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PREFACE 

o 

"'J 
One ofe the responsibilities of the Perifi:;ylvania 0Corrrnission on Cr1me and 

Delinquency is the collection arid analysis of information on a varrety of "criminal 
~justice issues, Some issues are identified by the~ Conmfs$ionz"through its planning 

process. Others are suggested by the Governor'~ Office, legislative committees, 
individual legislators, criminal justicenlagenci;t;!s and d'ther parties. Regardless 

&>f the sourcC\\,of referral, the Conmission staff'striVes to conduct a detailed 
and thOrough,\jnalysis in a, totally objectJNe f~shion S,P that pol icy-makers have 
illl of the information needed tll'make sound deCisions.' " 

, '"., 1, ,-;;_". ,: 

"' ~ a 0 

It9
" ""'" This teseat'ch report un: detenti one,r:s in Pennsy] vani a I scounty prisons was 

" (/ initiateCl by the Commission to examine this 'prison population'~~:egment," as it, is 
"" ,a primarycontributdr;J;~ Jocal prison overcrowding. Although d~tentioners repre-

, "\" sent the largest source-of admissions, 'as well. as the largest proportion of the 
"d~"ilyjail population.,onlyQa 1 imited amount of s, tatewide deten,tioner data was 
,. "teadily aVa!Jable forana~~sis.This lack ,of available data "bints to the need 

Dfor some form of standarcjlzed data collectlon program on detentroners. 0 

" "\._ ib » Dc . 
'c;:::;:-,-~ r.l~--=:::.- .", . ','':~ . J " , 

07 -\\We are providJongJhis',~ftRorttoothe wardens of the facHities stl,ldied,as 

0, 

. wen as to otherfhterested tri01inal justice deciSion-makers, in th~expectation 
o that it will convey useful ,information'regarding the overcrowdtngissue. 

/' 0 . I.:l . , ~ " 
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o ... EXECUTIVE SUMMARY c~ 

\ 
(J 

This exploratoryiilstudy traces the movement oT detentioners from admission to 
re1ea:,e frQITJ deten~i.on .s.tatus ion tw~lve penns¥lvania count~·pt;t~~n~'~ A" historical 
Qyernew. of detentTOl} Tn Penns,ylvanra as well a,s an analYSTs C¥r 1,211 detention cases 0 

resulted in thefol:tl;,:6wing significant oBservations. 
p~ 

- Tnere has be~na substantial rise (18%) in adult detention admi£sions 
.@ 

over the past three years (1979-81). , '" ;; 
p p "W}~ , 

'tt:<~ c;; 

- The majority of detentioners, were ,white (56%) males (95%) within the age 
group of 18-29 years (66%). The largest portion of a the population were 
18-24 years of age (43%}." I,' 

Si~ty-fiV~ percent of those known tp be detained fora. crimtnal offense 
(l ~089cas~s) were incarcera,ted for a non-viol ent charge. 

Offense-specific breakdowns show robbery 'represented 57% of all violent 
offenses. Burgl ary represented 64% of all Part.I property offenses., The. 
offeonses of Receiving Stolen PropertY5 Retail Theft and Drug Law Violations 
accounted for 53% ofa 11 Par,t~1 I.I offenses,. 

~, '~l ' '\ ,>;:. 0 

- Grimi na 1 hi story i nformati on (based 'on 1,115 caseSo) i ndi cates that 18% \'1ere 
first offenQ~rs. 

fr ,~) I), 

,'"" Fort¥-five percent had two or fewer prior arrests. 
no prior record of violence. 

~f 

~ 

Fifty-seven percent had 

Time served in detention has increased; thJs, e'ffecting a greater impact of 
detentioners on a~erage daily populations. Al~,hough the<magnitude of the 
increase is unknown5 the average time served tn detention"for the study 
populatio,n was approximately fourmonths~ 

- Major factors influencing the le:l1gth of time served in deten<ltionoi~l~lude 
the type of offense, ba 14 amounts, and the presence of deta i ners. c 

!..' 0 ~ .., J-/) . oJ 

In the 1,045 cases where ~ bail amount was, set, only 21% (223detentioners) 
eventually secured release py bail. These"detentioners spent approxiniately 
one month in jail beforer'elease. ,,' . v ,~ : ' 

~ ~ " 0 

- BaiJ amOUl1ts increase with the severity of "the offense. The average baU~ 
amount for a Part I violent offense was $5,000. Avera~s for Part r" \'l;:;i 

property and Part II offenses ,were $2,500 and $1,500 respectively., (l 

The percentage of ba{lrele~ses is higher for less serious offenses. While 
30% of th()se".detentioners charged with a Part II offense made pail , only 
14% of those charged with a Part I violent offense were released in this 
manner." 

';'. 
_J Length ofcstay before bail is determi.ned, in part~ by the bailampunt. 

Those with bail set at $2,500 or less spent an average of 23 days indeten
tion. Those with bail set at more

8

than $2,500 spent 42 days in det~tion 
before ba il r~ 1 ease. "~ \'f! . w ' 

o 

iv 

,,) 

(i 

0, 

./1 " 

- FiftY-three percent of the survey popul ation 'had some type of deta':iner ,,;:' 
}odged against them, in addition to the 'criminal pharge or other violation 0 

'}" ''that precipitated their detention. Detainerls found in this study'were based 
, generally on probation or parole violat.ions an'd Federal,military and otl"{~r, 

criminal charges. t~ 

- Tho'Se with detainers lodged against them ~are3east likely t~ ma.ke bail. Only 
11% of those released on bail had accompanying detainers. These detentioners 

" t}secured release on bail, for example, by having their probation or parole 
detainer lifted, or by posting bail on both, the i'nst.ant offense and the other 
criminal charge;(s) lodged 'against them. " ~ 

", r ~"-'o 

Seventy-one percent of J1hose detained for a Part I violent offense rema,i~~d 
confi ned until sentencfn~ Fi gures for Part I property' and Part I I were 6S% 
and 55%, respectively. ~ ", , _ 

- Sixty-three percent of th@ ~>;:vi'~lent offenders~d.et'~line/ until conviction (/ 
were sentenced to a Statfr:fac'Nr"rty. Thirty-three piicent of the Part I pro
perty and twenty-five percent of the Part II offenders also received State 
pri s,on sentences,. .. 

The impact of deteritioners on county prf~on overcrowding can be reduced through 
increased and expeditious release of the non-violent detentioner. ThieS would~ 
free up valuable jail space for the more dangerous offender. 

- Methods for lessening the impact 0~Qdetentioner5 on county prison capacity 
by reducing time served~.in detention include: 

1. The increased USe oJ the 10% bail option. 0 

2. Increased attention given to reducing the use of probation or parole 
detainers for those incarcerated for a non-violent criminalJcharge. 

3. Schedule criminal cases awaiting trial so that those in detention are 
.,' gi yen , pri or; ty over those persons who are free on ba i 1 • 
4)', " Increased use of sentences to "time already ser~ed. This would reduce 

the overall time spent incarcerated. 
(, <;:' CJ 
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SECTION I . DETENTION IN PENNSYLVAN'IA - AN INTRODUCTION 

Purpose oof Study '" 
;) , \\ 0 (' 

The major Pt~yJpose 'i s to provi de a' profil e of detenti oners in Pennsyl vani a county 
prisons and assess their impacit upon prison population growth and subsequent over
crowding. This study analyzes detentioner flow\~hrough the county system, from date 

°of admission through date and type of release fr~~~,detention. In addition, analysis 
includes type of final sente~Ge as well as a fo1H\w,-up of criminal activity for the 
at-risk population r~leased to the street'1~ " 

'i Problem Statement: Detention Pop~lation Increase 
J (/ 

o 

('During 1980, the total inmate population of Pennsylvania's sixty-seven county 
prisons and jails began to rise significantly. The average daily population was 

07,493, representing a seventeen percent increase from 1978. This averag~ popula
tipnjl,a.s the hi ghest on record, dati ng back to 1960. 

<) 

An examination of the Bureau of Correction's annual~eports on county facilities 
indicates t~at the increase in the total inmate population was due largely to the 
correspondfng increase in~the detention (unsentenced) population. The disproportion- , 
ate growth of ')the detenti on popu1 ati on over the sentenced popul ati on can be seen in 
both total admi ss; ons (Fi gure 1) and the December 31 st popul ati on (Fi gure 2) brea~' .. 
downs. Total admissions increased by 9% from 1978 to 1980. ccWhi1e sentenced admis-
sions de~Teased by 3%~ detentioner admissions increased by 12%. 

A 
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\',1 Fi!lure 1 
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The December 3fst popul ation break~ovrns show'oa 32% increaseln the detention 
population from 1978 to .,1980.,\ The sentenced~ipopulation increased by 9%. 

THOUSANDS Figure 2 
19 PECEMBER;}"31ST COUNTY PRISON POPULATIONS 1915-USO 
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The increase in the detention population has also impacted upon prison 
capacity. Figure 3 shows the effect of both tbe"detent~on and sentenced population 
in terms' of;;)'capacl ty for' 1'978-1980." . ,,, 

,~ . ' 

r~~ 'It 

1978 

o 

1979 

1980 

o 

Figure 3 

Detentioner Impact 
on 

Statewide Facility Capacity 

December 31. 1978-1980 

o 
~ 

.~'. capacity .. 100~ (8.638) 

Sentenced 
2U Clf Cap. 

Sentenced 
24% of Cap. 

Detenti oners 
46% of Cap • 

capacity = 100~, (8,638) 

Detenti oners 
m: of Cap., 

.L-. ___ .l-.-__ 71" 

Sentenced 
26% of Cap. ," 

Capacity = 100% (8,937) 
.' /,il 

Detentf oners 
59% of Cap. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Correcti on I s Annual Report' on COlmty, 
Prisons and Jails" 1978-1980. I, 

Available 
Soace 
5% of Cap. 

~ ~ 

,) 

. The 1978populatirpn was at 70% of t.9talc capacity," rising to 85% of totaYo 

capa~ity in 1980. Detentioners occupi~ 46% of available space in 1978 while using 
59% of the total capacity in. 1980. Ttleirilpact of sentenced inmates was relatively 
minor, showing an illcrease from 24% te)'26%. . '" 

II 

t~ith the rising county prison population, more sp.ecifically, the detention popu
latioT,!, and,the increasing impact of this population on cell space., detentioners 
became a prime target for further' study. 0 ~ 

c. . 
, , 

Historical 'Perspective andRevi,~w of Literature 
o " _~~:;" , ~,,~ 

~. The current situationjn Pennsylvanfa's,local facilities is not withou-t prece
dent •. Figures gleaned from Annual Reports on Local Prisons and Jails (1960-80) 
indicate prison popuiatlon growth in both ,the early 1960 1 s and 1970's. Overcrowding 

. in' Philadelphia jails, for example, was ge'neral1y recognized, as a serious problem 
when they reached crisis proportions in July of 1970. (Prison Overcrowding: A Closer 
Look at the Problem and Approaches to its ,,$olution, July, 1981.) 

