 690 6 3 - · 1 
2 · )0 I - I · 4 
4 · 81 - · - - 1 
] · 13 · 2 4 · I 

J · 19 2 I - - 4 

12 - liB -
·1 

- 1 - 8 
I · lila I · 10 · 6 
2 · 14 2 .'i 1 - 2 

. 
11'1<"'-
ler- Oeatlo 
1II"",d 

1164 24 

- 2 
- 2 

83(. · 
12 4 
- · 
- -
4 I 

14 I 
- · 
· 1 

5 I 
- -
- 1 

· I 
- -
I> 3 

· 4 

- 2 
- · 
· · 
- -
7 I 
- -
- -



Administration Division. 

The Divis.ion of Administration provides :inter-div~sional 
services for the State Department of Education as well as the 
management of the pupil transportation program and the school 
food services program. Inter-divisional functions include personnel 
services, contract administration and State vehicle administration. 
Purchasing, duplicating and mail services are also provided. The 
Division of Administration also furnishes statistical reporting, 
automatic data processing, and other special services to the 
divisions of the Department, and on occasion, to local school 
systems, the Federal government, State and local government agencies, 
institutions of higher learning, profes~ional a~sociations and 
other interested organizations and individuals. b 

Instruction Division. 

The purpose of this division is to develop and recommend to 
the State Department of Education policy and/or guidelines for 
programs and services in elementary and secondary schools, to 
include curriculum and adult continuing education in all public 
schools and State agency educational programs; to conduct evaluations 
of education programs including the accountability program; to 
insure the implementation of policies, guidelines, programs, and 
services through staff development, program audits, and supervision; 
to conduct conferences of personnel of the county school systems 
on matters relating to content, needs, and improvements of schools; 
to prepare and publish pamphlets to stimulate public interest, 
promote the work of education, and foster professional insight 
and efficiency in teachers; and to work cooper27ively with the 
State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. 

yjcational-Technical Education Division. 

The Maryland State Board of Education is the sale agency 
responsible for the administration, supervision, and control of 
vocational-technical education in the State. This authority is 
provided by the Public School Laws of ¥~ryland, Article 77, 
Section 133, the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law 
94-482 and the Maryland State Plan for the Administration of 
Vocational-Technical Education Program under the Vocational 
Education Amendments of 1976. 

26Ma 1 'S B d i - 1979 III 245 t ryana tate u get, F scal ,p. - • 
27Ibid , p. 11I-247. 
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The Division of Vocational and Technical Education is responsible 
for providing leadership, guidance, and support to each of the 
local educational agencies in the State including occupational 
programs in Maryland's community colleges; in the planning, 
development, implementation and evaluation of comprehensive 
vocational education facilitiies, curricula, and services. 28 

Library Development and Services Division. 

This Division is responsible for the development and coordination 
of library services in the State and for the direction and 
supervision of school libraries and of public library systeIll£,,29 

Compensatory, Urban and Supplementary Programs Division. 

The Di..,ision of Compensatory, Urban and Supplementary Programs 
is concerned with programs which address the needs of compensatory 
education, dropout prevention, drug abuse, early childhood education, 
education of children of migratory workers and pupil services. 

Certification and Accreditation Division. 

This Division performs specific regulatory functions required 
of the State Department of Education by Article 77. It certifies 
teachers for the public, independent, and non-public schools, 
and the medical and correctional institutions of the State. It 
also certifies librarians for the public libraries. 

The Division of Certification and Accreditation acts on 
behalf of the State Superintendent of Schools and the State 
Board of Education in approving any educational program which 
offers group instruction and for which a fee is charged. It 
approves non-public elementary (including kindergarten anq 
nursery) schools, secondary schools, colleges, and college
level programs, and teacher education programs. It also ap
proves the awarding of degrees, certificates, and diplomas by 
all post-secondary and college-level institutions. .~ import
ant operational activity of this Division is the high school 
equivalency program. 30 

Instructional Telev~sicn Division. This Division leases 
or produces in-school instructional television series and 
college credit and in-service series for teachers to be broad
cast over the ~~ry1and Education,u Television Network. 

28 
Ibid., p. III-249 

29Ib{d., p. III-251 
30Ibid., p. III-254. 
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In providing these services, the Division works coopera
tively ~vith other divisions of the Department, with }-Iaryland 
School systems, and with the Maryland Center for Public Broad
casting to identify needs, to select or develop Instructional 
Television series, and to e',aluate Ins tructional Television 
series, 8..!..d to evaluate Instructional Television series and 
services. The Di',ision helps classroom teachers make effec-
tive use of instructional television series by providing 
schedule booklets and teacher's manuals, utilization work
shops, and utilization television programs for Instructional 
Television series. 3l 

Vocational Rehabilitation Division. This Division offers 
services at district and local offices chroughout the State 
to persons who have congenital, disabling ailments, and per
manently disabled from accidents, or have mental, emotional 
or personality disorders which constitute substantial handi
caps to employment. The primary function of this Division 
is the general supervision of the rehabilitation services 
offered by the local offices through the State.32 

Placement and Guidance. The primary purpose of this program 
is to provide the means for administering services necessary 
to prepare disabled people who have employment handicapS for 
work they can successfully do. This is done by maintaining 
six regional offices located at Annapolis, Baltimore, Bladens
burg, Hagerstown, Salisbury, and Towson, plus 51 local offices 
throughout the State. Mental health rehabilitation units are 
maintained in Crownsville, Eastern Shore~ Rosewood, Spring 
Grove, and Springfield State Hospitals, and rehabilitation 
units are located in the Maryland Correctional Training Center 
at Hagerstown and the Correctional Unit in Baltimore. There 
are 16 cooperative public school-vocational programs in the 
counties and Balttmore City.33 

Special Education. The purpose of this program is to prescribe 
basic policy and gUidelines for programs and services in the 
Division of Special Education in public schoqls, State agencies 
and non-public school educational programs.34 Special education 
programs axe designed for those students with specific learning 
disabili ties. 

3IIbid., p. III-257. 
32Ibid. 
33Ibid . 

34Ibid., p. III-263. -
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Interaction -
Local Agencies. Local departments and boards of education 
cooperate with local health departments to insure that stu
dents needing health care, but whose family cannot afford 
such care, receive medical services f~om local health de
partments. The Special Education Section of the State 
Department of Education has money, available to local de
partments or boards of education, for support of hom.a teach
ing programs. This program employs teachers to tutor young
sters in hospitals or in their homes, when the children are 
too ill physically to attend school. 

Local departments and boards of education can obtain 
consultation and assistance for establishing curricula from 
the State Department of Education. 

In cooperation tdth the local school system, the Divi
sion of Vocational Rehabilitation has developed a cooperative 
education-vocational rehabilitation program which is avail
able to students requiring vocational evaluation and training 
in addition to those programs generally provided in the local 
school system. 

State Agencies. In all counties, but not in Baltimore City, 
the Employment Security Administration and the Vocational 
Counseling Program of the State Department of Education issue 
work permits to school children. The Employment Security 
Administration conducts General Aptitude Tests in high schools. 
Public health nurses in elementary schools are paid by and 
work for the State Social Services Administration and are both 
a source of referral to Vocational Rehabilitation and a source 
of services for people in vocational rehabilitation programs. 

The S tate Department of Education, as shown in Table III-IS 
is involved with the Division of Corrections, Hental Health 
Administration, Mental Retardation Admi~~stration and State 
Juvenile Services Administration by providing educational pro
grams in selected institutions. 

Federal Agencies. The Office of Education of the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare provides consultation services 
and funding to the State Department of Education. 
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TABLE III - 18 

Enrollmenl In EducMtlon I'rollum. In Maryland Institutional September )0, 1977 

_I. 
Elementuy [urollment by Grade 

Admlnbterins Dee"rt",ent 
Orand 

1'ot.1 Pre- Klnder-
Ungraded 

Inatitullon Total 
Ehmen- kinder-

garten Special Other I 2 ) 4 ~ 6 8 
t"ry gulen 

7 

Tot.1 State 2,769 1>30 - - 40J 2l1> I I - 3 3 2 1 -
Department of IleaHh und Hent.1 lIytlene 1,720 221 - - 192 3~ - - - - - - - -

Hental RetardaUon Admin" tratiOlI ~67 134 - - 134 - - - - - - - - -
Great Oak. Center 1~1 44 - - 44 - - - - - - - - -
lIolly Center 84 2l - - 21 - - - - - - - - -
Rosewood Center 152 69 - - 1>9 - - - - - - - - -

Hental lIyglene Administration 142 ~8 - - ~8 - - - - - - - - -
Clifton T. Perkin: lIoCl'ltel II - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Reilional In.tltule for Chlldren & Adolescenta 19 ~8 - - ~8 - - - - - - - - -
Sprlnf Grove 1I0.pll.1 24 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sprln fleld State 1I0.pltal 28 - - - - - - - - - - - -

Juvenile Service. Admlnlstr.t~on 991 35 - - - 15 - - - - - - - -
Boys' t'oreatry Comp 182 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Buy.' Village of Maryland ~~ - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Maryland Children's Center 77 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Haryland Training School 15O - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Montro.e Schaul 121 35 - - - 35 - - - - - - - -

Dept. of Public Safety & Correctional Services 1001 192 - - 11 110 I I - 1 J 2 I -
COII.nunlty Rehabilitation 6. R •. lease Center 15 9 - - - 9 - - - - - - - -
tlMryland Correctlunal Camp C, ... tera 51 28 - - - 28 - - - - - - - -
... ryland Corcectlonol Ins U tu tion 110 95 - - 11 84 - - - - - - - . 
tlMryland Correctlonal Instllutloll for Women 11 11 - - - - I 1 - 1 J 2 I -
HlilY I.and Conee tlonal Tralnilli Center 178 21 - - - 2J - - - - - - - -
Harylalld 1I0u$e of Correction 11 II> - - - 16 - - - - - - - -
Haryland Penltenllary 11 10 - - - 10 - - - - - - - -

Other Inatl tutlon. 646 211 - - 200 11 - - - - - - - -
Ol:pt. of EducatIon, Rehabilition Center 125 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hd. School for the Ileaf - Coluul!>la 91 91' - - 91 - - - - - - - - -
Hd. School for the Deaf - Frederlck 405 104 - - 104 - - - - - - - - -
P.tuKent In.Lltute 20 11 - - - 11 - - - - - - - -
u. of Hd. School of Hedlclne, PsychiatrIc In.lltut~ 1 3 - - 1 - - - - - - - - -

SOURCE: ~~ryland State Department of Education. 
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TABLE III - 18 (ConU.nued) 

Enrollment In Educalion I'rognulls In Hurylend (n.tllullon .. Sept"mller JO, 1971 

A<lmlnloterlns DepartDlent 

In.tHullon 

Total State 

Department of IInlth and Hental lIyslene 
Hentai fietud.tion Administration 
Great Oak. Center 
1I01ly Cenler 
Ito.ewood Center 

HentA! IIr&lene AdministrAtion 
Clifton T. Perkin. 1I0spll.1 
Regional Inotltute lor Children & Adole.cent. 
Spr Inll Grove 1I0.pltd 
Sprlnllfield State 1I0'pltal 

'.Juvenile Services A .... tnhtratlon 
Boy.' Fore3trv Camp 
Boyo' Village of Haryland 
Haryland Children'. Center 
Haryland Training School 
Hontro.e School 

Del,t. of Public Safety & CO'rrectlonA! Service. 
ConlllunHy Reh.bllltaUon & Rele •• e Center 
Hary leind COHee Llana I CalliI' Cen tees 
Hurylund Correctional hlstltutlon 
Huryhlld CorrecUonal I".tilutlon for lIomen 
Huyland Correctional Tral,lIlnll Center 
Huyland 1I0uoe of Correcllon 
Hary lend l'enit_nttary 

Oth.r Instlletton. 
Dept. 01 ~d~catton, Rellabllttton Center 
Hd. Sr.llo01 tor the Out - Columbl .. 
Hd. School f<)r the Deaf - Frederick 
Patuxent In.tllule 
U. of Hd. Sclwol of Hedlclne, l'.yehl.trle In.lltute 

~ ________ -r ________________ .;S~~ec~o~I;H;~la~r~y~E~n;r~o~l~h=l\c~'n~t~b~y~G~r~a~~~e~ ____ ~ ______ ,~ _____ _ 

Total 
Secondary 

2,119 

1,49] 
453 
107 

1>] 
2H3 

64 
II 
21 
24 
26 

951> 
162 

55 
77 

350 
292 

211 
6 

25 
15 
2 

155 
1 
1 

4)5 
125 

301 
9 

69J 

592 
4~3 
107 
6] 

263 

114 
Ii 
21 
24 
26 

55 

55 

301 

301 

Ungraded 

Other 

1.235 

')01 

901 
16~ 

77 
J50 
292 

200 
6 

25 
6 

155 
I 
7 

114 
125 

9 

II 9 

6 
I 
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IV. HEALTH AGENCIES 

A. Department of Hental Healtha.'!5LHygiene 

The Department of Hental Health and Hygiene was created 
effective July 1, 1969 by Chapter 77, Acts of 1969, to en
compass all major departments, boards and commissions with 
responsibility for providing State financed health, mental 
hygiene, juvenile and related services. The authority for 
policy determination and for program execution is vested in 
the Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene and in those per
sonnel to whom he delegates responsibility for direction and 
program management. 

The basic objectives of the State Department of Health 
and I-fental Hygiene are: 

1. To develop a health program providing protection to 
Maryland residents against preventable di~ease, pre
mature loss of life and against env~ronmental pollu
tion. 

2. To provide comprehensive health and medical services 
for the indigent and medically indigent. 

3. To provicie in-patient and out-patient services for the 
chronically ill, the mentally ill, the mentally re
tarded, for persons with tuberculosis and for those 
with narcotic addiction. 

4. To develop programs for the prevention, control and 
treatment of juvenile delinquency. 

5. To advance the health of all residents through the 
conduct of special studies, research and through the 
creatioll of adequate health manpower. 35 The actual 
budget for this Department for fiscal 1976 is reflected 
in Table III-l9. 

35~., p. II-19. 
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TABLE III - 19 

BUDGET FOR HEAL1R Ai.'iD ME~TAL ~1YGIENE 
FISCAL YEAR 1978 

CATEGORY 

Total ~umber of Authorized 
Positions 

Salaries and Wages 
Technical and Special Fees 
Operating Expenses 

Original General Fund 
Appropriatiun 

Transfer of General Fund 
Appropriation 

Total General Fund Appropriation 
Less: General Fund Reversion 

clet Total General Fund Expenditure 
Add: Special Fund Expenditure 

Federal Fund Expenditure 
Reimbursable Funds 

Total 

Ad4: Local Fund Expenditure 
(Unappropriate) 

Total Expenditure 

Canital Funds 
Appropriation 

1978 
APP~OPRIATImT 

13,551 

153,668,909 
2,658,560 

432,830,616 

403,853,91.8 

7,500,126 

411,354,044 
16,145,948 

160,943,093 
7l5,000 

-,.--"';";:;~";;"';;"';;;"-

589,158,085 

21,165,048 

610,323,133 

12,132,000 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Budget and Fiscal Planning, Maryland 
State Budget for Fiscal 1979. 
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Office of the Secretary. The Secretary of the Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene is responsible for the establish
ment of policy in the health services area. The Secretary 
is appoip,ted by the Governor with the advice and consent of 
of the Senate. Located within the office of the Secretary 
are: 

.1. The Office of General Administration which is responsible 
for assisting the Secretary in formulating policy and 
coordination of efforts to effect,policy. 

2. Fiscal Services which is responsible for handling all 
fiscal transactions for the Department. 

3. General Services Office which is responsible for central
ized control of support services, dietary services, pur
chasing, stor.ekeeping, fleet control, capital budget 
engineering,' maintenance, personnel administration, man
agement engineering and audit capability. 

4. Data processing which offers data processing services to 
all agencies, boards and commissions. 

5. Maryland Center for Health St:.<ltistics ;.hich is responsible 
for the collection, maintenance and analysis of data re
levant to the administration and planning of Maryland's 
health service programs and the collection and mainten
ance of vital records. 

6. Other offices within the Office of the Secretary have pri
marily fiscalrespoD.<:>ibilities and include the office of 
recoveries and collections and budget services. 

7. 'The Office of Licenses and Cer!:.Lfi.catio!l is responsible 
f.or IjJ5~nsing and certifying health institutions in the 
State. 

1. Local Health and Professional Support Administration 
The objective of the Local Health and Professional 
Support Administration is the development and imple
mentation of services in the local health departments 
through the provision of coordination and cooperati~n 
between the twenty-four local subdivisions and the 
other program administra-tions of the State Department 
of Health and Mental Hygiene. The maj or role of this 

36rbid., II-l1;. II-17. 
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program is to assist the local health departments in 
achieving their objectives; to supervise the efforts 
of the Professional Support Services in directing 
their services tm'lard all professional programs of the 
Department; and the responsibility for the advanced 
education and training of professional personnel.~7. 

b. Preventive Hedicine Administration. The Preventive 
Medicine Administration provides for technical and 
professional assistance and consultation, as well as 
some direct services to other administrations under 
the Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene and to the 
subdivisions of the State, primarily to local health 
departments. Consultat:i..l)n is also given to other 
health and welfare agencies, voluntary groups and in
stitutions in the State engaged in the provision of 
health services d:1.;::acted toward the prevention of ill
ness and disability. The staff is representative of 
m&.y professions which include physicians qualified 
.1.n the specialities of pediatrics, obstetrics, and 
epidemiology; public health nurses with special pre
paration and training in obs:tetrics and pediatrics; 
dentists; psychologists; nutritionists; public health 
veterinarians; social worker~;; physical therapists; 
speech pathologists; audiologists; occupational thera
pists; speech pathologists; audiologists; occupational 
therapists; public nealth investigators; and health 
educators. 

Major program activities within this administra
tion are: 

(1) }~ternity and child health programs where the 
emphasis is on the prevention of disability in 
expectant mothers, and the prevention of dis
ease and handicapping conditions among infants, 
children and youth; 

(2) crippled children's services; 

(3) veterinary medical services; 

(4) dental health services where the primary emphasis 
is on the prevention of dental disorder; 

37rbid II-lS-22 -' 
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(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

communicable di.seases where the primary em
phasis is on control of communicable diseases 
affecting humans in the State; 

hereditarY disorders where the emphasis is on 
the preve~tion of disease on chronically disabl
ing conditions through early identification, 
diagnosis, treatment and follow-up; 

non-retarded develtlpmentally disabled wh·ere the 
goal is to develop comprehensive day and resi
dential programs fo:r the non-retarded develop
mentally disabled; 

industrial and environmental desease where the 
emphasis is to protect the public from conse
que.nces of industrial and encironmental con
tamination. 

With few exceptions, the actual pro~s~on of pre
venti've medical services at the community level is 
through the local health departments. Therefore, the 
Administration has a great responsibility in working 
with subdivisions promoting the importance of preven
tion through conscientiou$l on-going activities in 
general health education and C.'.ontinuing specialized 
consultation services. 

In promoting these progran~, day-to-day coopera
tion among the medical and nursing professions is es-

. sential. In working ~vith appropriate committees of 
the Medical and Chirurgical Faculty, the Administra,
tion is involved in the development of standards of 
care for hospital, maternity, newborn, and crippled 
children's services; in promoting a coordinated pro
gram for continuing medical education; and numerous 
other areas of mutual COnCerTi iIl health matters. 

Close relations are maintained with other 
Administrations under the Secretary of Health and 
Mental Hygiene. In the fields of school health, fos
ter child, and day care, the Administration works 
closely with the Department of Ruman Resources and the 
Department of Education. 3"8 

3 ~8rr--------- ,,;----

~., II-35 
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3. Hental Hygiene Administration 

Article 59 and portions of Articles 16, 27, 31, and 
43 of the Annotated Code of ~faryland (1966 f. 1967, and 
1968 Replacement Volunes and Supplements) ~stablish, under 
the Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene J the Department 
of Mental Hygiene, now known as the Mental Hygiene Admini
stration. This Administration is administered by a Commis
sioner and responsible for the treatment and rehabilitation 
of the mentally ill. 

Under the sta~utory authority and the policies of the 
Secretary, the Administration has the following responsibi
lities: planning, stimulating and developing comprehensive 
services for the ment,3.lly ill; supervision, direction, and 
control of State facilities for the mentally ill, and 
State programs for the mentally ill; establishing and re
viewing standards of psychiatric care and treatment, and 
ensuring compliance with the laws of Maryland concerning 
the mentally ill in all psychiatric facilities and pro
grams within the State; reviewing and approving local plans 
and budgets for mental health programs and services, and 
providing leadership and supervision for such local pro
gr.ams; providing expert consultation, advice, and assist
ance to State agencies and others concerning mental health 
services; establishing personnel standards and developing, 
directing, and assisting in the provision of education and 
manpower development programs for the mental health pro
fessions and carrying out programs of basic and clinical 
research in the field of mental illness. 

Major programs with the }~ntal Hygiene Administration 
are presented below. 39 

Services to :The Aged: This program provides program cc-n
sultation to State mental hospitals and to local subdivi
sions requesting mental health grants for projects for the 
aged. 

3~Ibid. II-IQ9-204. 
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Alcoholism Programs: The Alcoholism Control Administra
tion is responsible for the provision of consultation in 
specialized psy~~iatric program areas and the coordination 
of special prograh~ with other State and community ser-
vices. ' 

Services to Adults: 1bis program is primarily responsible 
for the forensic psychiatry activities of the Mental Health 
Administration. 

Education and Training of Professional Personnel: The 
Administration provides the majority of trained manpower, 
both professional and non-professional, for the State 
mental hospitals. The Administration develops, coordi
nates, and conducts training programs and inservice pro
grams for the staff of the hospitals. 

Community Services: This program provides program super
vision and administration for all community-based or 
community-related mental health programs. 

Centrally, all services are supervised and coordinated 
by the Community· Services Division. In the field, four 
regional mental health directo'rs coordinate the programs 
for their designated regions ai.1.d assist local government 
and a~visory committees in the development of local plans, 
deter . .d.nat:ion oi local priorit.ies, and requests for funds. 
They also provide consultation to agencies, community 
groups, and institutions. In cooperation with the super
intendents of the regional hospitals, the regional mental 
health directors develop the processes for geographic uniti
zation in the hospital centers and unification of the hos
pital-center units with the community progr~~. These 
processes are carried out under the general guidance of the 
Community Services Division and the Commissioner of Mental 
Hygiene. 

Inner City Community Mental Health Center. In recent years 
the }~ntal Hygiene Administration has become increasingly 
involved at the community level in the solution of minor 
mental health problems before they become major problems. 
The program provides mental health services to those in 
need of such services. The Inner City Community Mental 
Health Center, operated by the Administration in coopera
tion with the Institute of Psychiatry and Human Behavior 

7Q 
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in the Medical School of the University of Maryland, 
is an example of the Administration's concern with 
community mental health. 

The Maryland Psychiatric Research Center. The Center, 
located in Catonsville on the grounds of the Spring 
Grove Hospita,l Center in Baltimore County is the Ad
ministration's research arm for projects concerned 
with improvements of patient care, such as clinical 
studies of effective drug therapy, searches for new 
drugs, as well as studies in connection ~7ith the epi
demiology of mental illnesses and the effectiveness 
of some of the community-based and institutional 
programs • 

Regional Psychiatric Hospitals. The Administration 
is responsible for four psychiatric institutions: 
Crownsville, Eastern Shore, Springfield, and Spring 
Grove, all of which accept patients on a regional 
basis. 

Crownsville Hospital Center. Crownsville, established 
by Chapter 250, Acts of 1910, Laws of ~faryland, was 
opened to patients in 1911. The hospital is located 
on 1,712 acres in Anne Arundel County and provides 
care for mentally ill patients from Anne Arundel, 
Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's Counties and the 
southeast portion of Baltimore City. 

The Eastern Shore Hospital Center. This hospital, es
tablished by Chapter 187, Acts of 1912, Laws of Mary
land, admitted its first patients in 1915. The Eastern 
Shore Hospital Center is loc.ated on 367 acres i'a Dor
chester County and provides care for mentally ill 
patient!3 who are residents of Caroline, Dorchester, 
Kent, Queen Anne's, Somerset, Talbot, Wicomico, and 
Worcester Counties. 

The Springfield Hospital Center. Springfield, estab
lished by Chapter 231, Acts of 1894, Laws of Maryland, 
opened for patients in 1896. The hospital is located 
on 586.54 acres in Carroll County and provides care 
for mentally ill patients from Allegany, Carroll, 
Frederick, Garrett, Howard, Montgomery, andi.J'ashington 
Counties t and a portion of northern Baltimore Ci t-y. 

il 



\ , 

The Spr~ng Grove Hospital Ce~. Spring Grove, 
established in 1794, as the Maryland hospital, is 
located on 205 acres in Baltimore County. The 
hospital provides care for mentally ill patients 
from Baltimore, Cecil, Harford, and Prince George's 
Counties and residents in the northwest and sout:h~vest 
Baltimore metropolitan areas. 

Special PUrpose Psychiatric Hospitals. In the Mental 
Hygiene Administration, there are two special purpose 
psychiatric hospitals. The Regional Institute for 
Children and Adolescents treats emotionally disturbed 
children five to 12 years of age and is located in 
Baltimore County. Referrals to the Institute are ac
cepted from public and private agencies. The Institute 
provides a smaller program of in-patient care and a 
larger program of day care. It represe:nts the first 
step in a plan for regionalized care for children. 

Clifton T. Perkins Hospital Center was established 
by Chapter 814, Acts of 1959, Laws of Maryland, as a 
maximum-security hospital. The facility is designed 
to give diagnostic and treatment ser\~ces to mentally 
ill persons requiring security greater than available. 
in other mental hospitals. P3tients come from all 
counties in the State. Four types of patients are ad
mitted: pretrial--those patients sent by courts for 
evaluation, ~.,here mental illness is thought to play 
some role in their criminal behavior; penal transfers-
those persons who develop emotional problems which 
make them dangerous to themselves or to others and 

.consequently are in need of close supervision, inten-
sive treatment, and maximum security, and more inten
sive care than the psychiatric hospitals can give; and 
not guilty by reason of insanity--those persons who 
were found by the court or jury not to have been sane 
at the time they committed an offense. 

Adjudicated juvenile delinquents are not admitted 
to Perkins. Only adult males and male offenders waived 
to adult court are admitted. Females of a nature simi
lar to that of males admitted to Perkins are treated 
in the regional psychiatric hospitals. Juveniles are 
sent to the Maryland Children's Center. Those males 
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admitted to Perkins from correctional institutions 
or regional psychiatric hospitals are returned to the 
original hospital or institution if and when they be
come manageable. 

The comprehensive medical and psychiatric care 
given patients at Perkins includes nursing, psycholo
gical, social, rehabilitative, dietary, and security 
services. Both individual and group psycho-therapy 
and use of psychotropic drugs are essential to the 
program. 

Perkins has a community mental health services pro
gram ~vhich provides outpatient service for the citizens 
of metropolitan Baltimore. The clinic also provides 
psychiatric treatment services for individuals placed 
on probation whose probation is made contingent upon 
securing outpatient psychiatric services. In accord
ance with Article 59, Section 7 (revised June 1,1967), 
pretrial psychiatric evaluation for those patients, 
exclusive of capital offenders, referred by the Cri
minal Court of Baltimore and the circuit courts of sur
rounding metropolitan counties is provided at Perkins. 

The Mental Hygiene Administration is directed by a 
Commissioner, certified in psychiatry by the American 
Board of Psychiatry and Neurology, and appointed by 
the Governor upon. the recommendation of the Secretary 
of the Department of Health aJ. .. d l1ental Hygiene. The 
Commissioner is responsible for discharging the func
tions assigned by the Secretary of Health and Mental 
Hygiene and for the administration of the Department. 
The Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene appoints, 
on the recommendation of the Commissioner, Superin
tendents of Crownsville Hospital Center, Eastern Shore 
Hospital Center, Springfield Hospital Center, Spring 
Grove Hospital Center, Clifton T. Perkins Hospital 
Center, and the Maryland Institute for Children. 

Interaction. 

Local Agencies. The Mental Hygiene Administration makes 
available through local health departments grants for the 
establishment of community mental health centers. Local 
departments of social services provide some foster-home 
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placement services to patients from ~Iental Hea.lth Admini
stration institutions for mentally ill children. 

Because the Maryland Comprehensive Into~dcation and 
Alcoholism Control Law specifies that alcoholics need 
local services, the Mental Hygiene Administration's 
Alcoholism Control Administration works with local health 
departments to promote local programs under the leader
ship of local health officers. The Alcoholism Control 
Administration is in the process of initiating and ex
panding services available to alcoholics and their families 
through traditional social service agencies and agents: 
health departments, general and tuberculosis hospitals, 
public and private social agencies, community action agen
cies, law enforcement ~~d correctional agencies, missions, 
practicing physicians, clsrgymen, nurses, union counselors, 
and community groups. 

State Agencies. The State Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene is responsible for licensing Mental Hygiene Admini
stration hospitals~ Local offices of Vocational Rehabili
tation run vocational rehabilitation units in Mental Hygiene 
hospitals. These units are responsible for job training, 
counseling, and aiding patients in,job placement upon their 
release from an institution. The Special Education Divi
sion of the State Department of Education provides money 
and guidance to the acadenP.c school progra~ for adolescents 
conducted in the four regional hospitals. 

Federal Agencies. The National Institute of Mental Health 
(NIMH) makes funds available for the operation of community
based mental health programs. Hospital Improvement Programs 
to upgrade services on a model hospital basis receive fund
ing from NIMH to test institutional changes that could be 
of value to other facilities. 

Hedical Care Programs Administration. This office furnishes 
direction to the Hedical Assistance Policy Administration, 
the 11edical Assistance Operations Administration and to the 
Medical Assistance Compliance Administration. Through a 
review and research process this office evaluates the effi
ciency of medical care and assistance programs. This office 
also administers funds under Title XIX of the Social Secur
ity Act, which provides a broad range of medical ser-rices 
for low income persons and families. 40 
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Laboratories Administration. The Laboratories Administra
tion has responsibilities under Article 43 of the "Anno
tated Code of Maryland" for laboratory testing free of 
charge to eligible clients; to assist physicians and health 
officials in the prevention, diagnosis and control of human 
disease; to make examinations in connection with the en
forcement of pure food and drug laws; to provide scienti-
fic substantiation for surveillance of the human environ
ment in order to detect water pollution, air pollution, 
and other conditions that adversely affect or may affect 
health; to enforce minimum standards and qualifications 
for all medical laboratories in Maryland and for water and 
dairy product laboratories involved in interstate operations. 

The Administration operates a total of eight regional 
laboratories throughout the State for the purpose of pro
viding specialized professional services. 41 

Aged and ~nronically ].11 Services Administration. The Aged 
and Chronically III Services Administration has responsibi
lity for planning, developing, and directing a broad pro
gram of health services for adults through consultation, 
professional assistance and direct services. This admini
stration provides disease control services, treatment ser
vices, community based care and institutional care through 
State facilities to the aged ~ld ~hronically ill throughout 
the State of Maryland. 

Environmental Health Administration. It is the mission of 
the Environmental Health Administration to provide those 
services inherent in the powers of State government needed 
to afford a secure and healthful environment in which to 
live, work and play, and further to assure the consumer 
wholesome and safe food, drugs and retail products. These 
services provide the public protection from environmental 
hazards and nuisances associated with drinking water, food, 
drugs, sewage, solid wastes, hazardous substances, consumer 
products, radiation, recreational, residential and camp 
faCilities, and atmospheric pollution and noise. 

4L 
~., U-44. 

75 



Mental Retardation Administration. 42 The Mental Retarda
tion Administration carries the responsibility for plan
ning, developing and directing a S tate~vide, comprehensive 
system of services for the mentally retarded and their 
families. The Administration coordinates its activities 
with those of other government, voluntary and private 
health, education and welfare agencies in the service 
delivery system. 

The Administration has established two co-equal, inter
related goals; one goal is emphasis on deinstitutiona1iza
tion, the other is development of community services. 

Deinstitutionalization encompasses three inter-related 
processes: (1) prevention of admission to institutions 
by finding and developing alternative community methods 
of care and training; (2) return to the community of all 
residents who can be prepared through programs of'habili
tation and training to function adequately in appropriate 
local settings; and (3) for those who must be institution
alized, establishment and maintenance of a responsive resi
dential environment which protects human and civil rights 
and which contributes to the expeditious return of the 
individual to community living. 

The Administration's second major goal is to assure 
that all mentally retarded ditizens receive the community
based services they need, when they need them, and in the 
amount a..d variety they require. 

The major program activities of the Mental Retardation 
Administration are as follows: 

Community Services: This program provides program plan-
ning, development and evaluation, supervision and admini
strative guidance and interagency coordination for com-
munity programs in mental retardation, including day care 
for children, activity programs for adults, community resi
dential programs, other purchase of care and case~vork services. 

42 Ibid., II- 187-237. 
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Community services programs form a basis for imple
menting the normalization principal for the retarded citi
zens of 11aryland. The leadership role of the Administration 
in these services consists of specialized programs to the 
retarded under specific mandates and regulations and maxi
mizing the utilization of generic services that can serve 
this population. It is the policy of the Department and 
this Administration that service delivery be adapted to 
local needs in order to provide a continuum of services 
for these individuals as close to home as possible. 

Continuum-of-care teams coordinate, initiate, and 
evaluate programs for six designated regions and assist 
local governments, provider and prospective agencies and 
committees in the development of plans, priorities and 
requests for funds. Consultation to public and private 
agencies and community groups is prOVided. 

State Ment.l1 Health Retardation Centers: The Mental Re
tardation Administration has responsibility for seven in
stitutions for retarded persons. 

Rosewood State Hospital is located in Baltimore County 
and was established by Chapter 183, Acts of 1888, as the 
Asylum and Training for the Feeble-~tinded of the State of 
Maryland. The hospital adopted its present name by Chap
ter 89,Acts of 1961. The hospital provides for the care, 
education, training, and rehabilitation of the mentally 
retarded from all parts of the State. 

The Henryton State Hospital was established by Chapter 
464, Acts of 1922, to provide for the care of tuberculous 
patients. Effective July 1, 1963, by Chapter 110, Acts of 
1963, the hospital Nas transferred to the }~ntal Health 
Administration. Located in Carroll County, the hospital 
carries out a special training and rehabilitation program 
for severely retarded, ambulatory adults (18 years of age 
and older). Admission is through Rosewood State Hospital. 

The Great Oaks Center is located in Prince George's 
and Montgomery counties, on property formerly belonging to 
the University of Maryland. The facilitJ has a bed capa
city of 475 residents and is designed to provide intensive 
medical care, treat',:.oent, training, and educational services 
to non-ambulatory and partially ambulatory mentally retarded 
patients from Calvert, Charles, }~ntgomery, Prince George's, 
and St. Mary's counties. 
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Under Article 59A, the Nental Retardation Administra
tion has responsibility for planning, directing, stimulat
ing, and developing comprehensive residential services 
for mentally retarded persons and day programs for those 
retarded not covered by education. The Administration 
supervises, directs, and controls State facilities for 
mentally retarded residents. The Administration estab
lishes and reviews standards of care and treatment for 
the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, ensuring 
compliance with the laws of Maryland concerning mentally 
retarded persons in all facilities and programs for the 
Hental Retardation Administration in the State. In addi
tion, the Administration carries out programs of basic and 
clinical research in the field of mental retardation. The 
Administration provides professional services and direction 
to the Department ·of Health and Mental Hygiene in the areas 
of medi cine, social work, nursing, physical therapy, and 
research as related to mental retardation. 

The Director of the Hental Retardation Administration 
is appointed by the Secretary of Health and ~~ntal Hygiene 
and provides assistance to the Secretary in the area of 
mental retardation, as directed by Article 59A, Section 7, 
Annotated Code of Maryland. The Mental Retardation Admini
stration is one of the administrations of the Department 
of Health and ~ntal Hygiene. 

The Mental Retardation Administration ini~iates, super
vises, and evaluates day and developmental services through
out the State. The Administration purchases day and deve
lopmental services from local non-profit groups who pro-
vide services under standards developed by the Administration. 

The State Department of Education cooperates with the 
Administration by providing educational services to some 
mentally retarded returning to the community from residen
tial care. The Administration offers to the State law en
forcement agencies and other State agencies consultation, 
evaluation and recommendations for decision making and 
direct services where and when appropriate. 

The Administration receives Federal assistance from the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in providing 
services to clients under institutional care and treatment 
in the form of assistance under Title 19, Crippled Children, 
Maternal and Child Health, Title 4A, Title 16, and some 
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federal benefits coming directly to the individual as 
benefits. Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 
funds are also received. 

Drug Abuse Administration.43 Artic1e 43B, Sections 4-5 of 
the Annotated Code of l-fary1and (1965 Replacement Volurae 
and Supplement) creates the Drug Abuse Administration in 
the Department of Health and Hental Hygiene. It is res" 
ponsible for programs dealing with drug abuse throughout 
the State. 

The Drug Abuse Administration's overall objective of 
promoting, developing, establishing, and conducting unified 
programs for t=eatment and rehabilitation, training, pre
vention, research and control in the field of drug abuse 
in cooperation with other similar federal, State, local and 
private agencies. }faj or pr.ogram activi.ties include the 
follo~ring: 

CooFdinati£n of Treatment Services: This program is aimed 
at providing comprehensive assistance to local communities 
in the development of needed services. Types of servic.es 
offered, most of which are offered by programs receiving 
funding from the Drug Abuse Administration, include: 

a. Services to Children and Adolescents; 
b. Civil Commitment; 
c. Comprehensive Services: 

(1) Temporary methadone maintenance programs; 
(2) detoxification programs; 
(3) emergency medical care; 
(4) residential facilities; 
(5) job placement. 

d. Purchase of Residential ~~d Outpatient Care; and 

e. Integrated Drug Abuse Reporting Project. 

Education and Training: 
jects: 

This program consists of two pro-

a. In-Service Training; and 
b. Communication Education Services. 

43~., II-I03. 
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This program provides a ~vide-ranging program of train
ing for professional and para-professional persons whose 
work involves them ,-lith drug abuse. It assists them "'-lith 
in-service training or develops such programs for them 
under Drug Abuse Administration auspices. 

In addition, this program provides valid information 
and education for the public as a primary tool for drug 
abuse pr~vention. It seeks to stimulate community aware
ness, commitment, and involvement in allaying the under
lying people problems, as a necessary requisite to dealing 
with Ilthe drug problem." 

The Drug Abuse Administration contracts with community 
groups and local units of governments to provide drug 
abuse services. 

Federal funds are received from the National Institute 
of Drug Abuse and from the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad
ministration through the Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administ~ation of Justice. 

Comprehensive Health Planning Agency44 The Haryland 
Comprehensive Health Planning Agency is designated under 
Article 43, Section 59C as the sole agency for the admini
stration or supervision of the State's health planning 
functions. It has the statutory responsibility for the 
development of a coordinated State-wide process of compre
hensive health planning. An Advisory Council appointed 
by the Governor, consisting of representatives of State 
and local agencies and non-governmental organizations and 
groups concerned with health, helps guide the health plan
ning process. 

Health Services Cost Re"iew Commission. 45 The Health 
Services Cost Review Commission operates under Article 43, 
Sections 568H through 568Y of the "Annotated Code of 
Maryland. " The purpose or the Commission is to cause the 
public disclosure of the financial status of all hospitals 

44Ibid., II- 238 

45Ibid., II- 240 
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and related institu.tions rendering health services and 
concern itself with the resolution of financial problems 
should threats to solvency be indicated; and to assure 
all purchasers of. institutional health care services, 
that the costs of said institutions are rgasonably related 
to the total services offered, that rates are set in rea
sonable relationship to aggregate costs ~nd that rates 
are set without undue discrimination. 

Juvenile Services Administration. The Juvenile Services 
Administration is discussed in considerable detail under 
Juvenile Rehabilitation. 

V. OTHER JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAl1S 

There are a nu~er of community groups operating throughout the 
St<'lte of Maryland that are funded by public and private sourc~s 
,.;hich could be considered delinquency prevention programs. These 
programs provide a wide r~~gc of s~rvices ranging from recreational 
programs to formal counseling programs. Agencies that would fall 
in this category are the Big Brothers of Maryland, the Young Men I s 
Chris tian Association (YMCA), Young I·lomen I s Chris tian Association 
(YHCA), the Baltimore City Street Club Services and others. All 
these programs are working T,Jith youth in their m·m communi ties. 

?resently the Juvenile Services Administration also funds 17 
Youth Services Bureaus throughout the S tate of Haryland. These 
are community based programs that provide both prevention and 
diversion resources. Youth Services Bureaus are discussed in 
more detail under the Juvenile Rehabilitation section. 
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JUVENILE REHABILITATION 

I. INTIWDUCTION 

The prBvention, treatment and control of juvenile delinquents 
and juvenile status offenders (Children in Need of Supervision) is 
a responsiBility sharedcoy the State, county, local and private 
agencies. Efowever, since 1967, the State Juvenile Services Admin
istration nas, :":;> 1. aw, had responsibility as the central adminis
trative 1gency to provide most of the services to delinquents and 
Children in Need of Supervision (CINS). The Administration is 
organized into two functional operating divisions: (1) Tha 
Division of Co~rt and Community Services, which. includes Intake, 
Probation, and Aftercare: This Division is also responsible for 
the operation of the Administration's group residences, as well 
as the Administration's Purchase of Services (residential and 
non-residential) and prevention programs; (2) the Division of 
Institutional Services which encompasses the operation of the 
State Training Scnools, the Forestry Camps, and Detemtion Centers 
(including Maryland Children's Center and Thomas J. S. Waxter 
Center). These two functional areas are supported oy central 
administrative staff consisting of a Division of Special Services 
with. responsibility for planning, data compilation, l:esearch, 
evaluation, publications and federal grant development, a Division 
of Training and Staff Development, volunteer programs, and fiscal 
and personnel services through the State Department of Health and 
Mental Hygiene. The organization chart for the Juvenile Services 
Administration snows the current structure of the Administration. 

II. STATE.. JUVENILE SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

A. Organization 

On July 1, 1966, the Juvenile Services Administration was 
estaDlished by Article 52A of the Annotated Code of Maryland 
(1968 Replacement Volume and Supplement} with the responsi
bility for the administration and supervision of the State's 
institutions renderllLg diagnostic, rehabilitative, and de
tention services for juveniles, the provisi.on of Stste-wide 
juvenile. proDation and court services programs, and the estar-
olisfunent and support of community-cased facilities and services 
for juvenile offenders. Haryland thereby crea.ted a single State 
agency to administer, coordinate, and standardize programs for 
the. preve,ntion and treatment of delinque.ncy. Tlie Administration 
oecame operational on July 1, 1967. On July 1, 1969, as a result 
of a State-wide reorganization, the Administration was placed under 
the State Department of Healt~ and Mental Rygiene. Authorized 
expenditures information for the Administrat~on for fiscal 1977 is 
pr.esented in Figure I. 
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ORGANIZATION CIIART 
.JlIVENILE SERVICES ADMINJSTRA'l'lON 

ADMINISTRATOR 
(FISCAL) 

DIVISION OF 
TRAINING AND 

STAFF DEVET.OPMENT 

DIVISION OF COURT AND 
COMNUNITY SERVICES 

-Regional Court Services 
Intake 
Probation/ProtectIve Supervisl.on 
Aftercare 

-Purchased Care (resldential) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
DlIl·1II 

-State Operated Group Homes & residences 
-Prevention programs 
-Diversion programs 
-Shelter Care 
-Interstate Compact 
-Youth Serv.Lce Bureaus 
-Non-residential Programs 

ADMINISTRATIVR SP.ECTA1.Ifl:]T 
(PROGRAMS) 

I-----'----~.-!. .. &.--- . 

DIVISION OF 
SPECIAL SERVICES 

DIVISION OF INSTI'['UTr.oNAL 
SERVICES 

-P.I nnning 
-Data Con~ilation/Statistics 
-Research 
-Evaluu tLon 
-l)ubl :Leations 
-Grants development (Federal) 

-Maryland Training School for 1\nys 
-Montrose School 
-Hoy's forestry Camps 
,-Maryland Children's Genter 
-Haxter Children's Center 
-Hoys', ViUage 
-30 Bed DetentJon Center (proposed) 
-Eastern Shore Det~ntion (proposed) 
-Hestern Maryland Detention (proposed) 
-lligh Sec:ur.ity Institution (proposed) 

*New organization of administrution for .Juvenile Services Ad'Il.lnlstration within the Department 
of Health and Hental Hygiene is now pending. 



FIGUP.E I 
~1..<\RYLA..'lD JUVE~ULE SERVICES AmU:nSTRATIOi'l' 

FISCAL 1978 Bu~GET 

Juvenile Institutions 
S12,147,884 

41.8% 

Juvenile Court Services 
£7,957,519 

.: 27.3% 

Community & Residential Services 
S8,047,093 

Headquarters Administration 
$927,398 

3.2% 

Total 
S29,079,694 
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27.7% 



In the State of Maryland, the. juvenile justice system has 
jurisdiction over three broad categories of pers:ons under th.e 
age of 18: (12. Deliquents; (2) Children in Need ·of Assistance; 
and (31 Children in Need of SupeL~ision. The definitions of 
tE..ese terms as' found in the Annotated Code of Maryland (1973 
Cummulative Supplemant) are listed oelow: l 

1. Dalinquent Chlld - is a child who has committed a 
a dalinquent act and requiras guidance, treatment, 
or rehaoilitation. A deliquant act is de.fined as 
a act whic~would be a crime if committed by an 
adult. 

2. CEild in Need of Assistance is a child who needs 
the assistance of the court because: 

a. lie is mentally handicapped or is not receiving 
ordinary and proper care and attention; and 

o. his parents, guardian, or custodian are unable 
or unwilling to give proper care and attention 
to the child and his problems. However, a child 
snaIl not be deemed to be in need of assistance 
for the sole reason that ne is being furnished 
non-medical remedial care and treatment recognized 
by State law. 

3. Cliild in Need of Supervision - is a c.hild who needs 
guidance, treatment, or rehabilitation, because: 

1 

a. he is required by law to attend school and is 
naoitually truant; or 

b. he. deports himself so as to injure or endanger 
himself or others; or 

c. he.:is habitually disobedient, ungovernable, and 
beyond the control of the. part of that person; or 

d. he has committed an offense applicable only to 
cliildran. 

Annotated Code of tILe State of ~ryland, Courts and Judicial 
Proceeding~ Article, Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 3-801. 
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Referrals' on any juvenile may he made to the. Juvenile 
Servicea Administration's Intake Officer in the county (or 
Baltimore City) where the offense was.' alleged to have 
occurred. 

According to procedures esta5lished in the Courts 
and Judicial Proceedings Article of the. "Annotated Code 
of tIle State of 'Maryland," the Juvenile Services intake 
consultant is required to make a preliminary inquiry re
garding tIle. c01Ilplaint to determine whetlierthe court nas 
jurisdiction and whether judicial action is in the best 
interest of tIle child or the public. The intake officer 
may ell authorize the filing of a petition, (2) deny the 
filling of a petition, or (3) propose an informal adjust
ment. An informal adjustment is a strictly voluntary pro
cedure during which the child shall ce suoject to whatever 
supervision is deemed appropriate cy the intake consultant 
for a maximum of 90 days. Tlie caild may at this point be 
diverted to other agencies or commu.nity-cased resources for 
services if deemed appropriate DY the intake consultant. 
!f the. filing of a petition is denied the complainant may 
appeal the decision to the State's Attorney's Office within 
15 days of tIle decision. In non-delinquency matters the 
~tter may De appealed to the Juvenile Services Regional 
Supervisor. 2 In some cases, when a petition if filled, the 
most appropriate decision is to authorize the placement of 
the. child in a detention or shelter care facility. Detention 
is defined as the temporary care of children, who, pending 
court disposition, requires secure custody in p~ysically 
restricting facilities for the protection of themselves or 
the. community. Shelter care means the temporary care of 
children in physically unrestricting facilities, pending 
court disposition. By law, no child may ever be detained 
in a facility used for the detention of adults, unless in a 
room or a ward entirely separated from adults. Additionally, 
tEte law requires that no cb,j.ld shall ever be detained in a 
facility for the detention of adults or in a facility to 
which. delinquents have been cOIml).itted. A child alleged to be 
"in need of assistance" or "in need of supervision" may not 
oe placed in detention, bu.t only in shelter care facilities .. 
Children wfLo are "in need of assistance" or flin need of super
vision" 1D.ay not D.e gi.ven a disposition which.. results in their 
confinement in an institution or other facility des'igned or 
operated for tli.e benefit of delinquent children. 

2Annotated Code of the State of Maryland, Courts and Judicial 
Proceedings Article, Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 3-810. 
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According to laws of the State of Maryland, only the 
Juvenile Court or intake officer may authorize detention or 
shelter care. Intake Officers have the authority to detain 
a child only· until the next available day that the court is 
open. Juvenile Court judges and masters may detain a child 
prior to an adjudicatory hearing, for a maximum of 30 days. 3 

If a petition is authorized by an intake consultant, the 
matter i~ forwarded to the State's Attorney for an adjudicatory 
hearing. !lie adjudicatory nearing is designed to determine the 
truth. of the allegations of a petition. Providing support services 
to all Juvenile~ Courts in the State are the clerk's offices, 
wfiic~have responsibility for selecting dockets and notifying 
defendants, and witnesses. All clerk's offices are under the 
jurisdiction and control of the court they serve. 

Tlie Juvenile Court can eitner waive jurisdiction to the 
adult criminal justice system if certain statutory requirements 
are met, dismiss the petition, continue the case without finding, 
refer to another agency, warn the youth, place the youth on pro
Dation witliout verdict or sustain the petition and adjudicate 
the cliild. 4 

If the child is adjudicated, a dispositional hearing must be 
held. With. respect to disposition, the law requires that children 
in need of asistance and in need of supervision may not be given 
a disposition which. results in their confinement in. an institution 
or other facility designed or operating for the benefit of de
linquents. According to statute: 5 

"b. the overriding consideration in making a disposition 
is a program of treatment, training, and rehaoilitation best 
suited to the pb.ysical, mental, and moral welfare of the chili 
consistent with the public interest. The court ma.y: 

1. place the child on probation or under superv~s~on in his 
own home or in the custody or under the guardianship of 

.3 

a relative or other fit person, upon terms the court deems 
approp;-ia te; 

Annotated Code of the State of Maryland, Courts a~d Judicial 
Proceedings Article, Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 3-815. 

4IEid ., S'ection 3-817. 

SIoid., Section 3-820. 
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2. camm~t the c~ild to the custody under the guardianship 
of the Juvenile Services .~inistration, a local Depart
ment of Social ·Services, the Department of aealt~ and 
Mental H.ygiene, or a public or licensed private agency. II 

Children in Need of Assistance are generally committed to 
either a local Department of Social Services O~ the Deuartment 
of Healt~ and Mental Hygiene for appropriate casework ~nd/or 
placement services. Children in Need of Supervision and de
linquent youtfis are generally the responsicility of the 
Juvenile ~ervices Administration. Tlie Juvenile Services 
Administration lias two functional divisions wEich provide 
services to youths as described in detail celow, as well as 
otlier sections which provide support services to the Adminis
tration. 

Division of Court and Communitv Services. This Division, headed 
oy an assistant director is responsible for tlie provision of 
services and staff to the various juvenile courts throughout 
tha State. Tliis staff performs all necessary duties for the 
functioning of tlie court services program including, but not 
limited to, intaKe; procation; aftercare; consultant clinical 
services for necessary diagnostic, treatment, and consultative 
services; and related clerical services. From the headquarters 
level, program specialists are assigned to assist and consult 
wit~ the regional supervisors in the major program areas and 
are a direct liaison between headquarters and field staff. The 
assistant director provid~s immediate supervision and direction 
to the regional supervisors. 

The Division provides the staff and overhead expenses related 
to juvenile court and aftercare services for coys and girls referred 
cy the juvenile courts of the State. This staff provides counseling, 
conducts intake screening of juveniles and predisposition investi
gations, prepares reports and recommendat~ons for use by judges, 
supervises prohat~oners, and furnishes aftercare supervision. of 
boys and gir1es released from institutions. The staff works not 
oniy with. juveniles, but with their parents and other adults, in
cluding school authorities who are familiar witn the child. The 
act~vities of the court services staff are coordinated closely 
wi.t~ 1iot~ spec·ial and technical s.ervices prov~ded by the Division 
and witli. resources available to juveniles. in tlie community and the 
institution. The juvenile intake, propation and aftercare services 
are divided into eight geograpliic regi.ons whicli. are congruent with. 
tne eigflt judicial circuits in the State. Table 111-20 shows the total 
cases handled oy the Juvenile Services Administration for fiscal 1977 
and tlie location of the eignt regional offices. Taole I1I-21 shows the 
offenses committed for fiscal 1977 by case. Table III-22 shows total 
cases handled and dispositions frum 1968-1977. 
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Region 1 
Dorchester 
Somerset 
~icomico 

Worcester 

Region 2 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Region 3 
Baltimore 
Harford 

Region 4 
Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Region 5 
Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

Region 6 
Frederick 
Montgomery 

Region 7 
Calvert 
Charles 
Prince George's 
St. Mary's 

Region 8 
Baltimore City 

STATE 

TAllLE III - 20 

MANNER OF HANDLING CASES BY COUNTY, REGION AND TYPE OF OFFENSE 
FISCAL 1978 

...... I 

FOR.'1AL INFOR11AL D~lQ..v!p..~rJ:P.SED Ai.:.. INTAKE 
Special \ ! Special 

DelinQ\!-:''l. eINS eINA Proceedings Delinquent eINS eINA Delinauentl C!NS CINA I ProceedinlZs 

r 
84 5 9 1 40 1 54 3 
47 1 2 36 14 

185 1 50 9 57 
109 5 11 4 531 130 

24 3 34 11 2 44 16 
140 3 28 23 4 3 287 14 
57 3 38 5 2 92 6 
51 6 14 12 4 63 5 
86 4 2 73 5 1 40 13 

1,067 60 153 361 76 4 2,880 361 62 
365 52 72 55 3 611 79 

216 43 71 53 2 2 47 3 
95 10 14 10 10 11 11 

232 12 59 117 14 304 96 9 

1,196 230 308 865 37 2,195 204 
246 11 32 2 16 3 362 70 
112 20 41 10 700 40 1 

142 8 11 58 8 577 54 2 
458 70 149 361 23 1 1,687 425 

121 7 7 129 88 3 12 9 1 
268 22 51 21 410 177 4 

3,12l 283 465 731 82 3,400 694 9 1 
186 11 18 12 2 322 71 1 

-
7,647 279 440 l,024 462 7,968 1,018 21 

16,315 1,149 2,079 56 3,949 828 12 22,690 3,513 110 1 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Hea1tn and 'Mental Hygiene,. Juvenile Services Administration: Annual Report Fiscal 
Year 1977, (Baltimore, Maryland 1978). 
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-
M.IWOR ~\~Oi{ 

---.~_I_~-

Arson 
Assault 
AI.'~'o Theft/Unauth. Use 
Burglary/S & E 
Larceny 
Robbery 
Disorderly Conduct 
Sex Offli!n~e 
Vandalism 
Narcotics Violation 
Glue Sniff:i:1g 
Alcoholic Beverage Viol. 
Shoplift:i:1g 
Purse Snatc:!ling 
Firearms Violation 
Rec/Poss of Stolen Goods 
Trespassing 
Fa.lse Fire Ala:tm 
Violation of Supervision 
Other 

Iotal ~linquent 

Runaway 
Truancy 
Ungovernable 

Iota1 CDiS 

Neglect 
DePI!!1 den cy 
Dependency ,& Negll!ct: 
Mentally aancl1c:apped 

Total CINA 

Special Proceedings 

GRANT TO'LU. 

!A3LE !I! - 21 

TOUL CASES liANDLED BY THE JUVENILE SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
BY MAJOR REASON AND AGE AT TIM! OF REr:..Rl\AL - FISC.-\!. 1977 

I ~ER I 10 10 11 I 12 I 13 14 I 15 I 16 117 1 18 
'!1:' :U'.S YEARS YEARS ,Y!ARS YEARS .n: I.RS YEARS YEARS YEA..~S YEARS 

41 17 19 47 50 62 84 (j6 33 6 
149 131 218 340 664 1,009 1,267 1,316 1,181 110 

11 7 15 30 119 255 487 516 505 34 
105 115 196 352 594 992 1,253 1,347 1,148 139 

80 76 128 263 474 676 933 1,032 1,126 104 
3 6 13 27 65 119 193 183 176 17 

19 6 34 52 127 252 410 608 649 61 
12 6 18 13 31 44 55 46 57 6 

117 'so 154 215 263 371 419 490 395 33 
4 3 4 28 88 277 673 1,033 1,301 128 
2 3 2 j. 25 32 50 45 45 4 

2 2 8 21 66 143 336 388 2.7 
89 92 162 299 516 750 921 974 992 67 

3 5 5 20 24 18 30 
2 4 2 19 33 60 134 175 169 19 
2 2 11 11 47 52 llO 109 120 7 

24 21 28 84 182 261 386 376 356 13 
24 7 12 19 22 26 21 22 13 1 

1 2 6 14 15 9 2. 
103 51 95 190 372 654 962 857 951 gO 

787 629 1,116 2,010 3,700 5,984 9,544 9,454 9,644 868 

9 9 30 64 217 418 557 466 214 7 
72 22 49 91 198 308 315 67 24 2. 
47 32 43 105 320 458 568 455 302 6 

US 63 122 260 735 1,184 1,440 988 540 15 

227 20 z-& 20 26 19 22 15 9 
513 34 61 57 55 63 76 62 42 1 
472 27 44 42 1~4 51 61 44 25 

13 3 1 4 3 :2 5 4 2. 

1,225 84 132 123 12S 135 164 125 78 1 

1 3 

2,140 776 1,370 2,393 4,564 7,303 1L0,14S 10,570 10,262 8S4 

SOURCE: Juven11a Services Administration; Annual lenort Fiscal Yesr 1977, p. 29. 

90 

OVER 18 

l~ OR. 
m.'KNO' ... "!\ 

6 411 
60 6,445 

4 1,983 
22 6,263 
15 I. ,90 7 

4 806 
15 2,233 

3 291 
23 2,470 
9 3,5 48 
1 216 
5 1,003 

12 4,874 
105 

2. 619 
471 

4 1.735 
167 

49 
33 ~,,35B 

218 42,954 

3 1,99 /, 
1 1,149 

U 2,347 

15 5,490 

1 385 
4 968 
~ 811 

37 

6 2,2.01 

53 57 

292 50,702 
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Eac~county has a juvenile court and aua or more Juvenile 
Sarvices' Administration Offices. These offices are centrally 
located in relation to the juvenile court, but in recent years 
satellite or liranch offices have been established to provide 
more direct services to the community. The regional supervisor, 
responsiEle for the probation, intake, and aftercare functions 
of a particular region, has his headquarters in one of the local 
offices. In the rural offices, workers handle caseloads of more 
tlian a single functional category. Probation counselors, conse
quently" may have aftercare or intake cases, and intake workers 
may nave proDation or aftarcare responsio.ilities. 

This Division is also responsible for the development of 
neeal~d resources within the comml.tnity to lIleet the. needs of t,hose 
cfiildren who do not require institutionalization in a State 
training facility, but who require services and programs outside 
of their own homes, either residential or non-residential. Pur
cnase of residential care, purchase of non-residential services, 
development of prevention programs, supervision and direction of 
State-operated non-residential day programs are included among the 
responsibilities of this Division. Short-term care and the de
velopment and supervision of shelter care facilities are within 
the scope of this Division. Program specialists are assigned to 
assist in the development'j coordination, and supervision of the 
aEove responsibilities. TaBles II1-23 and III-24 show the number of 
residential and emergency placements oy race and county and 
sex and county for fiscal 1977. 

An emerging pnase of the community and residential services 
program of this Division is the development of a system of group 
homes for children who should not remain at home., but who do not 
naed a training scheol setting. The use of community resources 
is apparent in Table III-25 which shows t~e number of ' admissions in 
the area of community and residential placement for juveniles from 1968-
1977. Table III·-26 indicates the increase in expenditures for 
community and residential care. Basically, a group home is a home 
that has the physical capacity and resources to provide 24 hour 
care. for a selected group of up to 12 children. The number of 
children in a group home is related to the type of child served, 
zoning laws, and type of residence. Group homes are single dwel-
lings, in whlch. there is an ongoing "family" life, where the staff 
can be. employed by the Juvenile Services Administration, private 
vendor, or where a family living in a rented or owned home. can 
provide care for children on a "Purchase of Services" basis with 
the Juvenile Services Administration. The purpose of a group home 
is to provide staBility of placement in a "family" type setting for 
children wfio are unable to adjust to the pattern of living in their 
nwn homes, and wno cannot accept the close parental relationship of 
a regular foster home, but who, none.theless, have the potential to 
benefit DY the. a~perience of group life adapted to their needs, 

192 



Region 1. Dorchester 
SOller set 
WicOilico 
Worcester 

Region 2. Caroline 
C.cil 
hnt 
Queon Anne's 
Talbot 

Region 3. Balti~or. 
Harford 

Region ,. Allegany 
Garrett 
Washington 

Region 5. Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
Howard 

Region 6. FredGrlck 
HontgOliery 

Raglon 7. Calvert 
Charles 
Prlnc. George's 
st. Mary's 

Region B. 8alti.or. Clty 

Out-of-State 

STAl[ 

12GSLB III -- zJ 

R[SIO[hJIAl AND [M£RG£NCY PlAC[M£NJS BY RAC[ AND COUNTY 
fISCAL 1977 

Private Resldontial Place.ents [~ergency Plac~ents 

~ pO' 

White Black Other Total White Black Other , , 2 
1 1 2 
8 , 11 ~ 1 
5 , 8 , 1 

, 1 , 
H 2 16 2'. 
5 , 9 2 1 

I 5 I 6 , 
10 5 15 25 1 

65 8 1] 115 12 I 2\ 2 26 9 
: 

21 1 22 19 
5 5 6 

15 15 15 

82 9 91 18~ 8 
18 1 19 '6 .. 
20 20 19 1 

11 11 l~ 2 
107 17 1 125 350 38 13 , , 2 
17 , 21 '8 1~ 

I'o H 181 696 2l? 9 
15 2 17 21 3 

101 239 3 3~3 23~ '16 2 

699 3'3 5 1,O't7 1,8~5. 11~ 2' .. .-. 

Good Shepherd Center 

lohl Whit. Black Other Tolal 

2 

5 , , , 

2' 
3 1 1 , 1 1 

32 1 1 

127 H I' 
9 6 1 7 

19 2 2 
6 

B , , 
192 11 11 
'6 3 3 
20 ; , 
16 1 1 

'01 15 2 17 

2 2 2 
60 

911 12 3 1 16 
30 I I 

712 9 15 2' 

1 , , 
2,(>'.} 90 2' 1 115 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Health and Mental lIygiene, Juverile Services AJminlstration; Annual Report for Fiscal Year 1972-
(BaltImore, Maryland, 1978) p. 44. 



Male 

Region 1. Dorchester 3 
SOliorset 2 
Wi COlI 1 co 6. 
\Iorcesler 5 

Region 2. Caroline 3 
Ctell 15 
hnt 8 
Queen Anne's \ 
hlbot 8 

R~glon 3. Dalll.ore 58 
Harford 23 

Region 4. Allegany 15 
Garrett 5 
Was hlnl}ton 10 

Region 5. Anne Arundel 59 
Carroll 11 
Howard 15 

R.glon 6. rr.d.rlck 10 
Honlga.8ry 80 

lIeglon 1. Calvert ',1 
ChJrles 11 
Prince George's 113 
St ..... ry'5 12 

I 

lIeglon B. Balti.ore City 25' 

STAlE 139 

IIESIOEIHIAI. AM nU(j[p(y PlAWfllfS BY SEX AND COUNTY 
fiSCAL 1977 

Private lIesidenlli3U Place.ents 

.-
re.ala- . 

lotal 
. . 

Hale 

3 2 
2 

5 11 1 
3 8 2 

1 ~ 
1 16 18 
1 9 2 
2 6 
1 15 13 

15 73 5' 
1 26 3 

1 22 8 
5 '2 

5 15 2 

'2 91 115 
8 19 26 
5 20 .. 11 

1 10 
45 125 168 

\ 1 
4 21 4!~ 68 181 
5 11 19 

90 ,It, 361 

308 1,O~7 1,295 

£.ergency Plac~ents 

r Mille fotal 

2 

~ 5 
2 ~ 

6 2\ 
1 3 , , 

19 3, 

1\ 121 
6 9 

11 19 
\ 6 

11 13 

11 192 
20 46 
9 20 

6 16 
233 ~01 

1 2 
21 60 

418 911 
11 30 

345 712 

1, 348 2,M3 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene; Juvenile Services Administrationj Allllual Report for Fiscal 
Year, 1977 (Baltimore, Maryland 1978) p. 42. 



! 

Shepherd 
Fiscal Year Center 

1968 116 
1969 lOS 
1970 88 
1971 131 
1972 87 
1973 85 
1974 86 
1975 91 
1976 98 
1977 115 

Good 
Shepherd 

fiscal Yaar Center 

1968 S 292,872 
1969 $ 288,091 

1970 $ 398,156 

1971 i 475,629 

1972 S 666,710 

1973 . S 742,802 
1974 $ 758,149 
1975 $ 809,205 
1976 S '868,106 

1977 S 952,436 

TABLE III - 25 

CCI+IUIII TY aESIDENTIAL PLAC£1oIEHTS 
NUMBER (f ADMISSIONS 
rrSCAl 1968 - 1977 

:~urchase of eare Maryland 
StatMlwned Youth 

Group 
Residential E.eraency Ho.es 

16 
130 
276 
601 
850 

1,184 
1,067 
1,109 
1,047 

Purchase 
of 

Cere 

$ 92,151 
S 182,959 
S 740,271 
$ 1,389,901 
S 1,819,199 
S 2,825,064 
i 4,238,650 
S 4,826,722 
, 5, Ql.5, 029 

22 
46 

539 60 
1,068 82 
1,987 76 
2,794 45 
3,012 61 
2,643 74 

T.ABLE III - 26 

C()\~NITY AlID RESIDENTIAL EXPENDI TURES 
fISCAL 1968 - 1977 

State-Owned Md. Youth 
Group Residence Program 
HolIes C.riter Direction 

S 70,534 
$ 223,588 
S 208,979 S 50,160 
S 201,154 $ 254,169 $ 58,026 

_ S 236,514 $ 364,168 $ 76,354 
S 238,570 $ 346,831 $ 77,240 
S 254,846 i 396,)00 $ 81,834 
i 252,676 $ 353,059 $ 67,122 

Residence 
Center 

36 
35 
35 
22 
24 
41 

Youth 
Service 
Bureaus 

~ 436,589 
., S 

790,493 
S 1,018,418 

: Kat int1uded in Operating Budget for 1968 • 

Total 

116 
121 
240 
453 

1,323 
2,120 
3,368 
4,019 
4, 3Q~1 
3,920 

Youth 
Service 
Canter Total 

S 292,872· 
S 380,242 
S 651,649 
S 1,43,9,488 
$ 2,315,750 
i 3,075,350 
S 4,260,249 
S 6,147,085 

$ 306,030 S 7,524,331 
$ 316,992 $ 8,005,732·· 

... This amount excludes $41,361 ~ich is Direct AOIinistrative Cost related to earning federal Title XX funding. 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Health and Hental Hygiene; Juvenile Services 
Administration, ~,al Report for Year 197i (Baltimore, ~ryland 1978), p. 41. 
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freedom in the community, and schooling, either in the. community's 
regular school, special schools, or selected work situations. 

Currently, the Division operates a group home for girls aged 
16 and 17 in a purchased house located on approximately one-quarter 
acre in a residential area of Baltimore City. Tne. rated capacity 
~ eiglit and tlie ~~erage daily population is approximately seven. 
the nome is run by staff memhers paid &y the Juvenile Services 
Administration. This includes five youths· supervisors who work 
in sfiifts-, one of wfulm acts as a supervisor. 

In addition to tlie group home for girls, the Juvenile 
Services Administration operates two group homes for boys. 
Eac~ home nas' a capacity of ~Nelve (12) and is lucated in 
Baltimore City. The Administration is planning for additional 
homes located throughout tlie State with a concentration in the 
metropolitan areas. These would De supervised oy the Juvenile 
Services Administration witli an average of ten residents each. 

The Juvenile Services Administration is also authorized to 
purchase care from private residential group homes. Care is 
oeing purchased from over 60 facilities oy tfi.e Administration. 
In addition, "purchase of services'" money can be utilized to pay 
for all or part of the fee within departmentally established rates 
necessary to provide "purchase of carell in private institutions, 
such as institutions for the severely emotionally disturbed child. 

Child care has been purchased from the Good Shepherd Center 
wftic~ provides services to girls adjudicated Children in Need of 
Supervision who need a close, personal, but structured setting in 
an institutional program. The Good Shepherd Center is located 
in Baltimore County. The Center has a rated capacity of 120 
girls. The Center receives girls who are between the ages 
of 14 and 18. A comprehensive rehabilitation program in~udes 
a group living program, a school program and clinical services 
including SOCial, psychological, and psychiatric services. 

":Purchase of Services" money is also available for shelter or 
emergency care facili.ties. Elllergency care facilities are similar 
to fost~r homes. They are for tOe care of juvenile offenders who 
do nat require secure custody, but who need temporary care outside 
tlieir own 1l.omes pending court or otOer dispositions. These homes 
nave tOe capacity for one or two children. Lengt~ of care normally 
does- not exceed ten days'. 
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D~vis~on of Institutional Services. This Division, administered 
~y an assistant director, is responsihl~ for the immediate super
vision and direction of programs within all Division institutions 
providing treatment or rehabilitative programs, These include 
toe training schools, detention centers, and forestry camps 
presently in operation, and those in the planning stages. With 
tfua superintendents of each facility, tne assistant director 
assists and supervises the development of appropriate programs, 
Dudget preparations, and the development of necessary procedural 
and policy gUidelines. Program specialists are assigned to assist 
and consult wit~ the major program areas within each institution. 
n~':.-e program areas are educational, clinical, and group living 
programs. 

Training Schools. The Division operates three (3) institutional 
programs for delinquent youths, Maryland Training Scnool for Boys, 
tha Montrose School and four forestry camps in Western Maryland. 
Eac~ school lias a Department of Social Services which provides 
case worI<:.ers who work witli. tIie youths in the training school, 
maintain contact with the family, work witli. tli.e Juvenile Courts 
in securing and furnishing information concerning the boys, and 
paIn for the DaY's return to the community. Additionally, some 
limited psychological and psychiatric services are available; 
Iiowever, the use of in-house staff to provide treatment services 
is oeing emphasized. 

The institutions presently oeing utilized in the State of 
Maryland are summarized below: 

Montrose School. The MOntrose School presently houses all delinquent 
girls and younger deliquent Days (generally under 16) and has a 
capacity of 255 and is located in Baltimore County. 

Maryland Training School for Boys. This institution is used to 
house older delinquents, age 16 to 18, and also has a separate 
bed detention facility. Total capacity of this institution is 
301 youths. The institution is located in Baltimore County. 

Forestry Camps. There are four forestry camps for male deliquents 
15 1/2 or older. The camps are located in Western Maryland. The 
forestry camps have a capacity of 140 youths. 

Boyts Village. This is a 56 bed facility for detention of male and 
female delinquents located in Southern Prince G~)rge's County. 



~vaxter's Children Center. This is a detention facility for male 
and fgmale delin~uents located in Prince George's County with 
a capacity of 40 youth. 

Maryland Cflildren's Center. This is a diagnostic and evaluation 
facility for male.s. and females, who are either alleged or adjudi
cated delinquents and/or Children in Need of Supervision located 
in Baltimore County. Total capacity is 122 youths. Accordina 
to an opinion from the Attorney General of Maryland, this 0 

facility is exempt from laws that require Children in Need of 
Supervision to De separated from delinquents since this facility 
was deemed to De a residential diagnostic facility and not a 
detention center. TaEile III-27 shows -State institution admissions 
for fiscal 1977 for detention centers training schools 
and forestry camps. Table III-28 shows admissions by cotmty of resid
ence . 

• ~ integral part of the institutional programming is based on 
the relationship oetween the Court Services' Division aftercare 
component and the institutional program. The aftercare worker 
immediately develops a relationship with the youth during the 
time of commitment and follows tns child tlirough commitment pro
viding a ~ink between the child and the community helping to plan 
solutions to meet the child's problems and needs. As a part of 
tne institutional team, the aftercare worker can provide the 
necessary information pertinent to the cliild's community involvgment. 
Such information is needed to determine an appropriate time for re
lease when the child has benefited sufficiently from the institutional 
program itself. 

Division of Special Services. Tbis Division is responsible for the 
development of long-range objectives of the Department; collection 
and analysis of data and statistics from other divisions, as , .. ell 
as from other agencies; conducting research activities regarding 
the effectiveness of present programs and needs for future programs; 
eValuati.on of pres.ent and proposed programs; developing and updating 
the Administration's Executive Plan; and the securing of available 
Federal funds through deVelopment, review, and evaluation of pro
posals suEimitted for such finding. Also the Division acts as 
liaison wit~otlier agencies and organizations when objectives of 
suc~groups have impact on the Administration's policies and programs. 

Division of Training and Staff Development. This unit is responsible 
for tha design, implementation, and evaluation of training programs 
for all levels of staff within all programs of the Administration. 
In some instances' tl1e training programs are contracted out to 
agencies or individuals olltside the Administration, put, the training 
section is responsiole for tne coordination of such efforts. 
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TABLE III - 27 

ADMISSIONS TO ~YI..AND'S 
JUVE~nLE I:·iSTITUTIONS BY AGE PERCENTS* 

FISCAL 197i 

Maryland Training 
School 

~~ ~.~ 

Io'ontrcs. School 

ll_~ 
6..~ I . I 

80ys' rorestry 
Ca.ps 

.4':: 
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and over 

SOURCE: Information 00 tained from the Juvenile Servic:es Administration, Annual 
Report Fiscal Year 1977, (Baltim'lf'f' Marylanc:il, 1978). 
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Part of tha training objective is to stimulata leadership within 
tha varioua programs in order that local inservice training be 
carried out on a continuous basis. The Training section also 
coordinates a course reimbursement program througn. the Department 
of Healt~and ~ental Hygiene for those individuals employed by 
Administrations and interested in pursuing job-related under
graduate or graduate level study. 

The sections consist of the following personnel: a Chief 
of Training and Staff Development; a program specialist, six 
employee training specialists, three clerical positions, 14 
yout~ supervisors, and one supervisor of group living. The 
group living categories are used to replace institutional 
personnel wno are in a training status. 

Fiscal, Administrative and personnel responsibilities for 
the Juvenile Services Administration are handled by offices 
located witKin the Department of Kealt~ and Mental Kygiene. 

B. Executive Control. 

The first Director of the Juvenile Services Administration 
was appointed by the Governor from a list of nominees. Successors 
are selected oy the Governor upon the recommendation of the 
Secretary of Health and Mental Hygiene. Directors of the Admin
istration have unspecified tenure (i.e., permanent status). 

Until the 1969 legislative session, the Director was res
ponsible solely to the Governor. The Director of Juvenile Services 
Administration reports to the Secretary of Health and Mental 
Hygiene. The Secretary of Healt~ and Mental Hygiene in turn is 
responsible directly to the Governor as specified in Article 41, 
Section 201 of the Annotat~d Code of Maryland (1969 Cumulative 
Supplement). 

C. Interaction. 

Local Agencies. Montgomery County is tha only county in Maryland 
wflich. does not handle juveniles through. the circuit court structure. 
In Montgomery County the juvenile court functions witftin the struc
ture of tha District Court of Maryland. The court services staff 
working witli tftis court are employees of the Juvenile Services 
Administration as in all other jurisdictions. 

101 



Local polica ara notified of runaways from training schools, 
datention centers, and forestry camps. Police apprehending 
juvenila offenders either bring tnem directly to local intake 
consultants, detain them and inform tha intaka consultant of the 
detention, or send them home to show up at the. intake office at 
a later date. In cases where the j~~enila &as committed an act 
wl:ll.ch would be considered a crime if commi.tted by an adult, the 
polica inve.stigata th.e matter. Howave.r, tliey do not investigate 
cases of truancy, ungovernability, or other acts associated solely 
witn.. juveniles, al tIiough. tho se wi tn.. juvenile squads deal to some 
extent with parents and ch.ildren on tnesamatters. 

Intak.e workers screen out cases of cIi.ild aouse, referring 
thase cases to local departments of social services and/or 
statats attorneys: In cases of Ch.ildren in Need of Assistance, 
intake workers refer to departments of social services to insure 
that tlia cast possible plan of action is devaloped for the child. 

Cliildren with dental or ~edical needs wh.ich. tfieir parents 
cannot afford, and who ar·e brought to intake centers are referred 
to local departments of health. In some cases youths on probation 
or aftercare or in forestry camps who require dental and medical 
services, out whose parents are financially unable to pay for those 
services, may receive free attention from local health departments. 
Since tne forestry camp system nas no medical, dental, or nursing 
staff to serve its population, forestry camps must depend on the 
local community to provide these services. Residents of the camp 
system, consequently, receive medical and dental check-ups and 
care for minor medical and dental problems by visiting the offices 
of local medical doctors and dentists. Public and private hospitals 
in the area are used for the treatment of serious medical problems. 
Soma special medical needs of the ooys are met by the clinics of 
local healt~departments. Local health departments also cooperate 
wit~ the Juvenile Services Administration through the provision of 
vacc·ines and the services of mobile .x-ray units. In addition, when 
epidemics occur at training schools, local health officers are con
sulted. Local healt~departments inspect the kitchens and dietary 
provisions of training schools on a periodic basis, making recom
mendat~ons where warranted. 

Local departments of education help th.e Juvenile Services Ad
ministrati.on screen certified teachers interested in working in 
training schools, detention centers, or forestry camps. Specialists 
from tfiese departments are availaole for consultation on the improve
ment of training school and detention center education programs. 
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Training schools have begun to allow- low risk children with.. 
adequate ability to attend public secondary schools. The public 
scliools involved screen these cnildren to determine whether they 
will be able to function in public schools. 

State Agenci~. In Baltimore City and in all counties except 
Montgomery, circuit courts are responsible for holding juvenile 
court nearing~. Throughout the State, tlie intake counselors, 
proo.ation counselors, and aftercare counselors working with these 
court~ are employees of the Juvenile Services Administration. 

Institutional personnel inform the State Police of runaways 
so tfiat the police can aid the institutions in the apprehension 
of these youtns. The State Police contact local Juvenile Services 
Administration offices to seek autliorization to detain juvenile 
offenders prior to an adjudicatory nearing and to obtain advice 
on the actions wfiicn should be taken for apprehended juveniles 
temporarily released to their parents. 

The State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene has employed 
a Central Commitment Coordinator to work with problems surrounding 
a given child's treatment program with respect to various agency 
responsibilities. The Coordinator works for a committee composed 
of representatives of Juvenile Services, Mental Retardation 
Administrators, and the Mental Hygiene Administration which meet 
monthly to study typical cases of adjudicated youtn who have addi
tional non-legal problems, such.. as nealtn, educational, or vocational 
proolems. The committee's aim is to determine how these departments 
can provide services systematically to children and families services 
by more than one department. 

An Advisory Board created by law (Article 5~~, Annotated Code 
of Maryland} consisting o.f 18 persons acts as a consultative ad
visory body to the Director. Members represent the State Depart
ments of Education, Mental Hygiene, State Police, and Social Services, 
the judiciary of the State, a voluntary child welfare agency, three 
members of the public at large, and three youths, one of whom must 
have Eeen a previous recipient of service •. 

Federal Agencies. The Juvenile Services Administration has received 
grants from the Office of Education, in particular, Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act grants, and LIDN Enforcement Assistance 
Administration funds through.. tha Governor's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justice. 
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The federal court system has jurisdiction over a very limited 
number of juvenile offenders in the State. ifuere concurrent 
jurisdiction exists the State is normally retaining jurisdictional 
authority over the juvenile. During the last year only one 
instance of detention of a juvenile by Federal authority was 
necessary and the youth was placed in the hospital ward of the 
Maryland Penitentiary less than a one week period. 6 

III. YOUTH. SERVICES BUREAUS 

Tlirougliout tna State of Maryland several community-based non
residential juvenile delinquency p;ri1.~'ll?.ntion and treatment programs 
E.ave Dean developed. These programs t.;;.an be classified under the 
broad category of youtn. services aureaus. Seventeen of these bureoaus 
are funded oy the Juvenile Services Administration through a grant 
program tfiat provides 75% of the ffilpport for the Bureau's operation. 
The Juvenile Services Administration nas responsibility for moni
toring and evaluating these bureaus. 

'·:'xM 

In addition to providing services to potential delinquents, 
many of these programs offer their services to adjudicated delinquents 
and Co.lldren in Need of Super'1ision. Youth. services oureaus are often 
private agencies functioning in high. delinquency neighborhoods. They 
attempt, if possible, to divert children and youth. from the juvenile 
justice. system befoJ;'e they gen into severe trouble. They mobilize 
community resources to become more responsive to youths needs by 
assisting and working with existing programs and initiating new 
programs as ne.eded. The maj or theme of a youth. services bureau 
is to unite citizens, youths and professionals at the local community 
level, as well as local and State government officials for the purpose 
of helping children. 

The you~h. services bureaus existing Within the State are in the 
early stage of development but are foreseen as a part of Maryland's 
effort to prevent juvenile delinquency. 

Although. these bureaus areonot ope.rated by the Maryland Juvenile ° 
Services Administration, to a degree there is coordination of servi~es 
between these programs and the Administration. 

Table III-29 shows the youth services bureaus supported by Juvenile 
S"..rvices presently in operation in the State and nWuher of cases 
::ta.ndled by sex, race and location. 

6U•S • Probation Office contact July 13, 1978. 
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Bureau 

Annapolis 

Bowi. 

Carroll Coonty 

College P\irk 

Dundalk 

East Baltiaore 

Glenarden 

Greenbelt 

Harunda1e 

Laurel 

Lighthouse 

Listeoi ng Post 

~orth Central 

Nortnwest Baltiaorl 

Pel 

Rockvill. 

Tri.(ounty 

!,.-\BU 1:I - 29 

TOTAL rORMALLY COUNSELLED CASES SERVED BY YOUTH SERVICES BUREAUS 
BY LOCATION, SEX AND RACE 

nSCAL 1977 

foIa1e reaal. 

Location Black .."itt other Black .'hi tit 

Anne Arundd Coonty Z21 1,0 125 34 
" . 

Prince George's Co. 18 9ft 3 . 15 110 . . 
Carroll Coonty 6 188 1 I, 1U 

Prince George's Co. 13 94 2 10 56 

Balti.ore County 5 258 2 .6 133 

Baltiaore Ci ty 396 11 223 2 

Princ. George's Co. 78 67 

Prince George's Co. 18 189 18 163 

Ann. Arund.l County 2 III 1 60 

Prince Georg.' s Co. 9 56 1 9 31 

8altilOri CGulty 9 72 a 56 

Montgc.ery County 2 39 2 15 

~ 1 U.or I City 53 31 19 7 

Sa 1 tillOl" e City 288 6 203 

la1tiaor. County 1 50 1 1 52 

Montgc.ery County ~5 173 1 35 175 

CIIar les County 134 6It1 72 4Jt6 

TOTALS 1,298 2,053 13 816 1,~78 
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110 
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1,26 
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bJ:;~'l'ION A: INTRODUCTION 

The Crime and Delinquency chapter of the Commission's Comprehen
sive Plan presents a demographic picture of the State and the nature 
and extent of crime and delinquency in the State of Maryland. The 
statistical information contained within this chapter should present 
a framework in which to understand and interpret the chapter on "Prob
lem Descriptions." Much of this material was used and analyzed in the 
chapter on problems and was considered in developing plans for program
matic solutions to these problems. For the most part the data included 
in the 1978 Comprehensive Plan, Crime and Delinquency Chapter, continues 
to represent an accurate description and assessment of the current situa
tion. Considerable additional information had been developed in the past 
year, however, regarding the juvenile subsystem, juvenile delinquency, 
and status offenders. As such, the juvenil~ related sections of the 
1978 Crime and Delinquency chapter of the Commission's Comprehensive Plan 
have been updated and expanded to incorporate the new information. 

Specifically, the following information as it applied to juveniles 
was included in the Crime and Delinquency chapter of the 1978 Compre
hensive Plan: 

1) Index Crime Clearance Rates (included in Chapter III, Section 
D, III - pages 91-127); 

2) Profiles of the juvenile arrest population (included in Chap
ter III, Section D, V - pages 160-183); 

3) Juvenile Arrest Rates and Socio-Economic Indicators (included 
in Chapter III, Section D, VI - pages 184-189); and 

4) Juvenile justice system processing (included in Chapter III, 
Section E, VII and VIII - pages 2l9-232)~ 

This information has been updated to reflect more recent trends. In 
addition, the following information has been included: 

1) More detailed information on juvenile system processing includ
ing a flow diagram description of the juvenile justice system 
by county, juvenile activity rates and flows and juvenile jus
tice system resource information; 

2) historical and current trends in status offender and delin
quent processing; 
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3) demographic characteristics of juveniles at points in process
ing beyond arrest; 

4) present status of recidivism information in Maryland; and 

5) detailed juvenile arrest projections by county. 

Taken as a whole, the above referenced material should provide a 
relatively complete picture of current juvenile crime and juvenile of
fender processing in Maryland. 
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SECTION B: EXISTING SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

I. FLm.; DU.GRAH DESCRIPTION - EXPLAl.'l'ATION 

In order to provide a quantitative description of the juve
nile justice system a decision has to be made about the system 
attributes which are to be described. One meaningful way to 
describe criminal and juvenile justice processing is to look 
at the manner of offender and client processing over some speci
fied period of time (e.g., a year). For example, the juvenile 
justice system can be viewed as a group of distinct subsystems 
each ~vith certain functional roles - detection and referral, 
detention, adjudication, supervision - related to crime and 
offender processing. In its simplest form, an offender after 
entering the juvenile justice system (e.g., upon police refer
ral) proceeds from one point to another and may exit the system 
at various points along the way (e.g., case closed at intake; re
leased from training school). Therefore, the processing of of
fenders by the juvenile justice system can be represented by a 
flow diagram with various stages (represented by blocks) and 
flow paths (represented by connecting paths between the blocks 
or exiting paths from a block). The stages would typically re
'?resent the offender processing points within the juvenile or 
criminal justice system (e.g." referral, juvenile court action, 
sentence) and the flow paths would describe the manner in which 
offenders flow through or exit the stages. 

A flow diagram of the Maryland Juvenile Justice System is 
presented in Figure 1 and illustrates the processing of all per
sons either referred to Juvenile Services Administration during 
the year or active at some point in the juvenile justice system 
during the year. Within each box and along each of the flow 
paths are numbers which approximate the volume of offenders (for 
FY 1977) proceeding through each component or along a specific 
path in the criminal justice system. 

Two types of stages are shown in the flow diagram, rectangular 
and diamond shaped. The rectangular shape stages represent (1) 
descriptions of the alternative paths defendants or offenders may 
take to reach the next stage (e.g., the wlo detention and shelter 
care flow paths out of Stage 8) or (2) descriptions of decision 
making points where some defendants or offenders .exit the system 
while others proceed to the next processing point ( e.g., the 
juvenile charged as adult and police to Juvenile Services flmv 
paths out of Stage 7). The diamond shape stages represents the 
principal points in juvenile justice processing where there is 
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either a queue of de.fendants awaiting further action (e. g., the 
number of defendants awaiting formal handling of their cases) or 
where there are a number of offenders who are actively being 
served (e.g., offenders who are actively serving time in train
ing schools/forestry camps). The diamond shape stage represents 
an inventory of defendants or offenders and describes the number 
awaiting servicing or actively being served at the beginning of 
a period (e.g., the beginning of the year), the number of new 
filings or intake for the period (e.g., the year), the number 
of terminations or releases during the period (e.g., the year), 
and the number awaiting servicing or actively being served as 
of the end of the period (e.g., the end of the year). 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1977 JUVENILE OFFENDER FLOW IN 
MARYLA.;,'ID • 

The Haryland Juvenile Jus tice System is made up of the In
take Subsystem, the Informal Subsystem, the Formal Subsystem, 
and the Treatment Subsystem. The system is shown in detail in 
the Figure 1 flow diagram. A complete explanation of all the 
stages and flowpaths follows. 

A. Intake Subsystem 

Flow Description - The Intake Subsystem is shown in the 
Figure 1 flow diagram and is represented by Stages 2-8 and 
13-16. Stages 5-7 describe the arrest of juveniles by law 
enforcement agencies for FY 1977. Stage 5 shows the total 
number of reported law enforcement arrests of juveniles for 
FY 1977 and the flovlpaths exiting Stage 5 show the type of 
law enforcement agency making the arrest. The flmvpaths 
exiting Stage 6 show a breakdown of juvenile arrests as a 
function of the most serious type of crime for which the 
juvenile was arrested. The £lmvpaths out of Stage 7 show 
the number of law enforcement arrests of juveniles refer
red to the Juvenile Services Administration Intake (flow
path from Stage 7 to Stage 8), the number of juveniles 

. (.e., under 18 years of age) charged as adults at the point 
of arrest, and the number of juvenile arrests receiving 
some other law enforcement agency dispositions (e.g., re
leased to parents, referred to other agencies). 

The flowpath from Stage 1 to Stage 8 represents other 
police referrals. This describes the situation which oc
curred in a few jurisdictions where law enforcement re
ported arrests referred to the Juvenile Services Admini
stration for FY 1977 were less than the number of police 
referrals that the Juvenile Services Administration sta
tistics indicated were disposed of in FY 1977. 
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Stages 2 through 4 describe non-police initiated refer
rals that were disposed of by juvenile services in FY 1977. 
The flowpaths exiting Stage 2 describe the source of refer
ral and the flowpaths exiting Stage 3 describe the major or 
most serious type of complaint for which the juvenile was 
referred. 

Stage 8 represents the combined. police and n~m-police re
ferrals for FY1977. The flowpaths out of Stage 8 indicate 
whether or not the juvenile was detained and shows those de
tained either in the Children's Detention Center or in train
ing schools (flowpaths from Stage 8 to Stage 13), those placed 
in shelter care (flowpath from Stage 8 t~ Stage 16), 
and those without detention (flowpath from Stage 8 to Stage 16). 

Stages 13, 14; and 15 describe the juvenile detention popu
lation. The flowpaths out of Stage 13 show the major com
plaint for those juveniles detained. Stage 14 is an inven
tory of the juvenile detention population showing the number 
of juveniles actively being detained as of the beginning of 
FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 10 to Stage 14), the new deten
tion intake for FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 13 to 14), the 
discharges from detention for FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 
14 to Stage 15), and the number of juveniles actively detained 
as of the end of FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 14 to Stage 15). 
Stage 15 is intended only to again denote which portion of 
the total intake (i.e., Stage 16) is composed of persons who 
were detained. 

B. Informal Subsystem 

Fl~ DescriPtion. - The Informal Subsystem is snown in the Figure 1 
flow diagram and is represented by Stages 17-22.· The Informal 
Subsystem represents that portion of the. juveniles clients wnere 
the decision made at intake is to recommend against formal peti
tioning" and processing of the juvenile by the juvenile courts. 
Stages 17 and 18 represent that portion of juvenile intake 
where the complaint(s) against the juveniles are disapproved 
or closed at intake and no further action or intervention is 
taken. The flowpaths out of Stage 17 show the number of closed 
juvenile cases referred by non-police and police sources respec
tively and the flowpaths out of Stage 18 snow the major com
plaint for which these juveniles were originally referred. 
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Stages 19-22 represent those juveniles T.vhere an informal 
adjustment of the complaint against the juvenile is oade at in
take. The flowpaths out of Stage 19 sho~ys the number of these 
informal juvenile cases referred by non-police and police 
sources respectively and the flowpaths out of Stage 20 show the 
maj or complaint for which these juveniles T,olere originally re
ferred. The flowpaths out of Stage 21 show the disposition of 
the informal cases and the number who are placed on informal 
supervision (i.e., flow from Stage 21 to Stage 22). Stage 22 
represents the Informal Supervision Inventory and shows 
the number of informal juveniles handled as of the beginning 
of FY 1977 (fl~at~ from Stage 10 to Stage 22), the intake 
of informal supervised juveniles durin~ FY 1977 (f1owpaths 
from Stage 21 to Stage 22), the number of releases from in
formal supervision during FY 1977 (exiting flowpat~ from Stage 
22), and the number of informal juveniles handled as of the 
end of FY 1977 (exiting :Elmvpat~ from Stage 22). 

C. Formal SubsYstem 

Flow Description - The Formal Suesystem is shown in the Figure 
1 flow diagram and is represented oy Stages 23-31, 40, and 45. 
The Formal Subsystem represents that portion of the juvenile 
clients received at intake, where a petition is subsequently 
filed. This Subsystem describes the adjudication and disposi
tion process of the juvenile court. 

Stage 23 represents the inventory of juvenile cases handled 
by the court and shows the number of juveniles awaiting court 
disposition as of the beginning of FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 
10 to Stage 23), the number of formal juvenile clients referred 
for formal processing for FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 16 to 
Stage 23), the number of juvenile clients disposed of formally 
for FY 1977 (floWpaths from Stage 23 to Stage 24), and the num
ber of juvenile clients awaiting formal disposition as of the 
end of FY 1977 (flowpath exiting Stage 23). The flowpaths from 
Stage 23 to Stage 24 show the number of formally disposed clients 
referred by non-police and police sources and the flowpaths out 
of Stage 24 show the major complaint (at time of referral) against 
those juveniles processed formally. 

Stage 25 shmvs the number of juveniles where the petition is 
subsequently withdrawn as well as the number of juveniles pro
ceeding to adjudication and the type of attorney representation. 
Stage 26 shows the various findings at the adjudicatory hearing 
including the number of juveniles Ivhere the complaint is sus tained 
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and a disposition is to occur (flowpath from Stage 26 to Stage 
27). The flowpaths exiting Stage 27 show for those adjudicated 
juveniles the major complaint (at time of referral). 

The flowpaths out of Stage 28 describe the four major group
ings of dispositions: placement on probation or protective 
supervision (probation for children in need of supervision), 
commitment to Juvenile Services Administration for placement 
(includes placement to group homes, purchase of care, training 
schools), commitment to training school/forestry camp, and all 
other dispositions. The flowpaths exiting Stages 29, 31, 40, and 
45 show the major complaint (at time of referral) for those 
juveniles within each of the respective dispositional group
ings. The flowpaths exiting Stage 30 describe the individual 
dispositions received within the flail other" disposition group-
ing. ~ 

D. Commitment 

Flow Description - The Commitment Subcomponent of the Treat
ment Subsystem is shown in the Figure 1 flow diagram and is 
represented by Stages 32-39. This subcomponent represents the 
processing of juveniles committed to training schools and fores
try camps for FY 1977. Stage 32 represents the number of com
mitments of juveniles to training schools and forestry camps as 
~ result of formal court processing for FY 1977 (includes commit
ments as a result of new intake and formal adjudication, does 
not include commitments as a result of returns from other sent
ences or commitments from other placement). The flowpaths ex
iting Stage 32 show court commitments (Stage 33) to training 
school and forestry camps (Stage 36) respectively as well as 
the small number (estimated) of juveniles pending actual com
mitment. The "return" flowpaths into Stages 33 and 36 (from 
Stage 9) represent other commitments resulting, for example, 
from court ordered returns from other types of treatment, com
mitments where the original disposition was commitment to Juve
nile Services for placement (i.e., the exiting flowpath from 
Stage 41 entitled "Other Commitment"), and returns from leave. 

Stage 33 represents total commitments to training schools 
for FY 1977 and the flowpaths from Stage 33 to Stage 34 show 
the major complaint for which the juvenile was committed. 
Stage 35 is an inventory of training school juvenile processing 
for FY 1977 and shows the number of juveniles actively under 
care as of the beginning of FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 11 to 
Stage 35), the total commitments (admissions and returns) to 
training schools for FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 34 to Stage 35), 
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the number of transfers to forestry camp and releases to 
aftercare for FY 1977 (the respective flowpaths from Stage 
35 to Stages 36 and 39), and the number actively under care 
as of the end of FY 1977 (the flowpath exiting Stage 35). 

Stage 36 represents total commitmentS (admissions, re
turns, and transfers) to Forestry Camps for FY 1977. The 
flowpaths from Stage 36 to Stage 37 show the major complaint 
for which the juvenile was committed. Stage 38 is an inven
tory of forestry camp juvenile processing for FY 1977 and 
shows the numbe~ of juveniles actively under care as of the 
beginning of FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 11 to Stage 38) the 
total commitments (admissions, returns, and transfers) to 
forestry camps for FY 1977, the number of releases to after
care for FY 1977 (flowpach from Stage 38 to Stage 39), and 
the number of juveniles actively undercare as at the end of 
FY 1977 (exiting flowpath from Stage 38). 

Stage 39 represents an inventory of juveniles receiving 
community based aftercare services (i.e., post commitment, 
community based supervision) for FY 19ii. The admissions or 
intake to community aftercare is from training school and 
forestry camp releases (i.e., flowpaths from Stages 35 and'38 
to Stage 39). Stage 39 shows the number of active community 
aftercare cases as of the beginning of FY 1977 (flowpath from 
Stage 10 to Stage 39), the admissions during the year (from 
Stages 35 and 36 to Stage 39), releases from aftercare for the 
FY 1977 (exiting flowpath from Stage 39), and the number of 
active community aftercare cases as of the end of FY 1977 
(exiting flowpath from Stage 39). -- ------- -----------

E. Placement 

Flow Description - The Placement Subcomponent of the Treatment 
Sobsystem is shown in the Figure 1 flow diagram and is repre
sented by Stages 41-44. Stage 41 shows the number of court dis
PQsi.tions where there was a commitment to the Juvenile Services 
Administration for placement or a court ordered placement to 
a group home or purchase of care facility. A portion of these 
commitments actually result in institution commitments (i.e., 
to training schools and forestry camps) and are represented by 
the exit flowpath "other commitment" from Stage 42. The re
ma~n~ng juveniles from Stage 41 proceed to Stage 42 for place
ment in group home or purchase of care facilities. 
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Stage 42 represents placement intake and includes new court 
placements (i.e., from State 42) as well as returns. The 
"returns" flowpath into Stage 42 from Stage 9 represents other 
placements resulting, for example, from court ordered returns 
from other types of treatment, transfers, and returns from 
leave. The flowpaths from Stage 42 to Stage 43 show the num
ber of placements by type (i.e., group home and purchase of 
care). The purchase of care placements are described by the 
level of service provided the juvenile: B-basic, I-intermediate, 
and F-full. 

Stage 44 is an inventory of juvenile placements for FY 1977 
and shows the number of juveniles actively under care in place
ment facilities as of the beginning of FY 1977 (flowpath from 
Stage 10 to Stage 44), the number of admissions to placement 
during FY 1977 (flowpath from Stage 43 to Stage 44), the number 
of juveniles released from placement during FY 1977 (exiting 
flowpath from Stage 44), and the number of juveniles actively 
under care in placement facilities as of the end of FY 1977 
(exiting flowpath from Stage 44). 

F. Supervision 

Flow Description - The Supervision Subcomponent of the Treatment 
Subsystem is shown in the Figure I flow diagram and is repre
sented by Stages 46 and 47. This subcomponent represents the 
processing of juveniles under supervision for FY 1977. Stage 
46 represents the number of court dispositions of juveniles to 
probation and prote~tive supervision (probation for children 
in need of supervision). Stage 47 is an inventory of super-

------v~s~on_processing for F1:~77~and shows the number of juveniles 
actively under supervision (both on probation and protective 
supervision) as of the beginning of FY 1977 (flowpaths from 
Stage 12 to Stage 47), the intake of juveniles during 1977 
(flmvpath from Stage 46 to 47), the number of releases of j uve
niles from supervision during FY 1977 (exiting flowpath from 
Stage 47), and the number of juveniles actively under super
v~s~on (both on probation and protective supervision) as of the 
end of FY 1977. 

III. ACTIVITY FLOWS: INDICATORS OF JUVENILE OFFENDER PJ:<.UCb:SSING -
JURISDICTIONAL COMP.~ISON 

Flow diagrams like those described in the previous section 
of this report have been developed for Baltimore City and the 23 
counties of the State. The flow diagrams for each jurisdiction 
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describing FY 1977 juvenile justice processing are shoWTL in 
Section F. 

These composite descriptions of offense, offender, and client 
processing can be used to develop indicators of the volume and 
manner of juvenile justice processing within the State. 

One way of comparing processing across the jurisdictions is 
to simply to look at the volume of processing at certain points 
(i.e., the stages and flowpaths) of the flow diagram descriptions. 
Listed below are some of the "Activity Flows" which can be derived 
from the flow diagram desc,iptions for each jurisdiction. For 
each of the "activity flows" the stage(s) or. flowpath(s) which 
references the processing volume is listed along ~.,ith the corres
ponding statewide numerical value for the "activity flow". 

Table: 1 which follows this listing shows these same "activity 
flows" for the various jurisdictions (grouped into the twelve Dis
trict Court districts). In addition to the numerical value for 
the "activity flow", this value as a percent of the total State
wide volume for the "activity flow" is shown. The "activity flows" 
for any jurisdiction not specifically shown in Table 1 can be de
termined by using the respective jurisdiction flow diagrams as 
shmm in Section F. 

JUVENILE PROCESSING COMPONENT OF 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM ACTIVITY FLOWS 

(Figure 1 Flow Diagram) 

A. Intake Subsystem Activity Flows 

1. Total Intake to Juvenile Services Administration - Flow 
at Stage 8, i.e., 50,342. 

2. Non-Police Disposed by Juvenile Services Administration -
Flow at Stage 4, 1. e., 12" 398. 

3. Juveniles Detained At Intake - Flow at Stage 13, i.e., 
6,651. 

4. Juveniles Receiving Emergency Shelter Care at Intake -
Flowpath "Shelter Care" from Stage 8 to Stagle 16, Le., 
2,642. 
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B. Informal Subsystem Activity Flows 

1. Juvenile Cases Disapproved/Closed at Intake - Flow at 
Stage 17, i.e., 26,315. 

2. Juvenile Cases Handled Informally at Intake - Flow at 
Stage 19, i.e., 4,789. 

C. Formal Subsystem Activity Flows 

1. Juvenile Cases Handled Formally - Flow at Stage 24, i.e., 
19.662. 

2. Juveniles Awaiting Formal Court Disposition End of Year -
F10wpath "Pending End of Year" (flowpath exiting Stage 23), 
Le., 4,550. 

3. Juveniles Processed Formally and Represented by a Public 
Defender or Panel Attorney - Sum of flowpaths "W/Public 
Defender" and "Panel Attorney" (flowpaths from Stage 25 
to Stage 28), i.e., 10,941. 

4. Juveniles Processed Formally and Receiving an Adjudicated 
Disposition - Flow at Stage 28, i.e., 11,675. 

5. Adjudicated Juveniles Committed to Juvenile Institutions/ 
Placement - Sum of flows at Stage 31 and Stage 40, i.e., 
1,871. 

6. Adjudicated Juveniles Receiving SuperviSion (Probation/ 
t'totecc-ive--Supervisiorf)-;;; Flow--at-Se-ag-e-4-5--,--i~, 6,103. 

7. Adjudicated Juveniles Receiving "Other" Disposition -
Flow at Stage_29, i.e., 3101. 

D. Treatment Subsystem Activity Flows 

1. Total Commitments (Admissions) to Training Schools - Flow 
at Stage 34, i.e., 1,323. 

2. Total Commitments (Admissions) to Forestry Camps - Flow at 
Stage 36, i.e., 253. 

3. Total Admissions to Placement (Group Home/Purchase of 
Care) Facilities - Flow at Stage 43, i.e., 1,273. 
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4. Juveniles Active End of Ye~r in Training Schools - Flow
path "Active End of Year" exiting Stage 35, i. e., 838. 

5. Juveniles Active End of Year in Forestry Camps - Flow
path "Active End of Year" exiting Stage 38, i.e., 174. 

6. Juveniles Active End of Year in Placement Facilities -
Flowpath "Active End of Year" exiting Stage 44, Le., 772. 

7. Juveniles Active End of Year on Supervision (Probation/ 
Protective Supervision) - "Active End of Year" exiting 
Stage 47, ie., 6; 345. 

8. Juveniles Active End of Year on Community Based Aftercare
Flowpath entitled "Active End of Year" exiting Stage 39, 
Le.,933. 

E. Overall Juvenile Justice Component Activity Flows 

1. Total Juveniles Active (Awaiting Formal Disposition, In 
Institutions, On Supervision) As of Beginning of Year -
Flow at Stage 10, i.e., 14,815. 

2. Total Juveniles Active Beginning of Year, Returns, Non
Police Referrals, and Police Arrests for the Year- Flow 
at Stage 1, i.e., 89,676. 

IV. ACTIVITY RATES: L'IDICATORS OF JUVENILE OFFE..'IDER PROCESSING _ 
~J?,ISDICTIONAL COMPARISONS. 

Another way of comparing processing across the jurisdictions 
is to look at the volume of processing at a certain point (i.e., 
stage and/or flowpath) in the flow description and compare that 
to the processing at another point in the flow description for the 
same jurisdiction. These processing comparisons can be thought of 
as "activity rates" and can be represented in the form of a per
centage (percent rf Law Enforcement Arrests to total Juvenile Ser
vices Administration intake, e.g., 61.6%),or a ratio or proportion 
(ratio of Active' Awaiting Formal Adjudication End of Year (FY 77) 
to Total Formally Disposed For the Year, e.g., 2315. 

