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INTRODUCTION . °

Volumes 2 3 and 4 of thIS set of’ pubI1cat1ons dealt separater WWth o
pretrial re]ease, d1ver51pn, and post-trial alternatives to trad1t10na1 Jail _’
‘sentences. This volume reviews 1§§Lé§"565"b;£sents 1nformat1on that relate

| to aIIfthree classes of alternatives. It provwdes data wh‘ch both supplementv
~and summarize mater1a1 in the other vqumes on personnel requ1rements and i-\ o f;{i;%
program costs It illustrates concepts and techn1ques fcr use in policy ," I'? | F;i
g “?and program pIann1ng and for mon1tor1ng and assessing programs and the1r
effects on jail popu]at1on ‘ o - e o
: Chapter I is specially designed for. persons ‘concerned with Ja11 adm1n-, -
. istration. It reviews some strategies available to the jailer for try1ng =
to contain h1s popuIat]on and presents aasystem for,populat1on ana]ys1s to
suppprt such efforts. The system is adaptable also for use‘in,budget‘deVelopﬁ _
“’ment and control and longer range pIahning. In therabsence o% Ehmore compre-
“Ahensive criminal justice information system, it caphbe used tolmgnitqr, at o= ,7{}
: ‘Ieast partiai]y; the use and selected outcomes of alternatives to jail. |

Chapter 11 deals with Tine level personnel requirements for a1ternat1ve
programs, presenting the results of a s1mp11f1ed task ana1y51s Chapter III
reviews cost data for both jailing and its aIternat1ves and presents compara~
tive figures.

The final chapter is an‘essay on the viability of alternative programs

and points up some fundamental considerations fof criminal justice planning.

iy




CHAPTER T o | » -

JAIL POPULATION CONTAINMENT

.

In a recent five-city demonstration‘project, vaqioué measures were ihtrg-}  ;
duced to ihérease the’use of’prétrial aTtérnativés t& confinement. Jail
population decreased.. After a matter of months - without any slackening in
the new practices or notable increase in the arrest rate - jail populations -
began to rise. An éna]yéis determined that this was octasioned by an increase
in sen;enced prisongrs:.,1 |

One authority on pretrial releasé programs once commented that if jail
space is available it will tend to be filled, and fhat over-crowded Jails
appear to be a primary factor in conmunity efforts to institute or expand use .
of alternative neasures.? This observation was confirmed byvimpressfdns of
staff during site visits to some 30 counties and cities across thebcountry -
and correspondence with many bthers'- in the course of 'this pfoﬁé&f:

As nature abhors a vacuum, communities seem to be finding under-populated
jails a spur to increased jail use. There are exceptions, primarily in less
- populous counties wfth~oyer—sized~jaﬁ]sq~-But jails in more densely populated:_,f‘*

areas tend to be chronicai1y'over-crowded.'

»

An imp1ication of these largely impressionistic observations i;Léhat jail”
bopulation is subject to containment. It is possible, within 1imits, to make

do with some agreed-upon, comparatively low, Tevel of jail capacity. Tﬁﬁhgxn

e

méy be,occasiona1 brief peaks above rated capacity, but even many of these RN
can be anticipated and steps taken to modify them. By the same token, if a
substantially larger jail is built than available facts justify - in the absence
of concerted effprts to prevent it'- the jail may very well fill up.

Given taxpayer and other costs of jail construction and, use, communi ties

do well to avoid over-building. This is particularly s0, since the benefits

1



| which they were sentenced.

care and-custodysfor some people who would be better off in a non-penal set-

ting; and, ques%ionably, somevdeterrent value in the enforcement of crimfha]

" laws and ordinances.

The problem 1s wuere to start in the effort to minimize the use of Ja1]s.

The jail is a catch a11 facility at the beck and call of perhaps dozens of

autonomous m?g1strates and Judges and numerous unre]ated Taw enforcement and

correct1ons agenc1es. Even conv1cted feTony offenders can, 1n effect, force

their presence on a Ja11 by persistent 11t1gat1on which may necess1tate the1r

vnresence in a 1oca1 commun1ty rather than in the state or federaT nr1son to

i

 of jaiﬁ are quite Timited - brief community protection, mostly from‘nuisanceslv

Lo se1f-v1ct1m1z1ng offenses; expensive and‘usua11y‘subTStandard"profective' .

S YR,

Criminal justice off1c1als and agencies exper1ence cont1nu1ng pressureat .

to jail people - at times from the very same segments of the commun1ty wh1ch
supply leadership in citizen efforts to reduce locat~ government expend1tures.
Unless there is counter pressure, Qa11s tend to be used beyond what is neces-
sary, cost effective or cons1<tent with democratic 1dealsw v

One strategy to contrel jail use (among its other important‘purposes),*
is to introduce coordination of criminal‘juscice operétions within a Jjuris-
diction - anywhere from informal joint policy planning among the agencies
to sanctioned coordination, as through.a department of‘criminaT justice:sera

vices.