However, the causes as Wf%p as, the ensuing 'Corrective measures taken appeared to 
be different. During' the early 1960's, -tnebulk of admissions statewide were sen- . 
tenced prtsoners... For exampl e, °29 ,649 sentenced inmates wereadmitted~ compared to 
16,115 in 1970 and 10.,897 in 1980. The decline in sentenced prisoners'may have been 

'due to n~~ pr.ograms and 'changes fn sent'~ncrngpNi~t3c&fi. =- (Prtsoners in Pennsylvani a 
COl,Jnty,\l~rlSQnS and" Ja i 1 s':, 1968~T~72). '\ -0 
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Although almost 80% of the admfssions in 1970 were detentioners, the th~n 
innov1ative measures o1;'"Release on Recognizance (ROR), Accelerated Rehabilitative 
Disposition (ARD), and- liberalized bafl practices resulting from the Bail Reform ~ 
~ct of 1966, helped rEtd~ce t~e Average"Daily ,,~oPulation (~DP) from'6 1,,411 to o 5,745" 
In 1974. The .current s1tua~10n, thoug(h, appe,Srs to be umque. Therl! were over 
5,000 fewersentcnc:d admi ss'i dhs in 198,0 fthan);{n 1970. Whi 1 e detenti oners were 
responsible for 85% of all recePtionsJA~here were about 2,000 fewer* than in 1970. 
Yet the 1980 averag~ daily POPulation~~~ 7,493 was the highest eyer recorded. 
Figure 4 charts the admissionS~breakdo~~for 1961, 1970 and 1~8n. ~ 

. l oJ 0 J 
F!gure 4 

SENTENCED VS.DETENTIONER MmSSIONS 

c 1961, 1970, 1980 
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~; Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction's Annual Statistical Report 1960-1980. ' . .. o· "'... '" . . , G 

o 

*Th~r~ were approximately 3~000 juvenile c.(etentionoers admitted hi 
i n 1980. ,. c c <1:~" 

o 
o. 0 

(' 

" 

o 

" 

iJ 

o 

I ~' 

I) 

" 
Rising detentio~ ~oPulation isp}obably not unique to this. state. Q In Asurve, 

of the Nationls Jailsa.nd Jail Inmates (1978), there were approximately 158:000"", 
persons being held in locally operated facilities, a 12% incr~aseofrom 1972, 
Estimates of the ~etention population were placed at 42-50%. ~ 

\') \\; 

o Altho~~gh results of this survey repres@nt the latest national figures, th,erp.' 
i~s Some evidence that thea problems ofov.,ercrowding in local faen1ties have contin 
to grow. A number of local jails ~;in various states have been ordered to reduce th 
populations. (The Pre-Tfial Reporter,,¥ol: V, No.2", 1981). A recent news weekly 
pUblis~ed an article concerning the tumultuous si~N?-tion in our ~ation&s jails. 
,,(Newsweek, August,,,1981). .. 0 c., 

U D 

Because local Jilils have,traditionally been responsible for the confin~Jiient '01 

untried and unsentenced inm.~'tes, itis)most liKely that any current overcrbwd'irig i, 
due 1 argely to thi s R,opul ation segment.;), ' " , ,~:-.. 1 ~ " , .;) \J 1.'7 

While there is limited data~on d~,t~'ft~i~ners, a review of the ,literature and til 

existin~g data' op "the detention issue point to three general observ~ti9I1l. ., 
.; :;(fj " 

1. A relatively small percentage" or detent,:jllmers receive prison terms greater 
than the peri od of thei r detenti on. "',,, 6'''~ c" 

2. 

3. 

c ~ C 

o 

A majority of ir)mates nationwtde are held on non-violent offenses and 
are there because they cannot make ba i r. (There ,i s no offense breakdown 
of s~ntencedvs. detenti on~ , It is ass~meddJere that fi g(r;s for the total 
il)mate't,population are reflective of the detention pop'ina:t:lon as well.) 

c:, " 
'~ . o a 

Therec are detrimental effects due to prolonged"detEmtion~ such as loss of 
i hcome, breakdown"of fami ly ti es and~ generally ,b more severe sentences th_ 
for those releasedo on bail. 9 0" 

John Goldkamp (1979) in his study of bail and deten'tion in Philadelphla found 
that of 6,216 defendantsowho wer~ detained for varying periods of time, 10%0(623), 
eventually received prison terms. In addition, of those detained, only 523 were 

'\j held until final disposition. The others C5;:693) were released sometime before 
caSe disposition., ", .. ",.c,;) .~' , ,D 

" "'t:o~ ilo 

. In 1980, of the 60,281 d~tentioners released from Penns\ylvani a cotintY.ffrlcil i'::' 
--4105-;= only 11% (6,832) were released by a sentence to a State or county prlson . 
, (Pennsylvania Bure~u of Gprrection's Annual Statistical Report on County' Pri'sons " 

and Jails, 1980). '"'The remainHer (53,449). spent unknown periodsPT time in detentiol 
and wer'e released!! at least initially, without any further impri'S"'onment at the 
county 1 evel . ' " (9l - " ., e, 0 

o 

'. It wou,ld appear"; then, than a.,significan't~portion of pet~~tioners are held tint 
final dispqs0ition of their case, and then released without subsequent incarceration 

4(.,;" .. ,. P-, C ' " 

d . o~c;cordi\Og to the",Cehsus of Jail'S and SUl"veyof Jail. rnmat~s (National Priso'ner 
Stat1st~i'cs Bulletin, 1979), approximately 71% of thbs_e confin.ed in t~eng.tion·ls 
1,~ocal f~1 ities were held "for non-violent offetyses .. FOIJr of every ¥ive,unconvicte 
inmates"remained in detention even though"bail hado'been"set ('ibid, 1979.). CJMcCarthy 
and Waht(1965) in itheir study of opre-trla1 detentiqn in the Dis1;rictof Columbia 
foundtliatoof h868 detainees who had ba11 .set, about 50% had amounts set at $1,000 
or less.. Yet, onl~;.42% of the 'total s'ample wel"e eVt!ntuaHy' able to post ba.i1. A 
la1%er study CGoldkamp~ 1979), found that of 4;,311 cdefendants who had cash bail set, 

" 2,717 (63%) ha"c,l bail amQunts of $1 ,QOOO'r less. Twenty-eight percent (727) ofthi s 
'c low bail group remained detained without being relea,sed on bail. ,~ 

() 
"c~=coc~-c\i==='==TlF=. 0 =1'0 ~-=.~= .. =~. 
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There is evidence that there are more severe ~se outcomes for 
"'those detained than those released. Since tne first mention of differential case 
outcomes for detained and released defendants (1932), nearly every subsequent ""
study has included find,lngsshowing that greater, proportions of .rel.eiised defen~ants 
rec~i ved' favorai51 e di spositi'ons wi·th, respect to dismi ssal '" convlctlon/non-conVl c-. 
tion and sentencing. (Two Cla:sses of Accused, ~Goldkamp, J., p. 185, 1979). In hlS 
Philadel phia study, Goldkamp ( 1979) found that pre-tri,~l custody had no bead ng on 
prospective innoce1nce or guilt, but detentJon did have an ~ffect on severi,~-X. of ' 
sentence. ''-:JOf those released from detention within 24 hour$': and. later convclcted, 
10% received incarcerative terms~ Of those released befOY'~~ final disposition, 30%. 
As tp those detained until final disposition) Z4% wel'e sentenced to further incarcer.,. 
atio~. _ ' . 

tJ _I 

Study Approach and Primary Areas of Concern 

While county prison statistics have been compiled in Pennsylvania since 1847, 
there is virtually nothing known about detentioners. Only the;:)volume of admissionS 
and oreleases, are recorded on a yearly basis in the Bureau of Correction's annual 
reports. This makes any analysi's of current sittiations concerning this population 
quite difficult. Critical information such as the timeospent in detention or the' 
type of offender detained are simply not c,ompiled in aggregate form. 

This lack of information necessitated a field approach to the study of deten
tio,ners, in which primary data sources within tfi~ county facilities would be u~il- '. 
ized. -A "snapshot photo" of the detention populat~. in various county prisons was 
taken on a particular day'~.Pertinent data was collec"tedon the individual deten
tioner'in preparation for a fqllow,,:,up through the system. In short, a profile of 
the detenti on'lIexperi ence II. IJ 

This studyaPRroach cao .be characterized as.exploratory" .in that virtually 
little is known from which to generate traditignal hYp'-etheses. I-!owever, data 
gleaned from prison records can be analyzed in 'terms' of key areas of the detention 
process. Should serious ,over,!;'row.ding e~.ist, for example, the results of this study 
might indicate a certain area from which, poss:ible solutions can be generated.,: 

.~ The ~~cus<' of this s~udy is to~} p~esent -the . g~~era 1 firJ:ldjngf of the. e~pl ora
tory studY.,of t~.!=! detentlon populatlon loa descrlpt1V~, format; 2) presen't "tne 
results of analyses of the data; and 3) offer Niable suggesti,ons for "lessening the 
impact or-d'eteht.;dners~orr~prtson'overcrowding. Major areas of discussion win be 
as ~tfollowsi ~ 

1. 
I.J 

General Findi~ " ~: " 

a. :What are the c/:laracteristics of the detention population in terms of age,' 
present offense, and piirr.Tcrimi na 1 hi story? ~ ., " ~~ " a 

o 'Q 

What are the vari'ous exit pDints fr,QiIl detention?,;, 
~,-:<c . 

. , ~f;.l~:\ ~'::;><..'-.7 
What is" the average time served in detention and what types 
senten~es do they receive? i "U' " ~ 

- (, <:: 

c. 

o 
o 

of 'final II 

2. Analyses 
o 

.p • . What are the primary factors ,of time'~~'$erved in detention? + 
. o. '-, .~-. ~J 

b. Does the detention process vary between counties and What are its effects? 
<> 

,-:;? 

'.7 6~ 

o 

___ ~-____ ~ _________ -c:~ 

!) I) 

3. Results of Analyse$oand Their Application 

a. What are the major causes ,of the increasing detention popul ation? 
I) 

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

() 

c. If so, what are the feasible strategies? 

