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I. INTRODUCTION

In a climate characterized by complex legal issues, community concerns
and limited resources, most criminal justice systems are being forced to reanalyze
their operations in order to increase their public accountability and promote
efficient and effective processing of defendants. Of particular concern in the
criminal justice system is the progression of defendants from apprehension
through sentencing. An area that has become increasingly visible because of its
potential impact on the entire criminal justice process is that of intake, The
immediate processing of persons entering the criminal justice system, through
arrest and booking, can affect the defendant, law enforcement, jail, pretrial
services, courts, prosecutors, legal defenders, and community service agencies. In
addition, information collected a: intake can affect the quality of the
release/detention decision, the rapidity with which a defendant is released, and
the range of conditions imposed.

Problems Associated with Intake and Release

The concept of pretrial release based on information collected during an
intake interview, usually following booking, can trace its origins to the Manhattan
Bail Project/Vera Institute findings in the early 1960s. Concern for removing
pretrial defendants from jail and assuring their subsequent appearance in court
without relying on bond were the primary motivators for initiating pretrial release
projects across the country, Today, these same issues help to define the problems
associated with more modern intake and release systems,

While predicting the likelihood of future court appearance is still a major
factor in determining pretrial release eligibility, the consideration of
dangerousness and public safety is now permitted in 29 states (Gaynes, 1982). In
some of these 29 states, judges have statutory autherity to deny bail on the basis
of dangerousness. In others, extremely high bond can be set which effectively
denies release, Although point scales and interview guidelines have been
constructed to predict fugitivity (Eskridge, 1979, 1980, 1981; Gedney, 1975; Kirby,
1977, 1979), the ability of these instruments to provide an accurate prediction of
dangerousness to the community is notoriously poor (Martin, 1981; Megargee,
1976; Monahan, 1981; Underwood, 1979). Thus, the problem of how to maximize
pretrial release without endangering community safety remains unresolved
(Beaudin, Pryor & Henry, 1981),

Closely related to the problem of dangerousness and fugitivity is that of
recidivism. A number of reports (Lazar, 1981; Sorin, Toborg & Pyne, 1979; Toborg
& Sorin, 1981; Toborg, Sorin & Silver, 1978; Williams, 1979) have demonstrated
that of those released pretrial, a certain percentage will be arrested for criminal
activity during the release period. At issue in a given community is defining what
constitutes pretriai criminality and determining what level of recidivism will be
tolerated as compared to the monetary and other costs associated with pretrial
incarceration (Wheeler & Wheeler, 1981), as well as consideration of potential
violation of the constitutional rights of defendants,
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Prior to initiation of pretrial services programs, the primary method of
obtaining pretrial release was through posting bond or otherwise securing through
material means one's promice to appear in court. Those of indigent status were
thus denied release more frequently because they had insufficient means to post
bond (Goldkamp, 1979; Goldkamp, Gottfredson & Gedney, 1980). Although data
have existed for some time that demonstrate court appearance can be reasonabiy
expected on a defendant's promise to appear (i.e., Manhattan Bail Project), the
use of bail has continued in many jurisdictions (Goldkamp, 1979; Landes, 1974;
Rice & Gallagher, 1972; Wice, 1974). Recent reforms have included the use of
guidelines in determining bail amounts to reduce the variability of bail set for a
given crime, utilization of 10 percent cash deposit systems (to decrease the
ultimate cost to the defendant by avoiding payment of a fee to a bonding agency),
and enactment of automatic bond schedules to facilitate release prior to a bail
determination hearing. However, the setting of bail still remains a controversial
issue not only for the courts but also for the professional bail bonding agencies
(Beaudin, 1981). For example, an initial setting of bail amount can be challenged
and modified in subsequent hearings at the request of the defense or prosecution.
The reluctance to rely solely on cash bail to regulate release processes can
further be illustrated by the employment of preventive detention or bail denial
laws and provisions. To date, there are mixed results regarding the comparability
of rearrest and failure-to-appear (FTA) for those defendants released by
nonfinancial means and those released by more traditional bonding methods.
Pryor and Smith (1982) have summarized relevant research findings. Some studies
have indicated that those released through nonfinancial means or by a pretrial
release agency have lower recidivism and higher court appearance rates than
defendants released on bail (Clarke, Freeman, & Koch, 1976). One explanation for
this difference in pretrial releasees' performance (offered by the Denver Research
Institute) is that releasees go through a screening process and in some cases, the
agency provides contact and/or supervision. Other results are less clear-cut but
still demonstrate few differences between overall rates regardless of the release
method (Thomas, 1976; Wice, 1974).

While consideration of fugitivity, dangerousness, and pretrial criminality
are concerns affecting primarily the community and criminal justice system, a
defendant's constitutional rights and human service needs are also necessary
considerations. Because of the overcrowded conditions existing in many county
jails, defendants have successfully sued agencies of the local government for
violation of their rights. Consequently, federally mandated capacities on certain
jail facilities have been set. In a 1982 survey of the nation's jails, the National
Sheriff's Association reported that, of those jails responding, 10.7 percent
indicated that they were currently under court order to correct the following:
overcrowded conditions, insufficient recreation, outdated facilities and
inadequate medical care, A total of 15.9 percent reported having been under
court order at one time or another. Five hundred twenty-nine jails reported that
they are presently party to a pending law suit.

Many jurisdictions have explored the possibility of operating a pretrial
services agency to insure early release of the pretrial detainee population and to
explore alternatives to incarceration. A number of these agencies that were
created were given the responsibility of interviewing arrestees following booking
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and assessing not only release eligibility, but also defendant needs including
mental. and physical health services. The degree to which defendant needs were
recognized and met was dependent in large part upon the availability of
community resources amenable to cooperation with the criminal justice system.*

. Given the number and complexity of the problems facing both county and
statewide criminal justice systems, the administrative processes of planning and
evalu:ation have achieved particular importance. Evidence of this exists in the
creation of criminal justice/corrections master plans (Wheeler, 1980) and further
Investigations into the expanded functioning of pretrial services. In attempts to
cope with fair and equitable release of defendants, community safety, efficient
case processing, jail overcrowding, crowded court calendars, and a host of other
criminal justice system problems, many jurisdictions have focused their attention
on the cogrdination of intake and release processes, Typically, one agency, such
as a pretrial services unit, is given the responsibility for coordinating systemwide
intake and release procedures with the remaining key criminal justice offices and
for monitoring overall system functioning. The coordination of key criminal
justice agency functions to facilitate efficient and effective intake and release

through a centralized administration resulted in the creation of what is known as
a central intake (CI) system,

Approaches to Central Intake

In a landmark monograph, Galvin (1978) described central intake as "a
program designed to facilitate prompt but sound decision making in the individual
case, and also to recognize and take appropriate action as to immediate service
needs of defendants who face problems they cannot cope with unaided." Such a
program, he noted, could not exist without cooperation from the extant criminal
Justice agencies within a given community, regardless of its administrative
organization. He noted further that such a program should embrace policies
relating to arrest alt‘ernatives, pretrial release, conditional release, diversion,
bail, court processing, community services and other alternatives to
Incarceration. He delineated administrative-organizational arrangements, staff
requirements and planning, evaluation, and budgeting considerations. He also
suggested the incorporation of an information system to assist in program
monitoring and evaluation. Illustrative examples were provided from several
jurisdictions, and sample central intake processing forms were appended.

. While not addressing central intake directly, Lazar (1981) extensively
studied eight jurisdictions, completing detailed analyses of release practices and
outcomes. The.prima'.ry focus of this study was an examination of the pretrial
relga:sg process including types of release utilized and factors effecting release,
fugmwty,. pretrial criminality, and the role of pretrial release programs. By
documgnung the release practices of each jurisdiction, The Lazar Institute also
recognized the cooperative role of key participants from various criminal justice
agencies such as the courts, corrections, sheriff, and pretrial services in
fac111tat.1n.g. early release decisions. This study indirectly provides evidence for
the.f_easxbxhty of cooperation and coordination among criminal justice agencies to
facilitate fair and effective release practices,

*For example, see case histories, beginning page 26,
3




In 1980 and 1982 the Denver Research Institute (DRI) evaluated the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) Jail Overcrowding and Pretrial
Detainee Program projects (Neubaum & West, 1982; West, Neubaum, Blumenthal,
& Keller, 1980) including both Phase I (problem identification and planning) and
Phase II (implementation). Because the focus of the projects selected was to
reduce jail overcrowding primarily through a reduction in the pretrial population,
many sites opted for the creation or enhancement of pretrial release programs to
screen, interview and coordinate the release of pretrial defendants. As a
condition of the Phase I grant, advisory boards were formed {which consisted of
key criminal justice system officials) to become involved in planning and problem
analysis as well as implementation. In instances where advisory boards remained
active through Phase II, implementation of pretrial release programs and
transitions to new release practices were facilitated. Information from selected
sites suggested both the feasibility of a centralized administration for facilitating
pretrial release and the desirability, for some jurisdictions, of maintaining active
advisory boards to monitor criminal justice functions. In addition, the DRI reports
indicated that jsil overcrowding experienced in the sampled jurisdictions
frequently was a source of leverage for instituting alternatives to incarceration
programs. Because intake represented the point at which defendant information
was being collected, intake processes were found to be critical in establishing not
only early release eligibility of defendants, but also an information gathering
procedure that would eliminate duplicate services by agencies involved in
defendant processing. Emphasis was placed on pretrial decision systems and the
flow of defendants and information through the criminal justice system, from
apprehension through adjudication.

