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July 15, 1993

Pat Bean

Assistant CAO

County Administrator's Office
419 Pierce Street, Room 204
Tampa, FL. 33602

Dear Ms. Bean:

ILPP's examination of Hillsborough County's jail population
shows that many beds could be saved if the county pursues new
policies, programs and practices in its operation of the criminal
justice system.

This report identifies several "targets of opportunity" for
addressing some procedures that would have the most direct
impact on improving efficiency of jail bed use. These targets
derive from study of the jail population alone, however; a
broader review of the overall criminal justice system is still very
much needed. From such a system review, the county could
discover many more avenues of improving system operation
and also address the best means of implementation.

In this final report we have modified our projections upwards
slightly, based on the Sheriff's Office input, and downward based
on expected action by the County Public Safety Coordinating
Council.

The cooperation of the Sheriff's Office, the courts and all other
agencies was excellent during this jail population study. We
would like to express our thanks to all the individuals who
enthusiastically assisted on the project; specifically we cannot
overemphasize the enthusiasm and commitment of the Sheriff's
Office toward making sure this report reflects accurate
information.

The challenge the county faces in meeting the needs of its
criminal justice system is made more bearable by the clear spirit
of consensus among local leaders.

Sincerely,

Alan Kalmanoff

Executive Director
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT SCOPE AND PURPOSE

The Institute for Law & Policy Planning was retained to perform a jail
population and policy study. The need for this study arose from the
county’s desire to seek a means of complying with a state lawsuit on
Hillsborough County jail crowding, other than initiating massive new
construction.

Because of time constraints, the current study focused specifically on
examination of the jail population versus a comprehensive, system-
widereview of criminal justice functions, or developmient of an overall
criminal justice plan.

This study comprised four main tasks:

¢  Inmate Profile & Classification Analysis - Sampling of inmates on
a given day to characterize jail use and identify optimal
classification levels.

¢ Inmate Tracking Analysis - Sampling of inmates studied from
booking torelease to identify efficiency of release and adjudication
mechanisms.

e Inmate Population Projections - Projections of the inmate
population through 2010 and assessment of historical projections
for comparison.

s  Targets of Opportunity - Based on the findings of the above,
targets of opportunity for improving flow and efficiency are
identified and described with initial impacts.

» ILPP/Hillshorough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993 page i



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

‘ INMATE PROFILE ANALYSIS

Demographics

*  85% of sampled inmates are Hillsborough County residents.

e  Over half the sample are African American (versus 13% for the
general county population).

¢  85% of the women and 65% of the men are unemployed.

Primary Charge

For both men and women, the jail contains mainly persons facing
felonies:

Figure 1 Primary Charge Breakdown for Men, Profile Sample

Admin.
4%

Misdemeanors 25%

. Felonies [AEEE

71%
Figure 2 Primary Charge Breakdown for Women, Profile Sample
Admin.
2%
Felonies 48
60%

Misdemeanor
38%
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Figure 3 Felony Breakdown by Men and Women
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Figure 4 Misdemeanor Breakdown by Men and Women

Other
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Violentcrime and drug possession offenses predominate amongfelonies;
traffic offenses and domestic violence predominate among
misdemeanors.

Other Charge Information

¢  Violation of probation (VOP) rates are high among the profile
group: 37% of the overall group are in jail for some kind of
probation violation, either as a technical offense or as partof anew

offense.

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

32% of all VOPs are drug-related; 30% of VOPs among men are
misdemeanors, and 24% of VOPs among women are misdemeanor
violations.

Bond is typically denied in VOP cases, regardless of whether the
violation is technical or the commission of anew crime, accounting
for the high percentage of the population in jail for this offense.

Adjudication Status and Length of Stay

Less than half of women are unsentenced (43%); over half of the
men are unsentenced (54%).

After a first appearance hearing, many inmates have no action
taken on their cases for lengthy periods of time.

Classification

Hillsborough County uses the NIC classification system
consistently. The NIC system, however, provides for only three
degrees of security: maximum, medium and minimum; there are
nofurtherbreakdowns of sub-classifications (e.g., low-minimum).

65% of the men have one or more prior felony convictions; 59% of -

the women have one or more prior felony convictions.

Figure 5 Classification for Men

Minimum
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Figure 6 Classification for Women

Maximum
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INMATE TRACKING ANALYSIS
Pretrial Release

e  60% of inmates tracked through the system qualify for pretrial
release according to a standard set of guidelines: low severity of
charges, nofailures to appear in court, nooutstanding warranis or
holds and no serious violations of probation.

»  Surety bond is the most frequently used mechanism for both
misdemeanors and felonies, although Hillsborough uses five
types of pretrial release.

e  Surety and cashbond are also very speedy releases; 78% of people
who post a surety bond are released within 24 hours. This is true
for 82% of people who post a cash bond.

e ROR releases take an average of four days to process for
misdemeanors and 11 days for felonies. ROR is rarely used for
misdemeanors (5%) and not very often for felonies (14%).

Traffic Offenses, FTAs and VOPs

e  Misdemeanor traffic offenses are a serious issue in the county:
40% of all misdemeanor bookings into the jail are traffic-related.
While a large percentage are eventually released pretrial, a
significant number of DUI, DWLS and other traffic offenders
remain in jail until their cases are disposed.

e  Failures to appear (FTAs) do not preclude pretrial release in

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993 page v
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Hillsborough County as in many counties, but they do seriously
affect the length of time it takes to get released. Typically, having
anFT A increases the processing time for pretrial release anywhere
from 16 to 30 hours.

s  Violating probation jeopardizes one's chance for pretrial release
and also extends the processing time for those who do obtain
pretrial release. For felony VOPs only 20% are released pretrial;
slightly over one-third of misdemeanor violators are released
pretrial.

e For misdemeanors, obtaining release by posting a surety bond
takes twice as long if the individual has a probation violation.

TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY

Pretrial Release

1. Increase pretrial release options.[Increase use of non-bond
PTR.

2. Establish a pretrial release agency.

3. End the practice of booking persons arrested only on ordinances
or revise criteria to make ordinancearrests eligible for release by

administrative order.

4. Establish uniform criteria for determining use of bond increases
or no-bond orders.

5. Implement improved notification procedures to prevent
unintentional failures to appear.

6. Clarify the administrative order process for pretrial releases.

Adjudication

1. Reduce the amount of time required to effect transfers of
inmates to a state prison facility.

2. Reduce State Attorney review time for filing.

3 Review policies for continuances of court hearings and reasons
for requests of continuance.

Drug Offenses

1. Implement policies to identify persons arrested on drug
possession offenses to determine eligibility for drug court or
drug programs earlier in the process.

2. Expand drug court to allow the participation of persons with
one prior conviction for drug possession.

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993 page vi
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3. Identifyalternatives tocontinued detention of persons sentenced
to probation and non-secure (drug) programs.

Probation Vioclations

1. Evaluate policies to ensure that notices to appear or orders to
show cause are routinely used before an arrest warrant for a

technical probation violation is issued.

Classification

1. Increase the number and use of minimum security alternatives

to traditional detention of Hillsborough County inmates.

2. Releasetoelectronic bracelet or supervised pretrial [post-sentence
release, all “low-minimum” security inmates.

Targets of Opportunity

The following two tables show the impact on bed savings by pursuing
various identified targets of opportunity. Although ILPP believes
many more bed savings will result from a careful system assessment
and plan, the following summaries may overstate possible bed
savings in that there are overlaps, i.e., different changes may affect

the same inmate.

Table 7 Possible Bed Savings Based on Targets of Opportunity ldentified Thus Far

A. Procedural Targets
Current Percent Number Current  Potential
Group Action Note Bookings atiscted affected ALS ALS
Felons now ROR Accelerate ROR 1 116 100% 116 11.13 2.00
IMisdem now ROR Accelcrate ROR 1 68 100% 68 3.16 + 2.00
All Felons, 3rd degree Expand ROR 2 681 16% 109 18.09 2.00
Ordinance Do not book 3 21 100% 21 3.25 0.00
Felony VOP Allow to post bond 4 185 25% 46 14.95 3.83
Misdemeanor VOP Allow to post bend 4 116 25% 29 8.55 0.86
Surety bond w/ FTA  Notification -> no FTA~ 5 136 50% 68 2.48 1.80
Felony no files Early screening 6 17 100% 17 19.71 14.00
Felonies Reduce continuances 7, 186 27% 50 20.63 14.00
Felony drug poss. identify for drug prograrr. 8 132 80% 106 8.75 2.00
Misdemnr drug poss.  identify for drug programr 8 34 100% 34 8.57 2.00
Felony VOP Notification -> no arrest 9 185 25% 46 14.95 0.00
Misdemnr VOP Noftification -> no arrest 9 116 25% 29 8.55 0.00
Prison transfers Reduce transfer tme 10 82 100% 92 2452 19.28
B. Custody Level Targets
Group Action Nots Total % min Total Min % Low Min
Low minimum men Transfer out 11 1,894 39% 739 52%
Low minimum women _Transfer out 11 287 58% 166 51%

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page vii



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 8 Possible Bed Savings Based on Maximum Use of Targets of Opportunity

ldentified Thus Far

A. Procedural Targets

Current Percent Number Current  Potential
Group Action Note Bookings affectsd sifocted ALS ALS
Felons now ROR Accelerate ROR 1 116 100% 116 11.13 2.00 :
IMisdem now ROR Accelerate ROR 1A 68  100% 68 3.16  1.00 74
All Felons, 3rd degree Eipand ROR 2A 681 22% 150 18.09  2.00 115}
Ordinance Do not book 3 21 100% 21 3.25 0.00 3%
Felony VOP Allow to post bond 4A 185 33% 61 14.95 3.83 32§
{Misdemeanor VOP Allow to post bond 4A 116 33% 38 855 0.86 14}
[surstybondw/FTA ~ Notfication > noFTA ~ 5A 136  75% 102 248  1.80 3}
Felany ro s Early soreening 6 17 100% 17 19.71  14.00 51
Felonies Reduce continuances 7 186 27% 50 20.63 14.00 16}
Felony drug poss, Idsntify for drug program 8A 132 90% 119 8.75 2.00 38
IMisgermne drug poss. dentiy for drug program ~ 8 34  100% 34 857  2.00 11
Felony VOP Notification -> no arrest 9A 185 33% 61 14.95 0.00 43}
Misdemnr VOP Notification -> no arrest 9A 1186 33% 38 8.55 0.00 16§
Prison transfers Reduce transfer time 10A 92 100% 92 24.52 12.59 52
B. Custody Levei Targets
Group Action Note Total % min Total Min. % Min Out % Low Min Suvings
Low miniemurm women Transfer out 11A 1,804 39% 739 25%  52% 569}
Low rinimum women Transfer out 11A 287 58% 166 25% 51% 127 ¢

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page viii
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Hillsborough County is not unlike other large counties in Florida. It
possesses a large jail overcrowding problem, has too little money to
build its way out, but has been ordered by a court to take some action.
In this case, the county is facing the possibility of having to construct the
first 1,024-bed phase of its corrections master plan on a county-owned
site, or find effective alternatives.

The current study arose from the increasing pressure the county is
experiencing to comply with a circuit court order to go forward and
complete Phase I and prepare to construct a total of 4,096 beds by 2010.
The failure of a bond issue that could support jail construction has
highlighted the financial strain that this master plan would impose. In
light of this, county leaders are seeking ways to improve the actual
management of the jail population to make the most efficient use of
space and other resources.

In this invigorated focus on jail population management techniques,
Hillsborough County places itself in a statewide and national context.
The age of “building out” of jail problems appears to be coming to an
end as counties and states everywhere cannolonger afford an approach
that has not realized the expected return in crime control equal to the
considerable investment. Crime in the county is fluctuating up and
down - neither increasing nor decreasing drastically. Yetjail population
has mushroomed over the years.

In January 1992, the Florida Advisory Council on Intergovernmental
Relations, acknowledging the jail crowding burden faced by local
governments, wrote that, “the rate and incidence of crime account for
only a small part of the rapid jail population growth experienced by
Florida counties in recent years. Instead policies and procedures...in
funding [the] criminal justice system...and in processing criminal
defendants from arrest through case disposition have the most
substantial impact upon the size of local jail populations.” (ACIR,
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Project Update : Study of the Finance & Management of Local Jails and
Proposed Pretrial Release and Detention Legislation, 1992, p. 8)

Hillsborough’s leaders are responding to this problem with a fairly
new criminal justice consensus: A new sheriff, state attorney, public
defender and commissioners have recently joined the other criminal
justice gatekeepers to examine the state of the county’s past direction
and develop a plan to improve efficiency. The new state attorney has
also sponsored the creation of a large criminal justice commission as
forum for these issues.

Itshould also be noted that the framework and tradition for maximizing
effective use of incarceration alternatives is solidly in place in
Hillsborough County. Prior to courtorders and ensuing administrative
orders limiting jail crowding, the Hillsborough Sheriff's Office was an
acknowledged leader in use of work release and other alternatives.

SCOPE

Hillsborough County retained the Institute for Law & Policy Planning
(ILPP) to perform a focused jail population research and policy study
in a good faith effort to examine alternatives to jail construction. Asa
result of this effort the court has granted a delay in the scheduled start
dates of the master plan to allow this study to occur.

Because of theresource and time limits imposed, the scope of this study
was limited to a review of the jail population alone, although all of the
agencies in the criminal justice system and in county government play
a critical role in the management of a jail population.

The result of the project is this report on the nature of the existing
population, projections of the future jail population and a discussion of
possible targets of opportunity that can help streamline processing of
inmates and operation of jail facilities.

This report expressly excludes discussion of detailed system-wide
recommendations and implementation strategies as these cannot be
reliably concluded without a review of the criminal justice system, in
addition to the present focused jail population study.

REPORT OUTLINE

The jail population and policy research study comprises three main

ILPP/Hilisborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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sub-studies. The goal of these studies is to provide a reasonably
detailed understanding of who is in jail and how the jail is being used.
This information provides the county with initial findings to make
informed decisions about building facilities and modifying current
practices.

The first sub-study is the inmate profile and classification analysis. A
profiletakes a “snapshot” of thejail’s population revealing information
about demographics, severity of crimes and how long inmates remain
in jail for different types of offenses. This analysis sheds light on the
usageof scarcebeds, specifically by assessing what type of classification
the inmate population falls into - how “bad” are the county’s inmates?
This aids housing and population management decisions.

The second sub-study is the inmate tracking analysis. ILPP tracked all
inmates booked in a three week period from arrest to release noting
data about the time it takes to process a booking, determine eligibility
for pretrial release, and arrange for court appearances. Tracking
provides a sense of the flow of the system and the efficiency of the
release points. Taken together, the profile and tracking studies are like
two views of the same jail system creating a three dimensional
perspective of the jail population.

The third sub-study is the assessment of inmate population growth. In
addition to developing independent projections, ILPP reviewed all
available projections of theinmate population for Hillsborough County.
Projections have been revised based on re-examination of available
data and extensive discussion with sheriff's office personnel.

Based on the products of these tasks, ILPP has developed over a dozen
targets of opportunity that the county could pursue to lower the
demand for jail beds and the need for new construction’. Because this
isnota criminal justice assessment or system plan, further work will be
required by the county to implement changes, develop proposals for
additional targets, and create non-custody resources and programs in
the community. Nonetheless, this initial study shows a sizable number
of targets of opportunity, and a large number of potential bed savings,
available to the county as an alternative to taking on major new
construction and operating costs.

! Following submission of a draft of this report, Hillsborough County's Public Safety
Coordinating Council reviewed and delegated evaluation of these alternatives as
viable and effective options.
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INMATE PROFILE AND CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

Consultants profiled a large sampling of inmates in the Hillsborough
County correctional system mainiy to determine levels of classification
for the overall inmate population. This in turn can be useful to planners
in thedecision to provide an appropriate type of space as cost effectively
as possible.

The profile analysis of inmates has a second purpose. Combined with
the inmatetracking study, it provides a complementary source of
information that allows policy makers to thoroughly understand their
jail population. While the tracking creates a sense of the speed of the
flow through the jail system, the profile is a cross-section of who is in
the jail at a given time. Taken together these analyses can be powerful
tools in planning for correctional needs.

For the Hillsborough County profile, a representative sample of men
and all women in jail on March 18, 1993 were studied. Revising the
sample to exclude invalid cases, the study included a total of 296 men
and 293 women. In several cases throughout this review, number totals
may not add up to 100 percent. There are two reasons for this
occurrence: rounding error and exclusion of insignificant categories.
Tables of all charts are provided in the appendix to this report for
comparison.

" For the most part, women and men are compared separately in this
analysis as they are housed separately, and their breakdown of housing
levels and the types of crime they commit are generally different from
each other.

DEMOGRAPHICS

Race and residency demographics are virtually identical for men and
women: Both groups comprise 85 percent Hillsborough County
residents. Race is recorded as black or white: in both samples blacks
made up 52 percent of the group, with 46 percent white in the women'’s
sampleand 43 percent white in the men’s sample. The women’s sample

“589 men and women in
custody in March 1993
were included in the
profile study.”

“Slightly over half of
both male and female
inmates in the sample
are African American."
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contains three juveniles; the men’s 22.

The women'’s profile sample tends tc be older than the men’s: 29
percent are in the age range 30 to 35 years (mode), followed by ages 25
to 29 with 25 percent. In the men’s sample, the mode agerangeis 18 to
24 (26% of the sample); 23 percent are in the age range 30 to 35.

Unemployment appears to be a significant problem: Only 15 percent
of the women and 35 percent of the men were employed at the time of
booking.'

PRIMARY CHARGE

Therearesignificant differences in primary charge breakdown between
the two samples. While persons detained on felony charges dominate
both samples, this figure is 60 percent for the women, compared to 71

percent for the men. As a result, the women'’s sample contains a larger

proportion of misdemeanor charges at 38 percent; such charges, for
men, make up only one quarter of the population. The remaining

Figure 2.1 Men's Primary Charge Breakdown
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Figure 2.2 Women's Primary Charge Breakdown
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"Felonies make up the
majority of charge types:
71% of the men and
60% of the women."
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Figure 2.3 Felony Breakdown by Men and Women
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charges for the samples are administrative, such as writs, contempt of
court and holds for other states.

For felonies among men, the largest proportion of charges involve
violence against other persons. These charges include murder, rape,
kidnap, aggravated assault or battery, robbery and sex offenses. The
nextlargest category is drug offenses, which arealmost equally divided
between drug possession and drug sales. Burglary charges are also

significant.

Wiolent crime and drug

possession predominate

in felony offenses among
men."

"Traffic offenses account
for a third of the male
misdemeanor jail
population. Violent
crime (mainly domestic
abuse) accounts for
20%."
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For misdemeanors among men, the largest block of charges are traffic
offenses, which account for 35 percent of all misdemeznor charges.
Violent crime is the largest single category. Most of the violent
misdemeanor offenses involve domestic battery.

Felony drug offenses are the largest category of felony charges in the
women’s profile, accounting for 35 percent of all felony charges. Of the
drug offenses, 77 percent are for possession. The next largest category
of felony offenses is probation violations, which is nearly one-fourth of
all felonies (24%). Violent offenses (21%) are unusually high for a
women’s sample.

Prostitution is by far the most dominant misdemeanor charge for
women, 49 percent. The sample may be inflated in this charge category
because a prostitution sting had taken place the night before the sample
was taken. Property and probation violations are the other major
categories of misdemeanor offenses, 14 percent and 12 percent,
respectively.

VIOLATIONS OF PROBATION

Probation violations areasignificant problem in both samples. Overall,
arrests on probation violations alone accounted for 14 percent of the
men’s sampleand 19 percentof the women’s sample. When underlying
probation violations are included, the proportion of each sample with
probation or parole violations increases dramatically. For the men’s
sample, the total proportion is 35 percent with probation violations,
either as a primary charge or underlying offense, and for the women’s
sample, 39 percent. Of the probation violations, less than one-third
(30%) in the men’s sample involved misdemeanors. For women, the
proportion is even smaller (24%). Parole violations, either as the
primary charge or underlying hold, make up seven percentof themen'’s
sample and four percent of the women’s. When bt "h parole and
probation violations are combined, close to one-half of each sample
have such violations: 42 percent for the men and 43 percent for the
women.

