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INTRODUCTION . °

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

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

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

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

and points up some fundamental considerations fof criminal justice planning.

iy




CHAPTER T o | » -

JAIL POPULATION CONTAINMENT

.

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

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

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

areas tend to be chronicai1y'over-crowded.'

»

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

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

e

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

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

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

1



| which they were sentenced.

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

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

" laws and ordinances.

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

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

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

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

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

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

i

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

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

S YR,

Criminal justice off1c1als and agencies exper1ence cont1nu1ng pressureat .

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

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

vices.

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

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

mechanism for nnn1tor1ng conformity of pract1ces covered by the agreementsg

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




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

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

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

How Much Jaﬂ*» | - S R r

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

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

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

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

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

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

¥ e

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

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

l

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

AR est1-

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

Gt i

pr1scner conf1n«went of,,.4 ¥

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

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

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

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

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

as compared with others.

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

5]

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

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

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

N




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

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

”sentenced

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

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

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

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

N

oy of e

\

Th1s set of facts helps exp1a1n why averageﬂd -ent1on t

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

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

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

Toncer in felony cases.- o ’ R f"’

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

e

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

: 4fﬁ1s 1s

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

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

3&1]_popu1at1on analysis.

e

lhe chart divides: JUT{§-1

s1dered 11ke1y to OCCLI Classification dependSvﬁn percentagesi;

/"r
e

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

T
B

Pub1{cv

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

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

j7 to Y;O"or 2 to 4

\

el




_X»Figure_1;. Pretrial gafj Use‘indices v

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

Indices
' Under ]5.6@ 15.0 or higher

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

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

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

2. 13 - 7 3 -5 - h o :ﬁ

, 1. 12,02 3.0 eeiin. | e

. | ) " *“ 1 "Unlikely 3

Over 40.0 L | situation :

2. |7 =1

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

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

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

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

amining detent1on and release practices. | . ‘ SR

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

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

- \‘;; i




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

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

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

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

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

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

ing the implementation of policy agreements.

Required Statistics . s

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

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



Figure 2. Jail Population Breakdown

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

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

Qther Misdemeanors 6,125 5,915
b

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

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

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

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

fndex Figured 3.6 1.0

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

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

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

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




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

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

Reasons for Differences
The difference 1ies in three developments:

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

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

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

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

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



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

Before adﬁressing certain general issues, the other two components of

jail population should be reviewed further,

Local Jail Prisoners - Sehtenced. .

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

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

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

Sentencing Policies

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

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

10



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

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

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

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

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

Average

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

tion

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

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

+ Driving under the influence of 1iquor.

Vo

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

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

n

EN



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

sentenced component of the jail population.

Sentence Mocification

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

of them see Chapter V, Volume 4.

Other Jail Prisoners

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

should be tracked and periodically tabulated - for example: : Y
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,fFibure\4;,,Jail’Popu]atiOnshy~Se1ected Categories

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

Federal
County X Boarders
State Work Releasees

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

Sub-Total as %
of A1l Prisoners

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

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

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

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

A third possibility is boarding of locally sentenced misdemeanants in

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

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

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

the state vocational rehabilitation agency operatés residential facilities

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

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

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

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

Further discussion of alternative facilities for sentenced prisoners and

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



Flgure 5
ﬂ1str1but1on of locally Conf1ned Pr1seners

Facility

"Population
Jan 1, 197_

Admissions
Jan 1 -
Dec 31

Releasas
Jan 1
“Dec 31

Pupuiation

Dag 31, 197_

| Average
Days -

Served

. Average’

Daily

Population

Main Jail - Total
Unseritenced
Sentencad

Other

County Corr. Inst.

Ca. k. Rel.

Cer.
Other?
Total
b

Total Sentenced

Total Other®

thg:

or listed separately.

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

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

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

Admis- .

-not Tnciude such temporary movements as trips

Sentenced prﬁs-f

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

column.

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

2

P

Admis-




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

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

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

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

porticn of total "jail- days "

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

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

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

»x .

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

planning. -~

Who Should Monitor?

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

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

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

figure. ’ ‘ | o

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

diction,

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

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

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

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

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

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

> o T N

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

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

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

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

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

t1es it is anyth1ng but "around the corner. "

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

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

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

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

l

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(e

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

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

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

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

‘trial dispusitions.

- A Further Alternative

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

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

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

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

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

at, set intervals.

Agency (Jail) Statistics

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

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

1v complicated or expensive undertaking.

The chief need is for a way to expedite counting of categories of casg§;\
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.:E;‘éategories of decisions and by timevperiods betweeﬁ decisions. How many
public ihebriates were booked into jail during a particular t%me period?
how were they released? How Tong, on the average, were they detajhéd? etc.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

admission category should be maintained. (See note 7) Average time seryed
by mode of release requires the kind of computation discussed above,

21
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for jail statistics - this is very important.

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

sion points.

Conclusion |

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Other possibilities affecting criminal justice personnel requirements
include maximum reliance on non-criminal justice agencies - public and private -
to 3ccomp1ish much of the work. This may be through a contractual arrangement,
where the criminal justice system bears the cost of the service or through
arrangements under which costs are borne by the source providing the service
‘or, at least partially, by fees from the clients served. Often a mix of such
arrangements prevails.

The point is that there is no unequivocal answer to the question: how
much and what kinds of staff do criminal justice agencies need in order‘to
provide for optimal use of alternatives to jail in a jurisdiction? It is pos-
sible to indicate typical. duties and average time requirements for these.

But translating this information into a staffing plan entails local decisions
on the personnel sources to be used and on arrangements for diverting or shar-

ing work with non-criminal justice agencies.

Assumptions Used in the Analysis
In order to present information on manpower requirements in a useful way,

it was necessary to start off with certain assumptions. In applying this
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material to a specific situation, it must be modified to accord with any necés-
sary changes 1in the assumptions. The assumptions hséd here were as follows:

1. The community's officials want to give at least preliminary
consideration to alternatives to jail and to.the'neeq for helping
services in all cases at the points of arrest, decision to detain,
decision to prosecute, and court disposition.

2. They want to make the fullest use possible of alternatives
to-jail consistent with community safety and the requirements of
Justice. | |

3. A1l the work covered in the analysis would be done by regu-
lar, full-time employees who work a 40-hour week and are on duty
an average of 1,880 hours a year after allowing for holidays, vaca-‘:“;
tion time, and sick leave.

(The substitutjoﬁ of part-time workers, such as law or crimAI
inal justic. students, would affect the figures in the analysis sig-
nificantly - assuming they were equally capable of doing a job. |
The equivalent of a full-time worker would then be 2,080 hours a

year, for example, since part-time workers.ordinarily wduld not earn
such benefits as paid holidays or leave. Use of volunteers, égain
assuming competency, would have a similar effect - although allow-
ance would have to be made for "overheéd" personnel to recruit, train,

*
and supervise volunteers.)

Organizational Assumptions
Further assumptions, for purposes of this presentation, include;

1. Provision of specialized services would be through referral
* For material on volunteers see Appendix E, Volume 4,
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to non-criminal justice agencies. Thése seryices would include édu-
cationa],vyocétional, counseling other than supportive counseling,
and various other methods used in diagnosis or treatment of health,
menta]»hgajth, addiction, and other such problems. No personnel
requirements are specified for these. Cost data on such SerYices

are provided in Chapter III.

2. A11 criminal justice services covered in this analysis would
be performed by personnel housed in a single agency. This is hot,
necessarily recommended, but the arrangementvfacilitates the analysis.
In practice, services covered here may be distributed among two,
three, or more agencies. Material presented here cén be broken down
and related to the appropriate agency. (Af times, in a jurisdiction
where different agencies dupTicate‘each other, this may pose diffi-
culties. But such situations probably stand in need of review and
corrective action in any event.)

The hypothetical agency; briefly, would provide:

1. (a) Services to decision-makers, inc]uding.case scréenihg, eval-
uation, and suggested plans and conditions related to pre- or pést—
trial dispositions and other case decisions; (b) services -to implement
'deciéfons; including client services listed below and monitoring
or, in selected casés, close supervision.

Services would be provided regularly to courts, prosecutor (in
relation to diversion), jail management, and, by request, to police
agencies considering pre-arrest diversion in avpértjcular case or

the adoption of a diversion policy.
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2. Services to clients, inc]udingviﬁfonmation‘ab0ut'and referral
to appropriate conmunityvggenCies-and-supporfive'caunseIing in selec-
tive cases. |

3 "System" services. (a) Community resource mobiiization
to asSUfé~ava11§pj1ity of services heededufor optimum use of alter-
natives. (b) Planning and help to others in planning 6r implement-
ing alternative programs, jail policies and programs, new facilities,
and research projects. (c) Compilation and/or ana]ysfs of statis-

tics ré]ating to the use of jail and its alternatives. ©

Standards‘Emp1oyed |

In what follows various tasks are listed and defined. The terminoﬁogy'
used, for thermOSt part, has general currency, but definitions should be checked
to make certain that meanings are clear. Detailed breakdown is Timited to'the ‘
tasks of workers in immediate contact with defendants. ;uggested‘staff{ng- |
requirements are also so limited. Staff needs are}not examiﬁed for adminis- -
tration, supervision,:resource mobilization, and such other supportive opera-'ﬂ
tions as- statistics, research, technical assistance, stéff'devéiopment, ahdv,
public information. These are important functions, but it woqu_go beybnd
our purposé to propose personnel standards for these. ST

The procedure used was to estimate the average time requiréd to accomplish
each different kind of task. Figures presented weré determined afbitfariTy :
after obtaining estimates from Tine workers and supervisors in a number of
agencies. They have no scientific validity and should be used fof what they
are - estimates based on reported and unverified experience of a selection

of agencies, which themselves may not be fu]ly'représentative,
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Adding'io the arbitrariness of the figures are varying allowances, task by
task, for "down time" - that is, time spent by workers in travel;f?waiting", "wasted"
phone calls or home visits, staff meetings, training sessions, coffee brééks; or
misceT1aneous duties not a part of services vis-a-vis particular clients.

In short, these figures are meant to be suggestive Only, and they serve to
illustrate an approach to staff planning. Any jurisdiction faced with such an
undertaking might want to adopt this method; but figures presenied here should be

used only as a point of departure.

Summary of Analysis hesu]ts |

To provide all the services covered in this ana]ysis‘in a hypothetical} -
jurisdiction with about 10,000 unsentenced jail bookings af&ear would'rQQUire‘46
operating level staff persons. (This would be an “average" county of about 200,000
where certain arrest and disposition patterns preva%1ed, gs,reflected in the4
analysis.) The 46 persons would equate with pretri41 ré1ease and diversion
personnel, probation personnel for both felons'aﬁd misdemeanants, and jail
counselors. o | |

There was no extensive effort to relate these figures to existing ones inyygwfﬂjg
jurisdictions across the country. One comparison was made w1th a county where
practically all services covered here are provided by the probat1on department

(San Diego Csunty, California, 1974). It indicated that this maght be an above

average staffing arrangement. The county in ques+.on had s1x times asmany

karrests and only five times as many Tine pFOb&t]Oﬂ persannﬂ1 as the model

- presented here. The difference can be related to the fa t that in the actual
county, probation did not- prgque pretr1a1 release sgrv1ces for misdemeanants,
performed only 1imfted mi;&emeanant probation_se&vicés, and d{d not providé
jail classiffcation‘and counseling services (fhét is, the probation d%vision‘
.vof the agency did not). ) | |
| 28




Functions and Tasks

The analysis is presented through a series of annotated charts. The first
of these (Figure 6) simply puts what follows in a sketchy organizational con- )
text. Agency functions are dichotomized into "client and system" and‘"suppoft"
services. -

The chart in Figure 7 relates to screening, assessment;yand "case planning"
services - in other words the information gatheriﬂg; evaluation, and resource

mobilization tasks needed for decisions as to pretrial or post-trial disposi-

At the top of the chart are shown certain crimina]ﬁjustice actions which
precede and may obviate the arrest and booking of individuals. They include ,
use of summans’or citation in Tieu of arrest and the handling of crime comp]aiﬁt§ 
threagh adjusting situations or diverting suspects to non-criminal justice LM o

agencies. While not covered in the manpower analysis, these activities are

shown for two reasons. The extent of their use affects jail intake, hence

the workload of staff under scrutiny here. Moreover, the apparatus for deal- =~ = &=

ing with booked prisoners can be used to assist law enforcement agencies and

the prosecutor in implementing alternatives to jail practices.

The chief purpose of the chart is to show the various possible tasks to- -

be performed after booking into the jail and how these flow from initia]vsc?éen-j

ing to pretrial release, diversion, or, where conviction ensues, final court

R

disposition.
The work is primarily screening and evaluation - with referral for emer-
gency services in some situations. The evaluation includes at Jeéast tentative

plans in the event some alternative to jail is selected - either prior to trial

or at the time of sentencing. In addition, for arrestees detained the eva]datiqn,.-“
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. Figure 6
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a2 Post-arrest screening occurs in the booking area of the 3a11 asan B

beyond 1dent1fying 3 need.for emergcncv services, wou1d 1eaa to app opriate

secur1ty and hru51na arrangements for the 1nd1vidua1

Fi gure 7

" Screening, Invest1gat1on Assessment, and Case P1ann1ng Funcnons
e : ~ Pretmal and Pre-Sentence

T3 Summons - ir Lieu of warrant »
AdJust/D14ert y .
C1tat’0n 1n L1eu of Arrest

———1. Pre-Detention Actions --

ke

. : '/l,r,f'
2. Post-Arrest Screening :] R |
3. Jdail Populatwn Screening ' Pretrial Re]ease} |

and/or

"‘3 O

l-»Referra“l For\' : .

7. Resouvce P65, Service Provider -1—-—— 4 Emergency Serv1 ces or

Mobilization - e ,

Unit <& : 5, Further Assessment/Nanmng T
Possible PTR ~ -
Possib?e*Diversion'

Pre-Arra1gnment or .
Pre-Sencence Report

1 The pre“detent1on alternat1ves to jailing suspects are: of 1nterest .
in two connections. (a) To the extent they are practiced the workioad of
the "post-book1ng" staff will be reduced, and at the same- time the best
prospects for pretrial release and diversion may be 1dentified ear]y and

~ screened off. (b) The law enforcement agenc1es and prcsecutcr may want
to arrange for services from the post-book1ng staff e1ther to.assist in
decisions to d1vert or use surmons and citation in 11eu of arrest, or they R _
may look to the resource mob111zat1on unit for he1p 1n 1mp1ement1ng adJust- -

i B .

1,.,"ﬂent or diversion decisions. ' »,q L =

integral step in the booking process. It serves severa1 purposes
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";Figg;e 7 (Cont’é;)»_ LT e ';:%
e identify:Candidates for immediate pretrial release - agghohiZeh
or recommend the’appropriate,mode and conditions of ¢ reTease.
- @ Determine eligibility for indigent defense counsel
o Make referrals in relation to 7 -
Emergency problenis o '
Diversion

The post—arrest srreen1ng staff screens Ja11 populat1on to. 1dent1fy
cand1dates for pretriai re1ease who. were 1nel1g1b1e at . 1n1t1a1 screen1ngk'
i but whose situation may have changed. L -

..\| w

4 Emergency services would relate both to [ : e
¢ pretrial releasees - e.9., eed “For temporary room anﬂ board as-_~ ”f;,éf
sistance, job placeiient, or medical serv1;e ) ’},w ,¢%%f;? :

® uncon txona1 ear]y d1verfe=sf- essent1a11y, th1s,woufa e pU be-*"”

N

] detalnees - e.g., 1ntermed1at1on w1th fam11y, emp]oyers cres V=
tors, etc., prompf meﬂTcal attention; protect1on from other TTn
- mates, etc. ) v B e S

5 Some cand1dates for pretr1a1 release might present comp]ex prob1ems,
ueyond the capac1ty of the screening staff to dea1 with. Th1s -may 1nvolve
both ore; extensive verification procedures and. t1me-consum1ng effbrt 4;eﬁ%£}*
; work out suitable arrangements. for conditional re]ease 1d
- up procéssing of less complicated cases y suchezodivﬁdua1 'wouiq,be'referred‘ e
to a special 1nvest19ator orw}nvestwgéfﬁons unit, | »; 1_ 'Vv; ;
zéy”?:hWAl sion programs. F1na1 determ1nat1o and recommerded/actren wou]d be hand]ed

¥y
I

by dlvers1on program staff. / o CoE

ey v’ B h
A =

(An except1on wou]d be certa1n pub11c 1nebr1ates - see 4 above )
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 Figure 7 (Cont'd.) mr_e-f"ﬁ;} AN ffevof,;ne%

in plea bargaining deCisions.{;IficonViction'oéiﬁrs, a pre-sentence investi- ~
gation would ordinarily be made. Preparation of such reports would be the
responsibiiit"-of‘this unit This’unjt wou]d»have access to pretrialvrec .

a pre-sentence report
’ casesq L ;.ﬁe”

P

jon

This unit wou1d have severa1 funct1ons - e u~éﬁ

° Identl.y, eva]uate, and negot1ate referra] arrangements w1th
resource agencies and professional pract1t1oners in the com-'

' mupity. ,”ﬂ ny'” e ' o 11 oy
@  Recruit, orient endﬁassign volunteers to particular program'
areas. m{'/y ' , : : ‘ S

o Advigé 1nvest1gat1ve, serv1ce, and supervision staff as to
ﬂxﬁi;eif*“,fu appropriate and ava11ab1e resources - where necessary a551st
" with referrals. B
o Participate with others in p]ann1ng and. aererat1ng new commun1ty
' resources or in open1ng up- existing resources to cr1m1na1 Just1ce
clients. s S , PRI . DR

1 aure 8 is concerned with serv1ces +o 1mplemen+ dec1s1ons to u'é'a1ter- o

//"

nat1ves to Ja11 The major tasks are 11sted and def1ned 1n chart notes.-;

To make this mater1a1 moreconcrete. 111ustrat1ve §it i

de ribed and re]ated to partA cular

f"Note that services are arb1trar1]y 1#‘d ad 1 to those for cl1ents and
those to protect the commun Actua11y, such fferent effects do not nécn

essar11y flow t“om the serv1ces.k That is, supervision may help a c11ent to L

B meet h15 obi1gatlons and avo1d further legal trouble. nlmety'ass1stance to

'




a client with a problem may prevent a crime énd thus protect the community.
But the justitication for a particular supervision Tevel is essentially bésed
on the community protection goal, so that the diChotomy here is not without
merit. ‘ &

The chart may seem to imply that paired services are inevitably provided -
e.g., information/referral and Timited monitoring: A1thqugh the sefviées would
often be provided in such pair arrangements, this is not a necessary state.
Only one categéry of service might be provided, or client services might be
provided at one level and community protection services at another. Indeed,
as the final chart note points out, clients may shift from one servic: level
to another as their circumstances change, and often the shift might be in one

category of service with no change in another.

