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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The accompanying report is intended to explain, describe, and clarify the current
state of sentencing practices, population trends, and correctional treatment in Dela-
ware. It is structured in two interrelated parts, with the first section describing sen-
tencing patterns and overall correctional trends, and the second section presenting
information related to correctional treatment. This document was prepared at the
request of the Delaware General Assembly, who authorized the Sentencing Account-
ability Commission (SENTAC) to prepare a report on sentencing trends as well as a
report comparing recidivism rates among participants of the Greentree, Key, and
Crest correctional treatment programs.

SENTENCING TRENDS

The sentencing reform efforts led by SENTAC have caused sweeping changes in
the administration of justice in the State of Delaware. What began as a five-step
hierarchical framework for punishing offenders has evolved into a multi-layered
system designed to hold them accountable as well as to foster rehabilitation.

Delaware’s system reflects a comprehensive focus on offender management, and in-
cludes a number of structural and programmatic options designed to punish offenders
while addressing the underlying behavioral problems associated with their criminal
activity. Despite the complexities that result from integrating rehabilitative services
into Delaware’s punishment structure, SENTAC believes it is the right thing to do to
promote individual change, reduce recidivism and protect the public.

Major findings related to overall correctional trends reveal that:

❒❒❒❒❒ The overall goals of SENTAC are largely being met. Superior Court sentenc-
ing patterns indicate that offenders with serious and violent lead charges
receive sentences to Level V incarceration while less serious offenders are
arrayed among the less restrictive—and less expensive—Levels I through IV.

❒❒❒❒❒ SENTAC is holding offenders accountable. In 1999, the Superior Court
handled almost 70 percent more violations of probation (VOPs) than it did
new charges. Growth in the VOP population has been significant, and
VOPs account for the single largest source of admissions (approximately
40%) to Level V. Most of these admissions are to jail (sentences of one
year or less). SENTAC anticipated growth in this population based on its
focus on accountability, and these findings indicate the system is working
as it was designed.
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1Because of the shorter length of stay, 400 Crest beds translates to approximately 800 “slots” of 6–9
months duration.

❒❒❒❒❒ Treatment is interwoven into the structure of sanctions in all supervision
levels. Judges are imposing “addiction” sentences whereby all or a portion
of a Level V sentence can be suspended upon successful completion of a
correctional treatment program (Key, Greentree, or bootcamp). At the end
of 1999, 28 percent of the prison population was serving suspendable
“addiction” sentences in Key or Greentree programs.

❒❒❒❒❒ The change under SENTAC has been large and rapid. The movement of
offenders that occurs underneath the platform of sentencing—the “flow
downs” and “flow ups” into sanctions and treatment—is a hallmark of the
system. This movement among the levels is designed to gradually return
offenders to productive and crime-free status in the com-
munity while preventing new criminal activity and to intercede when of-
fenders do not comply with the requirements of supervision and treatment.

❒❒❒❒❒ While the overall DOC “count” population has grown substantially over
the years, much of the growth has been related to increased admissions in
the “detained” population (although time held in pre-trial detention has
remained stable, between 25-31 days); in Level IV programs; in Level V
treatment programs; and in Level V programs that are not part of the major
institutional structure (boot camp). Length of stay in jail and prison re-
mained relatively constant between 1997 and 1999.

❒❒❒❒❒ Although treatment slots have increased in Level IV, overall expansion of
work release and other Level IV options has not kept pace. In fact, regular
“non-treatment” work release has diminished in capacity. All offenders
need transitional support when they are facing the critical time—the cri-
sis—of reentering the community.

CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT

The accompanying document presents a snapshot view of comparative recidivism
among the Key, Crest and Greentree programs for offenders discharged during 1999.
The findings herein that relate to correctional treatment in Delaware should be con-
sidered preliminary for several reasons that are described more fully in the body of
the report.

Correctional treatment in Delaware rapidly expanded throughout the 1990s. Today,
the Key and Crest continuum of therapeutic community (TC) treatment includes
approximately 600 institutional beds, 400 work release/Crest beds1, and approxi-
mately 400 aftercare slots. The Greentree program expanded from about 25 residents
in the late 1980s to its current capacity of approximately 175 inmates.
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Preliminary findings from this study include:

❒❒❒❒❒ Delaware has established a comprehensive system of therapeutic commu-
nity (TC) services throughout the correctional system. Research supports
this model of treatment for offenders with long histories of substance
abuse, criminality, and other associated disorders.

❒❒❒❒❒ A continuum of treatment that begins in the prisons and transitions of-
fenders into the community reduces recidivism. Institutional treatment
alone reduces recidivism, but results erode over time without transitional
care and aftercare. This finding is consistent with other research findings
that support a full continuum of treatment following release from custodial
programs.

❒❒❒❒❒ Delaware has established a continuum of TC services to provide institu-
tional treatment, transitional services and aftercare, a model that has
shown positive outcomes in other research studies. It appears from this
study that too few offenders are receiving the full benefit of this con-
tinuum. Sentencing and classification practices do not always support the
utilization of the treatment continuum, and program placement appears to
be driven primarily by length of time on sentences and slot availability.
SENTAC will examine more closely how offenders move through the cor-
rectional treatment continuum in a scheduled follow-up study, and will
recommend corrective action to support optimal use of these services.

❒❒❒❒❒ The programs in Delaware are treating offenders with very serious crimi-
nal histories, and any reductions in recidivism are positive. Improvements
to institutional management provided by TCs may also provide collateral
benefits such as reductions in violence, reduced disciplinary incidents and
improved institutional control.

❒❒❒❒❒ Results indicate that Greentree graduates do about as well as Key graduates
who do not complete Crest, but the effects of institutional treatment are
enhanced if followed by transitional care in the community. In terms of
arrests for violent felonies, Key/Crest graduates have the lowest recidivism
rates compared to other populations. The Crest program is effective at fur-
ther reducing recidivism generally for Key graduates, as well as for offend-
ers who enter the program following incarceration or who enter as direct
Level IV sentences.

❒❒❒❒❒ Surveillance and supervision of offenders in treatment programs, and fol-
lowing treatment completion, is high. The system is intervening when sub-
stance abuse or behavioral slips occur by violating probation and seeking
court action. This activity promotes public safety to a much larger extent
than was occurring pre-SENTAC.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Several important activities would improve the overall management of the system. A
full set of recommendations is included in the attached report. Briefly, they include:

❒❒❒❒❒ Continued examination of the issues related to VOPs. A scheduled follow-
up study by SENTAC will provide more information regarding the VOP
population.

❒❒❒❒❒ Support of more comprehensive examination of the Level IV and Level V
DOC “count” populations.

❒❒❒❒❒ Expansion of work release capacity in Level IV. Non-treatment work re-
lease has diminished in capacity, and all offenders need transitional sup-
port when they are reentering the community.

❒❒❒❒❒ Ongoing improvements in the correctional treatment continuum, including
adoption of the American Correctional Association’s Standards for Thera-
peutic Communities and providing transitional care and aftercare for all
TC graduates.

❒❒❒❒❒ Support of a process to re-examine the ways that offenders are placed in
treatment services to support better use of the treatment continuum.

❒❒❒❒❒ Removal of restrictions on placing Key graduates into Crest programs at
the end of their Level V sentences and other barriers that prevent full use
of the treatment continuum.

❒❒❒❒❒ Provide SENTAC with the resources to monitor and examine the impact of
these corrective actions, as well as its overall impact, on an ongoing basis.
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INTRODUCTION
This report was prepared at the request of the Delaware General Assembly, which
authorized the Sentencing Accountability Commission (SENTAC) to conduct a number
of research studies related to correctional treatment, sentencing, and correctional trends
in Delaware. A research plan was submitted by SENTAC and approved by the Office
of the Controller General and the Office of the Budget, and is included as Appendix A.

Section A of the research plan called for a report comparing recidivism rates among
participants in Greentree, Key, and Crest programs. Specifically, the report was to
answer the question, “What are the comparative recidivism rates among Greentree,
Crest and Key?”

Section D of the research plan called for a report on sentencing trends. Specific ques-
tions to be answered under this section include: “For what offenses are the offenders
in the prisons?” “How long are they in the prisons?” “Are we complying with the
SENTAC guidelines?”

This analysis was conducted under the auspices of SENTAC and its Sentencing Re-
search Committee2, and was carried out by the Delaware Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) in consultation with Elizabeth A. Peyton of Peyton Consulting Services,
located in Newark, Delaware, and Peter B. Rockholz of Criminal Justice Solutions,
located in Middletown, Connecticut.

Although these two reports have different due dates3, as work progressed it became
apparent to researchers and to SENTAC that many of the findings related to sentenc-
ing trends have direct bearing on the operations and results of the correctional treat-
ment programs. In the interest of presenting a more complete picture, this document
presents findings related to both sentencing trends and correctional treatment in
Delaware.

Additional work, some of which may have bearing on the findings and conclusions of
this report, will be conducted at a later date, with reports due to the General Assem-
bly during 2002. Significantly, research related to the flow of offenders through cor-
rectional treatment programs is due in October, 2002, and many of the findings re-
lated to recidivism in correctional treatment programs are correlated with offender
movement. As such, the findings presented in the correctional treatment section of
this report should be considered very preliminary.

This report is reflective of trends and patterns through calendar year 1999. As such,
more current DOC population numbers should be factored into immediate policy
decisionmaking.

2Members of the Sentencing Research Committee include Hon. Richard S. Gebelein, SENTAC Chair-
man; Hon. Stanley W. Taylor, Commissioner of Correction; and David S. Swayze, Esq., who served as
Committee Chairman. Gail Riblett Rohm, Deputy Director, Criminal Justice Council, Bryan Sullivan,
Budget Office, and Evelyn Nestlerode, Office of the Controller General, attended committee meetings
and contributed significantly to the work.
3The report related to Section A is due on 3/31/02; the report related to Section D is due 10/31/02.
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SENTENCING TRENDS
IN DELAWARE
This section of the report is intended to
satisfy the requirements set forth in the
SENTAC Research Plan, Section D.
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SENTENCING TRENDS IN DELAWARE
This section of the report is intended to satisfy the requirements set forth in the
SENTAC Research Plan, Section D.

SENTENCING REFORM IN DELAWARE

In 1986, the Sentencing Accountability Commission (SENTAC) adopted the Master
Plan for Sentencing Reform that was subsequently enacted by law and court rule in
October 1987. This plan called for the establishment of a five-level system of gradu-
ated sanctions ranging from the most secure—Level V incarceration, to the least
secure—Level I administrative probation. Associated sentencing standards and prin-
ciples were developed to place offenders along the supervision continuum based
upon their crimes and criminal histories. This system was designed to replace the
traditional “in-out” decision by judges whereby offenders were sentenced to either
incarceration or probation. The overall goals of SENTAC, as established by the
General Assembly and listed in priority order, were to:

❒❒❒❒❒ Incapacitate the violence-prone offender;
❒❒❒❒❒ Restore the victim, and;
❒❒❒❒❒ Rehabilitate offenders.

These different levels of punishment and surveillance, referred to as “accountability
levels,” were intended to allow the judiciary to reserve incarceration for the most
serious and/or repetitive offenders, thereby minimizing prison costs while maximiz-
ing opportunities for rehabilitation at the intermediate levels of sanctioning.

These accountability levels are:

❒❒❒❒❒ Level V—Incarceration. 24-hours a day in a secure correctional facility.
Incarceration in Delaware includes jail (sentences to 12 months or less),
prison (sentences to longer than 12 months), and sentences to life or death.
In 1999, boot camp was added as another Level V sentencing option4.

❒❒❒❒❒ Level IV—Quasi-incarceration. Sentences to Level IV are designed to
provide a high level of surveillance (nine or more hours per day) in a com-
munity setting. Currently, Level IV includes halfway-house supervision,
home confinement with electronic monitoring, placement in a residential
treatment facility, placement in a Violation of Probation (VOP) Center, or
Re-Entry court supervision.

❒❒❒❒❒ Level III—Intensive Supervision. Level III includes multiple weekly
direct and collateral contacts (eight or more hours per week) between the
intensive probation officer and the offender while the offender is still free

4Delaware has a unified Department of Correction, wherein jail, detention, prison and all community
corrections programs are placed within that state agency.
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to live in the community. Level III can include requirements for day report-
ing, as well as intensive supervision following completion of Boot Camp.
This level is supervised by probation officers who should be carrying lim-
ited caseloads of approximately one officer to 25 offenders.

❒❒❒❒❒ Level II—Field Supervision. Level II is best equated to the pre-SENTAC
sanction of probation. Offenders receive one to five hours of supervision
per month.

❒❒❒❒❒ Level I—Administration Supervision. Level I consists of initial report-
ing and a monthly review of computerized arrest records, program partici-
pation verification, and verification of payments of fines and restitution.

Figure 1, entitled Pre- and Post-SENTAC Sentencing Alternatives, compares sentencing
options pre- and post-SENTAC.

Sentences at all levels are also designed to include conditions for victim reparation
(restitution and/or community service), participation in appropriate treatment (sub-
stance abuse, mental health, domestic violence, anger control, etc.) and other reha-
bilitative activities such as job training, education, including obtaining a General
Equivalency Diploma (GED), and requirements to obtain and maintain employment.
In particular, the intermediate sanctions are intended to provide sufficient public
safety and punishment through the graduated loss of freedom and strict accounta-
bility while maximizing the chance for rehabilitation.

Figure 1.
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Sentencing Guidelines

SENTAC established sentencing guidelines to provide a rational and equitable system
for the use of the graduated sanction system. (See Table 1, entitled Presumptive Sen-
tencing Guidelines.) The guidelines serve as a tool to allocate resources to incapacitate
violent and recalcitrant offenders in expensive correctional facilities, and to provide
strict, meaningful, and less expensive community-based options for non-violent
offenders. While the guidelines are voluntary and not prescriptive, the sentencing
judge is required by court rule to take them into account at the time of sentencing,
and required by statute5to justify departure from the guidelines by articulating aggra-
vating or mitigating circumstances that led to the departure.

The SENTAC sentencing guidelines, which are outlined in the SENTAC sentencing
benchbook, incorporate the statutory sentencing requirements regarding minimum
and maximum sentences as well as the SENTAC intentions regarding graduated
sanctions. Crime severity at the time of conviction establishes the ranking for the
severity of punishment. Class A Felony crimes (statutes related to homicide and the
most serious levels of rape) require a minimum sentence of 15 years at Level V and a
maximum of life or death. Class B Felony crimes (less serious crimes involving death
and rape as well as robbery, kidnapping, and selling drugs) require a minimum sen-
tence of two years at Level V and a maximum of 20 years at Level V6.

Class C Felony convictions have a sentencing range of “0 to 10 years” which means
one of the community graduated sanctions can be given as the sentence. However,
the presumptive sentence for a Class C Felony crime is a Level V sentence of up to 30
months. Class D Felony and Felony E violent crimes also have a presumptive Level V
sentence, but non-violent and less serious felony crimes and misdemeanors have a
presumptive sentence for one of the graduated community sanctions. Presumptive
sentences are also guided by the criminal history of the defendant.

Within these sentencing guidelines, aggravating and mitigating circumstances can
play a significant role. A mitigating circumstance, mentioned on the record, may al-
low a Class C Felony offender to be placed in a midlevel sanction, and an aggravating
circumstance can allow a misdemeanor conviction to result in a Level V sentence.
When an offender is sentenced to Level V, the presumptive sentencing length is
based on up to 25 percent of the maximum term, and standards for violent offenses
are structured at a higher percentage of the statutory maximum.

5Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 4204(m)(2001).

6Under Delaware’s Truth in Sentencing statute, any Level V sentence that must be imposed as a statu-
tory minimum cannot be suspended and must be served in a Level V institution. The maximum good
time that can be used to reduce any Level V sentence is 25 percent, although few offenders can earn
that amount.
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Presumptive Sentencing Guidelines

Felony A Level V: 15 Yr. Min. Prison

Felony B Level V: 2 Yr. Min. Prison

Felony C Violent Level V up to 2.5 Yrs. Prison Felony C Non Violent Level V up to 1 Year

Felony D Violent Level V up to 2 Yrs. Prison Felony D Non Violent Level III up to 2 Years

Felony E Violent Level V up to 15 Mos. Prison Felony E Non Violent Level II up to 2 Years

Felony F Violent Level V up to 9 Mos. Jail Felony F Non Violent Level II up to 21 Months

Felony G Violent Level V up to 6 Mos. Jail Felony G Non Violent Level II up to 12 Months

Misdemeanor A Violent Level II up to 12 Mos. Misdemeanor A Non Viol Level I up to 12 Months

Misdemeanor A Escape Level IV up to 3 Mos. Misd. A Order & Decency Level I up to 12 Months

Misdemeanor B Violent Level V up to 2 Mos. Jail Misdemeanor B Non Viol. Fines  & Restitution

Unclassified Misdemeanor Fines & Restitution

Source: Delaware SENTAC Truth in Sentencing Benchbook 2001

Table 1.

