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April 22, 2004
Dear County Mayor Workman and CJAC Members:

Salt Lake County experienced severe jail crowding at the
former Metro Jail, then built an expensive new facility that
quickly became crowded itself. The consequence has been a
serious budget crisis that has policy makers debating the next
best course of action to deal with diminishing resources and
rising jail costs. It has come to a point where the County
Mayor and the Sheriff, in particular, have seen the need to
step back and examine the underlying problems in order to
consider possible solutions.

The jail is crowded because of one primary reason: the
average length of stay for inmates has doubled since 1997.
This is a system problem that is rooted in a variety of leverage
points where changes are needed to reduce delay and
congestion.

This report is driven by the County’s RFP for a population
and system study, as well as the insights and values of the
leaders in all the justice system agencies who provided data
and extensive interviews with the ILPP team. During the
course of the study, ILPP found that Salt Lake County has
capable and committed criminal justice officials and a justice
system with some terrific aspects. The aim of ILPP’s work
was to focus on ways to improve the system while making it
more cost efficient.

The final report has been revised and edited based on the
feedback and comments from the draft report. It is now
complete and contains many new aspects, including an
Executive Summary and Action Plan. ILPP invites you to
read the document in its entirety, without moving directly to
your own agency’s section. This approach to reading will
enable you to see how the practices of each agency impact the
others, and in what overall direction ILPP believes the system
must migrate.

ILPP wants this study to be of great use by the County’s
policy makers. Please call upon us with questions regarding
the implementation of the recommendations.

Sincerely,

Alan Kalmanoff, PhD, JD, MSW
Executive Director


mailto:PLANNERS@ILPP.COM
http:WWW.ILPP.COM
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

IMPETUS FOR THE STUDY

The Institute for Law & Policy Planning (ILPP) was engaged by Mayor Workman on behalf
of the Criminal Justice Advisory Council to conduct a comprehensive Criminal Justice
System Assessment. The impetus for the study was crowding at the Metro Jail, a facility that
opened in January 2000 and shortly thereafter reached near capacity. Crowding occurred
despite a decrease in the overall crime rate and the existence of various jail population
control mechanisms.

The system assessment’s goals were: 1) find ways to reduce current and future jail
populations, 2) provide recommendations for alternatives to incarceration, and 3) provide a
planned process for implementation of the study’s recommendations.

ANALYSIS OF THE METRO JAIL

ILPP performed two major statistical analyses to determine the primary causes of the
growing inmate population: an nmate tracking analysis to look for delays in the case flow and a
profile analysis to analyze the seriousness of the current inmate population. The analyses
clearly revealed that the growth in jail population was due to a dramatic increase in the
average length of stay (ALOS) for inmates. Compared to 1997, when ILPP first
conducted a study of the old Salt Lake County Jail, the ALOS at the Metro Jail has more
than doubled to 29 days. Doubling the ALOS and then multiplying it by the thousands of
offenders that enter the jail has led to a rapid increase in the jail population.

The increase in the ALOS has been driven by numerous factors, but the two most significant
are:

1) Pretrial Incarceration

Despite a good pretrial release program, many pretrial detainees are held for
prolonged periods of time awaiting adjudication. The data revealed that accused
offenders, when not released within the first few days of arrest, spent an ALOS of 67
days, even though more than half of these offenders were charged with
misdemeanor offenses.

2) Sentences to Jail

The average inmate sentence was 253 days; remarkably 46% of the adjudicated
inmates had a sentence of one year or longer. Sentences imposed by the Justice
Courts varied considerably with jail terms averaging between 34 days (Draper) and
180 days (Taylorsville).

The jail analyses also revealed:

® Several cities have particularly high booking rates in relation to their population size

and crimes rates (i.e., South Salt Lake, Salt Lake City, West Valley, and Midvale).

Institute for Law & Policy Planning Executive Summary, Page 1
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® The jail is a maximum security facility, yet a vast majority of the inmates are classified
as minimum and medium risk inmates. Nearly two-thirds of the arrestees booked
into the jail were charged with misdemeanor offenses.

LEVERAGE POINTS IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The increase in the jail population and system costs is attributable to deficiencies at key
“leverage points” in the justice system. Employing information obtained from the jail data
analyses, observations, and interviews, ILPP identified many of these leverage points
including the following:

® A uniform arrest policy does not exist in Salt Lake County. As a result there is
differential jail use among cities and an inefficient use of city taxpayer resources in
needless transportation to the jail.

® DPretrial release options are not broad and would improve through incorporating
elements such as objective risk assessments, electronic monitoring, and day
reporting,.

® Municipalities and their Justice Courts overly rely on the jail because they have
not developed their own offender management structures, or community corrections
program, for a more cost-effective administration of justice.

® The Justice Courts’ sentences to jail vary considerably from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, often resulting in excesses. Justice Court judges have no financial
incentives, positive or negative, to keep the jail population down.

® The Sheriff Office’s authority is circumvented. Authority given to the Sheriff’s
Office to better manage the offender population, such as booking restrictions and
good time, is circumvented (intentionally and unintentionally) by justice system
officials.

e Continuances and scheduling delays are common in the District Court and
result in extending the length of cases. This results in a backlog of pending cases not
just in the Court, but also the District Attorney’s Office and Legal Defender’s
Association. The jail is impacted as pretrial detainees are held longer while awaiting
adjudication.

® The two-tiered court system is problematic. The County’s former district court
and circuit court were consolidated into a single court in 1996, yet the proliferation
of Justice Courts has rebounded to a two-tiered court system that is neither
coordinated nor managed as a cohesive system.

® Case priorities are not set. State rules of criminal procedure do not set priorities
for cases where the offender is not granted pretrial release; this should be compared
to many jurisdictions nationally where there are stringent time requirements for first
appearance and for preliminary hearings.'

!'The Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure has a “speedy trial” requirement of thirty (30) days, but this deadline is
rarely enforced because it is neatly impossible to bring a felony case to trial within that time frame.
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Drug Courts have inappropriate participants. Both Salt Lake City and Salt Lake
County Justice Drug Courts need to “weed out” all inappropriate participants (e.g.
those not needing intensive intervention) and refer these individuals to less expensive
alternatives. As they now operate, these Courts are more specialty calendars than
true drug court operations.

Waiting lists for substance abuse treatment are too long (four months for
residential and eight weeks for out patient treatment), causing wasteful delays and
crowding.

The County has not developed a plan for reduced resources. The County has
not developed a plan for the “trickle down effects” of dwindling state resources at a
time when State laws demand more “toughness.” This equates essentially to
“unfunded mandates” as the pressure on managing these offenders now falls into the
lap of the jail (the most expensive local resource available).

The Criminal Justice Advisory Council has developed into a briefing forum
rather than a management that can provide leadership.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

ILPP’s analysis has yielded over sixty recommendations for enhancing the efficiency and
effectiveness of the criminal justice system. The recommendations were often made with a
broad lens and seek to reduce the sticking points that lead to system congestion and
ultimately to jail crowding and high costs. Primary recommendations include:

1.

Adopt a countywide field citation release policy that includes circumstances and
offenses suitable for citation releases and supervisory review requirements on
discretionary arrests.

Create a pre-processing intake center at the Metro Jail to compliment new
regional booking centers.

Develop sentencing guidelines and a continuum of sanctions at the Justice
Court level that favor community-based sanctions rather than incarceration at the
jail.

Discontinue accepting Class B misdemeanants at the Metro Jail with the

exception of certain offenses such as DUI and violation of protection from abuse
orders.

Establish through legislation that pre-trial and sentenced inmates from all courts are
ultimately to the “custody of the Sheriff,” whereby the Sheriff can move offenders
between the jail and various alternative programs based on custody factors and
behavior.

Assist the municipalities in developing a strategic plan for a minimum-security
detention facility that can be implemented if other avenues of controlling the jail
population do not prevail.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning Executive Summary, Page 3
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7. Encourage appeals of justice court convictions that result in excessive or
disproportionate sentences, especially when the sentence is in lieu of payment of a
fine, so long as the interest of the individual client in each case is served.

8. Create a new case management system at the District Court that supports case
time standards.

9. Develop consolidated or regional mental health and drug courts at the Justice
Court level.

10. Institute municipal-level community service programs that provide a method
for defendants to work off fines and costs.

11. Develop a 48-hour DUI intervention program (in lieu of jail) similar to ones used
in Ohio and Kansas.

12. Expand the community custody program to include additional lower risk inmates
especially those who have been incarcerated for failure to pay fines/costs.

13. Work toward the goal of conducting a substance abuse assessment prior to
placing offenders in programs to ensure that treatment resources are appropriately
utilized.

14. Restructure the Criminal Justice Advisory Council so that it becomes an engine
of coordination, collaboration, and change.

15. Hire a criminal justice coordinator to facilitate CJAC and implement the
recommendations of this report and previous studies.

ILPP stresses that these recommendations must be implemented, or expensive new jail beds
will be needed in the immediate future.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning Executive Summary, Page 4
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1. INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Institute for Law & Policy Planning (ILPP) was engaged by Salt Lake County to
perform a comprehensive Criminal Justice System Assessment. The increase in the jail
population has been of particular concern to the county. This concern led the Sheriff to call
for a study of alternatives, but also to plan for new construction. This report focuses
primarily on the alternatives to new construction, but also gauges system wide trends and
development needs.

In 1997, ILPP completed a study of .Alternative Strategies for Providing Adequate Jail Facilities for
the Salt Lake City Corporation. The 1997 study reviewed a number of the same agencies
that are covered in this report and presented an action plan detailing numerous
recommendations to be implemented. Below is a summary of the action plan included in
the 1997 report.

A. System Management Recommendations
1. Formalize the Criminal Justice Advisory Council (CJAC).
Further enable CJAC to provide research, analysis, leadership and coordination.
Establish CJAC procedures for sharing information.
Seek clarification of jail release types.
Expand work furlough and weekend sentencing programs at Oxbow.
Expedite Pretrial Services supervised releases.
Establish an expanded pretrial day reporting center.
Develop and implement uniform arrest standards.
Establish a centralized mechanism to identify needs and improve coordination
between agencies.
10. Establish one criminal department in Division One of the district court.
11. Establish an Adult Mediation Center (AMC) Program for misdemeanor offenders.
12. Implement procedures for reducing delays in felony cases.
13. Establish arraignment Court at Jail.
14. Develop procedures that allow Division Two judges to accept pleas in felony cases
and to impose sentences.
15. Consider prosecuting violation of probation only where the probationer commits a
new offense that is less serious than the probationary offense.
B. Alternatives to Incarceration
16. Conduct re-classification study of in-custody inmates.
17. Expand drug and alcohol treatment availability.
18. Create a range of pretrial alternatives to custody.
19. Create a range of post-sentence alternatives to custody that insure punishment.
C. Facilities
20. A detailed county needs assessment should be done before additional facilities are
planned.
21. Future facility plans should probably include a minimum level facility.

R A i
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The goal of this project is to comprehensively examine the state of criminal justice in Salt
Lake County and work with county leaders toward developing long-term strategies for
alleviating jail crowding and for providing quality services given a future of limited resources.

To carry out the study, ILPP used a two-phase approach. First, Consultants examined the
jail population to identify the nature of the population that goes through the jail and to
project the size and type of population the jail might house over the next 5, 10, and20 years.
Second, Consultants used these findings along with extensive data from other areas to assess
the both the relationship of individual agencies to each other and the overall impact on
efficiency and effectiveness.

ILPP reviewed all elements of the criminal justice system, including:

* Law Enforcement (Chiefly Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office and Salt Lake Police
Department)

= Prosecution

®  Defense

® Judiciary (District Court and Municipal Justice Courts)

= Adult Detention

= Pretrial Release and Community Corrections

*  Government (County Council, County Manager’s Office)

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report presents the Consultant’s assessment of the county’s criminal justice agencies.
Expert practitioners met with key personnel from all criminal justice agencies to identify
issues, collect data and discuss concerns. There is no finding contained within this report
that was not identified by the local representatives of the Salt Lake County system.

Findings and Recommendations are based on interviews and objective data provided by
county and state agencies, and feedback from the Criminal Justice Advisory Council.

The report follows this outline:

Jail Tracking and Profile Studies analyze the population of the detention facility. The inmate
tracking analysis is a study of the “flow” of arrestees and inmates through the jail, from the
time of booking until release. This information can be used to identify system issues, such as
points in the flow that can be made more efficient or the need to develop policies or
procedures that will make the system more effective. A profile of the jail population on a
given day is useful for determining housing needs and classification levels within the jail, as
well as for long-term planning purposes. When used in conjunction with an inmate tracking
study, the profile analysis can compare those who pass through the booking process
(tracking) with those who stay in jail after booking (profile).

The System Assessment provides an extended executive summary of key points, overall.
This chapter also identifies a series of issues that have a serious impact on criminal justice
goals and that are the result of no single agency’s actions, but of concern to the entire

system.
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Managing the Resources discusses how the county’s administration is affected by and can
affect criminal justice operations. This chapter also presents administrative topics common
to all criminal justice agencies including budgeting of services and management of
information electronically.

Managing the Flow reviews law enforcement agencies and practices involved in managing
the “intake” or “input” of the system.

Managing the Case explores the criminal court adjudication process, which involves the
courts (judges, clerk and administrator), prosecution and defense.

Managing the Offender reviews Salt Lake County’s correctional system, including
alternatives to incarceration, pre-trial services, probation and various forms of custody.

The Appendices include sources of information used for this report, a list of persons
contacted, and additional background data and resources.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 1.3
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2. POPULATION STUDIES

Jail population studies are an integral part of ILPP’s evaluation of criminal justice system
operations. Two types of studies are conducted to determine how criminal justice resources
are currently used and to identify system issues that can be addressed through more effective
and/or efficient system management. The nmate tracking analysis looks at arrestees booked
into the jail over a given time frame and the zmate profile analysis provides a snapshot of a
jail’s population on a given day.

TRACKING ANALYSIS

The inmate tracking analysis examines the flow of arrestees and inmates through the county
jaill from the time of booking until release and provides valuable information on how
arrestees and inmates move through the criminal justice system. The information obtained
from a tracking study can be used to identify criminal justice issues, such as points in the
flow that can be more efficient, effective, and/or productive.

ILPP uses the tracking analysis model recommended by the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC). Based on this model, records for the 575 inmates that were released
from jail during the week of October 2™ to October 8", 2003 were researched to identify the
significant factors of their incarceration. The research began with raw data from the jail’s
record management system on the selected inmates. Data was then collected from the
inmate’s jail file, including sources such as the police report, journal entries from the court,
and good-time calculation sheets. The raw data from the jail was then merged, through a
statistician spreadsheet program (SPSS), with the information obtained in the paper files to
yield a comprehensive and complete data bank on the inmate sample. Significant figures
from the analysis are outlined below.

a) Demographics

A large majority of the offenders in the tracking sample were male, Caucasian, single,
employed, and a resident of Salt Lake County. Although 47% of the offenders were under
the age of twenty-nine, the average age for the inmate population was 33 years old. Slightly
more than half of the tracking sample failed to complete high school. Drugs and/or alcohol
use was common among the offenders.

Sex: 82% male and 18% female

Race: 66% Caucasian, 21% Hispanic, 6% Native American, 4% African-American and
3% Asian/Pacific.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 2.1
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Age:
18-23 years old 24%
24-29 years old 23%
30-35 years old 17%
36-41 years old 15%
42-47 years old 13%
48 or older 8%

» The average age of inmates in the tracking sample was 33 years old.

Marital status: 61% single, 15% married, 24% divorced/separated, and 1% widowed'

» Altogether, more than half of the offenders had a child (18%) or children (37%).
Of those individuals with at least one child, 55% did not live with their offspring
(although 78% were still responsible for support).

Education: 53% did not complete high school, 33% completed high school, and 14%
attended college

Employment status: 33% unemployed and 67% employed

» Four out of every five employed inmates (81%) had full-time jobs.

Residence:
Salt Lake City 23%
West Valley 16%
Sandy 6%
Murray 5%
West Jordan 5%
Kearns 3%
Midvale 3%
South Salt Lake 3%
Taylorsville 3%
Other Utah city 30%
Out of state 3%

» Slightly more than half of the offenders (52%) in the tracking sample were born
in Utah.
Length at residence:

One month or less 16%
2-6 months 26%
7-12 months 19%
13-24 months 12%
25-36 months 5%
Morte than 37 months 22%

! Amount exceeds 100% due to rounding,.
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Alcohol/drug use: 56% admitted current or past use of alcohol and/or drug use, while
44% denied use of alcohol or drugs.

b) Charge and Offense Related Factors’

The Salt Lake City Police Department arrested the largest number of offenders in the
tracking sample (20%). The Sheriff’s Office also made a substantial number of arrests, but
they were largely related to court and jail duties whereby offenders are turned over to the
custody of the Sheriff (the Patrol Division of the Sheriff’s Office accounted for 6% of the
arrests). West Valley Police Department and Utah Highway Patrol each brought in 9% of
the offenders.

Arresting agency:

Salt Lake City Police 20%
Sheriff- Court/Jail Services 14%
West Valley Police 9%
Utah Highway Patrol 9%
Sheriff- Patrol 6%
South Salt Lake Police 6%
AP&P 4%
Sandy Police 4%
Other 27%

Nearly two thirds of the jail bookings (62%) were for misdemeanor level offenses. Bookings
for first-degree felonies were relatively rare. Property-related crimes (e.g., theft, stolen auto,
forgery) were the most prevalent type of offense booked. Public order (e.g., carrying a
concealed weapon, violation of protection order, disorderly conduct), drug (e.g., possession
of a controlled substance, trafficking, prescription abuse), and DUI offenses were also
common. Together, these four categories of crime accounted for 62% of the offenses
brought into the jail.

The District Court presided over half of the inmate cases (52%), while Justice Courts
handled most of the other half (43%). Five percent of the cases were processed by other
courts (e.g., Federal, juvenile, out of county).

Offense level:
Felony 1 3%
Felony 2 10%
Felony 3 25%
Misdemeanor A 13%
Misdemeanor B 40%
Misdemeanor C 9%

2 Charge and offense factors are based on the most serious offense.
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Offense type’
Property 20%
Public order 14%
Drug 14%
DUI 14%
Domestic violence 9%
Violence 7%
Traffic 6%
Contempt 5%
Sex 3%
Probation/parole violation 3%
Federal inmate 1%
Other 4%

Assigned court: 52% District Court, 43% Justice Courts, 5% other

c¢) Booking and Release Variables

Offenders were booked into the Salt Lake County Jail throughout the day, with a slight peak
in the late afternoon/early evening hours. Overwhelmingly, most offenders entered the jail
after an arrest on a charge (34%) or arrest on a warrant (43%, including bench warrants).
Just over ten percent of the offenders in the tracking sample were committed to jail (ie.,
“sentenced to jail” and “jail or pay”).