Taken together, the above studies demonstrated that pretrial release
practices can be facilitated through ccoperation and coordination among criminal
justice agencies. Limited evidence also existed that a centralized administrative
body or advisory board may be construed as a key component in enhancing
interagency cooperation not only to improve the pretrial release decision making
process, but also to increase overall system effectiveness and efficiency by
providing an information collection and dissemination service. The National
Institute of Justice (NIJ) funded DRI in 1980 to examine the pretrial decision
process; in particular, the concept of central intake, and to document its
existence and development in various criminal justice contexts. As initially
conceptualized, a central intake system was one that included a centralized
administration, prompt defendant screening and determination of release
eligibility, authority to make pretrial release recommendations and/or decisions,
provisions for early entry of counsel, availability of release options, potential for
activities during detention such as jail classification and treatment, offender-
based tracking and system monitoring/evaluation capabilities. The central intake
project was to extend the work previously cited by examining not only how an
agency such as pretrial services could expedite the rrlease decision process, but
also how it might impact a variety of related criminal justice functions through
centralized authority and information management functions. In addition, the
DRI approach to central intake includes the examination of the capacity for a
systems approach to respond to symptoms and problems that have plagued more
traditionally organized criminal justice systems. Whereas previous work had
defined central intake either according to certain functions (such as pretrial
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screening, supervised release, etc.) or to results (speedy processing, reducing
unnecessary detention while minimizing FTA and rearrest, etc.), DRI proposed an
Investigation that was more organizationally oriented. Emphasis was to be placed
on organizational characteristics such as centralized authority, interagency
cooperation, and long-range planning activities.

Project Goals and Products

'n order to examine the applications of the central intake concept
several goals were established by the project team in consultation with NIJ . Ar;
approach was selected that would maximize an examination of the range of CI
functions studied in various jurisdictions. Sites were chosen that would allow for
thetdo;:umentation of alternative central intake models in various jurisdictional
contexts.

... A rpajpr product of this project is a workbook designed to assist
Jurxsdlcjcxon:s in-implementing a central intake system. Exercises are included to
determine 1§ existing intake and pretrial release practices need revision, and if a
new or moghfxed system is needed, what changes should be made and how these

) Anothex.' product of the project is this final report that blends theoretical
ideas and case history findings to produce a state-of-the-art document on central
Intake,  This report reviews the history of the concept and how it is
operationalized in a variety of county and state criminal justice systems
desFrlbes representative CI systems, and makes recommendations for future’
policy decisions. An executive summary distilling the major points of the final
report is also available for wide dissemination.

Project Methodology

. .In conjunction with the Pretrial Services Resource Center, over 30 sites
were initially screened for participation in the central intake project. A
sybs:tapu?.l amount of data on their release decision systems was collected, The
six jurxsdxc'uoqs which were selected for detailed analyses met the initial criteria
cf a central intake system--immediate postarrest processing, limited exclusion
categories, release of both misdemeanors and felons and the employment of a
variety of release alternatives, The following sites were chosen: Arapahoe
County (.L1ttle‘ton)! Colorado; the state of Delaware; Jackson County (Kansas
City), Missouri; Pima County (Tucson), Arizona; Salt Lake County (Salt Lake
City), Utah; and San Mateo County (Redwood City), California.

These sites were included because of eographic locatio
government (county vs, _state), degree of proggrarrgl gevelopment,n ’ 13‘1’55132
categories of release eligibility, range of release options, type of release
auth_or.xty (;ﬂcatutory _vs. administrative), basis of release recommendations
administrative organization, and degree of interagency cooperation achieved:




Juriscictional demographics are contained in Table 1. In addition, jurisdictions
were selected that had data available for at least some of the following: number
of clients processed, FTA rates, pretrial criminality figures, Uniform Crime
Report figures, budget breakdowns and jail management characteristics. Of
primary consideration in determining site selection was the assured cooperation of
local criminal justice officials. No financial incentives were provided to the
cooperating jurisdictions. Letters detailing the nature of the study, the type and
amount of involvement, and requesting cooperation with DRI were sent to each
site and were returned signed by the appropriate agency officials. Specific
requests by the project team included access to existing site records for available
data and to criminal justice personnel for interviews.

Because of the need to gather in-depth information pertaining to
concepts that were not readily quantifiable such as interagency cooperation and
coordination, a case study approach was adopted. The project team determined
that a series of site visits spaced throughout the duration of the contract would
allow for extensive examination of the criminal justice and community agencies
involved in maintaining centra! intake- systemns. Because central intake was
viewed as a dynamic system, it was important to document how the system
adapted as new criminal justice problems arose. During each site visit, data were
collected pertaining to intake and release prceesses and subjective information
was gathered from interviews with relevant agency personnel. Also, members of
the media were interviewed about their views of community perceptions of
criminal justice issues relating to central intake. Between the site visits, follow-
Jp contacts were made by telephone to insure collection of timely information.
This was necessary because of the developing nature of several of the intake
sy;tems and the problems such as jail overcrowding and limited funds facing
others.

Emphasis was placed on an analysis of central intake projects as
intake/release decision systems. Methods for determining release eligibility,
including release criteria, objective and subjective recommendation schemes, and
the validation of interview instruments were documented, Of particular interest
was the source of release authority within each central intake system. Examples
of both statutory and administrative authority were observed in the sample as
well as differences between granting authority to pretrial services to release as
compared to those jurisdictions where recommendations had to be acted on by the
court prior to release.

Development of a General Model of Central Intake

Central intake is conceived as a "system" of separate units with distinct
and often conflicting mandates working together towards the shared goal of more
efficient and effective criminal justice operation. Intake as a "system" can
benefit from the work done by engineers who have studied and designed physical
systems and from the experiences of organizational psychologists who have
worked with systems made up of groups of people and their organizations. A
common finding of both engineers and psychologists is that some systems, either
physical or social, can become unwieldy and either operate extremely
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Table !

Characteristics of Sampled Central Intake Systems

Jurisdiction Arapahoe Jackson Pima County Salt Lake San Mateo Delaware
Demographics County County County County
1. Population - 1976* 225,900 630,000 449,100 525,187 584,100 581,832
Population -~ 1980#% 293,621 629,266 531,443 619,066 588,164 594,338
2., UCR Part | 3,274 49,275%* 8,531 18,381 6,270 7,533
Crimes - 1981
3. Professional Bonding 6 6 3 4 2
Agencies
4. Rated Jail Capacity 55 500% % * 450% * % 495 250 360
5. Jail Overcrowding yes yes yes no yes yes
(existing facilities) )
6. Release Officials sheriff, courts courts CVC, courts PTS, courts sheriff, courts courts
7. Release Criteria point scale point scale point scale point scale & point scale interview
subjective assessment
8. Release Options Jail PR OR PBR NBR Jail OR OR
OR 10% OR OR ROR SR
SR Work Release SR SR Supervised
Automatic Bond
Schedule
9. Percentage of 100% 90-95% 98% 93% 100% 100%
Eligible Defendants
Interviewed
10. 1981 Annual $197,000 unknown $563,043 $843,613 $356,911 $400,000% * % *
Operating Costs

* U.S. Census Data

*% 49,275 total offenses reported in 1980 Police Department Annual Report for Kansas City metropolitén area
*** Jail facilities under construction

*##% For 16 hours (daily) of intake center operation
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inefficiently or break down completely, The experts in these fields have learned
that it is possible to avoid extremes of functioning or complete breakdown by
building into the system a unit with the dual responsibility of monitoring system
functions and informing other functionally related system units when some change
in their performance is necessary. Thermostats are familiar examples in the
physical systems that surround us; they keep furnaces from overheating our
houses, they "inform" automatic cooling systems when to circulate water, and
"order" air conditioning units to turn on or off. In much the same way, economic
indicators such as projections of the annual inflation rate, also serve to regulate
the flow of money in the economy, influence interest rates, and affect
unemployment and business growth,