Truth in Sentencing

In 1990, the Truth in Sentencing Act was implemented. The original sentencing
guidelines were constructed so that the severity of punishment and supervision
would coincide with the severity of the offense and prior criminal history. However,
during the early years of SENTAC, the laws allowing for use of good time credits and
a parole system that could release inmates after they served as little as 30 percent of
their incarceration sentence undermined the SENTAC structure and eroded fairness.
For example, in 1988 serious offenders such as homicide and sex offenders served
about 30 to 33 percent of their sentence while theft offenders serving shorter sen-
tences served about 73 to 78 percent of their sentence. These variances in percentage
of time served resulted in little difference in actual incarceration time despite differ-
ences in severity of crime and/or criminal history. In the early days of SENTAC a
person convicted of burglary—a violent crime—served on average 1.1 years and a
person convicted of theft—a non-violent crime—served on average 0.9 years7.

The Truth in Sentencing Act standardized the percentage of time served in a correc-
tional facility at 75 percent of the original sentence. It also redefined and regulated
good time credits and abolished parole eligibilty. The result has been that the actual
percentage of time served in a Level V facility ranges between 85 and 87 percent.

Although the Truth in Sentencing Act resulted in dramatic changes for bringing equity
to time served, it was designed to have minimal impact on the overall incarcerated
population. The Act adjusted sentence lengths for various offenses to ensure that

SENTAC
Sentencing
Guidelines

serve as a tool
to allocate
resources

7DelSAC 1989. Impact of Truth in Sentencing on Prison and Jail Populations.
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although the SENTAC principle of sentencing to 25 percent of the maximum term
was applied, actual time served was population neutral. Time served for some of the
violent crimes increased while actual time served for non-violent crimes decreased,
and the population increases caused by sentencing patterns for the more serious of-
fenders were offset by decreases in jail or prison time served by non-violent offenders.

Figure 2, entitled Percent Time Served: Pre-Post Truth in Sentencing, shows the average
time served at Level V for pre-TIS and post-TIS populations. The top two bars indi-
cate the average time served under TIS as well as the minimum time required to be
served under TIS. The bottom three bars show the average time served for pre-TIS
offenders released under good time or meritorious time, as well as the average per-
cent time served for offenders released via parole.

Figure 2.

SENTAC IS A PROCESS

The SENTAC system is designed to hold offenders at all levels accountable to the
justice system. As such, almost all sentences call for a graduated release from super-
vision based on offender compliance and progress, and there is a statutory require-
ment that all offenders who serve a Level V sentence of one year or more receive
post-release community supervision8. Typically, offenders sentenced to Level V (jail
or prison) are required to spend time in Levels IV and III before being released to
regular probation or being discharged from their obligation to the justice system.
As a result of this shift, offenders in the community are under much closer scrutiny
than they were pre-SENTAC. Likewise, failure to comply with conditions of lower
sanction levels often results in movement up to higher levels and tighter surveillance.

Percent Time ServedPercent Time Served
Pre-Post Truth in Sentencing

Truth in Sentencing Average

Truth in Sentencing Minimum

PreTruthSent Good Time

PreTruthSent Merit Time

PreTruthSent Parole

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

DelSAC March 2002

8Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 4203(I)(2001).
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Flowing Down

Most offenders are sentenced to an initial level—Level V, IV, III, etc.—and then after
successful completion of that level, they “flow down” to one or more lower levels
before their full sentence is completed. At each lower level the offender is expected to
stay crime free, cooperate with court imposed restrictions, and follow instructions
regarding rehabilitation. This process of “flow down” sentencing is designed to
gradually return the offender to productive and crime-free status in the community.

Flowing Up

The system is also designed to increase supervision based on lack of progress or non-
compliance. From the inception of SENTAC, Commissioners were aware that in-
creased surveillance at the mid-level sanctions would likely result in an increase in
violations. This process of tightening supervision when offenders start to slip is re-
ferred to as “flowing up,” and generally results from the recommendation of a proba-
tion officer and a ruling from the sentencing court. For instance, a probation officer
reporting that an offender on Level III in an outpatient treatment program has had
multiple positive drug screens could result in the court violating the offender’s proba-
tion (VOP) and issuing a new sentence to Level IV electronic home confinement,
more intensive treatment, and closer monitoring to ensure that he attends his treat-
ment program.

Guidelines for Violation of Probation

In 1991, SENTAC adopted violation of probation (VOP) standards as a means to
organize the wide-ranging responses associated with violations of probation. Prior to
the adoption of the violation of probation standards, some offenders who violated
their probation had the maximum Level V term imposed, while others may have had
their supervision increased by one level or had their conditions modified while re-
maining at the same supervision level. Currently, the SENTAC policy is to move an
offender who violates his probation up one level of supervision, absent extenuating
circumstances. Therefore, if an offender violates a Level IV electronic home confine-
ment order, he can find himself serving a jail term of one year or less. To address the
problems of violence, use or possession of weapons, and willful noncompliance with
treatment conditions, an offender violating a Level III probation or even a Level II
probation may, upon the violation, be sentenced to Level V.

Implementation of SENTAC Graduated Sanctions

Figure 3, entitled SENTAC Graduated Sanctions, shows that probation populations
grew from 6,373 in 1984 to 15,545 in 1999. This represents about a five percent
increase per year.

In 1999, the Level I administrative supervision population had a count of 3,870.
The Level II probation population was smaller in 1999 (6,085) than it was in 1987
(8,200), reflecting in part the creation of Level I. The Level III intensive and day
reporting population had a count of 6,085. The Level IV population had a count of
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offenders to
productive

and crime-free
status in the
community.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

11

SENTAC

Sentencing Trends in Delaware

1,539, and includes offenders sentenced to Level IV but held in a Level V major insti-
tution (311), Level IV offenders at Work Release facilities (including those in Crest
treatment programs (675), and Level IV offenders on electronic home confinement
or in the supervised custody program (553).

Figure 3.

Under SENTAC, the least serious offenders in the Level II population were transferred
to Level I, administrative supervision. Populations in Levels III and IV have increased
as a result of direct sentencing from the courts, flow downs of successful offenders
from Level V, or flow ups of violators from less restrictive levels of supervision.

A MAJOR SHIFT TO TREATMENT: THE BIGGEST CHANGE YET

During the late 1980s and throughout the 1990s, SENTAC initiated a number of
significant activities designed to meet its goal of rehabilitating offenders.

In 1988, the Department of Correction established the Key Therapeutic Community
(TC) at Gander Hill. In 1991, the Crest Program, funded through a National Institute
on Drug Abuse (NIDA) research grant, was established by the University of Delaware
as a work release TC located at the Plummer Work Release Center in Wilmington.
These programs have rapidly expanded and currently consist of approximately 600
institutional beds, 400 work release/Crest beds9, and approximately 400 aftercare
slots. Key and Crest programs operate in all the major institutions and work release
centers in the State, with the exception of the Delaware Correctional Center (DCC).
In addition, the Greentree program, a self-help correctional treatment program that

SENTAC Graduated Sanctions
SENTAC Starts October 1987

9Because of the shorter length of stay, 400 Crest beds translates to approximately 800 “slots” of 6–9
months duration.
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operates at the Delaware Correctional Center, expanded from about 25 inmates in
the late 1980s to its current capacity of approximately 175 inmates.

In 1994, SENTAC’s Treatment Access Committee published a report, A Coordinated
Approach to Managing the Drug Involved Offender, that outlined the substance abuse
and other treatment needs of Delaware’s offenders. This report led to the expansion
of community-based substance abuse treatment for offenders, and supported the
development of Delaware’s Drug Court Initiative. The Superior Court operates drug
courts in all three counties for sentenced and diverted offenders, as do both the
Court of Common Pleas and the Family Court. Drug court participants receive case
management support from the Treatment Access Center (TASC), which also began
in the early- to mid-1990s.

The development of these programs coincided with reported national research find-
ings that showed reductions in criminal activity for substance involved offenders
who completed long-term treatment. In addition, the integration of treatment services
into Delaware’s sentencing scheme is associated with a shift in sentencing patterns,
as judges and corrections professionals respond to relapse to drug use by increasing
both treatment and supervision intensity.

Today, Delaware has one of the most comprehensive treatment systems for offenders
in the country, and it is viewed as a national (and international) model of excellence.

Addiction Sentencing

In the late 1990s, a new method of sentencing began to emerge from the courts. Prior
to 1997, it was rare for a Level V sentence to include the possibility of suspension of
a portion of the sentence based upon successful completion of treatment programming.
Starting in 1997, and increasing since, a number of Level V offenders have been re-
ceiving “addiction sentences,” whereby judges state that all or a portion of a Level V
sentence can be suspended upon the successful completion of a correctional treatment
program (e.g., Key or Greentree). The logic underlying the shift to “suspendable”
sentences is based on the fact that high percentages of our serious criminals are
heavily involved in a drug addiction that perpetuates a criminal life style. If that dys-
functional behavior can be addressed, it is believed that concomitant reductions in
criminal activity will result. Structuring a suspendable sentence also provides consid-
erable leverage to encourage treatment entry and successful treatment completion.

In addition to the DOC Key-Crest-Aftercare and Greentree programs, the state
further invested in addiction treatment when the law was amended to provide for
suspended three year mandatory drug trafficking convictions with the condition that
offenders successfully complete the six-month Delaware Adult Boot Camp and its
drug treatment program10. A recent study of the Delaware Adult Boot Camp11 shows

10Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 6712(a)-(b)(2001).

11DelSAC 2001. Delaware’s Adult Boot Camp.
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that although a boot camp graduate may not be less likely to reappear in the criminal
justice system than other similar offenders, the amount of violent crime that these
offenders are likely to be involved is significantly reduced.

SENTENCING PATTERNS ARE CONSISTENT WITH
GOALS OF SENTAC

Delaware’s sentencing goals are being met in large measure. Table 2, entitled Superior
Court Sentencing Patterns by Crime Type, shows the highest sentencing level by level
of crime severity for Delaware Superior Court sentences in calendar year 1999. The
crime categories are organized such that FA refers to felony A, FB refers to felony B,
etc. Misdemeanors are categorized as MA, for misdemeanor A, etc., and V refers to
violations. Sentence severity ranges from the lowest level of punishment (“fine”)
through the five SENTAC sentencing levels (I, administrative probation, through V,
incarceration).

Within each of the sentencing levels, details are provided for specific sanctions
within each level. For instance, Level IV is divided into general Level IV, Home Con-
finement, and Treatment Level IV. Level V is divided into boot camp, jail (a sentence
of 12 months or less), prison (a sentence greater than 12 months), life sentences,
death sentences, time served12, and Level V treatment.

The categories referred to as “Treatment Level V,” “Treatment Level IV,” etc. include
those sentences whereby the sentence may be suspended upon successful comple-
tion. These “suspendable” sentences have been referred to as “addiction” sentences.
The many other Superior Court sentences that direct or recommend substance abuse
or other treatment for offenders (including drug court sentences, sentences to TASC,
etc.) are not included in this table.

Table 2 shows that in 1999, a total of 5532 offenders were sentenced by Superior
Court for new crimes13. Overall, Superior Court sentencing patterns are consistent
with the goals of SENTAC, as offenders with serious and violent lead charges receive
sentences to Level V incarceration, while less serious offenders are arrayed among
the less restrictive Levels I through IV. For example, this chart shows that 100 per-
cent of all Felony B offenders were sentenced to Level V, with 76.5 percent receiving
a sentence to prison (greater than one year).

It is important to remember that those sentences denoted as treatment sentences
only include those where the sentence is suspendable upon successful completion of
the program—“addiction” sentences. Therefore, these figures do not reflect the sub-
stantial numbers of offenders whose sentences contain conditions for treatment but
are not subject to suspension upon successful completion.

12Time served is a sentence that stipulates the time served in detention prior to conviction as the full
Level V sentence.

13Superior Court also disposed of 304 lead charges for felony DUI (246) and other crimes in Titles 21,
4, 6 and 7 (58) during 1999.
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SENTAC FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGES THE CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM

Focus on Offender Management

There is little question that the five-tier graduated sanction sentencing system,
sentencing guidelines, and Truth in Sentencing, combined with the integration of
treatment and other programming into the sanction structure, have fundamentally
changed the criminal justice system. Both the courts and the DOC have become
much more active in their management of offenders. Offenders are continually moni-
tored, through regular judicial oversight (most apparent in drug court), focused over-
sight by probation and law enforcement officers (as in Operation Safe Streets), and
through coordinated clinical oversight in correctional treatment programs (Key,
Crest, Greentree and boot camp). Delaware has not only moved to a system that em-
phasizes alternatives to incarceration, but has shifted to a system that expects
demonstrable behavioral change in offenders or there will be consequences.

Perhaps the most profound impact of SENTAC has been the rapid and high volume
movement of offenders throughout the five-level system after initial sentencing (the
“flow ups” and “flow downs”). Table 3, entitled Superior Court VOP Sentencing 1999,
shows Superior Court sentencing patterns for violations of probation (VOPs) for 1999.

Superior Court VOP Sentencing 1999
Final VOPs that Resulted in Level Movement

SANCTION LEVEL NUMBER OF VOPs PERCENT
LEVEL I 34 0.9%
LEVEL II 245 6.7%
LEVEL III

Level III 842 22.9%
Treatment Level III 14 0.4%

Total Level III 856 24.2%
LEVEL IV

Level IV 352 9.6%
Home Confinement 309 8.4%
Treatment Level IV 463 12.6%

Total Level IV 1,124 30.6%
LEVEL V

Boot Camp 68 1.8%
Jail (12 mos. or less) 845 23.0%
Prison (> 1 year) 98 2.7%
Life 0 0.0%
Death 0 0.0%
Time Served 2 0.1%
Treatment Level V 302 6.2%

Total Level V 1,315 36.8%

Total Superior Court 3,574 100.0%

Table 3.
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A total of 9,799 VOP cases were downloaded from the JIC files in 1999, and 4548
(46%) resulted in a change of sentencing level. In addition, some offenders had more
than one VOP during calendar year 1999. Table 3 shows a total of 3,574 “final”
VOPs that resulted in sentence level changes for 3,072 offenders who have an aver-
age of 1.5 VOP dispositions in 1999.

Table 3 also shows that VOPs result in increased sentence levels that span the gamut
of Levels I through V, with most offenders receiving sentence changes to Levels III,
IV, or V.

Several significant issues are revealed in this Table, including:

1. The sheer numbers of VOPs are staggering. The Superior Court handled
almost 70 percent more VOPs in 1999 (9,799) as it did new charges
(5,835). Since the inception of SENTAC, the VOP population has steadily
climbed, and the 1999 data reflects this phenomenon.

2. While a significant number of probation violators (23%) receive jail
sentences of a year or less, relatively few (2.7%) receive prison sentences
(greater than one year).

3. Large numbers of probation violators are given “suspendable” sentences to
treatment. 583 (12.8%) offenders were ordered to treatment at Level IV
(predominantly Crest) and 321 (7.1%) were ordered to treatment at Level V
(predominantly Key) in 1999. This pattern of VOP sentencing reflects ear-
lier research indicating that there are high levels of substance abuse in the
VOP population.

4. The movement in the system that is revealed by examining VOPs depicts
the process of supervision that occurs in the criminal justice system, rather
than the “product” of supervision that we saw in the past.

Figure 4, entitled Violation of Probation: Admitted to DOC Level V, shows how
SENTAC and other major justice initiatives have caused the number of violation of
probation admissions to increase since the early 1990s. The lighter section at the top
of the bars indicates that the sentence for the violation of probation was greater than
one year (a prison sentence). The dark portion of the bar shows the number of DOC
VOP admissions with a jail sentence (a year or less).

The reorganization of DOC’s Community Services Division with its new case
management policy in the early 1990s was the beginning of an effective relationship
between the Department of Correction and the judiciary. Following this change in
operations, criminal justice initiatives like drug court, fast track, and Operation Safe
Streets added more reasons and consequently more cases to probation violation re-
view. By 1999, about 3,000 persons were admitted to DOC Level V for violating pro-
bation, many with conditions for treatment.
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Figure 4.

Treatment is Woven into the Fabric of Justice

Only a few years ago, mandatory sentences, particularly those for drug crimes, were
viewed by SENTAC and others as working at cross purposes with sentencing guide-
lines and judicial discretion. In a recent analysis of mandatory drug sentences, it was
discovered that currently at least half of the mandatory drug sentences include the
suspension of some Level V time for successfully completing either the DOC boot
camp or a DOC Level V drug treatment program14. Incarceration is still available for
the non-addicted or violent drug dealer, or to those who fail to respond to treatment,
but drug offenders with serious addiction problems are being provided realistic moti-
vation to begin to deal with their addictive behavior. Part of the rationale behind this
shift in the use and meaning of mandatory sentencing is based on the understanding
of justice leaders that intervening in substance abuse can lead to significant reduc-
tions in criminal activity—reductions that are not likely to occur if the substance
abuse remains unchecked.

