
Ivan Lawson, Investigator, Baltimore City 

Marylou Yopes-Allen, Field Supervisor II, Forestville. 

Based on these sources of information, it is clear that the 

Division has made a substantial commitment in time, effort and 

resources to design, implement and utilize the WRAS. The WRAS 

was designed using generally-accepted and appropriate methods. 

Principal among those was a time study conducted in 1983 in which 

a cross-section of line staff were instructed in recording the 

actual time they spent in direct client service functions such as 

supervision and investigations as well as non-direct or 

administrative functions. These data from line Agents for a 

sample of clients over a three-month period (longitudinal study) 

was compiled, analyzed and reported by a private contractor 

experienced in this type of study. The results were reviewed by 

a Task Force of Division representatives and management, and the 

actual workload standards (i.e., time credits per function in 

units) were officially promulgated for the Division by Policy 

Directive 84-2. 

Since that time, workload statistics have been reported to 

Division managers and supervisors and are used to distribute work 

equally among Agents through assignments and reassignments of 

cases/clients and to allocate positions among region~, sections 

and offices on a statewide basis. In addition, the Division 

produced its first workload-based budget last year in which 

workload computations were used in combination with programmatic 

considerations to justify a request for a substantial number of 

new positions (see memorandum from William DeVance, Director to 

Secretary Robinson dated 10/19/87). 

A WRAS is a widely accepted and utilized management tool in 

parole and probation agencies around the country and there are 

some important advantages to its proper use in Maryland. First, 

it can provide an objective, data-based system for decision­

making. To the extent that the system is perceived as a credible 

one, albeit not necessarily precise, it will be viewed as a fair 

basis on which to make work assignments and allocate staff. 
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I. 

VOLUME 4 -- WORKLOAD RESOURCE ALLOCATION SYSTEM (NRAS) 
AND AGENT ALLOCATION 

INTRODUCTION 

In order to conduct an in-depth examination of the Division's 

Workload Resource Allocation System, the consultants reviewed a 

large volume of relevant documents and conducted interviews in 

person and by telephone with a wide range of Department and 

Division personnel. Those documents reviewed included the 

Operations Manuals for Agents and Supervisors, the Monthly 

Statistical Report, Monthly Workload Reports for Supervisors, the 

original time study analyzed by a private contractor, a Workload 

Analysis Report to the Management Council by the Workload 

Accounting Core Team, population projections and budget requests, 

and various memoranda by Department and Division personnel. 

Those persons specifically interviewed in regard to the WRAS 

are as follows: 

Bishop L. Robinson, Secretary 

Albert J. Dardas, Jr., Division of Audits & Compliance, 
Office of the Secretary 

Richard Tamberrino, Research & Statistics, Office of the 
Secretary 

Robert Gibson, Research & Statistics, Office of the 
Secretary 

Dr. Donald Atkinson, Ed.D., Acting Division Director 

Eugene Jubilee, Assistant Director for 
Field Operations (Acting) 

French Mackes, Regional Administrator 

William H. Earle, Regional Administrator 

James Britton, Management Information 

Lois Hausman, Chairperson, Investigative Task 
Force, Upper Marlboro Office 

Nancy Hoffman, Field Supervisor II, Essex/Rosedale 

Lawrence Flynn, Supervisor, Investigation 
Unit Baltimore City 

Charles Rice, Assistant Regional Administrator (II) 

James E. DeVance, Assistant Regional Administrator (II) 
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Second, a WRAS takes into account individual client 

differences in time required for appropriate supervision. The 

WRAS uses client classification information in crediting workload 

units to Agents based on the distribution of their caseloads 

relative to assessed risk and need levels. Simple caseload size 

comparisons ignore these important differences and has confounded 

all efforts to determine the "optimum" caseload size. 

Third, a WRAS takes into account all activities and functions 

for which the Agent must be responsible including supervision, 

investigations as well as administrative duties. Again, 

considerations of caseload size do not and cannot account for 

these elements. 

Finally, a WRAS accounts for all types of positions including 
mixed caseload, investigative and management positions. Using 

functions rather than positions as its unit of analysis, a WRAS 

can apply universally to any and all specialized or diversified 

positions. 

In order to be an effective management tool, however, and to 

achieve the goals and advantages outlined above, a WRAS must be 

carefully designed, conscientiously maintained and properly 

utilized. The remainder of this part of the report provides a 

detailed examination and assessment of the strengths and 

limitations of specific components of the Division's WRAS. It 

concludes with a series of recommendations intended to enhance 

the Division's ability to employ it successfully as a major 

management tool now and in the future. 

I I • ACCURACY OF THE WORKLOAD MEASURES 

Accuracy is always a relative rather than an absolute 

standard when applied to different types of measures. In regard 

to workload systems, accurate measures are somewhere far short of 

exact, but something significantly more precise th~n a simple 

approximation. By necessity, workload measures must rely on 

averages to measure activities conducted by a large group of 

people in different locations and dealing with very diverse 

circumstances (e.g., events and offenders) over a particular 
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period of time. For these reasons, exactness or a high level of 

precision is an unreasonable and unnecessary standard of accuracy 

for workload measures. 

A more realistic and useful standard would rely on an 

assessment of the defensibility and credibility of the workload 

measures. Defensible workload measures would be those developed 

using accepted and appropriate methods that can be easily 

explained and understood. The use of a longitudinal time study 

with careful quality control procedures would meet this standard 

in most circumstances. Credible workload measures would be those 

that are generally accepted and considered fair (when applied 

consistently) by those who are affected by, or who must make 

de~isions, based on these measures. 

In order to assess whether the accuracy of the Division's 

WRAS meets these standards of defensibility and credibility, the 

consultants examined each of thA components of the workload 

formula (or method of computation) currently used in Maryland. 

This method of computation or workload algorithm is first 

prese?ted as a simplified diagram followed by a detailed 

discussion of its two major components which are work time 

required and work time available. 

Work Time Reguired 

Work time required is defined as the amount of work or of 

working time expected from or assigned to (i.e., required) an 

Agent. In the aggregate, this is the amount of work performed by 

a group of Agents (such as a section, office, region, division, 

etc.) within a specified period (e.g., month). For the Division 

of Parole and Probation, work time required was measured for the 

three functional areas of intake, client supervision and 

investigations. In this WRAS, court time is subsumed under each 

of these functional areas. 

As to time required for supervision, the workload standards 

used by the Division are differentiated by classification level 

• 

• 

and were originally derived from a time study conducted in 1983. • 

These supervision and workload standards are unchanged since they 
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were initially promulgated as agency policy in 1984 . 

Consistently, throughout the interviews of Division personnel, 

these workload standards for supervision were held as reasonably 

accurate reflections of the time required to meet minimum 

supervision requirements. By way of further affirmation, the 

current supervision (i.e., type and frequency of required 

contacts) and workload standards (i.e., time required to meet 

contact standards) closely parallel similar systems in many other 

parole and probation agencies across the country. 

As a means for a more detailed examination, a comparison of 

workload units by function from the original time study, were 

compared with current agency workload standards. This comparison 

is summarized as Table 4-1. On the whole, comparing differences 

between workload units and current agency standards (converted 

here to hours and minutes) reveals very few or only minor changes 

probably for the purpose of rounding these numbers for ease of 

comprehension and computation. However, several categories were . 

significantly changed and therefore require closer examination . 

Adjustments in workload standards from the measures generated 

from a time study are not uncommon or necessarily inappropriate. 

However, such adjustments require a clear and concise 

justification. The consultants were able to uncover only limited 

documentation that would not likely meet the requirements of many 

oversight authorities. (See Workload Analysis Report to 

Management C,,)uncil 1/12/84). More specifically, the supervision 

categories of maximum, medium and minimum were all adjusted to a 

significant degree (upward) to warrant additional written 

justification. 

The category for clients in review (i.e., new cases being 

processed for classification after intake) was also significantly 

adjusted. However, the original study also produced a workload 

measure very close to the current standard when CMC was included 

(in brackets). The understanding of current Division policy, 

however, requires CMC only on clients classified in maximum 

supervision and thus brings the current stand_ard into question . 

Finally, the current WRAS continues to give workload credits for 
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TABLE 4-1 

Comparison of Workload Units from 

Original Time Study and CUrrent Ageney Standards • 
Function Original Time Study Ageney Standard Difference 

Su~ervision Level (Hours) (Hours) (Hours) 

Review (New) 1.46 (1.9) 2 +.54 (+.1) 

Maximum 1.42 2 +.58 

Medium 0.52 .75 +.23 

Minimum 0.35 .5 +.15 

Non-Active 0.24 .25 +.01 

Delinquent 0.29 .3 +.01 
(3 years or less) 

Intake 0.69 .70 +.01 

Investiga tions (Minutes) (Minutes) (Minutes) 

Home &. Employment 65.8 66 +0.2 • Pre-Parole/ Jail 168.5 180 +11.5 

Pre-Sentence 468.5 480 +11.5 

Special Division 72 •. 6 72 -0.6 

Applicant 469.7 480 +10.3 

Executive Clemency 1009 1008 -1.0 

Special Court 150.2 150 -0.2 

Pre-Trial 419 420 +1.0 

Post-Sentence/Court 451.9 450 -1.9 

Post-Sen tence 
/Life Not Studied 240 +240 

Interstate Home &. 
Employment 84.5 90 +5.5 

Interstate Background 177.4 180 +2.6 

• 
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review cases even when they remain unclassified after the 30 day 

deadline. Clearly, this would inflate workload figures for 

Agents who fail to adhere to Division policies and procedures as 

currentJy written. Indications were received that this cliche is 

in the WRAS has been detected and was slated for corrective 

action and that supervisors were examining review cases which 

were beyond the deadline, in order to adjust workload measures on 

the local level and insure that Agents take corrective actions. 

A similar situation exists with regard to cases which have 

passed their expiration date. The WRAS continues to give 

workload credit at the rate for the latest assessed supervision 

level until the Agent submits the final reassessment and 

termination forms. The consultants were also informed that this 

cliche was also slated for corrective action and that supervisors 

were reviewing Agent case loads to detect such cases and insure 

correction action. 

While these types of cases are mentioned here as sources of 

inaccuracy for the WRAS, more importantly, they represent 

violation of Division policy and procedures for timely 

supervlsl0n. These and other supervision requirements such as 

the completion of CMC on mandatory cases and the timely 

completion of reassessments and maximum consideration of early 

termination and abatements should be continuously and 

consistently monitored by Field Supervisors. A special monthly 

report to Supervisors indicating cases that exceed deadlines or 

appear to qualify for early termination or abatement would 

facilitate such oversight and would improve the quality of 

superviSion, increase the accuracy of the WRAS as well as control 

workload itself. 

While there was only the most minor of adjustments in 

workload standards for the supervision categories for non-active 

and delinquent cases, these standards raised other questions. 

Cases in the non-active category were de~cribed as those 

utiavailable for superviSion, those with legal sentences but not 

actively supervised, those with duplicate or multiple cases 

(i.e., sentences) and those requiring monitoring instead of 
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supervision. It remains unclear as to the specific 

responsibilities that Agents have for client/cases in this 

category, so it is not possible to assess the appropriateness of 

the workload standard itself at this time. However, even the 

small amount of workload credit accorded cases in the non-active 

category has a significant impact on the assessment of staff 

resources as there are more cases in this category for 

supervision than any other (27,589 in June 1988). Further, 

delineation of Agent responsibilities for these cases as the 

basis for a justification of the current workload standard is 

warranted. 

Similarly, while there was also only minor adjustment to the 

workload standard for delinquent cases, this category also raised 

other questions. Cases in this category were described as those 

who have failed to report and/or absconded and for whom a warrant 

has been issued. Agents are given a relatively small amount of 

workload credit for delinquent cases for up to three years, but 

~ 

again, the number of cases in this category is substantial ~ 

(14,673 in June 1988). It would seem more appropriate for Agents 

to receive a much larger credit for a short period of time in 

order to attempt to locate the client. Failing that in a 

reasonable period, the case would await apprehension by law 

enforcement and the workload credit should be eliminated until 

and unless the client was located and reactivated for 

supervision. The current approach appears to require 

reconsideration. 

Finally, in the area of supervision, the consultants were 

told by many field staff on all levels that the amount of time 

Agents spend in Court processing violators has increased 

substantially. This is the result of both an increase in the 

number of violations as well as the inefficiency of the court 

process where hearings are unscheduled and Agents must wait for 

long periods of time to appear on the violation. Obviously, 

efforts to establish reasonably efficient methods for processing 

violations is the most desirable solution and should be actively ~ 
and aggressively pursued on all levels. Should the current 
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circumstance continue, it may be advisable to have actual court 

time for violations collected, compiled and reported separately. 

Yet, another alternative would be to conduct a new time study of 

court time in relation to supervision activities. This issue 

should be important to the Courts as well as the Division as 

excessive waiting time in courtrooms will compromise the Agent's 

ability to provide supervision and investigative services on 

which the courts rely. 

In the area of investigative functions, workload standards 

received only minor adjustments when compared to the original 

time study, however, the consultants were made aware of other 

factors which bring their accuracy into question. First, Agents 

consistently reported that heavy workloads in this area and there 

underestimation of the importance and implications of the 

original time study resulted in less than adequate recording 

practices. Perhaps even more importantly, the form and content 

of certain investigations have changed significantly since the 

original time study. A case in point is the Pre-Sentence 

Investigation (PSI) which is the single largest category of 

investigations by volume and requires a significant amount of 

time to complete (current workload standard is 8 hours). The 

following sections of the PSI have been expanded since the 

original time study in 1983: 1) the criminal record section now 

requires dispositions for all entries; 2) a motor vehicle record 

must be obtained for all offenses; 3) for cases with prior parole 

or probation history, the investigator must identify and contact 

the supervising Agent(s); 4) the employment record must cover 5 

years instead of 3; 5) a financial section listing assets and 

liabilities has been added to aid the court in assessing 

restitution; and 6) a victim impact statement has been added 

which must include a face-to-face contact with the victim(s). 

For these reasons then, a new time study of investigations 

should be undertaken in which strict quality control measures 

must be included. Quality control measures should include a 

thorough review of all data collection forms for completeness, 

accuracy; etc. In addition, all investigations included in the 
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study should be reviewed for completeness, verifications, etc." 

so that the ultimate time standards will be based on products 

that meet the Division's minimum quality standards. 

Work Time Available 

Work time available is the other major component of the 

workload formula and is defined as the amount of work capable of 

being performed by an Agent, Section v Office, or Division within 

a specified period of time. Work time available is computed by 

totaling the number of work hours per day multiplied by the 

number of work days per month and then deducting time for annual 

and sick leave, personal days, training as well as time for non­

direct client services and administrative duties. The current 

standard for work time available is based on the original time 

study averages for the deductions listed above which is the 

capacity figure of 1,065 workload units or approximately 106 

hours per month. 

• 

By way of general comparison, this capacity figure for work • 

time available (106 hours per month) is significantly below the 

same figure for similar agencies known to the consultants, which 

generally averages from 117-120 hours per month. This difference 

is wholly or largely attributable to the shorter work week (35.5 

hours) and larger number of holidays and personal days of Agents 

in Maryland. However, a closer examination of factors affecting 

work time available revealed several sources of potential 

inaccuracy. 

One such source for potential inaccuracy is in the area of 

training time. At the time of the original study, the standard 

for training for all Agents was 40 hours per year. Since that 

time, this standard has been reduced for Senior Agents to 20 

hours per year with additional training available on an elective 

basis. In addition, new Agents are considered to have 100% 

training time during their first month (0% time available) and 

50% training time during the next 5 months (50% time available). 

It is the so-called Agent Table File within the Division's 

automated WRAS where training time and time available are to be 
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recorded. A random sample of two new Agents was examined and 

they were found to be inaccurately listed as to time available. 

For these reasons, the Division should establish a systematic 

process and clear responsibilities for differentiating training 

time and time available by individual Agent on an ongoing basis 

so that the Agent Table File will accurately reflect these 

factors for computing workload. 

Yet, another source for potential inaccuracy is in the area 

of deductions for annual, sick and personal leave days. The 

current WRAS utilizes average credits for these factors derived 

from the workload study five years ago. While leave patterns may 

or may not be stable from year to year, they should be reexamined 

annually to insure their accuracy. This would not necessitate a 

new time study each year, but can be done by simply averaging 

leave time reported by Division personnel to the Department's 

Personnel section on an annual basis with the workload capacity 

figure adjusted accordingly for the next year. 

In general, it has been the experience of the consultants 

that the work time available component of the workload formula 

often receives as much, if not more, attention from oversight 

authorities as does the work time required component. As a 

result, this figure should be carefully reexamined and modified 

and refined as appropriate each year so that it too continues to 

meet the standards of defensibility and credibility. 

III. AGENT ALLOCATIONS 

In addition to equally distributing work among Agents, a 

WRAS can be used to appropriately allocate positions among 

offices, regions, etc. As part of this review of the-Division's 

management systems, the question was raised as to whether 

allocations were being made on a reasonable basis. In order to 

definitively answer that question, what's required would be a 

detailed comparison of actual allocation decisions with the 

workload and other data available at that time. The limited 

period available for the on-sight assistance would not allow for 

the conduct of such an assessment. As an alternative, the 
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consultants interviewed Regional Adm.inistrators and other 

Supervisors to determine the process they used to make allocation 

decisions. 

Each manager was asked to describe the information that was 

used, the source of the information and potential inaccuracies as 

well as additional factors they consider. Uniformly, all 

managers referred to tbe monthly statistical summary distributed 

by Headquarters and containing workload data for each region, 

section and office as the primary source of Information for 

allocation decision. Everyone interviewed displayed a clear 

familiarity with the information and a facility for comparing the 

data across offices or sections to determine areas with the 

highest workload demand. Further, all managers referred to local 

conditions and circumstances (e.g., vacancies, extended leaves, 

space, Agents in training, etc.) as additional factors they 

consider in reaching allocation decision. Finally, managers also 

referred to potential sources of inaccuracies in the workload 

data which had to be examined before finalizing any decision. 

These sources of inaccuracy included such circumstances as a 

large number of cases in review past the prescribed time line for 

classification or cases past expiration. 

Based on this review of the process, the Division appears 

to use the WRAS consistently and effectively for making 

allocation decisions and that"using workload data in combination 

with local conditions and considerations is a reasonable basis on 

which to make these decisions. However, in exploring the process 

of decision-making, two related problems were uncovered. First, 

most managers interviewed indicated that where workload demands 

were equally high, the priority would most often be given to 

allocating an investigating Agent rather than a supervisory Agent 

position. This prioritization is necessitated by the higher 

level of accountability for investigative over supervisory 

services on the local level. This is a most unfortunate reality 

for the Division since the supervision of offenders is a higher 

priority for the Division in the minds of most oversight 

authorities and the general public. 
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Beyond the appropriateness of the allocation decision 
, 

itself, most managers bemoaned the protracted nature of the 

hiring process. Apparently, hiring is limited to twice annually 

to coincide with the conduct of the training program for new 

Agents held at the academy every six months. Potentially then, 

it may be up to six months between the time a new position is 

allocated or a replacement pOSition authorized (following a 

transfer, resignation, retirement, etc.) and a new Agent is 

actually hired. This, of course, is then followed by a six-month 

training program before the new Agent is considered to be fully 

functional. In total then, up to a year may elapse between the 

allocation of a new or replacement position and the presence of 

an Agent functioning in that position. This circumstance is 

clearly debilitating for staff morale and the viability of field 

operations. The Department/Division should give immediate 

consideration to methods to expedite the hiring and training 

process which may involve the scheduling of additional academy 

training sessions or developing a structured training curriculum 

that can be delivered on a local level. 

IV. WORKLOAD-BASED BUDGETING 

The third important purpose or use for the WRAS is as a 

justification for budget requests. Although the Division's WRAS 

was implemented in 1984, the first workload-based budget was not 

presented by the Division until 1987 for Fiscal Year 1988 (See 

Over-the-MARC request from William DeVance, Director, to 

Secretary Robinson, dated October 19, 1987). This is 

unfortunate, for although budgeting is essentially a political 

process, it is also an educational process. Budgeting by 

workload provides a whole new basis for justification using new 

language and measurement techniques as well as a new perspective 

on the functions of parole and probation. To be effective, this 

requires a concerted educational process on the part of the 

Division and the Department which usually requires several budget 

cycles to fully accomplish. To postpone this production of a 

workload based-budget extends the necessary time for this 
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educational process farther into the future and further 

entrenches the traditional caseload count and status quo 

perspectives on parole and probation. 

Upon examination of this, the first workload-based budget 

request, several specific concerns emerged. Chief among these 

concerns was the fact that although the overwhelming majority of 

new positions were requested, "to respond to workload growth," 

most of the subsequent discussion relies on actual and forecasted 

"caseload growth" over several years. This is at least confusing 

and perhaps worse, self-defeating. It is confusing as workload 

is a distinctly different basis for budgeting than caseload, yet 

both are presented simultaneously with little, if any, discussion 

of the relationship between the two. This would seem to further 

entrench the traditional caseload perspective rather than foster 

a shift to an acceptance of the new workload perspective with its 

clear advantages for taking into account all functions (e.g., 

investigations and supervision) as well as individual differences 

4It 

between clients (i.e., classification based on risk and needs, 4It 
etc. ) . 

This mixture of caseload and workload figures can also be 

self-defeating. Workload is supposed to provide a more credible 

basis for budgeting in so far as it is based on an objective -

data based system. On the other hand, caseload counts are known 

to present the most extreme and largely inflated view of the 

volume of parole and probation activity and bears little direct 

relationship to workload calculations. To simply present 

caseload consideration in conjunction with workload will likely 

unnecessarily reduce the realibility of later. Instead, the 

budget justification should begin with an overall asssessrnent of 

workload growth and required staffing levels followed by separate 

but related discussions of the components of workload including 

changes in the number of clients by classification level, number 

of investigations, etc. 

Still further, this budget request is based on "forecasted 

growth." While forecasting or projections is commonly used in 4It 
budgeting, the results and methods are often subject to close 
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scrutiny and intense controversy themselves. To use forecasting 

in conjunction with an entirely new basis for budget 

justification (i.e., workload) will at least complicate the 

education process at the outset and may even unnecessarily 

undermine the credibility of the basic systems. The Division 

should consider eliminating the use of forecasts until the 

workload system is well understood and accepted, or present both 

forecasted and current workload measures in each request. 

Finally, this budget request provides only very general and 

vague references to the consequences of the failure to have 

staffing levels keep up with workload growth. General references 

to the "deterioration of quality and credibility" should be 

couched in specific operational terms such as incomplete, 

unverified and delayed investigations and inability to meet 

minimum standards of supervision with direct consequences for 

public safety, offender assistance, etc. Even further, the 

Division should present what action or alternatives will be taken 

or at least considered in the event that appropriations are not 

authorized which would bring staffing levels in line with 

workload demands. 

V. OVERALL STAFFING LEVELS 

Based on the WRAS as currently implemented and the data 

reported in the Division's statistical summary for June 1988, 

(which was not available to any field personnel at the time of 

the on-site visit) the Division shows a calculated deficit of 

approximately 63 Agents for supervision activities statewide. 

Although, the absolute number of Agents needed varies 

considerably across the four regions (e.g., 4 for Region I to 26 

for Region IV), the percentage of additional Agents needed is 

fairly narrow in range as follows: 

Table 4-2 
AGENT ALLOCATION 

Region 
I 

II 
III 

IV 
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%Agents Needed 
+ 8% 
+13% 
+11% 
+17% 
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It can therefore be concluded that the Division is 

significantly but not extremely understaffed in the area of 

supervision (approximately 13% statewide) and that this 

deficiency is somewhat evenly distributed across the Regions. 

However, a closer examination of staffing deficiencies within 

sections and offices reveals a much wider disparity with two 

small offices in Region II at 108% staffing for Leonardstown 

compared with -70% staffing for Prince Frederick, as examples of 

the extremes. As an example of the disparity in staffing levels 

for medium-size offices, the same report reveals 103% staffing 

for the Guilford-C office in Region II compared with -34% 

staffing for the Silver Spring office in Region IV. 

Cle~rly, this assessment of current staffing levels must 

proceed to include the functional areas of investigations and 

intake. However, the information presented in the June summary 

is not presented in a way that offers as direct an assessment 

without further computations. Even more importantly, the data as 

presented does not allow for an overall assessment of staffing 4It 
levels across all functional areas. It appears that the 

statistical summary report can be improved so that it is easier 

to use and more useful. Changes to this report are discussed in 

more detail in the next section. 

Despite the limitations of the data as presented, it is 

generally clear that the Division lacks sufficient staff to meet 

the current volume of work in accordance with established 

standards, without significant amounts of uncompensated overtime 

by staff in certain locations. It is therefore essential that 

the Division and the Department develop and articulate a clear 

set for strategic and tactical policies and procedures at this 

and any future points in time to bring work requirements in 

balance with available staff resources. Not to do so will 

seriously undermine the morale of the Division's staff and 

further deteriorate the credibility of its management systems 

among staff and oversight authorities alike. 

Clearly, obta~ning additional staff through the 

appropriations process using a workload-based budget request 
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would be the most desirable approach. If this is unlikely, a set 

of other options should be delineated and prioritized for 

implementation in the face of continued understaffing. The 

Division has approached this task in a very limited way with the 

so-called override policy directive. However, it appears these 

options have never been authorized (officially) and may not be 

sufficiently effective, nor do they consider the full range of 

options available. A more complete consideration of options to 

be used, temporarily or permanently, to bring workload demands in 

line with staff resources should include the following (with no 

particular priorities intended or implied): 

1. Relaxed supervision standards - the number of contacts 

remains the same, but the type of contacts may be relaxed 

such as face-to-face contacts in the office or by 

telephone, etc; 

2. Undersupervision - where standards remain the same but 

authorization is given to supervise certain types of 

clients at a lower level such as medium level clients 

supervised as minimums; 

3. Reassessments - can be authorized or required at more 

frequent intervals and/or using more relaxed standards 

for reclassifications; 

4. Cut-off-scores - for classification levels can be 

adjusted so as to place more clients in lower levels of 

supervision; 

5. Reassignments - staff positions can be moved from one 

location to another where possible or as vacancies become 

available; and/or 

6. Supervision standards - can be changed so as to require 

less time to meet the required minimum contact standards. 

VI • FORMAT OF WORKLOAD AND STATISTICAL REPORTS 

Information is as an important a resource as people, time 

and money and should be managed as carefully. Unfortunately, too 

often this is not the case and information may be inaccurate or 

not timely, or too little or too much information is presented. 
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The later is the case in regard to the monthly statistical report 

prepared by the Division. While the report presents valuable and 

important information, it is too voluminous to be most useful for 

many managers. This report should be reformatted so that only 

'the information needed by specific individuals is presented. For 

example, the level of detail in the report is well beyond that 

needed by the Secretary. Instead, an extract of this report 

should be prepared which clearly highlights the information most 

important for his purposes. This should probably be confined to 

statewide figures for activity levels in functional areas as well 

as workload data compared with current staffing levels. Other 

information not currently reported may also be added depending 

upon his interests and need to know, such as success/failure 

rates by supervision level, overall rate, etc. A similar 

assessment should be made for specific individuals to which the 

report is currently distributed. 

In addition, further changes to its format can improve its 

usefulness. While monthly data is important and of interest, 

decisions often require an assessment overtime, rather than 

simply an assessment of a single point in time. It would be more 

useful if this report was reformatted to present monthly 

statistics in relation say to previous year, quarter, etc. 

Similarly, interpreting the significance of data can be greatly 

facilitated by using illustrations such as graphs, pie charts, 

etc., rather than simply presenting tables of numbers. 

Finally, the current caseload summary fails to clearly 

differentiate between cases and clients and in some cases 

combines both. In other words, what is labeled as cases, upon 

closer examination, turns out to be clients (i.e., individual 

offenders) in some instances, cases (i.e., legal sentences for 

which a single offender may have more than one or several) in 

other instances and a combination of cases and clients in still 

other instances. This is extremely confusing to all except the 

most careful and knowledgeable user. This report would be much 

~ 

~ 

more useful if it were reformatted to more clearly differentiate ~ 
between cases and clients. 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS 

The Division of Parole and Probation has made a substantial 

commitment of resources to design, implement and utilize a WRAS. 

The WRAS was designed using widely accepted and appropriate 

methods. The WRAS also appears to be used effectively and . 

consistently for allocations decisions and when used in 

combination with local conditions and considerations, workload 

data is a reasonable basis on which to make these decisions. 

However, the Division's commitment to the WRAS has waned in 

regard to the maintenance and refinement of the system. In 

addition, the Pivision has failed to educate Department staff and 

oversight officials fully about the advantages, design and 

operation of the WRAS. As a result, the WRAS lacks the general 

acceptance and creditability that is required for it to serve as 

a fully effective management tool. What is now required is a 

multifaceted action plan that must include: 1) a full and 

objective assessment of its strengths and limitations; 2) a 

reaffirmation of the commitment to manage by workload for 

assignments, allocations and budget development; 3) the 

establishment of an on~oing process for the reexamination and 

revalidation of its measures and methods; 4) the establishment of 

a central authority for the WRAS; and 5) a concerted effort to 

educate Department staff as well as budget and other oversight 

authorities as to its purposes, uses, methods, advantages and 

operations on a continuing basis. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-1 

The Division should develop clear and cogent justifications 
for the adjustments made to the workload standards for maximum, 
medium and minimum supervision which must be sufficient to 
withstand the scrutiny of oversight authorities . 
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RECOMMENDATION 14-2 

The Division should reassess the current workload standard 
for review (i.e. new) cases in light of changes to CKC policies 
which limit its application to cases in the maximum level of 
supervision. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-3 

The Division should modify the WRAS so that Agents will not 
receive credit for cases in review longer than 30 days and those 
past their expiration date. Supervisors should also monitor 
Agent caseloads on an ongoing basis to insure that corrective 
action is taken in these cases. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-4 

The Division should review the responsibilities of Agents for 
non-active and delinquent cases as the basis for reassessing 
current workload standards for these categories. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-5 

The Division should actively and aggressively pursue an 
agreement with the Judiciary on all levels (e.g. individual 
Judges, chief Judges, Court Administrators, etc.) to establish 
efficient procedures for the processing of supervision violators. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-6 

The Division should reaffirm its commitment to workload-based 
budgeting and insure that the form of budget justifications and 
presentations consistently utilizes workload measures and 
methods. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-7 

After a thorough consideration of all available options, the 
Department and Division should develop and articulate a strategy 
that will bring workload in balance with available staff 
resources. 
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RECOMMENDATION 14-8 

The current monthly case load summary report should be 
reformatted to clearly and consistently differentiate clients and 
cases. 

RECOMMENDATION '4-9 

The Division should establish a central authority to 
maintain, monitor and reassess the WRAS on an ongoing basis. 
This central authority should also serve as the repository for 
all WRAS documentation and communications so that Division may 
quickly respond to internal and external inquiries as to its 
design and operation. 

RECOMMENDATION '4-10 

The Division should develop, distribute and train Supervisors 
to utilize a special monthly "Overdue Report" which identifies 
cases which appear not to be supervised in accordance with 
policies and procedures. These types of cases include cases in 
review more than 30 days, maximum cases without CHC, overdue 
reassessments, cases past expiration and cases eligible for early 
termination or abatement. 

RECOMMENDATION '4-11 

If time in court for the processing of violations can be 
reasonably controlled, the Div.ision should consider modifying the 
WRAS to report court time separately or conduct a new time study 
in this specific area. 

RECOMMENDATION #4-12 

The Division should consider the conduct or another time 
study for Investigations using strict measures of quality 
control. 

RECOMMENDATION #4-13 

The Division should modify the WRAS to accommodate different 
amounts of training time for various Agent positions . 
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RECOMMENDATION 14-14 

The Division should reassess, and revise where w~rr8nted, the 
workload credit for all leave categories on an annual basis. 

RECOMMENDATION #4-15 

The Department should find alternative methods to expedite 
the hiring and training process for new Agents. 