Table 2.1 Probation Violations and Use of Bond

MALES (N=40) FEMALES (N=55)
Type of VOP: % No-Bond % Zero Bond % No-Bond = % Zero Bond
Felony 66% 31% 64% 29%
Misdemeanor 18% 64% 23% 69%

"Over a third of men and
women studied are in
jail partly or totally for

violating probation. This

high proportion is partly

due to the fact that bond

is often denied for these
types of cases.”
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The high proportion of zero bond for males and females with
misdemeanor probation violations probably reflects thefact that persons
with such probation violations have been sentenced. Zero bond
technically indicates someone who has been sentenced, although staff
occasionally mistakenly enter this designation for pretrial people who
are denied bond (no-bond).

The preceding table also only includes persons booked on probation
violations as the primary charge. In general, such probation violations
arebased on technical violations, since the person had notbeen arrested
on a new offense. The data indicate that most judges are including no-
bond orders on misdemeanor probation violation warrants for technical
violations; a more uniform practice toreview the nature of the technical
violation before imposing a no-bond order could reduce the number of
persons required to stay in jail on technical probation violations.

Overall (combining both the men’s and women’s samples), 37 percent
of the profile samples had been arrested on a probation violation, either
as the primary charge or as an add-on. Significantly, nearly one-third
(32%) of all such probation violations were drug-related, i.e., the crime
that resulted in probation was a drug offense.

FTAS, HOLDS AND BOND

Overall, failures to appear (FTA) do not appear to bea significant factor
in the detention of people in the profile: 84 percent of women and 85
percent of men, respectively, have no FTAs, either as the primary
offense or underlying the primary charge. There is no significant
correlation between FTA and primary charge, with the possible
exception of misdemeanor property offenses for women, in which the
proportion with an FTA is 44 percent.

Very few persons in either sample were arrested only on an FTA capias
(4% of the women’s sample and 2% of themen’s sample). A significant
proportion of both samples, however, have a combination of an FTA
and probation violation: 25 percent of women and 19 percent of men.

In the women’s sample, 78 percent have no holds; most of the holds are
either Department-of Corrections (6% of the total sample) and out of
county (12%). In themen’s sample, 70 percent have no holds, with nine
percent having DOC holds and seven percent out of county holds.
Holds for space in the jail drug program or DACCO are also notable:

"The practice of denying
bond for probation
violations is also used
for technical violations
where there is no actual
crime committed."

“In the profile analysis,
the rate of failing to
appear in court is not
very high."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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. five percent of the women'’s sample and four percent of the men'’s
sample. , 5% of women and 4%
of men were in jail
awaiting transfer to drug
Figure 2.5 Bond Amount for Overall Sample programs."
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’ The impact of probation violations - the most common reason to be
denied bond - can be seen from the large proportions of both samples
withno-bond orders: 41 percent of women and 47 percent of men were
denied bond. Wherebond is set, thelargest proportion of the women’s
sample falls into the range of $2500 to $5000 (9%); 15 percent of the
women'’s sample have bond set between $2500 and $10,000. The same
bond range is seen most frequently in the men’s profile: six percenthad
bond set between $2500 and $5000. In contrast to the women's profile,
however, the bond covered a broader range: $2500 to $50,000 for 21
percent of the sample.

OTHER CHARGE INFORMATION

Mostinmates, menand women, havemore than onecharge: Thisistrue
for 61 percent of women and 74 percent of men. The additional charges
tend to be felonies (23% of the women’s sample, and 46% of the men’s
sample).

While felony offenses are the primary charges in both samples, most of
the felonies are second or third degree: 45 percent of all felony charges
‘ are third degree and 30 percent second degree in the men’s sample; 57
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percent are third degree and 27 percent second degree in the women'’s
sample. Given the high proportion of violent felony offenses in the
men’s sample, it is not surprising that 19 percent of the felonies are
felony life, capital or life without the possibility of parole; this proportion
is much smaller in the women'’s sample (9% of all felony charges).

ADJUDICATION STATUS

43 percent of women are unsentenced, 42 percent are sentenced and
approximately nine percent are sentenced on some charges but have
additional charges pending. The proportion of unsentenced inmates in
the men’s sample is much larger (54 %). One-third had been sentenced
on all charges (33%) with six percent sentenced on some charges with
others pending. The higher proportion of unsentenced males can be
attributed to the higher proportion of felony offenses (71% compared
to 59% of all charges for women), the more time needed to adjudicate
them, and the lower sentenced rate for misdemeanors among males.

Table 2.2 Adjudication Status by Offense Category

MALES (T=296) FEMALES (T=29%4)
Offense Category N % pendingZ N % pending
Felonies 209 72% 174 71%
Misdemeanors 87 33% 120 25%

The proportion of felony charges that were still pending at the time of
data collection is identical for both samples, but only one-fourth of the
misdemeanor cases in the women’s sample were awaiting to be
adjudicated, compared to one-third for the men’s profile sample. The
higher proportion of sentenced misdemeanantsin the women’s sample
can be attributed to the early sentencing of most prostitution charges:
only 13 percent of such charges had not been adjudicated.’

Transfers to another facility or jurisdiction are not significant among
men or women: Less than two percent of the samples, respectively, are
awaiting transfer.

Based onaveragelength of stay (ALS), when correlated with adjudication
status, probation violations have both the shortest ALS for each of their
respective offense categories and the lowest pending adjudication rate,
meaning they are bandled quickly and efficiently.

Not surprisingly, the longest ALS is for felonies involving violence

"43% of women and
54% of men studied are
not sentenced."

"Unlike the tracking
sample, only 2% of the
profile group were
awaiting transfer to
another facility "

"Probation violations,
although they are kept in
jail with no bond, are
nonetheless processed
fairly quickly."

ILPP/Hillsborecugh County Population & Poljcy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 2.6 Felony ALS by Adjudication Status
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Figure 2.7 Misdemeanor ALS by Adjudication Status
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Figure 2.8 Percentage Pending Sentencing
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againstother persons, whichincludemurder, rape, kidnap and robbery.
These can be not only complex cases, but involve potentially serious
penalties. What is significant, however, is that the ALS for felony drug
offenses, which are primarily for possession, approach the same time
frame as for these violent felony crimes.

ADJUDICATION TIME FRAMES

The profile samples provide some information regarding adjudication
time frames. These time frames indicate how long the adjudication
process takes for persons detained in the Hillsborough Countyjail from
booking until sentence. In order to obtain meaningful data, the men’s
and women's profile sample are combined for analysis.'

Averagelengthof stay (ALS) correlated tolastand next court proceedings
provides the time frames from booking to last court hearing; booking
tonextscheduled courthearing; and last court hearing to nextscheduled
court hearing.’

Time Frame from Booking to Last Court Proceeding

The last court proceeding for one-third of the combined profile sample
is first appearance or preliminary presentation. The overall ALS from
booking to first appearance is nearly six days, but this figure includes
cases where there are add-on charges.’ The first appearance for most
persons in the sample is within one day of booking. The add-on
charges, based on ALS, are primarily made in felony bookings.

Overall, 42 percent of the sample are still in the preliminary stages of
adjudication (either arraigned - 9% - or awaiting arraignment); 33
percentaresentenced; 12 percentareawaiting other pretrial proceedings;
eight percent are to appear or have appeared at probation revocation
hearings; and three percent have been set for trial. The ALS from
booking to arraignment ranges from five to 31 days for misdemeanors
and 22 to 64 days for felonies. The ALS from booking to a probation
hearing is very short for misdemeanor violations of probation, five to
eight days; the ALS for felony probation violation hearings ranges from
18 to 40 days.

"Felony drug possession
is often treated as
harshly as violent felony
crime."

"Getting inmates to a
first appearance hearing
occurs well within a 24

hour time frame in
Hillsborough County."
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Time Frame from Booking to Next Court Proceeding

The most frequent entry for next court proceeding is “to be set” (TBS),
which meant thatno future court date had been set after the lasthearing
(approximately one-fifth of all cases in sample). This entry occurred
most often after first appearance, which means that arraignment, the
next hearing, is left unset, apparently until after the State Attorney has
filed an information. TBS also can represent a continuance of the last
hearing.

Approximately seven percent of the cases involved continuances of the
lasthearing;11 percentareset for probation revocation hearings; and 14
percent are set for pretrial conferences. For felony probation violations,
the ALS ranged from 20 to 58 days. The ALS for pretrial conferences
from the time of booking ranged from 60 to 118 days for felonies.

Time Frame from Last Court Proceeding to Next Scheduled
Hearing

The time frame from the last court proceeding to the next hearing
provides information regarding when the next hearing is scheduled.
The time framefrombooking tolast courthearing provides information
regarding when a scheduled hearing actually occurred. Both of these
time frames, reviewed together, provide some information about
continuances and delays.

Arraignments are generally scheduled within 8 to 10 days of first
appearance for misdemeanors and 10 to 16 days for felonies. The data
indicate, however, that arraignments actually occurred much later for
felonies: Based on the timeframe from booking tolastcourt proceeding,
most felony arraignments (16 out of 28) occurred within 22 to 33 days.
The data indicate that there can be a delay of up to two weeks before an
arraignment actually occurs.

CLASSIFICATION

The Hillsborough County jail staff, which participated in the National
Institute of Corrections (NIC) pilot program for jail classification, uses
the same classification system as ILPP consultants. Overall, the NIC
criteria and standards are consistently followed for classification of jail
detainees and inmates.’

Under the NIC system, initial custody levels are determined on the

"To be set' court dates,
meaning no scheduled
advancement of
disposition, are quite
common among the
profile group indicating
possible unnecessary
waiting timein and use
of jail space."”

"Hillsborough County
uses a nationally
developed classification
system and participated
in the pilot program to
develop and monitor it."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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basis of points assigned to various criteria. The initial evaluation is
based upon three criteria: severity of current charges, serious offense
history and escape history. If the scoreis seven or higher after the initial
evaluation, the inmate is assigned to maximum custody; this score is
called the “maximum custody score.” For inmates whose score is less
than seven after the initial evaluation, four additional classification
criteria are considered: institutional disciplinary history, prior felony
convictions, alcohol /drug abuse and stability factors. This final score
is called the “comprehensive custody score.” If the comprehensive
custody score is five or less, the inmate is recommended for minimum
security custody housing. Inmates with a score between six and ten
points or five or fewer points with a detainer are assigned to medium
security housing. Inmates with a score of eleven or greater are
recommended for maximum security housing.

In the Hillsborough County jail, classification is used primarily to
determine job assignments, since a direct supervision jail allows a mix
of differently classified inmates.’ Forexample, inmates with a minimum
security classification would be eligible to work as trustees.

Classification of Men's Profile

In terms of severity of the primary or current offense, the largest
proportion of the men’s profile sample had been booked on an offense
of moderate severity (39%); 29 percent had been booked on offenses
categorized as low severity; 22 percent on high severity offenses and 11
percent on highest severity.

Low severity offenses include drug possession, technical probation
violations and property offenses under $1000. Moderate severity
offensesincludeburglary, theft, weapons and drug sales. High severity
offenses include manslaughter and robbery. Highest severity offenses
include murder, rape, kidnapping and assault and battery with a
dangerous weapon.

Approximately one-third (32%) of the men profile have no criminal
history or a history of low serious offense level. About two-fifths (40%)
have amoderate serious offense history; 21 percent have a high serious
offense history and five percent have a highest serious offense history.
(Thesserious offense history corresponds to the same categories forlow,
moderate, high and highest for the severity of current offense.)

“Nearly one-third of the
men have no criminal
history or a history of
only minor offenses.”

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Nearly 95 percent of the men have no history of prior escapes; three
percent of the sample have a history of escape from a medium or
maximum security setting.

Based on these three variables, 23 percent of the men’s profile required
housing in maximum security. There is no significant change in this
proportion after calculation of the comprehensive custody score.

Most of the men’s sample has no history of institutional disciplinary
problems (98%). Over one third of men (35%) have no history of prior
felony convictions; of the remaining sample, 12 percent have one prior
felony conviction and 53 percenthave two or more. Consistent with the
proportion of drug offenses and drug-related probation violations in
the sample, 39 percent have a history of drug or alcohol abuse.

Figure 2.9 Men's Prior Convictions Breakdown

2 + prior felonies
53%

| no prior felonies
35%

1 prior felony
12%

After calculation of both themaximum custody scoreand comprehensive
custody score, the classification analysis indicates that 25 percent of the
men’s profile require housing in maximum security; 36 percent in
medium security ‘and 39 percent in minimum security. Half of the
minimum group are sub-classified as “low-minimum?”, i.e. ideal for
community custcdy.

"39% of men are
minimum security.”

ILPP/E:!Isborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 2.10 Men’s Housing Classification
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Classification of Women's Profile Sample

The classification analysis shows that the women’s profile sample is
predominantly classified as minimum security (58%), which probably
reflects the significant proportions of arrests for probation violation,
drug offenses and prostitution. (Half score so low on the scale that they
are considered “low-minimum”.) Only 14 percent are classified as
requiring maximum security housing and theremainder (29%), medium
security.

Figure 2.11 Women's Housing Classification
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These scores are based on the same variables as those used to calculate
the maximum custody and comprehensive scores for the men'’s profile:
46 percent of the sample were arrested for low severity offenses; 38
percent moderate; ten percent high and six percent highest. For serious
offense history, 37 percent have none or low; 42 percent moderate; 17

"Over half of the women
had only one or no prior
felony convictions."
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percent high and two percent highest. Only two percent of the sample
have a history of escape from a medium or maximum security setting.

After calculation of the maximum custody score variables, 12 percent
of the profile sample require housing in maximum security.

Less than one percent of the women has any history of institutional
discipline. Two-fifths of the sample have no prior felony convictions;
12 percent have one prior felony conviction and 47 percenthave atleast
two prior felony convictions. Nearly one-half of the women’s profile
sample (46%) had a history of drug or alcohol abuse.

Figure 2.12 Women's Prior Convictions Breakdown
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Notes
1 Of the 23 juveniles in both samples, only 7 were listed as students on the booking
sheets.

2 This category includes persons who have been sentenced on some charges but
have others pending.

3 The high sentenced rate for prostitution cases is due to the fact that most persons
arrested on these charges plead guilty atfirst appearance and accept the plea offer
of 30 days in jail. '

4 The analysis is based on the assumption that there are no significant differences
in the adjudication process for men or women.

5 Because court hearings or dates were not available for all cases in the profile
samples, the total sub-samples for these three time frames will vary in size.

6 Although a person may have already had afirst appearance on the primary charge,
there will be another first appearance for other charges when they are added.

7 Classification information was missing in some cases and there were occasional
scoring inconsistencies, such as a score showing a moderate to severe felony
offense history, but no history of prior felony convictions.

8 In general, inmates actually requiring maximumsecurity housing are housed atthe
Morgan Street (West) facility.
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INMATE TRACKING ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

An inmate tracking analysis follows the flow of detainees and inmates
through the jail to evaluate the efficiency of the flow and to identify
poittis or areas in the criminal justice system where delays lead to jail
crowding. The tracking analysis begins with the premise that jail
overcrowding is a consequence of actions throughout the criminal
justice system. Evaluating population flow through the jail from the
time of booking until release can highlight points in the system process
that impact crowding.

The tracking sample contains all bookings into the Hillsborough County
jailbetween1/24/93 and 2/14/93. The final tracking sampie consisted
0f 2,591 cases, adjusted to exclude persons stillin custody (as of the date
data was collected in March, 1993) and invalid data.

The following analysis presents first a general description of the jail
population and its release patterns. From this overview, various factors
were further evaluated as areas where current practices or policies have
contributed to delays in population flow through the jail. Specifically,
use of bond, prevalence of traffic offenses among the jail population
and the impact of FTAs and VOPs emerged as key areas. Because
pretrial release offers the greatest potential for maximizing control over
jail population management, the analysis focuses on pretrial release
patterns and problems.

In thetrackinganalysisitshould be noted thatlength of stay information
is biased downwards. This is because while data was collected for all
bookings, analyses were not performed on inmates who were still in
custody at the time of the study. Length of stay information in this
context is most relevant not in understanding how long the average
person stays in jail for the average crime, but for persons who are or
could be eventually released pretrial, how fast are they getting outand,
if there are delays, what is causing them?

"The impact of bond,
traffic offenses, failures
to appear in court (FTAs)
and violations of
probation (VOP) were
identified as major flow
issues."

"Because pretrial release
has the greatest potential
of affecting efficiency of
population flow and
crowding, this area
formed a major focus of
the tracking analysis."

ILPP/Hilisborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Residency

The Hillsborough County jail houses primarily county residents: 88
percent of the sample are residents of Hillsborough County. Of the
Hillsborough County residents, 76 percent are from Tampa (66% of the

overall sample).
Figure 3.1 Residence Breakdown of Inmates

Out-of-County
12%

Other
Hillsborough
County
22%

Tarnpa
66%

Age

Although the mean age is 30.7 years, nearly one-half (48%) are within ~ "Predictably, the age
two age groups, 18 - 24 (28%) and 25 - 29 (20%). The age group 18-24  group 18-24 is the most

is also the mode (721 cases), or most common age group. Juveniles (15 We";f”; 'S;igf?;,’ oup

population.”

Figure 3.2 Age Range Frequencies
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‘ - 17) account for three percent of the sample.

Age ranges from 15 to 81, which explains the high mean age.'
Figure 3.3 Age Breakdown by Major Groups

Juveniles
3%

25-29
20%

25 and oider
49%

28%

Race

Race is limited to “black” and “white” in data available from county
sources. Determining the population size of Hispanics is impossible as
‘ it is often not recorded. (Where Hispanic and Asian ethnicity are
entered, these categories account for less than 1% of the sample.) Based
on this data, the tracking sampleis 34 percent African American and 66
percent white or other.
African-

Amarican
34%

White
86%

Figure 3.4 Race Breakdown Among
Inmates

African-American
13%

Figure 3.5 Race Breakdown Among County
Population

c White
87%
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Gender

The sampleis 19 percent female and 81 percent male. The mean age for
the women is 25.4 years, ranging from 16 to 71 years with the mode at
27 years, considerably higher than the mode age for men (22 years).

Mean age for the men is 30.9 years.

CHARGE SEVERITY

Primary Charges

To evaluate the nature and types of charges for persons booked into the
jail, Consultants evaluated an individual’s primary charge and charge
category. The primary chargeis themost serious offenseif a person was
charged with more than one crime. Categories are based upon Florida
penal statutes and National Institute of Corrections (NIC) categories.

Figure 3.6 Breakdown of Misdemeanors and Felonies

Other
4%

Felonies
40%

Misdemeanors
56%

Looking at primary charges, felony charges account for 40 percent of all
bookings and misdemeanor charges for 56 percent of all bookings. (The
remaining 4% represents a third category of charges, which included
local ordmances, writs, administrative holds, escape, FTA and federal
prisoners.)’

Among thefelony charges, thelargest category is for offenses involving
violence against other persons. This includes murder (includes
attempted murder and manslaughter), rape, kidnap, sexcrimes, robbery,
aggravated assault and battery, and battery against a police officer
(RAWV).

"Among the sample
group, 40% of all
bookings were for

felonies and 56 % were
for misdemeanors."

iolence, drug
possession probation
violations and property
crimes are the most
common crimes among
felonies.”

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 3.7 Felony Charges by Offense Type
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The other significant categories of felony bookings are drug offenses,
(64% for drug possession, mainly cocaine), probation violations and
property offenses. Aggravated assault or battery accounts for 51
percent of all the offenses involving violence.’

Figure 3.8 Misdeanor Charges by Offerise Type
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Other traffic §
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Aswith felony bookings, thelargest category of misdemeanor offenses
are crimes involving violence, which account for 22 percent of the
misdemeanor subsample. Of this category, 56 percentinvolve domestic

violence. Property offenses include worthless checks, which make up
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37 percent of all misdemeanor property offenses in the study. .With the  wor misdemeanors,
exception of one case, all of the drug offenses are for possession. DUI violence and traffic
bookings are the second largest category of misdemeanor offenses, but  offenses are the most
combined with all other types of criminal traffic offenses accountfor41  frequently observed

percent of all misdemeanor bookings. charges, with traffic
crimes alone accounting

for 41% of all
Charge Category misdemeanor bookings."
“Charge category” is the seriousness or degree of the primary offense
as defined by the Florida penal code. This variable identifies the
composition and size of groups that are most eligible for nonfinancial
pretrialrelease, specifically, release on ownrecognizance (ROR). Based
onpracticesinother Florida jurisdictions, these groups typicallyinclude
nearly all misdemeanors and third degree felonies. To the extent that
certain second degree felonies are included, the potential nonfinancial

pretrial release population could be even larger.
Figure 3.9 displays the breakdown among bookings of types of felony

charges by degree. Third degree felonies, combined with second
degree bookings, account for 92% of all felony bookings."