Figure 8

Levels of Service Vis-A-Vis Criminal Justice Defendants: Pretrial
Releasees or Divertees or Those Under Suspended Sentence or Probation

1 Community -
Services to Client Situation Protection Services -
Information/referral Competent, reliable client Limited monitoring or
under minimal conditions "honor" arrangement.
and services plan. :
"Reminder" service Marginal client or more Extensive monitoring.’
complex or stringent con-
ditions or services plan.
Advocacy/supportive Minimally competent or re- Supervision, close or
Counseling/confrontation liable client under com- intensive.
plex or stringent condi-
tions or service plan.
Investigation3
1 . Information: Interpreting the client's statusvto him ~ obligations,

sanctions, his rights; informing kim, as indicated, of criminal justice
procedures and/or about services he may need.
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Figure 8 (Cont'd.)

Referral: Suggesting a specific resource and, if desired and appropriate,
providing him with a note of introduction or advising the agency by phone of
the client's prospective appearance.

"Reminder" service: Notifying the client of court dates and other
appointments.- ’

AEVOCacy: Referral in which efforts are made to assure that tﬁérothér
agency will give special attention to a client and have some advance under-
standing of the situation with which he may need help.

Supportive counsel: Interviews designed to encourage the client to
comply with conditions, make good use of a resource, or sustain his efforts
to change some habit pattern.

Confrontation: Similar interviews, but arising out of incidents of
non-compiiance or other signs of failure or lagging effort.

Limited monitoring: Receiving, and where indicated, calling attention
of superior to reports received from or about client (related to conditions,
e.g., residence, job, performance of community Service, attendance at school,
re-arrest, etc.). Verifying appearance in court when scheduled.

Extensive monitoring: Above, plus periodic or spot checking with infor-
mation sources for interim progress reports or to vérify "raw" information.
Obtaining more detailed information than comes in rou\1ne1y from usual sourcas.
Usually involves more frequent contact with client - typ1ca11y by telephone.

Close supervision: Includes above tasks in 2, but a; more frequent
intervals. Also includes face-to-face contacts with client either in the
office or "field" or both.

Intensive supervision: Entails daily contact with or concerning client
to assure almost continuous knowledge of how he is performing.

Investigation: Information gathering for possible recommendations to
court of adverse action such as removing a client from.pretria1 release,
a diversion program, or probation and applying such further sanctions as
may be in order. - “
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~ Figure 8 (Cont'd.)

NOTE: It should bevbbrné in m%ﬁd that particﬁ]ar clients may not re-
main fixed in a particular sgrviée‘pattern. As progress occurs or problems
arise, the level of se}vice may be.raised or lowered. Intensive supervision,
for example, ordinarily might be accorded for a few months, then stepped down
to close supervision. An individual for whom only minimal monitoring service
is provided may be reassigned to close supervision because of some relatively

serious violation or a pattern of repeated minor lapses.

Time Requirements and Workloads

Figure 9 attaches’' time figures to units of each type of service - the
time required, on the average, to complete the indicated task in one case. The
estimates provided represent middle ground among figures reported to project
staff by several agencies. Allowances were added to take care of “non-produc-
tive" time.

Given the time allowance for the unit of service, and in some instances,
standards as to frequency of performance, it is possible to project annual work-
loads for certain categories of workers and average caseloads for others. The
figures are shown in the right-hand column,

The next two figures carry the analysis further by applying the time allow-
ances and the assumed policies on use of "a]ternatfves" to a hypothetical juris-
diction. Figure 10 starts with arrest figures and follows arrestees through the
system, in effect, until they are detained or given pretrial release or diversion.
It then picks up at the point of trial or plea and follows those convicted to the
disposition.

Figure 11 recaps the data in terms of service categories, shows the total
hours of work involyed per year or pew‘month and, in the last column, indicates
the number of full-time workers required for the task category. This shows a

total Tine staff requirement of 46.
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Figure 9
Time Requirements

Task or Type of Service

Post-arrest screening, including
pretrial release decision or recom-
mendation and any indicated
referrals.

Emergency services

Assessment, case planning
Limited/tentative
Extensiveb

Information/referral

Monitoring
(average of one check per active
case per month)

Monitoring and "reminder" service -
average of two checks per active
case per month and average of one
reminder a month to one-half of
caseload numbers.

Advocacy, supportive counseling,
close supervision - average of
three contacts per month.

Above but intensive supervision -
average of 15 contacts per month

Investigations

Time per Unit
of Serviced

Average Caseload
or Annual Workload
of One Person

1 hour

2 hours
2 ‘hours
16 hours
1/2 hour

10 minutes

10 minutes

1 hour

1 hour

4 hours

1,880 intakes

940 referrals
940 referrals
120 referrals
3,760 intakes
Avg. case]pad of 950

Avg. caseload of 380

Avg. caseload of 50

| Avg. caseload of 10

470 instances a year

a includes allowances for "down" time - e.g., travel, "waiting", staff meet-
ings, training sessions, or duties not a part of direct serv1ces vis-a-vis

particular clients.

b does not include time of professional specialists or others from outs1de

the agency who assist in evaluation or case planning.
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Figure 10. Distribution of Annual
Intake by Service Categories

11,362  Arrests

1,240 Citations

10,122 Bookings

506 "En Route"

9,616 Post-arrest screenings
Referred to Emergency Services «———— 2,941 Public inebriates

3,868 Immediate pre-trial release
Referred to Emergency Services =————— (300)

2,807 (Temporarily detained)
Referred to Emergency Services —+———— (300) ' ‘

2,394 Pre-trial release review -

screenings or related reviews

1,300 Released as consequence

5,168 Total pre-trial releases :
Information/referral - Timited

moni toring < (3,000)

Above.+ Extensive mon1t0r1ng/ Average stay in case load -
"Reminders" (1,768) 90 days

Close supervision . (400)

Diversion reviews < 700

Diverted < 475 }r(Avg. stay in program 120 days)

429 Convicted of felony
4,500 Convicted of misdemeaners
Extensive Present. Investigation <4——— (500)
Limited Present. Investigation* <4——— (2,500)

Non-confinement sentences**

Information/referral only <« 400

Monitoring/"reminding" < : 2,500 Average stay 6 months
Close supervision < 650 Average stay 1 year
Intensive supervision < — 90 Average stay 4 months

* Excludes use by judge of pretrial velease report in lieu of presentence
report, :

** Assumes an additional 400 will require no services,

I
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Figure 11
Recap: Manpower Requirements

Average Staff

Caseload Requirements
Post-arrest screenings 9,616 - 5
Emergency services 3,541 10 4
Further assessment
Limited , 5,5942 - 6
Extensive 500 -- 4
Information referral 5,168 - 1.4
Limited monitoring 3,475b 900 1
Monitoring/"reminding" ~ 4,268¢ 1,700 4.5
Close supervision | 1,050d 750 15
Intensive supervision 90 30 3
Investigations 900¢€ - ‘
‘ 46

32,394 pretrial release reviews (subsequent to initial consideration).
700 referrals for diversion
2,500 "1imited" presentence reports

b3,000 pretrial releases v
475 divertees (who would receive most of their services from allied agencies)

€1,768 pretrial releases
2,500 sentenced offenders

d 4006 pretrial releases
650 sentenced offenders

e 25% of sentenced offender intake
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Staff Qualifications
A review of the tasks listed in the foregoing charts affords persuasive
evidence that most of the work can be accomplished by people who, under com-
petent direction, need not be equipped with esoteric knowledge or rare skiils.
Certain more or less innate qualities are more important than educational
level or a particular kind of pre-entry experience or training. These include:
e "Commitment" - a genuine concern for people in trouble and wili-
ingness to put oneself out in order to see that they réceive
fair treatmerit: and help with problems related to or exacerbated
by their status as criminal defendants.
e At the same time, a high Tevel of integrity - so that both
clients and the "system" - e.g., the judge - can have trust
in them and know that they are being forthright.
e "Good judgement" - the capacity to be fair, reasonable, consis-
tent. A
¢ Normal intelligence - ability to learn complex policy and pro-
cedural information in a short time.
e Literacy - although functionaliy non-literate persons could
be useful - the ability to read, fill out forms, and write simple
narrative reports would be necessary for most workers, especially
those engaged in screening cases for pre- or post-trial deci-
sions by the court. |
(] Sensitivity and alertness - these qualities are important in
interviewing, a task common to most of the jobs.
There is an extensive body of practical knowledge which workers in this
area need to acduire - through supervised experience, on-job training, supple-

mentary reading or study, prior experience, or advanced preparation. Key
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elements include:

o Criminal justice laws, policies, and procedures, especially re-
lated to arrest/detention, pretrial release, diversion, sentenc-
ing options, and correctional programs.

¢ Behavioral knowledge - specifically, categories of information
relevant to criminal justice decision-making and to needs for
specialized s«rvices - how to gather, substantiate, and assess
such information.

e Community resourcaes information - what resources are available
or might be made accessible, or generated, in order to meet the
social, economic, {egal, health, and other problems and needs of
persons caught up in the criminal justice system and under consider-
ation for an anernative to jail. ;

Obviously, the more fully developed the skills and the more extensive
the knowledge of a worker, the greater his versatility. Generally speaking,
the highly skilled and knowledgeable person is best used in such roles as
manager, supervisor, consultant, or resource mobilizer. There are some 1ine
‘roles, however, which call for more advanced qualifications - such as pre-
sentence investigation in more complex situations and intensive service and
supervision in cases where risk of failure is high because of multi-faceted
legal, behavioral, and situational problems.

If a jurisdiction is "starting from scratch," of course, it must pretty
~well find a program director with relevant experience, but we question the
-need. to maintain high educational and/or expgrience standards for everyone
to be employed in the program. Much of this work is repetitious and, once

. Tearned, it may become less and less stimulating, especially for professionals
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trained to perform’creative1y. As a matter ofefact, one pretrial services
agency director favors comparatively high turnover in his staff of part-time
law students largely fof this reason - e.g., one to two school terms.

A mixture of volunteers, persons with no prescribed educational require-
ments, and part-time students, with a cadre of experienced supervisors and
"special case" workers is a sound arrangement. The Tess highly educated or
experienced personnel may "turn err“ and find(career opportunities elsewhere -
or, if their interest is high, may stay on and develop intoispecia1ist§, con-
sultants, supervisors, etc. as such opportunities for advancement occur and
their professional growth merit§.‘

With this kind of staffing péttern, it is of course essentiai that alert,
concerned, and competent supervisors do a good job of orienting new staff, '
monitoring their work, affording them timely assistance with unusual problems,
and,‘in general, fostering their development through constructive criticism,

coaching, putting useful reading material in their way, etc.
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CHAPTER 111
COMPARATIVE COSTS or CRIMINAL JUSTICE OPTIONS

Choosing among options, at each deéisibn point in the criminal justice 7
process, can»be viewed as a cost-benefit decision. What lawful and otherwfse
reasonable and fair disposition will brdduée the most~behefit at an acéepfab1é‘
Tevel of cost? or which will yield benefits'comparab1e to those of other avail-
able options at the least cost? N

Knowledge about costs and benefits in the area of criminaj Jjustice is
spotty and imprecise. At this point, what is known can be of °“1¥-1j9139d '
value to the case decision-maker. Stiil it offers some possibi1ities\¥;;fh;féi:a N
appropriate dispositions, and the attempt to move towafd‘a cost-benefit approach
should lead to gradually improved knowledge and practice. Moreover, what is
presently known should be of ‘immediate practical value to policy-makers and
planners in envisioning and budgeting rational criminal justice programs.

In this chapter cost figures are presented on a wide range of pre- and
post-trial options. Some of these represent averages for samples of programs
studied. Some are predicted costs of model programs which incorporate fea-
tures of contemporary programs with modificaitons which serve to assure coh-
formity with recommendations of the National Advisory cOmmissioh‘on Criminal
Justice Standards'énd Goals. Except where otherwise noted, the figures used
were developed in studies‘over the past two years by the Correctional Economics
Center of the American Bar Association's Commission on Correctional Facilities
and Services. Limited explication of their figures as well as of our own will
be found in Appendix B' (alternative program costs) and Appendix A (jail. costs).

For a full understanding of the ABA figures, the Correctional Economics Center
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" publications should be consulted.! -

‘Perhaps more useful than the cost figures presented here is the d1SCUS-

_,.,-’

sion and illustration of concepts and procedures. This materiai can be drawn

on by planners and analysts in a jurisdiction to determine, assess, and pro-

ject costs of current criminal justice practices and proposed changes in these.

Differing Costs and Benefits

Criminal justice dispositions'entaii several kinds of costs and benefits,

for example:

Processing or decision-making costs (criminal justice agencies)

Program costs

Criminal justice
External (other agencies)
Costs to defendant (and family)

_Program failure costs

Cost of new processing and programs where failure occurs
Costs to victims associated with such failures

Benefits

Savings to the community wheve the less expenSive of avail-
able options is used .
Long-range control of crime
Short-term control
Compensation to victims and/or the communi ty
Other economic benefits to the community
Long-term
Short-term
Social and economic benefits to defendants and their fami-
nes .

The outline reflects the fact that costs vary in who pays and benefits

in who gains.

Theve are differences also along functional Tines.

Cost figures themselves reflect other dimen51ons and differences based

on how they are presented or methods used in establishing them. There are
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several ways to compute-ja¥l costs, for example, as well as costs of alterna-"

tive mgasu;es. 'What does one do about long-range capital costs or more or -
Tess fixed operational costs? “ . -

A key dimension in cost determination is the time factor - andéhdw it
is hsed. For example, annua] tax-payer costs, per case, of -two programs may
be identical, but the cost per case handled iz twice” ‘as much for one if the
average stay is twice that in the other. Assuming the options would be equa11y
appropr1ate, the shorter term program would have to entail some 51gn1f1cant
combination of greater costs to the defendant. higher fa11ure costs, and/or

lesser benefits before 1t would be less attractive than the longer term pro-

gram.

Processing Costs

These include: (1) costs associated with identifying, evaluating and
selecting individuals for any given option and inducting them into and
terminating ‘them from associated programs;'(Z) costs of admitting a person
into and subsequently releasing him from a jail or other residential
facility. '

Such decisions entail some amount of investigative activity; conferences,
consultations, diagnostic studies, and hearings in manv instances; negotia-
tions as to services needed if a particular option is to be chosen; and the
+ime of people tied up while decision-making is in process - as during a court
triar, institutional processing in addition involves tasks related to the
physical reception and reledse of the person.

