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The Cuyahoga County Jail Pbpulat'jon Project 

Phase I ,Repol"t 

I. Project Background, Scope! and Approach 

A. Background 

The Cuyahoga County Jail Population Project is the result of the 

determination on the . part of the Board of County Commissioners, the 

Court of Common P1 eas, anti the County Sheri ff' s offi ce tha t the 

Cuyahoga County Corrections' Center faced a serious population prob­

lem that would continue and wors~n unless the three, county entities 

plus the Clerk of Courts, the City of Cleveland, 'and the Cuyahoga 

County Police Chiefs Association did the following: 

c obtained information about the 'factors and magn.itude of factors 

influencing the creation of the overcrowded conditions in 

County Corrections Center; 

o formed entities to discuss, reviet~, and act upon these factors; 

o 

and 

used the information to set the groundwork for creating ways to 

cope with popul ation pressures. 

The Jail Population Project was created and governed by a Task Force 

composed of the following persons: 

'Chairman Virgil E. Brown, President, Board of County Commis­

sioners 
. 

Vincent C. OampeneHa, County.Commissioner 

"Edward F. Feighan, County Commiss'ipner 

George Forbes, Pres tCient, Cl eve 1 and Ci ty Council 
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I~eral d. E. Fuerst, Cl erk of Courts 

Gerald T. McFaul, County Sheri ff 

Han. Leo M. Spellacy, Presiding Judge, Court of Common Pleas 

Chief Marion Taylor, Cuyahoga County Pol ice Chiefs Association 

George V. Voinovich, Mayor,. City of Clev~land 

To this end, the Cuyahoga County Commissioners, with the agreement 

of the Task Force, entered into a consultant contract for $60,000 in 

November 1981 with the Fetleration for COIt1I\unity Planning. This 

contract requi red the Federation to provide the Task Force with 

information on the factors influencing the size of the jail popula­

tion. The Commissioners funded the Project by securi",g a $60,000 

grant from the Cleveland Foundation. 

'. B. Scope 

The Project's immediate tasks were to detennine by how much the jail 

was overcrowded, determine factors influencing overcrowding, and, at 

1 east, set the groundw'Ork for programs (both short and long tenn) 

for coping with jail population issues. It also was to develop a 

context and lay the groundwork for solution. 

This necessitates a brief statement of what a jail. overcr.owding 

project is not or should not be •. 

On the surface, the task of any ja 11 overcrowding project seems 

easy: determine how. much th~ ja 11 is overcrowded now, develop 

estimates for the future; and.construct sufficient cells, implement 

------~--.----
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programs, and/or enforce procedqres contt'oll ing the population that 

will provide sufficient space to house or service all those who are 

legally detained. 

Ther~ is a tendency to reduce. the overcrowding issue to one of 

creat,ing new, or freeing up current, bed space. Overcrowding is 

more likely to be a symptom of a host of other problems rather than 

a problem in and of'itself. These problems include increased crime, 

increased police efficiency, increased demands on the judicial 

system, procedural problems J public pol icies that cannot cope with 
. 

the realities of the present situation; changed perception of crime; 

or a combination of these. The trap of deal ing only with the 

symptom is the most dangerous j but there are others. 

One trap is to conduct a search for the sole publ ic office that is 

- "responsible" for the problem and for "solving" it, and then blame 
I 

that office without recognizing that there are many public entities 

at all level s of government. whose pol icies and procedures influence 

jail population. Plus there are numerous ~;rces outSide the control 

of publ ic official s that contribute to the population of the jail 

(e.g., crime, fear of crime, 1 egal change). 

Another trap is to addr~ss just ·one aspect of the problem. It is 

all well and good to introduce efficiencies that move fndividuals in 

and out of a partitular jail faster and/or to construc.tspace that 

win accommodate all the indivi'duals who need incarceration .. But 

there is a danger that additional space or increased efficiency will 
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simply be gobbl ed up by the unl eashing of pent ... up demand cY'eated by 

the very improvements made. Care must be ta ken to address f~he issue 

as a whole and in the context of the good of the community. 

Yet another trap is to introduce a much needed, positive change 

whi 1 ea' set of ci rcumstances for a worse si tuati on develops. The ' 

latter serves to offset the change. This al so has the effect of 

making those instituting a quite legitimate improvement look foolish 

to the outside beca~se the change is advertised as "the jail popula­

tion solution, but it fails." 

" 

Another trap can be described as that of planning by "square foot-

age. II Jail planners often seem hypnotized by the quantitative, 

physical aspect of the matter: the number of prisioners, of cells, 

of square feet. These matters cannot be ignored, but they tend to 

set peopl e off on a search for a rul ~ ,governing how many units are 

needed, if there is some unitary standard for pri soners per sq. 

foot, if single cells are a nec~ssity, etc. This debate concen­

trates all attention on meeting the demand for space without ad­

dressing the fact'that a community, through its agents', decides that 

certain people ought to be incarcerated. The decisions of incar-

ceration always require serious attention. 

The final trap is to couch the inquiry in tenns of a "crisis." This 

is not to suggest that jail population problems are, ne'ither serious D 

nor immediate -- they are! But. crisis" rhetoric tends to force 

policy debate out of balance, promote panicky decision, create undue 

(i 

if 
\ 

--~-~ --------~ 
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emphasis on the short tenn, and encourage people to believe that it 

is a one-shot problem. Solutions derived from this viewpoint imply 

that when the pressure is rel ieved, it is business as usual, that 

there is no need to continuously examine the factors surrounding 

i.ncarceration. 

Given the above stated problems, a jail overcrowding study, in ~ 

addition to its primary goal of providing public officials with 

infonnation that allows them to adopt rational solutions to end the 

ja.il population probl em, shou1dfacil itate the examination of the 

following: 

o 

o 

The goals and purposes to be accomplished by incarceration; 

The purpose of the jail; 

Suggestions can be made about who should be incarcerated, where, and 

for how long with the real ization that the actual decision and the 

consequences of that decision ~est with agents chosen by the commun­

ity, to make them. (officers of the court, e1 ected official s, or 

the police). 

It is at this point that one must assure that these activities must 

aid in the community's effort to control crime.-

c. Approach 

The" S~!%;'was conducted as a research and deve1 opment study. Its 
./ 

mi ssioH was to gather, analyze, and present data (defined below) on 

jail overcrowding to facil itate p1 anning for system improvement. 

r 
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1. Operations 

(a) The Project is governed and controlled by the Jail Popu1a .. 

tion Task Force. 

It ;s composed of those public officials who have re-

s pons i bi 1 i ty for va ri ous aspects of the j ail or whose 

entities house prisoners in the jail. (!tIe members of the 

T~sk Force were noted earlier.) 

(b) The Proj~ct was managed on a day-to-day basis by a team of 

key employees of the four county units responsible for 

var'jous aspects of the jail: 
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serve as a forum for discussing the jail population is­

sues. It met on a bi-week1y schedule. 

(c) The consultant, the Federation for Community Planning 

(FCP), had five tasks: 

(1) gather data (see below for types) with the assistance 

of the management team; 

(2) analyze the data; 

(3) work with the Task Force to produce the information 

it needed; 

( 4) work wi th the management team to meet its needs and 

assist in helping to form this group into a unit that 

cou1 d cOmfortably exchange information and -formulate 

Melvin Mixner~ Deputy Director, Office of Budget and recommendations about programming for their respec-

Management, Board of County Commissioners; t~ve departments and/or joint ventures; and 

Robert Pace, Director of Corrections, Cuyahoga County 

Sheriff's Office; 

Edward Kollin, Program Coordinator, Court of Common 

Pleas; 

John Chmielewski ~ Deputy in Charge, Criminal Divi­

sion, Clerk of Court. 

Thi s team directed the consul tant, conducted reviews of 

progress, and facil i tated the gathering of information 

within the county deparbnents. It also laid the ground­

work for co-operative endeavors to improve the system and 

(5) present a report. 

2. Data 

The data used to prepare the final report consisted of the 

following: 

(a) Reports routinely created by the County, the Sheriff, and 

the Courts and Clerk as part of their respective daily 

operating procedures. 

(b) Extensive interviewing 'with individuals within the crim­

inal justice system. 

Those interview~d inc1ud~d the following: 

- Common Pleas Court Judges 

Munici:pa1 Court Judges 

)) 
i 
.' . , , 
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- Directors of the,=cCity of Cleveland Departm~nts of 

Safety and Health and Public Welfare 

- County Prosecutor IS Offi ce 

- Staff Members of the Sheriff's Office 

Director of Corrections 

Detective Bureau personnel 

Criminal Records/Transportation staff 

Data Processing Supervisor 

Warden ' 

Classification Unit 

Booking 

- Staff members of the Court 

Court Administrator 

Probation Department Staff (Chief Probation Of­

flcer, Court Supervised Release Director, depart-

ment heads) 

Grand Jury Commissioner 

Bail Bond Commissioner 

Criminal Records Personnel 

Central Scheduling Director 

Data Processing Personnel 

Psychiatric Clinic personnel 

Arraignment Ro~'Supervisor 

-County Clerk's Office 

Clerk 
" 

Staff of the Criminal Divi~idn 

",Board of County Commissioners 
"~,I 

I 

f'. 
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Staff of the Office of Management and Budget 

Staff of the Department of Institutional Support-

ive Services 

Director 

Social Services personnel 

Classification personnel 

Psychiatric Unit 

-Spokespersons for pol ice' depar'tments 

I -Munici pa'l Court Cl erks 

These interviews provided infonnation of several kinds: I} percep­

tions of what 'caused jail population problems that would later be 

subject to analysis; 2} infonnation that, in and of itself'~ indi-. . 
cated a factor in jail overcrowding (al though it is difficul t to 

measure magnitude); 3) perceptions of where program. improvements 

could be made; and 4) perceptions of where relationships could be 

.improved. The interviews al so 'gave elected official s and staff an 

opportunity to state their views on the issue. 

(c) Two sets of computerized statistical data were used. One set 

was datil gene~ated on cases processed by the Cuyahoga County 

Court of Common Pl eas on case/defendants indicted between 
, . 

January 1980 and March 1981.' These dates were chosen to assure 

infonnation on completea cases.. Data included information 

about ,the personal characteristics of defendants, the number 

and type of judicial\\ procedures, municipal court activity, 

arrest and capias infonnation, the 60nd amount and type, at­

torney infonna~ion, charges, and court infonnation., This 

r 
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information set came from' the Court's Judicial Information 

System (JIS). This information was created by the Court for 

its own use and trans ferred to the consu 1 tant wi th the as s i s-
tance of the Cuya,hoga County Data Center~ the project manage­

ment team, and the data personnel of the Court of Common Pleas. 

The second set of information was that generated by the Sheriff 

via the Sheriff's Information System (SIS). The. FCP obtained 

system and characteri s'tic information on all individual sbooked 

into the jail from January 1, 1980 to December 31, 1981. The 

SIS data used in this study was on individuals booked between 

January 1, 1980 and March 31, 1981, to match with JIS, and 

September 1, 1981 and December 31, 1981, to gain a more current 

pulse of the jail' population and to take advantage of certain 

data cQllection improvements ,instituted. by the Sheriff. The 

data was transferred to the project with the assistance of the­

Sheriff's personnel and the County Data Center. 

During the period from January 1980 to March 1981 there were 

* 351,120 jail days available (281,820 in 1980 and 69,300 in 

1981). Jail days for the Corrections Center are calculated by 

multiplying design capacity (770) by days in the period. Jail 

capacity can increase by adding cells, by reducing the average 

time individuals spend in the facility, by increasing releases, 

by decreasing the time between the date of commitment and date 

of release or by overcrowding. 

Since 1980 was a leap year the"inmate day is 770 cells x 366 days = 
281,820; a 365 year has 281',050 days available. 
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These data sets were chosen because they were available since 

the system relies on them. And they were easily accessible and 

had ruch information. The data 1 imitations are discussed 1n 

the appendices. This report is as accurate as the data. 

(d) Brief review of laws governing jails. 

(e) Review of the literature on jail overcrowding and jail over­

crowding projects in other locations to establish a theoretical 

base arid to benefit from the experience of others. 

3. Products 

The Project produced three products: 

(a) Three flow charts. The first is the "Cuyahoga Criminal Justice 

System and Flow Chart." It shows the flow of individual s, and 
. 

paper through the criminal justice' system. The second is the 

"Cuyahoga County Corrections System." This shows how the 

system is to operate. The third is the "Cuyahoga County 

Criminal Justice System: Disruptions." This illustrates what 

happens when the system encounters pt:"oblems. They are in the 

folder as part of this report. 

(b) Joint, co-operating bodies, both at staff and pol icy 1 evel s, 

that can come together to exchange and use information and 

ideas a.nd institute improvements. 

(e)' 'This final report, which analyzes factors contributing to jail 

population problems and offers guidance toward future endeavors 

to solve problems. 
i ., , 
j 

. ,. 
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II. The Cuyahoga County Corrections Center 

A. A Brief Description 

The Cuyahoga County Corrections Center was bui1 t at a cost of 

$46,210,737. It was occupied in 1977. This was seven years after 

the approval of the bond issue financing it. 

The Corrections Center itself was, in part, the physical response to 

overcrowded jail conditions'that developed in the 1960s and 1970s at 

the 01d county jail on East 21st and to court-mandated improvements 

in jail progral111ling and faci1 ities (Sykes v. Kreiger). Early 

studies speci fied that a 2,000 bed facil ity, which would house 

pre-trial detainees and sentenced prisoners and provide a wide 

variety of services and programs, was in order. This was later 

trimmed to 1,200 beds in recogn i ti on of correcti ons trends toward 

sate11 ite faci1ities-, changes -in court operations, criminal proce­

dures~ and financing considerations. 

The 1,200 cell unit later" was reduced to 890 single occupant cell s 

because of cost problems. Along with this reducton in space was a 

reduction in planned-for services. The current jail now has 770 

,/ (design capacity) cells designated for housing prisoners. Cuyahoga 

County is responsible for 120 cells (3rd floor) for holding City of 

Cleveland prisoners. The 120 cell s are under contract to the city, 

but the county handles daily operations. Each prisoner :is, by 
,-

sheriff's pol icy, entitled- to a single cell in one of the housing 

pods after he has been booked 'anci' classified. It costs $57.64 a day 

Page 13 

to house each prisoner (this includes the cost of amortizing the 

facility). 

The jail process itself is succinctly diagrammed in the flow chart 

entitled "Cuyahoga County Correc.tions Center." This illustrates the 

following: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

the mechanisms by which one enters the jail; 

the process of booking (the procedure of admi tti ng an 

individual); 

holding pending Classification; 

classification (i.e.» the assignment of an individual to a 

unit under ideal conditions) which is based on sex» age, 

body s.ize, previous record, mental state, physical condi­

tion, chemical dependency, and whether under sentence; 

housing 

Ideally, the jail would house no more than 690 prisoners within the 

170 bed unit if i1; could adhere to str·ict rules about keeping dif­

ferent types of inmates apart. Now it ~an only effectively separate 

certain classes of inmates fran one another (e.g., those sentenced 

from pre-trial detainees). 

In addi tion. to its primary purpose of housing individual s charged 

with a felony and· awai ting trial, the jail a1 so detains others by 

law and contract. They include the following: 

o persons found guilty of a felony a~d sentenced to jail for 

tenns of varying lengths and type (not to exceed 6 months). 

, 
}-

I.., • 
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Often this is a condition of probation. This can include 

weekenders and work releases. ._ . . 

d ·lty of a misdemeanor violation of the Persons foun gUl 

Ohio Revised Code and confined when ordered by a municipal 

cou rt judge. 

l·n the J'ai1 for trials and other judi-' Witnesses detained 

cial processes who are incarcerated ~ in other correctional 

. '1 ded 'in the county • . facil ities but are temporarl y nee , , 

Individuals ~ccused of parole or probation- vloJations. and: ,-­

awaiting disposi~ions, and individuals whose probation and 

1 "h been terminated and are awaiting transporta-paro eave 

tion to the institution. 

but awaiting t~~i1spo~~~tion: to state, Individuals sentenced 

institutions. 

JuvenJiles awaiting trial as adu1ts ... _ 

" 1 for transport. Federal prisoners detained for pre-trla or 

, l·n Which the Cor!I'ections Center Operates The Legal Settlng " . 

. the jail need to be stated: The major laws governlng 

o 

o 

" , ·1 and all per-h 'ff shall have charge of the county Jal The s erl " 

sons confined thereof (O.R.C. 341.01). 

The sheriff or jai; administrator shall prepare written opera~ 
diner rules of conduct, tiona1- pol icies and procedures an pr so 

l' , sand the records prescribed by these po lCle and ~intain 

accordance with the minimum standards for jails procedures in 

by t he Depart.'1lent of' Reha bi 1 ita t i on and in Ohio promulgated 

Correction. 

C. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

/1 
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The Court of Common Pleas shall review the jail's operational 

policies and procedures and prisoner rules of conduct. 
If the 

court approves the POlicies, procedures, and rul es of conduct, 

they shall be adopted (O.R.C. 341.02, effective July 5, 1982). 

'The Board of County Commissioners is to provide necessary 

service and suppl ies to the jai.l (O.R.C. 341.19). 

The County is fiscally responsible for all inmates sentenced 

for Ohio Revised Code violations by municipal courts, regard­

less of the facility they are sentenced. to. 

Upon receipt of the documents, the County is fiscally responsi­

ble for individuals bound over to the county's grand jury, even 
. 

if the individual is housed in a municipal jailor the jail of 
another county. 

The Director of ~habilitation and Correction shall, by rule, 

promul gate minimlln standards for ja'il s in Ohio (O.R.C. 5120.10). 
( 

County offiCials can be held monetarily liable and be forced to 

comply with court orders for conditions ariSing from overcrowd­

ing, and can be compelled to alter conditions on a court find­

ing of overcrowding. 

Is the Cuyahoga"County Corrections Center Overcrowded? 

Yes. 1/ 

According to the county stati stics the maximum population was 

below the design capacity for only three months between June 1980 

and May 1982. The mean population was below des'fgn capacity in only 

four months between July, 1981 and June, 1982. See Chart I. 
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The Corrections Center's mean population increased from 846 in Jan­

uary 1982 to 898 in May 1982. This occurred amid fears expressed by 

county criminal justice personnel that there would be continued 

pressure on the fad 1 ity, engendered by such factors as increased 

crime, arrests and indictments~ Concern was also expressed that 

there would be a slowdown in the movement of pri,~oners from the 

county to state fac;l ities, caused by a possible slowdown in priS­

oner acceptance by the state prison system, which itself is over­

crowded. 

To further illustrate the problem, 370,783 ja i1 days were used for 

9,218 individuals jailed at least one night for the 15 month period. 

The average stay was 40.2 days per booking. This is 19,663 days 

more than should have been used if design capacity standard were 

adhered to, or 6% above capacity. 

This has meant the foll owing: 

o 

o 

Inmates housed in jail space not designated for housing county 

prisoners. This includes holding areas, space dedicated to 

ci ty pri soners, occasionally having pri soners on f1 oars in 

housing areas, and using other non-housing faodl fties. 

Slowdowns in serving certain types of capiases. Sheriff's 

detective bureau personnel report that they often have to "slow 

down" the service of capiases· because of jail overcrowding. 

Capiases are issued to' authorize the apprehension of those who 

did, not appear for trial or arraignment or are all eged to be 

probation violators. 
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Wait listing prisoners from municipalities. When a prisoner is 

bound over to the Cuyahoga County grand jury (or indicted), the 

county has jurisdiction over that person. Th!s is true whether 

he is physically in theja il or not. Some pri soners are kept 

in municipal jails but at cost to the county. 

o Using non-Cuyarioga County facilities to hold prisoners. 

In 1981 payments to cities and other counties for h.ousing pre-trial 

detainees as described ·in Table ILL 

TABLE 11.1 

Cost to County of Housing Pre~Trial Detainees 1981 

Inmate Days 

Cities in Cuyahoga County 

Other Counties 

194 

839 

Expenditure (average per day) 

$ 8,205.06' (42.29) 

$30,729~81*(36.63) 

$38,934.87-(37.69) Total 1,033 

Source: Office of Management and Budget 

Does ~ot include costs for transportation 

In addition to payments for pre-trial detainees, the county must 

either house or pay for housing for pri soners sentenced to non-state 

facilities, e.g., Cleveland House of Corrections (payment) or Cuya­

hoga County Correction Center (actual housing and the expen$~s 

incurred). 

~ 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 
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In 1981, 33,480 inmate days were used at a cast of $1,428,369.00 

($42.66/ day) in non-cou n ty fac 11 i/d es for hous i ng sentenced pri s­

oners (the sentenCing issue is'further discussed below). Most of 

this is paid to the City of Cleveland for the county's use of the 

House of Corrections. ,,' 

From 1977 to 1981, the total county expenditures for housin9; both 

pre ... and post-sentenced prisoners outside- the Corrections Center 

as described in Table 11.2.' 

TABLE H.2 

County Expendi tures for Pri soner Care ' 

Outside Corrections Center 1977-1981 

Inmate Days Expend; ture 

23,858 $1,122,166 

16,684 $ 830,049 

15,,607 $ 640,546 

18,776 $ 813,851 
N 

// 

34,113 $1 ,1450,396 

Source: O~fice of 'Management and Budget 

(Cost/Da~) 

(47.04) 

(49.75) 

(41. 04) 

(43.35) 

(42.52) 

Between 1980 and 1981, inmate days increased by 81. 7% and expendi­

tures by 78.2% desp1 te a small decrease 1n the per diem cost. 

,< 

, -~ 

I 
• <.; 
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Given the factors cited above, one can concl ude that the County 

Corrections Center and the' county correction system are overcrowded 

and will continue to be so unless corrective action is taken. 

The effect is succinctly illustrated on the "Cuyahoga County Correc­

tions System Flow Chart Disruptions" which is enclosed. 
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III. Jail Demographics 

A. Individuals in the Jail 

As a brief overview of the population composition of the jail, we 

looked at all individuals booked between September 1, 1981 and 

December 31, 1981. In that time period 4,178 different individuals 

were booked. There were 5,009 bookings with 831 (20%) individual s 

booked more than lonce for reprocessing, new crimes, or ,other viola­

tions, or for failure to appear for the processing. This aver"ages 

41.05 bookings per day; e'xcluding Saturdays, Sundays, and Legal 

Hol idays there were! 60 bookings per day. 

A summary of the characteristics of individuals who spent time 

within the jail for the Project's time period is· on Table B.3. The 

average inmate is young, Single, male, black. 

cant minority of unemployed .. individuals. 

B. Type of Prisoner 

There is a signifi-

The type of prisonf~r within the jail is on Table II.4 and Chart II'. 
(I ~ 

Most inmates a~e p,"e-trial detainees (county) with a small group of 

sentenced inmates and state detainees. 

.: 

.,. 
<) 
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TABLE 11.3 

Number of Different Individuals in Cuyahoga County Corrections Center 
by Selected Characteristics 

September 1, 1981 - December 31, 1981 

Characteristic 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

*** Employment 
Unemployed 
Employed 

Race 
White 
Black 
Other 

Mari tal Status 
Married (including common 

law) 
Single 
Divorcad.\ Separated, Widowed 

Age Distribu.tion at Booking 
16 

\1 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22-24 
25-29 

Under 30 . 
30-34 
35-44 
45-65 

Over 65 

% Total* 

85.1 
14.8 

39.8 
60.2 

33.2 
65.2 
1.6 

29.1 

49.0 
21.2.. 

.02 

.OT 
3.38 
5.98 
6.37 
5.77 

19.14 
24.7 
65.4 
15.2' 
11.9 
7.1 

.2 

Aver~ge Stay. in Jail (All Prisoners) 

May not add to 100% because of rounding. 

Number** 

1380 
2722 

68 

1241 

2047 
~ 884 .--

1 
3 

141 
.' 250 
,_ 266 
." 24.1 
- 798 
_1031 

. 2731 
6,33 
500 
300 

11 

•. -

.. -

** . May not add to 4,178 because of missing data on some individuals. 

*** The employment data· in the Sheriff's Information System is' difficul t to 
use ~o we took a sample of 528 individuals booked in September, 1981. 

**** Data covering booking frcili January 1980, - March 1981. Excludes" bookings 
for less than a day. 

Source: SIS 
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TABLE II.4 

Prisoners 'Entering Cuyahoga Corrections Center by Type: 
Arranged from Most to Least Frequent 

September 1... 1981 to December 31, 1981* 

TYPE 

County (pre~trial and awaiting transportat'ion) 
Sentenced County Prisoners 
Municipal Prisoners 
Sentenced Pri soner Returned from Insti tution . 
Federal 
State of Ohio (Parole-Violators) 
Jurisdiction Outside Ohio 
Sentenced by Municipal Court 
Juvenile . 
Material Witness 

Total 
SQurce: SIS 

NUMBER 

3244 
354 
188 
171 
68' 
67 
52 
25 
8 

--1 
4178 

% TOTAL 

77.7 
8.5 
4.5 
4.0 
1.6 
1.6 
1.2 

.6 

.2 

.2 

100% 

* Thi s time period was chosen since the Sheriff's Information System was 
improved to .gather thi~ data on August 27, 1981. Data from earl ier periods 
are not avallable. ThlS and other SIS data will be used below for discussion. 
Un~ortunatel~, we. cannot tell haw long. these individuals Were detained since 
785 were stlll lncarcerated at the end of our data gathering period. 

.!..- 1. 

, 
, . 
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IV. Jail Rel ated Factors Outside the Control of Publ ic Official s 

As emphasized earlier, jail overcrowding is not an isolated or unitary 

problem. There are factors contributing to the creation of the jail 

population that are beyond the control of county publ ic officials. This 

'is in contrast to programs and policies designed to speed criminal jus­

tice processes, al ter release patterns, change facil ity util i zatioh which 

can, to a certain extent, be controlled by local public officials working 

within their own unit Qr across units - if they have sufficient re-

sources. 

A. Crime 

Increase in crime has much to do with the increase in the jail 

population. All jail inmates share one thing in common -- each has 

been, at the very least, charged with a violation of a l~w. Most in 

the Cuyahoga County Corrections Center are pre-trial detainees. 

They have ,'not as yet been' found guil ty of the particular charge 
.> 

lev"ied against them. They are awaiting trial. In 1979 there were 

17,470 adul ts arrested for felonies in Cuyahoga County; in 1981, 

there were 19,452 arrests, c11.3% higher. While a number of factors 

intervene between arrest, jailing, and· time spent" in jail, jail 

population should increase as the' arrest rate, increases. 

[< 0" 

This seems to be born out by jail bookings as recorded in the sheriff's 

annual report: 

Year 

1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

Bookings 

12~245 
12,343 
14,068 
15,128 

~' , 

,6) 
Ir' 
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Bookin~s increased by 23.5% between 197a and 1981. 

The criminal docket of the Cuyahoga Court of Common Pleas has al so 

rj sen substantially in the same time period: 

Year New Criminal Cases 

1978 8761 
1979. 8594 
1980 9593 
1981 9752 

Between 1978 and 1981 new cases increased 11.3%. 

The rise in arrest and in court docket correlate with the rise in 

jail population. This, illustrates the .pressure placed on the jail 

and upon other criminal justice itgencies - especially the courts _ 

to cope with the crime engendered problems. Chart III illustrates 

this problem. 

B. Demographics 

Earlier, we noted that the jail waspopul ated by young adults, // 

blacks, males, and with a large number of the, unemployed. With all '-=­

other things constant,if the population composition of the commun-

'ity changes (e.g., as unemployment rises), jail populati~n will 
. 

change ,-- probably, in the c~se of unemployment, by adding more 

inmates. The county offkials have little control over the demo­

graphics of the cOIIIDunity. However" they must be sensit.iveto these 

patterns and to the needs of different P9pulation types in planning 

for ja il change. 

" I. ;1 

';, . --," 'CHART" lrr 
'ARRESTS,JAIL BOOKINGS AND CRIMINAL CASES' 

·1978 - 1981! 

NUMBER 

18,000 

, . ~ ..... 
18.988 •••••• 

••••••••• e -.. -~ .-, .. 
e· . ..e ... 

•• 11,470 ••••. 
•• 

1,1~ 

-10:090 
~752 

•••••••• ' .:.ARReSl'S 
8.781 

8,624 

~ --- ,'. -: CASES FIla'> 

~O"I"197a. " ·;----·1·9 .. ~-----·1·980 .. 1 ·'---~-"198~1 ~1 
~YEAR 

~NOTe DATA UNAVALAaLE FOR 1978 ARRESTS, 

SOURCE: CUV AHOGA COUNTYSIiERFFS OFFICE, COLJJ:tT OF COMMON PLEAs, AND STATE OF OHIO, sell 

\. ," "~lo. ... 
. r·,w·,_ ... · 
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C. Fear of Crime 

Chief Justice Burger reported to the American Bar Association that, 

"Crime 'and fear of crime have penneated the fabric of American 

life. 1I This fear of crime seems to be translated into a demand for 

more jails and stricter laws. This popular perception, be it an 

accurate reflection of reality or not, has put the pressure on to 

'build jails. According to Judge Seymore Gelber, "The~e isn't just a 

move away from pe:rnissivenes5; a stampede is occuring. It is evi­

dent in the rush to buil d pri sons and jails, in the demand for 

mandatory sentence, in cutting parole, in doing away with community· 

based rehabil itation programs." Official s are sensi tive to these 

community fears as they represent a mood of the public. 

D. Legal Change 

\ 
An inmate of the Cuyahoga County Corrections Center is pl aced there 

because he is all eged to have vi 01 a ted a statute or has been found 

guilty of such a violation. 

If and as laws are added or penalities increased, one can expect a 

ri sein inmates. The United States Department of Justice att'ri buted 

the 12.1% rise in prison n inmates in 1981 largely to tougher sen­

tencing laws. 

While granting that the forces .that create prison population are 

somewhat different than those creating jail populations, a change in 

Pa gg,. 2.6- ,~, , .~ _ _ 

law can add to jail population. For example, there is concern that 

there will be an increase in individuals under 18 in the jail be­

cause of laws (e.g., H.B. 440) that allow more juveniles to be tried 

as adu1ts. 

E. Summa ry 

The above makes two distinct but interrelated point.s. First, some 

of the factors that create'a jail population are beyond the control 

of publi,c 'officials. The Project will summarize below the factors 

that are within the control of public officials and the balancing 

that must be done to achieve more jail space. Second, there are 

perceived trends that point to the need for increased -jail space. 

This is as concrete as increased arrest rates or as ephemeral as the 

proclaimed end of the penmissive society., The problem is~redicting':: 

by how much and for how long a trend will last. Many crlminologists 

predicted a decrease in crime, based upon the theory that crime was 

a youth phenomenon and that the youth and crime pr'isoner population 

would decl ine as the baby boom generation settled into- adu1 thood, 

only' to watch crime increase because of unforseen changes (such as 
.. ~'b.- .... ,-

1~nger-crimina1 careers). 

~ext is a discussion of the jail ·popu1ation factors, at least some­

what under the control of local officials, that can be addressed in 

relatively short order. Later the report will look at long-term 

i,ssues such as constructi ori e' 

. '~ 
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V. Findings 

This Project made findings in five areas, as described below. 

o Time: The amount of time between certain criminal, justice processes 

is analyzed on the theory that if time between a procedure can be 

reduced, jail days are reduced and space gained. 

o Bail Usage: To be released from jail if one is held on a criminal 

charge, ba11 must be set and posted. If the individual cannot make 

bail, he cannot be released: Facilitating the making of bail should 

ease pressure on jail space. However, one must balance this against 

other problems (i.e., crime while out on bail and failure to appear 

for court processing). These are discussed below. 

o Utilization: Jails ~re used for a number of purposes. If a purpose 

can be eliminated or restructured, space may be gained. 

o Procedures: - ~-

This study was not intended as a review of· the manage-

o 

ment of the complex criminal justice system. However, wherever we 

f~und situations where improved record keeping, ,paper flow, or other 

techniques would seem to help reduce jail population, we noted t.hem. 

j\< 

Intergovernmental Co-operation: ~ 61 municipal pol ic~ departm~nts, 10 

other pol ice entities, 13 municipal cour~s, the COItI11on Pl~.a.s,. Court1'~: 
. " 

and the state contribute inmates and affect jail population. 

The Board of County Coomissioners is responsible for the jail's 

funding and for other services. The Common Pleas Court reviews the 

\\ 
\1 
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jail's rules and contributes to the population. The Clerk of Court 

is responsible for receiving" infonnation from the facil ity and 

giving infonnation to it. The sheriff is responsible for super­

vising the facility. These relationships are not perfect. Anywhere 

we found a place where it seemed· reasonable to suppose that changing 

a relationship would reduce jail overcrowding, it is noted. 

A. Time 

As noted earHer, 77.7% of the Cuyahoga County Corrections Center 

population are pre-trial detainees. Of 20,143 different Conmon 

Pleas Court cases between January 1980 and March 1981, 3,098 (yearly 

average of 2,478) or about 16% of the total did not make bail (i.e., 

they spent the entire pre-trial period in jail). If this pre-trial 

period can be reduced, then total jail" days can al so be reduced. 

For each day of reduction in prisoner time, 2,478 inmate days per 

year would .be saved (based on the 1980-1981 population). This would. 

free up .8% (6.2 cells) of the design capacity of the jail. 