Using the "activity flow" measures like those described in the 
previous section, a number of "activity rates" have been defined 
for the various components and subsystems of the juvenile justice 
flow descriptions. These "activity l:ates" -are listed below along 
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TAULE 1 

JUVl!:NILE l'HOCESSLNG COHL'ONENT ACTIVITY F\.OWS (FY 1977) 

A _ TAKE SUUS'iSTl!:H ACTIV 1'1''1 I,'LOWS U. IN FOIlHAL SLJIISYSTI!H ACTIVlT'i FL 

l.'l'otal Intake 2.tlon-Police 3.Juvenileu 4.Juvenileu l.JuvenUe ~J",""il" 
'1'0 Juvenile Diupoued Uy Detained Receiving Caueu Caueu 
Servicell Juvenile At Intake Emergency Disupproved! IUlldled Iurur-

Administration Services Shelter Care Closet! Ilt In-- nUIly at Intake 

.JURIS1HCTIONAL Adminiutrution at Intake take 

TN OlJS 

G ItO Ul) INGS 
-- - ---- - ... . . ~ ~-.. -- _ .. - - - -_.- . .--
1. UuitilUore City 18,190 4,902 2,498 712 9,001 1,486 

(36.1%) (39.5%) (37.6%) (26.9%) (34.2%) (31.0%) 
.. --

2. nor., Somer., Wic. 1,353 137 49 11 816 54 
Worcester ( 2.7%) ( 1.IX) ( 0.7%) ( 0.4%) ( 3.IX) ( 1.1+) 

'J:-Ca co. , Ceclr,-- ------ ---
Kent.Q. Anne's, 1,191 32l 150 61 :i1i0 145 
'l'ulllnr ( ~,~~l ( 2.6%) ( 2.3%) ( 2.3%) , 2.2%} (30.0X) ~ 

4. Culvert,Charles, 2,034 216 231 92 1,011 255 
St. l1a~'11 ( 4,0%) ( 1. 7%) ( 3.5%) ( 3.5%) ( 3.9%) ( 5.3%) I ~- -

5. Prince George's 8,793 4,162 1,992 917 4,104 813 
(17.5%) (33.6%) (30.0%) (3 /,.7%) (15.6%) (11 ,0%) 

6. HontgoclI!ry 3,092 368 703 ',01 2,112 31:15 
( 6.1%) ( 3.0%) (10.6%) (15.2%) ( 8.0%) ( 8.0%) 

-'--7. Anne Arundel 
5,233 1:157 414 192 2,399 902 

(10.4%) ( r..q%) ( 6.2%) ( 1.3%) -L2...l&l (IS·Rn 

8. Ilaltlmorl! Co. ~.Ub5 205 227 127 3,303 441 
(10.1%) 

1-
( 1. 7%) ( 3.4%) ( 4.1l%) (12.6%) ( 9.2%) 

9. liurford 1,250 211 19 9 690 58 
( 2.5%) ( 1.1%) ( 1.2%) ( 0.3%) ( 2.6%) ( 1.2%) 

.. - .... --
lO.Carroll, lioward l,7l0 214 11:13 66 1,113 29 

( 3.4%) ( 2.2%) ( 2.8%) ( 2.5%) ( 4.5%) ( 0.6%) 

11. ~'rederick, Wush. 1,745 405 10:! 29 197 
-L1.2l ( 't 3%) { 1 'in ( ] ] ") ( z~g~~ ~ 4 .l%~ 

12 .Allegany, 686 340 :l:j 25 12. 24 
Garrett ( 1.4%) ( 2.1%) ( 0.3%) ( 0.9%) ( 0.3%) 

1 

( 0.5%) 
-

State-wide 50,342 12,39B 6,651 2,642 26,315 4,789 

( ) g :t of C01UUUl Total 
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'fAilLE 1 (Continued) 

JUVENILE PROCESSING COHl'ONENT AC'J'lVI'fY FLOWS (~'Y 1977) 

. (~ lin rill" 1 Sllh"~u~ .. ,,, A,.~hd - ~"I 

i.Juvenile CaBes 2.JlIvenlle!! 3.JlIveniie!! 1,.Juveniles 5.Adjudicated 6. Adj wHca ted 7.Adjudicuted 
IIdndled Awaiting I'rocctlsed I'roctHHlCd Juvenile!! Juveniles Juvenile>l 
~'orUUll1y "ormlll Court 1"OCUUllly & Hep. Formally and Committed to Receiving Super Receiving 

~i!!PD!!itioIlB End by l'ublic Defen Itecelving an Juven1.1e InBti.,. vitlion (Probat/ "Other" Di>l-

JUit ISf) IC'i'lONAL of Year* der or Panel Adjudicated tution!!/l'lace- Protective Su- pOSition 

GHOUPINGS Attorney Disposition ment I'ervi!!ion) 
_._---- - --- . -- .- -.- . .-- - - ---

1. 1l1l1tl111orc City 8,369 1,062 7,395 4,546 1,01.0 3,074 464 
(42.6%) (23.3:t) (67.6%) (39.0%) (54.0:!:) (45.9%) (14.6%) 

2. Dar. ,SoUier. ,Wic. 498 105 224 317 49 195 73 
WorcetJter ( 2.5%) ( 2.3%) ( 2.0ll ( 2.7%) ( 2.6%} ( 2.9%) ( 2.4%) 

b:-curo.,CecfI-,---
92 153 ]]0 66 141 163 l<ellt,Q. AlIlle'!!, 493 

'1'al h.!l.t ( 2.5%) ( 2.0%) ( 1.4%) ( 3.2:!:) ( 3.5%) ( 2.1%) ( 5.3%) 

4. Calvert,Charles, 70S 167 284 524 54 341 129 St. ~larY'B ( 3.6%) ( 3.7%) ( 2.6%) ( 4.5%) ( 2.9%) ( 5.1%) ( 4.2%) 

5. l'rince George'tJ 3,869 486 1,267 l,9U8 202 1,229 557 
(19.7%) (10.7%) (11.6%) (17.0%) (10.8%) (18.3%) (1.11.0%) 

6. 539 4:10 454 64 231 159 MontgolUllry 6110 
( 3.5%) (11.8%) ( 3.9%) ( 3.9%) ( 3.4%) ( 3.4%) ( 5.1%) 

7. Anne Arundel 
1,734 969 371 178 1,194 76 141 

( 8.8%) (21. 3%) ( 1 _ fin (10.2%) ( 4.1 %) ( 5.5%) (24.1%) 
8. Baltimore Co. 1,281 525 428 871 129 1.52 296 

( 6.5%) (U.5%) ( 3.9X) ( 7.5%) ( 6.9%) ( 6.7%) ( 9.5%) 

9. Harford 491 253 116 342 39 212 91 
( 2.5%) ( 5.6%) ( 1.6%) ( 2.9%) ( 2.1%) ( 3.2%) ( 2.9%) 

10.Carroll, Howard 
42 119 89 527 143 190 310 

-U.J.Z) ( 1.1%) ( 1.1%) ( -2:7%) ( 2.2%) ( 2.7%) ( 2.9%) 

H.l"reder !ck. \oIallh. 467 146 134 336 71 III 154 
( 2.4%) ( 3.2%) ( 1. 24) ( 2.!l%) ( 3.~%) ( 1.n} ( 5.0%) 

12.Alleguny, 548 63 82 415 69 167 119 
Ganett ( 2.8%) ( 1.4%) ( 0.7%) ( 3.6%) ( 3.7%) ( 2.5%) ( 5.S%) 

State-wide 19,662 4,550 10,941 11,615 . 1,871 6,703 3,101 

( ) " % of co1uIIUl totnl 

*'lhe number of juvenileB pending formal disposition was estimated baaed on beat available data frolU 
the Administrative Offlce of the CourtB. This activity flow iB only an approximation ba,Jed on the limited datu available. 
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'l'AIlI,~ I (ConUnued) 
JuyrmILE 1'ItOCESSING COHPONEN'I' ACTlVl'l'Y FI.OWS (F'l 1977) 

D. Treatment SubuytltclIl Act1.v1 ty ~'lowu 
1. 'l'ota1 ConuniC 2. Total COUl- 3. Total Ad- 4. Juveniles 5. Juveniles 
ments (AdPlis- UlitUlents (Ad- missions to Active End of Active End of 
lIionll) to Train mitls1ontl) to l'laceUlcnt (Gr- Year in 'l'rain- Year in ~'ores-
iog Sclloo1s ~'orestry CaUlps oup lIoUle/l'ur- ing Schools try CaUlps 

chase of Gare) 
.1lJRISnIC'l'IONAJ. Facilitietl 

OIWUPINGS - -_ .. .- --- - -
I. llult1U1Ore CIty 794 50 472 520 28 

(60.0%) (19.8%) (37. l:t) (62.U) (16.U) 

2. Dor. ,SollU!r •• Wie. 46 3 27 14 3 
Worcetlter (3.5%) (1. 2%) (2:1%) (1. 7%) (1. 7%) 

3-;-Curo. ,eeell, 48 15 53 31 9 
Kellt,Q. Anne's, (3.6%) (5.9%) (4.2%) (3.7%) (5.2%) 

I--Iullillt 
4. Calverc,Charies, 40 14 46 24 1 

St. tlary' II (3.0:'0 (5.5%) (3.6%) (2.9%) (4.0%) 

5. l'rillce George' II 106 55 205 78 :\8 
(8.0~) (21. 7%) (l6.IX) (9.3%) (21. Hr.} 

49 1,7 142 31 28 6. MOil t gOD"" ry 
(3.7%) (18.6%) (11.2%) (3.7%) (16.1%) 

7. Anne Arundel 23 23 102 15 20 
(1.7%) (9.1%) (8.0:n (1.8%) (11.5%) 

8. lIu1tiUlore Co. 80 5 87 49 2 
(6.0%) (2.0%) (6.8%) (5.8%) (l.U) 

9. Harford 32 2 33 16 1 
(2.4::0 (0.8:0 (2.6%) (1.9%) (O.6%) 

-
10.Oarro11, lIoward 16 9 45 . 16 9 

(1. 2%) (3.6%) (3.5%) (1.9%) (5.2%) 

ll.}o'reder!ck, WaHh. 44 16 31 34 19 
(3.3%) (6.3%) (2.4%) (4.1%) (10.9%) 

!2 • Allllgany, 45 14 30 10 10 
Garrett (3.4%) (5.5%) (2.4%) (1. 2%) (5.7%) 

!:itate-w!dll 1,323 253 1,273 838 174 

( ) .. % of ColulUn Total 

1. Juveni.1eu 7. Juvenilell 8. J IIveni11!!l 
Active End of Active End of Active End of 
Year in l'lace- Year on Super- Year on CoulIllun-
Plent Fuci1itletl Vi!lion (Pre- tty !lased AiLer 

bation/l'rotec- cure 
tive Super.} 

- -_., .- -
245 1,977 506 

(31. ~%) (31.2%) (54.2%) 

22 155 11 
(2.6%) (2.4%) (l.2%~ 

41 202 49 
(5.3%) (3.21.) (5.3%) 

29 258 63 i 
(3.8r.) -to;q (6.8%) --

126 1,475 139 
(16.3%) (23.2%) (14.9%) 

85 619 37 
(ll.O:n (9.81.) (4,Qr.) 

66 611 5 
(8.5%) (9.67.) (0.51.) 

65 286 54 
(8.4%) (4.5%) (5.8%) 

23 220 22 
(3.0%) (3.5%) (2.4%) 

29 220 11 
(3.8%) (3.5%) (1. 2%) 

20 188 27 
(2.6%) (3.0%) (2.9%) 

21 134 9 
(2.7%) (2.1%) (1.0%) 

772 6,345 933 



TABU, I (Conti nlted) 
JUVIlNIJ.I~ PROCESSING CONI'ONEN'l' AC'i'lVITY FLOWS (l-'Y 1977) -

E Overall Juvenile .hwt:lce CnmllOl lent Activitv.Flows 
I. Totlll Jllven- 2. '::~tal Jllven-
Ilell Active (A- 1lt!1l Active Bl!g. 
waiting Forllllli of Year, RI!til cns , 
DJ.sposition In Non-police Ite-

JUR ISIl rG'l'WNAI, Inst1tution, on ferrala & Police 
CItOUPlNGS SlIpervis:l.on) Arrelltll for the 

- -.. - .. - JI!lIl~ .. of Yellf - Year.. _ 

1. lIa1LllllOre Clly 5,152 31,689 
(34.8%) (35.3%) 

2. Dor.,Sou~r.,Wlc. 366 2,173 
I~o l-cell ter (2.5%) (2.4%) 

3:-CUi-o.-;Cecll , 491 2,415 
Kellt,Q. Allnulll, (3.3%) (2.7%) 
'I'ul b!lt 

4. Calvert ,Chadea, 565 2,677 
St. Hary's (3.8%) (3.0%) 

5. L'rJllce Georgl!'tI 2,541 18,5/t2 
(17.2%) (20.7%) 

O. l1olltgoUlUry 1,635 8,065 
(1Ul%) (9.0%) 

7. Anne Arundel 1,420 6,751 
(9.6%) (7.5%) 

-
II. Bult:1nlOre Co. 1,066 B,738 

(7.2%) (9.7%) 

9. Jladord 517 2,333 
(3.5%) (2.6%) 

IO.CanoH, Jloward 402 2,509 
(2.7%) (2.8%) 

11. Freder 1ck, l~aj;h. 465 2,476 
(3.1%) (2.8i.) 

12 .Allegany, 195 1,308 
Carrett (1.3%) (1. 5%) 

Statu-wide 14,815 89,676 

() % of Colunul Totlll 
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with a brief explanation of their meaning, how they we-re calcu
lated using the flow diagram descriptions, and the resulting 
State-wide calculated numerical value as derived from Figure. L 

Table: 2, which follows this listing, shows the~'2 same _ 
"activity rates" for the various jurisdictions (grouped into the 
12 District Court districts). The "activity rates" for any juris
diction not specifically shown in Table 2 can be determined by us
ing the respective jurisdiction flow diagrams as shown in 
Section F. 

Some caution should be taken in comparing the activity rates 
of the various jurisdictions. Variation in some rates between the 
jurisdictions may be tne result of factors that are not fully ex
plained by the flow description (e.g., the severity of the crimes 
against the offender, prior criminal history of the offender popu
lation, socia-economic characteristics of the offender population). 
In addition, the processing rates may be influenced by the fact 
that the quality of data and data reporting may not always be 
uniform across the jurisdictions. 

JUVENILE PROCESSING COMPONENT OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
ACTIVITY RATES (Figure 1 Flow Diagram) 

A. Intake Subsystem Activity Rates 

1. Percent of Law Enforcement Arrests of Juveniles Referred 
to Juvenile Services Intake - Indicator of the portion of 
juveniles which are referred to Juvenile Services intake 
for procRssing. • 

a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Police to Juvenile 
Services Intake" (flowpath from Stage 7 to Stage 8) 
divided by total flow of Stage 7 (juvenile police 
arrests) • 

b. Calculated Value - 37,460 = 61,6% 
60,826 

2 . Non-Police Referrals as a Percet".t of Total Intake .- Indi
cator of the portion of Juvenile Services intake which is 
non-police initiated. 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 4 ("Non-Police Disposed 
by Juvenile Services Administration") divided by flow 
at stage 8 ("Juvenile Services Administration Intake"). 
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b. Calculated Value - 12,398 = 2/ 6% 
50,342 <+ • 0 

3. Percent of Juvenile Services Intake Detained - Indicator 
of portion of Juvenile Service intake detained either in 
juvenile detention or training schools facilities. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flow of Stage 13 ("Detained") divided 
by flow at Stage 8 ("Juvenile Services Administration 
Intake"), 

Calculated Value - 6,651 a 

50,342 = 13.2% 

4. Ratio of Active Detention Population End of Year (FY 77) 
to Juveniles Detained During the Year - Indicator of rela
tive ratio of active detentioners to new detentions; 
also an indicator of approximate length of expected stay 
in custody (in fraction of a year) for juveniles detained. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Active Detention End 
of Year" (flowpath exiting Stage 14) divided by the 
flow at Stage 13 ("Detained"). 

b. Calculated Value - 270 = .041 
6,651 

5. Percent of Juvenile Services Intake Placed in Shelter Care 
Indicator of portion of Juvenile Services intake placed in 
emergency shelter care facilities prior to adjudication or 
disposition (flowpath from Stage 8 to Stage 16) divided by 
total flow at Stage 8. 
a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Shelter Care" (flowpath 

trom ~tage ~ to Stage 16) divided by total flow at Stage 8, 

b. Calculated Value ~ 2,642 = 5 ?% 
50,342 ·~o 

B. Informal S.ubsystern Activity Rate.s 

1. Percent of Total Intake Disapproved or Closed - Indicator 
of portion of Juvenile Services tntake where the complaint 
against the juvenile is disapproved or closed at intake and 
no further action is taken. 
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a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flow at Stage 18 (Disapproved/Closed at 
Intake") divided by the flow at Stage 16 ("JSA Intake 
Screening"). 

Calculated Value - 26,315 
50,342 = 52.3% 

2. Percent of Disapproved/Closed Cases Police Referrals -
Indicator of portion of juvenile cases disapproved or 
closed at intake where the referral source was the police 
as opposed to a non-police source of referral. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Police" (flowpath 
from Stage 17 to Stage 18) divided by flow at Stage 
17 ("Disapproved/Closed at Intake.") 

b. Calculated Value - 20,275 
= 77.0% 26,315 

3. Percent of Disapproved/Closed Cases Delinguent - Indica
tor of portion of juvenile cases disapproved or closed at 
intake where the major complaint against the juvenile was 
a delinquent act (i.e., robbery, all assaults, burglary, 
all larceny, all UCR Part II offenses). 

a. Calculation - Delinquent flowpaths exiting Stage 18 
divided by che total flow at Stage 18 (total disap
proved/closed). 

b. Calculated Value - 22,690 
26,315 = 86.2% 

4. I Percent of Disapproved/Closed Cases CINS - Indicator of 
portion of juvenile cases disapproved or closed at intake 
where the major complaint against the juvenile was a CINS 
(child in need of supervision, e.g., truant, runaway, 
ungovernable) act. 

a. Calculation - "CINS" f10wpath exiting Stage 18 divided 
by the total flow at Stage 18 (total disapproved/ 
closed) • 

. b. CalcUlated Value - 3,513 
26,315 = 13.3% 

.5. Percent of Total Intake Informally Processed - Indicator 
of portion of Juvenile Services intake where the complaint 
against the juvenile is informally processed without court 
interaction. 
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a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 19 C'Informal Manner of 
Handling") divided by flow at Stage 16 ("JSA Intake 
Screening"). 

b. Calculated Value - 4,789 
50,342 = 9.5% 

6. Percent of Informal Cases Police Referrals - Indicator of 
portion of juvenile cases informally handled at intake where 
the referral source was the police as opposed to a non
police source of referral. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Police" (flowpath from 
Stage 19 to Stage 20) divided by flow at Stage 19 (In
formal Manner of Handling"). 

b. Calculated Value - 3,547 
4,789 = 74.1% 

7. Percent of Informal Cases Delinquent - Indicator of portion 
of juvenile cases processed informally where the major com
plaint against the juvenile was a delinquent act (i.e., 
robbery, all assaults, burglary, all larceny, all UCR Part 
II Offenses). 

a. Calculation - Delinquent flowpaths (from Stage 20 to 
Stage 21) divided by the total flow at Stage 20 (total 
informal) • 

b. Calculated Value - 3,949 = 8 2.5% 
4,789 

8. Percent of Informal Cases CINS - Indicator of portion of 
juvenile cases processed informally where the major com
plaint against the juvenile was a CINS (child in need of 
supervision, e.g., truant, runaway, ungovernable) act. 

a. Calculation - "CINS" flowpath from Stage 20 to Stage 
21 divided by the total flow at Stage 2'0 (total infor
mal). 

b. Calculated Value -
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C. Formal Subsystem Activity Rates 

1. Ratio of Active Awaiting Formal Adjudication End of Year 
(FY 77) to Total Formally Disposed for the Year - Indica
tor of relative proportion of juveniles awaiting court 
action; also an estimation of the portion of a year that 
would be required to dispose of these juveniles based on 
the number of juveniles disposed formally during the year. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Pending End of Year" 
(exiting flowpath from Stage 23) dividing by the flow 
at Stage 24 (formally disposed). 

Calculated Value - 4,550 
19,662 = .231 

2. Percent of Total Intake Processed Formally - Indicator of 
portion of Juvenile Services intake where the complaint 
against the juvenile is referred for formal court'process
ing. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flowpaths entitled "Formal Intake" 
(flowpath from Stage 16 to Stage 23) divided by the 
total flow at Stage 23 ("JSA Intake Screening"). 

Calculated Value - 19,238 = 38 2% 
50,342 • 0 

3. Percent of Formal Cases Police Referrals - Indicator of 
portion of juvenile cases formally disposed where the re
ferral source was the police as opposed to a non-police 
source of referral. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Police" (flowpath from 
Stage 23 to Stage 24) divided by flow at Stage 24 
(formally disposed). 

Calculated Value - 14,546 
19,662 = 74. O~~ 

4. Percent of Formal Cases Delinguent - Indicator of portion 
of juvenile cases processed formally where the major com
plaint against the juvenile was a delinquent act (i.e., 
robbery, all assaults, burglary, all larceny, a.ll UCR Part 
II offenses). 
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a. 

b. 

Calculation - Delinquent flowpaths (from Stage 24 to 
Stage 25) divided by the total flow at Stage 24 (for
mally disposed). 

Calculated Value - 16,315 
~'-':-::-~ = 83.0% 19,662 

5. Percent of Formal Cases CINS - Indicator of portion of juve
nile cases processed formally where the major complaint 
against the juvenile was a CINS (Child in Need of Supervis
ion - e.g., truant, runaway, ungovernable) act. 

a. Calculation - "CINS" flowpath from Stage 24 to Stage 
25 divided by the total flow at Stage 24 (formally 
disposed) • 

b. Calculated Value - 1,149 
= 5.8% 19,662 

6. Public/Panel Attorn.e¥ Representation as a Percent of Pro
cessed Formall¥ - Indicator of portion of 25 juveniles 
formally disposed represented by the Office of the Public 
Defender (includes staff and panel attorneys). 

a. Calculation - Sum of "w/Public Defender" and "Panel 
Attorney" flowpaths (from Stage 25 to Stage 26) divided 
by total formally disposed (flow at Stage 25). 

b. Calculated Value - 10,941 
19,662 = 55.6% 

7. Percent of Juvenile Court Cases ~~ere Jurisdiction is 
Waived - Indicator of portion of juvenile court cases 
where the juvenile court's jurisdiction over the com
plaint(s) against the juvenile are waived in favor of 
adult processin~. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath exiting Stage 26 entitled 
"Jurisdiction Waived" divided by the total flow at 
Stage 26 ("Juvenile Court Action"). 

b. Calculated Value - 425 2 2% 
19,523 = • 0 

8. Percent of Juvenile Court Cases Adjudicated - Indicator 
of portion of juvenile court cases where the complainc(s) 
against the juvenile are sustained and an adjudicated 
disposition follows. 
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a. Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Adjudicated" (flow
path from Stage 26 to Stage 27) divided by total flow 
at Stage 26 ("Juvenile Court Action"). 

b. Calculated Value - 11,675 
19,523 59.8% 

9. Percent Adjudicated Hhere Court Sentence is to Trainin~ 
School/Forestry Camp - Indicator of portion of adjudicated 
juveniles committed to a training school or forestry camp 
(does not: include juveniles committed to juvenile services 
for placement and subsequently commited to training schools/' 
forestry camps as well as other admissions to training 
schools, forestry camps, e.g., returns from leave, commit
ment after hearing). 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 31 ("Commitment Training 
School/Forestry Camp ") divided by flow at Stage 28 
("Adjudicated Disposition"). 

b. Calculated Value - 802 6 9% 
11,675 = •• 

10. Percent Adjudicated Where Court Sentence is Commitment to 
JSA/Placement - Indicator of portion of adjudicated juveniles 
committed to Juvenile Services for placement (includes some 
juveniles subsequently committed to training schools/fores
try camps) as well as juveniles committed to group home and 
purchase of care placements (does not include admissions to 
placement facilities resulting from returns, e.g., returns 
from leave, placement after rehearing). 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 40 ("Commitment to JSA/Group 
Home or Purchase of Care") divided by the flmv at Stage 
28 ("Adjudica~ed Disposition"). 

b. Calculated Value - 1,069 = 9 2% . 
11,675 •• 

11. Percent Adjudicated Where Court Sentence is Supervision -
Indicator of portion of adjudicated juveniles placed on 
probation or protective supervision (probation for CINS). 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 45 ("Protective Supervision/ 
Probation") divided by the flow at Stage 28 ("Adjudicated 
Disposition") . 
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b. Calculated Value - 6,703 
11,675 = 57.4% 

12. Percent Adjudicated Where Court Sentence is "All Other 
Dispositions" - Indicator of portion of adjudicated juve
niles receiving other dispositions, e.g., restitution/fine, 
custody awarded, referral other agency, suspended sentence. 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 29 ("All Other Dispositions") 
divided by the flow at Stage 28 ("Adjudicated Disposi
tion"). 

b. Calculated Value - 3,101 
11,675 = 26.6% 

D. Treatment Subsystem Activity Rates 

1. Ratio of Active Training School Population End of Year €FY 
77) to Total Commitments to Training Schools During The 
Year - Indicator of relative ratio of active training 
school commitments to total commitments; also an indica
tor of approximate length of expected stay (in years) for 
juveniles admitted to training schools. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath "Active End of Year" (flowpath 
exiting Stage 35) divided by the flowpath "Commitment 
to Training School" (flowpath from Stage 34 to Stage 
35). 

b. Calculated Value - 838 = .633 
1,323 

2. Ratio of Active Forestry Camp Population End of Year (FY 77) 
to Total Admissions to Forestry Camp for the Year - Indi
cator of relative ratio of active forestry camp admissions; 
also an indicator of approximate length of expected stay 
(in years) for juveniles admitted ·to forestry camps, 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flowpath "Active End of Year" (flowpath 
exiting Stage 38) divided by the flowpath "Forestry 
Camp Admissions"· (flowpath from Stage 37 to Stage 38). 

Calculated Value - 174 
253 = .688 
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3. Ratio of Active Aftercare Inventory End of Year (FY77) 
to Total Aftercare Admissions for the Year - Indicator 
of relative ratio of active community aftercare cases 
under supervision to total community aftercare admissions; 
alSQ an indicator of approximate length of expected after
care stay (in years) for juveniles placed on community 
aftercare. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath "Active End of Year" (flow
path exiting Stage 39) divided by the aftercare ad
mission flow into Stage 39 (flowpaths from Stage 35 
and 38 to Stage 39 respectively.) 

Calculated Value -~ = .682 
1,369 

b. 

4. Ratio of Active Placements End of Year (FY77) to Total 
Placement Admissions for the Year - Indicator of relative 
ratio of the active placement facility population to total 
admissions to placement facilities; also an indicator of 
approximate length of expected placement stay (in years) 
for juveniles admitted to placement (group home, purchase 
of care) facilities. 

a. Calculation - Flowpath "Active End of Year" (flowpath 
exiting Stage 44) divided by the flowpath entitled 
IIAdmissions to Placement" (flowpath from Stage 43 to 
Stage 44). 

b. Calculated Value 772 
1,273 = .606 

5. Ratio of Active Supervision End of Yea;,· (FY77) to Total 
~ervision Intake for the Year - Indicator of relative 
ratio of active juveniles on probation/protective supervi
sion to total intake to probation/protective supervision; 
arso an indicator of approximate length of expected stay on 
supervision (in years) for juveniles placed on supervision. 

a. Calculation - Flowpaths "Active End of Year" (flowpaths 
exiting Stage 47) divided by the flowpath entitled 
"Protective Supervision/Probation Intake" (from Stage 
46 to Stage 47). 

b. Calculated Value - 6,345 
6,703 = .947 
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E. Overall Juvenile Justice System Activity Rates 

1. Formal~dj~dicated Juveniles as a Percent of Total 
Juveniles Disposed by JS~ - Indicator of portion of juveniles 
formally adjudicated as a percent of total juveniles dis
posed (i.e., formal, informal, an~disapproved/closed at 
intake) by the-Juvenile Services Administration. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flow at Stage 28 ("Adjudicated Dis
position") by the sum of the flows at Stage 18 (dis
approved/closed at intake), Stage 20 (informal dis
posed) and Stage 24 (formally disposed). 

Calculated Value - Il,6iS a 

SO,i66 = 23.0% 

2. Formally Adjudicated Juveniles as a Percent of Total Juve
nile Arrests and Referrals - Ind.icator of portion of juve
niles formally adjudicated as a percent of total juvenile 
arrests by law enforcement agencies and non-police refer
rals to the Juvenile Services Administration. 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 28 ("Adjudicated Disposi
tion") divided by the sum of the flows at Stage 2 
(IrSource of Referral Non-Police Disposed by JSA"), 
the flowpath from Stage 1 to Stage 8 ("Other Police 
Referrals for the Year"), and Stage 5 ("Juvenile 
Police Arrests by Arresting Agency"). 

b. Calculated Value - 11,6iS 
i3,i08 = 15.8% 

3. Proportion of Juveniles Active as of Beginning of Year to 
Total Juvenile Justice System Processing - Indicator of 
relative portion of juvenile clients processed who are ac
tive in the system; also an indicator of what portion of 
juveniles are actively awaiting processing or being pro
cessed (one might interpret a higher proportion as an in
dicator of the severity of juvenile processing or severity 
with which juveniles are being processed). 

a. Calculation - Flow at Stage 10 ("Juveniles Active as 
of the Beginning of the Year") divided by flow at 
Stage 1 ("Juvenile Justice System"). 

b. Calculated Value - 14,815 = 165 
89,6i6 . 
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4. Proportion of Active Pending Formal Disposition to Total 
Juveniles Active as of Beginning of Year - Indicator of 
portion of active juvenile population represented by juve
niles awaiting formal court processing; also an indicator 
of relative proportion of active population which is 
awaiting formal disposition versus actively receiving 
care or treatment. 

a. 

b. 

Calculation - Flowpath entitled "Active Formal" (flow
path from Stage 10 to Stage 23) divided by the flow at 
Stage 10 ("Juveniles Active as of Beginning of the 
Year"). 

Calculated Value - 4,974 
14,315 = .336 

5. Proportion of Active in Institution/Placement to Total 
Juveniles (Less Pending Disposition) as of the Beginning 
of Year - Indicator of portion of active juvenile popula
tion (less juveniles pending formal court disposition) 
represented by juveniles active in state training schools, 
forestry camps, placement facilities, ~nd detention faci
lities. 

a. Calculation - Sum of the ElmV' at Stage 11 ("Active 
Training School/Forestry Camp"), the flowpath "Active 
Placement" (flowpath from Stage 10 to Stage 44), and 
the flowpath "Active Detention" (flowpath from Stage 
10 to Stage 14) divided by the flow at Stage 10 
("Juveniles Active as of Beginning of the Year"), 
less the flowpath "Active Formal (flowpath from Sta8e 
10 to Stage 23). 

b. Calculated Value - 1,908 = .1941 

9,841 

6. Proportion of Active under Supervision/Aftercare to Total 
Juveniles Active (Less Pending Disposition) as of the Beginning 
of Year - Indication of proportion of active juvenile popu
lation (less j~veniles pending formal court disposition) 
represented by offenders actively on supervision (formal 
and informal) and on community aftercare. 

a. Calculation - Sum of flowpath "Informal" (flowpath 
from Stage 10 to Stage 22), the flowpath "Active After
care" (flowpath from Stage 10 to Stage 39), and the 

lExcluding those actively detained, the activity rate would be 
1612/9841 = .164 
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flow at Stage 12 ("Active Protective Supervision/ 
Probation") divided by the flmv at Stage 10 ("Juve
niles Active as of the Beginning of the Year"), less 
the flowpath "Active Formal" (flowpath from Stage 10 
to Stage 23). 

b. Calculated Value - i,933 - 806 
9,841 - . 
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'l'AllLE 2 

JUV~NII.E PROCI::SSING COMPONENT ACnV lTY RA'fES (FY 1977) 

A IlIill!: llIlIHl)/fll'''" Ai' .... " , tv \I: -"" 
L. Percent of 2. Non-Police 3. Percent of ,. Hatio of Act-
Law I::uforcement lteferra1a lIti Juvenile Ser- ivee lletention 
Arretlts of Ju- s Percent of vices Intake l'ul'IIlat10n End 

veni1es Referred Total-Intake Detained of YeaE" (F'Y77) 
JURISIHC'l'IONAL 1'0 Juvenile Ser- 1'0 Juveniles De-

GllOUl'lNGS vlcetl Intake* talned During 

-- - - _ ·_.4 ____ -- the-Yem: 

1. llalt:illlore Cll:y 13288 4902 26.9% 24911 
13.7% 

4f1 
21121 '" 62.9% 18190 .. 18190 ~ :!498 '" .019 

-
2. Dor. ,Sumer • ,Wic. 1216 

'" 74.1% --.ll1. ... 10.1% ---.!!2. '" 3.6% 6 ... .122 
Worceuter 1641 1353 1353·· ~ 

:r.-caro.-;-Ccc:rr,--
-E!. ... 27.0% Kent,Q. AlIlle'tI, 1117 ... 54.5% 150 '" 12.6% 111 ... .120 

'l'aJ bot 11098 1191 1191 150i 
4. Calvert ,Charles. 

St. Hury's 1789 a 98.4% ~ .. 10.6% 231 24 .. .104 
1818 2034 2034 .. 11.4% 231 

5. l'rince George's 4631 4162 47.3% 1992 .. 22.7% 80 ••• 040 
.1682 '" 39.6% 8793 ~ 8793 1992 

6. Hun tgoult! ry ~?2t, a 46.1% ~ ... 11.9% 703 ... 22.7% 1 .... 001 
5905 3092 3092 703 

7. Anne Arunder-
3974 .. 99.1% 

857 16.4% 41/r ., 7.9% 21 
'" .051. 

4011 5233 ... 5233 414 
8. llattimore Co. 4tl60 

a 65.S! ., 205 227 4.5% .-li 
7424 5065 .. 4.0% --'" '" .066 

5065 227 
.' 

9. lIarford 1039 .. 65.9% 2it .. 16.9% 79 6.3% 20 
'" .253 

1577 ,,' 1250 1250 '" 79 
~ 

10.Carroll, Howard 1436 274 16 m: Itl3 17 
1804 

.. 79.6% 1710" • 1710 '" lO.n: 183 
... .093 

J.1.Frederlck, Watlh. 1340 '" 84.4% 405 .. 23.2% 102 5.8% -..lL .. .186 
1588 1745 1745 .. 102 

12. Allegany, :l4b 3/.0 23 
3.4% 

__ 1 
~ 45.7% 686 - 49.6% 686 .. .. .043 

Gllrrl!tt 757 23 

Stlltl!-wide C[l460 12391:1 24.6% 6651 270 
.041 ~0826 ." 61,.6% 50342 .. 50342 .. 13.2% 6651 

.. 

S. Percent: of 
Juvenile Ser-
vices Intake 
P1actld in 
Sheller Care 

-
712 ... 3.9% 18190 

__ I_I ... 0.8% 
1353 

61 .. 5.1% 
1191 

'"-

92 '" 4.5% -w:rz; 

917 "10.4% 
8793 

401 "'13.0% 
3092 

192 
'" 3.7% 

5233 

127 
506S .. 2.5% 

__ 9 
1250 ... 0.7% 

~ 
1710 .. 3.9% 

29 .. Ln. 
1745 

25 .. 3.6% 
686 

2642 .. 5.2% 50342 

_ * l·he nUJlweJ; of police ftcrefitfi of juveniles referred to Juvenile Sel"vicell illt:ake was eetiPiated. 
'fhis activity ral!!, Lhex-efore, if! ol\ly an apl'J;oxilllUtiQn balled on the lilqited data cun't!Ilt:ly available. 



TAli!..!!: 2 (Cont:lnui!d) 
JUV!!:NU,E PIlOCE~SING cmU'ONENT ACnV1TY llA'l'lU'l (FY 1.977) 

n. 111forlllu1 Sllh~tI!1II AcUvJry J!lIteti 
1. Percent: of 2. P.:.rcent of 3. Percent of 4. Percent of 5. Percent of 
'l'otlll Intuke Oltwpproved/ llJ.uUp!ll"OVed/ IHuupproved/ Total Intake 
OluuPl'roved or Closcd Caseu Clol:luu Cutleu Cloued Calit!ll Informal ly 

Closed Pulice l\eft!rral 
JURI::iOIC'flONAL 

Delin,/Ilcnt CUIS Procetlsed 

GIlOllPlllGS 

- - --_ .. -.- -•.. -
1. Uul tiulure City 9007 6222 '" 69.1" 7%1l '" 88.5% lOtH = 11.3% 1486 '" 6.2% 18190 Go 49.5% 9007 9007 9007 18190 -
2. Dor. ,SoUier •• Wic. 816 '" 60.3% 775 '" 95.0' 669 '" 1l2.0% 147 '" 111.0% --2i u 4.0% 

WorCetlteL' 1353 816 -816 .. 816 1353 
-J:l!uro •• Cec~I-,--

5110 '" 411.7% 445 526 54 145 1'> 2% Kellt,Q. Anlle'll, .. 90.7% .. 9.3% 
1191 580 '" 76.7" 560 580 1191 '" ~. 

~i111J!'t 
4. Calvert.Churleli. 1017 ., 50.0% 930 753 ...12l ., 25.2% 255 

St. Hary'u 2034 1017 '" 91.4" 1017 ., 74.0% 1017 2034 "'12.5% 

5. Pduce George' Ii 4]04 
46.7% 

20lQ '" 49 .O~ 3400 '" 1l2.8% 694 
A 16.9% 813 .. 9.2% 

8793 .. /d04 4104 4104 8793 

6. Montgolllery 2112 '" 68 3% 1928 ~ 91.3~ 16117 '" 80.0% '125 '" 20.1% 3115 =12.5% 
3092 • 2112 2112 2112 3092 

1. Anne Arundel 
2399 n 45 8% 2180 2195 204 9H2 

2399 
-=90.9% 

2399 
" 91.5% 

2399 '" 8.5% 52)3 =17 .2% 5233 • 

6. BaltiulOl"e Co. 
3303 '" 65 2% 3259 ;98.7% 28110 361 '" 10.9% 441 '" 8.7% 5065 • 3303 3:i03 '" 1l7.2% 

3303 5065 

9. liar ford 690 613 ~8H.8% 611 '"' IlB.6% -1!i '" 11.4% ..-2!!. '" 4 .6% 1250 ; 55.2% 690 690 690 1250 

10.Carroll, lIoward 1173 1033 "'Illl.l% 1062 ' .. 90.5% lto .. ,. 9,11% -12. ., 1. 7% 1710 .. 66.6% 1173 1173 1173 1710 . 
. -

11.1lrl!der1cll, Watlh, 1042 A 59 7% 842 ;:60.B% 8111 "' 84.5% 150 '" 14 .4% 1~~; ;:11.3% 1745 • 1042 1042 1042 

12.A11egany, 
21.. .. 10 5% 3B .. 52.8% 2!!. .. 80.6% 14 .. 19.4% 24 

Garrett fillg • 72 72 72 686 ; 3.5% 

26315 20275 
~77 .0% 2269() .. 86.2% 3513 .. 13.3% 4789 State-wide 50342 .. 52.3% 26315 26315 26315 50342 .. 9.5% 

6. Perccllt of 7. Percellt of H. Percent of 
Infonllal CUUCti Informal Clweu lnforllIli1 Ca::Jeti 

Police l\eferrult DclJlHluent ClMS 

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

822 1024 '.62 ~ 31.l% 
14H6 '" 55.3% 1486 '" 6H.'J% I1.116 

51 '" 'J'1.4% 53 '" 98.l% 1 
'" 1.'J% 54 54 54 

119 ] 24 17 .. 82.1% m 85.5% '" 11.71. 145 145 145 

2B 162 ., 63.5% 90 
255 .. 67.5% 

255 255 '" 35.3% 

459 '" 56.5% 731 = 89.9:1: 82 
~ 10.1% 

613 a13 613 

374 .. 97.1% 361 .. 93.8% 23 
~ 6.0% 385 365 385 

661 865 37 '" 95.5% 
902 

., 95.9% 
902 

; 4.1% 
902 

419 '" 95.0% 361 76 
441 ill .. 81.9% 441 

.. 17.2% 

54 .. 93.1% 55 .. 94.8% J .. 5.2% 58 Sa 58 

24 .. 82.11% 26 .. 119.7% 3 
'" 10.3% 29 29 z..f 

132 '" 67.0% 113 .. BIl.!!% 22 = 11.27-191 197 197 

9 '" 37.5% .J1. .. 50.0% 12 = 50.0% 24 24 '24 
3547 .. 74.1% 3949 '" 8.2.5% 828. '" 17.n 4789 4789 '1789 

-" 



'l'AllLH 2 (Continued) 

JUVENILE l'ROCESSING COMl'()NIiliT ACTlVI.:1''i RATES (~''i 1977) 

C. ),'orlllIll Subsystem Activity Riitea -
1. Ratio Act.ive 2. Percent of 3. Percent of 4. Percent of: 5. Percent of 6.l'ubUc/l'unel 7. Percent of 8.l'el"l~ent of 

I\wuiting ),'ornUll Total Intake Fot"IIUll CUGes 110rlIIal CaBes Formal CaseB Attorney JuvenIle Court Juvenile Court 
r\djud1cation Und ProcetlBed l'oI1el! Ueferrah DeU.nquent CINS Itel'resenta tlon Catletl Where Jur- Cuses 
flf Year '1'0 Total .'ormally as a Percent of lsdlction Is Adjudicated 
,'ormal1y Dltll'os- Processed ~aived 

JUilISIHCl'IONAL 'od for the Year* Formally 
GROUPINGS .. -_ . -- - - - .. - ---1. llultlUIOre City 1062 

.127 7697 • 6916 7647 .. 91.4% 279 7395 .. SS 4% 231 
'" 2.8% 

45 /,8 
"'5 /,.5% 11369 .. 18190 '" 42.3% 8369 .. 82.6% ()369 8369 .. 3.3% 8369 • 8338 8338 

-
2. Ilor. ,SoUier. ,Wic. -ill .. .211 ~ '" 35.7% :~~ "81.3% ~~~ .. 82.9% ~ .. 2.4% 224 .. 45 0% 70 "'14.1% 317 ;63.8% 

Worcl!tlter 498 1353 498 /,98 • /,97 497 
IJ:l!it ro. ,cecIl , 92 466 . JJ3 358 •• 72.6% .-!2. .. 3 9% 153 '" 31 0% 2L. 6.2% :170 =76.1% Keut,Q. Anne'tI, 493 - .187 1191 - 39.1% 493 "'67.5% 493 493 • 493 ' • 486 486 'I'ulhnt 
4. Calvl!rt,Charletl, 167 762 608 587, .. 83 3% 40 211/, • 13 524 

=77.1% St. Hary'll 705 '" .237 2034 .. 37.5% 705 .. 86.2% 70':' • 705 '" 5.7% 705 .. 1,0.3% 680 '" 1.9% 680 

5. Prince Gt:orge's 4116 3H76 '" 44 1% 2155 31U .. 80 7% 2H3 1267 .. 32 7% 12 .. 0.3% Hilt! =51.1,% 
3869 '" .126 8793 • 3869 "55.7% 3869 • 3869 .. 7.3% 3H69 • 3369 3B69 

6. t\ontgoDlery 539 
.793 

595 507 . 4 1.\58 .. 67 4% 70 1,30 .. 63.2% 2 
'" 0.3% 454 =6H.6% 

6BO '" 3092 .. 19.2% 680 ." .6% 680 • 680 =10.3% 630 662 ill 
7. Anne Arundel 

969 g 1932 .. 36 9% 1137 "'65 6% 230 178 2 1194 .559 1196 Q 69 0% 10.3% .. 0.1% "'69.9% 
1734 5233 • 1734 '. 1734 • 1734 =13.3% 1734 '" 1707 1707 

6. HaltilllOre Co. 525 1.321 26 1% 1142 "'69 1% 1067 .. !!3 3% ...§.Q .. 11,7% .1 28 .. 33 4% 2.1 1.6% !!77 =66. n. 
1281 '" .410 1276 

.. 
1276 5065" • 128.1 • :1281 • 1281 128.1 • 

9. Harford 253 502 361 365 ~ "'106% 176 '" 35 H% 2 
0.4% 

342 "'70.2% 491 .. .515 1250 ~ 40.2% 491 "'73.5% 491 .. 74.3% 491 • 491 • 467 
.. 

467 

10.Carroll, Howard 141 SU8 398 418 31 190 36 1% 5 .. 1.0~ 310 =50.9% 527 .. • 271 1710 .. 29.7% 527.::75 •5% 527 ,'" ·79.3% 527 .. 5.9% 527" • 526 526 

1J..l1rederick, Wash. ,. 1-46 506 327 374 2{) 134 '" 2H.7% 28 336 .. 72.9% 
467 .. .313 17!'.5 c; 29.0% 467 .. 70,0% 467 ~ 80.1% 1,67 .. 4.3% .. 6.1% 467.' . 461 461 .. 

311 82 12 • Allegany, 63 . 590 ' 257 '" 41' 9% 53 9 l.n: 415 
548 .. • 115 686 co 86.0% 548 ). 548 - 56.!!:!: 548 '" 9.7% 548 .. 15.0% 534 

.. 
534 ::'77.7% Garrett 

4550 19231i . 
14546 illH - 63.0% 111,9 r: 8% 10941 .. 55 6% 425 11675 .231 ~0342 .. 38.2% 74.0% .. 2.2% -59.H% State-wide 19662 .. 19b62' '" 19'bbr '" :I. 19662 • 19523 19523 

,\. 

1<~1.)11! Juvenile Court inventory of backlogged cases was etltimated bafled on 
best available data frow the Administrative Offie" of the Courts. This activity rate, therefore, i9 only an estimate given the 
quality of data currently aveUab1". 



'rAIlLI!: 2 (Continued) 
JUVBNILI~ l'ttOCESSING COMPONENT ACTIVITY HA1'I!:S (FY 1977) 

t:. HlitHAL SUIISYS'l'I!:H AC'l'IVITY RATES (ContinlleJ) 
19. l'ercent AdjU- JU. Percent AJ- 11. Pel'cent AJ- 12. Percent AcI-
,Iicnted Wltere j udicuted WI\l~re judicatcd \-litera juJicated Whc're 
[court Sentence Court Sentence CQurt Sentence Court Sentence 
[I> To Training Is COllw,itnlent Is SuperVision Is "All Other" 

JUIHSnIC'1'IONAl. School/}I'orestry 'fo JSA/ lJisposlttons 
GROUI'INGS Camp l)lacement 

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

1. liultlulOre C1I:y 30B 
6.8;1; 4~~~ - 15.4% 307'!, " 67 6% 464 llL2X 7i37i!f .. 4548 • 451,8 ... 

2. Dar. ,SoUler. ,W!c. 3~; .. 11.0% 
14 ~~~ ~ 61..5% 

73 23.m: 317 .. 4.4% - .. 
WorcesLer 317 

]:-(.aro. ,CeCIl, 
~ .. 11.6% 23 141 38.1% 163 

Kcnt,Q. Anne'l>, 370 370'" 6.2% 370 " 370 .. 44.1% 
'i'lllhfrt 

4. Cal vert, Gharles, 4! 5~~ .. 2.5% 
3lt1 129 

24.6% St. ~lary'B 524 .. 7.8% 524 ... 65.1:1: ill'" 

5. l'rince Geoq;e' B 125 77 3.9% 1229 557 28.0% 1988 .. 6.3% --'" 1988 .. 61.8% 1988 c 1988 

6. MontgoD\t!cy 32 
7.0X 

32 
7.0% ~~! '" 50.9% 

159 
35.0% 454 A 454 .. 454 c 

7. Aline Acunder-
1l9~ .. 0.0% 11~~ .. 6.4% 1i~! - 31.1% 1i:~ " 62.6% 

B. IJaltllllore Co. 79 50 !;~ " 51.5% 
296 33.8% m" 9.0% 877 .. 5.7% 877 .. 

9. Harford 22 17 212 9l 
26.6% 342 .. 6.I,X m" 5.0% 342 .. 62.0% 342 .. -

lO.Carroll, 1I0wI\rd 19 
310 .. 6.1% 

23 
310 .. 7.4% ;~~ " 57.71. 

89 
310 .. 28.7% 

11. Frederlck, Watlh. .21 .. 15.2% -1Q. .. 6.0X 
336 336 

III .. 33 ax 
336 • 

ill .. 45 8% 336 • 

12.Al1esany, ...!!L .. 22 167 179 
11.3:4 415 '" 

5.3% 415 .. 40.2% ill" 43.U: 
Garrett 415 

802 6 9X 1069 • 6703 3101 • 
State-wiJa 11675" • 11675 .. 9.2% 11675 .. 57.4% 11675 .. 26.6% 



------ ----- -

TABLE 2 (Continued) " 
JUVENILE I'ROCESSING COMPONENT AC'l'1VI'l'Y !tA'rES (FY 1917) 

U. 'rltt:ATMENT SUBSYS'l'j,}{ ACTIVITY RATES 

I 
1. Ratio of Ac- 2. Ratio of Ac- 3. Ratio of Ac 4. Ratio of Ac 5. Ratio of Ac-
tive Training tive ~'orestry tive Aftercure tJ ve Placements ti ve Supervi-
School Pop. End Cllmp Pop. End Inventory End End of Yr. '1'0 sion I::nd of Yr. 
of Yr. To 'fotal of Yl'. To Total of Yr. '1'0 TOllI: Totu1 Placement To Total Super-
r.ollllnitml!nts To Admiss'Jons '1'0 Aftercare A<I- Admissions Fol' vialon Intake 

JUitISIHC'l'lO\,!Ai. L'rng. Schools Fores try Camps missiolls For the Yl!lIr For the Year 
GROUPINGS During the Year Durl,!g the ~car the YeUl' ---' -. . - - .. - .... - -. 

/ 

1. Buitimora City 520 .655 
28 .560 506 .652 

245 .519 
1917 

.643 m~ 50 .. 176'" -'" 3074 ~ i 472 

2. (lor. ,SoUlur. ,Wic. li .. .304 -i "' 1.000 ll .. .212 22 .815 155 .. .795 
WorCC!ltcl' 46 52 .. 27'" 195 

J. Caro. ,CedY;--- 31 9 49 41 202 
J(cnt,Q. "nnc's, 48"' .646 IT"' .600 46" 1.065 53"' .774 ill '" 1.433 
'l'illbl>[ 

4. Calvert,Charles, 24 
.600 

7 
.500 

63 
1.575 

29 
.630 

258 
.757 St. Hul'Y'u 40 "' 14 "' 40 .. 46 .. 341 .. 

5. l'rince Geot'ge's 78 
.736 

38 
.691 

139 126 
.615 

1475 
106 .. Ss"' 11,0 50 

.993 205 .. 1229 .. 1.200 

6. HontgolllUr~1 31 
.633 28 , 6 37 

.561 
85 

.599 
619 

4"9"' /,7 '" .59 66 .. ill .. 231 ... 2.680 

7. Anne ArllOiiCr 
15 20 5 66 611 
23 .. .652 23 " .870 30 .. .167 102 '" .647 371 '" 1.647 

8. 1Iultilllore Co. 49 
.613 

2 
.400 

54 
.651 

65 
.747 

286 
.633 Btl .. 5"' 83 "' -87 .. 452 .. 

9. lIal'ford 16 .. .500 2. .. .500 22 .. .733 11 .. .697 220 .. 1 038 
32 2 30 33 212 • 

10.Cul'l'01l, 1I0ward 16 1.000 9 1.000 1~ .. .846 29 .644 
220 

']6"' 9" 13 1;5"' 179 .. 1. 229 
.. 

lLfredl!rick, Wush. li .. .773 .!2. .. 1.188 1?.. .. .643 20 .645 188 .. 1.694 
d'i:." 44 16 42 31 .. 111 .. "-.. -.-

12. Allegany, 10 .. .222 10 .714 ...1. .. .176 21 .700 134 .. .802 
Gurl'l!tt 45 14"' 51 30 .. 164 

838 
.633 

174 .688 
933 

.682 772 .606 6345 .. .947 State-wide i323 .. ill .. 1369 .. -- .. 
1273 6703 



----- ----- ----~~ 

'fAUI.!! 2 (GontJ.llllcd) 
JUVENll.E PltOCESSING COI11'ONENT ACTIVIT¥ ItATES (PY 1977) 

IL Overall Juvl!nlle JUllttCe tiYtltelll Activlty Hatcs 

I 
1./<'0 I:mil lly Ad- 2 .f.'ormull y Ad- 3.ltatio uf .111- 4.l'erceutagc of 
jud1.catl!d Juven jud1.cat:cd Ju- veniles Activl! Active Pending 
ilea as II l'er- vell11eti as a Uti uf llcg:lnn1.ng Formal Dhlpo-
Cl!lIt of 'fatuI l'ercent of To- of Vear to 'J'u- Ilitl.un to 1'otul 

JURlSDIC'l'IONAL Juveniles Dis- tal .Juvenile till JIIVt!ll1.le uvaniles Active 
GllOUl'HIGS pused by JSA Al·resta £. Ite- JUlltice Syat:elll us of Ileginlling 

.. - . -_ . -~ 
fer!u!s ... - ..... -. _frucess !Il~ .!?f _Xt!ur - ---

1. lIultIlilore City 45/,8 
.. 24.IX 

1,548 
17 .5% 5152 

.163 
1734 

33.7"1. 18662 26023 '" 31689 .. 5i52 .. 

2. nor. ,SoUier. ,Wlc. JL7 g 23.2% 317 17.B% 366 .168 .... ll!L. 32.8% 
Worct!stt!r 136B 177B .. 2173 .. 366 

-:r;-Caro:-;CecU-\-- -
370 370 491 ll!l KeJlt,Q. AUilI:' ti, 

1218 
g 30.4% 1872 .. 19.HZ 2415 .. .:i.03 49i .. 24.2% 

----'.I.'ullJQI: 
4. Culvert,Chllrlt!ll, 524 524 565 .211 ...l!Q '" 19.5% St. ~larY'1l 1977 ~ 26.5? 2063 g 

25,l.Z 2677 .. 565 

5. l'rlnce George IIj 19BH 19HIi I) 1:./. ~ 479 
B7B6 '" 22.6% 15844 .. 12.5% ~c;;:; .137 "2"57if .. 1B.9A: 

18542 

6. Hontgomery 454 .. 14,3% 
454 _ 

7.2% 1635 .. .203 624 .. JB.2% 
3177 6273 8065 1635 

7. AlIlle Arundd 
1194 '" 23.n: Jl94 22.7% 1420 .. .210 ....llJ. '" 54.3% 
5035 5270 '" 6751 1420 

8. llil1tlJllore Co. 877 .. 17 .5% 877 }(J66 g • 122 485 
5025 7629 .. 11.5% 8738 1066 .. 45.5% 

9. lIarford 342 .. 27.6% 342 
19.1% 51.7 '" .222 242 .. 46.81-

1239 l7BB .. 2333 517 '. 
to.Carroll, Howard 310 .. 17.9% ...l.ill '" ....iQ.~= 162 

1729 2078 14.9% 250.9 : ' 
.160 40.2 .'" 4Q.3X 

11. Frederick, Wush. :n6 .. 19.n: 336 '" 16.9% 465 .. .11i8 107 '" 23.0% 
1706 1993 2476 465 

12.Allegany, 415 
.. 64.4% 

415 195 .149 2l 
644 1097 .. 37.6% 1308 '" 195 g 10.8% <;urrecc 

State-wIde ~ .. 23.0% 11675 
15.8X ill.ll. .. .165 4974 

~O766 73708 g 89676 14815 .. 33.6% 

5.1'(1rct.!ntug(l of .'-6.Percentuge of 
Active In Intit! Active UJlder 
tut!oll/Plact!IJIt!J1l Supt!rv!lllulI/ 
to Totu! Juvt!l\- Aftercare to 
ilca Actlvl!(lesti Total Juveniles 
I't!nding dis.) Ul Active (lellil pt!lId. 
tht!.Ilt!g. of. XCII! !!!.a~}aLII!lg •. of Ya!!c 

793 
'" 23.2% 

2625 
76.8% J4]8 3418 '" 

59 "" 24.0% 187 76.0% 246 246 '" 

71 :JOI 
372 

~ 19.1% - 372 .. 80.9% 

65 .. 111.31- 390 85.7'7. 
455 455 '" 

301 .. 14.6% 1161 .. 85.4% 
2062 2062 

154 .. 15.2% 857 .. 84.8% 
1011 1011 

103 '" 15.9% 546 84.1% 649 649 .. 

132 
'" 22. n. 449 .. 77 .3% 

581 581 

52 221 
81.1% m .. 18.9:\: 275 .. 

1,9 '" 20.4% 191 
240 240 .. 79.6% 

77 .. 21.5% 1.!3.1 .. 76.5% ill 358 

52 
.. 29.9% 

122 
70.1% 17/, 

- .. 
174 

1908 ... 19.4% 7933 .. 80.6% 
981r1 9841 



V. RESOURCES 

The following chart (Figure 2) contains a detailed breakdown 
of current Juvenile Services Administration staff. Since the 
information contained in the chart includes total staff in each 
area, no further analysis will be attempted. Additional infor
mation is available on the number of intake officers (i.e., 81) 
as well as budgeted non-supervisory positions for probation and 
after-care for Fiscal Year 1977 (i.e., 217 such positions). 

Assuming the number of intake officers remain constant through 
Fiscal Year 1990 (i.e., stays at 81 officers) and by projecting 
the number of referrals to the Juvenile Services Administration, 
the projected monthly ratio of referrals to intake officers can 
be, calculated through Fiscal" Year 19'90. The actual Fiscal Year' 
1977 monthly number of referrals per intake officer as well as 
the projected ratio (calculated as explained above) follows: 

Fiscal 
Year 

(Actual) 
(Proj ec ted) 
(Proj ected) 
(Projected) 

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED NUMBER OF 
REFERRALS PER INTAKE OFFICER 

No. of If of Intake 
Re£erralsa Officersb 

1977 50702 81 
1980 48134 81 
1985 46594 81 
1990 47240 81 

Monthly Ratio of 
'"Referrals to In-

take Officer 

52 to 1 
50 to 1 
48 to 1 
49 to 1 

NOTE: aThe projected number of referrals were calculated using 
the juvenile arrest prOjections '(see Section E, II-A) and the 
actual FY 1977 probability of referral to Juvenile Ser-
vices Administration. 

bObtained from the Juvenile Services Administration. 
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FIGURE 2 

TABLE OF ORG~~IZATION 
JUVENILE SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

0,' FISCAL -1-'--"---1 
ADMINISTRATOR (2) 

AFFIRMATIVE 
ACTION 
SPECIALIST * 

I INTERSTATE 
COMPACT 

I COORDINATOR (1) 

TRAINING 
AND STAFF 
DEVELOPMENT (27) 

Orientation Training 
Inservice Training 
Specific Training 
Career Counseling 

DEPARTMENT 
OF HEALTH 
Al.'ID MENTAL 
HYGIENE 

SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT 
CITIZEN PROGS (1) 

PUBLIC 
INFOPu.'1ATION 
SPECIALIST (1) 

I DEPUTY I I MEDICAL I 
DIRECTOR -:(:--,1):-------- I SERVICES (1) 

I SPECIAL I 
SERVI~ (14) 

Title XX 
Planning 
LEAA Grants Development 
Data Collection Statistics 
Research 
Evaluation 

~1 _________________________________________________ P_U_b~l~i_c_a~t~iFns 

tcOURT AND I INSTITUTION~~ 
I CmlMUNITY ** SERVICES 

SERVICES (533) 
1

*** 
(864) 

Regional Court Services, Intake 
Probation/Protective Super"t,Tision 
Aftercare 

Purchased Care - Residential 
Purchased Services - Non-Residential 
Prevention Programs 
Youth Services Bureaus 
Shelter Care/Foster Care 
Community Detention 
Day Programs 

*part-time position. 
**an additional 17 non-budgeted posi

tions are not included in this figure. 
***an additional 46 non-budgeted positions 

are not included in this figure. 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration. 
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Maryland Training School for Boys 
Montrose School Complex, State 

Operated Group Homes & Residences 
Youth Centers (formerly Forestry 

Camps) 
Maryland Children's Center 
Thomas J.S. Waxter Children's 

Center 
Boys' Village 
Alfred D. Noyes Children's Center 
Hold-over Facilities 

Total staff - 1,446. 



SECTION C: TRENDS TN STATTTS OFFENDER (CINS) AS COHPARED TO DELIN
'1UE~lT PROCESSING. 

I. nISTORICAL SUMMARY INFORMATION COMPARING CINS AND DELINQUENT 
JUVE4~ILE PROCESSING. 

The information presented in the previous seccion was intended 
to serve as a baseline indicator of activity in the Juvenile 
Justice System, as it occurred in FY 1977. In order to gain 
some perspective on theee current indicators of activity, addi
tional infor~tion comparing juvenile offender processing flows 
from FY 1972 to the present (FY1977) follows. 

Table 9 compares the volume of juveniles processed by type 
of case (i.e., deliquent, CINS, CINA) and manner of handling 
(i.e., formal, informal, disapproved/closed at intake) from 
FY 1972 to ';Y 1977. Table 4. contains somewhat more detailed 
information for just CINS and delinquent clients as well as a 
graphical display. 

II. COMP.~TIVE FLOW DIAGRAM DESCRIPTIONS OF FY 1977, FY 1976 and 
FY 1975 JUVENILE TRAFFIC 

In general, a CINS or Status Offender can be considered a 
juvenile who is referred to Juvenile Services Administration 
for truancy, running away, or other "ungovernable" behavior. 
A delinquent offt;""lder is one who violates a State law or muni
cipal- ordinance2 , ~ut has not yet reached his/her 18th birthday. 
Together (i.e., CINS and delinquents) they provide a measure of 
the juvenile "offender" population in Maryland. As such, an 
analysis of trends in system processing of these two juvenile 
classifications should prove beneficial. 

Figures 3-8 constitute a flow diagram description as dis
cussed in Section B (although in a simplified form) of delinquent 
processing for FY 1977, FY 1976, and FY 1975 (Ffgures 3, 4, 5) 
as well as CINS processing for FY 1977, FY 1976, and FY 1975. 
The descriptions are essentially summary versions of those dis
cussed in Section B intending to highlight only major points of 
processing following initial Juvenile Services Administration 
intake. 

2 In some jurisdiction~ (2.g., Baltimore City), a curfew law is 
in effect. Curfew violations are not referred to Juvenile Ser
vices Administration as such. In Baltimore City, for example, 
the parents or relations are fined and the juvenile returned to 
their care. In general, if the behavior is repeated and the 
parents so desire, then the juvenile may be referred to Juve
nile Services Administration as "ungovernable." The referral 
source in this instance is then the parent/relation. 
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-

.'ISCAl. 
YEAR DEl.iNQUENT 

1977 16.629 
(j3~. 7) 
(32.0 J 

-
1976 19.988 

(86.3) 
(34.4] 

1975 17.265 
(81. 9) 
[30.2) 

1974 14,322 
(76.4 ) 
(29.9) 

i--'-- -
1973 14.093 

(73.3) 
[ 34.8) 

1972 13.310 
(72.6) 

-' ( 36.6l 
( ) - Z of Subtotal 
( ) = % of Total 

FOHHAL 
SITS 

CINS CINA TOTAL 

1.149 2.241. 19,662 
( 5.8) (11.4) 
[ 2.3] ( 4.4} (38.7j 

1,285 1,891 23,164 
( 5.5) ( 8.2) 
( 2.2} { 3.3J (39.9] 

1,699 2,115 21,079 
( S.l) (10.0) 
( 3.0) ( 3.7) [36.9) 

1.995 2,418 18,735 
(l0.6) (12.9) 
[ 4.2) ( 5.0) [39.1 } 

2,722 2,399 19,214 
(14.2) (12.5) 
[ 6.7) [ 5.9) [47.4] 

2.770 2,260 18,340 
(15.1) (12.3) 
( 7.6) [ 6.2) (50.4) 

TAIlU: 3 

JUVEN I LES PIWCESSIill IlY 
TYl'1:: 0(,' CAS!!: ANI.) HANNER (H' HANDLING 

nSCAL YEARS 1972 TlilWUGIl 1977 

-

----------------~------

-
% CHAN,GE 

INFORMAL 01 SAI'1'1l0VEI.)/CLOS I:: AT INTAKE IN 'l'O'l.'AL 
su-h- SUD FnO~ I'IlEV. 

IlELINg. elNS CINA 'fOTAL DELINg. CINS ~INA fOTAL _ I'OTAL _ t~lt.c ___ 

3,949 821l 12 4,789 22,690 3,513 112 26,315 50.766. -12.5% 
(82.5) (17.3) ( .3) (86.2) (13.3) .4) 
[ 7.81 [ 1. 6] [ .::.1) [ 9.4] [44,7] [ 6.9] .2] [51. 8) 

4,377 707 25 5,109 25,495 4,141 135 ~9, 771 50,844 + 1.5% 
(85.7) (13.8) ( .5) (85.6) (13.9) .5) 
( 7.5] [ 1. 2J f ,:. .1] r 8.8] r 43.9) [ 7.1) .2} [51. 3] 

\ 

6,344 . 1,065 44 7,453 24,834 3,665 141 ~8~640 57,172 +19.3% 
(B5.1) (14. J) ( .6) (86.7) (12.8) ( .5) 
(ll.l) [ 1.9) ( c. .1) (13.0) (43.4) [ 6.4) .2) i50.l) 

4,291 1,724 30 6,045 .9,747 3.096 282 23,125 47,905 +18.1% 
(71. 0) (28.5) ( .5) (85.4) (13.4) ( 1.2) 
[ 9.0) ( 3.6) ( L. .l) [12.6) [41.2} [ 6.5) .6) [48.3) 

6,151 2,109 98 8,358 .0,580 2,134 263 12,977 40,549 +11.4% 
(73.6) (25.2) ( 1.2) (81.5) (16.4) ( 2.0) 
[15.2) [ 5.2) [ .2] [~0.6) 26.1) [ 5.3} [ .6) [32.0] 

7.270 2,343 158 9,771 6,919 1,211 171 8,301 36,412 --
(74.4) (24.0) ( 1.6) 83.4) (14.6) ( 2.1) 
[20.0} ( 6"iL ( .4) [26.8] [19.0] [ 3.3} .5} [22.S} 



---------------------------------

CINS 

TABLE t~ 

ClllLDIlliN IN Nt:!::!) 01' SUl't:IIVlSlON (CINS) IJn~U':t.lN:jUt:N'l'S 1'1I0Ct:SSt:1l 8Y HANNEI\ 01' IWlllLlNG 

CINS A 

nSCAL 
YIUK .'OI\KAL INfOIlMAL 

1917 1,149 6211 
1-10.6%) IH1.n) 

(20.9) (15.1) 
1916 1,285 101 

(-24.4%) (-33.61) 
(21.0) (11. 5) 

191:> 1.699 1,065 
\-14.81) (-38.21) 

(26.4) (16.6) 
1!114 1.99:> 1.124 

(-26.11) (-18.:11) 
(29.3) (25.3) 

1913 2.122 2.109 
( -1.1%) (-10.0%) 
(39.1) (10.3) 

1972 2,110 2.341 
(43.11) (l7.0) 

( ) - % of row total 
I I • I chung" feo," the pr.,\il01l9 yuur 
.CUlS - Chlldrell ill Nuud of Sup"rv1uloll 

11.000 

6.000 

TOTAl. eINS 

4,000 

2.000 

t'OIUtAl. eINS 

72 73 ~ H 76 71 

DISAl'I'HUV~1 

e}~1,~~~"AT 

1,513 
(-i!l.2%) 

(64.0) 
4,141 

(H1.0%) 
(61.!» 

3.665 
(+18.4%) 

(51.0) 
3.096 

1+45.11) 
(45.4) 

2.134 
( t16.2%) 

(30.6) 
1.211 

(19.1) 

1'1SCAI n':AI{Zi 1112 'rlUlOlu'U 1911 . 

·ro'I'AI. FOIlJ1Al. 

!l,4!10 16,269 
(-10.5%) (-18.4%) 

(11.9) 
6.133 19.926 

(- 4.6%) (+15.91) 
(40.0) 

6,429 11,192 
(- 5.1%) (HO.O:I:) 

(35.5) 
6.1115 14.322 

(- 1.31) (+ 1.61) 
(31.3) 

6,965 14.093 
(-10.1%) 1+ 5.9%) 

(45.1) 
6,l~4 13.310 

(48.4) 

60.000 

50.000 

40.000 
DI!LlNQOt:N'I'S 

30.000 

20,000 

10,000 

Il!::L INIIUI::.'f/'S 
DISAl'I'ROVED/ 

lIIi'OIIMM. ~ e~n¥~~l'r 

3,949 22,£90 
(-9.8%) (-11.0:'1 
(9.2) (52.9) 

4.311 25.495 
(-31.01) (+ 2.1%) 

(8,8) (51.2) 
6,344 24.834 

(+41.81) (H5.8%) 
(13.1) (51. 3) 

4.291 19.141 
(-30.2%) 1+86.6%\ 
(11.2) (5l.5} 

6,151 10.580 
(-15.41) (+52.91) 
(20.0) (14.3) 

7,270 6.919 
(26.4) (25.2) 

~ 
/ --iiEL1NQUt:Nl'S 

'--, , -,--,---
72 73 14 75 16 77 

"1\"'" 
42,9011 

(-13.81) 

49.198 
(+ 3.01) 

48.310 
\+26.U) 

38.360 
(+24.4%) 

30,1124 
(+12.1%) 

~7.499 

J 



HAllYI.ANU JUva;NIL~ l'llQCESSltW - ~''i 77 DELINCIUEN'I'S 

JSA 
INl'Al<~ & 
SCIlt:t:NING 

42,90ll
u 

II~~ I 22,690 
J:.,:..:;~UUl.K..W (51..!. 9 ) 

INt'OltHAJ.-lN'l'AKE 
1,949 
(9.2) 

mIlHAI.-IN'fAKE 
16,269 
(37.9) 

16,269 
l'OUHAL 
I)£SI'OSI(O 
t''i 77 

(37.9 

PE'l'l1'lON WITIIUltAHN 
711 

(.2) 

( ) • % of Total (JSA Illtake aud Screelling) 

"All Intake 
lWlIbery 806 

llurs1ary 6263 

All Assaults 6445 

All Larceny 11764 

( ) % of all Intake 
( 1 % of forolal 

b.'o["ma!. 

656 (81.4) 

37911 (60.6) 

2113 (42.1) 

45711 (3a.9) 

c'1'["ainlng School I 
f'u["estry Camp 

46 (5.7) 

240 (3.8) 

93 (1.4) 

235 (2.0) 

FIGURE 3 

424 
(1.0) 

136 
(.3) ./UIlISIlIC'I'lON 

WAIVlm PIIOUA'I'lON 
411 wlo VJ::lUHC'" 

(.1) 

AIVlwti 
U./US'I'/ 

:OUNSEI •. 11 

JUVEN H.E COUJtT AD,JlJUICA'I'EIl 
ACTION 

(20.U) 
16.191 8,923 

I)ISHlSSEO STET 
5562 896 

(U.O) (2.1) 

1 
CONTINUE CASE 
W/o HNOING/o'J'II~R 

202 
(.5) 

dJSA/(~roull lIolUel 
l'!lrchatle of Care c&dComhined 
54 (6.7) 

192 (3.1) 

134 (2.1) 

251 (2.1) 

100 (12.4) (15.21 

432 ( 6.9) (11.4] 

227 ( 3.5) [ 8.41 

486 ( 4.1) JI0.6) 

lUI 
(,2) 

III 
(.2) 

ADJIJUlCATlm 
OlSI'OSITlOH 

unl \ 
(20.8) 

ALL O'£IIEll:; 

JUU 
(1.8) 

115 
(.2) 

SUSl'Etllllm 
SENTEtlCE 

':;A/GllOlIP UOB"/ 24 d 
'UnCllASE OF CARE (1. 9) 

, 
'OtlHI1' '1'0 Di>I'T. (W 
SOCIAL SEIIV1CES Jl 

(.2) 



.lUVENIJ.E PllOCEflSlNG - 1.976 IJELINQUENTfl 

JSA 
INTAKe. £. 
SCREENING 

01SAl'I'ItoVIWI 25,495 

Cl.OfllW i\T 
INTAKE 

(51. 2) 

INFORMAr.~ INTAKE il,317 
49,798 (8.8) 

JURISDICTION 175 
536 WAIVED (.4) 

(1.1) 
81 WAitt.. .. I'ROIIATION 

(.2) ADJUflT W/O VEhDICT 
COUNSEIIill 

19,926 19,926 
101U-1Ar. _ I tlTA .; l FORMAl. (40. 0 ) 

~=!!:"'::-~Ul1lJ.::-.1.:l.IL.L.IjL.L-__ ----tI DISI'OSEO J-Jlu.\I-I~Mi--I" .JUVENILE COUIn' 

aAJl Intake b FOt"mal 
Robbery 1190 981 (82.4) 
Ilurglary 6746 i l 465 (66.2) 

A11 AIJSilUits 7011 3210 (45.8) 
All L.,!i'ceny 14305 5633 (39.4) 

, 
(19.4) 

FY77 COURT ACTION 19,8'\3 
]9,833 (34.8) 

(39.8) 

PetJ.tion withdrawn 
93 

'Training 
c Fore'Hry 
109 (9.2) 

369 (5.5) 

185 (2.6) 

446 (3. l) 

(.2) OISMlflSED STET CONTINUE (;A8E 
8,000 1,144 W/O FINDING/OTHER 
(l6.1) (2.3) 215 

Schuol/ . JSA/Group Borne/ (.4) 
Camp d Purchase of Care c £. d COlllbined 

49 (4.1) 158 (13.3) [16.1] 

194 (2.9) 563 ( 8.3) [12.6] 

106 (1.5) 291 ( 4.;2.) ( 9.1] 

239 (1. 7) 685 ( 4.8) (12.2) 

99 J81 
(.2) (.4) 
CUfl'l'ODY REfl'l'I'l'U
AWAltDEIl 'l'ION/FINg 

ADJUIlICATEIl 
DISPOSITION 

9682 
(19.4) 

All 
Other 
484 
(1.0) 

III 
(.2) 

liUSl'ENIJIW 
SEN'l'l!NCE 

TRAINING SCHOOL 
FORESTRY CAMP 

1401 
(2.8) 

768 
(1. 5) 

180 
(.4) 

6409 
(12.9) 

49 
(.1) 



HAI/¥I.IINU JUVIiNIU! 1'/lOt:I::~ti!lW - jo'Y 75 U~I.INqU~N'L'~ 

JSA 
1N'I'AIO! " 
sCJU;IillLNG 

411,310" 

...... 
lJl 
a 

IIU'OllttAl.-1 U'I'A1O:: 
6,344 

Hl.l) 

17.192 
'1lIlHAL- ill'I'AKI! )S. 

( ) .. X of 'fotal (JSA Intaku lind Scr~lln'lnil) 

Ilollhllry 

IIU'I::lary 

All Alllluulc:u 

All Lurcl!lIY 

a AU. TNl'AKI! 
1001 

6U09 

W17 

l)256 

( ) - X of all Intake 
( 1 - X of for .. l 

b~'()IlMA1. 
IITSTuo.9) 

41U5 (61.5) 

2693 (40.6) 

4635 (35.0) 

n,ln" (35.5) 
fllllHAl. 
JH!ll'OllEU 
t"t 1'1 

1'I::Tl'l'lON IH'1'IUlItAWN 
50 

( .l) 

CTrailllng School/ 
I'urclltr~ Call1l' 
120 H2.7) 

366 ( 5.4) 

176 ( 2.7) 

3n ( 2.9) 

FIGURE 5 

624 
(\. 'I) 

Jill! (SIHC'I'ION 
WAIVEn 

75 
(.2 

)~7 

(.1) 
1'l\ollA'" ION 

1,1/0 V/!:'W'C'l' 

IAIVl::Ll/! 
IUUST/ 

:OIIN!it::I. '.11 

JUVI::IU 1.1:: COURT AIIJUlliGA'f1::1) 
IIG'l'WN 

11 ,11.2 850u 
J-.--_-..-;,.:(:J~5.;... 4;.;)...... (17 .6) 

1 
COIl'I'INUI! CASE l)1!iH 1:; SI::O 

612.1 
(12.1) 

!i'1'!::'I' 
Jl-i4 

(2.4) 
W/o 1'lNU'UG/O'J'IIIiIl. 

319 
( .1) 

dJSA/Grolip lIoulul c&d 
I'ureha:;!!! IIf Cllr!! COlllldu!!d 

J3 (3.3) 161 (16.0) (19.tI) 

ill (2.5) 539 ( 7.9) (12.91 

84 (1. :.I) 260 ( J.!I) L !I.7J 

193 (1.5) 5114 ( 4.4) Il2.6) 

61 232 
(.l) (.~) 

cusroJ)¥ IWS"'i'l'U'l'lON 
""'Mill Ell ,,'I/lli 

AllJUlllCA'I'1::1l 
UISI'Olil'rLOIf 

11500 
(11.6) 

l29 
(.3) 

!l II S I' J::tjllJ::1) 
S1::Un:NCIl 

, 
:OHHIT TO UJ::I/r. Of! 
SOC1AI. St-:IIVIC:I::S It' 54 

.1) 

5425 
f.-i _____ -r-.:mmiln'lrvnt.-....... --..Ul. 2) 

ALL O'l'1I1i1Ui 
554 

(l.!) 

\ 



MARYLAtUl JUVENILE }'IWt:EHSfNG - FY 77 eINS 

JHA 
INTAKE & 

~H~lS~'A~I':>-.... 1 3513 
el.OSEIl A' (64.0) 

INTAKE 

HCllEJ;tHNG INFOIlMAI.-lN'fAKE U28 

(15.1) 

114'.1 
II00lMAI.-IN'I'AKE (20.9) ~'()IIHAI. ,JIIVliN 1 

DJ SI'OSED COURT 
~'Y 77 

Il.Io'.lh (20.9) 

FIGURE 6 

JlllllSlllC'rION 
WAIVtm 

I) 

7 
( .1) 

I'ROUA'I'ION 
w/o VEltlnC'l' 

AIVIW/! 
IlJUS'l'/ 0 
:OIJNsm. ,II 

JUVENILE COURT AIlJUlHr.A'I'EO 
ACTION 917 

1126 (16.7) 

PETLTION WI1'llIlltAWN 
23 

( ) ~ :t of Total (JSA Intake & Scrtltlning) 

aAll Intake 
Runaway 

Truancy 

Ungovernable 

Total 

( ) '"' % of all Intake 
( 1 ~ :t of Formal 

1994 

llt.9 

23t.7 

5490 

I1Fot"mal 
289 (M.5) 

210 (18.3) 

650 (27.7) 
1149 (20.9) 

( .4) DISMISSEII S'l't:T 

11.7 33 
(2.7) (.6) 

CJSA/Group \Iomel 
Purchase of Care 
64 (3.2) [22.1} 

22 (1.9) [10.5) 

128 (5.5) [19.7] 
214 (3.9) [13.6] 

eON'I'INUt: eAst: 
W/o t'INOING/Ol'llE,l 

22 
(.t.) 

33 
(.6) 

CUSTOIlY 
AWARIIIW 

o o 
Ill! S'.\.' tTUT ION 

FINE 

ADJllIHCA'l'EIl 
IHHI'OHl'rION 

917 
(16.7) 

!illHI't:Nllim 
!jEN'I'ENeE 

ISA/mlOlIl' IIOHE/ ~214C 
'UIlCliASE OF CAHE :I. '.I) 

'mlM 1'1' 'fa IlIW1'. Qt' 71 
!jOC lAI. St:llV ICES 1. J) 

PROTECTIVE Slll'./ 1.23 
1--.t--___ -.._jtTItllll1i'r ION ~ 7.7) 

ALl. OTIIERS 
159 

(2.9) 

COHHlT-HEN'l'AI.!~t;I'.1 5 
-cm-" (.1) 



JUVENILJ,; I'HOCESfHNG - 1976 CINS 

IHSAI'PUOVEU/ 4141 

CI.OSED A'lr (1\1.5) 
INTAKE 

JSA 
INTAKE Eio 

SCflt:/!rHNG 
rN~'O\tHAI.-.. INTAKE 701 a 

6133 
--... (ll. 5) 

t-' 
VI 
N 

"OltHA!. - ltlTAKl' OilS 

(21.0) 

!! ALL INTAKE 
RUNAWAY 2401 39.1% 
TIWl\NCY 1229 20.0% 
IINC:OVEItNAIlLE 2503 40:6% 
TO'!' AI. 613 3 

~ FOIlMAL 
306 (12.7) 
248 (20.2) 
731 

l2115 

b 

FORMAL 
III" ' 

DISPOSEU 
H77 1285 COURT 

(21.0) 

! 
Pl!litJulI Withdrawn 

31 
(.5) 

FIGURE 7 

JIlIUSD IC'I'ION 

J ~WAIVEl) 

1 14 4 110 WARN EJ .. l'IWHAT! 
( .02) (.2) ADJUST 

ON 
'1' iwlD VEUHC 

COUNSEl Ell 

.. JUVENILE COUUT AD.JU[IIC A'I'ED ... 
ACTION 1254 H)30 

(20.4) (16.8 

-+ "'Ir " DISMISSED STET CON'1'lNUE CASE 
FlNDING/O'fIlER 

161 30 
(2.6) (.5) 

18 
(.3) 

.£ JSA!Group lIoml!/Purchase of Care 
101 (4.2) Ill.O) 

30 (2.4) (12.1) 
225 (9.0) [30.8) 
356 ( )~% of Intake 

[ ]=:t of Formal 

31 2 0 
(.5) (.OJ) 

CUSTODY IlESTlTll-
AWAIlDED nON nNE SUSPENDEIl 

ADJUDICATED 
DISPOSITION 

1030 
(16.~> 

All 
Qr.I)!lr 
106 

(1. 7) 

SENTENCE 

21 
l'ItAIN1NG SC~ (.3) 
FORESTRY CANP .... 

c 
356 
(5.8) 

82 
(1. 3) 

416 . 
~~'l:'<'Fl'm--"'-;""" (6.8) 

16 
(.3) 



-----~-

HAllYLANU JUV~lL~ l'IWC~SSING - t'Y 15 CINS 

JSA 
INTAX!:: [" 

I S~iAI' / 3665 
CLOS!::O A' (51.0) 

INTAJlt: 

SCItI::t::NING INt'OlutAl.-lN"'AXH 
1065 

6429 11 (16.6) 

1699 
IOItI1AL-JNTAKI:: (26.4) 

I' t:'1'l'f ION W l'l'IU.ULAI-IN· 
29 

(.5) 

FIGU,RE '8 

1 
(.02) 5 

JUlWilllC'l'lON (.1) 
\-IAIVlm l'ItOUA'('lON 

11 w/O Vt:IlJ) (C'" 
(.2) 

AIVI::"/! 
IlJUS'l'/ 

:OIlNSt::L ',n 

JUVErfIl.t: COUIt',' AIlJUnlCATlm 
ACT 1011 
1670 1407 

('). /I ' (21.9) 

IlISMlSSa::" S"'I::'1' COIfl'INUE CASt: 
1116 42 

( ) .. 4 of Total (JSA Intake 6. SCl"llllnlnll) 
(2.9) (.7) W/O HNIlINO/O'!'l!EIt 

18 
(.3) 

Runaway 

'1'rulillcy 

Ungovllrnab1e 

'1'0 till 

( ) .. 4 of All Intake 
( I .. 4 of Formal 

II AU. IN'I'AItE 

2643 

1148 

2638 

6429 

b~'OItMAl. 
468 6'1.7) 

217 (20.6) 

994 (37.7) 

1699 (26.4) 

cJSA/Grou(l 1I01IIll/ 
I'urchnlle of Carll 
146 (5.5) (31.2) 

31 (2.7) (13.1) 

294 (11.1)(29.6) 

~71 ( !.3)(27.7j 

55 
(.9) 0 

CUllTOIlY IU:S'l'l'W'!'lON 2 
A\-IAlUlI::Il ~'(iit:: (.01) 

ADJUIHCATI::" 
lliSPOSl'UON 

1407 
(21.9) 

ALI. OTIIEllS 
117 

(21.1) 

SUSI't::NUt::D 
St:N'rt:NCl:: 

J] 

(.5) 

ISA/tatOIlP II11HE/ 4He 

'lJIlCiIASE Ol" CARE (1.3) 

;OMM 1'1' '1'0 "I::I'T. OF 
SIlCIAL St:ltv.JCI::S 112 

(1.1) 

601 
(9.3) 



SECTION D: DETAILED STATISTICS ON AGE, RACE, AND SEX OF JUVENILES AT 
VARIOUS. -POI~TS .I!J PFnCESSHTG IN TFF JTJVF!-TILE JUSTICF SYSTFM 

1. SUMMARY -D~MOGRAPHIC CR..<\...~CTERISTICS OF JUVENILES (I.E. AGE RlI.CH' 
.~fD SEX) AT POINT OF ARREST. ' , ~. 

The first tiine tables of this section (Tables .5-13') provide a 
profile of the arrest population for selected groupings of offenses. 
Table 5. lists comparative statistics (CY 1977 and CY 1976) on num
ber of offenses reported State-wide by crime type. The percent of 
total offenses cleared by arrest or exceptional means that are 
cleared by the arrest of persons under 18 years of age is also 
included. Tables q and.7 compare juvenile arrests by selected 
crime types for CY 1977 and CY 1976. Tables 8 through 10 compare 
the juvenile arrests in CY 1977 and CY 1976 On the county (only 
selected counties) and regional level. In Table 11, the volume of 
juvenile arrests and resulting percent of total arrests by crime 
type is included for each of the 12 District Court districts, as 
well as for selected large municipalities. Finally, Tables 12 and 
13 provide information on juvenile arrest rates by aggregated crime 
type in CY 1977. 

Referring back to Table 5 on clearance rates and the portion 
of offenses cleared by the arrest of persons under 18 years of age, 
some useful comparisons can be made with Table 6. For example, 
State-wide juveniles were responsible. for clearing 32% of the total 
Fart I index offenses cleared by arrest (Table 5 ,), but repre
sented 47.9% of the total State-wide index <!,rrests. Based on 
this data, on the average each juvenile arrest accounted for the 
clearance of only .7 incidents per Part I arrest. Looking at the 
specific offense of burglary, a juvenile arrest on the average is 
responsible for clearing only .6 burglary incidents State-T,vtde. 
To use the violent crime of aggravated assault as another example, 
the juvenile arrest on the average was responsible for the clear
ance of .6 incidents of aggravated assault. This tends to support 
the possibility that juveniles tend to commit crimes in groups. 

As noted in Table 6, juvenile arrests for the index crimes 
accounted for 47.9% of all such arrests in CY 1977 and 48.1% of 
all such arrests in CY 1976. Similar percentages of juvenile to 
total index crime arrests occurred in each of the 12 District 
Court regions in CY 1977. More specifically, it is noted that 
more juveniles were arrested for burglary and motor vehicle theft 
than adults in CY 1977 (58.9% of all burglary arrests were juveniles, 
58.0% of all arrests for motor vehicle thefts were juveniles). In 
fact, in Harford County 80.3% of all motor vehicle theft arrests 
t-lere juveniles. 

wnile juvenile arre~ts for drug abuse law violations decreased 
16.7% in CY 1977 as compared to CY 1976, juvenile arrests for 
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liquor law violations increased 13.0%. The large drop in juvenile 
drug related arrests can be traced to a decrease in arrests for 
the selling or possession of marijuana. Overall, juvenile arrests 
decreased 3.2% State-wide in CY 1977 over CY 1976; arrests for the 
Part II offenses decreased 6.0% while arrests for the Part I of
fenses remained about the same as in CY 1976 (a . • 5% increase). 

Similar reductions in total juvenile arrests o~curred in 
Regions I, and V (less Baltimore City) and Baltimore City. Re
gions II and III noted increases of +9.9% and +15.5% respectively 
in their volume of juvenile arrests in CY 1977 as compared to 
CY 1976. Region IV juvenile arrests remained relatively stable 
during these two calendar years, increasing a slight .1%. 
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REPORTING TOTAL 
PERIOD INDEX 

CRIMES 
Year to Date: 
Current Year: 235902 
1/1/77- 23.7% 
12/31/77 (32.0) 

Prior 'lear: 234708 
1/1/76- 22.9% 
12/31/76 (32.6) 

'fAilLE 5 

STATE-W I.DE ACTUAL OFFENSES AND PERCENT CLEAI{ED BY ARl{ES'l' 
OR EXCEPTlONAL HEANS AND (PERCENT OF TOTAL OFFENSES CLEARED 
BY THE AHREST OF PERSONS UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE) 

VIOLENT CHiMES 
HUIillER, NON- FORCIIlLE ROBBERY AGGRAVATED 'fOTAL BURGLARY 
NEGLIGENT RAPE ASSAUL'f VIOLENT 
MANSLAUGHTER 

3'n III 39 12088 11,856 28716 57938 
83.51:. 5S.2% 2S.9% 62.9% l,S.6% 21.6% 

( 8.3) (10.0) (3l.0) (13.6) (17.7) (38.1) 

352 1327 12247 12322 2621.t~ ,56351 
90.1% 60.5% 3().5% 56.9% 115.2% 22.9% 

( 7.6) (10.2) (30.0) (14.9) (19.1) (3S.0) 

-
PROPli:R1" CRIMES 
LARCENY HOTOR 'roTAL 

VEllICLE :rROP.ER'f'l 
TlIEJowr 

- . -

131516 17732 207186 
B.4% 21.8:t 20.3% 

(36.8) (32.4) (36.S) 

134337 17772 208460 
18.9% 19.'0','!{. 20.1% 

(36.3) (32.3) (36.5) 

SOURCE: Maryland State Police - Un:tform Cd.me Reporting Section of the Criminal Records Central R'7pository. 

~OTE: % ~ The percent of actual offenses cleared by arrest or e~ceptlonal means (e.g •• death of the perpetrator. 
arrest of tlle perpetrator by another law enforcement agency). 

( ) = TIle percent of total offenses cleared by arrest or exceptional means that are cleared by the arrest 
of persons under 18 years of age. 



REPORTING MURDER/NOo''l- FoncIllLE 
PERIOD NEGLIGENT RAPE 

MANSLAUGHTER 

Year-'fo-Date 
.. - .... .. , .... -. ,- -,' .. -... 

Current Year: 43. 162 
1/1/77- (11.8) (17.6) 
12/31/77 

Prior Year: 41 162 
1/1/76- (9.4) (19.1) 
12/31/76 

Jan.-Dec. 
% Change 1977 +4.9 +0.0 

1976 

TABLE 6 

STATE-WIDE AlmESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 BY TYPE 
OF CRIME AND (Tim PERCENT Ol~ TOTAL ARRESTS, 

ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER J.8 YEARS OF AGE) 

UDBBERY AGGnAVATED BURGLARY LARCENY }f)TOR 
ASSAULT (BREAKING THEFf Vl!:IIICLE 

& ENTE~- THE~"f 

ING) 
-.. <p' • 

I 

2203 1240 7693 13096 2283 
(43.6) (22.5) (58.9) (4B.7) (58.0) 

2204 1065 7651 13250 2224 
(43.1) (20.5) (58.7) (49.1) (59.7) 

, 

>- .1 +16.4 +0.5 -1.2 +2.7 

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL 
INDEX PART f1 fAR'!.' II 

26720 26728 32830 
(47.9) (47.9) (26.0) 

26597 26600 34923 
(48.1) (48.0) (29.6) 

+ .5 + .5 -6.0 

NOTE: a(Pa)r~ ! arrests includes the index arrests plus arrests for the crime of manslaughter by negligence. 
- % of total arrests. arrests of persons under 18 years of age. 

SOURCE: Maryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section of the Criminal Records Central Repository. 

TOTAL 
PART I 
AND 
PART II 

59558 
(32.7) 

61523 
(35.5) 

-3.2 



TABLE 7 

STATE-WIDE ARRESTS OF PERSONS UNDER 18 BY TYPE OF PART II CRIME 

l;Utf,l"C;W . & f\LL U1'III!:R 

DRUG LOITERIN( DRIVING DIS- OFFENSES ALL 
REPORTING OTHER LIQUOR LAWVIO- UNDER ORDERLY (EXCEPT OTUER TOTAL 

PERIOD ASSAUL'fSa 
AlmS~ 
1.AWS LAWS LATIONS RUNAWAYS INFLUENCI CONDUCT VAN()ALISM 'l'HAFFIC)C PART TId PART TI 

YEAR-TO-DATE 4322 2071 695 3298 171 3563 3665 8486 3271 32830 
Current Year: 3288 

1/1/77-12/31/.77 (lO.O) (13.2) (6.3) (2.1) (10.0) (.5) (10.9) (11. 2) (25.8) (10.0) 

Prior Year 3931 5190 1832 710 3270 207 3987 3522 8521 3687 34923 

1/1/7n-12!?1/76 (11.3) (14.9) (5.2) (2.2) (9.4) (.6) (11.4) (10.1) (2 /,.4) (10.6) 

Jan.-Dec. 
% Change 1971 ·~16.5 -16.7 +13.0 -9.7 .9 -17.4 -10.6 +4.1 -.4 -11.3 -6.0 

1976 

.. 

SOURCE: 
, , 

Naryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section of the Crimi,nal Records Central Repository. 
( ) = % of Total Part II Ar~ests. 
aOther assaults refers to simple, not aggravated assaults. 
bDrug Abuse l:'w violations include the aelli.ng and possession of opium or cocHine 
derivatives, marijuana, synthetic narcotics (methadone, demorol) and other dangerous non-narcotic drugs. 

cOffense category as listed on UCH. report. Includes among other things, violations against local ordinances. 
dlncludes the crimes of arsoni forgery and counterfeiting; fraud, embezzlement;stolen property-buying, 

receiving, possessing; weapons-carrying, possession, etci offenses against family and children; vagrancy 
and suspicion. 

I 
-1 
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PLANNING REGION 

Region I 
1977 
1976 
% Change 

Region II 
1977 
1976 
% Change 

Region III 
1977 
1976 
% Change 

Region IV 
1977 
1976 
% Change 

Region V 
(less Baltimore 
1977 
1976 
% Chan~e 

Baltimore Cityd. 
1977 
1976 
% Change 

TABLE 8 

JUVENILE ARRESTS BY PLANNING REGION -
COMPARISON OF CY 1976 AND CY 1977 

JUVENILE ARRESTS 
INDEX CRIMES;"r 

VIOLEN~,' PROPERTY TOTAL ALL 

67 977 2833 
101 994 3342 

-33.7 -1. 7 -15.2 

68 685 1810 
63 577 1647 

+7.9 +18.7 +9.9 

71 1093 3122 
78 1016 2704 

-9.0 +7.6 +15.5 _. 

770 6758 17260 
718 6777 17245 

+7.2 -0.3 +0.1 

City) 
615 5533 13508 
373 5998 14422 

+64.9 -7.8 -6.3 

2046 8007 20266 
2113 7728 21582 
-3.2 +3.6 -6.1 

CRINES 

SOURCE: Maryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section of the 
Criminal Records Central Repository. 

NOTE: aBaltimore City includes arrests by the Baltimore City Police 
Department, the University of Maryland - Baltimore City Campus 
Police Department, and the Port Administration Police Department. 
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SELECTED 
COUNTIESa 

TABLE 9 

STATE-~HDE JUVENILE ARRESTS FOR SELECTED COUNTIES, 
COMPARISON OF CY 1977 AND CY 1976. 

JUVENILE ARRESTS 
INDEX CRIMES 

VIOLENT PROPERTY TOTAL ALL CRIMES -

NOTE: 

RCE: 

Anne Arundel 
1977 ll5 1544 3979 
1976 141 1565 4177 
% Change -18.4 -1 3 -J±cL 
Baltimore Co. 
1977 367b 2740 6824 
1976 184 3220 7660 
% Change -I-9~ ,~ ,:,.!J. Q -10.9 
Harford 
1977 41 770 1585 
1976 22 780 

, 
1513 

% Chanse +Rh U 
.. 

- 1.3 + 4.8 
Howard 
1977 92 479 1120 
1975 26 433 1072 
% Change +?'i1.~ +10,6 + 4.5 
Montgomery 
1977 109 2171 5209 
1976 138 2227 6085 
% Change -21.0 - 2.5 -14.4 
Prince Georg~" s 
1977 661 4587 1205: 
1976 580 4550 11160 
% Change +14.0 + 0.8 + 8.0 

~-licomico 
1977 21 187 379 
1976 28 210 463 
% Change -?"i n -11 . () -~8.1 
Charles 
1977 25 354 823 
1976 28 291 806 
% Change -10 7 +21.6 + 2.1 
Frederick 
1977 36 377 899 
1976 27 350 845 
% Chan~e +33 3 + 7.7 + 6.4 

aCounty data includes all law enforcement agencies (i. e., County, municipal, 
sheriff's, State.~olice) Qperati~g i~ the Co~nt; anc re~ortinc arrests to t=c 
Unifo'em Crime Reporting Section of the State Police. 
bRepresents in part, a change in Ealtirr.ore County Police Depart~ent procedures 
in Classifying and reporting assaults. 
Hary1and State Police - Uniform Reporting Section of the Criminal Records 
Central Repository. 
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'fABLE 10 

STA'l'E-\HIlB JUVENIl.B AltlillS'fS Fon SEl.EC'l'EIl COUNTIES, COMPAlllSON O~· CY 1977 ANIl CY 1976 

. --. -- - -- . - --- -Hljiil)ltlrtNON':'---~fO'lI(ff8f.Jf" 'ItOlllrI1ri'r ""1:(;-117. V A'filrf' i{lfliifl~AI{v= i~ARCI~tiY It{cfmli-- 'I~Y(AI:- Wrl~At'--1~O'l'i\L'-r7i'rAi. = 
NIWI.1GEN'1' ItAI'E (io'EI.ON 11:::;) (1IItEAK I.NG 'I'll I:: !"1' VlmltLE INIIliX I'AII'1' (lAin l'All'I' 1 SE1.l;C'fEO 

COUNTIES MANSLAUGII'l'lllt A~~AUL'l' Ii. I,N'I'lm- 'I'1I1::!,'1' l
a 

II ANIl 
Ii'll:) l'All'l' II 

Anne Arundel 
1977 2 7 57 49 585 8/,9 110 1659 1659 2320 3979 
1976 2 16 44 79 590 862 113 1706 1706 2471 4177 
% Change 0.0 -55.3 +2').5 -38.0 -.8 -1.5 -2.7 -2.8 2.8 -6.1 -4.7 
DaltiOiore Co. 
1977 2 17 164 1114 1102 1735 203 3107 3109 3715 6824 
1976 3 2l 115 45 1012 2029 179 3404 3405 4255. 7660 
% Chanlle -33.3 -19.0 +42.6 +30S.9 -20.8 -14.5 +13.4 -8.7 8.7 -12.7 -10.9 
lIarford 
1977 1 3 12 25 249 1,60 61 811 8U 774 1585 
1976 0 0 5 17 247 494 39 802 H02 711 1513 
X Chanl1e - - +140.0 +47.1 +.8 -6.9 +56.4 +1.1 +1.1 +8.9 +4.8 
lloward 
1977 0 3 36 53 186 232 61 571 571 549 1120 
1976 0 2 5 19 140 237 56 459 459 613 1072 
% Chan!!!! - +5()'0 +620.0 +178.9 1-:12.9 -2.1 +8.9 +24.4 +24.4 -10.~ +/, .5 
Montg0ll)C!ry 
1977 1 3 76 29 514 1426 231 22S0 22110 2929 5209 
1976 2 6 94 36 597 1397 233 2365 2365 3720 6085 
% Chan~e -50.0 -50.0 -19.1 -19.4 -13.9 +2.1. -.9 -3.6 -3.6 -21.3 -II, .4 
l'rJnce George'll 
1977 1 31 373 256 1666 2664 257 5248 5252 6799 12051 
1976 2 19 2S7 272 1556 2G62 332 5130 5131 6029 11160 
% Chan!!e -50.0 +63.2 +30.0 -5.9 +7.1 +.1 -22.6 +2.3 +2.4 +12.8 +8.0 
Wicomico 
1977 1 0 10 10 80 79 211 208 208 171 379 

1976 1 0 19 8 92 99 19 238 2311 225 463 

% Chanl!!! 0.0 - -47.4 +25.0 -13.0 -20.2 +47.4 -12.6 -12.6 -24.0 -18.1 

Charlell 
0 1 10 14 172 142 40 379 379 444 823 1977 

L976 1 2 6 19 139 125 27 319 319 487 806 
% Change -100.0 -50.0 -1-66,7 -26.3 +23.7 +13.6 +48.1 +1S.8 H8.~ -8.8 +2.1 

~'rededck 

1977 0 1 20 15 104 . 252 2l 413 414 485 899 

1.976 2 1 2 22 124 206 20 377 377 468 845 
~·Challge -100.0 0.0 +900.0 -31.1:1 -16.1 +22.3 +5.0 +9.5 +9.8 +3.6 +6.4 

NOTE: 
SOURCE: 

apart I arrellta includes the index arreElts plus arrellta for the crime of PUllllllaughter by negligence. 

Maryland State Police - Unifot1U Cl.'1l11e- ReportinK Section 'o'! the ·Crillunal.' Recorda Central 'RepnEl1torv.' 



TABLE II; NUI1UER 011 ARRESTS fOR PERSON UNIlER 18 AND (JUVENILE AllIlES'l'S AS A I'ERCEN'I' OF TOTAL 
AnULT ANI> JUVENlI.E ARIIES'!'S) - CY 1917 

.·.-·.·.----.·-·.~ilii(litffi&--·---------- '-.--.---. -Ulilt'cii:ARY· -- ---.. -. ,-.•. ~ili1'O'R'" . - _.- .-. . ... -.-. -. --. ---- ... -. --..... 
NON-NEG. FO/(CIULE AGGI{' (Il/(EAKING I.AllCENY- VEil I ct." TOTAl. 'UTAL TOTAL 

.:!!lI(/SIlIC'!:.!ONL_ HA.!l£I.AUGIl·!1'~ __ ~t~ __ . ~OIlJlE/(y". _~SSAl!!.T OR EN'l'lm ••. 1:!!IWI' _. ___ ~!'IIIWI' _ ••. ..!.NOEJ( •. _ 'AI~ ____ • __ .• ___ ._ ..• 

92 1422 499 2653 4236 1)18 10053 0212 20266 
_1_---'(.::.20;::;,;.:..:5'-')._-l_~iL ... _gl.:l1 ___ ill~ __ .J 1,9.:..ZL __ ._tJ::.:'· 7'-='.,::0.<-) _1_..>.(..:.4 7:...,:.c:.:HL) __ 1'(c;:2.:=.2:.,:. 3,-,-) _ (JO ·1L ___ .. 

SOllleCtiet, 
Wicomico, 
Worcester 
DJtitr JctJ;--'-
Cn rol1n;;-Ellc II, 

] 

( 5.9) 
1 

( 7.1) 
16 

(26.7) 
21l 

( 9.B) 
JI9 

(:}7.7) 
--,'_' __ '0 ___ ' _____ ~I ______ _ 

5B 
(47.5) 

656 1l9H 
(35.3) (20.5) 

1544 
(24.9) 

Kent, Queen 0 2 
__ .< b.9) 

3 16 150 J77 40 J8B 891 1279 
!I..!1.!.!!:.~.:!.l TaLLot_. (0.0) (11.1) . -L.9.12 _ (46.0) __ J1~:ll.. __ (57-:1)-=:::U3•9 ) . (23:...§.L_ .~h.!L.._._ .. __ . 
Illtitrlct 4; 
Calve'rt, Charles, 
St. Nary'.,; 
/llsU'icl 5: 
I'rlnc-;;CI!Oq;e's 

Q.!-E.~£:!.£.!:...i!.. 
Hontgomery 

Illstdct 7: 
Anne Arundel 

( 

( 

2 2 1) 51 3L6 'iOB 
.~ 

I 3l 373 256 1066 2664 
2.2) (28.2) (46.7) __ OS. B) (6B.2) (51. 8) 

1 3 76 29 514 H26 
5.0) (to.) __ (J9!&- (15.6) (56.B) (I,7.:.!!L. 

2 7 51 49 585 849 

i 61 , 753 
.---~ .. ~-.----

257 524B 
(63.6) _.<54. 4) 

231 2280 
_(60.9) _ (48.3) 

~ 

liD 1659 
___ 1_(>-..::.9,.;..:.1, ... > ___ .UL1.>_ ~L __ (20.9 t ___ (~ __ -,-,4-,-,7.-,-• .::,0, ),--.~_--=..;~.<-. 

IHstrjct B: 
llaltillKH'e 

(55.0) (l.8.6) 

2 
_______ 1--'-(-=8:,.:..~) )'--

District 9: 

17 164 184 B02 
_ (12. 61._._ (35.9) _ . ...QJ..!2_) ___ ..liZ.Il) 

lIadonl 1 3 12 25 249 1,60 
l3):1.L_~l.L_r-.(27.9.L_ -.U!~ __ (66J!.L. (56.2) 

IlJ~;tio:·--· 
251 )/,1, 

(62.0) ._~~ 

-

203 3107 
(54.)) (44.6) 

61 811 
(80.3) (53.92 

72 772 
(60.0) _~.J) 

-
1057 _ HIIO .. 
6799 12051 
(39. :0_ ~~.6) -. 
2929 5209 
(J1. 2) _jJ6~ ____ 

2320 3979 
(2 /,.) (55.0 .. 

37 J 5 bll24 
(34.2) (:lB. 3~ 

774 lSBS 
(25.4) (J4. Il) -_ .... -
952 1724 

(25.3) (31. ) 



'l'AllLE .lJ - Continued 

--- " il'ItIIWER & IlUI\GLARY NOTOI( 
NON-NFl;. FOI{CIlll.E AGGR. (IlREAKING I.AIICENY VElllCLE TOTAL TO'l'AL 

JIIRISI)}C'I'lONS IANSI.AUGII'l'ER RAPE ROIlBERY ASSAULT & J'N'!'ER.) 'I'IIEF'!' TIIEF'!' INDEX PART 11 TOTAl. 

~eleeted J!!!!.~ 
Hunle I ~ali ties 

Annapolis 0 0 5 8 50 .199 13 275 579 854 

------- ( O.O~ (0.0) {27.8) (19.5L_ _. (/.8.1) (56.1 ) (54.2) (50.0) (27.3) (32.0) 
Cumbrid~e 0 {) 1 7 29 65 4 16~ 'lo8-- 214 

C~mber1and 
( 0.0) ( DaD) (20.0) - ( 9.5) (58.0~ (50.8) (50.0) (40.0) (24.5) (30.3) 

0 0 0 1 28 99 8 136 370 506 
( 0.0) (O~ ( O.O~ (12.5) (65.]) (70.7) (72.7) (64.8) (50.0) (53.2} 

Frederlck 0 0 14 11 41 184 13 263 235 499 

U!.JU ( 0.0) ~60.9) (25.6) (58.6) -(57.1) (l.8.1) (53.9) (19.5) (29.5) 
lIagerstown 0 0 2 2 39 U6 1} 168 242 4io 

( 0.0) ( 0.0) (12.5) (25.0) ,_ (47 .6_L- (55.0) (75·\~L (50.9) (18.2) (24.7) 
Sulls\Jm'y 0 0 6--- ---2-- 27 48 20 103 93 ]96 

- ( 0.0) (~. (28.6) (22.2) (/.2.2) (53. J) (!g~ (46.2~ (17.9) (26.1) 
Hes tnllns te r a 0 ] 1 11. 18 0 34 80 114 

r-:::--'-------- ( 0.0) (0.0) (33.3) (JOO.O) (56.0) (31.0) ( 0.0) J1!!.: 2) (25.6) (28.4~ -Ocean CIty 0 0 2 2 44 ---6-6 8 122 365 487 

'--. - ( 0.0) ( O.O~ (33.3) 22.2) (/d.1) (42.3) (57.1) (41.6) (33.0) (34.8) 

SOUIICE: Maryland State Police - Uniform Crime lIeportin~ Section of the Criminal Records Central Repository. 
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TilLE 12 

TOTAL JINENILE ARRESTS BY CRmE TYPE GROUPING AND ARREST RATE 
PER 100,000 JUVENILES - CY 1977 

.. iURISD IenONS I JUVENILE I INDEX INDEX TOTAL 
POPUUTIONa VIOLENT PROPERTY PART I 

District I! 
Baltimore 250411 2046 8007 10054 

(817.1) (3197.5) (4015.0) 
District 2: 
Dorchester, 
Somerset, 36493 46 610 656 
Wicomico, (126.1) (1671. 6) (1797.6) 
Worcester I 

District J: 
Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, Queen 41133 21 367 388 
Anne's Talbot ( 51.1) ( 892.2) ( 943.3) 
District 4: 
Calvert, Charles, 53203 68 685 753 
St. Marv's (127.8) (1287.5) (1415.3) 
District 5: 
Prince George's 262677 561 4587 5252 

(251. 6) (1746.3) (1999.4) 
District 6: 

I H(m t gomery 183982 109 2171 2280 
( 59.2) (1180.0) (1239.3) 

District 7: 

I Anne Arundel 120120 115 1544 1659 
( 95.7) (1285.4) (1381.1) 

District 8: , 
Balt:imore 175858 I 367 2740 

i 
3109 

(208.7) (1558.1) (1767.9) 
District 9: 

I Harford 47053 41 770 811 
( 87.1) (1636.5) (1723.6) 

District 10: 

I Carroll, Howard 65830 105 667 772 
(159.5) (1013.2) (1172.7) 

District 11: 
Frederick, 60077 49 659 709 
WashinS!:ton ( 81. 6) (1096.9) (1180.2) 
District 12: 

I Allegany, 28766 9 246 255 
Garrett ( 31.3) ( 855.2) ( 886.5) 
Statewide" 1325603 3648 23072 26728 

(275.2) (1740.5) (2016.3) 

TOTAL 
PART II 

10212 
(4078.1) 

898 
(2460.7) 

891 
(2166.1) 

1057 
(1986.7) 

6799 
(2588.3) 

2929 
C1592..0} 

2320 
(1931.4) 

3715 
(2112.S) 

774 
(1645.0) 

952 
(1446.1) 

966 
(1607.9) 

588 
(2044.1) 
32830 
(2476.6) 

SOURCE: Maryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section of the Criminal 
Records Central Repository 

aCY1977 Population data estimated using the 1975 and 1980 population projections 
as determined by the Maryland Departmellt of State Planning in their Maryland pro
jection series - Population and Employment 1975-1990 (May 1977 Revisions) 
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TAULE 13 

STATE-WIllE JUVENII.H ARHESTS UY AGE cnOUI'ING ANn TilE AIUlIlS'l'S IlATI! 
PElt 100,000 POI'U1ATION - CY 1977 (I'ERCENT 011 COLUMN TOTAl.) 

- - .- _.- -- ._. - --- -.. - _.-
1NDb:J(-VJOLENT I NDFJ(-POUI'lm'I'Y TOTAL AU, PAUT I TOTAL AU, PAU'i' I 1 TOTAL-I'AUTS 1 (" II 

ARR. ItATE Aim. RATE AItR. RATE ARR. RATE ARIt. RATE 
PElt PER PElt PER PElt 

AGE N m' 100,000 o m' 100,000 II OF 100,000 /I 011 100,000 11m' 100,000 
GltOUl'lNG I'OPULATION a ARRESTS POP. AHItES'J'S POP. ARRESTS POP. ARRESTS 1'01'. AHltES1'S POI'. 