RECOMMENDATION 14-16 

The Division should revise the format and content of the 
monthly statistical reports to meet the specific information 
requirements of individual Department and Division managers and 
should employ comparative (e.g. trend) data and illustrations 
where appropriate. 
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VIII. FOLLOW-UP ANALYSIS OF WORKLOAD RESOURCE ALLOCATION SYSTEM 

Based upon the initial review of the Workload Resource 

Allocation System and Agent allocation by the NIC consultants 

presented in sections I-VII above, Secretary Bishop L. Robinson 

contracted for consultant services to carry out a two-phase 

follow-up of the deficiencies cited in the workload system. 

First, a detailed analysis is to be conducted of the empirical 

basis currently used by the Division to calculate workload and a 

validated recalculation performed of the current workload units, 

currently reported as 1065 units per Agent. Secondly, based upon 

a revised mission statement and policy directives to carry out 

the Division's mission, an implementation plan will be 

promulgated to put in place a Workload Resource Allocation System 

and Agent allocation to achieve the agency mission and policy 

successfully. 

The following summarizes a five-step process for advancing 

the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation beyond the initial 

assessment to a resolution of key issues for case management and 

Workload Resource Allocation System, as well as a long-range plan 

to revise, implement, properly utilize and maintain these 

systems. These follow-up activities will be completed on or 

before March 1, 1989: 

STEP 1: Clarification of the goals and objectives of parole 

and probation supervision. The existing statements of the goals 

of supervision in law and in policy are overly broad, are too 

vague and do not establish clear priorities for field operations. 

The consultants will conduct structured meetings with the 

Secretary and other key Department and Division policy makers in­

order to: 1) review the range of potential goals and objectives 

of supervision (i.e., the desired outcomes); 2) develop a clearly 

articulated statement of goals and objectives including 

priorities; and 3) develop a detailed plan to operationalize 

these goals and objectives including the supervision techniques 

to be employed, specific offender selection criteria and the 

necessary resources to be obtained or redeployed. 
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STEP 21 Revision of Supervision Standards. These standards 

are the behavioral expectations for field Agents as to the type 

and frequency of client contacts and are established by Division 

policy. As reflected in the NIC findings, Agent contacts 

currently focus on the enforcement of court/Parole Commission-

ordered conditions. Further, the workload credits given for the 

various supervision levels vary significantly from those produced 

by the original time studies. On this basis, the consultants 

will conduct a meeting of a Task Group of Department and Division 

representatives as well as individual meetings with the Secretary 

and/or other key policy-makers and operational personnel in order 

to: 1) re-examine the original basis for the current supervision 

standards and workload credits; 2) develop a more accurat€ and 

defensible set of standards and credits reflecting current 

practice; and 3) develop a second set of standards and credits 

necessary to operationalize the revised goals and objectives 

statement developed in Step 1. 

The supervision standards and workload credits will be 

poli~y-based. In other words, they will be estimates of 

requirements and credits which can be later validated and/or 

revised based upon empirical studies (e.g., time studies) in the 

future when appropriate and when sufficient time is available. 

STEP 3: Recomputation of the time available or so-called 

"1065" figure currently used for the worklooad reporting system. 

The NIC review cited several areas of potential inaccuracy in the 

computation of this important workload component. The 

consultants will review Department records (e.g., personnel 

training, leave, etc.) and meet with a Department/Division Task 

Group (from Step 2) in order to: 1) reconstruct the original 

basis for the time available component; 2) identify alternative 

methods to correct inaccuracies; and 3) produce a more accurate 

and defensible figure. Again, appropriate empirical studies may 

be conducted to validate and/or revise this figure in the future 

when time permits. 

~ 

~ 

STEP 4: Recalculate Staff/Workload Ratio. Using the policy- ~ 
based adjustments to the supervision standards and workload 
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credits from steps 2 and 3, the consultants will work with 

Department/Division information systems personnel in order to: 1) 

reevaluate current staff/workload ratio; and 2) estimate the 
, 

staffing level required to implement the revised supervision 

standards consistent with the goals and objectives from Step 1. 

STEP 5! Final Report. The consultants will prepare a 

comprehensive final report detailing the processes and outcomes 

of Steps 1-4 as well as a long-range plan to operationalize the 

new supervision standards, techniques, etc. and to implement, 

maintain and utilize the revised Workload Resource Allocation 

System on an ongoing basis. The final report and recommendations 

will be submitted as a supplement to the present audit . 
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VOLUME 5 -- COURT-ORDERED COLLECTIONS 

Background 

Pursuant to a number of legal mandates, the Division of 

Parole and Probation acts upon Court Orders to collect certain 

money from sentenced offenders. The Court indicates the type of 

money to be collected in the Court Order as a fine, court cost, 

restitution or attorney's fee (for public defender costs). In 

addition to these ordered costs, the Division also may collect a 

2% fee from the offender calculated against the total Court 

ordered restitution amount. Finally, in a number of 

jurisdictions, the Division collects room and board charges and 

any other charges from an offender sentenced to the local work 

release program. The collection of such charges is ordered by 

the Court in the sentencing jurisdiction. 

The following audit is a review of the collection process 

established by the Division in order to fulfill its mandates with 

regard to Court-Ordered collections. The audit is divided into 

two parts each with recommendations; the first part is a review 

of the Live-In/work-Out Account/program set up to collect charges 

from offenders sentenced to local work release programs, and the 

second section reviews the Court-Or.uered collections for Fines, 

Costs and Restitution. 
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Live-In/ Work-Out Account 

Introduction 

Pursuant to Article 27, sections 639A, 645AA, 64·5K, 645M, 

645U, and 700E of the Annotated Code of Maryland and as ordered 

by the Court, the Division collects wages earned by the Live­

In/work-Out inmates who are serving sentences in local 

jurisdictions. These locally-sentenced inmates are employed in 

the community and return to the local detention center after work 

to serve their sentences. Wages earned by the offenders are then 

disbursed in accordance with the law, Court Order, and Division 

policy and procedure in order to cover expenses for room and 

board, clothing, court-ordered payments for support, fines, 

costs, restitution, two percent (2%) collection fee and attorney 

fees as well as personal expenses and any other services approved 

and stipulated by the Court or agreed to by the defendant. Any 

balance retained after such expenses are deducted is to be paid 

to offenders within 15 days of their release. 

Scope of the Audit 

During Fiscal Year 1988, 373 new Live-In/Work Out cases were 

opened and supervised. Additionally, some cases that were opened 

prior to Fiscal Year 1988 wera still open and under supervision 

during Fiscal Year 1988. As a result, there were 572 Live­

In/Work-Out cases supervised by the Division during Fiscal Year 

1988. Of these cases, a random sample of 75 cases (confidence 

level of 88.5%) was generated by the Research and Statistics Unit 

of the Office of the Secretary, using the Statistical package for 

Social Science (SPSS) software package. Lists of the sample 

cases selected for audit in each region were forwarded to the 

Regional Offices along with a request to have the files available 

for review on a specific date. The following is a breakdown by 

Administrative Region of the cases reviewed: 
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Region 

I 
III 

IV 

Table 5-1 
LIVE-IN/WORK-OUT CASE SAMPLE BY REGION 

Total Cases 

23 
22 
30 
~ 

% of Total Cases 

31% 
29 
40 

100% 

This percentage breakdown is consistent with the total 

distribution of Live-In/work-Out cases among the three Regions 

having Live-In/Work-Out Accounts. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The Live-In/Work-Out program is operated in three of the 

Division's four regions. Region II (Baltimore City) does not 

collect Live-In/Work-Out charges through the Division of Parole 

and Probation. Furthermore, only some of the counties within a 

Region have work release charges collected through the Division. 

The following is a breakdown of the counties ~~ithin each of the 

administrative Regions currently using the Division to collect 

Live-In/Work-Out charges: 
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Table 5-2 • 
COUNTIES USING THE DIVISION FOR LIVE-IN/WORK-OUT COLLECTIONS 

Region County 

I Caroline 
Kent 

II N/A 

III Howard 

IV Frederick 
Washington 
Allegany 
Garrett 

The map on Page 5-5 can be referred to for determining the 

counties within each Administrative Region. During FY 1988, a 

total of $318,617 was collected for this program through each of 

the three Regions. 

Operation of Live-In/work-Out Account 

The Division's policy for the Live-In/Work-Out program is 

based upon Article 27, Section 645(M) of the Annotated Code of 

Maryland requiring work release clients to submit their paychecks 

to the Division. The checks are deposited by the Division in the 

State Treasurer's account through the designated banking 

institution to the credit of the State Treasurer of Maryland and 

accounted for to the Comptroller. Disbursements transmittals are 

prepared and forwarded to the Comptroller of the Treasury for 

payment. 
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Regional Working Fund 

Disbursements are made through the Regional Working Fund 

accounts. The working fund is then reimbursed by the 

Comptroller. There is a problem with the amount of time it takes 

for the checks to be returned from the Comptroller's Office to 

the Regional Office to replenish the working fund. The turn­

around time from the office to Annapolis to the office is suppose 

to take approximately one week after receipt of the Division's 

transmittal. However, in one office as of November 22, 1988, 

transmittals were outstanding from November 7 and 14, 1988. 

As a result of this lag in turn-around time for 

reimbursement, the working fund is not replenished; and 

therefore, funds are not available for the current weeks Live­

In/Work-Out disbursements. This creates a hardship for the 

families of the clients who depend on the inmates income for 

support and daily living. Some judges recognizing this hardship, 

are ordering the client to only pay jail expenses and to retain 

his paycheck. Some detention centers are also directing the 

clients to pay only the jail expense and directly to the jail. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-1 

The Division should review the problem with turn-around time 
and confer with the Comptroller's Office in order to determine 
the specific nature of the problem. One approach to be 
considered would be a direct computer link with the Comptroller's 
Office in Annapolis or the establishment of a courier service 
that could ensure prompt delivery of the transmittal and 
reimbursement. 
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4It Accounting Procedures 

4It 

4It 

The three Regions have developed accounting procedures 

consistent with the operation of the local work release programs 

within their Regions. As a result, procedures differ among the 

Regions. For example, some detention centers charge the inmates 

room and board weekly while others only charge for days at work. 

Therefore, a Region will collect accordingly. In another case, 

some Regions disbursed the jail expenses weekly and other Regions 

hold the jail expense until the offender is released from jail. 

Additionally, each Region uses Live-In/Work-Out forms indigenous 

to the Region. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-2 

While it is understood that each Region may have local 
detention center programs with varying operating procedures, 
forms in use by the Regions should be consistent and recognized 
as official Division forms rather tnan specific to a Region. 

Case, Supervision 

The duties of the Agents assigned to supervise the Live­

In/Work-Out cases include review of the work release contract 

with the inmate; collection of the inmate paycheck and delivery 

to the Regional Office for diabursement; monitoring of the work 

release inmate's work hours; requesting disciplinary hearings for 

work release inmates who violate the conditions of work release; 

and answering inquiries from inmates, family members, employers, 

attorneys, the courts and the public regarding the program. The 

work release inmates are treated like other supervision cases and 

are categorized according to the Division's case classification 

scheme (see Volume 3 of this audit report). 

It is noted in Region IV (Western Maryland) that the Regional 

Office has not received any active cases from Allegany County in 
\ 

approximately one year. However, the Regional Office has not 

received notice from the County Detention Center that the County 

is assuming responsibility for administering the program. 
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RECOMMENDATION #5-3 

The Division should contact Allegany County and request the 
status of the Division's continued administration of the Live­
In/Work-Out program. 

Status/Disposition Reporting 

There is a communication problem among the detention centers, 

Agents and the fiscal units. Review of the case files disclosed 

that several clients had been released from the detention centers 

up to three weeks before the supervising Agents knew of the 

releases. In some cases, the Agents determined the status of an 

individual by calling the detention center concerning a different 

case and at that time were informed that their client had been 

released. Agents must continually call the detention centers 

when they want to know if their clients have been released 

because they are not routinely informed at the time of release. 

• 

As a result, Regional fiscal units have cases open for which they • 

have not received status information for several weeks. In some 

instances, several requests for information had been sent to the 

supervision Agents from the fiscal units, but no response was 

received. Supervision of these cases appeared to have been 

discontinued prior to this audit without written notification 

submitted to the Regional fisc:al unit. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-4 

Representatives of the Division and the Detention Centers 
should meet to establish a routine method of reporting status and 
release information on the work release offender. It is also 
recommended that supervising Agents advise the fiscal units of 
any change in an offender's work release status. Furthermore, 
Agents shoQld promptly forward the appropriate supporting 
documentation for any status to the fiscal units. Finally, while 
it is recognized that some of the delay by the Agents in 
responding to the fiscal units' inquiries is due to the problems 
with the detention centers, Agents should respond to the fiscal 
units explaining delays in answering their questions. 
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Bad Checks 

Some checks from employers made payable to the work release 

clients have been returned for insufficient funds. However, the 

Regional Office has already disbursed funds in anticipation of 

those checks and as a result the working fund is in debt by the 

amount of the checks. The Division apparently has no legal 

remedy for obtaining payment from the employer. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-5 

The Division should obtain legal advice from the Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Services' legal counsel 
regarding the Division's authority to obtain restitution for bad 
checks. 

Prisoner Earnings 

Under the provisions of Article 27, Section 645M, of the 

Annotated Code of Maryland, "The earnings of prisoners shall be 

collected by the Division of Parole and Probation, the County 

Prob~tion Department or the Warden of the Baltimore City Jail." 

Tests of the transactions disclosed that some prisoners are only 

remitting funds to cover room and board and various other 

disbursements, and are not turning over their entire paycheck to 

the Division. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-6 

In order to be in compliance with Article 27, Section 645M, 
of the Annotated Code of Maryland, work release offenders who do 
not turn over their entire paycheck should be considered in 
violation of their conditions of work release and a violation 
report should be forwarded to the Court. If the offender's 
paycheck is to be handled otherwise, confirmation should be 
obtained from the Court through an amended Court Order. 

Case Files and Documentation 

Better care should be exercised by the Agents in the 

maintenance of the case files. In some instances, workpapers and 

5-9 



reports are loosely placed in the case files. As a result, 

papers are lost, separated or misplaced. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-7 

All workpapers should be secured in the files and in a manner 
(e.g., chronologically) that the papers can be easily reviewed 
and updated. 

Verifying Signatures/Internal Control 

Senior Agents are not required to obtain their supervisors' 

signatures on Form 43's (Case Record Update Form) and Form 53's 

(Case Record Input-Intake Form), except for those cases involving 

money. Obviously, all Live-In/work-Out cases involve money. 

However, a review of the closing Form 43's disclosed that 

supervisors did not initial or sign the forms. Additionally, the 

• 

Agents did not identify themselves as senior Agents on the form; • 

therefore, it was unknown if the senior Agents are exempt from 

obtaining their supervisors' signatures due to their 

classification, or if, in fact, the supervisor was required to 

sign off on the reports. 

Further review of the Form 53's also disclosed an internal 

control problem. Some of the forms did not have all the required 

initials or signatures. Without the required initials or 

signatures, there is no verification that the information 

recorded is accurate, valid, or entered on the automated OBSCIS 

II system. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-8 

On all closing Form 43's that involve money, the supervisor 
should review and approve the closings. It is also recommended 
that senior Agents note their classification on the closing 43's 
as well as other 43's. In addition, all information should be 
reviewed by the designated supervisory personnel and documented • 
with appropriate initials or signatures. 
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~ Case Closings 

~ 

~ 

During the audit, cases were found closed approximately 43 

days after the client was released from the detention center. 

The Division's procedures are silent with regard to a time limit 

for closing Live-In/Work-Out Cases after release. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-9 

The Division should establish a time limit for closing Live­
In/Work-Out Cases. In addition, while part of the problem may be 
the lack of communication between the detention center and the 
Agent, nothing prevents the Agent from phoning the detention 
center on a regular basis in order to obtain information. 
Therefore, until a procedure is established, supervising Agents 
should routinely (daily, weekly) call the local detention center 
for that information. 
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Fines, C08ts and Restitution Collections 

Introduction 

Agent case files were reviewed for compliance with State law 

and agency policy and procedures on the collection of fines, 

costs, restitution, public defender fees and the 2% collection 

fee for restitution. During FY 1988 there were 17,019 intakes 

opened with Court-Ordered special conditions of Fines, Costs, or 

Restitution. The table below displays the amount of fines, costs 

and restitution ordered by the court for those cases opened 

during FY 1988 as reflected on a computer printout generated on 

August 3, 1988. 

Table 5-2 
FINES, COSTS AND RESTITU'rION ORDERED FY 1988 

Restitution Fines Costs 
Amount Amount Amount 

Region Ordered Ordered Ordered 

HQts $ 11,205 $ -0- $ 85 

I 684,988 398,383 139,510 

II 3,148,839 742,713 409,802 

III 2,255,784 352,915 247,460 

IV 2,178,635 558,196 343,516 

Total 8,279,452 2,052,209 1,140,374 

Scope of Audit 

For FY 1988, 6,312 cases (37\) were closed with money 

outstanding. Of the 6,318 cases closed, a random sample of 130 

cases (confidence level of 91\) was generated by the Research and 
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4It Statistics Unit of the Office of the Secretary, using the 

Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) software 

package. Notice of the date of audit and list of cases selected 

for each region were forwarded to the four Regional Offices with 

a request to have the files available for review on the specified 

date. 

4It 

4It 

Following is a breakdown by Region of the total sample cases 

reviewed: 

Table 5-3 
SAMPLE FCR CASES BY REGION 

Region Total Cases % of Total Cases 

I 15 10% 
II 77 60 
III 19 15 
IV 19 15 

130 100% 

The sample of 130 cases closed totaled $65,689.96 of money 

outstanding. The highest amount owed was $3,194.30 and the 

smallest amount was $6.34. The average amount per case was 

$505."31. Of the 130 sample cases tested, four (4) cases files 

could not be located -- two (2) in Region II and one each in 

Region III and IV. 

Findings and Conclusions 

Review of the Division's Mandates for FCR Collections 

In accordance with Articles 27, 27A, 38, and Title I of the 

Annotated Code of Maryland, when directed by the Court or Parole 

Commission, the Division collects payment for fines, costs, 

restitution, and public defender's fees from offenders. The 

Division may also collect a fee for the collection of 

restitution, up to two percent (2%). The Division is mandated to 

disburse periodically to the payee, designated by the Court or 

Parole Commission, the monies which it collects. On June 17, 

1976, Chief Judge Robert C. Murphy issued guidelines for the 
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collection and supervision of cases involving fines, costs, 4It 
restitution, and attorney's fees. These guidelines are part of 

the Division's operating procedures. 

In some cases the Court allows the defendant the option of 

performing community service in lieu of the payment of monies 

ordered. This is usually done through an amended Court Order. 

Although court costs and public defenders' fees are collected by 

the Division, these appear not to be a mandated responsibility. 

Title I, Section 605 of the Annotated Code of Maryland specifies 

that the Chief Judge, 

in conjunction with the State Comptroller, establish a 
system for the collection and remittance of costs, fines, 
penalties, and forfeitures collected by the District Court. 

Although it appears that this section does not require the 

Division to collect court-ordered fines and costs, the Division's 

Operating Man.ual cites Section 605 as the statutory authority for 

the Division's collection responsibility for fines and costs. 

The Division's Operating Manual also cites Article 27A, 

Section 7(£) as the statutory authority to collect Public 

Defender'S fees. This article states that, 

The Department of Budget & Fiscal Planning, on behalf of the 
Public Defender and in the name of the State shall do all 
things necessary and proper to collect all moneys due to the 
State by way of reimbursement for services rendered pursuant 
to t:his article. (g). .. The amount, time, and method of 
payment shall be established by the court. In all other 
cases of reimbursement for services rendered, collection 
shall be made in accordance with subsection (f). 

This section also does not specify that payment of Public 

Defender fees be made through the Division. 

However, there is statutory authority for the collection of 

fines, restitution, and the 2% collection fee. Article 38, 

Section 4 states: 

When a court imposes a fine upon an individual, the court 
may direct .... that the fine be remitted to a probation 
agency or officer, who shall report to the court in the 
event of any failure to comply with the order. 

Furthermore, Article 27 Section 640 states, 

Restitution is made by the defendant to the Division of 
Parole and Probation ... The Division shall forward any 
payments or return of property in satisfaction of the order. 
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~ In addition, Article 27 Section 640 (4) states, 

• 

~ 

The Division may assess additional fees not to exceed 2 
percent of the amount of the order to pay for administrative 
costs of collecting payments or property. These fees shall 
be paid by the defendant. 

with respect to the two percent (2%) fee, since the fee is 

not a court-ordered fee, the court does not enforce the payment of 

the fee by the parolee or probationer. Additionally, since the 

law states that the Division may assess a fee instead of shall 

assess a fee; the Division cannot use the nonpayment of the 2 

percent fee as a reason to violate a client. As a result, cases 

can expire with the 2 percent fee still outstanding and thus will 

appear on the Division's exception report. 

Finally, it is clear that the courts have the authority to 

order payments and direct who or what agency is to collect the 

payments, as well as any special payment conditions. For 

example, the Court can have the Sheriff's Department of a local 

jurisdiction collect such costs or fees. However, if the 

Division is to continue to collect court costs and public 

defender fees, the basis for this responsibility should be 

clearly stated in the Annotated Code of Maryland. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-10 

The Division should, in conjunction with the Attorney 
General's Office, make a complete review of its statutory 
mandates, and consistent with Department policy, make 
recommendations for legislative revisions. 

Case Closings 

At the time of case closing, a type of closing outcome must 

be selected which best describes the status of the case. Some 

cases are closed as cease interest-warrant outstanding. The code 

is used when the court has ordered the interest of the Division 

to cease until the client is picked up on the warrant. 

The Agent must also determine a fines, costs, and 

restitution (FCR) outcome at the time of closing. The FCR 
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outcome has three types of closing: D-deemed uncollectable, T­

termination, and S-Satisfactory. The Agents Manual instructs the 

Agents to use the T code when a case is closed by cease interest­

warrant outstanding. The audit found cases with incorrect FCR 

outcome of "0" for deemed uncollectable. However, only the 

court can abate or deem monies uncollectable. Accordingly, this 

code should only be used when there is a Court Order indicating 

such a basis for the non-collection. 

RECOMMENDATION '5-11 

The Agents should exercise greater care when marking the FCR 
outcome block during case closings. Furthermore, supervisors 
should use greater care when reviewing the closing Form 43's. 

According to Division procedures, Agents select the type of 

close that best describes the status of the case at the time of 

closing based on the following definitions: 

Cease interest--warrant outstanding - The court has ordered 

the interest of the Division to cease until such time as the 

client is picked up on the unserved warrant. 

'Revoked - New Offense Probation or parole is revoked by 

the Court or Parole Commission on the basis of the commission or 

conviction of a new offense. For probation cases, incarceration 

mayor may not be imposed by the Court when probation is revoked. 

Unsatisfactory - Other- The client's supervision is 

unsatisfactory and the case is ordered closed by the court or 

Parole Commission. 

Revoked - Technical Probation or parole is revoked by the 

Court or Parole Commission because of technical violation of the 

conditions. For probation cases, incarceration mayor may not be 

imposed when probation is revoked. 

Satisfactory - The client has satisfactorily completed the 

conditions of parole or probation. 

Expiration - The maximum expiration date has been reached 

and the client has generally complied with the terms of their 

supervision. 
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~ The following is a breakdown by type of closing noted above for the 130 

sample cases: 

Table 5-4 
FCR CASE CLOSING SAMPLE BY TYPE OF CLOSING 

Region/ Cease Int./ Rev. Unsat.- Rev.-
ICases/% warr. o/s New Off. Other Tech Sat. Exp. Death 

I-15 5 7 1 2 0 0 0 

II-77 29 14 14 10 1 8 3 

III-19 3 2 4 5 0 4 1 

IV-19 2 8 3 3 0 2 1 

130/100% 39/30% 29/22% 22/17% 20/15% 1/1% 14/11% 5/4% 

~ 

~ 
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Region 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

As the table indicates, eleven percent (11%) of the 130 cases • 

were closed with mouey outstanding at expiration. However, the 

Division's policy is not to close any case by expiration when money 

is outstanding. These cases were reviewed in order to determine 

whether there was non compliance with agency policy or procedure 

which may have contributed to the closing with money outstanding. 

The Table below displays the results of the audit findings for the 

fourteen (14) cases closed by expiration with money outstanding: 

Table 5-5 
AUDIT OF FCR CASES WITH MONEY OUTSTANDING 

Case 
File 

Total Court Modified To Warrant Warrant Court Deemed Not 
Cases Community Service Issued Ceased Uncollectable Found Other 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8 5 1 1 0 1 0 • 4 1 0 0 2 1 0 

2 0 0 0 1 0 1 

14 6 1 1 3 2 1 

• 
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the cases are not actually closed when placed in a "cease 

interest-warrant outstanding" status, it is not inppropriat~ to 

use a "Y" for the FCR outcome. 

There is also no Division policy regarding the length of 

time between when a warrant is issued by the court and when a 

case is closed. In fact, the audit showed that the amount of 

time varies among Regions, ranging from three years to as soon as 

the warrant is issued. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-13 

The Division should develop a policy to establish the length 
of time allowed from when a warrant is issued to when a case can 
be closed (as in "cease interest-warrant outstanding" cases). In 
addition, the Fo~~ 43 should be modified or procedures revised, 
whichever is cost-efficient, to include a "Y" code for use in the 
FCR outcome block in order to designate the "cease interest­
warrant outstanding" case closings. 

Case Folders 

Better care should be exercised by the Agents in the 

maintenance of the case files. Work papers and reports are 

loosely placed in the case files and, as a result, papers could 

easily be lost, separated, or misplaced. Additionally, the 

\olorkpapers are not organized in a specific manner (i. e. , 

chronologically or by events). 

RECOMMENDATION #5-14 

All workpapers should be secured in the files and in such a 
manner, that the papers can be easily reviewed and updated. 

Closing Documentation 

When a client is found by the court to be in violation of 

• 

• 

probation, the judges usually close the current probation case • 

and deem uncollectable any monies that were ordered in the case. 
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The reasons for closing by expiration vary. The follwiong is 

a description by Region of these cases: 

~egion II - 8 cases closed by expiration: 5 cases were closed 

due to community service served in lieu of court-

ordered monies; 1 case could not be located. For each of the 

three remaining cases the field note entries made it difficult to 

understand exactly why the cases were closed. Based upon the 

Agents case closing information, the field note entry for one 

case noted "payment-case closed"; however $35 is still appearing 

as outstanding on the exception report. The field note entry for 

the second case notes that "the court will request a warrant. We 

close interest. Don't request another warrant- court won't sign 

two." The third case was closed by the Agent and noted in the 

field notes as closing "due to interest in the outstanding 

warrant ceasing." 

Region III - 4 cases closed by expiration: 1 case could not 

be located; 2 cases had monies deemed uncollectable by the 

court; and in one case the court rescinded restitution. 

Region IV - Two (2) cases closed by expiration: in one case 

the court ordered the monies deemed uncollectable and the client 

placed on unsupervised probation; the other case involved a 

missing money order which is currently being investigated. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-12 

Supervisors should take greater care in reviewing cases at 
cloSing in order to ensure proper reporting of cloSing status. 
In addition, office practices should be reviewed to ensure that 
case files are not misplaced or lost. 

Warrant Policy 

The audit identified some "cease interest warrant 

outstanding" cases with a FeR outcome of "Y", a code designation 

not identified in the manual for use with this data element. A 

"Y" code is actually used elsewhere on the reporting form to 

signify "stayed" or "hold" status for a warrant. However, since 
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The only documentation or verification of this new court action 

are the entries recorded by the Agents in their field notes. 

There is potential for abuse by the Agents to deem monies 

uncollectable, without court approval, since no other 

documentation is available to verify either the court's decision 

or the Agent's field note entries. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-15 

The Division and the Courts should confer to develop a method 
that will provide needed verification of new court action. On~ 
alternative is for the Division to develop a form that would be 
signed by the judge (or designee) to provide the needed 
documentation. At a minimum the Division should require more 
detail i~ the Agents' field notes; e.g., the judges name, court, 
docket number, and any other relevant information to document 
when the monies are deemed uncollectable. 

Payment Schedules 

The Division sets up the payment schedules in order to 

ensure that all monies ordered by the Court are paid before the 

expiration of the case. As a result of Edwards vs. State of 

Maryland, 67 Md.App. 276 (1986), the Division cannot enforce 

payment schedules unless directed by the Court. If the court 

wants the probationer to make installment payments, this should 

be specified as a condition orr"the order for probation. The 

Court should either establish the schedule or direct the Division 

to determine one. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-16 

The Division's policy should indicate that Agents should 
request, when possible, that judges determine a payment schedule 
on the court order to ensure the payment of ordered monies before 
the expiration of the case. Furthermore, if a payment schedule 
is not recorded on the court order, the Agent should return the 
probation order to the court and ask the court to determine the 
payment plan. These actions should be documented in the case 
files . 
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Internal Control • 

As in the case of Live-In/Work-Out accounts, a review of the 

Form 53's and 43's disclosed an internal control problem. Some 

of the forms did not have all the required initials or 

signatures. Without the required initials or signatures there is 

no verification that the information recorded is accurate, valid 

or entered on the system. In addition, senior Agents are not 

required to obtain their supervisors' signatures on Form 43's 

except for those cases involving money. All the cases reviewed 

for this audit involved cases closed with money outstanding. 

However, a review of the closing Form 43's disclosed that the 

supervisors did not initial or sign these forms, even though 

court- ordered monies were involved. Additionally, the Agents 

did not identify themselves as senior Agents on the form; 

therefore it was unknown if the senior Agents were exempt from 

obtaining their supervisors signature due to their classification 

or if the supervisor was required to sign off on the reports. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-17 

All information should be reviewed by the appropriate 
personnel and the review process should be documented with 
appropriate initials or signatures. It is also recommended that 
on all closing Form 43's that involve court-ordered monies, the 
supervisor should review and approve the closing. Finally, it is 
recommended that senior Agents document their classification on 
the closing Form 43's and all other Form 43's during supervision. 

Community Service 

In some cases, judges will allow the defendant the option of 

performing community service in lieu of the payment of the monies 

ordered. In these cases, the conditions of the court are 

satisfied by the performance of the community service, and the 

cases are closed. However, these cases repeatedly appear on the 

computer exception list as cases closed with money outstanding 

since a classification for peforming community service has not 

been developed for the system. 
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RECOMMENDATION '5-18 

In order to add clarity to the exception list and to have 
each case reflect a true balance of money due, a code for 
community service should be developed for reporting purposes. 
The Division should make whatever changes are necessary so the 
accounting and reporting system will properly reflect the correct 
status of all accounts. 

Miscellaneous Errors 

Isolated errors were found which could have been corrected 

with closer supervisory monitoring. Specifically, these errors 

included: cases with field notes missing and in which the last 

field note entry was made several years before the case closed, 

no death certificate was on file to document the death of a 

client as required by Division policy; direct payments reported 

without documentation on file; incomplete and incorrect 

information on the Form 43; and Court-ordered monies due February 

1, 1987 but a warrant was not requested until May, 1987. 

RECOMMENDATION #5-19 

Greater care should be taken, specifically by supervisory 
personnel, in monitoring closure of cases. The Division should 
review regulC)rly supegvisory approval of case closings. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Drinking Driver Monitoring Program (DDMP) is one of the 
five components established by the Governor's Task Force on the 
Drinking Driver to provide "a specialized probation service for 
offenders convicted for or given probation before judgment for 
driviqg while intoxicated (DW1) or driving under the influence 
(DU I) ,t • 

The program provides for a central administrative 
headquarters, twelve district offices located throughout the 
State and numerous monitoring sites to receive offenders and to 
verify compliance with their conditions of probation. Monitor 
personnel schedule meetings with offenders, usually on a weekly 
basis, to verify attendance at required meetings and/or 
counseling and to identify whether the offenders remain abstinent 
from alcohol or drugs. The monitors are required to notify the 
courts when the offenders violate the conditions of their 
probation. 