The reader should be aware of the Ohio speedy trial rule. To guar­

antee the right of the accused to a speedy disposition and the 

interest of the publ ic in prompt disposition of cases, defendants 

are to have prompt trials. Incarcerated defendants are to be given 

preference over other criminc:1l cases. 
!,' 

Oh i 0 1 aw(' (0. R. C. 2445.71.) requ ires that .. a person charged wi th a 

felony --the bul k of the population of the jail -- shall be brought 

to trial within 270 days (each day, or part, in jail being counted 

as three days). 

, . 
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There are reasons by which this period of time can be extended 

(0. R.C. 2945.72). These include time, in which mental competency is 

being tested or time for which a continuance has been granted to the 

. h' . ht to a IIspeedyll defendant. The defendant can a 1 S?i wa we 1 s rl g 

tri a 1 • Thi s rul e is of utmost. concern to the Cou rt. It sets the 

maximum time in which to begin a 'trial. If the time goes beyond 

thatr without a legal extension the prisoner is freed. 

An individual charged ,,,,ith'a felony may not go through every step. 

For example, he may be indicted lIoriginally" by the grand jury. 

This eliminates the Initial Appearance or Prelinlinary Hearing at the 

mU:1; ci pa 1 court. 

The time between each, of th~ processes affects overall time. How-

ever, savings achieved ~etween any two processes do not reduce total 

jail time unless those savings are carried forward (i.e., it does 

not help the jail inmates for arraignments to be held three days 

earlier if their trials do not begin earlier or if bail is not 

promptly arranged. after arraignment). Al so, there are fewer indi­

viduals at each subsequent level of the process. The process starts 

at the point the individual is bound over to the Common Pleas Court 

and the transcript if fil ed with the Cl erk of Courts by the '~1unici­

pal Court Clerk (the process starts with the county grand jury if 

the individual is indicted on an original or secret indic.7i,ant). 

Greater savings can result by reductions early in the process. if 

appropriate individuals are released.--

-------- - ---
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There are points, however, where redUCing time between events can, 

of itself; have an effect. This is true at points before arraign­

ment where some individuals may receive .reduced or different bond 

types that allow the individual to get out of jail. And it is true 

in the time between sentencing and transportation to an insti tuti on 

since tY'ansportation rem~ves individuals from the county system. 

1. Arrest Through Filing, Indictment, and Arraignment 

I 
t 

An individual usually begins wi~h his journey through the criminal 

justice system-by being arrested, usually by muniCipal police 0 From 

the site of the arrest, he is taken to a municipal jail. From 

there, he is taken to a municipai court for an initial appearance 

(See Criminal Justice System and Jail' Flow Chart) followed by a 

preliminary hearing (in our study ·time, a 'preliminary hearing had to 

take place in five days if the individual was jailed). This hearing 
. 

or the time limit can be waived. If the preliminary hearing re-

sul ted il1 the individual being boundover to the grand jury, the 

defendjint is transferred to the Cuyahoga County Correcti on Center 

(or if the jail cannot accept him, he is kept at county expense in a 

municipal jail or non-county facility). The case records are sent 

to the Clerk of COUf'ts, and the police files are sent to the County 

Prosecutor. 

The County Prosecutor presents the case to one of the grand juries 

now "sitting. (During the time of our study only two. grand ju)ries 

were sitting. A third has since been added to c,ope with a congested 

court system.) 



-
Page 31 

It took an average of 36~2 days (for 2,391 jailed individuals iden­

tified as having an arrest and indictment date and having been 

jailed for the entire period) to move a jailed individual from . 
arrest to indictment. We can not tell how many of these jail days 

were in the county or city facilities, but five jail days is the 

time allowed between arrest and pre1 iminary hearing unless waived. 

It took an average of 11.2 days to move a case from arrest to fil ing 

at the County Clerk's office. 

There is no standard we identified that specified a time goal. 36.2 

days intuitively seems long; it is more than 40.2% of the time 

required to have a jailed individual tried. 

It seems some steps should- be taken to reduce this time. Since much 

of the time .is under municipal control, co-operation with municipal 

courts is necessary. 

The process after bindover is under the control of the County. 

Indic~ed individuals are arraigned before a Common Pleas Court Judge 

(see Criminal Justice and Jail Flow Chart).' The Clerk schedules the 

arraignment. The sheriff takes jailed individuals to and from the 

arraignment. The Court supervises the process. The Clerk currently 

sets a standard of 3 days from indictment to scheduled arraignment 

for jailed individuals, but within our study time, 11.2 days elapsed 

for 2,485 jailed individuals. (This is for completed arraignment. 

The Clerk has no control over the completion of an arraignment). 

This absorbed 27,832 jail days. If the 3 day standard were adhered 
'. t. 

,. , 
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to, only 7,455 days would have been used. -- This would be a saving of 
):1 '. 

20,377 jail days, 7.3% of capacity, or 57 cell s (assuming all are 

released after arraignment, see below). This is a point where 

crucial jail days could be saved because the arraignment judge can, 

and often does, reduce bafl amount, change bail type, or, in the 

case of those indicted 'by the grand jury on original indictments, 

set bail for the fi rst time. However, one cannot expect all the 

ja il ed i nma tes to be re 1 ea sed a fter a rra i gnment. 268 ja i 1 ecJ i nd i­

viduals were released within 7 days after arraignment. 

Reducing the time between arrest and indictment, arrest and fi1 ing, 

arrest and arraignment (45.7 days for 2,295 individuals for whom we 

had data), and indictment and 'arraignment could have an impact on 

the following: 1) jail overcrowding, 2} availabili,ty of witnesses, 

and 3) giving trial judges the case earlier since it is first as­

signed to them at arraignment. This would allow the judge the 
, 

benefit of moving the case through the system sooner and reduce 

pressure of the ni'nety-day rule. 

Time To Trial 

The crucial rule governing court time is the ninety-day rule. It 

sets the outer allowable limits, barring a tally of the time because 

of a continuance, waiver or clinical investigation, in"which a trial 

can begin. 

Trial here refers ,to either the time an individual ~leads guilty, is 

found guilty by a judge or jury, or the combination of both events. 

Tabl e V.1 shows -:length of time between arrest and trial. 
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-TABLE V.1 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME 

BETWEEN ARREST AND TRIAL FOR 
DEFENDANTS IN JAIL BY TYPE OF TRIAL 

* Number of ** Type of Trial Observations ' Number of Days ~ail Days Used 

Plea (Defendant 
87.8 122,832 pleads guilty) 1,399 

Trial 208 121.2 25,172 

Trial *** or Plea 1,655 93.1 155,073 

Source: JIS 

* 
** 

*** 

Further, the Project calculated the percentage of defendants in these 

categories who had spent more than ninety days in jail in' each of these 

categories. This is shown in Table V.2. 

Includes all defendant cases that beg~n between January 1980-March 198!. 

Includes both municipal and county jail days. 

Includes individuals whose record stated that had both -plead and had a 
trial. .This could be the result, for example, .of a plea made but with­
drawn. 

~ 

Plea 
Trial 
Plea or Trial 

$ource: JIS 

TABLE V.2 
PERCENTAGE OF DEFENDANTS 
SPENDIN~,MORE THAN NINETY 

DAYS IN Jt\li BY TYPE OF TRIAL 

Percentage 

28.4% 
53% 
32.9% 

This time has significant impact' on the jail pop~'ation. A reduction in 

time to trial for this class of' iridividuals will, lead to a'reduction of 

time spent in the County Corrections'Center. 

('-

* 
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Time from arrest to trial is the most cruci~l time period because of the 

ninety-day rule. A good part of this time is often spent in municipal 

process, and in the indictment and arraignment portion of the proceedings. 

The Comon P.leas trial judge is not assigned unUl arraignment. How does 

time from arraignment to trial stand1 As we noted earl ier, it takes an 

average of 45.7 days to get a jailed individual from arrest to ,arraign­

ment j slightly more than half the ninety days allowed, barring a 'tolling 

- period. The time elapsing fran arraignment to trial is shown in Table 

V.3~ 

Trial TYJ)! 

Plea 
'Trial 
Plea or Trial 

Source: JIS 

TABLE V.3 
TmE ELAPSED BETWEEN 
ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL 

F'OR THOSE IN JAIL BY TRIAL TYPE 

Number of ~verage 
Observations" Time 

* 1,721 42.9 days 
274 74.2 

2,.030 49.4 

Jail Days Used 

,,73,873 
20,331 

,~) 
100,282 

Higher number of those arraigned than arrested incl udes individual s who 
had an arraignment date c but no arrest date in the data set. 

Many observers suggest that dif(erent types. of attorneYs infl lienee the time of 

processi ng a case. We took three di fferent a ttorney types (reta i ned, as­

signed, and the public" def~nder) and calculated t~e average time between 

arraignment and trial (here defined as pleading guilty or going to trial). 

This is shown Qn Table V.4. 
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TABLE V.4 
LENGTH OF TIME BETWEEN 

ARRAIGNMENT AND TRIAL BY 
ATTORNEY TYPE FOR JAILED DEFENDANTS 

Attorney Type 

Retained 

Average Time 

~3.5 days 

48.1 Days 

50.6 Days 

Assigned 

Publ ic 'Defender 

Source: JIS 

There are, of course, some differences, but the differences do not appear 

signi ficant. Given the fact that the di ffarences are not great, we will 

forego any further attempts to explain them. 

3. Time Between Trial, Pre-Trial Investigation, and Sentence 

This is a complicated area to analyze because it involves interactions of 

at least three entities, court, prosecutor, probation department, each of 

whom adds to the time. The process is as follows (for jailed cases):' 

o 

o 

The court orders a probation investigation if the individual is 

found guilty and c~rcumstances w&rrant it. 

The order for a jailed case is brought to the probation depa~t­

ment, supposedly by the attorney. (The attorney often fails to 
arrive, causing a problem since the bal'iff must then do it, 

according to probation staff.) 
,; 

'0 The front desk supervisor creates a file with the information 

available. 

o The case is assigned to an investigative unit and then to a 

probation officer. 

I 
I 

r 

l 
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o Jail cases are to have priority. 

o Officers ~get the prosecutor's file. This transaction is de­

scribed as very difficult, and it creates delays. The delays 

are caused by misplaced files and by the file being held for 

co-defendants. This problem is described as serious. 

o Investigations are conducted (ten day standard). 

legal - past recor~ checked, verified, updated 

socia; 

other 

o The report is prepared 

writing 

typing 

o It receives supervisory approval. 

o It is returned to the judge. 

o Judge then schedules sentencing date 

o Sentencing. (Some judges 'are' now' scheduling the sentence date 

at time of order to 'reduce delays.) 

For 216 jailed defendants for whom we were a~le __ to get, data_ on thet1mG:<,' 

between the end of trial and sentence wi th a preliminary sentencing 

report order~d, it took 32.8 days (306 days for 1,856 defendants between 

sentence and triai or plea for individuals in jail, whether or not a 

report was noted) to get the individual through this period. The pro­

ba ti on department sets a ten day'c3tandard from the time the ja 11 case is 

"received until it is, returned to the, judge •. .The Cuyahoga County Common .. 

Pleas Probation Department supplied the Project with its "P.'obation 

, Elapsed Day Report for March, 1982. II For the 70 individuals detained in 

• , . 
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jail, it took 28 days from the dateOthe court referred the case until the 

pre-sentence report was completed and an additional 19 days from comple-
. . 

ti on to sentence of 47 ja il days. For these 70 inmates 3,290.jail days 
) 

were used. 

4. Sentence to Transport 

Another area that ~was identified as a problem was transportation after 

sentence. Ohio law requires pri'soners to be moved from codnty to state 

facilities within five days after sentence. The process is complicated: 

the court must note the sentence on its records and deliver it to the 
. 

clerk. The clerk prepare~ the journal entry that is signed by the court. 

The Clerk must produce sentence papers that c9nsist of the entry, a copy 

of the indictment, and a cost bill. These papers are conveyed to the 

sheriff who arranges and then transports the individual. 

Originally, the Project did not have sufficient data to produce a time 

,figure since attempts at merging JIS and SIS data faile~. However, with 

the cooperation of the sheriff t transpor~tion records for 100 pri soners 

within the study's time frame were reviewed. The average time to move a 

prisoner was six days •. Although this is one day over the legal r~quire­

ment, it is lower than predicted. 

Removing' individuals fran the County Corrections Center, as soon as pos­

sible WOUld, save jail~ space. Increased effort to move these prisoners 

through should be encouraged, but any suggestion that this is the key to 

ending jail overcrOwding is misplaced. 

5. 

", t:' 
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Continuance 

Many of those interviewed asserted that the granting of continuances isa 

significant cause of jail overcrowding. A continuance stops the clock in 

that <the duration of the continuance· period is not counted in the compu­

tation of the maximlll1 time allowed between arrest and trial. Waiver does 

the same thing, but waiver of the' speedy trial right is a one time only 

event. A defendant who waives his F';'ghtloses it forever on the partic'" 

ular case. 

Those interviewed suggest that continuances are sought because of the 

following }~easons: 1) defendants are hoping that by delaying trials 

wi tnesses will di sappear or become discouraged and not come to court, 
') 

which in turn will force a dismissal; 2) defendants are hoping that new 
" 

witnesses wil J be found; 3} defendants are postponing the inevitable 

prison sentence (since the time in the local jail counts toward sentence 

time and jai1 time is perceived as easier); 4) defense lawyers are lazy 

~r have confl icts; 5) defense lawyers i~are overwhelmed and need time to 

build cases; 6) judges are overwOrked; 7} illness, death or other mitigat­

,ng circumstances will often intervene. Probably, there are instances of 

each. although one. does not know how. many.. Some of these assertions are 

probably true and some are false in certain i.nstances. Data does not 

allow us to specify which. Judges must carefully evaluate and balance 

these" situations. 'Reasons· Clffered by defendants for continuances ~,re 

legitimate. The. judge must take this into account •. What is suggest~d is 

that, in balancing between granting 'or denying a continuance, the Judges 
• • I. 
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th factors, take into account the 
should, in addition to the many 0 er 

have on the criminal justice system and on the jail 
impact continuances 

overcrowding. 

* 

'f to n 2,2.7% or 4,584 had at 
Of 20,143 defendants for whom we had. in orma 10 , 

° d 7 2% (1 434) defendants waived their right to 
lease one cont1nuance, an . , , 

(There was con~ern expressed by th,.e. Common Pl eas C~urt 
a speedy trial. 

1 l
°n our da .... ,;a set received "continuances" that 

that some of the individua s 

did not legally affect the 90 day rule). 

°1 it 
the effect of these continuances on the ja1 , 

To gain some insight on 

t eturn to the 'statistics on time from arrest to trial for 
is necessary 0 r ,i 

jail defendants. 
We found that of 1,655 defendants who held a trial or 

544 O
r 33% .plead or were tried at least ninety days after 

plead gUil ty, 

arrest: 
Time Between Arrest and Trial* 

Less than 60 days 
60-90 Days 
91-100 Days 
101-110 Days 
111-120 Days 
121-130 Days 
131-145 Days 
More'than 145' Days 

Number 

346 
765 

86 
89 
50 
39 
69 

211 

being sent to the psychia-
By waiving a trial, gaining a continuance, or . 

. tric Clinic (see below), this group (,whose trials began after 90 days) 

1 t 17 550 
""Joan days after the initial ninety days were up. 

used at eas , . . 
. fa· capacity (39 cells) was 

Annual lzed, this means a minimum of 5% o "es1gn 
°d 1 (We were unable within the time of 

devoted to housing such indivl, uas. 

ref10ne the st.atistics further. Calculations are base~ on 
the proj ect to 

that all , indivi<Juals within a range spent minimum time.) 
the assumption 

The trial judge does "hot get the case until arraignment. 
arrest until arraignment averages 45.7 days. 

The time fv:om 

I, 

\ 
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Many courts adhere to strict pOlicies ag~inst continuance to speed trials and 

to ease overcrowding. The Common Pleas Court shou'Jd thoroughly examine its 

continuance policies. A stricter continuance policy woul d not end ja 11 over­

crowding, but it could considerably ease it. 

6. The Psychiatric Clinic 

Another unit that is often cited as a "cause ll of overcrowding is the 

Clinic. Individuals are sent to'the Clinic by the judge upon the raising 

of a question as to the defendant's competency to stand trial or sanity 

at the time of the criminal act. Investigations are also made when an 

ind·jvidual Il'.ay be el igible for civil commitment, (e.g. , after a finding 

of guilty by reason of insanity, when death is to be imposed, for certain 

drug dependency si tuations, and when psychiatric factors in the crime 

could mitigate penalty). 

The Clinic' gives ja 11 cases priority. A case shoul d take two weeks to 

handle, but court personnel note that four to six week eva'Juation periods 

a.re not' unconmon because of delays in obtaining records or unavailabil ity 

of psychiatric personnel. Missed appointments ,are a major complaint. 

The Cl inic is said to be used as an al ternate for continuance' by lawyers 

and defendants trying to gain time .. No statistical data can prove or 

disprove this. 