In criminal justice, system breakdown frequently occurs when jails
exceed their capacity, when defendants who are perceived as threats to the
community are released and when defendants unnecessarily occupy corrections
space prior to trial. In some jurisdictions, legislation has been passed that
required resources that the criminal justice system did not have. For example,
recent drunk driving legislation mandates jail for convicted “drunk drivers but
often no jail space is available. Fortunately, there is a way of informing
appropriate components of the system when breakdown or inefficiencies are
probable so that corrective measures can be taken., Thus, central intake has been
conceived as a '"thermostat" for monitoring selected aspects of intake,
corrections, and adjudication processes, for anticipating impacts and for
responding to observations of the entire criminal justice system by changing its
policies and by informing other decision making units of the system of the need
for changes within their own spheres of operations. Thus, an important function
of central intake is to provide information as well as to act as a forum for both
discussion and accommodation of key actors and agencies in the criminza! iustice
system,

However, even the best designed "thermostat" can only function within a
selected range of conditions and may be overwhelmed when the range is exceeded.
Thus, CI is no guarantee against such problems as jail overcrowding when
jurisdictions are faced with a massive increase in arrests, court ordered ceilings
on capacity, defendant suits, etc,

The DRI conceptualization of central intake includes many cf the same
concerns of a pretrial release agency in that CI is concerned with timely and
appropriate release of defendants by nonfinancial means during the pretrial
period. CI, however, assumes a larger realm of responsibility to the criminal
justice system by going beyond pretrial intervention strategies by providing
feedback and facilitating interagency policy formation and cooperative decision
making (Rovner-Reczenik, 1976). A decision making forum may be created by the
formation of a criminal justice Advisory Board which serves not only to regulate
release policies but also to function as a centralized authority for formulating
plans, to avoid recurring problems within the criminal justice system or to prepare
for those problems anticipated to occur as the result of other nonsystem changes
(i.e., the economic climate, public attitude toward crime, etc.). Central intake
provides the structure for constructive interchange among agencies and
facilitates adaptation to system change. Many excellent pretrial release and
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pretrial services agencies around the country are currently performing or have as

goals the services DRI defines i i i i
ibel to their pomr Rl ¢ nes as central intake without having applied the CI

A general derivative model of CI was

: ; . created from components

%c;cef;:;l ?;:dfunr:cgofns Judg%d mostdrelevant to the previously stated goalps of r'CI’
cdel was designed to portray the flow of informatio. i

. . - - n
:lﬁfendlan!:s thr.ough the cri ninal Justice system from apprehension through arr::td
whe relationships among criminal Justice agencies, and the points in the systerr;
DR?.re Interagency agreements were needed. The rationale for the construction of
s central intake model is contained in the following section,




FC NN

Y

II. A GENERAL MODEL OF CENTRAL INTAKE

This section includes a brief discussion outlining the major decision
points in the criminal justice process and the rationale for including them in a
model of central intake., The general form of the model is related to previous
modelling of criminal justice processes, criminal justice decision making and
organizational dynamics (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1980; Kotter, 1978; Nagel &
Neef, 1979).

Central Intake Release Decisicn Points

The decision points in the CI model fall within the jurisdiction of three
agencies responsible for determining release eligibility.  These are law
enforcement, the pretrial services agency and the courts. Thus, release/detention
decisions can occur immediately in the apprehension/arrest phase of processing,
prior to booking; the early pretrial release phase following booking; and the later -
pretrial release phase which takes place during or after arraignment in the courts.
The following discussion highlights criminal justice, legal, and defendant-based
issues surrounding these key decision points.

When an alleged criminal is apprehended, the officer must decide the
nature of the charge and if the person now in custody should be released. Th cases
of substance abuse, mental illness, public nuisance, or domestic argumerits, the
officer may choose among available alternatives to arrest such as a detoxification
center, mental health facility, etc. It has long been believed that elimination of
seriously maladjusted individuals from the general jail population would
drastically reduce overcrowded jails (National Coalition for Jail Reform, 1982),
In addij:ion, incarceration of such populations without necessary treatment or

If such alternatives to arrest are not deemed suitable for the individual,
a variety of arrest options are available to the officer, Many jurisdictions provide
for field citation or field release. For minor crimes, the officer issues a citation,
much like a traffic ticket, if the individual can produce a valid form of
identification, such as a driver's license. This requires minimal involvement both
for the criminal justice System and the apprehended individual. In some
jurisdictions, policy statements have outlined what types of offenses should be
cited in the field rather than booked into jails. In other jurisdictions, arrest
standards guide officers.in determining suitable actions (Leahy, 1980). Sometimes
informal information has revealed that sheriffs' deputies or police are reluctant to
merely cite abusive or belligerent persons they have apprehended, and change the

with the criminal justice system (Biack, 1980). This may take the form of actual
booking into the jail or stationhouse. Booking for the latter reason may also
provide a cooling off period for arrestees. Arrest may also reflect that officer's -
perceptions of whether the pretrial services agency, which will interview the
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arrestee to later determine release eligiblity, is lenient or stringent. The role of
at least one law enforcement agency, the police, has been documented by Feeney

(1982).

Some jurisdictions employ a release without booking process during the
pretrial period, requiring a criminal history check for outstanding warrants. This
procedure can address the problem of officers citing out arrest'ees who are later
found to have existing warrants against them. This check can be called in from
the field or the arrestee can be taken to a designated nonbooking area of the jail.
If the check is clear, the arrestee can be cited and/or released. If a "hold" has
been placed, booking can proceed. Also, an automatic bond schedule can be used
if the offense is a bondable one. Use of an automatic bond schedule eliminates
the necessity of being detained until an appearance in court for bail setting can be
arranged. It can be used by those with financial means and/or those who do not
wish to be considered for nonmonetary forms of release. For arrestees not
eligible for release prior to booking or unable to post bond, booking occurs for
identification, property check, and admissior‘\ into a holding cell within the jail.
Booking agents, usually rnembers of the sheriff's departmen'g, may also have the
authority to release via an own recognizance (OR) bond. This is accomplished by
the signing of a personal recognizance bond. The defendant, by signing, promises
to appear at all future court dates.

Once the bcoking process is complete, the pretrial services agency can
interview the detainee. A delay in processing can arise at this point, however, if
a large number of arrestees enter booking at the same time, (e:g., following a
drug raid), In addition, booking agents may be reluctant to immediately turn over
persons of known criminal history that they believe are likely to be released. The
detainee also may refuse to be interviewed by pretrial services or may be
detained before interviewing to allow for a case review by the arresting officer's
department. In some instances, the detainee wi!l not qualify for an interview
procedure if the charge appears on the jurisdiction's exclus*on list for pretrial
release. These lists of ineligible charges vary from extensive to minimal and
range from violent felonies to military holds. Regardless of the length and nature
of the exclusion list, detainees can be interviewed to determine if any 1mmed1§te
mental or physical health problems exist and to procure any other information
that might be useful during the detention period. . The pretrial interviewer
receives a booking slip containing standard identification information. If a
criminal history check has not been completed, it is run during the course of the
interview,

The form of the interview varies greatly from site to site but can be
categorized by recommendation schemes--objective, subjective, or a combination
of both. Objective point scales assign numerical values for employment history,
community ties, etc. If an interviewee scores above a certain point total, then he
or she can be recommended for release or actually released after interview
information has been verified. Frequently a delay in the release process occurs
because sources given for verification, such as employers, relatives or friends,
cannot be reached or cannot verify all of the necessary information, Verification
is also included in the subjective interview process. Interview questions cover the
same general topics, but the interviewers use their own discretion in determining
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release eligibility., Considerable debate has arisen over the merits of various
interview formats for determining release eligibility, However, the validation of
questionnaires to meet individual jurisdiction's needs is based on the ability of the
jurisdiction to collect and interpret how well its release procedures are
functioning and to modify them as necessary (Bench & Baak, 1980; Pryor & Smith,
1982), At the sites where point scales are used, interviewers may also have
limited authority to use their own discretion and recommend for or against
release regardless of the interviewee's total score. This observation also points to
the fact that pretrial services intervention may not only result in a
recommendation of who is eligible for release but also may involve
recommendations for who should remain incarcerated. Regardless of the
release/detention outcome, an informed decision based on verified information
can be made,

An additional considerat.on embedded in the interview process is the
confidentiality of the defendant information collected during the pretrial
interview and the related issue of privacy. Approaches taken for protecting the
defendant's rights are discussed in the individual site models and summarized in
the program comparisons section. The questions that are asked in most pretrial
interviews can be directly related to the guilt or innocence of the defendant as
charged (e.g., narcotics use). In some manner, that information which could be
damaging must not be admissable in the court processing of the charge itself, The
pretrial interviewer must also be protected from subpoena in order to reassure
detainees that information exchanged is for release purposes only,

Pretrial services agencies typically have the ability to recommend
alternatives other than OR release or detention. Frequently, the pretrial
interview results in information relating to substance abuse, lack of job skills,
financial hardship, etc. which may be factors contributing to the alleged criminal
act. = Depending upon the available resources, pretrial services can suggest
conditions for release that can then be acted upon by the court. In some cases,
conditions may be imposed that will increase the likelihood of court appearance,

l.e,, daily call in and weekly visits to the pretrial services agency, maintenance of
employment and residence, etc.,

. In some jurisdictions, the operation of the pretrial services agency is
confined to providing information to the courts, rather than recommending
release or actually releasing defendants., The release decision the judge makes
may be influenced by pretrial services information, but the actual release
authority remains in the courts, Delays can occur in the intake/release process if
a judicial officer is unavailable. Interviewers may be able to talk with potential
pretrial releasees, but they must remain incarcerated until the next scheduled
court session, Alternatives to this particular problem have been developed,
however. Some sites rely on the use of closed circuit television to speed up the

arraignment process.* Others have instituted night court or have provided for a
judge to be on call in the off-hours,**

*Video court has been used by the Superior Court of Maricopa County,
Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and in Ada County, Boise, Idaho.