Figure 3.9 Felony Levels Among Inmate Sample

First degree
4%

Second degree
28%

Third degree Capital
64% 4%

Based on charges alone, those that comprise alowrisk group eligible for
pretrial release include persons facing misdemeanor charges of all
degrees, and some inmates accused of third degree felony offenses.
Extrapolating from the tracking sample, this group currently makes up
85 percent of those booked into the Hillsborough County jail.
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However, pretrial release potential must also filter out factors in
addition to charge, such as likelihood of appearing in court, lack of any
holds and a history clear of certain probation or parole violations. This
provides a better picture of the size and type of group that could be
eligible for ROR in Hillsborough County. Removing inmates who
violate any of these criteria narrows thesize of the potentially releasable
group thatis currently in the county’s jail to a still substantial 60 percent
of the overall sample. Overlaps among these factors could raise this
population to a still higher level.

Figure 3.10 FTAs, Holds and VOPs among Releasable Groups

20%

"After weeding out
people who have
committed serious
crimes, violated
probation, failed to
appear in court, or who
are currently facing
outstanding hoids, 60%
of the tracking group
could be eligible for
pretrial release."”

L] Third Deyree Felonies
B Misdemeanors

B Ordinances

TS SSSSKN

VvOP

FTAs Holds

RELEASE AND LENGTH OF STAY

Hillsborough County uses five forms of pretrial release: administrative
pretrial, cash bond, surety bond, letter of release and release on own
recognizance (ROR). The remaining forms of release are post-
adjudication since partial or total adjudication of the primary chargeis
required before release.’

"Post-adjudication
releases are means of
leaving the jail once
one's case has been
addressed or disposed,
e.g., completing a
sentence, entering
probation, being found
innocent at trial "

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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. Figure 3.11 Pretrial Release Rates for Felonies and Misdemeanors
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Overall, 63 percent of people booked on felonies are released pretrial;
70 percent of people booked for misdemeanors are released pretrial. In
both cases, a surety bond is by far the most frequent means of release.
The felony pretrial release patterns show that persons booked for drug
sales are the least likely to be released pretrial, followed by rape,
robbery and burglary. For misdemeanor bookings, those arrested for
prostitution, trespass, drug possession and property offenses are least
likely to be released pretrial.

For post adjudication release, felonies are held for slightly over 18 days
and misdemeanors for just under two weeks (13 days). The relatively
minor difference between the amount of time that misdemeanants and
felons spend in jail before a post-adjudication release diverges from
most Florida jurisdictions. The low ALS for felonies likely reflects the
factthatadjudication of felonies (including probation violations) occurs
very quickly in Hillsborough County. This in turn suggests that only
a small number are going to trial and most are plead out.

This comports with a review of several years of court caseload data
reported to the state under the summary reporting system program
(SRS). The SRS reports indicate the number of accused persons in the
system and breaks down how cases are disposed of, showing that the
overwhelming majority are plead prior to trial.

Cashbond and surety bond are clearly the predominant modes used to *Bond is the most
obtain pretrial release. By posting bond, persons booked on Cmmon and one of the
most rapid means of

misdemeanor charges obtain release in less than one day. Persons effecting a pretrial

booked on felony charges spend a little over two days in jail before release. ROR is the

release via cash bond and almost four days in jail before release via slowest means overall of
’ surety bond. obtaining pretrial

release."
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Figure 3.12 Pretrial Release Rates for Misdemeanors and Felonies
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Figure 3.13 Post-Adjudication Release Rates for Felonies nd Misdemeanors
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The slowest form of pretrial release is ROR, which has an ALS of almost
four days for misdemeanor bookings and 11 days for felony bookings.
Only 37 percent of ROR releases are granted at first appearance or
preliminary presentation. In contrast, at least three-fourths of all the
other forms of pretrial release occur within 24 hours or less:
administrative pretrial (80%), cash bond (82%), and surety bond (78%).
It is not until after 14 days that ROR releases reach the three-quarters

mark.

The lengthy ALS for ROR releases also reflects use of RORs at the
request of the State Attorney’s Office which generally takes longer. The
State Attorney is authorized to order an ROR when no information will
befiled onanindividual. The SA has 21 days to make this decision thus
making SA ROR a generally time consuming release mode.

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 3.14 Post-Adjudication vs. Pretrial Release Use for Felonies

Post-adjudication
35.7%

Pretrial 64.3%

Figure 3.15 Post-Adjudication vs. Pretrial Release Use for Misdemeanors

Post-adjudication
29.1%

Pretrial 70.9%

State Attorney releases are not distinguished by a separate code on the
booking sheet, but are identified simply as an ROR release. Although
there were 14 ROR (State Attorney) releases during the sample period,
all of these cases involve persons who were booked into thejail prior to
1/24/93, thebeginning of thesample period. ILPP consultants reviewed
these cases to identify booking dates and primary charges. Based on
original booking date, the ALS for an ROR approved by the State
Attorney is almost 20 days. '

The number of aggravated battery/assault and drug possession cases
suggest thatlaw enforcement agencies may be overcharging which can
coniribute to delays in pretrial release, sirice persons initially arrested
on violent crimes or drug offenses, which are later reduced, are not

"Overcharging can
impact jail crowding by
either inflating one's
bond or by precluding
release based on the
nature of certain
charges, even though
these charges are
eventually dropped or

. . reduced by the State
eligible for ROR. Attorney. "
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There is virtually no difference between the proportion of felony and
misdemeanor bookings that are released after completion of court
proceedings. For felony bookings, approximately 27 percent are
released to probation after time served, or transferred to state prison.
For misdemeanor bookings, 21 percent are released after time served
and five percent are released to probation.

Transfers tootherjurisdictions orfacilities arerelatively slow. Excluding
state prison commitments, the overall transfer ALSfor felonies is nearly
11days andis a full week for misdemeanors. The ALS for transfers may
beinflated by the length of timerequired for transfers to one of the state
hospitals and includes time required to dispose of local charges.

There are some significant and unexpected differences between release
patterns for felony bookings and misdemeanor bookings: RORis more
likely to be used for felony bookings than for misdemeanor bookings
(14% to 5% overall).

ROR accounted for nearly one-fourth (23%) of all felony pretrial releases,
but only seven percent of misdemeanor pretrial releases. When the
number of pretrial releases for both cash and surety bond are combined
in the misdemeanor booking subsample, the proportion rises to 91
percent.

MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES

Because misdemeanor traffic offenses account for 40 percent of all
misdemeanorbookings, these charges wereisolated for further analysis.

As with the total sample, cash and surety bond releases dominate the
traffic offense subsample. Moreover, the data also show that one-fifth
of all the DWLS and other traffic bookings are found ineligible for
pretrial release and are required to remain in jail until time served.
When the disposition “probation” (adjudicated but released to
probation) is included for other traffic bookings, the proportion of
persons required to remain in jail until case disposition increases to
nearly one-fourth.

Transfers from county
jail to other facilities
occur fairly slowly."

“ROR is used more often

- for felonies than for

misdemeanors, which is
the reverse of what
would be expected.”

"25% of misdemeanor
traffic offenders stay in
jail untii adjudication of
their charges."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page 3.11



Chapter 3 TRACKING

Figure 3.16 Length of Stay for Misdemeanor Traffic Offense. Releases
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Asasubgroup, trafficbookings account for 38 percent of all FTAsin the
tracking sample. (Overall, 19% of the tracking sample had an FTA.)
Both DWLS and other traffic bookings had pretrial release rates that
were lower than for DUI bookings, which may reflect the impact of
FTAs for DWLS bookings and underlying probation violations for
other trafficbookings. The FTA rates for persons booked on DWLSand
other traffic offenses are very high: about one-fifth of all DWLS
bookings and one-third of all other traffic bookings. The use of ROR
among all traffic offenses, however, was identical at three percent for
each category. The higher pretrial release rate for DUI bookings was
due to the greater use of cash and surety bond overall.

Figure 3.17 Traffic Offenders
with VOPs or FTAs

Other traffic
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"Almost 40 % of all FTAs
are attributable to traffic
offenders."
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. A person is less likely to be released pretrial if he or she has an FTA for
all traffic offenses except DWLS. Furthermore, it is likely that a person
will not be released from jail at all until charges have been adjudicated.

Figure 3.18 Pretrial Release Rates for Traffic Offenders with and without FTAs
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The proportions of persons required to remain in iail until case
disposition are consistent with the FTA rates for each of the categories
of traffic offenses: DUI (16%), DWLS (34%) and other traffic (33%).

‘ Administrative pretrial release, which is essentially Sheriff's ROR,
offers the potential for effecting releases very quickly. Suchreleases are
effected in a half-day for DUI bookings, which is consistent with state
law requirements that such bookings remain in jail for a minimum of
eight hours. For other traffic offenses, the ALS under this form of
release is only eight hours. Very few persons are released via regular
ROR for traffic offenses. Moreover, the ALS for regular ROR releases
is very long, ranging from four days to nearly six days. These averages
may be not be good indicators of actual ALS, since the numbers
involved are so low and may involve persons who have underlying
FTAs and probation violations.

FAILURES-TO-APPEAR AND PROBATION VIOLATIONS

With the exception of traffic offenses, there is no correlation between
FTA and pretrial release. There are also no differences in the proportion
of either of these groups released after time served or to probation.
"FTAs do not preciude
Therealimpact of an FTA, however, isnoton getting released atall, but  pretrial release, but they

on how long it takes to get released. seriously clog the time it
takes to effect a pretrial

‘ release."”
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Figure 3.19 Pretrial Release ALS for Perscns with FTAs
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Having an FTA increases length of stay for all pretrial release types,
except for people released via a cash bond. The length of the increase
ranges from 16 to 30 hours.

In contrast to FTAs, probation violations do have a significant impact "For VOPs, pretrial
on both the possibility of and the processing time for pretrial release. release is less likely and
Persons booked on felony probation violations have a pretrial release /50 slower than for
rate of only 20 percent; persons booked on misdemeanor probation Othbecgot{’; ssigt'; O.f; f,",fes
violations have a slightly higher pretrial release rate of 37 percent. Jatt

Persons booked on probation violations not only have a lower pretrial
release rate than persons booked on other offenses, but the ALS for
felony probation violation as the main charge is significantly longer.

The ALS for persons charged with technical probation violations who
are sentenced to state prison is 26.6 days. Because all the persons have
very similar charges (felony probation violations not including an
arrest on a new offense), this ALS provides valuable information
regarding the length of time for transfers to state prison. Both the
release categories, “probation” (return to probation) and “timeserved”
represent adjudication times for probation violations; these are 10.6
days and 17.3 days, respectively. Based on these average adjudication
times, the data indicates that transfers to state prison can require
between 9.4 days and 16.1 days.
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Figure 3.20 Pretrial Release Rates for Persons with VOPs
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The increase in ALS for persons booked on misdemeanor probation
violations is not as great, but the ALS for surety bond, which is the
primary form of pretrial release for misdemeanor probation violations,
as well as for the general sample, is approximately two times the ALS
for other misdemeanor offenses. The increase in ALS for probation
violations can be attributed almost entirely to no-bond orders on the
arrest warrant or affidavit: 91 percent of those booked on felony
probation violations had either no-bond or zero bond; this proportion
with no-bond/zero bond in the misdemeanor probation violation
group was 63 percent.

The courts apparently also treat misdemeanor probation violations as
aserious offense: 53 percent are not released until after time served and
only five percent are released back to probation. Although nearly one-
third of those booked on felony probation violations are returned to
probation, 26 percent (not shown) are sentenced to state prison.

BOND

If the goal of a no-bond order is to ensure the detainee remains in jail
until charges havebeen adjudicated, that goalis beingrealized. Overall,
14 percent of the tracking sample had no bond orders at the time of
booking. (46% were either nobond or had nobond set.) Of the 370 cases
with no-bond orders, only two percent were released pretrial, and all
of thesehad lengthy ALS beforerelease: surety bond,20daysand ROR,
19 days.

"“While use of bond is
not uncommon for
misdemeanor VOPs, it
takes twice as long to
effect them compared
with other misdemeanor
offenses.”

"Being denied bond is
tantamount to being
denied any form of
pretrial release.”

iILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Whenbond amount was correlated with release mode, the data showed
that cash bond was the primary form of pretrial release for bond
amounts up to $250. For bond set for more than $250, surety bond
became the primary form of release. The inability of persons booked
into the jail to post cash bond, which is the fastest form of pretrial
release, may be related to the high unemployment rate among this

group.

The impact of bond on pretrial release is well-illustrated by bond
patterns for drug offenses. As discussed earlier, one-fifth of the persons
booked on felony charges were arrested on drug offenses, of which 64
percent were for possession.

For personsbooked on drug offenses, arrests often includea combination
of delivery and possession charges. Theoretically, such charges could
bebased on use of cocaine (possession) and passing the drug to another
person for his or her use (delivery). Where such a combination of
charges is made at the time of arrest, the result is often a doubling or
trebling of the amount of bond.’

For felony drug possession bookings, the cash bond average is higher
than all other charges of similar severity, with theexception of burglary,
and higher than the cash bond average for robbery, which is in a more
severe offense category. Felony drug possession average surety bond
is also higher than all other offenses of similar severity, with the
exception of drug sales. Misdemeanor drug possession bookings also
have a higher average for surety bond than misdemeanor property
offenses, which have the same magnitude of severity. Misdemeanor
drug possessions also average higher bonds than for domestic battery
or robbery, which are more serious offenses.

"The maojority of felony
drug offenses were for
possession."

“Incarceration on felony
drug possession and
delivery may be the

result of bond inflation

due to oversharging at
arrest,”

*Drug possession
averages a higher bond
than for crimes of similar
and even higher
seriousness, like
robbery."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 3.21 Overall Bond Amount Averages for Selected Offense

$30,000 «

$25,000 -

$20,000 A

$15,000 4

$10,000 4

$5,000 -

$0

Burglary
Robbery E

Felony Sales
Misdemeanor
Possession

Felony Property
Domestic Battery EE
Misdemeanor

Property

Felony Possession

Figure 3.22 Bond Averages by Relase Status and Offense
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IMPACT OF BOND ON PRETRIAL RELEASE

Although the overall ALS before pretrial release by posting cash or
surety bond is under one day for misdemeanor bookings and between

two to four days for felony bookings, there are actually significant
delays associated with this release method when releases are analyzed

by race.

[ surety Bond Release Average

‘ E& Cash Bond Release Average

B in Jall Bond Average
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Figure 3.23 Pretrial Release Rates
by Race
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African-Americans not only have a lower pretrial release rate than "The lower pretrial
others, but have significantly longer ALS before pretrial release for release rate for African-
virtually every form of pretrial release, particularly where the person ~_ Ameri Ca”i s d"”e fto
isbooked on amisdemeanor. The ALS for African-Americans who post t;gz; : ;;er't’i Ofa;,ye maocrte
bond on a misdemeanor is approximately 10 hours longer than for  African Americans are
others; the ALS for ROR for African-Americans is over twice as long,  charged with felonies
5.72 days to 2.60 days. Theincreased ALS for felony bookings is not as than others."
prevalent, with the exception of surety bond, where African-Americans

‘ have an ALS that is nearly twice as long.

The delay in obtaining pretrial release through bond for African-
Americans may be due to financial reasons. This factor is suggested by
the ROR rate for African-Americans, which is almost twice as great as
that for others, seven percent to four percent for misdemeanors.

There are also some significant differences between the two subgroups
for post-adjudication releases: a greater proportion of African-
Americans charged with misdemeanors are required to remain in jail
until time served (61% more). The proportion of African-Americans
sentenced to state prison is also two times greater.
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I Figure 3.24 Release Rates by Race and Type
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Figure 3.25 Length of Stay by Release Type and Race
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JAIL POPULATION CHANGES SINCE JULY 1986

InMarch 1988, theNational Institute of CorrectionsJail Center prepared
atracking analysisbased on a total sample of 797 detainees and inmates
at the Hillsborough County jail. A comparison of some of that report
with the current study shows that there have been significant changes
in demographics and the use of pretrial release methods.
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In 1986, the mean age for men was 32.4 years and 30.6 years for women.
These mean ages were apparently consistent with a national trend of
increasesintheaverageageofjailinmates. The current study, however,
shows that the jail population has become significantly younger, with
amean age of 25.4 years for women and 30.9 years for men. There have
been no changes, however, in theracial composition of thejail population
or in the proportion of Tampa residents booked into the jail.

The more significant changes are in the use of pretrial release modes,
particularly ROR. In 1986, one-third of all releases from the jail were
ROR, just behind bond at 38 percent. In the current sample, ROR
releases made up only eight percent of all releases while bond (both
cash and surety) accounted for 56 percent of all releases. There have
been no changes in the overall proportion of persons released after time
served (15%), released to probation (7%) or transferred to state prison
(5%).

Notes

1 The proportion of juveniles booked into the Orient Road jail will probably
decrease in the future. Since April 1993, all juveniles are being booked at a new
facility and will only be transferred to the Orient Road facility when they are filed
on as adults.

2 The ordinances included both Hillsborough County and Tampa statutes; the
number of persons booked for violation of local ordinances is underestimated
because many persons were brought in for “loitering for prostitution” which was
coded as prostitution, and “open containers in public”, which was coded as public
alcohol. As a result, the proportion of bookings related to local ordinances only
as the primary charge is probably closer to two percent of the total sample, rather
than 0.2 percent. In the future, there will probably be no arrests for loitering for
prostitution, sincesuch ordinances have been overturned as vague and ambiguous
by the Florida Supreme Court.

3 Many of the bookings for aggravated assault and battery were related to domestic
violence. As aresult, the large proportion of bookings for aggravated assault and
battery probably reflects a change in arrest practices towards domestic violence,
and indicates the extent of the demestic violence problem.

4 The proportion of felonies in the charge category is greater than the proportion of
felonies identified as primary charges because this category includes the charge
category for inmates held on writs and parole holds. In general, such inmates had
already been adjudicated, and their original charges were not relevant for purposes
of this study.

5 For persons held on out of couaty charges only, the release mode used was
generally “transfer” or “telex”, which is release after receiving approval by telex
fromthe controlling jurisdiction. Such releases, for purposes of this analysis, were

“n 1986, ROR releases
accounted for one-third
of all jail releases, a
major difference from
usage today."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page 3.20



Chapter 3 TRACKING

not treated as pretrial releases, since transfers generally were not made until after
' local charges, if any, were adjudicated.

6 The most extreme example of high bond as a result of such a combination was
$10,000 for “possession” and “delivery” of two grams of cocaine (two charges).

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993 page 3.21
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JAIL POPULATION PROJECTIONS

SUMMARY

The number of beds to be constructed in a jail is one of the most critical
parameters in the planning and management of both the jail and the
overall justice system, and represents a major policy decision in itself.
In this section ILPP makes projections of the county's correctional bed
needs until the year 2010 and compares them with earlier projections
presented in the county’s 1992 proposal for the Hillsborough County
East Facility. ILPP’s projections are for the system in essentially its
present form with regard to inmate flow and alternatives, i.e. with no
significant changes in population management policy, procedures, and
programs.

ILPP projects figures for the year 2010 to span a range from 2,700 to
4,600. It is not possible to predict exactly what the population will be,
but the highest value assumes a rate of change of system characteristics
which is unlikely to continue for this length of time. An intermediate
value of 3,500 seems the most realistic. By comparison, the projection
of 5,100 used in the East Facility Master Plan (1992) appearsindefensibly
high.

The Sheriff’s Department was concerned upon reading the first draft of
this report that the original draft projections might be too low.
Consultants very much appreciate thehelpful discussions with Inspector
Dennis Williams and his suggestions which were used to refine the
projections estimates and produce those given here.

Consultants have elsewhere discussed a set of “targets of opportunity”
which are points in the criminal justice system where thereis a potential
of achieving substantial bed savings through policy and procedural
changes. Estimates of the potential savings ranged from 14 to 32
percent of the projected populations. These would delay by a number
of years any need for the number of beds called for by the master plan.

