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One of the respons1b1]1t1es of the Pennsy]vanla ‘Comission on Cr1me and

? ’ ‘ ob %

9

o

Del]nquency is the collection and analysis of information on a variety of cr1m1na1'

- Justice issues,
process.

=of the sourcg
- and thorough \

all of the 1nformat1on needed to: make sound dec1s1ons

Th1s research report onvdetent1oners in. Pennsy1van1a s county pr1sons was.
« 1n1t1ated,by the Commission to examine this-prison population segment,” as it is
& primary contributor to Jocal prison overcrowding.
fsent the largest source of admissions, as well as the largest proportion of the
“daily jail population, only a limited amount of statewide detentioner data was
This lack of available data points to the need
fqr some form of standardlzed data co11ect-on program on detent1oners.'
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for ana]ys1s
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G / | We are,prOVIang this’ pgport to-the wardens of the facilities studied, as
. well as to other ‘Thterested triminal justice decision-makers, in the expectat1on
that 1t w111 convey usefu] information regard1ng the overcrowdvng 1ssue

11p J. R hiﬂgfi>
“-Director S
Yim1na1 Justice Statistics
\D1vls1on Co ) .

' “,U.S._ Department of Justice
Natl'zpel Institute of Justice

o

i This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the

person or organization criginating itPoints of view or opinions stated .

In. this dacument are those of the authorszand do not necessarily PR
ropresent the officjal posmon or po"i és of the National Insmute of i
Justice. S H
Permtsslon :o reproduce this copynghled material has been

granted by -»

Pennsylvanla Ccmm1551on on Crnna:
. and Dellnquency

fo the National Cnminal 0ustrce Rejerence Semce (NCJRS)

Furlher regroducﬂon gutsude of the NCJF]S system requires permis‘ o e
slon of the copyrigm owner. - S B

Some issues are identified by the, Coomission-.through its planning
‘Dthers are suggested by the Governor's Office, legislative committees,
“individual ]eg1s1ators criminal Just1cewagenc1es and other parties, Regardless
 of referral, the Commission staff strives to conduct a detailed.

inalysis 9n a totally objective fashion so that po]1cy—makers have

Although detentioners repre-
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o o s fﬁ%ﬂd' »‘EXPCUTIVE SUMMARYQQ_
This exp]oratoryrstudy traces the movement of detentioners from admission to

release from detention status in twelve Pennsylvania codnty pr1sons A’ historical

overview of detention in Pennsylvania as well as an analysis or I 211 detent1on cases -
resuIted in the f01<oW1ng s1gn1f1cant observat1ons. : e &
- There has been a substant1a1 rise (185) 1n adult detent1on admwss1ons

', over the past three years (1979 81). . L .
: : “\)m o

- The maJorwty of detent1oners were white (56%) maIes (95%) within the age
- group of 18-29 years (66%). The Iargest port1on of the popuIat1on were

- 18-24 years of age (43%). O , o

—tS1xty f1Ve percent of those known to be- deta1ned for a cr1m1na1 offense
(1, 089 cases) were incarcerated for a non-violent charge. , e

- Offense spec1f1c breakdowns show robbery represented 57% of a]I v101ent

 offenses. Burglary represented 64% of all Part I property offenses. The
offenses of Receiving Stolen Property, Retail Theft and Drug Law V1oIat1cns
accounted for 537 of all ParthI offenses. X

- Cr1m1na1 history 1nformat1on (based ‘on 1, 115 cases) 1nd1cates that ]8% were‘,‘
L f1rst offenders ; -
9 R . : N 3 N
- Forty-five percent had two or feWer pr1or arrests Fifty-seven percent had
no pr1or record of v1oIence ) R - : ®
5.T1me served in detention has increased; thus, effect1ng a greater 1mpact of
detentioners on average daily popuiations, Although ‘thesmagnitude of the
increase is unknown, the average time served in detent1on»for the study
popu]at1on was approx1mate]y four months :
M o 2 ) \\5
-~ Major factors 1nf]uenc1ng the léngth of time served in detent1on 1nc]ude
f the type of offense ba11 amounts, and the presence of deta1ners

~-In the T, 045 cases. where a bail amount wa set, only ZI% (223. detent1oners)
.eventually secured release by bail. These;detent1oners spent approx1mate1y

one month in jail before re]ease oo ,
- Bai] amounts increase with the sever1ty of the offense The average ba11
g amount for a Part I violent offense was $5,000, Averages for Part' 1= *
’ preperty and Part II offenses were $2,500 and $1,500 respectwe'ly0 ‘

- The percentage of ba11 releases is higher for less serious offenses. While
- 30% of those.detentioners charged with a Part IT offense made bail, only
- 14% of those charged w1th a Part I violent offense were re]eased in this
manner. ' t v ,

-:Length of - -stay before baJ] is determ1ned, in part by the ba11 amount S

- Those with bail set at $2,500 or less spent an average of 23 days in deten-
‘tion. Those with ba1] 'set at more than $2 500 spent 42 days in detent1on
before bail reIease - o .

e
A B
) . v

e

“54

43
4

Ry
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F1fty-three percent of the survey popu]at1on had some type of deta1ner E
1odged against them, in addition to the criminal charge or other violation
‘that precipitated their detention. Detainers found in this study -were based

- generally on probat1on or paro]e violations and Federal, m111tary and other . f§

criminal charges.

. Those with detainers Iodged aga1nst them\are'feast 1ikely tdimake ba11 | OnTy
11% of those released on bail had accompanying detainers. These detentioners
ssecured release on bail, for example, by having their probat1on or' parole

‘ “detainer 1ifted, or by post1ng bail on both the instant. offense and the other

cr1m1na1 charge(s) lodged aga1nst them.

Seventy-one percent of those detalned for a Part I violent offense rema1ned
confined until sentenc1n1c~\flgures for Part I property and Part II were 68 %

and 55%, respectively. : g

iy g ’ f ‘ 7
S1xty~three percent of the Pa?é?l violent offenders deta1ned until conV1ct1on‘o
were sentenced to a Staté faciiity. Thirty-three percent of the Part I pro-
perty and twenty- -five percent of the Part II offenders also received State
pr1son sentences.
The 1mpact of detent1oners on county pr1son overcrowding can be reduced through
increased and expeditious release of the non-violent detentioner. This would\

free up valuable jail soace for the more dangerous offender

Methods for 1essen1ng the impact of ‘detentioners on county pruson capacity

A by reducing t1me served 1n detention include:

W N e

'The 1ncreased use af the 10% bail option. -

Increased attent1on given to reducirg the use of probat1on or parole
- detainers for those incarcerated for a non-violent criminal® charge

Schedule criminal cases awaiting trial so that those in detention are
. given priority over those persons who are free on bail.
4, . Increased use of sentences to<time already served. This wou]d reduce

7 the overa]] t1me spent incarcerated.
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ﬁ e BN ! ; SECTION I. DETENTION IN PENNSYLVANIA - AN INTRODUCTION §
. (R TEN - =& o o o - .
. h Lo o Purpose -of Study - » ¥ o
: ¢ : . Coe , ’ c B .
. W 1 1 ; The major paﬁbose‘is to provide a-profile of detentioners in Pennsylvania county
A Sk v i . - prisons and assess their impadt upon prison population growth and subsequent over- »
o i s N o o - J o ° - crowding. This study analyzes detentioner flow*ﬁhrough the county system, from date e
: 33 ‘ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS RS A ) T “of admission through date and type of release frow detention. In addition, analysis
0 g 5 , o, includes type of final sentence as well as a f011§w-up of criminal activity for the
; | R S ) at-risk population released to the street. I ’
; There ‘Viere. a.numbér Gf pedple whose cooperation and assistance were vital to , Problem Statement: Detention Popilation Increase : o
! the completion of- this project. Special thanks go to the wardens and staffs of . E ‘ i ‘
the county fa%iTities 1nvp1ved,in this study. : v _ © “During 1980, thé total inmate population of Pennsylvania's sixty-seven county
= , ' RO I S o , o , prisons and jails began to rise significantly. The average daily population was
Michael J. Calizzi, Warden Charles Kosakiewicz, Warden - -7,493, representing a seventeen percent increase from 1978. This averagé popula-
Westmoreland County,Prison Allegheny County Prison ) tion_was the highest on record, dating back to 1960. ’
b . - o Ray Colleran, Warden , ; Stanley:Oleski, Warﬂgn', An examination of the Bureau of Correction's annual_reports on county facilities ’
.Q\jjZ . o Lackawanna County Prison = *° Washington County Pr1son indicates that the increase in the total inmate population was due largely to the
30 S, e . 2 , o . . corresponding)increase in the detention (unsentenced) population. The disproportion-
i ~ Richard B, Cunningham, Warden Thomas Rapone, Warden ate growth of the detention population over the sentenced population can be seen in
Blair County Prison . Delaware’County Prison . both total admissions (Figure 1) and the December 31st population (Figure 2) break-
Cow e ] , - ‘ ST downs. Total admissions increased by 9% from 1978 to 1980. "While sentenced admis-
i > -David Desmond, Warden Lawrence V. Roth, Jr., Warden sions decreased by 3%, detentioner admissions increased by 12%.
P -« Lycoming County Prison Montgomery County Prison . ' . d
A ) | 3 | =
i , Vincent Guarini, Warden . Gene §croggy,vWarQeno @ e . ‘ Figure 1
?f L,Lancaster County Pr1soT > Dauph?g County Prlson‘ G  THOUSANDS DETENTION VS’§E§T§S§§° ADMISSTONS .
1 Richard J. Hahn, Wardén * Arthur M. Wallenstein, Warden o 19784 e
e York County Prison - Bucks County Prison o ° -
. ) ' s = 60 Hee et .
° TS Dk e
L *' 0 - »
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A 3 4} S The increase in the detention popu1at1on has a]so impacted upon pr1son
- *%‘ p , capacity. Figure 3 shows the effect of both the’ detentxon and sentenced popu]at1on
l 4 The December 3Tst population brcakdowns show a 32% increase 1n the detention ~in terms ofacapac1ty for 1978- 1980 &
! : populatien from 1978 to0.1980.- The sentenced- popu]at1on increased by 9%. “ ’ e /f%\\ N
" o ! ' £ o Figure'3 v
2 " t ! Detentioner Impact
on
- Statewide Facﬂ*lty Lapacity £
:;THOUSQNDSG : Fi gure 2 ' L  December 31, 1978 ~1980 ‘ ‘ o °
10 DECENBER BIST COUNTY PR!SON POPULATIONS 19"8 -1880 0 ’ , . ‘ ° ) P o N
‘ : Capacity = 100% (8,638) 8
SR 1L Pgsumnun : Sentenced Detentioners Soace
; i - sdmnssnwn | . . S entioners pace
@ ‘ /'3 Semnu e gg;ﬁgnéeo ;gggt3¥§gg o 1978 : 24% of C:!P- 46% of Cap. “30% of Cap.
e R - ' .
, . /) ‘ e 1:7) .
8 o S - Capacity = 100% (8,638) &
5 § | a / o Sentenced . Detenttdnere é;:::u]za? e
L 1979 24% of Cap. 52% of Cap. . 24% of Cap. o B
“‘ a ° © ._...-uﬂ"‘ * % ..\i N
s T ) -..'_.-u-.:-l‘ » ' ’ = -
P 80 x T ® . -'-__..-uﬂ"“"-'.. i . - ) N
E 1{) 0 i 4 .{ ) .‘..‘--._‘&~- % //\ ‘ . Lo . - ) C§93C1ty = 100% (8,937)
Baloos N e £ Availab)
: 3 Sentenced ) Detentioners J Sz:cea ¢
- ) o . ' ; 1980 26% of Cap. g 59% of Cap. 15% of Cap. @
> 2 > . : ¢ ¥
oo S S g of ot g vt oty
i U
) ,
s R J , T The 1978 population was at 707 of total capacity,” rising to 85% of total”
8 ° DEC 31 1978 - DEC 31 1979 DEC 31 1980 capac1ty in 1980. Detentioners occup%/d 46% of available space in 1978 while using
: ‘ : : 59% of the total capac1ty in 1980 impact of sentenced ‘inmates was re]at1ve1y
” ’ minor, showing an 1ncrease from 244 tb 26%. v .
N i > 2 ’
= o % With the r1s1ng county pr1son popu]at1on, more specifically, the detention popu-
b e _ lation, and.the increasing impact of this population on ce]l space, detentioners
8 ; L became a pr1me tanget for further-study.
. E o . : .
1; ' . . T H1stor1ca1 Perspect1ve and Rev1ew of L1terature ’ e