" 

o 

" o 

o Il 
II 
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nfE EXPLORATORY STUDY o 

Data Collection Methodology 
D te' (j c 

. . _ <, .~ !~~c=~~J1~~y---h 1 ~~l,~~~b~~. C()IOO!L~~lg'LQJJ. Cri.lJ1: .. and . DeliJlq~~nGY4;lf:~.gi1n=.a'O=~tudy=o$~ " 0 

de~entlonerSln twelve Pennsylvama county pnsons. Pertlnent aata was collected 
from the files pf tne active detentionerpppuTation in'each of the sel~cted prisons. 
It was determined that dat;ato b~~collected should be germane tothr:e~Sinajor areas: 

, . j:1t)., .g.t '< /} ly , . tl:i~; 
~. ~ lJ (I () 

1 . "Who is detgtned ,and why?' (I 

'J , {) ~ ~~ 
o c\ 

2. ~How ,long are they detained and how are they released? 
CI {] {\:) 

3. What happens to them after release? 
(~t\ 

During the first stage of data collectiqn, each ofd'the twelV~ county pri'sqns 
were visited in order eto collect the following information on each individual who 
was in detention statu's,.,on that particular day. 0 

.co C:' 

o G ' 
1 '~Name, age,;? race, sex, 

(,1- (' 

o 

o 
2. Offen~'~)T~aCking Number and State Iqeni'ifkation Number 

3. q~te of admission 
.. , 

4. Most s~r~0us charge 
" o 

o 

(I 
o 

5. Amount of bail 'set and plagisterial d~str;ct 

6. The presence () cf any det~ i ners by,. type (criJni na 1, pare 1 e, etc.)' 
0,' fl" i} 

,) 

" 

'1:, " . This stage Df "data "Collection lasted appt'oximately four months (January-A~rjlL.~';'L ... 
1981) and'PY'ollidedinformati Oir' on",;uwho}v.~s~~detail1eti";-:cttfd·,,:wny"~re.e oatil e lement~~'~ ~~ 
originallyintgrld~d for inclusion in this study': res4dence,' employment status and ,) 
victim injury - had to be excluded because of repor:,tingoinconsist~ncies or general 
unavailabiJity. ' " " f.> 

o 
I; 01 

~ :: 0 

, Two 'p,rob1ems surfac~d ,at this stage which Y',equired an additional visit to 
several couQties. Whena~ individual is released on bail, the final disposition 
;s not recorded in prison rec;ords ~mless' the person was sentenced to that institution. 
Secondly, a number of C(l.seswere not yet disposed of, or the dispositlon was unknown. 
This' information was supplemented through'data collection ,at~th.~ r~~~'I:1'y~~p~l!rl-,~~,=~~, 

I==oc= =nouses mfd--rE!,qutrErd=a'iF1rcfditi~ona~i-tilr'ee~inori1:trs .---~T~fsslippTementarsfage .was completed . 
in early Apri 1 of'1982. " 

o 

DThec'i9inal period of da,ta collection involved the analysis of criminal history in
formati on. Rap sheets were acqui red from the Pennsyl vani a State Pol i ce as,', thi s i nfor
mation was not consistently available at the prisons. Data gleaned from each available J 
rap sheet were: ~2';D Ii 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Number of prior arrests 

Number'of prior arrest~ for a violent offense 

Number of prioYln incarcerations (30 days or more including parole 
violations) " 0" " 

Number of prior probation ahd par,;ole violations, escapes and failure(s) to 
appear for trial Qr hearing. 

"Thi,s' information provided a criminal history profile of the detentionerpriorto 
",hi~, present admission as well as new arrest information for those re1eased'to the 
"streetwithin th~ temporal confines of the study, e~g.,., IIWhat happens to the deten ... 
tion~roafter rel,ease?lI. This component of thE? study was completed in June of 1982. 

~ 

Selectl0n of the Study Population w, 
,~ t 

Th'e "county prisons s~lected for this study were theoresultofattempts to provide 
for both a ,representative sampJe of prison size as welloas geographic region. 

. ~ ~ ___ "'-=-==._~...:::.=_~=_~----=: _____ ,,_""._:o, =--=-.;==--=-;CO ".----e:.."_". - _1L._· r: 0 '1 :-u 

,===,~.=="==.'O== The Bo~ea4of Corr'lktion1s 1979 Annual Report, ,the most n1:),cent available inforO' 
" " mation .at ,the time, provided objective cr;~\eria for'selection,. In~orma'tion such as 

cell capacity, the numbehuof detent; oners present on December 31, J'979, and the .' 
() 

oaverage daily population 'were analyzed ,.to profile each county pri~on: 'i';The proportion 0 

