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INl'RQDUCl'ION 

'I'hiH r<'port Is the third ill a I-wr!t·s or stilHHlknl reportH pre.., 

pared qnd disseminated by the staff of the Governor's Commission on 

Law Enforcement and the Administration of Ju~tice. The S~atistical 

-Analysis Section of the Planning Department was responsible for the 

devolopm<.>nt of this report. It is hoped that tJris repQrt in conjunction 

wll.h LlII! <lllwrH 1n thu seri(!s1' provides :1 nase or informlJtiol1 for m<.lking 

more systematic and rational choices about the needs ~nd objectives of 

'the cl;'iminal anc;l juvenile justice system. Among ~hese objectives would 

be concern for such questions as crime reduction, improvement in the ad-

ministration of justice, and reduction in the total cost of crime control. 

This report provides a description for FY 1977 of the justice and 

specifically the adult or criminal justice costs and resource requirements 

for eneh county in the State and Baltimore City. Whtle the first chapter 

• G,rfhJli r~)r()rJ.lO()kH at over.nll Maryland justi('e costs <including criminal 

i.e., adult and juvenile justice costs, civil court costs, and traffic enforce-

11lent and adjudication costs) the principal emphasis[af this reporUis 

the de'scription of only those costs associated wi th thn adult or criminal 

justice system including the reportipg of crime, adults apprehended by 

the police, ;Hlult defendant adjudication, and adult offender corrections.-

The cost information included 'in the report is that typical~y associated 

with the budgeted or expended funds~:,f( needed to operate the various agencies 

that make up the adult or criminal justice system (e~g., law enforcement 

agencies, courts, prosecution, publi~ defense, corr~ctions and local jails). 

*Th~ two other reports prepared and disseminated in this serie~ are: A Juris
~11c~.io_n-Based Description of the Maryland Crimin,<!l~!..ry.s.l....:L~~veni~stice Systl'!m_ 
f.Y_J.:211., August 1978; Geograpl}ic Based Projcction..§-ELl'JE.Q'.land .. ~£ult and J~-=
YE~!le Arrests Through the Year 1990, November, 1978. 

**The cost information included in this report is for the most part budgeted 
costs and may deviate from actual ~xpl~nditures. 
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The cost inform?tion included does not typically include capital costs 

unless of a minor or frequently recurring natyre nor does it include the 

C'OHtH ;lHH()(:J:.ltcd with capital debt service on building:.:; or facilitJ.es. 

Add,ltiona.lly, the cost information shown, does not and is not intended 

to include the total social costs of crime including, for example, the 

personal costs associated with being either a victim of crime or ~ defendant 

in a criminal proceeding, the cost of property stolen or vandalized, and 

the public cost associated with "fear of crime". The Tesource information 

de~cribed in the report is that associated with the number of "principaJ." 

personnel and facilities needed to manage the processing of defendants or 

offenders through the criminal justice agencies. By principal personnel 

are meant, for example" the sworn law enforcement officers, judges, pro-

secuto~s, public defenders, and parole and probation supervision agents. 

Among the principal facility needs described in the repor.t are the number 

of Stat~ and local institution beds utilized for sentenced and detained 

offenders. 

One of the principal purposes of this report is to attempt to identify 

Lilt! l'osts and resources associated with adult or criminal justice system 

processing separate~~ from the overall justice costs associated with public 

safety, the judiciary, juvenile justice, a,nd corrections. Anoth,er purpose 

of the report is to develop for each jurisdiction in the State (Le., each 

county and Baltimore City) a description of the costs of adult or criminal 

justice processing and to identity the costs by level of government (i.e., 

both the level providing the funds and the level providing the service) and 

by the functional components of criminal justice processing (e.g., law en-

ror.cement, adjudication, corrections/treatment). 
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As a result of this effort to distinguish adult or criminal justice 

costs from overall justice costs and to identify these costs separately 

fo,r each county and Baltimore City a number of estimates had to be made'. 

For example, estimates had to be developed to distinguish ad~lt or criminal 

justice costs from total justice costs for public safety and the judiciary. 

Estimates also had to be developed to allocat~ portions of State agency 

costs (e.g., State Police, District Court, Division of Correction" Division 

of Parole and Probation) to the various counties and Baltimore City. 

A variety of sources of information were used in developing the esti-

mates of costs and resource requirements for the adult or crimi~al justice pro-

cessing shown in this report. Among the sources used were State and local 

badg~ts, agency annual reports, special reports and information maintained 

by the agencies, personal interviews with key agency administrators, and 

ques~ionnaires disseminated by the ~overnor's Commission staff. The estimates 

derived, while subject to error both ip the reliability of the source and 
, 

in the esti~at;ing procedures used, are believed to be good indicators of 

adult or criminal justice cost;: and resource requirements for F·Y 1977. 

Finally, this report also looks at the relationship across the ju~is-

dicti.ons of Maryland for FY 1977 between criminal justice cost and resources 

and certain demographic (e.,g., jurisdiction population) and criminal justice 

system processing (e.g., reported crime, adult arrests, defendants disRosed, 

correctionE) i.ntake) indicators. This type of analysis provides some insight 

iRto the level of expenditure or resource requirements for a particular county 

amd its relationship to other jurisdictions in the State for FY 1977. 
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The report is broken down into four chapters. Chapter I provides 

nn overview of the crimi.nal justice system and summarizes the major re-

port findings. Chapters II, III, and IV provide a more detailed description 

of the costs and resources of the three principal subcomponents of the 

~riminal justice system (i.e., law enforcement, adjudication, correctionsl 

treatment). Each chapter is divided into t\170 sections. Section A of 

each chapter provides a detailed description of the allocation of the 

costs and resources across the geographic groupings of the State. Section 

B of each chapter uses regression and correlation analysis'lC to examine the 

relationship across the geographic groupings between the criminal justice 

costs and resources and certain demographic (e.g., jurisdiction population) 

and criminal justice system processing (e.g., reported crime" adult arrests, 

defendants disposed, corrections intake) indicqtors. Those persons inter-

ested on1~ in a description for FY 1977 of the justic~ and specifica1ly the 

adult or criminal justice costs and resource requirements for the geographic 

groupings of the State spould limit their review of the report to Section A 

of each chapter. Those persons interested in examining the variation in the 

criminal justice costs and resources across the geographic groupings in 

terms of the val;"iation, across the g'eographic grouI>ings in certain demographic . 
(e.g., jurisdiction population) and crind.,nal justice system ~rocessing (e.g., 

adult arrests) indicators should additionally review Section B of each chapter.*· 

"~While a brief expla~atiOnof regressiop and C!orrelation 'analysis is given 
in Chapter I, Section B of this report, some prior understanding of the 
stat:Lstical techniques of linear regression and correlation analysis would 
beneficial in reviewing Section B of each chaptel;". 
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Finally, tpe report appendices provide more detailed cost and defendant 

or offender processing information by each county and Baltimore City 

as. well as more detailed information on the correlation analyses across 

the jurisdictions between adult <;>r criminal justice resource and costs 

and the demogrc;l,phic and system processing indicators. 

As noted earlier, this is the third ~q a series of statistical reports 

Pliepared py the Governor' $ Commist;;ion. The first report in this serie,s, A 

Jurisd~ction..,.Based Description of the Maryland Criminal and Juvenile Justice 
j i i' j 

System, de$cribed the manner of proc7ssing of offenders and clients through 

the adult apd juvenile justice systems respectively for FY 1977. The intro-

ductory section of that report also described a framework for the use of 

available data bases to enhance the, criminal, and juvenile justice planning 

and decision making proc·ess through the generation of improved statistics 

aloout thecritlainal and juvenile systems, 

Since thJLs t;:hird report completes the i~itial effort to use available 

data base$ to provide a better statisttca! base for planping and decision 

making, it appears appropriate to again describe the data,base development 

concept as outlined in the first stat;:istical report. This con~ept is shown 

in Figure 1.1 on the next page anq is divided between that portion which is 

principally directed at crime incident, 'offender, and client pased descr.ip-

tions and that portion which is principally directed a~ describ~ng the re-

SOUrce$ and facilities (and associated workloads and costs) necessary to 

manage and administer the p:iminal and j4venile Justice systems. Within each 

0'£ the data base groupings two prip.cipal types of applicatiqns can be derived, 

those which are operati9na~~y orienteq and tnose which ~re statistically 

oriented. The statistical applications incl~~e the ab~lity tQ provide 

historica+ descriptions ofdthe criminal justice system (e.g., by describing 
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FIGURE 1. 1: STATE-WIDE CRIMINAL AND JUVENILE JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM 
DEVELOPMENT i 
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Finally, tpe report appendices provide more detailed cost and defendant 

or offender processing information by each county and Baltimore City 

as, well as more detailed information on the conrelation analyses across 

the jurisdictions between adult Qr criminal justice, resource and costs 

and the demographic and system processing indicators. 

As noted earlier, this is the third ~q a series of statistical reports 

, .' 
prepared by the Governor s Comm1SS1on. The first report in this ser'ies, .A 

Jurisdiction-Based Description of the Mary~andCriminal .and Juvenile Justice 
i 

. f ff ders and clients through System, de$cribed the manner ,of. proC,;ss1ng 0 0 en , 

the adult apd juvenile justice systems respectively for FY 1977. The intro-

report also described a framework for the use of ductory section of that 

enhance the cri1l)ina' and. J'uvenile justice planning available data bases to .., 

and decision making proc.ess through the generation of improved statistics 

about the criminal and juvenile systems, 

1 t th -In'; tial effort to use availab:\.e Since this t;hird report comp e ea e ... ·t ... 

data ba!.eq to providl: a better statistical b~se for planning and decision 

. t to again describ~ the data base development making, it appears appropr1a e 

concept as outlined in the first stat;istical r~port. This conc~pt is shown 

~n Figure 1.1 on the next page anq is divided between that pprtion which is 

principally directed at crime incident,' offender, and client pased descr.ip-

W'hl.·ch ~s principally directed a~ describ~ng the re-tions and that portion ... 

d f '1" (and,. assoc~ated workloads and costs) necessary to SOUrce$ an acl. l.tl.es ... 

1 ·, t Wi thin each manage and administer the criminal and j4veni e Justl.C~ sys ems. 

of the data base groupings two pripcipal types of applicatiqns can be derived, 

those which are operati9nally orienteq and those which a,re statistically 

oriented. The statistical applications incl}lde the ab:i,lity tQ provide 

historica:\. descriptions o~ the criminal justice system (e.g., by describing 
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for some prior year(s) the number of crimes and manner in which offenders 

and clients are processed, includtt)g ~he resourcel3, workloads, and costs 

11HHOt'll.lted w.I.th erjme and ()rfendc.~r nr()(:l'ssll1g). ~hc Ilh:llity. to provide 

'cwrrent indicators of system. activity or perform~nce (e.g., providing 

timely descriptions of new intake, departures, and active client or 

offender populations for each criminal justice agency), and the ability 

to project future levels of system activity or need (e.g." providing 

projections of future volullle of ofJ;ender flow and TIlanner of hapdling). 

The first report in·the statisfical series provided q description. 

of the. manner pf offender and client pro:cessing an<;l this report (the 

third in the series) provid~s a descrip,t;iop of the cost and resource 

requirements of the c;riminal j~stice systeTll. These two reports combined 

provide the type of historical description of the criminal justice 

s~stem shpWll in the figure. The Governor's' Commission also produces 

orr a quarterly basis a report entitled "Criminql and Juvenile Justice 

SYSTEM STATS" which is intended tp provide the type of current and more 

timely indicators of change in system activity as depicted in the figure. 

F~nally~ the second repqrt in the ~t~ti~ti~al series, Geo~raphic-Based 

Projections of Maryland Adult and Juvenile Arrests Through the Year 1990, 
ii, ' . 4 i· 

is. intended to address the need for developing some qbility ~o prpvide 

a "normativf=" projection of future volumes of activity' for the criminal 

justice system as is depicted in the figure. These normative projections 

then provide the base for the consider~ti9n of alternative policies and 

practices whicp may change the way the criminal justice system delivers its 

services. 

Thus, these reports when taken together provide a description of the 

criminal and juvenile justice system in terms of histo~ical patterns of 
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more timely current indicators o( system activity 
~ctivity and performance, , 

. and pro]' ected "normative" lev~ls of future a~tivit¥ .. and performance, 

the~e reports,as well as future reports enhance the It is hoped that ~ 

'criminal and juvenile justice planning and decision making process. 

It should also be known that the information avai~able in these reports 

has beeq incorporated into an autoID4ted simulatipn mod~l of th~ Maryland 

cri~inal and juvenil~ justic~ system. It is anticipated that this statis-

tical information base as represented in the form of these Co~ission re

ports and the simulation model Cqn be us~d as tool~ in planning for and 

h d J.' ts J.·mpact on the cr.fm:j.,nal an4 juvenile justic~ anticipating c ange an + T 

systems of Marylcind. 
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CHAPTER I: OVEIWTE;W OF MARYLAND JUSTICE SYSTEM COSTS A~D PROCESSING 

The purpose of this initial chapter ~.~ to provide an overview of the 

e~tlmated costs associated with the processing of the defendant and offender 
I 

in Maryland. 1n Section A of this chapter, justice processing costs are 

e~f.lmined by func.tional area (:f..e., law enforcement, adjudication, detention, 

and corrections/treatment), by'level of goyernmenJ: (e.g., State, County, 

M~nicipal) providing the service, anr QY ~evel of government providing the funds. 

The func,tional area de~cript:iron of th~ distribut1ion 01; costs is also displayed by 

the g.ographic groupings* o~ the cou~ties of th. 5tat~ a~d ~altimore City. The 

.disttrib~ti·on of justice. costs by level of government w:f.thin ea~h functional area 

is also examined botp State-w~de and ,by ~he ~eographic groupings. In Section B 

of ~Qis chapter the re~at~onships bet~een c~iminal or adu+~ jus~ice costs for the , 

vpriOlls functional areas and processing in~Uc:aJ;:.ors such as arrests. reported 

incidents of crime, and jurisdiction population are e~amined throush the 

use of regression and corr~+ation analysls.** Subsequent chapters of this 

report inclQde more detailed co~t and resource inror~ation related to the 

individ~al functional areas of law enforcement, adjudicat~on, and corrections. 

A. A nescription of tbe FY 197i' Estima~ed Jus~ice SysteIJI Co~ts by Functional 
Area and Leyel of Government: 

1. }l'Y 1977 Estimated J~stic,e ~ystem Costs by Punctional Area 

This section is intended to desclribe the' distribJ.ltion of estimated FY 

1977 Maryland Criminal Justice Sy~tem costs by rpnctional area and geographic 

*The geographic groupings used are: 1. Baltimore CitY;,2. Dorche~ter, Somer
set, Wicomico, Wprcester, 3. Caroline, Cecil, Kent, Queen Anne's~ Talbo,t; 4. 
'Calvert, Charles, St. Mary's; 5. Prilll;e George's County; 6. Montgomery County; 
7. Anne Arundel County; 8. Baltitnore COt~nty; 9. Harford; lOa. llowar,dj lOb. Carroll; 
l~. Frederick, Washington; 12. Allegany, Garrett. 

~~*Whi1~ not specific;ally required some l'riorunder~tanding of regression and 
correlation analysis w041d pe beneficial ip reviewing SecJ:ion ~ of this chapCer. 
As such, those persons interested only in an overview for FY 1977 of the justice 
apd specifically the adult or criminal justice costs shoul~ limit their review 
of this chapter to Section A. 
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groupings of the counties of' Maryland and Baltimore City. Only ovetrall 

CORts for each functional area (e.g" law enforcement, adjudication, cor-

reett~n~) are examined. A mo~e detailed breakdo~n of the cost and resource 

information (e.g., number of sworn law enforcement personnel, number of 

judges, number of correctional beds) as w£;lll as more detailed informat:ipn 

on offender proces~irrg within each of the functional areas is included in 

the subsequent chapters of this report. 

The overall justice and criminal justice costs shown include all relevant 

agency personnel, operating ~osts, and overhead costs for FY 1977. They do not 

typically include capital costs unless of a minor or. frequently recurring 

nature nor do they include the costs associated with capital ~ebt service on 

buildings or facilities. Rather than include a detailed description' of the 

~ource of cost information in the narrative, information on the sources of 

the cost data is fdotnoted in ,the appropriate tables. As noted in the 1n-

traduction to this report the criminal costs shown in many cases were estimated' 

based on the best available information from agency budgets, reports, surveys, 

~nd questionnaires. 

The first table in this section (Table.Ll) is a comparison of the overall 

State-wide justice processirtg costs (includes criminal (adult) and juvenile 

justice costs, civil court costs, and traffic enforcement and adjudiciatidn 

costs) to criminal (adri1t) justice processing costs. As noted in th~ table, 

in FY 1977 the over·all just~ce system in Maryland cost approximately 

$413,056,500. Of this total, it was estimated that almost half or $204,802,100 

" 
, 

was associated specifically with criminal (adult) justice processing. The 

percentages included in the table denote how much of these costs were incurred 

by each of the functional areas. For example, the law enforcement area in 

Maryli:md in FY.1977 represented $247,698,700 or 60~O% of the total $413,056,500 
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FONCTIONAL AREA 

. . l 
L~w Enforcement 

Defention3 

corr~ctions/Tr~atmen~~ 

TOTAL 

( ) =% of Total. 

. . 

TABLE 1.1: COMPARISON OF OVERALL JU$TICE RELATED COSTS TO 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 

ESTIMATED OVERALL 
JUSTICE COSTS 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $) 

$247,~98.7 

63,9q9.8 

16,72].1 

(60.0) 

(15~5). 

(4.0) 

84,720~9 120.5) 

$413,056.5 

-~~"- J'-' 

ESTIMATED CRIM~NAL 
JUSTICE COSTS 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $)5 

$ 98,799.4 

28,774.5 

10,004.1 

67,224.1 

$204,802.1 

(48;2) 

(14.0) 

(4.9) 

(32.8) 

1 ' , , 
Includes cost of State Police, Municipal Police, County Police, Sheriff's Departments (law enforcement only); 

other police, (~.g" campus police, natural·resources, toll and ;parks) estimated 'criminal costs only are included in 
"Estimated Cri-minal Jus·tice .Costs", but not in "Estimate!! Overall J'ustice Costs.'" 

2I~clud~S cos~' of ~istri~t Co~rt; Circuit Gourt (State "and local), St~te 's Attorneys' .offices ~ Public Defen-
I . .' . 

dar s Office, Juvenile Services Adminis tra tion - Cou.rt an~ Probation Services. 

3II1clud~s Juve~dle Sli!rvices At:1minis'trat~on -estimated detention costs :;\nd local ,jail detention co~j::s for adults 0 

. 4Includ~s; loCaljail.sen'tenced offender~ :(~oth locally se~tenc~d' and sentenced to Division of Correction), 
State Institution costs, Parole and Prbbation .costs, Parole 'Commission costs, Juvenile Services Administration 
institution. (committed) and c~mmun{ty and' r~s+dential services.' 

5 ' 
Includes only those portiol~s of overall justice costs which relate to criminal (adult) justice procesSing. 
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0justice costs. The law enforcement area criminal justice costs (does not 

lnclude any traffic enforceIllent or costs nssoeiated wi.th juvenile law 

1't1 fo rt~emcnt or other non-criminal justice enforcement) were eS.timated 

to be $98,799,400 or 48.2% of the total $204,802,100 criminal (adult) 

justice costs. The adjudication area represented $63,909,800 (includes 

costs associated with handling criminal, civil, traffic, and juvenile cases) 

or 15.5% of the total $413,056,500 justice costs. The adjudication area 

criminal justice costs represented an estimated $28,774,500 (includes only costs 

associated with handling criminal cases) or 14.0% of the total estimated 

$?04,802,100 criminal (adult) justice costs. Finally, the detention and 
.. 

corrections/treatment areas together represent $101,448,000 in total costs 

(inc~udes juvenile detention and treatment costs) or 24.6% of the State-wide 

justice costs. The detention and corrections/treatment areas ~epresented 

an estimated $77,228,200 in criminal (adult) costs or 37.7% of the total 

State-wide estimated criminal (adult) justice costs. 

Figure 1.2 is a graphical representation of the State-wide number of 

defendants and offenders processed and th~ estimated systl=m cost of pro-

c~ssing by functional area for the Maryland Criminal (adult) Justice System 

for FY 1977. The bar graphs, for' each' 'component represent the number 'of 

persons processed (the left· hand side) and the system costs associated 

with processing these persons (t~e right hand side). Subcomponents de-

scribing in more detail both the number of persons processed and the cost 

of processing are represented by the block.s within each of the component 

bar graphs. The numbers ~ssociated with this graph, that is, the estimatep 

number oipersons processed and the estimated system costs of processing 
. , 

by the components a.re listed .in Table 1.2. Similar tables comparing criminal 

justice defendant and offender processing and the estimated cost of pro-
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FIGURE t.2~ STATE OF MARY~ -'COHPARISON OF CRiMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING AND THE COST OF PROCESSING - FY 1977 
ADULT CO~ ~CTIONS 

(Offender Intake) (Costs) 
$ state Parole & Probation Supervision 

(2,535) State Parole intake I I~ I,,<a<e "-

II' 'M"'~ 0' 1IJ. 
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'" ..; _ ($ 2,333.1) (5,558) Local Jail-Sentenced Offender Intake co tion Correction co 

~:[~OCal Jail-Db. of Corr. Inmates iLt 1 ;~~a;~£, (47,405.5) 
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1 f,:$ Local Jail-Locally Sentenced Inmates 
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(Defendants Disposed (Costs) L---$ Local Jai1-Pre-Trial Detention 
($ 10,004.1) 

r;:; Judicial Court/Clerk ($8,463.3) 
(B,232) Public Defender --- Prosecution ($4,735.6) 
(3,501) Panel Attorney :;-, Public Defense ($2,910.2) 

i'L' ... .... 1+ 0 . 
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(4,314) 
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, TIle above figure shows the relationship between the number of persons:,processed and the system c~st of processing for the 
~arious components of the M~ryland Criminal justice Systflm 'for FY 1977. The four components shown are: Law Enforcement, the 
District Court, the Circuit Court, and Corrections. The bar graphs represent fo~ each component the number of persons processed 
(the lett hand side) and the system costs associated with processing these. persons (the right hand side). Subcomponents 
pescribing. in qlore detail botn th ... number of pers,ons processed and the cost of processing are represented by the blocks within 
"llch "r toe component bar graphs. 
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TABLE 1.2: COMPARISON OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING AND THE COST OF 

JURISD IcnON: State-wide 
PROCESSING, 1976-1977 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING"FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests ~ 

Juvenile Arrests • 
Adult Arrests -= 

Municipal Arrests c 

County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests z 

State Police Arrests -= 
Other Arrests '" 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed c 

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial = 

175,749 

60,826 
114,923 

18,525 
129,625 
13,147 
12,1505 
1,847 

122,550 

10,022 
6,835 

•. [Final Disp. @ District 
go t:: Court less Appeals = 103,454 
is U Appealed to Circuit Court = 2,239 

.~ 
.-111)0 
~ ~ [W/PUbliC Defender .. 
~ <!!J w/Panel Attorney"" 

Other -

CIRCUIT COURT 

23,233 
4,314 

78,146 ~ 

Total Defendants Disposed 0: 20.540 

w/Public Defender -
w/Panel Attorney = 
Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake '" 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake .. 
New Commitments to DOC .. 

8,232 
3,501 
8,807 

18,214 
2,535 

5,558 
4.579 
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ES~IMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost " ~ $~.:i 

$ Juvenile '" 47,400.0 
$ Adult .. $ 98,799.4 

$ Municipal '" 12,485.0 
$ Connty .. 109,053.0 
$ Sheriff .. 5,415.3 
$ State Police " 17,597.8 
$ Other .. 1,648.3 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. $12 2665.4 

$ Judicial .. 8,194.2 
$ Prosecution 0: 2,245.3 
$ Public Defense .. 2,225.9 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = $10,004.1 

CIRCUIT COURT 
$l.6l l09 •i Total Cost . 

$ Judicial '" 8,463.3 
$ Prosecution .. 4,735.6 
$ Public Defense - 2,910.2 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost .. $67 1 224.1 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision" 7,927.8 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) "2,333.1 

(48.2) 

(6.2) 

(4.9) 

(7.9) 

(32.8) 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates" 3,453.7 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates· 6,104.0 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions .. $47.405.5 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING '" $~2.l 

( ) .. % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Pr.ocessing 
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cessing in FY 1977 for each functional area of the criminal justice system 

are included in Appendix A for each county in the State and Baltimore City. 

I\H 1101('(1 'In 'I'll b 11;! 1.2, tllc- total t'/'.;tilllllt'(;'(1 rr:fminlll (adult) and jll-

VVlllle JU9tlce law enforcement costs for FY 1977 were $146,199,400.* Of 

this total cost close to 75% was incurred by the county police departments 

(includes the Baltimore City Police Department**) or $109,053,000. The 

next highest cost in the law enforcement area was incurred by the State 

Police, about 12% of the total law enforcement cost or $17,597,800. 

Similarly, 74% of the total 175,749 adult and juvenile arrests were reported 

by the county (includes Baltimore City) police departments in FY 1977. The 

State Police, however, only reported 7.2% of the total arrests in FY 1977. 

The estimated 14.0% or $28,774,500 of the total criminal or adult 

justice cost incurred in the adjudication area for FY 1977 was divided 

between the District Court level (6.2% or $12,665,400) and the Circuit Court 

level (7.9% or $16,109,100). The judicial component was estimated to be 

the, most costly component of the adjudication area (Le., $8,194,200 in 

the District Court and $8,463,300 in the Circuit Court). 

In the corrections/treatment area which represents 32.8% or $67,224,100 

• 
of the total estimated criminal or adult justice costs, the State Correctional 

Institutions represented the l2rgest contributor to this,an estimated 

$47,405,500. The local jail,cost of housing offenders was an estimated 

$9~557,700 (does not include pre-trial detention costs) in FY 1977, of which 

ar: estimateq. $3,453,700 was associated with the hOl'sing of locally sentenced 

inmates. The remaining $6,104,000 local jail costs were associated ,with 

the housing of inmates who were awaiting transfer to the Division of Cor-

*The total estimated criminal and juvenile law enforcement costs are used in 
place of just criminal (adult) law enforcement costs whenever the ,costs are 
shown by type of law enforcement agency (e.g., municipal. State Police). 
**Dueto the size of Baltimore City and its separate geographic location, 
Baltimore City and its var-ious crimin,al justice agencies are considered to be 
~ countY,for purposes of this report. 
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. I . TABLE'l.3a: NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS PROCESSED BY FUNCTIONAL AREA AND GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGl, 1976-1977 

,--
rections (i. e •• those inmates sentenced to DOC who were being temporarily 

,. , 
NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS PROCESSED, 1976-1977 .. 

housed in the local jails). The local jail costs for housing detained GEOGRAPHIC LAW ENFORCEMENT ARRESTS DISTRICT COUR T CIRCUIT COURT CORREcrrONS 

defendants awaiting trial or disposition was estimated t~ be $10,004,100. 
GROUPINGS DEFENDANTS ' DEFENDANTS OFFENDER, 

TOTAL 
DISPOSED DISPOSED INTAKE2 

JUVENILE ADULT 

Tables 1.3a and 1.3b list the number of criminal defendants and 
1. Baltimore City 68,990 2l,J.21 '.7,869 49,948 8,528 13,232 

offenders processed and the approximate costs of criminal defendant and 
(39.3) (34.7) (41.7) (40.8) (41.5) (42.8) 

offender processing in FY 1977 respectively by the geographic groupings 2. Dorchester/Somerset/ 6,599 1,6/11 
Wicomico/Worcester 

4,958 5,911 1,101 1,410 
(3.8) (2.7) (4.3) (4.8) (5.4) (4.6) 

of the counties and Baltimore City. Included in each table are the per- 3. Caroline/Cecil/Kent/ 5,161 1,498 3,663 3,554 
Queen Anne's/Ta~bot (2.9) (2.5) 

• Ib'l. .L t 4U:l 
(;3.2) (2.9) (3.7) (4.5) 

centages of the State-wide total accounted for by each of the geographic 

groupings. For e}camp1e, in Table 1. 3a, Baltimore City reported 47,869 or 
4. palvert!Charles! 5,097 1,818 3,279 

St. Mary's . (2.9) (3.0). 
3,778 439 702 

(2,9) (3.1) (2.1) (2.3) 

4].7% of the total State-wide law enforcement reported arrests of adults~ 5. Prince qeorse's 24,979 11,662 13,297 16,158 2,158 
(1.4.2) (19.2) (11.6) (13.2) 

3,846 
(10.5) (12.5) 

handled 49,948' or 40'.8% of the total 122, 550 cri~ina1 defendants disposed 

by the District Court in Maryland in FY 1977" processed an estimated 
6. Montgomery 15,344 5,905 9,439 8,679 

(8.7) (9.7) (8.2) (7.1) 
1,287 2,133 
(6.3) (6.9) 

8,528 or 41.5% of the total estimated 20,540 Circuit Court criminal de- 7. Anne Arundel 13,297 l) ;011 
(J ,6l (Ji.6>-

9,286 9,472 1~420 1,559 
(S,l) (7.7) (6.9) (5.0) 

.fendants disposed, and contributed 13,232 offenders or 42.8% of the total 

~0,886 State and local corrections offender intake for FY 1977. Similarly, 
8. Baltimore. County. 18,031 7,424 10,607 

(10.3) (12,21 
11,513 2,386 2,776 

(9,2) (9.4) 0.1.6) .. . , 
(9.0) 

.. 

as noted in Table 1.3b, Baltimore City is estimated to have incurred the 
9. Harford 4.9'01 1,577 3,324 

(" (~.8) 
2,836 506 6~2 

(2.6) (2.9) (2.3) (2.5) (2,0) 

h~ghest percentage of the State-wide criminal justice system costs for lOa. HQward' 3,601 1,120 2,481 2,485 468 890 
(~ .0) (1.~) (2;2) (2;0) (2.3) (2.9) 

each of the functional areas. 

Also included in Table 1.3b is the estimated average cost per adult 

arrest for each geographic grouping and the State-wide average cost per 

criminal defendant processed for each of the functional areas.' The costs 

lOb. Carroll 2,013 684 1,329 1,258 362 
(1.1) (LI) (1.2) 

409 
(1.0) (1.8) (1.3) 

11. Frederick/Washir,gton 5,550 .1.588 3,962 4,612 
(3.2) 

809 1,444 
(2.6) (3.4) (3.8) (3.9) (4.7) 

used in computing the average costs for the geographic groupings and func- 112. Allegany/Garrett 2.186 757 1,429 2,346 314 
(1.2) (1.2) (1.2) 

451 
(1.9) (1.5) (1.5) 

tiona1 areas include only those costs associated with adult or criminal 

justice system processing. They typically d.o not,. includ,e any capital 
I 60~." 

__ J4~ 

tate-wide, 175,749 114.923 122,550 20,540 30,88'6 

cos,ts nor do they include any costs associated with such areas as ·traffic 

enforcement or juvenfle justice~ The average cost per adult arrest for 

1 See "A Jurisdictional-Bas d D i i '. ' for further i f ti e escr pt oll; of the Maryland Criminal and Juvenile.JusticE': Syatem" 
processed.. norma on as to who is incl~ded under each functiot:\ill area gii>uping of defendants 

2Corrections offender intake incl~des State parole and probatio~ i tak 
Division of Correction~ and local jail sentenced oifeniiers. n e, new c'ommitments . to the 

16 
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TABLE l3b' APPROXIMATE COSTS OF CRIMINAL DEPENDA.'IT PROCESSING BY FUNCTiollAL AREA AND GEOGRAPHIC 
7 1 77 GROUPING, 19 6- 9 

GEOGRAPII1C APPROXIMATE COSTS OF CRIMINAL D~FENDANT PROCESSING - 1916-1977 (In Thousands ol! Dollars) 
GROUP~NGS 

piatrict Court2 C ircuit Court C orrectionsl <'tal Adult - verase Adu1 t 
LAW ENFORCEMENT1 (Judicial Pro- ( Judicial, T rea tmen t (in- Criminal riminal Jua-

Bcution, public P r08ceution t e Iud ins Justice ice Syatell 
Defena .. ,Pre- Public D etention) 4 System Proceuina Coat 

Ioer Adult Ar-JUVENILE ADULT Irda! Detention Defense) Proc .. ainl 
T01'AL (~.tiDl.ted) (Estilll4tQd) ru~ m~ 

~42311.9 $~~~77.~ $18bJ - $13700.9 $35504.6 ~~~~8.4 ~ (:~~6) (43.5) 
$49205.5 

(54.6) 1I,lItl" .. I',' (:Jty (33.7) (28.9) (35.9) (27.9) 

(~~i)~ 664.& 519.7 3009.1 (~~~) 7 
1473 ' uure '""<1'''' ODIC BeLl 4003.2 (~~~;. (5.2) (3.6) (3.9) I/Ieoml co/Worceste r (2.7) 

2708.3 881.4 500.2 2434.1 6524.0 1781 Ca rol ine /Cecil/Ken c/ ~~~~)u 1040 ~ 7 
(2.7) (7.0) (3.1) (3.2) . (3.2) 'lueen Anne 'a/Talbot (2.2) 

569.5 305.7 1768.2 537l..!l 1638 4260.3 1531.8 2728.5 Calvert/Chsrles/ 
(2.9) (3.2) (2.8) (4.5) (1.9) (2.3) (2.6) St. Mary t s 

11894.9 1475.2 1741.5 9724.3 24835.9 1868 
Prtnce George a 21369.6 9474.7 

(12.6) (12.1) (14.6) (~P.O) (12.0) (11.6) (10.8) 

10827.6 1434.5 1404.5 4117.0 17783.6 1884 Montgomery 16968.1 6140.5 
(11.3) (8.7) (5.3) (8.7) (11.6) (13.0) (11.0) 

8938.2 921.6 942.5 2857.9 13660.2 1471 Anne Arundel 12557.0 3618.8 
(7.3) (5.9) (3,7) (6.7) (8.6) (7.6) (9.0) 

12457.3 1295.3 1256.1 5592.0 20600.7 1942 8altilQor!, 'County 18663.5 6206.2 
(10.2) (7.8) (7.2) (10.1) (12.8) (13.1) (12.6) 

' "arfora 3369.7 1082.0 2287.7 .131.5 369.0 1387.4 4375.6 1316 
(2.3) (2.3) (2.3) (2.6) (2.3) (1.8) (2.1) 

352.3 404.7 1189.5 4011.6 1617 913.7 2065.1 Howard 2978.8 
(2.8) (2.5) (1.5) (~.O) I (2.0) (1.9) (2.1) 

1628 1313.8 167.3 172.3 510.3 2163.7 Carroll I 1955.3 641.5 
(L3) (1.1) ( .7) (1.1) (1.3) (l.4) (1.3) 

,,-
418.7 1595.5 5954.6 1503 FreaencI<,,, .. sIl1ngtOn 4647.9 1316.9 3331.0 608.4 
(2.6) (2.1) (2.9) (3.2) (2.8) (3.4) (4.8) ,,-

AlleBllny/Garrett 2465.5 771.4 1694.1 424.4 191.4 730.9 3040.8 2128 
(1.7) (1.6) (1.7) (3.4) (1.2) ( .9) (1.5) 

;/= 

$ 12665.4 $16109.1 ~ 77228.2 204802.1 '1782 E~tillUlted State-wide $146199.4 $ 47400.0 $ 98799.4 
TIltal (in thousand. of $) , 

'1--, 

State-wide Averag" $ 832 $ 779 $ 860 $ 103 $ 784 $ 21775 
Coat Per Defendant 
Processed(in $) 

( ) • % of State-wide Total 

• sheriff, atate police and "other" law ,enforce .... nt agency co.t~. See Ilncludea estimated juvenile snd adult "criminal" municipsl, county, 
rabIes 2.1 and 2.3 for s more detailed explanation of the costs. 

, t t. Office estimated co,ts of lulndling District Court crill'/inal 2Includea the estimated District Court criminal judicial coata, State s Attorney 1 S e rabl .. 3 1 through 3.9 for a ..,ra dotaill/ld 
cases, rubi1c Defender'a Office estillated costs of handling District Court crimina cases. e " • , 
explap,tion of the costs. 1 

' , Office esti1::.ated costs of handling Circu! t Court crillill.a 3Includes the estimated Circuit Court criminal judicial coats, State a Attorney S :t:l 1 c ses See Tables 3 1 through 3.9 for a ..,rlb 
case., and the Public Defender' a Office estimated costs of hBJldling Circuit Court cr m ns • • • 
detailed eXPlanation of the costs. 

(bo h 10ca11 sentenced and sentenced to the Division of 410cludes p~e-trial adult detention coats, local jail sentenced affender cOBtS d Pa~ole C,,~saion costs. See Tables 4.1 through 4.4 for' 
Correction), S~ate Institution costs, Parole and Probation criminal eosts, an , 

I 

D IICre detailed explanation of the costs. , • 

f 'h State-wide average correction. cost per defendant procl/l88ed. 
5
The 

pre-trial adult detention costs were not included in thed computa~~:"/tr~a~ .... nt cOBts Cless detention costs} d:!-vided t~7J"e co!r~iig~Dgf~:~;:~er 
Rather this average cost was computed by taking the e~tlmate ~°"T:~le 1 3a for d~scrlption of who was counted in .he FY corr c intake for FY 1977, Le., $67 ,244,100. ~ 2 177 See ootnote n • . 

30886 ,. 
~ntake figure. 
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each geographic grouping can thus be thought of a1 the average cost in-

curreq by the geographic grouping in processing One adult offender from 

point of initiol arrest to departure from the system (regardlesa of the 

polnt of departure or diflposition). In tIll H wny, they provide e. common 

measure for comparing the estimated criminal justice processing costs 

I 
across the geC'graphic groupings of the State. Analagously, the State-wide 

average costs per criminal defendant processed for each of the functionql 

areas can be thought of as the average cost incurred by the functional 

I 
! 

area (e.g., law enforcement, adjudication) in processing one defendant 

or offender (e.g., the average cost to adjudicate one defendant through 

the courts regardless of the type of disposition). 

The average cost per adult arrest for each geographic grouping 

was estimated by dividing the total estimated criminal (adult) justice 

Gosts for the geographic grouping by the number of adult arrests reported 

by the law enforcement agencies located within the geographic grouping. 

For example" the State-wide criminal (adult) justice processing costs 

for FY 1977 were an estimated $204,802,100. The total number of adult 

arrests reported State-wide in FY 1977 were 114,923. This implies that 

the State-wide average cost per adult arrest was an estimated $1,782 

(i.e., $204,302,100 =$1 782.08)' 
~14,923 ' 

In other words, the average cost to procesF 

I 
I 

one adult offender from paint of initial arrest to departure from the 

system (regardless of the point of departure or disposition) was an 

estimated $1,782. 

'.,r{ 

Ii 
1 

The State-wide average costs per defendant or offender processed 

in each functional area were estimated by qividing the total estimated 

19 
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State-wide criminal (adult) costs for the functional area (e.g" criminal 

Inw l,,,foT:cement c.osts) by the number of offenders pr/)cessed vlithin the 

fUllc,t:lonLll area (as note'd in "'al)le ] .. 3"). I' r I '1 th - ~ u '0 axanp, e, e average Stat,~ 

wide criminal (adult) law enforcement cost per adult: arrest was estimated 

to be $860 ( Le., $98, 799,400 _$ .). The cost of criminal defendant 
114,923 - 859.70 

processing at the District Court level (includes judicial, prosecution and 

$103 (Le., $12,665,400 $ ).Analagously the 
122,550 = 103.35 ' average Cir~uit Cpurt ~ost 

criminal defendant disposed was an estimated $784 (i.e., $16,109,900 =$784.32)' 
20,540 

Finall¥ the total intake to corrections/treatment in FY 1977 was estimated 

to bt, 30886 (includes State Parole and Probation intake, new commitment;; 

to the Division of Correction, and local jail sentenced offenders). The 

total criminal costs incurred by the corrections/treatment area in FY 1977 

were estimated to be $67,224,100 (does not include pre-trial detenti~n costs i.e., 

$10,004,100) .. The calculated average cor~ections/treatment ~ost p~r correction 

,offender intake was an estimated $2,177 (Le., ,$67,224.100 
30,8~6 = $2;176.52). 

20 
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2. FY 1977 Estimated Justice System Costs by Level of Govern~ent 

This section examines how the estimated costs of operating the justice 

!'iyst~m in Maryland in FY 1977 were distributed across the,leve1s of govefn-

~ent, i.e., State, County, and Municipal.* Both the ov~,~11 and estim~~ed 

erim~nal (adult) justice system processing costs are distributed by the 

lev~ls of government: Specifically, the costs are displayed both by 

level of ,government providing the service and by level of government 

provicl'ing the f1.mds. 

By "level of government providing the service" is meant the unit of 

government where the agency providing the service is loc,ated for administra~lve 

anq ntnpagement purposes, regardless of where funds for operation of ql~ 

a~ency ~ome from. Specifically, the costs to operate the follqwing agen~i~s 

op ctomponents of the Criminal Justice System were included undel;" Sta1;e 

costs when distributing by level of gov!?rnment providing the service: 

State Police, the District Court judicial component, part of the Circuit 

Court judiCial component (see footnotes Table 3.4 for explanation,), the 

,Ptili1ic Defender's Office, the State Parole and Probation system, and the 
. 

"tptc Uorrectionnl lnstitlltion system. The costs to operate the county 

pOlice depaTtments (includes Baltimore City) and sheriffs' offices, the 

remaining part of the Circuit Court judicial component (see footnote 

Table 3.4 for explanation), the prosecution component of the ~qj~dication 

area (Le., the State's Attorneys' Offices), and the local jails wer~:f.n-

cluded under the County costs. Finally the costs to operate the municipal 

po~ice departments (excluding Baltimore City) were included under the 

*Federal funds are not shown an.d instead, where known, are included in 
the State, County., br"'Municipal figures. 
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.munl,cipal level of government .costs when distributing by level of go'Vern-

me-nl· provi.djng the st!rv:ic:c. Again, it si1Oldc! he noted that the eosts 

tostsassociated with capital debt service on buildings or facilities. 

By "level of government providing the funds" is meant the unit of 

government where funds .for operation of the agency come from regardless 

.of where th'e agency is located for administrative and management purposes. 

In brief, the differences in the distribution of the costs between this 

classification (i.e., level of government providing the funds) and that 

of level of government providing the service are in the law enforcement 

and (~orrect'i.ons/treatment areas. In the law enforcement area, State aid 

funds to operate the county police departments (includes Baltimore City) 

the sheriffs' offices and the municipal police departments (excluding 

Baltim9re City) are separated from the County and Municipal law enforce-

mefit 'c'osts and included under State costs . Similarly, the cost of housing 

impates in the local jail while awaiting transfer to the Division of 

Corr~ction are included for purposes of this analysis as costs ass5.gned 

to the State (even though the State may not 'have reimbursed the facility 

f~r all the cost of housing these inmates). The remaining overall an¢l crim-

fnnl justice rel;ated cO'sts are distributed the same as for the level of govern-

lPent providing the service. 

Table 1.4 is a comparison of the overall estimated justice related 

costs to estimated criminal or adult justic.e costs by level of governmeqt;. 

·,As explained in the previous section, the estimated ~riminal justice CQsts 

list~d represent those portions of the'oyerall justice costs aSl'3ociated 

with the processing of criminal (adult) offenders. When looking at ~he 

costs by level of' government provi.ding the servj,ce, the County level 
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State 
County 
Municipal 

State 
County 
Municipal 

Total 

Total 

( ) = % of TntaL 

.~,~,--,----------,------------------

TABLE-f .4~ , COHPARISON OF OVJ::RALL ,JUSTICE RELATED COSTS, 1'0 CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE' COSTS BY LEVEl. OF GOVERNMENT 

} 
"By Level of Goverrimen t. ProvIding. the Service,,2 

ESTIMATED OVERALL JUSTICE COSTS 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $) 

EST!}~TED CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS 
(IN THOUS.':JIDS OF $) 

$161,8/6.7 
235,662.2 
15,517.6 

$413,056.5 

(39.2) 
(57.1) 
(3.8) 

"By Level of Government Providing Funds,,3 

$222,49.4.2 
178,395.1 

12,167'.2 
$413 ,056.5 

(53.9) 
(43.2) 
(2.9) 

$ 86,961.8 
108,289.3 

8,437.2
4 $20'},802.1 

$115,138.2 
81,949.6 
6,600.5

4 $204,802 •. 1 

(42.5) 
(52.9) 
(4.1) 

(56.2) 
(40.0) 
(3.2) 

1Federal Funds are not shown and instead~where known, are in~lud_ed in the\-St:lte, County. or Municipal figureS. 

2By "Level of Government Providing the Servi.ce" is meant' the unit of government where the agency providipg the 
service is located for ~dnii!'.istrative purposes regardless of ';lhere funds for operation of the ile;ency. come from. 

3By "Level. of Governm~nt Providing Funds" is meant the unit of government where funds for oper.ation -of the 
agency c.ome from regardless of where the agency is located for administrative purposes. 

4 Includes estimated criminal cost associated' with oth~r police departments (e.g .• campus police, toll facll11:ies", 
park police, port administration, natural r.esoUTces) 'tlot stto~-by' level c,f government. 
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(ip.cluding Baltimore City) accounted for the highest percent'age, 57 ~l% 

or $235,662,200, of the total overall justice costs as well as the higpes~ 

PCln'('lllilHt!, 52.9% or $108,289,300, or llll' I'otil\ l~Hl:inllllecl er:i.mlnaJ Justl<:l~ 

cOpts. The State level of government represented the second highest 

percentage of the total costs (both overall and criminal) w\:len dist~ibutin~ 

by level of government providing the service, namely 39.2% of the $413,056,500 

total justice costs and 42.5% of the $204,802,100 total estimated criminal 

(adult) justice costs. 

Alte-rnatively, when looking at the costs by level of government pro-

viding the funds, the State provided the majority of the funds needed to 

operate the justice and specifically the criminal justice system, n~Ille:J:y 

$222,494(:200 or 53.9% of the total $413?056,500 costs and an estimated 

$115,138,20() or 56.2% of the total $204,802,100 criminal (adult) justice 

costs. The County (includes Baltimore City) level of government provided 

the second highest percentage of funds needed to operate the justice and 

specifiicallythe criminal justice system in Maryland in FY 1977, naIllely 

43.2% or $178,395,100 of the total $413,056,500 justice costs and an 

estimated 40.0% or $81,949,600 out of the estimated $204,802,100 crimi~~l 

(adult) justice costs. 

Table 1.5a is a comparison of the estimated cost of criminal or adult 

justice processing by geographic grouping and level of government providip.~ 

. the service. The costs listed include only thof?e portions of t.he overall 

justice costs associated with the processing of criminal (adult) oxfenders 

and do not include any costs asso<riat;ed with such ar;.tivities as traffic enforcement, 

civil :proceedings or juvenile justice. Included for each geographic groupiTJ4 

are the p~rc~ntagesof the total criminal justice costs which wereiqcurred . 

by State., County, and Municipal level criminal justice agencies re,speetively' 
. I 

operating within the geographic grouping. Based on these estimated 
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TABLE 1.5a: COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING 
BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING IN THOUSANDS OF $) 

GEOGRAPHIC TOTAL1 STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 
GROUPING 

2 
.Ba1 timore Ci ty $ 89,177.5 $ 38,819.1 $ 50,214.2 --

[43.5) [56.3) 

Dorchester, Somerset, 7,299.9 4,462.4 1,241.3 $ 1,527.9 
Wicomico, Worcester {61.1) [17.0) [20.9) 

Caroline, Cecil, Kent, 6,516.5 4,811.6 1,056.1 648.8 
Queen Anne's, Talbot [73.8) [16.2) [10.0] 

.Ca1vert, Charles, 5,369 c5 3,263.2 1,968.9 136.9 
St. Mary's [60.8] [36.7] [2.5] 

Prince George's 24,842.0 9,866.0 13,324.2 1,185.8 
[39.7] [53.6) [4.8] 

. 
: 

Montgomery 17,783.6 3,884.6 13,195.3 515.9 
[ 2~.8] [74.2) 12.9] 

/ 

Anne Arundel 13,660.2 4,893.1 7,587.7 1,118.2 
[35.8) [55.5) [8.2J 

Baltimore 20,600.7 6,839.0 13,738.9 --
[33.2] [66.7) 

. 
Harford 4,375.6 2,104.6 1,708.7 562.3 

[48.1] [39.1] [12.9] 

. Howard 4,011.5 1,826.5 2,185.0 --
[45.5] [54.5] 

Carroll 2,163.7 1,574.7 365.0 224.1 
(72 .8] [16.9) (10.4) . 

Frederick, 5,969.0 3,088.3 1,133.2 1,747.6 
Washington (51. 7] [19.0] (29.3] 

Allegany, 3,040.0 1,651.1 487.6 826.3 
Garrett [54.3] (16.0) [27.2] . , .. 
.1 ) • % of row total. 

1IncludeIJ cost estimates for "other" law enforcement agencies (e.g. campus police, port 
administration police) not shown by level of government. 

2Ba1timore City Police costs are included under the County cost estimates. 
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percentages) it would appear that Baltimore City, the urban counties 

(Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel, Baltimore) as well as 

IIllri"ord IIIHI Ilowllrd ('11('11 had le!~R thcin hillf (\1' l'Iwir total criminal 

.lttHl.ke HL'I-vil!eH (as measured by cost) provldt'd by State level er:imlnul 

justic~ agencies. The predominant portion of the services (e.g., as 

measured by cost) for these jurisdictions waSi provided by County 

(includes Baltimore City) level* criminal justice agencies. In the 

non-urban geographiC; groupings)~* on the other hand, more than half of 

their total estimated criminal justice services (as measured by cost). 

were provided by Stat~ level criminal justice agencies (this is due 

principally to the more dominant role the State Police play in these 

jurisdic.tions). 

'I'ilbJe 1..5b lH a eomparLl>on of the estimated cost of criminal or 

adult justice processing by the geographic groupings and the level of 

government providing the funds. Again, the costs listed represent only 

those costs associated with the processing of criminal (adult) offenders 

and do not include any costs associated with such activities as traffic 

enforcement, civil proceedings, or juvenile justice. Included for each 

geographic grouping are the percentages of their total criminal justice 

" 
costs which were funded by the State, County and Mun~cipal levels of 

government respectively. It would appear,based on this analysis, that 

the non-urban geographic groupings** as well as Baltimore City and Prince 

George's, Harford, and Howard'counties each had more than half of their 

*BaltimQre City "County level" costs include the Baltimore City Police 
Department ,costs. 
*"'The non-urban geographical groupiI}gs noted are the Dorchester, Somerset, 
Wicomico, Worcester,grQuping, the grouping consisting of Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, Queen Anne's, and Talbot counties, the grouping consisting of Calvert, 
Charles and St. Mary's counties, Carroll County,the Frederick, Washington, 
grouping, and the Allegany, Garrett grouping. 
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TABLE 1.5b: COMPARISON O~THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING 
BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING IN THOUSANDS OF $) 

GEOGwliIC 
TOTAL

1 
GROUPING STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

Baltimore Cit;y $ 89,177.5 $ 55,312.3 $ 33,721.1 -- 2 
[62.0] [37.8] 

Dorchester, Somerset, 7,299.9 4,979.6 1,017.4 $ 1,234.6 
Wicomico, Worcester [68.2] [13.9] [1(;.9] 

Caroline, Cecil, Kent, 6,516.5 5,276.8 815.3 424.6 
Queen Anne's, T~lbot [81.0] [12.5] [6.5] 

Calvert, Charles, 5,369.5 3,811.6 1,457.6 99.5 
St. Mary's [71.0] [27.1] [1.9] 

Prince George!s 24,842.0 12,812.3 10,588.5 975.2 
[ 51.6] [42.6] [3.9] . 

Montgomery 17,783.6 5,788.8 ll,~62.6 444.4 
[32.6] . [63.9] [2.5] 

Anne Arundel 13,660.2 6,246.9 6,403.2 949.0 
[45.7] [46.9] [6.9] 

Baltimore 20,600.7 9,186.0 11,391.9 --
[44.6] [55.3] 

Harford 4,375.6 2,528.8 1,415.3 431.4 
[57.8] [32 .. 3) [9.9] 

Howard 4,011.5 2,071.3 1,940.2 --
[51.6] [48.4] 

Carroll 2,163.7 1,780.2 230.2 153.3 . [82.3] [10.6] [7.1]-

" 

'Frederick, 5,969.0 3,828.a- 807.4 1,332.7 
.washington [64.1] [13.5] [22.3] 

, 

Allegany, 3,040.0 2,084.2 307.9 572.9 
Garrett [68.6] [10.1] [18.8] 

] u ~ of ~pw total. 
1Inc1udea cost estimates for "other" law enforcement agencies (e.g. campus police, 

port .~1ni8tration police) not shown by level of government. 
lBaltfmore City police costs are included under the County cost estimates. 
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r estimated criminal justice costs provided by State funds (regardless of 

whether or not the agency providing the service was a local agency). 

Another way to examine the distribution of criminal justice related 

costs is to look at the costs by both functional area and by level of 

government. In this way, the allocation of costs by level of government 

within each functional area can be studied. The next three tables (Tables 

\r 1.6, 1.7a, 1.7b) look at the costs in this manner .. 

. Table 1.6 is a comparison of the overall estimated justice related 

costs to the estimated criminal justice costs by functional area and 

level of government. The estimated criminal justice costs listed re-

present only those costs associated with criminal (adult) offender pro-

cessing and do not include costs associated with such activities as 

traffic enforcement, civil proceedings or juvenile justice. Consider 

first Part I of Table 1.6 on the distribution of costs by functional 

area and level of government providing the service. The highest percentage 

(46.4%) of the State level overall justice costs ($161,876,700) went to 

operating the corrections/treatment area of the overall justice system 

in Mar~land in FY 1977. The highest percentage of the County level 

overall 1ustice costs were incurred by the law enforcement area (81.9% ".' 

of the total $235,662,200) in Maryland ,in FY 1977. The corr~ctions/treatment 

area accounted for an estimated 66.3% or $57,666,400 of the total $86,961.800 

State level estimated criminal justice costs. The law enforcement area in-

I 28 -Lf' I 
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1'AUL.C 1.6: W'U·.\I<lSO~ ur U\·OW.L JVSTlLE IU:I.ATUl COSTS TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS 
BY ~1JIICTIONAL AREA A.'IIl LEVEL Of GOVERNMENT 

PART By Level a ( G overnment 1'1 tl S roy ~ ~ .• en ce; 

ESTIMATED OVERALL JUSTICE COSTS (IN TOOUSAHDS Of $): ESTlHATED CRIMIIlAL JUSTICE cosr~5 (IN THOUSANDS OF $) 

LEVEL Of GOVERNMENT: LEVEL QP G()lIi!Rl~rr: 

FUN"'TlDN.~L AREA: 5TI,T£ COUtrr'i MUNICIPAL TOTAL FUNCTIOIIAL. AREAl STATE co!JNTY IMUCUAL 

Law Entor~e.a;entl $ 39,076.6 $ 193,104.5 $ 15,517.6 $ 247,698.7 Lell Enforcement $ 11,892.4 $ 77,356.0 $ 8,437.2 (24.1/15.8) (81.9/78.0) (100.0/6.3) (60.0) (13.7/1210) (71.4178.3) (100 .0/8.5) 

Aajudlcarior;2 40,913.9 22,995.9 63,909.8 Adjudication 17,403.0 11,171.:; 
(2S.3/M.O) (9.8136.0) (15.5) (20.0/60.4) (10.5/19.5) 

Detention) 6,123.0 10,004.L 16,727.1 Deteutioll 10,004.1 
(4.2/40.2) (4.2/59.8) (4.0) (9.2(100.Q) 

Corr~tion9/Treatm~nt/f 75,163.2 9,557.7 84,720.9 Correctloaa/Treatme.nt 57,666.4 9,557.7 
(46.4/88.7) (4.1/11.3) i (20.5) (66.3/85.8) (8.8/14.2) - .. --. 

TOTAL $161,876.7 $235,662.2 $ 15,517.6 $ U3,OS6.5 TOTAL $ 86.961.8 $108,289.3 $ a.lJ7 .2 
(39.2) (Si .0) (3.8) (42.5) (52.9) ll.l) .... ". -

PART J.t By Level of Coverment ProvUing Funda" - _ .. _---- I 

TOTAL 

$ 98,799.46 . 
(48.2) 

28,774.5 
(14.0) 

10.00~.1 
(4.9) 

67,224.1 
(32.8) 

~204 ,B02 .1
6 

tSTlNATW OVERALL JUSTICE COSTS (IN THOUSANDS OF $). I!STlNATEO CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS5 (III THOUSAlllS OF $). 

FUNCTIONAL AREA: 

Law Enforcement! 

Adjudication2 

betencton3 

Correction8/Treatll~Pt4 

TOTAL 

LEVEL OF COV£RNl1ENT: LEVEL OF COVERNHf.NT: 

STATE COUNTY HUNICIFAL I TOTAL FUNCTIONAL AREA: STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

$ 93,590.1 $141.941.4 $ 12,167.2 " $247,698.7 Lav Enforcement $ 33,964.8 $ 57,120.3 $ 6,600.5 
(42.1/37.81 (79.6/57.3) (100.0/4.9) (60.0) (29.5/34.4) (69.7157.8) (l00 .0/6.7) 

40,913.9 22.995.9 I '63,909.8 AdJudlcation 17 ,403.0 11,371.5 
(10.4/64.0) (12.9136.0) I (15.5) (15.1/60.5) (13.9/39.5) I 

6.723.0 10,004.1 ! ~6, 727.1 Detention 10,004.1 
(3.0/40.2) (5.6/59.8) I (4.0) (12.2/100.0) 

81,267,,"2 3,453.7 l 84,720.9 Corrections/Treatment 63,770 .4 3,453.7 
(36.5/95.9) (~.9/5.4) (20.5) (55.4/94.9) (4.2/5.1) 

'1 $413.056.5 
-

$222,494.2 ~178,39S.1 $ '12.167.2 TOTAL $115,138.2 $ 81,949.6 $ 6,600.5 
(53.9) (43.2) (2.9) (56.2) (40.0) (3.2) 

( X 1 % ) • (X of column total 1 % DC r'" total). 

11r.c.ludes CQst of State Pol1<:c, Hunt.dpnl FaUce. Cou~t:y Police, SherUr,,' Dep:lftmentft (Ia", enforcePlent only); other policf' 
(e.g .. ~n .. npu8 police, natural resouccea, tt;)ll and parks) cs;tlmatcd crIm1nal costs only are. includeff ..1n "P.sUmated Criminal ,lultt1te 
Casu il but not ln '~Estt.materJ Oyernll Justlce Costs." 

21nelUrles eose of District Court, Circuit COlirt (Stete and local) t 5r"'te 'H Attorney,,' ofCli:u, Public Defender's OfO,,'c, 
Juvenlie ServIces Admlnbtratlon - COUrt Dnd ~robatton Sr.rvtces~ 

31ne:lude&. Juvc!'ilc Ser"J:1ces Ad!'l1nistr.stlon esttnlllted detcntio,n eOS[H nnd local j .. n detention costs tor ~dult"'. 

it lnc.ludc9 Local Jail. sentenced offenderII' (both 101"al~)' sentenr.ed and HfI:'te.nt"~d tn JI1v19Jon of Correction). St .. t~ InHt'tutJon 
cnli(f;. PHfule and Probatilih custa, Parole Commitlshm COStS, ..Ju\J('nllr. $crvirtm fu]r.dnl6trat1\ln institution (conunitt .. d) nnd CflmMunf ty 
aud resldl"nttal l'I;cl'vlens. 

5tnclud~K 4,"ly thOde portlcm,; of overall JUlltlct! t'4'~tR ..,hlt;h relittl! to ('rhll'nlll (lldult) justice rrocesl'linKo 

blrl«:lurh~Q al1oc~tlonft Cor "otherU !nw entQt'ccnl~nt ~1~~l·l\¢h.H (C.A. f.;tU~ril~ rl)lh~f ptlrt ndmlnJN~ra~1o" r()U~I!') nut td\I' .... '\ bv 
lav"l r)( 8u\Jtrpment. bc,I\'to tlV" \1nclut.lu illl)" JU\JeoLlt< l .. .., l'tlhl{I.:t;IIH!IIL cUln, ... 

TOTAl. 

$ 98,799.,6 
(48.2) 

28.774.5 
(14.0) 

10,004.1 
(4.9) 

67,224.1 
()2.8) 

$204.802.1 6 
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(71 4%) )f th total County (includes Baltimore eurred the highest percentage ,.. ( . l' 

i d i i "1 ~lu". ti~'> ('OH,'l'H IlH well as 100% of the esti,mated City) level est mate cr.m nb _ n .,~ 

Municipal ~evel costs.* 

As explained previously, the difference in the distribution of the 

costs by level of government providing the service and lev.el of government 

providing the funds is that State aid funds to local police departments 

( t and municipal police departments and sheriff's offices) and Le., Coun y 

the costs to hous'e inmates in local jails while a~Y'aiting transfer to the 

Division of Correction are included under State level costs when distributing 

by level of government providing the funds. Alternatively they are included 

under County and Municipal level cost§ when distributing by level of govern

ment providing the service. This distinction is evident in Part II of 

Table 1.6. When distributing the estimated criminal justice costs by level 

of government providing the funds, the corrections/treatment area still 

accounted for the highest percentage (55.4%) of the State level estimated 

criminal justice costs. ($115,138,200). However, the law enforcement area 

accounted for 29.5% of the State level criminal justic~cos~~ compared to 

only an estimated 13.7% of the State level criminal justice costs when distri-

buting by level of government providing the service. 

Tables 1.7a and 1.7b compare the cost of criminal justice processing. 

by functional component and level of government providing the service and 

by functional component and level of government provid::Lrig funds respectively. 

A more detailed breakdown of the functional area by the components is in-

eluded in these tables (Tables 1. 7a and 1. 7b) than 'Y'as included in Tahle 1.6. 

*Only Municipal police departmentst (excluding Baltimore City) costs are, 
included .in ~unicipal level costs. 
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Similar tables have been included for each County apd Baltimore City in 

Appendix B. The costs listed in Tables 1.7a and 1.7p represent those 

port.:lollH of the C08tB aSBociqtcd with thf' proccsRi.ng of criminal (adult) 

offenders Dnd do not typically in~lude costs associnted with such 

activities as traffic enforcement, civil proceedings, or juvenile justice 

exc,ept for the law enforcement area. :J:n, the law enforcement area, both 

the estimated costs associated w~th ~he processing of criminal (adult) and 

3uvenile (delinquent) offend~rs comqined as well as the estimated costs 

associated with the processin~ of jus~ criminal (adult) offenders are 

listed. 
However, only the la~ enforcelllent costs aSfoaiat~d with criminal 

(adult) offender processing are re;f~rred to in t:he remain~ng nSlcrat:bTe 

portion of this section. 