As a general rule, the earlier in the criminal justice process a decision
is made, the lower the processing cost. Steps which tend to become increas-
ingly costly are eliminated. D1ver51on at the po1nt of prospective arrest

may entail only the brief time of one or two police off1cers Use of summons

. TA\\, 1/ s




or peiice c1tat1on is ODVrQHSJY lees costly than book1nq a defendant into Jall

and_then-considering various pretr1a1 release. cptlons Pre-arralgnment d1vers1on i

e11m1nates cost-of court appearances. Diversion any7t Tie-prrio _r to trial gen-

-'__ -,\_..

o era]]y‘reduces court time and e]1m1nates presentence 1nvest1gat1on \assum1ﬂg

this would have occurned). Probation eliminates institutional processing costs

and costs of parole consideration - and so on,

’ At the same time, most a]ternat1ves a10ng *he 11ne, espec1al]y d1vers1on
&fter‘booking, bring their own processing costs. Individuals must be:screenedx>j;L
%nr eligibility, evaluated, consuited with, and time taken by one or more bé?i””‘
soﬁs;to arrive at a decision. Indigent defense counsel may be ihvo]ved."At‘”i
times diversion processing costs, on the average, may equal or eXngdvthésé”“>/

of traditiona] brocessing. This depends’ on how far info the sy$£ém tﬁe aver-

age deféndant would otherwise have gone and what events would have occur?ed~

before a decision is made. If most divertees would have been prosecuted and -

“convicted (with some standing trial) and undergone a presentence investigation,

diversion processing costs would ordinarily have been less. If many of the
divertees would not have been prosecutéd or had charges dismissed’; or if a
high percentage would have pled guilty at arraignment and been sentenced wifh-
out benefit of a presentence report - diversion processing costs might HaVé o
been higher. |

~ QOne approach used fn attempting to get af savings occasioned by~divgrsidh
programs is to develop a cost figure for processing d]]defendantsagainst
whom charges are filed and compare this with average cost of dec1s1on-mak1ng : :14_5',;
in diversion cases. A figure for processing felony cases in Dade County Super1cr :
Court in 1975 was computed; it amounted to $504 per case. This was a?most as ;
much as the average cost of diversion, including program as we11 as process‘ |

ing costs, and allowing for court processing costs in fa11ure cases ($525)
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- In comparing court processing costs for diverteESjagainét the average
fbr all defendants, it is necessary to make an informed judgment as to what
wou]dvhave occurred in the absence of diversion. They may¥fepresent*§ group -
for whom furthéf'proceedings would have been well above or well below the aver-
agé.for all cases. In Orange County, California, it was found tha;'thére was
- some savings for the prosecutor and courts in the minor drug offense diversion
"Efogréml ‘This was less than might have been eipécted, however, since in the
year prior to diversion a notable percentage of charges were}dr@pped or dis-
missed. At the same time indigent defense counsel costs rose somewhat with
diversion and probation department investigation costs mugh'higher, since
relatively few of these defendants, prior to diver;ignj/were accorded a pre-
sentence investigation.3 | ot o
In the figures to be preseﬁté& later it was not possible to separatq out
or to fully include criminal justice processing costs for some options, |

especially some of the diversion programs. Where data weré.avai1ab1e; howeVér,

these costs are separately identified.

Prcgram Costs

There are correctible discrepancies in this area which call for brief
discussion here. ©Some newer options are move costly than traditional ones,- -
although they may be dealing with similar people in compakab]e situétions.
This is especially notable with formal diversion programs in the b6§t-arrest
stage - prosecutor or court diversion. Typically, divgrsion entails a‘pfogrém
similar in cost to an above average probation program (there being exéeptions
to this). Where many of the divertees, if prosecuted, would have receive&
a disposition less than probation, average diversion érogram costs wou1d run

higher than the average cost of services attached to traditional di5p0§itions.
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As a matter of fact, traditionally, many of the defendants might have been

- fined, resulting in revenues rather than costs.

Disparities in cbsts of diversion"prcgrams as compared with costs of
other obtiohs ref1ect a variety of conditions, most of which are subject to
éorkection over time, for example:

" The diversion program is more intensive in supervision or ser-
vices than is neces%ﬁry for a significant number of those subjected
to it. (Some might need nothing more than routine monitoring over
a specified time period or might be unconditionally diverted,bwith‘
less cost, at an earlier stage.)

| Probation is beihé under-utilized in the jurisdiction.
Thé probation program is under-financed. Néeds are not beiﬁg

adequately met.

Criminal Justice vs. "External" Costs
NBy definition, it is to be expected that where there are costs associated
with diversion, at least some portion of them would be for services.of agen-

cies outside of the criminal justice system. Since diversion is "from" the

system, it would seem logical that needed services would come from whatever

diversion is "to." In practice, this is not always the case. What happens

is a suspension of certain decisions while efforts are made, within the system,

to take whatever measures .seem necessary td permit foregoing of prosecution

entirely. Both approaches (referral for service and provision within the sys-

tem) are found a1sd‘in post-senténce correctional programs, such as probation.
. Even where the defendant is referred for services to "external" agencies,

unless he is diverted unconditionally, the criminal justice system does not
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simply forget about him. And there are costs associated with the tasks of
arranging referrals, monitoring their delivery and the defendant's performance,
and the termination of the case.

As to "external" costs, one view can be that these should not be taken
into acqount at all - as a cost of diversion or probation. Generally speaking,
these are services which communities provide for people with all manner of
social problems and néeds. Many of them are supplied at no cost to indigent
persons and some, such as job placement, to any épp]icant. For those who can
afford it, there are fees for some services, often on a sliding scale, related
to ability to pay. Educational and vocational programs involve tuition and
fees, ordinarily paid by the student, but often handied through scholarships,
grants, work-study plans, etc.

Most candidates for criminal justice diversion, as well as probationers
and parolees, are not able to pay for needed services - unless the costs are
low and extended over time. At the same time, many of them represent.a greater
challenge than community agencies may be used to dealing with in serving their
more “typical" clients. Or they may represent additions to a workload already
at capacity. For these reasons services may be subsidized through purchase
of service contracts.

At times this may be during a demonstration period, and it may be intended
that in the long run community agencies will adjust their programs and capaci-
ties to absorb criminal justice clients within their regularly budgeted funds.

Whether extérna] costs are properly chargeable to a criminal justice pro-
gram cannot be answered unequivocally. Obviously, where the client pays, they
would not be. If services are supplied to him at no cost for which he meets

standard‘eligibility requirements, costs of these would be a dhbious charge
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against criminal justice. If criminal justice purchases a service for the
client to which he has no entitlement, this would seem to be a proper criminal
justice program cost.

Beyond these intricate issues, there is the further one - in summarizing
average diversion and correctional program.costs - of estimating the relative
use of non-criminal justice agency services. How many drug dependent divertees,
for example, will be served by an out-patient methadone program and how many
by a drug-free rasidential treatment center? How many probationers will enroll
in subsidized educafiona] or vocational courses?

No attempt has heen made to develop anything approaching quantitative
standards in this area, and such a task was well beyond the scope of this proj-
ect. We will present below cost data on a wide range of "externally" provided*
services. But it is not possible to include in the average cost figures fofﬁ
particular diversion or post-trial corrections programs an amount representing

average external costs."

Costs to Defendants
The economic and social implications of various options for defendants,
and often their families, are fairly obvious. Some are quantifiabie, others |
are not but are at least as important. No data are presented here on ‘this
subject, but reference should be had to the ABA publications previously cited
(note 1).
Defendant costs, varying with option, include -
Loss of job or forfeiture of opportunity to work
Varying degrees of freedom loss

Acquisition of a criminal record and the social, economic, and poli-
tical consequences of this



Deprivations and other hazards of incarceration.

Program Failure Costs

If defendants benefit from a less restrictive or punitive - or more
service-oriented option - than might have been chosen, one of the risks is
that not all will take good advaiitage of this. If the program was less costly
for the community than the alternative (e.g., pretrial release vs. detention)
the anticipated savings will be reduced by the costs of "re-processing" those
who fail. By the same token, where the community invests substantially in
client-service programs, as for some divertees or probationers, failure_ to
make good use of services, in effect, adds to program costs.

In material below the issue of program failure and its costs are dealt
with in two different ways. Where practicable and data were available or could
be reasonably assumed, account was taken of the prospective‘fncidenCe of new
offenses or program failures leading to rearrest and prosecution (or sucﬁ an
action as probation revocation). In other situations - such as with various
diversion programs - costs of serving the average client are set alongside
costs of serving the average client who is successfully terminated.

No estimates were attempted of the costs of program failures in terms

of victim Tosses. Data were not available to permit this.

Benefits

No attempt was made to quantify benefits comprehensively. The task was
far beyond the scope and capacity of the p\r'oject.:~ Some data included below
deal with benefits at least obiiquely. The comparative costs of options will
yield information on savings inherent in particular choices. Comparative pro-

gram failure rates, in some instances, speak to the issue of short-term crime
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control. As has been said elsewhere in these publications, we question whether
the present state of our knowledge permits us to compare the probable effects
of different options on long-term crime control, although some speculative
comments have been made.

Restitution and community service programs afford obvious benefits to
victims and the community but we have not attempted to develop dollar estimates
of these. The same is true with the benefits for defendants and the community
associated with defendant empioyment, improvements in daily fiunctioning, and
defendant family cohesion and morale.

We can turn now from general discussion of concepts and issues to speci-

fic criminal justice options and their costs.

Detention Costs

There are a number of ways of estimating savings realizable from incfeased
use of alternatives to jail. A method most often used is to divide the jail's
current annual budget fpr operations by 365, then by the estimated average
daily population prior to the introduction or expanded use of the alternative -
e.g., budget = $5,570,741 + 365 = $15,262.30 + 1,023 (prisoners) = 14.92, the
daily cost of jailing one prisoner:

If the alternative reduces average daily jail population by 100 (assuming
this can be demonstrated), its advocates may claim a large annual savings to
Tocal government ~ more than sufficient to finance the alternative program.
(E.G., 100 X 14.92 = 1,492.00 X 365 = $544,580.)

The probiem is no such savings ever seem to show up in the Sheriff's ex-
penditures, permitting transfer of funds to finance the new activity. A ten
percent reduction in population - or even guite a bit more - may not permit

any reduction in personnel or in overhead costs. There may be reduced
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expenditures for food, clothing, laundry services, medical and a few other
supply items, and possibly in such a matter as utilities. There may be some
reduction in over-time costs and fees for professional services. But the ac-

tual savings will be far Tess than $15 a day.

Varied Estimates

In addressing the subject of jail costs in a nationally distributed pub-
lication such as this there are other problems. Jail operation costs vary
tremendously - by region, by type of community, by jail size and design, by
job classification and salary of jail personnel, and by differences in kinds
and levels of activities and services provided.

The ABA study estimated average jail operation costs nationally, as of
1974, at $11.80 per prisoner per day. The LEAA-Census Bureau study of jail
population in 1970 yielded figures indicating that in fiscal year 1969 aver-
age daily jail costs per prisoner were about $7.00. Currently we could safely
add more than 50% to this and arrive at a figure approximating the ABA's.

We found 1974 costs about$15.00 for one west coast county jail (See Appen-
dix D). An ABA Correctional Economics Center study of jails in Washington
state found such daily per capita cost variations as: $3.37, $11.07; $19.02;
$58.45. |

Long-Term Costs

The ABA study urges inclusion of jail replacement cost in assessing the
cost of incarceration. Since the jail must eventually be replaced - and even
sooner may have to undergo major alteration and repairs - there are long range
costs not to be overlooked. As a matter of fact, a county may currently be

paying off or a bond issue, out of which its present jail's construction was
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financed. These costs are unlikely to be reflected in the jail budget, but
they certainly represent an expense of carrying on the business of the criminal
Justice system.

The size of a comunity's future jail, or any additions to the present
one, will be determined by the Tocal pattern of jail usage. If this is high,
eventual construction costs will be high. If Tow, construction will not only
cost less but can probably be longer delayed. Thué use of alternatives - while
perhaps not occasioning sizeable reductions in short-term jail operation costs -
will help reduce long-term jail costs.

The. ABA estimated jail construction costs, in 1974 dollars, at $27,340
per bed. The study proposed assessing 10% of this amount per year against
estimated jail costs. This reduces to $7.49 per prisoner per day. When added
to the estimate of operational costs of $71.80, the result is a total daily

per prisoner cost of $19.29.

Alternatives to Jail Incarceration Project Method

Planners and policy makers have to choose among methods in assessing fhe
potential savings which alternative programs may ge.ievate - uéing, of course,
their own local figures for operations expenditures and future construction
costs.

We adopted a cost basis which emphasizes the effects of sighificant dif-
ferences in jail use policies, while assessing daily custody and care costs
conservatively. This includes: (1) the full amount of the average cost of
processfng people into and out of jail; (2) an a]]owancé of $1.73 per
prisoner per day for consumable supplies, primarily food; (3) and $2.14 per

prisoner per day as a long range cost (eventual replacement of facility or
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major expansions, repairs, remodeling, etc.). The total daily per capita
allowance then is $3.87, which can be safely rounded to $4.00, since the data
are imprecise in any event.*
The allowances for processing unsentenced prisoners were:+
(1) Admission, booking ($5.00), records check, and release
within few hours from booking center (not including interview
and verification procedures, such as are ordinarily handled by
pretr1al services agency staff) $12.38

(2) Above, plus admitting the person into the jail proper
and releasing him at some later time: $21.22

The allowances for processing sentenced prisoners was $35.00, since, on
the average, a number of additional procedures are involved. It would be ap- 1 i
propriate to asséss-a similar cosi for those pretrial prisoners held mdre than
a few days, since additional processing may be involved, such as a physiéa]
examination, but we elected not to make this kind of distinction.

The procedure used results in diminished daiTy‘bosts, as time goes on,
once a prisoner is admitted - a fact of 1ife in jail management. For example,
the cost of pretrial detention for one day only would be*$25.22; for twenty
days it would be $101.22 or $5.06 a day. A five day jail sentence would have
a da11y price tag of $11.00 - 90 days, $440.00.

Processing costs consume a substantial part of personnel-hours in a Ja11
(admitting, booking, checking, 1iaison, releasing, maintaining files and records,

physical exams and other tests and interviews, classification, prerelease

* Basis for $2.14 cap1ta1 cost; $27,340 (construction cost per bed) + 35
(estimated jail 1ife) + 365 days $2.14 per prisoner per day.

+ These figures reflect experience 'in one jail in a county of 600,000. For -
procedures and data see Appendix A, These processing costs d1ffer from
those in Appendix A in that they assume a pretrial agency will perform the
screen1ng and certain of the release tasks which were handled by the jail
staff in the setting described in Appendix A.

85



assistance, etc.). These functions are‘ﬁuch‘mdre “labor intensive" than daily
care and custody tasks. A small reduction in intake would not affect process-
ing costs but a sizeable reduction should either permit some staff reduétions
or significant improvements ih operations at no added cost.

To recap then: for purposes of comparison with costs of alternatives

we will use the following figures for jail costs per case:

A1l prisoners: daily per capita cost $ 4.00
Unsentenced Prisoners:
Admission/prompt release from booking center 12.38
Admission into jail proper/release next day 25.22
Admission/detention 20 days/release 101.22
Admission/detention 30 days/release : 141.22
Admission/detention 60 days/release 261.22
Admission/detention 90 days/release 381.22
Sentenced prisoners .
Admission, classification, etc., release 35.00
Prisoner who serves 120 days " 515.00
Prisoner who serves 180 days - 755.00

Cost of Pretrial Detention Alternatives

We adopted ABA project figures for the basic cost of field citation per
case ($2.40) and stationhouse release ($4.00). If the defendant is required
to undergo booking there would be an added cost of $5.00. Assuming a 10% fail-
ure rate, it would be necessary to add $13.46. (This is 10% of the assumed
cost of processing a misdemeanant who is detained for twenty days pending

final disposition.) Recap:

| Plus
Basic Cost / Failure Assessment / Booking Added
Field Citation $2.40 $15.86 $20.86
Stationhouse 4.00 17.86 122.86

Release
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'As to pretrial release aftef jail adﬁission, we allowed $9.34 for pretrial
release agency services associated with the release decision. Where court
appeérance is necessary in making:thé decision, an estimated court cost of
$20 was used. Cost of supervision and services for those granted pretrial

release are discussed below.*

Further Assumptions
In order to compafevpretria1 jail costs with Various a1ternat1ve§, it
is necessary either to have data on the time factor or to make assumptions
as to this. To make this presentation more meaningfulbwe have made the fol-
Towing assumptions:
1. On the average, misdemeanants free in the community until
final disposition of charges will réﬁain in this status for 60 days;
for felons the average stay will be 120 days.

2. Misdemeanants who are not granted pretrial release will

remain in jail, on the average, 20 days until final disposition; for i

felons the jail stay will average 60 days. (Obviously, any local
analysis using these procedures would have to be adjusted both as

to these time elements and actual costs of services.)

3. Ten percent of all pretrial releasees, regardless of method,

will be rearrested for failure to appear on a new charge and will

be held till final disposition (misdemeanants - 20 days, felons - 60).

Pretrial Service Costs

Three variations in pretrial release were assumed: no services; monitor-

ing and reminders as to court appearances; supervised pretrial release.

* My basis of cost figures on alternative programs see Appendix B.-




‘Monitoring and reminding was assumed to involve a total of one hour in misde-
umeanor‘cases,and two hours in felony cases (e.g., six and twelve 10-minute
tasks, respectively). Supervision was assumedAto involve six hours in misde-
meanént cases and twelve in felony cases (e.g., 12 and 24 half-hour tasks,
respectively).