*#*See Delaware and Salt Lake County case histories,
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The courts also exercise their influence over the release process at f.irst
appearance or at arraignment. At this time, juc_iggs may overturn previous
recommendations for release or detention or add additional conditions for release.
They may also change the bond amount. Pretrial services can use this or
subsequent appearances to provide newly verified information to the court. Most
pretrial services agencies send a representative to court sessions. The Jud.ge can
ask the agency representative for clarification or for additional information not
contained in the interview, ask for additional information re}ated to the
recommended release program or stipulate other release conditions to which
pretrial services would have to agree. A recommendation from the prosecuting
and defense attorneys may also be solicited at this time. Attending court
provides the agency with an opportunity to check its agreement rate--the
percentage of times the court follows its recommendatlon.. A{though not
explicitly mandated in some jurisdictions, the court may decide in favor of
detention because of perceived danger to the community or the defendant at
release. The court may also decide on appointment of a public defender for
indigents, often basing this decision on financial or employment information
contained in the pretrial interview., Depending on the avaxlabu.lty of addxtlgnal
information or change of circumstances, the court may continue to consider
release throughout the pretrial detention pe;iod. The court may a%so reverse,
change, or otherwise disregard recommendations for release by pretrial services,
the arresting officers, or other agencies or individuals,

The arresting officer, the pretrial services agency and the courts, while
exerting considerable impact on the intake and release decision, do not operate in
a criminal justice system vacuum. Without major involvement from other key
criminal justice agencies and support from the local community, defendant
processing could be seriously hampered.

The arresting officer operates under guidelines or directions from the
law enforcement department under which he or she is employed. In most cases,
this is either the municipal police or county sheriff's depar'tment. Without
departmental support, use of alternatives to arrest or arrest options such.as field
citation or stationhouse type of releases would be difficult to enforce since the
traditional role of the police or sheriff has been that of apprehension, arrest, and
incarceration of alleged criminals. The sheriff also plays a key role in most
jurisdictions since corrections, i.e., the county jail fac‘i!ities,) are undef' the
sheriff's jurisdiction. The jail may provide space for activities prior to booking as
well as the room needed to accommodate a pretrial services agency cumputer
terminal (if available) and interview space. Often the degree of jail overcrowding
regulates the speed with which intake and pretrial release policies are
implemented or changed. The conflicting values of incarcerat}on .tradltlonally
held by many law enforcement officers and the release values maintained by most
pretrial services agencies can result in system tension. Frequently, hox\{ev_er? the
overall needs of the criminal justi:e system have taken precedence over individual
agency philosophies. For example, most jail commanders and law enforcement
officials have recognized the philosophical differences between themselves and
the pretrial services divisions but have allowed circumstances such as severe jail
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overcrowding or court-ordered jail population limits to reconcile, at least
temporarily, their differing views.

The courts themselves are involved in release determination in a variety
of ways. First, many jurisdictions have more than one court system operating,
i.e., District Court, Circuit Court, Municipal Court or Justice of the Peace Court,
Federal Court, County Court, etc. If new release policies are mandated,
agreement among the involved courts is necessary., Some of the courts can also
play an instrumental role in the determination of release via bail, If an automatic
bond schedule is to be utilized, the amounts per offense must be determined.
Also, if guidelines are to be employed in bail setting, or 10 percent bail is to be
deposited, the court must follow state statutes applying to their operation
(Goldkamp 1979; Goldkamp, Gottfredson, & Mitchell-Herzfeld, 1981). The court,
in states where specific release authority statutes do not exist, must determine
how much of its authority will be administratively delegated to another criminal
justice agency such as pretrial services. The relationship of professional bonding
agencies to the criminal justice system is also determined in part by the court's
collection of bond forfeiters and views toward nonfinancial forms of release.
Policies regarding issuance of bench warrants for FTAs may also vary. In some
jurisdictions, a certain amount of time may be allowed to elapse before a warrant
is issued or the court demands payment from the bonding agency.

The rapidity by which a case is processed by the court is also effected by
the actions of the prosecution and defense attorney. The speed with which
charges are filed, cases are prepared and counsel is appointed for indigents often
affects the rate of case disposition. Early entry of counsel can be facilitated by
provision of screening information from pretrial services.

The jail also exerts its influence on the intake/release process, The
degree of jail overcrowding may influence the court release or detention
decisions. The extent of jail overcrowding may not only play a role in release
determination, but may also have an impact on the adequacy of pretrial treatment
and classification. The jail may rely on pretrial services information to make
recommendations regarding various kinds of treatment for medical disorders or
for gathering preliminary information needed for pretrial classification decisions.
The jail's policies regarding incarceration of juveniles, public inebriates, the
mentally ill, and the mentally retarded may also influence the degree to which
arrest alternatives and conditional forms of release are utilized. The jail is
required also to accommodate the rights given to pretrial populations (i.e.,

detention without punishment) as opposed to those mandated for sentenced
populations.

Another criminal justice agency that can be affected by a central intake
system is that of probation. During the presentence investigation, probation
officers may make use of information on defendant compliance with release
conditions collected by the pretrial services agency to determine client stability.
Sentencing recommendations may favor release over incarceration because of the
number of community resources available and the propensity to utilize community
service restitution and other alternatives for at least some defendants,
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Without the assured cooperation of community social services agencies,
the development of arrest alternatives, conditional forms of release and
sentencing options will place a heavier burden on nontreatment forms of
supervision. With budgetary cutbacks for such agencies as community mental
health, constraints can be placed on their utilization by pretrial services agencies
or the courts. On the other hand, such agencies often justify their existence by
the number of clients they serve, with pretrial services frequently being a source
of referrals., The resolution of the often conflicting values and goals of the
community, criminal justice system, and defendant can often be enhanced by the
creation of an Advisory Board or other centralized form of central intake
administration.

The DRI Model of Central Intake

In this section, a model created from selected intake components
observed at the various CI sites is presented. This approach to CI does not view
ClI as being simply a pretrial release agency concerned primarily with timely and
judicious release of defendants by nonfinancial means during the pretrial period.
Rather, CI is seen as having the ability to facilitate both interagency cooperation
and criminal justice system planning and to alert other units of the system to
potential problems requiring their early attention. In other words, CI acts as both
a system component attending to its own limited range of functions and at the
same time as an integrative component servicing selected needs of the broader
criminal justice system. Central intake provides the structure and the
information for accommodation with integrity and rationality. It promotes
principled compromise and the development of creative alternatives based on the
informed judgments of knowledgeable and responsible officials, working within the
range of what is constitutionally and legally permissable and locally acceptable.

The DRI model is presented in three tiers or levels: first, the release
decision process; second, the relationships among criminal justice system
agencies; and third, interagency cooperative agreements. These levels are
explained in the following figures and accompanying legends.

DRI central intake model: The release decision process. The model
portrayed by the first flow chart (Figure 1) is an amalgamation of processes and
decision points observed among the jurisdictions sampled in the study. The
components selected for inclusion were judged to most closely portray CI
concepts.

The release decision process begins at the point of apprehension (1)*.
According to the model, two options are available to the officer. The first,
alternatives to arrest (2), allows for the detainee to be released with no further
contact with the criminal justice system. Law enforcement officers may choose
not to arrest; for example, public intoxicants may be transported to a local

*Numbers appearing in parentheses refer to processes and decision
points contained in Figure 1.
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detoxification center or those suspected of having mental health problems would
be taken to a community mental health facility. Another. set of options follows an
arrest (3). The first options involve nonbooking release, including a field citation
and immediate release (4), and a 'stationhouse" type release (5) following
verification by pretrial services (see dotted lines) that there are no outstanding
warrants or other legal reasons for detaining the arrestee. If a hold has been
placed on the arrestee, then alternatives to “stationhouse" release apply (6). One
alternative is to enter the normal booking process (7), usually at the jail.

