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Foreword
 

During the past 30 years, jails nationwide have become crowded in response to policy shifts in 

the criminal justice system, including the clampdown on driving under the influence, the adoption 

of mandatory arrests for domestic violence, and the “get tough” approach to many drug crimes. 

Crowding can create serious management problems, compromising the safety of both inmates 

and staff. Therefore, it is essential that jurisdictions adopt comprehensive, effective strategies to 

address the problem of crowding in our nation’s jails. 

Jails are part of a complex criminal justice system whose policies and practices directly influ­

ence total bed need. As such, jail planning cannot be done in a vacuum. Any consideration of 

future jail bed need must take place within the context of a discussion about how to manage the 

larger criminal justice system more effectively. Jail planning and system planning are one and the 

same. Emerging information technology provides us with unprecedented potential for analyzing 

the dynamics of the complex criminal justice system and forecasting and managing jail capacity 

needs. 

This guide describes key population management strategies that have as their foundation the 

necessity of holding offenders accountable while making judicious use of detention resources. 

This guide also makes the case for the importance of identifying offenders who pose higher risks 

and targeting them for the most intensive correctional resources, making available a full continu­

um of alternatives to jail, relying on evidence-based sanctions and quality treatments, and build­

ing in transition and stepdown options from jails. 

For better or for worse, all local systems will change. The question is not whether, but how, poli­

cies will change. We hope that this document will assist jurisdictions as they implement program 

strategies designed to plan for, respond to, and manage change, while making the most efficient 

use of existing resources. 

Morris L. Thigpen 
Director 

National Institute of Corrections 
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•	 Adherence	to	evidence-based	practices. 

•	 Sanction	policies	and	programs. 

•	 Jail	stepdown,	reentry,	and	discharge	services. 

•	 Routine	examination	of	system	data. 

Each strategy includes examples of the related 

data this guide identifies for collection and offers 

examples of the relationship between the strategy 

and	jail	management.	Jurisdictions	will	want	to	 

supplement those data with a qualitative review 

of their system. In the end, this review can take 

many forms:2 

•	 Review	of	local	policies	(booking,	bail,	 
sanctions, etc.). 

•	 Conformance	to	standards	(e.g.,	National	 
Association	of	Pretrial	Services	standards).	 

•	 Inventory	of	existing	programs. 

•	 Analysis	of	outcome	data. 

•	 Review	of	existing	and	pending	state	 
legislation. 

•	 Review	of	new	and	pending	state	corrections	 
policies. 

•	 Review	of	available	incentives	and	sanctions. 

Booking Decisions 
Police	availability,	cite-and-release	policies,	 

booking fees, and the availability of commu­

nity alternatives all affect jails. Too often, jails 

become the only option for law enforcement offi­

cers, especially when jurisdictions try to resolve 

issues involving persons who suffer from mental 

disorders or who are social inebriates. The jail is 

not an appropriate or proportionate response to 

mental illness and public intoxication, conditions 

that are better treated as public health issues. 

Creating	prearrest	and	prebooking	options	in	 

the community has helped some localities divert 

these groups from jail. 

Jurisdictions	can	use	the	data	this	guide	recom­

mends for collection as a starting point. They 

may use the data to discuss cite-and-release 

Jail Capacity Planning Guide 

policies and 

a continuum 

of prebook­

ing alterna­

tives and 

then develop 

programs 

and policies 

to divert low-risk inmates who would be better 

served in a nonjail setting. 

Examples of Data 
Recommended for Collection 
•	 Incarceration	rates	(source:	jail	 
admissions	trend	analysis). 

•	 Bookings	by	arresting	agency	 
(source:	case-processing	study). 

Pretrial Release Decisions 
and Services 
Pretrial	services	programs	are	an	indispensable	 

component of an efficient criminal justice sys­

tem. Expediting release and reducing pretrial 

failures and rearrest are two ways a full-service 

pretrial services program supports jail popula­

tion	management	goals.	Pretrial	staff	supply	the	 

courts with accurate information about a defen­

dant to inform decisionmaking, support the early 

appointment of defense counsel, identify diver­

sion candidates, monitor pretrial jail inmates to 

facilitate timely bail reviews, and monitor, track, 

and supervise pretrial defendants. 

Pretrial	programs	are	a	fundamental	contribu­

tor to enlightened population management. The 

results	are	compelling:	Research	shows	a	direct	 

correlation between jail crowding and the amount 

of coverage a pretrial services program offers. 

Jurisdictions	with	pretrial	services	programs	 

that operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week are 

less	likely	to	have	crowded	jails	(i.e.,	those	that	 

exceed capacity).3 However, a well-managed 

jail is associated not only with access to pretrial 

services but also with the timeliness of those 

services.	Jurisdictions	with	pretrial	services	pro­

grams that interview defendants before their ini­

tial court appearance are less likely to have a jail 

that exceeds its rated capacity.4 

The role pretrial program staff play in the early 

assignment of defense counsel also has an effect 

on the jail. According to one study, defendants 
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not represented by an attorney at their initial 

appearance are less likely to be released on their 

own recognizance and more likely to have an 

unaffordable bail set, which contributes to higher 

detention rates.5 

One county that documented the positive effect 

of	a	pretrial	program	was	Montgomery	County,	 

MD.	After	the	first	year	of	program	operation	in	 

the early 1990s, the county measured decreases in 

the average number of jail days for pretrial defen­

dants, reductions in failure-to-appear rates for 

defendants	released	on	pretrial	supervision	(the	 

lowest rates in 5 years), and low rearrest rates.6 

Pima	County,	AZ,	put	together	a	fast-track	pro­

gram to monitor the pretrial jail population by 

providing routine bail review for defendants not 

released at their initial appearance. The program 

involved the collection of additional information 

that could form the basis of a release plan. The 

county gave pretrial staff the authority to sched­

ule bond hearings. Experts credit the program 

with reducing the felony pretrial jail population 

by 20 percent.7 

Examples of Data Recommended for Collection 
•	 Percentage	of	inmates	in	pretrial	status	(source:	jail	 
snapshot). 

•	 Pretrial	release	rate	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 Pretrial	release	type	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 Pretrial	failure-to-appear	rate	(source:	case-
processing	study).	 

•	 Rearrest	rate	(source:	case-processing	study). 

Additional	information	to	collect	as	part	of	a	qualitative	 
review	may	include	the	availability	of	services	for	veri-
fication,	bail	review,	a	failure-to-appear	investigation,	 
identification	of	diversion	candidates,	and	a	review	of	 
policies	and	procedures. 

Classification and Objective 

Risk Assessment 

Reliance	on	an	objective	assessment	of	the	level	 

of risk an inmate poses ensures the rational 

allocation of jail resources. A reliable, validated 

classification instrument is also a population 

management tool in that it provides objective 

information that jurisdictions can use to modify 

risk thresholds in response to population pres­

sures.	Classification	instruments	are	used	across	 

the criminal justice system, from pretrial release 

decisionmaking and jail classification to proba­

tion supervision and sanction decisions. 

Criminal	justice	systems	use	classification	and	 

risk-assessment instruments in the following 

contexts: 

•	 Jail	classification. 

•	 Pretrial	risk	assessment.	 

•	 Determining	the	risk	of	offender	recidivism.	 

•	 Forced	release. 

•	 Sentencing	guidelines	that	take	into	account	 
the offender’s probability of reoffending. 

•	 Level	and	intensity	of	supervision	required. 

•	 Structured	sanction	guidelines. 

•	 Jail	stepdown. 

•	 Assessment	of	offender	risk	and	need	for	 
program referral. 

Jail	planning	and	alternative	program	planning	 

must go together. Analyzing in-custody and 

probation	(community	supervision)	populations	 

by risk can help counties determine how many 

resources to fund. A starting point might be to 

assess whether high-risk/high-needs offenders are 

accessing programs. 

In the case of jail classification, an objective 

assessment of risk can help ensure that inmate 

management decisions are consistent and reli­

able. It can also help spare jails the costs associ­

ated	with	overclassification	(which	leads	to	more	 

intense management and longer stays) and litiga­

tion	(an	objective	classification	scheme	provides	 

more legal defensibility). Other benefits include 

improved efficiency and public safety. 

Defendant	information	that	police,	jail,	and	 

pretrial release staff collect is vital to helping 
11 
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jurisdictions make quick and informed release/ 

detention decisions that promote efficiency in 

the criminal justice system, effective jail man­

agement, and, ultimately, public safety. In fact, 

national data indicate that pretrial programs that 

rely on subjective assessments of risk are more 

than twice as likely to have a jail that exceeds its 

capacity than pretrial programs that rely exclu­

sively on an objective risk assessment.8 

The recommendations for data col-
Examples of Data lection and analysis presented in 
Recommended for Collection this guide provide an opportunity 
•	 Jail	inmate	classification	 to review the use and application of 
(source:	jail	snapshot). risk-assessment instruments across 

Note: Some jurisdictions will want to consider a the criminal justice system. Objective separate and more detailed analysis of their jail 
classification instrument as part of this study. risk assessment should also be used 

to guide decisions about diversion, 

supervision intensity, and the response to 

noncompliance. 

Adjudication Policies 
and Practices 
The adjudication of defendants includes decision 

points, such as the charging and filing decision, 

that influence case outcome and, ultimately, the 

jail. The case-processing study this guide outlines 

affords jurisdictions an opportunity to look at this 

process in great detail, offering them, in most 

cases, the first indepth examination of their case-

processing system. 

The case-processing analysis examines many 

factors, including the appointment of defense 

counsel	(which	contributes	to	the	speed	of	case	 

resolution and the final outcome), policies on 

immigration and other types of jail holds, and 

overall adjudication outcomes. 

Appointment of Counsel 

Although mounting workloads and declining 

budgets are a reality for most components of 

the criminal justice system, underfunded public 

defender systems have direct implications for jail 

crowding. When jurisdictions cannot guarantee 

immediate access to defense services, both jails 

and defendants are adversely affected. A short­

age of public defenders can be particularly acute 

in state-funded public defender systems; the 

state does not have the same interest as a local 

jurisdiction in adequately funding the public 

defender. 

When needed, the jurisdiction must appoint a 

public defender quickly. Once appointed, the 

public defender must confer with the defendant 

before the first appearance or arraignment and be 

prepared to participate in an expedited case reso­

lution process. Assignment of the defense coun­

sel is but one of many issues to address as part of 

the case-processing analysis. 

Early Case Resolution 

Swift	case	disposition	depends	on	the	timely	 

receipt of police reports, the early assignment of 

counsel, upfront screening, quick sharing of dis­

covery,	and	the	early	offer	of	pleas.	Lack	of	such	 

procedures affects jails directly. The effect can 

be	seen	in	the	average	length	of	stay	(ALOS)	for	 

defendants who remain in custody pending dis­

position and in defendants released “time served” 

because the time available for a sentence has 

been spent awaiting the verdict. 

Time-served releases often reflect system pro­

cessing failures. Too often, defendants are 

detained pending adjudication only because the 

system is not prepared to adjudicate the case. 

When this happens, defendants take up scarce 

jail beds and jurisdictions delay for as long as 

60 days those cases that could have been 

resolved in 10 days with a meaningful interven­

tion. These cases have no option but time served. 

For many jurisdictions, an early case resolu­

tion	(ECR)	program	is	the	answer.	Fully	imple­

mented,	an	ECR	program	can	produce	signifi­

cant results. It is a central management tool for 

improving the efficiency of the criminal justice 

Jail Capacity Planning Guide 
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system and managing the jail population. The 

objective of such a program is to provide a pro­

cess for expediting the resolution of cases. The 

process begins with defendants having early, 

meaningful consultation with counsel and ends 

with prosecutors and public defenders meeting on 

a routine basis to review new cases to determine 

which ones might be resolved at arraignment. 

Given that most cases are resolved through entry 

of a plea, a mechanism needs to be in place for 

exchanging discovery, arranging negotiations 

between counsel, and accepting pleas at the ear­

liest stages of prosecution. It is inadvisable to 

house for long periods those pretrial defendants 

who will ultimately plead guilty. 

An	ECR	program	benefits	jurisdictions	in	the	fol­

lowing ways: 

•	 Reduces	ALOS. 

•	 Reduces	crowded	dockets. 

•	 Reduces	jail	overcrowding. 

•	 Reduces	case-processing	times. 

•	 Reduces	the	number	of	pretrial	defendants. 

•	 Reduces	time	invested	in	less	serious	cases. 

•	 Reduces	barriers	to	jail	programs	available	only	 
to sentenced inmates. 

Jurisdictions	will	want	to	use	the	data	this	guide	 

recommends for collection and other information 

gleaned from policy and procedure assessments 

to	explore	the	use	of	ECR	as	a	population	man­

agement strategy. 

To achieve expedited case resolution goals, 

jurisdictions will need to implement new upfront 

adjudication procedures. Adequate system 

resources must also exist to support this effort. A 

sufficient number of prosecutors, public defend­

ers, judges, and other support staff must be in 

place to realize the orderly administration of 

justice. Moreover, a pretrial program is essen­

tial	to	this	front-end	work.	Jurisdictions	should	 

take all of this into account in the assessment. 

An	ECR	program	results	in	savings	in	jail	bed	 

days through the timely resolution of cases. 

Jurisdictions	that	have	adopted	this	approach	 

have measured significant reductions in jail 

impact. 