Table 4, entitled Summary of 1999 Superior Court Sentencing Patterns: New Crimes
and Violations of Probation, combines information about new sentences and VOPs,
and shows changes in sentencing practices that are measurable and significant. Only
a few years ago, Superior Court sentencing to boot camp and treatment Level V, IV,
or III did not exist.
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Summary of 1999 Superior Court Sentencing Patterns
New Crimes and Violations of Probation

Violation
Level of Sanction New Crime* of Probation** Total

Fine 46 0.8% 0 0.0% 46 0.5%
Level I 183 3.1% 34 0.9% 217 2.3%
Level II 1,777 30.4% 245 6.7% 2,022 21.5%
Total Level III 1,420 24.3% 856 23.3% 2,276 24.2%

Level III 1,409 24.1% 842 22.9% 2,251 23.9%
Treatment Level III 11 0.2% 14 0.4% 25 0.3%

Total Level IV 475 8.1% 1,124 30.6% 1,599 17.0%
Level IV 91 1.6% 352 9.6% 443 4.7%
Home Confinement 256 4.5% 309 8.4% 575 6.1%
Treatment Level IV 119 2.0% 463 12.6% 582 6.2%

Total Level V 1,935 33.2% 1,315 36.8% 3,250 34.5%
Boot Camp 152 2.6% 68 1.8% 220 2.3%
Treatment Level V 97 1.7% 302 6.2% 399 4.2%
Jail (12 mos. or less) 811 13.9% 845 23.0% 1,656 17.6%
Prison (> than 12 months) 605 10.4% 98 2.7% 703 7.5%
Life 16 0.3% 0 0.0% 16 0.2%
Death 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0%

Time served 253 4.2% 2 0.1% 255 2.7%

Total Superior Court 5,835 3,574 9,409

* The New Crime total of 5,835 is the lead charge for each conviction in calendar year 1999.
This represents a total of 8,730 charges for 4,804 individuals.

** This number references the last active VOP sentence in 1999.

Table 4.

Table 4 shows that in 1999, a total of 220 persons were sentenced by Superior Court
to adult boot camp. 152 of these were sentenced for new criminal charges and 68
were sentenced as violation of probation offenders. Many offenders who are offered
boot camp can avoid a lengthy or mandatory prison term.

An additional 399 offenders were sentenced to Level V treatment as a result of new
crimes (97) or VOPs (302). These offenders also have the opportunity to avoid a
lengthy prison term, since their sentences allow for a suspension of the prison sen-
tence upon successful completion of the Level V correctional treatment program.

Because options have expanded, the judicial decision to incarcerate in prison is lower
than in the past. A total of 703 offenders were sentenced to “regular” prison for new
crimes or VOPs, compared with 619 offenders who received suspendable or addiction
sentences to Level V treatment or boot camp. Without the availability of treatment
sentences or boot camp, a large proportion of offenders sentenced to prison would
likely be serving lengthier non-suspendable prison sentences.

Jail sentences of terms less or equal to one year are the most frequent Level V sen-
tence, accounting for about one-half of the Level V sentences (1,656 out of 3,250).
Offenders who violate an existing probation account for about half of the offenders
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sentenced to jail terms (845 out of 1,656). This pattern reflects the seriousness that
the system attaches to violations of sentence conditions or failure to change criminal
behavior.

A significant number of offenders were also sentenced to treatment at Level IV. Most
of these sentences are to Crest, with 119 offenders sentenced as the result of a new
offense and 582 ordered to Crest as the result of a probation violation. Many of these
sentences would likely have been to Level V if this option were not available.

Population Trends

In the previous section, we examined sentencing patterns from the Superior Court.
To gain a better understanding of the impact of SENTAC, it is also important to ex-
amine trends and changes in the overall incarcerated population. Information from
the recently released 1997–1999 Delaware Department of Correction Incarceration Fact
Book 15 provides another view of correctional trends in Delaware.

The overall DOC “count” population has grown, but a lot of the growth has occurred
in Level IV, and in expanded Level V settings such as boot camp and institutional
treatment.

Figure 5, entitled Delaware Prison Population: Sentences Greater Than One Year, shows
the growth in the Level V prison population from 1981 through 199916.

Since 1981, the prison population has grown from 1,148 to 3,333. The most stable
period in the growth of the prison population (sentences greater than one year) was
during 1989 through 1991, when it was virtually stable. This was during the full
implementation of SENTAC and Truth in Sentencing, and occurred before arrests
for drug crimes began to spike. Much of the growth in the mid-1990s was largely due
to double digit increases in violent and drug crimes. It is important to note that
during 1999, the prison population included a substantial number of inmates
(28%) who were in Key or Greentree serving an addiction sentence that can be
suspended upon successful program completion.

Since 1987 (pre-SENTAC) through 1999, the overall incarcerated population has
increased from 2,979 to 6,750. However, many different populations are included in
this overall count. Although the Department of Correction furnishes beds and pillows
for most of this population17, a substantial number (2,356) are in Level IV status, are
in boot camp, or are serving “addiction” sentences which may be suspended upon
program completion.

15DelSAC 2002. 1997–1999 Delaware Department of Correction Incarceration Fact Book.

16The population dip in 1997 reflects DelSAC’s improved method of accounting for DOC populations.
This population count does not include those offenders sentenced to Level IV but held at Level V.

17644 of the total count are on electronic monitoring or supervised custody, and do not take up beds.
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Figure 5.

Figure 6, entitled DOC Population Increases and Changes, shows a detailed breakdown
of how the population has increased and changed since 1987.

Figure 6 reveals several important things:

❒❒❒❒❒ The population classified as “detention” has grown substantially. This
population includes defendants held pretrial; offenders who have been con-
victed but not yet sentenced; persons held on Federal and INS detainers;
and administrative holds (including persons held awaiting VOP or Capias
hearings). While a more detailed report on the detention population is
forthcoming, preliminary analysis of this population indicates that:

— detention admissions have increased dramatically (a 428% increase
since 1981);

— the average time defendants are held in pretrial detention has re-
mained constant, averaging 25–31 days;

— the percentage of the total population count of persons held for
administrative acts has increased from 10 percent or less during the
early 1980s to 25 percent or more in the 1990s. This change mirrors
the increases in VOPs overall, and reflects SENTAC’s focus on public
safety;

— growth has also occurred due to increased admissions and higher rates
of detention for serious offenders charged with drug, robbery, assault,
and weapons offenses.

❒❒❒❒❒ 595 persons on the institutional population count are on Level IV home
confinement with electronic monitoring. This option was not available pre-
SENTAC.
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Figure 6.

❒❒❒❒❒ The work release population now consists of mainly Level IV offenders
(78%), and of those, 69 percent are in treatment programming serving
suspendable addiction sentences.

❒❒❒❒❒ In this snapshot of the 1999 population, 371 Level IV offenders were incar-
cerated at Level V waiting movement to Level IV. Today, there are approxi-
mately 95 people in this status.

❒❒❒❒❒ 604 offenders were serving jail sentences of one year or less.

❒❒❒❒❒ 28 percent of the 2,864 offenders sentenced to prison (sentences greater than
one year) are serving addiction sentences in Key or Greentree programs.

❒❒❒❒❒ The numbers of people sentenced to life (451) and death (18) have slowly
climbed over the years. These people are permanent consumers of prison
beds.

Length of Stay

According to the Fact Book18, time served patterns remained relatively stable between
1997 and 1999. Released offenders sentenced to prison (sentences greater than 12
months) served an average of 850 days, or 2.3 years. Released offenders sentenced to
jail (sentences less than or equal to one year) serve 96 days on average.
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Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

22

SENTAC

Sentencing Trends in Delaware

DISCUSSION

The sentencing reform efforts led by the Sentencing Accountability Commission
have caused sweeping changes in the administration of justice in the State of Dela-
ware. What began as a five-step hierarchical framework for punishing offenders has
evolved into a multi-layered system designed to hold them accountable as well as to
foster rehabilitation.

Delaware’s system reflects a comprehensive focus on offender management, and in-
cludes a number of structural and programmatic options designed to punish offend-
ers while addressing the underlying behavioral problems associated with their crimi-
nal activity. By forging this system, Delaware has recognized that punishment alone
may be easy, but is also expensive in the short term (building expansion) and in the
long term (public safety). Rehabilitation, on the other hand, may sound easy, but it is
more difficult than simple punishment. And while it is not free, it is less expensive
than punishment alone. Despite the complexities that result from integrating reha-
bilitative services into Delaware’s punishment structure, SENTAC believes it is the
right thing to do to promote individual change and thus truly enhance public safety.

Many other states and jurisdictions are experimenting with sentencing alternatives,
such as intensive probation, drug courts, and correctional treatment. However, un-
like these other places, Delaware has incorporated these programs into a comprehen-
sive framework for offender management. In Delaware, these programs do not sit
outside the mainstream justice system, but rather are part of the mainstream correc-
tional system. They are an integral part of the justice landscape. While Delaware’s
system is flexible enough to accommodate changes in the nature of crime and offend-
ers, more discipline is needed to guide and manage the offender population.

The magnitude of change has been large and rapid. The movement of offenders that
occurs underneath the platform of sentencing—the “flow downs” and “flow ups”
into sanctions and treatment—is perhaps the most stunning finding from this re-
search. Clearly, Delaware is as much or more involved with adjusting sanctions and
treatment as it is with making initial sentencing decisions. And it has so far managed
this change without significant infrastructure support.

The growth of the violation of probation population has been extremely significant,
though predictable. SENTAC anticipated growth in this population based on its focus
on accountability. This growth has so far been managed without the addition of new
resources. However, a crisis has been avoided only because of the diligent work of
justice professionals overall, the development of creative management strategies, and
the extraordinary efforts of a handful of individuals. Continuing to manage this
population under existing circumstances is risky.

While the overall DOC “count” population has grown substantially over the years,
much of the growth has been in the population considered “detained,” in Level IV
programs, in Level V treatment programs, and in Level V programs that are not part
of the major institutional structure (boot camp).
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The movement of Level IV offenders into and out of institutional settings is also very
challenging. Since 1999, the number of people waiting in Level V for Level IV place-
ment has decreased from 371 to 95, in part because Morris Correctional Facility was
changed to a Level IV work release (and Crest) facility. Although treatment slots
have increased in Level IV, overall expansion of work release and other Level IV
options has not kept pace. In fact, regular “non-treatment” work release has dimin-
ished in capacity. All offenders need transitional support when they are facing the
critical time—the crisis—of reentering the community.

The challenge for the immediate future is to develop mechanisms to nurture the
forward thinking and effective system that has been developed in Delaware.
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CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT IN DELAWARE
The following section of this report is intended to satisfy the requirements set forth
in the SENTAC Research Plan, Section A.

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

During the late 1980’s, Delaware, like the rest of the country, experienced tremen-
dous increases in the numbers of drug offenders coming through the criminal justice
system. In response, government leaders and policymakers conducted a number of
activities to analyze this phenomenon and develop methods to address it.

In 1994, SENTAC published a report entitled “A Coordinated Approach to Managing
the Drug Involved Offender.” This report described the national research on substance
abuse in the offender population, and documented the level of substance abuse in
Delaware’s correctional population. Major findings from the report include:

❒❒❒❒❒ There is a high need for substance abuse treatment among the incarcerated
and non-incarcerated offender population in Delaware, and there is a high
level of drug use in all five sanction levels;

❒❒❒❒❒ Large numbers of drug-involved offenders who could not function in strict
community sanction settings and who did not receive or complete drug
treatment remain in the system as probation violators in Level V. The most
heavily drug-involved population identified in the incarcerated population
is probation violators—with a 70 percent need for residential treatment;

❒❒❒❒❒ Despite the high level of illicit drug abuse in the offender population, there
is a large gap between services needed and services available19.

The findings in this 1994 report are still current when compared to more recent na-
tional data. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, in 1997, 75 percent of State
and 80 percent of Federal prisoners could be characterized as drug involved, and 21
percent of State and more than 60 percent of Federal inmates were convicted on drug
charges20. Nearly 3.2 million adults are on probation in the United States, and about
65 percent are drug involved, with almost 70 percent reporting past drug use21.
Women in state prisons were more likely than men to have used drugs in the month
before their offense, and they were more likely to have committed their offenses
while under the influence of drugs22.

19SENTAC Treatment Access Committee (March, 1994). A Coordinated Approach to Managing the Drug
Involved Offender.
20Bureau of Justice Statistics (1999). Special Report: Substance Abuse and Treatment, State and Federal
Prisoners, 1997. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice.
21Bureau of Justice Statistics (1998). Special Report: Substance Abuse and Treatment of Adults on Proba-
tion, 1995. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice.
22Bureau of Justice Statistics (1999). Supra.
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The number of arrestees who test positive for illicit drugs is also high. According to
the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 1998 Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring
(ADAM) program, the percentage of adult male arrestees testing positive for any
illicit drug (excluding alcohol) ranged from 51.4 percent to 80.3 percent, and female
arrestees testing positive ranged from 37.6 percent to 80.5 percent, at 35 testing sites
in 199723 . In addition, significant numbers of both women and men tested positive
for more than one drug.

Almost all those incarcerated are released back into the community. Nationally, in
1999 about half a million individuals were released from State prisons alone, and
nearly a quarter were released with no continued supervision24. In Delaware, 88 per-
cent (3,586 of 4,051) sentenced offenders in jail and prison will eventually return to
the community; 475 will remain locked up as lifers or on death row.

Figure 7, entitled Drug Complaints, shows the increase in drug complaints in all three
Delaware counties. There is no question that the use of illicit drugs and alcohol is a
central factor driving correctional policy in Delaware, and nationwide.

Figure 7.

23National Institute of Justice (1999). 1998 Annual Report on Drug Use Among Adult and Juvenile Arrestees.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice.

24Travis,  J. (1999). Remarks to the National Assembly on Drugs, Alcohol Abuse and the Criminal Of-
fender. Washington, DC. December 7.
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In response to both growth in correctional populations and awareness of the relation-
ship between illicit drug use and criminal activity, the State, led by SENTAC and the
Department of Correction, expanded substance abuse treatment for offenders signifi-
cantly. Correctional therapeutic community (TC) treatment services are now inter-
woven with sanctions as a major component of justice in Delaware.

What is a Therapeutic Community?

Modern therapeutic communities for addictions derive from Synanon, founded in
1958 by Charles Dederich with other recovering alcoholics and drug addicts25. Basi-
cally a self-help approach, TCs represent a social learning model whereby recovery
and prosocial behaviors are encouraged via the creation of a milieu or community
that serves as the primary therapeutic method.

The TC perspective consists of four broad views which guide its approach to the
treatment of substance abuse and related problems26:

❒ the view that substance abuse and criminality are symptoms of a disorder
of the whole person;

❒❒❒❒❒ the view of the person which consists of the social and psychological
characteristics which must be changed;

❒❒❒❒❒ the view of “right living”—the morals and values requirements which
sustain recovery; and,

❒❒❒❒❒ the view of recovery from addiction as a developmental learning
process.

The TC approach to substance abuse treatment is a psychosocial, experiential learn-
ing process that utilizes the influence of positive peer pressure within a highly struc-
tured social environment. The primary therapeutic change agent is the community
itself, including staff and program participants together as members of a “family.”
The culture is defined by a mutual self-help attitude where community members
confront each other’s negative behavior and attitudes and establish an open, trusting
and safe environment where personal disclosure is encouraged, and the prison cul-
ture of the general population is rejected. TC residents view staff as role models and
rational authorities rather than as custodians or treatment providers.

While there are many similarities between the TC methodology and traditional sub-
stance abuse treatment (i.e., “medical model”), there are identifiable differences that
enable the TC to produce very positive results with chronic substance abusing
offenders. The “medical model” approach is applied in most community-based

25De Leon, George. Therapeutic communities for addictions: a theoretical framework. The International
Journal of the Addictions, 30(12), pp. 1603-1645, 1993.

26De Leon, G. 2000. The Therapeutic Community: Theory, Model and Method. Springer Publishing Co.
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residential and outpatient treatment and in many publicly-funded treatment systems.
Some of the more significant differences are described in Table 5, entitled TC Model
vs. Medical Model.