The program has been administered by The Department of 
Public Safety and C~rectional Services since May, 1984, however, 
it is funded by the Transportation Trust Fund. The program 
expended approximately 2.76 million dollars in Fiscal Year (FY) 
88 and has budgeted approximately 3.74 million dollars for FY 89. 

We 
percent 
visited. 

reviewed 159 case files representing approximately 1 
of the 13,379 active case files at the 9 district offices 

We randomly sampled the files from the computer 
terminal lists where available. We also observed the generated 

process of 
districts. 

monitors meeting with offenders in several of the 
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A. SCOPE OF AUDIT: 

Our audit of the DDMP at the Department of Public Safety and 
Correctional Services cove~ed the areas of responsibility as 
defined in the Maryland Division of Parole arid Probation 
Operations Manual for the program involving the review of the 
follo~.ing : 

1 ) 

2) 

3 ) 

4 ) 

5) 

6 ) 

'J) 

8 ) 

9) 

10) 

Timeliness of the intake process. 

Documentation of statistical information. 

Periodic re-arrest checks on offenders. 

Verification of conditions of probation for offenders 
and related documentation. 

Uniform treatment of non-compliance. 

Monitor contact with treatment providers. 

Notification of courts of non-compliance. 

Supervisory review of monitor performance. 

Accurate statistical reporting • 

Allocation of monitor personnel. 

Our audit was performed in accordance with General 
Accounting Office Standards. The scope of the audit was designed 
to provide assurance that: 

1) Personnel were allocated to most efficiently manage the 
case load of the division. 

2) The DDMP is being effectively administeLed. 

3) The contact and the frequency thereof between the DDMP 
monitoring personnel and the individual offenders is of 
value. 

B. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 
The cases referred to the program from either the courts or 

the Medical Advisory Board of the Motor Vehicle Administration 
are assigned to monitors, transferred to other districts or held 
in pending (pre-intake) status. The monitors maintain their own 
case files and log information on a partially installed 
computerized database system. They also prepare a status report 
of their cases to the district supervisor who submits a Monthly 
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Statistical Report to headquarters. 

We were unable to assess the effectiveness of the DDMP since 
no criteria exists establishing standards for effective 
performance. Additionally, there are no standards to evaluate 
the contact and frequency between monitor personnel and offenders 
! n t: h ~:. pro g ram. 

During the course of our audit, we identified several areas 
where performance could be improved. 

1. Inadequate control exists in both the manual and the 
computerized system over the cases managed by the DDMP. 
An example of an effective contt"ol would be a control 
number assigned to cases so they can be tracked through 
the program. At present, the only controls in effect 
are the maintenance of manual logs as cases are 
referred to the program and the confidence placed on 
the monitors to properly maintain and secure the case 
files and reporting cards. This lack. of control allows 
for the possibility of Eiles being lost, destroyed or 
deliberately discarded without detection. For example, 
we noted the number of cases listed on the Monthly 
Statistical Reports as transferred to other districts 
did not agree with the number of cases transferred in. 

... 

• 

Z. We cannot accurately identify the number of cases. 
assigned to the program due in part to the above 
deficiencies. In addition we noted a lack of 
standardized forms and methods of preparing the monthly 
status reports of cases by the monitors. Subsequently, 
we found the Monthly Statistical Reports to be 
inaccurate and unreliable. In District US, Prince 
George's County, the October 31, 1988 statistical 
report identified 2,645 active cases, as compared to an 
actual count of 2,227 files on hand. The computer 
system is not now being used to prepare statistical 
reports. 

3. The Monthly Statistical Reports do not reflect accurate 
caselond totals and do not contain pertinent 
information for the district supervisors to effectively 
allocate cases to monitors and make adjustments in 
manpower. The reports do not contain sufficient 
information to assess the monitor I s current workload. 
For instance, we noted monthly reports that included 
active cases to be closed but were still outstanding. 
Also, offenders who had violated the conditions of 
their probation (VOP) and had been issued bench 
warrants were carried as active cases and were included 
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4. 

5 • 

6 • 

in the monitor's caseload. We also noted offenders 
listed as "minimum supervision" 'who do not have to 
contact the monitors on a weekly basis. It does not 
appear the number of cases assigned to a ~onitor is an 
accurate measure of the monitor's workload. 

The DDMP management allocates manpower based on 
caseload. Using the Monthly Statistical Report dated 
June 30, 1988, we computed the average statewide 
caseload per monitor to be 236, ranging from a low of 
147 in District 113 (Upper Eastern Shore Counties) to a 
high of 377 for District 1111 (Frederick/Washington 
Counties). Although we consider the statistical 
reports to be unreliable, we are concerned about the 
apparent disparity of the assignment of caseload. 
Additionally, we believe this disparity impairs the 
value of the contact between the offender and the 
mo nit 0 r, par tic u 1 a r 1 yin tho sed is t ric t s wit h a hi g h 
offender/monitor ratio. 

One of the purposes and objectives of the DDMP is "to 
provide the Maryland Courts with a viable sentencing 
alternative for DWI/DU! offenders". We noted a range 
of participation by the various district and circuit 
court judges in the program. Some judges and circuit 
courts do not use the program. 

We noted nume~ous errors and omissions in the 
documentation formed in the offender case files, and 
evidence of non-compliance with requirements and 
standards set forth in aforementioned Operations 
Manual. None of the discrepancies were significant in 
and of themselves but indicated a lack of supervisory 
review of the case files. 

We found a major stre'ngth of the DDMP to be the positive 
attitude exhibited by the administration and staff during the 
course of our review, offering a strong commitment to make the 
program successful in spite of working conditions and caseload. 

" c. RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Based on our audit, we recommend a comprehensive study 
of the DDMP be performed by a Task Force comprised of 
representatives of the Department of Parole and 
Probation, Department o,f Transportation and the 
District and Circuit Courts of Maryland. Areas of 
study should include: 

a) The development of criteria to assess the 
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2 • 

3 • 

4 • 

effectiveness of the OOMP in subsequent 
years. 4It 

b) The development of criteria to assess the 
value and frequency of individual monitor 
contact with offenders. 

c) The development of an effective automated 
data processing system that would allow for 
adequate control of case file records and 
provide management with meaningful statistics 
to effectively administer the program. This 
should also include an examination of 
internal security controls and access 
restriction measures. 

d) An examination of ways to increase the 
courts' participation in the OOMP and improve 
cooperation regarding the preparation and 
transfer of documents, scheduling of hearings 
and other mutually beneficial areas of 
concern. 

e) An analysis of staffing and 
ODMP employees based on 
workload. 

compensation for 
actual monitor 

We recommend the OOMP immediately establish new 
procedures for collecting statistical information that 
accurately identifies offender caseload, including 
written instruction to preparers and standardized forms 
to assure consistency in collection of data. 

We recommend the filling of the intermediate 
supervisory positions that have been proposed. 

We recommend a subsequent audit of the DOMP to include 
a review of any new systems as they are developed and a 
review of the entire program when the recommendations 
are implemented. 
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Implementation of electronic monitorins proerams could ban 
a beneficial effect on tbe manasement of the state cor­
rectional system population. 

Before a decision is made to implement a state lenl elec­
tronic monitorinl prosram, top manasement must make a 
clear commitment to the prosram both In terms of Its 
policy implications and its fiscal and work load imp'lct. 

If an electronic monitorlnl proeram is Implemented at the 
state level, tbe target Iroups for participation ousht to be 
persons lodeed In the various pre-rele~se centers, maximum­
level probationers or first-time, non,iolent offenders who 
otherwise would be confined 'In state penal institutions for 
short periods of time. - . 

Implementation of a state-leveG electronic monitorias 
proeram oueht to beeln on a limited test-site basis. 

10 institutius an electronic monitoriae program a hiBh 
priority commitment needs to be made to the pre-implemen­
tatioil tasks critical to the success of any proera •• 

Competent, dedicated and experienced probation aad parole 
staff need to be aUrac,ted to participate In sn electronic 
monltorin~ p'roeram and Incentives will need to be developed 
to eacouraKe their participation . 
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I. INTRODl.'CTION 

A. Backeround 

The Maryland Department of Public S3fety and Corre.:tional Services requested 

technical assistance from the Bureau of Justice Assistance's Adjudication Technical 

Assistance Project (AT AP) operating under the auspices of the EMT Group. Inc., to 

determine the feasibility of using electronic monitoring/house arrest programs for high 

risk probationers. The request for assistance was motivated by a desire on the part of 

the Department to explore creative ways of addressing resource limitation problems in 

the corrections area and to be responsive to a direction from the Joint Appropriations 

Committee of the Maryland General Assembly to analyze and report on "{t)he use of 

innovative electronic surveillance to provide intensive probation supervision of high risk 

offenders.. • 

Like most of its sister states, Maryland is experiencing problems in its state and 

local corrections systems resulting from capacity restrictions and physical plant 

limitations. As a result of a unique statute that requires the state to fully finance the 

cost of constructing or renovating county-level corrections institutions. the state of 

correctional facilities at the local level is superior to that at the state level where 

• several penal institutions are approaching or have passed the 100 year-old landmark. At 

the time of the technical assistance study. the state corrections system in Maryland 

housed an estimated 13,600 convicted persons and another 93,335 persons were technically 

under some type of postincarceration supen;ision by the Parole and Probation Division of 

the Department, although the lessor number of 50,469 persons are under active 

supervision. Also, at the time of the study. the Department, under the leadership of 

Secretary Bishop Robinson, is developing a comprehensive, long-term plan for the 

corrections system in Maryland, within which an electro~ic monitoring/house arrest 

program may be a component. The plan is being prepared for eventual presentation to 

the Maryland legislature. 

• 

The Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services is a cabinet­

level agency of government providing services in two major areas: law enfortement 

(state police), and corrections (correctional services). The Department has approximately 

9,300 employs and an annual budget of approximately $500 million. 

The technical assistance team wishes to express its gratitude to Secretary Robinson 

for the courtesies extended to it by him and his staff during the site wOlrk. We are 

especially grateful to Dr. Henry R. Lesansky. Director of Audits and Compliance for the 
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Department who served as the local coordinator for this assignment and arranged the 

team's site schedule. 

B. Study MethodQlogv 

The specific objectives of the technical assistance study were identified and refined 

by AT AP and Department staff prior to the site work by the technical assistance team. 

As articulated in the charge to the technical assistance team, these study objectives 

included: 

o Assessment of the feasibility of instituting electronic monitoring 
programs. 

o Identification of g'oups of persons who might appropriately participate in 
electronic monitoring programs. 

o Identification of screening criteria for individuals identified within the 
target groups for participation. 

o Identification of the appropriate supervision level needed to be provided 
to persons participating in an electronic monitoring program. 

o Identification of how referrals to electronic monitoring programs ought to 
be made. 

o Identification of how electronic monitoring might be funded most notably 
whether user fees should be assessed. 

o Identification of electronic monitoring eqaipment alternatives and what 
factors are relevant when making equipment selection decisions. 

o Identification of personnel and other such costs involved in administering 
an electronic monitoring prouam. 

o Identification of policy issues relevant to the implementation of an 
electronic monitoring program. 

During the site work, several other significant issues emerged, including (a) the 

continued development of local electronic monitoring programs and how to assure that 

any state-level development complements such efforts and (b) questions relating to target 

populations for electronic monitoring and whether such programs ought to be limited to 

persons in a probationary status or extended to persons who otherwise would be housed 

in a state correctional institution. 

7-2 

• 

• 

• 



• 
C. Consultants Assigned and Site Schedule 

The consultants a;\signed by the A TAP to conduct this study were: R. William 

Lindeli, State Court Administrator for Oregon, a jurisdiction which has given considerable 

attention to the use of electronic monjtoring~ Leonard Flynn, retired Director of Florida's 

Department of Probation and Parole which had made extensive use of electronic 

monitoring under Mr. Flynn's direction; Terry Gassaway, Director of the Clackamas 

County (Oregon City), Oregon Corrections Department which has been using electronic 

monitoring for a number of years; and David Dreese, Chief Probation Officer for Berrien 

County (St Joseph), Michigan which has also been using various electronic monitoring 

techniques for probationers. Mr. Linden served as team leader for the study and 

compiled this technical assistance report. 

The site work occurred on December 15*16, 1988, at the Department's headquarters 

in Pikesville, Maryland. On December IS, the technical assistance team was briefed 

extensively by Dr. Lesansky, met with Steven Bocian, Manager, Special Field Services, 

and attended a meeting with representatives of local electronic monitoring programs. On 

D'ccember 16, the team again met with Dr. Lcsansky and then discussed a broad range of 

issues relating to electronic monitoring with Department Secretary Bishop Robinson. A 

complete list of persons interviewed or met with during the site work is attached at 

• Appendix A. 

• 

Prior to the site work, the consulting teams reviewed extensive materials prepared 

by the Department describing several electronic monitoring programs operational in 

~faryland at the local level and various national studies and articles germane to this 

area. During the course of the site work, additional materials were provided to the team 

by Dr. Lesansky, including relevant Maryland statutory provisions, statistical profiles of 

probation and parole populations and a description of work load measurement standards 

used in allocating probation and parole case loads. 
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II. FINDINGS 

At the conclusion of the techni.:al assistance site work, the team had gathered 

sufficient information to allow it to m:lke assessments as to tt:: feasibility of establishing 

an electronic monitoring program under the auspices of the State Department of Public 

Safety and Correctional Services. 

Electronic monitoring programs, as one method of effective house arrest, exist in 

numerous jurisdictions. These programs have generally proven to be effective means of 

offender supervision and, v.-hile it remains arguable what cost savings actually result from 

implementing these programs, cost avoidance obtained by diverting offenders from 

correctional facilities does occur. 

The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services is currently engaged in 

the challenging task of responding to capacity and facility problems in its state penal 

institutions and is seeking innovative approaches to resolving these problems. Its efforts 

are externally hampered by the fact that funding to help sol'''e these problems is limited 

and will be intensively competed for in the coming session of the Maryland legislature. 

The receptivity to the electronic monitoring concept expressed by Department staff 

during the site visit indicated to the technical assistance team that the Department is 

approaching its problem-solving tasks from a creative perspective and with a willingness 

to thoroughly explore any ~-iable alternatives which can be identified, 

The information the team received in written form and directly from representatives 

of the county-based electronic monitoring programs indicates that these programs are 

operating successfully and have had a salutary effect on the management of the 

correctional population in those counties with operational prognms. In developing its 

ov.'n electronic monitoring program, the Department would benefit from drawing on the 

experience~ of these local programs and the expertise of the staff that manage them. 

While the team did not meet v.'ith any members of the Maryland legislature, it 

appears that the legislature also is interested in innovative, cost··cffective alternatives to 

incarceration. The budget note directing the Department to study the feasibility of 

electronic monitoring is indicative of this interest. The Department should give 

consideration to involving legislative officials at an early stage in the discussions 

concerning implementing an electronic monitoring program to gain their support and 

participa tion. 
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The team concludes that the climate is right in Mar: :and to aggressively pursue the 

• electronic monitoring alternative. The correctional sys:em needs innovation to help 

address its challenging agenda, and the interest of key actors appears to be present. 

• 
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III. RECOMMENDATIO~S 

A. Summary or Recommendations 

Outlined below a:e the major recommendations de ... ~: :,ped by the technical assistance 

team. The section follo~ing the summary provides a d i..s...:ussion of the rationale behind 

the recommendations. 

1. Implementation of electronic monitoring prograrn.s could have a beneficial effect 

on the management of the state correctional system popula tion. 

2. Before a decision is made to implement a state level electronic monitoring 

program, top management must make a clear commitment to the program both in terms of 

its policy implications and its fiscal and work load impacL 

3. If an electronic monitoring program is implemented at the state level, the 

target groups for participation ought to be persons lodged in the various prerelease 

centers, maximum-level probationers or first-time, non,.-iolent offenders who otherwise 

would be confined in state penal institutions for short periods of time. 

4. Implementation of a state-level electronic monitoring prO(Jram ought to begin 

on a limited test-site basis. 

5. In instituting an electronic monitoring program 'a high priority commitment 

needs to be made to tbe pre-implementation tasks critical to the success of any program. 

6. Competent, dedicated and experienced probation and parole staff need to be 

attracted to participate in an electronic monitoring program and incentives will need to 

be developed to encourage their participation. 

7. Electronic monitoring programs at the local level need to be encouraged and 

expanded and the state needs to assure that its program development complements local 

efforts. 
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B. DiscusslQIi of Recommendations 

I. I..rr.uli~mentatiVl of electronjc monitoring programs could have a beneficial effect 
00 the manag;;nent of the state correctional systel.1 population. 

In addressing its overall state corrections system development, the Department 

of Public Safety and Correctional Services wilt need to be creative in fashioning a plan 

which will realistically balance system needs, available resources and pub~ic expectations. 

This will require incorporating into the plan. innovative techniques that provide an 

acceptable level of client supervision in a cost-effective manner. The electronic 

monitoring of appropriate clients is one such innovative method. Experience in Maryland. 

and many other states, has shown that electronic monitoring is a reliable means of 

monitoring offenders at reasonable costs and under conditions that encourage the 

offender to re-enter society in a responsible manner. It is important to note that 

electronic monitoring programs are not any kind of panacea for correctional system 

problems. Rather, th~e programs can be an effective tool in an overall integrated 

corrections system. 

2. Before a decision is made to implement a state level electronic monitoring 
program. top management must make a clear commitment to the program both 
in terms of its policy jmplications and its fiscal and work load impact. 

This recommendation is self-explanatory, but it is appropriate to note why its 

acceptance· is viewed to be so critical to the s~cccss of a program. As in any 

organization, public or private. the perceived level of commitment to a program exhibited 

by the leaders of the organization does much to inspire staff throughout the 

organization. 

3. If an electronic monitoring orollram is implemented at the state level.--1.h£ 
target groups for participation ought to be persons lodged in the various 
prerelease centers. maximum level probationers. or first-time. nonviolent 
offenders who otherwise would be confined in state penal institutions for short 
periods of time. 

Identifying an appropriate target group for participation in an electronic 

monitoring program is fundamental to the success of any such effort. Picking the right 

type of participants will .~bviously have much to do with the success rate of the program 

as measured by participant adherence to monitoring conditions and incidence of criminal 

behavior while in the program. A balance needs to be struck in choosing who will go 

into the program. High-risk offenders with histories of violent conduct coupled with 
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other beha"'ioral characteristics such as addi~tive subs.tance abuse may well not be 

appropriate candidates for electronic monitoring and if such persons participate they may 

well adversely affect the real or perceived success of the program. On the other hand, 

participant selection should not simply "cream tbe crop" or "widen the net." "Cream the 

crop" means selecting only those participants whose probability of successful participation 

is so high that the program eliminates virtually any risk fact,,1~~ Of course, such a 

program will be viewed as a success, but it will also be reaching th~ wrons target group. 

Widening the net occurs when target groups are included in electronic monitoring 

programs composed of persons who otherwise would be placed in less restrictive 

supervision categories and should be a voided. 

The technical assistance team studied the different potential target groups 

which included the following: 

o Minimum level probationers,"parolees 

o Medium level probationers/parolees 

o Maximum level probationers/parolees 

o Offenders in state prerelease centers 

o Persons incarcerated in state penal institutions, except those held in 
the Pautuxent facility. 

The team does not recommend including minimum or medium level probationers 

or parolees in the target group because, based on the available information about the 

supervision levels these persons receive, inclusion in an electronic monitoring program 

would result in a net-widening effect. The team also does not recommend inclusion of 

persons who otherwise would be lodged in state institutions unless they are first-time, 

nonviolent offenders serving short-terms. The reasons why these offenders are 

appropriate candidates for electronic monitoring are that they generally possess the 

personal characteristics mentioned above which can lead to the conclusion that they are 

good risks and that their diversion from institutional incarceration has the potential for 

freeing up critically needed space in the corrections system for more serious offenders. 

The rationale for including maximum-level proba.tioners'in the potential target 

group is thu these persclDs might present an acceptable balance between the risk of 

their participation and a level of supervision that would benefit their positive re-entry 

into society. These individuals obviously demand and receive more supervision than other 
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probationers. It is not inconceivable that persons within this category could successfully 

• participate in electronic monitoring. 

• 

• 

Perhaps the group that should receive the most serious consideration for 

participation in an electronic monitoring program are :.hose offenders who have been 

released from state institutions, but lodged in residential prerelease centers. These 

persons typically are placed in centers in their home communities and are allowed during 

working hours to report to their place of employment if employed. Such residential 

centers are costly to operate and the diversion of offenders, who otherwise would be 

placed in these settings to participation in a house electronic monitoring program could 

be cost-effective and facilitate the offender's re-entry into his or her family and 

community life. If this option is pursued, it is furtht;r re~ommended that participation be 

limited to persons in prerelease status who have one-year or less left to serve in that 

status. 

4. Implementation of a state-level electronic monitoring program ought to begin 
on a limited test site basis. 

Assuming a decision is made to implement a state-level electronic monitoring 

program, it is recommended that the program be initially implemented on a test-site 

buis. The rationale for this is multifaceted. First, it will simply be easier to implement 

a new program on a limited test-site model than on a broader scale and ease of 

implementation is critical to any new program. Second, it will be less costly to 

implement on a limited basis because personnel and equipment costs will be largely 

determined by the number of sites and clients in the program. Third, a modest beginning 

that bears fruit will allow the program to build on its successes and develop a positive 

track-record as the program later moves into an expansion phase. Finally, important 

actors critical to the long-term success of the program (i.e., judges, probation staff, 

legislators, law enforcement officials, etc.) and the public will have to be "sold" on the 

electronic monitoring program and this will take time and a proven success record to 

achieve. Small, initial successes are successes nonetheless and will do much to develop 

confidence in the program and enthusiasm for its expansion . 
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5. 
,. 

In instituting an e1ectror.ic monitoring p[ograr:-: a high priority commitment 
needs to be mad, to the ('['implementation tasks critical to the success of any 
program. 

The technical assistance team recommends, with special emphasis, the critical 

importance of proper t:'reimplemenu lion planning for an electronic monitoring program. 

There are many tasks involved in doing this. Discussed below are some 

preimplementation factors, but certainly not all, generally considered important to 

eventual program success. 

a. Identification of Target Client Qroups (see recommendation #3 above) 

b. Selection of Criteria for Program ParticiD3tjon: Once a target group is 

identified, decisions must be made as to Vo'hat criteria will be applied in 

selecting offenders for possible participation in the electronic monitoring 

program. First and foremost, the offender must voluntarily agree to go 

into the program. Other criteria might include whether the offender is 

employed, whether the offender has a stable residence, and the 

commitment the offender's family is willing to make in assisting him or 

her in satisfactorily participating. History of addictive substance abuse 

or a past pattern of violent criminal behavior often are cited as 

indicators of poor risk offenders. 

c. Selection of Electron ic Monitoring Methods and Equipment: Decisions will 

need to be made about whether to use ·a~tive· or "passive" methods of 

electronic monitoring. It is the recommendation of the technical 

assistance team that both types of devices be used. This will allow the 

electronic monitoring program to have more flexibility in tailoring 

program participation to the individual offender. For example, the higher 

risk an offender poses, the more appropriate it will typically be to assign 

such an ~{jdjvjdual to an "active- monitoring system which is the more 

restrictive method, With ever changing technology, intense vendor 

competition, different equipment reliability records and differences in 

cost. equipment selection can be a complex task that will require much 

research and evaluation. An extended discussion Of equipmen~ selection 

issues is included in Appendix B of this report. 
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• 
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Dcvelt:,;"rr.~nt of Detailed Program Proced'..::-es 3nd Policies.: A commitment 

must be made to developing and adopting policies and procedures to 

govern the operation of the electroni.: Clonitoring program before 

implementation occurs. The short-term a.:hantage in doing this is that 

initial implementation ought to proceed Clorc smoothly than if program 

staff \\.'ere required to operate with ad ho.: or unwritten polices and 

procedures. In the long-run, complete and updated procedural guidelines 

will a 11 0 \\.' the program to operate professionally and make the rules of 

operation clear to all. Field staff from local electronic monitOring 

programs should be heavily relied on in the procedure development 

process. Practitioners in programs in other jurisdictions or outside 

qexperts- may also be constructively used in the development process, but 

care must be taken to assure that the pro.:edures and policies reflect 

conditions unique to the state of Maryland and its criminal justice 

system.. 

Examination of Program Fiscal Implications: Before the program becomes 

opera tional, realistic assessments need to be made of the cost of 

operations and whether offender participants should, through user fees, 

pay for a portion of these expenses. It is most probable that, in the 

short-run. there will be no identifiable cost savings and. in fact. there 

will need to be an acknowledgement that the program is going to cost 

"new ~ money to run. In the long-run. there are potential cost savings 

that could be substantial, particularly if the participant population 

includes persons who otherwise would have been incarcerated in state 

penal institutions. Virtually all jurisdictions with electronic monitoring 

programs impose reasonable user fees on offender participants that range 

from $2 to SIO per day depending on the jurisdiction. It would be 

entirely appropriate for the state of Maryland to determine a justifiable 

user fee to help defray a portion of the program cost, It is important, 

however. that provisions be made to allow indigent offenders to 

participate in the program at no. reduced or deferred fees jf such 

offenders are otherwise eligible to do so . 
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f. Education, and Training for Program Staff and Other Criminal Justi~ 

Syster:"'l Actors: If the Department is to become involved in any type of 

electronic monitoring system, it is imperative that it make a strong 

comrr:.itment to providing both education and training. For purposes of 

this discussion, education is defined as the process of making people 

aware of what electronic monitoring programs are and the purposes which 

they can serve; ir~ining is providing the technical skills necessary to 

operate the system to the persons involved at the line level. 

(l) Education 

With that in mind, it is importan~ that the Department begin the 

educational process lJ.;ith the top level Regional Administrators in probation and parole. 

The Regional Administrators must buy into the Department's goals for the electronic 

monitoring program and have a good understanding of how the Department intends to 

implement the program, including what specific types of clients the Department intends 

to target. After completion of the educational phase described above, it is recommended 

that the Regional Administrators meet with the local probation and parole staff as well 

as members of the "'arious local privately-run programs, and discuss the Department's 

goals and objectives for the electronic monitoring program. Again, it is important that 

there be a common understanding between the management and first line supervisors, as 

to both the Department's intent and its need for cooperation to help bring about the 

implementation of these programs in the local communities. 

The next phase of activity should focus upon the local supervisors' 

reviewing their own communities for individuals who might be supportive of a program 

such as electronic monitoring. This review should include identifying persons in 

neighboring counties who already have an electronic monitoring program of some type 

who could talk with county commissioners and the judiciary to highlight the advantages 

which electronic monitoring presents. 

Clearly, it is imperative that the judiciary be educated so that they 

are aware of the Department's commitment to the program as well as the Department's 

needs for assistance in helping to screen whatever group of clients the Department 

chooses to target. 

In conducting these phases of educational effort, there may be 

considerable resistance encountered regarding the use of electronic monitoring because 

• 

• 

the concept is new and different. Many of the people who will be involved in the • 
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process of educatio:l will have in their own minds preconceived ideas about what 

• electronic monitoring can and cannot do. The goal of the Department, through each of 

these educational a.:tivities, should be to stress the positive aspects of the program and 

the importance of hlving people involved in its implementation committed to making the 

program work. Many different techniques can be used to offer incentives for the buy-in. 

The type of incentive which is appropriate, of course. will depend upon the particular 

use and type of client the Department chooses to target. 

(2) Training 

As noted above, training is defined as the provision of technical and 

other skills to those persons involved in the operation of the electronic monitoring 

program so as to properly operate the system. While the Regional Administrators need to 

be educated in the process, obviously, they will not be involved directly in the technical 

portions of the training program. It is important, however, that each region have a 

technical "expert" assigned to an office to help coordinate and, perhaps, direct the local 

programs that report to that particular region, This person could be responsible for 

inventory control to insure that maximum use is made of the equipment the Department 

uses as well :as to provide continuity between the different local programs. 

• The supervisors in each office need to be aware of the technical 

• 

aspects. of the program as they may be called upon in emergency situations to deal with 

a panicular aspect of the monitoring system. However, their training could be provided 

on a one-time basis.. with the briefing concept in mind, rather than providing them with 

trouble shooting skills needed by other agents in the local offices. 

The most important person in the whole tether electronics 

monitoring system is the particular agent selected in each office or program to actually 

utilize the equipment. These individuals must become trained in every phase of the use 

of the equipment. The more training that can be provided up front, either through the 

vendor or by the Department's regional personnel, the better. 

It is important to stress that, as an electronic monitoring program is 

begun, some frustration can be experienced until the technical skills necessary to operate 

the equipment are perfected. Without the proper training, this r'rustration can lead to a 

negative attitude about the program and, in fact, could diminish the frequency and type 

of us to which the equipment is made. 



g. Public EducatioD and Awareness: The Department should develop a formal 

plan for providing information and education to the general public about 

the electronic monitoring program. The public most likely will be 

interested in learning about the program and will undoubtedly be most 

concerned with its implications on neighborhood safety. The Department 

should be pro active in filling this information. need. The public will be 

accepting of the program, and its successes and failures, if it understands 

what electronic monitoring does and does not mean, what the risks are, 

how the program operates, why are such programs needed and whether 

they are cost-effective alternatives to incarceration. Since the print and 

electronic media are conduits through which to inform the public, the 

department should take necessary steps to regular!y inform the media 

a bout program development and operation. 

6. Competent. dedicated and experience orobation and paro'e staff need to be 
attracted to participate in an electronic monitoring program and incentives 
need to be developed to encourage their participation. 

It is quite important that the right staff be recruited to participate in an 

• 

electronic monitoring program and that proper incentives and motivation be provided to • 

them. Electronic monitoring programs are very rigorous and require professional staff 

specially !rained to provide surveillance and control, but who at the same time must be 

genuinely concerned with assisting the offender in his or her self-improvement efforts. 

Incentives are needed to attract and recruit the most experienced and best qualified 

probation officers for these demanding roles. Program officers are required to maintain 

irregular hours including night, weekend and-hOliday duty. They provide surveillance and 

close supervision of more dangerous offenders; the enforcement process is more 

dangerous; one must go into high crime areas at night, for example. This increased job 

pressure can led to early "burnout." Among the incentives for staff which ought to be 

considered are: I) specialized and continuing training; 2) case load size limited to 20 

cases per officer; 3) salary levels established at a minimum of one pay grade above that 

of regular probation officers; and 4) specialized job titles providing increased recognition 

and status. 
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7. Electronic monitoring programs at the lOcal level need to be encouraged and 

~xpanded· and the state nee~s to assure that its program development 
complements local efforts. 

The locally administered programs in Maryland appear to be operating 

cffecti vely. Staff of these programs met with the technical assistance team and 

discussed their operations and general thoughts about the potential for implementing 

electronic monitoring programs at the state level. Their insights were extraordinarily 

helpful to the team in gaining a proper perspective on the situation in Maryland. These 

local programs obviously are administered by competent and dedicated managers. They 

have been successful and they can, in many senses, be referred to as acceptabl~ examples 

in the development process of a state-level electronic monitoring program. 