[\

&

- dent. -

16,115 in 1970 and 10,897 in 1980.
"due to new programs and ‘changes in sententing pract1ces

= The current situation 1n Pennsy]van1a s 1oca1 fac111t1es is.not without' prece-
F1gures gleaned from Annual Reports on Local Prisons and Jails (1960-80)

indicate prison population growth in both the early 1960's and 1970's. Overcrowding

_ip Philadelphia Ja115, for example, was genera]1y recognized as a serlcus problem

when they reached crisis proportions in July of 1970.

Look at the Prob]em and Approaches to its Solution, July, 1981 )

However, the causes as well as. the ensuing correct1ve measures taken appeared to

Dur1ng the early 1960's, “the bulk of admissions statewide were sen-
‘For example, 29,649 sentenced inmates were admitted, compared to
The decline in sentenced pr1soners may have. been

be different.
tenced: pr1soners

County“Pr1sons and Ja1]s* 1968 1972) ‘\\ ,
de < 30 ; . N . >
N 9 o \\
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A]though a]most 80% of the admissions in 1970 were detent1oners, the then
innovative measures of, Release on Recognizance (ROR), Accelerated Rehab111tat1ve
Disposition (ARD), and liberalized baii practices resulting from the Bail Reform®

Act of 1966, helped reduce the Average Daily Popu]at1on (ADP) from 6,411 to-5 74SO

in 1974. The current situation, thougB appe«rs to be unique. There were over

5,000 fewersentenczd admissidns in 198 Aﬁhaniwn 1970. While detentioners were

responsible for 85% of all recept1ons \Chere were about 2,000 fewer* than in 1970.
% 7,493 was the h1ghest ever recorded

 Figure 4 charts the admissions breakdo%ggfor 1951, 1970 and 1980, @T
v Figure 4 ' o ~ M»/ o '4
SENTENCED VS. DETENTIONER ADNISSIONS .\ & .
M.

S

[ vetentigners

90,800 -

\) 100,000 ~ S
. W
S " ‘ . £

II‘ Sentenccd

7 o ;éf'

§ B S .
7 80,000 =|- , s

$70,000 - 1 21
R . ' - N=62,104

| N=60,816
60,000 - N

; - 7 ., . .
a 1 ¢ Pus <

. 50,000“’ : 2"“49,282 N : ¢ . : . . e

hooo0o=f o b

) oo : 5
: =29, 64
30,0007~ s il e

20,000 -
- N#16,115

Z;C{Z;;u széﬁﬁé?jjcﬁ e S

1980
Year
Q;

10,000 -

o O

DD i (J .
Source‘ Pennsylvama Bureay of Correction s Annua] Stat'lstlcal Repur‘t,U :
o 1960-1980 . e T e

s, = s o

;//, | T UL
=S FEEEEN : Q RS .

‘*There were approx1mate]y 3,000 Juven1]e detent1oners admwtted i 1970 and none.f:

in 1980. | R e L U

RO

Admissions “ i ; S N . /_ o (Ar\\

o

A

= local fag#lities were held for non-violent offenmses.

b P ety s g st ST =
= ] st ¥ " Y S

4 " ((
Rising detent1on popu]at1on is probably not un1que to this state. In.A(Surve,
of the Nation's Jails and Jail Inmates (1978), there were approximately 158,000~
- persons being held in Tocally operated facilities, a 12% increase _from 1972,
Est1mates of the Wetention popu1at1on were p]aced at 42-50%. z
o .

o A]though results of this survey represént the 1e%est national figures, there
is some evidence that theoprob1ems of overcrowd1ng in local fa&iTities have contin.
to grow. A number of Tocal jails“in variouys states have been ordered to reduce th:
populations. (The Pre-Trial Reporter, Vol. V, No. 2, 1981) A recent news weekly
published an article concerning the “FumuT tuous s1;uet1on in our nationés jai]s.
(NeWSWEek August,. 1981). " o : .

O

Because tocal Ja11s have trad1t1ona11y been responsible for the conf1nement o
untried and unsentenced inmates, it is.most 11ke1y that any current overcrowdwng i
due 1arge1y to thws population segmentkw

©
K

While there is Timitéd datafon. detént1oners a review of the ]1ter@ture and tn
ex1st1ng data on ‘the detent1on issue point to three genera] observat1ons

1. A re?atlve]y small percentagé of detentugners rece1ve pr1son terms greater
than thé perjod of their detent1on
; P
2, A,maJorlty of 1nhates nationwide are he]d on non- v1o1ent offenses and’
are there because they cannot make baiT. (There is nc offense breakdown
of sentenced vs. detention, It is assymed_here-that f1g”’\s for the total
'1nmate popu]af1on are reflect1ve of the detention popu1at10n as well. )

&

3. There are detrimental effects due to- prolonged detent1on, such as loss of
‘ income, breakdown®of family t1es and, generally . more severe sentences th-

4

for. those re]eased on ba11 p

fo

s John Go]dkamp (1979) in his study of bail and deten%1on in Ph11ade1ph1a found

“that of 6,216 defendantsuwho were detained for varying periods of time, 10%°(623).
eventua]]y received prison terms. In addition, of those detained, only 523 were
v held until final d1spos1t1on The others (5t693) were re1eased sometTme before
~ case disposition. o L : ‘
, In 1980, of the 60,281 detentioners re1eased From Pennsy1van1a county f@c111-
—=tiesy only 11% (6,832) were released by a sentence to a State or county prison.
" {Pennsylvania Bureau of Correct1on s Annual Stdtistical Report on County Prisons
~and Jails,-1980). “The remainder (53,449) spent unknown periods-of time in detentio
~and were released, at ]east 1n1t1a1]y, w1thout any further 1mpr1sonment at the
county level. R I
It wou]d appear; then, thab a. s1gn1f1cant port1on of deteat1oners are held unt
x.f1na1 d1sp031£1on of their case, and then. re1eased w1thout subsequent 1ncarcerat1on

£

a Acvordung to the~Census of Ja1ls and Survey of Ja1] Inmates (National Prwsoner

Stat?stfcs Bulletin, 1979), approximately 71% of those cohfined in the nation's
Four of every Five. unconvicte
. inmates” rema1ned in detention even though 'bail had been set (Fbid, 1979). © McCarthy
and Wah1:(1965) in their study of pre-trial detent]Qn in the District of Columbia
found that °of 1,868 detainees who’had bdil set, about 50% had amounts set at $1 000
or less. Yet, on]y A42% of the total sample were eventually able to post bail. A
Tater study (Goldkamp, 1979), found that of 4,311 defendants who had cash bail set,
2,717 (63%) ‘had bail amounts of $1,000 or 1ess Twenty-eight percent (727) of this
- Jow ba11 group rema1ned deta1ned W1theut beﬂng re1eased on ba11 > ,

i e . O S e e

Iy 5_,
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“those detained than those released.

There is evidence that there are more severe case outcones for

Since the first mention of differential case
outcomes for detained and released defendants (1932), nearly every subsequent
study has included findings showing that greater proportions of released defendants
received favorabTe dispositions with respect to dismissal, conviction/non-convic- -
tion and sentencing. (Two Classes of Accused, Goldkamp, J., p. 185, 1979). In his
Ph11ade]ph1a study, Goldkamp (1979) found that pre-trial custody had no bearing on
prospect1ve 1nnocence or quilt, but detention did have an effect on sever1ty of °
sentence. “Of those released from detentioh within 24 hours and later convicted,

10% received incarcerative terms. '~ 0f those released before final dlspos1t1on, 307
A% to those detained until final d1spos1t1on, 74% were sentenced to further incarcer-
ation. I

Study Approach and Prlmary Areas of Concern : o L

Wh1]e county prison stat1stwcs have been compiled in Pennsylvania since 1847,
there is virtually nothing known about detentioners. Only the,volume of admissions
and releases: are recorded on a yearly basis in the Bureau of Correction's annual
reports This makes any analysis of current situations concerning this popu?atlon

quite difficult. Critical information such as the time-spent in detention or the"
type of offender detained are simply not compiied in aggregate form.

This lack of information necessitated a field approach to the study of deten-
tioners, in which primary data sources within the county facilities would be util- -
ized. ‘A "snapshot photo" of the detention popJ1a£78n\1n various county prisons was .
taken on a particular day.. Pertinent data was collected on the individual deten-
tioner "in preparation for a foT]ow =up thrcugh the system. In short, a profile of
the detention “exper1ence" ) R ' :

This study approach can be character1zed as exp1nratevy, in that virtually
Tittle is known from which to generate trad1t1ona1 hypatheses. However, data -
‘gleaned from prison records cap be analyzed in terms of key areas of the detention
process. Should serious overérowding eyist, for example, the results of this studye
m1ght 1nd1cate a certa1n area. from which. poss1b1e so]ut1ons can be generated
—— The fbcus*of this studv is to 1) present -the genera] f1nd1ngs of the exp]ora-

tory study .of the detention population in a desc riptive format; 2} present the -
results of ana]yses of the data; and 3) offer .viable suggestions for *lessening the :
" impact of aeteno1oners on“pr1son overcrowd1ng MaJor areas of discussion will be
as follows; " : S s EEE
‘ Sy

i. General Flnd1ngs B P ‘f fgwu:‘

‘a. -What are the characterlggw
present offense and p‘§% cr 1m1na1 h1story?

R S S R

b. What are the var1ous exit pa1nts frgm detent1on? s : & e

¢. MWhat 1s the average time served in dexent1on and what types of F1na1 o
sentenees do they receive? . % . o

)

2. ,,Ana1yses LT B T g
| L , ‘ o ;

a, What are the pr1ma y factors of t1me¢served in detent1on?

© .

~b. Does the detent1on process vary between count1es and what are its effects?

R et

s of the detent1on popu]at1on in terms of age, ?