TC Model vs. Medical Model

TC Model Medical Model

Views addiction as one of many secondary Views addiction as a primary disease, and as
problems, and views the whole person as the central problem to be addressed in
the problem treatment

Treatment utilizes a behavioral approach Treatment utilizes a disease management
approach

Program participants are viewed as Program participants are viewed as
community or family “members”  “clients” or “patients”

The community process is the primary Treatment is therapist-directed (i.e., doctor-
therapeutic agent that occurs 24 hours patient) and often manual-driven, occurring
a day, 7 days a week during sessions

Psychoeducational and didactic groups Psychoeducational and didactic group and
are seen as tools to support the TC process individual methods make up the treatment

approach—the sessions are the treatment

Effective TCs utilize a mix of TC graduates, Programs are encouraged and/or required
ex-offenders, other recovering persons, to only utilize staff that are certified,
and trained clinicians as staff degreed, or otherwise credentialed and

traditionally trained

Personal issues are public—confidentiality Personal issues are private—confidentiality
is maintained within the TC community is maintained within the client-counselor

relationship

Staff role is defined as facilitating a mutual Staff role is defined as providing treatment
self-help positive peer process services

Greater emphasis on affective skills Greater emphasis on cognitive skills
development—feelings development—thinking

Group encounter is the primary clinical Individual counseling is the primary clinical
intervention intervention

Staff share personal information and are Staff maintain professional distance and
engaged in the community process function outside the community process

Table 5.

Activities in TCs are designed to evoke feelings and identify behaviors that residents
need to address and change, and to establish a structure whereby other residents ac-
tively encourage the change process by providing honest feedback and confronting
the individual’s self-deception. TCs are uniquely designed to treat character disor-
ders. These disorders, including addiction, result from backgrounds that are often
filled with neglect, physical and emotional abuse, sexual abuse, exposure to criminal-
ity and criminal role models, and an absence of socially acceptable morals and values.
As a result, many TC residents are unable to identify, label, or express their feelings,
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and act out on those repressed and unexpressed feelings in negative ways. Effective
TCs assist clients to access those feelings, process them in a healthy way, gain an
understanding of how they affect current behavior, and move toward increased self-
awareness, internalized locus of control, and prosocial behaviors. Through confron-
tation, the program is uniquely able to help participants who are highly manipulative
and dishonest, have minimal impulse control, exhibit an inability to delay gratifica-
tion and justify any actions to get what they want, when they want it.

Therapeutic Communities Have Emerged as the
Preferred Treatment for Offenders

The therapeutic community (TC) has emerged as a preferred and effective methodol-
ogy for treating and rehabilitating substance abusers in correctional settings (as well
as in the community). Forty-seven (47) States currently have, or are in the process of
implementing, nearly 300 TCs in prisons and community correctional settings27.
Concurrently, TCs are now operating in over 54 countries28. The State of Delaware
has one of the most comprehensive systems of TC services in the nation.

There is a growing body of research that supports the effectiveness of TCs. Major
evaluations of prison-based TCs in California, Delaware and Texas have been con-
ducted over the past several years, making TCs a very well-studied model of treat-
ment. Although these studies have included different measures of recidivism and
used different research designs, they have all shown reductions in recidivism of vary-
ing degrees for TC clients compared with similar offenders who did not receive treat-
ment services. To summarize major findings:

❒❒❒❒❒ Research on the Amity prison TC in California found that only 27 percent
of inmates who completed both the TC and aftercare returned to prison
within three years of release, compared to 75 percent of similar inmates
who had no such treatment29.

❒❒❒❒❒ A study of Delaware’s Key/Crest continuum found that offenders who com-
pleted the Key TC only were marginally less likely to be arrested than the
control group. Offenders who completed Key and Crest work release had
rearrest rates of 57 percent compared to a 70 percent rearrest rate for the
comparison group. Those who completed Key, Crest and aftercare were sig-
nificantly less likely to be rearrested (31%) compared to the comparison group
who received no treatment services (70%)30. Although this study, con-

27Rockholz, P.B. 2000. Findings of a National Survey on Therapeutic Communities for Substance
Abusing Offenders in State Prisons. Middletown, CT: Association of State Correctional Administrators
Newsletter.
28Source: Therapeutic Communities of America, Inc.
29Wexler, Harry K.; Melnick, Gerald; Lowe, Louis and Peter, Jean. 1999. “Three year reincarceration
outcomes for Amity in-prison therapeutic community and aftercare in California.” The Prison Journal,
79(3) 32 1-336.
30Martin, Steven S.; Butzin, Clifford A.; Saum, Christine A. and Inciardi, James A. 1999. “Three year
outcomes of therapeutic community treatment for drug-involved offenders in Delaware: from prison to
work release to aftercare.” The Prison Journal, 79(23), 294-320.
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ducted by the University of Delaware Center on Drug and Alcohol Studies,
relied on self-reports of rearrest, the Delaware Statistical Analysis Center
(SAC) verified overall research trends using criminal justice data bases.

❒❒❒❒❒ Studies of the Kyle New Vision TC in Texas found that the three-year
reincarceration rate for inmates who completed all phases of treatment was
26 percent, compared with 52 percent of inmates who had no treatment.
This study also found that the most significant impact of treatment was on
the most severely addicted inmates31.

❒❒❒❒❒ In addition to changes in criminal recidivism, a number of important
byproducts were observed in these studies. The implementation of TCs in
institutional settings has produced documented reductions in drug use
within the institutions, dramatic reductions in levels of institutional vio-
lence and disciplinary incidents, improved working conditions and reduced
stress on staff, and improved morale of both staff and inmates32.

Other research findings support the efficacy of treatment for offenders. Key findings
include:

❒❒❒❒❒ Length of time in treatment is consistently the most important variable
related to treatment outcome. For TC clients, research has shown that a
minimum of 9-12 months is needed to produce good outcomes33.

❒❒❒❒❒ Successful outcomes may require more than one treatment experience.
Many addicted individuals have multiple episodes of treatment, often with
a cumulative impact34.

❒❒❒❒❒ A comprehensive continuum of treatment services, including aftercare,
supports treatment effectiveness35.

❒❒❒❒❒ Treatment does not need to be voluntary to be effective36.

31Knight, Kevin; Simpson, D. Dwayne, and Hiller, Matthew L. 1999. “Three year reincarceration out-
comes for in-prison therapeutic community treatment in Texas.” The Prison Journal, 79(3), 337-351.
32Deitch, David; Koutsenok, M.; McGrath, P.; Ratelle, John; and Carleton, R. 1998. Outcome Findings
Regarding In-custody Adverse Behavior Between Therapeutic Community Treatment and Non-treatment
Populations and Its Impact on Custody Personnel Quality of Life. San Diego, CA: University of Califor-
nia–San Diego, Department of Psychiatry, Addiction Technology Transfer Center.
33Wexler, H.K.; Falkin, G.P.; and Lipton, D.S. 1988. A model prison rehabilitation program: An evalua-
tion of the Stay’n Out therapeutic community. Final report to the National Institute on Drug Abuse.
34Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment: A Research-Based Guide. National Institute on Drug Abuse,
1999. NIH Publication No. 99-4180.
35Center for Substance Abuse Treatment. Continuity of Offender Treatment for Substance Use Disorders
From Institution to Community. Treatment Improvement Protocol (TIP) Series, Number 30. Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1998.
36Leukefeld, C.G., and Tims, F.M., eds. Compulsory Treatment of Drug Abuse: Research and Clinical
Practice. National Institute on Drug Abuse Research Monograph, Number 86. Rockville, MD: National
Institute on Drug Abuse, 1988.
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In part as a result of these studies, the U.S. Department of Justice began administer-
ing the Residential Substance Abuse Treatment for State Prisoners (RSAT) Formula
Grant Program. This program enabled states to access funding to develop residential
programming for offenders, and has resulted in the rapid expansion of TCs and other
correctional treatment programs across the country. RSAT funds were used in Dela-
ware to significantly expand the Key/Crest continuum.

In sum, the existing body of evaluation literature on prison-based TCs has supported
a widely accepted conclusion in the corrections field that TC is an effective and effi-
cient means of addressing the problems of seriously addicted offenders. The research
also indicates that completion of short-term treatment and temporary abstinence
from drugs are probably not sufficient to habilitate most serious offenders. For lives
characterized by self-destructive acts, violence, hopelessness, and lack of meaningful
relationships, the concept of rehabilitation is probably a misnomer. Many of these
individuals were not previously “habilitated,” never having learned prosocial skills.
At best, prisons temporarily remove offenders from society rather than transforming
attitudes and values.

Successful substance abuse treatment needs to address the multiple problems that
lead to drug addiction and criminality. Ultimately, the offender, the justice system,
and society are better served if time spent in prison is directed toward recovery, to-
ward habilitation, and toward reintegration into society. Inmate follow-up in commu-
nity-based treatment after release appears important to the consolidation of prosocial
gains. The success of substance abuse treatment in a variety of settings is creating
important changes in correctional philosophy.

DELAWARE’S STATEWIDE CORRECTIONAL
TREATMENT SYSTEM

The Delaware Department of Correction established the Key Therapeutic Community
(TC) in 1988 with federal funds from the Bureau of Justice Assistance. The program
began as a 20-bed pilot program operating out of Gander Hill prison in Wilmington,
and was designed as a 12- to 18-month treatment program for chronic substance
abusers with serious criminal backgrounds and other character disorders. The Uni-
versity of Delaware, through a National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) research
grant, subsequently developed the Crest Outreach Center in 1991 as a work release
TC in Delaware. Since then, through a combination of federal and state funds, the
Key/Crest continuum has expanded to include a women’s TC (Key Village); institu-
tional TCs for men operating out of Gander Hill (Key North), Sussex Prison (Key
South), Webb Correctional Institution (Key West); Crest components at the Plummer
Center (Crest North), Sussex Halfway House (Crest South) and Morris Correctional
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Institution (Crest Central); and a statewide aftercare component37. Rapid expansion
of these programs occurred during the mid- to late-1990s, with the Key/Crest con-
tinuum currently consisting of approximately 600 institutional beds, 400 work re-
lease/community-based TC beds38, and approximately 400 aftercare slots39.

In addition, the Greentree program, a self-help correctional treatment program that
operates at the Delaware Correctional Center, expanded in 1994 to its current capac-
ity of approximately 175 inmates.

Figure 8, entitled Delaware (DOC) Correctional Treatment Beds, traces the expansion
of Level V and Level IV correctional treatment programs. The growth in this pro-
gramming has been rapid and significant. It is important to note that the program
expansion represented in this chart primarily represents a shift from “regular” insti-
tutional or work release beds to treatment beds, and does not represent an increase
in prison or work release beds overall40. As Figure 8 shows, the Key and Crest pro-
grams have been in a state of rapid growth and change, while the Greentree program
has been stable for quite some time.

Key/Crest Continuum

The Key/Crest continuum is designed to provide institutional TC programming for
offenders who are within two years of their release dates or who are serving “addic-
tion” sentences41, community-based transitional TC programming that includes a
work release component for six to nine months, followed by aftercare groups for an
additional six months. Aftercare consists of once a week group and once a month
individual counseling, and includes a continuum of intervention activities for those
who relapse to drug use or exhibit behavioral problems.

37Spectrum Behavioral Services, the contractor that provides Key/Crest services, also operates program-
ming out of the Central Violation of Probation (VOP) Center, a program for youthful offenders at Gan-
der Hill (YCOP), and educational programming at the boot camp. Analysis of these sites is not in-
cluded in this report because they were not operational during the 1999 study year. In addition,
Spectrum provides drug and alcohol education services at the boot camp, and boot camp graduates are
required to participate in aftercare.
38Representing approximately 800 “slots”.
39The number of aftercare slots varies based on demand.
40Although no new beds were added for Key per se, a number of beds were designated as Key beds
when new construction occurred. Likewise, additional Crest beds were designated when Morris Cor-
rectional Institution expanded and changed to a Level IV facility, and when the VOP centers were
constructed.
41Length of stay at the various Key sites varies somewhat by design. Most of the Key programs are
designed to provide 12–18 months of treatment to coincide with release dates. Key West was designed
to be a more short-term program of 6–9 months, and the average length of stay is currently 7.5 months.
In addition, modifications have been made to establish a short-term version of Key at all the other Key
program sites. This modification was made to accommodate a backlog that occurred at Key West, and
to satisfy court orders that call for “short-term Key” or do not contain enough Level V time to allow for
extensive stays.
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Figure 8.

Each level of treatment consists of three basic phases: Orientation, Primary Treat-
ment and Re-Entry. Movement among these phases is based on participant progress.
A number of curriculum-based educational seminars are provided at each phase of
treatment, and individual and group counseling sessions include encounter groups
(designed to teach participants how to get past attitudes, behaviors and actions that
are barriers to achieving compliance and conformity), caseload group counseling,
relapse prevention, criminal thinking, and other topical groups. In addition, all resi-
dents are assigned a job function within the community, and progress to more re-
sponsible jobs based on their needs and progress. Job functions are designed to teach
residents skills, as well as to manage the community. Residents are also encouraged
(and at some sites, required) to obtain their GED if they do not have one, or partici-
pate in other educational or job training programs. During more advanced treatment
phases, residents are encouraged to work in institutional jobs, and in Crest programs,
to participate in community employment through work release.

Crest was designed to serve as a transitional phase for those completing Key, as well
to examine the effects of work release TC treatment for clients who did not come
from a prison TC42. Therefore, a number of people are also sentenced directly to
Crest programming by the courts, even though they have not completed a Key pro-
gram. The DOC has recently initiated a policy whereby those sentenced directly to
Crest participate in short-term (three months) residential programming at the Cen-
tral VOP Center, but this was not in effect during our 1999 study year. People also
move directly to aftercare upon completion of Key.
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Although basic program goals and operational procedures are the same, many varia-
tions occur between and among the Key and Crest programs. Some of the program
distinctions are included in Table 6, entitled Delaware’s Key and Crest Continuum.

Greentree Program

The Greentree program was started with federal funds in the early 1970s. At that
time, alcohol and drug counselors employed by the Bureau of Alcohol and Drug Ad-
diction (now the Division of Substance Abuse Services) operated what was basically
an outpatient substance abuse treatment program for inmates confined at the Dela-
ware Correctional Center. Since that time, the program has gone through substantial
changes, and is now operated exclusively by the Department of Correction. Cur-
rently, 175 inmates are housed in a separate facility, and two correctional counselors
support the program. The former Director, Ms. Frances Lewis, had been working in
the Greentree program since the late 1970s, and was formerly certified as a substance
abuse counselor. The other counselor is a former correctional officer who became a
correctional counselor in the early 1990s. A new director (Kay Sturtz), also a correc-
tional counselor, has recently taken over Ms. Lewis’ duties.

Unlike the Key/Crest continuum, the Greentree program is not designed to work
with inmates pending release. While no detentioners are accepted, any inmate sen-
tenced to more than six months may be eligible. In addition, the program accepts
felony DUI offenders. Lifers are eligible, and according to staff generally want to par-
ticipate if they have an upcoming parole or pardon board hearing. Many graduates
return to the general population, and graduation is not tied to release dates. Potential
clients write a letter to the program director and are interviewed to see if they are
acceptable for admission.

Almost all of the therapeutic activities are conducted by inmates who have been
long-term residents of Greentree, with staff making final progress decisions for resi-
dents and providing program oversight43. An inmate facilitator leads each of four
tiers of approximately 44 residents. The program is offered in three versions, prima-
rily depending on length of sentence. An “accelerated” six-month program is con-
ducted for those court-ordered to Greentree, usually with the stipulation that they
can be released from Level V upon completion. There are also 12- and 18-month ver-
sions, and inmates are assigned to these based on their histories, needs, and sentence
parameters. DUIs and others with short sentences are housed together in one of the
tiers. In addition, Greentree correctional counselors provide outpatient sessions for
other inmates outside the Greentree setting.

Each of these versions (6-, 12-, and 18-month) is structured into three phases follow-
ing orientation. In Phase I, childhood issues are addressed; during Phase II, adult
issues are addressed; and in Phase III, the client is offered an opportunity to start
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designed to

serve as a
transitional

phase for
those

completing
Key, and to

examine the
effects of

work release
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43Staff oversees therapeutic activities occasionally, and approves all program changes. Staff communi-
cates frequently with facilitators about residents, and facilitators’ recommendations are taken into
consideration regarding disciplinary actions, phase movement, and graduation readiness.
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Table 6.
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“giving back” to the program44. Those in the six-month program attend all required
groups and seminars in an accelerated fashion. All residents are required to meet the
conditions of their correctional treatment plan, which may include participation in
GED classes, mental health classes, work at an institutional job, attendance at pre-
release classes, etc. Almost all Greentree residents are involved in some sort of out-
side activity (work in institutional jobs, etc.).

Seminars and group sessions are offered on topics such as 12 Steps, Transactional
Analysis, DUI, Friends in Need (similar to AA/NA), and others. Inmate peer coun-
selors and facilitators run all groups. All residents participate in a “hot seat” group
prior to graduation. This activity, whereby the person on the “hot seat” recalls major
life events from birth, is designed to assess whether the client can identify those
activities and feelings that contributed to the client’s present life situation, as well
as the level of self-awareness and honesty the client has achieved. Morning “forma-
tions” are held daily on each tier, are repeated in the afternoon for those clients who
work or have other activities during the day, and may be called in the evening if nec-
essary. During formation, anybody can express concerns or share information/issues.
Often, issues that arose during previous groups or through other activities are addressed
during formation. Facilitators lead formations, although all residents participate.