*Hillsborough County's
jail population is
projected to reach 3,500

in 2010." -

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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PROJECTION METHODOLOGY

Jail population is determined by two processes: how many people are
admitted (average daily bookings) and how long they stay (ALS,
average length of stay). Unless there is a population cap in effect, the
decisions on whether to book and when to release are relatively
independent of each other. Thus it becomes possible to consider and
projecteachof thesefactors separately. The projections of bookings and
of length of stay are multiplied together to give a population figure.

The Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Department is well aware of the
need forrealistic projections, and was of great assistanceinlocating and
providing data on population and monthly bookings for the period
from January 1985 through June 1993, and descriptions of all other
efforts at population projection over the last decade. Historical
population figures were broken down by sex and by adjudication
status (pretrial or sentenced), but for bookings only total numbers were
available. Each month’s population figure was divided by the
corresponding number of bookings to give the average length of stay.
ADP figures going back to 1973 were also available, but not the
corresponding bookings, so that ALS could not be calculated for the
earlier years.

Figures 4.1 -4.3 show the average daily population and the number of
bookings for each month during this period. ADP has risen fairly
steadily, though it has clearly leveled off since the middle of 1992. The
chart of annual population since 1973 shows that the mostrapid growth
occurred between 1984 and 1989. From 1974 to 1984 the jail population
was nearly flat (Fig. 4.2). Bookings (Fig. 4.3) peaked in late 1989 and
have fallen off slightly since that time. Figure 4.4 shows the average
length of stay for all inmates. Itis notable that ALS has risen from about
12 to about 18.5 days over the period studied, an increase of over 50
percentin arelatively short time, though it too may be leveling off. The
dashed line is a regression of the trend over this period.

The county does not retfain the type of summary data that would allow
explaining why ALS has changed so sharply. It might be related to an
increase in the mix of pretrial and sentenced inmates. Figure 4.5 shows
that the percentage of sentenced inmates in the population has grown
from about 17 percent to 29 percent. Sentenced inmates tend to remain
in custody longer than pretrial, so this could account for some of therise
in ALS, but it does not exclude the possibility that ALS for either group
may haverisen as well. The rise in ALS might also represent a change
intheratio of felons to misdemeanants; again the dataarenotavailable.

"Length of stay in county
jails has increased 50%
over less than ten years."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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Figure 4.1 Average Monthiy jail Population, 1985-1993
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Figure 4.3 Bookings History, 1985-1993
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. Figure 4.5 Percent of Sentenced Inmates, 1985-1993
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Projection Scenarios for Average Length of Stay

. The historical monthly ALS numbers were used to define a range of "Projections are
possible trends in ALS over the next two decades. Three projection provided for three

scenarios were chosen for ALS, based on the following considerations, 870wt scenarios: stable,
medium, and extremely

(Figure 4.6) | fast.

e  Thefirst ALS series is simply the linear projection against time of
ALS for the past eight years. By 2010 it would be a little under 29
days, up from 18.2 days currently. It is unlikely that this ALS
figure will be reached without a major shift in the county’s
criminal justice procedures or priorities. Massive and increasing
delays in case processing could have such an effect, as could
lengthening sentences and retaining sentenced felons rather than
transferring them to prison. Yet Hillsborough County at present
has the highest prison commitment rate of Florida’s ten largest
counties: it sends felons to prison rather than keeping them in the
jail. ILPP does not have a plausible scenario for such an increase
in ALS.

¢ Inthesecond scenario, the ALS trend is modified. It continues to
grow but approaches a limiting value of 25 days. Thisisstillahigh
number but is a little more plausible.

0
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e  Thefinal alternative is the hypothesis that ALS will now stabilize
and remain at the 1993 level of 18.2 days. In fact it has not risen
since late 1991; most of the growth since 1985 appeared only
between May 1990 and December 1991. (Moreefficient population
management could well reduce it in the future, but a very
conservative estimate of no further changeis used here as the low
growth ALS scenario.)

Figure 4.6 Hillsborough County Projected ALS, 1985-2010

ALS (days)

Projection of Bookings and Arrests

Next, the trend in bookings and arrests must be estimated. Bookings
(Figure 4.3) hit a high point around the end of 1989 and have actually
dropped a little since then. Mechanical extrapolation of this recent
trend would say that bookings will never be any greater than they are
today. Butone thing which can be predicted with certainty is that the
population of Hillsborough County will continue to grow. Under any
normal conditions, population growth will lead, to an increase in the
number of jail bookings, so a differert procedure to project bookings
was used.

The Bureau of Business and Economic Research at the University of
Florida projects a population of almost 1.1 million in Hillsborough
County by the year 2010. BEBR's estimates are used as the basis for
projecting the number of bookings over the same period.

“Bookings into the jail
have dropped slightly
since 1989."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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‘ ILPP has developed a model for estimating the percentage growth of
arrests in a county based on population growth and demography. The
basic premise of the model is that the relative arrest rates for different
demographic groups are approximately constant over time, so that
changes in total arrests can be estimated from shifts in the age, sex, and
ethnic makeup of the population. Independently derived arrest rates
for the demographic subgroups are applied to the corresponding
elements of the population projections, and the resulting values are
combined to give the expected percentage increase in total arrests.

The model predicts a 15 percent increase in arrests between 1990 and
2010. Although this is not a large increase, it continues the growth
patternforarrests over the period 1985-1990. The aging of the population
means that arrests per capita will fall, since younger persons are far
morelikely tobe arrested than the elderly. BEBR projects that, although
total county population will grow by 31 percent, those aged 15 to 24 will
grow by only 23 percent and the group 25-44 will actually shrink:

"Annual arrests in
Hillsborough are
expected to rise 15% to
41,000 by 2010."

"The age groups most
likely to commit crime
are growing slowly or

together they grow by just four percent. Since these two groups make shrinking in
up practically all of adult arrestees, the total arrests do not grow very Hillsborough."
fast.
- ) Figure 4.7
Historical and Projected Bookings,1985-2009
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There is an assumptionin this procedure that the arrestrate for persons
ofagivenagedoesnotchangeover theyears. While thisisapproximately
true it may not hold exactly. Age-specific arrest rates did increase
during the 1960s, for example. Some recent data suggests a current
average increase in rates of about 0.3 percent per year, or 1.5 percent in
each five year period. A “modified” projection is made with the
assumption of growth of this magnitude.

The percentage growth in arrests is taken to equal the percentage
growth in bookings, though policy changes relating to the issuance of
Notices To Appear can affect this somewhat. (This assumption allows
the actual number of arrests to drop out of the equation, which is
fortunate because of some inconsistencies in the UCR arrest figures as
tabulated by the Florida Department of Law Enforcement. ) The base
year for bookings is taken as 1990 since that was the year of maximum
bookings.

Projected bookings are shown in Figure 4.7. They are multiplied times
the expected ALS for the corresponding year to give the estimate of
ADP. Constant ALS gives the “low” figures and the extrapolated ALS
gives the “high”, with the modified ALS falling in between. The
“highest” projection uses the extrapolated ALS and the higher booking
rate referred to above. (Figure 4.8)

Figure 4.8
Projected ADP
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JAIL POPULATION PROJECTIONS (1993-2010)

Using these methods, ILPP arrives at the following population forecasts.
Note that these are average, not peak figures, and do not include
allowances for temporary overloads in parts or all of the facilities. For
comparison, the historical figures and those used in themaster plan are
also given.

Table 4.1
Historical and Estimated Average Jail Population, 1975 - 2010
Master

Year Historical Low Medium High Highest Plan

1975 1,091

1976 1,056

1977 1,022

1978 999

1979 922

1980 995

1981 1,204

e
. maximum jai
ig% ié;g population of 4,569; the
1986 1434 ?992 masterlplfan .
1987 1544 projects a popnlll ation o
1988 1,760 5,089.

1989 1,988

1990 1,943

1991 2,157

1992 2,289

1993 2,157

(6 mo.)

1995 2,445 2,585 2,613 2,629 2,827

2000 2,533 2,952 3,146 3,221 3,581

2005 2,645 3,260 3,743 3,880 4,335

2010 2,745 3,513 4,361 4,589 5,089

ILPP's high and low figures make up the outer limits of a likely range
of jail populations. If ALS continues to rise, the population will be
somewhat above the lower limits, butit will approach the upper values
only if it continues torise for seventeen more years as rapidly as it has
in the unusually steep recent period.

It is of course the product of bookings and ALS that produces the
population figures. If one of these proves too low it could be offset by
a different value of the other. For example, the medium ADP figure for
2010 in the table could correspond to any of the three situations shown
on the next page.

ILPP/Hilisborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993 page 4.9
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Table 4.2
Hypothetical Population, Length of Stay & Bookings

ADP ALS Bookings
3513 23.26 55,142
3,513 20.00 64,112
3513 17.00 75426

In other words, if ALS stabilized at 20 days rather than approaching 25
days, bookings could rise to over 64,000 and still give the same ADP. If
it could be dropped to 17 days - not an unreasonable figure - there
would need to be 75,000 bookings to produce a population of 3,513.

Note:

The ALS for all inmates used here is lower than that found in the
tracking sample because the two sets of figures refer to different
populations and time periods. The ALS here is the average population
in each month or year divided by the corresponding number of daily
bookings. The tracking sample measures the exact stays of a specific
group, those booked between January 24 and February 14, 1993, and
released by March 29.

DISCUSSION

The projection of any socioeconomic trend for seventeen years is
fraught with difficulties since no one can foresee all of the external
factors that might change the outcome. For jail populations, these
factors include the actual amount of crime, public perception and
response to crime (which are not necessarily closely related to crime
rates), the public’s willingness to tax itself, the availability of punishment
alternatives, and the values and aspirations of a large number of public
officials whose decisions affect the numbers of persons detained in the
jail. Ultimately, the number of people in jail is whatever the justice
system actors make it be. The National Institute of Corrections’ Jail
Capacity Forecast Workbook expresses this well: “The demand for jail is
a policy-driven demand” and “jails are capacity-driven facilities”; also
“jail size is it a function of the crime rate in a community.”

Although public opinion in general calls for increasing severity in
dealing with criminals, this does not always translate into new jail
space. Jails are expensive. A thousand bed jail can cost $30 million to
build and $10 million a year to operate, not trivial expenses in these
days of constrained publicbudgets. People are most inclined to pay for

If bookings exceeded
projected amounts by
even 50%, a decline in
length of stay produces
the same population
size"

"What drives jail
population growth?
More than crime, it is
perceptions of crime and
availability of jail space."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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a service when they personally benefit, yet the direct benefit of a jail to
the individual taxpayer is very small since both the benefits and the
costs are shared by all. Furthermore, jail inmates are not seen as a
deserving class by the taxpaying public — “why should they get a
comfortable new facility?” —, and practically no one wants a new jail
built in their neighborhood.

Thus suppiy and demand become uncoupled. Almost always the
public wantsmoreoffendersin jail than itis willing to provideroom for.
In many of the jurisdictions which ILPP has studied the most important
determinant of jail population is simply the availability of jail space,
which is of course a direct reflection of the public’s past willingness to
pay for it rather than of present needs.

Because of the problems which arise when an offender is released
prematurely and then commits a new crime, there is pressure on all
parties to detain arrestees. Furthermore, for judges and prosecutors
there is no counteracting pressure to release since the cost of increasing
custody levels is notreflected in theirbudgets or workloads. Thusthere
is a strong tendency for jail beds to become filled. Demand grows to
exceed supply, and jail beds become a scarce resource. Then to keepits
population within bounds, the jail makes releases which can include a
number of the more serious offenders. When this situation comes to
light, the public is understandably outraged and demands action. The
only solution in many cases appears to be the construction of more jail
space, a perception which will be encouraged by interested advisers
who stand to gain by such construction.

However, part of this problem is an illusion. Jail populations are in
many cases not managed efficiently. Minor offenders may be detained
longer than they need to be because of unrecognized system delays or
inflexibility. If the jail population is managed carefully it is usually
possible to reduce the demand for new beds by using them more
effectively. This not only does not compromise public safety but can
enhanceit. Effectivejail population managementrequires theconcerted
efforts of a number of agents, not all of whom are accustomed to
working together cooperatively.

What the above calculations indicate is that reasonable assumptions on
the growth of bookings and thelength of stay would predictamoderate,
not an explosive, growth of jail population. These calculations assume
no major changes in the workings of the justice system. In particular,
they assume no major new statewide action which would increaserates
of incarceration or lengthen sentences. If the targets of opportunity

"Often public support for
new jails is not
accompanied by the
necessary willingness to
pay for them."

"Based on all
indications,
Hillsborough County's
jail population will grow
at a moderate, not
explosive, rate."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page 4.11



Chapter 4 PROJECTIONS

pointed outin other parts of this report can be exploited, itis quitelikely
thatoverall ALS can be lowered. In sucha case only a very slow growth
of ADP would be expected.

NOTE ON THE POPULATION PROJECTION IN THE 1992
MASTER PLAN ‘

The population projections shown here are considerably lower than
those used in the 1992 facilities proposal. Although that proposal does
not indicate how the numbers were derived, they are identical to those
contained in a report which used a simple linear regression of ADP
between 1984 and 1989. These selected projections were the highest set
of four prepared by James Bourey, Assistant County Administrator, to
Mr. Bob Alexander.

The mathematics of thelinear regression are unimpeachable. However,
thie use of a linear regression projection for jail populations produces
severely unlikely results mainly because this type of methodology
considers unusual, drasticand temporary changes as norms which will
occur regularly year after year. The Corrections Division is now of the
opinion that these figures are likely to be higher than necessary.

Whatwould it take in terms of bookings and lengths of stay toreach this
figure? Because these factors work together, it is their product which
comes out to equaling the ADP. The following table shows some
possibilities.

Table 4.3
Bookings/ALS Combinations to Yield Master Plan ADP Values

Bookings ALS ADP

Current (1992) 44,329 18.9 2,289
Hypothetical 55,000 33.8 5,089
(2010) 75,000 24.8 5,089
100,000 18.6 5,089

These figures are not impossible but they are very large.

Any linear projection based on historical trends assumes that the future
will be strictly an extension of the past. When the past is not linear the
choice of starting point will greatly influence theresults. Jail population
since 1973 is not very linear. The population has been rising much more
steeply since 1985. A regression of population over the entire period
hasamuch lower slope and would predict a 2010 jail population of only

%imple linear
regressions can not
accurately predict jail
population growth."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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2,782 (Bourey’s lowest line). There is no way to say what starting point
isbest, and therefore aline chosen tolie only on the period of most rapid
expansion will necessarily give the most inflated answer.

There is a more fundamental reason for distrusting linear projections
when, as here, they greatly exceed the county’s rate of population
increase.

If crime and booking rates, judicial processing and lengths of sentence
remain constant, then the only reason for a jail's population to rise
would be the increase in county population, which in Hillsborough is
estimated atabout 1.1% to 1.4% annually. Any change which raises the
growth rate above this is an accelerated change. So, for example, case
processing delays, longer sentences, or a contraction of the pretrial
release program would be accelerated changes lengthening ALS and
causing an increasein the jail population. Although these examples are
hypothetical, it is clear that changes of this type must have been
occurring since 1984 with some regularity.

The occurrence of an accelerated change means that ADP is raised to a
higher level. But an accelerated change is not a steady state. When the
change stabilizes, the growth rate reverts to the rate of population
growth. Thus, if ALS suddenly rises from 20 to 21 days, ADP rises by
a corresponding five percent. If ALS remains at 21 days, ADP stays at
this new high level but its rate of increase will drop back to population
growth. This point is crucial for the following discussion.

In order to sustain an annual growth rate averaging 5.6% (ranging from
7.3% to 3.9% in the master plan projections), accelerated changes would
have to be occurring continuaily, every year, accumulating on top of all the
previous years’ changes.

If the master plan projections were to come true, the per capita
incarceration rate would rise from 268 to 465 per 100,000. But nearly all
jail inmates are in the age range of 15 to 44, and that group is projected
to grow very slowly. Calculating incarceration rates on thebasis of that
age group alone, the rate was 352 per 100,000 in 1984, had grown to 534
by 1991, and would rise to 1,208 by 2010. Twelve of every thousand
peoplein that age group would be in jail at any one time; one can nearly
double that for males, double it again for minorities, and double again
for those aged 20 to 30.

"According to a linear
projection, 10% of the
county's population
would be in jail by
2010."

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993
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The question is: will accelerated changes continue to occur at the same
rate for another seventeen years? The linear projection of the master
plan tacitly assumes that they will, but does not give any reason why
this remarkable assumption should hold over such a long time.

Consider the period 1980 to 1992 where formost years thereis abundant
data:

e  Serious crime in Hillsboreugh County has not risen rapidly.
The rate of crime, that is, crimes corrected for the increase in
population, has scarcely changed at all. In other words, the
number of crimes is proportional to the population of the county.
The data do not suggest any accelerated future increase here.
(Figures 4.9, 4.10)

e  Similarly, jail bookings rose only gradually from 1985 to 1992.
The peculiar 1990-1991 jump in arrests was not reflected here; the
bookings in 1991 actually fell from the previous year.

e  Yetthejail population from 1984 to 1992 rose steeply. Even when
corrected for the increase in county population there is a sharp
rise. Theincarceration rate (inmates per 100,000 county residents)
rose from 177 to 268, showing a steady increase every year. It
might be noted that the incarceration rate from 1973 to 1985 had
remained within the range of 146 to 192, rising and falling with no
discernible pattern. (Figure 4.11)

Figure 4.9 Hillsborough County Index Crimes 1980 - 1992
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Figure 4.10
Hillsborough County Index Crime Rate 1980-1992
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If jail population rises while bookings remain the same it is a
mathematical necessity that thieinmates’ average length of stay mustbe
rising, as was in fact observed. An increased length of stay may in part
reflectthe higher proportion of sentenced inmates or ahigher proportion
of more serious offenders (there is no data on the latter point). Or there
may be other factors: changes in laws, changes in pretrial release,
prosecution, sentencing, or a slowdown in case processing.

Whatever theexplanation, itis clear that something has been happening
since about 1987 that did not occur in the previous 15 years. Barring an
unforeseen explosion in crime, in order for the jail population to
continue to grow as fast as predicted the laws, sentences, or delays will
have to become ever more severe each year for an entire generation.
Will this happen?

There are two arguments against continuous acceleration. One is that
a great deal of change has already occurred in terms of detaining more
types of offenders and lengthening sentences. For example, in many
areas both the numbers of drug offenders and of drunk drivers and the
lengthsof their sentences have gone up greatly. Butfurtheracceleration
implies that their sentences will have to belengthened again and again,
or thatsome other groups, comparablein numbers to thesebut presently
ignored, will have to be found and jailed. Similarly, the proportions of
felons or of sentenced inmates cannot rise forever. While it is almost
certain that there will continue to be changes in the justice system, it is
questionable whether change will continue to occur at the samerate for
the next fifteen or twenty years.

The Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations identified the
increased detention of defendants on minor charges, inadequate pretrial
procedures, fiscal restrictions which delay case processing times, and
restrictive treatment of rearrested state probation violators as major
causes of increasing jail populations throughout Florida. All of these
areremediable, and it is unlikely that they will all continue to get worse
now that attention is being focused on them at a high level.

Secondly, although thenumber of jail and prison inmates in Hillsborough
County, in Florida, and in the entire United States has tripled over the
past fifteen years or so, there has not been a corresponding decrease in
the amount of crime. In other words the publicis getting a very poor
return on its criminal justice tax doilar. it seems inevitable that at some
point the taxpayers will decide they have had enough and will impose
a limiton jail growth. Foreshadowing this perhaps was therejection by
Hillsborough voters in 1989 of the local sales tax for a new jail.

ILPP/Hillsborough County Popuiation & Policy Research Study - 1993
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TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY AND THE FUTURE JAIL
POPULATION

Along with the presentation of these projections in their original form
as a draft report, the County Public Safety Coordinating Council was
also given a list of targets of opportunity, these being points in the
criminal justice process where it appeared that policy changes could
lead to reduction in the demand for jail beds. The CPSCC pledged to
examine these suggestions in more detail and implement many of them
after further study. Whileitis difficult to estimate the extent of change,
the estimated bed savings can be applied to the projections.