of detention~.rs to the total population and the average dai'ly population as a propor
tion 9l total cap~c~ty, ~ere'kel indicators of poss~ble selection. County prjson~ from 

~~~(), °eaa!h colJnty:~,class'flcatlon (from second class,\'to flfth class) were selected. Ph,la- iJ 

"4" delphia WqS excluded because of the diffic~lty and ti,me involved"with!ianalyz;ng such 

l. 

2. 

3. 

~K ~ 

Date)"and.mefrhod of rele~"se' from det~lft'iih status " Q. 

c " Type a'hd lengthqf sen~,ence (if applicable) 

Date of ,rel~(r~e .from sentenc~d sdtatus, ff apPli~abl~. 0 .. 

!~ f' 
C" 

(j . 

>;1 ," 

8 

D 

f.~' 

a large P6Pulation: . The sixth througH ei.ghth class counties wer~ excluded because any 
arUllysis of these small cCQunties might not be representative of the state. 

~!1 \~ 

~:., .~' ;:;.,.c:o (~\ ~ '::J _, .> ' 0 

. The1{y/elve prisons(seTectecl0comprised 51 % of the State's detention popu~ation 0 '" 

'<l (excJ~lJd'ing Philadelphia)" and included three facilitiestpat"were experiencing serious 
overc'towding problems at that'time\C i.e., B1 ajr, ~ucksand Lycoming Cou~ties. The 
southeast~, southwest,northcentratoand southcentral areas of Pennsylva01a were' 
represented. 01" ~" . 0 

(1' 

,) 

o 

c 

I 
I 
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Tab1,~ 1 ~rofi1es the final stte selection. 

TABLE 1 

"CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED PRISONS 
AS OF DEGEMBER 31. 1979 

o 

a 11 nI 

'l§J". 

c 

o r\ 

o 

---'"-=~--~-~~=-C'Qunty-'-'-~'-- ~ -··~:eeH- t-'~ 

Classification CapacJty 
-ropercent of 

Dstentioners ADP 

IV 
Percent of"~ 

" ~ta 1 Capac i ty 

() 

o 

o 

-" P-

o 
2nd oC 1 as.s 

f:P.ll.\~gheny 
's'),TQe lawa re 

~ Montgomery 

3rd Class 
I) _ 

Bucks 
Lancaster 
York 
Westmoreland 

4th Class 

Dauphin 
Lackawanna 
Washington 

5,th Class 

Lycoming 
Blair 

\I 

~ P Q' 

634 
485 ' 
270' 

176 
223 
192 

62 

254 
152 
119 

" 

91% 
61% 
59% 

58% 
55%. 
73% 
92% 

63% 
68% 
59% 

50% 
69% 

439 ;-

3570 
24~;s' 

192 
,!)~11 

" ~127 
44 

207 
85' 
93 

78 
76 

0" 69% 
73% 
92% " 

IJ 

109% 
94% (! 

6.6.% 
70% 

81% 
55% ' 
79% 

104% 
107% 

:. . _ c· Q - c,) 

Total Study Group: 2~7l3 68% 2 158 8Qi __ . ____ _ 
'_·C. -- .- - .,-'.- ."- _ ,_-,.". ~""'_' _ '_~ V-,c--.-.,. _, ,-_- .'-_C~_'=' .,_~-==---__ -_-;_--'~~~==,,~~=,==~~~~-___ :-.~_ 

vSource; Pennsyl van i a" Bureau of Correct ion' 5 Ann-u,a 1 Report on Local 
Prisons and yai1s~m 1,979-

,~ ), 

The selection of the lwelvecounty prisons resulted in 1,211 (tetentioncases 
for analysis. A number of «cases were exc 1 udedbecause they were least 1Aite lyto 
be released fromdetenti on (thus skewing the times~rvedfiglireS upward) o_rwere 

'~;;.not physically pR~sent., Case exclusions were: ' 
o 
dJ 

D 

1. 'Fhose charged wi th ni'urd~r 
.0 ,I -

" 2 .• Those appealing their cases . . 

3. Those ~onYicted and awaiting ~entencing 

4. Those sentencedQn one'~asebutawai~ing trial on another 
. (') 

5. Those detained in mental hospitals, or other facilities 
o " 

10 

~ 

0 

0 

•. 

jJ 

o 

Q 

~t 

Further case attrition occurred dur,ing return visits to the prisons, wherein 
information on some of originally selected cases was unava'ilab1e. Table 2 pro-~'" 
files each county prison at the time of the initial 'data""co1lection. 

rt} , 

-0 

. Total Detention Final Sample Deten- Total Inmate 
tion Population 

~'::- Po~u1ation Population 
D 

Al] egheny" &51 537 560 
Blair 54 'il 64 88 
Bucks 89 109 236 

" Dauphi 11 96 189 281 
Delaware ;l\ ]42 206.~ 40~. 
Lackawanna 46 67 ll~¢~.<j " 
Lancaster 75 125 210 
Lycoming 39 43 Q 97 
Montgomery 165 183 293 
Washington 41 45 84 
Westmoreland 41 43 44 
'York 72 120 192 

TOTAL: 1,:211/ 1,731 2,603 

The tot~l detention population in the twelve prisons was approximatel),§'7% 
'-'- of.the-ir total inmate population ··and the final study populat:fon represented 70% 

,of the total -qetenti-on population. o· 
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General Ffndings o 

Who is Detained and Why? 

Descriptive data compiled from 'the study R,opulation in~dicates~ that the .'. 
m"~jorityof detentioners were white (56%) males (95%). Tpeagegroup",Qf 18";29 
year,s (considered to be the crime,..prone adult age group) represented 66% of the 
total population (N = 798). The 18~24 year old age group con~tituted the largest 

==~=~.b"-'o_, __ ,~,'_~='''~_~'''':~~"'= ~,n ~l%) of the populatton (N = 519). . 0 • \", 

"" 

. a 

Allegheny 
Blairr 
Bucks 
Dauphin 

CD Delaware 

II , 

Lackawanna 
Lancaster 
Lycomi.ng 
Montgomery 
Washington 
-Westmoreland 

-, Jork . 
" \' TOTAL: 

*Unknown N ;:! 2 
,~-=~"IItJnknown .N= 1 

. dTABLE3 
'" 

Twelve County Prisons,ODetention Population 
1 Age and Race 

Total '. Median Percentage 
" N Age Non-White 

(I 

351 27.3 67.5 0 

54 23<.1 * 1.9 
89 

q 

Z5.2 24.7 
96 ,27.0 47.9 

142 26.5 54.9 
C) 46 26.8 10.9 

75 26 . .1 1'.24.0 
39 24.6 . ,33.3~* 

165 25.0 " 46.7 
41 23.0 li 26.8 
41 24.4 

p 

7.3 f:J 

'72 "25.8 " .. -29'~Z -', ~,=-,-,~~-" .. 

Q 

1,211 . 
I':l ("Il: 

25.9 43.9 
Q 

'" 
". G Detention occurs primarily as a resulf\pf an arrest for q,criminal offense or 

asa resylt ofa Violation of parole or probation ~nditi.ons. A bri'ef description 
of the offense types referred to throu9houtthis study follows; 

A •. PartI ViiolEmt - includes manslaughter, rape .. .(including involuntary 61 

deviate sexual intercmwse), robbery,aggravated assault and kidnapping. ' 

,z." 

B. Pat~t I Property - incloudes burglar,y, theft (inc]udingauto 

Pa rt lL - all other crimi na 1 offense~. 

,,' !y .' . . 

thJ~ft) and· arson. 

c. o 

D. Other - included here are technical parole 'and probation violations lodged 
by tnePennsyl vania Board of Probation and Parole or the county probation 
department, , In .addi.tion, detatnerslodged by~ederal, mjlitary, or other 
state agencie~are included.' All cases included ip thiscatego'rY represent 

• I, Q • 

12 

o 

'IIi 

,_ 0 
(.) 0 

o 

~\ 

\\ 

11 

\\ 
,I 

a violation of some condition r~ther than a crimi~al offense. In cases \\, 
wher~a criminal offense was accompanieqf by a detainer, the criminal charge, , 
took "'precedence and was included in t,heJrespectiveoffensegrouping (violent, 
etc.)". The on]yexceptions Were bench warrants (failure to .appear) in whic~ 

'" the criminaloo offense was unknown. These were placed in· the "'other" ~ategor},\. 
II 

(, 0 TABLE 4·~ \1 ",:\ 

--

/1 
Offense Type of Those. in Detention Status 

.. /1 
. All egheny/ " 
Blair ,f ,. 

\ Bucks" --
Dciuphi ri '-("') 
Delaware 
Lac'.<~\({ifma 

o Lanlfaster 
Lyc~lming't:' 
Montgomery 
Washington 
Westmoreland 
York 

,Number 
. '0 

,,) 
(pB51 

54 
8Q" 
96 

Q 142 
,,\?,46 
-"75 

39 
165 

41 
41 
72 

o Part I ~ 
Violent 

'130 ' 
18 
20 

,41 
50 
12 
18 
13 
44 

8 
8 

14 ~ 

Part I 
Pro~erty 

87 
21 
34 
28 
54 
17 
35 

Q 

11 
55 
18 
15 
33 

All 
Part II Other 

'~3 
102 32 

13 G 5 
29 6 
26 1 
3J -"=~ 5 , 
10 7 

tP 16 6 
1/ 4 11 

38 28 
7 8 

14 4 
15 10 

TOTAL: 376 (31%) 408 (33.6%)"305 (25.1%)'t22 (10-.0%) 

R«;>bbery was the most prevalent vial ent offense;" therewere.$214 robberi es 
,.,~epresent:i;ng.56,.9,%,ef.-all Violent·offenses. Burglaryc{N-;"26f) 'represented 63.9% II 

of\allPart I property offenses. Receiving 5tolE¥'O 'property,retail theft, and 
drUg laW violations(N= D162) accounted tor 53.1% of all Part II offenses. The 
preced; ng offenses repre~sCent 53% of all detent; on cases and 58% of all crimi na 1 
offenses. a" 0 

.' The distrfbutiort of tqose detained within theUOther" categor.y(N ;::. 122) 
includes: " .. ~'?] ·'0 

"'T;ype of D~tainer 
('.~ Q. -~ . .~ . 

PBpp..;techpical parole violation 
... 1\ 

" County technica]probation .or pato1eviolation 
_ "" ,0 '0'. , ..... ,\tsJ· ". 

Bench'warrants (offi:mse unknown) 
. .. . 

.0therStatet federal or military det.ainers 

. TOTAL:·' 

II " 

13 

Number Detained 

25 

45 

39 

.R 
122 ! 

\~. ," ,. ",,~ 

" II 
II 

Q 

. ,. 
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" 

What is the Extent of the Prior Criminal History of the Study~Population? 
~. '. 

'\1\ Cdminal history information was ob~ained fr?t:n thePennsy~vania S~ate Police 
(Rap sheets). Data gleaned were the n~mber of prl0radultarrest~, prlo~ a~r~sts~). 
for violent offenses, prior incarcerat1C:ms (over 39 d~rs), and p.rlor SUP~TV1~100 
failltres {pt-obation/paro1e Violations, esc~pes~ fal1urestoap~ear).AH prlor 
information excluded the present offense. Rap sheets were avalJab]~ for 1,115 
cases. . The mean number of pri or arrests is' found in Table q.. 0 

Q 

o 

~c~=~~=~~-r 

u 

" ~ County 

Allegheny 
Blla I r 
Bucks ~ 
Dauphin 
Delaware 
Lackawanna 
Lan.¢as ter ,. 
Lycoming 
Montgomery. 
Washington 
Westmoreland 
York 

Tbtal 

, TABLE 5 
Number

D 

of Prior 1\rrests 

Number of 
Cases 

~3~~ 
80 
94 

134 
42-
72 
37 

":;' 1 S5 
31 0 

'" 29 
" fJ62 

o 

X (Mean) 

4.0 
1.1 
2.5 
L8 
3.1 
1 .4 
2.0 
1.7 
3 .~, 
"1.4 
1.9 
2 •. 0 

2.8 

o 

·1 

0 

0 

c 

\\ 

There were=223 detentloners who secured release by bair - 21% of a.ll 
caSes in which a bail amount was set (N = 1,045). 

County i 
Ij 

All~heny 
Blairc 0 

Bucks 
C\ 

Dauphin 
De. 1 aware 
Lackawanna 
LanOcaster 
Lycoming 
Montgomery 
Washington 
Westmoreland 
Y()rk" . 

STATE: 

TABLE 6 

Median Bail Amount 
By County 

# of Cases 
II' 

11' 
(Bail Set) 

318 
51 

" 75 
94 

120 
37 . 
59 
30 

130 . 
33 
34 
64 ~o 

v 

1,045 

. Rounded to Nearest 
- Hundred "Doll ars 

$ 5,.000 
$ 2,500 
$ 1,5000 
$10,000 
$ 2,000 
$ 7,500 
$ 5,000 
$10,00'0 
$ 5,000 
$ 1,.000 
$ 1,"000 
$ 5,000, 

$ 4,500 

o 

~""""~'. • // <' o. 
*Whe~ 10% tfc1ii=cwast 4tiditated iti' jii'i-l records, the appropriate calculatlons 
were macleto reflect the actual monetary value. 

if 
The" median bail amount was $4~500 with the lowest bail set at $30 

and the highest at $325,000. In fiv.~counties, the average bail set was 
a "'$2,500aor less. Five counties aVJi!raged between $5,009 and $7 ~500 and 

• 0 two counties av~raged $10,000 or more. County-run ~all agenc~es operate 
.... '. .... '. 1 . f . ( 18) ~ . _ ___In_Alleahen\'.~~!)a.Yl)hJn.~''.DelaWrl ... a.and=Lan[~ste~-Countl\~s.·and,wlth--tne 

-.' i"h~e/,~~!:g]) .mea~s for the.numberof prlor~rr~st~fpraY}Q_e1)t .Qf.-:-IJ,~e= ...• '.'=~~~=='='-- ==='i:=o~-~c;==~='=~~~-excePtion of Dauphtnj' the percentage bail option is utilized within . 
",,~~e=mnnD-el) of prlor lncarceratlons (.9]), and the numoer of prlOr superV]SlOn fgll- "thesecounties. Dauphin, .Lackawanna a~d York rely mostly on cash ball: 

ures (.32) were all less than one. 'i. The remaining counties make Use of the 10% system, although ~hose detaln~~ . 
There were 196 (18%) first offenders. Approxi'mately 45% of the population 

(N = 500) had two or fewer pr~or arr~sts with no priO'r vio1ence~ Overall, fifty ... 
seven perce'!t (640) -had no priCJrDarr~sts for a violent ~ffe~se wh~1~50% h.ad no 
prior incarcerations and over 70% (869) had .no known prror ,supervTslon fal1ures, 

E:"~ 

Exit PojiltsJ from Detention: Q How are They Released] 

Of the to:tal study population ,,(1 ~211)~ the typeofr~lease~from detention 
status was known for 1;191 cases. The types of release for tneknownpcases Were: 

o v 

1 .. Bail - Upon at'raig'nment for a crimjnal,ch~rgeL a. baH amount must beset*; 