'$ 12 911,174 301 33.0 2,676 293.7 2,977 326.7 3,304 362.6 6,281 689.33 
(66.7) (8.3) (11.6) (11.1) (l0.1) (l0.5) 

13-14 167,995 727 432.8 5,666 3,3n.7 6,393 3,805.5 7,274 4,329.9 13,667 8,135.4 
(12.7) (19.9) (24.6) (23.9) (22.2) (22.9) 

\ 

15-16 162,171 1,646 1,015.0 9,860 6,080.0 11,511 7,098.) 14,)4 /• 8,721. 7 25,655 15,819.7 
(12.2) (45.1) (42.7) (/.3.1) (43.1) (43.1) 

17 8/.,263 974 1,155.9 4,870 5,779.5 5,847 6,939.0 8,108 9,622.3 13,955 16,561.2 
(6./. ) (26.7) (21.1) (21. 9) (24.7) (23.4~ 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE 1,325,603 3,648 275.2 23,072 1,7'.0.5 26,728 2,016.3 32,830 2,476.6 59,558 4,492.9 

SOIlHCE: Maryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section of the CrIminal Itecords Central Repository. 

NOTE: aCY 1977 JovenIle population estilllated using the 1975 and 1980 juvenile popUlation projections LIS deterudned by the 
Haryland Department of State Plannillg in their Maryland Projection Series - Population and Employment 1975-1990 (Nay, 1977 
Revis ions) • 

= 



II. SUMMARY DEMOGRAPHIC aL~RACTERISTICS OF JUVENILES AT POINTS IN PROCESS
IN~ BEvnND A!L~~T. 

As stated, this section contl.ains age, race and sex characteristics 
of juvenile offenders at various points in system processing. In 
particular, demographic statistics on the juvenile offender at point 
of intake, on juveniles formally disposed (including those adjudicated 
through juvenile court), as well as profiles on those admitted or placed 
in various types of care are included. This information is intended for 
use in conj unc tion ,-lith the FY 77 flow descrip tions explained previously 
so that together they would provide a more complete description of juve
nile crime and processing activity in Maryland. The tables are self
explanatory and as such no further analysis or commentary will be given. 
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~:p 
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legion 2. Carolln. I 7 
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Curoll I '9 1 
Howrd 118 
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• Ihh lotil dOli nol 1..:lud. 690 CUll due Ie tl/O diffe".1 •• t~od5 of roportlng c~lt.enh. 
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8 15 
1~ IOZ 

53 

14 
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5 18 
8 23 
6 )0 

75 H7 
21 176 

26 108 
15 '8 
2} n 

.. 316 
8 m 
] 58 

20 5.9 
20 229 

It 62 
5 1'6 

IZ} 1,096 
17 109 

,(II, 2,925 

13'1" 6,257 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - FIscal Year 1977 Annual Report 
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.r,:;~ '" ~is .. .. " 0,"- II -... -... _QU 

9') H 51 191 
50 50 100 

2)6 9 51 102 
125 \ UI 790 

61 I} 60 m 
171 }O )01 50l 
98 1 98 20) 
71 16 t8 155 
~2 19 5) , 22' 

l.l80 ~41 ',10' 5,014 
\89 58 690 I.m 

jill ~ 50 H7 
119 20 22 161 
10) m ~09 8', 

I.m 902 2, )9') 5.0)5 
291 19 4n 742 
m 10 141 96' 

161 U 6)) 860 
671 585 2,112 '.114 
BS Zl(I Zl m 
3H 21 591 ')5) 

1.069 81} 4.104 8,186 
ll5 ~, )94 62) 

8,166 1.\&6 9,001 18.1159 

19.599 4.789 26.)14 50,702 



Region I. 'Oorchester 
SOller set 
lIicOllico 
\/orcester 

Region 2. Carolin. 
Cecil 
Kenl 
Quaen Anne' 5 
hlbot 

aegion }. hi Ii.ore 
Harford 

Region ~. Allogany 
Garr.tt 
\/ilShington 

lIeglon 5. Anne Arundel 
Carroll 
HoWird 

hgloA 6. r rlld,dck 
HontgOllery 

lIeglon 1. Calvert 
Char In 
Prine. Georg"s 
St. MarY'5 

aeglon 6. laltlaor. City 

STAlE 

IABl( .15 
ImAl (HUSE CAS[ MAI£ AHD IOlAl D£lIItJUUI CASE RAI[ 

flK 1,000 JUVEHlt[S BV COUNIV AHO R[GION - mCAl 1977 

lohl Cases 
Population Es\l:!mt' HJndled by 
5 tlu'OIlgh 17 years Juvenile Services lolal.Case Rate 

July I, 1975 AdIolnlstriHon Pcr 1,000 Juveni/.es 

6,720 197 29 
~,~~O 100 z' 

",500 302 22 
6,150 190 128 

5,1~0 m 26 
1~,5,)0 502 3~ 
,,8~0 ZO} 5] 
~,190 155 ]2 
5,510 m ~I 

I~B,610 5,O2~ }~ 
}5,170 1,237 35 

18.220 
. 

H7 2~ 
6,0'0 161 27 

25,350 8~3 n 

88.270 5,035 57 
19.810 7U ),7 
25,060 98~ :19 

2~"60 660 35 I 

1~2,2~0 ],m 22 

1,070 m 53 
18,120 953 51 

i6'i,970 8,786 52 
H,110 623 ~~ 

193,630 18,859 97 

1,001,960 50,702 51 

SOURCE; Juvenile Services AdministratiQn Fiscal Year 1977 Annual Report 

lotal Delinquent 
Casas Handled by Delinquent Case Rite 
Juveni Ie Services Per 1,000 
Adlllnht!atlcn I Joveni ItiS 

178 26 
83 19 

251 19 
~~ 105 

79 15 
~50 }I 
15~ ~o 
126 26 
199 36 

\ 

~, }08 ]0 
1,031 \29 

265 15 
116 19 
65} 26 

~ 256 ~6 
' 62~ 31 
682 35 

717 32 
2,500 18 

262 ]7 
699 }7 

1,252 ~3 
520 37 

16,639 86 

'2, 95~ ~3 



~I, 

Rlglon I. Dorchuler 81 
Sa-erlll \8 
Wleoele. 169 
Worcuhr 10'. 

R8glon 2. Cuolln. '2 
Ctell In 
•• ~t 66 
Ouun An/lt" S} 
hlbot 11 

Region " a.Wallf' 1,056 
H.tfllfd '08 

alg10n \. AIl.giny 210 
Glfutt 101 
Wi$hlnglon 2]2 

"lIlon 5. Ano. Arunllt1 1,)19 
Cirroll 150 
Howrd 168 

RlglDn 6, frtderick I" 
IIonlgOOIlr. m 

legion 7, C.lvert m 
eb.,)" 260 
Pri,oC' Geory." },I02 
SI. Miry" 166 

R8g10n 8. hill_or, Cllr 7,119 

StAl( 16,006 

'I'ABl.E 16 

144""[R II HAfIOLlNG ems BY eoum, il£GIOH AfIO SU 
fISCAL 1977 

hrall Inllnll 
.. - , , 

r .. l1. lohl MIl, r..d, 

18 9'J 3~ 1 
2 50 

67 2}6 6 , 
21 125 2 2 

19 61 Il 2 
~ 111 2\ 6 
}O 98 , , 
1& 11 1l 5 
11 92 50 29 

m 1,200 m 10\ 
81 '89 5) 5 

m '8) 1 2 
18 119 16 ~ 
71 ](I) IO} 28 

\15 1,11' 11\ 188 ., 

H 291 15 , 
'5 m 10 

11 161 51 IS 
i5) 611 m 56 

11 U5 168 52 
81 ,H 15 6 

767 .. ),869 EM I~ 
\9 215 12 1 

1,187 8.,66 1,06\ '02 

),51J 19,599 ',100 1,089 

lolil 

\1 

I} 
\ 

n 
,0 
7 

16 
19 

'H 
58 

, 
20 
m 

901 
19 
10 

66 
, }lI5 

220 
21 

6l} 
1\ 

1,'86 

'.189 

SOURCE: ,)uvel)i,Le Service:> At.\ulinisO'.ILlon "7 Fiscal Yeilr 1977 Annual Itc~urL 

Olupproved/elosed II Inlah 

Hal, fHil, lold 

~5 12 57 
)6 1\ SO 
,~ U 57 

'50 211 £61 

~2 18 to 
15' '1 ,01 

12 26 98 
5\ H 68 
1\ 19 51 

2.5'6 751 3, '01 
576 I~ 690 

12 18 50 
15 7 22 
m 112 'O'l 

1,89'1 505 2.199 m 108 \'2 
589 152 1\1 

'5\ 179 6}1 
1.576 5}6 2,112 

12 10 22 
~21 170 591 

',OJ5 1,069 ~, 10' 
](16 88 }9' 

1,0'.0 1.961 9,007 

2~,1)18 1i,2}6 26, '1\ 
" 



1111111 

Rlglon I. Oo"IIos"r 59 
Soacrnt }O 
IIlcOIIleo 149 
IIOfcts .... 96 

lIeglon 2. CilruUne 49 
Cecil 168 
a.nt 66 
QUI.n Annt'. 50 
hlbot 5$ 

Region s. "ltlaor, 1,044 
H.,ford H7 

•• glon 4. AlI.gilny ,62 
G.rull 1U 
llishlngton 275 

legion 5. Anne Arulll" I,H4 
Cilrrell 278 
Howard 181 

•• glon 6. rroderlck 121 
Honlgoaery 5}4 

Ioglon 7. Ciilvert 102 
Chuhl m 
Prl ne. Glorg.'. 1,955 
SI. IIIrr" 16} 

•• glon 8. hltlllOf" City 1,14 • 

SlAI[ 9,677 

'J'APLE.l.7 
HANH[R 11 llAN!llING CA~[S'IiY coum, R[GION ~"U NAC[ 

flSC~l 1911 

r or •• 1 Infor.al 

Other Olher 
or or . 

Slid Unknown 1o hi \/lin. Ihck Unknown 

40 99 ,6 5 
20 50 
66 I 2,6 5 4 
29 115 4 

12 61 6 6 I 
) 111 27 , 

32 98 6 I 
20 I 11 H 2 
'7 92 59 20 

2)1. 2 1,200 lO8 53 
51 I 489 55 2 I 

21 33' 4 
6 119 20 

28 }03 110 n 

269 11 I,m 742 159 1 
II 1 291 19 .. 
52 2H Eo 4 

40 161 55 II 
m 6 611 }46 J8 1 

" 05 156 60 Z 
127 JH 12 9 

1,899 I? ',669 m 269 7 
52 215 12 2 

6,574 50 8,,66 m 1,108 I 

9,8" 89 19,599 ',006 1,169 1\ 

Olupproved!Closftd at Inl4ke 

Oth.r 
or 

lolal White Ihck Un.no~n lohl 

H 41 I') 51 
35 I~ I 50 

9 37 20 51 
4 518 82 I 661 

B ~5 15 6a 
30 2H8 n lOl 
7 16 20 98 

16 51 16 6H 
79 41 12 51 

441 2,691 6a9 , 
',}O) 

58 6()1, 84 2 £90 

4 48 2 50 
20 22 11 

I)l m ]2 409 

902 2,00) J9} , 2,m 
19 424 7 I H2 
10 605 116 141 

66 551 82 6H 
365 I,m }IO 19 2,112 

I no 11 5 12 
21 488 IO} 591 

811 2,m 1,825 35 4,104 
14 m 7l '94 

1,486 2,567 6,416 24 9,001 

4,189 15,9U 10,20' 69 26,JH 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Admlnistrati.oll - Fiscal Year 1977 Annual: Rep!lrt 



'J'AJIl.F lfl 
IOIAl CAUS HAHOI£O MY '"£ JIIV(.' u Smf((S ADMI HISIUII O. 

IV COUNlV, AlGI O~ AIIll AU - meAl 1911 

Ov.r 18 
Ulldtr or 

lA rll" 10 \'lIr, II run IZ rtl,. IJ rlirs I~ rltrt 15 Vur. 16 rurs 17 rurt IS run Unlna"n lolill 

r.gloll I. Oorclluhr n 7 II 17 z~ 16 26 U \0 • 191 
SOll"el ~ } • ~ 9 12 15 21 20 , 100 
IIlcOlllco B 5 ) Il 25 H 52 62 62 , 2 302 
\Ioreuh, I' 5 16 21 58 98 162 182 126 6 2 190 

legion 2. Cl(ol1l11 2~ } 5 a 17 22 14 15 2} 1 1 m 
Cecil J1 10 10 25 '0 55 89 108 119 12 , 502 
IInl }O 9 9 n 10 16 ~ j7 ,2 2 la' 
Qunn A_', 9 1 ) 12 18 n 2' n 28 • 155 
hlbol Il ~ I 9 19 }2 35 4e, 5' , 12' 

.eglon J. Itltl.or, JJ5 5' UO 169 'OJ 671 1,068 ',100 ',160 115 20 5,Ol~ 
HufOl'd 59 I, 28 57 108 192 m m 207 40 1 \ I,m 

<, 

leglln ~. A1\19'ny 51 1 1I I} 28 5' 66 76 f6 , 56 H7 
wrreU 10 1 , 6 10 18 '1 }5 24 5 1 161 
It4II11 ngl on '5 II '2 )6 6, 117 158 IS4 16} 12 I au 

.egiOll 5. AMI Arund.1 }OI £6 m 1j6 ~al 68\ 1,005 I,O}9 1,05\ 10J 1J "O}5 
C"roll 40 n 16 ,6 f6 9} 156 I~O 16} U 1 7H 
HlIIOird " 22 20 ,~ fA 129 111' Ig4 26) n 5 984 

legion 6. frederick 26 I~ 21 5\ 18 1\9 110 110 155 11 660 
HonlgOllery 117 )\ 5' 105 269 '11 680 112 f.88 39 6 },11' 

"911111 7. hlrert U la 15 19 41 12 70 
I 

" 
5\ , m 

Chul" 58 H ,6 55 III 155 1'.lO 165 155 11 2 953 
'rl":l Georg.'. Hz 1~1 2" HI 811 .1,281 1,250 1,8~8 1,691 101 20 8,786 
St ..... r". n 19 9 n 5) 19 124 121 111 18 n 6l} 

Itlj10n I •• 1111&01"1 Cltr 611 291 5n 968 1,806 2,801 l,m },9J\ 3,699 m B~ 18,659 

SlAt[ l,Ho T1' .,110 2,m 4,56' 7,30' 10.1'8 10,570 10,162 685 291 50,701 

SOURCE: Juvenile Sf!ry:f,ccs Admln:lRtrllt:lon - F.Jscill Year 1977 Annual.Ferort 



------,----

-

Und.r 
HlJor 'USOft 10 Yurt 10 Yurt 

Ar~on U 11 
Asnull H9 m 
Aula Ih.ft/U~ulh. U .. II 1 
'urgbry/' , [ 105 115 
lirceny 80 76 
lubbery , 6 
DIsOfdtrly Collduc:1 19 6 
s .. Of/uu 12 6 
V.ndiliaii 117 SO 
~rcbllu Vlolatloll \ ] 
Glu. SnWlng 1 , 
Alcoholic ' .. arI98 VIal. I 
Shupllfllng 89 92 
'ursa Sn.lcMng 
Urnr •• VluhtleA 2 4 
aet;/h~.s 0' Hahn GUlli/a 2 1 
Iresp.ulng 24 21 
his. rift Abr. 24 7 
~lobllon .f Sup.,..hltll 
Olher 10' 51 

loll I D,UllClullit 7117 629 

'u~lQl 9 9 
'ruili':Y 72 22 
Ungavarnilbl. 41 ]2 

'0111 eus 128 6) 

~eg"cI 2Z1 20 
O.pe"d.ncy 5B ~ 
Otp.nd.nc, , argllet ,],72 27 
IIcnhll, Hilndlcapped ., ) 

lolal elNA 1215 84 
..... 

SplChl Proclldlngs 

GUICl IOIAl 2,"0 716 

---_ .... ----_._--------

'1111iLE19 
10lAL CAm HAHOl£O BY Ihl .limit[ suvlces AOHl~ISIRAIIOH 
IV MAJOR ReASON AHO AG£ U IIHe If acr URAL - mCAl 1'}77 

Ii Vun 12 Vurs IJ V.IrS I~ 'In" 15 Vur, 16 Vur, 

19 ~1 - 50 61 O~. : ~" 218 M 6M 1,009 I,m 1,}l6 
15 1O 119 155 '07 516 

196 152 51}!, 992 1,15' I,M 
128 16] ,,4 676 9H I,on 
JJ 27 65 119 19' 18] 

" 52 In 2S2 UO £08 
16 l} JI " 55 '6 

15~ 215 26, )11' "9 '00 , 28 88 277 61) I,D" 
2 7 15 J2 50 45 
2 8 21 66 148 ,,6 

162 299 516 750 921 97~ 
] 5 5 20 2' 18 
2 19 

" 
60 114 175 

II II 41 52 110 109 
21,1 &\ 182 261 )86 }76 
12 19 22 26 21 12 

I 2 6 J4 15 
95 190 m 654 962 851 

1,116 2.010 3,100 5,984 8,5" 9,~5' 

3D M m m 557 466 
49 91 198 308 ]15 67 

" 105 }20 458 568 455 

112 160 715 1,18' I,HO 988 

26 20 26 19 12 
, 

15 
61 57 55 6} 16 G2 

" 
41 44 51 61 '4 

1 , } 2 5 , 
III III 118 IJ5 164 115 

I ] 

1.)70 l,m ~,56' 7.101 10,HB 10,570 

Over 1ft 
or 

17 Yurt 18 Vun Unlnown 

3J " 6 
1,191 110 60 

505 ~ ~ 
I,He m II 
1,126 1(11, 15 

176 11 \ 
6'9 61 15 

57 6 , 
]'J5 1J 1) 

1,}oI 128 9 
45 , I 

)88 11 5 
991 67 12 
'0 

169 19 2 
120 7 
)56 n 4 
IJ I \ 

'} 2 
951 90 3} 

9,M' 868 218 

m 1 J 
14 2 I 

301 6 1\ 

540 15 15 

9 I 
42 I 4 
15 I 
2 

18 I 6 

51 

10,162 8b' 291 

SOllI{C£: JuvenHe Services Admin 111 traLJon - Fiscal Year 1977 ~nnual I{epo~t . 

lolill 

~Il 
6,~45 
I,'!<J' 
6,26' 
',907 

006 
1,m 

291 
2.'70 
],548 

216 
1,001 
4.874 

105 
619 
\71 

I,m 
167 
'9 

'.'58 

H,954 

1.99~ 
I,M 
2,M 

5,490 

)85 
969 
811 
'1 

2,201 

57 

50,702 



h(~1 

n rw 
Hijor RliIs~1\ 1976 1977 

ArsclI 172 18' 
Asnult ',210 2,m 
4ulo Ih"tluniut~. U5I 1,469 I,m 
lurgl;w',/I , [ ~,'65 },19B 
lire.n, 2,592 1,15) 
.obber, 8'2 656 
81swderl, Conduct 64, ~90 
s .. Of'ens. 91 m 
Vilndilh_ 851 715 
-"rcotlcs Viohllon 190 m 
Glul SnlHltlg 195 101 
Alcoholic hweugl Viol. 101 118 
SlI1lpli rung 1,571 I,m 
'ur" ~nalchllllJ HI) 7} 
flruras Vlohllon '1' 256 
'tC/rou ot stdhn Goods 240 leI 
Irl$pilSdng }9'J )06 
hi" flrl Ahr. }8 '6 
Vlohtlon ot Supervision '1 '6 
Olh., 1,659 1,101. 

101.1 D.llnqulnl 19,926 16,m 

.U~WilJ }06 289 
Iruloc, 2" 210 
'"'90Wlr IQb II m 65D 

101.1 ClIIS 1,285 1,"9 

kgl.d '" }6J 
D,pend.oc, 1,0\9 899 
hp,nd,ocr l "gleel '51 185 
III~IIIIJ ~andlCippld H n 

lohl (1114 I 891 2019 

11*111 'rocHdl"'ll 6Z 56 

/j,UIIlIIiUl lJ,IM 19,599 

TAlILE 20 
[WAUSO' (J 111£ AUlf8ERlW" ems HANll(O IV 
IH( HAQYUNI .AJW£Nlll uQWIClS AOHlmIUlIO. 

IV IIAJOII MUSO. rOflIl£fUAAl - mC~l 1976 ~ meAL 1917 

In'oraill Dlnpptovtd/Cloud ill Inlii" 

Pire.nt n ry Perclnt rY rv Parc.nl 
Ching. 1976 1917 Ching. 1916 I'm Chjnye 

't 6.' 29 '5 i- 55.2 Isa.· IU .. 15.8 - lB.) 58\ 616 . i- 5.8 1,217 },I " - l.2 - ZO.I IH 1'2 i- .7 551 667 i- 11.1 -1'.9 510 '58 - 10.2 1,711 1,007 ... II.' - 16.9 5BO 510 - 1.1 1,678 1,18' - 18.5 - 22.1 .;Z 1} - 18.1 175 111 f- 1.6 - 2'.8 191 150 - 11.9 l,Z~6 I,S?' - 2~.1 .. 16.) 10 17 of 35.0 55 9' f- 69.l - 1'.6 159 196 • H.) I,m 1,~59 ~. 6.' - 2.1 }06 m - 10.5 2,559 2,5111 - 1.J - '5.1 15 11 - n.o m 92 - 12.9 .. 15.1 lIS 10 - )9.1 818 815 - ., - 2M 816 51) - }O.~ J,896 J,~6 - n.8 - ~1.5 8 10 ... 25.0 " 2Z - 50.0 - )9.6 "7 '50 .. 6.' }59 m - Il.B - 24.2 '2 49 ... 16.1 1~5 1'0 - 2.0 - n.] 16) U5 - 11.2 1,180 l,l~~ - 2M 
... 11.1 9 11 .. m.} 86 100 ... lb.) 
't 1\.6 , - 11lO.0 6 } - 50.0 
~ ,1.5 ~81 \19 - 12.9 " '92 l,6J5 - 16.\ 

- 18.l ~,m ','M - 9.8 15,'95 21,690 - 11.0 

- 5.6 m 118 i- 1.9 1,881 1,'81 - 20.9 
- 15.1 165 2'0 of \5.5 816 699 - I'.} 
~ 11.1 '28 HO i- 11,8 I,'" . I,m - 8.1 

II 

- 10.6 101 828 .. 17.1 \,141 ',m - 15.2 

... '.s y - 100.0 " 2l - }M 
- 1\.) a 11 i- ,1.5 59 58 - 1.7 
't 1'.1 I J -87.5 }5 15 - lS.6 
- 15.6 8 5 - '1.5 

.. 9.'1 15 12 - 52.0 l}5 110 - 18.5 

- 9.1 1 ... 100.0 

- 15.' 5,109 ',1i19 - 6.; 29,711 26,}i' - ii.' 
SOURCE: JuvenUI\ SHvJeef' Ad~dniatrat1(1n ~, I'heal Year 1917 Annual Repor~ .•. 

lohl 

rv rv Percl.t 
1916 1971 Ch~nq. 

'59 'II .. 1~.5 
1,011 6,~~5 - 8.1 
1,161 I,Q6J - 8.2 
6,1'6 6,26) - 7.1 
5,850 ',907 - 16.1 

9'19 806 - 19.} 
',OOf. 2,m - n.6 

m 2')1 f- M.l 
2,'UI 1,'10 i- .1 
J,655 ,,5~a - 2.9 

}51 216 - }9.5 
I,O}5 I,OOJ - '.1 
6,?~ ~,814 . - n.6 

191 105 - '5.0 no 619 - 25.2 
511 471 - 10.6 

l,M I,m - 15.9 
m 161 , - 25.6 
50 ~9 - 2.0 

5,551 " J58 - 21.2 

'9,7911 U,95' - 1}.1 

2.'01 1,9')' - 11.0 
I,m I,M - 6.5 
2,50) 2,M - 6.2 

fI,m 5MO - 10.5 

J90 }85 - 1.' 
I,U6 %8 - n.' 
,~ au -t 64.2 
51 }7 - n.5 

1,051 1,101 f- 1.J 

62 51 - 0.1 

511,01.4 50,101 - 12.7 



fir.nll 
LIving 
log.ther 

'eglon 1. Dorehuter 88 
SlNOtrut ~o 
III elNO Ice 95 
Worc .. ter ~59 

66 "gilA 2. broil", 
Ciell 2a5 
hnt 61 
QUlin bill', 81 
hlbol 119 

legion ,. hili_ore 
Hilrford 

2.8H 
667 

legion ~. AllCYilny 210 
Guralt 116 
1t.t5hington ~J] . 

•• glon 5. Ann. Arundll 866 
Curoll ~02 
HOWJrd '77 

leglen 6. frederick ~58 
MonlgINOirY 1,695 

I.glon 7. Cillvert 222 
ChifltS 5J1 
'(1 net GIOfg.' s ~,086 
St. tt.ry'. 389 

legion 8. hl1l8are City ',}58 

SIAl[ 19,15} 

TABLE 21 
'OIAL CAses HAIIOL£O ar IH[ HAafiAIIO JIlV£HIU S£RVIC(S ADJoI!NIS'UJiON 

IV coum Alii) fAmlAL SlAIUS - fISCAL 1911 

lolh 
Mother filther Par,nls Pitrenh Parenh hunls 

hennd Poclntd OlCus.d Sipariliid OlvOfCld Uruurrhd 

9 11 n H 25 
5 7 2~ 17 6 

II 2) I J8 9) )9 
1J ~I ~ U 168 24 

6 
.' 

1 2 12 '7 8 
9 )8 2 }I 99 15 
J 7 ~ I~ ~8 12 
I 6 I 2} 17 9 
J 12 ~ 8 '0 28 

67 161 9 65 109 8 
6 50 8 95 388 15 

7 16 I' 97 H 
I 11 1 4 26 I 

II ~1 2 21 120 25 

7 ., 2 12 .. 5~ ) 
8 }5, 2 ~6 129 , 

12 20 , 
'I 129 II 

' 18 28 , 58 m 28 
55 82 19 M 50t 57 

12 9 1 '5 61 I] 
10 68 9 65 76 )5 

170 592 69 1,,67 1,979 262 
5' 38 I )0 77 16 

151 }91 
" 8,6]5 381 580 

596 1,706 192 10,9')6 ',856 I,lld 

Suui':E; JUVIlJll.le Servio;:es Administrstion - risca1 Year 1977 ';nllua1 Report 

. Inlor_illion 
lot 

Olhlr frovld.d lobi 

6 191 
I 100 
2 )02 
1 8 190 

2 IV. 
5 18 502 
1 5} 20] 
~ , 155 
a 2 m 

) 1.759 5,024 , 5 I,m 
79 'J1 

161 
} 186 B', 
2 ',076 5,0]5 
6 110 7U 
5 286 98' 

2 110 860 
12 }OO ',m 
I 11 m 
I 02 95' 

" 187 8,786 
67 !ill 

525 }7<)1. 18 659 

665 11,200 5D,702 



'oth 
hnntl 

•• glon I. OQrehutll 81 
S'-"5at " Illegal" 87 
Wornlh .. ,,~ 

bglon 2. C~nl1l11 65 
[,,11 2£1 
hnt 53 
Ou .... AMI'. • 1 
hlbot 120 

"91on J. h Itlaor. l,BOI! 
•• r'llI'~ (1,) 

lliIl .. ,. Alltg~1IJ 19j 
"rfllt In 
Wu~I"IItoll '25 

Itglllll 5. Anne lr~lktel 812 
[,rull J96 
1Io..ar~ '52 

Itgl .. '- frederick "5 
Milnlga.", .,826 

atglN 1. CIIVlI' lIS 
C.~rI'l 5ll 
'rlr.co liwge'e 1.9b) 
st. MIrV', }8' 

IItgltn 'I hltlaQrI tit, ',)70 

SlAtE 18,869 

'I'AIII.E 2:1 r 
10lAl cms IlAIIlHP BY IH[ HARWUIIIJtJVEm( mVlm ADIUISIRAIlO • 

• r crom AIO m( If GWROIAI - rncu 1971 

Mothat' fillh ... 
and and Olhu 
Sta~ Stap- hshr r •• 111 In5t1- l4n-

Molhu ht"'r hi"', Hothu Ho.t HOlit tutlon '.htlvu 
- .. 

55 Iii 15 5 I ') I ~ 

'0 8 II 2 9 
100 12 }2 5 " ~, 1 I 
15' ]8 11 7' IZ }2 1 I 

n , I~ ') , iI I 
9\ II )6 II 1) 12 6 5 
SO ~ 19 1 1 17 I 
)j 8 • 1 n 6 
'9 12' e 6 'J '1 2 1 

I,M 262 U II 25 \l 16 6 
277 ~I 110 21 17 5' 9 , 
l' ') 2' ) n III II , 
)l I , i I 5 

In I' 1) 15 7 " 5 Z 

6n )02 }O 5 a 11 } , 
H9 21 77 17 1} la , 5 
2)' I1J 84 7 1'1 n ,. ') 

IJ1 19 511 l5 1 ]8 J 7 
61' 185 119 ,. '2 Il7 2' 11 

11 17 2' 
, 11 10 , 6 

2]8 15 60 8 , n I 10 
2,11)'} 151 ill' 76 ~ m 6'J fIj 

lla 1.5 11 6 • 6 Z 

9.615 ~7 215 M lH 1)' '8 101 

11,009 1,492 1,828 m 616 I,m 1n 259 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Adm1nistration - Fiscsl ~ar 1977 Annual Report 

M ... r- Infon-
Slit. a~tlon 
In511- IIot 

Alone tutton Ot~1I Pro~ld.d lolal 

~ 1')1 
) 100 
) } }Il2 
) 2 n , 790 

2 I~ 
1 I 1 22 502 

l H 20) 
2 2 155 

Z ) 1 m 

Z 5 591 5,OZ; 
~ 2 I'} , I,m 

I 16 ~17 
2 • 161 

'5 17 aH 

I I ,& '.IH 5,0]5 , ]8 M , 11 98' , 'J 101 860 
6 , IJ 116 ',11' 

} 5 m 
) '0 9SJ 

II I 6'J 59 8,186 , 
~ )9 62) 

10 ) m 2,m IB,6S9 

68 lJ ~10 6.111 15P.l{)Z 



Offuse 

Arson 
Assault 
Auto Theft/Unauthoriud Use 
&irghry/ilrnking , £ntuiro; 
larc,"y 
laeberl 
DisQrderly Colldu:t 
Sex OfftnSl ; 
YardaliSil 
IarcotiC! Viohtion 
Glut Sni ffing/Oth!f In11a hilts 
'Icaholic !evlng' Violation 
SIIOQ li f ti ng 
PqrSI S~1atelting 

rirearws/ONdly \IQ~on Viohtion 
ier./Pass of Staltn Goods 
Treso2S5ing : 
hlse Fire 4lir. 
Vi ohtion of Su;!erlision 
other 

Total DtUnqlllnt -
iunaway 
truancy 
lJngaWirnabl. 

lotal eIKS 

K~ll<:t 
Depend,ncy 
DIIlerd~y l IIIg lect 
""ntally ltardiC3P11ed 

Total CIlIA 

Speeial Practedings 

WII!I TOTAL 

TABLE 2::3 
IIUYlAIIC .1lV£I(!l[ mVlm ~or.l(!SrmION 

ItJl TIPL£ (frt~St COl/HIS 
r OIlf0\4l l I .. Oool C.lSCS 

mC.lL 1m 

roraal ~se$ 

~joI' _ .. son Addi tio".,! 
for Referral ~ghints 

1!3 (1,2 
1.m 3.357 
I,m 1.490 
3.7'38 5,&1.; 
2,153 ~,5n 

6;& 1,268 
~90 749 
171 ZZ7 ; 

n; 1,885 
m 1,107 
107 13il 
118 Z06 

1,2'51 1,~86 
73 132 

2')6 530 
182 1,009 
306 W. 
46 48 
46 1t6 

1,104 2,4Z1 

16,315 17,049 

289 309 
210 l~ 
650 735 

1 l~q 1m 

363 384 
899 91l 
785 BOO ,2 38 

.2,l179 2,133 

56 56 

19,599 30,51Z 

177 

Ir.fcnal Cases 

~jor ieason Addi ti ana 1 
for hferrd COII!oia: nts 

~5 ~" 618 677 
I~Z 151 
458 4" '>"I 
570 681 

23 110 
150 207 
27 33 

29& 390 
'174 331 

17 19 
70 96 

575 626 
10 15 
50 86 
~9 81 
m 1913 
ZI 26 

2 
H9 807 

3,949 5,079 

'lIB 231' 
?~O W. 
370 ~90 

8la CII!~ 

11 II 
1 1 

1Z 12 

~,7!9 6,075 



1141. 

ltyloA I. IlII'c!\tshr , 
S ... rsct 2 
1/I,001co 6, 
Warculer 5, , 

legion 2. Caroline 1 
Cecil 15 
hnt • QUlin 4nn.', ~ 
talbot t 

Itglon ,. hllIw. 58 
W.,IlII'd 2) 

"gloll '. Al Itglny 15 
Girrttl 5 
Ihshingtoll 10 

leglOll 5. ARlit Arundel 59 
C.rroll 11 
l/c,wfil 15 

'.glon 6. fnd.,.Ic. 10 
IioRtgoetrr eo 

'eglon 7. hh.,.t , 
Chid" 17 
'rlnt:, '1III'g.'. l\} 
st. "'ry" IZ I 

I 
8ogioR 8. hl~.or. CHy 25J 

SUI( 7.J9 

'fA,U,E 2~ 
RCSIOUIIAl AIIO OOG[J(V "LAtHUIS ty SO AND coum 

meAL 1917 

Print ••• sldenllal 'lice_enh 

r .. d. lotil 11411 

1 2 
2 

5 11 I 
1 a 2 

1 , 
I 16 18 
I 9 2 
2 , 
7 15 n 

15 n 5' , 26 , 
7 21 • 5 '2 
5 15 2 

'2 91 115 
0 19 26 
5 20 ., II 

I 11 10 
\5 125 168 , 

, 
1 

\ ZI ,n E.G lSI 
5 17 19 

90 14} j61 

}OIl I,on I,m 

[-erglncy PhCHoRts 

rOlil1l 

~ 
Z 

6 
1 
} 

19 

7~ 
6 

II 
\ 
II 

71 
20 , 
6 

m 

1 
27 

\78 
11 

'~5 

l,j~8 

SOURCE: Juvenile Sel'vices AdministratIon - Hscal Year 1977 Annual Report 

loliil 

Z 

'j , 
2' 
) 
J 

n 
, 

127 
9 

19 
6 

IJ 

192 
\6 
20 

" \01 

2 
60 

917 ,. 
712 

2,6H 



'.gl"" I. Gor&htsl" 
SOllers. I 
III'OIIlco 
\/orc IS hr 

.. glon 2. CIfOU;]f 
("II 
hnt 
QUlin Ann,'. 
llibot 

'ag\on J. hill_or. 
Hu'lIfd 

-

.. glon ~. Alleg~n1 
. Garratt 

Wishingtoa 

Itgloft 5. ~no. Arundel 
("roll 
lIollird 

.. glon 6. fuderlck 
HontgOllff'W 

'agiM 7. hh"t 
Clltrle. 
,.,.Int. Glorg." 
St. ",rr'a 

hgl~n 8. hlll.or. Cit, 

M-of-Shh 

SlAT( 

TAUL~ 25 . 
mID(~IUt. AIIIJ fKNG£HCY PlAWUIS PY RACC Aftl (oum 

II,SCAl 1971 

Prlv~te fluld.nll,1 'hcnenh C.erg8oc1 Plie .. ents 
.. 

Whll, 'liek Other loti! - Whit, Ill(k illh'; . Tohl 

) , 2 2 
1 1 2 
a , 11 , 1 5 
5 } 8 j 1 , 
} I , 

I~ 2 16 ~ I 24 
5 , 9 2 1 , 
5 • 6 , ) 

10 5 15 25 1 }l 

65 II 1} 115 12 121 
2' 2 26 _ ~L ~_L -- _ .. -- ----~-~ 

21 I 22 19 19 
5 5 6 6 

15 15 1) 1) 

82 9 91 184 II 192 
18 1 19 46 46 
20 20 19 • 20 

Jl II 14 2 16 
107 17 1 115 ]50 }8 I] • '01 , , 2 1 
17 , 21 46 Il 60 

140 4. 181 696 21~ 9 9~~ 15 2 17 21 

101 m } }H m 416 2 112 

699 m 5 I, (M 1.845 m 24 2,&', 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Adwini.stration - }o'iscu1 Year 1977 Annual Report 

Good Sh.pherd Cenl ... 

\/hI I, 8hek Olh" loli! 

J , 

1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

\ 

n 14 
6 ~_l_ - --- --- -_i _ 

2 2 , , 
11 Jl 
) ) , ) 

I I 
15 l 17 

2 2 

I~ } I I~ 

9 15 2' 

1 , , 
90 24 • 115 



P1acMent 

Good Shtplltf'd Can t er 

Purchase of ~r. 
Iesidlntia1 Pbclllents 

furchase of Care 
IMrgency Pbclllents 

Sbtt-Ow:-o«l "'~p _s 
"'les : . 
hullS 

TABLE 26 
ClI+\IJlIITT mlrH:NTUl PlmM£NlS ST tACt 

fISCAL 1977 

Whi t. Slack 

lWbtl' Percent bber Percent 

90 78.3 2~ 2D.9 

699 66.8 ~3 32.8 

1,845 69.3 77~ 29.3 

2 ~.8 40 95.2 
4 12.5 Z8 87.5 

~ry1anlf T~th 'esi dcne. Canttf' 7 11.1 ~ SO.5 

TABLE 27 
TOOTH SERVICE emER .lOlllSSIOIIS If AG£ AkO m· 

mCAL 1977 

~le rlllal. 

Otller Toh1 

boer Perc.nt bber Percent 

1 .8 115 100.0 

5 .~ 1, ()I, 7 100.0 

. 24 .9 2,6l,3 100.0 

42 100.0 

3Z 100.0 

1 2.~ H 100.0 

Toh1 

-'9' .... '.-cent • ..w..!>er ""cent a.o.r 1'1I'C.nt 

n 1 .4 1 .3 
15 13 5.1 3 8.1 16 5.5 
16 95 37.1 11 46.0 ll2 38.2 
17 119 46.5 13 35.1 132 ~5.1 

18 25 9.8 4 1M 29 9.9 
19 3 .1.1 3 1.0 

, 

1,b1 256 100.0 37 100.0 293 100.0 

• Tilt '~th Srtic. "nt .. is • ~y progrlll offII'illlJ IIIchlized s",YielS tD d.llnq~lnt 7outh. 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - Fiscal Year 1977 annual Keport 
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luruu 

AnlllpGlis 

bit ; 

C.rall County 

Colleg. Park 

IUMalk 

East Balti_. 

Ghnard.n 

GrHnbtlt 

HaruNjale 
--_. __ . __ .-

laurtl 

LlqhtllouSl 

Ustlni ng Post 

Iortb Centrll 

IartlMst IIltilGr' 

PtA 

locnill. 

rri~nty 

TABLE 28 

TOtAL fliMALLT CQUlSCLltD CAStS StRV£D BY TOUTH sttVICES BUReAUS 
!Y LOCATION, SU ANO am 

mCAl 1977 

fible rude 

lllCation Ilack ~ih other alack 'flUte 

Anne lruNjd County 721 ~o 125 34 

"'inc. '-orge's Co. 18 9ft 3 15 110 

Carroll County 6 188 1 4 1H 

'riac. Morge's Co. 13 94 2 10 56 

.d tllOl'l CGunty 5 258 2 6 133 

IIlti_1 City 396 11 223 2 

Princ. Ci.orge' s Co. 78 67 

Prine. '-ge's Co. 18 189 18 163 

AnniArU~.1 CoUnty 
~-- - ----- - ~ -------- ----~-- --- --~--

2 III 1 60 

Princ. '-'9.'s Co. 9 56 1 9 31 . 
illltl ... ,-,.ty 9 72 a 56 

ItIntqoery County 2 39 2 15 

.. ltl.cr. C1 ty 53 31 19 7 

IIltllGr. City ZB8 6 .203 

III tUr. c.anty 1 50 1 1 52 

ItIntg_y COIInty ~5 173 1 J5 175 

ChIr lIS t.Ynty 134 6111 72 446 

TOTALS l.,298 2,~ 13 816 11~78 

Other lobi 

~20 

1 2~1 

340 

1 176 

4 4a1 

632 

145 

)88 

----- ~ 

174 

1 1117 

145 

2 60 

110 

497 

105 

~26 

93 

9 5,667 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - Fiscal Year 1977 Annual Report 
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I--' 
00 
N 

.eglon I. Oorehe,"'r 
Sr.ersat 
IIleor..lco 
Wore., I ... 

Itglon 1. Cerollllt 
Ctell 
lent 
Qu .. " Ann.'i 
talbot 

h;l~ft ,. ''111Il0l'. 
Hutor4 

'Iglon ,. Alleg.n, 
"-rrett 
W,shlllgton 

It'll on 5. Alln. Arundd 
Carroll 
HOWird 

'tglon 6. rred.rld 
HonlgOllery 

Itglon 1. c. her t 
C~rlll 
Pr1nco G.org8" 
SI. Kir,'s 

fteglon 8. blll.o(l CU, 

Out-ol-Shte 

SIAl[ 

TAULE 29 
AOl1ssrOllS 10 *nwo's Im.ltri SCI/OOlS, (~CS"Y CAWS AIO eors' VIlLAG[ 

n coum If RlSIOUi:r All crum If AOMlIIUG eOUR! 
rJ seAL 1911 

Harrhnd fn nlnq Sc/lO.,1 Holllr05 School 'oy,' Vllhoe 

'oonl, 01 AdIolillng Coont, 01 ·AdIollllog Counl, 01 Ad_Itt I ng 
'esld.nc. C/JUrt 'esldenc. Court 'esldallC' Courl 

e I) 6 6 
10 I) 7 7 
22 27 12 12 
2 2 

5 9 
67 81 8 12 
11 IS 2 1 1 
5 6 a 5 I 

18 18 5 5 

166 177 '5 61 1 
55 57 I' 17 2 2 

11 2' 6 a 
I) 16 2 1 

H H 10 11 

17 16 li 12 } 
5~ 56 7 1 
6 2 , , 

II 10 I~ 15 
21 21 '8 50 I 

6 5 II 17 ~t 17 
10 6 7 1 69 
81 80 H6 150 I,O~5 I,m , 5 9 10 51 51 

\ 

2,162 l,170 516 517 6 

}2 39 259 

2,838 2,838 9~1 9\1 1,~56 1.~56 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Adwinistration - Fiscal 'tear 1977 Annual R~port 

ERR 

80yt' r or.!lry (a_PI 

Coonly 01 Adtltllng 
hsld.nc. Court 

1 I 
2 2 

11 12 
) , 
1 I 

5 5 
1 , 
1 6 
a 9 

11 11 

2~ 26 
L 7 , , , 5 '8 ~9 

2 I 
5 5 

57 57 
7 8 

5' 55 

5 

268 268 



TABLE 30 
ADMISSIONS TO KUYlAlC)lS 

.JUVUIU: IIISTITUTlOIIS 8Y AG( PEietAlS· 
Per fISCAL 1m 
~ 

40 1 "'ryland Training 
School 3',51 

: 1 
~Il~ 

30.5% 

[ 
21~ 

2.9% VIS 

40 

~ 
I4ontrO:lt Schoo 1 

31,~ 
;0 Z2,~ 

20 
11.$ l~,r; 

10 j 6.% :i a.6~ 

Ioys' fcrestry 
.~s 

31l.e~ 
~O.~ 

; 
20.~ 

.~~ .\~ 

~l 
~s' ViLlag' 

Z').~~ ~e.~ 
19.ZT: 

1 13.~ 

s.a% M% 

=j 
~hnd thildr'm's 

Ctnt .. 
25.1~ 

21.5~ tn." 11.6~ I 11 as 
10 r 6,,9% j 

~l 
~Itl!' Cki 1 dl'llft , s 

.wnter 28.~1 Z§.:% 
Zli1 

1~.11 

2.]1 5·Z 

11 ,nrs 13".ars 14 yurs 15 ,ears 16 ,tars 17 ,tars 

•• 'CIU~" ~nd ""11' 

"erclftu 1M ... t _ t .. lM.n .1 .... (!!l..Jt Uni..,...." to Mt '""IOOIld. 
SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - Fiscal Year 1977 Annual Report 

183 



t 

RiC' by Under 
I nsti tutiOft 10 

Io'aryl;J11l Trlining School 

'llit, 

Ihck 2 
other 

Tohl 2 

I'ontro,. School 
'ihitt 

Buck 1 
other 

Tohl 1 

Total Trlinit'lil Schools 
'ihih 

Slack 3 
Other 

Tahl f 

iays' Vil1i9' 

.... it. 

Sbei 6 
other 

Total 6 . 

Ioys' r orestry Caps 

""itl 
Ibei 

other 
Toul 

T~LE 31 
~DM!SSl OtIS TO "'UYl~III'S TRlIIUG SCHOOLS, 

ralESTaY CAMPS Alii 80YS' VILl..IGE 9Y AGt Alii) RAe! 
FISCl.l 1977 

Age of ..uVlni 11 

10 11 12 I 13 l' 15 16 

3 6 18 26 62 za; 319 
5 11 3a az 193 417 5/15 

2 5 Z 

S 17 56 110 m 627 366 

3 ~ 10 H 119 1:;6 69 
2 7 33 70 137 163 65 

2 1 1 
5 11 ~3 113 256 300 135 

6 10 28 67 IBI 341 38S 

7 IB 71 152 330 sao 610 
~ 6 J 

13 2a 9i m 5ll 927 ,001 

1 9 9 36 81 11B 171 
11 11 38 68 117 162 192 

1 1 1 
12 20 47 105 199 280 370 

1 37 78 
1 17 26 

, 

1 1 5" l~ 

Total 

P!I'-
17 18 Unknow ~uaber cent 

3Z5 ZO 2 986 3~.a 

507 42 1 l,a43 6It., 
9 .3 

332 62 3 2,338 100.0 

35 1 1 ~19 4~.3 

ItO 5 1 524 55.3 
~ .4 

75 6 2 947 100.0 

360 21 3 1,~05 37.1 
547 47 2 2,367 62.5 

13 .4 

9'J7 50 .5 3,785 100.0 

175 9 2 617 ~2.~ 

Z~ ZZ ~ a35 57.3 
1 ~ .3 

380 31 6 l,~56 100.0 

61, 11 19i 71.3 
30 3 77 28.7 

0.0 

9't 1~ 268 100.0 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - Fiscal Year 1977 .~ual ~eport 
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y.., Ind So 

Hal 1~ 

MIlt .I.¢t;i~st~1<; 
f.l, AdIrlssioftS 

Toul 

risell 1969 

1111. Adlissions 
f ai, .ldIIi $lions 

Total 

flsc.al 1970 
1111, :Ad.i!!i~ns 
r _~~ Adlissions . Total 

fiscal 1971 
Melt .!4:i::lc= 
f.li AOIissieas 

Tobl 

fiscil 1972 

IIIlt AdIrlssions 
f _l~ AdBissions 

Tobl 

Fiscil 1973 
11111 laaissions 
raIl ~lSions 

T,tal 
~ 

Fi3C31 1~ 

MIll lcIIiuhns 
r.1I Acilissi_ 

Tobl 

rhed 1m 
MIl. lcIIissions 
r.l1 A41iSSitM 

11tal 
illCll 1976 

Mil, Acilissi_ 
f.l, AOIlssi_ 

toa1 

fllCll 1977 
Md. A41is1i_ 
r.l, "*iss1ans 

total 

TABLE 32 
AlI!ISSIDIS TO twYUMl'S CKILDII£. emus 

If erR I£R AMl m 
meAL 196e - 1977 

~hnd t. J. S. "It .. 
CIIlldl'Ift', Children's 

Cantil" C,ntll' 

7~1 1,~9' 
266 sa3 

1,007 2,2')6 

e68 1,?~ 
311 9/11 

1,179 2,~9 

e61 2,112 
3JZ 1,136 

1,193 3,N 

m Z.IS 
330 l,rn 

I,m 3,389 

1,021 1,88~ 
334 892 

I,m 2,776 

m 1,189 
)2S 836 

1,298 2,m 

938 m 
295 389 

1.m 1,ZC7 

980 906 
338 ~3 

l,ne - 1,159 

m S9't 
~ 38Z 

1,296 1,%76 . 
m 9';0 
367 ~$ 

I,," 1,395 

Tohl 
" 

2,234 
1,Wl 

H13 

2,m 
1,2')2 

3,868 

2,973 
1,~68 

~,l,lol 

3.!E7 
l,S65 
~,S;2 

2,905 
1,226 
~,m 

2,162 
1,161 

3.323 

1,756 
68~ 

2,1,lo0 

1,886 
5;1 

1.~77 

l,aZI 
751 

2,57Z 

1,917 
S22 

z.rn 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration - Fiscal Year 1977 
Annual Report. 
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M.t,land Chllelrtn" Ctnl., 

Ag' 'bc:k I0'Il11, DUo., 

lind... 10 hil,. l , 
10 ruu ~ , 
II 'ura 15 lZ 
Il , .. ,. 26 28 
J] I,,,,, 69 87 
I' ...... 121 161 I 
15 'WI 152 185 

.. "iI" 105 111 1 
17 ., .... 61 102 1 
Iii ...... 5 ; u,._ I 

I"bl 51' 161 , 
'."ul 42.7 51.1 O.l 

'J'AIHJi JJ 
AOItSSIOAS 10 w.mAIel'S CIlIlDIU cOlm 

IV AG( Aiel UC[ 
meAl 1'J11 

11. .. 1., Chlldru', tenhf 

'''Ill '11, .. I0'Il11. lither 

5 I 
" 1 1 

21 I 2 

~ 17 9 
156 29 45 
289 49 1)2 I 
n7 86 m 1 
28} III 280 ~ 

11l sa m } 
.1 5 }I .. 
I I 6 , 

I.~' '90 994 II 
100.0 28.0 11.2 0.8 -

-

'atll 

l 

1 , 
26 

74 
182 
)02 

'96 
)(,5 

}6 

II 

1.'95 
100.0 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Adm1niBtrat!on - Fiscal Yaar 1977 Annual Report 
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SECTION E: ADDITIONAL CURRENT AND ANTICIPATED FUTURE TRENDS IN JUVENILE 
CRIME AND JUVENILE PROCESSING 

1. TRENDS (CURRENT) IN JUVENILE DEMOGRAPHICS. 

A. Comparison of Juvenile Arrest Rates and Current Socio-Economic 
Indicators. 

Table 34 compares index arrest rates for juveniles in 
Maryland. with other socio-economic indicators. The arrest 
and socio-economic indicators are listed for each of the 
District Court jurisdictions, and for Carroll and Howard 
Counties separately. 

In looking for any correlation between the arrest indi
cators and the socio-economic indicators the jurisdictions 
were grouped as follows: (1) the urban jurisdiction - Balti
more City, Baltimore, Anne Arundel, Hontgomery, and Prince 
George's Counties, (2) the urban counties plus Harford and 
Howard Counties, and (3) all the jurisdictions. 

In order to determine the way in which any tWQ of the 
indicators.vary_ together, correlation ~nalyses were performed 
for selected parings of an arrest indicator with a socio
economic indicator. The coefficient of correlation was 
calculated for each of the selected pairings of the indi
cators. In this application, the coefficient of correlation 
can be thought of as a measure of how much of the variation 
in the arrest indicator (across the jurisdictions) can be 
explained by the variation in the value of the socio-economic 
indicator. A positive coefficient of correlation indicates 
that the socio-economic indicator tends to increase tvith in
creases in the rate of the arrest indicator and a negative 
coefficient of correlation means the socio-economic indica
tor tends to decrease with increases in the rate of the 
arrest indicator. A coefficient of corelation of either 
+1 or -lor a value close to +1 or -1 indicates that the 
variation in the arrest indicator is largely tracked by 
the variations in the socio-economic indicator. 

It should be noted that a strong positive or negative 
correlation does not imply causality (i.e., that the arrest 
indicator rates are the result of the socio-economic indi
cator). It is possible that the strong correlation may be 
due only to numerical coincidence or simply to the fact that 
both the arrest indicator and the socio-economic indicato~ 
are influenced similarly by other factors that are not knmvo 
or explained by the corr~lation. 
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Looking at the urban county grouping only, the juvenile 
arrest rate for index violent crimes per 1,000 population 
was determined to be highly coorelated with pupil ~vith
drawals as a percent of total pupils attending, a coeffi
cient of correlation of +.96, average daily school absentee
ism (+.98), households receiving food stamps per 1,000 
population (+.97), incidents of venereal disease per 1,000 
(+.97), and population density per square mile (+.97). The 

coefficient of correlation with unemployment was only 
slightly lower (+.92), but less highly correlated was 
the median effective buying income (-.82). In each case, 
this means that the variation in the violent arrest rate 
in the urban jurisdiction is tracked, to a fairly large 
extent, by the variations in each of the above socio-econo
mic indicators. This continues to be largely true when 
the same correlation analyses were done for the urban 
jurisdictions and Harford and Howard Counties, with the 
exception of unemployment (+.74) and median income (-.70), 
which were more moderately correlated. Inclusion of all 
jurisdictions lowered all of the correlation coefficients. 
These coefficients were +.87 for pupil withdrawals, +.93 
for absenteeism, +.89 for the venereal disease rate, +.86 
for food stamp receipts, and +.96 for population density. 
Unemployment and median income failed to be correlated with 
the violent arrest rate when looking at all the jurisdic
tions. 

A similar set of correlations were performed with the 
property arrest rate per 1,000 population. The correlation 
coefficients for property arrests were almost identical ~vith 
the coefficients for the violent arrest rate ivhen looking 
at the urban grouping. The same pattern holds true, with 
two exceptions, when Harford and Howard counties are in
cluded. Unemployment is found to be more st,rongly corre
lated with property arrest rates (+.87) than violent arrest 
races (+.74), while median income is less strongly correlated 
with property rates (-~ 51) than violent rates (-.70). Hore 
moderate correlations were the result of the inclusion of 
all jurisdictions. The coefficient of correlation of pro
perty arrest rates was (+.82) with withdrawals,(+,'86) with 
absenteeism, (+.88) with venereal disease rates, (+.83) with 
food stamp receipts, and (+.89) with population density. 
Again, as with violent arrest rates, property arrest rates 
showed no significant correlation with unemployment rates 
or median income. These correlations (both for violent and 
property crime arrest rates) are displayed in Table 34-·A. 

Again, it' should be s tressed that these relationships 
between the arrest indicators and the socio-economic indi
cators do not necessarily imply any causality. Instead, 
they may only show a numerical relationship that is due 
to the indicators being influenced by the same set of un
eh~lained factors or possibly just a numerical coincidence. 
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TAIILE 34 

COMPARISON OF JUVENILE INIlEK ARRE:;',· HATES TO OTIIER SOCIO-ECONU11CS INDICATORS 

1977 JUVE. ARHEST RATE PER ~=~W-J~OL-W-
~OOO-.JUV6-.-I'Oj!{JL(\!HON-- '1'U1' 1 L WI I U=--il\VE:--1)A 1 , .. --.-,~ 

IlIIAI-IAI.S AIISENTEEISH 1977 1977 INCI- 1976 IJ OF 1976 1977 
(£XCl.UD I NG AS A % OF ANNUAL DENTS OF 1I0USEliOLllS HEDIAN I'OI'Ul.ATWN 
DI'A'l'II) AS A J,W;;'~ IJ Db' AVVRAGE V ENEf{i::A!, R"CEH/ING 1I0USEIIOLL PElt SQUARE 
% OF AVG. j I'UPII.S UNI11I'1.0\,- DISEASE/I,OOO FOUl; STAHl'S EFF.$IIU\,- HILE 

JUIt] SOICTIOIlAL INDEX INDEX TOTAL Oh' PUPILS AT'fENUING tHiNT RATE l'OPUl.A'l'ION PER H POPUI.A. ING INC. 
GROUPING VOLUME PROl'. INDEX ATTENDING 

Baltiulore City 8.17 31.98 40.15 16.2 19.6 8.7 28.3 14.4 11,450 10,652 

Dorchester, 
Somerset, 1.26 16.72 17.98 4.9 
Wicomico, 

7.3 11.3 9.n. 'r 20.1 11.683 74 

Worcester 

Caroline, Cecil, .51 8.92 9.43 5.0 9.3 8.5 3.6 15.4 10,323 88 
Kent , Queen 
Anne's, Talbot 

I Calvert, I Charles, 1.28 12.88 14.15 3.8 10.1 7.1 3.7 11.4 114.482 135 
St. Hary's 

I PrInce George's 11.46 19.98 3.4 10.6 3.9 4.2 12.4 2.52 11,834 1453 , 
Hontgomery .59 11.80 12.39 1.6 9.4 3.4 1.6 6.8 22,012 1218 

Anne Arundel .96 12.85 13.81 4.1 9.0 5.2 1.4 11,3 15,522 B7l 

BaitilllOTe Co. 2.09 15.58 11.67 3.1 9.1 4.9 .6 5.5 17,B31 1075 

liar ford .87 16.31 17.24 3.6 8.1 6.4 2.4 13.2 15,258 304 

lIoward 2.26 11.74 14.00 2.0 8.2 3.6 .7 3.4 18,935 462 

Carroll .52 7.51 8.03 4.6 7.6 4.5 .3 5.7 14,062 186 

frederick I 
Washington, .112 10.97 11.19 3.1 9.3 -- 8.4 1.4 9.0 13,029 182 

Alleguny, .31 8.55 6.81 2.5 6.5 11.9 3,JI 21.1 9,112 96 
Garrett 

Statewide 2.75 11.41 20.16 5.4 11.1 6.1 7.5 23.0 15,494 428 L....- __ -- -. --.... .- . -... -- '._' .. -.. .... - -_._ .. .. 



TABLE 34-A 

GROUPING: URBAN - BALTll10RE CITY, BALTll10RE COUNTY, ANNE ARUNDEL, 
PRINCE GEORGE'S, MONTGOHERY 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS: 

r=Jlvenile Index I Pupil I Pupil Unemploy- V.D. I Food i Median I Pop. 
I Acres ts /1000 I With- 1 Absentee- I Income Den-I ment I Stamps 
I P)Eulation drawals lism sity j 

I 
, 

I I 1.9718 
I 

1'9~89 " Violent .9602 .9153 .9744 .9675 .8232 I i 
I I 

+. +. +. +. I - I +. 

I I I ( -L 
I 

, Fro_p_e_r_ty ______ ~--.-9-~-7-l--~-.-9-~-8-8----~-.-9~-6-9----~ __ ._9_~_3_9~!_._9_!_6_0 __ ~._8_2_1_6 __ ~._9_!_8_6~ 
tROUPING: URBAN PLUS HARFORD AND HOWARD 

!Juv~.· Index I I ~bsentee- I 
, Arres ts /1000 

j 
\-iith- I Unemploy-I 

I. PJpulation drawals I I ~sm ment 
I 

-I ! 
V:iolent , .9327 .9564 .7382 I +. +. +. 

I , 
\ , 

I I 
I 
i Property .9563 I .9524 .8687 
! +. I +. +. , I , 
I I 

i 

~ROUPING: ALL JURISDICTIONS 

r--
i 
I Juve. Index With- Absentee- Unemploy-

I 
Arrests i 1000 drawals ism ment 
?opulation . I I 

I violent .8747 .9299 • 0354 

I +. +. +. 
I -' 

I froperty I .8214 .8608 .1007 
+. I +. I +. 

I I 

I I I 
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I 
. I 

V.D. Food 
Stamns 

.9556 .9344 
+ +. 

I i 

) , 
I 

.9662 
I 

.9662 

I +. +. 
I I I . 

I 

I I V.D. Food 

I Stamps 
I 

I 
.8880 .8586 

+. +. 
I 

I I i .8807 .8316 

I 
, 

+. I +. I 

) 

~ledian 

I nti'o me 

.7039 
-

.5118 
-

Median 
Income 

.0926 
-

.0645 
-

~op • 
, en-
~it1 

.9586 
+. 

.9484 
+. 

! 

I rop
, den-

sity 

.-. 
I 

I 

! 

, "'. 
I 
I 
I 
I -, 

I 
I 
i 
; 

I 

.9~661 
, 
I 

! 
.8860 i 

+. I 
I 
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B. Recidivism 

At present, no reliable information source exists to gener
ate recidivism data about the juvenile offender population. 
The Juvenile Services Administration does currently maintain a 
batch-oriented client based tracking system on which each juve
nile is identified by non-unique identifiers (e.g., name, race, 
sex, date of birth). This batch oriented system tracks the 
principal events and dispositions associated with client pr.o
cessing from intake, through adjudication and treatment. From 
this system, statistics on client flow and processing are cur
rently generated and made available. Additionally, this exist
ing batch oriented system with its non-unique identifiers has 
been used to perform analyses of juvenile client recidivism. 
More specifically, the Juvenile Services Administration is able 
to perform some recidivism analysis yearly. The results are 
used only for their internal management purposes; the system is 
not sufficiently accurate or complete for the generation of uni
quely identifiable client histories (and as such completely 
reliable recidivism data). 

In the fall of 1975, the Juvenile Services Administration 
received block grant funding for a management needs information 
study. One of the needs identified as a result of this study 
was for client status and history information. Correspondingly, 
it was recommended that in the development of an on-line,- real time, 
client-centered data base, the timely inquiry into historical 
data on the juvenile (among other capabilities) would be possible. 
In April, 1977 a Juvenile Services Administration grant applica
tion for implementation of all the information needs study recom
mendatior:.s was approved by the Governor's Commission. Under the 
system to be implemented, the Juvenile Services Administration 
would maintain a client oriented data base from which such out-
puts as juvenile based transaction statistics (JBTS) and juvenile 
delinquent histories (JDH) would be generated. A byproduct of 
these juvenile delinquent histories (JDH) could be reliable re
cidivism data on the juvenile offender population and as such the 
capability to perform recidivism analysis. 

The above referenced program as well as related data collec
tion programs are fully discussed in the RES-2 problem area of 
the 1979 Comprehensive Plan. Of specific relevance are the items 
concerning the juvenile delinquent history development. 
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II .• ~ST PROJECTIONS . 

. A •• Methodol~gy 

The Governor's Commission staff in its 1977 Comprehensive Plan 
included for the first time a description of a preliminary method 
for projecting the number of future arrests. Understanding the 
arrest projection method utilized required an understanding of 
some of the assumptions concerning certain variables that have 
historically had a numerical relationshi.p to the number of police 
arrests. These variables used in making the projection were ar
rests by crime type, population composition, and geographic area 
as well as changes over time in the demographic composition of the 
population by geographic area. These variables were selected 
based on their apparent numerical relationship to current arrests 
and their ease of availability and collectability. It was noted 
th~t while chere was a strong numerical relationship between 
these factors there ~vas no known. causation. Therefore, it could 
not be determined whether this relationship ,vould continue into 
the future. 

The original methodology has been expanded upon to include new 
information not previously available. A brief description of the 
arrest projection model currently in use follows. 

In making the arrest projection, arrest rates were determined 
based on the number of arrests per particular arrest group per 
100,000 population of a group with similar characteristics. The 
number of arrests and the population were characterized by a number 
of attributes (e.g., by age, race, and geographic area). In addi
tion, arrests were characterized by specific crime types. There
fore, arrests rates by crime type with specific demographic char
acteristics (e.g., age, race, and geographic area), were generated 
per 100,000 population with the same demographic characteristics. 
An analysis of 1977 arrest rates showed that the arrest rate for 
crime type groupings. varies significantly as a function of the popu
lation by age grouping (see Table 13) and by the race and sex of 
the arrest population. These arrest rate patterns by age, race, 
and sex were found to hold true State-wide and for various geo
graphic areas of the State (see Table 12). 

In projecting arrests, the arrest rate relationships provided 
a basis for predicting future volumes of arrests based on changes 
over time in the demographic mix of the population. It was assumed 
that changes over time in the age, race, and sex distribution of 
the population and/or absolute changes in the number of persons 
in particular age, race, and sex groupings might affect the future 
number of arrests. This would appear to be particularly true if 

192 

'--I 



changes in the demographic mix over time were to impact most 
strongly on those age, race, and sex groupings which presently 
have the highest likelihood of arrest (assuming these high ar
rests rates were to remain the same or nearly so over the near 
future). 

There are, no doubt, other variables which may have a signifi
cant influence on the number of current as well as future arrests. 
However, information on age, race, and sex by geographic ar.ea were 
the only readily available variables describing the State's popula
tion mix and crime mix. Presently arrest statistics by crime type 
for all geographic areas of the State are only available from cal
endar year 1975 on. In addition, while arrest data by crime type 
was available by age and sex groupings, only aggregate data on 
arrests by crime type and race were available by age gr9uping and 
within each age grouping by race (i.e., white and non-white). 

Given these limitations on the availability of data, a method 
for calculating projected arrests based on 1975, 1976 end 1977 
data was dete~ined. It was decided that the arrest projections 
ivould be made separately for each county and Baltimore City. By 
performing the projections by geographic area (e.g., county), an 
effort ivas made to account (at least in part) for differences in 
population density throughout the State. Within each of the juris
dictions, the arrest projections were made by crime type and within 
each crime type by each of the age groupings. The age groupings 
were chosen to focus specifically on those age groupings which 
constitute a large portion of the arrest population, specifically 0-
12, 13-14, 15-16, 17, 18-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39, and 40+. 
The crime types were selected mainly to emphasize Part I arrests. 
Secondly, crime groupings in which large disparities in the n~~ber 
of arrests occurred during the course of 1975-1977 (i.e., All Other 
Offenses and Assaults (Aggravated and Other» were selected in 
order that their contribution to the total projected arrests would 
be easily identified.3 Therefore, the arrest projections were made 
for each of the Part I arrests (i.e., criminal homicide, forcible 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor 
vehicle theft), for the Other Assaults and All Other Offenses ar
rests, and for the remaining Part II arrests combined. 

~In some jurisdictions, increased reporting and/or new agencies 
reporting was evidenced by a significant rise in arrests in the 
All Other Offenses category. Additionally, some jurisdictions 
changed their definition of what constitutes an aggravated as
sault (to include offenses formally counted under Other Assaults). 
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The arrest projections were made for 1980, 1985, and 1990 us
ing each of the 1975, 1976 and 1977 arrest data as providerl by 
the Haryland State Police Uniform Crime Reporting Program .. 
Thus, three estimates of the future volume of arrests by crime 
and age are generated by using each of the three base years. Us
ing this approach a low, high and average value for each arrest 
projection is provided, or in other words a range for the pre
dicted arrests. It was felt that this would be more beneficial 
to the decision-maker or planner than simply providing one value 
for the projected arrests. 

Initially, the base year (i.e., 1975, 1976, or 1977) 
arrests for each geographic area, crime type, and age grouping 
were multiplied by the projected ratio of future years (i.e., 
1980, 1985, or 1990) to base year (i.e., 1975, 1976, or 1977) 
population for the same jurisdiction and age grouping. This 
assumed that the initial crime type arrest projections for the 
future year (i.e., 1980, 1985, or 1990) for each jurisdiction, 
crime type, and age grouping was simply the relative change in 
population from base to future year for the jurisdiction and age 
grouping times the number of actual arrests for that specific 
crime type, jurisdiction and age grouping for the base year 
(i.e., 1975, 1976, or 1977).4 

This method of projecting arrests only took into account the 
absolute change from base to future year (e.g., 1977 to 1980) in 
population for each age grouping within a jurisdiction. However, 
as noted earlier, each of 1975, 1976 and 1977 white and non-white 
arrest rates differed significantly by jurisdiction,crime type and 
age-grouping and would, therefore, appear to affect future arrest 
volumes should such differences in the arrest rates continue to 
exist. Since arrest data by crime type was not available by race 
for each age grouping, but was available by aggregated age group
ing (i.e., juvenile/adult), a technique was used to adjust the 
future year (i.e., 1980, 1985, and 1990) arrest projection figures 
to reflect any relative change in boCh the juvenile and adult 
white/non-white population mix from base to projected year (e.g., 
1977 to 1980). 

4.Expressed in terms of a formula the projected year arrests (e.g., 
1980, 1985, or 1990) for a specific crime type (c), jurisdiction 
(J) and age grouping (A) using a particular base year's (e.g., 
1975, 1976, or 1977) data were: 
Proj. Yr. Arrest Projection :Proj. Yr. Pop. for J & A X Base Yr. Arrests 

for C. J, and A B Y P f J &' f C J d A ase r. op .. or n. or, r an ' 
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An adjustment factor was developed using: (1) the overall 
base year arrest rates for the juvenile white and non-white 
populations and the adult white and non-white populations for 
each crime type and jurisdiction; and (2) the relative change 
for each age grouping between base and future year in the white/ 
non-white population mix within each of the jurisdictions. The 
resulting adjustment factors account in part for any projected 
change in the relative proportion of whites and non-whites in 
both the juvenile and adult population within a jurisdictiQn 
over the period from base to future year (e.g., 1977-1980.~ 

The adjustment factor was then multiplied by the unadjusted 
future year projections for a specific crime type, jurisdiction, 
and age grouping to arrive at an adjusted projection of the fu
ture year arrests for the specific crime type, jurisdiction, and 
age grouping. The formula for determining the adjusted arre~t 
projection was: 

Adjusted Future 
Year Arrest 
Projection for 
C, J, and A 

= 
Future Year Projected 
Arrests for C, J, and A x Adj us tmen t F ac

tor for Arrests 
for C, J, and A 

3rhe adjustment factor used to compensate for the change in both 
the juvenile and adult white/non-white population mix between 
base and projected year can be expressed in terms of the follow
ing formula for a specific crime type (C) jurisdiction (J), age 
grouping (A), and respective aggregated age grouping (Ju/Ad) 
(i.e., juvenile or adult): 

,-
Base' Yr Jul Ad' (proj. Yr N-W Pop. Base Yr Jul Ad\ Adj us cmenc 

~ 
Proj. Yr. w Pop. , 

Ii Al.'resc 'Rate +, for J and A N-W Arrest Factor for for J and A X :< 
Arrests for ~ Total Proj Yr Pop. for J and C Total Proj. Yr Pop. Race for 

) . for J and A J and C C, J, and A ..for J and A .J , 
(BaSe Yr W Pop. BaSI;! Yr Ju/ Ad (Base Yr N-W Pop. Base Yr Jul Adi 

for J and A X Ii Arrest Rate + for J and A X N-W Arrest 
\ Tocal base yr Pop. for ,I and C .I Total base yr Pup. Rate for 
\ J for J and A \Jor J and A J and C -
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The resulting crime type projections by geographic area ~yere 
then aggregated by age grouping to arrive at total future pro
jected juvenile and adult arrests for each of the crime types 
for each county and Baltimore City. 

It is important to stress that the reliability of this arrest 
projection model is heavily dependent on the reliability of the 
assumptions (i.e., essentially constant arrest rates over time 
through 1990), the arrest data, and the population data. The 
population projections used in the model ~"ere for the most pert 
those generated by the Haryland Department of State Planning. 6 

An explanation of the methodology used by the Department of State 
Planning will not be given here. The interested reader is refer
red to their publicationjon Projected Population and Employment 
figures for 1975 - 1990. 

6Additionally, it was necessary to estimate CY 1976 and CY 1977 
population and disaggregate further some of the age groupings. 

7Maryland Projection Series 
Population and Employment 

1975-1990 
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B. Comparative Statistics on Projected Population and Arrest Trends 
A~onH the Juvenile Population 

As stated in the previous section, the arrest projection model 
uses demographic characteristics of an area's population, in parti
cular, age. and race, to assist in prediction arrests. Both 
current and future population characteristics by age aap. . 
race are utilized. As such, changing factors in an area's popula
tion should produce corresponding changes in arrests. To emphasize 
this direct relationship between the population characteristics 
and arrest characteristics of juveniles (as assumed in the model) 
all subsequent analysis will focus on both the population (as 
determined by the Haryland Department of State Planning) and arrest 
(as determined by the model using ti1;;: population projections as 
input as well as base year arrest data) projections. 

Tables 35-45 summarize and compare the actual CY 1975, CY 1976, 
and CY 1977 arrests by geographic area to the respective 1980, 1985, 
and 1990 projected juvenile arrests for each of the crime types 
mentioned prev~ously for each of the 12 Di.strict Court regions. 
The projected 1980, 1985 and 1990 arrests for the District Court 
regions and State-wide were determined by adding up the projected 
arrests for each of the counties included (in the region). In
cluded in the tables are the resulting range of arrests (i.e., the 
low, high, and average values). Also included, as stated previously, 
is the respective current and projected population characteristics. 
Finally, a series of graphs (Figures9 and 10) were prepared display
ing the, State-wide projected number of juvenile arrests through 1990 
by crime type. Each graph contains three sets of curves which cor
responds to arrests projected by using each of CY 1975, CY 1976, 
and CY 1977 base year (e.g., population and arrest) data. 

From these tables an.d graphs" it is indir.;ated that State.vide 
total juvenile arrests are predicted to d~crease through 1985 after 
which they will begin to increase again at least through 1990. The 
volume of arrests in 1990 is still predicted to be lower than the 
volume in 1980 however. Several factors appear to be responsible 
for these occurrences. They will best be enumerated through the 
use of the following series of charts. Consider the 1977 compari
son of the distribution of the five top ranked c01.mties in terms 
of size of the population versus the distribution of the five top 
ranked counties in terms of volume of arrests. 

197 



.:n.HU5D ICTIllN: 5.1\ T E. \tJ I]) E. 

PROJ£CTEU 

:rUVENILE ARRESTS 

\ , , , 
\ , 

\ I' 
\ " 

\ ,," 
'-,. ... .1' 

/ 

ALL.. D ffE.NSE.,5 

21i!OD-

i!.bHOO 

i!~~Dn 

i!bDDD 

15LDD 

i!5 2DD 

2~ll1ln 

21t'fDD 

2ljOOll 

~12DD 

F1GUR~; 9 

~ 
~ .~ ,~, ~. ...... ' '" /~' '~~ 

I I It ., ti1 au ~£flft 8.5 'IQ 

Pfl RT 1: (Lci~ A!9r.",UX.al 
R!iUu't5) 

, , , 
.... 

.... ... 
" ... 

" ... 
"- - --... 

'151" 'I ab VERR B~ qb .. 
fA R T U (Lelili ather 
f\naulll 1M RlIllthtr llf~e::!i) 

DRIiiE VEAl' 
I"":' ----- '''''II -0_0- 1'1'1'" 

hllaD 

..._----. ... -- -... - -_ ... 

31> 

'iffl" 85 0 

flu.. I\S5AUL. TS 
C ~ ~~r .. v.l~t IIlIi DUICI' ) 

1 aD ~f.I\R a5 
RL\. OTHER OfnNSES 



JURISlIlCTlllN ~ STATEWI:DE 

PRO.r~C:TE.ll ATH~E5T.s - JUVENIL£ 

5i1DO 

'lnllil 

.31J1D 

i!IllQ 

IbllD 

II!llQ 

~ ';"IMIHI\L. UIlMICUJE .. FlltlC,1I1LE 

ft~p~ ~ II Q 611£.RY ) 

F1GURE 10 •. 

aLODll 

/l5ZQQ -

e'lBOII 

eASE. '(tAil 
----,..\q'\S 
- - - - - - Itt'lb 
---1'1'1'1 

( !iUIHiI\RV, "'~Rt:EN'I) MUlOt{ 

\lEH 't:\-Eo TH~fT) 



TAIILE 35 

COHPARCSON OF DIS'fRIIlU'fION (W JUVt:NIl.1> POPULATION TO DISTHIlIllTlON OF .JUVENII.F: ARHESTS 

ES'!'U\ATBD ACTUAL ES1'THATI!:() ACTUAL I ES'r1MATI>D ACTUAL PROJECTED I'ROJECTEO Plto.1EC'l'ED PROJECTED J'ROJEC'!'I>O l'((OJECTED 

1975 1975 1976 1976 1977 197'1 1.980 1980 1985 1965 1990 1990 

IHS'1'IUCT POPULATION ARRESTS POPULATION ARRESTS POI'IJ\,ATION AIUmS'l'S POPULATION ARREST~ w POI'IlLA'L'I~~.~" ~~IU\STS* POPULATlON ARIU::STS* _._ ..... _--_ .. ' ... - .. -... - ~.--

IlAl.'l'lMURE 26:J20L 
CITY (19,6) ---_._-_ ... --- ..... ---- .,-

DOltCIlESTEH, 37676 
SOMERSET. (2.8) 
WICOHICO , 
WOIICI>S'1'ER !- -_._--_ .. ----.---'. 

! 
CAIWl.INE. I 42424 
CECfl,. KENT.: (3. 2) 
QUEEN ANNE IS! 
'fALIlO'1' I 

24705 
(40,8) 

. - .. -. . 
1695 
(2.8) 

-.----
1206 
(2.0) 

2567119 
{l9.2) 

.--.----~ 
,_",._.M _. 

37133 
(2.8) 

--------
41837 
(3.1) 

21582 
!)5.4) 

"'" 

1761 
(2.9) 

,--_. 

15111 
(2.6) 

250411 
(18.9) 

---"", 
36493 
(2.B) 

---,---
41133 
(3.1) 

20266 
(3 /,.5) 

l554 
(2.6) 

1279 
(2.2) 

232511 
(17 .9) 

34487 
(2.6) 

39635 
(3.0) 

19696 
(33.9) 

1675 
(2.9) 

1344 
(2.3) 

227012 
(17.3) 

33032 
(2.5) 

37670 
(2.9) 

18194 
(32.,3) 

1497 
(2.7) 

1124 
(2.0) 

219880 
(16.2) 

33496 
(2.5) 

311479 
(2.8) 

] 7776 
(.11.1) 

1466 
(2.6) 

1068 
(1. 9) 

------ r----'- -------1---- . _._- - - . ------- -----~- --' ..... - ... 
CALVERT. I 5/,343 \ 1.375 I 53742 1647 53203 52516 

(4.0) 
1562 
(2.6) 

54347 
\ (4.0) 

1506 
(2.6) 

ST. HARylS I 

IBlO 
(3.n 1 

5141,0 
(3.9) CIIAULES. I (4.0) (2.3) (4.0) (2.7)1 (4.0) 

~E'-'- 1-2~5~~8-' - ~;~~. 11-;~;;;2~'-' l~l~~·tl 262677 '~2~51'" --.;-;~;~~ 
GEOUGE_'S __ 

n
' (~~O) (l4.8). (19.4) (18.3) ~~!._._ ._?_O~~~ ._~2~~~} .. _ .. 

NONTGOMERY 188610 6273 186197 6089 183962 5209 177725 
(14.0) (10.4) (14.0) (10.0) (13.9) (8.9) (13.6) 

ANNE ARUNIlE[, I~~~~;-----" --l~~~ -I-~ 1~~~5-- .. - - --41;; 1201~~ - 3979' 1·-.·~2('59~.·6;;)-'·-· 
, (8.7) (5.3) (8.9) (6.9) (9.1) (6.8) I 

-.-.-.-- -.,._------ .-~ ~- .. ~ ... 
IlAI.'rTHORE 185221 7919 

(13.8) (13.1) 
--"-,-.-. 
HAi:~'ORD 464/,0 1244 

, (3.5) (2.1) 
.----- _ ... --_._-

CAR ItO LL, 60403 1562 
1I0WARD (4.5) (2.6) _._-_ ... -
FRr.UI>IUCK, 62631 1463 
WASHINGTON (4.7) (2.4) 

----. 
AI.r.~~r.AflV • '10067 R,)h 

GA lUI 1>'1"" (2.2) (1. 4) 

STA'I'EWIDE 1343865 60492 

N a 
0 

! 
180458 7660 1758~8 

,,~::;::-- ·-I·l::tll·'4;~:~3) 
(3.5) I (2.5) I (3.5) 

-- ---1'-- ---t --_., ... 
63111 I 1732 : 65830 
(4.7) (2.B) (.J.O) 

61296 
(4.6) 

29118 
(2.2) 

1334190 

1425 60077 
(2.3) II (4.5) 

I: 
hlQ I' 29761; 

(1.0)! (2.2) 

609lt 2 I: 132'S6G3 
J •• __ ~._ 

! 6824 163247 
(11.6) (125) 

1585 
(2.1) 

1724 
(2.9) 

1675 
(2 .. 8) 

58799 

I r 
I 
I 
'I /. 
;. 

47799 
(3.7) 

73904 
(5.7) 

56647 (4.3) 
2671)4 
(2.1) 

1302537 

1633 
(2.8) I 

U583 
(19.9) 

'5670 
(9.7) 

3945 
(6.B) 

6873 
(11.8) 

1512 
(2.6) 

289139 
(22.1) 

13108 
(23.3) 

175116' .-. ----:5407 

(13.4) (9.6) 

133266 
(10.2 ) 

155730 
(11.9) 

47411 

38n 
(6.9) 

6065 
(l0.8) 

1392 

2029 
(3.5) 

,,_, (3~.6) _ .. _/1 __ .. ~~ .. 5~ .. 
I 81652 2130 

1478 
(2.5) 

730 
(l.3) 

58158 

(6.2) (3.8) 

53075 1263 
(4.0) (2.3) 

?,1,II!lO 664 
(1.9) (1. 2) 

1310509 56297 

* USES AVERAGE AHRESTS 

304136 
(22.4) 

)84504 
(13.6) 

: ~~6071 
: ,(10.6) 

14374 
(25.2) 

5532 
(9.7) 

4136 

_ .. F.:2~ 

/159389 5766 
i (lUI) (10.1) ,-- ".-. --_. - ... -.-..... 
. . 49546 I 1387 
: (3.7) I (2.4) 
,---'-' .. -- --~ -. - . --. 

88656 2286 
,(6.5) (4.0) 

521173 1179 
(3.9) (2.1) 

2/1434 600 
(L8) (1.1 ) 

135 !)l1 11' 57078 

) = l'ERCI>N'fAGE OF STA'fI>WIDE 'l'Q'l'AI. 
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ClUNE TY!'E: JllVEtnU: 

ALL lWl'llNSES TABLE 36 

-
I 

,-
I'ROJ ECT ED A li1f"'ESTS 

ACTUAl. AIII(ES'I'S 1980 JI)1I5 J990 
III STlllC'!' f'J~976 ]977 LOR1r'TIITGJlIi ltVE7cTT.OIr-T-JlIGIl lWc;-r-'Un"-["II1Gn-r--A'Vr.-

llaltJlllore City 24705 21582 20266 18450 21408 J9696 17015 '-~799 111194 165<)2 19370 J 7776 
1(40.8) 1(35.4) 1(31 •. 5) (3).9J --,-._-! . .L1~.1L (JUL 

Ilorchester, 1698 1761 15~4 1560 ]760 1675 1391. ]566 11.97 1359 1534 1466 
S(JlllerseL, ( 2.8) ( 2.9) ( 2.6) ( 2.9) ( 2.7) ( 2.6) 
I.JJ cOlilico, .. 
Worcester 

Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, queen 1206 1581 1279 1191 1543 1334 J014 1292 1124 971 ] 211) 106tl 
Anne'ti. TalLot ( 2.0) ( 2.6) ( 2.2) ( 2.3) ( 2.0) ( 1. 9) 

I 
Calvart. 
Charles, 1375 1647 1810 140tl 1808 1633 1340 1743 1562 1286 1696 150'8 
St. Mary's ( 2.3) ( 2.7) ( 3.1) ( 2.8) ( 2.8) ( 2.6~ 

Prince George's 8981 11160 12051 9923 .12>729 11583 11227 14425 13108 122117 15874 14374 
i(14 R) ( I R 'I) 1(20 ~L (1 q C) \ . (?1 1\ (?~.?\ 

Montgomery 6273 6085 5209 5085 6023 5670 4848 5756 5407 4969 5898 5532 
!OO.4) (lO,O) IL1L~\ ( q 7 \ _. I ( <l /, \ ( () 7 \ 

I An~ Arundel 3230 4177 3979 3365 4374 3945 3266 4311 38'7l 3481 46] 2 4,36 
5.3) ( 6 9) I( 6 8) (6..ll. ) 1(6.9' ( 7,2) 

HaItialOre 7919 7660 6824 6462 7078 6873 5694 6262 6065 5392 5960 5766 
~11 .. 1) (J2.6\ '11.6) (II .!l \ 1(l0.1l\ (10 1\ 

! lIarford 1244 1513 1585 1317 1631 1512 1217 J497 .1392 1215 1492 1387 , 
? .1\ L2.~\ ?7\ I ( ? 1\ \ I ( ? ~\ I( ? I') 

Carroll, 1562 1732 1724 1979 2096 2029 2073 2200 , 2130 2220 2360 2286 
lIow!ll'd 2.6) ( 2.tl) ( 2.9) ( 3.5) ( 3.11) ( 4.0) 

Fredericlt, 1463 1425 1675 1390 ] 639 1478 1211 1420 12113 1113 1303 1179 
Watlhlnllton 2.4) ( 2.3) ( 2.8) ( 2.5) ( 2.3) ( 2.1) 

. Allegany, 836 619 843 592 815 730 
1-. 

576 713 664 524 645 600 
, Gaq-jlt~ 1:4) ( 1.0) 1.4) ( 1. 3) ( 1. 2) ( 1.1.) 
I 

[ Statewide ~Uq,~ pU'4~ p!f7~~ 15/522 159332 Slli:>1l P:>lUI )~!l4U 15 6297 55995 83111 )7078 
. 

NOTES: () = % of State-wide TOLUl 

liThe low projectiun dIsplayed is the lowest value of thl! al're>:C pruJecLluns genenlted through lbe lIse of ell 75. 
CY 76. und CY 77 data. 

bTlle high projection dio;played is the highest vlllue of the arrest prujec:rlulls generated througb the lIo;e of CY 75. 
CY 76, and CY 77 data. 

!:The •• , ... ,·uge projectiun dIsplayed is the uverage of the tbree Urre!H prl'Jecliollo; generated by uo;illg eacb of CY 75. 
CY 76. und CY 77 data. 



N 
a 
N 

----------------------------~~~ ------- ----

CHIME TYPE: JUVENILE 
ALI. OFn:NSlm 

r- -- -' .-- --'--- .-----,.--. --- ---

I 
ACTUAL !'I\OJ. I % CIIAN(;E I 
AltHESTS AHHES'I'S ]980 

lJIS'I'HICT 1977 19110 1977 

~ 
.--------- ----_. 
!laltlmore City 20266 19696 -2.8 

--.'~----- ----- ---'--------- /--

lJor<:ilt!stl!l', 
SUIllt!I"Bet. 

Wicomico 
l~orc~'Her 1554 1675 +7.8 

TABLE 37 

A( :TUAL 
mES'I'S 

977 
AI 
1 

IWE. 
I'IWJ. 
AHItE:n'S 
1985 

r % CIlAtME 
l,)lJ) 1m 

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

ACTUAl. I'lhl.l. % t:liAN(H 
AI({(EST!; AI{{(EST::; 19')0 
1977 19')0 1077 

.-- ._-..--- --- ------ - . ...-- --~- --- -~ .•. ---.. ---- - - - ... ----'-~-.-
2 0266 18194 -10.2 20266 J 7776 -1:1. :l 

._---- --- ------ -.------.-- ._----_.-

1554 1497 -3.7 1554 1466 -S.7 

1- -- - .. _----.- -------- ----- ----.. ------ -- . -.--.- .'-'-. -- --- -.--__ w. ______ ~_· 

Carullne, CeCJ] , 
Kent, Queen 
Anne's, Talbot 

1------
Calvert, 
Chllde1l, 
Bt. Hary'u 

P rillee ~ Georg"'" 

-----
NOli t go IIIC ry 

1-
!-
--------
Ann!! Arundel 

--------
!lalLilllo~'e 

1279 1334 +4.3 

---. 

J810 J633 -9.t! 

12051 11583 -3.9 

._-----_._---- ------
5209 5670 +tl.9 

-- -- ------
3979 3945 - .9 

---- -------1-------
6824 6873 + .7 

-1---_. ._---;---

Harford 1585 1512 -4.6 

.&--. 

Curroll, I Uoward 1724 2029 +17.7 

-' --------- 1-.- ---.~ --------
Frederick, 
Washington 1675 1478 -11.l! 
-----_._-- /-------_. --- -----

A11!!guny, 
GarretL 843 730 -13.4 

-=-==-=-~=.:...!..=..::= ~- ---== :::.~~.:....::.:....;.:--:.. """=-=--= 
St ate-wide 58799 51J151J -1.1 

I I 

J 279 112t, -12.1 1279 IOb8 -16.5 

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

J 810 ISh2 -13.7 l.tllO lSOtl -16.7 

- --,---- .... - .-------. ---- --- ---- - - - -~-- -.....-------
12 051. J 3JO!l +8.8 12051 J4174 -119. 3 

-' --.---~--- -_._--. .-- -----------_.- ----- - -
5 209 5407 +3.1l 52(]9 5532 +6.2 

- -.---- ------- -..------ --------_ .. _------_.- -------_. 

._-

-
1 

--

:;: ~~-~:~;-~~~-::: -:=:;;.--~:;~:-~~:-~:~ -=: 
5!lS 1392 -]2.2 IS!lS 1387 -12.5 

-----,.-----_ .. __ . ---- --_.---_._---- -' 

1 724 2LJO +21.S 1724 22116 +32.6 

---

1 675 1283 -23.4 1675 1179 -29.6 

-

.;=,;:.: 

58 

- ------ -------- ---~---
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'fABLE 38 
CRIME TYPE: JUVENILE 

PART 1 (Less Ag~: Assault~) 

ACTUAL AIHWS'IS 1.980 1985 
DISTRICT J.~/:J l~fO IJ.~ If 'LllW 1TIG11-rxvr.- LO\~-- men 

Baltimore Clty H293 9409 9555 8593 10040 9170 7946 9288 
(42.2) (36.9) (37.5) (36.1) --Dorchester, 651 603 628 571 616 601 496 540 

Somerset, ( 2.4) (, 2.4) (2.5) ( 2.4) 
IHcOlllico, 
Worcesler 

Caroline, Cecil, 505 440 372 367 501 433 306 424 
Kent, Queen ( 1.9) (1.7) ( 1. 5) ( 1..7) 
Anne's. Talbot 

Calvert, 
Charles, 625 596 702 603 695 644 557 655 
St. Hary's ( 2.3) ( 2.3) ( 2.8) ( 2.5) 

Pri.nce George I s 4118 4859 4996 4656 5385 5138 5321 6195 
(1 ~ i.) (1 q.]) 1(19.....6) (?O ~) 

Montgomery 2607 2329 2251 2220 2549 2355 2169 2507 
! ( q 7) ( q I) .ULlU- ( (j. 1) 

Anne Atundel 1321 ] 627 1610 1371 1697 1573 1330 1672 
" I ( 4.9) Uh!iL Ln.. 3) ( f. '2.) 

Baltimore 
1;~;9q) l~ 2925 2794 3131 7~~9q) 2492 2810 

-UL..5.l-
Harford 578 71lS 786 612 821 748 564 755 

1.')1) ( 1 ]) ( 1 I) f ? .g~. 

Carroll, 714 674 710 820 915 855 1159 95 0 
Howard ( 2.7) ( 2.6) ( 2.8) ( 3.4) 

Frederick, 653 621 688 601 669 632 521, 579 
Washington ( 2.4) ( 2.4) ( 2.7) ( 2.5) 

Allegany, 273 196 246 188 254 226 166 222 
Garr~ll: ( 1.0) ( .8) ( 1.0) ( .9) 

Statew1.de 26787 25499 25469 25]27 25877 5384 'r,534 25042 

NOTE: ) = % of State-w1de Total. 

1990 
"VE. .:oW-- -lJTGlr- -AVE"'.--

11469 7812 9135 11321 
(:14.3) (32.7) 
524 1,86 52/, 5U 

( 2.1) ( 2.0) 

.-
362 295 404 347 

( 1. 5) ( 1. 4) 

600 523 615 570 
( 2.4) ( 2.2) 

5885 5963 7058 6639 
(?1--B.) -'26....l)_ 
2310 2273 2635 2424 
( a I. \ --WL.S.;-
1.539 1419 n88 161,1, 
( 6...2.L ---L/i...5,L 
2690 24/,7 276/l 2640 

....(1Q...ll ~1lLJJ..L 
6117 561 717 682 

f ? R) L2. .. .l.L 
893 92 tl 1.021 959 

( 3.6) ( 3.8) 

549 41l1l 51,0 509 
( 2.2) ( 2.0) 

196 149 203 177 
( .8) ( .7) 

.. 
2470t, 52116 5629 25423 



N 
o 
.j:'-

'I'tllll.lo: 'j'J 

CHIMK TYPE: JUVENILE 
PAWl' .1 (le!;'l Agl\. A,;snoll) 

'.'._ •• ' _. _. - • _0 ~ 

ACTUAl· I'IW.I. % CIiANGE 
AHUES'I'S ARltES'I'S I !I 110 

.. JU.€flW;t. __ . ___ , ___ .!.2.E__ _ . ...!21ill. ___ ._~·19?? . ___ . 

1l1l1111ll0re Glt:y 

L>un:heBtcr, 
SUllIcrset, 
Hi comiL:o 
Iluretlste.· 

en ro Une, CedI. 
"ent, Queen 
Anne's, Talbot 

9555 

628 

372 

!H10 -4.0 

601. -4.3 

43J +16.4 

AVE. 
ACTUAL 1'1(1).1 • 
AIUtES'l'S AltHl':S'I'S 

_JJ1.? . ____ .. _ JJ!!'>... -
9555 UI,L!! 