These assumptions produced the following pattern of cost estimates for:

the pretrial service agency in the average case, not including a failure as-

sessment:
Decision-~ Supervision
Related and Services Total
"Straight" OR 9.34 0 9.34
Monitored OR
~ Misdemeanor 9.34 9.34 18.68
Felony 9.34 18.68 28.02
Supervised Release
Misdemeanor 9.34 56.04 65.38
Felony 9.34 112.08 121.42

Court Costs: Pretrial Detention

Where the defendant must appear in court for the decision as to.pretrial
detention or release, we assumed an~addéd'ébst of $20. This is ohe fourth of
the estimated cost of operating a‘court for one hour, including salaries of
the judge, bailiff, clerk, prosecutor, indigent defense, pretrial services

officer and overhead costs.
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System Costs

A chart iﬁ Appendix B provides estimates of system costs for pre@rial‘
detentionuand its various alternatives (using the time factor an&f?O% failure
rate assumptions listed above]. Reproduced below are figures, from the chart,

comparing the costs of pretrial detention with three alternatives:

Detention

AR A Ao 0
Agency Felony Case Misdemeanor Felony
Potice C 2.40 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Jail - 12.38 25,22+ 10122 261.22
- 9.34% 121.42 9.3 9.38
Court 5 - 20.00 20.00 20.00
Sub-Total 2.40° | 25.72 170.66 134.56 294.56
Fajlure ot 13.45 13.46 29.46 . <
Total 15.86 39.18* 20002 | i%s6 . | 290.56

* If handled by jail staff rather than an independent pretrial services agency, : e
cost would be almost fdentical ($38.68), but pratrial agency costs would be 0 ‘ '
and jail costs $21.22. See Appendix D.

+ Assumes average detention time of one day.

Furthey comparisons are presented below, using only total costs and rounding
to the nearest dollar. - .

Field Citation $ 16.00*
Stationhouse Release 18.00*
Jail OR : 39.00
Court OR
" Misdemeanor 72.00
Felrny ' 88.00
Monitored OR ,
Misdemeanor 81.00
Felony 107.00 .
Supervised Release
Misdemeanor 128.00
Felony 2Q0.00
Detention
Misdemeanor 135.00
Felony + 295.00
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Not’fncTuded here wa§ the cost of "10 percent bail" release. Because
of variations in decision-méking and service.costs and in émounts withheld
‘when deposits are returned, costs estimates can range widely. It is con-
éerabIe that extensive use of deposit bond could finance a comprehensive
pretrial re]ééé& program. In 1966 the Municipal Court of Chicago collected
more than $650,000 - about half in 1% deposits and the balance in fdffeited
bonds. (Sec page 195, "Bail Reform in the United States' - reference in Note 2,
Chapter I, Volume 2.) |

Detaining a misdemeanant (average of 20 days) would cost more than e{ght
times the cost of giving him a field citation. Booking‘him into‘jaiT-and |
detaining him until the court authorizes OR (un-monitored) would ¢ost“mdre
than four times as much. Staticnhouse release would cost the police depart- °
ment about 70% more ($4.00 vs. $2.40), but system costs wou]d’differ only
minimally.

Holding a person for court decision on pretrial release (assuming avefage
detention time of one day) would add $33.00 - almost doubie the cosf of
prompt release from the booking center through use of delegated authority or
the "duty judge" system. |

Supervised release, while crucial in some cases, adds significantly to
costs. As a matter of fact, given assumptions used here, supervfsed‘release :

in a misdemeanor case approaches very closely the cost of pretrial detention. =

Comment ‘

These figures are hypothetical. In practice they will Qary somewhat above
and below thase, even if the time factor and failure rate assumptions*ﬁere the
same as those used here. But they illustrate rather forcefully the pnint that
as the decision and intervention levels go up, the costs escalate. A cost- |

. ¢ dtpd . ot . . L
conscious Jjurisdiction will want to develop estimates for these various alterna-
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" tives, as they operate locally; adopt nolicies rooted in cost-effectiveness;
and develop a system for monitoring and trying to assure compliance with>"

policies, sy long as they continue to appear reasonable,

Divérsion Costs

This subject is so complex as almost to defy analysis ~ considering that
diversion can take an almost indefinite number of forms in terms of”iﬁé deci-
sion ﬁroces§ and the conditions and services which may be associated with
diversion. This presentation is limited to average costs for a limited number
of formal programs. Before considering these, some pre1iminary matters.re-

quire comment.

Averted Costs

In assessing costs of diversion practices and programs, it would be logi-
cal to deduct costs attached to whatever the alternative dispositions would
have been. This can be estimated at times, but generally speaking, data simp1y
are not availabie for use in predicting just what will happen if diversion
does not occur. For example:

John Doe assaults his wife and threatens to kil]rher. %he
police are called in and succeed in restoring peace. They dis-
cover the incident was situational; and, once the immediate problem
is resolved, the likeiihood of recurrence doesn't appear strong. |
No arrest is made. (”Diversion“‘costs = 0. Police would havem
spent as much or more time in any event. Costsﬂfor crisis inter-
vention training have been offset by a reduction of such crime
complaints, See below.)

The alternative might.have gone 1ike\thi§:
John is arrested, booked into county jail and held two days

($29.22); he is on supervised,pretria1 release for'thirfy;days
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($60.71); makes three court appearances ($60.00), under-

. goes a short-form presehtence investigation ($64.89), and
receives a suspended sentence. Total cost of "alternative to
diversion®: $214,82. Successful police diversion in 1200
cases would have a potentfa] dollar value for the criminal
Jjustice system of a quarter of a million dollars.

There is really no way. to be certain how the hundreds or thousands of
John Does would actually Be dealt with if not diverted. At best, crude esti-
mates can be made and costs computed for them - which can be compared with
diversion costs.

To take a rather different example:

Richard Roe, a human derelict, is found in a drunken stupor.
He is escorted by police to a detox center ($4.00), where he
remains for three days ($53.00). From there he goes to an alcohol
recovery center for thirty days ($380.00); this is followed by six
visits to a neighborhood treatment center for alcoholics ($113.00).
Total cost of diversion: $550.00.

Alternatively, Richard is arrested, ($4.00) booked into jail
and held five days ($41.22), ?ppeared in court twice ($40.00) and
received a jail sentence, serving 60 days ($275.00). Tdtal cost
would be $360.22.

This example highlights another point: Jjail and its alternéfives do not
lend themselyes to simple cost comparisons, even where data may be a9a11abie.
In this case, neither the objectiVes nor the standards of care were comparable.
In the first instance, there was a serious effort to help Richard find a bet-
ter 1ife style, and he was dea]t'with under standards applicable to health

care and mental health treatmént. In the second, he was pirovided with tem-

62



porary care in a custodial setting and kept off the streets for a while. The
treatment theory, if any, involved the use of punishment to induce change.

The former approach cost the community more money. If its objective was
achieved, the added costs would be quickly offset by Richard's contribution
to the community as a sober, employed person. Even if the effort was not
succgssfu], many persons in the community would feel better about how their
representatives were dealing with the problem of public intoxication - and
be willing to spend a bit more money for this.*

The second example also points to another important factor in the area
of diversion from the criminal justice system, the use of non-criminal justice
agencies in care and treatment. The cost aspect of this practice was discussed

earlier in the chapter. Some cost figures are presented below.

Costs of Selected Programs:

Cost figures for various types of diversion are reviewed briefly below.
Except where otherwise noted, the figures were taken from the ABA Correctional
Economics Center study. Some back-up data will be found in Appendix C, but
for a fuller treatment of this material reference should be had tuv the Economics
Center's publications.

1. Police Crisis Intervention. A study, scheduled for pubTTcation this

year, found that the average cost of training a police officer in crisis inter-
vention was $1,000. At the same time such #raining has paid off in reduction

of patrol officer time on such calls from 60% to as low as 30%. The training

* In purely economic terms, assuming a 40% failure rate for public inebriates
treated as in the first "Richard Roe" example and an 80% failure rate for
those jailed, as in the second example, costs of the two dispositions would
not be so disparate, e.g.: Add a failure assessment of 40% to the basic
cost of the treatment approach (550) = $770.00. Add 80% to basic cost of
traditional approach (360) = $648. The latter runs 84% of $770.00, whereas
basic jailing cost per case runs 65% of basic cost of treatment approach.
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investment was recaptured in a matter of weeks. It was on this basis that,
in the examb1; above, we showed this form of diversion as having no cost.
Actua11y,¢in addition to police department savings, the successful practice
of crisi;jintervention results in savings all down the line in the c¢riminal
Jjustice §y;tem - detention, courts, and correctijons.5

In a program where police refer disputants to a mediation service (such
as was described in Chapter II, Vo1ume 3), there are costs external to the
criminal justice system - that is, costs aof operating the mediation program.
Since the plan was to train volunteers to handle most of the direct service
activity, these costs should be modest. The program is too new, as this is

written, to be precise about this, however,

2. Prosecutor Dispute Settlement. As was reported in Chapter III,

Volume 3, the estimated cost of this program per case was $27.10. This would
have to be much lTower than traditional costs, even if charges were not filed
in many cases and dismissed early in others.

3. "Employment Diversion". This refers to the type of program illus-

trated in Chapter III, Volume 3, under the heading "Vocationally Disadvantaged."

The following chart shows averages for samples of high and low cost
programs. The difference in cost was occasioned by differing saiary levels
from one community to another. Otherwise the programs were comparable.

(See Appendix C for additional detail.)
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Criminal Justice System Costs*

Average Ayerage Project Intercept
‘High Low 1975-76¢
Per client day® $ 11.8 § 8.72 § 5.13
Per client served 1,123.00 827.00 488.00
Per successful tey‘minationb 1,413.00 1,034.00 610.00

|

Average stay in programs of this type studied was 95 days.

b On the average, programs of this type studied reported an 80% successful
termination rate.

¢ Described in Chapter III, Volume 3.

External Costsa

Psychological Testing $ 75
Psychological counseling 200

(5 hours X $40)
Legal assistance (1 hour) 25
Educational program 350
Vocational program 2,00C - 2,400

a Some clients would not have any of these services, most would have no more
than one. Available data do not supply us with the number or percentages
of clients who were referred.

4. Drug Diversion. This includes "TASC" programs for heavier drug users

and programs for minor drug law offenders, such as California's P.C. 1000 di-

version.

* As used in this and succeeding charts, this includes only the costs of the
criminal justice agency which screens, refers, and mon1tors or supervises
cases - not jail, prosecutor, court, etc. costs.

b B
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A. Criminal Justice System Costs (TASC)?

Average Average

High Low
Cost per referra}b $ 817.00  $565.00
Cost per (referred) ciient dayc 4.48 3.65
Cost per successful terminationd 1,167.00 951.00

[

Screening costs are included in these figures. We would estimate that for
every referral fifteen to twenty cases would be screened, including review
of available records and a brief preliminary interview.

(1=

A11 cases are referred for final diagnostic study and needed services to
non-criminal justice agencies.

o

Average stay six months.

d Successful termination rate reportedly 70%.

B. Criminal Justice System Costs (P.C. 1000)2

Costs per referral , N/A

! Costs per diversion $305.00
Costs per successful termination 377.00
Costs per client day , 2.07

a Developed from more detailed data to be found in Note 27, Chapter III,
Volume 3. The reports cited also provided an estimate of external (drug
agency) costs of $100 a case. /
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‘External Costs®

. Daily Average Stay Per Capita
Residential Treatment
Drug-free $17.13 3% months $1,813.00
Methadone 10.84 5 weeks 379.00
Day care - drug free 7.53 5% months 1,259.00
Out-patient
Drug-free 3.50 5% months 592.00
Methadone 3.08 5% months 515.00
Drug education programsb : ‘
A 6 weeks 22.50
B 12 weeks 90.00

a Most drug diversion clients would be referred to some program. The propor-
tionate use of the various types would depend on specific problems and needs
of clients, capacity of resource agencies, considerations of costs, and other
factors. More seriously addicted clients might be referred to more than
one program - e.g., trial period in day treatment, followed by transfer to
a residential center, and subsequent return to day treatment or referral
to an out-patient treatment program.

Most P.C. 1000 cases, during 1973 to 1975, were referred to educational pro-
grag?, since they were marihuana users without a serious drug dependency
probiem.

b Costs are estimates. Type A involves one two-hour session a week for six

w$g58, Type B two two-hour sessions for twelve weeks. Average class size
o .
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5. Alcohol Diversion. Somewhat as with drug diversion, alcohol diver-

sion calls for quite different levels of intensity of care and treatment.
Methods range from hospitalization for acutely i11 persons (e.g., delirium
tremens sufferers or those crifically i11 with acute liver ailments); detoxi-
fication centers with various levels of medical service; intermediate residen-
tial care and treatment; and out-patient treatment. Also avaiiable are self-
help programs such as Alcoholics Anonymous which occasion no costs to the com-
munity. k »

Criminal justice system costs for alcoholic divérsion would depend on
the decision point. The lowest cost for the system would be associated with
diversion at the paint of arrest. The process of escorting the public inebriate
to a detox center has been estimated to cost the police department $12.00.
This would vary with Tocal circumgtances such as number of patroi officers
ordinarily involved; disténce,of center from most common arrest sites; type
of vehicle used and number of inebriates transported, ordinarily, at one time;
and procedures involved at the center which »ould take up the time of the of-
ficers.

As to external costs, a selection of these is presented below.

Daily | Average Stay Per Capita
Emergency Care
General Hospital 171.55 4 days 589.14
Spec. Alco. Trt. Hospital 57.71 4 days 230.84
Detox Center 17.67 3 days 53.01
Intermediate Care
Spec. Alco. Trt. Hospital 26.74 30.3 days 792.99
Recovery Home 12.66 56 days 687.02
Per Visit No. of Visits Per Capita
Qut-patient
Comm. Mental Health Ctr. 36.25 8.3 60.87
Neighborhood Alco. Ctr. 18.80 11.7 219.97
Hosp.-based Clinic 4.63 13 60.19
Alcoholics Anonymous v 0
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6. Less Specialized Diversion. inis refers to such programs as those

" in Dade County, Florida, Genesee County, Michigan, and elsewhere as described .

in Chapter III, Volume 3, Costs of the above two programs are estimated

as follows:

Dade‘Countya Genesee Countyb Adjustedc
Per client day $ 1.56 $ 2.01 $ 1.7
Per client served 369.00 -300.00 255.00

Per successful termination 464.00 513.00 436.00

a Average stay in program, including incompletes, about four months. Success-
ful terminations ran 79% overall, 80% for felony cases.

b Average stay in program, including incompletes, about five months. Success-
ful terminations 61%.

¢ The adjusted figures reflect a reduction of 15% in program costs to the pub-
Tic as result of fees paid by clients.(Genesee County program).

These programs are much lower cost than "employment diversion," and TASC.
In addition to the Tower criminal justice costs, they also invalve much less
in external costs, since services are not purchased and fewer referrals are
made to other communify agencies. Both are "early decision" programs, primarily
involving felony charge cases, and there are definite offsetting savings in

terms of court processing costs.

Probation Costs
Material in this section is presented cryptically, with 1ittle attempt
to discuss practices'or issues. For substantive treatment of these, the

reader is referred to another publication of this project, Sentencing the Mis-

demeanant (Volume 4).

In presenting estimates for probation costs, only the mean ABA study fig-

ures are used (average for high and Tow cost agencies). It is necessary to

69



séparate probation services to the courts (presentence investigation)lfrpm
supervision of and services to probationers. Presenténce investigations are
made on defendants who may subsequently receive a disposition other than pro-
bation. Morebver, defendants are.ofPEn placed on probation on whom presentence
investigations were not completed. The latter is especially sc with misde-
meanor cases.
Several assumptions enter into the estimated figures below. Some of these
will be presented in notegm Others are as follows:
1. Average total caseload of the agency is 4,000, supervised
by 60 officers (average caseload 67.)
2. Average stay on probation is sixteen months, wifh 3,000
admissions and 3,000 terminations a year.
3. Average annuai salary of a probation officer is $10,530.
The average cost of an hour of services to the court is estimated
at $14.42 and of client services at $13.50. The figures inciude
allocations of administration, supervision, support services, sup-
plies, and of overhead costs, in addition to the officer's salary

and benefits.

Court Service Costs

Presentence Report

Short-form® $ 64.89
Long-formb 108.15
Revocation Report® 93.73

a Investigation and preparation of report estimated to require 4% hours in
the average case. This form is recommended as by National Advisory Council
is misdemeanant and lesser felony cases. It 'is estimated that for every
Tong-form report an agency which emphasizes misdemeanant services would pre-

pare three short-form reports.
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b Estimated average officer time 7% hours.
¢ Estimated average time 6% hours.

Costs of client services vary with systems of client classification, the
proportions of clients in each class, and average time requirements per case
per month (or year) for each class. In the scheme below four classes of pro-
bationers are defined and illustrative figures are given as to possible dis-
tribution of fhe total caseload. These figures were used in computing average

cost of probation supervision for all cases.