5.1% or 1,021 defendants in the Project's study were sent, to the Clfnic 

within the time frame. This includes jail and non-jailed inmates. Thes~ 
s~~tistics for those individuals are included in the groups reported -in 

the con~inuance. We had insufficient data to ascertain the exact impact 

that jailed individuals sent to the Clinic has on overall overcrowding, 

. i 

1 
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), 

~j f especially since no statistics are readily a'.,ailable on the reslHts 0 

f~'~ther ~\a 1 ua te 
~. 

Cl inic cases. The Projec~ suggests that the Court 
Ii 

requests to refer individuafs to the Cl inic to see if the ,1omber can be 
(( ,'c 

Thi s must be balanced against 
~ : . . 

reduced and evaluations completed sooner. 

the Court's duty to assure that individuals standing trial a~~ not lncom-

petent. 

7. Summary of Time 

1. The time between processes is summa ri zed in' Table V. 5 on the' next 

page: 

Above, the Project has detailed time to process a jail case through 
. 

the system and summarized it in chart fonn. The Court must balance 

time efficiencies against the resources available to it and against 

its primary obl igation to guarantee the careful handl ing of a case. 

If process could be shortened~' cell space could be freed. 

B. Pre-Trial Release 

The Cuyahoga County Corrections Center is primarily a pre-trial detention 

facility. For one reason or another, many inmates awaiting trial cannot 

make the bail set for them On the stl!dy·s time fr~me, all individuals in 

Cuyahoga County had bail set)., A seemingly 'simple solution to" jail 

overcrowding woul d be to set ba il amounts and/or types at such a level to 

prevent the jail from becoming overcrowded. 

.\ 

) 

'I 
I 

I 

(j 

Process 
Arrest to 
Filing 

Fil ing to com-
pleted Arraignment 

Arrest to 
Arraignment 

Arrest to Tri a 1 
or Plea 

Arraignment to 
Trial 
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TABLE V.5 
SUMMARY OF TmE AND JAIL DAYS USED 
BETWEEN CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESSES 

. FOR JAILED INDIVIDUALS 

Time Cpersons*) 

36.2 days (2391) 

11.2 (2,485) 

45.7 (2,295) 

93 .• 7 (1,655) 

49.4 (2,030) 

Jail Days** 

86,554 

27,832 

104,881 

155,033 

100,282 

Trial - Sentence 32.8 days (216) 
with Pre-Sentence 

7,084 

Report Noted' 

Trial to Sentence 30.6 days (1856) 
(Whether or not. 
P.S.1. Report 
ordered) , 

Tried or Plead 
after Ninety 
Days 

26.2 days (after 90 
days) . ~ .. 

56,793 

14,235 
minimum 

Comment 

Jail days include 
municipal days; 
Process is often 
municipal and county 

Clerk and Cammon 
Pleas Process 

Includes Municipal 
Jail days 

Trial Judge not 
Assigned until 
Arraignment 

Includes Continu­
ances, Waiver, and 
Clinic 

* Numbers are for individual sinthe data base. If data was not available, 
an individual was' exclu~ed,. 

o::,~') < 

** ':': ofttnictpal jail days are included. if arrest is the begiri,ning process. 
Savings in time and in jail space could be considerable if the processing 
could' be shortened. This means pronoting in~reas~d efficjency at each 
stage from arrest (, in the m4nicipality to transportation. Resources must 
be prov"ided to the Court and Clerk to do this. 

,~. 

\ 

.'~ 
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There are two serious problems 'liith this simplistic solu-tion: 1) the 

Court that sets bail (municipal courts' at Initial Appearance or Pre-

1 iminary Hearing and Common Pleas Court at arraignment) does not sys­

tematically monitor who is released on bail, so it can not tell if the 

,population is being released. Its only responsibility is to set a bail 

in accordance to law. The defendant then is responsible for making it if 
\ 

he can, antl the jail is responsible for housing those who cannot. 

And, more importantly, bail is ~ontroversial. On one side are those who 

want most (if not all) jailed inmates released because: "all areinno­

cent. until proven guilty;" "most show up for trial;" most do not get 

rearrested;" and Jlmost are not dangerous." On the other side are those 

who say: "but they are guilty and will be proven so shortly;" "many are 

violent;" and "many do not show Up." 

Chief Justice Warren Burger voiced the concern of many: 

It is clear that there is a startling amount of 
crime conmitted by persons on release awaiti.ng 
tra il • . . • It is not unCOOlmon for an accused 
finally to be brought/to trial with two, three 

. or more charges pending. • . . Bail release 
.(should include) the crucial element of future 
dangerousness based on a combination of the par­
ticul ar crime and past record, to deter crime­
whil e-on-ba i 1. 

The Court is well aware that' both sides have valid concerns. But it must 

set bai.l. Experience tells it that" some of those released. will not 

appear for trial, or will commit crimes while awaiting trial, others will 

appear and will not 'convnit crimes. If individuals are not released 

pre-trial, the jail probably will continue to be overcrowded. 

1. 

ft.1 
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The Ba i1 Law 

,. 

Ohio's bail policy for felonies is summarized in Rule 46 of the Ohio 

Rules of Griminal Procedure: 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

Purpose of and right to bail. The purpose. of bail is to insure 
that the defendant appears at all stages of the criminal pro­
.ceedings. All persons are entitl ed to bail, except in capital 
cases where the proof is evident or the presumption great. 

Pretria~· release where summons issued. Where summons has been 
issued and the defendant has appeared, the judge shall release 
the defendant on his personal recognizance, or upon the execu­
tion of an unsecured appearance bond. 

Pretrial release in felony cases. Any person who is entitled 
to release under subdivision (A), shall be released on his 
personal recognizance or upon the execution of an unsecured 
appearance bond in an amount specified by the judge, unless the 
judge detennines that such release will not assure the appear­
ance of the person as required. Where a judge so detennines, 
he shall, either in l1eu of o~ in addition to the preferred 
methods of release stated above, impose any of the following 
conditions of release which will reasonably assure the appear­
ance of the person for trial or, if no single condition gives 
that assurance, any combination of the following conditions: 
( Per'sona 1 ) 

(1) Place the' person in custody of a designated person or 
organization agreeing to supervi.se him; (Third Party) 

('2) Place restricti[ons on the travel, association, or place of 
abode of th~ p~~sDn during the period of .release; 

(3) Require the execution of an appearance bond in a specified 
amount, and the deposit with the clerk of the court before 
which the proceeding is pending Q.f. ~jther $2,?00 or a sum 
of money equal to ten percent of the amount of the bond, 
whichever is greater. Ninety percent of the deposit shall 
be returned upon the perfonnance of the condi ti OilS of the 
appearance bond; (10% Bond) 

(4) Require the execution of a bail bond with sufficient 
sol vent:" sureties, or th.e execution of a bond .secured by 
real estate in the county, or the deposit of .(;ash or the 
securities allowed by law in lieu thereof, oh (Surety, 
Real Estate, Gash) 

(5) Impose any other constitutional condition' .considered 
reasonably necessary to assure appearance. 

(Items in parenthesis are added. They are terms generally 
used to descr'i be ca tegori es . ) 

, 
I)j 

;r 
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2. Statistics About Bail In Cuyahoga County 

In Table V.6 the report presents some of the elementary statistics 

describing bail. Also see Char.t IV. 

Type of Bail 

All- Money Types 
(Surety) 
(10% Bond) 
( Cash) 
(Real Estate) 

TABLE .V.6 
TYPE OF BAIL BY 

PERCENT OF CASES 
OBTAINING BAIL 

JANUARY 1980 - MARCH 1981 

Personal (Includes individuals in Court's 
Conditional Supervised Release Program) 

All Bond Types 
Bond Not Made Before Trial 

* Rounded 

Source: JIS Bond Records 

* Percent 

63.4 
(46.6) 
(15.5) 

(.7) 
(.8) 

20.7 

84 
16 

100 

Three conclusions may be drawn from this table: 1) in statistical terms, 

money forms of bond are preferred to personal bond; 2) surety bond is the 

most used form; 3) in most instances, individuals are released on bond. 

The mean bond amount is $2,605. (This disregards bonds over $40,000 that 

overly influence the average.) If these are included, the average amount 

goes to $4,154.50. The most frequent bond amount is $1,000. The percent 

distribution by amounti sas fo 11 ows : 

* 

I,' 

Bond Amount 

Under $500 
$500 - $999 

$1,000 - $1,499 
$1,500 - $1.999 
$2,000 - $2,499 
$2,500 - $2,999 
$3,000 - $3,499 
$3,500 - $3,999 
$4,000 - $4;499 
$4,500 - '$5,000 
$5,000 - $10,000 

$10,000 - $,20,000 
$20,000 -$30,000 
$30,001 -' $4Q,000 
Over $40,000 
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* ·-Percent 

8.2% 
16.8% 
27.0% 

5.9% 
8.0% 

10.4% 
3.4% 

.6% 

.9% 
10.2% 
4.7% 
1.62% 
1.07% 

.14% 

.89% 

Contains some unusually high bonds that may be erroneously recorded. 

52% of the bonds are below ~1,500, 91% are below $5,000. 

lhere is much discussion about freeing individuals before their trial 

when they have manifested violent behavior and about using different 

types of bonds for different offenses. For defendants that had both a 
) 

charge and a bail type recorded, the. Project calculated bond type and 

amount by charge. If there was more than one charge, we used the highest 

criminal charge (in order: violent crime, narcotics, serious property, 

other property, ,"orals and public order offenses, failure to appear, 

other). The average number of charges was 177. This is summarized on 

Table V.7 on the next page. 
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TABL'E-V.7 

HIGHEST CHARGE BY TYPE OF BOND 

Highest %Not Made % Personal 

Charge Bond Bond 10% Bond 

Number % Number % Number '% Number 

Violent Crime 3111 23.6 737 9.4 290 16.6 517 

Narcotics 1662 5.8 97 11.3 188 16.2 269 

* Serious Property 5993 13.8 ' 830 35,.9 2150 14.5 872 

Other Property 2845 11.9 336 26.2 745 14.3 407 

/( 

Morals/Public Order 131 6.7 9 ";' 30.5 40 20.6 27 

Failure to Appear 82 0 0 23.1 19 3.7 3 

Other 232 19.0 44 9.4 22 16.4 38 

N=14,056 

Burglary, grand )arceny, motor vehicle theft, arson. 

Source: JIS 

Money Types: 

Su rety, Cash, 

Real Estate 

% Number 

50.4 1567 

66.7 1108 

35.8 2141 

44.7 ' 1357 

42 55 

74.3 61 

55.2 128 
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Again, even by highest charge most defendants are freed. While indivi-

dUals charged with violent crimes are less likely to b~ released than~,._ '~~ 

other groups, over three quarters so charged are freed. Very few indi­

viduals' with narcotics offenses (this covers a wide 'range of offenses 

from selling to use) fail to obtai"n ·release. Most individuals, regard-

less of cha~ges, are freed. 

3. The County Corrections Center Burden of Detaining Prisoners to Trial 

* As noted above, Court stati stics showed that approximately 16% of the 

cases it handled never m~de bail. We checked this against Sheriff's 

records. 

(15,949). 

We took all county pre-trial bookings for the 15 mQnth period 

* Of those, 2,496 (1,996/yr) or 15.6% spent 22 d~ys or more in 

jail and were not released on bond. The Project assumed these individ­

uals were detained un-til their cases were disposed. 

** On an annual basis, 161~476 jail days (or ~7.5% of the 770 bed capac'ity 

of the jail) are used by pre-trial deta in~f!~1Jever rel eased on bond. The 

question remains can or should this number be reduced? Is it too high? 

Too low? Ultimately, the value judgements and balancing must be made by 

* Di screpancies between SIS & JIS can be explained by different defini­
tions, differ'ent individuals within the systenl. But the discrepancy is 
small. 

** ' This estimate is t conservative. Our numbers came from data in ranges; 
e.g., 509 pre-trail bookings were not released on bond and were detained 
61-90 days. We assumed all 509 were r~leased on the 61 days. If you use 

': ~verage upper jail ,days before bond is ma~e to this category, the,total 
rises to 194,084 days or 69,% of t~etotal. , These "release reasons" in 
SIS are inadequate to make a direct calculation. 

: ' 
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policy makers in line with legal restraints. We can offer some insight 

via national studies. The Lazar Institute did a major study of pre-trial 

release and release outcomes. It found, in evaluating eight sites, that 

the average number of individuals detained throughout the entire pre­

trial period was 14.7%, only 1% lower than Cuyahoga County. If Cuyahoga 

€ounty conformed to thi s average, 196 fewer pri soners woul d have been 

detained. The average detention in Cuyahoga County lasted 80.9 days. At 

least 15,856 jail days woUld have been saved if Cuyahoga County had been 

in line with national .average.*' This is 5.6% of the design capacity of 

the jail, or 43 cells. 

Since it had insufficient data on pre-trial crime or fa il ure to appear 

rates, the Jail Population Project does not have sufficient eVi~ence to 

say that individual s shoul d be freed or are detained unnecessarily. It 

only can say that the Court detains a certain proportion of pre-trial 

individual s and that it rel ies on money bond in general and surety bonds 

in particular. It would seem likely that those who do not obtain release 

resources (few would refuse release, and personal ~. do not have monetary , 

. t ) Thl'S means that for the Court to re-bond requires only a slgna ure . 

lease more prisoners, it probably would have to alter its bond type mix 

by using more personal bonds and 10% bonds (individuals in the latter 

category get 90% of their money back if they appear, as opposed to losing 

all to the bondsmen even if they appear). The Court has already estab­

lished" 

N B This is not an assertion that 14.7% is a sta.ndard. Different 
c~u~ties have different prisoner mix~s and different Clrcumstances. The 
figure is used as a base for calculatl0n. 

! ' 
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programs to this end such, as the Conditional Supervised Release Program 

which investigates individual s who are li ke1y candidates for personal 

bond but are perceived as needing supervision. The Conditional Super­

vised Release Program was supervising 230 individuals in June, 1982. It 

al so retains a Bond Commissioner who I"eccmmends type and amount to the 

Court. 

. 
Releasing prisoners means balanCing between the interests of the jail and 

its crowded conditions, inmate rights, and equally 1 egitimate conununity 

concerns, such as failure to appear at trial and pre-trial criminality. 

Again, the Project is in no pOSition to predict how many within the de­

tained population are likely, if released, not to appear for court ,hear­

ings. The Project presently does 'not have sufficient data to analyze how 

many were released and canmitted, were arrested for crime whil e awa iting 

trial, or failed to appear. , It would be quite helpful to this county if 

data were collected and analyzed. 

Below' are insights on pre-trial criminality and failure to appear 

(F.T.A.)as gleaned from the literature and national statistics. 

4. Court Appearance Performance of Released Defendants 

Histc.l~icallYt the posting of money ·bail was considered necessary to 
\\ 

insure)) that defendants waul d. appear in court. The increased use of 

alternatives to money bail, coupled with criticism from Some quarters of 

the use of bondsmen, has rifised considerable qU.estions about the impact 

money bail has on the likelihood of appearing for trial and whether other 

means of securing release are more practical. 

\ 

" 
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The overwhelming majori ty of the defendants appeared for court (6% of all 
. 

court appearances are mi ssed nationally). In Cuyahoga County 494 cases 

had to be dismissed, 4.7% of total (10,533), because the defendant did 

not appear .. 

Individuals who miss Court dates may not do so willfully: 

o sometimes individuals are not informed properly of Court dates 

notices are not timely or are inadequately addressed; 

o individual s are ill and do not, again for- a number of reasons, 

inform the Court; 

o individual s neglect (as opposed to will fully) to. inform the Court of 

a new address. 

A seemingly low rate does not mean that Failure to Appear is to be dts~ 

missed as a problem, but simply that it should be viewed in context. It 

is important to realize that F.T.A.'s do disrupt court processing, 

whether they are willful or negligent on the part of the defendant or due 

to court errors. 

Nati onally, defendants who fail to appear have the foll owing character­

istics: 

a more likely to have been charged with economic (property 

crimes) than non-violent or drug offen,ses; 

o have more serious prior records; 

o more likely to be unemployed; 

o live alone; 

olive in the area only a short time;. 

o 

5. 

6. 
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o have more charges associated with their case; 

o have been released on 10% bond; 

o represented by the pu b 1 i c defender. 

Pre-Trial Criminality 

The most controversial issue around pre-trial release policy concerns the 

criminality of released defendants and ways of adequately protecting the 

cOl1l11unity .aga inst such crime. 'Ohio law has not permi tted Courts to 

consider future dangerousness. Thus, an individual perceived legiti-

mately a·s one likely to flee can have restrictions placed upon him; but 

one perceived, correctly, as dangerous cannot. 

There are no tools that wiTl allow us to accurately predict who will 

cOlll11it crimes while awaiting trial. 16.5% of all released defendants in 

the Lazar Institute study of pre-trial release were rearrested. 15.3% of 

those released on non-financial conditions were rearrested; 18% on bail. 