There, 78.3% 

of the estimated $98,799,400 criri!;i,pal (~dult) law enfor~ement costs were 

used to operate the County leve;l,. agencies (L~., the Gounty police depart

ments (includes Baltimore City) and the :i!herHfs' office~). However, as 

Table 1. 7b shows only 57.8% of tn,e estil}l~~ecJ $98.,799,400 fundI:; were actually 

provided by the County (inc1ud~s Bqltimol;'e City) &overnments. The remaining 

funds needed to handle crim~nal ~aw epforcement activities for the County 

(includes Baltimore City) lev~l police de.partments were prOVided by the 

State. 

In the adjudication area, th~ es~imq.ted criminal justil;e funds vlere 

distributed the same for level of government providing the service and level 

of gpvernment providing the funds. That is, QO.5% o-r $17,/403,000 

of the estimated criminal just::i-ce cos~s n~eded to operat~ ,4:he aqjudications 

area were funded by the Sta·televel of &Qvernment, Of th1.s $17 ".O~h,oOO 
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JURISDICTION: STATE-vllDE 

TABLE 1.7a: COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police . 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Othcr2 

ESTIMATED CR!MItiAL LA'~ ENfORCEMENT.l 

ADJUDICATION (Crim~nal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
S Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENtION (Crilllinal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and P~obation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Co.mmission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Insti tut!ons 

TOTAL CRIMlNAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSlNG4 

~ ( ) = % of row Total 

a 1 

'rw:AL 
$146,199.42 

- $ 12,485.0 
$109,053.0 
$ 5,415.3 
$ 17,597.'8 . $ 1,648.32 

$ 98,799.4 

$ 28,774.5 

. 
.$ 8,194.2 
$ -8,463.3 

: ~.~~~.~ 
$ 10,004.1 

$ 67,224.1 

$ .,,927.8 

$ 1,84,5.1 
$ 488.0 

$ 3,453.7 

$ ~,104.0 

$ ,41.405.5 

1204,802. fI 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
, IN THOUSANDS OF $ ), 

STATE COUNTY !'!D!i ICIP AL 
$17,597.8 (12.0) $114,,468.3 (78.3) $12 485.0 (8.5) -

n2,485.0 .. , , $109,053.0 
5,415.3 

$17,597.8 

$11,892.4 (12.0) $ 17,'356.0 (78.3) $ 8,437.2 (8.5) 

$17,403.0 (60.5) $ 11,371.5 (39.5) 
~ 

$ 8,194.2 
$ 4,072.7 $ 4,390,6 

$ 6,980.9 -$ 5,136.1 
$ 10,004.1 (100.0) 

$57,666.4 (85..8) $ ,9,557.7 (14.2) 
.-

. 
I $ 7,927.8 

$ 1,845.1 
$ 488.0 

$ 3,453.7 

$ 6,104.0 

$47.405.5 

$86,961.5 (42.5) $108,289.3 (52.9) ,$ 8,437.2-(4.1) 

IJ Federal funds are not s'\lOlm and instead, l:l'here known, are included 'in State, County, or Municipal figures. 

i 
2Inciudes estilr.ated coats associated l:l'ith Dther police departments (e.g., :':~llIPUS police, port administration police, t~ll facilities). 
This ,cost is not allocated hy ::'evel of gOVernMent. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 67.6% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is, 
1\ derived based on FY 1977 S'Cate--~:lde fiS!lrea on the pe:ccentage of total arrests, aTrests of adults and tbe perce,ltage of total Part I 
jl (including other asoaults) offenses cleared; clea~ed by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 
d 4SUlll of Estimated (;riminal LSil Enforccltl!lnt, Adjudication (criminal 0;.\1y). Local Jail-Detention (c.riminal). aM State and Local 
Ii CO,rrections (crilll:tnai only). 
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TABLE 1.7b: 

JURISDICTION: STATE-WIDE 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CR..T.MINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.] 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judic~al) 
$ Circuit Cou~t (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
S Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION ( Crilllina1) 
--

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 
;Sentenced Inmates 

.~ Local Jei1 - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

.( ) • % of row Total 

. , ..... 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSIN<i BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS. 1976-1977 

.. 
LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 

$146 199.42 S50 25..2..,.L(34.4) $84 524.3 (57.8} 

$ 12,485.0 $ 2,717.9 
109,053.0 27,589.3 $81,463.7 

5,415.3 2,354.7 3,060.6 
17,597.82 17,597.8 

1 M8 3 
$ 98,799.4i: $33,964.8 (34.4) $57,120.3 (57.8) 

$ 28,774.5 $17,403.0 (60.5) $11,371.5 (39.5) 

$ 8,194.2 $ 8,194.2 
8,463.3 4,072.7 $ 4,390.6 
6,980.9 6,980.9 
5 136.1 5 136.1 

$ 10,004.1 $10,004.1 (100.0) 
!-

$ 67,224.1 $63,770.4 (94.9) $ 3,453.7 (5.1) 

$ 7,927.8 $ 7,927.8 . 
1,845.1 1,845.1 

488.0 488A O 
3,453.7 $ 3,453.7 

6,1.04.0 6,104'-0 

47,405.5 47,405.5 

$204.802.li: $115,138:2 (56.2) $81,949.6 (40.0) 

MUNICIPAL 
$9.767.1 (6.7) 

$9,767.1 

$6,600.5 (6.7) 

$6.60.0.5 (3.2) 

lFedeyal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated c~sts associated with other police departments (e.g" campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. -

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforceuent is estimated to be 67.6% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This eotimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Seate-wide figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal). and State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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provided by the State, almost half or $8,194,200 went to operating the 

District Court judicial (!riminal compQPent. * 
'As stated previously, the primary State level costs ul~ed to operate 

the corrections/treatment area of the Criminal Justice System were used 

specifically for tpe operation of tqe State Corr~ctional Institutions, 

an estimated $47,405,500. The Cqunty ~~vel c~sts were those incurred in 

the operation of the local jails, an est;i~atrrd $9,557,700 (includes sen-

tenced offenders only, not detention costs). Assuming that the ~tate 

is responsible for the cost of any inmate ~emporarily housed in the 

local jail while awaiting transfer to the Division of Correction, then 

the actua~ cost that the counti~s incurreq in oper~tin& their local jail 

(;. sy~tem was an estimated $3,453,700. That is, ~t was assumed in allocating 

the corrections/treatment area costs by leve:l, of government providing funds 

that !the State provided $6,104,000 out of the, $9,557,700 local jail costs 

(does .not include pre-trial detentiQn ~bstS) in order to house inmates in 

the local jail while awaiting trallsfer to the Division of Correction. 

I' 
*The TIistrict Court in Maryland is entirely fund~4by the State. 
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B. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Criminal Justice 
Costs and Related Indicators 

The primary emphasis of this report so far has peen on describing the 

distribution of the FY 1977 criminal justice related costs in Maryland 

across the geographic groupings of the counties and Baltimore City. This 

section expands on that description by examining the variation in the 

criminal justice C9sts in terms of variation in other 'factors (e.g.,. juris-

diction populat~on, reported Part 1* (plus other assaults) offenses,. and 

number of arrests) across the geographic groupings. The staUstical tech-

niques of simple linear regression and correlation analysis were used.** 

1. Discussion of Statistical Procedures Used 

As stated, the statistical techniques of simple linear regression 

and correlation analysis were used to examine the variation in criminal 

justice costs across the geographic groupings in terms of the variation 

in other factors (e.g., population) across the geographic groupings. 

Specifically, the coefficients of correlation were calculated for each 

of the 'selected pa'irings of the criminal, justice costs with one of the 

indicators (e.g., population, reported Part 1* (:l,pclading other assa.ults) 

offenses, or adult arrests): In this &pplication, the coefficient of 

correlation can be thought of as a. measure of how much of the variation 

in the 'criminal justice costs (across the geographic group:i,ngs) c,,!-n b,e 

explained by the variation in the valJ.1es of the indicator, (e. g., population). 

A positive coefficient of correlation indicates that the criminal justice 

*The Part. I offenses include crimina:l homicide, ,forcible rape, robbery, ag
gravated &ssaul t" burglary, larceny and motor vethicle theft. 
**Whilenot specifically required, some prior understanding of regression and 
correlation analysis would be beneficial in revievling this section, since 
only a brief outline of these procedures is given. '.l;'hemathematics involved 
-in regression and correlation analysis is not reviewed. The interested reader 
is referred instead to any standard statistics textbook fora more thorough 
discussion of these procedures. 
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costs tend to increase with increases in the indic~tor (e.g.~ 'population) 

and a negative coeffi.cient. of correlation means that the criminal justice 

costs tend to decrease with increases in the indicator (e.g., population). 

A coefficient of correlation of either +1 or -lor a value close to +1 or 

-1 indicates that the variation in the costs is largely tracked by the 

variation in the indicator (e.g., population). 

It should be noted that a strong positive or negatiye correlation 

doe's not i.mply causality (Le., that the criminal justice costs in.a geo-

gr?phic grouping ;;tre the result of the value of the indic?tor in the geo

graphic grouping). . It is p'ossible that. the strong' ~orrelation may be due" 

only'to numerical i::.oincide~ce or more'lik~ly to the fact that bo:th criminal 

justice costs and the indic'ator used are influenced simila~Ty by. other 

fac.tors· that',are no'·t· kno.wn or explained by the cO~,relaHO:n. 

Once it '!Vas deteim~Jted' t.hat a relationship e:X:i:sted 'b~~ween the. two 
~ . 

. . 
variables (e.g., crimfnal justice cOsts .and jurisdfc;tion popula:d.oh), simple 

',. . ' . '. 

linear regres.sio~was use'd t:;o'; e'stimatefJ;ie form. o'f the r.elatio~ship". In brief, 

simple linear regre.ssfon i:lnalys:l,s is .i statistical.·1=echnique .. for" '~st'imating 

the relatio~ship betw~en.~: ';dependent" variable (e .. ~:, .cri~i)1al justic~ costs) 
. , '. 

and an !'independ!2nt'! ,!~ria~le (e.g., popuiation) .• ·· it' cC>1i.~tr~:~cts a pt'raight 
. . ~~ " .' .'. 

line that "bes't" fits the 'da'ta; in tlJ.~s case" the line'that '''best'' fits the 
,," 

observations of criminal justice costs iind the indicator used (e.g., pop).llation).* . l 

)"Under the a~sumption that, one variabie' (y) cap. be expressed a~ a . linear 
function of another variabJ,e (w) that fs y = (a xw) + b linear regression 
uses observations 'on the variables wand y to determine the values of the 
slope (a) and intercept (b): that "best'" describe the straight'line relation
ship. 'Assume, for'exampie, 'that criminal jtisl'ice,~osts can b~ exp·ressed as 
a linear fu~ctioh of popu,lation i.e., criminal justice cos·ts ;.. (a i popUlation) 
+ b. Then the values of·the cri1T)inal jUstice costs and population in the 
geographic groupings fO,r JrY 1977 can be· u~eq in linear regr~ss'ion t·o de termine 
the values of the' Piir~met~"):'s a andp' th~t "best" descr:i,b'e the hypothesized 
sttaight line relat,i0nship between' criminal .justice c~stsand population in 
Maryland. This formulation of thestraignt' 1ine relationship can then be 
thought of as,repre:seri,ting:a type of "average" orexpe~.tecl relation'~hip existing 

.< __ L."_ _ ___ ""-_0 __ 

between criminal justice C~$ts and pqpula!:ion in Maryland. ' 
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from a regression include the slope and intercept of the Output parameters 

as well as the coefficient of determination or estimated regression line 

R2. In this applica~ion, ~~e slope coefficients represent the change in 

criminal justice costs corroesponding on the avexage to an inc'rease of 

one'in the value of the indicator used (e.g., population). The R2 coeffic-

. pf the total variation in criminal justice ient measures the proport~on 

costs which are explained by the indicator. In this application a high 

2 1 to 1) indicat-es that most (jf the variation in value for R (i.e., c ose ~ 

criminal justice costs is explained by the indicator, i. e. , 

g4 ves a good fit to the data. estimated regression line -L 

that the 

One final measure that was calculated using the data is the elasticity 

coefficient. . In ,this application the elasticity can be thought as of the 

- . . 1 J'usti,ce costs corr,esponding to a 1% change in percentage change in cr~m~na 

the value of the indicator used (e.g., population).* 

. sh()uld be noted that any meaningful interpretation Before continuing, ~t 

of the regression and correlation analysi.s results is dependent on several 

factors . First of all, the data used in the analysis (i.e., the data used 

in calculating the regression and correlation coefficients) must be complete 

and accurate. As stated earlier, t~e criminal justic~ costs were for the 
t 

most part, estimated. While th~ criminal justice cost estimates were esti-

mated based on the best informatioll readily available to the G~vernor's 

. used and the criminal justice cost estimates Commission staff, the inform~t~on 

\ 

*The elast.icity coefficient is de filled as the slope of the line ~ime: the ratio 
of the levels at which the elasticity is com~ut~d (e:g., elasti~~ty -. 

. . . .. t ' populat~on) • Throughout this change ~n cr~minal J~.s.t:.~.:e, cos s x ", ."" '.' ;~'.' '. " 
, .. - change in population cr~m~nal Jusc~ce costs 
r_eportth~elasticity coefficients are computed at the average values of the 
,indicators. 
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derived may not be uniformly. complete and acc:urate. 

Secondly, all the assumptions* on wh~ch the statistical techniques of 

regression and correlation analysis are based must be satisfied in order 

that the results (e.g., the correlation coefficients, R2) not be biased. 

Since the regressions were run on cross-sectional data for FY 1977 (i.e., 

• 
FY 1977 data by geographic grouping), it is possible that any high values 

of the coefficients calculated (e.g., correlation coefficients, R2) could 

silllply reflect the large variation in size of some of the geographic 

groupings. For this reason Baltimore City was excluded from the 

analysis. That is, since Baltimore City is so much larger than the other 

geographic groupings it has been excluded from the reg·ression analysis 

in an effort to minimize any possibl~ bias. All calculations were thus 

performed only on data from the remaining twelve geographic groupings. 

Figure 1.3 is an example of a computerized output from a regression. 

In tId;:; example the total criminal justice costs incurred by each geo-

graphic grouping i1;1 FY 1977 were regre$sed against the pop).11ations of 

the geographic groupings ~ oJd' The total criminal justice costs include 

only those costs associated with the processing of criminal (adult) 

offenders as well as the law enforcement costs of processing juvenile 

*The statistical techniques of regression and correlation analysis are based 
on' certain assumptions which will not be enumerated here. The read,er is in
st~ad referred to any standard statis~ics textbook.for a description of these 
assumptions. 
*~Ba1timore City has been excluded from the regre~sion analysis. Due to its 
large size relative to the other geographicgroupiIJ.gs, it was felt that in
cluding Baltimore City in the analysis would limit the statistical reliability 
of the re~;u1 ts. 
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offenders. Non-criminal related costs such as traffic enfbrcement and any 

other juvenile justice costs (Le., besides juvenile law e'~f(jrcement) are 
.} 
... ~ .. 

not I.nC'.llldN}.* The poi'nts labeled 011 tlw gnlph correspond~~'Jo the costs 
I, 

and population for each geographic grouping. For example Baltimore County, 

labeled 8 on the graph, had a population of approximately 653,820 and in-

curred an estimated $26,806,900 in "criminal" justice processing costs in 

FY 1977,; Anne Arundel County, labeled 6, had a pop.ulation of approximately 

363,330 and incurred an.estimated $17,279,900 in "criminal" justice processing 

costs. 

The line penciled in on the graph is the estimated regression line which 

was calculated based on the values of the FY 1977 "criminal" justice costs 

and population for the geographic groppings of the State. Below the graph 

are the values of the regression output parameters, ~.g., correlation coeffic

ient, R2,slope, intercept. 

The graph provides a visual display of how much the individual geographic 

grouping observations on "c:riminal" justice costs and population deviate 

from the estimated regression line. If one thinks of the estimated regression 

line as representing a type of l"average" or expected relationship e'xisting 

between the costs ancl population then jurisdictions wheT'e, observations 

on costs and population lie above the estimated regression line might be said 

to'pave relatively high operational costs (depending on how far above the 

estimated regressioq line the points occur). Alternatively, jurisdictions 

where observations on cost and population lie below the estimated regression 

line cou;I.d be said to have relati,vely low operational costs (depending on 

'~See Table 1.8 for a listing of 'tpe FY 1977 criminal justice costs and popu
lation by geographic grouping. 

----- . ....:..-_-------.:..-_-""""'.:=;=;;::: .. =""' .... -.-.:.-
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how far below the estimated regression line the points occur). 

In Anne Arundel County with a population of approximately 363,300 for 

exdmple, the criminal justice processing costs were $17,279,900. Using the 

values of the slope and intercept of the estimated regression line, the 

"expected" criminal justice costs for a jurisdiction of population 363,300 

are abo,ut $16,012,700. Hence, assuming that the estimated r~gression line 

describes the "expected" relationship between criminal justi:~e costs and 

population, Anne Arundel County could be said to have slightly higher 

(by about $1,267,200) cr,iminal justice' processing costs than "expected" 

for a county of its size.* 

Alternatively, Baltimore County with a population of 653,820 incurred 

approximately $26,806,900 in criminal justice related costs. Us±ng the 

vaiues of the slope and intercept of the estimated regression line, the 

"expected" costs for a county of its size were approximately $28,732,200. 

Hence, assuming that the estimated regression line describes the "expected" 

r~latiotiship between criminal justice costd and population, Baltimore County 

could be s~d.d to have somewhat lower (by about $1,925,300) costs than ex-

pected for a county of its size.* 

These estimated deviations of the "expected" costs (as measured by the 

regression line) from the actual costs for Anne Arundel and Baltimore 'counties 

have. been labeled on the graph. 

*Technically, it would be more precise to CCinstruct a "band" around the "expected" 
regression values and then determine whether or not the actual costs fall within 
the "band". Those geographic groupings that fall above the "band" could then 
be said to have incurred relatively high costs. Those geogr~phic groupings 
that fall qelow the "band" could be said to have incurred relatively low costs 
for geographic groupings of their population. In order to keep the example 
simple, this was not done. Again the interested reader is referred to any .... 
standard statistics textbook for an explana.tion of how to construct confidence 
"bands" about the regression line. ' 
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,Sj.milar deviations of the actual from the "expected" (Le., "expected" 

using the regression line parameters) costs can be calculated from each 

of the geographic groupings, labeled on the, graph. * 

Finally, it should be noted that graphs such as that in Figure 1. 3 

are included in the appendices from each of the subsequent regressions 

described in this report. 

2. Estimated Statistical'Relationship Between the FY 1977 Criminal 

Justice Costs and population 

Table 1.8 lists the criminal justice costs by functional ar~a (Le., 

l,~w enforc~1:llep.t" adjudicat.i0n andcor~ections) and the values of' two in

dicators (Le., 11 of actua~. Part 1** (including other assaults) offenses 

reported or known to the 'p0Iice" and total geographic grouping p'opula tion) 

used in subse'q1,len t 'reg'ression a~d c'Orrelati~n analysis. The law enforce-

ment costs 'l~sted ine-lude' the estimated cO,sts associated with th~' processing 

of criminal (adult) and 'juvenile (delinquent)'offenders~ but 'do not include 

any costs associated with non":'criminal law enforcement 'activities such 

as traffic enfor.cement. The costs listed for each of the other areas 

(Le., adjudic.ation and correcttons/treatment) include only t1'!-os~ estimated 

costs associa~ed with ,the processing of criminal (adult) offenders and do 

not include any costs: associated with such activities as juvenile justice. 

The Baltimore City' information is inciuded in the ta'Qle althtmgh' these 

,figures are not'used ~hen calculating the regression, correlation, and 
, ' ' 

*The criminal, .fu~,t.ice costs' for the geographic grollping labeled 2' (i. e., 
Do.rchester, S'omerset;' Wicomico, Worcester counties) appear to be 'much 
higher than the expected costs for a geographi,c grouping of its 'size. 
One possible 'e:n:p'Ianation is the ,large to.tlrist population that travel 
to the resort .areas'in Worcester County wqo would not be counted in the 

" county population but might a.ccount to -some extent for the higher costs. 

*;~Part I offe~ses, includ'e cri~inal homicide, forcible rape, robbery,) aggravated 

asqault., burgla~Y, 'larcen~, ana motpr yehicle. theft. 
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TABLE 1.8: COMPARIS,QN OF ESTlMATJ::D CRlli!"'" JU~'l.l. AND R LA ."".. u Ul!. UV:JJ,:J 
E TED INDICATORS. 1976-1977 

CRIHINAL JUS1'ICE COSTS CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
(IN THOUSAh~S OF $) RELATED INDICATORS 

GEOGRAPHIC I 'l'OTAL(LAW LAW ENl., ADJUDI- CORREG- U OF ACTUar.ESTIMATED 
GROUPING ENFtADJUD FORCEMENT1 CATION2 TIONS3 

& CORRS) 
O}o'FENSES TOTAL POP 
REP. TO POL 4 ULATION 

Baltimore City 102878.3 $49205.5 $11361.0 $42311.8 87,344 841,490 

Dorchester, Somerset 8256.7 4003.4 1244.2 
WicOmico, Worcester' , (5.5) (4.1) 

3009.1 7,694 131,470 
(7.1) (8.6) (4.1) (3.9) 

I 
Caroline, ,Cecil, 7570.4 
Kent, Queen Anne's (5.1) 

3754.9 1381.4 2434.i 5,342 141,350 1 
Talbot ' 

(3.9) (7.9) (7.0) (2.9) (4.2) I 
i 

Calvert, Charles, 6903.5 4260.2 875.2 1768.1 5,556 140,470 1 
St. Mary's (4,6) (4.4) (5.0) (5.1) (3:0) (4.2) 

Prince George's 
34311.1 21370.0 3216.7 9724.4 
(23.0) (22.0) (18.5) (27.9) 

50,090 704,910 
(26.8) (20.8) 

23924.2 16968.1 2839.1 4117.0 25,609 600,510 
Montgomery (16.0) (17.5) (16.3) (11.8) (13.7) (17.8) 

17279.9 12557.9 1864.0 2858.0 20,073 363,300 . 
Anne Arundel (11.6) (12.9) (10.7) (8.2) (10.8) (10.7) 

26806.9 18663.4 2551.5 5592.0 46,225 653,820 
Baltimore (18.0) (19.2) (14.7) (16.0) (24.8) (19.3) . . 5457.7 3369.8 700.4 1387.5 6,837 136,290 
Harfo-rd (3.7) (3.5) (4.0) (4.0) (3.7) (4.0) 

-
4925.0 2978.5, 757.0 1189.5 5,721 115,460 

Howard (3.3) (3.1) (4.3) (3.4) (3.1) (3.4) 

2805.2 1955.2 339.6 510.4 2,213 84,120 
Carroll (1.9) (2.0) (2.0) (1.5) (1.~) (2.5) 

Frederick, 7271.5 4647.9 10~8.2 1595.4 8,199 205,120 
Washington (4.9) (4.8) (5.9) (4.6) (4.4) (6.1) 

l Allegany, 
t 

3812.2 2465.5 615.9 
Garrett (2.6) 

730.8 3,083 104,580 
(2.5) (3,.5) (2,1) (1.7) (3.1) 

TOTAL $149324.3 $96994.8 $17413.2 $34916.3 186,642 3,381,400 
(less Baltimore City) 

. (. ) % of Total (less Baltimore City). 

1Inc1udes the estimated law enforcem -. ~du1ts for criminal matters. ent cost of handling juveniles as well as 

Crimin;~C1udes ionly the judicial, prosecution, and b1i f det ti cases n the District and Circuit Courts pu c de ense costs of handling 
en on costs. See Table 1.2. • Does not include local jail pre-trial 

3 . 
Includes all Corrections detentio~ costs. costs as noted on Table 1.2 plus the local jail pre-trial 

4Inc1udes the Part i offenses crimi assault, burglary larceny and t hnal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
, , mo or ve ic1e theft plus other assaults. 
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elasticity coefficients. 

Also included in the table is the percentage or proportion of the 

State-wide total (less Baltimore City) jncurred by each of the geographic 

groupings. These percentages have b'een included so that the. distribution 

of the criminal justice costs across the geographic groupings can be readily 

compared with the distribution of the values of the indicators across the 

geogrqphic groupings. Based on the percentages listed in the table, it 

would appear that the distribution of the total criminal justice costs 

is very similar to the population distribution across the geographic I 
groupings. That is, the criminal justice costs in an area appear to be 

1 
j 

1 
in proportion to the size (in terms of population) of the area. Fer 

1 
example, the large urban counties Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne 

Arundel and Baltimore together. account for an estimated 68.7% of the 
j 

. .... 

total State-wic;le (less Baltimore City) popula.tion and a proportionate 

share (approximately 68=5%) of the total (less Baltimore City) criminal 

justice estimated costs.' Such comparisons c~n be useful a2 a preliminary 

tool in determining whether or not two variables (e.g., criminal justice 

costs and population) are related. 

Figure 1.4 graphically shows the estimated statistili::.al relationship 

between criminal justice costs and population for the ge~:>graphic groupings 

for FY 1977. The. estimated FY 1977 criminal justice costs for each of 

the functional areas (i.e., law enforcement, adjudication, and corrections/ 

treatment) and geographJc groupings were regressed against the total esti-

mated population for each geographic grouping~ The lines drawn on the gl:aph I 
are the four estimated regression lines which were. calculateq. The line l 

labeled !~Total $ (Law Enforcement, Adjudication, and Corrections)", for e~ample, 
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FIGURE 1. 4: ESTIMATED STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
MARYLAND CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS AND POPULATION FOR THE 

GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF TUE COllNTIES FOR FY. 1977 

Total $ (Law 
Enforcement, Ad

judication, & Cor-
rections) 

18000 24000 30000 36000 42000 48000 54000 60000 66000 72 00 78000 

POPULATION X 101 
CORRELATION 
COEFFICIENT CONSTANT SLOPE ELASTICITY R2 

.99 -428.84 .3021 1.05 .99 

.96 357.52 .0388 .75 .93 

$ Corrections/Treatment .88 178.07 .0969 .94 

.99 

.78 

TOTAL $2 .99 106.75 .4378 .97 

lIncludes juvenile and adult c~iminal law ~nforcement costs. 
2Includes the costs of .operating the Criminal (Adult) Justice System plus the estimated 

cost of juvenile law enforcement. 
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gives the "expected" criminal justice costs for the geographic groupings 

based on the populations of the geographic groupings for FY 1977. Listed 

below the graph is th~~relevant descriptive information. 

An example of how the "expected" criminal justice ,costs based On geo

graphic grouping population and as measured by the regression line compare 

to the "actual" criminal justice costs for the geographic· groupings was 

given earlier and wi.ll not be repeated here. The remaining narrative 

provides an overview of the results of the regression. 

Based on these regression and correlation results, it appears that 

the variation in criminal justice c~sts, both overall and in each of the 

functional areas, can be explained to a large extent by the variation in 

population across the geographic groupings. In particular, it appears that 

the cost of operating the criminal justice system in an area increases in 

proportion to the population.of the area. This stat~ment is based on the 

fact that the correlation coefficients are all close to 1 (it should be 

stressed that no cCiusality is necessarily being implied bet.ween the cri.minal 

justice costs and population). 

As stated previously, the s.lope coefficients represent the change in 

criminal justice costs corresponding on the average to .an incr.ease of one 

in the population. Thus, it appears that an increase of 1,000 in the pOJ?u-

lation of an area corresponds to an increase 0f approximately $43,780 in 

total criminal justice costs (including juvenile law enforcement costs) 

for the area. This $43,780 is estimated to be distributed among the 

f4nctional components of the area's criminal justice system in the 

following manner: criminal law enforcement costs (includes both (adult) 

criminal and juvenile costs) would appear to increase on the average by 
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$30,210, the criminal adjudication costs approximately $3,880 and the 

corrections/treatment costs an estimated $9,690~ should the total popu-

l'ation of the area increase by 1,000. 

Again, the elasticity coefficient can be thought of as the percentage 

change in criminal justice costs resulting from a 1% change in population. 

It isa relative measure and indicates whether criminal justice costs tend 

to increase faster, slower or at the same rate as the population. Thus, 

the estimated elasticity coefficient of .99 associated with total criminal 

justice costs and population indicates that the total criminal justice 

cost.s tend to increase at about the same rate as the population. In the 

law enforcement area on the other hand, the associated criminal law enforce-

ment costs (criminal adult and, juvenile) tend to increase at the rate of 

an estimated 1.05% when the population increases by 1.0%, a slightly 

faster rate. In the adjud~cation and corrections/treatment area, it was 

estimated that the associated criminal ju~tice costs would increase at the 

rate of about .75% and .94% respectively corresponding' to a 1% increase in 

population. The .75'elasticity rate may suggest that certaJ.n economies 

of scale might exist in the adjudication area. That is, the larger juris-

dictions would appear to have a lower adjudication cost per "case" (i.e., 

per defendant proc,essed) than the smaller jurisdictions on the average. 

Alternatively, this might suggest that adjudication costs tend to respond 

more slowly to increases in population. 

Appendix C.l contains graphs of the estimated criminal (adult) jU,stice 

costs for each functional area with population. Drawn in on each graph is 

the estimated regression line. As mentioned previously, these graphs pro-

vide a visual display of how the individual geographic grouping observations 
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on criminal justice costs and population deviate from the estimated regressi.on • 
line. If one thinks of the estimated regression line as represen~ing a 

type of "average" or expected relationship existing between the costs and 

population then jurisdictions ~-Jhose observations On costs and population 

lie above the estimated regression line might be said to have relatively 

high operational costs (depending on how far above the estimated regression 

line the points occur). Alternatively jurisdic~ions whose observations on 

cost and population. lie below the estimated regression line could be said 

to have relatively low o'perational costs, depending on how far below the 

estimated regression line the points occur. 

3. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the FY 1~77 Criminal 
Justice Costs and Reported Part I'" (includes"other-assauitsf-Offenses 

Figure 1.5 describes the relationship between criminal, jJlstice costs 

and the level of crime as measured by the number of actual Part 1* (incl~des 

other assaults) offenses reported. or known to the police. The estimated 

FY 1977 criminal justice costs for each of the functional areas** (i.e., law 

enforcement, adjudication and corrections/treatment) as well as the total 

estimated FY 1977 criminal justice costs were regr'essed against the number 

of actual Part 1* (includes other assau,lts) offenses reported or known 

to the police in FY 1977 for each geogr.aphic grouping. As in Figure 1.4, 

the lines drawn on the graph are the four estimated regression lines which 

were calculated. Listed under the figure is the relevant descriptive in-

formation. 

Here too it appears that the variation in criminal justice costs, both 

overall and in each of the functional areas can be explained to a large 

*Part I offenses include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggra
vated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 
**See Table 1. 8 for a listing of the costs used. In general only costs in-' 
curred in the processing of criminal (adult) offenders were used. In the law 
el}forcement area, however, the costs of handling juvenile offenders were also 
included. 
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FIGURE 1.5: ESTIMATED STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BE EN MARYLAND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS J~D THE NUMBER OF OFFENS REPORTED TO 
THE POLICE FOR TilE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF THE OUNTIESFOR 

FY 1977 

Total $ 
(Law Enforcement, 

Adjudication, & 
Corrections) 

4000 8000 12000 16000 20aoO 24000 28000 32000 36000 40000 44000 48000 52000 
10F ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED OR KNOWN TO POLICE 

\ 
ELASTICITY CRIMINAL JUSTICE CORRRLATION 

COSTS2 COEFFICIENT CONSTANT SLOPE 

$ Law Enforcement1 .97 1643.04 .4141 .80 .93 

$ Adjudication .92 641.60 .0521 
(District & Circuit) 

.56 .84 

$ Corrections/Treatment .93 668.24 .1441 .77 .86 

$2 .97 2952.88 .6102 
TOTAL 

.76 .95 

1Inc1udes juvenile and adult criminal law enforcement costs. d 
2Includes the costs of operating the Criminal (Adult) Justice System plus the estimate 
cost of juvenile law enforcement. 

,/ 
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extent by variations in the level of reported offenses (i.e., the number of 

actual Part I (includes other assaults) offenses reported or known to police) 

across the geographic groupings. This statement is based on the fact that 

the R2 coefficients are all relatively close to 1. Again it should be stressed .} 
iJI 

that these results do not imply a causal relationship between the two vari-

abIes (i.e., criminal justice costs and level of crime). Using. the slope 

coefficients, the estimated increase in cost corresponding to an increase 

of 100 reported Part I (inc.ludes other assaults) offenses can be calculated. 

Thus, we see that an increase of 100 in the number of .Part I (plus other a.s"" 

saults) crimes repor.ted to the police corresponds on the average to an in-
. 'I 

crease of approximately $61,020 in ,total criminal justice costs (includes , 
I 

law enforcement juvenile justice costs). This $61,020 is estimated to be 

distributed across the functional areas in the following manner. The 

cost of operating the law enforcement component of the criminal justice 

system (includes both (adult) criminal and juveriile justice costs) isesti-
< 

mated to increase on the average by about $41,410, the costs of operating 

the adjudication area is estimated to increase about $5,210, and the cor-

rection/treatment area costs are estimated to increase on the average 

i 
about $14,410 should the nw~er of Part I (includes other assaults) offenses 

reported to the police increase by 100. 

In this application the elasticity coefficient is a relative measure 

indicating whether criminal justice c.osts tend to increase faster, slower 

or at the same rate as the level of reported crime (i.e., the number of actual 

Part I (includes other assaults) offenses reported or known to the police). 

Since the elasticity coefficients listed in Figure 3 are all less than one, 

';"" 

it appears that criminal justice costs, ,both overall and in each of the 

funetional arens, 'increase at a slower rate than the. level of reported 

crime, (Le., the number of actual Part I (includes other assaults) 

offenses reported). Th~ costs in the adjudication area in particular 

appear to increase at a .much slower rate than reported crime, at an esti-

mated rate o~ about .56%'for each 1% increase in rep~rted crime. ,This 

would appear to imply that while criminal justice costs increase faster 

than population, (except for the adjudication area and to a lesser extent 

the corrections/treatment area) the costs do not keep up with tne number of 

Part I (includes other assaQlts) offenses reported to the police {par.ticu'-

larly in the adjudication and to a slightly lesser extent the corrections 

Appendix C.l· contains graphs of the actual criminal justicl~ costs for 

each functional area with the number of offenses reported or known to the 

police. The estimated regression line has been drawn in on each graph. 

Additionally, all the geographic' groupings are labeled on, the gl:aphs so that 

comparisons between the individual jurisdictional ~riminal justice related 

costs and reported crimes can be made with the estimated regression 

line; 

4. Estim~ted Statistical Relationship Between the FY1977 C~imi~ql 
Justice'Costs an~Reported Adult Arrests 

Table 1.9 lists the criminal (adult) justice related costs by functional 

area (Le., law enforcement, adjudication, and corrections/treat~ent) and 

the values of the criminal (adult) justice related indicator (i.e., ~dult 

arrests) used in the regression and correlation analysis. The adjudication 
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TABLE 1.9: COMPARISON OF ~STiMATED CRIMINAL (~ULT) 
JUSTICE COSTS AND ADU~T ARRESTS - FY 1977 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS 
(IN T~OU~ANDS OF $) 

GEOGRAPHIC TOTAL (LAW ADULT J..AW ADJUDJ;- 'CORR~- TOTAL 
GROUfING ENF,ADJUD ENFORCE,.. CATION~ TIO~S;3 ADuLT 

" CORRS) MENTI AlUtesTS 

Ba~ t:I.moz:e Ci ty $ 89177.4 $ 35504.6 $ 11361.0 $ 4231,1.8 47,869 

Dorche8t~r, Somerset, 7301.6 3048.3 1244.2 3009.1 4,958 
Wicomico, Worce~te~ (6.3) (4.8) (7.~) (8,6) (7.4) 

Caroline, Ceci+, Kent, 6523.8 2708.3 ~381.4 74,34.1 3,663 
Que~n Anne's, Talbot (5:6) (4.3) 0.9) (7.0) (5.5) 

Calvert, Charles, 5371.8 2728.5 875.2 17613.1 3,279 
St. ~ary's (4.6) (4.3) (5.0) (~.l) (4.9) 

PriI\c~ George's 24836.0 11894.9 3216,7 9724.4 13,297 
(2l.5) (18.8) (18.5) (27.9) (19.8) 

17783.7 10827.6 2839.1 4117.0 9,439 
Ko~t80mery (15.4) (17.1) (16.3~ (11.8) (;1.4.1) 

l36~0.2 8938.2 1864.0 2858.0 9 ,~!J6 
J,nne Arundel (U..8) (14.1) (10.7) (8.2) (13.8~ 

206DO.8 12457.3 ' 2551.5 5592.0 lO,6P7 
Baltimore (17.8) (19.7) (14.7) (16.0) (15.~) 

'" 4375.6 2287.7 700.4 1387.5 3,~24 
HjlrioJ:"d (3.8) (3.6) (4.0) (4.0) (5.0) 

4011.6 2065.~ 757.0 1189.5 2,481 
Howard (3.5) (3.3) (4.3) (3.4) (3.7) 

2163.8 1313.8 3~9.6 510.4 1,329 
Carroll (1.9) (2.1) (2.0) (1.5) (2.0) 

frederi~k, 5954.6 3331.0 1028.2 1595.4 3,962 
Washington (5.1) (5.3) (.5.9) (4.6) (5.9) 

Allegany, 3040.8 1694.1 6l5.9 730.8 1,429 
Gflrrett (2.6) (2.7) (3.5) (2.1) (2.1) 

TO~L $ljl.S624.3 $63294.8 $174l~.2 $34916.3 67,054 
(less Baltimore City) 

) m % of Total (l~_ Baltimore City). 

-,< 

, .1Does not include th~ estimated law enforcement post of handling juven~le •• 

2 Includes only the judicial, prosecution an4 public defe~e costs of handling criminal 
cases in the District a~4 pircuit Courts. Does not includ~ lqc.l jail pre-trial detentio~ 
c9st~. S~e TaQle 1.2. 

3 II\cludes all Corrections ~osts as note4 on Table 1.2 plua 'the local jail pre-trial 
detention costs. ' 
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and corrections/treatment area ~osts arc the same as those listed in 

Table 1.8. Only the law enforcement and louil. costs differ since the 

estimated law enforcement cbst of handlir:g juveniles is not included, 

As in Table 1.8, the Baltimore City information is listed dp the table 

although these figures are not used when calculating the regression, 

correlation, anu elasticity coefficients. Additionally, the percentage 

or portion of the totals accounted for by the individual geographic groupings 

have been included. An examination of these percentages indicates, among 

other things, that the distribution of criminal (adult) justice costs 

across the geographic groupings j.s very similar to the distribution of the 

adult arrests. That is, the criminal {adult) justice costs for an area 

appear to increase ~n proportiop to the number of adult arrests reported 

in the area. Again, it should be stressed that these results.do not imply 

a causal relationship between the two vari~lbles (1. e., criminal justice 

costs and adult arrests). 

Figure 1.6 describes the statistical relationship estim&ted to exist 

between the specifically crimin~l (adult) justice costs and adult arrests. 

The estimated FY 1977 criminal (adult) justice costs hy geographic. grouping . ' 

for each of the functional areas (i.e., law enforcement, adjudication, and 

corrections/treatment) as y'l~"ll as thl,?; total estimated crilllinal (adult) justice 

costs by geographic grouping were regressed against the number of adult ar-

rests reported by the same geographic groupings. The lines dra¥U on the graph 

are the fou,):" es~cimatecl regression lines which were calculated. Listecl below 

the graph is the. relevant descriptive information. It would appear based on 

the values of the correlation coefficients that the variation across the 

geographic groupings in criminal (adult) justice costs,' both overall and 
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FIGURE 1.6: ,ES1IHATEP STATISTI~AL ~LAT~ONSHIP BETWEEN 
MARYLAND CRIMINAL JUSTICE COSTS ANI> TO'f~ ADULT ARRESTS 
FOR 1HE GEOGRAPHIC GRQuPI~GS of ~ COUNTIES FOR FY 1977 

otal $ '" '"' III 

8 
(Law Enforcement. 

III 15000 
to) 
~ 

'"' 
. 

III 

S; 1~000 

I '000 
to) 

6000 

3000 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE CORRELATIOli. 
COSTS2 CO~FFICIENT 

$ Law Enforcement1 .97 

$ Adjl,ld;f,cation 
(Di~~rict & Cireuit) .97 

$Correct1Qos/Treatmen~ .91 

TOTAL $2 .99 

TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS 

CONSTANT SLOPE 

.. 647.01 1.0:197 

165.n ~:>;'jOO 

-408.11 .5938 . 

-889.32 1.8835 

Adju~ication. & Cor
:,e!:~ions) 

ELASTICITY a2 

1.12 .94 

.89 .93 

;1..14 .83 

1.09 .97 

lInc1udes only ~~ti~ted adult crim1ual law eD~orcement costs: 
. :;:Inc1~es ooly the. costs of op.ratin~ the CFiJliual (Adult) Justice S.vsteDl. 
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in each of the functional areas, can be explained to a larg~ extent by 

variations in the number of adult arrests reported by these same geographic 

'groll[ringf.>. rn pl,lrt:lcular, it appoi.1rH tlw Nlt'inwl:f'd r.riminal (adult) justiee 

costs for an area in(~rease in proporlltlll to lllc· number of adult arrests 

in the area. 

USing the slope coefficients the estimated increase in cost corresponding 

to an increase of 100 adult arrests can be calculated. Thus we see that an 

increase in the number of adult arrests of 1.00 corresponds on the average 

to an increas~ of approximately $188,350 in total criminal justice costs. 

This increase in costs is estimated tl!> be distributed among the functional 

components of the criminal (adult) justice system in the following manner. 

Criminal (adult) law enforcement costs for an area are estimated to increase 

~,n the average about $105,970 with each increase of 100 adult arr~sts while 

the adjudication area costs and the criminal related costs of operating 

the corrections/treatment area are estimated to increase on the average 

ahout $23,000 and $59,380 respectively with each increase of 100 adult 

arrests. 

In this application, the elasticity coefficient is a relative measure 

indicating whether criminal (adult) justice costs tend to increase faster, 

Blower or at the same rate as adult arrests. Thus, the elasticity co~fficient 

of 1.09 associated with total criminal (adult) justice cOsts and adult 

arrests indicates that criminal (adult) justice C.osts are estimated to in-

crease at a somewhat faster rate than adult arrests. Similarly, the elasticity 

coefficients of 1.12 and 1.14 associated with law enforcement costs and the 

corrections/treatment area costs respectively indicate .that the costs.of 

operating these two compone.nts of the criminal justice system are estimated 
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to increase at the rates of 1.12% and 1.14% respectively fot each 1% increase 

in adult arrests. 

The adjudication area On the other hand has an elasticity coefficient 

I.t'HI-l than one implying that these costs are estima ted to increase at a 

::;Jowee rate than adult arrests. That is, [or each 1%' increase in adult 

arrests, the adjudication area's costs are estimated to increase .89%. 

One possible explanation is that the adjudication area is more easily 

able to adjust their resources to compensate for changing caseloads than 

either the law enforcemfmt area or the corrections/treatment area. That 

is, the adjudication area would appear to exercise more options or ways 

to handle changing caseloads. LatEr sections of the rel'ort will deal with 

adjudication at the District and Circuit Court levels separately. 

Appendix C.l contains graphs of the actual criminal (adult) justice 
I 

J costs [or each functional area with the number of adult arrests. 

The estimated regression line has been dra~m in on each graph. Additionally, . . 

all the geographic groupings are labeled on the graphs so that comparisons 

between the individual jurisdictional criminal justice related costs and 

I adult arr~sts can be made with the estimated regression lin€:o 
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CHAPTER II. LAW ENFORCEMENT COSTS AND PROCESSING 

In this chapter of the report the distribution of the costs and re-

sources (i.~., sworn personnel) associated with the law enforcement 

runc.tional area of the Criminal Justice System in Maryland is examined. 

As in the previous chapter, tables displaying the information by geographic 

groupings of the counties and' Baltimore City are included in Section A 

and an analysis ot.the data using the statistical techniques of simple 

linear regression and correlation is included in Section B of this chapter.* 

The law enforcement and criminal law enforcement costs shown include 

law enforcement agency personnel and operating costs for FY 1977. They 

do not typically include capital costs unless of a minor or frequently 

recurr:i,ng nature nor do they include the costs associated with capital 

debt service on buildings or facilities. In most instanc~~ the law enforce-

ment costs and resources (Le., st.Torn personnel) associated with the pro-

'cessing of f,ldult and juvenile offenders for the geographic groupings were. 

estimated based on the best information readily available to the Governor's 

Commission staff.** 

*While not 'specifically required, some prior understanding of regression 
and correlation analysis would be beneficial in reviewing Sec~ion B of this 
chapter. Those persons interested only in an overview for FY 1977 of the law 
enforcement costs and resources should lim.it their review of this chapter to 
Section A. 
**Law Enforcement agency questionnaires (se_e Appendix_D.1. for. a. c:;opy of the 

~:}!'~l" 
',. 

questionnaire) were sent to 106 law enfo~cement agencies (county and municipal~.-ex~ 
cluding sheriff's) throughout the State. Completed questionnaires were received 

. from 55 law' enforcement agencies including the four urban county police de
partIE~g.t!L"!n.d_._t.hl?_ Iiqw.?-r,9- C~!ln..t.Y. P9. . .'J.:tC!? l?l?partmentas~el:L ~§ ..!ll9,~t .. _.o.f the? 
large municipaJ, police departments. The Baltimore City Police Department re
sponded t9 1;l1e q:ue$1;ionn,a.:i,.re by sybmitting a copy of its 1976 AnJ1\!~l. a~portt 
Estimates found in this report on the portion cif time spent by law enforcement 
agencies on criminal versus non-criminal and tr.affic acti,vitle§ as well as 
on-the-street activities were estimated based on the 55 law enforc~1ii~nt agen.cy 
responses to the questionnaire. Since the Balt;i,ntore City Police Department 
did not respond to the specific questions on the. questionnaire, secondary
sources (i.e., City budget, folice Department Annual Report, UCR ~eported 
sworn personnel) h~d ~o b~ u~ed along with estimates &~rived from the other 
agency questionnaires (most. 1l0taQly Prince George's County) to derive the 
approximate estimates shown in this report for the City. A more complete de
s.cription of' the sources of the cost and resource data is includedln the foot
notes of the appropriate tables.' 
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Finally, it should be ~oted that ~hroughout this chapter except where 

stated otherwise, "criminal" refers to law enforcement activities directed 
I 

at both adults and juveniles for criminal acts. 

A. A Description of the FY 1977 Law Enforcement Costs and Resources 

Table 2.1 is a comparison by level of government of the FY 1977 law 

enforcement sworn personnel and costs. Estimates o,f the number of sworn 

"on the street" personnel as well as criminal sworn and criminal sworn "on 

the street" personnel are included. Additionally, the total law enforce-

ment cost::;, the State Aid to pplice and·the total estimated criminal law 

enforce~ent and State Aid to police costs are included. 

In br.ief, "on the street" personnel refers to those personnel primarily 

engaged in law enforcement (e.g., traffic. and crime patrol, criminal investi-

gat ion) as opposed to those pri.mari1y engaged in administrative work. Crimi-
. . 

nal "on the street" personnel refers to the equivalent number of full-time people 

that would be needed to work on just criminal (includes juvenile) relaj:ed 

law enforcement activities.' In most instances a sworn law enforcement· 

officer's time is divided between administrative duties and "on the street" 

activities, both criminal (adult and juvenile) and non-criminal (traffic, 

miscellaneous complaints). The equivalent number of full-time personnel 

which would have been needed to handle the FY 1977 law enforcement criminal 

reiated and "o~ the street" workloads (assuming full-time devotion to these 

activities) were' estimated. The percentages of the sworn law enforcement 

personnel~. time that were devoted on the average to criminal (includes 

juvenile) related law enforcement activities and "on the street" lawen-' 

forcement (both criminal and non-criminal) w~re estimated based on responses 

to the Commission staff "Law Enforcement Agency Questionnaire" and agency 
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TABLE 2.1: COHPARISON BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT SWORN P.ERSONNEL AND COSTS, 19.76 -1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SWORN PERSONNEL LAW ENFoRCEMENT COSTS (IN THOUSANDS OF 

LEVEL OF' TOTAL 
GOVERNHENT TOTAL

I ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIHATED TOTAL ESTIMATED STATE AID 
SWORN SWORN CRIHlrL CRIHINAL LAW CRIMINAL LAW . TO POLICE14 

"ON TIlE STREET,,2 "ON THE STREET" SWORN. ENFORCEHENT ENFORCEMENT 

Hunicipal 941 8673 7603 7033 $lS,S17 .68 $12,48S.011 
$3,350.4 

Gounty (Includes 6,786 5,10S3 4,2893 3,1763 $187,689.29 $109,053.011 $48,808.4 
Baltimore City) . 

Sheriff 898 Not Estimated 3535 Not Estlmated $S,4l5.3l0 $5,415.310 
$2,354.7 

State Police 1,494 1,0094 . 7916 4886 $39,076;69 $17,597.812 
$234.0 

Other 

Total 

7 Not Readily 
$1,648.i

3 1,221 Not Estimated Not Estimated Not Estimated Available -
11,340 6,193 $24.7 ,698.7 $146,199.4 $54,747.5 

lUCR "Annual Law Enforcement Employee Data" Report - 1977. 

2Nwnoe l: of sworn personnel assuming the equivalent of full-time assignment to criminal work. 

3Estimated based on responaes to COIIIIIIission staff "Law Enforcement Agency Questionnaire" and agency budgets &,,4 annual reports. 

4"Karyland State Police. Authorized Sworn Personnel Report (7/1/n)" includes only Field Operations and Investigation Divisions. 

5Based on Maryland State Poli·ee questionnaire for State Aid "for Police Protection - percent of Sheriff's Department time spent on 
law enforcement actiVities. 

6Based on-Commission staff analyais of criminal workload using Maryland State Police trooper perfo~~anceinformat1on. 

7Includes sworn personnel in law enforcement in pal'U -aDd toll facilit1ea, campus police, port adminiatration police, lIatural 
Resources police, Sparrows Point "Police. 

8Based on actual FY 1976 expenditures as ·found in the State Aid for Police Protection ·Fund Annual Report. 

9Fy 1977 Budgets. 

10Bued.on actuai FY 1976 expenditures as found in the State Aid for Police Protection Fund Annual Report (does not include reaident 
trooper expenditures); does not include Sheriff expenditures for non-law enforcement actiVities as determined by Maryland State Poliae 

11' . 
Elltimated based on responses to COIlIlIIission s.taff "Law I!nforceme.nt Agency ·Qcestionn:1irc" and agency budgets and annual reports • 

.. 12Based on COIIlIllission staff analysis uSl,ing Maryland State Police trooper perforuance information. 
13 

Estilnated based .on arrest figures for "other" law enforcement agencies and the average cost per arrest based on the municipal, 
-county, and State data. • 

l4State Aid for Polic~·Protection. Annual Report, June 30, 1977; State Police State Aid is FY 1977 budgeted funds for resident troopers. 

lSEstimated based on responses to CO!lll1lission ataff "Law Enforcement Agency Ques tlonnaire." 

'I.: 

$) 

ESTIMATED 
C!UMItlAL 
STATE AID 
TO POLICE14,lS 

$2,717.9 

$27,589.3 

$2,354.7 

$105.4 

-

$32,767.3 
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budgets and annual reports. These estimated percentages were tpen applied 

to the appropriate number of sworn law enforcement p~rsonn~l to determine 

the 'equivalent full-time number of personnel wh~ch would have been ~eeded 

to ha.ndle the FY 1977 law enforcement criminal, "on the st1:'e~t", and 

criminal "on the street" workloads. 

for example; as noted in the table there were 10,119 sworn ~aw enforce

ment personnel (does not include law enforc~ment personnel in "other" police 

departments, see footnote 7, Table 2.1) in Maryland in FY 1977 of which the 

equivalent of an estimated 6,193 full-time p,~s?~nel were needed ~o handle 

criminal (includes juvenile) related law enforcement activities*' (includes 

investigation, preventive patrol, arrest and booking, cpurt time). Simi

lar:\.y, it was estimated that approximately 75.7%'of the 9,?~1'sworn l'aw 

enfprcement personnel (or the equivalent of 6, 9~1 f~1l-time "q~"tile "street" 

personnel) in Mu~icipal, Gounty and State Police law enforcement agencies r 

tiUle was devoted to "on the street" activities. A 1at~r portion of this 

section will exam1ne the variation in the n~be~ of criminal sworn law 

,enfprcement personnel and the .criminal sworn "on the street" per~onnel i,n 

terms of the variation in three criminal justioe related indicators {i.e., 

level of reported Part 1** (includes other assaults) offenses, arrests, 

and jurisdiction population) across the geo~fqppic groupings for FY 1977.' 

. -.. - ...... -.. 

*nasecl on the fact that approximate'iY"61.2% of tqe"lQ.l19 S~9l',"l1 law enforce-
ment p~rsonnel's time was devoted to crimi~al r~l~ted law ~rtfp~cement activit~es. 
Therefore, the number of equivalent fllil-time sworn law en~orcement personnel.. 
associated with just criminal related law enforcement activities was estlmated 
to be 10,119 times' .612 or 6,i93: .' 

**Part'I offenses include criminal homicide, forc~ble rape, robbery, aggra
vated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 
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. The total law enforcement costs in Mar.yland ihFY 1977 were appr.oximately 

$247,698,700 (does not include costs associated with Hother" law enforcement 

cigencies, e.g., c.ampus poliee, port administl1atiol1 police, Natural Resources 

police, Sparrows Point Police), Of these costs it was est~mated that nearly 

60% or $1/t4, 551, 100 (does not include criminal costs associated with "other" 

law enforcement agencies) were specifically associated with law enforcement 

activitiel? d~iected at both adults and juveniles for'crimin~l acts. Ad-

ditionally, it was estimated based On arrests reported by the "othElril law 

enforcement ag~ncies thatthe.y incurred $1,648',300 in costs for, ~riminaJ 
, ' , 

(includes ju'ven'fle) i~w ~nf?rcementactiviti~s. The. total State ,A:id to 

police contr~butions (included in the, total law enforcem,~n<qnd estimated 

,criminal 'law ,en:Eorce~ent costs) in FY 197'7 c~me' to $54,747,500., Of this 

$54,741,500 ityas es,timated that approximately 59.9% (i.e.,. 

32,767,30Q' X., 100 = .59.9'%) 6r $32,,767, 300 wa~ sper!if:i~ally "qssociated with 
54,747,500 
crjmind,l (in~lude's juvenile) related law 'e~forceme'nt' acti';:i:ti~s. 

" , 
The n~xt four tables' provide more detailed ':J,nfprmati,on qn th~ costs 

and resources i (1. e., .sworn personnel) assoc'iated with the law ~nforcement 

functional 'a;ea 'by the geo'graph,ic 'groupings of th~'.co,unties 'a~d Baltimore 

Ci ty. ,'c 'Spec,i£ically, 'fable 2.2 is a comparison of sworn law Efnforcement 

*As noted previously, 'the Baltimore City P,olice Depar,tment pid not respond 
to the specific.q,uestions on th,e la\-{enforcement questionnaire (see Appendix 
D.l? s~nt out; by, this office. As stich,: secondary' sources' (i:e." City, budget, 
Poll,ce Depart,ment Annual Report,' UCR reported sworn personpel) had to be used 
along with esn~ates derived from the p,ther large police departments responding 
to the questionpaire tq ,derive the appr.oximate ,estimates shown in t.his report 
for the City. ,Any substantial dif.fer,ences· in the' estimat;es used frc.m actual 
time spent. by the Baltirl10re City Police Department' on criminal versus non
criminal, activities as w~ll as administrative support versus "on the street" 
qctivities could well, affect the estimates used j:i1 this r~~~rt of criminal 
(includes juvenile) law enforcement personnel and costs 'for Baltimore City 
as well as ~he State-wide totals.' 
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personnel by geographic grouping and type of law enforcement agency. Th~ 

total number of sworn law enforcement personnel employed by the MUIlicipal 

police departments, County police departments (includes Baltimore City), 

Sheriffs' offices and the State Police in FY 1977 are given fqr each geo-

graphic grouping as well as the respective numbers of est:imated full-time 

equivalent sworn personnel associated with criminal (includes juvenile) 

re1a~ed law enforcement activities (e.g., preventive patrol, investigation, 

arrest and booking, court'time). For example the large urban counties 

Prine'e George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel and Baltimor~ together repre$E;!nted 

4,57'8 or 45.2% of the 10,1.19 total reported sworn law enforcement perS(>Ul;lel 

in Maryland'in FY 1977. It was estimated that approximately 60.6% of their 

time was associated with criminal (includes juvenile) related law enforce-

ment activities or equivalently that an estimated 2,773 of the 4,578 swor~ 

. personne], would have been needed to work full-time on c;'fimina,l (adult and 

juven:ile), law enforcement activities as reported by these four counties 

in FY 1977. 

Also included in Table 2.2 for each geographic grouping are the per~ 

centage distributions of the total sworn and estimated' full-time equivalent 

criminal sworn law enforcement personnel by type of law enforcement agency. 

For example, of the 10,119 total sworn personnel, ·7,727 or 76.4% were from 

Municipal'and County police departments*, 898 or 8.9% were from Sheriffs' 

offices and 1,494 or 14.8% were from the State Police. Simi1ar1~of the 

estimated 6,193 full-time equ:i,valent criminal sworn personnel, 81.5% were 

estimated to have been employed by Municipal and County police departments*, 

"~The Baltimore City sworn personnel are included under the county police 
department figures. 
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TABLE 2.2: COMPARISON OF LAW ENFORCEHENT S~RN PERSC1lNEL BY THE 
GEOGRAPIlIC GROUPINGS ANll TYPE OF LAW r.wORCEHENT AGENCY, 1976-1917 

'-:, 

NllHBI!I!. OF S~!L.'l LAW ENFORCflIENT PERSONNEL 1 ESTJ;KATFll h~ OF CRDlINAL S~RN LAW &.'lFORCEME~ PERSONNEL4 

" 
ESTIMATEIl MUNICIPAL COUNTY SHERIPF i TOTAL

2 
, MUNICIPAL COUNTY SHERIFF STATE POLICE ·TOTAL ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED 

SWORN S~RN SWORN SWORN SWORN CRnUNAL CRIMINAL CRIMINAL CRIMINAL 
SllORN SlIORN5 SWORN5 SWORN6 

, 
3,481 3,410 71 1,947 1,947 

(34.4) [98.0] [Z.O) (31.4) [100.0] 

342 179 68 95 240 143 38 
(3.4) [52.3] [19.9] [27.8] (3.9) [59.6] [15.8] 

348 88 58 202 209 73 25 
(3.4) [25.3] [16.7] [58.0] (3.4) (34.9] [12.0] 

235 19 113 103 197 18 95 
(2.3) [8.1) [48.1) [43.8) , (3.2) [9.1] .[48.2) 

.1,345 137 868 213 127 736 108 5:31 21 
(13.3) [10.2] [64.5] [lS.8) [9.4] (11.9) [14.7] [72.1] [2.9] 

925 57 768 63 37 528 44 454 10 
(9.1) [6.2) [83.0) [6.8) [4.0] (8.5) [8.3] [86.0] [1.9] 

650 93 39'6 26 135 486 76 315 -
(S.4) [14.3] [60.9) [4.0] [20.8) (7.8) [15.6] [64.8) 

1,6583 - 1,205 29 4243 1,023 - 960 --
(16.4) [72.7] [1.7) [25.6] (16.5) [93.8} 

268 64 129 75 237 56 116 
(2.6) [23.9] [48.1] [28.0] (3.8) [23.6] [48.9] 

210 - 139 12 59 115 ' - 82 -
(2.1) [66.2) [5.7) [28.1] (1.9) [71.3) 

119 26 22 71 92 22 6 
(1.1) [21.8) [18.5] [59.7] (1.5) [23.9] [6.5] 

350 178 59 113 235 134 21 
(3.5) [50.9) [16.9] [32.3) (3.8) , [57.0) [8.91 

188 100 35 53 1411 86 21 
(1.9) [53.2] [18.6] [28.2] (2.4) [58.1) [14.2] 

10,119 941 6,786 898 1,494 6,193 760 4,289 353 
[9.3] [67.1] [8.9] [14.8] [l2.3] [69.3] [5.7] 

NOTE: ) • % of Column "Stat.-vide" Total. ) • % of rev "Geo8raphle Groupina" Total. 

IUCR -"AnnualL4w Enforc .... nt EIIp1oy •• Dats" Iteport - 1977. 

luoes not include 1,221 avorn personnel in such law enforcement aseneiee .. parks aDd toll facilities, natural raaourcee police, 
C&lllpUS police, port acha1n1atration police, State Fin "auh.ll, Spar~"". Poiotpolic •• 

3Incl udea s .. orn personnel in Stat. Police Headquartero in l'ikesville; Maryland State Police £iaur •• on authorhed avorn peraonnel 
as of 7/1/77 show approximately 107 avorn personnel at ,the troop level 1 .. Baltlllore County. 

4Th1s is the estlmated "umbe~ of worn .personnel reql1ind for criminal activity .. s.-ina they could wo~k full-tille on crlllinal 
activities. 

SEstimated based on responses to COlllllission Btnff "Law f,;nforcement Agency Qu.St1.onna1re" .. nd.asency budaet. end .nnual reports. 

6Bas'l.d' on Maryland State Police questionnaire for State Aid for Police P~otection - % of Sheriff's Dep.rtment tille spent on law 
enfq,!'cement activities. 

7Ba'ned on Commission staff analysis of criminal workload usin~ Haryland State Police trooper perfomance information, "criminal II 
htOadquarters staff (including investigation 'division) arc distributed amons ·the jurisdiction. baaed on trOOP aDd bllrrackti level 
.'orklosd. 

" 

STATE l'(L ICE 
ESTIMATED 
CRIMINAL 
SWORN7 

59 
(24.6] 

111 
[53.11 

84 
[42.6} 

76 
[10.3) 

20 
[3.8] 

95 
[19.5] 

63 
[6.2] 

65 
[27.4} 

33 
[28.7) 

64 
[69.ii) 

80 
[34.0] 

41 
[27.7] 

791 
[12.8] 

. 
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t1pprnxlmatl'ly 5.7% by Sheriff:;>' Orrrel'H :tlld 12.8% by the State Poljc(~. 