It should be emphasized that the calculated bed savings in each
category cannot always be added together. Thereis an overlap because
some inmates fallinto more than one of the targeted categories. Initially,
ten groups of inmates were characterized by offense, release type, etc.,
to remove overlapping charges before making the calculations. The
minimum and low-minimum security inmates undoubtedly overlap
considerably with the first set, so their bed savings should not be
combined.

The table shows a summary of the maximum bed savings which might
be attained if all of the suggested changes were put into effect.
Consultants presented a “regular” and an “optimistic” scenario.

Table 4.4
Targets of Opportunity

Procedural targets: Custody level targets:

Improved case handling Transfer minimum security
Regular 311 (144%) 469  (21.7%)
Optimistic 403  (18.7%) 695  (32.3%)

The figures in parentheses are the corresponding percentages of the
current jail population (2,157 inmates).

The projections do not consider the effects of any such changes. Thus,
itis reasonable to suppose that the same percentage decreases could be
applied to the projected populations. Suppose, to be very conservative,
that unrecognized overlaps and infeasibilities meant that only half of
the lowest of these bed savings estimates (7.2%) could be attained, and
that ILPP’s highest jail projection was found to obtain. The projected
beds in 2010 would drop to 4,259, or more than 800 beds below those
proposed in themaster plan. Atthe projected rate of growth the master
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plan’s recommendation of 5,089 beds in 2010 would not be needed for
another six years.

Yet this estimate is based on a strongly pessimistic set of assumptions
about population growth and bed savings. Another setof assumptions
would be these: the medium projections, and bed savings showing a 70
percent overlap between the lower values of improved case handling
and transfer to minimum security. The bed savings would be 10.8
percent below the projections, or 3,006 beds in 2010. The county would
not need 5,000 beds for another sixty years. Itis even conceivable that
future bed needs could fall below present usage for a number of years
if enough of the improvements could hit the targets.
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Chapter 5 TARGETS

TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY

INTRODUCTION

This section presents targets of opportunity that the county could
pursue to reduce -jail demand. These are not formulated as
recommendations, as doing sc would ignore thenecessity of examining
the entire criminal justice system’s role and impact on jail crowding.
This study focused primarily on the dynamic of the jail inmate
population.

The targets wereidentified through thejail population analyses (profile,
classification, fracking and projections) specified in the contract. In
addition, broad interviews of key county officials and staff were
conducted. No system assessment or operations study occurred.

The potential bed savings possible by pursuing these targets is
substantial, and taken together, provide great opportunity to greatly
reduce or even eliminate the need for new bed construction in the short
term.

PRETRIAL RELEASE

1. Increase pretrial release options.

¢ Hillsborough County uses five forms of pretrial release: cash bond,
surety bond, administrative order pretrial releases, ROR and letter
of release.

e Bond represents the most common method of pretrial release
almost to the exclusion of any other means. Surety bond accounts
for 73 percent of all felony pretrial releases and 91 percent of all
misdemeanor pretrial releases.

¢ Reliance on bond results in increased time spent in jail for some

“Dependence on bond
over other types of
release may have a
negative impact on

disadvantaged groups
and may exacerbate

overcrowding."
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groups, such as the unemployed and those without ability to qualify
for a surety bond (e.g., not owning a house). This may
disproportionately affect certain minority groups.

o Release on own recognizance (ROR) eligibility criteria are unduly
restrictive: Persons can be found ineligible on the basis of attitude,
prior arrestsonly, arrestona “sting,” and having aliases. Asaresult,
no more than four or five persons are found eligible for each day of
booking.

RATIONALE: The Florida constitution provides that an arrested
person is presumptively entitled to non-financial pretrial release.

Although the overall sample had an FTA rate of 19 percent, posting
bond was the primary form of pretrial release whether or not the
arrestee had an FTA: 83 percent of all persons without an FTA and 94
percent of all persons with an FTA released pretrial. The almost
complete reliance on bond for pretrial release results in unnecessary
detention of low risk persons: those who do not present public safety
risks and who are likely to appear in court. It also suggests that surety
bond releases do not result in a systematic and successful effort to
assure appearance.

Relianceonbond alsorequires additional courthearings, which increase
the use of court, State Attorney and Public Defender resources (e.g., for
bond reduction hearings). Overly restrictive eligibility criteria for ROR
appear to unnecessarily limit the number of persons who could be
released safely pretrial. For example, persons arrested on drug
possession charges (notsale) are noteligible for ROR, but this group has
one of the lowest FTA rates, 12 percent in the case of felony drug
possession.

2. Establish a pretrial release agency.

e ROR interviews are currently conducted by Sheriff's Office jail
classification staff to determine eligibility, but no follow-up or
supervision occurs.

® ROR releases in the county are slow, taking longer than all other
types of pretrial release. On average, an inmate stays in jail 11 days
for felonies and four days for misdemeanors before an ROR is
processed, in contrast to other jurisdictions where such releases
generally occur within 48 hours.

"Reliance on bond |
indirectly results in
overuse of judicial

resources.”

*Own Recognizance
releases can take six
times as long as in most
other counties.”
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' *  Because eligibility requirements are unduly restrictive, ROR is
essentially an all or nothing type of release.

e  Data indicate that ROR releases are difficult to obtain before first

- appearance, or attherequest of the State Attorney whohas 21 days

to make a filing decision. Furthermore at least 60 percent of
persons booked into jail could be eligible for ROR.

RATIONALE: Thelengthy ALS indicates most people arenot released
on ROR until abond reduction hearing, which may notbescheduled for
one week to ten days after first appearance and requires a motion to be
filed, at arraignment or when the State Attorney has failed to file an
information within therequired time. If detainees are found eligible for
ROR after an ALS of nearly two weeks, better information at the time
of first appearance as well as follow up by trained pretrial release staff
would certainly result in a significant reduction of time for people who
are ultimately released pretrial in any event. For felony bookings, this
number could be as high as 116 people in a three week period. If ROR
releases occurred within 48 hours, there is a savings of 1059 bed days
during a sample three week period.

Moreover, a pretrial release agency would allow the implementation of "illsborouzh Coun

modified forms of ROR, such as supervised ROR and conditional ROR, used to use i ORm Otrye
‘ which worked very successfully in Hillsborough County in the past. than bond."

Both supervised and conditional ROR have been used for drug offenses

to ensure that drug testing and program participation occur during the

period of pretrial release.

If the current practice is only ROR releases at first appearance, at the
request of the State Attorney or when the State Attorney fails to file an
information, two further issues are raised: The use of ROR as an
alternative to financial release has been extremely limited by eligibility
criteria, and detainees are spending unjustified amounts of time in jail
on charges that may ultimately be dismissed or never filed on by the
State Attorney.

3. End the practice of booking persons arrested only on erdinances . ., ordinance

or revise criteria to make ordinance arrests eligible for release by g /ations like drinking

administrative order. in public result in jail

time for people who in

o Two percent of the total tracking sample were persons booked only ~ tun cr owd out more
on county or city violations. Ordinance violationsincluded loitering ~ Srious offenders.
for prostitution, failure to have dog tags, drinking in public or open

‘ container in public.
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e None of the persons booked on an ordinance in the sample were
released via administrative order pretrial release or ROR; all posted
either cash or surety bond to obtain pretrial release.

» Ofpersonsbooked onordinanceviolations that werenot prostitution
or alcohol related, half remained in jail until time served with an
ALS of more than 11 days.

RATIONALE: When a jail is overcrowded, change involving small
numbers can lead to significant savings of bed days over the long run.
Persons booked only on ordinances generally pose little threat to
community safety and, in most jurisdictions, are released on a notice to
appear (NTA) by the arresting officer.

The cooperation of the Tampa Police Department and the Hillsborough
County Sheriff’'s Department should be obtained to encourage that
persons bocked on ordinances are given a NTA in thefield. If brought
to the jail for booking, such arrestees should be released pretrial under
the administrative order.

Currently administrative order 89-57 requires booking into the jail of
persons who fail to sufficiently identify themselves. While this would
obligate an officer to bring an ordinance violator to the jail, the initial
decision tomakeanordinancearrestatall should be carefully considered.

4. Establish uniform criteria for determining use of bond increases
or no-bond orders.

e No-bond orders are used primarily for violations of probation, but
technical probation violations (i.e., no new commission of a crime
involved) accounted for 18 percent of all felony bookings and nine
percent of all misdemeanor bookings.

¢ Whereno-bond orders are entered on the warrant, only two percent
of persons arrested on such warrants obtain pretrial release.

® Wherebond is setonan FTA capias, thebond canbeincreased at the
first appearance for prior convictions.

"Technical violations
account for nearly 20%
of all felony bookings
and 9% of
misdemeanors."”
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RATIONALE: No-bond orders should be limited in use to those cases
most appropriate for continued detention for public safety or ensuring
appearance, such as substantive probation violations involving
commission of a new offense. Technical probation violations, however,
involve procedural concerns such as failure to report, failure to pay
fines, restitution or supervision costs,and the more substantive positive
drug tests. Bond on technical probation violations should be based on
the nature of the violation, e.g., setting bond for the amount due in fines
or costs.

In general, Hillsborough County judges do not unilaterally issue no-
bond orders on FTA capiases. Wherebond is set, however, thebond set
by the issuing judge can be further increased at first appearance
because the person has prior convictions, for instance. This practice
compounds the existing problems with pretrial release, since prior
convictions should already have been considered at the time the bond
schedule was established and by the judge issuing the capias. The effect
on thejail is to create a system thathas allowances for increasing barriers
to pretrial release with no corresponding mechanisms to facilitate
pretrial release. .

5. Implement improved notification procedures to prevent
unintentional failures to appear.

o 19 percent of the tracking sample, nearly one-fifth of all bockings
over a three week period, had an FTA, either associated with the
primary charge or on an underlying charge. This suggests that
reliance on financial release does not assure appearance.

¢ An FTA may not prevent a person from obtaining pretrial release,
but pretrial releases for persons with an FTA have alonger ALS for
both surety bond and ROR than for persons without an FTA at the
time of booking.

¢ Since bond is the primary form of pretrial release in Hillsborough
County, a person with an FTA can have bond revoked or be
required to post bond again.

e 38 percent of all FTAs are related to traffic offenses, which include
DUI (driving under the influence of alcohol), DWLS (driving with
license suspended) and other traffic violations, such as no valid

"These relatively minor
probation infractions are
resulting in jail time
even when no new
crime is committed,
taking up jail spacz for
significant lengths of
time."

"Almost 20% of the
study group has failed to
appear for a court
appearance.”

"The Florida Advisory
Council on
Intergovernmental
Relations studied the
FTA problem and found
that most FTAs are
unintentional due to
inadequate uiotification
procedures."”
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iver’s license, expired registration tags, and failure to register
vehicle. Traffic offenses alone accounted for 40 percent of all
misdemeanor bookings.

RATIONALE: It is assumed that most persons arrested on traffic
offenses, with the exception of DUI and DWLS, are released on a field
NTA. Nevertheless, most of the persons booked on traffic offenses at
the jail are required to post bond, whether or not there is an associated
FTA. Because bond is the primary form of pretrial release, the data
indicate that notification procedures of upcoming court appearances
currently implemented by bondsmen appear to be inadequate, and
thus can exacerbate crowding.

At present, persons released ROR when the State Attorney fails to file
an information are still required to appear at their next scheduled court
appearance. This practice should be reviewed, since many detainees
believe no charges will be filed and may not appear in court, resulting
in yet another albeit unintentional FTA. For persons released in the
field on an NTA, the county should implement its own notification
system, such as mailing post cards and making computerized phone
calls, to minimize inadvertent FTAs.

6. Clarify the administrative order process for pretrial releases.

o Of all the forms of pretrial release, administrative order releases
were fastest for both felony and misdemeanor bookings.

e Although jail staff recognize that persons booked on charges
associated with an FTA on an unserved summons are eligible for
administrative order release, none of the persons in the sample with
such FTAs were released under the administrative order.

RATIONALE: One of the deterrents to coordinated and systematicuse
of pretrialrelease methods is lack of coordination in the overall criminal
justice system. In other words, without uniform and objective criteria
based on public safety, likelihood of appearance and other mutually
agreed upon factors, individual decisions predominate over a
systematized approach. This produces an inherent conservatism
regarding the determination of eligibility for pretrial release and the
actual use of an available release mode. Administrative order pretrial

"Administrative Order
89-57 is not producing a
systematic and objective

use of pretrial release.”
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release offers the potential for effecting pretrial releases very quickly.
Theadministrative order authorizing jail staff to release certain persons
pretrial should be darified and reviewed to incorporate objective
criteria to encourage morereleases of persons who do not pose a threat
to the safety of the community. Reason to not release should also be
included as way of articulating the presumption of a defendant’s
releaseability pretrial.

ADJUDICATION

1. Reduce the amount of time required to effect transfers of inmates
to a state prison facility.

o Overall, five percent (105) of the tracking sample were sentenced to
state prison.

e The time required to complete a transfer to state p 'son can range
from nine days to 16 days (based on adjudication time frames for
probation violations).

RATIONALE: Hillsborough County has the highest commitment rate
to state prison of any Florida county of its size. The tracking sample
represented only three weeks of bookings into the Hillsborough County
jail. Based on the tracking sample alone, however, the detention of
inmates sentenced to state prison required an additional 984 to 1686 jail
bed days after adjudication had been completed. Very substantial bed
savings can be achieved by reducing the amount of time needed to
complete such transfers. Although further study is required to analyze
the sources of delay, observers believe the delay can be attributed, at
least in part, to the packet of commitment papers for each inmate that
must be completed prior to a state prison transfer. Alternatives to
completion of the packet before transfer include negotiating with
Department of Corrections representatives to accept Hillsborough
County commitments prior to completion of the packet. The county
can also examine how information for the packets is obtained to
determine whether some or most of the required information can be
obtained at an earlier stage, if the information can be obtained easily
from a cor'puter, and if the responsibility for the preparation of the

“Inmates destined for
state prison are
remaining in
Hillsborough County's
jail excessively long."
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commitment packets should be centralized.

2. Reduce State Attorney review time for filing.

e Although the State Attorney is authorized under Administrative
Order 89-57 to release a person when no information will be filed,
there were no such releases for any of the persons in the tracking
sample.

e A separate analysis of persons released at the State Atiorney’s
request showed an ALS of 19.71 days, indicating that such releases
occur late in the review process or at the time an adversary hearing
is requested.

e Although arraignments are set within ten to 16 days for felony
offenses, the actual arraignment may not occur until 22 to 33 days
later.

RATIONALE: If the State Attorney fails to file an information within
21 days, the detaineeisentitled to an adversary hearing to find probable
cause for continued detention. TheState Attorney’sIntake Unitestimates
that it receives 10 such requests per week. If the State Attorney fails to
present any witnesses at the hearing, the judge will normally ROR the
detainee, either on its own order or at the request of the State Attorney.
This practice is an inefficient use of system resources that could be
avoided by earlier screening and evaluation by the State Attorney’s
Office. The ALS for persons released at thejail at therequest of the State
Attorney also indicates late screening. If there were earlier screening,
up to 79.94bed days could be saved, if the screening time werereduced
from 19.71 days to two weeks in the sample cases. Late screening may
also add at least ten days to adjudication time for persons in custody
when arraignments are continued because no information has been
filed.

3. Review policies for continuances of court hearings and reasons for
requests of continuance.

¢ Adjudication time frames from the profile analysis indicate that
continuances are most likely to occur early in the adjudication
process at arraignment or late in the process at either the pretrial
conference or jury trial.

¢ One-fifth of all the cases in the profile had no court date set after the

"20% of the study group
was sitting in jail with
no scheduled court
dates; thus disposition of
their cases was
essentially on hold
despite the fact that jail
space is being taken up."
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last hearing.
* Sevenpercentofall casesin theprofilehad thelast hearing continued.

RATIONALE: Since alternatives to incarceration exist in Hillsborough
County, reduction of adjudication time can result in the use of fewer jail
beds: Instead of getting credit for time served in jail, a detainee could
be sentenced to an alternative that requires no jail time, such as
probation or a program, where there is a concomitant decrease in
adjudication time. Continuances inevitably delay the adjudication
process, particularly in the early stages (arraignment). Continuances of
arraignment may be related to late screening of cases by the State
Attorney. Continuances of pretrial conferences may beduetodiscovery
problems, witness availability, or delays in plea negotiation.
Continuances of jury trial may berelated tolack of available courtrooms
or juries.

Although some cases are more complex than others, these reasons for
continuances can be avoided by earlier screening and better case
management. Courtpoliciesregarding continuances should bereviewed
to identify the reasons continuances are requested and to minimize
continuances on cases where the person is in custody.

DRUG OFFENSES

1. Implement policies toidentify persons arrested on drug possession
offenses to determine eligibility for drug court or drug programs
earlier in the process.

* At present, persons eligible for drug court are not identified until
an information is filed.

e Based on drug court eligibility requirements, the profile study
found four percent of thegroupin custody on felony drug possession
with no prior convictions, making them potentially eligible for drug
court.

¢ Astudy by DACCO found that persons referred to its program had
an ALS in jail of 38 days before referral and 52 days after referral to
DACCO. Given the ultimate outcome, these days are counter-
productive use of jail.

» Felony drug possession cases accounted for nine percent (19 cases)

“Information regarding
elgibility for drug court
and drug programs is
available shortly after
booking. Yet, these
alternatives are not
assigned until the State
Attorney makes a
decision to file, several
weeks later."
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of the men’s profile and 27 percent (47 cases) of the women'’s profile.

RATIONALE: Drug use is perceived as a very serious problem in
Hillsborough County. Arrests for felony drug possession, usually
cocaine, werenotonly significant proportions of themen’s and women’s
profilesamples, but drug-related probation violations accounted for 32
percent of all probation violations. Since persons participating in drug
court are not detained in jail, earlier screening for eligibility would
result in the release of at least four percent of the sample who were in
custody during the profile sample period. The number of jail beds
saved could be very significant, based on the DACCO data.

2. Expand drug court to allow the participation of persons with one
prior conviction for drug possession.

¢ Data from the profile showed that the pool of eligible persons for
drug court could be increased significantly if those with only one
prior felony conviction were included.

RATIONALE: Thesuccessof drug court has already been demonstrated;
itisamodel thatis being adopted more frequently by other jurisdictions.
Aswithany new program, eligibility requirements tend toberestrictive,
but when the model has been found effective, it should be reviewed to
identify how the program can be expanded to prevent further arrests
for drug possession and to end the “revolving door” cycle. Because
drug courtis arelatively recentinnovationin Hillsborough County and
the drug problem is seen as extensive, continued restriction of the
program to persons with no prior felony convictions may be too
limiting.

3. Identify alternatives to continued detention of persons sentenced
to probation and a non-secure drug program.

e Five percent of the women'’s profile sample and four percent of the
men’s profile sample were being held in jail until space became
available in either the Jail Drug Program or DACCO.

RATIONALE: The use of jail beds to hold persons found eligible for a
non-secure drug treatment program is an extremely inefficient use of
jail resources. Although the Jail Drug Program is in a secure setting,
DACCO is not. Based on the DACCO data and interviews with jail
program staff, the waiting period for transfer to DACCO after referral

"The county's drug court
is a promising means of
alleviating pressure on
regular criminal courts.”

"People sentenced to
non-secure drug’
programs take up ja!l
space because of
program waitlisting,
This is an inefficient yse
of secure space for
persons who have bzen
judicially determiiied
not to require it."

ILPP/Hilisborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

page 5.10



Chapter 5 TARGETS

averages 50 days. Since a non-secure program is ordered by the judge,
the inference is that the assigned person is not a risk to the community
and could be housed in an alternate manner, such as the Salvation
Army annex or house arrest with electronic monitoring. The county
should also expand the Jail Drug Program to allow more persons to
participate.

PROBATION VIOLATIONS

1. Evaluate policies to ensure that notices to appear or orders to show
cause are routinely used before an arrest warrant for a technical
probation violation is issued.

e Technical probation violations made up 14 percent of all felony
charges and 15 percent of all misdemeanor charges in the men’s
profile sample; in the women’s profile sample, the respective
proportions were 24 percent and 12 percent.

e Technical probation violations were also significant in the tracking
sample: 18 percent of all felony bookings and eight percent of all
misdemeanor bookings.

e The overall ALS for persons booked on technical felony probation
violations was 14.95 days and 8.55 days for technical misdemeanor
violations.

e Of the 185 bookings for technical felony probation violations, 32
were still in custody at the time the sample was taken, eight were
released after time served and 47 returned to probation (with an
ALS of 10.59 days).

e Ofthe116bookings for technical misdemeanor probation violations,
seven were still in custody and 58 released after time served (with
an ALS of 14.24 days).