Even national statistics are not very useful because they are based on 

arrest. The drawbacks to using these .include the following: 

o individuals may commit crimes for which they were not arrested, 

a.rrested individuals are not necessarily guilty, 

o the arrest information is incomplete, 

o an individual wHo is arrested is not necessarily dangerous. 

The Alternative of Speedier Trials 

As we noted earlier 1,996 individuals were detained for an average of 

~O.9 days before tria) for a total of 161,476 days. If these 1,996 ind.i. 

. i 
i 
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vidua1s had been tried within 60 days,* a savings of 41,716 days, or 

14.8% of the design capacity of the jailor 113 cells, would have been 

realized. This number suggests that speedier trials would help consider­

ably to reduce overcrowding, but this would mean the following: . 

o more judges, 

o more staff, 

o more Courtroom space. 

These improvements woul d have to be bal anced aga inst the need to prepare 

an adequa te case on the part of attorneys, prosecutors, and the Court 

itse1 f. 

National Recommendation on Pre-trial 

Nationally, the following recommendations have been made. The Project 

offers them only as the basis for further discussion. - The Project is not 

implying that the Cuyahoga County criminal justice system does or does 

not or should or should not comply. 

o Courts should implement systematic follow-up procedures to identify 

fugitives (i.e., defendants who have not returned to court after a 

certain period, such as 90 days), and law enforcemen'c agencies 

should make special efforts to apprehend these individuals. No 

person shoul d be pennitted to evade justice without efforts by the 

jurisdiction to return the individual to court. 

This number was chosen because it is the National Corrections Association 
Standard. The Project is not recommending it as a standard. It', must be 
real ized that resources have to be available for anyone to develop. 

() 

o 

o 

o 
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Routine prosecution for failure to appear, or similar actions to 

punish all defendants who fail to appear, should r;:(',t be undertaken. 

Many defendants who fail to appear do not act as if they are will-

fully trying to-evade justice; indeed, they often return to court of 

-their own volition within a short time. Widespread prosecution for 

failure to appear in such case$ would be very costly to the criminal 

justice system and unl i kely to/produce significant benefi ts. 

Action should be taken to l1educe the extent to which defendants are 

rearrested repeatedly during the pretrial period. Such efforts 

might include improvements in the mechanisms for identifying defend-

ant with pending charges so that this infonnation could be brought 

to the court's attention, provisions to accelerate the processing of 

cases for defendants with pretrial arrests, and revocation of re-

lease for defendants rearrested during the pretrial period. 

Jurisdictions should adopt a multi~faceted approach to the reduction 

of pretrial criminality. No si.ngle proposal is 1; kely by itself to 

reduce pretrial criminal ity significantly. In addition to speedier 

trials and efforts to reduce multip~e pretrial arrests, jurisdic-

tions should consider consecutive, rather than concurrent, sentences 

for persons convicted of pretri al crimes. And juri sdi cti ons shoul d 

change court calendaring of cases ·so that cases involving defendants 

thought to pose high rearrest risks would be tried relatively 
" 

quickly. 
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Because of the great interest. tn preventive detention, especially 

for "dangerous" defendants, the exper:iences of jurisdictions that 

have authorized preventive detention should be studied. Of particu­

lar importance is ,the extent to which the "dange,rousness" provisions 

have been used and the result.ing impact on pretrial arrest and 

detenti on ra tes. 

Jurisdictions should seek ways to release more defendants pending 

trial. Avail~ble evidence suggests that ~igher release rates can be 

achieved without increases in rates of failure to appear or pretrial 

rearrest. 

8. Time In Which Bail Is Made 

The sooner an i~dividual makes ba i1, the sooner .he is rel eased. The \"e­

lease pattern .of the 11,228 bookings released on bond in the 15-month 

period is summarized in Table V.8. 

Most individuals who are released m'l ~jl are quickly released -- the 

largest portion do not spend a night in jail. Some concern in'\re]ation 

to jail overcrowding can be expressed over those who are jailed for more 

than a week. Observations from those interviewed suggest inmates are de~ 

tained due to 1) delays caused by the-need to artange for a bondsman, to 

sell a piece of property, or to. raise cash; 2) delays in moving paperwork 

that prevents an individual with resources a~ailable to him to post bail; 
If . 

3) lr.-gal reasons, e.g., warrant in otheri( jurisdiction; 4) a personal 

l _____ ~-----~-----~- ____ ~_ 
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TABLE V.S 
PERCENTAGE OF BOOKINGS RELEASED ON BOND 

BY,TIME BEFORE RELEASE 

Time 

Released Same Day 
1 Day 

2-7 Days 
8-14 Days. 
15-21 Days 
22-30 Days 
31..,45 Days 
46-50 'Days 
61-90 Days 
Over 90 

% of Total 

68.8 
6.0 

13.0 
4.4. 
2.1 
1.4 
J.S 

.9 

.7 

.8 

Total (exclude released 'same day' or 1 day) 24.4% 
iotal (more than 7 days) . 13% 
Total (more than 21 days) 5.3% 

Total -100%* 

* May not add due to rounding 

Source: SIS 

Total Jail Days 
Average in Category 

o 
661 

5783 
5165 
4174 
4080 
6406 
5098 
5661 

17593 

53,600 
47,817 
38,838 

.54,621 

decision to remain in jail for a per7';)d (apply time to sentence, receive 

medical care) but then 'a decision to leave evidenced by the posting of 

bond~ 

These explana-eions ar~e, set in the order believed to be mClst likely, but 

there is no numerical evidence for this conclusion. 

On an annual basis, 14.7% (114 cells) of the jail's design capacity was 

used to det~in individuals who made bail after one week and 11.0% (84.7 

cell s) for those detained over three weeks. fOiV/those detained over 

. \J . three weeks· but not over 90 days, 7% of deslgn Ilapaclty. (54 cells) was 

used. . t·~ 
1/ 

(t 
\\ 

\ 
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.. 
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Utilization of the Cuyahoga County Corrections Center* 

The Cuyahoga County Cor recti ons Center is used by the communi ty to house 

a number of different types of inmates: 1) pre-trial detainess who have 

not made ba i 1; 2) pri soners senten.ced by the Common Pl eas Cou rt for 

felonies; 3) prisoners sentenced by municipalities for Ohio Revised Code 

misdemeanors; 4) probation and parole violators; 5) federal prisoners; 

and 6) miscellaneous categories. People within the system andcommen­

tators on the system have suggested that some or all of the individual s 

in each of these categories shoul d not be in the jail.. The probl ems of 

pre-trial de·tainees (77.7% of total) are discussed in the section on 

"Pre-trial Release" above. The other populations are discussed below. 

1. The Use of the Jail as a Sentencing Facility by Common Pleas Court 

Common Pl eas Cou rt Judges hav'e the power to sentence i nma tes to a 

county jail for certain felonies (O.R.C. 2229.51 and 2949.08). The 

Judges interviewed as part of this Project who use the Corrections 

Center as a sentencing- facility stated that they use the jail be­

cause they f~l t incarcerati on is requ ired, but the offense, age, 

past record, etc. of the individual did not warrant using state 

facilities (they are often seef~/~s brutal and too far from Cleveland 

to assure adequate contact with relatives). Others (i.e., Judges, 

Sheriff ' s personnel, and Court personnel) argue that the jail shoul d.· 

All statistics used in this section are minimums. The Project did not 
wish to over-estimate any utilization category. 
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not be used as a sentencing option, given that it presently has 

neither the facilities, services, resources, or space to act as a 

sentencing institution. 

Thi s subject has been wi th the .Correcti ons Center for along time. 

When the jail is overcrowded, Common Pleas Judges are urged not to 

sentence individuals to the jail» and the number of sentenced 

pri soners varies radically. However, no official can order Judges 

not to sentence (without changing the law). 

In the peri od between September and December 1981, 354 di fferent 

individuals or 8.5% of the jail poptilationwere there as sentenced 

county prisoners. Between January 1980 an£!. December 1981, 1,445 

individual s were booked as sentenced prisoners. Annual ized, thi s 

comes to 1,156 bookings or 8.2% of total bookings. 

This is the second largest category of individuals within the jail. 

733 individuals spent an average of 24.8 days in the Corrections 

Center, or 18,178 total days. This was 6.5% of design capacity or 

50 cells. 

However, given the almost universal concern about deal ing w·~th 

criminal behavior and a need for Judges to have options open to 

them, it is myopic to think that the current Corrections Center can 

simply stop being a sentencing facility without a concurrent move to 

increase effective sentencing options available to the Judges. 
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Sentence ~(.,nicipal Prisoners 

Municipal Courts can sentence tndividuals to the Corrections Center 

if they have been found guilty of violating an Ohio Revised CoCie 

statute. 

of 1981. 

There were 25 such prisoners sentenced in the last third 

Data on length of detention is presently unavailable. 

Many individuals interviewed suggested that this group should not be 

housed in the Center as it is not a sentencing facility. 

The use of the Correction Center by th~ Adult Parole Authority 

Interviews with jail personnel showed a concern that the jail was 

used inappropri~tely by the Ohio Adult Parole Authority, either by 

delayed hearings for violation or by detaining parolees as punish­

ment in the jail and 'then returning them to the cOfmTlunity. From 

D b 1981 67 J"a'"l ,"nmates were state inmates (1.6% September to ecem er , 

of the jail inmates). Most of these were parolees. 

In the 1980-1981 -period, 291 bookings were released by reason of 

parole (this does not include parolees returned to institutions) 

after an average of 46.7 days of incarceration. This group, on an 

annual baSiS, used 10,871 jail days - 3.9% of design capacity or 30 

cells. (Due to data limitation this may slightly overestimate the 

size. ) 

The Adult Parole Authority may need the jail space to detain vio­

lators, and it has the authority to u~e it. However, given popula­

tion pressures, specific, written rules should be developed to 

-:-,) \, 
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expedi te movement of these individual s through the jail. Parol ees 

are under state jurisdiction, and the state is interested in pre­

venting jail overcrowding. 

Federal Prisoners 

Cuyahoga Cou,nty houses federal pri soners under contract wi th the 

United States Marshall. Between September and December 1981, 68 

federal prisoners or 1.6% df individual s jail ed were admi tted. 235 

individual s were booked in the 15 month period between January 

1980 - March 1981 or 188 annually. Their average stay was 18.8 days 

or 3,534 days total. This was 1.3% of jail capacity or 10 cell s. 

Cl!~,thoga County cou1 d end its contract with the United States to 

save some cell, space, but this would have to be weighed against the 

need to house federal law breakers, wtlo al so pose probl ems to the 

local commun~ty. 

5e State Prisoner-s R~turned fr~ Institutions 

-State prisoners serving sentences in state facilities are often 

retul'ned to local facil ities for other proceedings against them or 

to testify at a trial. The days they spend in the County Correction 

Center are credited to their sentence, and the facil ity is perceived 

as being better and is closer to home allowing for visits. 

I:Sheriff's personnel who must house and transport these individual s 

feel that these inmates take up too much jail space and time. They 
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cite situations where they remain in the jail long after they could 

be moved back to the institution or where they are brought from the 

institutions too early. The Sheriff points out that trips to and 

from institutions are made daily and could of-een accOlTDllodate extra 

prisoners. 171 inmates or 4.0%. of the total different individual s 

were of this type between September and December 1981. The Project 

cannot estimate jail days for this category because release data for 

this group as a separate group is not available. 

Inmates in this category should be brought back at a time quite' near 

to the proceedings and returned as soon as possi ble thereafter. 

Claimed Inappropriate Detention of Probationers 

Some jail personnel claim that probation officers unnecessarily 

detain individuals on probation. It is asserted that this is done 

by not holding hearings promptly or by incarcerating probationers 

under officer-issued warrants and then letting them go. 

The data indicates that pr'obation officers do not use the jail 

inappropriately. All indications are that few if any probationers 

fit this category. 

Material Witnesses, Individuals Not Indicted, and Weekenders. 

These Qroups have little impact on jail overcrowding. Material 

witnesses are rare. Onl t, 11 individual s, spending an average of 28 
_!/ 1/ 
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days in jail, were subsequently released because of a failure to 

indict. They used a total of 308 jail days in the Project time 

period. 

The use of the jail as a weekend sentencing facility has small 

impact on overcrowding, but it does force the Sheriff to sequester 

cells that.could be used to house prisoners and creates administra­

tive burdens for him. 

Procedures 

The Project is not strictly an evaluation of Cuyahoga County's management 

of the criminal justice. system, of the interrel ationshi ps between and 

among entities, of the flow of paper work, or of the utilization of data 

systems. However, in the course of our interviewing of and di scussi on 

wi th individual s in the criminal justice system, we found a number of 

areas where there seems to be a need for additional attention. The areas 

discussed below are only those where if improvements were made, the jail 

population size would probably decrease. Before we delve into these 

areas, a few observations are in order. 

o The jail and its population size and source of inmate,s are not 
\ 

controlled by anyone entity. The Sheriff is responsible for the 

jail. He receives, classifies, houses, protects, discipl ines, and 

releases inmates. However, he has little control over who is in his 
" 

facility. This population is "created" by a number of sources. 

Crime, or at least alleged crime, is the driving force. Individuals 

are incarcerated by the pol ice and by the Courts who are simply 

) , 
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following legal procedures. The Courts set bonds', create schedules, 

conduct judicial proceedings, and review rules governing the jail. 

Much of the paper reflecting the decisions of the criminal justice 

system and impinging jail operation is created, distributed, and 

fil ed by the C1 erk of Courts. The County Prosecutor presents the 

felony cases to entities under the Court's jurisdiction and trans­

fers paper to the C1 erk. 

The County Commissioners are responsible for most of the fiscal and 

some of the programmatic aspects of the criminal justice system and 

ja i1 • Thi s means that there are five major county enti ties with 
I 

varying but major roles in the Corrections Center. 

These entities must interact with each other and operate as smoothly 

as possible to maximize efficiency in the jCii1. 

1. The Flow of Paper . 

Every person and every process in the criminal justice system ;s sur­

rounded by paper -- warrants, bonds, transcripts, notes, reports, mo­

tions, journal entries, d~cket entries, bills, etc~ This is amply docu­

mented on the "Criminal Justice and Jail System Flow Chart." The move­

ment into the jail, within the jail, and out of the jail is accompanied 

by paper. Many staff people are convinced that jail overcrowding is 

caused by cumbersome paper f1 ow. The Project was not charged to prove or 

disprove this assertion or measure its impact, but it is obliged to 

relay, in COf\t~xt, these observations. since they are pervasive. Thus, 
\ .. ,~) 

\ 

Page 64 

the following problems c~ncerning the flow of paper within the county 

corrections system are noted. (Paper flows between municipalities and 

the Court are discussed later in '''Intergovernmenta1 Relationships. i,) 

(a) At the Stage from Indictment to Arraignment 

Paper moves between and among the Prosecutor, the Clerk, and the 

Court. The Clerk sug~ests that his office and the Prosecutor do not 

coordinate sufficiently in the assignment of case numbers. Thi s 

. lack of coordination can result in a il10st" case and a delayed 

arraignment that could keep a very small group of individuals in 

jail for longer than they could be. . 

A larger issue is summoning the individual on bail to his arraign­

ment. The Prosecutor issues a praecipe to the Clerk ordering the 

Clerk to summon an individual who is out on bond. The Clerk sched­

ules the arraignment and mails the summons •. In fact, he mails two 

sununons. One is sent according to the Rules of Criminal Procedure 

(Rules 9 and 40), i.e., by certified mail. But since many individ­

uals refuse to pick up certified mail or pick it up after the ar­

raignment date, a second letter is sent by regular mail to give 

actual, albeit not legal, notice of the date and place where the 

indictment can be picked up. However, if the individual does not 

appear, a capias for his apprehension is issued and he is subject to 
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confinement. This uses jail days. This occurs despite the fo110w-

ing si tuations: 

o inaccurate address because the real address, though known by 

some entity, was not provided to the Clerk; 

o envelopes are incorrectly addressed; 

o there are delays in (:,11ing. 

Of .course, there are also situations where the address i~ unknown or 

has been changed. 

The Clerk and the Court both acknowledge that there cou1d!be im­

provement in this area and that occasionally ind~viduals are incar­

cerated because of system error. The Project has no infonnation as 

to how many or for how long. The Court tries not to detain individ­

uals who "fai1ed to appear" through no fault of their own. capias 

are recalled and new arraignm~nt dates are scheduled. In the inter­

ests of promoting maximum efficiency and further lowering unneces­

sary detention, additional systematic effort should be made to solve 

this problem. 

Court Notes and Journal Entries 

According to an 01 d legal maxim, "A Court speaks only through its 

Journal. II Many of the personnel within the County criminal justice 

system assert that much jail overcrowding 1.s caused by Ide1ays" in 

moving paperwork out of courtrooms, into and through the Court 

system, and onto ·other entities that need the "paper" to proceed. 

.. ~ 
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This "paper" can be orders setting new bail, papers indicating a 

sentence to an institution, and many others. At least two sets of 

papers move here: Judge's Calendar Books and Journal entries. 