Regardless of how it is structured, to be productjve;coordinatﬁonfmust‘i"“yw":‘M“g”

bring about honest agreement on some goa s and Standards and mUSt provide a

mechanism for nnn1tor1ng conformity of pract1ces covered by the agreementsg

s It must also conta1n an element of strong, pers1stent advocacy - to see that




s1gn1f1cant dev1atlons brought to 1lghc through mon1tor1ng are not S1ley
‘ignored. Advocacy and coord1nat1on are dlscussed in Chapter IV K COnrern
here is w1th the 1ssues of sett1ng ja11 capac1ty levels p01ntgmg up ‘ways

of stay1nu w1th1n these, and dev131ng a system of mon1tor1ng, data- ana]ys1s N

and feedback to sanct1on agreements on; obJectIyes and- practlces. ' ’g] .ﬂ,;,x**%

How Much Jaﬂ*» | - S R r

Trad1t1ona1]y3 jail popu]at1ons have/oeen chotom1zed for stat1st1ca1

if not operat1ona1 purposes. 1nt0 senfenced and unsentenced pnlsoners. Forﬁ .

s purposes of popu]at1on contre’ a more deta11ed breakedown is necessary, espe— s

f ¥ cially for some Ja11s ' A three~way generql brea ~down' is suggested unsen-

tenced prrsoners, Tocal pr1soners serving thelr sentence in the Ja11 a]]

others.i Different strateg1es, 1nv01v1ng ﬁ1rferent agenc1es or. off1c1als are.

¥ e

ff,“' Unsentenced Prisoners ' . : g L e

Unsent néed priseners as defined here, are persens arrested«wfin- 'e,rf;
in the 1nca1 Jur1sd1ct1on who are 1n the jail as a result of a 1oca1 e
or state cha”ge which has not been f1na11y adgud1cated Unsentenced
pr1soners for analytical and nlann1ng purposes.(nan be related tn ota] ; o

l

arrests in the jurisdiction served by .t he Ja ﬁ n order to produce an

AR est1-

index figure of Ja11 use.,J’he proceuure 1s as fo11ows ok, Devei»p

“mate of the average da11y number of unsentenced pr1son in conf1nement ,gaé '

u *~Examp1es.v,100 (average daily popu]atlon of unsentenced pr1soners dur1ng 1975)

x 100 = . 20, ooo | e
h 20 000 (fotal arrests in Jur1sd1ct1on dur1ng 1975) = 1.0; 300 % 100 =30, 000
+ 20,000 = 1.5.
, ,




of’ arrests reported by a11 local and state 1aw enforcement egencfes in the ’
?iur1sd1ct1on fbr the same per1od Tha resu1t w111 y1e1d a f1gure wh1ch “can ﬂ
‘.'be compared w1th 1nd1ces for dther Jur1sd1ct10ns. dMore 1mportart1y it can |
vbe used month- by-month or yearaby-year, to monvtdr success of efforts to ex-
pand use of pretr1a1 a1ternac1ves. | | 4

This process . was used in relation to ten scatterea Jur1sd1ct1ons 1n,the/%‘
U.S. - some for 1973, some for 1974. Th1s producev ndex f1gures rang1ng fron
1.0 to 3.7, the median f1gure be1ng 1.,u;v We applied it to nat1ona7 arrest

and census data for 1972 anq arr1ved at a nat1ona1 average 1ndex fcr vnsentenced

Gt i

pr1scner conf1n«went of,,.4 ¥

.?i‘teu Jur1sd1ct1ons 1n the sa e were haying or had cxper1enced prob-

1ems of jail over-cr wding. There was at- Teast moderate use and in some JUF1S-‘f

d1ct1ons very extens1ve use of a w1de variety of a]ternatlves - po]1ce c1ta~

tion; post-booking pretrial re]ease, and pretr1a1 d1vers1on. The 1ndex f1gures |

showed almost four times as much Ja11 use, in relation to arrests, in some

as compared with others.

easons for Index Var1at1ons . v ” o ’v‘ L
The dxfferences in index f1gures reflect d1fFerences in average detent1on
time of unsentenced pr1soners. Detent1on time ranged from 4.2 daye to 13.7,
with a median of 5.35. At least a great part of this var1ance, 1n turn, was '
assoc1ated w1th notable d1rferences in the pattern of arrest chargfs. Jur1s- :
d1ct1dns with higher 1nd1ces (and longer average’ detenu1on time) (1) reported
no arrests for public intoxication; (2) arrested more persans, proport1onate|y |

5]

on felony charges than did other jurisdictions. - P F ;;:ﬁﬁ

Public “inebriates, in the seven Jur1sd1ct1ons wrere they werefst1p ar-

rested, made up, on the avera g , almost a fourth of a11 Prrestees. The maaorzfy

N




‘;1ntcx1cat1on rates are divided between 51t1 ans where these arrests cons'
. ll

"de them werekﬁeieésed’in'asmatter*of EOUrs*withdﬂtfﬁfOSecu ’oﬁ;
rest were 1n court w1th1n one or two days, pled gu11ty, :