Booking times:

0-400 hours 17%
401-800 hours 11%
801-1200 hours 18%
1201-1600 hours 21%
1601-2000 hours 20%
2001-2400 hours 13%

» The point of arrest to arrival at the jail took an average of 54 minutes.

» It took approximately two hours and forty-five minutes for an offender to go
from initial intake to officially booked at the jail.

» One third of the inmates (33%) booked into jail were under the influence of
drugs and/or alcohol. Booking information (from JEMS) also revealed that 3%
of the inmates required medical attention and another 1% were in need of mental
health services.

3 Offenses were grouped into categories for the purpose of the analysis. Examples of each category are as
follows: Violent- assault, homicide, robbery, kidnapping; Sex- rape, sex abuse of a minor, sexual assault;
Property- theft, passing bad checks, arson, auto theft, criminal damaging; Drug- possession of controlled
substance, drug paraphernalia, clandestine lab operation; Public order- disorderly conduct, prostitution,
solicitation, escape, weapons violations; Domestic violence- domestic violence, child abuse, protective order
violation; Traffic- driving under suspension, no drivet’s license, speed; and DUI- driving under the influence
of alcohol or drugs.
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Booking reason:

Arrested on new offense 34%
Arrested on warrant 34%
Arrested on bench warrant 9%
Sentenced to jail 9%
Jail or pay 4%
Probation/parole 3%
Hold for other agency/fugitive 3%
Bond revoked 2%
Other 2%

» Nearly three-quarters of the offenders (73%) were booked into the Salt Lake
County Jail on a previous occasion.

Holds: 83% none, 6% AP&P, 6% other police department 2% immigration, 2% Federal,
and 1% other

Unlike booking times, most releases occurred in the early morning or late evening hours.
Generally, the offenders in the tracking sample were released through some pretrial
mechanism (43%), such as a bail agency, pretrial services, own recognizance bond, or cash
bond. Twenty percent of the inmates were released due to time served, and another nine
percent were court ordered released.

Release times:

0-400 hours 16%
401-800 hours 21%
801-1200 hours 16%
1201-1600 hours 19%
1601-2000 hours 6%

2001-2400 hours 20%

4
Release reason:

Time served 20%
Released by bonding agency 20%
Pretrial supervised release 12%
Court ordered release 9%
OR bond 8%
Released to other agency 7%
Fail to file 5%
Released from intoxication hold 5%
Cash bond 3%
Released to probation/parole 3%
Transferred to prison 3%
Transferred to treatment program 2%
Fines or costs paid 2%
Other 2%

* Amount exceeds 100% due to rounding error.
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d) Bond

Overall, just over half of the bonds (51%) imposed on offenders in the tracking sample were
for $2,500 or less, and 67% were $5,000 or less. The median bond amounts rose
incrementally with the seriousness of the offense, with the exception of Class A
misdemeanors which were essentially on par with third degree felonies ($5,000 bonds, on
average). Drug and sex crimes typically received the highest bond figures ($10,000 each).
Public order offenses, in contrast, were generally associated with low bail amounts.

Bond amounts:

Ineligible 12%
$1- 1,000 16%
$1,001- 2,500 35%
$2,501- 5,000 16%
$5,001- 10,000 10%
$10,001- 100,000 10%
$100,001 or more 1%

» The median bond amount imposed was $2,500.

Median bond amounts by offense levels:

Felony 1 $35,000
Felony 2 $20,000
Felony 3 $5,000
Misdemeanor A $5,000
Misdemeanor B $1,500
Misdemeanor C $200

» The median bond amount for the District Court was $10,000. The amount for
the Justice Courts, on the other hand, was $1,500.

Median bond amounts by offense type:

Drug $10,000
Sex $10,000
Violence $8,750
Property $6,500
Probation/parole violation $4,000
Contempt $3,750
Domestic violence $2,500
DUI $1,500
Traffic $1,500
Public order $550
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e) Pretrial Detention

In the tracking sample, 443 offenders were brought into the jail on a charge, warrant, or
bench warrant. Of these offenders, 49% were released on some form of pretrial release (e.g.,
cash bond, own recognizance, supervised release, and etc.) Another 7% were released
because prosecutors failed to file or no complaint was issued, and 5% were discharged to
another law enforcement agency. Thus, 39% of the offenders brought into the jail on a
charge or warrant arrest were detained while awaiting adjudication. The average length of
stay (ALOS) for those offenders released during pretrial was four days. In contrast, the
ALOS for pretrial detainees was 67 days.

A majority of the pretrial detainees (59%) were from the District Court. Surprisingly, exactly
half of the offenders were charged/ convicted of a Class B or C misdemeanor. The offenses
most likely to be held for pretrial detention were violence, sex, DUI, and contempt of court.

Pretrial Services screened neatly all offenders brought into the jail for possible release. Of
these, 18% were ineligible for release because they were sentenced to jail, a Federal prisoner,
a fugitive, or had their bond revoked. Sixteen percent were released through Pretrial
Services via an OR bond (8%) or supervised release (8%). The remaining portion of inmates
(66%) was not released by the agency due to various reasons, including: active
probation/parole status, cash only bond, lack of references, outstanding warrants, and lack
of substantial local ties.

Pretrial review status:

Ineligible (commit, Federal inmate, etc.) 18%
Probation/parole 9%
Granted supervised release 8%
OR bond 8%
Cash only bond 7%
Lack of references 7%
Warrants/holds 7%
Lack of ties/flight risk/residence 6%
Previously unsuccessful on PTR 6%
Prior record 5%
Seriousness of charge 5%
Other reason 14%

As noted earlier, bail bondspersons were involved in 20% of the releases from jail in the
tracking sample. Most of the releases secured through a bail agency were Class B
misdemeanors (54%) from the Justice Courts. Domestic violence and DUI charges were the
most common offenses covered. Oftentimes, the bail agency bonded the offender because
Pretrial Services turned down the offender due to references, flight risk, prior charges, or
cash only bond. In quite a few instances (11%), the offender obtained their release through
a bail bondsperson before Pretrial Services reviewed the situation.
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1) Average Length of Stay (ALOS)

A significant portion of the inmates booked into the jail were released within hours (30% of
the inmates were released in less than 12 hours), and nearly half were discharged within three
days. The other half of the inmates, however, stayed considerably longer. Excluding
offenders released within three days from the analysis, the average length of stay for the
remaining inmates in the tracking sample was 59 days.

Overall ALOS:
1- 3 hours 16%
4-12 hours 14%
13-24 hours 5% Overall ALOS (in quartiles):
25-48 hours 8% 25% 1 day
49-72 hours 6% 50% 3 days
4-7 days 15% 75% 20 days
8-14 days 7%
15-30 days 9%
31-60 days 6%
61-180 days 10%
181 days or more 4%

» The overall average length of stay in the tracking sample was 29 days.

The ALOS varied considerably depending on whether an offender entered the jail on a new
charge arrest or an arrest on a warrant. Those offenders arrested on a new charge spent an
average of eight days incarcerated, overall, while offenders arrested on a warrant were held
almost six times longer (47 days). The ALOS for warrant arrests was the second highest out
of the booking reasons listed below, behind only individuals who had their bond revoked
(ALOS: 81 days), and exceeded the ALOS for offenders sentenced to jail (40 days).

ALOS by booking reason:

Bond revoked (=10 81 days
Arrested on warrant (n=196) 47 days
Sentenced to jail (=53 40 days
Jail or pay =21 28 days
Arrested on bench warrant (=51 21 days
Other (n=11) 20 days
Probation/parole (a=18) 10 days
Arrested on charge (n=19) 8 days
Hold for other agency/fugitive n=19) 7 days

Offenders released on their own recognizance averaged the shortest stays at the jail (ALOS:
<1 day), followed by offenders held for intoxication (ALOS: 1 day). Releases by other
pretrial mechanisms, such as bail bondsperson or pretrial release supervision, took several
days longer, on average. In contrast, offenders waiting for transfer to treatment
programming (usually following a jail sentence; ALOS: 106 days) served the longest periods

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 2.8



Salt Lake County Criminal Justice System Assessment FINAL REPORT

of detainment. Offenders sanctioned to jail also were incarcerated for extended periods of
time (ALOS: 73 days).

ALOS by release reason:
Transferred to treatment program w=11) 106 days
Time setved (n=112) 73 days
Court ordered release (n=49) 50 days
Released to other agency (n=49) 36 days
Transferred to prison (n=15) 35 days
Other (n=23) 18 days
Released to probation/patole (n=16) 13 days
Fines or costs paid (@=9) 13 days
Cash bond (=20 6 days
Pretrial supervised release (n=54) 5 days
Released by bonding agency @=116) 4 days
Fail to file (n=29) 4 days
Released from intoxication hold (n=28) 1 day
OR bond (n=44) <1 day

As was the case with bond amounts, the ALOS generally climbed with the seriousness of the
offense. The most notable exception was Class A misdemeanants who were incarcerated
longer, on average, than second and third degree felons. This occurred because a higher
proportion of Class A misdemeanants were sentenced to jail compared to second and third
degree felons (sentenced inmates had a greater ALOS than unsentenced inmates in the
sample). (Note: Class C misdemeanants had a greater ALOS than Class B misdemeanants
for the same reason).

ALOS by offense level:
Felony 1 =19 92 days
Felony 2 (a= 60) 46 days
Felony 3 (=144) 30 days
Misdemeanor A =72 47 days
Misdemeanor B (n=227) 15 days
Misdemeanor C (=53 18 days

In correlation with the ALOS by offense level, District Court cases had an ALOS nearly
three times higher than Justice Courts.

ALOS by court:
District Court (n=297) 42 days
Justice Court (n=247) 15 days
Other (=31 23 days
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g) Sentenced Inmates

In the tracking sample, 166 offenders were sentenced to jail. Of the sentenced offenders,
only 43% were booked into jail on a commit order from the court. Most of the sentenced
inmates in the tracking sample (57%), therefore, were held during pretrial (80% of the
pretrial detainees that eventually were sentenced to jail entered the facility on an outstanding
warrant, including bench warrants). Many sentenced inmates (33%) received credit for time
served as part of their jail term, typically 41 days (on average).

The average sentence imposed by the courts was three and a half months (107 days). Most
of the sentenced inmates (70%), however, were given a jail term of 90 days or less. The
average sentence was skewed higher by a significant proportion of inmates sentenced for
one year or longer.

Sentences (n=166):

1-7 days 220/, Sentence (in quartiles):
8-30 days 24%, 25% 10 days
31-90 days 24%, 50% 40 days
91-180 days 13% 75% 180 days
181-364 days 3%
365 days or more 14%

» An average of 41 days credit for time served was awarded by the courts.

The jail offers good time to sentenced offenders for complying with jail rules and
completing programs. As a general rule, one day of good time can be earned for every three
days served by an inmate. (Good time can also be withheld if an offender does not follow
jail rules). Judges have the option of denying defendants good time at sentencing.

As a result of good time, the ALOS for sentenced inmates in the tracking sample was shorter
than the time imposed by the court. Most notably, sentences of one year or more decreased
from 14% (as noted above) to just 1%.

ALOS for sentenced inmates:

1-7 days 28% ALOS sentenced (in quartiles):
8-30 days 21% 25% 7 days

31-90 days 23% 50% 32 days

91-180 days 12% 75% 109 days
181-364 days 15%

365 days or more 1%

» The ALOS for sentenced inmates was 75 days.

» The average good time awarded by the jail was 30 days.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 2.10



Salt Lake County Criminal Justice System Assessment FINAL REPORT

PROFILE /SNAPSHOT ANALYSIS

A profile, or “snapshot,” of the jail population on a given day can be used to determine
current housing needs and classification levels for the jail, as well as long term facility
planning. As with the inmate tracking studies, an inmate profile analysis can identify system
issues that affect the use of the jail and efficient allocation of criminal justice resources.

The profile sample for Salt Lake County was taken on September 29, 2003. The jail
population for the day was 2,125 inmates, of which 2,023 were actually in the jail (81 inmates
were in labor detail and 21 were on employment status).

To conduct the profile, a sample of 745 inmates from the total inmate population (2,125)
was randomly selected. Raw data on demographics, date and time of bookings, booked
charges, and inmate statuses were obtained from the jail electronically. Results from the
analysis are presented below.

(The figures of the tracking analysis often differ from the profile analysis, due to the nature
of the data. The tracking analysis depicts “who is coming into the jail,” while the profile
analysis illustrates ““‘who remains in jail.”)

a)  Demographics

The inmate demographics in the profile analysis were very similar to those reported for the
tracking sample. Two noteworthy differences in the profile analysis were: 1) a greater
proportion of offenders from Salt Lake City (43% vs. 23%), and 2) more unemployed
offenders (40% vs. 33%).

Sex: 85% male and 15% female

Race: 67% Caucasian, 18% Hispanic, 8% African-American, 4% Native American, and
3% Asian/Pacific

Age:
18-23 years old 25%
24-29 years old 19%
30-35 years old 16%
36-41 years old 20%
42-47 years old 13%
48 or older 7%

» The average age of inmates in the snapshot sample was 33 years old.
Marital status: 62% single, 14% married, 22% divorced/separated, and 2% widowed
» Fifty-seven percent of the inmates had at least one child.

Education: 56% did not complete high school, 31% completed high school, and 13%
attended college
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Employment status: 40% unemployed and 60% employed

» Sixty-two percent of the employed inmates were working full-time.

Residence:
Salt Lake City 43%
West Valley 14%
West Jordan 7%
Sandy 6%
Midvale 4%
Kearns 4%
Murray 3%
Taylorsville 3%
South Salt Lake 2%
Other Utah city 12%
Out of state 2%

Length at residence:
One month or less 19%
2-6 months 26%
7-12 months 17%
13-24 months 10%
25-36 months 5%
Morte than 37 months 23%

» Roughly 60% of the inmates lived at their current address for less than one year.

b) Charge and Offense Related Factors

Over half of the inmates in the jail were arrested by two law enforcement agencies: the Salt
Lake City Police Department and Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office. As a collective, the
municipal police departments accounted for 59% of the arrests made on the inmate

population.

Arresting agency:

Salt Lake City Police 27%
Sheriff 24%
AP&P 10%
West Valley Police 9%
South Salt Lake Police 5%
West Jordan Police 3%
Sandy Police 3%
Murray Police 3%
Other 16%

» Twenty-nine different law enforcement agencies had inmates in the county jail.
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A majority of the inmates in the profile sample (56%) were charged or convicted of a felony
offense, and most felony charges were at the third degree level. Property, drug, and violence
crimes were the most common offenses committed.

Offense level:®
Felony 1 12%
Felony 2 16%
Felony 3 28%
Misdemeanor A 19%
Misdemeanor B 22%
Misdemeanor C 4%

» Inmates had an average of three charges (88% had more than one charge).

Offense type:
Property 27%
Drug’ 24%
Violence 14%
Public order 6%
DUI 6%
Probation/parole violation 6%
Sex 5%
Domestic violence 4%
Traffic 4%
Contempt 1%
Federal inmate 1%
Other 2%

» The vast majority of “probation and parole” cases (74%) were from Adult
Probation and Parole. Neatly a third of all probation/patole violations (32%)
were due to a new offense filed against the probationer. The remaining portion
were technical violators, who primarily absconded (22%), failed treatment (16%),
tested positive for drugs (16%), or other (14%)

Assigned court: 76% District Court, 22% Justice Courts, 2% other

c¢) Booking and Inmates Status Variables

Approximately three out of every five offenders in the profile sample were arrested on a
warrant (46%) or bench warrant (10%). One out of every five (21%) was bought in on a
new charge. The high percentage of inmates held for a warrant arrest reinforces the data
from the tracking sample, which indicated that these offenders are less likely to be released.

® Amount exceeds 100% due to rounding,
¢ The Utah Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health reported that approximately 60% of inmates have
substance abuse issues, even though they may not be charged/convicted of drug offenses specifically.
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Holds/detainers are partially responsible for this. Offenders arrested on a warrant were 20%
more likely to have a hold that prevented their release from incarceration.

Booking reason:

Arrested on warrant 46%
Arrested on charge 21%
Sentenced to jail 16%
Arrested on bench warrant 10%
Bond revoked 3%
Federal prisoner 1%
Other 3%

Holds: 76% none, 9% AP&P, 8% other police department 4% immigration, 2% Federal,
and 1% other

While only 16% of the profile sample inmates entered the jail on a commit, 43% were
serving a sentence on the day of the snapshot. A similar percentage (42%) was held in lieu
of bond. Interestingly, 90% of the inmates held for bond were from the District Courts, yet
67% of the sentenced inmates who were held during pretrial were from the Justice Courts

Inmate status (as of 9/29/03):

Serving sentence 43%
Held for bond 42%
Jail or pay 4%
Awaiting court action 3%
Held on holder/detainer 3%
Federal prisoner 1%
Awaiting transfer to treatment 1%
72-hour hold 1%
Held for prison 1%
Other 2%

d) Bond and Pretrial

The average median bond amount in the profile sample was $15,000, which was six times
higher than the median reported in the tracking sample ($2,500). Hence, many of the
inmates held for bail on the day of the snapshot had considerable bond amounts.

All felony levels, for example, had a median bond equal or greater than $20,000. Class A
misdemeanors had a median bond amount of $§10,000, which was almost four times greater
than Class B misdemeanors. The crimes linked with the highest bails were sex ($50,000),
violence ($25,000), and drug ($25,000) offenses.

" Amount exceeds 100% due to rounding,.
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8
Bond amounts:

Ineligible (e.g., revoked, etc.) 12%
$1- 2,500 11%
$2,501- 5,000 12%
$5,001- 10,000 14%
$10,001- 25,000 24%
$25,001- 50,000 13%
$50,001- 100,000 9%
$100,001 or more 5%

» The median bond amount imposed by the courts was $15,000. The median
bond for the District Court was $25,000, which was ten times higher than the
Justice Courts ($2,500).

» Approximately 20% of the bond eligible cases (n=460) required a cash bond.