METHODOLOGY

As directed by the enabling legislation and per the instructions set forth by the Con-
troller General and the Budget Director, this study was designed to provide a snap-
shot view of comparative recidivism among the Key, Crest and Greentree programs.

A total of 1,630 cases were included in the study. Lists of offenders who were dis-
charged from a Key, Crest, or Key/Crest Aftercare program during calendar year
199945 were provided to the Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) by the contractor,
Spectrum Behavioral Services (the substance abuse arm of Correctional Medical Ser-
vices, Inc.). The lists were verified with CJIS and DOC databases to insure proper
identification of inmates (by checking for validity of SBI numbers), and to verify
placement in the correctional system. For instance, records for discharges of Key
South were cross-checked with DOC records to make sure the inmates were classi-
fied at Sussex Correctional Institution during the time they were at Key South.

The Key programs had a total of 758 discharges in 1999. 468 persons (60%) were
identified as completers, and of these, 445 had also been released from a Level V in-
stitution. Crest programs had a total of 725 discharges. Of these, 481 (66%) were
identified as completers.

44Some residents are offered the opportunity to remain at Greentree after program completion to “pay
back,” and may become peer facilitators or co-counselors. Currently, approximately 20 inmates are in
this status and may remain at Greentree for quite some time.

45Calendar year 1999 was chosen to allow enough time after discharge to measure recidivism.
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Greentree provided a list of offenders who were discharged from the program during
calendar year 1999. Because not all offenders are released from Level V upon comple-
tion of Greentree, the last Greentree completion cohort from 1998 was also included
in the study46. Identification and classification was also verified for this population.

A total of 147 discharges were reported for Greentree. Of these, 94 (64%) were
identified as completers. Of the 94 program completers, 66 had been released from
Level V at the time of the study.

This study examined recidivism for completers only. Reasons for this are described
in the following section entitled “Methodological Limitations.”

Once identification was verified, criminal histories were accumulated for all study
subjects. There were a total of 96,717 charges associated with 38,661 arrest events
for the participants.

Post-program recidivism measures were derived using an “at-risk” assumption.
Offenders were not considered at risk until they had been released from an institu-
tional program as well as released from a Level V facility. For instance, graduates of
Greentree who were returned to the general population waiting release from Level V
were not considered at-risk until they left the institutional setting47. Offenders in
Crest or aftercare programs were considered at-risk upon program entry, since they
were not in a Level V facility and had some opportunity to reoffend.

Once a person is “at-risk,” any return to jail, prison, or detained status is deducted.
This is referred to as “at-risk” time less time in a major institution (MI). This meth-
odology provides a more accurate view of when an offender may have been rear-
rested. In addition, a few offenders were not “at-risk” a full 18 months. Therefore,
there is a possibility that recidivism rates will change slightly over time.

Recidivism was defined as any new felony arrest, violent felony arrest or violation of
probation (VOP). Compared to other research studies examined (that may use
reincarceration as a recidivism measure), this is a very rigorous study model.

In addition to statistical analyses, descriptive and qualitative reviews were conducted
for all correctional treatment programs by project consultants Beth Peyton and
Peter B. Rockholz. Ms. Peyton is the former director of the Delaware Treatment
Access Center, and provides consulting services to states and the federal government
in the area of integrating treatment services into justice system processes. Mr.
Rockholz is a national expert on therapeutic communities and other substance abuse
treatment programming for incarcerated offenders. Mr. Rockholz is a senior associate
at the Criminal Justice Institute, the organization contracted by the U.S. Department
of Justice to provide training and technical assistance under the federal Residential
Substance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) initiative. He developed the initial version of

46Greentree officially discharges offenders from the program twice a year.

47Gaps between program completion and institutional discharge have a potential impact on treatment
effect, but were not able to be factored in to this study.
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the national prison TC standards that have subsequently been released by the White
House Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). A revised version of these
standards is currently under consideration for adoption by the American Correc-
tional Association.

A series of site visits was conducted by Ms. Peyton and Mr. Rockholz, and a number of
people were interviewed and/or observed. Mr. Rockholz and Ms. Peyton used the
draft version of the National Prison TC Standards and the Criminal Justice Institute’s
Essential Prison TC Standards as baseline guides for analysis. These standards are
available through the American Correctional Association.

Methodological Limitations

There are several methodological limitations to the research design that prevent
drawing definitive conclusions about the efficacy of correctional treatment programs
in Delaware, and limit our ability to compare Delaware’s programs with findings
from other research. As such, the findings in this report should be considered pre-
liminary, and are indicative of future research needs as much as current program
effectiveness. These methodological limitations include:

❒❒❒❒❒ No control or comparison group exists to enable us to compare outcomes
of offenders who participated in treatment with similar offenders who did
not receive treatment.

❒❒❒❒❒ The nature of the population of non-completers does not allow for com-
parison to completers in this snapshot view. Many offenders in the 1999
non-completer category may have gone on to complete treatment later—
they are actually treatment completers, but did not complete during 1999.
A more comprehensive, longitudinal study would be needed to make this
comparison.

❒❒❒❒❒ Client lists from program providers contained some errors. Client lists were
provided by both Spectrum and Greentree, and contained between a 10
percent and 20 percent error rate on identification (SBI numbers were
wrong or missing). In addition, there was no way to cross check to ensure
we received complete lists of all offenders who were discharged in the
1998/1999 study period. Although efforts were made to verify client par-
ticipation, this baseline data may still contain some errors.

❒❒❒❒❒ Measures of success and failure were defined by the programs, and were
inconsistent. During the study period, there were inconsistent policies
among programs regarding the criteria that constituted success and failure
(definitions for discharge criteria have subsequently been standardized
among all the Key and Crest programs). In addition, some programs used
discharge criteria that was deemed “neutral,” and due to time constraints
and lack of program consistency, the study population has not been broken
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down by detailed termination criteria. Neutral criteria could include such
things as being medically inappropriate for the program, time running out
on a sentence order, etc.

❒❒❒❒❒ The substance use history and severity, and other clinical characteristics of
clients (both completers and non-completers) is not known for the study
population. This information may be available in paper files, but time and
resources did not allow for collection of this data for inclusion in the study.

❒❒❒❒❒ Because the study group is a snapshot population, we do not have data to
examine the effect of Delaware’s continuum of treatment on this popula-
tion through longitudinal study. The literature indicates that offenders
who complete a long-term continuum of treatment achieve better results
than those who complete an institutional program only. It is premature to
make definitive conclusions about the effectiveness of correctional treat-
ment in Delaware without examining the effect of the continuum.

❒❒❒❒❒ Program observations and site visits were conducted in November and
December of 2001, and the study population consists of discharges from
1999 who may have been in treatment even earlier. Program quality could
have varied between the study period and the time the observations were
made.

How the System is Used—How do People get There?

Offenders are referred for admission to the Key, Crest, Greentree and aftercare pro-
grams through a variety of mechanisms, including 1) court orders that specify a spe-
cific program (e.g., Key, Greentree); 2) court orders that specify a particular program
with the stipulation that a portion of the Level V time may be suspended upon suc-
cessful completion (“addiction” or “suspendable” sentences); 3) court orders that
contain a condition for treatment in general; 4) parole orders; and, 5) classification
to a program by DOC. These mechanisms are not mutually exclusive since DOC ulti-
mately classifies all offenders into these programs. However, court and parole orders
are taken into consideration and given priority when feasible.

Consistent with effective treatment practices, the Key/Crest/Aftercare continuum
was designed to provide intensive initial treatment in an institutional environment,
followed by transitional treatment and support to assist offenders to successfully
reenter the community48. In reality, however, offenders move into and out of the con-
tinuum similarly to how offenders move in the general justice system. That is, they
are placed in an initial program setting and their sanction (and treatment) levels are
modified based on their progress and compliance (or lack thereof). Sentence length
and availability of treatment slots appear to be the biggest drivers of placement and
admission to correctional treatment programs. As a result, some of the benefits of
this continuum may not be realized.

48The Greentree Program does not have an aftercare component as part of its program structure.
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In this study, we found very few people who completed the Key/Crest treatment con-
tinuum in a traditional fashion during the 1999 study year. This phenomenon and its
implications will be described in more detail in a forthcoming report to focus more
specifically on offender movement throughout the treatment system. However, it is
important to understand why many offenders are not afforded the opportunity to
complete the full continuum of treatment:

❒❒❒❒❒ SENTAC is based on the premise that incarceration space should be reserved
for persons with serious and violent charges. Therefore, many offenders
who clinically might benefit from a long-term residential TC are placed in
Level IV at Crest. If they respond to treatment at this level, prison resources
are conserved. If they fail to respond, they often receive a violation of pro-
bation and they may be ordered to Key.

❒❒❒❒❒ Sentences may result from Rule 11 pleas49 which stipulate Level III super-
vision after Key completion, thus bypassing Crest.

❒❒❒❒❒ Space is not always available in Level IV Crest programs. Although recent
expansion of Crest has created more balance between institutional and Level
IV programming, many offenders may have to wait for Crest admission,
and may not be admitted at all prior to the expiration of their sentences.

❒❒❒❒❒ There are statutory and DOC policy prohibitions that prevent some Key
graduates from entering work release and therefore Crest. Class A felons,
sex offenders, and habitual offenders are prohibited from work release by
law. DOC policy prohibits the admission of inmates with detainers50, in-
mates serving sentences under 4204(k)51, and inmates convicted of escape
after conviction or escape 2nd to work release.

❒❒❒❒❒ Some offenders are ordered directly to aftercare because they have com-
pleted another community-based treatment program, or have participated
in Key or Crest during previous years.

❒❒❒❒❒ Some offenders graduate from boot camp which is followed by aftercare.

Another phenomenon that affects program admission and movement is the “stutter
start.” Offenders may have multiple program admissions before they engage in treat-
ment. Because the programs are voluntary, offenders may decline to participate.
Leverage is used by the courts and by DOC to encourage participation, including in-
creasing sanctions or restricting institutional privileges. As such, some offenders
may be admitted to programming two or more times before they fully start treatment.

49Under Court Rule 11, which has recently been rescinded, judges agree to accept a plea as well as a
sentence agreed upon by the prosecution and defense. If the judge refuses to accept the sentence, the
plea can be withdrawn.

50Unless the detaining authority has given specific approval for work release.

51Unless the sentencing judge specifies that work release is allowed.
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RESULTS

Although methodological limitations render many of the findings of this study pre-
liminary, in general, it appears that program results reflect what other studies have
shown. Offenders who complete institutional programs (e.g., Key and Greentree)
show measurable improvements in recidivism, but these improvements erode over
time without aftercare. Rates of recidivism for completers of Crest were lower than
those of Key or Greentree completers, but the populations going in to these programs
differ based on prior criminal histories. Recidivism rates are also lower for offenders
who have completed Key and Crest programs, compared to those who complete Key
only or Greentree only.

A pre-post comparison indicates that criminal activity after program completion is
substantially reduced from pre-program levels. Given the extremely serious criminal
histories of the populations in treatment, any type of rehabilitation is a challenge,
and any reduction in criminal activity should be viewed very positively.

Compared to other national studies, this study has used very stringent measures of
recidivism. The California study of Amity used return to prison as a measure of
recidivism; similarly, the Texas study compared reincarceration rates of offenders. The
University of Delaware study of Key and Crest did not include violations of probation
or parole as measures of recidivism, and relied on offender self-report of rearrest.

Violation of probation rates for Key, Crest, and Greentree completers are high, dem-
onstrating that the system is holding these offenders accountable with increased sur-
veillance. While some VOPs are tied to new criminal activity, other VOPs result from
relapse or lack of compliance in treatment. As such, some VOPs may reflect adjust-
ments to treatment rather than new criminal activity.

As this study progressed and reached its preliminary conclusions, it became more
and more apparent that the flow of offenders through these programs is a critical
issue in evaluating effectiveness. Although we cannot yet make a definitive state-
ment, it appears that too few people are receiving primary treatment, transitional
treatment and aftercare in an uninterrupted, consecutive fashion. And while it may
not be wise to incarcerate offenders based on treatment need, too few Key completers
appear to transition to Crest and aftercare, and Greentree graduates do not appear to
receive aftercare as a general rule.

A Comparison of Key and Greentree

A snapshot look at recidivism indicates that overall, offenders who completed a Key
program did about as well as offenders who completed the Greentree program. In
terms of rearrests for any felony, about 26 percent of Key and Greentree graduates
were arrested for any new felony 18 months after release from the program and from
a Level V institution, as depicted in Figure 9, entitled Key and Greentree: Percent Re-
arrested Any Felony: 1999 Completers. Key completers averaged 5.5 felony arrests
prior to program participation, and Greentree completers had even more serious
criminal histories, with an average of 6.2 prior felony arrests.
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Table 7, entitled Key and Greentree 1999 Snapshot Recidivism: Percent Rearrested Any
Felony, compares results from the various Key programs. We would expect to see dif-
ferences in program outcome, since the Key programs work with different popula-
tions (Key Village is for women, Key West is a short-term program for offenders who
meet minimum security classification requirements) and were at different life cycle
stages during the study year.

Figure 9.

Key and Greentree 1999 Snapshot Recidivism
Percent Rearrested Any Felony

Months at risk (less Major Institution time)

6 12 18 24

Key North Completers 11.4 22.7 27.6 30.3

Key West Completers 9.8 17.6 19.6 25.5

Key South Completers 10.2 18.9 31.5 39.4

Key Village Completers 6.5 9.7 16.1 29.0

All Key Completers n = 445 10.3 19.6 26.1 31.7

Greentree Graduates n = 66 9.1 19.7 27.3 31.8

Table 7.
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Figure 10, entitled Key and Greentree: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent Felony: 1999
Completers, shows the percentage of Key and Greentree completers who were rear-
rested for Title 11 (non-drug) violent felonies.

Figure 10.

When examining rearrests for Title 11 violent felonies, the results show that the re-
cidivism rates for violent felonies are about one-half of those for any felony.
Greentree completers did slightly better than Key completers, although completers of
some Key programs had lower violent felony recidivism than Greentree completers
(Key West, Key Village). Table 8, entitled Key and Greentree 1999 Snapshot Recidi-
vism: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent Felony, shows a breakdown by program site.

Key and Greentree 1999 Snapshot Recidivism
 Percent Rearrested  Title 11 Violent Felony

Months at risk (less Major Institution time)

6 12 18 24

Key North Completers 3.8 8.6 11.9 13.5

Key West Completers 4.9 7.8 7.8 10.8

Key South Completers 5.5 11.0 18.1 20.5

Key Village Completers 6.5 9.7 12.9 12.9

All Key Completers n = 445 4.7 9.2 12.8 14.8

Greentree Graduates n = 66 3.0 6.1 10.6 13.6

Table 8.
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As with the general sentenced population, violations of probation (VOPs) represent
the most frequent reason for continued contact with the justice system. Completers
of institutional treatment programs receive perhaps the most intense scrutiny of any
offender population, with the possible exception of those offenders in Operation Safe
Streets. Figure 11, entitled DOCs Surveillance is High: VOPs Key and Greentree: 1999
Completers, shows probation violations for Greentree and Key completers.

Figure 11.

It is important to recognize that probation violations almost always accompany new
arrests or convictions of any kind, since a new arrest is an automatic violation of
probation. In addition, relapses to drug use (including positive drug tests), failure to
attend treatment, and a variety of other substantive and technical infractions can
result in a VOP. We do not know how many of the VOPs resulted in new sentences
or adjustments in sentence levels, although based on Superior Court data, about half
of all probation violations result in movement to a higher level. Perhaps as many as
half of the VOPs actually reflect adjustments in treatment.

The level of VOPs in this population reflects SENTAC’s policy of holding offenders
accountable, and reinforces the seriousness of a sentence to treatment. Judges and
correctional professionals expect treatment participants to toe the line and comply
with program requirements. This focus on public safety is a major change that has
occurred as a result of SENTAC, since prior to SENTAC, few offenders were violated
and did not reenter the system until they had committed new criminal offenses.

Crest Programs

In general, recidivism results for Crest completers were positive. Fewer than 20 per-
cent of all Crest completers had a new felony arrest at 18 months.
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The Crest population overall has a lower level of pre-program criminal activity, com-
pared to the Key and Greentree populations, so we would expect to see better results.
Pre-program felony arrest rates for Key and Greentree completers were substantially
higher than Crest completers. Crest completers have an average of 4.4 prior felony
arrests, which makes them serious criminals, but less serious than those completing
Key or Greentree on average.

Offenders are admitted to Crest through a variety of mechanisms. During the 1999
study period, a total of 482 Crest completers were identified. A total of 96 (20%)
Crest completers were identified as having been in a Key program directly prior to
admission; 103 (21%) moved from Level V52, and 283 (59%) were direct commit-
ments from the Courts. Those offenders who are sentenced directly to Crest know
they have a lot to lose if they fail, because failure is likely to lead to incarceration.