Eventually, the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services should 

consider developing a technical assistance capability that local jurisdictions who are 

interested in implementing new electronic monitoring programs or in improving existing 

ones can turn to as a resource. Such a capability might make a real difference in how 

extensive electronic monitoring use at the local level in Maryland becomes. 
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IV. SUMMARY 

In the opinion of the technical assistance team, implementation of an electronic 

monitoring program in the state correctional system in Maryland would be a positive 

action. A firm commitment (rom top m3nagcment needs to be forthcoming, although if 

Secretary Robinson's supportive remarks to the team during the site wOlrk are indicative, 

the commitment exists and merely needs to be formalized and communicated downward 

and outward. In implementing any program, very careful consideration must be given to 

program planning issues. Long-term cost saving potential does exits. Competent staff 

will be very important to the program's success while at the same time, assignment to 

the program will be demanding and hard on staff. Finally. there are target populations 

in the state correctional system who present acceptable risks for program participation 

most particularly the prerelease center population. 
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V. APPENDICES 

A. Persoas IDterviewed or Coatacted DuriDK Site .work 

B. EquipmeDt CODslderatioas 
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APPENDIX A 

Persons Interviewed or Contacted During Site Work 

Bishop Robinson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of Public 
Safety and Correctional Services 

Pikesville, Maryland 

Dr. Donald Atkinson 
Acting Director 
Division of Probation and Parole 
PikesviIle, Maryland 

Arthur Ford 
Field Supervisor 
Division of Parole and Probation 
Chestertown, Maryland 

Peter Caputo 
Anne Arundel County 
Detention Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Gary Reiner 
Electronic Monitoring, Inc. 
Rockville, Maryland 

John Camou, Director 
Pretrial Services 
Baltimore, Maryland 

Dr. Henry R. Lesansky 
Director of Audits and Compliance 
Maryland Department of Public Safety 

Correctional Services 
Pikesv iIIe. Maryland 

Steven Bocian 
Manager, Special Field Services 
Division of Parole and Probation 
Pikesville, Maryland 

Deputy Michael L. Moore, Jr. 
House Arrest Program 
Calvert County 
Prince Frederick, Maryland 

F. J. "Zeke" Zylwitis 
Anne Arundel County 
Detention Center 
Annapolis, Maryland 

Sgt. Joseph Lonczynski 
Home Detention Program 
Towson, Maryland 
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ELECTRONIC MONITORING 
EQUIPMENT CONSIDERA TION 

The offender you intend to target will determine your equipment choice. 

Buying Equipment 

APPENDIX B 

Because this is a new field, new manufacturers seem to appear and disappear daily. The 

technology is evolving so fast that the latest models will soon be obsolete, much like the 

computers in loday's market. 

Buying equipment could be more cost effective over the long term, providing the 

equipment i~ well built and holds up to heavy use by offenders. It is possible to charge 

a fee and amortize the cost of, the equipment over a period of time and retrieve the 

agency's initi;al investment . 

Leasing Equipment 

Due to the rapid technological changes in electronic monitoring, it may be advisable to 

entertain a lease option. This will allow time to test the new system and make sure the 

equipment is reliable before you purchase. 

This wiH also give you the opportunity to upgrade your system at no cost to you, as the 

technology changes. 

A lease usually allows you to start up an ,~Iectronics program without heavy costs up 

front. 

TYPES OF EQUIPMENT 

fAs.tiYLS ys te m 

This system has the advantage of letting you hear the offender's voice. Often an 

offender can be detected using drugs or alcohol, which is a problem among many clients. 

The passive system is also less expensive but can be somewhat time consuming listening 

to th~ messages. The Passive System is very reliable although somewhat limited in what 

it can do for you in the way of constant monitoring. 



ELECTRONIC MONITORING 
EQUIPMENT CONSIDERATION 
Page 2 

Radio FreQuency or (R.F,) 

R.F. equipment is a good choice when you want to know exactly when a client enters or 

leaves his home, or "'henever you want to monitor someone on a 24-hour basis while 

under home arrest. R.F. equipment is less reliable than passive and or some unknown 

reason, may fail for seconds or hours which could leave the client totally unsupervised. 

You will find that R.F. is more expensive than passive systems. 

Recommendation on EQuipment Choice 

Look for a system that has both R.F. and passive combined. This will give you the 

reliability of the passive and the constant monitoring of the R.F. When selecting your 

system, look for hidden costs such as training for personnel and setting the equipment up 

on-site. Make sure that the cooopany you choose will service the equipment quickly and 

efficiently. Make sure that the software that comes with the system is user friendly and 

not difficult to implement. Determine ahead of time if the program will be monitored 24 

hours or on a 8 hour basis. 

Last, but not least, make sure you have enough staff to operate the system you choose! 

Start out small and develop the program into the size you need so that the program will 

not be jeopardized by improper planning. 

',. 
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1. Introduction 

In December 1988, BJA's Adjudication Technical Assistance Project (ATAP) at 

the EMT Group, Inc. provided on-site technical assistance to the Maryland Department 

of Public Safety and Correctional Services to assess the feasibility of using 

electronic monitoring for high risk probationers. The final report of this assignment 

was submitted to the Department Secretary, Bishop Robinson, in e'arly January 1989. 

This Supplemental Report has been prepared at the request of Secretary Robinson to 

address additional issues regarding the use of electronic monitoring which go beyond 

the scope of the original t/a effort to address the potential application of 

electronic 

expanding 

monitoring as both a 

the potential focus of 

diversion 

electronic 

and a sentencing alternative, e.g., 

monitoring programs from that of 

probationers as use as a "front-end", punishment-oriented alternative to conventional 

• imprisonment and as a "back end" alternative involving early release. Further 

consideration and analysis of the criminal justice system in Maryland, including a 

review of Sentencing and Release Statistics. 1987. and staff discussions with 

Department officials, indicate that the feasibility of such an expansion should be 

considered . 

• 
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II. Additional Potential Uses of Electronic Monitoring 

A. "FroDt End" AUernath'e 

1. Comparison with Conventional Ioc:arceratloa 

Community Control House Arrest. which provides for certain criminal 

offenders to. in effect. serve a prison sentence in their own home or place of 

residence. was implemented statewide in Florida in 1983. Several other states have 

also embraced this concept. 

During the first year of the house arrest program in Florida. the number of 

prison commitments dropped by an average of 180 per month and a total of 2.260 for the 

first year. In no other time in recent Florida history had the annual number of 

prison commitments decreased from that for the preceding year. While sentencing 

guidelines went into effect at the same time as the house arrest program and may have 

had some effect on the reduction in the number of commitments. the impact projections 

of the guidelines actually :udicated an increase in the number of commitments although 

the terms for imprisonment were projected to be shorter. 

It is further noted that electronic devices were not initially used to 

increase surveillance. Commcnity Control House Arrest officers carried portable 

radios tuned to law enforcement frequencies to reduce dangers and improve 

surveillance. 

Some people claim House Arrest is not punishment while others say it is so 

rigid and punishment-oriented that it has built-in failures. The non-punishment 

perspective. however. is not supported by any research and the Florida experience 

indicat~c; that House Arrest does provide considerable punishment if properly enforced 

to insure that the offenders are. in fact. incarcerated in their homes except during 

hours of mandated employment. 

A comparison of the features of house arrest and conventional imprisonment 

indicates the following: 

House Arrest deprives the offender of freedom just as prison does; 

House Arren provides surveillanc~ as does prison; 

House Arrest mandates regular productive employment; prisons usually 

provide "busy work" and much idle time. 
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DRAFT 
House Arrest requires the participant to support himself or herself and 

dependents; imprisoned offenders, and frequently their dependents, are 

supported ~t taxpayers'. 

In light of these and other factors identified in the initial report, Maryland should 

give high priority to implementing a House Arrest program with the additional use of 

electronic monitoring as an alternative sanction and sentence for use by the courts. 

Experience with house arrest reflects that it provides a punishment-oriented 

custody type alternative to conventional imprisonment while, at the same time, 

provides reasonable protection to the community. In Florida, less than 9% of 30,614 

offenders placed on house arrest committed a new crime. "Although comparable data is 

not yet available on offenders under electronic monitoring, it is anticipated that 

rates will be lower even when dealing with higher risk offenders. 

2. Tareet Groups 

A review of the sentencing and release disposition statistics in Maryland 

for 1987 reflects a sentencing profile that could lend itself to the identification of 

offenders potentially eligible for consideration for house arrest without seriously 

jeopardizing the safety of the community. The target groups for such a program 

include: 

The first group involving front end diversion consists of offenders who are 

currently being sentenced to prison for short terms (3 years or less). Because of the 

relatively short length of the sentence, the courts did not classify the offense 

and/or the offender to be high risk. With gain time or good time awards ranging up to 

15 days per month, the active time served can be reduced to 50% of the original 

sentence, further indicating that this group appears to be a lower risk. Of course, 

many of the short time offenders, because of aggravating circumstances, warrant 

reguiar im(nisonment, even if it is of short duration, and these individuals would 

need to be identified. 

During 1987, there were 3,095 offenders in Maryland sent to prison for 3 

years or less. This included 2,332 with sentences of two years or less. 

Based on the assumption that 50% of the offenders with sentences of two 

years or less could be identified by the sentencing judges as candidates for 

Electronic House Arres"t, in the event it was available, almost 1,200 offenders could 

be diverted from confinement in prison to incarceration in their homes. 

Officers, sp:cially trained in enforcement of house arrest and limited to 

caseloads of 20 offenders, should supervise and control the offenders with the use of 
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electronic surveillance and portable radios. 

Assuming that the courts could identify 30% of the offenders in the two to • 

three year sentence category who were suitable for community control house arrest, an 

additional 229 or a total of about 1,500 offenders could be diverted from 

conventional imprisonment, based on the 1987 statistics alone. 

3. Anticipated Cost SUIDIS 

The cost of supervisory staff and electronic equipment to operate !An 

electronic monitoring program is about $ 12.00 per day per offender. Predicated on 

prison operating costs of S 34.00 per day per offender, an electronic monitoring 

program would provide a cost savings of $ 22.00 per day' per inmate. This constitutes 

an annual cost savings or cost avoidance for 1,500 diversions of S 12,045,000. These 

figures do not address additional cost savings that may result in the reduction of 

future needs for prison construction. 

4. LellslatioD aDd Lelal Authority Required 

It seems feasible to pass legislation which would specifically establish 

community control house arrest. with the utilization of electronic monitoring when 

appropriate, as a punishment-oriented sentencing option for the courts. Provisions 

for processing violations, similar to probation, wjJJ also be necessary. The cmuts 

should be the final authority for violation hearings and dispositions based on an • 

officer's charge . 

. House arrest officers should have at least limited arrest powers to provide 

proper enforcement and expedite the violation process in order to maintain program 

integrity. 

5. Effectiveness Measures 

Recommendations regarding the measurement of house arrest effectiveness as a 

front end diversion include the following: 

a. Number of offenders diverted to house arrest whose sentencing 

guideline scoresheet scores a prison sentence. 

b. Comparison of the number of offenders with prison sentences of 

three years or less prior to and following implementation of the 

house arrest program; 

c. Comparison of operational costs of regular imprisonment with house 

arrest incarceration; 

d. Measurement of the cost avoidance or cost savings in reducing the 

need for future prison constructions. 
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In addition, records should be maintained on total intakes, technical 

• violators sent to prison, and the number of offenders committing new crimes. These 

figures will provide indicators measuring the program·s effectiveness in protecting 

the community. 

6. StafflDI Required (or ali Electronic House Arrest Prolfa. 

As indicated in the originaJ report, it is imperative to provide necessary 

incentives to attract experienced and qualified staff as community control officers. 

This is due to the irregular hours, easy burnout, dangers, and other rigorous 

conditions surrounding proper enforcement which a House Arrest Officer encounters. 

Officer incentives should include: 

(I) a limited caseload size of 20 participants; 

(2) provision of specialized and continuing training; 

(3) salary levels which are a minimum of one pay grade above regular 

probation officers; 

(4) specialized job titles; 

(5) provision of warrantless arrest powers; and 

(6) provision of portable radios tuned to regular law enforcement 

radio frequencies (this could also include 2. cooperative effort 

• with local law enforcement by providing a monitoring computer). 

• 

These incentives are designed to recruit and retain highly qualified 

professionals, insure proper implementation of electronic house arrest, and maintain 

program integrity and effectiveness. 

B. Back End Diversion 

1. Potential Utility 

The principals and rationale for "front end" diversion can also be applied 

to "back end" diversion or early release. USEng house arrest as a tool £lor gradually 

reducing in-custody status could provide a continuum of punishment equivalent to 

existing work release centeno Instead of reporting to the more costly work release 

centers at the completion of each work day. the program participa!lt would report to 

his or her place of residence in the community. Surveillance at the home would be 

provided through electronic devices and regular officer contact. Such surveillance 

. methods wou19 insure tJi'at confinement is maintained during all off-work hours. 

The use of electronic house arrest on the back end of the sentence could 

help reduce prison population and has the potential to phase out or reduce the number 

of pre-release centers and to serve tlie functions they perform at much less cost . 
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2. Etrectheuess Measures 

Effectiveness measures for back end diversion include the following: 

(a) the number of offenders placed in house arrest and the resultant 

number of prison beds emptied; 

(b) the number of pre-release centers phased out; 

(c) the cost savings derived when comparing the operating costs of 

imprisonment compared with those for house arrest incarceration. 
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III. Equipment considerations 

Considerable cost savings may be achieved by purchase or lease· purchase of the 

equipment for electronic monitoring programs. Current charges for equipment leasing 

are approximately $ 6.00 per day and run as long as the euqipment is in use. Costs for 

purchase, however, may be recouped within six months to a year. The Department 

should obtain price quotations for both leasing and purchase in order to determine the 

most cost-efficient method for satisfying its equipment needs; 
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VOLUME 8 -- INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES 

PRE-TRIAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Background 

Upon request of the Courts, the Division provides certain 

special investigative services. One of these special services is 

termed "Pre-Trial Investigations." According to Division policy, 

such investigations are "to provide the Court with information 

prior to rendering a verdict." Furthermore, such investigations 

are to follow the format of a pre-sentence investigation report 

except for the elimination of the defendant's statement, 

recommendation, victims impact statement and sentencing 

guidelines worksheet. The statutory basis, cited in the 

Division's Procedures Manual, for providing these types of 

investigations is the same as for pre-sentence investigations, 

Article 41, Section 4-609 which states that, 

The parole and probation Agents of the Division shall 
provide the judge of the Court with pre-sentence 
reports or other investigations in all cases when 
requested by the judge. 

The number of these investigations is very small, totaling 77 

for both FY 1987 and FY 1988. Furthermore, most the 

investigations were requested from Court jurisdictions where no 

pretrial release services are available. However, there were 

exceptions to this which are discussed further in this report. 

SCOPE OF AUDIT 

A review of the entire 77 investigations termed "Pre-Trial 

Investigations" for FY 1987 and FY 1988 was completed by staff 

from the Division of Audits and Compliance, Office of the 

• Secretary and the Pre-Trial Release Services Division, a separate 
agency within the Department. The Division of Pre-Trial Release 
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Services staff assisted in the review because of their recognized ~ 
expertise in providing pre-trial services to the Baltimore City 

Courts. 

The Division of Parole and Probation pre-trial investigation 

reports were reviewed in terms of compliance with Division policy 

as well as the criteria used by the Division of Pre-Trial Release 

Services for determining the risk of non-appearance before trail. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Purpose of Pre-Trial Investigations 

The Division's Pre-Trial Investigations for FY 1987 and FY 

1988 were grouped into categories of apparent purpose or nature. 

This was determined from a review of each investigation report's 

contents as well as comparing the report's submission date 

against certain key dates such as date report was requested, date 

of trial, and date a verdict was rendered. This grouping by 

purpose is displayed in the Table below. 

Table 8-1 

PRE-TRIAL INVESTIGATIONS BY CATEGORY 

Category of Purpose Number Percent 

A. Pre-Trial Release 1. e. , 
ROR or Bail Release 2 2% 

B. Amendment of Pre-Trial 
Release/Bail Review 16 21% 

C. Plea Bargain Acceptance 9 12% 

D. Verdict Determination 30 39% 

E. Pre-Sentence 19 25% 

F. Post-Sentence 1 1% 

TOTALS 77 100% 
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~ In the above Table, investigations in Categories A, Band C 

occurred before a trial for the purpose of assisting the Court in 

making a determination about the defendant's status prior to 

trial. 23% (Categories A and B) of these investigations provide 

information in order to assess the risk of nonappearance by the 

defendant before trial. This is the generally accepted purpose 

of a pre-trial investigation. Another 12% (Category C) are 

investigations also provided prior to trial which assist the 

Court in weighing acceptance of a plea bargain agreement between 

the defendant and the local State's Attorney. 

Category D has the largest number of investigations. This 

Category represents investigations completed after bail release, 

or Release on Recognizance (ROR), has been decided by the Court 

and submitted just prior to or at the time of trial. The timing 

of the submission to the Court of these investigative reports 

apparently raises certain Constitutional questions. It appears 

these investigations are being used by the Court to assist it in 

~ determining a verdict and appropriate sentence. Furthermore, in 

some,of these reports, there is material that should not be 

present as stated in the Division's pretrial policy, i.e. victim 

statements, completed Sentencing Guideline worksheets, and past 

~ 

offense histories. This information is prejudicial to the 

determination of guilt or innocence of the defendant for the 

instant offense. 

The final two categories, E and F, represent those 

investigations titled "Pre-Trial" but which are apparently 

mislabled because they have been completed and submitted after a 

verdict and/or sentence has been rendered. As a result these 

investigations appear to be pre-sentence or post-sentence reports 

rather then pre-trial reports. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-1 

The Division should review with field supervisors the use of 
pre-trial investigations reports by the Courts. This review 
should result in a better defined policy as to the format of the 
pre-trial investigation report. Furthermore, the Division should 
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consult with the Attorney General Office with regard to 
appropriateness of investigation reports submitted for the 
apparent propose of verdict determination. Depending upon the 
view of the Attorney General's Office, a clearly defined policy 
should be issued on how to handle such requests from the Courts. 

Requesting Jurisdictions 

As was indicated earlier in this report, most of the Courts 

requesting pre-trial reports were in juriedictions without pre­

trial services units. The following Table lists the number of 

pre-trial reports by jurisdiction for FY 1987 and FY 1988. Those 

noted with "Boldface" currently have pre-trial services units in 

operation. 

Table 8-2 

PRE-TRIAL INVESTIGATIONS BY JURISDICTION 

Jurisdiction FY 1987 FY 1988 

Anne Arundel 0 0 
Allegany 1 1 
Baltimore 1 0 
Baltimore \ City 0 0 
Calvert 1 0 
Caroline 4 1 
Carroll 0 0 
Cecil 0 0 
Charles 0 0 
Dorchester 0 1 
Frederick 4 1 
Garrett 0 0 
Harford 11 14 
Howard 0 1 
Kent 0 0 
Montgomery· 1 0 
Prince George's 5 4 
Queen Anne's 12 10 
Somerset 0 1 
St. Mary's 5 4 
Talbot 0 1 
Washington 2 0 
Wicomico 0 0 
Worcester 0 0 

38 39 
*operational in 1988 
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As can be seen from the chart, for the most part, Courts 

requesting pre-trial investigations are in those jurisdictions 

without pre-trial services units. The exceptions are Prince 

George's County which has a total of nine (9) reports and one 

(1) report for Baltimore County in FY 1987. 

In looking more closely at the nine (9) Prince George's 

County reports based on the categories discussed in the preceding 

section, four (4) reports were for review of bailor acceptance 

of a plea, one (1) appeared to be for verdict determination and 

the remaining four (4) reports appeared to be pre-sentence in 

nature. Since a pre-trial services unit is operational in Prince 

George's County, it appears that the first four reports could 

have been referred to the county unit rather than completed by 

Division staff. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-2 

The Division should ensure that requests from jurisdictions 
with pre-trial services units are referred to these local units. 
Furthermore, since the number of pre-trial investigation reports 
done by the Division is very small, the Division should discuss 
with the Department's Division of Pre-Trial Services the 
possibility of having that Division do pre-trial investigations 
requested in those jurisdictions without pre-trial services. 
This would free up limited Parole and Probation resources to be 
concentrated in other investigation or supervision areas. 

PRE-SENTENCING INVESTIGATIONS 

Background 

As part of a comprehensive study of the operation of the 

Division of Parole and Probation, Secretary Bishop L. Robinson 

requested the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) to conduct 

a specific evaluation of the agency's current pre-sentencing 

investigative services and related aspects of pre-trial and post­

sentencing investigations conducted by the Division. This section 

of the report provides the results of that review which was 

conducted during the five-day on-site visit to Baltimore, 

Maryland on August 8-12, 1988. 
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This review of investigative operations was conducted in 

order to dF!termine if the agency meets its statutory 

responsibilities as set forth in Article 41 and the District 

Court Rule 721C2 of the Annotated Code of Maryland. These 

requirements are incorporated in the programmatic goal 

articulated in the Division's mission statement: 

To provide timely, accurate and pertinent information on 
selected offenders for the courts and parole authorities in 
order to improve decision making with regard to offender 
dispositions in the criminal justice system. 

The review process included meeting with or personally 

interviewing twenty individuals J~cluding seven investigation 

Agents, four field supervisors, a Regional Administrator, the 

Parole Commission Chairman, three Circuit Court Judges including 

the Chief Judge and others. These persons were as follows: 

Bishop L. Robinson, Secretary of the Department 

Donald Atkinson, Ed.D, Acting Director of the Division 

Chief Judge Robert I. H. Hammermann, Circuit Court 

Judge Mary Arabian, Circuit Court 

Judge Elsbeth L. Bothe, Circuit Court 

Paul J. Davis, Chairman, Maryland Parole Commission 

French Mackes, Region II Administrator 

Lois Hausman, Field Supervisor I 

Nancy Hoffmann, Field Super7 isor I 

Larry Flynn, Field Supervisor I 

Cathy Brophy, Field Supervisor I 

Rodger Thompson, Special Agent 

Eugene Smith, Special Agent 

Ivan Lawson, Special Agent 

Michael Meagher, Special Agent 

Raymond Smith, Special Agent 

Neil Goldstein, Special Agent 

Michele Joyce, Special Agent 

Henry R. Lesansky, Ph.D. and Albert J. Dardas, Jr., 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services, 
Division of Audits and Compliance. 
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• This study was limited by available time so that the 

assumption had to be made that the functions of the Region II 

investigative units are representative of those performed by the 

other investigative u~its of the Division. It is noted that the 

1985-1986 Annual Report of the Division reflects that Region II 

conducts an average of 3,678 (or 52 percent) of the approximately 

7,000 pre-sentence investigations performed by the agency each 

year; one-third of all executive clemency investigations, and 

nearly one-fifth of all types of investigations completed by the 

Division of Parole and Probation. 

It should be further noted that while the original request 

for evaluation included pre-trial services, the Pretrial Services 

Release Program was transferred out of the Division of Parole and 

Probation in June 1988 and this was not specifically evaluated. 

Division statistical reports for June 1988 reflect that for the 

four regions of the state only seven pre-trial investigations 

were assigned to investigative Agents by the District or Circuit 

• Courts (see section on Pre-Trial Investigations on Page 8-1). 

QUALITY OF WRITTEN REPORTS 

Copies of written investigative reports completed during 1988 

were reviewed seeking thoroughness, necessary verification of 

fact and timeliness. The reports reviewed, particularly the pre­

sentence investigations, were uniformly excellent, easily meeting 

the three criteria. The redesign of the pre-sentence 

investigation format in September 1985 appears to have created a 

most usable document. It is important to note that each pre­

sentence report on a felony offense now contains both a victim 

impact statement and a sentencing guideline worksheet. The 

reports reviewed should meet the informational needs of the 

sentencing court, the Division of Correction, Parole Commission 

and subsequent parole or probation supervision. 

The system utilized to document and control the receipt and 

assignment of pre-sentence investigation requests was reviewed, 

• as was the system to insure the timely completion of reports for 
presentation to the sentencing court. Both a manual and 
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automated system are utilized and appear to be most adequate for • 

the intended purpose. 

Problems exist, however, in the lack of time allowed to 

complete the typical pre-sentence investigation. Investigations 

unit personnel, at the line and supervisory levels, indicate that 

while deadlines for completion of reports are normally met, it is 

only because of frequent uncompensated overtime by investigating 

Agents. The Baltimore City Circuit Courts normally set a 

sentencing date thirty calendar days from the date of the guilty 

plea or verdict. While this is a fairly common and normally 

acceptable time frame, the notice to the unit that an 

investigation has been ordered may not arrive for as long as a 

week following its issuance. Those notices are usually delivered 

by a court bailiff or placed in the mail. Since the courthouses 

are only two blocks from the division offices, a more efficient 

system can be devised to allow the full thirty days for the 

completion of the investigation and report. While several of the 

Agents interviewed suggested 45 days as the optimum time frame, 

it would appear more realistic to attempt to maximize the 

traditional time frame rather than to change the procedures of 

approximately forty district and circuit j~dges. Toward this 

end, the Division should consider providing a staff person to 

visit the district and circuit courts on a daily basis to pick up 

any pre-sentence investigation notices entered that day. 

A second area of inquiry concerned the parole plan 

verifications done by the investigating Agents for the Parole 

Commission. These reports are called home and employment 

verifications or "H&E's." While this is a most important aspect 

of the parole decision, the process utilized by investigating 

Agents has evolved to the point of simple verification by 

telephone of the listed residence and employment. Only in the 

rare situation is a personal visit made. The functions performed 

in the typical process might just as easily be completed by 

clerical staff or paraprofessionals, or by institutional case 

workers. Those "H&E's" requiring the on-site visit by an 

investigating Agent could be continued using the present 

procedure. 
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• In any event, consideration should be given to the 

development of an alternate form of home and employment 

verification for the routine case typically accomplished by 

telephone. 

PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATIONS COMPLETED 

The low percentage of pre-sentence investigations completed, 

compared to the total number of inmates/probationers entering the 

system each year, greatly reduces the effectiveness of the 

agency. In each of the last two years, approximately 46,000 

defendants, both felons and misdemeanors, have been sentenced. 

In less than 8,000 cases per year are pre-sentence investigations 

done, resulting in nearly 38,000 individuals entering an 

institution of the Department of Corrections or probation 

supervision without verified background information. 

While it is known that approximately 80% of all new 

admissions to the system (prison and probation combined) are 

• misdemeanors, it could not be determined as a part of this review 

whether a higher percentage of pre-sentence investigations are 

completed in felony cases. The Division may wish to extract this 

information as a part of a more complete evaluation of this area. 

The lack of minimal verified information about the individual 

can cause a serious breakdown in even the best classification 

system. Inmate or probationer self-reporting is not adequate 

when public and personal safety is at issue. Additional 

information users such as the Parole Commission, treatment 

agencies and law enforcement agencies must have verified 

information on which to base discretionary decisions at many 

points in the criminal justice system. Thus, consideration 

should be given to the preparation of a post-sentence 

investigation on each individual entering the system (prison or 

probation) in which a pre-sentence investigation has not been 

completed. 

While admittedly this recommendation would require a 

• significant manpower commitment, it is believed that the 

investment would pay divi~ends to the entire system. If it is 
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assumed that a post-sentence investigation format could be 

developed requiring approximately one-half the time of the 

present pre-sentence investigations, a workload unit standard 

would allow 40 workload units per pre-sentence report. With the 

present workload standard of 1,065 units per Agent per month, one 

Agent position could complete 27 post-sentence investigations per 

month or 320 per year. At this pace, an additional 119 Agents 

would be necessary to complete the approximate 38,000 reports 

each year. 

In order to assess this recommendation fully, it is suggested 

that priority be given to the consideration of post-sentence 

investigations in felony cases to include victim impact 

statements. It should be noted that under present procedure 

without a pre-sentence investigation, there is no victim impact 

assessed at the discretionary decision points of classification, 

furlough, parole or community supervision. 

CONTACT WITH JUDICIARY 

Three Circuit Court Judges, including the Chief Judge, were 

interviewed as to their opinions regarding the pre-sentence 

investigation services provided their courts. During interviews 

with investigating parole and probation Agents, names of circuit 

court judges were solicited which would reflect varied opinions 

as to the value and quality af the pre-sentence investigation and 

report. Two of the three judges interviewed were, by general 

consensus, perceived by staff to view both the pre-sentence 

report and investigations staff in a negative fashion. 

Conversation with the judges, however, revealed no negative 

feelings regarding the pre-sentence product with one judge 

specifically describing reports provided to her court as ~good 

and excellent~. Another judge pointed out occasional mistakes in 

a defendant's criminal history section of the reports, but also 

added that the criminal history information provided as a part of 

the pre-sentence report was routinely more accurate than that 

provided by the state's attorney. None of the three judges could 

provide recommendations for the improvement of the pre-sentence 

document. 
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4It Each of the judges was queried as to the apparent low volume 

4It 

• 

of pre-sentence investigation requested in their courts. All 

appeared rather surprised that percentages were as low as 

reported, but specifically attributed the relatively small number 

to plea bargaining. Each stated, in different fashions, that 

frequently sufficient information existed on the record without 

the necessity of a pre-sentence investigation to determine 

whether or not to accept a plea bargain agreement or make an 

informed sentencing decision. 

Although the format of the pre-sentence report calls for a 

specific sentencing recommendation by the investigating Agent, 

none of the three judges interviewed desired to receive such a 

recommendation as a part of reports prepared for their court. 

Each expressed the opinion that the court was in a better 

position to weigh all of the information presented regarding the 

offense and offender and reach the sentencing decision. 

While the division apparently attempts to maintain liaison 

with the courts, routine contacts only appear to occur when 

specific problems arise, thus leaving the impressions with 

investigating Agents that the courts have a low opinion of their 

work. Consideration should be given to the development of a 

format to allow investigating Agents to receive regular feedback 

from the courts regarding pre-sentence reports. This might be in 

the form of a written checklist completed by the, judge, regular 

meetings between supervising staff and judges, etc. 

WORKLOAD UNIT SYSTEM 

The investigating Agents and Supervisors interviewed do not 

believe that the present workload unit system accurately reflects 

the time necessary to perform the investigative functions of the 

agency. All of the investigating Agents and supervisors 

interviewed believe in a workload-based system that assigns 

various "units" to different investigative functions and further 

believe that such a system can, if developed properly, adequately 

be presented to a legislative body to secure necessary 

appropriations. The same Agents, however, do not believe that 
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the time study conducted in 1983 was adequately explained to the 4It 
participating staff and thus was not undertaken in an accurate 

manner by those staff members asked to record their times for 

specific investigative events. Further, subsequent additions 

such as the new pre-sentence format, the Victim Impact Statement 

and others have been combined to perhaps render invalid the 

results of the earlier study. Further, investigative Agents are 

not convinced that the same standards developed for supervision 

Agents can be made to apply to investigating Agents, given the 

cyclical nature of the business, particularly with the "boom or 

bust" nature of pre-sentence investigation requests. 

Consideration should be given to either a reexamination of the 

1983 time study or to conducting a new time study to assess the 

time necessary to complete the various investigative functions of 

the agency and assign proper workload unit credit. 

AVAILABILITY OF COMPUTER ACCESS TO CRIMINAL HISTORIES 

The availability of access to criminal history information 4It 
via office terminal has greatly enhanced the ability of 

investigating Agents to perform their function. While 

significant gain has occurred as a result of this access to 

criminal history information, training on the procedures to fully 

utilize each available data base has not been standardized. This 

gap in training has resulted in a few Agents who are identified 

as "experts" in the process and others who are intimidated by the 

hardware and are only securing partial information. 

Consideration should be given to providing each office with a 

fully-trained terminal operator who can access all available 

criminal history information as required by investigating Agents. 

CAREER ADVANCEMENT 

Investigating AgenT. positions are viewed by staff, 

particularly supervision Agents, as the preferred top of the line 

positions. After achieving this level, however, investigating 

Agents have no further career incentives. 
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Most investigating Agents have long tenure with the agency, 

have developed a high degree of competency in their work, possess 

excellent writing and communication skills and do not strive to 

advance to supervisory or administrative levels. These Agents 

generally achieve the top salary levels after approximately ten 

years and have no further incentives in terms of higher education 

or career advancement that might be of benefit to themselves and 

the agency. Thus, consideration should be given to the 

development of a "career-ladder" concept bettrleen the Divisions of 

the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services to 

allow and encourage professional advancement and development 

among employees. 

TRAINING 

Most Agents and Supervisors believe in the value and content 

of the academy training program provided to new Agents prior to 

entering the agency. While general consensus is positive 

regarding new Agent training, the required in-service training 

for veteran staff is generally viewed as repetitive and 

unrewarding. Investigating Agents do not feel that they are 

being kept in touch with such items as available community 

resources as part of in-service training that might allow a 

closer match of the needs identified in a pre-sentence 

investigation with a recommendation for special conditions of 

probation or institutional treatment. As previously discussed, 

in-service trai~ing might include basic instruction regarding 

access to criminal history information through office terminals. 

Consideration should be given to allowing a number of Senior 

Agents to assist in the development of a revised curriculum for 

in-service training specifically of interest and value to 

investigators. 