Median bond amounts by offense levels:

Felony 1 $100,000
Felony 2 $25,000
Felony 3 $20,000
Misdemeanor A $10,000
Misdemeanor B $2,600
Misdemeanor C $1,500

Median bond amounts by offense type:

Sex $50,000
Drug $25,000
Violence $25,000
Probation/parole violation $20,000
Property $10,000
Domestic violence $7,500
Public order $5,000
DUI $4,000
Traffic $2,500
Contempt $1,500

As mentioned earlier, Pretrial Services reviews most of the offenders booked into jail for
potential release. In 17% of the cases, the inmate was ineligible for release because he or she
was committed to jail, a Federal prisoner, or some other non-releasable circumstance. For
the other ineligible inmates, the reason for not being released varied. The most common
reasons included a) the inmate was on probation/parole, b) the charge was too serious, and
c) the offender could only post a cash bond. One out of every ten offenders was ineligible

® Bond amounts are reported for all cases where the information was available (n= 617). Inmates booked on a
commit or federal charge, for example, generally did not have a bond amount available, and thus were
excluded.
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because they had a previous unsuccessful pretrial release or they already had an open pretrial
case.

Pretrial status/rejection reason (at point of booking):9

Ineligible (commit, Federal inmate, etc.) 20%
On probation/parole 16%
Seriousness of charge 13%
Cash only bond 10%
Lack of ties/flight risk/residence 9%
Prior record 8%
Warrants/holds 6%
Judge hold/bond revoked 6%
Open pretrial 5%
Lack of references 4%
Previous unsuccessful release 3%
Other reason 1%

» Roughly 2% of the inmates were court order to pretrial supervision, if released.
A similar percentage of inmates were also denied pretrial supervision by the
courts.

e) Average Length of Stay (ALOS)

Inmates from the profile sample were incarcerated an average of 83 days. With half of the
inmates held 53 days or less, the ALOS was clearly skewed higher by a modest, but
significant, portion of inmates (14%) detained one year or longer. Many of these inmates
(76%) were sentenced to the facility, almost always from the District Court (95%).

Overall ALOS:

1-3 days 5%

4-7 days 10% Overall ALOS (in quartiles):
8-30 days 20% 25% 17 days

31-60 days 19% 50% 53 days
61-90 days 12% 75% 122 days
91-120 days 9%

121-180 days 11%

181-365 days 12%

365 days or more 2%

The ALOS for felons and misdemeanants was 85 and 89 days, respectively. The ALOS for
misdemeanors was driven higher by Class A misdemeanors, which had an ALOS greater
than all levels of felonies (120 days).

¥ Amount exceeds 100% due to rounding,.
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ALOS by offense level:
Felony 1 (= 86) 97 days
Felony 2 n=117) 77 days
Felony 3 @=209) 82 days
Misdemeanor A (n=144) 120 days
Misdemeanor B n=163) 56 days
Misdemeanor C (=26 43 days

Opverall, domestic violence, violence, and sex offenses were associated with the longest
ALOS (all in excess of 100 days). Traffic and contempt charges had the shortest ALOS (38
days and 48 days, respectively).

ALOS by offense type:
Property (= 202) 93 days
Drug @=178) 83 days
Violence (a=105) 109 days
Public order (= 49) 65 days
DUI (=42 80 days
Probation/parole violation (= 41) 87 days
Sex (= 36) 106 days
Domestic violence (= 32) 112 days
Traffic (=32 38 days
Contempt (n=8) 48 days
Federal prisoner (=9 75 days
Other (=11 32 days

Separating misdemeanants from the felons revealed that (24%) of the misdemeanants were
held on property charges (ALOS: 97 days). Other offense types commonly committed by
these offenders were drug (14%, ALOS: 99 days), public order (12%, ALOS: 64 days), DUI
(11%, ALOS: 83 days), violence (11%, ALOS: 111 days), and domestic violence (10%,
ALOS: 120 days).

Drug offenses were the most common crimes committed by felons (33% of the felony
inmates), and the ALOS in these cases was 77 days. Other categories of crime frequent in
the felony inmate population were property (30%, ALOS: 90 days), violence (18%, ALOS:
108 days), and sex (7%, ALOS: 100 days).

District Courts, by reason of adjudicating more serious offenses, had average lengths of stay
40 days longer than the Justice Courts (93 days vs. 53 days). Both averages were skewed by
significant numbers of inmates sentenced to lengthy jail terms (see next section).
Individually, the ALOS for the Justice Courts ranged from 22 days (South Salt Lake) to 64
days (Taylorsville).

ALOS by court:
District Coutt (a=587) 93 days
Justice Court (n=142) 53 days
Other (n=16) 89 days
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ALOS by Justice Courts [with percentage of Justice Court cases n=142)]:

Holladay 2% 344 days
Taylorsville 11% 04 days
Sandy 11% 61 days
Murray 4% 49 days
West Valley 21% 48 days
Salt Lake County 23% 40 days
Midvale 6% 40 days
Salt Lake City 15% 35 days
West Jordan 1% 35 days
Draper 3% 29 days
South Salt Lake 4% 22 days

As discussed earlier, 77% of the inmates were booked on a charge, warrant, or bench
warrant. The ALOS for these inmates was 63 days, 97 days, and 69 days, respectively. Many
(40%) were actually sentenced to jail on the day of the snapshot (i.e., following arrest they
were incarcerated during pretrial and eventually sentenced to jail). The ALOS for sentenced
inmates held since arrest was 139 days. For unsentenced inmates held since arrest, the
ALOS was 55 days.

ALOS by booking reason:

Bond revoked (n=24) 110 days
Arrested on warrant (=343 97 days
Sentenced to jail (n=122) 79 days
Federal prisoner (n=9) 75 days
Arrested on bench warrant (=76 69 days
Arrested on charge (=157 63 days
Other (n=14) 32 days

ALOS by inmate status (as of 9/29/03):

Serving sentence @=322) 118 days
Awaiting transfer to treatment (n=9) 110 days
Federal prisoner (n=9) 75 days
Held for bond (=316 55 days
Awaiting court action (n=25) 45 days
Other (n=18) 33 days
Jail or pay =27 32 days
Held on holder/detainer @=21 19 days
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1) Sentenced Inmates

In the profile sample, 357 inmates were committed to the facility by the courts. Remarkably,
46% of the sentenced inmates had sentences of one year or longer."’

Sentence length (n=357:

1-30 days 8% Average sentence (in quartiles):
31-90 days 18% 25% 90 days

91-180 days 17% 50% 305 days
181-364 days 11% 75% 365 days

One year (365 days) 42%

365 days or more 4%

» The average sentence imposed was 253 days.

» Approximately 15% of the sentenced inmates were court-ordered to not receive
good time, electronic monitoring, or the SHED program.

» One out of five sentences (20%) were run consecutively by the courts.

» Five percent of the sentenced inmates were required to complete the CATS
program.

» Roughly one third of the sentenced inmates (32%) received credit for time

served as part of their sentence to jail. The average amount of credit given was
70 days.

» Twenty percent of the sentenced inmates were denied credit for time served by
the courts.

Sentences to jail for felony level offenses, on average, were in excess of 300 days. This
average was surpassed by sentenced Class A misdemeanor offenders (347 days), most likely
because setious felony cases/offenders were sent to the prison system by the courts. Lower
level misdemeanor cases, in contrast, were sanctioned to jail for an average of 129 days
(Class B misdemeanors) and 84 days (Class C misdemeanors).

Average sentence imposed by offense level:

Felony 1 =13 304 days
Felony 2 (=36 304 days
Felony 3 =73 329 days
Misdemeanor A (=102 347 days
Misdemeanor B (n=111) 129 days
Misdemeanor C (=22 84 days

10 Based on projections, 280 inmates in the Salt Lake County Jail were serving a sentence on at least 365 days.
These 280 inmates will “consume” approximately 102,200 bed days, or 14% of the jail’s total available bed days
for the year (based on a daily jail population of 2,000). The bed days of the 280 inmates, when divided by the
ALOS (83 days), equates to 1,231 offenders who could have been held in jail for the ALOS.
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Sex offenders received the lengthiest jail sentences of all offense types (359 days, on
average). Other crimes that resulted in considerable jail terms were violence (average
sentence: 319 days), probation/parole violations (290 days), property (277 days), and drug
(276 days) offenses. Only traffic offenders averaged jail sentences less than 100 days.

Average sentence imposed by offense type:

Sex (n=14) 359 days
Violence (a= 37) 319 days
Probation/parole violation (=22 290 days
Property (n=89) 277 days
Drug (=86 276 days
Domestic violence (=21 275 days
Public ordet (n=30) 186 days
DUI (=27 177 days
Contempt (n="7) 119 days
Traffic (n=24) 80 days

Due to the level of the offenses adjudicated, District Court sentences were 57% higher, on
average, than Justice Courts (145 days vs. 83 days). The sentences imposed by the Justice
Courts, however, ranged significantly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. At one end of the
spectrum, the Draper Justice Court sentenced offenders to jail an average of 34 days. On
the other end, the Taylorsville Justice Court sanctioned offenders to jail an average of 180
days. In all, five of the Justice Courts sentenced misdemeanants to jail in excess of 113 days,
while six averaged less than 93 days.

Average sentence imposed by court:

District Coutt (a=261) 145 days
Justice Court (n=96) 83 days

» The average sentenced imposed by the ten most active judges from the District
Court was 317 days. "'

Average length of sentence imposed by Justice Court:

Taylorsville 180 days
Holladay 135 days
Salt Lake County 131 days
West Valley 114 days
Sandy 113 days
Murray 93 days
West Jordan 90 days
Salt Lake City 65 days
South Salt Lake 63 days
Midvale 53 days
Draper 34 days

11 Active is defined as the District Court Judges with the most sentenced inmates in the county jail.
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» All inmates sentenced for “jail or pay” originated from the Justice Courts (8% of
all sentenced inmates were jailed in lieu of paying a court-ordered financial
obligation). The average sentence imposed for “jail or pay” was 66 days and the
average amount owed was $944."

12With the jail per diem at $69 in 2001, the practice of holding someone in jail for an average of 66 days in lieu
of a financial payment equates to $4,554 in costs. This figure is nearly five times higher than the average
amount owed by the offender ($944) to obtain their release from jail.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 2.21



Salt Lake County Criminal Justice System Assessment FINAL REPORT

3. SYSTEM ASSESSMENT

The Salt Lake County criminal justice system contains many progressive elements and
functions at a fairly high level. Indeed, elements of the County’s justice system have received
national recognition through awards and features in professional publications. The successes
of the justice system are based in strong and capable leaders, such as the Sheriff, the District
Attorney, and the Presiding Judge of the District Court; leaders who not only represent their
constituents at the county level but also at the state and national levels.

One example of the County’s competency is the new adult detention facility (referred to as
the “Metro Jail”). The facility, in the eyes of many, is one of the better-designed and
operated jails in the country. The layout of the living areas and the flow of the inmate
booking process are exceptional. In addition, the jail is staffed with outstanding managers
who proactively address issues before they become crises.

The Metro Jail, when opened in January 2000, was nearly two and a half times larger in terms
of beds than the old facility (2,080 beds vs. 857 beds). The previous jail, which was
undersized for a county as large as Salt Lake, was under a Federal consent decree that placed
numerous restrictions on its use (and many claimed the jail had a “revolving door” as a
result). Because of the increased capacity and modern design of the new jail, the consent
decree ended. However, the end of the restrictions also brought new problems with
increased numbers of arrests, bookings, and commitments. After just four years, the Metro
Jail is near maximum inmate capacity, causing the detention facility to re-implement
population control mechanisms developed during the consent decree years."

The increase in the jail population is not attributable to either societal factors (Salt Lake
County is a very stable community) or a growth in crime rates (crime rates have declined
over recent years). Rather, jail crowding, as it is occurring in Salt Lake County, is emblematic
of issues occurring within the criminal justice system. The idiosyncrasies of law
enforcement, the courts, prosecution, criminal defense, probation, and state corrections are
all contributing, directly and indirectly, to the growing inmate population. Policy decisions
by county government, such as the move to close the Oxbow facility, are also factors.

In this section, ILPP addresses the Salt Lake County criminal justice system from a wide-
lens, or systems perspective. This approach recognizes that all components of the criminal
justice system (i.e., the police, jail, courts, and etc.) have an interlocking relationship with a
high degree of interdependency. As noted above, the individual “components” of justice in
Salt Lake are robust and are assets to the community. The dynamics between these
components, however, appear imbalanced, resulting in troubling issues such as jail crowding
and large case dockets. The imbalances are largely attributable to a lack of management of

I According to the National Institute of Cortrections, a jail should be considered at maximum capacity when
90% of the available beds are occupied, as some beds are unavailable due to classification allowances. Others
argue that 80% of capacity should be considered full to allow for “peaking” in the inmate population.

2 Prior to the new Metro Jail, the total inmate population in Salt Lake County was roughly 1,300 offenders
(combining the old jail and Oxbow populations). Once opened, the total jail population swiftly climbed to
over 1,900 inmates, with over 1,600 housed at the new Metro Jail. In 2002, the County “mothballed” the
Oxbow facility, which subsequently helped push the main jail’s population toward the 2,000 mark.
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the system. Fortunately, resolving these problems requires more “fine-tuning” than major
re-engineering.

PREVIOUS STUDIES

Before proceeding, a quick mention of two previous studies of the Salt Lake County justice
system is in order. In 1997, ILPP prepared a jail report for the City of Salt Lake that
included cross-over analysis of the County’s justice-related functions. Significant
recommendations that emerged from the study were: 1) enable CJAC to provide research,
analysis, leadership, and coordination, 2) expedite Pretrial Services supervised releases, 3)
establish an expanded pretrial day reporting center, 4) develop and implement uniform arrest
standards, and 5) implement procedures for reducing delays in felony cases.’

The second study was a jail performance audit performed by the Salt Lake County Auditor’s
Office in 2001. Noteworthy findings from this excellent report include:

1) Mothballing Oxbow would result in maximum annual savings of $1 million.

2) Cities are not paying, and the State is only partially paying, the bills for jail usage
provided by the County.

3) Collecting on billings to municipalities that use the jail would benefit the jail’s
financial position more than setting inmate population caps.

4) Increasing electronic monitoring of inmates and establishing pre-booking
processing (centers) would reduce jail costs.

5) Providers need to be explored for diversion of individuals taken into custody for
public intoxication.

While both reports contained numerous recommendations, only a few were implemented
from the ILPP report and only one major recommendation was executed from the Auditor’s
report- the closing of the Oxbow facility to inmates.

SYSTEMIC JAIL POPULATION PROBLEMS

In simplest terms, there are two ways for jail crowding to occur: 1) increase the number of
offenders booked into the detention facility, or 2) increase the length of stay for offenders
detained in the detention facility. A combination of both can lead to explosive growth.

In Salt Lake County, the primary reason for jail crowding is evident. Jail admissions have
remained fairly stable for the past several years and, in fact, jail admissions have declined
modestly (-9%) since peaking in 1999. Length of stay, on the other hand, has risen
dramatically. The average length of stay for inmates in the profile, or snapshot, analysis was

? Since the 1997 report, several noteworthy changes have occurred. First, the County opened the new Metro
Jail and closed the Oxbow facility. Second, there has been a proliferation of Justice Courts formed in the
municipal jurisdictions. Third, the Criminal Justice Advisory Council has evolved into an established
coordinating body of the criminal justice system. And fourth, the State of Utah has enacted tougher laws that
favor incarceration.
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49 days in 1997. Six years later, using the same methodology, the average length of stay has
increased 40% to 83 days."

Listed below are some “leverage points” that directly relate to the average length of stay and
the inmate population levels.

a) Circumvention of Jail Population Control Mechanisms

By state statute, sheriffs have the authority to adopt and implement strategies to manage the
jail’s population. These options include restricting certain offenses from being booked into
jail (Class C misdemeanor arrests, for example), employing alternatives to incarceration (such
as work detail or electronic monitoring), and providing “good time” for inmates who
complete programming or serve as trustees. The Salt Lake County Sheriff utilizes each of
these approaches in order to curb the rising population levels.

Each of the tools provided to the Sheriff, however, appear to be subject to circumvention by
members of the criminal justice system. Law enforcement, for example, can overcharge an
arrestee knowing that the jail will only take certain offense levels. Judges can block the
Sheriff from utilizing his management options several ways:

1) They can prohibit an offender from participating in a jail alternative programming,
such as the SHED program, or from receiving good time.

2) They can “over-sentence” offenders to jail knowing that good time will be given.’

3) They can sanction offenders to long sentences and then grant a court order for
eatly release, which undermines the jail’s ability to provide good time.’

4) They can deny credit for time served, which again impacts the jail’s ability to
employ good time measures.

5) They can withhold sentencing until other charges are disposed of, and/or they can
“stack” sentences consecutively rather than concurrently.

Granted, some of these scenarios occur inadvertently. But, in moments of candor, many
criminal justice personnel and officials (both city and county) acknowledged that these
patterns of circumventing the policies take place deliberately, and not infrequently. Control
over the inmate’s punishment, for motives that can be political, fiscal, or specific only to that
case, is generally cited as the reason.

Population control mechanisms are important tools for the jail in managing inmate levels
and, ultimately, protecting public safety. The use of good time, which is a national norm and
proven population control mechanism, also provides a reward system that greatly improves
correctional officer safety and reduces inmate misbehavior.

b) The Going Rate & Relativity

In most criminal justice systems, there is a “going rate,” almost like a market rate of value,
associated with certain crimes and types of offenders. For instance, a first time DUI

*The ALOS for the tracking analysis in 2003 was 29 days, which was more than double the 1997 average (14
days).

> A judge, for example, may desire for an offender to serve 90 days in jail. Aware that good time may be given,
the judge may then sentence the offender to 120 days to compensate for the use of good time.

6 A judge may sentence an offender to one year in jail with the intention of granting early release at six months.
The jail, unaware of the judge’s intention, will not be able to grant good time.
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offender is “worth” a sentence of two days in jail, a seven hundred dollar fine, and a six-
month license suspension. A sentence greatly differing from this norm may suggest that the
offender was treated harshly or leniently.

Unlike the national norm, there does not appear to be a going rate for most low-level
offenses in Salt Lake County. The analysis of the population and flow data demonstrates
that the numerous independent Justice Courts change the normal bell-shaped curve
distribution to a sharper curve and display a great many outliers, mostly with sentenced
cases. There is more than a fair amount of deviation in sentencing from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, which arguably reflects the values and specific problems of those communities.
Most often, however, analysis of the data shows that these “outlier” decisions are due to a
lack of guidelines, or objective factors in decision-making.