Positive Effect on the Jail 

In	2003,	Orange	County,	FL,	implemented	an	 

ECR	program	in	response	to	jail	crowding.	It	 

took a series of actions to achieve the timely 

processing of inmates, including the assignment 

of a permanent judge to conduct first appearance 

hearings. Within a short period of time, the num­

ber of inmates processed in first appearance hear­

ings increased from 77 per day to 93 per day. The 

result was that the average daily population of 

the county’s jail dropped 15 percent, from 4,000 

inmates	to	3,413	inmates.	In	2005,	the	National	 

Association	of	Counties	honored	Orange	County	 

with	an	Innovative	Programs	Award	for	the	effect	 

the county’s “meaningful first appearance pro­

gram” had on its jail.9 

Lucas	County,	OH,	implemented	elements	of	an	 

ECR	program	in	the	form	of	a	special	prosecu­

tors’ unit dedicated to immediate screening of 

felony warrantless arrests. In the program, prose­

cutors review a case with the arresting officer and 

make an immediate filing decision. As a result, 

the county either drops about 20 percent of its 

cases immediately or reduces the cases to misde­

meanors.	According	to	a	Lucas	County	prosecu­

tor, this approach has resulted in a decrease in the 

jail population.10 

Washoe	County,	NV,	implemented	an	ECR	pro-

gram	that	involves	a	coordinated	effort	at	ECR	 

by the judiciary, public defenders, and the district 

attorney. As a result, the time for case resolu­

tion decreased from an average of 8 weeks to 

6 weeks for certain offenses. The county releases 

the offender the day the case is resolved through 

diversion, drug treatment, or another alternative. 

This	ECR	program	reduced	the	ECR	population	 

demands on the jail.11 

13 
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Lee	County,	FL,	now	resolves	a	quarter	of	its	 

felony	cases	through	ECR,	and	Washington	 

County,	OR,	resolves	a	third	of	its	cases	through	 

this program. 

Monroe	County,	NY,	took	an	approach	to	change	 

that it credits with postponing the building of 

additional jail bedspace. The approach included 

developing pretrial and posttrial alternatives, 

expediting cases, and improving case manage­

ment. One specific effort involved expediting 

the completion of presentence investigations for 

in-custody cases. According to the county, this 

effort succeeded in reducing completion time 

for presentence investigations from 4 weeks to 

2 weeks, saving 4,319 jail bed days in 1 year.12 

Other examples of expedited case processing 

include	a	project	in	Maricopa	County,	AZ,	where	 

the county focused on expediting the adjudica­

tion of probation/parole violation hearings. This 

resulted in a 43-percent reduction in the aver­

age time for case resolution and an associated 

decrease in the average daily population of jail 

inmates.13 

Examples of Data Recommended for Collection 
•	 Legal	representation,	by	attorney	type	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 Case-processing	times	from	booking	to	filing,	from	filing	to	arraignment, 
from	arraignment	to	disposition,	from	disposition	to	sentencing,	and	so 
forth	(source:	case-processing	study). 

•	 Case-processing	times,	by	charge	type	(domestic	violence,	property,	drug,	 
public	order,	traffic,	etc.)	and	charge	class	(felony/misdemeanor)	(source:	 
case-processing	study). 

•	 Felony	filing	rate	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 No-complaint	rate	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 File	attrition	rate	(i.e.,	the	percentage	of	defendants	charged	with	a	felony 
who	were	convicted	of	a	felony)	(source:	case-processing	study). 

Diversion Options 
Diversion	options	offer	lower	cost	and	effective	 

interventions for low-risk offenders. The lack of 

use of meaningful diversion to treatment is easily 

seen in the rates of release, rearrest, and return 

that plague jails. For example, nearly 80 percent 

of	inmates	booked	into	the	Los	Angeles	jail	had	 

previously been in jail or prison. After release 

from jail, nearly 62 percent were rearrested 

within 2 years. Of those rearrested, 42 percent 

were picked up within 3 months of release.14 This 

recidivism and the uncounted number of associ­

ated new crime victims show the current failure 

of the criminal justice system. 

Drug Diversion Legislation 

Drug	diversion	programs	come	in	many	differ­

ent	forms,	and	some	states,	such	as	California	 

with	its	Proposition	36,	have	passed	legislation	 

to mandate diversion programs for particular 

types	of	offenders	(e.g.,	nonviolent	second-	and	 

third-time drug offenders or those with probation 

violations	linked	to	drug	use).	The	California	 

statewide diversion program has proved to be 

an effective measure in reducing the demand for 

custody resources. Incarceration costs decreased 

dramatically:	Jail	costs	for	defendants	who	com­

pleted the diversion program were measured 

30 months after they entered the program and 

found to be 41 percent lower than the jail costs 

for defendants who never entered the program.15 

Other court-based diversion options include men­

tal health courts, domestic violence courts, courts 

specializing in cases involving driving under the 

influence,	and	community	courts.	Community	 

service and work-related diversion programs are 

additional options. 

Drug Courts 

The success of drug courts has made a strong 

case	for	diversion	programs	(many	drug	courts	 

now also function as postplea sentencing 

options). These programs work to address the 

underlying problems associated with criminal 

activity, and they have repeatedly been shown 

to halt further offender entry into the system. A 

recent	analysis	of	the	Multnomah	County	(OR)	 

Drug	Court	(the	second	oldest	program	in	the	 

nation) tracked 11,000 offenders eligible for drug 

court over a 10-year period. The study found 
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significantly reduced recidivism for drug court 

participants for up to 14 years after they entered 

the program as compared with eligible offenders 

who did not participate. The program reduced 

the incidence of rearrest by nearly 30 percent for 

drug court participants. In the final analysis, costs 

for drug court participants were $1,392 less than 

the costs for “business as usual” cases.16 

Mental Health Services 

Diversion	services	are	also	an	appropriate	option	 

to consider for defendants suffering from mental 

illness.	Jail	discharge	planning	also	holds	prom­

ise.	Providing	immediate	and	concrete	assistance	 

is the key. For example, a recent study found that 

offenders with mental illness who were released 

from jail with Medicaid benefits to assist with 

payment for continued community mental health 

treatment had, on average, 16 percent fewer sub­

sequent detentions over the following year than 

those who were released without Medicaid.17 

Mental health courts and assertive case manage­

ment programs also demonstrate a real potential 

to decrease demands on jails and hospitals. A 

new	study	on	the	San	Francisco	Behavioral	 

Health	Court	found	that,	18	months	after	program	 

completion, participants had a 39-percent lower 

risk of being arrested for a new offense and a 

54-percent lower risk for committing a violent 

offense than a comparable group booked into 

the jail who did not participate in the specialty 

court.18 

Examples of Data Recommended for Collection 
Disposition	Type: 

•	 Percentage	of	defendants	diverted	to	nonjail 
program	(source:	case-processing	study). 

•	 Nature	of	diversion	program	(source:	case-
processing	study). 

Jurisdictions	will	want	to	supplement	these	data	with 
a	more	indepth	examination	of	their	continuum	of	 
diversion	options,	including	a	look	at	eligibility	criteria,	 
number	of	defendants	served,	policies	on	incentives 
and	sanctions,	and	outcomes. 

Sentencing Alternatives 
The	Bureau	of	Justice	Assistance	advises	that	 

jurisdictions “view jails as but one alternative in 

a continuum of graduated responses to criminal 

conduct.…The availability of alternatives, treat­

ment options, and other resources is a powerful 

tool in decreasing jail populations.”19 

Jails	must	be	part	of	a	system	of	alternatives	that	 

allows counties to move inmates to less expen­

sive community-based options as inmate classifi­

cation and inmate behavior allow. These posttrial 

alternatives range from work-release facilities or 

community	corrections	centers	(CCCs)	to	com­

munity	work	crews.	Jurisdictions	that	have	incor­

porated	a	CCC	into	the	facility	plan	can	also	use	 

the	CCC	as	a	release	valve	for	the	jail,	allowing	 

low-risk inmates to serve all or part of their sen­

tences in a less restrictive, program-oriented set­

ting. This alternative lowers system costs while 

providing another treatment- and employment-

based option. 

Continuums	of	diversion,	treatment,	supervision,	 

and sanctions must be in place to address the 

varied and complex issues that offenders present. 

Foremost is the need for a continuum of qual­

ity alcohol- and drug-treatment programs. When 

offered as an alternative to jail, these programs 

save dollars and lives. A body of research dem­

onstrates that a punitive approach to addiction 

does not lower criminal behavior and that qual­

ity treatment, coupled with case management 

and swift sanctions, can significantly reduce 

recidivism.	Substance	abuse	treatment,	in	its	 

many forms, shows repeatedly that it is a good 

investment. A study of 44 treatment programs in 

California	across	13	counties	revealed	that	every	 

dollar spent on drug treatment yielded $7 in sav­

ings for the local criminal justice system.20 

Work and transition programs that bridge the gap 

between jail and the community must be a central 

feature	of	any	criminal	justice	system.	Jails	are	 

costly to build and operate. For this reason, safe 

and proven alternatives to jail must be a standard 

feature of any jail plan. 15 
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Examples of Data Recommended for Collection 
•	 Percentage	of	offenders	sentenced	to	prison,	jail,	probation,	or	other	 
alternatives	(source:	case-processing	study). 

•	 Average	length	of	sentence	imposed,	by	type	(source:	case-processing	study). 
•	 Jail	inmates,	by	charge	or	conviction	type	(source:	jail	snapshot). 

Additional	information	to	collect	includes	program	inventory	and	capacity,	 
eligibility	criteria,	average	length	of	stay,	sanction	policies,	costs,	and	outcomes.	 

Adherence to Evidence-Based 
Practices 
Not	all	programs	are	created	equal.	Research	 

shows that the programs that achieve the greatest 

reductions in recidivism share common character­

istics. These include targeting offenders at higher 

risk for recidivism, focusing on known predictors 

of criminal behavior, and having well-qualified 

staff deliver cognitive-behavioral interventions of 

adequate	duration	and	intensity.	Recent	research	 

demonstrates the cumulative benefit of evidence-

based	practices.	Researchers	have	empirically	 

linked the following approaches to a significant 

reduction in recidivism, which, in turn, has a 

positive impact on the jail: 

•	 Targeting	offenders	at	higher	risk	for	recidi­
vism for the most intensive services. 

•	 Providing	treatment	of	at	least	3	months’	 
duration. 

•	 Using	a	reoffense	risk-assessment	instrument. 

•	 Varying	treatment	intensity	by	risk	level. 

•	 Expediting	entry	into	treatment. 

•	 Ensuring	treatment	continuity. 

•	 Delivering	cognitive-behavioral	programs.	 

•	 Ensuring	swift,	not	severe,	sanctions. 

•	 Providing	treatment	of	sufficient	intensity. 

•	 Offering	incentives	and	rewards	for	progress. 

To have the greatest influence on recidivism, 

jurisdictions should clearly link an offender’s risk 

level to the length of supervision and services 

they provide. The significance of targeting the 

higher risk offender is made clear in research 

studies showing that not only do services for 

this population provide the greatest public safety 

return but also that intensive services delivered 

to low-risk offenders can actually increase recidi­

vism	(some	researchers	speculate	that	this	may	 

be explained by bringing low-risk offenders into 

prolonged contact with higher risk offenders).21 

Particular	treatment	models	are	crucial	for	real­

izing	long-term	gains.	Cognitive-behavioral	 

approaches that address criminal thinking and 

help individuals understand triggers for addictive/ 

criminal behavior have proven most effective, 

providing a benefit to the criminal justice system 

(after	accounting	for	treatment	costs)	of	$10,299	 

per individual.22 

Providing	a	balance	of	treatment	and	supervision	 

achieves the greatest reductions in recidivism. 

Surveillance-only	or	sanction-only	approaches	 

demonstrate no positive outcome. A review of 

23 control-group studies of surveillance-oriented, 

intensive supervision showed zero positive 

effect.23 

The	Washington	State	Legislature	recently	com­

missioned research into evidence-based practices. 

The study found that although intensive supervi­

sion alone yielded no reductions in recidivism, 

such supervision combined with a treatment-

oriented approach resulted in an almost 22-percent 

reduction in recidivism. After accounting for the 

cost of supervision and treatment, the legislature 

estimates the cost benefits per individual to be 

$11,563.24 

Although most research on evidence-based prac­

tices has focused on the properties of effective 

programs, recent research is paying attention to 

the quality of the interaction between staff and 

the offender. Evidence suggests that the quality 

and nature of the interaction is as important as 

the program itself.25 
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The	State	of	Oregon	is	phasing	in	a	law	(SB	267)	 
that	makes	funding	for	corrections	programs	con-
tingent	on	the	delivery	of	evidence-based	prac-
tices.	In	the	first	year	of	implementation,	the	state	 
expects	that	it	will	designate	25	percent	of	county	 
funding	for	“best	practices”	and	that	this	allocation	 
will	increase	each	year. 

Even for defendants at the highest risk levels, 

jail alone is only a temporary stopgap measure 

for preventing repeat criminal behavior. Given 

research findings regarding the effectiveness 

of treatment, it is time to rethink the approach 

that views treatment as an alternative; treatment 

Example of Data Recommended for Collection 
Percentage	of	offenders	admitted	who	have	 •	 
previous	bookings	(source:	case-processing	study). 

should instead be considered the norm. The ulti­

mate goal is a system in which jail becomes the 

alternative. 