Tnble 2.3 compares law enforcemen t cot-;ts by geographic group;i.ng and 

1..Y1lt' or lllw ('nforcemtmt agency. Thl! totnl law enforcement costs as well 

aM those ~osts specifically associated with law enforcement activities 

directed at adult and juvenile crimin~l activities are included for each 

geographic grouping by type of law enforcement agency. The costs shown 

in Table 2.3 do not include the costs of operating "other" law enforcement, 

agencies (e.g., parks and toll facility police, campus' police). As in 

Table 2.2, 'the percentage of the total costs across the geographic groupings 

and the percentage distribution of a geographic groupings total costs 

by type of law enforcement agency are included. For example, Baltimore 

(:ify nnd the four large urban counties together incurred 82.1% of the 

lotal Stut~-wide $247,698,700 (d~es not include operational costs of 

"other'~ police departments e.g., campus police, port administration police) 

~aw enforcement costs in FY 1977. Together they incurred ~n estimated 81.~% 

of the estimated $144,551,100 criminal (includes juvenile), law enforcement 

costs (does not include costs associated with "other" police departments, 

e.g., campus police, port admt~istration police) in FY 1977. Furthermore, 

the total State-wide $247,698,700 law enforcement costs (does not include 

'costq associated with "other" police departments) were distributed among the 

agencies in the following manner: $203,206,800 or 82.0% was incurred by 

Municipal and County police departments*, 2.2% by Sheriffs' offices and 15.8% 

by the State Police. Similarly the estimated $144,551,100 costs (does 

not include costs associated with "other" police departments, e.g., campus 

police) incurred State-wide on criminal (includes juvenile) related law 

enforcement activities in FY 1977 were estimated to have been distributed 

i'The Baltimore City COStS are included with the County police department ~ 
figures. 

II 
'f! 

64 

" 

Q 

I, 
I 

lL. 
:--c-



I • 

r 

I 
l 
JI t, 
I, 

tl ---_._--

GEOGRAPHIC 
GROUPINGS 

Baltimore City 

Dorches ter, 
SCJC:Icrset. W'1com 
ieo t Worc:vs ter 
Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, Queen 
,Anne '0 I :,,"albot 

Calvert, Charles 
St. Hary's 

Prince George '0 

Montgomety 

Anne Arundel 

Baltimore 

Harford 

Howard 

Carroll 

; rede-rick, 
nashi"8 ton 

Alle~llny, 
Garrett 

State-Wide 

TABLE 2.3: COKPIJUSOIi OF LAW ENFORCEMENT COSTS BY THE GEOGRAPIlIC GROIlPINCS 
AND TYPE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY, 1976 - 1977 

'I 

- LAW ENFORCEKEIIT COSTS (THOUSANDS OF $) ESTIliA'IED CRIIIlNAL LAW ENFORCEMENT COSTS (THOUSANDS OF $) 

TOTAL $ TOTAL $ TOTAL $ TOTAL $ , TOTAL $ ESTIllATED ESTIllATED ESTIllATED ESTIllATED 
LAW I!I1liICIPAL COlJliTY SIiEllIPil STATE CRIIIIliAL $ CRIIIlNAL $ CRIMINAL $ CRIIIlNAL $ 
l!ln>ORCEMENT POLICEI POLICE2 POLICE'+ LAW HUNICIPAL COUNTY SHERIPFJ 

ENPORC~ POLICE'S POLICE6 

$91,934.3 - $91,934 .3 - $49,005.8 - $49,005.8 
(37.1) [100.0] . (33.9) [100.0] 

6,165.5 $2,569.6 $539.7 $3,056.2 3,915.9 $2,055.0 $~39.7 
(2.5) [41. 7] [8.8] [49.6] (2.7) [52.S} [13.11] 

7,154.-8 1,110.6 370.7 5,673.5 370.7 3,755.0 918.9 
(2.9) [15.5] [5.2] [79.3} (2.6) [24.5] [9.9] 

5,990.6 232.0 2,170.2 3,588.4 4,259.5 215.9 2,170.2 
(2.4) [3.9] [36.2] [59.9] (2.9) [5.1] [50.9] 

37,832.8 2,702.2 30,929.7 190.1 4,010.8 20,532.9 2,129.3 16,530.9 190.1 
(15.3) [7.1] [81.8] -{0.5] [10.6] (14.2) [10.4] [80.5] [0.9} 

28,203.9 1,043.2 25,635.2 166.8 1,358.7 16,61309 808.5 15,256.4 166.8 
(11.4) [3.7] [90.9] [0.6} [4.8] (11.5) [4.8] [9l.5] , [l.0} 

16,946.4 1,934.5 11,079.2 - 3,932.7 12,471.1 1,570.9 8,796 •• 2 -
(6.8) {l1.4] [65.4] [23,2} (8.6) [12.6} [70.5] 

28,483.2 - 24,387.6 - 4,095.6 18,629.3 - 17,225.8 -
(11.5) [85.6] 

i [l4.4} (12.9) [92.5} 

5,415.4 949.9 1,095.9 3,369.6 3,369.7 828.3 - 1,095.9 
(2.2) (17.5] [20.2] [62.2] (2.3) [24.6] [32.5] 

" 
5,424.6 - 3,723.2 - 1,701.4 2,978.8 -- 2,237.9 

(2.2) [68.6] [31.4] (2.1) [75.1] 

2,957.5 387.4 200.1 2,370.0 1,955.3 333.5 200.1 
(1.2) [13.1] [6.8] [80.1] (1.4) [17.1) [10.2] -

7,550.7 3,194.4 440.8 3,915.5 • 4,64'7.9 2r420i~ :405~ . (3'.0) [42:3} [5.B] [51.9} (3.2) 52 '1 9.5 

3,639.0 1.393.8 241.~ 
2,356.0 1,204.7 241.0 

2[004 i~ [10.2} 
(1.5) (38.3] [6.6 55.1 (1.6) [51.1] 

~Z47 ,698. 7 $15,517.6 $187,689.2 $5,415 .3 $39,076.6 $144,551.1 $12,485 .0 $109,053.0 $5;415,3 
16;3) [75.8] [l.2} [15.a} [8.6J (75.4) [3.n 

( ) • X of Col ..... "Statevide" 'Toc:&l; l I • % of 'TOW "Geographic Grouping" Total. 
lSased :on actual l'Y 1976 exptindlture. as found in the State Aid ,for Police Protection Annual ileport. 

2F'{ 1977 Budl!eta. 

3Based on actual FY 1976 expenditure. a. found in the State Aid for Police Protection Fund Ann~al Report (doea not include 
resident trooper exp .. ndlturu). Doe. not include sheriff glq>onditures for non-lav enforc .... ent activitiea .s determined by 
Maryland State Police. 

4FY 1977 Budget (1"dudes proporUonace share of overhead asoDcieted with office of the Secretary - D.partment of Pul?l1c Safery 
and Correctional S;.rvices): cOlt allocations· acr(lSS the jur1ad~ctiona based on Muylarod State Police trooper perfGrmlnce 
inforlllllUon. 

500eo 1I0t. include estimated -crlm1nal cost .... ociated "ith "Otber" 1." ·enfurcement; ,qenclea (l.e •• parka .nd toll bc:Ultie~. 
campus police, -port admin1atraU ,n police, Nacunl Resourc" police, SParrow," Point Pol1ce)~ 

6Estimated based ,<In relpOMes to .COOIIDu81on ataff-"Lav Enfore .... nt A8 .... "Y Questi_nair."-..... aleney ,blld .. ta ,and aJllllla1 reporu. 

7Sased on CO!'II!Iisaion ataf! .. ""lysls uslnl Maryl~d Stcr.e Police trooper. performance infonoation. 

ES'IlHATED 
CRIMINAL $ 
STATE 
POLICE7 

$1,321.2 
[33.7] 

2,465.4 
[65.7] 

1,873.4 
[44.0] 

1,682.6 
[8.2] 

442.2 
[2.7] 

2,104.0 
[16.9] 

1,403.5 
[7.5} 

1,445.5 
[42.9] 

74(1.9 
(24.9] 

1,421.7 
[72.7J 

Ii7874~ 
3R.4 

910.3 
[38.6} 

$17,597.8 
[12.2} 
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tn the follow~ng manner: approximately $]21,538,000 or 84.1% was incurred 
\ 

hy ~ll1llftolpill lind Coullly pol Ie/' dC'pllrlIllI'IlIH·:'. IIpproximlltely 3.7% by the, 

HIIt,,-IIIH' OrI.ll'l'K illld 1:l.L% by till' Slilll' Polin'. 

Table 2.4 is a comparison of the estimated FY 1977 criminal (includes 

juvenile) law enforcement costs by geographic grouping and source o? funding 

(i.e., Municipal, County, and State). For this display, estimated criminal 

State Aid to police costs were separated from the estimated criminal oper-

ational costs of the Municipal and County police departments and Sh~riffs' 

offices and inc1~ded in a separate category. Included for each geographic 

grouping is the percentage distribution of their estimated criminal law 

enforcement costs by source of funding. For example, of the $146,199,400 

estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law ·enforcement costs incurred 

State-wide in FY·1977, an estjmated 6.7% or $9,767,100 were Municipal 

(i. L'., incurred by municipal police depar.tments), 57.8% or $84,524,300 

were county level (i.e., incurred by County police departments including 

Baltimore City and Sheriffs' offices) and 34.4% or $50,259,700 were State 

,(i.e., incurred by the State Police or were State Aid costs to local 

police departments). The remaining 1.1% or estimated $1,648,300 were the 

estimated criminal costs incurred by the "other" law enforcement agencies 

(e.g., ~ampus police departments, port administration police, Natural Re-

sources Police) in FY 1977. 

Table 2.5 compares the estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law 

enforcement costs, Part Iio', (plus other assaults) offenses' reported and total 
\ 

reported arrests (Part I and II) by geographic grouping and type of law 

enforcement agency.* Included in this table are the percentage d~stributions 

*The Baltimore City figures are included under the County figures. 
:~*Part I offenses include criminal homicide, forcible rape,rob1;lery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft. 
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TABLE "2.4: .(QtPAIlISOIi OF ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW mo,u:af~S IIY 'I'll! 
GEOGRAPHIC .. ItOUPINGS AND SOURCE OF FUNDING, 1976 • 1977 . 

, 
TOTAL COUNTY - CRIMINAL TOTAL STATE - CRIMINAL TOTAL TOTAL -'LAW ENF~CEliENT COSTS! (THOUSANDS OF $) LAW -Em'ORCDIENT COSTS (TROUSANDS OF $) EST •. "CRDlIffAL auNICIPAL CRX. 

GEOGRAPHIC LAW ENFORCE- LAW ENFORCE-
GROUPINGS MENT COSTS HENT COSTS COUNTY SHERIFF TOTAL STATE· 

(THOUSANDS (THOUSANDS POLICE COUNTY POLICE2 
OF $) OF. $) 

Baltimore City $49,205.5 - $31,851.4 -- $31,851.4 
[64.7] 

Dorchester, Somerset, 4,003.2 $1,673.7 - $280.9 280.9 $1,321.2 
Wicomico, Worcester [41.8] [7.0] 

Caroline, Cecil, Kent 3,755.0 610.3 -- 103.1 103.1 2,465.4 
Queen Anne's, Talbot [16.3] [2.7] 

Calvert, Charles, 4,26Q.3 157.1 - 1,508.7 1,508.7 1,873.4 
St. Mary's [3.7] [35.4] 

Prince George's 21,369.6 1,751.0 13,528.9 155.6 13,684.5 1,682.6 
[8.2] [61,.0] 

Montgomery 16,968.1 696.4 12,831.0 140.3 12,971.3 442.2 
[4.1] [76.4]" 

Anne Arundel 12,557.0 1,333.2 7,287.7 7,287.7 2,104.0 
[10.6] [58.0] 

.Baltimore 18,663.5 - 14,062.5 - 14,062.5 1,403.5 
[75.3] -

Harford 3,369.7 635.5 691.9 691.9 1,445.5 -
[18.9] [20.5] 

Howard 2,978.6 - 1,902.2 - 1,902.2 740.9 
[63.9] 

Carroll 1,955.3 228.1 - C39.8 39.8 1,421. 7 
[11. 7] [2.01' 

Frederick, 4,647.!I 1,646.2 - 112.6 112.6 1,787.1 Washington [39.7] [2.4] 

.AllegallY, Garrett 2,',65.5 835..6 - 27.7 27.7 910.3 
[33.9] [1.1] 

~te-Wide - $146,199.4 $9,767.1 $81,463.7 $3,060.6 $84,524.3 $17,597.8 
[6.71 [57.8] 

NOTE: ] m· X of row "Geographic Groul'ing" Total. 

laased on estimated criminal lr~ enforcement costs leas the estimated criminal State Aid contributions. 

2Based on. Commission staff analysis using Maryland State Police trooper performance-information: 

STATE AID3 TOTAL 
STATE 

$17,154.4 $17,154.4 
[34.9] 

640.1 1,961.3 
[49.0] 

576.2 3,041.6 
[81.0] 

720.3 2,593.7 
[60.9] 

3,414.8 5,097.4 
[23.9] 

2,564.0 3,006.2 
[17.7] 

1,746.2 3,850.2 
[30.7] 

3,163.3 4,566.8 
[24.5] 

596.8 2,042.3 
[60.6] 

335.7 1,076.6 
[36.1] I 

265.7 1,687.4 
[86.3] 

.902.0 2,689 .. 1 
[57.9] 

582.4 1,492.7 
[60.5] 

50,259.7 $32,661.9 
[34.4] 

3Based on litate ~d for Police Protection, Annual Reporc, June 30,1977 and estimated portion Of law enfo~li~l!n~ expenditures 
Ctim~na~ as t.l~tet'lllina •. fram qency respOllses to the Commission staff's "Law Enforcement Agency Questionna;t.r~," 

4Based on arrest Hgures for "other') law enforcement ·,agencies (e.g., campus police, ·port ..... inistr ... tion poUce) by jurisdiction and 
the avenl!!,t.' co~t pel~' arrest base;d on {tIunLc;lpa'l, count~·, and State Police data, 

---~-.-~-..... ------------.-.~~.--. 
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TABLE 2.5: 

- - - - ---~---

Cl~PARISON OF ESTIMATED ,CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT COSTS, OFFENSES REPORTED, AND 
ARRESTS BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS AND TYPE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY, 197& - 1977 

i 
CRIMIlIAL-LAW ENFORCEMENT1 CRIMlNAL-MUNICIPAL POLICE CRIMINAL-COUNTY POLICE CRIMINAL-SHERIFF 

STIMATED I ESTI- ESTIMA- [ESTIMATED 
GEOGRAPHIC 'OTAL TOTAL TOTAL MATED REPORTED REPOR~~ TF.D CRIM REPORTED REPORTED 'RIMlNAL REPORTED REPOR'l'in 
GROUPINGS RIMINAL REPORTED REPORTEl CRIMINAL OFFEN- ARRESTS' lNAL $ OFFEN- ARRESTS 2 $ OFFEN- ARRESTS2 

$ LAW OFFENSES ARRESTS $ MUNICI SES2 COUNTY SES2 SHERIFF1 SES2-
Nl'ORCE. 1 PAL POL~ POLICE1 

_. -
Baltimore City $49205.5 87344 68990 - - $49005.8 86447 68073 - 12 - 526 

(33.7) (31.9) (39.3) (44.9) (39.9) (52.5) (.2) (4.0) 

Dorchester, Somerset 4003.2 7694 6599 $2055.0 4710 , . 3845 -- - - $539.7 722 1584 
Wicomico, Worcester (2.7) (2.8) (3.8) (16.5) (17 .9) (20.8) (10.0) (9.1) (12.0) 

Caroline, Cecil., 3755.0 5342 5161 918.9 2022 1699 -- - -- 370.7 778 1908 
Kent, Queen Anne's, (2.6) (1.9) - (2.9) (7.4) (7.7) (9.2) (6.8) (9.8) (14.5) 
Talbot 

Calvert, Charles, 4260.3 5556 5097 215.9 176 108 - - - 2170 •. 2 3514 3211 
St. Mary's (2.9) (2.0) (2.9) (1. 7) (.7) ( .6) (40.1) (44.3) (24.4) 

Prince George's 21369.6 50090 24979 2129.3 5214 2864 16530.9 41722 18128 190.1 5 1997 
(14.6) (18.3) (14.2) (17.1) (19.8) (15.5) (15.2) (19.3) (14.0) (3.5) (.1) (15 .2) 

Montgomery 16968.1 25609 15344 BOB.5 1204 620 15256.4 24083 14142 166.8 3 184 
(11.6) (9.3) (8.7) (6.5) (4.6) (3,,3) (14.0) (11.1) (10.9) (3.1) (".1) (1.4) 

Anne Arundel 12557.0 2007:i 13297 1570.9 2654 2713 8796.2 15604 9044 -- - 97 
(8.6) (7.3) (7.6) (12.6) (10.1) (14.6) (8.1) (7.2) (7.0) (.7) 

Baltimore 18663.5 46225 18031 -- 368 19 17225.8 43730 17164 -- - 46 
(12.8) (16.9) (10.3) (1.4) ( .1) (15.8) , (20 .2) (13.2) (.3) 

Harford ),)69.7 6837 4901 828.3 2763 1451 - - - 1095.9 1742 2489 
(2,3) (2.5) (2.8) (6.6) (10.5) (7.8) {2a.2) (22.0) (18.9) 

Howard 2978.8 5721 3601 - -- - '22J7.9 5112 3074 - - 52 
(2.0) (2.1) (2.0) (2.1) (2.4) (2.4) (.4) 

Carroll 1955.3 2213 2013 333.5 517 570 - --. - 200.1 1 36 
(1.3) (.8) (1.1) (2.7) (2.0) (3.1) (3.n ("-.1) (.3) 

Fr.ederick, 4647.9 8199 5550 2420.0 5188 3541 - - - 440.8 7la 618 
Washington (3.2) (3.0) (3.2) (19.4) (19.7) (19.1) (8.1) (~.1) (4.7) 

Allegany, Garrett 2465.5 3063 2186 1204.7 1537 1095 - 241.0 435 399 
, (1. 7) (1.1) (1.2) (9.6) (5.B) (5.9) -(4.5) (5.S) (3.0) 

-S ta te-W1de $146199.4 273986 175749 $12485.0 26353 18.'?gS $109a53.C 21E698 129625 $3415.3 7930 13147 

1-. 
NOTE: $ = Toousands of dollars". 

( _) = % of column "State-wide" Total. 

G'l.IMINAL- S'IAn: POLICE 

ESTIHA-
-TED . ~Cl{n:o REPORTED 
CRIMINAL OFFENSES ARRESTS 2 
$ S'IATE 
POLICE1 

- 1 111 
(-'.1) ( .9) 

$1321.2 2057 1064 
(7.5) (10.7) (8.4) 

• 21,65.4 2542 1554 
(14,0) (13.2) (12.3) 

1873.4 1847 1777 
(10.6) (9.6) (14.1) 

1682.6 1526 1012 
(9.6) (7.9) (8.0) 

442.2 185 132 
(2.5) (1.0) (1.0) 

2104.0 1619 1352 
(12.0) (8.4) (10.7) 

1403.5 1552 769 
(8.0) (8.0) (6.!> 

1445.':- 2332 961 
(8.2) (12.1) (7.6) 

740.9 609 475 
(4.2) (3.2) (3.8) .-

1421.7 1695. 1407 
(8.1) (8.8) (11.2) 

.1787.1 2293 1.391 
{l0;~) (11.9) (11.0) 

910.3 1042 600 
(5.2) (5.4) (4.11) 

$1:7597.8 19300 12605 

lSee Tables 2.1 and 2-.--3 footnotes for explanation of hoW' estimatl!d criminal law enforcement costs were derived' "Estimated Total 
Criminal ~ Law Enforcement" includes the estimated ,criminal cost aasociateq \>ith "Other" lav enforcement'll8encies (e.8. parks and 
toll taci1ities, campus po1ice, pDrt administration, Sparrows .~oint Policel''Co the extent reported By Cou.'lty; also includes juvef\lle law enforcement' costs. 

2MI1ryland--State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting ,Section - Fy,'~c_rn reported offenses (Part I plus all other assaults) and 
reported arrests (adult and juvenile for all crime types); "T&tal Offenses" and "Total Arrests" includes "Other" law 
enforcement 'lgencies (e.g. parkS and tell facilities. campus police, port administration. Sparrows Poine Police) to the 
ex tene repnrted by County. . , 
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of the State-wide estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law enforcement 

costs, Part 1* (plus other assaults) offenses report'ed and total reported 

arrestS (Part I & II) ~cross the geographic groupings. Overall,the distri-

but ion of the reported Part 1* (plus other assaults) offenses reported and 

reported arrests across the geographic groupings appear to t~ack very 

c+osely the estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law enforcement costs 

across the g~ographic groupi~gs. For example, Baltimore City and the large 

urban counties (Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel and Baltimore) to-

gether reported 83.7% or 229,341 of the 273,986 Part 1* (plus other assaults) 

offenses reported Sta~e-wide in FY 1977. They reported 140,641 or 80% of 

the total 175,749 State-wide arrests. Similarly, it wa~ estimated that 

~ogether they incurred $118,763,700 or 81.2% of the total State-wide criminal 

law enforcements costs in FY 1977. 

B. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between Law~nfOrcement Oosts 
and Resources and Related Indicators 

Earlier in this rep'ort the variation in criminal justice costs across 

the geographic groupings was examined in terms of the variation in c,ertain 

indicators (i.e., Part 1* (plus other assaults) offenses reported, number 

of adult arrests and jurisdiction population) across the geographic groupings 

for FY 1977. Based on the values of the correlation coefficients calculated, 

it was determined that the estimated criminal law enforcement costs were 

positively correla~ed with each of these indicators, that is, that the crim-

inal law enforcement costs in the geographic groupings increase in proportion 

to the value of the indi~ator across the geographic groupings of the counties 

for FY 1977. In this section, the statistical relationship between the crim-

inal law enforcement costs by type of law enforcement agency and two of these 

* Part I offenses include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft. 
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indicators (Le., Part 1'>'< (plus other assaults) offenses reported an<;1" arrests) 

'is axamined. Specifically, the FY 1977 criminal (includes juvenile) law 

enforcement costs of the local level police departments (i.e., Municipal, 

County, Sheriff) are compared with the number of Part 1* (plus other assaults) 

offen~es reported by these local level police departments (i.e., County, 

Municipal, Sheriff) in FY 1977 and" with the number of arrestq reported 

locally (i. e.,. by the Municipal' and 'County police departments, :and ''sheriff s I 

offices). Sim;i.larly,'the FY 1977 State Police criminal (includes Juvenile) 

'law enforcement costs by geographic groupings of the counties and Baltimore 

City are compared with the number of Part I (plus other assaults) o1;fenses 

and total (Part I and II) arrests reported to the State Police in FY 1977. 

The statistical techniques of simple linear regression and correlation 

analysis are used. 

vlliile not specifically required some prior understanding of regression 

and correlation analysis would be beneficial in reviewing th~s section of 

the chapter. It should also be mentioned that the results presented (e.g., 

correlation coefficients calculated) are statistical estima~es and as such 

may be subject to certain limits based on the accuracy of the data and 

the statistical assumptions inherent in the regression and correlation 

analysis.** Graphs of,the actual data values used in the regression with 

the estimated regression line shown are included in Appendix C.2. The 

reader should refer to these graphs to determine where the' values for the 

individual geographic groupings lie with respect to the estimated regression' 

line. 

*Part I offenses include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle thef~. 
**See Chapter I.B.I. for a more detailed explanation. 
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'I. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Law Enforcement 
Costs and Selected Indicators 

T~ble 2.6 lists for each geographic grouping the estimated law 

enforcement criminal (includes juvenil~) costs by type of agency (i.e., 

Local-municipal, County, sheriff and State-State Police) as well as the values of 

the indic.:ltors used in the regression analysis (i.e., total Part I, (plus 

other assaults)· offenses reported and total reported, arrests). The law en-

forcement costs listed include the estimated costs of handling juv~nile 

offenders'but do not include costs associated with other non-criminal law 

e~forcement activities such as 'traffic enforcement.· Baltimore City is in-

c+uded in the table although it is not included in any of the subsequent 

analysis. As discussed in the previous chapter, 'due to Baltimore City's 

size in relation to the other geographic groupings it was felt that in-

eluding Baltimore City in the analysis would affect the statistical reliability 

of the results. Also included in the table is the percentage or portion of 

the totals (less Baltimore City) incurred by each ~eographic grouping. For 

. example , the iocal police departments (i.e., county, municipal, sheriff) in 

the large urban counties (Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel and Balti~ 

more) together reported 134,587 or 81.8% of the total Part I* (plus other 

assaults) offenses and reported 67,018 or 72.3% of the total 92)698 arrests 

reported by local police departments State-wide (less Baltimore City) in 

FY 1977. The estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law enforcement costs 

incurred by the local police departments in these four counties' was $62,676,200 

or 80.4% of the total estimated criminal (includes juvenile) law enforcement ' 

*Part I offenses include criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft. 
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TABLE 2.6: COMPARISON OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY CRIMINAL COSTS AND SELECTED 
INDICATOn~ LY GhOGaAPhIL GkUUPI~G,1976-1977 

LOCA), LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES STATE POLICE. 

II Actual Arrests by ~st.Cr1m. 1/ Ar: tlln1 Arrests by Ellt. Crim •. 

Offen.Rept. County Pol, Municipal, Offenses Stnte Po- . State 

GEOGRAPHIC or known to Municipal. County, & Reported or lice1 PoliceCsU 

GROUPING Co.Police, Polic('!, Sheriff's 
~nown to ( thC;lUsands 

Mun.Polire, Sheriffs1 Fol.Costs State of $ )3 
!,;h .. dff" (tholl.of $ Police1 

Ba1 timore! Ci ty 86459 68599 $49005.7 '. - - -
Dorchester, Somer- 5432 5429 $ 2594.9 2057 1064 $1.321. 2 
set ,Wicomico, (3.3) (5.9) (3.3) (10.7) (8.5) (7.5) 
Worcester 

Caroline, Cecil, 2800 3607 $ 1289.6 2542 1554 $4465 •4 
Kent, Queen AnnE (1. 7) (3.9) (1. 7) (13.2) (12.4) (14.0) 
Talbot 

Calvert,Charles, 3690 3319 $ 2386.1 . 1847 1777 $1873.3 
St. Mary's (2.2) (3.6) (3.1) ( 9.6) (14.2) (10.6) 

Prince George's 46941 22989 $18850.8 1526 1012 $1682.5 

(28.5) (24.8) (24.2) ( 7.9) ( 8.1) ( 9.6) 

Montgomery 25290 14946 $16231.7 185 132 $ 442.3 

(15.4) (16.1) (20.8) ( 1.0) ( 1.1) ( 2.5) 

Anne Arundel 18258 11854 $10367.9 1619 1352 $2104.0 
(11.1) (12.8) (13.3) ( 8.4) (10.8) (12.0) 

BaJ.t~mCl·re $1403.5 
44098 17229 $17225./3 1552 769 

(26.8) (18.6) (22.1) ( 8.0) ( 6.2) ( 8.0) 

Hartord 961 $1445.5 
4505 3940 $ 1924.3 2332 

( 2.7) ( 4.3) ( 2.5) (12.1) ( 7.7) ( 8.2) 

Howard ~- -
5112 3126 $ 2237.6 609 475 $ 740.9 

( 3.1) { 3.4) ( 2.9) ( 3.2) ( 3.8) ( 4.:0 

Carroll 518 606 $ 533.5 1695 1407 $1421.7 
( .3) ( .7) ( .7) ( 8.8) (11.3) ( 8.1) 

Frederick, 5906 4159 $ 2860.8 2293 1391 $1787.1 
Washington (3.6) (4.5) ( 3.7) (11. 9) (11.1) (10.2) 

-Allegany, Garrett 1972 1494 $ 1445.7 1042 600 $ ?10~3 
(1.2) (1.6) ( 1.9) ( 5.4) (4.8) ( 5.2) 

Total (less Balto 164522 92698 $77948.7 19299 12494 $17597.7 
City) 

( ) = % of Total (less Baltimore City) 

1 Maryland State Police - Uni~orm Crime Reporting Section - FY 1977 reported 
o~fense~ {Part I plus other assaults} and reported arrests (adult and juvenile 

2for all crime types) 
County and Municipal police criminal costs were estimated baaed on responses 
to Commission staff "Law fnforcement Ag~ncy Questionnaire" and agency budgets 
and annua~ reports; Sheriff costs were based on actual FY 1976 expenditures 
as found ~n the State Aid for Police Protection Fund Annual Report (does not 
include resident trooper expenditures) - does not include Sheriff expenditures 

3for non-law enforcement activities as determined by Maryland State Police. 
Based on Commission staff analysis using Maryland State Police trooper 
performance information. 
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costs (not including Baltimore City) incurred hy local level law enforce-

Illl'lll ;)gL'n(',it!~ (i.e., County, Mllnil'ipnl, SII('rirr) in FY 1977. 

Figllrt. 2.1 griJplJieally describc:..; till' rl'liltioI1o;lJip hotwecn the estimatNI 

FY 1977 law enforcement criminal costs and the indicators selected (Le .• 

arrests and Part 1* (plus other assaults) offenses reported) by geographic 

grouping. The lines drawn on the graphs are the estimated regression lines 

which were calculated. 

Based on the results of this regression analysis, it appears th~t the 

V<lCi;ltion in the Locnl. lev('1 U .t'., county and munic:lpnl polJec departments 

iJnd sheriffs' departments) law enforcement agency criminal (includes ju-

venile) costs can be explained to a large extent by the variation in the 

valuep of th~ processing indicators across the geographic groupings. Con-

sider first the variation in the local law enforcement agency criminal costs 

in terms of the variation in the number of Part I~" (plus other assaults) of-

fenses reported across the geographic groupings. In this instanc~, the slope 

coefficient represents the change in local level law enforcement agency 

criminal related costs corresponding on the average to increases of one in 

wOlild :q>Pt'llJ" tilat il1l~n~:ISCH of' .1000 Part I": (plus other assaults) Orrcns(~~ 

reported corresponds to an increase of approximately $413,800 en the average 

in local law enforcement agency criminal (includes juvenile) costs. Simi·~ 

larly, increases of 100 reported arrests in the local law enforcement agencies 

WOuld aI?pear to correspond to increases of approximately $96,030 on the average 

in local law· enforcement agency criminal (includes juvenile) costs. 

*Part I offenses include crimii1al hOluicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assaplt, burglary, larceny and motor ·vehicle theft. 
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FIGURE 2.1: ESTIHA~ STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LAW ENFORCEMENT CRIMINAL COSTS. OFFENSES REPORTED AND 
ARRESTS FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF THE COUNTIES FOR FY 1977 
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A more relative measure of the rate of change of the local law enforce~ 

ment agency (i.e., municipal and county police departments and sh~riffs' 

Off-f.CCfl) criminal (includes juvenHe) rc'll1ted caRts in terms of changes 

,1(!fOHH tile geographic groupings in tile number of Part l.i' (plus other aspaults) 

offenses reported and arrests reported is the elasticity coefficient. Sp~-

cifically, the elasticity coefficient in these applications measures the per-

centage c.hange in local law enforcement agency criminal (adult and juvenil~) 

related costs corresponding to a 1% change in the number of Part 1* (plus 

other assaults) offenses reported and arrests reported by the geographic 

groupings. Thus, it would appear that local law enforcement agency c.riininal 

costs increase ,;87% and 1.14% corresponding to a 1% increase in Part 1* 

(plus other assaults) offenses reported and arrests reported respectively 

ucrORS the geographic groupings. In other words, the local law enforcement 

agency criminal (includes juvenile) costs across the geographic groupings 

would appear to increase at a slower rate than repor,ted offenses but at a 

faster r~te than the number of arrests reported by the geographic group:j.ngs. 

Consider now the variation in State Police law enforcement criminal 

(~ncludes juvenile) related costs across the geographic groupings. It appears 

based on the results of the regression analy.sis that the variation in these 

$tate Police costs across the geographic groupings can be explained to a 

fairly good degree by the variation in the number of arrests reported by ,the 

State Police across the geographic groupings' (R2 =- .78) and to a somewhat 

lesser extent by the variation in the number of Pa:rt 1. *(plus other assaults) 

offen$es reported by the State Police qcross the geographic groupings (R2 = .67). 

*Part I offenses include criminal homicide~ forc.ible rape, rob'bery, aggravated 
assault, burglary~ larceny and motor vehicle theft. 



Add (l ion" (.I y, b<ls(;Hl 011 the vallle~ or I Ill' ;lSSlll'i.;ltNI elaHticity coefficients 

it llppeurs that tlte State Police law enfor.cement criminal costs increase 

.77% and .79% across the geographic groupings corresponding to a 1% in-

crease in Part I (plus other assaults) offenses and total arreses reported. 

respectively by the State Police across the geographic groupings. That is, 

the State Police law enforcement criminal (includes juvenile) costs would 

appear to increase at a slower rate than either the number of Part I 

(plus other assaults) offenses reported or total arrests reported by the 

State Police across the geographic groupings. 

Ineluded in Appendix C.2 are the graphs relating the local law en-

forcemcnt agency (i.e., Municipal and County police departments and Sheriffs' 

offices) costs and State Police costs with arrests and Part I (plus other 

assaults) offenses reported. The estimated regression line is shown on 

each graph. Additionally, all the geographic groupings are labeled on the 

graphs so that comparisons between the individual geographic groupings law 

enforcePl.enl; (c;:rirninal and juvenile) costs can be made with 

the estimated regression line. An example of these graphs and a brief 

explanation of how to interpret them was given in Cbap.ter LB.!. 

2. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Law Enforce
ment Resources and Selected Indicators 

Table 2.7 lists the estimated number of full-time equivalent sworn 

law enforcement (criminal) personnel and criminal "on-the-street" 1?ersonnel 

for each geographic grouping as well as the values of the three indicators 

used ,.in the regression analysis (i. e., Part I (plus other assaults) offenses 

reported, reported arrests, and total population). As explained previously, 

the estimated number of sworn personnel represent the equivalent number of 

full-time personnel 'who would have been required to handle the l'aw enforce.,.. 
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TABLE 2.7: COMPARISON OF SHORN CRIMINAL LAH ENFORCEHENT PERSONNEL AND 
SELECTED INDICATORS BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 1976-1977 

SELECTED INDICATORS . SWORN PERSONNEL 

Total Ii of Act Total Law En- Estimated To- Estimated Estimated 
ual Offenses Re- forcement Ar- tal Popu1atiol Criminal 'Crimina1 On 

GEOGRAPHIC ported or known restsl 
GROUPING to Policel 

Sworn Law En the-street 
forc~.Per.2 Law EnLPer 

Baltimore City. 87344 68990 841490 1946.9 1524.8 

Dorchester, Somer 7694 6599 I set,Wicomico, (4.1) 
131470 240.3 212.0 

Worcester 
(6.2) ( 3.9) ( 5.7) ( 6.6) 

I 
Caro1ine,Cecil, 

Kent,Queen Anne 5342 5161 141350 209.0 167.6 
Talbot (2.9) (i1.8) ( 4.2) ( 4.9) ( 5.2) 

Calvert ,Charles, 5556 5097 140470 
St. Mary's 196.9 164.0 

(3.0) (4.8) ( 4.2) ( 4.6) ( 5.1) 

Princle George's 50090 24979 704910 735.7 I (26.8) (23.4) 
637.3 

(20.8) (17.3) (19.9) 

Montgomery 25609 15344 6005W 528.8 398.8 
(13.7) (14.4) (17.8) (12.5) (12.5) 

Annl~ ·Arundel 
20073 13297 363300 484.7 311.0 

(10.8) (12.5) (10.7) • (11.4) ( 9.7) 
Hal.timore 

1,6225 11l03l 653820 1022.6 I (24.8) (16.9) 
625.6 

(19.3) (24.1) (19.6) 

Harford 

I 6837 4901 136290 236.8 
( 3.7) 

212.4 

lroward 
( 4.6) ( 'i.0) -.L 5.6) ( 6.6) 

5721 3601 115{;50 115.4 80.2 
( 3.1) ( 3.4) ( 3.4) ( 2.7) ( 2.5) 

(.;arroll 
2213 2013 84120 92.3 I 68.S 

( 1.2) ( 1.9) ( 2.5) ( 2.2) ( 2.2) 

Frederick, 8199 5550 205120 
Washington ( 4.4) ( 5.2) 

235.7 196.2 
( 6.1) ( 5.6) ( 6.1) --Allegany,Garre t t 

3083 2186 1045&) 148.3 12L3 
( 1. 7) ( 2.0) ( 3.n ( 1 0;) C 3.8) 

Totd'! (less 
Balto. City) 186642 106759 3381400. . (1246.5 3195.2 

( ) = % of Total (less Balti~ore City) 

IMaryland State Police - Uniform Crime Reporting Section FY 1977 reported 
offenses (Part 1 plus other assaults) and reporteu arrests, (adult and 
juveni1e for all crime cyp.cs) j includes "other" la,~ enforcement agencies 
(e.g., parks and toll facilities, port administration, Sparrows Point Police) 
to the extent reported by the counties. . 

2Number of sworn personDel assuming the equivalent of full-time assignment 
to criminal work; Es.t;i,mated based on responses to Commission staff "Law 
Enforcement Agency Questionnaire" and agency budgets and annual t;eports as 
wli!ll as Commission staff analysis 01= criminal workload using rlaryland Stat.e 
Police trooper performance Information. 
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ment agencies criminal and "on-the street" criminal workloads assuming 

rull-t Lme devoUon to thefl~\ [lctiv.lticH. For this regression analysis 

Il wnt:i ilddltlonaUy 1lsl:llll1led that aLl the t:;lIerlff's' edminaJ workload wu~ 

\vl'I"C addlt ll'\\a lly u.ssumed to work primarily "on-the--street". Baltimore 

City is included in the table although it is not included in any of the 

subsequent analyses. DUe to its large size in relation to the other geo-

graphic groupings it was felt that including Baltimore City in the analysis 

might affeGt the statistical reliability of the'results" Also included 

in the table is the percentage or portion of the totals (less Baltimore 

CHy) :i.i1curred by each geographic gl?ouping. 

" . Figure 2.:! Rrnphically describes the estimated ·rela~ionship,\between the 
. . 

law enforcement (ctiminal- includes juvenile) sworn personnel (to tell and 

"on-the-street") and the indicators selected- (Le., reported Part· I (plus 

other assaults) offenses, reported arrests, and populatic:in). The two lines 

drawn on each gr.a.ph are the estimated regression lines ~elating tptal criminal 

sworn personp.el with the respective indicator and criminal sworn "on-the-street'" 

pers()unel with the :respec ti ve indica tor.. Listed below each graph is .. the r'ele

vant descrip~ive information • 
.. ..,.. ... "T-__ ... 

, . 

Based on fhe'\results of this regression analysis it wpuld appear that 

the variation in law enforcement .criminB;l sworn personnel (both total and 

"on-the-street") a<;:ross the geographic groupi11:gs can be explained· to a large 
'. 

extent by the variat.ion in the value of the respective indica.tor across 

the gepgraph~c' grouping::;. In particular,' an increase in the value' of the 
. ~ .. 

respective indicator' a<7ro'ss the geographic groupings 'would appear to corrE~spond 

to a'proportionate j.ncrease in the number of sworn law enforcement personnel, 

in a geographic grouP.ing. Consider, for example, the' estimated relationship 

78 
~ \.' . 

--,.-----0- -~. --.. 

.~ .. ~ 

... 

.... 
111 
§ 
0 
III 
~. 
Q) 
~ 

~ 
c:I 
~ .. 
III 
U 
~ 
0 ... a 
5 

'1 
~ 
III 
~ 

~ 
c:I 

W 
III 
U 
~ 
0 ... 
Jl 
~ 
~ 

.... 
§ 
0 
to ... 
III 
~ 

~ c::. 

~ u 
~ 

oS 
c:I 

ro:I 

~ 
~ 

FIGURE 2.2: ESTIMATED STATI5TLC;ru.. ·~LAT1.mlSl"11P b'r;·!'"WI!.t;fj LAW" l:il1run"'''-l'1I>!d 
SWORN PERSONNF.I" OFFENSES REPORTED, ARRESTS AND POPULATION FOR 
THE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF THE COUNTIES FOR FY 1977 
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between sworn law enforcement personnel (criminal related) and reported ar-

rests. Based on the values of the slope coefficients it would appear that 

an iller.ease of 100 nrrcflts across the geographic group1.ngs corresponds on 

the average to an increase o,f approximately 3.5 total (criminal-includes 

juvenile) sworn law enforcement personnel and 2.6 "on-the-street" (criminal-

includes juvenile) sworn law enforcement personnel. In ot4er words, it 

would appear that an increase of 100 arrests across the geographic groupings 

corresponds on the average to an increase of approximately 3.5 total (criminal-

includes juvenile) sworn law enforcement -personnel whose t;i.me, would be al-

located so that:. approximately 75% (e.g.', 2.6) goes to "on-the-streetW patrol and 25% 
3.5 

goes to other administrative work. Viewed in still another way it w'ould 

appea~ (assuming that the linear relationshi~ estimated is t~)e and th~t the 

volume of the v:a.rious indicators shown in Figure 2.2 is an indicator of the 

size of the police department) that while the operational structure and 

methods of law enforcement of the small rural and large urban police de-

partments might differ, the proportion of "on-the:-street" to administrative 

time devoted to law enforcement (criminal-includes juvenile) work is about 

the same for both. That is, while ,large urban police departments might 

utilize substantially more law enforcement "technology" (e.g., crime labs, 

management information systems, computer aided dispatch) in their work 

the overall proportionate amount of time devoted to "on-the-street" work 

still appears to be similax to small rural police departments. 

Included in Appendix c.2. are the graphs of the law enforcement 

criminal (includes juvenile) sworn personnel (total 'and "on-the-street") 

versus arrests, Part I (plus other assaults) offenses reported, and popu-

lation. The estimated regression line is shown on, each graph. Additionally, 

80 

all the geographic groupings are labeled on the graphs so that comparisons 

between the individual geographic groupings law enforcement (criminal-' 

includes juvenile) costs and resources can be maQe with the estimated 

regression line. 

\,' 
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CHAPTER III: ADJUDICATION COSTS AND PROCESSING ., 
This chapter focuses on the distribution of the costs and resources 

(e.g., number of judges) within the adjudication area by the geographic 

groupings of the counties and Baltimore C~ty. As in the previous chapters, 

tables displaying the information by geographic groupings of the counties 

and Baltimore City are included in Section A and an ~nalysis 9f the d~ta 

using the statistical techniques of simple linear ~egression and correla

tion is included in Section B of this chapter.* 

The adjudication costs shown include operational'costs (e.g., salaries, 

overhead) incurred at the District and Circuit ~ourt (includes ~ppellate 

and juvenile courts) levels, the State's Attorney?~ and Public Defenders' 

costs. They do not typically include capital costs unless of a minor or 

frectuen~ly recurring nature nor do they include the costs associat,ed with 

capital debt service on buildings or facilities. 

The criminal adjudication costs~referenced throughout this chapter 

include only those portions of the total adjudication costs associated with 

the processing of criminal (adult) offen.ders through the adjudication area 

(e.g., criminal court costs) and do not, for example, include costs associ-

ated with juvenile or civil court cases. Also, as noted 'previously, the 

criminal costs and ,resources (e. g., numb(ar of judges) listed for each of 

the geographic groupings were for the most part estimated based on the.best 

information available to the Governor's Commission staff. Rather 

* "" 
While not specifically required, some prior understanding of regression 

and correlad.on ·~malysis ·wo~i~(b~·'b;~~f:icial in" re;iewi;;g S~~ti~-i·~f· 
this chapter., Those perso~s,,;i.nter~~1;ed Qt+~in a~.o'yerview for FY 1977 

'of adjudication costs and resources should limit: their review of this 
c~apter to Sec:tion A. 
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than go into detail in the narrativ~ on the methods of estimation used, the 

sources of the data have been footnoted in the appropriate tables. • 

A. A.Description of the FY 1977 Adjudication Cost and Resources 

Table 3.1 compares the FY 1977 total and estimated criminal costs of 

the adjudication area of the Maryland Justice System. ~ noted. in the 

table, the,tota1 cost of adjudication was approximately $55,356,500 with 

approximately $19,571,600 incurred at the District Court level and $35,184,900 

incurred at the Circuit Court level. ,The'est:imated crimina1'adjudication 

,cost was ,$28,774,,500 wi,th approximately $12,665,400incu'rr?d at the'District 

Court level and $16,109,100 incurred: in the p'rocessing of" c,r'iniina1 cases at 

the Circuit Cotfrt level. The;: criminal adjudication cost~, ~re es'timated 

to be distributed among, the c'ompone,nts of thE~ adjudication "'~rea in 

the followin,g manner: an estimated $16,657,500 (oF '57.9(.), for the courts 

(District and Circuit), an est'imal:ed $6,980,900 (o;r 24~ 3%) for the State's, 

Attorneys, and an, estimated $5,;1.36,100 (or 17.8%) fo'r the Pt,lb1ic Defender's 

Office. 

1. District Court 

Table '3.2' compares the total District Court judicial resources 

and co~ts and the estimated District Court criminal resources and costs for 

FY 1977. 
, , J{ ,. 

As notedifl, this tab~e, there were 191 court commis'sioners and"'S2 
," 

District Court judges' in Maryland in FY 1977. The 191 court connniss'ioners' . '.' 

included both full and part-t~~e personnel. Based pn the number of part-, 

time commissioners 'and the pe'rcentages of their time worked~ it wasesti-, " 

mated that the 191 full a,nd part-time court commissioners were, the equiva

lent of 159.6 full-time coriunissioners. Simi1ari1y, the 7;'l.uinber of "fu11-

time equivalent" Dis,t,rict' Court judges who han~led only criminal !iefendants " 

was estimated. That is, assUming that the percent,age of' tim'e devoted to 
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TABLE 3.1 - TOTAL COSTS OF ADJUDICATION, 1976 - 1977 

-
Estimated Criminal Cost 

Cost of, Adjudication Total Cost (in thousands of $ ) 
(in thousands of $) 

Total Cost of Adjudication1 $55,356.5 $28,774.5 

1. Adjudication - District 
Court2 $19,571.6 $12,665.4 

2. Adjudication - Circuit Court3 
(includes ,appellate courts) $35,784.9 $16,109.1 

District Court - Judicia14 $15,100.4 $ 8,194.2 

Circuit Court - Judicia15 $25,608.2 $ 8,463.3 

State's Attorneysb $ 8,609.5 $ 6,980.9 

1. Estimated District Court $2,245.3 $2,245.3 

2. Estimated Circuit Court 
Criminal $4,735.6 $4,735.6 

3. Estimated Other (e.g., 
Juvenile Court, Child Suppcrt $1,628.6 --

Public Defender's Office7 $ 6,038.4 $ 5,136.1 

1-

2. 

3. 

Estimated District Court $2,225.9 $2,225.9 

Estimated Circuit Court 
Criminal (includes appellate 
work) $2,910.2 $2,910.2 

Juvenile Court $ 902.3 -.-

. 

1Includes cost of District Court, Circuit Court, State's Attorneys, Public 
Defender's Office. 

2Includes cost of District Court-Judicial, State's Attorney (District Court), 
Public Defender (District Court) 

3Includes cost of Circuit Court-Judicial, State's Attorney (Circuit, Other) 
Public Defender (Circuit-Criminal, Juvenile Court) 

4See Table 3.2 for detailed breakdown and explanation of_District Court 
Judicial Costs - includes cost of Court Commissioners, Judges, Court operating 
expenses, overhead of court related agencies 

5See Table 3.4 for detailed breakdown and explanation of Circuit Court 
Judicial Costs - includes cost of judge salaries, Clerk of Court, local 
cost of court operation, overhead of court related agencies, Appellate Courts 

6See Table 3.7 for detailed breakdown and explanation of State's Attorneys' 
Costs 

7See Table 3.9 for detail~e breakdown and explanation of Public Defenders' 
Costs - total cost shown does not include costs associated with mental 
institution cases 
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'rABLE 3. 2-TOTAL DISTRIOT COURT JUDICIAL RESOURCES AND COSTS AND ESTIMATED 

DISTRICT COURT CRIMINAL RESOURCES AND COSTS, 1976 - 1977 

District Court Judicial Resources Total District Court (cost Estimated District Court 
and Costs in thousands of $ ) Criminal (costs in 

thousands of $ ) 

, of Co~rt Commission~r~-Actua1 #, 
Full-time Equivalent 191/159.61 191/159.61 

# of Judges 822 39.95 

Total District Court 
Judicial Costs $15,lOO.1,.3 $8,194.25 

A. 

B. 

C. 

District Court Commissioner 
Salaries $ 1,649.03 $1,649.03 

District Court Judge 
Salaries $ 2,730.63 $1,328.95 

Overhead $10,720.8~,4, $5,216.35 

1. Other District Court 
Salaries and Operating , 3 5 Expenses $10,243.9 $4,984.4 

2. Court R~lated Agencies $ 476.96 " ' $ 231.95 

,; 

" 
" 

, " ; 
, ' 

-lB~sed on "Disj;ri~t',Court Commissioner's Salary % and Po~itions as of May, 1977"; 
where Collllliissioner's' !ilre pal':t-time they are converted into a 'fraction of a fu11-
time resource'based on 'perc engage of time working. 

2Annual, Report of, the Maryland Judiciary; 1976-1977. 
3FY1977 Maryland State Budget ' 
4Inc1udesAdminlstrative Office of the Courts, Maryland JUdicial 'Conference, Non-
budgeted';unds h ot.il~r cqurt related agencies. " 

5Based on llailY:'llut~ted District Court Bench Time StatiStics' and days of week, 
estimated by the Court, to be 'criminal for each county 10~ation. ' 

" ' 

" 

, . 
" . ", 

" " 

" 
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criminal cases in the District Court was ,approximately 48.7%*, it W!iS esti-

mated that about 48.7% of the judges," time was devoted 'to criminal cases or 

equivalently that 39.9 full-time equivalent judges were needed to handle 

" the District Court criminal caseload. 

The total District Court judicial costs in ifY1977 we.re $15,100,400. 

(includes traffic, civil and criminal case ~osts) ~f ~h;tch appro~imately 

I $1,649,000 were commissioners'. salaries, $2,730,600 were f~r judg~s' salaries 

and approximately $10,720,800 were for related overhead expenses. The 

estimated Distric,t Court criminal judicial costs were '$8;194,200 or 

54.3% of the total judicial costs. Of the estimated $8,194,200~"a~,~ociat~d--~ 

with handling criminal cases, $1,649;000 or 20.1% were for connnissioners' 
~-< ." 

salaries, $1,328,900 or 16.2% were for judges" salaries and $5,216,300 'or 

63.7% were for related overhead expenses. 

Table 3.3 is a comparison of the Disttict Court judicial resources, 

costs and defen4ants processed for the geographic. groupi:ngs of the counties 

and Baltim~re City. Specifically, the total District Court judicial costs 

(not including c.ourt commissioner'salaries), resources (e.g., number of 

judges) and c.ases (i.e., civil, traffic, criminal) as well as the estimated 

criminal costs, resources and criminal defendantSc disposed are shown for 

each geographic grouping. ~or ~xample, Baltimore City and the four large 

urban counties together accounted for 57 of the total 82 judges, incurred 

approximately $9,350,300 or 69.5% of the total State-wide $13,451,400 costs 

(does not include court comtnissioner salaries), and handled 287,343 or 80.0% 

. ; of the 359,279 cases (i.e., civi1~ t'raffic~'criininal) handled State-wide. 

w 
See f~otnote (i5 on Table 3.2 for source of this estimate of percentage 

of time devoted to criminal cases in the District Court. 
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TABLE -3.3: COHPAalSOIi OF DISTIlIct coClll!r JUDICIAL RESOURCES, COSTS, AIID DEPEIIDtoHTS PROCESSED Blr GEOCllAPBIC G/IOUPUGS, 1976-1977 

TOrAL DISTRIct CWJtr JUDICIAL £STlHATED DISTitict cOOn JUDICIAL CRlPlINAL DISTUct COOJlT COtMISSI0111a 

ESTIHATED 
TOTAL ~AL CASES TIllED TOTAL ~OTAl. COST 7 

GEOGRAPHIC , OF COST2 Cf.v11. Traffic, , OF cosT'< TOTALCI\lPIINAL' , OF SALAIlY ONLY 
GIWIIPINGS JUDGES1 (thousands of ~ Crla1na1) JUDGES4 (thousand of$) DEFEllnAKTS DISP. ~ COIMISSIONDS6 (thousand of $) 

$3608.9 113813 10.8 $1710.2 49948 38/38.0 Balt1.,re City 22 (26.8) (31.7) {26.1) (40.8) 

Dorchester. SoRr8et, 4 $ 656.2 10697 2.0 $ 338.6 5911 16/ 8.5 Vicaa!co,·Warcester (4·9) ( 3.0) ( 5.2) ( 4.8) 

Caroline, Cecil, lent. 6 $ 984.2 9428 4.0 $ 657.9 35S4 14/ 7.4 Queen Anne's, Talbot (7.3) ( 2.6) (10.1) ( 2.9) 

Calvert, Charles. St. 3 $ 492.1 7923 1.6 $ 270.5 3778 1l/ 8.1 Mary's (3.7) ( 2.2) ( 4.1) ( 3.1) 

Prince George's 9 $1476.4 51415 4.2 $ 700.3 16158 23/23.0 
(11.0) (14.3) (10.7) (13.2) 

Montgollery 8 $1312.3· 25338 3.9 $ 64l.9 8679 19/19.0 
( 9.8) ( 7.1) ( 9.8) ( 7.1) 

.Anne Arundr·l 6 $ 984.2 30581 3.0 $ 501.2 9472 11/11.0 
( 7.3) ( 8.5) ( 7.7) ( 7.7) 

Balti.,re 12 $1968.5 66196 3.9 .$ 645.5 1.1513 25/23.0 
(14.6) (18.4) ( 9.9) ( 9.4) 

Harford 2 $ 328.1 13906 1.2 $ 194.2 2836 6/ 4.1 
( 2.4) ( 3.9) ( 3.0) ( 2.3) 

Howard 2 $ 328.1 9803 1.1 $ 179.3 2485 5/ 4.6 
( 2.4) ( 2.7) ( 2.7) (2.0) 

Carroll 1 $ 164.0 4156 .5 $ 86.3 1258 3/ 1.7 
( 1.2) ( 1.2) ( 1.3) ( 1.0) 

Frederick. Washington 4 .$ 656.2 10836 2.1 $ 355.2 4612 12/ 5.2 
( 4.9) ( 3.0) ( 5.4) ( 3.8) 

Allegany, Garrett 3 $ 492.1 5187 1.6 $ 262.2 2346 8/ 6.0 
( 3.7) ( 1.4) ( 4.0) ( 1.9) 

STATE-WIDt 82 $13451.4 359,279 39.9 $6545.2 122,550 191/159.6 

( ) ~ ~ of co1uIIB "State-vide" total 

1Annus1 Report of the Maryland Judiciary,' 1976-191.7. 
2py 1977 Maryland State Budget - includes cost of judges, court peraonoe1 aod operating expenses, overhead associated vith related court 
. agencie8 (e.g., Ad8inistrat,i.ve Office of tbe Courts);. distribution of costs by the geographic groupings based on autoaate4 Dhtr1ct 

$393.1 
(23.8) 

$ 88.3 
( 5.4) 

$ 75.7 
( 4.6) 

$ 83.4 
( 5.1) 

$238.0 
(14.4) 

$196.6 
(11.9) 

$1l3.9 
( 6.9) 

$235.0 
(14.4) 

$ 42.0 
( 2.5) 

$ 47.1 
( 2.9) 

$ 17.2 
( 1.0) 

$ 53.5 
( 3.2) 

$ 62.4 
( 3.8) 

$1649.2 

~ 'Court lieoeli" Tille stat:lat1c8 report'for Py 1977. . -"", ,. .' •... . . - "" 
lrotal Oistrict .Ccur!: caau.· tried (criMina1,traffic', civil) .s reported by the District Court of Maryland, S_ry Report (SU-Io-5), July. 1976 

thru June, 1977. . 
4Percentage.of cost and judge resources cr1aina1 is based on da11y automated District Court Bench Tl~ 8tatistics (for Py 1971) aDd day. of 
.. the week estiaated by the court to be crilldnal for each court location. 
statal edi.tnal.dafI2Ddanta dispoaed as well as dlapositions for driving under Che influence (21,.902) obtaioed fro. District Court S_ry 

repGrt& for the period July, 1976 ·thru JUDe. 1977. 
'~lIased on District Court "Co ... ioner's salary % and POsition8 all of May, 1977"; .include. both nllllber of eo-isaioners (full-tiaa aDd part-cu.) 
1.and nllllber of equivalent full-tiae Co.atssiooers baaed on percentage of .t1ae part-tille Ca.i8s10ners worlt for each jurhdictiou. 

Py 1911 Karylaad State ludlet, Salary only. . t 
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Similarly, the,,!?-Cj,uiva1ent of 25.? of the 39.9 fu1h*=if!l,e judges, ar~ esti- . 
',., .,'., \.,,, \ r. '" , : ' . - . '" L ... .., " '<. " ., t, ...: (" ", 

~~ t,ed~<,tq ,,:hav.~h~I\~1~4 D~st:r,ic~, 99HrFJ::fi~;i~a;t.. C;fi~e~, .. 0t1.;L~t.1:J.n FY ... 19Tl. in, these 
':». ...'OJ ........ ,,.. ,,' ~ .,' .,,,~,. ,L,{, ..... , .. "(~,~ ... ~'L' _ .• ,~: ., ... ,~, " \. ~ .... ;'..'_ ... ,.J ,""4.> • ".'. 

A.runde1,a,nd Bf1l,t.imore countie~).,with an associated COst Qf$4,70:I.,100 or 
, • '" _" ' ' '" 0« . d . , ' •• , • ,I_~ "-'" .,"" ~. : 

64.2(. ofthetot.~l criminal jlldicia1 costs (includes judges' salaries and - . , ." '- ',,,' " .. 

Qverhead). ,The cr:i.mina1 defendants dispos,~d by ,t:he. four courtti¢s 'and J3alti-
j ~. ;;' '. ," ~., -' , • ,. t' 

more City were 95,770 or. 78.1% of).:he total 122,550 criminal defendants dis-

posed State-wid'e. 

2. Circuit Court 

Tables 3.4, 3.5,and 3.6 detail the Circuit Court breakdown of 

judicial costs and resources. While the District. Court is; entirely funded 

by the State, the Circuit Court is not. Therefore, in the tabl"es the S~ate 

level and local level judicial costs are shown separately • .. 
Specifically, Table 3.4 compares the FY 1977 1;.o,ta;L State-wid!= Circuit 

COl,l,r~ .;judicial resources and costs and estimated Circuit. Court crilIlina1 
,d _. ~, .... 

resources and cost;l:!~ As nptedtlwre w,ere 90 ,circuit; Court judges in FY1977 
" - , " ", ' ' 

and 22.5 (full-time equivalent) masters associated with the Juvenile Court. 
, - ! 

The total Circuit Court judicia1 costs (e,.g., jll:dgES' sa1~:fi~s~~.overhead) were 

$25,608,200,.of which more than half (56.2%) or $14,38~,400 were incurred a~, 
,. _ " _, • I d" t . '" '" . 

the local level and approximately $11,22,1,800 or 43.8% \\(.ere ,incurred at the 
.' .', • _' '1 • ..', " _," ,-,' '. " '. " '" < ~ 1,,, ", , 

State level. The S~ate leve;L Circuit ,Court .~osts ..in~lude~ judge;s', s .. <:,-~ari~!3 
'", ' ' .' "',".. ~'r ' • ", '~ •• , 

and operating expenses, overhead, and net Clerk of Court costs. They do 

ri,ng nature. The local level Circuit Court J.udic:i,al c,?stl:! JIlclude costs 
, .. '-> .. "- . '. • .... -. '," > •• ",.' '.'-' -,,, ., '<. .,.\ ',-~ '- ... j. "'" .,' ~", '~ ' .. 

for· personnel, contrac.tual servic.es,. operating expens~~, equipxnent and of"", 
• • " ,', '~i' ':,,' ".,' ,:,',' ~'"' - ' •. ,:.~ ': ~ ~- : ~ ..... ,,,I.~~._.· _ ,. _. "", 

. fice space ;Lease. 
" 
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TABLE 3.4: TOTAL CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL RESOURCES AND COSTS AND ESTIMATED CIRCUIT 
COURT CRIMINAL RESOURCES AND COSTS - 1976-1977 

CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL TOTAL CIRCUIT COURT " ESTIMATED CIRCUIT GOURT 
RESOURCES AND COSTS CRIMINAL 7 

, 

Number of Judges/Heaters 90h2.5 , ' ,28.9/0 

Total Circuit Court Judicial 
Costs (thousands of $) 25,608.2 $8,463.3 

I. Totah State Level Judicial 
Costs 11,221.8 $4,072.7 
" 

A. Judge salaries and 
operating expenses2 $3,594.1 $1,150.1 

B. Overhecd ~ $3,837.8 $1,460.1 
1. Appeal Courts~ $1,797.7 $736.0 
2. Court Related Agencied' $2,040.1 $724.1 

C. Net Clerk of Courts5 $3,789.9 $1,462.5 
1. Costs (salaries, 

supplies, equipment, 
$6,642.5 $1,729.0 other) 

2. Less rec,eipts ($2 2852.6) ($ 266.5) 

II. Total Local Level Judicial 
Costs 14,386.4 4,390.6 

Personnel, Contractual Services, 
Operating Expenses& Equipment, 
Office Space Lease 14,386.4 4,390;6 

lAnnual Report of the Maryland Judiciary. 1976-1977; 
Includes two Prince George's County judgeships not effective until 1/1/78 

2FY 1977 Maryland State Budget adjusted for new judgeships 
3FY 1977 Maryland State Budget 
4Includes Administrative Office of the Courts, Maryland Judicial Conference, Baltimore 
City Juvenile Clerks Office, Non-budgeted funds, other court related agencies; State computer 
resources. 

5Court related receipts and disbursements (does not include non-court related) as reported 
by the, Clerk's to the State Comptroller, "Report of Receipts and Disbursements and 
Deficiency in fees and Emoluments, Clerks of Court" 

6Based on Administrative OffiCe of the Courts analysis entitled "Cost to Operate Circuit 
Cou~ts Funded by Political Subdivisions (excluding clerks offices)"; Costs are based ':>n 
T!Y. 1977 appropriations; office space lease reflects the estimated (:ost for space occup:led 
by Circuit Court were rent to be charged. 