Correlating to the idea of a going rate is “relativity in sentencing.” Relativity in sentencing
implies that, with all things being equal or similar, graded offense levels should have
corresponding sanctions befitting that offense level and that graded offense levels should
have sanctions that differ from one another. This is not always the case in Salt Lake County,
as some lower level offenses are sanctioned much more severely than higher level offenses.

In part, the variations in sentencing are due to the structure of the court system. The Justice
Courts operate with a high degree of autonomy (and isolation), which, at times, appears to
result in sentences that are disproportionate when viewed as part of “the bigger picture.” A
Class B misdemeanor offender, for example, may receive a jail term that is greater or equal
to a jail sentence that a Class A misdemeanant typically would receive. To some degree, this
occurrence is a natural development within the Justice Courts as certain offenses or
offenders emerge as major issues for the court, impacting their sense of internal relativity.
But again, cases and offenders need to be viewed from a broader perspective to avoid great
disparities within the overall justice system.

The Justice Court judges, through their statewide association, are considering an analysis of
their approach to sentencing. The research will probably include a blind survey regarding
sentencing practices, and then will be followed by several education sessions on the topic.
ILPP feels that the association is engaged in the issue, and will be improving the Justice
Courts’ use of sentencing guidelines.

c) Jail as a “Debtor’s Prison”

It is the practice of some courts in Salt Lake County to sanction offenders to jail in lieu of
paying fines or costs. Under this type of sentencing, referred to as “jail or pay,” offenders
are given a jail term that may be immediately suspended upon financial payment. As shown
in the data analysis, this sentencing practice is extraordinarily expensive to the county and
also a major contributor to the fast growing jail population. The average jail or pay sentence
was 66 days, with the offender owing an average amount of $944 dollars. Using the jail’s per
diem rate of $69, this equates to a cost of approximately $4,500 to the county (for housing
the inmate the full 66 days) - more than four times the average amount owed by the
offender.”

7'The tracking sample revealed that a majority of the offenders sentenced to jail actually served the full jail term
rather than paid the financial obligation.
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The fairness of jail or pay is open to debate as some in the justice system clearly feel the
practice is not allowable by the Utah Constitution.® Wealthier offenders are less likely to
serve the full jail term than indigent offenders who do not have the resources to pay quickly.
Consequently, poorer offenders may lose their jobs and incur other hardships which only
increase the likelihood of future non-payment of financial obligations, such as child support,
and may even lead to further criminality.

ILPP believes that the practice of “debtor’s prison” as applied in Salt Lake County must end
and urges the County to seck a remedy through its legislative delegation. In the meanwhile,
the policy should at least change to reflect the amount of the actual jail per diem costs,

meaning that, instead of paying $15 per day, offenders’ time would be “worth” well over
$65.

d) The Trickle-Down Effect

The State of Utah, like most states, is facing budget problems; state revenues are exceeded
by financial demands. Over the past few years, the State has cut the Department of
Corrections budget significantly and in 2003 alone reduced the Department’s budget by $3.4
million.” With fewer dollars, the prison system has maintained “zero population growth” by
closing institutions, increasing prison alternatives, and paroling hundreds of prisoners early.

Given that the crime rate has decreased substantially in the last five years, the State attributes
the budget issues in the Department of Corrections to one primary factor: legislative action
that has increased the average length of stay of offenders."” As the laws have become more
punitive, there is growing recognition that excessive use of imprisonment is harmful, not
only to budgets, but to society. Most prisoners return to the community, yet incarceration
does not address the core problems (e.g., substance abuse, mental illness, education deficits)
that will change their inclination to crime.

All of the issues confronting the State of Utah have trickled down to the counties, and Salt
Lake County is no exception. The tough laws that have increased the average length of stay
at the state institutions have also had a similar impact on sentences to the Metro Jail."
Moreover, the Metro Jail appears to be holding a substantial number of sentenced offenders
who, in other jurisdictions across the country, are typically punished by a sentence to the
state prison.”” The trickle down effect reaches even deeper, however, as there are fewer (or
insufficient amounts of) state-supported resources such as Adult Probation and Parole staff
(AP&P) and community-based rehabilitative programs. This, in particular, is troubling
because a greater number of ex-prisoners are returning to the community and, regrettably, to
the local justice system."’

8 The Utah Constitution prohibits “...imprisonment for debt except in cases of absconding debtors.”

9 Source: The Salt Lake Tribune, January 24, 2003

10 Source: Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst, “2004 Budget Recommendations: Utah Department of Corrections.”

11 'The average sentence imposed on inmates in the Metro Jail was 253 days, which is three times greater than
the average reported in 1997. The opening of the new jail also contributes to this finding, as more beds are
available for sentenced inmates.

12 Forty percent of the sentenced felons in the profile analysis were convicted of a first or second-degree
offense.

13 Salt Lake County has been working with the state on re-entry programs for offenders, such as Community
Interventions for Abusing Offenders (CIAO), but the programs are overwhelmed with demand.
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There is a common belief in Salt Lake County that AP&P, as a state-run agency, is less likely
to recommend prison sentences when the institutions are over-crowded. The major flaw in
this assumption is that AP&P bases their recommendations on the standardized sentencing
guidelines developed by the Utah Sentencing Commission.

As part of it analysis, ILPP reviewed the sentencing recommendations made by AP&P from
January 2001 to December 2002.  During that time frame, AP&P recommended prison
sentences in 24% of the felony cases (+/- 6%). Actual sentences to prison occurred in
approximately 20% of the cases (+/- 7%). Thus, AP&P recommended ptison more often
than the defendants received the sanction. In addition, there were no obvious trends in the
prison population figures (which were fairly stable during the two years) that correlated with
changes in the proportion of prison recommendations (which was also fairly stable) made by

AP&P.

e) The Felony Caseload and Felony Jail Population

Many in Salt Lake County believe that the volume of felony cases has increased over the past
several years, thus greatly impacting the jail population and the entire justice process. Both
the District Attorney’s Office and the Legal Defender’s Association cite a double-digit hike
in felony cases during 2003 (12% and 25%, respectively).”* Data from the Administrative
Office of the Courts (AOC) validates this upswing as felony cases in the Third District Court
(Salt Lake County only) rose 12% during FY2003.” The AOC data, as shown in the chart
below, also reveals that felony cases from FY2003 (8,628) were well below figures reported
between FY1996 and FY2000 (when the felony caseload peaked at 10,417 and never
dropped below 9,100). Perhaps, the perception of a “dramatic” increase in felony cases for
FY 2003 seems so striking because it followed an eight-year low point in felony cases (7,599
felony cases in FY2002). The felony court data overall, however, reflects the general
downward trend in crime that has been reported nationally (discussed in greater detail
below).

Felony Cases % Change from
Previous Year

1996 10,417 n/a

1997 9,131 -123
1998 9,104 -.003
1999 9,442 +.036
2000 9,818 +.038
2001 8,347 -.048
2002 7,599 -.187
2003 8,628 +.119

Despite the trend of fewer felony cases in the County, the felony population at the Metro Jail
has increased. In 1997, approximately 47% of the inmates were arrested or convicted on
felony charges. Now the felony inmate population is 10% greater even though felony cases

4 The DA’s caseload figures are based on the Fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, and the LDA’s numbers
are based on the calendar year. The state Fiscal year runs from July 1 to June 30.

15 Data from the AOC includes only felony cases from Salt Lake County. Misdemeanor cases and cases from
other counties within the Third District are excluded.
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in the District Court are roughly 6% less compared to six years ago. The increase in felons
at the jail is clearly attributable to ALS. The ALS for felony cases in the 1997 tracking
sample was less than 20 days, almost half the current felony ALS of 39 days. The felony
ALS has climbed due to longer sentences (the profile analysis revealed that the average
felony sentence imposed was 309 days) and an increase in pretrial incarceration days (nine
days, on average, compared to five day in 1997).

The findings surrounding the felony statistics underscore that this is a topic of substantial
importance to the Salt Lake County criminal justice system. The possible reasons for the
increase in felony ALS are numerous and deep, and can include factors such as charging
policies, case processing time, attorney skill, continuances, state laws, and prison crowding.
The County, through CJAC, must dedicate resources to further analyze and address this
issue.

KEY FINDINGS

1) The County does not have a successful track record in implementing
recommendations stemming from studies. Only a handful of recommendations
from the 1997 ILPP report and the Auditor’s analysis were fully carried out, and
most of the important or high impact recommended initiatives were disregarded.

2) Population control mechanisms are sometimes circumvented by criminal justice
officials, thus undermining the jail’s statutorily-conveyed abilities to manage the
detention facility.

3) Sentences to jail in the Justice Courts can vary considerably from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction, often resulting in excesses.

4) Jail sentences in lieu of financial payment from offenders are neither productive nor
proportional to the County’s direct and extensive indirect cost for housing the
offenders.

5) The County has not developed a plan for the trickle down effects of dwindling state
resources at a time when State laws demand “toughness.” This equates essentially to
“unfunded mandates” as the pressure on managing these offenders now falls into the
lap of the jail (the most expensive resource available).

Clearly, the State of Utah has made the move, through policies and cost saving
decisions, to pass on certain matters to the counties. Salt Lake County, in turn, must
make adjustments or greatly increase crowding and costs.'

RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Hire a criminal justice coordinator to implement the recommendations of this report
and previous studies. In addition, the coordinator should serve as a full-time
employee for a rejuvenated CJAC and be responsible for carrying out a strengthened
executive committee’s directives (gathering data, implementing initiatives,
coordinating CJAC task committees, and so forth).

16° A high degtee of collaboration with the state and local governments, to ensure seamless policies and
programming, would be ideal in pursuing adjustments.
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The coordinator should be funded through the budgets of the Sheriff, Prosecutor,
County Mayor, Courts, and the City of Salt Lake. In the end, the coordinator should
not be responsible to any one political entity, but rather the executive committee of
CJAC (see below).

2) 'The Justice Courts should create and adopt local sentencing guidelines and timelines
to provide a framework for sanctioning Class B and C misdemeanor cases. The
guidelines should be developed through a CJAC task committee that includes justice
court representatives (50%), district court judges, the jail commander, the county
probation chief, and treatment service directors.'”

3) Discontinue the use of “jail or pay” practices or, at a minimum, follow the opinion
of a prominent district court judge and sentence offenders to jail at a rate equal to
the jail’s per diem. If an offender owes $325 dollars in fines, for example, then the
period of confinement should not exceed five days, based on the jail’s cost to house
of $65 per day.

4) Establish that pre-trial and sentenced inmates from all courts are ultimately to the
“custody of the Sheriff,” whereby the Sheriff can move offenders between the jail
and various alternative work and rehabilitation programs, based on custody factors
and behavior. Senate Bill 196, which was recently enacted, gives the Sheriff this
authority over inmates from the Justice Courts. Salt Lake County should pursue
similar legislation for District Court inmates.

5) Create a justice court committee under CJAC that coordinates community
corrections alternatives in cities, publishes sentencing data on the courts, and
develops guidelines that eliminate the disparities discussed herein.

SYSTEMIC ISSUES

Next, the functionality of several key issues impacting the Salt Lake County criminal justice
system is examined.

a) The Proliferation of Justice Courts

Over the past decade, Salt Lake County has witnessed a proliferation of municipal-based
Justice Courts. The new courts bring the justice system into the communities and
neighborhoods affected by crime. In addition, the courts promise improved and swifter
services for resolving parking/traffic infractions and small claims cases. The Justice Courts,
in some ways, reflect the community court model advocated by restorative justice
proponents by making the justice system more accessible to citizens/victims and addressing
the offender in the actual community that was wronged.

The Justice Courts raise a host of more problematic issues, however. The harshest criticism
levied against the courts is that they were established as a revenue stream for cities. Many
critics fear that cities will become dependent on the money generated through enforcement,
thus increasing the likelihood that police and judges will be overly aggressive as a way to
meet financial expectations and demands. Other concerns surrounding the Justice Courts

17'The Utah Sentencing Commission is considering sentencing guidelines for Class A, B, and C misdemeanors,
but these guidelines will more than likely not address jail sentences. Rather, the guidelines will focus on
probation and community-based measures.
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include the qualifications of the mayoral appointed judges, prosecutors, defenders, and
administrators; the redirection of funds away from county and state levels of government;
and (as discussed above) the serious inconsistency in sentencing from court to court.

Clearly, the concern surrounding money and the Justice Courts is a topic that needs to be
addressed head-on by local leaders. With resources dwindling, justice court expansion has
only thinned available resources (so much so, in fact, that the viability of the courts may be
short-lived unless funded out of the municipal general fund or through over-enforcement as
predicted by critics). Operations of the Justice Courts, like most bureaucracies, will
eventually become larger and, as the organizations mature, they will face increasing staffing
costs, thus increasing the pressure to generate funds.

From a wider perspective, the formation of the Justice Courts has cut off a money supply to
the larger (or “parent”) system that must still support itself. And yet, the Justice Courts have
unfettered access to the larger system through the jail, the county probation department, the
legal defender, and so forth with little or no financial obligation. The jail, in particular, is
heavily used by the Justice Courts/municipalities without either a rationing device or an
executed and accepted financial support agreement (see below).

This report recommends the use of guidelines and more coordination of the Justice Courts
as an element in the overall system, as well as booking fees of some kind, to ration jail use. "*

b) Municipalities and the Jail

The municipalities and the Justice Courts greatly rely on the Metro Jail to handle the initial
processing of offenders and to incarcerate their defendants. Almost 60% of the offenders
coming through the Metro Jail in the tracking sample were arrested by the municipal police
departments and nearly half of the offenses committed by the inmates were Class B and C
misdemeanors. The municipalities and Justice Courts utilize the detention facility essentially
with little restriction and complete financial impunity. As a result, the jail has difficulty
managing the continuous flow of municipal inmates and the county, including the Sheriff’s
Office, incurs a considerable financial burden.

The Salt Lake County Auditor examined the municipalities’ use of the jail extensively in their
2001 report. One of the major findings was that several municipalities “over-use” the jail,
especially in relation to their population sizes. According to the study, five of the fifteen
cities in Salt Lake County accounted for 86% of the jail’s municipal usage.”” The top five
cities were (in order): Salt Lake City (with the largest population in the County), West Valley
(2™ largest), South Salt Lake (11™), Sandy (3"), and West Jordan (4™). It was noted that
South Salt Lake and Midvale, while two of the smallest cities in the County, were first and
third in jail usage per capita.

From 1997 to 2000, all municipalities increased their use of the Metro Jail. The five cities
listed above increased their usage anywhere from 104% to 878%. Despite the growing
reliance on the detention facility, the municipalities refuse to reimburse the County for the
jail even though the Sheriff’s Office “fairly and consistently” calculates monthly billings.”

18 SB196 may address this issue, as new fees imposed by the justice court cases will be partially distributed to
the County.

19 Source: Salt Lake County Auditor’s Performance Audit of the Jail, December 2001; page 18. The findings
were based upon jail days billed by the Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office.

20 Ibid, page 22.
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The cities maintain they already contribute to the County’s general fund, and that such tax
payments should include money for operating the jail. The County and the Sheriff’s Office,
on the other hand, argue that they have the ability to collect jail fees separate from the
money paid into the general fund (a position supported by the Utah Supreme Court). As
deftly argued in the Auditor’s report, the municipalities refusal to help pay for the jail creates
“an inequitable situation.”” This is especially true considering that the municipalities
generated nearly $17 million dollars in collected court fees during 2000, yet paid nothing
towards the approximate $7 million in jail billings.*

The Justice Courts reliance on the detention facility segues into another important issue in
the criminal justice system. As the trickle down effect occurs (i.e., offenders that used to go
to prison are now in local jails), alternatives to incarceration for Class B and C offenders are
required so that the jail will have beds available for more serious criminals. The Justice
Courts need to implement more cost-effective alternatives, such as probation, electronic
monitoring, day reporting, and community service work programs. These types of
sanctions, which are fairly uncommon in the Justice Courts now, are highly appropriate for
low level offenders.

The Justice Courts should collaborate to develop sophisticated community-based, graduated
sanctions/programs that serve multiple jurisdictions and achieve economies of scale.

c) Caseload Management in the District Court

The Third District Court presides over the largest number of criminal cases in the State of
Utah. Opver the past few years, State budget cuts have distressed the court to the point
where a skeleton staff supports the twenty-eight criminal and civil judges. For example,
there are only six law clerks available to conduct research for the 28 judges on the bench.

The shortages in staffing capital are made more important, in terms of system-wide issues, as
the District Court does not employ timelines to manage case flow, nor does it collect and
report data concerning in custody and out-of-custody case time lines, leading to delay and a
greater workload for all from continued cases. Furthermore, without data on case timelines,
or even on which cases are in jail, the delays cause crowding and excessive costs in the jail
and other agencies concerned with responding to disposition.

To the credit of the Presiding Judge, and with the strong support of the District Court
judges hearing criminal cases, the District Court is currently exploring options with regard to
establishing time lines. The Court, in addition, is considering data reporting on timelines
(especially on in-custody cases) and overall case management approaches. These initiatives
will help the Court and County coordinate and manage crowding throughout the system.
This work will need to be supported, and followed closely, in the future.

d) Community-based Corrections

Salt Lake County has an impressive continuum of rehabilitative options available through
county and community based agencies. These programs are critical to the stability of the

21 Ibid, page 22.

22 Again, SB196 may help alleviate this issue to some degree. However, the money generated will not cover
transportation and medical expenses incurred by the County for Justice Court cases. The County should
pursue reimbursement from the cities for these expenses.
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justice system because of the corrections and rehabilitation services they provide and the
major cost savings that result from their use, especially in relation to the jail’s per diem.

Despite the array of sanctions, there does not appear to be a great deal of depth for some
options. Some judges feel that there are not enough “spaces” in the alternative programs to
accommodate the volume of offenders. Offenders, therefore, do not receive setrvices in a
timely or congruent manner. Another criticism is that programs lack coordination among
themselves to provide seamless services to a difficult, and often resistant, clientele.

The differences in opinions on the availability of community-based sanctions indicates a
significant “disconnect” in the justice system. At a minimum, coordination of programs
(and perceptions) is needed and will hopefully result from this study. ILPP believes that a
central clearinghouse, possibly through CJAC, should be formed to broker services (i.e.,
conduct assessments, schedule placements, and coordinate multi-agency services) for
treatment eligible cases emerging from the District and Justice Courts.