A Judge's Calendar Book, containing his daily rulings, comes from 

the courtroom to the Court's Central Scheduling where it is entered 

into the computer as Court Notes. The Court Notes are delivered to 

the Clerk and entered upon the Appearance Docket for the case. 

As necessary, a Journal entry (an official order of the Court) is 

also prepared. Central Scheduling prepares a Journal entry from the 

Court Notes. The entry is returned to and Signed by the Judge. In 

time, the Judge returns it to Central Schedu1 ing. It then goes to 

the Clerk. who distributes it to entities needing it. It is also 

officially filed. 

Several assertions are made about problems connected with Court 

Notes and Journal entries:. 1) Judges do not get their paper work 

out of their courtroom in a timely fashion; 2) the process of 

creating and ~istributing the documents takes too long; and 3) there 

are types of documents available that are better suited to the 

purposes of the Court than those used. 

There is also a claim that the paper work gets delayed on bonds and 

at post sentence. 
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Above, the Project has presented places where jail delay is ascribed 

to paper flow. The Project has no statistical evidence Jhat any of 

these claims are true or false, and, if true, it has no way of 

proving th~ impact on jai1 overcrowding. However, the Project feels 

that these claims are prevelant. so that the Court, Clerk and other 

crimin.al justice agencies should further systematically examine this 

issue to improve paper flow itself, especi~lly when an individual is 

sentenced to a state facility. 

2. Improvement of Data Systems 

The County maintains at least two cOmputerized criminal justice data 

systems. The Court's Judicial Infonnation System (JIS) and the She,-i ff' s 

Information System (SIS). Each contains a large quantity of information. 

Much of it is used for managing the complex system on a daily basis. No 

one within the system criticized the data, but the Project would briefly 

1 ike to make some observations: 

(a) JIS 

This system is used to generate certain required reports, to keep 

judges infonned about time requirements, to profile cases, and to 

assist court administrators. It contains a wealth of information 

about the criminal justice system. But, from the Project's vantage 

point, it seems underused in terms of analysi s. The Court shoul d 

increase utilization of its system to allow finer analysis. Also it 

should plan for the addition of certain items, e.g., prior record, 

arrests while on bail, failure to appear, and dispositional data. 

- "'~.~, .. ~ ---...... ~,--.. ,,~-
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(b) SIS 

SIS' analytic potential is not systematically tapped. Certain data 

items need to be refined to provide more accurate infonnation for 

management and analysis. The system should retain infonnation on 

charges, commitment documents and committing agencies, and classifi­

cation information. Absence of these information items 1 imited 

. Project analysis. 

(c) JIS/SIS 

These systems operate independently from one another. SIS monitors 

individuals within the jail via a sheriff's individual booking and 

office number. JIS monitors individual defendants within Common 

Pleas Court System via a case and defendant number. Many, but not 

all, of the individuals are common to both. Granted the purpose cf 

each system is somewhat different. However, given the overlap of 

individuals and the interests both eotities have in monitoring the 

jail, it behooves each entity to seriously study the increased 

sharing of systems and infonnation. 

(d) The Clerk of Courts Data 

The Clerk of Courts, through his Criminal Division, creates, files, 

and di~tributes paper. He was most co-operative in supplying infor­

mation to the Project, but itis not computerized. In the interests 

of improved management, and analysis, the Clerk should seriously, 

systematically consider computeriza.tion and bear in mind the needs 

of the Sheriff and Court when doing so. 
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3. General Rel ati o.nshi ps 

Criminal justice personnel wi thin the criminal justice system reve~ 1 ed 

some areas in need of improvement •. Whether these would help manage jail 

popul ation one cannot say. However, in any number of instances where 

different entities interact, it Wtls. apparent from the interv'iews that 

those individuals were unaware of the mandates, process, and problems of 

the entity it was deal ing with. Other entities were often blamed for 

jail problems without actually knowfng if they were worthy of blame. 

The Sheriff, Prosecutor, Court, Clerk, and Board of County Commissioners 

each have difficult, different tasks. Interactions must be as smooth as 

possible. 

E. Intergovernmental Relationships. 

This study focused on the County Correction Center and the prisoners 

within it. These inmates, however, come from over 70 police author-
." 

ities, 13 municipal courts, and the state. The Project has observed 

factors that contribute to jail overcrowQing and that seem to result 

from a lack of cooperati on among different level s of government. 

One of the usual observations and complaints of people in the county 

correction system was a lack of sensitivity and cooperation by 

officials in the municipalities. - This posed a very difficult issue 

to the Project because our statistical da::ta did not give U,.S much to­

confirm or deny this assertion. But the sense of the problem sug­

gests that the Project cannot avoid some of the issues posed. 

.-.'-"-~'.: 
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1. The Transfer of Cases from Cities to the County 

There are 13 municipal courts in Cuyahoga County. In the 

fifteen-month Project period, 51.08% individuals were indicted 

by the Cuyahoga County Grand Jury after they were bound over by 

the Municipal Court, i.e., they were arrested within a munici­

pal court jurisdiction and were given the opportunity for a 

prel iminary hear1ng 'fOr probable cause. They either waived 

tl,at hearing or' it was found there was probable cause to bind 

. them over for further action by the County Grand Jury. 

A summary of defendants by munici pal court is on Table V.9 on 

t.he next page. 

This represents a significant number of cases and has impact. 

both on the ja 11 itsel f and on the criminal justice system. 

After bindover, the municipal clerk must send the transcript to 

the Cuyahoga County Court Cl erk, the defendant must be trans­

ferred to the jail by police (if not on b~nd), and police 

reports must be tUrned over to the County Prosecutor. This 

all egedly creates two probl ems: one o.f bond and one of paper 

work, both of which can have impl ications for the Corrections 

Center. 

" -

.,) 
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Table V.9 

Numbers of Defendants by Municipal Court 

by Most to Least Frequent:* 

January 1980 _. March 1981 

Cleveland 
Bedford 
E. Cleveland 
Eucl id 
Cleveland Hts. 
Garfield Hts. 
Shaker Hts. 
Parma 
Lyndhurst 
Rocky River 
Lakewood 
Berea 
South Euclid 
Other (Missing, Juvenile) 
Total 

Source: JIS 

Number 

6816 
782 
534 
371 
308, 
2941' 
294' 
237 
209 
194 
193 
162 
29 

112 
10,535 . 

% 

64.'7 
7.9 
5.1 
3.5 
2.9 
2.8 
2.8 
2.3 
2.0 
1.8 
1.8 
1.5 
.3 

1.1 
100.0 

Total is many more than number of indictments since more than one Court 
may take action on an individual, charges may be dropped, or there may be 
a refusal to indict (312 cases were "no billed" but not all were neces-
sarily from Municipal Court). 

\\ 

The County~.Clerk cla'jms that the papers often arrive late -:. beyond the 
</ 

seven days required by law. If' the individual is in jail, that. individ­

ual is in a state of limbo. He now must post a bond wi:th the clerk, but 

the Clerk has no file with which to proceed. If files are not there or 

do not contain crucial papers (another problem asserted), useless jail 

days are absorbed at county expefl~e. 
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The Clerk can show this happens bu't not yet in a system!ltic statistical 

way •. There is some evid·ence of problems, however. For. example, some 

municipal court clerks interviewed by the Project did not know that they 

had seven days from the preliminary hearing to file papers with the 

Cl erk. 

The Project found that there was a mean of 11. 2 days between arrest and 

the filing of the case with the Clerk (the average is low because it in-
,. 

eludes cases where an individlJal'did not pass through the Municipal Court 

system). However, 21% of the fil ings were more .than three weeks after 

arrest and 9.0% more than a month. But» the municipal clerk has a 

maximum of 22 days (12 days if defendant is jail ed) from arrest to get 

papers filed unless there is a delay in the Preliminary Hearing. (This 

is the sum of the time from arrest in which the hearing must be held and 

the transcript created). These statistics of themsel ves, especially the 

latter two, do not necessarily prove a problem, but suggest validity to 

the Clerk's cl~im. 

'\ 

Thl;~clerks of all municipal courts and the County Clerk should develop 
~ 

strict'\~r, more systematic procedures for transferring cases. 

2. Municipal Court Bond Policies 

A frequent obs~rvation by County 'Corrections Center and Court per­

sonnel who advise the judiciary about bond amounts when bond is set 

or reset (usually at arraignment) is that certain (suburban) munici­

pal courts set bonds "too high," e~ther at the Initial Appearance or 

at the Prel iminary .Hearing in the municipai court. Theindiv'idual 

.~~--.-.--- ----
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cannot meet the requirements of the bond in that ci ty. He spends 

the time in jail (a system average of 45.7 days elapsed between 

arrest and arraignment for those not released on bail before ar-

'raignment). Then the bail is reduced at the County hearing because 

it is perceived as "too high ."* . 

The persi stence of thi s cl aim throughout our interviewing suggests 

that it may be real, and 1S a factor in increasing the jail popu­

lation. The Project has ITO way of suggesting by how much. Since 

anyone mun i c i pal court, other than Cl eve 1 and, is res pons i b 1 e for 

only a small percentage (7.1% the highest) of bi ndovers and since 

the vast majority of individuals within the system are freed on 

ba il, it does not seem to suggest tha.:t thi s woul d be a 1 arge number. 

But using the 45.7 day average between arrest a.nd indictment and 

assuming that 40 of those jail days are within the County System, 40 

jail days saved multiplied by the number of prisoners affected could 

produce a savings in cell space. 

3. State Level 

The Corrections Centers' relationship with the state (other than 

issues around housing parolees discussed elsewhere}>is at present 

relatively dormant. The state sets jail standards (O.R.C. 5120.10} 

and Cuya,hQga County indicates no real confl ict with those standards, 

\! 

A bond is perceived as II too·n',: ghlf=~1 f .the bail type or amount exceeds that 
• normally set', given charge, known past record, personal character­
istics~ (e.g., familY, marital status, e,t,c.). 

-'\;\ 
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even though other counties have serious probl ems. If overcrowding 

persisted and led to specific violation of ·~tandardst however, the 

state. could conceiva~ly take action ·against the County. 

The more important issue is how the state will react· to its own 

overcrowding. Media reports suggest that there are 3,000 more state 

prisoners than capacity, and this number will grow. 

The fear is that as the state' s problem conti nues and grows, it wi 11 

slow down or refuse county prisoners creating a real county crisis. 

Thi s has already happened in A1 abama, New Jersey, Michigan, Texas, 

and New York. 

The County must be cognizant of this problem and be prepared to 

handle it. It must involve County officials at staff and pol icy 

levels and in all units that have responsibilities in the Correc­

tions Center. 
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VI. SUGGESTED PLAN OF ACTION 

The Project's findings are covered above. The Corrections Center popula­

tion and overpopulation is created by crime and criminals, by the way the 

Corrections Center is utilized, by how long it takes to process a case, 

and by how many accused felons are detained or released. 

Criminal justice agencies can and do engage in numerous activities to 

contain crime, and will continue to do so. These are not the concern of 

this Project. The Project was not charged with determining nor can it 
( ) 

now indicate whether a new facility should be built and, if so, of what 

type it should be. The issue is discussed in the Appendix of this re­

port. 

What is within the Project's scope is the ability to suggest some short 

and intermediate term projects for controll ing jail population. These 

projects will allow for a decrease in overcrowding, and will allow time 

for long range planning for Cuyahoga County's correctional needs and the 

communication of those needs to the public. Emphasis should be placed on 

the largest segment that being county pre-trial detainees with attention 

a 1 so to sentenced pri soners and inmates under state jurisdiction. 

The Project suggests f"ive areas where action sho.uld be taken: 

A. JOINT MUNICIPAL/COUNTY PROCESS REVIEW 

Over half the Common Pleas Crimina.l Court cases begin in a mun"ici­

pality. A large part Ot the time it takes ~o bring a case to trial 

is often absorbed by municipal processes. 36 of the 90 days avail .. 

. able to bring an individual to trial is used in the time from arrest 

to fil ing. The Common Pleas trial judge is not assigned the case 

until the Arraignment after over half of the time is used. 
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Procedures and programs shou1d be designed to reduce the tim~ it 

takes to bring a case from arrest to arraignment~ Attention would 

be devoted to the streaml ined d~l iverl; of munici pal court papers to 

the County Cl erk and other county crimi na 1 ju sti ce enti ti es and the 

county processes themselves. 

The possibility of establishing pre-trial release criteria for 

municipal courts that would pre!:;erve the integrity of those courts 

but take into account the need of the County to keep jail population 

under control should also be explored. 

This activity would have to involve municipal court judges and 

clerks and the Common Pleas court, the County Clerk, the Sheriff and 

the Board of County Cqmmissioners. 

B. INTRA COUNTY PROCESS REVIEW 

If the time of the entire pre-trial criminal justice process from 

arrest to release fran the facH ity and the time between processes 

could be reduced there would be a concurrent reduction in the use of 

the jail. This requires: 

o Plans for increasing the speed in which paper f1 ows among 

COUi~lty entities. 

o Enhancing the scheduling capabilities of the Court. 

o Fine tuning relationships among the Court, Clerk, Sheriff and 

prosecu'tor. 

... 

:1 
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Developing standards and policies about the timing of Court 

processes that, in addition to the many other factors that must _ 

take into account the p~oblems of the Corrections Center. 

Developing and/or ."edeploying resources to achieve time­

savings. 

Thi s task requires the invol vement of the Court, County, Cl erk, 

Sheriff, County Prosecutor ,and the Board of County Commissioners. 

C. INTRA COUNTY DATA REVIEW 

Cuyahoga County should have the on~oing ability to milnitor the 

County Corrections Center's inmate population, the criminal justice 

process, and the relationship between the two. In order to fully 

accomplish this, it will be necessary to improve data quantity and 

qual ity of the data retained in the current computerized Judicial 

Information System (JIS) and the Sheriff's Information System (SIS), 

to develop an effective interforce between the JIS and the SIS, and 

to computerize the County Clerk of Courts' criminal recordkeepi n9 

and information processing. 

D. UTILIZATION REVIEW 

1. Pretrial Release 

. 
•• "":~:::::::.'": ._'C. ~: ... - ':L"~""~' 

Three quarters of jail inmates are pre-trial detainees. The 

more that are released via pre-trial programs and the sooner, 

the more jail space will be freed, but this absolutely must be 

balanced against the need to assure the appearance of an indi­

viJlual at judicial proceedings and the right of citizens of the 

community to be protected against crime. The release decision 

is prima'rily a question of law and poltcy that requires careful 

balancing • 

',~ 
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The criminal justice system in the County needs to continue its 

evaluation of release programs and methods that release indivi .. 

dual s, but reduce to an a,bsol ute minimum pre-trial crime and 

failure to appear. There must be constant monitoring of the 

latter. 

The Court, Sheriff, ~lerk and Board of Conunissioners should . . 
examine the feas.ibility of additional pre-trial programming 

that takes into account the fact that there are already pre­

trial programs operating, the need to protect the community and 

protect ~he integrity-of the Court. 

2. Other Types Of Utilization 

The jaii is used as a sentencing facil ity by the Court of 

Common Pleas and municipal courts. It is also used by the 

state and federal governments to house prisoners. In this 

regard, 

o Sentencing criteria should be developed by the courts that 

takes into account the impact on the Corrections Center. 

o 

o 

The feasibility of" increasing sentencing options, both 

institutional and community, needs to be thoroughly ex­

amined. 

Procedures should be developed to minimize the time stat~ 

prisoners are. detained in the jail whether they are parole 

violators, witnesses or awaiting additional proceedings. 

0' The County should also develop contingency plans to cope 

with a backlog o1~ __ p.r_iso~4!!~~_jf __ the state, because. of its 

own overcrowding, closes .intake. 



----,--

Page 79 

This will require the parti'cipation of the Court, Sheriff, Board of 

County Commissioners and the state. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

The report provides a summary of the findings and the suggested pl an of 

action. Within 30 days .of acceRtance of thi s report by the Jail Popul a­

tion Task Force a staff group appointed by the Task Force shou1 d report 

on strategies for implementing the Plan of Action. This plan of action 

shou1 d define objecti ves, tasks to be comp1 eted and the activities that 

must be perfonned, resource requirements, time schedules and priorities. 

RMC/vc/1n' 
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Appendix A 

Special Problem of Construction 

The question of whether or not'· to build a new jail, either by adding addi-

tional floors to the existing Corrections Center or by the construction or 

renovation of new. facil ities, has never been far from the surface of this· 

Project. This study has, as outl ined in its proposal , to be seen as the first 

phase of a comprehensive review of jail issues. 

The decision to build has to be infonned by a review of issues that are beyond 

the time and resources available t.o tne project. These include cost, avail-

ability of revenues,' architectural and land use considerations, projections of 

demography and crime rate, predictions of legal charlge and developments in the 

c.orrectional field. 
)/ 

/ 
Ii 

" I: 
II \\ 

However, we will present a brief case both for and against construction \,to 

help set the stage for the future. 