7Criminal estimates based on weighted analysis of criminal percentage of filings and 
terminations (i.e., law, equity, juvenile, and criminal) for FY ,1977. 
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It was estimated that a~proximate1y 32.1% of Circuit CGurt judge 'time 

Stl1te-wi4Ef~as' "devoted ·t:?handi~ng 9r£mfnalicases' ':ih'""FY,'i977 7""Thi~' implies 
, I ,:) , : : ' ~ ;: '1 " .~' i 

~hat the :eqU:1valent Pf2~. 9 'full-time j1.ldg~swo'uld }lav~ b~~n 'needed to handle 
J ",' ., • "j>' '" ~ ,.':v ~ ': "1 "'.'. it ~:.: ' :~ ~'~:l ':' ~., .. "'J~ , ,.:., • 

J I::he Circ4:l~:Courf crimin~~_~a~e~oac(ln ~Yi9?7.' ~ iiim:ila~ilYth~;.portion of the 
-~- . ."." ,- \,'" ........ , . 

(.:1z:cuit Court judiCial costs associdted :wit~ crimin.al cases wa~' eS~imated to be 

$8,463,30.0. or 33.0% of; th~o 'tot~l, .$25 ,'QQ8,10b :ci;~:c~ft Cciiirf:- judlciciT costs; 
- f " > 

Out. of the $8,463,30.0. it.was estimated that sliglifly-nioie 'than hi:llror-

$4,390,60.0. wa,s incurred in the p:t:'ocessin~ of criminal cases at the local 

level. 

Table 3.'5 is a comparison by the geographic groupings of the counties 

and Baltimore City of thE! .total FY 1977 Circuit Court judiciairesources 

and costs .to the estimated Circuit Court criminal resources and costs. 'As 

noted in this table Baltimore City and the four large urban counties, 

, Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne ;Aruf.ldel and Baltimor~, ,together incurred 

$19,99o.,Bo.Oor 78.1% of the total Circuit Court judicial costs; together 

they inc;urred$6,976,20o. or. 82.4% of the total estiinat:ed criminal Circuit 
't." 

Court judicial costs. 

Of the $14,386,400 iocal court costs incurredState-wi,de in FY 1977, . 

ap estimated $4,39o.,6QO ox: 30..5% was a;ssociated with <c r,iniina 1 cases. Fur,.... 

thermore, more. than 80.% of the local court costs (bot!'t total.an.d c:t:'iminal). 

wer,e .incurred by Baltimore City and the four urban counties, Prince George's, ~ 

Mpntgome~y,AnneAtt.indei, and Baltfmore. 
• ' ',' J _ .c., _ ,.. ''<, 

:Finaliy, Table '3.6'is a comparisonof'theGirc~n Court'judicial r~-

sources, costs and ~as~~)defelidants p:t:'ocessed by the geograpi:iic groupin~s.:; 
"'. ~ ,', . 

'Overall inri i977,ithere;were 135,93~ docket entry f:ilings; at.the'Circuit 
• .' , " , ':, ~-.., ,t; , ~ .~ .. 

• " t· ' ~ ::.: ,-~' . ;"~': l 

CouX't level an4 12~, 412 Ci~cul;t Court docket .en~!iY term;lJ.?at:iona.~'T,hese .. 
~"',~ ".'7,', " ,~."\< ,.;" '1;'1'; 

figures inClude law, e<1uity, criminal and juvenile cases and appeals. 
:. ,) 
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TABLE 3.5: COMPARISON BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF TOTAL CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL RESOURCF.S AND COSTS TO ESTlH.\TED CIIlC1JIT COURT CROONAL 
RESOURCES AND COSTS, 1976-1977 

, . , . . . . 
TOTAL CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL - RESOURCES AND COSTS (Costs in ESTIMATED CRIMINAL CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL - aESOiJJlGES MID cosrs6 

thousands of $ ) (Costs in thousa~s of $ ) 

, Of Total Judge Overhea~ Clerks of Local " Of Total Judge r Overhead- Clerks of 
Judges/Mas- Costs Salaries Appeals Court Court

5 
Judges Criminal Salaries Appeals Court 

ters1 and Oper- Cou!:ts, (Net Costs~ Costs Costs and I Courts, (Net Costs) 
GEOGRAPHIC ating Ex- Court Re- Operating Court Re-

PellSeS
2 1ated Agen- Expenses lated Agen-GROUPINGS cies cUs 

1. BaltillOre City 22/9 $9,036.1 $900.5 $1,429.0 $1,155.3 $5,551.3 12.5 $4,638.7 $509.2 $794.8 $740.1 
(35.3) [10.0] [15.8] [12.8] [61.4] (54.8) [11.0] [17.1] [16.0] 

2. Dorchester/Somer- $ 920.4 $198.1 $ 177.1 $ 140.0 $ 405.2 1.5 $ 279.1 $ 59.8 $ 62.0 $ 49.0 set/Wicom!co/Worceste 5/1 ( 3.6) [21.5] [19.2] [15.2] [44.0] ( 3.3) [21.4J [22,2] [17.6] 

3. Caro1ine/Ceci1/ $1,096.8 $237.7 $ 212.5 $ 222.9 $ 423.7 1.4 $ 277.4 $ 53.9 $ 56,6 $ 53.7 Kent/Quaen A.lne' s/ 6 ( 4.3) [21. 7] [19.4] , [20.3] [38.6] ( 3.3) [19.4] [20,4] [19.4] Talbot 
4. Ca1vert/Charles/ $ 771.7 $118.8 $ 106.3 $ 148.1 $ 398.5 .6 $ 142.2 $ 22.9 $ 23.7 $ 25.4 St. Mary's 3/1 ( 3.0) [15.4] [13.8] [19.2] [51.6] ( 1.7) [16.1] [16.7] [17.9] 
5. Prince George's 12/3 $3,217.3 $475.3 $ 425.1 $ 538.3 $1,778.6 2.7 $ 715.5 $107.0 $110.9 $150.8 . (12.6) [14.8] [13.2] [16.7] [55.3] ( 8.5) [15.0] [15.5] [21.1] 
6. Hontgomef"j- 10/3 $3,222.4 $396.1 $ 354.2 $ 630.7 $1.841.4 2.1 $ 658.5 $ 83.5 $'86.5 $152.7 

(12.6) [12.3] [11.0] [19.6] [57.1] ( 7.8~ [12.7] [13.1] [23.2] 
7. Anne Arundel 7l'l $1,716.4 $277.3 $ 248.0 $ 267.3 $ 923.8 1.6 $ 377.7 $ 63.4 $ 65.6 $ 66.5 

( 6.7) [16.2] [14.4] [15.6] [53.8] ( 4.5) [16.8] [17 .4] [17.6] 
8. Baltimore County 10/1.5 $2,798.6 $396.1 $ 354.2 $ 275.9 $1,772.4 2.4 $ 585.8 $ 93.9 $ 97.3 $ 93.3 

(10.9) [14.2] [12.7]. [ 9.9J [63.3] ( 6.9) [16.0] [16.6] [15'.9] 
9. Harford 3/1 $ 715.6 $118.8 $ 106.3 $ 96.0 $ 394.5 .8 $ 187.7 $ 30.7 $ 31.8 $ 27.1 

( 2.8) [16.6] [14.9] [13.4] [55.1] ( 2.2) [16.4 ) [16.9) [14.4] 
lOa. Howard 3/1 $ 574.9 $118.8 $ 106.3 $ 98.1 $ 251.7 1.2 $ 208.0 $ 46.4 $ 68.1 $ 28.8 

( 2.2) [20.7] [18.5] [1,7 .1] [43.8J ( 2.5) [22.3] [23.1] [13.8] 
lOb. Carroll 2 $ 348.9 $ 79.2 $ 70.8 $ 57.6 $ 141.3 .6 $ 93.2 ~. 22.2 $ 23.1 $ 15.2 

( 1.4) (22.7] [20.3] [16.5] [40.5] ( 1.1) [23.8] [24.8] [16.3] 
11. Frederick/ 4 $ 751.7 $158.4 $ 141. 7 $ 115.1 $ 336.5 1.0 $ 218.8 $ 38.0 $ 39.4 $ 47.4 Washin&ton ( 2.9) [21.r] [18.9] [15.3] [44.8] ( 2.6) [17.4] [18.0] [21. 7] 

12. Allegany/Garrett 3 $ t,37.6 $118.8 $ 106.3 $ 44.7 $ 167.8 .5 $ 80.5 $ 1!1.3 $ 19.9 $ 12.4 
(1.7) (27.1] [24.3] [10.2] [38.3] ( 1.0) [24.0] [24.7] [15.4] 

90/22.5 $25.608.2 $3,594.1 $3,837.8 $3,789.9 $14,386.4 28.9 $8,463.3 $1,150 .• 1 $1,460.1 $1,462.5 TOTAL STATE-WIDE [14.lij [15.0] (14.8] [56.2] [13.6] [17.3] (17.3] 

f ) m % of Column "State-wide"total 
1 • % of row "Total Coats" and "Total Crill1na1 Costs" respectiv(lly 

Ilncludes the Prince George's County judgeships not effective UDtill/I/78 
2FY 1977 IIIryluul State Budget adjusted for ne .. judgeships 
3Fy 1977 Maryland State Budget - includes Court of Appeals, Court of Special Appeals, Administrative Office of the Courts, Mary1~nd Judicial 
Conference; Hon-budgeted funds, Other Court related agencies, State computer resources 

4Court related (does not include non-court related) receipts and disbursements as reported by the Clerka to the State CoaptroIler, "Report 
of Receipts and DiBburH .. nts and Deficiency in fees and Eao1U11ents, Clerks of Court". 

5aased on Ad.inistrative Office of the Courts analysis entitled "Cost to Opsrate Circuit Courts ·!unded by Political SubdiVisions (Exc1udina 
Clerka Officea)"; Cost are ba.ed on FY 1977 appropriations; includes personnel, contractual aervices, oparating expanses. equiy.ent, office 
space lea.e; office space included fa ~9 ea&taated coat for space occupied by the Circuit Court vere rent to b. cbaraed. 

6Criainal estt.ates bas.d on weilhtad aoaly.ls of crt.{nal percentage of caseload filin&s and teratnationa (i •••• 1 ... , equity, juvenile, and 
crialnel) for FY 1977. ,. 

,. 

Local 
Court 
Costs 

$2,594.6 
[55.9] 

$ lOB.3 
[38.8J 

$ lll.1 
[40.8) 

$ 70.3 
[49.4) 

$ 346.9 
[48.5] 

$ 335.8 
[51.0) 

$ 182.2 
[48.2) 

$ 301.3 
[51.4J 

$ 98.1 
[52.3] 

$ 84.6 ' 
[40.7) 

$ 32.7 
[35.1] 

$ 94.0 
[43.0] 

$ 28.9 
(35.9) 

$4,390.6 
[51.9J 

/' 
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TAaLE 3.6: COHl'AnSON OF CIllCUIT COURT JUDICIAL RESOURCES, COSTS, AND CASES/DEFEIIDANTS PROCESSm BY CEOCRAl'HIC GIOIIl'IlIGS, 1976-1977 

. 
TOTAL Cl1lCUIT COURT JUDICIAL IISTDlATm CRDIlNAL CIRCUIT COUU JUDICIAL 

• 

, Of Judges/ Total Costs2 Total Circuit Total Circuit Est"iJlated .,. Of Eatilllited Total , Of Circuit 'Ot: C1:r~~ GEOCIIAPHIC Kastersl (thousands.of $) Court Court " ;Circuit Court Circuit Court
i 

CQ!1rt C~ill1Dal Court C 
Pil~ng8] Tend.nations] Judges2 (cr1aina GROUPINGS ~ . Cr1a1nal Coat Defendant k!::!::~ (thousands of $) F111nJls4 Db 4 . 

1. Baltimre C~ty . 22/9 $9036.1 5],812 50,970 12.5· $4638.7 88ll 8528 
(27.6) (]5.]) (39.6) (39.7) (4].3) (54.8) , (41.9) (41.5) 

2. Dorchester/Sollleraet 5/1 $ 920.4, 5,5]2 4,905 1.5 $ 279.1 ·1279 1101 
Wicoaico/Worceater' ( 5.3) ( 3.6) ( 4.1) ( 3.8) ( 5.2) ( ].]) ( 6.1) (S.4} 

~1096.8 
, 

3. Caroline/Cecil/Kent 6 , . ],G61 ],950 1.4 $ 27.7.4 725 762 
Queen Anne j ./Talb!»t ( 5,3) ( 4.3) ( 2.8) ( 3.1) ( 4.8) ( ].3) ( 3.4) ( 3.7) 

4. Calvert' Charlea/ 3/i $ 771.7 
. , 

3,810 3,594 
., 

439 .6 $ 142.2 488 
St. Mary'a ( 3.6) ( 3.0) (2.8) ( 2.8) ( 2.1) ( 1.7) ( 2.3) ( .2.1) 

5. Prince George's 12/3 $3217.3 17,028 16,368 2.7 $ 715.5 2375 2lS8 
(13.3) . (12.6) (12.5) (12.7) ( 9.3) ( 8.5) (11.3) (10.5) 

~ 
loti $3222.4 6. lIontlO~ry 12,203 11,744 2.1 ~ 658.5 ' 1162 1287 , 

(11.6) (12.6) (9.0) ( 9.1) ( 7.3); ( 1.8) ( 5.5) (6.3) 

Anne Arwu\el 7/2 $1716.4 
1: • 

7. 11,580 10,734 1.6 .' $ 377.7 " 1406 1420 
\ ( 8.0) ( 6.7) (8.5) ( 8.4) ( 5.5) ,~ I~.~:j) ( 6.7) ( t.9) 
,~ 

Baltillor:/ 8. 10i1.S ,. ,$2798.6 M,2S9 14,06l 2.4 $ 585.8 '2201 2386 
(10.2) '(10.9) (10.5) (10.9) ( 8.3) ( 6.9) , (10.5) (U.6) 

9. Harford 3/,1, $, 715.6 3,195 2;963 .8 $ 187.7 568 506 
( 3.6) "( 2.8) f 2.4) , ( 2.3) i( 2.8) ( 2.2) ( 2.7) ( 2.5) 

lOa. Howard 3/1 $'574.9 2,495 1~905 1.2 $ 208.0 637 468 
( 3.6) ( 2.2) .. ( 1.8) ( 1.,St ( 4.2) ( 2.5) ( 3.0) (2.3) 

lOb. Carroll- 2 ',. ~'. 348.9 1,777 1,687 .6 $ !ll.2 357 362 
(1.8) .< 1.4) (,l .• 3) :'i : ( 1.3) ( 2.1) ( 1.1) (\ 1.7) (1.8) 

11. Frederick/ 3;988 
,,' 

4 $ 751.7. 
~I 3,S5()' 1.0 $ 21!1.8 

/4\» 
IY.I9 

Washiugton 
" 

(3.6) ';( 2.9), ( ,2,9) ( 2.8) ( 3.5): ( 2.6) 3.5 ' (3.9) 

12. Alie .. ny/Gal'l'~tt 1 $·437.6 2,396 'I 1,981 .5 294 
, n4 $ 80.5 c ~ 

(2.7)' . ( 1.7) ( 1.8) I : ( 1.5) ( 1.7) ( 1.0) '( 1.4) 
. ( ,1.S) \' , .. . , -c r; STATE-WIDE -, 90/.22.5 

.. 
$25,606,,2 

.. " 
.«i 135,936 '128,412 28,9 " 

" $8463.1 21045 20540 , 
, 

: 
,<", 

: ~4·. [:'I., I 

" 
( .. :~ 

", r i l'; 

( ) .. % o'r col\11i111, "State-vi!',e" TQ,~al , 
'" ~ "" , :'" ~ 

1App!!,l Report 6f the Karyl~nd Judi~i'ry, 1976~19ZZ, 'includes two 'Prince George's County judgeships not;~fIective until 1/1/78 
2See footnotea ,00 Ti!h1e. 3.4, 3.5 for explanatio.n of coat and resource figures, ! 

3Annual Report of tI>f, Kagland Judlci81'Y, 1976';1977, Statistical .(bBtract - includes law, equity, cr:la1nal" and juvenUe cues and appeals both 
filed and temiu~,ed; Piauru included are coilnted on a docket entry baais which aay not be the ... e aa a defendant. 

4Criaina1 fl1inaa ~d taraiutiona are the estiaated nuaber of defendants not cases; see pales 20-22 of Governor's Co .. iaaion report entitled 
A Juri.dictlon-~ Deaeription of the Maryland Criaiul and Juvenile Juatice Systea for an explanation of how these .atlantea were deteraiDed. 
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3. State's Attorneys 

Additionally, it should be noted that the ~i1ings and terminations listed Table 3.7 compares the State's Attorneys' costs and defen-

are counted on a docket entry basis which may not be the same as a defendant. 

The ratio of Circuit Court terminations to filings in FY 1977 was .94 

(i.e., 128,412 = .94) indicating that the Circuit Court disposed of cases 
135,936 

(Le., dockets) somewhat less quickly than new cases (Le., dockets) were 

being filed. The average number of docke~ terminations per judge/master 

was an estimated 1141 (i.e., 128;412 = 1141.4) 'while the ave~age cost per 
90+22.5 

Circuit Court docket termination was an estimated $199 

= $199~42). 

(i.e., $25~8,200 
128,412 

The criminal filings and terminations listed for each geographic group

ing are the estimated number of defendants*, not docket entries, as was the 

case with the total Circtdt Court fili,ngs and terminations listed in Table 3.6. 

As such the two listings might not be directly comparable. State-wide the 

estimated number of Circuit Court (criminal) defendant filings was 21,045 

while an estimated 20,540 criminal defendants were disposed at the Circuit 

Court level. This implies that the ratio of Circuit Court criminal defendant 

terminations to filings was approximately .98 (i.e., '20,540 == .98). 
"" ..., , _ 21,045 

The average number of criminal defendants disposed at tne'Circuit Court 

level per judge was an" estimated ili'defendants (i.e., '2U;540 = 710.7) 
28.9 

wh±l--e -the aver.age cosrper Circtfi'tC'ourt criminal deferniant disposed' was an 
. " 

estimated $412 (i'~e.d;-·$8,463,lOO "'·~~2.03). 
20,540 

* See pages 20-22 of Governor's Commission report entitled A Jurisdiction""B.ased 
Description of the Maryland Criminal and Juvenile Justice System for an explana
tion of how these estimates were determined. 
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dants processed by level of court (e.g., District, Circuit) for the geo

graphic groupings for FY 1977. As noted in the table, the State's Attorneys 

incurred $8,609,500 in total costs in FY 1977, of which an estimated 81.1% 

or'$6,980,900 were associated with the handling of criminal cases at the 

District and Circuit Court levels. The remaining $1,628 ... 600 or 18.9% of 

the St'ate' s Attorneys' costs in FY 1977 were for t.he most part associated 

with juvenile.c;!ourt and child support cases. 

The average State's Attorneys' (criminal) costs incurred at the District 

Court level' per District Court defendant disposed was an es.timai:ed $21.,' 

(i.e., ll.,245,300 = $21.33) •. The average State's Attorneys' (criminal) costs 
. 105,263 

incurred at the Circuit Court level per O.ircuit Court cr;l..minal defendant 

disposed was an est'imated $2'31, 

as not'ed in the table, .Bal.timore 

(Le., $4,73h600 = $230.56). Additionally, 
20,540 

City and 'the four large urban counties, 
, '. 

Prince 'George' s, 'Montgomery, Anne Arundel, and B'altimore together incurred an 

estiL1ated $1~613,800 or 7L9'% of the total State's Attorneys' cr,imina1 

costs at the District Court level. Together they disposed' 82,Z42 or 78.1% 

of the total'ttutnber of defen¢lants' disposed at the District, 90urt • Similar:f:iY, 

Baltimore City and the~e four counties together incurred ~n est~ated 

$3,892,700 or 82.2% of the total State's Attorne~' criminal costs at the 

Circuit Court level. Tog~thertliey disposed 15,779 or 76.8% of the total 

number 'of defendartts dispos~dat the Circuit Court. 

The number of State's .Attorneys. present in each of the geographic group-

ings in FY 1977 are listed in Table' 3.8 by level of court. As noted in the 

\ 
I 
I 

_ .... ~~ ,.,.,. ...... ". _ ..... -' _ ..... , . ..,. ... --,.....,..--
i 
If 

.. _ .. -_._-_ ........ --- ( .... .• ~,,-- .. -----' _ .. _- t, 
I 
h .. ' ... __ .... -".------.- -" ... ----7·--·.~ 
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TAB1.E 3.7; CCllPARISON 07 STATE'S ATtOIINEYS' COST AIID DEFENDANTS PROCESSED BY LEVEL OF COURT AIID BY GBOGIIAPBIC GROUPINGS, 1976 .,; 1977 

STATE'S ,STATE'S ' STATE'S A'1'TOItNEY DIS'11lICT COOIT .TATE" An'OlHIt CllCUn COUlT 
GEOGRAPHIC ATTOINEY ~'rrcalm TOTAL r 

GROUPING TOTAr ADULT CRIMINAL 
ESTIMATED DIS- ESTIKATBD CIlCtll COST (DIS'11l1CT AIID 
TaICT COIlR! CRlM· JIUHIIER OF CMI CIIKDIAL IIIKIER OF (IN TIIOUSAllDS, CIaCUIT COORT)2 

DEPEND~S DErn.!l~18 OF $) (IN TIIOUSAIIDS INAL COSTS (IN COST (IN 
THOUSANDS OF ~) 'l'HOUSAlIlS OF $) DISPOSED , OF $) , ' DISPOSED 

$2,963.7 $2,486.3 $612.9 42,089 $1,873.4 8.528 
1. Bal taora C1 ty (34.4) (35.6) [20.7] (40.0) [63.2] (41.5) 

(27.3) (39.6) 

305.4 254.7 120.6 4,889 134.1 1,101 2. Dorchuter. Sca.ra"t, 
(3.5) (3.6) [39.5] (4.6) [43.9] (5.4) Wicomico, Worc •• tar 

(5.4) (2.8) 

274.7 216.0 84 .0 3,018 132.0 762 3. Caroline, Cecil, ICant. (3.2) (3.1) [30.6] (2.9) [48.1] (3.7) QUeen Anne 'a, Telbot (3.7) (2.8) - 3,419 112.9 439 283.6 224.9 112.0 
4. Calvert, Charl .. , (3.3) (3.2) [39.5] (3.2) [39.8] (2.1) St. Mary'. (5.0) (2.4) 

5. Pr1nc. G.orle'. 1,282.0 1,020.1 359.2 14,3\17 660.9 2,158 
(14.9) (14.6) [28.0] (13.6) [51.6] (10.5) 

(16.0) (14.0) 

1,013.1 729.0 252.1 7,823 476.9 1,287 6. HontSCillary (11.8) (10.4) [,1,,9] (7.4) [47.1] (6.3) 
(U.2) (10.1) 

560.7 446.8 126.9 8,SSO 319;9 1,420 
7. Anne Arundel (6.5) (6.4) [22.6] (8.1) [57.1] (6.9) 

(5.7) (6.8) 

I). Ilal tiaore Coun ty 928.6 824.3 262.7 9,473 561.6 2,386 
(10.8) (11.8) U8.3] (9.0) [60.5] (1l.6) 

(11.7) (11.9) 

242.9 146.3 53.0 2,424 93.3 506 9. Harford 
(2.8) (2.1) [21.8] (2.3) [38.4] (2.5) 

(2.4) (2.0) 

245.0 211.5 66.3 2,C79 145.2 468 lOa. Howard (2.8) (3.0) [27.1] (2.0) [59.3] (2.3) 
(3.0) (3.1) 

lOb. Carroll 85;1 76.8 33.9 1,040 42.9 362 
(1.0) (1.1) [39.8J (1.0) [~:;~ (1.8) 

(1.5) 

278.2 231.1 129.3 4,067 101.8 B09 11. Fraelarick, WuhingbJn 
(3.2) (3.3) [46.5] (3.9) [~6.~~ (3.9) 

(5.8) 2.1 
'12. Alla.any, Garratt 146.5 113.1 32.4 2,085 BO.7 314 

(1.7) (1.6) [22.1] (2.0) [~~.~~ (1.5) 
(1.4) 1.7 

Totd State-v1de $8,609.5 $6,980.9 $2,245.3 105,263 $4,735.6 2O,5oW1 

{\ 

NOTE; 1 • % of row, State'. Attorney total cost. 
) • % of co1\1l11, Stata-vide, coat. 

(26.1) . (55.0) 

IB.sed on r .. pons •• to C.,.i .. ion ataff questionnaire entitled "State's Attorney"s Office QueaUonnaire" administered in the 
fall and winter of "1978 a. vall a. agency budlet. for FY 1977. 

2Ba• ad on State 'e Attorney'. OfUce r .. ponsee :0 vo~kload resource, and budget questions on the "Stat" '. Attorney'. Office 
Qu •• t1onniare." Queationnaira. were Dot received from Carroll, Cecil, Garrett, and St. Mary'. counties and coats had to 
be •• t1mated b .. a¢ on " 1977 budset. and raaource and workloed information appearing in the Governor'. Ca..ie.1on'e 1977 
.:nd lli78 COIlprahnaiva Plana. 

3Ba •• d on Dietrict Court (i.ura. for" 1977 on number of dafandants receiving a final d!spoaition at the D1atrict Court 
(include. all crillinal p1ua 11-90%; include. all Di.trict Court dafendante with' the exception of defendant. boundover to 
Circuit Court and dafend.nte pray1t11 a jury trial to the Circuit Court). 

4Eatimatad number at defanllan't. diepoaad of at the Circuit Court for" 1977. See pilau 20-22 of Governor'. eo-1eSion' 
report antithd "A Juri.diction-B .. ed Doscription of the Kanland Criminal 6nd Juvenile Justice Syat ... " for an explanation 
of how tha .. a. taata. "are detamined.' , 
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orua STATE" 
4'l'TOU1Y COITI 
lIICI.\IDU 
JllVUIU COUll' 
CIIDJ) 8U1'POIT 
(III TBDUSAillS 
OF $) 

$477 .4 
(16.1) 
(29 .3) 

SO.7 
[16.6] 
(3.1) 

58.7 
[21.4] 
(3.6) 

58.7 
[20.7] 
(3.6) 

261.9 
[20.4] 
(16.1) 

284.1 

[28.~~ 
(17.4 

113.9 
[20.3] 
(7.0) 

104.3 

[tf·~~ 6.4 

96.6 

[~r .:~ 5.9 
33.5 

[13.7} 
(2.1) 

8.3 
[9.8] 
(.S) 

47.1 
(16.9] 
(2~9) 

33.4 

(~~.~~ 2.1 

$1,638.6 

,', 
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TABLE ).8: STATE'S ATIORHEY RESOURCE ALLOCATION BY LEVEL OF COURT FOR TUE GEOGRAl'HIC GROUPIIIGS, 1976-1971. 

TOTAL' OF TOTAL' OF STATE'S ESTIM!>.TED STATE'S ATTOlUiEY! ESTDIATED STATE'S ATTOlUiEYS ESTIHATED STATlI' 5 ATTOIIHEYS 
STATE'S ATTOR!,EYSI ATTORNEYS (less those AT TUE DISTRICT COUJIT] AT TUE CIRCUIT COURT OTHER (iDc1bdea Juvenile 

aD1gned to Juvenile, Non- (CRIKIIIAL») Court, Non-Support, Ada1n-
tstrative, Otber)l,3 support, Ad,.in., otbC;.») 

CEOGIIAl'IJ IC .. . . 
SIOUI'DIGS 

Full-time Part-ti ... 2 Full-U.., Part-t .... 2 Full-time Part-t .... 2 Pull-t .... Part-t .... 2 Full-f.iM Part-tiIOe2 

~ 

1. aalt1loore ctt)! 9) I 80.0 -- 19.0 - 61,0 - 1).0 
(2) (2.0) 

2. Dolrchester,Soeerset, 5 8 4.8 5.9 1.8 4.3 3.0 1.6 .2 
U1conico,Worcester 

3. Caroline, Cecil, IRa 2 12 1.0 9.7 - 5.0 1.0 4.7 1.0 
Queen Azme'a.Talbot 

• Calvert. Charles. 5 , 5 3.'5 3.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.5 
St. Mary's 

• Pr10cc George' .. 34 - 23.0 - 9.0 - 14.0 - Ii 
(6) (6) 

6. IIontiU"'ry 22 - 15.5 -- 6.5 -- 9.0 - 6.S 
(1) (1) 

7. All'''' Arundel 17 2 12.2 2.0 5.0 - 7.2 2.0 4.8 

Ba1U..,re COunty 34 - 28.0 • -- 10.0 -- " 18.0 - 6.0 
(2) . (2) 

9. Harford 2 8 1.0 4.8 1.0 .8 -- 4.0 1 

0.. H<rolard 6 2 
(1) 

5.0 1.0 2.0 -- 3.0 1.0 1.0 

011. Carroll 4 - 3.7 - 2.0 -- 1.7 - .3 

1. Frederick, 7 2 4.8 2.0 2.7 2.0 2.1 - 2.2 
Ilashinllton 

2. Allegany, Garrett i 
1 4 1.0 2.9 .1 1.5 .9 1.4 --

i 
STATE-WIDE I 232 44 I 183.5 32.0 60.9 15.3 122.6 16.7 48.5 

(11.0) (1.0) (11.0) 

lliased on responses to Co ... lssion staff questionnaire entitled "State's Attorney's Office Questionnaire" administered in the fall and winter DC 
~'Y 1978. l11e nW1lbers In parenthe""s are the number of administrative State' G Attorneys not assigned, based On the questionnaire responses, to 
a specifiC court level. It should be noted however, that the cost associated with these attorney. was distributed a8 an overhead cost a.,n8 
the' various court levels. 

1.0 

2.1 

2.3 

1.3 

-
-
-

-
3.2 

1.0 . 
(1.0) 

-

-

1.1 

12.0 
(1.0) 

2Part-U.., State's Attorney. wcre deCined on, the Commission's questionnaire ss those working less than 35 hours per week for the State's Attorney's 
Office and-not baRed on salary or any official designation. 'The nUlllber of full-time_snd part-t1loe are based on the questionnaire responses received 
civen this definition. , ~J , 

li'h;, lIu"'er of full-time or part-tillll! State's AttorneY8 sho,WD is either the number of actual attorneys aB~igned to the court level or the 
eqUivalent oC attorn"y. bused on the nUlllber of attorneys assigned to a specific cnurt level and the percent'age of their u.., .. signed to tbe 
specific level of court. State's Attorneys assigned to special unite (e.g. victim/witness, screening, .. jar frauds) were assigned to the 
various court level,. based on the type of activity they performed. 

" 
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table there were approximately 232 full-time State's Attorneys in Maryland 

in FY 1977 and 44 part-time.* The 232 full-time State's Attorneys spent 

an estimated 79.1% of their time (i.e., 183.5/232 ~ 79.l%~ on'the District 

and Circuit Court's criminal caseload, or in other words, the equivalent of 

183.5 full-time State's Attorneys (assuming a 35 hour work week) were re

qu~~~ to handle the District and Circuit Court's criminal caseload in FY 

1977. More specifically, the 232 full-time State's Attorneys spent an esti-

mated 26.3% (i.e., 60.9/232 = 26.3%) of their time on the District Court 

'!( criminal caseload, an estimated 52.8% of their tj.me on t.he Circuit Court 

criminal caseload and the remaining 20.9% principally for juvenile court 
/i 

cases aria. non-sup.port cases. Equivalently the number of full-time State.' s 

Attorneys needed to handle the FY 1977 District Court criminal caseload was 

60.9, while the equivalent of 122.6 full-time State's Attorneys handled the 

Circuit Court criminal caseload. 

Similarly, the equivalent number of part-time State's Attorneys who 

handled District and Circuit Court criminal cases is shown in Table 3.8. 

The,part-time State's Attorneys represent the number of attorneys working 

on a part-time basis who handled either the District or Circuit Court's 

criminal caseloads as well as the juvenile and non-support workload. 

4:. Public Defenders 

The next two tables in this section compare the Public Defender 

costs and resources (i.e., attorneys) and defendants processed by the 

* For th.l.s report, a full-time State's Attorney was defined as a State's 
Attorney who worked 35 or more hours per week. Those who worked less than 
35 hours per week for th~ St~te' s Attor:[u~y' s Office were considered part
time. 
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geographic groupings for FY 1977. Table 3.9 is' a comparison of the public ,. 

defender estimated costs and defend~nts represented by level of court for 

the geographic groupings for FY 1977. As noted, an estimated $2,225,900 or 

36.9% of the total public defender ~?sts were incurred in processing criminal 

cases at the District Court level, an estimated $2,577,500 or 42.7% were 

incurred in processing criminal cases at the Circuit Court level. (does not 

, include costs associated with appeals) and an estimated $~32,700 or 5.5% 

were specifically associated with appeals at the Circuit Court level. 

The average cost incurred by the Public Defender's Office in the pro

cessing of criminal cases at theDistri~t Court level per District Court 

cr'1minal defendant (disposed) repr.esented ,by public Qr panel attorneys was 

" . $ ( $2 225 900 ") The average public defender cost an estimated 8l Le. , , ;:: $80.80 • 
, 27,547 ': . 
incurred in the processing of ,criminal cases and for appellate work at the 

Circuit Court'leyel (includes cost of appeal) per Circuit Court criminal 

defendant (disposed) represerited by public or panel attorneys w,as an 'esti-

mated $248 ( ; $2 910 '200 = $248.04). ' Similarly,', the, averag,e cost l..e., , , 
11,733 ,.' , . 

incurred by, the Public Defender's Office at Juvenile Cour~ per. Juvenile 

(disposed) represented, by public or p~nel attorney was an estimate,d $82. 

Table 3.10 !iescribes the public,defender trial attorney resource allocation 

by level of court for the'geographic groupings for FY 1977'. Within each 

* level of court the number of publi..:! def~nders, both staff and panel 
, ** 

are 

listed. As noted in the 'table there were a tot~l, of 95.4' public defenders 

on staff in the State of Maryland in, FY 1977. ' 

* 1 fit attorneys whose services are contracted Panel attorneys are a poo 0 pr va e 
for by the Public' Defender's Office on a "need" :basis. 

** re'presents 'one attorney hired in Prince George's County TIle, • 4s taf fa t torneys 
dur:i.n'g ,the last five months of FY 1977.' 
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TABLE 3.9 - co!~AlllSOll 0' l'UBLIC DEFEIIDEIl COSTS AlID III!IPIDAHTS UPRESE!I'lEil BY L£Vl!L 0' COUU AIID BY GJlOGureIc: CIOOPUGS. 1976-1977 

TOT'AL PUBUC DEFEIIDEII COST PUBLIC DEFEllDU PUBLIC DEFEIIDER CIRCUIT fUlLIC DUIIIIIIt. 
(1D th<!W>ai>da of $ ) DISTaIc:T COUJa-caDllNAL COUilT-ciDl1HAi. PUILIC .JUV!IIIU coua:r. 

---- DEnlIIDli -APPEALS COSTS 
Total Cont District + Iat1D:ated , Defend.lllits 

Diapo .. d iepre 
Estillated , DefeDdanu (1D thousand. btibt_ , JIIWII1la 

Co.c2 (Di,atdct and Circuit Court Cou2 Cost2 Disposed Kepr .. of , ) Dillpo'" Iepre-
(ia thousands (ia t~a GJlOGIlAPHIC ciwup'lIiG Circuit + CriaiJal Coat "ented By Pub (ia tllouallDda Hm~~I Pub-

.... teel .. )' ...... 
JuvenUe)1 Only of $ ) 11c/Panel of $ ) of , ) l~/P~ 

._ .'-___ ._ 4 .- - .. - . - ••• n~~v3 Attorney] 

i. BalUlIOre City $2647.0 $2132 •. 8 $822.] 11062 $1145.1 5833 r·:~ii "14.2 ·7395 

(43.8) (41.5) . (31.1) (40.2) [43.31 (49.7) [19.4) (67.') 
(36.9) (44.4) (57.0) 

2. Dorcheater.Soooer .. t $ 317.5 $ 283.6 Ul1.l. 924 M~~j6 2i 
( 5~~5) ! 14.9 -~ Jll.!I 224---

W~cooiico. IIoru.cer ( 5.3) : ( 5.5) [36.9) ( 3.4) [ 4.7) [10.7) ( 2.1) 
( 5.3). ( 5.9) ( 3.8) 

----"-'-' ------ ----
479 . 3 •. Caroli ..... Cecil. $ 179.3 $ 154.6 $ 6].8 $ 82.6 288 $ 8.2 $ 24.7 153 

!(ent. lj;.Ieen Anne'a. ( 3.0) ( 3.0) [35.6) ( 1.7) [46.1) ( 2.5) [ 4.6) [U.8) ( 1.4) 
Talbot ( 2.9) ( 3.2) ( 2.7) --- - ... .. _0.-

$10].6 $ $ 
4. Colvert. CharI ... I 936 42.5 - 285 8.1 $ 26.5 284 

$ 180.7 $ 154.2 . [57.]) ( 3.4) [2].5) ( 2.4) [ 4.5) (14.7) ( 2.') 
S~. ~r7'a ( 3.0) (J.O), . ( 4.7) ( 1.6) ( 2.9) 

- -------, --'$177:-7-- f--'4120 ----- $ 329.8 ~ 35.3 5. Prloce Gear .. ' a $ 694.0 $ 542.8 (~~~6) !~~1.2 ~) (U.S) : (iO.6) [25.6) (15.0) [47.5) [ 5.1] [21.8) 
( 8.0) (12.8) (16.8) 

--_ .. ", - ... -..... 
2444 $ 245.9. 

6. Mont ..... ry • 647.1 $ 610.9 
$341.8 819 $ 23.2 $ 36.2 430 

(10.7) (U.9) 
[52.8) ( 8.9) [38.0) ( 7.0) [ 3.6) [ 5.6) ( 3.t) 
(15.4) ( 9.5) ( 4.0) 

7. Azule Ioruoelal $ 439.5 $ 424.5 $179.6 /~~~) $ 217.8 C!l~~l) t ~~ij t f.,l 1.1. 
( 7.3) ( 8.3) [40.9) [49.6) . ( 1.') 

( 8.1) ( 8.5 ( 1.7) 

8. IalU .. ra .$ 306.4 ~ ~~oi~ ~~~9:Y-- '-2579 $ 92.5 571 $ 16.2 $ 48.5 421 
( 5.1) [48:11 ( 9.4) pO.2) ( 4.9) [ 5.3) [15.8) ( 3.') 

( 6.1) ( 3.6) ( 5.4) 

9. Ha"forel $ 149.9 $ 130.3 $ 42.3 586 $ 80.0 281 $ 8.0 ~_l.9.6 176 

( 2.5) ( 2.5) [28.2) ( 2.1) [53.4) ( 2.4) [ 5.3] [13.1) ( 1.') 

( i.9) ( 3.1) ( 2.2) 
-Oa. Howarel --<--$ lU:2 $ lli.9 t: 59.7 604 $. 45.3 229 $ 6.2 $ 4.7 84 

( 1.9) ( 2.2) 51.5) ( 2.2) [39.1) ( 2.0) 
I ( 2.7) [ 5.3) [ 4.~~ ( .1) 

( 1.8) ( .5 

Db. Carroll $ 72.0 $ 66.1 $ 29.9 302 $ 31.4 159 $ 4.8 $ 5.9 106 

( 1.2) ( 1.3), [41.5) ( 1.1) [43.6) ( 1.4) [ 6.7) ( 8.2) ( 1;0) 
( 1.3) ( 1.2) ( .7) 

1. ·Freelarick. Waabiaa- $ 185.5 $ 169.6 . $ 71.5 822 $ 87.0 --393-- '$11.1 • 15.9 114 
t~ . ( 3.1) ( 3'.3) [38.5) ( 3.0) [46.9) ( 3.3) ( 6.0J [ 8.6) ( 1.2) 

( 3.2) (." .n .. ..... , ( 1.11) 

f67.4 . 610 '---
2. Alleaeny. ,:arrett , 103.6 $ 91.6 $ 26.0 149 $ 4.2 • 6.0 12 

(.1.1) ( 1.9) [65.1) ( 2.2) [25.1) ( 1.3)" [ 4.1) I 5:~l ( .7) 
( 3.0) ( 1.0) 

,- ---
. STATB-WIDB .. $6038.4 $5136.1 $2225.9 27547 $2577.5 11733 $332.7 1902.3 10941 

136.9) [42.7) [ 5.5) [14.9) 

[ ) • Z of row total coat 
( ) • Z of co1_, atat_lde coat. 

l .... eI on coat. U,uraa aupplied by the Deputy Public Defender; 1Dclud.a overhead costs aseoctateel vith ada1niatration anel appeUate work but doea _t 
. 1Dclude overhead aDd dlrect coata .. aoc:iatael vith _ntal lnatitutlon ca .... 
2The coat e.cl .. tea by le".1 of court liy ,_ .. rapllle: aroup1aa vare ba .. eI on total coat f1.aure~ avaUable by Public Defe"der Diatrict (a_ 
.. Diatrict Court diatrlcta) aDd coata aaaoc:iated vith panel attornay casea by. District and ~tbin a Dlatrict by type nf court (e.I •• District, 
Circuit. JuveoUa. "'peUeta). The coata by 1&OIraphlc Iroup1zll dao 1Dcluda tha proportlonata ahara of ... llIiaeratlve c~ta at both tIla 
Diatrict alld Headquartera 1.""la. 

3AnD"'l "par; of tM PubUc _f!!!der'a Office FY 1977. lncludeli only thoa. d~f.nelant8 reprea .. IJted by the Public DefaDder aDd recdvina a fiDal 
diapoaitloo at tbs partlcllAer COIIrt laval. 
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TABLE 3.10: PUBLIC DEFENDER TII.1A1. ArIORNEY RESOURCE ALLOCATION BY LEVEL OF COURT FOR TIlE GEOGRAl'llIC GIIOOPDlGS, 1976-1977 

TOTAL , OF PmlLIC ESTIMATED TOTAL (LESS ESTIMATED DISTRICI COUJI:1' ESTIMATED CIRCUIT COIlItT E~lHATED .JUiUlLE COUJI:1' 
ATTOR!lEYS JUVENILE COURT) PUBLIC (CRIIUNAL) PUBLIC AlTOillEYS (CIlHlHAL) PUBLIC ATTORNEYS PDIILIC ATTOIJIEY'S 

ATTORllEYS 

GEOGRAPHICAL Staff Es t:llla ted Staff Staff 3 Staff Staff' Panel 
GROUPINGS Attorneyal Panel Attorneys3 Panel Attorneys Panel Attorneya3 Panel Attorneys3 Attomeys2 

Attorneys2 Attorneys2 Attorneys2 Attorneya2 

l. Baltimore City 47 2.2 37.0 2.1 16.0 .1 21.0 2.0 .1 10.0 

2. Dorchester, Somer-
set, Wicomico, Wor- 3 4.3 2.5 4.1 1.1 1.8 1.4 2,3 

.5 .2 
cester 
3. Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, Queen Anne'a, 3 1.4 2:5 LJ 1.2 .4 1.3 .9 :5 .1 
Talbot 
4. CalVert, Charles, 

3 1.4 2.5 1.2 2.1 .4 .7 St. Mary's .5 .5 .2 

5. Prince George's b.4 9.1· " • .J I.~ ~.3 1.3 L.t! b.b 2.1 1.2 . 
6. Montgomery II 7.6 3.1l /.u ".0 2.0 1.2 5.0 .• 2 .6 

7. Anne Arundel 9 .9 IJ../ .9 ... ~ .1 4.5 .8 .3 ~ .1 

8. Baltimore County 7 2.3 3.0 :l.J. 3.U .0 .6 2.1 1.4 .2 

9. Hllr.ford 3 .6 .2.5 .6 .7 •. 4 1.8 .2 .5 ~ .1 

lOa. Howard 2.5 .4 2.4 .3 1.4 .1 1.0 .2 .1 .1 

lOll. Carroll 
~ 

1.5 .3 1.4 .2 .7 .1 .7 .1 .1 .1 

11. Frederick, 3.0 1.3 2.6 J..3 J..a .8 1.6 .5, .4 ~ .1 
Washington ! 

.' 
l2~ Allegany, Garrett 1. 1.1 1.0 1.0 .8 .5 .. .2 .5 

"" .1 .1 .. 

St:ATE-WIDE 95.4 32.9 78.8 30.0 41.3 8.1 37.5 21.9 16.6 2.9 

lBased on information provided by the Deputy Public Defender; the ~.ij Staff Attorneys for Prince George'a County includes one attorney hired during 
the last five months of,~Y 1977. . 

2Estimated numbe» o~ fu1i-tiue attorneys thst would be required to perform the work based on a 35.5 hour work week; derived from information available 
by Public Defender District' (same as District Court districts) on the cost and ;number of defendant cases (by level of court) represented by 
staff attorneys; in determining the humber ,of "full-time equivalent" panel attorneys, it was assumed that there were two hours of out of court 
preparation (at $20 Fer huur) for each hour of court time <at $25 per hour). . 

3A!10cated based on the eatimated percentage of Public Defender Staff Attorney costs by level of court and the total number of known staff 
attorneys for each Public Defender District. 
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The equivalent of 41.3 "full-time". public defender staff attorneys 

are estimated to have been used to handle criminal cases at the District Court 

level in FY 1977, the equivalent of 37.5 "full time" staff attorneys 

are estimated to have handled Circuit Court criminal cases (including 

C!-~pellate work) while the equivalent of i6.6 . "full time" staff 

attorneys worked at the Juvenile Court level. These estimates of full-time 

equivalent staff attorneys represent the number of attorneys who would have 

been needed (assuming a 35.5 hour work week) to handle the workload of each 

of the respective'l~vels of court (Le., District (Criminal), Circuit 

(~riminal) and A:ppeiiate, and Juveniie Court), if they only worked at the one 

level. As such, they give an estimate of the percen'tage' of time spent by 

staff attorneys at each of the court levels. For example,it was estimated 

that State-wide in FY 1977 the Public Detender staff attorneys spent approxi

mately 43,3% (i.e., 4'J:.;"3/'J5.4·= 43.3%) of their time'at the Distr:Lct Court (crimi

nal) level, 39.3% of their time at the Circuit Court (CrJ.·-J.~nal •. ~ aml .8.ppellate) 

level and 17.4% of their time at the Juvenile Court level. 

While 95.4 Public Defenders were on staff in FY 1977 the eq·u.:Lvalent of 

an estimated additional 32.9 "full time" attorneys (1. e., panel El·~torneys) 

were required to handle the remainder of the Public Defender's office workload.* 

Furthermore, these additional 32.9 resources are estimated to have been allo-

cated to the levels of court in the following manner: an estimated 24.6% of 

their services (1. e. 8.1) were needed at the District Court level, an estimated 
32.9 

66.6% of their services ~ere required'at'the Cir~uit Court level, and an es.timated 

8.8% of their services were required at the Juvenile Court level. 

An overall estimate of the public defender trial atto.rney .resource ne.eds 

* • , See footnote 2 of Table 3.10 for an explanation of how the number of "full 
time equivalent" panel attorneys was derived. 
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(i.e., both staff and panel attorneys) is obt~ined by considering the alloca

tion of staff and panel attorneys combined. ;For example, the Public Defender's 

Office in FY 1977 appeared to h~ve required the services of the equivalent 

of 128.3 "full,-time" attor?eys. Their time (or services) is estimated to ~~<!.ye 

been allocated to the three levels of court in the follow~ng manner: an 

estimated 38.3% (i.e., 49.1/128.3) was spent at the District Court level 

handling criminal cases, an estimated 46.3% was spent at the Circuit Court 

level handling criminal cases and appellate w'cirk, and an estimal:-eC1TS-;2% 

~yas spent at the Juvenile Court level • 
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B. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between Adiudication 
Criminal Costs and Related Indicators 

This section focuses on the operational costs and volume of offenders 

processed by each court (i.e., Distr~ct Court and Circuit Court). It 

should be noted that throughout this section, unless stated otherwise, 

the number of defendants disposed at the District Court level for each 

geographic grouping includes those defendants boundover to the Circuit 

Court as well as those criminal defendants who prayed a jury trial. As 

in the earlier sections, the statistical techniques of simple linear re-

gression and correlation analysis are used, in this case to determine if 

there is any statistical relation across the jurisdict'ions of the State for 

FY 1977 between adjudication costs and certain indicators, (e.g., defend'ants 

disposed, adult population). While not specifically required, some prior 

understanding of regression and correlation analysis would be beneficial 

in reviewing this section of the chapter. Those persons interested only 

in a description of the allocation of the FY 1977 adjudication area costs 
I 

and resources should limit their review of this chapter to Section A. 

Baltimore City has been excluded from all the analyses.' Due JO its· 

large size relative to the other geographic groupings, it was felt that 

including Baltimore City in the analyses would affect the statistical 

reliability of the results. The reader should also bear in mind that the 

subsequent analytic results (e.g., correlation coefficients, R2, estimated 

:jslopes) are determined from statistical estimation procedures and as such 

are subject to certain limits based on the accuracy of the data and statis-

tical assump,tions inherent in the regression and correlation analysis. * 

*See Chapter I.B.l. for a more detailed explanation. 
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Graphs depicting each pair of variables used in the regression anal

ysis (e.g., State's Attorneys' Qosts at 'the District Court and number of 

District Court 4efendants disposed for the year) have b'een ,.::included in 

Appendix c.3. Plotted on each graph are the actual ,data values used as 

well as·the estimated. regression line. The relevant statistical'information 

(e.g., correlation coe'ffic!ent,R2, slope, 'iIltercept) is listed below each 

graph.* At a minimuIT1, the graphs should allow the reader to compare the 

geographic groupings with respect to the parameters used for FY 1977. 

Assuming the estimated regression line accurately describes the existing 

relationship between the two varicibl'es, some sta'temertts could also be 

made about the degree of costs,for example, which WE!re incurred by the 

geographic groupings . That is', the estimated regression line could be 

thought of as describing the "average" statistica;I. relation existing between 

t\V'o variables. So, in a regression 'Felating State's Attorneys' 'costs to de-

fendants disposed, for example, geographic groupings whose values for State's 

Attorneys" ~osts ,fali above the es~imated regression line could' be said to 

have inc.urred relatively high costs. Similarly, geographic groupings whose 

values for State's Attorneys' costs and defendants 'disposed faii below'the 

estimated regression line could be said to have incurred relatively low 

State's AttorneY costs.** Tables listing the values of the variables 

* A more detailed explanation arid an example of the type of graph included 
in Appendix C.3 is gi~en in Chapter I.B.l of this report •. 
**"Technically, it would De more p;recise to cons tr.uc t a "band" around the 
"expected" regression values and then determine. whether or not the actual 
State's Attorney's' costs fall within the "band". Those geographic groupings 
that fall above the "band'!!' could then be said to have incurred rela.tively, high 
costs. Those geographic groupings that fall below the "band" could be said 
to have incurred low State's Attorneys'costs relative to the number of criminal 
defendants disposed in t9~ ~eographic grouping. In order to keep the example 
simple, this was not done. ''Again the interested reader is referred to any 
standard. statistics textbook for an explanation of how to construct confidence 
"bands" about the regression line. 
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(e.g., District and Circuit Court judicial criminal costs) used in. the 

n~gresAion analysis by geographic grouping, have also been included in 

Appendix C.3. 

1. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Distr;f,ct , 
'Court and Circuit Court Cbmponent Costs and S'e1ected Indicators 

Figure 3.1a graphically depicts, the estimated statistical relationship 

between the District Court component costs (i.e., Judicial, State's Attorney, 

Public Defender, Court Commissioner) and two relevant indicators (i.e., Dis-
" 

trict Court defendants disposed,and adult population) for the geographic grr.JUIlings 

of the counties for FY 1977. Based on the results of the regression analysis 

(from which Baltimore City was excluded), in particular the values of the 

R2 coefficients, it appears that the variation in both the State's Attorneys' 

criminal cos~ incurred at the District Court level and the Commissioner costs 

across the geographic groupings can be explained to a large extent by the' 

variation. in t;he number of defendants disposed by the Distr-ict Court in FY 

1977. The variation in the estimated District Court' judicial criminal costs 

across the geographic groupings can ,be explained to a somewhat lesser extent 

by the variation in the number of District Court defendants disposed by 

these geographic groupings, while the variation in the Public Defender 

criminal costs incurred at the District Court level would appear to be only 

partially explained by the variation in District Court criminal def.eridants 

disposed by these same geographic gr?upings.* 

In this application the slope coefficients represent the change in 

criminal adjudication costs at, the District Court level corresponding on 

the average to an' increase of one in the number of District CQurt defendants 

disposed in the year. Thus, for example, an increase of 100 District Court 

defendants disposed corresponds on the average to an increase of approximately 

*Similar conclusions can be drawn with respect to the District Co.urt com
ponent costs and adult population and are shown in Figure 3.la also. 
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FIGURE 3.1a: 
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$3,820 in DistrIct Court judicial criminal costs, $2,150 in State's Attorneys' 

criminal costs incurred at the District Court level and an increase of ap-

proximately $1,5'80 in Commissioner criminal costs. The elasticity coefficients 

calculated for these components of the District Court indicat~for exampl~ 

that the District Court judicial criminal costs, State's Attorneys' costs in-

curred handling criminal cases at the District Court leve~and the Court 

Commissioner costs increase at a somewhat slower rate than the number· of , 
District Court criminal defendants disposed. The criminal judicial costs 

(e. g., judge salaries and related overhead) in pa~ticu1ar increase at a much 

slower ra~e than the number of criminal defendants disposed, i.e., at the 

rate of .57% for each 1% increase in defendants disposed. This may suggest 

that the adjud:L'cation area at the District Court level may exercise dif-

fet'ent options to compensate for increasing workloads. For example, juris-

dictions with a lB;rge caseload and limited judge resources might attempt, where 

at all possible" to dispose of cases without going to trial, and thus keep 

their backload of criminal cases to a minimum. This could be one explanation 

of the much slower rate of increase of the judicial' criminal costs at the 

District Court level relative to the number of criminal defendants disposed. 

Another explanation would be that certain economies of scale exist with 

larger caseloads enabling more efficient use of resources. 

Figure 3.lb depicts the estimated statistical relation between the 

Circuit Court component criminal costs (i.e., Judicial, State's Attorney, 

Public Defender) and two relevant indicators (i.e., Circuit Court defendants 

disposed and adult population) for the geographic groupings of the counties 

for FY 1977. , As with respect to the District Court criminal costs, Balti-

more City was excluded from the analYE!is. Again,due to its large size rela-

tive to the othel;' geographic groupings, it was felt that including Baltimore 
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City in the analysis might affect the statistical reliability of the re-

suIts. 

Based on the results of the regression analysis, it would appear 

that the variation in the Circuit Court criminal judicial costs and the 

State's Attorneys'· criminal costs incurred.' at the Circuit Court level by 

the geographic groupings is largel:¥" explained by the variation in criminal 

defendants disposed by the Circuit Qourt for these same geographic groupings. 

However, the variation in the Public Defenqer criminal costs incurred at the 

Circuit Court level across the geographic groupings appears to be only partially 

explained by the variation in criminal defend~nts disposed at the Circuit 

Court level by these same geographic groupings. As at the District Court 

level, other factors (besides defendants disposed) or some other formul~tion 

of the factors used might better explain the variation in the Public Defenders' 

costs across the geographic groupings.* 

Based on the values of the slope coefficients 'it would appear that 

increases of 100 criminal defendants disposed at the Circuit Court level 

corresponds on the average to ,increases of approximately $28,200 in Circuit 

Court judicial costs and increases of approximately $28,150 in State's Attorneys' 

criminal costs incurred. However, the values of the elasticity coefficients 

which measure change in more relative terms itdicate that the judicial criminal 

costs increase at a slower rate than the number of Circuit Court defendants 

disposed. The State's Attorneys' crilninal costs incurred at the Circuit 

Co~~t level would appear to increase at a faster rate than defendants disposed, 
J.o/ 

ae,,'the rate of L 18% for each 1% increase in criminal defendants disposed at 

the Circuit Court. 

*Basically, similar conclusions can be drawn with respect to the Circuit Court 
criminal component costs and adult pOPlllation and are also shown in Figure 3.lb. 
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2. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between District and Circuit 
Court Defendants Disposed, Adult Population, and Defendants Detained 

io'igllrt' 3.?a depicts the c::;timall'C( slnlisticnl relation hl'twecn tlll' 

IIlIml><.,\· or (:rimin1:l1 dcfendantsdlspOH(~d III the l)iHtril!t CO\H'l J.(~ve.l and 

adult population and between the number of pre-trial deta::'nees* amI 

criminal defendants disposed at the District Court for FY 1977. As noted 

earlier, Baltimore City was excluded from the analysis in an effort to elim-

inate any statistical bias in the results due to its large size relative 

to the other geographic ,groupings. 

Based on the resu~ts listed it appears that the variation in the number 

of defendants disposea by the geographic groupings can be explained to a 
.' 

large extent by the variation in adult population for these same geographic 

groupings. Furthermore, the number of District Court criminal defendants 

disposed in a geographic grouping would appear to increase in proportion to 

the increases in adult population across the geographic 'groupings. Thus, 

it appears .that the ~ize of the adult population in a jurisdiction is a 

reasonable' indicator of the size of the Dis'trict Court criminal defendant 

caseload for the jurisdiction. 

The second gr~ph included in Figure 3. 2a deplc:ts the estimated statis

tical relation between the number of pr'e':"triai detainees* and the numbe:::-

of criminal defendants dispos~d at·the District Court level. The results 

listed indicate' that these two .variables correlate very highly;'and that 

the variation in the number of defendants detained at or neat District Court 

disP9sition across the geographic group,ings is explained. to a large extent 

by the variation in the number of criminal def~ndants disposed at' the District 

Court level for these same. geographic groupings fox FY 1977 •. Furthermore, 
. . 

in a very rough sense, the va~ue of the slope co~fficient indicates that on 

)~Pre-trial detainees refers to~ those defendants who' were detained at or near' 
~, the time of District. Court disPQ~ition (i.e'. " do.e~ not include many defendants 

detained initially out. released prior to. disposition) • . 
'J) . 111 
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FIGURE 3.2a: ESTIMATED STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DISTRICT COURT DEFENDANTS 
DISPOSED, DEFENDANTS DETAINED AT OR NEAR DISTRICT. COURT DISPOSITION AND ADULT 
POPULATION FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF THE COUNTIES FOR FY 1977 
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2. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between District arid CircuH 
Court Defendants Disposed, Adult Population, and Defendants Detained 

"'igun' 'J.?a depicts the e::;timnLl'd slaliHli.l'nl relnt.loll b(ltweC'n llll' 

lllllllbl'l" oj' (:t·lmi.nI11 tlcfendants dh;po:·wd ill Llll' J)it~tril:t Courl level and 

adult population and between the number of pre-trial detainees* anJ 

criminal defendants disposed at the District Court for FY 1977. As noted 

earlier, Baltimore. City was excluded from the analysis in an effort tC:. elim-

inate any statistical bias in the results due to its large size relativ~ 

to the other geographic.groupings. 

Based on the results listed it appears that the variation in the number 

of defendants disposed' by the geographic groupings can be explained to a 

large extent by the variation in adult population for these same geographic 

groupings. Furthermore, the number of Distric.t Court criminal defendants 

disposed in a geographic grouping would appear to increase in proportion to 

the increases in adult population across the geographic·groupings. Thus, 

it appears .that the ~ize of the adult population in a jurisdiction is a 

reasonable indicator of the size of the District Court criminal defendant 

caseload for the jurisdiction. 

The second graph included in Figure 3. 2a depic:ts the estimated statis-

tical relation betweeri the number of pre-trial detainees* and the number 

of criminal defendants disposed at·the District Court level. The results 

listed indicate that tl~'Cse two variables correlate very highly,.' and that 

the variation in the number of defendants detained at or neat District Court 

disposition across the geographic group,ings is explained. to a large extent 

by the variation in the number of criminal def~ndants disposed at the District 

Court level for these same geographic groupings for FY 1977. Furthermore, 

in a very rough sense, the value of the slope coefficient indicates that on 

)\'Pre-trial detainees refers to. those defendants who' were detained at or near 
the time of District. Court dispc)sition (Le. '> do.es not include many defendants 
detained initially but. released prior to dispos:i:d.on) • 
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the average approximately:1 out q£ every 10 additional criminal defendants 

dispo::;ed [It the District Court is detailwd at or near the time of disposition 

by the District Court. 

Figure 3.2b depicts the estimated statistical relation betwefi!n 

Circuit Court defendants disposed and adult population. It would appear 

that the variation in Circuit Court criminal defendants disposed across the 

geographic groupings can be explained to a large extent by the variation in 

the adult population for these same geographic groupings for FY 1977. In 

particular, the number of criminal defendants disposed at the Circuit Court 

level appear to increase in proportion to adult population in the g~ographic 

groupings. Thus, adult population in a jurisdiction seems to be a fairly 

good indicator of the number of Circuit Court criminal defendants to be dis-

posed. 

3. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between Public Defender Pro
cessing and Costs at the Di~trict and Circuit Court L~vels 

Figure 3.3a depicts. the estimated statistical relationship between the 

Public tefender processing of criminals and the associated costs at the 

District Court level. Specifically, the statistical relationships between 

the number of defendants disposed at the District Court who were represented 

by the Public Defender's Office (either staff or panel attorneys) and three 

indicators (i.e., adult population, defendants disposed at District Court, 

Public Defender criminal costs) is examined for the geographic groupings of 

the counties for FY 1977. The number of defendants disposed at the District 

Court for each geographic grouping that were used in ~his particular analysis 

do~s hot include those defe~dants bound over to the Circuit Court or those 

criminal defendants who prayed a jury trial. As in each of the previous re-

gressi.ons Baltimore City was excluded from the analysis in an effort to elimi-
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nate any statistical bias which might have resulted due to its large size 

in relation to the other geographic g,r.oupings. 

First of all, as indicated in the figure, the variation across the 

h b of defendants disposed at the District geographic groupings in t e num er 

Court who were represented by the PubH,c Defender can be largely explained 

by the number of defendants disposed at the District Court'" across tbe 

by the adult population across the gedgeographic groupings as well as 

F h based on the value of the calculated slope graphic groupings! urt ermore, 

coefficients it would appear that an increase of 10 defend.ants disposed. at 

the District Court* corresponds on the average to an increase of about three 

defendants disposed at the District Court who are represented by the Public 

Defender's Office. In other words on the average roughly three out .of 

every 10 additional defendants disposed at the District Court* are repre

sented by someone from the Public Defender's Office (either staff or panel 

attorney). 

The variation in. Public Defender criminal costs incurred at the 

District Court level across the geographic groupings appears to be only 

partially explained by the variation in the number of criminal defendants. 

who were represented by the Public nefender's Office and who received dis

positions at the District Court level for these same geographic groupings. 

This statement is made based on the value of the R2 coefficient (Le., R2=.5l) 

resulting from the regression of the Public Defender criminal costs by 

. the n'lmber of' criminal defendants disposed at geographic grouping aga1nst ~ 

the District Court who were represented by the Public Defender's Office. 