In addition to managing treatment slots better, a sub-committee of CJAC should devote
itself to identifying and developing additional community-based treatment programs. As
part of this exercise, existing services should be evaluated to determine if their effectiveness
justifies, or is in proportion to, their cost. Programs that are under-performing should be
reduced or eliminated in favor of programs that have more successful treatment modalities.

e) The Criminal Justice Advisory Council (CJAC)

The Criminal Justice Advisory Council (CJAC) was formed several years ago to provide
coordination and leadership for the justice system. CJAC consists of twenty-six members
and is staffed with three county employees (who have substantial responsibilities separate
from the Council). The full Council meets bi-monthly, with a smaller executive committee
congregating in the intervening months.

CJAC, over the years, has faltered in its ability to accomplish meaningful change for the
justice system despite a fairly well established organizational structure and good membership
attendance at meetings. The Council currently has settled into a role that is less activist-
oriented. It is not driven to manage of the system, but rather focuses on briefing and
information sharing. Many members, as such, have expressed the opinion that CJAC has
become stagnant. Opinions vary on why this is occurring, but three prominent beliefs are: 1)
the Council has become too large and unmanageable, 2) there is a lack of momentum
generated from meeting to meeting, and 3) key gatekeepers from the justice system are not
consistently participating in the meetings. To ILPP, the need for leadership by a strong
executive committee is strongly demonstrated.

KEY FINDINGS

1) The uncontrolled and uncoordinated proliferation of Justice Courts is thinning
existing resources.

2) Municipalities and the Justice Courts rely greatly on the jail without financial
reimbursement to the County. They have not developed their own offender
management structures, or community corrections mechanisms, for cost-effective
administration of justice.
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3)

9

The District Courts are moving towards reporting formats that help manage case
time lines, but these are not yet in place.

CJAC has become a briefing place rather than a management and leadership agency.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1)

2)

3)

4)

The jail should discontinue accepting Class B misdemeanants, with the exception of
certain offenses such as DUI and violation of protection from abuse orders.”** If a
municipality or justice court desires to place a Class B or C misdemeanant in the
detention facility, they should pay an agreed upon per diem fee prior to the
offender’s entry (subject to bed space availability).

The municipalities should explore entering into a contractual agreement with the
County and Sheriff to build a minimum security housing wing on the existing
detention facility. The housing wing would then be the “property” of the
municipalities and they would be financially responsible for its maintenance and
staffing (again, through a contract with the Sheriff’s Office and the County). Once
opened, the municipalities should form an oversight committee, which includes the
Sheriff’s Office, to coordinate the allocation of bed space.”” Each city should pay a
proportion of the yeatly costs in relation to their use of the facility for that year.*

The analysis of the District Courts suggests that there is a need for stronger judicial
commitment and leadership to the development of time standards, better data on
case flow through a system of monitoring and automated reporting, and more court
control over case progress through a new case management system.

The Criminal Justice Advisory Council must restructure so that it becomes an engine
of coordination and change. The current executive committee should be pared
down to the County Mayor, the County Manager, the Sheriff, the Presiding Judge,
the District Attorney, and the Salt Lake City Mayor (with no alternates permitted).
This group should be the ultimate decision makers in coordinating all aspects of the
justice system to ensure cohesive public policies and programs. Additional
responsibilities should include:

" Prioritizing system issues in the criminal justice system and setting courses of
action for addressing those issues.
* Managing criminal justice resources to their maximum potential.

" Responding to critical issues and collectively developing resolutions before
they become crises.

23 The jail does not currently accept Class C misdemeanants.

? Salt Lake County officials should establish criteria whereby the municipalities can utilize the detention facility
for certain offenses or arrest circumstances.

%5 The Jail should always have the discretion to classify the inmates and place them in an appropriate pod. If a
city inmate is classified as a maximum security risk, the jail should then “trade” spaces accordingly.

2 Another option discussed in Chapter 7 is to rent beds at the Oxbow facility to the municipalities under the
same terms desctibed above.
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The full CJAC should serve as advisors to the Executive Committee, and work in
tandem in planning, coordinating, and implementing initiatives. CJAC should also
“feed” ideas into the Executive Committee on issues that require leadership
decision-making. Conversely, the Executive Committee should assign tasks to
CJAC, such as problem solving, policy evaluation, and program development.

In addition to the above, CJAC should form standing committees in the areas of:
1. Inmate population management,
2. Information systems, and

3. Grant management.

Task committees should be created when targeted issues arise within the Executive
Committee or CJAC. They should address specific issues (such as planning the
coordination of treatment beds), supply written information to CJAC, and then
disband. The membership to the task committees should include non-CJAC
members and have balanced representation of public and private stakeholders.

CRIME, POPULATION, THE JAIL, AND CRIMINAL FILINGS IN SALT LAKE
COUNTY

The State of Utah has a crime rate that is close to that of the United States overall. The
index crime rate in Salt Lake County, as is to be expected with urbanized areas, is somewhat
above that of the state as a whole.”” Both have been generally decreasing since 1990,
although a bulge occurred in 1995-1997 due to a jump in motor vehicle theft (Figure 1).

27 Index crimes are a certain group of felonies: murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglatry, larceny,
motor vehicle theft, and arson. The crime rate is defined as the number of index crimes reported to law
enforcement divided by the population of the jurisdiction. Property offenses, specifically larceny-theft, are
always far more common than violent crimes, and thus dominate the crime rate. These figures for crime are
taken from the tabulations on the website of the Utah Department of Public Safety.
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Figure 1: Total Index Crime

FINAL REPORT

9,000 +

8,000 77_‘\ r

7,000 - \_/ \
o 6,000 -
o - - —
S e Il I ~
S 5,000 T —
— L}
= [ .\
o 4,000 - .
[©]
g

31000 —SL COUnW ]

2.000 mm—— Utah

= = ys.
1,000
0 T T
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Violent crime, except for rape, is relatively low in Salt Lake County; it is the property
offenses that raise the county’s crime rate above that of the nation. In 2000, larceny-theft
accounted for almost three quarters of the total index crime (Figures 2-11).

Figure 2: Total Violent Crime
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Figure 3: Total Property Crime
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Figure 7: Aggravated Assault
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Figure 10: Motor Vehicle Theft — Utah
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ILPP has made population projections for the County, based on U. S. Census projections
for Utah.” The figures are somewhat lower after 2010 than the figures in the County’s 2000
Demographic and Economic Profile. 1LPP has made an estimate of future jail population using its
figures because they are broken down by age group, and the probability of arrest varies
strongly with age. That can be seen from local data: ILPP’s tracking analysis of 575
bookings showed that 270 were under the age of thirty, 221 were in the range 30-44, and
only 84 were forty-five or older.

Although Salt Lake County is expected to grow substantially over the next couple of
decades, most of the growth will occur in persons over 45 (the “Baby Boomers”). The
expected number of arrests and jail bookings will thus not parallel county population
growth. There were 25,933 local bookings (i.e., not state or federal) in 2000. That figure
would grow by 9% in 2025, using ILPP’s projections, and to approximately 35,000 using
county figures. If other factors remain the same (i.e., the proportion of detainees booked,
the average length of stay, and the usage of pretrial and sentencing alternatives), the jail
population should increase accordingly.

Figure 12 shows two models of future jail population. The upper line, labeled “Projection”
is simply an extrapolation of the system population between February 2000 and August
2003, and approaches a figure of 3,200 in the year 2025. The lower “Population” line shows
the expected number of inmates if jail population grows at the same rate as that portion of
county population at risk of arrest, as discussed above. In 2025, it is only about 100 more
than the current figure.

28 The most recent available Census projections were made before Census 2000. ILPP made adjustments for
the new data and calculated county population from the relative rates of state and county growth between 1990
and 2000.
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Figure 12: Jail Population Pojections
Including Electronic Monitoring
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The population forecast is based on the assumption that both the arrest rate and the length
of stay will remain fixed at today’s levels, so that the only reason for jail growth is growth in
the County’s total population. It does not assume changes in laws, crime rates, or system
management; nor by implication, changes in the philosophies of the County’s relevant
decision-makers. In addition, the forecast is based on data for a very short time period (less
than four years) and yet extend over twenty years into the future. It should be taken as only
an indication of what might happen if the assumptions hold, more or less, for that period of
time.

Many agencies book offenders into the county jail. In 2002, of the total of over 30,000
bookings about 25,000 were made by local agencies. Salt Lake City accounted for most
(almost 7,000), followed by West Valley, four divisions of the Sheriff’s Office, and South Salt
Lake. About 4,000 bookings were made by the state (primarily the Highway Patrol and
Adult Probation), and 750 by Federal authorities. The records available to ILPP do not
distinguish pretrial bookings and those of sentenced offenders.

The rates of booking vary considerably by jurisdiction. Nine cities have their own police
departments, while six contract with the Sheriff’s Office for patrol. Table 3.1 shows the
bookings in 2002, populations in the 2000 Census, and the 2000 crime rate (the latest
available). The cities above the dotted line are those with their own police departments.
ILPP has examined the bookings as a function of population and of the local ctime rate.”
Two things are clear: 1) there are wide differences in bookings between cities when
measured either as a function of population or of crime, and 2) the Sheriff’s patrol, in
general, books far fewer detainees than city police. South Salt Lake, Salt Lake City, West
Valley, and Midvale have particularly high rates of bookings.

2 As explained eatlier, the crime rate is a measure of certain felonies, while jail bookings can be for any offense
at any level. Crime rate, therefore, would not be expected to be reflected exactly in a comparison of bookings.
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Table 3.1: Booking by City

FINAL REPORT

2002 Booking:

2000 2002 Booked Booking  Crime Crime

Jurisdiction Population Bookings by Sheriff? Rate Rate ratio
South Salt Lake 18,084 1,339 no 74.0 85.88 0.86
Salt Lake City 172,930 6,920 no 40.0 101.27 0.40
West Valley City 103,753 2,954 no 28.5 60.92 0.47
Midvale 206,688 717 no 26.9 57.23 0.47
Murray 34,151 896 no 26.2 103.96 0.25
West Jordan 63,893 747 no 11.7 49.44 0.24
South Jordan 32,320 272 no 8.4 28.26 0.30
Sandy 101,531 833 no 8.2 39.05 0.21
Alta 410 0 no 0.0
Taylorsville 53,974 624 yes 11.6
Unincorporated 173,868 1,684 yes 9.7 29.41 0.33
Holladay City 14,256 119 yes 8.3
Herriman City 1,060 8 yes 7.5
Draper City 19,862 86 yes 43
Riverton 26,849 61 yes 2.3
Bluffdale 4,455 10 yes 2.2

subtotal 848,084 17,270
Constable 710
Other sheriff's office 6,368 yes
Other local agencies 693

subtotal 7,771
Total local 848,084 25,041
State 4,191
Federal 755
Other 119
Total bookings 30,106
Cost per jail bed, 2002 $24,600

Many of Salt Lake County’s cities have Justice Courts to handle Class B and C
misdemeanors. Table 3.2 shows misdemeanor filings in the Justice Courts in FY 2002,
arranged in the order of filings rates (filings per 1,000/population). Again, there is a wide
range. The cities that are high in bookings rates also are high in filings rates: South Salt

Lake, Salt Lake City, West Valley, and Midvale.”

30 No data was submitted in 2002 for Midvale, but its filings rate in 2001 would place it just below Alta. There
was also no report for Salt Lake City. Its 2003 filings rate would put it just below South Salt Lake.
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Table 3.2: Justice Court Filings in FY2002

Population
Jurisdiction Filings (2000) Rate per 1,000
South Salt Lake 1,711 18,084 94.6
Salt Lake City (2003) 15,870 172,930 91.8
West Valley City 7,432 103,753 71.6
Salt Lake County 9,195 174,963 52.6
Taylorsville 2,669 53,974 49.4
Alta 18 410 43.9
Midvale (2001) 1,169 26,688 43.8
West Jordan 2,562 63,893 40.1
Murray City 1,128 34,151 33.0
Holladay 264 14,220 18.6
Sandy 1,880 101,531 18.5
South Jordan 428 32,320 13.2
Riverton 238 26,849 8.9
Bluffdale 36 4,455 8.1
Draper 98 19,862 4.9

ILPP has been asked to determine the proportions of jail population resulting for the actions
of the various policing agencies and courts. The jail data available to ILPP, at this writing,
show the arresting agency for persons booked, but do not allow calculating the fraction of
jail population attributable to each jurisdiction.”” A gross estimate is possible: the average
length of stay (ALOS) for all county inmates is 29 days, and the ALOS for Class B and C
misdemeanors, respectively, is 15 and 18 days. Those two offense levels account for just
about half of all bookings™ and would therefore result in about a quarter of the local
population.” With the average cost of a jail bed at $23,000 a year, the County needs to
maintain a balance between the requirements of justice and of the budget (especially for low-
grade offenders).

Population Projections and Time Frames

Jails do not simply appear on the day they are needed. It takes years to open a jail from the
day a decision is made to build, remodel, or develop an addition. While it is likely that Salt
Lake County will next need a minimum security facility, there are other possibilities such as
re-using Oxbow or having the cities construct their own detention facility. However,
because there will ultimately be a time factor in good planning, ILPP proposes the following
phases for developing new beds if proposed system changes do not alleviate the crowding:

1. Conceptual and schematic design- 3 months

2. Design development, construction documents, and bidding- 7 months
3. Construction- 18 months

4. Tinal Preparations- 3 months

31 The Salt Lake County Auditot’s performance audit used jail billings to determine utilization of the jail by
jurisdictions. The report found that five jurisdictions- Salt Lake, West Valley, South Salt Lake, Sandy, and, West
Jordan accounted for 86% of the jail billings from 1997 to 2000.

32 Based on data from ILPP’s tracking analysis.

33 Half the inmates have ALOS of about 15 days and the other half have ALOS of about 45 days.
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So, if it takes over two years to provide the Sheriff’s Office with beds, ILPP recommends
that the decision to build new beds occur as soon as the jail exhausts the next level of
restrictions (i.e., to limit the admission of Class B misdemeanor offenders). Once this level
is reached, the conceptual and schematic design phase (i.e., phase one) should commence. If
the jail remains at full capacity during the three months of phase one, then the second, third,
and fourth phases (as outlined above) should be triggered.

It is the position of ILPP that the cities might see the benefits and fund jail expansion or
new construction in its entirety, plus future operational costs. If the cities desire to reach an
agreement with the County and the Sheriff’s Office prior to the implementation of tighter
jail restrictions, then the above phases should be initiated upon a mutually agreeable date
between the consortium of cities and the County.™

KEY FINDINGS

1) Similar to national trends, the index crime rate in Salt Lake County has been
decreasing since 1990. The crime rate in the County is above statewide figures.

2) The projected growth in the county population over the next two decades suggests
that bookings at the jail will increase roughly 10%, mostly in the second decade.

3) Municipal police departments use the jail at various rates, but a handful relies on the
jail excessively based on the number of bookings.

RECOMMENDATION

1) The municipalities and the County need to collaboratively develop a strategic plan
for a minimum-security facility that can be implemented 7f other avenues of controlling the
Jail population do not prevail. Included in the plan should be discussions of re-opening
the Oxbow facility, albeit with municipal driven funding.

3 The State of Utah recently enacted SB196 which will impose new justice court fees. As part of the
legislation, a portion of the fees may be applied towards the cost of incarceration. The funds generated,
however, will only be a portion of the total incarceration cost and they will not cover transportation and
medical expenses incurred by the County. The financial ramifications of the new law will need to be studied by
the County in greater detail.
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4. MANAGING THE RESOURCES

This chapter covers county budgeting and information systems that support criminal justice
agencies. By considering these crucial topics in a wide lens, ILPP seeks to stress the
interrelatedness of all agencies, and the dire need for coordination in planning and system
development (as well as for the changes recommended herein). The danger of agencies
going off in their own direction, without coordination, is often seen in overcrowding and
rapidly increasing budgets. Hidden behind those problems can often be an information
system that is getting worse, not better, and a budgeting approach that is simply incremental
increases rather than re-direction.

COUNTY GOVERNMENT

County government is rarely seen as part of the criminal justice system, even though it
ultimately controls financing for the portions of the system covered by the General Fund.
Because of county government’s responsibility for facilities and fiscal matters, it can and
should play an instrumental role in the justice system’s development.

Importantly, the county government in Salt Lake County was recently reorganized entirely to
create a strong mayor system and to allow for better intra- and inter-governmental
coordination.

Budgeting, as is demonstrated throughout this study, is not employed to keep set direction
or focus on management and coordination of criminal justice.

FINANCES & BUDGETS

In Salt Lake County, as in most jurisdictions, the criminal justice system is financed primarily
through locally-derived general purpose revenues.! The principal exception is the courts,
which are state agencies. Table 4.1 displays the budget for justice system elements for the
years 2000 to 2004. Final budgets for 2003 were not yet available by the publication of this
report.

! From the 2003 and 2004 Adopted Budget.
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Table 4.1: General Fund

2003 2004
adjusted adopted
2000 actual 2001 actual 2002 actual (June)

District Attorney 14,467,062 14,955,710 15,573,168 17,237,696 17,608,510
District courts 227,313 159,551

City courts 222 462 77

County jail 39,976,065 46,605,383 45,316,648 49,689,240 51,089,902
Sheriff coutt services 6,730,961 7,618,994 8,869,023 9,989,401 10,838,553
Sheriff invest/suppott 20,155,433 11,830,392 11,909,868 11,962,456 11,246,998
Criminal justice services 4,940,432 5,648,302 5,714,873 6,428,667 7,324,025
Justice subtotal 86,497,488 86,818,794 87,383,657 95,307,460 98,107,988
Fund total 2 152,044,943 146,462,723 152,268,576 166,022,993 168,947,921
Justice percentage 56.9% 59.3% 57.4% 57.4% 58.1%

In addition, the Municipal Service Fund includes expenditures for the justice courts and for
the Sheriff’s services to unincorporated areas and services under contract to certain smaller
cities.

Justice agency expenditures consume over half of the county’s General Fund revenues.
Over the rather short period shown, it appears that the justice share is not changing much.
That, fortunately, is in contrast to some other jurisdictions studied by ILPP, in which the
justice share was growing by a steady 1-2% each year.