3.

o e B e e ok 5T ey

3 ) ) o - . ' ‘

Reésults of Ana]yse§ and Their Application ®

a. what are the maJor causes of the 1ncreas1ng detent1on population?

b
b. Can the impact that detent1oners have on growing county prison populations
"~ be reduced?.

[

c¢. If so, what are the feasible strategies?
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| Data Col]ect1on Methodology

, . _ SECTION I = :
 THE EXPLORATORY STUDY -

o

e B
Iy G

In January, 1981, the Comm1ss1on on. Crlme and . le11nnupnrv_bpaan awﬁfudu_nﬁ_;nffn

" detentioners in twe]ve Pennsy]van1a county prisons. Pert1nent data was collected

from the files of the active detentioner population in’each of the selected prisons.

It was determ1ned that data to be co]]ected shou]d be germane to threeFmaJor areas o
: A?«”:x ; o

1 . Who is deta1ned and why?

O
2. “How 1ong are fhey deta1ned and how are they re]eased?

v = . uo - ’ e
(/ s i L ) P

f:3;> What happens to them after re]ease7 S

e

Dur1ng the f1rst stage of data co]]ect1on, each of ’ the twelve county pr1sons

were visited in order ¢to collect the fo]1ow1ng information on each individual who L

was. in detent1on status on that part1cu1ar day . N L .
. 8 'D g g :D '.’”“‘.:‘7 ) )

12 Name, age, race, sex..

-2 OffensélTrack1ng Number andetate Ident1f1cat1on Number

‘f 3;5‘D&te of adm1551on 8 ;’>2> > R o l“eb:,c LA R
4. Most ser%cus chargeq' ! ,ft;;,f . h» S ls; aw’i‘?; ’;

‘fSQVﬂAmount of bail ‘'set’ and mag1sten;a] dustr1ct v:p S atm

‘,6.3 The presence ef any deta1ners by type (cr1m1na] parole, etc )

(\

Th1s stage of data collect1on 1astnd approx1mate1y four months (January-Apr11,

[

0

TN

&

:::=e:=f—nuuses anucrequ1reo'an*aantTonal tnree months

S v

Th1s stage of co]]ect1on prov1ded»answers to the quest1on of "How 1ong is the
Eﬁd1v1dua1 detained and how is he released?".  This effort began in September of

‘1981 and was comp]eted in early January of 1982.

N

. Two prob]ems surfaced at this stage which required an add1t1ona1 v1s1t to:
several counties. When an’ individual is released on bail, the final disposition

is not’ recorded in prison records unless: the person was sentenced to that institution.
Secondly, a number of cases were not yet disposed of, or the disposition was unknown.
This information was supp]emented through data co11ect1on at the respective court-

o i UL TG Sy

1n early Apr11 of- 1982

e = iR

This supp1ementa] stage was comp]eted

.‘_“Théfr1na1 per1od of data co]]ect1on 1nv01Ved the ana]ys1s of criminal history in-
formation. Rap sheets were acquired from the Pennsy]vanwa State Police as®this infor-

rap sheet were:
s e e

7v1. Number of prion arrests

2. Number“of'pnior arrests for a violent offense

3. ,Number of pr1oﬂ\1ncarcerat1ons (30‘days'orﬁm5Ye including paro1e |

.= . violations) ~

 mation was not cons1stent1y available at the pr1sons Data gleaned from each available =

ok . ; B .

B

4. Number of prior probation and parole v1o1at1ons,’escapes and fa11ure(s) to

- appear for trial or hearing.

=This® information prov1ded & criminal h1story prof11e of the detent1oner prior to

h1s present admission as well as new arrest information for those- released to the
street within the temporaT confines of the study, e:g., "What happens to the deten-
t1oner aftey release?". Th1s compongnt of the study was comp]eted 1n June of 1982

N

a

Se]ect1on of the Study Popu]at1on ‘ o @

o o

o The county pr1sons se]ected for this study were the.result:of attempts to prov1de
for both a representat1ve samp]e of pr1son s1ze as we]T °@as geograph1c reg1on

i 1981) and-provided: information- on—"who was—detained; and why . Three data elements

originally 1ntended for inclusion in this study - residence, empldoyment status and
victim injury - had to be exc]uded because of report1ng 1ncons1stenc1es or general

‘unava11ab1]1ty

. The second stage oF data co]dectlon 1nvolved return1ng to each pr1son in order
to ascerta1n the disposition of eachocase ~Because of Pennsylvania Ryles.of Cr1m1na]
Procedure Number. 1100, which wequires that an indiyidual must be brought to trial

within 18&\days after the filing of charges this stage did not commence until the
s exp1rat1od of at least six months . ° Returnivisits after this perlod of time would c
insure that the maJon1ty of cases had been(f1nal1zed Tnformat1oq co]]ected at th1s S

'.stage 1nc1uded Siwl _ S g R T Z/
b ey ,‘;“~ AT ' gwff‘,; : s
S Dateﬁand method of re]ease from detentvon status S ;“"“ %
2. Type and length of sentence (1f app11cab1e) f. faj._jig P

N

Date of re]ease from sentenced status, if aPP11cab1e. sytys,

i
ot

o

~“each countv‘class1f1cat1oh (from second classito fifth class) were selected.
- delphia. wa; excluded because of the difficulty and time involved-with, ana]yz1ng such
-a large population. . The sixth through eighth class counties were exa]uded because any

" The Bureau of Corh@ct1on's 1979 Annua] Report the most recent ava11ab1e 1nfor- !

" mation at .the time, provided objective criteria for-selection. Information such as

cell capacity, the numbercof detentioners present on December 31, 1979, and the

~oaverage daily population were analyzed-to profile each county priSon. “The proportion®

of detentioners to the total population and the average daily population as a propor-
 tion of totdl capacity were key indicators of possibla selection. County prisons from.

ana]ys1s of these sma]] count1es might not be representat1ve of the state.

Phila- »

o]

The tweIVe pr1sons selected compr1sed 517 of the State's detent1on populat1on - .
‘(echud1ng Ph11ade1ph1a) and included three facilities that-were experiencing seyious
‘overcrowding problems at that t1me« i.e., Blair, Bucks and Lycoming Counties. The -

R o : L Qo ' o

L DI VIR SRS P

= southeast, southwest, northcentral,and southcentra] areas of Pennsy]van1a were
:‘:represented éﬁy e :

@

4

5
4
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" rabl 4 Final ite selection. | you
: -‘ablf ] prof11es the f]naT $T S .8 Further case attr1t1on occurred dur1ng return visits to the: pr1sons, where1n
o o ‘information on some of originally selected cases was unavailable. Table 2 pro~~
- files each county prison at the t1me of the initial data coTTect1on
TABLE 1 | ) S 7 .
o el R S km 7CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED PRISONS i TABLE a2° :
o o AT - AS OF DECEMBER 31 1979 o SRR : s
o S ~ o - S . R Popu]at1on Breakdown of : :
| b . ]" o o,l_ i 111 el IV - i = Survey Prisons - 198] . o o
E Céunty SR “==Percent. of s Percent of = S . B s 8 ' :
Classnfncatlon Cagamtx Detentioners ADP ~ Total Capacslty ~ ) ‘ n ; ' ' o
Eay ; - ., - R , FinaT-SampTe Deten- Tota] Detention Total Inmate
: ggdoc]ags_ . o L Ry N Gt tion Population i Populat1on Population
A”eghenv o .63k 91% 439 ¢ > 69% . ~Allegheny’ | 5351 R 537 . 560
L  -“nelaware . h8s’ 613 3574 73 -~ Blair ¢ R e 64 oo 88
; Montgomery < w2700 59% 2437~ 92% ° ~ Bucks : o 89 T 109 ‘ - 236
o : . ' o Dauphin : . 96 - ; 189 o281
® 3rd Class i Delaware . oo M2 206 B N
| 0 S P T S Lackawanna T 67 1
Bucks 176 58% 192 109% - Lancaster “ a5 125 o210
Lancaster .223 - . B5% 211 o 9h% o 1,; Lycoming - B 39 ce o 430 97 2
York | 192 73% 27 S 66% - Mon,tg‘omer_y'y ‘ -165 - 2 L 183 i 293
Wes tmoreland 62 92% A 703 Washington o4a 45 | 84 -
Sl o o ~ e Westmoreland. IR § 43 ‘ 44
4th Class S York R L R 120 - 192
Dauphin 254 ° e3x o207 Veig .o 0 TOTALF 5= : ‘]'”'2‘”/ L 2,603
- Lackawanna - 152 68% -~ 85 55% - : ‘ : L ‘ ,
" Washington . S119 59% < - 93 C79%
B ? ' - 5"T? . 33 , ,736,r S The tota] detent1on populat1on in the twe]ve prisons was. approx1mate1\\67%
5th'Cias$‘ e Ty ‘ o 0f thn1r total inmate population  and +he final- study popuTatﬁon represented 70%
e e D : AP of ‘the totaT detent1on populat1on v, . .
. Lycoming Ny 508 78 R (1 S AR L S
. Blair o7 69 76 107z e = ‘
- Total Study Group 2 7]3 . . 68% W;,Q 2, 158 80i~w;;¥0“ B e s i ‘ o e S
~Source: Pennsylvanla Bureau of Correcuon S Annual Reporr on Local ' ' /// o ,/}»
, “Prisons and. Ja1lszm1879 ok : e v o ) P
‘“ , B Cw 5 A : AR //
o v : : . i B i . - ;:
: The selectzon of the twe]ve COUnty pr1sons resuTted in T 21] detent1on cases‘,, L ‘ 1#
« - for analysis. A number of «cases were excluded because they were least M4 tnely to S i | U
be released from detention (thus skéwing the time served f1gures upward) or were" U b N
RERN not phys1ca1]y prnsent Case echus1ons were : S \ e o i 2 o : W o e
1. Those charged w1th murdgr e 5 e ~ h L
vqf2. Those appea11ng the]r cases’ - . g L
;@f 3 Those conv1cted and awa1t1ng sentenc1ng fe ”ﬁér*u s n;kjd
: ,4‘ Those sentenced on one case but awa1t1ng tr1a1 on another ; f T . X
' 5. Those deta1ned 1n menta] hosp1ta15 or. other fac111t1es ‘;f’ i;' . j;; ;fksii . : = "
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) e L . R T SRS a e a v1o]at1on of some cond1t10n rather than a cr1m1na1 offense In cases - '}
Genera] F1nd1ngs R T T T e T L e .. whergsa criminal offense was accompanied/by a detainer, the criminal charge
: S e e T ey B R s - took precedence and was included in the respective offense grouping (v1o]ent,
Who is Deta1ned and Whl? e S ‘ C R : . etc.). The only exceptions were benth warrants (failure to appear) in which C
‘ ‘ : : R \the cr1m1na offense was unknown These were p1aced in- the "other" category :

R e

et
. 13

: ; Descr1pt1ve data comp11ed from the study popu]at1on 1nd1cates that the . : : g o - 3 o S R Ty . s :
R magor1ty of detentioners were white (56%) males (95%). The age group of 18-29 Cep b SRR RN B L S : RS K

o ~ years (considered to be the crime-prone adult age group) represented 66% of the g T g T T e ;.74," . TABLE 4 o T L A T

total population (N = 798). The 18-24 year 01d age group const1tuted the 1argest o e R _ e i e SRR
L T cportjpn (43%) of ‘the populatIOn (N 519) : Ne | O | Ko R Offense Type of Those in Detent1on Status . I AT

it AT 1,,1‘~{~ R T o R 45.:'. SN //h | ' “Part T © Part 1 B e e
. AT B : ) R i -/ Mumber  Violent Property  Part II Other = 1