Two counties in particular appear to be the cause of this somewhat poor "fit" 

of the estimat.ed regression line, namely Montgomery and Prince George's 

Does not include those defendants bound over to the Circuit Court or 
those defendants who prayed a jury trial. 
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counties.~~, 

As noted in Tables 3.9 and 3.10, in Montgomery County 2,444 criminal 

defendants (or 14.8% of the State-wide tutaJ less Baltimore City) were dis-

posed at the District Court level with public or panel representation while 

in Prince George's County 4i120 criminal defendants (or 25% of the State-

wide total less Baltimore City) were disposed at the District Court level 

~ith public or panel attorney repr~sentatjon. On ,the other hand, the 

Public Defender's Office in Montgomery County was estimated to have used 

the equivalent of 6.6 full-time attorne.ys (staff and panel) to handle its 

FY 1977 District Court criminal' workload while the Public Defender's Office 

in Prince George's County used an estimated 3.8 full-time equivalent attorneys 

(staff and panel attorneys) to handle its FY 1977 District Court criminal 

workload. As a result the'Public Defender's Office was estimated to have 

incurred much higher costs at the District Court, criminal level in Mont-

gom0ry County ($34l,800'or 24.4% of the State-wide total less Baltimore 

City) than in Prince George's County ($177,700 or 12.7% of the State-wide 

total le~s Balt~more City) despite the fact that the District Court criminal 

defendant workloaa was substantially higher in the Public Defender's Office 

in Prince' George's County. 

In the remaining geographic groupings (excluding Baltimore City) the 

Public Defender criminal costs incurred at the District Court level, in general 

appear to increase in proportion to the number of 'criminal defendants dis-

posed at the District Court level who were represented by public or panel 

attorneys. 

*·See Appendix C.3 for the graph displaying the actual data values as well 
as the estimated regression line. 
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Figure 3.3b depicts the estimated statistical relation between the 

Public Defender processing of offenders at the Circuit Court level and 

ti\(l ilHHo<:latcd COl:>ts. J l would ilppe:lr. b<llWd 011 tll£.'se. results, that the 

variation in the number of defendants disposed by the Circuit Court in a 

geographic grouping who are represented by the Public Defender can be some-

i 
what explained by either the variation in the number of Circuit Court de-

() 

fe.ndants disposed across the ge.ographic groupings ot" by the variation in 

adult population across the geographic groupings for FY 1977. The var1~tion 

in the. Public Defender criminal costs incurred at the Circuit Court across 

the geographic groupings can be explained to a large extent by the variation 

in the number of defendants disposed at the Circuit Court level who were 

represented by the Public. Defender for these same geographic groupings. 

It would appear that while a straight line relationship adequately describes 

the Public Defender criminal costs incurred at the Circuit Court level in 

terms of the number 6f criminal defendants who were represented by the 

Public Defender, a straight line relationship does not adequately describe 

the costs incurred at the District Court in terms of those defendants'who 

were repr.esented by the Public Defender. It is possible that the estimates 

of the Public Defender criminal costs incurred at the District Court. level , 
" 

are somewhat inaccurate or incomplete. On the other hand, it is possible 

as stated previously that other factors influence the District Court Public 

Defe~der criminal costs (e.g., staffing requirements) as is evidenced by· the 

discrepancy in costs incurred in Montgomery and Prince George's County re-

lative to their criminal defendant District Court workloads. In any case, 

graphs of these variabl.es have been included in Appendix C. 3. The re;:lder 

can refer to these graphs to see where the values for the individual geo-

graphic groupings lie. 
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FIGURE 3.3b: ANALYSIS OF CIRCUIT COURT PUBLIC DEFENDER PROCESSING 
AND OPERATIONAL COSTS FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF 

THE COUNTIES FOR FY 1977 
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CHAPTER IV. CORRECTIONS/TREATMENT COSTS AND PROCESSING (INCLUDES PRE-TRIAL 
DETENTION) 

A. A Description of the FY 1977 Corrections/Treatment Costs and 
Resources 

In terms of agency costs, the Corrections/Treatment area of the 

Criminal Justice System was one of the more costly subsystems to operate, 

second only to the Law Enforcement area. Table 4.1 details the FY 1977 

estimated State-wide costs associated with the corrections/treatment area. 

As noted the total costs associated with State Corrections (incarceration, 

parole and probation, supervision and investigation), and the local jails 

was an estimated $77,228,200.* This cost was estimated to be distributed 

among the sections of the corrections/treatment area in the following manner: 

approximately $lO,OOlf,lOO for the local jails for pre-trial detention, an 

estimated $56,963,200 for the State correctional facilities and local jails 

for housing sentenced inmates, an estimated $7,927,800 for State supervision 

(parole and probation), $1,845,100 for State investigation (pre-sentence and 

other) and an estimated $488,000 for the State Parole Commission. 

Before continuing, it should be noted that much of the cost and resource 

information shown in this section of the report was estimated based on data 

available to the Governor's ~ommission. As in the previous sections, the 

sources of the data and/or methods of estimation are footnoted in the re-

spective tables and in general will not be further described in the narra-

tive. The reader should bear in mind when examining the data, however, 

that the geographic distribution of the costs and resources (e.g., the costs, 

number of correctional beds, number of supervision agents) are estimates 

made on the data that was available. 

* Does no't include capital costs unless of a minor or frequently recun:ing 
nature nor does it include the cost associated with capital debt service on 
buildings or facilities. 
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TABLE 4.1: STATE-WIDE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH STATE CORRECTIONS'ANn LOCAL 
JAILS, 1976-1977 

1-5 
TOTAL STATE CORRECTIONS AND LOCAL JAIL COSTS 

I. Local Jail Pre-Trial/Pre-Sentence Detention costs
l 

II. State Correctional and Local Jail Costsl-5 

A. Incarceration Costs1,2 

1. State Institution Costs2 

2. Local Jail-State Sentenced Inmates Costsl 

3. Local Jail-Locally Sentenced Inmates Costsl 

B. State Supervision Costs3 

C. State Investigation Costs4 

D. State Parole Commission Costs5 

( ) - % of Total State Corrections and Local Jail Costs 
[ ] • % of State Corrections and Local Jail Sentenced Costs 
% • % of Incarce~~tion Costs 

$77 ,228.2 

$10,004.1 (13.0%) 

$67,224.1 (87.0%) 

$56,963.2 [84.7%] 

$47,405.5 - 83.2% 

$ 6,104.0 - 10.7% 

$ 3,453.7 - 6.1% 

$ 7,927.8 [11.8%] 

$ 1,845.1 [ 2.7%] 

$ 488.0 [ .7%] 

lBased on FY 1977 local budgets for jail/corrections as well as FY 1977 jail population data 
on the number of jail beds utilized for pre-trial/pre-sentence inmates, locally sentenced 
inmates and Division of Correction inmates housed in local jails respectively as collected 
by the Department of Public Safety's Jail Inspector. 

2Maryland State Budget FY 1977 - includes costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) of Division of 
Co~rection, Patuxent Institute, Inmate Grievance Commission, Criminal Injuries as well as 
a proportionate share of overhead associated with both the Office of the Secretary - Department 
of Public Safety and Correctional Services and the Police and Correctional Tr.aining Commission. 

3Maryland State Budget FY 1977 - includes Division of Parole and Probation estimate of portion 
of costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) which relate to supervision as well as a proportionate 
share of the overhead of Parole and Probation administrative costs as well as the Office of the 
Secretary - Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. 

~ryland State Budget FY 1977 - includes Division of Parole and Probation estimate of port~on of 
costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) ~hich relate to investigations as well as a proportionate 
share of the overhead of Parole and Probation administrative costs as well as the Office of 
the Secretary - Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. 

5Maryland State Budget FY 1977 - includes Parole Commission costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) 
plus a proportionate share of overhead associated with the Office of the Secretary - Department 
of Public Saf~ty and Correctional Services. 
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Table 4.2 is a comparison of local jail costs, b~d utilization and 

offenders processed by the g~ographic groupings. The total estimated ~y 

1977 local jail coats for ho~sing pre-trial/pre-aentence detention in-

mates, local jail sentenced inmates and inmates await~ng transfer to the 

Division of Correction are included. Additionally, 'the tot'al average 

number of local jail beds utilized as well as the number of bed years uti-

lized for each of the types of inmate statuses (i.e., pre~trial/pre

sentence detention, local jail sentenced, and inmates awaiting tr~nsfer 

to' the Division of Correction) are included. The number of bed years can 

be thought of as thg "average" number of physical beds utilized by this 

type of inmate status (i.e., pre-trial/pre-sentence detention, local jail 

sentenced, local jail ,Division of Corrections). 

Thus,using the State-wide figures as an example, in ~y 1977 the total 

cost ,incurred in operat;1pg the local jails was an estimated $20,075,000 1U14 the 

tota~ average number of beds utilized was estimated to be 3728.8 imply~ng 

that the average cost per bed year was an estimated $5,384 or $14.75 per 

bed day. When considering the use of beds by t'ype of inmate status the 

estimated ~umber of bed years that were needed 'to accommodate defendants 

detained was' 1,880.3 or '50.4% of the total number of beds utilized in FY 

1977. Similarly, the number of bed years,nee~ed. to accommodate the offenders 

sentenced to local jail was 617.6 or 16.6% of the total numqer of beds 

utilized inFY 1977. The estimated number of bed years needed to acco~ 

modate the new court commitments to the Division of Correction who were 

being temporarily housed in local jails while await~ng transfer was, 1128.4 

01;' 30.3% of the total number of beds utilized in FY 1977. 

Table 4.3 is a comparison of the FY 1977 State Corrections cos~s and 

number of offen'ders processed by the geographic group~ng. The total estimated 
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TABLE 4.2: COHPARISOII OF LOCAL JAIL AND CORRECfIONS COSTS, BED UTILIZATION, AND OFFENDERS PROCESSED BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING - 1976-1977 

PRE-TRIAL/PRE-SENTENCE DETENTION LOCAL JAIL SENTENCED LOCAL JAIL DIVISIOli OF COIUl£CTION UHAtE! 

GEOGRAPHIC TOTAL COST TOTAL AVER COST3 , OF BE~ , ~,Rl<t;NDANTS COST) , OF BED ESTIHATED , OF COST'" , OF BED NEW COUllT 00tI-

LOCAL JAIL AGE' OF (in thou- YEARS DlttAti.''1> AT OR 1n thou- YEARS2 OFFENDERS SEN- (10 thou- YEARS2 Hl'I'KENTS TO THE 

GROUPINGS AND CORREC- BEDS UTIL- sands $) NI::A" lJISTRICT sands $) TENCED TO LOCAL sonda $) DIVISION,;} COil 
TIONS1 IZED2 COURT DISPOSI- JAILS IlEcrI 

TION4 

1. Baltimore City $10,208.1 1925.1 $5136.1 968.5(50.3) 7786 $ 521.5 98.3(5.1] 1305 $4115.3 776.0(40.3) 2774 
. (50.8) (51.6) (51.3) (51,5) (52.8) (15.1) (15.9) (23 .. 5) (67.4) (68.8) (60.6) 

-. 
2. Dorchester,So8er- $ 465.5 151.0 $ 308.3 101.1(67.0) 685 $ 130.2 40.6(26.9) 359 $ 23.1 6.~( 4.5] 156 
aet,Wicomico,WorceB- ( 2.3) (4.0) (3.1) ( 5.4) (4.6) (3.8) (6.6) (6.5) (.4) (.6) (3.4) 
teL 
3. Caro1ine,Ceci1, $ 470.2 147.2 $ 233.0 74.9(50.9) 432 $ 182.9 55.8(37.9) 293 $ 41.2 '13~r 1/.21 121 

~~:~~~~ueen Anne's, ( 2.3) ( (3.9) (2.3) ( 4.0) (2.9) (5.3) (9.0) (5.3) (.7) (1.2) (2.6) 

4. Calvert,Char1e., $ 279.9 67.3 $ 134.3 31.9(47.4) 265 $ 57.7 14.6(21.7) 139 $ 86.6 20.5(30.5) 95 
St. Hary's ( 1.4) (l.8) (1.3) ( 1.7) (J .. 8) (1. 7) (2.4) (2.5) (1.4) (1.8) (2.1) 

5. Prince George. $ ::,545.5 412.4 $1502.3 234.1(56.8] 1784 $ 98.2 15.3[3.7] 1188 $1044.6 162.8(39.5] 596 
(1.3.2) (11.1) (15.0) (12.5) (12.1) (2.8) (2.5) (21.4) (17.1) (14.4) (13.0) 

16. Itontlollery $ 2,296.5 247.6 $ 893.3 96.3[38.9] 1168 $ 1127.4 121.6[49.1] 345 $ 268.1 28.9[11.7] 137 
(11.4) (6.6) (8.9) ( 5.1) (7.9) (32.6) (19.7) (6.3) (4.4) (2.6) ( 3.0) 

7. Anne Arundel $ 715.3 159.3 $ 357.2 79.6[50.0] 582 $ 229.5 51.1[32.1] 430 $ 110.8 24.7[15.5] 120 
( 3.6) (4.3) (3.6) ( 4.2) (4.0) (6.6) (8.3) (7.7) (1.8) (2.2) ( 2.6) 

8. Baltimore County $ 1,132.5 240.0 $ 50l.0 106.6[44.4] 826 $ 377.0 79.9[33.3] 324 $ 235.6 49.9(20.8) 347 
( 5.6) (6.4) (5;0) C 5.7) (5.6) (l0.9) (12.9) (5.8) (3.9) (4.4) (7.6) 

IOJ. llartord $ 720.9 98.2 $ 302.6 41.2(42.0) 259 $ 398.6 54.3[55.3) 220 $ 19.1 2.6(2.6) 24 
( 3.6) (2.6) (3.0) ( 2.2) (1.8) (11.5) (8.8) (4.0) (.3) (.2) (.5) 

10 •• Howaro $ 338.1 36.7 $ 258.1 28.0(76.3) 160 $ 67.3 7.3(20.0] 108 $ 12.0 1.3(3.5) '46 
( 1.7) (1.0) (2.6) ( 1.5) (1.1) (1.9) (1.2) (1.9) (.2) (.1) (1.0) 

lOb. Carroll $ 127.2 26.4 12.6(47.7) 6.9(26.1) 
" .. , 

5.6(21.2) $ 60.7 37 $ 33.3 84 $ 27.0 44 
( .6) ( .7) • (.6) ( .7) (.3) (1.0) (1.1) (1.5) (.4) (.S) (1.0) 

ii. Frederick,W •• h- $ 495.3 173.3 $ 239.2 86.9(50.1] 552 $ 159.1 54.3[31.3] 579 $ 87.8 ,27.7(16.0) 84 
ington ( 2.5) (4.6) (2.4) ( 4.6) (3.7) (4.6) (8.8) (10.4) (1.4) (2.5) (1.8) 

1'2. Al1eaany,Garrett '"'. 

$ b'l.O 44.3 $ 76.0 18.6[42.0) 197 $ 71.1 17.6(39.7) 184 $ 32.9 8.1(18.3) 35 
( .9': , (1.2) (.8) ( 1.0) (1.3) (2.1) (2.8) (3.3) (.5) (.7) (.8) 

, 
~ 

State-viele 
" 

$20,075.0 3728.8 10004.1 1880.3(50.4 14,733 $3,453.7 &17.6(16.6] 5558 $6104.0 1128.4(30.3 4579 I I' 
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( ) = % of column, State-wide total 

[ 1 = % "rotal Average number of Beds Utilized" 

lCost data obtained from FY 1977 county budgets and Governor's COUMlission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice Jail survey 
(conducted during FY 1978). 

2Based on monthly jail'population data as collected by the Department of Public Safety's Jail Inspector; for some jurisdictions may include 
beds utilized by other in~tes (e.g., federal) not included in the pre-trial/pre-sentence, local jail s~ntence, or local jail Division of 
Correction inmate groupings sh~wn. 

3Cos t estimates are based on the number of bed years and the average cost per bed year (i.e., FY 1977 budgeted cost divided by the total 
average number of beds utilized in FY'1977) 

4Estimate based on Commission staff computer program using the District Court of -,ofaryland automated criminal data base (should not include 
defendants detained ",ho are subsequently release'd on ROR or bail soon after being detained). 

5Estimated based on limited data obtained from the Commission's Jail Survey as well as limited District Court sentencing data (this is 
therefore a very approximate estimate). 

6Based on Division of Correction data obtained from both their automated and ~nual information systems. It should be noted that not 
all persons in all jurisdictions who are committed to the Diviaion of Corrections ,pass through the l~al jail prior to commitment in a 
State institution. 
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TABLE 4.3: .COMPARISON OF' STATE CORRECTIONS COSTS AND NUMBER OF OFFENDERS PROCESSED BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING, 1976 - 1977 

I 
le"-, 

..... 
N 
0'\ 

GEOGRAPHIC 
GROUPINGS 

F" 
1. Baltimore City 

'2. Dorchester,5c~-
erset,Wicomico,Wor-
",,,,,.,,,.. 
3. Caroline ,Cecil, 
Kent, Queen Anne's, 
T9.1hot: 
4. Calvert, Charles 
St. Mary's 

5. Prince George's 

6. Montgomery 

7. AnnE: Arundel 

8. Baltimore 

9. Harford 

lOa. Howard 

lOb. Carroll 

1:1. Frederick, 
Washington 

12. Allegany, 
Garrett 

State-Wide 

~ . 

! 

1_", .~ ...... 

TOTAL ESTI-
MATED COST OF 

/STATE CORRECT-
IONS (in thou-
sands of $)1 

$ 32539.0 
(56.4) 

$ 2547.5 
( !!.4) 

$ 1977 .0 
( 3.4) 

$ 1489.6 
( 2.6) 

$ 7079.2 
(12.3) 

., 

$ 1828.2 
( 3.2) 

$ 2160.4 
( 3.7) 

$ 4476'.4 
( 7.8) 

$ 667.1 
( 1.2) 

$ 852.1 
( 1.5) 

$ 389.3 
(.7) 

$ 1109.4 
(1.9) 

$ 550.9 
(1.0) 

$51,666',4 

TOTAL OFFEN.,. EST.IMATED COST 
DER INTAKE STATE CORRECT-
TO STATE IONAL INSTI-
CORRECTIONS2 TUTIONS (in 

thousa~ds 
of $) 

11930 $ 28251.7 
(47.1) (59.6) 

1058 $ 1939.2 
( 4.2) ( 4.1) 

1119 $ 1418.3 
( 4.4) ( 3.0) 

569 $ 1203.2 
( 2.2) ( 2.5) 

2577 $ 5700.1 
(10.2) (12.0) 

1802 $ 1035.2 
( 7.1) ( 2.2) 

1126 $ 1609.9 
( 4.4) ( 3.4) 

2489 $ 3693.6 
( 9.8) ( 7.8) 

417 $ 484.0 
( 1.6) ( 1.0) 

788 $ 641.9 
( 3.1) ( 1.4) 

323 $ 231.9 
( 1.3) ( .5) 

870 $ 786.5 
( 3.4) (1.7) 

264 $ 410.0 
( 1.0) ( .9) 

25332 $47,405.5 

" 

/I NEW COURT ESTIMATED COST 1/ OFFENDERS ESTIMATED II OFFENDERS ESTll.fATED 
STATE PAROLE PAROLED TO ~ COST DIVISION SENTENCE!) TO COMMITMENTS COST DIVISION 
COMMISSION DIVISION OF OF PAROLE AND DIVISION OF OF PAROLE AND RECEIVED AT 
(in thousands PAROLE AND PROBATION-SUP , PAROLE AND PRC PROBATION-IN-RDCC4 

of $)5 PROBATION6 ERVISION (in PROBATION (in VESTIGATIONS 
thousands qf c1udes parolE (in thousands 

$)7 and t)t'obat1~e $)9 
crim: intake) 

2777 $ 291.1 1512 $ 3404.2 9153 $ 592.0 
(60.6) (59.7) (59.6) (42.9) (44.1) (32.1) 

163 $ 24.3 126 $ 539.1 895 $ 44.9 
( 3.6) ( 5.0) ( 5.0) ( 6.8) ( [,.3) (.2.4>-

131 $ 14.2 74 $ 449.5 988 $ 95.0 
( 2.9) ( 2.9) ( 2.9) .( 5.7) ( 4.8) C 5.1), 

101 $ 11.2 58 $ 173.4 468 $ 101.8 
( 2.2) ( 2.3) ( 2.3) ( 2.2) ( 2.3) ( 5.5) 

515 $ 35.0 182 $ 935.4 2062 $ 408.7 
(11.2) ( 7.2) ( 7.2) (11.8) ( 9.9) (22.2) 

151 $ 21.9 114 $ 591.2 1651 $ 179.9 
( 3.3) . ( 4.5) ( 4.5) ( 7.5) ( 8.0) ( 9.8) 

117 $ 18.5 96 $ 415.9 1009 $ 116.1 
( 2.6) ( 3.8) ( 3.8) ( 5.2) ( 4.9) ( 6.3) , 

384 $ 36.0 187 $ 691.9 2105 $ 54.9 
( 8.4) ( 7.4) ( 7.4) ( 8.7) (10.1) ( 3.0) 

29 $ 7.3 38 $ 138.0 388 $ 37.8 
( .6) ( 1.5) ( 1.5) (1.7) ( 1.9) ( 2.0) 

52 $ 6.9 36 $ 138.5 736 $ 64.8 
( 1.1) ( 1.4) ( 1.4) ( 1.7) ( 3.5) ( 3.5) 

112 $ 2.9 15 $ 104.3 I 

281 $ 50.2 
( .9) ( .6) ( .6) ( 1.3) ( 1.4) ( 2.7) 

89 $ 13 • .7 71 $ 242.7 781 $ 66.5 
( 1.9) ( 2.8) ( 2.8) ( 3.1) ( 3.8) ( 3.6) 

32 $ 5.0 26 $ 103.5 232 $ 32.4 
( .7) ( 1.0) ( 1.0) ( 1.3) ( 1.1) ( 1.8) 

4583 $ 488.0 2535 $7,927.8 20749 $1845.1 
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(") = % of 'Column, State-wide, Total 

1Mary1and State Budget FY 1977 - includes costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) associated with State Correctional Institutions, Patuxent Institution, 
Inmate Grievance Commission, Parole Commi;sion, Division of Parole and Probation, Criminal Injuries and overhead associated with Office of 
the Secretary-Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPS&CS) and Police and Correctional Training Commission. 

2Inc1udes for FY 1977 new court commitments to State institutions, offender intake to Division of Parole and Probation. 

._= 

3Maryland State Budget FY 1977 - includes costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) of Division of Correction, Patuxent Institution, Inmate Grievance Commission, 
Criminal Injuries as well as proportionate share of overhead associated with both Office of the Secretary, Department of Public Safety and Correctional 
Services and Police and Correctional Training Commission. 

4Based on manual and automated reports provided by the Division of Correction for FY 1971. 

SMary1and State Budget FY 1977 - includes Parole Commission costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) plus a proportionate share of overhead associated with 
the Office of the Secretary, Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. 

6paro1e intake for FY 1977 as provided by an automated report of the Division of Parole and Probation. 

7Mary1and State Budget FY 1977 - includes Division of Parole and Probation estimate of portion of costs (budgeted and fipn-budgeted) which relate 
to supervision as well as a proportionate share of the overhead of Parole and Probation administrative costs as well as the Office of the Secretary, 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services. 

8parole and probation intake for FY 1977 as provided by an automated report of the Division of Parole and Probation. 

9Mary1and State Budget FY 1977 - includes Division of Parole and Probation estimate of portion of costs (budgeted and non-budgeted) which relate 
to investigations as well asa proportionate shareof the overhead of Parole and Probation administrative costs as well as the Office of the Secretary, 
DPS&CS. 
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FY 1977 cost of operating the State Correctional system (including correc-

tional facilities, supervision, parole commission, investigations) was 

$57,666,400. Table 4.3 shows that approximately $48,083,200 or 83.4% of 

the total State C.orrection costs (Le., $57,666,400) were incurred in 

Baltimore City and the four large urban counties - Prince George's, Mont-

gomery, Anne Arundel, and Baltimore. CorrespondinglY,'the total offender 

intake to the State Corrections system was 25,332, with 19,924 or 78.7% of 

these offenders sentenced from Baltimore ~ity and the four urban counties, 

Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel, and Baltimore. The $57,666,400 

cost of operating the State Correction System (does not include local jail 

costs) was distributed in the following manner: an estimated $47,405,500 

or 82.2% for State Correctional Institutions; an estimated $488,000 or .8% 

for the State Parole Commission, an estimated $7,927,800 or 13.7% for the 

Division of Parole and Probation on criminal supervision (does not include 

non-support) and an estimated $1,845,100 or 3.2% for the Division of Parole 

and Probation on investigations. Of the 25,332 total offender intake to 

State corrections, approximately 4,583 or 18.1% were new court commitments 

received at the Division of Corrections, and 20,749 or 81.9% were offenders 

sentenced to the Division of Parole and Probation. Out of the 20,749 total 

offenders sentenced to the Division of Parole and Probation approximately 

2,535 were parolees or mandatory releases. 

Table 4.4 is a comparison of FY 1977 sentenced offender incarceration 

costs by the geographic groupings. An estimated $56,963,200 was incurred 

by the State of Maryland and local jurisdictions for incarcerating sentenced 

offenders in State and local correctional facilities and jails. Of this 

~otal approximately $3,453,700 or 6.1% of the total cost for incarceration 
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TABLE 4.4: 'i::OMPARISOH OF COST OF SENTENCED OFFENDER INCARCERATION 
BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING, 1976 - 1977 

TOTAL ESTlHATED ESTIMATED LOCAL ESTIMATED LOCAL ES'l'IMATED 
COST FOR JAIL COST - JAIL COST - . STATE 

GEOGRAPHIC GROUPING SENTENCED LOCALLY STATE COR~CTIONS 
SENTENCEDI SENTENCED~ COST OFFENDER 2 

INCARCERATIONI • (THOUSANDS OF $) (THOUSANDS OF $) (THOUSANDS. OF $) 
(THOUSANDS OF $) , . 

$32.888.5 $ 521.5 $4,115.3 $28.251. 7 
Baltimore City (57.7) (15.1) (67.4) (59.6) 

Dorchester. 2,092.5 130.2 23.1 1,939.2 
Somerset, Wicomico, (3.7) (3.8) (.4) (4.1) 
Worcester 
Caroline, Cecil, 1,642.4 182.9 41.2 1,418.3 
Kent, Queen Anne's, (2.9) (5.3) (.7) (3.0) 
Talbot 
Calve~t, Charles, 1,347.5 57.7 86.6 1,203.2 
St. Mary's (2.4) (1. 7) . (1.4) (2.5) 

'.-
Prince George's 6,842.9 98.2 1,044.6 5.700.1 

(12.0) (2.8) (17.1) (12.0) 

Montgomery 2,430.7 1,127.4 268.1 1.035.2 
. (4.3) (32.6) (4.4) (2.2) 

Anne Arundel 1,950.2 229.5 110.8 1,609.9 
(3.4) (6.6) (1.8) (3.4) 

Baltimore 4,306.2 377.0 235.6 3,693.5 
(7.6) (10.9) (3 .• 9) (7.8) 

Harford 901.7 398.6 19.1 484.0 
(1.6) (11.5) ( .3) (1.0) 

Howard 721.2 67.3 12.0 641.9 
(1.3) (1.9) ( .2) (1.4) 

Carroll 292.2 33.3 27.0 231.9 
(.~) (1.0) ( .4) ( .5) 

- 786.5 Frederick, 1,033.4 159.1 87.8 
Washington (1.8) . (4.6) (1.'4) (1. 7) 

Allegany, Garrett .514.Q 71.1 32.9 410.0 
. (.9)' (2.1) ( .5) (.9) 

State-wide $56,963.2 . $3,453.7 '$6,104.0 $47.405.5 

) - % of column, State-wide, total. 

lBased on FY 1977 local budgets for jail as well as FY 1977 jail population data on 
the number of·jail beds utilized for locally sentenced inmateS and Division of Correction 
inmates housed in local jails respectively as collected by the Department of Public 
Safety's Jail Inspector. 

~ryland State Budget ti 1977 - includes costs (budget",d and non-budgeted) at 
Division of Correction, Patuxent Institute. Inmate Grievance Commisoion, Cr~ina1 
Injuries. as well as a proportionate share of overhead associated with both the office 
of the Secretary - DPS&CS. and t~e Police and COl:=ectional Training Commission. 
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was incurred by local jails in housing locally sentenced inmates, approxi-

mately $6~l04,000 or 10.7% was incurred by local jails in housing State 

R('llterH,:ed inmates in the local jails while awaiting transfer to State insti-

tutions, and approximately $47,405,500 or 83.2% was incurred by the State 

in housing offenders sentenced to State institutions. Baltimore City and 

the four ~argeurban counties - Prince George's, Montgomery, Anne Arundel, 

and Baltimore - represented approximately $48,418,500 or 85.0% of the, total 

$56,963,200 in costs for incarcerati9n. Baltimore City alone represented 

approximately $32,888,500 or 57.7% of the total costs for incarceration. 

Of the $32,888,500 only approximately $54,500 or 1.6% (compared to 12.2% 

State-wide less Baltimore City) was incurred for locally sentenced inmates 

while the rest was incurred for inmates sentenced to State institutions and 

housed either in the local jailor State institutions. 

Table 4.5 shows the anticipated State Correctional facility costs in 

FY 1977 dollars of housing new male commitments received by the Division of 

Correction in FY 1977 as well as the ac.tual nutnbers of new court connnitments 

of male offenders to the Division of Correction 'and the projected bed years. 

These figures are broken down in Table 4.5 by the major type of crime for 

which the inmate was committed as well as by the length of sentence of the 

new commitments (i.e., equal to or less than 18 months, over 18 months) and 

the inmate's sentencing court (i.e., District or Circuit). The total number 

of new court connnitments of males to the Reception, Diagnostic, and Classifi-

cation Center was a.pproximately 4,259.in FY 1977. The projected bed years need~d 

to accommodate these new male connnitments (based on the existjng relationship 

between length of inmate sentence and length of inmate incarceration) is 

approximately 7,690 with a projected cost (in FY 1977 dollars) of $51,635,100. 

A comparison of the offenderintakel and bed years can give some indication oj;: 

the projected average length of stay of an inmate. For example, the· fact 
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TABLE 4.5: ANALYSIS OF RESOURCES (INSTITUTION BEDS) AND COSTS AS}~~~~i~~7WITH 
HOUSING NEW COMMITMENTS OF MALES TO THE DIVISION OF CORRECTION, : 

# OF FY 1977 NEW PROJECTED BED PROJECTED COSTS 
COMMITMENTS OF YEARS REQUIRED IN 1977 DOLLARS 

GROUPINGS OF MALE, NEW COMMITMENTS MALES TO THE TO HOUSE THESE (thoussnd of $) 
INMATES2 to HOUSE THESE ' TO DIVISION OF CORRECTION , DIVISION OF COR- , 

INMATES3 RECTION1 

Criminal Homicide 196 ( 4.6) 1096 (14.3) $7,362.8 

Forcible Rape _ 88 ( 2.1) 445 ( 5.8) $2,985.9 

Robl:,ery 770 (1~.1) 2454 (31. 9) $16,479.8 

Aggravated Assault 541 (12.7) _ 660 ( 8.6) $4,428.7 

Total. Violent' 1595 (37.5) 4655 (60.5) , $31,257.2 

Burglary 566 (13.3) 831 (10.8) $ 5,579.1 
III 

,~ Larceny 556 (13.1) 403 ( 5.2) $ 2,706.3 

~ 1122 (26.3) 1234 (16.0) $ 8,285.4 Total Property , u 

Part I 2717 (63.7) 5889 (76.6) $39,542.6 

Part II 1542 (36.2) 1801 (23.4) $12,092.5 

.. 

Total P~rts I & II 4259 . 7690 $51,635.1 

Equal to or less than 18 
1474 (34.6) 509 •. 8 '(16.8) 3;423.1 III months 

~ ..... 1----=1 ~tJ 
Great~r than 18;months 2785 (65.4) 6994.0 (93.2) , 46,963.8 ~9 

t.? 
1301 (30.5) 147.9 ( 9'.9) 5,022.2 j::j District Court 

u 

~~ -

6779.9 (90.1) 45,526.2 ~8 Circuit Court 2958 (69.5) 
!I.l 

( ) ~ % of the total for-each ~f the respective groupings (i.e., crime type, sentence 

length, sentenCing'colurt)~tmen~s to the Division of Corrections, FY 1977 lAutomated rep'ort of new ma.,e co ~ 

2 1 . h 04' ~entence of' new, male ~ommitments to the 
Based on automated repo~t on197e7ngt d ~he existing relationship between length of Division of CorrectIon, FY , an . 
sentence.and length of lict~al incarceration. 

2) and 'the, estimat~d FY 1977 average cost 3Based on projected bed years (see footnote 
per bed 'year~ 

.j 
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that 4,259 new males were committed with 7,690 bed years projected implies 

that the projected average length of stay in State Correctional facilities 

(including time spent in local jails) of these inmates will be an estimated 

1.8 years. Alternatively 1,595 or 37.5% of the new court commitments of 

males to the Division of Correction were for the violent Part I crimes (i.e., 

criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery and aggravated assault) for which 

4,655 or 60.5% of the bed years are anticipated t.,) be needed for these of

fenders. This implies that the average projected length of stay of inmates 

sentenced for these violent crimes is an estimated 2.9 years (i.e., 4,655 

bed years divided by 1,595 inmates) compared to 1.8 years for all inmates. 

This accounts for the high projected cost of $31,257,200 or 60.5% of total 

projected cost. There were 1,122 or 26.3% of new court commitments of males 

to the Division of CQrrection for the Part I property crimes of burglary and 

larceny, for which 1,234 or 16.0% of the projected beds would be needed,. 

This implies that the average projected length of stay of FY 1977 ma1e in

mates sentenced for burglary and lar~eny is 1.1 years (i.e., 1,234 bed years 

divided by 1,122 inmates) compared. to 1.8 years for all inmates. These in

mates ~ould cost a projected (in FY 1977 dollars) $8,285,400 or approximately 

16.0% of the total anticipated costs. 

Table 4.5 also shows that of the total FY 1977 new male commitments to 

the Division of Correction approximately 1474 or 34.6% of the total commit-

ments were for offenders with sentences of 18 months· or less. Approximatrely. 

510 beds ~r about 6.8% of the total pr.:ljected beds would·be required to 

house those inmates. Finally, Table 4.5 shows that of the total commitments 

of males to the Division of Correction for FY 1977, 1,301 were from the 

D.tstrict Court with 747.9 bed yea1:'S projected to house these inmates and 

2,958 were from the Circuit Court with 6,779.9 bed years projected to house 

these inmates. This implies that the projec~ed average length of stay in 

132, 

State correctional facilities was an estimated .6 years (i.e., approximately 

seven months) for' males committi~d by th(l District Court and 2.3 years for 

11111 IN·; ('onnni.tted by the C'lrcuIt Court. lIence tht' projected costs for incar-

{~t~rating males committed by the District Court in FY 1977 are substantially 

lower than the projected costs (in FY 1977 dollars) for incarcerating in 

the State system males committed by the Circuit Court in FY 1977 ($5,022,200 
, 

for District Court commitments compared to $45,526,200 for Circuit Court 

commi tmen ts) • 

Table 4.6 is a compi'lrison'of State Parole and Probation active caseload, 

number of supe~vis'ory agents employed and the cost by type of case supervision 

for the geographic groupings as of the end of FY 1977. The three types of 

.-
case supervision are intensive, standby, and honor '.repres~nting' the level of 

supervision used '(intensive being the most stri~t and honor the least). 

Using the State-wide figures as an example, Table 4.6,shows that the:re 
" 

we1:'e 7,171 active cases receiving intensive'supervision at the end of F'y 1977, 

requiring an estimated 139.2 agents at an approximate cost of $4.,820,900. 

Similarly, there were 10,256 active cases receiving standby supervision at 

the end of FY 1977, supervised by approximately 57 agents at an. estimated 

cost of $1,974,000. Finally, the 7,77~ active cases rec~iving honor super-

vision re,quired an estimated 32.7 agents at: an estimated cas't of approxi-

mately $1,13f ,900 to supervise. 
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'fABLE 4.6: COMPARISON OF 3TATE PAROLE AND PROBATIOS ACTIVE CASELOAU, SUPERVISORY AG~S, AND 

COSTS BY TYPE OF CASE SUPERVISION FOR TII£ GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 1976 - 1<)77 

-' 
TYPE OF CASE 

INTENSIVE1 STANDByL. 

GEOGRAPHIC 
GROUPINGS ACTIVE I .11 OF ESTIMATED ACTIVE , OF ESTIMATED 

SUPERVISED , SUPERVISORY ~~;~R~~SE5 
SUPERVISED SUPERVISORY COST TO 

CASELO~ I AGENTS . CASELO~' AGENTS SUPERVISE5 

6/30/77 6/30/774 6/30/77 6/30/774 

3,592 . 67.2 $2,327.1 4,494 22.0 $762.9 
Baltimore City (50.1) (48.3) (48.3) (43.8) (38.6) (38.6) 

Dorchester. 453 9.5 329.3 548 3.5 121.5 
Somerset, Wicomico, (6.3) (6.8) (6.8) (5.3) (6.1) (6.2) 
Worcester 
Caroline, CeCil, 378 8.0 277 .2 405 2.5 86.2 
Kent, Queen Anne IS. 
T.lho, 

(5.3) (5.7) (5.1) . (3.9) (4.4) (4.4) 

Calvert, Charles, 93 1.7 57.8 280 1.7 57.7 
St. Hary's (1.3) (1.2) (1.2) (2.8) (3.0) (2.9) 

Prince Ge~rge· s 710 16.0 553.4 1,181 7.0 241.4 
(9.9) (11.5) (11.5) (11.5) (12.3) (12.2) 

Montgomery 469 9.5 329.8 650 5.0 173.4 
(6.5) (6.8) (6.8) (6.3) . (8.8) (8.8) 

Anne Arundel 315 6.0 207.3 680 4.0 139.0 
(4.4) (4.3) (4.3) (6.6) (7.0) (7.0) 

Ba1ti .. ore 595 11.0 381.3 1.127 6.0 206.9 
(8.3) (7.9) (7.9) (11.0) (10.5) (10.5) 

Harford 116 2.0 69.1 154 1.0 34.7 
(1.6) (1.4) (1.4) (1.5) (1:8) (1.8) 

Howard 104 2.0 69.2 217 1.0 34.6 
(1.5) (1.4) (1.4) (2.1) (1.8) (1.8) 

Carroll 53 .1.0 34.7 1.50 1.0 34.8 
(.7) (.7) (.7) (1.5) (1.8) (1.8) 

Frederick, . 187 4.0 138.7 278 1.5 52.3 
Washington (2.6) (2.9) (2.9) (2.7) (2.6) (2.6) 

Allegany, 106 1.3 45.9 nt, .8 28.7 
Garrett (1.5) (.9) (1.0) ( .8) (1.4) (1.5) 

State-Wide 7,171
6 139,2 $4,820.9 10,256

6 
57.0 $1,974.0 

) - % of column UState-wide" Total. 

.1 HONOR3 

I 

! ACTIVE , OF 
SUPERVISED SUPERVISORY 
CASELO~ AGENTS 
6/30/77 

2,452 9.1 
(31.5) (27.8) 

194 2.5 
(2.5) (7.6) 

341 2.5 
(4.4) (7.6) 

264 1.7 
(3.4) (5.2) 

1,449 4.1 
(18.6) (12.5) 

., 
876 2.5 

(11.3) (7.6) 

490 2.0 
(6.3) (6.1) 

748 3.0 
(9.6) (9.2) 

260 1.0 
(3.3) (3.1) 

193 1.0 
(2.5) (3.1) 

157 1.0 
(2.0) (l.l) 

267 1.5 
(3.4) (4.6) 

82 .8 
(1.1) (2.4) 

.7,773
6 

32.7 

1Intensive supervision is assigned to sll offenders who have been convicted of or who have s history of murder, manslaughter, I.·ape, 
robbery" aggravated assaUlt, burglary. or aerious narcotics offenses or have blown emotional disturbances ld..th a propensity towards 
criminal conduct. Intel18ive supervision involves frequent contsct with the client in the community and in the agent's office. 

2Stand-by supervision is initislly assigned to· all offenders of less serious crimes (e.g., larceny, stolen property, simple 88sau1t, 
forgery) in w!l,!ch ?ines, cost, and/or ~estii:ut1on are a significant factor. Stand-by supervision involves contsct with the client 
in the agent's office. 

3'Honor supervision is initislly sssigned to those offender's convicted of minor offenses in which fines, costs, and/or restitution 
are not a significant problem. Honor supervision involves only sporadic C!Jntact with the client. 

4The Division of Parole and Probation's monthly workload sUllllllary statistico for Jun", 1977. 

5Bssed on FY 1977 Maryland State Budget- includes Division of Psrole snd Probation estimate of portion of costs (budgeted snd non
budgeted) which relate to supervision as well as .a proportionate share of the overhead of Parole and Probation administration costs 
ss well as the Office of the Secretary - DPS&CS. Based on this total estimated supervision cost and the number of supervisory 
agents as of June 30, 1977, an average cost per agent was determined and used to develop the estimated costs by type of Case and 
geographic grouping. 

ESTIMATED 
COST TO 
SUPERVIse5 

$314.3 
(27.7) 

88.3 
(7.8) 

86.2 
(7.6) 

57.9 
(5.1) 

140.6 
(12.4) 

88.0 
(7.8) 

69.6 
(6.1) 

103.7 
(9.2) 

34.2 
(3.0) 

34.8 
(3.1) 

l4.8 
(l.l) 

51.8 
(4.6) 

28:8 
(2.5) 

$1,132.9 

6These figures do not include approximatdy 600 cases which were handled either by the Diviaion of Parole and Probation Collections Unit or' 
Public W?rks Section. . 

._~c_.c. __ ..... ____ .. _ .... _._._ .... ~ ....... ___ ~_. __ .... _. ______________ _ 
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B. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Number of Offenders 
Sentenced to the Corrections/Treatment Area an4 Related Indicators 

The previous section of this chapter described in some detail the costs 

and estimated resourceasso~iated with the corrections/treatment functional 

area of the Marylan'd Criminal Justice System in FY 1977. This section ex-

amines the estimated relationship between the number of offenders sentenced 

to correc'tions/ treatment (by type an.d length of sentence) and two selected 

indi,cators (i.e., 'number convicted from the District and Circuit Courts com-

binr:d and ;)c:tive,'ininate population) [or FY 1977. In addition, the variation 

in the pre-trial detention costs and resources required (i.e., bed years) 

across the geographic groupings is examined in terms of the variation in the 

number of pre-trial defendants detained across th~·geographic groupings for 

FY 1977. As in the previous sections, the statistical techniques of simple 

linear regression and correlat'ion analysis are used. ,While not specifically 

required, some prior understan?ing of 'regression and correlation analysis 

would be beneficial in reviewing this section of the chapter'. Those persons 

:i;nterested only ina description of the allocation of the FY 1977 corrections/ 

treatment 'lr.ea costs and resources should limit their review of' ~his chapter 

to Section 1\.. Flna11y, it should be stressed that the results ,presented are 

statistical estimate!;> and as- such are subje,ct to limits based on the quality 

of the data and the statistical assumptions inherent. in linear regression 

and correlation:* 

Graphs of the actua'ldata values used in the regression' with the esti-

mated regression :tines sh'own have been included {nAppendix C.4. The reader 

should refer to 'these graphs tp determine where the value,S for the individual 

*See Chapter 1. B.l for a fUFther description 'of the pO,ssible 'types of., error. 

l35 

j; 
! -, 
I 



" 

r 

\ ;i I 
L 

.,~ 

I -

geographic groupings lie with respect to the estimated regression line.* 

Additionally, tables enumerating the actual data values by geographic grouping 

Wlli('il WL'r("IIBed in the regressi.on,aTwlYHiH hilvP I;('('n included in Appendix 

aLA. Baltimore City is listed in the tDbles although it is not included in 

any of the subsequent analyses. Due to its large size in relation to the 

other geographic groupings it was felt that including Baltimore City in 

the analysis might affect the statistical reliability of th~ results. 

1. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between the Number of Of
fenders Sentenc€\d to Corrections/Treatment and the Number of 
Court Convictions 

Figure 4.1 describes the estimated relationship across the geographic 

groupings (excluding Baltimore City) between the number of offenders sentenced 

to COrrl'('( ion!·;/trentlllc!nt (i .P., 10('al . .in'iI., noe or S('nt0 ProlHltion) [md the 

number convicted from the District and Circuit Courts combined in FY 1977. 

Based on ,the results of the regression analysis, it would appear that the 

• 
variation in the number of offenders sentenced t<? corrections by the various 

geographic groupings can be explained to a large extent by the number COn-

victed from the courts for these same geographic groupings. In, addition, 

using the fact that in this application the slope coefficients represent 

changes in the number sentenced to corrections/treatment corresponding to 

changes on the average of one in the number convicted from the courts, it 

~ppears that increases of 100 defendants convicted by the District and 

Circuit Courts combined corresponds on the average to an increase of approxi-

mately 49 offenders sent~nced to corrections/treatment (i.e., State Probation, 

local jailor DiVision of Correction). Out of the 49 offenders sentenced to 

corrections/treatment, about 26 would appear to be sentenced to State Pro-

bation and 23 to DOC or the local jail. Increases of 100 offenders convicted 

"' 1':-A more detailed explanation and an example of the type of graph included 
in Appendix c.4 is given in Chapter LB.I of this report. 
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FIGURE 4.1: ESTIMATED STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF OFFENDERS SENT&~CED TO 
CORRECTIONS/TREATMENT (By Type and Length of Sentence) AND THE NUMBER CONVICTED 
FROM THE COURTS (District and Circuit) FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS OF THE COUNTIES 
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by tlte COllrts would appear to correspolld llll lht' i,lver:age to an increase of 

7 offenders being sentenced to the Division of Corrections. In summary, 

it appears based on this analysis that a jurisdiction responds "on the 

average" to increases of 100 offenders cOllvic ted by the courts (1. e., Dis

trict and Cj-r'cuit Courts) by sentencing an estimated 7% of them to DOC, 

26% S P b t' , ~lhe remal'nl'ng 51a% 16% to the local jails, and 0 to tate ro a 10n. 

would appear "on the average" to be fined, sentenced to court probation or 

receive som;;) other type of sentence. Again, Baltimore City was not included 

, tl' l' s As such the "average" sentencing pattern J'ust referenced 111 ' 11S ana .y51 • 

does not reflect sentencing in Baltimore City. 

The variations across the geographic groupings in the number of offen-

ders committed to DOC (with sentences of equal to or less than 18 months) 

and the local jails as well as the number committed to DOC for more than 

18 months was also examined in terms of the variation in the number convicted 

from the District and Circ\uit Courts combined •. Based on' the results of this 

regression analysis (from which Baltimore City was excluded) it would appear 

that the va-dation in the number of offenders (males) received at DOC with 

Hcnt0nces of equal to or less than 18 months together with those sentenced 

LO Lilt' locn! .j;ti!~i (';)n he ('Xl',Jnillt'(\ to 11 .large' extent by the v;Jdationi11 tile 

number convicted from the courts for the geographic groupings for FY 1977. 

Similarly, the variation in the number of offenders (males) received at DOC 

with sentence lengths greater than 18 months across the geographic groupings 

would appear to be explained by the variation in the number of offenders con,... 

victed by the courts for the geographic groupings for FY 1977. Specifically, 

increases of lOa offenders convicted by the District and .Circuit Courts com-

bined would appear to correspond on the average to increases of about 15 

offenders who were either received at DOC with sentence lengths equal to 
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or less than 18 months or were sentenced to the local jails and approximately 

six males received at DOC with sentence lengths greater than 18 months. 

Finally, Figure 4.2 describes the estimated relationship between the 

active inmate population (i.e., those inmates housed in local jails or 

State correctional facilities as of the end of FY 1977) and the number of 

offenders sentenced to local jailor DOC across the geographic groupings 

for FY 1977. Again, Baltimore City was excluded froIT! the analysis. Due to 

its large size in relation to the other geographic groupings it was felt that 

including it in the analysis might affect the statis~ical r~liability of 

the .results. 

Based on the results of this regression analysis, it would appear 

that the variation in the active inmate population (as of the end of FY 1977) 

housed in local jails or State correctional facilities across the geographic 

groupings can be explained to a large extent by the varia.tion in the number 

sentenced to local jailor DOC by these same gepgraphic groupings. More 

specifically, :i.t would appear that an increase of 100 offendr:::rs sentenced to 

.local jailor DOC corresponds "on the average" to an increase of about 64 

in the total active inmate population housed in local jails o.r State correctional 

facilities. 

2. Estimated Statistical Relationship Between Pre-Trial Detention 
Costs arid Resources and 'the Number of Pre-Trial DCi!fenq.ants Detained 

Figure 4.3 describes the estimated relationship across the geographic 

groupings between the pre-trial detention costs and resources ahd the number 

of def~ndants detained at or n'earDistrict Court disposition for FY 1977. 

Based on the results listed,it'would appear that the variation in pre-trial 
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FIGURE 4.2: ESTIMATED STATISTICAL RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE ACTIVE INMATE POPULATION AND 
NUMBER OF OFFENDERS SENTENCED TO CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES FOR THE GEOGRAPHIC 

GROUPINGS OF THE COUNTIES FOR FY 19'17 
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detention costs and resources (Le., number of bed years) across the ,geo,-

graphic grouping:J can be explained to a large extent by the variation in the 

number of defendants detained at ct' near District Court Disposition for 

these same geographic groupings (R2 = .92 for pre-trial detention costs, 

R2 = .91 for pre--trial detention resource requirements). Furthermore, 

using the fact that in this application the slope coefficients represent 

changes in the pre-trial detention costs and resources l::equiredcorresponding 

to changes on the average of one in the number of pre-trial defendants de-

tained, it appears that increases of 10 pre-trial defendants detained cor-

respond on the average to inci;ttase,s of about $7,916 in pre-trial detention 

C?sts and the need for appro~~nately 1.2 additional beds. It should be 

noted that the pre-trial detention costs used in this regression analysis 

do not typically include capital costs unless of a minor or frequently 

.... ~,.-- ...... - ... -. recurring nature. As such the $7 ,916 ;";ave~agei' increase in pre-trial getention 

costs corresponding to ,an increase'of 10 pre-trial defendants detained may 

not reflect all increases in capital costs that might occur (e.g., new con-

struction costs). 
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APPENDIX A: Comparison of FY 1977 Criminal Justice Offender Processing and 
the Estimated Cost of Criminal Offender Processing for Each 
County and Baltimore City for FY 1977 

Appendix A contains a listing for each county in Maryland and Baltimore 
City of the number of criminal defendants and offenders processed within each 
functional area in FY 1977 and the estimated FY 19'77 associated costs of 
handling these criminal offenders for each of the corresponding functional 
areas. Specifically listed for FY 1977 are the number of offenders arrested 
by law enforcement agencies,the number of criminal defendants processed at 
the District and Circuit Court levels, the State-wide intake to Parole and 
Probation, the estimated local jail sentenced offender intake end the number 
of new commitments to·the Division of Correction. Correspondingly, estimates 
are provided for FY 1977 of the law enforcement criminal costs by type of 
law enforcement agency, the costs of processing these criminal defendants at 
the District and Circuit Court levels, the local jail detention costs and the 
criminal costs of State and local committed and supervised offender.s. The 
costs listed for each of these functional areas include in general only those 
costs associated with the processing of criminal (adult) offenders and do not, 
for example, include costs associated with traffic enforcement, civil or 
juvenile proceedings, nor.do they typically include capital costs. In the 
law enforcement area, however, the costs of handling both criminal or adult 
and juvenile offenders are included. 

Information on the sources of the cost data shown is included in the 
footnotes of the appropriate tables throughout the.narrative section of this 
report. As noted, the criminal costs shown in many cases are estimates based 
on available information from agency budgets, reports, surveys and ql1estion~ 
naires. 
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JURISD ICrIONI Allegany 

-~C~R-=:IM~I:':':N-':AL:-:J:::US::T=:I~C=-E -=0:::F=FE=N;:D=ER;:-;:;P::':RO;;';C;;:;E:;;'SS;;-:I;';N;;:;'G-=-'ii'Fyv'TlI'191"': 77rr'EiiCSiTTt.lMA.w;;T'OiED;;;-;:;C:;j'RT.IM:;;r'iiNAAlL"=-:";;CnOiSQ.iT OF OFFENDER PROCES SING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $) - FY 1977 , 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
1.771 Total ReEorted Arrests '" 

Juvenile Arrests - 623 
Adult Arrests .. 1,148 --
Municipal Arrests .. 1,037 
County Arrests - 0 
Sheriff Arrests - 206 
State Police Arrests s 436 
Other Arrests '" 92 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants DisEosed - 1,900 

To Circuit Court .. 182 
Pray Jury Trial c 34 

•• [Final Disp, @ District 
1,614 !r t:: Court less Appeals .. 

~u Appealed to Circuit Court .. 70 .= 
~I/)O 247 ~ ~ [W/PUbliC Defender .. 
~w w/Panel Attorney .. 244 

Other .. 1,193 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants DisEosed '" 250 

w/PublicDefender .. 21 
w/Panel Attorney .. 98 
Other c 131 

CORRECTIONS 
Offend~r Intake .. 359_ 

-
" State Probation Intake - 158 

State Parole Intake .. 20 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake .. 157 
New Commitments to DOC .. 24 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Juvenile '" 
$ Adlllt = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County c 

$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police = 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost c 

$ Judicial c 

$ ProSecution .. 
$ Public Defense = 

$2,107.4 

662.9 
1,444.5 (62.3) 

$1,151.9 
0.0 

171.0 
675.0 
109.5 

$253.2 (10.9) 

179.1 
19.9 
54.2 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTIPN .. $52.7 (2,:3) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Judicial '" 
$ Prosecution '"' 
$ Public Defense ~ 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$ State P&P Criminal 

$149.8 (6.5) 

.,58.0 
67.6 
24.2 

$419.7 (18.1) 

Supervision'" 78.5 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) c 28.9 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates =. 66.8 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 27.0 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions • 218.5 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCES~ING • $ 2,319.9 

( ) • % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing \ 

~----------------------...-------~----------------------------------~ 
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JURISDICTION PAGE ---, 
Allegany A-I 

Anne Arundel A-2 

Baltimore A-3 

Calvert A-4 

Caroline A-5 it 

Car;-oll A-6 

Cecil ~r 
A-7 

Charles A-8 

Dorchester A-9 

Frederick A~lO 

Garrett A-ll 

Harford A-l2 

Howard A-13 

Kent A-l4 

Montgomery A-lS 

Prince Geor~e's A-l6 

o;··:,;Qu12en Anne's A-l7 

St .• Mary's A-l8 

Somerset A~l9 

Talbot A-20 

j Washington A-2l 
I 
! 

Wicomico A-22 

Worcester A-23 

,. BaltimorE! City A-24 

JURISD IenON: Anne Arundel 

. CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING ~FY 1977 
:" , 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests m 

Juvenile Arrests • 
Arlult Arrests .• 

Municipal Arrests • 
County Arrests • 
Sheriff Arrests • 
State Police Arrests • 
Other Arrests • 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

To Circuit Court • 
Pray Jury Trial • 

• [Final Disp. @ District 
~ t Court less Appeals .. 
is to) Appealed. to Circui i: Court . ~ 
~cno 

! is [W/PUbl1C Defender -
~ ~ w/Panel Attorney -

; Other" 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

w/Public Defender -
w/Panel Attorney • 
Other • 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake • 

State Probation Intake • 
State Parole Intake • 
Local Jail S~ntenced 

Offender Intake • 
New Commit1llents to DOC • 

;; 
·,"0 

u.w. 
4.011 
9,286 
---
2,713 
9,0,44 

97 
1,352 

91 

9,412 

696 
222 

8,382 
• 172 

2,062 
17 

6,475 

1,420' 

852 
104 
464 

.!alli.-. 

913 

'. 96 

430 
120 

ESTIMATED CIUMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
'(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost -

$ Juvenile -
$ Adult -

$ Municipal • 
$ County -
$ Sheriff -
$' State Police -
$ Other .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost -

$ Judi'::ial • ... 
$ Prosecution • 
$ Public Defense ~ 

$12557.0 

3618.8 
8938.2 (65,4) 

1570.9 
8796.2 

0.0 
2104.0 

85.9 

$921.6 (6.7) 
::;:;::= 

615.1 
126.9 
179.6 

LOCt\L JAIL l)ETEN'l'ION. $~ (2.6) . 

CIRCUIT .COURT 
Total Cost • 

$ .Judicial -
$ Prosecution • 
$ rublic'Defense -

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost -

$ State P&~Cri~na1 

$~ (6.9) 

377.7 
319.9 
244.9 

$~ (18.3) 

Supervision· 415.9 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commilllion). 134.6 

$ Local Jail - Loca1ly'Sentenced 
Inmates • 22!h5 

$Loes1 Ja;/,l - DOC Ill_tes· 110.8 
$ State Correctional Insti-

tutioris • 1609.9 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING· '$13660.2 

( ) • % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 
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JURISD ICnON: Baltimore County 

. ~, 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-PY 1977 

LAw ENFORCEH£tl: 

18,031 Total Reeorted Arrests • 

Juvenile Arrests • 
7,424 Adult Arrests • 

10,607 
MuniCipal Arrests • 

19 County Arrests • 
17,164 :;herir,f Arrests • 

46 State Police AX'rests • 
769 Other Arrests • 
33 

D ISTRICT C()V~T 
Total ~fendantl! Diseosed • 11,513 

To Circuit Court • 
1,407 . PX'ay JUX'YTrial • 

464 
•• [Final Disp. @ District 

9,448 ~ ~ Court less Appeals, • 
';:! U Appealed to Circuit Court . 194 .~ 
.-jCIIQ 

2,569 ! ';:! [W/PUbliC Defender. 
: CIJ v/Panel Attorney • 

10 Other • \ 
7.063 

~ IRCtiIT COURT 
Total Defendants Diseosed • b386 -W/Public Defender • 

128 w/Panel Attorney • 
443 Other _ 

CORRECTIONS 
, 1,815 

Offender Intake • 
2,776 -State Probation Intake • 
1,918 State Parole Intake • 

187 Local Jail Selltenced 
Offender Intake • 

324 New COlllll1tlllents to_ DOC _ 
;;47 

" 

A-3 

-----~--- --. -. -

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER 'ROCESSING 
.1IN THOUSANDS OF .! .1 

- FY an 
~.ID!FORCE!'IENT 

Total Cost • $J8663.5 

$ Juvenile. 
6206.2 , 

f 
$ Adult _ 

12457.3,(60.5) -$ MuniCipal • 0.0 $ County • 17225.8 . $ Sheriff ... 
0 .• 0 

$ State Police • 1403.5 $ OtheX' • 
34.2 

DISTRICT COURT 
lEtal Cost • 

$1295.3 (6.3) . --.;; 

$ Judicial .. 
883.5 $ Prosecution • 262.7 

$ Public Defense ~ 149.1 

~AL JAIL DETENTION • $.2.93.0 (2.4) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
.'total CO!,L • 

$1256.1 (6.1) 
~ 

$, Judicial • 
585.8 $' Prosecution _ 
561.6 $ PUblic Defense • 
108.7 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost • 

$ 5089.0 (24.7) 
$ State P&P Cri1ll1nal 
Supervision • 

691.9 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole CommiSSion) • 90.9 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inlllates • 

377.0 
$ Local Jail - DOC lJllllates _ 

235.6 $ State Correctional InDti-
tutions • 

3693.6 

TOTAL CRIMINAL 'ADULT~ JUSTICE 
PROCESSING .. 

h0600.7 

( ) • % of Total Cri~Dal 
Justice ProcessiDI CAduh) 

.\ 

n 
'1 , . 

" , 

f 

--.--

r-'---
LAW ENFORCEMENT 

--Total Reported Arrests = 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests = 

Municipal Arrests = 
County Arrests -
Sheri.ff Arrests '" 
State Police Arrests = 
Other Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial = 

Final Disp. @ District 
c::...; [ Court less Appeals = 
w ~ 1 d to Circuit Court '" .... u Appea e 
o .~ 

~ ~ O[W/PUbliC De~ender = 
!i w/Panel Attorney '" 
I« <!!J Other = . 

CIRCUIT COURT . = 
Total Defendants D~sposed 

w/Public Defender '= 
w/Panel Attorney = 
Other '" 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake = -

State Probation Int3ke = 
State Parole Intake = , 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake '" 
New Commitments ,to DOC '" . 

386 
715 
--; 

79 
o 

93 
929 

o 

817 = 
115 

8 

685 
9 

147 
43 

504 

25 
49 
38 

20§. 

131 
9 

27 
39 

A-4 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost -

$ Juvenile = 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County = 
$ Sheriff '" 
$ State Police = 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURI 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution '" 
$ Public Defense = 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prose,cution = 
$ Public Defense = 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$ State P&P Criminal' 

------_ .... 

$983.1 

367.3 
615.8 (44.1) 

121.1 
0.0 

173.7 
688.3 

0.0 

$140.6 (10.1) 

88.6 
31.0 
21.0 

$61.2 (4.4) 
= 

$100.1 (7.2) 
---

42.7 
44.3 
13.1 

$478.3 (34.3) 

Supervision = 34.2 
$ Misc. P&P (Investi!ation, 
Parole Commission) - 22.9 d 

$'Local Jail - Locally Sentence 
Inmates = 13.5_ 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 31.3 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions = 376.4 

,TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING '" $1396.0 

( ) '" r( of 'l'otal Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests E 

Juvenile Ar!'ests -
Adult Arrests .. 

Municipal Arrests " 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests " 
State Police Arrests -
Other Arrests " 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court " 
Pray Jury Trial .. 

[

Final Disp. @ District 
g. 1:: Court less Appeals " 
is LlAppealed togin~·'4 t C9yrt .. 

1 i:>:: 
MillO 
jg is [W/PUbliC Defender " 
i':! ® w/Panel Attorney" 

. Other" 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed .. 

w/Public Defender " 
w/Panel Attorney " 
Other " 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake " 

State Probation Intake " 
State Parole Intake • 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender .Intake -
New Commitments to DOC -

190 
480 

280 
o 

230 
160 

o 

21 
32 

394 
15 

14 
10 

385 

.§.2. 