However, that optimistic picture is due entirely to the decline in certain expenditures by the
Sheriff’s Office. The individual components of justice are changing at different rates. The
sheriff’s budget appears to be strongly influenced by the services contracted by smaller
municipalities and the services rendered to unincorporated areas. While the Sheriff’s
investigation and support function as shown in the General Fund has not grown since 2001,
court services, the district attorney, criminal justice services, and the jail have all seen
substantial increases.

The jail is by far the largest of those. In 2004, it is budgeted to consume 16.4% of the
general fund. If both the jail and the total general fund continue to grow at their same rates
through 2025, at that time the jail will require 34.8% of General Fund.

The policy changes recommended in this report could substantially reduce the rate of jail
growth. If, for example, jail population could be held to the rate of growth of the at-risk
population groups (the “population” curve in the jail projections section), jail costs would
consume only about 11.1% of the general fund in 2025, far lower than the high projection
and even somewhat less than the figure for today. While estimation of the 2025 costs
requires some major assumptions, the general picture is clear: substantial savings can be
realized over the years by managing jail population.

> In 2000, six major programs were included in the General Fund budget. They were Youth Services,

Substance Abuse Services, Aging Services, Mental Health Services, Economic Development and Community
Resources, and Community Development. They were moved in 2001 to the Grant Programs Fund. To make
the totals comparable, those items have been removed from the General Fund total in 2000.
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Though the figure is not shown in the budget, ILPP has been given to understand that
approximately $17 million in booking fees remains unpaid by the various municipalities in
Salt Lake County. (It was not stated as to how many years those accounts have been
accumulating.) This amount is approximately one-third of what it costs to operate the jail
for one year. That sum would obviously be of great help in easing the financial burden on
the county for jail operations.

JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEMS

The efficiency of the criminal justice system can be greatly enhanced by a timely and
coordinated flow of information among the agencies of the system. Conversely, barriers to
information flow — whether technical or institutional—consume resources unnecessarily
and delay case processing. All modern large jurisdictions, and most small ones, have found
it essential to employ automated data processing for the required activities.

The requirement that case information be accurate and timely means that data should be
entered no more than once, checked automatically whenever possible, and transmitted or at
least made available to other agencies with a need for it. Duplicate entry of data wastes time,
slows down information transfer, and introduces the possibility of inconsistency or error as
well as causing unnecessary expense. For example, if a suspect’s name is entered as
“Johnson” at one point and “Johnston” at another, there has to be a manual check to
determine whether two names refer to the same person. In the worst case, if there was no
visible reason to check, the wrong inmate might be booked or released. Especially within a
single agency, it makes no sense to duplicate data entry.

Similarly, it is wasteful to print out data and send the paper file to another agency whose
staff then re-enters it into another computer system. At the least, the second agency should
have the ability to view and download data. Better still, in many cases, the information
should be forwarded automatically. Of course the originating agency may have reason to
release only selected information, or to protect some or all of its information from
modification by others.

Information flow is not unidirectional. The prosecution and the courts need to be informed
by law enforcement or detention of persons arrested and awaiting court action. When court
action has been taken, information about the action needs to flow back to the jail and the
police or Sheriff. Likewise information may flow in several directions at once, for example
to the prosecution, defense, and perhaps parole or probation. In many situations the center
of the information flow network is the clerk of the courts, since the Clerk’s office is the
official repository of justice information.

Improved information flow results in improved case disposition times. The guilty are sent
to punishment sooner, the innocent are exonerated sooner, and the jurisdiction realizes
substantial cost savings at nearly every stage, most particularly in jail costs. Furthermore,
more accurate information can improve the quality of justice by reducing errors in
dispositioning or sentencing.

In Salt Lake County, each of the criminal justice agencies is fairly well automated when
considered separately. All the agencies, persons, and cases are managed and tracked by
database applications. All the information systems, except for the District Court and Clerk,
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and the Public Defenders, are supported by and housed at a centralized county agency, the
Information Services (IS). The District Court has its own computer services department.

The following is a brief description of the automated information systems for the major
criminal justice agencies in Salt Lake County.

Salt Lake County Information Services (1IS)

Most of the County agencies' hardware and software servers are centralized. They are
housed and maintained at the County IS, which provides hardware and software support,
including installations and backups. These agencies include the Sheriff’s Office (including
adult jails), District Attorney, Criminal Justice Services (including Pretrial, Probation, and
Court Treatment Units), Human Services, and Substance Abuse. The Third District Court
and County Justice Court are supported by the AOC IT division (described in detail in the
District Court section). The Legal Defenders are not supported by the County IS.

Sheriff and Jail
[ail Management System (JEMS)

JEMS is a system that was built in-house by the County IS. It was implemented between
1990 and 1992. Written in COBOL, it has an IBM mainframe environment, and a DB2
database. It has 400 non-normalized tables. Data extraction is done with IBM SQMS for
Windows. The user interface is a 3270 emulator with formatted screens.

JEMS was built on a very old environment and it does not take any incoming data from
other systems. The data flow is one-way only — JEMS to other systems. This means that
every time there is a new booking, JEMS sends an ftp file to the other system to populate
certain fields. The other system has to be programmed to pick up the JEMS ftp file to
populate its own database.

Record Management System (RMS)

RMS is a shared system used by the entire Sheriff’s Office and the Salt Lake City Police
Department. It was built by Versadex. The Sheriff’s Office portions of the system are
housed in the county, and city police servers/databases are housed separately at the City’s
data center. The databases are distributed and synchronized. Dispatch data of both systems
is synchronized every five minutes for all new incoming case information. The RMS is also
synchronized with the JEMS every two minutes to extract new bookings.

Internal Data Exchange with Other Systems

There is data exchange among JEMS and the jail medical information, finger printing, and
mug shot systems. These are all separate systems. In-house programmers did part of the
interfacing and vendors did some.

= JEMS and RMS: As mentioned above, JEMS and RMS are synchronized every two
minutes.

® Medical system: This is a product from IMRAC Corp., also known as MedPeatrl or
Emerald Corp. Their main business is selling medical information systems globally.
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Jail medical services are handled by the jail itself, which employs contract doctors
and nurse employees. Mental health services are contracted out.

Finger printing system: Identix TP600, LS21. The fingerprint data transmitting
process is as follows. First the booking officer takes the inmate’s fingerprints and
they are transmitted to the state office AFIS via WINS network. BCI faxes a
confirmation back to the jail within two hours, together with a list of the inmate’s
criminal history, etc. If some information is still missing, the booking officers have
to manually enter it into JEMS.

Mugshot system: This is a product from Versadex, the RMS vendor, but it is
implemented by PSP. The data from JEMS comes in as ftp and the mug shot system
picks it up and shares the mug shot and data with the RMS.

External Data Exchange with Other Systems

Inmate unique ID’s and booking ID’s: The SO number (Sheriff’s number) is a
unique identifier for each inmate. The DA and Pretrial also use the SO number, but
the DA has another number that is generated by AIMS (see below). The jail also
maintains state ID (or SID) inmate numbers generated by BCI, and in some cases
inmates have an FBI number as well. Booking numbers are maintained separately,
and there is a new booking number whenever there is a new booking so there can be
multiple booking numbers corresponding to one SO number. Similarly the
individual’s state ID (or SID) is tied to specific criminal arrests and events by
multiple offender tracking numbers (OTN) provided by the state.

Salt Lake PD: As mentioned above, the dispatch and some other data are shared
between the Sheriff’s RMS and Salt Lake PD.

Pretrial System: This was built at the same time as JEMS, housed on the County
mainframe, and shares some database tables and data. Pretrial shares all the
information that is entered into the JEMS system: name, charges, booking info,
personal info, marks, locations, etc.

Attorney Information Management System (AIMS): AIMS is used by the DA.
who has access to the same jail information as Pretrial. All new booking data is sent
to AIMS.

Courts: The jail roster is sent to the courts daily, but it is only a text file, and there is
no electronic exchange with any court systems. Text files are available on the web
and are printed at the courts. (See Host-on-demand, below.)

Public Defenders: Public defenders have access to the JEMS in the same manner as
the courts, via the web. (See Host-on-demand, below.)

BCI/NCIC: Officers can get into BCI from any Sheriffs terminal/PC. There are
two methods of access, socket messaging and secure internet access. For socket
messaging, they use client software provided by the state and an in-house server to
manage the client access. The problem is that the data cannot be pulled into the
RMS or JEMS databases electronically. For example, in the event of a warrant arrest,
the Sheriff’s Office serves and prints the warrant, and then as part of the booking
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process, a clerk has to read the warrant information from the BCI printout and
retype it into JEMS. The same applies for the criminal history. After inmates are
finger printed and identified, the booking officer has to retype the state ID (which
comes back from finger printing), aliases, criminal histories, etc., into JEMS.

The Sheriff’s Office has been working with the state agency to make its RMS records
available to other law enforcement agencies via BCI.

= Host-on-demand: This web-based system, known as Host-on-demand, was
developed by the County IT. Host-on-demand is specifically for jail information.
Web access to pretrial and DA information is limited, due to the confidential nature
of pretrial data. Anybody who provides the jail with a valid request (if the jail
decides it is appropriate) will get access to host-on-demand. The users can be from
law enforcement agencies, law and justice agencies, or non-government agencies
such as bonding companies. Host-on-demand is read-only access and no one has
write access. Other agencies that use host-on-demand include work-furlough
services, child support collection agencies, and social security administration. A lot
of information is available through host-on-demand, but it is not electronically
integrated/interfaced with other systems.

* Public access to jail information: In- and out- docket and the prisoner roster are
available freely on the Sheriff’s web site. Right now, the information is presented as
a static sheet. The jail is developing an interactive web page system, where the public
will be able to enter a name to access information including charges, bail, housing
assignment, visiting, etc. for a specific inmate.

IT Support

There are two IT staff in the jail and four dedicated IT staff from the County IS for the
Sheriff’s Office. One programmer manages the JMS, another programmer deals with RMS
and CAD, and another handles Filenet which is a optical storage of all jail records, and the
fourth IT person is the supervisor. The jail staff scan all documents and dispose of the
physical documents after two weeks. The jail and Sheriff also rely on other services such as
server support, desktop/software support, network, etc. from the County IS department.

Salt Lake City Police Department

Salt Lake City Police Department (SLCPD) shares the same system with the Sheriff, RMS
from Versadex. Itis fully integrated with dispatch and CAD, and with mobile report entries
from the officer laptops through mobile data transport. All users have access to RMS either
from the car or within the building. The SLCPD and Sheriff share the same database and
server, which is housed at the SLCPD. One agency has read-only access to the other’s
database and cannot change anything. System administrators have access to both databases
and can merge duplicate names.

Data Sharing with Other Agencies

The State of Utah is working on a data sharing system where law enforcement agencies with
different systems will be able to share each othet’s data. The SLCPD currently has access to
Octim-Weaver Consortium database. There is a direct connection with the CAD system.
The RMS gets jail data automatically, and also gets the mug shots from the jail. These mug
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shots can be viewed in the cars. Courts get misdemeanor information and ticket citations.
City prosecutors and district attorney have limited access to the RMS. Prosecutors and DA
can bring up arrest reports directly from the RMS in real time. Although arrest reports are
sent electronically, they are also still printing them out and storing them in files. This filing
system will go away in the near future because the SLCPD is moving toward a paperless
system. The RMS has a built-in document management system for scanning, searching and
retrieving documents and has direct access to the BCI/NCIC criminal history.

A web based system is being developed for traffic reports, for public access.

PC and Network Support

PC and network support are provided by the Salt Lake City IMS (Information Management
Services). There are two dedicated programmers, a project manager, and three PC support
staff. Additional help is available from IMS on an as-needed basis. Database backup and
logging are currently being done manually by the SLCPD IT staff and IMS. This will be
automated soon when they get a new server.

District Attorney

The DA’s CMS is called AIMS (Attorney Information Management System). It tracks adults
and juveniles, arrest through sentencing. It tracks defendants by case instance, single
defendants. It can tie multiple defendants, which is consistent with what the courts are
doing. (It was formerly a case system and had to revert to a defendant system.) Out of
AIMS, the DA can produce management reports, subpoenas, and victim impact statements.
There is a linkage to the document management system, and they can generate information
directly from it. They do not track anything after sentencing with AIMS.

The DA had a system called Promise for a number of years, and then moved to the
mainframe (natural and db2 environment). The County built the system about 11 years ago.
They are currently working with the State Prosecutor’s Association to switch over to a new
web-based system. They just got a grant to do some initial work, but the project will not
start within a year.

Getting Data from the Jail

The DA’s Office gets all booking data from jail system. If a defendant has a felony or a
Class A misdemeanor, the case is brought directly to the DA where a case number is
automatically generated in a batch process every midnight. For some reason, when other
types of misdemeanor cases are booked into the jail (usually from unincorporated areas
within the county) the same system takes the information. The AIMS maintains a link to the
jail system to bring up historical booking information.

The AIMS also updates the jail data with the defendant information, so the jail people know
what’s happening with the defendants.

Information Exchange between DA and Courts

Currently there is no electronic data exchange between the DA and Courts. The Courts are
willing to connect with the DA but the IS department has not had a chance to work on that
yet. They are looking at creating XML files to populate the court database with their case
information. The XML files will also include jail data.
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Human Services Department

There are several units/sections under the Department of Human Services (DHS). Each
unit has its own database applications. They coordinate data exchange issues among
themselves. Human Services itself does not have an umbrella type of case management
system, and does not have a direct data exchange (regarding criminal data) with any criminal
justice agency.

PC/Network Support

DHS attempted to obtain a staff position for a dedicated IT person a couple of years ago,
but was not successful. Currently, the IS Division track the number of support calls and
service it provides, and bills DHS for its services. DHS staff reported that they get good
support for PC’s.

User Meetings

Before the change in form of government, there used to be monthly meetings with the
County IS division, for overall IT issues and not just criminal justice.

Criminal Justice Services Division

There are three different units at the Criminal Justice Services: pretrial, probation, and court
treatment services.

Pretrial Unit

The data is collected on the mainframe system, which is tightly linked with the jail
management system, JEMS. The system records client information such as name, address,
sex, DOB, charges for the arrest, employment, education, drug use history, mental history,
etc. This information is entered directly into the database when the case manager is
interviewing the inmate in the jail. They have access to some jail booking screens and can
pull some information into their database since the jail and Pretrial are on the same system.

When clients are released from the jail, they come to the pretrial office to meet with the case
manager, who enters the information into the state database, which in turn generates a
report with a list of people on supervision.

Probation Unit

This unit is in the process of switching from the old mainframe system to a new system
called CJS-Track (which is the same system used by the State of UDC’s F-Track system).
The user training will finish by the end of 2003. Some users who have gone through the
training are already entering in new cases in CJS-Track. CJS-Track gathers all information
related to the offender, along with case information from the courts.

CJS-Track will have no connection to the sheriff and jail systems. All inmate information
that is entered into the jail system will then have to be re-typed into CJS-Track. But not all
of the people under probation are booked into the county jail. Depending on the offense,
officers can just issue tickets and tell the offenders to appear in the courts.
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This is a step back in terms of data integration because the connection between probation
and the jail is now broken.” Although it is not a state requirement to move to CJS-Track, all
units of Criminal Justice Services are switching to the new system because not only are the
features of the case management system improved, they can share information with state
level Department of Correction systems. The old system was not able to output reports,
statistics, demographic information, and lists of offenders.

Currently, it’s not constantly required for the probation unit to send statistics to any state or
county agency, although it is required when they apply for a grant or file an annual report.
But every time they do that, the statistics have to be calculated manually with the old system.

Court Treatment Services

The case management system was developed with a Microsoft Access database, which
collects a lot of demographic information on the clients. It collects almost the same
information as the probation system, plus more detailed information such as drug testing
reports, case notes, etc. The information is entered directly from the courtroom terminal.
The judges have access to it and can enter the system directly from the court.

Data Exchange with Other Agencies

The Criminal Justice Services have access to the court docket system, but they have only
read-only access.

* JEMS: Mentioned above.
= Court system: Has read-only access to some screens.

= State criminal ID system (BCI): Case managers have access to state BCI rap
sheets (criminal history), but there is no electronic exchange. It would be more
efficient if that information could be pulled up within their new system, but nothing
is linked up. They have to open a separate program to look up rap sheets.

BCI information is pulled from all units (Pretrial, Probation, Court Treatment). In
Pretrial, the case managers use them. They also have some managers go to courts
and make recommendations to the judges, giving them information on the prior
history. Probation service case managers also use rap sheets to identify criminal
histories for PSR’s and probation services.

= Physical (paper) files:
Pretrial — Files are made only for selected people.

Probation — Each client has a file. Clients have to sign the probation agreements,
which list all the probation requirements the judges issue. These sheets are filed.
Treatment referrals are filed on a different type of paper form.

Court treatment — Case managers keep files on all their clients. In addition, the
treatment unit keeps separate files for confidential information, due to state
licensing. Not everybody gets access to those files.

® The Probation Unit still has access to the jail system and the old mainframe system, though not as
seamless.
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Current Projects

Upgrading is being done one unit at a time. Probation is upgrading right now.
Customization is in progress for pretrial and court treatment units. As soon as probation is
done, then pretrial is next. The court treatment unit is also on the schedule for upgrading.

* Project management/design/customization: The Criminal Justice Services hires
IBM through the State of Utah. IBM is the original contractor that developed the
DOC and AP&P (Adult Probation and Parole) systems. The new system being put
together with grant money and some different parts of the budget. A project
manager from IBM and the CJS IT person are working together with several users
on the implementation. County IS knows about the project, but is not actively
involved.

® Small updates, patches to the current systems: Probation has developed a
simple Excel file to track referrals, judges, requirements, etc. This will go away when
the new systems are fully up and running.

Substance Abuse Services Division

The Substance Abuse Services Division uses two MS Access programs for tracking
treatment information and billing. A web based system called WITS is being implemented,
to track substance abuse services and clients. It will finish around April 2004. This is a pilot
implementation and it will be expanded to other counties in the state. With this system, the
case managers can track referral intakes, billings, after-care, and some clinical treatment
usage. The system was initially developed by the states of Maryland and Texas, and was
available free to substance treatment agencies.

Substance Abuse Services has no electronic data exchange with any justice agency. Referral
information is sent from the drug court and probation, in paper form. Currently other
agencies have to depend on the phone to find out if a client is in the Substance Abuse
program.