The percentage of Crest completers who were rearrested for any felony is depicted in
Figure 12, entitled All Level IV Crest Programs: Percent Rearrested Any Felony: 1999
Completers.

Figure 12.

There was also some variation in outcomes based on the particular Crest program
that people completed. These site differences are shown in Table 9, entitled Level IV
Crest 1999 Snapshot Recidivism: Percent Rearrested Any Felony.
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52Persons in Level V may have been in Greentree, boot camp, other programming, or nothing prior to
their transfer to Crest.
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Level IV Crest 1999 Snapshot Recidivism
 Percent Rearrested

Any Felony

Months at Risk (less Major Institution Time)

6 12 18 24

Crest North Completers 3.5 14.2 18.6 23.0

Crest Central Completers 1.5 8.4 21.4 29.0

Crest South Completers 1.7 11.0 17.7 21.9

All Crest Completers 2.1 11.0 18.9 24.1

Table 9.

Figure 13, entitled All Level IV Crest Programs: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent
Felony 1999 Completers, shows the percentage of Crest completers who were re-
arrested for a Title 11 violent felony. Re-arrests for violent felonies were about half
as for all felonies. At 18 months, fewer than 10 percent of Crest completers had been
arrested for a Title 11 violent felony.

Figure 13.

Differences in rearrest rates for Violent Felonies by Crest site are shown in Table 10,
entitled Level IV Crest 1999 Snapshot Recidivism: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent
Felony.
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Level IV Crest 1999 Snapshot Recidivism
Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent Felony

Months at risk (less Major Institution time)

6 12 18 24

Crest North Completers 0.1 4.4 7.1 8.8

Crest Central Completers 0.1 3.1 9.9 15.3

Crest South Completers 0.0 5.5 11.0 13.9

All Crest Completers 0.4 4.6 9.8 13.1

Table 10.

Consistent with SENTAC’s policy of holding offenders accountable, high levels of
surveillance of the Crest population results in high levels of VOP’s. (See Figure 14,
entitled DOCs Surveillance is High: Crest VOPs: 1999 Completers.)

Figure 14.

Again, we do not yet know how many of these VOPs result in adjustments to sen-
tencing level, or how many reflect “tune-ups” or adjustments to treatment, but hope
to report this at a later time.
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Completion of Crest Enhances the Results of Key

Approximately 20 percent of the 1999 snapshot Crest population flowed down after
completing a Key program. Consistent with other research, offenders who completed
both Key and Crest had lower recidivism rates than offenders who completed only
Key or Greentree.

Figure 15, entitled Key-Crest Comparison: Percent Rearrested Any Felony: 1999
Completers, shows that completers of Key and Crest did better than Greentree-only
or Key-only completers in terms of felony rearrests.

Figure 15.

These trends hold when comparing Key/Crest graduates to Key only or Greentree
only graduates rearrested for violent felonies, as shown in Figure 16 entitled Key-
Crest Comparison: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent Felony.

The maximum potency of treatment is likely to be realized with offenders who par-
ticipate in a full continuum of treatment. Outcomes for both Greentree and Key
completers should significantly improve if they receive transitional treatment and
aftercare.

All offenders in the TC continuum should receive treatment in the community, but
some need institutional programming as well. Part of the success of Crest may be due
to the Key programming that precedes Crest admission for a number of clients, as
Key completion prepares offenders for community-based treatment.
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Figure 16.

The positive cumulative effect of Key and Crest is likely to increase as Key and Crest
completers move into and complete aftercare. Aftercare is an important and very active
program component in the Key/Crest continuum. Studies in Delaware and elsewhere
have shown that offenders who complete a full treatment continuum including after-
care demonstrate marked reductions in recidivism. Unfortunately, time did not allow
for an examination of the population of aftercare completers in Delaware.

Comparison of All Programs

When comparing all programs, in terms of felony arrests, Key and Greentree gradu-
ates did about the same, with about a 25 percent recidivism rate at 18 months. Key
graduates who also completed Crest did better than Key-only or Greentree-only
graduates. Crest completers had the lowest rate of recidivism, but they also have the
lowest rate of pre-program criminal activity. Figure 17, entitled All Programs: Percent
Rearrested Any Felony: 1999 Completers, compares felony arrest recidivism among
these programs.

These results are promising. In terms of felony arrest history:

❒❒❒❒❒ Crest completers averaged 4.4 prior Felony arrests;

❒❒❒❒❒ Key completers averaged 5.5 prior Felony arrests;

❒❒❒❒❒ Greentree completers averaged 6.2 prior Felony arrests.
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Figure 17.

Given the seriousness of these criminal histories, one would expect to see high rates
of rearrest. Because of different measurement standards, there is no way to make
direct comparisons with other states’ programs. However, we do know that in Dela-
ware, an average of 39.2 percent of offenders released from prison from 1981 through
1994 were returned to prison within 18 to 24 months53. Although this study used a
more stringent measure of recidivism, felony rearrest, we can see that all program
graduates do better than the general population.

It may also be useful to examine how correctional treatment compares to recent boot
camp results. Table 11, entitled Felony Rearrest 18 Months at Risk: Comparison of Boot
Camp and Correctional Treatment Programs, shows comparative recidivism rates for
correctional treatment programs compared to boot camp graduates.

The greater the number of prior felony arrests, the greater the likelihood that an
offender will be arrested again. Table 11 shows that in terms of prior history, boot
camp graduates had pre-program felony arrest histories that were significantly lower
than Greentree or Key completers, and slightly lower than Crest completers. None-
theless, many categories of treatment completers did better than boot camp graduates
even though we would expect to see higher recidivism based on prior history.

In terms of arrests for violent felonies, Key/Crest graduates have the lowest recidi-
vism rates compared to other populations as shown in Figure 18, entitled All Pro-
grams: Percent Rearrested Title 11 Violent Felony: 1999 Completers.
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53DelSAC September 1997. Recidivism in Delaware 1981-1994, Phase 2. Unpublished Report.
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Felony Rearrest 18 Months at Risk
Comparison of Boot Camp and Correctional Treatment Programs

1999 Snapshot Completers54

Program Percent Felony Rearrest Number of Felony Priors

Greentree Completers 27.3% 6.2

Key Completers 26.1% 5.5

Boot Camp Graduates55 24.3% 4.3

Key and Crest Completers 21% na

Crest Completers 18.9% 4.4

Table 11.

Figure 18.

While these data compare outcomes of completers in terms of criminal activity, it
does not mean that we can conclude that one program is better than another. The
populations who enter these programs differ based on criminal history, and we do
not know how they may differ on other measures, including seriousness of substance
abuse.
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54DelSAC 2001. Delaware’s Adult Boot Camp.

55The analysis of the correctional treatment population accounted for any time an offender was in a
major institution when calculating time at risk. If this had been done for the boot camp population,
recidivism rates for boot camp would have been slightly higher.
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

Delaware has an impressive continuum of correctional treatment services, with sig-
nificant support for treatment as a method to reduce criminal activity by DOC ad-
ministration and staff, by the judiciary, by others in the justice system, and by pro-
gram providers. To a person, all wardens interviewed were very supportive of having
treatment programs operate in their institutions. The programmatic infrastructure
has grown into a system that, when fully developed, should be able to provide maxi-
mum benefit to a large number of substance-abusing offenders. The inclusion of re-
quirements for treatment participation is well integrated into Delaware’s criminal
sentencing practices, and the availability of correctional treatment has significantly
influenced criminal sentencing patterns. At the same time, in terms of organizational
growth, this system is in a very early stage of development.

Programming, particularly the Key/Crest continuum, is designed to coincide with
movement among the SENTAC levels, giving both the DOC and the judiciary the
flexibility to access services that correlate with the supervision needs of offenders,
and to respond with more intensive supervision and treatment when offenders fail to
respond to less intensive interventions.

In general, all programs observed appeared to be well-run and well-organized, with
participants seeming to be productively engaged in the treatment process. In the
opinion of the consultants who conducted site visits, all programs observed, includ-
ing Greentree, should be able to meet the ACA Prison Therapeutic Community
Accreditation Standards56.

The Greentree Program

The Greentree program was observed to be a potent self-help therapeutic community
facilitated primarily by inmates with DOC staff oversight. The Greentree program is
generally very well designed in the context of the overall prison environment, and is
effective in addressing the behavioral, attitudinal and social habilitation needs of
inmates in a culturally proficient manner. The therapeutic community process at
Greentree appears to be achieving a significant degree of clinical depth. The senior
inmates at Greentree have mastered the essential therapeutic community facilitation
processes, and exemplify positive role modeling and genuine credibility with other
inmates. Although some of the interventions at Greentree are non-traditional and
may not be viewed favorably by traditionally trained clinicians, these are precisely
the processes that make a therapeutic community effective. In addition, there does
not appear to be an additional cost to the DOC for the Greentree program, and there
may, in fact, be indirect savings to the institution in terms of reduced disciplinary
incidents.

It would be very difficult or impossible to replicate this program. Its quality is based
on the commitment and skills of several “lifer” inmate facilitators. In addition, a
number of long term inmates who are part of the “chain of command” provide stabil-

56These draft standards are currently being field tested.
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ity and support of the positive TC culture. This program has taken years to develop,
and is dependent on the mix and charisma of the inmate program leaders and long-
term residents, as well as staff support.

Although Greentree could benefit from oversight by qualified TC experts, significant
changes in admission patterns, in program content, or attempts to “professionalize”
the program could be disastrous. There is a chemistry in Greentree that could be al-
tered by any attempt to mainstream the program57. However, the addition of after-
care, preferably in the form of case management support to develop concrete after-
care plans, provide advocacy at Parole Board, court and other hearings, and link
released residents to housing, employment, continuing care and other services would
benefit the program and would likely improve outcomes.

The Key/Crest Programs

The Key/Crest programs provide quality services, and are highly capable of improv-
ing service delivery. Program directors and clinical supervisors at all Key/Crest sites
are highly qualified and competent in TC practices. Key/Crest has undergone a tre-
mendous expansion in a relatively short period of time. Many existing programs (Key
North, Crest North, the Village) have expanded their capacity and/or changed loca-
tion within their facilities, and new programs have developed at new sites (Key South
became operational in 1997, and Crest Central became operation in 1999). As a re-
sult, one would expect to see some program instability and “growing pains.”

This rapid expansion has been experienced across the country, as state and local
jurisdictions have taken advantage of RSAT funding to develop treatment program-
ming for offenders. In a recent study of programs funded by the Residential Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment (RSAT) for State Prisoners Formula Grant, the University
of Delaware Center for Drug and Alcohol Studies found that most of the 77 sites
studied had experienced moderate to severe start-up or expansion problems 58. Some
of the problems identified in this national study have been experienced in Delaware,
including high rates of staff turnover, difficulty finding staff with TC experience, and
inappropriate client referrals59.

In an effort to ensure high quality services, and for lack of more appropriate alterna-
tive methods, DOC requires that the Key/Crest programs meet state substance abuse
treatment licensing requirements. Unfortunately, and similarly to what has occurred
in several other states, the result has been the opposite of what was intended. Para-
doxically, the more emphasis that is put on meeting traditional professional stan-
dards, the more likely that the TC process becomes less potent and produces out-
comes that are less than anticipated. This is not the fault of the licensing standards,
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system is in a
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stage of
development.

57Like Delancy Street, perhaps the most effective TC for serious offenders, Greentree would not likely
meet substance abuse treatment standards; but that does not mean that it is less effective.

58Harrison, Lana D. and Steven S. Martin. October 2002. Residential Substance Abuse Treatment
(RSAT) for State Prisoners Formula Grant: Compendium of Program Implementation and Accomplish-
ments. University of Delaware Center for Drug and Alcohol Studies.

59Inmates with too much or too little time remaining on their sentences.
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but rather an indirect result caused by a shift in focus to administrative and clinical
processes that are more traditional, that take counselors’ time away from the TC, and
that encourage the hiring of professional staff who may nonetheless lack TC experi-
ence or training.

Sentencing and classification practices do not always support offender participation
in a continuum of treatment services. Limitations on sentence length, laws and poli-
cies that proscribe assignment to work release (Crest), and placement that is driven
by sentence length and slot availability reduce the programs’ ability to produce good
results.

The costs associated with Key/Crest programming are offset by reductions in disci-
plinary actions, reductions in security and correctional counselor staffing, and low-
ered maintenance costs, particularly at some sites. At Key North, for instance, in-
mates are housed in an area of Gander Hill that was difficult to manage before Key
moved in. After the Key program was located there, maintenance costs were reduced
by 40 percent, and two fewer 24-hour security posts were needed (a cost reduction of
approximately $404,400 per year60). Although these dramatic cost reductions are not
apparent at all Key/Crest sites, nonetheless the programming is beneficial to the over-
all discipline and management of correctional institutions.

In sum, there are a number of factors in Delaware that influence the ability of the TC
system to produce consistent outcomes. They are summarized in Table 12, entitled
Factors that Influence Correctional Treatment Effectiveness.

Factors that Influence Correctional Treatment Effectiveness

Factors supporting positive outcomes Factors limiting positive outcomes

Well established programs Few ex-offenders, TC grads on staff (Key/Crest)

Contracted services (Key/Crest) Emphasis on licensing of programs and staff credentials,
absent other qualitative measures

Single provider with common approach and focus Focus on cognitive programming vs. interactive,
(Key/Crest) experiential programming (Key/Crest)

Very competent program directors Emphasis on medical model (Key/Crest)

Administration and wardens very supportive of programs Promotion of participants based on time and curriculum
vs. personal growth

Programs understand the justice system and have positive Sentencing and classification practices do not always
relationships with criminal justice professionals support utilization of the treatment continuum

Statewide network with three levels of care Limited client tracking, MIS, ongoing evaluation capability

Rapid growth and change

Table 12.
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60Two security posts is equivalent to about 10 correctional officer positions.
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DISCUSSION

Delaware has established a comprehensive system of therapeutic community (TC)
services throughout the correctional system. National research, as well as the recidi-
vism reduction apparent in this study, supports this model of treatment for offenders
with long histories of substance abuse, criminality, and other associated disorders.
Correctional treatment in Delaware is interwoven into the system of sentencing and
sanctioning offenders, and supports SENTAC’s goal of rehabilitating offenders. In
fact, this programming supports the philosophical shift that has occurred in the jus-
tice system that expects demonstrable behavioral change on the part of offenders.

Preliminary statistical research on a snapshot population of program completers in
1999, consistent with other national outcome studies, shows that:

❒❒❒❒❒ Institutional treatment alone reduces recidivism, but results erode over
time without transitional care and aftercare. The programs in Delaware are
treating offenders with very serious criminal histories, and any reductions
in recidivism are significant. In addition, improvements to institutional
management provided by TCs may also provide collateral benefits such as
reductions in violence, reduced disciplinary incidents and improved insti-
tutional control.

❒❒❒❒❒ The effects of institutional treatment are enhanced if followed by transi-
tional care in the community.

❒❒❒❒❒ Greentree graduates do about as well as Key graduates. Graduates of both
programs are likely to do better if they receive transitional and aftercare
services.

❒❒❒❒❒ The Crest program is significantly effective at further reducing recidivism
for Key graduates, as well as for offenders who enter the program directly
following incarceration or who enter as direct Level IV sentences.

❒❒❒❒❒ The impact of aftercare was not examined in this study, but should have
additional benefits according to national research.

❒❒❒❒❒ We need to more closely examine how offenders move through the correc-
tional treatment continuum.

❒❒❒❒❒ Surveillance and supervision of offenders in treatment programs, and fol-
lowing treatment completion, is high. The system is intervening when sub-
stance abuse or behavioral slips occur by violating probation and seeking
court action. This activity promotes public safety in a much larger measure
than was occurring pre-SENTAC, and reflects the process of supervision
rather than the product of supervision.
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In terms of quality, all programs observed would likely meet the American Correc-
tional Associations standards for TCs, including the Greentree program. However,
there are some factors that reduce the programs’ likelihood of achieving optimal
results. Among them:

❒❒❒❒❒ The Greentree program is somewhat isolated and graduates do not have
routine access to transitional or aftercare services;

❒❒❒❒❒ In 1999, the quality of the Key and Crest programs, like other programs
across the country, had been affected due to rapid expansion; staff turn-
over; limited staff TC competency and training; and an increased focus on
traditional substance abuse treatment approaches and related record-
keeping requirements. Requiring these programs to meet traditional treat-
ment licensing standards, absent other TC-oriented qualitative standards
and criteria, may contribute to less than optimal results.

❒❒❒❒❒ Program placement is primarily driven by length of time on sentences and
slot availability instead of careful assessment of clinical need. The system
does not support the utilization of the continuum of treatment services to
the fullest extent possible.