% N
Category 1: Minimum risk and service needs 25.0 1,000
Category 2: Medium risk, low service needs 30.0 1,200
Category 3: Medium risk, high service needs 25.0 1,000
Category 4: Maximum risk and service needs 20.0 800
ATl cases: 100.0 4,000
Client Service Costs per Year
Category 1 $121.56 per average case
Category 2 243.00 per average case
Category 3 324.00 per .average case
Category 4 486.00 per average case S
A1l Cases 281.00*  per average case J

* These figures are based on the assumption that recommendations of the Nationai
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals would be observed.
"Typical" average cost in 1974 was estimated at $281.00.

It is possible to add to these probation department costs estimates of

the cost of "external" services, which in some instances may be paid for by

the probation agency in pursuance of purchase of service arrangements. Costs
will of course depend on what services are purchased for how many clients.

Assuming that there are external services for half the ciients, as reflected
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below, it would be necessary to add to the average cost figure per case ($281.00)
the sum of $524.75 - bringing total average cost of probation services to about

$806.00 a year."

% of Clients Type of Seryice Purchased Average Cost per Year

10.0 Education $ 541.00

10.0 Vocational Training 900,00

5.0 Methadone Maintainance \ 1,278.00

5.0 Out-patient drug trtmt. 1,300.00

-15.0 Out-pétient aico. trtmt. . 1,044.00

5.0 Mental Health Treatment 1,903.00

TOTAL (50.0) L 1,049.50
Average Cost for All Probationers 524,75

In addition to these costs, there is the dollar value of probation faii-
'ggg_to consider. The ABA study estimated these in terms of costs of arrest- .
ing and charging probationers with new crimes (15% of caseload per year); and
costs of probation revocation (4.8% of the caseload per year). Results of the

analysis, using the above assumptions, were as follows:

Cost per Incident évgyage
. ailure
nga;e R?%;ﬁziézf .Assessment
Police Costs $23.60
Court Costs 8.59 $700
Probation Costs 93.73
Total Costs ©32.19  793.73 $42.93*

* Total costs in the first two columns are multiplied by the number of inci-
jncidents and the results added. This sum is divided by 4,000 cases to get
the average cost of failure per case supervised. :
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Recap -~ Probation Supervision‘Costs

Average Cost per Case Cost per Capita
| per Year - (16-Month Stay)
Probation Dept. Services $281.00 $ 375.00
Failure Assessment 42.93 57.00
Sub-Total 323.93 432.00
Service Purchases 524.75 ~700.00

Total 848.68 1,132.00

NOTE: According to the ABA analysis, probation department costs could be re-
duced by 5.4% if a limited number of volunteers and "paraprofessionals"
are used to perform work ordinarily done by probation officers. This
would reduce the annual department average cost per case per year to
265.83 and per capita cost to 531.65.

Restitution/Community Service Program
As with probation, substantive discussion of these "alternatives to pro-

bation" will be found in Sentencing the Misdemeanant.

The ABA study estimated costs of these alternatives in terms of a program
of service referral, limited counseling, and monitoring for convicted defen-
dants whose sentence was, in effect, a requirement to make reparationgufdf
their offenses. Reparations would be either in the form of restitution to
the victim or performance of volunteer service for community agehéies.

A total staff of eight persons* wés assumed to serve 3;000‘court'refer- 
rals a year - evenly diVided between restitution and communityfsgrvice cases.
It is our belief that one coordinator and one clerical position could be‘eiimf
inated. This would cut costs by about one fourth. In the,présentétiqn,below 7
we have therefore used only 75% of the ABA figures. |

The ABA made three est1matec of ‘costs for this program - depend1ng on the

extent to which the courts made use of this spec1a1 agency.

* Administrator, two coordinators, two line workers, clerical staff of4three.
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Number of % of Agency Average Cost (ABA

Referrals Capacity Per Referral Figure)
3,000 100.0 $30.48 $40.64
2,400 80.0 38.11 50.82
1,800 60.0 50.81 67.75

These figures are based on a number of assumptions. The crucial ones
have to do with the iength of time defendants would require to complete the
program and the average freqﬂéﬁcy of service contacts per' case by agency staff.
Among assumptions are the following, which are consistent with our own obser-
vations:
Half the community service clients would finish their require-
ments within a month, 85% within two months, and the balance
within one year. Only one fourth of the clients would require
three hours of staff time or more - about half of them only
one hour. .
Eighty percent of restitution cases would fulfill their obli-
gation within two months. The others might take up to two
years. The staff time required would be about the same as for
community service cases.

Half-Way House Costs

One other set of costs needs to be considered before récapping - costs
of residency in a half-way house (for example, in 1ieu of jail confinement).
The ABA study supplies costs for half-way houses with comparatively low and
comparatively high employee salaries. We have averaged these and present just
one cost level for each type of house.

Four types of half-way houses are included:

A. One providing only day-to-day care -~ no counseling or referral
service to other community agencies.
B. One where residents are assisted to take advantage of other com-

munity agency services.,
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C. The same, but where voiunteers are used at a savings in salary
cqgts. |
D. A half-way house whose staff provides a range of counseling,
job placement, and other services.
A1l houses are assumed to be operating at capacity throughout the year
with 18 residents. In the chart below we have isolated costs of rent, food;

and "added services," partly to facilitate later comparison with jail costs.

- Average Daily Cost ; Average
Per Resident* Type A Type B Type C Type D A1l Types
Food $ 2.10 Same Same Same Same
Rent 1.29 Same Same Same ~ Same
Sub-Total 3.39 Same Same Same Same
Other Basic 12.97 Same $12.72 $12.97 $12.91 .
Added Services - $1.85 - 5.68 1.88
A1l Costs 16.36 18.21 16.11 22.04 18.18

* Assuming an average stay of 98 days, total per capita costs of these programs
would be: A - $1,603; B - $1,784; C - $1,579; D - $2,160; composite - $1,782.
(An average stay of 98 days was found in a recent study of federal, state,
and private half-way houses and community correctional centers - study re-
port summarized in Monday Morning Highlights, Federal Bureau of Prisons,
Washington, D.C. June 1, 1956.)

NOTE: Since many if not all residents in these programs will be in work re-

- lease status, it can be assumed that they will contribute to service costs.
Using the ABA estimate of payments at the rate of $3.29 per day by 75% of
the residents, we arrive at a per capita contribution of $2.46 a day. Assum-
ing a 98-day stay in the "composite" program, per capita program cost would
be reduced to $1,541. ) :

Recap: Diversion and Sentencing Option Costs

Figure 7 below presents selected criminal justice costs for SeveraTFOPtions;&t

available to police, prosecutor, and the courts. These are costs of §ervices
in the average case, from acceptance into the program until termination. Cost
variations reflect a combination of differences in daily per capita costs and

~in length of stay in programs.
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Obviously, the figures are in no sense indicators of the appropriate
option. There is a proper use for each of them, and costs vary with needs
and problems, With a massive program 1ike probation, the occasional high
costs in individual cases are masked by the Tow cost of most cases, A
diversion program (e.g., drug, alcohol, employment) may specialize in high
need cases and ha-ve Taw if any Tow cost cases to reduce the average.

Two sets of figures are shown for half-way house and jail commitment.
The high figure represents total costs (12 and 13 A). The lower figures
(12 and 13 B) are Based on the concept of detention costs presented early
in this chapter. For jails this assumes a daily cost per prisoner of $4.00,
A $35.00 processing cost per case is added. For half-way houses we used the
ABA's model budget figures for daily per capita costs of food and rent ($3.39)
and added the $35.00 processing cost. In all instances reductions are ailowed
on the assumption that three fourths of half-way house and one third of jail
residents will be on work release and making self-support payments of $3.29

a day.
Figure 12. Disposition Options - Selected Criminal Justice Costs
1. Police crisis intervention $ 0

2. Prosecutor dispute settlement 27.00

3. Public inebriate diversion

a. Police | 12.00
b. Jail/pretrial agency 18.68
. Minor drug offense diversion (6 mths) 140,00
Non-specialized diversion (6 mths) 312,00

Drug-dependency diversion (TASC) (6 mths) 741.00

~N OO ;B>

Employment diversion (3 mths) 975,00
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NOTES:

8a,

10.
11.
12A.
13A.
128.
13B.

Probation (16 mths)

Probation (two years - first six
months Righ surveillance)

Restitution/Community service
Fine

Suspended sentence, n¢ conditions
Halfway house (98 days)

Jail (98 days]

Halfway house (98 days)

Jail (98 days)

$ 375.00

1,932.00
30.48

a

0
1,541.00
1,890.00
367.00
428.00

The costs dre only those of the agency administering the program and
are limited to services performed by the agencies. (Service purchases
are excluded, as are costs or savings of court processing.)

Programs No. 3, 6, and 7 tend to involve high external costs. Programs
No. 1, 2, 3 and 5 involve no or minimal court processing costs.
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CHAPTER IV
VIABILITY OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS

The term “alternative program"™ evokes the notion of something new, a
change from the customary way of doing business. So far as treatment of
suspects and convicted offenders is concerned this is true in one of two
ways. Some alternative programs would represent innovations in many juris-
dictions. Often, however, an alternative program would entaf1 more formalized
or significantly expanded use of some practice which is not entirely unknown
in the community.

In either event -~ whether a practice is new or is used to an extent
never previously contemplated -- the question of viability arises. Will this
program survive? (In terms of continuing progress, of course, this is not the
ultimate question -- which is: Will this program survive until it is replaced
by something which aims at the same goals but is even more effective or other-
wise more desirable?)

Some new publicly supported programs somehow catch on (and then, in time,
the problem may be how to get rid of them, as they become Tittle more than
relics). Qthers come and go -- never establishing a foothold in the system
of public gervices. This may be because they lacked merit -- or because they
were designed to meet some ephemeral need. But it is quite probable that some
programs, at least potentially effective in dealing with some continuing com-
munity problem, have been ahorted or terminated well ahead of a useful life.

The casualty rate for public services is highest among those which
emerge to meet needs of people who tend to be grouped under an unfavorable

Tabel: welfare cases, alcoholics, drug addicts, convicts, mental retardates,
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etc. This is especially so when the service is proyided, for the most part,
to a comparatively small minority of a community's residents who, as a group,
do not hold significant political power and do not bear a proportionate share
of the "tax burden."™ The fragility of service programs for these people is
attributable also to the fact that tecfino"ogy for human services (1) is under
developed; (2) often involves concepts and methods which are not widely under-

stood or accepted.

Special Problem with Criminal Justice Change

New ways of dealing with criminal suspects or offenders usually face the
strongest barriers. The kind of alternatives discussed in these publications
are vulnerable to characterization as "permissive." They represent more
humane and less restrictive treatment than jail custody. Even though, in
some instances, they may be more Tawful, as well as humane, than traditional
measures, they may encounter rejection because people have really not thought’
through the implications of the constitution which underpins our political 7
system and the ethos which is our national heritage. The Tlower cost of most
alternatives may also be overiooked or discounted in pubiic discussions of new
measures -- discussions which at times give off more heat than light.

. It is not to be wondered that the community generally is'coanicted and
perhaps confused at times over issues 6f criminal justice policy and practide.
The so called criminal justice system itself does not speak with one voicg -
tending to divide into those concerned with apprehension, conviction, and
control or punish..~nt of offenders; those {nterested in assuring that they
are treated with strict adherence to law and to principles of fairness And
restraint; and those charged with or otherwise interested in salvaging them.

There are other sources of resistance to change within the criminal justice

system (as within any established human enterprise}. These are various concerns
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experienced by people when they see the prospect of the phasing out or down-
grading of a practice, program or agency with which they are identified.
Practices hecome establisﬁed through the process of institutionaliza-
| tion -~ e.g., laws, regulatiohs, formal organizations or agencies, professions
or other specialized occupations, perhaps development of such backdrops and
supports as a “professional science," professional ethics, standards for
personnel and/or products, etc. Institutionalization in time involves great
inertia; it also brings constituencies who will rise to the support of inertia --
resistance to change, that is -- at the first zign of the threat of innovation.
Where a system of practices is integrally related to an expensive physical
facility -- e.g., a jail, prison, school, mental hospital -« resistance to
change is Tikely to be even greater. The vestéd interests are more extensive,
and the program has greater visibility and thus significant changes are less
likely to occur without public controversy which can be traded on by the

defenders of the status quo.

Need for Effective Introduction

The point then is that nc matter how good an idea may be for some change
in criminal justice practice, it will be useless if it cannot be successfully
introduced into the mainstream of day-to-day operations. This means that
people in the system must accommodate to something new -- new programs or
agencies, a reorganization, new associates in their own agency, new concepts
and techniques to be learned and practiced -~ possibly even the phasing out
of an organization, program or facility with which they may have been long
identified.

Criminal justice change is especially complex when it involves collabora-
tive action on the part of the three branches of government and at least some

measure of accommodation if not cooperation by the severa! components of the
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criminal justice system, Add to that the need for participation by human
services agencies outside the criminal justice system -~ for the success of
many programs -~ and the “"social engineering® task becomes formidable indeed.
Finally, changes in criminal justice policies and practices will not
come about or survive without some significant measure of public support.
At the very least there has to be some neutralization of or constraint on the
tendency of some public spokesmen to "“destroy" progressive innovations in
criminal justice through the exploitation of ever-latent public fears and

passions in regard to crime and criminals.

Some Requirements for Innovation

The implementation of program changes or expansion of the sorts reviewed
in this set of publications is thus not something to be undertaken lightly
or hurriedly. Especially if major changes are contemplated, there needs
to be planning to develop well documented bases for change, development
of alliances and early initiation of useful communication among agencies which
will be affected, and interpretation of proposals to such sources of public
education as information media, elected officials, and leaders of varicus
influential community groups and factions. V

Thought must also be given to the specifics of any needed Tegislation and,
of course, of program budgets.v Ahead of this are decisions as to administra-
tive and organizational arrangements. Should the programf§e operated by a
private agency, by an existing public agency (which one?j;ror by a new public
agency? How will the program affect and inter-relate with other criminal
Justice programs -~ as well as with programs for criminal justice clients
operated by non-criminal justice agencies?

We have not attempted to deal with these matters in this publication

through coming up with a blueprint for the adm*nistration of justice seryices.
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Given the tremendous variations in local jurisdictions and the indefinite
range of choices affecting service delivery -~ as well as the absence of any
scientific or ethical Basi§ifor making most of the choices -~ we chose to stop
at an exposition of some key issues and needs; To make the material more
specific and concrete we related it to just one of the program areas dealt
with in these volumes: pretrial re]ease; But what is said here is applicable

to the issue of viability of other kinds of alternatives to jail.

Pretrial Release Program Funding

Pretrial release programs have come and gone in some communities - started
as demonstration projects with federal grants, foundation funds, subscriptions,
et cetera but never permanently adopted as a regular function of local (or
state) government. Programs have never been organized in some communities --
especially less populated ones -- and, in many, services provided were never
more than minimal. Nevertheless, there-is some gevidence that the movement
has taken hold across the country. A large sample (109) of pretrial release
agencies was contacted in a recent survey, and it was learned that local and
state governments are the primary funding source for 56% of them (47% local
and 9% state). Among those in operation for five years or more 8U% are 1oc511y’f
funded. Among programs less than two years old only 26% are locally funded ﬂw'“
federal grants being the chief source of their support. Since most programg
were initiated with other than Tocal tax funds, the indication is clear that
a number of demonstrations have led to institution&Tization of pretrial release
‘services with local public funding.1 )

Federal funding of such programs is a temporary expedient. Competition
for dwindling foundation funds for every manner of human enterprise is enormous.

Support of routine public services for persons accused of crime through sub-
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scriptions and small donations is an unlikely method as a pérmanent arrangeé
ment. Pretrial services, if they are to be consistently available, must be

| assumed as a regular function of government. Service delivery can bé‘ny
private agencies, municipal, county, or, at least in small states, state agen-
cies. But funding must be cut of public revenues -~ that is, tax collections,
fees, or some combination of these.

There is reason to believe that pretrial services will become, or remain,
an integral component of criminal justice operations in American communities.
The ngture, level, and methods of service delivery will vary extensively --
but it is probable that standards will gradually emerge which will tend to

limit and give shape to the extent and pattern of these variations.

The Legal Case?

We have been moving inexorably toward reaffirmation of the doctrine that,
in our kind of society, persons accused of crime have legal rights. They are
naot subject to punishment, as if an accusation were equivalent to demonstra?
tion of guilt. They are afforded protection, by law, from pressure to con-
fess. They are guaranteed the right to counsel to assist in their defense -~
publicly supplied if they are indigent.

The use of jail is being increasingly regularized to conform with‘this
. renewed concern for rights not only of accused persons -- but of those convictéd.
No longer can a defendant be committed to jail to satisfy a fine which he can-
not afford to péy. Moreover, legisiative bodies -- responding tO~ukging§ of
prestigious groups -- have begun to define a right to non-monetary release

from jail‘of persons accused of crime -- subject to 1im1tations.
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Trends in the Taw can of course be reversed, but there is no basis at
this time for predicting anything but increased support by statutory and case
law for alternatives -- other than traditional money bail -- to pretrial de-

tention.