TABLE 3

Twe]ve County‘Pr1sons Detent1on Populatlon e SE - T ‘ 'A11egheny// #3517 ‘130 87 © 102 * 32 N
e T EI ;- Age and Race : [ SR R . . Blair 'Q/‘F’- © 54 18 21 13 e 5 )
R O N o T REr e RTI  E .1, o ; e T - ‘ S o o ¢, Buckss oo 89, 200 34 29 6

B IR R ; : ’ o A, PRECERN o e ow : Dauphin . .y, 96 . - 41 . 28 .26 1

R ¢ Tota]‘ o Med1an « ' Percentage Sl A - " ‘Delaware .~ ° 142 ‘.. 50 : . 54 37 RREE

: 3 BT N Age ~ Non-White o= & T  lLackzwd&tna - o460 120 17 BEREE ) R 4

B , SR ’ o S S e o ciLan;ﬁ‘ er o750 18 35 16 ?
8

8

4

.1

Allegheny .31 - 223 - 67.5 PRI 7 Lyctming® - 39 13 "N ; 1
Blairym~ ~ - 54 23.1% ~ 1.9 5 e g o Montgomery - 165 . 44 8% . 38 28
Bucks . 89 T 2.2 . . a7 o 1o . Washington 41 B T S A
, Dauphin - . 9% - 27.0 0 . 47.9 R SRt ! RN S . Westmoreland 41 . g 1% 14
" Delaware =~ 142 . 265 549 " T Yk o 72 14 3 15 10
Lackawanna . - - 46 . 26.8 o« 1009 T : e T rsl
~ Lancaster . 75 e 0 26,1 280 A eh e STOTAL: : ' P,Z]]‘«f'~n '376 (31%) 408 (33 67) 305 (25 ]/) 22 (10 O/)
Lycoming , : 39 o 24,67 . 33.3%% . : B T FE T *, ‘ : e
Montgomery .~ 165 25,00 4670 T - . , ‘ - ' ’
Washington . 41 PR AT | 26. L T I RRTPS I, Robbery was the most preva]ent v101ent offense,vthere were~214 robberies s R
Westnoreland s a - 73 | .. representing 56.9% of all vielent offenses. - Burglary- (N-=261) represented 63.92. ~ %
Yok g T2 25 ﬂ”m5?*ﬁ'""“’59 2z - ofall Part I property offenses. Receiving stolen property, retail theft, and g
S T e ERE o e |l drdg law violations (N ~0162) accounted for 53.1% of all Part II offenses. The
TOTAL o o121 43. 9 L S fpreced1ng offenses represent 537 of a]] detent1on cases and 58% of all cr1m1na]
: e T L = R RN B S AR ERS I offenses 8 S S ° L SICTTRPEc RO I o s
- :é_**”ﬂ?ﬂcwﬂ N= ‘ L RN e R T e e e ‘_ The d1str1but1on of those deta1ned w1th1n the “Other“ category ( =,122)”
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‘Detention occurs pr1mar11y as a resu]ttof an arrest . for a cr1m1na1 offense or b ”@%ype Of Deta1ner 7Q L e e e :~.NumbertDetained ‘ Ry
@ = i 0. - : ' Lo nol . o o =

~as a result of a violation of parole or probation oond1t1ons A brief descrwpt1on A R BT T F0 ERNULETE R A
of the offense types referred to throughout this study follows: .. | l,“,‘PBPP tEChh1C61 paro]e v101at1on LI e 2B

“ N

: g « i A; gPart I Violent - includes mans]aughter, rape . (1nc1ud1ng 1nv01untary e 'c_.; S h.rf‘t,ﬁrCounty techn1ca] probat1on OP paro]e v1o]at1on o es
T T e ﬁgdev1ate sexua] 1ntercourse), robbery, aggravated assault and k1dnapp1ng R S e e e
R F S , ~;<Bench&warrants (ofrense unknown) .;gﬂj ‘?.;HQﬁ 39

B, Part I Pro ert -,1nc3udes bur lar) s theft 1nc1ud1 auto t t and son. ,];;" S e L
‘ ‘p y g Y v ( ng hef ) ar e T “_IOther State,,Federal or m111tary deta1ners g e s 8
C;',Part II - a]l other cr1m1na1 offenses ,1 e ,ff ~ ,‘ ok quVj;f . 'ﬂj‘ A B e _ N i e T e
~ D. . Other - 1ncluded here are terhn1ca1 paro]e and probatlon V1olat1ons lodged _ r‘”if:f:-J>Q,!E“ o v‘«*ff?l.-;y S R e e e T e e
- . by the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole or the county probation e e e '~y~:f;*h e T T
- department. In addition, detainers lodged by Federal, military, or other & R 2 S M I PR e T T T P e R B T e PR R T e i
- state agenc1es are 1nc1uded A11 cases 1nc1uded in th1s category rePresent Bt TR e e e s e T e T B e e T e e