628 524 

J72 362 

-~~.~~~~~ :-----J------------1----.-- --------

~~~~ ______ . _~~_I .. -_--.~~.--~.~~-.-.-~~~--.- ._-- c.~~ __ 
PrInCe Gellrge's 4996 51111 + 2.11 4996 511115 

'x. GIIANllE 
EIU~) 

1~7:'i_ ._. _ 
-ILl, 

-16.6 

- 2.7 

-14.5 

+17.11 

Al:'I'IiAI. 
AHH),!j'I'S 

.l~?L ... 
!!~55 

628 

AVIi. 
1'((0,1. 
AHlWS'I'!J 
.! ~2.Q. ..• 

Ii '12 1 

511 

372 J47 

702 570 

'1 .... - ...... 
,; CIIANl:E 
I!J~II 

j~?L ... 
-1:1.9 

-11:1.b 

- u.7 

-IH.1:1 

. • __ . ______ 1 ___ • ~. ___ • __ ~ __ .. _ 

Montgllmery 

Anne Aruntltll 

Ilu) lJllIure 

lIarfllrtl 

Garrolt, 
lIowllnl 

Pretlel'ick, 
Ilash inglon 

2251 

16LO 

2925 

786 

2355 + 4.6 2251 

1573 - 2.3 J6JO 

3009 + 2.9 2925 

748 - 4.8 786 

2JIO + 2'(, n51 21,24 

1539 - 4.4 1610 I.M/o 

26\.10 , - 8.0 2925 26100 

681 -12.6 786 6112 

I.i~J ;2~. 5 71U 

£.!JII 50!) 

1% -:!II. 'j 1/7 246 

'-"-"-"'-'l"'-'" 247u4 - l.O 25469 2542J 
--_ ... -- .I. - .... ___ ...... ___ . ___ .. __ ... _ .. 

I 7.7 

-I- 2,1 

- 9.7 

-n.2 

·1·J5. I 

-26.0 

-2!1. U 

.2 



N 
o 
111 

TAB!.l; 1,0 

CllJ NE 'j'YI'E: .J UV liN ILl, 
A I.!. MlBAUI.TS 

Bull1l11olc City 17.11 1799 15~~ t:J1l9 1615 I/,~~ 
._. __ ._. ______ P7~~L_ .. 36·11_ ·1~.1l ____ ._ .. __ iE:.9L 

Don!lu!l:iter. 
SUlIlcn:H!l, 

1~1.l!llll1l.cu , 
Worcester 

110 
(l. Il) 

711 
(1.6) 

60 
(1. 3) 

t------------ ----.----- - .-.-----
Gu I'll! illC, GccJ I , 
~elll, Queen 
Anile's, Tulblll 

b~ 112 
(1.5) (2.3) 

116 
1. ~) 

59 

66 

Bo 73 

106 

( I. 6) 

86 
1.9) 

IL79 1~8b Illll 1244 L~57 1350 
____ ._ .. _______ i.:u.~~L. _. _______ . _ .. (30 :.I.L 

51 70 b3 50 6~ 59 

5~ 96 

( I.[d ( J.3) 

76 
1. 7) 

51 119 72 
J. 6) 

---------- .-- -.-- ••• _---- --- ._---- - ---. --. ---- --.- - + .-.~ -- -- --- ---~-- ---

Calvert, Churles, lo~ 1~7 

Se. Mary's (2.3) (J.o) 

Prince Georgt;!'s 922 
(20.2) 

---1---' 
Montgomery 3~6 

( 7.6) 

1l8~ 

(17.1l) 

306 
( 6. I) 

159 (J.5) 
B7l 

(19. J) 

316 
( 7.0) 

Anne Arundcl 217 ~51 402 
(4.1l) (9.1) (8.9) 

LOI 

925 

302 

222 

159 t:37 !II 153 127 
( J.O) ( 2.!l) 

46!1 368 207 4Stl 356 
( 8.1) ( tl. I) 

82 144 

2.19 491 

117 
( 2.6) 

1235 
(27.5) 

J17 
( 7. I) 

3111 
( 1l.5) 

riio-- -g"'f.,- -7'92"-' --7'32'- -86:j--- -7iio-' '-6'51'" -764- - 69Y- . - -- ('-z'5- 'Y2Y- -. 660 

(l1l.0) (18.B) (17.5) 07.:!) (15.7) (Ll,.7) 

.-------------~----- ----.- -----.-- --- ~--- ---.---- -.-- ._-- .. --.- .. -------- --~---, ------- -..,"--
lIurford 107 90 103 93 

(2.J) (1.8) (2.3) 
112 10J tl7 

( 2.3) 
10~ ~5 

( 2.2) 

---------_. __ . ----.--- ._-.-- ---.- ._- --.-.-- .. ----- ---------
Cun'oll, 
lIowaru 

I'rcucrlck, 
I~u~hillgtnn 

99 92 
(2.2) (1.8) 

!lO 
2.0) 

76 b9 67 
(1.7) (1.4) (1.5) 

105 

66 

J2tl I IS 
2.5) 

7/, 70 
( 1.5) 

III 136 121 
( 2.7) 

bl, u I 

( 1. ~) 

85 JOJ 

119 J ~ 7 

54 5!l 

95 
( 2.]) 

12!J 
2.9) 

56 
I. 2) 

AII"gaIlY, I] II 27 11 29 III 10 24 15 7 22 1:1 
! Can'cLl (.J) .2) .6) .4) .3) .J) 

C_~l~l~~~~~~~~~~.~~=~~~~L:': ~~.~ : __ 9_7.6:.~.~~~~~~1.4~~~-T~8~4~~ _4~~~4:~_--:. 4~~5~~ .~~.7~5~~::!~0:~. -~~_ ... 4_3~.1 _~7:5~:=:~.:~~H.J. 
NOTE: () = Z of Statc-wiue Tnl,-d 



N 
a 
0\ 

CltlHE'I"/I'E: .lllVENlU; 

All AlIsuulls 

r :11 ACTUAl. 
!lISTlnC'!' AllilliS')' 

1977 
lIal timor!! Clcy 1544 

lJol'chl!stl!r, 
SUIII!!ruI!L, 

60 W1colIIJ.co. 
\-Iorcl!SLt:r 

Cnrolln!!. Cecil, 
Kellt, (Iu!!ell 86 
Aline's, 'l'all.lOl 

rcalv!!rt. 
Chnr:!ell. 159 
St. Hnry'll 

Prince George' B 871 

Montgomery 316 

Anne Arundel 402 , 
Baltinlore 792 

lIurford 103 

Cnrroll. 
lIoward 90 

~·rederil!k. 

Washington 67 

Allegnny, 
Garr!!~~ 27 

-
Stlitewide 4517 

i. 

. -----:----
AVIL 
l'I<DJ. % CHANGE 
AItHESTS l~IIO 
I'JIIO ~ 

1499 -2.9 

73 +21. 7 , 

86 -

137 -13.8 

979 +12.4 

316 -

368 -B.5 

780 -1.5 

103 -

)]5 +27.B 

70 +4.5 
-

18 -33.3 

4544 +.6 

'fABLE 41 

AVE. Avi-. --r----"---
ACTUAl. I'ItOJ. % ellA/WI( ACTUAL I'HO.I. % CIiANm: 
AIUU';STS AHltllS'J'S I~B5 AHIIES'l'S Altltl::S'I'S IIJ!)O 
1977 1~UJ 1977 1977 1990 1977 - . 
]544 1381 -10,6 1544 1350 -12.6 

._------

60 63 +5.0 60 59 -1. 7 

8b 76 -H.6 86 n, -16.3 

159 127 -20.1 159 117 -26.4 
\ 

871 1113 +27.8 871 1215 -t 41.11 

'---
316 30l, -3.8 316 317 +.3 

" --
402 35h -11.4 402 3 III -5.2 

1---'---
792 bn -12.6 792 660 -16.7 

-
103 95 -7.8 103 95 -7.B 

, 
90 12] +34.4 90 129 +43.3 

67 61 -9.0 67 56 -1.6.1. 

27 IS -44.4 27 .12 -55.6 

4517 4404 -2.5 4517 4755 +5.3 
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l.!1\lHIi TYPE: .11IVIiNILE 

PART II (Less Other Assaults 
and All Other Offenses) 

TABLE 42 

-_._-------- ----- ----- -··--1----1---- -------
DlIrchcSltlr, 

1152 
( 3.9) 

763 
( 3.6) I ~:;::,::~: 6L3 

( 3.0) 
63L 881l 175 

(3.8) 
576 

-'--If---r-----------l----~----- ----- ----
I Cdrolinc, Cecil, 

501 855 
( 2.4) ( 3.9) I 

Kent, QUCt!1l 66L 
( 3.2) 

496 835 h61 
( 3.2) 

42B 
__ AIlIlC'S, TalLot 

I
I Ca1v"rt, Charles, 

St. Mary's 

----- r---- -----.-.- .-
547 740 795 571 799 711 561 

( 2.6) ( 3.4) ( 3.9) ( 3.5) 

--.- ·---I----~---_ll_----- ---- ----.. -----
2702 
(12.1l) 

I Pr11lce George's 

2467 
(11.7) l:"'~" ____ I-__ 

I
I Anne Arundel 1335 

( 6.3) 

3743 4143 2886 
(17.0) 

2545 

r20
•
1

) --- -----
1940 1 Ii 72 

(11. 6) ( 9.4) 

-----1--- '---
i648 1567 1402 
(7.5) (7.6) 

428l 

2431 

1734 

3710 
(IB.2) 

221L 
(l0.9) 

1 )86 
( 7.8) 

.------. -_._-1----- ----1----. ---+- ---+-.---
BaIt 1l11Dl'e 2614 

(12.4) 
2341 2245 
(10.6) (10.9) 

2109 2322 

----.---.- --------t--·---I----I ------ .. 

21n 
(10.8) 

3219 

1739 . 

11132 

1I,II'furd 397 455 521 424 5:J7 I,ll I 390 

l.!ilrrol1, 
llowurd 

l 1.9) (2.1) (2.5) 

614 
( 2.9) 

1122 
( 3.7) 

7:J6 
( 3.6) 

-_. ----
797 91lB 

( 2.4) 

1l7:J 
( 4.3) 

~ ~--~ - ... _._- •. _ •• _-- .. ___ . ____ .. ______ ~ __ r-___ ._ •. ________________ 4 __ .~ 

Fr!!Licr li:l{. 
WushlllglOIl 

621l 
( 1.0) 

6 17 74 I) 
(:Ul) (J.6) 

603 7]5 

.-- ..... ---.-------.-.. --- .. ----1- '-'--'--' ---- --' -'-"'--- ------.. 

61,7 
( 3.2) 

,\llellany. 324 2:!l 344 212 335 2U4 
(ian-ell (1.5) (1.0) (1. 7) ( 1. 1,) 

_. -. - --- -

• 1151 

522 

:117 

1109 709 
3.6) 

.. _--- ---_._. - -------, 

562 Ill!;! 6!J4 
( 3.6) 

---II----·H··----1-----·- -----1 

696 

4776 

224b 

1708 

556 
2.1l) 

4140 
(21. 2) 

413 

3402 

654 

5052 

52U 
( 2.7) 

43112 
(22.5) 

! 

'---- ---_._- ----- ----
2051 1736 2226 2042 \ 

(10.5) (10.5) 

._---
1561 

( 11.0) 

·--4-------11-------
1456 1B26 1667 

( B.6) 

--- - -1---- ---1-------
2022 1901l 1b62 11164 1742 

( 9.B) ( 8.9) 

----- -._- --"'- ---
493 442 391 492 442 

( 2.3) ( 2.3) 

1043 9:!1 915 11 15 986 
( 4.7) ( 5.1) 

- ..... -- .... -- . . --_._---
'637 !l61 476 579 512 

( 2.9) ( 2.6) 

... .-" ._-
2UIl 2bO 19t1 2!l4 232 

( 1. 3) ( /.:l) 

~liJlc\.lidc :!ll ~5 nU21, 20bl9 I !Jllb I 'l:lt,4 :!037lJ Illn!J ~041,tl 19563 lliU07 20401 19495 
, _ ..... __ ...... _ •• _ ......... ____ • __ • _____ .... _____ ... _ ........ ____ _ ___ • ~,,,,,,, __ H_'_" __ • ______ • __ _ ___________ 0 ___ 0 .. _0 ___ _ 

NOTE: () 7. oL !ilatcwid" Toolal 
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ClONE '1"/liE: JtlVE1HI.E 

PART II (Less Other Assaults 
and All Other Offenses) . - ". 

f~V.r.: • 
ACTUAL l'fiO.J. % CIIANGE 

IHS'l'IUC'I' AW{j';S'I' A.lUU;:S'I'~ 1~8() 

1977 1980 J977 
BaJ timol'e City 6305 6239 -1.0 

IJor-chester- • 
SUlIlerSL!t, 613 
\-Ii coml cu. 775 +26.4 

\-IOT.ce:;ter- "' 

Caroline. Cecil, 
Kent. Queen 661 661 -
Alwe' s. Ta1t..ot 

Calver-t. 
Charle:; • 795 711 -10.6 
Se. Nary's 

Prince George's 4143 37JO -10.5 

MontgoJUery 1940 2211 +14.0 

AIHie Arundel 1567 1586 +1.2 

Baltimore 2245 2192 -2.1, 

lIarford 521 481 -7.7 

Cai.<:roll, 
lIoward 736 873 +18.6 

~'rede r 1 ck. 
\-Iashington 749 6//7 -]3.6 

Allegany, 
Gan-Mt 344 284 -17.4 

Statewide 20619 20370 -1.2 

TABLE 43 

----AVI,: . ----- ----_. __ .. - ... 
AVE. 

ACTUAl. I'H/J.J. % l:IlANGli AC'I'IiAL I'J!O./. % CHANGE 
AIU(l~STS AHlmS'fS I!JU~ AHllES'I'!:l AHIIES'I'!:l 1990 
1977 198) T9n 1977 J ~~O 1977 . 

6305 5757 -8.7 6305 5581 -U.5 

613 709 -1-15.7 613 694 +13.2 

i 
I 

661 556 -15.9 661 528 -20.1 

\ 

795 697 -12.3 795 687 -13.6 

H43 4140 -.1 4143 4382 +5.8 
I 
I 

1940 2051 +5.7 1940 2042 +5.3 

1567 1561 -.4 1567 1667 ,!"6.4 

2245 1908 -15.0 2245 1742 -22.4 

521 442 -15,2 521 41,2 -15.2 . 
no 921 +25.1 736 986 -1-31, .0 

749 561 -25.1 749 512 -31.6 

344 260 -24.4 344 2n -32.6 

20619 19563 -5.l 20619 19495 -5.5 
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CHIME TYPE: JUVENILE 
ALI. ()'l'llim OFFENSI;!i 

r- -----------
, 
I OIS'l'HICT 
I ---

h~'~~:=~C_ 
Dorcill.!sLt!r. 
!iuult!n:H~t • 

tty 

--

Uicollll,:u. 
\oJorCI.!!lCt!r 

---
'C Il, Caroline, Ce 

Kent, Queen 
Anne's. Tall IOL 

des, I--;;ul:-;';;-:-Ch~ I SL. Mary '!l 

ru I S r- Prl-;;;e Georg 

I 

--
Honq;omery 

--
Anne AnuHIl.!1 

!lal timore 

lIartord 

Curro! I , 
liuwtlrd 

~'redCI- i.:l,. 
Wash illl\LOn 

Allegany, 
C:a '·l'eL l 

Statewjde 

---

------

--_ .. --

---... _. 

-----.. _--. .. _- ---- . -_. --... ---
AI:'l'IJAI. A!!!UiS'l'ti 

_ 1!1I5 __ ' __ T9"Zf~:-: _1:27/-=~ 

3/, ]11 :JI1l9 ~!!6? 
(43. I) 07.1l) (Jft. 9) 

~.----. ---- .... - - ------.. 

20ft n8 :l5J 
( 2.6) ( 2.7) ( 3.1) 

---------- -_.---

131 17ft 160 
( 1. 6) ( 2.1 ) ( 2.0) 

----- -----
99 164 15ft 

( 1.2) ( 1.9) ( lo9) 

------ -------._--
1239 1674 20H 

(15.5) (19.8) (24.9) 

85J 905 702 
(10.7) (10.7) ( 8.6) 

-------- ---~-
357 451 ftOO 

( ft.5) ( 5.3) ( ft.9) 

-----------
J036 J022 862 

(13.0) (12.1) (10.5) 

------ -------
162 Ill) 175 

( 2.0) ( 2.2) ( 2.1) 

----~.--. ~------- -----
135 144 JIlII 

( 1.7) ( 1.7) ( 2.3) 

--~-~--- --- .• ~ ----. -------
106 IIIl 171 

( 1. J) ( 1. 4) ( 2.1 ) 

"-_ .. ----- -'-~-- -._-- --:l26---226 191 
( 2.8) ( 2.3) ( 2.8) 

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

79116 114 /, ) 819/, 

.. -.. ---_. __ . 

-~JJ[Ii-==r 
~5!!1l -

---.--- . 

20ft 

-----
1211 

102 

----
13ftO 

---
682 

-----
370 

-----
Illft 

--
169 

---
173 

---------
102 

-.- .. -.-
1111 

-- ... --~-
7ft85 I 

·1'AIH.1( 1,1, 

:.!54 2~6 

2.9 ) 

171 15J 
I. '.I) 

167 141 
( I. 0) 

2l31l 1755 
(22.3) 

1l1J 71l1l 
( 10.0) 

474 419 

169 

( 5.3) 

129 
( I.b) 

:.!16 :lO:.! 
( 2.6) 

!!L17 78bO 

lllft 227 

lOll 143 

------ .-_ .. _. 
99 16J 

1502 240ft 

641 825 

117 145 

201 
2.6) 

130 
1.7) 

~; .. -.~ - .. 

LJI 
( 1.1l) 

1970 
(25.8) 

7ft2 
( 9.7) 

415 
( 5.4) 

112 
( I. 5) 

1116 223 

103, 135 

'.15 161 
( 

201 
2.6) 

I:lJ 
I. 6) 

134 
I. 7) 

1609 2599 21l!! I 

____ . ______ (:l7.6) i 
b50 836 751-1 

( '.1.8) I . ____________ J 
3115 507 ft43 I 

( 5.8) 

110 DO IO:! 
I. 3) 

---18-j'--- --2iji,-' , - --1'9 f-- -- -l7n --. - --1-1l9--- -- -jill 

(2.5) (2.J) 

..... - ._- --- .- ---.--~ - ... -. --- ----~ ._'--- --- _ .. _- ---_. ~-
7!'J3 71l1l:! 71126 7205 793'.1 Ibn 

- -- .. - -_.- ---- _ .... - .. ---- - . ---- ---- -.-.~--~ ... ------ --_._-_. -- -- -- -.... - _ ........... ---- --
.. ____ . ________ 1 ____ • 

NOTE: (); % ,,[ SLalewlde Tutal 



CItIMIl TYPE: ,/lJVIlNILE 
ALL Ol'IIE/! OfFENSES 

- -

I 
AVE. AVli. AVE. 

AC'1'llAL PHD.1. :t CHANGE ACTUAl. PRI)'J. % r;llAtWE Am'lJAL I'IWJ. % CHANGE 
DIS'J'ltrC'C AR/lliS'l' A«W';S'l'S 1')80 AHHi!:S'l'S A 1(l{1lS'I'S 1'.1115 AltRES'l'S AIUW$fS ],)'JO 

1977 1980 19T7 1977 19115 1977 1'.J17 .1990 1977 

Ihlltlmore City 2862 2788 -2.6 2862 2587 -9.6 2862 2523 -]J.B 

- -Dorcllester. 
Somerset, 253 226 -10.7 253 201 -20.6 253 201 -20.6 
Wicomico, 
Worcester 

Caroline. Cecil. 
Kent, queen 160 153 -4.4 1.60 130 -18.8 160 123 -23.1 
Anne'll. Talbot 

Cal vert, \ 

Charles, 154 141 -8.4 154 137 -H.O 154 134 -13.0 
St. Mary'll 

Prince George's 2041. 1755 -14.0 2041 1970 -3.5 2041 2118 +3.8 

hl 
Montgomery 702 788 +12.3 702 742 +5.7 702 75J +7.0 

b Anne Arundel 400 /,19 +4.8 400 415 +3.8 400 443 +10.6 

Baltimore 862 892 +3.5 862 775 -10.1 862 724 -16.0 I 
-

lIarford 175 180 +2.9 175 166 -4.0 175 169 -3.4 , 

Carroll, 
186 187 - .5 188 196 +4.3 188 211 +12.2 

1I0\olard 

Frederick. 171 129 -24.0 171 112 -34.5 171 102 -40.4 
Washington 

Allegany, 226 202 -10.6 226 
Garr~1:1: 

193 -14.6 226 178 -21.2 

Statewide 1119·4 1/:sIlU -4.1 tI.l~'+ 10':0 ':;;1l-;9 8194 7677 -6.3 



Population Total Arrests 
1977 1977 

1. Prince George's (19.8) 1. Baltimore~ City (34.5) 
2. Baltimore City (18.9) 2. Prince George's (20.5) 
3. :1ontgomery (13.9) 3. Baltimore (11.6) 
4. Baltimore (13.3) 4. Montgomery ( 8.9) 
5. Anne Arundel ( 9.1) 5. Anne Arundel ( 6.8) 

75.0% 82.3% 

The numbers to the right of the counties indicate the percentage 
of the total State-~vide volume. Hence in 1977 these five counties ac
counted for approximately 75% of the total State-~vide juvenile popula
tion and 82.3% of the total State-wide juvenile arrests. Note that 
while the juvenile population in Baltimore City is lower than that in 
Prince George's County, the volume of juvenile arrests is still higher. 
This corresponds to similar occurrences in the adult population. Since 
volume of arrests in an area is influenced by other factors besides 
size of the population, such as racial mix, income levels, etc., this 
is not unexpected. Notv consider the following comparable three charts 
using the 1980, 1985 and 1990 projections in place of 1977 actual data. 

Projected Population Total Projected Arrests 8 

1980 1980 

1. Prince George's (21.0) 1. Baltimore City (33.9) 
2. Baltimore City (17.9) 2. Prince George's (19.9) 
3. }lon tgomery (13.6) 3. Baltimore (11. 8) 
4. Baltimore (12. 7) 4. Hontgomery ( 9.7) 
5. Anne Arundel ( 9.6) 5. Anne Arundel ( 6.8) 

74.8% 82.1% 

Projected Population Total Projected Arrests8 

1985 1985 

1. Prince George's (22.1) 1. Baltimore City (32.3) 
'") Baltimore City (17.3) 2. Prince George's (23. 3) ... 
3. Hontgomery (13.4) 3. Baltimore (10.8) 
4. Baltimore (11. 9) 4. Hontgomery ( 9.6) 
5. Anne Arundel (10.2) 5. Anne Arundel ( 6.9) 

74. 9/~ 82.9% 

8(,he arres t proj ec tions used here ~vere the average proj ec tions, i. e. , 
the average of the three projections generated using CY 75, CY 76, and 
CY 77 data. 
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Projected Population 
1990 

1. Prince George's 
2. Baltimore City 
3. Hontgomery 
4. Baltimore 
5. Anne Arundel 

(22.4) 
(16.2) 
(13.6) 
(ll.8) 
(10.8) 
74.8% 

Total Projected Arrests 8 
1990 

l. Baltimore City 01. 3) 
2. Prince George's (25.2) 
3. Baltimore (10.1) 
4. Hontgomery ( 9.7) 
5. Anne Arundel ( 7.2) 

83.3% 

Note that the county rankings in each of these three sets of charts 
correspond to the respective rankings using the 1977 data. However, shifts 
in population distribution and volume of arrests are still occuring. In 
1977, 19.8% of the total State-wide juvenile population resided in Prince 
George's County and 18.9% in Baltimore City. By 1990, 22.4% of the State's 
juveniles are projected to reside in Prince George's County and 16.2% in 
Baltimore City. An examination of the arrest data evidences similar oc
curences. In 1977, Baltimore City juveniles accounted for 34.5% of total 
State-~vide arrests and Prince George's County 20.5%. while in 1990, 31.l/~ 
of the State-wide juvenile arrests are predicted to occur in Baltimore 
City and 25.2% in Prince George 1 s County. 

Now consider the following chart Ivhich notes changes in arrests for 
the same five counties. The counties are again ranked according to volume 
of arrests. 

Changes in Arrests 
1977-1980 1980-1985 1985-1990 

l. Baltimore City Decrease Decr!,!ase Decrease (slight) 
2. Prince George's Increase Increase Increase 
3. Baltimore Decrease Decrease Decrease (slight) 
4. Hontgomery Decrease Decrease Increase 
5. Anne Arundel Increase Decrease Increase 

State-wide Decrease Decrease Increase 

Here, decrease indicates that arrests are predicted to decline when 
using each of 1975, 1976 and 1977 data for the base year input into the 
model. Similarly, increase indicates that arrests are predicted to rise 
no matter which year is used. Hence, between 1977 and 1985, the volume 
of arrests is decreasing overall in these counties; bet~veen 1985 and 1990 
an overall increase in a.rrests for these five counties is predicted which 
contribute to the State-~vide predicted changes in arrests. 

The arrest projections for CY 1980, CY 1985 and CY 1990 as developed 
by the methodology described above represent a starting point for begin
ning to estimate future volumes of arrest activity, and, thus, "offender" 
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flow activity through the various processing stages or decision-making 
points of the juvenile justice systems. The combination of reasonable 
estimates of the projected volume of arrests, along with knowledge of 
current and anticipated changes in juvenile justice agency policies 
concerning "offender" proGes~\ing through the juvenile justice system 
would contribute greatl~ to efforts to assess the future resource and 
facility requirements of the juvenile justice system. Further refine
ments in making arrest projections and in anticipating changes in ad
ministrative policy as well as legislative and judicial actions affect
ing the manner in which "offenders" are processed are needed. Analy
tical planning models such as .JUSSIM may be useful in assisting to 
assess the future resource and facility (and associated costs) of both 
the juvenile and criminal justice systems as a result of changes in 
the volume and manner of "offender" processing. 

The introduction of more rational and systematic processes for 
assessing the future needs of the criminal justice system represents 
a new era in juvenile and criminal justice system planning. Continued 
development and refinement of techniques for projecting the volume of 
future arrests and assessing shifts in policy and practices with regard 
to offender processing should provide the basis for making more rational 
choices for the improved allocation of limited resources tvithin the 
juvenile and criminal justice systems and their respective agencies. 
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SECTION F: FLmoJ DB.GRAll DESCRIPTION BY COUNTY 

This section contains a flow diagram description of the Juvenile 
Justice System for each county in Maryland and Baltimore City. The 
data used in the descriptions is for Fiscal Year 1977. Section B of 
this chapter contains a detailed e~~lanation of all the stages and flow
paths included in the model (i. e., flow diagram description) as ,vell as 
calculations of "activity flows" and "activity rates" by jurisdictional 
grouping. The jurisdictional grouping used in Section B is the tw~lve 
District Court districts, which are enumerated in Tables 1 and 2. Simi
lar activity flows and rates can be calculated as explained in Section B 
for each county and Baltimore City using the data listed in the indivi
dual county flow diagram descriptions included in this section. These 
"activity flows" and "activity rates" can serve as indications of juve
nile justice system performance within a particular county for Fiscal 
Year 1977. 
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SECTION A: INTRODUCTION 

The problem areas presented in this chapter are updated from the 
1978 Plan and where appropriate are divided by functional area -- Crime 
Prevention; Detection, Investigation and Apprehension; Adjudication; 
Adult Rehabilitation; and Juvenile Rehabilitation. In addition to 
these fi'le categories, a sixth ,.,ras developed -- Hultifunctional Area 
Problems. Included in this area are those tyoes of problems which are 
the result of the current interaction patterns among agencies "'ithin 
different functional areas. 

Chapter II, 1I~1ethodology," explains the process in which collected 
data were analyzed to determine the nature and scope of major criminal 
justice problems facing the State of Maryland. On the basis of these 
analyses by the Commission staff and the five regional planning agencies, 
selected revisions were developed. The study of information on the exist
ing system and resources, available Federal, State and local statistical 
data, and relevant publications ,.,rere also essential to the writing of the 
problem area updates for 1979. 

The problem discussions are analyzed by six types of jurisdictions 
State agencies, Baltimore City, urban counties, non-urban counties, 

large municipalities and small municipalities. Each problem discussion 
is designed to pinpoint the type or types of jurisdictions affected by 
the problem and responsible for the problem's solution. 

The Problem Area write-ups for the 1979 Plan. Supplement replace 
pages 233 - 242 (PRE-I); 325 - 332 (POL-7); 376 - 398 (CT-4); 469 - 503 
(COR-3); 533 - 608 (COR-5 and JD-I-8); 666 - 743 (RES-2); and 705 - 806 
(CON-I, CI-l, CJE-l) in the 1978 Plan. 
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SECTION B 

The need for improvements in current efforts ,.;ithin the State of 
~~ryland in preventing delinquent behavior is discussed in this 
section. A major emphasis is on the lack of full utilization of 
existing facilities and systems to prevent delinquency. The need 
for a community-based approach to prevention is also addressed. 

PROBLEM PRE-I: :leed to Upgrade Programs Aimed at the Prevention of 
Crime. Juvenile crime is a very large contribution to the total 
crime picture iro Maryland. A total of 50,702 cases were referred 
to the Juvenile Services Administration in fiscal 1976 of ~vhich 
approximately 61.3% were handled informally or disapproved at intake. l 

As juvenile delinquency has continued to be a problem, there has been 
increasing emphasis placed on the need for providing services to the 
potential delinquent in an effort to avoid the penetration of youths 
into the formal juvenile justice system. The National Advisory 
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals set four areas 
for priority action in order to meet its goal of reducing high-fear 
crime by 50% by"1983. One of the areas for priority action ,.;as the 
prevention of juvenile delinquency. Calling for substantive changes 
in the juvenile justice system, the Commission stated that by 1983 
"the rate of delinquency cases coming before the courts that would De 
crimes if counnitted by adults should be cut to half the 1973 ratio. H2 

The National Advisory Counnission stated that one objective in the 
area of prevention should be to minimize the involvement of the juvenile 
offender in the juvenile justice system. Minimized involvement "means 
simply that society should use that means of controlling and super
vising the young offender which will best serve to keep him out of 
the recidivism cycle and at the same time protect the community. It 
is based on an easily justified assumption: the further an offender 
penetrates into the juvenile justice process, the more difficult it 
becomes to divert him from a criminal career. H3 

1Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Report, 1976. 

2A National Strategy to Reduce Crime, p. 23. 

3Ibid • p. 24. 
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Partially in response to the increased public awareness of the 
need for delinquency prevention programs, the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 was passed by Congress and signed 
into law by the President. The act specifically notes the need for 
prevention programs in the schools and for increased community
based progrannning. Funding, hmve',er, of the Juvenile Justice Act 
has not been sufficient to fully implement the mandates of the Act. 

In the State of Mar;land, the Juvenile Services Administration 
has been given the legislative authority "to develop programs for the 
predelinquent child whose behavior tends to lead to contact with 
law enforcement agencies."4 Prevention activities within the Juvenile 
Services Administration have been primarily liuited to the funding of 17 
Youth Services Bureaus throughout the State on a grant basis. These 
bureaus, most of which were initially funded by the Governorrs Commission 
La~v Enforcement, provide both prevention and diversion services to 
youths. (Prevention services are defined as those services delivered 
to youths ~vho have not had contact with the formal juvenile justice 
system while diversion relates to those who have had some contact 
with the system.) The Administration's past prevention efforts, with the 
exception of the Bureaus, have been limited. Clearly there is a need 
for local jurisdictions, such as the school systems, to develop 
delinquency preYention programs. In fact, it would appear that 
primary operational and financial responsibility in the prevention area 
should be that of the local subdivisions rather than the State. 
The priority of the juvenile justice system agencies should be 
directed to alleged and. adjudicated delinquent youths and provid-
ing technical assistance and encouragement to locally supported 
prevention activities. 

The Juvenile Services Administration, being aware of the need 
~or fur~her prevention efforts, is initiating and developj.ng a coordinated 
~tate-Wkde effort for developing prevention programming with a major 
emphasis on primary prevention. To this end, the Administration will 
provide a leadership role in the development of a "prevention netr"ork", 
and act as a catalyst for the development of total prevention plans and 
programs using local resources to the fullest possible extent. 

4Acts of 1971, Chapter 480, Laws of Marvland. 
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In conjunction \vith this effort to provide assistance to local 
jurisdictions, the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice has provided the Juvenile Services 
Administration with funds for four regional delinquency prevention 
specialists in Baltimore City, Baltimore County, Prince George's 
County and Montgomery County. These specialists submitted plans 
for the development and delivery of delinquency crevention serr-Lces 
in those areas in which they are working. In audition, the prevention 
specialists provided technical assistance to local groups that have 
the capability of developing and implementing community-based pre
vention programs. Prevention specialists developed summer employment 
programs, tutoring_projects, vocational t~aining programs and recrea
tional activities.) Ho~vever, in spite of the minimal cost of the 
effort, the State decided not to fund this program when Federal fund
ing terminated in November, 1976 and these positions were abolished. 

There are a number of problems with respect to the coordination 
of delinquency prevention programs at the local level. These programs 
are fully discussed in the JD-4 problem area (I~proved Cooperation 
and Coordination Among Agencies Providing Services to Youth). 

As all youths must attend school until the age of 16, the local 
school system is a logical place to begin to develop prevention programs. 
Additionally, disruptive behavior, which is sometimes a precursor 
of delinquency, is readily apparent in the classroom. Data on school 
dropouts~ expulsions and suspensions indicates some rather serious 
problems in the school systems of Maryl.and. Approximately 11% of 
secondary school youths are absent on any given school day, according 
to State Department of Education data. Absenteeism range~, however, 
to 13% in Baltimore City, where there is also a particularly serious 
crime problem. While all of these absent students are not truants, 
a significant number are. It is felt that the truancy may be related 
to day-light crime. Additionally, it is felt that truancy and sub
sequent failure to complete school requirements are strong contributing 
factors to both delinquency and adult crime. During the 1976-1977 
school year there were 19,777 dropouts and 258 expulsions throughout 
the public secondary schools of the State ,6 Schools at the community 
level must become involved in programs which are developed to provide 
needed indiv.idualized services to troubled youths. Many school 
programs are seemingly rigid and structured in such a 'tilay as to offer 

5Regional Delinquency Prevention Specialists, Grant 115141. 

6S tate Department of Education, July, 1977. 
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little relevance to today's youths. Additionally, school s~aff some
times apnear unconcerned or disinterested in the problems or the 
potentiai delinquent. Also, there is a need for.mo:e adequate.e~
ucational programs including diagnosis and remed~at~on of spec~f~c 
learning problems as TNell as more adequ;H .. ; programs for tho~e c~~ldret; 
who are disruptive wi thin the school setting. Sometimes th:J..s d~srupt~on 
is based on learning problems; other times it may be ca~sed by 
individual or family problems. Children who have lea~~ng pr~ble~ 
in the elementary years begin to develop a poor self-~mnge wh~ch ~s 
prevalent in delinquency prone youngsters. Often these proble~ are 
not diagnosed and, therefore, appropriate programs are not prov~ded. 

At other times, adequate services cannot be provided due to funding 
constrainr:s or for other varied reasons. Som:~times these youngsters 
are able to function in alternative schools. However, when not in 
school, these youngsters have much spare time in which to become in
volved in further delinquent activities as they are often unable to 
obtain or keep employment due to educational deficiencies. The 
Juvenile Justice Advisory Committee has recommended that the Commission 
encourage local jurisdiction and school systems to apply for LEAA funds 
as well as other sources of funding for juvenile delinq'.lency prevention 
programs. 

In dealing with the needs for delinquency prevention in the schools, 
there is a definite need for improved teacher training in assisting 
youths to solve their problems. Additionally, school systems need 
to establish definite referral patterns to be used in those cases where 
troubled youths require resources outside the school system. This 
process should include clearly defined staff responsibilities and a 
clear understanding of case management and follow-up beyond referrals. 
The Violent Crime Report of the Governor's Commission has noted these 
problems especially as they relate to truancy and has recommended 
programming to reduce truancy and a review of truancy statistics 
to insure that local law enforcement agencies are not impeded 
in enforcing these laws. 7 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice is presently funding a program which has developed a law
related education curriculum for schools in Maryland. 8 This program 

7Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, "Violent Crime Report", August, 1975. 

~aw Related Education, Grant :'17032. 
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trains and educates teachers in the use and presentation of law-related 
information. It is anticipated that through the Commission's aid in 
pilot development of this program, both students and teachers would 
gain a greater knowledge and understanding of the fundamental principles 
of the law and the legal process in our society. This program operated 
in Howard and Carroll Counties in its first year and in Anne Arundel 
County during the 1976-1977 school year. During the 1977-1978 school 
year, the program moved from Anne Arundel County ~o serve Prince George's 
County and the Tri-County area of Calvert, Charles and St. Mary's 
Counties. By the conclusion of its third and final year of funding 
it is anticipated that the project will have trained some 700 teachers 
in grades kindergarten through 12 in seven ~'!aryland counties. 

In Montgomery County a program aimed at delinquency prevention 
through education and improving police/student relations has been 
funded by the Commission. Through this program a criminal justice 
curriculum for junior high school students was developed. Evaluation 
indicates that the program has improved the attitude of youths towa~d 
law enforcement. The relationship between the school curriculum and 
a reduction in delinquency behavior on the part of those youths exposed 
to the program remains unclear. 

The Governorfs Commission has provided seco~d year continuation 
funding for two alternative school programs in the past year for youths 
who are unable to adjust satisfactorily within a public school setting. 
One program in Allegany County which was implemented in December, 1976 
provides a special school with individualized alternative school and 
counseling for youths who have had some contact with the juvenile 
justice sy!?tem and a history of school adjustment problems and under
achievement. 9 A similar program for the same type of youths and 
prmriding the same services was funded in Baltimore County and imple
mented in the Fall of 1977. These programs serve approximately 140 
youths a year and have experienced considerable success in improving 
academic achievement and reducing delinque~cy rates for the populations 
involved. 10 

9Alternative Program Grant #7070 
l~ulti-Suspended Students Grant #8020 
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:n addition to the local school systems there are a number of 
private and public agencies and citizens groups that can and should 
become involved in the delinquency pre',ention effort. In Anne Arundel 
County, for instance, the Community Arbitratioll Program has involved a 
number of private citizen's grou~s in working with youths who have 
conu-nitted misdemeanor offenses. l The Governor's Commission has 
funded another Arbitration Program in Baltimore County which has also 
creased the involvement of local groups in the prevention effort in 
that jurisdiction. 12 

There are several other socio-economic factors that need to be 
considered in developing juvenile delinquency prevention pro
grams. An important factor to be considered is population. TrNO 
conditions are often associated with high delinquency rates. The 
first is high population density. The second is a high proportion 
of the population being under the age of 25. 

:Ln regard ::0 densit:i, ~'Iaryland has shown a 5 teadv t::::end tO~lTard 
increasing ?QPulation aensity as indicated by the foilowing data: 

TABLE V-I 

MARYLAND POPULATION DENSITY TRE}ma 

YEAR POPULATION DENSITY 

1960b 
I 

3,100,689 314 
1970b 3,945,920 399.6 
1975 4,188,630 424.2 
1980c 4,507,560 456.5 
1985c 4,879,790 494.2 
1990c 5.302,300 536.9 

a NOTE: Dens:;.ty per square mile. 
b . 

Census figures (all other data from the Department of 
State Planning). 

CProjected. 

llCommunity Arbitration (Anne Arundel County) Grant 1!506l 
12Community Arbitration (Baltimore County). Grant #6212 
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In regard to youth population, it should be noted that most estimates 
indicate about 50% of all crime is committed by offenders under 24 yea~s 
of age. Available information frol;n the State Department of Planning 
indicates that while this group made up 46.2% of the State's population 
in 1975, this percentage sh.ould drop to 44.7% by 1980. The actual number 
of individuals in this population group ,00ill however. increase by about 
80,000 during the same period. 

Although there is much disput.~ regarding the influence of economic 
conditions on crime and.delinquency, t~ere is Some support for the posj~io~ t~at 
economic conditions can be a sign:Lficant factor in determining the likeli-
hood of criminal conduct. Even tbough the diversity of the Hary1and 
economy has insulated it to some extent from negative national trends, 
as noted in the following data, unemployment has significantly increased 
since 1970. Additionally, accord.ing to the Departments of Employment 
Security and Social Services, the~ number of persons on public assistance 
has increased from 137,800 in 19j'O, to 233. 120 in 1977. 

TABLE V-2. 

MARYLAND UNEMPLOYMENT 1970 - 1977 

1970 54,000 3.4 
1971 70,000 4.3 
1972 81,,000 4.7 
1973 71,,000 4.1 
1974 84 ~I 000 4.7 
1975 127,,000 6.9 
1976 106 1 200 6.0 
1977 107, 262 6.1 

SOURCE: Maryland Department of Employment and Social Services. 

An additional economic factor to be considered is inflation which 
reduces individual purchasing power and which can prove to be an 
incentive for crime. Available national data in the Table on the following page 
indicates that for the last fiVE! years, inflation has been a persistent 
and severe problem. 



SOUR 

TABLE V-3 

~ATIONAL RATES OF INFLA.TION 
1970 - 1977 

1970 - 1971 4.3% 
1971 - 1972 3.3% 
1972 - 1973 6.2% 
1973 - 1974 11.0% 
1974 - 1975 9.1% 
1975 - 1976 6.0% 
1976 - 1977 7.0% ..... 

C~. Un~ted States Commerce De?artment, 1977. 
1 

An important factor in effecti'le crime pre'lention is the family 
as a st~ong institucion of social control. ;~en this and other 
institutions fail it becomes the responsibility of the c~iminal justice 
system to deal with the resulting problems. A'lailable data from the 
State Department of Health and Xental Hygiene indicates that di'lorces 
in Maryland increased 74% be~Neen 1968 - 1973. Specific data for 1970 
to 1975 is indicated in the Table below. This trend does not suggest 
that the criminal justice system can expect increased support from the 
family as an institution of social control. 

TABLE V-4 

DIVORCES IN MARYLAND 
1970-1975 

1975 15,398 
1974 15,070 
1973 14,145 
1972 11,520 
1971 10.060 
1970 9,252 

SOURCE: State Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene, 1976. 

271 



Some data which has recently become available is encouraging ~vith 
respect to the incidence of reported juvenile delinquency in the State. 
Projections by the Commission staff based on past arrest rates and 
demographic factors indicate that juvenile arrests could decrease 2.8% 
from 1975 to 1980. Data for calendar year 1977 indicates referrals 
to the Juvenile Services Administration are down by 12.7% over fiscal 
1976. 13 Of particular interest is the fact that the five urban juris
dictions ~.,hich annually account for the major portion of referrals to 
the Juvenile Services Administration all experienced declines in 
referrals during 1977. Actual percentage changes for the period 1976-
1977 are as follo~vs: Baltimore County - 3~9%; Anne Arundel County -
0.3%; Montgomery County - 27.8%; Prince George's County - 3.2%; 
Baltimot'e City - 24.2%.14 This data ~vould appear to indicate that some 
progress is being made in the effort to prevent delinquency. iVhether 
progress is due to better programming, increased family stability, 
lessening unemployment and in,elation or other factors such as population 
trends is not clear and will r~quire additional analysis over time. 

In summary, it is apparent there are a number of factors that 
playa significant role in the causation of juvenile delinquency. These 
factors must be considered in developing effective prevention programming. 
Obviously, the prevention of delinquency is too complex a process to 
be limited to any single state agency or indeed with only the juvenile 
justice system. It is the responsibility of all government agencies, 
private groups, businesses, and the public in general to become involved 
iu delinquency prevention. A coordinated effort that includes all 
agencies is needed if an effective delinquency prevention system is to 
be develoepd, Public a~yareness programs and evaluation of existing 
programs such as diversion programs can help in this process. 

13 
Juvenile Services Administration Annu~l Report, 1977, p. 11. 

14!£g, p. 15. 
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'?ROBLEX POL-7: ~eed to Upgrade Law Enforcement Communications Cap
abilities. In 1971, the "Naryland Plan for Improving the Effectiv'eness 
of Police and Public Safety Communications lll ~vas prepared through 
consultant services for the Governor's Commission. This plan identified 
a number of basic problems related to po:ice communications capabilities. 

The major problems identified included: ~'1aryland La~'1 Enforcement units 
were unable to communicate directly with each other or with ~ational Guard 
units during periods of civil disorder or other emergencies requiring joint 
or mUlti-agency operations; inadequate distribution of available radio fre
quencies among police agencies; and inability for citizens to rapidly contact 
the police in their jurisdiction. Since 1971, many law enforcement agencies 
throughout the State have upgraded their operating budgets. In addition, in 
1971 independent communication systems were operating which tends to isolate 
small agencies from larger agencies operating in the same jurisdiction. 
Through the 1971 Communications Plan and Commission funding, the trend towards 
isolation was eliminated for several years. 

Since the development of Maryland's Communication Plan, major jurisdictions 
(Batlimore City, Prince George's County) have significantly changed their 
communication systems, new communications techniques have been developed, 
frequency availability from the FCC has changed, 911 systems have been 
implemented, and police workloads and resources have changed, all of which 
pointed to the need for a reassessment of the Communications systems in 
Xaryland and a re-examination of Commission Communication Plan. Consequently, 
in 1976 the Governor's Commission atvarded funds to the Departmefit of Public 2 
Safety and Co~rectional Services to conduct a State-wide Communications Study. 

Utilizing consultant serVices, State and local police agencies throughout 
the State have been surveyed regarding agency and jurisdictional communications 
problems. Additionally, the consultant has reviewed literature pertaining 
to validation of telecommunications plans and various experimental efforts to 
measure and analyze other usage of radio frequency spectrum. The study ~vi th 
resulting policy and operational recommendations is expected to be finalized 
in the fall of 1978. The research findings associated with the nature of the 
communication problems in the State and an assessment of the existing communi
cations systems has been finished and form the basis for the follmving analysis. 

The Consultant's problem statement in the Communications Study considered 
deficiencies in existing law enforcement telecommunications capabilities and 
the difficulties li~ely to be encountered in the achievement of law enforcement 
systems objective~.~ The system problems cover the following five areas: 
telephone communication; 911 Emergency Telephone System; Auxiliary public 
access methods; radio spectrum utilization, channel interference, radio 
coverage; dispatching systems; and intersystem mobile communication. The 

lA plan formulated by the Kelly Scientific Corporation for the Maryland 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 1971. 

2 
.Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 

of Justice, Grant Number 6040. 

3Ihe major portion of this a~scussion has been taken wholly or in part 
from the "i-faryland Comprehensive Law Enforcement Telecommunications Plan," 
Chap~er V (Telecommunications Problem Analysis) prepared by Booz, Allen 
Appl~ed Research. 
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determination of these problems result from personal intervie~.,s ~vith communi
cations and operations personnel of more than 90 law enforcement agencies in 
Maryland. 

It is essential that the public have access to the police at all times. 
It is equally important that police be able to respond to emergencies at all 
times. Nevertheless, in many locations within the Uniteg States, a police 
agency cannot be directly contacted during certain days. The telephone is 
the primary linkage point between the police and the community they serve. 
The public should have instantaneous telephone access to police and other 
emergency servi§es. That access is not available in many jurisdictions through
out the nation. 

At this time in ~1aryland, frequent busy signals are being experienced 
by public consumers trYin~ to place an emergency call to 14 percent of the 
police agencies surveyed. This defeats the objectives for prompt emergency 
access to the police agency and is due to the installation of too few telephone 
line trunks to accommodate the police agency traffic. A moderate size muni
cipal government will typically configure its telephone system such that all 
calls for all public agencies, including the police, will pass through a 
municipal switchboard. Frequently, the police telephone number is the same 
as the number used by other municipal agencies. This configuration generates 
two types of delays for police emergency calls placed at the peak daily 
business hour: 1) all municipal telephone trunk lines are occupied and the 
caller gets a busy signal, or 2) the telephone operator is overloaded with 
municipal calls and is unable to answer the emergency call promptly. 

A second configuration of telephone services to the police department 
placed all administrative calls and emergency calls under one police department 
telephone number. Again at the peak business hour of the department, an 
emergency call can result in the type of delay previously mentioned. 

Conventional telephone system engineering procedures call for a higher 
probability of access to an emergency line at peak load hours than to an 
administrative line or business line. By separating the two types of service, 
us:i.ng one telephone number for administrative purposes and another telephone 
number for emergency calls, the higher probability of access to the emergency 
line can be provided without burdening the anministrative circuits with 
excess capacity. 

The Commission's Police Standards Committee adopted in 1976 two standards 

4National Conference on Criminal Justice, ('lorking papers for the NCCJ, 
January 23-26, 1973, i'lashington, D.C. p. 18. 

5Working Papers for the NCCJ, p. 23. 

6Booz , Allen Telecommunications Plan, p. 5-2. 
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in this area. 
develop, as a 
communicati0n 
capability. 7 

The standards indicate that every Maryland police agency should 
subsystem of its overall communications system, a telephone 
component designed to enhance rapid and accurate communications 

Police agencies should cons~aer implementation of an emergency telephone 
number that is separate from its administrative telephone number and provide 
prompt answering to calls for assistance. Emergency lines should be provided 
with experienced and specifically trained complaint takers 24 hours a day. 
It is significant to note that some l~w enforcement agencies in Maryland may 
require technical assistance in determining the number of telephone lines 
needed to provide the desired level .of emergency telephone service under their 
specific telephone traffic load and traffic load distribution. 

In some areas, ~vhere there is more than one police agency performing 
police functions, a citizen may call one agency, and be referred to another, 
or one agency may respond only to find out that a complaint could have been 
best handled by another police department, in the same jurisdiction. In 
addressing this problem, one possible solution would be the establishment of 
a single emergency telephone number system. This systa~ would be designated 
for public use in reporting an emergency and requesting emergency assistance. 
This could be developed in future years to a nation-wide telephong number 
giving the public direct access to an emergency answering center. 

In this country, official impetus for the development of a nation-wide 
emergency telephone number was provided by the 1967 recommendation of the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration or Justice that 
a "single number should be established" for reporting police emergencies. 9 
This system would allow any citizen in a jurisdiction to dial 911 on any 
telephone, and immediately be connected with the nearest emergency service. 
This would, in some cases, include police, fire and rescue services, public 
works emergency services, civil defense, weather warning stations, hospitals, 
suicide ~reventicn centers, poison control centers, and drug abuse centers. 

Among the benefits of this system could be: an easy, uniform number for 
every citizen to remember when they want the police, fire, ambulance or rescue 
service; it provides immediate contact with the nearest police agency; and 
offers special features and options not usually available. 

7Mary'land Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement Police Standards 
Committee Standard 23.1 "Police Use of the Telephone System," Standard 23.2 
~:Command and Control Operations." 

80ffice of Telecommunications Policy, "The Emergency Telephone Number," 
eu.s. Government Printing Office, Hashing ton , D.C. 20402). 

9Ibid. 
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1. Area Identification - allows irr®ediate identification of originating 
area of an incoming call. 

2. Force Disconnect - enables the release of a line on disconnect even 
though the calling party has not hung up. Intentional jamming of 
"911" lines is thereby prevented. 

3. Tone Application - is provided to allow differentiation between a 
calling party who abandons the call before answered and a calling 
party who retains the connection but is unable to speak. 

4. Called Party Hold - enables retention of control of the connection 
of the calling par,l:::' telephone. This facilitates a manual trace of 
the call when neceS1S4'l.'"Y and should assist significantly in the 
reduction of "false alarms." 

S. Emergencv Rin~ - allows for the ring back of a telephone which 
is being held to verify information received or gain additional 
information required to cope with the emergency. 

6. Switchook Status - provides supervisory lamps to indicate the status 
of the telephone of the calling party, thus prevents the delayed 
release of the calling party's telephone. 

The Booz, Allen Communications Study revealed that at the present time, 
seven counties have implemented a wide area 911 emergency telephone system 
for public access to public safety agencies. Four other counties are planning 
to implement the 911 system within the next year. Of these eleven systems, 
ten are "basic" 911 system configurations (uses standard telephone equipment), 
and one is an l1 enhanced tl 911 system with advanced features and 911 trunking. 

The 911 emergency telephone system answers many questions of .vide area 
toll-free public access to law enforcement response agencies and has demon
strated characteristics that enable more prompt reporting. The Communications 
Study survey showed that there are still portions of counties in Maryland 
where a toll call is needed to reach centralized public safety agencies, and 
this tends to discourage the reporting of all but the most urgent need for latv 
enforcement assistance. In some cases foreign exchange CFX) lines have been 
installed to overcome unusual toll charges. However, experience with the 
existing 911 systems in Maryland which would provide toll-free service has 
not been free of deficiencies. The survey revealed less than full support of 
911 by law enforcement agencies. 

The deficiencies reported in 911 installations in Ma~19nd can be cate
gorized as follows: 

1. differences between telephone exchange boundaries and law enforcement 
jurisdictional boundaries; and 

2. delayed distribution of 911 calls in a multi-jurisdictional area. 
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Many la~y eniorcement agencies do not iully comprehend the technologies 
involved in compensating for the mismatch between telephone exchange boundaries 
and law enforcement jurisdiction boundaries. Jurisdictional boundaries are 
primarily based on peli t:l.cal and geographical considerations T..,hile telephone 
exchange boundaries are determined by population density and the cost tradeoff 
between the number of subscribers served and the Central Office equipment 
needed to serve them. Advanced electronic switching computer systems being 
planned by telephone companies can eventually overcome the boundary mismatch 
through switch programming. For most localities in Maryland, these switching 
computers are many years away under present telephone company plans. To 
require the implementation now of advanced computer switching to enable a pro
perly boundaried 911 system is an extremely expensive revision to the telephone 
company plant. This can be well beyond the financial reach of most Maryland 
jurisdictions, and the return on investment in terms of improved public service 
can be questioned. 

One solution has been to deprive some of the population within the juris
diction of 911 service because their telephone exchange is not confined 
entirely within thg jurisdiction. This is objectionable to those citizens 
who are deprived of services offered to others within the jurisdiction and 
also makes necessary a very clear demarcation bet'iyeen those exchanges with 
911 service from those exchanges without 911 service. Another solution is to 
provide 911 service to all telephone exchanges wtihin the jurisdiction and 
accept calls from subscribers of those exchanges who are outside of the juris
diction. This creates the dual problem of having to positively identify those 
calls from outside the jurisdiction and to provide for pro!!',pt transfer of the 
emergency request to the proper emergency agency. This is a factor that leads 
to another reported defiCiency in Maryland 911 systems. 

The selective routing of 911 calls directly to the proper law enforcement 
agency by using telephone a~change numbers is usually not appropriate due 
again to mismatch of jurisdictional and telephone exchange boundaries. The 
automatic switching of 911 calls according to municipal and unincorporated 
jurisdictional boundaries without concern for telephone s~Yitching boundaries 
has been an objective of the Studv for Alameda County 911. 10 These computerized 
switches are not yet available from the telephone company, and their cost 
remains unknown. Maryland 911 systems have been installed in multijurisdic
tional areas without benefit of selective routing of 911 calls, and such 
installations will continue for the foreseeable future. As a result, each 
911 system in Maryland terminates at a centralized county answering. point. 
In only one case (St. Mary's County) is this answering point also the dispatch 
point for all law enforcement and public safety agencies in the county. All 
others are faced with the problem of promptly passing on the emergency request 
to the proper responsible agency. 

lONational Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, La~v Enforce
ment Assistance Administration, Grant 73-NI-99-0059G. 

277 



Delays in rece:tv:tng the 911 call information from the 911 center ,vere 
reported by 45 percent of the law enforcement agencies surveyed vho ,vere 
within the boundaries of a county 911 system. As one result of these delays, 
ten percent 0f the law enforcement agencies surveyed in counties with 911 
systems reported that some local citizens are again calling their own local 
police agency directly, using the administrative seven-digit telephone number 
ins tead of 911. 

Interface facilities between a 911 answering point and a dispatch center 
not co10cated ,dth that answering point are critical to the operation of a 
911 syst~m. Technical specifications are needed to insure that these inter
faces are properly designed for the projected traffic loads and to minimize 
response times. Also, the need for dedicated 911 trunking, as opposed to 
public access trunking, should be decided by technical study and tradeoff 
analysis. The decision to include 911 system features such as forced dis
connect and automatic number identification, requires technical guidance and 
systems analysis. Many county and local jurisdictions in Maryland do not 
have ready access to resources that will pro'~ide this guidance and technical 
expertise. To minimize the proliferation of local 911 systems which do not 
fully meet the needs of the community or the participating public safety 
agencies, guidance and adequate technical assistance should be offered to 
each community in Haryland that is planning a ne,v or improved 911 system. 

Many issues are involved in planning for a 911 ,vithin a community, 
and the importance of a careful, thorough planning process should not be 
underestimated. One mechanism for insuring mUlti-agency participation ,vith 
911 would be the formulation of a planning committee. Hembers of this 
committee should include public safety and other emergency service represen
tatives, the civil defense representative, representatives from interested 
citizens organizations, and electedl~fficia1s as well as representatives 
from the local telephone companies. 

There are four primary issues 'vhieh should be considered early in the 
planning process: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

the area to be served by the proposed 911 system; 

the number and types of existing emergency service agencies in 
that area and their resources and jurisdictions; 

1? the scope of services to be included in the 911 system; -

the location of the 911 emergency answering center. 

111lThe Emergency Telephone Number." 

12Ibid • 
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Dealing with these issues ~vill involve a revie~v of the current emergency 
reporting system and an assessment of the community's needs. Questions to 
be resolved at this point will include ~vhe ther the sys tem is to be a single 
or multijurisdictional one; what other communities, if any, will cooperate 
in the system; how to resolve problems caused by telephone central office 
areas not coinciding with political boundaries; what types of negotiations 
are required among participating agencies and communities; and when is the 
best time for implementation. 

If a jurisdiction develops a 911 system, then additional training must 
be given to telephone operators to recognize emergency calls, and matching 
the proper call with the service required. A jurisdiction that develops a 
911 system must also develop guidelines for ~vhat ty-pe of call will be given 
a priority. If this does not happen, then the police agencies in the juris
diction may find that they are receiving many more non-police calls than 
they were before the system was developed. The solution is not to disregard 
a 911 system, but jurisdictions must develop sound plans before implementing 
a 911 system. Only by planning for a 911 system can many of the potential 
probJ.ems listed above be overcome. 

In response to the need for additional emphasis on planning 911 capabili
ties, the Governor's Commission awarded a supplemental planning grant in 1975 
to the Baltimore-Metropolitan Regional Planning Council. 13 This grant provided 
staff support to the Regional Planning Council's Technical Advisory Committee 
set up to study the feasibility of the 911 system for the Baltimore-Metro
politan area. The Co~mittee recommendation was to implement the 911 system 
for the Baltimore-Metropolitan area. Based on that recommendation, Federal 
funds were awarded by the State Division of Emergency Medical Services to 
provide staff support to the Regional Planning Council to implement the 911 
system. 14 

Although the telephone system provides most of the public access to law 
enforcement agencies in Maryland, and will continue to do so in the foreseeable 
future, two other auxilliary public access means of alerting police and fire 
agencies should be addressed. These are automatic intrusion and fire alarms 
and citizen band radio. 

Self-reporting intrusion and fire alarms have long been used by banks 
and commercial establishments. These systems have been provided and serviced 
by established firms specialized in the field. More recently, these devices 
have spread to homes and smaller businesses and have proliferated, bringing 
less skilled vendors into the field. 

l%!aryland Governor's Commission on La~v Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant Number P-24-S. 

l4Region V Staff, April, 1977. 
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Earlier systems were connected by telephone lines from the subscriber to 
a central office of the alarm agency which, in turn, alerted police or fire 
agencies. This provided a level of screening be~.een the alarm sensor and the 
public safety agency and helped maintain system quality. The ne~ver -devices 
are normally connected by telephone lines from the subscriber or mmer directly 
to the local police or fire agency. The type of alarm enunciation is of two 
general types: 

1. Flashing light or buzzer; 
2. Automatic telephone dialer with a taped message. 

The rate of false alarms from these devices is extremely high. Evaluation 
tests have been conducted by Haryland agencies that shmv a 97 percent false 
alarm rate over a year's time. During the survey for the Communications Study, 
logs of alarms were examined that show 100 percent false alarms over a three
month period in one jurisdiction. 

Because there is no person for the alarm taker to talk to, it must be 
assumed that each alarm represents a need for emergency service, and police 
or fire equipment must be dispatched in each case. False alarms are known to 
be generated by defective equipment, failure of the owner to set the alarm 
properly, and failure to disarm the alarm during periods of authorized activity. 
Electrical storms frequently set off autodialer alarms and have been known to 
completely tie up a police and fire emergency telephone system where special 
telephone numbers were not used for autodialers. The result of this false 
alarm activity is a reduction in public safety protection in the community by 
needless use of police and fire resources, or alternatively, burdening the 
community with the cost of police and fire resources in excess of that needed 
for adequate protection. 

Control of the quality, installation, and maintenance of these alarm 
devices is needed. 

The proliferation of Citizen Band radio has provided the mobile public 
with a means of communication that can be readily used for emergency alerting. 
Some law enforcement agencies in Maryland have had exceptional results from 
monitoring CB Channel 9, and some central alarm offices also monitor the CB 
channels. The recent Communication survey shows that 38 percent of the more 
than 90 agencies interviewed monitor CB radio at least some of the time. 

Problems with CB radio as an emergency system result from its relatively 
undisciplined use and lack of professional radio procedures. The short range 
and channel clutter experienced at a well-located CB base station soon 
discourages its use as a dependable emergency alerting system for a public 
safety agency. A more effective application of CB radio has been found by the 
police, who include it as an ancillary radio system in patrol vehicles. The 
patrol vehicle can respond quickly to requests for assistance and can summon 
any additional help needed in a more professional manner. 
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A successful solution to fixed base CB emergency operations has come from 
police agencies that support a volunteer CB emergency watch organization. The 
CB watch monitors the emergency channel and screens all calls. The need for 
police, fire or ambulan~e assistance is then passed on to these agencies by 
telephone. The public safety agency itself does not monitor the CB channel 
on a regular basis. 

Radio communications systems are widely used by law enforca~ent agencies 
in the State. The State Police, 23 sheriff's department, four urban county 
and one non-urban county police departments, over 80 municipal departments 
and specialized agencies such as the Port Administration Police, Toll Facilities 
Police and Uni'Tersity and College police units constantly utilize radio commun
ications ne~Norks. 

The most frequently expressed problem among the law enforcement agencies 
in ~aryland is radio channel overload, which results in excessive delay time 
for a vehicle to access its primary operations radio channel. Radio channel 
overload implies a lack of radio spectrum resources in ~faryland to accommodate 
the public safety radio traffic needs. 

Heavily loaded police radio channels have contributed to problems in 
Baltimore City and the four urban counties. In 1972, Baltimore, Montgomery, 
and P=ince George's counties operated wtih more than 80 vehicles per channel. 
Anne Arundel had more than 50 units per channel, wQile Baltimore City had 
about 130 vehicles operating on a single channel.l~ The Howard County Police 
Department which faced only moderate channel overcrowding in the past, has 
grown from 30 vehicles per channel in 1972 to 76 vehicles per channel in 1977. 
This increase, compounded by a 100% population increase projected over the 
next six years, indicates a need to axpand their radio system.16 

However, progress has been made in this area. The Anne Arundel County 
Police Department has converted to a UHF radio system. This has relieved 
most of the Department's channel overloading problems. 

Baltimore City Police, in the past, with technical assistance from the 
Governor's Commission, received six additional ultra high band frequencies. 
During 1975, Baltimore City Police purchased necessary equipment to utilize 
these six additional ultra high radio channels through Commission funding. 17 

15"Maryland Plan for Improving the Effectiveness of Police and Public 
Safety Communications, 1971." 

l6Howard County Police Department, Planning and Research Division. 

l7Maryland ~overnor's Comm:i.ssion on Law Enforcement, Grant flS04 Lf. 
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The incorporation of these six additional channels excluded the need for' the 
high band frequencies that were being utilized by the department. The utiliza
tion of the ultra high frequency radio band has provided the Ci ty Police \vi th 
a more effective communications syst8.'ll. A 1976 grant: completed the communica
tions conversion undertaken by the department. Previ.ously the Commission had 
provided the City ,vith partial funding to implement a.dditional reception 
equipment to improve its communications effectiveness. As a consequence of 
this program activity, an additional radio channel was freed up. 

The State Police have eight frequencies assigned to them by the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) and by geographic spacing of one of these 
frequencies, a total of nine channels can be utilized. The Haryland State 
Police experience some channel overloading since many local police agencies 

. and some non-police agencies also utilize their commu'rrication system. This 
is especially t:;:ue with "channel one," which is an administrative as \vell as 
an 8.'llergency coordination channel. The State Police ,as timate that as many as 
702 vehicles State-wide occupy this channel for day-to-day operations, aside 
from the 1,567 State Police vehicles that use this ch,mnel for emergency and 
administrative operations. Among the other agencies chat occupy this channel 
are the Department of Hotor Vehicles, Division of Cor.::ec.tions, and the State 
Fire ~arsha1. This overloading of vehicles on this channel for day-to-day 
operations reduces the number of local police agencies that can use the channel 
for eme..rgency coordination. 

The majority of small municipalities throughout ':he State utilize the 
Maryland State Police transmitting facilities to contact and control their 
patrol vehicles. In Montgomery County, two municipal police departments 
operate independent radio systems 24 hours a day 'vh:'.l" two muni.cipal police 
departments rely oh the Montgomery County police facilities from 5:00 p.m. 
to 9:00 a.m. 18 As a result of the 1971 State Communications Plan the State
wide trend is towards consolidation of communication capabilities. 

The recent Prince George's County Police conversion from VHF to a UHF 
radio band may have led to problems of coordination because a number of local 
departments were still utilizing the VHF frequency. To alleviate this 
si tuation, Governor IS Commissj.on funds were awarded to the County for the 
purpose of radios for municipal departments who rely on the County for 
communications. As a result of this program, 15 municipal police departments 
in Prince George's County received 34 radios which are on the same frequency 
as the County Police.19 

l8Booz , Allen Telecommunications Study, Chapter Five. 

19Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, Grant #6058. 
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As a part of the recent Communications study, frequency resources were 
explored and the number of radio channels of the radio frequency bands being 
used in ~faryland is summarized in V-5. 

TABLE V-5 

RADIO FREQUENCY BAl~ USE IN MP~YLAND 

! I 

~ 
VHF VHF UHF 

Lmol BAl.'ID HIGH BAND PAIRS 

I Local Government 3 15 2 I 

Police 43 38 46 

Fire 32 16 4 

I Highway Haintenance 4 2 -

I Forestry 3 12 -

10 Special Emergency 2 2 

Other 1 1 2 

Total 88 86 64 

..--

SOURCE: Booz, Allen Telecommunications Study, 1978. 

Law Enforcement agencies in Maryland use approximately 53 percent of 
these radio spectrum resources. There are 81 VHF radio channels used by 
Maryland law enforcement agencies; and, applying conventional police radio 
channel loading criteria, these channels should be able to support, 4,050 
mobile/portable units. The State survey of law enforcement agencies shows 
approximately 2,320 mobile VHF units and 503 portable VHF units in operation 
at the time of the survey. Using the convention of two portables being the 
equivalent of a mobile unit, the equivalent number of mobiles/portables to 
be supported is 2,527. This is only 63 percent of the theoretical capacity 
of the available VHF radio channels in Maryland. It is evident that the 
problem is one of distribution of the resources rather than lack of resources. 

It should also be noted that the recent Communications Study revealed 
that the problems of channel overload and delayed channel access were not 
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evident ~vi th the UHF frequency. This may be due, in part, to the fact that 
UHF systems in Maryland are the more recently designed systems. 

The problem, as expressed by the representatives of the public safety 
agencies during the development of the Communications Study \Vas mainly ~vith 
the channel loading on VHF low b and and VHF high band. In conventional typ e 
radio systems such as those in Maryland, channel loading criteria for public 
safety systems are as follows: 

Single License User 
2 to 5 Licensee/Users 
Over 5 Licensee/Users 

Police./Fire 

50/1100 
40/80 
30/60 

Other Services 

150/300 
125/250 
100/200 

Using the accepted criteria of two portables being the equivalent of 
one law enforcement mobile, the following loading distribution of the 
"Primarj Operations" channel load in Maryland for law enforcement ba$e-mobile 
VHF frequencies is noted: 

Channel Load 

Below 60 units 
Above 100 units 
Between 60-100 units 

57% 
38% 

5% 

The distribution shows that 34 percent of the channels have 20 or less 
equivalent mobile units with nine percent of the channels having five or less 
equivalent mobile units. There are 13 percent of the channels that have 200 
or more equivalent mobile units, which is twice the maximum recommended 
channel load. 

The solution to this problem will require the formulation of a state-wide 
frequency plan that is acceptable to the Federal Communications Commission 
and to the law enforcement agencies in Maryland. Corrective action is clearly 
a long-term program and will require FCC license activity. It is expected 
that many law enforcement agencies in Maryland will need technical assistance 
to accomplish channel overload correction. 

Approximately 65 percent of the law enforcement agencies in Maryland 
operate their radio system on VHF low band. Of these, more than 30 percent 
report sporadic interference from far away co-channel users. Atmospheric 
and ionospheric conditions contribute to "skip" phenomenon, which is charac"" 
teristic of these radio frequencies and can result in very far off signals 
being received at signal levels comparable to local signals. Another source 
of co-channel user interference is the mOl:!~ frequent reception of signals 
from stations that are normally beyond the usual range of the station. These 
are typically due to favorable atmospheric conditions that have temporarily 
extended the radio propagation range. 
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The problem of adequate radio coverage for a jurisdiction is also a major 
issue with law enforcement agencies. More than 22% of the law enforcement 
agencies interviewed during the 1977 Communications Study reported less than 
full radio coverage in their jurisdiction. 

The survey interviews with responsible law' enforcement agency personnel 
in ~1aryland revealed two general sources of this deficiency in the radio system 
design. 

1. The recommendation of the system design engineer regarding antenna 
location, elevation and pattern was not followed. 

2. The system was installed without the benefit of a detailed topographic 
study and statistical analysis of radio propagation over the terrain. 

The iteration of the design of an installed radio system to minimize 
deficiencies in radio coverage should be avoided by qualified engineering design 
and mathemati~al analysis before the system is implemented. This protective 
procedure will become extremely important as the land-mobile radio systems 
move to the higher UHF frequencies. Problems experienced'by the users of the 
present lower frequency systems in Xaryland relative to radio system coverage 
will be greatly magnified when higher frequencies are us(:d. Hos t law enforce
ment: agencies and public safety agencies in Maryland \vil1 face a greater need 
for technical support, and the S tate, should provide a qualified source for 
providing this assistance. 

In the law enforcement radio system, the "dispatcher" is an extention 
of the command authority needed to superlise and coordinate the activities 
of the deployed field forces. As activities increase in number and level of 
severity, the stress of the dispatcher's role can become extreme. This calls 
for careful design of the dispatcher's work place to minimize confusion and 
work load. It also calls for special selection and training of dispatcher 
personnel who will be called upon frequently for professional performance 
under extreme stress. 

The economics and efficiency of joint ope'I'ations face many public safety 
a~ncies in Maryland. The trend in the more highly populated and geographically 
compact counties in Maryland is clearly to encourage the consolidation of the 
separate dispatching functions. However, the 1978 survey showed a serious lack 
of effective dispatch center design and implementation. More than 22 percent 
of the law enforcement agencies recorded seriQus concern with the effectiveness 
of their dispatch center. 

In 1977, the Commission supported the consolidation of the Hagerstown City 
Police DeparL"llent' s and the Hashington Com;:ty Sheriff's Department r s communica
tions systems aimed at increasing operational control of units in the field 
and providing uni,formity of operation and procedures. 20 The dispatching functions 

2~arylatld Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, Grant tt76 CAPL8-6 138 . 
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have been combined in one Dispatch Center so that one telephone number can be 
used by the residents to report crimes, the. tivO agencies can have direct communi
cation inth one another and r:1ore effective utilization of police manpOiver can 
be realized. 

There is a continuing need for greater coordination between law enforce
ment agencies in Maryland. A standard of dispatch procedures, policies, and 
language could minimize interagency response time and to avoid confusion and 
misunderstandings. The qualifications and capability of individual dispatcher 
personnel could be upgraded to insure that interagency coordination integrity 
is attained. 

In general, law enforcement mobile radios of different police agencies 
in Maryland often lack the capability of communicating directly with each 
other. This inability to establish car-to-car communication during a tactical 
need for joint operations, which can often arise suddenly without prior notice, 
diminishes the effectiveness of inter-system police operations. Life endan
gering situations can often result from this deficiency in communication 
integrity. 

The problem arises from the distribution of VHF 101" band, VHF high band, 
and UHF frequencies among the Maryland law enforcement agencies. Although 
64 percent operate on VHF low band, all but nine counties have a mix of V1U1 

low band, VHF high band, or UHF frequencies among their law enforcement 
agencies. It i07as the intention of the national law enforcement frequency 
155.475 MHz to provide this car-to-car capability during police emergencies. 
However, only 21 percent of the law enforcement vehicles in Maryland have 
VHF high band radios, leaving approximately 4,700 vehicles unable to communicate 
on 155.475 MHz without an additional radio. 

The Baltimore area mutual aid radio system, METRO, offers ont:: ~<:1lution 
to interagency car-to-car communication that still retains the comman~ and 
control requirements of the dispatch center. The Baltimore area includes 
law enforcement agencies on VHF lo~07 band, VHF high band, and UHF. A cross 
band patching system called MARNIS is being implemented that makes use of the 
METRO channel 460.050 MHz as a common monitoring channel. In use, police 
vehicles of different agencies, upon finding themselves in a joint a~ergency 
operation, can request their dispatchers to patch them through to each other 
using the METRO channel between dispatch centers. For the duration of the 
emergency operation that nee.ds car-to-car communications, METRO is the bridge 
between the cars and should not be used for any other point-to-point service. 
Both dispatchers control the c.ar .. to-car link and either can terminate it. 

This principle can be applied in other area of the State that do not 
have a mutual aid radio channel such as METRO. A telephone patch can be 
substituted for the cross band radio patch and a eelephone line substituted 
for the radio channel. 
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In summary, the Communications system problems encountered by ~faryland 's 
Law Enforcement agencies continue to be significant. The ~aryland Communica
tions Plan completed in 1971 set the frame~vork for basic sys tem improvements. 
Many jurisdictions in Maryland have upgraded their systems in line with the 
recommendations of the Kelly Study. Major units of ll,cal government (Baltimore 
City, Prince Geroge's County and Anne Arundel County) significantly altered 
their systems and other local agencies are planning system changes. 

The Communications Study not yet finalized by the Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services documents in great~r detail the problems in 
this area. Specific policy recommendations will be included in the final 
document for consideration by the Commission and ~aryland's law enforcement 
agencies. The need for a State-wide communications policy capability needs 
to be carefully explored to assist local and State agencies in this increasing 
complex and technical area. 

The persons interviewed during the recent study indicated that as many 
as 68% of the agencies had technical problems with their telecommunications 
system and felt that they had no source of objective engineering assistance 
that would lead to an economic solution. 

A recent national study21 shows that 27 of the State have a state level 
organization that provides telecommunication guidance to the local and State 
lavl enforcement agencies. Maryland is not one of these States. The survey 
suggests that such state capability is needed to assist in the orderly growth 
of the burgeoning telecommunications usage throughout the State, a major part 
of which is public safety oriented. 

These and other issues ~vill be more fully understood and planned for with 
the completion of the ne~v State-wide Communications Study. A greater awareness 
of the problem and a greater commitment by State and local agencies will be 
needed to insure a smooth implementation of the policy and operational recom
mendations of the study in Maryland's telecommunications systems. 

21"A Review and Assessment of Telecommunications Planning in the 50 State 
Planning Agencies," Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, \vashington, D.C., 
Grant Number 74-55-99-3310, November 1, 1975. 
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----------,"",------------------------------

PROBLEM CT-4: Need for Improved Prosecutoria.l Services in the 
Circuit and District Courts. Some of the State's Atto~neys' Offices 
throughout the State are not properly staffed and, therefore, unable 
to handle the workload presented by the Circuit Court, grand jury 
proceedin~s and the district court. 1 Presently, there is a total of 
252 prosecutors in ~1aryland; 88 are in Baltimore City, 100 in urban 
countie:'l and 64 in non-urban counties. {.[hile more than two thirds 
of these prosecutors are considered full-time, a large segment remai.n 
part-time representatives of the State. It is interesting to note 
that in one urban jurisdiction, Anne Arundel County, the number of 
full-time prosecutors has decreased and the number of part-time increased 
over last year. For the most part, part-time prosecutors are employed 
by the 19 non-urban jurisdictions in Maryland. 

The part-time prosecutor with a private practice, could be placed 
in a conflicting situation where the demand of private practice might 
take precedence over public duties. An article in an issue of The 
Prosecutor pointed out that one of the essentials in improving prosecu
torial efficiency is for "All local prosecution to be under the super
vision of a full-time, locally-elected professional prosecutor. His 
loyalty and energy should not be compromised by' a privat8 law practice 
and the demands that it ,,,ould make upon him. ,,2 The results of a State
wide opinion survey conducted for the Commission in July, 1974, show 

') 

that 52 should be a full-time job. J In addition, the survey showed that 
SO percent of those interviewed believe that prosecutors should be 
prohibited from private la~" p-ractice. 

In the latest State-wide survey conducted for. the Commission in 
June, 1976, there was a slight increase in the percentage of those 
citizens who believe the Office of State's Attorney should be full-time 
(53%) and that p-rosecutors should be prohibited from private practjce 
(52%) .4 

I 
Information compiled by Governor's Commission staff f-rom data 

obtained in a telephone survey, March, 1977. 

2James L. Shonkur1er, "Can the Locally-Elec t,:d, Independent Prosecuting 
Attorney S.urvive?" The Prosecutor, VII: 1 (January - February, 1971) 
p. 10. 

3Maryland Governor's Commission on La, .. Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice, Crime and the Criminal Justice Svstem in Narvland, aq 
Opinion Survev.(Cockeysville, Maryland, 1974). 

4Commission Public Opinion Survey, 1976. 
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In response to the need for improved prosecutorial services in the 
Circuit and District Courts, the Governor's Commission has adopted five 
standards (CT 4.1 through CT 4.5). The five standards adopted include 
the determination that all prosecutors should be full-time; that the 
State should be represented in all Juvenile Hearings; the scope of the 
State's Attorney's functions; the standards for support staff and 
facilities; and the establishment of a State-wide organization of 
prosecutors. 5 

At the present time, only Baltimore City, Frederick, Montgomery 
and Prince George's Counties have all staff members which meer. the full
time standard. Sixteen jurisdictions meet the standard for having State 
representation in all Juvenile Hearings. The standards relating to 
facilities and supporting staff are functionally viable for all jurisdic
tions when budgetary requests by the State's Attorney's to the local 
funding source are granted. There is no existing State-wide organization 
for prosecutors which ~vould meet Standard CT 4.5 in Maryland. 

Even if all prosecutors ivere to be full-time without private law 
practices it would be necessary to develop standards for the proper ratio 
between size of prosecutorial staff and caseload. 6 As indicated in 
Table V-6 the ratio of manpower to caseload varies greatly in the State 
from a low caseload of 570 cases per prosecutor in Kent County to a high 
of 1,788 cases per prosecutor in Washington County.7 In the five urban 
jurisdictions there is a varience form a low of 1,248 cases per prosecutor 
in Montgomery County to a high of 1,872 cases per prosecutor in Baltimore 
County. In the non-urban jurisdictions the variance is even greater, 
from a low of 632 cases per prosecutor in Garrett County to a high of 1,788 
cases per prosecutor in ~vashington County. In Baltimore City the ratio 
is towards the high end of the scale 1,672 cases per prosecutor. Addition
ally, similar standards need to be developed for investigative staff. By 
developing such standards manpower needs will be more easily identified. 

The entire system of providing prosecutorial services should be 
carefully studied and analyzed from an efficiency standpoint. The 
traditional concept of the county prosecutor, absent central coordination 
and State-wide standards regarding salaries, procedures, facilities and 
equipment, is probably not the most efficient way to utilize manpower and 

sGovernor's Commission on Law Enforcement Standards CT 4.1, CT 4.2, 
CT 4.3, CT 4.4, and CT 4.5. 

6Case is defined as a legal action which constituted a filing in 
the appropriate court. 

7A case is defined as a charge against an individual. 
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TABLE v-6 

ANALYSTS Oli' PlWSECUTORIAL HANPOI.JER AND f'J'S RELA'l'IONSI 1Il} TO JURISDICTIONAL HOHKLOADS 

1917 AU1'IIORIZED ~ t:: -- ~-' -----.-~ .. -- ------------_._--
PROSECUTORS CASES 'nUED 1975-76a STATE TS Hgl'lmSENTED

e 
-tUte "l'Aih; - - CRIMINAL 'CRIMINAI: "i)'UFF.ciL"----- -- --. - --.. - - .. - '- - -. .. -- .. -. . 

COUNTY TINE __ ~IE __ CrR'l'. CT. DTST. C'l'. TRA Ii' [i'JC ,IUV_~ CT:. ___ CIR'!,. C'!'.:... _ U [ST. GT. TII.AlJ:' !:..(L .H1V. ----------- ----
All ogCllly 1 2 ]80 2,361 2,222 385 X X X d 
Anne Arundel 7 8 1,295 11,655 17,569 1,638 X X X X 
Hnlt imore Ci ty 88 0 8,992 67,614 :':llI,873 15,670 X X X X 
Bal tlmore County 13 20 1,624 17,560 38,906 1,71] X X X J 
Cn]vert 0 2 84 700 983 178 X X X X 
Caroline 0 1 27 596 320 l,l X X X c 

.. .., CurroU 4 259 1,469 2,353 240 X X X d 
\D 
0 Ced 1 .1 4 160 1,781 2,420 179 X X b X 

Charles 2 1 133 1,963 1,606 436 X X X X 
Dil n:hes tel' (' 2 1.1l 1,325 796 157 X X X X 

Frcdcd ck 5 0 188 2,907 3,01.2 172 X X X X 
Garrett 0 2 95 503 5l,2 12t, X X b d 
IInl"ford 2 8 [,IS 3,177 7,983 597 X X X X 
1/0\-1<1 cd 0 7 370 2,602 5,237 260 X X b X 

KCIII: 1 1. 53 637 226 105 X X X e 
NOlltgomcry 20 0 74 L 7,481 14,219 2,519 X X X X 

PI:ince Geol-gc's 32 0 1,236 17 ,166 22,454 1.,798 X X x: X 
Qlleen Anile's 0 2 69 397 47[, 53 X X x: c 
SL. Hary's 3 1 14'1 1,707 1.257 223 X X X X 

Somerset J 1 125 1,089 329 45 X X X X 

Tnlhot 0 2 102 977 968 6 f, X X d X 
Hnshl.ngton 1. 2 292 2,333 2,268 470 X X h d 

Hi comi.co 1 2 295 2,323 1,406 156 X X X X 
Hon:estet:' 1. '. 200 2,670 ] ,2311 117 X X X X 

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



TABLE V-6 - Continued 

SOURCE: a - HaryJ.and, Admin·!.strative Office of the CouL-ts Annual Report 1975-19.76. (AnuapoiJs, Hd., 1976). 

NOTE: b - appear 1n some cases, usually where requested by the police officer. 

c - i.n all delinquency and CINS cases - in other cases when requested. 

d - most cases. 

e - JnformatJon gathered by the Commission's Fi.ve Hegional Boaed Staffs. 

x - appear in aU. cases. 



resources. The question of State funding for local prosecutors was 
included in the Commission's opinion survey. Results showed chat 54 
percent of those interviewed favored such ~ system. 8 

In 1974, the ~aryland State Bar Association appointed a Special 
Committee to review the Maryland Prosecutorial System. Financial and 
some technical suppor~ were provided to the committee by the Governor's 
Commission. This committee was comprised of twenty (20) members of 
the Bar (including judges, state's attorneys and the Public Defender). 
The recommendations of the Committee were forwarded through the Bar 
Association to the General Assembly and to the Governor's Commission 
for review. This committee made various r~commendations for upgrading 
the prosecutorial system in Maryland. 

These recommendations called for the State assumption of the full 
cost of the prosecution function from the local jursidictions, including 
a sliding scale for. prosecutors salaries based on population of the 
local jurisdiction; the establishment of a Chief State Prosecutor; a 
State-wide Grand Jurj for the Chief State Prosecutor; and a Prosecutor 
Disabilities Commission. The Chief State Prosecutor would be appointed 
by a Nominating Commission and have a term of six years. The powers 
of the Chief State Prosecutor would include establishing uniform reporting 
and training and support services for all local prosecutors, central 
budgeting responsibilities, and authority to reassign prosecutors on 
a temporary. basis. The jurisdiction of the Chief State Prosecutor would 
include the power to try any cases at the request of the Governor, General 
Assembly, local prosecutor, or Circuit Administrative Judge; exclusive 
cognizance over crimes of political corruption (birbery, criminal mis
conduct, conflicts of interest involving governmental officials) and 
election law violations; and concurrent with local prosecutors, power 
to investigate and prosecute c~ses involving organized crime, and 
power to investigate and prosecute cases in two or more counties or 
partly committed in this State and partly in another jurisdiction. 9 

In the 1976 session of the General Assembly a bill was passed and 
signed into law by the Governor to create an Office of State Prosecutor. 
In the November, 1976 General Election the voters of the State of 
Maryland ratified a constitutional amendment establishing the Office. 

~aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice Crime and the Criminal Justice Svstem in 
Maryland, an Opinion Survey (Cockeysville, Maryland, 1976). 

9Renort of the Soecial Committee on the PtQaecution Ft1n,,~t.im:l.... 
Maryland State ~ar Association, Inc., Baltimore, Maryland, January 2, 1975. 
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This created an independent unit in the OfficE'! of the Attorney General. 
This State Prosecutor has as prima~T duties the investigation of criminal 
offenses un.der the State election laws; the conflict of interest law's; 
bribery laws; offenses constituting criminal malfeasance, misfeasance, 
or non-feasance in office committed by an officer of the State or of a 
political subdivision; and, at the request of the Governor, Attorney 
General, General Assembly or a State's Attorney, criminal accivity 
coordinated or committed in more than one political subdiviosn. Since 
this new system began operations with the appointment of the State Pro
secutor in late 1977, no data has been generated to evaluate the effect it 
could have on the existing State's Attorney system in the State of Maryland. 

It should be noted that the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice has recommended that a completely 
State financed State-wide District Attorney System be developed. This 
system would be coordinated by the Attorney General of the State and 
would be based on the current configuration of the District Court System. 
Within the District Attorney System there would be 12 elected District 
Attorneys. The District Attorneys and Assistant District Attorneys 
\"ould be full-time and prohibited from the private practice of law. 
The Commission has also adopted a standard recommending a State-wide 
entity for prosecutors to assist State's Attorneys in developing policies 
and providing support services. 

No matter what system is created for providing prosecutorial 
services in Maryland, it has become apparent that the State needs to 
be represented in all criminal cases. These services had to be expanded 
with the implementation of the new District Court System. An example 
of the volume of criminal cases disposed of is found in Table V-7 
As indicated by this table for the period of July, 1975 to June, 1976, 
a total of 152,993 charges were disposed of in the District Cour~ alone. 

With the establishment of the District Court System in July of 1971 
the need for increasing prosecutorial manpower became most evident. 
This centrally administered system with qualified full-time judges and 
uniformity in jurisdiction and powers replaced a fragmented system of 
People's, Municipal, and Magistrates Courts. As a result of the 
establishment of the court system the need for increased prosecutorial 
manpower to provide full services to the courts became clear. A survey 
of state's attorney's offices in 23 jurisdictions by the Commission in 
1971, showed that there was complete representation of all criminal cases 
in courts of limited jurisdiction in only seven of the jurisdictions 
surveyed. Since that time, the Governor's Commission has provided funding 
for the employment of 66 prosecutors in 19 of 24 jurisdictions in Maryland. 
These prosecutors must work at least 35-1/2 hours a week and are prohibited 
from the private practice of criminal law. This is more fully set out in 
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TABLE V-7 

~~RYLAND DISTRICT COURT 

NUMBER OF DISPOSED CRlllINAL CHARGESa AJ.'lD DEFENDAJ.'lTS 

JULY, 1975 - JUNE, 1976 

COUNTY AND DISPOSED DEFENDANTS 
REGION CHARGES 

Region I 

Caroline 596 436 
Cecil 1,781 1,437 
Dorchester 1,325 1,120 
Kent 637 400 
Queen Anne's 397 298 
Somerset 1,089 787 
Talbot 977 604 
lVicomico 2,323 1,720 
Worcester 2,670 1,645 

Region II 

Calvert 700 622 
Charles 1,963 1,559 
St. Mary's 1,707 1,441 

Region III 

Allegany 2,361 1,858 
Carroll 1,469 947 
Frederick 2,907 2,319 
Garrett 503 394 
Washington 2,333 1,986 

Region IV 

Montgomery 7,48.1. 6,582 
Prince George's 17,166 13,363 
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Table V-7 - Continued 

r================r======================== 
I 
I 

COUNTY Ai'ID 
REGION 

DISPOSED 
CHARGES 

DEFENDANTS 

~----------------------+-------------------+-------------------; 

Region V 

Anne Arundel 
Baltimore City 
Baltimore 
Harford 
Howard 

TOTAL 

11,655 8,830 
67,614 46,277 
17,560 11,572 

3,177 2,399 
2,602 1,980 

152,993 110,576 

SOURCE: Information obtained from Joseph Kovalevski, Statistical 
Officer, Maryland District Court, August 17, 1976. 

NOTE: aCharges are dispositions and do not include postponed cases, 
sub-curia, bail/bond reviews, etc. Does not include traffic cases. 
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TABLZ V-8 

PROSECUTORS FUNDED 

FROH 1971 THROUGH JULY, 1978 

BY JURISDICTION AND COURTS SERVICED 

JURISDICTION 

Allegany 0. Assistant) 
Anne Arundel Co. (3 Assistants) 

Baltimore Co. (4 Assistants) 

Baltimore City (32 Assistants) 

Calvert (1 Assistant) 
Cecil (1 Assistant) 
Charles (1 Deputy) 

Dorchester (1 Assistant) 

Frederick (1 State's Attorney) 

TYPE 

Non-Urban 
Urban 

Urban 

Non-Urban 
Non-Urban 
Non-Urban 

Non-Urban 

(1 Deputy) (2 Assistant Non-Urban 

Harford (1 Assistant) 
Howard (1 Assistant) 

Kent (1 Assistant) 

Montgomery (4 Assistants) 

Prince George' G (5 Assistants) 

Queen Anne's (1 Assistant) 

St. Mary's (1 Assistant) 

Somerset (1 Assistant) 

I.;ricomico (1 Assistant) 

Worcester (2 Assistants) 

Non-Urban 
Non-Urban 

Non-Urban 

Urban 

Urb;.m 

Non-Urban 

Non-Urban 

Non-Urban 

COURTS SERVICED 

Circuit Juvenile 

x 
x 

x 

xa x 

xa x 

x 

x 

District 

x 

x 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Non-Urban 

Non-Urban I 
~------------------------.----->.~------------~----------~----------~--------~ 

SOURCE: Information obtained from Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justic.e Grants 1971 to February 1, 1977. 

NOTE: aprograms funded in this jurisdiction are utilized as specialized prose-
cutorial units and may not concentrate on anyone particular courts. 
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Table V-8. As a result of these projects, almost all District Court 
cases are tried by a qualified prosecutor. 

~4 area of prosecution which is too often overlooked is the area of 
representing the State in juvenile proceedings. During 1976-77, 26,739 
juvenile causes were filed, a decrease of 5.7 percent from the 28,373 
of the previous year. The number of hearings remains high enough to 
,,,arrant concern wh.en it is noted that the S tate was not being represented 
in all delinquency hearings in the past. 10 

In the urban jurisdictions the need for experienced prosecutors in 
the Juvenile Courts is most acute because of the ever increasing workload. 
As indicated by Table V-9, the ratio of prosecutors to terminate 
case ranges from a high of 1 to 1,113 in Xontgomery County to a low of 
I to 734 in Baltimore County. However, in the five urban jurisdictions, 
Baltimore City, Montgomery County and Prince George's County have experienced 
prosecutors assigned permanently to the Juvenile Division. In Anne 
Arundel County the Assistant State's Attorneys assigned to juvenile 
cases are mostly the younger, in experienced prosecutors. In Baltimore 
County the policy of the office is to try to maintain one experienced 
prosecutor handling juvenile cases and have a less experienced prosecutor 
work with the more experienced prosecutor. 

TABLE V-9 
JUV~NILE CASES IN THE URBAN JURISDICTIONS 

FY 1977 

JURISDICTION 

Baltimore City 
Anne Arwldel County 
Baltimore County 
Hontgomery County 
Prince George's County 

JUVENILE CASES '# OF 
--~~~==~~==---

FILES ITEID1INATED PROSECUTORS 
ASSIGNED 

I I 
1,10,689 I 

1,782 . 
I 1,509/ 

I 
2,9l4 I 
5,242 I 

; i 

11,657 
1,603 
1,468 
3,339 
5,265 

15 
2 
2 
3 
5 

I PROSECUTORI 
! TERMINATED 
I CASE RATES , . 

777 .1 
801.5 
734 

1113 
1053 

10Administrative Office of the Courts, Annual Report. 1976-197Z 
p. 40. 
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As indicated by Table V-6, complete coverage is not provided 
in Juvenile Causes in all rural areas of the State. In some areas 
the State is represented in only contested cases or in cases where 
requested by the judge. The Commission has adopted the position that 
the State should be present at all dispositional hearings in juvenile 
causes. However, this is not the case. throughout the State, but rather 
in areas such as ~ontgomery County, Baltimore City which have separate 
juvenile units. Dealing with juvenile offenders is a unique situation 
which requires certain expertise on the part of prosecutors due to 
problems peculiar to juveniles. It is necessary that the prosecutor 
offices throughout the State have the necessary ~anpower and training 
to handle juvenile offenders and insure that the State is r3presented 
at every delinquency hearing. 

The Governor's Commission awarded a granc in 1975 to the Baltimore 
City State's Attorney's office to upgrade the handling of Juvenile Cases 
in that office. 11 Three experienced prosecutors were added to the 
existing juvenile unit:: to create a "trial team approach" and t::he unit 
itself was reorganized to make it more efficient. 

The Juvenile Prosecution Unit:: was established to address t::he problem 
of Juvenile Court Prosecution, especially such areas of backlog, time 
delays and postponements. Since the Unit has begun operations, the 
follOWing achievements have been noted: 

1. the time for processing cases received in the State's Attorney's 
Office has been reduced from 29 days before implementation to five 
days post-implementation; 

2. the backlog of cases awaiting court act::ion has been reduced from 
approximately 6,000 cases to approximately 1,849; 

3. the conviction rate (finding of delinquency) has risen by approxi
mately 5%; 

4. the postponement rate has decreased from 32.2% to 22.2% and the 
dismissal rate has decreased from 42% to 31%.12 

Efficient prosecution also depends on adequate" case preparation 
and detailed background of the facts of the case. The Baltimore City 
State's Attorney's Office has only six investigators provided to his 
office by the Baltimore Police Department (as well:" the office has two 
other investigators previously provided by grant funds from the Governor's 

IlGovernor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice Grant Number 5125 CT-4. 

l2past Progress Report, Grant Number 6116 CT-4. 
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Commission assigned to specific tasks), With the large volume of cases 
handled by the State's Attorney's Office, ei3~1.tmen cannot adequately 
investigate the facts of the case, check the background of each defendant, 
question witnesses, and provide detailed investigations and case prepara~ 
tions.13 

Due to City Council Budget cut-backs three additional investigators 
previously funded by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement were 
not continued by the State's Attorney's Office when Commission funds 
ended. 

The Governor's Commission has addressed itself to the need for 
adequate case preparation and investigation to provide efficient prosecu
tion by adopting standards gOVl'~,rning professional standards for the 
State's Attorney and his staff and governing the State's Attorney's 
investigative role. 

In an effort to provide more investigative personnel for the State's 
Attorneys, the Governor's Commission refunded five projects in 1975 to 
provide investigative personnel in several counties in addition to the 
project in Baltimore City noted above. l4 Additionally, three 
projects were funded for non-urban counties. lS However, the State's 
Attorneys in Region V stress the need for more paraprofessional supportive 
sbrvices to insure efficient operations. 16 Legal interns and other para
professionals are invaluable in performing a great number of necessary 
tasks, such as screening, research, liaison, analysis and documentation 
for case preparation. Prosecutors are, of course, qualified and able to 
perform these tasks, but their time should be reserved for those functions 
which only prosecutors can perform, decision-making and court trials. 

l3Information provided by the Baltimore City State's Attorney's 
Office, July, 1978. 

14Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis
tration of Justice Grants: District Court Investigator Coordinator 
Frederick County 50S3-CT-4; Investigator Coordinator-St. Mary's County 
404S-CT-4; Investigator Coordinator-Washington County 4060-CT-4; Investi
gator Coordinator-Somerset County 4090-CT-4; Investigator Coordinator
Charles County 3l65-CT-4. 

l5Investigator Coordinator, Calvert County S019-CT-4; Investigator 
Coordinator-ivorcester County 5098-CT-4; Investigator Coordinator-Hmvard 
County Sl26-CT-4. 

l6S tate 's Attorney's Office survey, August, 1975. 
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In a 1971 Survey of State's A~torneys' offices, 15 out of 18 
State's Attorneys' bffices in non-urban counties reported that no in
vestigative staff was available to them other than the State Police 
or local law enforcement agencies. Since that survey, ten full-time 
investigator/coordinators have been provided for these jurisdictions 
to provide such services as: intervie~Ying witnesses and taking state
ments; reviewing evidence; preparing dockets; preparing responses to 
motions and coordinating investigations with local law enforcement 
agencies. Presently, 12 non-urban counties have an investigator/ 
coordinator on staff, leaving only four without a staff member other 
than an assistant State's Attorney to provide these services. 

Specialized investigations for such areas as organized crime, 
"white-collar" crime and juvenile matt.ers is for the most part non
existent throughout the State. Coordination of investigations being 
done by local, county and State police presents a problem, and more 
supervision of investigations by the State's Attorney is necessary to 
enable the prosecutor to adequately prepare his case. 

In past years the prosecutor's offices in Haryland have had 
difficulties in attracting and maintaining staff. This does not appear 
to be a problem at the present time. However, there is great disparity 
among the jurisdictions concerning salary, whether the prosecutors 
are full-time or part-time, and whether they may have a private la~y 
practice also. Article 10, Section 40 of the Annotated Code of Harvland 
displays the extraordinary range in salaries and conditions of State's 
Attorneys and their staffs. These salaries range from a salary of 
approximately $45,000 to a low of $7,000 a year for Garrett County. 
Out of the 24 jurisdictions, 15 do I'tot have prohibitions on the State's 
Attorneys having a private law practice which means that about two-thirds 
of the jurisdictions in the State have part-time State's Attorneys. If 
the State is to be properly represented in all the courts some uniformity 
in salary will have to be created. Also, a career ladder will need to 
be developed to retain e=~ereinced prosecutors. (See Problem Area CT-l, 
Need for Improved Courts Manpower Capability.) 

In summary, the need for expanded prosecutorial services in Maryland 
may not be as evident today since Commission programs have resulted in a 
substantial increase in the number of prosecutors serving the District 
Court or in special units throughout the State. However, there is a need 
to develop manpower allocation formulas to assure that proper prosecutcr
ial, investigative and support staff are available State-wide. In addi
tion, adequate systems for attracting and maintaining qualified personnel 
must be developed. There is also a need for revision of the basic system 
for delivering prosecutorial services. 
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PROBLEU CT-5: Heed for Providing Effective Defense Counsel and 
Sunnortive Services for the Accused. Since Gideon v. ~.Jainrightland in 
re Gault,~ numerous constitutional guidelines have been defi~ed for the 
provision of competent counsel in both adult and juvenile proceedings. 
Along with these Supreme Court Guidelines has come the realization that 
legal representation is not something which should be available solely 
to those who can afford to pay for it. 

Defense services should be provided as soon after the arrest as 
possible and should be continuous throughout each stage of the judicial 
process in both juvenile and adult proceedings. In ~~ryland, this 
would require counsel to be present at all proceedings in the Circ~it 
and District Courts as mandated by the case of Colaman v. Alabana. 

Further guarantee of the right to counsel in all criminal prose
cutions was extended in the case of Argersinger v. Hamlin,4 where all 
State "petty offense" violators who may be faced with the possibility 
of incarceration must be offered the right to appointed counsel. In 
the decision of Horrissey v. Brewer,S the United States Supreme Court 
has stated that there are certain due process requirements pertaining 
to parole violation hearings. The Court reserved a decision on right 
to counsel to a future time. 

In the more recent decision Gagnon v. Scanelli,6 the court held 
that a probationer as well as a parolee is entitled to first, a pre
liminary, and then a final hearing prior to any revocation of probation 
or parole. The court further held that counsel should be provided in 
those cases where, after having been informed of this right to request 
counsel~ a probationer makes a request based on a timely claim of not 
committing the alleged violation of the condition upon which he is at 
liberty, or that even if the violation is t.n1contested there are substan
tial reasons which justify or mitigate or make revocation inappropriate, 
or that where the reasons are sufficiently complex or otherwise diffi
cult to develop. The Court also held that the State ~vill be required 

lGideon v. Wainright, 372 U. S. 335 (1963). 

2In re Gault, 387 U. S. 1 (1967). 

3Coleman v. Alabama, 399, U. S. 1 (1970) 

4Argersinger v. Hamlin, 11 CRL 3089 (1972). 

SMorrissev v. Brew~, 408 U. S. 471 (1972). 

6Gagnon v. Scapelli, 13 CRL 3081 (1973). 
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to provide at its expense counsel for all indigent probacioners or 
parolees at these revocation hearings. 

TIle National Advisory Comoission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals Report on Courts adopted as its Standard 13.4 the following: 
cOIIDsel should be available at the penitentiar::l to advise any inmate 
desiring to appeal or collaterally attack his conviction. An attor
ney also should be provided to represent: an indigent inmate or any 
detention facility at any proceeding affecting his detention or early 
release; an indigent parolee at any parole revocation hearing; and an 
indigent probationer at any proceeding affecting his probationary 
status. 7 

In order to provide these services, the Inmate Services Division 
came into existence on January 1, 1975, under a Federal grant to the 
Office of the Public Defender through the Governor's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. Under this g~ant, 
assistance is provided to indigent inmates in the following areas: 
post conviction, parole violation, ~abeas corpus, extradition, detainers, 
"jail time~r credit and transcript requests. 

This Division operates State~vide and provided counsel for collateral 
criminal proceedings in all 13 Xaryland counties and Baltimore City 
during the past fiscal year. 

As was mandated under the Supreme Court decision in ,~orrissey v. 
Bre,V'er, 408 U.S. 471 (1972) the Inmate Services Division provides counsel 
at parole revocation hgarings before the ~aryland Parole Commission. These 
hea.rings are held approximately six days a month at various correctional 
facilities around the State. 

Contested'E:xtradition cases and other habeas corpus ?roceedings 
are handled by the Inmatee Services Division upon referral. 

The Division has been involved in same Federal habeas cor?us 
petitions and several a.re nm" pending in the U.S. District Court for 
'laryland, the U. S. Cout't of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit and the 
U.S. Supreme Court. 

The Prisoner Assistance Project of the Legal Aid Bureau has been 
closely cooperating with the Division by referring all c,riminally 
related inmate matte-rs directly to the program coordinat(')r. The 
Division, in turn, refers all civil matters, such as inma,te grievances~ 
directly to Legal Aid. 

{National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
Report on Courts, (Hashington, D. C" Government Printing Offi.ce~ :973) 
p. 261. 
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-:'he char!: belmv indicat:es the tvue and amount: of ser'iices ?ro
vided by the Unit from July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977. 

TABLE V-10 
IN}~TE SERVICES DIVISION STATIS~ICS 
Julv 1 1976 thru June 30 1977 ., , 

I CARRY i 

'1 TYPE SERVICE O:ITRR >mr.EIVED 1 CLOSED '. pf.NnT,Nn 
, 

I Post Convictions 262 509 494 277 
Detainers 347 548 622 273 
Habeas Corpus 5 15 15 5 
Parole Revocations 4 350 347 7 
Ref. to Legal Aid - 102 102 -
Pre-Trial Status 282 220 247 255 
Hiscellaneous - 5 5 -
Ref. from Legal Aid - 77 77 -
n ~ _,er. Other than District 111 - 111 III -

TOTAL 900 1937 2020 817 

SOURCE: Fifth Report of the Public Defender for the State of Haryland, 
Fis cal, 1977. 

In Apr~l of 1975 the Governor's Commission awarded a grant to the 
Office of Public Defender to establish a Certiorari Revie~'I and La,v 
Development Section. Among the functions of this unit would be the 
review of all cases in which the Public Defender has appeared (in the 
Court of Special Appeals), to determine ,vhether the issues as decided 
by that court ,vould warrant review by way of Certiorari in the Court 
of Appeals of Haryland, or whether they would ,varrant further revie,v 
by the Supreme Court of the U. S. If the unit decides further revie,·] 
to be justified, the personnel in this unit would handle the case 
through the appellate process. As ivell as the development of an 
in-house appellate capability, the Public Defender anticipates that 
this unit vlOuld give its office the capability to prepare and 
argue important points of the law on behalf of its clients and become 
a party to landmark cases ,.hich would seriously impact on the criminal 
justice system. 

Statistics for the period October, 1976 to June 30, 1977, have been 
generated by this unit. For this period, the uniL revietved 463 
cases for possible appellate action. Of the figure, 99 certiorari 
petitions were filed to the Court of Appeals and four certiorari 
pe ti tions to the Uni ted S ta tes Supreme Court ~.ere filed. This unit 
has also been involved in landmark cases such as Evans v. State which 
has had an effect on second degree homicide prosecutions in ~'laryland 
where the court instructued jurors that all homicides were presumed 
to oe second degree. The burden then rested upon the defendant to 
lessen his culpability. Lvans v. State has eliminated the use of this 
ins truc tion in the S ta te of ~!ary land. 
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The right to "effective" counsel had )Jeen ident:ified as early as 
1932 in the case of Powell v. Alabama. 9 It is essential to not~ that 
for counsel to be "effective", it should be assigned early in the case 
so as to be able to adequately prepare a defense and to continue re
presentation throughout the various stages of the judicial proceedings. 
This further means that a substantial provision for proper investiga
tive &~d laboratory facilities is necessary in order to allow for the 
adequate preparation of defenses for indigents. Adequate representa
tion by counsel is not merely a lawyer being appointed. He must be an 
experienced lawyer who is given the time and resources to do the type 
of job expected in this day of complex courts. In addition to the need 
for providing conotitutional safeguards regarding the "due process" 
rights, the early appointment of counsel is necessary so that appropriate 
cases can be diverted from the criminal process by the proper exercise 
of prosecutorial discretion, and thus effectively aid in the admini
stration of justice. lO 

In ~·!aryland, the Office of the Public Defender is presentl~1 operating 
with both staff and panel attorneys. Under Section 6 of Article 27A, it 
delineates the appointment, duties, and respective responsibilities 
of the District Public Defender and panel attorneys of the individual 
District. 

Section 6 (b) states that, "except in those cases where repre
sentation is provided by an attorney in the Office of the Public 
Defender, the District Public Defender shall appoint attorneys from 
the appropriate panels to represent indigents, the maximum use of 
panel attorneys shall be made insofar as practicable." 

In the most recent Public Defender's Annual Report the Office has 
responded to the ?roblem of whether it is ~ore practical to have staff 
attorneys or use panel attorneys by reasoning that with Public Defender 
Statewide indigent representation standing now at almost 100,000 items 
of defense services annually, it is impractical and fiscally impossible 
to expect private practitioners, no matter where located, to undertake 
the mass of representation of the indigent accused. In many localities, 
particularly in the rural areas, there are not sufficient attorneys 
available at the private bar, nor is it realistic to assume that private 
counsel, most of whom are non-criminal practitioners can undertake 
competently the complex and constantly changing representation. 11 
Therefore, the Office operates Baltimore City and almost all specialized 
defense units with staff attorneys and avails itself of panel and staff 
attorneys iri all other u.rban and rural jurisdictions. 

9Powell v. Alabama, 287 U. S. 45 (1932) 

lONational Legal Aid and Defender Association, National Defender Pro
ject, Report to the National Refender Conference (1969), p. 23. 

110ffice of the Public Defender Annual Report Fiscal 1977. 
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The Office of the Public Defender has 251 authorized positions 
with 132 being legal staff at a budgeted cost of $3,944,912. Additionally, 
S135,060 was spent for the services of panel attorneys in fiscal 
1977 .12 

In the fiscal year 1976, the Office handled a total of 91,394 
matters, and represented 50,556 indigent defendants. In fiscal 1977, 
statistics indicate that the Office handled 88,884 matters, and 
r8presented indigents in 52,334 cases. This represents a 3% decrease 
in matters handled and a 3% increase in the number of defendants 
represented. This small increase could be considered as a leyeling . 
off effort when compared to previous years 1974-1976 when' an average 
of 20% per year increase in the number of cases handled was occurr.ing. 13 

For fiscal year 1977 the various dispositions received by indigent 
defendants in Haryland indicates that in l4~' of all cases involving 
indigents was there any form of incarceration involved. 14 This is a 
decrease from the statistics for fiscal year 1976 in ~hich 20% of all 
cases involving indigents resulted in incarceration.~~ 

The overall profile of the average defendant seeking representa
tion ~y the Office of the Public Defender is as follows: young, 3ale, 
approximately 27 years old, and Black. This profile represents 51% 
of all adult indigents in Haryland. On the juvenile level, the 
average defendant is male, approximately 16 years old, and Black. This 
profile represents 70% of all juvenile defendants in the State. 16 

In In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1 (1967), the Court ruled that the 
juvenile has a right to written notice of the charges, to counsel, 
to confrontation and cross examination of witnesses, and to the 
privilege against self-incrimination. The holding was limited speci
fically to the adjudicatory stage of a delinquency proceeding. As 
a result of this, the ~ublic Defender's Office has been providing 
counsel in all juvenile proceedings (also represents indigents at CDIS 
proceedings) where requested (and ~.;here indigency requirements are 
met). The following Table indicates that there was a 42% increase in 
the four year period 1973-1976 in the number of juveniles represe~ted. 
In 1977, there was a slight decline in all four categories shown. 

l2\. h . L ut or~ty 

13 . 
Jb~d. 

l4Ibid . 

15 Ibid • 

l6 Ibid . 

of Deputy Director Alfred O'Ierral, III, August, 1978. 
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!yEAR 

Fiscal Year 73 

Fiscal Year 74 

Fiscal Year 75 

riscal Year 76 t 
I I IFiscal Year 77 

TABLE V-11 

JUVENILE OFFENDERS REPRESENTED 
3Y THE PUBLIC DEFENDER SYSTEH 

NUHBER OF ~'illfBER OF NillfBER/PERCEIUAGE 
INDIGENTS CHARGES RESULTING IN 
REPRESENTED INCARCEHATION 

68133 8647 I 618 ! 8.9% 

8813 10163 1277 114.5% 

9009 11112 1650 118.3% 

11870 I 14599 

I 
2028 117.0% 

I 113. o;~ 11184 14320 1497 

!NUMBER 
1 

REPRESEnTED 
BALTD. REST OF 

CITY STATE 

5142 1741 

6612 2201 

6552 2457 

I 8894 2976 

17603 I ! 3581 
. - - -SOURCE .. ~nual Report of the Off~ce or the Publ~c Derender, F~scal Years 1971-19/7. 

For all five years the greatest workload has been in Baltimore City; 
however, it is interesting to note that the number of juveniles represented 
in Baltimore City decreased in fiscal year 1975, whereas, in the rest 
of the State it increased. In 1976, the increase in juvenile cases 
for Baltimore City was 26% over the following year. The rest of the 
State increased 17% for fiscal year 1976. In 1977, the nUl:lber of 
juveniles represented in Baltimore City again declined by 14.5%, 
while it again increased by 17% in the rest of the State. 

For tQe period July 1, 1976 to June 30, 1977, the Df=ice of the 
Public Defender provided counsel for 11,134 indigent defend~~ts, 
facing a total of 14,320 charges. Correctional institution terms were 
received in 1,497 cases representing approximately 13% of the total 
cases. The balance of 9,687 defendants were released, ei=her under 
some sort of supervision or as a result of dismissals or findings of 
not delinquent, representing approximately 87% of the total cases. 
The overall profile of the average defendant seeing representation by 
the Office of the Public Defender is a young, approximately 16 year old 
Negro who represents 63% of the defendants, with an unemploj~ent rate 
of 78%. The majority of the defendants or approx~mately 70% are male. 

The Deputy Public Defender for the State of Maryland has indicated 
that currently 11 full-time staff attorneys and three full-time 
investigators are assigned to juvenile matters in Baltimore City, ~"hile 
in Prince George's County (District 5), one full-time staff attorney 
and one full-time investigator are assigned to handle juvenile matters. 
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The District Public Defender offices in :1ontgomery, Baltimore an'd 
Carroll Counties are presently entering into contractual relationships 
with private attorneys to provide defense services in juvenile cases. 
These contractual services have been on a p2r diem basis rather than 
one a per case basis. The Deputy Public Defender estimates that 
this arrangement works out to a cost approximately equivalent to 50%-
70% of a staff attorney's salary, and does not include the savings in
curred by ~ot hiring secretaries, and other indirect costs,l7 

In all other Districts' arrangements, whereby either staff or 
panel attorneys have been madp. to assure representation of juveniles 
in all criminal proceedings. 1S 

Appellate procedures for juvenile cases are the same as those 
governing other appeals. 19 

The Public Defender would by ''lay of its Appellate Division handle 
all direct appeals from waiver decisions and from a finding of 
delinquency and commitment. 

The Public Defender for the 1977 term handled only 10 juvenile 
appeals out of 313. The explanation of this small number of appeal 
cases for juvenile offenders was provided by the Chief of the Appellate 
Division for the Public Defender's Office. liThe appeal process takes 
many months prior to any finding; during that time most of the youths 
would have inevitably been released from the institution where serving 
their commitment. 20 

17 Information supplied by Alfred O'Ferrall, Deputy Public Defender, 
Julv, 1..978 . 

. 18 .-;nnual Report of Public Defender, 1977. 

19 ~'laryland Annotated Code, Section 12-101. 

20 Telephone conversation ,'lith D. Henderson, Chief of Appellate 
Division, Office of the Public Defender. 
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rhe adequacy of such legal representation needs further investigation 
by the Public Defender's Office to insure that juveniles are receiving 
all the rights that are available by way of appellate review. 

In an effort to increase the awareness of law students of the 
problems in the juvenile system and provide training in a supervised 
educational setting, the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, in 
1973, fUllded a Juvenile Law Clinic at the University of )fary1and School 
of Larll. 2.1 .I_lthough funds ran out in 1976, the clinic has remained in 
operation with supervised third year students providing legal services 
to indigent juvenile qefendants in Baltimore City. The clinic has 
endeavored to litigate several constitutional questions relating to 
the juvenile court system. Its most recent effort was heard in June, 
1978 by the Supreme Court of the United States, Stvisher v. Brady 
(U.S. Law Revlw Vol. 45), which attacked the double jeapordy questions 
as it applies to the State's right to file exceptions from a ::aster's 
decision of no delinquency. The Supreme Court ruled that a decision 
rendered by a Master did not act as a fi.nal judgement; and therefor-e, 
double jeapordy did not attach. 

One problem which has not been addressed to date in Maryland is the 
provisions for developing legal services to juveniles presently in 
Juvenile Correctional Institutions in Maryland. Currently, the P~blic 
Defender does not provide such assistance and the Deputy Public Defender 
has indicated that no resources are being allocated within his agency 
to provide i~ate services to juveniles. 22 A study done by the 
staff of the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement showed that 16.5% 
of the Public Defenders Statewide legal resources (both staff and 
panel attorneys) are utilized for juver,11e matters .23 

Statistics provided by the Public Defenders' Annual Report for 
fiscal 1977 indicate that 27% of all indigent clients Statewide 
are juveniles. 

\<lith this new data available, the Public Defender ~.;ill have to 
study the current distribution of both staff and panel attorneys to 
determine if more resources should be provided for representation 
of juven:i.les in the State of ~faryland 

21 Grant 115064. 

22 Telephone conversation with Alfred O'Ferral, Deputy Public 
Defender, August, 1ry78. 

23 Calendar Year 1977 study done by Governor's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. 
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Competent, well t~ained investigators are necessary to provlae the 
Public Defender attorneys >vith all the background information necessary 
to provide a good defense in court. Budget cutbacks in recent years 
caused some strains on the system, but by re-deploying per-sonnel the 
~6 investigators ~rese2Ely employed by the system appear to be provid
lng adequate servlces. 

Providing adequate defense counsel is not enough in itself. It 
must be provided quickly. Defense counsel should appear for a defendant 
in a criminal case within 24 hours after arrest. In the public sector, 
procedures and guidelines will have to be developed to enable the public 
defender to appear quickly. It is in cases where private defense counsel 
is retained that the greatest problem exists. Procedures will have to 
be developed to require private defense counsel to appear for their 
clients as quickly as possible. At the present time the Public Defender's 
Office has adequate procedures to insure prompt appearances by panel 
attorneys. Their failure to appear quickly causes long and unnecessary 
delays in the adjudicating process. The Public Defender's Office has 
set as a goal having initial contact with the defendant within 24 hours 
of arrest. No data is presently kept to evaluate success in this regard. 
However, it is known that this goal is at least not attained on weekends. 
Hore data should be collected in this regard. 

An additional proble.m with the operation of the Public Defender's 
Office is that (although representation is provided for defendants at 
all levels of the adjudication process) in the largest district, Balti
more City, the same attorney who handled the case at the lowest level 
does not stay with it throughout the entire process. For example, a cese 
at the District Court level in Baltimore City will be originally handled 
by one public defender attorney, however, if a jury trial is prayed, or 
an appeal is taken to the Supreme Bench, a different public defender 
attorney will handle it. If further appeals are taken, an appellate 
attorney will then handle the case. In other districts, a staff attor
ney will handle the case at a district court level but it will be as
signed to a panel attorney at the circuit level. This lack of continu
ous representation can be undesirable for several reasons. First, it 
causes duplication of work in that more attorneys, than is necessary, 
must review the case and familiarize themselves with it and the defen
dant. Secondly, it impedes any effective attorney-client relationship. 
This relationship serves a two-fold purpose. It provides the attorney 
with an intimate knowledge of the defendant and his problem, which en
ables the attorney to better represent the client's interests. rur~her
more, it gives the defendant confidence in the system in that he has 
"his 11 attorney to whom he can talk and discuss his case and other prob
lems. This personal relationship is most important, and steps should 
be taken to insure that the personal contact exists in the future. 

Z4Sixth Report of the Office of the Public Defender, Fiscal 1977. 
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This lack of continuous representation by one attorney can lead to 
an additional problem. This is the problem of delay in the filing of 
appearances by public defender attorneys in' cases. In essence, what 
occurs is a lapse in representation as the cases is in effect trans
ferred from one attorney to another. After the case leaves district 
court the Public Defender's Office ,vill not have further contact with 
the client until his arraignment. The court notifies the Public De
fender's Office of the case in circuit court and new Public Defender 
counsel must be assigned. This new counsel will have to review the file 
to familiarize himself ,vith the case and then discuss it ,vith the client. 
If the same attorney was being used throughout the process he could 
fol10lv the case right from District Court to Circuit Court and there 
Ivould be no time interval awaiting the courts notification or for a 
review of the file. The Public Defender indicates that in the smaller 
districts continuous representation is being provided. 

Statistics provided by the evaluation report of the Baltimore City 
High Impact Court Program for the period of September 1973 through 
March 1974 indicated that the time from filing of charges to appearance 
of counsel, when the Public Defender's Office 'i~s involved was 7.2 days 
longer than when private counsel was retained. The overall average 
time from filing to appearance was approximately 35 days which repre
sented an average of 30.8 days for private counsel and 38 days for 
staff attorneys for the public defender. Since this report was issued, 
the Public Defender's Office has worked with personnel in the Court 
Clerk's offi.ce to design streamlined procedures to enable the public 
defender to make a faster appearance. This new procedure has effected 
a decrease in the amount of time it takes for the public defender to 
make an appearance in that notification of a circuit court case is re
ceived earlier. Statistics showed that the time interval ~as 14.3 days 
for the Public Defender and 20.2 days for private counsel. 6 

Although this decrease in time interval is encouraging, further 
analysis of the problem must be undertaken to proviqe techniques and 
procedures to further reduce this time delay. Also, these statistics 
do not reflect whether the Public Defender has met the Commission's 
objective of providing effective defense counsel wi thin 24 hours after 
arrest. The filing of appearance in many cases would not necessarily 
reflect if the defendant has had initial contact with the attorney as
signed to handle the case. In many instances the only person from the 
Public Defender's Office to see the defendant would be an investigator 
to determine eligibility for representation purposes. After eligibility 
is determined the Public Defender would then file his appearance. This 
still does not mean the defendant has had the opporkunity to meet with 
an attorney. 

25Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement Grant #HI-15-CT-6. 

26Statistics provided by the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice, August, 1978. 
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The Governor I s CatUllli.ssion has adopted eight standards for 
effective defense counsel and supportive services for the accused 
(CTS.l through CT5.8). The standards provide for the availability, 
selBction and performance of the Public Defender, along with procedures 
for operation for the legal and supporting office staff and facilities.27 
The Office of the Public nefender indicates that all the developed 
standards have been met. 28 

In summar!, while the Public Defender System has brought im
provement to Maryland's crimir.al justice system, further criteria will 
need to be identified and analyzed in order to measure the effective
ness of services provided. Additional analysis of the ~aryland Public 
Defender System will require the establishment of overall comprehen
sive objectives and sub-objectives which will enable this agency to 
effectively measure its performance and effect on the criminal justice 
system. Finally, the Public Defender System will have to continually 
revie~y its services to determine whether expanded acti vi ties are 
necessary to meet the various legal services needs that exist. 

'Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, 1977 Comorehensive Plan 
pp. 1099 - 1102. 

CTS.l Availability of Publicly Financed Representation in Criminal 
Cases. 

CTS.2 - Selectj.on of Public Defender and Legal Staff 
CT5.3 - Performance of Public Defender Function 
CT 49 - Payment for Public Representation 
CT 50 - Initial Contact with Client 
CT 51 - Financing of Defense Ser~ices 
CT 52 - Community Relations 
CT 53 - 'Supporting Staff and Facilities 

Ibid. p. 1103 
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PROBLE~'I COR-3: Lack of Effective Rehabilitation and Treatment 
Canabilities at the Community Level. :Iany criminal justice treatment 
agencies exist in the community and provide treatment to the offender 
through resources in the community. Although administratively treated 
as ~eparate functions, all agenCies in corrections are segments on a 
continuum. The final goal of this process is placement of the offender 
in the community without repetition of criminal behavior. AgenCies pro
viding treatment in the community include local jails, community cor
rectional centers, the Division of Parole and Probation, and private 
treatment agencies such as drug and alcohol treatment cent2rs. 

Several ~veaknesses exist \vithin the existing treatment continuum. 
liThe most glaringly inadequate institution on the American correctional 
scene is the one that affects more human lives than any other - the jaiL .. III 
The vast majority of offenders receive their first incarceration experi-
ence in county or city jails. The jails, therefore, must not only "per-
form their necessary protective function but also insure against physi-
cal and moral contamination during the time of custody."2 Few jails in 
:faryland have the facilities, programs, personnel, or local financing 
to rehabilitate or properly confine prisoners. The majority of local 
jails have no constructive program for occupying prisoners' time. As 
long as the fiscal responsibility for jail operations relating to sentenced 
offenders remains with local gove17nment, it is doub tful that much can 
be done in most jurisdictions to support the rehabilitation of offenders 
at the community level. 

The problem of inadequate local jails was selected as an area of plan
ning emphasis by the Commission for the 1979 Comprehensive Plan. The reasons 
for selecting the local correctional system as an area in need of em-
phasis are many. .The majority of locally operated correctional facilities 
in Ma17land are in violation of nationally recognized standards and in non-
conformance with many Federal Court interpretations of the United States _ 
Constitution. The jails house a population which far exceed their acceptable 
capability. The great majority of Maryland jails are antiquated facilities 
not worthy of expenditures which ~vould be incurred if renovation were to be 
undertaken. The survey conducted by the Commission staff has validated the 
above assumptions through site visits of all facilities, questionnaires 
regarding each jail, inter~iews with local criminal justice and elected 
officials in every county, and data analysis. 

\ 

To thoroughly analyze conditions at each jail and detention facility 
in the most efficient manner,. a detailed questionnaire was developed. The 
questionnaire, eighteen pages in length, was distributed to each institution 
administrator at least two ,veeks in advance of the visitation and site visit 
by the survey team. The que.stionnaire was divided into eight major areas of 

lUnited States, President's Task Force on 
The Criminal Offender - ~fuat Should be Done? 
1970) . . 

2Ibid . 
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inquiry: physical description; fiscal description; medical services; inmate 
control; programming; classification; legislative frame~.,ork; and future 
programming. In addition to information ob~ained via the questionnaire, 
o~her resources have been utilized. The most recent report of the State 
Programming and Inspection Office describing each facility was obtained 
and reviewed by the survey team prior to site visits. The survey team 
toured each facility and interviewed administrative staff. Criminal 
justice and chief elected officials of each political subdivision were 
also interviewed. 

The finding of the Commission survey may be summarized by simply stating 
that the great majority of ~faryland jails are in desparate need of major 
renovation or replacement. The median age of ~Iarylands jails is 73 years. 
Facilities of such vintage are generally extremely costly to renovate and often 
are not located on a 3ite suitable for the needed expansion to comply with 
current housing and progratJllling needs. The philosophy upon Hhich most :faryland 
jails were designed is no longer accepted, in many instances the current 
buildings could not be modified to accommodate current correctional philosophY 
programning. The overcrowding, lack of programming, and other physical 
inadequacies exist to such an extent that most jails lack compliance with 
State and ~ational standards and are in jeopardy of adverse court rulings 
regarding Constitutional issues. 

The lack of certain physical attributes such as natural light and in
adequately sized single occupant cells causes concern regarding the accept
ability of most jails. However, the severity of conditions in most jails is 
compounded by the lack of programs and activities il7hich constructively 
occupy the inmates time and conform to Constitutional guarantees. The 
courts and national standards require formal classification systems for 
assignment of inmate housing areas and programs but less than 15% of the jails 
in Maryland assign inmates to living areas and/or programs based upon even 
the most rudimentary classification system. (It is noted that most jails 
do not have gradations of security in living areaS and thus could not properly 
utilize a classification system.) 

tfuile court rulings and national standards call for indoor and outdoor 
recreation and exercise areas, only six jails in ~aryland have facilities 
for outside recreation most of which are inadequate and seldom used. Incoor 
recreation is even more lacking. Xa.ny jails are located on sites of such 
size and in such high density areas that outside recreational areas cannot 
be developed. 

Visitation by family members and friends, 'especially for persons aivaiting 
trial, has bean a major area of court concern in suits brought by inmates in 
other State.s. The American Correctional Association Standards state that 
inmates should not be denied visitation with persons of their choice and 
that there should be opport:unity for physical contact "except ivhere there 
are substantial reasons to justify such limitation",3 representing substantial 

3Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, l'!anual of Standards 
for Adult Local Detention Facilities (Rockville, Maryland: Commission on 
Accreditation for Corrections, Inc., 1977), p. 66. 
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security risks. Visitation in i!aryland jails is severely limited. 
Of the questionnaires received, 84% of the facilities allow visitation 
two days per 'iveek or less, none allowed physical contact -visiting. In 
most instances the inmate visitors are limited to family and in limited 
numbers. Most such limitations are caused by inadequate physical space 
for visitation. 

Court decisions and national standards pertaining to such activities 
as sanitation, use of telephone by inmates, library sources, freedom of 
religion, and freedom of expression "lithin correctional facilities have 
also been rendered and are applicable to }1aryland jail ·:.):::~.::ion:;. 

Although many decisions do not require significant renovation to present 
facilities, the administration of most jails ,"ould unc-::rgo significant 
change _sr_ould such rulings occur in }faryland. 

The age of most ~'faryland jails, the current conditions of those 
jails in comparison to principles enunciated and upheld in various 
court decisions throughout the nation, and the current and expected 
future overcrowding of correctional institutions are major factors which 
combine to dictate immediate action. wbile resolution of many inadequacies 
involves physical modification of present facilities if not ne,,, con
struction in many cases, there are many program and administrative changes 
which should be instituted immediately. 

rne Annotated Code of Xaryland, Article 27 Section 704 establishes 
the position of Jail Programming and Inspection Officer. The above 
referenced sectio~ of the Annotated Code provides for the development 
of minimum standards for jails and amendment to such regulations as 
necessary. Hm.ever, the current regulations were developed in 1972 
and do not conform to recent court decisions nor to nationally accepted 
standards such as those published by the National Advisory Committee 
on Corrections Standards and Goals and the American Correctional Associa
tion Standards for Local Adult Detention Facilities. The major argument 
to be made is not that regulations must be periodically revised but 
rather that regulations must be in conformity with requirements set 
forth by Courts and other authoritative agencies if they are to assure 
proper functions of agencies subject to the regulations. Such is not the 
current condition in Maryland. The information necessary to develop regu
lations useful and appropriate to local correctional facilities is readily 
available to the Jail Programming and Inspection Officer and staff of the 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. The development 
of adequate minimal correctional standards should be initiated immediately. 
Such regulations should specify minimum space per inmate, adequate 
health care to be provided inmaces, minimal acceptable conditions in the 
living areas, minimal acceptable visitation conditions, assurance of 
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proper sanitation and adherence to operational procedures ''lhich assure 
rights guaranteed by the Constitution and laws effecting the rights of 
citizens, Additionally, regulations should be promulgated >.hicn provide 
for assurance of adequate security within the facilities and availability 
of programs ,.ithin the facilities \.hich assist in efforts to rehabilitate 
offenders. 

Article 27 Section 704 of the Annotated Code of ~furyland specifies 
that each jail and other places of detention shall be inspected at least 
annually and, in the event deficiencies are not corrected within 180 
days, the Inspection Officer shall close the facility and. the prisoners 
shall be moved to a suitable place of detention and housed at the exnense 
of the jurisdiction(s) operating the closed facility. The survey di~-
closed that the above stdtute has essentially been ineffective. Two major 
problems observed included some instances where inspections were not afforded 
jails annually and a noticeaole lack of enfor-cement action. 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement has funded many projects 
aimed at improving local corrections. In February, 1972, a grant from the 
Governor's CommiSSion On Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice 
was awarded to the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services ~o 

develop new programming standards for local confinement facilities. 4 Several 
draft minimum standards have been developed; however, final ~inimum standards 
are required to implement necessary corrective action in many of the State's 
local jail facilities. In addition to supporting the development of 
adequate standards, funds have been allocated for improved enforcement of 
standards. 

The Jail Inspection Office has received funds from the Governor's Com
mission to expand its staff. An Administrative Officer II was funded by 
the Commission to assist the Jail Inspector by making facility inspections, 
filing reports, and completing follow-up. This person was responsible for 
investigating and responding to inmate complaints concerning the local cor
rectional facilities and often consulted with local jail officials about 
improved correctional programming and plans for new facilities. S The Com
mission funds terminated in June, 1977. The position was budgeted for State 
funding and a similar level employee was hired in April, 1978. 

4Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Juscice Grant #5158-COR-3. 
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;,lhile adequate standards and enforcement would significantly improve the 
operations of local COE'ectional facilities, other major problems exist which 
have also been the target of Commission funding. Foremost among these major 
proDle~~ has been the lack of proper rehabilitation programs. The lack of 
development of suitable rehabilitation programs is at least partly due to 
the fact that jailers have not been exposed to the necessary program planning 
techniques. For many years they have relied on volunteer groups, churches, 
Alcoholics Anonymous, and similar groups to come to the jails and ask for an 
opportunity to provide a service. Volunteer services require selectivity, 
supervision, and a good deal of sophistication and coordination. 6 Although 
volunteerism does require selectivity, most local facilities have not utilized 
existent community resources to the extent one would reasonably expect. 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice has adopted correctional standards for immediate development of 
community programs, through coordination of community resources, and 
development of a plan for co~unity-based alternatives to confinement. 7 

Once community services and programs have been secured, procedures must be 
devised to insure inmate involvement. Only ~vith active policies and 
procedures to coordinate and make use of community resources can these 
programs become effective. The need to catalog existing resources by 
region to facilitate use of treatment is the first and immediate need. 

The Baltimore City Jail has several programs that are directed to 
rehabilitate the offenders. An Alcoholics Anonymous program meets 
weekly, and a daily education program is sponsored by the City Board 
of Education. The Board of Education provides three teachers for in
struction within the jail. The jail also operates a library and gym
nasium for recreation purposes. In Febraury, 1977, Commission funds 
were awarded for implementation of a work release program to be operated 
by the City Jail. The program provides counseling and work place~ent to 40 
inmates. The participants pay room and board costs and agree to contribute 
to the support of their dependants while employed and active in this program. 
The program suffered delays in implementation and began full operation in 
January, 1978. Due to limited time of operations little evaluative data is 
currently aVaila,ble regarding success or failure of the program, however, 
the suitability of the facility. the '(veIl structured screening intake process. 
and the well organized and qualified staff combine to indicate that succesS 
is likely. 8 

6Empey, LaMar, Studies in Delinquency (1967), p.20. 
7Corrections Standards Committee Report to the Governor's Commission on 

La'(v Enforcement and the Adminis tration of Jus tice, Standards 
7.1 - Development Plan for Community-Based Alternatives to Confinement 
7.2 - ~'larshalling and Coordinating Community Resources 
7.4 - Inmate Involvement in Community Programs 

8Haryland I s Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administratiol 
of Justice Grant fin CAAC3-7103. 
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The Baltimore City Jail ';-lork i{elease Program is quite similar to the 
previously funded Batlimore County ~ork Release/Counseling Program. The 
latter project is currently in its third year of Commission support. \mile 
lS5 persons were served in the second year of operations instead of the 
projected 250, the 69% success rate for program participants is respectable.9 

The Gove:cnor' s Commission on Law' Enforcement and the Adminis tration of 
Jus tice has previously funded other treatment programs at the Baltimore City 
Jail. One such previous grant a~varded the .Jail was the Community Reorientation 
Program. 10 This program sought to reorient the offenders by not only preparing 
them for job placement, but also by placing them in an available position. It 
endeavored to educate and train offenders to the point where each could once 
again assume their position as a responsible ma~ber of the co~~unity. The 
four staff members included in this program ,vere the Director of Inmate Services, 
the :Iedical Social Horker, the Domestic Science Instructor, and the Job 
Placement Officer. These positions ,.;ere assumed by Baltimore City in the fiscal 
year 1975 budget. These positions have remained filled and all services are 
currently being provided. In 1973 the Commission funded a Baltimore City Jail 
Reception Center project which increased screening capabilities and the 
delivery of social services. As a result of the project all incoming de
trainees recei'le physical examinations, social service intervie~vs, a.."l.d 
psychological counseling if needed. ll The project is now funded by the City. 

Commission funds 'Nere awarded to Hontgomery County in June, 1977 for support 
of the Pre-Release Center expansion" 12 The expansion of the prerelease program 
from 40 beds to 92 beds required additional staff and equipment, a portion 
of which was funded by LEAA funds. Due to construction delays, the 
i;'~ject has only recently become operational. Previously the Commission 
nas" supported a Community Release Coordinator positj,.:an on the Hontgomery 
tount? Department of Corrections.13 The duties",rere to develop employment 
contacts and community resources for offender referral to satisfy inmate 
employment, housing, and other social service problems. The position was 
established in the county budget and continues operations within the Depart
ment of Corrections. 

9Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice Grant #76 CAAC3-62l4. 

10~aryland Governor's CommiSSion on Law Enforcenent and the ~dministration 
of Justice Grant No. 2lS-04-BC. 

IlMaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice Grant No. HI-19-DIA-2. 

l2~aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant No. 76 CAAC-36194 
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In December, 1975, a project to provide social services to the residents 
of the Prince George's County Detention Center ,vas funded .14 The program 
provided the facility with a classification officer, program officer and 
addiction counselor. Through 1976, 243 inmates were classified by staff of 
this project, hOlvever, severe problems existed in project operations. Among 
the problems encountered were the follmving: evaluation was difficult due 
to a lack of £ollmv-up data regarding program participants, several proj ect 
objecth-es for ,vhich data was availaDle provided indication that major 
objectives ,vere not being met; classification resulting in differentiated 
housing of inmates ,vas not possible since such accommodations did not exist 
to any appreciable degree; and the addiction program did not meet County 
Health Department certification requirement.:>. The third year of Commission 
funding ,vas awarded in }Iarc;h, 1978 ,dth several program modifications as 
a result of the above difficulties. Currently the only position supported 
is the programs officer with contractual agreements with local agencies 
providing classification, drug counseling, and educational services. To 
further i~prove treatment services at the Detention Center, the Commission 
awarded funds in March, 1978 to support a l:!ental Health Correctional Treat
ment Program. lS Psychological evaluations, treatment, liaison with community 
agencies, and assistance to inmate f&nilies are services provided through 
this grant. 

To assist in proper classification of inmates in the Howard County 
Detention Center, a Classification, Treatment, and Referral Project was 
funded in May, 197616 The project, currently receiving seconq year support, 
provides methadone detoxification, educational services, and counseling 
for inmates of the Center. The first year of operation revealed that 
only 35.5% of the projected number of initial interviews were conducted 
and that enrollment in the education and the drug/alcohol abuse group was 
Imver than expected. However, as all treatment offered requires voluntary 
participation by the inmate, the shortfall of participants may not be entirely 
attributable to the program. The grantee will gather more appropriate follow
up data regarding this project in the second year of operation to allow for 
better e'lTaluation and program modification if necessary. 

14Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant No. 75CAAC3-7-17. 

lSGovernor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant No. 77CAAC3-7092. 

16Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant No. 77CAAC3-7056. 
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The inadequacy of prograluming at local facilities is shmvn in the 
chart below which provides information regarding programs available 
in the 24 Maryland jails at the time of the Cormnission survey. 
Less than half of the jails make educational programs available to 
inmates while only five of the institutions provide vocational training. 
The lack of educational and vocational programs and the scarcity of 
employment counseling is astounding when one realizes that the employ
ability of individuals or lack thereof is directly related to criminality 
and recidivism. Similarly the fact that B jails do not offer drug and/or 
alcohol counseling is difficult to understand since the relationship 
of substance abuse has been shown in many st~dies to be closely correlated 
with criminality. The lack of recreation in more than half the jails 
stands in stark contrast to court rulings throughout the nation and in 
conflict with medical and correctional standards, Even the relatively 
wide-spread availability of work release in :-laryland jails is not as 
positive as one would surmise since most institutions offer this program 
quite sparingly because of the physical inadequacies o,f the jails and 
resultant adminis-trative difficulties encountered '\vith the program. }fuch 
effort needs to be devoted to programming fn Maryland's jails. (Table V-l2.) 

In addition to inadequate treatment programming capability, most jails 
do not prepare and maintain adequate information or inmates to permit 
assignment to treatment should programming exist. The chart below pro
vides information describ:itng information maintained regarding inmates in 
each jail. (See Table V-13) 

Information obtained in the survey of jails conducted by Commission 
staff also revealed severe problems in the delivery of medical services to 
inmates in local jails. Tne majority of jails do not conduct physical 
examinations upon incoming inmates and do not conduct admissions screenings 
for communicable diseases. Not withstanding standards which call for daily 
sick call, more than" half of the jails in Maryland provide sick call either 
On an individual or a once per "leek basis. (See Table V-IS belo",-) . 

Other practices in the operation of the jails in ~~ryland are not in 
keeping with standards and recognized procedures. Only three jails permit 
visiting five or more days per week, two jails allow ',isiting three or four 
days per week, while the remaining limit visiting to two days per week or 
less. Most jails limit the time of each visit and restrict the number of 
persons allowed to use each inmate to a fe,v (four or less) individuals 
specified by the inmate and authorized by the administration. The censorship 
of mail and limited access of inmates to the public in person or through 
use of the t81ephone are areas of potential Constitutional difficulty for 
many jails. (See Table V-15 below), 

The inadequacy of programming and deficiencies in operations of the jails 
is apparent in the security procedures in illany institu~~ons. To maintain 
adequate pecurity, at least cwo correctional officers should be on duty at 
all times, even in the smallest facility. Information supplied by the 
administration of the various jails revealed that 12 jails have at least 
one shiit in '\vhich only one staff member is present and solely responsible 
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Queen Anne's X 
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Talbot , X 
Dorchester X X X X 
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llaltimore City X X X X X 
Total 21 9 11 13 2 8 10 10 9 15 It) 7 9 12 15 

NOTE; X ldentifies each County that retains this type of record for its inmates. 
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TREA T~fENT PROGRAHS IN :-L.\RYIA ~D JAILS 
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Jurisdiction r.:l >:;:!u ~~ >:-. H':::::: .~ e::::: ~u ct:u 

Garratt I 
Allegany X X X X X 
Washington X X X X X X X' 
Frederick X X X X X X X X 
Carroll :{ X X X X X 
Howard X X X 
Montgomery 

I 
X X X ~{ X X X ~ 

Prince George's X X X X X X X' 
Charles 

I 
X 

St, Hary's X ~. X X 
Calvert ".. X 
Anne Arundel X X X X X X 
Baltimore X X X X X X 
Ha'J::ford X X X X X X X 
Cecil X X X X X 
Kent X X 
Queen Annes X X 
Caroline 
Talbot X X X X 
Dorchester X 
lVicomico X 
Somerset X 
Horcester X 
Baltimore Citv X X X X X X X X 

Total 11 11 17 5 10 7 16 16 

NOTE: X identifies the type of treatment programs available at each 
County jail. 
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TABLE V-14 
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Garrett 
Allegany 
Hashington 
Frederick 
Carroll 
Howard 
Hontgomery 
Prince George's 
Charles 
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Calvert 
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X 
X 
X 
X 

x 
X 
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I I 

x 

X 

1 p/i.,k. 
}!-F 8-12 
3 p/wk. 

2 days p/wk. 
1 p/wk. 

2 p/wk. 
X 

wnen necess. 
8 - 4:30 
T & T 

Must request & 
Tell Who 

Baltimore X X Every Other Day 

Cecil X X X 2 p/wk. 
Harford 1 X X 2 p/wk. 

Kent X X X X I Only Im?o~tant 
~~~----~-'-----r-~--+-~----;--------r-------r~~~--~;-~~--~~"~~~I 