the only excepti on be; ng a cnar.ge of murder->. The primary purpose of 'ba i1 
. is, to j nsurethe' defend~nt I sappearance . ~n court..Bai 1 can . be· rev0l<ed :' .' 0" 

should. the defendant fall to appear. Ball amounts are not. set for parole and 
probation viplqtionsc" ~ 

.J 

o *Nom.monetary reJeases~uch as RORare utilizecl. However, such C'ases were not found" 
in this study because such persons' immediate release precluded being detained .. 

(~ 

14 '0 

Q,O 

in Ly~oming County were nift, according to jail records, provlded that optlOn. 

. . ~ 
2. ~mi ssa 11 Acguitta 1 - Thi ~ type of, rf:tle.ase includes di smi ssa 1 of charges, 

nolle EroseqUli and not guilty. }here were 116 SUch releases. 
'," '0 " . 

3. "Release b,yHolding Au~h()ritY/to Other Authorities .. Only" 79 detentioners 
. were released, U(tfiiSmanner.Examples of this type ofrelea$e would be 

1) release to the street from a parole or probation violation (byho)ding 
<._<~,=:authority) or 2) release to state, federa,l or, military authorities (to 

otherauthoriti es) . 0 - . ~ .. . ...0," 

4. Sentencing°..;,There were 773 deten~ipners who remained confined until 
"'se.ntence was" pronounc;ed by (in ~11 .puta few instances) the court of 
COlOO1on please. . ( 

1 " 5 '. 
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TABLE 7 
o 

Manner of Release fron)' Detention () 

R~ 1 e~\se Type 0 

'o_=~'8aiJ~~-,=~=, =,-,~,o, ~,' =00 =-=, 

Se"ntenci I1g 
Dismissals 
'By,~o Aut~orities 

TOTAL:<:-) 
'-:::. 

Number of Cases 

223 
773 
116 
79 

1 ,191 )\ "" 

. ' 
Time Se,rved in:",'Detention How tong Do They Stay? 

% of Known Releases 
o 

18.7 ," 
64.'9 
9.7 
6.6 

99.9(; 

1\., ;) <I 
Deteption time was measured from th~'J date of admi ssion to the pri son, to the 

date of release from detention status (by bail, sentencing, etc.) 

County 

Al Jegheny 
Blair 
Bucks 
Dauphin 
D@laware 
Lackawanna 
Lancaster 
Lycoming 9 

Montgomery' 
Washington 
Westmoreland 
York 

TOTAL: ' ., 
o 

T~~LE S 

TIME SERVED °IN DETENTION 
(in da,ys) " 

Total Ca~es Known Cases 

351 
54 
89 
96 

347 
44 
87 
9S 

141 ' ]l12 
46 041 ,1 

~~:~~ 
,- '~-=165--~-'-

41 
,,"41 

72 

1,211 

74' 
38 

~--,=,=o=~~lobZ'=~'o~, -

40 
41 
72 

1,182 
. ~\ 

.~ 0 

Median Time Served 

124.4 
222.5 
98.0 

154.0 
113.0 
195.0 
140.5 

" 143.,5 
-1 tf.5 
" .53.5 

50.0 
J08.5 

122.2 

Overall, time served-in detentio~ for the total population a)t,@raged 122.2 days. 
T~is fi~ure vari,edacros~,cou,nties,' Wit,~ W,est,moreland shOWingthe~,''';,owesttime served 
flgure (50 days) ~nO BJan' County°:the hlghest (222.5 days)'~1 Sectlon IIPpr,9vides 
a more detailed dis~,ussion of time servednand the differences "between.~ou'nties." '''' 

Sunmary 
,;~,;t'\ ' , ~ 

This sect'ion ~rEis'eri:ted the characteristics of the~osurvey population, 
why they were detaHled~ and how they were released. Detentioners in 'this study <m 
the average, were white, males within the 18-29 age grdup, most likely detained'for 
a non-violent offense. 

16 o 
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! 
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j, 

o 

(( 

" 
o 

The majo'rity of the population had incurred fewer than three prior arl"'ests; 
most likely fol' non-viole~t oft'enses. Mostremaineq in detention until final 
sentence for thej~, case w~s pronounced., rhe avcYlage length of stay in detenti,on 
was found to beappro,~ioma"te1y four months for the overall sample. 
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Section III 
o 

Data .Ana l.)fses 
c' 

,This section prf1sents major findings based on analyses of the dE}sc'rip~i~e 
data,.~;collected. The pt'imary focusis,to,discuss the vari~'bles~f the detentlon 
process friterms of thetr efffects upon time served in detfntion' and its variance 
betw~en counties: c" i ' 0

0 

"Ii ;; 

The 0 impact of bai (amounts, detai ners, offense tYPf%s an~ types of sentences 
are examined with~n tJ{~ two major cohorts of 1) thgse df!tentloners released "on 
ba~)l and 2) those q~ined until disposition and",sente~nf6ing. 0 

(I " , .: 

" . ~ l. d ,,' 0 t' /l 
o As discussed in Section II" average ball amounts !!~arle between counles. 

Sa i 1 Amounts and Of,,fense Type 

<) 

Bail amounts al so increa~e with the severity of Qtheo oflfense type. The median 
bail amount for a Part I violent offense was $5,000.,'Bai1T'or Part I property 
and all Part II offel'1ses was $2,500 and $1,500 respeo'':tively. ()" While ~the relation-

,) ship between amount andofrense type is the general t4ule with::,in each county, there 
(~ is substantia] va'Tiation in oba,il amoUnts between couht~ies within offense type. 

Allegheny 

Blal.r 

5,000 

2,500 

3,000 0 

2,)00 

Z.OOO 

500 
(J 

Bucks Q;, 2\,500 J .500 1,000" L,/ 

0' 

'-
=,-~~,' ,~~, ",p=_'~,,~c= '=W-=='~Di.uPhTn~=~~'+=~-=""To7200~= ~~=~-1;:900 --="= =,,='~oOo--~'=-~= ~- =._=-",-_-:=-~'--=-=-~=..=o=_-=:=, - _=~"=,=-~~-_-.-< 

Ii 
G 

o 

Oelawlilre 

.,Lackawanna 

Lancaster 

MOntgomery 

~ Wa~h ("gton 

Westmoreland" 

York 

STATEWIDE: 

2,60d' 

15,000 

10,000 

, 20.100 

II 

3.200 .,,v 

1,000 

21,600 I) 

$0,5.000 

1,000 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

sao 
. 1,000 

4.900 

2 • .$~ 

1,000 

.;::) 

Z.OOO 0 

10,000 

1;000 

" 

600 

\1.0010 

$ ~.500 

, Offense Type and Ba i 1 R~ 1 ease --- - ..... 

, .,SinS,e baH,irmounts "in~reaseowith th~ sevef"l=tY;';Qf 'the offe.nse type, one would 
expect t~at ,the greater Percentage ·of ba1l rele.ases "consist of those "detai,ned for 
les~ $,erlOUS (pa,rticular,:ly non-vi.olent} oF.~enses. JafilelO supports this expec
tatlon' and indicates tha,tP,~r~ t violent offenders are least likely to", secure 
release by bai]." ." " 

Il 

o 

Ih 

" 
II I,~ ~, 

,;,U 
u 
-;;~ 

o 

o 

" o 

Offense Type ~ 
\.l " 

Part IV101el)t 

Par,t' I Property 

Part I,til '" 
TOTAL: 

TABLE 10 
BAIL RELEASE' BY OFFENSE TYPE 

Nunber Bail 
Releases 

G 49 

81 

~ 

212 

Tota 1 Cases· 

359 

388 

" 

Type Percent Released 

14% " 

21% 

30% 

21% 
o ~. 

.~1S cohort represents those detained for "a"crfmfna1 offense WhO~~l'a~ a ban amOu~t~ 
set.' "b)) 

o 
v 0 ...::::.' 

Bail Amou\t and Rel ease, 

= 

"C;.:-; f, ;, 

One criteria for bail release appears' ctc be~ as expected, th,e dollar amoun 
of the. bail. 'Detentioners wi;,tW'lower batl amounts are more li'kely tQ secure re 
by baiJ. ,The t,able below shq\tJs th~t fewer bail ".releases occur(j~,as bai,) amounts 
higher. '0 

o 
o .. 

o 
'I] 0 

TABLE l} 
, /. 

o 

'f 
0, 

$1,000 ~r iess 
§) .001 --' $2500 
52,501 -- 55000. 
$15,000 ' , 

" TOTAL: 

BAI~ RELEASE BY AMOUNT 

Cilses --, 
JJ6 
133 
22110 
348 

-~:::,-.::~ 

Ba 11 Ra I eases 

105 
',I 26 
II,,)., 
d.J2.\\ 

216 

Percentage 

Zit, 

*This cOhorf;:presents all cases where1n bail was originally set. "Twenty
one detentione. rs withfnt'he "other" offeJ,lse type had bail set, reflecting 
a total II of 1.045. ~r ' 

"'~, 

~-::--...=-;:- ~.::==-:= 'CO-:::;"-:::::=-- '=.= __ ". ·t:"=--;:"=tT=~';""'---=---;--=':'==-'-~=-·'::;"·- 0- II 

~ . 
.i 0 ?i'~ Thirty-one percent of the detentionerswhose bail was set at $1,000 'or lowe 

,) were"released on bail. Twenty percent_,of those whose bail was in the $2,501-$5, 
range made bail; a slightly higher per.centage than'\')the $1~001-$~0 group (19%) 
However·,·only"ll; of thOSe w.hose bail was greater than $5.,000 secur.ed"release by 
baJk' (// ,.' 

&" Th~Q Lodgi ng of Detal:nerJan~ Thei r Effect on Ba i 1 Release . .. u 

Thir,~y-one per0cent of all bail ca~es were.set~t'$i',ooo or less. ,Eorty':::fl,v 
Ii percent { 469 cases)'<i> had b~ i 1 set at $2 ,~.oO or 1 ess. Tb)J~) 45% of the 'ioca~es had 

bail set at what mtgh:t"~be considered a relatively low amount. HOWB'Ie.r, only 131 
of the ,469 detentioners (2B%) wh9~Jlad the lower bail. set were able to secure rel 

6 ~he lnaq,ilitytci'affol"d bail as(well °as the pr'esence of a d,etainer may be valid 
reasons. Whi'l bail cou 1 d not be met i n so" many cases. 

"c \\'4"-.0' ."', Ii (j 

,...'" V' 
" Cl 

" 

., 

, " 

19 



,'j---

" 

-~--~---- ~--~------

"" " The lodging of a detainer appears to be the major determihant for the fa1 lure 
to post bail. Of the total cases in the survey, 643 (53%) had an accompanying 
detainer lodged against them. Typ,e,s of detainers lodged were as fOllow~: 

,-;.., 

,~p 

A. Another criminal detainer '. o- N = 135 

B. Pennsylvania Board of "Probation and Pargl e ~=: 
\ .. 

N = 16,0 

c. County Progation and 
=:> 

Paro1e N = 148 

D. Berfch w~rrants N >- 116 
0 

~. Federal, Mil itary and Other State N = 37 
~ 

deta i ner.s
D 11 

.!,: 

0 
,F. Mul ti>ple N = 47 f· .• ;: 

,~~ 

,.":1) 

u 
,!i!~ 

643 
" " " ,,> 

:-,.'<:} 
Q 

To determine the effect of detainers on bail release, the subgroup of those 
detained on a criminal char,ge')who had bail s~t original,ly(l ,024 cases) was 
analYZed. Of this number"A37 had another detainer lodge~ against them, while ". 
487 cases were detainer-free. Bail amounts wer>e,grouped lnto $2,500 or less and, 
greater ~han $2~>,500. '", "'" 

" ':~) 'Of the 487 individuals who ,did not have a detainer lodged against them, 155 " 
(32~), made bail. Conversel~, of th~ 537 indivi?ualswh? did h~vea ?etaine~. 10dge~i 

'I agalnst them, only 57 (11%) made ball. Those wlth detalners made ben1 byel,ther:, ." 
posting bail on the criminal detp:iner or throughi?osttng bai,l after a~' ~rob/par 
detainer had been lifted. r.B test-~~for''i:the signif~cancepetweenpr~portlons reveals 
a statisticaJly significant difference at the .0:{~leve1. "" 

;/-\ . ,'> "",.,,~ 

"<~" 
"' Z =~lO.50).96 

o 

"J 

.=>- ' 

o 
~ ,.=:;~~ 

-------:::------~---;:---'------------~----- -

.... "'L .... n.... BV A"OUNT AND DETAINER 
WITH .BAIL SET 

'" , o 

I:;' 

,) 1,'0 

lee 

0 

'SO 
'0 

C\ 

e 

BAIL)2~aa ~ If 

} 
\'1~- Ii 

'An' anal.Y,sis of theabov~,data by offens,e type resu~ted in "the finditlg tha! ... 
the significance ()f the relationshipbe~ween' other detalners logged and theabll1ty 
to maKe bail isurfafrected by the offense. 

Another factor affecti ng the abi 1 i ty 1;0 se~ure release on ba i1 CQu)d be the 
economi ci nabil i ty to afford the ba ilset . All cas€s where" ba l' 1 ~as .,sft 

'D at $2;500 or less were analyzed. Of these 467 cases, l~l '!lade ba~ll"whlle.2?9 :
were detained until disposition and $_entencing. The maJorlty of the remalmng 
cases were released through'dismissals, etc. 0 0 - -.:.:; ~ 

,$ Ninety-seven of the '2~'9 i~)d'ividual s detained J1ntil sentenci ng (3q"%) nad:"no 
d~taiQers lodged against them~ remaini,ng in detenti9n ostensibly because of the 
laCk of financial resources. 

.0 

? 

The critical time period for bail release appears to be within the first . ~ 
""L. &. d' t ... · ,.L. - • ·t.. .&c d-"--~"'~e'", .. c:"'~I·-':n~-l.a':' ···-r--''''e'----..J--du'''lng· '"IOn-IOn a 1-- een L:l0!:i~(-=nleeii.a-Jorl :fa ~,,,. t:: lot::" I. lUll '-::'1110'" II ~u I I wt:: t:: r I t::o~t::u f 

this~time period.') , ,', 0 . -
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, ,', Days Detained Prior to Release 
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For thos~ whoev~ntuany s~cured release 
'(medjan.~. tfine served was 31 'days,.~, ' ' 

f'" . ,:, a . - ,. 

Q 
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from detention'bY,bail, the average 

,$ 

r" 

" ~i 

a 

" 