RATIONALE: To the extent that NTAs or orders toshow causearenot
issued before an arrest warrant, substantial numbers of jail beds are
being used to detain persons for technical probation violations, which
by definition do not inglude the commission of a new offense. Even
where an arrest warrant is justified by failure to appear on an NTA,

"Given high
unemployment among
persons who violate
technical requirements
of probation (failing to
pay fees or fines), jail
time may be less
appropriate than
alternative community
service."
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detention in a secure facility should be re-evaluated for technical
violations, such as failure to pay fines or costs. Given the low
employment rate in the profiles, 15 percent for women and 35 percent
for men, and given the disproportionate impact of such a policy on
minorities, the county should provide community service as an
alternative to payment of fines and costs.

CLASSIFICATION

1. Increase the number and use of minimum security alternatives to
traditional detention of Hillsborough County inmates.

e The classification analysis showed that 39 percent of the men's
profile sample should be housed in a minimum security setting; 58
percentof thewomen’s profile sample could be housed ina minimum
security setting.

e Only 15 percent of the women’s profile sample were employed;
only 35 percent of the men'’s profile sample were employed.

RATIONALE: At present, Hillsborough County does not have a true
work release facility. The temporary housing at the Work Release site
is used for trustees and medium security inmates (36 percent of the
men’s profile sample and 29 percent of the women’s profile sample
were classified medium security). Given the low employment rate, a
Work Release facility may not be appropriate at this time, but serious
consideration should be given to the establishment of a supervised
work release program, which would allow inmates to work at federal,
county or state sites during the day and return home in the evening.
Future consideration should be given to the establishment of a work
release center that will assist inmates in finding jobs, similar to the
program that was in operation until August 1992.

2. Release to electronic bracelet or supervised pretrial/post-sentence
release, all “low-minimum” security inmates.

e  (lassification study showed that 52 percent of all minimum
security men are in fact “low-minimum”, meaning that they
scored zero to two points on a five-point range for minimum
security; among women, those scoring in the two or less range
made up 51 percent of the sample.

*  Keeping minimum security inmates in custody and releasing low-
minimum people to a supervised alternative would save a
significant number of beds.

"Half the inmates
classified as minimum
security are 'low-
minimum' meaning they
have no or minor
criminal histories and no
security risk
backgrounds. These
people could be more
inexpensively controlled
using electronic
bracelets.”
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RATIONALE: To score a two or less on the classification analysis a
person must have a current offense that is not considered severe,
minimal offense history (no felony convictions), no escapes or other
security risks in a facility, no history of being seriously disciplined in
custody and no major substance abuse problems. The types of people
who successfully meet these criteria are also very low security risks for
whom incarceration is the least cost-effective means of supervision.

Table Explanation

The possible impact of some of the targets was estimated. (Figure 5.1)
The calculations are in general based on data obtained in the tracking
study. Theestimates areintended tobeinstructiverather than definitive:
not all of the targets are fully covered, and the assumptions are
speculative in others. Figure 5.2 presents possibilities of even morebed
savings given maximized implementation of the listed action; this was
not frue for all targets but has been estimated where possible.

Note that the calculated bed savings in each category cannot always
simply be added together. There is an overlap because some inmates
fall into more than one of the targeted categories. For the initial ten
categories of inmates, characterized by offense, release type, etc., an
attemptwasmadetoremove the overlaps before making the calculations.
These are shown as "Procedural Targets." The minimum and low-
minimum security inmates who could be transferred to less secure
custody is shown as "Custody Level Targets." This group overlaps
considerably with the first set, so their bed savings should not be
combined.

Both tables are arranged in the following way. After the descriptive
columns is a column labeled “Current bookings”. This gives the
number of persons in the subject category booked during the three-
week tracking study. “Percent affected” is an estimate of the percent of
those who will bereleased earlier if the indicated step is carried out, and
“number affected” is the product of the previous two values. “Current
ALS"” isthe ALS associated with theinmates and “potential ALS” is the
estimate of what the length of stay could be reduced to. Finally, “bed
savings” is the number affected times the difference in the ALS values,
divided by 21 since the first column represents 21 days’ worth of
bookings. These are thus beds, notbed-days. Finally, “cumulative total
beds” simply sums the individual beds saved down to that line.
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Table 5.1 Possible Bed Savings Based on Targets of Qpportunity

A. Procedural Targets

Current Percent Number Current  Potential
Greup Action Note Bookings effected sffected ALS ALS
IFelons now ROR Accelerate ROR 1 116 100% 116 11.13 2.00
Misdem now ROR Accelerate ROR 1 68 100% 68 3.16 2.00
All Felons, 3rd degree - Expand ROR 2 681 16% 108 18.09 2.00
Ordinance Do not book 3 21 100% 21 3.25 0.00
IFslony vOP Allow to post bond 4 185 25% 46 14.95 3.83
Misdemeanor VOP  Allow to post bond 4 116 25% 29 8.55 0.86
Surety bond w/ FTA  Notificaton->no FTA 5 136 50% 68 2.48 1.80
Felony no files Early screening 6 17 100% 17 198.71 14.00
Felonies Reduce continuances 7 186 27% 50 20.63 14.00
Felony drug poss. Identify for drug prograr 8 132 80% 106 8.75 2.00
Misdemnr drug poss.  Identify for drug prograr 8 34 100% 34 8.57 2.00
Felony VOP Notification -> no arrest 9 185 25% 46 1495 0.00
Misdemnr VOP Notification -> no arrest 9 116 25% 29 8.55 0.00
Prison transfers Reduce transfer tme 10 92 100% 62 24.52 19.28
B. Custody Level Targets
Group Action Note Total % min Total Min % Low Min
Low minimum men  Transfer out 11 1,894 39% 739 52%
Low minimum women Transfer out 11 287 58% 166 51%

Table 5.2 Possible Bed Savings Based on Maximum Use of Targets of Opportunity

A. Procedural Targets

Current Fercent Number Current = Potential
Group Action Note Bookings affected affected ALS ALS
Felons now ROR Accelerata ROR 1 116 100% 116 11.13 2.00
Misdem now ROR Acoolerate ROR 1A 68 100% 68 3.16 1.00
All Felons, 3d degree Expand ROR 2A 681 22% 160  18.08 2.00
Ordinance Do not baok 3 21 100% 21 3.25 0.00
Felony VOP Alio/ to post bond 4A 185 33% 61 14.95 3.83
Misdemsanor VOP Allow to post bond 4A 116 33% 38 8.55 0.86
Surety bond w/ FTA Notification -> no FTA 5A 136 75% 102 2.48 1.80
Fedony no files Early screening 6 17 100% 17 19.71 14.00
Feloniss Reduce continuances 7 186 27% 50 20.63 14.00
Felony drug poss. Icantify for drug program 8A 132 90% 119 8.75 2.00
Misdemnr drug poss, 1dentify for drug program 8 34 100% 34 8.57 2.00
Felony VOP Notification -> ho arrest 9A 185 33% 61 14.95 0.00
Misdermnr VOP Notification -> no arrest 9A 116 33% 38 8.55 0.00
Prison transfers Reduce transfer time 10A 92  100% 92 2452 1259
B. Custody Level Targets
Group Action Note Total % min Totel Min % Min Out % Low Min
Low miniresm woren Transfer out 11A 1,804  39% 739 25%  52%
Low minmum women Transler out 11A 287 58% 166 25% 51%
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Chapter 5 TARGETS

Table Noies

In the following the italicized expression is a restaternent (sometimes
condensed) of the recommendation in the “Targets of Opportunity”.
Theitems which need to be explained are “current bookings”, “percent
affected”, “current ALS” and “potential ALS”; the rest are simple
arithmetic. Most of the numerical values are taken from the findings of

the tracking study; a few come from the profile and are so identified.

In several of the options there is an alternative and more optimistic
scenario. These are identified by “A” (for Alternative).

It should be noted that there is a very conservative bias in all of the
following figures. It is a function of the way in which the tracking
sample was chosen. The tracking ALS figures are calculated only those
who were released by the data collection date (March 16). This means
that anyone with a length of stay over 51 days (for the beginning of the
sample) or 30 days (end of the sample) did not contribute to the ALS.
Although there were not many of these (12% of the cases) their lengths
of stay would, especially in felony cases, greatly increase the ALS
shown. What that means here is that the “current ALS” figures would
be longer and thus the bed savings greater.

Increase ;Jretrial release options. Establish a pretrial release agency...

Notel. AccelerateROR for thoseinmates now being released on ROR, shortening the
holding period to two days. '

The numbers and current lengths of stay of felons and misdemeanants who are
eventually Released on Own Recognizance (ROR) are as given. Itis assumed thatall
could be released earlier. The potential ALS of 2.00 days is an estimate based on
observations in other jurisdictions.

Note 1A. Misdemeanor ROR is accomplished in one day.

Note 2. Make ROR available now to level Ill felons not released pretrial and without
FTA, warrants, or probation violations (16% of unreleased level III felons).

There were 681 third degree felons booked. Of these, 63% were released pretrial by
some othermechanism, 8% had holds, 65 FTA,and 7% warrants. Summing theseand
neglecting overlaps (which would increase the number of available beds) leaves 16%
potentially eligible for ROR. The current ALS of 18.09 days is the (weighted) average
of ALS for felons released on probation, time served, and other releases.

Note 2A. Remove some of the overlap in holds, warrants, and FTA (some inmates
have more than one of these and shouid not be double counted).
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Chapter 5 TARGETS

End the practice of booking only on ordinance violations...

Note 3. No beds would be used for this purpose. There were 21 bookings on
ordinances and public alcohol use with a combined average ALS of 3.25 days. All of
this would be saved.

Establish strict criteria for...bonds....

Note 4. Allow some of the technical probation violators to post bonds. There were
185 felony probation violators and 116 misdemeanor violators with ALSas shown. It
is taken that 25% of each group would be allowed to and would be able to post bond.
This assumptionis based on Consultants’ experienceas thereisno relevantdata from
the tracking study. The potential ALSis that found for posting surety bonds for each
offense level.

Note 4A. Assume that 33% could post bond.
Implement improved notification procedures to prevent..FTA

Note 5. Persons released on surety bond spend about half a day longer in jail if they
have an FTA. A program to remind such defendants of the need to make their court
appearanceshasbeenshowninmanyjurisdictions toreduce theFTA rate substantially.
There were 136 arrestees released on surety bond who also had an FTA. The ALS
values shown are those for surety bond releases with and without FTA, respectively.
A conservative estimate of 50% reduction in FTAs through a notification program
gave the indicated numbers. There are aimost certainly other places in the system
where lowering FTA would also be of help, but data are not available.

Note 5A. Use the more optimistic figure of 75% reduction in FTA.
Clarify the administrative order for pretrial releases...

Although this is a promising approach, it is necessary to make a number of specific
assumptionsin order to arrive at numerical estimates. Consnltants are not prepared
to do this on the basis of the information available.

Reduce iheamountoftimeusedbythe State Attorney...for..filinganinformation

Note 6. Earlier screening of those cases which are later no-filed or dropped would
allow the releases to be correspondingly earlier. A separate analysis of persons
released at the State Attorney’s request showed 17 cases with ALS of 19.71 days. The
reduction to 14 days is an assumption.

Review policies for continuances....

Note 7. There were 186 felony cases released on probation or sent to prison or “other
release”, with ALS of 20.63 days; in other words they did not serve their sentences in
jail. There is no tracking data on continuances, but in the profile sample, 27% of the
cases had continuances or no court date set after the last hearing. Assuming that the
27% of continuances applies to the subgroup above, if the ALS could be shortened by
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Chapter 5 TARGETS

a week the bed savings would be as shown.

Implement policies toidentify persons arrested on drug possession...todetermine
eligibility for...drug programs. Expand drug court to allow participation of
those with one prior....Identify alternatives to continued detention....

Note8. There were 132 and 34 bookings for felony and misdemeanor drug possession,
with ALS as shown. Assume 80% of those arrested on felony pessession and all of
those on misdemeanor possession could be diverted to drug programs within two
days.

Note 8A. Assume that 90% of felony possession could be diverted.

...Ensure that notices to appear...are used before an arrest warrant for a
technical probation violation....

Note9. The technical probation violators are as in note 4 above. If Notices to Appear
wereroutinely issued it would not be necessary to rearrest some of these, and others
could be held in non-secure facilities. Assume that an additional one quarter of the
total would fall into this category and would not be booked.

Note 9A. Assume that the fraction not booked rises to one-third. -

Reduce the amount of time to effect transfers ...to prison

Note 10. There were 92 inmates transferred to prison with an ALS of 24,52 days.
Consultantshavelearned thatinanotherlarge Florida county aninformalarrangement
has been worked out with the DOC whereby the inmate could be sent to prison
without the usual commitment package if the package is sent as soon as possible
thereafter. Suppose that Hillsborough could negotiate a similar arrangement. The
ALS for probation violators who are sent to prison is 26.65 days, and the ALS for
probation violators who are released on time served is 17.28 days. Take the latter as
a measure of the time needed to adjudicate a probation violation and add a nominal
twodays for theactual transfer. Then the ALS for felons transferred to prisonbecomes
19.28 days.

Note 10A. The time for probation violators to be released back to probation is 10.59
days. If thisis taken as the time needed toadjudicate, then the ALS to transfer to prison
drops to 12.59 days.

Note 11. The profile showed that 39% of men and 58% of women should be classified
asminimum security,and of these, 52% and 51% respectively would be low minimum.
These are inmates who could safely be removed from jail and placed on house arrest
with an electronic bracelet or intensive supervision. Applying these fractions
successively to the ADP (: , of February) produces very large bed savings.

Note 11A. Suppose that in addition to the low minimums, 25% of the “regular”
minimums are also transferred to non-secure custody. These are about half of those
remaining after the low minimums are removed.
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A: COURT ORDER & MODIFICATIONS
ON JAIL POPULATION CAPACITY

1. Final Judgment, Case No. 85-5168, Regarding Jail Crowding,
September 26, 1985, (A.2).

2. Order on Final Hearing and Notice of Hearing, Case No. 85-
05168, Regarding Jail Overcrowding, June 11, 1987, (A.5).

Q 3. Administrative Order No. 89-57, Re: Extraordinary Pretrial
Release Proceduresto Reduce JailOvercrowding, April 26,1989, (A.10).
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IN THE C RCUIT COUR? OF THE THIRTSENTH OUDICIAL Cipcuzr ¢ ' g 3
OF THE E%iTE OF FLORIDA, IN.AND FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY ™. " waley *

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF )
CORRECTIONS, LOUIE L. .
WAINWRIGHT, Secretary

Plaintiff
CASE NO., B5-5168

ve
DIVIGION: “1*

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY; THE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF HXLLS8BOROUGH COUNTY; and
WALTER C. BEINRICH, Bheriff
of Hillsborough County,

*

FINAL JUDGHMENT

Thiz s an action for injunctive relief instituted by the

befendant.

Florida Department of Corrections, pursuant to Chap. 881,23 (3)
Florida Statutes. The Departmant seeks to compsl compliance with

the authorized inmate populationvlimi@u of the various Hilleborough
County jails, as are established by ite zules end regulations, B&uch
regulations are promulgated pursuant to Btate law and are of statewids
application. This sction is one of 23 such oases brought by the
bepartment throughout the State,

Jail overcrowding is not unique to the Etats of Floxida, ZThe
problem has reached crisgis proportione apgross the nation where it ie
autiﬁated that in exvess of 1300 local qo&ernmonts are operating
their jails under court orders &nd 150 jails have been forced to oloss,
Some of the factors contribubting to this cirocumatance arxre, howevar,
unique to Florida and gcountlies such as Hilisborough. ‘rlorida is
estinated to soén beceme the third most populous state in the United
States, placing great demands upon all areas of govsrnment., In
addition to the rapid influx of new :esiéentn, counties such as |
Rillsborough experience a temporary population of tourists and
transients, which fluxuates, and is not subject to accurate predicatiocn.
Added to thase factors is a steady increase in ths orime rate and a
shortgage of judges and prossoutors,

There is no genuine dispute 1n;thiu ocnse. The Defendants have
conceded that the inmate populgtion of the Hillesborough County Jail

ILPP/Hillsborough i i
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‘ excesds maximum authorired inmate population quotas and that the
Department is entitlied to injunctive sxellef.

The Court has mads an on site inspsotion of the maximum
sacurity facility, Notwithstanding that such fscility iz over-
orowded, the facllity is clesn, well maintainsd, end in no way
subjects the inmates to inhumane conditions. It must be kept in
mind that a county jail is primarily a temporary holding faciiity,
vhere prisoners can be expucted to live in lezs comfortable surroundings
than may be regquired for long term incarcertaion at the state prison
lavel,

The sheriff, the County &nd the looal andicinry have exhibited
& common concern regarding jnil overorowding, anf a ocooperative
effort to address the problem. All parties recognize & duty to
protact the citizens of the community from the commission of
gdditional criminal acts by dangéroua individuals now detained in
the jail. It is necessary for all interested parties to dsvelop

‘ . ongoing procsdures to bring the jail population within acoepted
standards without the indiscriminate releass of inmates. 1&.i. like=
vise the responsibility of this court to grant the require2d relief
in such a manner as to afford the Defendant, WALTER C. HERINRICH, the
opportunity to bring about compliance in mn ordsrly manner.

I7 I8 THEREFORE ORDERED: o

1. The total uathorized inmatejoapucity for the Hillsborough
County Jail system if 1062, '

2. 'The inmata population of the Hillsborough County Jails
shall be brought within such capacity on or befors Junse 1, 1986
and shall bs reduced in accordance with the following uoﬁodule:

s, 1,400 inmates 23 of Wovember 1, 1985 '

b, 1,350 inmates as of December 1, 1985

e. 1,300 inmates as of January 1, 1986 ;

8. 1,250 inmates as of February 1, 1986 s o . '

e. 1,200 inmates a; of March 1, 1886

¢ ™
|
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£, 1,150 inmates &g of April 1, 1986

g. 1,100 inmates as of May 1, 1966

h, 1,062 inmates as of June ), 1986
The foregoing inmate oapacitiez may be oxceeded, without court
order, for a period of not more than 48 hours in the evant of riot
or other emergency which results in mass arrests,

3., The Dafendant, WALTER C. HEINRICH, Sheriff of Hillsborough
County, Florida, is reatreained and enjoinéds from parmitting the
inmate population of the Hillsborough County Jaile to excaed the
maximum capacities provided herein.

4. o grounds for relief heving been shown aa to the Defondants,
HILLSBORQUGH COUNTY and THE BOKRD»GF COUNTY COMMISBIONERS OF
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, this action is dismieszed, without prejudice,
a8 to suoh Defendants,

5, In the avant additional inmate sprce over and abovs that

now existing in the Hillsborough County Jails, sheuld become

“availsble in accordance with the rulas and zagulstions ¢f tha

Department of Corrections, such inorezee in spacs shall bs desmad
a change of circumstances for the purposse of modifiomtion of this

judgment.,
6. This court retains jurisdiction of this cause for the

purpose of modification or enforcemant of this jﬁdqmont and to grant

such further relief as may be neceseary and propar,
DONE AND ORDERED in Chambars st 8t. Petershury; Pinellas

coy Juzmes A. Peters
pavid J, Faxrash ,
Richard Bchulte :
Glenn Waddell v )
Bill James |
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IN TRE THIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURE-
¥C . RILLSBOROUGE COUNTY

I
THE FLORIDA: DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS, LOUIE L. WAINWRIGHT,
Secretary,

Plaintirr,

-V Case Number: 85-05168
Divieion: nin

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY:; THE BOARD OF

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY; and WALTER C.

HEINRICH, Sheriff of Hillsborough

County,

Defendants.
4

ORUER ON PINAL HEARING AND NOTICE OF HEARING

THIB MATTER ua‘s heard on May 11, 1987, on final hearing
scheduled by the Department of Corrections. Present before the
court were counsel for Sheriff Helnrich, counsel for the
Department of Corrections and counsel for Hillsborough County
Board of County Commissioners and Hillsborcugh County Florida.
The court heard the testimony of E. Russell Smith, CcChief
Inspector, Florida Department of Corrections, Emilio Salabarris,
Fire Protection Speclalist, Florida State Fire Marshall’s Office:;
and Colonel David M. Parrish. The court also reviewed the

Stipulated Facts filed by the parties to this action.