The "Human" Case
Winston Churchill, more than sixty years ago, said that a measure of a
3
civilization is how it treats persons accused or convicted of crime. Our

federal and many state const1tut1ons reflect a national aspiration on the part
of our forefathers to strive for a h1gh level of civilization -- in various

ways, but specifically in relation to the treatment of criminal suspects and
offenders.“

Historically, we have not measured up to our ideals very wéi] -~ witness,
for example, illegal arrests, searches, and seizures; "third degree" methods;
and discrimination against the poor, the outs1der, and m1nor1ty group members
in use of incarceration both before and after trial.

Court decisions and legislation, referred to above, have begun to correct
these abuses in recent decades. Behind these public actions 1ies a force,

Tong latent, but in recent years strongly felt in such areas as the adminis-
tration of justice -- the force of organization among peopie wh0'were,historifv
cally disadvantaged and are fhe continuing object of institutiqna]ized discrim-
ination -- racial and ethnic minorities, the uhemployed, the chronically im- »
poverished and even such groups as alcoholics, former drug addicts, formef
mental patients, and ex-offenders.

The causes of disadvantaged groups regularly have support from others --
who identify themselves as humanitarians, civil libertarians, or simp1y~a$ : |
"decent folk" who oppose unfair treatment wherever they discern ii.
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The operation of these feelings and sentiments at the local level has
provided and is 1ikely to continue to provide a climate of support for such
developments as pretrial release programs designed to reduce discrimination
against poor persons accused of crime. At the same time, othér factors have
contributed in recent years to the increasing acceptance of a]ternafives to
jailing -- notably the rapid rise in arrests of middle class persons for minor
drug law violations and driving while intoxicated. Pretrial release and di-
version programs hava found dimportant sources of support as a result of theSe
phenomena.5
The Economic Case

Asiii2 from legal, humanitarian, and political considerations, there is
a strong case for maximum feasible use of pretrial detention alternatives in
the face of jail costs. Two extremes are argued. On the one‘hand, some advo-
cates of pretrial release maintain, in effect, that every day of "jail time"
saved is equivalent in dollars to the average daily cost per prisoner of jail
operations (e.g., $10, $15, $20 -- or whatever results from dividing the annual
budget by the average number of prisoners and then by 365 days).

A counter argument is that savings generated through reduction of jail
population by one man-day are so inconsequential as not to be worth noting.

~ The truth lies between these positions. In most situations; there can
and should be a savings for each unit of reduction in jail populatidn. Food,
clothing, laundry, and some other costs should vary closely with popu]ation
level -~ probably, with current prices, as much as $2.00 per prisonerla day.
But beyond this is the unavoidable fact that jails -~ With a few near
exceptions -- do not last forever, And the more we use them, either the

' 1 3 : N (¥4
heavier the maintenance costs or the sooner replacement will be necessary.
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Moreover, the mare we resort to jailing the larger the jail must be and the
higher fts~staffing'costs.

- With jail construction costs averaging $22,300 per bed -~ and assuming
a 35-year-life -- it is reasonable to assess an annual cost of $780 or daily
cost of $42.14 for each jail bed used.

Employing this concept, it is possible to say that in terms of a combina-
tion of immediate and eventual costs, a savings of one jail day represents
about'$4.00 (varying somewhat with actual operations costs and estimates of
construction costs in any given community).*

.To explore the implications; consider this hypothetical situation:

As a result of the efforts of a pretrial services agency, jail population
averages 100 less than it otherwise would be. The “immediate" annual cost
savings (assuming $2 a day per prisoner) would be $73,000. If we add another
$2.00 a day for the "eventual" savings, the total goes to $146,000 a year.

The recent study of pretrial agencies previously cited found that.the median‘
annual budget of agencies in its sample was $72,000. The range was from 1essv’
than $21,000'to more]than $1 million. Four fifths of‘tﬁe agencies operated
for $200,000 a year or less. The great majority of these agencies served
jurisdictions with populations of 300,000 people or mor‘e.6

This is not to argue for the specific cost/savings formula or figures
presented here. Rather this material is designed to illustrate the unden1ab1e »
facts that (1) jailing is costly; (2) there are measurable short and long-term
savings in jall population reduction or containment; (3) pretrial release pro-

grams can help reduce or contain jail population; (4) such programs need not

%

Moa

be prohibitively costly.

*For back-up information on jail costs see Chapter III.
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In practice, it is not possible to make precise estimates of the impact
of formal pretria1;re1ease.programs on jJail population. A1l sorts of variables.
would have to Be accounted for -~ for example: to what extent is ise of police
citation a result of the program‘s influence? to what extent are judges' deci-
sions dependent on pretrial égency reports and recommendations or on its avail-
ability to supervise higher risk cases? how much effect do agency operations
have on length of time from booking until pretrial release is:implemented?
what is the failure rate of those released and how much does this modify the .
program's effects on jail population?

Rather than going into an increasingly technical discussion at this point,

reference is made to detailed information on these matters in Volume 2.

Need for Advocacy

Given Tlegal, humanitariéns political, and economic pressures for maximum
feasible use of alternatives to pretrial detention, this goal will only be
attained by sheer accident -- unless two factors are present in a community:
advocacy and coordination. |

Advocacy, as used here, refers to presentation of the case for a]terﬁa-
tives to persons who can do something about them: to judges in their role-
as magistrates and as rule-makers who set policies; to local and state Tegis-
lative.bodies for neceséary statutes and ordinances to define3p011§ies and
to establish and fund public services; to prosecutors who, by statﬁte or other-
_wise, may play a key ro]e‘in bai1‘policy or case decisions; to tﬁe3defen5é &
bar, which can be quite active and effective, again Botﬁuin‘policy deve]obmenf-
and individual case decision; to law enforcement agency chiefs in EeTation ‘
to arrest and citation policies; to jailers, whose staff members can be key

allies or can be obstructive in relation to pretrial release operations

87



and to pretrial release agency -staff, whnée recommendations tend to determine
release rates.

Advocacy may came from any of several sources, including one of the com~
ponents of the criminal justice system, public spirited individua]s organized
community groups, professional associations, and informed ed1tor1a1 op1n1on.
Once started advocacy must be persistent, for unless some person or group
takes and maintains the initiative, e1ther a program will not emerge or it

may faii or never get beyond tokenism.

In many communities the pretrial agency itself, once estab11shed == through
its director or key members of a pelicy board -- has shown the kind of 1n1t1a-x:' |
tion called for. This may be one argument for an “1ndependent" pretr1a1 agency -
whether private or public -- rather than assignment of th1s role to a subord1-

nate unit within some sizeable established agency such as probat1on office,

sheriff's office, a corrections department, or court administration. At least,
it is, an argument foi a program director with initiative, tomm1tment and mora]
courage -- supported by a mechanism such as a policy or adW1sory board wh1ch |
will help see to it that the program enjoys a measure of autonomy and rema1ns‘

dynamic.

Need for Coordination

Alternatives to pretrial detention extend from use of summons or c1tat1on
to various modes of release after booking. They 1nc1ude po11c1es and act1ons |
other than release pending trial -- including, to start with, law enforcement~
priorities in the community and, beyond this, diversion of criminal suspects
at any of sever&l,points in the criminal justice processQ Optimum use of»]imited

.resources calls for Tiberal release practices by police agéncies, jailers,
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and magistrates'iﬁ relation to minor offenders and obvibusly édhd risks, so
~that formal pretrial release investigations and supervised release can be cdn- '
centrated on the‘higher risk cases.

Joint planning and po?icy‘agreements are necessary ambng police, courts,
corrections, and, if separate, the pretrial release agency. Without some com-
mon understanding, the hazards of deliberate or inadvertent obstructionism,
undercutting, or simple inaction are ever presenf. In addition, for the sake
of efficiency, cooperation is necessary in information sharing -- not only
for operational purposes tut to permit“assessment of practices andaperiodic
review of policies. _

The agencies of criminal justice tend to go their separate ways. Their
roles and functions differ, and, with&them, their sources of commUnity sdppbrt
and their ideologies. Within agencies there may be extensive differences among
those with power to make decisions -- from contrasting views among police
officers on use of field citation to wide variances among judges on use of
recognizance release or bail reduction. Despite different roles and views,
however, there are common concerns, overlapping functions, and an essential
element of interdependenice among agencies and their employees.

Coordinatibn will never induce singie-mindedness among eithervthe'agencies
of criminal justice or individual practitioners. It can help bring ébout greater
awareness of common purposes, a measure of assent on selected policies, and |
enforceable agreements on matters of procedure. It can also help assure joint
planning and evaluatioﬁ“effcrts in relation to issues of common concern.

Coordination has two aspects: an active element, seeking to induce shared
perspectives and collaboration; the varyihg responses of the persons or groups
whose cooperation is sought. Local history, current events, persona]ities,

and structura1vérrah§emEhts are key facters in how criminal justice officials
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~ and agencies respond to efforts at'coordinating‘theff planning and operations.
" The power base, determination, and skill of the coqkdinator(s) are equally

crucial.

Planning and Evaluation

Mention has been made of the processes of planning and evaluation in rela-
tion to pretrial detention/release policies and practices. These activifies
are important to the issue of program viability. Increasingly governménta]
services are being subjected to the disciplines of evaluation and planning.
-The agency or program which lacks explicit goals or documentation of fts ac-
tivities and achievements -~ or reasons for féi1ures -- encounters serious
problems in seeking funds for its continuance, let alone expansion or improVe-
ment. ‘x . |

Planning -- in addition ;o;éstab1ishing the measurable &bjectives neces-
sary to evaluation -- is also’fmportant because of its integra] relationship
with advocacy and coordination. An essential element of meaningful planning
is the commitment it induces on the part of persons rgpregenting not only those
who must carry out the plan but community elements whose ﬁndwTedgeable suppart
is essential.

Planning and evaluation call for well-conceived, faithfully performed
record-keeping. The subjects of record-keeping and statistical reports were

_dealt with in Volume 2.

Planning Issues

Planning a pretrial release program deals with the question of how much
resoﬁrces should be applied to services which will assure minimum feasible
use of jailing. In turn, this requires consideration d%that can be accom-

plished through modified use of pre-existing public services. Specifically -~

90



as an example ~- what is possibie in the way of expanded use of summons or
citation? Why provide screening and'interviewing servféeé at the county jail
for accused persons who don't need to be bouked into jail in the first place?
Or why have interviewers gather or verify information, if these tasks can suc-
cessfully be integrated into the booking pmcess?7

Before adding new services (or continuing an existing duplicative service)
it is well to make certain whether less costly (and gdua11y effective) alter-
natives are available. Summons, citation (field, stationhouse, or jail), and
use of a published bail schedule -- all these could screen off a great many
accused persons without intervention of a pretrial services agency {other than
in a technical assistance role perhaps or to provide neéded services or refer- |
ral in occasional cases). ‘

In some additional cases, a copy of a modified book%ng repoht might be
sufficient for the magistrate to pass on the question of bail.

The investigative, éupervissryf and helping services of a pretrial release
agency could then be reserved for those persons not found eligible or suitable
for release in the course of these initial screenings -- those accused of more
‘$erious crimes, with more serious prior records, with pwab]emé associated with ;

propensity to crime, with pending charges, or in other circumstances which

tend to bar pretrial release.

Staffing a Program

Along with defining the boundaries and specific responsibilities of a
formal pretrial release program, there are questions as to service delivery --
specifically, who will do the work and at whatdcost?‘ Current practices range
from use of full-time professional corrections workers (e.g., probation officers)
to primarily part-time student workers or to a small professional staff supple-

mented by volunteers.
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The staffing arrangement is dp to policy-makers in the local jdrisdiction;
It is not possible to say that any single arrangement is either neCesSary or

ferent ways. The requirements include:
1. Inconsistent or spotty coverage is not tolerable. The staff-

ing plan should provide for the presence of competent pergons; in

specified numbers, at the jail, office, or in the field at stated
times. Significant deviations from the plan -- in a program of this
sort -~ will result in denial.of prompt or adequate services for
'peop1e with a Tawful right to them (lawful, because the jurisdiction
has agfeed to provide them for désignated categories of‘defendéﬁts).
This requirement argues caution in reliance on other than regular
full-time employees. It by no means rules odf use of‘volunfeers,
‘student‘wo;kers, or part-time employees -- but these afrangémehts
should be managed by supervisors or program diré;tors experienced
in their use. v

2. By the same token, tot§1 or heavy reliance on volunteers
or part-time personnel may give a short-term chéracter to a progfam.
Peoples' interests and circumstances change. Sources of committed
or competent help may dry up.. At the same time, a number of prograﬁs
which use volunteers and/or part-time student workers have been l
operating successfully for several years; Somegaéency mahagers are
convinced that part-time law students are ideal candidatés for the
work and it seems likely that this source of recruitment will ﬁemafn

a good one. B 4
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3. Staff engéged in pretrial release interviewing and
Vefificatiqn need not'b% highTykeducated or eXperienced in
human seryices work. Tﬁéy must be able to‘learﬁ:how to con-
duct a relatively simple interview, have reasohablyrquick ‘
reactions, and be suff%cient1y Titerate to complete the heces-
sary forms. They must have sufficient inftiétivevand aséertive-
ness, along with tact, to deal with‘sources‘of vgrifitation -e
including references and police or jail records stéff.* .

4, Staff supervising'high risk caées require.the“kinds of
knowledge and skill which successful paro1e and probation officers
possess. Recruitment of such persons would be at 1e$st expedient’
in starting a new program.

5. In general, agency staff must have thé confidence of the
Jjudges whose decisions they influence and implement. Without
this the program is doomed from'the outset. This is ohlyﬂpart]y
a matter of staffiﬁhalifications and performance. Equa]iy impor=
tant is participation of the judges in planning and ongofng |

evaluation of the program.

‘Administrative Arrangements

Regardless of original auspices, as was stated before, a pretrial release
program ultimately will need public -7’10cal or state -- support. If must
also find a secure nichetamqng the components of the criminal justice System'--l

either as a function of one of the established components or as a new entity.

*Persons committed to a law enforcement career may be overly conservative in -
their recommendations in response to peer group pressures.
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Numerous arrangements now exist, for exampie: evo]unfary private groyp

(e.q., Bar Assaciation in San‘Mateo); priyate agency under contract with the
county; independent public agency established by the county supervisors; ﬁnit‘ .
within a county (or other) probation agency; unit within the jail staff; unit
‘'under the court administrater. There are & few programs managed by public
defenders and at lTeast one in the prosecutor's ofﬁ‘ce.e

The argument for an independent agency -- pubTic qr:private *; has been
discussed in connection with treatment of the subjéqfﬁgf adVocacy. Assigning
the program to the public defender might, in terms of this purpose, be similar
to establishing an independent agency, although the possibie advantage might
be offset because of the adversary relationship with the prosecuter.

An argument for locating the program within the court would bg that this
might assure the interest and support of the judges. Somewhat Similarly, ‘
assigning it to the probation department would capitalize on such existing
confidence as judges have in probation staff; it would also mean that the
program would be managed by an agency experienced in providing the same kinds
of services as pretrial release entails. On the other hand, it might be
affected adversely by bureaucratic qonstraints or by the conservative and
rigid policies found in some probation departments -- especially those dominated
‘administrativeTy by judges.

Locating the program Qithin jail admin%stration coﬁld facilitate process-
“ing and permit economies in provision of services for detainees as well as
those who gain prétria] release. If the jail tends toward'over-crowding, it
might also mean susta{ned high priority for pretrial release services. On
the other hand, especially where the jail is operated by a law enforcement
agency, staff responsible for pretrial release functions may be under peer group

pressures pushing them toward overly conservative decisions or recommendations.
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- Arguments for and aga1nst these var1ous adm1n1strat1ve arrangemenfs in- 2
“volve. 1ssues of political science, pub11c adm1n1stratéon, and managementnthat l
 go farﬁbeyond the question of where best to‘locate a pretr1a1 rejease program. _'; ’1 ”wg
This repdrt can only point out that many different arrangemeﬁts aré presently |
working with apparent success and 1ist some of the pros and cons of each.

- ;Local jurisdictions, in any event,will consult their own trad1t1ons,exper1enced

T L

Tegal constra1nts, and preferences in such a matter.

Coordination of Services

Regardless of where the pretrial release program‘i§ Tocated édminisﬁrae
tively, there iz still the problem of coordination of criminalujustiCe §ervices
of all agencies which have a bearing on pretria]ldétention and reieaée.‘

At one level, coordination may be limited to information exchange and
cobperative planning among agéncies‘on a purely voluntary basis. Rgsponsibility ‘
for initiative and for providing staff services may be sharéd -- with~one agéncy
responsible in relation to one program area and others for other areas. The
pretrial release agency, perhaps in cooperation with the jait aqministratiqn
- agency, thus might take responsibility for proposing,meetings,an&”agenda related to.

pretrial detention and release. in addition it might maintain statistics and
‘;prepare periodic reports covering use of summons, arrests, citation, post-bodking
pretrial release, pretrial release failure rates, and pretrial defention.