Queen Anne's X 1 p/day 
Caroline X No 
Talbot X Made by C.O. 

---I 

Dorches ter X X X Pay Phone Lim. U~ e 
~.Jicomico X X X Family & Lawyer 
Somerset X i X No 
Horcester X -' X X Hhen C.O. has 

Baltimore City 
Total 

X 
4. 2 

x 
3 

Time 
When Desired 

17 J,O 

NOTE: X identifies the type of visitation privileges allowed to inmates 
in each County. 

C.O. stands for Correctional Officers. 
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:1EDICAL SERVICES 

TABLE V-IS 

I 
I 

I c: I 
~ C c: 
0 c.. OJ I I 

I ~ :::I OJ • ...; "'C ~ CIl ",. 

",. \..; c: ",. OJ co H "'" JURISDICTION co CIl E I U :l :n +J 0.. ",. '-1-1 U CIl 
OJ OJ co t/1 6 CIl CO OJ"'C "'" 

I 
0 ;oj OJ 

~ U ~ ",. E ill Ut/1 OJ c: ~ '" <Jl ",. 

< 'r-! ~ 1I CIl 0 c: .,.., (Jl OJ ::--- ~ "'" c: c: 
:> U ~ U t-i ~ CIl ::l :l,..., c: QJ 0 

U \..; ,..., c: 0 ,..., 0 H 0 0""'" i 0 c...,.., 
..... QJ c;j CO .,., ~H "'" OJ;::: OJ CO "::lU CIl "'" 
4-it/1 U "'" (J) 0 c: c: ~U 

I 
OJ .,., ;;] 

.,.; .,..,"'" CJ)~ OJ .,.., 0 ~ ~ ;;;::: \..; 0 U 
U CIl 'r-! ~ """ CIl"'" ~ ~ 'r-! 
<ll"'C ~6 eo"!:) ru.,.., OJ ;l: U OJ"::l O"::l 
c..OJ ..c:"::l -B c: 1;0 \..; ~ "'" 0'", 

I 
)..j c: ~~ CI1:Z ~< < 'r-! U <~ CO ;:::t/1 <:::I - "'" 

Garrett I X I 1 
C.O. 

Allegany X 1 p/wk. 
I 

C.O. 
Hashington 

I 
X 1 p/wk. X C.O. 

Frederick I X X 2 p/day \ X Para Med 
Carroll 1 p/wk. I X C.O. 
Howard X 3 phvk. I X C.O. 
Montgomery X X X X Daily X Nurse-PM 

L:?rince George's X X X X Dailv X Med Staff 
I Charles I c.o. 
St. Mary's X X C.O. 
Calvert ~{ X X C.O. 
Anne Arundel X X X X Dailv X Nurse 
Baltimore X X X X Daily X C ,0. 
Harford X X X X Daily X Nurse 
Cec.il X X 1 p/wk .. C.O. 
Kent X C.O. 
Queen Anne's 

I 
C.O. 

C.J,roline C.O. 
Talbot X C.O. 
Dorchester X 8,0. 
Wicomico X Daily C.O. 
Somerset C.O. 
I Worcester 3 p/day X C.O. 
Baltimore City X X X X 2 p/wk. 

I 
X' INurse 

Total 9 7 8 15 13 

NOTE: X identifies the Medical services available to the inmates by County. 

C.O. stands for Correctional Officer. 
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for the security and operation of the instit~tion for the safety of the 
staif, the safety of t:he inmates and the seC1.lri tv of the ins ti tution. ::his 
practice should cease immediatelv and adeauate p~rsonnel should be assigned 
to each jail. " 

r~e several programs funded ~y the Governor's Commission have addressed 
only a small part of the overall jail problem. The r-ecent survey and research 
done by Commission staff should provide the basis for more systematic approach 
to local corrections problems in future funding efforts. 

In an effort to provide for the improva~ent of the medical services 
segment of treatment in local jails, the .~erican Medical Association conducted 
a survey of jail medical facilities in 1972. 17 The .~~ received a grant from 
LEAA to study and recommend improvements in medical and health services. 
Maryland was selected as one of the six states to participate in this national 
p'rogram. The purpose of the Jail Study Project is to survey and evaluate 
medical care in selected county and municipal jails and develop an action 
program to assist in the improvement of health services. Successful models, 
practices, and methods developed for medical service delivery ~.:Lll then be 
incorporated with those from other State pilot programs, and used in the 
development of a national certification system for jail medical programs. The 
Jail SEudy began in June, 1976 and is now beginning the third year. Of the 
jails certified by the 82t~. the local jails in Anne Arundel County, Baltimore 
County, Montgomery County, Prince George's'County, and Baltimore City received 
accreditation for providing quality medical care and health services for their 
inmates. 

Efforts to improve treatment of incarcerated offenders is a severe need 
in Maryland as it is throughout the county. However, effort should immediately 
be exerted to relieve the overcrowding of detention centers and jails by 
removing inmates from institutions when they are not in need of secure deten
tion. Pretrial diversion programs at the local level should be a~plored. 
Such programs provide for release of apprehended persons on the basis of 
persons on the basis of objective criteria which are related to stable roots 
in the community such as employment history, residential stability, family 
contacts, and prior criminal records. In theory, a pretrial defendant would 
maintain family and community ties and provide for the utilization of various 
positi.vIBconditions or relations that may provide a foundation for rehabili-
tation. Community resources could provide psychiatric therapy, and drug 
and alcohol treatment to defendants requiring such services. Individuals 
considered good risks would meet with a pretrial diversion coordinator on a 
regular basis to form a rehabilitative plan, while those not fully meeting 
the pretrial release requirements could be allowed a day-time release. 19 In 

17Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Grant #78-ED-AX-0023. 

18 
U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

Handbook on Community Corrections in Des Moines, Iowa (Washington, D.C., 
Government Printing Office, 1973). 

19Empey, Lru~ar, Studies in Delinauency (1967), p. 20. 
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addition to providing treatment programs and maintaining community ties, pretrial 
programs would reduce 10 cal jail popula cions "mile di',erting individuals from 
the larger State system. It has been estimated that the cost of pretrial 
programs is one-t,velth the cost of traditional incarceration. 20 An e:{ample of 
pretrial diversion programming is the Diversionary Alcoholism Program in 
Prince George's County funded by the Commission in March, 1977. The. program 
allows the State's Attornev to refer offenders to alcoholism treatment in 
lieu of prosecution. 2l Th~ recent changes made by the Administrative Office 
of the Courts regarding release of offenders on recognizance prior to trial 
may effect the pre-trial populations in all jails. The effect of the relaxed 
release requirement upon the jail populations must be evaluated. 

lfuile, at present, jails throughout the State of Maryland are the 
r.esponsibility of the local county government, the Community Corrections 
Committee of the Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice recommended that the State take over responsibility 
of all sentenced persons in local institutions for the purpose of establishing 
a community-correctional system and direct individualized treatment to the 
adjudicated offenders. \<lith the creation of a State-wide community-based 
correctional system, local criminal justice elements would be provided the 
option of contracting services with the State for pretrial services. Such 
a systa~ could prove more cost effective than the present system while also 
maintaining programming standards. The Committee made the following policy 
recommendation in their final report: 

"The Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
should intensify its community approach "Co rehabilitation with respect to 
the location of the offender within his community and in the utilization of 
community programs and resources, and should undertake a phased development 
plan of. programs and facilities culminating with all adjudicated offenders, 
not requiring maximum security being maintained and rehabilitated in their 
respect communi ties ."22 

These recommendations move towards community-based corrections in 
Maryland and conform to national trends which rej,ect previous correctional 
philosophies. Historically, in the early l800 1's, the concept of a large 
State penal institution was the reformer's ideal. Penitentiaries ideally 
would perform all the tasks assigned by society to corrections: society's 
need for protection; the punishment of "criminals;" and the eventual 

20Ibid . 

2lcovernor's Commission on Law Enforca~ent and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant if76-CA-AC36l67. 

2~1aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice, Report of the Community Corrections Committee, 1971. 
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rehabilitation of the offender through ,york and meditation. The system, 
however, made no provision for the successful reintegration ,~f offenders 
into the community. The majoy,'ity of offender:; '\vt=re returned to their homes 
after service of sentence with little more than a suit of clothes, a fe,y 
dollars, and a >yord of encouragement from the warden. They returned home, 
in most cases, to face the same problems, environment, and friends which had 
combined to initiate their involvement with the law. Hid-twentieth century 
penologists, on the other hand, emphasize the value of dealing with offenders 
and their probla~s within their home community, utilizing local resources. 
A successful community-based program should enable offenders to participate 
in the communi ty as la,v abiding citizens wi thin certain defined limi ta tions . 
Alternatives 1~~:;; incarceration that '...rould provide community-based resources 
are needed w~th~n the State of Maryland. 

In confronting problems similar to ~far;Tland 's jail difficulties, many 
states have implemented subsidy programs. The existing subsidy programs 
fall into two major categories of programs: those designed to reduce commit
ments to state-operated institutions; and those which encourage local govern
ments to meet minimum standards. The first category of programs are usually 
financial incentives and include performance measures, i.e. reduction in the 
commitment rate. The second category of programs are usually designed to 
defray all or part of the costs or a particular correctional service provided 
by local governments in order to encourage expansions of local services 
without increased costs from local revenues. 23 

Both categories or programs operate upon objectives quite applicable to 
Maryland. The need to upgrade correctional facilities and programming on 
the local level has previously been discussed. The overcrowding in State 
correctional facilities has been the topic of much media coverage, court 
action, and legislative activity for the past two years. In brief, the full 
utilization of current facilities and the completion of the nine facility 
projects currently under const+uction are expected to result in a short fall 
of ~,379 beds in fiscal 1982. 24 In fiscal year 1977, 1,681 offenders 
sentenced to the Division of Correction were committed for sentences of 18 
months or less. 25 The short sentence offender generally represents 35-40% 
of the intake of the Division of Correction. 26 Since inmates serving 18 

23Ralph J. Marcelli (ed.), State Subsidies to Local CorrectiOil$ (Lexington, 
Kentucky: The Council of State Governments, 1977), p. 5. 

24Report to The General Assembly by Alan M. l-lilner, loco cit., p. 117. 

25Interview ,yith Patricia Schupple, Planning and Research Staff, Division 
of Correction, March 29, 1978. 

26 Ibid. 
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months sentences generally are confined 4-6 months prior to parole release, 
diverting such offenders from the State ~~uld represent a savings of approxi
mately 800 beds and thus decrease the expected State deficit of 1982 appreciably. 
The short term offender would receive more productive treatment programming 
in a properly operated facility in the community of his residence. 

An example of a subsidy program which seeks to accomplish both objectives 
ca.n be found in the Minnesota Community Correction Act. Under this program 
the role of state corrections services is incarceration of offenders with 
long sentences. Offenders with sentences of less than 5 years are considered 
better off if dealt with at the local level. The subsidizing funds are 
allocated upon a complex formula designed to accommodate both need and a 
desire for parity among counties. The state charges the counties a per diem 
cost for offenders it houses who are sentenced to less than 5 years. 27 

A State-wide public opinion survey conducted by the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in 1974 revealed that 
71% of respondents favored the concept of small community facilities housing 
offenders who were within six months of their release or had not committed 
serious offenses such as murder or rape. However, when asked whether they 
would support a facility within five blocks of their own house, only 51% 
responded favorably. A similar survey conducted in 1976 revealed that the 
public support for the concept of community facilities has dropped to 65% and 
that the percentage of persons favoring such facilities in their own community 
decreased to 46%. 

The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services received a 
Federal grant from the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice for ~he purpose of staffing an operational Community 
Corrections Task Force to form the core of the action programs in community 
corrections. Besides the' responsibility of planning, the Task Force provides 
technical assistance-to communities setting up correctional programs. In the 
Fiscal 1976 budget, the Division of Correction assumed most of the positions 
on the Task Force to continue its operation at least on a limited basis. 

The Maryland General Assembly enacted in the 1972 legislative session 
provisions for the establishment and maintenance of community correction 
centers for offenders as of July 1, 1972. The enabling legislation and the 
Declaration of Legislative purpose to the act were amended in 1976. The 
Declaration of Legislative purpose reads as follows: 

(1) There is a need for community based adult rehabilitation of 
persons who have been convicted of crimes but who, in the judgment 
of the courts and appropriate correctional personnel, can best be 
rehabilitated without substantial danger to the community in local 
community facilities; 

27Ralph J. Marcelli Ced.), loc. cit. 
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(2) These adult rehabilitation centers should be but one component in 
the ov(;arall correctional syste!l!, and should be utilized only for 
those persons who can best be rehabilitated in them and who will 
not present a substantial danger to the 'community; 

(3) In order to assure the people that ~~ese rehabilitation centers 
will be safe, they should, to the maximum extent practicable, be 
located and operated by local government, consistent with State
wide standards, and with State financial and technical support; 

(4) Only in the event of a demonstrated need for a facility and the 
inability of a local government to provide for its location after 
a reasonable period of time should2She State have the power to 
locate, construct, and operate it. 

Recent passage of legislation, Sections 706-710, Article 27, of the 
Annotated Code of Marvland, resulted in many changes regarding the establish
ment of Community Adult Rehabilitation Centers. Primarily this legislation 
authorizes the State to lease, purchase, and/or construct a community 
Corrections center in a county where certified need for a site does exist and 
the county fails to submit a proposed site and plans for a facility within 
18 months. The centers will be limited in size to 108 beds unless specified 
conditions exist. Under conditions enumerated in the legislation the State 
will pay 75% of the construction costs of the facility and will pay a subsidy 
to the local government for operation of th~ center. Although the intent of 
the legislation was to create a climate whereby the Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services could establish facilities where data 
indicates a need exists with or without local citizen support, the provision 
that 25% of the cost must be borne by local government may negate the 
possibility of construction. In instances where local citizenry oppose 
location of the facility and local government declines payment of 25% of the 
cost, construction may be thwarted and the legislation would become inopera
tional. Addi tionally, hOv7ever, in all ins tances since the passage of this 
legislation, the State has waived the 25% local share and has provided full 
funding of construction cost. 

The legislation also establishes criteria for each of the three sources 
of referral to centers: 

I. A person may be placed in a center by the Commissioner, upon a 
recommendation by a court, if: 

the offender was a resident of the county in which the center 
is located, or, if the center is a regional one, he was a 
resident of one of the counties comprising the region, at 
the time of his arrest; and 

2B:Maryland Annotated Code Article 27, Section 706. 
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the offender!s sentence, excluding any suspended part of it, 
is not more than 18 months; and 

placement in the center is recommended by a presentence 
investigation report prepared for the court by the appro
priate probation department, and the placement is accepted 
by the Director of the center. 

II. A person may be transferred to a center by the Commissioner ,vithout 
a recommendation by a court if: 

the first condition stated in subsection I is satisfied and 
the person intends to reside in such county or region upon 
his release from confinement; 

the inmate has less than six months rema~n~ng on his sentence 
or less than six months to serve prior to a determined parole 
date; and 

if the person was convicted of a crime of v~o~ence, his transfer 
is accepted by the Director of the center. 

III. A court may recommend placement in a center at any time, but may not 
commit a person directly to a center. However, with respect to a 
person detained in or sentenced to a county jail, detention center, 
or county agency operating such jailor detention center, the court 
that ordered the detention or imposed the sentence, at any time 
during the period of confinement, may, upon a recommendation of the 
Director of the center and the concurrence of the commissioner, 
approve the person for transfer to a center. The center director 
may revoke a transfer to the center under this subsection if the 
person violates the terms and conditions of the center. 

Criteria for referral enumerated above provide strong indication of one 
of the major problems currently being experienced by community corrections. 
The 1976 legislation modified the intent and purpose of community corrections 
by making such centers a component of the State correctional systems not 
unlike the minimum security camp system. The original purpose of community 
corrections as described in the Report of the Community Corrections Committee 
was to develop centers to house all but maximum security inmates in facilities 
near their residences, correctional programming would be provided in large 
part by community agencies. The purpose of these centers has been changed 
from providing initial treatment to a pre-release treatment. This change 
in purpose causes woefully inadequate jails to remain as the only short term 
confinement and treatment centers available as. institutions to be utilized 
by the courts in sentencing. 

The pre-release function is not adequately addressed by current Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Services policy either since the need for 
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communi ty centers exis ts in areas of. the S ta te ,vhere a certification of bed 
need has not been provided. Currently, there is no certified bed need other 
than in four jurisdictions. With no certified need for community corrections 
beds, political subdivisions cannot receive the legislatively approved 
increased State funding available for constructing and operation of such 
centers. The current State policies may result in slowing dcwn the decentral
ization of the correctional system and may result in many new traditional 
j ails being built without improving the current inadequacies of the sys terns; 
five counties received funding for the State's share of construction cost 
for new jails in the 1978 legislative session and more are expected to do 
the sante next year. 

As previously stat~d, Article 27 Sections 706 through 710 of the 
Annotated Code Clf Maryland instituted several major changes in the community 
corrections program. One of these changes called for the Secretary of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services to certify bed needs and that the jurisdic
tion thus certified was allotted 18 months to submit a proposed site and 
facility plans. Although the Secretary has certified a bed need in four 
jurisdictions, a standard certification formula has not been de"veloped. The 
currently certified five year need is for 382 additional Community Adult 
Rehabilitation Center beds, as follows: 

1. Anne Arundel County, 38 beds; 
2. Baltimore City, 244 beds; 
3. Prince George's County, 77 bt:ds; 
4. Baltimore County, 23 (plus an additional 57 for locally committed 

offenders). 

The long range goal of a community corrections program is to implement 
a system whereby all adjudicated offenders not requiring maximum security 
would be maintained and rehabilitated in their respective communities. 29 

Currently, there are approximately 336 individuals in resident community 
corrections programs (excluding camps), and little has been accomplished in 
establishing community correctional centers. A major reason for this lack 
of accomplishment has been the inability to find construction sites or rental 
property in Baltimore City or selected counties which would be acceptable to 
zoning officials and the community. 

Attempts to locate sites and obtain appropriate residential center zoning 
have met with very limited success. Seemingly appropriate residential sites 
have been found, but in most cases requests f.or rezoning have been denied due 
to a lack of community support. Site selection in Prince George's and Anne 
Arundel Counties has hampered the development of the concept in these areas. 

29Report of the Communitv Corrections COnnltittee. 
Maryland Governor's Commission on Law' Enforcement and 
Justice, 1971 Part E Plan Supplement, May I, 1971. 
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Possible sites have been found by the Division of Correction; however, community 
reaction has been such that the sites have not been approved by the local 
governmental authorities. 

In recent months the Division of Correction has worked with representa
tives in the political subdivisions with certified bed needs and are reporting 
progress in site selection and plan development in Prince George's County and 
in Baltimore City. In Prince George's County a site has been selected and 
architectural plans are being developed. In Baltimore City, three sites have 
been identified, zoned, and are in final stages of developnent leaving a need 
for two additional sites. Little progress has been made in the remaining 
counties with currently certified needs. 30 

In spite of the above described difficulties some programs have become 
operational. The facilities currently operational under the community 
corrections concept are: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

S. 
6. 

Community-Based Work Release Center 
Greenmount Avenue Pre-Release Center 
Community Correctional Center for Women 
Dismas House Community Correction 
(East and West) 
Threshold Residential Center 
Montgomery County Pre-Release 

Male 

Female 

Male 
Male 
Male & Female 

May, 1978 
PO'Dulation 

103 
115 

29 

~? 
.)-

23 
14 
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With the exception of the Dismas House West and Montogmery County program, 
the above programs began operation under funding by the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement. Also through Commission funding, from 1973 to 1976 the 
Division of Parole and Pro~Ition operated a 20-bed residential halfway house 
in Prince George's County. As ~ith other centers, the major objective of 
the program was to reduce recidivism for selected offenders by providing 
treatment services including counseling in employment, financial responsibility, 
family relatior~, drug and alcohol abuse, ~ental and physical health and 
community responsibility. The program ceased operation in July, 1976, due 
to lack of comm!.lnity approval for conversion to a community corrf~ctions 
facility . 

Commission funds were awarded in 1977 to staff two community residential 
centers. Funds were awarded to provide staff to begin the conv'ersion of 

30Information supplied by the Division of Correction, June, 1978. 

31Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant #SOS5-COR-3. 
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Southern Maryland Co"rectional Camp into an institution housing and treatment 
residents of the Tri~County area. The conversion of the Hughsville Camp 
allows utilization of the facility by local courts as a sentencing alternative 
in addition to the options of probation supervision and commitment to the 
Division of Correction. This tle~. program also provides local evaluation and 
programming for inmates sentenced to the Division of Correction rather than 
the previous practice of evaluating and programming of Southern Maryland 
residents in State facilities located in other regions. Due to implementation 
delays, the project has not been operative sufficiently long enough to permit 
evaluation of success. However, the first few months of operation provides 
information i.hich indicates the local Courts are not interested in utilizing 
the state operated CARC facility as a sentencing alternative and that the 
only means of operating the program ~~th an adequate number of participants 
is for the Division of Correction to assign appropri.ate pre-release inmates 
to this facility.32 

The second community residential center funded in 1977 by the Commission 
was the pre-release center in the old Division of Correction headquarters in 
Baltimore City.33 The conversion of ehe facility to a residential center 
has progressed much more slowly than i.as projected and this program has 
suffered implementation delays similar to the above described project. iVhen 
operational the Pre-Release Center is to provide local programming for 277 
to 408 minimum security inmates who resided in Baltimore City prior to 
incarceration. 

Although female inmates represent less than five percent of the incar
cerated population, the correctional treatment needs of the female offender 
are not insignificant. To provide needed programming for female offenders, 
the Commission awarded funds to support a community correction residential 
center for females located in Baltimore City.34 Although several delays i.ere 
encountered initially, the project did locate an excellent facility at 
4500 Park Heights Avenue, hired and trained staff, and operated for three 
years with Commission support. The program continues operations under State 
funding with a capacity of 32 an.d a June 1, 1978 population of 29. 35 This 
is the only community-based residential program for women currently in 
operation in Maryland. The program is also unique for it offers a mutual 
agreement programming treatment component which allows for purchase of 

32Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #77CAAC3-7101. 

33Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #76CAAC3-6165. 

34Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #6044-COR-4. 

35Information from Division of Correction, 6/1/78, Daily Inmate 
Populations Census. 
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services from treatment agencies in the community. In the three years of 
grant operation 180 contracts have been negotiated, 83 inmates have received 
parole and appr9ximately 40 are currently in the ins titutions ~'i'Orking towards 
parole release. J6 ., 

In surnrna~J, the process of establishing facilities for community 
rehabilitation centers has met lvith less than hoped for results because 
community opposition has often thwarted their creation. Legislation enacted 
in the 1976 legislative session allows establishment of a facility by the 
State should a certified need for a center exist and the local governments 
fail to submit a proposed site and plans for a facility. Enactment of this 
legislation could have a positive effect and result in the establishment of 
additional centers in the corning months if such significant concerns as 
financial support of construction can be solved in a manner acceptable to 
local governments and the State. 

Prerelease counseling in the institution, employment and vocational 
guidance, and communi ty residence facilities should be avail;;tble for the 
sole purpose of assis ting the offender's re-e.ntry into the community prior 
to and irtlineciiately after release. Additionally, educational and work leave 
programs should assist in the reintegration of the offender into the 
community. Expanded volunteer programs providing services both lvithin the 
institution and with offenders are also needed. 

Employment programs operated within the Division of Correction and 
in the Division of Parole and Probation have at best been fragmented. The 
Commission began funding of a project aimed at consolidating the various 
programs. This project was to develop within the Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services, under the administration of the Division 
of Correction, an Offender Employment and Follow-Through Model. The model 
was to provide a system for the delivery of employment services to all 
offenders under the jurisdiction of the Department. Following development 
of the model, an offender employment unit trained to provide employment 
s6rvices such as vocational assessment, orientation to employment opportun
ities, vocational £ounseling training in job location activities to offenders 
was to be created.~7 The project has not been refunded due to programmatic 
difficulties i!t'!Olving staff resignations and severe problems with the 
consultant. 

The Division of Correction operates a Community Vocational Rehabili
tation and Release Center as a satellite of its camp system. The Center, 
lo~.~ted in Baltimore City, is the joint responsibility of tha Division and 

36Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant U77ED-99-00l4. 

37Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant U4174-COR-3. 
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the State Department of Education, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. 
Offenders placed in the Center participate in work release and use community 
educational and vocational training resources. 

The Division of Correction also administers an a~tensive work-release 
program in accordance with provisions of Section 700A, Article 27, of the 
Annotated Code of ~arvland. Under this orogram, inmates leave the institu
b.on during regu~-;;rk h"ours to engage" in employment. Table V-16 lists 
the number of inmates on work release at each of the participating institu
tions as of June 1, 1978. Approximately, 8,500 inmates have been involved 
in this program since its initiation in July, 1963. 

TABLE V-16 

DIVISION OF CORRECTION INMATES ON (<lORK RELEASE 
ON 

MAY 31, 1978 

, 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
! 

INSTITUTION I NUHBER OF INMATES 

Community Adult Rehabilitation Center 166 
Nary1and Correctional Training Center 55 
Camp Center 75 
Eastern Camp 39 
Poplar Hill Camp 31 
Souther::p. Haryland Camp 27 
Community Vocational Rehabilitation and Release 

Center 31 
Maryland Correctional Institution for Women 7 

TOTAL 431 

SOURCE: Maryland Division of Co~rection, Office of Planning and 
Research, June, 1978. 

At the Division of Correction Camp Center, drug and alcoholic cases are 
treated in a special manner. Ten local Alcoholics Anonymous Chapters are 
active in the central camp and the five satellite canters. Approximately 
300 inmates are actively involved with Alcoholics Anonymous activities or 
other community alcohol programs. In 1974, through Co~~ission funding an 
alcoholic treatment project became operational in the camp system and several 
medium security facilities (see COR-4). There is one profeSSionally admin
istered drug program in the Division of Correction and other drug counseling 
by classification counselors is provided. Appropriate community drug treatment 
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resources are also utilized by consenting inmates, although the actual number 
of inmates using such services is not known. A professionally staffed drug 
treatment program operated in Hagerstown and provided treatment for 86 inmates, 
however, the Drug Rehabilitation Project grant funding ended October, 1976 
and the project was not continued under State £unding. 38 

To provide increased drug and alcohol treatment capability in the 
Division of Correction, LEAA discretionary funds were awarded the Maryland 
Drug Abuse Administration for a Treatment and Rehabilitation for Addicted 
Prisoner (TRAP) program in June, 1978. 39 This program ,rill qllow 6-9 months 
of intensive counseling of inmates with a history of serious drug or alcohol 
abuse in State correctional facility in Jessup, Maryland. Elements of the 
program include mutual agrea~ent programming and monitored post-release 
participation in a community-based treatment program. The static enrollment 
figure at Jessup is expected to be maintained at or near the 60 bed capacity. 

Another aspect of the Division's community-based program involves 
coordination of community volunteer services. The Governor's Commission on 
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice funded a three year grant 
which established a community service coordinator in each of the major State 
correctional institutions. 40 The grant completed its Federal funding period 
in June, 1973, but the coordinators Ivere included in the correctional budget 
for fiscal year 1974 and are still providing services. The community 
service coordinator's goal is to generate community interest for the institu
tion's design, coordinate programs for r;;itizen participation, and serve as 
liaison between volunteers and inmate self-help groups within the institutions. 
From June, 1970 through June, 1978, coordinators have worked with over 43 
inmate se.lf-help groups having a total membership of 1897 inmates and 
approximately 700 volunteers. 4l 

Patuxent Institution's Community Treatment Program includes a leave 
program, an outpatient clinic, a prerelease center, and a half-way house 
located in Baltimore City. The leave program enables selected inmates to 
take periodic absences from the Institution to visit family and friends, 
seek employment, and re-orient themselves to their surroundings. The leaves 
range from just a few daylight hours to three to five days over holiday 
periods. 42 The staff at Patuxent considers their program to be the first 

38Information obtained from Division of Correction, Office of Planning 
and Research, July, 1976. 

39Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Grant #78-ED-~~-o032. 

40Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #1-REH-2l3-06-STS. 

4lInformation obtained from the Division of Correction, June, 1978. 

42Pat~xent Institution, Annual Report, 1975 (Jessup, Xaryland, 1978) 
pp. 26-27. 
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step to the offender's return to the community. Table V-17 indicates the 
number of inmates placed on leave and the relative success of the program. 

TABLE V-17 

PATUXENT INSTITUTION LEAVE PROGruL~ 

\ 
), . 

PROGRAl'1 1969 

INumber of 

-. 

Inmates 
Placed on Leave 
Program 15 

Number Returned for 
Violation of Terms 3 

Number Returned for 
Commission of New" i Offenses .. 

FISCAL YEARS 
1969 - 1977. 

11970 11971 1972 

13 27 27 

1 1 
I 

2 

. . . . 2 

-

1973 

12 

.. 

. . 

1974 1975 1976 19i7 

15 31 40 30 

2 3 4 4 

1 . . . . 0' 

SOURCE: Patuxent Institution, Annual Report 1976, Jessup, Maryland 1976, 
pp. 34-35. and updated June, 1978 in conversation with staff of Patuxent 
Ins ti tu tion • 

I 

The Prerelease Center, funded by the Governor's Commission on La~v 
Enforcement, allows for a more gradual return to the Community through a 
semi-structured environment while utilizing the full complement of support 
services available at the Institution. Individuals on conditional release 
statt!S (leave programs and ,,jork release) are housed at the Center prior to 
parole to the community or placement at the Halfway House. Of the 36 people 
on work release from the Center in fiscal 1977, 11 were returned for viola
tion of tenus and through new offenses. Patients at the Halfway Rouse who 
need a more structured setting could be returned to the Prerelease Center 
rather than to complete institutionalization. On July 1, 1977, the number 
of residents at the Prerelease Center was.20. 43 

43Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice Grant fln-CAAC3-7026. 
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Parole superv~s~on for offenders being released from Patuxent Institution 
is provided by staff members of the Institution. The Institution has devel
oped an outpatient clinic to provide professional treatment for offenders 
released into the community. The staff provides "continued psychotherapy 000 

job and family counseling, parole guidance and social work services tor the 
patient and his family 000 Attendance is mandatory for all patients in the 
metropolitan [Baltimore] area.,,44 The clinic is used to assist the Board of 
Review in determining when t.he offender is ready for complete release into 
the communi ty 0 

The third aspect of Patuxent's community-based treatment program is 
the operation of the Prep Halfway House whic.h. was initially funded through 
the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
JusticE1.. 45 Since July, 1972, ,.;hen the first residents arrived, a total of 
153 clients have been paroled to the facility 0

46 The annual disposition of 
these clients is shown in Table V-18o It is noted that not all releases 
were persons paroled to the community, for example., of the 25 releases in 
1977, 22 were paroled, three violated terms and we~e returned to the pre
release center or the institution. This program was assumed by the State 
in 1975 and continues to operate as originally funded. 

Action of legislation proposed in the 1976 ~Iaryland General Asse.'11bly 
to repeal the Defective Delinquent statute and to abolish the status of 
the Patll.xent Institution as a facility for the detention of defec·i:ive 
delinquents was withheld until the 1977 session in order to allow an 
opportunity to conduct an evaluation regarding the utility of the statute 
and the Institution. The Commission allocated funds in May, 1976" for the 
purpose of purchasing consultant services to conduct this study.41 The 
evaluation recommendations provided the basis for the Executive and Legisla
tive branches of State government's decision regarding continuation of both. 
the use of the indeterminatl: sentence for defective delinquents, and the 
application of such sentences by Patll.xent Institution. (See Problem 
Description COR-4.) The 1977 Legislature enacted legislation, supported by 
the study finding, which abolished the defective delinquent statute and the 
indeterminate sentence, and makes Patuxent Institution a voluntary therapy 
institution. 

44Ibid ., p. 13. 

45Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice Grant fJ3071-COR-3 (E) 0\ 

46Information supplied by Patuxent Institution, June, 1978. 

47Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice Project #6007-COR-4. 
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YEAR 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

TOTAL 

TABLE V-18 

~ATUXENT INSTITUTION MONTHLY DISPOSITION 
OF HALTI.J'AY HOUSE CLIENTS 

INTAKE RELEASED 

24 13 
31 36 
37 33 
15 19 
29 29 
17 25 

153 157 

SOURCE~ Patuxent Institution, Annual Report 1976 (Jessup, Maryland, 
1975) and supplied by \.J'ayne Garreis, Patuxent Institution, June, 1978. 

An effective cr.rmmunity-based correctional syste!!l should provide alterna
tives to traditional sentencing and incarceration in State or local institu
tions. Additionally, it should add a dimension of flexibility to the 
correctional process by providing correctional administrators with the 
capability of directing offenders to programs designed to meet their individual 
needs and societal objectives. This capability is very important at the 
intake and release stages of the correctional process. During fiscal year 
1973, the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation completed presentence 
investigations in only 27% of all criminal convictions resulting in probation 
or Division of Correction commitments. This figure increased to 30% in fiscal 
1974 and has remained constant. Ideally, all criminal cases should receive 
presentence investigations of some type. Needless incarceration could be 
prevented which would decrease the over-population of correctional institutions 
truly in need of incarcerat:ion could be appropriately sentenced. In an effort 
to increase the number of cases receiving presentence investigad.otlS, a 
presentence investigation unit assigned to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 
was funded under a grant from the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice. 48 Five investigators and a supervisor 

4~fary1and Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis tration 
of Justice, Grant #5114-DIA-2. 
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perform a maximum of 60 investigations a month on cases referred by Supreme 
Bench judges. The grant completed its third year of funding and was assumed 
through State funding in 1977. 

Legislation enacted in 1976 provided a mandate requiring the Division 
of Parole and Probation to complete presentence investigation on all defendants 
convicted of felonies or referred to the Patuxent Institution by any Circuit 
Court of the Supreme Bench unless the court specifically orders otherwise. 49 

This legislation became effective July 1, 1976. As a result of the legislated 
mandate and in hope that increased use of background investigations by the 
courts would impl~ove correctional programming and decrease the commitment 
rate to State institutions, the legislature funded an increase of 20 agent 
positions to provide increased investigative capability. Although the Division 
has experienced an a.ppreciable increase in staff, the demand fClr presentence 
investigations by the courts had decreased for the past t,VO fiscal years. 
This decrease in court requests for background information on defendants 
prior to sentencing is contrary to the projections made as the Legislature 
considered the 1978 budget when a 3,600 increase was anticipated. The failure 
to request investigations deprives the court of valuable information useful 
in sentencing and also denies correctional agencies information necessary for 
proper classification and development of proper treatment plans. The lack of 
court utilization of the Division of Parole and Probation's presentence 
investigation capability needs immediate and thorough examination and 
initiation of corrective action should be instituted. 

Presently, the primary responsibility for non-residential community 
treatment and supervision in Maryland consists of parole and probation 
services. These programs handle approximately three-fourths of the offenders 
in ehe Maryland Correctional system each year. In 1977, the General Assembly 
enacted legislation which provided for the last remaining local probation 
department charged \Vith criminal case supervision and investigation to be 
merged with the Division of Parole and Probation. Thus ~en Baltimore County's 
Probation Department became part of the S tate ·~orrectional sys tem in July, 
1977, the Commission Correctional Standard 4.1 calling for such unification 
was accomplished. 

The gradual absorption of local probation departments and their caseloads 
in the past decade has enlarged the staff and workload of the Division of 
Parole and Probation appreciably. However, the workload of the agency has 
increased significantly due to court and parole activities also. The March 
31, 1978 criminal caseload of 39,233 represents an increase of 3,953 cases 
since June 30, 1977. To obtain the net growth much effort was expended in 
administrativ~ tasks involved in opening 24,823 new cases and terminating 
20,870 cases.:JO 

49Law of Marylan.d 1976, Chapter 118. 

50Information provided by the Division of Parole and Probation, June, 1978. 
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Increasing caseload size led to the establishment of a caseload management 
system in 1972. That system limited the. supervision provided by the agent to 
35 cases most in need and allowed 35 additional cases to receive telephone 
consultation from the agent. All remaining cases reported monthly to the 
agent by mail. It is noted that major deficiencies did exist in this system: 
the influx of new cases often dictated constant readjustment of degree of 
supervision for the entire caseload on a regular basis; clients did not receive 
agent supervision for any appreciable amount.of time (they are moved into 
lower supervision categories and stop receiving agen.t contact in a matter of 
a few weeks, seldom in excess of six months), approximately 81% of the 
Division-~vide caseload did not receive direct agent contact (63% of the total 
caseload filled out a monthly report form and received no formal contact). 

\{hile the caseload per agent theoretically should not have exceeded 35, 
the cost of proviciing such coverage ,vas high. The Division of Parole and 
Probation employed 357 agents (329 State funded and 46 Federally funded) as 
of June 11, 1976. 51 Approximately 64 of the agents were investigators; 36 
supervised domestic relations cases; the remaining agents provided supervision 
of parolees and probationers or were assigned various administrative functions 
within the agency. The averag

S2
caseload for the 189 general supervising 

agents in April, 1976 was 198. 

These deficiencies accounted for some lack of confidence on the part of 
many judges in the effectiveness of probation and in turn aggrevated the 
overcrowding problems in State and local institutions. The fiscal year 1978 
State budget provided for the alleviation of these deficiencies through a 
strengthening and reorganization of the Division of Parole and Probation. 
The 1978 State Budget included funds for 21 new agent positions and 24 new 
clerical support positions for the criminal case supervision function. In 
addition, a deficiency appropriation for fiscal year 1977 ,vas requested to 
permit the filling of 22 agent positions authorized for the Division but 
frozen because of budget shortages, and to create two new agent positions. 
The net increase in authorized positions for fiscal year 1978 in the 
Division of Parole and Probation was 41 agents and 34 clerks. 

The increased budget authorization was based upon the reorganization 
and strengthening of supervision described in the Governor!s Master Plan 
for Corrections - Phase I. Changes in agency operations described in the 
Haster Plan include the following: 

1. The upgrading of criminal case supervision function priority. 

51 Information obtained from the Division of Parole and Probation, 
March, 1977. 

52Ibid • 
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2. Development of an offender intake system to assure proper case 
classification. 

3. Development of a treatment plan for new cases within the first 
month of supervision. 

4. Specification of minimum level agent activ:Lty for all categories 
of supervision. 

5. Assignment to intensive superv~s~on all offenders ~vho have been 
convic t:ed of or who have a his tory of murder, mans laugh ter, rape, 
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, or serious narcotics offenses 
or have known emotional disorders that indicate a propensity 
toward criminal behavior. Any offender ordered by the Court or 
the Parole Commission to receive intensive supervision ,viII be so 
classified. If such an offender successfully 'completes that year 
of intensive supervision, without violation, is to be assigned to 
a standby caseload for one year. At the conclusion of the DvO 
years of supervision, if no violations have been noted, if no new 
charges are pending, and if the agent feels that the offender has 
made a satisfactory adjustment, the agent in charge can petition 
the court or Parole Commission for case termination. (It should 
be noted that Division of Parole and Probation statistics indicate 
that if a parolee or probationer does not violate the conditions 
of his parole or probation within the first 24 months of super
vision the probability is very great that he will not violate at 
all. Most violations occur rNithin the first 12 months of 
supervision. ) 

6. Assignment to Standby Supervision all offenders who have cOIlvictions 
of less serious criminal offenses in which fines, cost and/or 
restitution are a significant factor. After completing one year 
of standby supervision, the case, if successful, would then be 
assigned to an Honor caseload for one year. Some examples of 
offenses that qualify for this level of supervision are larceny, 
stolen property, simple assault, forgery, fraud, vandalism and vice. 
At the conclusion of DyO years of supervision, if no violations 
have been noted, if no new charges are pending and if die agent 
believes that the offender has made a satisfactory adjustment, the 
agent in charge may petition the court or Parole Commi.ssion for 
case termination. 

7. Offenders assigned to the Division ,.;ho ,vere convicted of minor 
offenses in which fines, costs and/or restitution ~re not ~ 
significant problem, are to be placed under Honor superv~sion for 
one year. Some a~amples of minor offenses that qualify for this 
program are loitering, violation of liquor laws, and traffic 
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offenses. At the conclusion ot one year of superV1Slon, II no 
violations have' bae!1 noted, if no ne,v charges are pending, and the 
agent believes that the offender has made a satisfactory adjustment, 
the agent in charge may petition the court of Parole Commission 
for case termination. 

8. Development of a plan for reclassifying all current cases so that 
an adequate level of treatment can be provided for current clients 
and so that current caseloads are phased-out of the system \vithin 
two years at a mlnlmum. (Approximately 4,000 cases were immediately 
closed and the remainder ,vere scheduled for closing within 2 years.) 

9. Intensive caseloads are handled by the most experienced agents, 
and limited to a maximum of 60 cases per agent; Standby caseloads 
will be limited to a maximum of 380 cases per agent. Each agent 
will handle only one type of caseload. 

The overall purpose and effect of this strengthening and reorganization 
of the Division was to assure the courts and the Parole Commission that 
persons placed on probation or parole would receive the supervision and 
support services that they need. With the increased use of presentence 
investigation reports and this assurance of proper supervision, it was hoped 
that parole and probation would become more effective as an alternative to 
initial or continued incarceration. As a result it would be possible to 
reduce to some degree the intake and retention levels of prison population. 

The reorganization and strengthening of supervision afforded by the 
Division of Parole and Probation described above conforms with concepts 
adopted as corrections standards by the Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement. The development of treatment plans for offenders should 
result in better utilization of existing community treatment resources. 
The Commission's Corrections Standard 5.6, "Community Services for Parolees" 
states that: 

IIMaryland should begin immediately to develop a diverse range of 
programs to meet the needs of parolees. These services should be 
drawing to the greatest a~tent possible from community programs 
available to all citizens, with parole staff providing linkage between 
services and the parolees needing or desiring them. . . Within the 
limits of the Department ot Personnel selection procedures and available 
training resources, some parole officers should be selected and trained 
to fulfill the role of community resource manager as well as supervision 
agent and presentence investigator ... Parole staff should participate 

. fully in developing coordinated delivery systems of human services .. 

The Maryland Division of Parole and Probation should continue to have 
one or more persons attached to the central office to act as liaison 
with major program areas, such as the employment, vocational rehabili-
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tation, drug addiction treatment, etc... Limited funds for exp'erimel1t:al 
programs should be made available to parole staffs to purchase needed 
corrnnuni ty resources for parolees." 

Also supporting the goal of increased use of existing corrnnunity resources 
as outlined in Standard 5.6, Corrnnission Standard 4.2 entitled "Services to 
Probationers" suggests that: 

". . . The needs of probationers should be identified, priorities 
established, and resources allocated based on established goals of the 
probation system. II It further states that "Services provided directly 
should be limited to activities defined as belonging distinctly to 
probation. Other needed services should be provided from other agencies 
that have primary responsibility for them. It is essential that funds 
be provided for purchase of services. The staff delivering services to 
probationers in urban areas should be separate and distinct from the 
staff delivering services to the Courts, although they may be part of 
the same agency. The Staff delivering services to probationers should 
be located in the communities where probationers live and in service 
centers with access to programs of allied human services. II 

Objectives of the grant funded by the Corrnnission to support the 
reorganization of Parole and Probation included the following: 

1. To increase the proportion of agent staff providing intensive supervision 
to 70% by fiscal year 1978. 

2. To increase the total intensive supervision capability to 9,420 cases 
by the end of 1978. 

3. To provide intensive superV1s~on to all major crime offenders received 
on parole or probation through fiscal year 1983. 

4. To increase the average number of contacts per intensive client after 
one year of operatiori. 

5. To increase the average length of intensive superv~s~on from the present 
level of one to three months to a minimum of one year for all intensive 
cases after program implementation. 

6. To increase compliance with parole and probation special conditions. 

7. To reduce the percent of violations that occur within first 12 months 
of supervision. 

8. To reduce the overall agent/caseload ratio for supervision agents. 

9. To provide 20 hours of in-service training to all professional staff by 
the end of fiscal.year 1978. 
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10. To develop a profile of the success-failure offender type by the end of 
fiscal year 1979. 

11. Tc increase the confidence level of the Judiciary and Parole Commi.ssion 
in the Agency's supervision services. 

12. To reduce the rate of commitment to the Division of Correction by 6% 
during fiscal year 1978 through fiscal year 1980 as a function of 
conviction rates. 

13 .. To increase the rate of parole approval by 2% during fiscal year 1978 
through fiscal year 1980. 53 

Information supplied by the Division of Parole and Probation indicates 
that progress is being made toward the accomplishment of several objectives 
but fe~v have been fully met; e.g. 60% of the agent staff were providing 
intensive supervision, as of February 1978 there were 8,175 intensive super
vision slots, aud 89% of the cases assigned intensive supervision in the 
first quarter of 1977 were under intensive supervision one year later. The 
primary objectives of the project (objectives 11, 12, and 13) have exhibited 
partial success in that the parole approval rate increased but the reason for 
increased parole has not been isolated and accomplishment of objectives 11 
and 12 have yet to be measured. The reorganization of supervision does appear 
to be haVing a desired effect upon recidivism as evidenced by information in 
the following chart. 

Total Opened Between 3/77 and 2/78 Total °Eened Between 7/74 and 6 /7 6 
3,043 6,134 

Honth Violated Violated 
% if % iJ 

1 .6 18 2 139 
2 .6 18 1 83 
3 .6 17 2 110 
4 .7 20 2 92 
5 .3 8 1 75 
6 .. 3 10 1 72 
7 .1 3 1 68 
8 .9 56 
9 .03 1 .6 38 
10 .07 2 ,9 53 
11 .5 34 
12 .7 40 

53Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grants #76CAAC3-6202 and 6203. 
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Probably the most easily measured result of the reorganization is the 
accomplishment of objective 8, reduction of the overall agent/caseload ratio 
for supervision agents. The following table displays the average caseload 
per criminal supervision agent in fiscal years 1973, 1974, 1975, and 1976 as 
well as the present (Febraury 1978) levels. The figures indicate that the 
objective is being met \.,hen the present levels are compared to the fiscal 
year 1976 levels. 

TABLE - V-19 
STATE DIVISION OF PAROLE AND PROBATION 

AVERAGE CASELOAD PER CRL~INAL CASELOAD AGENT 

TVEe of Case 1973 1974 1975 1976 

Parole 21.1 23 ,.~ 22.3 23.7 
Mandatory Release .6 1.1 1.3 .5 
Probation U5.8 144.8 169.6 140.5 
Interstate Compact 3.7 3.9 4.6 4.0 

Total 141.0 173.4 197.9 168.7 

Present 
February 1978 

19.7 
.5 

131.5 
3.4 

156.1 

The average caseload has b~en reduced by more than 12 cases per agent 
which is a significant factor given the number of agents involved. It is 
anticipated that the overall caseload average will be reduced greatly during 
fiscal year 1979 when nearly 100 new agent staff will be added to the 
supervision program. 54 

Efforts continue to develop measurements for other objectives of this 
project and it is anticipated that evaluative data will be provided in the 
second year of project operation. 

In the 1979 budget, authorization was again requested to structure the 
budgets of the Division and the Department of Human Resources to permit the 
transfer to the Department of Human Resources Child Support Enforcement 
Division of the current responsibility in the Division of Parole and Proba
tion for collecting alimony, maintenance, and support payable as the result 
of non-support and domestic relations equity orders. Due to continued 
increases in the criminal caseload in recent years, the agent positions 
avialab1e to field supervision have been assigned to criminal supervision 
and none have been aSSigned to domestic relation case supervision. In fact, 
the agent positions have been reassigned from domestic relations supervision 
to criminal case supervision even though the domestic relations caseload 
has increased appreciably. As the Division of Parole and Probation has uot 

54Information provided by the Division of Parole and Probation, June, 
1978. 
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been provided adequate agent staff to provide criminal and domestic case 
supervision, it was requested that the non-criminal supervision function be 
transferred to a more appropriate agency. The 1977 General Assembly did not 
agree to the restructuring of the t1V'0 agency budgets. The 1978 General 
Assembly through passage of House Bill 607 provided for the transfer of 
domestic collections cases by January 1, 1979. The effect upon criminal 
supervision should be a positive one. 

The 1978 General Assembly also authorized the creation of 17 agent 
posi tion to be assigned intake responsibility for netV' cases. This action 
tvas taken to further enhance the capability of the Division of Parole and 
Probation to properly assign offenders to the degree of supervision needed 
and to improve the ability of agents to develop treatment plans, the 1978 
General Assembly authorized the creation of 17 agent positions to be assigned 
intake responsibility for new cases. These agents will conduct initial 
intervie1vs with offenders assigned to supervision. Additionally, intake 
agents will gather background information and criminal record information 
to be used to develop tentative treatment plans and initial supervision 
classification. 

Although many changes made have resulted in decreased caseload size, 
many types of cases need increased attention through some mechanism. Among 
the categories of cases supervised by the Division needing increased attention 
are "collection" cases which have been ordered as a conditi.on of probation 
to pay restitution, fines and/or court costs. The major purpose of supervision 
in these cases is the collection of court ordered payments. Although accurate 
statistics regarding success of the present collection system are not readily 
available, the percentage of cases completing payment is not estimated to be 
very high. Recently the Division has attempted to consolidate the accounting 
function in collection cases. The computerization did not meet with the level 
of success anticipated and was recently the subject of evaluati.on. 

The evaluation of the paycase collection system was conducted by the 
American Correcti.onal Association in May, 1976. The report assessment that 
the system of collection was quite fragmented and disorganized resulted in 
the following recommendations as well as other more specific recommendations: 

1. In the near term (immediately), a single standard of information 
requirements and reporting must be defined, promulgated and 
adhered to. Rules must be promulgated as to the role of the 
Probation Officers in regard to consistent enforcement of court 
orders and clear penalties for noncompliance made part of the 
personnel handbook. 

2. Procedures in each of the collecting offices must be established 
which tvill, at least, for the present time, provide good book
keeping and accounting proce.dures, proper division of respons.i
bility, establis~~ent of audit trails and the identification of 
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personal responsibility within the framework of local custom and 
judicial desires. 

3. A central system of accounting and evaluation must be established 
which will bring together from each of the Area offices at least 
the minimum data necessary to provide the Director of the Division 
and his supervisors the information on caseload, funds received 
and disbursed, amounts paid and in arrears, payment plans revised 
and terminated warrants issued, warrants served and the outcome 
of the resulting court actions. 

4. Funds currently held in checking accounts should be transferred 
either to interest bearing accounts or to an account of the State 
Comptroller. This 'ivould enable the State to obtain maximum 
reasonable interest on the float of such sums ,vithout delaying 
the delivery of the funds to those families deserving them. 

5. In the longer run, it should be emphasized to the Court that as 
long as the Clerks of Court play ~ role in the collection of 
funds, responsibility 'ivill be divided. Divided responsibili_ty is 
at best awkward. Probation is a supervisory arm of the Court while 
the Clerks, as their tradition attests, are the record keepers and 
fee and fine collectors for the Court. From the larger view of 
the administration of justice, the Clerks should be resp(,2S:i.ble 
for the collection and accounting for funds; probation can have 
the responsibility of aiding in the collection of funds through 
supervision but should not be the collection'arm of the Court. 
Realistically, the only reason for insisting on Probation being 
the bill collectors is that they have more manpower than the 
Clerks and, being in the Executive hands of government, allow 
blame for failure to perform to be transferred from the judicial 
branch. These are not reasons enough. 

Recommendations made by the evaluation consultant have been partially 
implemented. As recommended in #2, standard bookkeeping and accounting 
procedures have been implemented in collecting offices to supply data as 
suggested in #3 above. Other recommendations continue under consideration. 

The option of the sentencing court to utilize restitution as a viable 
sentencing alternative can significantly impact upon the entire correctional 
system, pretrial through institutionalization. The collection of court 
ordered restitution must be improved and the use of restitution as a sentencing 
alternative needs to be a~panded. Expansion of this option could result 
from increased presentence investigative coverage with consideration given 
restitutive justice when the Division has acquired acceptable collection and 
accounting capability. 

Eleven agents are assigned to the Division's Institutional Parole Agent 
Program. The primary function of IPA's is the acquisition of information for 
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the Parole Board regarding proposed home and employment plans of the inmate 
being considered for parole release. Due to the volume of parole release 
hearings (approximately 6500 per year) the information obtained is usually 
acquired by telephone or letter and is not in actuality investigated and 
verified. The mandated presentence investigation coverage would partially 
remedy this problem since some of the background information obtained prior 
to sentencing to the Division of Correction would not have changed 
significantly while the inmate was incarcerated. Additionally, information 
regarding future plans of inmates serving shorter sentences (five years or 
less) would be applicable at parole release hearings. The lack of sufficient 
information regarding parolees and inmates of short sentence duration has be
come a major problem due to the inability of the Dfvision of Correction to 
develop programs for inmates who have been h.oused in local jails as a result 
of prison overcrowding. The propriety of maintaining IPA's assigned to the 
Division of Parole and Probation should be re-examined in view of the 
recent ;:'1utual Agreement Program Expansion through a grant from the 
Commission. MAP is responsible for providing program negotiation and 
contracted release for inmates ~vith the Parole Board. IPA's assigned to MAP 
could efficiently monitor inmate progress within the institutions and 
simultaneously provide pre-release information to the Parole Board. 

The Commission's Corrections Standard 5.5, "Organization of Field 
Services" supports the concept of consolidation. The Standard reads: 

"Institutional and parole field services should be consolidated 
in departments or divisions of correctional services. Such consolidations 
should occur as closely as possible to operational levels ... Institu
tional and field services should be coordinated at tn.e program level 
through community correctional facilities and mutual agreement programs •.. " 

Without specialized treatment opportunities in the community, offenders 
face major resocialization problems. Drug addicts or alcoholics released 
from prison seek their former behavior patterns if correctional institutions 
offer no prevention or treatment programs. Resources must be directed to 
the offender in the community to provide correctional experiences that 
(a) motivate the offender to acquire a conventional role in a non-delinquent 
setting; (b) provide the realistic environment for testing his role; and 
(c) provide positive experiences to enhance his new role.~5 

Instances do exist in wM.ch other agencies outside the criminal justice 
system cooperate with criminal justice agencies in the development of 
needed programs. 

55United States, Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, The Resi
dential Center: Corrections of the Community (Washington, D.C.). 
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The Drug Abuse Administration, through Commission funding, implemented 
a civil commitment program for drug dependent offenders. The program 
was designed to provide an alternative to traditional corrections resources 
for the drug abuser. A central screening service assists the court in 
determining whether the offender is drug dependent. Case work and group 
work services are given the client and family. These ser.vices are based 
on the individual needs of the client and are purchased fr.om public and private 
agencies. Coordination of the program is done with circuit court, county 
offices of the Drug Abuse Administration and regional offices of the Division 
of Parole and Probation. 56 Although no longer funded by the Commission, this 
program continues through other grant funds from other agencies to the 
Drug Abuse Administration. 

The Division of Parole and Probation, with the cooperation of the 
Division of Correction, the Department of Health. and Mental Hygien~) and 
the Friends of Psychiatric Research, operates a Narcotic Clinic Parole 
Program in Baltimoxe City. The treatment program includes daily monitoring 
by urine testing and weekly group therapy sessions. A similar program was 
funded under the Baltimore City Program but federal support ended in the 
fall of 1976. The program has been modified significantly, however, the 
agents in the unit continue to stress drug treatment and urinalysis in 
supervision of their cases. The Division also supervises a urinalysis 
program in Montgomery and Howard Counties but does not possess the 
capabilities to provide further drug treatment. Instead, existing community 
health clinics are used in the monitoring and treatment of drug abuse cases. 

In August, 1974, the Commission staff completed a study aimed at 
determining the extent of alcoholism and possible solutions for treating 
offenders with that problem. The need for increased alcoholism treatment 
capabilities \qithin the Division of Parole and Probation was supported by 
the data generated during that study showing an excessive number of cases 
supervised by probation officers with existing specialized caseloads and 
the large number of individuals on probation judged to have difficulties 
with alcohol use. In an effort to meet the need for alcoholism treatment 
the Commission in Nova~ber, 1974, provided Federal support to the Division 
of Parole and Probation to establish the community-based component of the 
comprehensive alcohol delivery system for offende~s convicted of criminal 
offense. 57 In this project ten Parole and Probation Agents, specially trained 
in alcohol counseling a,nd treatment procedures, worked with specialized 
caseloads of up to 85 clients in ind3.vidual counseling and conducted several 
group sessions with 15 to 20 clients in each group. These agents did not 

56Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #5062-COR-3. 

57Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #77CAAC3-7028. 
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have direct superv~s~on responsibi:Lity but \vorked closely in th supervising 
agents and acted as treatment and resource specialists. Referrals were 
recei'led from the Division of CorrE~ction Alcohol Treatment Program through 
the Institutional Parole Agents. Additional referrals ivere received from 
the Courts, Parole and Probation agents and the Parole Board. In addition 
to treatment functions, the agents collected statistical data on the alcoholic 
offender and engage in training of Probation and Parole personnel. The 
project completed third year funding by the Commission in 1977 and was 
continued under State funding. 

Currently, approximately 2,000 individuals are under superv~s~on and in 
an alcohol program; however, approximately 4,500 persons are judged by 
probation authorities to have alcohol-related problems. HOivever, approximately 
57% of these alcohol related cases originated from motor vehicle rather than 
criminal offenses. 

The n"eed for additional alcoholism treatment in Baltintore City has been 
subject of much discussion in recent months. In cooperation ivith staff of 
the Division of Parole and Probation, the Mayor's Coordinating Council on 
Crimihal Justice and Commission staff, a study of clients needs was conducted. 
The survey revealed that the need for treatment was sufficient to warrant 
funding of the MUltiple Felony Offender Alcoholism Project inthout duplicating 
services offered by Parole and Probation. This project provides medical and 
psychological treatment for the adult alcoholic at the Baltimore City Hospital 
receiving referrals from the caseloads of the Baltimore City Alcoholism Unit 
of the Division. Program participants report regularly for antabuse medication, 
group counseling, and vocational counseling. 58 

The Commission funded a grant entitled "Diversionary Alcoholism Program" 
in March, 1977. The project is administered by the Prince George's County 
Health Department in close coordination with the State's Attorney's Office. 
The purpose of the grant is to divert appropriate cases involving alcohol 
abuse from adjudication into treatment. 

The Law Enforcment Assistance Administration initiated efforts to link 
the criminal justice and health care delivery systems to reduce drug related 
crime in 1971. This program, Treatment Alternatives to Street Crimes (TASC) 
provides funds to local governments with significant drug-related crime 
problems to implement a three part program which provides: screening of all 
drug abusers who come in contact with the criminal justice system to diagnose 
the defendants drug or alcohol problem; referral to treatment; and monitoring 
of TASC clients to insure that lo.::allv determined success criteria a:re met. 
In }fay, 1978 the Montgomery County He~l th Department's application for funding 

58Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #76CAAC3-6200. 
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of a TASC progra.L1 was awarded by LEAA. 59 The objectives of the ~1ontgomery 
County program call for pretrial eligibility screening of 200-300 arrestees 
and similar screening of 50 to 100 post-trial offenders per month with 
placement of a minimum of 300 drug and alcohol abusing offenders in treat
ment monthly. The project will primarily serve adult offenders, excluding 
most violent crime offenders and public intoxification and drunk driving 
offenders. 

Drug and alcohol cases are two categories of offenders needing increased 
treatment resources in the community. Reduction of caseloads ivould allow 
more time to be devoted to each case by the agent and should provide increased 
treatment. Better use of community resources is necessary if solution to 
addiction is to be accomplished. However, other categories of cases also 
exis t fer T..;hich solution to treatment problems must be found within the 
Division of Parole and Probation. 

The Division of Parole and Probation also operates a volunteer program 
that attempts to inform the public of the needs of offenders and ex-offenders 
and develop volunteer programs, employment counseling and placement programs 
in the co~~unity. In 1970, the Commission provided funds to support volunteer 
program in the Division; a GED program, a hot line, and a half"tvay house 
operation were initiated. 60 In addition to the above program, the project 
envisioned an intake volunteer, volunteers to assist in special court inves
tigations, clerical volunteers, volunteer institutional. parole agent assistants, 
shelter programs, transportation programs, and counseling programs. The 
duties of the Community Volunteer Coordinator described in the grant applica
tion were: 

1. de'lelopment and initiation of a State-tvide program for the use of 
volunteers; 

2. development and initiation of a screening, training, and evaluation 
.structure for volunteers; 

3. facilitation of the use of volunteers where interest is sufficient and 
stimulate interest where volunteer aid is needed; 

4. establishment and maintainence of inter-agency communication in regard 
to coordination of volunteer programs within the entire criminal justice 
field; and 

5. coordination of the development of specialized areas where volunteers 
can become involved in projects for clients. 

59Law Enforcement Assis tance Administration, Grant fl 78-EDA-OO29 • 

60Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #A-SA-9-0. 
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In addition to support of the Volunteer Coordinator position, Commission 
funds have supported other projects designed to increase use and benefit from 
co~munity resources through volunteerism. In 1971, the Volunteer Coordinator 
grant was merged with two other projects funded by the Commission (the 
Employment Coordinator, grant #A-SA-19-0 and the Speakers Bureau grant number 
A-SA-1B-O) to form a Community Involvement Unit. 6l 

This unit was supposed to accomplish such tasks as developing employment 
programs, coordinating offender programs of various social agencies, initiate 
public relations programs and promote parole and probation programs to the 
public. This grant completed three years of Commission funding and was 
assumed in the State budget. 

Other efforts supported by the Commission have attempted to prOVide 
increased capabilities of the volunteer program through adequate training of 
volunteer and professional staff62 and funding of a program in which volunteers 
provided tutorial services to probationers in Calvert County.63 

In spite of Commission support efforts at creating a cadre of volunteer 
workers to improve services to parolees and probationers and decreasing agent 
paper work to permit increased supervision, little success has been achieved. 
Today. there are approximately the same number of volunteers as there ~vere 
in 1974, the number appears to be decreasing rather than increasing. The staff 
of the Division has diminished from four paid coordinators to three full time 
and ~o part time. The inability of volunteerism in corrections and in 
particular in the Division of Parole and Probation is an area in need of 
re-evaluation. If found to remain a viable activity, the effort should receive 
staff and resources to carry out the function. 

Volunteerism should be defined in such a manner that agencies among the 
community are enlisted in criminal justice efforts. The Division of Parole 
and Probation cooperates with the Employment Security Administration to 
assist offenders in job placement. A probation officer has an office in 
the Employment Security Administration building for this purpose. 

A major step in the direction of providing more effective rehabilitation 
and treatment capabilities at the community level occurred with the reorgani-

6laovernor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #REH-15-08-ST-l. 

6~overnor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #S19l-COR-3E. 

63Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Grant #76-CAAC3-6125. 
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zation of the superv~s~on delivery system of the Division of Parole and 
Probation. Through the reorganization the Division should be capable of 
providing effective supervision for those cases most in need of assistance 
in the community and provide for utilization of existing treat~ent resources 
in the community. The reorganization should therefore result in increasing 
use of supervision in the community as a viable sentencing alternative and 
&n effective treatment system costing less and at the same t~~e more productive 
than institutionalization of offenders in many instances. The restructuring 
of Parole and Probation as described in the :iaster Plan ivill require in-depth 
evalua tion of the supervision program which inll no t only provide agency 
accountability to the courts and Parole Commission, but ivill provide internal 
accountability throughout the agency down to the. agent level. 

In summary, the development of an effec.tive community program is slowly 
evolving in spite of public resista.n.ce to".Y'c,u:d the field of corrections 
generally, and community-based treatment in particular. ~lore planning in 
conjunction with the Drug Abuse Administration and the Division of Alcoholism 
Control is needed to make sure all community programs have strong drug and 
alcohol components. Community-based correctional agencies must exert every 
effort to fully utilize all existing community treatment resources and 
increased attention to specific categories of cases or offenders evidencing 
supervision and/or treatment problems by management must become a high 
priority for correctional agencies. 

The Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis
tration of Justice endorses the concept of rehabilitation in the community, 
recognizing that substantial operational barriers stand in the way of 
effectuating a community corrections program. A public opinion survey 
conducted for the Governor's Commission on Law Enforca~ent and the Adminis
tration of Justice in July, 1974 indicated that only slightly more than one 
third of the Maryland population surveyed claL~ to be at least somewhat 
familiar with a corrections plan under which adult prisoners rNbo are within 
SL~ months of release or who have not committed a serious crime would be 
placed in small community facilities where they iv-ould receive localized 
rehabilitation services and programs. The same survey indicated that when 
this concept was explained to respondents, 71% favored the proposal. Support 
for the proposal was reduced to 51%, if the facility was to be located within 
five blocks of the respondents home. In a similar study conducted in 1976, 
the support evidenced in both areas decreased to 65% and 46% respectively. 
Use of a smaller community prisons as opposed to large institutions was 
favored by 56% of the sample, the 1976 survey showed support reduced to 51%. 
Approximately, half of Maryland residents feel that rehabilitation of 
prisoners is the most important goal of the corrections system. Conversely, 
punishing the criminal is clearly the goal perceived by respondents to be 
operative in the existing correctional system. Increased spending of tax 
dollars for law enforcement and criminal justice was favored by 81% of State 
residents questioned. 
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Public information programs are needed to improve the image of correc
tions and to make the citizenry cognizant that preventing an offender's 
return to crime is society's best protection agains t crime and d"elinquency. 
Favorable attitudes exist but must be cultivated through education and a 
realistic approach to rehabilitation. Residential centers and offender 
programs needs the support of the co~~unity to operate successfully, and 
the community appears to be umvilling to support bo th conceptually and. 
financially these programs. 
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PROBLE~'l AREA COR-S: ?:Teed to Imorove Correc tional ~'fanagement and 
Ooerational Procedures. In order to upgrade the current correctional 
system in ~'Iaryland and insure its proper operation, a comprehensive set of 
Standards and Goals for the State are being developed. A Correctional 
Standards and Goals Subcommittee was appointed by the Governor's 
Commission in 1974 to define and recommend both Adult and Juvenile 
Correctional Standards and Goals for subsequent adoption by the entire 
Commiss ion. In addi tion to us ing availab le S ta te-~vide expertise, 
this Committee has been revieiving reconnnendations of such groups as the 
~Tational Advj.sory Connnission on Standards and Goals, the American Cor
rectional Association and the American Bar Association. 

~·Iany of the Standards an~ Goals thus far adopted by the Gover7lor' s 
Commission have been incorporated into various other Comprehensive Plan 
Problem Areas in Adult Corrections and Juvenile Rehabilitation. For 
example, the need for the development of healthful surroundings l is 
disucssed in Problem Area COR-3: "Insufficient Treatment and Rehabili
tation Programs in State Correctional Institutions." The standard re
la.ting to an inmate's access to legal services 2 has also been included 
in Problem Area CT-S: "Need for Providing Effective Defense Counsel 
and Supportive Services for the Accused." Hotvever, these and other 
Standards and Goals, aimed at improving management and operational pro
cedures in correctional facilities, require a greater effort to insure 
their implementation thatt has been exerted in the past. 

~ryland's correctional system is a nebvork of both State and local 
facilities. Lock-ups and jails have been traditionally locally operated, 
while correctional institutions have oeen run by the State. The exist
ing system, especially at the local level, provides inadequate program' 
space and a marked lack of rehabilitation programs and inmate services 
(see Corrections Section, Existing System Chapter). This has been caused, 
not only by inadequate and ancient facilities, which lead to overcrowded 
conditions, but lack of funds, personnel, and initiative from within the 
system to provide for these needed programs and services. At all levels 
of the adult and juvenile correctional system in !Iaryland, steps must 
be taken to improve management and operational procedures in order that 
the needed services be provided. 

Although the problems to be discussed, which these Standards are 
addressing, r.lay not be obvious or actual problems in all correctional 
institutions within the State, the Correctional Standards are devised 
to encourage implementation of policies and procedures which would in
sure that certain problems are eliminated or prevented. It is ~~e 

ICorrections E:'!:.andards Committee rteport to the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement & the Administration of Justice, Standard 2.5-Healthful 
Surroundings. 

? 
-Ibid., Standard 2.2-Access to Legal Services. 
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formulation of these policies and proc.edures ~vi thin ~·faryl"md' s Correc
tional Sys tem which is of conCern here and will be addressed in this 
prob lem area. 

The Correctional Standards and Goals Subcommittee of the Governor's 
Commission has specifically recommended that steps be taken to guarantee 
confined persons access to legal services 3 and the courts. 4 Incarceration 
should not deter or deny an individual of their rights to legal redress. 
Free access to these services is especially necessal"y for "(1) challeng
ing the legality of conviction or confinement, (2) seeking redress for 
illegal conditions or treatment while incarcerated or under correctional 
control, (3) pursuing remedies in connection ~vith civil legal programs, 
(4) asserting against correctional or other government authority any 
other rights protected by constitutional or statutory provision or common 
law" S and "(5) seeking redress for probation revocat.ion and parole grant 
and revocation proceedings. 1I6 The Corrections Committee has encouraged 
the de'lelopment of policies and procedures in all State and local insti
tutions which will meet these desired goals and preser'lice the individual 
legal rights of those confined. (See COR-3; Goals, Standards, and 
Objecti'les chapter.) 

In order to insure the physical ~vell-being of inmates, Correctional 
Standards ha'le also addressed the need to provide healthful surroundings 7 
and medical care,8 while protecting the incarcerated from personal abuse. 9 
During confinement, the accused or convicted should be free from threats 
of severe physical or mental punishment from institutional staff or other 
inmates. Proper segregation of offenders and inmate classification tech
niques could aid in preventing unnecessary danger from other inmates. 
Securing healthful surroundings is also a necessity, through examination 
of facilities and provisions to meet necessary health standards. In addi
tion, procedures should be devised to insure every inmate adequate medical 
care through initial examinations, availability of licensed phySicians and 
emergency services, and access to accredited hospitals. These Standards 
should be immediately addressed within all institutions to make the needed 
requirements and service available. 

3Ibid • , Standard 2.2 - Access to Legal Ser'lices. 

4Ibid • , Standard 2.1 - Access to Courts. 

5~., Standard 2.1 - Access to Courts. 

6Ibid . , Standard 2.2 - Access to Legal Services. 

7Ibid. , Standard 2.5 - Healthful Surroundings. 

8~., Standard 2.6 - aedical Care. 

9 Ibid. , Standard 2.4 - Protection Against Personal Abuse. 
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Although it becomes necessary to enforce numerous restrictions in 
order to maintain order and security within many institutions, the 
Commission recommends that an inmate's personal rights, as guaranteed, 
to all citizens by law, need not and should not be totally eliminated. 
All citizen's rights, except those mandatory to order and security, 
should be kept intact and remain guaranteed to the inmate. Several 
Correctional Standards and Goals have been developed to insure that 
these citizen's righ ts, especially in the areas of Searche.s, 10 Non
discriminatory Treatment,ll Free Expression and Association,12 Exercise 
of Religious Beliefs,13 Access to the Public,14 and Retention and Resto
ration of Rights15 are safeguarded. The majority of the standards adopted 
by the Commission regarding Rights of Offenders have been implemented in 
State and local institutions by either written regulations or by adminis
tration attitude conducive to informal adoptions of these Standards. 

These Standards, devised to insure personal rights \vithin institu
tions, call for the immediate development of policies and procedures. 
Rules and plans for searches and seizures should be specifically laid 
out in each correctional agency, to avoid unnecessary force or embar
rassment, to avoid unnecessary body searches, to reduce frequency of 
searches, and to respect inm~te's rights to personal property. These 
procedures and plans should be made knotvn to all staff involved to avoid 
unnecessary infrin~ements on rights. 

In addition, the Commission has recommended that other rights guar
anteed to all citizens should be guarded. Discrimination due to race, 
religion, nationality, sex, or political beliefs cannot be allowed within 
institutions any more than without. All legal remedies used for eliminat
ing discriminatory treatment to non-institutionalized citizens should be 
available to each correctional agency. Rights to free expression, free 
association, exercise of religious beliefs, and access to the public 
(especially through the mail) should also be maintained ,,,hen they do not 
threaten order and security. All unnecessary restrictions of these 
rights should be eliminated. 

10~., Standard 2.7 - Searches. 

11Ibid., Standard 2.8 - Non-Discriminatory Treatment. 

12I bid., Standard 2.15 - Free Expression and Association. 

13Ibid. , Standard 2.16 - Exercise of Religious Beliefs and 

14Ibid. , Standard 2.17 - Access to the Public. 

Practices. 

15Ibid. , Standard 2.10 - Retention and Restoration of Rights. 
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Upon release to the community, the Commission recommends that a 
previously accused or convicted individual should be completely re
stored of personal rights. "Haryland should enact legislation immedi
ately to assure that no person is deprived of any license, permit, em
ployment, office, post of trust, or confidence, o~ political or judicial 
rights based solely on an accusation of criminal behavior. This legis
lation should provide, further, that a convicted and incarcerated person 
should have restored on release all rights not otherwise retained. II In
suring the achievement of these goals will take a concentrated effort. not 
only to repeal laws which deprive civil rights, but to end prejudice in 
employers and the general public. 

Correctional institutions, in order to maintain security and achieve 
their purposes, must follow certain rules of procedure and Qnforcement re
strictions upon the inmates. However, the procedures and consequences 
should not be haphazard, but should follow specified rules. With working 
rules set dO\vn for both inmates and staff, the chances for disorder, dis
content or instruction of rights could be greatly reduced. Thus, the 
Correctional Standards and Goals Committee suggests that all agencies 
specify rules for procedures in the institutions, including conduct,16 
discipline,17 and non-disciplinary changes of status. lS Staff and 
offenders should have input into the development of all the procedural 
rules in order to insure the most harmonious contracts. 

Rules of conduct, which are most conducive to achieving the goals of 
the institution, should be devised. They should be the least drastic 
means of achieving that interest and should specify all sanctions for 
failure to abide by the rules. Disciplinary procedures should also be 
clearly laid down. In those cases ~·7here more severe discipline becomes a 
necessity, just means for determining guilt, as specified in the Standards, 
should be followed to avoid undeserved punishment. In addition, non-
disciplinary changes of status, as J;vith classification changes or program 
changes, should be regulated. The reasons and procedures for changing a 
person's status should be reviewed and applied to all those confined. In 
order for all procedural rules and consequences to be understood and ob
served, they should be made known and explained to all staff and inmates. 

l6 Ibid. Standard 2.11 - Rules of Conduct. -- .' 

l7~., Standard 2.12 - Disciplinary Procedures. 

l8Ibid., Standard 2.13 - Procedures for ~on-Disciplinary Changes of 
Status. 
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~fuile it becomes the responsibility of the correctional authorities 
to mee t these standards ivi thin their ins ti tutions, they may not always 
recognize cases or instances ,vhere persons or rights are being abused. 
In order taht authorities be aware of circumstances within the facilities 
and seek to rectify them, inmates must be able to express their grievances 
to those with ability and authority to change conditions. Grievance pro
cedures should '.:>e established in all agencies ivith direct lines to those 
persons in charge. All complaints of conditions or violations of offenders' 
rights should be heard and inves tigated, and ivhen deemed unjus t, remedied. 
lVithout the development of these procedures, the rights of the inmates 
cannot be assured. 

In 1977 the Corrections Standards and Goals subcommittee of the 
Governor's Commission devoted attention to National Advisory Commission 
Standards entitled "The Statutory Framework of Corrections." The intent 
of the NAC recommended standards is to enumerate what types of issues are 
appropriate for legislation and to provide examples of issues that can 
be resolved by legislation. In the review and deliberation regarding 
standards relating to legislation, the Corrections Standards Committee 
has developed and recommended standards regarding: legislated regulations 
governing services to pre and post-trial persons. 19 preservation of the 
authorization of the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
to operate most adult post-trial offender rehabilitation systems and 
maintenance of quality control responsibility for the remainder of the 
institutionalization sys tem; 20 preservation of legislation ivhich 
authorizes }1arvland' s entrance into the vartous interstate compacts re
garding crimin~l justice;2l recommending legislation which wouid protect 
top ~nagement correctional positions from political pressure while 
attracting competent and well trained professionals to those positionsj22 
and recommend that legislation be enacted limiting the delinquency juris
dictions of the courts to those juveniles who commit acts that, if committed 
by an adult, would ~e crimes to also include provisions governing the de
tention of juveniles with a ivide varietv of diversion programs authorized 
as alternatives to formal adjudication. 23 While the above described 
standards have been recommended by the Corrections subCOmmittee, the 
standards have not as yet been adopted by the Governor's Commission. 

19 Ibid. , Standard 16.1 - Comprehensive Correctional Legislation. 

2°00 cit Standard 16.4 - Unifying Correctional Programs. 

21 Ibid . , Standard 16.6 - Regional Cooperation. 

22Ibid ., Reorienting and Retraining Professional Personnel. 

23I bid., Detention and Disposition of Juveniles. 
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The possible implications of Commission standards on the Correctional 
System in ~iaryland are ve~ evident ~vhen one vie~vs the recently restructured 
Parole Commission: Througn legislation enacted by the 1976 General Assembly 
many standards regarding the parole process became reality. Standards man
dated by the legislation which created the Parole Commission include the 
Commission's Correction Standard 5.1 - Organization of Paroling Authorities; 
Standard 5.2 - Parole Authority Personnel; Standard 5.3 - The Parole Grant 
Hearings; and Standard 5.4 - Revocation Hearings. Standards incorporated 
in legislation include: the exercise of parole decision-making independent 
of correctional institutions; qualifications and conditions of appointment 
of Parole Commission members specified by statute; policies concerning 
parole release hearings and revocation hearings which insure proper, fair~ 

and thorough consideration of every case; and provision for accurate records 
of deliberation and conclusions. The restructuring of the Parole Board and 
the funding of the ne~v Parole Commission was implemented through a grant 
from the Governor's Commission awarded in June, 1976. 23 

Additional standards relating to the parole process adopted by the 
Governor's Commission included Standard 5.7 - Measures of Control. This 
Standard suggests that parole rules be maintained at a minimum, retaining 
only those critical in the individual case and that there should be 
effective measures of enforcing the conditions established. Special 
caseloads for intensive supervision and development of closer liaison 
with police agencies by the agents are suggested mefuiS of providing the 
effective enforcement of parole rules. 

Other Corrections standards have been adopted which affect the en
tire spectrum of adult corrections. One such standard states that cor
rectional agencies should train management level staff to improve the 
system's capabilities in several areas. 24 Employees should have more 
involvement in defining their tasks, and should have delegated the 
authority to perform work assignments. AgEmcies should have the flexi
bility to organize around job tasks, organize employees in a goal 
orientation and develop promotion systems with carefully designed 
career development programs. 

A review of the Division of Correction's "Regulations" reveals that 
most standards are specifically discussed in policies and procedures of 
the agency. The Jail Study recently conducted by staff of the Governor's 
Commission included a questionnaire completed by local correctional 
administrators which specifically addressed compliance with Commission 
standards. The following table provides information regarding the local 
jail administrator's assessment of compliance ~vith these standards. Based 

23parole Hearing Commission's Grant No. 5196. 

24Ibid ., Standard 3.1 - Professional Correctional ~1anagement. 
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on the information from this survey, each facility appears to be at 
least in partial compliance with all standards but no facility is operated 
in a manner which results in full compliance with all standards. With 
the exception of one jurisdiction, partial compliance with standards regard
ing Healthful Surroundings (1.5) and Planning (3.2) is the rule. In only 
one instance, Exercise of Religious Beliefs and Practices (1.16), do all 
jurisdictions claim full compliance. The urban counties which house 
seventy six percen~ of the State jail population evidence the highest level 
of compliance. Partial compliance with many standards results from oVer
crowding and physical constraints imposed by the facility. See Table '1-20. 
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TABLE V-20 

LOCAL INSTITUTION COMPLIANCE WI11' STANDARDS 

==u 
STANDARDS AND GOALS RELATING TO "liliAN r.OIINTlE~'· NON-URBAN COUNTIES 
CORREC'l'IONAL FACILITIES: PG MONT BALTO AA BALTO WI CO WOR SOM nOR TAL CARC' QA KENT CECIL liAR IIOH FRED \~ASll 
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JUVENILE REHABILITATION 

[This section addresses problems related to the major difficulties 
in the juvenile justice and rehabilitation systems. Problems related 
to the prevention, detection, investigation, and apprehension of juveniles 
are discussed in Section A through E. Since the operation of juvenile 
detention centers, training schools, and juvenile intake, probation~ and 
aftercare services is the responsibility of the State Juvenile Services 
Adminisc~ation, many of the problems discussed in Section F pertain to 
this agency. J 

JD-l: Need for Improved Juvenile Justice Manpower Capabilities. 

Essential to the development of an efficient, system of juvenile jus
tice in the State of Maryland is an effect~ve program for the allocation 
and utilization of qualified juvenile justice system personnel. Juvenile 
justice personnel includes, t~e court system (judges, clerks, and other 
supporting staff), the police, the State's Attorney, the public defender, 
the ?rivate bar, the Juvenile Services Administration, and those private 
and public agencies that provide services to Juvenile Services Adminis
tration clients. This problem area is limited to the latter two groups. 
Police and court-related personnel are discussed in POL-l and CT-l re
spectively. 

Upgrading and improving manpower development in juvenile justice 
agencies throughout the State encompasses not only the need to recruit 
high quality personnel but also the retention of qualified staff, provi
sion of appropriate training and education, establishment of career develop
ment plans and programs, projection capabilities to determine the type and 
number of staff needed presently and in the future, and placement proce
dures to insure the right person is in the right staff assignment. Com
prehensive manpower development planning in the Criminal Justice System 
in general is a relatively new concept. Although many components of a 
comprehensive manpo~ver plan are in existence and others are being 
developed, there does not exist, within any Maryland State or local 
juvenile justice agency, a detailed comprehensive manpower.develop-
ment plan. As specific areas of recruitment, retention, training, career 
development, and staff assignment continue to be upgraded and improved, 
the need for systematic planning and coordination of these efforts into a 
comprehensive manpower plan becomes more apparent. 

Implementation of manpower planning in the criminal and juvenile 
jus~ice system is an evolutionary process containing stages which reflect 
differing levels of sophistication. Data requirements for manpower 
planning, therefore, will be modified from time to time to include in
creasingly detailed and complex information as the process matures to 
advanced stages.l 

lLecture on Concepts of Manpower Planning given by Dr. Louis Levine, 
Blackstone Inst., June 16,1976. 
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rne National Planning Association, under contract from LEAA has com
pleted a ":'Tatiomvide Survey of Latv Enforcement Criminal Justice Personnel 
Needs and Resources. 112 An interim report has been issued; ho~vever, a 
final document is not yet available. The final document is expected to 
contain specific information in such areas as current manpower needs, 
projected employment trends, existing training and training needs, law 
enforcement education and final recommendations relating to each of 
these areas. Similar types of infonnation, beyond tvhat is curren tly 
available, should be collected and analyzed to gain a more thorough per
ception of manpower development and planning in :·faryland juvenile j us
tice agencies in the near future. 

In recent years the problem of recruiting qualified staff by the 
Juvenile Services Administration for the treatment of juveniles on 
prebation, aftercare, in training sclwols, or in forestry camps has 
decreased considerably. 3 This decrease can procably be attributed to 
the relatively high number of individuals ~vho \vould not usually seek 
employment in the correctional field now looking upon this area as a 
source of economic stability. However, with the existence of a rela
tively high degree of competent applicants to choose from, the Ad
ministration still has inadequate representation of minority group membe~s 
in the areas of professional and administrative staff. This inadequacy can be 
attributed to two factors: (1) concentration of highly qualified 
minority staff in urban areas; and (2) inability of minority group 
members to score high enough on the State Professional Career Ex-
amination. The problem of minority recruitment is most serious for 
forestry camps in tVlastern Haryland.. The forestry camps have a sub-
stantial number of blacks in residence~ however, the black popUlation 
in Western Xary1and is very. small, which makes recruitment of qualified 
black staff difficult. 4 To a lesser degree, the problem of min-
ority recruitment is also'evident in the area of court ~erviceR, _ 
especially on the Eastern Shore, Hestern Haryland and Baltimore County.::> 
The total mi£ority representat~on for the Juvenile Services Administra
tion is 48%.° 

2National Planning Association, ~.Jashington, D. C., "National Manpower 
Survey - CJS, Cont?;act No. J-LEAA-035-74. 

3Interview with Mr. Willi~ Litsinger, Assistant Director of Courts 
and Community Services, Haryland State Juvenile Services Admini.stration, 
April 5, 1977. 

I 
qCensus data indicates that the ratio of White males to Black males 

of employable age in non-agriculture, occupations for \-lcishington County 
is 2.65 to 1 (1970 Census Population, Advanced Report, February, 1971), 
p. 7. 

5William Litsinger, Assistant Director, Juvenile Services Adminis
tration, April 5, 1977. 

6Hoses XcAllister, EEO Designee, Juvenile Services Administration. 
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The inability of minority applicants to score high enough on the 
State's Professional Career Examination so t~at they will be selected 
for employment is a difficult problem to resolve. The State Professional 
CareeX' Examination ':vas initially revised in 1972 and is again being 
~~viaed at the present time by the State Denartment of Personnel to 
insure that it is a valid test Ivhich ':vill p~t'!!lit entry of a more re
presentative segment of the population into service with the Juvenile 
Services Administration. 

The Juvenile Services Administration has also indicated that although 
the merit system. tests screen individuals for basic knowledge it is un
able to screen applicants ivith respect to th-e-ir . attitudes- and ability to 
relate and tvork ',.,rith youth and their families. 

Similarly many private agencies such as group homes and diversion 
projects have not had difficulty in obtaining qualified staff given the 
presen t job market, although some appear to have had prob lens in re
cruiting minority staff. Obtaining complete and accurate employment 
data on the many private vendors that the Juvenile Services Administra
tion contracts 'tYith is difficult. Juvenile Services should take measures 
to determine the minority representation on the staff of vendors pro
viding services to Juvenile Services clients. 

In its desire to provide better and more comprehensive services to 
youth, the recruitment of volunteers has been a major goal of the Juvenile 
Services in recent years. Presently the Juvenile Services Administration 
has part-time volunteer coordinators in·6 of the 8 regional offices and full
time coordinators in the upper Easte~ Shore office and in Baltimore City. 
Th~se volunteer coordinators assist in recruiting and training volunteers in 
their localities and in implementing new volunteer services projects in these 
jurisdictions. The Commission initially funded the volunteer coordinator po
sitions which are now funded by the State but inadequate resources of money 
and staff time have hampered the recruitment and development: of effective 
volunteers. 

Juvenile Services also, on occasion, uses social worker students 
from the University of Maryland as student interns. These interns have 
been used in the area of community services and planning. 

The use of volunteers in group homes, shelter homes, youth services 
bureaus, and diversion projects also seems to be increasing although 
actual data on this matter is difficult to obtain. Volunteers can, 
and in some instances are, utilized for tutoring, recreational activities, 
clerical assistance and some counseling activities. It appears clear, 
however, that volunteers could be utilized more by private agencies 
than they presently are. 

With respect to the issue of recruitment, it should be noted that 
the Governor's Commission has adopted minimum education levels for 
correctional personnel as recommended by the Commission's Committee 
on Training and Education. These recommendations are noted on Table 
V-2l Juvenile Services Administration staff generally meet the 
standards suggested for their level of position. However, the 
c~tegories of group life staff and contractual services staff (i.e., 

365 



TABLE V-2l 

MINIM1.i'M EDUCATION REQUIRfu'1ENTS AS ESTll.BLISHED BY THE 
GOVERNOR'S COMMISSION ON LAW ENFORCEMENT 

AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

Executive: This category includes the Secretary, Deputy Secretary, 
Assistant Secretary of Public Safety and Correctional Services; 
Director, Deputy Director, Assistant Director of the Department of 
Juvenile Services; Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner, Assistant 
Commissioner of Corrections; and Director of Parole and Probation, 
Assistant Directors of Parole and Probation. 

Recommendatio~~ Correctional executives should possess a graduate 
?-d.e.g=r=e_e __ .ex •. _c~e.p_t~{=··~.'~_, __ c_u_r.r_e.n_t __ e_x_e.c.u __ t.i_v.e.s •• __________________________________ 1 

Division Managers: This category includes: \~ardens; Superinten
dents of Institutions and Camps; Area Administrators; and Super
intendents. 

Recommendation: Bachelor's degree with some graduate work. 

r
Middle Management/Supervisors: This category includes: Deputy 
Wardens; DPS Administrative Management Staff Supervisors; Correc
tions Officers VI; Regional Department of Juvenile Services Super
visors; Assistant Superintendents; Division Chiefs; Program 
Specialists; Juvenile Counselor Supervisors; Directors of Clinical 
Services; and Principals, Vice Principals. 

Recommendation: Middle Management personnel should obtain a 
bachelor's degree. 

Operative Personnel: This category includes: Correctional Officers 
- I to V; Parole and Probation Agents I to III; JSA Intake, Proba
tion, After-·Care Staffs; Group Life Staff; Contractual Services 
Staff (Youth Service Bureaus and Group Homes); Teachers; Recreation 
Leaders. 

Recommendation: Operative personnel except for Parole and Proba
tion Agents and Probation After-Care Staffs should be required to 
possess an Associate of Arts degree. As currently required, Parole 
anq Probation Agents and Probation After-Care Staffs should possess 
a Bachelor's degree. 

For each job category and function, educational objectives 
should be tied to career ladder and pay incentive programs. 
Educational standards should be set both for regular criminal 
justice personnel and for those agencies and organizations that 
provide services to the CJS or its clients on a contractual basis 
(e.g., group homes, Youth Service Bureaus [YSBs], halfway houses, 
etc.). 
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group homes) currently do not require any degrees beyond high school 
i",hile the Commission's standard recommends Associate of Arts degree. 
~10st group homes do not appear ~ however, to have difficulty in 
meeting the Commission recommendation and in fact, many Comnission
funded group homes have staffed counselor positions with individuals 
with Bachelors. or Masters degrees. 

In summary, recruitment of qualified s tafr, ,dtb.. the excep tion of 
minority recruitment in some areas of th.e State, has not been a major 
problem ,"'ith either th.e Juvenile SerJ'ices Administration or those 
private agencies that provide services to Juvenile Services Administra
tion clients. 

The problem of adequately training staff ,"'ithin the juvenile 
justice. 3ysten is in many respects a more formidable and difficult 
task than that of recruitment. Training is an important function of 
any organization. Its importance lies in the fact that e'lery agency 
has at least some special skills that must be developed to fit 
specific job requirements characteristic of the organization. ~Hth 

the increasing public interest in crime and delinquency, political 
cmd social forces are pre.ssing the juvenile jus tice system of Hary
land to become more effective in coping ,"'ith th.e increasing volume 
of juvenile offenders. 

Clearly, there is no better way to invest in correctional rehabi
litation than through improving the quality of the people who staff 
the nation's correctional agencies, for it is these people who have 
the capacity to change other people. 7 

In an effort to meet training needs the Juvenile Services Adminis
tration, utilizing State funds in 1975, increased its training staff to 
include seven staff training positions, ti"'O clerks, 14 youth supervisors, 
one supervisor of group living and one chief of training and staff 
development. The youth superJ'isor and group living positions are used 
as temporary replacements for those being trained. As a result of 
these training positions, the Administration has now reached the point 
at ,mich their trainers are adequately prepared to handle preservice 
training of new employees, particularly youth supervisors and juvenile 
counselors, and inservice training in a number of important areas. 