~~~~c • ====-=~,]8Bl E 12~ .. ~~-;~. 
n 

AVERAGE TIME <SERVED IN DETENTI,9N BEFORE BAIL RELEASE 

" Allegheny 

Blair 

Bucks 

Q '.' 

Ntanber Bail 
Releases 

Percent of 
Those Eligible ~ 

15% 

Median in Days 

15.0 

o 

" 0,,-· Dauphin 

Delaware 

Lackawanna 

, 49 

19 

22 

,11 

29 

11 

37% 

29S 

11% 

23% 

29% 

22.5 

22.0 

33.0 
~ (l'e: .jCrrt.:: :/;-~. 

'. " 

II 

Lancaster 

Lycoming 

MOntgomery 

Washington 

Westmoreland 

York 

TOTAL: 

3 

B 

29 

9 

15 
;:,; 

4% 

"25% 

':1n: 
26% 

41% 

50.0 

48.0 

1127.5 
f 

33.2 

o 14.0 

" 22.B 

~ 

31.3 

lr An important point to note is that the key to evaluating bail rel,~ase within 
c counties is the average time served until r.elease and not the number (%) of releases. 

" 

Ifohe were to look sole~at .the peY"centage of detentioners "released on bail, ind;
cations would be that bot~j B'lair and Westmorelanc\ Countie,s release the largest" 
percentage of detention~rs on bail. , However" the difterence in the length of stay 
before rel ease is substantial - Blair at 120 days and Westmoreland at 22.8' days. 

-..$l • 

Q, Once again, the issue of other detainers being lodged is a temporal~factor 
regarding time served prior to bail release. Not only does .a detainer prohibit 
release on bailto~ large extent,butit also'impedes .an expeditious releas.e on 
bail. II .' " 

The median time se.rved for those rel~ased on bail with noc(Jetainei"SWas 23.8 
days. For those with detainers, however, the median time served was 49.5 days. This 
di ffere'f)ce ; s prohab ly due to the ti me i nvo 1 ved in 1 i fti ng the detai ner. " 
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Figure 7 

TIME SERVED BEFORE BAIL RELEASE: DETAINERS VS. NO OETAINERS 

No Detainers :-::::::= Detainer{s) 

- - - .,... -=, ~. -=-::::-=-=-:-:-=-:-=-.'":-:---~-~ 

6 -90 91-120 2 + 

Days Detained Prior, to Release~ 
6 a 

u 

Figure 7 shows that, unlike the detainer-free cases, there appears to be no 
critical time period concerning ~ail release for individuals with deta.inerslodged 
against them~. There is no precipitous decline in bail releases af~er ~O ~ays. For 
those with detainers, there are comparatively fewer rel~ase9 on balJ wlthln0'30 days 
and only a steady decline thereafter. 

') 

Time served"until bail release is, as expected,,,, longer for t~ose with higher 
bail amounts. The ,average tfine served for those with bail set at $2,500 or less 
was 23.2 days. For those with higher ban (> $2,500), ~this figure was 42.0 days. 
Figure 8 shows the relationship of tjme served and bait amount. e 
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TIME SERVED PRIOR TO RfLEASE BY BAIL 
BY AMOUNT OF BAIL 

" .31 ., 6() , 60 - 90 

--,._~ < 52.500 
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o 
Those Detained Until Sentencing, 

n . 
,. 

This analysis focuses on those detained untll"sentencing." The variables of 
offense type and type of sentence are examined in 'terms of the impact on time served 
in dete'7Jtion. 

o 
rl..; 

There \'Iere 773 detentioners who remained confined until disposition/sentence; 
representing 63% of the tot,al survey population. This subgroup, spent an aver~ge 
of 148 days in detention. I) ::. 
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TABLE 13 

TIME SERVED TO SENTENCING o -, 

* Median Time 
County Cases Served {DalS 

:;t) (') 

~~ 

Allegheny 228 151.0 l!:;i 

, Bl ai r 18 415.0 
Bucks 55 137.5 
Dauphin 68 166.5 

\) Delaware 100 1 51- • '2' -~ ~=-~~ ,-- -~--
Lackawanna '" 22 241.0 

~ Lancaster 61 . M2.0 
Lycoming 23 191 .0 
Montgomery 108 139.5 
Washington v 28 71.5 

" ~~~~~'!lore 1 and 18 84.5 
44 142.5 

~ 

TOTAL: 773 148.1 

* Time serv.ed was unknown for 4 cases. 
" D G 

'" ~ 0 

() 

Detent; oners i nWashi ngton County spent, on the average, 
time in detention until sentencing (71.5 days) while those in 
almost 14 months. 

the least amount of 
Blair spent<:if~ 5 days::: 

Those detained until se'ntencing~' for a Part I violent offense are most likely to 
be sentenced to a tate or regional facility. =Itcan be noted!' here that 116 cases ,were 

C> processe~out of the courts' system, before sentencing, through dismissal$, nolle' 
o proseq~i , or "!l~~~f.tu}J~l_~~~r~t~t$'!,-_~,=,,-,_,-~,CO~-~~"'==~~" ""_,~~_"~'~-'=~ 
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\t""; .' 

t r .' r 
l 
~. . .pffense Type 
I 

k 'Part I ViQlent . 
I 
1" 

I: 
It 
I.' 
I. 

Part I Property 

Part II 
i " 
i' I. Other 
I' 
t 7 

Number 

268 

279 

168 

58 

'~"''''' (" "li .' TOTAL: 773** 

o '. i .. ,:.:.·.·.; *Inc1 udes sentences to time 
j.' • **One sentence unknown. 
f·, t~. ' \ 

1:; 1 
j. 

~ J 

'r ; 0 

TABLE 14 

'SENTENCE OUTCOME BY UFFENSE'TYPE 

.~) 

Sentence Outcome 
State Correc-

'tional Institution .%" "County Ja.il* % Probation" 
• ~I 

169 63% 

94 ,,34% 

43 25% 

'" 15 26% 

321 42% 

served., LJ 

r 0 

" 

79 

153 

,,3Q 

352 

o I 
29% 2e1 

OJ 

55% ~l 
54%/ 35 

52%/ 13 

I'~ ." ,99' 

. ;1' 
f " 

/' 
t 

CF 

~ , 
" Time Served by Offense,~1 '!I 

% 

7% 

11%' 

21% 

22% 

13% 

'.' 

I.' .. 
I : . 
i 

1: 

. Time served figures for th~se who were sentenced fnc~eases in direttpropor-
tlOrJc to offense type. Part I vlolent offenders ,spent,. on the average, 180,days 
in'detention status. Part r property and Part lIoff,enders spent 1'41.5 and. 131 

., .; 

" ! 
~> r 
~ ~ 

o 

days respectively. .' ... ' lS!~ 

TABLE, 15 

MEDIAfb TIME SERVED IN DETENTION BY OFFENSE TYPE 
0 

o 

~ 
Total Known .-

Number Number . Time Seriled (in Days) 
" 

Pa t 1 Violent 268 268 180.0 
"-

Part '1 Property 279 276 141~5 

Part II 168 167 131.0 

0. 
. , 

,0 

It-\- ", 
- ~ .'c 

~) 
;. 

" , 
. '~ 

fP: 

v 

It is possible that those charged with a violent crime are more prone to elect 
a jury trial, thereby lengthening the court process. It is also possible that the 
procedure for sentencing to a State. facility requires more time. According to Rule 
1403 of the Pennsylvan; a'o Ru.l es of Crimi na lProGedure, the sentenci ng judge may ot~er 
a pre":sentence investigation (PSI) in cas.eswhere incarceration of'''one year or more ," 
is a po~sible disposition wh"en the offender is less than 21 years of age or where he 
is a first-,-time adult offender. 

., 

Although the PSI is not mandatory, it is likely that such investigations are 
more nkely to be ordered iq.::cases where a state sentence is contemplated by "the cOurt. 

. C '. _. , 0 (! e' ~,' " '" , 'to.",. , 

0 

'0 • "I:able16 indicates that the type Of sentence is prooab1ythe"major determinan~>. 
of tim'E, 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 180g:days until selJtencing. For those sentenced to a state institution, the average 
was 207" days~' For those sentenced to a county facility, hgwever, the figure was 157 
days. lhts variation is found wi~hin all qffense groups. Ib 

c· 
.;'. TABLE 16. 

TIME SERVED IN DETENTION BY' S;NT~NCE QUTCOM~ 
(tn days) 

State Sentence -;-, COl,lnty 
G 

Jan (> 

Overall 
Offense· Type. Average Average " ~te.nce Average 

0 

Part I Viol ent '18tLO 201.0 157;0 

~B,rt I p'roperty ]41.5" 167,,0 
() (:;'> 

133.;5 
" 

Part II 131.0 15~"S ll6~5 

" 
. ~. ~ 

Analysis of time. served until impo-sitionofsentenc~rfot' all 
substarltia 1 variation between count; es. ,- " ...... ,.-;r 

offenses, shows (j 

';'(' , h 

~ . 
. II I'),) 

.~ 

'(;,J, :{ W." ,: 

. =.~ .. ~.~c~~.~~~~. _ =~~L,,,,~~=~=="-= .Tjm~u_s.eX'~v.ed-'C---,ti-9ur:es at'~.l:lig.ber:~fo};!~.those~who·~we¥le ~u-ltimately~·sente-nc-ed\-"to=a-" ~~'..~~. = -' : ~=.~~=-::. ~~ c·.=","".~;.." '=="'==== iF : state or r(egi~na] f)acil ity (187.2 days) when compared to those sentenced to a county ~\'0D c:> '-l 

-- - = - --. 
~ 

(j. !I! 