13 
20 
52 

141 
10 

24 
9 

A-5 

ESTHlATED CRIMINAL-COST' OF OFFENpER PROCESSING' 
(IN THOUSANDS OF ~ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Juvenile .. 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County .. 
$ Sheriff .. 
$ State Police .. 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution" 
$ Public Defense = 

102.4 
261.4 (32.1) 

154.2 
0.0 

73.8 
135.8 

0.0 

$164.1 (20.2) 

149.7 
11.2 
.3.2 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION" $ 22.8 (2.8) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Judicial ,., 
$ Prosecution E 

$ Public Defense " 

CORRECTIONS 
--'Total Cost " 

$65.9 (8.1) 

33.1 
22.4 
10.4 

$299.6 (36.8) 
= 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision" 69.1 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) .. 10.9 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates" 23.2 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 8.2 
$ State Con;ectional Insti-
tutions " 188.2 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
P~OCESSING " $813.8 

.... --

( ) - % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

1 
I 
J 

I : 

JURISD ICnON: Carroll 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests = 2,013 

--
Juvenile Arrests - 684 
Adult Arrests .. 1,329 --
Municipal Arrests = 570 
County Arrests - 0 
Sheriff Arrests ~ 36 
State Police Arrests = 1,407 
Other Arrests .. 0 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants DiSposed - 1,258 

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial" 

[

Final Disp. @ Dis tric t 
g. tj Court less App'eals = 
~Ll Appealed to Circuit Court 

• i:>:: . 
MillO 
~ ~ [W/PUbliC Defenper .. 
i':! ® w/Panel Attorney = 

Other .. 

CIRCUIT' COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed .. 

w/Public Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney " 
Other -

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake .. 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake = 
New Commitments to DOC .. 

,. {. 

157 
61 

966 
= 74 

281 
21 

738 

i33 
·26 
203 

.266 
15 

.84 
44 

A-6 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. $1955.3 

$ Juvenile = 641.5 

$ Adult = 1313.8 (60.7) ---
$ Municipal = 333.5 
$ County = 0.0 
$ Sheriff = 200.1 
$ State Police .. 1421.7 
$ Other = 0.0 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. $i67.3 (7.7) 

--
$ Judicial = 103.5 
$ Prosecution E 33.9 
$ Public Defense = . 29.9 

'LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = $60.7 (2.8) ---

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$172.3 (8.0) 

$ Judicial '" 
$ Prosecution = 
$ Public Defense = 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$' State P&P' Criminal 

93.2 
42.9 
36.2 

$449.6 (20,8) 

Supervision = 104.3 
$ ~isc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) '" 53.1 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates" 33.3 

$ Local Jail.- DOC Inmates" 27.0 
$ State Correctional Insti
·tutions .. 231.9 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING " $2163.7 

( ) " % of Total Criminal (Acult) 
Justice PrQcessing 
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Cl't' 1.1 

CIUMINALJUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-F( 197T -E~TlMATE'DCRIMINAL- COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests = 

Hunicipal Arrests == 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrest's = 
State Police Arrests 
Other Arrests 

DISTRICT COURT 

523 
1.538 

550 
o 

678 
833 

o 

Total Defendants Disposed -1.712 

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial == 

247 
36 

[

Final Disp. @ Distric t 
g- t! Court less Appeals == 1,413 
is U Appc>aleu to Circuit Court = 16 

-IX 
.-I III 0 
,~iS [W/PUbliC Defender == 
~ (!lJ w/Panel Attorney = 

Other == 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed 

w/Public Defender == 
w/Panel Attorney 
Other = 

-,C ORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake 

State Probation Intake 
State Parole Intake = 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake = 
New/,Commitments to DOC 

157 
112 

1,160 

53 
83 

224 

589 

362 
21 

155 
51 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost = 

$ Juvenile == 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal 
$ County = 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police 
$ Other == 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial == 
$' Prosecution == 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL .JAIL DETENTION = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost 

$ Judicial 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost 

$ State P&P Criminal 

$1566.8 

383.8 
1183.0 (46.4) 
= 

261.8 
0.0 

120.1 
1184.9 

0.0 

$ 284.0 (11.1) 

225.4 
22.8 
35.8 

$ 88.7 (3,5), 

$179.9 (7.1) 

101.5 
35.6 
42.8 

$813.5 (31,,9) 

Supervis;on == 138.0 
$ Mise,. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) == 50.8 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced, 
Inmates ==, 63.1' 

'$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates'" 13.8 
$ State Correctional Insti-

tutions == .. 547.8 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING - $ 2549.1 

( ) == % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

-----. ~----------------------------~ 

JURISD ICnON: Charles 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests == 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests .; 

HUnicipa1 Arrests'z 
County Arre.'.its -
Sheriff Ar~ests == 
State Poli'ce Arrests == 
Other Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial == 

, '[Final Disp. @ District 
g- t! Court less Appeals = 
is u, Appealed to Circuit Court 

'IX 
.-iIilO 
~ is [W/PUbliC Defender = 
~ (!lJ w/Panel Attorney = 

Other = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed == 

w/Public Defender = 
w/Panel Attorney == 

Other " 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake = 

State Probation Intake = 
State Parole Intake == 
Local Jai.l Sentenced 

Offender Intake = 
New Commitments to DOC = 

= 

2,478 

841 
1,637 

12 
0 

2,123 
343 

0 

1.579 

95 
69 

1,391 
24 

300 
87 

1,028 

225 

52 
102 

71 

298 

170 
31 

60 
37 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost = 

$ Juvenile = 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County == 
$ Sheriff == 
$ State Police = 
$ Other == 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost == 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution == 

$2092.5 

740.1 
1352.4 (55.0) 

60.4 
0.0 

1388.6 
643.5 

0.0 

$ 221.2 (9.0) 
= 

$ Public Defense = 

121.0 
57.4 
42.8 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial == 
$ Prosecution = 

=$ 44.1 (1.8) 

$123.7 (5.9) 

69.8 
26.8 

$ Public Defense == 27.1 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost == $ 717,5 (29.2) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision == 69.5' 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) ,::59.0 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates = 30.1 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates == 24.5 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions == 534.4 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING == $ 2458.9 = 

( ) = % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

" 



.llIlt! SI) l(:n~~N: Ilnrdll'tltl'r 

I: IlHlINAI .• IIIS""ta·: OIII.'I·;NI;I-:H I'IHi(!ESsiNC: -1':iT<n I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests = 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests = 

Municipal Arrests 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests = 
State police Arr~sts 
Other Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial = 

[

Final Disp. @ Distr~ct 
~ t: . Court less Appeals = 
;:: u .. Appealed to Circuit Court 

.~ 
.... 000 
~;:: [W/PUhliC De fender : 
i2 ~J w/I'anel Attorney ., 

Other = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed 

w/Public Defender = 
w/Panel Attorney = 
Other = 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake 

State Probation Intake -
State Parole Intake = 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake = 
New Commitments to DOC 

~ 
323 

1,239 

o 

810 
o 

614 
138 

o 

~ 
97 
46 

1,151 
25 

o 
259 
917 

150 = 
o 

71 
7<) 

143 
28 

80 
25 

---~-----~.- -~- :-- .--: 

1':::'1' I ~IA'I'I':11 CIlI·M INAI:- (;OS;{ ()Y' OFFP.NDI':ICI'II(\i;g::HiI I'll: 
_(IN_~rHI!!!~NIl!i ell-' $ - FY 1977 

A-9 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
$ 678.7 Total Cost '" 

$ Juvenile = 129.8 

$ Adult = ~ (39.3) 

$ Municipal .= 369.0 

$ County = 0.0 

$ Sheriff = 203.2 

$ State Police 106.5 

$ Otner '" 0.0 

DISTRICT COURT $ ~ (11.5) 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial 105.4 
$ Prosecution 28.0 
$ Public Defense 26.4 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = $ 48.0 (3.4) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$ J1.d (5.5) 

36.2 
22.7 
18.3 

$ 561.4 (40.2) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision = 138.5 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) = 12.4 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates = 63.9 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 7.1 
$ State Correctional Insti-

tutions = 339.5 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING = $ 1395.3 

( ) = % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

• I' 

.... 

.. 

JURISD ICrION: FREDERICK 

CRIMINAL J\JSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -F'i 1977 

LAW ENFORCEt1ENT 
Total Reported Arres'tG .. 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests -

Municipal Arrests ~ 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests -
State Police Arrests = 
Other Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial ~ 

•• [Final Disp. f! District 
It t: Court less Appeals -
~u Appealed to Circuit Court ~ . ~ -
.-tUlO 
~ Ci [W/PUbliC Defender ., 
~ ® w/Panel Attorney '" 

Other '" 

C !RCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed = 

w/Public-Defender c 

w/fanel At~orney -
Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake -

State Probation Intake ., 
State Parole ~ntake .. 
Loed Jail Sentenced 
Offender Intake E 

New Commitments to DOC c 

893 
2,039 

1,873 
o 

119 
940 

o 

2.508 

145 
68 

2,252 
43 

233 
210 

1,852 

327 

116 
42 

169 

648 
38 

165 
40 

A-IO 

EST(IMATED CRIMINAL~COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS Oli" $) - F'i 1977 

LAW ENFORCE~lENT 
Total Cost ,= 

$ Juvenile '" 
$ Adult = 
$ Municipal '" 
$ County .. 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police .. 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost -

$ Judicial '" 
$ Prosecution .., 
$ Public Defense = 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost ., 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution ~ 
$ Fublic Defense = 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$2178.6 

616.2 
1502.4 (51.4) 

1033.7 
0.0 

124.1' 
1020.8 

0.0 

$340.8 (11. 7) 

213.7 
88.6 
38.5 

$124.5 (4.3) 

$188.8 (6.5) 

B8.8 
60.5 
39.5 

$765.2 (26.2) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision'" 173.3 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation 
'Parole Commission) '" '55.5 
$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates'" 94.0 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates. 59.3 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions ~ . 383.1 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) ,JUSTICE 
PROCESSrNG - $2921.7 

( ) '" % of Total ~riminal (Adult) 
Justi~e Processing 



JURISD lCrION: Garrett 

C RUlINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING":FY 1977 ESTII.fATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - EY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests = 

Juvenile Arrests • 
Adult Arrests = 

Municipal Arrests = 
County Arrests • 
Sheriff Arrests = 
State Police Arrests = 
Other Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial '" 

[

Final Disp. @ District 
~ ~ Court less Appeals = • aU Appealed to Circuit Court 

.r:<: 
.-l(l)O 
~ a [W/PUbliC Defender = 
~ ® w/Panel Attorney"' 

Other = . . 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Ijefendants Disposed = , 

w/PUblic Defender = 
w/Panel Attorney = 
Other = 

415 --
134 
281 
-
58 

0 
193 
164 

0 

446 --
36 

2 

403 
= 5 

60 
59 

289 . 

64 
-

-S 
25 
34 

LAW ENFORCEI1ENT 
Total Cost ., 

$ Juvenile = 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County = 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police = 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense = 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecutj,on = 
$ Public Defense = 

$358.0 ---
109.1 
248.9 (34.6) 

52.8 
0.0 

69.9 
235.3 

0.0 

$171.2 (2J.8) 

145.5 
12.5 
13.2 

$23.2 (3.2) --

$41.6 (5.8) 

22.4 
13.1 
6.1 

. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake = 92 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost :: $235.2 (32 .• 7) 

State Probation Intake "' 
State Parole Intake = 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake"' 
New Commitments to DOC :: 

48 
6 

27 
11 

A-I1 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision = 24.9 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) = 8.6 

$ Local, Jail .- Locally Sentenced 
Inmates = ·4.2 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates ·"5.9 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions "' 191.6 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING - $720.1 

( ) = % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing . 

.. , ...... 

-:!,I,!RISD ICrION: Harford 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-FY .1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrest~ K 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests .. 

\ 
Municipal Arrests K 

County Arrests • 
Sheriff Arrests K 

State Police Arrests = 
Other Arrests K 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial D 

• [Final Disp. @ Dis tric t 
~ 1:: Court less Appeals' '" aU Appealed to Circuit Court 

.r:<: 
.-l(l)O 
~ a [fl/PUbliC Defender "' 
~ ® w/Panel Attorney"' 

Other = . 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed = 

w/Public Defender '" 
w/Panel Attorney .. 
Other • 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake "' 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake • 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake a 

New Commitments to DOC .. 

4,901 --' 
1,577 
3,324 
= 
1,451 

0 
2,489 

961 
0 

2,836 --
231 
179 

2,386 
= 40 

313 
273 

1,840 

506 
= 

245 
36 

225 

632 
= 

350 
30 

220 
24 

A-12 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost = 

$ Juvenile = 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal '" 
$ County "' 
$ Sheriff ., 
$ State Police ., 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial :: 
$ Prosecut·ion "' 
$ Public Defense = 

$3369.7 
---:'-:0.: 

1082.0 
2287.7 (52.3) = 
828.3 

0.0 
1095.9 
1445.5 

0.0 

$331.5 (7.6) 

236.2 
53.0 
42.3 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION ., $302.6 (6.9) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost ., 

$ Judicial '" 
$ Prpsecution .. 
$ Public Defense ., 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost .. 

$j69.0 (8.4) 

187.7 
93.3 
88.0 

$1084.8 (24.8) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision"' 138.0 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) "' 45.1 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates.. 398.6 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates" 19.1 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions .. 484.0 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
. PROCESSING ,", $4375.6 

( ) .. % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 



• JURHin }CrrON: 
"":'.~~ ~,.. .. '~'rI __ 

Howard 

'---CRIMiNAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
~i Reported Arrests = 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests = 

Municipal Arrests = 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests = 
State Police Arrests = 
Other. Arrests = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Tot?l Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial = 

. . '[' Final Disp.@District 
IF t Court less Appeals = 
is U Appealed to Circuit Court = 

.1>:: 
MillO 

~ is [W_ /Public Defender = 
~ C!!.I w/Panel Attorney c 

; Other = 

C IRCOTT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed = 

w/Public Defender = 
w/Panel Attorney = 
Other = 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake = 

State Probation Intak~ = 
State Parole Intake = 
Local Jail Sentenced 
'Offender Intake = 

New co~itments to DOC = 

3,601 

1,120 
2,481 

o 
3,074 

52 
475 

o 

2,485 

314 
90 

1,984 
97 

561 
43 

1,477 

468 

191 
38 

239 

890 

700 
36 

108 
46 

_"_0' ____ -_______________ _ 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL- COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost = 

$ Juvenile = 
$ Adult = 

$ Municipal = 
$ County = 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police = 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense = 

$2978.8 

913.7 
2065.1 (51.5) 

0.0 
2237.9 

0.0 
740.9 

0.0 

$352.3 (8.8) 

226.3 
66.3 
59.7 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION = $258.1 (6.4) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ Judicial = 
$ Prosecution = 
$ Public Defense = 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$ State P&P Criminal 

= 

$404.6 (10.1) 

207.9 
145.2 

51.5 

$931.4 (23.2) 

Supervision = 138.5 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) = 71.7 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced. 
Inmates =67.3 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates c 12.0 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions = 641.9 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING = ~40ll.5 

( ) = % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

~------------------------------~-----------"=---------------------~ 
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JURISD ICnON: Kent 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-~' 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $.) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests • 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult. Arrests .. 

Municipal Arrests .. 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests -
Stste Police Arrests .. 
Other Arrests .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial .. 

.. [Final Disp. @ District 
Q, .... Court less Appeals .. 11) .... 
'PfU Appealed to Circuit Court .. 
Q 

• I>:: 
. .-j III 0 
~ Cl [W/PUbl1C Defender '" 
~ C!!.I w/Pane1 Attorney" 

Other .' 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

w/Public Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney -
Other • 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake -
Local Jail Sentenced 
Offender Intake -

New Collllllitments to DOC '. 

465 --
52 

413 
= 

47 
0 

353 
65 

0 

462 = 
59 
22 

336 
9 

45 
32 

268 

119 
= 

18 
27 
74 

175 === 
118 
16 

15 
26 

A-l:4 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost • 

$ Juvenile • ,. 

$ Adult .. 

$ Municipal .. 
$ County • 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police .. 
$ Other c 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost· .. 

$ Judicial .. 
$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense ~ 

$248.5 

26.8 
221.7 (27.9) 

106.1 
0.0 

48.2 
94.2 
0.0 

$129 .• 2 (16.3) 

103.0 
15.9 
10.3 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION R $35.9 (4.5) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost -

$ ,Judicial .. 
$ Prosecution '" 
$ Public Defense .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost -

$ State P&P Criminal 

$96.3 (12.1) 

60.8 
21.2 
14.3 

$31L5 (39.2) 

Supervision - 69.2 
'$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parol~ Commiss~on) .. 18.0 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates - 13.3 

$ Local Jail - noc Inmates" 9.3 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions .. 201.7 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (AD~r) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING - $794.6 

( ) - % of Tot'al Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

-' . 



' .. 

JUiUSD lenON: Montloaery 

C RlMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests z 

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests -

Municipal Arrests -
County Arrests • 
Sheriff A~rests -
State Police Arrests .. 
Other Arrests .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial -

• • [Final Disp. @ District 
g. t: Court less Appeals = 
is c..J Appealed to Circuit Court 

.1:<: 
~lnO 

~ is [W/PUbliC Defender '" 
~ C!lJ w/Panel Attorney'" 

Other ., 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed ., 

w/Public Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney -
Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake -

State Probation Intake -
State Parole Intake .. 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake .. 
New Commitments to DOC -

.. 

15.344 

5,905 
9,439,. 

620 
14,142 

184 
132 
266 

587 
269 

7,722 
101 

1,854 
590 

5,379 

1,287 --
194 
625 
468 

2,133 --
1,537 

114 

345 
137 

A-IS 

-,,-;--::-;--:,-, -,-.-_. 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAD COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost ., $16968.2 

$ 
$ 

Juvenile '" 
Adult '" 

6140.6 
10827.6 (60.9) . 

$ Municipal -
$ County .. 
$ Sheriff '" 
$ State Police -
$ Other ., 

808.5 
15256.4 

166.8 
442.3 
294.2 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost -

$ Judicial '" 

$1434.5 (8.1) 

840.6 
$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense z 

252.1 
341.8 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION 7 ~893.3 (5.0) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost ., 

$ Judicial c 

$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense -

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost .. 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision '= 

~1404.5 

658.5 
476.9 
269.1 

$3223~7 

591.2 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigatio~b1 8 
Parole Commission) .. • 

(7.9) 

(18.1) 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced " 
Inmates c 1127.4 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 268.1 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions .. 1035.2 

TOTAL, CRIMINAL ..1ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING - ~:U783.6 

( ) R % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

I 

JURISD IenON: Prince Gegr.ge's 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests ., 

Juvenile Arrests • 
Adult Arrests _ 

Municipal Arrests e 
County Arrests • 
Sheriff'Arrests _ 
State Police 'Arrests .. 
Other Arrests .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed _ 

To Circuit Court _ 
Pray Jury Trial _ 

• • [Final Disp. @ Dis tric t 
g. t:' Court less Appeals .. 
isc..J Appealed to Circuit Court .. 

'1:<: 
~ In 0 " 
~ is [W/PUbliC Defender = 
~ C!lJ w/Panel Attorney" 

Other .. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total "Defendants Disposed e 

w/Pub1ic Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney .. 
Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake _ 
Local Jail Sentenced 
Offender Intake -

New COmmit~nts to DOC _ 

24,979 

11,682 
13,297 

2,864 
18,128 
1,997 
1,012 

978 

16.158 

1,488 
336 

14,204 
130 

2,567 
:/.,553 

10.214 

'2,158 

239 
1,005 

914 

3,846 

1,880 
182 

1,188 
596 

ES(TIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. $21369.5 

$ Juvenile - 9468.6 $ Adult = 11900.9 (47.9) 

$ Municipal = 2129.3 
, 

$ County '" 16530.9 
$ Sheriff .. 190.1 
$ State Police .. 1682.5 
$ Other = 836.7 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. ~1475.2 (5.9) 

$ Judicial .. 938.3 $ Prosecution -
$ Public Defense • 359.2 

177.7 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION .. 
~1502.3 (6.0) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost <= $1741.6 (7.0) 

$ JudiCial c n5.6 $ Prosecution <= 660.9 
$ Public Defense :; 365.1 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = $8222.0 (33.1) 

$ Stcte P&P Criminal 
. 

Supervisi'on .. 935.4 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole COmMission) a 443.7 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates." 98.2 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates _ 1044.6 
$ State Correctional Insti- , 
tutions ., 5700.1 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADUL'V JUSTICE 
PROCESSING .. ~24842 • 0 

( ) .. % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice ,Processing 

~ 

I 
I 
j 
t 
f 
I 

. ! 
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JURISD ICnON: Queen Allne' s 

C RIMfN~L JUSTICE OFFENDl':g PRoC~~§~ij(i";n"1977 ' ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
._ ,(IN THOUSANDS OF ~.-1 - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests ~ 

Juvenile Arrestfl -
Adult 'Arrests .. 

, , 

Municipal Arrests c 

County Arrestfl~' 
Sheriff Arrests ~ 
State Police Arrests • 
Other Arrests -

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants D'isp~sed "! 

To Circuit Court _ 
Pray Jury Trial -

•• [Final Disp. @ District 
~ t Court less Appeals '" 
~u Appealed to Circuit Court . ~ 
MUlO 

~ ~ [W/PUb1,iC Defender. .. 
~ <i. w/Panel Attorney'" 

, Other = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed ~ 

w/Pub1ic Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney .. 
Other'" " 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender I~ .. 

State Prooation Intake _ 
State Parole Intake _ 
Local Jail Sentenced 
Offender Intske.-

New Commitments to,DOC "!, 

585 

180 
~05 

44 
0 

243 
298 

0 

333 

38 
26 

26'3 
"", 6 

16 
12 

241 

102 

15 
23 
64 

161" 

119 
11 

13 
18 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost ,'" 

$ Juvenile '" 
$ Adult '" 

$ Municipal ... 
$ County ., 
$ Sheriff ., 
$ State Police '"', 
$ Other '" 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost c 

$ Judicial '" 
$ Prosecution '" 
$ Public Defense .. 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION '" 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total.Cost ., 

$ Judicial. '" 
$ Prosecution = 
$ Public Defense ... 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost '" 

$ State P&P Criminal 

$682.8 

186.1 
*96.7 (44.9) -

51.8 
0.0 

44.9 
586.1 

0.0 

$162.3 (1(1.7) 

141.7 
16.9 
3~7 

$18.8 (1. 7) 
= 

$81.0 (7.3) 

44.5 
24.5 
12.0 

Supervision .. . 69.2 
$ Misc. p&r (Investigation. 
Parole,Commission) _ 13.8 

$ Local Jail- Locally Sentellce,d 
Inmates'" " 23.7 : 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates'" 5 • .7 
$ State Correctional Insti~ 
tutions '" 235.3 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING '" $1106.5 

( ) . ., % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
J~lstice ProceSSing 

'r 

.' 
I .I \ 

i 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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JURISD ICrION: St. Mary's 

C itIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests ., 

Juvenile Arre,sts -
Adult Arrests '"' 

Municipal 'Arrests '" 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests -
State Police Arrests -
Other Arrests • 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

To Circuit Court '"' 
Pray Jury Trial -

.'. [Final D1sp. @ Distr~ct 
~ ~ Court less Appeals -
~ U Appealed to Circuit Court 

.~ 
MUlO 

~ ~ [W/,PUbliC Defender = 
~ ® w/Panel Attorney .. 

Other .. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed 

w/Public Defender, '"' 
w/Panel Attorney -
Other ., 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake • 

. , 
Stste Probation Intake -
State Parole Intake -
Local Jail S.entenced 

Offender Intake • 
New Commi,tmentsto DOC .. 

., 

1.518 

591 
927 = 
17 

0 
995 
505 

1 

1.382 

66 
6 

1.290 
'" 20 

278. 
81 

951 

102 = 
19 
38 
45 

198 

109 
18 

52 
" 19 

ESTIMATED CRIHINAL- COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSINC 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost c 

$ Juvenile '" 
$ Adult '" 

$ Municipal '" 
$ County .. 
$ Sheriff '" 
$ State, Police '" 
$ Other· . 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost '" 

$ Judicial .. 
$ Prosecution '" 
$ Public Defense .. 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION .. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost '" 

$ Judicial ., 
$ Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense .. 

CORRECTIONS 
, Total Cost -

$ State P&P Criminal 

$1184.5 

426.5 
758.0 (50.0) 

34.4 
0.0 

607.8 
541.5 

.8 

$207.5 (13.7) 

144.3 
23.5 
39.7 

$29.0 (1.9) 

$82.0 (5.4) 

29.8 
41.8 

'10,4 

$438.1 (28.9) 

Supervision" 69.7 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation. 
Parole Commission) '" 31.1 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates ~ 14.1 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 30.8 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions - 292.4 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING '" $1514.6 

( ) - % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

i, 
~l 
lj 
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JURISD ICIION: Somerset 

CRIMINAL JUsTIcE OFFENDBRPROCESSING-FY 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL- COST OF OFFENDER PROCEaSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 ' 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests £ 

Juvenile Arrests
Adult Arrellts -

Municipal Arrests -
County Arrests ,
Sheriff Arrests ~ 
State Police Arrests -
Other Arrests -

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed _ 

To Circuit Court = 
Pray Jury Trial ~ 

• [Final Disp. @ District 
1E't! Court less Appeals '" aU Appealed to Circuit Court 

.Ct: 
.-I III 0 

~ a [W/PUbliC Defender = 
~ C!!J w/Panel Attorney., 

Other = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

w/Public Defender -
·w/Panel Attorney -
Other -

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake = 

State P.robation IntakE: '" 
State Parole Intake '" 
LocelJail Sentenced 
~ Off~l:Ider 'Intake -
New ~ Commitments to DOC _ 

'" 

780 

121 
659 --
230 

0 
250 
294 

6 

835 (( 
116 

35 

673 
11 

60 
80 

544 

177 

3"2 
53 
92 

269 
= 

114 
28 

101 
26 

A-:19 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
c Total Cost - $543.1 ---

$ Juvenile .. 85.5 
$ Adult '" ~ (42.0) 

$ Municipal '" 130.2 
$ County = 0.0 
$ Sheriff ~= 23.1 
$ State Police - 385.6 
$ Other = 4.2 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .= $116.9 (10.7) 

$ Judicial = 87.1 
$ Prosecution '" 10.7 
$ Public Defense '" 19.1 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION '" $27.9 (2.6) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost - $96.7 (8.9) 

$ Judicial - 52.3 
$ Prosecution = 16.7 
$ Public Defense = 27.7 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = _~391.l (35.'9) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision- 71.1 

$ Misc~ P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission) '" 10.3 

$ Local Jail -L~ca11y Sentencedi' 
Inmates -27.8 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates.. 2.9 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions - 279.0 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING- $1090.2 

( ) .. % of TotalCrimin8.l (Adult) 
Justice Processi~g 

o. 

. " 

JURISD IenON: Talbot 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING,-FY 1977 ESTIMATED .CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
lIN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - 'F'{ 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests -

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests -

Hunicipal Arrests -
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests -
State Police Arrests -
Other Arrests -

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court -
Pray Jury Trial -

[Final,DisP• @ District .. 
Q,I.I Court less Appeals -Ctllol 
""'u Appealed to Circuit Court .. = 'Il<! 
.-IWO 
~ a [W/PUbliC Defender ., 
~ C!!J w/Pallel ,Attorney -

Other '" 

CIRCUIT COURT ' 
Total Defendants Dispost\d -

w/Public Defender-
w/Panel Attorney -
Other -

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake • 

State Probation Intake -
State Parole Iritaxe -
Local Jail Sentence~ 
Offender Intake .. 

New Commitments to DOC .. 

1.380 

553 
827 
= 
778 

0 
404 
198 

0 

621 --
41 

6 

562 
12 

47 
34 

493 

I 96 

14 
22 
60 

293 

174 
16 

86 
17 

A-20 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Juvenile -
$ Adult .. 

$ Municipal .. 
$ County -

'$ Sheriff -
$ State Police -
$ Other ., 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Ju'dicial .. 
$ Prosecution -
$ Public Defense .. 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION,'" 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost -

$ ,Judicial -
$ Prosecution -
$ Public Defense -

CORRECTIONS 
TcltilTCo";t -

, $ ,State PIiP Criminal 

$893.2 

355.0 
538.2 (43.0) 

= 
345.1 

0.0 
83.7 

464.4 
0.0 

$141. 7 (11.3) 

113.6 
17.3 
10.8 

$66.8 (5.3) 

$76.9 (6.1) 

37.3 
28.3 
11.3 

',$428.9 (34.2) 

, Supervision - 104.1 
$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 

, , "Parole Commission) ~ 15.7 
$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 

Inmates - 59.6 
$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates" 4.2 
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions .. 245.3 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
• PROCESSING .. -sl.252.5 

( ) • % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Proce8s~rtg 



'~ 

JURISD ICnON: Washington 

1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING C F!II1INAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY -(IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) -FY 1977 
-' 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
l~otal Reported Arrests -

Juvenile Arrests -
Adult Arrests -

Municipal Arrests .. 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests -
State Police Arrests ., 
Other Arrests -

DISTRICT COURT 
Jotal Defendants Disposed -

To Circuit Court· 
Pray Jury Trial -

[

Final Disp. @ District 
p..,,; Court less Appeals '"' 
.~~ Appealed to Circuit Court K 

Cl .e>:: 
o-i (/) 0 f d 
<'IS"" [W/PUbliC De en er .. 
!l Cl w/Panel Attorney .. 
fa< cw Other = 

C IRCU!! COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed '" 

w/Public Defender = 
w/Pane1 Attorney .. 
Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake -
State Parole Intake -
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake • 
New Commitments to DOC -

695 
1,923 

1,668 
o 

499 
451 

o 

2,104 

182 
132 

1,763 
27 

199 
180 

1,411 

482 

172 
63 

247 

553 

62 
33 

414 
44 

A-21 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Juvenile '"' 
$ Adult .. 

.$ Municipal" " 
$ County.= 
$ Sheriff .. 
$ State Police ., 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost K 

$ Judicial • 
$ Prosecution • 
$ Public Defense .. 

LOCAL JAIL DETE~!ON = 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$ Judicial'" 
$ .Prosecution .. 
$ Public Defense = 

CORRECTIONS 
Total COI",t. '" 

$2469.3 

626.3 
1843.0 (60.5) 

1386.3 
0.0 

316.7 
766.3 

0.0 

$268.7 (8.8) 

194.9 
40.8 
33.0 

$114.7 (3.8) 

$230.0 (7.5) 

130.2 
41.2 
58.6 

$590.9 (19. tl) 

$ State P&P Criminal 69.4 
Supervision .. 

$ Misc. ,P&P (Investigatio~4.6 
Parole Commission) • 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentence'" 
Inmates. 65.1 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates" 28.5 
$ State Correctional Ins~63.3 
tutions • . 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING '"' $3047.3 

( ) - ~ of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

-----.-~--

. '.", 

.. 

~URIS.D lCnON: Wicomico 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 EST(liiiATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER .PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF ~ )- FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests • 

Juvenile Arrests • 
Adult Arrests • 

MuniCipal Arrests • 
County Arrests _ 
Sheriff Arrests .. 
State Po1ic0 Arrests .. 
Other Arrests ., 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed • 

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial ., 

•• [Final Disp. @ District 
go t:! Court less Appeals '" 
~u Appealed to Circuit Court .. 

• IX! 
o-iC/lO 

~ ~ [W/PUbliC Defender • 
~ C!i!J w/Panel Attorney. 

Other • 

CIRCUIT COUR,1' 
Total Defen~lnts DiSEased .. 

w/Public Defender '"' 
w/Pane1 Attorney _ 
Other -

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake '"' 
Local Jail Sentenced 
Offender Intake _ 

New COmmitments to DOC • 

1,831 
---, 

397 
l,43i 

807 
0 

464 
460 
100 

2,095 

349 
140 

1,575 
31 

121 
163 

1,322 

ill. 
82 

137 
239 

501 

271 
49 

105 
76 

A-22 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost ,. 

$ Juvenile .. 
$ Adult .. 

$ MuniCipal .. 
$ County .. 
$ Sheriff = 
$ State Police = 
$ Other = 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost = 

$ JudiCial = 
$ Prosecution '"' 
$ Pub11c Defense = 

$1522.8 

338.2 
1184.6 (41.1) 

633.8 
0.0 

202.4 
603.4 
83.2 

$180.0 (6.2) 

117.3 
24.0 
38.7 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION =$115.7 (4.0) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost .. 

$208 ''': (7.2) 

$ Judicial", 97.9 
$ Prosecution.. 39.0 
$ PUblic Defense = 71.3, 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost = 

$1193.5 (41.4) , 

$ State P&P Crim!nal 
Supervision = 208.2 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
?arole Commission) =27.6 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates = 20.1 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 3.3-
$ State Correctional Insti-
tutions ., . 934.3 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING - $2882.0 

( ) • % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice ProceSSing 



JURISD fCrrON: Worcester 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING-FY 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAl; COST OF OFFENDER. 
. (IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) - FY 1977 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests .. 

Juvenile Arrests .. 
Adult Arrests 1C 

Municipal Arrests 1C 

'County Arrests" 
Sheriff Arrests .. 
State Police Arrests .. 
Other Arrests .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed .. 

To Circu.it Court .. 
P.ray Jury Trial .. 

• [Final Disp. @ District 
~ t:: Court less Appeals .. 
EU Appealed to Circuit Court 

.", 
.-I III 0 

~ E [W, /Public Defender .. 
~ CEJ w/Panel Attorney .. 

Other .. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed .. 

w/Public Defender c 
w/Panel Attorney 1C 

Other .. 

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake .. 

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake .. 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake .. 
New Co~~tments to DOC .. 

r. 

800 
1:,626 

1,998 
o 

256 
172 

o 

169 
63 

1,386 
44 

103 
138-

1,189 

316 

56 
95 

165 

364 --
241 

21 

73 
29 

A-23 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost '" $1258.7 

$ Juvenile '" 403.1 

$ Adult = 855.6 (44.3) 

$ Municipal = 922.1 
$ County = 0.0 
$ Sheriff = ll1.0 
$ State Police .. 225.6 
$ Other ., 0.0 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. $207.7 (10.7) 

$ Judicial '" 116.9 
$ Prosecution .. 57.9 
$ Public Defense .. 32.9 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION .. $ll6.8 (6.0) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost '" $197.5 (10.2) 

92.8 $ Judic:i.al ., 
$ Prosecution ., 55.6 
$ Public Defense '" 49.1 

CORRECTIONS -, 
Total Cost '" $554.8 (28.7) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision" 121.4 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commisllion) .. 18.7 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inma tes' .. 18.4 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates" 9 • 8 
$ State Correctional Insti-

tut1pns .. 386.5 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROC£S.§.lli9. .. $1932.4 

( ) - % of 'fotal Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 

.. 

JURISD ICrION: Baltimore City 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFENDER PROCESSING -FY 1977 ESTIMATED CRIMINAL-COST OF OFFENDER PROCESSING 
(IN THOUSANDS OF S ) - FY 1Q 77 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Reported Arrests .. 

Juvenile Arrests .. 
Adult ,Arrests .. 

Municipal Arrests .. 
County Arrests -
Sheriff Arrests 1C 

State Police Arrests .. 
Other Arrests .. 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed .. 

To Circuit Court .. 
Pray Jury Trial -

•• [Final Disp. @ District 
~ t:: Court less Appeals ., 
E,u Appealed to Circuit Court 

.", 
.-lfl)O 
~ E [W/PUbliC Defender .. 
~ CEJ w/Panel Attorney'" 

Othar .. 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Defendants Disposed 1C 

w/Public Defender .. 
w/Panel Attorney -
Other -

CORRECTIONS 
Offender Intake -

State Probation Intake .. 
State Parole Intake - . 
Local Jail Sentenced 

Offender Intake .. 
New Commitments to DOC .. 

., 

68,990 

21,121 
47,869 

0 
68,073 

526 
III 
280 

49,948 ---
3,184 
4,489 

41,211 
1,064 

10,999 
63 

31,213 

5,557 
276 

2,695 

13,232 

7,641 
1,512 

1,305 
2,774 

A-24 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Total Cost .. $49205.5 

$ Juvenile = 13700.9 
$ Adult ., 35504.6 (39.8) 

$ Municipal .. 0.0 
$ County 1C 49005.8 
$ Sheriff ., 0.0 
$ State Police '" 0.0 
$ Other ., 199.7 

DISTRICT COURT 
Total Cost .. $3538.4 (4.0) 

$ Ju#cial .. 2103.3 

$ Prosecution .. 612.9 

$ Public Defense '" 
822.2 

LOCAL JAIL DETENTION ~136.l (5.8) 

CIRCUIT COURT 
Total Cost ., ~7822.6 (8.8) 

$ Judicial ., 4638.7 
$ Prosecution .. 1873.4 
$ Public Defense .. 1310.5 

CORRECTIONS 
Total Cost .. ~37175.8 (41.7) 

$ State P&P Criminal 
Supervision k 3404.2 

$ Misc. P&P (Investigation, 
Parole Commission)" 883.1 

$ Local Jail - Locally Sentenced 
Inmates .. 521.5 

$ Local Jail - DOC Inmates - 4115.3 
~ State Correctional Insti-
tutions'" 28251.7 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE 
PROCESSING" S89:.7 .5 

( ) .. % of Total Criminal (Adult) 
Justice Processing 



APPENDIX B: Comparison of the Estimated Cost of Criminal Justice Processing 
by Functional Component and Level of Government for Each County 
and Baltimore City for FY 1977 

Appendix B contains a listing for each county in Maryland and Baltimore 
City of the estimated Fy 1977 cost of criminal offender processing by func
tional component and level of government. Two tables are included for each 
county and Baltimore City. The first table lists the FY 1977 estimated costs 
of criminal offender processing by "level of government (i. e., State, County, 
Municipal) providing the service" for each functional area (i.e., Law En
forcement, Adjudication, Corrections/Treatment). The second table lists the 
FY 1977 estimated costs of criminal offender processing by "level of govern
ment providing the funds" for each functional area. 

By "level of government providing the service" is meant the unit of govern
ment where the agency providing the service is located for administrative and 
management purposes, regardless of where funds for operation of the agency 
come from. By "level of government providing the funds" is meant the unit of 
government where funds for operation of the agency come from regardless of 
where the agency is located for administrative and management purposes. 

The estimated costs listed for each county and Baltimore City include all 
relevant agency personnel, operating and overhead costs associated with the 
processing of criminal (adult) offenders. They do not typically include 
capital costs unless of a minor or frequently recurring nature nor do they, 
in general, include costs associated with such activities as traffic en
forcement, civil proceedings or juvenile justice. In the law enforcement 
area, however, both the estimated costs associated with the processing of 
criminal or adult and juvenile (delinquent) offenders combined as well as 
the estimated costs associated with the processing of just criminal or 
adult offenders are listed. 

Information on the sources of the cost data has been included in the 
footnotes of the appropriate tables throughout the narrative section~·.of 
this report. As noted, the criminal costs shown in many cases were esti
mated based on available information from agency budgets, reports, surveys 
and questionnaires. 

\; 
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COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1 , 1976-1977 

JURISDICTION: Allegany 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE~ 
" . (ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING " . IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT ~uveni1e an~ Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MIlNICIl'AL 
$2107.4 $675.0 (32.1) "171.0 (8.1) C;-'<;l,Q (54,7\ 

$ MuniCipal Police $ 1151.9 ~ 1151.9 
$ County Police 0.0 
$ Sheriff 171.0 $ 171.0 
$ State Police 675.0 $ 675.0 
S ul:it€r2 109.5 

ESTIMATED CRIHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) $1444.5 $462.7 (32.0 $117.2 (8.1) $ 789.6 (54.7) I 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 403.0 $293.2 (72.8) $109.8 (27.2) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 179.1 $ 179.1 $ $ Circuit Court (Judicial) 58.0 35.7 22.3 
$ Prosecution 87.5 87.5 
$ Public Defense 78.4 78.4 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) ~ :lZ.1 $ 52.7 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $ 419.7 $325.9 (77.7) $ 93.8 (22.3) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision $ 78.5 $ 78.5 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 25.1 25.1 

$ State Parole Commission 3.8 3.8 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 66.8 -- $ 66.8 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 27.0 -- 27.0 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 21,8.5 218.5 

"TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $2319.9. $1081.8 (46.6) $373.5 (16.1) $789.6 (34.0) 

( ) = % of row' 'futal 

lFedera1 funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. , 
2Includes'estimated costs associated with other pol.ice departments (e.g., campus poli~e, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 68.5% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile); This estimate is 

derived based on FY 1977 Allegany Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the oercentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. ' 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudica~ion (criminal only), Local.Jail-Detenticn (criminal), aDi State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Allegany 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

.. 
$ Municipal Police 
$,County Police 
$ Sheriff, 
$ State ,Police 
$ Other2 ' 

ESTIHAIED CRIHlNAL LAW.ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJtiDICATION'(CriminalOnly) 
,', 

$ District Cour't: (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

ST~E AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole' and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ S~ate Parbl~'and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ ~ocal Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ ,State Correctional, 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL ' 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE • COUNTY 

$2101.4 
, 

$1156.2 (54.9) $27.7 (l.3) 

$1151.9 $ 337.9 
0 .• 0 -- --

171.0 143.3 $ 27.7 
675.0 675.0 

" 109.5 
$1444.5 $ 792.5 (54.9) ,$19.0 (1.3) 

'$ 403.0 $ 293.2 (12.8) $109.8 (27.2) 

$ 179.1 $ 179.1 --
58.0 35.7 $ 22.3 
87.5 -- 87.'5 
78.4 78.4 

$ 52.7 $52.7 (100.0) 

$ 419.7 $~,52.9 (84.1) $66.8 (15.9), 

$ 78.:5 $ 78.5 

25;'1 25.1 
3.8 3.8 ,. 

66.8 -- $ 66.8 

27.0 27.0 

218.5 218.5 

$2319.9 $1438.6 (62.0) $248.3 (10.7) 

HUN IC IPAL 
SR14.0 (38.6) 

$ 814.0 

$557.9 (38.6) 

$557.9 (24.0) 

lFederat funds are' not shOWn and instead, where known, are inchided in State, County, ,or liunicipa!, figures:.. . 
2Includes estimated costs ~ssociated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
3Esti~ted Criminal Law E~forcement is estimated to be 68.5% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate, is 
derived based on FY 1977 Allegany Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the nercentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a nort-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only). Local.Jail~Detention (criminal), an4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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H COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl , 1976-1977 

! ( JURISDICTION: Anne Arundel 
Ii 

II 
Ii 
!l 
Ii 
" Ii 

~ 

, 
. , 

b:I 
I 

W 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE~ 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

, IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE ' COUNTY $. MUriiClt'AL $12557.0 $2104.0 (16.8) $8796.2 (70.1) 1570.9 "'(12, 5) 

$ Municipal Police $ 1570.9 $ 1570.9 
$ County Police 8796.2 $ 8796.2 
$ Sheriff 0.0 

, .. '" 
$ State Police 2i04.0 $ 2104.0 
$ Other2 85.9 

ESTIMATED C~AL LAW ENFORCEMENT"' $ 8938.2 $1497.6 (16.8) $6261.2 (70.0) $1118.2 (12.5) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Drily) $ i864.1 $1235.1 (30.7) $ 629.0 (33.7) 

$ Distr~ct Court (Judicial) $ 615.1 $ 615.1 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 377 .8 195.5 $ 182.2 
$ Prosecution 446.8 446.8 
$ Public Defertse 424.5 424;5 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (CriDiinal) $ 357.2 $ 357.2 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (CriDiinal Only) $ 2500.7 !;2160.4 (88.4) $ 340.3 (13.6) 

$ State Paroie and Probation -
Criminai'Supervision $ 415.9 ~ 415.9 

.$ State Parole and PrObation -
Investigations il6.1 il6.1 

$ State Paroie Commission 18.5 18.5 
$ Local Jail - Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 229.5 $ 229.5 

$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
110.8 110.8 

Ins t:i. tu tionil 1609.9 1609.9 

TOTAL CRIM.INAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $13660.2 $q893.l (35.8) $7587.7 (55.5) $1118.2 (8.2) 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2rncludes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estfmated criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 71.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derivecibased on FY 1977 Anne A. Co. figures .on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDQ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only) •. 
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JURISDICTION: Anne Arundel 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipa'l Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff .. 

$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENi;j 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$' Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (C,riminal Only) 

$ State Parole .and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ .State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSINGq 
~ 

( ) ~ % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRUIINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL .OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI. 1976-1977 

" 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$12557.0 $3850.2(30.7) $7287.7(58.0) 

$ 1570.9 $ 237.7 
8796.2 1508.5 $ 7287.7 

0.0 -- --.. '" 
2104.0 2104.0 

85.9 
$ 8938.2 $2740.6 (30,7). $5J.87.5 (58.0) 

$ 1864.1 $1235.1 (66.3) $ 629.0 (33.7) 

$ 615.1 $ 615.1 
377.7 195.5 $ 182.2 
446.8 -- 446.8 
424.5 424.5 

$ 357.2 $ 357.2 (100.0) 
~ 

$ 2500.7 $2271.2 (90.8) $ 229.5 (9.2) 

$ 415.9 $ 415.9 

116.1 116.1 
18.5 18.5 

229.5 -- $ 229.5 

110.8 110.8 

1609.9 1609.9 

n3660.2 $6246.9 (45.7) $6403.2 (46.9) 

. 
HUNICIPAL 

$1333.2 (10.6) 

$ 1333.2 

$ 949.0 (10.6) 

$949.0 (6.9) 

1~.1 
, lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 

t1 2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administratxm police, toll facilities). 

Ii This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
1 3EstimatedCriminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 71.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 

1

'1 derived based on FY 1977 Anne A. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arre~ts of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a .non-juvenile. 

l.~.j 4Sum of Estill8ted Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only): Local Jail-Detention (criminal), anc! State and Local: 
[1 Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Baltimore County 

ruNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal O?ly) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORP~CTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
correction Inruates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TO'£AL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = %~of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING ~y FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVE~~ PROVIDING SERVICE , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

'!UU\L STATE -COUNTY 
$18663.5 $1403.5 (7.5) $17225.8 (92.3) 

$ 0.0 
17225.8 $ 17225.8 

0.0- , 
1403.5 $ 1403.5. 

34.2 
$12457.3 $ 936.8 (7.5) $111+97.7 (92.3) 

$ 2551.4 $1425.8 (55.9) $ 1125.6 (44.1) 

$ 883.5 $ 883.5 
585.8 284.5 $ 301.3 
824.3 -- 824.3 
257.8 257.8 

$ 503.0 " ,.' 
$ 503.0 (100.0) 

~ 

$ 5089.0 $4476.4 (88.0) $ &12.6 (12.0) 

$ 691.9 $ 691.9 

54.9 54.9 
36.0 36.0 

377 .0 -- $ 377 .0 

235.6 -- 235.6 

3693.6 3693.6 

- "O!UbUU./ $6839.0 (33.2) $13738.9 (66.7) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administraODu police, toll facilities). 
This ,cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estitl~ted Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 66.7% of total Law Enforcemertt (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
de~ived based on FY 1977 Balta. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement,Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and LocaL 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Baltimore County 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT . 

COHPARISON OF THE CUST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976~1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN TH9USANDS OF ~ l • LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY I MUNICIPAL 
$18663.5 $4566.8 (24.5) $14062.5 (75.3) 

$ Municipal Police $ 0.0 --
$ County Police 17225.8 $ 3163.3 $ 14062.5 
$ Sheriff 0.0 -- --
$ State Police 1403.5 1403.5 
$ Other2 34.2 

EStIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENfORCEMENT.) $12457.3 .$3048.2 (24.5) $9386.3 (75.3) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 2551.4 $1425.8 (55.9) $1125.6 (44.1) 

. 
$ District Court (Judicial) $ 883.5 $ 883.5 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 585.8 284.5 $ 301.3 
$ Prosecution 824.3 -- 824.3 
$ Public Defense 257.8 -257.8 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) ~ 503.0 $ 503.0. (100.0) 
.. 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) ~ :>089.0 $4712.0 (92.6) $ 377.0 (7~4) 

$ State P.hrolf!, and Probation - ~ 

Criminal Su?ervision $ 691.9 $ 691.9 
$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 54.9 54.9 

$ State Parole Commission 36.0 36.0 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 377 .0 -- $ 377.0 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 235.6 i- 235.6 ( 

.', 
$ State Correctional 
Institutions 3693.6 3693.6 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $20600.7 , $ 9186.0 (44.6) $11391.9 (55.3) . 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes e~timated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administratio'npolice, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 66.7% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Balto. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses clear.ed, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Crilndnal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Local 
corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Calvert 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVE~£NT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF'S ') 

SERVICEI 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 
$983.1 ~;688.J \7Q.Q) $171.7 (17.7) ~1'1 .1(12.3) 

$ Municipal Police $121.1 $ 121.1 
$ County Police !l.0 . 
$ Sheriff 173.7 $ 173.7 
$ Stat~ Police 688.3 $ 688;3 
$ Other'2 0.0 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEHENTJ $615.8 $'131.1 (70.0) $108.8 (17.7) $ 75.9 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $240.7 
-,. 

$140.3 (58.J) $100.4 (41. 7) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 88.6 $ 88.6 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 42.7 17.6 $ 25.1 
$ Prosecution 75.3 75.3 
$ Public Defense 14.1 -,\t. .1 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 61.2 
. 

$ 61.2 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL r.ORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $478.3 $433.5 (90.6) $ 44.8 (9.4)' 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision $ 34.2 $ 34.2 

$ State Parole and Probation - t Investigations 21.2 21.2 
$ State Parole Commission 1.7 1.7 
$ Local JJil - Locally t 
S~ntenced Inmates 13.5 $ 13.5 i $ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 31.3 31.3 <"' 

$ State Correitional r 
Institutions 376.4 376.4 {. 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $1396.0 $;1.004.9 (72.0) $315.2 (22.6) 9 75.9 
t: 

: 

'.' t 
( ) = % of row Total 

~ . t: 
lFederal fundl:l are not shown and instead, where knmm, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. t 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilitf~s). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government., t. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 62.6% of total Law Enf.orcement (ctlminal and, juvenile). This estimate is,. 
derived based on FY 1977 Calvert CO.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total P1f1!'t I 
(including other assaults) offenses' cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. \ 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), 'and. State and Local J:-' 

(12.3) 

(5.4) 

Corrections (criminal only). " 
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JURISDICTION: Calvert 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
.$ State Police 
$Other2 

~ 
~. 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$.Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervisiol~ 

$ ~tat~ Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 

Corr.ection Inmates 
$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMiNAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) ~ % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-197.7 

/~ LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$983.1 $791.6 (80S) , $103.2 (10.5) 

$r21.1 $ 32.8 
0.0 --

173.7 70.5 $ 103.2 
688.3 688.3 

0.0 
$615.8 .$495.8 (80.5) $ 64.6 (10.5) 

$240.7 $140.3 (58.3) 1'100.4 (41.7) 

'$ 88.6 $ 88.6 
42.7 17.6 $ 25.1 
75.3 -- 75.3 
34.1 34.1 

$ 61.2 $ 61.2 (100.0) 

$478.3 $464.8 (97.2) $ 13.5 (2.8) 

$ 34.2 $ 34.2 
, 

. 21.2 21.2 
1.7 1.7 

13.5 -- $ 13.5 

31.3 31.3 

376.4 376.4 

:;;J.;j~b.U ~1l00.9 (78.9) ~239.7 (17.2) 

. 

FUNDS 1 

MUNICIPAL 
$88.3 (9.n) 

:~ 88:3 

$55.3 (9.0) 

, 

$55.3 (4.0) 

lFederalfunds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes ~~timated co~ts' associ~ted with other police"departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. .' . 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 62.6% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Calvert CO.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including ot~er assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement,. Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal),' aDCl State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only) • 
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FUNCT'IONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal ~olice 
$ C~unty Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ Sta!:e Police 
$ Otlier2 . 

ESTIMATED j::~:qiAL ~W ENFORC~NT:J" 

ADJ~DI~ATlQN (~ri~~nal Only) 

$ Qistrict Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DET~TION (Criminal) 

STATE A!iD LOCAL C9RRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 
~ 

$ State Parole and Probation -
criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Co~ission 
$ Local Jail - Loca:!.l),' 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ApULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
. iN THOUSANDS OF S ) 

TOTAL STATE COUNTY 
$363.8 $135.8 (37.3) $73.8 (20.3) 

$ 154.2 
0.0 

73.8 $ 73.8 
135.8 $ 135.8 

0.0 
$261.4 $ 97.6 (37.3) $53.0 (20.3) 

$230.0 $185.5 (80.7) $44.5 (19.3) 

$ 149.7 $ 149.7 
33.1 22.2 $ ~0.9 
33.6 -- 33.6 
13.6 13.6 ' 

$ 22.8 $22.8 (100.0) 

$299.6 $268.2 (89.5) $31.4 (10.5)' 

-
$ 69.1 $ 69.1 

9.0 9.0 
i,9 1.9 

23.2 -- $ 23.2 

- 8.2 8.2 

188.2 188.2 

$8p.8 $551.3 (67.7) $151. 7 (18.6) -

MUNICIPAL 
$154.2(42.4) 

$ 154.2 

$110.8 (42.4) 

$110.8 (13.6) 

IFederal funds are.not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2In~ludes estipJated1costs ass~ciated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administratlcm police, toll facilities). 
Tni!; cost Is not allocated by level of government. ' 

3Es'tima!:ed"Criminal Law-EnfQrcement is estimated to be 71. 9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). Tl!~s est:j.lJl!Ite. is 
derived based on FY 1977 Caroline' Co. figur~s p~ the percentage of to~al arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses clear~d, cleared by' th~' ;;rrest ~f' a 'no~-j~ve·nil~.· , '"'' .-.." " 

4sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aUQ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Caroline 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ i'iunicipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 

_$ Other2 
EStIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) 

" 
ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision,' 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole·Commission 
$ Local Jail - .Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction InDiates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

f--. 

( ) • % of row Total 

J 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS~ 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED CO$T OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ .) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$363.8 $229.1 (63.Q) $28.4 (7 8) 

$154.2 $ 47.9 
0.0 --

73.8 45.4 $ 28.4 
135.8 135.8 

0.0 
$261.4 $164.6 (63.0) $20.4 (7.8) 

$230.0 $185.5 (80.7) $44.5 (19.3) 

$149.7 $ 149.7 
33.1 22.2 $ 10.9 
3,3.6 -- 33.6 
13.6 13.6 

$ 22.6 $22.8 (100.0) 

$299.6 $276.4 (92.3) $23.2 ( 7.7) 

$ 69.1 $ 69.1 

9.Q 9.0 
1.9 1.9 

23.2 -- $ 23.2 

8.2 8.2 

188.2 188.2 

" 

$813.8 $626.5 (.77 .O) $110.9 (13.6), 

MUNICIPAL 
$106.3 (29.2) 

$ 106.3 

$ 76.4 (29.2) 

$ 76.4 ( 9.4) 

lPederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal,figures~ 
2Incl u4es 'e'stimated costs associated with other police'ile'partments (e.g., campus police, port admi.nistration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. . 
~stimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 71.9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Caroline Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estinated criminal Law Enforcement, AdjudIcation (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal),aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). ' 
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Carroll 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ Count.y Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

EStIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution ' 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

StATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation-
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING fY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOl/ERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIHATHD COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 

$1955.3 $1421. 7 (72.7) $200.1 (10.2) 

$ 333.5 
0.0 

200.1 $ 200.1 
l42i. 7 $ 1421.7 

0.0 
$1313.8 $ 955.3 (72.7) $134.5 (10.2) 

"-, 

$ 339.6 $ 230.1 (67.8) $109.5 (32.2) 

$ 103.5 $ i03.5 
93.2 60.5 $ 32.7 
76.8 -- 76.8 
66.1 66.1 

$ 60.7 $ 60.7 (100.0) 

$ 449.6 $ 389.3 (86.6) '$ 60:3 (13.4) 
, 

$ 104.3 $ 104.3 

50.2 50.2 
2.9 2.9 

33.3 -- $ 33.3 

27.0 -- 27.0 
-

231.9 231.9 

$2163.7 $1574.7 (72.8) $365.0 (16.9) 

MIJNICIPAL 
$333.5 (17.1) 

$ 333.5 

$224.1 (17.1) 

$224.i (10.4) 

lFederai funds are not shown and instead, where known, are inciuded in State, County, or Nunicipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cOst is not allocated by level of government. ' , .-

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 67.2'; of total Law Enforcement (criminal"and juvenile). This~ estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Carroll Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the jiercerttage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, ,cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

j 4Sum of Estimated Ct"iminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal)" anti State and Local 
i Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Carroll, 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ She,riff 
$ State Police 
S Other2 ' 

ESTIliATED CRIKINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$Clrcuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local J.ail -'Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

" . 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSINGlt 

( ) m % of row Total 

--- ---~ -

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1, 1976-1977 

. 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl 
(ESTlHATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$1955.3 $1687.4(86.3) S39 8 (2 0) 

$ 333.5 $ 105.4 
0.0 -- --

200.1 160.3 $ 39.8 
1421. 7 1421. 7 

0.0 
$1313.8 $1133.8 (86.3) $26.7 (2.0) 

$ 339.6 $ 230.1 (67.8) $109.5 C32.~) 

$ 103.5 $ 103.5 
93.2 60.5 $ 32.7 
76.8 - 76.8 
66.1 66.1 . 

$ 60.7 ~ , $ 60.7 (100.0) 

$ 449.6 $ 416.3 (92.6) $ 33.3 (7.4) 

$ 104.3 $ 104.3 

-50.2 " 50.2 
2.9 2.9 

33.3 -- $ 33.3 
. 

27.0 27.0 

231.9 231.9 
, 

$2163.7 $1780.2 (82.3) $230.2 (10.6) 

MUNICIPAL 
S228.l (11,7) 

$ 228.1 

$153.3 (11. 7) 

$153.3 (7.1) 

IFederal funds are not shown and,~nstead. w~~rek~owu, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures~ 
2Incl udes estiaated costs associated with other vulice departments (e.g •• campus police, 'port administratio~n police, toll facilities) • 

. This cost is not allocated by level of government.. ' 
3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 67.2%of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 CarroUCo. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal~Law Enforcement. Adjudication (criminal only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
corrections ~(criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Cecil 
... 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT " 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND ~"Vji:L OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) .. 

SERVICEI 

LAW ENFORCElIfENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 
$1566.8 $1184.9 (75.6) $120.1 (7.7) $261.8 (16.7) 

$ Municipal Police $ 261.8 $ 261.8 
$ County Police 0.0 
$ Sheriff 120.1 $ 120.1 
$ State Police 1184.9 $1184.9 . 

.. ... 
~ Other2 . 0.0 

ESTIMATED CalHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ $1183.0 $ 894.6 (75.6) $ 90.7 (7.7) $197,7 (16.7) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 463.9 $ 364.3 (78.5) $ 99.6 (21.5) 

$. District Court (Judicial) $ 225.4 $ 225.4 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 101.5 60.3 $ 41.2 
$ Prosecution 58.4 58.4 
$ Public ~efense 78.6 78.6 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 88.7 $ 88.7 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal <Dnly) $ 813.5 $736.6 (90.5) $ 76.9 (9.5) . 

-
$ State Parole and Probation -

Criminal Supervision $ 138.0 $ 138.0 
$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 46.8 46.8 

$ State Parole Commission 4.0 4.0 
$ Local Jail -.Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 63.1 -- $ 63.1 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 13.8 1~.8 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions '- ... 547.8 547.8 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT, JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $2549.1 $1995.5 (78.3) $355.9 (14.0) $197.7 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Muni9ipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs assQciated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administrao·oq. police, toll facilities). 
'l.'his cost is no't allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 75.5% .of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Cecil Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of 9dultg aqp the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. . 

If Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detent:ion (cr.iminal), aoli State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). " 
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JURISDICTION: Cecil 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
• 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Shedff " 
$ State Police 
S Other2 . 

EStIMAtED ClUHINAL LAW, ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal, On~y') 

~ District Court '(Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) . 
$ Prosecution 
S Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETEN1:IOtI (Criminal) 

STATE AND. LO~.CORREC;:TIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigat1.ons 

$ 'StateParo1e' Commission 
$ Local Jail. - Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ LocalJail- Division of " 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institut:('ons 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( )- % of row Total 

., '. 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$1566.8 $1423.8 (90.9) $1.0 (.1) 

$ 261.8 $ U9.8 
0.0 -- --

120.1 119.1 1.0 ... 
1184.9 1184.9 

0.0 --
$1183.0 $1075.1 (9.0.9) $ .8 (.1) 

$ ~63.9 $ 364.3 (78,,5). $99.6 (21.5) 

. 
$ 225.4 ' $ 225.4, 

101.5' -.... " 60.3 $ 41.2 
58.4 -- 58.4 
78.6 78.6 

$ 88.7 $88.7 (100;0) 

$ 813.5 $ 750.1+ (92.2) $63.1 (7.8) 
i" 

$ 138.0 $ 138.0 

46.8 . 46.8 
4.0 4.0 ':. 

" 
63.1 -- $ 63.1 

13.8 13.8 

547.8 547.8 

$2549.1 $2189.8 (85.9) . $252.2 (9.9) 

" 

MUNICIPAL 
$142.0 (9.1) 

$ 142.0 

$107~2 (9.1) 

$107.2 (4.2) 

1Federal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or MuniciLpai figures. 
2Includes'estimated costs associated'with other poi ice departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
, This cost is not allocated by level of government. ' 
3EstimaC~d C~iminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 75.5% .of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived 6a~ed on FY 1977 Cecil Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non~juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Crim~nal Law Enforcement,~djudication (criminal only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal), .and State and Local 
Corrections ~criminal only). ," 
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JURISDICTION: Charles 

FUNCTIONAL COHPO~1;:\IT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Pci1ice 
$ County Pol:i.ce 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRlHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminai Only) 

$ District .Court (judicial) 
$ Circuit court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminai) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 
'. 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 
. Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ 'State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTiCE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of. row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT' PROVIDING SERVICE1 , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 

$20Q2.5 $643.5 (30.8) $138R.6 (66.4) 

$ 60.4 
0.0 

1388.6 $ 1388.6 
643.5 $ 643.5 

0.0 
1352.4 415.9 (30.8) 897.5 (66.4) 

344.9 230.5 (66.8) 114.4 (33.2) 

$ 12ioo $ 121.0 
69.8 39.6 $ 30.2 
84.2 -- 84.2 
69.9 69.9 
44.1 44.1 (100.0) 

717.5 662.9 (92.4) 54.6 ( 7.6) 

$ 69.5 $ 69.5 

53.0 53.0 
6.0 6.0 

30.1 -- $ 30.1 

24.5 -- 24.5 

534.4 534.4 

2458.9 1309.3 (53.2) 1110.6 (45.2) 

lFederal funds are not shawn and instead, where knoWn, are included in State,County, or Munic:i.pal figures. 

flERVICE1 

MUNICIPAL 
$60.4 (2.9) 

$ 60.4 

39.0 (2.9) 

" 

39.0 (1.6) 

2tnclildes estimated costs as,\:ociated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, por.t administratio·n. police, tC!l1 facilities). 
This cost ljj not allocated by lev.e1 of government .. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 64.6% of total Law Enforcement (crimina~'and juvenile). This-estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Charles Co. figures on the percentage of to~al arrests, arrests bf adults aHd tHe percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, c!eared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

/. 