ERIOR HIBTORY OF CASE

Significant efforts have been.taken to attempt to alleviate
jail overcrowding since this case was initiated by the Sheriff in
May, 1985,

1. In ﬁ&y, 1985, the Sheriff of Hillsbhorough County filed a
suit which included the Chief Judge of this Circuit, the State
Attorney’s Office and the Department of Corrections. The suit
sought an adjudication of the responsibilities of the State
Attorney, the Chief Judge and the Department of Corrections

regarding the authorized capacities for the Hillsborough County
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Jails and the number of inmates the theriff could lawfully hold.
At the time of f£iling of the suit, ihe County’s jail facilities
authorized capacity was 1,056 persons pursuant to the Department
of Corraections’ ®"factor" process.

2. In response to the sult, the Department of Corrections
filed <this action ggainst Sheriff Heinrich to enforce the
Department of COrrections' authorized capacity of the Hillsborough

County Jails. (Depa
et &1,, Case Number: 85-05168) . The Florida Supreme Court
assigned the case to the Chief Judge of the Sixth Circuit, Judge
David Patterson. In September, 1985, Judge David Patterson
entered & final .judgment ordering the Sheriff to reduce the inmate
population in accordance with the follpwing schedule:

(a) 1,400 inmates as of November 1, 1985,

{b) 21,350 inmates as of December 1, 1985,

(c) 1,300 inmates as of January 1, 1986,

(d) 1,250 inmates as of February 1, 1986,

‘{&) 1,200 inmates as of March 1, 1986,

(£) 1,130 inmates as of April 1, 3986,

{(g) 1,100 inmates as of May 1, 1986,

(h) 1,062 inmates as of June 1, 1986.

Efforts were made to keep the inmate population reduced
according to Judge Patterson’s Order, but the Hillsborough jails
ware not in compliance with Judge Patterson’s capacity Order. The
Sheriff filed a Motion for Authority to Exceed Population Caps and
for advise on how to proceed. Pﬁrsuant to that motion, Judge
Patterson abated his Order of September 26, 1985, and ordered a
maximug jail population for the Hillsborough County Jails of 1,400
for the thirty-day period starting Mgrch 31, 1986, and required
the Hillsborough County Jail staff to submit monthly reports to
the Court and the Department of Corrections COunc1} detailiné the
jailA capacity of the Hillsborough County Jail system and the
number of inmates in each inmate classification category.

4, on May 2, 1986, the Sheriff filed a Motion to Determine

the Status of the Case in the Thirteenth Judicial cCircuit in
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Hiillgborough County. At that time, this case Wi 3 reassigned to
ths undsrsigned Chief Judge of the Thirtaenth Judicial Clrcuit as
Judge David Patterson’s assignment was no longer required upon
dismissal of the initial action filed by the Sheriff. On May 28,
this court entered an order on thas Sheriff’s Motion to Determine
the state of the Case; through the efforts of the court, the
plans were implemented to help reduce the 3jail population and
naintgin crder in this Circuit’s criminal justice system. These
plzns included, but were not limited to:

(a) Acceleration of misdemeanor violation of probation
cases 50 that these were to be heard within forty-eight (48) hours
of the time detainees are booked into the Hillsborough County
Jail.

{b) Acceleration of felony violation of probation cases
so that these were to be heard more quickly.

(c) Accelerated trial calendar for felony 9jail cases
scheduled to begin on July 7, 1986.

(d) Implementation of a strict non-continuance policy
on all jail cases.

{(e) Investigation of the possibility of having
arralgnments immedjiately after Preliminary Presentation Court.

5. Subsequent to May, 1986, measures were adopted or
accelerated to assist in alieviating overcrowding:

(a)  Expedited probation revocation hearings:

s {b) Expedited arraignment hearings:;

(c) Expedited trial schedule which did away with
disposition dates and set for trial cases usually no longer than
two (2) months after the irnitial arraignment date;

(d) . Expanded use of Notice to Appear citations so that
most misdemeanants were not booked into the Hillsborough County
Jail;

(e) Adopted the use :of Notices to Appear for
non-technical felony violation of probation hearings so that these

persons would not be booked into the jail.

ILPP/Hillsborough County Population & Policy Research Study - 1993

i
page Al?



6. In 583, the court adopted Administrative Order 8§5-74,
pursuant to its authority under Florida Rula of Judicial
Administration 2.050. The court gave the Sheriff, as executive
officer of the court, the asuthority to relsase on recognizance
certain categories of persons who were in custody in the
Hillisborough County Jails. Adninistrative Order 85-74 was adopted
pursuanf to the Florida Rule of Judicial Administration’s
requirement that this court conduct a mandatory periodic review of

the status of inmates of the Hillsborough County Jajils.

8 0 c CONCLUBION O w

1. This court adopts the Stipulated and Uncontested Facts
For Final Hearing filed by the parties on Hay 11, 1987, which
facts‘aég incorporated by reference into this order.

2. Primary responsibility for Jail funding and
congtruction, as well as the attendant delays, rest with
Hiillsborough County.

3.' Present overcrowding 4in ' the Hillsborough County Jail
Central impairs the ability of the Sheriff’s staff to monitor and
control inmates confined in that jail.

4. Overcrowding in the Hillsborough .County Jail Central
requires the placement of inmates mattresses in exits, and thus
the means of egress from many cells in the Central jail endangers
the safety of inmates and staff in the jail eshould a fire occur.

5. The interests of the community at large are disserved by
the release of inmates which would be required to reduce the
Central jail to its authorized capacity.

6. Because of staffing increases requested by the Sheriff
and funded by the County, conditions in the Hillsborough County
Jails do not now pose a sufficient risk of harm to inmates and
staff to warrant "an injunction prohibiting the confinement of any
county . . . prisoner in any county . . . detention facility" as
contemplated by Section 951.23(6), Fiorida Statutes.

7. The court is not convinced that the earliest possible

completion date for the jail facility is 1991. Moreover, the
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court has reason to beli ve that tha new jail will be inadaquate
the day it is opened. ‘

XT I8 THEREFORE CRDE:-ED AND ADJUDGED THAT:

i. Defendants shal. make all efforts to assure completion
of the 383-bed facility to be constructed at County Jail West by
October 1, 1987. The Sheriff’s Office shall advise this court
bi-weekly of the status of the construction of this facility.

2. The parties shall appear on June 25, 1987, at 10:00
A.M., before this court and show cause why expanded jail
facllities that include increased, future jail populations cannot
be completed prior to 1991.

3. The Sheriff’s Office shall advise thls court and the
court will review on a bi-weekly basis the status of inmates in
the Hillsborough County Jail system regarding their release on
bond or on their own recognizance.

4. The court retains jurisdiction over the parties and case
fo enforce compliance with any party’s rights regarding the
construction of the 383-bed facility at County Jail West or the
1,344-bed facility to be built on Orient Road and the orders of
this court.

5. The court retains jurisdiction over this case to ensure
that the Hillisborough County Jails are operated in a reasonably
safe manner, notwithstanding the present overcrowding, and to
assure that adequate jail facilities are constructed in a timely
manner,

DOKE AND ORDERED in Chambers at Tampa, Hillsborough County,

Florida, this I & day of June, 1987.

Copies Furnished To:
Kaydell Wright, Esquire
David J. Farash, Esquire
Tom Saunders, Esquire
Emeline Acton, Esquire
Debra Romanello, Esquire
James A. Peters, Esquire
Peha F. Law, Esquire
James Thompson, Esquire

ORDER2.TXT
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7N THE THIRTEENTE JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COVRT FOR
HILLBBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA

ADMINIBTRATIVE ORDER RO. 89~57

E:EXTRAORDINAR RETRIAL RELEABE
.‘ PROCEDURES TO RELIEVE JAIL OVERCROWDING

WHEREAS, members of the criminal justice community in
this circuit recognize that the proper detention and release of
accused defendants prior to trial is a matter of great public
concern and community safety;

WHEREAB, the Hillsborough County jail facilities must
operate within mandatory population guidelines set by law; and

v WHEREAS, the courts of this circuit seek to comply with
jail population guidelines without compromising the safety of the
community?

WBERE§8, a committee of judges has reviewed 3jail
release guidelines and has recommended changes in our jail
release procedures herein described; and

WHEREZS, the following Jjail felease procedures were
prepared with the consultation of the Public Defender, Sheriff,
State Attorney and other affected governmental agencies of
Hillsborough county;

WHEREAS, the provisions of paragraphs 13 and 14 herein
were specifically requested by the Sheriff and State Attorney, it
is hereby -

GRDERED AND ADJUDGED:

MISDEMEANOR, TRAFFIC, AND ORDINANCE OFFENSES

1. When a peréon is arrested for a misdemeanor of the
first or secénd degree, a criminal traffic offense, or a
violdtion of a municipal or county ordinance, except for charges
relating to prostitution, the accused offender shall be released
at the scene of the arrest through the issuance of a notice to

appear (the "Notice to Appear"), except in those cases requiring

mandatory booking pursuant to Subsection two of this oxder. The’

arresting officer shall have the discretion, however, to book the

<%
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accused offender into the county jail if he determines that any

of the following factors exists:

8.

e,

The subject of the arrest is known by the
arresting officer to be a habitual offender;
The alleged crime is one of a violent nature
or one which indicates a reckless disregard
for the safety of others;

The nature of the accused offender is clearly
violent or disorderly:

The arresting officer has reason to believe
that the accused offender will repeat the
offense if not detained;

The accused offender does not reside in
Hillsborough County or a bordering county; or
The accused offender has no valid, verifiable

address.

2. The accused offender shall be booked into the

county jail if any of the following circumstances exists:

-

C.

The accused offender failed to sufficiently
identify himself or supply the necessary
information for completion of the Notice to
Appear or traffic citation:

The accused offender refused to sign the
Notice to Appear;

The arresting officer has reason to believe
that the continued liberty of the accused
offender constitutes an unreasonable risk of
bodily injury to himself or'ofhers:

The accused offender has no ties with the
jurisdiction sufficient to assure his
appearance at court or there is substantial
risk that he will refuse to respond to the
notice or citation;

The arresting officer has a reasonable belief
that the accused offender may be wanted in any

jurisdiction:
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f£f. The arresting officer has a reasonable belief
that the accused offender has previously

’ failed to respond to a notice or summons or
has violated the conditions of any pretrial
release program; or

g. The accused offender is arrested for

prostitution or a prostitution related
offense.

3. If a person accused of a misdemeanor, crimihal
traffic offense, or violation of a city or county ordinance 1is
brought to the jail for booking because he failed to sufficiently
identify himself or supply the information necessary for
completion of the Notice to Appear, or because it appeared toc the
arresting officer that the accused offender had reviously failed
to respond to a notice or summons or had violated the conditions
of any pretrial release program, the booking officer of the
county 3jail shall determine whether the accused offender is
likely to appear as directed by making a reasonable investigation
of the accused offender, including the following facts:

e a. Place and length of residence in the

community;

b. Family ties in the community:

c. Employment record;

a. Character and mental condition;

e. Past record of convictions; and

f. Past history of appearances at court
proceedings.

4. If the booking officer determines, pursuant to
Subsection Three of this order, that the accused offender is
likely to appear  ,as directed, the officer shall not book the
accused offender into the jail, but shall release the offender

upon the issuance of a Notice or Promise to Appear.

L =% W)
EX i34

- i
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MISDEMEANOR OR _ORDINANC : OFFENSES CHARGED
BY_JINFORMATION, OR F;LONY OFFENSES

5. All accused offendsrs who are booked into the
‘ county jall pursuant to misdemeanor .»r ordinance offenses charged
by information, or pursuant to felony charges, shall be screened
by a classification section of the sheriff’s office for possible
signature or own-recognizance release; the investigation shall
include verification of the accused offender’s residence and
employment. In addition, the <classification section shall
contact the alleged victim of the crime (in the case of a crime
against a person) to receive input from the alleged victim and
inform them that the accused offender 1is being considered for
release on his own recognizance.
In order to meet the minimum standards for pre-trial
release, an arrestee must meet the following qualifications:

A) An arrestee must not be charged with a
capital life or first degree felony, or be
on active parole or probation.

B) An arrestee must receive at least six

0 ' poeints to be considered for release
on the arrestee’s own recognizance

based on the following criteria:

Residence Points
Current resident 1 year or current resident 3
and 1.5 years at previous address
Current resident 6 months or current resident 2
and 1 year at previous address

Current resident 4 months or current resident 1
and 6 months at previous address '

Last 2 years or more in Hillsborough County or
Pinellas, Pasco, Polk, Manatee or Sarasota i

Fanily Ties

Lives with spouse and children

Lives with parent(s), spouse, or older person
‘'or 1living with one of his children

Lives with other family relative

Lives alone and stable residence (at least 1 year)

Lives with non-family friend or regular contact
with family

Head of household with children

=N NV W -3

‘ |
b a% Wal

- - PACE—4
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m e cho eson

Present job 1 year or more and can returh to work 4
Present job 1 year or retired, homemaker '7ith
g with children 3

Present job 4 months or present and prior 3 months,
homemaker 2

Current job or receiving unemployment or workman'’se .
compensation 1

Presently in school attending regularly full-time 4

Left school within § months and employed or attending
school part-time 2

Left school within 3 months and unemployed 1

Health
Poor health and regular visits to doctor h

Definite knowledge of alcoholism or felony drug use -1

Prior Record Units

No convictions 2
Felonies 7 (ea)
Misdemeanors 2 (ea)

2 0

3-6 -1

7-13 -2

14-20 -3

21 and over -4

The sheriff’s office shall present a report (the "Report") of the

point qualifications of recommended arrestees to the state

attorney or authorized assistant for review and approval. Those

0 arrestees approved by t_:he state attorney or authorized assistant
~ shall be eligible for pretrial release pursuant to this order.

6. Any accused offender who has failed to appear on one
or more occasions on the present felony charge, or who has been
arrested on a new charge while released on his own recognizance
pending disposi;ion of the felony chafge, shall not be released
on his own recognizance except upon order of the chief judge, or
the assigned presiding circuit judge. Any accused offender who
has failed to appear on a misdemeanor or traffic offense on one
previous occasion shall not be released on his own recognizance
on that charge, but shall be released on $1,000 bond, unless a
bond in a different amount was previously set by the 3judge
issuing the capias. Any accused offender who has failed to i
appear on two or more occasiéns on a misdemeanor or traffic
offense, or whé has been arrested on a new charge pending
disposition of the original misdemeanor or traffic charge, shall

“ ‘ ’ not be released on his own recognizance, but shall remain on the

th‘:‘ 5 . I
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shond, or no-bi-d status, set by the chief judge, or the assig: :

presiding coun*y judge.

iy 7. *ny person who is detained for a substanti-e
violation of piobation shall be released only upon order of the
judge .of the division that placed that person on probation.

8. Those arrestees requested for release by the
sheriff’s office and approved by the state attorney or authorized
assistant pursuant to the foredcing provisions shall appear
before the court for preliminary presentation. At such
preliminary presentation the court shall consider the arrestee’s
eligibility for pretrial release. The Report from the sheriff’s
office of each arrestee’s eligibility for release and the written
approval from the state attorney’s office shall be incorporated
into the record. It shall be the responsibility of the sheriff’s
office to initiate release request herein described in this
subsection. At the conclusion cof the preliminary presentations
session, the administrative djudge of the criminal Jjustice and
trial division will be designated to handle any of these preirial
release matters that cannot be heard during preliminary
presentations.

OTHER PROVISIONS

9. Any person who 1is arrested for prostitution or
prostitution-related charges shall not be released on his own
recognizance except by order of the chief judge, the assigned, or
presiding judge. :

10. Persons charged witﬁ sale, manufacture, delivery,
or possession with intent to sell, manufacture, or delivery the
substance commonly known as crack cocaine, pursuant to Section
893.13, Florida Btatutes, and persons charged with trafficking
in cocaine, pursuant to Section 893.13, Florida statutes, shall
not be released on their own recognizance except by order of the
chief judge, the assigned, or presiding judge.

11, Any accused offender who is released on his own
recognizance pursuant to this order, except those released
pursuant to a notice to ~ appear, shall receive a notice

substantially stating the following:

na:—g 5

L o
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"You are b¢ ng released pursuant to administrative
ofder beca se you have met the criteria for
release. Y:i have supplied an address to which
all future court process will be sent. As a
condition oz your release, you must refrain from
crimiﬁal activity of any kind and you must
refrain from any contact with the alleged victim
of the crime with which you have been charged
except through pretrial discovery pursuant to the
Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure. If you
violate these cenditions, or fail to appear for
any of your court dates, your recognizance status
will be revoked and you may remain in jail or be
required to post a substantial bond until your
charges have been disposed."

12. The sheriff’s office shall have the authority to
release on recognizance any individual being held solely on a
detainer from another Florida county éeventy-two hours after
giving notification of the arrest to the criminal justice agency
issuing the detainer, if the individual has not been placed in
the custody of the issuing agency.

13." The sheriff’s office has the authority to
release members of the United States Armed Forces, confined for
violations of Florida criminal lgw, without approval of the

court. Such. persons shall be released pursuant to the

* restrictions stated herein to the custody of the base commander

of MacDill Air Force Base or his designee.

14. The State Attorney or his designee has ¢the
authority to rélease pre-trial detainees without approval of the
court. Such authority shall extend only to those prisoners whom
the state Attorney has determined shall not be prosecuted for the
instant charged offense. The ‘State Attorney’s office may
initiate such an order of release by notifying the Sheriff’s
Office by telephone, and thereafter filing a written Notice of
Release with the Chief Judge, the c1érk, and the Sheriff within

one day cof the pre-trial detalinee’s release.

PAGE—7
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15. The sheriff’s offic: shall submit bi-weekly
reports te the chief Jjudge delineatiry which inmates have been
released pursuant to this order, but n:t including those persons
released pursuant to a Notice to Appear,

16. Nothing contained herein shall abrogate pretrial
release, reduction of bond, or other procedures established by
Florida Law or Rule.

17. This order shall rescind previous administrative
orders 82-8, Sections XI, XVI, and XVII of 82-20, 82-20 (first
ahendment), 83-3, 84-84, 85-49, 85-74, 85-74 (first amendment),
85~74 (second amendment), 87-80, 87-80 (firsf amendment), 88-58,
and any other administrative order of this court which |is
inconsistent with this order.

18. This order shall become effective the _1st
day of May., 1989.

DONE AND ORDERED in chambers in Tampa, Florida, this

Q.foﬁ'day of April, lsso9.

Dennis Alvarez, Chief Ju

FDA:mc

cc: All circuit and County Judges
Kathy T. Baker, Court Administrator
Bill James, State Attorney
Judge Luckey, Jr., Public Defender
Walter C. Heinrich, Sheriff
Richard Ake, Clerk of the Circuit Court
Salvation Army :
A. C. McClane, Chief of Police, Tampa
Tom Mathews, Chief of Pollice, Temple Terrace
Troy Surrency, Chief of Police, Plant City
Hillsborough County Bar Association
criminal Defense Lawyers Association
Jerry Stoner, Clerk’s Office

Pretrial.rel
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APPENDIX B

APPENDIX B: SELECTED SOURCES

(Sources are listed in the order that they were obtained.)

County Sheriff’s Office, “Criminal Report Affidavit & Custody Assessment Scale,”
April, 1993.

Capital Projects Department, “Jail Issues Report,” September 4, 1992.

County Board of Commissioners, “Proposed Hillsborough County - Jail East Facility
(Volume 1 of 2),” April 28,1992.

County Board of Commissioners, “Proposed Hillsborough County - Jail East Facility
(Volume 2 of 2),” April 28,1992.

Florida Advisory Council On Intergovernmnt! Relations, “ACIR Interim Report,”
April 28, 1991.

Ralph Hughes - Tampa, “Presentation to the Board of County Commissioners,”
September 22, 1992.

County Sheriff’s Office, “Pretrial Release Program,” April 17, 1992.

Hilsborough County -Office of County Attorney, “CourtCap Orders & Modifications,”
December 23, 1992.

Architects/ Board of County Commissioners, “Hillsborough County Detention
Facility Plan.”

Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Office Detention Department, “Inmate Population
Analysis,” January 13, 1993.