Another sort of coordination is more formal and has an element of coercion.
This 1nVo1ves establishment of a{county department of criminal justice éerVicés,

&s has been done in Multnomah County, Oregon and a number of more popu]ous
California counties. The Director has Tine adm1n1strat1ve authority over ap-
pointed division heads, such as the chief probation ‘officer -- or, in Multnomah

County, the director of public safety (sheriff). In addition, %e,§epresents
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the'éounty éommission or board ofﬂsupervisérs to such’e1écted officials aé
judges, the prbsecdtor; and elected sheriff. Informaily, his coordfhatibn
may extend to such municipal officials as city po11ce chiefs.

In San Diego County, the D1rector has as a key resource the staff of the
regional (county-wide) criminal justice planning council. This ena?les hjm
to collect and analyze data from and to inffuence the distribution 6f federal
funds to all criminal justice agencies within the county.

Where he deals with eiected officials, the Director has no autherity to
dictate policy of cou}se.v'At the same time through his responsibility to re-

view pudget and other proposais to the county board and his abi]ity to schedule

meetings and require certain reports, he is in a position to influence policies .

- and to bring about cooperation in the area of agency operations; Much depends.,

obviously, on his administrative and political skills.

Program Costs and Funding

Prog}am costs will of course vary with the boundaries and levels of ser-
Cvjcés (and consequent workloads) and with staffing arrangements (e.g., quali-
fﬁcationS' part-time vs. full-time; use of volunteers; effect 6n overhead of
adm1n1strat1ve 1ocat1on etc.). Chapter IT provides aTternatJve modules of
serv1ces and manpower arrangements in relation to standard units of work

Th1s may be useful either in cansidering the 1mplementat1on of a new nvagram

or changes in an.existing one. ‘
The majority of programs at present appear to be 1oca11y ’undedw As. thh
some other criminal justice services there are arguwents ‘or state funding,

in full or at Teast in part. Basically, these relate to the need for m1n1ma1

standards in the face of great differences among lbcalities in abfiity fo fund -

services which will meet these. Also involved is the argument thét people
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~ Took to the1r 1oca1 government to prov1de such W1de1y benef1c1a1 serv1ces as E
, ,schoc1s, street ma1ntenance, san1tat1on fac111t1es and ‘services, 11brar1es, o
. f1repprntect1on, and police services. .-~ |

ng-th mselves for services wh1ch

_ They are less en*hts1ast1r abo =t:tax

benef1t on]y segments of the p0pu1at1on espec1a11y groups wh1ch may not share

the tax burden Such 1ese popu1ar serV1ces 1nc1ude we]fare, mental hea}th
alcohol and drug treatment and correct1ons Sentiment w1de1y favors state
:}assumpt1cn of the cost of programs in these areas. " This can 1nVo1ve d1rect =

state adm1n1¢trat10n or subs1d1zat1on of Tocally maaaged programs. .»f,?“ﬁ

o

'Fee System as A1ternat.ve | 7

Where percentage ba11 1s a major method of pretr1a1 reTease, the usua]r“'#;
}ane percenc service charge may generate sufficient revenue tc pav the costssﬁ
of the program. It is possible also (e.g.,. E1 Paso program) to generate pro; 7
gram support funds through a fee system for pretr1a1 re1ease servxres genefgaly |
Care would have to be exercised to avo1d slipp1ng 1nto pract1ces wh1ch wculd

|
deny services to or impose undue burdens on the 1nﬁ1gentu

Experience with suppnrt of programs in these ways xﬂ Timited, 'but the

I
mathemat1cs involved are simpie. Assuming the necessary ]ega1 authur1ty exists,

commun1t1es planning public support of new or expanded nretrIaI serv1ces have N

the option of looking to fee collection for at least some part of the needed_' }

funds. ' P . ‘ ' T
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=77 "~ VOLUME 5 CHAPTER NOTES = . R
. Chapter I | rgg' 15
"i; s D1scuss1on with Dr. Charles We]1ford SchooT -of Cr1m1no]ogy, F]or1da f:
State University - who is d1rect1ng eva]uat1on research on ‘several repllea-i_:,,_‘h?
tions of the Des Moines Community Correct1nns Program.v=m _;,afffpyh o
2 Discussion with BarryMahoney,Cencer for State’Tr1a1 Courts, Denver;
3 Ja11 popu]at10n and arrest f1gures gathered dur1ng prOJEct site V1s1ts N T

were used to test the concept ef,such’an 1ndex f!gure. In add1t1on pretr1a1
Jail population f1nures from the 1972 Jarl census were used 1n reiatwon to :

adult arrests for that year to proﬁuce a “nat1ona1 average" f1gure. The re-’:,f

sutts are necessar1é quest1onable, s1nce the Ja11 trgures were as of a par--»

tic&]ar day'- rather t' : age for the year. At the same t1n e the f1gures |
are-at Ieast a crude 1nd1cat1on of nat1ona1 pract1ce as of 1972, and it 1s ’ o
notable that thef’1 ures faT! at the mid- -point of our w1dely scattered sample ;,j“i
of ten jurisdictians (as of one and two years later). The fjgures arevgre—:%

e

'sented in the chart on the next pagea v,% RN h;u,?

4 - NAC, "Correct1ons," Chapter 4,

m

For examp]e, in four populous Ca11forn:a Countles in 1973 the Fo]]ow-

8 ?“9 early attrition occurred in fe]o#y arrpsts. Released hy polzce w1thou+»

filing complaint - 12.0%; prusecutor decl:ned to file 18. 5% m1faemeanor com—wrfi'4

plaint filed 3533% /atate Bureau of Criminal Stat1 CWCS, Denartment ot-w*'. o

~ dJustice, Satramﬁntf;i Unpubl’shed report, 1976, )

6 .- A somewnat different aPPr‘oach was deve]oned in the course ef another R

‘Amerlcan Jast1ce Institute prOJect This uses d1fferent categor1es of offense eE

e

nvﬁ and s atus orouplngs and is des1gned for use 1n a sett1ng where Ja .‘reeprds,;M;QJ.w

S
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"'areytbmpu+erizéd (Ja11 Populatlon Management. '§éntﬁ Clara Criminal

Just1ce P110t Program )

d,w

- Date . Year Date : Yééﬁ;r AR
Admitted ‘Day - Released -Day - . ..Cale

A.  2/26/76 57 5/4/76 121 12} -57

B: (‘10/‘”6‘/75 279 5/4/76 2 355#27‘9%@12} e

;f*; v the resu1t by number of a on¢ (ADMS) dur1ng the per.od V1z.“-
| X 365 (days) = 36,500 + 10,000 (ADHS) = 3.6 (ATS). o i
7h1s could be done read14y for any number of adm1s§fﬁﬁ
'-wf&tﬁrough the pract1ce»of ma1nta1ﬂ1ng aréaiiy census for eaéh category o;
adm1ss1ons the Ja11er:r*sr95'tb keep track of. Th1s WOuId requ1r' :
mlnutes at an establlahed time each day to coupt#the shufflc ‘card
?g."' ing pr1soners in custody for ‘the var1ous caxﬁgyries., The f1v

summed up. period1ca11y and d1v1ded by. the number of weePs in the per1od‘to q:

'vtget the Tong erm average daily populatlonﬁ, The method 15 111ustrated by kv;’>
-~ the saggested census form below.,) };fa*'w ' : : E v j




Figure 14. ‘DaiTy and Average Weekly Jail Popuiationfby Selected Catégqries

g

Sun, Mon. Tues. Wed. Thurs.véFnicr'Satbu‘Totél‘JAverage*

Fedaral
| countye-x Boarders
State Work Releasses

‘Sentence-Pendipg:Rggbvai:'””"'
To_State Facilities
“To'Alternative Local e

. Facilities ) , . B
Fugitives ‘ e ;
Other Counties EEE : ‘ . .

State Facilities : e .
Other States

i A

"Writ" Prisoners®
A1l Others
Total

* Total % 7

8 By "shuffle card” is meant a stiff card whiéh can be reédily moved about -

within a set of cards as status changes occur. Groups of such card§fcan~alsb?; ; FTQFﬁ
be easily hand counted without excessive wear and tear, Cards‘can;rangé froms
3x5 to 5x8. (Larger cards would become clumsy to hand1e,“mbfe easily worn, - |

and more costly.) Only data essential for the anticipated sﬁatistical tabu-

lations need be entered - such as name and 1.D.. number, charge, status on admis-  “

sion, date of admisgion, space for several status changes and dates. If’rdutjne S

tabulation plans iqp]udefbreakdown of cases by sex, pge,‘race;ﬁrésidence;'pf A ;
™. other factors, these shiuld also be included. The I.D. numbe should facili- ~ .
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1 ﬂv tate location of the file should additional information be reguired for

¥ spec1a1 tabu1at1ons.

Cards shou]d be filed alphabetically within status groupings, e.g.:
Unsentenced local prisoner - original commitment

~ Felony charge i
Misdemeanor charge » i
Released pending trial
Cash bail
Citation ) |
Court OR . I
Etc . :

Returned:from pretrial release
New charge :
Failure to appear
Violation of Conditions

Loéally»sentenced prisoner

Boarders

Sentenced ~ pending removal to state ‘ | A,

Etc. o

Released
No charge filed
Dismissed, Nol Pros, Acqu1tted

Served sentence
Etc.,

Chapter II -- No Notes.

Chapter III
1 Mention has been made at different p01nts of studies by the American

Bar Assoc1at1on s Correctional Economic Center. The center is one of several

programs under the aegis of the Association's Commission on Correct10na1 Faci]i-ﬁbm

ties and Services. Center Director is Billy L. Wayson. Offices are at 1800
M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. Their studies werevconductedbin the

same areas and during the same time periods as ours and staff‘of'both projects
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conferred frequently and exchanged information extensively. The fo]1owing"‘ .
reports were drawn on heavily in preparing Chapter VII of this pub]icat{On;

"Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards™

"October 1975, "Alternatives to Arrest"

"October 1975, "Pretrial Diversion"

Febru&ry 20, 1976 (Draft) "Comprehensive Pretrial Release."

April 1976 (Draft) "Probation, Community Services and Restitution.”

October 1975, "Halfway Houses."

December, 1975, "Institutional-Based Programs and Parole."

2 See Note 12, Chapter III, Volume 3.
3 See Note 28, Chapter III, Volume 3. »
4 A study has been underway over the past two years of subsidy payments

to and purchase of services for probationers and paro1ees under supervision
of the Oregon State Corrections Division in Portland, Oregon.  This is related
to the LEAA-funded "High Crime Impact Program" in Portiand. The information
system related to seryice purchase was developed by the American Justice Insti-~
tute, which is evaluating the Correctibhs Division's portion of the High Im-

pact program. Final report should be available in the fall of 1976.

5 See Note 4, Chapter II,‘Vo1ume 3.
Chapter IV
1 - "Assessment of Present State of Knowledge" etc., Op.cit. Chapter II,

Volume 2, Note 14. Tables 2 and 7.
2 See Note 1, Chapter 1, Yolume 2.
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3 " During a debate in the House of Commons July 20, 1910, Winston Churchill
urged "calm and dispassionate recognition of the rights of those accused of -
crimes against the state and even of those convicted of crimes against the -
state" and rehabilitation "in the world of industry of all those who have paid
their dues in the hard.coinage of punishment." He put this advice in the con-
text of this statement: "The mood and temper of the public in regard to the
treatment of crime and criminals is one of the unfailing tésts of civilfzation '
of any country."

Interestingly, the debate‘was over a measure to authorize the newly
crowned King, George V, to graht amnesty to a sizeable number of inmates of

“the countryfs prison. This was partly in accord with precedent but not un-
related to overcrowded conditions in the prisons at the time.

4 For example, various provisions assuring fair trial and right to baiI;
proscribing cruel and-unusual punishment, and providing (as iﬁ Article XV of
Oregon's constitution) that the purpose of penal treatment shall be reforma-
tive rather than vindictive.

5 New diversion programs have burgeoned and others were greatly expanded
to provide alternatives for the tens of thousands of middle class youngsters
being arrested on drug charges in the early and middle seventies. Illustra-
tive of differential treatment of middle class suspects are data on‘jailgr
use of citation release in one county where we conducted a study. (Identity
of jurisdiction confidentiai.) Unsentenced misdemeanant bookings were divided
int6 public inebriates, drunk drivers, and all others. Citations were iséued
to 3% of the public inebriates, 75% of drunk drivers and 20% of all others.
Most drunk drivers were older white middle class persons; most of the other

arrestees were poor, minority group members, or young persons.
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See Chaptef 111 for fuller discussion..

Op.cit. supra note 1, Chapter iV.

"Bail Reform: Present and Future. Op.cit Chapter I, Voiume 2, note 1.
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APPENDIX A
JAIL COST ANALYSIS

Chapter III introduced a formula for assessing jail costs which allows
a small amount for certain consumable supplies, an amount for eventual jail
replacement (long-term cost), and an estimate of expenditures for processing
people in and out of the jail. Comparable sets of figures can be developed
for alternatives to jail for purposes of cost comparisons. The suggestad jail
cost formula permits more meaningful estimates of jail savings through use of
alternatives -- currently or in prospect -- depending on hav and the extent to
which the alternative reduces jail use.

The jail cost figures used in Chapter III were developed in a study of one jail;
this appendix summarizes procedures and findings of the study. It should be pointed
out that, while not the highest to be found, operating costs of the jail were well
above the national average as estimated by the ABA Correctional Economics Center
($14.92 per prisoner by day vs. $11.80).* Processing costs were high, since the jail
classification officers handled pre-release screening tasks which are taken care of

by a pretrial release agency in most jurisdictions.

Some Benefits of Analysis Method

The study involved an analysis which recognizes that jail costs are a function
of turnover . as well as of average daily population. At the same time it permits dif-
ferential cost estimates for different categories of persons admitted to jail -=
e.g., sentenced vs. unsentenced; arrestees released directly from the booking
center vs. those processed into the jail proper. This information can be quite
useful in planning and making cost/savings estimates for policies and strategies

related to jail population containment (as discussed in Chapter XIII).

*For reference see Note 1, Chapter III. The figure $11.80 was arrived at by deductihg
the ABA's allowance for eventual jail replacement.
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The method also provides cost figures which might occasion rather different
contract terms in relation to boarding prisoners for or with another agency or
jurisdiction. It poiﬁts up the fact, for example, that in the jail studied, daily
.per capita cost for prisoners detained less than ten days exceeds the average cost for
all prisoners, increasingly so the shorter the stay; as detention time goes beyond
ten days daily per capita costs decline. If most "boarders" are held ohly a few
days, chances are that contract terms are unfavorable to the jurisdiction which
provides the jail service.

The study procedures described here have the advantage of being simple ari re-
quiring rather minimal cost and statistical data. The material is presented in
a manner to facilitate application by jail managers to their own operations. Suggestibns, ,
are included, with some illustrations, to show how the basic approach can be refined in |
order to produce increasingly specific information as desired.

Three charts are appended which contain most of the data used in this analysis.

It might be useful to review these at an early point in reading this appendix, as well
as to refer to them in going over the material below.

Chart 1 shows a task breakdown for what we call "processing" -- édmitting,
classifying and assigning, and releasing prisoners, along with the associated
records maintenance.activities. For each set of tasks an estimate of time required
to perfo;m these in the average case is shown. These estimates wére developed |
through interviews with staff and limited personal observation.

Chart 2 lays out various items as to expenditures, personnel and prisoner
statistics in ré1ation to processing and daily prisoner maintenance costs.

Chart 3 is a summary of annual costs of operating the jail studied -- fiscal

year 1974-75 -- broken down by various budget categories.
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Basic Data Required

Jail Population. Two sets of figures, or reasonably close estimates, are

needed -- admissions and average daily population during a sﬁecified period, -
ordiparily one fiscal year. To take full advantage of the‘analytical procedures
both admissions and population figures should be estimated for sentenced and
unsentenced prisoners. Only prisoners who actually serve their time in this
institution (or satellites funded out of the same budget) should be classed as

sentenced -- all others should be grouped with unsentenced prisoners.

Personnel Data. It is necessary to estimate total hours'of‘actual personnel
duty time at the jail. This can be done by deducting from 365Mfﬁe average number
of off-duty days for employees and multiplying the result by the number of employees.
Off-duty days would include regular weekly days off, holidays, annual or vacafion=
leave and sick leave (an estimate of average leave taken is better than legally
authorized amounts). For example, in the study reported here, the average jail
employee was on duty 231 days a year or 1,848 hours. There were Zbl employees,
so that total on-duty hours amounted to 371,448.

Cost Data. Two figures only were used: total annual expenditures
($5,570,741) and expenditures for "inmate consuﬁab1esf ($645,103). The latter
included food, clothing, personal supplies, bedding and dry goods, Taundry
supplies, and medical supplies, including drugs. We were interested in a figure
to represent one hour of jail personnel time. This was developed by subtracting
the value of "inmate consumables® from total expenditures and dividing the results
by total on-duty hours -- viz.: 5,570,741 - 645,103 = 4,925,638 dividéd by
371,448 = $13.26 (value of one hour of jail personnel service).