The Juvenile Services Administration Training Division has recently 
developed a comprehensive training plan that outlines specific training 
objectives for the Training Division. This plan is presently in effect 
and is continually updated by the 22 member Director's Cabinet of Juvenile 
Services which includes Regional Supervisior, Institutional Directors, and 
other key management personnel within the Administration. This group is 
responsible for establishing Dolicy subject to approval of the Director of 
the Juvenile Se~lices Administration. 

7 Joint Commission on Correctional ~fanpower and Training, A Time to 
Act, (\vashington, D.C., 1970) p. 75. 
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Juvenile Services Administration training is presently handled 
as follows: 

The Administration provides a 13 day preservice training program 
on a Statewide basis for juvenile counselors. Training is delivered 
by Juvenile Services Training Division staff. The preservice curriculum 
provides 104 hours of training which involves five days of on-site ex
perience at an institution and training sessions on juvenile law, the 
role of juvenile counselors, writing social histuries, and drug abuse, 
in addition to other topics. The Administration proposes in its train
ing plan to expand preservice training to 120 hours during the coming 
year. This ,,,ould make the Administration's Juvenile Counselor Pre
service Training Program consistent with the recommendation of the 
Governor's Commission that professional staff receive 120 hours of 
preservice training. 

Approximately 90% of all youth supervisors (institutional staff) 
receive 112 hours of preservice training which is provided by the 
Administration's training staff. At present there is no mandate re
quiring the training of all youth supervisors. The institutions hire 
their own staff and decide whether or not the newly employed youth 
supervisors can be sent to preservice training. The Administration's 
youth supervisor preservice program of 80 hours should be expanded to 
meet the Commission's recommended standard of 120 hours of training. 8 
Proposed youth supervision job specifications state that in order to 
be promoted, the applicant will have to have specified hours of certi-
fied ins,~rvice training by the Administration's training division. 

Since 1977, the Administration's training division has provided 40 
hours of inservice training for youth supervisors, ,,,hich included training 
in counseling techniques team building and cottage management. 

The Commission has also funded a grant to provide training to trainers 
aid management level personnel within the Administration. 9 The second 
year of the grant has had an impact on the Training Division staff in the 
type of program presentations t;.;hich they are capable of planning and pro
ducing. Trainers have pooled their collective expertise gained through 
various offsite seminars in order to ~rovide problem solving techniques 
to the agency's key administrators. A clear indication of the impact of 
th~se efforts in the implementation of an agency-wide reorganization 
based on a recommendation by a task force formed during the grant's first 
year. 

The growing number of regional trainers provides Juvenile Services with 
an in-house mechanism to deliver a variety of training packag(:~s. This 
should increase the amount of inservice training available to line staff. 
Moreover, the establishment of a program to train additional regional 
trainers indicates that this capability should continue. 

8 
Harold Vines, Juvenile Services Administration, Update, 1978 

9Training of Trainers and Hanagement Level Staff Grant 116173. 
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Furth&r grant activity will concentrate on the e:-:pnasion of the number 
of tra~fting packages available at the regional level, refinement of cask 
force activity and meeting Commission objectives. 

Other Commission funded grants designed to help juvenile services pro
vide better inservice training include an alcoholism training program 
which is designed to provide training on alcoholism to 100 Juvenile 
Services staff. This program !;vas implemented in the Spring of 1977 .10 

Table V-22 
in 1977. 

indicates all training programs funded by the Commission 

The Commission's recommended standard for inservice training is 80 
hours for professional staff. The Juvenile Services Administration has 
not been able to meet this recommendation in the p2.St. Inservice train
ing efforts in the past appear to have been developed and implemented 
without clear goals. In a partial effort to rectify this situation, 
Juvenile Services has developed the training plan which was previously 
mentioned. The training plan calls for meeting the 80 hour recommenda
tion through several different means. Speficially, the Administration's 
Training Division will provide 36 programs of 40 hours length for 900 
employees. Modules to be presented are indicated on Table As the 
table indicates some modules are available for all staff while other pro
grams are limited to management staff and/or direct services (i.e., juvenile 
counselor, youth supervisors) staff. The programs for direct services staff 
would, in most instances, be available for private agency staff. In ad
dition to training provided by staff, inservice training requirements 
would be met by special training programs evolving from Commission grant 
programs, training provided by sources other than Juvenile Services (other 
State agencies, for example), plus training resulting from the Administra
tion's tuition reimbursement program which provides some funds for course
work related to job skills. 

Another possible resource for meeting inservice training requirements 
is the Correctional Training Commission ,·lithin the Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services. This Commission is responsible for 
prescribing standards for correctional training and certifying that correc
tional officers have satisfactorily completed this basic training. HOi.jeVer. 
this Commission is responsible only for training adult correctional personnel. 
Juvenile correctional personnel ivere not included in the Commission I s legis
lative mandate. The Juvenil~ Services Administration is of the opinion 
that a maximum sharing betiveen their training staff and the Correctional 
Training Academy is occurring and that a merger bet.veen the two would not 
be appropriate. II The Educa.tion and Training Committee of the Governor's 
Commission has recommended that the Juvenile Services and the Correctional 
Training Academy participate jointly i~ inservice interfunctional training 
,mere appropriate and share existing resources ivhen feasible. The Juvenile 
Services Administration has maintained that, at least in part, the 
philosophy of juvenile rehabilitation and treatment differs substantially 
from that of adult corrections. While this may be true in some cases, 

10AIcoholism Grant #5124 

llThomas Albert, Juvenile Services Administration, Update, 1977. 
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TABLE V··22 

JUVENII~E SERVICES ADHINISTRATION TRAINING GRANTS 

Calendar Year 1977 

PROGRAM NUMBER OF TRAINEES LENGTH OF TRAINING TOPICS COVERED 

~----------------.-r---------------------r-------------------,~------------------
Training of TrainQrs 
and Management Level 
Staff 

Staff training in 
Alcohol Treatment 

Training Seminars 
for Juvenile Court 
Judges, l1asters 
and Juvenile 
Services staff 

80 l1anagement level and 
25 Trainers 

100 Juvenile Services 
line staff An~ selected 
communityrpeople 

All Juvenile Court 
Judges, Masters and 
Juvenile Services, 
Regional Staff and 
approximately 20 
Juvenile Services 
Headquarters Staff 

Selected programs over 
a l2-month period 

Selected program8 over 
Cl ] 2 lIIonLll pedod 

Selected programs 
over a 12 month 
period 

Training skills 
and organizational 
development skills 

Identification and 
Treatment of the 
Alcoholic 

Training on the mean
ing and implication 
of the new Juvenile 
Code 

,.~-----------------------~-------------------------~~--------------------------~-------------,~. --------~ 



TABLE V-23 

INSERVICES TRAINING MODULES 
PRESENTLY AVAIL~LE 

FOR JUVENILE SERVICES STAFF 

Availab 1e for all Staff 

Career Development 
Communications skills 
Coping with stress 
DIDfH Orientation 
Effective Use of Management 
Job Related Human Relations 
JSA and JJS 
Life Planning 
Pertinent Policies 
Role Clarification 
Time Hanagement 
Values Clarification 

*Theories of Delinquency Causation 
*Human Potential 
*Basic skills of Performance Evaluation 
*Driver Training 

Available for Direct Services Staff 

Appropriate use of Resources 
Change S tra.tegies 
Conflict Resolution 
Crisis Intervention 
Fanily Dynamics and Interventions 
First Aid 
Group Dyl:l,smics (Group Counseling) 
Helping skills 
Juvenile Law 
Hnetal Health 
Problem Solving 
Report Writing 
Specific Treatment modalities 
Team Building 
Putting Your Personal Power to iolork' 
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TABLE V-23 

Available for Supervisors, Manageme~ 

Employer-Employee Relations 
High Performance Team Technology 
Leadership Training 
Management by Objectives 
Organizational Development Consultation Skills 
Open Systems Planning 
Basic Skills in Performance Appraisal 
Public Relations-Public Speaking 
Styles of Hanagement 
Third Party Negotiation 
Using Consultants Effectively 
tVorker Motivation 

*Use of Power and Authority 
*Budget Process/Executive Planning 
*!'!aryland State Government Grantsmanship 
Police Formulation-Implementation 

*Research and Development 

*In the process of being developed. 
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there appear to be many areas of similarity in training needs for both 
the adult and juvenile systems. 

In summary, during fiscal year 1977, there were 1,545 people who 
participated in 105 programs for a total of 2,491 hours. About one 
third of the programs involved pre-service and in-service training. 
Another substantial portion of the programs covered the topics of Fam
ily and Child, and Family Dynamics. Various techniques in areas such 
as crisis intervention, interviewing, organizational development, 
leadership and use of self in the change process were presented. 

The Commission's Training Committee has developed several other 
recommendations with respect to training. These recommendations and 
the extent to tvhich the Juveq;ile Services Adminis tration complies is 
noted below: 

1. The Training Committee recommended eight hours of interfunc
tional training for inservice employees. Thi~ training is 
presently not offered to Juvenile Services Administraiton 
employees. 

2. The Committee recommended that the cost of trainee salary, 
replacement costs while being trained, and associated travel 
costs, be provided by the agency whose employees are being 
trained. (Travel-related costs for non-State employees would 
continue to be provided by the State in some instances for 
special programs of unique State interest.) The Juvenile 
Services Administration presently meets this requirement. 

3. The Cow~ttee recommended that each functional area of the crim
inal and juvenile justice system in coordination wit.h other com
ponents review their CUl:'rent curriculum status and through the 
proc(!dures of job function analysis and evalu.ation, develop com
prehensive formal pre- and inservice curriculums by January 1, 
19/9. The Juvenile Services Administration has not reviewed 
its training in conjunction with other agencies. Formalized 
pre-services and in-service training programs have been developed 
and are now in process of delivery. 

4. The Committee recommended that each agency, in conjunction with 
other functional area authorities (such as existing training 
commissions), identify the type and volume of specialized 
training needs which would have to be provided either on a 
multi-functional basis or on an interstate basis. The Juvenile 
Services Administration does not now meet this recommendation. 
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5. The Committee recommended that each agency shoulG develop a 
plan for releasing personnel for training. The plan s~ould 
include all required procedures and fiscal re~uirements. These 
plans should be submitted to appropriate State or local offi
cials so that fiscal planning for these requirements can be fully 
considered. State and local government should give priority to 
legitimate needs of their agencies relating to the releasing of 
personnel for training purposes. This has generally been accom
plished by Juvenile Services; however, some provision for small 
private agency personnel in a training status needs to be made. 

The staff retention problems of the Juvenile Services Administration 
have not been great, apparently because of continuing high unemployment 
levels although data by individual position is not available. 12 

The Juvenile Services Administration has initiated some measures to 
enhance career opportunities within the agency and help to insure mini
mal staff turnover. Several positions including Group Living Supervisors, 
Juvenile Counselors II, and Supervisors I and II have been raised one 
pay grade higher. The Administration is also attempting to remove un
necessary impediments to timely promotions. One such move ~vould allow 
Juvenile Counselors II to be promoted to Juvenile Counselor III without 
positions require the same educational qualifications; therefore, pro
motions can now be based on longevity and performance of the employee. 
With the establishment, although not funding, of a new position classi
fication, Senior Counselor, the Administration has begun to address 
another problem in retaining qualified, experiencei 1.ine counselors. 
Once this classification level is funded it will be p0~~ible for an 
experienced, seasoned counselor to be promoted without moving into a 
supervisory or management position. Counselors would be able to con
tinue in a direct client service mode with a caseload. Too often in 
the past, in all areas of the criminal and juvenile justice system, the 
most qualified line workers were encouraged or forced by financial con
straints to move into non-direct service areas such as management, 
administration, or supervision, although their talents and interests 
may be greatest with casework. 

In order to improve client services, the Juvenile Services Admini
stration must retain and develop the expertise of its personnel at 
every position. Candid exit interviews should be implemented and 
documented by regional supervisors and fo~varded to Administration 
headquarters. The reasons for personnel turnover and vacancies must 
be analyzed and reviewed at the highest management level. Appropriate 
measures should be instituted to encourage profeSSional handling of 
clients and staff A\ike. 

12William Litsinger, Juvenile Services Administration, July, 1978 
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Private agencies providing services to Juvenile Services clients 
appear in some instances to be haivng some staff retention problems 
although comprehensive data on this issue has not been developed. 
Contributing to turnover in private agencies are limited opportunities 
for advancement within small agencies such as group homes and youth 
service bureaus and in some cases poor compensation. Additionally 
the pressures of working with troubled youngsters in a residential 
setting resul ts in some turnover. Counter balancing these problems 
to some extent is the high level of uaemployment. Private agencies, 
perhaps with technical assistance from the State, and local govern
ments, should attempt to develop incentives to keep experienced and 
capable staff employed. Consideration should be given to establishing 
employment banks by the Juvenile Services Administration for private 
agencies providing services. The utilization of recruitment pools and 
actual entry should be closely evaluated to improve the recruitment 
and retention (in the ~aryland system) of private agency employees. 

Future problems in the area of manpower development and training 
are likely to be somewhat different than those problems which presently 
exist. Projections by Commission staff indicate that juvenile arrests 
will decrease 3.9% by 1980 over 1975 arrests. This data would appear 
to indicate that the personnel working in the juvenile justice will 
probably not increase substantially in the next few eyars. This would 
mean that assuming low turnover of staff, future emphasis will be 
placed primarily on inservice training requirements rather than pre
service as recruitment issues. 

In summary, significant progress has been made in the areas of re
cruitment, training and retention of juvenile justice system personn~l 
in recent years. Continued and increasing efforts to upgrade personnel 
within the system are essential; however, if Haryland' s Juvenile Justice 
System is to reach the standard of excellance that the citizens and 
youth of this State demand and deserve. 
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PROBLEM JD-2: The Need to Improve Screening and Diagnostic Capabi
bilities for Juvenile Offenders. The Juvenile Services Administration 
is currently unable to provide adequate screening and diagnostic services 
to all juvenile offenders needing such services. Accurate and comprehen
sive information is needed on each juvenile so that treatment prog~ams, 
tailored to the individual needs of these youths, can be developed. With 
an increasingly wide range of possible treatment alternatives available 
for delinquents and Children in Need of Supervision (CINS) effective 
screening and diagnosis of offenders becomes mandatory. Additionally, 
such services can be invaluable in identifying those offenders that are 
a danger to the community. 

Throughout the State, available diagnostic services are not fully 
adequate or effective in assessing those trElatment alternatives that 
offer the greatest potential for success. This results from both a lack 
of knowledge as to how to effectively diagnose as well as the inadequate 
availability of community-based diagnostic services prior to the disposi
tion of juvenile cases. Many times, due to inadequate screening and diag
nostic services, youth are needlessly detained in institutions. Conversely, 
it is the opinion of many law enforcement personnel that too many dangerous 
youth are released in the community. 

The ~Iaryland Children's Center is the secure, residential diagnostic 
facility in the State of Maryland. Youth, both alleged and adjudicated 
delinquents and Children in Need of Supervision, may be committed to this 
institution. The length of stay at this facility has been reduced from 
30 to 21 days. One problem at the Children's Center is a lack of adequate 
diagnostic staff. Psychiatric and psychological personnel are often em
ployed on a part-time basis. In many instances they report to the insti
tution on weekends and in the evening, often after case workers have de
parted. Additionally, as the Children's Center is not located in close 
geographic proximity to all areas of the State, it is often difficult for 
family members to meet with clinicians. Without interviewing family mem
bers it is often very difficult for staff to develop appropriate treatment 
recommendations. Additionally, Children's Center staff often are not 
familiar with treatment resources in many local communities which also 
makes it difficult to provide appropriate treatment recommendations. l 

For these reasons and because, as a general rule, youths should only be 
evaluated in a residential setting when no other alternative is feasible 
or desirable, Juvenile Services, with financial help from the Governor's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, has em
phasized community-based, non-residential diagnostic~ evaluation and 
short-term treatment programs at the regional level.- Additionally, these 
non-residential services are cost effective when compared with the cost of 
maintaining a child at the Children's Center. 

lJuvenile Services Administration, "Program Plan for Clinical Services," 
October 2, 1975. 

2Ibid., p. 5. 

376 



Both Federal and State law prohibit the detention of status 
offenders. Although the Maryland Attorney General has ruled that 
use of the Children's Center for residential diagnostic services is not 
considered secure detention, the mixing of status offenders with alleged 
and/or adjudicated delinquents in a secure facility is not consistent 
with the Federal stature. Use of community~'based non-residential 
diagnostic services is helping alleviate this situation. 

At present, eaca juvenile court has some community-based diagnostic 
ser'lices although.. the availability and accessability of services varies 
considerably from county to county. In some jurisdictions, the cour .. 
has its mm diagnostic clinical staff ~'7hich might provide bota psycholo
gical and psychiatric diagnostic services. Since taese diagnostic services 
are designed specifically to serve the court, the range of tne services 
as well as the time to perform them are limited. Other courts are pro-
vided these services by a local health department. Generally these resources 
are not adequate to meet the needs. In still other jurisdictions, the 
Juvenile Services Administration contracts Ivith clinicians to provide 
these services. HOIvever, due to budgetary limitations on contracting for 
these private services, the Administration has been unable in the past 
co contract for sufficient staff to completely provide for the evaluation 
needs of juvenile courts not receiving these services through other means. 
In recent years the Governor's Commission on La,v Enforcement [laS granted 
funds to Juvenile Services for five, non-residential, community-based 
regional evaluation, diagnostic and short term treatment programs. Table 
V-24, indicates ,vhat areas of the State are served by th.ese programs. 
One gra.."lt provided for a program in Anne Arundel County, ,vhich has since 
been assumed by the State and provides approximately 100 evaluations a 
year. Another ?rogram was funded to serve the nine counties of the 
Eastern Shore of Maryland. This project received 1,110 referrals during 
its three years of Federal funding. The program is now functioning with 
State funds., Anot~er program was funded to serve Baltimore County.3 This 
program prov~ded d~agnostic and treatment services to 308 youths and 
the~r families and diagnostic services only to three youths for the 
per~od July 1, 1975 to June 30, 1976. These services are now provided 
at State cost. In Prince George's County a program was funded which 
pro~ided diagnostic and some treatment services to over 1,200 youths 
dur~ng the three year period that it was funded with Commission funds. 
This program has been a.';;;;umed by the State. For the three counties of 
Western Maryland, a program was funded that provided a total of 58 
evaluati~ns 70mpleted for the first three quarters of the third grant 
year end~ng ~n ~rch, 1977. Project costs have since been assumed by the 
State. 

3D , . d 
~agnost~c an Treatment SerVices (Eastern Shore) Grant %070, Past 

Progress Report. 
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TABLE V-24 

JURISDICTIONS BEING PROVIDED DIAGNOSTIC 
SERVICES BY COMHISSION FU~"DED GRANTS 

1977 

r==c=O=U=TN=;Y A..'1D REG ION 

Region I 
Caroline 
Cecil 
Dorchester 
Kent 
Queen Anne's 
Somerset 
Talbot 
Wicomico 
Worcester 

Region II 
Calvert 
Charles 
St. Mary's 

Region III 
Allegany* 
Carroll 
Frederick 
Garrett* 
Washington* 

Region IV 
Montgomery** 
Prince George's* 

Region V 
Anne Arundel* 
Bal timore Ci ty 
Baltimore County* 
Harford 
Howard 

NOTE: *Grant cost assumed by State 
funding. 

after 

CONMISSION Fll7DING 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 

Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
~o 

three years of Cormnission 

**Grant cost assumed by County after three years of Commission 
funding. 
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In ::fontgomery County, a grant awarded originally by the Governor's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice and since 
March 1, 1976 funded by the County, has enabled the ~Iontgomery County 
Health Department to provide screening and diagnosis to delinquents and 
CINS (CIUidren in ~leed of Superv'ision) being processed by Juvenile 
Ser'li~es in tnat j urisdic tion • 

In Baltimore City, the Supreme 3ench ~'redical Office has a juvenile 
divi:,;ion '''hlch provides diagnost:ic services to the Juvenile Court in the 
City for court:-re£er~ed cases. The Governor's Commission has funded a 
program to provide improv'ed evaluation capabilities to th.e Juvenile 
Services Administration for Baltimore City. This project served 120 
youths during its first year of operation. Due to problems with the 
vendor selected to operate the program, the project ceased operation 
after one year, but has now refunded to offer services to the CnlS 
Intake Unit in Baltimore City.4 

A problem has been that some proj ec.ts, such as the one in Baltimore 
County have attempted to provide treatment to almost all clients in lieu 
of referring to other community agencies when appropriate. This has, 
in some instances, made it difficult to provide the full range and 
volume of diagnostic services originally envisioned for these projects. 
It is the Commission's intent to emphasize diagnostic and evaluation 
services through these grant awards. The problem of inadequate treat·
ment resources is oeing addressed through programs relating to other 
problem areas although all diagnostic grants funded by the Commission 
through the Juvenile Services Administration have a short-term treatment 
capability. 

The funding of community-based diagnostic programs may have reduced 
the percentage of youth committed to the Haryland Children's Center in 
recent years. As Table V-2S indicates, th.e percentage of Juvenile 
Services referrals actually committed to the Children's Center for diag
nostic evaluations has been steadily decreasing during the period between 
1970-1976, but increased slightly during 1977. 

Determining the need for actual diagnostic services is a difficult 
process. It has been the experience of the Governor's Commission staff 
that some Juvenile Services staff, Judges and masters are reluctant to 
fully utilize diagnostic resources. The reasons for this may vary from 
a lack of confidence in the clinicians providing services to an ~~willing-

4Grant 117109. 
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TABLE V-25 

COHNITNENTS TO HARYLAND CHILDREN'S CENTER 

FY 1970 - 1977 

YEAR YOUTH COMNITTED PERCENT OF TOTAL CONHITTED 

1970 1,193 4.5% 

1971 1,263 3.8% 

1972 1,355 3.6% 
w 
OJ 
a 1973 1,298 3.1% 

1974 1,233 2.6% 

1975 1,318 2.3% 

1976 1,296 2.2% 

1977 1,3L,4 2.3% 

----



ness co utilize new resources or, in the case of some Juvenile Services 
staff, a relia,nce on their own diagnostic capabilities. Additionally, 
specific criteria as to which youth should be referred to diagnostic 
resources have not been developed. wnile it may not ~e desirable to 
establish rigid criteria for diagnostic referral, it would appear ad
visable for Juvenile Services to begin to develop some well-defined 
guidelines as to which youth need to be diagnosed and avaluated. Juven
ile Services has indicated in its five year plan that its objective is 
to provide clinical services in all counties for 75% of all cases re
ferred to intake by 1980. The Ma~ter Plan does not clearly delineate 
how these goals are to be reached nor where resources are clearly needed. 
The Juvenile Services Administration should undertake an assessment to 
determine where additional services are needed. It should be noted, 
however, that only Howard County and Baltimore City have clearly in
dicated through the planning process that further diagnostic services 
are a priority. As has been noted above Baltimore City has recently 
been awarded a grant to provide diagnosti.c services to CINS youths. 
Implementation is scheduled for the autumn of 1978. 

Determining the actual value of diagnostic services rendered is also 
a difficult task as such a determination is primarily subjective. The 
Commission staff in evaluating diagnostic programs does attempt to in~ 
sure that diagnostic services are responsive to the needs of judges and 
Juvenile Services Administration staff. 

One additional problem that should be noted is that many judges, pro
secutors, defense attorneys, and sometimes Juvenile Services staff do not 
have information available to them on community-based and institutional 
alternatives that exist for the disposition of juvenile cases. Develop
ment of a comprehensive resource manual for §hese individuals or some 
other information system seems to be needed. 

In summary, development of community-based screening, diagnostic, 
and short-term treatment programs by the Juvenile Services Administra
tion has occurred in many areas of the State. As a result, the commit
ment rate to the Maryland Children's Center have been declini.ng in re
cent years. (It is too early to state with any assurance whether the 
slight increase in referrals noted in Table V-25 represents a revision of 
that seven year trend.) Further development of community-based programs 
is indicated in some areas of the State, as well as the development of 
general guidelines as to which youth should be receiving diagnostic, 
evaluation and treatment services. 

5Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Advisory Committee, June, 
1976. 
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PRORLEM JD-3: Inadequate Juvenile Detention and Shelter-Care 
Capabilities. The Juvenile Services Administration has the responsibility 
for providing care to youths who are awaiting a formal adjudicatory 
hearing, a detention hearing, or a disposition hearing in Juvenile Court. 
In order to meet this responsibility, the Administration must provide 
a continuum of services that are geared to both the specific nef'is 
of y-ouths placed in shelter facilities and the interests of tht! 
community. At one end of the continuum of services that are c:.quired 
are relatively non-structured shelter-care services which can be 
provided by specially trained families. For those youths requiring 
a greater degree of supervision, shelter-care homes, designed for 
10-14 youths and staffed en a 24-hour basis with resident counselors, 
can De and are utilized. Data for fiscal year 1977 indicates that the 
ratio of $.helter-care placements to referrals rose from 13% during 
the previous year to 13.4%. This figure appears to confirm an increased 
and in some jurisdictions, excessive use of shelter-care beds. For 
youths who require a great de.al of supervision and may pose a serious 
threat to the well-being of the community, secure detention facilities 
are essential. The Juvenile Services Administration has faced several 
major problems in attempting to provide the full range of detention 
and shelter services that are required. 

Nith respect to secure detention facilities, one major problem 
facing the Administration is the absence of conveniently located 
detention centers throughout the State for alleged delinquents awaiting 
adjudication and adjudicated delinquents awaiting disposition. Pre
sently, the Administration detains alleged and adjudicated delinquent 
youths at the Maryland Training School for Boys, the Hontrose School 
Boys I Village, the Waxter Center, the Cumberland Detention Center, and 
the ~aryland Childrenls Center. (This latter facility is used only 
for diagnostic and evaluative purposes and is the only secure facility 
that is allowed by law to admit status offenders.) All these facilities 
(with the e:tception of Cumberla ... d) are located in the central part of 
the State which can create problems for local authorities required to 
transport juveniles from other areas of the State. Furthermore, 
Juvenile Services now plans to develop an eight to ten bed holdover 
faci.1ity on the grounds of the Eastern Shore Hospital. A IS-bed 
detention center is now in the process of construc::tion in Kent County. 

At present, the Juvenile Services Administration has eliminated 
detention of youths in local jails in all areas of the State with the 
exception of Harford County and Washington County. A 30-1Jed 
facility in Montgomery County was opened in Sept.ember of 1977. The 
Governor r s Commission on Law Enforcement and thl: Administration of 
Justice also provided funds to the Juvenile Services Administration 
to develop a holdover facility designed for the temporary short-term 
detention of youths in Cumberland serving the \~estern Maryland counties. 

\?! 

382 



This prqgram became operational on April 1, 1977. TI1e Governor's 
Commiss±~n on Law Enforcement also provided funding assistance during 
the past'year to th.e Juvenile Services Administration for a Transportation 
Corps for the nine counties of the Eastern Shore. This program became 
operational early in 1977 to provide 24-hour-a-day, 365 days a year 
transportation services from the Eas tern Shore to the ~"este.rn Shore 
juvenile detention facilities. The Transportation Corps is intended to 
~liminate the detention of youths in adult jails and police lock-ups 
on the Eastern Shore. At present, no youth in those jurisdictions 
are being held in adult jails or lock-ups. 

In an additional effort to provide more detention services, the 
Juvenile Services Administration, with funding assistance from the 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, has developed three community detention programs that are 
designed to provide intensive supervision to alleged delinquents awaiting 
adjudication or disposition in their own or surrogate homes in lieu 
of institutionalization. The program, i-1hich has been in opera tion 
for over four years in Baltimore City and approximatelr two years in 
Prince George's County, has shown encouraging results. A recently 
funded program will soon be implemented in Anne Arundel County. 
Approximately 90% of youtas in the Baltimore City program have been 
available for their hearings as scheduled. The community detention 
programs can play a significant role in reducing the populations 
of detention centers and are also cost effective in comparison to 
institutionalization. Community detention programs cannot serve the 
very dangerous juvenile offender yet the program appears to work with 
less threatening youths, i-1ho, in !!lany instances, would otherwise be 
unnecessarily institutionalized. Also, in an effort partially directed 
toward reducing admissions to the :,Iaryland Children's Center for 
diagnostic evaluation, the Juvenile Services Administration, with 
funding assistance from the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice, has developed regional diagnostic 
and treatment projects in Baltimore City, the Eastern Shore counties, 
the Western Maryland counties, Anne Arundel, Baltimore, and Prince 
George's Counties. Additionally, there is a county-funded diagnostic 
project in Montgomery County. These projects resulted in fewer persons 
being detained in the Children's Center, and in fact, admissions 
decreased 1.7% for 1976 as compared to 1975. 2 

As has been noted (JD-2 Problem Area), admissions to the Children's 
Center increased slightly during 1977, Dut it is too early to attempt 
to identify reasons for that phenomenon. 

3House Detention (Baltimore City), Grant #5129. House Detention 
(Prince George's County), Grant iF6l2l, House Detention (Anne Arundel 
Count!) Grant #7086. 

Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Report, 1976. 
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The second major problem facing the Juvenile Services Administration 
is inadequ.ate community-based shelter facilities for alleged and adjudi
cated Children in :~ee::i of Supervision and those alleged and adjudi-
cated delinquents who cannot reside at home but do not require secure 
detention in a physically restricting facility. Presently, the Juvenile 
Services Administration uses a number of families throughout the State 
for shelter-care purposes. These families usually provide shelter 
services for a maximum or 30 days and receive compensation from the 
Juvenile Ser1Tices Adminis tra tion. Homes of this typ~ are adequa te for 
youths ,mo require only minimal structure but cannot live at home. 
Juvenile Se~Tices has developed a training program for shelter parents 
with. funds provided by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 3 The training program ,vas designed to 
provide shelter parents with the expertise necessary to work with 
difficult youths. Also, Juvenile Services has encountered difficulty 
in recruitin.g adequate homes and maintaining homes in some areas of the 
State. Clearly, the Juvenile Services Administration needs to further 
develop its recruitment, maintenance and training activities for 
relatively unstructured shelte,r care. Generally, these homes, ivhile 
obviously not appropriate for every youth, can serve a large number 
of youths at a cost that is far beloT"" that of institutional care and 
is clearly more desirable from a treatment perspective than an. insti
tution. Juvenile Services staff indicate that there are approximately 
500 unstructured shelter-care beds available in the State as of August, 
1978. ~pproximately 200 of these beds are utilized for foster care 
placements. 

The Juvenile Services Administration also purchases shelter care 
services from facilities st~ffed by resident counselors. Generally, 
these facilities, which are presently limited to Dorchester, Calvert, 
Montgomery Counties, and Baltimore City provide care for 10-14 youths 
at any given time. Three of these facilities are located in ~ontgomery 
County and were f4nded by the Commission. In some areas of the State, 
group homes are used for short-term shelter care. Shelter care facilities 
of this type generally provide more structure than family type shelter 
homes and additionally, are staffed by individuals with some degree 
of expertise in providing services to youths. The Juvenile Services 
Administration indicates that as of August, 1978, 58 structured 
shelter care beds are available Statewide. Total "emergency placements" 
by Juvenile Services in shelter facilities was 3,012 in fiscal year 
1976, and placements in shelter facilities had been steadily increasing 
in recent years. For instance, 1968, only 116 youths were placed by 4 
Juvenile Services for either shelter care or long-term residential care. 

3Shelter and Foster Parents Training Grant 1#4022. 

4Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Reuort, 1977. 
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Despite the fact that there are inadequate detention and shelter 
facilities in some jurisdictions, there is also a problem of substantial 
overuse or inappropriate use of some existing facilities. It is 
estimated that not more than 10% of the total youths arrested need 
to be detained. S In order to reduce the number of detainees to only 
those that are dangerous to the community or those who need custody 
for their CiWIl :;>rotection, such. as those awaiting placement in a Ioster 
home, group home, or residential center, it is felt that juveniles 
should be released to the custody of their parents whenever possible. 

One possiDle method of decreasing the number of youths detained 
or placed in shelter facilities is to provide 24-hour, seven days a 
week, intake coverage by Juvenile Services staff. This service could 
be provided on an "on-call" basis in jurisdictions where volume is not 
great or in the larger jurisdictions through placement of an intake 
officer at an appropriate location such as a police station. Intake 
staff, when available, can provide immediate intervie,vs of youths 
who have just been arrested and determine if detention or shelter placement 
is necessary or advisable. Presently, due to insufficient staff, 
Juvenile Services' staff are not always able to provide continuous 
intake coverage and as a result, police often make the decision as to 
whether a youth shall be detained. Many police are not adequately 
trained in ~andling juvenile cases or are not knowledgeable about 
juvenile facilities, hence inappropriate decisions are sometimes made. 
In some jurisdictions, Juvenile Services' staff who \york regular 9 
to 5 workdays, make detention and shelter-care decisions on an "on-call" 
basis' on the telephone. Obviously, this method of handling is ~ot 
as desirable as having a Juvenile Services staff person personally 
interview a youth and his family when the service is actually required. 
A pilot program to provide 24-hour a day, seven days a week, intake

6 coverage has been funded in both Anne Arundel and ~rroll Counties. 
The project is beginning its third year of operation and has provided 
24 hour intake coverage in all cases involving potential shelter-care 
or detention authorizations. 

In summary, it is clearly seen that a combination of secure deten
tion, shelter-care homes, and community-based methods such as house 
detention are necessary in order to provide an adequate range and the 
apporpriate use of detention, and shelter services for the children 
of the State of Maryland. Whatever type of facility is used, those 
involved must consider the potential value of maintaining these juveniles 
to the maximum extent pOSSible, .vithin their communities utilizing 
existing community resources. 

S John Howard Association'~ Comprehensive Long Range Master Plan, p. 76. 
5 24-Hour Intake Coverage Project, Grant 118113. 
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PROBLEH JD-4: Inadequate Coordination and Cooperation Among Youth 
Services Agencies. In recent years, there has been a substantial increase 
in programs that provide services to youth. However, these programs have 
not al~.,ays resulted in a corresponding increase in both the quality and 
quantity of services provided to the youth. This has occurred partly 
because of a lack of cooperation and coordination at the State ~~d local 
levels between those agencies, both public and private, that provide 
youth services. In fact, a comprehensive, coordinated system of deliver
ing services to youth does not exist in the S tate of ~faryland. 

The reasons for this overall lack of coordination and cooperation 
are many and complex. One factor is the nature of the law as it per
tains to State agencies that provide services to youth. The law tends 
to assign agency responsibility for youth based on the nature of a youth's 
problems or the legal category that they fall into. For example, the 
Juvenile Services Administration has responsibility for providing ser
vices to delinquent youth and Children in Need of Supervision, ~vhil~ the 
Social Services Administration generally has responsibility for provid
ing casework services to those youth who are abused, neglected, or with
out proper care and attention (Children in Need of Assistance), while the 
public school systems have responsibility for providing educational ser
vices to all youth. Additionally, responsibility for mentally handi
capped youth, and men tally retarded youth res ts ~vi th differen t Admini
strations under the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. Unfor
tunately, youth who require services did not always fall solely into 
the categories that the law has created. For instance, a delinquent 
child, who would therefore be the responsibility of Juvenile Services 
Administration, may also be neglected by his parents~ which may be the 
responsibility of the Social Services Administration aud mentally handi
capped, and thus the responsibility of the Hental Hygiene Administra
tion. The youth may, in fact, require the services of all three agen
cies and by law, all three agencies have a responsibility to provide 
needed services. What actually occurs in many instances, however, is 
that services are either not delivered or duplicated by the agencies 
that are involved. Discussion with officials in the field of youth 
services indicates that there are many youth who fall into overlapping 
categories. 

The Comprehensive Long Range Master Plan for Juvenile Services, 
which was a consultant study designed to develop a plan for Juvenile 
Services, noted that the coordination of the vast variety of services 
and programs. to produce the grratest possible benefit to the client 
presents a formidable problem. 

lJohn Howard Associatio n, Comnrehensive Long Range ~faster Plan, Juve
nile Services Administration (1976), p. 28. 
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Clearly, the law has fragmented responsibility for service deli
very. Additionally, there are insufficient mechanisms to determine 
who has "lead responsibility" iV'hen more than one agency TNorks with a 
youth nor is there really any accountability under the present frag
mented system. lfuile all agencies may have a responsibility to work 
Ivith a child, they may not alivays provide needed services on the pre
mise that a child is the responsibility of another agency. Ideally, 
such problems should not exist despite the nature of the law, as all 
agencies have as their basic purpose the provision of help to an indi
vidual in need. In fact, however, when service delivery does occur, 
it often occurs in spite of the "system", not because of it. 

A second factor that has resulted is a lack of cooperation and 
coordination among youth serving agencies in the absence of effective 
comprehensive planning for a youth delivery system and the related 
problem of youth programs operating independently of other programs, 
especially at the local level. ~1any local and State youth programs 
created specifically to deal with the problems of troubled youth are 
una'Vlare of the existence of other programs or they fail to communicate 
with the agencies to develop agreements to deal with clients with IV'hom 
they may both have an interest. In many instances, such programs were 
created without any comprehensive planning that would integrate the 
program with existing youth service programs. This problem is especi
ally prevelant among prevention and early intervention programs, and 
some group homes. The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice conducted a field study in three areas 
of the State (Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and Kent Cot.m.ty) to re
vier" problems of coordin.s.tion and cooperation among youth serving 
a~encies. This survey noted that the problem of coordination is espec~ 
ially serious in the urban areas where delinquency is greatest. 2 

It is essential that local youth programs begin to work toward in
terdependence rather than maintaining independent operations. Only 
through a sharing of resources and increased cooperation can an opti
mal level of service delivery he developed. Three jurisdictions, 
Hontgomery, Baltimore and Prince George's Counties, have created posi
tions of youth coordinators to help insure that some overall planning 
and coordination of youth service programs occurs. Hore efforts in 
this direction appear necessary especially in large counties. It is 
also important that there be cooperation, coordination and a sharing of 
resources between local and State agencies. The Juvenile Services Ad
ministration does, to a considerable extent, cooperate with ar.ld utilize 
lo~al, community-based treatment programs for alleged and adjudicated 
Children in Need of Supervision and delinquents. As Juvenile Services' 

2 Staff of Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice, "Staff Study of the Coordination of Programs Related 
to Delinquency Prevention and Control", 1974. 
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use of local co~unity resources is increasing, it is especially i~ 
portant that effective coordination exists bet"Teen State and local 
agencies. This is particularly true with group homes, youth service 
bureaus, and diversion programs which depend to a very large extent 
on the Juvenile Services Administration for referrals. It appears, 
however, that the Juvenile Services Administration could, given increased 
resources, provide technical assistance and planning assistance to local 
communities interested in developing additional treatment resources for 
youth and playa larger role in coordinating youth service programs. 

There are several other possible approaches to the problem of 
inadequate cooperation and coordination among youth serving agencies. 
One possible solution at the State level ,.;ould be to create one agency 
which has responsibility for providing services to youth regardless of 
their legal category or specific problem. This agency would combine 
the resources of the Juvenile Services Administration with those sec
tions of the Social Services Administration, Hental Hygiene Administra
tion, Hental Retardation Administration, and Drug Abuse Administration 
that provide services to youth. Other parts of State agencies could, 
if appropriate, be included vTithin this agency which should, given its 
tremendous responsibilities, be a cabinet level agency. There are 
several advantages to an agency of this type. First, the fragmented 
responsibility for providing services to youth would be eliminated; it 
would clearly be the responsibility of this agency to provide services. 
Rivalries and duplicati.on and/or non-delj.very of services that presently 
exist could be considerably reduced or eliminated under such an agency. 
Secondly, such an agency would consist of a number of profeSSionals from 
various disciplines that would not ordinarily be available to some agen
cies under the present fragmented system. By pooling professional re
sources into one agency, a treatment approach that would utilize the 
resources of many disciplines could be developed. This could result 
in a more effective and comprehensive service delivery system. 

The previously mentioned staff study on coordination of 
delinquency programs recommended that inter-disciplinary cooperation 
and coordination be improved through the 8xpanded use of an inter
disciplinary team tre,~tment approach to the problems of troubled youth. 
Also, a new II comprehensive service agency" could provide centralized 
direction and plann~ng for the youth serv~ce system. A comprehensive 
service agency composed of major State functions serving youth would 
be more practical if accompanied by the development of a family court, 
with jurisdiction over delinquents, Children In Need of Assistance, 
Children in Need of Supervision, Child Abuse, paternity, divorce and 
assaults occurring among family members. The fragmented and ineffi
cient nature of the present iu-enile court structure and the possible 
advantages of a family court system are described in some detail in 
the JD-a problem area. Suffice it to say that concommitant develop~~nt 
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of a centralized family court, with jurisdiction over all legal mat
ters t'e:lat:ing to youth and their families and a single Sta.te agency 
designed to provide services to youth and their families could be a 
significant step in developing a comprehensive youth service system 
in the State. The approval by the Governor's Commission of a grant 
to support the creation bf a. model Family Court in Prince George's 
County may represent a significant step forward to this area. The 

. grant has just completed its first year and preliminary results are 
encouraging. 

Four possible alternatives to the present system were also dis
cussed Ivith respect to legal jurisdiction and service delivery for 
delinquents and status offenders in the Commission staff study. 
One alternative would place responsibility for delinquents with 
Juvenile Services and eliminate Juvenile Court jurisdiction over 
status offenders with responsibility for providing services to sta
tus offenders 'resting \-lith local communities. Another alternative 
would leave jurisdiction over delinquents with Juvenile Services and 
place status offenders with the Department of Human Resources (Social 
Services Administration). A third alternative would place status 
offende.rs with the Department of Hental Health and Hygiene but not 
within Juvenile Services, the latter of which would retain jurisdic
tion over delinquents. A final alternative \vould place Juvenile Ser
vices within the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
with jurisdiction over delinquents. Services for status offenders 
would be prOVided by the Department of Human Resources (Social Ser
vices Administration). These proposals could, however, result in 
further fragmentation of the youth delivery system in the State. 

Another recommendation noted in the Commission staff study re
lating to the issue of administrative responsibility was that agency 
responsibilities, including Juvenile Services and the Courts, State 
and local relationships, including fiscal responsibility, be clearly 
delineated. Such a measure would help to alleviate some of the coordi
nation problems; nowever, it is really not possible through legisla
tion to address all possible coordination problems that may occur. 
During the 1978 session of the Maryland Legislature, an act was passed 
(and subsequently signed into law by the Governor) creating an Office 
for Children and Youth to facilitate the coordiantion and cooperation 
of youth serving age£1cies State-wide. This office will be advisory to 
the Governor and agency heads and will perform such functions as analyz
ing programs, plans and budgets. The staff for this office are cur
rently being recruited. 
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The Governor's Commission staff study of the coordination of pro
grams related to delinquency prevention and control also recommended 
that coordinating councils, composed of private citizens, public and 
private agencies be established at both the State and local levels. 
These councils TN'ould act as coordi2;.,ating bodies to facilitate inter
agency cooperation and delivery or services. The councils would make 
recommendations on a continuing basis for the purpose of coordinating, 
sharing resources, suggesting priori.ties for budgetary expenditures 
and program development, particularly in the area of delinquency pre
vention. The advantage of these councils would be that they would 
bring together the various agencies that should be cooperating with 
one another to discuss mutual problems. There are, however, several 
potential problems with the concept of coordinating councils. First, 
such councils orten have no statutory authority to order changes in 
the delivery system; they may only make recommendations for changes. 
Any agency could, and in some instances surely would, reject coordi
nacing eo~cil recommendations if they relt the recommendations were 
not in keeping with the parochial interest of that agency. Coordinat
ing councils can only be as effective as the agencies participacing 
desire them to be. It is an unfortunate fact that some agencies are 
interested primarily in maintaining the status quo. Improving the 
quality of service delivery to youth, if it tampers with the status 
quo is seen as something less than desirable. 

A second problem with coordinating councils is that agencies 
are sometimes represented by top level administrators at council 
meetings. As the John Howard Association Report noted, effective 
coordination when it is achieved, is often the product of middle
level specialists who manage to work with little regard to the paro
chial interests of their agencies. The top administrators, while 
agreeing that co~~dination is a problem, find themselves usually i~ 
mersed in the daily problems and activiti~s ef their agencies and 
are unable to devote adequate attention to coordination problems 
that occur at lower levels within their agencies. In sum, coordi
nating councils, if they are to Serve as effective vehicles for im
proving the coordination of services to youth, must: (1) have a 
legal mandate ~o actually implement changes; and (2) include some 
middle level and line staff, at least in an advisory capacity, to 
insure that appropriate information regarding the nature of coordi
nation problems is brought to the attention of agency adv'~nistrators. 
In Baltimore City, Prince Georgefs, Anne Arundel and Hontgomery 
Counties, Juvenile Court Advisory Committees exist which, to a 
limited extent, serve as coordinating bodies. Additionally, Balti
more County has developed a Juvenile Justice Coordinating Committee. 
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The four advisory committees were c=eated consistent with Section 3-833 
of the Haryland Code which states that tla juvenile court committee may 
be created in each county, to serve as an advisory body to the ~uvenile 
court for the county. The composition and numbers of the committee shall 
be determined by the governing body of the county.fl Little evaluation 
of the value of these councils has been undertaken to date; however, 
an assessment of their effectiveness is needed. If they should prove 
as valuable as envisioned, further replication State-~oJ'ide may be desir
able. 

One area where improved cooperation and coordination is vitally 
needed is between the public school system and the Juvenile Services 
Administration. The State and local school systems represent commu
nity agencies ~Yhich should also play an integral role in the develop
ment of a delinquency prevention and treatment system in Maryland. 
The Commission staff stated in its staff study of coordination that 
flan apparent hesitance in the schools to become involved in programs 
directed toward delinquency prevention has been noted. It appears 
that the attitudes of teachers and administration in many school 
systems tend to foster the narrow academic approach to education. 
Schools in general. and teachers in particular, are often not will
ing to view the socialization process (effective education) ~s part 
of their role. They remain content-bound and, therefore, refuse to 
deal with the 'troubled' student. It has become very evident that 
many schools are not responding to troubled youth. Although some of 
the available special education programs have considerable indirect 
impact on the delinquency problem, in terms of their attempts to re
duce student frustration and reduce factors which might be contribut
ing to delinquency, it is felt that there is a responsibility to re
spond to the total child beyond the academic. In. light of the fact 
that society cannot mandate responsible family life, it must become 
the responsibility of all agencies dealing with youth to be socializ
ing and preventive forces within the community.fl 

Possible solutions recommended by the staff study were effective 
inservice training aimed at improving teacher skills in working with 
trouble youth and the development of special school programs geared 
to the social and psychological pro~lems of troubled youth. It was 
also recommended that specially trained staff be employed to help 
teachers assist students with behavioral problems and also that each 
school system within the State establish definite referral patterns 
for troubled youth that require resources outside the school system. 

It should also be noted that the Commission on Juvenile JU~1tice 
studied the problem of coordination of services to children. The 
problems of fragmentation of service delivery, lack of planuing s and 

391 



rigid and arbitrary service definitions were noted. The Commission 
proposed development of Interagency Coordinating Councils which would 
include representation of the State level service agencies and the 
establishment of the Juvenile Services Administration as a cabinet 
level agency as possible solution to this problem 

In October of 1977, the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
sponsored a State-wide three-day Juvenile Justice Conference attended 
by representatives from all segments of the juvenile justice system. 
The Conference explored the problems of cooperation and coordination 
among youth serving agencies to facilitate the provision of appro
priace services to the troubled youths of the State. The Conference 
proved to be of considerable success in raising issues and provoking 
thought. 
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PROBL&.'1 JD-5: Inadeauate Community-Based Treatment Alternatives 
and Provision of Community Services for Juvenile Offenders. The community
based treatment alternatives available to Doth juvenile delinquents and 
status offenders have increased dramatically in recent years. The in
creased development of community-based alternatives has occurred because 
of several factors. First, State 1m., effective July 1, 1974, mandated 
that "Children In Need of Supervision" could not be maintained in State 
training schools and must, therefore, be treated in community-based pro
grams. A second major factor has been the very large L~crease in the 
total number of cases referred to the Juvenile Services Administration 
in recent years. In the eight year period since 1968, referrals to Juvenile 
Services have increased from 19,782 cases in fiscal 1968 to 50,702 in fiscal 
1977. It should be noted, however, that there was a 12.6% decrease in Juvenile 
Services referrals in fiscal 1977 over fiscal 1976 statistics of 58,044 cases. 

A third factor has been the availability of State and Federal 
funding. The fourth and perhaps most important factor responsible 
for develop~£nt of community-based alternatives has been the assumption 
that the community-operated approach promises to be the most efficient 
and desirable approach to reducing juvenile recidivism. It is the 
current opinion of individuals knowledgeable in the area that since, 
ultimately, a youth must De able to function in an open society 
in order to be a contributing member of the society, it is reasonable 
to conclude that the less artificial the treatment environment, the more 
realistic the rehabilitative approach. Also, removal from the community 
creates barriers to eventual reintegration, sucn as the loss of educa
tional experiences. 2 ~fost authorities agree that the training school 
should be avoided ,.here possiDle and be considered only as a last resort. 
The real opportunities for successful reintegration of offenders into 
society lies in the local community. 

In recent years, a large number of group homes for juvenile offenders 
have been developed throughout the State. These facilities provide resi
dential, community-based care although the actual programs vary consider
ably from home to home, as to cost, effectiveness of treatment, and 
staffing patterns. The. Mmes are silililar in that they generally provide 
services to eight to twelve youth who have been adjudicated delinquent 
andlor Children In Need of Supervision by the local j-uve.'1.ile. courts. 

lJu~nile Services Administration, Annual Report, 1977. 

1Stanton lirueeler and Leonard Cottrell, Juvenile Delinauency: Its 
Prevention and Control (New York: Russell Suse Foundation, 1966), p. 37. 
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Additionally, they are private non-profit organizations tnat den end on 
Juvenile Services purchase of care funds for most of their fina~cial 
support. The Governor r s Commission on Law Enforcement nas 'fu.'1ded a 
total of 26 group homes since 1970. It appears at this point that manv 
parts of the State have a sufficient number of group homes although so~e 
areas, including Baltimore City, Prince George,' s County, Baltimore County, 
Anne Arundel County, and Howard County may require additional homes. 
A comprehe~:si"E. S tateTvi..de study of the utilization of beds in communitv
based facilities. i.s envisioned in 1979 for funding through the Juvenil~ 
Services Administration. The study would have as its primary objective 
an assessnent of the reasons for th.e under-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 ,.;ould be 
explored and linkages between court services, institutional personnel 
and group home staff would be studied. 

There have been several proble::ls in developing appropriate group home 
programs. First, many communities are adamantly opposed to group home facilities 
being located in their neighborhoods. What has occurred as a result of 
community opposition is very restrictive zoning in many jurisdictions 
which has either forced group homes to relocate, or in most instances, 
never get started or to engage in long and costly zoning battles which, 
in some instances, have resulted in prolonged litigation. There is a 
need for effective public information efforts on the need for, and 
purpose of, group home facilities and a determined effort to involve 
the community in the planning pracess. Until this accurs, effective 
cammunity-based programming of any type cailnot occur. A second 
problem with group homes has been their inability in some instances 
to survive due to financial problems. In Baltimore City 
and Harford County, for instance, group homes have been forced to' 
close due to a lack of financial support and management. Mast graup 
homes exist primarily on Juvenile Services Administration purchase 
af care funds, which in some instances, are not sufficient to' meet 
aperating casts. Additianally, ~ome group homes do nat aperate on a 
cast-effective basis. It appears that Juvenile Services needs to re
view its present purchase af service pragram to determine if it is 
adequate. Group homes, for their part, need to review all their costs 
to determine if they are operating as efficienc1y as possible a.nd to' 
develop additional local and community financial support. Presently, 
some group home costs approach or exceed the cost of institutional 
care in Maryland. 
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A major problem in developing accurate cost of care information 
Is that comparable cost data is difficult to obtain as each home tends 
to have different accounting methods. The Regional Cr~~inal Justice 
Planning Board for the Prince George's and :'1ontgomery County area 
(Region IV staff) has done some work in this area. Cost data that is 
available, however, indicates many group homes may not be significantly 
less expensive than institutionalization. 

In some jurisdictions (Hontgor.,ery County for instance), group homes 
are used almost exclusively for the stCltus offender, ,·rhich results in 
delinquents being committed to training sc~ools or placed on proDation. 
This practice is totally inconsistent 'iJith the basic premise that group 
homes can serve as an alternative to in,stitutionalization. Group homes 
must provide seryices to delinquents as well as Children In ~eed of 
Supervision. In adler jurisdictions there have been serious problems 
with existing group homes being under-utilized. It appears that there 
is a clear need to develop guidelines indicating specifically ,.mat type 
of youth are to be admitted to group homes. Based on these criteria, 
needs by county can be projected. As previously mentioned, a State-wide 
comprehensive study of the under-utilization of beds in residential 
facilities and recommendations for corrective action in 1979 is envisioned. 
Generally, only those youths who cannot be placed at their o,vu home 
or a foster home under supervision should be admitted to group homes; 
however, there must be careful monitoring to insure that youths are not 
in fact inappropriately placed in group home facilities. 

Another problem associated with group homes relates to the 
effective monitoring and evaluation of group home programs. The 
Juvenile Services Administration has developed ·a monitoring team that 
visits at least annually and licenses those residential facilities 
receiving purchase of care funds and not licensed by the Social Services 
Administration. The Juvenile Services Administration ~.s required by 
law, effective January 1, 1977 to license residential programs utilized 
by the Juvenile Services Administration and not licensed by Social 
Services or Health and Mental Hygiene. As of July 1, 1978, Juvenile 
Services had issued five provisional licenses certifying that the 
facilities "Tere in compliance with fire, health and zoning regulations, 
while 22 homes have been granted full licenses certifying that they 
are in full compliance with all the regulations set down by the Juvenile 
Services Administration. All the facilities are licensed as either 
community residences, community treatment facilities, structured shelter
care or youth group homes. It should be noted that the Social Services 
Administration monitors and licenses a number of ~omes used both by 
that agency and Juvenile Services. 
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It is also imperative that Juvenile Services develop a data 
collection system for residential facilities that vn..ll provide the 
Administration with the type of data that is necessary for program 
planning and evaluation. Specifically, the Administration needs 
to develop a standardized reporting system to identify the types 
of children in group homes, the types of treatment being employed, 
the range of services each home offers, capacity of the homes, 
staff training, and cost effectiveness of the operation of the 
homes. Partially in response to this concern, the Commission has 
provided funds to Juvenile Services for a group home evaluation 
study. 3 It is hoped that this evaluation study will develop 
a data collection system for residential facilities and provide 
some conclusive data on the relationship between certain aspects of 
group home programs (such as staffing patterns and treatment modalities 
utilized), their impact on a youth as measured by recidivism and 
social adjustment. As a result of first year activity, a sample 
of 151 group home clients and 103 staff from 2.3 group homes ~Tas 

assessed. A set of draft instruments ~vas developed to illonitor 
key indicators. Second year activity involved the finalization 
of these instruments and follow-up on 100 terminated clients to 
determine program effectiveness. The project will terminate 
Federal funding in August, 1978, and Juvenile Services will continue 
funding the project in. its fiscal 1979 b.udget. It is envisioned 
that results f'rom the first and second years of grant activity will 
yield the final instruments to develop an evaluation and monitoring 
system for group homes. 4 

In 1974, the Commission provided funds to Juvenile Services for a 
two-part consultant study that would evaluate up to 10 group homes and 
provide proposed standards for group homes. The proposed standards pro
vided the basis from which: th? Juvenile Services Administration was able 
to develop its own recommended group home standards whic~ are being re-
viewed by the General Assembly. The evaluation part of the study provided some 
interesting facts. The report, whim included seven. private group homes 
and three Juvenile Services Administration homes, noted "Of youths referred 

3Group Home Evalution Grant No. 6001. 

4Rut~ Sc~iemann, Juvenile Services Administration, August, 1978. 
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to juvenile Services Administration homes, 60.3 percent "Tere referred 
by aftercar~ counselors, \vhile only 13.3 percent of the youths in 
private homes ,vere referred by aftercare, (the remainder were referred 
by probation counselors).Thus, a significant larger percentage of 
youths served by juvenile Services Administration homes rather than private 
homes have had prior cornmit~ents to the training schools, and may be 
inferred to be more difficult cases." The study also revealeci that 
::he juvenile Services Administration homes generally dealt <Nith a 
larger number of older youth than the private homes. Forty-t"lvO per-
cent of the juvenile Services Administration youths \Vere 16 or older. 
By contrast, only 5.4 percent of the juvenile Services Administration 
youths were 13 or younger ivhile 34.6 percent of the ~rivate home youth 
were 13 or younger. Statistics on recidivism were also prepared on 
each group home. Data compiled on the juvenile Services' group home 
recidivism rates were significantly higher than any private home. 
Of 102 boys in the juvenile Services' homes, 57 had no subsequent 
referrals for court action, 19 were referred on one occasion, 11 had 
t,vo referrals and/or adult arrests and 20 had three or more referrals 
and/or adult arrests. ~ro private group home's recidivism rate was 
nearly this high as the average ivas approximately a 15% referral rate 
for those youth released from the home. General inconsistences noted 
among the 10 group homes studied included varying lengths of stay for 
juveniles, costs per child, treatment programs offered to residents, 
and available fundi.ng resources. 

Although the consultant's report praised Juvenile Services for the 
implementation of a large number of gr~up homes over a relatively short 
time span, it acknowledged that there are a number of areas that require 
improvement. "These include the nature of the planning and decision
making needed for a total program, \VeIl-integrated ,"ith the State's needs; 
the administration of the purchase-of-care program and the need for power 
to insure accountability of the individual group homes; central control 
over the processes invol·,ed in using group homes (referrals: intake, 
release, case revietv, and so on); and central recordkeeping, evaluation 
and program review. "5 

In addition to group homes, the Juvenile Services Administration 
utilizes other types of community-based residential programs. In various 
parts of the State, especially the Baltimore metropolitan area, juvenile 
Services has entered into agreements with families (i. e., a married couple) 
to provide long-term foster care. Generally, youth who cannot, for some 
reason, reside at home but who have not demonstrated severe emotional 
problems or anti-social behavior, are appropriate for homes of this type. 

5 :!a.rvland Group Home Program, National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 
Austin, Texas (1974), p. 46. 

397 



Additionally, such homes are often considerably less e~pensive than 
group homes and do have access to the same community resources, such 
as schools and mental health clinics, that group homes do. Recruit
merlt, retention and proper training of some foster home parents has 
been a problem. In a partial response to this problem, the Gove~or's 
Commission funded, thxough Juvenile Ser~7ices, a prograo to provide 
training to both £oscer and shelter parents. ~s a result of this 
project a training package ~ .. as developed to provide informal ?reservice 
and inservice training to foster home parents. Approximately 250-300 
foster home parents are trained each year. All new parents receive 
preservice training , .. hile some o.ther foster parents receive ongoing 
inservices training. 

The Governor's Commission also funded a program through Juvenile 
Services that resulted the development of approximately 200 foster homes 
throughout the State. This project is now supported with State purchase
of-care funds. The number of foster homes range from a high of 60 in 
Prince George I s County and Baltimore City to a low of 15 in ~lontgomery 
County. Juvenile Services statistics for fiscal 1976 indicate that 
3,012 or 5.2% of the total number of cases referred to Juvenile Services 
intake (58,044) were placed in purchase-of-care facilities, which included 
placement in foster homes. In comparison, in fiscal 1977, 2,643 or 
5.2% of the total number of cases referred to Juvenile Services intake, 
(50,702) were placed in purchase-of-care facilities, which included 
and 1977, Prince George's County accounted for the largest number of 
placements, followed by Baltimore City and ~ontgomery County, 

Further development of foster homes, especially for 
Children In ~eed of Supervision, who don't always require close super
vision, is strongly indicated. The Commission has also funded a program 
to provide supportive services to youth in shelter and foster homes in 
Prince George I s County and Baltimore City. Preliminary evaluati·'7e data 
indicates that Prince George I s County appears to be ivorking well and is 
having a positive impact on program participants. Additionally, the pro
j ect provides services in the community at a considerably lO"tver cos t 
than institutional care. 6 

6Foster Care Via Family Type Residential Care, Grant U4115-JD-3. 
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Data available from the Juvenile Services Administration indicates 
th.e tremendous increase in th~ use of residential communi::y-'.Jased re
sources. Admissions to residential community-based programs (excluding 
shelter-care), have increased from 16 in 1969 to 1,047 in fiscal 
1977. Budget expenditures for these programs have increased from 
892,131 in 1969 to $5,043,029 in fiscal 1977. 7 It is anticipated that 
bot~ costs and placements will continue to rise in years to come. 
Tab 1e V-26 indicates the ac tual p ercen tage of adj udica ted youths ':vho 
have been placed in either institutions and community-based facilities 
has remained relatively constant bet,veen 12~~ and 16%. Consistent 
with the increase of the development of community-based resources, the 
number of youths in community facilities has increased dramaticall:; ':V"hile 
institutional placements have declined. 

: 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

TABLE V-26 

.ADJUDICATED CASES "PLACED IN RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
1968- 1977 

COMMUNITY- PERCENT OF ADJUDICATED 
INSTInrTIONAL BASED CASES PLACED 

COMMITMENTS PLAC~N"TS TOTAL T~ R":"C:1:D]:"0'T.H P?Or."RA'-':S 

1,914 0 1,914 12% 
2,124 16 2 t 140 12% 
2,140 152 2,292 14% 
2,138 322 2,460 16% 
2,089 697 2,786 15% 
1,715 967 2,682 14% 
1,409 1,295 2,704 14% 
1,601 1,134 2,735 13i. 
1,621 1',292 2,913 13% 
1,391 1,121 I 2,712 I 14% 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration's Annual Renort, 1977. 

Many adjudicated youth may not require removal from their homes, 
but clearly require services. It is therefore necessary and desirable 
to d~velop non-residential treatment programs. Such programs may be 
~ost :effective when compared with residential placements, result in 
minimal disruption to the client, and enable the client to maincain 
£ami1y and community ties. Additionally, these prog~ams can utilize 
community resources such as schools, vocational training, and mental 
health services that are vital to the rehabilitation process. The 
~uvenile Services Administration, with financial assistance from the 

7Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Report, 1977. 
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Governor's Commission, has developed a non-rssidential treatment oro-
grant in 3altimore City.S This program which ~as a capacity of 100 
youths and is now funded by the State, provides academic, vocational, 
and counseling services to adjudicated delinquents on a 9-5, Monday 
through Friday basis. Youths enrolled in the program do, of course, 
continue to reside at home under the supervision of a probation counselor. 
Although this program has had some administrative and programmatic problems, 
it :1as had some success and appears to be conceptually sound. In 
:.;rashington County, the Govern~~'s Commission ha~ ~und~d an alter:1ative 
school and counseling program for up to 30 yout~s a year who have been 
referred by Juvenile Services and have a history of academic and be
havioral problems. The evaluative data available fo!' this program in
dicates most students have shown increases in academic achievement 
levels. Truancy, however, continued to be a problem for many: program 
participants .9 

Community-based treatment programs can also be used effectively 
,vith drug abusers (which includes the -abuse of alcohol). The Commission 
has funded t1vO non-residential treatment programs for drug abusers. In 
Baltimore City, a program 1vas funded for approximat0.ly 50 youth a year 
w'nich provided individualized academic instruction and counseling using 
behavior modification techniques. Some students in th,~ program have 
shown increases in academic achievement and have shown some evidence 
of reduced drug usage. 10 This program is now being funded with a com
bination of State and local funds. In Baltimore County, a non-residential 
program geared primarily to adjudicated youth ~vith drug (especially 
alcohol), problems has been funded and has served approximately 120 
youths and their families in the past year. Additionally a program in 
Baltimore City for the alcoholic youth has been funded and will serve 
approximately four youth agencies~l There is a need for greater drug 
abuse programming especially non~residential programs. In 1973, and 
again in 1975, a Drug Abuse survey was conducted by the Maryland Drug 
Abuse Administration in which tenth and twelth grade students partici
pated. Table V-27 indicates the results of that survey according to 
type of drug abuse identified, for both the 1973 and 1975 samples. 
Table V-28 notes the frequency of use. As noted by the :faryland Drug 
Abuse Administration, nearly one out of four adolescents appears to be 
using marijuana. About lS% of the 19'75 sample reports abusing hashish. 

SYouth Service Center. Grant fI4l93-JD-5. 

91.Jashington County Intervention Progr~, Grant !fSOS2-JD-S. 

10S.E.B.D,A.R. Grant #SlSl-JD-4. 

llTADAY 116080. 
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T.ABLE V-27 

REPORTED USAGE OF SELECTED DRUGS ~N TOTAL SAMPLE 
OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS 

MARYLAND DRUG ABUSE ADMINISTRA.TION * 
1973 & 1975 SURVEYS AND DRUG ABUSE Al-I0NG ADOLESCENTS 

I 
• 

P~rcent Currently Using 
Tenth. Grade Tenth Grade Twelfth Grade 

Substance or Drug 1973 1975 1975 

Marijuana 23.9 29.5 33.2 

Tranquilizers 7.3 9.0 9.8 

Quaaludes NA 5.1 6.2 

Amphetamines 9.4 9.8 10.3 

.' 

Cigarettes 33.1 36.4 36.9 

'" .\aIoO .. 

I 
Heroin 2.5 1.9 1.5 

Cocaine 4.1 3.9 5.0 

Hashish 13.3 15.0 17.8 

Hallucinogens 5.9 
I 

6.1 6.5 

Barbiturates 10.3 9.1 9.2 

Solvents 3.4 I 2.6 1.7 
I 

Methamphetamines 7.8 I 8.3 
t 

9.1 I 

SOURCE: Drug Abuse Administration, Annual Renort, 1975 

*It should be noted that this sUr\Tey will not be, C011ducted by the Drug Abuse 
Administration again until late 1978 or early 1979. 
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TABLE V- 28 

PERCENTAGE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS iVHO REPORTED 
USING SELECTED DRUGS -FREQUENTL Y 

MARYLAND DRUG ABUSE ADMINISTRATION 
1973 & 1975 SURVEYS OF DRUG ABUSE AMONG ADOLESCENTS 

Percent Who Used Drugs Dailv or Several Times a Week • 

I 
Tenth Grade I Tenth Grade T~'lelfth Grade 

I Substance or Drug 1973 1975 1975 

I 
I 

I 
Marijuana 

I 
9,9 13.6 16.8 

I 

Tranquilizers I 1.6 1.1 1.0 

Quaa1udes )l'A 0.5 0.5 

Amphetamines 2.1 1.8 2.0 

I 
-I 

f 

I Cigarettes 26,,4 29.9 31.6 

Heroin 1.2 0.7 0.6 

---< 

Cocaine 1.0 Q.t 6 0.6 I 
Hashish 2.7 1.9 2.2 ~ 
Hallucinogens 1.1 0.7 0.5 

Barbiturates 2.0 1.1 1.0 

Solvents , 1.1 v.5 0.5 

Methamphetamines I 1.8 1.2 1.3 I 
I 

SOURCE: Drug Abuse Administration9 ~nnual Report, 1975 

*It should be noted that this survey will not be conducted by the Drug Abuse 
Administration again until late 1978 or early 1979. 
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:\DT'r""~<~::1a'-.=.i., , O~~ ar.=. US;:J.g amnner:amines and slignclv ;"ess ar,= '..ls:'ng 
S~;b~~~~a~;;-. - 2~r b~th ;;pes ;£ products, che majority or C'.lrrenl: 
users appear to be less than once per "7eek. In :dd~tion, the 21aryland 
Drug Abuse Administration study sbowed that 70.2% or tenth graders ~nd 
7~.5% of twelth graders were, in varying degrees, users of alcohol In 
the last year. The more frequently reported quantity of beer consumed 
ivas t;1ree to six beers. Beer is the alcoholic beverage used more fre
quently than any other. The least frequently abused drug ~~ng those 
listed ,vas heroin (.7%). \rnen a statistical test was appllea to the 
1973 data aenerated by the survey, a pattern of high drug abuse rates 
'..;as ::lOted in areas with a lower social class rating. The relationship, 

11 ' , -, 1') -..;nile suggestive, did not prove stac::"s tica y slgnl!lcant.--

)io section of the State is without youth drug abuse problems. There
fore, the State, to some extent, can be considered as one la'rge community 
that must be organized for action. Ongoing programs must be coordinated, 
a..T1d political, social, and economic boundaries must be traversed. A 
common perspective must be developed and shared for the mutual benefit 
of all. 

\·li th respect to the juvenile drug abuser, there is an immediace need 
for implementation of several programs. This is show~ by the 4,767 
drug abuse cases referred to the Juvenile Services Admi~istration in 
fiscal year 1977. Of these cases,1,033 were referred for alcoholic 
beverage violations. The statistics, of course, represent only a very 
small percentage of drug cases as many youth referred for other delin
quent or status offenses do have a drug problem of some sort. 13 Pro
grams in the areas of education, treatment, laiv enforcement, and social 
change must be given priority importance. Drug abuse education and 
information dissemination must be implemented with the purpose of keep
ing those children who have not experimented with drugs from ever begin-

'. ning, and to convince those who are only experimenters to cease before 
experimentation becomes a habit. Treatment programs, using a combination 
of medical, social and psychiatric services, must be designed to help the 
drug dependent child, particularly those coming in contact with the 
juvenile justice system, remain drug free. 

Angtner area that requires additional programming is job training 
and assistance for youth in the juvenile justice system. Many youth 
in the system find that they lack the necessary academic and vocational 
skills necessary for securing gainful employment. In an effort to 
partially address this probla~, the Commission funded a program in 
3altimore City designed to provide work experience in a public agency, 
counseling, and educational/vocational development through a specialized 
curriculum. This program served 109 youths in 10 months of the second 
year of operatio,ns and provided individualized educational ser',ices and 
job assistance t:o chronic truants. A similar program ~vas funded by the 
Commission in 1977 for 3altimore County and has served 47 youths during 
its first year. 14This program will serve approximately 75 youths and 
provide employw!nt assistance. Both this prog;t'am and the 3altimore 
City program provide subsidized job placement. IS 

12Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Renort, 1976'. 
lJDrug Abuse Administration, Survey of Drug Use .~ong Adole~c~LlL~. 
14Juvenile Offender Work-Study, Grant (16135. 1- -
~Pre-Employment Manpower, Grant #7036. 
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AIs.o, there may be a need to develop additional resources, both 
residential and non-residential, for the seriously emotionally disturbed 
and mentally handicapped youths who come to the attention of the Court 
for serious delinquent acts. Some youths who commit delinquent acts 
are also s.everely emotionally disturbed or mentally handicapped. If 
they are committed to a State training school, they are at risk of being 
victimized by the more 'rnormal:! residents i.mile their emotional or 
mental handicaps r.emain untreated. On the other ':land, e:dsting State 
facilities for the mentally handicapped or emotionally distur~ed are 
all equipped to ~ork with agsressive anti-social youths. A recently 
empaue.lled Governor's Gommission is now studying ways to remediate this 
problem. 

A potentially valuable and necessary component of community-based 
progra!lllD.ing is development of citizen involvement and volunteer programs. 
Citizen groups, neighborhood improvement organizations, fraternal 
groups, and others all have a vital role in the delinquency prevention 
and control process. A priority endeavor should be made to solicit 
and invoble ethnic and minoritY',groups who are most affected by the 
crime and delinquency in the municipal and urban areas. The Juvenile 
Services Administration is in need of the a~sistance that these organi
zations can provide. For example, volunteer services are urgently 
needed within the various State juvenile institutions, court se~lices 
programs, and prevention/diversion programs. At the present time, 
limited volunteer programs are operated in these areas. The present 
volunteer program is, in part, based on an LEAA grant which was initially 
funded in 1973, and supported eight part-time regional volunteer 
coordinators and a full-time S tate-wide volunteer coordinator. I'men 
the grant ended in 1976, the program was incorporated in the Juvenile 
Services' budget. The costs were assumed at the same level of grant 
funding. Tnere has been little increase in expenditures since 1973. 
The grant was intended to establish a stable staff of professional 
coordinators of volunteers for court and community services. This 
has not become a reality. There have been three State coordinators in 
four years. There has also been a high turnover in many local coordinators' 
positions because the position for eight are part-time, special payments 
contractual and offer no fringe oene!'fits .. ' As a r~sul t, programs in 
areas wit.~ high turnover rates have ):lot developed sophistication, 
continuity or on-going community involvement. Table V-29 shows the 
location of the volunteer coordinators in the regions, the number of 
organizations t.~at provide services, and the n~jber of hours that 
are volunteered. Additionally, part~time and full-time coordinators 
to work with volunteers at the Maryland Training School, Montrose School, 
Youth Canters, Maryland Children's Center, Eaxter Center, Boysr 
Village and the Alfred D. Noyes Canter. 
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TABLE V-29 

HEGIONAL VOLUNTEER COORDINATORS AND OHGANIZATIONS FOR JUVENILE SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
FY 1978 

-- - -
EHPLOYHENT NO. OF COORDINATORS NO. OF ORGAN-

STATUS AREA SERVED SINCE 1973 lZATIONS THAT 
PROVIDE SERVICI~S -

1 Part-time Dorchester, Somerset 1 tlo 

Wicomico, Worcester -------- --

II I Part-time Cecil 2 5 
1 Full-time Kent, Caroline 1 

-- --- Queen Anne's~ Talbot 

III 1 Part-time BaltimOl:,e County, Harford 3 0 

IV 1 Part-time AllegaI!Y., Garrett, Washington 3 8 

V 2 Part-time Anne Arundel 4 0 
Carro 11, Hm.,a rei 2 -

VI 1 Part-time Frederick, Montgomery 2 25 
-,-- ----

VII 1 Part-time Calvert, Charles, f1t. Nary's 6 0 
Prince George's -

VIII 3 Full-time Baltimore City, Group Homes, Began as HEW Funded Projec 20 

lYRe in 197O. Full-time from 
inception, Four-prior to 
the present, Two-full-time 
presently One-vacancy. --

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration's Executive Plan, 1978. 

--- - --
NO. OF INDIVI-
DUAL VOL. HOURS 
PROVIDED 

8,752.5 

----------. 

3,084 

--------

7,670 

1,650 

1,770 

1,987.5 ---

1,020 

18,289 

-------



~();mership of the volunteer program must rest ,,,ith line staff, 
middle and top management and be demonstrated by total support for 
o1.anning and supervision of cases assigned to volunteers. Role 
definition for volunteers must be jointly undertaken and needs assess
ment by line staff,supervisors, and other staff directly responsible 
for oroviding services to children must be accomplished with leadership 
from" the regional and institutional coordinators of volunteers. The 
Administration hm"ever, even ,,,ith these additional staff resources, 
should consider additional efforts to increase its use of volunteers 
substantially. 

An important point that needs to be made with respect to all community
based programming is that data developed by Commission staff projects that 
juvenile arrests by police, which constitute approximately 79% of all re
ferrals to Juvenile Services, ,.,ill decline 3.9% by 1980 from 1975 levels. 
This decline may result in less emphasis being placed on the development 
of new community-based resources and enable the Administration to allocate 
existing ,resources and energies to improving and assessing the quality 
and cost effectiveness of existing programs. 

In summary, community-based treatment programs have increased substan
tially in recent years and have, in some instances, provided an alternative 
to institutionalization. Further development of residential treatment programs 
in some juri,sdictions and non-residential treatment programs in all j urisdic
tions of the State appears indicated. Developing adequate community-based 
programs is, how'ever, a respansibili ty of local political subdivisions as 
well as the State. In many jurisdictions, considerable problems have been 
encountered in developing community-based programming; it is essential that 
the political subdivisions effectively resolve these problems so that the 
needs of youth may be met. 
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PROBLE1 JD-6: Inadeauate Institutional Treatment Program for 
Juveniles. The Juvenile Services Administration, in addition to pro
viding intake, probation and after-car~ responsibilities, has the 
respo~sibility for operating one diagnostic assessment center, t.hree 
detention centers, t\vo trai'ning schools, and four youth centers. Only 
the Q:v-o training schools and the four youth centers provide services 
to adjudicated delinquents committed by the juvenile courts throughout 
the State of ~!raryland. These institutions and the populaticns they 
serve are as follows: 

1. The :'Iaryland Training School for Boys is used to house 
delinquents age 16 to 18. 

2. The Hontrose School provides services to all deli.nquent 
girls and delinquent boys age 15 and under. 

3. The four youth centers (previously called forestry camps) 
located in Hestern Maryland, are used for older delinquent 
boys ages 16 and 17. 

The institutional programs of the Juvenile Services Administration 
have undergone significant cha~~es in recent years. Effective January 
1, 1974, Court and Judicial Proceedings, Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 
3-823, was implemented which prohibited the placement of status offende~s 
in State institutions. This law resulted in the eventual closing of the 
Victor Cullen School, which was a training school for status offenders 
and the modification of two ycuth center programs for delinquents. 
Additionally, Boys' Village, although not directly affected by the 
new law, was converted from a training school to a detention center 
and separate cottages for youths ,vith special emotional and retard
ation problems. In sum, there has been a rather dramatic decrease 
in institutions for youths committed by the local courts of the 
State. In fiscal 1979 Juvenile Services has been budgeted for 685 
')eds for committed youths. Information received from Juvenile 
Services Administration for fiscal 1980 indicates bed space will be 
budgeted for 630 beds for committed youths. 

Figures obtained from the Juvenile Serlices Annual Report for 
fiscal year 1977 indicates that while the total number of youths 
committed to State juvenile institutions dropped from the preceding 
year, both the rate of youths committed compared to total referrals 
and the number of youths committed co~pared to those formally handled, 
have increased. Table V-30 lists comparative figures for total 
referrals, but does not show the 3.1% increase in the rate of formally 
handled cases to commitments during fiscal year 1977. 
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! FISCAL 
i YEAR 

'; 19G8 
I 
f 

! 1969 
i 
11970 
I 

: 1971 

;1972 
I 

i 1973 
I 

11974 

1975 

1976 

11977 

, 

T.ABLE V-30 

COMMIT'D1E::l"T TO STATE TRAI}TING SCI-IOOLS AIm FORESTRY CAHPS 

NUl'fSER OF YOUTHS 
COMHITTED 

1914 

2124 

2140 

2138 

2089 

1715 

1409 

1601 

1621 

1591 

% OF CHANGE FROH 
PREVIOUS YE..~R 

+11% 

+ 1% 

No Cl1ange 

- 2% 

-18% 

-18% 

+1% 

% OF TOTAL REFE~~~S 
Cm.!MITTED 

10% 

8'" .0 

8% 

7% 

"" 0/0 

4% 

3<:1 
10 

3% 

2. 8~~ 

4.1% 

SOURCE: Juvenile Services Administration, Annual ~eport, 1977. 
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Although the percentage of youths being committed has declined, 
there have been substantial overcrowding problems at the training 
schools. Data for February, 1978 indicates that the youth centers 
and training schools' average daily population exceeded rated capacity 
from bp-t,veen 11% to 17%. Rated capacity is the actual number of youths 
for whom the institution is staffed and equipped to provide services. 
rne decline in institutional commitments until fiscal 1975 can be 
attributed to the de"":institutionalization of status offenders legis
lation passed by the State Legislature and the vigorous development 
and utilization of community resources by the Juvenile Services 
Administration. The increase in the number of youths committed for 
1975 and 1976 is probably attributable to public concern about juvenile 
delinquency and the larger number of cases coming to Juvenile Services; 
however, it is important to note that the commitment rate actually 
declined in 1976 and again in 1977. Assuming that the commitment 
rate remains at approximately 3% of all cases referred to .Juvenile 
Services and that total referrals increase or remain static, additional 
institutional beds may be needed. Juvenile Services is attempting 
to devise alternative programming and thus reduce the need for 
institutional beds. 

The grmving percentage of both referrals and formally handled 
cases to commitments coupled ,vith overcrO\vded conditions at the 
institutions points a need for both increased institutional spaces and 
selective programs to return committed youths who have adjusted to 
their community. Only -lith a full range of alternatives will be 
institutions be able to provide adequate treatment and return youths 
to their community ,-lithin the Commission objective time frame of six 
months. At present the institutions are holding youths on an average 
of seven months. 

In discussing institutional population, even though institutionali
zation is the most ~~ensive form of service delivery for children and 
the removal from the home and the community should be the last resort, 
it is important to note that there is still a need for adequate. secure 
residential facilities, if society is to be adequately protected. 

Another major problem area that the Juvenile Services Administration 
faces is the development of effective programming in institutions that 
will result in lower levels of recidivism and youth who are able to be 
reintegrated into society as productive, functioning members. Institu
tions should be programmed to permit residents to solve problems for 
themselves, teach children to assume responsibilities, train them to 
interact and work together, and acquire respect for and acceptance of 
each other. There are several program areas ,vithin institutions that 
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clearly need to be strengthened. In. the academic area, it is important 
to note that the majority of children who come to the training schools 
are seriously deficient in their school work and the educational exper
iences received "I'hi1e confined are often of little value. Even if psy
chological and sociological factors are not considered, reading ability 
and a proficiency in the basic skills are vital in securing employment. 
The present emphasis of the Adoinistration on individual learnina ex-o 
periences for children should be further de'leloped. The use of a team 
approach in the educational ~Jrograms and individual prescriptions should 
be explored at these institutions. 

Programmed instruction should also be expanded in some of the 
A,cb:;:tinistration's institutions. One such program, initiated through 
Commission funds, involving programmed instruction in s:n.all engine 
repair was in 'operation at the Victor Cullin School for se'leral years 
and has been transferred to the :Iaryland Training School. 

One effort to provide a more rele'lant educational curriculum is 
currently being atte~ted at the Montrose School. The Governor's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice 
funded a proj·ect through the Administration for the development 1 
and imp1ement.ation of a course in health and family development. 
Such topics as family planning, venereal disease, sex education, and 
personal hygiene are included in this curriculum. This project 
now supported by State money, provided services to approximately 
500 youths during tts three years of Commission funding. As a result 
of the ~1ontrosE', Schuol accepting committed boys bet"W'een 10-15 years 
of age, this program was expanded in its second year to provide a 
separate curriculum for boys at the school. 

Additionally, the Adw~nistration needs to improve and expand pre
vocational and vocational training. Although the Administration's insti
tutions do offer limited pre-vocational and vocational training, they 
do not provide enough marketable skill programs. The institutional 
educational and vocational programs should be fitted to the particular 
needs' of the population served. A realistic determination must be made 
after an analYSis of the job market as to what long and short range 
goals can be achieved by a committed youth during an average length of 
confinement at the insti::ution. In fiscal year 1978, the ~1ontrose 
School completely revamped their vocational program and initiated a 
comprehensive vocational evaluation and instructional program in 
cooperation with the Maryland State Department of Education. 

1 
nealth and Family Development, Grant #4038-JD-6. 
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In a ?artial effort to address the need for improved employment 
opportunities for youth in training schools, the Commission has funded 
a program that will provide subsidized employment "lith public agencies 
in Baltimore City for youth released from the training schools. The 
program, i.hich was implemented in the fall of 1976, and enabled youths 
to gain valuable employment experience and some educational and vocational 
guidance. Also, the Commission provided funds for a program that ~ould 
place 200 youth in jobs upon release from the training school. E,is pro
gram is scheduled for implementation in the Fall of 1978. 

:nth both training and academic education, major stress must be 
placed on interest motivation. Even though children are not positive 
as to what they desire to do in life, certain types of skills do 
interest them. This interest should be developed in the institution 
through various types of programs. Even though there are various types 
of vocational and trade programs offered \.ithin the community, there are 
also a considerable number of youths in the community requiring such 
training. Previously institutionalized youths are handicapped in 
competing for admission to such programs because they often have lengthy 
histories of maladjusted behavior in addition to their State training 
school experiences. The institutional curriculum should include 
training in methods of applying for a job or training program and 
presenting one's self most favorably. Further, the need for 
the involvement of local trade lli!ions in the curriculum of the 
schools is also of importance. The development of trade advisory boards 
could assist in the development of vocational curriculums a.nd work pro
grams off-campus. Their involvement would insure that the type of train
ing received by the children is of sufficient quantity and quality neces
sary for entrance directly into the labor market. The achievement of a 
degree of proficiency in basic and advanced tasks should be a prima~J 
f.ocus of motivational instruction. 

Although institutional academic and vocational programs are 
considered rehabilitative, it must be noted that the total environment 
of the institution must be therapeutic. For this reason, the quality 
of life found within the institution should not be detrimental to the 
child. It is important that adequate recreational and medical services 
be provided youths in institutions. Although present medical coverage 
is inadequate in some juvenile institutions, there has been improvement 
in the western youth centers through cooperative arrangements with 
the County Department of A§alth. 
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The Juvenile Services Administration also needs to develop a mechan
ism for resolution of complaints lodged by residents of the institutions 
and to insure 'that Administration policy and regulations are adhered to. 
Client complaints that are legitimate and are not or cannot be resolved 
through regular administrative procedures within an institution may re
sult in serious disciplinary disturbances and unrest. Additionally, 
such a situation may result in increased hostility and resentment on 
the part of clients "hich is not conducive to effectuating basic 
attitudinal change that is desirable. It is also important the Admini
stration policies with respect to prohibition of corporal punishment 
and isolation be closely monitored to insure compliance. The Corrections 
Standards Committee of the Governor's Commission has also recommended 
that policies and procedures be developed to insure an acceptable stand
ard of living "ithin all correctional institutions. 

Another problem area, "hich is related s041e,vhat to the overcrowding 
or State institutions, relates to the optimum length of stay for juve
niles in an institution. The average length of stay in institutions 
for the period fiscal 1973 through 197f is reflected in TableV-31 
The data appears to indicate that the length of stay was slightly lon3er in fis
cal 1973, which was a period without overcrowding in State institutions 
than in 1975, 1976, or 1977 when overcrowding did occur. Ideally, the length 
of stay for an individual in an institution should be determined by pro
gress in accepting social responsibility and not on the overall po?ula-
tion of the institution. It would appear appropriate for Juvenile Ser-
vices to develop some basic policies on the optimal length of stay for 
residents; in no case should a youth's length of stay be solely related 
to the degree of overcrowding in the institu~ion. 

There also appears to be a need for improved alcohol and drug 
screening and tr9atment programs within the Juvenile Services Admini
stration's institutions. Xany youths in institutions have a prior history 
of alcohol and drug abuse although fe,y have actually used opiates or 
other addicting drugs on a regular basis. 3 In partial response 
to this problem, drug education programs have been establis~ed with 
financial assistance from the Governor's Commission in the ~ontrose 
School and the Maryland Training School for boys. Additionally, 

2Juvenile Services Administration, Annual Reuort, 1977. 

3 
Robert Harrington, Juvenile Services Administration, July, 1978. 
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I 

YEAR 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

Tf..BLE V-31 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (HONTHS) 
STATE INSTITUTIONS 

FY 1973 - 1977 

MARYLAi'\l'D TRAINHIG BOYS' I VICTOR 
SCHOOL :10NTROSE VILLAGE CULLE:;r 

7.5 8.0 6.9 7.1 
5.9 7.5 6.8 --
4.8 6.2 7.1 ---
6.0 6.1 --- ---
5.8 7.0 --- ---

YOUTH: 
CE:lTERS 

7.1 
7.0 
5.3 
6.9 
7.4 

all youths admitted to any institution receive a physical examination 
on admittance to tne institution. The ~lontrose School and the 
~aryland Training School for iloys both nave resident, medical staff 
that conduct these examinations. The Forestry Camps utilize local 
health department staff for medical screenings. Medical staff should 
be made avilable to all institutions. If the physical €!xamination 
indicates the presence of a serious drug dependence problem, appropriate 
tests and/or treatment may be ordered. 

With respect to treatment, all institutions utilize group treatment 
techniques ~hat attempt to modify behavior through peer pressure. 
Drug problems are dealt with in these group sessions which are conducted 
by trained institutional staff. Further d~velopment of drug treatment 
capabilities and medical screening does, hmvever" appear to be 
indicated. 

The entire juvenile institutional process must be looked at 'xith 
the primary goal of successful return to the community in mind. Hhen 
the child enters the institution, concerted efforts must be made to 
fully unders.tand the juveniles t problems and needs. Both the academic 
and vocati.onal programs of:ered must be responsive to the defined individual 
needs of ~he juvenile. Adequate counseling must also be provided while the child 
is in the institution and this counseling service must be continued 
during the transition o"ack to the community. Constant communication 
bec-ween the institution c01IDselor and the child's fan.i.ly is necessary 
to insure that the f,a~ly is fully prepat:ed for the child's return. 
Training programs ~re needed to advise the parents of potential problems 
the child will encounter and how to deal with these problems in a way 
most conducive to tne child's readjustment. In an effort to begin meet-
ing this need, the Juvenile Services Administration received a grant 
from the Governor's Commission on La~v Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice to provide parent effectiveness training to s,everal Admini-
stration staff personnel. Through this training, it is hoped that Juve-
nile Services t staff will be in a better position to prepare perent~ for 
the child's return. Final evaluative data on this program has not been 
submitted to date. 
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., summary, the ~last :najority of youth can be treated outside the 
confi-rl\.",i of traditional institutions; how'ever, in some cases the need 
to pr~cact the child or society makes co~nunity treatment impossible. 
The Juvenile Se~lices Administration needs to develop an imaginative 
program for these youth aimed at such objectives as effecting basic 
attitudinal change, improved academic education and vocational skills 
orientation. All progra.mming should be de.si,~ed to prepare the youth 
for successful return to the community. 
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'!\., PROBLE:-l JD-7: ~eed to Upgrade "Pre-Arrest rl , "Post Arrest", and 
::: rlpre-Adjudication" Screening and Diversion of Juvenile Cases. The 

?rocess of screening in a broad sense means any removal of a person 
from the cri~inal justice system. l The point at which the youthful 
offender leaves the juvenile justice system can range from the time 
of initial contact or arrest ~p to a formal court hearing. Conse
quently, a number of authorities participate in the ultimate dec~s~on 
on ,vhether the youthful of:=ender ,viII be subj ec. t to a formal juvenile 
~ourt hearing and disposition. 

Available fiscal 1977 data from the Annual ~eport of the Juvenile 
Services Administration indicates that of 50,702 cases referred to the 
intake offices of the Administration, 31,102 or 61% of all cases were 
either disapproved (legally insufficient) or handled inforJally by intake 
staff and thus diverted from the system. The remaining 19,599 cases or 
39% of the total were referred to Juvenile Court for formal court action. 
The percent of total cases either disapproved or informally handled at 
intake has generally increased in recent years, except for fiscal 1976. 
The percent of cases screened at intake has increased from 50.7% of 
all cases in fiscal 1972 to 63.19% in fiscal 1975, but declined to 
60% in fiscal 1976 before rising slightly to 61% in fiscal 1977. 
The percent of cases screel1ed may remain at high levels or increase 
further as diversion resources and training of those responsible for 
diversion increases. 

The initial choice in screening juvenile offenders usually rests 
with police officers. The potential arresting officer, upon contact 
with an alleged delinquent or stacus offender, is faced with several 
options: (1) release with no further action; (2) release accompanied 
oy an official report describing the encounter ,vith the juvenile; (3) 
a reprimand ~ith release to parent or guardian; (4) referral to other 
agencies on a voluntary basis when it is felt appropriate by the officer;2 
(5) referral to the Juvenile Services Administration for further pro
cessing ';'lithout recommending detention; and (6) referral to the Juvenile 
Ser~ices Administration for further processing with a reco~uendation for 
detention. 

The factors that determine an official decision are generally: 
(1) the officers' training and experience in handling juvenile matters; 
and (2) official departmental policy, if it exists at all, on the 
~and~ing of juvenile illatters. 

l~ational Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Courts (Hashington, D.C., Government Printing Office, 1973), p.17. 

? 
-The Beginning of Juvenile Justice, Police Practices, and the Juvenile 

Offender, Ferster and Courtless, 22 Vand. L. Rev., 567, 573, (1969). 
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The police officer at' the scene does not, in many instances, have 
(1) access to the essential information on a youth's background or the 
legal elements required for a successful disposition of the case; (2) 
proper training in handling of juvenile cases; and (3) adequate infor
mation on ?ossible diversion resources. 

A number of larger police departments have, in recent years, set 
up juvenile units to provide expertise in the handling of juvenile 
r.latters. Unfortunately, th.e training of th.ese units is sometimes inade
quate and the actual responsibilities and missions of these units can be 
ill-defined. 

If qualified and interested officers were selected and training in 
proper procedural handling of juvenile offenders, as \vell as determing 
basic legal sufficiency and estimating what constitutes, a proper referral 
to other agencies and what diversion resources exist, a more effective 
juvenile unit ,.;ould be created. These juvenile officers could be de
ployed to provide coverage at peak hours of juvenile offenses and could 
advise the regular patrol officer regarding the handling of youthful 
offenders. One option would be for the juvenile unit officers to pro
cess all juvenile offense reports and insure that the youths' parents are 
contacted. The end result \vould be an examination not only of the offense 
at hand, but also a brief review of the youths backgrounds. Should the 
trained juvenile officer decide not to close the case or to refer to a 
community resource, they \.;ould fOr\vard a ,.;ell-documented report to 
the Juvenile Services Administratton for action by the Intake Unit,.. An 
additional possibility is to train all officers on the street to handle 
decision-making on various juvenile problems subject to proper manage
ment controls. Given the fact that in fiscal year 1977, 38,331 or 75.6% 
of all cases received by Juvenile Services were from the police, improved 
~olice screening and diversion could appreciably reduce Juvenile Services' 
\vorkload. 

Additionally, it should be noted that although police departments 
are not prohibited from making direct referrals to diversion programs, 
this option is seldom exercised. in most jurisdictions. The reason for the 
non-use of the diversion programs by the police departm-snt usually stems 
from official or unwritten policy to pass all such cases to the Juvenile 
Services Administration. 

In response to these problems, the Governor's Commission on Law En
forcement has provided funding to the Baltimore County Police Department 
to increase their present Youth Bureau staff from 16 to 22. This program, 
provides trained juvenile officers in every police district in the County 
and would enable the Youth Bureau to follow up on all juvenile cases. 
Additionally, all Youth Bureau officers receive training in the proper 
use of diversion resources. In addition to the program in Baltimore 
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County, the Commi-ll~~ion has funded three simil,~r programs which are 
currently operati~ within the Howard County, ~Hagerstown and Cumberland 
Police Departments. Both the Concetrated .Juv~nile Crime Reduction project 
in ~agerstoTNU and the Juvenile Intervention project in Cumberland operate 
with DNO trained juvenile officers handling only juvenile matters and 
establishing community referral services for youthful offenders. The 
Howard County operates with four juvenile offenders and a civilian 
counselor. The basic program utilizes community awareness techniques 
to aid in the prevention of repeat offenses. ~..)'ith the availability of 
youth of=icers, follow-up and counseling procedures are being used to 
benefit the youthful offender. 

The Juvenile Services Administration is the agency designated by 
~faryland la~v to provide intake services to the Juvenile Court. T~1e 

statute requires the intake consultant to make a preliminary inquiry 
regarding the complaint to determine ioThether the court has jurisdiction 
and whether judicial action is in the best interest of the child or the 
public. The intake consultant may: (1) authorize the filing of a peti
tion; (2) conduct a further investigation into the allegations of the 
complaint; (3) propose an informal adjustment of the matter; or (4) re
fuse authorization to file a petition. 3 As has been previously indicated, 
Juvenile Services' intake has closed, disapproved or informally adjusted 
61% of all referrals received in fiscal 1977. 

At the present tiDe, intake consultants, after establishing the legal 
sufficiency of a complaint by a citizen or public agency, must determine 
the child's need for treatment by gathering additional background infor
mation. This investigation may involve: a check of the youthful offen
der's court history; a request for pertinent institutional records; a 
school report; an evaluation by a court diagnostician; and an intervie':v 
\vith the c:1ild and his parente. 

At present, the intake consultant's performance can be hampered, in some 
instances, by: (1) inadequate tr@ining and lack of screening criteria, 
(2) lack of adequate diagnostic information; (3) excessive wor~.oads. 
Training for intake staff consists primarily of a week-long preservice 
session. Subsequent training is sometimes offered by the individual 
consultants that are available in many jurisdictions. It is essential, 
however, that training be expanded to include at a minimum, courses in 
interviewing, pertinent legal issues, and counseling techniques. In 
essence, the intake consultant's skills must be sharpened to make the 
most of the brief client contacts that provide the basis for decision
making. lVith respect to diagnostic and evaluation services; hm.7ever, 
effective use of this resource hs.s not always been evident. (See Problem 
Area JD-2 for a further discussion of this matter.) l-lith respect to 
':vorkloads, in !:lany jurisdictions (especially in the urban counties and 
Baltimore City), there are sometimes not sufficient staff to provide the 
comprehensive in-depth review that should be allocated to all cases. 

3Annocaced Code of ~'!ay, .. land, Title 3, Subtitle 8, 3-810. 
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Projected juvenile arrest data developed by Commission staff indi
cates tot:al 'juvenile arrests (viII decline approximately 2. 8i~ ~y 1980 from 
1975 levels hence, this should alleviate to some extent: existing staff 
shortages. Some reallocation of existing resources may however be indi
cated. 

Additionally, there is a need to further develop criteria for screen
ing and diversion of juvenile cases at both the Juvenile Services and po
lice levels. Hhile very specific and rigid criteria may not always be 
desir~ble,. guidelines as to \vhat: youth may be diverted from the system 
a:::-e essential. Funds have been made av'ailable for a survey of Juvenile 
Services' intake staif and development· of criteria. ~"application for 
these funds was never submitted. Closely related to this need is an addi
tional need for training in the types or resources that are available for 
diversion. Hany times referrals made by police and Juvenile Services' 
intake staff are inappropriate due to a lack of knowledge of the specific 
services available at the community level; resource manuals and appro
priate training are t,-10 possible remedies to these i?roblems. 

An additional problem encountered by both those police departments 
that do not divert cases to community resources and by Juvenile Services 
Administration intake staff is the absence of community-based diversion 
programs. (Diversion programs are defined by the Commission as those 
programs ~vhich divert youth from the juvenile justice system after arrest 
or initial contact with police.) If youth are to be successfully diverted 
from the system, it is essential that there be adequate community re
sources to provide counseling and referral services to youth and their 
families. The Governor's Commission on La,·j Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice has funded several diversion progr~us. In Anne Arundel 
and Baltimere Counties, Community Arbitration Programs that provide 
services to misdemeanant youth have been funded. 4 The Anne Arundel program 
serves approximately 2,500 youth a year and has proved quite successful in 
diverting large numbers of youth from the system expeditiously and 'in 
involving the community in the diversion process. The Baltimore County 
program will serve approximately 2,000 youth a year. The Commission has 
also funded two diversion programs in Prince George's County. These pro
grams can provide services to approximately 400 youth per year. A di
version of status offenders program designed to serve approximately 
500 youths has also been funded in Hontgomery County.S This project, 
has' sign.ifi.cantly reduced the number of status o£fenaers 
coming to the attention of Juvenile Services in '~~ntgomery County. A 
total of 17 youth service bu~eaus (which are community-based counseling 
and referral centers), all of ,vhich are State funded, also provide some 
di vers.ion resources. Additional diversion resources are clearly indicated 
throughout the State for both Children in Need of Supervision 'and delinquents. 
Areas where diversion resources are especially needed are Baltimore City, 
Hontgomery County (for delinquents only), and the eastern section of 
Baltimore County. 

4Co1lllll.ission Grants 116212, 5172; 
5Commission Grant #7108. 
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An additional responsibility of"l.,intake ,yorkers is to review requests 
by police for immediate detention anq,shelter plac~ments pending court 
action on the next court day. A screening process and various alterna
tives are involved here and are discussed fully in Problem Area JD-3. In
take staff must also determine if a petition i~ to be =iled. If a petition 
is appropriate, the case, if delinquency i~ alleged, is referred to the 
Seate's Attorney's Office. If a status offeilse is alleged, a petition 
is generally filed by the youth's parents, or in some instances, the 
schools. If the filing o.f petition is denied for either a status offense 
or delinquenc~' case, the matter may be appealed to the Juvenile Services 
Regional Supervisor for status offenses and to the State's Attorney for 
delinquencies. 

In most Situations" the request for a delinquency petition is the 
first contact of the juvenile offender's case with the State's Attorney's 
Office. Rarely does a prosecutor pa~ticipate. in the Juvenile Services' 
intake process. 

At the present time, Juvenile Court is often uS2d as a training area 
for new, inexperienced prosecutors because it is vie'ved as an area ,,,here 
the rules of court are more relaxed and the cases do not usually have 
legal complications. Ho~vever, when one weighs this assumption against 
the fact that a court experience may have great impact on the youth and 
development of the child, the critical need for experienced prosecutors 
,vith specialized training becomes clear. In acknowledging this short
coming, the National Advisory Commission states "Specialized training 
should be provided for all persons participating in the processing of 
cases through the family court, including prosecutors, defense, and other 
attorneys, and the family court judge. La,v schools should recognize the 
need to train attorneys to handle legal matters related to family prob
lems, and should develop programs for that training. These programs 
should have a heavy clinical component. 6 

Ideally, the prosecutor who will ultimately represent the State, 
should enter the case as soon as possible. A number of jurisdictions 
have prosecutors permanently assigned to the police department in order 
to foster proper legal procedures and preparation of charges. In addi
tion, several state's attorneys' offices have screening units to quickly 
establish legal sufficiency and to prepare charges for trial prosecutors. 
Cases are examined for proper procedure and evidence and to insure that 
an appropriate charge is placed. 

6National Advisory Commission on Criminal 'Justice Standards and 
Goals, Courts, p.293. 
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Another area of screening by the prosecutor is the point at \vhich 
the prosecutor must decide whether to file a petition requesting wai
ver of the jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court over the youth and have 
him uied as an adult in a Circuit Court. _ The State has the burden 
of presenting a waiver petition to the court stating that the juvenile 
is not amendable to fur~her juvenile rehabilitative measures. Training 
should be provided to prosecutors to give them the capability to pro
perly assess a case in conjunction ,vith Juvenile Services' staff to 
determine if the youth and society would not be best served by having 
the youth processed by the Juvenile Court. Waiver criteria, as estab
lished by statute, are as follows: 

(1) A child who is 15 years or older; or 

(2) A child ,vho has not reached his 15th birthday, but who is 
charged with committing an act ,vhich, if committed by an 
adult, would be punishable by death or life imprisonment. 

(bj T~e court may not waive its jurisdiction until after 
it has conducted a ivaiver hearing, held prior to an 
adjudicatory hearing and after notice has been given 
to all parties as prescribed by the Haryland Rules. 
The waiver hearing is solely to determine whether the 
court should waive its jurisdiction. 

(c) The court may not waive its jurisdiction unless it 
determ:i.nes, from a preponderance of the evidence pre
sented at the hearing, that the child is an unfit 
subject for juvenile rehabilitative measures. For 
purposes of determining wiether to waive its juris
diction, the court shall assume that the child com
mitted the delinquent act alleged. 

(d) In making its determination, the court shall consider 
the following: 

(1) Age of the child; 

(2) Mental and physical condition of the child; 

(3) The child's amenability to treatment in any in
stitution, facility or program available to de
linquents; 

(4) The nature of the offense and the child's alleged 
partiCipation in it; and 
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(5) The public safety. 

(e) If the jurisdiction is i.aived, the court shall order 
the child held for trial under the regular procedures 
of the court which would have jurisdiction over the 
offense if committed by an adult. The petition alleg
ing delinquency shall be considered a charging document 
for purposes of de.taining the child pending a bail hear
ing. 

(f) An order ivaiving jurisdiction is immediately appealable. 

(g) If· the court has once waived its jurisdiction with re
spect to a child in accordance with this section, and 
that child is subsequently brought before the court on 
another charge of delinquency, the court may waive its 
jurisdiction in the subsequent proceeding after summary 
review. 7 

Notwithstanding the above, it should be noted that Title 3, 
Subtitle 8, Section 3-808, paragraph 4 states that: "The Court does. 
not have jurisdiction ov~r: a child 16 years old or older alleged to 
have committed the crime of robbery with a deadly weapon, unless an 
order removing the proceeding to the juvenile court has been filed." 

Additionally, as the NatiGnal Advisory Commission has pointed 
out, there is a clear need for the development of adequate, well-defined 
criteria when screening cases at every point in the system prior to 
adj udication. "The equal dispensation of jus tice is j eoparciized i.hen 
screening without adequate criteria exists. Lack of well-defined 
criteria may mean that inequities exist in screening and that some 
decisions are made erroneously. Even if those engaged i.n screening 
have adequate criteria available, the lack of procedures for ascer
taining all relevant facts may lead to misapplication of these criteria 
procedures wit4in police departments and prosecutors' offices on an 
administrative level to provide sufficient assurances of fair and 
appropriate screening. 1I8 

Once a prosecutor has made a decision to file a petition for a delin
quency offense or request a waiver hearing, defense counsel may be ob
tained or may be appointed through the Public Defender's Office for the 
juvenile charged. In some instances, the Public Defender or defense 
attorney obtained may negotiate with the prosecutor as to the defendant's 

7 
Court and Judicial Proceedings, Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 3-817. 

8Nacional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Report on Courts, p. 18 
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plea to the charges or the nature of the charges. The options avail
abJ,.e to the prosecutor are limited to nolle prosse the' charges, plac
ing the charges on 'the stet docket, or modifying the charges to a 
less serious or different offense. This plea negotiation process is 
discussed under Problem Area CT-3. This, in effect, represents the 
last possibie step in the screening of a juvenile case prior to adju
dication. 

For fm:ther information on the role of the Public Defender and 
State 1 s At,torney in the adjudication process, refer to Problem Area 
CT-S. 

In summary, all agencies involved in the process from initial 
contact of the juvenile with the system through the time for formal 
court hearing, play an integral part in the screening process. Special
ization, training, and well-defined criteria for screening are essential 
for this process to operate efficiently and effectively while insuring 
that the needs and welfare of the child and society are met. Addition
ally, those who make screening decisions should specify in writing the 
basis for their reasons. Such a system would provide more accountabi
lity than presently exists. 

.., 
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PROBLEM JD-8: Inadequate Administration, ~anagement and Onerational 
Techniques in Juvenile Courts. The efficient administration of juvenile :'~j 
courts throughout Maryland continue as a major problem for the ~aryland 
Court System. Constricted budgets and hea~J workloads tax an already 
struggling system. Prior to 1977 the number of formal cases being 
referred for hearing wece increasing at a rate of 10% or more annually. 
In fiscal 1977, 50,7Q2]cases "..;rere referred to the Juvenile Services 
Administration. Tnis is a sizeable increase over 1968 rNilen 19,782 
cases were referred; 'however, it represents a 3.2% decrease from the 
previous year (1976 - 58,044 cases referred). 

In 1976, a total of 169,301 persons \Vere arrested in Maryland, 
of whom 59,888 or 35.1% were juveniles. 2 In 1977, a total of 181,965 3 
persons were arrested in Maryland of whom 59,558 or 32.7% were juveniles. 
It should be noted that these figures reflect only the number of delinquent 
and Children in :ieed of Supervision cases heard in Juvenile Court. ~1ost 
cases require more than one hearing. Additionally, Juvenile Courts often 
hold revielv hearings, violation of probation hearings, restitution hearings, 
and adjudicatory hearings for Children in ~Ieed of Assistance (Le., 
dependent, and neglected cases), and trials for adults charged with 
contributing to the delinquency of a minor. In sum, the workload of the 
Juvenile Court is substantial. (Table V-32 represents all cases riled 
and terminated in the juvenile courts throughout the State for fiscal 
1977.) Perennial difficulties including lack of resources and manpower, 
inefficient recordkeeping, lack of space, and lack of efficient planning 
further exacerbate the problem. However, \vith the projections that 
juvenile crime will decline 3.9% over 1975 levels by 1980, the problems 
caused by continued expansion of workloads should be reduced over the 
coming years. 

Perhaps the chief difficulty in addressing the problem of the Juvenile 
Court "system" in Maryland is that it is not a unified syste.ln at all. For 
example, despite a number of attempts to bring the juvenile court in Mont
gomery County to the Circuit Court level, it remains under the jurisdic
tion of the District Court. As such, the District Court reports and 
utilizes State of Maryland procedures while the circuit courts are, to 
some degree, local:i.n nature \vith varying procedures. In ~iovember, 1976, 
a proposal that \vould enable other jurisdictions to utilize the District 
Court as the court of juvenile jurisdiction, was passed by voters as a 
referendum item. If implemented by the legislature, this development 
could further fragment the "system". 