❒❒❒❒❒ Communication and information management and exchange capabilities
have not kept pace with the rapid expansion of the treatment system, and
are not sufficient to accommodate the many ways offenders enter and par-
ticipate in correctional treatment.

Delaware’s system of correctional treatment services is in an early stage of develop-
ment, and especially given the recent expansion of services, program outcomes are
hopeful. In addition, a number of things can be done to improve the management of
this system and ultimately promote positive outcomes. Significant changes to the
system at this time would be premature, and could have very negative consequences
in terms of offender population control and management.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
This report is intended to explain, describe, and clarify the current state of sentenc-
ing practices, population trends, and correctional treatment in Delaware. The system
has changed considerably since the inception of SENTAC. The system has evolved in
both quantitative and qualitative ways, and in ways that were predicted as well as in
ways that are surprising. It is clear that SENTAC has had an effect in controlling and
managing the offender population in Delaware, and that policies, principles and goals
promulgated by SENTAC are being met in large measure. However, there are several
important activities that, if undertaken, would improve the management of the system.

1. Continue to examine the issues related to violations of probation (VOPs).
The planned movement of offenders flowing up and flowing down the sys-
tem, combined with unplanned movement that results from VOPs, is
stressing the system. Better monitoring of this movement is needed to
identify how resources should be shifted or added to the system to prevent
eventual system problems or collapse. A scheduled follow-up study by
SENTAC will provide more information regarding the VOP population.

2. Continue to support more comprehensive ways to capture and describe
what is really going on with the Level IV and V populations—those popula-
tions that are included in routine DOC “institutional count” reports. It is
important to clarify which populations are changing and it is inadequate to
simply describe this population in terms of overall numbers.

3. Expand the work release capacity in Level IV. During 1999, 371 Level IV
offenders were waiting for placement in Level V. Since then, the number of
people waiting has decreased to 95, but Level IV trends have important
implications regarding new construction. In addition, although treatment
slots have increased in Level IV, overall expansion of work release and
other Level IV options has not kept pace. In fact, regular “non-treatment”
work release has diminished in capacity. This is an especially acute prob-
lem in New Castle County where work release beds have significantly de-
clined and where the largest percentage of offenders will likely reenter
society. All offenders need transitional support when they are facing the
critical time—the crisis—of reentering the community.

4. Encourage improvements in the correctional treatment continuum. The
Key/Crest continuum would benefit by adopting the American Correc-
tional Association’s Standards for Therapeutic Communities, and all insti-
tutional TC graduates could benefit from transitional care and aftercare.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

60

SENTAC

Recommendations

5. Support a process to re-examine the ways that offenders are placed in treat-
ment services. The goal of this process should be to identify priority popu-
lations, improve methods of movement through the continuum, and sup-
port the full utilization of the continuum when possible. This process, led
by SENTAC, should include a series of seminars or discussions with justice
and treatment professionals with the assistance of outside facilitators and/
or experts.

6. Restrictions on placing Key graduates into Crest programs at the end of
their Level V sentences should be removed. SENTAC believes Key
completers should be placed in supervised transitional services rather than
released directly to the streets. Identification of legal, regulatory, or policy
barriers that prevent full use of the continuum should be examined and
changes should be made where feasible.

7. Provide SENTAC with the resources to monitor and examine its impact on
an ongoing basis, report on the status of offender management regularly,
and conduct education and training to translate findings, policies and pro-
cedures throughout the system. Given the magnitude of the changes that
have taken place, we cannot afford to wait another five or six years to ex-
amine the system. Continue to support the improvement of Delaware’s
data systems, and support regular comprehensive evaluations of offender
management programs and policies.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

61

SENTAC

References

REFERENCES
1. Bureau of Justice Statistics (1998). Special

Report: Substance Abuse and Treatment of
Adults on Probation, 1995. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice.

2. Bureau of Justice Statistics (1999). Special
Report: Substance Abuse and Treatment, State
and Federal Prisoners, 1997. Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Justice.

3. Center for Substance Abuse Treatment. Con-
tinuity of Offender Treatment for Substance Use
Disorders From Institution to Community.
Treatment Improvement Protocol (TIP) Se-
ries, Number 30. Washington, DC: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1998.

4. De Leon, George. Therapeutic communities
for addictions: a theoretical framework. The
International Journal of the Addictions, 30(12),
pp. 1603-1645, 1993.

5. De Leon, G. 2000. The Therapeutic Commu-
nity: Theory, Model and Method. Springer
Publishing Co.

6. Deitch, David; Koutsenok, M.; McGrath, P.;
Ratelle, John; and Carleton, R. 1998. Outcome
Findings Regarding In-custody Adverse Behav-
ior Between Therapeutic Community Treatment
and Non-treatment Populations and its Impact
on Custody Personnel Quality of Life. San Di-
ego, CA: University of California–San Diego,
Department of Psychiatry, Addiction Technol-
ogy Transfer Center.

7. Wexler, H.K.; Falkin, G.P.; and Lipton, D.S.
1988. A model prison rehabilitation program:
An evaluation of the Stay’n Out therapeutic
community. Final report to the National Insti-
tute on Drug Abuse.

8. Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 4204(m)(2001).

9. Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 6712(a)-(b)(2001).

10. Del. Code Ann. tit. 11, § 4203(I)(2001).

11. DelSAC 2001. Delaware’s Adult Boot Camp.

12. DelSAC 1989. Impact of Truth in Sentencing on
Prison and Jail Populations.

13. DelSAC 2002. 1997-1999 Delaware Depart-
ment of Correction Incarceration Fact Book.

14. DelSAC March 28, 2001. Letter to Representa-
tive John Van Sant.

15. DelSAC September 1997. Recidivism in Dela-
ware 1981-1994, Phase 2. Unpublished Report.

16. Harrison, Lana D. and Steven S. Martin.
October 2002. Residential Substance Abuse
Treatment (RSAT) for State Prisoners Formula
Grant: Compendium of Program Implementa-
tion and Accomplishments. University of Dela-
ware Center for Drug and Alcohol Studies.

17. Knight, Kevin; Simpson, D. Dwayne, and Hiller,
Matthew L. 1999. “Three year reincarceration
outcomes for in-prison therapeutic commu-
nity treatment in Texas.” The Prison Journal,
79(3), 337-351.

18. Leukefeld, C.G., and Tims, F.M., eds. Compul-
sory Treatment of Drug Abuse: Research and
Clinical Practice. National Institute on Drug
Abuse Research Monograph, Number 86.
Rockville, MD: National Institute on Drug
Abuse, 1988.

19. Martin, Steven S.; Butzin, Clifford A.; Saum,
Christine A. and Inciardi, James A. 1999.
“Three year outcomes of therapeutic commu-
nity treatment for drug-involved offenders in
Delaware: from prison to work release to
aftercare.” The Prison Journal, 79(23), 294-320.

20. Martin et. al, 1999. Three-year outcomes of
therapeutic community treatment for drug-
involved offenders in Delaware: from prison
to work release to aftercare. The Prison Journal,
Volume 79, No. 3, September, 1999, pp. 294-
320.

21. National Institute of Justice (1999). 1998
Annual Report on Drug Use Among Adult and
Juvenile Arrestees. Washington, DC: U.S. De-
partment of Justice.

22. Principles of Drug Addiction Treatment: A
Research-Based Guide. National Institute on
Drug Abuse, 1999. NIH Publication No. 99-
4180.

23. Rockholz, P.B. 2000. Findings of a National
Survey on Therapeutic Communities for
Substance Abusing Offenders in State Pris-
ons. Middletown, CT: Association of State
Correctional Administrators Newsletter.

24. SENTAC Treatment Access Committee
(March, 1994). A Coordinated Approach to
Managing the Drug Involved Offender.

25. Travis. J. (1999). Remarks to the National
Assembly on Drugs, Alcohol Abuse and the
Criminal Offender. Washington, DC. Decem-
ber 7.

26. Wexler, Harry K.; Melnick, Gerald; Lowe,
Louis and Peter, Jean. 1999. “Three year
reincarceration outcomes for Amity in-prison
therapeutic community and aftercare in Cali-
fornia.” The Prison Journal, 79(3) 32 1-336.



This page is intentionally left blank.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

63Appendix A – Research Plan

A
P

P
EN

D
IX

 A
: R

ES
EA

R
C

H
 P

LA
N

Na
m

e 
of

 st
ud

y
Qu

es
ti

on
s t

o 
be

 a
ns

w
er

ed
Da

ta
 S

ou
rc

es
Ne

ed
s

Ti
m

et
ab

le
s

A.
 P

ro
gr

am
 S

tu
dy

W
ha

t a
re

 th
e c

om
pa

ra
tiv

e r
ec

id
iv

ism
 ra

te
s

19
97

 SA
C 

se
nt

en
cin

g 
or

de
r

Da
ta

 co
lle

ct
or

s o
r D

OC
Gr

ad
ua

te
 li

st
s f

or
 1

99
7-

19
98

 fo
r

Pr
od

uc
t: 

Da
ta

ba
se

, r
ep

or
t c

om
pa

rin
g 

re
cid

iv
ism

 ra
te

s b
et

w
ee

n
am

on
g 

Gr
ee

nt
re

e, 
Cr

es
t a

nd
 K

ey
?

da
ta

ba
se

; D
OC

 d
at

ab
as

e; 
DO

C
st

af
f t

o 
be

 cl
os

el
y s

up
er

-
3 

pr
og

ra
m

s; 
sa

m
pl

e. 
Ne

ed
 to

pa
rti

cip
an

ts
 in

 G
re

en
tre

e, 
Ke

y, 
an

d 
Cr

es
t p

ro
gr

am
s.

ca
se

 fi
le

s; 
Gr

ee
nt

re
e p

ro
gr

am
vi

se
d 

by
 SA

C 
st

af
f; 

 to
 th

e
kn

ow
 m

or
e i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

to
Bu

dg
et

: $
64

,0
00

fil
es

; S
BI

 ar
re

st
 d

at
ab

as
e

de
gr

ee
 th

at
 cu

rre
nt

 SA
C

es
tim

at
e 

th
e 

ta
sk

.
DT

F
st

af
fin

g 
do

es
 n

ot
 al

lo
w,

m
ay

 n
ee

d 
to

 u
se

 SA
C 

OT
Du

e b
y 1

2/
 3

0. 
Hi

gh
 p

rio
rit

y.

B.
 P

ro
ce

ss
 S

tu
dy

 o
f D

ru
g/

 W
or

k 
Re

le
as

e 
Pr

og
ra

m
s

W
ha

t a
re

 th
e r

es
id

en
tia

l t
re

at
m

en
t p

ra
c-

DO
C 

ca
se

 fi
le

s (
pr

iso
ns

 a
nd

Co
nt

ra
ct

 su
pe

rv
ise

d 
by

 SA
C

1Q
99

 o
rd

er
s w

/re
sid

en
tia

l d
ru

g
Pr

od
uc

t: 
Ne

w
 sn

ap
sh

ot
 d

at
ab

as
e, 

re
po

rt 
in

di
ca

tin
g 

tim
e s

pe
nt

tic
es

? D
o 

pe
op

le
 a

ct
ua

lly
 g

et
 in

to
 th

e
P/

P)
; 1

st
 Q

 SA
C 

19
99

 se
nt

en
-

st
af

f/D
OC

 st
af

f; 
SA

C 
st

af
f

tre
at

m
en

t, 
th

en
 cl

as
sif

ie
d 

by
w

ai
tin

g 
fo

r t
re

at
m

en
t a

nd
 th

e 
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s o

f r
ea

ch
in

g 
tre

at
m

en
t

pr
og

ra
m

s t
ha

t a
re

 o
rd

er
ed

? H
ow

 lo
ng

 d
o

cin
g 

or
de

rs
; t

he
 SA

C 
dr

af
t

OT
 o

r a
dd

iti
on

al
 st

af
f

ad
d. 

v. 
no

n-
ad

di
ct

io
n.

 P
ilo

t 5
0;

an
d 

ot
he

r p
ro

gr
am

s
th

ey
 w

ai
t?

 H
ow

 m
an

y n
ev

er
 g

et
 th

er
e?

ad
di

ct
io

n 
se

nt
en

cin
g 

st
ud

y
fo

llo
w.

 D
ra

ft 
re

po
rt

 M
ay

 3
0,

Bu
dg

et
: $

40
,0

00
 fo

r t
ra

ve
l, d

at
a c

ol
le

ct
io

n;
 $

20
,0

00
 fo

r a
na

ly
sis

W
ha

t i
s t

he
 e

ffe
ct

 o
f a

dd
ict

io
n 

se
nt

en
ce

s?
20

02
.

Co
nt

ra
ct

 $
3,

00
0 

in
 O

T
Ho

w
 d

oe
s t

ha
t a

ffe
ct

 se
nt

en
cin

g 
pr

ac
tic

es
?

DT
F

C.
 D

et
en

ti
on

er
 S

tu
dy

W
ho

 is
 b

ei
ng

 h
el

d 
(b

re
ak

 o
ut

 b
y g

en
de

r a
nd

DO
C 

Fa
ct

Bo
ok

 d
at

a 
fro

m
 1

98
0

Cu
rre

nt
 st

af
f w

or
k f

or
 w

ho
Ph

as
e 1

 w
ou

ld
 ta

ke
 8

 w
ee

ks
,

Pr
od

uc
t: 

Da
ta

ba
se

 an
d 

re
po

rt
 as

 to
 w

ho
 is

 b
ei

ng
 h

el
d 

fo
r w

ha
t

ra
ce

)?
 W

ha
t a

re
 th

ey
 b

ei
ng

 h
el

d 
fo

r (
w

ha
t

to
 1

99
9;

 D
OC

 ca
se

 fi
le

s; 
JIC

 fi
le

s;
is 

be
in

g 
he

ld
, h

ow
 lo

ng
 &

us
in

g 
cu

rre
nt

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n,

 (e
nd

(P
ha

se
 1

). 
Ph

as
e 2

: R
ep

or
t a

dd
re

ss
in

g 
th

e p
ro

ce
ss

 o
f d

et
en

tio
n;

 d
at

a-
st

ag
e o

f t
he

 p
ro

ce
ss

)?
 H

ow
 lo

ng
? W

ha
t a

re
Fa

m
ily

 Co
ur

t a
nd

 CC
P 

Co
ur

t
re

cid
 ra

te
s. 

W
e c

an
no

t t
el

l
of

 D
ec

.).
 P

ha
se

 2
 (f

or
 fu

tu
re

ba
se

 m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n 

to
 b

et
te

r c
la

rif
y p

ur
po

se
s o

f d
et

en
tio

n 
(d

et
er

m
in

e
th

e o
ffe

ns
es

? A
re

 p
er

so
ns

 h
el

d 
ap

pr
o-

pa
pe

r f
ile

s; 
 JP

 Co
ur

t c
om

pu
te

r
ne

xt
 p

ro
ce

ss
 st

ep
, n

or
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n)

 w
ou

ld
 in

clu
de

w
ho

 h
el

d 
fo

r w
ha

t a
nd

 fo
r h

ow
 lo

ng
), 

co
st

 b
en

ef
it 

on
 a 

ba
sis

 o
f u

se
 o

f
pr

ia
te

ly
 aw

ai
tin

g 
tri

al
 o

r o
th

er
 ev

en
ts

? A
re

fil
es

w
ha

t w
en

t i
nt

o 
th

e
no

n-
co

ur
t h

ol
ds

, in
s/

ou
ts

, b
ai

ls,
de

te
nt

io
n 

fo
r e

co
no

m
ic 

pu
rp

os
es

; r
ep

et
iti

ve
 en

tr
y a

nd
 re

-e
nt

ry
 o

f
th

er
e a

ny
 in

co
ns

ist
en

cie
s a

nd
 co

st
 sa

vi
ng

s
de

cis
io

n 
to

 h
ol

d 
th

em
, n

or
an

d 
fin

an
cia

l h
ol

ds
, w

ou
ld

 ta
ke

sa
m

e i
nd

iv
id

ua
ls;

 b
ai

l a
m

ou
nt

s a
nd

 co
rre

la
tio

n 
w

ith
 ab

ov
e f

ac
to

rs
.

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 h
ow

 b
ai

l i
s s

et
? W

ha
t i

s t
he

w
he

th
er

 th
ey

 sh
ow

ed
 u

p
6 

m
on

th
s (

fo
llo

w
in

g 
th

e e
nd

 o
f

Bu
dg

et
 fo

r P
ha

se
 1:

 $2
50

0
ra

te
 fo

r f
ai

lu
re

 fo
r t

ho
se

 w
ith

 n
ew

 co
nv

ic-
fo

r t
ria

l. E
tio

lo
gy

 o
f s

ta
tu

s
ot

he
r r

es
ea

rc
h)

 an
d 

w
ou

ld
 co

st
Ph

as
e 2

 B
ud

ge
t: 

$2
0-

25
,0

00
tio

ns
 w

hi
le

 o
ut

 o
n 

ba
il?