An additional nonbooking release alternative (8) involves the use of an
OR release, following the issuance of a personal recognizance (PR) bond. Also
available at this point is the use of an automatic bond schedule (9), if bond can be
posted. Field citations, other forms of nonbooking release and release via an
automatic bond schedule are most commonly used for the release of
misdemeanant defendants and the less serious felony crimes.

If warranted by the seriousness of the charge or by the condition of the
arrestee and the arresting or booking officer decides in favor of formal booking
and subsequent detention, the arrestee can enter the system by being booked (7).
It is usually following this process that the pretrial services agency (10) initiates
contact with the detainee. Ideally, as quickly as possible after the bocokin
process is completed, a representative from pretrial services screens (1!
potential interviewees, distinguishes defendants that are not releasable from
those who are, and provides information for the judicial officer. Detention
continues for those determined to be ineligible for release screening, and for
those who refuse to be interviewed. Following screening, detainees are
interviewed (12), using a recommendation scheme based on either a questionnaire
or a point scale or a combination of both.* During screening, information is also
compiled from local, state and federal criminal history files.

For arrestees eligible for release, as determined by a score on a point
scale, by screener decision, or a combination of both, verification (13) of
interview information is required. Following verification, the pretrial screener
makes a recommendation (14) regarding release. Ideally, at this point, the
defendant, with a misdemeanor or minor felony charge, would sign a PR bond
stating his or her promise to appear at all future court dates. For more serious
felony charges, such as crimes of considerable violence, most jurisdictions would
route (15) their recommendation to a judicial officer (16) for consideration, either
in a formal court appearance or via telephone, at the same time forwarding to the
prosecutor and defense attorney (public or private) the information about the
person collected up to this point, While the defendant is being detained,
information on his or her needs can be routed to correct nal officers (15A), The
court may then consider three release alternatives, from the least to the most
restrictive (17), (18)and (19) beginning with OR (17). If permission for OR release
is granted, then the defendant follows the same procedure as at (8). At this time,

*Many jurisdictions do not interview illegal aliens, those on federal hold,
military prisoners or those charged with violent crimes,
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judges may stipulate additional conditions for release (18) such as daily checks
with the pretrial services agency, some personal restrictions, or mandatory
treatment of some kind. In cases where the automatic bond schedule did not
apply earlier because of violence, seriousness of the charge, etc., the court must
then set bail (19) or specify conditions prior to release.* If none of these release
options applies and bond cannot be posted, then detention (20) continues and may
involve further processing (21) beginning with classification (22).

For those defendants who remain in custody, centra! intake information
from earlier stages (14) in the release decision process can be made available for
decisions regarding jail classification (22), treatment (23) or additional
opportunities for release (24), including bond reduction (25).

. The next step is the first hearing or arraignment (27) at which all those
previously detained (20) or released (26) must appear. This represents another
release opportunity. New or recently verified information from pretrial services
(10) may be available to the court., At this time, the judge can reconsider the
release options (17) (18) (19) rejected earlier. The court may also use information
(14) pqlleqted by pretrial services, for indigency determination. For those
remaining in custody (28), the process options (21) remain available. Following
the disposition of the case (29) and a finding of guilty (30), once again,
information collected previously at (14) and (27) can be provided to probation
departments for presentence investigation (31) and recommendations (32).
Informati.on can include defendant's failures-to-appear, additional charges during
the pretrial period, or degree of compliance with supervised release conditions.

. DRI central intake model: Relationships aniong criminal justice agencies.
The entire concept of central Intake centers on the ability of criminal justice
agencies to subordinate often conflicting goals to the effective and efficient
funcuonipg of the whole system. Two developments are necessary for this to take
plgcg. First, a central intake system must be facilitated by assistance from those
criminal justice agencies that control the flow of defendants from apprehension
through .adiudica.tion. Second, cooperative arrangements must be established with
community services agencies to provide needed defendant services. Tier two of
the model (Figure 2) presents several agencies whose cooperation is essential.,

Community referral agencies. They provide needed defendant services
such as mental health treatment, employment assistance, and detoxification
programs. Defendants can utilize their services as alternatives to arrest (2) as
conditions for release (18) and for treatment while incarcerated.

. *Even though justice is a public concern which theoretically supersedes
private concerns such as commercial bonding for profit, bail is still used in many
;urx:sc{xthons. Bonding does not necessarily represent equality in justice by
definition and has been the subject of a continual controversy

21




w enforcement. Alternatives to arrest (2) and arrest options (3) would
not be J;:ialized without a commitment on the part of the criminal justice
community to the use of the least restrictive alternatives. Law enfo;cemef:nt
officials, usually the sheriff, operate the local jail and are responsxl;;ed gr
overseeing the booking process (7). In addition, most county jails are staj ;\a 20y
sheriff's employees and are charged with operating corrections programs (15A, 20,

28).

Courts. Courts usually delegate at least part of their authprxty to
pretrial services (10) for OR release (17). They are also respon51bled ior
determining conditions to be imposed upon defendants at release (18) an t?r
determining bail amounts (9, 19, 25). Release can also be reconsidered by the
court if circumstances surrounding the case or defendant change (25).

i i i fendants
Corrections. Corrections officers must assume cus'.cod.y.of dt_e. :
from the point in time that they are incarcerated or are held in jail facilities for
booking (15A), During pretrial detention (20) they may be responsible for
classification (22), or treatment (23).

DRI central intake model: Central intakT administration.. The z\g;:g?gt:i
lons at various points during criminal justice processing ne :

?gfr:giiggcgoo;\peration. Tl'ln)e central igt.ake organizational focus often dictates
where such agreements will be needed (Figure 3). Frequently, a pretrial sgr\{xc?
agency will administer the central intake system under the auspices of a crxmme;
justice advisory board composed of membgrs of key agencies, law gqforcemer;] R
corrections, and courts, community organizations and concerned citizens. The
function of the board is to insure that all stages in the criminal justice p;ocess)
proceed as effi_iently and effectively as possible, begmz.nng with apprehension (1
and ending with sentencing recommendations (32) or earlier disposition.
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III. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO CENTRAL INTAKE

In this section the major factors that influence the ways in which central
intake systems can function are examined. These factors vary from jurisdiction
to jurisdiction but generally fall into three broad categories: the legal or
administrative authority under which a CI program must operate, the extent of
and type of community and defendant criminal justice system needs that must be
met, and the local political climate,

Following this discussion, the central intake models developed from
information obtained at the selected program sites are illustrated and described.

Major Influences on Central Intake Configurations

Legal and administrative authority., Usually the first step taken by a
jurisdiction In implementing a central 1ﬁ§l¥e program is the examination of the
legal environment in which the program must operate. Frequently, statutes that
must be interpreted and then implemented at the county level or statewide will be
passed by the legislature regarding pretrial release, diversion, or preventive
detention. Changes in or additions to state statutes are often reactions to
problems that have existed in counties for quite some time, such as jail
overcrowding., The local community may have already experienced legal sanctions
as a result of previous law suits. Such actions may have resulted in changes in
administrative procedures that are now mandated by statute rather than case law,
For example, in a jurisdiction that has experienced severe overcrowding,
defendants may have successfully sued for more humane conditions, If the
precipitating conditions exist in a jurisdiction that is the state capitol or the most
densely populated county in the state, legislation may be passed requiring all
counties to favor a presumption for pretrial release. In the meantime, however,
local jurisdictions may have already begun a pretrial service program to lessen the
probability of additional law suits. In other words, administrative procedures
calling for a change in the criminal justice system may precede or follow
enactment of state legislation. A county may wish to comply with new laws while
not having the resources to implement a new program. Instead, they may
contract with agencies outside of their own jurisdiction to provide needed
services. For example, the state of Utah has both pretrial release and diversion
statutes on the books. Summit County, adjacent to Salt Lake County, did not
have the financial resources to implement such programs because of the relatively
small year-round population and large seasonal fluctuations in crime due to the ski
and energy industries. Summit County contracts annually with the Salt Lake

County pretrial services project to provide the necessary screening and related
pretrial services.,

Another example of a legal influence is that of preventive detention,
Great variability exists across states and counties on both the enactment of
legislation and “the local procedures used for enforcement, Both pretrial
interviewers and judges may have been 'basing release/detention decisions in part
on perceived dangerousness prior to implementing formal preventive detention
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hearings. Judicial discretion may also be constrained in the posttrial period by
the passage of mandatory and determinate sentencing laws and the number of
sentencing resources available in the community.