STAFF MORALE 

The morale of the investigative staff of the Division of 

Parole and Probation appears at the present time to be neither 

high nor low. While the general state of morale appears 
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moderate, there is a very clear perception by the staff that the 4It 
Division of Parole and Probation occupies the bottom rung in 

terms of priority within the Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Services. Although the general malaise of the 

Division may be due to a combination of high workload, low 

salaries and recent administrative turnover, it is believed that 

perhaps more communication with administration would provide 

staff both an outlet for problems as well as input into possible 

problem solutions. To this end, the now dormant Director's 

Advisory Board, comprised of selected staff persons, would be of 

assistance even if meetings are infrequent. Further, if this 

body were granted direct communication with the Secretary of the 

Department regarding specific issues, very important two-way 

communication would result. Consideration should be given to 

reactivating the Director's Advisory Board as soon as possible. 

RECOMMENDATION 18-3 

The Division should consider providing a staff person to 
visit the District and Circuit Courts on a daily basis to pick up 
any pre-sentence investigation notices entered that day. 

RECOMMENDATION 18-4 

Consideration should be given to the development of an 
alternate form of home and employment verification for the 
routine case typically accomplished by telephone. 

RECOMMENDATION 18-5 

Consideration should be given to providing each office with a 
fully-trained terminal operator who can access all available 
criminal history information as requested by investigating 
Agents. 

RECOMMENDATION 18-6 

Consideration should be given to reactivating the Director's 
Advisory Board as soon as possible. 
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RECOMMENDATION #8-7 

Consideration should be given to the development of a 
format to allow investigating Agents to receive regular 
feedback from the courts regarding presentence reports. 
This might be in the form of a written checklist completed 
by the judge, regular meetings between supervisory staff and 
judges, etc. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-8 

Con~ideration should be given to either a reexamination 
of the 1983 time study or to conducting a new time study to 
assess the time necessary to complete the various 
investigative functions of the agency and assign proper 
workload credit. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-9 

Consideration should be given to the development of a 
"career-ladder" concept among the Divisions of the 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services to 
allow and encourage professional advancement and development 
among employees. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-10 

Consideration should be given to allowing a number of 
Senior Agents to assist in the development of a revised 
curriculum for in-service training specifically of interest 
and value to investigators. 

POST-SENTENCING INVESTIGATIONS 

Background 

Post-sentence investigations are performed by the 

Division at the reque~t of the Courts. The investigations 

assist the Courts in reconsidering sentences imposed upon an 

offender who has petitioned for such reconsideration. The 

Division also provides another type of post-sentence 
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investigation at the Courts' request which reports whether 

or not the conditions of probation are being followed. 

These investigations are used at violation of probation 

hearings. The Division's Procedures Manual cites Article 

41, Section 4-609 as the statutory authority for performing 

these poet-sentence investigations. This Article which is 

the authority for pre-sentence investigations states the 

Division will also provide the Court with, " ... other 

investigations in all cases when requested by the judge." 

The number of these investigations is quite small, totaling 

80 for both FY 1987 and FY 1988. 

SCOPE OF AUDIT 

The total number of post-sentence investigations for FY 

1987 and FY 1988 were obtained and reviewed for compliance 

with applicable state law and Division policy and procedure. 

FIND'INGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Requesting Jurisdiction 

There were a total of 80 post-sentence investigations 

for FY 1987 and FY 1988 prepal;ed by the Division. In 

reviewing the investigations by requesting jurisdictions, it 

was found that 67.5% of the total were requested by just 

three jurisdictions-- Baltimore, Harford and Washington 

Counties. Why the vast majority of the post-sentence 

investigations are centered in these three counties could 

not be determined. 
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Jurisdiction 

Anne Arundel 
Allegany 
Baltimore 
Baltimore City 
Calvert 
Caroline 
Carroll 
Cecil 
Charles 
Dorchester 
Frederick 
Garrett 
Harford 
Howard 
Kent 
Montgomery 

Table 8-3 

JURISDICTIONS REQUESTING 
POST-SENTENCE INVESTIGATIONS 

FY 1987 and FY 1988 

FY 1987 

2 
0 
8 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 

19 
1 
1 
2 

Prince George's 3 
Queen Anne's 0 
Somerset 0 
St. Mary's 1 
Talbot 1 
Washington 8 
Wicomico 0" 
Worcester 0 

TOTALS 50 

~ 

FY 1988 

2 
0 
4 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
9 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 

30 

As can be seen from the Table,' 28' (35%) of the total 80 

post-sentence investigation reports were requested from 

Harford County. The next largest numbers were requested from 

Washington County with 14 (17%) and Baltimore County with 12 

(15%). As a result almost two-thirds of the post-sentence 

investigations were provided for these three jurisdictions 

during FY 1987 and FY 1988 . 

8-17 



RECOMMENDATION #8-11 

The Division should determine if there is any correlation 
between the lack of pre-sentence reports and the use of post­
sentence reports in these jurisdictions. If pre-sentence 
reports are not used in these jurisdictions, the Division may 
want to encourage the Court to request these reports. 

Consideration should be given to the completion of a 
post-sentence investigation on each individual entering the 
system (prison or probation) in which a pre-sentence 
investigation has not been completed. 

The investigations were also categorized as to the type 

of investigation based on the reason requested, the 

recommendations of the investigator and the information 

provided in the report. These results are displayed in the 

following Table. 

Table 8-4 

REASONS FOR REQUESTING POST-SENTENCE REPORT 

Reason 

Consideration for Residing 
in Local Jail 

Reconsideration of Sentence 

Special Evaluation 

Violation Hearing 

Status Report 

TOTALS 

Number (%) 

3 (4%) 

50 (63%) 

2 (2.5%) 

2 (2.5%) 

22 (28%} 

79 (100%) 

As can be seen from the Table, the majority of the 

reports are to provide information for reconsideration·of 

sentences based upon the request of the sentenced offender. 

In these reports a recommendation is provided to the Court in 

considering the requested revision to the sentence. 
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• The next largest category of post-sentence investigations 

requested by the Courts appear to be for the purpose of 

()blaining information on the adjustment or classification 

status of an offender sentenced to the Division of 

Correction. In some of these cases an initial post-sentence 

investigation was completed and an update to that original 

investigation was requested by the Court but no 

recommeridations are provided in the current report. 

RECOMMENDATION #8-12 

The Division should confer with the Courts and determine 
whether these "Status Report" post-sentence investigations 
are useful and if the format and information provided are 
adequate. It may be that such requests for adjustment or 
classification information on offenders sentenced to the 
Division of Correction could be referred to that agency for 
reply directly to the Courts. 

• policy and Procedure 

In reviewing the Division'S policy and procedure for 

preparing the post-sentence investigations, an apparent 

inconsistency was found in the procedure. The present 

procedure, "Section V. Post-Sentence Investigation - Court", 

indicates that if a pre-sentence report does not exist then 

the pre-sentence format is followed excluding a victim impact 

statement and a sentencing guidelines worksheet. Apparently, 

the exclusion of this material is based on the understanding 

that this information was already incorporated by the Court 

in the sentencing decision. However, if a pre-sentence 

report does exist then the only requirement is to update the 

original pre-sentence report. The pre-sentence report 

procedures require that for Circuit Court cases where a pre­

sentence investigation is ordered, a victim impact statement 

will be completed if the offense resulted in serious physical 

injury or death to the victim. In addition, f6r all Circuit 

• Court cases a sentencing guideline worksheet is also to be 

completed and included in the pre-sentence report. 
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RECOMMENDATION #8-14 

The Division should emphasize the format of the post­
sentence investigation report in order to ensure that the 
information needed for the report is included. 
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FOREWORD 

All across the country, state and local criminal justice officials 
are searching for ways to fill the gap in correctional alternatives 
between simple probation and incarceration. Intermediate sanctions 
-- such as boot camps, house arrest, community service, expanded 
use of fines, restitution, etc. -- can provide the needed co':"~t~.\uum 
of sentencing options, so that offenders are held accountrt}tJ.e for 
their crimes, while, at the same timet. the publl,.c saiety is 
ensured. 

The information contained in this Survey of Intermediate Sanctions 
provides valuable and timely information for" State and local 
governments, agencies, and organizations, a·s well as criminal 
justice practitioners and researchers, on the concept of 

.intermediate sanctions and its development. In addition, it 
presents practical information regarding relevant activities of the 
various Office of Justice Programs' (OJP) bureaus and offices: the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the 
National Institute of Justice, and the Office of Juvenile.Justi.ce 
and Delinquency Prevention; ~s well as those of the National 
Institute of Corrections. Reference materials, sources of 
technical assistance, and representative programs are also included 
in this report. 

The Office of Justice Programs' bureaus and offices ass'ist State 
and-local governments to reduce crime and to foster the cooperation 
and coordination needed to make the criminal justice system 
function more effectively and fairly. In carrying out its ~uties 
and responsibilities, OJP works to form partnerships with state and 
local governments to help policymakers, practitioners, and the 
public t9 identify emerging criminal justice problems and issues, 
promote innovative solutions, test them, and disseminate the 
results. ' 

President Bush, through the National Drug Control strategy, and the 
Attorney General have emphasized the need to plan, develop, arid 
implement intermediate sanctions, particularly for non-violent drug 
offenders. It is our hope that this publication will aid in 
achieving that goal. 

~ f1"vJi 
~mmy ~urule 
Assistant Attorney General 
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PART ONE: AN OVERVIEW OF INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS 

THB ROLB OF INTERMEDIATE SANC'l'IO:NIrJ IN THE NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL 
STRATBGY 

"We also know that there are many for whom incarceration is 
not appropriate. But is simple probation sufficient? 
Particularly when probation officers are carrying case loads 
far beyond what is manageable? We need to fill the gap 
between simple probation and prison. We need intermediate 
steps--interme.diate punishments." 

"This concept has appeal in both principle and practice. In 
principle, if we recognize gradations in the seriousness of 
criminal behavior, then we should have gradations in 
sanctions, as well. That's why we need a portfolio of 
intermediate punishments that are available--independent of 
whether our correctional facilities are full or empty, or 
whether our correctional budgets are lush or lean, or whether 
our offender populations are increasing or declining." 

From the Opening Remarks by Dick Thornburgh, 
Attorney General of the United states at the 
National Drug Conference, May 15, 1990. 

The term "intermediate sanctions" refers to the range of post 
adjudication sanctions being developed to fill the gap between 
traditional probation and traditional jailor prison sentences. 
The President's 1989 National Drug Control strategy (September 
1989) (hereafter "strategy I") described the problem well: "In many 
jurisdictions, the choice of criminal sanctions is between prison 
or nothing at all." Intermediate sanctions--from the expanded use 
of fines, restitution, and community service to house arrest, 
intensive stipervision, and shoCk incarceration--can utilize a host 
of innovative techniques that provide a continuum of sanctioning 
options. For this reason, innovative tools and techniques will be 
discussed that are related to intermediate sanctions, but are not 
necessarily intermediate sanctions as defined here. 

As noted by the Attorney General, the concept has appeal in both 
principle and practice. If we recognize gradations in the 
seriousness of criminal behavior, then we should have available 
sanctions of graduated severity. From this perspective, we need 
a variety of intermediate sanctions from which to choose, 
notwithstanding the problems of prison overcrowding, budgetary 
concerns and fluctuating offender popUlations. In practice, 
intermediate sanctions can provide a means to hold offenders 
appropriately accountable for their actions, and, by increasing 
surveillance and control of the higher risk offenders supervised 
in the community, can contribute to public safety. 



This is essential at a time when close to 3 million offenders are 
under community supervision, when demands on probation in major 
cities is probably increasing more dramatically than the demands 
on jails and prisons, and when rising probation case loads may make 
one officer responsible for monitoring 200 offenders. An important 
feature of the concept of intermediate sanctions is that new 
sentencing options become available that are not dependent upon any 
particular sentencing structure or process. Intermediate sanctions 
may be utilized by sentencing judges or correctional agencies. 
For example, they may be implemented in states that do not employ 
sentencing guidelines. 

Development and expansion of intermediate sanctions is one of the 
major criminal justice priorities identified in President Bush's 
strategy I. In particular, strategy I calls for: "Federal funding 
to states for planning, developing, and implementing alternative 
sentencing programs for nonviolent drug offenders, including house 
arrest and boot camps." (Page 16.) 

strategy I further concludes that "we need a national drug law 
enforcement strategy that casts a wide net and seeks to ensure that 
all drug use--whatever its scale--faces the risk of criminal sanc­
tion." (Page 18.) In defining appropriate criminal sanctions, 
strategy I advises: "If state and local officials wish to expand 
their capacity to prosecute and sentence drug offenders they must 
broaden their notions of what constitutes punishment." (Page 25.) 
strategy I specifically identifies "more efficient and often less 
expensive" options which include: "military-style boot camps" with 
rigorous regimes and austere conditions that "bring a sense of 
order and discipline to the lives of youthful, non-violent first­
time offenders, and perhaps serve as a deterrent against future 
crimesi" "halfway houses" with' "strictly supervised addiction 
recovery programs" for "offenders who require treatment;" and 
"house arrest programs that keep an offender incapacitated at his 
own expense." (Page 25.) An array of additional formal and 
informal sanctions stressing public safety and "accountability" are 
presented. 

strategy I concludes its discussion of criminal sanctions as 
follows (page 26): "Alternative sentencing need not and should not 
.mean a. weekend of charity work. The aim, rather, should be a 
flexible, high-volume processing system for a range of drug 
offenders, one that is swift, certain, and carefully linked to drug 
treatment and testing." 

President Bush's 1990 National Drug Control strategy (January 1990) 
(hereafter "strategy II") continues the emphasis on intermediate 
sanctions begun in strategy I. It states, "At the state level, 
there is a pressing need to maintain a high level of supervision 
for the thousands of convicted drug offenders who are return~(;Lto 
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the community." (Paqe 25.) Strateqy II also notes that "S,\:ates 
have bequn to explore a broader array of sanctions including 
highly-atructured boot camps and house arrest programs." (Page 24 • ) 

DBFINING INTBRMBDIATE SANCTIONS 

The terminoloqy used in defininq various criminal sanctions is, at 
times, duplicative and confusinq. For instance, the tlerm 
"intermediate sanction" is often referred to as "intermedii:tte 
punishment," "sentencinq alternative" or even "alternative to 
incarceration. ,,1 

For purposes of consistency and clarity, however, a standard 
definition will be used in this paper which is generally applied 
to both "intermediate sanction" and II intermediate punishment." The 
followinq definition of "intermediate sanction" is adopted: a 
punishment option that is considered on a continuum to rall between 
traditional probation and traditional .incarceration. 

Thus, intermediate sanction may, in fact, include elements of 
probation, incarceration and alternatives to incarceration--but it 
is not synonymous with any of these particular concepts. One 
advantage to not usinq the t.erminology "intermediate punishment" 
is that "punishment" is commonly equated with a sinqle rationale 
for applying criminal sanctions--the rationale of "retribution" or 
"just deserts"--to the neqlect of other traditional goals, 
including deterrence (both "qeneral" and "specific") , 
incapacitation (or "isolation," "incarceration"), and rehabili­
tation (or "habilitation," "treatment," or "reformation") . 
Similarly, "restitution" (compensation to the victim or society) 
is another purpose that may be served through criminal sanctions. 
Intermediate sanctions may accommodate and include all of these 
purposes. I.t is important that this multi-purpose sanction not be 
evaluated by a sinqle criterion (.i..:JL.., recidivist rate) to the 
neglect of other important criteria (~~, enhanced public safety 
through greater supervision or isolation of an offender). 

1 See Dillinqham, steven D., et. al., Probation and Parole in 
Practi"ce, (Cincinnati: Anderson Publishing Co., 1990); Morris, 
Norval and Tonry, Michael "Between Prison and Probation 
Intermediate Punishments in a Rational Sentencinq System" NIJ 
Reports, No. 218, pp. 8-10, January/February 1990); National Drug 
Control strategy, Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1989; von Hirsch, Andrew, Doing Justice. (New 
York: Hill and Wanq, 1976) •. 
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ISSUES RELATED '1'0 INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS 

• It is important to emphasize that "intermediate ,sanction." 
provide a wide array of sentencing options as called for in 
strategy I. Intermediate sanctions may include: periods of . 
incarceration in "boot camps;" intensive supervi.ion of 
probationers and parolees, with drug testing requirements; 
electronic monitoring programs; house arrest programs; and 
community service and work programs with restitution require­
ments. Innovative techniques that may be used in conjunction 
with intermediate sanctions and that also create additional 
sentencing options, include: stiff fine. and civil penalties 
for "casual" users; property .forfeiture;driver' s license 
s,uspension; employer' notification; overnight or weekend 
detention; eviction from public housi~g; forfeiture of car.; 
school suspension; parental notification; postponement of 
driver's license eligibility; community service requirements 
for juveniles; and other options yet to be developed. 

• Intermediate sanctions should not be considered substitute 
sanctions for those deserving incarceration for their crimes, 
whether short-term or long-term. Although intermediate 
sanctions may be a useful sentencing tool for the criminal 
justice system, they may not be appropriate sentencing 
considerations if they diminish criminal accountability. 
Unfortunately, some may view it as a.convenient sUbstitute for 
incarceration of serious offenders. It. indeed may be 
convenient and cost-effective for selected offenders, but it 
must always be weighed against an overriding concern for 
public safety. Public safety must remain the 'paramount 
consideration. 

• Drug testing programs are to be implemented throughout State 
criminal justice systems. Both strategy I and strategy II 
emphasize drug testing as a tool for combatting and monitor­
ing illegal drug use, and call for drug testing programs as 
a condition for receipt of Federal criminal justice funds. 
As a consequence, drug testing will be ~ central element of 
most intermediate sanctions options and will require dramati­
cally increased resources, including expanded training and 
technical assistance. While drug testing is of importance to 
pre-trial services in assessing risks associated with release 
pending final adjudication, drug testing requirements are even 
more critical to probation and parole functions which include 
the vast majority of convicted offenders. As stated in 
strategy I (page 26): 

"Probation, like parole, court-supervised treatmel~t, and 
some, release programs, should be tied to a regulair and 
rigorous program of drug testing in order to cjt>erce 
offenders to abstain from drugs while integrating /I:he~ 
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back into the community. Such programs make prison space 
availaqle for those drug offenders we cannot, safely 
return to the streets. But unless they rigidly enforce 
drug abstinence under the threat of incarceration, these 
efforts lose their teeth. Drug tests should be a part 
of ~very stage of the criminal justice R:r.ocess--at the 
time of arrest and throughout the period of probation or 
incarceration; andparole--because they are the most 
effective way of keeping offenders off drugs both in and 
out of det~ntion." 

Strategy II (pages 25-26) confirms the weight placed on drug 
testing and states: 

"Drug testing through urinalysis is the only reliable and 
practical method currently available for determining 
whether someone in custody or under correctional supervi­
sion has been using illegal drugs. Testing within the 
criminal justice system can serve as an 'early warning 
system' that provides another method of keeping offenders 
in check while they are on pretrial or post-conviction 
release. Moreover, random, mandatory drug tests, coupled 
with certain penalties, create a powerful incentive for 
those under correctional supervision -- a high risk group 
-- to get off and stay off drugs." 

• One of the most reoent and exoiting forms of intermediate 
sanotions being adopted by the states is "boot oamps ... · The 
President's strategy I calls for more support and attention 
to these programs, and program administrators and staff are 
almost unanimous in their enthusia:sm for them. Although there 
were some early critics of these programs, their concerns may 
serve the useful purpose of improving the programs. Probable 
benefits of "boot camps" include: 

Alternative sentenoing options. Boot camps should be 
considered as intermediate sanctions for offenders who pose 
risks too high for immediate supervi.sed release. This option 
reinforces "user accountability" and promotes effective drug 
testing programs for offenders upon release. 

Enhanoed publio safety through inoapaoitation. Offenders 
in boot camps are, in fact, incapacitated for a period of 
time, preventing an immediate threat or opportunity for 
continued qrug abuse. 

Deterrenoe and punishment. The rigors of boot camps, 
discipline, and the threat .Qf more serious sanctions provide 
a potential deterrent and 'the perception of punishment for 
some offenders. 
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- RehaJ:)ilitation and t,rea,tment. The system of discipline and 
structured rewards demonstrates the relationship of wrongful 
behavior and undesired consequences 0 The curriculum typically 
includes structured physical drills, life skills improvement, 
self-esteem enhancement, educational and vocational training, 
confidence building, personal hygiene improvement, and 
substance abuse treatment~ While firm in approach, these 
programs represent significant attempts to actually change 
criminal behaviors and should be considered rehabilitative in 
approach. 

Reduced costs and implementation advantaqes. Boot camps 
may utilize surplus property and have shortened start-up time 
~equirements in comparison to prison, start-ups. While costs 
are dependent upon design and operational features, boot camps 
offer potential cost-savings over prisons and experience less 
community resistance as they pose significantly reduced public 
risks due to the population consisting of non-violent 
offenders. 

opportunities for restitution and community service. Boot 
camps frequently provide opportunities for performing valuabl9 
community services, both while incarcerated in low-security 
facilities and during intensive supervisi0n upon release. A 
restitution requirement may also serve as an element of 
release. 
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PART TWO: INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS AT THE STATE· 
AND LOCAL LEVEL 

This section contains a review of a range of intermediate sanctions 
and related innovative tools, and how they are being used by state 
and local governments. Several points should be noted here: 
First, while many of the State and local progr.;lms were initially 
established and promoted explicitly as less cos~ly alternatives to 
incarceration, Le., to add:i;ess prison and jail crowding, most have 
also been used for, and increasingly are being designed for, a 
range of offenders who would otherwise have received "standard" 
probation. Again, intermediate sanctions serve more purposes than 
reducing costs and providing bedspace. Second, the sanctions 
described below are not mutually exclusive, but are frequently used 
in combination. Thus, a program of Intensive Supervision Probation 
may include requirements for community service, res.titution, 
regular drug testing and a curfew. And third, these intermediate 
punishments can. be effective--can function as credible sanctions 
with both offenders and the public--only to the extent that 
compliance with conditions is strictly monitored and enforced, and 
that the "back-up sentence"--the penalty for non-compliance--is 
defined and capable of implementation. 

Technoloqies to Monitor Compliance with Conditions: Two technolo­
gies that permit criminal justice agencies to monitor more 
accurately an offender I s compliance with the conditions. of the 
sentence--drug testing and electronic monitoring--are increasingly 
being used in State and local intermediate sanctions programs. 

• Drug' Testing': Drug testing, to determine that an offender 
remains drug-free, is now being used as part of intensive 
supervision probation (ISP) , house arrest, probation with day 
reporting, and shock incarceration programs at the State and 
local level. For example, Georgia I s ISP program includes both 
routine and unannounced drug testing; Oklahoma's house arrest 
program mandates drug testing; Day Reporting Centers in 
Massachusetts test participants on a frequent, but random, 
basis; and SI programs in New York and Louisiana use drug 
testing both during the program and as part of post-release 
supervision. Urinalysis, which identifies recent drug use, 
is the current technology. Hair analysis, which can identify 
drug use over time, is too expensive presently for widespread 
application. However, the technology is developing rapidly 
and may hold promise for a less intrusive testing method, 
which could be used at less frequent intervals to provide not 
simply a "snapshot" of recent drug use, but a history of use 
over time. 

• Electronic Monitorinq: Electronic monitoring is used in a 
number of house arrest and ISP programs to monitor comp~iance 
with confinement conditions--in short, to make sure offenders 
are where they are supposed to be. Growth in use has been 
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explosive in recent years. A series of National Institute of 
Justice (NIJ) surveys provide annual I-day counts of the 
number of offenders being electronically monitored. In 
February 1987, 826 offenders were being monitored in 21 
states; by February, 1988, the figure had tripled to 2,277 
offenders in 32 states; and the February 1989 count is 
estimated at 7,200 offenders in at least 37 states. 

Electronic monitoring is being used with major traffic 
offenders (particularly DUI or DWI), property offenders, drug 
offenders, and for some sex offenses and/or offenses against 
persons. Florida and Michigan are the two states making the 
greatest use of monitors. In Michigan, the bulk of the 
offenders being monitored are under the supervision of the 
state Department of Corrections. In Florida, by contrast, 
approximately half of the participating offenders are moni­
tored by the Department of Corrections, another quarter are 
monitored by city or county agencies (including sheriffs' 
offices and police departments), and most of the remainder are 
monitored by private agencies. 

Commercially available monitoring equipment acquires informa­
tion about the offender's presence in or absence from the 
monitored location and transmits it, normally by telephone 
line, to a computer where it is available to the surveillance 
officer. Two approaches are prevalent: a "continuously 
signalling device" which constantly monitors the offender's 
presence at a gi ven location and the "programmed contact 
device" which phones offenders periodically to verify their 
presence. Recently, "hybrid" equipment has been introduced. 
It normally functions as a continuously signalling device, 
but when the computer is alerted to an unauthorized absence 
is capable of functioning as a programmed contact device, 
telephoning the offender and requesting verification that the 
individual responding is the offender being monitored. 
Numerous other advances and refinements are being incorporated 
in the systems, including visual verification through 
transmission of a snapshot activated by the person answering 
the telephone. 

Shock Incarceration (SI) Programs: Shock Incarceration programs, 
popularly known as "hoot camps," are one of the most publicized 
intermediate sanction programs. As of February 1990, SI programs 
were operating in 14 States. Programs vary in size, duration, 
location, who controls entry (judiciary or department of 
corrections), th~ level of post-program supervision and differences 
in the level of training, education, or treatment programming 
provided. All are relatively brief--most, three to four months-­
and are designed for offenders who have not yet served time in a 
state prison. The programs draw on the model of a military boot 
camp. They stress strict discipline, obedience, regimentation, 
drill and ceremony, and physical conditioning, sometimes including 
manual labor. SI pa.rticipants are E"xpected to learn self-disci­
pline, teamwork and develop improved self-respect. Program 
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participants are housed separately from the general prison 
population, although in some programs they are within sight and 
earshot of general population inmates. 

Adult boot camp programs are now operating in Alabama, Arizona, 
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New 
York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, and 
Texas. New York has the most offenders serving time in SI 
progralRs, all of which are located some distance from regular 
prisons. The New York program is six months in duration, focuses 
on strict discipline and rehabilitation activities (including drug 
treatment and education), and includes an after-care program as 
part of post-release supervision. There is also an intensive staff 
training component. 

Louisiana's program, which also combines discipline with rehabili­
tation activities, was established within an existing prison, 
permi tting relatively low start-up costs. Oklahoma's program, 
emphasizes correctional programming, particularly education, but 
also provides discipline and work. By contrast, the programs in 
Florida and Georgia emphasize hard work and discipline, but also 
provide some programming and rehabilitation activities. 

Intensive supervision Probation (ISP): Intensive supervision 
probation (ISP) as a technique for increasing control over offend­
ers in the community (and thereby reducing risk), has gained wide 
popularity. A 1988 survey found that 45 states had or were 
developing ISP programs. The most basic elements of ISP are 
increased supervision, surveillance and control, usually achieved 
through reduced case loads , increased numbers of contacts per month, 
and a range of mandated activities for participating offenders-­
fer example, work or vocational training, community service, drug 
testing and treatment, and, in some cases, a curfew. Programs 
vary, however, in terms of the number and type of contacts per 
month, case load size, type of surveillance conducted and services 
offered, whether staffed by· specially trained officers or regular 
probation officers, and whether an officer "team" approach is used. 
Entry to a program may be the province of the sentencing judge, a 
prison release board, a parole board, or the probation agency. 

Georryia's program requires up to five face-to-face contacts per 
week, 132 hours of mandatory community service, a mandatory curfew, 
mandatory employment, a weekly check of local arrest records, 
automatic notification of arrest elsewhere via the state Crime 
Information Network listing, and routine and unannounced drug and 
alcohol testing. These standards are enforced by a probation team 
made up of a probation of.ficer and a surveillance officer, an 
approach designed to provide both surveillance and treatment­
oriented counseling. Each· team normally supervises 25 
probationers, although in some areas a team of one probation 
officer and two surveillance of·ficers may supervise a case load of 
40. 

'i> 
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Nelrl Jersey's ISP program differs in that offenders are released 
" into ISP from prison. Established in 1983, the program is designed 

to handle up to 500 offenders--who apply for admission from prison 
and have normally served three to four months before entering the 
program. New Jersey uses seven separate eligibility reviews to 
ensure that only low risk prisoners are admitted to the program, . 
with final selection made by panels of superior court judges. The 
New Jersey ISP is an 18-month program and i~ divided into three 
phases, with unconditional release upon successful completion. 
The program runs 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and is staffed 
by specially-trained probation officers who regularly work evenings 
and weekends with caseloads limited to 25. In the first phase, 
offenders must have a minimum of 20 contacts a month with the 
probation officer. (An evaluation of the program, however, found 
that the median number of monthly contacts was higher: 31 in the 
first stage, 25 in the second, and 22 for the final phase.) There 
is a mandatory curfew with late night curfew checks. Employment 
or vocational training is required, and non-compliance is cause for 
revocation and return to prison. Sixteen hours of community 
service are also mandated. 

By contrast, the Massachusetts ISP program was not intended to 
serve prison-bound offenders, but was designed specifically to 
provide better community protection over a sub-set of offenders 
normalJ.y placed on probation. The program targets high-risk 
probationers, determined through the use of an objective risk­
classification instrument. A needs assessment is part of the 
intake process, and.probation officers develop specific interven­
tion strategies based on the needs identified, and make mandatory 
referrals in high-need areas, e.g. drug or alcohol abuse, which may 
include additional special conditions established by the judge. 
Four face-to-face and six collateral contacts (contacts other than 
face-to-face) are required per month; employment is verified every 
14 days, and a records check conducted once a month. Probation 
conditions are rigorously monitored and enforced, using a four-step 
revocation process. continuation in the program is reviewed in the 
fourth and tenth month; if the offender's risk level has improved, 
the individual may move to a lower level of supervision. 

Day Reporting centers: An emerging development in the field of 
intensive supervision is the Day Reporting center (DRC), the 
subject of a current NIJ study. It identified 13 DRC I S in six 
states (Connecticut, New Jersey, New Mexico, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, and Wisconsin), the majority operated by private 
organizations. While programs vary in detail, in general, 
offenders must physically report to the center on a daily basis, 
provide a schedule of their planned activities, and must 
participate in designated programs, services, and activities 
provided by the center or other community agencies. They must 
report by phone to the center throughout the day, and they can 
expect random. phone checks by center staff both during the day and 
at home following curfew. 
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The NIJ survey found that in some existing programs offenders must 
contact the reporting center an average of 60 times per week and, 
in all but one, tak,e random drug tests. sanctions for drug 
violations vary--officials in Boston and Springfield, Massachusetts 
programs return offenders to the House of Corrections for their 
first positive drug test, while those in Bridgeport step up 
counseling and order more frequent testing, but revoke only chronic 
cases. Failure to report or participate in programming is a 
violation for which conditional release or communitys'upervision 
may be .revoked. Participation in the DRC can be a condition of 
probation; in some. instances, it may be imposed as a sanction for 
probation violators, as a penal ty short of returning them to 
prison. In some jurisdictions, it is also used as a step-down from 
a parole half-way house, or as a form of supervised pre-trial 
release. Many DRC' s simultaneously serve a mixed population 
consisting of probationers, parolees, and other individuals under 
some kind of criminal justice supervision. 

There is considerable variety in the size of DRC's and the extent 
to which service's are offered in-house or brokered through existing 
community agencies. AIC, in Hartford, Connecticut, can handle 150 
participants, provides all training and programming on-site, and 
supervises the average participant for 110 days. The Metro DRC, 
in Boston, has a capacity of 50, makes extensive referrals to off­
site programs, and supervises its offender for an average of 42 
days. 

House Arrest and Home Confinement Conditions: Home confinement 
conditions restrict an individual to his or her residence for 
specific periods of time. Such conditions may be one component of 
a separate sentence (for example, the curfew conditions of inten­
sive supervision programs), or may constitute an independent 
sanction, popularly known as "house arrest." In most house arrest 
programs, offenders are permitted to leave their homes only for 
employment, medical needs, or such mandated assignments as 
community service. . 