The agency recently assigned a person to handle criminal cases. Since then the
communication with other justice agencies has improved significantly.

Third District Court and County Justice Court

The District Court has a system called CORIS. All District Courts throughout the state, and
some of the smaller local jurisdictions — cities and county justice courts — use CORIS. The
Salt Lake County District Court has been using CORIS since December 1997, when it was
first implemented, and statewide implementation in district courts was completed in 1998.
The CORIS application was written in-house by the AOC IT staff with the help of some
consultants. The application development was started in 1992, and first implemented in
1995. It was written with PowerBuilder, and the database is Informix (using Informix stored
procedures and 4GL).

Installations

All 37 District Courts in the State, and 33 city and county Justice Courts, are using the
system. There are about 120 Justice Courts in the State and most of them use a product
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called CASEL. Those courts use CASELLE because it offers other county management
software programs which include accounting and collection modules.

Data Centers

Database servers for District Courts are housed at the AOC. Some justice courts host their
own database servers and some smaller justice courts are hosted on a server at AOC.
Backup tapes are stored off-site.

Data Exchange with Other Agencies:

There are several interfaces between CORIS and some of the state and local agencies.

®* Department of Public Safety (DPS) system: There is an interface that runs
periodically, to send BCI, DLD, FTA, and warrant processes. This information is
made available to the Justice Courts via the DPS system.

»  BCI: Thetre are also other interfaces that run twice a week and send information
over to DPS, Bureau of Criminal Investigation (BCI), and also to the Driver License
Division.

= Utah Department of Corrections (UDC): A program runs every night that sends
criminal sentencing information to UDC and Adult Probation and Parole (AP&P).
The main reason for this connection was to provide the AP&P with information on
fines and fees that it collects from defendants. Fine and fee information for the
defendants, so that AP&P can collect those.

= State Office of Debt Collections: A program runs every night that sends list of
unpaid fines and payments which are over 90 days overdue and which the court is no
longer going to try to collect. The Office takes over those cases and tries to do
collections for them.

* Mental Health and Gun Registry: A program runs nightly to send these agencies
information on persons claiming or found by the judge to be not guilty by reason of
insanity, or guilty but mentally ill. These persons are placed on a registry at Public
Safety so they cannot buy guns.

* Web-based Xchange: This is a free web-based inquiry system for public agencies
to look up District Court data. It is also available commercially by subscription.
There are some high level discussions about whether to include Justice Court data in
this system.

®  Jail Transport Calendar: There is a small program that pulls data about scheduled
hearings, which is then sent to the Salt Lake County jail to arrange prisoner
transport.

= Utah Criminal Justice Information System (UCJIS): This project provides an
interface into the District Courts' data for persons who have access to the state
UCJIS system. There are some discussions about placing some calendar data in
XML format so it can be queried and uploaded into the District Attorney’s system.
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®* Web Calendars: There is a program that pulls District Court calendar information
and places it on a public web-page. This program is available free to Justice Courts
as well, although they have to provide their own web servers.

* Legal Defenders: Legal Defenders only have web access, where they can run
reports for a single case or run/view the calendar. They have the same security level
as the public and do not have special screens.

= Other Projects: There are other smaller projects where the court accepts electronic
filings from the Tax Commission, Office of Recovery Services, and Department of
Workforce Services.

The jail sends booking information to the court every morning via email and also
sends data about bail payments that is made at the jail.

* In progress: An interface is being developed® with Public Safety where the court
would accept files of data each day containing traffic ticket information from the
UHP and other local law enforcement that are integrated with DPS. The system
should be in place for a District Court pilot site by December. When that process is
proven, the programs will be made available to the Justice Courts so that they can
reduce the manual re-entry of traffic ticket information.

Other Data Exchange Issues/Plans

The court has been engaged in discussions with the DPS concerning whether there should
be a real-time upload of the warrant system (which is currently be uploaded every night).
Because there is no real need, they have not pursued this yet.

There are some other issues with the County Justice Court. The County Justice Court has its
own database, and it manages its own data transfer to the DPS. Justice Court does not have
as many technical staff as the District Court (AOC) does, and so sometimes it has difficulties
in trouble-shooting.

The County Justice Court began using CORIS a number of years ago, and hired consultants
to implement some specific changes; there are some conflicts with the District Court’s
direction. There are some legislative changes that the courts are required to do. To meet
those requirements, the justice court may have to use the latest version of CORIS.
However, when the Justice Court upgrades its system with the latest version of CORIS, it
will lose the changes/modifications and some data.

Currently the AOC has some grant funding to support the Justice Court. The Commission
on Juvenile Justice (CCJJ) provides grant funding for criminal justice projects and funded the
AOC to provide additional support to the Justice Court by implementing CORIS. Grant
funding is drying up, and no new funding is coming in, so the AOC is developing a fee
structure. In the future, the justice courts will have to pay AOC for the use and support of
CORIS. A fee structure for Justice Courts use of CORIS is under consideration, but no
decisions have been made.

= CORIS Support: AOC has a help desk that the Justice Courts can call. However,
its CORIS help desk can only help with problems that are specific to the CORIS

* The interface should be in place in March 2004.
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program and not questions related to Justice Court modifications. AOC also
provides CORIS training classes.

* PC and network support: AOC provides all pc and network support for the
District Court. It also provides contract support to smaller Justice Courts.

= User Meetings: User meetings are conducted only on an as needed basis and only
on the IT level. CJCC organizes regular meetings among administrative level staff,
including Public Safety, the courts, and Corrections. IT directors from those three
agencies are included in the meetings.

Legal Defenders

Legal Defenders use a case management system called Client Information System (CIS),
which was written by a contractor. CIS was written in DOS 20 years ago and was
rewritten/upgraded to a Windows based system a year ago. It is a proptietary system
specific to their agency.

Data Exchange with Other Agencies

= Jail: Legal defenders have access to the jail roster. They get charge information for
the assigned cases. They can get the jail roster through the web based host-on-
demand system and they have direct access into the jail’s JEMS system.

® District Courts: The Legal Defenders have access to statewide court dockets, which
handle Second and Third District Courts.

= Salt Lake City Justice Court: Has a VPN access to the City Justice Court system.
They will be able to do electronic filing in early 2004, for misdemeanor B and C
cases only.

* County Justice Court: There is no computer access to the County Justice Court
system. Everything is done via phone, fax and letters.

* District Attorney: The DA’s Office has no automated exchange. Documents come
in as paper, CD’s and DVD’s. There is a runner who delivers and picks up
documents at the District Attorney’s Office, the District and Justice Courts, the
Attorney General’s Office, and the City Prosecutor.

FINDINGS

Salt Lake County and all of its criminal justice agencies recognize that the justice system
must move toward full automation and integration of the criminal justice system database
and record/case management systems. The old mainframe systems have some level of
integration as all components were developed in-house by the county IS and were
compatible to each other.

Now all justice agencies have moved or are in the process of moving out of the mainframe
environment. Probation has already moved out. Pretrial and drug treatment services are in
the process. The District Attorney is more in the planning stage. In this transition period
there are many gaps and inefficiencies, including expensive duplication of data input, delays,
errors, and lost opportunities for cooperation and collaboration. There is a danger of having
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delays and new technological/political hurdles for data integration. Criminal Justice Services
will be further away from the jail, technologically.

1.

All the criminal justice agencies are well automated within each agency. Each agency
has at least one or more database applications.

Old mainframe systems which are/were used by all justice agencies have some
limited inter-agency data integration.

This vital integration is being disrupted while all agencies are moving out of the
mainframe environment to more modernized applications (District Court, Sheriff,
and District Attorney) and to mandatory state systems (adult and juvenile field
services).

To get around the non-integrated systems, the owner agencies of these database
applications give read-only access to other agencies but do not integrate the data.

Because of the lack of automated data integration, users have to look at one data
screen to get information or print, only to switch to another to enter the same
information. This duplicative data entry increases the incidence of human data entry
errors and even lost data, which is very expensive.

There are no regular meetings among database application users from different
agencies. There are no formal meetings among top officials from different criminal
justice agencies for planning data integration.

The jail wants to get a new system to replace JEMS, but does not have the funds.

The data connections between the jail, Pretrial, and Probation are gone and the
connection between the jail and DA may go away as well, as the district is planning
to get a new system. These are serious problems.

Recommendations

The following recommendations relate to all the systems taken as a whole and data flow
through the system.

1.

The County and municipal governments should adopt a common integration
and data flow policy.

Each agency should review its databases, and either replace or modify them if they
are unable to produce and transmit information in standard ASCII or XML database
formats.

The County should acquire a data integration software program or develop
one in-house that permits day-to-day operational information from each
agency to be relayed to the next user downstream without duplicate entry of
data.

This should also allow the automatic addition of the new agency’s data from its
databases without the need for further human data entry. This system should utilize
an open architecture under widely accepted standards for the exchange of data. It
should permit secure transmission of data and should allow each agency to control
the flow of data to others as permitted and required by law. Initially, to avoid
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conflicts among agencies, it should reflect the current movement of information.
Later, an inter-agency group should review the case flow to achieve efficiencies once
the various users have become familiar with the capabilities of the new system.

3. The integration software and agency databases should be accessible to report
writing software that can be utilized by a skilled agency employee in each
agency.

4. Each information system must be able to export its data in a standard format
that can be imported into future systems. Any manufacturer whose product
cannot do this should be requited to modify the product to add that
capability, or the product should be replaced.

5. Database applications that need replacing should, if possible, be paralleled
for a number of years by a new, more flexible data system that does not
require double entry of data.

If a manufacturer cannot or will not permit access to data in the old system,
alternatives for automatic access to that information should be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis. The goal should be to avoid having to access old data manually in the
old system in order to re-enter it in the new system as seldom as possible.

Replacement databases that require a wide variety or larger number of data entry
points should use a standard web browser for data entry rather than requiring
expensive network client administration. Databases that have only a few data entry
points can use client-based software or browser entry.

6. CJAC should organize a sub-committee with at least two representatives (one
top official and one database application user) from each criminal justice
agency, and schedule regular weekly or monthly meetings to discuss IT
problems and do integration planning.

7. The jail should take a second look into UDC’s O-Track system, to use it as a
new jail management system.

O-Track was developed by Utah Department of Corrections. It cost over $9
million to develop. It has prison and probation/parole modules. The state of
Alaska added a jail module and implemented O-Track at all the jails in Alaska. O-
Track is installed at state prisons in Utah and New Mexico, and is working very
well. IBM was the original vendor was hired to develop O-Track, but the state
owns the source code. The program will be free, but the jail has to make some
customizations. The estimated cost for a new commercial system will be between
$2 and $5 million, according to the jail. The estimated cost for customizing O-
Track for Salt Lake jail (to meet the specifications provided by the jail staff) will
be around $25,000,> according to the IBM project manager who is working for
UDC. The County will save a lot of money and the jail will get a new modern jail
management system if it goes with O-Track.

® This figure does not include the cost for hardware, which could range from $50,000 to a few hundred
thousand dollars, depending on the configuration. The Pretrial Unit is also offering to share its hardware
and database server to the jail, although it is not clear that the Pretrial server can handle the jail user load.
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5. MANAGING THE FLOW (LAW ENFORCEMENT)

Law enforcement for Salt Lake County residents and visitors is provided by ten municipal
agencies and the county Sheriff’s Office; which provides service to unincorporated portions
of the county and contract police services to four additional municipalities.

In addition, the county is served by the State Highway Patrol, the Department of Public
Safety, law enforcement for two school districts, the University of Utah Police Department,
state police, federal agencies and specialized units such as fish and game and forestry .

Table 5.1 shows the population served, current agency staffing, and the ratio of staffing per
1000 population for each of the county’s law enforcement agencies.

Table 5.1: Salt Lake County Municipalities — Law Enforcement Agencies

LE Staffing

Municipality Population f fficers bt 1,000
ssigned Ratio
Draper 29,443
Midvale 27,959 42 1.50
Murray 43,967 80 1.82
Salt Lake City 184,354 411 2.23
Sandy 94,843 117 1.23
South Jordan 33,337 38 1.14
South Salt Lake 22,192 61 2.75
West Jordan 86,763 96 1.11
West Valley City 113,129 181 1.60
Alta Marshal 382 26.18
Non Municipal Law Enforcement Agencies
State Highway Patrol
Department of Public Safety
Two School Districts
Univ. of Utah PD 31
Sheriff’s Office 349,076 392 3.52
Municipal Contract Law Enforcement by Sheriff's Office
Bluffdale 5,634 2.98 0.53
Herriman 6,290 2.88 0.46
Holladay 19,337 23.32 1.21
Riverton 31,291 15.58 0.50
Taylorsville 59,722 47.24 0.79

Source: Sheriff’s Office documents and UCR data
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LAW ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONAL PRACTICES

Law enforcement operating practices and the manner in which police exercise discretionary
arrest and transport powers have an immediate impact on the criminal justice system and
crowding in the jail. Their operational practices and discretionary powers have an impact on
charging, bail, and number of arrests submitted to the jail. Discretionary powers at the point
of arrest generally include citation in-lieu of arrest and incarceration, stationhouse release in
lieu of arrest, referral to community agencies, and informal diversion programs.

Both the Salt Lake City Police Department and the Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office
maintain a policy allowing arresting officers to release defendants on citation in-lieu of
incarceration. Exact statistics were not available from any of the agencies in the county,
although in interviews, many agency representatives stated they believed there were much
larger numbers of arrests without incarceration than incarceration placements. Most
misdemeanants, they suggested, are issued citations in-lieu of arrest, except in circumstances
that require incarceration. Those circumstances can include:

. Protection ordets
. Warrants

Repeated domestic violence incidents

1
2
3
4. Prior failures to appear in court
5. Threats to self or others

6

Arrests for investigation purposes, etc.

The use of frequent use of field citations is not supported in any data.

The impact of routine officers on late night shifts can dramatically impact the workload of
all the downstream agencies, and contribute in a significant way to the current overcrowding
of the jail and courts.

The stated policy prefers an incarceration if there is probable cause to identify an assault or
there are threats of an assault. When a law enforcement officer responds to a call for
service, he or she is informed of the nature of the incident by the Communications Center,
which relays the information that was called in to the officer. On arrival, the officer has a
variety of options available, depending on a wide range of variables, including the type of
offense.

Cooperation

Law enforcement agency staff stated that cooperation among police agencies and sharing of
information was excellent and that intelligence information is shared through published and
electronic bulletins. The two largest agencies, Salt Lake County and Salt Lake City maintain
weekly bulletins, to which the smaller agencies contribute information. The city and county
agencies also utilize the same computer aided dispatch (CAD) and records management
systems (RMS) system, which compliment each other. The other agencies in Salt Lake
County use the “Spillman” system for records management, an older system that is not
compatible with data sharing.

Institute for Law & Policy Planning 5.2



Salt Lake County Criminal Justice System Assessment FINAL REPORT

Police agencies communicate between vehicles by radio, either by switching to appropriate
channels or with the assistance of the dispatch center. Salt Lake City maintains it own
Dispatch Center and 911; Salt Lake County participates in its own Dispatch Center. The
Sheriff’s 911 calls are handled by Valley Emergency Communication Center (VECC), then
transferred to the county center. VECC is a private organization with chief administrators
of the smaller agencies serving as board members. Currently Salt Lake City and County back
up each other’s system. There is no backup to VECC. System administrators intend to
remedy radio system incompatibilities by moving to the same communications model so
radio communications are compatible and offer redundant services throughout the valley.

All law enforcement sworn personnel use a take home vehicle (patrol and investigations/
marked and unmarked). Take home cars may be used for personal use within the
boundaries of Salt Lake County following written restrictions. This practice creates a greater
law enforcement presence within the community at large.

Problems

Law enforcement officials expressed the opinion that the County will likely need new jail
beds to increase capacity, observing that following the completion of the new Salt Lake
County Jail it took only six months for it to be filled to capacity. There are already
limitations to officers’ alternatives for coping with offenders, and the county’s population is
growing.

The City of Salt Lake negotiated years ago to close its city jail and instead make use of the
county jail; other jurisdictions are unwilling to consider local alternatives because of their
high cost. Salt Lake County operates the only jail system. A few police agencies have
temporary “holding cells” but typically do not hold arrestees overnight. (The Utah State
Prison is also located within the County.)

Gang activity is perceived by the police to be a growing problem in the Salt Lake area. To
address this issue, the criminal justice system has formed a “Gang Project” task force,
funded by a Federal grant. This task force is said to receive good support from the local
agencies. The program is currently housed in the Sheriff’s Office building, with the Sheriff’s
Office taking the role of the lead agency. Other county law enforcement agencies contribute
manpower.

Of the communities in the county, Salt Lake City has the most significant problem with
homelessness, but this problem tends to spill over to other jurisdictions. The City provides
services for the community and many homeless individuals. During the winter, the City
houses up to 600 people in shelters.

Law enforcement agencies report that few options are available for dealing with persons
with mental health problems, drug problems, or alcohol problems when they are
encountered during arrests. Law enforcement representatives state that drugs and alcohol
contribute significantly to the number of crimes; but that the drug courts have had a positive
impact in this area.

Warrants

Warrants are a decentralized law enforcement service and each jurisdiction files and handles
their own warrants. Each agency submits new warrants to a state-wide database which is
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queried by officers in the field. Little coordinated effort to follow up on the outstanding
warrants occurs in Salt Lake County. Because a defendant may be directed to many
locations to deal with outstanding warrants, a central location and method to dispose of
warrants could improve the system. However, funding for servicing the number of warrants
could defeat development of a coordinated response. FEach city receives the fines and
revenue from collection but cost of service would likely be born by the County.

SALT LAKE CI1T1Y POLICE DEPARTMENT

The Salt Lake City Police Department employs 411 officers and a total staff of over 600 to
service a city population of 185,000.

The City of Salt Lake funded a 1997 study of its criminal justice system by ILPP because of a
concern that continuing crowding of the jail was causing city police and the county jail to
divert many offenders, even in cases involving serious levels of crime.

The City has also considered developing a minimum security jail to house people arrested for
crimes that are not serious enough for incarceration in the county jail. Officers face
particularly difficult circumstances when they arrest persons for “quality of life” offenses,
and the jail is crowded. There are also problems with the suspect identification system.
One option would be for the city to provide short term holding for such cases. Because of
the costs associated with this option, the city deferred a decision.