The Case for Construction: 

o The ja i 1 i i)'overcrowded. Additional space, all things being equal, 

will relieve it. 

o The mere fact that the original Justice Center plan called for 12.00 

beds is an argument in favor. 

o The County and Municipal entities currently rely on facilities 

outside the Corrections Center to house pre-trial prisoners and 

incur cost as a result. 

o 'mere seemS to be a lack of sentencing' options or facil ities for 

judges, and.:; a possibility that state and city facilities now avail-

able might close. 
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o The publ ic seems to want it, or at least wants a tougher stand on 

crime. 

o Construction can be seen as humanitarian because it grants an in­

dividual more space while he is detained. 

o New programs are themselves costly, e.g., adding judges. 

Case Against Jail Construction 

o It does not sol ve th€! immediate probl em. It takes a great deal of 

time to build a jail. WMt is needed are solutions that can be 

implemented soon. 

o The probl em can be deal t wi th by procedural change and by changing 

release policy. These changes have the additional advantage of 

increasing overall system efficiency. 

o Detention is inappropriate for most individuals not found guilty of 

a crime. Al ternatives to incarcerati on and pre-trial rel ease pro­

gram are- still underutilized. 

o Building and maintaining a facility ;s very expensive. $59,000 is 

the current cost estimate per cell. ! 
II 

/} 

o Building is disruptive. It often creates community protest if it is 

located in a place close to residential or commet~cial activity. It 

disrupts, for long periods of time, the routine of a facility that 

is being added~o. 

o Circumstances, correctional philosophy, and technique may change but 
: ;, 

the community is stuck with the facility. 

, 0 It is very difficul t to predict demand for space in the future. 

Each of these considerations need be analyzed carefully. 

.' " 
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APPENDIX B 

\ 

Listing of Resource Materials 
In the Project's Library. 

I. General Overview of Jail Conditions 

II. Statistical and Research Data 

A) 
B) 
C) 

~~ 

Surveys of Jail s 
Crime Statistics . 
Criminal Justice System Statistics 
Aids for Conducting Research 
Data Systems . . 

, 

... 

IIle Infonnation of the Cuyahoga County Justice System: Including 
the Coutt of Common Pl eas and the .County Jail 

A) ·Cuyahoga County Justice System Generally 
B) Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas 
C) The Corrections Center (jail), Sheriff's Department, and 

Cleveland Poli~e Department 

IV. Statutory Information 

V. The Court System 

~~ 
C) 
D) 

VI. Bail' 

Generally 
Court Management 
Court Intake 
Prosecution/Def~nse 

VII. Pre-Trial Release 

A) 
B) 
C) 

~~-
F) 

Overview Materials 
Issues in Pre-Trial Release 
Legal Aspects of Pre-Tr{al Release 
Pre-Trial Progrcm Reports and Guidel ines 
Pre-Trial Diversion 
Research Reports and Evaluations of Pre-Trial 
Rel ease Programs 

VIII. Standards 

A) Jail Standards 
B) Legal Standards 

IX. Jail Management 

" , 
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X. Post-Conviction Materials 

Sentencing 
Correctional System Materi al s 

XI. Aspects of Crime Prevention/Crime Control 

XII. Special Projects Addressing Jail Over~rowding Issues 

XIII. Collected Bibliographies of Materials Related to Jail Overcrowding 

A) Newspapers 
B) Law Review Articles/Court Cases 
C) General Materials 

,.~ 
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1. General Overview of Jail Conditions: 

1. A Decade of Improvement for Our Sick Jail s - by Kats'ampes & Neil. 

2. The Department ,Qf Justice Can DaMore to Help Improve Conditions at 
State and Local Correctional Facilities - by the Comptroller General 
for the U.S. Congr-ess. ~ 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Jails and Justice (Chapters 3 & 4) - Edited by P. Cromwell, Jr. 

Jails:, The Ultimate Ghetto (Only Chapters 1 & 2) - by R. Goldfarb. 

Ori9.in and Development. of Jail s in America (paper) - by H. Burns, Jr. 

Our Sick Jails -by R. McGee. 

Overcrowding: Blight of a Nation by Corrections Compendium, 
Vol. V, #8., 

Probl ems in Short Term Correctional Settings ~. by M. Schneider. 

B!view of Jail Overcrowding Planning in Santa Clara County, 
Cal ifornia. 

II. Statistical and Research Data: 

(A) Surveys of Jails: 

1. American Prisons and Jails~ Vol. I: Summary and Policy Implica­
tions of a National Survey - National Institute of Justice, 
U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

2.' J1merican Prisons and Jail s Vol. II: Po u1 ation Trends and Pro~ 
']iC:"tions - Nationa Institute of, Justice, U.S. Dept. of 
Justice. 

3. J1merican Prisons and Jails, Vol In: Conditions and Costs of 
Confinement" - National Institute of, Justice, 'U.S. Dept. of 
Justice. " - . 

4. J1merican Prisons and Jails~ Vol. IV:, Supplemental Report - Case 
StUdies of New Legislation Governing Sentencing and Release -
National Institute of Justice, U. S. Dept. of Justice. 

5. 
i~ 

American Prisons and Jail s Vol. V: Suppl emental Report- Adul t 
'Pre-Release Facilities -~atio"al' Institute of' Justice, U.S. 
Dept. of Justice • 

. : " 

6. Census of Jail 5, 1978~ Vol. I: Data for Individu'al' Jail s in the 
Northeast' '- Bv.reau' of ~Justi.ce, Statistics, 'U.S. Dept. of 
justice. ',,' " 

. ~ 
7; 

rl ' 

Census of Jails, 1978~ Vol. VI: Data for Individual JailS in 
the North CentraLRegi~n ~ Bureau, of Justice Sta,tisticS,(,J., J:~S. 
Dept. of Justice.,.· , .' ,,' ". I' 

\ 
~! 
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8. 

9. 
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Census of Jails, 1978, Vol. III: Data for Individual Jails ~n. 
the Sout~ - Bureau of Justice Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Justlce. 

Census of Jails, 1978, Vol. IV: Data for Individual Jails in' 
the West - Bureau' of Justice Statistics, Dept. of Justice. 

10. Monthly Population Report - January 1982 
County Correction Center. 

by The Cuyahoga 

11. Profile of Jail Inmates: Sociodemographic Findings from the 
1978 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails - Bureau of Justice Sta­
tistics, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

II. Statistical and Research Data: 

(B) Crime Statistics: 

1. Crime in Ohio 1979: Uniform Crime Reporting Statistics - by 
Ohio Bureau of Criminal Identification & Investigation. 

2. Crime in the United States: 1976 Uniform Crime Reports 
issued by the FBI, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

3. Crime in the United States - 1980 Uniform Crime Reports 
issued by the FBI, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

4. 1979 Annual Report: Cleveland Police Department by WilHam 
Hanton, Chief of Police, City of Cleveland. 

II. Statistical and Research Data: 

II. 

(C) Criminal Justice System Statistics: 

1. 

2. 

1979 Annual Statistical Report: Cuyahoga County Court of 
Common Pl eas, Adul t Probation Department - ~y. Cuyahoga County 
Court of Common Pleas; Leo M. Spellacy, Presldlng Judge; Joseph 
Janesy, Cheif Probation Officer. 

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics - 1980 - Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Ju~tice. ' 

Statistical an'j Research Data: 
:i 

(D) Aids for Conducting Research~ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Pre-
ustice 

Handbook of Resources for Criminal Justice Evaluators -
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
L.E.A.A., U.S. Dept. of Justice. ' 

Measuring Corrections Performance - by G. Gri~zle for the 
National Institute of Justice, U.S. ~ept. of Justlce. 

" 1 
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4. Measuring Court Performance - by Cook and Johnson for the 
Research Triangle Institute. 

5. Measuring Pol ice Agency Performance - by G. Whftaker, et al,­
for L. E.A.A., National Institute of Justice, U!S. Dept. of __ 
Justice. 

6. Performance Measurement for Prosecution and Public Defense _ by 
J. Jacoby for ,the Bureau of Soci al Science Research, Inc. 

7. Performance Standards and Goals for Pretrial Release and Diver­
sions: Rel ease - by The Board of Directors of the National 
~ssociation of Pre-Trial Services Agencies. 

II. Statistical and Research Data: 

(E) Data Systems: 

1. Automated Bail Agency Data Base, District of Columbia Bail 
Agency - by I.B.M. 

2. :ammon Pleas Court Data Base. 

3. Judici~1-Information System (J.I.S.): Court of tommon Pleas 
by I.B.M. 

4. Sheriff Information Sys~em (S.l.S.): Operating Instructions. 

II 1. Information Pertaining to the Cuyahoga County Justice System:_ Incl ud~~Q. 
the Courts of Common Pleas and the County Jail: 

(A) The County Justice System Generally: 

1. Criminal Justice in Cl evel and: Repor'ts of the Cl evelatid FoLin­
dation Survey of the Administration of Criminal Justice in 
Cleveland, Ohio - by R. Fosdick, et al - Directed and Edited by 
Roscoe Pound and Felix Frankfurter. 

2. Criminal Justice System Handbook. 

3. Report on Bail in Cuyahoga County - by K~tz & Cl ancy for the 
CommiSSion on Catholic Community Action. 

4. Various Jail Forms and Reports. 

III. Information Pertaining to the Cuyahoga County Justice System: Including 
the Courts of Common Pleas and the County Jail: 

(B) I 

The Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas: 

1. Common Pleas Court Data Base. 

2. The Felony Processing System in Cuyahoga County, Ohio - by the 
Institute for Court Management. 
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3. 1979 Annual Statistical Report: Cuyahoga County Court of 
Common Pleas, Adult Probation Department -- by Cuyahoga County 
Court of Common Pl eas; Leo M. Spell acy, Presiding Judge; Joseph 
J~nesc, Chief Probation Officer. . 

III. Informaticn Pertaining to the Cuyahoga County Justice System: Including 
the Courts of CornmonPleas and the County Jail: 

(C) The Corrections Center (Jail), Sheriff's Department, and Cl evel and 
Police Dep~rtment: 

1. Corrections Center Floor Plan - From Plans of the Cuyahoga 
County Justice Center - by Pringle, Patrick and Partners, 
Architects. 

2. 1971 Annual Re ort Phase 
I - by J. W. Payne, Editor; for the Governmental Research 
Institute Administration of Justice Committee. 

3. Inmate's Information Pamphl et: . Rights and Responsibil ities -
by Wal ter Brown, Warden; Cuyahoga County Sheriff's Department 
Correction's Center. 

4. Materials Related to the Construction of the Justice Center. 

5. Monthly Popul ation Report - January 1982 - by _ the Cuyahoga 
County Corrections Center. 

6.' 1979 Annual Report: Cl evel and Pol ice Department 
Hanton, Chief of Police, City of Cleveland. 

by William 

7. 1979 Annual Report of the Cuyahoga County Sheriff's Department -
Gerald McFaul, Sheriff. 

8. Rules for the Regulation of the Cuyahoga County Jail - Promul­
gated by the Judges of the Common Pl eas Court of Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio; Leo M. Spellacy, Presiding Judge. . 

9. Sheriff Information System (S.I.S.) Operating Instructions. 

IV. Statutory Information: 

1. The Criminal Code and its Interpretation - by O. Schroeder and L. 
Katz - From Schroeder-Katz Ohio Criminal Law (Chapter 3). 

2. Jail References in the Ohio Revised Code. 

3. Ohio Criminal Law: 1787-1974 - by O. Schroeder & L. Katz - From 
Schroeder-Katz Ohio Criminal Law (Chapter 1). 

4. Ohio Revised Code Title 29: Crimes - Procedure - by Baldwin Pub. Co. 
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v. The Court System: 

v. 

V. 

(A) The Court System Generally:, 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society - A Report- by the 
Presidents Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. 

Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice - by C. Silberman. ---­

Improving the Criminal Justice System in the United States: 
Selected.Excerpts.and Ref~rences Relating to the National De­
bate ~OP1CS for Hlgh School s 1976-1977 - Compi 1 ed by the Con­
gresslonal Research Service, Library of Congress. 

Sourcebook of Crimi'nal Justice Statistics - 1980 - Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

The Court System: 

(8) Court Management: 

1. 

2. 

. 3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

ABA Standards for Criminal Justice, 2nd Edition 
- The American Bar Association. 

Court ~fforts to Reduce Pre-Trial Delay: A National Inventory _ 
ExecutlVe Summary -. by P. Ebener for the Institute for Civil 
Justice - Avail abl e from Cl evel and-Marshall School ~ of- i..aw-­
Library (Call #: AS-36-R3-R-2732/1). 

Court Efforts to Reduce Pre-Trial Delay: A National Inventory _ 
by P. Ebener for the Institute for Civil Justice - Avail abl e 
from Cl evel and-Marshall School of Law Library (Call #: AS-36-
R3-R--2732) • 

Court Management Progress Reports, 1974-1975. 

Judicial Information System: Court of Cammon Pleas - by I.B.M. 

Measuring Court Performance - by Cook and Johnson -for" the 
Resea~ch Triangle Institute. 

Task ~orce Report~ The Courts - by the Task Force on. Admini­
stratlon of Justice, The President's Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice. 

The Court System: 

(C) Court Intake: 

1. 

;$j 
j 
1 
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2. Court Intake Services Unit Operations Manual 
Common Pleas Cou~t, General Division. 

Lucas County 

3. Criminal Justice Central Intake Proqram: Concepts and Gu ide- . 
1 ines - by J. Gal vin, A Product of Phase I of the Jail Demon­
stration Project. 

4. EarlL.Case Assessment: An Evaluation - by the Vera Institute 
of Justic.e. 

V. The Court System: 

(D) Prosecution/Defense: 

VI. Bail 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1. Performance Measurement for Prosecution and Public Defense - by 
J. Jacoby for the Burreau of S.:lcial Science Research, Inc. 

Automated Bail Agency Data Base, District of Columbia Bar Agenc~ _ 
by I.B.M. 

-. 
Bail Bond Refonn in Kentucky and Oregon - by Kannensohn & Howard for 
the Council of State Governments. 

Report on Bail in CUyahoga County - by Katz & Clancy for the Commis­
sion on Catholic Community Action. 

VII. Pre-Trial Release: 

(A) Overview Materials: 

1. Citati?" R~l ease: An Al ternative to Pre-Tri al Rel,ease; Concepts 
~nd GUldellnes - by Walter H. Busher for the Jail Demonstration 
Project. 

2..Instead of Jail, Vol. 2: Alternatives to Pretrial Detention _ 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal. Justice, 
L.E.A.A., U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

3. Pretrial Release Programs - by Thomas, et al for the National 
EV'al uation Program. 

4. Pre-Trial Screening in Perspective - by Joan E. Jacoby for the 
National Evaluation Program, Phase One Report, L.E.A.A., U .. S. 
Dept. of Justice. 

VII. Pre-Trial Release: 

(B) Issues in Pre-Trial Release: 

1. Instead of Jail: Pre and Post-Trial Alternatives 'to Jail In­
carc:ration Vol. I: Issues and Programs in Brief - by National 
Instltute of Law EnforCement and Criminal Justice, L. E .A.A. , 
U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

- 7 -

2. The Pretri al Reporter - by the Pretri al Services Resources 
Center. 

3. Pre-Trial Services Annual Journal, Volume IV - Edited by Alan 
Henry for the Pretrial Services Resource Center. 

4. Proceedinjs of the National Symposium on Pretrial Services 1979 -
Ed: Waggner & Jacobs. 

VII. Pre-Trial Release: 

(C) Legal Aspects of Pre-Trial Release: 

1. ABA Standards for Criminal Justice, 2d Edition 
- The American Bar Association. 

Chapter 10 - Pretrial Release (Complete) 
Introduction 
Part I - General Principles 
Part I! - Rel ease by Pol ice Action Without an 
Arrest Warroant 
Part II! ., Issuai1ce of Summons in Lieu of 
Arrest Warrant 
Part IV - Rel ease by Judge at Fi rst Appearance 
or Arraignment 
Part V - The Release Decision 

Chapter 11 - Discovery and Procedure 
Introduction 
Part I - General Principl es (Procedural Neerts 
Before Trial) 

2. Failure to Appear: What Does it Mean? How Can It Be Measured? -
by M. P. Kirby for Pretrial Services Resource Center. 

3. Ten Percent Deposit Bail 
vices Resource Center. 

by D. Al an Henry for Pret.rj al 5er-

VII. Pre-Trial Relase: 

(D) Pretrial Program Reports and Guidelines: 

1. District of Columbia Pretrial Services Agency Handbook on 
Procedure ... April 1979. '. '.' 

2. District Qf Columbia Pretr1alServices Agency Recommendation 
Guidelines - June 1980. . . . . 

3. Jan overcrowdinJ and Pretrial Detainee Prgram ... LEAA Program 
Bri.ef, Dept. of ustice. 

4. Report of the D.C. Pretrial Services Agency - 1979. 

" \ 
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VII. Pre-Trial Release: 

(E) Pretrial Diversion: 

1. 