The data this guide recommends for collection 

will reveal some recycling of defendants through 

the system, often as a result of no intervention 

or	ineffective	interventions.	Jurisdictions	should	 

adopt quality control reviews for their programs 

and formalize the collection of outcome data. The 

planning effort should include a discussion about 

achieving evidence-based standards for programs. 

Sanctioning Policies and 
Programs 
The success or failure of treatment and supervi­

sion programs in the community strongly affects 

the jail. A continuum of graduated sanctions 

allows offenders to move up and down a range of 

graduated punishments based on the severity of 

their offense or violation and their level of risk. 

The use of structured sanctions not only saves 

jail	beds	but	is	supported	by	research.	Research	 

shows that recidivism is not reduced when incar­

ceration is the sole intervention nor is reduced 

recidivism correlated with time spent in jail. 

Deterrence	programs	alone	do	not	reduce	 

recidivism.26 

Although the overall effect size for treatment 

programs	is	10	percent	(an	average	10-percent	 

reduction in recidivism across programs), the re­

duction in recidivism for all types of surveillance-

oriented interventions is zero. Intensive-supervision 

deterrence programs had no effect on recidivism, 

and	programs	like	Scared	Straight	and	electronic	 

monitoring produced a 5- to 7-percent increase in 

recidivism, respectively.27 

Research	demonstrates	that	it	is	the	swiftness	and	 

certainty of the sanction that is important, not the 

severity.	The	Oregon	Department	of	Corrections	 

showed this in a study that matched offender 

groups by risk level and then tracked outcomes 

for groups that received sanctions of different 

types and length. The study found similar rates of 

reconviction for high-risk offenders, regardless 

of time in jail. For most medium-risk offenders, 

higher recidivism was associated with longer 

stays in jail. Overall, low-cost community sanc­

tions yielded lower reconviction rates.28 

Example of Data Recommended for Collection 
•	 Percentage	of	inmates	with	failures	to	appear	in	 
court	(source:	case-processing	study). 

Jurisdictions	will	also	want	to	review	sanction	policies	 
and	the	continuum	of	options	available.	 

Jail Stepdown, Reentry, and 
Discharge Services 

The manner in which jurisdictions release 

inmates affects the rate at which they return 

to	jail.	Constructive	opportunities	for	transition 

to the community can interrupt the cycle 

of	rearrest	and	return.	Discharge	planning	 

can help stabilize those who suffer from mental 
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illness and ensure ongoing linkages for those at 

a	high	risk	of	recidivism.	Stepdown	options	with	 

movement to a minimum-classification/work­

release facility reduce jail costs while addressing 

community reintegration and rehabilitation goals. 

The reality of the modern jail is that it must func­

tion as an integral part of a larger community 

network.	Preparing	offenders	to	reenter	society	 

upon their release—whether after days or months 

of incarceration—benefits the community. The 

failure of the criminal justice system to prepare 

offenders for reentry is evident in the number of 

persons who repeatedly cycle through the system. 

Most jails are well aware of the dramatic effect 

this population—sometimes dubbed “frequent 

fliers”—can have on both the community and the 

jail, yet the extent of the impact can be surpris­

ing.	Multnomah	County,	OR,	determined	that	the	 

most frequent of “frequent fliers,” who comprise 

approximately 4 percent of the jail population 

at any time, accounted for 26 percent of annual 

bookings. 

Some	may	surmise	that	many	of	those	who	suf­

fer from mental illness also have substance abuse 

problems. This was the conclusion in a study 

that examined “frequent fliers” recycling through 

emergency	rooms.	A	Washington	State	analysis	 

found that 56 percent of those who visited emer­

gency rooms 31 or more times in 1 year had been 

diagnosed as having both mental illness and alco­

hol or drug abuse problems.29 

A jail must be part of a larger network of ser­

vices. These services must extend from the 

community through the jail and on to a continu­

um of criminal justice programs and community 

alternatives. 

Community Corrections Centers 

One	approach	to	reentry	is	to	plan	for	a	CCC	as	 

part	of	jail	planning.	A	CCC	is	a	minimum-

security residential facility that offers a structured, 

supervised living environment for the transition 

from jail to the community. It provides a lower 

cost option that allows inmates to serve their sen­

tence in a minimum-security setting while main­

taining employment and having the benefit of a 

range of programs. 

The	principal	goal	of	the	CCC	is	to	facilitate	 

a successful transition back to the community. 

Center	staff	design	individual	case	plans	to	 

address conditions of supervision, court orders, 

treatment needs, community safety, and victim 

restitution. Issues addressed include employment, 

life skills, and substance abuse. At the same time, 

the challenge is to keep from widening the net— 

to	make	sure	that	the	CCC	serves	as	a	substitute	 

for jail time and does not turn into an expanded 

custody resource. 

Courts	base	individualized	plans	for	offenders	on	 

their risk level and needs and on the anticipated 

length	of	their	stay	at	the	CCC.	For	residents	with	 

short	stays	(less	than	2	weeks),	the	principal	goal	 

is to connect the individual to treatment before 

release. For those with longer stays, the goal is 

to work with the resident to find employment, 

engage in treatment, and move into drug- and 

alcohol-free housing upon exit. 

Jurisdictions	can	realize	some	of	the	concepts	of	 

a	CCC	even	if	they	do	not	have	an	actual	build­

ing.	Strafford	County	(Dover),	NH,	the	recent	 

recipient	of	a	National	Association	of	Counties	 

award, has an excellent community corrections 

department. One of the functions of the depart­

ment is to work with custody staff to develop 

a reentry plan for each sentenced offender. 

Sentenced	prisoners	who	complete	essential	 

programming while in custody can earn an early 

stepdown from jail and complete the remainder 

of their sentence in the community. 

Impact on Jails 

CCCs	have	demonstrated	good	outcomes.	In	 

Washington	County,	OR,	a	215-bed	CCC	 

serves a diverse population, including inmates 
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transitioning from jail or prison, offenders 

serving direct sanctions, and persons undergo­

ing short-term stabilization. The overall success 

rate, measured by successful completion, is 89 

percent. Of the 11 percent who are unsuccess­

ful, only 1 percent of the failure is due to the 

commission of a new crime. The success of the 

Washington	County	CCC	is	also	demonstrated	by	 

its residential treatment program, which houses 

approximately 30 residents. This program has 

been evaluated and ranked in the top 8 percent of 

programs nationwide for adherence to evidence-

based practices.30 

A	CCC	also	costs	less	to	construct	than	a	jail.	 

By	definition,	a	CCC	is	a	minimum-security	 

facility that has dormitory-style housing. One 

organization estimates that building costs for 

a	CCC	are	one-third	less	than	those	for	a	jail	 

(Rosser	International,	personal	communication,	 

September	9,	2007).	Moreover,	a	CCC’s	operat­

ing costs are usually less, depending on whether 

it	is	civilian	run.	In	Washington	County,	OR,	 

the	cost	per	resident	per	day	of	operating	a	CCC	 

run by civilians from the community corrections 

department is $65—significantly less than the 

$109.46 cost per inmate per day of operating a 

government facility.31 

Like	CCCs,	day-reporting	programs	have	a	good	 

track	record.	In	Hampden	County,	MA,	a	pre-

release facility serves inmates who are within 

6 months of release. Inmates reside at an alter­

native facility and work in the community. In 

a move to reduce jail crowding even more, the 

county added a day-reporting component. This 

program serves offenders serving shorter sen­

tences and pretrial defendants released with a 

condition to report, and functions as a stepdown 

from prerelease. The program not only has saved 

jail beds for those who need them most and 

reduced the costs of holding inmates, but also 

has improved the chance of successful commu­

nity reentry for individuals who have earned the 

opportunity to participate in it.32 

Examples of jail cost savings can also be found 

in jurisdictions that incorporated day-reporting 

centers	into	their	continuum	of	services.	Several	 

months after opening a reporting center, the 

jail	in	Franklin	County,	PA,	reported	its	lowest	 

number of inmates in 4 years. This achievement 

reportedly allowed the county to build a smaller 

jail, resulting in savings of $10 million in con­

struction costs.33 

In	Davidson	County,	TN,	the	sheriff	sought	grant	 

funds to start a day-reporting center in a move to 

alleviate	jail	crowding.	Designed	for	nonviolent	 

offenders, the center’s program-rich environment 

gives “someone an option to turn his or her life 

around in a positive manner,” according to the 

sheriff. The county judges the program a success, 

with a per diem rate of one-third of the jail resi­

dents actively completing programs.34 

The	judicial	branch	of	the	State	of	Connecticut	 

established	the	Office	of	Alternative	Sanctions	 

to expand alternative programs. It developed 

day-reporting centers as part of this approach. 

These centers are community-based alternatives 

to jail for defendants with more serious offenses, 

who need more structure than straight probation 

provides.	Participants	report	to	these	centers	dur­

ing the day and are under house arrest at night. 

One study estimates that this program saves 

Connecticut	the	cost	of	700	jail	beds	each	year.35 

Example of Data Recommended for Collection 
•	 Percentage	of	offenders	who	serve	a	full	sentence	in	jail	(sentence	type/sen-
tence	length)	compared	with	the	percentage	who	exit	to	an	alternative	facility	 
(source:	case-processing	study). 

Additional	information	to	collect	includes	the	percentage	of	offenders	stepping	 
down	from	jail	to	lower	level	security,	the	percentage	receiving	discharge	plan-
ning,	the	percentage	exiting	jail	with	medications	or	prescriptions	(if	needed),	 
the	percentage	exiting	jail	with	a	referral/appointment	to	a	community	agency	or	 
case	manager,	the	percentage	transported	from	jail	to	stable	housing,	and	the	 
percentage	exiting	jail	who	receive	followup.	 
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Routine Examination of 
System Data 
Jail	population	management	depends	on	access	 

to	good	information.	Receiving	feedback	about	 

trends and performance in the criminal justice 

system	is	vital	to	guiding	change.	Criminal	jus­

tice systems must track trend and performance 

data, but they must also monitor the quality of 

their	efforts	and	track	outcomes.	Decisionmakers	 

must have information about the long-term effect 

of interventions so they can answer fundamental 

questions such as what it cost and whether it 

made a difference. 

Jurisdictions	need	to	develop	the	analytical	 

capacity to allow policymakers to routinely 

examine criminal justice system data. They 

should work toward an information system that 

allows for the linkage and integration of separate 

system	databases.	Some	jurisdictions	are	develop­

ing data warehouses to integrate data across sepa­

rate systems. This kind of capability allows for a 

more sophisticated and ongoing system analysis. 

This guide is designed to help jurisdictions struc­

ture the baseline system data and jail data they 

need	to	further	this	goal.	Collecting	these	data	 

will help jurisdictions pinpoint the weak links in 

their data collection system. 
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The Jail Snapshot 

A picture is worth a thousand words. 

Local system policies and practices that 

influence who is booked into jail and how 

long they stay largely drive jail bed usage. 

Because of this, assessing the need for 

new beds must begin with an understand­

ing of who is in custody and how the 

county is currently using the jail within 

the context of the larger criminal justice 

system. This understanding comes from 

two valuable planning tools: jail snapshot 

data and system case-processing data (see 

chapter 4). This chapter focuses on jail 

snapshot data. 

Compiling data on the local jail and crimi­

nal justice system is fundamental to any 

long-term planning exercise. By revealing 

local practices, these data help decision-

makers see “the big picture.” Framing the 

data helps frame the debate. With good 

data in hand, decisionmakers are in a bet­

ter position to identify practices that affect 

the jail, observe patterns, and determine 

where to focus further study. 

More importantly, jail and system data pro­

vide a reference point, or baseline, against 

which to measure change. The real value 

lies in comparing jail and system data 

—Fred R. Barnard, 19211 

over time: to track and observe the effects 

on the jail of modifications to policy and 

practice. Over time, this repository of local 

system data will become an important 

source of information with which to inform 

and shape criminal justice decisionmaking. 

The first step toward this goal is to exam­

ine how a county currently uses the jail. 

The Jail Snapshot 
A single jail snapshot offers a window into 

one moment in time. By itself, it can raise 

interesting questions but, like the indi­

vidual frames that make up a movie, the 

real picture comes into view by collecting 

and overlaying multiple shots of the same 

scene. Only then does a story emerge. 

Daily jail snapshots are averaged over 

a 1-month period to produce a monthly 

composite average. Comparing monthly 

data composites over time can then reveal 

changing dynamics in the criminal justice 

system. 

A jail snapshot allows a jurisdiction to 

accurately describe how it is using its jail. 

A jurisdiction should be able to answer 

questions such as: 



 

 

 

 

 

 

•	 How	many	individuals	are	in	jail?	 

•	 What	is	the	relative	proportion	of	misdemeanor	 
versus	felony	charges/convictions?	 

•	 What	percentage	of	jail	beds	does	the	jurisdic­
tion devote to the sentenced population and to 
the	pretrial	population?	 

•	 For	what	reasons	are	inmates	in	jail	for	holds?	 

•	 What	is	the	impact	of	probation	violators	on 
the	jail?	 

•	 Which	charges	are	most	frequently	 
represented?	 

•	 How	many	inmates	are	awaiting	transfer	to	 
state prison and how long have they been 
waiting?	 

•	 What	is	the	length	of	stay	by	reason	for	 
detention	or	by	charge?	 