”sentenced

_point by a Jur1sd1ct1on 1n ass 531hg 1ts use of pretr1a1 detent1on

4v&rate would be where 1ess than 20% of a11 arrests are for ‘e;on1es

'(e g., 1ow felony, h1gh pub11c intoxication: 1ndex cf

'days aver4ge gretr1a1 detention t1me), A 3ur1sd1ct1on w1th th1s pattern of-

N

oy of e

\

Th1s set of facts helps exp1a1n why averageﬂd -ent1on t

'booked 1nto the Ja11 ) ‘ 7 .
~In add1t1on, there is the fact of h1gher felony arrest rates. 1n +he 1af-
ter 3ur1sd1ctlons.f Th ere tends to be. bofh a lower rate sf re]ease and 1o g r

de]ays in: re.eas1ng fe]ony arrestees than those booked far m1sdemeanors.» MofeQ;

over, detént1on time for those.nggwgranuea“pretrwal re]eﬁse typjca11y.nuns.'”

Toncer in felony cases.- o ’ R f"’

As a resuIt of this analysis of adm1tted1y 11m1fed and 1n most. 1nstance» J

e

Tess than prer1se data, we developed a chart wh1ch mwgnt be used as a reference'

: 4fﬁ1s 1s

o
a crude aev1ce and is at best suggest1ve of 1ndex ranges for Ju 1sd1ctxogs

with d}fferent arrest- charge pafterns. St11| 1t affords af;tartlng po1nt fG;M

3&1]_popu1at1on analysis.

e

lhe chart divides: JUT{§-1

s1dered 11ke1y to OCCLI Classification dependSvﬁn percentagesi;

/"r
e

which are for fe]on1es and for pub11c 1ntox1 étf nfffﬁﬁ

T
B

Pub1{cv

tute Tess than 15% of all arrests - aru 15% or h1gher.)

_ For each of the four probable cond1t1ons, ranges Qf Ja11 1nd1 es are g1v

j7 to Y;O"or 2 to 4

\

el




_X»Figure_1;. Pretrial gafj Use‘indices v

Percent of Arrests | Percent of. Arrests ‘
for Felonjes R | fov PubTic Intoxication

Indices
' Under ]5.6@ 15.0 or higher

1. g Un'l.ike]y : 07 - 1.0

~.'?Unﬁef~zn,o i A . LRI S
BRI 2| Situation 2 -3

" 1 e eed1.0- 1.5
20.0 - 40.0 1 ol

2. 13 - 7 3 -5 - h o :ﬁ

, 1. 12,02 3.0 eeiin. | e

. | ) " *“ 1 "Unlikely 3

Over 40.0 L | situation :

2. |7 =1

1. The uppear 1ndex figures in the four cells are average da11y pﬁiati&n ¥
;total arrests. d ‘ SR

2. The lawer fﬁgures are average days served by all unsentenced pr1soners

booked into the jail. This index exc1udes the effects on jail popu1at1on . ““:7ff
of the police c1tat1on pract1ces. ‘ e _ ‘ v a

rest charges is likely to fall within these ranges in 1ts pretr1a] Jail nop-
ulation - assuming our limited samp1e produced valid f1nd1ngs In any event, ‘
s1gn1f1cant dev1at1on from the ranges on the chart shoqu be occasion for ex- -

amining detent1on and release practices. | . ‘ SR

Contro] Strategies: Unsentenced Prisoners | : ,
‘Essentially, thrc things can be done to contain pretr1a1 ja11 popu]ation' "
i1. Optimum u;e of summonsg c1tat1on, pretr1a1 re?eas=, and d1vers1on oo
‘as discussed in Volume 2, ' | |
; 7 2. Prompt decisions on pret”ial nelease; If 20 000 pretr1a4 releasees -
’ﬁspeqd an average of three days in Ja11 they will const1tute an average of ‘;;e
s 164 pr1>0ne*s 1n the jail popuuatﬁon, If they aver=ge on]y one day in custody:

:‘;u they will tota‘ onTy 55 pr1soners on the average.

- \‘;; i




: 3. Expedited processing of cases against persons not d1verted or
g1Ven pretrial release. Naticnal Advisory Comm1ss1on standards urge that

fe1ons be brought to trial within 60 days and m1sdemeanants within 30 - and

b
~ that shorter per1ods should be observed for persons deta1ned Average deten-

tion t1m;, until trial, shouid be much shorter, if these maximum a]]owanpes
are met. Tﬁ1s is especially true when it is considered that re1at1ve1y h1gh
percentages of persons arrested are not prosecuted and that many felony charges
are reduced to misdemeanors at the time of prosecutor fﬂing.s

In order to set standards and goals in thiis area, Tocal Jur1sd1ct1on
officials would need‘to know the present facts and figures - and to develop
assumptions as to how much change might be possible in both the use of alterna-.
tives and in shortening time for processing cases (both pretrial and post-tr1a14
dispositions). . | | |

The same kinds of data would have to be reviewed periodically %n monitor-

ing the implementation of policy agreements.