B V______‘_v‘
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N - : . There were 223 detentioners who secured release by bail - 21% of all .
‘What is the Extent of the Prior Cr1m1na1 H1story of the StudyoPopulat1on? L R cases in which a ba11 amount was set (N = 1,045). y
® Criminal history information was obtained from the Pennsylvania State Police S L — s ) ~O.‘ ” 41- o
. (Rap sheets). Data g]eaned were the number of prior adult arrests, prior arrestst o ) R N '*;t&' TABLE 6 ~‘. ) L oo E
for violent offenses, prior incarcerations (over 30 days), and prior superv1s1on T S o T T S T
failures (ﬁrobat1on/par01e violaticns, escapes, fa11ures to appear). A1l prior : s o e , Med1an Bail Amount o ; : :
information excluded the present offense. "Rap sheets were ava11ab1e for 1 ]15 - o g - By County c —
cases. ' The mean number of prior arrests is found in Table 5. - N | SRR S R . BRI
o R T ‘ = T R e SRS S ' . # of Cases . Rounded to Nearest
f - . R I ~ : o RO PR LRSI, EQEEEX e vy (Bail Set) g Hundred Dollars
N y . . . e 5 . ‘ B S : : | | | ‘o,k, e i | E ~’ i ] . |
" - | . MNumber of Prior Arrests .. . o R  Bucks S s 75 ) $ 1,5000
s - ) o e : . Dauphin S - $10,000
O e T Number of e T D Delaware . - N - 120 - $ 2,000
“County - - ‘ Cases L X (Mean) Lackawanna : 3 37 $ 7,500
o e 00 ©  Laricaster e - 5% - $ 5,000
Allegheny . Q 335 v?-o : - Lycoming e ' 30 $10,000 0
L R _ Blair S 94. : 11 s Montgomery ‘ R s 130" $ 5,000
L S Bucks =« 80 . L2 Washington = R 33 $ 1,000
2 BN @ - Dauphin - 9k .18 ’ westmore!and L oo 34 $ 1,000
Lo e Delaware e 13k © 3.1 : - York ' » 64 ¢ - $ 5,000 .
i Lackawanna k2 o 1.4 . , ’ f k o R ‘
Lancaster - L 72 ¥ 2.0 STATE R L 1,045 v $.4,500
- Lycoming . 37 1.7, S o ’
i - Montgomery.. e 1550 ff?*i ‘ ‘ . o . *wnefe 10% Bai1-was~indicated iri jait records, the appropr1ate ca]cu]at1ons ,
‘ ~Washington . - - 31 A el - "7 were made to ref1ect the actual monetary va]ue
v RNt R . MWestmoreland 29 1.9 : - o
Bl )t L R S York oo 7" 62 2.0 - : :
e R e e e R A#»Elﬁfiséf"~-i"<¥ﬁ Bintind S ‘ e The median bail amount was $4 500 w1th ‘the Towest bail set at $30 ,
Wl ; o Total. - . L,®5: . 2.8 G T R e E IR - and the highest at $325,000. In five counties, the average bail set was
ﬁ: LR N - yg SN 5, RECE AR S LR T '$2,500.0r fess. Five counties averaged between $5,000 and $7,500 and , e
SR e R Lt : B ' ‘ T : e o ' - B - two counties averaged $10,000 or more. County-run bail agencies operate A
L - o The overa1? means for the number of pr1or arrests for a v101ent offensem( 78) SR e ____.in_Allegheny. Dauphin, ‘Delaware and Landaster Countigs-and, with-the .- .~ —
i themuimb€¥ of prior incarcerations (. 91), and the number of pr1or superwsmn faﬂ- "% exception of Dauphin; the percentage bail option is utilized within '
. " ures (. 32) were all less than one. . : k , e ., these counties. Dauphin, Lackawanna and York rely mostly on cash bail.
R SRS L ~ : ‘ : PR PR .The remaining counties make use of the 10% system, although those detained
R : *“"‘ There were 196 (18A) f1pst offenders. Approxvmate]y 45A of the popu]at1on SRR P | .1n Lyoom1ng County were not, accordlng to Ja11 records, provided that opt1on
e 8 (N = 500) hag ?ggogrhfgwer prior arrésts with no prior violence. Overall, fifty- B TR S : p v o . o
o : ,seven percen ad no prior.arrests for a violent offense while 50% had po " e . 2.D -
,},pr1or 1ncarcerat1ons and over 70%. (869) had no known PrTor superVTs1on faaiures « | IS i noiTesgiléggggl:gz]notTgnfltipe ?ﬁe;2132i2 ;?g]gﬂii 32?2;2:2] Of charges,
o T EXTt'PO?“t% From Detent1°"~° How are They R879359d9 | *“.% R SIS O “3;auﬁ§leaie]by Hgldwn%hAuthorzty/toEOther Authorities - 0n1y°79 detent1oners
I : e : e release S ma
e statu or thektota1fstu?y]g?pu]at1on s 21])’ the type Df re?ease from detent1on A e T 1) re1ease to tge streetngﬁgm a ;ng1:sogfpﬁgggtfﬁﬁevgglgilgzs?byogo$d?ﬁg’ e
O fffrf>‘]~ 7§%11_~jUpon ariawgnment for a cr1m1nalacharge, a ba11 amount must be set#; | E f;o er au or1tnes) B K o SEEY | T
R t3"1ﬁsﬁ§§e¥h;°3e?§§3§ni ghggggagznggrfintougge pg;m?rgagugzoi:vg;egawl S \”54"Q§22%9221ﬂ3'- There were 773'qeten’ioners-who,remainedvconfinedwuntil o i
“‘eyf_lshou1d the defendant fajT to appear. Bail amounts are not set for. parole ande' Tinihas "V2§$m§2c§1::§epronoynCEd by (1U1@1‘ but.a. few instances). the court af: e
jo " *Non= monetary releases such as ROR are ut111zed However, such cdases were not found i A SR e | , : _ ’ ,
b 1n thls study because such persons' 1mmed1ate re]ease precluded be1ng deta1ned L e s e T e T T 1]1. R SRR L elemmmsl ST
ey e _ _ , B O T R R 1. R DT R S e
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, : o , R SRR cos R ‘ e : The majority of the popu1§t1on had incurred fewer than three prior arrests;
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S T . : 0 . ~ e Part I Violent e 359 o 14%
.This section presents major findings based on analyses of thed%“ﬁ"ﬁ?e‘ ) L Part I Property 8 388 v 21% T
g dataccollected. The primary focus is to-discuss the varigbles of the detention .. . . ... 02 . e I ' g 0w T Tlam
process in terms of their effects upon time served in deténtion and its variance A - @, T o “
: between counties. , S Ao =l ' i TOTAL: 212 H1,024 L o
W Q Vet s J o e // Bk O 0 v i iig ) ‘:‘1 . ; | . ) o, :4\ e '
. The impact of ba}i/'l//amOunts, detainers, offense types and types of sentences , "Ihis cohort represents those detxined for a'ctiminal offense Whoiad 2 batl anount.
; are examined within }:/15 two major cohorts of 1) thase dgfte;ntioners released on I : ) '
: bail and 2) those detained until dispesition and senten//é,ing. ' . 4 ‘ > o
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s s . B e ., . R One criteria for bail release appears ¥o be, as expected, the dollar amount
o . As discussed in Section II, averdge bail amounts varied between counties. - f the bail. Detenti R caapprars to be, as expected, the do]] pou
. Inoection ! \ ) Y \ : of the bail. Detentioners with“lower bail amounts are more likely to secure rel
Bail amounts also increase with the severity of the offense type. The median by bail. The table below shows that fewer bail releases occur -as bail amounts b
baﬂi amount for a Part I violent offense was $5,000.¢,,‘, Bail for Part 3 property higheﬁ. L - z e, T
(e and all Part II offefises was $2,500 and $],500 respectively. While ‘the relation- , l »
' - Ship between amount and offense type is the general fule within eachcounty, there R . . S
= 1s substantial variation in.bail amounts between counties within offense type. ) . S CTABLE 1)
' |  TABLE 9 / | | o BAIL RELEASE BY AMOUNT
N : :f~., AVERAGE BAl,Ii }NQUNT &y Q'FVFENSE TYP/:I R ] : , ) ’p}o o / Cases Bajl Reléases s ‘Percentage » )
. R . S /E - : ' ‘ $1,000 or | 336 165 = 3 .
' ) N r / f ° o sih001 < s3500 13 [ s |
: | L Tmaled Loty ) part b ' e g e R R
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‘) ; “ Bair 3 (_'2,500 - {2f~1°° 500 o R o gnzogge?‘tg:n;r& vslfthin the “other gf\?,se type haé bail- set, reflecting
Tyt i Bucks a 2,500 1,500 o -\~ ) - ' R N W SRR R —
S T @ bauphin ' 10200 .+ h,900 , 5000 © A o0 o s © o
' - ‘ Delawire - 2,600 ! 1,000 1,000 . o I Th_lh‘ity-gne p’g’rcc]ant gf the detentioners whose bail was set at $1 ,000 or lowe
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‘ . ' \ Montgomery 25,000 " 5000 oo 2y ‘ L e N LT T ' . .
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. Vestmare landy, © 1,000 1,000 600 3 ' N\ 4 Thl‘my-on,e perq_gent of all bail caSés were-set at $1,000 or less. Forty-five
; e T e e o hem Iy | : percent ,(469 cases) had‘Lb@l'l‘ set at $2,500 or less. Thus, 45% of the gcases had
. % S ; B gy g T N ° ‘bail set at what might-be considered a relatively Tow @mount. Howevér, only 131
g ] - STATEH083 5 A R TR of the 469 detentioners (28%) who_had the lower bail set were able to secure rele
I L o v | , ‘\\ S S ) The ;,w-natz,.ﬂlty’@o afford bail as/well as the presencé of a detainer may be valid :
S - Offense Type and Bail Release o S N ‘reasong why .baﬂ_ could not be met in so many cases. | “
; i éxbiect t‘%t p Aamounts increase, with the severfiy of the offense type, one would S \ ’
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The 10dg1ng of a deta1ner appears to be the major determ1nant for the failure i R . g ,
to post bail. Of the total cases in the survey, 643 (53%) had an accompanying i S A o gfLL CRINTNAL CHARGES HITH eaxt SEY ¢
“ detainer lodged against them. . Types of detainers 1odged were as fo]lows' g %Q A\ SR N SRR SRR = L}J
» 3 i 1 RELERSED ON BAIL N T I ;
; ' , 3 ’ @ /aunﬁfe TO MAKE BAIL 3 P B
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. t ‘ L €% 234 233 E
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o A To determ1ne the effect of deta1ners on ba11 re]ease, ‘the subgroup of those ¢ | L} _ S o ;
; detained on a criminal charge who had bail set originally (1,024 cases) was f ‘ DET“‘“ER "“ DETAINER DETAINER HO DETAINER S -
i analyzed. Of this number, 537 had another detainer lodged against them, while _ it o BﬁlL(ngsae BAIL>2520 \ ‘
{ 487 cases were detainer-free. . Bail amounts were grouped into $2,5C0 or less and ; - o R \r 7 b
. greater than . $2 500. R y T ST ;;<%} = I -
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‘ - Of the 487 dindividuals who -did not have a deta1ner 1odged aga1nst them, 155 : 8 ° ?
© (32%) made bail. Conversely, of the 537 individuals who did have a detainer lodged’ th A" aga]ys1s gi tne ab?;i datﬁ byb°€:22560€%2$ gei:1tedc1?0§hedf;ng12ﬁ tggt]1t T
o . -against them, on]y 57 (11%) made bail.  Those with detainers made bail by either. 5 - .t € s;gng 1§anceb_7ffvetr§ b 122: ;gfeese _n eLainer i9ed an e anility SRS
3 wgost1ng bail on the cr1m1na; detainer or through posting bail after afprob/par i B o/ma ‘@ bail s unaffectea by nse: o % :
- etainer had'been Tifted. - test“for .the s1gn1f;cance between proport1ons revea]s s o
i Another factar affect1ng the ability to secure re]ease on bail could be the LI
a stat1st1ca]]v significant d1fference at the 05 Tevel. L i ~economic inability to afford the bail set. All cases whére bail was .set | '
B . = . - by ~ B X
** ‘ 75 10.50 2.9 S e . U b > at $2;500 or less were analyzed. Of these 467 cases, 131 made bail- -while 269 - - sot
: ~“/i> RO s ey R 3 were detained until disposition and sentencing. The majority of the rema1n1ng =
: BB D ;> ) o 0 ” gg ,'cases were released through dispissals, etc5 ° T : : T
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AVERAGE TIME=SERVED IN BETENTION BEFORE BAIL RELEASE : :
d IR * Number Bail ‘Percen,t of N Lo
L . County i ' Releases Those Eligible & 'Median in Days
s T Klegheny * 49 o8 1500
o gy Blair 19 72 S ©120.0°, .
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An 1mportant point. to note is that the key to eva]uat1ng bail release w1th1n

- counties is the average time served until release and not the number (%) of releases.

If one were to Took so]eLy at the percentage of detentioners -released on bail, indi-

~cations would be ‘that bofh Blair and Westmoreland Counties reTease the 1argest
~ percentage of detentioners on bail. However, the difference in the length of stay
before re1ease is substant1a1 - B]a1r at 120 days and Westmore1and at 22.& days '
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" ‘ ‘Once again, the issue of other deta1ners be1ng 1odged is a temporaT\factor
s regarding time served prior to bail release. Not only does a detainer prohibit
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: A : , re]ease on ba11 to.a 1arge extent, but 1t also impedes. an exped1t1ous release on e
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S Y . oo “ E ‘ ° ; The median time served for those re]eased on bail w1th no Qeta1ners was 23 8
5 B ‘ days. For those with detainers, however, the median time served was 49.5 days. This
i P : . d1fference is probab1y due to the t1me 1nvo1ved in 1ifting the deta1ner. 2@
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?‘;‘; . ’ ) 14_0:__:::;?1*:; e e B e i e PR e : E V—‘l i E “ o - o -
e Coqzed o SRR T T R g . This analysis focuses on those deta1ned unt11 sentenc1ng ~ The variables of
T ‘ : o E , s : o : . e offense type and type of sentence are exam1ned in terms of the impact on time served f)
310 ' R ‘ Co : g ~in deten¢1on., S e e L | \/
> - 80« , . - N h 0 v
- £0- — S e . 1 ‘ There were 773 detent1oners who remained conf1ned until d1sp051t1on/sentence,
3 ] 1 e 5 ' I : v ® - representing 63% of the tota] survey popu1at1on. Th1s subgroup spent an average
o 5 | I o ) : of 148 days in detent1on.ﬂ S5 R |
an 20‘ _ u . @ : i N -
— T — 5130 31720 _ T | ‘ o f ' SIS S ! i B Ll Lo S Lo 5 .
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v ° : R L TIME SERVED T0 SENTENCING o Lo e
it Pk , ‘Figure 7 shows that, unlike the detainer-free gases, there ipgears to be go y ‘ ‘? TR ; o 1:, . Median Time
0t Cgi critical time perjod concerning bail release for individuals with detainers lodge R : Lo . o Countx v . cases Served Days
° L ~against them. There is no precipitous decline in bail releases after 30 days. For SR B P SRR e (bay
i i , those with detainers, there are comparatively fewer re]eased on ba1] w1th1n 30 days , g ‘ ’ ; A]]egheny | 28 L ]5].Ovﬁ | |
b » - and only a steady dec11ne thereafter £ N ¥ : R P | 7 U PBlair . 18 , Mns.0 0
A . I [ Bucks SRR T 55 137.5 EEE
. e Time served unt11 ba11 re]ease is, as expected,ﬁ1onger for those with higherk R % it L Dauphin ' 68 - 166.5
‘ I bail amounts. - The .average timé served for those with bail set at $2,500 or less F : %)% pelaware . 100 1B . e
) was 23.2 days. For those with higher bail (> $2,500), -this f1gure was 42 0 days. _ g NG EEEN Lackawanna’ o o 2010
: Figure 8 shows the relationship of tlme served and ba11 amount. . ;,-' 3 O e : Lancaster . . 61 o 42,0 Q; | | 5
- N - L o o . T e R Uycoming 23 . 191.0 . T
v : = L S o . = RTINS R Eo . Montgomery 1l . ~139.5 L e Qﬁet:eee
L e , o e , : L _ a L ‘ Mg g e .+ Washington = - .28 L 1.5 L : L
N B , , Figure 8 e ST BT P O . Westmoreland Lo 84.5 e 2
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;?ézef SR S S SR Sentence Outcome e isa first-time adult Offe"der
gji,gffense Type . Number " tional Inst1tut1on .-% County Ja11* % ' Probat1on '}‘% |
 Part IViglent 268 o 169n‘u e 79 . 29%7

Ckartir L L O M '///id w oA
‘ri‘Other R 58 .5 2% 30 52%////

" STOTAL: 7734 L 321 L a2 B2 465 .99 13

f“%, **One sentenc - T e T A
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D : o * , R T : EEREE T It is poss1b1e that those charged w1th a v1o]ent crime are more prone to elect : i
o ~ TABLE 14 L e SR R EL I E I S 5o a jury trial, thereby lengthening the court process. It is also possible that the
i i T e L : . " procedure for sentencing to a State facility requires more time. According to Rule
"SENTENCE OUTCOME BY.OFFENSE'TYPE* o CE IO T ' 1403 of the Pennsylvania Rules of Criminal Procedure, the sentencing judge may order
' L ‘ B PR L P B .. a presentence investigation {PSI) in cases where incarceration of*one year or more .o
. AR ho . is a possible disposition when the offender is less than 21 years of age or where he

&

State Correc- = S . v _ B
SRR Although the PSI is not mandatory, it is ]1ke1y that such 1nvest1gat1ons are
P// Ce e more 11ke1y to be ordered 1n cases where a state sentence 1s contemp]ated by the court.