The goal is to develop an automated routine that 

produces a single daily jail snapshot captured at 

the same time each day. The snapshot collects 

profile, legal status, and time-in-custody data for 

each inmate. 

A Data Standard for Local Planning 

The jail snapshot presents more detail than data 

from the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The data 

classify prisoners as either pretrial or posttrial. 

The jail snapshot, in contrast, adds a third cat­

egory: holds. That is because jail snapshot data 

serve a different purpose. Not all persons in jail 

are awaiting trial or serving a sentence, and this 

guide acknowledges that jurisdictions need more 

detailed information than this for long-term 

planning. 

Holds	include	those	prisoners	who	will	not	be	 

processed by the local criminal justice system. 

U.S. marshal pretrial prisoners are one such 

group. These prisoners are not awaiting local 

trial, but they do take up local jail space, and 

whether the federal prisoners are awaiting trial or 

not is of no concern. A county must simply know 

how many persons will take up space in the jail. 

The same logic applies to immigration holds, pro­

bation holds, and holds for other jurisdictions. 

The approach this guide describes allows juris­

dictions to isolate and quantify probation and 

parole violation cases, thereby facilitating both a 

separate examination of immigration violators or 

other federal prisoners held in jail and a breakout 

of parole violators or sentenced inmates await­

ing transfer to state prison. Distinguishing these 

subcategories of probation and parole violators 

is important because state and federal prisoners 

have nothing to do with the local criminal justice 

system, but can take up a significant number of 

jail beds. In some jurisdictions, the state backs up 

prisoners in local county jails to manage prison 

crowding. For local planning purposes, it is cru­

cial to be able to separate these prisoners from 

the total jail population and to identify the poli­

cies that govern their being housed in a local jail. 

Within a recommended framework, each juris­

diction will want to customize specific variables 

that reflect local practices and terminology. One 

jurisdiction’s district court is another jurisdic­

tion’s circuit court. Jurisdictions may also want 

to expand the variables to allow a closer look at 

a particular inmate subpopulation: juveniles, the 

mentally ill, inmates on psychotropic medica­

tions, individuals held because of public inebria­

tion, and so forth. 

Jail Snapshot Variables 

Jail snapshot variables fall into several broad 

categories. Within those categories, jurisdictions 

will want to tailor the data to meet local system 

issues and priorities, to construct a jail snapshot 

according to what the local situation dictates, and 

to reflect the data that are available. 
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  Legal Status 

Because a case may have more than one legal 

status (i.e., pretrial, posttrial, holds), a hierarchy 

is used to assign cases to a particular category. 

The most significant charge keeping each inmate 

in custody dictates assignment. 

For each separate legal status, the jail snap­

shot breaks out more specific information, for 

example, charge class (misdemeanor/felony) and 

charge type (person, property, narcotics, drunk 

driving, public order, traffic) information. For 

inmates in the hold category, the breakout is 

limited to charge type. 

The purpose of the hold category is to discretely 

capture inmates who have ties to another juris­

diction (e.g., other county holds, federal holds, 

immigration holds), who are awaiting transfer 

to prison or another facility, or whose principal 

reason for incarceration is a violation of proba­

tion or parole supervision. Some of the inmates 

whom counties are holding for other jurisdictions 

will also have local charges pending. This group 

merits separate review because of the effect 

they have on the jail and because a hold makes 

these inmates subject to different management 

considerations. For example, a hold may limit an 

inmate’s eligibility for either a pretrial release, a 

posttrial alternative program, or restricted partici­

pation in a work program. 

Although it is important to acknowledge both the 

hold and any new charge, local considerations 

should dictate the hierarchy for classifying holds; 

the key is consistency in the selected approach. 

There are three options for classifying holds: 

1. Hold as priority. In this method, counties 
first prioritize the inmates by hold status and 
then by whether they are “hold only” or “hold 
plus local charge(s).” 

2. Local status as priority. In this method, coun­
ties first prioritize inmates by local status and 
adjudication stage (pretrial/posttrial) and then 
by “holds” or “no holds” for each category. 

3. Charge severity as priority. In this final 
method, inmates are first categorized by the 
severity of the charge against them, with 
felony charges taking precedence over holds 
(i.e., an inmate with both a felony charge and 
a hold would be counted as a felony). For 
inmates with misdemeanor charges, the hold 
would take precedence. Counties then break 
out both groups further to show local charges 
with holds and holds with local charges. 

Inmate Profile 

Though profile information may include descrip­

tors such as employment status, level of educa­

tion, etc., it should always include age, gender, 

and race. The number of races classified should 

reflect a locale’s racial diversity. Moreover, a 

separate accounting for ethnicity can be impor­

tant	for	certain	populations	(such	as	the	Hispanic	 

population) that are often not fully identified 

within broad race categories. 

The jail snapshot should also indicate whether an 

inmate is a local resident. For metropolitan areas, 

this information helps show the extent to which 

neighboring jurisdictions have an impact on the 

county. For counties with a large tourist trade 

or a university population, the jail snapshot can 

reveal seasonal patterns that affect the system. 

Additionally, the jail snapshot should capture 

time-in-custody information. This will provide a 

useful indicator for gauging, over time, the rela­

tive effect that different populations have on the 

jail. 

It is important to note that time-in-custody 

data are not the same as average length of stay 

(ALOS), the latter being derived by calculating 

an average based on time from jail booking to jail 

exit for each inmate (pretrial/posttrial/hold). Time 

in custody includes only the duration of detention 

at one point in time, the length of time an inmate 

has been in jail on a charge when the jail snap­

shot is taken. (Note: ALOS data related to jail 

planning are discussed in chapter 6, where they 

are captured as part of a historical trend analysis.) 
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As a measure of duration, time-in-custody data 

provide a useful indicator for examining jail 

usage and exploring the system questions the 

data suggest. The kind of jail and systems analy­

sis demonstrated in the sidebar “Case Study”— 

an analysis made possible by converting good 

data into more useful information—needs to be 

an integral part of jail and criminal justice system 

management. Tracking such information over 

time allows a county to explore measures that 

can be taken to reduce lengths of stay. 

Case Study 
A jurisdiction tracking time-in-custody data observes a steady decrease in the 
number of pretrial felons in jail and a corresponding increase in time in custody 
for this group. This observation leads to an examination of possible causes, and 
two possible explanations are advanced for further review: 

1. Case processing has slowed, resulting in delays in release. 
2. The success of a new pretrial supervision program in providing a release 

option for low-risk defendants has resulted in a more concentrated popula­
tion of high-risk inmates who would be expected to have longer stays. 

A look at system data can help in evaluating the theories advanced above, lead­
ing to the following questions: Is the system experiencing more delays and 
continuances? What do the program data indicate about the number and type of 
pretrial jail releases over this same period? 

Exh ib i t  3–1  

Analyzing Jail Snapshot Data 
Analyzing jail snapshot data may provoke a 

series of questions about the state of the local 

criminal justice system. Look at the small seg­

ment of a jail snapshot from the sample county 

depicted in exhibit 3–1. This figure selects the 

hold population, highlights probation violators 

within the hold population, and then pinpoints 

misdemeanor probation violators, illustrating 

how a comprehensive jail snapshot provides a 

multilayered analysis. The overlay of levels of 

data allows for a detailed analysis of discrete jail 

populations, which is critical for intelligent jail 

planning. 

Presenting the data initiates what is meant to be 

an ongoing discussion about the system dynam­

ics behind the numbers and begins the process 

of generating policy questions to guide further 

review. Over time, the ongoing comparison of 

jail snapshots will enable a jurisdiction to track 

patterns. 

Exhibit 3–1 demonstrates the significant influence 

the hold population has on a jail and highlights 

Jail Snapshot of Inmate Status in a Sample Jail 

Inmate 
Status Hold Type 

Parole 
Violations 

(15%) 

(48%)

Probation Probation Violations
Violations by Charge Class 

Federal 
(15%) Unknown 14% 

Felony 37%
Other County 

(19%) Misdemeanor 49% 
Misdemeanor 

Probation Violations 
Other State 

(3%) Technical Violations 
New Crime/Violations 

70% 
30% 

Posttrial 
43% 

Pretrial 
23% 

Hold 
34% 
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the effect of supervision violation cases. This jail 

snapshot shows the inmate status of 539 inmates 

in the sample county jail. On this particular day, 

there are 182 individuals on hold status and 113 

individuals (more than 20 percent of the total 

jail population) on a probation or parole viola­

tion. Digging deeper illuminates the real effect of 

technical violations. Though not shown here, the 

analysis of felony probation violations shows a 

similar outcome, with technical violations com­

prising the vast majority of violations. Also not 

shown in this snapshot are the time-in-custody 

data that provide another overlay to the analysis. 

Exhibit 3–1 can be analyzed even further. Dig­

ging deeper into the misdemeanor probation 

violation group reveals the number of bench pro­

bation cases as opposed to traditional supervision 

cases. Within the bench probation group, one can 

examine the percentage of inmates who are in jail 

because they did not comply with a court-ordered 

financial condition, and so on. This multidimen­

sional approach allows for a more refined analysis. 

An analysis of the “hold” snapshot might raise 

the following questions: 

•	 To	reduce	impact	on	the	jail,	what	would	be	 
needed to expedite the resolution of local 
charges	for	inmates	who	also	have	holds? 

•	 What	is	the	policy	for	responding	to	technical	 
violations, and what other options should be 
considered? 

•	 What	is	the	role	of	the	financial	condition,	and	 
how	is	it	monitored?	For	instance,	are	payment	 
schedules put in place, and is there an immedi­
ate response short of a summons at the first 
nonpayment?	Or	does	the	system	simply	wait	 
until the term of probation is about to expire 
and then issue a bench warrant for nonpayment 
of	fines? 

•	 Are	some	of	the	individuals	who	have	been	 
booked into jail on violations simply being pro-
cessed	for	entry	into	the	work-release	center?	If	 
so,	what	is	the	system	cost?	 

•	 The	percentage	of	pretrial	inmates	is	somewhat	 
lower than national statistics report. It is likely 
that this reflects, in part, the local jail crowding 
policy that gives sentenced cases precedence 
over	pretrial	ones.	How	can	an	objective	and	 
validated pretrial risk assessment be developed 
and integrated into a comprehensive jail man­
agement	strategy?	 

Putting a jail snapshot in place is not just another 

information collection routine done for the sake 

of more data. It is an important management and 

planning tool, and the analysis should be integrat­

ed into the ongoing management of the jail and 

the system. This analysis should be a perpetual 

exercise that involves key decisionmakers and the 

local criminal justice coordinating committee. 

Ultimately, the answers to the policy issues these 

kinds of data identify will show the local willing­

ness or ability to address system issues, which, 

in turn, will affect jail bed forecast scenarios and 

thereby dictate the size and cost of future deten­

tion facilities. Although all local criminal justice 

systems operate within the constraints of things 

they cannot control, jail and system data provide 

the detail jurisdictions need to affect positively 

those things that they can manage. 

Automating the Snapshot 
Automating the gathering of jail snapshot data 

will provide jurisdictions with consistent, ongo­

ing information for analysis. The foundation of 

this is a written codebook that defines all terms 

and written procedures that detail quality control 

protocols, with instructions on how to check data 

accuracy and investigate data anomalies. 

The manual snapshot process is laborious. 

Consequently, those jurisdictions that must rely 

on manual data collection at the jail are, of neces­

sity, restricted in the amount of data that can 

be collected. It is not unusual, for example, for 

a manual snapshot to take the better part of a 

day to collect. By the time the analysis has been 

completed, circumstances may have changed. 
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Not only is this terribly time consuming, but it 

also limits the amount of information that coun-

ties can make available for analysis. A manual 

approach that might yield one snapshot per 

month is no match for an automated system that 

can capture data on a daily basis and then present 

it as a monthly composite. The difference is not 

only of degree, but also of kind: composite data 

are more reliable. 

forest work camps or, as in the case of our sam­

ple county, a community corrections center. 

A separate accounting of those in alternative 

programs outside facilities is also encouraged. In 

doing this, counties must take care not to double 

count: persons fulfilling their sentence on elec­

tronic monitoring, for example, should not be 

counted as inmates. On the other hand, the jail 

snapshot can show those serving their sentence 

on an intermittent schedule of checking into jail 

(i.e., “weekenders,” “part-timers”) as a subset of 

the sentenced population. 

A snapshot provides a static moment in time 

within a dynamic system. As such, there is no 

guarantee that a jail snapshot taken today is rep-

resentative of the bigger picture that emerges 

over time. Automation is important for more rea-

sons than convenience: It is crucial to the devel­

opment of reliable data upon which counties can 

base sound decisions. Confidence in good infor­

mation is the basis for rational planning. 

For  alternative  facilities,  an  accounting  of  the 

population housed should, at a minimum, be gen­

erated  on  a  monthly  basis.  This  should  include  the 

average  daily  population,  status  of  the  individuals 

served  (pretrial,  posttrial,  hold),  as  well  as  charge 

class  (felony/misdemeanor)  and  charge  type. 

Jail Alternative Facility Data 
Jail Classification Study 

In addition to the jail, a jurisdiction should cre-

ate snapshots that will illustrate the utilization of 

alternatives to jail facilities. These might include 

A jail classification study is another type of anal-

ysis that sheds light on jail usage. It is designed 

Jail Snapshot Exercise 
The following exercise should provide a starting place for developing 
a jail snapshot. As designed, it provides only basic information but 
enough to allow a county to set up a routine and begin examining 
patterns of use. Developing a comprehensive routine would then be 
the next step. 
 