Required Statistics . s

A comprehensive picture of practices affecting pretrial jail population
would require base-line data and subsequent periodia reports on the use pf .
alternatives and on processing times. An example of a "before and after" statis-

; , e
tical summary of the kinds of data required might look 1ike this:



Figure 2. Jail Population Breakdown

. Average Average
Number Custody Daily
b Days Population
Time 1 Time 2 T T2 T: T2
A1l Arrests & Summons 11,362 9,302
Summons "9 ’ 300
Citations -0 940
A1l Jail Bookings 11,362 8,062 13 4 407 , 96

Felonies? 2,147 | 2,147
Public Intoxication 3,090 0

Qther Misdemeanors 6,125 5,915
b

Pretrial Release 5,356 5,434 3 1 44 15
Detained®

Felons | 1,638 |. 1,328 33 13 148 a9

Misdemeanants | 4,368 | 1,300 18 9 a5 32

Both | 6,006 | 2,628 22 n T 81

fndex Figured 3.6 1.0

a For deeper analysis offense cafegories can be broken down further - since '
some charges are associated with Tower rates of pretrial release and diver-
sion. ’

b Includes diversion cases - these could ha shown separately - as could each
type of pretrial release. :

¢ This includes those who may only be held a very short time then discharged
or transferred.

d Total average daily population (1ine 4) x 100 ¢ all arrests and summons (line 1).




The figufes used to illustrate Time T'(base]ine) and.Time 2 (e.g., one
or more*year§ later) presenﬁ‘an improbable situation, but the exaggeration
ﬁe]ps make the point thatlboth alternative practices~andrp?ocessipg‘time af-
fect jail bopu?ation. Average‘pretrial jail population during the first perfod
was 407;;during the second it was only ¢6 (line 4, last two columhs). The

consequeﬁt jail use indices were 3.6 and 1.0 (bottom line, last 2 columns).

Reasons for Differences
The difference 1ies in three developments:

1. Public intoxication was decriminalized, and this reduced
misdemeanor arrests by 2,060 or more than 20%. (Assumes that one
third of former arrestees - for public intoxication ; would be picked
up on other charges, such as disorderly conduct.) »

2. Use of summons and ciiétion reduced misdemeanof bookings ﬁ
into the jail by another 1,240. Post-booking prétria1 release rates
were also increased. As a result, detention rates dropped further.
(The figures for those detained in¢lude those who‘may have been re-
Ieased in a day or two as well as thoée held for weeks or months;)

3. Processing time was reduced from ﬁhree'days to-one day for
those granted pretrial release. It was cut %n half for those detained
un£i1 final disposition. _ | |

A comparison of .Time 1 and Time 2 figures, incidertally, with those in
the chart on page 6 might be of interest. Time 1 figures should“be compared
with the index and detention days ranges in the upper right hand'§ection'of
the guideline chart (.7 - 1.0 and 2 to 4 days). Time 1 index (3.6) and deten-

tion days (13) far exceed the upper 1imit of the range, indicating éxtkeme]y



heavy reliance on ﬁrétriai jailing. Time 2 figures should Be éompared with
center left hand section (1.0 -:2.0 and 3 to 7 days). They a;e at or near )
the lower end of the range (Index 1.0 and detention days 4), indicating low
‘reliance on pretrial jailing.

Before adﬁressing certain general issues, the other two components of

jail population should be reviewed further,

Local Jail Prisoners - Sehtenced. .

This refers only te prisoners serving their sentence in a jail which is
also the only or main facility in the jurisdiction for preiriai'detention.'
In many places this would include all sentenced‘misdemeanants in the jurigdic-
tion. In others. it would include only a group of “trustiés" and those sen-
tenced prisoners requiring maximum custody or who are in need of services
(e.g., medical) which are only available at the main jail.

A chief way of keeping this segment of the population low is to establish
alternative facilities for sentenced prisoners (that is, ordinarily, local
misdemeanants). Alternative facilities were discussed in Volume 4. Before this

is considered, however, other, more general questions call for policy decisions.

Sentencing Policies

Ideally, a'jurisdiction should establish and adhere consistently to poli-
cies on sentencing of people to the jail. Such policies would address the
purposes of jailing, use of alternatives to jail, and costs and benefits asso-
'ciated with the various options available to the sentencing judge. Also in-
~ volved is the question of early release from jail - through parole or sentence
modi fication.

Baseline studies and monitoring through statistical tabu]ations:are as

10



much in order here as in connection with pretrial jailing. Facts and figures
on existing practices are necessary, as is a system for tracking decisions -
subsequent to any consensus on new policies.

The subject of misdémeanant sentencing is dealt with in a separate pubii-

cation growing out of this project (Sentencing the Misd&meanant). Here, the

point to be made is that jail population control does entail development and
maintenance of statistics on admission of sentenced prisoners, method of re-
lease, average time served, and average daily population. A year-end chart,

for example, might look like this:
Figure 3. Sentenced Prisoner Population Movement

Average

Offense Number Number Released By Average vera
Categor of Sentence Days Poauli-
gory Admissions | Dis¢harge | Parole Mod{fication Other | Total| Served*| P

tion

Public Intox.
Drugs
Property
Persons
our*
.Othengraffic
A1l Other
Total

* This figure can be generated hy multiplying the average daily population by 365 .
and dividing by the number of admissions,

+ Driving under the influence of 1iquor.