In the spectrum of intermediate sanctions, house arrest is 
considered more punitive than intensive probation which, in 
addition to close surveillance, may offer the offender counseling, 
treatment, and support services. In house arrest, the focus is on 
confinement, and the supervising officer's role is to ensure that 
the offender stays confined at home--a function supported in some 
programs with electronic monitoring. House arrest programs have 
been established in several states; those in Florida and Oklahoma 
are among the best known. 

Florida's community Control Program, established in 1983, is the 
largest and most widely known house arrest program in the country. 
The program has handled 20,000 offenders to date and has 6,000 
"community controllees" under supervision at any given time. The 
sentencing judge assigns participants to the program. Three 
categories of offenders eligible: those convicted of nonforcible 
fe10nies, probationers and parolees charged with technical or 
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misdemeanor violations, and a flexible category, "others deemed 
appropriate" by the sentencing judge. community control lees .must 
support themselves and their families, perform community service, 
pay restitution, pay supervision fees of $3.0-$50 per month, 
maintain a daily log of their activities, and comply with restric­
tions on their movement. 

surveillance is conducted by specially trained community control 
officers whose case loads are limited to 20 offenders and who are 
required to make a minimum of 28 personal and collateral contacts 
wi th each offender per month. In recent years, electronic monitors 
have been used for some programmed phone checks, and in 1987 the 
Florida legislature allocated $418,000 to purchase or lease 
monitors for around-the-clock surveillance of some program 
participants. Florida's Community Control Program was initiated 
explicitly as an "alternative to incarceration"; current evaluation 
findings indicate that slightly over 50 percent of the offenders 
would otherwise have gone to prison, while the rest would have been 
placed on probation. 

The Oklahoma house arrest program is a "back door" early release 
program. It is of interest in terms of "intermediate" sanctions 
because it deals with higher risk offenders than is characteristic 
of most IS programs. Since its initiation in 1984, well over 4,000 
Oklahoma prisoners have been released ea~ly from prison into house 
arrest. Enabling legislation permits the Department of Correction 
to grant early release into house arrest for up to 15 percent of 
the total inmate population. Prisoners must serve 15 percent of 
their maximum sentence before being eligible, and must be within 
27 months of discharge for a non-violent offense and 11 months of 
discharge for a violent offense. Sex offenders and those denied 
parole within the last six months are ineligible. Each house 
arrestee is supervised by a correctional case manager and a 
community correctional officer. Program participants have up to 
three random field contacts per week, regular meetings with their 
correctional officer, and drug testing; they pay $45 per month in 
supervision fees and restitution. From October 1984 to October 
1985, 2,404 offenders were released into the program; 67 percent 
completed their house arrest successfully, with only five percent 
failing because they committed new crimes. Both the Florida and 
Oklahoma programs are currently being evaluated by NIJ. 
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Expanded Use of Fines: Many proponents of intermediate sanctions 
are urging expanded use of fines as a sanction, based 1) on a 
growing body of U.S. research, and 2) on the British and European 
experience, including the use of "day-fines." 

U.S. Research and Practice: While the fine as a criminal 
sanction is clearly punitive in nature, criticisms include: many 
fines are small and their punitive symbolism is limited; collection 
practices burden overworked courts, thus many fines are not 
collected, weakening the credibility of both the sanction and the 
court; and, because of disparity in offender incomes, set fines are 
inherently unfair. Recent research, however, demonstrates that 
there are many courts across the country where fines are imposed 
frequently and collections rates are high; and that often such 
straightforward administrative measures as requiring immediate 
payment, keeping installment schedules short, monitoring payment 
and sanctioning non-compliance quickly, appear to be major factors 
in program effectiveness. A number of courts are turning to the 
private sector for assistance with collection and enforcement. 

Among the courts using innovative collection and enforcement 
strategies are the Phoenix Municipal Court, where offenders must 
consult a fine coordinator if they cannot pay the fine immediately, 
set up a payment schedule, and sign a contract agreeing to pay on 
time. The information is entered into a computer system which 
credits payments to the offender's account and, if a payment is 
missed, automatically triggers enforcement strategies, from a 
computer-generated letter to phone calls from the coordinator. The 
Tacoma (Washington) Municipal Court uses a private telemarketing 
firm to remind offenders to make their payments; in two years, the 
technique generated $375,000 in fine revenue at a cost to the court 
of $26,000. The Evergreen District court, in Snohomish County, 
Washington, found using a licensed collection agency almost four 
times as productive as a court-generated delinquency notice for 
fines between 90 and 120 days overdue. Interest in using licensed 
collection agencies is growing. Such companies are not limited by 
State lines, frequently can contact other data bases to track 
offenders' addresses, and often notify credit bureaus of delinquent 
accounts; the potential impact on credit ratings appears to be a 
strong impetus for payment. 

The European Experience: The use of fines as the sole 
sanction for non-trivial criminal cases has been demonstrated in 
the United Kingdom, West Germany and Sweden. During 1980 in 
England and Wales, 24 percent of those convicted for burglary, 50 
percent of those convicted of violence against a person, and 52 of 
those convicted of theft or handling stolen property were fined. 
In West Germany, roughly 75 percent of adults convicted of other 
than traffic offenses are fined. The reported proportion in Sweden 
is close to 70 percent. A study in West Germany reported no 
difference in recidivism between professional thieves and traffic 
offenders given short-term imprisonment and those given a fine; it 
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reported fines were considerably more effective than either 
imprisonment or probation for offenders convicted of embezzlement, 
theft, and fraud. 

Day Fines: One technique for addressing the equity issue in 
using fines for offenders with vastly different incomes is the 
European Day Fine, widely used in west Germany and Scandinavia. 
with day fines, the judge first decides the number of "day fine 
units" warranted, based on the nature and severity of the crime 
(the more serious the crime, the higher the number of units), but 
with no consideration of the offender's income or resources. The 
monetary value of each day-fine unit is then determined based on 
the offender's income. The individual offender's "day fine" times 
the number of units imposed, becomes the total fine. In Sweden, 
a day fine is 1/1000th of the individual's annual income, with 
deductions made for taxes, dependents and major debts, but with 
increases based on net worth. Essentially, the Swedish system 
deprives offenders of disposable income over and above their basic 
living expenses. In Germany, a day-fine unit is described as the 
offender's net income for one day, without deduction for family 
maintenance; the total fine then represents the net income the 
offender would have lost had he or she been incarcerated. Such 
fines can be adjusted to reflect individual circumstances. 

Based on the European experience, NIJ is sponsoring an experiment 
and demonstration of day fines in the criminal court of Richmond 
county (Staten Island) New York. An independent pilot project is 
also underway in Phoenix, Arizona, and similar programs are 
reported under consideration in Minneapolis, Minnesota and Port­
land, Oregon. 

Community service: community service orders require offenders to 
work without pay for a designated number of hours, normally for 
public or non-profit organizations. Typical tasks include cleaning 
up highways and public parks, maintenance work in hospitals or 
nursing homes, or clerical tasks in public agencies. community 
service has been discussed earlier as one element within a more 
stringent intermediate punishment (~, intensive probation, house 
arrest, or in conjunction with a heavy fine for white collar 
offenders who are seen as posing no risk to the public). Community 
service orders are also used as a stand-alone sanction or a 
condition of probation for low level indigent offenders unable to 
pay a fine; for lesser white collar offenders and for many juve­
niles. A recent review indicated there were well over 250 communi­
tyservice programs serving adult criminal courts and double that 
number for juveniles. Both the advice of experienced program 
administrators and research findings on community service indicate 
that to be effecti ve--whether as an independent sanction or an 
element of a more punH:i ve sentence--programs must focus on 
judicial acceptance, enforcement of community service orders, 
supervision of the work to be performed, and, often, training 
offenders to perform the work. 
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Ne.wYork City's community Service Program (focused on relatively 
low-level but repeat offenders and initiated in conjunction with 
the Vera Institute) has been the most intensively studied adult 
program in the country. That research found that judges would 
sentence to community service both offenders who would otherwise 
.have received lesser sentences, and those who would otherwise have 
been given short jail terms for punitive, rather than incapacita­
tive, purposes. Though early proponents of community service had 
frequently argued its rehabilitation potential, in New York, the 
subsequen"t c~iminality of those sentenced to community service was 
comparable to offenders given short jail terms, and some crimes, 
though typically not serious ones, were committed by the community 
service group. Further, the research found that offenders did not 
perceive community service as a form of victim restitution. The 
study's principal investigator recommends that community service 
"be conceived of, and designed principa'lly as a punishment rather 
than a rehabilitative strategy or symbolic restitution." 

Resti tution: .Financial resti tution to the victim (or, in the 
absence of an identified victim, mandated con.tributions to the 
State victim compensation fund) is increasingly seen as one element 
of a n~ore stringent intermediate sanction, such as intensive 
supervision probation. Here, there is a supervision mechanism in 
place to enforce payment. When victim restitution is ordered as 
a condition of probation, it may be administered by the probation 
agency, a victim-assistance program, or an independent program. 
A 1986 analysis of restitution practices found both victim-focused 
and offender-focused restitution programs, but in few cases was 
victim restitution the sole sanction. For all types of programs, 
the techniques for determining restitution amount were a key issue. 
Concerns surrounding restitution collection, strategies to encour­
age payment and sanctions for non-compliance parallel those 
involved in fines, although there appeared to be less innovation 
in addressing them. 

The analysis highlighted the variety in restitution practice: In 
Multnomah County, Oregon, Project Repay is a dedicated restitution 
unit within the Victim Assistance Program of the District Attor­
ney's Office; it has a staff of six and a restitution caseload of 
over 700. In most victim assistance programs, however, all program 
staff are expected to handle restitution as part of the delivery 
of victim services. In Glendale , Arizona, where the victim 
?lssistance program is an office of city government, a staff of ten 
handled approximately 100 restitution cases annually; in Santa 
Clara County, California, the 12-person staff of the victim witness 
program sponsored by the National Conference of Christians and Jews 
reported an annual restitution case load of 300. Victim-Offender 
Reconciliation Programs (VORP) were developed to address both the 
economic and psychological needs of crime victims. Most are 
!Sponsored by church-related organizations, though some ~re housed 
ingoverninEmt agencies, such as the sheriff's department in 
Batavia, New York. The programs rely heavily on volunteers in 
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as!;isting victims to work out acceptable restitution and repayment 
by.the offenders; restitution., caseloads are typically much smaller 
than in traditional victim assistance programs. In Elkhard County; 
Indiana; however, the VORP sponsored by the Center for CC?,mmunity 
JUstice,reports that its staff of six, plus volunteers, handle 
over 200 restitution cases annually. . 

tf·~~< 
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Corrections (and occasionally law enforcement) agencies administer 
differing types of restitution programs. "Resti tution/ employme,nt" 
programs arrange for probation by the offenders and 'help' the 
offender obt{"in employment so that restitution can be paid. One of 
the best-known is the "Earn-It" program of the Quincy (Massachu­
setts) District Court Probation Department. The program provides 
over 1., 630 offende\rs annually with temporary minimum wage' jobs $0 

they can pay restitution;' over 40 businesses in the court district 
have agreed to hire offenders fo~ up to 100 hours. Th~ ~ictim 
Restitution unit of the warwick, Rhode Island Police Depart!llent is 
a variation on the "Earn It" model. One full time police office~ 
handles over 430 restitution cases annually. For adult offenders, 
restitution is a condition of probation, but for juveniles, it can 
be arranged prior to adjudication as a diversion. The second 
offender-focused restitution practice gives the responsibility for 
arranging restitution agreements and monitoring payment to proba­
tion officers. While some probation agencies, such as the Munici-

Ii pal Probation Department of Minneapolis, MN, and the Nevada state 
) Probation Department, have dedicated Restitution Units, more coriunon 
~ practice is to make it the responsibility of all probation officers 

with respect to their own caseload. 

Mandatory Driver's License suspension: Mandatory suspension of a 
driver 1 s license (or ineligibility to apply for one) is drawing 
increasing attention as a potential sanction for drug users as well 
as for alcohol offenses. It is theorized that the loss of a 
driver's license for a significant period of time may not. only 
enhance public safety, but also provide an inexpensive and 
administratively simple sanction that can have a significant 
deterrent effect, particularly for casual drug users and juveniles. 
There are already a few programs in operation--in Oregon, Missouri, 
and New Jersey--but Ii ttle is known about their effect;i veness. The 
Oregon Program. is the oldest and targets 13 to 17 year-old' s. It 
was established in response to the Oregon Denial Law passed in 
1983, which._, was the nation's first state law to revoke minors' 
driving pr1vilegesfor alcohol or drug offenses, whether the 
vehicle was involved in the offense, or not. 

Missouri's program, based on the Use aI:ld Abuse Law passed in 
September 1987 ,targets offenders under the age of 21. Their 
licens.es can .be revoked for alcohol-related vehicular offenses and 
for any drug offenses whether or not they are vehicle:-related. New 
Jersey's program began as part of the New Jersey Comprehensive Drug 
Reform Act of 1987. It targets both adults an(j juvenil~s involveq 
in drug' offenses., and in 1988 suspended 9,600 licenses. A planned 
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NIJ study will examine these programs (along with other non­
incarcerative sanctions for drug users) to develop information on 
program operation, effectiveness, and costs. 

In addition, some jurisdictions, such as New York City, are 
experimenting with confiscating the automobiles of drug users 
driving to a "drug market" to purchase drugs. . 

state Efforts to Expand sentencing options and Intermediate 
sanctions: A very ambitious state effort to date to expand--and 
to structure-..;the range of sentencing options was ini tiated in 
Delaware by former Governor Pierre du Pont, at the recommendation 
of: the Delaware Sentencing Reform Committee. He proposed estab­
lishing a range of sanctions, spread over 10 separate "levels of 
accot.mtability," with increasing control, supervision, and obliga­
tions at each level. ,Such factors as the amount of mobility 

. permitted or confinement required, the amou'.nt of supervision and 
numbers of contacts, privileges to be withheld or other special 
conditions, were specified for each level. Thus, Level I was 
unsupervised probation to which a fine and court costs might be 
attached, while Levels VIII, IX, and X were incarceration in a 
minimum, medium, and maximum security prison, respectively, with 
considerable privilege restriction and financial obligations. At 
Level IV, the offender might have weekend community service or 
mandatory treatment five hours per day; be required to have 3-6 
face-to-face contacts per month, and weekly phone contact; pay a 
fine, court costs., and $::30 a month in probation fees; and be 
prohibited from drinking or traveling out of state. 

As envisioned, offenders would be sentenced to an initial Level 
based on the severity of the offense and criminal history, but 
could t depending on hehalJ,rior and compliance wi th conditions, move 
up or down, particular).y in Levels I - VII. Delaware moved to 
implement the program, aj~ter combining several of the levels (e.g., 
VIII, IX, and X) and reducing the overall total to five. 'The 
system is voluntary and non-binding, but reportedly has strong 
support within the judicial and corrections community. Sentencing 
commissions. in Oregon, Minnesota, and Louisiana are also reportedly 
exploring building intermediate sanctions into their guidelines 
system. Sentencing guidelines for the State of Washington suggest 
"exchange rates" between incarcerative and non-incarcerative 
s.entences for some less serious offenses. 

New York State, which is generally recognized as having a large 
number of different intermediate sanction programs, has taken a 
different approach to stimulating the expansion of intermediate 
punishments. Through its Division of Probation and Correctional 
Alternatives, it makes State dollars available to the counties for 
program development and technical assistance in this area, but 
·encourages each locality to determine .its own problel~ls and needS 
with respect to the specific type of program to b~a. mounted or 
offender·s to be targeted. Th~l. approach has reportedly stimulated 
new programs in 64 counties. 
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PART THREE: INTERMEDIATE SANCTION ACTIVITIES 

The Office of Justice Programs (OJP) and the National Institute of 
Corrections (NIC) are currently assisting state and local 
governments and agencies. in Undertaking a number of projects to 
study, demonstrate, and evaluate a variety of intermediate 
sanctions. What follows is a listing of activities, broken down 
by OJP bureau and NIC, including some past and current projects, 
that might be useful to those interested in some of the more 
practical considerations to implement intermediate sanctions in 
their jurisdictions. 

Note: The following programs are provided for information purposes 
only; this is not a solicitation for applications. 

BUREAU OF JUSTICE ASSISTANCE (BJA) 

.. BJA administers grant programs to support national drug control 
efforts and to improve state and local criminal justice systems, 
particularly law enforcement activities. BJA's intermediate 
sanction efforts include publications and demonstration and 
evaluation projects that are listed below. 

Intensive Supervision Probation/Parole Demonstration Program--The 
goal of this program·is to protect public safety by increasing the 
surveillance of offenders to ensure they are complying with the 
terms of their release. This surveillance may serve to reduce 
criminal activity and drug dependence among certain offenders by 
providing heightened, accountability. The intensive supervision 
projects emphasize frequent faqe-to-face contacts and surveillance. 
Drug offenders are also required to participate in frequent drug 
testing and alcohol and drug treatment, when such treatment is 
available. 

Several of the 11 demonstration sites accepted clients from the 
qeneral offender population, and six sites targeted drug offenders. 
Two of the projects were designed to divert offenders from prison. 
Projects have been funded in the following sites: Los Angeles 
County, California; ventura County, California; Marion county, 
Oregon; Milwaukee County, Wisconsin; Contra Costa County, Califor­
nia; Winchester and Frederick Counties, virginia; santa Fe, New 
Mexico; metropolitan Seattle, Washington; Atlanta, Macon and 
WaycI'osS, Georgia; and Polk county, Iowa • 

. An independent evaluation being conducted for BJA by the Rand 
Corporation will establish how participation in the Intensive 
Supervision Program and control programs affected subsequent 
beha~iorof offenders. Technical assistance, in support of 
Intensive ~upervision Probation/Parole, has been provided throuqh 
a BJA cooperative agreement with the National council on Crime and 
Delinquency. 
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Electronic Monitoring in Intensive Probation and Parole Programs­
-A monograph entitled Electronic Monitoring in Intensive Probation 

~, and Parole Programs has been published by the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance to. assist criminal justice agencies define the objec­
tives of electronic, monitoring, develop policies, review equipment 
bids, and secure technical assistance. The use of electronic 
monitoring devices has spread i·apidly. First used in December 
1984, electronic monitoring devices were being used in 20 states 
by early 1987 and in 32 states by early 1988. The purpose of the 
monograph is to provide guidance in the planning and implementation 
of electronic monitoring in intensive supervision probation and 
parole programs. The monograph discusses the applications of 
electronic monitoring, goals and objectives, legal issues, policies 
and procedures, implementation strategies, requests for proposals, 
the bidding process, research and evaluation, and program experi­
ence. 

Shock Incarceration (Boot Camp) Assessment and Demonstration -­
BJA is conducting a demonE-~ltration program and assessment of the 
effectiveness of Shock- Incarceration. Demonstration sites were 
funded in FY 1989 in New York and Texas. These demonstration sites 
and several programs already operating in the States are being 
evaluated under a cooperati ve effort between the BJA and the 
National Institute of Justice (NIJ). Since 1989, projects with a 
high proportion of drug offenders have been targeted to examine 
possible strengths in dealing with drug offenders, although most 
boot .camp programs have found that a high percentage of offenders 
generally 'have a sUbstance abuse history. 

Drug Testing Throughout the criminal Justice system--This program 
.has three, related components: 1) Pretrial, which will support the 
p~ovisionof technical assistance (T/A) and establishing demonstra­
tion models for drug testing programs for pretrial offenders. 2) 
Probation and Parole, which will assist State correctional 
officials and jail officials with development and implementation 
of drug testing programs for offenders serving probation or parole. 
(The program will utilize offender management tools, such as the 
threat of additional sanctions and imposition of user fees, and 
will stress the linkage between intensive supervision and drug 

'testing after adjudication). 3) Model Demonstration sites to 
provide financial assistance to one or two jurisdictions (including 
statewide) to demonstrate a comprehensive drug testing system 
involving. all stages of the criminal justice process. Selected 
jurisdictions will be eligible to receive training and technical 
assistance from providers who receive awards in the preceding drug 
testi.ng program components. 

Drug Testing and Intensive supervision--This program will demon­
strate pretrial drug testing and monitoring through three distinct 
components: continuation of four demonstration sites, technical 
assistance, and a comprehensive program evaluation. 
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Drug Testing Technology/Focused Offender Disposition pr'pgram--This 
progrc;lm has focused on the post-adj.~dication management of 
offenders and has included: the use of drug testing as a part of 
offender assessment, the critical.elements of offender assessment, 
the relative efficacy of the Offender Profile Index as an assess­
ment .instrument to inform d,isposition and intervention decisions, . 
and toe relative efficacy of urine monitoring as a disposition' 
consideration for drug using offenders. 

Drug Use Porecasting: This program, co-funded by the Bureau of 
~ustice Assistance and the National Institute of Justice, provides 
specific information on the prevalence and type of drug use among 
~arrestees in over 20 sites. 

Treatment Alternatives to street Crime (TASC)--BJA has conducted 
an ongoing effort to promote the adoption of offender management 
programs that incorporate urinalysis and graduated sanctions as 
critical program elements. cooperative agreements have been 
utilized to provide technical assistance, training, and program 
documentation for state and local officials seeking to establish 
or improve programs for the management of drug-dependent offenders. 

Denial of Federal Benefits--section 5301 of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act 
of 1988 provides that an individual convicted of a Federal or state 
offense for the distribution or possession of a controlled 
substance may, at the dh;cretion of the court, be· denied Federal 
benefits including: grants, contracts, loans, professional licenses 
or commercial licenses. The 1990 program plan includes funds to 
establish a system for reporting drug convictions to the General 
Services Administration (GSA) for inclusion on its list of 
Debarments and Suspensions. 

Civil penalties--s~ction 6486 of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 
provides a civil penalty in an amount not to exceed $10,000 for 
each possession of "personal use" amounts of certain controlled 
SUbstances. This program will demonstrate the effectiveness of 
using civil penalties as a means of holding drug users accountable 
for their actions and will provide for cross-designation of State 
and local prosecutors with u.S. Attorneys. 

structured Sentencing Program--As a j oint program with the U. S. 
Senten,cing COIn..'nission, BJA provides technical assistance to states 
to develop and implement sentencing policies and practices that 
facilitate consistent and appropriate punishment of convicted 
offenders. 

Prison and Jail Industries Development, Implementation and Expan­
sion: This program provides necessary resources, leadership, 
management and coordination of training and technical assistance 
delivery to support the Private Sector/Prison Industry Enhancement 
(PIE). certification Program or to meet similar identified prison 
or jail industry needs. The program is designed primarily to 
assist certified agencies, designated prison industry operations, 
and. agencies interested in seeking certification. 
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Correctional Industry Information Clearinghouse: The Correctional 
Industry Information Clearinghouse Program is. designed to support 
improved operations and expansions of correctiOil1al industries, both 
as a means to reduca idleness and to develop revenues for a variety 
of correctional and social purposes. During 1990, this project has 
been providing for the continuation of an automated information 
system for correctional industries. Technical assistance is avail­
able on a wide-range of prison and jail industry issues, including 
legislation, perSonnel procedures, marketing and sales, and 
organization and management, as well as joint ventures with the 
private sector. . 

Offender supervision and victim Restitution project: This program 
collects and analyzes information on existing probation and parole 
supervision practices related to protecting victims and providing 
victim services (including restitution) for purposes of developing 
a model curriculum and incorporating it into actual case management 
systems. 

Evaluation--A number of comprehensive evaluations of programs 
funded under BJA's Formula Grant and Discretionary Grant Programs 
are being conducted. In 1990, NIJ will fund up to 20 evaluations 
that include several intermediate sanctions projects. 

BUREAU OF JUSTICE STATISTICS (BJS) 

BJS collects, analyzes, publishes, and disseminates statistical 
information on crime, criminal offenders, victims of crime, and the 
operations of justice systems at all levels of government. While 
BJS statistical activities do not focus strictly on intermediate 
sanctions, several of BJS' statistical series provide useful and 
pertinent information on the subject. 

census--A census of state probationers began in January 1990 to 
compile national data on three types of intermediate sanctions: 
intensive supervision, house arrest, and electronic monitoring. 
Results are expected in November, 1990. In addition, a census of 
state correctional facilities was begun in June, 1990 to compile 
national data on the number of facilities entirely or partly 
operated asa boot camp, the types of programs offered, eligibility 
requirements for participation, and the number of inmates partici­
pating. Results are expected in April, 1991. 

National Probation and. Parole Initiative--BJS launched an initia­
tive with the dual objectives of obtaining detailed data on each 
probation and parole agency nationwide and, eventually, the 
collecting of information on the offense, criminal history, and 
sUbstance abuse history of the nearly 3 million offenders under 
conditional supervision in the community. The agency census will 
collect information on the size and composition of agency 
workloads, staffing, service provision, budgets, and the 
availability and use of intermediate sanctions. Based upon these 
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agency data, it is anticipated that a nationally representative 
sa:iJlple of probationers and parolees will be interviewed about their 
criminal careers, patterns of drug and alcohol abuse, the 
characteristics of their victims, their use of firearms, their 
conditions of supervision and revocation experiences, and their 
participation in rehabilitation programs and intermediate sanction 
activities (electronic monitoring, boot camps, etc.). 

These efforts are expected to be completed in FY 1993. All data 
collection will be planned and undertaken with the input, guidance, 
and support from relevant Federal agencies (National Institute of 
Corrections, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Bureau of 
Prisons, U.S. sentencing Commission, Office of National Drug 
Control Policy, National Institute on Drug Abuse), representatives 
of state and local probation and parole agencies, and representa­
tives from professional organizations, such as the American 
Probation and Parole Association and the American Correctional 
Association. 

BJS survey: Felony Probationers Onder supervision in the Communi­
ty--A BJS survey compiled information on approximately 3,000 
convicted state felons sentenced in 1983 to probation in 16 
counties throughout the Nation. The 3,000 felons were sampled to 
represent all 10,400 felony probationers in these 16 counties. 
Details on the type of intermediate sanction and the percentage 
receiving the sanction are included. Survey findings are described 
in detail in a BJS report entitled, A Sentencing Postscript: 
Felony Probationers Under supervision in the Community. 

BJS Surveys: Felony sentences in the State Courts, 1986 (1989); 
Felons sentenced to probation in state Courts, 1986 (1990)--These 
BJS surveys compiled information on approximately 50,000 felons 
convicted in 1986 in the State courts of 100 counties. The 50,000 
were selected to be representative of an estimated total 580,000 
felons convicted in state courts nationwide. Information including 
type of sentence and percent receiving the sentence are available. 
The surveys also compiled information on restitution, fines, and 
compulsory treatment. Another survey covering state felons 
convicted in 1988 in 300 counties is nearly completed, with results 
expected in 1990. 

Annual Census of Probation and Parole--The report on this assess­
ment will be published in November 1990 and will provide national 
data on the number of probationers subject to three types of 
al ternati ve sentencing programs: intensi ve supervision, house 
arrest, and electronic monitoring. 

survey of Pelony sentencing in stat. Courts, 1986--This survey 
produced the first nationally representative data on felony 
s~\,ntencing throughout the nation. 
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Quillquennial Census of state Prison Facilities--This census will 
compile national data on the number of facilities entirely or 
partially operated as a boot camp, the types of program~ offered, 
eligibility requirements for participation, and the ·'number of 
inmates participating. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE (NIJ) 

NIJ sponsors and generates research and development on crime and 
crime control issues to assist Federal, state, and local criminal 
justice policYlllakers. As the following list of activities 
illustrates, NIJ has numerous publications and research activities 
involving various intermediate sanctions. 

A Multi-site Study of Shock Incarceration--This is a project funded 
jointly by the NIJ and BJA that coordinates the research evaluation 
of programs in seven states. Researchers are working together to 
identify the specif ic components of the programs that are most 
effective in correctional systems and the type of offenders who 
most benefit from the programs. Two of the sites involved in this 
multi-site evaluation effort are programs designed to target the 
drug offender. As part of the mUlti-site evaluation, researchers 
will examine the success of the programs for drug offenders. 
Preliminary results may be available in August 1991. 

National Conference on Intermediate Punishments as sentencing 
Options--A national conference on Intermediate Punishments as 
Sentencing Options, sponsored by NIJ in conjunction with the 
National Institute of Corrections (NIC), with the Office of Justice 
Programs (OJP), BJA and the State Justice Institute (SJI) is 
planned for the fall of 1990. 

An Intensive Evaluation of Shock Incarceration in Louisiana--This 
is a National Institute of Justice sponsored research project 
evaluating a shock incargeration program in Louisiana. The work 
is being done by the Louisiana state University and the Louisiana 
Department of Corrections. There are some· preliminary reports 
available from this work, and a draft final report is expected in 
August, 1990. 

Evaluation of the Oklahoma Department of corrections Electronic 
Monitoring/House Arrest program--An effort is underway to evaluate 
the impact of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections' House Arrest 
program on public safety and costs. Within the house arrest 
eValuation, an experimental design will be implemented on the 
effects of imposing electronic monitoring supervision on offenders 
who qualify for the house arrest program. Completion of this 
project is expected in January 1991. 

An Experimental Assessment of the Application of Home Detention to 
an Offense specific Population--A project is underway in Indianapo­
lis, Indiana to complete an experimental evaluation (where two or 
more interventions are tested to determine if either is effective, 
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and if so, how effective) of a home detention program for juvenile 
burglars. The curfew restriction to be imposed will be monitored 
through both electronic equipment and field visits by uniformed 
police officers. The study is designed to facilitate the answer 
to several research questions. These include: How well does home 
detention work with juveniles? How well does electronic monitoring 
work with juvenile burglars? Does the use of uniformed police 
officers to assist in monitoring enhance a home detention program? 
Can police visits and electronic monitoring be utilized together 
to monitor home detention orders? Can a home detention program 
produce lower burglary rates while protecting public safety? This 
project will be completed in January 1991. 

Elect~onic Surveillance of Work Furlough Inmates--In this project, 
persons convicted of nonviolent felonies and sentenced to the work 
furlough program in San Diego will be randomly assigned either to 
electronic monitoring at home or to the Work Furlough Center. The 
research team will address program implementation, offender 
performance in the program, post-release behavior, cost-effective­
ness, impact on local detention facility populations, and electron­
ic surveillance as a form of punishment. Work was suspended due 
to change in court procedures, but completion of the study is being 
pursued. 

Evaluation of the Florida community Control Program--This research 
provides for a full-scale evaluation of the Florida Community 
Control Program. This program was designed to effectively control 
prison and jail-bound offenders in the community, and it is among 
the most intensive surveillance controlled, community-based 
programs in the Nation. Incorporated in this program's design are 
house arrest, payment of fees, restitution, and community service 
orders. This is the largest house arrest program in the country, 
having admitted- over 16,000 individuals since its inception in 
october 1983. This program is intended to ensure punishment and 
to build accountability and responsibility .. A draft final report 
is anticipated in 1990. 

An Experiment on the Use of Day Fines in criminal Court--This 
project in staten Island, New York is the first demonstration in 
the united states of the "day fines" approach. It is being done 
with the cooperation of the judges and the prosecutor and concluded 
with a, final report in April 1990. The preliminary results are 
positive, particularly in regard to the attitudes of the criminal 
justice system practitioners. 

Drug Testing in community,corrections--This program supports 
investigations using experimental research designs to examine the 
effectiveness of drug testing, treatment programs, and punitive 
sanctions to reduce criminal behavior and drug use among persons 
under pretrial release or convicted offenders under community 
supervision. Initial pipeline or sampling studies will be 
completed in the fa~l of 1990. 
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Day Reportinq centers: A Descriptive Analysis of Bxistinq 
Proqrams--This report reviews the concept of "day reporting" and 
the prevalence of its use in North America (14 currently operating 
centers were identified, one in Canada). Day Reporting Centers, 
are programs to which persons on pretrial release, probation, pre­
release or parole are required to report on a frequent and regular 
basis in order to participate in programs, services or activities 
provided by the Center or other community agencies. Failure to 
report or participate is a violation for which the conditional 
release or community supervision may be revOked. The study gives 
correctional practitioners a summary' of current programs: how they 
were developed, what purposes they seek to attain, how they 
operate, what they cost, and problems they have encountered and 
resolved during their implementation. It also identifies key 
issues that correctional officials and policymakers should consider 
when deciding if they should develop day reporting centers. The 
report is being published as part of the NIJ publication series 
Issues and Practices in criminal Justice. 