Still another controversial issue is the use of Masters in juvenile 
courts. At the present time, eight counties (and Baltimore City), employ 
Masters on a full or part-time basis. Until the passage of the current 
State Juvenile Code, Masters were appointed by the judge of the circuit 
court exercising juvenile jurisdiction. Under the code, Masters are 
appointed subject to the approval of the Chief Judge of the Court of 
Appeals. In one instance, the Master is not an attorney. Compounding 

IJuvenile Services Administration, Annual Renort, 1977. 

2State Central Crime Reports, 1976. 

Jlbid, 1977. 
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TABLE V-32 

JUVENILE CAUSES FILED AND TE~~INATED 
IN THE COURTS OF !1ARYLAND 

July 1, 1976 - June 30, 1977 

FILED T~IN~ 
CIRCUIT 

TOTAL TOTAL 

FIRST CIRCUIT - TOTAL 670 695 

Dorchester County 250 t")/~ 

<.-+0 

Somerset County 56 67 
Wicomico County 228 241 
Worcester County 136 139 

SECOND CIRCUIT - TOTAL 600 666 

Caroline County 66 85 
Cecil County 234 234 
Kent County 111 125 
Queen Anne I s County 79 108 
Talbot County 110 114 

THIRD CIRCUIT - TOTAL 2,219 2,080 

Baltimore County 1,509 1,468 
Harford County 620 612 

I FOURTH CIRCUIT - TOTAL 999 943 

Allegany County 425 389 
Gar.rett County 194 190 
Washington County 380 364 
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TABLE V-32 - Continued 

, 

I FILED I TERMINATED I CIRCUIT 
I I TOTAL I TOTAL 

i 
FIFTH CIRCUIT - TOTAL 2,494 I 2,345 

Anne Arundel County 1,782 1,603 
Carroll County 351 385 
Howard County 361 357 

. SIXTH CIRCUIT - TOTAL 3,068 3,473 

Frederick County 154 

I 
134 

Montgomery Countya 2,914 3,339 

SEVENTH CIRCUIT - TOTAL 6,090 6,057 

Calvert County 212 153 
Charles County 356 371 
Prince George's County 5,242 5,262 
St. Mary's County 280 268 

I EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

10,689 11,657 Baltimore City 

I 

STATE TOTALS 26,739 I 27,916 
I 

SOURCE: Administrative Office of the Courts, Annual Report, 
1976 - 1977. 

NOTE: aJuvenile Causes heard at the District Court level. 
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this problem is the fact that ;nany of the ~-:!:asters only sit on a part
time basis. In this ;vay, they noe only fail to gain the necessary exper
ience on the bench, but risk ?otential conflict of interest if their 
private activities and judicial ?at~s should cross. The current State 
Juvenile Code also redressed another fla,,, in the Y!aster system by re-

,. ., d d 4 qui ring that the }faster s near~n~s ::Je recor e • 

In spite of attempts to upgrade the }!aster system, it remains an 
expedient measure. The ::laster 1 s fi::;.dings only stand ,,,hen confir;ned by 
the authority of the Juvenile judge . .J }foreover, a dissatisfied PEN2ty 
iliav file an exce?tion to the ~faster'::; findings and reauest a trial on 
th~ re.cord or a trial "de novo" Defore. the judge of the circuit. 6 Data 
is n.ot currently available to define the 'exact 2-xtent that ~fasters' 
findings have been reversed, exceptions to :'fasters' findings filed, or 
appeals of Masters' findings request.ed. However, to insure proper uti
lizaeion of the Masters' system, this data is sorely needed. Data of 
of this type may eventually be available through automated juvenile 
court information systems such as the one being developed in Baltimore 
City. 

The Supreme Court has in the case of Swisher vs. Bradv7 ruled 
in June of this year that the procedures ;vhich allow the State to file 
exceptions from the :faSl:er' s findings at an adj udicatory hearing does 
not constitute double jeopardy. 

The abolition of the ~fuster System has been recommended by a 
number of standards setting groups as well as the Commission on Juvenile 
Justice. Legislation was introducted during the last session of the 
~faryland General Assembly; however, no action was taken exceut for 
Prince George's where Xasters will be phased out nb later th~n the 
Autumn 0-:,1978. 

4 'Annotated Code of }farvland, Courts and Judicial Proceedings, 3-8J.3, 
Section (B). 

5 ~., Section D. 

6 Ibid., Section C. 

7Swisher vs. Brady U.S. Law Week, Vol. 45, 1978. 
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The administrative disadvantages of the fragmented juvenil~ court 
structure are obvious. Different reporting procedures and requirements, 
the overall lack of uniformity, and differing methods of handling cases 
point to a need for remedial measures. A large backlog of cases has 
resulted from the ineffectiveness of the juvenile justice system. Table V-33 
IV-68 indicates the average days from filing to hearing in all 23 counties 
and Baltimore City. as the table indicates, the a'lerage days from filing 
to hearing increased from fiscal 1976 to fiscal 1977 in four of 24 
jurisdictions and decreased in 20 jurisdictions. Serious delays in 
filing to h.earing (more than 90 days) e:dst only in Harford County 
(95 days). ~Lis data rather conclusi'lely indicates that substantial 
progress in bringing juveniles to a hearing in a timely fashion is being 
made. According to the Administrative Office of the Court's Annual 
Report, the large difference be~Neen 1975-1976 figures and those of 
1976-1977: "may be due to the method of computation. Previously a 
standard deviation and correction error factor were used but this 
year I s figures are based on straight averages. 118 

The establishment of a unified State funded court system under the 
supervision of the Chief Judge of the Court oE Appeals is one partial 
means of solving so::!e of these problems. Una;"r such a system, the ad
ministration and procedures of the juvenile courts could be standardized 
and the collection of data simplified. Xoreover, the streamlined system 
would facilitate the monitoring and analysis of case flow through the 
system. Effective studies of the system could be implemented and 
since authority would also be centralized, swift remedies could be 
initiated Statewide at once. 

The adoption of a "Family Court!', which would assume jurisdiction 
over all matters pertaining to family life, could also pose a solution 
to simplify the court procedures. The jurisdiction of the family court 
could include delinquency, neglect, support, adoption, child custody, 
paternity actions, divorce and annulment, and assault offenses in which 
both t~e victim and the alleged offender are members of the same family.9 
The advantage of this system would be the consolidation of all such 
matters within one court system. 

8Administrative Office of the Court Statistical Abstract 1976-1977, 
p. 22. 

9 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 

Goals, Courts (I.]'ashington, D.C. Government Printing Office, 1973), 
p. 293. 
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COlmTY 

Allegany 
Anne Arundel 
Baltimore 
Calvert 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charles 
Dorchester 
Frederick 
Garrett 
Harford 
Howard 
Kent 
Montgomery 
Prince George's 
Queen Anne's 
St. l:fary's 
Somerset 
Ta100t 
Ivashington 
lVicomico 
\vorcester 
Baltimore City 

TABLE V-33 

AVERAGE DAYS FROM FILING 
TO HEARING 

JUVENILE 

1974-1975 1975-1976 

17 11 
63 69 
42 58 

109 - 91 
33 23 
86 45 
29 41 

129 50 
22 45 
22 21 
54 36 
48 58 

206 105 
51 67 

167 138 
79 67 
89 22 
65 39 
13 15 
10 52 
34 33 

9 39 
120 143 

67 60 
I 

I 1976-1977 

20 
32 
51 
17 
27 
36 
27 
27 

8 
17 

4 
95 
48 
24 
64 
13 
21 
36 

8 
34 
18 
23 
35 
38 

SOURCE: Adminj.strative Office of the Courts Annual Report, 1977. 
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The Governor's Commission has recently funded a Family Court pro
ject in :?rince George's County r-Thieh was implamentad in the Spring 
of 1977. The Family Court concept ap-pears sound, however, the problems 
encountered in implementing such a project are considerable, which is 
evidenced by some of the problems being faced ,.rLth the Prince George's 
County Family Court project. For instance, if the Family Court is to 
provide uniform standards for screening cases and effective delivery 
of services to clients, both the screening process, case scheduling and 
the service delivery system of the Court shouJ.d be consolidated. At 
the present time in Prince George's Count-y. child abuse and intra-family 
assaults are screened by the State's Attorney Office while juvenile ~atters 
are handled by Juvenile Services Intake staff. Similarily, services for 
clients coming through the court may be handled by Parole and Probation, 
or the Juvenile Services Administration or the Social Services Adminis
tration depending on the n.",ture of the client's problem. Horeover, case 
scheduling is handled by the different clerk's office, ~vithin the Court 
svstem. Consolidation and coordination of the different agencies in
v~lved is difficult because some are local agencies, (State's Attorney's 
office, Clerk's Office) and others are State agencies (Juvenile Services 
Administration, Parole and Probation, and the Social Services Administra
tion). A means of effectively coordinating those agencies serving the 
Family Court must be develoued if the Court is to fulfill its expectations. 
The Governor's Commission staff requested and received technical assis
tance from LE~~ to deal with this problem. Although the grant has just 
recently completed its first year, it has made progress in eliminating 
jurisdicational barriers and enhancing provision of services. The major 
prohlem which continues to plague the Familv Court is the inabilitv of 
the support agencies to function as one di'lision. The administrative 
staff is currently working towards the imulementation of a one judge-
one family calendar system for the court ~o that all cases involving a 
family unit would be assigned to one judge for trial. 

Another factor that may help alle'liate some problems ~vith the Admin
istration of juvenile justice is that the Commission staff projections 
indicate juvenile arrests will decline 3.9% over 1975 levels bv 1980. 
If this occurs, the need for increased staffing may be diminished within 
the Court system • 

• ~L integral part of identifying problem areas, thereby providing im
proved court services, is the implementation of an adequate method to 
monitor case flow. The Juvenile Services Administration should develop 
a "Juvenile-Based Transaction System (JBTS)" and a "Juvenile Delinquent 
History (JDH)" system to provide the elements for this method. "The 
State-\-lide Criminal Justice Information System ~!aster Planll produced by 

429 



the GO'Ternor"s Commission describes the JBTS as providing statistical 
information on an individual and the ?erson's processing "from the point 
of intake through final ':er:!!:i.nation and exit from the Juvenile Justice 
System. Ill·:' The JDH, as conceived by the IIMaster Plan" is a record that 
provides for positive identification of an adjudicated delinquent and 
further that: "The delinquent history should include, for each arrest 
and referral of the juvenile that results in an adjudication of delinquenc?, 
a record of major processing points and decisions from juvenile intake to 
termination including the proceedings of the court as well as the juveniles 
contact \yith and services received .yhile in cus'::ody or em supervision or in 
some other treatment program or act i'li C"i • "II ~·ii'::h. c:he :"'-n.pl=mentation of 
JBTS and JDR the identification and retrieval 0f juvenile court infor
mation ivould be possible. (See RES-2 Problem Area for a further dis
cussion of this issue.) 

Specific functional areas of court management that require improve
ment are: calendaring, judicial research and planning, administration 
and providing notice for court appearances. 

IICalendaring entails the scheduling of cases, defendants, prose
cutors, public or private attorneys, witnesses, judges, and courtrooms 
in order to minimize trial postponenent and to assure the disposition 
of the case within a reasonable period of time."12 In some court juris
dictions where the volume of defendants is not sufficiently large, much 
of this work can be performed without the aid of on-line or computer 
assisted services. However, in court jurisdictions with a significant 
defendant flow, on-line computer services ,yould facilitate the manage
ment of case flow data for more effective case scheduling.,,13 

Information on the current status of the defendant's case, the 
number of cases and defendants active or awaiting disposition, the back
logs of unscheduled cases, the defendant's status (e.g., release, status) 
and location (e.g., in detention) are the kinds of information required 
to meet the judicial functional needs. Informati,on on the current case 
history, case age, and the defendant's location and status offer the 
capabilities for making more effective decisions about the processing 
of cases and defendants. 14 

10 State-Hide Criminal Justice Information Svstem Haster Plan, Mary
land Governor i s Commission on La,y Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Cockeysville, Xaryland (1975), p. 211. 

11 Ibid., pp. 211-212. 

12 '.T • 1 'd . C·· S t d e! ct" G 1 C" 1 J s . . "~at~ona ;;. v~sory 'omm~ss~on on an ar s an oa s, r~m~na u-
tJce Systan, Standard 5.2, p. 71. 

13 State-\.Jide Cr:il!linal Justice Information System ~·faster Plan, Xaryland 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, 
p. 218. 

14 National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals, Criminal Jus
tice System, Standard 5.3 ':Court )fanagement Data,1I p. 73. 

s 
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Prosecutors and public defenders shculd be provided \.;ith calendaring 
and judicial court agency information to handle their cases, The prose
cutor should have available information to weigh cases by priority, policy, 
or probability of success'; daily calendar "lOrkloads and case schedules; 
and age of cases. The public defender needs information about the defen
dant's background in addition to calendar \.;orkloads, case schedules, and 
age of cases, IS The need on the part of the Public Defender's Office' 
for this information is supported by their fiscal year 1977 i·mrkload data; 
11,1&4 juvenile cases were provided ?ublic defender representation,16 

In the urban counties, statis tical and researeh reports compiled fr.om 
court scheduling and judicial information can expose areas where backlogs 
in the court process occur or where special attention should be given to 
improve case flmv management, These reports can further serve a.s a basis 
for evaluating the overall court operations and determining alternatives 
to improve the level of court operations and determining alternatives 
to improve the level of court effectiveness by developing iJlQdels which 
simulate the defendant's flmv through the judicial system,if 

Analysis of workloads is another function which can be performed 
from statistical and research reports, The "lOrkload factors (e. g, , 
judge, prosecutor, defense counsel), can provide agency information 
for improving the utilization of court resources in response to the 
functuations in court volumes.1S The Administrative Office of the 
Courts and the Commission staff are in the process of developing this 
issue. 

The printing of court notices, process service control notices, and 
warrant control notices can be designed to be a product of a court agency 
information system and c,an be used to inform individuals of court appear
ances, of outstanding warrants, and of the charges filed against the 
defendant.19 

In summary, only through a reorganization of the Juvenile Court 
accompanied by standardization of procedures and reallocation of re
sources will the system become fully responsive, The institution of 
efficient methods of case flow monitoring will enable administrators 
~o address the reasons for delay in implementing the Governor's Commis
sion 1 s five year objective to increase the efficiency of the juvenile 

. justice system by instituting up-do-date management techniques resulting 
il"l a maximum of 30 days between apprehension and petitioning, a maximum 
of 20 days from filing to adjudication,. and a maximum of 15 days from 
adjudication to disposition. 

1S Ibid., Standard 5.1 "Decision-Haking in Individual Cases," p. 70. 

16 Sixth Annual Report of the Office of the Publi.c Defender) Fiscal 
Year 1977, 

17 Ibid., Standard 5.5 "Research and Evaluation in the Courts," p. 77. 

18 State-Wide Criminal Justice Information System, "::raster Plan," 
~faryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, p. 218. 

19 Ibid., p. 219. . 431 



PROBLEH RES-2: Insufficient Data Collection and Statistics in 
the Juvenile Justice System. The multi-functional problem area (RES-l, 
Insufficient Data Collection and Statistics in the Criminal Justice 
System) describes in considerable detail the information needs of the 
adult criminal justice system and the steps to be taken to meet these 
needs. This problem area is designed to take a similar look at the 
problems and needs with respect to information and information system 
development in the juvenile justice system and to outline some suggested 
strategies and recommendations for addressing these needs. 

The juvenile justice system differs in some significant ,vays from 
the adult system. Unlike the adult system the juvenile justice system 
in Haryland is more centrally administered. The Juvenile Services 
Administration located within the State Department of Health and'r1ental 
Hygiene, is designated by law, as the' Central Administrative Agency 
for the determination of the manner by ,vhich juveniles are to be pro
cessed and for the provision of most of the treatment services for 
juveni±es. The agency is organized into two functional operating divi
sions." (1) The Division of Court and Community Services, which in
cludes Intake, Probation, and Aftercare; this Division is also respon
sible for the operation of the Department's group home residences, as 
well as the Department's purchase of services (residential and non
residential) and prevention programs including Youth Services Bureaus; 
(2) The Division of Institutional Services, which encompasses the opera
tion of the State Training Schools, the Youth Centers, the Detention 
Centers (including the TJS Waxter Center) and the Maryland Children's 
Center (a diagnostic center). These tlVO functional areas are supported 
by a Division of Special Services responsible for planning, information 
systems, research and evaluation, coordination of Title 20 funding, and 
coordination of LEAl\. grants; a Division of Training and Staff Development 
responsible for the design and implementation of orientation and inser
vice training programs. 

The juvenile justice system as currently defined also differs from 
the adult justice system in that juvenile "offenders" unlike adult 
"0 ffenders" are class ified in to one of t,vo principal c.aregories: 1 

*A reorganization plan is pending which would result in some modification 
to the process described above. 

lA third category of juvenile clients is Children in Need of Assistance 
(CINA). CINA are those children under 18 years of age who ~re mentally 
handicapped or are not receiving ordinary and proper care and attention 
as ,vell as children whose parents, guardian, or custodian are unable or 
unwilling to give proper care and attention to the child. ifuile CINA are 
processed by the Juvenile Services Administration at intake, most of these 
clients are referred to the Department of Social. Services. 
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Delinquents and Ghildren in Need of Supervision (GINS). Delinquents 
are those children under eighteen years of age committing acts vlhich, 
if committed by an adult, \vould be criminal. Children in :leed of 
Supervision (GINS) ~re those children under eighteen years of age cornr 
mitting juvenile status offenses (i.e., truancy, running away trom 
home, and ungovernable behavior) \vhich are forms of behavior that would 
not be considered illegal if committed by an adult. 

These cwo rather significant differences between the juvenile and 
adult justice systems have the potential for both aiding and hindering 
the development of improved data collection and statistics in the juve
nile justice system. The more centralized organization of the juvenile 
just.ice system means that the problems associated with coordination and 
cooperation in data collection and analysis among the components of the 
system is somewhat minimized in comparison with the adult system. The 
Juvenile Services Administration is in a position to identify the juve
nile at the point of intake and to monitor and track the juvenile through 
the processing and adjudication stages as well as the treatment activities. 

There still exists, however, a need for continued efforts directed 
at coordination and cooperation with both law enforcement agencies and 
the CQurts. In the case of police apprehensions of juveniles, not all 
cases are referred to juvenile intake and only minimal information on 
the informal manner of handling of such cases by the police currently 
exists. In fiscal year 1977 there were a total of 60,826 police arrests 
of juveniles State-wide (including juveniles arrested for capital of
fenses and arrests of juveniles ages 16 and 17 for robbery). The Juve
nile Services Administration information, however, indicates that there 
were only 38,368 police referrals disposed of by juvenile services State
wide in FY 1977. In the case of the juvenile courts, all juveniles to 
be formally processed are referred to the courts for adjudication and 
disposition. Coordination and cooperation between the Administrative 
Office of the Courts and the individual juvenile courts and the Juvenile 
Services Administration and its regiona.l offices is essential to the 
maintenance of accurate and non-redundant data collection and analysiS 
of this portion of the juvenile justice flow process. Available State
wide data from the Juvenile Services Administration for fiscal year 
1977 shows that of a total of 50;766 police and non-police referrals 
disposed of only ~9,662 or 38.7% were treated formally by the courts 
as opposed to being treated informally or disapproved ~r closed at in
take. 

The fact that the juvenile justice system is handling three specific 
categories of juveniles (i.e., Delinquents, GINS, and to a lesser ex
tent GINA) complicates any effort to integrate the data collection and 
statistical analysis activities of the juvenile and adult systems 
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respectively. Children in Need of Supervision (CINS) and Children in 
Need or Assistance (CINA) have no COQDterpart in the adult system. 
Unlike in the adult system, a formal court adjudication of a juvenile 
as a delinquent is not a conviction of a crime (Section 70-21 of Arti
cle 26 of the Annotated Code of ~[arvland, Courts). This statutory 
dis tinction bet~-leen juveniles processed as delinquent clients and adults 
processed as criminal defendants poses a problem to any integr'ation or 
the client and defendant related information that would be maintained 
by juvenile an~ adult information systems respectively. This is parti
cularly true from an operational standpoint where one would, for example, 
be interested in vielving a given indiviriualr s juvenile and adult "crimi
nal" actions as a continuum rather than as a dichotomy. It ,-lould appear 
to pose less of a problem from a statistical standpoint where an analysis 
of the juvenile-adult continuum could be expressed in aggregate displays 
that "lOuld not uniquely identify a given individual. 

The information needs of the juvenile justice system are much the 
same as those identified for the adult system. There is a need to deve
lop a client oriented data base that would track the juvenile through 
the justice system and record the events and actions which have taken 

'place at each step of the process and the reason for the actions taken. 
Such a data base at a minimum would provide the potential for generating: 

1. A statistical description of the flow of activities and 
events as the juvenile proceeds through the juvenile just
ice system, such a description of the juvenile justice system 
would, for example, provide information on the number of per
sons processed and the resulting dispositions as well as the 
length of time taken to process the juvenile through the 
various steps of the system; 

2. a timely description of client status and location in the 
system. Such a description "lOuld, for example, provide the 
basis for more effectively managing client case flow and 
assessing the availability of resources (e.g., judge time, 
treatment beds) in relationship to the demand for these re
sources; and 

3. a historical description of the client's prior referrals and 
juvenile justice system processings. Such a description would, 
for example, provide the basis for more effectively determining 
the manner of client handling as well as assessment of the 
effectiveness of services. 

Thus, the creation of client oriented data base for the juvenile justice 
system would form the basis for addressing the management, operational, 

.. planning, and evaluation needs' of the juvenile justice system. 
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Unlike the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's (LL~) Com
prehensive Data Systems (CDS) program fo'r the adult syst:em, there ex
ists no comparable comprehensive program for development of a State
wide juvenile justice data collection system. The need for the develop
ment of such a State-wide system for the juvenile justice system is 
rather apparent simply from looking at the current volume and rate of 
police arrests. Table V-34 shows the breakdown of arrests for juve
niles and juvenile arrests as a percentage of total arrests for certain 
types of crime for calendar year 1977. Table V-35 illustrates by age 

groupings the 1977 State-wide arrest rate for selected groupings of crime 
types and further demonstrates the concentration of arrests in the iuvenile 
age range (particularly the 15-17 age range). 

In an effort to better identify the needs for juvenile justice in
formation system development and to partially fill the void created by 
the exclusion of juvenile justice system information development in 
LE~~'s CDS program, the Commission's Information System Policy Commit
tee included a partial analysis of the existing juvenile justice infor
mation svstem and its needs in Xaryland's State-wide Criminal Justice 
Informi,1tion System ~las ter Plan. 2 The Master Plan addresses the issues 
of juvenile justice information system development as it relates to the 
development of a State-wide Criminal Justice Information System, speci
fic juvenile justice agency management informa.tion needs, and admini
strative and management requirements for juvenile justice system develop
ment and security and privacy. 

The Haster Plan in its discussion of the development of a State-,·,ride 
Criminal Justice Information System (i.e., the system to support criminal 
history record information and statistics) addresses the need to con
sider an appropriate exchange of State-wide juvenile and adult informa
tion. 

The discussion of such an interaction between the adult and juvenile 
systems is principally restricted to delinquent juvenile and adult crimi
nal justice information. 

The intent of any interaction between juvenile and adult informa
tion systems would be to provide for a sufficient exchange of infor
mation between the adult and juvenile systems as required for the 

? 
-State-wide Criminal Justice Information System Master Plan, Maryland 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice, Spring 1975. 
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AGE 
GROUPING l'OPULATIONa 

~ 12 911,174 
(6B.7) 

13-14 167,995 
(12.7) 

15-16 162,171 
(12.2) 

17 B4,263 
(6.4) 

TOTAL 
JUVENILE 1,325,603 

. 

TABLE V-35 

STATE-WIDE JUV EN1!.E ARRESTS BY AGE CROUI'ING AND TilE ARRESTS RATE 
Pt::ll 100,000 POI'ULATlON - CY 1977 (PERCENT OF COLUHN TOTAl.) 

. .. 

INDEX-VIOLENT INDEX-PORI'ERTY TOTAL Al.I. PART I. TOTAL ALL I'AWl' II 
I ARR. RATE ARR. RATE AIlR. RATE ARR. RATE 

PER. PER PER PER 
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3,648 275.2 23,072 1,740.5 I 26,728 2,016.3 32,830 2,476.6 

-
SOURCE: Maryland State l'olJCiO - Uniform Crlme Reporting Section of the Criudna1 Hecords Central Repoflltory. 

. . .. 

1'OTAL-l'ARTS 1 [. II 
ARR. RATE 
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6,281 6B9.33 
(10.5) 

" 
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(23.4} 

59,558 4,492.9 

NOTE: uCY 1977 Juvenile population esllmaced using the 1975 and 19BO juvenIle populatIon projections as deterDllned lJy the 
Haryland Department of Slate Planning in their Maryland PrOjection Series - Population and Employment 1975-1990 (May, 1977 
Revisions) • 



improved administration of justice and for research intended to mea
sure the impact of the justice system on crime and the individual ~vho 
co.mmits crime. It was recognized that existing legal, as well as ad
ministrative constraints place limits on the dissemination and exchange 
of juvenile delinquent record information. Section 70-21 of Article 
26 of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Courts, states that a proceeding 
with reference to a child in a juvenile court is not deemed a convic
tion of a crime. Em'lever, the proceedings ,vith reference to a child in 
the juvenile court can be used as admissible evidence in a criminal pro
ceeding after conviction of a crime in determining a sentence. The 
court also currently retains the right to seal a juvenile record at any 
time and to allow the record to be reopened only under court order. 

Ivith these cons traints in mind, the Master Plan proposes some 
directions that ought to be seriously considered in efforts directed 
at improving the juvenile justice information system at the State-wide 
level. 3 The recommendations are directed at thos.e juveniles referred 
to the Juvenile Services Administration for acts of delinquency (i.e., 
those activities which, if committed by an adult, ~vould be criminal 
acts). It is recommended that any Juvenile Services Administration 
information system development should provide for the creation of an 
appropriately secure juvenile delinquent name based record, support$d 
by sufficient positive identification and indE~xed to all principal 
transactions of the juvenile from intake to termination. The same re
cord should have the capability (through the identification data elements) 
to link together current and prior juvenile delinquent processings for the 
same juvenile. Such a State-wide level juvenile justice information' system 
should be abIta to support the following kinds of output records: 

3 

1. Juvenile Based Transaction System (.JBTS) - a client out-
put record supported by sufficient positive identification 
of the client and containing suffic:iently descriptive data 
elements to describe the processing of the individua+ from 
the point of intake through final termination and exit 
from the juvenile justice system and linking current juve
nile processing to past juvenile processings resulting 
from previous arrests and/or referrals to the Juvenile 
Service Administration. This output record should allow the 
juvenile justice system to generate appropriate statistics for 

~it. , Master Plan, pp. 199-214 
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planning and evaluation purposes. From this data base, 
aggregate recidivism analyses on the portion of the juve
nile delinquent population that commit subsequent crimes 
as juveniles should be derived. In addition, the juvenile 
based transaction system (JBTS) and the offender based 
transaction system (OBTS) should be able to be linked to
gether, in an appropriately secu~e manner that safeguards 
individual privacy, for the purpo~q of generating aggre
gate statistical analyses tha~ describe that portion of 
the adult offender population that pre,;:1,ously had contact 
with the juvenile justice system for de~inquent acts. The 
JBTS and OBTS output records should be maintained separately 
from one another and should be linked only on a temporary 
basis while these appropriate statistical aggregations are 
being generated. 

2. Juvenile Delinquent History (JDH) - a client output record 
supported by sufficient positive identification of the client 
and containing delinquent history and appropriate treatment 
processing history information. This output record would 
probably be maintained for only those juveniles adjudicated 
delinquent (with possible additional restrictions based on 
tJpe of complaint) and for only those complaints resulting 
in an adjudication of delinquenuy. The delinquent history 
should include for each arrest and referral of the juvenile 
that results in an adjudication of delinquency, a record of 
the major processing points and decisions from juvenile in
take to termination including the proceedings of the court 
as tvell as the juveniles contact tvith and services received 
while in custody or on supervision or in some other treatment 
program or activity. The delinquent history or portions of 
that history should be subject to sealing and purging cri
teria which at a minimum should he as restrictive as those 
for conviction record information in an adult criminal history 
record. Additionally, this output record should be available 
for access by the courts (juvenile or adult) after either 
an adjudication as a juvenile delinquent or conviction as· 
an adult to aid in the sentencing process. Figure I illus
trates the set of circumstances in which access to a juvenile 
delinquent history by the adult criminal justice system could 
occur. 

Additional recommendations are made for further study of the need 
for establishing appropriate yet restricted exchanges of information 
between the adult and juvenile justice system for use in making deci
sions regarding adult offenders (e.g., bail bond decision) and for 
the development of appropriate legislation for the establishment and 
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FIGURE I 

INTERFACE BETHEEN JUVENILE DELINQUENT IIJS'fORY OUTPUT 

RECORD AND STATEWIDE LEVEL CRIHINAL HISTORY OUTPUT RECORD 
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maintenance of such a system and for the security and privacy require
ments of such a system. Finally, it \.;as recommended that the Juvenile 
Services Administration conduct a study that would include a preliminary 
design for the information system requirements to meet these identified 
needs. 

The creacion of a juvenile justice information system, including 
the above seated capabilities, would appropriately bridge the exist
ing information gap betHeen the juvenile and adult justice systems. 
Such a system would, if properly administered and controlled, not 
infringe on the rights of the juvenile and in some cases might 
better protect those rights by establishing a formal and more uni
form procedure for the use of such informacion. An improved statis
tical output record would be essential to any efforts designed to 
measure the impact of the system and its processing and treatment 
services on the problem of delinquency. A juvenile client history 
output record would enable the administration of justice to proceed 
more rationally particularly in those instances ,.;here the juvenile's 
criminal activities continue as an adult as well as offer greater 
protection to society in those instances of a history of serious 
juvenile delinquent activity. In addition to meeting the inter
criminal justice system needs of the juvenile and adult criminal 
justice systelnS the development of these output records should 
enable the Juvenile Services Administration and the juvenile court 
process to better manage its various functions, to plan and evalu
ate performance, and to identify gaps in the delivery of services. 

The Master Plan also addresses the specific intra-agency needs 
of the juvenile justice system for administrative and operational 

/ 
as well as planning and evaluation information.~ The information 
requirements of juvenile justice agencies shou1.s1. cover the full range 
of processing and treatment activities provided to juveniles; screen
ing and diversion; detention and shelter care; court processing of 
juveniles, and correctional services (e.g •• training schools, pro
bation, group home, and purchases of care). The intra-agency infor
mation needs for detention, court processing and correctional services 
(with the possible exception of group home and purchase of care faci
lities) are essentially the same as those required by the adult crimi
nal justice detention, judicial, and correctional agencies. The areas 
requiring unique juvenile information needs are those less formal pro
cesses of the juvenile justice system, i.e., intake, screening, and 
diversion; shelter care, group home, and purchase of care. With the 
possible exceptiun of shelter care services (which are provided on a 
temporary basis \vhile a decision is being made on how to process the 

4 Ibid ., pp. 220-223 
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juvenile), all these activities represent alternative treatment modes. 
All of these services require the establishment of information services 
that (1) maintain basic information on the youth served and the services 
provided and (2) evaluate the impact 0f the services provided on the 
juvenile r s likelihood of subsequent contact \viht the jus tice sys tern 
(j uvenil e or adult). 

Appropriate information services should be available to Juvenile 
Services to meet the basic administrative and management needs of the 
juvenile justice agencies in processing the juvenile whether the pro
cessing be formal or informal. This ,,;rould include the capability for 
delineating program capacities and correctional services capabilities 
so that clients identified as eligible for specific services can be 
properly directed to the available resources. Such information services 
should also aid in monitoring the workload of juvenile justice pro
grams and facilities. Particular information services required in 
juvenile court processing (e.g., managing juvenile case movement through 
adjudication) should be developed where appropriate. 

Information services should also be available to juvenile services 
for planning, including projections of the future client caseload 
and client composition as well as client caseload services needed. 
Information services for evaluation should include both short term 
assessment of ~vhether programs are operatin'g as planned' as well as 
more long term evaluation of program impact on client rates of recidivism. 
Juvenile Services should also maintain a client accounting capability 
which records all juvenile client transactions from the point of intake 
to termination including informal or formal processing as well as any 
subsequent correctional services. 

In light of [hese intra-agency information needs and the suggested 
inter-relationship that might evolve bet~veen the juvenile and adult 
system, it was recon~ended that the Juvenile Services Administration 
conduct as part of its informaiton needs study, a review of its current 
information system including the present processes used for obtaining 
information, the forms used, the validity and reliability checks em
ployed, and the manpower and other resources required. Such an infor
mation system study would be closely tied to Juvenile Services planning 
and evaluation efforts, with the Departmem: of Health and Mental Hygiene 
data system, and with the State-wide Criuunal Justice Information Sys
tem development. Such a study should generally precede further informa
tion system development with regard to the juvellile justice system. 

Consistent with the development of the juvenile justice information 
applications described above is the need to address the security and pri
vacy requirements for juvenile justice record information. The Master 
Plan calls for a thoroug~ study and revie,v of the confidentiality of juvenile 
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justice record information in Maryland in conjunction with any study 
and revie~., ot the exis ting Juvenile Services Adminis tration Informa
tion System.~ Federal rules and regulations with respect to the col
lection, storage, and dissemination of criminal history records provides 
very limited guidance with respect to juvenile history record informa
tion. There is a need to formally address the issues of where and how 
juvenile record information is to be maintained, the manner of report
ing and collecting this information to assure its accuracy and complete
ness, the limits to De imposed on the dissemination of such information 
(both in the form of uniquely identifiable records and aggregate statis
tics), the security and auditing requirements for such a record system, 
and the right of the individual to inspect and challenge the accuracy 
of the record maintained. 

In an effort to address these information needs the Juvenile Ser
vices Administration received block grant fugdin g for a management 
information needs study in the fall of 1975. In May, 1976, a con
sUlting firm was selected by Juvenile Services to perform the infor
mation needs study. An assessment of information needs was conducted 
through the se~~-structured interviewing of both Juvenile Services 
Administration central office administrators, planners, researchers, 
regional supervisors, and Superintendants, as well as the admini
strators of several outside agencies - Pu5±ic Safety and Correc
tional Services, Administrative Office of the Courts, and Special 
Services Information System staff. Based on these interviews, as 
well as existing studies and recommendations for information system 
development (including the Commission's State-wide Master Plan) tha 
following information needs were recognized: 

1. Client status and history information; 
2. Client treatment program information; 
3. Statistical information on client processing including 

measures or indicators of program effectiveness; and 
4. Case management information for resource allocation. 

The juvenile justice information needs study recommended the develop
ment of an on-line, real time, client-centered data base that would 
meet the following information needs: 

51' °d ?6-~., p. - ) 

~iaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice Grant #5094-RES-l. 
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1. complete tracking of the juvenile through the system; 
2. timely inquiry into historical data on the juvenile; 
3. more complete information on juvenile client problems and 

services for better program evaluation; 
4. timely case management reports for better determination 

of workload requirements; and 
~. timely statistical reports for planning and evaluation. 

The concept of a client-centered system which would provide a 
trackable record of all events and services related to the juvenile 
was approved by the Juvenile Services Administration in the fall of 
1976. As proposed in the design, juvenile client information would 
be maintained on all juveniles referred to the Juvenile Services 
Administration (i.e., delinquents, children in need of supervision 
(CI~S), and children in need of assistance (CINA». Three principal 
groupings of data ,vere recommended for collection: 

1. Data "abQut" the child 
- Personal data 
- Educational/schooling data 
- Medical/physical data 
- Family/social data 

2. Data on the child's "Case/Disposition" 
- Referral data 
- Offense/disposition data 
- Case-Court data 
- Others involved in case data 

3. Data on "Services" provided the child 
- Detention/Institution data 
- Probation/Aftercare data 
- Program/Service Plan data 
- Treatment in use data 

In April, 1977, a Juvenile Services Administration grant applica
tion for implementation of the information needs study recommendations 
was approved by the Governor's Commission. 7 In keeping with the re
commendations of the informa,tion needs study a five-phase time frame 
for implementation of the State-wide juvenile justice information 
system was proposed: 

7Naryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Jus tice Grant if 75-JDRS1- 5198 and 1f076-CARSl-6178. 
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I. Project Initiation 
II. System Development 

III. Program Module Testing/Diagnostics 
IV. System Pilot Test 
V. State-Hide Implementati<;m 

l?uring the firs t year of funding Phases I and II ivould be com
pleted, with Phases III and IV in the second year, and ?hase V in 
the first six months of the third year, thus, resulting in a 2.5 year 
time-frame for completion of the system implementation. 

The tasks to be performed in Phase I and II include: design analy
sis, procurement of hard~vare and communications equipment, input and 
output documents, program test and debug, conversion test and debug, 
file initiation, and preparation of training materials and workshops. 
In the second year Phases III and IV would be completed including the 
pilot testing of the completed system. During the pilot testing t,vo 
terminals ~vould be installed at Juvenile Services Headquarter.s for 
data entry and inquiry. Telephone inquiry/update methods ivould be 
employed for data entry and inquiry from the field offices. Computer 
generated forms from data entry would be returned to the contribu-
ing source fot editing purposes. Should this telephone inquiry/update 
prove too cumbersome in the larger volume jurisdictions, remote termi
nals would be installed in the third year, Phase V. Four terminals 
would be installed in Baltimore City and one each in four other regional 
locations which comprise the larger jurisdictions. 

Anticipated funding for the three years of project implementation 
are as follows: 

Contractual 
Per.sonnel Support 
Other Costs 

Total 

First Year 
Phases I & II 

$122,759 
25,004 
16,560 

$164,323 

Second Year Third Year 
Phases III & IV Phase V Total 

$ 63,650 $ 73,825 $260,234 
43,004 22,042 90,050 
16,880 7,590 41,030 

$123,534 $103,457 $391,314 

Actual wO,rk on Phases I and II of the system implementation commenced 
in July 1977. To date the design analysis and approval and the input 
and output documentation have been completed and the hard,vare and equip
ment needs identified and ordered. \.[ork has started on the system's pro
gramming and completion of Phases I and II are currently scheduled for 
the fall of 1978. 
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The State·-~vide Criminal Jus tice Information System ~laster Plan 
specifically states that the Juvenile Services Administration is to 
provide for admin~strative and management control over the State-wide 
juvenile justice information system including a Juvenile Based Trans
action System (JBTS) and a Juvenile Delinquent History (JDH) record 
output. Such a system would also be designed to meet other specific 
management and administrative needs of the juvenile system. S The 
Master Plan also provides for the Administrative Office of the Courts 
to possess complete control over the development of court related in
formation systems necessary to support both a State-wide level court 
information system and the court contribution to the State-wide level 
criminal justice information system. 9 The Master Plan. however, does 
not specifically address the relationship of the courts and juvenile 
services in the development of a State-wide Juvenile Justice Informa
tion System. 

The courts are specifically responsible for the adjudication of 
all juveniles (i.e., delinquents, CINS, CINA) processed formally by 
the juvenile justice system. The jurisdiction of the courts with 
regard to juvenile causes is generally described in Article 26, Sec
tion 70-2 of the Haryland Annotated Code. This provides for the 
courts to have exclusive original jurisdiction over persons alleged 
to be delinquent, children in need of supervision (CINS) or child
ren in need of assistance (CINA). 

In addition, the court has the authority under Article 26, 
Section 70-6 to allow an " ... intake consultant [Juvenile Services 
Administration personnel] or other person authorized by the court 
[to] make an inquiry and approve or disapprove the filing of a peti
tion." In addition, under Section 70-7 of Article 26, " ... the in
take consultant or any other person authorized by the court may give 
counsel, and advice to the parties ~vith a view to an in.formal ad
justment ... ". In either of the above cases, juveniles may receive 
a disposition without a formal adjudicatory hearing and, therefore, 
without a direct impact on the juvenile court workload. Section 
70-17 of Article 26 describes the formal court procedures (i.e., 
adjudicatory hearing; disposition hearing) for those juveniles for 
which a petition has been filed. wnere an adjudicatory hearing is 
held and the allegations sustained, the court has the authority with 
regard to disposition (Section 70-19) and review (Section 70-20). 

The records of the juvenile court are to be maintained by the 
Clerk of Court. The general duties of the clerks with regard to the 
custody of records are defined by Article 17, Section 1 of the 
Maryland Annotated Code which includes the maintenance of " ... entries 

BOp. Cit., Master Plan, pp. 233-234 

9 
Ibid., p. 233 
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of all proceedings in the court of which he is a clerk." In addition, 
under Article 17, Section 2, the clerk of the Circuit is authorized 
under the superviison and subject to the approval of the judges of the 
Circuit Court of the county to develop a modern and accu~ate system 
(including installation of necessary equipment) for indexing the records 
of the court. 

The authority of the Administratj,ve Office of the Courts ,vith 
regard to the collection and maintenance of information and statis
tical data on the courts can be found in Article 26, Section 9 of the 
Annotated Code of Haryland: 

"SECTION 9. JUDGES, ETC., TO COMPLY I.JITH REQUESTS FOR INFOR
p~TION A~~ STATISTICAL DATA 

The judges, clerks of court and all other officers, State and 
local, shall comply with all requests, as may be approved by 
the Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals, made by the director 
or his assistants for information and statistical data bearing 
on the state of the dockets of such courts and such other in
formation as may reflect the business transacted by them and 
the expenditure of public moneys for the maintenance and opera
tion of the judicial system. (1955, ch. 343)." 

Finally, the Juvenile Services Administration as stated in Article 
52A, Section 5(a) of the Marvland Annotated Code " ... is the central 
administrative agency for juvenile intake, detention authorization, 
investigation, probation, protective supervision and after-care 
services and for the State juvenile, diagnostic, training, detention, 
and rehabilitation institutions ... ". Under Section 8(a) of Article 
52A, the Juvenile Services Administration is charged with the respon
sibility " ..• to collect and compile statistics and reliable data on 
all aspects of the program." It is also noted in Section 8 (b) of 
Article 52A that all records collected for the purposes described 
in Section 8(a) '!,;vhich name' or otherwise identify any person or per
sons are confidential records within the custody and control of the 
Department ..• " The records, thus, maintained by the Juvenile Ser
vices Administration include juveniles handled informally and dis
approved and closed at intake in addition to the formal cases on ,vhich 
the courts also maintain records. 

In order to more fully address the inter-relationship of juvenile 
justice sys tem information needs and juvenile court information needs 
the Commission's Information Systems Policy Committee has made addi
tional policy recommendations for information system development in 
the juvenile area. lO The recommendations call for the development of 
a relationship between the courts and the Juvenile Services Administra
tion with respect to juvenile justice information system development 
similar to that in the adult system between the courts and the 

lORecommendations considered by the Information Systems Policy Commit
tee at it's June 8, 1976 meeting. 
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Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services with respect 
to criminal justice information system development. 

Specifically, the recommendation is made that a State-,vide Juve
nile Justice Information System be established, operated, and main
tained by the Juvenile Services Administration. The Administrative 
Office of the Courts would develop juvenile court information and 
statistical data sufficient to perform its duties. Juvenile court 
management information systems would also be developed to service 
jurisdictions where volume and workload dictates to improve caseload 
management and case processing. Juvenile court information systems, 
where developed, would contain the minimum prescribed data elements 
necessary to meet the information needs and responsibilities of the 
Juvenile Services Administration and the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. The Administrative Office of the Courts ,vould establish guide
lines for the type of juvenile court information systems to be deve
loped. The developmenc of juvenile court information systems should 
be coordinated with the Juvenile Services Administration (both Regional 
and Central Offices). 

Figure 2 indicates the proposed relationship to be maintained by 
the State-,vide Juvenile Justice Information Sys tern and Court manage
ment information systems. As in its adult system counterpart, the 
Juvenile Services Administration would maintain a client oriented 
data base from which such outputs as juvenile based transaction statis
tics (JBTS) and juvenile delinquent histories (JDH) would be generated. 
The Juvenile Services Adminis tratian would track all referrals (i.. e. , 
police and non-police) for all categories of clients (i.e., delinquent, 
CINS, GINA) and for all manners of client handling (i.e., disapproved, 
informal, formal), The juvenile court management information systeffi 
would simply track all juveniles processed formally while they are 
actively being adjudicated by the court. All court related events re
quired to be maintained on the State-wide juvenile justice data base 
~vould be reported to the Juvenile Services Administration. Once a 
juvenile's case is formally adjudicated by the court it ,vould be closed 
on the juvenile court management information system. Relevant court 
related information would also be reported to the State-wide level court 
data base maintained by the Administrative Office of the Courts for the 
purpose of court planning, resource allocation, budgeting, and admini
strative policy determination. 

Thp. Administrative Office of the Courts initiated in July, 1976, 
through 'a'block grant the reorganization and upgrade of the Juvenile 
Clerk of Court's Office for the Baltimore City Supreme Bench and the 
:tudy, desi~, ,and ~mple~entat~on of a viable ma~uallfnd au~omated system 
ror more eff~c~ent Juven~le cl~ent court process~ng. Th~s block 

l~aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice Grant 116045-RES-l, second year if/7-CARS2-7047. 
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grant is being implemented consistent with the policy recommendations 
described above for juvenile justice information system development. 
The court management information system study, design, and implementa
tion has been coordinated with the Juvenile Services Administration 
and its management information needs study. Full initiation of this 
system commenced in June, 1978. IHth the implementation of the State
wide juvenile justice information system continued contact between 
the Juvenile Services Administration and the Administrative Office of 
the Courts is required to assure compatibility between the State-wide 
juvenile system and the juvenil~ court system in both the collection 
and exchange of information and the determination of the specific re
quirements for tn-terface between the systems. To date work has been 
initiated on as~mring compatibility between the systems for those data 
elements that would be maintained on both systems (e.g., formal charge 
and disposition information). 

Several additional issues with respect to juvenile justice informa
tion system devel~~ment have been considered by the Information Systems 
Policy Committee. - The question has been raised as to ,.rhether or not 
it would be appropriate to provide for the development of geographic 
based systems for the juvenile justice system (i.e., locally directed 
systems for juvenile client tracking and case flow managemen§) similar 
to those described in the Master Plan for the adult system. L The 
comments of the Committee indicate that the more centralized nature of 
the juvenile justice system as well as the need for stringent security 
and privacy requirpements eliminates the necessity for geographic based 
system 'development. This was also the approach recommended by the 
juvenile information needs study. 

The question of the need for fingerprint identification of at least 
certain classes of juvenile cases has also been addressed. This issue 
is particularly relevant to any development of accurate juvenile delin
quent histories. The Juvenile Services Administration has stated its 
opposition to the fingerprinting of CINS (including CINA).14 The fact 
that juvenile court administrative judges in several jurisdictions have 

12June 8, 1976 meeting. 

130p • Cit., Master Plan~ pp. 71-93. 

14L;;tter from the Director of the Juvenile Services Administ.ration to 
the Chairman of the Information Systems Policy Committee dated July 2, 
1976. 
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ruled that police departments can fingerprint juveniles apprehended 
for delinquent activity suggests that the potential may exist to main
tain unique, fingerprint supported identifiers on delinquent juvenile 
referrals by the police to the Juvenile S~rvices Administration. 

The juvenile services information needs study recognized the Eact 
that some juveniles in certain jurisdictions are Einterprinted upon 
police arrest, thus, providing a mechanism in certain instances for 
unique, positive juvenile client identification. The juvenile system 
as designed during the study does not rely on fingerprint identification 
and instead places principal emphasis on the use of other personal 
identifiers to support client tracking (e. g .• , name, date of birth, hair 
color, eye color, alias). Should fingerprint supported identification 
be used, for example, for juvenile identification within a court manage
rrt1;.mt infot':nation system, such information tvould in all likelihood, be 
used by the State-wide juvenile information system to assure the proper 
identification and exchange of information on the juvenile between the 
court system and the State-wide juvenile system. Further clarification 
on the need for unique, fingerprint supported identification is re
quired. The Juvenile Services Administration is to develop a plan 
stating its policy position on the need for identification information 
on juvenile clients maintained on the State-wide information system. 

The issue of limits on the dissemination of juvenile delinquent 
history (JDH) record information is continuing to be pursued. As 
described previously in this problem area, the recommendation has 
been made for "restricted" access to juvenile delinquent histories 
by the adult justice system. The Juvenile Service Administration his
torical policy position has been that: 

", .. Although we recognize the need for the courts to have 
access to our data and the value to criminal justice system 
planning and evaluation for other criminal justice agencies 
to access JSA [Juvenile Services Administration] data, we 
feel that it is improper to provide information on individual 
delinauents to non-criminal justice agencies and individuals 
or to criminal justice agencies other than the courts .•• 
However, I ~vould support the provision of aggregate data and/or 
data on individuals without unique idr~tifiers, such as through 
the use of a soundex coding system ••• ~ 

lSTbid. 
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The information needs study in its revie,v of the possible inter
relationship of the State-wide juvenile justice information system 
with the State-~vide adult criminal justice system recommended that 
the Juvenile Services Administration consider the reporting to the 
adult system of juvenile history information on (1) delinquent juve
niles only, or (2) formal cases only, or (3) formal cases on major 
offenses only. This reporting would be either via an automated 
transfer of the information to the adult system or via a manual transfer. 
The Juvenile Services Administration tentatively rejected this recom
mendation in the fall of 1977. Instead, only aggregate statistics on 
juveniles subsequently entering the adult system would be disseminated. 
Juvenile history information would be restricted to that which is 
currently disseminated, (i..;., where the juvenile judge authorizes 
release of the individual's juvenile history at the time of court 
sentencing in the adult system). Further consideration of the lindts 
on dissemination of juvenile record information need to be considered 
in Ugh t of this proposed systen::. 

The Juvenile Services Administration has stated its continued 
willingness to address the nautre of State statutes, executive 
orders, and court rules related to appropriate access to juvenile 
records to determine whether or not procedural and/or 
changes on the dissemination of juvenile history record information 
to the adult criminal justice system are needed. 

The issue of the role of CINS (and CINA) in juvenile justice 
information system development is another subject of discussion. 
The Juvenile Services Administration states that while it has no 
difficulty including the CINS and CINA juvenile categories in its 
information system, such client records would not include unique 
fingerprint supported identifiers nor would any uniquely identifi- 16 
able data on CINS (or CINA) be made accessible to the adult system. 

A final issue that has been under discussion with respect to 
juvenile justice information system development is that of system 
security. Discussion to date indicates that juvenile justice infor
mation system development should be subject to stringent security 
standards (similar to those for the adult system). This issue is 
being addressed along ,vith privacy considerations as part of the 
Juvenile Services Administration's information needs study and sub
sequent implementation of that study. 

16 Ibid • -
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The juvenile information needs study specifically addressed re
quirements for the systematic audit of records to assure their accur
acy and completeness and the use of operating procedures and physical 
safeguards co prevent unauthorized access to the system. The proposed 
system accuracy and reliability checks would consist primarily of auto
mated edit checks on the data entered on the system, training of ap
propriace personnel in the procedural flow of data in the system, and 
use or audit trail reports on the day's transaction to verify data 
entry. The physical security features of the system design "iOuld in
clude the use of passwords and worker ID's to limit terminal access 
to the system, terminal locks to prevent unauthorized access, and the 
placing of restrictions on the terminal operations that can be per
formed at a given remote location by a given operator. In addition, 
the system would maintain logs on all inquiries and updates co the 
system, terminal utilization, printout displays, and security viola
tions. The study also recommenced the use of external, manual controls 
to assist in maintaining system security. These controls would consist 
of agency and individual agreements notifying those working with the 
system or contributing data to the system of their obligation to assure 
the quality of the data base and to limit its access co those Ivith a 
need to know and a right to know. Such agreements would .exist between 
the Juvenile Services Administration and the data processing service 
agencies as well as between the Juvenile Services Administration and 
its employees. 

Further consideration needs to be given during implementation of 
the State-wide juvenile system to the requira~ents on dissemination 
of the information and the right of the client or the clients 
authorized representative to revie~v and challenge the accuracy and 
completeness of the record. The Juvenile Services Administration 
states that it will take the approach that the existing federal and 
state security and privacy requirements will eventually be placed on 
juvenile record information. 

The current status of juvenile justice information system 
development as well as anticipated considerations for the upgrading 
of the existing juvenile justice information system are surr~arized 
in Table V-36 c 
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TABLE 3 - CURRENT STATUS AND FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS IN JUVENlLE .JIJSTlCE ]NFORMATlON SYS'l'EH DEVELOPMENT 

,-________________________ 1-__________ ----.--~--.----.. -.---... ----------_._ 
Juvenile lnfonnation Systems Applica

tions and Requin:!ments Current Status _________ + ______ --"-':..::..-'-'-'O:...C._.::...::.:c~=_ _______ . __ • 

A. Juvenile Services Administration 

1. Juveni Ie Identi f ication/lndex The Juvenile Services Administra
tion currently muintoins a batch
oriented client based tracking sys
tem on which each juvenile is iden
tified by non-unique identifiers 
(e.g., name, race, sex, date of 
birth) 

Future ConsideratIons 

The State-wide juveni.le informa
tion system as designed places 
emphasis on personal,' ~,den ti fiers 
other than unique fingerprint 
based identification. Considera 
tion of the needs for identi£ic~ 
tion has been addressed as part 
of the implementatJoll effort. 

-------------.------------+-----------------------l---------------_-----__ 
2. 

3. 

Juvenile Hased Transaction Sys
tem and Statistics 

Juvenile Client Status 

The existlng Juvenile Services 
Administration batch oriented sys
tem tracks the principal events 
and dispositions associated with 
client processing from jntak~, 
through adjudication und treat
ment. From this system, statjstics 
on client flow and processing are 
are currently generated and are 
made available. 

The current batch-oriented syuLelll 
is not sufficiently tinlely to 
provide useful information on the 
point in process of a client active 
at some stage in the juvenile 
justice system. 

EKpansion of the transaction data 
base, to include a more complete 
and accurate description of clien 
processing. From this system, 
more descriptive statistics would 
be ob tainable. 

TIle on-line system would majntain 
mQre timely juvenile client in
formation, thus, enabling client ; 
status to be maintained. 

__________________________________________ -4 _______________________________________ L ____ --____________ ~~ ____________ ~, 



Juvenile Information Systems Applica
tions and Requirements 

4. Juvenile Delinquent Uistory 

TABW V-36 - Continued 

Current Status 

The existing batch-oriented sys
tem with its non-unique identi
fiers has been used to perform 
analyses of juvenile client re
cidivism. The current syste~ Is 
not sufficiently accurate or 
complete for the generation of 
uniq uely iden tifiahle clien t 
histories. 

Future Considerations 

The State-wide information sys
tem as designed would maintain 
juvenile history record informa
tion. Exchange 0 f .i llvenile re
cord information Hith the adult 
system still requires further 
review. 

---r-------------------------------4---.--_____________________ _ 
5. Client Treatment Services and 

Measures of Program Effective
ness 

The existing batch-oriented system 
_ does not record with any specificity 

the treatment services received by a 
client or measures of client success 
or failure. 

The State-wide juvenile informa
tion system as designed would 
provide information on treutmel. t 
services and the relationship be 
tween the juvenile's problem, th, 
services provided, and the treat 
ment goal set for the ;uventle. 

I-------------------------.----------------;----------------------___________ r-_________________________________ _ 

6. Facility and Resource Utilization 

---_ .. _-------

The existing system provides only 
minimal information to assist ad
ministrators in managing the utili
zation of facilities (e.g., deten
tion, training schools) and human 
resources (e.g., aftercare, pro
tective supervision workers) 

1be anticipated upgrade to the 
Juvenile Services information 
system Hould better address the 
management information needs for 
facility and resource allocation 
and utilization. 



TABLE V-36 - Continued 

.------------------------t----------------------------t-------------- ----------______ _ 

Juvenile lr~ format! on Sys tems Applica-
tions and Rcquh::-_e=lII:::e:.:.n:.:t:.::s~ _____________ _ Current Status 

7. Data Control, Data Accuracy, 
Reliability Requiroments 

Only minimal procedural efforL~ 
are currently in existance to 
assure data control and data 
accuracy and completeness 

1<'I1I:IIr8 Considerations 

The State-wide Juvenile information 
system aa designed places greater 
emphasis on data flccuracY,_comp]ete 
ness and tillle:U ness. 

1-----------------------+-------------------------4------------------
8. Security and Privacy Security and privacy requirements 

consistent with existing State law 
for juvenile records are in effect. 

It is Elnticipated tllat secur:ltv and 
privacy requirements similar to 
those for the adult criminal his tori 
records \vould be Implemented for th 
State-wide juvenile information 

1-___________________________ + _________________________ -I_-=s:...t.y..:s:.;t::.:-e=:m~. _____________________ _ 

Administrative Offices of 
tilt:! Court 

1. Juvenile Court Management 
Information System 

No automated management inforIua
tion system for juvenile case 
flow management through the formal 
court process currently exists in 
any jurisdictions in the State. 
fhe Administrative Office of the 
Courts has l:ecel.ved a 
grant to implement an automated 
case flow management information 
system for the juvenile court in 
Baltimore City. 

Development in those jurisdic
tions \."here vol lillie warrants it 
of improved case £10\." management 
information systems. Such sys
tems would be .l:i.nked to the 
.Tuvell:i 1 e Services Aclmini strat:i.on' tJ 
system to report on court related 
disposition events. In auditi.on 
the courts would be able to re
trieve from Juvenile Services 
juvent 1 e history n::cocd informa
tion. 



TN1LE 1.1-36 - Continued 

r-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------,---------------------------------------
Juvenile Information Systems Applica

~-_-'t:...:i:...:o::..::n~--and Requirements 

2. Juvenile Court Case Flow Statistics 

Current Status Future Considerations 
----------~~~~~~~:...::...:~--------------r------------

The Administrative Office of the 
Courts has implemented a juven-
ile court case flow statistical 
inventory and disposition report
ing system. This system is sep
arate from the existing Juvenile 
Services batch-oriented system 
which also records caseflm-l infor
mation on juvenile:; processed form
ally by the courts. Statistics on 
formal processing, as currently gen
erated by the courts and Juvenile 
Services respectively, are not fully 

Development: of mechanisms for 
court reporting of disposition 
related events on formal court 
processing of juveniles, Th1s 
should assist in the maintenance 
of more complete and accurate 
information for both opera
t10nal and statistical pllrposes. 
noth the (:ollrt II~ads nnd JlIV~!I

lie SCI-vices IlIforlllil!:lon ne(-~ds 

for [orIlInl cUllrt dlsposll:lolls 
shOll I d h(~ mel- by the S;lllll' eli! Ul 

collection system or procec!u!:('. 
~ L ________________________________________ 1---__ c_o_m.-!p_a_t __ i_b __ l_e __ w_i_t_l_l_o __ n_e __ a_l1_o_t_-I_le __ r_, ______ ----' __________________________________ _ 
'-.J 



PROBLE:1 RES-3: Lack of Svstematic Program Planning and E'laluation 
in the Criminal Justice Svstem. One of the trends in the field 
of public adminis tration is the evaluation of governrr.en"tal programs 
through precise defini.tion of ?rogram objectives and the development 
of ~easures of per:ormance to verify success (or failure)" in meeting 
objectives. It is also recognized that efforts toward evaluation of 
public programs should utilize, as much as possible, objective, systematic 
and comprehensive measurements of performance, while minimizing sub
jective and haphazard measurements used too often in the past. 

Program evaluation is not an end in itself; however, it is meant 
to serve as a means toward the larger goal of improving decision-making 
on the allocation of resources to and ,vithin the public sector. Evalu
ation can thus serve as an aid in three areas of governmental decision
making. 

Improved c1anagement of Individual Programs - by uncovering 
weaknesses in programs and enabling remedial action to be 
taken. 

Improved Overall Agency :1anagement - by providing information 
on the effectiveness of programs. 

Improved Fiscal Decision ~1aking - by providing information 
to legislators, other officials, and the general public on 
benefits received from axpenditures. 

The evaluation of activities in the private sector has advanced, 
principally because such activities are easily subject to monetary 
measurements af profits and losses. Activities in the public sector, on 
the other hand, ;;'i,re not as subject to the same monetary measurements. Ir, 
recent years, tools have been developed for use by managers of public 
programs to judge the effectiveness of their programs including the 
Planning, Progra~ng and Budgeting System (PPBS), the Program Evaluation 
Review Technique (PERT), cost-benefit analysis, cost-effectiveness 
analysis, program budgeting, and zero based budgeting. 

The early initiative in advocating application of modern program 
evaluation te~~niques to the deCision-making process was taken by the 
Federal government. The initial large scale attempt to use the Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System to evaluate governmental activities 
took place in the Defense Department in 1961, even though the practice 
had been used as early as 1942 by the \'lar Production Board. 1 

lDavid Novick, Origin and Ristorv of Program Budgeting (Los Angeles: 
Rand Corporation Paper #P-3427, October, 1966), p. 1. 
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Although program evaluation by itself is not sufficient to insure 
improved governmental decision-making, it does generate information on 
program effectiveness. This information must be made available to 
managers on a comprehensive basis and be used by them in a systematic 
manner. 

Therefore, program evaluation should be viewed as a part of a 
larger process, termed program planning and evaluation, ~Nhich has four 
components, as follows: 

Programming - the categorization of all activities Jf an agency 
into programs and further into subprograms. 

Budgeting - the accounting of resources being allocated to each 
program and subprogram (termed program budgeting). 

Evaluation - the determination of objectives of each program, 
development of means to verify success in accomplishing objectives, 
and actual evaluation of program. 

Planning - the use of the results of evaluation in the management 
of programs, with a view toward shifting resources away from 
unsuccessful programs to successful programs. 

The actual implementation of tools for program planning and evalu
ation has been slow. It is apparent that program planning and evaluation 
systems need not necessarily attempt to copy the Planning, Program3ing, 
and Budgeting System approach. 

The need for program evaluation in the criminal justice system 
was recognized by the President I s Commission on Law Enforcement, which 
said: 

There is no activity, technique, program or administrative 
structure in the criminal justice system that is so perfect 
that it does not need to be systematically scrutinized, evalu
ated, and experimented with. 2 

2United States President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice, The ChallenJI~ .. of Crime in a Free SocietV 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 274. 
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In addition, the President's Co~~ission stated that expenditures for 
criminal justice activities "could be more rationally allocated by making 
use of the program budgeting techniques now being used by the ~ederal 
government. ,,3 Therefore, it can be said that the Commission recognized 
the need for program planning and eval~ation systems in everything but 
name. 

The present problem, however, is not the absolute lack of program 
planning and evaluation in criminal justice agencies. Indeed, ~ost 
agencies carry out one or more of the activities (programming, budgeting, 
evaluation and planning). But fe~oJ', if any, can be said to perform all 
of the activities in a systematic and integrated manner. The existing 
processes for determining program effectiveness (evaluation) and for 
shifting resources toward effective programs (planning) are too often 
of a subjective and haphazard nature. 

In Maryland there have been several attempts aimed at improving 
planning and evaluation. Some of the State level criminal justice 
agencies were included in a report by the Maryland Task Force on 
Modern Management that·recommended the establishment of a Management 
Information and Program Evaluation System (MIPES) in the State government. 
The report, completed January 6, 1969, lays a foundation for a full-scale 
program planning and evaluation system. It includes program definitions, 
statements of objectives, and measures of effectiveness for some of 
the State agencies, including the Division of Correction, Pat~~ent 
Institution, the Maryland State Police, and the Governor's Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. Hm.,e'ler, the 
Judiciary, the State Department of Juvenile Services, and the Division 
of Parole and Probation were omitted from the Management Information 
and Program Evaluation System report. Very little further work has 
been done in implementing this system. However, the Department of 
Health and Mental Hygiene has completed conversion to a modified 
program budget. 4 More importantly, the State has begun a comprehensive 
planning and evaluation process which includes all State level agencies. 
The basic purpose of this process is to improve the quality of decision
making and to communicate those decision to all concerned parties in a 
concise and well-organized manner. Each agency provides its five year 
goals, objectives, program descriptions, and evaluation. The ultimate 
purpose is to provide fiscal projections to the State budget and planning 

3~., p. 246. 

4Telephone intervievJ',vith Planning, Grants and Program Development 
Section, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, April, 1977. 
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personnel. All state criminal justice agencies, except the ju.diciary, 
are required to participate in the process. The judiciary participates 
voluntarily on a modified basis. 

In addition, the Committee on Police Standards and Goals, the 
Correctional Standards Cornmitee, and the Committee on Courts Standards 
of the Xaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admini
st.ration of Justice, have recommended standards to develoD more \=ffective 
planning in police and correct.ional and court-related age~cies.5 The 
committees suggest that procedures be developed for establishing and re
vie':ving organizational goals and objectives, for researching and predicting 
future impact, for monitoring objectives and assessing future needs. 
Planning should include not only within-agency, but between-agency and 
agency-community (including physical planning) problems and prograrr~. 

The current status of program planning and evaluation in the criminal 
justice agencies in the State is as follows: 

Police. 

State Agencies. The Planning, Research and Inspection Division 
of the Maryland State Police has a staff of eleven sworn per
sonnel and six civilians. Of these 17, eight have bachelor's 
degrees (three ,vith additional graduate credits), four have 
high school diplomas (t,vo with some college credits) and 
three have masterrs degrees. Three of the civilians provide 
clerical support. 6 

The functions of the Division are many and varied but with D-TO primary 
objectives: 1) standardization of developmental policies and operation 
procedures and 2) development of further professionalization within the 
Maryland State Police,7 

Non-State Agencies. For the most part, large police departments 
in the urbanized areas of the State have adopted budgets approaching 

5Comlllittee on Police Standards and Goals Report to the Governor's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration'of Justice, Standards 
5.3, 5.4, and 5.5, 13.2. 

6Information received from John O'Neill, Planning, Research and 
Inspection Division, Maryland State Police, March, 1977. 

7}lar"lland State Police, ODerational Procedures Xanual for Planning, 
Research and Inspection Division, (Baltimore, November 1, 1971), p. 6. 
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the program budget conce?t. A good exam~le is the 3altimore City 
Police Department's budget, which is broken down into six pro
grams, <:'lith each prograil1 divided into three to thirteen subprograms 
(termed "actiyities"). ~Tumerous difficulties would be encountered 
in adopting a true program budget, not the least of which is the 
traditional a~propriation process. ~easures of effectiveness, 
except in the 'lery sense of analyzing variables such as crime 
incidence trends and calls for service, have not been designed 
to measure the effectiveness of the various programs and subprograms. 
However, the Police Department's Division of Planning and Research 
is utilizing their data bank for measuring the effectiveness of 
various programs and projects of the Depar~~ent, including those 
funded by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice. Planning and Research has a professional 
Criminal AnalYSis Section, Operational Crime Analysis Section, 
and Management Section. Of the 30 professional employees, 
eight have high school diplomas, one has an associate of arts degree, 
ten have bachelor's degrees, and one possesses a master's degree. 
Ten staff members are currently working on undergraduate or graduate 
degrees. 8 ----

Police depal:tments in the municipalities (large and small) and 
in the non-urban counties of the State utilize the traditional 
line-item budget concept, except for some cases where departments 
segregate traffic activities from other activities in their 
budgets. The use of measures of effectiveness to evaluate police 
activities is tied to statistics on crime incidence and arrests, 
which in themselves are often unsystematically gathered. The 
Commission has ffivarded funds for t't'lO years to the Hagerstown Police 
Department to establish a Planning and Research Unit. A planner 
with a bac:helor's degree manages this operation. The City of 
Rockville and City of Frederick are also receiving funding for 
police planners to head planning and research units. Few others 
have full-time personnel in planning and research operations. 

The four urban county police departments have divisions established 
for the express purpose of program development and assessment. The 

8Information received from the Mayor's Coordinating Council on Criminal 
Justice, and the Baltimore City Police Department, July, 1978. 
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Prince George's County Police Department has a Research and P1C'nning 
Division which is divided into !:tvo sections, Administrative Planning 
and Operational Planning. The Division is staffed by eight p~ople 
wi th seven s'tvorn officers and one civilian. The Division Commander, 
a Captain with a bachelors degree, is responsible for planning, 
organizing, and coordination all activities of the Division. The 
Administrative Planning Section is staffed by a sergeant c·1:!.th an 
Associate of Arts degree, a private ,,;-i th a bachelors degree and a 
civilian T;7ith a background in data processing/computer science. 
This section is responsible for development and updating of plans 
and future departmental direction, development of criminal justice 
related projects and activities, coordination of various consultant 
studies and projects developed by special committees, and development 
of ?rojects involving federal funding. The Operational Planning 
Section is staffed by a lieutenant with a master's degree, a sergeant 
and corporal with Associate of Arts degrees, and a private 'N'ith a 
bachelors degree. The responsibility of this section is the develop
~ent and updating of guidelines, standard operating procedures and 
plans pertaining to the execution of responsibilities and relationships 
betveen and among operational units of the Department; development of 
operational manpower, deployment and distribution plans; testing and 
evaluation of special operational equipment; and conducting of basic 
research on programs which reduce or control crime. 

In Baltimore County, the Planning Research and Fiscal Division 
is divided into two sections: Planning and Research, and Operational 
Analysis. 

The Planning and Research Section is responsible for the rev~s~on 
of the departmental manual of rules, regulations, and procedures. Its 
primary duty is to supervise the technical procedural operations of 
the Department. In addition, this section manages all grants and 
evaluates new and present functions, programs and equipment. The Opera
tional Analysis section conducts the statistical analysis function. 

Educational backgrounds of the thirteen staff assigned to these 
functions include six with associate of arts degrees, five with 
bachelor's degrees, and two with high school diplomas and additional 
college credits. All of the personnel have several years of practical 
experience on the force plus inservice la'tv enforcement training. 9 

9Information obtained from the Baltimore County Police Department, 
July, 1978. 
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The Planning and Research Section of the ~ontgomery County Police 
Department divided into four sections is directed by a sergeant with 
a bachelor's degree; assisted by an administrative aide and administrative 
assistant. The iolritten Directives Unit is staffed by a private first 
class and a ci.vilian administrative assistant neither of \vhom have 
college degrees. The Operational and Management Planning Unit is 
staffed by a civilian with a bachelor's degree. The Grants ~1anagement 
and Evaluation Unit is staffed by bvo civilians, one \vho has a masters 
degree and one with a bachelors degree. Another civilian may be added 
to this Unit. The SYstems and Data Unit is staffed by a civilia~ wi~h 
an associate of arts·degree. 10 

Anne Arundel County's Police Department Research and Development 
Unit is divided into four sections: Statistical Analysis, Fiscal 
~anagement, Grants Management and Planning. Staff operates in either 
of the units. The staff consists of one sergeant and three patrolmen. 
Two poss~ss bachelors degrees and two have high school diplomas with 
credits earned towards A.A. degrees,1l 

Adjudication. 

~one of the courts (any level) or state's attorney's 
offices have adopted a program budget concept, or any budget 
concept approaching it. The traditional line-item budget is 
used by all adjudicative agencies in the State, State level 
or othenvise. Of course, the utility of program budgeting 
concepts in such areas is unknown at present. 

Evaluation of activities (in those agencies that do) 
is limited to statistical analyses of workloads, results 
of cases handled, and case backlogs. 

Administrative Office of the Courts. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts has a ~~o-man pro
fessional planning staff. The Director of Judicial Planning 
Services was funded by the Governor's Commission on La\v Enforce
ment for three years before the position ,vas picked up by the 
Stat!:. The Assistant Director's position is currently being 
funded by the Commission. Both planners possess JD degrees. 
The unit is charged with the responsibility of providing the 

lOInformation obtained from the Region IV staff, March, 1977. 

llInformation obtained from the Anne Arundel County Police 
Department, July, 1978. 
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.... ,. 
"'judiciary with the capability to plan and coordinate court pro-
. grams at the State and local levels. Additionally, the planner 
is responsible for developing uniform standards and objectives 
for the courts and increasing the efficiency and ef=ectiveness 
of judicial programs, procedures and operations by projecting 
the future needs of the court system. 12 

The planning staff is currently developing an interim ju
dicial plan to tie into t~e State Executive Plan and the Gover
nor's Commission Comprehensive Plan. Included in the plan \vill 
be a mission statement, goals, an existing systems, caseload 
statistics and trends, objecti'les and proposals. In September, 
1977, the unit began a comprehensive planning effort. 

Prevention and Rehabilitation (Adult and Juvenile) . 

State Agencies. 

Depart:nent of Public Safety and Correctional Services. 

The Program, Planning, and E'laluation Division of the 
Office of the Secretary is staffed with a supervisor, a criminal 
justice evaluator, and a criminal justice planner. Of the three 
professionals, t;vo possesses bachelor's degrees ~vi th additional 
undergraduate credits and the other has several advanced degrees. 

The Division functions primarily in the area of strategic 
program planning and evaluation to identify areas of improve
ment in basic capabilities and implementation. l1ethods of 
planning and evaluation are flexible and vary \vith the problem 
as the Division operates ,vithout a comprehensive work plan. 13 

Division of Correction. 

Planning and Research is staffed by a director and two 
administrative assistrultS. The director possesses a master's 
degree and the administrative specialists have earned bachelor's 
degrees. Research and evaluation of programs i.s coordinated with the 
Di',ision I s Data Processing section. The planning and evaluation 
procedures for Federally funded projects are set up and monitored 
by the unit. Project directors of the Federally funded projects 

l2~laryland Governor I s Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice, Grants #3l73-CT-6 and 6028-RES-2. 

13Information received from A. Lawrence Lambert, Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services, March, 1977. 
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report quarterly statistics and activities to the Planning ana 
Research unit for purposes of evaluation. Based on the data 
collected, final reports on each Federally funded project are 
developed and ,vritten by the Planning and Research unit in 
conjunction ,vith project directors. Currently, accord.ing to 
the division staff, insufficient staff and limited access to 
sufficient relevant data prevents long range research or 
follow-up reports. 14 

P a tux en tIns ti tu t io'n. 

Program planning and development at the Patuxent Institution 
is done by the Associate Director for Behavioral Sciences and his 
staff. This staff includes tw'o assistant associate directors, 
both with master's degrees. This staff is assisted by the insti
tution's data processing unit ,.;hich is under the direction of 
a data processing systems analyst. 

Programs developed by this unit are submitted for final 
approval to the Administrative Review Conunittee of the Patuxent 
Institution, comprised of the Director, three Associate Directors, 
Chief Psychologist and Director of Social Services. Recent efforts 
have been aimed towards the development of innovative rehabilitation 
programs. Eva.luation of programs is also the function of this 
arOUD .15 
Q • 

Practical research includes the planning, development, 
and evaluation of programs of operation and treatment 
and with long term evaluation of the effectiveness 
of various programs .16 

Some of the programs subject to the e"lJ'aluation are personnel 
training, educational and vocational training, psychotherapy pro
grams, and parole supervision. 

Division of Parole and Probation. 17 

The Division of Parole and Probation nE\wly created Bureau of 
Policy and Program Development contains a Planning, Research and 

l4Information received from Planning and Research, Division of 
Correction, July, 1978. 

lSInformation received from Ronald Pike, Assistant to the Associate 
Director, Patuxent Institution, March, 1977. 

l6patuxent Institution, Annual Report 1970 (Jessup, Maryland, 1971), 
p. 18. 

l7Information received from Division of Parole and Probation, 
August, 1978. 
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Evaluation Unit which 'is responsible for providing agency management <nth " .. , 
information which enab~es the administration to operate agency programs 
and make policy decisions. This unit provides technical support in the 
areas of short and long range planning, data analysis, and interpreta
tion of research efforts. The Planning, Research, and Evaluation Unit 
is responsible for conducting research projects, organizing available 
information about divisional issues, for overseeing proposal preparation, 
for preparing special quarterly and annual statistics reports, for 
preparing the Agency's Executive Plan, and the Annual Program Evaluation 
Reports. The head of this unit is responsible for coordinating the 
various activities associated with research, planning, and evaluation 
and to synthesize this material into alternative courses of action for 
the Agency's management staff. The present staff of this unit includes 
a supervisor and one vacant position, both require Bachelor's Degrees. 

In addition to planning responsibilities, the Bureau. of Policy 
and Program Development is assigned data collection and computer 
informations systems responsibilities is responsible for administration 
of Federal grants and oversees agency activities which interface w~th 
Community Adult Rehabilitation Centers. volunteer programs in the 
community, and employment for ex-offenders. The two employees in the 
Data Analysis Center and the three staff of the Community Services 
Coordination Unit have Bachelor's Degrees. One of the two staff 
assigned the Federal Grants Administration unit has a law degree and the 
other a master's degree. 

Juvenile Services Administration. 

Within the Juvenile Services Administration, the planning, research 
and evaluation functions are included in the Division of Special 
Services. The Research and Analysis section within that Division 
is responsible for research, program evaluation, information systems 
development and statistical reporting. Of an allotted staff strength 
of five, one has a Bachelor's Degree and is presently enrolled in a 
graduate program, and one position is vacant. 

The Research and Analysis section is currently concentrating on 
the development of program evaluation methodology in all major program 
areas, maintaining and modifying a centralized data base and addressing 
administrative and day-to-day program problems related to these functions. 

Planning is the full-time responsibility of an Administrative 
Specialist. This staff person coordinates all administration-~vide 
planning functions, to include those relating to th.e Executive Planning 
Process and to those functions of the Governor's Commission related to 
the development of the Comprehensive Plan. 

During the summer of 1976, a Planning Task Force of Central Office 
and field administrative staff was formed to review and provide 
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guidance on the Executive Planning Process. For the fiscal years 1981 -
1985 ~~ecutive Plan, a detailed flow chart of the JSA planning metho
dology was developed prior to initiation of the process; this chart 
specified key decision points by the Task Force and by Central Office 
and field administrative staff. In additicn, key points for input from 
significant non-JSA groups are specified, such as local L~~ regions, 
XARFY, etc. 

The Research and Analysis unit's evaluation functions are being 
tied into this planning process at key points in tlVO primary \Vays. 
First, Research and Analysis and Planning units work together to 
formulate plan objectives. Second a portion of the planning process 
is being devoted to determining future (priority) evaluation needs. 

Currently, Special Services is in the process of implementing a 
Planning-Implementation-Evaluation Model (PIE) which is designed to 
integrate its research, monitoring, implementation, and planning efforts. 
This approach includes the following elements: 1) an information systems 
study to provide recommendations on providing opti~um data for planning, 
evaluation and decision-making; (the study has been completed; under an 
LEAA grant a new information system is being developed); 2) a multi-year 
research plan; this is being accomplished by identifying research units 
and objectives in the annual Executive Plan; 3) ~ standard recidivism 
definition; 4) a sophisticated planning methodology to tie policy 
analys:i.s, criminological theory and Federal grants needs into the 
Administration's planning effort; JSA's planning methodology becomes 
increasingly sophisticated each year; in the fiscal years 1980-1984 
plan, the policy section specified the criminological thesis underlying 
JSA policy directions; JSA Executive Plans indicate needed LEAA projects 
to implement JSA I S overall goals and objectiv.<:s; 5) assignment of 
Research and Analysis staff to provide evaluation design assistance to 
department staff seeking LEAA funds (currently being done); 6) a 
procedures manual to optimize input into the LEAA funding process; 
7) development of guidelines for administration research publications; 
and 8) development of policy for research conducted by outside groups 
and JSA staff (currently being made into policy). 

The Juvenile Services Administration is operating under a modified 
Planning Program Budget System, identifying costs by areas of services 
b~ndered by the Administration (e.g., courts, group homes institutions). 
Information as to specific treatment modalities (e.g., Guidance Group 
Interaction, Behavior modification and cost of each court) is not 
collected by Juvenile Services at the present time. 

Non-State Agencies. 

Jails. 

The Montgomery County Detention Center is the only local 
facility with a designated Research and Planning Unit. Staff 
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i~cludes three full-time personnel. Of the bvo full-time pro
fessionals in the unit one possesses a Doctorate degree and 
one a master's degree. The unit was e~Fablished under the 
County and State Annotated Codes. In addition, the Research 
and Planning Unit prepares a Six-Year Projection which is used 
as a comprehensive work plan. This unit functions in the areas 
of planning and program development, evaluation of on-going 
programs and routine operations, research, development and 
coordination of grants, and development of the departmental 
budget. lS 

The current trend of the 11arious c:-iminal jus tice agencies 
has been to develop and expand their planning and evaluation 
staffs. However, major inadequacies such as a lack of compre
hensive work plans, a lack of appropriate educational background 
of staff, particularly in the law enforcement agencies9 and a 
lack of training, particularly in use of various methodologies 
and data, are preventing these staffs from being utilized to maxi
mum benefit. This inadequacy in the area of juvenile delinquency 
prevention has been addressed by the Conunission's Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention AdviSOry Committee. This committee 
has emphasized the need for increased delinquency prevention 
planning capabilities within each major jurisdiction. This 
capability might be developed through existing or increased 
manpower with related expertise. This might also take the form 
of a work plan consisting of progranunatic requirements and guide
lines which could be moiLded . to each jurisdiction's particular 
needs and provide the basis for planning activity and progr~~atic 
implementation. A significant contribution was made in the area 
of planning and development data by criminal justice agencies 
in the area of planning and development data by criminal justice 
agencies in the establishment of the JUSSIM Model in Prince George's 
County and Baltimore City. The JUSSIH :1odel is an interactive 
computer program which describes the criminal justice system 
by means of a flow diagram showing offender flow between stages, 
the accompanying system resources consumed, and the associated 
resource costs and workloads. The model provides a quantitative 
description of the criminal justice system which can be used to 
assess the impact of alternative actions on the system. The 
major focus of the Baltimore City model has been on measuring 
the impact of City criminal justice activities (police, courts, 
etc.) upon the State correctional system. A pressing need exists 
to expand this type of capability among criminal justice agencies 
State-wide. 

181 - . . d - R' nIormat~on rece~ve trom eg~on IV Criminal Justice Planning 
Staff, March, 1976. 
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l~e program planning and evaluation components of criminal 
justice agencies are, for the most part, in the early stages 
of development, though some have increased their staffing and 
attained a degree of sophistication. The opportunity is present 
for these components to make a definitive contribution to the 
criminal justice process. 

Currently, the trend .State-~vide is toward the ma:dmum 
development or planning and evaluation capabilities i:J. criminal 
justice agencies. A major restructuring is needed to overcome 
the inadequacies of 1) lack of comprehensive guidelines; 2) lack 
of appropriate educational and law enforcement backgrounds; and 
3) lack or training in the use of methodologies and data. Current 
developments in the Criminal Justice Information Systems area 
will soon be making substantial data available to decision makers 
which was never available in the past. It is imperative that 
planning and evaluation skills be developed in all major juvenile 
and criminal justice agencies to insure proper and full utilization 
of this projected management and operational information. 
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PROBLEH COP-I: ~Teed for Improved Efforts Aimed Directly att 
Reducing High Crime Incidence in Snecific Categories or Snecific 
Geogranhic. Areas. Hhile much must be done to improve the structure, 
professionalize, and increase the efficiency of the criminal and 
juvenile justice system, there is a corresponding need to coordinate 
and focus the resources of the system on specific crime control objec
tives. Even though it is true that many actions and programs that are 
needed to reduce crime must be carried out by other governmental sub
systems such as health and education, the public expects some degree 
of crime control to come from the criminal justice system and its major 
component agencies. 

Results of a mid-1976 State-wide op~n~on survey conducted for th.e 
Governor's Commission indicated that Maryland residents are more fear
ful of being victil1.'ized by vandalism and burglary than any other crimes. 
A total of 53 percent of those interviewed said they \Vere very fearful 
or somewhat fearful of being victimized by vandalism and burglar!. 

Also high in this fear of crime category were robbery (49%) and 
assault (43%). 

The public's highest priority crime was rape, rated as deserving 
increased attention by 44 percent of those interviewed. The next highest 
priorities were murder/manslaughter (39 percent) and burglary (30 percent). 

The need for this control and reduction of crime can be illustrated 
by Haryland' s high ranking in crime incidenc~~ as reported in the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports. As indicated in Table V-37 
Maryland crime rates have been particularly high for robbery and for 
aggravated assault. It sh\6uld be noted, however, that since the imple
mentation of the crime Control Act in Maryland in 1968, Maryland's rank-
ing in all crime categories has declined. Host notable is burglary. where 
:·Iaryland has fallen from fifth to e~enty-first. As noted in Table V-38, 
Baltimore city, urban counties, non-urban counties, large municipalities and 
small municipalities each have certain crimes which are most serious for 
that. particular jurisdiction. Of special interes£- ar-e the very high violent 
property crime rates in Baltimore City and the relatively high rate of 
larceny /theft in. large municipalities. 

Efforts that have been made to reduce crime have been' primarily in 
the police subsystem and have depended on the single agency approach. 
Components of the criminal justice system and cooperating agencies have 
failed to set target areas of crime or types of crime. This has, in 
many cases, led to fragmentation and dissipation of resources. 

In addition to the Part I crimes, growing concern has been expressed 
regarding other types of crimes, including vandalism, arson, unaggravated 
assaults and child abuse. For example, although substantive data has not 
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'fABLE V-37 

RANK OF MARYLAND AHONG TilE 
50 STATES FOR PART I OFFENSE RATES 

1958 - 1976 

TYPE OF OFFENSE, RATE 
YEAR ' Murder" Forcible Agg):'avated Larceny Auto 

Etc. Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Thefta Theft 

1958 15th 22nd 16th 8th 18th 10th 6th 

19'59 21 23 11 12 26 17 12 

1960 20 20 19 11 27 21 17 
I 

1961 21 15 10 11 I 24 15 13 

1962 15 11 11 11 25 16 17 

1963 12 11 9 15 21 13 11 

1964 12 20 9 9 21 10 11 

1965 11 9 7 3 11 10 8 

1966 14 9 4 5 11 10 5 

1967 13 4 1 2 1 7 4 



TABLE V-37 - Continued 

c -
TYPE OF OFFENSE RATE 

Hurder, Forcible 
Robbery 

Aggravated 
Burglary 

I~arceny Auto 
Etc. Rape Assault Thefta Theft 

1968 10 4 2 1 5 12 3 

1969 14 2 2 1 13 13 5 

1970 16 6 3 3 16 10 10 

1971 11 9 3 00 3 17 14 12 

1972 9 10 2 3 17 13 8 

1973 13 11 2 3 22 llf 9 

1974 14 10 2 4 20 13 9 

1.975 16 11 3 7 22 13 11 

1976 I 21 10 3 10 21 14 14 -

SOURCE: United States, Federal Bureau of Investi.gation, Crime in the United States" Uniform Crime 
Reports-L 1958-19 ~6. (Hashing ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1959-1977). 

NOTE: aSince 1958 Larceny $50 and over has been used as one of the Crime Index Offenses. Effective 
~Tanuary, 1973, tolal TJarceny-Theft Is being used instead of the Larceny $50 and Over category. 
This change uol s torts any comparison betHeen ] 973 and previous years fa r Larceny-Thef t, Total Property 
Crime, und Total Index Crime. 
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OFFENSE 

Hurder and Non-
Negligent Nan o

-

s1°,lUghter 

Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 

(Total Violent Crime) 

Burgla'ry 
Larceny-Theft 
Motor Vehicle Theft 

(Total Property Crime) 

TOTAL PART I CRIHE 

TABLE V-38 

MAHYLAND CRHlE RATES BY TYPES OF JURISDJC'l'ION 
1977 

, 
BALTUfORE URBAN NON-URBAN HUNICIPALI'l'IES 

CITY COUNTIES COUNTIES Large! Sma]J2 

24.2 133.4 II. 8 3.7 l.9 

55.6 31.4 2l.4 20.8 17.5 
938.3 172.7 60.6 123.4 ]04.7 
699.5 279.3 229.L1 225.7 298,1 

(l717.6) (616.8) (316.2) (373.6) (422.2) 

1866.2 1412.5 1007.4 1131.8 1235.7 
3953.0 3386.8 2131.8 355l. 2 ' 3119.9 

713.4 427.7 179.9 304.1 209.4 

6532.6 5227.0 3319.1 4987.1 4565.0 

8250.2 5843,8 3635.3 5360 . .1. 4987.2 

SOURCE: Hary1and State Police Uniform Cri.me Reporting Program. Hay. 1978. 

STA~ 

8.7 

33.7 
296.8 
350.f, 

(689.6) 

1398.5 
1.175.6 

f.20.8 

(4994.9) 

568f, .5 
____ 0 



TABLE V-38 (continued) 

NOTES: lLarr,e Hunicipalities included are Aberdeen, Annapolis, Cumherland, Frederick, Gaithershurg, 
Greenbelt, Hagers tmm, l1yattsville, Rockville, SaU.sbury, and Takoma Park. 

2Small HuniCipalities include all to't-TnS with a population of less than 15,000 wh1 ch have a 
police department. 



been gathered, it is known that over 60,noo cases of suspected child 
abuse were reported in the United States in 1973, a tenfold increase 
above those reported in 1967. It can be estimated that 10-100 times 
as many incidents can be classified as suspected child abuse but are 
not reported i.or a nt.unber of reasons, ranging from inability to recog
nize che difference beb;,een acc~dential :'njuries and abuse to apat:hy 
or a desire to remain uninvolved. 1 

There i,ere 2,597 suspected child abuse cases reported in ~·!ar:rlanci 
in calendar vear 1977 comp«red with 2,113 reported cases for calendar 
year 1976. 2 -ThiS 23% increase added to a 42% increase in reported inci
dents from 1975 to 1976 shows the dramatic increase in reported crime 
but does not represent the t:cue incidence of the cases since so many cases 
go unreported. Calendar yeal: 1977 reported cases compared with calendar 
year 1973 cases reveals a 205% increase in the five yea;: period. 

In calendar year 1975, 1~486 suspected child abuse cases involving 
1,508 children were reported in Maryland. This represents a 21% increase 
over 1974. During calendar year 1974, 1,251 cases of suspected child 
abuse were reported in the State of Haryland. In 1973, 852 cases of child 
abuse were reported. A total of 880 children iv-ere involved in these 
cases. Abuse was subsequently ruled out in 182 cases and 96 cases were 
judged to be accidents. Beov-een 1969 and 1971, 67% (1,132) of the suspected 
child abuse incidences occurred in Baltimore City, 21% (360) occurred in 
the urban counties, and 12% (194) occurred in non-urban counties. It 
should be noted that many areas report a very 1mV'" incidence of reported 
offenses; thus it may be impractical to deal iVith problems in these areas 
on a large-scale basis. 

\fuile Maryland f s criminal justice system and elements of related 
systems such as drug abuse have been imaginative in developing innova~ 
tive programs, direct attacks on specific types of crimes or on crime 
incidence in specific high crime geographic areas has been lacking. 

For instance, although police in several major departments are con
tinuing to develop a rather sophisticated manpower allocation system 
that enables them to concentrate their resources en identified crime 
control problems, othe,r agencies ~'1ithin the criminal justice system 
or related agencies are not usually involved in this effort. For ex
ample. police planning may show that juvenile street crime is high 

lFindings of Dr. C. Henry Kempe, Department of Pediatrics of Colorado 
School of Medicine as reported in the Senate Hearings on the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act of 1974, U. S. Senate, 93rd Congress, 1st 
Session (Sll91) March 26, 27, 31 and April 24, 1973. 

2pROJECT HELP, Maryland Social Services Administration, August, 1978. 
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in a certain sector of a jurisdiction and, as a result, police will 
concentrate resources in that area. Another agency may set up a 
juvenile delinquency prevention program in a less troublesome part of 
the jurisdiction. At the same time, juvenile probation may set up a 
reduced caseload project in still another section. Given the resources 
available to the system it would be better in many instances to concen
trate these erforts in well-defined priority areas. Such concentration 
r·rauld not onl v increase the chance of reducing crime, but results r,.;ould 
also be far easier to evaluate. Proven methods could then be e:{tended 
to other areas or jurisdictions. Similar e:xamples can also be drawn 
from the adult system. For example, the oftem-fragmented' efforts of 
police, prosecution and treatment programs in controlling narcotics in
cidence can be concentrated on a coordinated basis. 

A problem ,vith the planning aspect of c:cime reduction is that the 
focus has often been on the improvement of the criminal justice system 
itself. Planning has taken the view that by "improving" the agencies 
of criminal justice, crime should be curtailed. This is an assumption 
that perhaps should be rethought. Crime may ,vander outside the realm 
of the existing c~iminal justice agencies. By concentrating on the im
provement of criminal justice agencies, the planning process may be 
overlooking other variables in crime reduction. 

If the criminal justice system is to gain the confidence of t:he 
public in its ability to be of major assistance in the control of crime, 
immediate efforts are required to implement specific crimi: orientE~d 
objectives. These efforts should bring together all appropriate agen
cies in both planning and action phases. 

The first major attempt at crime oriented planning in Maryland was 
the High Impact program in Baltimore City. This program had as its 
objective the reduction of stranger to stranger street crime and burg
lar] in Baltimore. While no specific planning methodology was required 
for the program, the planning did result in a wide range of police, 
court, juvenile delinquency and correctional protrams. Systems for 
evaluating these programs have been implemented and evaluation data is 
being collected and analyzed. 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement has been working closely 
with numerous jurisdictions throughout the State in crime oriented planning. 
The objective of the crime oriented approach is to reduce the incidence of 
a selected Uniform Crime Report offense in a specific geographic area of 
a jurisdiction within a designated time period. The }furyland Impact pro
grams are achieving this objective by using a Three-Step Planning Process. 
Presently, the offenses of aggravated assault, robbery, burglar], larceny 
and auto theft have been addressed in the Planning P:rovess. Future planning 
efforts will be expanded to include other Uniform Crime Report Offenses. 

The following describes the Planning Provess currently used for 
concentrated crime reduction programs. 
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Step 1: 

For each selected Part I Offense, the numbers of reported incidents 
"iithin each offense category or incident categorj should be recorded. 
It is crucial that this breakdown reflect a geographic dispersion 
analysis so thaI: specific areas of the county or a1unicipali ty ca.."1 be 
isolaI:ed as to the types and numbers of offenses occurring there. 
Such an analysis can be developed by the spot-mapping of incident 
reports 0'';: by evaluating differences bet';'Teen the variott!f police pre
cincts or substation in terms of reported incidents. Ii these t •• o 
methods are to be used, population disparities and crime rates be
o.een the reporting units should be taken into consideration. The 
off,ense categories should be limited to the following: aggravated 
assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. The reporting 
period should cover at least three years with breakdmvns to show 
variations within each year as appropriate. Trends should be es
tablished for each categorj of offense for a three year period. A 
priority should be chosen from this data (such as burgl'ary of resi
dences ,vithin postal zones 36, 42, and 96). Sufficient justifica
tion for the selection should be provided. The target chosen must 
be such that success is attainable and of some priority within the 
county or municipality. For the target selected, a three year ob
jective should be established. In addition, qualitative and time 
specific benchmarks for the first two years should be set. 

A control area should also be established for the project. 
This control area should be similar to the target area in increases 
and decreases of crime, geographic size, and population makeup. 
The control area should not be directly adjacent to the target 
area. If after analysis a suitable control area cannot be estab
lished, the Commission may waive this requirement. 

Aside from overall project objectives, objectives for reduction 
of crime in the target area in comparison to the control area should 
also be developed. 

Step 2: 

Once this priority ca~egory of crime and geographic setting has been 
identified and approved by the Commission staff, a detailed analysis 
of the target crime should be made. This analysis should provide a 
geographic, offender, and a victim profile. 

~lethod for Geographic Profile: 

The in depth geographic profile will be dependent on the crime 
target selected in Step 1. This profile should include such ~nror
mation as the population of the area to be concentrated upon, the 
prevailing type of premises within the area related to the identi
fied offense (private dwelling, commercial dwelling, commercial or 
business premises, open public entertainment areas, and etc.). If 
the theft of vehicles is selected, the t}~es of vehicles stolen 
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should be indicated. The number of social service agencies im
pacting and/or located within the geographic area should also be 
identified. This step should also indicate the time of day in 
which the targeted offense occurs most frequently within the 
selected geographic area. All factors examined should provide 
a maximal overview of the geographic area selected for a concen
trated crime reduction program. 

11ethod For Offenders and Victims Profiles: 

A profile of the range of offenders apprehended and adjudi
cated for the targeted offense and geographic area should be pro
vided. Tne data could be obtained from the arrest card after 
disposition and should provide the folloWing information either 
as a range of the exact elements of the targets chosen, an aver
age, or a numerical frequency listing: 

1. sex, race and age grouping of offender; 
2. residence and employment status of offender; 
3. arrest history of offenders; 
4. marital status (including dependents); 
5. stranger to stranger V's. offense where offender is knmffi 

by the victim; 
6. use of threat by offender and type of threat (verbal, weapon, 

no threat); 
7. time and location ~f arrests; 
8. disposition of charge. 

Additional information may be collected regara~ng the victim 
of the selected offense. Such information might reflect the vic
tim's role and position in the commission of the offense such as 
the robbe~J of a citizen on the street. Any injury the victim 
may have suffered might also be noted. 

In addition, the following information should be provided con
cerning the victim: 

1. sex, race and age grouping of victim; 
2. marital and employment status of victim. 

Because a single offense can affect many governmental agen
cies, an inventory should be provided describing all agencies and 
actions that may impact the target offense~ offender, victim and 
geographic, victim, and offender profiles should be forwarded to 
the Commission staff for review and approval before proceeding to 
Step 3,. 
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Step 3: . 

The selection of a coordinated program m~{ to attack the target 
areas and crime ,-lith a. maximum utilization of the criminal jus
tice and non-criminal justice resources available should be clearlv 
specified. It should be noted that, should a police component be -
envisioned, only police departments who meet the Commission's mini
mum standards for funding beyond training and communications equip
ment may receive funding under this program, The selected program 
mix must clearly reflect possible alternative approaches to meet
ing the objective of reducing a specific crime in a specific geo
graphic area. All the alternative programs considered should be 
indicated and sufficient justification provided for those altelna
tives selected. 

Sub-objectives should also be established for each element in 
the program (investigation, public information, patrol, prosecu
tion, corrections, etc.) 

The development of an evaluative desig4 for quantitatively 
measuring the effectiveness of this program mix should be an in
tegral part of the overall design. Such a design may provide for 
the comparison of experimental and control groups and other neces
sary research requirements. The control group should be matched 
as closely as possible to the e=~erimental area in which the con
centrated crime reduction project will take place. A copy of the 
evaluation design should be forwarded to the Commission staff upon 
completion. 

With regard to the development of an evaluation deSign, a general 
evaluation methodology was developed by Commission staff and a consul
tant. Funds were awarded for a consultant to assist in the evaluation 
of five of the operational concentrated crime reduction programs to 
determine the validity of the strategy, the cost effectiveness, ruld 
the impact of programs on the public in target areas and surrounding 
murisdictions. To date, 18 quarterly reports have been submitted by 
the consultrult. Additionally, the consultant was to provide technical 
assistance to the Commission, Regional, and project staffs in eva1uat
ing all local concentrated crime reduction programs. 

An overall evalu&tion of the Commissionts Concentrated Crime Re
duction Program effort was submitted by the consultrult to the Commission 
staff in November, 1975. This evalu~tion covered the programs indivi
dually and collectively as they related to the plrulning proce~s. 

The Concentrated Crime Reduction evaluation, according to the con
sultant, has not been an isolated endeavor but rather has been linked 
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to the operations of each project. Evaluations have occurred through
out the life of each project and have been used to modify project acti
vities. According to the consultant, evaluation techniques utilized 
for the crime specific projects have produced conclusive evaluation re
sults. These techniques include the use of a control area, comparisons 
between control areas and target areas, analysis of project activities 
in relation to efforts and effects, and an analysis or crime displacement. 

The Planning Process ~vas felt to be beneficial to the CCR program 
in that it assisted police agencies in organizing their planning efforts. 
The process provided a consistent and logical approach to the development 
of individual projects. The process encouraged police agencies to work 
with other criminal justice agencies and provided an opportunity for all 
agencies to become aware of problems and viewpoints of other agencies. 

With regard to cost benefit analysis, the consultant believed that 
results indicate that the concentrated crime reduction programs have not 
always been cost effectivena.inly due to their experimental nature. It 
was noted that the cost effectiveness may be more acceptable if the pro
jects can expand or be transferred to ~ther jurisdictions. 

Crime specific program efforts began with the four urban counties 
(Prince George's, Baltimore, Montgomery, and Anne Arundel) and expanded 
first to the large municipality of Salisbury. Subsequently, programs 
were also developed and approved for the cities of Hagerstown, Annapolis, 
and Frederick, all of which are large municipalities (municipalities 
with over 15,000 persons). In fiscal year 1976, CCR programs were funded 
in Rockville, Takoma Park and Bouie (large municipalities), Havre de Grace 
(small municipality), and Charles and Hmvard Counties (non-urban counties). 
Of the ten largest police departments in the State of Naryland, all but 
the Maryland State Police and Baltimore City Police have been involved 
in this Concentrated Crime 'Reduction effort. Prince George's County 
and Annapolis selected robbery as the target offense, Howard County and 
Ocean City selected breaking and entering, while the other jurisdictions 
are concentrating efforts on reducing burglaries. Anne Arwl.del County's 
program has completed its third year and although the project personnel 
were picked up in the County, the project does not ~xist in its original 
form. Hontgomery and Prince George's Counties have completeq. th~ir third 
year and have been picked up by the~r juris~ictions. Baltimore County, 
Salisbury, Annapolis, Hagerstown and Frederick cities' programs are pre
sently in their third year, and Takoma Park, Bowie, Rockville, Charles 
County and Howard County are in their second year. Ocean City is pre
sently implementing it's first project year. Table V-39. identifies 
each jurisdiction, selected target offense, jurisdictional and target 
area crime reduction objectives and the focus of the implemented pro-
gram. 
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... ~ 
~10st 2/f the concentrated crime :-eduction programs have primary fo-

cus on police activities. Howe'ver, as seen in Table V-39 Baltimore 
County, Anne Arundel C::)Unty, Prince Geor::;e' s County, Salisbury, Anna
polis and Takoma Pa-.:-:;: have spec:ial prosecutorial components. 

The Prince George's County Impact program \Vas designed to combat 
commercial robbery in the Hyattsville area of the county. 3 The ob
jective of the unit in the first year of funding ,.,ras a reduction of 
commercial robbery by 10% in the Hyattsville area. During its first 
13 months of operation, the project team made 29 arrests in the target 
area" 79% of which were for robbery. The clearance rate for '.::he unit 
in the target area was approximately 19%. In the period, armed robbery 
decreased 19% in the target area conpared to a 12% increase County-\.;ide. 

The Baltimore County program is designed to reduce th~ crime of. 
breaking and entering in the Essex District through investigation, public 
information and prosecution. 4 The unit consists of one lieutenant, two 
sergeants, two corporals, twenty-three patrolmen and one cadet. 

The consultant's report, covering the first two years of project 
operation, indicated that residential burglaries increased 76% in the 
target area in the first year (while the comparison area shm·ied an in
crease of 25%), and decreased 2/~ in the second year (\.;hile the compari
son area showed a 20% increase). For commercial burglaries, the Essex 
District showed no change in the first year and a 5.7% decrease in the 
second year, While the comparison area experienced 26 and 22% increases. 
Additional1y~ the investigators funded in the program had a 44.8% clear
ance rate compared to 20.4 for the total Eastern District. Hith re-
gard to the public information component, a telephone survey indicated 
that 4S% of the target population had made improvements in home security. 
Finally, convictions have occurred in 127 of the 137 cases taken to court 
by the program's investigators. 

The Hontgomery County Concentrated Crime Reductior. Program selected 
l"esidential and commercial burglary as its target crime and four areas 
in the County as the target area--two commercial and two residential-
with high burglary rates. 5 Host of the burglary reduction efforts of 
the unit have been concentrated i~ these target areas; however, some 

1;rant Number S176-COP-l, Governor's Commission 0'Ll Law Enforc8men t 

4 
Number 6016-COP-l, Governor's Commission Law Enforcement Grant on 

S 
Number S163-COP-l, Governor's Commission Law Enforcement Grant on 

482 



I 
I 

! 
I 

! 
I 

'i~ 

l; 
1 i 
i 

OF 



..,.. 
00 
w 

JURISDICTION 

Baltimore County 

Prince George's County 

Hontgomery County 

Anne Arundel Countyb 

Salisbury 

Hagerstown 

Frederick 

Annapolis 

TARGET OFFENSE 

Burglary 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Burglary 

Burglary 

Burglary 

Burglary 

Robbery 

TABI.l~ V-39 

IMPACT PROGRAHS IN OPEHATION 

CRIME ORIENTED PLANNING METHODOLOGY 

JURISDICTIONAL TARGET AREA 
CRIME REDUCTION CRIME RELATED 

OBJECTIVEd OBJECTIVE 

1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year 1st Year 2nd Year 

5% 7% 10% 30% 35% 

10% 20% 25% 10% 20% 

5% 5% 5% 10% 20% 

10% 10% 18% 10% 18% 

10% 10% 20% 10% 

5% N/A N/A 10% 10% 

N/A 5% N/Aa 10% 15% 

N/A .5% 5% N/A 10% 

FOCUS OF 
IHPLEHENTATION 

3rd Year 

40% Prevention, Appre-
hension, Prosecution. 

25% Prevention, Appre-
hension, Prosecution . 

20% Prevention, Appre-
hension. 

25% Prevention, Appre-
hension, Prosecution. 

20% Prevent ton, Appre-
hension, Prosecution. 

1m? Appreilens10n and 
Prevention. 

N/II. Deterrence, Preventio 1 

and Apprehension 
10% Deterrence, Preventio~ 

Apprehension and 
Prosecution. 
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TABLE V-39 - Continued 

1-

itit Ye3J" 2nd Yellt" Tnl Year i!;;l Y.eCll~ 2nd Yeal" '..Inl Ye,ll" 
----------~--~---.- --- ---.-.--. -------._--_._-- -_ .. --.-.---- --------- -.-----~-- -- ----..-;;-- --------- --- .. - ---. - - . ---~.----- - -- -

THkOJlltl Park Burglary N/A 

Char. I e::> County Burglar.y N/A 

Ifoward Counly Hreuldng & N/A 
EnLering 

BOIvj e HurgLHLY 10% 

lIuvn'! de Graee Burg.lary N/A 

Rockvj.lle lIurg.l Hry N/A 

Deeuu City I burglary and N/A 
3rkg. & r:ntrg. 

N/A N/A 5% 

N/A N/A N/ A tl 

N/A N/A N/A e 

N/A N/A 12.5% 

N/A N/A N/A f 

N/A N/A 5% 

N/A N/A 10% 

L 

" 5.% 

N/A 

N/A 

5% 

5% 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Preventioll, J\ppn!
lIells i 011, Pnl!:j(!l'lIl ion 
Prevention, Appre
lIenH i Oil,., .j;lIh lie III fl). 
1'J'(.!venlrfnl, Appt"e
ill.!lltiion, i'lliJiie Illlt). 

NIl'. I'n~Vt,nti()ll, l~dll{'U

l j Oil f)ell~rrenc(! 

10% 

N/A 

I'cevenUOII, IlIvl.!sti

g:ILilln, J\ppl"eilelltl iUIl 

I' revent:i 011, APi> rL~
ilen::;iulIl, illfurllWLi(l1l 

8% 7% Prevention, Education, ___ ., _____ ! and :rrelo:nsiO"-J 
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TABLE V-39 - Continued 

aFirst year objective for the Annapolis program was to prevent an increase in crime in the target area. 

hThe Anne Arundel County program also provides after-care and probation services through two State-level 
projects. 

'c/3altimore County, Prince George's County, Hontgomery County, Anne Arundel County and Salisbury had ~ 

established control areas which form the basis for further evaluation. 

drhe goal of the first year program is to reduce burglary in the target area. 

e.rhe Howard County program goal is to stablize the rate of increase of crime using 1973 as a base year. 

fThe goal of the Havre de Grace program in the first year is to maintain the 1974 level of target crime 
offenses. 



tmit activities are county-~vide. 
area was expanded to include the 

O{,' 
< ~II 

In the second grant year, the 
whole Silver Spring District. 

target 

The major objectives have been to reduce the occurrence of burglary 
in the target areas by 20% and in the County by 5%, to continue the on
going burglary prevention program in }fontgomery County through compre
hensive and systematic planning, and to expand and j,mprove police-com
munity interaction and cooperation in burglary prevention efforts. 
Other objectives of the program are aimed at improved patroJ, deployment, 
faster response to burglary reports, increased public awareness and in
formation on burglary and its prevention, and identification and develop
ment of effective program approaches to burglary prevention. 

During its first sixteen months of operation, in the original 
target areas as compared to the same periods of the prior year, rates 
in the target areas decreased by 19%, compared to no change in a resi
dential control area and a 30% increase in the County-wide burglar; 
rate. Commercial burglary rates decreased by 32%, compared to a 15% 
increase in the control area and a 3% decrease in the County-wide bur
glary rate. 

In the ne~.; target area encompassin.g the entire Silver Spring Dis
trict: the combined burglary rate during its nine months of operation 
decreased by J.9.5% compared to the same period a year earlier. It would 
appear that the Montgomery County program has achieved its objective of 
reducing the burglary incidents in the related target areas by 20%. 
Although the project has not attained its objective of reducing the 
coun.ty-wide burglary rate by 5%, it appears the project has had some 
impact on the county's burglary incidents when analyzing the burglary 
trends in the past five years. According to the consultant, the tmit's 
activities undoubtedly have had an impact on burglary in the County, 
the reductions in crime are substantial in comparison to early fore
casts, but that the success of the program must be tempered by the fact 
that there was a State-wide decrease in crime. 