Vo

The offense breakdown could be eliminated, made more detailed, or altered

in any manner consistent with local interest. VYear to year trend tables should

n

EN



be devé1oped, as time goes on, to show changes in offense patterns, relative
‘use of different release methods, and time served figures. More frequent
tabulation, such as monthly, would permit early notice of trends in the

sentenced component of the jail population.

Sentence Mocification

In addition to concern with sentencing-policies, optimal jail use entails
attenfion to the possible need for sentencing modificafion measures and transi-
tional services aimed at reducing the rate of return to jai] for discharged
priscners. The jailer can do much to promote these practices. Fdr discussion

of them see Chapter V, Volume 4.

Other Jail Prisoners

These will vary from one jail tb another, In some, federal prisbners
may represént a significant component of the jail population.. (These may be‘
in any of the several statuses discussed below in relation to state prisoners.)
Some jai1§ operate work release p}ograms for local prisoners and also board
state pri§oners who are in work release status. Jails in one county‘may board
prisoners from another county, which has no jéil or has exéessive jail popula?
tion. Persons are also held temporarily in jail who are enrouté elsewhere -
for example, prisoners sentenced or civilly committed to state institutions
and awaiting transportation; fugitives from other counties or states,
awaiting extradition; state prisoners retained locally pending outcome of ap-
peal; state prisoners brought to the jail from prison for trial oh anothgr
| charge or as witnesses in criminal or civil cases. k

This. group of miscellaneous, usually transieni prisoners may constitute
a significant portion of jail admissions. To the extent that their avekage
stay is prolonged, they can make up a major component of the average daiiy

jail population.
12
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Since, for the most part, they are not clearly a local responsibility,
the community has a measure of freedom to accept or not ac;ébt custody of
fhem. Beyond this, something can be done about a popu1ati6n problem by
exerting pressure on responsible agencies to expedite their removal. A major
reduction was achieved in the E1 Paso County Jail in 1974¢75, for example,
when the Sheriff successfully prevailed upon state and federal officials to
remove their priscners more promptly after sentence.

(For federal prisoners and "boarders" from other counties, the jail
charges a daily fee. The resulting revenues, of course;”b??ééinjai1 operation
costs. Care must be exercised in setting the figﬁre, however, orvthe coﬁnt}
may be doing itself a disfavor. This subject is further explored in Appendik A.)

I addition to groups mentioned, two other categories of "other" jail
prisoners may be found. One is locally sentenced misdemeanants admitted to
the jail pending classification and transfer to alternative facilities discus-
sed below. The other would be “weekend" prisoners, also discussed below.

Once again, if a jurisdiction is concerned with jail population contain--
ment, facté and figures, regularly up-dated, Sre necessary. Tﬁis tﬁsk involves -
identifying significant groupings of jail prisoners who do not faj] clearly
into the unsentenced or local sentenced prisoner categorieé, as defined here.

As with these categories, the number of admissions and average detention time

should be tracked and periodically tabulated - for example: : Y

13 B M



,fFibure\4;,,Jail’Popu]atiOnshy~Se1ected Categories

o . .- Average Avefege,;
i | e | e | ety
' Detained Population

Federal
County X Boarders
State Work Releasees

Sentence-Pending Removal:
To State Facilities
To Alternative Local Facilities
FugitiVes'QVV 7 . - o B o
Other Counties ‘ Q
State Facilities
Other States
"Writ" Prisoners* |
Sub-Total
‘A11 Prisoners

Sub-Total as %
of A1l Prisoners

* This could include prisoners sentenced to state- dnstitutions who é&e held
pend1ng outcome of appeal as well as those in the local jail fac1ng new charges s
or brought here to test1fy '

Alternative Facilities |
These are essentially of three types. One jncludes traditioha1v24—hour
custody fac111ties for sentenced misdemeanants such as prison fakms, work
‘houses, "rehabilitation centers," etc. These are real]y an extension of:the
main Jjail, but because construction and operational costs usua11v differ, sep-
arate prisoner statistics and cost data should be mainta1ned on them to assist

~in budget preparation and p011cy review or planning. Separate statist1cs ‘are
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also important in relation to strategies and tactics for cohtaiﬁment of main
jail population - or in re}affon to balanced and dﬁherw1§efrationa1 use of
both.

Another category is’simi1ar, but again may differ ?n,construttidn and
operation cgsts from both the mainrjéil and the ébove;sort of instigﬁtions.
This is the county—operated‘work release center. “

A third possibility is boarding of locally sentenced misdemeanants in

non-criminal justice facilities. These are loosely referred to as "half-way - o

houses" or, at times, “"treatment" or "rehabilitation" centers. Most often o

they are operated by private, non-profit organizations.. In some localities RO

the state vocational rehabilitation agency operatés residential facilities

which will actept sentehcéd prisoners who qualify for services. State or Tocal e

health or mental health agencies may Operate facilities for alccholics, Hkﬁg
addicts, or other persons in need of residential care and treatment.