Criminal justice system, defendant and community needs, Not only must
jurisdictions accommodate to thelr legal environments, they must also meet the
immediate needs of the local criminal justice system defendant and community.
If jail overcrowding is a primary concern and overcrowding is the result of a large
pretrial detainee population, intake release programs may be given high priority

(Neubaum & West, 1982; West et al., 1980). Similarly, if public inebriates or other "

less serious classes of offenders are clogging the jail, cultivation of community
agency resources may be necessary. Usually within any given jurisdiction, most
criminal justice practitioners will agree on a few basic issues that influence most
of their policies.  Unfortunately, implementation of new administrative
procedures such as adoption of central intake processes or organization can only
operate within a given problem range. Using every pretrial release option
available may not sufficiently reduce jail overcrowding to preclude new jail
construction. It may, however, keep the problem under control long enough to
consider the construction options available or influence the design of the
structure. The same can be said for the implementation of arrest standards, field
citations, bail guidelines and sentencing practices. Without a comprehensive
criminal justice master plan or committee to facilitate long-range planning and
creative problem solving, criminal justice systems may respond only to the most
pressing or short-term needs.

Political climate. With the benefit of long-range planning, community
government may be able to respond in an efficient and effective manner to
criminal justice needs and make short-term adjustments that are compatible with
long-range solutions. Local criminal justice systems are closely tied to
coemmunity government since county commissioners are usually responsible for
allocating operating funds to agencies within criminal justice systems and
community services agencies. In terms of government funding, there appears to
be a trade-off between allocating funds to criminal justice agencies at a
previously established level and responding to whichever criminal justice problems
are currently receiving the greatest amount of notoriety, How budgetary
resources are divided can be determined by the individual program director's
justification of operating expenses and the actual or perceived need for continued
or additional funds. Further, county government, because it consists primarily of
elected officials, is likely to be somewhat responsive to community needs, In an
era of limited resources, budgeting conflicts often arise between the community's
desire to reduce violent crime and the decreasing pool of dollars to construct new
facilities, hire more law enforcement officials, implement new programs, or
increase existing program functions. Currently, many communities are
experiencing a reduction in services as a result of the decreasing availability of
funds. Such cutbacks have forced careful evaluation of the community criminal
justice system in attempts to streamline operations and keep reduction in services
to a minimum,
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Case Studies

. A description of the five selected central intake sample sites follows.
Each is portrayed according to its history and setting, its fit with the DRI model
and the flow of defendants and information in the criminal justice process. The
conclusion of each case history contains a summary of central intake impacts
documented within each jurisdiction.
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ARAPAHOE COUNTY

History and Setting

Pursuant to a court order issued by Arapahoe County court judges on
December 12, 1977, steps were taken by criminal jus.tice offici_als to reduce
overcrowding in the county jail. At that time, the daily population of the jail
was projected to range from 53 to 74 in 1975, 63 to 79 in 1980, zjm.d 74 to 90 in
1985 (Arapahoe County Pretrial Release, 1981) and the existing jail had a rated
capacity of 55. The proposed changes consisted primarily of developing
alternatives to incarceration for misdemeanant and minor felony detainees. ‘I:he
development and implementation of these processes brought with it the inception
of a central intake system in Arapahoe County--a system de§1gned not gnly to
reduce the jail population, but also to serve as a coordinator of xpta}ke,
correctional and adjudicative processes. The various components of the crgmlr.xal
justice system, including the sheriff, County Court, District Qqurt, dfstnct
attorney, corrections, public defender and probation are ail participants in and
beneficiaries of the central intake system.

Arapahoe County is part of the Denver metropolitan area, covering the
territories directly east and south of Denver County. The jurisdiction is the
largest county in the state. As a bedroom community in a rapigi growth area of
the country, the population of Arapahoe County has been increasing steadily over
the past several years, going from 225,900 in 1976 to 293,621 in 1980.

The county's major population enclaves are concentrated in Littleton,
the county seat, and the city of Aurora, Aurcra accounts for the; highest
percentage of reported Part | crimes (56% in 1980) and is a likely site for a
county jail annex currently under consideration.

As the population of the area has risen, the demands on the criminal
justice systemn have intensified. The 1977 court order was the direct result of a
law suit filed in 1975 by inmates of the Arapahoe County Jail, claiming that
their constitutional rights were being violated as a consequence of being
incarcerated in a jail which they claimed was overcrowded. In addition to the
alternative programs aimed at reducing jail overflow, a new wing of the jail was
opened in 1980 to provide more room. Nevertheless, population and crime
figures continued to soar., The county reported 21,563 crimes known to the
police in 1980, These factors have pushed the expanded facility beyond its limits
to a point where the county is now trying to acquire land and funds to build a
new jail, The situation is further exacerbated by the present state of fiscal
austerity which is placing severe restrictions on criminal justice improvements.
For example, despite a growing caseload, no new judgeships have been granted by
the state in the last few years and judicial salaries have been frozen (except for
cost of living increases), resulting in several resignations from the district and
county benches.
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The Arapahoe County Central Intake System

Central intake in Arapahoe County consists of several programs
administered by the Arapahoe County government, sheriff, district attorney and
probation departments. These programs were initiated primarily to relieve
overcrowding in the Arapahoe County Jail by providing alternatives to booking
and pretrial detention for low risk arrestees. These programs include the field
summons program, stationhouse release, felony summons and pretrial release.

Field summons program. One alternative process developed to help
stem the jail overcrowding was the issuance of field summons, or citations for
misdemeanors and petty offenses, in lieu of booking and detention. These
procedures are provided for by Colorado state statute. Law enforcement
officers in the field are required to issue a summons when making an arrest for
these offenses if the suspected offender has valid proof of identification, has no
outstanding holds on his or her record, and is willing to sign the summons form.
Officers in the field may, as part of a summons arrest,.refer people in crisis
situations to Arapahoe County or Aurora mental health clinics. Funding for this

program comes from the sheriff's department and the 11 local police agencies
within the county,

The number of pretrial detainees arrested and charged with
misdemeanors has dropped considerably--from 1,300 in 1975 to 268 in 1979.
Arapahoe County officials attribute most of the decline to the field summons
program. At the same time, the difference in the FTA rate between those
booked and bonded and those arrestees issued summons has remained stable. In
1975, before initiation of the program, the FTA rate stood at 24.4 percent. The
1977 rate, reflecting the first complete calendar year of the field summons
program, was 24 percent. Assuming no differences in the nature of the offenses

and offenders, this indicates no greater risk of nonappearance under the
summons system.

Stationhouse release.  Stationhouse release was another option
introduced as part of the county's Central Intake Program. Under its provisions,
misdemeanant and petty offense arrestees, who are not issued a field summons,
can be released on recognizance bonds by jail officers without being booked.
Also, a bond schedule was established to facilitate quick release with no
detention time for persons charged with relatively minor offenses.
Recognizance bonds are generally granted over-the-counter for persons charged
with second or third class misdemeanors, traffic, and petty offenses, if
defendants can establish local community ties. The program is administered by
the Jail Division of the Arapahoe County Sheriff's Department.

Arapahoe County officials report that they have essentially eliminated
misdemeanant defendant pretrial detention through the stationhouse release and
field summons programs. Figures for 1977 showed that 12 misdemeanant
arrestees, out of 270 originally apprehended, remained in custody beyond the
first advisement of rights hearing, which generally takes place within 24 hours of
arrest. Some of these remaining detainees included persons arrested for first
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class misdemeanors who were ineligible for recognizance release, persons who
refused to sign the field summons, individuals with outstanding holds from other
jurisdictions, and persons sentenced after pleading guilty at the initial court
appearance.

Felony summons and pretrial release. Two other programs, felony
summons and pretrial release, serve central intake functions for felony
arrestees. The felony summons process can be initiated by the district attorney
for arrestees charged with certain minor offenses classified as fourth and fifth
class felonies, as provided by state statute. Rather than being served warrants,
booked and jailed, persons charged with these offenses are issued citations for
appearance and recognizance bonds. In 1979, 174 individuals, or 18 percent of
the felony arrestees who could have been jailed, were issued felony summons.

The most comprehensive aspect of the Arapahoe County central intake
system is the pretrial release program. Felony and first class misdemeanant
arrestees are eligible for screening and release consideration through pretrial
release. This includes all such persons booked into the Arapahoe County Jail
(Littleton) and the Aurora City Jail. Individuals arrested are interviewed after
booking and prior to the first advisement hearings.