Electronic Monitorinq of Non-violent Convicted Pelons: An Experi-
ment in Home Detention--This study has evaluated the Indianapolis, 
Indiana Electronic Surveillance of felons convicted of nonviolent 
offenses. This evaluation collected data to describe and document 
the program (population served, levels of supervision, disposition) 
and gauge success in meeting the program objectives. The project 
will be completed in 1990. 

Electronic Monitorinq--This study will conduct a controlled 
experiment in house arrest with electronic monitoring for drug-law 
violators in three urban neighborhoods in Los Angeles County. 
Specifically, using contrasting ethnic populations and drug 
preferences, it will test: (1) whether differences in probation 
outcomes result from house arrest; (2) whether active or passive' 
type electronic monitoring is most effective; and (3) whether 
either type monitoring becomes more effective by increasing the 
ability of officers to respond to alarms from the monitoring 
equipment at night. 

Electronic Monitorinq Equipment--This pamphlet describes the four 
types of electronic devices for monitoring an offender's presence 
in a given environment and presents the NIJ's latest information 
on manufacturers and· distributors of the equipment, as of February 
1987. This was published in 1987. 

NIJ Reports - Electronically Monitored Home Confinement--A discus­
sion of the development of systems for electronically monitoring 
offenders placed on home confinement accompanies descriptions of 
programs in five jurisdictions that were considering or using 
monitoring programs involving equipment currently on the mat"ket was 
published in 1985. 
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House Arrest: "Crime File" segment--In response to rising incarcer­
ation rates and prison crowding, Florida developed the first 
statewide house arrest program. As part of NIJ' s "Crime File" 
video tape series, this segment e~amines the house arrest program 
and its use of electronic monitoring devices. A final report was 
published in 1986. It is also available under the Crime File II 
Series. An accompanying study guide examines the nature of and 
reasons for house arrest, its advantages and disadvantages, and the 
components of Florida's house arrest program (Community Control 
Program). This was published in 1988. 

Analysis of the Cost Effectiveness of Private and Public Correc­
tional Facili ties--This study was undertaken to compare State 
government correctional facilities in two states (Massachusetts and 
Kentucky) that are managed and operated by private contractors to 
similar facilities that are managed and operated by the government. 
The study's primary objective was to assess and identify 
differences in cost, service quality, and effectiveness between the 
private and publicly operated institutions. The executive summary 
and full report produced under this project are entitled, "Compari­
son of Privately and Publicly Operated Facilities in Kentucky and 
Massachusetts." 

comparinq Public and Private Prisons--This study will compare the 
quality of .a women's prison in New Mexico before and after award 
of a contract for private operation of the prison. A final report 
is anticipated in late 1990. 

Commercial Prisons:Cons and Pros--This Visiting Fellowship project 
helped to clarify the debate over privatization in corrections. 
Another product generated from this study focused on costs of 
public and private prisons, and was published in the September-­
October 1989 issue of NIJ Reports. 

Private Prisons--After reviewing recent developments in the 
privatization of prison facilities and services, this "Crime File" 
study guide reviewed major issues and controversies and provides 
background information for the debate. It was published in 1988. 

Issues in contractinq for the Private operation of Prisons and 
Jails--This report reviewed and analyzed 1) the legal issues, 2) 
the policy and program issues to be decided before contracting, 3) 
RFP and contract issues, and 4) monitoring and evaluation issues 
surrounding contracting for the private operation of correctional 
facilities. It was published in October, 1987 

Privatization of Corrections--This report identities the major 
trends in the privatization movement in corrections, and outlines 
the issues surrounding proposals for private financing, construc­
tion,and operation of prisons and jails. This was published in 
Issues and Practices in 1985. 
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Res.earch on New Jersey' sIntensive supervision program~-This report 
presents an evaluation of the New Jersey's Intensive Supervision 
Program for controlling offenders in the community. Under this 
program, offenders who are sentenced to prison by trial judges (and 
actually committed to prison) are re-sentenced into a program of 
intensive supervision in the community by a specially created panel 
of judges appointed by the Chief Justice. The final report from 
the original evaluation is available 'at National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service (NCJRS). A follow-on study is conducting in­
depth examinations of the experience: of'drug abusing offenders in 
the program; a report on that research is expected in June 1991-

New Dimensions in Probation: Georgia's Experience with Intensive 
Probation supervision (IPS)--This evaluation, which analyzed data 
on all probationers in Georgia's Intensive Probation Supervision 
(IPS) program between 1982 and 1985 (2,322 probationers), found 
that IPS reduced the prison population, cost less than prison, and 
produced less recidivism than regular probation. It was published 
as a Research in Brief in 1987. 

Impact of Intensive Probation supervision in Massachusetts--This 
study was undertaken to evaluate the impact of intensive probation 
supervision (IPS), recently implemented in 15 courts throughout 
Massachusetts. Specifically, by examining "high risk" probationers 
in a sample of 15 non-participating courts, the project analyzed 
the direct and indirect effects of the IPS program on the 
Massachusetts' Correctional System. A final report is available 
at NCJRS. 

Resti tution and community Service--After tracing resti tution ' s 
historic roots and profiling contemporary restitution and community 
service, this "Crime File" study guide discusses the rationale for 
these sentences, their effectiveness in rehabilitation and as 
alternatives to prison and their future use. A videotape by the 
same title accompanies the guide. It was published in 1988. 

Shock Incarceration: An overview of Existing Programs--This study 
provides information on shock incarceration and identifies the key 
issues and problems involved in developing this program. It was 
published as part of the NIJ series Issues and Practices in 
criminal Justice in 1989. 

Use of Forfeiture sanctions in Drug Cases--This summary analyzes 
major provisions of State forfeiture laws as they apply to narcot­
ics trafficking, reports on a survey of prosecutors regarding their 
use of such laws, and suggests practical steps for expanding the 
use. of this lega.l tool. This was published as a Research in Brief 
in 1985. 
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Deterring Drunk Driver Recidivism--This contract was awarded for 
a pilot study to test the feasibility of and to develop a research 
design for' a field experiment to measure the relative effectiveness 
of incarceration versus other sanctions for preventing recidivism 
among first offender drunk drivers. Through analysis of Hennepin 
county (Minneapolis) Municipal Court records for an 11-month period 
and subsequent analysis of 'rearrest records for a 23-month follow­
up period, the drivers who were sentenced to a 2-day jail confine­
ment plus a fine were compared with those who received sanctions 
of fines without jail incarceration. The research findings 
indicated that a sanction o.f.· incarceration with fine was no more 
effective as a deterrent to drunk driving recidivism than a 
sanction of fine without jail confinement. A report is available 
at NCJRS. 

Expanding sentencing options: A Governor's Perspective--This 
Research in Brief, published in 1985, outlines the proposal of then 
Governor Pierre duPont and the Delaware Sentencing Commission for 
a sentencing guideline structure involving 10 graduated levels of 
supervision. 

Crime victim Restitution--This report, part of the publication 
series, Issues and Practices in Criminal Justice, reviews the 
operations of a range of restitution programs and their use in 
conjunction with community supervision sentences. It was published 
in 1986. 

OFFICE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION (OJJDP) 

Through its discretionary and formula grant programs, OJJDP 
provides direction, coordination, and resources to assist state and 
local governments and agencies improve their juvenile justice 
systems and in preventing delinquency. OJJDP has a publication 
program and several demonstration projects underway involving 
intermediate sanctions and their use within the juvenile justice 
system. 

Electronic Monitoring of Juvenile offendezs--Through a contract, 
OJJDP is engaged in an assessment of electronic monitoring in the 
juvenile justice system. A literature review and survey are being 
conducted and a prototype electronic monitoring program for both 
pre-adjudication and post-adjudication serious juvenile offenders 
will be developed. If approved, OJJDP will consider testing this 
prototype. 

Demonstration of Post Adjudication Non-Residential Intensive 
supervision Programs--A cooperative agreement was entered into in 
FY 1987 to assess the field regarding post-adjudication intensive 
supervision and then· to develop models for the purpose of 
demonstrating effective approaches. However, the assessment 
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revealed that there were no empirically sUbstantiated models to 
demonstrate. As a result, a decision was made to develop a proto­
type that can be tested. The project is underway. 

victim/Offender Mediation Simulation--This program is part of the 
Restitution Education, Specialized Training arid Technical Assis­
tance (RESTTA) program. The RESTTAprogram has developed a 
victim/offender mediation simulation video tape to help train those 
using restitution programs in this technique. In addition, RESTTA 
has developed a draft monograph on-the victim/offender mediation 
process. 

National Trends In Juvenile Restitution programming--In 1986; under 
the RESTTA grant from OJJDP, a survey was conducted of restitut'ion 
programs throughout the country. This survey resul ted in a 
"National Directory of Restitution Programs" and a publication 
entitled "National Trends in Juvenile Restitution programming." 

Private sector probation--In 1985, OJJDP funded a project to 
develop methods for private contractors to provide selected 
juvenile probation services. Five sites received technical 
assistance and training to help transfer publicly operated 
probation services to private sector vendors. They are: the city 
and County of San Francisco, California; Salt Lake City, Utah; 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio; Kenosha County, Wisconsin; and Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma. 

Boot camps--The FY 1990 program plan includes funds to develop an 
intermediate sanctions program. A solicitation for this program 
entitled, Juvenile Boot. Camps: Constructive Intervention. and Early 
Support, was issued in .June, 1990 and a research and development 
program will be. funded in mid-1990 to determine if the concept of 
boot camps is effective. In accord with the OJJDP program develop­
ment process, the recipient of this award will conduct an assess­
ment of the field, including a literature review, develop a 
prototype, and then develop training and technical assistance 
materials to support the testing of the prototype. This is a joint 
program solicitation between OJJDP and BJA. NIJ will be evaluating 
the program. 

Private sector options for Juvenile Corrections--The purpose of 
this program is to improve the quality of juvenile correctional 
services by careful analysis of existing services, redesign of 
service deli very, and development of a competi ti ve process . to 
contract service delivery to a private provider. . 
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE 01' CORRECTIONS (HIC) 

NIC seeks to improve correctional programs and practices, 
especially in state and local organizations. Of particular note 
are the Technical Assistance Programs available for state and local 
organizations needing support to implement intermediate sanctions. 
This program and several other pertinent NIC intermediate sanction 
programs are listed below. 

Short-and Lonq-Tera Technical Assistance Proqrams--The.National 
Institute of Corrections (NIC) provides short- and long-term 
technical assistance on a wide variety of intermediate sanctions 
issues and programs from each of its functional Divisions-community 
Corrections, Jails, and Prisons. In the Community Corrections 
Division, for example, technical assistance has helped correctional 
agencies solve problems in the design of intensive supervision 
probation, day reporting centers, electronic surveillance, day­
fines, and residential facilities. The Jails Division has assisted 
local jailers interested in work alternative .programs, electronic 
monitoring, day reporting and county parole. Finally, the Prisons 
Division has provided training to state systems on the role and 
operation of boot camps. 

J1acili~atinq the Use of Intermediate Sanctions--The project is a 
2-year effort to provide training and technical assistance to 12 
large jurisdictions seeking to build a more credible, effective 
range of sanctions between traditional probation and incarceration. 
The project works with teams of judges, chief probation officers, 
prosecutors and other key officials in the jurisdictions to improve 
the use of intermediate sanctions. The Project is jointly funded 
and managed by the National Institute of Corrections and the state 
Justice Institute (SJI), a private nonprofit corporation estab­
lished by Congress, to improve the administration and quality of 
justice in state courts. The design and administration of the 
symposium and technical assistance services is a collaborative 
effort operating under a cooperative agreement with NIC. . 

The 12 jurisdictions selected in the fall 1989, to participate in 
the project were: Mob:ile, Alabama; Phoenix (Maricopa County), 
Arizona; San Mateo County, California; the District of Columbia; 
Tallahassee, Florida (Second Judicial District); Belleville, 
Illinois (20th Judicial District); Detroit, Michigan (Third 
Judicial District); st. Paul (Ramsey County), Minnesota; Kansas 
City (Jackson County), Missouri; New York City (Bronx), New York; 
Charlotte (Mecklenburg county), North Carolina; and Houston (Harris 
County), Texas. 

Parole ViolatiQn and Revocation Issues--A,n 18-month effort, the 
project will provide technical assistance to five state paroling 
authorities to assess the impact of their current revocation 
practices (including analysis of data, policy and process); 
identity specific policy and process options and a range of 
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intermediate sanctions to improve revocation practices; and test 
these options for actual and potential impact on revocations. 
While the projec~'focuses on parole, much of what is learned about 
violation and revocation issues will have direct relevance to 
probation and may form the basis of a future Institute initiative 
in the probation area. 

Meetinq on the Current state-of-the-Art in Risk Classification and 
Prediction in community corrections--This project will support a 
meeting of practitioners and academicians to explore the current 
technology and practice of risk classification and prediction in 
community corrections. The state-of-the-art has evolved rapidly 
in this field in the last five years. A summary of papers prepared 
for the meeting and the results of discussions will be published 
and made available to the corrections community. 

1990 Seminars, National Academy of Corrections--Through the 
Academy, NIC develops and delivers training to prison, jail, and 
community corrections practitioners in three broad areas: manage­
ment development for administrators, trainer development, and 
special issue seminars. While the first two areas generally will 
have an impact on the ability of corrections practitioners to 
design and operate corrections programs, a number of the special 
issue seminars focus on topics of direct relevance to the develop­
ment of effective, intermediate sanctions. Among these are: 

o Substance Abuse Programming in Community Corrections--A 36-
hour seminar on screening, supervising and treating substance 

abusing offenders. 

o Treatment Skills for Professionals Working with Sex 
Offenders--A 36-hour seminar designed to train clinicians on 
issues related to treating sex offenders and to provide them 
with specialized curriculum and training materials to train 
others. 

o Offender Treatment in an Era of Risk Control and Public 
Protection--A 36-hour seminar for agency managers who have 
adopted an agency mission of risk management, to examine the 
role of treatment interventions in achieving agency goals. 

o Offender Classification in community Corrections--A 36-hour 
program for community corrections managers who employ objec­
tive classification systems to identify and manage offenders 
who pose the greatest threat to the community. 

1991 seminars, National Academy of corrections--Special Issue 
Seminars: 

o statewide Coordination of Community services for Substance­
Abusing Offenders--A 20-hour seminar to enhance the planning 
and management of statewide services for substance-abusing 
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offenders', for state teams representing community corrections 
and State substance. abuse agencies .. 

o A Systems Approach for Managing Substance-Abusing Offend­
ers--A 36-hour seminar to assist administrators of community 
and institutional programs in better managing and treating 
substance-abusing offenders. 

o Offender Treatment in an Era of. Risk Control and Public 
Protection--This 36-hour seminar repeats the 1990 offering. 
The seminar assists agency managers, who have adopted an 
agency mission of risk management, to examine the role of 
treatm~nt interventions in achieving agency goals. 

Intermediate sanctions (Boot camp) Demonstration, Training and 
Technical Assistance Program--In collaboration with the Office of 
Justice Programs, NIC will develop a training. and technical 
assistance 'program for State and local officials who are planning 
or have established a "boot camp" .intermediate sanctions program. 
The effort will include the design of a comprehensive manual on 
planning and managing "boot camps." 

Facilitating the Use of Intermediate sanctions--NIC and SJI propose 
to continue the joint project to improve the use of intermediate 
sanctions in large urban jurisdictions in the united states in 
fiscal years 1991 and 1992. The project will provide training and 
technical assistance to teams of judges, district attorneys and 
community corrections managers from another 12 jurisdictions over 
a 2-year period. 

Intermediate sanctions for Female Offenders--The project will award 
small grants and provide technical assistance to two community 
corrections agencies interested in expanding the range of interme­
diate sanctions available to female offenders. 
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PART FOUR: RESOURCES FOR DEVELOPING 
INTERMEDIATE .SANCTIONS PROGRAMS 

A. FEDERAL RESOURCES 

This section is intended to help corrections practitioners and 
criminal justice policy makers locate information and sources of 
technical assistance for developing intermediate sanctions. This 
is only a partial listing developed by the National Institute of 
corrections and as such does not constitute an endorsement of any 
particular program. 

Reference materials: Information relating to intermediate 
sanctions (and related innovative sanctions) may be .obtained from 
the following sources: 

National Institute of Justice 
National criminal Justice Reference Service 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1-800-851-3420 
1-301-251-5500 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 
Electronic Bulletin Board 1-301-738-8895 

In 1972, the National Institute of Justice established NCJRS 
to serve criminal justice policymakers, practitioners, and 
researchers. The centerpiece of NCJRS is the computerized 
data base and library collection of more than 100,000 criminal 
justice-related, published and unpublished boo]'{s, reports, and 
articles, of which approximately 17,000 are corrections­
related. Users can obtain access to the data base by 
contacting information specialists at NCJRS, using the NCJRS 
I~ibrary located in Rockville, Maryland, or by searching the 
data base on the DIALOG Network. NCJRS also distributes 
publications for NIJ and other Department of .Justice agencies, 
including NIJ Reports, their free bimonthly journal. 

Bureau of Justice statistics 
Justice statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1-800-732-3277 
1-301-251-5500 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 

The Bureau of Justice statistics (BJS) serves as a resource 
for policymakers, practitioners, researchers, and others who 
are seeking criminal justice data. The Justice statistics 
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Clearinghouse, a component of the NCJRS, responds to requests 
for crime and justice data, distribut~~s· BJS publications, and 
provides referrals to agencies ~:hd organizations that 
disseminate justice statistics. 

Bureau of Justice statistics 
Drugs and Crime Data Center and Clearinqhouse 
1600 Research Boulevard 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1-800-666-3332 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 

The Drugs and Crime Data Center and Clearinghouse was created 
in 1988 to respond to the growing need of policymakers, 
researchers, and others for easy access to clear-cut 
information on drug law violations, drug-related law 
enforcement, and the impact of drugs on the criminal justice 
system. The Clearinghouse has two distinct functions. The 
first, the data analysis and evaluation function, involves the 
preparation of a comprehensive report of drug data in an easy­
to-understand reference volume. The Clearinghouse and user 
services component, the second function, responds to telephone 
requests for drug and crime statistics, distributes 
Department of Justice drug-related publications, conducts 
literature searches, and makes referrals. 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Juvenile Justice Clearinqhouse/NCJRS 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1-800-638-8736 
1-301-251-5500 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 

The Juvenile Justice Clearinghouse was established in 1979 as 
the central dissemination point for the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention I s research findings and 
publications. As a component of the NCJRS, the Clearinghouse 
also provides juvenile justice practitioners and policymakers 
access to the NCJRS juvenile justice data base. Juvenile 
justice information specialists are available to answer 
questions, make referrals, and register userS for the OJJDP 
mailing list. 

Bureau of Justice Assistance 
Bureau of Justice Assistance/NCJRS 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1..;'800-688-4BJA 
1-301-251-5500 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 
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In support of the Bureau of Justice 'Assistance's mission of 
aiding state and local units of government in controlling 
crime and drug abuse and to improve the criminal justice 
system, BJA created the Bureau of Justice Assistance 
Clearinghouse. The Clearinghouse, a part of NCJRS, informs 
state and local criminal justice practitioners about BJA 
products and programs and distributes their publications to 
interested policymakers and practitioners. 

Office of victims of Crime 
National Victims Resource center/NVRC 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 
1-800-627-6872 
1-301-251-5500 
FAX: 1-301-251-5212 

The National Victims Resource Center collects, maintains, and 
disseminates information about national, State, and local 
victims-related organizations and state programs that receive 
,funds authorized by the victims of Crime Act. The Resource 
center is the central dissemination point of publications 
produced by the Office for victims of Crime (OVC). victims 
of crime specialists are available to answer questions, make 
referrals, and register users for the OVC mailing list. 

National Institute of Corrections 
Information Center 
1790 30th street, suite 130 ' 
Boulder, Colorado 80301 
1-303-939-8877 
FAX: 1-303-442-3412 

The Information center maintains a computerized bibliographic 
database of its library, which specializes in unpublished 

,materials developed by state and local criminal justice 
agencies. The Information Center also works closely with 
other organizations, clearinghouse services, and operating 
agencies to find the most accurate, current, and useful 
information. The information service is free to 
practitioners. 

Sources of technical assistance and training: A large number of 
agencies, organizations and individuals are available to offer 
technical assistanc~ to practitioners and policy makers on the 
basis of specialized knowledge. Please note that the primary 
sources below are able to provide inf01:'mation regarding a wide 
range of providers and services that may be of interest to criminal 
justice agencies and officials at all levels oi government. 
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Office of Jus.tice Programs 
Burea.u of .Justice Assistance 
Discretionary Grant Programs Division 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
202-514-5943 

The Bureau of Justice Assistance has supported major 
demonstration and assessment programs in a number of 
intermediate sanctions areas. These include: .the Intensive 
Supervision ProbationlParole Demonstration Program; the Shock 
Incarceration Assessment and Demonstration Project; the 
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) demonstration 
and technical. assistance projects, which are based on the 
notion of the development of graduated sanctions; and the 
Prison Capacity and Structured Sentencing Projects which have 
generated findings regarding the need for intermediate 
sanctions. 

Program specialists should be contacted for more detailed 
information on these efforts and for Program Briefs that 
summarize their results. 

Office of Justice Programs 
Office for victims of crime 
Special Projects Division 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
202-514-6444 

The Office for victims of Crime supports major training and 
technical assistance proj ects involving the use of 
intermediate sanctions in offender restitution programs. Two 
grant program initiatives, entitled the Offender Supervision 
and victim Restitution Project and the Corrections-Based 
victims Assistance Project, will be funded during FY 1990, in 
part, to improve the management of restitution programs by 
corrections personnel, including probation and parole 
officers. Improved management of restitution programs and the 
enhanced provision of restorative assistance to crime victims 
entails the imposition of ·graduated sanctions for offender 
lapses in meeting restitution payment schedules. 

Program specialists should be contacted for more detailed 
information on these efforts. 

Office of Justice programs 
Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
202-307-5914 
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The 'Office of ·Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP) supports several assessment and demonstration programs 
in a number of different in~ermediate sanction areas. These 
include: Electronic Monitoring of Juvenile. Offenders (an 
assessment of electronic monitoring in the juvenile justice 
system); Post Adjudication Non-Residential Intensive 
supervision Programs (an assessment of promising approaches); 
Restitution Education, specialized Training and Technical 
AS'sistance (RESTTA) program. In addition, OJJDP has initiated 
a Boot Camp demonstration program designed as an intermediate 
sanction for non-serious juvenile offenders. 

Program specialists should be contacted for more detailed 
'information on these efforts and for program Briefs which 
summarize the goals and objectives. 

Office of Justice Proqrams 
Bureau of Justice statistics 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
202-307-0765 

The Bureau of Justice statistics (BJS) supports a variety of 
data collection programs that obtain information on the use 
of intermediate sanctions. These include: annual censuses of 
probation and par,:>le populations; periodic censuses of state, 
local, and privately-operated correctional facilities; the 
biennial National Judicial Reporting Program; the Offender­
Based Transaction statistics Program; and, periodic self­
report surveys of offenders in the custody of state and local 
correctional institutions. BJS is planning to undertake a 
major effort to obtain data on community supervision agencies 
and a survey of those offenders under conditional sentence or 
conditional release in the community. 

BJS publishes a Telephone contacts bulletin that lists 
statisticians by area of specialization. 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 
National Institute of Corrections 
320 First Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20534 
and 
1790 30th Street 
Boulder, Colorado 80301 

Community Corrections Division (202) 307-3995 
Prisons Division (202) 307-1300 
Jails Division (303) 939-8877 
National Academy of Corrections (303) 939-8855 
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Short- and long-term technical assistance are available on a 
wide variety of topics from each of the NIC Divisions. Short­
term assistance involves sending a correctional expert to the 
state or local site to ass{st agency personnel in addressing 
a specific issue or problem. Long-term technical assistance 
consists of providing a financial assistance award to an 
agency so that the agency can obtain the necessary help. 
Grants for long-term assistance range from a maximum of 
$15,000 in the Community Corrections and Jails Divisions to 
$25,000 in the Prisons Division. 

To request on~site, short-term assistance, send a letter on 
official stationery to the appropriate Institute Division 
outlining the problem. More detailed instructions on applying 
for technical assistance are provided in each Division IS 

section of the Annual Program Plan and Academy Training 
Schedule for Fiscal Year 1990, available from the Information 
Center. 

To apply for long-term assistance, the agency administrator 
must submit a completed OMB Form 424, Application for Federal 
Assistance, prepared in accordance with the instructions in 
the Annual Program Plan. 

B. INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS PROGRAMS/SURVEILLANCE TECHNIQUES 

This section includes 12 categories of intermediate sanctions 
programs or surveillance techniques. In each program category, 
reference materials, sources of technical assistance, and programs 
are suggested. 

The reference materials and sources of technical assistance which 
are identified constitute only a partial, select list of those 
available in the field. The reader is encouraged to explore 
further the research literature and program experience with 
intermediate sanctions by contacting the above listed reference 
services. In those sections where abstracts of cited reference 
materials are not included, information was not yet available. 

In each intermediate sanctions area, samples of well-established 
programs are listed. In many cases, programs have not been 
thoroughly evaluated, and therefore, their inclusion is not an 
endorsement does not amount to a statement that they are 
"successful." Rather, programs were selected that have a stable 
program history and clearly defined goals, intervention approaches, 
alld target populations. Program administrators have agreed to the 
inclusion of their programs as resources for practitioners wishing 
to learn more about their accomplishments. 
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1. SHOCK INCARCERATION 

Reference Materials 

Dale G. Parent. Shock Incarceration:· An Overview of Existing 
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of 
Justice, Issues and Practices Report, June, 1989. 

The study reviews information on existing shock incarceration 
programs, and identifies key issues and problems which should 
be considered and resolved in developing new programs. 

Doris L. MacKenzie and Deanna B. Ballow. "Shock Incarceration 
Programs in state Correctional Jurisdictions--An Update," in NIJ 
Research in Action, May/June, 1989. 

A brief article reports on a survey of State 
jurisdictions which identifies 11 States 
incarceration programs. Characteristics of the 
summarized in a table format. 

correctional 
with shock 

programs are 

Doris L. MacKenzie. "Boot Camp Prisons: Components, Evaluations, 
and Empirical Issues," forthcoming in the August issue of Federal 
Probation. 

The paper describes components of current shock incarceration 
programs and evaluation effoits to date. 

National Institute of Justice/NCJRS. 
Camps." March, 1990. 

"Shock Incarceration/Boot 

A two-page listing of States with established shock 
incarceration programs and States with programs in 
developmental stages, including program location, contact and 
telephone number. The list was prepared by NCJRS Corrections 
Specialists. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

National Institute of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
Doris L. MacKenzie 
(202) 724-7460 

Abt Associates, Inc. 
55 Wheeler Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138-1168 
Dale G. Parent 
(617) 492-7100 
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Shock Incarceration Programs 

New York State Sbock Incarceration Proqram 
Correctional Facilities 
New York state Department of Correctional Services 
Building 2, state Campus 
Albany, New York 12226 
Glenn Goord, Deputy Commissioner 
(518) 457-8138 

OR 
Division of Parole 
97 Central Avenue 
Albany, New York 12206 
Barbara Broderick, Director of Policy Analysis and Information 
(518) 473-5189 

South Carolina Shock Incarceration Proqram 
Department of Parole and Community Corrections 
P.O .. Box 50666 
Columbia, South Carolina 29250 
Dolly Kent, Director of Residential Services 
(803) 734-9244 

OR 
South Carolina Department of Corrections 
Thames Shock Incarceration Unit 
wateree River Correctional Institution 
P.O. Box 214 
Rembert" SC 29128 
Howard Arden, Deputy Warden 
(803) 775-0973 

Louisiana IMPACT Proqram 
Department of Public Safety and Corrections 
P.O. Box 94304 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9304 
Jean Wall, Corrections Executive Officer 
(504) 342-6740 

Florida Shock Incarceration Proqram 
Florida Department of Corrections 
2601 Blairstone Road 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2500 
James G. Mitchell, Director of Youthful Offender Programs 
(904) 488-6903 

Georqia Shock Incarceration proqram 
Georgia Department of Corrections 
Floyd Building, Twin Towers East, Room 756 
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive, S.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
Thomas Payne, Director of Probation Facilities 
(404) 656-4747 
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2. DRUG TESTING 

Reference Materials 

James B. Eaglin. The Impact of the Federal Drug Aftercare Program. 
1986. 

Although a high percentage of 1,000 drug-dependent 
probationers and parolees evaluated in this analysis had at 
least one positive urine sample during the period studied, 
most offenders in the aftercare program had no arrests or 
technical violations in the program's first year. Moreover, 
the percentage of offenders in the program who gained 
employment rose steadily during the period studied. 

John A. Carver. "Drugs and Crime: controlling Use and Reducing Risk 
Through Testing." Research in Action from National Institute of 
Justice Reports, SNI: 199 September/October. 1986. 

This brief paper describes how the District of Columbia's 
pretrial drug testing program, as funded by NIJ, was 
implemented and its impact on the court system. 

Toberg Associates. Assessment of Pretrial Urine Testing in the 
District of Columbia. 1987. 

A series of six monographs describes the results of t1)e NIJ­
funded evaluation of the District of Columbia's Pretrial 
Service Agency's urine testing program. The six titles are: 

Monograph Number 1: "Background and Description of the Urine-
Testing Program." 

Monograph Number 2: "Analysis of Potential Legal Issues." 
Monograph Number 3: "The Views of Judicial Officers." 
Monograph Number 4: "Analysis of Drug Use among Arrestees." 
Monograph Number 5: "Periodic Urine Testing As a Signaling 

Device for Pre-Trial Release Risk." 
Monograph Number 6: "The Efficacy Of Using Urine-Test Results 

in Risk Classification of Arrestees." 

National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors. 
Urinalysis as Part of a Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
Program~ Bureau of Justice Assistance. 1988. 

This monograph explores basic issues involved in implementing 
a urine testing program for offenders, and considers the uses 
of urinalysis, legal issues, technologies and methodologies, 
and operational concerns associated with establishing a 
program. Although the material was created for TASC programs, 
because the document advocates a comprehensive case management 
approach to offender supervision and treatment, it will be 
helpful for any agency that is responsible for urinalysis as 
part of case management and supervision of drug offenders. 
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American Probation and Parole Association. Drug Testing Guidelines 
and Practices for Adult Probation and Parole Agencies. Bureau of 
Justice Assistance. (Currently in draft form, it is anticipated 
that this document will be published in early 1991.) 

This document is intended as a guide to the key issues that 
agencies should consider when designing a drug testing 
program. The document identifies and discusses major 
components of an effective urinalysis program, including, 
agency mission, purposes of testing, policies and procedures, 
authority to test, drug testing methodologies, confirmation, 
offender selection, protocols, collection sites, chain of 
custody, reporting and use of results, confidentiality, 
contract versus in-house laboratories, field laboratories, 
costs, MIS systems, and evaluation. 

Jeffrey A.Schwartz and Catherine A. Farrell. "Laboratory versus 
On-site Drug Testing in Criminal Justice: An Overview," Journal 
of Offender Monitoring. Volume 2, Number 2, Spring, 1989. 

This article encourages programs to evaluate the strengths and 
weaknesses of laboratory and on-site drug abuse testing within 
the context of each program's objectives. 

Pretrial Services Association. Estimating the Cost of Drug Testing 
for a Pre-Trial Services Program. Bureau of Justice Assistance. 
July, 1989. 

This document answers questions about the costs of 
implementing and operating a pretrial drug testing program. 