Maximum apprepriate use of available alternative facilities and prompt
transfer - or direct commitmenf of sentenced prisoners to these - Qi11 hé]?»
keep popu]ationlat the main jail within bounds. At the same time this ordiQ
nariTy'représents more humane and rational treatment of the offender.

As‘to.statistica1 monitoring, the reporting formats suggésted above could
be supplemented by one such as is presented below to reflect the overall sit-
uation on prisoner confinement in the jurisdiction.

Further discussion of alternative facilities for sentenced prisoners and

their use will be found in Volume 4, Sentencing the Misdemeanant.



Flgure 5
ﬂ1str1but1on of locally Conf1ned Pr1seners

Facility

"Population
Jan 1, 197_

Admissions
Jan 1 -
Dec 31

Releasas
Jan 1
“Dec 31

Pupuiation

Dag 31, 197_

| Average
Days -

Served

. Average’

Daily

Population

Main Jail - Total
Unseritenced
Sentencad

Other

County Corr. Inst.

Ca. k. Rel.

Cer.
Other?
Total
b

Total Sentenced

Total Other®

thg:

or listed separately.

b This assumes that all unsentenced prisoners are in the main jailg

stons and releases should
to codrt, furloughs, teriporary hospitalizations, dafily ins and outs for
work releasees, or temporary transfers between chi]ities.

a Other faci]itfes; such és half-way houses, can be groupzd, as fs dene‘ﬁerg.:f"

Admis- .

-not Tnciude such temporary movements as trips

Sentenced prﬁs-f

oners and "others”" recefved at the main jail ard transferred to other Tgcal =~
facilities would be included amang “others" in the main jail data.
sion and release figures will be i{nflated, gince those transferred from
the main jail will be reported twice in both the admission and release

column.

¢ Some "other" cases - for example state work<release ﬁ}isongr§ migh'
in one of the county correctional facilities other than main'Jgfi i

2

P

Admis-




‘general tabulations and prepare a‘géparate table for them. For budget purpospa,“

"Weekend" -Sentences oo . ),~:fh : : : ,;wfwl S kf%
The subject ef 1nterm1ttent service of sentences ("weekend" senterces)
is discussed in the pub11cab10n Just referred ta It is not seenﬂas:a cost
effective measure ¢nd‘often poses difficult prob1em5u?bf jai]eré, who are al-
ready faced with weekend peaks in the'Unsenteﬁqed Eompdnentﬁaf theirﬁéopu1é-
tions’ | -
Deallng w1th the "weekenders“ in statistical rcports poces prob]ems also.
The best procedure is to include them with other sentenred prlsoners being. .
careful to show only one admission (start of:sentence) and one release (sen:f‘
tence completicn) for each such prisoner. Sepaféte %iéures fd}iﬁwégkeﬁﬁé}s?_ o ;,*,

should be carried in a footnote. An alternative is to omit thése cases from

these figurés should not be over1ooked however, since they do represent a

porticn of total "jail- days "

Local Fac'11t1es and/“State" Offenders o

A factor wh1ch comp11cates the ssue of local facility pOgu1at1or contro1 o &;g
in many communities today is a 51m1rar‘gffort at popu]at1cn;cqntrqliat state |
correctional institutions. State pfisons have 1ong3bééh a taréé% of groups
interested in more humang,'more rational, or more ccsi'efféetiyg,hethdﬂsﬁsf'
dealing with convictedfdffende%s; ' f7~ 0 ' i ,.gﬂ;%

-This has led to increased use of dive?sicn, robat1on and ‘commi tment. o
to non~criminal justice facilities of- defendamts prevxous1y Sent to state pr1s— 3f
ons and reformatories. It has also occasioned, in some Jur1sd1ct1ons, 1ncreased
commitments of covv1cted offenders to the 1oca1 Ja11 ~eitherwith a m1sdewean= ~.g;;f

»x .

ant level sentence or undey the so- calleﬁ”“sp11t sentence“ - probat1on fo110w1ng
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50 many/Weeks or months in jail. At the same. time - to the extent that 1ncreased

workloads have occas1oned more pTea barga1n1ng - peop1e once conv1cted of a |
N

»feTony and sentenced to state pr1son may plead gu11ty to a m1sdexeanor and ,ﬂ,ﬁfw

be sentenced to Ja11 S1nce this a]so he]ps contaln state’ pW1son popu]at1on,
11 may be we]comed by those supportwve of this goal. :

Thus efforts at the 10ca1 Jevel to contain Ja11 popu]at1on through search

' ‘ 'for a]ternat1ves to Jail sentences for m1sdemeanants may be offset by para11e1

efforts to reduce fblony comm1tments to state 1nst1tut1ons.
S1tuat10ns vary extens1ve1y across the countrv and the subJect of state )

prisons and prisoners is a-study'1n itseif. It would be beyond the scope of

th1s proaect to do more than ca?] attent1on to th1s phenomenon - and to make

che oo1nt that loca1 p1ann1ng around cr1m1na7 Just1ce standards and goals, and
resource requ1rements, needs to be 1nf rated w1th or- at.zeast related to state

planning. -~

Who Should Monitor?