: Tab]e 16 1nd1cates that the type of sentence is probab]y ‘the_major determ1nany
;,of t1me served figures. Figures for each offense type vary according to the type of
sentence ‘given. For example, those detained for a violent offense served an average
-~ of 180, Jdays until sentencing. For those sentenced to a state institution, the average
SRS S was 207 days! For those sentenced to a county faciTity, however, the figure was 157
13224 s days. Jh1s varwat1on is found ‘within a11 offense groups. b
7 , IR L S I i : . o e .
b .99 : SRR T A R SR B h TABLE 16 » ‘ ’
I TIME SERVED IN DETENTION BY: SENTENCE QUTCOME
, SEL : ~ (in days)

CPart IProperty 279 94 % 153 5% /31- | n%*

*Inc1udes sentences to t1me served o Sl

i : 'fi T j';'Overa'lv]“ State‘Sentence R County Ja11 0
-, Offense Type =~ Average Average R Sentence Average -

3 2
=

part I Violent  180.0- 2070 "rft‘ 1570
. Part I Property 1415 167.0 1335
'?QVPart IIifyi‘f : 131 o . 155;5 - 116,50

oL oL S

: B . T ) a

;T1me Served by Offense . ST ST Ly

. Time served: f1gures for those who were sentenced 1ncreases in d1rect propor-
tion. to offense type. Part I violent offenders spent, on the average, 180 days
in’ detention status. Part I property and Part II offenders spent ]41 5 an 131
~days respectively. d\

dﬁg_ s e e Q‘ e : ,,i - 'fi& e Ana]ys1s of time served until. 1mpos1t1on of sentence;/for a]] offenses, shows o
wo T o s T S SRR S substant1a1 var1at1on between count1es - :

.. TABLE 15 e SR oo CLoad
MEDIAN.TIME SERVED IN DETENTION BY OFFENSE TYPE . . ' i

Total » ?Known f‘

L Pait I Violent ‘LJV268 "";"f'ﬂf~éee"f;:“: '1_' b 180.0 ;__;*f,,;: Soed e Baii a0 B R R e

&

| Part 1 Property vfn279; : e v,276; “ﬂ,h, ;r[t l:pi1]41i5 -

T]me served Figures are,h1ahpr fnn_rhnen whn ere. n1t1m=+n1u scn‘encedeﬁns ST ;f I SHACRE S e;;;gegg,f',;na;,i;ee?vneefeeeeg;ﬁi:es;;ee;w,5;:5, segafﬂee?ssssee_,s;ss;,vﬁssgzw

ool o L TIRWG

~state or regional facility (187.2 days) when compared to those sentenced to acounty = . . |: o . T e T e e R g :
~facility (133 days). Because those detained for a Part I violent offense are more . * ~. 0 e S ey
“Tikely to be sentenced .to-a state facility, it is not readily apparent if the offense;~ I M e e e T T R e T e e
sl type or the type of sentence is respon51b1e for the h1gher tlme served f1gures R L R A e R
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S - MEDIAN TIME SERVED IN DETENTION PR A ‘ f
EN e oy N BETENTION . s .7 RESULTS OF ANALYSIS AND THEIR APPLICATION °

p . [¢] g ' Te

L | o L B | | 'Smﬁmm;m¢a¥@>~ S e ’ﬁ . (pauses of the Ris&ng_Detentiop Popu]ation ‘ : e T
’ P P ; ) ' e ¢ : . ‘ od o4 ) T e : ) . . ’ : o . o . ) . .

N A S o e T — émﬁydﬁjSanu@e , amm4ngmmmu - S N ~ Generally, there are only two conditions that affect any fluctuation in the
' B - |Mleghery | MGV L B A U X Y 7 , - detention population. These are: 1) the number of persons admitted to detention;
Blair \ s 12 a0 | N5 a3 | - _ 0 -and 2) once admitted, the length of stay in detention, N . ' ‘ '

%

W

) ‘Bucks | N = R 3 e e . S ; ' - S ; ] R : ;
AR R . baush ! 36 i B RO LR B ‘ SR B < Regarding the first factor influencing the rising detention population, the
o - |Dauphin . N=3o o 18B deo o N= 332000 L o 3 Bureau of Census' recent population count reported there were 170,000 more people
¥ Delaware .~ 1w =62 Q,]aasz R O I B Lo v oo in Penn;&ﬁ?agia age 18 years and over in 1980 than in 1978. Along with this increase
‘ o L in the adulfY@iviJian'population, there has been a corresponding increase in the

Lackawanna - - < IN=T12 241.0 NT j0 2255 o 1 i 3
= . , ' S number of adults arrested. °

* |Lancaster N6 138.5 =12 1860 )

>

~There weie 380,899 total arrests in-1981; répﬂesenting a~ Yess than 1% increase” S
over the 1979 figure of 380,644.* While this increase does not appear to be of : ¢
L : ' — | vashington Sl e s L . . ~ great significance, a closer examination reveals a shift in the age of persons

L ‘ " ki N=u sy = 12 1088 , = arrested. While the number of juveniles arrested has decreased by 11% (from 114,117
5 .  Westmoreland =6 o b Ne 10 085 ' ‘ -3 in 1979 to 101,044), adult arrests have increased steadily since 1975.** There were
‘ , 266,527 adult arrests in 1979 compared to 279,855 in 1981 - an increase of 5%.

ey G E
i o : w ' . R
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BTN » S Lycoming e ln=2 158.0 Ne 11 2140
‘ ) o i ) . R
Montgomery b N=s2 3.5 N= 40 1515 " ¥ B

York boow=2s 0 mas v = 13 2iva

. =Symmar o B 7 RSP E S . ‘ ‘ 7 o o , L SR e ’. ‘
; ‘ PR RN T S s T S A = j ‘ ~ PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN NUMBERBOF PERSONS. ARRESTED
. : RTOUEE Sy i SR L , ‘ o - Coo1979 - 1981 o
-~ This section focused on bail amounts, detainers, offense types, sentence , e ‘ S o v ,
. -. types, their impact on time served in detention and its variation between counties e L Change®
ok i : c " . o R 3 ¥ y i . ' o i g . 4 ’ s . :"’a L 3 ) o g ) :
) : : S : Total Tk . o

It was shown that bail amounts increase with thé severity of the offense tybe.  ' 3U : g T e e R L hauie o 0 ’ S oA’