 H
ow

 m
an

y
as

 d
et

en
tio

ne
r i

s s
til

l
2 

st
af

f p
er

so
ns

 w
or

ki
ng

 o
n 

it
ca

te
go

rie
s o

f d
et

en
tio

ne
rs

 a
re

 th
er

e?
un

kn
ow

n.
pa

rt-
tim

e.

D.
 O

ff
en

se
s a

nd
 O

ff
en

de
r C

ha
rt

s
Fo

r w
ha

t o
ffe

ns
es

 ar
e o

ffe
nd

er
s i

n 
pr

iso
ns

?
19

81
-1

99
6,

 an
d1

99
7-

19
99

 D
OC

Cu
rre

nt
 SA

C 
st

af
f w

ith
Th

is 
w

ou
ld

 lo
gi

ca
lly

 b
e d

on
e

Pr
od

uc
t: 

ch
ar

ts
, d

at
ab

as
e, 

re
po

rt
 o

n 
tre

nd
s

(B
re

ak
 o

ut
 ac

co
rd

in
g 

to
 g

en
de

r a
nd

 ra
ce

)
Fa

ct
Bo

ok
 d

at
ab

as
e; 

19
99

 SA
C

po
ss

ib
le

 O
T t

o 
ex

pe
di

te
.

fir
st,

  a
nd

 w
ou

ld
 ta

ke
 6

0 
da

ys
 to

Bu
dg

et
: $

25
00

Ho
w

 lo
ng

 ar
e t

he
y i

n 
th

e p
ris

on
s?

 A
re

 w
e

Se
nt

en
cin

g 
or

de
r d

at
ab

as
e

do
. (

Ap
ril

/M
ay

) U
pd

at
e d

at
a-

co
m

pl
yi

ng
 w

ith
 th

e S
EN

TA
C 

gu
id

el
in

es
?

ba
se

 as
 d

at
a i

s a
va

ila
bl

e.

E.
 C

rim
in

al
 L

aw
 S

tu
dy

W
ha

t a
re

 al
l o

f t
he

 la
w

s w
hi

ch
 h

av
e

De
la

w
ar

e C
od

e a
nd

 st
at

ut
or

y
AG

 re
so

ur
ce

s f
or

 Ti
tle

s 1
1,

Al
l s

ta
tu

te
s i

de
nt

ifi
ed

 by
 6/

30
/0

1.
Pr

od
uc

ts
: In

de
x o

f a
ll 

cr
im

in
al

 st
at

ut
es

, r
ep

or
t d

et
ai

lin
g 

co
ns

ist
en

cie
s

cr
im

in
al

 p
en

al
tie

s a
nd

 w
ha

t a
re

 th
os

e
hi

st
or

y; 
Re

le
as

e 
Da

te
 Ta

sk
16

 an
d 

21
.  S

up
er

io
r C

ou
rt

In
 Ju

ly
 SE

NT
AC

 m
ee

tin
g, 

di
sc

us
s

an
d 

in
co

ns
ist

en
cie

s (
TI

S v
. n

on
-T

IS
) i

n 
st

at
ut

or
y p

en
al

tie
s, 

re
co

m
m

en
-

pe
na

lti
es

 an
d 

do
 th

ey
 m

ak
e s

en
se

 o
r

Fo
rc

e F
in

al
 R

ep
or

t
la

w
 cl

er
ks

 fo
r t

he
 re

st
 o

f
po

lic
y i

m
pl

ica
tio

ns
. B

y 9
/0

1,
da

tio
ns

 fo
r s

ta
tu

to
ry

 ch
an

ge
.  T

he
 su

bs
ta

nt
ia

l p
ol

icy
 is

su
es

 w
ill

 b
e

do
 th

ey
 n

ee
d 

to
 b

e r
ev

ise
d?

DE
 Co

de
.

re
co

m
m

en
d 

st
at

ut
or

y a
m

en
d-

ad
dr

es
se

d 
af

te
r t

he
 st

at
ist

ica
l a

na
ly

sis
.

m
en

ts
 o

n 
co

ns
ist

en
cy

, c
oh

es
iv

e-
Bu

dg
et

: $
2,

00
0 

fo
r p

ub
lic

at
io

n
ne

ss
 o

f s
ta

tu
te

s. 
M

aj
or

 p
ol

icy
 re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 b

as
ed

 o
n

st
at

ist
ica

lls
tu

dy
 w

ill
 fo

llo
w

 la
te

r.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

64 Appendix A – Research Plan

R
es

ea
rc

h
 P

la
n

 (c
o

n
ti

n
u

ed
)

Na
m

e 
of

 st
ud

y
Qu

es
ti

on
s t

o 
be

 a
ns

w
er

ed
Da

ta
 S

ou
rc

es
Ne

ed
s

Ti
m

et
ab

le
s

F. 
Le

ve
l 4

/H
ol

d 
at

 L
ev

el
 5

 S
tu

dy
W

he
re

 ar
e t

he
 b

ot
tle

ne
ck

s w
hi

ch
 im

pe
de

19
97

-1
99

9 
DO

C 
re

v. 
Fa

ct
Bo

ok
SA

C 
st

af
f O

T
19

99
 o

rd
er

s p
lu

s D
OC

 ad
m

it 
fil

es
Pr

od
uc

t: 
da

ta
ba

se
 an

d 
re

po
rt

 d
et

ai
lin

g 
th

e p
ro

ce
ss

 fo
r d

ef
en

da
nt

s
m

ov
em

en
t i

n 
th

e 
sy

st
em

? A
re

 th
e 

se
nt

en
ce

s
da

ta
ba

se
;1

99
9 

SA
C 

se
nt

en
cin

g
w

ill
 te

ll 
th

os
e h

el
d 

at
 Le

ve
l 5

 fo
r

he
ld

 in
 p

ris
on

 fo
r L

ev
el

 IV
 p

ro
gr

am
s, 

ad
m

in
ist

ra
tiv

e f
lo

w
 d

ow
ns

,
ef

fe
ct

iv
el

y b
ei

ng
 ca

rri
ed

 o
ut

? A
re

 th
er

e 
an

y
or

de
r d

at
ab

as
e; 

Pr
ob

at
io

n
a 

slo
t a

t 4
, a

nd
 w

ill
 te

ll 
Le

ve
l 5

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
n 

fo
r p

ro
ce

ss
 ch

an
ge

, r
es

ou
rc

e e
nh

an
ce

m
en

t t
ha

t c
an

pr
ob

le
m

s w
ith

 re
so

ur
ce

s?
 W

ha
t i

s t
he

 ti
m

e
ad

m
it 

fil
es

se
rv

ed
, t

he
n 

he
ld

 at
 5

 aw
ai

tin
g

re
du

ce
 co

st
s a

nd
 e

nh
an

ce
 e

ffe
ct

iv
en

es
s.

se
rv

ed
 at

 Le
ve

l 5
 b

ef
or

e 
re

le
as

e?
 W

ha
t a

re
th

e 
4 

slo
t, 

as
 w

el
l a

s t
yp

e o
f

Bu
dg

et
: $

25
00

th
e 

ty
pe

s o
f r

el
ea

se
 fo

llo
w

in
g 

a L
ev

el
 5

re
le

as
e.

Th
is 

co
ul

d 
be

 d
on

e i
n 

6
ho

ld
?

w
ee

ks
 (e

nd
 o

f J
ul

y)
.

G.
 V

OP
 S

tu
dy

W
ha

t a
re

 V
OP

 o
ffe

nd
er

s i
nc

ar
ce

ra
te

d 
fo

r?
19

98
 Sp

ec
ia

l S
AC

 V
OP

 d
at

ab
as

e
SA

C 
st

af
f O

T
Th

is 
co

ul
d 

be
 st

ar
te

d 
in

 A
ug

us
t,

Pr
od

uc
t: 

Up
da

te
d 

da
ta

ba
se

, a
nd

 a 
re

po
rt

 d
isc

us
sin

g 
th

e p
ro

ba
tio

n
Ho

w
 lo

ng
 ar

e t
he

y b
ei

ng
 in

ca
rc

er
at

ed
 fo

r?
(Q

: D
id

 th
e o

rig
in

al
 st

ud
y l

oo
k

an
d 

fin
ish

ed
 en

d 
of

 S
ep

te
m

be
r.

sy
st

em
 g

iv
in

g 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 as

 to
 ap

pr
op

ria
te

 u
se

 o
f s

an
ct

io
ns

,
Ar

e w
e e

ffe
ct

iv
el

y p
ut

tin
g 

th
e r

ig
ht

 p
eo

pl
e

at
 th

e u
nd

er
ly

in
g 

cr
im

e?
)

re
co

m
m

en
da

tio
n 

fo
r p

ro
ce

ss
 ch

an
ge

, r
es

ou
rc

e 
en

ha
nc

em
en

t t
ha

t c
an

on
 p

ro
ba

tio
n/

re
vo

ki
ng

 p
ro

ba
tio

n?
 W

ha
t a

re
re

du
ce

 co
st

s a
nd

 e
nh

an
ce

 e
ffe

ct
iv

en
es

s.
th

e p
rio

r c
rim

in
al

 h
ist

or
ie

s o
n 

th
es

e f
ol

ks
?

Bu
dg

et
: $

25
00

H.
 R

ul
e 

11
(e

)(1
)c

 S
tu

dy
Ho

w
 d

oe
s R

ul
e 1

1 
im

pa
ct

 u
po

n 
se

nt
en

cin
g

SA
C 

Su
pe

rio
r C

ou
rt 

Se
nt

en
cin

g
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

s c
an

 b
e r

un
Ph

as
e 1

 is
 ru

nn
in

g 
th

e p
er

ce
n-

Pr
od

uc
t: 

Up
da

te
d 

da
ta

ba
se

;  R
ep

or
t i

nd
ica

tin
g 

th
e i

m
pa

ct
 o

f
de

cis
io

ns
 an

d 
gu

id
el

in
es

? W
ha

t i
s t

he
or

de
rs

; b
en

ch
bo

ok
 gu

id
el

in
es

;
fro

m
 1

99
9 

se
nt

en
cin

g
ta

ge
s; 

do
ne

 b
y e

nd
 o

f J
un

e w
ith

Ru
le

 1
1 

(e
)(1

)c
 o

n 
se

nt
en

cin
g 

pr
ac

tic
es

 an
d 

se
nt

en
cin

g 
gu

id
el

in
es

pe
rv

as
iv

en
es

s o
f R

ul
e 1

1 
pl

ea
s?

 Is
 th

er
e

SA
CB

ur
gl

ar
y s

tu
dy

or
de

rs
 w

ith
 cu

rre
nt

cu
rre

nt
 re

so
ur

ce
s. 

Ph
as

e 2
 is

Ph
as

e I
II 

Pr
od

uc
t: 

In
 co

nj
un

ct
io

n 
w

ith
 m

an
da

to
ry

 P
ha

se
 ll

l s
tu

dy
eq

ui
ty

 in
 th

e 
fin

al
 se

nt
en

ce
s?

 H
ow

 d
oe

s
fu

nd
in

g 
to

 ex
pl

or
e

w
he

th
er

 th
e 

gu
id

el
in

es
 a

re
re

po
rt 

w
ou

ld
 sh

ow
 im

pa
ct

 o
f p

ro
ce

du
ra

l r
ul

e u
se

d 
in

 co
nj

un
ct

io
n

Ru
le

 1
1 

an
d 

m
an

da
to

ry
 d

ru
g 

se
nt

en
ce

s
eq

ui
ty

 o
f R

11
 v.

 N
on

-R
11

be
in

g 
fo

llo
w

ed
: d

on
e b

y e
nd

 o
f

w
ith

 m
an

da
to

ry
 se

nt
en

ce
s a

nd
 it

s i
m

pa
ct

 u
po

n 
se

nt
en

cin
g 

de
cis

io
ns

.
im

pa
ct

 u
po

n 
se

nt
en

cin
g 

de
cis

io
ns

?
w

ou
ld

 re
qu

ire
 ex

tra
Se

pt
em

be
r w

ith
 cu

rre
nt

Lo
ok

in
g 

at
 si

m
ila

r o
ffe

nd
er

s a
re

 th
os

e t
ak

in
g 

Ru
le

 1
1 

(e
)(1

)c
 p

le
as

re
so

ur
ce

s.
re

so
ur

ce
s. 

Ph
as

e 3
 is

 ex
pl

or
in

g
tre

at
ed

 th
e s

am
e a

s t
ho

se
 en

te
rin

g 
tra

di
tio

na
l p

le
as

.
th

e e
qu

ity
;  w

ou
ld

 ta
ke

 m
or

e
Bu

dg
et

: $
25

00
 fo

r P
ha

se
s 1

, 2
.

re
so

ur
ce

s a
nd

 co
ul

d 
be

 d
on

e b
y

Bu
dg

et
 fo

r P
ha

se
 3

: (
w

ai
t)

De
ce

m
be

r 2
00

2.

I. 
M

an
da

to
rie

s S
tu

dy
W

ha
t a

re
 th

e e
xi

st
in

g 
m

an
da

to
ry

 st
at

ut
es

:
De

la
w

ar
e C

od
e; 

SA
C 

Su
pe

rio
r

De
sc

rip
tiv

e 
st

at
s r

e:
Ph

as
e 1

 w
ou

ld
 in

clu
de

 d
es

cr
ip

-
Pr

od
uc

t: 
De

sc
rip

tio
n 

of
 al

l m
an

da
to

ry
 se

nt
en

cin
g 

la
w

s, 
a d

at
ab

as
e a

s
dr

ug
s, 

w
ea

po
ns

, h
ab

itu
al

, e
tc

.? 
Ho

w
 d

oe
s

Co
ur

t s
en

te
nc

in
g 

or
de

r
m

an
da

to
rie

s u
sin

g 
19

99
tiv

e 
st

at
em

en
t o

f m
an

da
to

ry
to

 se
nt

en
ce

d 
in

m
at

es
 o

n 
m

an
da

to
ry

 se
nt

en
ce

s f
or

 P
ha

se
s 1

 a
nd

 2
.

th
is 

im
pa

ct
 u

po
n 

po
pu

la
tio

n?
 H

ow
 d

oe
s

da
ta

ba
se

;  D
OC

 Fa
ct

Bo
ok

da
ta

ba
se

 ca
n 

be
 d

on
e w

ith
se

nt
en

cin
g 

la
w

s, 
us

in
g 

w
or

k
Ph

as
e 3

: A
 re

po
rt 

sh
ow

in
g 

th
e i

m
pa

ct
 o

f m
an

da
to

ry
 se

nt
en

ce
s a

nd
im

pa
ct

 o
n 

pl
ea

s?
 H

ow
 d

oe
s i

t i
m

pa
ct

 o
n

da
ta

ba
se

;  J
IC

 fi
le

s; 
RD

BB
 Ta

sk
cu

rre
nt

 fu
nd

s. 
Ne

ed
al

re
ad

y d
on

e; 
th

is 
co

ul
d 

be
 d

on
e

Ru
le

 1
1 

on
 p

le
a a

nd
 se

nt
en

ce
 p

ra
ct

ice
 an

d 
its

 im
pl

ica
tio

ns
 o

n 
pr

iso
n

se
nt

en
cin

g 
de

cis
io

ns
?  

W
ho

 se
rv

es
 ti

m
e o

n
Fo

rc
e F

in
al

 R
ep

or
t; 

20
01

ad
di

tio
na

l r
es

ou
rc

es
 to

by
 en

d 
of

 Ju
ne

 2
00

1. 
Ph

as
e 2

po
pu

la
tio

n.
of

 p
le

as
 to

 o
th

er
 ch

ar
ge

s w
he

re
Ho

us
e M

an
da

to
ry

 D
ru

g
qu

an
tif

y p
rim

ar
y a

nd
w

ou
ld

 b
e s

ta
ts

 (a
dm

, le
ng

th
)

Bu
dg

et
 fo

r P
ha

se
 1

: N
o 

co
st

 (s
ee

 #
6)

m
an

da
to

rie
s w

er
e i

nv
ol

ve
d?

Se
nt

en
cin

g 
St

ud
y

se
co

nd
ar

y b
ed

 im
pa

ct
.

us
in

g 
th

e 1
99

9 
da

ta
; d

on
e b

y e
nd

Ph
as

e 2
:  $

25
00

De
c. 

20
01

 w
ith

 O
T. 

Ph
as

e 3
 w

ou
ld

Ph
as

e 3
: c

os
t p

os
tp

on
ed

 u
nt

il 
20

02
in

di
ca

te
 p

rim
ar

y a
nd

 se
co

nd
ar

y
be

d 
im

pa
ct

 (a
nd

 co
nt

ro
lle

d 
fo

r
Ru

le
 1

1)
 in

 2
00

2.



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

65

SENTAC

Notes

NOTES



Sentencing Trends and Correctional Treatment in Delaware

66

SENTAC

Notes

NOTES