Two 1nterre1ated reasons have been sugoested for centra11zed mon1tor1ng
of criminal justice practices-in a. Jurlsd1ct1on One 1s s1mp1y to track what
happens and feed it back to pollty-makers so that they w111 know how we]]

standards and goa’s are be1ng met, and be a1erted to problems encountered

- “"goai - the conta1nment of jail popuTat1on within some agreed upon capac1ty

figure. ’ ‘ | o

There are two ways to’aCEOmplish,centraldzed monitoring-t (1) what'has \
been called an "offender based tranSactiON’system" (OBTS); (2) pool1ng and
reconciling of stat1st1ca1 reports from cr1m1na: Just1ce agenc1es in the Jur1s-

diction,

i as pegple try LO meet _them:. ‘The other reason was as an a1d to one part1cu1ar D

e
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N off1ce, the superior court adm1n1strator, sheriff's off1ce prosecutor s of- -

© dards and goa1s, {2} to d1ssem1nate period1c reports on pract1ces subsequent .’

prehens1ve ta generate all the statistics required 1n the forego1ng d1scuss’0n°

- This may come about, here and there, in the near tuture but for most 1o"a11-'£z::""

*oiock ‘grant program) Many otnef pass1b1J1t1es ex1st »'caunty adm1n1stra or15f~

> o T N

OBTS._ Th1s comther1zed 1nfernat1on system keeps track of a]’ dec1s1ons

Uee affect1ng the 11berty, ]eqa} status’ and phys1ca1 ]ocatIpn or a11 CPIM1na1

VVJust1ce system "c11ents“ from the po1nt of arrest unt11 f1na1 d1scharge Such

systems are in process of development in a number of 1oca11t1es and some state

,' - We are aware of none present]y in operat1on which wouid be suff1c1ent1y com-

t1es it is anyth1ng but "around the corner. "

Pooied Reports. The a]ternatave 1s to develop. system stat1st1cs from ‘;?%

" the data presert]y tabulated - or which could be tabu]ated - by the var1ous

riminal’ Just1ce~agenc1es in the jurisdiction: arresting agenc1es, detent1on

- and correct1ons fac111t1es, prosecutor's office, courts, and prcbat1on

l

For useful system-w1de statistics this.w would requ1ve agreemeﬁt en tne m1n1mum

content, format, term1n0109y, and t1m1ng of reports = and agreement on subm1tt1ng

then to a deS1gnated agency or off1c1a1 tor synthes1s Given a ‘county d1rec-<

tor of criminal justice services, his off1ce presumablv would be the logzca.

cho1ce. Lackung th1 the cho1ce m1ght bed staff person’ serv1ng <>'",e.e”1n-

W1de cr1m1na! J“Sb1CE p1ann1ng caunc11 (such as have. been spawned ay the LEAA

'»,,f1ce bail agency, 1oca1 correct1on< department etc,

Whatever the arranuement, uhe goa1 wou.d be (1) to gather and d1ssem1nate'
"base11ne“ data to rnf]ect, Statzst1ca11y, what pract1ces nave been in the -

(e

recent past, 1nc1ud1nq relat1ensh1p of prart1ces co present or proposed stan-w

to the tine covered 1n:theﬁba5811“ei93”‘°“5;i§)it° disseninate rerorts show1ngffri:7”
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jprobable trends in-arrests, agency work]oads and jail populat1on

The various simulated or blank tab]es which’ have been included in this
section could be drawn on in considering the k1nds of statistics that might |
be included in reports. Since the focal ponbern here. was ja11 population,
several important items of information were included. Total system
coverage would add such data, for example, as re]athE-use of various sentenc-

ing options other than jail; and outcome information on both‘prE- and post-

‘trial dispusitions.

- A Further Alternative

Pending emergence of agreements and plans, such as have been discussed,

for producing criminal justice system statistics in a jurisdiction, the adminis-

~t§étﬁv of the jail (and related facilities, if any) can do much himself to
j . . , ;

"gef a handle on" his popu]ation That is, he can generate statistics which
w1}l enab]e him to identify sources of his popu]at:on, 1nc1ud1ng clues faor
act1ons he m1gnu take toward conta1n1ng it. |

Again the sample tables presented above could be used in such an effort.
A1l of the data called for (except summons and citations data in the first
table, page 8 ) are contained in jail records. Tt is simply a matter of dé-"‘
vising an economical systemr capturing the information in tabulated form

at, set intervals.

Agency (Jail) Statistics

For a jail - or any other criminal_justiceﬁagency - tb produce useful

-statistics for its own purposes or to share with others need not“be a-hope1ess? :

1v complicated or expensive undertaking.