Interviewers cover two shifts from 5:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday. Coverage starts at the county jail in Littleton at 5:30 a.m. and
at the city jail in Aurora at 6:30 a.m. Advisements are held on those days at
8:30 a.m. Before presentation to the court, the information is verified and a
written bond recommendation is prepared. The bond investigation interview
probes areas such as community ties, employment status, prior criminal history,
FTAs, and current charges. If an arrestee scores sufficiently high on the
interview, he or she may be recommended for recognizance release, supervised
release, or reduced bond. Between the program's inception in May 1977 and the
end of 1979, approximately 4,000 persons were screened and 1,000 released.
Also, through 1979, the project reported an 8.6 percent felony FTA rate, 18.9
percent misdemeanor FTA rate, and a 6.6 percent overall pretrial rearrest rate.
Figures for June 1982 indicate a cumulative 9 percent felony FTA rate and a 6
percent felony rearrest rate. The misdemeanant FTA figure stands at 18
percent. This latter figure, although high, must be considered in light of the fact
that the project supervises "high risk" misdemeanant releasees previously
rejected for citation and stationhouse release. The average misdemeanant
rearrest rate since 1977 is 5 percent.

The pretrial release program serves the central intake role of gathering
and disseminating arrestee information to other components of the criminal
justice system. Indigency data are collected and presented to the public
defender. The district attorney, public defender and court receive bond
investigation data to provide information for all bonding arguments. Probation
staff receive information on defendant status and performance while on
supervised release for use in the preparation of presentence reports and in
assessing client treatment needs. As of 1979, the project estimated that it saved
the county approximately $16,000 per month in deferred detention costs. This
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figure Was computed by calculating the cost of housing defendants in the Denver
County Jail ($26 per day) and counting the number of days the defendant is
n:zleased, fron‘f the date of release to case disposition. This yielded a
displacement figure of $24,000 per month. The $16,000 total was derived by
subtracting $8,000 in monthly project operating expenses,

. Components of the Arapahoe County central intake system are
administered by various criminal justice agencies. The field summons program
comes under the law enforcement purview, Thus, the process is controiled by
the sherxf_f's depgrtment and local police departments. The stationhouse release
program is administered by the jail division of the sheriff's department. As
nptec} earlier, the felony summons program falls under the auspices of the
district attorney. The pretrial release program is now an independent county-
supported agency. In its first three years (1977-1980), pretrial release was an
LEA.Ajsupported program sponsored by the Arapahoe County government and
administered by the 18th Judicial District Probation Department.

Central intake as a "system" operates under the informal leadership of
jch‘e' pretrial release program, The director and her staff have taken the
Initiative to monitor and coordinate the activities of their own as wel! as other
funqt19ns in the network. For instance, the agency conducts periodic audits of
the jail population to provide the sheriff's department and courts information on
possﬂ:le.qeeds to reduce the number of defendants detained in or sentenced to
that facility. !nte;view recommendation reports are disseminated to the district
attorney for bonding arguments, as well as for use in making filing and diversion
dgcxsgons. Also, pretrial reports and recommendations are forwarded to the
District Court, once a felony case has been filed, to permit bonding decisions at
that level. The project makes its information available for bond reduction
decisions, at any point, and for use by probation staff in composition of
presentence reports. The frequent contacts which the program director has with
representatives of most county criminal justice agencies and political power
ba§es gl.e., county commissioners) allow her to informally provide information
which influences the operation of many central intake functions.

_ The .bod.y which has ultimate funding and policy making authority over
the criminal Justice system is the Board of County Commissioners. A Criminal
Justice Comn}lssmn has been empaneled for the last few years, but deals almost
exclusively with planning for a new jail. This committee, made up of heads of
the county's crirpmal justice agencies, advises the Board of County
Commissioners on issues involved in construction of a new jail and its inherent
proplems.. T:echn}cal}y, it is designed to oversee the interagency workings of the
entire criminal justice system, but the overriding importance of the new jail
Issue has consumed virtually all of this body's efforts,

ImEacts

The impacts central intake has had on reducin jai i
. Che in : g the jail population
while maintaining stable failure-to-appear and pretrial rearrest ratgs, were’
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noted above. To summarize, the field summons and stationhouse release
components have effectively eliminated the misdemeanant detainee population
from the Arapahoe County Jail. The feiony summons program and pretrial
release program have been very effective in releasing minor felony arrestees in
lieu of detention.

DRI interviewed a number of criminal justice and elected officials in
Arapahoe County to assess "users" views of central intake and its effectiveness.
Most of the opinions focused on the pretrial release program, as it is the most
visible component.

Overall, the concept of central intake and its antecedent release
alternatives are accepted as necessary steps to reduce jail overcrowding and
provide arrestee bonding information. The jail commander concludes that the
current jail overcrowding situation would be far worse without the release
options. All the judges interviewed found the interview information to be highly
valuable in setting bonds and stimulating communication between the district
atterney, public defender and courts.

There was, however, some criticism of central intake and pretrial
release in particular. Several remarks were made stating reservations about
providing the opportunity for high risk, "serious" felony arrestees to be released,
These respondents stated that limited jail space makes such release opportunities
a necessary evil. Also, comments were heard regarding the inclusion of criminal
history information as part of the pretrial report to serve additional needs of the
central intake system. The absence of FBI criminal history information, as part
of the pretrial record, was seen as a problem because such records are needed by
probation to compcse presenitence reports, Probation contacts the FBI for this
information and must wait 2 months to receive it. Also, the provision of
information on defendants who bond out was seen as a necessary aspect of a
central intake system--one which currently is not part of the present Arapahoe
County set-up.

Arapahoe County Central Intake System

The following diagram presents a schematic flow of defendants and
processes in the Arapahoe County system (Figure 4)*,

*Transparent central intake overlays for individual sites are contained
in an envelope located on the back cover of this report. They are to be used in
conjunction with the DRI centrai intake model (F igures 1, 2, and 3),
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LEGEND: ARAPAHOE COUNTY PRETRIAL
PROCESSING FLOW DIAGRAM
(See Figure 4, transparent overlay, back cover)

Apprehension

Alternatives to Arrest - includes referrals to Arapahoe County or Aurora

mental health clinics, alcohol treatment centers, personal or family
counseling

Arrest Options - booking at Aurora City Jail or Arapahoe County Jail;
nonbooking release through field summons, ielony summons, stationhouse
release or automatic bond schedule

Field Summons - notice to appear to persons charged with misdemeanors,
petty offenses and traffic offenses; zefendant must sign summons, prove
identity and have no outstanding heids frem other jurisdictions

felpny Summons - notice to appear served on behalf of the district attorney
in lieu of an arrest warrant for fourth and fifth class felony charges

Stationhouse Release - jail officers may release arrestees charged with

second and third class misdemeanors on bonds; takes place immediately
after booking '

Booking - at the Arapahoe County Jail in Littleton or the Aurora City Jail

Postbooking Release Alternatives - automatic bond schedule and
statlonhouse release

Auwmatic Bond Schedule - defendants not released on PR bonds

immediately after booking may post bond ‘according to a schedule based on
the offense charged

11.,_. 12,, 13., 14, Pretrial  Processing-Screenin Intervi

Verification/Record Check and Recommendation -gdefendantg’chargedvvzm
felonies and serious misdemeanors, not released through stationhouse
release or monetary bond, are eligible for interviews through the pretrial
release program (except for those defendants on writs or retainers from

other jurisdictions.); a point scale is used; recommendations are made to the
County Court at first advisement

Routing'- pretrial recommendations and reports are routed to the County
Court, district attorney and defense counsel prior tc first advisement

17., 18, 19. Court Processing (First Advisement) and Release Options -
hearings held Monday through Friday at 8:30 a.m.; judges may release
defendants on recognizance bond, conditional release or monetary bond




20. Pretrial Detention - Arapahoe County Jail

i i i ili f felony charges in
24. Release Reconsiderations - conducted prior to filing o arge:
District Court and presented to that court for bond adjustment

consideration

istri i ; filed

o 264, 27., 28. District Court Arraignment - after felony charg.es'are ’

20 gon’d mafy be reduced resulting in release of those defendants still in custody
or detention may continue

29., 30., 31., 32. Case Disposition - pretrial release _information may be used to
effect defendant release between a finding of guilty and sentencing

Central Intake Administration

The Criminal Justice Council has no real input into the operation of central
intake, but serves primarily to plan construction of a new ja{l. Most central
intake functions, including all pretrial information gathering and release
recommendations at the various levels, are coordinated by the pretrial release
program,

Interagency Cooperative Agreements

Community resources. Includes county mental health centers,
detoxification centers, community educational and employment agencies.
Referrals are made by law enforcement as alternatives to arrest and by pretrial
services as conditional release requirements.

Corrections. Pretrial release monitors jail population by providing periqdic
inmate counts to the sheriff's department; defendant background information,
collected by pretrial release, is presented to the sheriff's department.