4Sum of Estimated. Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only)' Local Jail-Detention (criminal), ana State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION :' Charles 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT . 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDiNG FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF ~ ,) 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL $2092.5 ,$989.8 (47.3) $1055.3 (50.4) 

~ 
$47.4 (2.3) 

$ Municip~l Police $ 60.4 $ 13.0 $ 47.4 
$ County Police 0.0 -
$ Sheriff 1388:6 333.3 $ 1055.3 
$ State Police 643 • .5 643.5 
$ Other2 '0.0 

ESlIHATED,C~AL LAW ENFORCEKeNT~ .$1352.4 $639.7 (47.3) $ 682.0 (50.4) , $30.6 (2.3) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 344.9 $230.5 (66.8) , $. 114.4 (33.2) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 121.0, $ 121.0 
$ ~ircuit Court (Judicial) ,69.8 39.6 $ 30.2 
$ Prosecution 84.2 -- 84.2 
$ PubliC- Defense 69.9 69.9 

LOCAL JAIL - DETEl~TION (Criminal) $ 44.1 $ 44.1 (100.0) 

SIAXE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $ 717.5 
.. 

$687.4 (95.8) $ 30.1 (4.2) 
" 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision $ 69.5 $ 69.5. 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 53.0 53.0 

$ ,State Parole Commission 6.0 6.0 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 30.1 -- $ 30.1 
$ tocal Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 24.5 24 .. 5 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 534.4 - 534.4 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $2458.9 $1557.6 (63.3) $ 870.6' (35.4) $30.6 

'( ) - % of row Total 

lFederal funds are ,not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., 'campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. ' 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement :f.s estimated to be 64 .6% o~ total Law Enforcement· (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based' on FY 1977 Charles Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests; arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum ' of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Loca! 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Dorchester 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT {Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$' Sheriff 
$ State Pol'ice 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED ClUHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Gircuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAl. JAIL - DETEUTION (Criminal) 
f--. 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction In~tes 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAl. CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING~ 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING IY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

S~OTAL STATE COUNTY 
,7Sl 7 C1 n~ c; '1 c; 7\ $203.2 (29.9) 

$369',0 
0.0 

203.2 
. 

$ 203.2 
106.5 $ 106.5 

0.0 
$548.9 $ 86.1 (15.7) $164.3 (29.9) 

$237.0 $169.3 (71.4) '$ 67.7 (28.6) 

$ 105.4 $ 105.4 
36.2 19.2 $ 17.0 
50.7 -- 50.7 
44.7 44.7 

$ 48.0 $ 48.0 (100.0) 

$561.4 $490.4 (87.4) $ 71.0 (12.6) 

" 

$ 138.5 $ 138.5 

7.0 7.0 
5.4 5.l, 

63.9 -- $ 63.9 

7.1 -- 7.1 

339.5 339.5 

$1395.3 ~745.8 (53.5) $351.0 (25.2) 

MUNICIPAL 
$369.0 (54.4) 

$ 369.0 

$298.4 (54.4) 

$298.4 (21.4) 
'.' 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port ad.itinistration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 80.9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Dorch. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudicatioil (crilllinalonly), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and. State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Dorchester 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and' 'Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ Coun ty Police 
$ Sheriff ~ . 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT'> 

AD,;JUDICATION(Criminal Only) .. 

$ Dis~rict Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Pai-oie and Probation -
Criminal ,Supervision 

$ State.Parole and Probation -
• Investigations 
$ State Parole Commission. 
$ Local Jail ~ Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ S.tate Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CIUKINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( )= ,%of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS~ 1976-1977 

-
LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 

$678.7 $260.0 (38.3) $129.0 (19.0) 

$369.0 $ 79.3 
0.0 - -

203.2 74.2 $129.0 . 
106.5 106.5 

0.0 
$548.9 $210.3 (38.3) $104.3 (19.0), 

$237.0' $169.3 (71.4) $ 67.7 (28.6) 

$105.4 '$105.4 
36.2 19.2 $ 17.0 
50.7 - 50.7 
44.7 44.7 

$ 48.0 $ 48.0 (100.0) 

$561.4 $497.5 (88.6) $ 63.9 (11.4) 

$138.5 $138.5 

7.0 7.0 

5.4 5.4 
63.9 - $ 63.9 

7.1 
, 

7.J. 

339.5 339,5 

$1,395.3 $877.1 (62.9) $283.9 (20.3) 

. MUNICIPAL 
$289.7 (42.7) 

$289.7 

$234.3 (42.7) 

$234.3 (16.8) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipa1figures. 
2Includes estimated costs ~ssociated with other police departments (e.g., campus police: port !ldministr,ation police, toll fadlities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. i, 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 80.9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Dorch. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enfor.cement, Adjudication (criminal only),Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and. State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVID~NG SERVICE1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1 

(ESTIHATgp COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

TOTAL STATE COUNTY MmnCIPAL 
$2178.6 $1020.8 ...... (46.9) $124.1 (5.7) $1033.7 (47.4) 

r 

$ Municipal Police 
, 

$1033.7 $ 1033.7 
$ County Police - 0.0 
$ Sheriff 124.1 . $ 124.1 
$ State Police 1020.8 $ 1020.8 
$ Other2 . 0.0 

ESTIMATED CRIHlNAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ $1502.4 $ 704.0 (46.0) $ 85.6 (5.7) $ 712.9 (47.5) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 529.6 $ 350.2 (66.1) $179.4 (33.9) 

$' Distdct Court (Judicial) $ 213.7 $ 213.7 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 88.8 58.5 $ 30.3 
$ Prosecution 149.1 -- 149.1 
$ Public Defense 78.0 78.0 ' 

L~ JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 124.5 $124.5 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $765.2 $ 611.9 (80.0) $153.3 (20.0) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supe'f'Vision $173.3 $ 173.3 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 4&.2 48.2 

$ State Parole Commission 7.3 7.3 
$ Local Jail'- Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 94.0 -- $ 94.0 
$ Local Jail - Division of \ 

Correction Inmates 59.3 -- 59.3 
$ State Correctional 
Institutions ,383.1 383.1 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 ";?'L'u,J..- , l;i.lbbb oJ, \:J'. U) $542.8 (18.6) $ 712.9 (24.4) 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are inciutled in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e .g., cllmpu!J police, port administratio"o police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 69.0% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Fred. Co. figures on the percentage of total arreq~s, arres~s pf adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, clear~d by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law'Euforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), an4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION~ Frederick 

. 
FUNC:IIONAL COMPONENT 

I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT !Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal-Police 
$ COWlty Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) 

ADJUDICP~ION (Criminal Only) 
'. 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court ,(Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public. Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE Al~ LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and, Probation -
, Investigations 
$ State Parole Commission 
$ LocaL Jail - Lo~al1y 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ . L~cal .1.3il - Division ,of 
Correction Inmates 

$ ~tate Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
,COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl , 1976-1977 

" 

LEVE~ OF ~OVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE "COUNTY 

$2 178.6 $1 381.1 (63.4l 

$1,033.7 '$ . 236.2 
0.0 -- --: 

124.1 124.1 --
1,020.8 1,020.8 

0.0 
$1,502'.4 $ 952.4 (63.4) 

$ 529.6 $ 350.2 (66.1) $179.4 (33.9) 

$ 213.7 $ 213.7 
88.8 58.5 $ 30.3 

149.1, - 149.1 
78.0 78.0 

$ 124.5 $124.5 (100.0) 

$ 765.2 $ 671.2 (81.7) $ 94.0 (12:3) 

$ 173.3 $ 173.3 

48.2 48.2 

7.3 7.3 
94.0 -- $ 94.0 

59.3 59.3 

383.1 383.1 
.,~ . 

$2,921. 7 $1,973.8 (67.6) $~97.9 (13.6) 

lFederal funds are not shown t,'.nd instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 

MUNICIPAL 
$797.5 (36.6) 

$797.5 

$550.0 (36.6) 

$550.0 (18.8) 

2Includes est'imated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated a~iminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 69.0% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). -ThiS estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Fred. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Cr!minal Law Enforcement, Adjudicalion (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention ~crimina1.), and State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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~ COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSl'ICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL l COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

i JURISDICTION: Garrett 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONE~IT 
.. 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) .. 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Cr1mind) TOTAL STATE "COUNTY MUNICIPAL $358.0 $235.3 (65.7) $69.9 (19.5) 

. 
$52.8 ·.(14.7) 

$ Municipal P:.~lice $ 52.8 $ 52.8 
$ County Police 0.0 
$ Sheriff 69.9 $ 69.9 
$ State Police 235.3 $ 235.3 

.$ Other2 0.0 
ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LA~ E"IFORCEMENT.l ,?L'IO.'j !;ilbJ.b (94.5) ~48.6 (19.5) ~36.7 (14.7) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal (jnly) $212.8 $180.6 (84.9) $32.2 (15.1) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 145.5 $ 145.5 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 22.4 15.8 $ 6.6 
$ Prosecution 25.6 -- 25.6 
$ Public Defense 19.3 19.3 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) ~ 23.2 $23.2 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $235.2 $225.1 (95.7) $10.1 (4.3) . 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision $ 24.9 $ 24.9 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 7.4 7.4 

$ State Parole Commission 1.2 1.2 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 4.2 -- $ 4.2 
$ Local Jail - Division of 

Correction Inmates 5.9 -- 5.9 
$ State Correctional 
Institutions 191.6 191.6 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $720.1 $569.3 .. (79.1) $114.1 (15.8) 
." 

$36.7 (5.1) 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Incl udes estimated costs associated with other police depart~ents (e. g., campus police, port admini.stratio·l\ police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 69.5% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Garrett CO.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentag~ of tota~ rart I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), an4 State and Local 
corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Garrett 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ CoUnty Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ Stat~-Police 
$ Other2 

EST~ED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

, 

$ Dil>trict Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Co,!ri (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

S~AT~~~ LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
~rimina1 Supervision 

$ State, Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

'$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADUL'i.) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) c % of row Total 

, 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVlnING FUNDSl , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
. ' IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

TOTAL STATE COUNTY 
$358.0 $336.4 (94.0) 

$ 52.8 $ 3:)..2 
0.0 --

69.9 69.9 
235.3 235.3 

0.0 
$248.9 $234.0 (94.0) 

$212.8 $180.6 (84.9) $32.2 (15.1) 

$145.5 $145.5 
22.4 15.8 $ 6.6 
25.6 -- 25.6 

.12.:.3 19.3 
V23.2 $23.2 (100.0) 

$235.2 $231.0 (98.2) $ 4.2 (1.8)' 

. 
$ 24.9 $ 24.9 

7.4 7.4 

1.2 1.2 
4.2 - $ 4.2 

5.9 5.9 

191.6 191.6 

$720.1 .- $645.6 (89.7) $59.6 (8.3) 

lFederal funds ,are not shown and iqstead, where known, are included in State, County, or,Municipal figures. 

FUNDSI 

HIJNICIPAJ. 
S21.6 (6 0) 

$21.6 

$15.0 (6.0) 

, I- •• ~~. 

$15.0 (2.1) 

2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 69.5% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Garrett CO.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses clea,red, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudicatign (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Harford 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
~ State'Police 

Other2 
EStIMATED CIU.HINAL LAW ~FORCEHENT.j 

ADJUDICATioN (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit ·Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Pur·lic Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -

f 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigatiot1s 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - ,Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE ,PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROV1DING SERVICEl, 1976~1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 
$3369,7 $1445.5 (42.9) $1095.9 (32.5) 

$ 828.3 
0.0 

1095.9 $ 1095.9 
1445.5 $ 1445.5 

0.0 
$2287.7 $ 981.4 (42.9) $ 744.0 (32.5) 

-$ 700.5 $ 456.1 (65.1) $ 244.4 (34.9) 

$ 236.2 $ 236.2 
187.7 89.6 $ 98.1 
146.3 -- 146.3 
130.3 130.3 

.~' 30Z~ $ 302.6 (100;0) 

$1084.8 $ 667.1 (61.5) $ 417.7 ( 38:5) 

$ 138.0 $ 138.0 

37.8 37.8 
7.3 7.3 

398.6 -- $ 398.6 

19.1 -- 19.1 

484.0 484.0 

~4375.6 $2104.6 (48.1) $1708.7 (39.1) 

MUNICIPAL 
$828.3 -(24.6) 

$ 828.3 

$562.3 (24.6) 

$562.3 (12.9) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administratio·(\. police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

JEst;imated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 67.9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Harford Co.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cl~ared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Crimip.al Law tnforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Det.ention (criminal), an4 State aud Local 
Corrections (criminal only) • 
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JURISDICTION: Harford 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PE:vVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF P~6cESSING 

IN THOUSANDS uF $ ) 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

53 369.7 $2 042.3 {60.6) . $691. 9 (20.5) $635.5 (18.9) 

$ Municipal Police $ 828.3 $ 192.8 $635.5 
$ County Police 0.0 - --
$ Sheriff 1,095.9 404.0 $691.9 
$ Stare Police 1,445.5 1,445.5 
$ Other2 .. o 0 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ $2,287.7 $1,386.5 (60.6) $469.7 (20.5) $431.4 (18.9) 

ADJUDICATION'(Criminal 'Only) $ 700.5 $ 456.1 (65.1) $244.4 (34.9) 

$ District Court (judi~ial) '. $ 236.2 $ 236.2 
'$ Circuit Court (Judicial) .. 187.7 89.6 $ 98.1 

$ Prosecution 146.3 - 146.3 
$ Public Defense 130;3 130,3 

LOCAL JAIL - DET&~TION (Criminal) $ 302.6 $302.6 (100.0) 

STATE AND L~ CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $1,084.8 $ 686.2 (63.3) $398.6 (36.7) . 

$ State Par",;':!! and Probation - $ 138.0 $ 138.0 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation'- 37.8 37.8 
Investigations 

$, State Parole Commission 7.3 7.3 
$ Local Jail - Locally 398.6 - $39.8.6 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ Local Jail - Division of . 19.1 19.1 . 
Correctioil Inmates : 

$ State Correctional 484.0 484.0 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 
,-

$4,375.6 $2,528.8 (57.8) $1,415.3 (32.3) $431.4 (9.9) 

~ 

( } ~ % of row Total 

lFed~ral funds are not shown and instead, where known, are.included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Incl udes estimated costs associated with ether police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police. toll facilities). 

. This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 67.9% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile}. This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Harford Co.figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

I 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (crimingl only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), ~D~ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 

COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

1 JURISDICTION: Howard 

.. 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATl!! - COUNTY 
$2978.8 V40.9 (24.9) $2237.9 (75.1) 

,< MUNICIPAL 
. 

$ Municipal Police $ 0.0 
$ County Police 2237.9 $ 2237.9 
$ Sheriff' 0.0 
$ State Police 740.9 740.9 
$ Other2 0.0 

EStIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT"' ~2065.l $513.6 (24.9) $1551.5 (75.1) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) ~ 756.9 $460.8 (60.9) $ 296.1 (39.1) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 226.3 $ 226.3 
$ Circuit Court (judicial) 207.9 123.3 $ 84.6 
$ Prosecution 211.5 211.5 
$ Public Defense 111.2 111.2 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) ~ 258.1 $ 258.1 (100.0) 

StATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) !? 931..4 $852.1 (91..5) $ 79.3 (8:5) 

-< 
$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision $ 138.5 $ 138.5 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 64.8 64.8 

$ State Parole Commission 6.9 6.9 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 67.3 -- $ 67.3 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Carrection Inmates 12.0 .< -- 12.0 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 641.9 641.9 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $4011.5 $1826.5 (45.5) $2185.0 (54.5) 

( ) = % ~f row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or MUnicipal figures. 
2Includes estImated costs associated with other poiice departments (e.g .• campus police, PQ!:t administratiol\ police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 69.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This eRtimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Howard Co. iigures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage Qf total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a nOll-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), an~ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT . 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff -
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW EN~QRCEMENT.) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

. $ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

~TAIE AND LOcAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 
... =,1 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE ~ROCESSING4 

( ) = >;; of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDINQ FUNDSl , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$2,978.8 $1,076·.6 (36.1) $1 9.02.2 (63.9) 

$ 0.0 
2,237.9 $ 335.7 $1,902.2 

0.0 - . -
740.9 740.9 

0.0 
$2,065.1 $ 746.4. (36.1) $1,318.7 (63.9) 

$ 756.9 $ . 460.~ (60.9) $ 296.1 (39.1) 

$ 226.3 $ 226.3 
207.9 123.3 $ 84.6 
211.5 - 211.5 
111.2 111.2 

$ 258.1 $ 2.58.1 (100;0) 

$ 931.4. $ 864.1 (92.8) $ 67.3 (7.2} 

$ 138.5 $ 138.5 

64.8 54.8 . 
6.9· 6.9 

67.3 - $ 67.3 

12.0 12.0 

641.9 641.9 

$4,011.5 $2,071.3 (51.6) 

I 
$1,940.2 (48.4) 

oW 

MUNICIPAL 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known. are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Incl udes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g •• campus police, portadministrabon. police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforc~ment is estimated to be 69.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Howard Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleaied by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (crj.minal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). . 
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JURISDICTION: Kent 

FUNCTIONA!- COMPONENT 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRUlINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
CO~WONENT AND, LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROV~DING SERVICE1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl 

" 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) , 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (JUVenile and Criminal) TOTAL [ STATE -COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

S106.l· (42.7) $248.5 $94.2 (37.9) $48.2 (19.4) 
1 

$ Municipal Police $ 106.1 $ +06.1 
0.0 $ County Police 

$ Sheriff 48.2 $ 413.2 
$ State Police 94.2 $ 94.2 
$ Oi:her2 0.0' 

. ESIIMATED CRIHDIAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" ~221. 7 $84.0 (37.9) $43.0 (19.4) $ 94.7 , .. :'- , ,". , 

ADJUpICA~ION (Crillii~a1 Only) ~225.5 $161.1 (71.4) $~4.4 (2a.6) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 103.0 $ 103.0 
$ Circuit ,Court' (J~dicial) 60.8 33.5 $ 27.3' 
$ Prosecution ' 37.1 37.1 

. S Public' Defense 24.6 24.6 

LOCAL J~L~ DETENTION (Cdminal) $ 35.9 $35.9 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) ~3l1.5 $288.9 ~92.7) $22.6 (7.3) . 

$ State Parole and Probatio~ -
Criminal Supervisioa $ 69.2 $ 69.2 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 14,9 14.9 

$ State Parole Commission 3.1 3.1 
$ Local Jail - Loca~ly , 

Sentenced Inmates 13.3 -- $ 13.3 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 9.3 -- 9.3 ,,< 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 201.7 201. 7 

TOIA4CRIHINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE ~ROCESSING4 "/~,*.O :;;!>j4.U ~b/.:l) $165.9 (20.9) $ 94.7 

(-) =% of row Total 

IFede'ral fune!sare no!: shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or MuniCipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port adll11nistraoo-n P?lice, toll facilities). 
This cost is "not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimatee! Ci:iminal iawEnforcement is estimated to be 89.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
dedvelf b.ased on'FY 1977 Kent Co.' figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of .!\dults and the percentage of total !'aj:1= ~ 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), ~ocal Jail-Detention (crill1inal), anQ State and Local, 
~orrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Kent 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
I (ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN 'fHOUSANDS OF $ ) 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

~2l;8.5 $170.6 (68.7) $10.5 (4 2) $67.4 (27.1) 

$ Municipal Police $106.1 $ 38.7 $67.4 
$ ,County Police 0.0 --
$ Sheriff 48.2 37.7 

" ... $10.5 
$ State Police 94.2 94.2 
S Other2 0.0 

ESrIHATED'CRIHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENTJ $221. 7 $152.2 (68.7) $ 9.4 (I< .2) $60.1 (27.1) 
I 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $225.5 $161.1 (71.4) $64.4 (28.6) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $103.0 $103.0 
$" Circuit Court (judicial) 60.8 33.5 $27.3 
$ Pros£cution '., 37.1 - 37.1, 
S Public Defense 24.6 24.6 

LOCA!. JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 35.9 $35.9 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $311.5 $298.2 (95.7) $13.3 (4.3) 

$ State Parole and PrQbation - $ 69.2 $ 69.2 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation - 14.9 14.9 
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 3.1 - 3.1 
$ Local Jail - Locally 13.3 -- $13.3 
, Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 9.3 9.3 
. Correction Inmates -
$ ,State Correcti~nal 201. 7 201.7 
'Institutions 

.TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $794.6 $611.5 (77 .0) $123.0 (15.5) $60.1 (7.6) 

( ) - % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
'2Includes estiDl8ted costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 

This cost 1s not allocated by level of government. 
3Est1mated Criminal Law 'Enforcement is estimated to be 89.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Kent Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses. cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of ~stimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), an4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Montgomery 

.. 
FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

I 

LAW ENFORC2HENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Hunicipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESIIHATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT"' 
1--. . ' 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$'Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENlION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 
' . . ~.~ 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE~ 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE! 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY $16968.2 $442.3 (2.6) $15423.2 (90.9) 

$ 808.5 
15256.4 $ 15256.4 

166.8 166.8 
442.3 $ 442.3 
294.2 

$10827.6 $282.2 (2.6) $ 9841.7 (90.9) 

$ 2839.0 $1774.2 (62.5) $ 1064.8 (37.5) 

-' $ 840.6 $ 840.6 
658.5 322.7 $ 335.8 
729.0 . 729.0 
610.9 610.9 

$ 893.3 $ 893.3 (100.0) 

$ 3223.7 $1828.2 (56.7) $ 1395.5 (43.3) 

$ 591.2 $ 591.2 

179.9 179.9 
21.9 21.9 

I 1127.4 -- $ 1127.4 

268.1 -- 268.1 

1035.2 1035.2 

-$17783.6 $3884.6 (21.8) $13195.3 (74.2) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Hunicipal figures. 

MUNICIPAL 
$808.5 (4.8) 

$ 808.5 

$515.9 (4.8) 

$515.9 (2.9) 

2Incl udes estimated costs assoc"iated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 63.8% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Mont. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other ~ssaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (crimi •• al only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), ana State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: HoOtgomery 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

LAW ENFORCEKEHT (Juvenile and Cdmina1) 

, 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff' 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

. BS:rIMATED CIlDIINAL LAW ENFORCBHENTJ
\ 

,. 
ADJUDICATION (Cdili>lal Only) 

, ' 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ PUlllic Defer.se 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Crildnal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Crilllinal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correcti.on Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of.row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNC1:IO~AL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL' OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$16,968.2 $3, 006 .}_1l.1.. 7) $12,971.3 (76.4) - , 

$ 808.5 $ 112.1 
15,256.4 2,425.4 $12,831.0 

166.8 26.5 140.3 
442.3 442.3 
294.2 

'- $10,827.6 $1,918.3 (17.7) $,8,277.1 (76.4) 

$ 2,839.0 $1,774.2 (62.5) $ 1,064.8 (37.5Y 

$ 840.6 $ 840.6 
658.5 322.7 $ 335.8 
729.0 - 729.0 
610.9 610.9 

$ 893.3 $ 893.3 (100.0) 

$ 3,223.7 $2,096.3 (65.0) $ 1,127.4 (35.0) 
., 

$ 591.2 $ 591.2 

179.9 179.9 

21.9 21.9 
1,127.4 - $ 1,127.4 

268.1 268.1 

1,035.2 1,035.2 

$17,'783.6 $5,788.8 (32.6) $11,362.6 (63.9) 

.. 

.... j. 

MUNICIPAL 
$696.4 (4.1) 

$696.4 

$444.4 (4.1) 

$444.4 (2.5) 

lFederal funds are not shown and'instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated ~lth other police departments (e.g., campus police, port admintstrabon police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level olE government. 

3Estimated Crimimil Law Enforcement is estimated to be 63.8% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Hont. Co. fi,gures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 

'(including other 'assaults) offenses cieared, cleared by the arrest of 11 non-juvenile. . 
4Sum'of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcem~nt, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), an~ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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! JURISDICTION: Prince George's 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING ~y FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 

SERVICE1 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 
$1,682.5 (7.9) $21 !'369. 5 $16 721.0 (78.2) S? 129.3 {lO.m 

$ Municipal Police $ 2,129.3 $:,129.3 
$ County Police 16,530.9 $16,530.9 
$ Sheriff 190.1 190.1 
$ State Police 1,682.5 $1,682.5 
$ Othe1'2 R~6.7 

ES'UKATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" $11,900.9 $ 937.0 (7.9) $ 9,312.1 (78.2) $1,185.8 (10.0) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 3,216.8 $1,849.8 ~57.5) $ 1,367.0 (42.5) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 938.3 $ 938.3 
$ Circuit Court (Judie.ial) 715.5 368.7 $ 346.9 
$ Prosecution 1,020.1 -- 220.1 
$ Public·Defense 542.8 542.8 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 1,502.3 $ 1,502.3 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $ 8,222.0 $7,079.2 (86.1) $ 1,142.8 (13.9) 

$ State Parole and Probation- $ 935.4 $ 935.4 
Cri~na1 Supervision 

$ State.Paro1e and Probation - 408.7 408.7 
Investigations 

$ .State Parole Commission 35.0 35.0 
$ Local Jail - Locally 98.2 -- $ 98.2 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 1,044.6 1,044.6 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 5,700.1 5,700.1 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $24,842.0 $9,866.0 (39.7) $13,324.2 (53.6) $1,185.8 (4.8) 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or MuniCipal figures. 
2Incl udes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administrabo'D police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 55.7% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 P.G. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arre~t of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), 2a4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Prince George's 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 

'$ State Police 
$ Other2 

EStIMATED CRIMI~AL LAW ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDiCATION (Criminal Only) 

$ Dis~rict Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 
.' 

.$. State Parole and. Probation -
Cdwinal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) • % of T.OW Total 

-~,~--.. ----

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND L~VEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
. ___ IN THOUS~I)S __ QLL ) 

TOTAL STATE COUNTY 
$21 369.5 $5,097.3 (23.9) $13,684.5 (64.0) 

$ 2,129.3 $ 378.3 
16,530.9 3,002.0 $13,528.9 

190.1 34.5 155.6 
1,682.5 1,682.5 

836.7 
$11,900.9 $2,838.7 (2~.9) $ 7,621.0 (64.0) 

$ 3,216.8 $1,849.8 (57.5) $ 1,367.0 (42.5) 

$ 938.3 $ 938.3 
715.6 368.7 $ 346.9 

1,020.1 -- 1,020.1 
542.8 542.8 

$ 1,502.3 $ 1,502.3 (100.0) 

$ 8.222.0 $8.123.8 (98.8) $ 98.2 {1.2} 

$ 935.4 $ 935.4 

408.7 408.7 

35.0 35.0 
98.2 - $ 98.2 . 

1,044.6 1,044.6 

5,700.1 5,700.1 

$24,842.0 $12,812.3 (51.6) $10,588.5 (42.6) 

MUNICIPAL 
$1. 751.0 (8.2) 

$1,751.0 

$ 975.2 (8.2) 

$ 975.2 (3.9) 

. lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs a~socIated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administraoon police, toll facilities). 
This cost is nO,t allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 55.7% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 P.G. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults'and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. ' 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aa4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Queen Anne IS 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
~ 

LAW ENFORCEt'I!ENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Polil~e 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRJliINI.t LAW ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 

. 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) _. 
$ State Parole and Probation -
Cr~minal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 

COrl:ection Inmates 
$ St~te Correctional 

Imfl:i tu tions 

1=-' 

TOTAL CRIMINflL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of tow Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEl. OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE\ 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT-PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

- IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$682.8 $586.1 (85.8~ ~44.9 (6,6} 

$ 51.8 
0.0 -

44.9 $44.9 
586.1 $586.1 

0.0 
$496.7 $426.4 (85.8) $32.7 (6.6) 

$243.3 $183.8 (75.5) $59.5 (24.5) 

$141. 7 $141.7 
44.5 26.4 $i8.l 
41.4 - 4i.4 
15.7 1 'i.7 

$ 18.8 $iS.S (100.0) 

$347.7 $318.3 (91.5) $29.4 (8.5) 

$ 69.2 $ 69.2 

11.7 11.7 

1.1 2.1 
23.7 - $23.7 

5.7 - 5.7 

235.3 235.3 . 
$1,106.5 $928,5 (83.9) $140.4 (12.7) 

MUNICIPAL 
$51.13 (7.6) 

$51.8 

$37.7 (7.6) 

$37.7 (3.4) 

lFederal funds are not shown and ins~~ad, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Incl udes estimated costs associated ~ith other police departments (e.g., campus pq1ice, port administration police, toll facilities). 

;. 

This COSt is not allocated by level of government. 
3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 72.7% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
dp-rived based on FY 1977 Q.A. Co. figures on the percentage of totai arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Local 
corrections (criminal ou~y). 

(.--...-----------~--
.-, 

r 
f 

I 

r 
! 

. " 



r 
--------'--------

JURISDICTION: Queen Anne's 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal 'Police 
~ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$. State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMDlAL LAW ENFORCEHENT.J 

ADJUDICATION.(Criminal.Only) 

$ 'District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

SXATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
.Criminal Supervision 
$ State Parole and ProQation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) • % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUUCTIONAL 
COMPONENt AN~ LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

I LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$682.8 $643.9 '(94.3) $12.4 fl.8) 
,../ 

$ 51.8 $ 25.3 
0;0 -

44.9 32.5 $12.4 
586.1 586.1 

0.0 
$496.7 $468.5 (94.3) $ 9.0 (1.8) 

$,243.3 $183.8 (75.5) $59.5 (24.5) 

$141.7 $141. 7 
'44.5 26.4 $18.1 
41.4 ~ 41.4 
15.7 15.7 

$ 18.8 $18.8 (100.0) 

$347.7 $324.0 (93.2) ~23.7 (6.8) 

. 
$ 69.2 $ 69.2 

11. 7 11. 7 

2.1 2.1 
23.7 - $23.7 

5.7 5.7 

235.3 235.3 

$1,106.5 $976.3 (88.2) $111.0 (10.0) 

FUNDSI . 

MUNICIPAL 
$26.5 (3.9) 

$26.5 

$19.3 (3.9) 

$19.3 (1. 7) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Incl udes esti~ted costs associated with other police departments (e;g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. , 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 72.7% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This ,estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Q.A. CO. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal ~w Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 

. 

-----------

, . 



r 

I -

I~ 

JURISDICTION: St. Mary's 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT"' 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

~OCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE ANP LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation-
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates' 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROTIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$1,184.5 $541.5 (45.7) $607.8 (51.3) 

$ 34.4 
0.0 

$6~.a./ 607.8 
541.5 $541.5 

.8 
$ 758.0 $346.5 (45.7) $389.0 (51. 3) 

$ 289.5 $209.3 (72.3) T 80.2 (27.7) 

$ 144.3 $144.3 
29.8 14.9 $ 14.9 
65.3 - 65.3 
50.1 50.1 

$ 29.0 $ 29.0 (100.0) 

$ 438.1 $393.2 (89.8) $ 44.9 (10.2)· 

$ 69.7 $ 69.7 

27.6 27.6 

3.5 3.5 
14.1 - $ 14.1 

-
30.8 30.8 

292.4 292.4 

$1,514.6 $949.0 (62.7) $543.1 (35.9) 

MUNICIPAL 
$34.4 (2.9) 

$34.4 

$22.0 (2.9) 

. 

. 

$22.0 (1.5) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where \cnown, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 

: This cost is not allocated by level of government. . , 
3EstimatedCriminal Law Enforcement i~ estimate~ to be 64.0% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 St. Mary's Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. . 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jai~-Detention (criminal), a~ State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: St. Mary's 

FUNCTIONAL C<»!!,ONENT . 
LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED ClUHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENts 

ADJUDICt\TION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) !'"' , 

$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DEtENTION (Criminal) 
.-

StATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation - , ~ 

Criminal Supervision 
$' State Parole and Probation -
Investigation's 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
'Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

-
TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( )- % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDfifG FUNDS1, 1976-1977 

I LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$1 184.5 $812.3 (68.6' s350.l (29.6) 

$ 34.4 $ 13.1 --
0.0 -- --

607.8 257.7 ... $ 350.1 
541.5 541.5 

.8 
$ 758.0 $519.8 (68.6) $224.0 (29.6) 

$ 289.5 $209.3 ~72.3) $ 80.2 (27.7) 

$ 144.3 $144.3 
29.8 14.9 $ 14.9 
65.3 - 65.3 
50.1 50.1 

$ 29.0 $ 29.0 (100.0) 

$ 438.1 $424.0 (96.8) $ 14.1 (3.2) . 
'. 

$ 69.7 $ 69.7 

27.6 . 27.6 

3.5 3.5 
14.1 -- $ 14.1 
.. 

30.8 30.8 

292.4 292.4 

$1,514.6 $1,153.1 (76.1) $347.3 (22.9) 

1Federal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures • 

MUNICIPAL 
$21.3 (1.8) 

$21.3 

$13.6 (1.8) 

$13.6 (.9) 

. 2Includes esti,lIIIited costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port adlllirl1stralion police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Esti_ted Criminal Law Enforce.ent is estimated to be 64.0% of total Law Enfonp.ment (crillinal and juvenile). This esti_te is 
derived based on FY 1977 St. Mary's Co. figures on the percentage of total,rirrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a rl.:in-ju'/enile. 

4Sua of Rsti,_ted Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aK State and ,Local 
corre,c~ions (criminal only). ',. 
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JURISDICTION: Somerset 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT i' 
I, 

LAW ENFORCEMEN'r, (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2' 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ~FORCEMENTJ 

ADJUDICATION (criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public'Defense ,,' 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LO~ CORRECTIONS (cr~minal Oply) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ ,State Parole and Probatiop -
Investigations 

$ State Parole ~omatssion 
$ l.Qcal Jail - ~.ocal1y 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail ,- Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI , 1976-1977 

I 
LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 

TOTAL STATE 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

COUNTY 
$543.1 $385.6 (71.0) $23.1 (4.3) 

$130.2 --
0.0 -

23.i -- $23.1 
~85.6 $385.6 

4.2 
$457.6 $324.9 (71.0) $19.5 (4.3) 

$213 .6 $170.9 (80.0) $42.7 (20.a} 

$ 87.1 $ 87.1 
52.3 37.0 $15.3 
27.4 -- 27.4 
46.8 46.8 

$ 27.9 $27.9 (100.0) 

$3g1.:t. $360.4 (92.2) $30.7 (7.8) 

$ 71.1 $ 71.1 

4.9 4.9 

i 5.4 5.4 
27.8 -- $27.8 

2.9 2.9 

279.0 279.0 

$1,090.2 $856.2 (78.5) $120.8 (11.1) 

IFeqeral funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 

SERVIa'" .. 

MUNICIPAL 
$130.2 (24.0) 

$130.2 

$109.7 (24.0) 

$109.7 (10.1) 

2includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.c., campus police, port administration pOlice, toll facilities). 
'This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
3Estimated Criminal Law Euforcemept is estimated tq be 84.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Somer. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(inciuding o'Cher assaults) 'offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a nOli-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). ' 
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JURISDICTION: Somerset 

.,,,1 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
S Other2 

ESTlHATED CRIHlNAL LAW ENFORCEHENTJ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
InVEstigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ 'Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Iustitutious 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) • % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
( COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

I LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

S543.l $455.8 (83.9) --
$130.2 $ 47.1 -

0.0 - -
~- 23.1 23.1 -

385.6 385.6 
4 2 

$457.6 $384.0 (83.9) 

$213.6 $170.9 (80.0) $42.7 (20.0) 

$ 87.1 $ 87.1 
52.3 37.0 $15.3 
27.4 - 27.4 
46.8 46.8 

$ 27.9 I $27.9 (100.0) 

$391.1 $363.3 (92.9) $27.8 (7.1) . 

$ 71.1 $ 71.1 

4.9 4.9 

5.4 5.4 
27.8 - $27.8 

2.9 2,.9 

279.0 279.0 

$1,090.2 $918.2 (84.2) $98.4 (9.0) 

FUNDSI 

MUNICIPAL 
$83.1 (15.3) 

$83.1 

$70.() (15.3) 

, 

$70.0 (6.4) 

IFederal funds a.e not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Hunicipai figures. 
2Incl udes estima~edcosts associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port aclmit.lstrabon police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforce~nt is estimated to be 84.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 So~r. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including oth~t assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

j 4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aD4 State and Local 

j~ _____ .. __ ~.:~".M (c","'." •• ly). . 
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JURISDICTION: Talbot 

FUNCTIOSAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEKENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ ~!unic1~ Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State folice 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED ClWUNAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DET~ION (Crim~n(l) 

STATE AND LOCAl. CQRRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Crilllinal Supervision 

$ State Paro~e and Probation -
Investigat;ions 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced IDL1ates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction I~ates 

$ State Correctional 
·Institutions 

TOTAL· CRIMIHAL (ADm.'!) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

. ( ) = % of row Total 

COi1PARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

-:::. .... .. 
~EVEL OF GO¥ERNHENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED cos·~ OF' PROCEssnm' 

~( IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$893.2 $464.4 (52.0) $83.7 (9.4) 

$345.1 --
0.0 --

83.7 $83.7 
464.4 $464.4 

0.0 
$538.2 $279.8 (52.0) $50.4 (9.4) , 

$218.6 $157.4 (72.0) $61.2 (28.0) 

$113.6 $113.6 
37.3 21.7 $15.6 
45.6 -- 45.6 
22.1 22.1 

$ 66.8 $66.8 (100.0) , 
I 

$428.9 $365.1 (85.1) $63.8 (14.9) 

$104.1 $104.1 

12.6 12.6 

3.1 3.1 
59.6 -- $59.6 

4.2 4.2 

245.3 245.3 

$1,252.5 $8Q2.3 <.64.1) ~242.2 (19.3) 

$3~NICIl'AL 
.J (38.6) 

$345.1 

$207.9 (38.6) 

$2C7.9 (16.6) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where '~'1own, are includ!ed in State, County, or Municipal figures • 
. 2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g" campus police, port admtnistration police, toll facilities). 
This'c~st is nOt~llocated by level of gove~nment. 6 

3E~ti.ated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 60.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal snd juvenile). This gstimate is 
derived baseq 09 FY 1977 Talbot Co', figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of ad~~ts and ~h.e perc:entage of total Part I 
(inCluding other as~~ul~s} p'ff~nses cle~~~~l c!eaF~d RY tre aErest of a non-~uvenile, . 

4Sua o~ Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
COrrections (criminal only). . 
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JURISDICTION: Talbot 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT , 

COMP.ARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

FUNDSI 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) TOTAL STATE t:OUNTY MUNICIPAL 
$893.2 $574.2 (64.3) $50.8 (5.7) $268 2 (30.0) 

$ Municipal Police $345.1 $ 76.9 --
$ County Police 0.0 -

$268.2 
--

$ Sheriff 83.7 32.9 $50.8 
$ State Police 464.4 464.4 
$ Other2 0.0 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORGEMEN:r.l $538.2 $346.0 (64.3) $30.6 ,(5.7) $161.6 (30.0) 
.. 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $218.6 $157.4 (72.0) $61.2 (28.0) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $113.6 $113.6 
$ Circuit Court (judicial) 37.3 21.7 $15.6 
$ Prosecution 45.6 - 45.6 
S Public Defense 22 .• 1 22.1 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Crimimll) $ 66.8 $66.8 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $428.9 $369.3 (86.1) $59.6 (13.9j 

o. 

$ State Parole and Probation - $104.1 $104.1 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation - 12.6 12.6 
Il!vestigations 

$ State Parole Commission 3.1 3.1 
$ Local Jail - Locally'. 59.6 - $59.6 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 4.2 4.2 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 245.3 245.3 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $1,252.5 

I 
$872.7 (69.7) $218.2 (17.4) $161.6 

. . 

( ) • % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Hunicipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administrabOn police, toll facilities) • 
. This cost is not'. allocated by level of government. 
3Esti.ated Criminal Law Enforcement is estiuated to be 60.3% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and j~venile). This. estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Talbot Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other' assaults) ~ffenseB cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enfor~~~ut. f~j~dication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and LocaL 
Corrections (criminal only). 

" 

" 

(12.9) 

. 

I 
I 

.! 



r 

J 

L 

---------------------------------------------=-==~~. --~ 

JURISDICTION: Washington 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Cr'iminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County P01ic~ 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESIIHAIED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENTJ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ C~rcuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public De'fense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole.and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPfo~ISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICE1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$2 469.3 $766..!..~ (31.0) $3l6~7 (12.8) 

$1,386.3 
0.0 -

316.7 $316.7 
766.3 $766.3 

0.0 
$1,843.0 $571.9 (31.0) $236.4 (12.8) 

$ 498.7 $353.0 (70.8) H45.7 (29.2) 

$ 194.9 $194.9 
130.2 66.5 $ 63.7 
82.0 -- 82.0 
91.6 91.6 

$ 114.7 $114.7 (100.0) 

$ 590.9 $497.3 (84.2) $ 93.6 (15.8) . 

$ 69.4 $ 69.4 

18.2 18.2 
" 

6.4 . 6.4 
65.1 $ 65.1 

28.5 28.5 

403.3 $403.3 

$3,047.3 $1,422.2 (46.7) $590.4 (19.4) 

lFederal fundS are not shown and instead, where kn~~, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 

SERVICEl. 

MUNICIPAL 
$1 386.3 (56.l) 

$1,386.3 

$1,034.7 (56.1) 

$1,034.7 (34.0) 

2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
" This cost. is not allocated by level of government. 
3Esti~ted Criminai Law Enforcement is estimated to be 74.6% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1917 Wash. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaUlts) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sua of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (Criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), and State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Washington 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
, 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Hunicip.al Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRJ-KINAL LAW ENfORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ Distri(:t Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit COllrt (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public· Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Pa.role and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL .(ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) - % of row Total 

COMPARISON Of THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSIN~ BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$2 469.3 $1 308.0 (53.0) . $112.6 (4.6) 

$1,386.3 $ 337.6 -
0.0 - -

316.7 204.1 $112.6 
766.3 766.3 

0_0 

$1,843.0 $ 976.2 (53.0) $ 84.0 (4.6) 

$ 498.7 $ 353.0 (70,8) $145.7 (29.2) 

$ 194.9 $ 194.9 
130.2 66.5 $ 63.7 
82.0 - 82.0 
Ql.6 Qlr.. 

$ 114.7 $1ll:..7 (100.0) 

$ 590.9 $ 525.8 (89.0) $ 65.1 (11.0) . 

$ 69.4 $ 69.4 

18.2 18.2 

6.4 6.4 

65.1 - $ 65.1 
28.5 28.5 

403.3 403.3 

$3,047.3 $1,855.0 (60.9) $409.5 (13.4) 

FUNDSI 

MUNICIPAL 
$1 048.7 (42.5) 

$1,048.7 

$ 782.7 (42.5) 

_r 

$ 782.7 (25.7) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are ·included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administraaon police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. -. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 74.6% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate i!1 
derived based on FY 1977 Wash. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of totill. P'art I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). • 
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JURISDICTION: Wicomico 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff 
$ State Police 
$ Other2 

ESTIHArED CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STAT~ AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criainal Sup~rvision 

$ State parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTALCUMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL ~STICE PROCESSING BY FL~CTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVE~~.PROVIDING SERVICEl , 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTlHATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY 

$1 522.8 5603.4 (39.6) $202.4 (13 .3) 

$ 633.8 
0,0 -

202.4 .. , .. $202.4 
603.4 S603.4 
83.2 

$1,184.6 ~A·59.4 (39.6) $157.4 (13.3) 

$ 388.2 $'Z:96.6 (76.4) $ 91.6 (23.6) 

$ 117.3 5117.3 
97.9 69.3 $ 28.6 
63.0 - 63.0 

110 0 110.0 
$ 115.7 $115.7 (100.0) 

$1,193,5 $1,170.1 (98.0) $ 23.4 (2.0) 

-
$ 208.2 $ 208.2 

18.2 18.2 

9.4 9.4 
20.1 - $ 20.1 

3.3 - 3.3 

934.3 934.3 

--- - -
I $2,882.0 $1.936.1 (67.2) $388.1 (13.5) 

lrederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal ~igures.· 

SERVICEI 

MUNICIPAL 
$633.8 (41.6) 

$633.8 

$49.3.0 (41.6) 

$493.0 (17.1) 

2lncludes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administranonpolice, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
~st1'~i:ed cri~inal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 77 .8% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based 'on FY 1977 Wicom. Co . figures on the percentage ,of total arrests. arrests of adIJ1.ts~ml .tl)~ perce~tage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared. cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sua of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement. Adjudication (criminai· only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal). aD( State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Wicomico 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Muni~~pal Poliee 
$ count j\ Police 
$ Sherif ,: 
$ State Pblice 
$ Other2 

ESTIMATED CRIMINAL LAW ENfORCEMENTJ 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Court (Judicia~) 
$ Circuit Court '(Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND. LOCA,L CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Local Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 

( ) • % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMEt'IT PROVIDING FUNDSl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PRQVIDING FUNDSI 

(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 
IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 

TOTAL STATE COUNTY 
$1 522.8 $887.3 (58.3) $84.3 (5.5) 

$ 633.8 $165.8 --
0.0 - -

202.4 ll8.l $8/1.3 
603./1 603.4 

83.2 ..... 
$1,184.6 $690.2 (58.3) $65.6 (5.5) 

$ 388.2 $296.6 (76.4) ·~91.6 (23~6) 

$ 117.3 $117.3 
97.9 69.3 $28.6 
63.0 - 63.0 

llO.O 110.0 
$ 115~7 $115.7 (100.0) 

$1,193.5 $1,173.4 (98.3) $ 20.1 (1.7) 

$ 208.2 $ 208.2 

18.2 18.2 

9.4 9.4 
20.1 - $ 20.1 

3.3 3.3 

934.3 934.3 

$2,882.0 $2,160.2 (75.0) $293.0 (10.2) 

MUNICIPAL 
$468.0 (30.7) 

$468.0 

$364.1 (30.7) 

-

$364.1 (12.6) 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, CountY, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other p~lice departments (e.g" campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. . 

3Est1mated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 77 .8% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Wicom. Co. figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. . 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only). Local Jail-Detention (criminal). a~:' State and Local 
Corrections (crimnal only), \ \1 
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JURISDICTION: Worcester 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

-~~-, ' 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
LAW E~FORCEHENT (Juvenile and Crimin;~l) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

$1 258.7 $225.6 (17.9) $111.0 (8.8) $922.1 (73.3) 

$ Municipal Police $ 922.1 $922.1 
$ County Police 0.0 -
$ Sheriff 111.0 $111.0 
$ State Police; 225.6 $225.6 
$ Other2 0.0 

ESTIMATED CRlHINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT.) $ 855.6 $153.4 (17.9) $ 75.5 (8.8) $626.8 (73.3) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 405.2 $244.3 (60.3) $160.9 (39.7) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 116.9 $116.9 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 92.8 45.4 $ 47.4 
$ Prosecution 113.5 -- 113.5 
S Public Defense 82.0 82.0 

LOCAL JAIL ,- DETENTION (Criminal) $ 116.8 $116.8 (100.0) 

STAlE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $ 554.8 $526.6 (94.9) $ 28.2 (5.1) 

$ State Parole and Probation - $ 121.4 $121.4 
Crimi~al Supervision 

14.7 $ Statll Parole and Probation - - 14.7 
Investigal:1.~r.vi\ 

$ State Parole Commission 4.0 4.0 
$ Local Jail - Locally 18.4 -- $ 18..4 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local Jail - Division of 9.8 -- 9.8 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 386.5 386.5 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $1,932.4 $924.3 (47.8) $381.4 (19.7) $626.8 

( ) = % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are includ~d in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 
3Esti~ted Criminal Law Enforcement is ,estimated to be 68.0% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on ~FY 1977 Worct. Co'. figures on toe percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part 1 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Worcester 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 
I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Cdminal) 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDS1, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING FUNDSl 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF $ ) 
TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 

S1 258.7 S'358.l (28.4) S67.6 (5.4) S833.0 .(66.2) 

$ Municipal Police $ 922.1 $ 89.1 - $833.0 '-
$ County Police 0.0 -- --
$ Sheriff 111.0 43.4 $ 67.6 
$ State Police 225.6 225.6 
$ Other2 0.0 

ESTIMATED CRlHINAL iAW~ENFORCEMENT.l $ 855.6 $243.4 (28.4) $46.0 (5.4) $566.2 (66.2) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $ 405.2 $244.3 (60 .3) '$160.9 (39.7) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ ll6.9 $ll6.9 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 92.8 45.4 $ 47.1,-
$ Prosecution ll3.5 -- 113.5 
$ Public Defense 82.0 82.0 

LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 116.8 $116.8 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $ 554.8 $536.4 (96.7) $ 18.4 (3.3) . 

$ State Parole and Probation - $ 121.4 $121.4 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation - 14.7 14.7 
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 4.0 4.0 
$ Local Jail - Locally 18.4 .. - $ 18.4 
Sentenced Inmates 

$ Local Jail - Division of 9.8 9.8 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 386.5 386.5 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $1,932.4 $1,024.1 (53.0) $342.1 (17.7) $566.2 (29.3) 

( ) • % of row Total 

lFederal funds are not shown and instead, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimate\! costs /l.ssociated with other police departments (e .g., campus police, port administrabOn police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocllte.o by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Eniorcement is estimated to be 68.0% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Worct. Co. figures on the per~entage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaults) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of Estimated Cri.tnal Law Enforcement, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aD4 State and Local 
Corrections (crt.inalonly). 
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JURISDICTION: Baltimore City 

FUNCTIONAL COMPONENT 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juvenile and Criminal) 

$ Municipal Police 
$ County Police 
$ Sheriff ~ 

$ State Police 
$ Other2 

. ES'IIMATED CRIKlliAL LAW ENFORCEMENT" 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) 

$ District Cou'rt (.Judicial) 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 
$ Prosecution 
$ Public Defense 

LOCAL JAIL ~ DETENTION (Criminal) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) 

$ State Parole ~nd Probation -
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probation -
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission 
$ Lo~al Jail - Locally 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Locai Jail - Division of 
Correction Inmates 

$ State Correctional 
Institutions 

TOTAL CRIMINAL (J\DULT) JUSTICE PROCESSmi~ 

( ) = % of row Total 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY Fm~CTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEl, 1976-1977 

LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING SERVICEI 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF S ) 
TOTAL STATE -COUNTY 

$49,205.5 $49,005.8 (99.6) 

$ 0.0 -- -
49,005.8 $49,005.8 

0.0 -- -... 
0.0 --

199. ~; 
$35,504.6 $35,360.4 (99.6) 

-' 
$11,361.0 $6,280.1 (55.3) $ 5,OaO.S (44.7) 

$ 2,103.3 $2,103.3 
4,638.7 2,044.1 $ 2,594.6 
2,486.3 2,486.3 
2,132.7 2,132.7 

$ 5,136.1 $ 5,136.1 (100.0) 

$37,175.8 $32,539.0 (87.5) $ 4,636.8 (12.5) 

$ 3,404.2 $ 3,404.2 

592.0 592.Q 

291.1 291.1 
521.5 - $ 521.5 

4,115,3 4,115.3 

28,251. 7 28,251.7 

$89,177.5 -. $38,819.1 (43.5) $50,214.2 (56.3) 

MUNICIPAL 

-

lFederal funds are not shown and i::isteaci, where known, are included in State, County, or Municipal figures. 
~Includes estimqted costs associated with other police departments (e.g" campus police, port administrabon police, toll facilities).' 

This cost is not allocated by level of government. , 
3Estimated Criminal Law E.iforcement is estimated to be 72.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on 'FY 1977 ijalto. City figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other assaUlts) offenses cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. -

4Sum of Estimated Criminal Law Enforce~nt, Adjudication (criminal only), Local Jail-Detention (criminal), aDd State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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JURISDICTION: Baltimore City 

:ru~CTIONAL COMPONENT 
, 

COMPARISON OF THE COST OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSING BY FUNCTIONAL 
COMPONENT AND LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT PROV.rDING FUND~l, 1976-1977 

LEV.EL OF GOVERNMENT PROVIDING 
(ESTIMATED COST OF PROCESSING 

IN THOUSANDS OF. S ) 

FUNDS1 

LAW ENFORCEMENT (Juve~'i1e and Criminal) TOTAL STATE COUNTY MUNICIPAL 
$.49.:W5.5. $17,154.4 (34.9) $31 851.4 (64.7) 

, 
$ Municipal Police $ 0.0 - --
$ County Police 49,005 .• 8 $17,154.4 .- $31,851.4 
$ Sheriff 0.0 - .. . .. 
$ State Police 0.0 --
$ Other2 199.7 

ESTIMATED· CRIMINAL LAW ENFORCEMENT~ $35,504~6 $12,377 .9 (34.9) $22,982.6 (64.7) 

ADJUDICATION (Criminal Only) $11,361.0 $ 6,280.1 (55.3) $ 5,080.9 (44.7) 

$ District Court (Judicial) $ 2,103.3 $ 2,103.3 
$ Circuit Court (Judicial) 4,638.7 2,044.1 $ 2,594.6 
$ Prosecution 2,486.3 - 2,486.3 \ 

$ Public Defense 2 132.7 2 132.7 
LOCAL JAIL - DETENTION (Criminal) $ 5,136.1 $ 5,136.1 (100.0) 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS (Criminal Only) $37,175.8 $36,65t •• 3 (98.6) $ 521.5 (1.4) 

. 
$ State Parole and Probation - $ 3,404.2 $ 3,404.2 
Criminal Supervision 

$ State Parole and Probatiou - 592.0 592.0 
Investigations 

$ State Parole Commission . 291.1 291.1 
$ ~ocal Jail - Locally 521.5 -- $ 521.5 

Sentenced Inmates 
$ Local ,Jail - Division of 4,115.3 4,115.3 
Correction.Inmates 

$, State Correctional 20,251. 7 28,251.7 
Institutio.ns , 

ToTAL CRIMINAL (ADULT) JUSTICE PROCESSING4 $89,177.5 $55,312.3 (62.0) $33,121.1 (37.8) 

( ) • % of row Total 

1Federal funds are not shown and instead, where 'known, are included in Stata, County, or Municipal figures. 
2Includes estimated costs associated with other police departments (e.g., campus police, port administration police, toll facilities). 
This cost is not allocated by level of government. 

3Estimated Criminal Law Enforcement is estimated to be 72.2% of total Law Enforcement (criminal 'and juvenile). This estimate is 
derived based on FY 1977 Balto. City figures on the percentage of total arrests, arrests of adults and the percentage of total Part I 
(including other. assaults) offense~ cleared, cleared by the arrest of a non-juvenile. 

4Sum of ' Estimated Criminal Law En~orcement, Adjudica,tion (criminal only), Local Jail-Detentio~ (criminal), aD4 State and Local 
Corrections (criminal only). 
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APPENDIX C: Graphs Comparing Criminal Justice System Costs, Resources and 
Related Indicators. 

Appendix C conta~ns ou~put graphs from regres~ions relating the criminal 
justice costs and resourcrs by functional area to selected indicators. The 
actual data points for each g~ograppic grouping are labeled on the graphs with 
a number corresponding to the geographic grouping (e. g. poj.nts labeled 5 
correspond to Prince George's County). Baltimore City was not included in any 
of the regressions and as ~uch is not shown on any of the graphs. A listing 
of the geographic- groupings and th.eir ref~rence numbers is included following 
this narrative exp1anat~on. 

Penciled in on each graph is the estimated regression line. Ou~put 

parameters from the r~gression (e.g. slope coefficient, R2) are listed under 
each graph. Additionally, the C\ppropriate figure in the narrative section of 
this report to which the graph corresponds is referenced on the bottom of each 
graph. For example, the graph comparing law enforcement criminal costs'and 
population is referenced to Figure 1.4 in the narrative section of this report 
since Figure 1.4 describes the estimated statistical r~lationship between 
criminal justice costs and population by functional area. 

These graphs should provide a visual display of how much the individual geogra
phic grouping observation$ on criminal justice costs and the selected indicator 
deviate from the estimated regression line. If one thinks of the estimated ", 
regression line as representing a type of "average" or, expected relationship 
then jurisdictions whose observations on costs and the selected indicator lie 
above the estimated regression line might be said to have relatively high 
operational costs (depending on how far above the estimated regression line the 
points occur). Alternatively, jurisdict19ns whose observations on cost a~d 
the selected indicator lie be~ow the estimat~d regression line might be said 
to have relatively lo~ operational costs, depending on how far below the esti
mated regression line the points occur. 

. This appendix is divided ~nto four sectipps. ~ppendix Subsection C.l 
c~ntains the graph~ associated with the overall criminal justice costs by 
functional area. The material included in this section corresponds to that 
included in Chapter I of this report. Appendix Subsection C.2 contains the 
graphs associated with law enforcement criminal processing and is associated 
with Chapter II of this report. Appendix Subsection C.3 contains the graphs 
associated with the adjudic~tion (criminal) area as well as tables displayi~g 
the data used in the regressions for th~ geographic groupings of the State. 
The material included in Appendix Subsection C.3 corresponds to that included 
in Chapter III of this report. Finally, Appendix Subsection c.4 conta:i.ns the 
graphs associated with the corrections/treatment ar~a as well as tables 
d.isplaying the data used in these regressions for the geographic groupings of 
the State. The material included in Appendix Subsection C.4 corresponds'to 
that included in Chapter IV of this report. 
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APPENDJX SUBSECTION 

C.l. Graphs Comparing Overall Criminal Justice System 
Costs and Related Indicators 

1. *Reference ~ F~gure 1.4 
2. Reference - Figure 1.5 
3. Reference Figure 1.6 

C.2. Graphs Comparing Law Enforcement Costs, Resources 
and Related Indicators 

1. Reference - Figure 2.1 
2. Reference Figure 2.2 

C.3. Graphs Comparing Adjudication Costs and Related 
Indicators 

1. Tables Displaying Data Used in Regressions 
2. Reference - Figure 3.la 
3. Reference Figure 3.1b 
4. Reference·· Figure 3. 2a 
5. Reference - Figure 3.2b 
6. Reference - Figure 3.3a 
7. Reference Figure 3.3b 

C.4. Graphs 'Comparing Corrections/Treatment Costs, 
Resources and Related Indicators 

1. Tables Displaying Data Used in Regressions 
2. Reference - Figure 4.1 
3. Reference - ~igure 4.2 
4. Reference Figure 4.3 

* 

PAGE 

C.l.l 

C.l.l 
C.l.S 
C.1.9 

C.2.l 

C.2.l 
C.2.s 

C.3.l 

C.3.l 
C.3.4 
C.3.12 
C.3.18 
C.3.20 
C.3.2l 
C.3.24 

C.4.l 

C.4.l 
C.4.3 

, C. 4.9 
C.4.10 

Refers to the figures in the narrative section of this report to which 
the graphs correspond. 

**Graphs oorresponding to Figure 3.2b in the narrative section of this 
report have not yet been included. 
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(.CLUDED VALUES-
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,*Includes the estimated costs of law enforcement activities directed at both adults and juveniles for criminal 
acts. 

Referll.nce: Figure 1. 4 
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GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS 

1. Baltimore City* 

2. Dorchester, Somerset, Wicomico: and Worcester counties. 

3. Caroline, Cecil, Kent, QUE!en Anne's, and Talbot counties 

4. Calvert, Char les, and St. l1ary' s counties. 

5. Prince George's County. 

6. Montgomery County 

7. Baltimore County. 

8. Anne Arundel County. 

9. Harford County. 

lOa. Howard County. 

lOb. Carroll County. 