The chief need is for a way to expedite counting of categories of casg§;\

20



.:E;‘éategories of decisions and by timevperiods betweeﬁ decisions. How many
public ihebriates were booked into jail during a particular t%me period?
how were they released? How Tong, on the average, were they detajhéd? etc.

Log books, file folders, alphabetical card files, and the Tike which are
used in day-to-day operatidns can be used directly to gather statistics, but
this is a major undertaking, especially where many hundreds or thousands of
casés are involved.

A better approach is to maintain a separate file for statistical purposes.
Where large numbers are involved, a computerized file is justified - éspecial]y
because of the burden of computing length of time between major status changes
for each case. But the job can be done without a computer, where cases are
fewer, or where sampTihg is used and time computations are only necessafy in
a fraction of the cases. Time computations from dates can be facilitated
by a chart - which, in effect, works out for a year ahead the number of days
between given dates.’ *

A simple subsfitute for a computerized file is a "shuffle" card file sys-
tem. Essential items of data are entered on the card, as decisions are made.
At the same time the cards are filed, alphabetically, by status, e.g., "await~
ing firsfméourt appearance"; "bailed out, case pending";'"sentenced/confined
main jail," eté.a | | |

When statistics éfé requffed, it is a relatively simple ma%ter to groub
and regroup the cards in various ways, count them, and then reéfi1e them in
accordance with the last status entry. The most time consuming task isfadding

up and averaging time periods between majer status changes but - especia11y

* Average time served by admission categories can be computed, as was stated
earlier, by multiplying average daily nopulation of the category over any
specified period by the number of days in the period and dividing the result

by number of admissions in the period. For accurate results, a daily census by

admission category should be maintained. (See note 7) Average time seryed
by mode of release requires the kind of computation discussed above,
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for jail statistics - this is very important.

When tabulation is required, data from the shuffle cards can be machine‘
punched, and the counting can be done on a card sorter. This modest cost should
be less than the value of the personnel time that would be required for manuatl
counting, where there are several hundred or moretcases and a number of deci-

sion points.

Conclusion |

It is possible to contain jail population, or reduce it, within liﬁits.

To do so requires optimum use of pre- and post-trial alternatives, which, in
turn, are dépendent on the initiative or at least cooperatior of all components
of the criminal justice system, of community resource agenc1es and of local
general government officials. Also. involved is the expedﬁurau ‘removal of .
transient prisoners by responsible agencies and strict controls on time between
criminal justice decision points.

Success is more 1ikely where criminal justice po1icy planning is well
coordinated énd where policy implementation is monitored through a statis-
tical information system - be it a comprehensive, computerized system, a man-
ual one, or partly both. | |

In the absence of such arrangements the jail administrator can do much,
through operating his own monitoring system and use of persuasion and other
strategies, to foster action by other agencies which wil]yreduce use of jail
~and detention time for those who are confined. Various possibilities and tech-

niques are proposed here to assist him in such an effort.
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CHAPTER 11
ORGANIZATIONAL AND STAFFING PLAN FOR ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

The effective use of alternatives to jaiT‘in the pre~ or pdst—tria] stages
requires efficient, accurdfe decision-making and follow through to assure that
decisions are properly implemented and sanctioned. These measures call for a
variety of services to judges or other decision-makers and to defendants. Pérson-
nel requirements for provision of such serviceé’have two aspects ~ qualifications
and numbers. In getting at these requirements an analysis of tasks to be performed
is a first step. | ’

Before reviewing the results of spch an analysis, a word is in order on the
l1imitations of a personnel standards report in this area. " Obviously, qualifica-
tibns are not only a function of tasks to be performéd - but of the prbductivity
desired and the expected levels of intensity and quality of service.. The tasks
must be placed in a context of goa]é, objectives, and standards. Standards can
relate to the quality of work to be done, to constraints on who‘may perform it,
or to such a matter as workload size. Laws, union agreements, cuStom, or otherA
determinants may insist that certain work be performed only by pedple with‘speciu
fied education, training, work experience, formal licensing or certification, or
other qualifications. In addition they may set limits on GaSe1Dads per worker,
hours of work, paid time off the job, etc. | '

A1l of these factors will vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction; a "model"
staffing plan must be{géneraT and flexible to accommodate such local dif-
ferences.

Most jurisdictions probably have a great deal of freedam to choose among
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options. For example, much of the work may bé accomplished through volunteers -
including professional or lay people, or both. Part-time students (e.g., law,
criminal justice, corrections, social work, etc.) can ordinarily be employed

at much lower cost than regular full-time workers - and in many situations

they perform the needed services efficiently and at a satisfactory Tevel of

quality. Certain tasks are best reserved, or may have to be, to professional
specialists ~ on a part-time or full-time basis. Many jobs are being accom-
plished successfully by people without professional preparation which at one
time and in some places still are handled by relatively high-paid professionals.

Other possibilities affecting criminal justice personnel requirements
include maximum reliance on non-crim