- While release on bail is contingent, to some degree, on the amount, it was shown R @iy : - - gt paiin 3
that the presence of a detainer was the primary factor in prohibiting bail release. . = & o o H0E e : , P
! The»length of time spent in detention until bail release was determined by both B R ~ T e :
by v amount and detainers. Analysis of the cohort detained until sentencing showed ey Lo e STy :
Eaihe . that time served figures varied with both offense type #and type of° sentence given. - = T = =
e o EE e . ' : “7\‘\ o ‘ . O G " T i . . - L = 5% : ) xk x "’.’fx oL i :
| ' ' ’ B o e NEES S : S B *‘xx** ¥ 5
o L e R M R ny e s e SRR R O 1t B e e T . TR . i
o o R R : S e U T e T s TR ot e A R |7/ R B R -] ST S ' PR ;
N . . s : R e X i s R : . ';: ‘ : . g } s ) ) Year N . R .
R, St e e = i = S o L " Source: Pennsylvania Uniform Crime Report {Raw Data) 1973-81. :
o : SN T e e e e T g
s ii | ‘;,, PHV 7 : | ‘ B
"o f/‘ . e - "j%j;' - : ( :’—,': &"
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Of particular note is that the, number of persons arrested.withiﬁ~the‘age'grgup 7?3 o S ‘ A
of 18-24 has 4dncreased by 5%, from 147,147 in 1979 to 154,541 in 1981. The signifi- G - _ ' FIGURE 10
cance of this statistic s that a certain“proportion of the former juvenile population 4 s - F16l | :
difﬁ ‘has been, and is_presently moving into the crime-prone age group of 18-24. Pennsy1- e ADULTS ARRESTED FOR PART | OFFENSES
vania Act 41 (1977) states that juveniles cannot be detained in an adult Tacility - 4 > 1979 = 1981
- unless certified as adults by the court. Therefore, formgr‘auvenljes, thg.magor1ty s : o
of whom coutd not be detained in the county adult facilities, are now moving into the
" age group wherein they have become "e]igﬁb]evdetentiQQers“.. < ; . B , o o
While the number of adults érﬁested-has increased?athe prgportion~6? individuals ARRESTS |~ 60,056 : ¢
admitted to detention, of the total arrests, has also increased, _Table 18 shows the .00 - .
number of persons admitted to detention for trial or further hearing as a proportion S 0,000 o
of all adult arrests statewide. - o ’ . ’ 4 i |
| v arr - | 58,000 - 57,971
R TABLE 18 | e DA s T |
. DETENTION ADMISSIONS AS A PROPORTION OF STATEWIDE ADULT ARRESTS 56,000 - | ,
“ S 1979-1981 | . | N
. 7, T S i et g [ sl 2 e Y 54; gg? - 1 53.’287 ‘ ‘. _[; 4
R s Admissions for Percentage . * e o ] /R -
B Adult Arrests .= Trial/Hearing - Jncarcerated i 52,000 - | |
5 ® ‘ o e, % g cop
o 71979 266,527 ¢ ©-50,018 18.7% . 50,000 - .
‘- ‘ = ‘ . o ' v - e ‘::‘RQ?
’ 1980 274,510 , 54,592 : ?9.8%‘ : e g’
1981 ° - 279,855 59,733 o 21.3% T SRR (R K - - -
Source: Pennsylvania Uniform‘Crime Report (Raw Data) 1§79-1981. S 4 i . '2
Bureau of Correction's Annual Report on County Prisons and R = - o £
Jails, 1979-1981, ' L - R [ o 1 R R o N R , e
) . ) : ‘ ‘ E o 5;/’ ‘ 1 i o - ) B ,‘."d u ;
In 1979, 18.7% of all adult arrests resulted in detention. In 1981, this figure i ‘ tes T — D ' 1980 1981 | -
was 21.3%. If, for example, the 1979 ratio of detention admissions to adult arrests R . o L a 1373 R o e e
had, remained constant in 1981,. the number admitted for trial or hearing would have g SRR e K = Yesr B o
been 52,517, compared to.the actual total of 59,733. et o | ’ b
: :The increase in the proportion Bf‘admissions to arrests méy‘be explained, in o *Au E S -~ | seo ime Report, (Raw'gg;a)o 5 ?f
part, by the fact that the number of adults arrested for serious (Part 1) offenses g &*ﬂ : - Source:  §3335§:v§nla Unnform crime Report, o o
has increased. ‘ ) g L S S s ’ ' g TR .
i o " i - B < ;, v L i ’
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1 There was a 15% increase in the number of adults arrested for Part I offenses i R Sy, v “ ® -
vooa from 1979 to 1981; a 153 increase in those arrested for violent crime. There was a = ' - o N ' :
} : . comparable increase within the 18-24 ade group as well; 11% and 15% respectively :
* e : p . T B ’ ' . ‘ * { . 0
. $oo i N . “ o = . o o .
\ . ~_T|:‘]e ot?}er major chtor' causing the increase in the detention population is the ’ " TABLE 19 v !
;ggrﬁg;egoggm?' ge:;veg angetenuo%status; Although time' served in detention figures o ) Ti%60 = 1981
: t compiled for county prison$, the Administrative Office of Pepy ¥ o | 1960 = 19 -
. . , ; rati ce ot Peppsylva G e { , -
has estimated that the number of day i i 2 akpsy yama Gaurts - o ‘ “ i
_ hat the. ny s required to dispose of a criminal ¢ ' “
; N Le ! -case has st ° , =
,{ o increased by 45% duri ng the pe£‘1‘9d from 1977 to 1980. n} > ) S g::::z?;n‘?]“ Detentioner Turnover
i i3 . . i . p ) ‘ N T © ax : e o Yeag FPopulatl ul“'?———-" 4 Adnissions Rate _ ~ ) P .
' i-'fth While d1SP951t10n 't1._me,1s‘ not a certain indicator of time spent in detentibn, ' e eee 2,056 , 49,493 24,07 s o
: Ther-e are other-data avaj].able‘to indicate that detention time may be increasing. o e T ‘ o
“ ,fe ﬁssumptaon of increasing time served’'can be generated by an historical analysis i o 1961 2,008 . 49,282 23.48
% g ‘{)V at gan.be termed a "turnover rate". "This rate is logically defined as the i 1962 2,030 50,473 24.86
yggrercgortg:;pltge ?¥e€ﬁg$édaﬂy ?3p33)8ft13n enters and exits the system in a given | ' 1963 202 ER L B X '
[ . ) i L were . || 3 i ‘ o) ¢ ] i > - FEEES S ’ . o
‘daily population of 2,000, the ADP would ﬁtng;g:‘s‘ ;‘?vg g%ggd:g giiguw%t? i ﬁVErage . 4 y 1964 2,302 - 51,733 2.4
admissions. . o | e | I3, %0 account Yor tne v 1965 2,286 49,759 2.6 < :
Lol ¢ S ot 1 Admi 3 | : N - 1966 2,608 51,841 19.87 =
J = . ota missions urnover = . s R toe )
7 : - ; - S ’ c : - 1967 3,095 -T2 . 18.51
’ ADP ) : Rate . e R T . ) Cs ’
: o . [ . . ) 2 s . : B ’({ 1968 1l 653 57,312 - 15’ ’ 69 _ TR DR
breakggsg')clggtdeggnuoner admTssions and using the December 31st (the only available ~ 1969 . 3,}0"\ 59, 555 1571 :
f Q ‘ E > 4 e ’ '
. oVer rate wa g 521;3;};L‘ego?:l;t;ggoaih:he zv;}a;g%;e. dla\,ﬂy]detentmnernpgpu].ation, a turn- S e <§65k 62,104 "16.99
b gganas Cal ough 1981. A relatively high turn S R : | |
might indicate that the ADP is movi t gn_turnover rate ~ s e 3,990 63392 15.88
nigh | ving through the system more quickly than w G : ’ > '
. { | an - i . .
| ;?d;]ga%ed,;bg__”’a lTower turnover rate. Stated in other terms, a ?u'gh tﬁrngvgrwg:}:g e | 1972 3,963 62,250 Gy, 15.70
might be 1indicative of Tower time served figures than a Tow turnover rate. S N e 3,588 59,720 1665 ’
b : ~ Table 19 shows th e o A , o 1974 ‘ 3,792 61,007 16.08 : =<y
e ST T2 e steady decrease’ in "turno e o v . : : A
s st b e ingePoSSible “increases in time Served. ,‘ “rn ver rate over the yearss ref]ect- = . 1975 e 65,252 16a61 i o
; : . fg ; : R = . 1976 s 3,792 _ 62,81 16,55 ’ ) °
S ‘ . o , Tt 17 R G K - L 58,666 15.69 o o
i y ° 4 : o ‘ o N o B
5 | . 1978 " 3,980 : 54,840 13.77 ) E
o » . : R TARN. , S 1979 h,519 55,880 £y 12.36
) : o . . . 4 <y L - 198’5 : ’5,256 ) f 60,816 .57 - w
S 0 e 75:;_,,,7“,,,;{,; R l 7 ' o ox . ‘ El . (] [ . o . } = ‘ L . 1981 ;;: e b 6'189 S @ - 66'268 10.70
;i = . : s . on . V'_ . . : R s t '
‘ Fh ) : : ‘ : . 4 i @ ? Source: Bureau of Correction's Annual Reports on County Prisons and Jails, o
b ' & , , . : ' R . ‘ : T 1960~-1980.
T o P ‘ : e ' ' “The turnover rate can also be used to calculate an estimated time served figure.
’ At R , N e “i Using the pFavious example (Admissionse= 10,000 and ADP 2,000), a turnover rate of 5
nwe : o R . . .4 'would indi ca;\ that each ADP cohort spends 73 days in prison. :
L SN e 2 SR Estimated 365 days e s
. . ST S S | s . I  Time * = - = 73 days | A\
o o R v ~ T g A ' , ' ~ Served  Turnover Rate (5) ° - ‘
» : ) 3 : ¢ .
o - | a | o .
L] : ¢4 | S i y
P o " ) o i [ s .
" . 32. ’ , 33
1‘% ’ -~ - . ) ) [ v
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CaT Tiordestehbeyualddiiyortibhiscastimats, -2 thrvnover mate s mm&@gﬁ T
T LT oo s3en- T The rising detention popu]atwn has had impact on prison capacity. As of
§ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁif@?y@ﬁ%slwm‘?&ﬁhtﬁ@ea@’?‘tﬁﬂlt"ﬁizﬂ %m\ee,ﬁ htgures mef’e nown., T e March 31, 1982, Pennsylvania's sixty-seven county prisons were operating at 107%
o of capacﬂ;y The following table profiles the study counties in terms of capacity.
o : " ' g ‘ T 777" arrest trends, and detention admissions. The percentage change in persons arrested .
‘ oo 'g'ﬁ&i@gm Lo ‘ is based-on Part I offenses whﬂe admissions reflect those detained for trial or
\\ 2 o 7 R fyr further hearing.
\ TERRBOERS RWEM TIEAEE YR (@zammo mgE) ~ : o
. - o | TABLE.21 |
WY , © Estiimetat — y
thear Tﬁ%ﬁ*w?ﬁ%“e& ml T?imesﬁemuzﬁ {(‘m diam)}  Thime Served cr&/\xNGE I FLOW INTO THE counTY PRISONS.
.b i 5 .M‘-—___—_ \.» o
;iﬁ%%g gg%; ﬁ?}g i ‘ b %8 , Percent Change Percent Change Percent of
‘g, £5 55432 , ’5,-@ e 7.1 % ‘Persons Arrested Detention Admissions. Capacity as
o 10986 Bip - ol ‘@Q}’ %’% 0 1979 vs. 1981 11979 vs. 1981 of March 1982
%b%ég = ﬁ%‘é P %33 7.9 Allegheny + 128 + 16% 89y
ﬂ g @PH v T3 ‘e Blair -~ 0% . 0% }3%
$ouy r_@ Bucks ° + 19% + 42% : 01%
et P"»‘%{i&s K)é?ﬁ‘aaiﬁw; off Wﬁmww mnmmg f&asmnt o Couaty ﬁ}mg&mms _ 3 Dauphin + 289 4439 » 103%
73499 ‘3}@733,: WZ&, ﬂg?’?:ﬁv 1@]7@: floce) a*md ?19&‘),, e e Del aware - + ]%_ BUEEE 0%, 1039
R — Lackawanna . ....====""4" 5% + }g”ﬁ ]ggg
éﬂhn?mef—.%%ﬁwx%@d e samied Fignes derios fin Hinam Hhe Bct Lancaster s 1% * 13% '
Gnes devitaie inom the sohus] - fioimes, the ‘ Lycomin o+ 21% - 17% . 151% e
zk’:'b?ﬂ%ﬁ({t ildteatkor 1 e conresnonding Tionease i‘l:n time served values. T A Mzntgomgry + 15% + 30% 144 |
SIS g Washington - 10% - 42% ? e 86%
m{w 3 q@y ﬁf{?‘ f@}h’&gmﬁg 1 ﬁiﬂ@ mnmmﬁm ﬁm ﬁﬁa ﬁmmase m ﬁiha  Westmoreland- + 13% - 2% . 93%
- York +27% + 45% 100%
- pf‘s.s ihe &Q)A’ﬂ‘t ivilian mlaa@m ! " "‘ . i
e n ‘i% ’ﬂ e o ¢ e 3
Arnastad mas Ao Wm mmmi, aﬁme mﬁ::@er of ad&agt; y o T - i | : o 8
2. fhe, et of &@g@ S tAs shoxg in< lab'le er thege were mcreasis in perions irgc]:_-sted 1Bn i'ﬂ But Ewo
2. Eﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁﬁ fiied @f mﬂ @gmm @zﬂr‘estg has “mcreaseﬁl ”&a it , counties missions increased in seven counties, most markedly in Bucks, Dauphin,
- s,
Y iﬁ{ﬁd&e 9 e fingnesse in adulis arvested for Port I offenses. ‘Montgomery and York.. ‘ | |
B TT ' Ll The count cyr m1na'l st1ce system's reactmn to increasing arrests can be wit-
P o THNE i %@pgt P : Yy e JU y m' 9
' fAEd B di "@?Wﬂﬂ@;@ ﬂ&mﬂ ’Hi!k@ﬂy ﬁmreased o s 'nessed in two general areas. “The first is in the area of pre-detentjon release. A
G Ri B _county may, for examp'le, react to rising arrest rates by increasing the use of release
‘ ‘ o ; on recognizance (ROR). The other reactive response, more germane to this study, is
2 o i . in the area of time served in detention. Counties may-react to the increasing deten-
© tion popu]atwn by reducmg the time served in detention.
; \\ . ) G ) E : . B i.il-./’- : ; o a
, b )
i ; . i :
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' gpt1ons for Reduc1ng the!Detentlon Stock

~ final d1<pos1tlon
. Analysis® of the study popu]at1on indicates that the use of

k,"results in‘more-bail releases in a sho%ter period of time. percéntage ey 0m)

which® percentage bail was set, resulting in 119 bail releases (28 1%).

t vserved until bail release for the cash roup w
 this f1gure was 29 daySQ N e 9 P as 36 days

o . : .
p . : o

O

" Table 22 pro§11es the survey count1es in terms of time. served in detent1on
before bail release as well as time served until sentencing (the two Felease points
from detent1on) It should be noted that comparative data does not exist. Therefore,

reaction to increasing arrests, in terms of time served in detent1on, cannot be deter-

m1ned A]so “the react1ve area of time served in detent1on varies between counties.
cLo e TMBLEZ2 . :
 TIME SERVED IN DETENTION T
(in dayS) | S | g
o . f i
% Change e . 0; T ‘ S nmm“'l&T;, ‘ !
, in Admissions Time Served in *  Time Served in f |
: ' 1979 versus - - Detention Until Detention Until
County o.1981 . “ Bail Release Sentenc1ng
Allegheny B S TS T
Blair - 0% 10 \a15_° ‘ :
Bucks ’ + 429 : , 22.5 137.5
Dauphin S +43% 22.0 | 166.5
. Delaware - 0% Lo 23.0 o 151.2 o
Lackawanna: * 7+ T4% T T 50l07 ST ey Ty T
- Lancaster - 418 o480 12,
~ Lycoming . - 17% g 27.5 .. 191 : ’
' Montgomery o+ 30% Soor o 33.2 T 139.5
Washington -42% 140 s -71.5
Westmore]and = 2% v . 22.8 84.5
ork +45% 365 o 142.5

The remainder of th]S study focuses on- sib
possxb]e opt1ons b wh1ch the ceant
cr1m1na1 Justice system might minimize the impact of detentvonﬁrs by reduc1ngnt¥me

served. Options are confined t 0 this area b :
those individuals who are detalned ecause th1s study has dea]t with on1y

7?