11. Frederick and Washington counties. 

12. Allegany and ~arrett counties. 
, .. 

NOTE: *Baltimore City is not includ~d in any of the subsequent graphs. 
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Reference: Figure 1.4 
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TOTAL # OF ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED OR KNOWN TO THE POLICE 
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• •••• eo •• ' IS PRINTED If A COEfFICIENV CANNOT BE CO"PUTED. 
*Includes the estimated costs of law enforcement activities directed at both adults and juveniles for criminal 
acts. 
Reference: Figure 1.5 • 
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GEOGRAl'IllC 

TAllLE C.3.1: CCHl'AIUSON OF DISTRICT COURt CRIMINAL COSTS, CIRCUIT COOllT CRIHIHAL COSTS, CRIHIlIAL 
DEFEIiIlA2ITS DISPOSED AND ADULT POPULATION BY GEOGI!APllIC G&OUPINGS, 1976 - 1917 

TOTAL , OF CIllCUIT COURT CRIHINAL COSTS 
DISTRICT COURT CIUHINAL COSTS (IN TBDUSAliDS OF $) DISTRICT (IN 'reOOSANDS OF $) 

COURT 
ClJICUIT 
COURT 

GROUPING S JUDICIAL STATE'S PUBLIC COtlUSSIOIID CRIKINAL JUDICIAL STA1.'E 5 PUBLIC CRIKINAL 
ATTOOliEY DEFENDER COSTS - ATTOIIJIEY DEFENDER ~~~4 DEF£NDANTS COSTS - 5 DEFENDANTS 

CIlIKlNAL1 
~~~~2 ~~~~N~L3 COS~tf, ,~~j 2, CCg~~ ,,- ,.., DISPOSED CRDWIo\L n:nroaro 

CROONIIL CRniniAf." 

Bal tilDore Ci t'J $1,710.1 $613.0 $822.0 $393.0 49,948 $4,638.7 $1,873.5 $1,145.2 8f~28 

Dorcheoter , 338.6 120,6 117.1 88.3 5.911 279.1 134.1 151.5 1,101 S.-erset, WicOlllc:o (7.0) (7.4) (8.3) (7.0) (8.1) (7.3) (4.7) (10.6) (9.2) Worcester 

Caroline, Cecil. 657.9 85.0 63.0 75.7 3,554 277.4 132.0 82.5 762 Kent, Queen Annels (13.6) (5.2) (4.5) (6.0) (4.9) (7.3) (4.6) (5.8) (6.3) 
Talbot 

Calvert, Cbar1ea, 270.5 111.9 103.6 83.4 3,778 142.2 112.9 42.5 439 
St. Kary's (5.6) (6.9) (7.4) (6.6) (5.2) (3.7) (3.9) (3.0) (3.7) 

Prince Georse '. 700.3 359.2 177.7 238.0 16,158 715.5 660.9 329.9 2,158 
(14.5) (22.0) (12.7) (18.9) (22.3) (18.1) (23.0) (23.0) (18.0) 

Konts.-ery 643.9 252.1 341.8 196.5 8,679 658.5 476.9 245.9 1,287 
(13.3) (15.4) (24.4) (15.6) (12.0) (17 .2) (16.6) (17.2) (10.7) 

Anna Arundal 501.2 126.9 179.6 113.9 9,472 377.7 319.9 217.8 l,UO 
(10.4) (7.8) (12.8) (9.1) (13.0) (9,9) (11.2) (15.2) (11.8) 

Ba1taorfl 645.5 202.7 149.1 238.0 11,513 585.8 561.6 92.5 2,386 
(13.4) (16.1) (10.6) (18.9) (15.9) (15.3) (19.6) (6.5) (19.9) 

Bsrford 194.2 53.0 42.3 42.0 2,836 187.7 93.8 80.0 506 
(4.0) (3.2) (3.0) (3.3) (3.9) (4.9) (3~3) (5.6) (4.2) 

Howard 179.3 66.3 59.7 47.1 2,485 208.0 145.2 45.2 468 
(3.7) • (4.1) (4.3) (3.8) (3.4) (5.4) (5.1) (3.2) (3.9) 

Carroll 86.3 33.9 29.8 17.2 1,258 93.2 . . 42.9 31.5 362 
(1.8) (2.1) (2.1) (1.4) (1.7) (2.4) (1 .. 5) (2.2) (3.0) 

Frederick , 355.2 l29.3 11.5 53.5 4,612 218.8 108.0 87.0 1109 
Wuh1"11ton (7.3) (7.9) (5.1) (4.3) (6.4) (5.7) (3.8) (6.1) (6.7) 

Allegany, 262.2 32.4 67.5 62.4 2,346 80.5 80.7 25.9 314 
Gerret' (5.4) (2.0) (4.8) (5.0) (3.2) (2.1) (2.8) (1.8) (2.6) 

TOTAL 
(le88 Ba1tiaore 
'City) 

$4,835.1 $1,633.3 $1,403.5 $1,256.0 72,602 $3,824.4 $2,868.9 $1,432.2 12,012 

) • % of Total (Ie .. Beltaore City). 

iSee Table 3.2 for detailed braakdown and explanation of District Court Judicial Costs - Includes cost of Court Commissioners, 
Jucla •• , Court operating up....... overhead' of court related agencies. 

2See Table 3.7 for datailed breakdown and explonation of State'a Attorney's coats. 

3See Table 3.9 for detai1.d breakdown and explanation of Public Defender's Costa - total cost shown does not include costs 
a.sociated with .enta1 institution cases. 

4FY 1977 Maryland Stat. audaet. 

SSM Table 3.4 for detailed breakdown and explanation of Circuit Court Judicial cost. - includes cost of Judge salaries, Clerk 
of Court. local cost of court oparation, overhead of court related agencies, Appall"t. Courts. 

" . 
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ADULT 
POPULATION 

591,083 

94,978 
(o\.l) 

100,215 
(4.3) 

87,268 
(3.8) 

442,233 
(19.2) 

416,528 
(18.1) 

.243,176 
(10.5) 

477,959 
(20.7) 

89,233 
(3.9) 

74,673 
(3.2) 

59,077 . 
(2.6) 

" 

145.040 
(fi.3) 

75,810 
(3.3) 

2,306,190 
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TABLE C.3.2: 

GEOGRAPHIC 
GROUPING 

Baltimore City 

Dorchester, 
Somerset, Wicomico, 
Worcester 

Caroline, Cecil, 
Kent, Queen Anne's 
Talbot 

Calvert, Charles, 
St. Mary's 

Prince George's 

Montgomery 

Anne Arundel 

Baltimore 

Harford 

Howard 

Carroll 

Frederick, 
Washington 

Allegany, 
Garrett 

1-'" 
TOTAL 
(less Baltimore 
City) 

COMPARISON OF DISTRICT COURT' CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS DISPOSED, DEFENDANTS 
DETAINED AT OR NEAR DISTRICT COURT DISPOSITION, CIRCUIT COURT CRIMINAL 
DEFENDANTS DISPOSED AND ADULT POPULATION BY ,GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 1976-77 

DISTRICT COURT 1/ OF CIRCUIT 
COURT CRIMINAL ADULT 

II OF DISTRICT II OF DEFENDANTS DEFENDANTS POP':1ATION 
COURT CRIMINAL DETAINED AT OR DISPOSED 
DEFENDANTS NEAR DISTRICT Cl 
DISPOSED DISPOSITION 

49,948 7,786 8,528 591,083 

5,911 685 1,101 94,978 
(8.1) (9.9) (9.2) (4.1) 

3,554 432 762 100,215 
(4.9) (6.2) (6.3) (4.3) 

'-' 
3,778 265 439 87,268 
(5.2) (3.8) (3.7) (3.8) 

16,158 1,784 2,158 442,233 
(22.3) (25.7) (18.0) (19.2) 

8,679 1,168 1,287 416,528 
(12.0) (16.8) (10.7) (18.1) 

9,472 582 1,420 243,176 
(13 .0) (8.4) (11.8) (10.5) 

11,513 826 2,386 477,959 
(15.9) (11.9) (19.9) (20.7) 

2,836 259 506 89,233 
(3.9) (3.7) (4.2) (3.9) 

2,485 160 468 74,673 - (3.4) ; (2.3) (3.9) (3.2) 

1,258 37 362 59,077 
(1. 7) ( .5) (3.0) (2.6) 

4,612 552 809 145,040 
(6.4) (7.9) (6.7) (6.3) 

2,346 197 314 75,810 
(3.2) (2.8) (2.6) (3'.3) 

72,602 6,947 12,012 2,306,190 

) = % of 'Total (less Baltimore City). 

~1 

I 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

I 

IJ 
oJ 
I 

1 

n~;.£ C.3.3: COMPARISON OF DISTRICT COURT PUBLIC DEFENDER PROCESSING ANn COSTS, CIRCUIT COURT 
PUBLIC DEFENDER PROCESSING AND COSTS AND ADULT POPULATION BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 

1976-1977 

D1STRI<;T COURT CIRCUIT COURT 

GEOGRAPHIC n Of Crim.Def Crim.Defen. Dist.Ct.Crim • g of' Crim. Del ircuit Court 

GROUPINGS Dis.at Dis.Ct Dia.at Dist. Puhl1? Dpfen D!Rposed at Circuit COllrl crim.Publ~ Adult 
... Pub./Pan.Re Ct. (leaa tho

t
; Coat ~in ~.ir.Ct. w Pub I Crim.DeLDis. Def .Costs Population 

to Cir.Coul"t thous. 0 $) anel Repl"e. in thous. $) 

Baltimore City 11062 42089 $822.0 5833 8528 $1145.2 591083 
Dorchester ,~omer5et 

924 4889 $117.1 1101 llicom1co, Worces ter 526 $ 151.5 94978 
(5.6) (7.7j (8.3) (8.9) (9.2) (l0.6) (4.1) 

Carol ine, Cecil, Ken t 
479 3018 $ 63.8 $~~=~ /nne ' 3 , 

288 762 $ 82.5 100215 
(2.9) (4.8) (4.5) (4.9) (".3) (5.8) (4.3) 

Calvert,Charles, 
936 3419 $103.6 St. Mary's 285 439 $ 42.5 87268 

(5.7) (5.4) (7.4) (4.8) (3.7) (3.0) (3.8) 

~mn\ ~430~) ~~77 ;~ 1244 2158 $ 329.9 442233 
Prince GeorRe' a 25.0 . 22.6 12.7 (21.1) (18.0) (23.0) (19.2) 

2444 7823 $341.8 819 12,87 $ 245.9 416528 
Montgomery (14.8) (12.4) (24.4) (13.9) (10.7) (17.2) (18.1) 

2079 8550 $179.6 956 1420 $ 217.8 243176 

Anne Arundel (12.6) (13.5) (12.8) (16.2) (11.8) (15.2) (10.5) 

2579 9473 $149.1 571 2386 $ 92.5 477959 
(15.6) (15.0) (10.6) (9.7) (19.9) (6.5) • (20.7) 

Baltimore 

586 2424 $ 42.3 281 506 $ 80.0 89233 
Harford (3.6) (3.8) (3.0) (4.B) (4,2) (5.6) (3.9) 

604 2079 $ 59.7 229 468 $ 45.2 74673 
Howard (3.7) (3.3) (4.3) (3.9) (3.9) (3.2) (3.2) 

302 1040~ $ 29.8 159 362 $ 31.5 59077 
Carroll .<1.0)' (1.6) (2.1) (2.7) (3.0) (2.2) (2.6) 

Frederick, 822 4067 $ 71.5 39;' 809 $ 87.0 145040 
Waahington (5.0) (6.4) (5.l) (6.7) (6.7) (6.l) (6.3) 

" 
610 2085 $ 67.5 149 314 $ 25.9 75810 

Allegany, Garrett (3.7) (3.3) (4.8) I (2.5) (2.6) (1.8) (3.3) 

Total 
(Less Balto. City) 16485 6317~ $1403.5 5900 12012 $1432.2 2306190 

( ) • % of Total (less BaltillOre City) • 
IDoes not include defendanta boundover to Circuit Court (e.g., held for Grand Jury, prayed a jury trial). 

~See Table ,3.9 fo ' 
i 

r detailed breakdow., nnd explanation of Public Defender's costa - total coat shown does 
not nc1ude costs associated with mental i7lat1tution cases. 

C.3.3 
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TAIlLE C.4.l: COHPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF OFFENDERS SENTENCED TO CORRECTlONS/l'REATNENT BY TYPE 
AND LENGTH OF SENTENCE ~~D BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 1976-1977 
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i! Con vic ted Active In- /I Of Offen- II Of Offen n Of Offen~~ U'Off.Sen "ffen. in DOC Offen. (~Iales 

GEOGWAPHIC i District & mate Pop. ders Senten- ders (Male) dera Senten to DOC,lo- & Local Jail Rec. at DOC 

GROUPINGS I Circuit (Jail & ced to' S ta te Received at ced to DOC 'cal Jai1/ ,w1th Sen tence with Sentenc 
. COUTt DOC) Probation DOC pr Local Jai State Prob ~18 Months1 >18 ~Ionths 

Bal rimore City 22/47 5137 7641 2581 4079 11720 2491. 9 1404.1 

Dorchester,Somer- 2651 JE (~~;) 152 )l) 1284 390.5 120.5 
Met,Wiromico,Wor- (8.3) (8.9) (9.1) (8.5j (7.7) (8.6) (8.7) 
~(!Hter 

Caroline ,Cecil, 1829 t~b 

(~~~) 121 414 1328 311.7 102.3 
Kent,Queen Anne's, (5.7) (7.5) (7.2) <.6.8) (8.0) (6.9) (7.4) 
Talbot· 

Calvert ,Charles, 
2028 207 410 94 234 644 St. Mary's 160.1 72.9 

(6.4) (5.4) (3.9) (5.6) (3.9) (3.9) (3.5) (5.3) 

7317 1120 1880 479 1784 3664 1260.3 406.7 
Pr !nce George.' s (23.0) (29.3) (17.8) (28.5) (29.4) (22.0) (27.7) (29.4) 

2472 324 1537 140 482 2019 357.5 127.5 
Nontgomery \ (7.8) (8.5) (14.5) (8.3) (8.0) (12.1) (7.9) (9.2) 

4272 313 913 109 550 1463 456.2 82.8 
Ann~ Arundel (13.4) (8.2) (8.6) (6.5) (9.1) (8.8) (10.0) (b.O) 

4241 696 1918 357 671 2589 388.3 292.7 
Baltimore (13.3) (18.2) (18.1) (21. 3) (11.1) (15.6) (8.5) (21.2) 

1360 108 350 27 244 594 221.0 26.0 
(4.3) (2.8) (3.3) (1.6) (4.0) (3.6) (4.9) (1.9) 

Hnrrord 

1421 108 700 48 154 856 123.3 32.7 
(4.5) (2.8) (6.6) (2.9) (2.5) (5.1) (2.7) (2.4) 

Hownrd 

7)5 53 266 39 128 389 96.2 26.8 
Carroll (2.3) (1.4) (2.5) (2.3) (2.1) (2.3) (2.1) (1.Q) .. 
frederick, 2264 195 710 83 663 1373 598.3 63.7 
Washington (7.1) (5.1) (6.7) (4.9) (10.9) (8.3) (13.1) (4.6) 

Allegany, Garrett 1237 79 206 29 219 425 186.5 26.5 
(3.9) (2.1) (1.9) (1. 7) (3.6) (2.Gj (4.1) (1.9) 

Total (less Balto. 
31827 3828 10573 City) 1678 6058 16628 4549.9 1381.1 

( ) D ~ of Total (less Baltimore City) 
.]Refers to offenders (males) received at DOC with sentence lengths less than gr equal to 18 months and all those offenders 
. .enteneed to local jail. 
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TABLE C. 4.2: COMPARlSOl~ (,F r'P.E-TRIAL DEFENDANTS DETAINED, COSTS AND RESOURCES 
REQUIRED (i.e. BED YEARS) BY GEOGRAPHIC GROUPINGS, 1976-1977 

DEFENDANTS PRE-TRIAL 
DETAINED AT OR PRE-TRIAL DETENTION 

GEOGRAPHIC NEAR DISTRICT DETENTION COSTS1 
RESOU~CE REQUIRE-

GROUPINGS COURT (IN THOUSANDS MENTS (i.e. # OF 
DISPOSITION OF $) BED YEARS) 

Baltimore City. 7,786 $5,136.1 968.5 

Dorchester, 685 308.3 101.1 
Somerset, Wicomico (9.9) (6.3) (11.1) 
Worcester , 
Caroline, Cecil, 432 233.0 74.9 
Kent, Queen (6.2) 
Anne's, Talbot t, (4.8) (8.2) 

Calvert, Charles, 265 134.3 31.9 
St. Mary's (3.8) (2.8) (3.5) 

Prince George's 1,784 1,502.3 234.1 
(25.7) (30.9) (25.7) 

Montgomery 1,168 893.3 96.3 
(16.8) (18.4) (10.6) 

Anne Arundel 582 357.2 79.6 
(8.4) (7.3) (8.7) 

BaltimcL'e 826 503.0 106.6 
(11.9) (10.3) (11.7) .. ' 

Harford 259 302.6 41.2 
(3.7) (6.2) (4.5) 

Howard 160 258.1 28.0 
(2.3) (5.3) (3.1) 

Carroll ; 37 60.7 12.6 
(.5) (1.2) (1.4) 

Frederick, 552 239.2 86.9 
Washington (7.9) (4.9) (9.5) -. 
Allegany, 197 76.0 18.6 
Garrett (2.8) (1.6) (2.0) 

TOTAL 
(less Bal timore 6,947 $4,868.0 911.8 
City) 

) - % of Total (less Baltimore City). 
1 . 

Cost estimates are based on the number of bed years and the average cost per 
bed year (Le. FY 1977 budgeted cost divided by the total average number of bedEI 
utilized in FY 1977). 

2Based on monthly jail population data as collected by the Department of Public 
Safety's Jail Inspector. 
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STAT 1.::iU'~ •• 
CU~rifLATlOI'l (10-
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PLOTTt::u \I"I.UE~ -

,Reference: Figure 4 ~'3 

U OF DEFENDPlf.rS DETAINED AT OR NEAR DISTRICT COURT DISPOSITION 

.9&tJOl ,. SQUAHED .9120~ SIGNIFiCANCE .. 
J.b.7~';Illi l'11rEHCI::PT IAl 8.91139 SLOPE (HI 
Ai EXC;LVOED VALUES- a MISS!NG VALUES· 

I ......... IS. PiHNTEU IF A COEFF1CU:'NT CANN01 HE COMPUTED. 
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II 

211.95 
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11)5.50 

101.20 

79.05 
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APPENDIX D: Sample Questionnaires Sent to Criminal .. Justice Agencies and 
Used in Compiling Cost and Resource Informat,ibn .' 

Appendix D contains sample questionnaires tha.t were: sent: tQ crip1inal 
jUstice agencies throughout Maryland. Responses to tl"lese .que8t1~nna1res were 
~d, along with other sources, to estimate the costs, and ; resources requi'red 
-tea process the FY 1977 criminal workload. Includ~d is' a ,sample oithe 
questionnaires sent to law enforcement agencies, State's Attorneys offices 
and the local jails • 
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Law Enforcement Questionnaires similar to that which follows were sent 
to a sample of law enforcement agencies throughout the State of Maryland. 
Most law enforcement agencies were sent a shorter version of this'questionnaire. 
The questions referenced by an * are the questions which were included in the 
shorter version. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 

A. GENERAL 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
Justice and its Regional Offices are currently col~ecting information describ
lllg the existing adult and juvenile justice systems for each county in Maryland 
and the City of Baltimore. This ex:i.sting system description in-:ludes infor
mation on the volume and manner of criminal "offender" and juvenile "client" 
processing and the associated cost and resources (e.g., patroL~an, detectives, 
prose.cutors, judges, detention beds, parole and probation officers, state 
correctional beds) necessary to process these "offenders" and "clients". 
This description is to be used in part to anticipate existing and future needs 
of the counties and Baltimore City with respect to criminal and juvenile justice 
and to anticipate the impact of changes (e.g., legislative, executive, program
matic) on the resources and costs of the various criminal and juvenile justice 
agencies. Your cooperation and assitance in completing the following questions 
is most appreciated. 

1. Agency Name: IIA6E/2Srow/V POt-Ice j)Y~flzr#..ENT 

2. l,;ounty: 

3. Name and Title of Person(s) .completing this questionnaire: 

ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL 

1. a. Please attach a copy of this law enforcement agency's organization 
chart; or 

b. Where an organization chart is not available please indicate 
on the chart on the follo~.;ring page the maj or "bureaus" or "services" 
(e.g., operations, technical services, administration, inspe:ctions) 
and within each "bureau" or "service" the major subunits (e.g., 
patrol, criminal investigation, crime lab, communications, personnel). 

D.l.2 
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Lureau/Servi;-e: 

S UlH!!}J.!_I?_: 

1. 

2. 

t:I 3. . 
I-' . 
w 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

" 

r 
I 

* QUi'i!stion 1. b. LAt.f ENFORCEHENT AGENCY "BUREAUS" AND "SERVICES" AND 
HAJOR SUBUNITS WITHIN A BUREAU OR SERVICE 

..--
Bureau/Service: Bureau/Service: Bureau/S Bureau/Service: e rvj ("! 

S uq.':1f!.i t S : ~bu1Ji_ts_: .~.!:1bUl:!.:tJ:S : ~.!lb l!.n its 

1. 1. 1. 1. 

2. 2. 2. 2. 

3. 3. 3. 3. 

4. 4. 4. 4. 

., 

5. 5. 5. 5. 

6. 6. 6. 6. 

7. 7. 7. 7. 

" I. 

I 

" 

----., 

j 

ii. 
,; -," 
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2. 

. II 

a. Where an organization chart is available, please indicate on the 
organization chart the total nwnber of authorized (i. e., b:,,:.dgeted) 
sworn personnel (S) and civilian personnel (C) included in the FY 
1977 budget for each of the major bureaus arId/or services and where 
possible for each major diviSion (e. g., patrol, criminal investigation). 
The entries may be made, for example, as follows; or 

b. Where an organization chart is not available please sho"T on the 
chart on the previous page the number of authorized (i.e., budgeted) 
sworn (S) and civilian (C) personnel included in the FY 1977 budget 
for each of the "bureaus" or "services" and where possible, for 
each of the subunits under a bureau of service. 
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c. 

.. 

i1PDGET 

Date 

1. 

2. 

Please attach a copy of the agency's budget for Fiscal Year 1977 
to this questionnaire. Where available, please include budget 
break~owns for ea7h of, the major bureaus or services. The budget 
mater~a1s as prov~ded 1n the Fiscal Year 1977 county or municipal 
budget would be sufficient. 

Where not shown in the budget, please indicate the capital outlays 
for Fiscal Year 1977 by type of item and cost. 

Capital Outlay Description Expense 

$_-----
$_----

$_----

$_-----

$_-----

$_----

Total Capital Outlays $ -------
3. Please list any LEAA grants that were awarded during FY 1977 to 

this Law Enforcement Agency by the Governor's Commission on La'" 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (to be completed by 
Commission or Regional Board staff). 

of Grant Grant Federal State Local 
Award Nwnber Title SQ,are Share Share 

$ $ $ 

$ $ §. 

$ 2 $ 

$ $ §. 

.L~ $ $ 

D.loS 
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LAi" EN?ORCEMENT AGENCY RESOURCE AND WORKLOAD INFORMATION 

The following portion of the questionnnaire asks specific questions 
about the number of resources required to respond to calls for 
Rervlre nnd to make and process criminal arrests. Many of the questions 
reCjlJln.· lhat Bubject.lv(,· answer!i or best' available estimates be made. 
Your assistance in attempting to complete all the questions is most 
appreciated. 

*J.. 

* 2. 

a. 

b. 

Please indicate the approximate number of actual (Hlled 
positions) patrolme;).1 and detectives in the agency. 

Patrolmen _________ ~ _______ _ 

Detectives ___________________ _ 

Please indicate the approximate number of actu~l (fillfd 
positions) patrolmen and detectives assigned, 1n whole or . 
in part, to "on-the-street" criminal activity. (Sped.fically, 
this would include patrol and criminal investigation 
activities but would not include sworn personnel assigned 
to such activities and working purely in an administrative 
or supervisory capacity). 

"On-the-street" Patrolmen --------------------
"On-the-street" Detectives ----------------

Please indicate the average number of hours worked by an "on"'the
street" (may include overtime): 

Patrolman ____________________ __ hours/ / / year or / / week 

____________ hours/ / / year or / / week D€~teGtiv~ 

D.l.6 

.-
. ''3. Please estimate the portion of total time spent by " on- t he-street" 

patrolmen and dete~tives on the following activities: 

Percent of a Patrolman's Percent of a Detective's 
Activities Time Spent on The$e Time Spent on These 

Activities Activities 
-------------...:.:.:::.=..::~=:::::...----~ .. ,-.,-.-=.::..:::...:..=..:=.::....--------
1. Preventive Patrol 

2. Crime Prevention 

3. Responding to Reported 
Offen,ses anq Complet
ing Criminal Offense 
Reports 

4. Criminal Investigation 

5. Criminal Arrest & 
Booking 

6. Criminal Court Time 
(does not include 
traffic) 

7. Other Criminal 

a. All Traffic 

J. In-service Training 

10. Other Non-Criminal 

TOTAL 

% --------: 

% ---------

% -----
% 

-------~ 

% ---------

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

100 % 

D.l.7 

% ---------.: 

% --------

% --------' 

% 
-------~ 

% -------
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% 

100 % 
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4. a. The statistics of the Maryland St9 te Police, Uniform Crime 
Reporting Section, for CY 1976, show the following number 
of offenses reported or known to police for this law enforce
ment agency. For each of the offense '.tlassifications listed 
below please indicate in the space provided the approximate 
percenta~e of the total offenses for each classification 
which were responded to* by patrolmen/responded to* by 
detectives. (Note, since patrolmen and detective~ may both 
respond to the same offense the total perceptage for a given 
offense may exceed 100%). 

% of Offens~s % of Offenses 
Classification of 
Offenses: 

CY 1976 Offenses 
Reported or Known 
to Police 

Patroimen 
Res onded to: 

Detectives 
Res onded to: 

i. a. Murder and Non-Neg. 
Mans. 0 % + % ~ 100,% 

b. Manslaughte~ by Neg. D % + ...l % >lOm~ 

2. Forcible Rape ;0 
% + % "> 100%: 

:..- . .; t .s fa " 

%. + % "> 100% 3. Robbery 

4. a. Aggravated Assault i I "Z, % + % "> 100% 

b. All Other Assaults Y L 7 % + % ~ 100% 

5. Burglary ~tt.f % + % >- 100% 

I} 7-'1 % + % ';> 100% • 
6. Larceny - rheft 

7_ Motor Vehicle Theft .5'2- % + % ::;:0.100% 

GRAND TOTAL :l.'!:3 7 
I 

*For the purpose of this question, to respond to a reported' crime means to 
arrive on the scene, complete any preliminary investigation, and complete 
any offense report. 

Dolo8 

1_. ___ .. _______ .. _ ...... __ ---.. --.~ ...... 

4. b. 
Listed below are the reported or known offen 
enforcement agency for Cy 1976 ( ses for this law 
State Police, Uniform Crime Re asireported by the Maryland 
of total offenses represented ~ort n~ S;ctiOn) and the percent 
fications. For patrolmen d dY eac, 0 the offense class i-
th an etect1voS pI i' e space provided the ap '.' -, ease nd1cate in 
working hourspro~1mate percentage of their 

. , spent on arriving on th ' 
prel1m1nary investigation and c e,scene, completing any 
for each of the offense ci 'f,omPlet1ng any offense report 
robbery may represent onlya:~~u~c~~io~s'h For example, 
reported or known to th ' • 0 t e total' offenses 
total time the detectiv:sp~;~ce but may require 10% of the 
offenses . e to spend on responding to the 

Cy 1976 

Classification of 
Offenses Rptd. 
or Known Offenses: to 
Police 

1. a. Murder and Non-Neg. 
Mans. 0 

b. Manslaughter by Neg. 0 
2. Forcible Rape ;t. 

3. Robbery S6 
-'--,,-

4. a. Aggravated Assault Ill.-

b. All Other Assaults 32., 

5. Burglary .Sbtf 
6. Larceny - Theft 132.Lf 

I 

7. Motor VehiCle Theft S?-

GRAND TOTAL ).'-137 
l 

Do1.9 

% of 
Total 

() % 

0 % 

~ L % 

:(,3 % 

f,{. % 

I~,I % 

23, ! % 
--1:1;.. .. '1.-

.j"l·J % 

2./ % 

100% 

% of Patrol
man's Time 

% 

% 

% 

0/ -" 
% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

100% 

% of Detec-
tive's Time 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

100% 

, > 

, 
, \ 
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" ~. a. 

b. 

Please indicate how many non-criminal calls for service or 
events (e.g. traffic offenses, animal complaints, suspicious 
situations, alarms, sudden deaths, disabled motor vehicles, 
etc.) this law ·enforcement agency received in: 

1 1 CY 1976 or 1. __ 1 FY 1977? 

(If summary statistics on calls for service or 'events are 
readily available, please attach a copy to this questionnaire.) 

Does your agency maintain summary statistics on the reported 
or known crimes (specifically Part II offenses less other 
assaults), that are not included on the Uniform Crime Report? 

1 1 No 

/ 1 Yes, please indicate how many reported or known (Part II, 
less other assaults) offenses there were in: 

1 1 CY 1976 or 1 1 FY 1977? 

(If summary statisti~s on these reported or known offenses 
are readily available, please attach a copy to, tr~is 
questionnaire.) 
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6. The· statistics of the Maryland State Police, Uniform Crime 
Reporting Section, for CY 1976, show the follcwing numbers 
of arrests (both adult and juveniles) for various classifi
cations of arrest for this law enforcement agency. For each 
of the classifications of arrest shown below, please indicate 
:i.n t1;le space provided, the approximate percent-age of the 
total arrests made by patrolmen? made by detectives? (With 
few or no exceptions the sum of arrests made by patrolmen 
and by detectives for a given classification of arrest should 
equal 100%.) 

Classification of 
Arrests: 

1. a. Murder and Non-Neg. 
Mans. 

b. Manslaughter by Neg. 

2. Forcible Rape 

3. Robbery 

4. Felonious Assault 

5. Breaking or Entering 

6. Larceny - Theft 

7. Motor Vehicle Theft 

8. Other Assaults 

9. Ar:son 

10, 11, 12. Forgery and 
Counterfeiting, Fraud, 
Embezzlement 

13. Stolen Property 

15. Weapons 

16. Prostitution and Comm. 
Vice 

17. Other Sex Offenses 

CY 1976 
Arrests 

/3 

10..5--

s 

17 
1.3 ,,-
Ib 

/ 

I '2.-

D.l.1l 

% of 
Arrests by 
Patrolmen 

% 

% 

% 

--"-_% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% of 
Arrests by 
Detectives 

+ % 100% 

+ % 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % 100% 

+ % 100% 

+ % 100% -----
+ % = 100% 

-I- % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % = 100% 

+ % 100% 

\) 
Ii 

" ii u ,. 
ii 
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Classification of 
Arrests: 

18. Drug Abuse Laws: 

Sales Total 

Possession Total 

19. Gambling 

20. Offenses Against Family 

21. Driving Under the 
Influence 

22. Liquor Laws 

14, 24, 25, 28, Vandalism, 
Disorderly Conduct, 
Vagrancy, Suspicion, 
Curfew & Loitering 

26. A~l other Offenses 
(Except Traffic) 

27. Run-Away 

TOTAL ARRESTS 

- Continued -

CY 1976 
Arrests 

ql 

2.. 

-30 

100 

lib 

.5:5-

1,11 z-
; 

D.1.12 

% of 
Arrests by 
Patrolmen 

% 

% 

al 
I. 

o· 7c; 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

% of 
Arrests by 
Detectives 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 
., 

100% 

100% 

7. a. 

Grou in s 

l<isted below are the total arrests (both adult and juvenile) 
for this law enforcement agency for the UCR index violent 
offenses, index property offenses, and total Part II offenses 
for CY 1976 (as reported by ~he Maryland State Police, 
Uniform Crime Reporting Section) and the percent of the 
total arrests represented by each of the three arrest 
groupings. For patrolmen and detectives, please indicate in 
the space provided the approxlmate percentage of their total 
working hours spent on any investigation leading to an arrest, 
the actual arrest and booking, and courtroom time leading 
to a disposition for each of the arrest groupings. For 
exar::tple, index violent crimes may represent only 3% of total 
arrests but m.:a), require 10% of the total time detectives have 
to spend on any investigati.on leading to an arrest, the actual 
arrest and booking, and courtroom time leading to a disposition. 

% of Patrol- % of Detec-
CY 1976 % of 'Total men Time on tives Time 
Arrests Arrests Arrests on Arrests 

Index Violent Offenses 
(Including MansI.) 23 /.£- % a/ % 10 

Index Property Offenses Z92- /9, {, % % % 

l'otai Part II 1177 , 7[, (} % % % 

TOTAL 1/11 z 100% 100% 100% 

D.1.13 
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7. b. Listed below are the total arrests for this law enforcement 
agency for each of the UCR Part I offenses for CY 1976 (as 
reported by the Maryland State Police, Uniform Crime Reporting 
Section) and the percent of the total Part I arrests repre
sented by each of the Part I arrest classifications. For 
patrolmen and detectives, please indicate in the space provided' 
the. approximate percentage of their working houn, spent on any 
investigation leading to an index offense arrest, the actual 
arrest and booking, and courtroom time leading to a disposi-' 
tion for each of the Part I arrests. 

Classification of 
Index Arrests: 

L a. Murder & Non
Neg. Mans. 

b. Mans. by Neg. 

2. Forcible Rape 

3. Robbery 

4. Felonious Assault 

5. Breaking or Enter. 

6. Larceny-Theft 

7. Motor Vehicle 
Theft 

TOTAL PART I 

CY 1976 
Part I 
Arrests 

13 

/0.5.-

% of Total 
Part I 
Arrests 

% ----...: 
% ----
% ----...: 

S;:LJo 
I.t ---_.% 

?3·3 

S7- i 
% 

% 

% ----
100% 

lJ.l.14 

% of Patrolmen 
Time on "Part I 
Arrests" 

% ----
% 

% ----...: 

% ----...: 

--_-...:% 

% ----...: 
% -------' 

% ----
1(,0% 

% of Detective 
Time on "Part I 
Arrests" 

% -----' 
% ----
% ----
% ----
% ------' 

% ------' 

% ----

% ----
100% 

.. 

. ' 

7. c. Listed below are the total arrests for this law enforcement 
agency for groupings of the UCR Part II arrests for CY 1976 
(as provided by the Maryland State Police, Uniform Crime 
Reporting Section) and the percent of the total Part II 
arrests represented by each of the Part II groupings. For 
patrolmen and detectives, please indicate in the space pro
vided the approximate percentage of their working hours 
spent on any investigation leading to a Part II 0ffense 
arrest, the actual arrest and booking, and courtroom time 
leading to a disposition for each of the Part II arrests. 

Groupings of 
Part II Arrests: 

1. Other Assaults 

2. Forgery & Counterfeiting, 
Fraud, Embezzlement 

3. Stolen Property/Weapons 

4. Prost./Comm. Vice/Other 
Sex Offenses 

5. Drug Abus~ Laws 

6. Gambling 

7. Driving under Influence 

8. Arson 

9. All Others (Family 
Offenses, Liquor Laws, 
Vand~lism, Disorderly 
Conduct, Vagrancy, Sus
picion, Cu:rfew & 
Loitering, All Others. 
Runaway) 

TOTAL PART II ARRESTS 

CY 1976 
Part II 
Arrests 

i3. 

3 

&03 

it77 -1----

% of 
Total 
Part II 
Arres,ts 

20.1> % ----

I-/.O % 

;Z.~ % 

1./ % 

fl. 0 % 

% ----...: 
/2.'-/ % 

100% 

% of 
Patrolmen 
Time on 
"Part II 
Arrests" 

% ------' 

% -------' 

% ----...: 

% ----' 
:% -----' 
cy 

___ -...:10 

--_-...:% 

or ___ -...:10 

-------'% 

100% 

% of. 
Detective 
Time on 
"Part II 
Arrests" 

% 
-------' 

--_-...:% 

% ----...: 

% ----...: 

--_-...:% 

% -----.: 

--_-...:% 

--_-...:% 

% ----...: 

100% 

This concludes the questionnaire. Thank you for your time and effort in 
completing the questionnaire~ Please return the completed questionnaire to 
Michel A. Lettre, Statistical Analysis Section, Governor's Commission on Law 
Enforcement. Executive Plaza One, Suite 302, Cockeysville, Maryland 21030. 
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State's Attorney's Office Questionnaires similar to that which follows 
were Rent to a sample of StateVs Attorney's Oi'fices throughout the State 
of M<lr.y.l.~ll1d. Most State's Attorney's Offie.es were sent a shorter version 
of this qt!cstionnaire. The questions referenced by an )~ are the questions 
whi'ch were included in the shorter version . 
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STATE'S ATTOfu~EY'S OFFICE QUESTIO~NAIRE 

*A. GENERAL 

The Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of 
justice and its Regionai Offices are currently collecting information de
scribing the existing aC'..Ilt and juvenile justice systems for each county 
in Maryland and the City of Baltimore. This existing system description 
includes information on the volume and manner of criminal "offender" and 
juvenile "client" processing and the associated cost and reSOUrCE\S (e.g., 
patrolman, detectives, prosecutors, judges, detention beds, parole and pro
bation officers, state correctional beds) necessary to process thl:se "offen
dersl' and "clients". This description is to be used in part to anticipate 
existing and future needs of the counties and Baltimore City with respect 
to criminal and juvenile justice and to ant:i.cipate the impact of changes 
(e.g., legislative, executive, programmatic) on the resources and costs of 
the various criminal and juvenile justice agencies. Your cooperation and 
assistance in completing the follmY'ing questions is most appreciated. 

1. State's Attorney Office Location 5T, MAf!-1~ (ouNTY 
----~------------

2. Name and title of person(s) c~mpleting this questionnaire. 

*3. ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL 

--~- .. 

1. Please attach a copy of the organization chart of this State's 
Attorney's Office. (Where available). 

2. Please show the number of personnel assigned to each major functional 
area (i.e., division, subdivision, or unit) on the organization chart. 
You may use the form on the next page in completing this question or 
if the information requested is readily available through an existing 
document you m.ay alternatively include a copy of this document alon'g 
with the completed questionnaire. 

D~2.2. 
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* Ques tion J3. 2 .-STATE 's ATTORNf~Y OFFICE PERSONNEL 

~ 

NUMBER OF PERSONNEL 

Interns I 
Administrativel Law Clerks/ TOTAL 

Attornevs Clerical Investigators Para-Proff!ssionals Oth,~r 

Full Part* Full Part * Full Part* Full Part* Full Part* Full 
Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time Time 

..,. 

l 

*Part-tirne for the purpose of completing this Question is .q prosecutor working less than 35 hours 
per week for the State's Attorney's Office. 

" .! . 

I 

Part* 
Time 

I ' 

, . 

-l 

......-, 
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C. BUDGET 
Please enclose a copy of the budget for the State's Attorney's 
Office for Fiscal Year 1977 (July 1, 1976 to June 30,1977). 
(The budget materials as provided in the Fiscal Year 1977 County budget 

would be sufficient). 

*2. Please indicate any capital outlays for Fiscal Year 1977 by type of item 
and cost, where not specifically shown in the budget. 

Capital outlay Descriptton 

$_----

~otal Capital Outlay 
$._----

D.2.4 
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3. 

Date of 
Award 

4. 

Date of 
Award 

Please list any LEAA grants th 
this State's Attorney's Offi a~ were awarded during FY 1977 to 
Law Enforcement and the.Adrnic: y the Governor's Commission on 
b .' ,n~stratio f J , Y Governor's Commission or R . 1 no. ustice (to be completed 

eg~ona Board staff), 

Grant Grant Fede~al State Local 
Number Title Share Share Share 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

$ $ $ 

Please list, any substant;al 
A 

• additional fundi g . 
ttorney's Office in FY 1977 f . n rece~ved by this State's 

bl"dget h rom sources other than i tl'" C ~ or t rough grant awards made by the Gover ,·c
n 

.: ~unty 
Law Enforcement, nor s OIrnn~ss~on on 

Project Title/Description Funding Source 

D.2.5 

Total Award 
Amount 

$ 

$_----

$ 

$ 
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D.' STATE'S ATTORNEY WORKLOAD AL~D RESOURCES 

The following set of questions more specifically address the personel 
assignments and workloads within the State's Attorneyts Office. Many of 
the questi.ons will require that subjective answers or best available esti
mates be made. Your assistance in attempting to complete all the questions 
is most appreciated. 

* 1. The table that follows requires submitting information on the allo-
cation of prosecutors. The purpose of thiD table isOto obtain in
formation on how prosecutors are assigned with respect to the level 
of court processing (i.e., Juvenile Court, adult District Court, 
adult Circuit Court, Special Unit;s) and the type of activ'itfes 
(Le., Screening and Investigation, Court Trial, Charging Document or 
Petition Preparation, Grand Jury, Other). The table should only in
clude prosecutors whose responsibility is directed at whole or in p~rt to 
actual case processing and should not include prosecutors solely involved 
with administration and officf7 management. 

The table should be completed in two parts. The following instructions 
address each of the two parts: 

.* PART 1: Number of Prosecutors Assigned to Level of Court Processing 

This portion of the table deals strictly with the assignment of the 
total number of prosecutors by level of court processing. The ,three levels 
of court processing defined in the table are Juvenile Court processing, 
adult District Court processing, and adult Circuit Court processing. Addi
tional spaces ar~ provided for any special processing units the State's Attor
ney's Office may have (e. g., rape unit, major fraud unit, post-conviction). 
Both full-time and part-time* prosecutors should be accounted for in the 
appropriate column under the column heading "Total Prosecutors". 

Please determine which of the three descriptions which follow, i.e., 
~, E.:.., or.£.!., best describes your State I s Attorney's ,Office,. Then please 
complete the first part of this chart as explained in the description. 

* a. Prosecutors Uniguely Assigned to Court Processing Levels 

In State's Attorney Offices where prosecutors are uniquely 
assigned to specific levels of court processing, then the total 
number of prosecutors that are uniquely assigned to each level 
of processing should be entered in the appropriate space tinder 
the column heading "Total Prosecutors". If the State's Attorney's 

*Part-time for the purpose of completing th;i.s question is a prosecutor 
working less than 35 hours per week for the State's Attorney's Office. 
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Office has special units, then such units should be included 
in the blank spaces provided and the total number of prosecutors 
assigned to the unit so indicated. The sum of the total number 
of prosecutors assigned by level of court processing should equal 
the Grand Total of Prosecutors assigned at the bottom of the UTotal 
Prosecutors" column heading. 

*b. Prosecutors Uniguely Assigned and Prosecutors with Shared Levels 
of Court Processing 

Some State's Attorney Offices may combine the assignment of prose
cutors - some may be uniquely assigned to a level of court proces
sing and other prosecutors may share more than one level of court 
processing. Where the prosecutors are assigned to specific levels 
of court processing the number of prosecutors should be indicated 
in the appropriate level of processing under the column heading 
"Total Prosecutors". Prosecutors assigned to more than one level 
of court processing should be accounted for by estimating the fraction 
of prosecutor(s) assigned to each level of court processing. ~~en 
prosecutors are assigned by both methods to a given level of court 
processing, then the sum of the two (i.e., number of prosecutors uni
quely assigned and fraction of prosecutors assigned) should represent 
the total number of prosecutors assign:=d to that level of processing. 
In addition, the sum of the prosecutors assigned to all the levels 
of court processing should equal the Grand Total of prosecutors 
assigned to '.:.he State's Attorney Office at the bottom of the "Total 
Prosecutors" column heading. 

*c. Prosecuto'rs with Shared Levels of Court Processing 

In State's Attorney Offices where all the prosecutors handle more 
than one level of court processing, then an estimate of the fraction 
of prosecutors assigned to each level should be used or alternatively, 
an estimate of the percentage of total prosecutor time allocated to 
each level of court processing should be entered in the appropriate 
spaces under the column heading "Total Prosecutors": If fractions 
of prosecutors are used, then the sum of the frac:tions of prosecutors 
allocated to the levels of court processing should equal the Grand 
Total number of prosecutors. If percentage of prosecutor's time 
is used to indicate the allocation of prosecutors among the levels 
of court processing, then the sum of the percentages should equal 
100% and the total number of prosecutors on staff should be entered 
in the Grand Total under the comumn heading "Total Prosecutors". 

D.2.7 



PART 2: Number of Prosecutors Assigned by Type of Activity 

The second part of the table should now be completed. The purpose of 
this part of the table l.s to obtain an understanding of the assignment of 
prosecutors within a given level of court processing by type of activity. 
Full-time and part-time*prosecutors should be accounted for by activity within 
each level of court processing. If a particular activity is not applicable 
then insert "NAil in the space. 

There may be differences also in how this part of the table is completed 
depending upon the way in which prosecutors are assigned in each State's 
Attorney Office. Please determine which of the three descriptions 1;V'hich 
follows, i.e., a., b., or c., best describes your State's Attorney's Office. 
Then please complete-the s~ond part of the table as explained in the descrip
tion. 

a. Unique Assignment of Prosecutors to Activities 

b. 

\ 

In State's Attorney Offices where prosecutors are uniquely 
assigned to activities within a given level of court processing, 
then the number of pr0secutors assigned to each of the activities 
should be entered. The sum of the prosecutors over all the activi
ties should equal the total prosecutors assigned to that level (e.g., 
Juvenile Court, adult District Court) of processing. 

Prosecutors Uniquely Assigned to Activities and Prosecutors 
Performing Several Activities 

A State's Attorney Office may combine their assignment of pro-
secutors where some may be uniquely assigned to an activity within 
a given level and other prosecutors may be assigned to several 
activities. In completing the table the number of prosecutors 
uniquely assigned to-activities within a specific level of processing 
should be entered in the appropriate space. Those prosecutors assigned 
to more than one activity within a given level of processing should 
be indicated by estimating the fraction of a prosecutor spent on 
each activity. Where some prosecutors are uniquely assigned to 
an activity B'nd other prosecutors are assigned to more than one 
activity within the same level ,of processing, then that activity 
should include the sum of the prosecutors uniquely assigned to the 
activity and the fraction of prosecutors assigned to that activity 
who also perform other activ~,tieswithin the same level of court 
processing. The total number of prosecutors assigned to all the 
activities for a given level should equal the total number of pro
secutors assigned to that level of processing. 

*Part-time for the purpose of completing this question is a prosecutor 
1 h 35 hours per Week for the State's Attorney's Office. working ess t an 
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C. Prosecutors Sharing the Activities 

In State's Attorney Offices where all the activities are shared 
among the prosecutor(s), then the number of prosecutor(s) assigned 
to each of the activities can be performed in one of two ways. 
The number of-prosecutors assigned to the activities could be 
estimated in fractions of prosecutors to indicate the ;,ortion of 
prosecutor(s.) assigned to each activity relative to all the activi
ties within a given level of processing. Where this is done the 
fraction of prosecutors assigned over all the activities for a . 
given level should equal the number or fraction of prosecutors 
assigned to that level of ..::ourt processing. The other, and per
haps easier, way to assign the prosecutor's activities would be to 
estimate the percentage of time spent on each activity relative to 
the total number of activities for each level of court processing. 
When percentages are used, then the sum of the percentages for all 
the activities within each level of court processing should equal 
100%. 

D.2.9 

t 
I 

I' :! 
Ii 
'I 
'i 
" '( 
1I 
i 



~~~~--- --.. ---.. ~---------~~--------------------------------------------~------~----------------------------

(I 

1 ; 

, 
i 

*QUESTION D .1. - STATE'S ATTORNEY RESOURCE AND WORKLOAD ALLOCATION 

,,"PART 2: TYPE OF ACTIVITY PROSECUTORS ARE ASSIGNED TO: 

J 

I 
......... 

* COURT! CHARGING 
PART 1: sc~ iD ISPOS ITION /TRIAI I DOCUMENT OR LI LEVELS OF COURT TOTAL AND (JUVENILE OR) PETITION 

PROCESSING HANDLED PROSE~UTORS* IilVESTIGATI ADULT--CRIMINAL PREPARATION GRAND JURY OT 
BY THE STATE'S Full Part Full Part ,~1 Part ~~1~ Part Full Part ~! Part 

ATTORNEY Time Time* Time Time* me Time*~ 1me Time** Time Time* Time** 
.~ 

I 
I 

e I 
~ 
~ t:J 

\ 
. 
N . 
I-' 

I 
0 

'I 
, 

Juvenile '" ~ / 
Adult: I ~ . ,/ ! 

District 

~ /! Court 

Circuit 

~ Court. / . 

Other Special 

/ 
V 

"~ Units: 

I 

vV ~ 
~ 

/ "-J 

I 

Grand Total V"·-( '" 

o 

L 

!~ *Prosecutors act~ally assigned cases,. ~hou1d not include administrative prosecutors. 

.
. **Part-time if; defined for the purpose oe completing this question as a prosecutor who works less than 35 I·' .... ~ '. 

f! hours per:?ii2ek for the State's Attorney's Office. \ 
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a. Please estimate the average numbE~r of working hours per 'work week 
for a full-time prosecutor, a part-time* prosecutor? 

Full-time hrs. /week 

Part-tim~* ___________________ _ hra. /week 

*Part-time for the purpose of completing this question is a 
prosecutor \.;rho works less than 35 hours per week for the 
State's Attorney's Office. 

b. On the average for every one hour of courtroom'time spent by a 
prosecutor, please estimate how many hour(s) are spent in out-of
court (preparation) time for each of the following courts. (Fractions 
of an hour can be used.) 

(1) District Court (Adult Criminal) ___ hour(s) 

(2) Circuit Court (Adult Criminal) hourCs) 

(3) Juvenile Court __ hour(s) 

c. Please estimate the average time a prosecutor spends in criminal 
court per Circuit Court "Court" Trial: * ; per 
Cireui t Court "Jury" Trial: * __________ _ 

For every one hour spent on a Court Trial*, hour(s) are spent 
in out-of-court (preparation time) and for every one hour spent 
on a Jury Trial * ,hour(s) are spent 'in out-of-court (preparation ,---
time). (Fractions of an hour can be used.) 

*For purposes of this question a trial in a criminal case is defined as 
a contested hearing on the essential facts of the specific offense(s) 
as alleged for the maintained purpose of making final dispositon of the 
case where both parties are present or. represented and where contesting 
the action or proceedings has advanced to the point where (1) the jury is 
sworn, or if a non-jury (i.e., court) case, (2) at least one witness has 
been placed under oath. Guilty or p.olo contendere pleas prf.or to (1) or 
(2) above are not trials for the purpose of this definition. 
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3. 
I~ 

District Court of Maryland statistics show a total of / / /3 
criminal defendant cases* (does not include any traffic) disposed 
of for FY 1977 for your jurisdiction. The statistics show the defenc.ant 
cases disposed of in the following manner: 

Bound over to the Circuit Court: 

(Includes held for Grand Jury, 
Preliminary Hearing, Specials 
to the Cir cuit Court). 

Praying a Jury Trial to the Circuit Court: 

Disposed of at the District Court: 

(Includes defendants who subsequently 
appeal their Di9trict Court conviction 
to the Cir cuit Court). 

TOTAL CRIMINAL DEFENDANT CASES: 

a. Do these statistics seem fairly reasonable? 

i I Yes 

1113 

L:1 No, please, cornment, ______________________________________ __ 

(Please attach supporting statistics where available) 

b. For each of the abbva types of action or dispositions by the 
District Court, please indicate the approximate percentage (%) 
of the cases where a State's Attorney was present at the actiqn 
or disposition: 

1/ of Defendant 
Cases 

7. ,of Time State's 
Attorney Present 

Bound over to th~ Circuit Court % 
------------~--~ 

% Prayed a Jury Trial ------------------
District Court Disposed % 

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

*These criminal defendant cases' are actual District Court case jackets dis
posed of not charges. District Court statistics show that for FY 1977 these 

/1/3 caseS--;epresented a total of 13,27 charges for your jurisdiction. 
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*4. Eacl1 State's Attorney's Office currently prepares charging documents 
for Circuit Court criminal defendants in iii somewhat different way,' 
For each of the types of charging documents listed below please indi-
ca te by an "X" in the space provided the definition of a charging do cu
ment which best describes the general practice in your Stateis Attorney's 
Office: 

Definitions of Charg
ing Documents 

1. Each charge in a case 
against a defendant 
on an individual docu
ment: 

2, All charges in a case 
against a defendant on 
the same document: 

3. All charges on all de-
fendants in the same 
case on the same docu-
ment: 

4. Other, explain '-----

Type of Charging Document: 

.IJ 
j../ 
a 
p" 
p" 
;:I 

tr.l 
I 
t:: a 
Z 

-

-

-

-

D.2.13 

- -

- -

- -

- -

t:: a 
'r-f 
.IJ 
U .,., 
2 a 
u 
I 

.IJ 
en 
a 

p", 

j r: 

J' 

! 1 
\ 

~",~ 



*5. 

6. 
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" 

Please indicate by an "X" in.) the box below the d.efinit'ions' of a juvenile 
i r State's Attorney's petition which best describes the general.pract~ce n you 

Office: 

o 

o 

o 

Each complaint against the juvenile result ing from the same re
ferral on a separate petition. 

All complaints against the juvenile resulting from the same 
referral on the same petition. 

All complaints on all juveniles resulting from the same referral 
on the same petition. 

L:7 Other, explain: 

Administrative Office of the Courts Statistics for FY 1977 for your jurisdiction 
show the following number of criminal document filings, terminations, and 
pending balance awaiting disposition as of the end of FY 1977: 

Type of Charging Document 

Non-Support (Criminal) 
Indictment 
Criminal Information 
Appeal-Traffic 
Appeal-Criminal 
Jury Trial Pray-D.C. 
Post .-Conviction 

TOT1'.1 

II of Filings 

o 

/1 

o 
)/4 

3/ Active pending balance as of 6/30/77: 
Do these statistics appear fairly reasonable1 

DYes 

ONo, please comment 

# of Terminations 

0 ., 
( 

(.,2-

10 
2./ 
1"2-

CJ 
1'7-

(Please attach supporting statistics where available) 
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Based on the statistics shown in question 6, the breakdown for each 
type of Ci~cuit Court charging document as a percentage (%) of the total 
charging documents terminated for your jurisdiction for FY 1977 are shown hpln",. 
Please estimate the percentage of prosecutor's time (i.~., working hours 
of prosecutors assigned to Circuit Court activity), that is spent on the 
preparation and completion through Circuit Court disposition for each of 
the types of charging documents (for example, criminal informations may 
be 35% of the total charging documents terminated, but in order to terminate 
them 50% of the prosecutor's total available working time must be spent 
on terminating this type of charging document.) 

Type of Charging 
Document 

Non-Support (Crim
inal) 

Indictment 

Criminal Infor
mation 

II of Documents 
Terminated FY 1977 

o 
7 

Appeal - Traffic I 0 

Appeal - Criminal ~I 

Jury Trial Pray-u.c. _____ /_~ ______ _ 

Post Conviction o 
TOTAL 

D.2.IS 

% of Total 
Documents 

0 % 

'.3 % 

55'. 'f % 

~. q % 

1'8. g % 

I D. 7 °1 
l4 

0 % 

100 % 

% of Prosecutor's 
(Circuit Court) Time 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

100 % 
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8. As noted previously, Administrative Office 6f the Courts criminal statistics ., 
for your county show a total of /17- criminal terminations for FY 1977. Of tt-.es 
terminations, Zk were reported to the Administrative Office of the 
Court as being via a court trial* and I ~ were reported as being via 
a jury trial*? 

Do these court and jury trial*statistics appear fairly reasonable: 

/1 Yes 

1:1 No, please comment 

(Please attach supporting statistics where available) 

*For statistical purposes the Administrative Office of the Courts defines 
a trial in criminal cases, whether an original action or an appeal de novo, 
as a contested hearing on the essential facts of the offense(s) as alleged 
for the maintained purpose of mal~ing final disposition of the case where 
both parties must be present or represented and contesting the action and 
the proceedings must advance to the point where: (1) the jury is sworn, or 
if a non-jury (i. e., court) case, (2) at least one witness has been placed under 
oath. Guilty and n610 contendere pleas entered prior to the occurrence of 
the events described in (1) and (2) above are not trials for purposes of this 
de finition. 
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9. a. As shown previously, AaUlinistrative Office of the Courts criminai 
statistics for your county show b indictments were filed in 
the Circuit Court in FY 1977. Please indicate approximately how 
many of these ~ndictments were filed directly with the Circuit 
Court (i.e., were .not indict~ents which resulted from defendants 
who were bound over to the Circuit Court from the District Court)? 

b. Approximately how many defendants do these indictments represent? 

10. a" Approximately how many true bills were not returned by the Grand Jury 
for your c~unty in FY 19777 

b. What is the approximate number of defendants i.n FY 1977 for which 
" no true bills were returned and, therefore, the defendants were not 

indicted on any charges? 

11. a. Approximately how many Circuit Court filings were there for your 
county in FY. 1977 that were the result of juveniles whose petition 
was waived from the Juvenile Court to the Circuit Court-for criminal 
processing? 

b. Approximately hmv many juveniles do these filings represent? 
--...,-

12', a. Approximately how many filings were there for your county in FY 
1977 for persons under 18 who were automatically waived at the 
point of arrest to the Circuit Court for criminal processing 
(generally speaking, juveniles arrested for murder and rape and 
14 years of age or over, juveniles arrested for armed robbery and 
16 years of age or over)? 

b, Approximately how many 'juveniles do these filings represent?' ---

Thank you for your time and efforts in completing the questionnaire, 
Please return the completed questionnaire to: Michel Lettre, Statistical 
~nalysis Section, Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement, Executive Plaza 
One; Cockeysville, l-faryland 21030. 
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The Local Jail Questionnaire which follows represents a portion of a 
larger questionnaire which was used ina Governor I,S Commission survey of 
all local jail facilities in the,State of Maryland. Local jail responses 
to this portion of. the questionnaire were used to assist in estimating the 
local jail cost and resource (e.g., bed years) information for each geographic 
grouping included in the narr~tive section of this report • 
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GOVERNOR'S COMMrSSIONON LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 

JAIL SURVEY 

--·-~~~~l 

""'~ 

A. PHYS lCAL DESCRIPTION 

1. Name of Institution: _____ -' _____ :-_____________ _ 

.2. Location of Instituti~n (address & jurisdiction served) ________ ~ ___ __ 

3. ,Date facility and any major renovations ~~re completed, __________ _ 

4. Rated Capacity 

I SQUARE 

NUMBER OF CELLS .. -

ADULTS JUVENILES TOII,.ET 
I JlEET M IF M F SHOWERS BOWLS 

a) Security Range t 
I I 1) Maximum Security I' 

2) Medium Security i i 
. . I 

i 3) Minimum Security 

b) Cell space 
1) single bed 

'< 

2) doubl'e bed; 

I 
~ -I 

I , r: ., I i 
3) triple bed 
4) four bed, ' 
S) 5-8 beds. 
6) 9-12 b~ds 

I' 

I 
1 ., 

7) 13-15 beds. 
8) lS-20.beds 
9) 20 + beds 

10) holding cell . 11) trustee cell· 
12) "drunk tank" 

,13) segregation 
cell 

.1 

0.3.2 

i. '; 
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5. 

c) Do the following conditions exist? 

1) A~e sentenced offenders separated from non-sentenced inmates? 

2) Are male inmates kept physically and visually apart from 
female offenders? 

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

3) Are juvenile inmates kept physically and visually'apart from 
adult inmates? 

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

4) The first and/or minor offense inmates housed separately than 
serious offense inmates? 

----------------------------------
d) Average Daily Population Data FY 77 __ ~~~~ ______ -(1) copy of 

State Monthly Jail Report for Months of FY 77 
---------------------

(FY 77) 
S t L 11 en . oca 'f 

Total Length Stay of all Inmates 
Prior to Sent. 

0-4 Hours No. D.O.C. Sentencej 

5-8 Hours No. 
9-12 Hours No. 
13-24 Hours No. 
2 Days No. 
3-5 Days No. 
6-10 Days No. 
11-15 Days No. 
16-30 Days No. 
31-60 Days No. 
61-90 Days No. 
90-l20Days No. 
l20-l5QDays No • 
l50-l79Days N~. 
180 + Days No. 
Grand Total , -

·, ..... 1 ____ -

6 •• Offense Category (Most Frequent Current Admissions FY 77) 

a. ________________________________ No._~------______________ _ 
b ._____________ _ .. ~, _____ No " _____________________ _ 
c· _______________________________ 

NO
• ______________________ _ 

d· _______________________________ 
No

• _______________________ _ 
e· _______________________________ 

No
• ________________________ _ 

f. ______ ~ ____________________ No~ ______________________ _ 
g. No. ____________________ _ 
h. No. 

----------------------i ·------,~w No " _________________ _ 
j .-.,.,.~-,---" ___________ No " _____________ _ 
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7. FY 77 Med:tan length of pretrial stay: 
------~--------------~------FY 77 Med:Lan length of post-trial stay:,, ________________ _ 

8. Means \')f Release - 'Percent of all Releases (FY 77) 

I a. Catlh bond to Court 
b. Re1ellse on Own Recognizance 

I 
c. Di ve;rsion Program 

I d. P1al'!led on PI'obation/Paro1e I e. Paict Fine 
f. Completed Sentence 
g. Sent,enced/ Transferred to State 
h. Tranl3ferred to l-ledica1/Physiatric, 

Facility 
i. o the: l' (Designate) 
j. Total - , __ ~ ___________________________ ~ _________ (Shou1d equal 

Total of t/S) 

9. Adminis tra tion 

a. Is adE~quate office space for administration available? -------
b. Is adlunistrative office space outside of the security perimeter? 

c. Are' f:irearms stored in a secure area? ______________ __ 

d. Is adequate parking available for staff and visitors?_, ____ _ 

10. Food Serv:ices 

a. Does the institution have kitchen faci1ities? ___________ .,..--

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

kce food storage area and refrigeration maintained in a 
sani,tary condition adequate for purposes of protecting food 
from insects; rodents, dust, water, decay, rot or other 
destl~uctive forces? _______________________ _ 

How mG\ny meals are served inmates dai1y? __________________ _ 

Whel:e do inmates eat? ______ '_'_' _____ ---------------

If :1~n a'dining area, what is the capacity of the .area? _______ _ 

Do lthe meals provid~ a balanced diet? ________ • _______ _ 

g. Are special diets provided when prescribed by B.:~hyf!..ic,ian?.-.--__ 

h. By whom is the food prepared? ________ ~ _______________ ___ 

i. Are: persons who handle food examined and certified by a doctor 
to !be in such a healthy condition as to not create contagi9n 
or .infection? _____________________________________ _ 

j. ~~st provisions are made for drinking water fQr inmates? __ ~ _______ _ 

",. 

.. 

...., 

1 
• 

j 

.' lib 
'r 

r 
.,. 

'!' .. 
w 

• i:Jlilfi 

'"" 

\ 

2 • PERSONNEL 
. MON. TUES. WED. r£HURS. 

a. Staff Scheduling (shift) 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
a. Chief Jailor: ,Sher:f,ff 

Warden 
b. Assistant 
c. Correc.tional Officer, 

Guard 
d. Matron 

'e. Counse10'rs 
f. Clerical Personnel ' , 

f 

g. Maintenance Personnel 
h. Other ,,ei 

liP' 
h. How are positions filled: 

Chief Jailor, Sheriff, wardel .... ! ___________ _ 

Assistant --------------------,-------------

Correctional Officer, Guard 
-------------~--------

Matron, __________________________________________ __ 

Counselors 
--------------~-------------------------

Clerical Personnel '----------------------------------

)).3.7 

:FRI. SAT. SlJN • 
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

No. of Are these 
Employees Employees 

Sworn in 
Office? 

i . 



i 
/, 

Maintenance personnel ________________ _ No. of 
Employees 

Are these 
Employees 
Sworn in 
Officer? 

How many personnel of each category work full time in the Institution? 

How many personnel of each category work part time in the institution? 

3. Indicate duties of staff other than institutional functions and 
the percentage of time expended in those other duties. 

DUTY % OF TIME 
a) Transportation of prisoners t-~ _ .... Court 
b) Trnasportation of prisoners to DOC 
c) Transportation of prisoners to 
d) Courtroom duty 
e) Serving Civil p~pers 
£) Other (specify) 

d. Training 

e. 

In the space provided indicate whether the staff in each catego~T 
(a) has completed correctional training Commission preservice 
tr<'1ining; (b) additional inservice training. 

1) Chief Jailor, Sheriff, Warden (a) ___ --'-___ (b) _______ _ 
,...,...-______ (b) _______ _ 
__________ (b) _________ _ 

2) Assistant (a) 
3) Correctional Officer, Guard (aY' 

________ (b) ___ .-__ --
__ "'---_____ (b) ___ , ___ _ 

4) Matron (Ii) 
5) Counselors (a) 
6) Clerical Personnel (a) __________ (b) ____ ~~~--~-
7) Maintenance Personnel (a) __ ~ _______ (b) ___________ _ 

8) Other (a) _________ (b) __ ~ ____ ~ 

Describe any duties performed by trustees: 

D.3.B 
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