Data Outline
 
1.  Sample number: number each inmate in your sample beginning 


with 1.
 
2.  Inmate name or identification number.
 
3.  Day and year booked. 

For this exercise, document all inmates in custody on one day 
according to the data outline. Repeat this exercise on the same hour 
and day once a month for each of the next 6 months, or once a quar-
ter for the next year, depending on the time required and resources 
available. The sample should include all inmates who were in the 
jail(s) on each sample day. 

4.  Age. 
5.  Race/ethnicity. 
6.  Gender. 
7.  Current address. 
8.  Arresting agency. 
9.  Court of jurisdiction. 

Note:  To calculate time in custody, document the number of days in 
custody for each inmate from booking to the date of the snapshot. 

10.  Legal status: pretrial, posttrial, hold, other. 
11.  Hold type: parole, probation, federal, immigration, state, other 

county, other, none. Employ a hierarchy that ranks cases by the most serious charge: If 
the defendant is charged with more than one offense, record only 
the most serious charge and charge type. 

12.  Charge class: felony, misdemeanor. 
13.  Charge type: person, property, narcotics, drunk driving, public 

order, traffic. 
Each jurisdiction should define all terms used according to local law 
and common usage. 
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to assess jail classification protocols and criteria 

and to analyze infraction rates by classification 

type as a measure of validity—the latter accom­

plished by collecting data on a representative 

sample of jail inmates. 

A jail forecast should include a realistic inmate 

classification plan. Without this, a county can 

either overbuild (construct too many maximum-

security beds) or underbuild (construct too few). 

Inmate classification drives the current and future 

demand for jail bed types, housing unit configu­

ration, and program needs. And, it is another tool 

in identifying populations who might be good 

candidates—because of low risk—for jail  

alternatives. 

Exhibit 3–2 from the sample county jail shows 

sample jail release data. It demonstrates the tre­

mendous effect that a small number of inmates 

with long stays can have on the jail. Although 

only 14 percent of the inmates in the sample  

were detained for 90 days or more, this group 

consumed 56 percent of total bed days. 

Exh ib i t  3–2  

Percentage of Inmates Released and Total Bed Days in a 
Sample County, by Number of Jail Days Served 

60 

50 

40 

5–10 11–30 31–90 91 or more 

Jail Days Served 

For those jails without a formal, objective clas­

sification scheme, the first step is adopting one. 

One example is the Northpointe Decision Tree 

model. P
er
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e 
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Jail Release Study 

A jail release study is another type of analy­

sis that can shed light on jail bed usage. This 

involves tracking a sample of inmates from the 

point of release from jail, and then tracking  

the case back in time through the adjudicatory 

stages to document profile and case-processing 

information. 

A jail release study can demonstrate jail popula­

tion dynamics, showing the relative impact of 

different categories of offenders, offenses, and 

classification and admission types. It shows 

how a small group of inmates (those with longer 

average lengths of stay, for example) can have 

a significant effect. The weakness of this meth­

odology is that its retrospective focus limits the 

analysis to information already available in the 

jail or official record—which is often inadequate. 

As a corollary to other data collection efforts, 

however, this approach can contribute to jail and 

alternative program planning. 

10 

0 

Inmates released  Total bed days 

Notes: Study sample includes only inmates incarcerated more than 4 days. The average number of days served 
was 43. Detail may not add to total becuase of rounding. 

In the end, the value of any type of jail snapshot 

is realized over time, as comparative analyses 

reveal shifting demands and broad patterns in jail 

usage. This broader perspective allows for flex­

ible management and forms the basis for ongoing 

planning. 

It is now time to turn to an analysis of the larger 

criminal justice system, with a look at how to 

conduct a case-processing study. 

Note 
1. Burton Stevenson, The MacMillan Book of 
Proverbs, Maxims and Familiar Phrases (New 
York and Chicago: MacMillan, 1968). 
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Case-Processing Study 

If we could first know where we are, and whither we are 
tending, we could better judge what to do and how to do it. 

With a jail snapshot routine in place, 

a county can examine how its custody 

resources are being used and turn its atten­

tion to a broad analysis of its criminal 

justice system. Mapping the current state 

of system functioning (“where we are”) is 

essential before beginning the process of 

jail planning (“whither we are tending”) 

because the two are inextricably linked. 

This chapter uses an inmate sample study 

to describe a method for examining the 

workings of the criminal justice system 

through the collection of case-processing 

data. The detailed data this study generated 

provide not only a rich baseline for analy­

sis but also the framework for a qualitative 

review of system policies, programs, and 

practices. Several areas of emphasis— 

alternatives to jail, pretrial practices, and 

court case-processing efficiency (all of 

which affect jail usage)—are addressed in 

this chapter. Jurisdictions can also supple­

ment the analysis of local case-processing 

data with other system data—crime rate 

trends and court filing data, for example. 

In examining these areas, the goal is to 

develop a systematic approach to jail 

—Abraham Lincoln1 

management that acknowledges the com­

plex dynamics that affect its use. The data 

collection and analysis outlined here can 

be conducted with in-house staff or with 

the assistance of a consultant. 

A case-processing study tracks a sample 

of cases through the criminal justice sys­

tem from arrest through disposition and 

provides a picture of the multiple factors 

that affect the jail. It also provides system 

baseline data that help reveal the efficien­

cy and effectiveness of the local criminal 

justice system. A case-processing study 

generates data about the timeliness of case 

processing for both misdemeanor and 

felony cases. These data are crucial, for 

the more efficient a criminal justice sys­

tem can be in processing cases, the fewer 

beds will be necessary and the amount of 

bedspace constructed will last longer. 

Expedited case processing results in 

fewer defendants held before trial and can 

reduce the incidence of failure. There is no 

question that the more efficient a jurisdic­

tion’s case-processing system is, the more 

efficient is its jail. There are additional 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

benefits. For example, victims and witnesses can 

appreciate a more streamlined process that offers 

fewer continuances and delays. 

In addition to case-processing times, the data 

gathered in a case-processing study can provide 

answers to other important questions, including: 

•	 What	is	the	profile	of	the	individuals	booked	 
into jail? 

•	 Which	offense	types	have	the	greatest	impact	 
on jail bed days? 

•	 What	impact	do	individuals	with	multiple	prior	 
bookings have on the jail? 

•	 What	types	of	release	are	used	for	inmates	 
released before trial, and what are the failure­
to-appear and rearrest rates by type of release? 

•	 What	is	the	processing	time	from	booking	to	 
disposition? How does this differ between 
misdemeanants and felons? 

•	 How	many	defendants	have	an	assigned	 
public defender? 

•	 What	is	revealed	about	case	filing	and	 
disposition? 

•	 To	what	extent	are	alternative	sentences	used?	 

•	 What	types	of	sentence	options	are	used?	 

•	 What	is	the	average	sentence	length	by	 
offense or by misdemeanor/felony? 

Conducting a Case-Processing 
Study 
The steps in organizing a case-processing study 

are as follows: 

1. Define the sample population. 

2. Determine the variables to be studied. 

3. Determine the size of the study sample. 

4. Collect the data. 

5. Analyze the data. 

Each of these steps is discussed in the 

sections below. 

Jail Capacity Planning Guide 

Step 1: Define the 
Sample Population 

A case-processing study takes a sample of defen­

dants booked into the jail on a new charge and 

tracks them through the system to disposition. 

(Each booking identified for the sample should 

be a new local arrest; individuals booked into jail 

for violating release conditions are not tracked.) 

Bench warrants, sentenced inmates, out-of-county 

cases, and probation-violation-only arrests are 

also excluded. However, individuals on active 

probation supervision are tracked as part of the 

analysis. In this way, the study provides the most 

direct look at how cases without multiple extenu­

ating factors move through the criminal justice 

system. 

To ensure that the sample cases are processed 

fully during the study period, a sample is col­

lected from several points over the previous year 

or two. The goal is to have a sample of recent 

cases, most of which have been resolved by the 

criminal justice system. Skip a quarter or two 

and then select a random sample at even inter­

vals. For example, a jurisdiction may select a 

sample from jail bookings that occurred in the 

months of January, April, July, and October. This 

will ensure that the sample is not influenced by 

seasonal variations. Selecting the sample from 

jail bookings will also ensure that it properly 

represents cases from throughout the county. 

The sample should include cases from multiple 

areas of the county and from different times of 

the year. Such variations of random sampling 

will ensure that your data accurately reflect the 

overall trends of a county rather than the nuances 

of one particular jurisdiction or one particularly 

violent period of time. 

Step 2: Determine the 
Variables To Be Studied 

Questionnaires represent one type of data collec­

tion instrument. Those used in case-processing 

studies typically gather defendant profile data 

(age, gender, employment, etc.), pretrial release 
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type, key case-processing dates, sentence type E x h i b i t  4 – 1  
and length, and failure-to-appear and rearrest data 

for the period from pretrial release to case dispo­

sition. Each jurisdiction will develop a data col­

lection instrument by selecting a list of variables. 

However, terms and definitions will vary between 

jurisdictions, so it is important that each jurisdic­

tion customize its variables based on relevant 

terminology and available data. Each jurisdiction 

should include in its data collection instrument 

variables that address its own unique circum­

stances. Once the proper terms are identified and 

the availability of data confirmed, a code book 

should be drafted that describes all terms and 

abbreviations. Exhibit 4–1 presents a list of key 

variables to include in a case-processing study. 

Where there are automated databases, a county 

may be able to supplement the list of variables. 

For example, the criminal justice coordinating 

committee (CJCC) in Utah County, UT, was 

also able to track inmates in the study sample 

into treatment and then document their exit sta­

tus. Other counties may be able to collect more 

detailed profile information about mental health 

status, intoxication at booking, and so forth. 

The variables that are initially selected should be 

finalized based on input from the CJCC. Doing 

so helps ensure that the study can answer ques­

tions and address issues important to the policy 

board that will ultimately be making recommen­

dations about jail capacity. 

Step 3: Determine the Size of the 
Study Sample 

Sample size depends on the annual number of 

pretrial jail bookings. The goal is to draw a 

sample that is representative of who comes to jail 

before trial; that is, the sample should reflect an 

accurate picture of what the jail encounters in a 

year of operation. For example, if the jail booked 

in misdemeanor inmates at a ratio of five misde­

meanors to one felony, the sample should reflect 

the same ratio. 

Key Variables To Include in a Case-Processing Study 

The list below gives an example of the kinds of data collected in a case-processing study. 
Appendix B features an additional listing of variables. 

Detention Center 
1. Defendant identification number. 

2. Date of birth (month/day/year). 

3. Booking date. 

4. Release date. 

5. Education level. 

6. Employment. 

7. Charge (circle one): 

Domestic violence Person Property Drug Public order Traffic 

8. Charge class (circle one): 

Felony Misdemeanor 

9. Charge degree (circle one): 

First Second Third 

10. Number of charges. 

11. Arresting agency. 

12. Total bail amount. 

13. Release type. 

Circuit and County Court 
14. First appearance date. 

15. Filing date. 

16. Arraignment date. 

17. Disposition date. 

18. Sentencing date. 

19. Number of administrative hearings. 

20. District attorney charge class. 

21. District attorney charge degree. 

22. District attorney charge. 

23. Attorney type. 

24. Disposition type. 

25. Disposition charge class. 

26. Reason for nonconviction. 

27. Bond amount. 

28. Release type. 

29. Sentence type and length. 

30. Failure to appear: yes/no. 

31. Rearrest: yes/no. 

32. Prior arrests. 
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A second characteristic required of a sample is 

reliability; in other words, if one drew several 

samples from a jail, what would be the odds that 

they would all tell the same story? The degree 

to which samples are the same is a measure of 

their reliability. For example, if a jurisdiction has 

a significant number of felony bookings that are 

reduced to misdemeanors or dismissed before 

disposition, it becomes necessary to oversample 

the felony population so that the felony sample 

will remain statistically valid as the cases pro­

ceed to court disposition. Oversampling ensures 

that a baseline population will be large enough 

to account for these variations and maintain an 

appropriate number of cases for sampling. 

Exhibit 4–2 presents recommendations for 

sample size based on annual jail admissions. 

Most samples do not need to exceed about 880 

inmates. However, if resources permit, a larger 

sample is preferable because as a sample’s size 

increases, so does its reliability. Note that some 

jurisdictions have a limited budget for data col­

lection and it is better to have some data than no 

data at all. Exhibit 4–2 is merely a guide to deter­

mining sample size and not a rigid rule. 

E x h i b i t  4 – 2  

Recommended Jail Sample Size 

Pretrial Admissions Recommended Sample Size 

1,000 516 

2,000 696 

5,000 880 

10,000 964 

25,000 1,023 

50,000 or more 1,045 

Note: The sample size is based on a 95-percent confidence level and 
±3-percent confidence interval (see Creative Research Systems, 
www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm#top). 

Today some criminal justice systems have 

achieved a level of electronic data integration 

that allows a full year of data to be analyzed, 

negating the need for a sample. This, of course, 

is the ideal. 

Determining the Size of the Study Sample 
in the Sample County 
The sample county jail books more than 18,000 
inmates a year. Even though a few inmates inevitably 
will be excluded for incomplete data, the size of this 
inmate population should be sufficient to provide a 
sample large enough both to be reliable and to be 
drawn in a manner that fairly represents seasonal 
changes in the population. Although this county could 
have used a larger sample (a good idea if possible), it 
chose to draw a sample of 800 inmates. 

