















































































































































































































































































































































TABLE 2

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION SUMMARY INSTRUMENT

Proposed
Characteristic

Goal
Globally
Inplemented?

Facts Supporting
Conclusions

Implement a multiagency
day reporting program?

Recruits received
from County?

Recruits received
from State?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Recruits were
received from both
County and State
facilities, as
initially proposed

Evidenced by source
of referral

Evidenced by source
of referral

Class Size: Four 90-day
classes of 50
participants each?

No

Difficulties in
recruiting
qualified
candidates; classes
could not be
detected from
sporadic dates of
entry

staffing of Day
Reporting Program:

Three
Correctional
Treatment
Coordinators
(CTC)?

Each CTC Assigned
to a Separate
Phase (I, II,
TIT)?

CTCs collect
urine specimens,
breath tests?

Attend weekly
team assessment
meetings?

Case management?

Yes

No

Partial

Yes

Yes

Interview with
administrator
verified level of
employment

Interview with
administrator
explained change to
different method of
program operation
and development

In-house testing
verified through
urine test logs; no
offsite testing by
CTCs or Agents

Verified through
participant profile
reports

Verified through
participant profile
reports
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Proposed Goal Facts Supporting
Characteristic Globally Conclusions
Implenented?
Scheduling Partial Initial itinerary
itineraries? verified through
participant profile
reports; revised
itineraries scarce
Clerk (for Yes Interview with
administrative program
support)? administrator
staff training? Yes Interview with
program
administrator
Central Facility:
Classrooms? Yes Site visit
conference Area? Yes Site visit
Lounge? Yes Site visit
Satellite Offices:
Capitol Heights, No Initially used for
MD (Hampton boot camp graduate
Mall): support groups but
these groups folded
due to lack of
interest/attendance
Hyattsville, MD No Interview with
(Justice Center): administrator
Users Fees:
For employed No Interview with
offenders? program
administrator
Employed No Interview with
offenders paying program
costs of urine administrator
tests?
Establish account | Yes Subsidies provided
for by public
transportation transportation;
subsidies? researcher

witnessed CTCs
distribution of
same to
participants
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Facts Supporting

Proposed Goal

Characteristic Globally Conclusions
Implemented?

Sanctions:

Termination? Varied Evidenced by large
percentage (40%) of
terminations;
participant profile
reports indicated
varying degrees of
sanctions (i.e.,
disciplinary
hearings,
forfeiture of
privileges,
increased
supervision,
curfews)

Electronic No Interview with

monitoring? program
administrator; not
approved for use in
1994

community Assistance:

Action Training No Interview with

Institute, Inc. program

(ATI)? administrator

Higher Number Interview with

Educational Uncertain program

Learning Program, administrator; no

Inc. (HELP)? evidence in

(providing participant profile

supportive of gctual

services; housing assistance
assistance;

family services;

life skills

training;

decision making;

supervision for

peer support

groups]

Board of Trade? No Interview with
program
administrator

108




Proposed Goal Facts Supporting
Characteristic Globally Conclusions
Implemented?
Minority Number Interview with
Contractors? Uncertain program
[providing on-~ administrator; no
the-job training; evidence in
employment; participant profile
mentors] of actual
assistance

Community Yes Interview with
Advisory Board? program
[providing administrator

community with a
vehicle for input
in the treatment
of day reporting
participants;
assisting with
recruitment of
mentors)
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TABLE 3

PROGRAM SERVICES SUMMARY INSTRUMENT

Goal Globally

Facts Supporting

Proposed
Characteristic Implemented? Conclusions
Screening:
County:
Inmates with 90 Partial Mainly on County
days remaining side; difficult
on sentence? to determine
through length of
sentences being
served
county Yes Verified by local
residents? community
addresses of
participants
No pending Partial Verified by
charges? various sources
during criminal
background check
prior to
acceptance; notes
in participants
files regarding
termination; no
evidence of
verification in
many participant
files
State:
Technical Uncertain Source of
violators referral not
(Parole, explicitly stated
Probation)? in participant
profile
Uncertain Source of

Graduated
sanction for
offenders coming
out of State
system (Parole,
Probation, Boot
camp) ?

referral not
explicitly stated
in participant
profile
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Proposed Goal Globally Facts Supporting
Characteristic Implemented? Conclusions
Assessments:

Substance Abuse? | Partial Verified by EDR
testing; not
available for all
cases

Vocational? Partial Verified by EDR
testing and CTCs;
not available for
all cases

Academic? Partial Verified by EDR
testing and CTCs;
not available for
all cases

Treatment Plan? Partial Developed by
CTCs; not
available for all
cases

Assistance from Partial Verified through

Evaluation, presence of EDR

Diagnosis & Reports in

Referral (EDR) participants

expert? profile reports

EDR provides Partial Verified through

evaluation, presence of EDR

diagnosis and Reports in
referral to participants

County sponsored profile reports

treatment

programs for

substance abuse

offenders?

Facilitate rapid | No Interview with

admission of program

clients to administrator;

treatment problems with

programs? required fees and
waiting periods
Community Resources
and Referrals:

Church groups? Uncertain Determined
through interview
with
administrator;
assisted with
recruitment of
mentors
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Goal Globally

Facts Supporting

Proposed
Characteristic Implemented? Conclusions
Treatment Limited Attendance

Programs Participation sporadic (see

(NA/AA)? Tables 5 and 6)

Public Yes Subsidies

transportation? provided to
participants

Mentors? Partial Not available in
all cases

Community Service
Projects:

Cooperation with | Yes Evidenced by

Community participants

oriented hours of

Policing (COPS)? participation in
projects

corPS works with Yes Evidenced by

community location of

leaders to certain projects

establish

community

service

projects?

Assist in Yes Interview with

developing non- staff; all

profit community community service

service projects non-

projects? profit

Serves as member | No Interview with

of weekly team program

assessment administrator

meeting?

Participants No Average number of

hours did not

meeting required
number of hours?

even meet 50
minimum hours
required of
employed
participants
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TABLE 4

SUPERVISION SUMMARY INSTRUMENT

Proposed Number of Average Number of
Characteristic Part@cipants Times Participant
Receiving Received
Supervision Supervision
(n=89)
Community
Supervision:
Home contacts
(successful):l 77 9
Daily
telephone
check in: 89 66
paily in-
person check
in: 89 14
Employer
contacts 50 5
(successful):2
Urine tests: 81 7
Breath tests: 51 3
Itinerary:
pevelop/
Revise: 66 3
verification
(successful):’ 29 5
Employed Offender
Pay Stub
Verification: 41 3
Notes:
1. 58 participants received unsuccessful home contacts;

averaging 2.

2. 22 participants received unsuccessful employment contacts;

averaging 1.

3 11 participants received unsuccessful itinerary
verifications; averaging 1.
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TABLE 5

COUNSELLING SERVICES SUMMARY INSTRUMENT

Proposed Number of Average Number of
Characteristic Participants Times Participant
Receiving Service Attended in 90-day
(n=89) Period
Counselling (as
recommended by EDR
expert) :
Individual: 84 E
Group (Peer): 47 2
Drug: 44 3
Alcohol: 14 4
Drug Dealers: 21 4
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TABLE 6

TREATMENT SERVICES SUMMARY INSTRUMENT

Proposed Number of Average Number of

characteristic Participants Times Participant
Receiving Service Attended in 90-
(n=89) day Period

Family Education:' 0 0

Life Skills: 21 2

Job Training: 42 2

Ccommunity Service

Projects: 64 43 hours

Notes:

1.

PG DRP was unable to implement in 1994.
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