The major goal of the Anne Arundel Impact project (BEST - Breaking 
and Entering Strike Team) was to reduce the incidence of breaking and 
entering in 16 target areas. 6 The second year evaluation indicated 
that residential breaking and enterings increased 2.3% in the target 
areas compared to a 24.3% increase in the control area and 15.1% in the 
rest of the County. However, attempted residential breaking and entering 

6Grant Number 509l-COP-l, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 
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increased 80% in the target area while decreasing 7% in the control 
area. After the third year of operation, the officers funded in the 
grant ~.,ere picked up by the County; the program itself was not con
tinued. 

'rivo S tate-level programs relating to the BEST proj ect 'flere funded 
by the Commission. 

The Department of Juvenile Services was a~'7arded a grant by the 
Governor's Comm:i.ssion on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice for the Community Treatment Program of Impact Offenders in 
Anne Arundel County.7 This program provides probation and aftercare, 
community-based treatment to juvenile Anne Arundel County impac.t of
fenders and their families. From Harch, 1974 to March, 1976, a total 
of 369 youth >vere arrested by the Anne Arundel County BEST Strike Team 
and referred to Juvenile Services. Approximately 85% of these youth 
were referred to Juvenile Services. Approximately 85% of these youth 
were referred for breaking and entering offenses. The project was 
able to provide services to 225 of the arrested youth with the remain
ing 144 youth being handled through regular Juvenile Services Admini
stration procedures. The rearrest rate for all youth handled by pro
ject staff was approximately 18%, while the rearrest rate for 144 
youth handled through regular Juvenile Services' staff was approxi
mately 42%. A possible reason for this may be that various statis
tical variables have not been controlled; however, the types of of
fenders in both samples are .. similar 'nth respect to referring offense. 
It s.;;,~ms more probable that the immediate pre-court supervision offered 
proj ect clients versus the long tmsupervised v7aits to get in to court 
encountered by youth handled by regular Juvenile Services' staff have 
played a role in reducing the rearrest rat~. Also, intensive super
vision and the relatively smaller caseloads of the project staff may 
playa significant role in reducing rearrests. After three years of 
funding, the project costs were not assumed by the State. 

The Division of Parole and Probation Ivas awarded a grant by the 
Commission entitled Impact Probation Services. 8 This project provides 
intensive supervision services and presentence investigation for this 
increased volume of offenders arrested through the Anne Arundel County 
Concentrated Crime Reduction Program. It was envisioned that the pro
gram mix of the Impact projects could include the efforts of non-criminal 
justice State agencies such as the Employment Security Administration 
and the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation. 

7Grant Number 5ll5-COP-l, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 

8Grant Number 5ll5-COP-l, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 
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Full investigative coverage is being provided for BEST defendan~ 
as requested by the Courts. The evaluation period of July, 1975 to'May, 
1976, indicated that the unit recommended probation iT.l 63% of its cases. 
Presentence investigations are full reports and meet National Advisory 
Commission standards. ;mile the unit is recommending probation in 63% 
of its i~vestigation~, the Courts are following these recommendations 90% 
of the time. Numerous investigations also provide special recommenda
tions (e.g., alcohol treatment, employment training) which provide the 
Courts or agent ~.;ith a basis for treatment plans. The agents have not 
experienced difficulty in meeting the 21 day requirenent for completing 
presentence investigation reports. 

Statistics seem to indicate intensive community-based treatment is 
being provided. The agents have had the opportunity to e3:plore avail
able community resources and make them available. This phase of the 
BEST program was not assumed by the State. 

During the three years the Salisbury project was funded, the objec
tive was to reduce burglaries by 20% in the concentrated area (i.e., 
target area) of Salisbury and reduce burglaries by 10% City-~vide.9 
During the second year of operation the number of burglaries decreased 
by 32.8% in the concentrated area and decreased by 40.7% in the non
concentrated area, netting a 36. 7% decreas1~ City-wide. It should be 
noted that. the previous year included only six months during which the 
p:':nject was fully operational. Over the three years of project operation, 
total incidences of burglary increased 18~~ in Salisbury, howe'rer, the 
burglary rate per 1,000 population decreased 9%. 

Annapolis selected robbery as the offense on which to concentrate 
reduction efforts. 10 A Robbery Action Team (R.A.T.) anticipates accom
plishing this effort through four objectives--deterrence, intensive 1,;1-

vestigation, quick apprehension and prosecution, and public education. 
The teams ·:onsist of one uniformed foot patrolman and two plainclot.hes 
officers. An Assistant State's Attorney is available to prosecute all 
!'obbe"!:? offenders and give legal consultation to the team. A Juve
rt:lle Se.rvices' worker handles all juvenile robbery offenders referred 
to that agency as a result of the project. The project has led to a 
statistically significant decrease in robbery in Annapoli.s. Robberies 
decreased from 106 in the 12 months prior to the program to 64 during 
a :t2 month period of project operation. The clearance rate for robberies 
incr~ased from 37% prior to the project's operation to 57% during the 
first 15 months. 

9Grant Number 5167-COP-l, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 

10Grant Number 76CACP106l57, Gove"rnor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice. 
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The City of Hagerstmm' s Concentrated Crime Iteduction Program con
sists of a Burglary Unit made up of three oificers ,.;i1:hin the Hagers
town Police Department. Il The three man burglary llIlit conducts surveil·
lances and completes follow'-up burglary in'1estigations in the target 
area. A public awareness component of the project pro'1ides residents 
of the target area ivith commercial and residential security surveys to 
be completed by the Burglary Unit and meetings with residents and the 
unit to discuss burgla~; saiety tips. During the second year of pro
ject operation, this project seems to ha'1e achie'1ed its goal of decreas
ing burglar; in the target area by 10% in 1976. The total number of 
commercial and residential burglaries in the target area declined by 
12.6% in 1976. Although the total number of burglaries in the target 
area declined for the year 1975 through 1976, burglaries did not de
cline O'1er the base year 1974. The clearance rate inside the target 
area declined from 15.61% in 1974 to 6.93% in 1975. In 1976, 43 of 
the 216 burglaries reported in the target area wera sol'1ed for a clear
ance rate of 19.91%, an increase of 12.98% O'1er the 1975 clearance rate. 
Additionally, pre-recorded tapes concerning burglary pre'1ention '\V'ere 
boradcast a total of 491 times, and two newspaper articles describing 
the Unit's acti'1ities appeared in the local press. The Unit conducted 
a total of 17 crime pre'1ention seminars \<lithin and outside the target 
area before 17 citizen groups. 

The Frederick program focuses on reducing residential and commer
cial burglaries in the Southwest Patrol Sector of the city.12 This 
multi-faceted effort in'1ol'1es a program of citizen education and in
'1o1vement, improved street lighting, installation of protecti'1e alarm 
de7ices on burglary-prone premises, motorized patrol of the target sec
tor, and distribution of protecti'1e making devices. Delays in project 
implementation ha'1e plagued the program. Although burgla~T increased 
34~~ in the t"il0 years of operation, the area outside of the target area 
experienced a 100% increase. The maj or ileakness of the proj ect is in 
the lack of committment of those assigned to the public information function. 

The Charles County program focuses on reducing burglary and larceny 
in its sixth election district (Waldorf). 13 Two e.xperienced officers 
follow up on all target crimes and conduct a multi-media public infor
nation campaign. A confidential telephone line is also used to in'1cl'1e 
the public tn the apprehension process • 

. , 
J.-Grant :'Tumber 77CACPl-7006, Governor's Commission on La,_ Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 

l%rant ~Iumber 5166-COP-l, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement a.T'ld 
the Administration of Justice. 

13Grant ~umber 5135-COP-1, Governor's Commission on Law Eniorcement and 
the Admir~stration of Justice. 
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Howard County's breaking and entering reduction program consists of 
a five man police unit tha.t provides investi~ation, education, security 
checks and a project identification program. L4 

When examining the target area itself over the initial 10 month 
operational period (from October 1975 to July 1976), there was a 
statistically significant decrease in the number of burglaries com-
mi t ted (28%). However, w'hen looking at the target area over a 30 month 
period, it appears that crime was decreasing in the target area prior 
to implementation of the Target Burglary Program., The program has ac
complished 250 residential surveys during the first four months of 
operation of that component. No statistics have been made available 
regarding the implementation of suggestions made dUhing the surveys. 

In Bowie, a broad attack is made on the crime of burglary,lS 
The program involves an information component, a prevention aspect (in
cluding an eng:caving program), follow-up interview of victims, and a 
statistical analysis of data that might lead to ne~v prevention techni
ques.,'-. In its first year of operation, from January 1 to December 31, 
1976, the target area experienced an 19% increase in total burglaries, 
~vhile areas in Bowie outside of the target: area experienced an 11% de
crease. In residential burglaries, the target area experienced a 7% 
decrease compared to a 12% decrease in Bowi.e area outside the target 
area. Ho~.,ever, none of the changes in burglary or residential burglary 
for the target area during the operation of the grant were statistic
ally significant. 

In the first seven months of operation of this project, the Project 
Director gave 29 crime prevention talks to Bowie residents, designed 
and implemented a crime prevention display for the public library and 
the Bowie telephone book, designed and implemented five crime preven
tion displays totaling more than three weeks of v1Ork, designed and im
plemented 38 press releases on crime prevention, designed and coordi
nated five radio spots on crime prevention, made 57 su~-veys of resi
dences in the target area, recruited and coordinated 74 block captains 
'to implement an operation identification program, maintained and evalu-
ated the operation identification and security survey'programs. The 
Project Director also handled approximately 340 calls from citizens 
of Bowie regarding crime prevention or the activities of the grant. 

14 
- Grant ~umber 6llS-COP-l, Governor's Commission on L~N Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 

lSGrant Number 76CACPl-6l50, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice. 
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The Rockville program, a combined effort of the ::!oncgomery County 
Police Department and the Rockville City Police Department, is provided 
funding for a modified policing program utilizing seven s>.om Rockville 
officers, four s~olom Hontgomery County officers as ~olell as Juvenile 
Services counselors and program development specialists. 16 The team 
develops prevention programs, conducts follow-up investigation and 
apprehension efforts, develops a referral and diversion program for 
youths and coordinates police/community efforts. 

It appears that this project has had an impact on burglar; in Rock
ville in the short time it has been· operational. Althou.gh burglary is 
generally do>oln in Montgomery County for the months of July through 
December, 1976 (a decrease of 5%), burglary in Rockville decreased 29% 
during the same time period. 

A four man police team has been created in Takoma Park to reduce 
the frequency of burglar].l7 The unit conducts investigations, per
forms proactive patrol, conducts security checks, and implements educa
tion programs. 

The strength of the project appears to be that a considerable re
duction in the rate of City burglaries occurred during the operation 
of this project. The initial project objective called for a 5% reduc
tion in burglary incidents; ho,·1ever, the project has demonstrated a 25.2% 
reduction. During the first eleven months of project operation (January 
through November, 1976) a total of 205 incidents were handled by the 
Unit which reflected a decrease of 69 incidents over the 1975 total of 
274 burglaries during the same time period. This decrease is statis
tically significant and is particularly notable in light of the increase 
in most other Part I offenses during this time period. Of the 205 cases 
handled, 132 cases were investigated, 20 arrests were made, 66 cases 
,olere closed for a c1ea;r;L;:mce rate of 32.2% and $32,373 in property was 
recovered. 

Public education activities performed included 36 prevention presen
tations to over 1,300 people; the completion of 210 security sur-veys; 
the publication of numerous articles in local newspapers; development 
of information letters to residences and commercial establishments; the 
implementation of Neighborhood Watch which encourages citizens to be 
watchful for suspicious individuals in the neighborhood, Operation 
Identification, a School Crime Prevention Program; and the maintenance 
of a telephone hot-line to report burglaries or make inquiries about 
the various aspects of the program. 

l6Grant Number 77CACPl-70CS, Governor r s Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice. 

l7Grant Number 76-CACPl-6l51, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
e~d the Administration of Justice. 
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Havre de Grace has established a three man police team concentrat
ing on reducing the frequency of burglary and larceny.1S This unit con
ducts follovl-up investigations, performs preventive patrol, conducts 
security checks, and develops public information and prevention programs. 

In its first 10 months of operation, grant personnel made a total 
of 173 arrests for crimes that occurred in the target area. In addition, 
nine public information talks on crime prevention vlere given to residents 
of the City. 

Hm"ever, despite the efforts of the Unit ~ both burglary and larceny 
have increased in the City since this project become operational. Sta
tistical computation noted that in the case of 1arc1:my, the increase 
could well have been due to factors other than chance occurrence (such 
as the implementation of a new offense reporting procedure), 't"hile in 
the case of burglary, chance occurrence could not be eliminated from 
among the possible causes of the increase. 

Table 7-40 summarizes the results of operational concentrated crime 
reduction programs funded by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice. 

Finally, in April, 1977, Ocean City was awarded a grant for a con
centrated crime reduction program with the target crime of burglary and 
breaking and enterings in the northern sector of the City. Patrol, in
vestigation, security surveys, an Operation ID program and a media pro
gram will be involved. 

The Governor's Commission believes that the Concentrated Crime Re
duction approach has potential for significant success. However, it 
should be noted that several problems have been experienced in the plan
ning and administration of these programs. Some programs have not ad
hered to the established work programs. Equipment utilized in some of 
the projects has not been effi,:ient. Some citizen involvement compon
ents of the Concentrated Crime Reduction Programs have not been imple
mented nor emphasized. Additionally, 1itt:.e effort has been expended 
to develop offender-victim profile analyses in the programs. Despite 
these shortcomings, the Commission believes that these programs should 
continue to be supported while being closely monitored by staff. As 
noted earlier, Maryland's national ranking in burglary, the target crime 
m06t often selected by participants in the Concentrated Crim.;l Reduction 
programs, has fallen from fifth highest to twenty-first highes t since 
1968. This shift in the national ranking occurred despite an increase 
in the crime rate of burglary fro~ 1301.2 to 1359.9 ov~r the same period. 

18Grant Number,6ll4-COP-1, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
the Administration of Justice. 
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TABLE V-40 

SUNHARY AlilALYSIS OF OPERATIONAL 
CONCENTRATED eRnIE REDUCTION PROGRAMS 

'-
Crime Change 
in Target A.rea 

Target After First Yr. 
Juris di c tion Crime Operation 

Baltimore County Burglary +7.4% 
Prince George's Co. Robbery -11% 
Montgomery Co. Burglary -20% 
Anne Arundel Co. Burglary -24% 
Salisbury Burglary -12.7% 
Hagerstown Burglary +36% 
Frederick Burglary -34% 
Annapolis Robber; -50% 
Takoma Park Burglary -25. 2~~ 
Charles Co. Burglary +.5i~ 

Howard Co. Breaking & 
Entering -17 . n~ 

Bowie Burglar; +18% 
Havre de Grace Burglary + 4% 
Rockville Burglary -27% 

.-
*Ch~~ge calculated over base year. 
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*Crime Change in 
Target Area After 
Second Year of 
Operation 

-lO~: 
-19% 
-26% 
+2.3% 
-20% 

-12.6% 
+34% 
-43% 
-16% (9 mos.) 

-2% (3 mos.) 

-47% (9 mos.) 
-36% (8 mos) 
-4.7% (11 mos.) 
-38% 

I 
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The Commission staff has also developed a planning ?rocess for Con
centrated Juvenile Crime Reduction Programs. The objective of this pro
gram is to reduce and preyent the incidence of juvenile crime committed 
within a specific geographic area of an urban county, Baltimore City or 
a large municipality. The steps of this planning process are as follows: 

Step 1: 

Analyze the total volume or arrests and referrals by juvenile 
age groups and by crime committed for the selected jurisdiction. 
(~ote: Do not include CI~S activity.) The reporting period should 
cover at least two years with comparison as to percentage increase 
or decrease; of juvenile arrests with breakdo~'!ls to shmV' variations 
within specific age groupings and seasonal variations as appropriate. 
The offense categories should be limited to the following: aggravated 
assault; robbery; burglary; larceny; auto theft (to includl= unauth
orized use); vandalism; and narcotic offenses relating to the sale 
and distribution of "hard core" narcotics. A geographic dispersion 
analysis by residence of offender, location of offense, or location 
of arrest should be performed. Information should be gathered to 
the extent possible on time of offense and week-day versus 1;V'eekend. 

Step 2: 

A priority age group should be chosen from this data such as 16 
to 18 year olds arrested for all relevant offenses. (However, 
consideration may be given to selecting all juveniles arrested for 
a particular offense.) Sufficient justification for either selection 
should be provided as a result of Step 1. The target group chosen 
must be such that success is attainable and of some priority within 
the county or municipality. For the target group selected, a three 
year objective should be established. In addition, benchmarks for 
the first two years should be set. A possible objective may be the 
reduction of arrests for 14 to 16 year olds by 20% for all Part I 
crimes, or reduction of all juvenile arrests for a specific offense. 

Step 3: 

Once this priority category of age group or crime is identified, 
a detailed analysis of the selection should be made. This analysis 
should provide a profile of the juvenile justice system. Data should 
be collected relevant to the arrest, adjudication, treatment (insti
tutional or community) and aftercare phase of the process relating 
to the flow of the targeted offenders through the system. 
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Step ~. 

An investor; should be provided describing all agencies and 
actions that may impact the target offense~ offender, victim and 
geographic area. This inventory should reflect criminal justice 
and non-c~iminal justice resources. The inventory should include 
school, recreational, health, mental health, drug, alcohol, JSA 
resources and other social services and civic resources ;vithin 
the specific jurisdictions. A copy of the inventor; should be 
fot\varded to the Commission staff prior to completing Step 5. 

Step 5: 

The selection of a coordinated program mix to attack the target 
offenders and offenses with a m~~imUm utilization of the criminal 
justice and non-criminal justice resources available should be 
clearly specified. 

Currently, Baltimore City and Hagerstmvn are involved in juvenile 
Concentrated Crime Reduction Programs. Generally, there has been a lack 
of interest in the program by other jurisdiction. 

The Baltimore City Program has not completed a full year of funding; 
however, the program's objectives are to reduce the number of delinquent 
offenses in zone 21215 of Baltimore City and reduce further involva~ent 
of program participants with the juvenile court system. 

The Hagerstown Juvenile Crime Reduction Program ,vhich is going into 
its second year of funding, is ~omposed of a two-man Juvenile Services 
Bureau which handle the preliminarJ and follow-up investigation for the 
offenses of larceny, burglary, aggravated assault, robbery, auto theft, 
vandalism, and narcotics. Statistics kept by the Police Department indicate 
that the program is making a significant impact on the reduction of juvenile 
crime. U.C.R. crime data for the Hagerstown Police Department indicates 
a 40% reduction in the clearance rate of crimes committee by juveniles for 
1977. The total crime rate showed a 6% crime reduction from the previous 
year. 

In future planning, efforts by local units of government, this kind 
of crime specific programming should receive serious consideration in 
local budget allocations. In addition to developing new projects for 
the problems identified by the Multi-Step Planning Processes, some con
sideration should be given to redeploying and reallocating existing 
resources to areas of need as more success is demonstrated by the con
centrated crime reduction programs. Even though considerable refining 
of the Crime Oriented Planning Process ';vill be necessary, the substantial 
cooperation ~~d coordination among agencies to date render much promise 
for the future of this type of planning and program development in ~'laryland. 
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PROBLEM COP-2: Inability to Recognize and Respond to Organized 
Criminal Activity. Statistics on the precise scope of organized criminal 
actiYity in Maryland are not fully ayailable. As a result of the State 
Police Organized Crime Intelligence Unit's operations considerable .data 
has been collected in each of ~ryland's 23 counties and in Baltimore 
City. This data, according to the State Police, indicates that in all 
24 jurisdictions organiz!~d criminal actiYities in the area of illegal 
distribution of controlled dangerous substances exist; in 16 jurisdictions 
organized gambling was uncovered; illegal theft rings were found to exist 
in 14 jurisdictions; and organized crime 'was found to be involved in labor 
disturbances in eight jurisdictions. Other crimes found to involve 
organized criminal actiYities in different areas of the State included: 
arson, fraud, government corruption, ponlography, prostitution, loan 
sharking, fencing and illegal aliens. With the exception of narcotics 
efforts, in most parts of the state, only minimal law enforcement 
actiYity has been directed toward the area of organized crime prior to 
this State Police effort. It should also be noted that many people in 
Maryland recognize that an organized crime problem exists in the State. 
A public opinion survey conducted in 1974 by the Governor's Commission 
(based on a random sample of 1,000 people in the State) indicated that 
69% of the people surveyed felt that organized crime was a problem in 
~ryland. This survey was recently updated in June, 1976, and indicated 
that 70% of the people surveyed felt that organized crime was a problem 
in Maryland. 

This high percent of respondents indicating that organized crime is 
a problem is not surprising because the geographical location and makeup 
of Maryland are conducive to organized crime. A major seaport and an air 
terminal provide potential access for the import and e:~ort of illicit 
commodities. Commodities, both at these terminals and in the voluminous 
interstate commerce shipments which travel highways throughout the State, 
are potentially prime targets for organized crime. Both the urban 
corridor created by the Baltimore-Washington Metropolitan Area and the 
large outlays of funds which have accompanied Maryland's recent and 
rapid economic development are potential areas of interest to organized 
crime. Finally, the suppliers of illicit narcotics have permeated 
communities throughout the State and have contributed to the increase of 
drug-related crimes. All of these problems and other socio-economic 
conditions contribute to the possibility of an organized crime problem 
within the State. 

Government reports dealing with organized crime on a nationwide 
level, such as the Task Force on Organized Crime of the National AdYisory 
Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, characterize 
organized crime as: 
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"1. Organized crime is a type of conspiratorial crime, sometimes 
involving the hierarchical coordination of a number of 
persons in the planning and execution of illegal acts, or 
in the pursuit of a legitimate objective by unlawful means. 
Organized crime involves continuous commitment by key members, 
although some individuals with specialized skills may 
participate only briefly in the ongoing conspiracies. 

2. Organized crime has economic gain as its primary goal, 
though some of the participants in the conspiracy may have 
achievement of power or status as their objective. 

3. Organized crime is not limited to patently illegal enter
pris6s or unlawful services such as gambling, prostitution, 
drugs, loansharking, or racketeering. It also includes 
such sophisticated activities as laundering of illegal 
money through a legitimate business, land fraud, and computer 
manipulation. 

4. Organized crime employs predatory tactics such as intimidation, 
violence, and corruption, and it appeals to greed to accomplish 
its objectives and preserve its gains. 

5. By experience, custom, and practice, organized crime's 
conspiratorial groups are usually ve~J qQtck and effective 
in controlling and disciplining their members, associates, 
and victims. Therefore, organized crime participants are 
unlikely to disassociate themselves from the conspiracies 
and are in the main incorrigible. 

6. Organized crime is not synonymous with the Mafia or La Cosa 
Nostra, the most experienced, diversified, and possibly 
best disciplined of the conspiratorial groups. 

7. Organized crime does not include terrorists dedicated to 
political change, although organized criminals and terrorists 
have some characteristics in common, including types of 
crimes committed and striat organizational structures."l 

lNational Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, .Report of the Task Force on Organized Crime, 1977 
pgs. 7 and 8. 

~7 



This definition in no way implies that all crimes of an organized 
natur.e are controlled by any par~icular organization or ethnic group. 
Rather, organized crime is so large that it is beyond the total control 
of anyone criminal element. As such, "organized criminal groups parti
cipate in any illegal activity that offers maximum profit at minimum 
risk of law enforcement interference."2 Generally, these activities 
involve something the public wants badly enough to risk criminal sanctions. 
Providing them requires certain skills and an organization, in retunl for 
which there is great potential for profit. 

Gaobling, narcotics, prostitution, and pornography all meet these 
conditions, and supplying them is relatively free of risk. Since the 
public tolerates the activity, indeed a large segment demands it, there 
rarely is a complainant. Moreover, there is little incentive for strict 
law enforcement or tough judicial decisions. Even if there were, the 
laws are extremely difficult to enforce. Evidence is hard to come by, 
witnesses are scarce, and the organized crime hierarchy is insulated from 
implication. 

Organized crime tries to achieve monopolistic control of specific 
activities and geographical areas in which it operates. There is some 
dispute over the extent of its control, however, the Organized Crime. 
Task Force of the National Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis
tration of Justice states that few independent operators exist in cities 
where organized crime. exists. 3 Conversely, other sources chara,~terize 
organized crime as a type of conspiratorial crime. sometimes invol~~ng 
the hierarchical coordination of a number of persons in the planning and 
execution of illegal acts, or in pursuit of a legitimate objective by 
t.n1lawful means. 4 In terms of hierarchical coordination, organized 
crime members may be p'art of a very rigid structure where each participant's 
role is well defined. 5 

2 Kiester, Edwin, Jr., Crimes With No Victims, New York's Alliance 
for a Safer New York, 1972, p. 3. 

3 Task Force Report: Organized Crime, Task Force on Organized Crime, 
The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967, p. 2. 

4 National Task Force on Organized Crime, National Commission for the 
Review of Federal and State Laws Relating to Wiretapping and Electronic 
Surveillance, May, 1976, p. 2. 

5 
Ibid. 
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Certain indicators have become available which provide substantial 
evidence as to the nature and extent of organized criminal activity in 
Maryland. In addressing a meeting of the Ma~Jland Chiefs of Police 
Association, the then U. S. Attorney George Beall made reference to the 6 
multimillion dollar gambling operation of a Baltimore underNorld figure. 
In an operation of this dimension, gambling stakes are so high that no one 
individual is able to back all bets by himself; consequently, he has to 
"layoff" certain of the bets. "Laying off" requires organized financial 
arrangements for backing of larger bets between individuals or groups 
scattered throughout the country.? In addition, the local bookmaker is 
dependent on an organized wire service. "This takes personnel--personnel 
in different parts of the nation because the bookie is taking bets on 
tracks allover the country and on sporting events occurring in various 
parts of the country."B .. 

The high profits that are amassed from illegal gambling lead to 
other crimes such as extortion, whers gambling debtors are coerced, often 
brutally, into paying their bookmaker; load sharking, where a victim is 
"financed" by gambling syndicates when he runs out of funds, or a business
man is given easy credit at exorbitant interest rates; bribery; tax evasion; 
and drug trafficking. 

Recently, Commission staff conducted an inform~l analysis to evall~te the impact 
or the legalized lottery system presently operating in Maryland on organized 
crime. According to the Maryland State Police's Organized Crime 
Intelligence Unit, legalized lottery has not had a significant effect 
upon the operations of Organized Crime in the State of Maryland. The 
rationale offered by the State Police unit is that when a legalized 
system of betting is implemented, the individual must go to a designated 
locale and place his bet. Conversely, when illegitimate means of 
betting are employed, the individual simply calls his bets in and payment 
may be delayed depending on the relationship of the participants. These 
variables would appear to adversely impact the legalized lottery's 
ability to significantly ~educe the organized crime efforts in Maryland. 9 
Further evaluation is needed to determine the full effect of the lottery 
and other legal gambling on organized crime. 

6 George Beall, United States Attorney, in an address before the 
Maryland Association of Chiefs of Police, Lord Baltimore Hotel, Baltimore, 
Maryland on Novemb er 21, 1970. 

7 This informatiou. was obtained "trom an unpublished manuscript by 
Louis Scalzo, entitled "Organized CriIOO - Your Silent Partner." Mr. Scalzo 
is considered an expert on organized crime and was in the former Organized 
Programs Division of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, n.d. 

8 Ibid. 

9 Maryland State Police Organized Crime Intelligence, September, 1976. 
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Of particular interest to the State of Maryland has been the inability 
of police agencies to restrict the activities of major narcotics and 
dangerous drug traffickers. Narcotic sales are organized like a legitimate 
importing-retailing business, distributing drugs through several levels 
to the street pF,ld.o1.ler. Because of potential severe penalities, organized 
crime appears to be less involved at the retail level, leaving that to 
the individual pushers. 

To deal with the rising incidences of narcotic traffic, the Governor's 
Commission prOvided funds to the Maryland State Police to establish'a 
Narcotic Task Force on June 30, 1973. 10 During the project's duration, 
the Narcotics Task Force and Expansion personnel increased the number of 
charges placed against suspects relating to heroin, cocaine, LSD, and 
hashish offenses. A total of 657 charges were placed during the period 
5/1/i3 - 3/31/75. It should be noted that during the same period the 
unit made a total of 522 criminal arrests. During calendar year 1976, 
918 charges were placed and the Unit arrested 367 adults and 21 juveniles. ll 
The State Police incorporated the 15 man Narcotic Task Force into their 
Intelligence Unit on June 30, 1976 following the completion of the three 
year funding. 

In a 1971 survey of Maryland police departments, all of the major 
agencies indicated that criminal activities normally associated with 
organized crime were present in their jurisdiction, and one county, in 
particular, indicated that organized criminal activity was a substantial 
problem within its jurisdiction.12 

Six major Maryland police departments (State Police, Baltimore 
City, Anne Arundel, Montgomery, Prince George's, and Baltimore Counties) 
currently have some form of an intelligence unit, organized and trained 
to investigate gambling and narcotics. 13 Other departments have special 
units, but unlike the larger departments, which work independently, most 
of the medium size departments (80% of those polled) work in conjunction 
with a larger organization. The larger organizations, such as the State 
Police or county departments, are called in when intelligence reveals 
such criminal activity or there is need for assistance in carrying out 
a raid. 

lOMaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis
tration of Justice, Grant ~umber #5036. 

11 Information received from Maryland State Police, May 1977. 

12Surv~y of Police Departments in Maryland conducted by the Maryland 
Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice 
and Regional Planning Agencies, updated April, 1977. 

l3'Ibid. 
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When asked in the 1971 survey how organized crime can be more 
effectively combated. by law enforcement agencies, 71% responded to 
the question by indicating that greater cooperation among law enforcement 
agencies was needed, especially in the sharing of intelligence data. In 
addition, it was also indicated that cooperative programs were needed 
between local, State and Federal law enforcement agencies. There was 
also a consensus of opinion that the public must be made aware of the 
reality of the organized crime problem. 

W;5.t.h recently expanded capability at the State Police level and 
in Montgomery County, and with other local police agencies, more sufficient 
data will be gathered on the nature and extent of organized criminal 
activity in the State to allow action by criminal justice officials in 
setting priorities. Once these priorities are defined, more specific 
tactical planning will be needed to insure coordination and concentration 
of the relatively limited resources available to combat this problem. 

In attempting to combat organized crime, law enforcement agencies 
are hampered by other factors in addition to the lack of inter-depart
mental operations. One such factor is the lack of coordination between 
the prosecutors and the police. "The keystone of a law enforcement 
offensive against organized crime is the prosecutor. "14 The police 
investigator needs legal advice and direction and the prosecutor needs 
the resources of an investigative unit. 

The real importance of the prosecutor is the ability to cOTh~lement 
the investigator's field work with court-controlled investigative 
tools--the empaneling of a grand jurY, the immunizing of key witnesses, 
the petitioning of contempt orders, or the seeking of warrants to search 
and seize. Without these evidence-gathering devices, investigations 
will not be able to pierce the insulation of the criminal hierarchy.lS 

In the 1974 public opinion survey of 1,000 citizens of Maryland, 
32% indicated that the best way to combat the organized crime problem 
is with a State-wide task force. The 1976 public opinion sur~ey indicated 
that 43% saw a need for a special State-level task force to investigate 
and prosecute organized crime. However, Maryland lacks the necessary 
prosecutorial staff with State-wide or local jurisdiction, to effecti~ely 
investigate and prosecute organized criminal activity that by its very 
nature requires lengthy, and most orten, multi-jurisdictional, complex 
·investigations. 

l4Eennsylv~~ia Crime Commission, Report on Organized Crime (Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania, 1970), p. 85. 

15 Ibid. 
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To partially address this issue, the General Assembly passed legis
lation in 1976 creating a State Prosecutor's Office. The State Prosecutor 
may investigate criminal activity conducted or committed partly in this 
State and partly in another jurisdiction, or which is conducted or committed 
in more than one political subdivision of the State. If ths State Prose
cutor finds that an alleged violation of the criminal law has occurred, 
the State Prosecutor shall make a confidential report of the findings 
together with any recommendations for prosecution to the state's attorney 
having jurisdiction to prosecute the offense. If the state's attorney, 
within 45 days after receipt of the State Prosecutor's finding o.'i1d 
recommendations fails to file charges and commence prosecution in accor
dance with the recommendations, the State Prosecutor may prosecute those 
criminal offenses as established in the State Prosecutor's investigative 
report and recommendations. 

The significance of the State Prosecutor's Office is that it repre
sents a more coordinated approach to reduce the prevalence of organized 
crime. This office should complement Maryland's law enforcement agencies 
with court-controlled investigative tools (e.g. empaneling of a grand 
jury, the immunizing of key witnesses, the petitioning of contempt orders, 
or the seeking of warrants to search and seize). Hithout these evidence 
gathering devices, the impac.t of the reduction of organized crime could 
be hampered. 

Maryland also lacks a comprehensive law, permitting under legal 
safeguards, mechanical or electronic surveillance by law enfor~ement 
perscnnel. 

Organized crime encroachment into legitimate business is even more 
difficult to discover and to prosecute than the more salient organized 
crimes such as gambling and narcotics. The iceberg effect of organized 
crime is greater in the infiltration of business than in any other area. 
The National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals-
Report of the' Task Force on Organized Crime reports that i:,1 the Northeastern 
portion of the United States 

" ••• organized crime exists in both urban and rural areas. Organized 
criminals in this region, many of whom are associated with trad:i,tiotia.l 
Mafia operations, maintain relationships with their counterparts 
in other States and in other countries. 

Organized crime income in this region is presently invested 
in a variety of businesses, including liquor establishments, night
clubs, health spas, travel agencies, massage parlors, motels, real 
estate agencies, nursing homes, and pornographic book stores. Law 
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enforcement officials do not have sufficient infomation at this 
time to clearly indicate that labor unions are dominated by 
organized crime in the Northeast, but this area is under investiga
tion. In short, there are no IIsate" enterprises, for organized 
crime may choose to infiltrate and take over w'herever there is 
a potential profit. 

GambLing has long been a traditional arena for organized crime, 
and in one area law enforcement officials fear that there may be 
attempts by organized crime elements to take over any gambling 
operations that may be legalized in the future. As for other ac
tivities, the drug business (notably cocaine trafficing) is growing; 
pornography also is showing astronomical distribution prmfits. 
Loansharking is found to be tied into several other activities, 
includi.ng gambling, and arson and fraud are tied into insurance 
irregularities. There are also large, organized hijacking rings, 
armed robbery groups, and increasing vehicle losses, including 
heavy equipment. Untaxed cigarettes are another major problem. 
Credit card and stock frauds. sale of stolen and counterfeit 
securities, and the manufacture and distribution of counterfeit 
money are among prevalent white collar crimes." Hi 

Unfortunately, most unsuspecting businessmen are unaware of the 
nature and extent of organized criminal syndicates and many "think that 
the only threat they face from organized crime is that of the company 
falling into the hands of racketeers." 17 Organized crime has various 
methods of manipulation and outright take-over of a business and also 
has various methods to bilk an unsuspecting consumer. 

In August, 1974, LEAA awarded the State Police through the 
Governor's Commission $182,131 in discretionary funds to combat organized 
crime. These funds were used to augment the existing intelligence 
section of the department consisting of two men, with nine additional 
personnel. The objective of this intelligence unit in the first year 
was to collect and analyze intelligence data throughout the State in 
order to establish the necessary data base for strategic planning to 
impact on orglmized crime. 

L6National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Report of the T~sk Force on Organized Crime. pg. 10. 

17 Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Deskbook on Organized 
Crime (Washington, D. C., 1969), p. 11. 
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The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement awarded third and 
final year fUl,ciing in 1976 to continue the S tate Police Organized 
Crime .. Intelligence Uni t. Since the proj ect began operations ll~, 26'1 
automobile suspects, business and telephone files have been developed. 
In addition, charges relating to organized crime have been placed by 
the State and local law enforcement agencies against various organized 
crime suspects. In addition over 791 contacts ~,ere made with other 
State, Federal and local law enforcement agencies. These contacts 
included answering requests for information and in collecting information 
On organized criminals in the State. Also in the time span that this 
grant h€LS been operational, 208 charges were placed against individuals

18 based on information supplied by the Organized Crime Intelligence Unit. 

An analysis of the first two years of this program's operation 
conducted by Commission staff indicates that the Maryland State Police 
did not maintain dispositions on organized crime cases on a regular 
basis. In addition, although the unit now has a comprehensive definition 
of organized crime, it appears that this definition is not always used 
to decide what cases are to be investigated by the unit. The following 
represents the State Police definition of organized crime for ca~es 
which are handled by the Unit: 

liThe Organized Crime Unit investigates complaints or 
information developed concerning the following categories 

'-... of crimes: 

a. Mafia (traditional) 
b. labor racketeering 
c. loan sharking and extortion 
d. pornography and organized prostitution 
e. corrupt practices in private industry and 

government, including bribery 
f. extortion 
g. infilt:ration or acquisition of legitimate business 

enterp:dse by force or coercive tactics 
h. organized gambling 

Investigations of these crimes are limited to specific 
cases which manifest two or more of the following factors: 

a. conspiratorial activity involving a number of persons 
in the planning and execution of the crime, or in the 
pursuit of a legitimate objective by unlawful means. 

18 ~1aryland Governor r s Commi.ssiqn on La" Enforcement and the 
Aclministrati,on of Justice, Grant 116060, Quarterly Reports. 
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b. conspirator:Lal activity in 'Ivhich economic gain Is the 
primary goal of the perpertrators. 

c. the application of predatory tactics such as in
timidation, extortion, violence or the threat of 
violenr-B and corruption. 

d. the acquisition of power or status to achieve un
lawful objectives, and to preserve such gains. 

e. continuous or the reasonable expectation of contin
uous unlawful activity by the principals in the con
spiracy even though some individuals with special 
skills or resources may participate only briefly in 
the operation. 

f. conspiratorial activity in which the principals 
effectively control and discipline their own members, 
as well as associates and victims, in an effort to 
discourage or prevent them from disassociating them
selves from the principals. 19 

In March, 1975, Montgomery County received $195,015 in discretionary 
funds for the creation of an effective Organized Crime Section to collect 
intelligence data in conjunction with the Maryland State Police. 

During the first 18 months of operation of this' project, 5,000 card 
files were developed detailing organized crime in Maryland. Even though 
the Organized Crime Section is in Montgomery County, this does not pre
clude them from investigating and coordinating efforts with the State 
Police in regard to the development of card files. Each card contains 
either a suspect's name, or automobile license number of a suspected 
organized crime figu're, or the name of a business suspected of having 
organized crime connection. These cards are in alphabetical and numerical 
order. In the second year of operation, the unit should cross-reference 
this card system int.o subcategories such as business, suspects, and automo
biles. Also during the first year of operation, monthly meetings and 
daily phone contacts were made with the State Police to exchange 
information on organized crime. All information obtained by project 
persor-me1 on organil~ed crime in Montgomery County was turned over to the 
Maryland State Poli(~e. In addition, investigators assigned to the 
Organized Crime Unit conducted over 3,342 hours of activity relating 
to organized crime. 

19Information received/ from State Police, April, 1977. 

505 



----.. ~-~---~-

The chief we.akness. of this proj ect in the first grant year (18 m<;>nths) 
of operation was the lack of dispositional data received on organized crime 
cases referred for local prosecution. Organized Crime Unit Personnel 
should institute a system with local prosecution officials that would 
allow the unit to receive dispositions on cases submitted to the office 
for prosecution. The program N'as refunded in September, 1976 for IS 
montns in tne amount of $397,825. 

During tne second grant period, ~ontgomery County supported an exten
sive evaluation of tne first grant year's operations. The evaluation 
Nas critical of the project's operation in terms of tne project's commitment 
to the original documented need (intelligence gathering) and the con-
tinued staff re-assignments (turnover), in tne project. The project was 
redesigned cased on some of tne consultant I s comments which appear to have 
strengthened tne program. Quarterly reports submitted duri~g the second 
grant period reveal greater emphasis on business fraud and intelligence 
gathering. 

It is hoped that the enlarged State Police Unit, with the cooperation 
and assistance of the Montgome~7 County Police Department as well as 
other local police agencies, will be able to gather sufficient information 
on the nature, extent, and location of organized crime activities in 
~furyland to allow pertinent criminal justice officials to begin setting 
priorities on specific crimes (activities) and locations to be concentrated 
upon. Once these priorities and targets are defined, more specific 
tactical planning will be needed to insure coordination and concentration 
of limited resources available to combat this problem. 

It is an understatement to report that the detection, prosecution, 
and prevention of organized crime on the local level is a difficult task. 
Local agencies, city or county, are limited by jurisdictional restrictions, 
lack of highly trained specialists, and limited information on the nature 
and extent of the organized crime problem. Although Maryland police 
departments try to deal with the small-scale manifestations of the organized 
crime problem, such as street level narcotics, hijacking, gambling, auto 
theft, and vice, a thorough attack on organized crime is beyond the 
capabilities of the local polj.ce. Maryland also lacks complete State-wide 
coordination of criminal intelligence, enforcement, and prosecution in 
relation to organized crime; however; it is envisioned that the grant to 
the State Police to gather data on organized crime will reduce this ?roblem. 

In late 1974, the President1s Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice-Task Force on Organized Crime established 
subcommittees to review standards and goals presented by the National 
A.dvisory Commission and other professional organizations (ABA, IACP, and 
ACA) . 
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In December of 1976, the National Adviso:::-y Coll1mittee on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals published standards on Organized Crime. 2G 
This lIReport of the Task Force on Organized Crime" contains over 70 
recommended standards in the follmving areas: Organized Crime and 
Corruption; Executive and Legislative Responsibilities; Private Citizen 
Involvement; Business, Industry and Professional Commlli~ity Involvement; 
Regulatory and Administracive Agencies; Intelligence Units; Investigation 
and Prosecution; Post-Trial Procedures; and Training and Education. The 
Commission staff is in the process of reviewing these standards to 
determine applicability and compliance in Maryland. Although the revie~" 
is not completed, it appears that Haryland is in compliance i.;ith the 
standards on Organized Crime Prevention Councils,21 Political Campaign 
Financing;2Financial and Professional Disclosure Requirements,23 
Regulation of Corporate and Fictitioys Name Organizations,24 Organized 
Crime Intelligence Unit Operations,2~ Access to Files and Dissemination 
of Information,26 and Use of Disp·ositions27 . Standards recommended iJy 
the ~ia tional Advisory Committee ~.;hich Maryland may not fully comply wi th 
at present include: ;:~on-PoliticalProsecutors28, Judicial Selection and 
Removal~9 and State and Local Organized Crime Intelligence Unit. 30 \~en 
the staff analysis is completed for all of the Organized Crime Standards, 
the Commission's Organized Crime Prevertt~"~J!i \.~ouncil will study the 
standar.ds and develop recommendations for t~e Commission's consideration. 
This process is not expected to be completed until 1979. The analysis 
and resulting recommendations should substantially provide policy 
direction and operating agency procedures to the agencies in Haryland 
dealing with the Organized Crime program. 

20__ . 1 Ad' C· C . . 1 J . S d d d G 1 ~at~ona v~sory omm~ttee on r~m~na ust~ce tan ar s an oa s, 
"Renort of the Task Force on Organized Crime,r, CU.S. Government Printing 
Office, -:lashing ton, D.C. 1976). 

210rganized Crime Standard 1.1 
220rganized Crime Standard 1.5 
230rganized Crime Standard 1.6 
240rganized Crime Standard 5.6 
25 Or ganized Crime Standard 6.4 
')' 

Crime Standard 6,5 "-°Organized 
27 0Ii-ganized Crime Standard 7.7 
280raanized Crime Standard 1.3 ?9 t:> Crime Standard 1.4 - Organized 
300raanized Crime Standards 6.1 and 6.2 .::> 
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· In resuonding to the question in the Commission's 1971 Police 
Survey fNhi~h asked how can organized crime be more effectively combated, 
the majority of law enforcsment agencies replied by sta.ting that a 
State-wide task force with State-wide jurisdiction was needed if an 
effective effort was to be made to combat crime of an organized nature. 

Such a task force should have sufficient personnel to allow for 
in-depch investigations into organized crime. The task force should 
ultimately be composed of prosecutots, criminal investigators, accountants, 
tax specialists, and sufficient clerical staff. A legislative proposal 
by the Maryland Attorney General to set up an organized crime strike 
force was not approved in the 1974 session of the Maryland General 
Assembly. Additional planning is necessary to further define the role 
and composition of a State level organized crime task force. The 
Organized Crime Prevention Council of the Commission has recommended 
that such a task force be formed. The new State prosecutor could be 
the focal pOint of such a task force. 

Even without a State task force, there are many things that can be 
done at the State level to attack organized crime using current laws 
and agencies that do exist. Among the agencies which could be involved 
in this effort are the State Law Department, the Comptroller of the 
Treasury, the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services, and 
the Department of Licensing and Regulation. In this regard, it should be 
noted that often civil proceedings and licensing laws can be more effective 
in controlling organized crime than criminal law ~nforcement. 

It is hoped that the information generated as a result of the 
recently funded organized crime intelligence gathering projects will 
be of great value in determining the nature, scope; and extent of 
organized cr.ime activities in Maryland and will provide the data base 
necessary for tactical efforts aimed at investigation, prosecution, 
and suppression of organized criminal activities. 

2L . 
~o11ce Survey, 1971. 
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PROB1E}1 CON-I: .ieed for Imnroved Architectural Design, Work Snace, 
and Physical Condition of Facilities for .Criminal Justice Programs. 

A. Introduction 

The state of repair and physical area of a building and its 
component parts (2..g., offices, sections) can have :m impact on 
emnloyee morale and system eff ectiveness, as well as on the ,dlling
ne~s of citizens to participate or cooperate with criminal justice 
programs and procedures. For instance, cramped \vorkspace for staff 
or activity areas for clients, especially if coupled rdch the situa
ation of deteriorated physical 5urroundings, can lead to low morale 
cyhich, in turn, can result i'3. less than optimal ,york efficiency on 
the part of staff or willingness to participate in programs by 
clients. 

In addition to having an impact on individual clients and staff 
members of an organization, the adequacy of a building, especially 
its architectural design, plays a major role in the functioning of 
the entire organization. Limited space and inadequacies in floor 
plan design can have a negative impact on such as~ects of program 
9p~ratioa as the efficiency of work flow, and the ability of managers 
to supervise their employees or staff to supervise clients, and the 
degree of communication among staff and bet"':yeen staff and clients. 
In fact, the inadequacies of facilities can make some programs and 
projects impossible to operate. 

Inadequacies in facilities is a problem for all functional areas 
of the criminal justice system in Haryland. In addition to needs for 
renovation of certain facilities and to build to replace others, there 
is the need in some instances for entirely new design concepts so as 
to implement new and potentially valuable approaches to coping with 
the problems of crime and delinquency. There also is a need to 
consider new and different uses of existing facilities, including 
those of non-criminal justice organizations such as colleges. Inade
quacies in facilities is a problem for all functional areas of the 
criminal justice system in Maryland. 

'1 

B. Detection, Investigation and Apnrehension 

The inadequate size of local law enforcement agency buildings 
or offic·8;s can affect the day-to-day operations of these organiza
tions. A police department may, for example, be unable to moder
nize its communications equipment because the size of the building 
limits available offices and places a high premium on the little 
space that is available. Officers may be unable to conduct inter
rogations and interviews in private due to the lack of office space. 
Prisoners may be detained in public view because the building is not 
large enough to provide for more private detention facilities. 
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During 1975, technical assistance through the National Clearing
house for Criminal Justice Architecture and Design was provided to 
the Jagerstown Police Department. The technical assistance revealed 
that an old railroad station was usable as a police facility and 
recommended various interior arrangements in accordance ,nth deuart
mental needs. The City of Hagerstown purchased the structure with 
plans to renovate, for use as the police headquarters. The Appala
chian Regional Planning Council awarded funds through LEAA to 
Hagerstown to complete these renovations to provide sufficient 
facilities to the police department. The original Appalachian 
Regional Planning Council award of 1976 was supplemented by an 
additional award in 1978 necessitated by cost over-runs. 

A review of Table V-41 indicates that 42 ou.t of 79 police 
fa~.ilitie$ surveyed by the Commission's 1971 ?')lice sur',ey and up
dated in 1976, were found to have. inadequate floor space for e£fec
tiveJperations. One depart:nent has had to scatter v~l"ious sUDsec
tion~, such as r~cords and communications, through seveEsl municipal 
buildings due to lack of space. It should be noted that when this 
survey was first conducted in 1971, only 37 percent of the 
facilities w'ere r.ated as haVing sufficient floor space, whereas 
in the late3t survey this has increased to 47 percent. Although this 
improvement is encouraging, it still indicates a need for better 
facilities. The problem of insufficient floor space exists in a 
majority of the police departments throughout the State. 

C. Adjudication 

Inadequate space and facilities appear to be problems for 
several courts in the State. In addition, many of the court-
related services, such as pretrial release, probation, and court 
medical services lack space within which to expand. 

Although several new facilities have been built or acquired 
by the District Court, operations are hampered by less than adequate 
facilities in Baltimore City, urban counties, and non-urban counties. 
Soace for counsel to confer with clients and witnesses is not 
a;ailable. Additional courtrooms are needed in many other jurisdictions. 

In 1975, the Governor's Commission on Law E.nforcement and the 
Administration of Justice funded a grant to Baltimore City for a 
cQnsultant!architect to study the old Post Office Building to deter
mine its feasibility as a criminal court complex for use by the 
Supreme Bench and allied court services. The consultant studied 
the entire court function including security, location linkages, 
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TYPE OF 
JURISD [CTJON 

Halt1.more City 

Large Hunicipa
Hties 

Small HUJllcipa
lities 

0-9 --
1 

.1 

Jl 

2 

2 

Urban Counties 

lNon~v rbau Coun ti~~ 
t TOTAL 

----
17 

----- , 

TABLE V-41 

AGE, CONIH'l'lON, AND FLOOR SPACE OF 
BUILDINGS UTlLIZED BY LAW ENFOHCENEN'l' AGENCIES BY 

JURISIHCTION 

1976 

AGE OF BUILDING - CONDITION OF BUILDING 
10-llJ 15-19 20-29 30-39 40+ Excellent! Goud Fair Dilapidated ---- -----

.. . 6 .. . .. . 3 1 8 ... 1 

.. . ... 1 . .. 4 1 3 2 . .. 

1 5 4 6 20 12 18 16 1 

3 1 2 1 3 2 5 5 ... 
.. . ... 1 . .. 1 1 1 2 . .. 

II 12 8 7 31 17 35 25 2 

--'----

FLOOR 
Sufficient ------

9 

1. 

18 

7 

2 

37 

--------

-----
SPACE 
Il1sufflc ient 

.1 

5 

29 .. ~ 
."~ 

5 

2 

------
42 

---

sounCE: Survey of Police Departments in Haryland conducted by the Haryland Governor's Cummission on Lm'l 
Enforcellleut and the Administration of Justi.ce, and staff of the regional planning board, Nay-July, lY71 and 
updated informatJon as available. 



sequence of operatisms, space requirements, engineering solutions, 
and cost estimates. 1 The facility was found to be acceptable for 
court usage, and following renovation, the Supreme Bench began use 
of the building for criminal court activities in the Spring of 1978. 

Of the th-ree urban cour1ties responding to the 1971 Circuit 
Court Survey (Prince George's, Anne Arundel, and Baltimore Counties), 
all three stated t~at courtroom space and facilities ,were less than 
adequate; two of these counties, however, have constructed new 
courthouses and the other county has begu~ feasibility studies on 
building a new courthouse. Seven of "the 15 non-urban counties 
responding claimed that space and facilities currently existing in 
the county circuit courthouse were inadequate. Baltimore City 
also indicated that its courthouse facilities were inadequate. 2 
Carroll and Frederick Counties are planning to construct ne~. cotn't:-· 
house facilities to provide additional space. Due to the increase 
of volume at the District Court level, several auxilIary ouila.ings 
are presently planned for throughout the State. 

A similar problem exists for prosecutors t~roughout the State. 
Seven of the 18 state's attorneys' offices in non-urban counties 
responded negatively to the question of adequate space for 
personnel, filing and storage. All four of the urban counties plus 
Baltimore City responded that such space and facilities were totally 

inadequate. Of the 19 non-urban state's attorneys, seven were 
located in their private offices, ten are located in the circuit 
courthouses, and two in some other public buildings. 3 

rne Baltimore County State's Attorney has been allocated addi
tional office space in the old County Courthouse building made 
available due to the movement of court personnel to the recently 
constructed new Courthouse facility. The State's Attorney has 
relocated to this new space. 

The State-wide Public Defender System has located offices in 
each of the twelve districts throughout the State. The central 
office for the Public Defender is located in Baltimore City. The 
Public Defender indicates that a critical need for additional space 
exists at the central office. Adequate space is not available to 
support the activities of the administrative staff and to provide 
interviews and case preparation areas for the legal s~aff. 

lGovernor" s Commission on Law Enforcement Grant tt5030-CON-1. 

2Circuit Court Survey, 1971 and selected updated information. 

3State's Attorney's and Circuit Court. Survey, 1971 and selected 
updated information. 

512 



It is evident that in many ju:r.isdictions throughout the State 
there is a lack of space and facilities for the court and court
related services. Some jurisdictions are in the process of con
struc ting new' facilities, others are renovating and eX'Panding old 
structures, while still others are not facing the problem at all. 
It must be remembered that caseloads and court-related services 
are expanding. Xany non-urban and urban counties are expanding 
quickly in population. Whatever is done with regard to improving 
and expanding court~ouses and office space should be carefully 
planned and designed. Space and facility needs studies could 
possibly help to avoid costly repairs and renovations which may 
be necessary in the not too distant future. Such studies can also 
help design facilities which aid in the efficiency of the judicial 
operations. Consideration should be given to such surveys in all 
areas of the State. 

D. Adult Rehabilitation 

The architectural design of penal institutions has reflected 
the correctional philosophy of the times during whic~ they were 
constructed. The original eighteenth century concepts of hard 
labor, imprisonments and punishment led to large state structures 
for the handling of criminals. These penitentiaries and reforma
tories were constructed to provide hard labor and isolation as 
punishment for individuals guilty of a crime. Present correctional 
objectives and the practical application of the rehabilitative 
process calls for the institution to serve not so much as a place 
of penance and hard labor, but as a treatment facility designed 
to rehabilitate as many Offenders as possible. 4 The existing 
penal institutions are a source of frustration to modern correctional 
administrators and have handicapped rehabilitation efforts. The 
.~erican Correctional Association has suggested that: 

•.•• there is no possibility of realizing any general and wide
spread success in introducing the methods and practices of 
rehabilitation ••. until the physical plant of our correctional 
institution is brought into basic harmony with the assumptions 
and requirements of the philosophy of rehabi1itation. S 

In Xaryland, the State Division of Correction has suffared 
from the limitations imposed by its facilities. The physical 
structure of prisons built in the 1800's makes it hard to operate 

~ 

4Ameriaan Correctional Association, ~nual of Correctional 
Standards (Fifth Edition), 1969, p. 327, 329. 

5Ibid ., p. 329. 
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programs. Additionally, overcrowding has, in some cases, frustrated 
attempts to initiate meaningful programs. Table V-42 gives a 
breakdown of the rated capacity, annual average daily population, 
and over-capacity by institution. As illustrated in this Table, 
State facil,ities are housing over 1, iOu persons in excess of their 
American Correctional Association rated capacity. 

As noted in Problem Description COR-2 - Insufficient Screeni~, 
Diagnostic and Classification Capabilities for Adult Offenders, 
the Division of Correction has recei'led La~v Enforcement Assistance. 
Administration technical assistance for the purpose of reviewing 
the Reception and Classification Center opera,tion. The consultant 
noted the following problems: 

1. impossibility under the present physical structure to 
completely isolate the Center's i~~ates from the Peni
t:el1 tiary 's inmates; 6 

2. limitations on expansion of staff officers; lack of 
mUlti-purpose rooms for small and large groups; 7 

3. 0udget and staff limitations;8 

4. overtaxing staff and physical facilities. 9 

The Division's annual report indicated that ilup to the present 
time, owing to ... (limited) ... operating space and equipment, the 
[Reception] Center has been conducted principally as a receiving 
installation •..• "10 The Genter staff is solely responsible for the 
initial assignment of all inmates in the ~aryland correctional system. 
In April, 1977, construction of a new reception center on grounds 
a,dj;,>,c€!at to the present site began. Although occupancy was expected 
to occur in November, 1979, several difficulties have arisen and the 
axpected completion date is now January, 1980. As of June, 1978, the 
foundation of the structure has been completed. 

6J . Kerry Rice, Report of Consultation, Maryland Reception and 
DiagnostiC Center, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Technical 
Assistance Contract, No. J-LEAA-015-7l, July 13, 1971, p. 10. 

7Ibid. 

8~., p. 329. 

9~.~ p. 13. 

10~ryland Division or Correction, Forty-Second Renort, Fiscal 
Years, 1968 and 1969, p. 12. 
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DIVISION OF CORRECTION 
] NS'l'ITUT toNAL IU\TEn CAPACITY AND POPLJLA'i'lONH 

FOR FISCAL 1978 

'---r--N-ST l--'l;--u'-ri=(fN--::'::':::":':"': :-.:-::":.:;" ===i=C=A=P=A=C=] ='('=y",=. =+=A==;';=n=A=,),=E=D"'=*=+==A=N=N=lI=AT=" =A::V;=g=H=A:C;:::E= .-. ". ·1_~OPUl:.A 'l'T!lN. ~)V~Jf!·(fNl~~J~i~~l~~!!iy. _ 
__ . __ • ____ . ___ . _______ . ______ . , .. CAPACITY DAILY POPLJJ.A'J' fOr'!. _____ .....PJ1k..BATmL ___ ... ___ I ... !~~~!~~'!'Ef) 

u, 

Hnrylalld POlliu!ntnry 
I};.::lllding He(!('ptioll CC'lll:er. 
(Hax. Secl1r.il~¥) 

Mary lund lIomw of 
COL' reet j Olio 

(Hod. SeeurlLy) 

t:;; Nary.J alld COl'1:e(:t:iona I 
InstitutJon - ilagerstmm 

M,ll:y]illld GorreeLJonal 
'I'railling Cellter 

Mnryland Corroctionnl 
Institule for. Women 

Con:ectlona I Cnmps 
(Hill. Sccudly) 

1531 1003 

1703 912 

951 598 

1627 1407 

2l,9 249 

1530 1211 

*As del:ennjued by the )Hvjs:\on of Correction. 

1479 

1697 

936 

Il,33 

225 

1512 

______ J 

**A8 dl!tenni Hod hy the Amori.c<lll Got" ree liona 1 Association. 

-52 +476 

-6 +785 

-15 +338 

+196 -26 

+2l, +2l, 

+18 +301 



Problem Area COR-3 describes the inadequacies of presently 
operated State in.stitutions. The Master Plan for Corrections, Phase 
I report submitted to the General Assembly also provided a complete 
description of the inadequacies of the facilities. On December I, 
1976, the State correctional system had a total assigned inmate 
population or bed need of 8,064 (6,957 housed in State institutions 
and 1,107 in local jails). On that date, 977 additional beds were 
needed to house offenders ivaiting to enter the State system and 
2.,062 additional beds io1ere needed to eliminate overcrowding 
within existing State institutions (7,087 toea! effective ~~ds, 
less the 5,025 ACA rated inmate bed capacity). The Haster Plan 
also provides information regarding the projected correctional bed 
deficit if no additional beds are added. The deficit would increase 
from 3,039 in December, 1976, to 4,319 ~J January, 1982. Based 
upon the current and projected deficit figures, several recommen
dations regarding acquisition of additional beds are provided 
in the Master Plan. Reconnnendations include the following: 

1. conversion of the ~~isting minimum security Camp Center 
at Jessup to a medium security facility; • 

2. placement of a medium security, prefabricated Emergency 
dousing Unit in the 1iagerstown complex; 

3. acquisition and conversion of a 25 acre tract located at 
3500 East Biddle Street in Baltimore City to prnvide 640 
medium and 250 minimum security beds; (The site for the new 
facility was changed in the 1978 General Assembly from 
Biddle Street to Fort Armstead, the capacity remains the same.) 

4. construction of a 500 bed medium capacity annex at the Jessup 
complex. 

In summary, the Master Plan proposes actions which would meet the 
ent;tre projected inmate population increase While at the same time 
eliminating the use of local jails for State inmates and further reducing 
the current overcrowding in State facilities by approximately 28%. 

The projections made in the Phase I plan appear to have been fairly 
accurate, however, subsequent events have significantly cha,nged the 
projected correctional needs. In three civil suits filed in the U.S. 
District Court, Division of Correction inmates have alleged conditions 
of confinement to be unconstitutional. The Court rulings in these suits 
resulted in prohibition of State sentenced inmates being housed in 
Baltimore City Jail, a reduction in the House of Correction and Peni
tentiary papulations by approximately eleven hundred iltmates, and 
improvement in various programs offered inmates. The full effect of 
these rulings has not yet been determined, however, one effect is an 
increase in the projected 1982 bed deficit by approximately 547 beds. 
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The limitations of the physical plant and overcrowding have 
been recognized as detrimental to correctional rehabilitation. 
The wepartment of Public Safety and Correctional Services has 
recognized that one approach to alleviating these problems is through 
the development of a cCI:'.:TI.unity cor:-ections system that ~.;ould, to 
the maximum extent possible, locate the offender within his community. 
The Community Corrections Co~~ittee of the Governor's Commission on 
Law ~nforcement and the ~dministration of Justice has recommended 
a system of "programs and facilities culminating ~vith all adjudicated 
offenders not requiring maximum security being maintained and 
rehabilitated in their respective communities. ll Such a system 
would reduce the numbers of offenders coming into the State central 
institutions. The State facilities needed for the system would be 
small community-based institutions with a maximum capacity of about 
108. The facilities would operate on a county or regional basis 
based on population requirements. Communitv correctional facilities 
would house offenders with short sentences, or pre-release status, 
and those awaiting trial for extended periods of time. 

Lagislation effective on July 1, 1972, authorized the Commissioner 
of Correction, with the approval of the Secretary of Public Safety 
and Correctional Services, to lease, operate and/or purchase any 
facility for use as a community correction center. The Commissioner 
was also authorized to provide pretrial detention selvices on contract 
from local jurisdictionS and to contract for community-based programs 
with local jurisdictions and private parties. 12 

At present, only six centers in Baltimore City are operational 
with several urban county and Baltimore City sites in the develop
mental stages. Three of the centers (St. Ambrose, 920 Greenmount 
Avenue, and City Jail Work Release) are State operated and the other 
two operate under State contracts. With the exception of one private 
center, all programs began operation under funding by the Governor's 
Commission on Law Enforcement. 

In the past three years, several possible sites identified by the 
Division of Correction have been rejected by the local governmental 
authorities. Lack of community acceptance for site selection has been 
the major difficulty in implementing community corrections. In 
an effort to overcome past probl~~s experienced in attempting to 
establish community corrections centers, new legislation was enacted 

llReport of the. Community Corrections Committee, p. 15. 

l2Marvland Annot§:ted Code, Article 2i' # Section 706. 
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in the 1976 legislative session. The new legislation calls for the 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services to develop and 
publish the guidelines to be used .in determining locations in need 
of community facilities and, i,f the local government does not furnish 
a location for the institution in eighteen months, 'the Department is 
empowered to establish the location in that geographic area. The 
new legislation also requires 25 nercent of the construction costs to 
be borne by the local government. 13 A new problem with the new 
legislation is the fact that a unit of local government can ref~se 
to pay the 25 percent and possibly block the placement of the center. 

In response to the recent legislation regarding Community Adult 
Rehabilitation Centers, the Secretary of Public Safety and Correctional 
Services certified a five year need for 382 additional Community 
Adult Rehabilitation Center beds as follows: Anne Arundel County -
38 beds; BaltL~ore City - 244 beds; Baltimore County - 23 beds (plus 
an additional 57 for locally committed offenders); and Prince 
George's County - 77 beds. 

Artieli: 27, ~106, as re~vritten by the General Assembly in 1976, 
provides that these subdivisions have eighteen months to submit proposed 
sites for these beds, together with plans for the acquisition or 
construction of facilities on them in accordance with the standards 
adopted by the Secretary. In recent months the Division of Correction 
has worked with representatives in the political subdivisions with 
certified bed needs and are reporting progress in site selection and 
plan development in Prince Georgefs County and in Baltimore City. In 
Prince George's County a site has been selected and architectural plans 
are being developed. In Baltimore City, three sites have been i,denti
fied, zoned, and are in final stages of development leaving"a need for 
two additional sites. Little progress ha~ been made in the remaining 
counties with currently certified needs. 14 

The local jails in ~ryland traditionally have served the function 
of holding both suspected offenders awaiting trial and offenders 
serving short sentenc.es. Because of their accessibility to the 
surrounding community, local jails have become the "catch-all" for 
individuals who cannot be housed or controlled through other agencies 
brfacilities. Alcoholics, mentally disturbed persons, and juveniles 
are incarcerated ivith criminals serving sentences. This probl:2::'l is 
significantly compounded by the back-up of State sentenced ofi.:.nders 
in local facilities. The limitations of local financing and antiquated 

13Laws of Marvland, 1976, Chapter 234. 

14Information supplied by the Division of Correction, June, 1978. 
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physical facilities, in many cases, prevent local institutions from 
providing necessary segregation by age, legal status, and ser~ous-
ness of offense. The housing of juveniles near or -'lith adult criminals, 
and accused persons with convicted offenders may be detrimental to =he 
=ehabilitation process of adjudicated offenders on the one hand, and 
~ay further the criminal education of juvenil.es and accused persons, 
on the other. In ~faryland, the housing of juveniles with adults 
is inconsistent ;vith the law (see Problem Area JD-4) . 

The jails throughout ~!aryland are operated by local units of 
government; however, they remain subject to minimum standards set by 
the State Jail Programming and Inspection Officer of the 
Division of Correction. In a special report to the Legislative Committee 
on Prison Administration, the State Jail Inspector reports: 

liOn inspections of the various jails and lockups in the 
State of ~aryland within the last year, I have become very 
impressed over the job that the wardens and sheriffs throughout 
the State are trying to do under very adverse circ~~stances 
and lack of physical facilities. Unfortunately, ~he jail has been 
considered for some time as the last facility that rec!;.'_ves any 
attention regarding the needs of inmates. In most cases, the 
County Commissioners or other persons ' . .,rho make budgetary 
allocations are reluctant to provide funds for th~ basic needs 
of the jail and are not prone to spend any funds for any 
correctional programs. Many of our jails are operating on what 
is call a 'residency' type of operation and have been operating 
in this manner for some 50, 60, and even in some caS3S, 7S years. 
~esidency operations are \vhere the sheriff and his wife alone 
operate the jail facility. illS 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice has adopted a standard relating to the incarcerated person's 
right to healthful surroundings. This standard specifies minimum 
requirements for physical plant facilities and advocates annual safety 
and sanitation inspections. (See Goals, Standards, and Objectives 
Chapter, COR-3.) 

State legislation and the development of a system of State 
psychiatric institutions have removed emotionally disturbed persons 
from the local jails. In 1969, the Legislature, in the "Comprehensive 
Intoxication and Alcoholism Control Act," also recognized that 
traditional procedures for "dealing ,vith public inebriates as 
criminals has proved expensi~e, burdensome and futile" and designated 
alcoholics as sick persons. lo 

l5Maryland Division of Correction, State Jail Programming and 
Inspection Officer, Special Report to the Legislative Committee Prison 
Administration,1969. Updated September, 1976. Intervie.w~vithMr. 

Joseph Egeberg, Jail Inspection and Programming Officer. 

l6Maryland ~overnor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administr::ttion of Justice Qr::tnt fF2l4-cnN-1.-~TS-R. 
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The legislation established an Alcoholism Control Administration 
under the State Department of Mental Hygiene ~vith the responsibility 
for preparing a comprehensive alcoholism plan. 17 Detoxification 
units, as defined by Article 2C, Section 302 of the Maryland Annotated 
Code (1969 Replacement Volume and Supplement), are to be "open 24 hours 
every . . . conveniently located in population centers . . . (to) 
proviae appropriate medical services for intoxicated persons, including 
initial examination, diagnosis and classification. 18 To date, how·ever, 
sufficient funding has not been provided to develop a State-wide system 
of detoxification centers. However, proposals have been funded to the 
Division of Correction and the Division of Parole and Probation for 
counseling services to incarcerated alcoholic offenders and ·offenders 
on parole and probation. 

The Baltimore City Jail has a maximum capacity of approximately 
958 beds. Juveniles, women, homosexuals, and Federal prisoners are 
routinely kept separate from normal adult male prisoners. The facilities 
provide segregation of juveniles in a separate ~ving of the facilities. 
Additionally, the 3altimore City Jail separates felons from misdemeanants, 
and sentenced from those awaiting trial. The jail has a 40-bed hospital 
facility to separate the sick from the general prisoner population. 19 

A Reception, Diagnostic and Classification Center, funded under a 
grant from the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis
traiton of Justice has been implemented at the Baltimore City Jail. 
This project provides for more thorough evaluation and placement of 
detainees at the City Jail. 

The. Bal timore Ci ty Jail has experienced some difficulties in 
segregating offenders by age, legal status, and seriousness of offense 
in times of overcrowding. Adequate segregation of prisoners was 
hampered by the necessity to overcrowd the existing faci1ities. 20 

Table V-43 shows the county facilities' maximum capacities as specified 
in reports of the State Jail Inspector .. Pre-trial release and recog-
nizance programs had helped to contain the City Jail population but . 
the population exceeded its single cell capacity and in a recent Federal 
court ruling the popUlation was ordered reduced to the 950 m~~imum. 

l7Maryland Annotated Code (1957 Edition and Cumulative Supplements) , 
Article 2C, Section 101-501. 

l8Ibid • 

19Local Jail Su~,ey, June, 1971. 

20 
Region iT Criminal Justice Planning Board, "Problem Descriptions," 

August, 1971. 
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TABLE V-k,3 

COUNTY FACILITY }L<\:1{IMUM CAPACITY 
1978 

COUNTY AND REGION 1978 MAXIMUM 
CAPACITY 

Region I 
Caroline 24 
Cecil 70 
Dorchester 64 
Kent 33 
Queen Anne 2Q 
Somerset 28 
Talbot 60 
Wicomic.o 76 
Worcester 57 

Region II 
Calvert 14 
Ch/:1,rles 33 
St. 'Mary's 35 

Region III 
Allegany 78 
Carroll 36 
Frederick i7 
Garrett 67 
Washington 106 

Region IV 
Montgomery 272 
Prince George's 201 

Region V 
Anne Arundel 218 
Baltimore City 950 
Baltimore County 243 
Harford 160 
Howard 38 

STATE TOTALS 2,960 

SOURCE: Jail Programming and Inspection Office, July, 1978. 
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The urban county detention centers and Baltimore City Jail are 
generally thought to provide better classification and programming 
than is likely to be found in Maryland's other jails. In these 
institutions procedures are generally found to exist which identify 
iThliates needing specialized care for mental and/or physical infirmities 
at time of intake. However, urban and non-urban jails suffer equally 
from a lack of space '-Thich can be devoted to care and treatment of 
inmates. Similarly urban and non-urban jails suffer equally from a 
lack of space for inmate recreational activity. Visitation is severely 
limited in urban as well as non-urban centers. In summary, urban jails 
offer more complete programming than is generally offered in non-urban 
jails but the need for additional space in all jurisdictions, urban and 
non-urban,is severe. 

Although legislative prov~s~ons have Deen enacted to provide for 
separate accommodations within local institutions, the limitation of 
local financing and lack of physical facilities has hindered the imple
mentation of these minimum segregation standards. The Jail Programming 
and Inspection Officer's reports indicate that the majority of jails in 
non-urban counties were built before 1900 and lack adequate physical 
facilities for the segregation of inmates. 2l 

A major concern to be considered when plans are being made to 
remedy current correctional difficiencies is the age of the facility 
and the feasibility of renovation. Age and concept of facility design 
do not necessarily constitute cause, for facilities being declared 
obsolete. However, most older facilities would be extremely costly 
to renovate and in most instances are not considered worth such 
investments of capital. The fact that f correctional facility is of 
recent vintage does not guarantee its aljiequacy. The most recently 
constructed facility in Maryland (Prinqa George's County Detention 
Center completed in 1977) is overcrowde& and lacks treatment programming 
capability to such an extent that it is considered inadequate. However, 
using age of the facility as a general guide, one can surmize that the 
majority of local correctional facilities are of such an age and would 
require such an a~penditure for a major renovation that replacement is 

2lKent County Jail Inspection Report ii.ndicates that the "institution 
was built in 1884', and no maj a r renovatiom!; since that time." Queen Anne's 
County Jail Inspection Report adds "that f,l3.cility is considered unsatis
factory for the incarceration of juveniles and females. It is highly im
practical and almost impossible to providE:l adequate segregation." Finally, 
the Caroline County Jail Report concludes that "proper segregation for the 
incarceration of juveniles and females is! considered unsatisfactory." 
Updated Harch, 1977, Interview with Mr. Ff.obert Clark, Jail Inspection and 
Programming Office. 
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necessary. Nine of the a~enty-four local correctional facilities were 
construct~ prior to 1900 and five others were completed in the first 
decade of' this century. Several of these facilities have undergone 
significant renovation since originally ·constructed. Cor=ectional 
facilities constructed in the eighteenth and early ninteenth centuries 
were designed to provide punishment to inmates and allow the inmace to 
reflect upon past misdeeds. The concept upon ~'7hich the racili ties ~Nere 
designed has changed significantly in recent years. The change in 
correctional philosophy is more than innovative, court decisions have 
declared fa ali ties des igned under previous concep ts inadequate: 

TJhat was once, in our past, not cruel and unusual punishment 
may well be. considered unacceptable punishment today because of 
what the United States Supreme Court has called "the evolVing 
standards of decency that mark the ~2ogress of a maturing society." 
Tron v. Dulles, 365 U.S. 85 (1958). 

The State Jail Inspector has noted that none of the 24 jails confor.n 
to all the minimum standards and that conditions in 13 of them justify 
their immediate closing. 23 Although some of these jails have improved 
their facilities, they do not meet all of the established minimum jail 
standards. While current conditions in the jails are not adequate, 
several counties are in the process of planning for construction of 
new facilities and the matter of financing construction will become 
a significant problem for State and local government in the near future. 
The currently operative minimum standards have been under revision for 
several years. Failure to approve revised standards in the ne~. future 
will result in construction of new jails which. meet out of date State 
standards but fall short of meeting nationally accepted standards. The 
urgency of the need for new standards is made obvious when one observes 
that four new jails were approved for State/local funding in 1977 and 
fiv~ others in 1978. State level leadership in dealing with local 
jail problems has also suffered in that the original community correc
tiOl'lS plan and previous community corrections legislation contained 
provisions for partially alleviating local facility problems (i.e., 
restricting intake to short-term pretrial, sharing local facilities 
among jurisdictions, and reorganization); however, the new law does 
not provide for these approaches. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce provided funding for public works 
construction projects in 1976 through the Economic Development Adminis
tration. The requirements for.funding of projects through the EDA wp.re 

22National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture~ 
The High Cost of Building Unconstitutional Jails (Champaign, Ill.: Universi ty 
of Illinois, 1977), p. 6. 

2~lr. Robert Clark, Jail Inspection and Programming Office, March, 1977. 
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TABLE V-44 

~&~ OF CONSTRUCTIONa 

LOCATION OF CORRECTIONAL 
CEmER 

:3altimore City 

YEAR CONSTRUCTION 
COMPLETED 

1859 
Frederick 1871* 

I Cecil 1875* 
Howard 1878* 
Talbo t 1881 
Dorchester 1883 
Washington 1884* 
Kent 1884* 
Worcester 1895* 
Charles 1900 (est.) * 
Somerset 1904 
Garrett 1905* 
Caroline 1905* 
Queen Anne's 1908*' 
\vicomico 1935 
St. Mary's 1945* 
Calvert 1955* 
Baltimore County 1957* 
Mont,$omery 1961 
Anne Arundel 1967 
Allegany 1969 
Carroll 1971 
Harford 1973 
Prince George's 1977 

NOTE: aInformation obtained from Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice Jail Survey. 

*New construction in process or being planned. 

quite restrictive and resulted in the award of C!onstruction t.'toney fO"r 
only one jail (Garrett) although several applications were submitted .• 
It is anticipated that the EDA funding will be increased in the next 
year and it is hoped that several needed correc!tional facilities will 
receive funding. 

E. Needs of Juvenile Facilities 

The State Juvenile Services Administrati,on has indicated the need 
for the construction or acquisition and ren01,ation of additional Eacili-
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ties throughout the State including additional group home spaces. Given 
recent low occupancy rates of a number of grant funded group homes, the 
Commission has reserved funds for a State-wide study to examine the 
current utilization of beds and further explore the need for and loca
tion of future homes. Juvenile Services also proposes an expat!sion in 
the number of shelter care beds and non-residential services presently 
avai.lab Ie. 

The Juvenile Services Administration has advocated a variety of 
alter:1acives to institutionalization. Currently, through the purchase 
of service.s from private child care facilities and the development of 
their own facilities, the Admjnistration has available a limited amount 
of group home placements, single-family specialized foster care facilities, 
and non-secure residential treatment facilities. These efforts have demon
strated the need for additional facilities throughout the State because of 
advantages children receive in small community~based facilities. This 
matter is discussed in considerable detail in the JD-4 Problem Area. 

As of January, 1974, Children in Ne.ed of Supervision (CINS) could 
not be institutionalized in State training schools, but instead rely upon 
cqnnnunity diagnostic, and treatment resources. The passage of this 1a~'1 
resulted in the aggressive development of community-based facilities in 
the State. 

The need for treatment housing alternatives is great in ~aryland. This 
is due, i~part, to the increase in the number of juvenile court referrals 
in recent years. Total cases referred to the Juvenile Services Admjnistra
tion increased from 19,782 in fiscal year 1968 to 50,702 in fiscal year 
1977; an incrzase of 156%.24 In planning for facility requirements, 
paramount importance should be given to the development and increased 
utilization of a variety of connnunity-based programs as alternatives to 
institutionalization. This includes careful analysis of the utilization 
of inter'lention b~_ various connnunity services such as the police, the 
courts, diversion programs, social services agencies, community mental 
health facilities, and probation and aftercare services in order to pro
vide the basis for more effective and efficient treatment within the 
community. 

Maryland statute provides that after January 1, 1978, a child alleged to 
be delinquent may not be detained in a jailor other facility for the de
tention of adults, or in a facility in ~vhich children who have been ad
judicated delinquent are detained. 25 Adequate detention facilities will 

-have to be developed to meet this mandate. This issue i~ discussed in 
considerable detail in the JD-2 Problem Area. 

24J . IS' Ad·· . ,\ 1 n 19 7'" uve~ e e~ces· ~n~strat~on, ~nnua ~enort, I. 

25 Courts and Judicial Proceedings Article, Annotated Code of Marvland "",--Title 3, Subtitle 8, Section 3-815. 
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The State Jail Programming and Inspection Off:"cer nas developed :::li::1i::lUm. 
standards ~vith regard to separate housL1g; 

Distinct separation of sexes shall be provided, preferably 
beyond sound and sight of each ether at all times; all ~ '17e:1::'125 

shall be kept apart from adult prisoners, regardless of cnarge or 
disposition, and separation shall be compleee from adult of£enders 
or as distinct as feasible under existing conditions; and persons 
serving sentences, aw"aiting sentence, appeal, transfer, or under 
detainer, shall be separated £rcm those awai:::"ng ::rial, \·,nenever 
it is possible to do so.26 

On a national le',el, the President's Commission on La~v Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice made a similar recommendation. The 
President's Commission suggested that Ilseparate detention facilities 
should be provided for juveniles. 1127 

The Federal guidelines for the imulementation of the Juven.ile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 197428 requir.es that juveniles alleged 
to be or found to be delinquent shall not be detained or confined in any 
institution in which they have regular contact ,nth adult persons incar
cerated because they have been convicted of a crime or are awaiting trial 
on criminal charges. 

Presently, the Administration detains alleged and adjudicated delinquent 
youths at the Maryland Training School for Boys, the :fontrose School, Boys' 
Village, and tvaxter Center, the Cumberland Detention Center and the :iary
land Children's Center (the latter facility is used only for diagnostic· 
and evaluative purposes and is the only secure facility that admits status 
offenders). All these facilities (with the exception of Cumberland) are 
located in the central part of the State which can create problems for 
local authorities required to transport juveniles from other areas of che 
State. Furthermore, Juvenile Services has plans to develop an eighe to 
ten bed holdover facility on the grounds of Eastern Shore State Hospital. 
A IS bed detention center is now in process of construction in Kent County. 
A 30 bed facility in Montgomery County was opened in September or 1977. 
The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice also prOVided funds to the Juvenile Services Administration to 

26Maryland, Division of Correction, State Jail Programming and Inspec
tion Officer, Minimal Jail Standards, May, 1972, Section 4. 

27United States President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis
tration of Justice, Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. (Hashing ton , D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1966). 

28public Law 93-415, 93rd Congress, S. 821, September 7, 1974. 
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develop a holdover facility designed for the temporary short-term detent~Qn 
of youths in Cumberland serving the Western Maryland counties. This program 
became operational on April 1, 1977. The Governor's Commission also prov~ded 
funding assistance during the past year to the Juve~ile Services Adminis
tration for a Transportation Corps for the nine counties of the Eastern 
Shore. This program became operational early in 1977 to provide 24-hour-a
day, 365 days a year transportation services from the Eastern Shore to the 
\.Jestern Shore juvenile. detention facilities. The Transportation Corps is 
intended to eliminate the detention of youths in ad~lt jails and police 
lock-ups on the Eastern Shore. At present no youth in those jurisdictions 
are being held in adult jails or lock-ups. 

At present, Juvenile Services hqs eliminated detention of youths in 
local jails in all areas of the State with the exception of Harford County 
and Washington County. 

F. Criminal Justice Training 

The orientation and inservice training of criminal justice personnel 
in Ma~Jland is normally an individual agency function. For instance, the 
State Juvenile Services Administration normally provides orientation 
training to its personnel in one of its o~vn facilities. Local police 
departments, individual state's attorney's offices, the Circuit Court 
system, and the District Court system also provide services to their o~ 
staff in their o~ fac:f.lities, or any other facilities that might be 
available. OccaSionally, special training institutes might be held by 
all agencies of the S~le type (such as state's attorney's offices) in 
facilities rented for the specific training session. 

Although local police departments throughout the State provide some 
training to their o~vn personnel, the Maryland State Police Training Com
mission also provides inservice training to those departments desiring 
their services. This training is provided throughout the State in local 
police departments. 

The orientation and inservice training of criminal justice personnel 
in Maryland is received at the Maryland Correctional Training Academy. 
As mandated by law, all correctional personnel in both State and local 
jurisdictions are required to attend preservice training (see Problem Area 
COR-l). Althougn the Academy is approaching its third year of operation, 
there is no physical facility which houses the training program. Pre
service training is conducted in existing State and local institutions 
throughout the Maryland area. 

In addition tQ the ~faryland Correctional Training Commission, many 
Maryland universities, four year colleges, and community colleges pro
vide academic programs in the criminal justice field. :fust of these 
institutions of higher education are participants in the Law Enforcement 
Education Program. 
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Although adequate facilities are available for academic ?rograms) 
the individual agency training programs are hampered in their operation 
by the lack of inadequacy of facilities available for training purposes. 
For example, the Juvenile Services Administration sometimes uses facili
ties of a training school \oJ'hich ~vas formerly a hospital for tuberculosis 
patients. Due to its age, condition, sp.:.ce and arcniteccural layout, it 
is not fully adequate as a training facility. An additional difficul~y 
is that many agencies are indiVidually offering similar training programs, 
,vhich results in less than efficient use of total available training staff 
resources, equipment, and available training facilities. T~e Governor's 
Commission on La,v Enforcement and the Administration of Justice completoi:d 
a study of criminal justice training facility needs. As a result of 
this study, a plan for solving current problems has been proposed. The 
Training and Education Report provided the basis for expanding a grand 
request from the Correctional Training Academy for conversion of an 
abandoned NIKE missle site to include study of the site for use by all 
criminal justice agencies for training purposes. 

The Correctional Training Commission requested funds from t:1e 
Governor's Comruission for an architectural and engineering study to 
assess the feasibility of renovation of an abandoned NIKE 11is8ile Site 
in Baltimore County for use as a training center. The grant request re
sulted in examination of the site for use as a center to house the Correc
tional Training Commission and also the Police Training Commission staff, 
the Criminal Justice Resource Center and utilization for multi-functional 
training. To assist in .the evaluation of the site, technical assistance 
from the American Correctional Association and the National Clearinghouse 
fro Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture was obtained by the 
Governor's Commission. The technical assistance report stated that the 
NIKE Site CQuld be converted for a training acedemy and drawings and 
specifications for the development of a correctional training facility 
have been furnish~d. Further details for the establishment of a multi
functional training facility are being studied ,dth final recommendations 
expected in September, 1978. 
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PROBLB1 ARL~ CI-l: Need to Improve Citizen Interaction in the 
Criminal Justice System. Citizens"involvement and support of the 
c=i~inal and juvenile justice systems can enhance its operational ef
fectiveness and reduce crime. A reyiew of the various parts of the 
~riminal justice system indicates that every component could effectively 
utilize more citizen involvement and support. Additionally, the various 
crimina,l and juvenile justice agencies could enhance the potential of 
this support by being more service oriented in their interaction with 
the public. There are several areas where citizens' involvement in the 
criminal or juvenile justice system would clearly be of significant 
value. One such area is citizen involvement with law enforcement agen
cies. The police depend on citizens reporting crimes before any action 
can be taken. A recent Law Enforcement Assistance Administration report 
on a survey of 200,000 persons (Crime in Eight .~erican Cities), deter
mined that approximately one half of all crimes go unreported. Accord
ing to a former Law Enforcement Assistance Administrator, "Appro~imately 
one half of the victims of crime did not have enough confidence in their 
criminal justice agencies to seek their assistance when victimized by 
crime. III As the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration report notes, 
"Among the eight cities there emerged a fairly uniform pattern of whether 
or not victimizations were reported to police authorities, despite some 
inter-city differences with respect to specific offenses." 2 

In each city, the most commonly cited reasons for not reporting 
personal, household, and commercial victimieations to the police were 
a belief that, because of lack of proof, nothing could be accomplished, 
and a feeling that the experience ~yas not sufficiently important to 
merit police attention. 

For all eight cities combined, Table V-45 gives the percentage 
distribution of possible reasons advanced for not reporting personal, 
household, and commercial victimizations. 

As if.> shown, fear of reprisal and reluctance to become in'lTolved 
rarely were advanced as reasons for failure to report. The belief that 
the police would not want to be botherjd was also infrequently cited as 
a reason for not notifying the police. 

lKurt Weis and Michael E. Milakovich, "The Political Misuses of Crime 
Rates" Crime and Punishment, July-August, 1974, p. 33. 

2 
U. S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration Report, Crime in Eight 

American Cities, p. 5. 
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TABLE V-4~ 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 
REASONS CITED FOR ~OT REPORTING VICTI!1IZATIONS 

, 

I 
I 

REASON PERSONAL HOUSEHOLD COMMERCIAL 

Nothing could be done, lack I of proof 34 38 37 

I I 
Not important enough 28 I 32 I 33 I I 

Police would not want co I I 
be bothered 5 7 4 

I 
Too inconvenient or time 

I consuming 3 2 5 

I Private or persona.l matter 6 5 --
I 

I I Did not want to become 
involved -- -- 1 

Fear of reprisal 2 1 I --

Reported to someone else 10 

I 

3 8 I 
I 
I 

Other and not available 12 12 I 12 
I 
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In view~df this problem; the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals recommends that "Every police 
agency should recognize the importance or bilateral communication 
with the public and should constantly seek to improve its abilit" to 
determine the needs and expectations, and to inform the public of the 
resultigg policies developed to improve the delivery of police ser
vices. " In improving these services, through such actions as fas ter , 
more effective and courteous response, the police agencies ,vould en
courage citizen interaction. Tnese actions might, therefore, dispel 
any negative attitudes regarding the ability of the criminal justice 
system to accomplish its goal.~ Written policy defining the police role, 
their priorities for the delivery of police services, and performance 
guidelines should be distributed to each citizen, and discussed at 
neighborhood or community meetings. 6 

As noted in a report of the Governor's Commission on Law Enforce
ment and the Administration of Justice Region IV Planning Board's staff, 
police perform their duties under the scrutiny of the public eye. A 
misunderstanding of police actions may result if the public is not a~vare 
of police policies and practices, including the limits of police author
ity. The public needs to know when an of.ficer mayor may not legally 
conduct an investigation or make an arrest without a warrant. 

Public opinion polls conducted by the Commission in 1974 and again 
in 1976 indicated that. county and State Police are highly familiar to 
the public, while mun:f.c:ipal police are considerably less familiar and 
approximately half of the State's residents are at least somewhat 
familiar with local jails, district courts, state prisons, circuit 
courts and public defenders. Since 1974, the public level of familiar
ity with th.e organizations of the criminal justice system has decreased 
,vith the exception of ,he public defneders office according to the 1976 
public opinion survey. This data ,vould appear to indicate that more 

4National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Police (Washington, D.C., G.P.O., 1973), Standard 14.5. 

5Information submitted by the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement 
and the Administration of Justice Region IV Planning Staff. 

6Police, Standard 1.6. 

7Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice, Crime and the Criminal Justice System in Maryland. An 
Opinion Survey (Cockeysville, Maryland, 1974) and A Tracking Survey of 
Public Attitudes Toward Crime and the Criminal Justice System of Mary
land, June, 1976. 
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communication between the public and criminal justice agencies is needed 
if community involvement is to be increased. 

In defining the objectives, priorities, and policies that govern 
the delivery of police services, a police chief must have adequate in
formation about the needs of the community. One alternative for accom
plishing this is to adopt specific programs, such as neighborhood meet
ings, for direct public involvement 'in, the formulation of basic obj ec
tives and priorities in service delivery. In addition, techniques 
~~~ measure the effectiveness in producing these services should be in
s(dtuted. One possible technique for this measurement is public opinion 
surveys. Further development of these techniques should be considered. 

National studies such as the President's Crime Commission Report and 
reports completed by the ~ational Institute of Law Eniorcemenc and Criminal 
Justice state that citizens can help prevent their becoming victimized by 
taking personal security precautions. The Commission funded a project to 
increase the public's awareness of what these precautions are for various 
crimes. This project has developed television and radio spot commercials 
which advise citizens of methods to prevent themselves from becoming 
victims of assault, rape and burglary. Another topic of spot commercials 
is citizen apathy with regard to crime and reporting of suspicious acti
vity to the police. Public Service time on television and radio is being 
utilized in this project. Phase II consists of conducti.ng research and 
developing a detailgd public relations pl2U to supplement the television 
and radio ~ctivity. 

In response to specific citizen concerns, the Motngomery County 
Police Department implemenced a crime prevention program for elderly 
citizens through Commission funding.' This project is operated by the 
crime prevention sectior" of the ~fontgomery County Police Department. 
This program is designed to improve the delivery of criminal justice 
services to elderly persons residing in the Silver Spring area by: (1) 
educating elderly person" in techniques to prevent themselves and their 
homes agaL~st being a victim of crime; (2) responding to victims of crime 
and providing follow-up social service information; and (3) evaluating 
the reduction of crime obtained as a result of this team. In Prince 
George's County a Commission funded program designed to provide inten
sive police patroroin areas with a large number of elderly citizens has 
been established. This program also employs puplic education techniques. 

8Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement Grant if76-CACl 6053. 

9Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement Grane #77CACIl 7099. 

lOGrant if 77CACII 7029 (Pri,.nce George's County). 

532 



Another project in Baltimore City has also received funds from the 
Governor's Commission through the Baltimore City Impact Program. This 
project utilized the media to inform citizens on cr!me prevention, while 
involving nei~hborhood groups and other organizations in crime preven
tion e£fort:s. Jol A Citizens' Advisory Group ';"as appointed by the ~Iayor 
of Baltimore City which ';vas involved in the formulation of the proposal. 
These types of Citizen Advisory Groups can be effective in not only in
suring that the criminal justice systems is aware of ~he citizens' 
interest and concerns, but also very helpful to the system in implement
ing the proposed program. 

In 1977, Baltimore City ,vas given funds through the Commission for 
a project to implement a campaign against crime for older Baltimoreans. 
There are two components to this program, a Victim Assistance Program 
and a Crime Prevention Education Program. The Victim Assistance Unit 
provides the elderly ,,,ith a direct referral system betiveen the Police 
Department and the Unit. IllITO.ediate assistance to victims is provided 
in the area of counseling, recovering lost documents, and referrals to 
supportive agencies. This unit includes an attorney who provides legal 
services to victims seeking restitution. Also, an emergency fLmd has 
been established to give cash assistance on a one time only basis for 
necessities. The second component is the developmen~ of a new approach 
to crime prevention education for the elderly.l2 

There are many additional efforts which can increase the police 
departments' effectiveness in encouraging citizen involvement. These 
include: procedures to increase crime reporting; procedures to regu
larly inform victims of the progress in the investigation of their 
cases; formation of actual citizen involvement units; and establishment 
of formal procedures for responding to complaints and recommendations 
initiated by citizens, providing such measures do not exist. 

The Police Standards Committee of the Governor's Commission has 
adopted three standards related to enhancing citizen involvement in 
the law enforcement area: 

Every Maryland police agency should keep the community informed 
of problems with which they deal, and cooperate with th~~e co~ 
m1.mity members seeking to understand police operations. 

llHaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, and Administration 
of-Justice Grant Number HI-25. 

l2Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
Grant Number 76CACI-6l71. 

l3Standard 1. 4, "Communication with the Public." 
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Every ~laryland police agency should establish progrf~ to inform 
the public of the agency's defined police function. 

Every ~laryland police agency should establish programs thac' en
courage members of the public to take an active role in prevent
ing crime, that provide information leading to the arrest and 
convi.ction of criminal offenders, that facilitate the identifi
cation and recovery of stolen property and 5rhat increase liaison 
with private industry in security efforts. l 

In an effort to access the extent to which this objective was being 
met in Maryland, a crime prevention survey was conducted in 1978. 

Approximately 107 police departments and sheriffs' offices were con
tacted. Responses were obtained from 91. Of the departments responding, 
76 or 84/~ were involved in some type of crime prevention activities. 
Hm.ever, the extent of involvement did vary. 

The departments' responses also indicated the following facts and 
general information: 

1. Eighteen percent (18%) or 16 departments. have staff assigned 
to crime prevention units. HOI.ever, it should be noted that 
five other departments indicated either interest in, or at
tempts to, organ.ize crime prevention units with specially 
assigned personnel. Six other departments advised that crime 
prevention is presently being handled by personnel in other 
units of divisions of the police department. 

2. Information with regard to crime prevention equipment available 
within the departments is outlined below: 

a. Vans: Seven departments or eight percent (8%) had a crime 
prevention van or marked crime prevention vehicles. 

b. Lock Displays: Twenty-one departments or 23% had lock dis
plays for use (some having more than one set). It should 
be noted that some departments were using MSP and other 
departments' equipment. 

c. Engravers; Thirty-nine departments or 43% had engravers. 
Six other departments, or 7% indicated that they either used 
the State Police equipment or another source (e.g., Jaycees, 
other departments). 

Thus, a total of 45 departments or 49% of the respondents have 
access to, and use of engravers. 

~ 

l4Standard 1. 6 "Public Understanding of the Responsibility of Policy." 

15Standard 3.2, "Crime Prevention." 
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Many of the departments that responded to the staff's survey had 
crime prevention materials that were distributed to the general public 
and various groups. Forty-three departments or 47% indicated that they 
had these materials. Some departments also had :ilms. It should be 
noted that some exchange of informational materials was evidenced since 
several departments cited the State Police, other police departments, 
and the Governor's Commission as sources for their materials. 

t:"1e staff also questioned the departments about "Thether they were 
involved in: (1) security surveys; (2) Operation I.D.; and (3) commun
ity presentations. The follmving information was obtained: 

1. Security Surveys: Fifty-four departments or 59% advised that 
they performed some type of security survey. Some departments 
did commercial and/or residential surveys; some only performed 
these functions ~oJ'hen specifically requested. 

2. Operation I. D.: Fifty or 55% of the departments responding 
indicated that they were participating in the Operation I.D. 
program. Some ~oJ'ere working in conjunction with the State 
Police and other departments loJ'ith established Operation LD. 
programs. Several other departments indicated that they were 
ve~J interested in the concept and some had Operation I.D. 
programs in the developmental stages. 

3. Community Presentation: This was the last area of question
ing on the staff's survey. 

Sixty-three departments or 69% of the respondents indicated 
that they were involved, in varying degrees, in community pre
sentations. Examples of the range of discussions in community 
presentations would be from crime prevention talks to senior 
citizens, women's clubs, and civic/community groups to commer
cial presentations to businessmen on theft. 

It is also loJ'()rth noting that many departments that did not have 
full-time crime prevention staff, or substantial materials for distribu
tion, still were heavily involved in security surveys (59% of respon
dents), and community presentations (69% of respondents). 

New and existing crime prevention materials and resources are being 
located through this survey, and will provide for a greater exchange of 
information in the future. The staff has requested that the depart
ments send in samples of their materials so that these can be maintained 
in the central resource file. 
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Citizen interaction in the criminal justice system is not only 
identified as a need at the beginning of the process i~ the police 
area, but also exists throughout 'the process of criminal justice. 
~fuile the police depend on citizens to report criminal activity, and 
the process must necessarily begin there, the courts cannot function 
,."ithout the citizens as <;.;ritnesses and jurors. The :irst principle of 
lawlessness was out:-ageousness, according to \·iilson ~1izner, one mus t 
"always leave his victims laughing or laughed at if he was to be 
successful. ,,16 

As noted by the Region IV Planning Board staff in their assess
ment of regional criminal justice problems, there are several areas 
of concern in present court-commcnity relations. The misuse of jurors' 
and witnesses' time is perhaps the major shortcoming of the court that 
increases citizen complaints about the judicial system. A Law Enforce
ment Assistance Administration national study on operations estimates _ 
that courts use less than one-half of the people called to jury pool.ll 
The study suggests that criminal court pools could be reduced by 20-25% 
and still provide enough jurors, in addition to saving an estimated $50 
million annually throughout the country. It ,·lQuld also reduce the 
number of citizens being called for jury duty. This same LEAA study 
cites jurors' complaints about misuse of thei: time. There are 
long waiting periods before they are called for jury selection; they 
are sometim·es summoned hours before they are needed; and often jurors 
must wait while motions are heard or discussions are conducted at the 
bench or in the judge's chambers. The extent to which this is a prob
lem in Haryland is not fully known. The Commission's recent opinion 
survey showed that 32% of those surveyed considered personal inconveni
ence at least a moderately serious deterrent to testifying in court. 
Twenty-five percent (25%) considered this an extremely serious problem. 18 

16 Burke, John, Rogue's Progress, The Fabulous Adventures of ~.jilson Hizner 
(New York, G. P. Putnam's, 1975). 

17U• S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Jury System Operations. 

18A Tracking Survey of Public Attitudes, June, 1976. 
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In a move to alleviate this difficulty, the Governor's Commission 
has awarded a grant to the District Court of Maryland to improve its 
system of handling ~vitnesses in Baltimore City, Pr:'nce George's and 
1-10ntgomery Counties, including notification. Available evaluative data 
on this project reveals a decision i£9Postponements due to maintaining 
contact with witnesses before trial. 

Quite often, even physical facilities ;:01: ivitnesses are either 
inadequate or nonexistent. Provisions should be made for witnesses 
~vaiting and assembly rooms, which provide'2~here possible, for separa-
tion of prosecution and defense witnesses. The provision of adequate 
physical facilities for witnesses and jurors should be accompanied by 
information services concerning the court's functions and the partici
pant's rights and responsibilities. One possible approach would be to 
establish an information desk, accessible to the courthouse, to provide 
answers to questions on th~ location of facilities and courtrooms, loca
tion of judges' chambers, and the st~tus of cases being tried in each 
courtroom. Staff should be available to answer legal inquiries and 
other questions regarding the judicial process. These services should 
be directed to the general public, the defendant, witnesses and jurors. 2l 

Jurors usually know little about the criminal justice system and 
their individual responsibility. The Commission opinion surveys in 1974 
and 1976 showed that approximately 50% of those surveyed believed that 
"Too many juries cannot understand what is going on and therefore cannot 
make a fair decision." This was as an "extremely serious" or "quite 
serious problem" by those surveyed. Jury pools should be addressed by a 
judge or a representative of the court and explanation saould be provided 
on how jurors are selected, hm.; criminal and civil trials work, the 
difference between direct and cross-examination, and the basic rules of 
juror conduct. A jurors i manual could also be provided to include 
necessary legal information. 

~p .... 

In addition to the above examples, the Region IV Planning Board staff 
has suggested that other types of projects could be implemented in Haryland 
to improve the courts' response to the needs of jurors, witnesses, the 
public, and defendants. These include establishment of a clearinghouse 

19Maryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice Grant Number 504l-CI-l. 

20National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Courts, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), Standard 
10.1, p. 196. 

2lIb 'd 10 '1 99 ~ , Standard .~, p. 1 . 
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for c~c~zen complaints and suggestions~ and a telephone alert system in 
the court ivhereby Ivitnesses and 7:':::!.ms can be summoned to appear shortly 
before they are to testify. This eliminates their having to ,vait at the 
court, perhaps for several days, or wai:ing at the court and not even 
being called to testify. The City of Hil~vaukee is planntng such a sys
tem. In this regard, a. study in ~Te~'l York b? the Vera In::;titute of 
Justice Project found that the average time ~eqv~1n notification of a 
witness and his arrival in court ~vas 62 minutes. - It should be noted' 
that the ~-lilwaukee proj ect also includes victim counseling on financial, 
legal and medical problems; and a Witness Emergency Unit that will pro
vide services and protection for witnesses and victims who are subject 
to intimidation. 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice allotted funds in its 1976 Comprehensive Plan for a program 
which would provide informacion and assisti'l.nce to victims, jurors and 
witnesses in several jurisdictions. The goal of this program would 
be to insure fair and just treatment of victims, witnesses and jurors 
as ivell as insuring that they are fully informed of their duti',=s, 
responsibilities and the events ,vhieh ar.e to occur. Efforts would also 
be made to insure proper utilization of their time and efforts. 

In order to qualify for Federal funding under the victim, ivitness 
and juror program area. €,:agible jurisdictions must complete a seven 
step analysis of the flOC\T of cases and people through the criminal 
justice system. This pLocess examines each point in the system ,vhere 
victims, witnesses, or jurors are involved and details the degree of 
involveme~t. Victim, witness and juror participation is studied to 
pinpoint problem areas where remedial action may be taken. Corrective 
measures may be in the form of administrative action or in the develop
ment of a complete program which may be submitted to the Commission 
for possible funding. 

The planning steps for the victim, witness and juror participation 
are as follows: 

Step I: 

A general overview of the criminal justice system in the jurisdic
tion from arrest to disposition ~vith an indication of each place in the 
process where victims, witnesses, and jurors are involved. 

2? . 
-Vera Institute of Justice Project, ioleekly Statistical SUIIiIIlary, 

(May 9, 1972). 
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Steu II: ---
?or each point of ,V'it::1ess, victim, or juror involvement u.oted in 

Step I, a general assessment of problems currently encountered should 
be made. 

Step III: 

Once the target problem is chosen, an in-depth analysis of that 
selection should be made. 

Step IV: 

A compi.lation of alternative programs to meeting the objective 
outlined in Step II should be made in this step. 

Step V: 

Each alternative listed in Step IV should be evaluated as to its 
desirability, feasibility and potential impact. 

Step Vl: 

After evaluation of the alternative programs is completed, the pro
gram that is considered the most desirable should be developed into a 
fully operational program design. 

Step VII: 

The development of an ~valuation design for quantitatively measur
ing the effectiveness of this program mix should be an integral part of 
the overall design. 

Beginning in September of 1976, the State's Attorney's Office of 
Baltimore County followed the seven step planning procedure. Three 
target problem areas were identified which involve the occurrence and 
reporting of crime, victim/witness notification, and reduction of post
ponement problems. As a result of this process, Baltimore County 1;olas 
aw'arded a grant to develop a special unit w'hich will be responsible for 
victim/witnesses, ,V'ho are unable to get t~ and from court and teaching 
the victim/witness about court procedure. 3 

Prince George's County also identified target areas through the 
seven step planning process. The major problem 1;olas the plight of 

2~1aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administra
tion of Justice, Grant Number 76CACI 1-6168. 
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victims and witnesses. There is a need for better communication lvithin 
the system relating to continual postponements, lack of understanding 
of the criminal process, crow'ded facilities ivith no seat::'ng space, loss 
of salary while attending court proceeding and the inability of victims 
to recover property he,ld by police. Prince George's County c.;as awarded 
a grant to develop a unit in the State's Attorney's office to resolve 
t~ese problems with C~rcuit Court cases. 24 

Hontgomery' County recently identified frustrations of \vitnesses 
as a major problem and developed a program \vhich would concentrate on 
the needs of victims/witnesses in the District Courts. The program pro
vides four witness coordinators each assigned \vith responsibility for 
specific areas involving victims and witnesses. 25 Citizens are able 
to call a coordinator to obtain information on the status of a case and 
written notices are sent to the witnesses regarding the trial date and 
court procedures. 

Baltimore City completed the planning process in 1977 and imple
mented a victim/witness program primarily designed to providZ6 assistance 
to felony victims and witnesses at the Criminal Court Level. The 
Unit assists ivith transportation problems, gives notification of formal 
filing of charges and disposition of cases, educates victims and witnesses 
about court processing and provides limited child care services. 

Interest has also been shown in Anne Arundel County for a victim/ 
witness unit in the State's Attorney's Office, however, this pl~nning 
process is in its initial stages. 

It should be noted that the existing programs are a:lmed at prose
cution witnesses and generally do not serve defense ivitnesses. 

24xaryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforr,ement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant Number 76CACIl-6187. 

25Haryland Governor's Commission on Laiv Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant Number 76CACIl-6186. 

26~aryland Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Grant Number 75CACIl-62l9. 
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Several standards have been established by the Governor's Commission 
~"ith 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~jard 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 ~.;hose 
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 ~.Jitnesses 

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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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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Liaison 

i 
Activitv 

: Curriculum 
J p. 
I .Lanning i 

I Selection of 
Students 

Use of Col-
leges' In-
structors 
by Agencies 

Use of Col-
leges' Faci-
lities by 
Agencies 

C. J. Person-
nel teaching 
courses in 
college 

Other 

Total Respond1 
ing LEEP 
Participants 

TABLE V- 50 

NUMBER OF LEEP PA.RTICIPATING DISTITUTIONS A.J.~D AGENCIES 
REPORTING LIAISON ACTIVITIES BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY 

~. -
Colleges ~ __ I tl 

Universities I Police 

9 
I 

8 

4 2 

7 8 . 

5 5 

--
10 7 

7 4 

20 25 

, 
I 

I 

I 

I 

Courts, S ta teT s 
Attorneys and 
Public Defenders 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2. 

2 

..,.- < 

I 

! 

, 
J 
I 
I 

Correc ::.vns---J 
I 
I , 
I <, , 

-
I 

1 

I 
I 

2 
I 

4 

2 

0 I 
I 
I 

5 
.~'t''(> 

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. 

558 



TABLE V-51 

COMPARISON O!' !.EEl' FUNDINC PER !!ECION nTH 1 
Cl!.I.'I!lIAL JUS1:ICE: i'E!tSONNEL £.'iPLO"i'"..ll PER :U::CION 

i'OTAI. C • .!. ~I.E:E.? n~,OISC I COM!'Al!.!SON : CJ EHPLOY::ES 
'?::R30:iNEL r'B":\£C ,l 74; '''17K: L:::El' FlllIDING 

" 

I' State t I 
!..oC"...11 . Police: 70t31 1 '!'otAl IJu".! 

Ser. 
Par. ~ ~nst1tutions 
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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. 
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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. 
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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.) 

576 



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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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. 
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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. 

614 

J 
I , 
i 
I 

, 

I 

I 
I 



- ---------

VII 
Annual Action Program 

r 



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. 
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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 

621 



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 

622 



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 

o 
o 



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 

625 



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 

626 



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 

o 
o 
o 



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: 

631 

~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 

632 



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: 

633 

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 

639 



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: 
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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) 
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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, 

648 



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. 

651 



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: 

654 

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) 

657 



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 
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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: 

665 

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. 

666 
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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: 

667 

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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APPENDL'{ 

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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APPENDL'{ - Continued 

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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