- . faci 1 i ty . 133 days " Because those deta fned fora Part I viol ent offense are more . 
11'; '1 ik~lr to be. sentenced ~to a state facj Hty, .it is not readily apparent if the offense 
Ii . '" type or the type of sentence is responsi bl e for th'e hi ghe~ time served fi gures. '. & 
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(0 
Allegherw 

Blair 

Bucks 

Dauphin 

Delaware 

Lackawanna 

Lancaster 

LYcoming 

Montgomery 
0 

Washington 
\) 

0 Westmoreland 

York 

o'SurTlI1ary 
" 

TAB.lE 1i 

M,EOIAN TIME SERVED IN DETENTION 
(in days) () 

d~ 

Sent~nce Outcome 
county Jail Sentence State Sentence 

N ,. 41 131.0 I{ ,. 137~ 166.0 

N" 12 374.0 N '" 5 443.,.,0 
N = 36 131.5 N " 14 227.5 

N '" 33 209.0 

II " 24 231.0 
Q 

N =33 154.8 

N = 62 
(~ 

133.5' 

N " 12 241.0 N ';' 10 225.5 

N = 46 138.5 II = 12 186.0' 

1" N ,. 12 '158.0 N .. 11 214.0 

N = 40 151.5 

N" 12 103.5 

N" 10 108,5 

1'1 = 52 113.5 

'1 
N = 14 

0 53'$ 

• ! N " 6 17.0 , r 
' N -= 26 113.5 N" 13 217,0 

i0' 

i 
I , 

j) 

f' 

" 

~) " 

Thi s section focused on baH amounts, detainers, offense types 'sentence 
types, their impact on t~Jme served iD detention a'1d it~ variation b~tween counties. 

.It was shown tryat. bgi 1 a~ounts increase wi~~\the sever; ty of th~ offense type. 
Whllerelease on ball 1S co~tlngent, to so~ degree, bn theafIJount, Jt was shown 
that the presence ofa de,talner was the primary factor in prohibiting bail release. 
The. length of t~me spent in d~tention until bail release was determined by /foth 
amount. and detal ne~s . Analysl s of the cohort deta i ned unti l~ent'enci ng showed 
that tlme served flgures varied with both offense type rand type ofc sentence given. 
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SECTION IV 

~ RESULlS OF ANALYSIS. AND THEIR APPLICATION 

Causes of the Riscing Detention Population 

Generally, there are only two conditions that' affect any fluctuation in the 
detention population. These are: 1) the number of persons admitted to detention; 
and 2) once admitted, the length'of stay in detention. ' 

Regarding the first factor influencing the rising detention population, the 
Bureau of Census' recent population count reported there were 170,000 more people 
in Penns11~ia a~e 18 years and over in 1980 than in 1978. Along with this increase 
in the adulf'tiv;Jian population, the,re has ,been a corresponding increase in the 
number of adu,l ts arrested. J 

There we"'e380,899 total arrests in 1981 ; rep~esentinga~~ less than 1% inCreaSfC 
over the 1979 figure of 380,644.* W~ile this increase does not appear to be of 
great signifiCance, a closer examination reveals a shift iii the age of persons 
arrested.. While the number of juvenilesar.rested has decreased by 11% (from 114,117 
in 1979 to 10l,044L adult arrests have increased steadily since 1975.** There were '" 
266.527 adult .arrests in 1979 compared to 279~855 in 1.981 - an increase of 5%. 

Percentage 
Change 

+IS~ 

+10% 

+ 5% 

- 5% 

-IOu 

-1St 

" 

, " 

FIGURE 9 

PERCENTAGE CHANGES IN NUMBER OFPERSONSJlRRESTEQ 
1979 - 1981 

1979 .'. 1981 
~;'year <c. 

~--Total 

------ Adult 
XXXl(XX Juven 11 e 

P~n'1sYlvanJa Uniform Crime Report (Raw ~Oata) 1979-81. 
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Of particular note is that the, number of persons arrested within the age group 
of 18-24 has ;;ncreased by 5%, from 147,147 in 1979 to 154,541 in 1981. The signifi
cance of this statisticrs that a certain\)proportion of tb~ Jormer juvenile population 
has been, and is presently moving into the crime-prone age group of 18-24. Pennsyl
vania Act 41 (1977) states that juveniles cannot be detained in an adult facility 
unless certified as adults by the court. Therefore, fonner juveniles, the majority 
of whom coulef not be detained in the c04nty adult facilities, are noW' moving

c 
into the 

age group wherein they have become "elig'ibledetentionersll., ~. 
o 0 

While the number of adults arrested has increased,,, the prQPortionO'f 'individuals 
admitted to detention, of the total arrests, has also increased. <:) Tab"1e 18 shows the 
number of persons admitted to detent,ion for trial or further hearing as a, proportion 
of all adult arrests statewide. to 

-() 

TABLE 18" 

DETENTION ADMISSIONS AS A PROPORTION OF STATEWIDE ADULT J\RRESrS 
1979-1981 

1979 

M~80 

1981 0 0 

Adult Arrests 

266,527 

274:510 (i 

279,855 

\;1 

Admissions for 
Trial/Hearing 

"50,018 

54,592 

59,733 

--.e; "-'''-----o=-~c=_~ 

P~rc~ntage 
Incarcerated 

18 .. 7% 

19.8% 

21.3% 
Source: Pennsylvania Uniform Crime Report (Raw Data) 1979-1981. ' 

Bureau of Correction's Annual Report on County Prisons and 
Jails, 1979-1981. . 

In 1979" l~_7% of all adult arpests resulted ingetention. In 1981 .. ,this figure 
was 21.3%. If,,"'l'for example, the 1979 ratio of detention admissions to adult arrests 
had, remained cOilstant in 1981 to the number admitted for trial or hearing would have 
been 52,517 .. compared to,,~he actl,lal total of 59,733.., " ~ . 

'" 
The incre9se in the proportion of admissions to arrests may be explained, in 

part, by the fact that the number of adults arrested for serious (Part I) offenses has increased. '" . . 
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FIGURE 10 
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ADULts ARRESTED FOR PART OFFENSES 
o 1979- 1981 

60,056 

o 

" 

52,287 

r-

. 

1979 1980 1981 [! 

Year 
" 

'~ourc~-; . Pennsylvan ia Un i form CrIme Report, (Raw,a-~ta)" 
~ \1979-81. 

o 
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There was a 15% increase in the number of adults .arrested for Part" I offenses 
from 1979 to ]981; a 15% increase in those arrested for violenl crime. There was a 
comparable increase wi~hin the 18-24 age group a~ well; 11% ana 15% respectively. 

( .. ,7 , 

"The oth~r major factor causing the :incr~ase in the detention population is the 
" increased ti,!,€. serveg tnildeten~i on status ~ ~1 ~houg~\.~im~',.~~r~e~",t~L~etenti o~ fi gures 

~re not, compl1ed f.or coun. ty prlsons., the AdmlnlS.tra'tl. -'Ve·uTTlce Of pep,9sY.lvama ~~. urts 
has estimated that the number of days required to dispose of a crirqinalcase has 
increased by 45% during the p~ri.nd from 1977 to 1989." ,; I> \)~~ 

2 While disposition time is nota certain indicato.r of time spent. in detention, 
. (there are other"qata available to indi,cate that detention time may be' increasing. 

The assumption of increasing time served~can be generated by an historical analysis 
of what can be termed a IIturnover rate". "This rate is logically defined as the 
number of times the average daily population enters and exits the system in a gtven 
year. 'For example, if there were 10,000 admissions in a calendar year with an average 
daily population of 2,000, the ADP would Jlturnover ll five times to account for the 
admissions. 

{' ,I 
il Total Admi~sions _ Turnover 

ADP- Rate 

Charting detentioner .acimfsslons and us.ing the December 31st (the only available 
br~akdown )detenti oner popul ati on as the average daily detenti oner ,. popula ti on, a turn
ovet .. rate was calculatedcJrom 1960 through 1981. A relatively high turnover rate 
might indicate that the AIJP is moving through the system more quickly than ,would be 
i ndi catedbY"a lower turnover rate. Stated i nother terms t a high turnover rate 
might 'be indicative of lower time served figures than a low turnover rate. 

~ 

nTab 1 e 19 shows the steady decrea,sEt' in lIturnover ratef" Over the yea r~; refl ect-
'ing=~possi ble~n'Creas'es in time served. q, ~ 
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TABLE 19 

TUIlNOVEII IlATE 
1960 - 1981 ~ 

0 

December 31st 
DetentlonU Detentloner Turnover 

if .Y!!.!:. Popul.tl~ AdmIssIons Rate '" 
1960 2.056 49.493 24.07 

1961 2d}98 1'(1" 
0 

49.282 23.48 

1962 2.030 50.473 24.86 
(( 

1963 2.126 ,49.748 23.39 

1964 2,)02 51.733 22.47 

1965 " 2.286 49.759 21.76 ~ 

1966 2.608 51.841 19.87 

. 1967 3.095 57.311 18.51 

1968 3.653 57.319 15.69 

1969 3)i'~ 59.555 15.71 

1970 (654 62.104 '16.99 

63.392 15.88 1971 3,990 

1972 3.963 62.254 \:~) c 
15.70 

1973 3.588 59.770 16.65 

1974 3.792 61.007 16.08 

1975 3.928 65.252 16.61 

1976 3.792 62.811 16.5? 

1977 c2 3.739 58.666 15.69 

1978 3.980 54.840 13.77 
() 

.... J979 4.519 55.880 [) 12.36 

198'0 5.256 . 60.816 11.57 

1981 6.189 66.268 10.]0 
'.c ===- - 0 

Source: Bureau of Correct Ion '5 Annual Reports on County Pr i sons lind Ja lis. 
------ 1960-1980. 

(f , 

The turnover rate can also be used to calculate an estimated 
U' the r~ious example (Admi~sions\."= 10,000 a~d .ADP ~~OOO), a 
'w~~~a indi~a~ that each .ADP cohort spends 73 days 1n prlson. 

I) 

,;(¥ 
",/ 

C== -:: 

time served figure 
turnover rate of ,5 

. Estimated 365 days 
Time = ------- = ?3 days~ 
Served Turnover Rate (5) ~ 0) 

() 
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The rising detention population has had impact ~n prisort, capacH~. As of 
March 31 1982 Pennsylvania's sixty-seven county pr1sons wey'e operatlng at 107% 
of capacity. The fQlloWi~g tabl~ p~ofiles ~he study counties in,terms of capacity, 
arrest trends,and detentlon adm1ss1ons. Tne percentage change 1n persons q,rrested 
is nasedc'vn Pa.rt I offenses, while admissions reflect those detained for trial or 
further hearing. '," . 

As shown irt""Table2l, there were increases in persons arrested in all but two 
count; es. Admi ssi ons increased in seven counti es, most markedly i n Bo~cks, Oauphi n, 
Montgomery and York. 

The cQuntyvcr'iminal justi<;e system's reaction to increasing arrests'can be wit
nessed in two general areas. The .first is 1n the area of pre-detention release. A 
county may,. fo.r example, react to rising arrest rates by increasing the use of release 
on recogni'zance (ROR).' . The other reacti ve response, more germane to thi s study, is 
in the area of time served in detention. Counties may",react to the' increasing deten
tion population by reducing the time served in detention. 
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Table 22 proifiles the sur~ey counties in terms of time served tn detention 
before bail release as .well as time served until sentencing (the two f'elease points 
from detention). It should be noted that comparative data does not exist. Therefore 
reaction to increasing arrests, in terms of t;meserved in detention, cannot be deter~ 
mined. Also, the reactive area of time served in detention varies between counties. ' 

1) 0 

if 
" 

i' 

,D rABL E 22 

TIME SERVED IN DETENTION 
(in day~) 

o 

o 0 0 

.. The ~ema~nder of thi~ stud~ !"o~uses on possible opti9n~ by which the c~nt 
Crlml~al JUS~ldce system m~ght mlnlm~Ze the impact of detentloners by reducing .trme 
sheTve : 9p~10ns are conflned ~o thlS a.rea because this study has dealt. with only 
t ose 1 no 1 Vl dua 1 s who are detal ned. ~I\=="---===~....,<q" "'. 