To be representative, a sample must be drawn from 
weeks and months that offer a balanced picture by 
accounting for seasonality and other expected varia­
tions. To draw a sample effectively, the jail must go 
far enough back in time that almost all the inmates in 
the sample period will have been processed through 
the criminal justice system by the time data collection 
begins. For this reason, skipping two quarters and 
then taking a sample from each of the four previ­
ous quarters is usually recommended, depending on 
case-processing times, to ensure that the cases will 
have been resolved within the study period. 

The sample of 800 defendants booked into the 
sample county jail was taken from different days 
and months over a 9-month period. Each defendant 
identified for the sample was a new local arrest. 
Bench warrants, out-of-county cases, and probation­
violation-only arrests were excluded. The sample 
includes the first 100 misdemeanor bookings and the 
first 100 felony bookings from the months below. To 
account for potential variations related to the week of 
the month and the day of the week, a different week 
and day were chosen to begin the data collection for 
each month: 

•	 April	10,	2004. 
•	 July	23,	2004. 
•	 October	16,	2004. 
•	 January	3,	2005. 

Step 4: Collect the Data 

Once the sample has been identified, the work of 

collecting the data begins. Many local criminal 

justice systems have computerized databases. 

However, it is unlikely that all data will be auto­

mated. Rearrest and failure-to-appear data often 

require a case-by-case check, for example. In 

such instances, data collectors will need to be 

trained. The best approach is to enlist the help 
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The Jail Capacity Forecast: A County Example
 

Jail capacity forecasts depend on the 

availability and quality of local data. The 

forecasts contained in this guide are no 

exception. For the sample county, much 

information was available for the previous 

21 years. Jail admissions, average length 

of stay (ALOS), and average daily popu­

lation (ADP) data were available from 

1986 to 2006. Corresponding data for the 

community corrections center (CCC) were 

available from 1999 to 2006. The county 

annualized its jail data for 2006 on the 

basis of the first 9 months, and it annual­

ized its 2006 CCC data on the basis of the 

first 7 months.1 Attempts to obtain older 

data proved impossible—the records sim­

ply did not exist or were not reliable. The 

state’s Office of Economic Analysis pro­

vided an estimate of the forecast county 

population. 

As useful as these numbers may be in con­

structing a picture of what is to come, they 

will not aid the county unless it reaches a 

consensus about criminal justice system 

policy for the next 20 years. Analyses of 

the data culminate in several scenarios, 

each of which suggests an alternative 

future in terms of jail bed demand. No one 

policy scenario is the “right” scenario. In 

the end, it is up to county decisionmakers 

to select the view of the future that best 

represents what they believe to be the 

most likely direction, based on all the 

information at hand, and then plan for jail 

bedspace on that basis. 

The county collected historical data for 

both the jail and the CCC. This chapter 

presents the jail data; CCC data are pre­

sented in appendix D. As the county con­

sidered the forecast for future jail space, it 

combined its data from both facilities for 

the years 1999 through the present. In the 

end, local decisionmakers received several 

scenarios of total corrections space to help 

them determine the percentage of beds to 

be allocated to the jail and the CCC. 

Jail Data 

Admissions 

Plotting admissions to the jail provides a 

visual display of the increasing demand 

on the local facility. Exhibit 6–1 shows 

that total bookings into the county jail 

increased from 7,268 in 1986 to 18,388 in 

2006, an increase of 153 percent. In con­

trast, the admissions rate (the number of 

inmates per 100,000 population) shows a 

lower, 40-percent increase over the same 

period (see exhibit 6–2), revealing the 

contribution of county population growth 

to admissions. In fact, the rate analysis 

shows a fairly constant admissions rate for 

at least the preceding 8 years (see “Overall 

Admissions Rate” below). 





 

 

 

 

 

      

 

 

E x h i b i t  6 – 1 0  

Sample County Jail Capacity Forecast for Year 2030, by Average Length of 
Stay and Admissions Rate 

Total Beds Necessary 

ALOS and  
Admissions Rate 

Average Daily 
Population 

For Peak  
Populations* 

For  
Classification† 

Incarceration  
Rate‡ 

4,000 1,296 1,426 1,454 164 

4,500 1,458 1,604 1,632 185 

5,000 1,620 1,782 1,810 206 

ALOS = 17 days 

4,000 1,468 1,615 1,643 186 

4,500 1,652 1,817 1,845 210 

5,000 1,835 2,019 2,047 233 

*Calculated as ADP x 1.1 (for this peaking factor example). 
†Calculated as (ADP x 1.1) + 28. 
‡Calculated as (ADP/Projected County Population in 2030) x 100,000. 

Notes: Admission and incarceration rates calculated as number of inmates per 100,000 county population. Estimated county population in 2030 is 
788,162. Incarceration rates provided for purposes of comparison only; jail forecast scenarios are not based on suggested incarceration rates. 

For purposes of comparison only, exhibit 6–10 

also presents incarceration rates for each combi­

nation of ALOS and admission rate. (Note that 

jail forecast scenarios are not developed on the 

basis of incarceration rates.) The exhibit shows 

how the incarceration rate changes as the ALOS 

and admission rate change: the larger the jail 

population, the higher the incarceration rate. 

Before selecting one scenario over another, a 

county must anticipate changes within the crimi­

nal justice system that might increase demand 

and then discuss the extent to which the county 

can implement system changes to mitigate future 

demand. An effective approach is to start with a 

midrange projection (4,500 in exhibit 6–10) and 

then discuss the factors of the criminal justice 

system that could affect that projection positively 

or negatively. 

Both underestimating and overestimating capac­

ity needs come with their own set of implications. 

Underestimating future need for beds can result 

in crowded and sometimes unsafe conditions. 

Overestimating the need can result in poorly 

managed public dollars and could even widen 

the net (i.e., bringing into the criminal justice 

Jail Capacity Planning Guide 

A Systems Approach 

Criminal Justice System Factors That Can 
Affect a Midrange Projection 
Factors that might increase need for more jail capacity: 
•	 Potential	for	changes	in	state	prison	admission	 
policies.	 

•	 Discontinuation	of	booking	fee	requirements. 
•	 Acceleration	of	population	growth. 

Changes that might mitigate need for more jail capacity: 
•	 Implementation	of	full-service	pretrial	program. 
•	 Development	of	early	case	resolution	program. 
•	 Adoption	of	risk	assessment	to	guide	treatment	 
allocation. 

system individuals who previously would never 

have entered), thus leading to longer sentences 

for offenders who might have been diverted had 

fewer beds been available. 

In the end, counties should make all jail forecast 

decisions in conjunction with discussions that 

ask critical questions about the assumptions 

guiding both policy and practices and that 

explore the extent to which a county can put in 

place the strategies needed to manage change. 

Forecast scenarios provide a framework within 

which to have these discussions and to consider 

a plan for the future of a jurisdiction’s criminal 

justice system. 
60 



         

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Bed Allocation 
Custody space needs are not just a function of 

population trends and crime rates. System poli­

cies that dictate jail bed use also determine cus­

tody space needs. As such, jurisdictions planning 

how to best allocate beds between a jail and an 

alternative facility such as a CCC should conduct 

their planning on the basis of both population and 

policy considerations. The extent to which local 

policies allow particular inmates (as determined 

by classification, charge, and other factors) to 

serve all or part of their sentences in an alternative 

facility sets the parameters for this discussion. 

Jurisdictions can perform additional analyses 

to help guide their decisions about the distribu­

tion of custody beds among the jail, the CCC, 

and other nonsecure correctional options that are 

available today in the graduated array of sanc­

tions and services. 

Conducting a risk-and-needs study is one 

approach to planning the allocation of beds 

between a jail and a CCC. A risk-and-needs study 

uses a validated tool (i.e., data collection instru­

ment) for analyzing risk (e.g., risk of recidivism) 

to examine a sample of inmates. The results 

should help frame a discussion about how to man­

age a jail population by managing risk. A risk­

and-needs analysis can help a jurisdiction explore 

how it might manage inmates across a custody 

continuum to improve offender outcomes. The 

analysis can also help a jurisdiction examine how 

risk-based policy decisions translate into cost sav­

ings. Consider the following: 

•	 What	would	happen	if	a	jail	moved	all	 
inmates who had served half their sentence 
to a CCC? 

•	 What	would	happen	if	a	jail	exited	all	 
low-risk inmates to sheriff work crews and 
day reporting? 

•	 What	would	happen	if	a	jail	exited	all	 
medium-risk inmates to a CCC? 

•	 What	would	happen	if	a	jail	exited	all	 
high-risk inmates to a CCC that offered 
substance abuse treatment? 

Several risk tools are available for such an 

analysis. However, regardless of the instrument, 

a jurisdiction will want to ensure that it is well 

tested and valid. Once a jurisdiction settles on a 

particular risk tool, it will then select a random 

sample of sentenced inmates. The sample should 

be of adequate size to ensure significant results. 

At a minimum, it should include sentenced mis­

demeanants, sentenced felons, and felony techni­

cal violators. 

The risk tool generates a risk score for each 

inmate in the sample. It also collects demographic 

information (age, gender, etc.) and information 

about sentence length, jail classification, and indi­

vidual needs (i.e., risk factors). Substance abuse, 

mental health, vocation, and education are the 

risk factors most commonly included. Collecting 

this information involves a review of each 

inmate’s official record and a short interview with 

the inmate. Some risk tools collect data on an 

extensive array of risk factors. However, a shorter 

list is sufficient for this study. The risk factors 

selected depend on the tool a jurisdiction uses and 

the jurisdiction’s interest in assessing particular 

areas of risk. 

With the information obtained from a risk-and- 

needs study, a jurisdiction can test different 

scenarios for allocating beds between a jail and a 

CCC. Findings from one county risk-and-needs 

study include the following: 

•	 Eighteen	percent	of	jail	inmates	were	at	low	 
risk for recidivism. 

•	 Forty-eight	percent	of	the	inmates	were	at	 
moderate risk for recidivism. 

•	 Thirty-four	percent	of	the	inmates	were	at	high	 
risk for recidivism. 

The analysis also revealed the factors that cor­

relate with high risk. Compared with the low-risk 

group, high-risk offenders in the county: 
61 
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•	 Had	four	times	the	number	of	prior	arrests. 

•	 Were	less	than	half	as	likely	to	have	a	job. 

•	 Were	three	times	as	likely	to	have	used	drugs	at	 
the time of their current offense. 

•	 Had	a	greater	effect	on	the	jail	in	terms	of	bed	 

days used. 

In discussing possible facility housing scenarios 

based on risk, the objective is not to exclude 

the high-risk offender from access to the CCC. 

Instead, the purpose of knowing the risk level is 

to improve inmate management along a custody 

continuum. For example, the Washington County, 

OR, CCC excludes from its facility only inmates 

who either have less than 2 weeks remaining on 

their sentence or have the highest jail classifica­

tion level (once reclassified, these inmates may 

be reconsidered for CCC eligibility). All other 

sentenced inmates are eligible to move from jail to 

the CCC, with exclusions made on a case-by-case 

basis. 

A focus on risk and needs, along with local poli­

cies regarding the discretion for jail managers and 

corrections directors to move offenders along a 

custody-to-community continuum, can help guide 

a jurisdiction’s allocation of resources. Ultimately, 

the planning of resource allocation should be 

guided by a philosophy that views jail as the 

alternative—an approach that views the jail as the 

option of last resort and that plans to use the jails 

as but one option along a broad continuum. 

Jail scenarios are just a starting point, and projec­

tions are, at best, estimates of what is likely to 

occur in coming years. Should a jurisdiction’s 

decisionmakers wish to alter any of their sce­

narios, they can do so by adjusting the key indices 

of jail use: county population trends, admission 

rates, expected ALOS, and the peaking and classi­

fication factors. Adjusting these indices will yield 

different estimates of the required number of jail 

beds. The process of estimating future space needs 

should be an active exercise, one that is updated 

as conditions change. Creating scenarios is not a 

one-time exercise, and neither is the implementa­

tion of strategies to manage growth. 

The average time from planning a jail to open­

ing a new facility can be 4 years or even longer. 

Over this period, jurisdictions should analyze and 

implement their recommendations in the crimi­

nal justice system. Doing so allows for the kind 

of continuous fine-tuning needed to manage the 

existing jail population while constructing a new 

jail and ensures that the new facility is not full on 

the day it opens. 

If the necessary changes that the county has 

recommended do not occur, then more jail beds 

than those predicted might be necessary. Left 

uncontrolled, jail populations continue to grow, 

filling and overfilling whatever facilities counties 

construct in response to such growth and leav­

ing no alternatives for managing a jail population 

other than to expand facilities every few years. 

An approach that emphasizes active manage­

ment, on the other hand, may make it possible to 

prolong the sufficiency of newly constructed jail 

space for a longer period, giving a county time to 

explore and try out the many viable alternatives to 

construction that have become available in recent 

years. 

In any case, planned jail bed demand is bound to 

create “sticker shock” when the cost of building 

a new or expanded facility is finally calculated. 

However, realizing the cost can itself be the 

impetus for exploring changes in the criminal 

justice system that support reducing admissions or 

ALOS. 