Public defender and district attorney. Receive pretrial screening
information for use in bonding arguments.

Courts, including County Courts in Aurora and Littleton. Receive pretrial
screening information to set bond at first advisement; pretrial screening data are
also used by the District Court to set bond on cases originally filed there and to
hear bond reduction arguments for cases bound over from County Court.
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DELAWARE

History and Setting

In response to a directive from the federal District Court, the governor
of Delaware spearheaded the development of a master plan for corrections in
1977. Part of the plan included the construction of a Multipurpose Criminal

- Justice Facility (MPCJF), known also as the Gander Hill processing cernier, to

process arrestees and classify convicted offenders. In November of that year, the
Hurley Committee was appointed to specify the function of the new facility and
initiate planning, The committee recommended that the central arraignment
concept be implemented on a trial basis prior to the opening of the new facility to
illuminate problems with the approach and to demonstrate the benefits, The pre~
Gander Hill project was known as the Post Arrest Processing Center (PAPC).
Both the Hurley Committee and the Program Advisory Committee were staffed
by members of the Delaware Criminal Justice Planning Commission. Their
functions included providing relevant information, assisting in program
development and designing procedures and staffing requirements,

PAPC. was located in New Castle County which Is Delaware's most
populous county with a 1980 population of 399,002, The receipt of federal funds
under LEAA's Jail Overcrowding and Pretrial Detainee Program was a major
factor in the development of the PAPC project. The county's population was
relatively stable, but its crime rate was increasing, The 1980-81 figures represent
an 11.7 percent increase in total adult arrests over 1979, while the number of Part
I arrests increased by 68.9 percent. While the number of adult arrests increased,
the number of juvenile arrests declined slightly, and the total number of arrests
from 1978 to 1980-81 increased only 8.4 percent. Figures from the New Castle
County Public Safety Department (equivalent to a sheriff's department) also show
an Increase in arrests (Table 2). Total arrests were up 27.7 percent from 1979 to
1981 and Part I arrests increased by 18.6 percent,

Table 2

Arrests in New Castle County

Arrests Date
New Castle County 1978 1979 7/80 - 6/81
Adult Part 1 2,669 2,934 4,956
Adult Total 12,228 12,261 13,699
Adult and Juvenile Total 16,508 ———— 17,889
New Castle County Public 1-8/1979 1-8/1980 1-8/1981
Safety Department
Part] Arrests 1,907 1,905 2,261
Total Arrests 4,442 4,799 5,674

Source: Delaware Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center,
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Although arrests increased, the prison ulation (there are no
jails in the state) did not increase. The numbﬁgpof adult(s under corre‘c::(t)it:;r:s):
jurisdiction was 6,168 on July 31, 1980 and 6,165 on July 31, 1981, On the same
dates, the total number incarcerated and the pretrial population was 1,368 and
175 (1980), 1,317 and 239 (1981). The overall population decreased but the number

of pretrial detainees increased by 36.6 percent, although t i i
was orly 18 percent of the total, Y P ’ gh the pretrial population

When the PAPC project began there were a number i
smogtt} implementation and operatigon. First, only part e(al?cfugb%a‘,gl)esof ot;::
admzssixons: to.the state prison system came from New Castle County. Any
reduction in prison population due to project operations could have been offset by
Increases in the population from the rest of the state. A second problem was the
use of mandatory sentencing practices for offenses such as drunk driving that
were approved by the state legislature in the past decade. Use of mandatory
sentences reduced the outflow from the prison and increased the proportion of

convicted criminals who were serving relatively lon
sent
under | year), & y long ences (1 to 5 years vs.

. PAPC operated in an environment in which not all criminal justi
agencxef were willing to cooperate. The Public Defender's Office, the At{coi;lg;
General's Office, and the Governor's Office were all strongly behind the project
and they fully supported the central arraignment concept; the Governor's Office
continues to be a strong supporter; the Municipal Court judges were opposed to
the project; ar}d the state Supreme Court took a "wait and see" attitude about
holding preliminary hearings at the central arraignment facility, The Department
of (':orre.ctmns (DOC) was a Supporter of the project, but caused some delays in
project x(nplementation when it refused to staff PAPC until $20,000 worth of
security Improvements were made. However, at a June 1980 meeting, the
directog .o‘f corrections reiterated his Support for the project took’ full
responsibility for delays in implementation, agreed to staff the temporary
arraignment center, and provided funds to improve security at the facility,

The newly constructed processing center, the Multipur o imi
) 1 A se C
Justice F.acilgty at Gander Hill, Ppartially opened on’schedule inpSegtembe?rI‘gg;f
ghe fagxhty is current!y accepting prisoners and conducting intake procedures,
perations have begun in an incremental fashion of opening one housing module at

a time and adequate personnel are bein hased in to eventuall
clock shifts, This process should be corgp?eted by June 33, 1u9a33): work around-the-

The Delaware Central Intake System

Delaware's central intake services were managed b PAPC i
. until t
opening of Gander Hill. It was anticipated that the gxperiyence, pro:ecliurel;e
materials, etc, developed at PAPC would be readily transferrable to Gander Hill, ’

In spite of start-up problems when PAPC be an oper
of atlons, it
implemented as originally planned in the original LEAA ?ail oxl')ercrowndi,ng gr\;r?:
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proposal. Initially, it operated 7 days per week from 6 p.m. to 2 a.m. but the
hours were changed from 4 p.m. to [2 midnight within the first quarter of
operations in order to be more consistent with other shift changes. The center
was based on the concept that providing all arraignment services at one site would
reduce time spent in detention by offenders and this would have a positive impact
on jail overcrowding. During any one shift, PAPC was initially staffed by a
magistrate, a court clerk, a deputy attorney general, an assistant public defender,
a pretrial services worker and three correctional officers.

Central intake, as it was developed through PAPC and carried over to
Gander Hill includes the following agencies and functions:

1. Police. Their duties were delineated from the time of a felony arrest
to the time they relinquish possession of the offender to another agency. At
Gander Hill, the officer drives through a sally port where the arrestee and a copy
of the arrest report are turned over to a correctional officer. The police officer
can then meet with the deputy attorney general and do the required intake
interview on the arrestee or schedule another time for the interview,

2. Corrections officers. They accept transfer of the arrestee from the
police, conduct a body search, obtain arrestee's personal effects, and turn the
arrestee over first to pretrial services and then the Public Defender's Office to be
interviewed, They also escort arrestees to the Magistrate Court in session at
Gander Hill.

3. Pretrial services. The staff interviews the arrestee, runs a computer
check for priors, warrants, etc., and compares the detainees' statements with the
information from the computer, They call friends, relatives, or employers of the
arrestee to verify information, present their information to the Public Defender's
and Attorney General's Office, and then present the interview information and
recommendation to the court. They also do preliminary drug/alcohol and mental
and physical assessment of everyone who will be incarcerated, and they make
referrals to the Criminal Justice Service Center (CISC). Recommendations for
release are made to magistrates on a subjective basis--no point scale is used.
Pretrial services interviewers consult with both attorney general and public
defender representatives before making their final recommendations to the court.

4. Public defender, After the pretrial services interview, the arrestee is
interviewed by the Public Defender's Office. The public defender tries to
negotiate the case with the deputy attorney general. The public defender
represents ail defendants at arraignment (unless they have a private attorney with
them) and makes arrangements (if the arrestee qualifies) for continued public
defender services.

The chief public defender is also concerned about the use of
incarceration for those who may benefit most from educational or vecational
training., A pilot testing program has been initiated to determine the feasibility
of classifying inmates according to the types of educational remediation that
would most benefit the arrestee,

35




The Public Defender's Office is administered by a director, appointed by
the governor, for a 6-year term. The director is very supportive of the central
intake concept as it is being operationalized at Gander Hill. The public defender
is especially in favor of the diagnostic center where increased defendant
screening is expected to result in better release decisions, l.e., minimize FTA and
pretrial rearrest as well as unnecessary pretrial detention. Over 90 percent of the
detainees in Delaware jails are reported to be public defender clients.

5. Attorney general. The attorney general's purpose is to provide poli‘ce
with the opportunity for immediate intake interviews and to discuss cases with
arresting officers. Attorney generals also make recommendations at arraignment,
evaluate the merits of a case, and negotiate pleas with the public defender.

6. Court. The Magistrate Court must review paperwork on eqch case,
follow current initial appearance procedure, hear the _recomrpendanons _and
opinions of the attorney general, public defender, and pret:nal services, set bail on
the case, and set the preliminary hearing date. The magistrate can also accept a
plea if the case is plead to an offense in J ustice of the Peace Court's jurisdiction.
In these cases, sentencing can a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>