0ptionsofor. Reducing theJb'et~nti6'nStoch' \'Decrea~ing Time Served 
" 

Option J: Increased Use of the 10% Bail Option 
D '.', ((! 

Perce~~age bail (10%)' isan alternative to ~traight cash b~il. The defend~~t 
. m~y pos~ 10%. of the set bail amount, which is then returned to thelnd:itl-wual upon 

flnal ~ljPOsltlon .. A small a'!l0un~ (~s~a]ly 1%) l.S kePt for administrative costs. 
; AnalXS1S. of the st~dy populat'~nlO~1c~tes tha~ the .use of perc~ntage ba.il (10%) 
re~ul~s.l n moreo .. baJ~ releases; ,n a sho~ter perlOd of time.. There Were 422 cases in 
~hlch~erce~ta'geba~l was s~t~~esu]ting ;nl19 bail releases (28.1%). Of the 628 
... ~ses 10 \'J~;lch~tralght cash ball was set~97 (15.4%) made bail. The average ; time 
s~~~led .untll ba 11 rel ease for the cash group was 36 days. For the percentage grQUP, 
t01S flgure was 29 days~ " ~ 
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Option 02: 0 Incr~'ased Attention Given to Lifting County or State Probat'l2n/ 
Parole Detainers 

This study has shown that the presence of a detainer is a major obstacle for 
potential release on bail. It may be feasible to lift some of these detainers, 
particularly in non-violent cases, when overcrowding exists, thus allowing the 
potential for the fcinancial conditions oJ bail, to bernet. " 

Option 3. The Prioritization of IIJai,l Cases" before "Bail Cases" 
(J <.2.::="~~" ' II 

The ;'number one priority of c,riminal case, scheduling is to insure that trial. 
commences wi thi n 180 days of (11 ihg the charges . However, gi ven~o cases enter1 ng 
the system at the same time - one detained and the other released on bail::- tbe 
general approach would be to prioritize the detention case. This would result in 
the detention cas~ moving through the system more quickly. 

Option 4: Increr,lsed Use of Sentences to Time Already Served for Non-Violent 
Detent; oners 

~~'c!.i"f.;r. ;1 

'~Q •• There were'!, 352 deten"ti oners confi ned unti 1 a county sentence was pronounced,: (J 

spenoing an average ot 133 days in detenti6n~ Or the 352, 70% (243) were' detained 
.{:o'" ·a n" ... _·v'· ""1 ""'t off"n"'''' Wh'';,,, t h " ....... woro 78 t,·mo "''''r'''''' \\ ",ont""ncc.e···gl· "e·n tho It. J VII- V' Cll ~1·,i;J1;;. + I I It:;: 'IC-" t= ", C· ~ I \;;" ~c YeO),.;Jc.' c ~~_-- . y -., ,11"-

average minimum countY~1frns given to the ;remai nder cifOthe cohort was sl i ght1y 1 ess 
than six months. With c;¥~~dit for time already served (thi.s is usually the case), 
it i~probable that the average time served in sentenced status ;s only two to three 
months. An. analysis ·of time served in county sentence status (for all those known to 
be relea'sed) shows an average time served of 83 days, based on 292 cases. ,0 

Thus, it appears that increased use of sentences to tire already se'rvedwould 
have substantial impact on ~he overall 1 ength of stay.! . " 

~ " 

Potential Impac,t of Reducing Time"Served in Detention 
"~ Q,~1':.>. 

o 

The pc.tenti a 1 benef; tsof reduci ng time served in detent; on can be real i zed in 
the area 0 of cost savihgs aswein as a reduction in ,the avera-ge daily population (ADP), 

,,,The approach here is to select actual time served figures from the study data., and to 
show,,,onlyas an eXample, the impact of reducing those time served figures t.'chrough~ 

o one. or; more of theOptoposed options. It should be noted that the,following analysis 
is bgsed .on data cQJllected on a particular day. It is assumed that th'itt oparticular 
day "was representati veo of any gi ven day. 

" 

Forlthe first impact example, the group of detainees who were incarcerated until 
final disposition for a non-violent offense, and who had a or 1 prior arrest for a non

_violent offense, was selected (135 cases). This group spent an average of 130 days;n 
. ' detention~rd comprised 17% .ofthe t.otal population who were detained until sentencing. 

This group'was selected for impact analysis because ;;ofotheir limited criminal history 
and the fact that there was no record of current or past violence.11 

.\ ;, 

,., 

..'The fOll0Wingmethoddjr~onstrates the achievable reduction in the average daily 
population, as wen .'as ~h,e Jotentialcost savi n~, ; f thi s selected exampl egr:o~p had 
been re 1 eased on ball wl;!Vn the same average tlmeframeas 911 otherba 11 releases 
(31 days). . . S>" , . 
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The impaG,t of the example group on the estimated average <taily population was'll ff 
calculated as follows,: , 

o 

Step 1: 

Example 
Group x 
(135) 

Step 2: 

Average Time 
Served 

(130 days) 
= 

Total Man 
Days 

{17,550} 

Total Man Days 
, (17,550) Example Group AD!' 

= C <) , (48) Days in the Year 
(365) r 

" 

Step 3: 
/ a 

1981 ADPfor Study 
Counties x 
(2,764) 

December 31st % of 
Detenti one'rs ' = 

(65%) <> 

Estimated Average Daily 
Detention Populationo 

(N = 1,797) 

Explanatio~:' The estimated detention"'~ADpcfoi.-·,the twelve<iostudY~isbns in 1981 
,', wa,~~ppl"0xlmately 1 ~ 79? ... Jh_~ example ,groupADPwas estimatedto'be A8., ,Thus~:; 
the exam~le group ADP ls"estlmated to be 2.6% of the total detention population 
on any glVen day. ' , 

,48 2 6% 1797 = . , , 

" 
While this figure does not appear to be of great significance 

-cost analysis provides'a clearer impact picture. ,.' ~ 

,Step 1: 
o 

Days in Yea;r 
a'5<> 0 (365)" = 

Ave~~ge Time Served 
ofor Cohort 
(130 days)' 

Step 2: -

Cohort Turnov~r 
ADP x Rate' x 0 

(48) (2.8) 

Turnover Rate 
(2.8) 

~verage Time 
Served 

(130 days) 
x 

0 

Aver~ge Cost 
P~r Day. -
($.27) 

the,addition of 

Total Cost 
($471 ,444) 

Expla~ation: The cohort ADP ~'p~nds130 days' indeteniiol1~and "turns over" 
2.8tl meir a .xear , at a cost of $27 perman'pe~ Q~y .. ' 

If the ~\~lectedcqhort had been r~le~sed on bail "within' the same titneframe as 
an other; ball~ release; (31 ~aYS~,thelr lmpacton th~ detention ADPwould have be.en 
re~uce~ to le1Hs th~n 1%. ThlS flgure results from USlng the same formula only sub,... 
stltutl n9 31 :!aysln place ofT30 days.' . ,.' ,'.~. 

i 
o 
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the total cost of this cohort would be $108,642 - a savings of approximately 
$360,000 .• This figure, results 'from using 31 days in calculatin'g a new' turnover 'rate. 

.<Table23 highlights the impact of the reduCtion;n time served achiev--
able in the 'twelve counties ;n terms of the ADP and'pqtentia1 cost=savings. 

= . " 

TABLE 23 D 

POTENTIAL TWELVE COUNTY IMPACT 
OF REDUCING TIME SERVED IN DETENTION 

';' -IF EXAMPLE GROUP HAD BEEN RELEASED'ON BAIL-

a 

Actual Time Served Time Served 
of Example Group, if Released 

.;~ 

Bai(~ on 
N = 130 days N = 31 days ''-

\\ ,,-
~ 

Estimated j 

\ !~ '" 
(,', 

Proportion of " " 
Detention ADP ~ 48 (2.6%) 11 « 1%) 

Total 
iJ -",! 

$47l,444 $108,366'co~~ -
Cost '. 

'I . I n 

The second impact e>$,:imple results from selecting all tho1fl who remained in deten
tion until sentencing (7,13 cases). This group (~_s discussed ,·h SectionHl) SPent an 

;,a verage of 148. 1 days in detent; on. The potential impact, if th is grQup had spent 
/ on 1 y 10 fewer days in detent; on s ta tU$ ,i s shown i n Tab~ e 24. 

o 

() 

o 

(} 

o I. 

TABLE 24 

POTENTIAL TWELVE COUNTY IMPACT 
OF.REOUCING TIME SERVED IN DETENTION 

-IF TIME SERVED UNTIL SENTENCING WAS REDUCED BY 10 DAYS'.:. 

0 

0 

Actual Time Served' If Time Served 
N= 148.1 Days N = 138.1 Days 

Estimated 
D 

c· 

ProporUon ofo " 
'".' " 

Detention ADP 314 (17.4%) 292 (l6.2%) 

Total Cost $3,094,470 $2,877,~660 
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Sunmary and Conclusion 
Ii) t, 

Th;~ study" has" pro,{,i ded a profil e Of detent; oners in Pennsyl van; a county pri sons. 
Data was co11ectredonol ,211 detainers in twelve prisons, with follow-up through the 
county c~?iminal<'Justice systems. " 17 

. g 

'" Data provided a descriptive account of ttre type of Q,ffender who might be detained 
on any give,n day. Analyses of the data revealed,the major d~:!:.erminates of,how long an 
individual is detained and how he or she is releaseq. " 

An histori.cal overview of detention in Pennsylvania was presented alQng \'Jith the 
primary nauses,oT the increasing detention populat'io'n,r 

F~n~~l1Y' s~veral. options were off~red for mi,nimizing the impact of detentioners 
O'ho faclln: ty oveYJ<trowd 1 'W' . )') 

j , .'f/ 0 11 '" i& 

TVre~~e .is sd~e evidence to suggest that overcrowding will continue to po;e "problems '"~ 
for the ~:ounty Hl'sti tuti ons. "Projecti ons i ndi cate that arrests wi 11 peak sometime 
before l~~85. 

c;.{~\ :J 

It;simportant that counties adopt strat~,g~es to reduce their non-violent 
detention population in order to make room for the vjolen't°offender;particulatly in 
1 i ghto of recent mandatorY sentehci ng 1 egi s 1 ati.on which focuses i tsa ttent i on on thi s 
off~nder- type. "- ... I) ..••. , -
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