Note 
1. Annualized data were calculated using the fol­
lowing formula: (total for n months/n) x 12. 
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Planning for One Empty Bed 

A good plan executed right now is far better than a perfect 
plan executed next week. 

The key to the long-term management of 

a jail and other corrections resources is the 

implementation of a system master plan: 

a set of policy and program strategies that 

will enable a jurisdiction not only to react 

to change but also to influence and shape 

the course of that change. 

System Master Plan 
The development of a system master plan 

should provide the foundation for any jail 

capacity forecast scenario. A system mas­

ter plan is a strategic plan for the future: It 

outlines principles and practices designed 

to make the most efficient use of exist­

ing resources and manage change. Once 

implemented, the strategies developed in 

the system master plan can help manage 

a jail toward the goal of “one empty bed” 

and forestall the need for more jail beds. 

A system master plan should, at the mini­

mum, address the following areas: 

•	 Prebooking	options. 

•	 Pretrial	release	services. 

•	 Classification	and	use	of	objective	risk	 
assessment. 

—General George S. Patton1 

•	 Adjudication	policies	and	practices. 

•	 Diversion	options. 

•	 Sentencing	alternatives.	 

•	 Program	adherence	to	evidence-based	 
practices. 

•	 Sanction	policies	and	programs. 

•	 Jail	reentry	and	discharge	planning. 

•	 Data	availability	and	integration. 

In examining these areas, a jurisdiction 

should refer to its case-processing and jail 

snapshot data, its policies and procedures, 

qualitative reviews of its programs, and 

any other data it believes would inform its 

decisionmaking process. 

The sample county’s system master plan 

contains more than 80 recommendations 

that address a broad spectrum of system 

policies and practices. In some cases, 

the county took action before the plan 

was complete. One presiding judge, for 

example, made the commitment to assign 

a single judge to handle front-end court 

proceedings as part of a broader initiative 

to streamline processing and adopt early 



 

  

case	resolution	(ECR)	practices.	In	the	broadest	 

terms the sample county could group its recom­

mendations by the two factors that most directly 

influence the jail: admissions and average length 

of	stay	(ALOS).	 

The sample county’s recommendations to reduce 

admissions were as follows: 

•	 Establish	a	comprehensive	pretrial	program. 

•	 Fund	local	detoxification	services. 

•	 Increase	the	use	of	nonjail	sanctions. 

•	 Develop	diversion	options	for	the	mentally	ill. 

•	 Reduce	the	use	of	jail	for	probation	violations	 

through a structured sanction policy. 

The sample county made the following recom­

mendations	for	reducing	ALOS:	 

•	 Implement	an	ECR	program. 

•	 Reduce	the	time	between	citation	for	a	proba­
tion violation and the hearing. 

•	 Expedite	the	movement	of	inmates	from	the	jail	 

to	the	community	corrections	center	(CCC).	 

These are but a sample of the measures jurisdic­

tions might take to improve system efficiency. 

In the end, the degree to which jurisdictions 

implement these changes will dictate whether a 

jurisdiction selects the high end or low end of its 

projected need in a jail forecast scenario. 

Selecting a Jail Forecast 
Scenario 
Recommendations	proposed	in	a	system	master	 

plan should represent jail management strategies 

that, if implemented, will go a long way toward 

mitigating jail crowding and optimizing out-

comes.	Jurisdictions	can	fashion	scenarios	to	test	 

the influence of changes in policies and practices. 

Policy	scenarios	allow	a	jurisdiction	to	use	its	jail	 

capacity forecast not only to plan for the future 

but to shape it as well. These scenarios can be a 

useful tool for speculating about the ramifications 

of different policy choices. 

One example from a study of the Los Angeles 

County	Jail	shows	the	power	different	policy	 

choices wield. This study simulated how different 

eligibility policies for jail diversion would affect 

the jail population. The county found that when 

the population eligible for diversion from jail was 

limited to inmates who had been incarcerated for 

a nonviolent crime and who had no previous jail 

incarceration, approximately 11 percent of the 

sample in custody would qualify for diversion. 

However, when the criteria for diversion eligibil­

ity were expanded to include inmates who had 

a previous jail incarceration but no prison incar­

ceration, the population of inmates eligible for 

diversion rose to more than 53 percent (although 

a quarter of these inmates were felony drug 

offenders).2 

The policy choices of the criminal justice system 

and achievement of efficiencies and improve­

ments within the system can reduce demand on 

a jail. However, because jails are complex and 

dynamic systems, the effect of a single system 

modification is difficult to quantify. Moreover, 

although making changes can help a jurisdiction 

moderate its jail population growth, shifts in poli­

cies and practices over which the jurisdiction has 

no control can undermine these improvements. 

For	example,	the	sudden	employment	of	more	 

police officers or a new state “zero tolerance” 

policy for probation violators can reverse gains in 

holding	down	jail	population	growth.	Conversely,	 

one	California	county	found	that	a	new	state	pol­

icy rendered forecast jail bed demand unreliable: 

Proposition	36,	which	diverts	nonviolent	drug	 

users from jail to treatment, led to less growth 

in the jail population than anticipated. (Overall, 

however,	jail	admissions	in	California	are	at	their	 

highest,	even	with	Proposition	36.)	 

Jail	planning	also	cannot	fully	anticipate	the	 

interactive	factors	of	a	complex	system.	For	 
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example, a successful strategy for reducing the 

number of offenders on absconded status can 

swell caseload size and negatively affect a jail. 

Likewise, a jurisdiction might expect an early 

case resolution program to reduce the case dis­

missal or decline rate. No model is yet sensitive 

enough to examine the interactive effects of all 

changes to the criminal justice system. 

To alter a plan on the basis of changes antici­

pated for one particular target group ignores 

the complexity of the criminal justice system. 

Jurisdictions	that	have	attempted	to	model	chang­

es in jail usage based on a single policy change 

are often surprised when jail demand quickly 

exceeds or falls short of modeled changes. This 

is because another system change that has an 

opposite effect can quickly neutralize the initial 

policy	change.	For	this	reason,	this	guide	focuses	 

on population management strategies, which are 

flexible tools for managing change. 

Criminal Justice System Factors That Affect the 
Choice of a Jail Forecast Scenario 
Factors Associated With Increased Jail Capacity Need 
•	 Pent-up	demand	(as	measured	by	indicators	such	as	 
housing	inmates	in	other	jails,	truncating	sentences,	 
and	increasing	citation	rates). 

•	 Degree	of	uncertainty	about	state	policy	changes. 
•	 Elimination	of	booking	fee	requirement. 
•	 Anticipated	increase	in	the	number	of	police	officers. 
•	 Anticipated	increase	in	county	population. 

Factors Associated With Decreased Jail Capacity Need 
•	 ECR	programs. 
•	 Pretrial	services. 
•	 Community	corrections	centers. 
•	 Jail	stepdown	options. 
•	 Elimination	of	booking	fee	requirement. 
•	 Quality	diversion	and	sentencing	options. 
•	 Risk-based	programs. 

E x h i b i t  7 – 1  

Jail	planning	is	not	a	precise	science.	In	fact,	 

planning methodologies based on a high level of 

detail might only serve to give a false sense of 

precision. One county that developed a forecast 

based on modeling jail admissions for more than 

20 types of criminal offenses was quickly thrown 

off target by larger changes in system policy, 

proving that sometimes it is better to be “gener-

ally right” than “precisely wrong.” 

Outcomes of Various Jail Scenarios in Mitigating Average  
Daily Population 

Estimated Reduction in  
Average Daily Population Scenario 

Reduce transfer time from jail to the CCC by 27 days 109 

Reduce pretrial failure rate by 50 percent 29 

Reduce case-processing time by 3 days 43 

Divert low-risk inmates with mental illnesses from jail 33 

For	these	reasons,	jurisdictions	are	advised	to	 

conduct jail forecasts by using historical pat­

terns of demand as their starting point. Historical 

changes	in	jail	admissions	and	ALOS	set	the	 

parameters. Anticipated rates of future growth 

in	county	population	set	the	pace.	Finally,	the	 

jurisdiction’s level of confidence in implementing 

system measures to manage the jail population 

and improve system efficiency helps determine 

which end of the range of projected demand for 

jail beds it should choose. Before selecting one 

jail forecast scenario over another, a jurisdic­

tion must decide the extent to which it can effect 

changes to the criminal justice system and miti­

gate future demand on the jail. 

Focusing	on	population	management	strategies	 

encourages a jurisdiction to adopt measures that 

allow flexible and continuous jail management. 

In contrast, approaches that attempt to model 

single policies are vulnerable to changes in those 

policies. This can limit the usefulness of model­

ing efforts. This is not to say there is no value 

in modeling the effect of policies or practices. 

This kind of planning can help demonstrate the 

relative influence of different changes and can 

serve as a catalyst for change. The sample county 

considered the jail mitigation scenarios listed in 

exhibit 7–1. 
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In the end, the main focus of jail planning should 

be on the adoption of population management 

strategies that can reduce pressures on the jail by 

managing change. Three examples of these are 

pretrial programs, which manage the front end 

of the jail, thereby structuring release decision-

making; early case resolution programs, which 

address the movement of cases through the jail; 

and jail stepdown options, which move certain 

inmate populations out to work crews, day­

reporting	centers,	or	CCCs,	according	to	indi­

vidual levels of risk and need. 

The extent to which a jurisdiction is committed 

to making changes to the criminal justice system 

will dictate which end of the forecast range of 

options it can select. A jurisdiction that outlines a 

bold plan that addresses major drivers of jail bed 

demand can more confidently plan on the low 

end of projected future capacity need. The sam­

ple county concluded that implementation of key 

recommendations would allow it to base its plans 

on the low end of the continuum. Each jurisdic­

tion confronted with the need for long-term jail 

capacity planning can use this opportunity to 

influence change in the criminal justice system 

toward improved jail management and better 

offender outcomes. 

Presenting the Forecast 
Results 
Once the forecast is complete, planning carefully 

how to present the results can pay dividends. If 

the jurisdiction has a criminal justice coordinat­

ing committee, the committee should be aware 

of the details of the jurisdiction’s data collection 

efforts. Optimally, the committee also will have 

had a voice in shaping the direction taken dur­

ing the data collection and in providing input 

into tracking the analysis. Including key elected 

and appointed officials in the final review of the 

data is particularly important. After the planning 

team has analyzed the data, a representative of 

the team should visit each official individually 

to discuss the findings specific to that official’s 

agency. This is not only a matter of courtesy but 

is also essential to ensuring that the data are cor­

rect and that the jurisdiction has interpreted them 

appropriately. 

Jurisdictions	may	want	to	consider	scheduling	 

a full-day symposium to present system data 

to a full contingent of criminal justice system 

representatives. Not only is this an opportu­

nity to reveal data about jail usage and system 

case-processing dynamics, but it can also be an 

interactive	forum.	Presenters	can	ask	the	audi­

ence to help derive the assumptions that drive the 

selection of different jail forecast scenarios. The 

symposium may be followed up with additional 

presentations to criminal justice-related commis­

sions. If the members of the jurisdiction’s elected 

governing	body	(e.g.,	the	County	Board	of	 

Commissioners)	do	not	all	attend	the	symposium,	 

the jurisdiction may wish to offer them a separate 

presentation. 

A jurisdiction may also present its findings to 

other interested parties and community groups. 

Doing	so	is	important	for	laying	the	ground­

work for citizen understanding of the issue. 

Jurisdictions	should	incorporate	the	feedback	 

from all these meetings into a final report: the 

system master plan. This report will include the 

jail and case-processing data, jail forecast sce­

narios, analysis, and final recommendations. 

Once the system master plan is issued, jurisdic­

tion officials will want to decide how to proceed. 

They may form subcommittees to begin address­

ing the plan’s recommendations. If the jurisdic­

tion decides to proceed with planning a jail facil­

ity, it will make arrangements to bring in experts 

in jail operations, staffing, facility design, site 

selection, and cost analysis. It will also begin a 

conversation with voters.3 
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Making Adjustments 
Facility	planning	takes	place	on	shifting	ground.	 

Jail	planning	(based	on	10-	to	20-year	forecasts)	 

drives building plans that proceed as jail demand 

continues to fluctuate and, in some cases, veers 

off	course	completely.	For	this	reason,	a	juris­

diction should reexamine its jail projections as 

the criminal justice system adopts new policies 

or passes new laws. In some cases, changes in 

county population will also require a review. In 

all cases, the forecast of jail and alternative facil­

ity needs should be an ongoing process, just as 

the review of the programs and policies of the 

criminal justice system should be a continuous 

endeavor. 

Jurisdictions	should	view	the	system	master	plan	 

as a starting point on which to build as time and 

circumstances dictate. Only through commitment 

to ongoing review can a jurisdiction get ahead 

in its planning and consider how to forestall the 

continued building of facilities to increase jail 

beds. 

Planning for Results 
Jail	usage	is	driven	by	the	policies	of	the	criminal	 

justice system, judicial decisions, sentencing law, 

available alternatives, case-processing efficiency, 

and program effectiveness. Each of these factors 

can	be	examined	or	measured.	For	this	reason,	 

jail capacity planning should be grounded in a 

systems approach. 

Notes 
1.	Roy	Rosenzweig,	“Scarcity	or	Abundance?	 
Preserving	the	Past	in	a	Digital	Era,”	American 
Historical Review	108(June):754,	2003,	n.	47. 