Decreas1ng T1me Served

0pt1on ] Increased Use of the 10% Ba1] Optlon

Percentage bail- (10%) is an a1ternat1ve to stra1ght cash ba1t The defend;ht
may -post 10% of the set bajl amount, which is then returned to the-nd1d1dua1 upon
~A small amount (usua1]y 1%) is kept for adm1n1strat1ve costs,

There were 422 cases 1in

cases in which straight cash bail was set, 97 (15.4%) made bail. The average time

For the percentage group,

o

"OF the 628

iy N e P o

s

iy
i
3
3
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i
i
A

) oo (o]
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0pt1on 2: <oIncreased Attention Given to L1ft1ng County or State Probattwn/
Paro]e Detainers

This study has shown that the presence of a deta1ner is a major obstac]e for
potent1a1 release on bail. It may be feasible to 1ift some of these detainers,
particularly in non-violent cases, when overcrowding exists, thus allow1ng the
potent1a1 for the financial conditions of bail, to be met. :

0pt1on 3: The Pr1or1tazat1on of“da11 Cases“ before "Ba11 Cases"

The - number one priority ochnfm1na1 case scnedu11ng is to insure that trial
commences within 180 days of @1]1ng the charges. However, given tyo cases entering

- the system at the same time - one detained and the other released oh bail - the

general approach would be to prioritize the detention case. This would resu]t 1n

the detention case,mov1ng through the system more quickly.

Opt1on 4: Increased Use of Sentences to Time Already Served for Non-Violent -
sy, ‘ ’ Detent1oners A
e There were 352 detent1oners conf1ned unt1] a county senténce was pronounced a
spending an average of 133 ‘days in detention: Of the 352, 707 (243) were detained
for a non-violent offense. While there were 78 time served sentences-given, the

average minimum county tﬁ?ms given to the remainder of the cohort was slightly less
than six months. With cyzdit for time already served (this s usua]]y the case),

it iszprobable that the average time served in sentenced status is only two to three
An,analysis of time served in county sentence status (for-all those known tof

months.
be reTeased) shows an average t1me served of 83 days, based on 292 cases.

Thus, 1t appears that 1ncreased use of sentences to +1Te a]ready served wou]d
have substantial 1mpact on the overall 1ength of stay : ,

9Potent1a1 Impact of Reduc1ng T1me ‘Served in Detent1on ,

g

The pctent1a1 benefits of reduc1ng time served in detent1on can be rea11zed in

the area of cost sav1ngs as well as a reduction in-the average daily popuTation (ADP):d
.The approach here is to select actual time served figures from the study data, and to

- show, only as an example, the impact of reducing those time served f1gures‘%hrough”‘

~one or more of the’ proposed options.
~is based.on data collected on a part1cu1ar day.
: Uday was representat1ve of any g1ven day

It should be noted that the following analysis -
It is assumed that that part]cular

For-%the first impact examp]e, “the group of detalnees ‘who were 1ncarcerated unt11

,h final disposition for a non-=violent offense, and who had 0 or 1 prior arrest for a non-
PV1o1ent offense, was selected (135 cases).
" détention and comprised 17% of the total popu]at1on who were detained until sentencing.

“This group spent an average of 130 days in

This group was selected for impact analysis because .of-their Timited cr1m1na1 history
nd the fact that there was no record of current or past v1o]ence« ok

R The fo]]ow1ng method d onstrates the ach1evab1e reduct1on 1n the average da11y
L popu]at1on, as well as they?

otential cost saving, if this selected example group had
‘been re]eased on baii w1th/n the same average t1meframe as a]] other bail re1eases

(3] days) R - O 5
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The impact of the example group on the est1mated average da11y popu1at1on was "’ f Bt o he total cost of th1s cohort would be $108, 642 - a savings of approx1mate1y
ca]cu1ated as follows: . | = e CeE $360 000 This f1gure results from using 31 days in ca]cu]at1ng a new turnover rate.

Step Tro N L P S o Tab]e 23 h1gh11ghts the 1mpact of the reductlon in time served achiev~ -
. e ) L , . - o .ab]e in the ‘twelve counties in terms of the ADP and ‘potential cost savings.

Example Average Time - Total Man _ B Co R v o o

IS Group = x . Served = Days o . «

C e - (135) - (130 days) - (17, 550) Sl o

Eéfii | Step 2:‘-9 . ((1, el , ;f( :«';

XS ' ‘Total Man Days /.
5 ffi; : (]7 550) : Examp]e Group ADP

Days in the Year , ¢ (48) SN DI SRR :5ﬁ SERE A e o : : _
‘Ste :3' e T ff . ey ‘ 5 ‘ : '? : : Lot c ‘ ~Actual Time Served - | Time Served
S s o i ' ‘ B R S ~ of Example Group if Released 6n Baif

o 1981 ADP for Study December 31st % of Estimated Average Daily - 5 B N 150 days’  N=31 days -
LI DR "~ Counties X - Detent10ners { = Detent1on Populatwno . S A SR ‘ /* . : (e
i S (e,7e8) (65%) ; (N=1,797) a8 - o Estimated: L R _

¥

| POTENTIAL TWELVE COUNTY TWPACT -~ :

OF REDUCING TIME SERVED IN DETENTION = -
“ -IF EXAMPLE GROUP HAD BEEN RELEASED -ON BAIL~-

Proportion of . L R S ,!‘;”‘f
Detention ADP | \e§e48 (69) | (<)

Itotal Cost ™ | 7 swmass | $10s,366 0 [

Explanation: The est1mated detentaun AB? fur the twelvé study-pr1sons in 1981
_Was approximately 1,797. The example group ADP was estimated to he 48, _Thus,
“the example group ADP is- est1mated to be 2 6% of the total detent1on popu]atlon
on any given day. .

P e

3 /’ ¥ . o : o
The Second impact exéﬁp1e results from selecting a]l thoyﬁ who remained in T
~ tion until sentencing (7/3 cases). - This group (as discussed ih Section 1) spent-an —  —=
/ average of 148.1] days in detention. The potential impact, if th1s group had spent Ce
i only 10 fewer days in detentnon status, is shown in Table 24

P | . ThBLE 2

S o o 48 '

; :  While ehis‘figure does not appear to be of great s1gn1f1cance, the add1t10n of
N ‘cost analysis provides a clearer 1mpact p1cture ’ , ,

& asarEsans

Step T .

o

" Days in Vear R e | o gyl :  POTENTIAL TWELVE COUNTY IMPACT 7o o |

; Gy -(365) - Turnover Rate . e Lo T o OF .REDUCING TIME SERVED IN DETENTIONY ]0 S B AR
S Avenage e semer = (2.8) e e T B T e ~IF TIME SERVED UNTIL SENTENCING WAS REDUCED B RIS st

' . Jfor Cohort . Sy S REIRE h A i O N T SR NPT RS e
(130 dayS; L I T s L i S ST KRR | « o | » L
S e G T D ST 1555 DR R Ny Actual Time Served | - If Time Served | . o

Step 2: - “%( . e BT SN R S Pl : 4o N=148.1 Days N = 138.1 Days LI SR <i

Cohort  Turnover Average Time AVerage Cost i - iy "+ [Estimated G e e R R b

- ADP X Rate - ‘ x S erd X : Pér Da e Tota] COSt R ‘ °{ k . . : PY#OPOY‘PIQ“ of R . o : 'd ’ ‘
(48), (. 8)~ .,; (130 days) ! ($27)y : ($471 444) -, |petention ADP 314 (7.4%) 292 (16.2%)

2 8. t1mes a year, atea cost of $27 per man per day i C » [ R A T R N BREeN S e SIS S Gl

ey s
SRR AP

all other bai] releases (31 days), their impact on the detention ADP would have been
reduced to Tegs than 1%.  This figure resu]ts from us1ng the same formu1a, on]y sub-
st1tut1ng 31 4ays in place of T3O days i ,

AIf the splected cohort had been released on ba11 w1th1n the same. t1meframe as e | }i»h’ :' ;‘vc ‘ ;' SRR SR INRC "‘A“l, R ;\;/y_» ; e
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fj Summary and Conc]us1on o ‘ g
? . 0 o N 5
4 Th1s study hasaprov1ded a prof11e of detent1oners in Pennsy]van1a county pr1sons. ' v
Data was_collected on°1,211 détainers in twelve pr1sons w1th fo]]ow -up through the . o
- county chiminal” Just1ce systems. .
' @ :
Data prov1ded a descriptive account of the type of offeuder who m1ght be deta1ned
o on any given day. Analyses of the data revealed the major determ1nates of -how long an
1nd1v1dual is detalned and how he or she is re]eased ; : , v
, ‘An h1stor1ca1 overview of detention. in Pennsy]van1a was presented a1ong thh the o ‘ A
o prlmary gauses. of the increasing detention popu]atton.
! F1na11y, several options were offered for minimizing the 1mpact of detent1oners ¢
o i on fac1y?ty ovewrrowdlqg o v : . % 5
. 5 ° ~ " K ~ : 1 f 0 s ;
. & \
gk - There is some evidence to suggest that overcrowding will continue to pose prob]ems = Y B
- for the gounty ifistitutions. ”Proaect1ons indicate that arrests w111 peak sometime 2 -
o before 1985 e ‘ _ { o .
: s : i EROECI 2 °
}' It is 1mportant that count1es adopt strategwes to reduce the1r non-v1o]ent . R ' ]
i detention population in order to make room for the violent offender; particularly in R o ®
i light°of recent mandatory sentehc1ng 1eg1s]at1on wh1ch focuses 1ts attent1on on this : ) ) . :
3 -offender type. ; o ) & E
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