Domestic Violence Cases

Domestic violence is not a legal classification but rather a relational connection of the parties
involved in a physical confrontation. If a law enforcement officer determines probable
cause that such an offense occurred, and that one of the parties was the aggressor, the
preferred course of action is physical arrest and incarceration. The officer has the option to
issue a citation for appearance at a later date, although most offenders in these cases go to
jail. However, once an arrest for domestic related offenses occurs, the defendant is always
held until arraignment by the court.

Felony Cases

In all felony cases the officer must physically arrest and incarcerate a defendant once the
decision to charge has been made. Other jurisdictions allow officers to issue a court
appearance for minor felony charges. The decision to charge is based on probable cause to
believe the offense occurred and that the defendant is the person who committed it, or the
offense was committed in the presence of the officer. The prosecutor may authorize release
on specific cases at the request of law enforcement authorities. Otherwise, the options for
felony offense are as follows:

a. 'The officer may take the defendant to the arresting agency for investigative
purposes.

b. The officer takes the defendant to the Correctional Center for booking.

c. The officer may authorize a pre-arraignment release for those charged with
Class 3 or 4 felonies.
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Misdemeanor Arrests

The Salt Lake City Police Department states that it monitors all misdemeanor arrests,
mandating that each arrest follow a written policy on incarceration and be approved by field
supervisor.

The following tables provide an overview of the reported statistical trends of arrest in Salt
Lake City.

Table 5.2: City Summary of Charges at Arrest for Salt Lake City Police 2000 — 2002

NCIC Group Bench Charge | Juvenile | Misdemeanor | Court | Outstanding | Grand
Warrant at Cite Cite Arrest Warrant Total
Booking

Homicide 25 25
Kidnapping 82 9 9 100
Sex Assault 86 7 93
Robbery 456 4 4 4 478
Assault 3413 773 1,404 334 3 5,927
Arson 37 1 2 40
Extortion 182 2 184
Burglary 1,190 759 1,413 9 6 3,377
Larceny 1,663 1,238 2,586 28 7 5,522
MotorVehicle Theft 582 25 2 12 1 622
Forgery 470 13 36 4 523
Fraud 143 2 66 54 2 267
Stolen Property 321 20 23 2 2 368
Vandalism/Damage 909 402 447 114 2 1,874
Dangerous Drugs 4,811 532 2,407 26 3 7,779
Sex Offense 85 2 2 1 90
Family Offense 483 2 228 16 6 735
Gambling 220 143 7 3 373
Commercial Sex 371 694 2 1 1,068
Liquor 1,095 841 8,144 6 10,086
Obstruct Police 3,019 415 1,266 6 22 4,728
Watrants/Escape 193 14,336 15 94 86 17,993 32,747
Obstruct Judicial 86 32 130 2 250
Weapons 526 102 193 9 2 832
Public Peace 1,348 1,288 1,934 149 9 4,728
Traffic 2,945 180 3,910 49 8 7,092
Health/Safety 4 2 6
Trespass 1,047 61 133 41 2 1,241
Smuggling 20 1 21
Racketeering 18 18
Conservation 18 21
Against Property 1 3
Morals 77 18 389 6 490
Public Order 3,894 521 2,846 12 14 7,287
Juvenile/Status 26 6 57 89
Grand Total 193 43,985 7,253 28,509 981 18,163 99,084

The 5 year historic summary of Part I, index crimes shows a stable number and slight
decrease in reported offenses.
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Table 5.3: Salt Lake City Police Reported Part I, Index Crimes

Offense
Homicide
Rape
Robbery
Agg-Assault
Arson
Burglary
Larceny
Auto Theft

Total Part One Crime

Total Calls for Service
Total Violent Part Ones
Total Property Part Ones

Actual Crimes Reported/January - December

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
21 20 14 21 13
146 152 138 126 125
593 481 570 492 468
704 767 746 741 677
92 88 97 59 94
2,837 2,144 2,186 2,270 2,448
14,662 13,549 12,207 13,480 13,677
2,024 1,742 1,468 1,626 1,597
21,079 18,943 17,426 18,815 19,099
260,630 260,063 242,400 241,662 234,583
1,464 1,420 1,485 1,380 1,283
19,505 17,621 15,958 17,435 17,816

The following table compares the Part I, Index Crimes to the number of residents in the

City.

Offense
Homicide
Rape
Robbery
Agg-Assault
Arson
Burglary
Larceny
Auto Theft

Total Part Ones

Total Calls
Total Violent
Total Property

Population estimates used

Table 5.4
Crimes per 100,000 Resident Population
1998 1999 2000 2001
11.8 11.1 7.7 11.5
82.0 84.4 75.0 69.2
333.1 267.2 314.5 270.3
395.5 428.1 411.1 407.1
51.7 47.8 63.6 324
1593.8 1,191.1 1,206.2 1,247.3
8,176.3 7,527.2 6,7354  7,406.6
1,137.1 967.8 810.0 893.4
11,781 10,525 9,624 10,338
146,421 144,474 133,748 132,726
823 789 808 758
10,958 9,734 8,806 9,579
178,000 180,000 181,237 182,000

Source: Salt Lake City Police Reports
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2002

7.1
68.5
256.4
371.0
51.5
1,341.4
7,494.2
876.1

10,466

128,539
703
8,762

182,500
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Salt Lake Police Department Historic Budget and Staffing

The following table represents the last seventeen years of Salt Lake City Police Department
budget and staffing summary.

Table 5.5
Fiscal Year (egtlitr{ﬁapt?ezuflsrt Ir?gn- PolicguDde;;tTotal L%tl?:::t;(fefpitr.] S\A//\(;jrt: (z)rfléce:c;rs
census yrs (general fund)
1983-84 161,790 18,579,569 528
1984-85 161,479 20,964,939 523
1985-86 151,168 20,912,878 518
1986-87 160,857 20,039,924 501
1987-88 160,546 19,003,567 487
1988-89 160,235 18,641,913 480
1989-90 160,405 19,223,050 487
1990-91 168,425 20,858,608 460
1991-92 171,794 21,774,377 454
1992-93 171,976 22,964,699 451
1993-94 171,190 23,997,529 441
1994-95 170,782 29,901,352 536
1995-96 171,478 31,422,933 565 362
1996-97 172,178 34,528,218 558 384
1997-98 172,880 36,056,477 574 394
1998-99 173,858 37,256,443 581 404
1999-2000 181,743 39,278,135 578 413
2000-01 181,931 39,815,052 579 414
2001-02 182,529 43,241,596 581 413
2002-03 183,056 42,425,069 582 413
2003-04 183,583 43,219,399 577 411
2004 410
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SHERIFF’S OFFICE

The Law Enforcement Bureau of the Sheriff's Office is responsible for the delivery of
services traditionally associated with police operations. It is composed of five
Districts/Divisions that are responsible for all patrol, investigation, and other specialized
duties.

In 2002, the Bureau was restructured to include the East, West, and South Districts, and the
Investigations and Special Operations Divisions. The "Districts," previously know as
"Divisions," were renamed to reflect the addition of property crime investigations to their
primary patrol responsibilities. The Investigations Division handles all crimes against
persons, narcotics and fugitive investigations. The Special Operations Division provides
specialized service for canyon patrol, search and rescue, SWAT, and major traffic accident
investigations.

The Bureau provides service to the unincorporated areas of the county as well as five
municipalities that contract with the Sheriff's Office for their law enforcement. The cities of
Holladay, Taylorsville, Riverton, Bluffdale and Herriman each fund up to thirty patrol
deputies and share in the cost of other investigative and special services.

The Office develops measurable goals and objectives each year. The Administration and
District Commanders (civilian and sworn) attend a one-day retreat to discuss current issues
and set the direction of the organization for the future. Tasks are assigned to presenters for
future topics with follow-up tasks indicating desired outcomes. District goals and objectives
are developed by respective District Commanders of the Sheriff’s Office.

A moderate to high use of technology is incorporated in the Sheriff’s law enforcement
operations. A Sheriff’s Office Technology & Information Committee (STIC meets monthly,
comprised of civilian and sworn personnel, who are tasked with reviewing all new
technologies applicable to the law enforcement community.

Mobile data computers (MDC) are in each vehicle and contribute to officer’s effectiveness
while reducing the load on the communications center. Nearly all patrol cars contain non-
lethal munitions. An automated vehicle locator system and the supporting mapping system
are now being developed.

Salt Lake County received national awards for their fleet management plan. Vehicles are
replaced on an annual basis.

The Office guides arresting officers on the use of incarceration through written policy
specifying arrest standards. The domestic violence policy requires specific actions, including
incarceration. Officers try to use a detoxification center available to all agencies in the
county for arrestees that are merely intoxicated. The Office reports that serious mentally ill
offenders are handled, when possible, through local hospital mental evaluation
commitments.

There are no remote booking locations for the Sheriff’s Office. Officials report that intake
processing is timely, at 15 — 30 minutes. Juveniles are booked at a separate facility. Felony
arrests are incarcerated while those arrested for driving while intoxicated may be released to
a responsible person after processing.
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Table 5.6: Sheriff Staffing

FINAL REPORT

Assignment Area Sworn Law Enforcement Civilian Staff
and Corrections

Unincorporated law enforcement 208

service

Contracted law enforcement services | 92

Court & Protective services 147

Support and Countywide law 40

enforcement services

Civilian support on the Metro Jail 236

(corrections)

Metro Jail (corrections) 448

Civilian support on the law 149

enforcement

Totals 935 385

Table 5.7: Staffing Levels — October 20, 2003!

Agency Allocations
Law Enforcement
Sheriff 1
Undersheriff 1
Chief Deputies 2
Captains 8
Lieutenants 19
Sergeants 51
Deputies 300
Total: | 382
Corrections
Captains 4
Lieutenants 17
Sergeants 43

Correctional Officers 447

Total: | 511

Protective Services

Corporals 2

Protective Service Office | 32

Total: | 34
Office-Wide Support
Civilians 300
Temps/Part-Time 150
Total: | 450

Total Employee Count:

1377

1 We have been informed that these staffing numbers have changed since the time of data collection and there has been

some additional downsizing.
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FINDINGS

Law enforcement in Salt Lake County is constrained by the many agencies, as well as
problems of policy and coordination. These problems manifest themselves in varying
approaches to jail use, court appearances, crime analysis, and inter-agency coordination
overall. The findings suggest a general movement towards consolidation.

1.

In ILPP’s first report to Salt Lake City, arrest and release data demonstrated that a
basic problem in the system is the lack of a uniform arrest policy in Salt Lake
County. This results in differential jail use, many cases that result in quick release but
serious ongoing costs, and a general waste of city taxpayer resources in needless
transportation to the jail. The recommendation in the first report to implement a
county-wide citation in lieu of arrest policy was not heeded. It is repeated herein.

Crime analysis in Salt Lake County, amongst all the law enforcement agencies, is
segmented and does not effectively meet the needs of the criminal justice system.
Although meetings, bulletins and task forces occur, there is no thorough and real-
time analysis of crime, county-wide, that is used to deploy and develop ongoing
response time and crime control strategies. Each large and small jurisdiction has its
own approach, with the result that scarce law enforcement resources are not
effectively utilized.

Coordination, county-wide, between law enforcement and the courts is lacking, with
the result that extensive waste and overtime results from continued cases without
notice to officer witnesses, poor scheduling, and a lack of careful attention to
minimizing wasted law enforcement time. Although there have been improvements
in Salt Lake City, county-wide the problem is severe.

Consolidation of law enforcement, to remedy coordination and segmentation
problems, uneven policies and procures, waste and delays, is pootly developed in Salt
Lake County, having centered primarily on dispatch and radio. The County is
policed by many agencies in many ways without the kind of system-wide
coordination that could save significant police resources and use them to fight crime.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

A field release policy should be adopted on a countywide basis. Written
procedures should include supervisory review in the field of discretionary
releases along with a listing of circumstances and offenses suitable for
citation releases.

Starting at the beginning of the system, the law enforcement function would be
greatly improved by adding a citation in lieu of arrest policy or an arrest for those
offenders for whom certain characteristics require their custody, for example a
danger of a continuing offense or endangering another victim would serve as a basis
for incarcerating a misdemeanor. Most misdemeanors are either a good risk to
appear and should not be brought to the jail, or can be released under conditions
and/or follow-on notice and monitoring that will less expensively help insure their
appearance.
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The Chiefs of Police in Salt Lake County have agreed on principal and in concept
that such a policy is needed, but the Sheriff must take the lead. Because of the
number of police chiefs, segmentation, and various influences on law enforcement
operations, the recommendation ILPP presented in its prior report was never
implemented. Now, the Sheriff’s leadership will be required. Appendix B provides
model policies that ILPP recommends.

The Sheriff should set a date after which misdemeanors will not be accepted into the
jail from police agencies that do not have a modern citation in lieu of arrest policy
and provision for data collection so that it can be evaluated. Agencies transporting
to the jail, without such a policy, should be required, after this defined date, to pay a
$200 booking fee, which more closely covers actual costs, before booking in a
misdemeanor.

The Sheriff’s Office should also develop a parallel jail citation in lieu of arrest policy
and release inmates presented at booking who fall under the new county-wide policy.

2. As future facility planning and opportunities for collaboration occur, the
County and municipalities, under the leadership of the Sheriff, should seek to
coordinate and consolidate law enforcement functions, beginning with crime
analysis.

* Fach law enforcement agency should appoint an employee to review offense
reports on a daily basis for the purpose of abstracting crime analysis information
county-wide.

= A planning committee consisting of crime analysts from each department should
develop protocols for the submission of crime patterns and important
descriptors, culled daily from offense reports, to a host agency.

= FEither the Sheriff’s Office or the Salt Lake Police Department should be
considered as the candidate for the role of host agency, responsible for
organizing and faxing, on a regular basis, crime analysis bulletins to all county law
enforcement agencies.

®  Beginning with crime analysis, functional consolidation of police services should
be commenced in Salt Lake County, building on current units like the Salt Lake
Metro Narcotics Task Force, the Salt Lake Narcotics Task force, and the Violent
Crime Task Force. Homicide and major crime scene investigation should be set
up county-wide and a foundation should be developed for major metro-
politanization, over time.

3. CJAC should create a new county-wide office of court appearance
coordination.

This office should coordinate law enforcement court appearances in all courts in the
county, using new technologies and seeking funding from law enforcement agencies
throughout the County. This funding can be offset by the resultant significant drop
in overtime and wasted costs. Officers should be on stand-by, paged, and benefit
from a new court case management system that more effectively predicts and
communicates the likelihood of trials and hearings.
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6. MANAGING THE CASE

This section covers agencies involved in the adjudication of criminal cases and includes the
Third Judicial District Court, the Salt Lake County Justice Court, City Justice Courts within
Salt Lake County, and prosecution and defense.

COURTS

Utah courts are organized in a multi-tiered structure with the Utah Supreme Court as the
court of last resort. The Supreme Court consists of a Chief Justice and four Justices sitting
en banc. The Supreme Court has mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal capital, criminal,
juvenile, disciplinary, administrative agency, and original proceeding cases. Justices are
appointed by the governor for ten-year, renewable terms, and they in turn elect a Chief
Justice to a four year term and an Associate Chief Justice to a two year term by a majority
vote.

The Utah Judicial Council is the policy-making body for the judiciary. It has the
constitutional authority to adopt uniform rules for the administration of all of the courts in
the state. The Council also sets standards for judicial performance, court facilities, support
services, and staffing levels. The Judicial Council itself is composed of members from the
different courts and the state bar.

The Utah Court of Appeals consists of seven judges sitting in panels of three; they are
appointed to six-year terms and elect a presiding judge to serve for two years. This
intermediate appellate court was established in 1987 to handle appeals from the district and
juvenile courts. It also has mandatory jurisdiction in civil, criminal, administrative agency,
juvenile, and original proceeding cases, and discretionary jurisdiction in interlocutory
decision cases.

The eight Utah District Courts are the state trial courts of general jurisdiction, including
torts, contracts, real property, small claims, domestic relations, estate/probate, mental health,
as well as felonies, Class A misdemeanors, civil and criminal appeals from justice courts, and
traffic. Most case types involve jury trials.

Salt Lake County is in the Third District, which consists of Salt Lake, Summit, and Tooele
Counties. Until July 1, 1996 there were also County Circuit Courts, which meant there were
three levels of courts within Salt Lake County: district, circuit, and justice. The circuit
courts, which replaced the old City Courts in 1978, formerly were assigned Class A
misdemeanors, felony preliminary hearings, Class A, B, and C misdemeanors, ordinance
violations, and small claims for the City of Salt Lake. In 1996, Circuit and District Courts
were consolidated into the present Third District.

The Justice Courts are courts of limited jurisdiction and are not courts of record. Justice
Courts have limited jurisdiction and they are responsible for handling Class B and C
misdemeanors, which are defined by sentence length (up to 6 months) as well as local
ordinances and infractions. Statewide there are a total of 147 justice courts in the 29
counties, with a total of 128 county and municipal judges, some part time and some full
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time, appointed either by a county commission, or by a city council or mayor. Salt Lake
County Justice Courts are discussed in detail later in this chapter.

In Utah, the juvenile court is completely separate from district court. The state’s juvenile
courts are also divided into eight districts and are designated courts of “special jurisdiction.”
The juvenile courts have exclusive jurisdiction over youth under the age of eighteen,
including neglect and abuse of children, dependency and termination of parental rights. In
Salt Lake County, five juvenile court judges are assigned to Salt Lake City (Matheson
Courthouse) and three more judges are at Sandy. One commissioner serves the entire
district." The juvenile court has its own court executive and appointed court clerk.

Although juvenile courts are separate, both organizationally and jurisdictionally, from district
courts, there are areas where there is overlap. The district court has concurrent jurisdiction
with the juvenile court over adults contributing to the delinquency of minors. Justice courts
can have concurrent jurisdiction over minor traffic violations committed by youths aged
sixteen and higher. In recognition of the need to coordinate pending cases where there is
concurrent jurisdiction, Rule 39, Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure, states that all parties
have a continuing duty to inform the court of a delinquency case pending in juvenile court in
which the defendant in district is a party.

THIRD DISTRICT COURT

The Third District Court is funded by the State of Utah. There are twenty-two district court
judges and four commissioners assigned to the main courthouse in Salt Lake City.” Two
satellite courts also operate with one district court judge assigned to Sandy and three to West
Valley.> The number and allocation of district judges is established by state statute. The
current allocation of 28 district judges is down from 30 in 2003. Judges are appointed by the
Governor through a merit selection process (nomination, 