County Public Safety Council, “Hillsborough County Public Safety Coordination
Council Minutes,” January 14, 1993.

County Public Safety Council, “Hillsborough County Public Safety Coordination
Council Minutes,” July 3, 1992.

County Public Safety Council, “Hillsborough County Public Safety Coordination
Council Minutes,” January 7, 1993.

13th Judicial Circuit Court, “Pretrial Release Order- Hillsborough Circuit Court,”
May 1, 1989.

Institute for Law and Policy Planning, Letter to Commissioner Joe Chillura, January
15, 1993.
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Florida House of Representatives, Rep. Clemons, “Pretrial Release and Detention,”
June 16, 1990.

County Board of Commissioners, “Board of County Commissioners Retreat on
Criminal Justice System,” February 15, 1993.

“Juvenile Delinquency in Hillsborough County,” February 9, 1993.
Volusia County, “The Volusia County Case Study,” June 16, 1990.
Orlando Sentinel “Crime dosn’t pay for accused felons,” July 20, 1992,
13th Judidial Circuit Court, “Population Capacity Court Order,” 1985.

Florida ACIR, Study of the Finance and Management of Local Jails an Proposed
Pretrial Release and Detention Legislation, February 10, 1942.

DACCO, “Hillsborough County programs available for Drug-Related Offenses,”,
1992-93.

DACCO, “Program Description and Cost Benefit Analysis,” March 23, 1993.
13th Judicial Circuit Court, “Second Court Order,” June 12, 1987.

13th Judicial Circuit Court, “Extraordinary Pretrial Release Proceduresto Relieve Jail
Overcrowding,” May 2, 1989.

Sheriff’s Office - Jail Division, “First Appearance Docket,” February 28, 1993.
Sheriff’s Office - Jail Division, “First Appearance Docket,” February 27, 1993.

National Pretial Reporting Program, “Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin,” November,
1992,

Thirteenth Circuit Court, “Extraordinary Pretrial Release Procedures to Relieve Jail
Overcrowding,” April 26, 1989.

DACCO, “DACCO Program Participation,”

DACCO, “Evaluation Plan for the Wisconsin Correctional Services, Central Intake/
Screening Unit Program,” February 22, 1993.

DACCO, “DACCO Description of Programs and Services,” April 6, 1993.
Hillsborough Circuit Court, “Inmate Adjustment Package,” February 17, 1993.
NIC, “NIC Jail Forecasts for Hillsborough County,” March 10, 1988.

13th Circuit; Study by FL Legislature, “An Empirical Examination of Floria’s Habitual
offender Statute,” August, 1992.
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’ Hilisborough County Planning Commission, “Projections of Court Filings in
Hillsborough County,” July, 1992.

13th Circuit Court, “Historical Circuit & County Court Filings 1978-1992.”
PSRC, “National Pretrial Reporting Program 1990 Site Report,”13th Circuit.
County Sheriff’s Office, “Hillsborough’s Correctional Facilities,” current.

County Sheriff's Office, “OIG Report on County Jail Central, 2nd Biannual,” October
27,1992,

County Sheriff’s Office, “12/91 & 12/92 Monthly Report of Jails,” December, 1991.

County Sheriff’s Office, “Monthly Reports for Classifications Unit - 12/88-12/92,”
current

County Sheriff’s Office, “1993 Staffing and Organizaiton,” March 17, 1993.
County Sheriff’s Office, “ 1/93 Monthly Jail report,” n.d.

County Sheriff's Office, “ OIG County Daily Inmate Populaiton Data - Monthly report
(2/93),” n.d.

County Sheriff’s Office, “ Final Report of the Criminal Justice Estimating Conference,”
‘ October, 1992.

13th Circuit Court, “The Impact of Failures to Appear on Florida’s Criminal Justice
System,”

13th Circuit Court, “Programs/Depts. Administered by the 13th Circuit, “ Current
13th Circuit Court, “13th Judicial Circuit Annual Report - 1991,” 1991

13th Circuit Court, “13th Judicial Circuit Staffing and Orgnaization - 1/93,” January,
1993.

13th Circuit Court, “FDLE Data re: 13th Circuit Crime Rate & Arrests,” n.d.
Clerk of the Court, “Arraignment Docket - 3/22/93,” March 22, 1993.
Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - January 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Feb 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Mar 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Apr 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - May 1991,” n.d.

‘ Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - June 1991,” n.d.
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Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - July 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Aug 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Sep 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Cct 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Nov 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Dec 1991,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Jan 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Feb 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Mar 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Apr 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - May 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Jun 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Jul 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Aug 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Sep 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Oct 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Nov 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “SRS Data - Dec 1992,” n.d.

Clerk of the Court, “Procedures to Process State Prison Commitments,” n.d.
Clerk of the Court, “Sample Docket - 3/26/93 (Felony Criminal),” n.d.
Clerk of the Court, “Pending Caselod Summaries by month - 1991 thru 1993,” n.d.
Clerk of the Court, “Qtrly Pending Caseload Reports - 1990-92,” n.d.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Hillsborough Health & Rehabilitative Services
Staffing and Org,” January 14, 1993.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Descrptive Statistical Information on Delinquency
Referrals - 1992,” February, 1993.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Health & Rehabilitative Services Regions and
Program Descriptions,” July, 1993.
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Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Hillsborough Co. Projections,” n.d.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “ADP for Residential and Detention Facilities - 1991
-92,” nd.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Recidivism Among Juveniles in Cornmunity
Control - 6/91,” June, 1991.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Commission on Juvenile Justice Annual Report
1992,” n.d.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Descripticnof the Delnquency Case Management
Program,” May, 1991.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Description of Detention Care Program,” August,
1989.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Description of Residential Delinquency Programs,”
n.d.

Health & Rehabilitative Services, “Hillsborough Co. Detention & Residential
Commitment Programs,” n.d.

County Public Safety Council, “Hillsborough County Public Safety Coordination
Council Minutes,” n.d. April 16, 1993.

County Public Safety Council, “Proposal for a Criminal Justice Commission,” April,
1993.

ACIR, “Privatization as an Option for Construction and Operating Local Jails in
Florida,” n.d. April, 1993.

County Sheriff’s Office, “Inmate Population Projections,” April 30, 1993.
County Sheriff’s Office, “Jail Population Projections,” May 5, 1993.
State Attoney’s Office, “Memorandum to Jane Yeere: Cocaine Arrests,” May 24, 1993.

Direct Supervision Institute, Inc., “Hillsborough County Jail Capacity Study,” Draft,
June 1992.
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APPENDIX C: PROFILE DATA

CHARGE BREAKDOWN FOR MEN’S SAMPLE

FELONIES (N=209)

Charge Category N %
Violent 73 35%
Burglary 36 17%
Property 28 13%
Drug possession 18 9%
Drug sales 18 9%
Parole 1 <1%
Probation 29 14%

. Other 5 2%

MISDEMEANORS (N=74)
Charge Category

Violent

Property

Worthiess checks

Drugs

DUl

DWLS

Other traffic

Probation

Other

%
26%
8%
4%
3%
11%
19%
5%
15%
8%

-

-

-
O hbhoNmwNOZ

PRIMARY CHARGE
Charge Category men women
Admin. 4% 2%

Misdmnr. 25% 38%
Felony 71% 60%
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CHARGE BREAKDOWN - WOMEN’S PROFILE SAMPLE

FELONIES (N=176)

Charge Category N %
Violent 37 21%
Burglary 6 3%
Property 19 11%
Drug possession 47 27%
Drug sales 14 8%
Parole 2 1%
Probation 42 24%
Other 9 5%

MISDEMEANORS (N=111)

Charge Category N %
Violent 10 9%
Prostitution £4 49%
Property 16 14%
Worthless checks 5 5%
Drugs 3 3%
DUl 4 4%
Other traffic 1 1%
Probation 13 12%
Other 5 5%

PROBATION VIOLATIONS BY BOND

MALES (N=40)

Type of VOP % No Bond % Zero Bond
Felony 66% 31%
Misdemeanor 18% 64%
FEMALES (N=55)

Type of VOP % No Bond % Zero Bond
Felony 64% 29%
Misdemeanor 23% 69% -
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° ADJUDICATION STATUS BY OFFENSE CATEGORY

MALES (T=296)

Cffense Category N % pending
Felonies 209 72%

Misdemeanors 87 33%

FEMALES (T=294)

Offense Category N % pending
Felonies 174 71%
Misdemeanors 120 25%

ALS BY ADJUDICATION STATUS AND OFFENSE CATEGORY

Felonies ALS: ALS: ALS: Partially
Sertenced Unsentenced Sentenced % Pending
Violent (N=70) 178.86 80.92 68.14 86%
Property (N=89) 70.88 39.67 35.17 69%
Drugs (N=288) 111.79 35.64 85.63 77%
VOP (N=71) 52.72 17.68 17.5 48%
Misdemeanors
Violent (N=30) 35.47 29.93 14 50%
Property (N=31) 47.18 ' 9.57 0 45%
Drugs (N=5) 46 8 0 20%
Traffic (N=31) 57 13.56 38 32%
VOP (N=24) 28.53 8.2 0 21%
CHARGE BREAKDOWN

FELONIES (N=209)
Charge Categoery Men (N=209) Women(N=176)

Violent 73 37
Property 28 19
Burglary 36 6
Drug possn. 19 47
Drug sales 18 14
Parole 1 2
Probation 29 42
Other 5 9
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CHARGE BREAKDOWN

MISDEMEANORS (N=74)
Charge Category Men(N=74)

Violent 19
Property 7
Whhis. checks 3
DUl & DWLS 22
Probation 11
Other 10
Drugs 2
Prostitution
FELONY OFFENCE HISTORY

Men
no prior felony 35%
1 prior felony 12%
2 + prior felony 53%

Women(N=111)

10
16
5
4
13
6
3
54

Women
40%
12%
47%

HCUSING CLASSIFICATION OVERALL

Men
Maximum 25%
Medium 36%
Minimum 39%
BOND
N
No Bond 258
$25,00+ 28
$10,001-25,000 28
$5,001-10,000 30
$1,001-5,000 56
$1-1,000 28
zero bond/none set 161
Total 589

Women
14%
29%
58%
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APPENDIX D: TRACKING DATA

Residents Percent

Out-of-County 12%

Other Hillsborough County 22%

Tampa 66%

AGE

Age Range Percent Frequency

15-17 2.7% 69

18-24 27.8% 721

25-29 20.2% 524

30-35 ) 22.2% 575

36-40 11.8% 305

41-45 6.5% 169
0 48-50 3.9% 100

51-55 1.9% 48

56-60 1.2% 31

61-oldest 1.8% 46

0.1% 3

Totai: 100% 2,591

RACE

African-American 34%

White 66%

GENDER

Female 19%

Male 81%

PRIMARY CHARGE BREAKDOWN

Felonies 40%
‘ Misdemeanors 56%
Other 4%
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Violent

Burglary

Property
Drug-related
Parole Violation
Probation Violation
Other

Violent
Property
Drug-related
Prostitution
DUl

DWLS
Other traffic
Probation

- Trespass
Other

Charge Category

Total

Felonies
Misdemeanors
Ordinances

Federal Offense

Felonies

Charge Category
First degree
Second degree
Third degree
Capital

Misdemeanors
Charge Category
First degree

Second degree

Category of Offense

Category of Offense

TRACKING CHARGE CATEGORY

N
41
293
681
42

N
625
833

FELONY OFFENSE BREAKDOWN

% Bookings

29%
1%
17%
20%

3%
18%

3%

MISDEMEANOR OFFENSE BREAKDOWN

% Bookings

22%
15%
2%
3%
17%
14%
10%
8%
4%
6%

N % of total sample

2,591

1,057

1,458
56
20

% of total sample

2%
11%
26%

2%

% of total sample

24%
32%

41%
56%
2%
1%

296
109
179
207

28
185

27

315
224
35

248
202
139
116
56
80

% of subsample

4%
1%

% of subsampie

4%
28%
64%

4%

% of subsample

43%
57%
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Charge Category Breakdown
Felonies Misdemeanors
First degree 4% First degree 43%
Second degree 28% Second degree 57%
Capital 4% Ordinances 4%
Third degree 64% Federal Offense 1%
FTA, HOLDS & VOP
Charge Category FTAs Holds voP
Third Degree Felonies 8% 6% 7%
Misdemeanors 20% 3% 8%
Ordinances 8% 0 0
PRETRIAL RELEASE
Percent Released
Misdemeanors 70%
Felonies 63%
RELEASE MODES BY PRIMARY CHARGE CATEGORY
Feionies N =806
Pretrial _
N %ALS (days)
Admin PT 17 2.1%
Cash Bond 26 3.2% 0.94
Surety Bond 344 42.7% 2.27
Letter of Release 1 0.1% 3.83
ROR 116 14.4% 1.30
Coun Order 13 1.6% 11.13
SA Action 2 0.2% 15.43
Subtotai 519 64.4% 5.64
Post-adjudication
N %ALS (days)
Cash Purge Fine 1 0.1%
Probation 87 10.8% 0.20
Time Served 40 5.0% 16.34
State Prison 92 11.4% 21.06
Telex 1 0.1% 2452
Transfer 52 6.5% 0.19
Other Release 7 0.9% 10.63
Federal Prisoner 7 0.9% 22.94
Subtotal 287 35.6% 7.93
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Misdemeanors N =1,375

Pretrial
N %ALS (days)

Admin PT 23 5.8% 0.69
Cash Bond 232 58.1% 0.73
Surety Bond 644 161.4% 0.86
Letter of Release 0 0.0% 0.00
ROR 68 17.0% 3.66
Court Order 6 1.5% 7.32
SA Action 3 0.8% 14.27

Subtotai 976 71.0% 3.93
Post-adjudication

N % ALS

Cash Purge Fine 1 0.3% 0.07
Probation 64 16.0% 10.15
Time Served 290 72.7% 14.93
State Prison 8 2.0% 25.75
Telex 1 0.3% 0.40
Transfer 30 7.5% 7.05
Other Release 5 1.3% 12.40
Federal Prisoner 0 0.0%

Subtotal 399 29.0% 10.11

‘ Pretrial
Felonies Misdemeanors
Other 0.3% 0.2%
Admin PT 2.1% 1.7%
Court Order 1.6% 0.4%
ROR 14.4% 4.9%
Cash Bond 3.2% 16.9%
Surety Bond 42.7% 46.8%
Post-adjudication
Felonies Misdemeanors

Prison/Transfer 18.9% 2.8%
Fine 0.10% 0.10%
Time Served 5.00% 21.10%
Probation 10.80% 4.70%
Other 0.90% 0.40%
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Murder

Kidnap

Rape

Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Assault

RAWV

Drug Possession
Drug Sales
Property
Burglary

Assauit

RAWCV
Domestic Battery
Prostitution
Property
Worthless Checks
Drug Possession
DUl

DWLS

Other Traffic
Trespass

Release Mode
Admin PT
Cash Bond
Surety Bond
ROR '
Court Order
Time Served
Probation

Release Mode
Admin PT
Cash Bond
Surety Bond
ROR

Court Order
Time Served
Probation

In Jail

FELONY PRETRIAL RELEASE PATTERNS

% Reased

80%
83%
60%
63%
87%
100%
83%
75%
56%
78%
66%

% Released

58%
76%
86%
44%
54%
87%
48%
87%
75%
70%
55%

N
15
15
19
54

450
2
30
132

74
179
109

MISDEMEANOR PRETRIAL RELEASE PATTERNS

N
134
52
176
43
142
82
34
248
202
139
56

ALS FOR MISDEMEANOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES

DUI (N) DWLS (N)

6
49
145
8

3
17
7

1
21
113
7

0
40
1

ALS
8.1
8.05

12.49
7.61
0.05
3.59
8.75

10.63
7.35

12.07

ALS
9.49
5.11
2.22
11.53
7.45
2.72
8.57
257
4.35
3.39
3.17

Other (N)
3

41

45

4

1

28

5

DUI (ALS)WLS (ALS) Other (ALS)

0.49
0.49
0.77
0.7
4.37
18.84
15.54
3.9

0.85
G.55
0.69
3.18
0
16.84
12.76
6.49

0.35
0.46
0.31
5.78
14.8
11
7.64
5
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APPENDIX D

FTAS AND PROBATION VIOLATIONS

TRAFFIC OFFENSES BY FTA AND RELEASE

AMONG TRAFFIC BOOKINGS

Offense % with FTA % with Probation/
Parole Violation

DUl 16% 3%

DWLS 39% 6%

Other traffic 33% 14%

Pretrial

CHARGE No FTA FTA

DUI 199 9

DWLS 78 64

Other traffic 68 25
Post-Adjudication

CHARGE No FTA FTA

DUI 35 5

DWLS 55 18

Other traffic 26 20

THE EFFECT OF FTAS ON LENGTH OF STAY

RELEASE MODE NO FTAS NO FTAS/ALS

Admin PT 40 0.79

Cash bond 185 0.96

Surety bond 856 1.8

ROR 174 8.22

RELEASE MODE FTA(1+) FTA/ALS(1+)

Admin PT 0 n/a

Cash bond 79 0.65

Surety bond 136 2.48

ROR 14 9.49

IMPACT OF VOP ON RELEASE AND ALS

Felony VOP (N=153)

Release Mode Felony VOP VOP ALS Overall ALS
Cash bond 1% 9.99 2.27
Surety bond 7% 7.15 3.83
ROR 12% 21.19 11.13
Time served 5% 17.28 21.06
Probation 31% 10.59 16.34
State Prison 26% 26.65 247
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APPENDIX D

State Prison

Charge
Felony Drug Possession
Sales

Felony Property
Burglary

Robbery

Domestic Battery
Misdemeanor Property

Charge
Felony Drug Possession
Sales

Felony Property
Burglary

Robbery

Domestic Battery
Misdemeanor Property

Total Sample (N=2,267)
Release Mode

Admin PT

Cash bond

Surety bong

ROR

Probation

Time served

State prison

Misdemeanor VOP (N=109)

Misdemeanor Possession

Misdemeanor Possession

Release Mode Misdemeanor VOP
Cash bond 7%
Surety bond 27%
ROR 3%
Time served 53%
Probation 5%

ALS AND RELEASE MODES BY RACE

Total Sample
2%

12%

44%

8%

7%

15%

5%

VOP ALS
0.87

1.63

0.89
14.24
6.02

AVERAGE BOND PAID FOR PRETRIAL RELEASE*

* Excludes cases with "no bond" or zero bond.

Overall ALS
0.73

0.86

3.66

14.93
10.15

Cverail Averagiurety Bond Release Average

£4,200 $4,280
$27,736 $9,058
$3,534 $1,289
$2,459 $2,142
$6,415 $3,715
$15,385 $7.498
$1,163  $1,186
$702 $691
Cash Bond Reliealwdi Bandgtverage
$3,166 $2,708
$0  $70,375
$250 $0
$960 $6,000
$3,250 $10,592
$1,000 $22,658
$749 $o
$241 $6,000

Total Sample ALS

0.79
0.87
1.9
8.31
13.72
15.63
24.7
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APPENDIX D

ALS AND RELEASE MODES BY RACE

Total Sample (N=2,267)

African-Americans Felonies (N=343)
African-Americans

Release Mode Misdemeanors
Admin PT 1%
Cash bond , 1%
Surety bond 42%
ROR 14%
Probation 11%
Time served 6%
State prison 16%

Release Mode Total Sample
Admin PT 2%
Cash bond 12%
Siirety bond 44%
ROR 8%
Probation 7%
Time served 15%
State prison 5%
African-Americans (N=724)

Release Mode African-Americans
Admin PT 2%
Cash bond 6%
Surety bond 1%
ROR 10%
Probation 8%
Time served 18%
State prison 2%
Whites (N=1,543)

Release Mode Whites
Admin PT 2%
Cash bond 14%
Surety bond 45%
ROR 8%
Probation 6%
Time served 14%
State prison 3%
Released Pretrial release rate:
Total Sample 64%
African Americans 58%
whites . 59%
State prison 1%

Total Sampie ALS
0.79

0.87

1.9

8.31

13.72

15.63

247

ALS
0.98
1.03
3.22
9.26
13.53
15.7¢
24.63

Whites ALS
0.72

0.84

1.34

7.75

13.84

15.53

24.81

1~r. e

28.66

Africgn-Americans
Misdemeanors ALS
0.73

0.79

5.29

10.99

16.13

21.77

24.52
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