Drug Recognition Program. Bureau of Justice Assistance. April, 
1989. 

This document explains how a jurisdiction can train staff to 
recognize drug intoxicated offenders and offers a preliminary 
assessment of whether or not this program would be effective 
in a particular jurisdiction. The monograph explains the 
program goals, how it works, training requirements and 
associated costs for projects included in the pilot program. 

Eric D. Wish, PhD., and Mary Cuadrado and John A. Martorana, 
Narcotic and Drug Research, Inc., and New York City Department of 
Probation. Estimates of Drug Use in Intensive Supervision 
Probationers: Results from a pilot Study. 1986. . 

Richard. L. Hawks and C. Nora Chiang, eds •• Urine Testing for Drugs 
of Abuse. Washington, D. C.; U. S. Department of Hea 1 th and Human 
Services, National Institute on Drug Abuse. 1986. 
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Sources of 'l'ecbnicalAssistance 

American Probation and Parole Association 
clo Council of state Government 
Iron Works Pike P.O. Box 11910 
Lexington, KY 40578 
Tim Matthews, Staff Director 
(606) 231-1914 

Bureau of Justice Assistance 
. 633 Indiana Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20534 
Jody Forman, Program Manager 
(202) 307-0895 

National Association of state Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors 
444 N. Capitol st., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20013 
Beth Weinman, Criminal Justice Director 
(202) 783-6868 

National Consortium of TASC Programs 
c/o Treatment Assessment Screening Center 
2234 North Seventh Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85006 
Ron Rian, Assistant Director 
(602) 254-7328 

National Institute of Justice 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20531 
Eric Wish, Visiting Fellow 
(202) 307-2965 

Pretrial services Resource center 
1325 G Street, N.W., suite 620 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
John Clark, Project Coordinator 
(202) 638-3080 

Toberg Associates, Inc. 
8401 Corporate Drive, suite 420 
Landover, MD 20785 
Mary Toberg, President 
(301) 306-0900 

Drug 'l'esting Programs 

Wasbington County Restitution center/Intensive custodial 
Home supervision 

169 N. First street 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
Robert M. Gates, Manager 
(503)648-8818 
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Georgia Department of corrections/Drug Surveillance Program 
community program/probation Division 
2 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive, suite 954 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
Annette Z. 'Henderson, Community Pr'ograms Coordinator 
(404) 656-4696 

Orange county Probation Department 
301 The City Drive 
Orange, California 92668 
Kathy Miller, Supervising Probation Officer 
(714) 569-2000 

cuyahoga county Department of Probation 
Court of Common Pleas 
Courts Tower, 1200 ontario Street 
Cleveland, OH 44113 
William D. Kroman, Supervisor 
(216) 348-4852 . 

Treatment Assessment screening center 
2234 North Seventh Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85006 
Barbara Zugor, Executive Director 
(602) 254-7328 

Illinois TASC, Inc. 
1500 North Halsted, 2.nd floor 
Chicago, IL 69622 
Melody Heaps, Executive Director 
(312) 787-0208 ' 

Distric,t of Columbia Pretrial services Agency 
400 F S~reet, N.W. 3rd Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Jay Carver, Director 
(202) 727-2911 
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3. ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 

Reference Materials 

Charles M. Friel and Joseph B. Vaughn. "A Consumer's Guide to the 
Electronic Surveillance of Probationers." Huntsville,. TX., 
Criminal Justice Center, Sam Houston State University. 1985. 

Bas~d on a telephone survey of users and manufacturers, this 
paper looks at electronic surveillance technology and how it 
works, considers costs vs. potential benefits, examines 
functional characteristics of the technology and their 
importance to the probation function, discusses types of 
offenders suited to monitoring, and helps administrators look 
at P9tential abuses as well as philosophical considerations 
in the use of this tool. 

Ja·mes M. Byrne, Linda Kelly, and Susan Guar ino-Ghez z i . 
"Understanding the Limits of Technology~ An examination of the Use 
of Electronic Monitoring in the Criminal Justice System." A paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the Society for the study of 
Social Problems, Chicago, IL, August 1987 and reprinted in the 
American Probation and Parole Association Journal-perspectives, 
May, 1988. 

Electronic monitoring is seen at the forefront of the movement 
to make communi ty-based sanctionl:1 more marketable by 
emphasizing the best features of pri!;ons (24-hour monitoring 
and a degree of incapacitation), while reducing overcrowding 
and associated costs. While potentially redefining community 
corrections in terms of offender punishment and control, 
limitations of the technology suggest to the authors that the 
perception of a "panacea" does not fit with the reality of the 
technology. Care needs to be taken not to oversell the 
solution, or disillusionment will result in a return to less 
desirable forms of punishment. 

Arnold G.' Perrey, Barry A. Bell, and Marshall J. Treado. 
Evaluation of Electronic Monitoring Devices. Gaithersburg, MD.: 
U.S. Department of Commerce, National Bureau of Standards/National 
Engineering Laboratory. 1986. 

In 1985, manufacturers of electronic monitoring devices were 
invited to submit their devices for tes.ting. Only two were 
willing to do so in 1985; an additional two were added in 
1986. The systems were tested under a variety of field 
conditions, as well as in a laboratory. None were found to 
be unsafe, but a reduced operating range was noted, when 
shielded from line of sight. The low effective output of 
power of these systems also makes them vulnerable to 
interference in the vicinity of broadcast transmitters. 
Findings, while limited and dated, are helpful in pointing 
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out areas that need to be explored in testing any electronic 
monitoring device, and' the advisability of proceeding with 
caution when considering their use. 

Electronic Monitoring in Intensive Probation and Parole Programs. 
Washington, D.C.: u. S. Department of Justice; BureauofJu!:~tice 
Assistance. 1989~ 

Issued as a supplemental document to an earlier :monograph, 
Intensive Supervision Probation and Parole (ISP1, electronic 
monitoring is reviewed asa:n innovation with potential for 
assisting in, the supervision of certain higher risk offenders 
on probation or parole. A process for defining objectives of 
electronic monitoring, developing policies, reviewing 
equipment bids and securipg technical a.$sis,tance is described. 
Also provided ,is a brief review of' legal issues and a 
description of four programs with experience in electronic 
monitoring (Colorado, Georg~~" New Jersey, and utah) • 

. /.; 

'Journal of Offender Monitoring. -Post Office Box 1013 , Warrensburg, 
MO.: Alpha Enterprises. 1990. 

The Journal of Offender Monitoring is a monograph published 
quarterly with' emphasis on the use of technology in 
supervising offenders. Included are articles on policy, 
issues, equipment, legal issues, program descriptions, etc. 
Of particular interest, each issue contains an "Index to 
Current Manufacturers" listing products and contact persons. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 
320 First Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20534 
Annesley Schmidt, Community Corrections Specialist 
(202) 307-3171 

Northern Kentucky University 
Department of Sociology 
Highland Heights, KY 41076 
J. Robert Lilly, Ph.D. 
(606) 572-5253 

Central Mi'ssouri state University 
Department of Criminal Justice Administration 
Warrensburg, MO 64093 
Joseph B. Vaughn 
(816) 429-4950 

Clackamas County Department of Corrections 
1024 Main street 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
Terry Gassaway, Director 
(503)655-8603 

48 



Prqbatiqn and Parole Programs 
fiprida Department of Corrections 
1311 Winewood Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2500 
Harry T. Dodd, Director 
(904) 487-2165 

Electronic surveillance programs 

Clackamas county (oreqon) community, Corrections 
surveillance Proqram. 

Clackamus County .Department of Corrections 
9200 Southeast McBrod Street 
Milwaukie, OR 97222 
Donna'Lauer,Program Coordinator 
(503) 655-8262 

Electronic 

Palm Beach County (Plorida) In-House Arrest/work-Release Proqram. 
P.O. Box 85 
Loxahatchee, FL 33470 
Lt. James Holland 
(407) 793-5756 
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4. INTENSIVE SOPERVISIONPROBATION (ISP) 

Reference Materials 

James M. Byrne, Arthur J. Lurigio, and Christopher Baird. ~ 
Effectiveness of the New Intensiye . Supervision . Programs • 
Washington, D.C.: Kutak Foundation and the National Institute of 
Correctioti~. 1989. 

The monograph provides a detailed review of the intensive 
supervision movement. Information is provided on the history· 
and implementation of intensive supervision and a summary of 
available evidence regarding program effectiveness. In 
addition, three practitioners provide insights into victim's 
perspectives, marketing strategies, implementation 
difficulties, and the likely future of the movement. 

Federal Probation. Washington, D.C.: Administrative Office of the 
·United states Courts. June, 1986. 

This edition is devoted to the topic of intensive probation 
supervision. Articles range from program descriptions 
(Georgia, Massachusetts, and 1-~\ew Jersey) to 'a discussion of 
the control controversy giving rise to modern intensive 
supervision programs. 

Crime and Delinguency. 
Crime and Delinquency. 

San Francisco, CA: 
January, 1990. 

National Council on 

Devoted to the topic of intensive supervision, articles 
include a discussion of the fut~e of ISP as an intermediate 
sanction; a critique of current program goals and objectives; 
a review of programs in New Jersey, California, and Florida; 
and an exploration of factors that permit intensive 
supervision programs to survive. 

Intensive Supervision Probation and Parole IISP) - Program Brief. 
Washing'ton, D. C. : Bureau of Justice Assistance. 1988. 

As·part of an on-going effort to identify programs that show 
success in improving criminal justice operations, this 
monograph defines critical elements in implementing and 
operating intensive supervision programs, and provides program 
experience from Georgia, New York, Texas, and New Jersey. 

Joan Petersilia. Expanding options for Criminal Sentencing. Santa 
Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation~ 1987. . 

Within the context of alternative sanctions to fill the gap 
. between standard probation and prison, this volume discusses 

a variety of possible approaches including intensive 
supervision. It provides an overview of the movement, 
including perceived advantages and common objectives for such 
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programs, as well as descriptions of current operations in 
Georgia, New Jersey, Massachusetts, and Illinois. 

Billie S. Erwin and Lawrence A. Bennett. Washington, D.C.: U. S. 
Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice. 1987. 

As part of the "Research in Brief" series, this document 
summarizes findings from an evaluation of Georgia's Intensive 
Supervision Program by Georgia's Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation, Office of Evaluation and Statistics. Looking 
at the state's program, which began in 1982, evidence strongly 
suggests that ISP has played a large role in di verting 
offenders from prison at a cost, while greater than 
traditional probation, nevertheless is much less than 
incarceration. Further, the risk to the community through 
this diversion was very limited, e.g., of the 2,322 offenders 
sentenced to the program, only 0.8% were involved in 
subsequent violent crimes. 

Emily Herrick. "Early Signs of Long Term Success: Intensive 
Probation Supervision". Corrections Compendium: Contract center, 
Inc. 1988. 

In a survey conducted by the Contract Center for Corrections 
Compendium, 35 of 50 States already had ISP programs; 10 were 
on the way to developing such programs; and only five had no 
plans for ISP in the future. The article goes on to describe 
common features of these programs including numbers and types 
of offenders served, caseload size, and method of 
administration. 

Sources for Technical Assistance 

Georgia Department of Corrections 
Substance Abuse section 
.2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, SE 
East Tower, Room 756 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
Billie Erwin, Coordinator of Research and Development 
(404) 656-4729 . 
Probation Division 
Georgia Department of Corrections 
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive, SE 
Twin Towers East, 7th Floor 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
Vincent Fallin, Deputy Commissioner 

I (404) 656-4747 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
Midwest Office 
6409 adana Road 
Madison, WI 53719 
Christophe~ Baird, Senior Vice-President 
(608) 274-8882 
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The RAND Corporation 
1700 Main street 
P.o. Box 2138 
santa Monica, CA 90406-2138 
Dr. Jo.an Petersilia, Director, Criminal Justice Program 
(213) 393-0411 

American Probation and Parole Association 
c/o Council of state Governments 
po Box 11910 
Lexington, KY 40578 
Tim Matthews, Staff Director 
(606) 252-2291 

Office of the state Court Administrator 
Colorado Judicial Department 
1301 Pennsylvania street, suite 300 
Denver, CO 80203 
Vern Fogg, Director of Intensive Supervision Programs 
(303) 861-1111 

Intensive supervision Programs 

Georgia Department of Corrections, ISP Program 
Probation Division 
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
Room 954, East Tower 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
Annette Henderson, Director of Community Programs 
(404) 656-4747 

The New Je~sey ISP program 
New Jersey Administrative Office of the Courts 
Probation Division 
Justice Complex, CN-987 
Trenton, NJ 08625 
Richard Talty, Director 
(609) 984-0076 

The Massachusetts ISP Program 
Massachusetts Parole Board 
Fort Point Place 
22-43 Wormwood street 
Boston, MA 02210 
Gerald J. Early, Supe~visor 
(617) 727-3271 
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5. DAY REPORTING CENTERS 

Reference Materials 

Dale parent, Abt Associates, Inc. Day Reporting Centers for 
Criminal Offenders: A Descriptive Analysis of Existing Programs, 
a National Institute of Justice, "Issues and Practices Report", 
September, 1990. 

The study provides a summary of current Day Reporting Center 
programs, describes how they were developed, what purposes 
they seek to attain, how they operate, what they cost, and 
'what problems they have encountered and resolved during their 
implementation. It also provides a contact list of Day 
Reporting Center programs and a discussion of key issues which 
policy makers should study when considering if they should 
develop such a program. 

John Larivee and William O'Leary. Managing the Development of 
community corrections. u.S. Department of Justice, National 
Institute of Corrections, February, 1990. 

The monograph provides community corrections administrators 
with suggested principles to follow during the early stages 
of developing a new program--that critical period when 
decisions are made regarding the concept's goals, target 
population and si te, and when ini tial steps are· taken to 
introduce the program. It also provides a case study of the 
formation of the Hampden County, Massachusetts, Day Reporting 
Center. 

Center for Applied Social Research, and the Crime and Justice 
Foundation, Evaluation of the Hampden County Day Reporting Center. 
Boston, Massachusetts, 1988. 

A preliminary evaluation of the Hampden county Day Reporting 
center, which examines impleme~tation, operation and client 
characteristics, but not post-release outcome. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Crime and Justice Foundation 
95 Berkeley Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02116 
John Larivee, Elizabeth curtin 
(617) 426-~9800 

Abt Associates, Inc. 
55 Wheeler street 
Cambridge, M,assachusetts 02138-1168 
Dale Parent 
(617) 492-71(.10 
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connecticut Department of Corrections 
340 Capitol street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1494 
Lawrence Albert, Deputy Commissioner, Field Services 
(203) 566-3846 

Day Reporting Center Programs 

Alternative Incarceration Center 
Connecticut Prison Association 
9-11 Wyllys Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
Jim Green, Director of programming 
(203) 525-6691 

Hampden County Day Reporting center 
590 West Columbus Avenue 
Springfield, Massachusetts 01105 
Kevin warwick, Director 
(413) 787-1780 

Metropolitan Day Reporting Center 
Crime and Justice Foundation 
20 West Street 
Boston, Massachusetts 02111 
Elizabeth curtin, Director 
(617) 426-9800 

Genesis II for Women, Inc. 
3036 University Avenue, S.E. 
Minneapolis, MN 55414 
Janet Johnson, Executive Director 
Tel. (612) 348-2762 
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6. HOUSE ARREST 

Reference Materials 

Richard A. Ball, C. Ronald Huff, and J. Robert Lilly. House Arrest 
and Correctional Policy -- Doing Time at Horne. Newbury Park, 
California: Sage publications, Inc. 1988. 

This volume provides an up-to-date review of house arrest 
within an historical context of incarceration as the primary 
punishment for criminal offenders. The prison civil rights 
movement, with its search for alternatives to imprisonment 
coupled with the overcrowding and costs resulting from the 
"get tough" approach of the eighties, has led to a new 
prominence of community-based sanctions including house 
arrest. A number of programs are reviewed and experiences are 
generally seen as favorable. Advantages of house arrest are 
explored while noting the potential for abuse, particularly 
where electronic monitoring devices are employed. 

Joan Petersilia. "House Arrest," Crime File Study Guide and Video 
Tape. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Justice. 1988. 

A 28:30 minute video tape with accompanying study guide. A 
discussion involving Alvin Bronstein, National Prison Project; 
Leonard Flynn, Florida Department of corrections; and Joan 
Petersilia, The Rand Corporation, with James Q. Wilson of the 
University of California at Los Angeles as moderator. Using 
Florida I s Community Control Program as its prime example, this 
video tape explores the concept of house arrest as a criminal 
sanction. Both advantages and disadvantages of this approach 
are discussed. While the potential for a much-needed 
"intermediate" sanction is present, house arrest may also lead 
to a more punitive and costly sanction for offenders. 

Florida community Control "House Arrest" Program -- A Three Year 
Report 1983-86. Tallahassee, Florida: Probation and Parole 
Services, Florida Department of Corrections. 1987. 

This report summarizes findings by the Florida Department of 
Corrections for the first three years of operation of its 
Community Control Program. Designed as a "punishment" 
alternative, offenders were allowed to serve sentences in 
their homes rather than in prison. Findings indicate the 
program was functioning as intended with savings resulting 
from diversions from prison and without unacceptable danger 
to the public. 
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Joan Petersilia. In Federal Probation, June, 1986. Washington, 
D.C.: Administrative Office of the United states Courts. 1986. 

The article summarizes characteristics of house arrest both 
with and without some form of electronic monitoring of 
offenders. Potential advantages, including cost effectiveness 
and flexibility to meet local needs, are documented. 
Unre~olved issues such as adding new and costly sanctions to 
offenders not in need of such services, the potential for 
intrusiveness in the lives of offenders, and the adequacy of 
protection afforded the public are discussed. 

Sources for Technical Assistance 

Probation and Parole Programs 
Florida Department of Corrections 
1311 Winewood Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2500 
Harry T. Dodd, Director 
(904) 487-2165 

Division of Probation and Parole 
Oklahoma Department of Corrections 
3400 North Martin Luther King Jr. Ave. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73136-0400 
Justin Jones, Deputy Director 
(405) 425-2555 

Northern Kentucky University 
Department of Sociology 
Highland Heights, KY 41076 
J. Robert Lilly, Ph.D. 
(606) 572-5253 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
685 Market Street, suite 620 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Dr. James Austin, Christopher Baird 
(415) 896-6223 

House Arrest Programs 

Florida Department of corrections' Community Control program 
Probation and Parole Programs 
Florida Department of Corrections 
1311 Winewood Blvd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2500 
Harry T. Dodd, Director 
(904) 487-2165 
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Oklahoma Department of corrections' House Arrest Proqram 
Division of Probation and Parole 
Oklahoma Department of corrections 
3400 North Martin Luther Kinq Jr. Ave. 
Oklahoma City, OK 73136-0400 
Justin Jones, Deputy Director 
(405) 425-2555. 
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7. FINES AND DAY FINES 

Abstracts for the following reference materials are unavailable. 

Reference Materials 

Sally T. Hillsman, Judith A. Greene. Improving the Use and 
Administration of Criminal Fines. Vera Institute of Justice. New 
York, NY. 1987. 

sally T. Hillsman. Fines and Day Fines. Vera Institute of 
Justice. New York, NY. 1989. 

Judith A. Greene. structuring criminal Fines: Making an 
Intermediate Penalty More Useful and Equitable. The Justice System 
Journal. Volume 13, Number 1. 1988. 

Judith A. Greene. staten Island Economic Sanctions Project. 
Preliminary Data Report, Day Fine pilot Project. Vera Institute 
of Justice. New York, NY. 1989. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Vera Institute of Justice 
377 Broadway 
New York, NY 10013 
Judith A. Greene, Director of Court Programs 
sally T. Hillsman, Director of Research 
(212) 334-1300 

Institute for court Management 
National Center for state Courts 
1331 17th Street, suite 402 
Denver, CO 80202 
Dr. Barry Mahoney, Senior Associate 
(303) 293-3063 

Day Fines Programs 

Economic Sanctions Project 
staten Island Criminal Court 
Richmond county District Attorney's Office 
36 Richmond Terrace 
Staten Island, NY 10301 
Arnold Berliner, Assistant Administrative District Attorney 
(718) 390-2683 

OR 
Economic Sanctions Project 
staten Island Criminal Court 
Vera Institute of Justice 
377 Broadway . 
New York, NY 10013 
Vaughn Jackson, Project Director 
(212) 334-1300 
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Maricopa county Day Pines Project 
Maricopa County superior Court 
ZOl west Jefferson, Fourth Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
Michael Planet, Deputy Court Administrator 
(602) 262-3204 

OR 
Maricopa County Superior Court 
Adult Probation Department 
11 West Jefferson, Suite 216 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
Michael Goss, Division Director 
(602) 262-3261 

Milwaukee Municipal court Day Pine pilot Project 
Wisconsin Correctional Service 
436 West Wisconsin Avenue, Room 500 
Milwaukee, wisconsin 53203 
Charles Worzella, Research Director 
(414) 271-2512 
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8. COMMUNI.TY SERVICE 

Reference Materials 

Douglas C. McDonald. Restitution and Community Service. National 
Institute of Justice. Crime File study Guide. Washington, DC. 
1988. 

This article traces restitution's roots and describes 
contemporary practices. The purposes of restitution sentences 
and the results of programs also are explored. 

M. Kay Harris. Community service by Offenders. National Institute 
of Corrections. Washington, DC. 1979. 

Although old, it is still useful, particularly for program 
implementation. Dr. Allen Harland, Temple University, is 
working on a survey of community service which should UPdate 
many of the items in the monograph. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Department of Criminal Justice 
Temple University 
Philadelphia, PA. 19122 
Kay Harris, Associate Professor 
(215) 787-5167 

National Community service Sentencing Association 
Michigan Office of Community Corrections 
Grandview Plaza 
P.O. Box 30003 
Lansing, MI 48909 
Dennis Schrantz, President 
(517) 373-0415 

National Community service Sentencing Association 
1368 Lincoln Avenue, Suite 108 
San Rafael, CA. 94901 
Cres Van Keulen, Membership Coordinator 
(415) 459-2234 

Community Service Programs 

Multnomah County Community Service Forest project 
Community Service Forest Project 
1021 S.W. Fourth Ave, Room 818 
Poriland, Oregon 97204 
Susan Kaeser v Program Manager 
(503) 248-3007 
(503) 374-8764 (Site) 
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••• hteDaw COUDty ComauDity Work Proqram 
Washtenaw County Sheriff Department 
2201 Hogback Road 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48H)4 
Deputy Dewey Reeves, Program Director 
(313) 971-8400 

IIODllOUthCoUDty worklwriatlet proqram 
Monmouth County Courthouse 
Freehold, New Jersey 07728 
Sheriff William M. Lanzano 
(204)431-7139 

Ne. York City commuDity service proqram 
Vera Institute of Justice 
377 Broadway 
New York, N.Y. 10013 
Judith Greene, Director of Court Programs 
(212) 334-1300 

61 

, , 



9. RESTITUTION PRO~RAMS 

Abstracts for the following reference materials are unavailable. 

Reference Materials 

Alan Harland, Marguerite Warren, Edward Brown. A Guide to 
Restitution Programing. Albany, N.Y. Criminal Justice Research 
center 

Andrew Klein. The Earn-it Story. National Institute for 
Sentencing Alternatives •. Brandeis University. Waltham, Mass. 
2nd Edition. 1981. 

Michael E. smith. Revelopment of Bronx Pilot Project. 
Institute of Justice. New York, NY. 1981. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Justice Fellowship 
P.O. Box 17181 
Washington, DC 20041-0181 
Thomas Crawford, Director of Policy Analysis 
(703) 834-3650 

Restitution Programs 

Residential Centers: 

Mississippi DOC, Division of Community services 
723 N. President st. 
Jackson, MS 39202 
John Grubbs, Deputy Commissioner, DOC 
(601) 354-6454 

Texas Department of Criminal Justice 
community Justice Assistance Division 
8100 Cameron Road, Suite 600 
Austin, TX 78753 
Contact: John Newton, Division Manager 
(512) 834-8188 

Georgia Department of Corrections 
#2 Martin Luther King Jr. Dr. SE 
Atlanta, GA 303.34 
Contact: Larry Anderson, Diversions Program Coordinator 
(404) 656-4696 
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Non-Residential programs: 

"BarD-It .. JuveDile aDd Adult Court RestitutioD Program 
Quincy District Court 
Quincy, MA 02614 
Justice Albert L. Kramer 
(617) 471-1650 

Victim OffeDder RecoDciliatioD Programs (VORP) 
Minnesota citizens Council on Crime and Justice 
822 South Third Street, Suite 100 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
Mark Umbreit, Vice President 
(612) 340 .... 5432 
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10. STATE EFFORTS TO EXPAND SENTENCING OPTIONS AND INTERMEDIATE 
SANCTIONS 

Abstracts for the following reference materials are unavailable. 

Reference Materials 

Norval Morris and Michael. Il,lonry. Between Prison and Probation: 
Intermediate Punishments in a Rational Sentencing System. New 
York, Oxford University Press, 1990. 

National Conference of State Legislatures. 
J3lueprint to Achieving Structu:red Sentencing. 

A Legislator's 
August, 1989. 

Kay A. Knapp. "Correctional Policies: Balancing Reform with 
Resources." The Journal of State Government, March/April 1989. 

Daniel J. Freed and Barry Mahoney. "Between Prison and Probation: 
Using Intermediate Sanctions Effectively." The Judges Journal, 
Winter, 1990. 

Andrew von Hirsch, Martin Wasik, and Judith Greene. 
in the Community and the Principles of Desert." 
Journal, Volume 20, Number 3, Spring, 1989. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

Center for Effective Public Policy 
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 
suite 610 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
Peggy McGarry, Project Director 
Intermediate Sanctions Project 
(202) 637-6492 

Institute for Rational Public Policy 
40 Philadelphia Avenue 
Takoma Park, MD 20910 
Kay Knapp, Director 
(301) 270-4480 

Georgia Department of Corrections 
Probation Division 
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
954 East Tower 
Atlanta, GA 30334-1703 
Vince Fallin, Deputy Commissioner 
(404) 656-4747 
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Washington state Institute for Public Policy 
'Th~ Evergreen state qollege 
Seminar Building 3162 
Mail stop TAOO 
Olympia, Washington 98505 
Roxanne· Lieb 
(206) 866-6000 

Programs 

Delaware Sentencing Acc.ountabili ty commission 
criminal Justice council\Carvel state Building, Fourth Floor 
820 North French street 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Thomas Quinn, Director 
(302) 571-3430 

.Louisiana sentencing Commission 
2035 Wooddale Boulevard, suite D 
Baton Rouge, LA 70806 
Carle Jackson, Executive Director 
(504) 925-4440 

Oregon Sentencing Guidelines commission 
criminal Justice Council 
Portland state University 
P.o. Box 751 
Portland, Oregon 97207 
Kathleen Bogan, Director 
(503) 636-6722 

Minnesota Department of Corrections 
COlnrnuni ty Services 
300 Bigelow Building 
450 North Syndicate street 
st~ Paul, Minnesota 55104 
Bruce McManus, Deputy Commissioner 
(612) 642-0200 

Georgia Department of Corrections 
Probation Division 
2 Martin Luther King Jr. Drive 
954 East Tower 
Atlanta, GA 30334-1703 
Vince Fallin, Deputy Commissioner 
(404) 656-474.7 

Washington state Sentencing Guidelines Commission 
3400 Capitol Boulevard 
Mail stop QE13 
Olympia,WA 98504 
David Fallen, Research Director 
(206) 753-3084 
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11. RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMMING 

Abstracts for the following reference materials are unavailable. 

Reference Materials 

"Manual of Standards for Adult Community Residential Services," 2nd 
edition, American Correctional Association, Laurel MD., 1980, with 
sUbsequent revisions within Correctional Standards Supplement, 
American Correctional Association, Laurel, MD pp. 10-16, 1986. 

Dale Parent. "Residential Community Corrections: Developing an 
Integrated Corrections policy." Issues in Residential Community 
Corrections Policy and Practice, May, 1990. 

Margot Lindsey. itA Matter of Partnership: Public Involvement in 
Residential Community Corrections." Issues in Residential 
Community Corrections Policy and Practice, May, 1990. 

U.S. Bureau of Proisons, community Programs Division. Statement of 
Work-Community Corrections Centers. 320 First st, N.W., Washington, 
D.C. (Draft) February, 1989. 

Harry E. Allen, Eric W. Carleson, Evalyn C. Parks, and Richard P. 
Seiter. "Halfway Houses: Program Models". Office of Development, 
Testing, and Dissemination, National Institute.of Law Enforcement 
and criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
U.s. Department of Justice. November, 1978. 

Richard P. Sieter, Eric W. Carlson, Helen H. Bowman, James J. 
Grandfield, and Nancy J. Beran. Halfway Houses. National 
Evaluation Program Phase I Summary Report. National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement 
Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, January, 1977. 

Hewitt B. Clark, et ale "Environmental and Architectural Planning 
for Community Based Residential Treatment Facilities." Journal of 
Rehabilitation Administration, 7(1):28-33. 

Sources of Technical Assistance 

International Association of Residential and Community Alternatives 
° (IARCA) 
P.O. Box 1987 
LaCrosse, WI 54602 
Peter Kenziger, Administrator 
(608) 788-5006 

American Correctional Association 
8025 Laurel Lakes Court 
Laurel, MD 20707 
Hardy Rauch, Director, Standards and Accreditation 
(301) 206-5100, Ext. 239 
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MassachUsets Half-Way Houses, Inc. 
P.O. Box 348, Back B~,y Annex 

'Boston MA. 02117 
J. Bryan Riley, Execu,ti ve Director 
(617) 437-1864 

Resi4entialPrograms 

Private,' non-profit or~lanizations that contract with federal, 
state, or local criminal justice jurisdictions: 

Talbert House 
328 McGregor st. 
Cincinnati, OH 45219 
Neil Tilow, Executive: Director 
(513) 751-7747 

pioneer Human Services 
P.o. Box 18258 
Seattle, WA 98118 
Gary Mulhair, President 
(206) 322-6645 

Publicly operated programs: 

Montgomery county Work Release 
11651 Nebel street 
Rockville, MD 20852 
Kent Mason 
(301) 468-4200 

J'airfax county Pre-Rel.ease 
10520 Judicial Drive 
Fairfax, VA 22030 
Ken Lane, Chief, Community Corrections 
(703) 246-4465 

Georgia Restitution Cel!1ters 
Georgia Department of Corrections 
2 Martin Luther King J]:,. Drive, S.E. 
Atlanta, GA 30334 
Larry Anderson, Assistant Deputy Commissioner of Facilities 
(404) 656-4696 

Treatment oriented programs!: 

Delancey street J'ounda1;ian 
2563 Divisadero Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
Mimi H. Silbert, Presidlent 
(415) 563-5326 
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Amity, Inc. 
P.O. Box 60520 
Tuscon, AZ 87571 
Naya Arbitar, Director 

Alabama Departaent of Corrections 
Drug an4 Sex Offender Treataent Programs 
3371 Atlanta Highway 
Montgomery, AL 36130 
Dr. Merle Frieson, Director of Treatment 
(205) 261-2962 
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12. DRIVERS' LICENSE REVOCATION 

Reference Materials 

The Digest of Alcohol-Highway Safety Related Legislation (Eighth 
Edition). The Digest reviews state laws in effect on January 1, 
1990, regarding alcohol/drug use and highway safety. It provides 
(1) an Analysis By state - High Interest Legislation; and (2) a 
state Law Summary Analysis. Included is a chart indicating that 
34 States ha've an "administrative per se law"; a statute that 
allows a State's driver licensing agency to either suspend or 
revoke a driver's license, completely independent of any action 
related to a OWl offense conviction. Also included is information 
concerning mandatory minimum fines for a DWI conviction; and 
community service in lieu of jail for a OWl conviction. Copies may 
be requested from: 

National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Office of Alcohol and State Programs - Code NTS-20 
400 7th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 
Attention: Legislative Resource Center 
Telephone: (202) 366-2729 
citation: DOT HS 807 522; January 1990 

69 