2. 

The Diversion of FeJony Arrests: An Experiment. in Pretri?l 
Intervention - A Report of the Vera Institute s Eval uatl0n of 
the Court Employment Program. 

Instead of Jail Vol. 3: Alternatives to Prosecution - National 
Institute of L~w Enforcement and Criminal Justice, L. E.A.A. , 
U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

VII. Pre-Trial Release: 

(F) Research Reports and Evaluations of Pretrial Release Programs: 

Jail Overcrowding and P~etrail Detenti~n: A Program Evaluation 
1. for 5/79-9/80, Executive Sunrnary - SOCl al Systems Re~earch and 

Evaluation Qivision of the Denver Research Instltute for 
L. E.A.A •• 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Jail Overcrowding and Pretrial Detention: A Progriif!l Eva~u~t~on 
for 5/79-9/80 - "Social Systems Research and Evaluatlon DW1Sl0n 
of the Denver Research Institute for L.E.A.A •• 

Performance Standards and Goals for Pretrial Release and D~ver­
sion: Rel ease - by The Board of Dir:ectors of the Nat10nal 
Associ ation of Pre-Tri al Ser'l/i.ces Agenc,'~as. 

Pretri al Rel ease: A National' Eval uation of Practices a~d Out­
comes - Summary and Policy Analysis - by the Lazar Instltute of. 
Washington, D.C •• 

Pretrial Release: A National Evaluation of Pract'ices and Out­
comes - Vol. I: Chapters 4, 5, 6 and Appendix B (Methodology) 
by The Lazar Institute. 

Pretrial Release: A National Evaluation of Practices and Out­
comes - the Nat10nal Evaluatlon Program, phas~ 11 Report - by 
M. Toborg for the National Institute of Justlce, U.S. D~pt. of 
Justice. 

Pretrial Intervention Strategies: An Ev~luation of Pol icy-
Rel ated Research and Pol iCYl(aker PerceptlOnC) - National Pre,,:, 
Trial Intervention Service enter. 

Recent Research Findings in Pretrial Release - by M. P. Kirby 
for Pretrial Services Resource Cen~er. 

VIII. Standards: 

(A) Jail Standards: 

1. Minimum Standards for Jail s in Ohio - Bureau of Ad~l ~ De~ention 
Facil ities and Services, Ohio Department of Rehabllltatl0n and 
Correction. 

- 9 -

2. State Minimum Jail Standards - 1978 - Department of Rehabilita~ 
tion and Correction. 

VII 1. Standards: 

IX. 

X. 

, 

(B) Legal Standards: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

ABA Standards for Criminal J.ustice, 2nd Editio~ 
- The American Bar ASSOCiation. 

_ ... - ~-

Speedy Trial (2nd Edition, Tentative Draft) - ABA Standards 
Relating to the Administration of Criminal Justice, by the 
American Bar Association. 

Felony Case Preparation: Qual ity Counts - Interim Report, the 
Vera Institute's Evaluation of the N. Y. City Pol ice Dept.' s 
Felony Case Preparation Project, Executive Summary. 

Jail Management Materials: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Jail Management: A Course for Jail Administrators ~ Independent 
Study: Book 2: Personal. & Fiscal Management U.S. Bureau 
Prisons. of -

-:J~a __ il~M __ a_n:i:" ag ..... em-=--e'-:-nt.-:""'"-: __ A_C;,.;;o __ u"':-rso:-e----;:t~r J ail Adm i n i s trators - I nd epend en t 
Study: Book 4: Community Relations - U.S. Bureau of Prisons. 

Jail Population Management Plan for Toledo-Lucas County 
County Corrections Coordinating Council. Lucas 

Measuring Corrections Performance - by G. Grizzl e for the National 
Institute of Justice, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

PrinCiples of County Jail Administration and Management - by Kalinich 
and Postill. 

Post Conviction Materials: , . 

(A) Sentencing: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

ABA Standards for Criminal Justice!, 2nd Edition 
C - The American Bar Association.-

Alternatives to Incarceration: A Thoughtful Approach to Crime 
and Punishment - by the Unitarian Universal ist Service Commit­tee. 

Instead of Jail, Vol. 4: Sentencing the Misdemeanant -.National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, L.E.A.A., 
U.S. Dept. of Justice. 



4. 

5. 

s 
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The New York Community Service Sentencing Project: Dev~lopment 
of the Bronx Pilot Project - by M. Smith, Vera Instltute of 
Justice. 

The Sourcebook on Alternatives to Prison in California - Report 
to Joint Rules Committee of the California Legislature - by the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency. 

Xo Post Conviction Materials: 

(B) Correctional System Materials: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

After Conviction:· A Definative and Compell inS Study of the 
Afflerlcan Correctlonal System - by Goldfarb & lnger. 

Community-Based Correctional Programs Can Do More to Help 
Offenders - Report to the Congress by the ~ontrol1 er General. 

Cuyahoga County Adult Corrections. and Rehabilitation Program: 
1975 - Board of County Commissioners Cuyahoga County. 

Release Procedures - by National Information Center. 

State of Ohio Unified Correctional Master Plan The Ohio 
Department of Rehabilitation & Correction, The Ohio Department 
of Economic and Community Development. 

XI. Aspects of Crime Prevention/Crime Control: 

1. 

2. 

"3. 

4. 

The Challenge of Crime in A Free Society - A Report by the Presi­
dents Commission- O:'l Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. 

The Cl inical Pred"iction of Violent Behavior - by J. Monahan for U.S. 
Department of Health & Human Services - Part of the Crime and Delin­
quency Series. 

Crime Control Theory: Research on Effects of Criminal Sanctions -
by the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice - by C. Silberman. 

5. The Honest Politician's ,Guide to Crime Control 
Hawkins. 

by Morri sand 

6. Serious Juvenile Offenders In Ohio: A Review of Trends, Programs, 
and Issues Related to Juveniles Who have Conunitted Violent and Other 
Serious Offenses - by J. Davis, et al for the Federation for Commu­
nity Planning. 

XII. Special Projects Addressing Jail Overcrowding Issues: 

1. 
Justice egional 

2. 

3. 

- 11 ~ 

Agenda: March 26, 1981 Meeting of the Criminal Justice Coordinating 
Council - by the Toledo/Lucas County Criminal Justice Regional Plan-
ning Unit. . 

Bail Bond Reform in Kentucky and Oregon ~ by Kannensohn & Howard for 
the Council of State Governments. ' 

4. Community Service Offers New Alternative - by J. Penna - In Criminal 
Justice Report. 

5. Exempl ary Projects - National Institute of Justice, U.S.·- Dept. of 
Justice. 

6. Jail Overcrowding Project Information Report 
ProJect Of Sacramento. 

Jail Overcrowding 

7. Jail Overcrowding Projects in Other Localities. 

8. Jail Popul ation Management Pl an for Tol edo-Lucas County - by·· Lucas 
County Corrections Coordinating Council. 

9. Review of Jail Overcrowding Planning in Santa Clara County, California. 

10. Strategies to Reduce Local Jail Overcrowding - by the Office of the 
Inspector General, State of Florida Dept. of Corrections-,;- ... - . -"-

XI II. Coll ected Bibl iographies of Materi al s Rel ated to Jail Overcrowd ing: 

.. (A) Newspapers: 

I. Criminal Justice Topics - The Justice Center, County Jail, 
Sheriff - by Cleveland Press, Plain Dealer. 

XIII. Coll ected Bibl iographies of Material s Rel ated to Jail Overcrowding: 

(B) Law Review Articles/Court Cases: 

1. Law Review Articles on Prison/Jail Conditions, Ja·il/Prison 
Reforms - Compil ed from Reader's Guide to Legal Periodical s. 

XIII. Collected Bibliographies of Materials Related to Jail Over~rowding: 

( C) Gener'a 1 Materi a 1 s: 

BG/bb 
BB12/A 

1. Overcrowding in Correctional Institutions: Selected Biblio­
graphy - by Johnson & Kravitz for the-National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice" L.E.A.A., U.S. Dept. of 
Justice. 

2. Selective Notification of Information #172, March 1982 - by the 
National Criminal Justice Reference Service, National Institute 
of Justice, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 

r 
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1. ARREST: SUSPECT PLACED IN POLICE 
,CUSTODY WITH OR WITHOUT A WARRANT. 

2. POLICE DECISION: WHETHER OR NOT 
AND TO WHOM CHARGE(S) ARE 
PRESENTEO. 

3. MUNICIPAL PROSECUTOR DECISION: 
WHqHER OR NOT TO FILE CHARGE(S). 

4.' INITIAL COURT APPEARANCE: COMPLAINT IS 
READ; DEFENDANT IS INFORMED OF CIVIL 
RIGnTS AND RIGHTS TO COUNSEL, PRELIMINARY 
HEARING (IF NOT INDICTED), BAIL IS SET 
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CAN I;JE INCARCERATED IN EITHER MUNICIPAL 
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5. COURT DECISION: NOTE THAT CH. 
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INCREASED OR DISMISSED. 
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18. PSYCHIATRIC CLINIC: INDIV IDUAL IS 
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B.EFORE SENTEN'cING IS CREDITED, TO 

,THE INDIVIDUALS SENTENCE. 

21. PROBATION: COURT SET CONDITIONS 
FOR RELEASE ON PROBATJON. 

22. INCARCERATION: INCARCERATION CAN 
BE ,TN A ST~TE INSTITUtIO~, THE 
COUNTY JAIL, THE HOUSE dF tOR­
RECTIONS (WORKHOUSE) OR OTHER 
AVAILABLE DETENTION FACILITY. 

23 • VIOLATES TERMS: PROBATION OFFICER 
BEGINS VJOLATION PRO,CEEDINGS AS 
APPROPRIATE. ~ 

24~ PROBABLE CAUSE HEARING: DETERMINE 
WHETHER OR NOT A PROBATION VIOLATI 
HAS OCCURRED. 
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I 4-.:>-~J:~LS CONVICTION_. . APPEALS tONVICTION i ,,?- -,---... __ .--_ ....... _ .. -.. 
~.-.1:) :. 

·m ::l> :0 .. ~ PROBATION 

DEPARTMENT 
DISPOSITIONAL 

"HEARING 
------mf.- _~§b.E¥8.V~ '.' .. ___ _ _____ _ 

!GJ 
·c .-Zr' 
.'-i 
:-< 
• • • • 
i 
I 
! , 

NO GUILTY 

SYCHIATRIC 

I 
I 
~~ 
Zl~ 
w(.:J 

zl~. 
wl~ UJUJ 

~I> a..~ 

I 

--------XAM(S) 

'CHIATRIC 
CLINIC 

II! S. L 

REPORT' 

19. 

SENTENCE 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

t 

.-JI 
~I 

,..--"---, ~ I 

FAILS TO APPEAR 

I· 
I 
I. 
I 

+ 
" 22. 

INCARCERATKJN 

PROBATION 
DEPAR1MENT 

DISCHARGE 

-~ 

. ;:. 

~ I 
~I~ ~ 

fi'1~ / R£I "1 ~ ~I~ ~ ww ~ 
~I ~ ------

I 
• 

• · I -
~/ 
~ 
V) 

I 
• 
I -

~ 
h:: _JIo:; ; • 

26. 
HELD TRANS PORT 

PSYCHiATRIC 
REPORT 

JAgL : I - $ ..... ! 

"" ~ SHfRIFF \ 4 _____ !!!'!LR!!!.1!!~C~~£.... ___ ~_J TR;:~:~RT; 
, EJ" · e f:? CAPtAS: QJ ~ • 

in SUMMONED : : COST j 5 I 
---,-f\D-+-I---- BAIL .-••••• -.~ : INDICT- ~ • 

.• 41 I 
• JOURNAL ,. . .............. --C.~~:~ .... ; ......... e ••••••••••• e •• ~ ••••••••••••••••• ~ .......... ~{1~~[:! ..•• G ............. 5 ... D ................. ~ .................. ~ ..... ~~~~::~ .............................................................. ~ .. D--..! 

BAIL 

-------------------- ---- --.------------- --(k'-\ 
S TERMS: PROBATION "OFFICER 
VIOLATION PROCEED I NGS(AS-,c," 
lATE. , ,~ 

E CAUSE HEARING: DETERMINES 
OR NO:r .A PROBATION VIOLATION 

lRRED •. 

" 25. 

26. 

COUNTY JAIL: THE COUNTY JAIL 
IS USED TO INCARCERATE INDIVI­
DUALS SENTENCED FOR FELONIES 
AND/OR MISDEMEANORS. 

TRANSPORT: THE SHERIFF TRANSPORTS 
SENTENCED INDIVIDUALS AND PAPERS 
TO THE STATE IN~,TITUTION WITHIN 
5 DAYS OF RECEIPT OF PAPERS FROM 
THE COUNTY CLERK OF COURTS. 

--
_c.. 

-- .. - -- -- -- -- --.~ 

" 
FELONY' CASE SYSTEM II 

IIII!- -- -- __ a -- _IC·~_ --
'27. HOLDER: TRANSPORT CAN BE DELAYED' 

BY JUDICIAL ORDER. E.G., INMATE 

(.J 

TO BE TRIED ON OTHER MATTER, RESOLVE 
PERSONAL AFFAIRS, PROBATION.VIOLATION. 

28. HOUSE OF CORRECTIONS: USED AS A 
SENTENCING FACILITY FOR FELON I ES 

'BY COUNTY UNDER SOME CIRCUMSTANCES; 
ALSO USED FOR MISDEMEANORS AND' 
FOR PRE-TRIAL gETENTION. 

." -- -- --" -- -- --
29. APPELLATE COURT REVIEW: INDIVIDUAL 

CAN APPEAL TRIAL COUR, FINDING; 
" WHILE AWAITING APPEAL. HE CAN BE 

RELEASED ON BAIL. HELD IN JAIL OR 
SENT TO STATE FACILITY DEPENDING ON 

. CIRCUMSTANCE. . 
" 

I 

-
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26. 
TRANS PORT 

RAN SPORT 
ORDER 

...J 

:::! I, 
----- CZl ~ 

,COST "" ~ 
------~ I-.. 

INDICT- ~ 

I · I 
I 
• 
I · I 
I 
• 
I 
I · I .. 
I · I 
• 
I 
• 
I 

29'APPElLATE ~ ...... ' 

i~~E~' ~ i /', ~ ~ L II II 
",'COUNTY', ~::; 

L ___ ~ GR~IID~< PROSECUTOR 
N£ W TRIAL "...QECI~I~'" Q I I 

PAROLE 
BOARD 
REVIEW 

'T ~ II o~zll 
;- ...EQ.R~..I' ;;j WARRANT 

C~E ~' 

~ I~i 

PAROLE 

GRANTE~ 
ADULT )- 33. ~ II () I 

PA, ROLE _ - ~ ~~B_ TERMS ~ , (J)>m I 
AUTHORiTY vIOLATED 
~-~i- ':~ I UJ 

PAROLE DENIED 
~----~----------~ 

I -
I 
I 

~ :~ >f~ I (J) I 
0)1 • c.-) ::0 I -< I 
<i ...... zlO (J) 

::~ r Qrl ~ I 
• PROBABLE I I 

CAUSE I I 

HEARING I I 
r~-~~~~~~~~~~~------J 
I 

." 
~." 

REVOCATION 
~--

• _____ ~fJ1! 

REVOKED HEARING 

I I 
i REARREST "'.,:,' REARREST I I 
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___ • _____ I!II ______ - ---------------_______ • _____ • - .. --_____ .1-_____ .______________ _ _ 
lEW: INDIVIDUAL 
Rr FINDING; 
,l, HE CAN BE 
,LD IN JAIL OR 
TY DEPENDING ON 

30. STATE FACILITY: 'IF INMATE IS'TRANS­
PORTED TO STATE FACILITY, HErS UNDER 
STATE JURISDICTION; HE MAY BE RETURNED 

'TO COUNTY FACILITIES TO BeHELD WHILE 
HE SERVES AS A WITNESS, HAS A SHOCK 
PROBATION HEARING, FOR OTHER PRO­
CEEDINGS, ETC. 

il ) . 
31. INMA,J)?":OECISION: AFTER SPENDING Ai 

PRESCRIBED ,AMOUNT OF TIME IN THE 
INSTITUTION, AN INDIVIDUAL CAN ASK: 
TO BE RELEASED ON PAkoLE. .1 

32. BOARD DECISION: THE BOARD, FOLLOWING 
ITS REGULATIONS, DECIDES WHETHER OR 
NOT TO PAROLE AND ON WHAT CONDITIONS. 

33. SUB CHOICE: PAROLEE CAN FULFILL 
COND IT IONS, CAN BE DETECTED VIOLATING 
CONDITIONS OR BE ARRESTED~OR A NEW 
CRIME. .. 

I, 
i" 
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