If a figure for "inmate consumables" cannot be readtly determined, it would
not be unreasonable to use a daily per capita figure of $2.00. This can be |

multiplied by the average daily pbpu1ation, then by 365‘t0'&etermine total annual |
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expenditures. The actual figure for the jail studied was $1.73 per p?isdner per
day in fiscal year 1974-75. Two years later this has no doubt reached abput $2.00,
and this would be a fair estimate of national average costs currently for this
element of jail costs. |

Processing Time. It is necessary to define and estimate the personnel time.

consumed in processing the average case -~ or average for different céteéories, where
tasks vary. Key tasks involved in admitting and releasing priSoners should be iden-
tified and time estimates for each developed. These data arerﬁsed to produce
atimates of average processing time.

Cost Allocation. Using the figures for admissions, proéessing time per
case, and the established dollar value of an hour's personnel time, total . ...

processing costs for the year can be determined. This is subtracted from total
expenditures. The balance represents the cost of daily care and custody. In
this study, for example, processing costs were estimated at $1,061,571 a year.

This Teft $4,509,170 for maintenance (custody and care).

Some Results

Processing Costs. The average cost for admitting, establishing records, and

releasing a prisoner came to $26.34. This varied from $25.22 for unsentenced to
$35.80 for sentenced prisoners. A review of Chart 1 will throw iﬁght on the

_ reason for this difference -- tasks to process a sentenced prisoner call for an
avérage of 2.7 staff hours vs. dn]y 1.9 for unsentenced. (2.7 hours times $13.26 --
value of one jail staff hoqr - equals'$35,80; 1.9 times $13.26 = $25.22),

Maintenance Costs. Average daily cost of custody and care for a prisoner

was $12.08. Under the formula used here, this is the same for any prisoner,
regardless of his legal status. It is generated by mu1tip1yihg,avefagevda11y
population ( 1,023) by 365 (days) and dividing the result into funds allocated for

maintenance ($4,509,170).
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Total Costs. When processing and maintenance costs are combined,
the average daily cost pén pr%énnekrfsné14:§2;”‘(Tota] expenditures of
-$6,570,741 divided by total prisoner days -- 1023 x 365). There are notable ..
differences in the figure, nowever, as between sentenced and unsentenced
prisoners. This is because high turnover among unsentenced occasions large |
~ processing e§penditures, which must be distriﬁuted over the short average
stay for this group.‘ |
Jverall costs for unsentenced prisoners inc]hded $905,79¢ for procegs- L
ing and $1,893,851* for daiTx care and custody for a fota? of $2,799,647. With ,"”” fiT
an average daily unsentenced'popuiation,of 433, totail averege,dajfy cgsi comes
to $17.71. | -
Only $155,774 were spent in processing sentenced prisoners and $2,§15;31§?f
for their maintenance for a total of $2,771,093. With an average déi]y popuJa-
tion of 590, total average daily cost comes‘fﬂ $12.87.
These differences in costs illustrate the point made eafiier'that
Tonger stays diwinish average daily costs, since the effect of processing expendi-
tures is diluted. Unsentenced prisoners were in custody an averegevof only 4.4 o ;W
days vs. an average of 49.5 for sentenced prisoners. Average stays for7differenthlwsew;

prisoner catzgories are discussed further below.

Additionai Procedures and Findings _

Differential Processing Costs. In the j;il studied, half of thelun-
sentenced arrestees were released from the booking center within a few hours, )
Sone bailed out; numerous misdemeanants were given citations to appear; most S
public inebriates were released when sober without prcsecution. SeVeraI
processing steps were unnecessary in these cases (dressing in andvlater . ,z“‘

* Average daily unsentenced population: 433 = 42% of total ADP. Eiguref/“,,
~ shown: is 42% of prisoner maintenance expenditure. ) ' :
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dressing out; classification and assignment to appropriage,qUérters in the

'jai1). Thus,processing time and related costs were - 1ees 'SpeCTfieP}TV;“”
processing time for those released from the book1ng center was 1.6 hours e ol
and for ‘those detaIned and released 1ater 2.2 hours (See Chart 1). In

terms of dollars this represented $21.22 vs. $29 22.

Per Capita Costs. In addition to average daily coéts per prisoner. for
:varjous categories of inmates, we were interested in the total cost of proceﬁe B i
sing and detaining the average prisoner -- overall and by varfOUS groupings. ﬁ
This required detarmining average 1ength of stay. Procedure for determ1n1ng ‘*‘w;fraggﬁ
“this is to multiply average daily population by 365 (days) and divide the resu]t /
by admissions, viz.: 1023 x 365 = 373,395 d1v1dedby 40,301 = 9.3.
The average per cap1ta cost -then wou]d be 9 3 days times $12.08 a day
plus average processing cost of $26.34 for a tota] of $138. 68. | '
We were able to compute such f1gures for sentenced prisoners, unsentenced
unsentenced prisoners given some form of pretr1a1 ease, and unsentenced -
' pr1sonprs held for trial: In addition‘to the data e1ements wh1ch were d1
‘":cussed earlier, this required computation of an average time. served f104re
for each grouping. Using the formula prev1ous1v cited, th1s 1s ord1nar11y 'v
no problem for sentenced and unsentenced To d1fferent1ate between unsentenced

held for trial and release, a special study is needed to determine length of -~

stay. - {Sample of unsentenced releases divided into those released or_gbanged

to sentenced prisoners following finai,court appearance end tbdee,re?egsed

prior to final court action through bail or other modes. Time frbm booking'

to re1ease or status change must be noted 1n each case and average detent1on

" times computed.

In this case average time to pretrial release wasya,mbﬁeﬂt;l.s days-erv
although the range was from under two hours for misdemeanants cited out by the

jailer to a disturbing 5 days for those released by the court on reqognizanee;“ﬁr,‘f
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’ Qi:Aasggmarywof” he f1nd1ngs is as fol1ows S “ﬁ;~s "if':v;  ” “-f2;;'i;L
Inmate E Ayer&geV 1 Processing'  Custody & | Tatal | - o
Category ' Days Held |  Gosts | Care Costs | -~ Costs S

| an | 9.3 | ss.m | gmess | 18 |
- Sentenced L 49.5 35.80 597.96 | 633.76
Unsentenced : - I I R
Total o 4.4 25,22 - { 53,15 | . - 837 |
‘Heid for trial 0.4 | 2922 | 12583 | 13485
Released 1.5} 23.38% 1842 . o -41.50°0 )
Group 1% | o222 | - L a2 |
Group II" 2.8 29.22 -, 3382 b 63 04 T

aPe1eased from book1ng center within a few houvs. EER § ”ﬂ*"f’sf;;ﬁi;j”'

{jail costs only) wé% 76, Th1c was associatsd with, average C1me served of
approx1mately 50 days.,, e o 7»,,“L.1 R ’,”f- o ;g' ST
' E11m1nat1ng Pretrial Serv1ces of Jail Staff '»_ 2 'fgiﬁ,:‘";‘ . 12;545}7“4

,the same, but for ‘unsentenced would be reduced tofar average of $|6 48, Other 'ﬂ7ﬁf%ii

Reieased iater. ' . : o ;
€73% of those granted pretrial release aained,this from booking cenﬁer. The averag

cost = 73% X 21.22 + 27% X 29.22 div1dnd by2s= 23 88
Evident from these f’gures 1s that it costs ‘aTmost e1gh+ times as much to :
detain a prisoner for tr1a1 as to release him from the booking center - and three ;;

t1mms as much to reTease h1m on bail or recegnizance after he is ful1y pro.essed

e \
(_‘l\'

into the jail. In thie Jur1sd1ctwon (in 19’4) the cost of the averaoa Ja11 sentence

Six staff members were involved at the jail in “tasks which awa’handled in

some jails by a pretr1a1 serv1ces agency (1ntevvfews, tc.; ccnnected with consid-

erat1on of pretr1a1 re]ease on d1vers1on of unfenfenced prisoners) Deductinq the ﬁ}
cost of this program (6 X 1848 hours 3’ 'ear times $13. 26 ah hour) woqu reduce the

jai1 $ expend1tures by $147 027 a vear. Process1ng costs for prisoners wau’d remain

v‘»»..s‘

g
|
» ;
# 112 - ¢
I §
e ,J .
. e
u ,\;5&7"* ‘
Y ‘ i
i : v‘/.
i .
oo .




: : _ .
f1gures wou1d change as fol]ows. o

:

"Average process1ng costs, all pr1soners =

“Average da11y ma1ntenance costs, ali pr1soners
Processing and ma1ntenance, all prnsoners

‘ProceSSIng and ma1ntenance, unsenterced

-fProcess1ng and ma1ntenance,.sentenceq ; s
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*Adjusted total expend1tures s ';‘j;;;$5,h23;7iﬂ'_‘
. Processing costs (18.57 X 40,301) = 748,390
Maintenance (Care and Custody) L 4,675,324
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- 12. urmnt at’ RCC, c’assify, rec1assify. pmcess for panﬂe or

igure 15.
| IR T e Aver‘ae'rime !
asic Tasks (a1l cases! T : A : Reguired 1n anute
1. Physically adnit the arreatee 1rito the datention . 'f}" S
facility and obtain arrest record from arresttng officer,” 5“
2. Prepans baoking document; obtain and record personal data ,{
.~ from'prisener; record pertinent data from arresf/report. -~1Q#L
3. Check central recérds for. outstanding warrants anﬁ pre- )
vious arrests, i 1a o
4, Photograph fﬁngerprint and comp]ete relata W'cuments.* 5“/’
5. Estabf?sh and maintain priscner records and f1les.k - 10
;o R ) ‘Sub-Total. - 54 - .9 hours
Pdditfonﬂ Tasks’. e ' '
© Al unsentenond grisoners o : 5 3
/6. Determirie s14gibility for and conditions of possib1e»re-‘ o
lease:” Specify reasons for not rﬁleasing.Expiain situ- - o
~Aation to prisoner. EER L S
Those released from_booking center L T
7. Completa relgdse docunentation.v Explain cond1t10ns of :
temperary r'iease or discharoe, if any. .- 20

- . Sub-Total
= Trase re]eased later z

8. Datermine custody. rating and housing assignment. Pre-
pare required information for jail staff concerned
~with care and-custody.

Prepare itemized. receipt for pérsonal effectsﬁv
Jail clothing. - Have him shover. s

i0. Exchange clothing and return persona1 effﬂcts to the .

ISSU&

. 7 subeTotal
[+ Sentsnced Prisoners T

11. Admit, process for: uvernight detention. ther'process
o for- and effectuate—transfer to correctional 1nst1fut

_s#.cenc. modifioation. effectuate release. » S

. 9. Have prisoner ‘relinquish personal effects and cTothing. [

95 = 1.6 hours 7|

prisoner. . R

o, -

OvaraIT average for unsentenced was 1.9, hours f”f”' R

ot rea11y sub»total but total ‘\*tasks 1 through 5 p1us 11 and 12’1,,1,,
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FIGURE 16, CALCULATING JAIL COSTS

Data Elements

1. Annual Operating Costs

a. Total

b. Inmate Consumables

c. Balance
2. Annual Bookings

a. Total
b. Unsentenced -

prompt release

¢. Unsentenced -

released later

d. Unsentenced -
Sub-total
e. Sentenced

4, Personnel

a. Total number
b. Averagz annual

- . duty hours

c. Total annual

duty hours

. Processing Costs

Unsentsnced - prompt release

Divide 1ine 1c by line 4c

Multiply by line 3b

40,301
17,975
17,975
35,950
4,351
207
1,848
371,448

= $13.26

Multiply result by line 2b—
Unsentanced - released later

ultiply

3.26 by line 3c=

Mu1t1p1y result by line 2c=

Sub-tota] unsentenced

Sentenced

Total
Maintenance-Costs

Subtract processing costs from Tine a

Divide by 5a X 365

Sentenced prisoners (T

Unsentenced prisoners (Total X
Total Costs (processing and ma1ntenance)

Sentenced prisoner
Unsentenced prisoner

MuTtiply $13.26 by line 3e=
‘Mu1t1p1y result by Tine 2e=

_-Z—=
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3. Average Processing Time (hours)

$5,570,741
645,103
4,925,638
2

1.6

2.2

1.9

2.7

E. Average daily inmate population

a. Total .
b. Unsentencad
T. Sentenced

1,023
433
590

Costs in Dollars

Total

$ 381,429.50

524,366.70
.905,796.20

155,774.50

$1,061,570.50
. Total
$4,509,170

2,615,319

1,893,851
5,570,741

2,771,093

Average Case

$21:22

$29.22
$25.22

$35.80
$26.34
Per Prisoner Per Day

$12.08 .
$12.08

$12.08
$14.92

$12.87
$17.71
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EXPENDITURE
CATEGORY

PERSONNEL

SALARIES AND WAGES
CVERTIME

EXTRA HELP

FRINGE BENEFITS

TOTAL SALARIES AND BENEFITS

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES

FOODn

CLOTHING AND PERSONAL SUPPLIES
BEDDING -~ DRY GOODS

LAUNDRY SUPPLIES

MEDICAL SUFPLIES

DRUGS

(INMATE CONSUMABLES SUBTOTAL)
PACILITY USE CHARGES
EXPENDABLE SUPPLIES &

GENERAL SERVICES

TOTAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES

FIKED ASSETS - EQUIPHENT

(TOTAL DIRECT COSTS)
ADMINISTRATIVE & OVERHEAD COSTS

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

‘Figure 17
Budget Expenditures (1)
r Fiscal Year 1974-75

MAIN CORRECTIONAL
JAIL ~ CENTER
1,195,400 1,189,805

43,784 ‘40,842
46,760 207,095
388,273 391,492
1,674,217 1,829,314
206,558 316,687
39,475 37,178
20,931 5,195
1,173 640
1,412 4,116
6,041 5,697
(275,590) (369,513)
329,680 337,805
36,230 123,948
641,500 831,266
8,688 4,691
(2,324,405) (2,665,271)
290,551 290,514
2,614,956 2,955,785

(M) pata Source: Sheriff's Uepsrtment, Finance Officar, 12/17/75.

116

TOTAL

2,385,285
84,626
253,855
779,765

3,503,531

523,245
76,653
26,126

1,813
S,528
11,738
(645,193)
667,485

160,179

1,472,766
13,379
{4,989,676)

5,570,741

'62.9%

26.4%

0.2%

10.4%

100 %



APPENDIX B
PROGRAM COST DATA

With exceptions as identified‘in the text, we used cost figures for
various programs as reported in drafts ér final versions of publications by
the American Bar Associations' Correctional Economics Center. These materials
are listed in Note 1, Chapter III.

1. The figures of $2.40 for field citation and $4.00 for station house
release were taken from a draft version of the ABA's project report on pretrial
alternatives. There is a possibi1ityﬂthat different figures may appear in the
publication as finally written.

2. The $9.34 figure used in connection witﬁﬁﬁigtrgglhagency services derives ~
from the same source. It represents the cost of one hourﬂbfﬁserviée.‘ We allowed
one hour for services related to pretrial release decision-making (interview,
verification, report to court where needed, and second interview with client
where release is approved). Allowances for monitoring and supervision are specified
in the text.

3. Costs ~hown for diversion programs and probation were also taken frbm
drafts or preliminary reports, and there may be some changes in final versiqns,
but we have no reason to believe this will occur.

4, Charts on page 59, Chapter III, provide summary cost figures on pretrial
detention and selected alternatives. These figures were excerpted from the more

comprehensive data in Figure 18, which follows.
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Figure 18.

Alternatives:

Pretrial Detention and

Comparative Costs

SUB-

RELEASE MODE POLICJ JAIL AGENCY COURT TOTAL ASSESSMT.e TOTAL
Y. Field citation 2.40 2.40 13.46 15.86
2. S.H. Citation 4,00 4.00 13.46 17.46
3. Optional booking | (5.00}{ (5.00) {7.40/9.00) (20.86/22.46)
4. Jail O0R 4.00 12.20 9.34 25.54 13.46 39.00
5. Court OR?

Misdemeanor 4.00 25.22 9.34 20.00 58.56 13.46 72.02

Felony 4.00 25.22 9.34 20.00 58.56 29.46 88.02
6. Monitored OR®

Misdemeanor 4,00 25.22 18.68 20.00 67.90 13.46 81.36

Felony 4.00 25.22 28.02 20.00 77.90 29.46 106.70
7. Superv, Release®

Misdemeanor 4.00 25.22 65.38 20.00 | 114.60 13.46 128.06

Felony 4.00 25.22 121.42 20.00 | 170.66 29.46 200.12
8. Detentiond

A Misdemeanor 4,00 |101.22 9.34 20.00 } 134.56 134.56
Felony 4.00 |261.22 9.34 20.00 | 294.56 294.56
B Misdemeanor 4.00 |141.22 9,34 20.00 | 174.56 174.56
Felony 4,00 |381.22 9.34 20.00 | 414.56 414.56

4petained average of one day prior to first court anpearance.
bMisdemeanor average of six 10-minute contacts in 60 days -- felons, 12 in 120 days.

A. Misdemeanor average of 20 days -« felons 60 days.
C. Misdemeanor average of 30 days -- felons 90 days.

dAssumes 10% will be rearrested and held in jail until dispasition (20 days for misdemeéhors--

60 days for felons).
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