2.	Joan	Petersilia,	Profiling Inmates in the 
Los Angeles County Jails: Risks, Recidivism, 
and Release Options (Washington,	DC:	U.S.	 
Department	of	Justice,	Office	of	Justice	 
Programs,	National	Institute	of	Justice,	2000). 

3.	For	a	description	of	how	to	engage	the	public	 
in the process of jail planning, see Gail Elias, 
Building Community Support for New Jail 
Construction	(Washington,	DC:	U.S.	Department	 
of	Justice,	National	Institute	of	Corrections,	 
2006),	www.nicic.gov/Library/021328, accessed 
February	24,	2009. 
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Jail Snapshot: Data Variables
 

The data needed to complete a jail snap­

shot analysis include a daily census or 

roster of all inmates held at all facilities 

included in a study. If a jurisdiction has 

a work-release facility, it can develop 

separate snapshots for the jail and the 

work-release facility. Jurisdictions should 

consider the following guiding principles 

when developing a jail snapshot: 

•	 A	“snapshot”	of	the	jail	population	 
consists of information that describes a 
jurisdiction’s incarcerated population at 
one point in time. 

•	 Most	jails	take	a	census	that	includes	all	 
inmates. For this exercise, take a sample 
at the same hour on the same day of the 
week once a month for each of the next 
6 months. The sample should include 
all inmates who were in the jail on each 
sample date. 

•	 For	the	purposes	of	this	exercise,	if	a	 
defendant is charged with more than one 
offense, record only the most serious 
charge type and status. 

•	 Capture	time	in	custody	by	noting	the	 
number of days each inmate has been 
in custody. For an aggregate time in 
custody, divide the total number of days 
by the number of inmates or by inmate 
status (e.g., pretrial, sentenced). 

•	 Add	any	additional	demographic	vari­
ables where the data are available. For 
example: 

–	 Residence. 

–	 Employment. 

–	 Education level. 

–	 Serious mental illness: yes/no. 

–	 Prescribed psychotropic medica­
tion: yes/no. 

Data To Collect for a 
Jail Snapshot 
The variables listed below are only an 

example of the types of information to 

collect for a jail snapshot. Each jurisdic­

tion should tailor the data collected to the 

needs of its own system. 

1.	 Inmate number: Beginning with 1, 
number each inmate included in the 
sample. If there are 200 inmates in the 
census, the data sheet should contain 
the numbers 1–200. 

2.	 Inmate name or jail identification 
number. 

3.	 Status: Enter the appropriate letter as 
given below: 

P = Pretrial 

S = Posttrial 

H = Hold 

O = Other 

4.	 Charge type: Use the following codes 
to indicate the most serious charge or 



 

 

  

 

            
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

conviction for which the jurisdiction is hold­
ing the inmate. 

DV = Domestic violence* 

PE = Person 

PR = Property 

DR = Drug 

DU = Drunk Driving 

PO = Public Order 

TR = Traffic 

*Domestic violence is a subset of person 

crimes. 

5.	 Charge class: 

F = Felony 

M	=	Misdemeanor 

6.	 Hold type: If the jail recorded the status as 
a hold, select the type of hold. If there are 
other hold types in the jurisdiction, develop 
a set of codes that fit the jurisdiction’s needs. 
Then assign each code a number. 

1 = Federal hold
 

2 = State hold
 

3 = Other jurisdiction
 

4 = [Enter name of additional hold]
 

5 = [Enter name of additional hold]
 

7.	 Year booked: Enter the last two digits of the 
year an inmate was booked. 

8.	 Day booked: day/month/year 

9.	 Arresting agency: Develop a code for the 
jurisdiction by assigning a number to each 
agency (police, sheriff, or other entity) that 
arrests and brings defendants to the jail. 

0 = Unknown 

1 = [Enter name of agency] 

2 = [Enter name of agency] 

10. Court of jurisdiction. 

11. Age: [Enter age in years] 

12. Sex: 

M	=	Male 

F = Female 

13. Race/ethnicity: Record the appropriate code 
according to local categories: 

W = White 

B = Black 

H = Hispanic 

I = American Indian 

A = Asian 

O = Other 


U = Unknown
 

14. Classification assignment: 

Close 

Maximum 

Medium 

Minimum 
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Case-Processing Study: Sample Variables
 

The terms and definitions for the inmate 

sample variables used in the case-processing 

study will vary with each jurisdiction. 

Once a jurisdiction identifies the proper 

terms and confirms the availability of 

data, it should draft a code manual that 

describes all terms and abbreviations. 

Note: The variables listed below are only 

an example of the types of information a 

jurisdiction needs to collect. Each jurisdic­

tion should tailor the data collected to the 

needs of its own system. 

Data To Collect for a 
Case-Processing Study 

Detention Center 

1. Defendant identification number. 

2. Date of birth: month/day/year. 

3. Place of birth: (state, region, other 

state, other country).
 

4. Age at booking. 

5. Sex (circle one): male/female. 

6. Race/ethnicity: Record the appro­
priate category according to local 

classifications.
 

7. Residence (circle one): 

	 	 	•		Current	jurisdiction 

	 	 	•		Other	jurisdiction	within	same	state 

	 	 	•		Other	state 

8. Residence length (circle one): 

	•		Less	than	1	year 

	•		1–3	years 

	•		3	or	more	years 

9. Homeless (circle one): yes/no 

	10.	 	Marital	status. 

11. Driver’s license state. 

12. Employment. 

13. Level of education (circle one): 

	•		No	high	school 

	•		Some	high	school 

	•		High	school	graduate 

	•		Education	beyond	high	school 

14. Gang affiliation. 

15. Booking date. 

16. Booking time. 

17. Release date. 

18. Release time. 

19. Charge at time of booking 
(circle one): 

	•		Domestic	violence	 

	•		Person	offense 

	•		Property	offense 

	•		Drug	offense 

	•		Public	order	offense 

	•		Traffic	offense 

20. Charge class (circle one): felony/ 
misdemeanor. 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
    

 

 

 

 

21. Charge degree (circle one): 1, 2, 3. 

22.	 Number	of	charges. 

23. Arresting agency (list major law 
enforcement agencies). 

24. Total bail amount. 

25. Pretrial release type (circle one): 

	 	 •		Released	on	own	recognizance	 

	 	 •		Supervised	release	 

	 	 •		Bond	 

	 	 •		Supervised	release	plus	bond	 

	 	 •		Forced	release	 

	 	 •		No	release 

26. Posttrial release type: 

	 	 •		Time	served 

	 	 •		Case	dismissed	 

	 	 •		Released	from	probation	 

	 	 	•		Released	to	other	agency 

Court Data 

27. First appearance date. 

28. Filing date. 

29. Arraignment date. 

30. Disposition date. 

31. Sentencing date. 

32.	 Number	of	administrative	hearings. 

33. Prosecutor charge class (capture the charge 
at the time of filing). 

34. Prosecutor charge degree. 

35. Prosecutor charge. 

36. Attorney type (circle one): 

	 	 •		Public	defender	 

	 	 •		Other	appointed	counsel	 

	 	 •		Retained 

	 	 •		None 

Jail Capacity Planning Guide 

37. Disposition type (circle one): 

	 	 •		Guilty	 

	 	 •		Not	convicted	 

	 	 •		Pending 

38. Guilty verdict type (pled, found). 

39. Disposition charge class. 

40. Disposition charge degree. 

41. Disposition charge. 

42. Reason for nonconviction (circle one): 

	 	 •		Prosecutor	decline	 

	 	 •		Dismissed	 

	 	 •		Not	guilty	 

	 	 •		Pending 

43. Bond amount. 

44. Release type (circle one): pretrial, posttrial. 

45. Posttrial release type (circle one): 

	 	 •		No	complaint	 

	 	 •		Dismissed	 

	 	 •		Time	served	 

	 	 •		Transported	 

	 	 •		Court	order 

46. Sentence type (circle one): 

	 	 •		Prison	 

	 	 •		Jail	 

	 	 •		Community	corrections	center	 

	 	 •		Diversion	(e.g.,	drug	court,	mental	 
health court) 

	 	 •		Probation 

	 	 •		Fine 

47. Sentence length. 

48. Failure to appear: yes/no. 

49. Rearrest: yes/no. 

50. Previous bookings (circle one): 

	 	 •		0 

	 	 •		1–2 

	 	 •		3–5	 

	 	 •		6–10	 

	 	 •		11	or	more 
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Sample Data Analysis Calculations 


Jurisdictions can analyze the data collect­

ed in both the jail snapshot and the case-

processing study in numerous ways. A full 

report on the data may include hundreds of 

charts and graphs displaying the data from 

different analytic perspectives. This will 

require the services of a good analyst. 

Specific examples of data calculation 

discussed in the chapter on the case-

processing study are listed below. These 

examples provide only a sample of the 

kinds of analysis jurisdictions can conduct 

to reveal system functioning. 

Data Analysis Calculations 
for a Case-Processing 
Study 
•	 Pretrial release rate: Divide the num­

ber of inmates released prior to case 
disposition by the number of inmates 
booked into jail. 

•	 Pretrial failure-to-appear rate: 
Calculate the number of inmates re­ 
leased before trial who failed to make 
a court appearance during the period 

between release and case disposition. 
Then divide the number of inmates who 
failed to appear by the number released. 

•	 Pretrial rearrest rate: Calculate the 
number of inmates released before trial 
who were rearrested during the period 
between release and case disposition. 
Then divide the number of inmates who 
were rearrested by the number released. 

•	 Felony filing rate: Divide the number 
of felony cases filed by the number of 
felony cases booked. 

•	 No-complaint rate: Calculate the num­
ber of cases for which the prosecutor 
filed no formal charges. Then divide the 
number of these cases by the number 
booked. 

•	 File attrition: Subtract the number of 
no-complaint cases from the number of 
cases filed. 

•	 Case-processing times: Calculate the 
average time between different points 
in the adjudication process. The average 
processing time is calculated by tak­
ing the total process times between two 
points and dividing it by the number of 
cases. 
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The following data show the additional 

information collected for the community 

corrections center (CCC) in the sample 

county. Jurisdictions with a jail and an 

alternative facility need to track the same 

forecast variables for both. 

admissions in 2006, resulting in a  

13-percent increase over the period. 

Admissions by Resident 
Admission Status 

Exhibit D–2 shows the number and per­

centage of admissions into the CCC for 

2006 by type of admission. In 2006, there 

were 1,985 admissions to the CCC. Of 

these, 9 percent were inmates serving 

a sanction, 75 percent were sentenced 

offenders, and the remaining 16 percent 

were	T-lodgers—short-term	“transition”	 

lodgers. T-lodgers are offenders who are 

1) reentering the community from prison, 

Community Corrections 
Center 

Overall Admissions 

Exhibit D–1 shows the number of admis­

sions into the CCC from 1999 to 2006. In 

1999, there were 1,813 admissions into the 

facility. Administrators anticipated 2,050 

Exh ib i t  D–1  

Community Corrections Center Admissions: 1999–2006 
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E x h i b i t  D – 2  

Distribution of Community Corrections 
Center Admissions, by Type of 
Admission: 2006 

Sanctioned 

Sentenced 

T-lodgers 

Note: A T-lodger is a short-term “transition” lodger who is reentering 
the community from prison, occupying a CCC bed as a stabilization 
measure after release from jail, or serving a short-term direct sanction 
from a probation officer. 

Exh ib i t  D–3  

Average Length of Stay at the Community Corrections Center 
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Note: Average length of stay increased 14 percent between 1999 and 2006. 
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2) in a CCC bed as a stabilization measure after 

release from jail, or 3) serving short-term direct 

sanctions from a probation officer (this category 

includes inmates who have been released from 

the state prison and do not have a residence). 

Overall Average Length of Stay 

Exhibit D–3 shows the average length of stay 

(ALOS) at the CCC from 1999 to 2006. In 1999, 

the ALOS was 29.2 days. By 2006, the ALOS 

had increased to 33.3 days, a 14-percent increase 

over the period. 

Average Length of Stay by Type 
of Admission 

Exhibit D–4 shows the 2006 ALOS at the CCC 

categorized by the type of admission. In 2006, 

the overall ALOS was 33.3 days; for sanctioned 

inmates, the ALOS was 25.8 days; for sentenced 

inmates, the ALOS was 38.9 days; and for 

T-lodgers, the ALOS was 18 days. 

Overall Average Daily Population 

Exhibit D–5 shows the average daily population 

(ADP) at the CCC from 1999 to 2006. In 1999, 

there were an average 145 individuals at the 

CCC. By 2006, that number had grown to 187, a 

29-percent increase over the period. 

Average Daily Population by Type 
of Admission 

Exhibit D–6 shows the ADP of the CCC in 2006 

by type of admission. Overall, 6 percent of CCC 

residents were sanctioned inmates, 85 percent 

were serving a sentence, and the remaining 9 per­

cent were T-lodgers. 
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Exh ib i t  D–4  E x h i b i t  D –6  

Average Length of Stay at the Community Corrections Distribution of Community Corrections 
Center, by Type of Admission: 2006 Center Admissions, by Type of 

Admission: 2006 

Note: A T-lodger is a short-term “transition” lodger who is reentering 
the community from prison, occupying a CCC bed as a stabilization 
measure after release from jail, or serving a short-term direct sanction 
from a probation officer. 
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Exh ib i t  D–5  

Average Daily Population at the Community Corrections 
Center: 1999–2006 
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